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iﬂiPI)EMENTATION OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND
i DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974

!. TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER v27,: 1877

. U.S. SENATE,
¢ SUBCOMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE
C JUVENTLE DELINQUENCY OF THE
i COMMTIITEE ON THE JUDICIARY, =
{ Washington, D.C.
| The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:40 a.m., in room
: 1818, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. John C. Culver (chair-
i 7>an of the subcommittee) presiding. : ‘
* 7 Present: Senators Culver, Bayh, and Mathias. -
Staff present: Josephine Gittler, chief counsel; Steven Rapp, staff
director; Cliff Vaupel, assistant chief counsel ; Mary Jolly, counsel to
Senator Bahy; and Mike Klipper, counsel to Senator Mathiss.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN C. CULVER, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM IOWA

Senator Curver. The hearing will come to order. .

The U.S. Senate Judiciary Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile
Delinquency is convening today to hear testimony concerning the
implementation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act of 1974.

This subcommittee was responsible for the drafting of the Act
or 1974, making Federal funds available to the States, localities, and
public and private agencies for the purpose of improving existing
systems of juvenile justice.

In the act, Congress placed extremely high priority on the removal
of so-called “status offenders,” the noncriminal youths, from adult
jails and other secure facilities and institutions.

Congress specifically required that all States that received grants
Luder the act must cease the practice of locking up juveniles who
are alleged to have engaged in conduct which would not be crim-
inal if engaged in by adults. _

Under the act, States were given a specified period of time within
which to stop this practice. The subcommittee has a long history
of concern about the treatment of the status offender. Running away,
truancy, defiance of authority, and promiscuity are typically defined
a.d treated as status offenses.

The problem of juvenile status offenders is a large one. It is esti-
mated that there are from 700,000 to 1 million runaways each year.
These young people are dealt with by the police, courts, and correc-
tions process of the juvenile justice system.

()
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In the course of the past hearings, the subcommittee has found
that perhaps the most disturbing aspect of the treatment of status
offenders was the fact that many were being detained in adult jails
or other secure facilities, for long periods of time under undesirable
conditions beforc or during court processing of their cases.
¢+ Moreover, the subcommittee discovered that a substantial numbe=
of youths who were determined to be status offenders by-the courts
were ultimately sentenced to training schools or other secure insti-
tutions. There is a great deal of evidence that locking up juvenile
status offenders in either detention or correction facilities is inef-
fective. Most authorities agree that-children often suffer perma-
nently damaging legal, social, and economic consequences, as &
result of being treated in this manner. PR

In addition, there is evidence that locking up noncriminal juve-
niles tends to promote, rather than prevent, later antisocial behavior.
It is against this background that Congress required States par-
ticipating in the 1974 act to make a commitment to end the practice
of placing status offenders in ‘secure, .detention, and correction
facilities. _ ' | : .

Our purpose here today is to ascertain how fully and eﬁec_twehg
the act and the deinstitutionalization provision are being enforceda
and whether the States are living up to their commitment to stop
locking up juveniles who have not committed any crimes. . . _

We are going to have a number of. witnesses today. The floor
situation is very complicated by the current Senate debate on the
Energy bill; It is likely that we will be interrupted a number of
times. It may not be possible to complete our hearings ‘this morning,
although we will make a good faith effort to do that. - -

Under the Senate Rules we are limited as to how long we can
‘meet. I would, therefore, request that to most effectively use the
time we have available, the witnesses try, as best they can, to sum-
marize their remarks. We will make their statements part of the
record rather than having them read in their entirety: This will
hopefully give us some time for questions. We may--also wish - to
submit some questions to the witnesses for response in the record. -

Senator Mathias? :

STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES McC. MATHIAS, JR., A U.S. SENATOR
FROM MARYLAND :

Senator Marrias. Today the subcommittee begins its oversight
‘hearings into the implementation of the Juvenile Justice and I .
linquency Prevention Act of 1974, of which I was an original co-
sponsor. In particular, the subcommittee will review the progress tc
date under the deinstitutionalization of status offender provisions
of the 1974 act. In-brief, these provisions were aimed at phohibiting
the detention or incarceration of certain categories of young people—
such as runaways and truants—and helping insure that these. young:
sters would be treated in noninstitutional settings. =

- When Congress enacted the 1974 act, it declared hat the deinstitu-
tionalization of status offenders should be a focal point of the Fed
eral effort to prevent juvenile delinquency. Most important, the ac
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required all States seeking to participate, in. the Federal formula
grant program to deinstitutionalize status offendérs within 2 years
(section 233(a) (12)). .- o0 e
Congress recognized that compliance with this' deinstitutionaliza-
tion provision would not be easy. We were well ‘aware that several
problems, including those administrative, political, and philosophical
“’n nature, would have to be overcome in many jurisdictions before
widespread .compliance ".with the deinstitutionalization . provision
could be achieved. At the same time, however, we knew .that some
jurisdictions, including my own State ‘of Maryland, had enacted:
}egislation;requiring einstitutionalization of status offenders, and
it was hoped that the Federal law would act as'a stimulus for addi-
tional jurisdictions to opt for deinstitutionalization. :
-stantial .compliance.with the goal of deinstitutlonalization “since the-
1074 act became law, Specifically, 46 out of 56 eligible jurisdictions
have made a-‘commitment to comply with ‘this provision. At the
same time, however, a number of jurisdictionsz—facingproblems,
including the 2-year limit and escalating. costs -associated with de-
institutionalization—have declined. to- participate’ in formula grant
srograms. Equally disturbing, several currently "participating juris-
dictions may lose their eligibility because of failure to meet the 2-
vear deadline. ' - e o C
Congress_has not been insensitive to the problems faced by juris-
dictions seeking to maintain their eligibility and by others eager to
begin .participation in the formula grant program. The Juvenile
Justice Amendments of 1977, now awaiting final House action, are
rimed "at responding to these problems. Specifically, the.act would'
be revised to extend the compliance period to 3 years, and provides.
flexibility when deinstitutionalization is not achieved during this’
time period. It is anticipated .that relaxation of the period for com-
pliance, coupled with the increased funding levels, will result in in-
creased participation in the formula grant program. .
Several issues relating to deinstitutionalization will be discussed
1t length during these oversight hearings. Foremost among these
will be the status of State efforts to monitor properly attempts.aimed
at achieving deinstitutionalization, alternatives to-detention of status
offenders, and the appropriate role to be played by the Federal Gov-
ernment in encouraging: -participation in the program .and in. de-

veloping alternatives to detention. . .
During the course of these hearings we will receive testimony from
individuals and organizations familiar with the efforts aimed at.

deinstitutionalization of status offenders. Among them will be John

- Rector, Administrator .of the Office of Juvenile and Delinquency

Prevention, and Rex C. Smith. director of the Maryland Juvenile
Services Administration. For the subcommittee’s benefit, Mr. Smith
will review Maryland’s experience since it enacted its deinstitution-
‘alization statute in 1973. ) :

In addition, we will hear from William J. Anderson, of the Gov-
ernment Accounting Office, who will discuss with the subcommittee
the preliminary findings regarding GAO’s review of State efforts
to comply with section 223(a) (12) of the 1974 Act. .
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. I look forward to> ~t.he.se heafings and would like to take this op—

- portunity to thank the witnesses for appearing today:

- Senator CuLver. Our first witness this morning is Mr. John Rector.
It is a pleasure to welcome you here this morning, Mr.' Rector.

- Approximately 8 months ago Mr. Rector dssumed the duties of

Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency_

Prevention within the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. -
As the new head of this office he has primary responsibility for

implementing the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act

of 1974.. , . ) '

. I would like to welcome you here today and ask you to proceed

with your stitement at this time, o

STATEMENT OF JOHR RECTOR, ADMINISTRATOR, OFFICE OF -
JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION, LAW
ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION, ACCOMPANIED

- BY EMILY MARTIN, DIRECTOR, SPECIAL EMPHASIS DIVISION;.

" JOHN FORHAM, EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT AND SPECIAL COUNSEL;

_ AND DAVID WEST, DIRECTOR, TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND
FORMULA GRANT DIVISION - : W

Mr. Recror. Thank you very much. I am pleased to be here today.

I would like to introduce the persons appearing with me. To my
far left is Emil Martin, Director of our special emphasis program.

To my_immediate left is my Executive Assistant and Special
Counsel, John Forham. .

To my right is David West, Director of our technical assistance )
and formula grant programs.

In light of the chairman’s comment regarding the floor situation,
I will briefly highlight my prepared statement.

As you indicated Mr. Ciairman, I have been Administrator of
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention for 3
months. I understand that the subcommittee is particularly inter-
ested in the track record of the Office in implementing the deinstitu- )
tionalization and monitoring requirements of the Juvenile Justice
Act. I would therefore like to provide an assessment based on my
3 months on the job.

While there were some program accomplishments under the for-
mer administration, there have been notable shortcomings in im-
plementation of the act. Despite strong bipartisan congressional sup-
port for the program, there was opposition to funding and imple-. )
mentation within the former administration, as well as what could
}be (inly characterized as “administrative sabotage” at the highest
evels; .

These facts have been well documented by the subcommittee.
Given the lack of commitment to the act, it is surprising that any
of its objectives were achieved, especially the objective tﬁat we are¢

u

here to focus on today. - J

1 See p. 161 for Mr. Béctor's?pie’nared statement.
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" the program.
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‘The absence of such essential support, together with the difficult
but predictable problems: inherent in achieving compliance, worked
to largely nulligi the congressional deinstitutionalization mandate.
As you are well aware, Congress had little choice but to extend the
original period for achieving deinstitutionalization. o

In view of this sorry chronology, I am cautiously optimistic that

:“he flexibility provided by the Juvenile Justice Amendments of 1977

‘will encourage more States to fully participate in the program and
comply with the requirements of the act. - :

I have had the opportunity, Mr. Chairman, to review the com-
ments of the General Accounting Office regarding implementation
of the act as well as the remarks of several other witnesses. I would
like to address those comments, Mr. Chairman. - ‘
- The commentary in the GAO statement is, I understand, based
upon an interim and tentative report rather than a final and com-
plete product. The report has not yet been submitted to executive
agencies for comment. Because of this interim nature of the report,
my reaction should not be. construed as the final official comment of
the Department of Justice. - ‘ '

The GAO commentary includes considerable discussion of oppo-

~sition to deinstitutionalization and lack of leadersl}ig in this area.
Placing the issue in the context of “lack of leadership” is not speak-

ing clearly and truthfully to the sorry track record of implementa-
tion. There was outright opposition, not just lack of leadership,
within the involved executive agencies and within the White House

" regarding the deinstitutionalization requirement.

As a result, an extremely high priority of a strong bipartisan
majority of the Congress was disregarded by the administration that
nad responsibility for its implementation. : ]

Only after 3 years did the administration request any funds for
Although the act was signed by President Ford in
September 1974, hearings on the nomination of my predecessor, Mr.
Milton Luger, were not able to be held until November 1975 because
of the President’s delay in making the appointment.

It is important to note that the formufa. grant program, which is
che key aspect of today’s inquiry, was not the responsibility of the
Office of Juvenile Justice. This is an example of the administrative
gabotage to which I referred. Control of the formula grant program
was removed from the operative discretion of the Office,

Implementation of the very item that we are focusing on today—
the deinstitutionalization requirement—was not the responsibility of
the very office that Congress had created to carry it out. It became
che responsibility of the Office 6f Regional Operations, which in
turn largely deferred to the : giomal administrators, This
g&f no small problem relative to the task of the Juvenile Justice

ce.

At best, the: persons working in the Juvenile Justice Office during
this time period could influence, but only influence indirectly. They
did not have primary decisionmaking powers with regard to com-
pliance with the deinstitutionalization requirement.

Specifically, the staff of the Office did not have primary decision-
making power with regard to the regulations. They did not have
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primary decisionmaking power with regard to the policy 'behind
requests for General Counsel’s ‘opinions in matters' affecting’ the
Office. They did not haye.primary decisionmaking power: with' re-
gard to the information and background materials disseminated ‘to
ostensibly educate public and' private interests with regard to the
deinstitutionalization requirement. T

Such matters were frequently handled by persons at LEAA f.mcD
elsewhere who were not supportive of the congressional objective.
It is within that context that I say it is surprising that anything
was accomplished with regard to deinstitutionalization. o
.. One of the things’ that concerns me about the GAO tentative re-
port is that it is mainly a forward-looking report. It touches basic-
ally on the historical problems, but it is more contemporary in'its
survey and speaks to the future. . oL

The GAO commentary essentially puts the whole discussion''in
the context of problems. with deinstitutionalization. L
" In spite of the sorry chronology and lack of support by the ad-
ministration which I mentioned, Mr. Chairman, there has been some
progress. We have some supporting documents that we will submit
later for the record. I feel that the issue should be addressed in con-
text, so that we are not looking solely at problems. ‘ .
““There is a bit of naivete demonstrated in the GAO commentary.
in the sense that opposition is seemingly discovered for the first time.
That is something of primary concern. Knowledgeable pérsons who
understand in a basic way what the deinstitutionalization of status
offenders involves, realize, for example, the sexist nature of the
juvenile system. I understand that 70 percent of the young women
in the system are status offenders. There is and always has been pri- )
mary opposition to the statutory deinstitutionaliation requirements.

The .Juvenile Court Judges’ Council, right up until 3 or 4 months
ago, _lgbored long and hard to excise from the statute these very,
provisions. . , ' .

There are a host of persons who have vested interests in the un-
necessary, costly, and wasteful incarceration of dependent, neglected
and delinquent young people. A

There are other people—probably a majority of those in the sys-
tem—who are far more comfortable with the status quo than they
are with any change one way or_the other. It is in that context that
we should view the deinstitutionalization requirement. To note that
there is opposition is to exhibit some primary awareness of what
this is all about. N . ‘

T was disappointed to note that GAQ basically failed to acknowl- ,
edge the broad-based support around the country for this program. ~
T had a meeting yesterday, for example, with the AFL-CTIQ Execu-
tive Council, including General Counsel Wall. The execntive council
is on record, as of February of this year, in support of the deinstitu-
tionalization. mandate. The American Legion, the National Sheriff’s
Association, and a whole host of people involved in a myriad of youth
advocacy groups throughout the country support it.

It is important to put deinstitutionalization in the context of a -
whole host of different perspectives. Persons other than State offi-
cials and persons other than those who are in the system—in fact,

J
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persons other-than those who may well be part of the problem rather
than part of the solution—should be surveyed. The answers which
:will be given are predictable. Problems are going to'be highlighted
by persons who are somewhat hesitant or recalcitrant to conform
with whit we are discussing today.

7> -1 understand that one of the primary c')bj'e’cti\}es that the com-

mittee wants to accomplish through these hearings is the alleviation
of any doubt as to whether Congress is serious about the deinstitu-
tionalization requirement. - . .- o S

You will recall, Mr. Chairman, that during m --conﬁrmaj@mrn hear-
ings I was asked that question and I indicated that I viewed de-
institutionalization' as the primary objective of the act. I regarded

. "t as the primary focal point for all the operative aspects of the

Juvenile Justice Office. , C _ .
. I recalled, as I will again, Attorney General Bell’s strong endorse-
ment during his ¢onfirmation hearings, as well as President Carter’s
strong articulated support: during the budget review process. As, re-
cently as last week, Attorney General Bell, in the Atlanta Journal,
again articulated his support-for the program generally. He spe-

“ifically cited the folly of continuing to-act in an indiscriminate

: fashion in sentencing and handling young people in the justice

system, . . P . .
_ Senator Kennedy raised a question in my confirmation hearing
-as to whether I felt that the Office to date had allocated an exces-

~ sive amount of its available dollars to the area of deinstitutionali-

zation of status offenders. I have had several months to look at that
~uestion from a different perspective. My current assessment is that
a relatively insignificant amount of the available resources of the
Juvenile Justice Office have been allocated to this objective.

We have had one major initiative—the status offender initiative—
utilizing our discretionary money. The program is attempting to
touch the lives of 26,000 young status offenders in a number of
jurisdictions. : :

However, with regard to our technical assistance program, with
regard to our training, with regard to our public awareness efforts,
and with regard to the formula grant program generally, I think far
too little has been done. |

I want to mention in that context some of the issues we have

- considered in the last few months to help ameliorate this lack of

focus in the office on the topic of today’s hearing.

I mentioned that technical assistance was not being made available
1. @ fashion that was most efficacious with regard to this objective.
This is another situation where there was at least mild administra.-
tive sabotage. It took almost .a year to process the basic application
for the technical assistance contract through the complex LEAA
apparatus—not that it is a great deal more complex than a host of
other administrative agencies. When persons at five or six junctures.
in the process do not support the basic policy objectives they can-
e..cumber it. In fact, a delay of up to a year resulted.

_In this instance, for a whole host of - reasons, the technical as--
sistance with regard to the DSO initiative did not actually hit the
street until the first part of this year—more than a year and a half:
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after the primary initiative itself. We will assure, in the future,
with regard to the formula grant program and with regard to any
initiatives we undertake, that technical assistance, any necessary
training, and all other ’logical program ingredients will hit the
Street either at the same time as the action grant money or fa=
enough in advance to adequately prepare, educate, and otherwise’
proselytize on behalf of this congressional objective. ‘ L
We have under contemplation a rather major special emphasis
initiative. We are going to call it “Alternatives to Incarceration
Incentive Project.” The essence of it is that we will select, through
our plan review process and other processes that are available, States,
localities, private entities, coalitions of persons, and other organi-
zations that are showing that deinstitutionalization can be accom-’
plished. The dprogram will help shore them up. .
be an affirmative program.”It ‘will involve rewards
and incentives. . ' . ’
Another area that we are pursuing with a great deal of enthu-
siasm is one I also mentioned at my confirmation hearing. It relates
to the role of the coordinating council. We are very pleased with th¢
new language in the 1977 amendments which gives additional spé'_3
cific authority to the coordinating council, of which I am vice ¢hair-
person, to look into the practices, policies, and programs of other
Federal agencies to determine if they are consistent with the objec-
tive of deinstitutionalizing status offenders. -
That is an area in which we certainly welcome a bipartisan an
cooperative long-term effort between our office and Congress, par-
ticularly this committee. , D
Frequently, as you will probably hear from Mr. Harris today,
who is representing State Planning Agency Administrators and
others in the process, there are complaints that resources are- not
available to accomplish the deinstitutionalization objectives.
The multiple hundreds of millions of dollars that are expended
by other Federal agencies. should be brought to bear on this prob-
lem. Under the Economic Development Act, for example, $2 billic )
in public works money will be available next year. o
There is-an opportunity here to encourage local communities,
rather than exclusively building jails and correctional facilities, to
use these funds for shelter facilities, group homes, and other .proj-
ects that will begin to ameliorate the problems. - "

. I understand that the chairman also serves on the Public Works
Committee. Given concern regarding the Youth Employment A
and other interests, some consideration might be given to setting
aside a sigmificant portion of the public works money: for promoting
the objectives of the Juvénile Justice Act. : ‘

Currently, LEAA reviews EDA applications for correctional
projects. Oné of the things the office has done in the relatively short
time since I have been there is insert itself into the EDA review
process, Therefore, the office has input with regard to all corrc -
tional facilities and other projects proposed .in the criminal justice
area generally. $2 billion is being awarded this year, of which ap-
proximately $142 million will go for criminal justice projects. With
regard to this $142 million, the office has been able to work into a




situation whereby we are reviewing all the proposals. If there is
a proposal to construct an institution, we can reject it if, in- fact,
it violates the Eolicy thrust of the Juvenile Justice Act. b
There are other moneys under control of various Federal agencies
that could be brought to bear, including title I, elementary and sec-
-,~ondary education. funds, and a host of other pro s. All could
be redirected in a fashion that is far more sensible and consistent
‘with the deinstitutionalization policy thrust. ' -

I would certainly be remiss, Mr. Chairman, if I did not mention
the effort of the Juvenile Justice Office, despite the fact they did not
have primary decisionmaking powers with regard to deinstitution-
alization, was the responsibility of only three persons. We need

. some additional assistance. We are reorganizing our office in a way
that more effectively skews the staff toward this particular goal.

Anything the Appropriations Committee could do to help assist -
us. in achieving this bipartisan congressional objective would cer-
tainly be appreciated. - . : ‘ :

I gailed to mention that the maintenance-of-effort moneys under
control of LEAA would be another source of funds to build some

.needed facilities or to refurbish existing facilities. We could thus
{_nave more alternative measures, such as the group homes and shelter
facilities. -

For the first time. in the history of the Juvenile Justice Office, we
are now involved in the plan review process. When I indicated -that
someone else had primary decisionmaking powers, that meant, in
part, that the office did not have any decisionmaking power with re-
gard to the Safe Streets Act Plan or the Juvenile Justice Act Plan.

As of 2 weeks ago, we have sign-off authority with regard to the
juvenile justice aspects of the Crime Control Act, as well as right
of approval with regard to Juvenile Justice Act formula grants.

‘Even being semi-creative, there are a number of things that can
be done in the plan review process to encourage States to take this
congressional initiative more seriously. . -

T would like to address a complaint I have heard from some States
_ecently, including the State of California. They say they do not
‘have the resources to provide shelter facilities. The problem is that
they are receiving $7.5 million under the act and are allocating it
to. other areas of interest. They are not allocating it to deinstitu-
tionalization of status.offenders. They are not allocating other Safe
Streets Act moneys—namely, maintenance-of-effort funds for this

urpose. There is a long, sordid history to this.

A lot could be accomplished by specially conditioning Safe Streets
Act plans and the Juvenile Justice plans to begin to encourage the
States to spend these dollars where the Congress wants them spent.
If we do not do that, States are going to be coming both ways. They
are going to be saying that they do not have the resources for de-
institutionalization, but the money they obtain is going to be spent

- for other things. Therefore, a couple of years from now they are
_oing to be articulating the same arguments: '
” We have not been able to utilize another lever-that I wanted to
mention to the subcommiittee. A State may accept, on the bonified-
signature of the Governor and the State planning agency director,
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Federal moneys to achieve these objectives and otherwise articulate
that it has the- authority to ‘assuré compliance. If it'then appears
that a State really has not complied with the act. in order to recover
the moneys. that the State.has, received, the General’ Counsel has
determined . that our office must demonstrate lack of good faith en
the part of the States. Othérwise we cannot recover maneys that have”
been taken by a State. ... . - .. : AP,

-That is another-area where we would like to change: the burden of -
proof so that we.could, through special conditioning, and through
a-different General Counsel’s, opinion begin to get the message out.’

- People talk about lack of leadership and lack of enthusiasm' re--
garding these initiatives. These are some of the things that we should
begin: to .do. to :get. the message. out to' the State planning agencier)
a.ngluéo other interested persons.in the commninities. - : o
.. I do have, as I mentioned ¢éarlier, & recent report that was pre-
ared by the Arthur D. Little Co. for the office. It is in a draft
form, but will be finalized . within the next few days. I:would'like
to submit for the record this report, entitled “Case.Studies in the
Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders.” 2 It is a critique of activi-
ties in 10 States: It highlights some of the progress rather thary
exclusively focusing on the problems. R _—

Senator Curver. With objection, it will be inserted in the record.

- Mr. Recror. On that note, I will conclude my comments.- ’
_“Senator Curver. Thank you very much, Mr. Rector..

_ As you note in your statement, one of the things that concerns me
very much is the fact ‘that these monitoring reports that were sub-
mitted by the States on December 31; 1976, were woefully inadequate -

Specifically,.of the 42 States that submitted reports, only 9 States”
provided what could be considered to be complete data. Seven States
provided no data at all. Seventeen States provided incomplete data.
Thirty-three States had not established any baseline data from which
to measure progress toward deinstitutionalization goals. Only five

- States monitered private facilities at all. Is that correct?

Mr. Recror. Those are correct statisties. - . . -

Senator Curver. Based upon the data in the 1976 monitoring)
reports, we have very little idea as to what precise progress the
States are making in complying with the deinstitutionalization re-
quirement. Is that correct ? '

Mr. Recror. That is correct if -you limit that to the monitoring
reports. There are other bases for -ascertaining progress and level of
compliance. However, based on the monitoring reports that were sub-
mitted at the end of last year, and some as late as February of this~’
year, that is correct.

Senator CuLver. You mentioned that your office is taking a num-
ber of steps to remedy this situation: Could you be more-specific
with regard to what suggestions have been made to the States with
respect to possible options for providing baseline data that would
serve as a meaningful index? . '

Mr. Recror. Let me comment generally. Dave West can speak to~
some of the specific aspects such as random sampling and some
other steps that are being considered. :

3 See p. 4685 for text of report.
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L ;V?V.e'h'a,\?é basic informational problems. Beyond -the in'é,dequacy of
" !information yielded through the reports, there are persons in State

! planning agencies'who do not understand the basic aspects of the de-

| ¥ sis. It is a combination of the lack ‘of léadership. in the past and a
: whole host of competing interests. = . . o
' We can do a lot to imprové the enthusiasm of the persons in the
, process who are primarily responsible- for monitoring. As a part of
: that, we are. going to be meeting  with some of these people. I per-
“ sonaly will be involved, as well as-a -number of other persons on my
staff. We will make it very clear that this is a congressional priority
. -"1d that it is an administration priority. If they desire to be allo-
' cated dollars, they had better take it seriously. . - R
It would be appropriate for Dave West to disciiss some of the
i things that we have done in the last Several months and some of
! the things on the drawing board. e
{ " Mr. WesT. Mr. Chairman, one of the things that obviously occurted
i is the classification of the guidlines that were released in July 1975,
| »~quiring the States.to report on specific_informaition. These ‘were
: interpreted 'quite -a few different’ ways. For example, five of ‘the
States .reported only on private facilities: , .

~ One of the issues that we have had to deal with is & reinterpreta-
- tion of those guidelines, as well as definitions in relation to the
monitoring andgzomp]iance on the part of the States. .

We issued information covering what is expected and what will
2 minimally acceptable after individual analysis of the monitoring
reports. We prepared.information on thé analysis for every State.

e provided the regional office staff. for workshops that were held
with. the States, information regarding the limitations of the in-
formation that was 'submitted. : ’

We have also developed formats indicating what facilities in the
country have to report at the minimal level in order for the States
to be 1n compliance with statutory monitoring requirements.

“We have also prepared formats for the States to aggregate the
information for us. '

Another problem that really shows up in those monitoring reports
is the lack of a data base from which to-make any kind of a com-
parison. We are now in a posture to- provide technical assistance
and other help requested in relationship to the problems that States
are having on developing base line data. '

We will be dealing with problems in workshops that are coming
up. We will work on an ingividual'basis_ with each State to try to
get a fix on their base line data, as well as whatever problems they
are having with information that they are collecting.

Many of the problems that we experienced before were related to
the fact that the States indicated to us that they had either waited
too long in starting to collect information or that the information
© as not available when they started looking for it. We also received
information from some States that there is no mandatory way that
t}f\;y gould force facilities to report whether or not they hold ‘status
offenders.

28-407—T78—2
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. Senator Curver. When do you expect issue of the new format?

Mr. West. We are having those workshops with the States start-
ing October 10-and 11. We are holding. four separate workshops in
October with the information being made available to them at that
time. ‘ )

Senator Curver. Is that when you will provide technical assistancg
to the States? ' v

Mr. West. We have provided technical assistance planning with
all of the States through the regional offices on a 6-month basis.
Therefore, we are in the position of having had two different cycles
of technical assistance for monitoring compliance available to the
States prior to the time to which I am referring. - S
. Senator Curver. Mr. Rector, as you know, the submission of
adequate monitoring reports is due around December 31, 1977..

Mr. Recror. That is correct. ‘ o t ’

. Senator CuLver. If certain States were to submit monitoring re-
ports that are grossly inadequate, as are some of the reports ‘that
were submitted at the same time last year, what action would your
office contemplate taking? - ' :

Mr. Recror. Some of these deficiencies, to the extent that they are
current and .consistent with the problems we had last year, wou..
be quite apparent in the plan review -process.

O%viously, what they put on paper does not necessarily reflect the
reality out in the community. The situation is so bad that a lot of
what is on paper indicates deficiencies. Even before we receive the
monitoring reports at the end of this year we will be directing: our
technical assistance and other efforts of the office to deficiencies re-
vealed through the plan review process. . J

We will, therefore, have a lead on some of the real problem States

and problem areas. We already have an indication of difficulties,
but this process will shore up our thinking as.to where the real soft
spots and the weak links are.” @ .
. The fund cutoff process is not necessarily linked to plan reviews.
If we find ourselves in a situation where, after a State has been
exposed to some degree of technical assistance and has made repr 2
sentations that certain action is going to be pursued, and then we
find a lack of good faith, there are ways of putting. the States on
notice. There are ways of instructing them. There are- ways of
specially conditioning their money, as I indicated earlier.-

We are going to come down on the side of the young people who
are in institutions who should not be there. If we have some close

calls to make it will be to be on behalf of the young people and 1.

a little more rigorous with regard to the interests of the State gov-
ernments that are involved. i ‘ ,
Senator Curver. I think the thrust of the act is not only to re-
move -status offenders from detention or correctional. facilities, but
also to encourage State and local governments to- establish alterna-
tive programs and services to meet the needs of status offenders.
_ T was wondering in this regard whether LEAA has any inform
tion as to what. percentage .of your formula grant funds in the
JJDP program were actually obligated for creating such .alterna-

3
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tives? Also how much of the funds made available under the Safe

Streets Act were earmarked and directed at these activities?
This may be something that could best be developed and provided

for the record, but I would be interested in getting some trend line

n each of the last 3 fiscal years—beginning 1n 1975.

Mr. Rector. I do not have that information today. I do not recall
it. T will expediticusly have it submitted if you wish. I would
imagine, based on my current knowledge, that it is not extraordi-
narily high. I would be surprised and pleased if it turned out to be a
significant percentage. S :

There is one point I-did not mention that I should have regarding
the monitoring reports and the questionnaires that go out to the

“tates. A clearance process is required. The OMB is involved in

ness of monitoring and ¢

clearing any forms. . .
Senator éngvm I want to find out how much emphasis is being

placed by LEAA on the need for the States to provide this,
Mr. Rector. I understand that. I just wanted to pick up on some-
thing I overlooked in resgonding to an earlier question. The busi-
anging formats, the nature of the ques-
jons that are asked, and the number of the questions all has to.be
submitted to OMB for approval prior to submission to the States. .
With regard to the services question that you asked, there are’
some very basic philosophical differences in this area. There is the
opposition that I touched on earljer. S
My personal view, and the view'of a number of other people in-
volved with young people is that there is a cértain percentage of
tatus offenders for whom the appropriate alternative is not inter-
vention. A lot of people talk about status offenders as if each and
every one of those persons is in need of some lengthy agenda of
cervices. I would like to note that there is a perspective that is
different. There are some people for whom the best alternative is to
have the State back out from intrusion into their lives and focus on
some of the more serious problems that we have in our communities.
 Senator Curver. Mr. Rector, I have a- number of other questions
that concern this general deinstitutionalization area, many of which
are rather technical in nature. In the interest of our time pressures
this morning, I would like to. submit these questions to you in
writing and then include your response as part of the record.
Mr. Recror. Certainly ; we will respond expeditiously.?
Senator Curver. Thank you very much. '
Mr. Recror. Thank you very much. :
Senator CuLveEr. We are pleased.to welcome our next witness, Mr.
William Anderson, Deputy Director-of the General Government
lelsloré o’fﬁtht:,1 Gﬁnera,%) Accounting Office.- ‘
understand that the GAQ has conducted this revi '
St%e efforts to deinstit&uti}(l)nalize status offenders. lew of the
‘You are’ occompanied this morning by some of the people w
work(el% on that GAQ review. Do you wait to identify t}lx)emp'for tllllz
Tecor o

3 See p. 265 for Mr. Rector’s answers to Senator Culver’s written questions.
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STATEMENT - OF WILLIAM ANDERSON, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, GEN-
ERAL GOVERNMENT DIVISION, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE,
. ACCOMPANIED BY NORMAN STUBENHOFER, SUPERVISOR
'AUDITOR; HARRY EVERETT, SUPERVISOR-AUDITOR; AND JOEN
-~ PAYNE, AUDIT MANAGER ‘ - : L ~

-..Mr. AnpErsoN. Yes, sir. To my left is Norman Stubenhofer, who
works here on my ‘Washington staff. : )

On my right are two gentlemen from our Norfolk regional office.
These men were, actually out in the States speaking to Inw enforce-
ment correctional officials dealing with juvenile delinquents. To my
immediate right is Harry Everett, and to his right is John Payne,

Senator CuLver. Mr. Anderson, will you please begin the summar,.
of your statement? _ ) N .-

“" Mr. AnpErsoN. Yes, sir. T have a statement which I would like to
submit for the record. T also have ‘a shorter one that I.will read now:
. Senator CurLver. Without objection, it is so ordered.: .-. = - -
* Mr. AxpersoN. Before I begin, I would like to speak to a comment
that Mr. Rector made regarding, ‘perhaps, the fact that our state-
ment is problem oriented and does not recognize the progress tha®
has been made. ; ‘ C i

I can agree with him on that.-I would expect that to the exten

that you can document any progress we will do so and refer to it in

" our final report. It would be wonderful to be able to say ‘that in

1971 the beést estimates were that there were 20,000 to 25,000 status

- offenders incarcerated and that today there is # number. Unfortu-

nately, we lack the hard information to even apparently estimat :
with any precision what the @ number is today.
However, it is rather apparent that a lot of progress has been

“made; A number of States have passed deinstitutionalization legisla-

tion. I think that is to-a large part a result of this committee’s
activities.

We know progress has been made. Unfortunately, neither we nor
the office can 'retﬁly measure it with any accuracy. ‘

Let me commence with my statement.

We are pleased to be here today to discuss our preliminary findings
regarding the GAO’s review of State efforts to remove status
offenders from detention and correctional facilities as required by
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

The process of removing status offenders from detention and cor-
rectional facilities is hereinafter referred to as deinstitutionalization

While we did not attempt to evaluate the merits of deinstitutionali-""
zation we have indentified a.number of problems that in our opinion
must be dealt with if deinstitutionalization is to be achieved even
within the extended time frames provided by the amendments now
beirig considered by the Congress.

We found that effective monitoring systems have not been estab-
lished to determine whether deinstitutionalization has been or wil
be ‘achieved. : ST

1 See p. 163 for Mr. Anderson’s prepared statement.
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State laws and ‘:practices fre'('.luer'xtl)‘7 ‘conflict with the -act’s de-

* iinstitutionalization mandate. .

We also found that appropriate alternatives to incarceration have
Few States have established comprehensive systems to monitor
irils, detention facilities, and correctional facilities to insure that
" aeinstitutionalization of status offenders is achieved. Without ad-
-equate monitoring systems LEAA and the States cannot evaluate
. progress nor demonstrate when full deinstitutlgnallzatlon 1s‘ach_1eve(_i._
;  This information is extremely important, since future funding is
“contingent upon a State’s ability to demonstrate compliance with the
-deinstitutionalization mandate of the act. In addition, the lack of
reliable statistics on incarcerated status offenders would also appear:
.tv make it difficult for States to, properly plan alternative services.

i LEAA is responsible for assisting States in establishing systems

.ito monitor deinstitutionalization results. At the time of our review

accomplishments in this area were essentially confined to the Teview
rand. analysis of initial Stite. monitoring reports and the modifica-
jtion of LEAA guidelines to define key terms associated with the
‘monitoring requirements. - . L
i - Efforts were underway to develop: One, strategies and techniques
for monitoring jails and detention and corrections facilities; and,
two, a model report format for States to use in preparing their
.second monitoring reports, due December 31. 1977.. :
Although States participating in the act have agreed to comply
with the deinstitutionalization mandate, three of the five States we

. reviewed have legislation that allows status offenders to be placed

1. detention facilities. Two of the three also have legislation that
allows such placement in correctional facilities. '

Data was not available on the extent to which. the laws were
being implemented, but information we obtained indicates that all
three States are detaining some status offenders and that one State
is placing them in correctional facilities. : . .

In one of the States that did not have such legislation we were
t..d by State officials that in practice certain status offenders were
being detained. _ )

One reason for this could be that a number of State officials we
interviewed believed that the detention of some status offenders was
justified. Some officinls expressed the ovinion that there are a small
number of status offenders who should be placed in secure correc-
tional facilities. 4 '

\n LEAA official told us that he is aware of opposition to de-
institutionalization among juvenile authorities. He said that opposi-
tion to deinstitutionalization exists partly because the concept has
never been emphasized from the national level and because de-
institutionalization conflicts with the-status quo of juvenile justice.

We also noted that, although States receiving funds under the
act must provide evidence that their State Planning Agency has or
w1 have authority to implement the provisions of their criminal
instice plan. including deinstitutionalization, State Plannine Agency
~fficials in all five States we visited stated that they generally do not
have implementing authority over other agencies in the State. There-



inadequacies of the monitory system in most States. -

16

H o~

fore, they stated, they could not be expected to bring about de-

_‘institutionalization by fiat.

LEAA needs to examine this_problem. If States agreé-to dein-
stitutionalize they must accept the responsibility for carrying it out.
. Uncertainty exists over the alternatives that are most appropriate
for stauts offenders under various situations. Also, there 1s a gen-
erally recognized shortage of alternatives in most States. AccordirT
to some State officials, status offenders needing assistance are some-
times assigned to programs that are not structured to deal with their
problems or returned to society without receiving help. - -

LEAA has indicated that services for processing and treating
status offenders are generally inadequate, inappropriate, and often
destructive. . _ N

Preliminary work on an LEAA funded study of the impact ~*
deinstitutionalization on selected States indicates that little attention
has been devoted to the specific service needs of status offenders.

After visiting one State, the contractor performing the study in-
dicated. that no one had thought very much about alternatives for
status offenders and that no one seemed aware of what, if anything;
happened to status offenders. : o

In each of the five States visited we found indications of problers
with limited availability of alternative dispositions for status offend-
ers and/or dispositions being used that were not considered appro-
priate for dealing with status offender problems. .

To date, little information has been developed at the national level
on the types of service alternatives that appear most effective for
status offenders under various situations. LEAA has recognized the
need for such information and a number of research efforts a-
under way. -~

Because of the delay in initiating and completing most projects.
however, the States have generally been left on their own to deal
with the problems.

LEAA efforts to -assist States in establishing alternative services
for deinstitutionalized status offenders have primarily been through
providing formula grants under the act and block grants under the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, and through a variely
of technical assistance efforts. :

LEAA officials told us that although it is important that status
offenders’ service needs be met outside of institutions LEAA is not
in a position to mandate service requirements in the States. They
view their role as one of encouraging the States to establish viable
alternatives  through financial -and technical assistance. N
. Mr. Chairman, our report, which we expect to issue in the next
few months, will discuss these matters in more detail and provide
certain conclusions and recommendations regarding it. :

That concludes my summary. I will be pleased to respond to any
questions you have. . ' CL -

. Senator CoLver. Thank you very much, Mr. Anderson.
You were present earlier today when Mr. Rector discussed the

Based upon your review of the current monitoring systems in five
States, do you believe that these States-will be able to- produce
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_ ‘sufficiently reliable data to demonstrate compliance with the de-
_ :institutionalization requirement? _ T

i Mr. Anperson. I am going to have to buck that one to our gentle-
_.'men who weré out there. - ) RN
. Harry, can you speakto that?

i ~Mr. Evererr. Yes. L
i I would say that presently the answer would be no, Mr. Chairman.
We found that none of the five States we visited actually monitored
iall types of facilities required by the act and the LEAA guidelines.
‘T think on that alone we could say that they probably could not
‘demonstrate compliance. .
Senator Curver. However, it certainly is within their physical
‘cenabilities to obtain this kind of data assuming the appropriate
amount of interagency cooperation in overcoming some of those
iproblems, isn’t it ' .

Do they have the capability? Does it impose a burden that is un-

realistic In terms of their resources to comply?
i Mr. Evererr. As a matter of fact, most States told us that they
had problems with resources in terms of personnel and funding. I
think one of the biggest problems that we-may have touched on
‘enrlier was that the States told us they actually lacked authority to
monitor certain facilities. Primarily we are talking about local
facilities—local jails and private facilities. T
.. Senator Curver. Mr. Anderson indicated, however, that if States
sign on and indicate that they want to participate in this program,
then in a sense they undertake an understandable obligation to clear
. away that kind of underbrush in terms of their own impediments
te compliance. :

Mr. Evererr. I would certainly think so, yes.

Mr. AxpersoN. Mr. Chairman, that brings up, perhaps, a neces-
sary first step that has not yet been taken that would shed a lot of
information on this. It would mean getting back to the base line
study. A preparation by the States of an analysis of exactly where
she decision points are within the system that result in the incarcera-
;1. of status offenders would be made. Who are the people who are
jeciding that this status offender will be detained or will be sent to
i alternative facility or something like that.

' In the course of that we could gain a better understanding of what
*acilities within their jurisdiction status offenders are being detained
n. what facilities they will need to obtain information from, and
vhat the present situation is with respect to the numbers of status
f nders incarcerated. : :

__Senator CuLver. I assume that you are working very closely with
fr. Rector’s office and sharing some of these insights and sugges-
10ns so they can be utilized in some of these technical assistance and
;ox;];shop programs that they are contemplating. May I assume

a

Mr. AxpERson. We are in constant discussion with them. We have
n ,.le several references here to statements bv officials of his organi-
ation. We will be providing them with a draft of our report con-
alning any specific recommendations we make to give them an
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opportunity to comment on.them and be avaxlable to dlscuss then
with us.

Senator CuLver. I hope you can be good enough to make sure-i
a timely way that you pull these things out of your studies, even a
a preliminary stage so that the information. and suggestions ar
available to them.

Mr." Axberson. We will make a greater effort than we have.
. Senator Curver. Good. I think this is really a very. critical prob
lem. A State’s future funding under the .act is contingent upon th.
State’s ability to demonstrate compliance with the deinstitutionaliza
tion mandate. Under the 1974 amendments most States will have't«
demonstrate at least 75 percent compliance by August 1978. ° '

‘In order to comply with those monitoring provisions of the act
therefore, I think it is clear that the States “will have to implemd
an adequate monitoring system prior to August of 1978: If we d
not have reliable and meaningful baseline data there is no way wi
can responsibly determine that comphance index, TR

Mr. A~xpersoN. That is correct, .

Senator CuLver. Your statement indicates that somie of the in
dividuals you interviewed. were opposed to the pohcy of not detzun
ing status offenders on an interim ba31s D

Mr. ANDERSON. Right.

Senator Cuvver. TWho were these 1nd1v1duals and what was th‘
precise nature of their opposition? ,
. Mr. Axpkrson. First, I can characterize them rrenerally by saying
that they were decisionmakers in the process. .

Senator CurLver. I assumed that. Tt does not matter partmulm.l*

‘what their views were if they were not D)

Mr. Axpersox. Correct. : N

. Harry, would you speak to that, please? :

Mr. Evererr. Yes; the types of: people we are talking about ‘her:
are juvenile judges; probation. officers; court intake Workers lav
enforcement people; corrections personnel and to some e*{tent wi
are even talking about persons within. social service agencies tha
are serving status offenders outside of secure facilities.

Senator CuLver. You mentioned. Mr. Anderson, if I understom
vou correctly, with regard to'LEAA and the SPA’s—and LEA?
particularly—the kind “of technical .assistance they were. giving wa:
minimal. I think your words were that they were giving encourage.
ment. They viewed their role as that of a cheerleader.

Mr. Axperson. No sir, T am afraid we gave an erroneous 1mpres
sion. Thev stand ready to provide technical assistance to those v M
request. In fact, they are providing that.

Senator Curver. Could you be more specific as to what type o:
technical assistance LEAA has—and the SPA’s; for that matter—
provided the States to assist them in developing alternative service:
for status offenders? What additional assistance should these twie
particular agencies be providing? :

Mr. AxpErsox. Let me again defer to my compatrlot here.

Mr. Evererr. 1 think there are basically two types of assistamnc
we are talking about here. One is almost a daily or continuou:
process of responding to very specific requests—for example, fron
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_ i educating the community, establishing ‘reporting- systems, record-
- i keeping systems, etc."That type of thing is going on.

& There are other efforts in terms of identifying—mostly in terms.
. of identifying—the types of alternatives that are appropriate for
! ~+atus offenders. - Lo o T B S
’5 . Mr. Anperson. I think that is basically ‘the research effort cen-

tered in the National Institute, sir. They have a two-prong effort,
{ as we view it. No. 1.is the specific_technical assistance needs, es-
| pecially of organizations that are trying to provide services to status
{ offenders and youths. ' o : ;

On the other hand, they have this research that is sponsored by
#he National Institute that is trying to seek out better alternatives
tnan are presently identified. ‘ -

Senator CULVER.I Senator Bayh? _
- STATEMENT OF HON. BIRCH BAYH, A U.S. SENATOR FROM

- INDIANA P ‘

:..Senator Baym. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. S _

7T want to apologize for not being here earlier. We are involved

" in 8 debate on the floor on thie energy measure, and I was unable to
break away earlier. '

I want to salute you, Mr. Chairman, for the emphasis that I un-
derstand you placed, prior to my arrival, on the importance of this
particular matter of deinstitutionalization as far as the entire nation-
wide juvenile justice program is concerned. It is certainly not the
.aly building block in a better juvenile justice program, but it seems

_to me it is & most important building block from the standpoint of
how we can keep the system from making matters worse.

To continue to take relatively minor status offenders and permit
them to cohabit with major juvenile delinquent offenders is to con-
tinue to have the unaccep‘tabfe and increasingly high rate of recidi-

, wsx]ril that we have seen as far as young people are concerned, sky-
- . ocket. o .

Mr. Anderson, let me just ask a couple of questions. First of all,

would it be possible for you to give me a critique.of what the situation

_is'in Indiana with respect to deinstitutionalization? Could you give
that to me in writing, later on and not take the committee’s time
right now? : '

Mr. A~xpersoN. Anything that we provide you would have to rely

a information that the Office of Juvenile Justice has obtained. That
State was not- included in the scope of our review. We did go to
nine States. Indiana, unfortunately, was not one of them. ‘

" If you would care to have us do 1t, we would be glad to undertake
a special examination and get back with a report. .

" Senator Bayn. You might just give me a critique of the informa-
tion that the Office of Juvenile Justice has on this. -
 Mr. AxpersoN. All right, fine. We will review their prior report.

Senator Baym. From your expertise, give me a judgment as to
what sort of progress is being made in Indiana. Then we will deter-
mine whether we need to have a more specific survey made.
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Second, in talking about the kind of survey you are conducting
are you going to be.able to relay back to the committee the articular
problems that various size communities have. I would make specifi¢
reference to the real difficulty there seems to be in obta‘.mm% ormal
compliance in the smaller communities with smaller penal facilities
and less options available to them. I am interested in how thcy are
able to separate status offenders. ° R

Is your study going to be able to sort out and separate the different
sized communities? :

Mr. Anperson. It was not designed to do that, Senator. It would
not show much more than what you have said now. It would say
that the smaller communities are the ones without the options. If
detention is required they probably do not have a shelter, as the
committee defines it, and perhaps would have no alternative.

It will show that the smaller communities, in fact, are the ones
where there is trouble getting information and that they have the
most trouble in providing suitable alternatives. It will not, as pres-
ently designed, contribute much beyond that. .

Let me refer to our men who were out there for confirmation.

Mr. Evererr. I think what you said is generally true. It will ad-
dress the problem. As a matter of fact, that has been pointed. out )
us by State officials and by people in the various child serving agen-
cies. Therein’ lies a big problem. They do not have these types of
facilities. They do not have monitoring systems.

However, in terms of specifically identifying who these commu-

. nities are, no; we would not.-

Senator Baym. The type of expertise that you said was made avail-
able—is that type of espertise available for those small communiti 7
to try to help them see what alternatives would be available to them{

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir, except that they would have to come for-
ward and ask for it. In other words, it is definitely available. I am
really not sure that a lot of the smaller communities have been con-
vinced of the need for it. The big uncertaint right now, especially
because of the data gaps in the re orting last year, was, exactly
what is the situation with respect to local jails? These are primari! )
the situations we are talking about. Since most of the States,-in fact,
did not include jails in their statistic-gathering activities, that is
right now the largest void of all in unaerstandmg what the situa-
tion is out there. )

Senator Bayn. I would hope that we would pursue the chairman’s
direction in his statement a moment ago when he said that it is
really indispensable—and he said it better than I—that we have- tH- )
kind of data base that will make it possible to determine who is com-
plying and who is not. _— : :

From the Senate standpoint, we have given 2 extra years to com-.
ply completely. I think the committee has been tolerant in working
with the House to give local communities extra time, realizing that
they have specific problems. When push comes to shove, if those
communities and those States say “We are going to cloud the dat-.
and we are going to keep putting status offenders, runaways, and
truants with hardened criminals” then they are making the decision
up front, as far as T am concerned, that they are not going to have
resources under this act. '

-
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We cannot make this decision without the data. T salute the chair-

. | man for-urging you to assist us in- this regard.
T

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. :
Senator CuLver. Thank you, Senator Bayh.

| ~Senator Marm1as. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. '

‘T associate myself with the Senator from. Indiana both in his
raise for the chairman, whom I think has been very vigorous in
eading this committee this year, and for his concern about the mix-
inz of hardened criminals with status offenders. I think that is con-
tributing to the problem in the criminal justice system in this coun-

- try.
: r)i would like to ask Mr. Anderson and his colleagues what types of

t
1
i
t

|

‘!-
z

ouideliries and what technical assistance LEAA provided to the
States prior to the submission of the 1976 monitoring reports?

Mr. AnpErson. Let me refer that one to Mr. Everett. .

Mr. Evererr. Prior to the submission of the reports it is our
understanding that the guidance was primarily in the form of LEAA
gublished guidelines which, in effect, restated the law. It did tell the
States which types of facilities they had to monitor. However, it

- provided very little in terms of how to go about doing.it, how they

could collect that information. . L
There were guidelines published prior to the submission of the

" reports. :

‘one of the SPA

Senator Marmras. From the tone of your answer, I am at least
receiving a suggestion that you personally do not feel it was ade-
auate guidance. o

Mr. Evererr. I would say that LEAA officials did tell us that the

_ extent and the significance of the problem was really not recognized
_ prior to the time those reports were received or prepared. I do not

think that anyone envisioned that it was that big of a problem prior

. to that time.

They also told us that for many States it was actually the first

. time they had attempted to set up monitoring system within the
- ,avenile justice area. ‘

Senator MaTezas. Let me approach it from the other side. What
kind of technical assistance should LEAA provide the States in order
to assure that the new monitoring format is a successful one?

Mr. Axperson. I would like to venture an answer to that, sir. I

" think it would be. applicable today—and I spoke of this a little

earlier—it is the necessity of a better understanding of what the
roblems of the States are out there of the SPA’s in providing the
information that has been requested of them.

Obviously, I do not think it was refused. The reporting require-
ments are rather clear. I think perhaps it was a case that there was
a.lot of difficulty with respect to a lot of SPA’s in mustering the
resources that would be required to go out and gather the data and
with respect to their inability to compel the production of data.

I think, perhaps, that a necessary first step would be to have each

s do some kind of- an analysis of exactly what its
measurement problem is and how they would go about coping with
it. Perhaps we could have that submitted to the office for some kind
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of an analysis and review. We could then approve the data gathering
plan rather than waiting until the statistics themselves-are forth-
coming. . oL

Senator Marruas. I-think that is a-reasonable observation. It will
prevent, it seems to me, misunderstandings. It will prevent delays
when we have to go back and trod over the same ground. S

-Mr. ANDERSON, Yes. : ) _ .

Senator Mara1as. Returning to the subject that the Senator from
Indiana raised, in your statement you, noted that two of the partici-
pating States, which you visited, have legislation which forbids the
placement of status offenders in detention facilities. You said that
the other three permit such detention only in.limited circumstances.
Is that correct? . . : .

Mr. Axperson. That is correct, sir. . . "

Senator MaTnrras. My question is: What is your perception of the
observance of these limits? Are the States living up to_their own
rules so that status offenders are placed in security detenl_:lon only in
rare situations and only for short necessary periods of time? Or, in
actual practice, are statutes of this kind just winked at and not
really rigidly adhered to? - o -~
- Mr. Anperson. Well, I am going to have to speak from hearsay!
We really.did not go out and review the records—the admission rec-
ords of institutions—to see who exactly was getting in there.

Senator Matr1as. I am asking for your perception, however you
arrive at your perception. -

Mr. Axperson. The perception that we have is that in fact those

- States with legislation are living'up to it and that in general—thera,

was only one case where a State—and again, this is hearsgty"—despi.lc'
legislation was still incarcerating status offenders in training facil-
ities, -
However, overall, it appears that those States that have passed
legislation are adhering to this legislation.

Senator MatHias. Do they have facilities which are adequate in
order to handle the problem in that way?- .
. Mr. A~person. That was.a mixed bag and varied considerabl,’
even within the States we looked at. When you get into rural areas
frequently'it is a case where “not Incarcerating” means no treatment
whatsoever. However, when you get into the more urban areas and
the areas where some voluntary programs have been established
there is a greater opportunity for alternative treatment.

Senator Marmias. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Corver. Thank you, Senator Mathias. -

Mr. Anderson, we may have some additional questions we would
like to submit to you for written replies for the record.

Mr. AnpErson. Fine, sir. E

Senator CuLver. We want to thank you and the members of your
staff and associates for joining us here this morning. We look for-
ward to your finished report. ) .

Thank you. : X ’

Mr. Anperson. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman. = .

Senator CuLver. Our third witness todav is Mr. Hunter Hurst, the

director of the National -Center for J uvenile Justice.
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Mr. Hurst, it is a pleasure to welcome you here today. I under-
- istand that the center which you head ‘on juvenile justice has recently
. :completed a survey of State compliance with regard to the deinsti-

jtutionalization requirement. We appreciate very much fy’our. willing- - -
" " 'ness to come here today and share with us the results of that survey.
' ~-You may proceed with your statement. . R

'STATEMENT OF HUNTER HURST, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL CENTER
| - FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE, PITTSBURGH, PA.:
! Mr. Hozsr. Thank you for the invitation, Mr. Chairman. :
The National Center for Juvenile Justice did conduct a survey
. last November utilizing what we call a respondents panel, which is
¢..a resourceful, knowledgeable person in each State. :
|  We conducted the survey to determine whether the States had de-
|veloped legislation and whether the States had developed regula-
|tions to comply with section 223(a)(12) and section 223(a)(13).
((I‘h)e( su;Jject of my remarks today is compliance with section 22
a)(12). . . .
i On November 19 of last year we found nine States that either by
ik islation or regulation prohibited the detention of alleged of-
fenders. We found 28 States that either by. statute or regulation pro-
hibited the incarceration of status offenders in public correctional

iinstitutions. , , .
' We also found 16 States that had legislation proposed.

Last week, in anticipation of this appearance taday, we went back
to the respondents panel and asked them again what had happened
§” ce November in their States. At that time we found that 12 addi-
tional States had either passed legislation or had adopted regula-
tions to prevent the detention of alleged status offenders awaiting
hearing by the court. " .

We found 7 additional States that had either passed legislation
in this session or adopted regulations that would bring them: into
comgliance with' the prohibition against a commitment of adjudi-
'c*ed status offenders to correctional institutions. : .
. Some of this legislation has a future effective date. Some of it has
caveats. For example, the State of Arkansas is one of those States
that passed legislation in this session to prevent the detention of
status offenders. It does, however, permit 72-hour holding in deten-
tion status. A

The State of Georgia is another such State that recently passed
le~islation with that kind of caveat in it.

We concluded both from the initial survey and certainly from this
past week’s work on this matter that while there may be opposition
and while there may be problems, certainly there is considerable will
and strength on someone’s part which is affecting legislation and
regulation at the State level.

We did see, however, both in this survey and in a survey on issues
that the less densely populated States are having some very active

~

1 See p. 169 for Mr. Hurst'é prepared statement..
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difficulties in complying with the detention provision. They first
have to develop detention facilities for delinquent children—those
charged with criminal acts. Many States do not have such facilities
now, A Lo
Of courss, this sct requires not only that they separate delinquents
from criminals, but that they also separate classes of juveniles.
Some way or another the Federal Government will have to get v.e
resources ‘to the local level to provide the alternatives, or they have
to provide some compelling incentive for the States to assume fisca.
responsibility for those alternative services.
Thank you. . ‘ o -
Senator CuLver. Thank you very much, Mr. Hurst.
As T understand it, your survey does not purport to be all tha:
sophisticated or comprehensive in its composition and its findin,s
By that I mean it did necessarily suffer from that fact that you dic

depend.on the “knowledgeable respondent” in each State ' to provide

you'with"this information.

It is dlso true, is it not, that a State could be in statutory compli-
ance, but that that may be misleading. The State may not be seri:
ously and vigorously implementing actual compliance? oo

Mr. Hurst. That is certainly correct. - D)

do nevertheless say confidently, that while the survey shows we haw«
made a great deal of progress, we still have a long way to go. Woulc

you_ essentially subscribe to.that obsérvation?

Mr. Hourst. Yes; especially in the detention area which is the mos:
difficult area to develop resources in."
Senator Curver. Your survey would, nevertheless, show subst.. -

tial progress over the last few years in achieving at least statutoril

deinstitutionalization objectives. . _

Mr. Hurst. I think in view of the limited resources available ir
some ways there are amazing changes. I know that at the time legis
lation passed there was perhaps one State in the Union that hac
legislation that anticipated the requirements of this act. There ar
now a minimum of 20 that virtually emulate the language of the ¢ ¢

Senator CuLver. I note that in a majority of cases the authorit:
for actually prohibiting the placement of status offenders in deten
tion or correctional facilities is a State statute. Certain States, how
ever, have reportedly complied through executive or judicial action
Is that correct? ’

Mr. Hurst. That is correct.

Senator Curver. Could you describe some of those actions °r
greater detail? : ‘

Mr. Hurst. There are certain conditions that must exist for ad-
ministrative regulation to be effective. The primary condition is tha:
the State agency responsible for providing services for these chil
dren must have the authority to determine where they are placed. I:
that authority already exists, then administrative regulations ca:
be extremely effective in accomplishing the mandates of the act.

Also, if the agency has licensing authority such authority can o
used to develop regulations to ‘achieve compliance. An example i
the State of Mississippi. On the matter of commitment of statu.
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.offenders to public correctional institutions, the Department of
i Youth Services there does have such statutory authority. In July of
:1975 that agency did issue such an administrative regulation. Last
“week they only had three status offenders in the- State correctional

- institution. That is a tremendous drop from 1975 both in total popu-

:I-*ion and status offender population. Therefore, it can be effective.
** “Senator CuLver. At the conclusion of your statement you offered
‘the opinion that if deinstitutionalization is to be achieved, State
,governments must assume more fiscal responsibility for providing
these social services. Can you give us any examples of States that
‘have assumed these responsibilities? . L.

Mr. Horsr. I think -that historically the State of Virginia is one
that has assumed some State responsibility for pretrial detention of
children. The State of Delaware is another one. More recently, the
‘State of Florida, the State of Massachusetts, and the State of
{Georgia, have made direct movement to assume- some State fiscal
;responsibility for pretrial detention. . L
| The State of Pennsylvania has also done this by committing its
total resources under this act to the prevention of detention of status
joffenders. That is another example of State leadership in meeting
'tutse local needs. S ‘ .
" Senator Curver. Senator Mathias?

Senator MaTrras. Moving back to the question of statutory prohi-
bition, do you know how many States now have pending legislation. .
and how many are moving in that direction$ '

Mr. Hurst. Are you interested in the particular States? There are
seven, to our knowledge—through the respondent’s panel—with leg-
ir.ation proposed and pending at the moment. There are two addi-
tional States—the State of Indiana’ being one of them—that have
just completed an extensive legislative study process. The Judicial
Study Commission in Indiana has developed legislation which will
be introduced in 1978. ,

There are a total of nine by our count that have pending legisla-
tion or are in the process of preparing such legislation. The other
£ ates are Colorado, Delaware, Iowa, Illinois, Ohio, Michigan, North
Carolina, and Wisconsin, '

Senator Marm1as. One of the responsibilities of the full Judiciary

ommittee concerns the question of correctional institutions and
whether the facilities are really available to carry out rational and
reasonable and positive programs of rehabilitation.

Do you feel that local governments have made use of existing local
f :lities and services? T am thinking now both of public facilities
and private facilities? Do you think they have made proper use of
;hefle fagcilities and services in dealing with the needs of status of-

enders

Mr. Horet. I am not sure T heard your question correctly. Was
it: Have local communities or have State departments of corrections
made use of alternatives?

Senator Marr1as. Have they and are they making use of all of the
pussible facilities? That may involve a combination of public and
private facilities or it may involve sequential use of public and pri-
vate facilities, . . ) .
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Mr. Hourst. I think the answer to that question—although I d¢

not want to be unfair to States that have made considerable prog

ress—is generally no. I think it can be reflected again in some fac
tual information. ' .

On June 30, 1973, the State of Mississippi had 586 children ir
training schools. On September 22 they had 298. Certainly, th
money that has been made available under this act plays some pa.¢
but it is not totally responsible for that decrease. .

The State of Texas is another example. It has made tremendou:
progress in the last few years. Imaginative use of existing resource:
by the Texas Youth Council Community Services Division has beer
the key ingredient in these gains.

SenatpraMATm;ss. Is the problem too great a sense of caution—ar
overcautious approach on the part of State authorities? Is it lack =.
imagination? Is it lack of information? What is it? ,

Mr. Horst. I think it is the sum of all of those things combinec
with some actual fears about putting public moneys into the private
realm. We have gone around in circles in the justice system in this
country. There was a time when we depended entirely on the private
realm to provide human services, especially for children. -

We reformed that proposition and gave it to the public doma>
We are now reforming that proposition and we are going back ir
the other direction. I think the GAQO comments-are very appropriate
in this regard. There is some healthy skepticism about how we are
going to monitor the private contractor. Unless you lay yowm
groundwork for that before you start contracting there will be in-
stances where you cannot control abuses. ,

If you start developing resources without these provisions {7

finding out what private contractors are doing to and for -the kids

you may not accomplish the objectives of the act.

By and large, 2 combination of community standards, resistance
to the utilization of certain kinds of services, some deficit in re-
sources, some lack of imagination, and some concerns about how tc
monitor are the causes of the problem. ’

Senator Mate1as, Thank you, Mr. Chairman. .

Senator Curver. Thank you, Senator Mathias, - - ;

Thank you. very much, Mr. Hurst. We appreciate your sharin
the results of your survey with us, ‘ . .

Mr. Hurst. By the way, the State of Towa does have proposed
legislation. -

- Senator Curver. We are going to.hear more about that later today.

We will include your written testimony ‘as part of the record 1
this hearing.

Our next witness is Mr. Richard Harris, director of ‘the division
of justice and crime prevention for the Commonwealth of Virginia.

Mr. Harris, I understand you are appearing on behalf of the Na-
tional Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Adminis-
trators. I would like to welcome you here today along with your
colleagues. .

. Because of our time constraints, we would appreciate it if you

. could give us a brief summary of your statement. We will include

the entire text of your statement in the record. ,
Perhaps you would also like to identify your associates.

Mr
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STATEMENT OF RICHARD HARRIS,' DIRECTOR, VIRGINIA DIVISION
OF JUSTICE AND CRIME PREVENTION, RICHMOND, VA., REPRE-

' SENTING THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE CRIMINAL

JUSTICE PLANNING ADMINISTRATORS, ACCOMPANIED BY .
_.GWEN HOLDEN, MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE
. STAFF; RICHARD GELTMAN, ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF
‘. THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE; PORTIE WESTON, MEMBER OF THE
|. YIRGINIA AGENCY OF CRIME AND JUSTICE; AND WILLIAM
! WEDDINGTON, DIRECTOR OF THE VIRGINIA DIVISION OF YOUTH
SERVICES ‘ :

- Mr. Harris. I certainly will. .
i I have prepared a statement that is a summary of the written.
statement, and I certainly will present that, Mr. Chairman. .
May I present the persons at the table with me? On my left is
Ms. Holden and on my extreme right is Mr. Geltman, of our na-
tional conference staff. On my immediate right is the director of
Virginia’s division of youth services, Mr. William Weddington. On
h™ right is Mrs. Weston of my state planning agency staff.
" "I apologize for bringing such a huge crowd, Mr. Chairman, but
I thought perhaps there were some questions that you might wish
to direct to them that thev could better answer than 1. ,
As you have mentioned, I am the director of the Virginia Divi-

" sion of Justice and Crime Prevention, which in Virginia is our State

criminal justice planning agency. We administer, among other things,
tF~ Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as

. amended, and the Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention Act of

1974, to be shortly amended.

I am present today at the request, of course, of this subcommittee
on behalf of the National Conference of State Criminal Justice
Planning Administrators. That is the national organization repre-
senting my counterparts throughout the country and the territories.

T am here to testify on the progress of the States toward achieving
dé:nstitutionalization of status offenders and the separation of adult
and youthful offenders in places of incarceration. These are two
major mandates established gy Congress in the JJDP Act.

The national conference has submitted to you written testimony
in which it concludes, basically, that considerable, reasonable, and
significant progress has been and continues to be made by the States
:oward the achievement of deinstitutionalization and separation,
sspecially in the context of the political, legislative, management,
ind fiseal impact of these mandates. :
~ We assert that substantial compliance with the requirements of
‘he act will indeed be achieved by the majority of participating
States within the 3-yea1; time frame established by the 1977 amend-
nents.

...ee p. 171 for Mr. Harris’ prepared statement.
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We -ask Congr'e:ss .and LEAA fo; brov'i.de.contihued and, indeed,

ineredsed support to the States and:territories in order to assist them
in achieving these objectives. ~ -~ . .. -

My written testimony provides a factual basis for the remarks
which follow. I will simply highlight my conclusions from the
written testimony. - - . . . : I

Let me. briefly . touch on the context in which the States had to
work toward these twin objectives. From late 1974 to mid 1977 the
States; to put it bluntly, were in the midst of an uncertain world.
First, the 1974 legislation was passed but'its meaning in all cases
was not clear. De%nitions from the administrative agency, LEAA,
were slow in coming. Indeed, to some degree, they are still not cer-
tain. ' , oo

The passage of the 1977 amendments clearly introduce new terms

and in turn new uncertainties. The central question of the standards

for compliance with the deinstitutionalization mandate remains. It
is now in the process of being reconsidered, of course, by the new
amendments. We hope that prompt interpretation of the application
of those new provisions will be forthcoming. .. ’ :
Second, the amount of money that would be available from t!
Federal Government for LEAA has been constantly in flux, not oni
in the JJDP Act, but also in the Crime Control Act as well. Con-
flicting actions by the Nixon and Ford administrations and by the
Congress over the funding levels for both of these acts has made it
extremely difficult to administer them. Indeed, it has made it ex-
tremely difficult to anticipate what the available resources would be.

No one can effectively ‘%lan without some firm idea of what available
Tesources might be in t -

e future. -

The sharply shifting economic conditions in the States and in the
locagities have also made these problems difficult or compounded the
problems.

Third, the uncertain administrative support from LEAA has
created problems. Mr. Rector spoke to some of those points. LEAA
guidelines have sometimes been confusing. Its technical assistance
and its level of special emphasis support for the twin objectives, .k
my judgment—and I am speaking personally—have been inadequate.

Last, there has been little, if any, attention to the problem of plan-
ning for the utilization of the block formula funds in concert witk
the utilization of the special emphasis funds. Indeed, they have beer
treated as two totally independent grant programs by LEAA. T«
me, that is the height of futility.

Yet, it seems to me, in spite of these uncertainties and problei.s
the States—both the participating States under the act and the 1(
presently nonparticipating States—have made good faith efforts ir
achieving these ends. These efforts, indeed, many have been at some
cost in terms of what might have been greater efforts toward achiev-
ing the objectives if some of the problems I articulated a momeni
ago had not been present.

The States, in my judgment, will continue to make good fa .l
afforts to achieve these twin objectives. T am concerned that the cli-
mate of insecurity will continue. I think we all need to do our bes:
to overcome that. That affects not only the Juvenile Justice Act, Mr
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_ ?C'haimian, but also the Crime Control Act. I address my remarks-
. about insecurity at that as well, - .

t First, it seems to me that we need some attention to the definitions
_.under the act as soon as the amendments are passed and signed by
the President. The amendments should give direction to LEAA for
s<".ae final firm conclusion about what the act means, and they should
be published rather promptly and not be constantly changed so that
they will create, in turn, high degrees of insecurity and uncertainty.
i Second, it seems to me that prompt approval of the fiscal year
1978 plans, which were in most cases submitted by the States by the
deadline of July 31, 1977, should be approved within 90 days of
their submission. That is required by the Crime Control Act.

‘. “ndications from LEAA, however, are, that that will not be the
case with the JJDP portions of those plans. Discontinuances of on-.
going fprograms, as you might well imagine, will undoubtedly result
from failure of prompt approval. .

t Third, the closing of the LEAA regional offices undoubtedly will
cause delays in processing both the Juvenile Justice and the Crime
Control Act plans and olﬁler kinds of grant applications; grant ad-
jv-iments, and requests. With the usual ‘bureaucracy that is involved
{n 3 grant program, delays will be incurred. )

Fourth, it seems to me that the closing of these regional offices is
goiq%tto disrupt technical assistance. :

- Fifth, the amount of appropriations under the Crime Control Act
which can be applied to juvenile justice ‘purposes has been signifi- -
santly reduced. Indeed, Congress has supported the JJDP Act,
. D~ueywise, at the expense of parts C and E of the Crime Control
Act. As they do that they simply rob Peter to pay Paul. I can name
:xamples of juvenile delin. uency prevention programs ‘which were
reing supported from part C funds that have had to be disestablished
secause part C appropriations fell off. You have the ironic situation
f dropping prevention programs supported by part C and then
tarting & new program from JJDP funds somewhere else. This
nakes little sense.

wixth, but by no means least, LEAA strongly needs the appoint-
nent of a permanent and effective administrator who has the sup-
rort of the White House and of the Attorney General.

The States have, in my judgment, instituted effective monitoring
srocedures. Some comments have been directed by previous wit-
tesses to this particular subject. I cover this in my formal state-
aent. The comprehensiveness of the data collected under these pro-
ev.res, of course, varies with the difficulty confronted by individual
itates and territories in establishing or assuring delegation of the
ecessary authority to conduct the monitoring of the correctional
nd detention facilities. Other witnesses have spoken to that ques-
ion.

One witness, I believe, mentioned the observation that I would
wuke. In most States there is some doubt as to the authority of any
t. @ agency to monitor the activities in private organizations unless
1ere is licensing authority. If there is no licensing authority, there
i hardly any monitoring authority.
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Senator CuLver. Can much be done through voluntary question-

naires and so forth? ) . :
Mr. Harris. Yes, I think that is the greatest possibility short of
seeking licensing authority. I would imagine that in most instances

" the private parties would cooperate. However, the degree of sophis-

tication might not.be comparable with that in the public facilities.
That is one of the big problems. :

In identifying facxg]ities and programs to be monitored, there it
another difficulty, it seems to me, relating to the one I just commentea
on. In some States there is not even an inventory of private commu-
nity-based alternative-care facilities, given the absence -of some li-
censing or other authority.

Another difficulty is establishing- data on the institutionalizec

‘populations of effected facilities as a basis for assessing progre.s.

This was referred to, I think, by some other witnessés as the date
base. It is the starting point. That indeed, of course, needs to be
done. I think LEAA can make significant technical assistance con-

tributions in assisting States and localities in doing that.

Now, as you know, under the amendments the monitoring require-
ments have been expanded to include such nonoffenders as neglectec
and dependent youths. I might point out that neglected and deper.d-
ent youth are also a category provided for under other Federal as
sistance programs. Therefore, there is going to have to be cross
sharing of any data collection as between, say, State departments o:
welfare, which under-title XX would be primarily the agency deal
ing with dependent and neglected youth.

Even where nonoffenders are not confined in _institutions or- in
carcerated with adults the addition of these youths under the
quirements places a further burden of proof on the States. -

Additionally, where States and their local jurisdictions share th
responsibility for the administration of juvenile justice the Stat:
planning' agency, of course, must work with each individual loca
unit of government in the development and implementation of moni
toring procedures. It is much neater, for example, in a State such a
mine where there is some central authority as through our divis"
of youth services; for the collection of data. However, in a Stat
where you do not have that situation a one-on-one relationship ha
to be created between whomever the State collecting agency is an:
the provider—namely, the local unit of government.

owever, despite these difficulties, I believe that considerabl
progress has been made by the States toward fulfilling the monitor
Ing requirements. I have not seen the data reports that were refer »
to by the GAO witnesses and by others, so I am not familiar wit
the assessments that they made about the quality of the reports.

Implementation of the deinstitutionalization and separation .re
quirements are covered beginning on page 5 of my written statemen'

Tt seems to me that these cannot be accomplished without the de
velopment in each jurisdiction of a broad range of alternative mett
ods of dealing with troubled youths. That has been said over -1
over again. In this area, the National Conference can state withor
hesitation that States have made considerable and substantial prog

ress. The alternatives range in focus from those developed in polic
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departments—someétimes referred to as “police discretion, ‘the first
component of our criminal justice system—to nonresidential youth

- ;serviees, to residential facilities in which adjudicated youths can

be placed as an alternative to their incarceration.

| The development of services programs and facilities for predelin-

;¢ ents did not begin with the passage of the Federal Juvenile Jus-
itice and Delinquency Prevention Act. These programs are formu-
{lated, implemented, refined and expanded prior to the passage of
;that act by funds from block and discretionary under the Crime
:Control Act and from initiatives and financial support from States
jand localities all over this country. . .

i Lest anyone has the impression that the initiatives addressed in
t"» JJDP act only started when that act was passed, I want to
remphasize that that was not necessarily the case in many States.

l The early juvenile justice program administered by HEW indeed
;Erovided some financial support to the development of a comé)re-
i ensive network of community-based youth services strongly a
icated by that agency prior to the passage of the JJDP act.

. The primary resources for the expansion of youth service bureaus,
la~ outgrowth of that early initiative has been from two basic
jSvurces : State appropriations on the one hand and the Crime Con-

“trol Act on the other.

State Planning Agencies have continued and will continue to sup-

.plement Juvenile Justice Act allocations with large allocations of
‘parts C and E Crime Control moneéys, in many cases far exceeding
the Maintenance of Effort requirements of the Crime Control Act.
. That is a very brief summary, Mr. Chairman and committee
rucmbers, of my formal comments. I will be happy to try to respond
'to your questions. :
. Senator Curver. Mr. Harris, what additional technical assistance
.could you suggest that would be helpful for LEAA and the SPA’s
to provide the States the necessary capability to develop adequate
‘'monitoring systems? Do you think there is more that can be done?
You indicate that generally you feel there has been a good faith
e_ort. Do you have some specific suggestions on the kind of assist-
ance they could provide?

Mr. Harris. The obvious answer for that question is a model or
series of models. It seems to me that instead of having each State—
and T know this phrase is terribly overused—reinvent the wheel,
that if the LEAA could present a series of a variety of models from
which States could choose or could do that in the context of existing
s. stems, of course, that would be helpful. Again, LEAA should not
reinvent the wheel. They should look at what States already have
and try to modify those where appropriate, as models. That appears
to_ me to be a very realistic approach.

I certainly do not think that LEAA would have the resources to
@o down into each State and begin installing the models. There is a
high degree of State responsibility, clearly, in undertaking that and
i» working directly with their own localities.

Senator Curver. You mentioned that you have a general sense
that they have done a good job, for the most part, and made good
progress in monitoring.

vo-
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Were you here when Mr. Rector testified and gave us a summar;
of the monitoring reports as they assessed them when they came 1
last December? I.think one would have to conclude that that assess
ment and evaluation was really quite disturbing and essentially nega
tive in its implication, to put it mildly. ' -

We had seven States providing no data. Some 33 States did no
provide base line data. Seventeen did not fully monitor jails or t.x

'not monitor jails at all, and so on. This is hard to square with you.

general observation that the SPA’s are doing a good job and you
conclusion that good Frogr‘ess is being made in monitoring it. Woulc
you care to comment?

I think you have assisted us in flagging some of the reasons wh;
this performance was not more impressive in terms of the problem

with which people in the field have had to contend.

_ )
Mr. Harris. I would say that the most difficult part of the imple

_mentation of these requirements—and by the way, Virginia has :

statute that we enacted at our last General Assembly session tha
does exactly the same thing as the Federal Act does, and impose
exactly the same requirements, so we would have the monitorin;

-and collection responsibilities irrespective of the Federal statute—1

getting the data from those who have it. . "

It is easier to get if your State has a structured youth servic
delivery system. In short, it is easier, where you have an organiza
tional structure by which mandates may flow down and. data ma;
flow back. - ST -

‘When you do not have that kind of management relationship col
lection of data becomes very difficult. We are not talking just abou
juvenile justice, as you might imagine, Mr. Chairman. We are t¢ ™%
ing about almost any data collection.

My experience has been that those with data need some incentiv
to provide it. The incentive usually is money on the other end o
the string or a responsibility in. the hands of the agency collectin,
it—asking for the data—in terms of oversight, or whatever,- wit.
respect to the agency from whom it is collecting. Simply to ask fo
data and expect a locality or an agency in a locality that is b 1
dened already with tremendous responsibilities and does not hav
additional resources to enable them to provide the data means tha
either they are going to have to get the resources or somebody i
going to have to go down and give them an awful lot of technica
assistance. : .

I am not trying to be negative. I do not mean my comments to b
negative. I mean them to be very practical. Data collection, un’-g
it is automated, is a difficult task for an administrator operating a.
agency. He has to designate someone with that ongoing responsi
bility. He has to set up a system for the data to be collected on
daily basis. That takes time and work, just to get the system i
place. Development of the collection system is what many State
have had to do initially. It is not the sort of thing where you ca:
snap your fingers and say that the next day you are going to h~v
the data in accurate and usable form.

That is easiér, as I have said, in the more structured systems. It i
difficult in the less structured systems. -
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. Senator Curver. In your statement you say something that dis-
turbs me and puzzles me somewhat about the difficulties the SPA’s
. ; themselves have in getting cooperation from the yarious local public

i agencies and governmental authorities- in complying with deinsti-
.i tutionalization requirements.

' . Others have made this same observation. '

| - Mr. Harris. Yes; they did. . .

Senator Curver. When a State agrees to participate in the pro-

: gram and comply with the deinstitutionalization requirement, isn’t

! the Governor or the State Legislature then ultimately responsible

{ for insuring that the various State agencies and local governmental

" units that are creatures of the State will comply with the act? :

" _Mr. Harmis. I guess the simplistic answer to that would be: On

; ..e surface, yes. If you ask that as a legal question it would. be yes.

i As a practical political question I think you kmow the answer &s

: well as T do. S ’ . g ,
! Again, in structured systems it is easier to issué the orders and see

that these things occur. In unstructured systems, where-the relation-

ships between the youth service program of the State government -
i and of local government are not structured, there is no existing
1 ¢ ‘echanism by which the Governor or anybody else can say, “We
- want these things to occur.” C : o o

Of course, a legislature can pass a statute and order that it be
done throughout the State. That still brings you back to the funda-
mental question of overseeing the implementation of the statute. It
-1s one thing to pass a statute—that is why we are having the hear-
ings—and 1t is another thing to see that it is carried forward. )
. _All T am suggesting is that you may have some States where to
achieve in a neat way what we are talking about you really would
need State governmental reorganization to some degree to make it
as effective as we might like to have it within the time frame we .
are talking about. _ :

Senator CuLver. Are LEAA and the SPA’s really doing all they
can tt;) facilitate complance with the. deinstitutionalization require-
--en _ _ S

"Specifically, Mr. Harris, I would be interested in what the SPA’s
have done to disseminate information to State Legislatures about
the deinstitutionalization requirement which may necessitate revi-
sion of. their State juvenile codes. What have the SPA’s done in
providing information to State agencies and local governmental
bodies to assist them and give them the capability to plan and carry
ot deinstitutionalization ¢ :

Mr. Harris. Again, I would refer to my written statement. We
gave as examples the profiles of several States. As for those States,
that question is answered in my written statement.

By the way, we do not have a profile on every single State. We
have given you examples of those that we are most familiar with.
That is in my written statement.

Senator Curver. Fine. .

Mr. Harris. With respect to my own State I can certainly add to
what is already on the record. As I have mentioned, our legislative
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passed an act which took effect on July 1, 1977. It virtually mandates
precisely the same provisions that the Federal JJDP Act. =

I do not want to suggest, by the way, that the Federal initiative
was the total initiative for the General Assembly of Virginia taking
the action it did. -

Senator CuLver. Nobody ever wants to suggest that. -

Mr. Harris. Sir o

Senator CuLvEeRr. I never heard it suggested in 14 years in Congress
from that level.

Mr. Harrs. The act requires the deinstitutionalization of status
offenders by prohibiting that commitment to State juvenile learning
centers or any other type of secure confinement facility. It emphasizes
less secure types of pretrial detention. It recommends detention only
when it is ﬂsoluteﬁy necessary. Detention in a secure setting .5
severely restriced and the length of confinement is also restricted,
to 72 hours. It requires that all juveniles be separated from adults
in facilities that house both. It expands the diversionary powers of
juvenile intake officers. :

The work on that statute went on over a geriod of 2 or 3 years.
It involved my agency and the Division of Youth Services, pri-
marily. All concerned were also quite conscious of the provisions o
the JJDP act. Every possible e%ort was made, clearly, to educate
the members of our General Assembly about the initiatives that
should be expressed in such a piece of legislation,

That is simply one example. Our task in our State is to imple-
ment those provisions and set up a structure such as we are talking
about today to monitor these new state requirements.

Senator CurLver. How about your national effort in that rega. 1
through your own association? How systematic is that kind of
undertaking?

Mr. Harris. Gwen, can you respond to that?

. Ms. Houpex. 1 think in terms of the National Conference’s activi-
ties what we have been doing is monitoring the problems that the
States have in regard to all of the different requirements of the act.
That is particularly true in the instance of participation. '.}

In terms of providing them with assistance in monitoring and
that type of thing, or developing approaches to fulfilling ‘monitoring
requirements, our involvement there has been working with LEAA
on some of the intiatives it has undertaken to develop monitoring
iormats and forms that would assist the States in developing data

ases.

Most of it, again, has been the assessment of difficulties. Whe 2
we can, we are helping them resolve those. o
. Senator CuLver. It seems to me that you are in a unique position

to give LEAA the best possible kind of direction in terms of what
kind of specific help is needed by State and local governments in
order to lead them into, for example, developing alternative services
for status offenders.

How much is done in that regard? L

Ms. Horpen. Well, again it is a process of assessing where States
are in terms of providing information to LEAA. We have done that
where we have developed the information, such as difficulties with
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, : fund flow and assessing what amounts of moneys have been separated

{ and, again, assessing difficulties that they have had with the deinsti-

" { tutionalization and separation requirements. In terms of individual-
! ized alternatives we have done very little work, in terms.of identify-

ing different types of alternatives that States could be implementing.

| - Mr. GeLrman. Let me, if I may, just ?ui‘ckly say that we have a.

; staff of only six, of which there are only four rofessionals. We deal

! not only with the Juvenile Justice Act but also the Crime Control.
Act. Our basic task has been to work as much as ossible and to
provide advice and recommendations to LEAA, which has the man-

I power and the resources to go ahead and undertake the effort.

Therefore, to the extent that we have been able to operate as an
information and communication conduit, both understanding from

-~ our constituents what it is that is happening and being able to pro-

vide that information to LEAA, and at the same time review the

kinds of initiatives that LEAA is going to undertake and give them
our advice as to how effective that would be, that has really been the
kind of activities we have been limited to. That is mostly because of -

i resources. -

Senator Curver. Could you not be an informational conduit on

.| *.hese other fronts? .

" Mr. Geurman. I think we can. Once again, we have—

' Senator. Curver. I mean a clearinghouse for suggestions and
.services and so forth. : =

Mr. Harris. Of course, definitely. We do, but—— .
Senator CuLver. I am trying to get at how much you do in that
area. Not much, I guess. :
. Mr. Harris. Not much, because of the limited staff resources. Our
staff is supported by a grant from LEAA. We have the staff that
is supported by that grant, but that is all we have. ,
Senator Courver. Within that staff capability are you satisfied that
your priorities are appropriate ones?
Mr. Hagris. We think they are.

., Senator Curver. What could be more important than giving State
" nd local communities some suggestions on what kind of alternatives
to detention and institutionalization exist? )

Mr. Harris. Nothing could be more important than that.

Senator CuLver. Maybe it should receive higher priority, then—

Mr..Hargis. It indeed should, sir, but the problem is that we lost
$100,000 from LEAA——

Serator Curver. For something as important as that, it seems to

e that it qualifies for leapfrogging on the pecking order of the
priority concerns. :

Mr. Harris. Well, you may be correct, sir—
Senator Corver. Well, take it under advisement because we are

. going to be looking at the LEAA grant to see if it is worth funding.
Maybe it is not. ' .

Mr. Harris. Well, they think it is.

- Senator_ CuLvER. What they think and what we think may be
different. I would like to bet on us if we think differently. They come
to us to get the money to help you.

Mr. Harris. There is no question about that.
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Senator CuLver. I do not mean to get involved in civics I, but that .
is the way it works. . . L

Mr. . I guess what I am saying, sir,.is that even if it were -
priority No. 1 there are still plenty of other priorities and it is
difficult—— . L

Senator CuLver. I want to send you the message that it is priority.
No. 1 with the chairman of this subcommittee.

Mr. Harris. I understand that, sir.

Senator Curver. I am a little bit more interested than the casual
observer in Congress. ‘

Mr. Harris. Yes, sir. : . :
Senator Cuvyer. If you are a politician, and I think you are, you
would be worried about that. You would take note of that. -
Mr. Harris. I am taking note of it, but I am also trying to be-
realistic. I do not want to mislead you into thinking that we are

going to drop everything and do that, sir. .

Senator CuLVER. You don’t want to mislead me into thinking that
anything is going to be done. Well, I do. not want to mislead: you.
I will be back next year looking at this.

Mr. Harris. Fine, sir. I will welcome the opportunity. - '

Senator CuLver. I hope you have much more to say on the subject:>

Mr. Harris. We will do our best.

Senator Curver. We do not expect you to do any more than your
best. If you dp that I will be quite satisfied. o

In your testimony you noted that the primary sources for funds
to be used in the establishment of alternative services now are the

Safe Streets money and State funds. Is that correct?

" Mr. Harrs. No; I said that the progress that had been madc :
rior to 1974 had primarily come from those two areas. They have

been supplemented now, of course, by the JJDP Act provisions and

the funds available through that act. That was the comment I made.

Senator CuLver. As you are aware Mr. Harris, Congress had also
hoped the States would make use of other moneys we have ap-
propriated under other programs such as HEW, HUD, and Labor.
I wonder what more can be done by SPA’s and LEAA, in you:
judgment, to increase information about the use of these Federal
funds for this kind of effort and to harmonize and coordinate some
of the programs initiated? ‘

Mr. Harris. Let me give you an example of what some States do
that all States should do, in my judgment. :

Several States coordinate the use of various Federal programs in
various functional areas. They have set up effective means of identi
fying the sources of funds even though one act may not be aimed
directly at the purpose for which they wish to use the funds.

Those initiatives, however, in my judgment, are very limited. Not
many States are .organized so as to identify the potential uses of
Federal dollars beyond the functional activity at which the Federal
program is directly aimed. - - o

‘Senator CurLver. Shouldn’t the SPA’s be a critical catalyst for tha’
kind of formation? . )

Mr. Harris. We are. I am talking now about State government
generally. When you talk about criminal justice as a functional area
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| the SPA’s are charged in every State with.identifying all possible
: sources for assisting the criminal justice system.

:  LEAA has historically helped in that by, as new pieces of Federal

- legislation are passed that have potential for providing funds for
. .1 criminal justice activities, notlf-fing the SPA’s and pointing out the

. =articular provisions. They will give us copies of applicable regula-
| tions or teﬁ us where they may %e obtained. Indeed, when we had
| the LEAA regional offices—and I do not know how it is going to
! work in the future—they assisted in the SPA’s pursuit of those other
' dollars. ) .
| Senator Curver. They can give you that information. My ques-
* tion is, What you do with it.

. Mr. Harris. What we do with it in the SPA’s?
. "Senator CULVER. Yes. ° ' .
i Mr. Harris. We use the information to pass on to the operating
| agencies at the State level and to the regions that serve us—the

| sub-State regions that work directly with the localities so that they .

| may pass that same information on to their local units of govern-
! ment for the purpose of taking advantage of those opportunities.

i . .Senator CuLver. I would like to see the type of information that
! your national office distributes to the States. I would like to see what

! Jou do with what LEAA gives you.

.~ Mr. Harris. Yes, I could sent it to you. I would be happy to have
several other states do the same thing. I think the several that I have

"in mind you would find very interesting as far as thé techniques are
concerned.? _ : :

. Mr. Harris. I would be happy to have several other States do the
v.me thing. I think the several that I have in mind you would find

- very interesting as far as the techniques are concerned.

Senator CouLver. Again, I was interested in your national office.
I would like to see what you do with what LEAA gives you.

‘Mr. Harris. We will do that, certdainly. I want to point out, though_
that LEAA communicates the information to which I referred a
moment ago to the States directly as well as to our National Con-

. ..rence. I was addressing my answers to what the States do with
it when they receive the information. s

Senator’' Curver. Thank you.

Senator Mathias?

Senator MaTH1as. Mr. Harris, I want to thank you for being here
today and for your comments.

Mr. Harris. Thank you, sir. '

Senator MarH1as. I agree with you that it is unfortunate—I as-
sume that you are telling us that unfortunately the early starts made
at HEW did not really pursue the figures adequately.

Mr. Harris. Yes, sir. .

Senator Maraias. I hiad some hope when Elliot Richardson was

. Attorney General that we were approaching the point where we
were going to merge the early start made at HEW with the later
- irk done at LEAA and have a hybrid product which, in the case

- of many hybrids, is better than either one of the progenitors. Then,

3See p. 179.
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unfortunately, We got into that Saturday Night Massacre and all of
tiat' we had with Mr. Richardson leading to that
end went up in smoke, . ,

Therefore, I think that we are well behind where we ought to be
in this program. . o

Let me ask you just one question to start with. You have cited in
Your statement a number of States that have made some progress 1.«
deinstitutionalization. There are also, obviously, some States that
are not making great progress. What kind of carrot-stick arrange-
ment do you suggest for moving them along? . '

Mr. Harris: There is'another element to that question, too, that I
will throw out. That is this: Of the States that are not participating
some are making significant progress—and I am talking about those
not participating in the act—in exactly the same direction that tL.
act 18 pointing in. They chose not to participate for a variety of
reasons. - .

Of course, that is also by way of saying that some who are not

articipating are not making any better progress than some who are.
herefore, that element is there. )

Senator MartHias. You have made that point several times here
this morning. I think that speaks very well for the citizens’ group?
who have interested themselves in this problem. .

There are people, some of whom I see here this morning would
goad this committee and act as the conscience of this committee. If
they are doing their job as full citizens they are goading the State
legislatures and local authorities in the same way. I think that is
one of the most healthy signs that the Federal system is still alive
and working. The whole dependence is not yet placed on Washingtc |
where, God forbid, it does not. belong.

Mr. Harris. To answer your question in terms of where you do
not have that kind of citizen intitiative or commitment either citizen-
wise or governmentally, I think you are back to the old carrot and
stick of Federal money argument. Of course, that is directly pro-
portional to the degree of money, to be crass about it. That is always
a problem. '}

Senator Matmias. Cutting off the money never seemed to me to
be a very good idea, because you penalize the people that the pro-
grams are set up for and whom the money is provided to help.

Mr. Harris. That is right.

Senator MaTr1as. Mr. Anderson testified that programs and facili-
ties for status offenders are often inadequate or inappropriate. I read
with particular interest your comments on the Maryland situatic J
where in rural communities you. have more problems than in the
sophisticated areas. Do you have any information as to what per-
centage of the Safe Streets Act and formula grant moneys are being
spent in creating alternatives for status offenders? .

I ask that because my own personal knowledge of rural counties
is that cash is short and the tax base is limited and it is expanding
very fast. It makes it very difficult for those communities to provic¢
alternatievs for themselves. -

Mr. Harris. We do not have the data from each State, if that is
what you are asking me. I can give it to you from my own State.
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I think I can give it to you, and did, indeed, in my written state-
ment, from the States referred to there. . )

However, as I mentioned earlier, we do not have it from each
individual State.

Senator MaTatas. I think that points to one of the blanks that we
7 :e unable to fill in and that we might consider. )

In reviewing the December 31, 1976, monitoring report that Vir-
ginia submitted, I believe there were over 4,500 status offenders. in
security detention or in correctional facilities. This was for the year
1975. I think that is a large number. . )

Can you tell us what progress has been made in deinstitutionaliza-
tion of these status offenders?

- Mr, Harzus. I can give you some statistics both on status offenders
and, as you indicated, adjudicated juveniles.

In 1974 we had approximately 1,000 juveniles in State-institutions.
Right now we have 805. Of that 1,000 in 1974, 30 percent were status
offenders. By the end of calendar year 1977 there will be no status
offenders in State learning centers or institutions. We call our in-

stitutions learning centers. - ' -
-.Senator MaTm1as. I have heard that euphemism.

= Mr. Harris. Oh, the phrase “learning center”? Completely off the
subject, X even saw a kindergarten the other other day that was

" named “the Kiddie Care Learning Center.” It was privately oper-
" ated, as it turns out.

Status offenders in juvenile detention facilities in August 1978
numbered 44 percent of the occupants in these facilities. In August
1977, 1 year later, there were only 15 percent. They are dropping

. ra%é,dly. Of course, that status requires that there be none.
e

have no status offenders in our jails, except that we had one
this month. I will not tell you the city, because the sheriff is runnin
for Congress. However, the Division of Youth Services clompe
down pretty hard on that particular jurisdiction.
T hope that is responsive to the question. _
Senator Mataras. All of that noise in the background indicates

" vi1at the moment has come to jog to the Senate floor and catch a

Senate vote. That means “really come.” The chairman has left early
so that he can walk to the Senate floor. I will start jogging. The
chairman should be back in just a few minutes. In the meantime, the
subcommittee will stand in recess.

[Recess.]

Senator CuLveRr. The subcommittee will come to order.

As the testimony of Mr. Hurst indicated, in the last few years a
number of States have made significant and, I think, commendable-
progress in adopting legislation which provides for the deinstitu-
tionalization. of status offenders. ;

QOur next witnesses, who compose this panel, are individuals who
have been closely associated with this effort and with the legislative
initiatives that have marked significant progress in the direction
< at the Congress has indicated is a desirable approach and policy
in this area.

Thev have been very active in their respective States and I am
pleased to welcome all of you here thismorning.

S~
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We have Mr. Joseph Rhodes of the House of Representatives of
Pennsylvania; Ms. Barbara Fruchter of the Juvenile Justice Center
of Pennsylvania; Peter Francis, who is a member of the senate from
the State of Washington; Ms. Jenny Van Ravenhorst of the Wash-
ingion State Department of Social.and Health Services; and Mr.
Thomas Higgins, a former member of the Iowa State House of
Representatives. .

I understand you have all submitted written statements for the
record that you wish to go directly to questions. The committee
appreciates this approach because of the particular problem we have
on the Senate Floor today. :

Mr. Rhodes, can you briefly describe for us the provisions of the
Pennsylvania law—the new Iaw dealing with the subject of deter-
tion of status offenders? .

Wi(tlhout objection we will insert your written statements in the
record.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH RHODES, JR., MEMBER, PENNSYL-
VANIA HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, PITTSBURGH, PA.* -

Mr. Ruopes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. D
Act 41, which was senate bill 757 in the senate of our general
assembly, was enacted into law on the third of Au%'ust of this year,
has a number of significant provisions for Pennsylvania. It is the

culmination of 4 years of legislative effort in Pennsylvania.

At the outset, let me say that the Federal legislation played a’

dramatic and important role, though actually we had a very hard
fight in the State of Pennsylvania to pass this legislation. o

The main concern we had in Pennsylvania was not to merely
comply with the minimum standards of the Federal law. There was
a lot of effort on the part of some groups to do just that as the legis-
lature considered various other juvenile bills. We were very con-
cerned that we not just comply to the letter of the law but also to
the spirit of the law. '

We have had other bills in our legislature before Act 41 whi.4
were, we thought, very sweeping and progressive legislation. They
all died. We did not want to give up the fight just because the Fed-
eral deadlines were a,pproachin%. _

We consider the two principle provisions of Act 41 to be the ones
that you focused on this morning: the deinstitutionalization question
is the first. In our State that question resolved into a kind of a fight
between the juvenile court judges and us over the number of juven: }
categories. The judges wanted to have three tiers for juveniles under
their jurisdiction. One tier was for status offenders. One tier was for
delinquent children. The other tier was for dependent and deprived
children.

Our approach in Act 41 provided for two tiers—the delinquent
category, which meant offenses which would be offenses were the
juveniles adults, and another category, which included everythi: x
else, status offenders, etc. That was a very difficult fight. A lot of

+'See p. 198 for Mr. Rhodes’ prepared statement.
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the judges held very firmly to the view that they had to have the
hammer of this seParate category in order to force kids back onto
the “path of right.” Eventually, we were able to defeat that position

The other major part of the legislation was the establishment of

~December 31, 1979, as an absolute and final date beyond which it

! would be illegal to hold any kind of a juvenile in any kind of an

adult facility. That was a very tough fight. The juvenile court judges

i did not fight this one so hard. The county commissioners fought it

tooth and nail. They felt they did not have the resources to provide
for alternatives. : v

In the rural areas of our State the commissioners said that they

- .did not have the resources to provide alternatives to placing children

-in county jails. As you know, Pennsylvania is a mixture of urban

and rural areas. = .

"Last year we held 3,000 juveniles in county jails awaiting trials,

. not. to mention 2,500 status offenders who were held in detention

facilities prior to the passage of Act 41. To ﬁa;in the support of the

_ county commissioners we worked out a complicated plan to pay for

_regional detention facilities.

| Those are the two principal prohibition features of Act 41. There

was one final provision which was that we forever closed our maxi-
‘mum security juvenile prison. The State maintained a huge prison
in Camp Hill right across from our State capitol. It was a constant

reminder of the backwardness of juvenile justice in Pennsylvania.

"With Act 41, we finally closed that facility for juveniles: I can
* report that the last juvenile exited Camp Hill last week.
" 'Those are the three basic things we did in our act. .
Senator Corver. Mr. Rhodes, you may have been here when Mr.
Hurst spoke about the need for the States to assume more fiscal
responsibility if they are going to achieve this deinstitutionalization
goal in terms of providing local services. :
In Pennsylvania, you passed— in the last session of your legisla-
ture—legislation which created a definite incentive for local govern-
- ments to, provide for these nonsecure community based facilities and
' treatment, at least of juveniles. Could you describe that legislation
to us? What were the provisions of that?
t Mr. Ruropes. Gladly. Actually, this law—Act 148 of the previous
. session of the General Assembly of Pennsylvania—was very critical
of the passage of Act 41, the one which brought us into compliance
with the Federal law.
What it did was to reverse a critical trend in Pennsylvania. In the
past, believe it or not, we had a situation where we entirely funded
" any placement ‘from a county agency to a State correctional facility
for l]uvemles—a, jail for juveniles. We funded such placements en-
tirely.
On the other hand, we very minimally funded community based

programs or alternative type programs in the State. I do not know

how this practice happened. It just developed over time and no one
‘really looked at it very hard, so it stayed.

~ In the last session we passed Act 148, which turned that around.
As of January of next year, there will be a 75-percent guaranteed
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support from the State for community based placements and only
a 50-percent guaranteed reimbursement for placement in facilities
and institutions. ’ o )

This not only applies to status offenders who, by the way, are no
longer delinquents—they do not even come under this provision—
but it applies vo any child, any delinquent child who commits any_
offense except murder in thé State of Pennsylvania. ) o

Senator CuLver. Ms. Fruchter, I understand the Juvenile Justice
Center in Pennsylvania put together a large coalition of citizens and
organizations and this group played a significant political role in
the enactment of some of these legislative initiatives, such as senate
bill 757 which Mr. Rhodes talked about. T

Would you describe how the coalition was organized and what role.
it played in passing legislation ? o

STATEMENT OF BARBARA FRUCHTER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
JUVENILE JUSTICE CENTER OF PENNSYLVANIA®

Ms. FrucHTER. I was here when Mr. Hurst spoke. I heard him
speak about community standards and community climate.

The Juvenile Justice Coalition is the monitoring, implementing,
and advocacy arm of the Juvenile Justice Center of Pennsylvania.
It is our job, through the coalition, a group of 83 religious, civic, and
community organizations throughout the State, to affect community
standards and create community climate— - . .

Senator Curver. Eighty-three citizens or 83 groups? ,

Ms. FrucaTer. Eighty-three groups totaling over 2 million citi-
zens. That is our implementing and monitoring arm. I will tell you 3
how the coalition works. I have to start back a little bit.

The Juvenile Justice Center started in 1971. We went into institu-
tions for children in our area and into our own county detention
facility and found three adjudicated youngsters kept iu ‘solitary con-
finement for 5 and 6 weeks. '

Montgomery County, by the way, is the richest county in Pennsyl-
vania and the 22d richest in the country. These were our children g,
Our taxes were paying for their incarceration before they had been
found guilty of a delinquent act. -

We very naively wrote to the county commissioners and to th
judges and probation people about what we had found in the de-
tention facility and we included a program for changing those con-
ditions through volunteer work. We felt that they would read this
and say, “Come on in and help us change things.”

Howeyer, the status quo stood. People feel very threatened by any
change in that status quo, even though statistics consistently tell us
that the status quo in juvenile justice is a system for manufacturing
criminals out of noncriminal offenders.

We turned to the people with our information. We spoke in Rotary
chibs, churches, synagogues, and to any two people who would stand
Eo.clrlether. We told them what they were paying for with their tax

ollars. '

N

! See p. 200 for Ms: Fruchter’s prepared statement.
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? In 1974, LEAA funded the Juvenile Justice Center for the first

; time. For the 3 previous years we worked almost full time as volun~

; teers so that we developed a lot of faith in the ability of volunteers
to create a community climate for change. )

The opposition to change was there. Qur job was to go into each

; 1ncal area, each county of the State, and turn around or reduce the

' opposition through community education, and to form a broad-
| based constituency for children. No one had ever spoken for children
- in our State before.

With the passage of the 1974 act we got a very strong Federal
ally. It was an irrefutable fact that this leadership and the fiscal

" commitment was coming from the Federal Government to do the
diversion and to implement the alternatives that we had been ad-
. vocating for a number of years.

:  We set five coalition policy statements. We educated the citizen
| groups throughout the gtate to an understanding of these policy
| statements. Each group we spoke to, or ran seminars and workshops
: for, had to understang what the policy statements meant and had
'to endorse them. They then let their community elected officials and
i their legislators know that they supported these policy statements.
| --“The policy statements said: (1) that status offenders should not

"t be adjudicated delinquent or held with delinquents or alleged delin-
quents. If “status offenders” were under the jurisdiction.of the courts
it should be as dependent children, not delinquent ;

§2§ Juveniles should be removed from adult facilities;

3) Children should be afforded all due process and equal pro-

"tection rights;

* .'(4), There should be a realistic incentive funding plan for the
counties. Representative Rhodes just spoke to you about that. The
State was funding the State institutions by reimbursing the counties
. 100 percent of the cost of sending children to State institutions. The
coalition saw this was not the way to go. Alternatives were to be
funded 75 to 90 percent; institutional reimbursements by the State
were to be reduced to 50 percent ; and

.(5) The last policy statement called for a moraterium on the
construction of secure detention until alternatives were implemented.
For approximately the cost of one secure detention bed a group home

for six to eight children can be run for over a year.

Senator Curver. I am sorry, what did you say$

Ms. FrucaTer. For the same amount of money that it cost to con-
stuct one secure detention bed you can have a group home imple-
r-~nted in the community for six to eight children.
. These were the coalition policy statements. The role of our center
is that of educator and technical assistants to the communities to
implement these policies. Additionally we analyzed every piece of
juvenile legislation that was pending in the legislature. We sent out -
to the comunity groups’ liason people information concerning wheth-
er the pending legislation supported the policy statements or ran
c~unter to the policy statements.

We also informed legislators in both the House and the Senate
whether the pending legislation supported our policy statements or

28-407—79— 4
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not. There was much action on the local level from our coalition
oups. - - -

One of the most important things the coalition does is inspection
and monitoring. You know, because you are having these hearings,
that passing the legislation is only the first step. .

Our citizens, who are trained and educated, are out there in every
county and in every community monitoring the services, both priva..
and public, that are provided for children. We believe that citizen

articipation in the inspection and monitoring of services for chil-

ren, is a sine qua non for quality services. We supply trained
citizen ‘volunteers to the Department of Welfare which is mandated
in our State to inspect every facility that receives DPW funding.

Senator Curver. That is a most impressive history and I hope we
have the benefit of more information on your activities for o.
committee staff. _

What are you doing in the way of governmental reorganization
at the State level in order to bring about a more coordinated effort
to attack the problem of troubled children in a larger context? Have
you taken on that dimension of concern in terms of your group’s
activities? ,

Ms. FrucaTER. There are a number of initiatives in that directic.’
Mr. Chairman. We are training citizen coalition members right now
to attempt to overcome resistance and to make the concept of coordi-
nation attractive to elected officials. The first task is to increase com-
munications and transactional activities.

‘We have citizens on advisory boards, for instance ; we have citizens
on youth service systems within the counties. I am on the JD advis-
ory board, and I try to bring local information to our ‘adviso. :
meetings. , '

There is also some initiative at this time in the direction of co-
ordinating councils in our State. Representative Rhodes’ committee
is holding hearings right now with an eye toward coordinating
money and services for children with new legislation they are con-
sidering for compliance with the 1977 amendment to the Juvenile
Justice Act. Such legislation would provide for more independer :
and coordinating responsibility in the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Office in our State. That is very important in a
State that still has judges and administrators advocating for prior-
ity money for canine forces and two police vests for every officer
and that kind of thing.

Senator Culver, could I give you some statistics to sort of explain
the i?mportance of the Federal legislation and the citizen’s role "1
that -

I have this in my testimony, but it kind of touches on what you
will be listening to tomorrow about the alternatives. .

In the first year in Pennsylvania, in 1976, when any JD moneys
could have been effective in Pennsylvania in conjunction with our
citizens work, we were able to turn the tide of accelerating delin-
quency arrests—juvenile arrests. They had doubled from 82,000
1970 to 165,000 juveniles arrested in 1975, -

In 1976 we saw 10,000 less juvenile arrests. I think this can be
attributed not only to the leadership of the Federal legislation and
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the potential of the money comin% from the legislation but to the
climate created by the citizens in the communities. L
Additionally, that same year we saw a decrease of one-third in
the number of children who were held in county jails in local areas.
Additionally, in Philadelphia—crime-ridden, gang-ridden Phila-
.~delphia—the Juvenile Justice Center, in cooperation with the Phila-
‘delphia family court, reduced the number through a detention alter-
native program which we run. We reduced the number of children
held in the Philadelphia secure detention facility by over one-half.
This is an open-alternative-foster parent-group home-services to
children in their own home combination program. Our detention di-
rector in Philadelphia likes to point out the fact that a day not too
long ago he had under 40 children in a_Philadelphia detention
-center. In Pittsburgh’s Human Center they had over 200 children in
detention. .
Senator CuLver. Thank you.
Senator Francis, could you briefly describe for us those provisions
of the legislation enacted in the State of Washington in this area?

STATEMENT OF HON. PETER FRANCIS, CHAIRMAN, SENATE
-~/ JUDICIARY COMMITTEE, WASHINGTON STATE LEGISLATURE,
SEATTLE, WASH.* ‘

Senator Francis. Thank you, Chairman Culver. c

I would start by saying that I have been the Chairman of the
Senate Judiciary Committee in the State of Washington for 5 years.
For 4 of those years we have had this political struggle very much
-as described in Pennsylvania. I think we are typical. I think the
situation is pretty much the same throughout the States.

A year ago we passed my big bill of the special session, which was—
the last group of status offenders who were allowed to. be institu-
tionalized in the State were the incorrigibles. We said they could no.
longer be institutionalized. That took effect this summer.

This year we passed the major overhaul of the juvenile court sys-
.¢em which we had been working on for many years. That was further
implemented with one regression in that there was a provision—
and it is in our formal statement—that those who qualify for a diag-
nostic commitment, have run away, have insisted on persisting in
running away, and are exhibiting behaviors that evidence a likeli-
hood of degenerating into serious delinquent behavior will be under
the jurisdiction of the juvenile courts.

A group of people from a particular part of one county felt that
it was very important. It is the problem of the promiscuous daughter
in conflict with family. They wanted to have some way of getting at
her. We were not able to keep that out this time. I am hoping that
we can get it out.

However, I do not think it will be a significant thing as far as
numbers. )

. Basically, we are out of that old system. We have shifted it over.
Jenny will be able to tell you about the fact that it is no longer part

1 See p. 202 for Senator Francls’ prepared statement. '
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‘of the Juvenile Justice System, but a part of the Department of

Social and Health Services to work with these status offenders.

I hope I might be able to make a contribution to your thinking
about the politics of what we are up against in trying to implement
the Federal legislation. I think it is-pretty typical everywhere that
the major resistance is coming from trial judges, and especiallyj
juvenile court judges. :

That is true in our State. There are some probation people and
caseworkers and so forth who resist, but there are some. who have
helped us and who have fought with us on that. There seems to be
division among almost all of the other actors in the juvenile justice
system over coming into what I think is the best way to handle this.
I think the best way is the Federal approach of the 1974 Federal Act

The judges, as you know, are a.pretty formidable group politi--
cally. They are the ones who were able to make us work 4 years to
ﬁfnit passed. They are the ones who are possibly going to do every-

ing they can to sabotage it. That remains to be seen.

It seems to me that I have to go along with what John Rector
said about funding of community programs and things, because that
is the key. We have said in our legislation, “Here is what you have.
to do. You have to provide support services and crisis interventior.”
and ways to reunite families and opportunities for the kids who can-
no%%o back to families to have some other way of getting some help.”

e big ammunition that so many of these judges use, as well as
the other opponents is, “Well, there really is not anything available.
I really want to help the kids and the only way to do it is to bring
them back and let me, as the judge, be daddy to them again and
so forth.” :

I do not think that is the real reason, but I think that is their
ammunition. I think Congress can help take away some of that am-
munition by focusing during the appropriations process on just
what we do.

I certainly agree with all of the comments about public works and
so forth, but we are largely talking about program. There is an asso~
ciation of Community Youth Service Bureaus throughout the State. »
They provide a lot of these kind of support services. They usually
have advisory committees, In fact, one high school girl who lives
about a block from me is on the one in my neighborhood.

They are very effective. However, they need. this kind of support.

I have also learned what is going on in Florida, where they are
massively recruiting volunteers for bringing children right” into
individual homes and then having people come in and provide some¢
kind of casework support not even on a foster parent basis, but just
on a receiving home type of basis. It seems to be very effective.

It seems to me there are a lot of things like this where you can say,
“Here is what we are going to do. Here is the focus we are going
to make and here are the incentives we are going to provide.” It
would take away a lot of the ammiunition of those who are really
trying to prevent the implementation of the Federal legislation.

Senator Curver. Thank you very much. _

Senator Francis. I had one other comment, and that is in the

_area of kiddie porn, which‘ I know is certainly big on the front.
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pages back where I live, along with a series that has been done on
male child Erostitutes.

1 went through our own criminal code and I found at least seven
different sections of the criminal code that are violated by almost
every activity of kiddie porn, providing for up to 10 years in jail
~%§ & sentence. .
"~ There are & number of questionable constitutional approaches that
are being advocated back there. It seems to me that agaln what we
-are talking about is law enforcement for those eople who manipu-
late and abuse children and for the people who need the help—
which is, agdin, usually the children—we need these services. We
need this kind of psychological help, crisis intervention, and the
-other things. .
-1 really think that what we are talking about here today applies
to a lot of things that are very, very timely. .

Senator CoLver. Thank you very much, Senator Francis.

I wonder, Ms. Van Ravenhorst, if you would tell us about these
mew provisions that have been described by Senator Francis which
will go into effect on July 1, 1978. Is that the right date?

" JTATEMERNT OF JENNY VAN RAVENHORST, PROJECT MANAGER,
DIVISION OF COMMUNITY SERVICES, WASHINGTON STATE DE-
PARTMENT OF SOCIAL AND HEALTH SERVICES, OLYMPIA,
WASH.

Ms. Van Ravenmorst. That is correct.

Senator CuLver. Can you tell us what efforts are now being made
.0 prepare for that eventuality in terms of resources in the State
-and how you plan to get ready to implement this new provision?

Ms. Vaxn Ravennorst. I would like to tell you that we are doing
a great deal more than we have done to date, but we are just in the
‘beginning stages of that implementation process.

One thing that has been done to date goes back to the amendment
‘that was gas’sed by the legislature last year in 1976. This was the
Jill that Senator Francis talked about which would prohibit the
‘institutionalization of incorrigible children for more than 30 days.

That particular act took effect in July of this year. At that point
in time the Department of Social and Health Services had to have

" -gvailable a 30-day commitment option which included all of those

criteria that were added to the act. There were provisions for treat-
ment. It would be a custodial placement. It would be a placement
2parate from delinquents.

There has been such a facility designated for incorrigibles that
will be committed for 30 days.

Senator CuLver. For what?

Ms. Van Ravenmorst. There has been a facility designated for
the commitment of incorrigibles for 30 days, or at least a maximum
of 30 days. The people who are in charge of operating that facility

yl;a] trying to emphasize getting the children out as soon as they pos-
sibly can.
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" What is happening is that they are generally staying for 30 days-
However, since July 1 of this year there have only beenfour children
in that particular facility. ) -

Therefore, the State of Washington, with the exception of those
four children and those that will happen in the future, is in compli~
ance with the deinstitutionalization requirement. . BN

However, the other area that was addressed by the comprehensive:-~
revision of our Juvenile Court Act is the detention of status of-
fenders in our county detention facilities. Responsibility for alter-
natives to detention of status offenders is placed with our depart-
1él})lent. That is the thing that we are in the process of planning for at:

is point. '

Thle)are are a couple of things that are presenting us with some..
problems. They are the two things that have been mentioned here a:-
number of times today. The first thing is data. The second thing is
money. -

OnZ of the more difficult things to try to ascertain is the number of
status offenders who have been handled by the juvenile courts over
the past several years, and the number of status offenders who have
been held in detention, and for whatever periods of time. -

A lot of the reason for that problem is because the status offender--
has sometimes been a delinquent within the way that the courts have
classified that child. Very often the way in which they are labeled
from one county to another varies. Therefore, if you go into a par-
ticular court and ask them to tell you how many status offenders
have ‘been processed by that court and how rma,n?7 status offenders
have been put in detention there is a lot of difficulty, because status
offenders mean something different to every particular court. )

I believe one court uses the terminology “unable to adjust.” Sorae
other courts use other things.

Senator CuLver. Is there any hope that we could get some sort of
moreguniversally agreed to reporting criteria and standard defini-—
tions

Ms. Van Ravenmorst. That certainly is possible. The difficulty
would be in the fact that it comes at this date instead of 3 years agc..
The point at which they can begin to try and put that data together
based upon those criteria. would be useful for any other State that
has not prohibited the detention of status offenders. - )

We are at a point where, come July 1, we are not going to want to
keep those kinds.of records any more. Therefore, we have to go back
andf ?se the existing data. That information will not be terribly
useful. :

What we are trying to do at the Department of Social and Health
Services is to come up with some basic criteria that can be used to
evaluate the existing information within the juvenile court system.
That has been a very difficult process and one that is going to take
some time to do. - - :

It has lengthened the: process of implementation, because that is
going a projected 8 weeks to compile. Then, the validity of that i .
also questionable. :

One other area that presents us with some problems is that there
is some concern about whether or not the Department of Social and
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iHealth Services will take over the responsibility for the kids that
- ' have been dealt with by the juvenile court alone as status offenders,
- ‘{or whether they are now goi;li%' to assume a general statewide re-
. i sponsibility for families in conflict and children who have problems.
' " An example might very well be the male prostitute, who might
:»wer have come into the juvenile court system, who needs alterna-.
. tive housing. That might very well be the basic problem. Do we ad-
'dress that child who has not been reflected in statistics? Does that
.increase what the Department of Social and Health Services will
:have to do in providing resources? .
! That gets to my second point, about money. We are trying to
identify what kids we are going to serve. We are also trying to iden-
tify what resources we are going to offer. We are in the process of
. generally surveying the kings og things that are available through-
+out this country that have been used. :
i As I say, we are in the preliminary stage of doing that. I could
inot come to you and say that we have found things which we feel
fare going to be really tremendous that we are going to use in the
: State of Washington. However, we are looking. ' '
i .The Department has responded to this act and said that despite
.:tue fact that it is a very difficult problem and a very hard problem
to articulate they are going to try to provide the services that are
‘mandated by the legislature. :
" Therefore, you can look to the State of Washington for an effort
in trying to provide alternative services. That is not to say that we
do not admit to'it being a very big problem. We look to all of the
resources that might be available in order to be able to accomplish
L.at. h '

Senator Curver. Tomorrow, you may be aware, we are going to
look into some of the alternatives to detention and institutionaliza- -
tion that have been adopted by various States which have proven to-
be successful, at least to their own satisfaction. We are going to try
to get some of those examples before the committee so that we will
have some suggestions that perhaps can be disseminated to the other
{.ates. Hopefully we will have some success stories which ean be .
shared as to how to best and most effectively carry out the deinsti-
tutionalization mandate regarding status offenders.

Mr. Higgins, Iowa is currently In the process of revising its entire
juvenile code. You have been, of course, very directly involved as the
principal author of the major legislation in that area.

_W(auld gjyou describe for us the proposed revisions concerning status
¢ ‘enders

STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS M. HIGGINS, FORMER MEMBER,
- IOWA STATE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, DAVENPORT, IOWA *

Mr. Higerns. Surely, Senator; I would be glad to.

Shortly after the 1974 act, the general assembly took very rapid
a “ion on an amendment which I sponsored, which did get status
offenders out of the two State juvenile prisons. I think that is a

1 5ee p..206 for Mr. Higgins' prepared statement.
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testament to the wisdom of this committee and its able assistance
from Mr. Rector. ) )

It was pretty obvious to those of us who were working on an 1in-
terim committee studying the subject that that really was only a
partial response to a much deeper problem. We needed to review
cour whole juvenile code. After a lot of work and a lot of effort,
testimony, and site visitation and so forth, we did come up with 'u
‘proposal which 1pzstssed the House overwhelmingly last year.

That proposa grapﬁles with a lot of problems in the area of
juvenile justice. Probably none, however, 1s more central than this
1ssue of status offenders. : , : L

We concluded, Senator, that the only adequate public policy in
‘this area was to completely eliminate status offenders from the juris-
diction of the juvenile court. That is what we have done. e

Frankly, I think the testimony of Senator Francis is correct. The
major ammunition which the juvenile court judges and others have
used against efforts at juvenile court reform largely revolved around
the assertion that if you eliminate status offenders from the juvenile
.courts, communities will not have the.necessary resources to deal
with those problems in a voluntary manner. -

It seems to me, however, that the way we handle status offende..
mow, :generally with some form of foster care or institutionalization,
is & very well-studied failure. To simply perpetuate that failure in
the name of a principle which says that if you do not have this you
have nothing is not an adequate excuse. ' Co

Judge Bazelon said it better than I. I can only paraphrase him,
but I think that it is true that the local communities will only turn
to resources which do adequately respond to the problem of stat:
offenders—the runaways, incorrigibles, and others—when they can
no longer use the court as a dumping ground for their problems.

T do not believe that it is reasonable to assume that States and
localities and local units of government will ever come up with the
kind of resources that it takes to help these kinds of children as long
-as they ccan use the courts as a convenient dumping ground. That
teally, T think, has been what has happened. )

‘Similarly, I am mindful of your earlier questioning as to the role
of the State planning agencies in influencing legislation so that it
-could comply with the 1974 act. It is only my subjective judgment,
but I have been in contact with my colleagues in many of the other
States which are engaged in this process. I would have to say that
‘they really have not been very active. If anything, they have been
reactive. They certainly have not been proactive. Generally speakin
T think that is in the nature of State bureaucracies. They have. to get
-along with those juvenile court judges and the juvenile court judges
do not-want it. They are responsible first and foremost to the execu-
‘tive branch of the government in those States. Frequently the execu-
‘tive branches of government do not want to get involved in a very
wvolatile political issue.

As a result, they have tended to respond only when asked. Thr-y
spend large sums of money holding conferences and hearings -all o
which are to the good, but there is very little interface with the
legislative branch of government. That is really where the crunch is.

T might suggest that for your deliberation you might consider
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ways in which State legislative bodies might become better informed:
as to the nature of the problem and what their requirements are In
the 1974 act. I do not think, frankly, that very many of them are-
very well informed in that regard. . . )

" Another provision which is embodied in this legislation, in addi--
~ion to the elimination of status offenders, is a requirement for a
" detention hearing within a very short period of time—48 hours—

whenever any child is picked up. ,
" We were. concerned not only about the detention of status offenders,.
but also the needless detention of delinquents who are not a physical
threat to themselves or to the community. . -
Therefore, we have carried, in a sense, the requirements of the:
1974 act a good deal further. Not only do we say that you cannot de-
tain in a secure facility any juvenile, unless you can show on rather:
specific grounds that he is a threat to himself or to his community.
I think that there is just a wealth of data which supports that
policy move. The detention in secure facilities of juveniles results in.
the kind of negative stereotype that inevitably feeds this kind of

' failure syndrome in the juvenile justice system.

_ I would urge, Senator, as you look at alternatives tomorrow, you:
~:00k with special favor upon those alternatives which embody keep--

" ing the family together. I have heard President Carter and Secre-

tary Califano and even you, Mr. Chairman, speak eloquently and’

. well about the ways in which Government contributes to the breakup-

of the family in our society. | -
While there are a lot of things that Government. cannot do be-

~ cause of constitutional prohibitions—such as television advertising-

~.nd other things—certainly what Government can do is stop using-

. the overwhelming bulk of its resources in this area to break up-
families and to keep them apart.

I would go one step further and‘sayr that you ought not to be put--

. ting any more money into facilities and agencies which construe

their role as being to sit back in their nice offices and- wait for fam-
ilies in trouble to come to them. We have some very good models of
" gencies which actually go into that family and live with that family
30 or 40 hours a week and draw the resources of the community to-
gether to help that family stay together. It works extremely well.

I think we ought to be putting conditions on Federal funding—
not only in the area of LEAA funds, but in title XX and other kinds:
of funds—which do encourage that kind of activity.

Similarly, I have no problems, as a former legislator, with this

. smmittee extending the direction that it took with respect to con-
ditioning of Federal funds and to conditioning future Federal funds

. for States to have detention hearings, as I have said, for juveniles:

who are in trouble.

T think that we are off to a good start in Iowa. We passed that bill
overwhelmingly in the House despite very determined, well orga-
nized. opposition. I am convinced that it will pass overwhelmingly:
-1 the Senate and that, in fact, it will be a model for the other States.
' Senator CoLver. I wish to thank you and commend you, Mr. Hig-
gins, for the very considerable leadership that you have given not
onlystzhits particular issue, but also your social efforts generally im
our State. :
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I would also like to compliment you on your new position as

IR

Mr. Hicerns. Thank you very much, Senator. . . 1

1 should point out for the récord—and I have done so In ‘my
written testimony—-that obviously I am speaking as a former legis-
lator and not for the Department. .

Senator CuLver. We have 24 people speaking for that' Departmen®”
You would get lost in the chorus. o _ ‘

This does complete the testimony for today. I want to think all
of the witnesses for their extremely interesting and informative tes-
timony. ' '

: . Tomorrow we will Iook'ht’tyﬁes of alternatives to detention. and

institutionalization and the relative success of these alternatives. We

-will also go into the comparative costs of our current approach t.~

handling troubled juveniles which results in their placement in se-
cure settings and other approaches not involving their placement in
such settings. o o
Mr. Hiearns. It is worth noting, Senator, that if at least one State
in the Union had complied as they were supposed to with the man-
dates of this act we would not have had that tragic jail fire that. we
had in Tennessee.: . . o
. Senator Curver. Well, it would seem to me that in summary today
some very real progress has been made toward the goal of not lock-
ing up status offenders. However, I think that clearly much remains
to be done. N T
‘I want to compliment all of you on this panel who have really
been the vanguard of the cutting edge of some of these very serious

~and difficult efforts initially.

It is my expectation that LEAA and the State planning agencies’
will make every effort to vigorously enforce this congressional di-
rective and mandate and that they will enforce this requirement
that status offenders not be placed in secure facilities.

I think it is important that the new Senate amendments in the
1977 Act not be misinterpreted as any relaxation of the congressional
determination and insistence that this particular critical provision b~
fully complied with. : , o

The testimony has also led me to conclude that LEAA and the
State planning agencies must make a better and a more major effort
to improve State monitoring systems. This committee and its staff
will be working closely with both LEAA and the SPA’s to see that
this is improved upon. ‘ ' :

- Tomorrow these hearings will commence again at 9:30 in the
morning, assuming cooperation with the Senate program, in thif
same room. , o

The focus of tomorrow’s hearings, as I mentioned, will be alterna-
tives to detention and institutionalization of status offenders. We
will ‘go into comparative costs and the cost-effectiveness of some of
these other program. approaches.

We hope that all of you who were here today will join us tomor-
row for the continuation of these hearings. o

The committee will stand in recess until further call of the Chair.

[Whereupon, at 12:45 p.m., the subcommittee stood in recess to
meet Wednesday, September 28, 1977.]

\



. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND ’
' DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 28, 1977

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE  /
JUVENILE DELINQUENCY OF THE
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, = -
4 ) ‘Washington, D.C.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 9:45 a.m., in room
1818, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator John C. Culver
(chairman of the supcommittee) presiding. )
i) Present: Senators Mathias and Wallop. o
B Staff present: Josephine Gittler, chief counsel; Steven Rapp, staff
director; and Cliff Vaupel, assistant chief counsel. :

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN C. CULVER, ATU.S. SENATOR FROM IOWA

Senator Curver. The subcommittee will come to order.

I now call to order the U.S. Senate Subcommittee to Investigate
Juvenile Delinquency for the second day of hearings concerning the
implementation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974.

We began yesterday an inquiry into whether States who are par-
ticipating in this act are-living up to their commitment to stop the
practice of locking up the so-called juvenile status offenders. These,
of course, are youths such as runaways and truants who have not

-committed criminal offenses. : :

This act, as most of us are aware, made Federal funds available
to States, localities, and public and private agencies for improve-
ment of their State juvenile justice systems on the condition that
they removed noncriminal youths from jails and secure detention
and correctional facilities.

The previous hearings of the subcommittee, I believe, have amply
documented the damaging consequences of locking up juveniles who
have committed no crime. Witnesses at yesterday’s hearings reiter-
ated the need for,and desirability of the congressional mang:szte with
respect to the removal of noncriminal youth from jails and similar
institutions. ,

Our hearing yesterday also indicated that the act has been a cata-
lyst for reassessment on the part of the States of their own practices
.with respect to the confinement of status offenders. The hearings
further indicated that some very real progress had been made toward
‘the goal of ending confinement of such juveniles. The hearing, how-
ever, also revealed that much remains to be done in this area.

(53)
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There appears to be much uncertainty and significant confusion
regarding the types of alternatives to secure detention and correc-
tional facilities which can and should be utilized in the country.
Hence, our focus today in this hearing is on those alternative meth-
.ods that might be employed for handling status offenders, their
effectiveness and their comparative costs. . -

The development of such alternatives to the traditional “out ot-
sight, out of mind” solutions to the problem of what to do about
troubled but noncriminal juveniles is clearly a major challenge to
our society. It will require the utmost patience and sensitivity and
* the courage to take innovative approaches when old methods are
proven to have failed. The stakes are so high that they clearly de-
serve our maximum effort. They involve the preservation of invalu-.
able human resources and the protection of society from trends to--
ward future criminality among our youth. ,

I am very pleased this morning to be able to welcome as our first
witness Mr. Peter Edelman, who is the director of the New York
State Division of Youth. @]

‘We are happy to have you appear today, Mr. Edelman. We would
certainly look fy(,)rward to hearing about what efforts the New York
?iv&ision for Youth has made to end the locking up of status of:2

enders. -

- STATEMENT OF PETER B. EDELMAN, DIRECTOR, NEW YORK
' _ DIVISION FOR YOUTH

Mr. Eperman. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to be
here today. I congratulate you on holding these hearings and o1)
your leadership in this vitaIIS;' important area. We in the States feel
sometimes, when we are trying to achieve compliance with the law,
that we have too few people here in Washington who support us and
who keep constructive pressure on us. Your leadership is extremely
important and we appreciate it.

I think we have made considerable progress toward compliance
with the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act in Nes. )
York State. What we have done is both less, in a sense, than what
needs to be done and more than the Federal law requires.

It is less in the sense that the number of status offenders now
being served in community-based and other permissible facilities
instead of correctional institutions is painfully small compared to
the number of youngsters who need help as a consequence of having
family- and school-related problems. That is the larger agenda tha’ )
we need to work on in the coming years. We have just looked at the
tip of the iceberg.

What we have done is more than is required in the sense that we
have been altering our patterns of service at the same time for all
youngsters whom we serve. That includes the delinquents and the
minor delinquents as well as the status offenders, even as we have
moved to respond far more stringently to the serious type of juvenil ;
offenders. '

I will give you a litle background about New York State to define
some terms for our discussion. We have had a separate status of-
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fender statute since 1962, so that we have delinquents on. the one

i hand—kids between the ages of 7 and 16 who have committed an

act that would be a crime if they were adults—and on the other

hand PINS—persons in need of supervision. These are youngsters

.| who are habitually truant, incorrigible, chronic runaways, or out of.
i -parental control.

i"-" Therefore, there are two separate statutory structures. In the

| division for youth we serve, at any one time, about 2,000 youngsters.

About 45 percent of those are juvenile delinquents. Maybe 30 per-

| cent are PINS. The rest are youngsters who either come as a condi-

" tion of probation or who are genuine referrals; that is, they have

come from a non-court-related source. ' T

. The service to the 2,000 kids is in a variety of settings, everything
. “from locked facilities for serious delinquents to family foster care.
| There are about 3,000 youngsters in an aftercare status, as opposed
| to residential status, at any one time. : )
| Let me give you a little more definition. When I refer to a secure
| facility I mean a locked facility. When I refer to a train'mg school
' 1 mean a large, cottage-type facility which is institutional in nature
.| . .because of its size, even though it 1s not a locked facility. .
i 1 That is very important. For example, in your opening statement,
! "Mr. Chairman, you talked about removal of PINS youngsters from
© locked facilities. There was at least the implicit equation of a cor-

rectional facility to a locked facility.
I agree that locked facilities should be ‘impermissible no matter
what their size, for status offenders. But the training schools in New

* York State from which we have removed status offenders are not

ocked facilities. And I believe strongly that they are correctional
within the meaning of the Federal act. I think that we have to find.

a way in our implementation nationally to accommodate that.
When I assumed the directorship of the New York State Division
for Youth in August of 1975 there were some 240 PINS youngsters
in the training schools, and about 30 in locked facilities. There was
a 90-bed training school for PINS girls that had just been closed.
. We were already serving another 350 PINS youths in noninstitu-

tional settings.

The 270 institutionalized kids were in three places—two 120-bed
training schools, and 30 youngsters in the locked facility.

1 would say that all of those youngsters were inappropriately
placed. It was partly for reasons of cost and partly for reasons of
thedagproach to care and whether they were getting what they
needed.

The cost of operating those training schools at that time was about
$16,000 in the on-grounds cost per bed, per youngster, per year. It
was $24,000 when you take into account fringe benefit costs, central
office, and other administrative overhead cost and the cost of intake
and aftercare. These figures, by the way, included no amortization
for physical plant. _

Tt is important to understand, in terms of why the training schools
:are such unsatisfactory institutions, that despite these costs they are
really neither fish nor fowl. They are neither costly enough to pro-
vide individual care of a highly sophisticated nature to each young-

~s
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ster—which some kids do need—nor are they small enou%h to really
be a part of the community around them and to avoid being insti-
tutions by virtue of being small. As a pure consequence of their size
you cannot graft them onto the surrounding community.

Well over half of the PINS youngsters who were sent to the
training schools could have been served, in my judgment—and I
think it has been proven now—as well or better in community based
programs such as group homes, foster homes, and various combina-
tions involving alternative schooling and the like.

Another one-third or so—it may Ee less than a third—could have
been served as appropriately in outside-of-community settings, but
not institutional, such as camps or smaller rural settings which can
be more. individualized without prohibitive costs. : -

There were some 10 or 15 percent of the youngsters who kind of’
got buried in the training school population who needed something’
a little bit more special. They have becomeé visible now. That is a’
serious problem wI})ﬁch we face. We have not had the specialized
facilities that we need for them. They need a greater invé
money per child. o - }

In those circumstances, what did we do? There we were in late ..
1975. We were facing the Federal mandate. We were facing State -
budget constraints. We decided to combine those two by moving to
close inappropriate institutional beds, which was obviously a logical
decision. . ~

We already had a number of alternatives to institutionalization
that were available. That is important in terms of our capacity to
comply with the law. We already had over 500 beds in noninstitu- .
tional rural settings—mostly in camps. We already had over 400--
beds in small group community-based settings such as group homes
and so on. We had nearly 300 beds in family foster care. :

There ‘were kids in those beds, to be sure, but nonetheless, over a

eriod of time, they were a resource for moving away from undue
institutionalization.

We also had nearly 300 new beds, mostly in community settings,
in the pipeline with State money at the time. Therefore, we had .-
pretty good resources to start with.

Nonetheless, if we tried to close those inappropriate institutional
beds without having additional alternatives it would have been
difficult. Therefore, when I was told by our State budget people to
take approximately 10 percent off of our budget for the previous
vear I went to our State SPA, division of criminal justice services,
and said, “Could I get some money under LEAA or JJDP for
alternatives?”

The answer was yes, because in our State our SPA viewed it as
part of the mandate from Congress to spend LEAA and JJDP
money on alternatives. Therefore, we developed a grant application
for $1.7 million. It was approved by the State crime control plan-
ning ‘board in December of 1975. In March of 1976 the Governor’s
budget was then enacted by our State legislature, so that by April |
rqnf 1976 our deinstitutional plans had become a legal mandate of the.
State.

stment of
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‘O.n top of that, our State leOi_slatu_fe,'ih response to a proposal
by Governor Carey later in 1976 statutorily prohibited the place-

ment of PINS youngsters in our Staté training schools. It became.

not only State budget policy, but also State legislative policy not to
have status offenders in correctional facilities. -

.-, Throughout 1976 we had what I would call a multi-ring circus in

o ta

. operation. I said earlier that we had 1,200 noninstitutional places in
* existence. The problem was that placement in those places was not

done in any centralized way. Therefore, youngsters sent by the courts
who were in effect earmarked for the training schools tended to go
to the training schools even though there was no right under the
law for the jugge to say that the youngster must be there.
. The reason for that was that the alternative placements were too
often not available. Our own bureaucratic structure was working
against us. There was one group of people supervising the facilities
and another supervising intake and aftercare. Intake workers could
not say: “This youngster is going to go to this place.” Facility di-
rectors could -reject virtually anyone. .
We were like a series of miniagencies. If an intake worker wanted
to ﬁ%lt about putting a particular child in a particular:place he had
e his case to Albany. He had to get my sanction or that of one

. of my deputies, :

Therefore, we had to reorganize from top to bottom to make this
thing work. We made regions. There are four regions in the State
subdivided further into eight districts. We placed all facilities and
all intake and aftercare under unified supervision. We gave our in-
take ;iersonnel, who are now combined with our aftercare into what
we call youth service teams, the power to determine—subject to ap-

: geal—where youngsters would be sent and what facilities they would

e sent to.
. This, of course, was very key. At the same time, we were develop-
ing our placement alternatives—the new ones. We gave the newly
admitted regional directors the authority to split up the $1.7 mil-
lion. They were each given a portion of the funds and directed to
.evelop a variety of service alternatives.

At the same time, in another ring of the circus, we were gradually
phasing out cottages in the training schools. The schedule was grad-

, ual enough so that most of the youngsters could go home when their

institutional stay was completed. For those, maybe one-third ‘who

- needed some additional placement, the time frame was stretched long

enough so that we could make those plans on an individual basis.
_As the year progressed we opened new group homes and other
kinds of community beds in a number of places around the State.
We added 90 beds in the area of family foster care. We added 75
beds in independent living for youngsters who were——
Senator CurLver. Excuse me, Mr. Edelman. Could you give that

- intake authority yourself by just executive order, essentially? If the

juvenile court judge had a different view he was powerless to re-
“irect that particular child? Is that right?
Mr. EpELMAN. Yes, that is right. I think it is a constructive pol-

icy, Mr. Chairman. In our State the judge has the authority to place
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-with the division for youth, but not-as to facilities within it. He may
.also place with the local commissioner of social services to get
_youngsters to private agencies for care. Under our new, strict, Juve-
nile Justice Reform Act, when a youngster has been involved in
very serious violence the judge can require that a secure facility be
used. Otherwise, it is an administrative matter.

I think that is a good split of power between the court and th,
administrative agency.

Senator CuLver. Thank you.

Mr. Eperaan. I had mentioned the places that we added in the
course of 1976. The final category was day service. We added some
hundreds of slots for youngsters who might live at home or young-
sters who might be able to stay in a group home or familyfoster
care as a consequence of having alternative education added to thc’
placement mix for them—the service mix. _

The PINS youngsters were entirely removed from the training
schools by January 1977, which was actually ahead of schedule. Now
their successors are in & wide variety of fatilities, from camps and
other noninstitutional rural places to group homes, family fdster.
care, independent living, supervised residence with college students,
voluntary agencies, and some in their own homes with special super—
vision. o

Maybe a few cost figures would be helpful in taking a look at this.
The ¢urrent annual cost of a training school bed—and I have sup-
plied these figures to the committee staff—is on the order of $27,000.
That is up a bit from a couple of years ago. About $18,500 of that
.is the on-grounds cost. _

The current cost of a group home is about $15,000, of which abou*
$9,000 is the on-grounds cost—the bed itself. The éisparity, again,
is in the fringe benefits, the central office, and other administrative
costs, and the cost of intake and aftercare.

The cost of family foster care, overall, is about $5,700, of which
$3,800 is the payment to the family and the clothing allowance and
the medical expenses and so on. .

Our independent living program costs about $4,320 per youngster
per year. e

The college program costs about $8,000 per youngster per year,
including the supervision for the youth. '

On the other hand, just to keep the perspective in balance, the on-

ounds cost alone, without overhead, of a very intensive program
for that handful of youngsters who need such a program would be
as much as $35,000 a year. We need some of those programs as well..

It is important to understand that appropriate combinations o.-

rograms for youngsters in communities can add up. If you take
the 315,000 youngsters in the urban home, maybe for those place-
ments to be successful the youngsters need $4,000 worth of a pro-
gram for learning disabilities, and maybe another $4,000 worth of a
supported _wgrk program. Even so, that $23,000 is less than the cost
of the training school program and it is an entirely appropriate
individually tailored placement, with mixing and matching of com -
munity enrichment options for that youngster. I think.it 1s impor-
tant to bear that in mind. '



[

59

PR

If you were to ask me what is the model, or what is the secret for

'status offenders I would say that it is an individualized response. It.

is in that mixing and matching of appropriate options. There are
just a lot of things that go into it. For older youngsters employment

- 'and vocational trainin o;ﬁtions are particularly important. Work
w

with families is critica en there is any possibility of improve-
"_ent in that area. Mental-health-based therapeutic interventions are
inecessary sometimes. Sometimes you have to take special attention
'to learning disabilities. Of course, education is fundamental for vir-
itually every youngster. So many of them are reading so far behind.
‘Proper médical care is another part of it. The proper mixture for
.each youngster is just key. ) '

" I would just stress again that while we were moving on the status
 Tenders we were also moving in the -area of delinquency. The

;reason I stress that is because there is a tendency in the country

today to say, “We are going to deinstitutionalize the status offenders
iand throw the book at the delinquents.” That is simplistic. A lot of
.delinquents are in the same victim category—that 15, minor delin-
‘quents—as the status offenders and need the same mix of programs
‘as status offenders. We. tend to forget that. e -
i . ’We have our problems now, to be sure. Qur facilities across the

" board are dealing with relatively more difficult youngsters. Some-

times some of them are not so sure that they are up to the challenge,
although I think they are. So we have seen our staff gaps and vul-
nerabilities, as a consequénce of this, throughout the system. ~

We are asking our legislature for extensive budgetary help this
year to deal with that. It has really been 2 years since we have had
9 y State budget increase. We have saved the taxpayers literally
millions of dollars in closing unnecessary institutional beds. We
think we now deserve something back. “ )

My prepared testimony goes into the area.of detention as well. In
the interest of time, I will leave that for the record unless you want
to question me about it.* I will just say again that I am happy to
have had the opportunity to.appear today.

Senator Curver. Thank you very much, Mr. Edelman. This has
been extremely valuable and the committee will very carefully re-
view your entire statement and, I think, look forward to the oppor-
tunity of working closely with you and your experience there in
New York as we try to develop the most effective implementation
under this act. T

We have just been notified that there is a vote going on now on
tha floor. Given the situation there this morning and the unpre-
dictability of any repeated rollcalls. we might experience I wonder
if, with your cooperation and understanding, in my absence I might
ask our counsel to solicit from you answers to questions that we are
particularly interested in having your views on. I will try to. get

* hack.here as quickly as possible.

Mr. Eoecmax. I understand completeljr from experience; Senator:.

Senator Corver. I would like to call Ms. Gittler at this time to
perhaps get some of those questions to you. I will be back as soon
¢ I can.

1 See p. 208 for Mr. Edelman’s prepared statement,

28—407—78——06
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Ms. Grrrer. Mr. Edelman, you have testified that the cost of the
various alternatives that the division of youth is utilizing are on th
whole cheaper than your training schools. How substantial has th
savings been to the State of New York as a result of this overal
budget as a result of your agency’s deinstitutionalization effort?

Mr. EpErman, Well, I would take that in a couple of time framas
Ms. Gittler. If you go back 6 years to when the division for youun
took over the training schools from the State department of socia
services, there were close to 2,000 training school beds then. Mi
Luger, my predecessor, began the process at that time. I calculate
the other day that if we were running the same mix of beds nov

. that was being run in 1971 our budget would be over $20 millio;

higher than it is. -
~ Over the course of the last 2 years, since I have been involved,-
would estimate that we have saved—in total institutional bed clos.
ings—the taxpayers of the State well over $5 million.
%EGMLER. $5 million? - : o &
Mr. EpeLMaN. Yes. T '
Ms, Grrreee. That is quite substantial. .
Mr. EpeLmaN, Yes. . = o . )
Ms. Grrreer. Could you tell us whether the division of youth w4
able to obtain Federal funds and resources other than LEAA fo
the development of these alternatives to secure institutions that yo
describe? . T
. Mr. EpeLMaN. Yes, absolutely. Our major source of non-Stat
funding is, of course, our SPA—LEAA funds as they come throug
the State. However, we do receive annually $1.5 million under tit!
I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. We did ref. :
gram those funds into community settings. I must-say that ther
was some bureaucratic complication in doing that, but we were ab)
to do it. So that was part of it.
‘We established a training institute for staff, which I think is

'vital component in altering the pattern of service. We have title X

Federal funds for that—$375,000 per year. .

We are also making good use of CETA money through the C
ernor’s 4 percent portion of that. We have in excess of $1 million ¢
CETA money for younFsters. ' '

We also have diligently pursued getting title IT and title VI slo
from the counties around the State to enhance our work force t
work with youngsters in community settings. We have also pursue
summer jobs very, very intensely. We have about doubled the amoum
of summer job money coming through the agency so that T we 3l
say we have by now in excess of 1,500 slots per summer. That, ¢
course, is all Federal funds as well.

Then, most recently we'received—although this was a State legi.
lative decision—$8 million in countercyclical revenue sharing fund
which is Federal money, of course, to apply to year-round emplo:
ment and training programs for the youth whom we serve and al:
for youth who touch the court system. Some of that will be dis+’
uted for diversion employment programs. -

Ms. Grrreer. In essence, then, what your agency did and what
assume agencies in other States can do 1s put together Federal- func
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;from a number of different sources and not just limit it to LEAA

‘in order to encourage the development of some of these kinds of -

-alternatives? ,

Mr. Eperaran. I think that is absolutely true.
"y Ms. Grrreer. It is my understanding from your. statement that the
D-in types of alternatives that your agency uses are camps, youth
communes, foster care, independent living, and what you call “mis-
cellaneous placements of a day service nature.” .
. Could you describe a little more fully those miscellaneous place-
ments of a day service nature? Just what kind of program is that?
! Mr. EpeLman. Yes. First I would like to indicate that it was our
thought when we invented—not invented, really, because it is.not a
new concept—the concept of day service that its primary utility
would be to enable youngsters to stay at home with some special
supervision and some special programing. '
, What we have found is that in practice it is more important, al-
though it has enabled some youngsters to stiy at home, as a device
to enable placement of youths in group homes and family foster

care in communities who otherwise would have had to leave that

ommunity and perhaps bé in an institution.

. -<hat is to say, that when one couples either alternative education
or work experience or job training or mental health counselinf or
“family counseling or some combination with that group home place-
ment, that makes community placement possible when it would not
stherwise be. That has been a major discovery for us, as simple as
‘hat sounds. :

The diversity of day service is, I think, fascinating. Let me give
y... some examples, if I may. We have a program with something
:alled the Langston-Hughes Center for Visual and Performing Arts
n Buffalo, where we have 30 youngsters who go every day. They
zet a series of vocational training experiences. This really.relates
‘0 developing positive behavior, too, from this private nonprofit
l%lemjy that 1s deeply based in the black community in Buffalo.
Chose youngsters would be examples of youngsters who come from
J" different sources. Some are in our group homes, and so forth.

There is a program in Rochester that is called “Neighborhood
‘mprovement.” It specifically teaches home repair skills, but it also
s teaching work habits. Again, it is in the vocational training area.

We have a program with Rochester Institute of Technology which
3 a college exposure program. Again, you see a little different phase.

There 1s a program at the Plattsburg Air Force Base, which is
‘c-ational training. v

‘there is a program in New York City with a learning disabilities
enter on Staten Island to which we send some 30 youngsters from
11 over New York City. These are the placed delinquents or status
flender youngsters who are identified as having learning disabili-
ies that need remediation,

We have a number of slots that we have purchaser from volun-
arv agencies where youngsters go either for day service or in some
1ses it is residential but noninstitutional.

There is_an alternative school at the venerable Henry Street
ettlement House in New York City, where we have 20 youth.

i



' .

' 62 2

Indeed, I could give you 30 or 40 or 50 other examples. I hopt
that gives the flavor. S
Ms. Grrreer. Yes, it does. Thank you very much. - -~ °
.One of the other alternatives that you mentioned which I thinl
would be of real interest to the subcommittee is foster care. As yot
may be aware, in some jurisdictions foster care has tradition:
been utilized exclusively or primarily for neglected and dependen
children rather than for juvenile offenders. Has that been true ir

New York? .

, Mr. EpeLyan. There was a base of foster parents who were al
ready dealing with adolescent youngsters when I came. There ‘wer
300 slots at the time. However, it was underutilized. There wer

‘maybe 250 youngsters in the program. It was used only for you: ™3

sters who were coming out of institutions, really, who did not hav:
anyplace to go or who did not have a home to go to. D «
~ 'We conceived that it could be used as an initial placement or as :
bridge placement in liéu of a halfway house kind of approach: .
think it is extremely important that we found it remarkably easy t
recruit additional foster parents. Now remember, there was the bas
there. One of the best ways to get additional foster parents is frp
existing ones, L o a

We have used spot announcements on television. We have ha
inserts in electric bills. The response has been quite remarkable.
am sure that if T had the funds tomorrow I could double the num
ber of foster parents from the present 390. They would be of qual
ity, and also we would have youngsters who would fit.

It has been an exceptional resource. I would stress again that ~n
of the reasons it has been an exceptional resource is because we hav
discovered the mixing and matching principle that I was talkin
about. Many of the youngsters who are now in family faster ca
are doing so well there because it has become a specialized place
ment option. It is one youngster in a home where we combine da
supervision from a professional worker and alternative schoolin
or whatever élse is added onto it. That is the key to it.

Ms. Grrreer: Can you make any generalizations about how sde
cessful the range of tﬁese types of alternatives which you have bee
describing have been in meeting the needs of status offenders?

Mr. EpeLaan. Well, I would generalize that they have been ver
successful. I have no quantitative data. As you know, quantitati
data in this area is very weak anyway, and of course one needs t
follow the youngsters over a longer period of time to have any vali
sort of longitudinal data. J

However, certainly as an impression—and we have three youtl
here from New York State who can speak for themselves—I beliex
that the changes have been remarkably successful. We have con
plaints from our group homes and from our other noninstitution:
facilities that they are now handling a more difficult level of youn:
ster, both status offender and delinquent. I just think that that is
matter of time. We need some additional staffing so that we . -
work through that. : S

However, on the whole, I think it is going very well.

Ms. Grrruer. What have been the main o stacles to deinstitutio:
alization which you have encountered ¢ -



. Mr. Epetaran. Well, I think one major obstacle is that there is

neighborhood opposition to the location of additional group home

facilities. There is no question that it is there. We have worked

through that. We have certainly opened a number of new facilities

- since I have been there. The best I can say is that we have won some
and we have lost some. However, we have won some.

4 think another obstacle is the need to get the public to recognize
that the investment-is necessary. The money savings in closing un-
necessary institutional beds are clearly there, but that is a short-run
phenomenon. The number of oun%sters who need help in relation
to their school problems and tﬁeir amily problems and all the rest
is, of course, legion..

‘Some of those are potential delinquents. Many of them are people

a0 are going to have trouble as adults if we cannot help them deal
with their problems now. '
' 1 find that politically, in New York State anyway, there is a great
deal more heat around the question of the serious juvenile offender.
Perhaps the greatest danger in terms of adequate service to the
status offender, other than reluctance to accept community facili-
:ies, is.apathy. It is the fact that people do not care enough about it
‘¢ urge their legislators to make the adequate resources available.

! 'Ms. Grrruer. Switching the subject, the subcommittee has re-
eived a number of communications stressing concern over new
LEAA regulations defining juveniles and detention and correc-
:ional facilities. . - ' .

One of the concerns that was stressed was that the new régula-
:ions in effect sanctioned the placement of status offenders in large,
»c “tralized institutions which are not community based as long as
‘he institutions are used exclusively for status offenders. '

Do you interpret the regulations in this manner? Do you have
similar kinds of concerns{ ' .

Mr, Eperman. Yes, I do. I am concerned about the regulations on

 number of levels. One can start from either end.
- I note, by the way, that you have now had a communication from
w~ Council of Voluntary Child Caring Agencies in New York .
Sltatedmuch to the same effect as the expressions that I have artic-
1lated. ‘

First, I am deeply concerned that we are now going to be—if
‘hese regulations stay in place—subjected to a numerical test of the.
nix of delinquents and status offenders in small group community
facilities. To me, that is frankly nonsense. The whole point of a
yroup home is that it is a program which is noninstitutional in
‘haracter and where the youngsters are going to benefit from the
rommunity context and milieu. - :

To have to be sure that we never have over 50 percent delinquents
for a consecutive 80-day period is nonsense. We are not going to put
serious delinquents in those facilities. They are going to be minor
lelinquents. They are going to be quite similar to status offenders.
[f we have to count the labels I just think it is going to déstroy the
Jiugram,

There are many small communities where it is only appropriate to
1ave one group home. You are just going to drive minor delin-
juents back into the institutions with that policy. That is No. 1.
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Senator, Ms. Gittler had asked me about the LEAA regulations in
regard to the deinstitutionalization of status offenders. I had just
commented that the requirement that youngsters in_ group homes
observe a mathematical parity of no more than half juvenill)e delin-
quents at any one time does not make sense to me in a community
based facility. I think the very nature of that facility is one whers
you should be able to mix. e

Second, I am concerned at the other end of the spectrum that if
you say to the voluntary agency that is running a program of, let’s
say, 100 or 120 beds that it can keep on doing that if 1t keeps it all
because those agencies are serving some of the minor delinquents as
well. At least that is true in our State. What you are going to do—
and I say “you” generically, but specifically what the regulation
will do—is to drive 350 to 400 delinquent youngsters in New Yoix
State out of the voluntary agencies and into the arms of the division
for youth, which is really not prepared to receive them. .

- It would indeed be a further stigmatization of those delinquents
who are receiving what I would say is relatively good programing
in the voluntary agencies. That concerns me.

I guess those are the major concerns that I have. I would propo
something that I think is workable. I would suggest, for' ex'axhpS,
that first of all there should be no locked facilities anywhere. I
think we should be clear about that—for status offenders. That is in
the regulations and it should remain in the _regulations.

. I think that we ought'to talk about saying that if you have a
facility with under 20, then you can mix without numerical limita-
tion. That is really by definition noninstitutional and noncorrec-
tional. That would be 20 or under. .

I would say that if the facility is in & community—and this con-
vept is recognized in the present regulations, so it is not novel—
then there should not be any limitation on the size and mixing
should be allowed. , ' - o

Then perhaps we could have two other gradations. I think as you
increase size you do get into some jlgopardy about .overinstitutionali-
zation in terms of the nature of it. Perhaps 21 through 60 beds—a
I.just picked those numbers out-—we could.say that the 50 percent
mixing principle is applicable. That is, that you cannot have ‘more
than 50 percent delinquents for a consecutive 30-dav period.-

Perhaps over that we could say that you cannot have more thar

" 90 percent delinquents.

Certainly, we could live on both ends of the spectrum with tha
sort of policy in New York State. I do not think it is ideal becar :
it technically does not prohibit the kind of training schools that w
have just finished deinstitutionalizing in New York State. None
theless. T think that is a policy that would resolve the problems tha
many of us are having with the guidelines.

Senator Curver. Did the New York Division for Youth receiv:
any technical assistance money from the State Planning Agency fo
establishing, these alternative services?

Mr. Eprraax. It did not receive any technical assistance money
Senator. It simply received a grant of $1.7 million. However, w
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certainly have had excellent help and cooperation from our SPA
free of chax(’g; . C o ‘ o

Senator vEr. Do you think this is unique? Have you had
enough experience with other correctional situations in the various
- States to know the degree of support and cooperation and enlighten-

ment that they are experiencing as far as the State planning agen-
<. are concerned ? '
| Mr. EpeLyan. I am not in a position to comment on'that, Senator.
. Senator CuLvER. Do you have any recommendations as to what
more Congress, LEAA, and the State planning agencies could do to .
aid the deinstitutionalization process in the States and to foster or
stimulate the development of t%ese alternatives which you have been
aggressively try_inf to develop in New York? .
. “Mr. EpeLmaN. I would say three or four things. The first is that
.we have to clear up the matter of these guidelines. It is essential. It
'is already creating consternation in our State in terms of our com-
‘pliance in the State plan with the mandate. I do not think it is that.
thard to clean up if we could get the key actors to all sit down and
‘discuss the matter. That is essential. , , N
. Second, I think that the OJJDP and the committees of ‘Coxzf'ress
- their oversight capacity could do just that what you are oing
" with these hearings, which is to take a far more_careful oversight
‘stance with regard to the progress in this area and to know what is
really hapIpemn . . L . ;
: Third, I think that technical assistance could be afforded both
from Washington and perhaps from the SPA's, but particularl
from Washington, so that there is dissemination of examples suc
- the ones we have been discussing this morning and so that all of
the agencies in this position around the.co_untl('iy are familiar with
what has been done in the foster care area, the day service area, and
so on and so forth. . , ‘

I think it might be well if the OJJDP would reconfigure its dis-
_cretionary funds to explicitly put some of the funds in back of this
eﬁ'orthfor exemplary and model and. demonstration -kinds of ap-
r-oaches. ‘ :

“Finally—and this gets to the rest of the iceberg—I would hope
that you in your position of leadership in the Congress. would look
at a youth seérvice initiative for the country. We have in New York
State a system of youth bureaus that we are very proud of. We have
a comprehensive §’outh Services Act which is moving us toward
youth services at the county.level in every one of our counties in
New York State. . L

We have seen the value of services of a full variety of natures—
from alternative education and crisis intervention to crash pads.
This deals with the runaway youngsters, it deals with problems of
teenage prostitution, teenage pregnancy, and things that we know
are absolutely serious and critical around the country. ‘

I think the Congress of the United States, whether it is through
the OJJDP or through HEW ought to legislate a national program
0. services to youth. I think it is long overdue.

Senator CULveEr. Is that something that you have just recently
done, Mr. Edelman, in New York—this Youth Service Bureau?
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Mr. EpeLmax. No; it is'really a long tradition, Senator. In fact,
we had recreation programs before we had anything else, which
I suppose is not surprising going: ' S

Senator CuLver. 1 mean tﬁe more sophisticated service capability
that you are speaking of, *his medley of services or apgroaches.
How recently institutionalized and coordinated has that been ad-
ministratively?. o : |

Mr. Epeuman. On & local basis it has been a spot here and a
spot there for some time. The legislation which requires county
comprehensive planning was enacted in 1974. We have within the
State some people who have been leaders who have gotten behind
that legislation and have helped implement it.

Senator CoLver. I would like very much to pursue this youth
service initiative suggestion further with you at some later time:
Perhaps we can arrange to do that. I think it is a most interesting

rti{p'osal and one that I think we would like to take a very hard
ook at. - : ' . - L

I understand that you brought with you ‘your assistant, Ms. Pa-
tricia Lynch, and also three young people who. were formerly in-
volved in training schools in New York State. D

Mr. EpeLman. That is right. - o -9

Senator CuLver. Would these individuals please come to the wit-
ness table? T

Would you care to stay with -us, Mr. Edelman? =~ U
Mr. EpeELman. I will sit out here. I would be glad to come back
and answer any questions, however, if they are raised by anything
that the young people say. .- .

Senator CuLver. Thank you. - : ' D

It is.a pleasure to welcome all of you here this morning. We wish
to express the appreciation of the committee members for yowr
kigdness’ in cooperating with us and joining us here for this session
today. o : - .- _

These young adults have agreed to testify before this subcommit-
tee because of their deep concern and their involvement in the prob:
lems-that we are disensging today. However, I have assured them th..}
the press and the: TV cameramen would not write stories or take
pictures which would reveal their identities. Photographs and film
shots may be taken from behind the witnesses. . C
_ I do ask that you respect and honor this request. S

I wonder, Ms. Lynch, if you could describe for us the circum-
stances under which these voung people were referred to the. divi-
sion for youth and came to be confined in the training schools. - )

STATEMENT OF PATRICIA LYNCH, ASSISTANT TO THE DIRECTOR.

- NEW YORK DIVISION FOR YOUTH, ACCOMPANIED BY ROBIN S..
JEFF M., AND MICHAEL S., INDIVIDUALS FORMERLY CONFINED
IN NEW YORK STATE TRAINING SCHOOLS '

Ms. LyncH. Certainly, Senator. ’ , .
 Robin was first removed from her home at 9 years of age for run-
ning away. In 1974 she was placed with the division as a status of-



I fender for running away. Even while away from her home she was
| attending school daily, . : e
Robin spent 9 months in' Spofford, & secure detention’ facility in -

- " New York City; awaiting placement in'a division for youth facility.

." Here she mixed daily with youth who had committed serious crimi-
.nal offenses and who were also awaiting placement.
.".%'She eventually was placed at Tryon for approximately 5 months,
| without criminal adjudication. N T :
* Michael was first removed from his home at 6 years of age due to
! 5 conflict with his parents. He eventually came to the division on a
. status offender petition for ‘ungovernable behavior after having run
- the gamut of facilities existing within New York State’s juvenile
iustice . U . oL
. He was placed in industry, a training school in rural upstate New
;. York for approximatel’y 1 year. He was then transferred to Tryon,
! another training school. Finally, he was sent to Brookwood, one of
| our most secure lockup facilities. He has never been adjudicated for
| any criminal offense. , LT
| Jeff was 15 years old when' he was first removed from his home
. | for incorrigibility. Despite the fact that this was his first placement .
| utside his home he was placed in Ttyon, the training school men-
" tioned above, for approximately 10 months. o C

Senator Curver. Why were they removed from these training
schools and where were they placed upon removal? L

Ms. Ly~ce. The youths were removed from training schools in
1976 partially because it was the.basic philosophy of the division
for youth at this time, but it was also largely made possible by the
_ ressure generated by .the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-

- vention Act.drafted by your subcommittee. .= .

Michael spent some time in a work camp in upstate New York,
which. is 2 small rural facility emphasizing various kinds of physi-
cal work within a therapeutic environment. He , then went into
group homes in the community and finally ‘was part.of an inde-
pendent living project run by the division. o :

‘This allows him to have his own apartment, hold a job, and go. to
schonl with some backup counseling, plus it gives him a stipend pro-
vided by the division. ‘ ) _

Robin spent some time in group homes and is now living at home
with her parents. She is attending high school and working full
time. . : Co

Jeff spent some time in o group home within his community. He
i~ currently living on his own and attending the ‘State University—
an ex-}&erimental program, where the division provides him with a
stipend. o

enator CuLver. Am I correct in. my understanding that none of
the voung people we have here today were ever adjudicated to be
eriminal offenders? . .

Ms. LyncH. Never, nor have any petitions ever been filed.

Senator CuLver. I wonder if I might call on Ms. Gittler to per-
haps ask some of you some questions.

Ms. Grrruer. Thank you, Senator.

Robin, how old are you now?
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Roeix S. Eighteen. i C .

Ms, Grrruer. It is my understanding that you spent some time at
Spofford, a secure detention facility, and at on, a training
school. Is that correct ? '

RoBin S. Yes, it is. ; .

Ms. Grrruer. How old were you when you were in Spofford? .-

RoBiv S. Fifteen. L :

Ms. GrrrLer. What year was that? o

RosIn S. It was in 1975. I

Ms. Grrrrer. How old were you when you were in Tryon?

Romin S. Fifteen also. o

Ms. Grrrer. Approximately what year was that? .

Rosiy S. It was 1975, up until 1976. R .

Ms. GrrrLer: What led to your involvement with the division for
youth was essentially running away, was it not? .

Rosry S. Yes. - » T .

_ Ms. Grrrier. What methods of discipline and punishment did
they use-at Spofford when you were there? = ° . R

Romin S. Well, there was a security room at Spofford where a
malé staff member would take girls or boys and beat them, leava
them there for a couple of hours and then take them back dowrn=
stairs to the dormitory. = - o

Ms. Grrrier. When you say “beat” what exactly do you mean?
What did the staff members do? -, ) .
hitting, kicking if necessary, or whatever.
Ms. Grrreer. Under what circumstances would that happen?
Roeiv S. For arguing, for fighting, for slouching while in line, e

backtalk to a staff member—especiali_v females,

-Ms. Grrrier.. Were the same kinds of methods of discipline and
punishment utilized- at Tryon when you were there?
Romry 8. Similar. . .~ | ] C .
. Ms. Grrruer. Were girls ever sexually. assaulted by other girls at
Spofford or Tryon? L :
..RoBIN S, Yes. - . o )
Ms. GrrrLeEr. Was that common or uncommon ? . :
Romin S. Every night. :
.. Ms. Grrruer, Every might. =
- .Were you ever given drugs at Spofford?
Rosin. Yes, T was.
. Ms. Grrreer. For what purpose? Do you know?
Romin S. To keep me quiet and to control my temper. -. .
Ms. Grrreer: What kind of drugs? , R
. RoBiv S. I was given 250 milligrams three times a day of Thora-
zZine., : el o, Lo
Ms. GrrrLEr. What effect did it have on you?
Ropix S. Tt made me verv sleepy. I was very drugged up, more or
less like a zombie kind of thing. : '
Ms. Grrreee. Like a zombie? -
Rapiv S, Yes. : "
Ms. Grrrerr. While you were at Tryon were you -given any drugs?
Romiy S. No, T was not. . ’ :



! Ms. GrrrLer. Were other girls there that gou know of given
vdrugs? : . : :

RoBiv S. Yes. - ' '

Ms. Grrrier. I understand that during the period you were at

" Spofford and during the period you were at Tryon there were juve-
pile delinquents—criminal offenders—there.
.. Did your contact with those delinquents have any impact on your
'behavior or attitude towards criminal activity®
; RoBixn S. Yes. Being in there with juvenile delinquents, and
.knowing that I was a PINS, listening to the stories that they would
itell of how they had robbed a store—it would seem more or less like
fun. Do you know what I mean? It’s like they would turn it into a
fun thing to do.
I found myself taking place with the juvenile delinquents to fit
tin with the crowd. :
i Ms. Grrruer. How did you feel about being.in these institutions?:
: What effect did your stay there have on you, do you think, looking
!back on it. ' : : _
 RoBix S. Well, since I knew I was a PINS and I knew that I had
‘not committed any kind of crime, I felt that I should not have béen
. 'wiere. Being there made me feel like I was a bad person. I could not
-really understand what I really did wrong to be placed there in. that
institution. '

Ms. Grrreer. I understand that after you left Tryon you were in
‘a group home. Can you compare your experience in the group home
with your expérience at Tryon?

Roeiy S. No, I cannot. A : i

Ms. Grrreer. Did being in a group home make you feel differently
about yourself? Did it make you change your behavior in any way?

RoBiN S. Yes; it did. When I was in Tryon and Spofford I felt
that I was a bad person and that I could not do anything. I could
not function like normal kids out in the community who were
my age.

‘When I got placed into a group home there was a sense of free-
< m. I felt—T took on responsibilities. I learned how to get along
with other kids and other people and how to take care of myself.

Ms.. GrrrLER. You told: me that- getting: out: of these institutions
even affected your appearance. : S B

Romin S. Yes; it did. ;

Ms. Grrrier. Could you tell me about that?

Ropix S. Well. at Spofford and Tryon you really did not have to
v rry about combing your hair or putting on clean clothes because
you knew vou were not going anywhere. You were not soing to see
anvbody. Being: there gave vou a feeling that you didn’t care about
how vou Jook or what you do or whatever. :

When I got placed in a groun home I met different people. I went
a lot of places. It made me feel that T was taking charge of my life.
In doine so, I cared about how T looked.

Ms. GrrTLER. Robin. do von have anv suggestions for the Senators
rerarding how we can deal better with young people such as your-
solf who are just PINS? Do von think we should handle them dif-
ferently than you were handled?
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Roerx S. Well, what I have learned is that you cannot treat all
people the same because juveniles and PINS petition kids have dif-
ferent problems. In institutions they treated all of us as one. We
were all there because of the same reason. That is the way they
saw 1t. ' '

You cannot do that, because I had a different problem. I had a
groblem with parents and living in the home, whereas a juveni™

elinquent had a stealing problem or a fighting problem or some-
thing like that. You just cannot give all kids the same.

_ Ms. Grrruer. Thank you very much, Robin. )

Jeff, how old are you now¢ Co

Jerr M. Eighteen. =~ - - .

Ms. Grrrier. I understand that you were assigned to Tryon. How
old were you when you were there? < .

Jerr M. Fifteen. ' ’

Ms. Grrrrer. What year was that? L

Jerr M. It .was 1975. ) .

Ms. Grrrrer. You were there for what reason? What led to your
being referred to there? L

Jerr M. Not going to school and home problems.” . "

Ms.. GiTTLER. Truancy? o :

JEFF M. Yes. ) : B

Ms. Grrrrer. Can you describe the atmosphere at Tryon when you
were there? What-was it like being there? _

Jerr M. Well, my first half hour there I had to get into a fight.
Tt was liké, you know, I was tested. The whole thing, like for the
‘boys—I don’t know too much about the girls’ situation—it was just
like living on the streets all over again. S

Ms. Grrreer. You did not find it too much different than life or
‘the streets? . . .

'OIEFP" M. NO. . : - . N

Ms. Grrruer. Were gangs common at Tryon at the time you were
there? ' -

Jerr M. There were a lot of gangs there. - .

. Ms. Grrrier. What kind of gangs? Can. you tell us a bit me-r
about that? - o : . ’

Jerr M. Gangs from the city, like Spades, Crowns, Kings—there
were a lot of them there. They all stuck together, If you got one
mad you had to fight all of them. C - .

‘Ms. GrrrLer. Was therea lot of fighting ¢

Trrr M. There. was quite a bit of fighting.

Ms. Grrrer. What was the attitude of the staff toward you a=g
the other bovs there at the time you were there? . .

Jerr M. Well, some of them were all right. I had this one particu
lar staff who would talk to me all the time. He would talk to me anc
some other youths in the. place. He would tell us about the place
you know. tell us what they were planning so that we would no

-
L g

wind up in a situation of anything,
There were some who were just like—we were dogs.
- Ms, Gvrrier. Dogs?
Jerr M. Yes. Like there was this one staff -theré—we were sup
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-posed to go to the movies one night. He said “I’ve got to take these
‘animals to the movies.” s ' s
¢ Ms. Grrreer. How did that make you feel?
.V Jerr M. 1t felt pretty bad. o
. Ms. GrrrLer. Were you ever put in what they call “the lockup”
~ 3 Tryon? S : '
i Jeer M. Yes; twice. - - R .
' Ms. Grrrier. How long were you put in theé lockup the first time?
i Jerr M. Three months. = - -
i “ Ms. Grrrrer. How: long were you put in the lockup for the second
‘time? ' ‘ ' ’ -
* Jerr M. Five months. ‘
~ Senator CuLvER. Three months the first time in the lockup and 5
:months the second time? ' :
i JerFr M. Yes. A ' T .
i Ms. Grrrier. The second time, when you stayed 5 months, what -
'were you put in the lockup for? o
: JerF M. Well, I was ‘nccused of being one of the leaders of a riot.
|~ Ms. GrTTLER. Was that true?, . - , .
. 'JEFF M. Noj it was not. .
! Ms: GrrrLes. Can you describe what happened to you when you were
put in the lockup ¢ . : T
Jerr M. Well, when I first walked in I was asked some serious
questions about the riot. I told them T did not know anything about
it. All of a sudden one of them started hitting me. They threw me
in the shower with my clothes on. They took me out of the shower
2~d put me into a room. I slept on a mattress—that was all the fur-
niture, just & plain mattress. There was no blanket or pillow, and
the window was open. ‘
Ms. Grrrrer. For how long? ‘
Jerr M. For 3 weeks. - ' ‘ o
Ms. Grrrier. Did you attempt to find a lawyer while you were iin
lockup?’ ' -
. -Jerr M. Yes, : ; '
Ms. Grrrrer. Were you able to do sof _ o
Jerr M. Well, George King was the lawyer at the time for all the
yonth, but they kept me locked up so I would not see him.
Ms. gG‘rrrn.m. Do you mean they hid you? Is that what you are
saying? . .
Jerr M. Yes. , ,
Ms. Grrrier. So that the lawyer could not talk to you?
Jrrr M. Yes. ‘ ‘
Ms. Grrrer. Ms. Lvnch, were you at Tryon during the period
when Jeff was put in the lockup? . .
Ms. LywcH. Yes; T was there subsequently, about 2 or 3 weeks
after the riot in a different capacity. I was a State legislative in-
vestigator. ' .
Ms. Grrrirr. Can vou verify what Jeff hos been speaking about?
W aat were the conditions there at the time? ‘
Ms. Ly~cr. The conditions were appalling. Apparentlv what had
hannened was that the ndministration at Tryon. in an effort to stave
off this supposed disturbance, had taken all of the leaders among the
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young people, whether they be positive or negative leaders, and
locked them into this cottage in an attempt to break them. .
Ms. Grrreer. Did you observe the kind of conditions in which
they were living in lockup$ ’
Ms. Lynca. Yes; Jeff is not exaggerating. If anything, he is un-
derplaying it. ‘ o
Ms. Grrreer. Jeff, did you notice any change in yourself as a re-
sult of your stay in Tryon? ' '
JEFF M. Well, I was changing, but—I lmew what I wanted to do
after my first couple of weeks there with the sort of situation that
was going on and how it worked by some of the stories I was hear-
ing. I hag to adapt to it in a certain way. If vou weren’t with a cer-
tain group, if you were in a corner by yourself, it was like you wer~
practically forced to fight every day. In order to survive in thac
Place you have to be in a certain group. L ,
Ms. Grrruer. Did you observe changes in some of ‘the other boys
in Tryon while you were there$ _ .
JEFF M. Yes. Some of those youngsters around 13 or 14 would
come in and they would listen to the older guys tell about the things
they did. They used Tryon as a hideout place. The staff. did nct
know about it, though. : . -
What they did was when they went home they would pull, you
know, a robgery or something. Then they would come back to Tryon
just to visit, and the cops could not find them. They would tell us

about it. They would tell their stories.

Ms. Grrreer. I understand that you decided to get an education
shortly after you were sent to Tryon. Can you explain what effert,
Tryon had upon your determination to get an education ?

JEFF M. I did some things, but when I heard some of the stories
that some of them told me I just said that I wasn’t going to let it
take me that far. So I decided to look for the next possible thing,
and that was to-go to colle%e. _

Ms. Grrreer. You just did not like what You saw there and what
was going on with the other people there and with the young people
there. You decided that you did not want to go that route. 2

JeFF M. No; I did not..

Ms. Grrreer. That is what made you decide you wanted to go to
college? : :

JEFF M. Yes. :

Ms. Grrrier. What suggestions would you have; Jeff, regarding
how we can better handle young people such as yourself? .

JEFF M. As Robin said, you cannot treat them all the same. I fe .l
that any kind of institution or any kind of facility whether it is a
group home, an institution, or whatever, should have a staff to work
with the kids. The staff should be trained to work there. They can-
not just have them come in there, sign some papers, and tell them to
come to work next week. They——

Senator CuLver. Excuse me. I could not quite hear you, Jeff. Did
you say that they have to be trained, and they just cannot ha e
people— . o ‘

Jerr M. I said that the staff should be trained to deal with the
youths the right way—not. just come in there ‘as g regular job -and
say, “You start work next week. Go deal with them.”
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I think they should be trained to deal w1th them the right way.
Ms. Grrreer. Thank you, Jeff.

Let me turn to you, Michael. How old are you now?

MicraeL S. I am 19 years of age.

"Ms. Grrrrer. I understand that you were at Industry and Brook-

"' wood, essentially because of PINS conduct.. You were havmw diffi-

. “ulties with your family. Is that correct?

Micraer S. That is correct.
Ms. Grrreer. How old were you when you were at Industry?
MicuaEL S. Fourteen years of age.
Ms. Grrrier. What year was that?
Micratr S. It was in 1973. : :
Ms. Grrroer. How old were you When you were at Brookwood?
- MicuAeL S. Fifteen years.
Ms. Grrreer. That was approximately 19(4‘2
Micuaer S. It was 1974 to 1975. - : ’
Ms. Grrruer. Did you get in fights When you were at these mst1-
tutions? L
Micuaer S. Yes; I did. A oo
Ms. GrrrLER. Frequentlv? )
.y MICHAEL S. Frequently..
Ms. Grrreer. Why did you get in these ﬁghts? . i 4
MicuatL S. Because I felt that I had to be either just as tough or
tougher than the rest of the people that were there because I felt
that there might be some harm done to me if T did not stand .up for

_myself and be this way.

Ms. Grrruer. Michael, did you receive drugs When ‘you were in
+hese places?

“Micraer S. Yes; I did.

" Ms. GITTLER. What kind ¢

" MicHaEL S. While I was at Industry I received 150 milligrams of
Melaril three times daily. At Tryon I started off with 150 milli-
grams of Melaril four times daily, then I was switched over to

_ Thorazine at the same dosage four times daily.

Ms. Grrrier. What was your understandmtr of the purpose of
siving you these drugs?

MicHAEL S. Because of the explosive behavior that—-

Ms. Grrrrer. Because you were sometimes violent and these drugs
tended to keep you calm?

MicHAEL S. Relax me, sedate me.

Ms. Grrrier. What effect did they, in fact, have on you?

Micuaaer S. During the course o the day 'it was very, very hard

v stay awake. I was very groggy.

Ms. Grrrier. Did you recelve any counseling wlule you were in
these institutions?

Micuatr S. Yes, I did; by the staff members and psychlatnsts

Ms. Grrrer. How often did you receive it?

" MxcuAEeL S. Once a week.

‘Ms. Grrrrer. Do you feel that you obtained adequate help at In-
astry for your problems, or do you feel that you obtained adequate.
help for your problem at Brookwood?

MicHaEL S. At Industry I received more than adequate help, but
while I was at Brookwood I do not feel it helped me at all,
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Ms. Grrrier. Did you like being in these institutions?

MicraEL S. No, I did not. e o o '

- Ms. Grrruer. How did you feel about being in these institutions?
d Mrcraer S. I felt a sense of no freedom, of being cooped up all

ay. . - )

Ms. Grrrer. How did you adjust? What did you tell yourself in.
order to adjust to being there? o -

MicraAEL S. I told myself that I would just have to do the best T.
could, because there was really no other place for me to go as far as
home is concerned and that there never will be. o

Ms. Grrrrer. I understand that after you left these institutions
you were in a halfway house and at a work camp and eventually
you were allowed to try independent living. Did your feelings and .
behavior change as a result of being removed from these institu:-
tions and being put in these alternative programs? o :

MicHAEL S. Yes, it did. It gave me a chance to take charge of my
life. It gave me freedom that I had not had while I was at these
different institutions. L e

Ms. Grrrier. Now I understand that you are a security guard.

Micmarr 8. I am a security guard at the water department in
Buffalo. : N R :

Ms. Grrrier. You are guarding our water for us.

"MicHAEL S. I am guar&’ing our. water,

Ms. Grrries. That’s good.’ ( . L o

Ms. Lynch, do you have any concluding remarks that you would
like to make? ~ : A o -

Ms. Lynca. Only that these three young people—I think it is
fairly obvious that they were inappropriately placed in trainin;
schools. They are simply three of many hundreds that have been
placed in training schools inappropriately in New York State and
thousands across the country. .= . .

These three are particularly fortunaté. in 'that they have very
strong wills and extrem‘elfl good minds so- that they can succeed
and take charge -of their lives, really despite the system. What I
urge you, on the subcommittee, to consider are the hundreds of kid 3
who are sent to training schools across this Nation.who have not’
got the minds and the wills of these three, and who are being daily
destroyed. R :

Thank you. ’ o ‘

Senator CuLver. Thank you very much, Ms. Lynch, and all of you
for your kindness in coming here today and assisting us with this
hearing and with our effort to develop a better understanding her |
in the Congress-and in the country of better ways to deal with the”
problems that young people have. ‘ o

Your experience, needless to say, is very shocking. Your expe-
rience is something that-we hope, because of your courage and -re-
solve and leadership, to help avoid for other young people in the

future of this country.

T certainly wish, on behalf of this committee, to congratulate yo-
and to commend you for the efforts that you are making now and’
the activities that you are involved in. I want to wish you well and
thank you again for your cooperation and help with regard to our
efforts here today. - ’ ' T
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Thank you. v T
Our next witness is Mr. Rex Smith. ) .
Mr. Smith; it is a pleasure to be talking to you heére in Washington.

i
l
z
l
| STATEMENT OF REX SMITH, DIRECTOR, MARYLAND JUVERILE
[
i
i
|
|

3 » .. - SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

Mr. Smrra. Thank you very much, Senator.’
Senator Curver: Do you want to summarize your prepared state-
! ment, Mr. Smith? -
Mr. SaarH. I do have a formal statement before you, but I would
. like to summarize it as best I can. .
. . Senator CurLver. Without objection, we will put the full text in
.he record.? ,

Mr. Saarm. It is very difficult, I think, for those of us who have
béen working in the field of youth problems for years and those that
are sitting in this audience and the JJDPA. subcommittee not to get
relatively supercharged emotionally over the kind of testimony we

| g:?e just heard with respect to these three youngsters that appeared
| before you. . .
S | woZld have to agree that there are hundreds and hundreds of
" these types of youngsters who have been abused in that type of sys-
* tem for years.
Just in a preliminary fashion, prior to goin% ahead with my testi-
' mony as to the Maryland experience, I would like to share with you
that there are classic examples of the movement of youngsters of
' this type into the higher echelons of the criminal justice system.
“here are youngsters who are committed to institutions as a result
. of being a status offender: in Maryland we call them children in
need of supervision, or CHINS. )
" They are committed to institutions for that kind of behavior, but,
because of the considerations that one must undergo within an insti-
tution—which I think you heard about just now—there comes a
time when the experience becomes something that is relatively' in-
. "lerable. They try to escape from what is an unhealthy situation.
.~ 'We have had experiences time and time again wherein that escape
from that intolerable circumstance,; a youngster leaves and takes an
automobile, with another group of youngsters. Some of those young-
sters may, in fact, have already committed delinquent acts.

In so doing, the child is charged with a delinquent offense. Be-
cause it is an escape offense, in some jurisdictions and some locales
—~ithin the State of Maryland and other places, that offense is a
aelinquent act. _

That child is prosecuted then in an adult court after a waiver.
We have children now who are sitting in the State’s penitentiary-
as a result of such tracking into this system of a childp who origi-
lr;ally— had no other behavior problem other than running away from

ome,

That is a classic example of how kids in this kind of status can
e trapped in a system which will do things to them that I do not
think we can tolerate as a society. . ..

]
1 See p. 212 for Mr, Smith’s prepared statement.

28—407—78—8
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With that as a frame, or just as a few opening comments, let me

. discuss the experience in Maryland and where we were, to give you

somewhat of a backdrop as to how we have gotten to where we are
and where we might be going, hopefully, as a result of our expe-
rience. : :

Prior to 1966 there was a great deal of concern in Maryland, as
there has been in other States, that the services to delinquent young: -
sters—and at that time delinquent meant the status offenders as well
as the criminal types of offenders—were not being properly ad-
ministered. ' ' . :

There came together a number of people who were very intérested
in a progressive treatment philosophy for kids, which should per-
meate throughout the entire State. We have 24 different subdivisions
and jurisdictions in Maryland and there may have been 24 or mor¢
philosophies about the treatment of children being expressed in the
juvenile courts through the types of agencies that were in existence
at that time. - - .

There was developed a single department to administer the pro-
grams to juveniles, which is rather unique still, I think, in the
Nation. Therefore we were prepared to exercise administrative re-
sponsibility and accountability and program responsibility, not onl>~
for the institutional programs but for all detention programs, di~
agnostic Service programs, intake programs, probation programs,
after care programs, and all of the court services and community .
services lprOgrams as well. . ) S

We also had the administration’ of the group home program.
through our purchase of care responsibilities. So we have a very
total package. When we established a policy and procedural precedent
we could reach out and make it work. - . -

I think that the context within which we begin to develop de-
institutionalization was one within which it was a lot easier to under-
take than in many other jurisdictions across this country. =

In 1968 and 1969 there was a good deal of consideration and
concern because I personally, Senator Mathias, and others in Mont-
gomery County, Md., and others across the State had begun efforte..
already toward deinstitutionalization. I mean that in a generar
sense; not just with regard to the status offenders, but with regard
to children who are in institutions who do not need to be there.

I think Peter Edelman spoke to that concern as well, insofar as
the delinquent—criminal-type—population is concerned. Let us not
forget that there are youngsters in institutions today all over the
country and in Maryland who require deinstitutionalization ‘who
are in that category. .

We began efforts as early as 1968 and 1969 budgetarily within the
Department of Juvenile Services to deinstitutionalize generally. We
had a little bit of a head start in terms of developing some group
homes and some programs. We had provided seed money for private
agencies and others to develop some group homes and some foster
homes for these youngsters. v - :

In late 1972 we were fairly well underway with this. There wa.
a suit filed in the Federal courts by the legal aid people in Baltimore
City with regard to deinstitutionalization of status offenders. It
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said that they should not be mixed with the delinquent offenders in
the institutions. .

While that was in process, the legislative session of the general
assembly in Maryland in 1973 was giving consideration to two
separate bills. One would have been more palatable and would have

 _been received more favorably even by the professionals in ‘the field,

.

but more importantly by the judiciary and other people concerned
‘with protection.of the child. By protection they mean that you need
to. grab hold of a child and hold him and lock him up in order to
treat him. That is their sense of the word. ) . .
This one bill allowed for a process whereby a child must first have
been tried in a community based facility before that child could
have been committed to a State training school. :
The second bill, which was sponsored by Senator Blount, of Balti-
more City, was received less favorably because it went the whole
way. It left no loopholes. It said that there would be no detention
and no commitment of these youngsters, whatever. T
My Department supported the former bill, the: one that allowed
the Joopholes. There was a great deal of fear that if we did not have
this authority and. this final threat with which to control the child’s

. hehavior in the community that.we may, in-fact, have rampant kinds

of youngsters running around who think they can flaunt the' au-

- thority of their parents and the court and all of our programs.

altogether. = : L L ‘ .
In the final hours.of the 1973 general assembly the senate version

was passed. It left no loopholes whatever. Theére was a great deal of

outery, as it were. There was concern from all levels about: what this

' was going to mean to the juvenile justice system.

.“The juvenile justice system could not handle it in Maryland.”
How were these kids actually going to be treated if we could not.
lock them up on a Sunday afternoon when they were running away
from home. We could not threaten them, as a matter of fact, with
institutionalization if they did not cooperate with a community
based program. :

At that point in. time we had been committing hundreds of status
offenders each year. As a matter of fact, I should say parenthetically
that Maryland has for many, many years had the reputation of .

: committing more youngsters to State training schools who were in
. the juvenile court sphere than almost any other State in the Union,

despite our small size.

It is an incredible number. That is why I think our immediate
smphasis was toward deinstitutionalization altogether in 1967.

In 1973 we were having 430 to 470 youngsters in this offense
category locked up. Our institutions are generally open institutions.
We have no institutions with a fence. They are, however, locked in-
side. They are in that kind of a configuration in terms of institu-
tionalization. .

We had 150 to 170 in one school. We had two camp programs
-vhich had 35 beds each for just the status offenders. We had about
450 to 260 girls in the girls training school, 80 percent of whom
were status offenders. That is one of the most sexist things that I-
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think the State of the country has ever done with respect to the
handling of female offenders.

I do not particularly even like the word “offender,” because I am
not so sure that we should be considering status offenders as offenders
in the first place. I think I might get into that somewhat later.

In any event, we had about 430 youngsters committed on a daily -
basis, which represented maybe 1,100 or 1,200 youngsters on a yearly
‘basis who would have been committed to an institutional program.

What the bill said, specifically, as is written in my testimony—
very briefly, article 46 section 70-11 reads:

Detention is permitted only when a person is alleged or adjudicated to be -’
‘a delinquent child.

. Section 70-12 says: : ' -

A child in need of supervision s_hnll never be placed in detention, but only
in shelter care facilities maintained by the Department of Social Services or
Juvenile Services. : .

Section 70-19 was amended to read that:

If a child was found to be In need of supervision the court may not confine
the child to a juvenile training school or any similar institution.

It is important in Maryland to note the words “similar institu<--
tion.” As Peter Edelman said a few minutes ago, we may be con-
sidering some size considerations in terms of what is an institution
and what is not an institution. This says “no similar institution.”

I think it is very important that we maintain that kind of a
posture. . ‘ -

It is very important to note as well that at the passing of that
bill the followup to that was the report of the State senate joint .
budget and audit committee. That committee was very progressively
thinking, along with Senator Blount. ’

They said, In fact, any moneys, any financial accumulation of
money which would result from having then close an institution or
phase down any beds in an institution would have to go toward
community programs. We were being given direction by the Mary-
land General’ Assembly. It would “have to be placed in the budget
of the juvenile services administration for the development and
maintenance of community based programs.”

I think that gives the general thrust of the State—not only the
ﬁxecu;ive branch, but the judicial branch as well and the legislative

.branch. : '

Let me say also, parenthetically, that this whole move of ours, as
a single department having a relationship with all aspects of the -
juvenile justice program, intake and probation and what have you, ~
all over the State brought us into direct hand-in-hand relationships
with the judiciary all over the State.

Almost to a judge across the State there was an emphasis on
general deinstitutionalization and of development of community
based programs.

Again, we were in a posture of some ability to move, although, as
T suggest, this bill did not go over with great favor amongst some
of those persons. There was this crutch, this final weapon in the
arsenal of dealing with the youngsters who simply would not behave
which was being taken away. -
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Therefore, there was a great deal of apprehension. It was, a ain,
buttressed by the fact that while we may not have had all of the
community based facilities in place at the time hopefully we ‘would
have the money accruing to that.

The impact institutionally was in fact that we did close one whole

!, training school. It had 170 beds. Two of the forestry camps were

“closed. to status offenders as I mentioned. Two hundred beds of a

girls training school were closed. Another 225 beds of the boys
village program in southern Maryland. were closed.

From 1973, when the law took effect, until 1975 it is interesting to
note the difference in figures in terms of our overall budget for the
entire program of the delivery of juvenile programs in Maryland. -

In 1973 nearly 60 percent of all the moneys—of an approximate

.$25 million program—were going into the institutional programs.

Maybe 87 to 40 percent were going into community based services.
By the end of 1975 that had been almost totally reversed. About
40 percent of the moneys were going into institutional programs and
nearly 60 percent of the moneys of our total budget were- going into
community based facility developments.. T
In terms of experience, we really got into how.to implement this

. Jegislation. We had a series of discussions and meetings with. persons

affected all over the State. As I say in my statement, that included
a lot of emphasis within ourselves to work out as a total staff of
about 1,300 at that time a whole frame of mind and a frame of
reference which would allow us to really believe in the fact that this
could work and that we could, in fact, make it work.. -

As I say, even to-this day there is still concern as to whether or
not there are some children that we are missing by not being able
to institutionalize. them and by not being able to confine them.

We went about meeting with the State police and with the local
police jurisdictions throughout the State as it relates to detention.
Twenty-four hours a day we were the ones in the administration
who had to authorize detention. Here are these little youngsters
running all over the State that the police. would pick up and say,
“Well,.now where are we going to put them? We can’t put them in
lockup. Where would you suggest we put them? L

We were going to be in a posture of saying, “Well, we are not
sure, so we have got to do some homework on that level.” You will
not have available.to you the local police lockup. You will not have
available the detention center.. . ’

That led us to having to deal in great measure with the private
sector. T think I heard testimony yesterday having to do with mayhe
coming full cycle from the private sector running all of the institu-
tionally based programs to the public sector. Maybe we are moving
back. Maybe we are moving in a very health way, to some degree. to
involvement of the private sector and involvement of local jurisdic-
tions and the citizens in these programs. That is really where it is
at. That is what is going to really make it work. .

We can involve ourselves directly at the local level, the county
level, in another hand-in-glove approach to make sure that we have
the services that we need when a police officer has picked up a child
who has run away. We need to find some placement for that child.
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The local departments of education have been big users of the
juvenile courts for behavior problems within the school system. We
had to find a way to help them and with them develop programs at
their level—at an earlier level. If they had to be referred to court,
we had to develop programs at the court level.

The.emphasis or S\e trend became what I think, is the most healthy.-
thing that could possibly have happened to the children in terms
of a partnership approach. Senate Bill 1064, created a situation
where necessity 1s the mother of invention. I have stated that we had
to develop other kinds of alternative ways to deal with these
youngsters. o :

It was there at the very outset in the school system, at the very
early stages within the Social Services Administration program for -
foster care. We had to reach out with programs, as Mr. Edelman -
has suggested, as we have to some degree, with prevention programs
of the Youth Services Bureau to be able to deal effectively with the
child in his own community. 4 :

All of these things were going on during the summer. We were
trying to work with all of the officials who had any relationship to
the juvenile justice system with relation to referrals to us of these.-
kinds of offenders. L

We had to work with the providers for the development of new
bed space. We had to work toward the development of new shelter
care homes that would be available when that child was picked up
on Sunday afternoon or Friday night. - '

We had a relatively good deal of success there, because again the
emphasis was clearly there that the legislature wanted to make this
thing happen. - -

A good deal of what did take place was that we developed these
programs in some haste. We developed more of an understanding
that these line probation officer personnel would have more respon-
sibility for a number of youngsters who could otherwise be serviced
in their homes. ) ‘ '

We developed a program which was in its infancy at that time.
It was a program of purchase of services. We could purchase a .
service for a child and his family while the child remained. in his
own.home.. ' '

We sort of went-around this business in kind of a backward way,
if you consider it in terms of design and planning. It is the business
of dealing with children and having to provide them with services.
We started in this country with institutionalization as the major re-
source for a very obstreperous child. We, even now, have sort of.
worked backwards from that. We have worked from institutions to
group homes to small structures to foster care structures to foster
care with a special purchase of services program, back to the child’s
own home with purchase of services back to probation.

We went about this thing backwards. If we had gone about this
thing in a clear and precise way. designing as an, architect would,
you would begin the other way. Then, by the time you got to in

- stitutional level you would have very few youngsters getting that

far. Our plan was peaking off until we had, in fact, reached the

goal of deinstitutionalization.
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One of the considerations was the attorney general’s ruling on the
business of the forestry camps. We had four forestry camps. We
! had two at that time serving the status offenders.

. ' The question was whether or not those 35-bed forestry camps,

. which were isolated in nature in the forest were similar institutions
i 7y training schools and whether we should deinstitutionalize those
, status offenders from those programs. )
. The attorney general ruled that yes, in fact, because of the nature
! of the program and because of the institutional nature and criteria

of the program, it was a similar institution. He ruled that the kids
" must come out of there, too.

We agreed with that proposition.

A second thing had to do with whether or not a youngster could
be committed for confinement, for institutionalization, by a judge

. prior to January 1, 1974, and then remain for several months there-

' after. We felt that there may have been a rush to get these kids in

' because after January 1 they would not be able to commit them.

i The attorney general ruled that the children who had been' com-

" mitted prior to Ji anuary 1 must be out as of January 1. Therefore, it

. “elped us with our planning to know, at least, definitively that we
would have to do something about all of the youngsters who were
currently in our institutional programs and those who were likely to

be committed after January 1, 1974 o
- Senator MaTm1As. Mr. Smith, all that noise in the background is
* part of the process for bringing the Senators to the Senate floor for

a vote. The chairman has already left and will be back in just a

minute. It has reached the point where I am going to jog over and

catch up. The chairman, 1 believe, will be back very shortfy. I would

suggest that you complete summarizing your statement for the record

and then the committee will stand in recess if the chairman has not

returned by that point. Meanwhile, the staff will be here and the
~ record will be completed at that point. : ,

Mr. Syrra. Fine; thank you, sir. ‘ ,

Let me suggest, then, that the furtherance of our efforts to de-
.istitutionalize suggested that we take a posture during the summer
months of 1973 that in-house we would make no further recom-
mendations to those instititional programs as of September of that
year. . ) '

We also, again, worked with the judiciary, who were most co-
operative in this regard with the idea that the judiciary, after
October 1—instead of waiting for January 1—of 1974. would no
.onger commit youngsters in the status offender category to the
institutions. ' . .

Therefore, nearly the entire juvenile justice system in Maryland
stopped, in effect, the commitment of status offenders or potential
status offenders .on October 1, 1973, instead of waiting for January 1.
That gave us some head start on the whole business. .

Summing up, the referrals for status offender categories to the
_uvenile Services Administration. in 1974—and part of that year
we allowed status offenders to be institutionalized—we had approxi-
mately 4.000 referrals from all over the State. One year later it was
3,000, One year later than that, in 1976, it was only 2,000. We have
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continued to see somewhat of a decline in the referrals to the juve-
nile justice system for this type of youngsters. A lot of that has to
do with the proposition that the various agencies, who are dealing
with those youngsters, who had formerly been refering those young-
sters for the ultimate suthority of the juvenile courts, were finding
that they were, in fact, developing some alternative programs. N

Some of the alternative programs were alternative school pro-
grams, more counseling programs available through the private
sector supported by local jurisdictions. The local jurisdictions them-
selves, the counties, developed a number of new programs to deal
with these youngsters at an earlier age. There was a recognition that
tshis kind of posture had to take pgl:.ce with regard to all of the

tate. , ' ) ,

There was a recognition that the Juvenile Service Administratio..
could be a catalyst to that and be supportive of that effort.

In 1975 we went back and decided that what we ought to do was
canvas our own staff and to assess the effect of Senate bill 1064 to
determine whether or not we were able to psychologically and pro-
grammatically really cope with the deinstitutionalization of the
status offender. . e e

There was overwhelming support for the continued deinstitiD.
tionalization of the status offender both at detention and at commit--
ment. There was and still continues to be today a great deal of
concern.about some youngsters, but not the hundreds and hundreds
who were handled in this manner previously. For some youngsters, -
whose needs have not found a way to meet as yet within a community-
based structure of programing services, there is concern that there
are some children who require a greater level of intensity and supe .
vision almost nearing confinement than some others. We may be
losing these children. e . -

"There is that remaining residual kind of concern. I think that it
is very healthy that society feels it does have a responsibility to pro-
tect its children and to provide services. However,. I do not think
that we have come so far as to consider that as a legitimate excuse
fg; a reason to go back to previous times, back beyond January °,
1974. o _ ' ' b .
One of the largest staff compliments .in the State of Maryland—
one urban jurisdiction wrote back to us at the particular time that
we were canvassing their attitudes and they suggested that ‘“The
only comment we could make would be that we feel the status
offender type of child should not even be in the juvenile court sys-
tem ‘at all.”" A ' T : N

That is coming a long, long way from our earlier posture prior to
January 1, 1974. _ ‘

I guess what I have to say here is that in terms of experience in
program development and maintenance we are a long way from
being in a posture where we are going to be able to deal with all of
the kids that we need to deal with, and to solve the problems of the
youngsters who are out there who need more agressive kinds of com -
munity based approaches to deal with their problems and therr
situations so that they do not get referred to the juvenilé justice
system. :
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The Maryland experience is not over. I think that there has been
in the subsequent legislative sessions, 1974, 1975, and 1976 in par-

* -t ticular, and even in 1977, an.indication that there are some who

would like to reverse Senate bill 1064 and go back to some other

posture, such as the posture you may have heard here from the:

teneral Accounting Office survey, wherein there could be detentions

. for a limited time period.

We have had a tremendous amount of support from the citizens:

groups in Maryland such as some of the lobby groups that work

with us and the legal aid groups as well. They have helped us in
fending off this inclination to return to institutionalization of the
status offenders. I would submit to you that without this kind of
‘tpport we are not going to be in a very good posture to continue to
develop good, sounﬁ, community based programs and to fend off
tionalization. - '

One of the things that T think is'extremely important to point out
and reach some kind of an understanding on is the myth that when
we. were protecting all of those children, as we had ostensibly pro-

* completely the idea that we should go back to some type of institu-

“acted the three who were here earlier, all of those children got. well.

~ Somehow, even in the State of Maryland, there is the feeling that
if we had the ability. again, to confine or institutionalize. as we had
before in the Victor Cullen School, which had a very good reputation

: at the time, and in some of the other programs—we would solve the

problems of those youths who now plague us; those handfuls of
youngsters who are really difficult to reach. We would have that -
~bility to confine them and to put them in these programs which

¢ we felt were fairly successful or very successful.

"'That is a myth. I would not want anyone to suggest to this com- -

mittee or publicly that when we were in a posture where we could
confine and we could institutionalize these youngsters that we were
solving their problems, ,
“We were not solving all of the kids’ problems all of the time. One
of our best facilities—one of our best facilities programmatically,
~ducationally. and what have you, was the Victor Cullen School in
western Maryland. At that school we had 150 youngsters on. grounds
on a given day. We had 175 committed.

When we had that ability there were youngsters who were com-
mitted and who- were ‘institutionalized, but for whom we were not
successful. We were not solving their problems. Those youngsters
were gone from our institutions as well as they may have been gone
.som a group home or from their own homes.

Therefore, let no one suggest to you that we were. because of that
ability to confine, in a position to be able to deal with the children’s
problems. It only allowed us to put the child away for a ‘while and

not have to worry too'much about the fact that the child was getting

a decent educational program and three squares a day. Do not let us
be subdued into the idea that we were really solving the problems
. < these children.

I think at this point in time, having taken that wholesale approach
that was taken in Maryland, we are in a much better posture to
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effect problem solving for the kids. We are in a better position to do
something in a ‘positive vein.

We have had to tax our imaginations and our creativity and our
ability to break tradition in programing to the extent that we have
not even yet tapped the tip of the iceberg in terms of the kinds of
programs and what I term “social technology.” That is absolutels
required to be able to deal with these youngsters and their families
in a preventive way and in a way so that they need not be referred .
to the juvenile court system at all.

I disagree to some extent with those who would suggest that what
we need to have in the juvenile court system, and one which, like m
administration, is very closely tied to the juvenile court system, all
of the programs to deal most effectively with the status offenders. -

The fact is that Maryland’s experience shows that in the mosv
effective programs we are only a part of it. When we say that we
deinstitutionalize the status offenders and then turn around and say,
“Well, what can the Juvenile Services Administration or what can
the Juvenile Justice Administration in this country do to provide
those services?” I think that is a wrong question.

It is not absolutely necessary that the juvenile justice system on
an administration such as mine provide all.of those services. We . d )
not. We do not intend to. We intend to work with a very hand-in-
glove approach so that the schools provide special programs for
kids.that they are referring out of the classroom who are disruptive.
The local health departments and the local mental health agencies
and the local counseling agencies will work with us to develop those
kinds of programs. The only reason a child ever needs to get to
juvenile court in this kind of status is to change legal custody. ~

I know this is taking a lot of time, so I will end with that. I will
be available to answer questions, that is fine. If you would like to
recess, as the Senator suggested, that is.fine.

Senator Warror. Mr. Smith, on the chance that perhaps they will
vote and return before too many bells come on and I have to leave,
I would like to ask a couple of questions of you..

For your information, I .apologize for not being here earlier. ..
am Senator Wallop from Wyoming. I have been involved in & num-
ber of similar legislative attempts to the ones-that you have described
here in our State.

That would give rise to my first question, because we obviously
have problems that are substantially different from those of urban
Maryland. Could .you describe what your experience has been in
rural Maryland and in small-town Maryland ?

Mr. Syrre. I am glad you asked that question, because it gives
me an opportunity to advise that the rural areas—I can think of one
or two in particular on our eastern shore and even in southern Mary-
land. You may know that Maryland’s configuration geographically
is really rather unique. We have rural, urban, and city areas.

However, on our eastern shore and in the other rural areas we have
been able to develop some of these alternative programs in a muc
more far-reaching way, particularly as it relates to the youngsters
who are in the truancy arena. We have some kinds of programs
which have been developed with some support from. the Law En-

)
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forcement Assistance Administration and which have had local sup-
port in carrying out early identification and early program develop-
ment for youth. We have developed early recognition programs and

" counseling programs for families in the rural areas.

- We have embarked upon particularly the area of detention. We

-“ave had regional detention centers. We have done our work with

the efforts of the line staff. We developed a whole system of shelter
care facilities and even group home facilities..

More importantly,-1 think, we have had the' development of a
'single—fami{)y shelter care facility that will take these youngsters
with very Ilittle notice, but hopefully with a good deal of support
from our staff.

I think that in the rural areas we have even scen a higher level of
suceess. , .

Senator Warrop. I can appreciate that possibility.

Could you do one other thing for me? If I have time I want to
get back into the rural versus urban contrast here, but I wonder if

- you could sum up what you consider to be the most effective way of

handling status offender juveniles. I would -assume. that you would

have to draw a line between status offenders as truants and status
"offenders as runaways or victims of abusive households or other

things that require protective custody. .

Mr. Sarrra. 1 think that you can separate out individually. I agree
with Mr. Edelman. You really need to take a very individualized
approach to the youngster. All runaways do not run away or mani-
fest that behavior for the same kind of reason, nor do the kids who
are ungovernable or truant do those things for the same kinds of
+easons. - : '

I think that there is often a common denominator base for many
of those kinds of problems. I think the most feasible approach is to
develop a systemn. wherein you can recognize those problems early on
and provide some early-on kinds of programmatic considerations for
the families and for: the kids. . . ‘

Again, you do not need to do this within the juvenile justice sys-
.em. It so happens that at this point in time in Maryland our system
is such that we are able to develop and even purchase the services
that are required for those kinds of kids when they are brought to us.

That, in part, is the problem. They almost have to be brought to
the juvenile justice system in many cases to get the service. Again,
T do'not think that 'is a necessary ingredient in providing those serv-
ices.

T think that what you have got to do is get to the root of the
problem and the heart of the problem. I do not believe that we have
gome close to that in many, many cases and with many, many chil-

ren.

Senator Warr.or. How do you avoid having them come to the juve-
nile justice system first? 4 )

Mr. SarrR. Well, T think one of the ways to avoid that

Senator Warror. Or do you?

Mor. Saara. I think you do. One of the things that is done is simply
the prohibition on the fact that you can confine a youngster in this
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category. It is almost force feeding. Again, necessity is the mother
of invention. You absolutely have to do it.

If T am an educator and heretofore I have been able to refer to
juvenile court, through my process, those kids who are disruptive or
who would not come to school or who are truant, I have been able
to say to the juvenile court system, “You take this child. He is going,)
to need to be educated in a confined setting somewhere, because 1 -
cannot educate him.” ,

This has forced me to recognize that I simply do not have that
device available. I have got to do something else.

The school systems have embarked upon new approaches. They
have taken a different look at suspension rulings and the way they
go about suspensions. They have taken a different look at their cur-
riculum development. In some cases they have developed an alternate..-
school kind of approach, allowing that some kind of youngsters just
cannot tolerate a full rigorous schoolday or even a half day of work
and half day of school kind of program. They need more attention
in.%heir families and in other kinds of ways within the educational
realm. : o :

That is where I think it takes a coordinated approach with persons
who are child oriented—agencies which are .child oriented such a0
ourselves—which exist in aclocal community as well as the other com-
munity agencies. . : i :

‘What has sprung up are some private organizations as well that
are willing to do that. o

Senator Warror. In summary, then, are you suggesting that the
school svstem itself is the foundation of the most effective programs?

Mr. Smrra. It may be the central hub around which we car
marshal a number of other services. I think there is a good deal of -
rehictance on the part of local school systems to get in and identify
early and pinpoint youngsters. I think, then, we get into some other
constitutional problems having to do with their rights to privacy
and security within families, .

_There is a really essentially difficult area here in terms of too early
identification and too early intervention. I think one of the mos*
important things is that it is every bit as important to recognize
when you should not intervene in a child’s life as it is to recognize
when you should. ‘ .

" Particularly in a rural area the kids stand out fairly cclearly when
they are having problems in the grades or who are having problems
in the community, because people know them and know where they
are from. , o '

Senator Warrop. I hate to interrupt you. but T will have to come
hack to this later. I must. go and join my colleagues on the floor now.
We will recess until such time as we come back.

What we will do is—in our absence. and with this rather peculiar
situation, with your permission I would suggest that the chief coun-
sel of the committee continue to ask the questions that were prepared
earlier by the members of the committee.

Thank you.
~ Ms. Grrreer. T have just a few brief questions. Mr. Smith..

T note down here under your legislation that any State funds
which were saved as a result of the closing of the institutions were
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to be used to establish alternatives. Do you have any information as
to the precise amount of the savings? o .

Mr. Surra. That was a 1 year budget alone. That savings was just
for the 1974 fiscal year budget. : .

We had analyzed the entire situation in terms of how many of the
voungsters .in our institutions may have otherwise been found to be
delinquent and committed. I think that is in the statement as well.

Not all of those 430 youngsters at that given time were the ones
to be deinstitutionalized. Probably 390 or so out of that number were
the ones. _ _ A

We projected somewhat over $1.5 million to $2 million, or some-
where in that range; was how much we would be accumulating as a
result of closing an institution. )

The net resuf{t, however, was far less than that. T suggest in my
statement that we accumulated a net of about $500,000 to $600,000
because of other considerations that took place having to do with
other institutions and other kinds of administrative and even politi-
cal considerations. - . T L

Ms. Grrruer. Can you tell us what success; if any, you have had in
attempting to obtain funds from Federal sources other than LEAA,
such as title XX employment funds and so on, in developing alter-
natives to secure institutions and secure detention facilities?

Mr. Surrr: I am glad you asked that question, too. Either fortu-
nately or unfortunately being ahead of our time regarding the Juye-
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and its regulations, we
have on two occasions upon request been denied access to funding
‘which has been provided for, say, New York State and California.
We have been denied those funds for a maintenance of effort of the
deinstitutionalization posture. : ,

We did not at the time, either, have available to us the title XX
money, which subsequently has come into our administration. How-
ever, the majority of those moneys simply displace our general fund
budget to such a large degree that there was no significant increase
in the number of dollars that we had available to us. .

I would suggest that the majority of what we did, we did in-house.
As I wrap up my written statement, that further suggests that a
State can do it when they think that they cannot, oftentimes. T think
that our State was in a posture of saying, “We just cannot possibly
handle this.” But we found that we could, for the majority of chil-
dren, handle it within a reallocation of internal budget resources
even without outside help.

I would suggest, however, that with some outside help from Fed-
eral agency money or other moneys transferred into the administra-
l:ion.1 they would be far ahead of the game in terms of their ability
to plan.

Ms. GrrrLer. Could you just tick off for us the main types of alter-
nativ?e programs that you have utilized for status offenders in Mary-
land

Mr. S»yrrR. The thing that we did immediately was to invoke
further our purchase of services program for those children while
they remained in their own homes—those that were coming out of
the institution and those that may have been scheduled to go into
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an institution—where we buy the service for the youngster in his
own home,

We increased our capacity in the area of shelter care tremendously,
articularly for the detention purposes. We also have a specialized
oster care program of about 140 to 150 beds across the State for

youngsters coming out of the institutions.

We increased bed capacity in group home programs by betweer.
60 and 80 beds at that time. Since thén it has been increased signifi-
cantly to the point where we have some 455 youngsters in our group
home intermediate care facility program at this point in time.

Those are the major changes in our programs for the status of-
fender. One year ago we embarked upon some new programing
even at our intake level for those youngsters who would ultimately
have been referred, and were referred, from the other agencies o0.)
education and what have you. .

Those that we received in the administration at intake—we have
developed some programs there, particularly in Baltimore city. that
specializes as an intake unit for the status offender alone. We are
doing a lot of counseling services there.

In Ann Arundel County, one of our other largest counties, with
Montgomery County, Md., we have developed emphasis on this.pro )
gram. We have developed a project which we hope will ultimately
show that every status offender who would be referred to the juve-
nile justice system can be referred to another administrative agency
and would be provided with those services at the precourt level in-
stead of having the child go through the juvenile justice system..

. Those are some rather special programs at our intake level not
only having to do with deinstitutionalization of the status offender
but once the child gets there, even now, we attempt to provide the
services required for that child in a precourt fashion to the extent—
particularly in the Montgomery County project—that we hope to
show that the next step to be taken beyond the deinstitutionaliza-
tion is the fact that the vast majority of these youngsters can be
handled outside the juvenile justice system altogether.

The juvenile justice system, in and of itself—the juvenile court ir )
there when we need to provide a special residence which requires a
change in custody. . .

I guess what I am talking about here is the business of our thought
process. Our current frame of reference has developed to the point
where we see, in the main—although there is some controversy about
this, too—that the child in need of supervision, the status offender,
is much like a dependent child, a neglected child, or what we call in .
Marviand a child in need of assistance who. happens to be mentally -
retarded or mentally handicapped or emotionally disturbed.

They are similar in terms of the endangered child type of con-
cept. The child in this status is as much the victim of circumstances
as a-child who is dependent or who is neglected. We should not fur-
ther the idea that they are offenders, but that they too are vietims
of a circumstance and need to be protected in that realm.

We do not bring dependent children into the juvenile justice sys
tem. We do not bring neglected children .into the juvenile justice
svstem. We do bring them into court when there is a need for a
change in custody, which is a legal consideration.

o/
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However, we do it for that reason alone and not for all of the
other services, )

In last year’s legislative session—

Senator CuLver. Mr. Smith, I wonder if you could just submit the
rest of your answer for the record. Would you do that?

Mr. Sxara. Yes.' :

Senator CuLver. I would appreciate it if you would, please.

I really want to express my appreciation for your testimony. I do
think it is very impressive and dramatic—what you have initiated
in Maryland.

We do have some. problems here today with the witness list and
the floor competition. We do have, I think, one or two other ques-
tions that we would specifically like to direct to you, if you would

" iindly reply for the record in writing.

Mzr. Sxrrre. I would be most happy to, sir.

Senator CuLver. I want to thank you very much for your appear-
ance here today. '

Mr. Saara. Thank you.

Senator Curver. Our next witness is Robert Vinter.

By way of introduction, I would like to have the record show that
~ou ‘are a distinguished professor of social work at the School of
Social Work at the University of Michigan. ‘

You have been codirector, I understand, of the National Assess-
ment of Juvenile Corrections. You were also a member of the staff
of the President’s commission on Law Enforcement and Admin-
istration of Justice. -

We are honored to have you here today. We look forward to re-
veiving your testimony. I do.apologize for the unusual confusion.
We have just been noticed another bell. We have been here all night

and we are voting on this energy filibuster. We are going to be here

all night tonight. The circumstances are most unusual, and I appre-
ciate your understanding and cooperation if we are required to go
back and forth to the floor. I will have to leave again to go vote,
and T would hope that Ms. Gittler could pose some questions to you
*hat we are anxious to have your views on. :

Mr. VinTER. Certainly; T understand.

Senator CouLver. Please proceed.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT D. VINTER, PROFESSOR, SCHOOL OF SOCIAL
WORK, UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN

Mr. VinTer. I have prepared a written statement. T would like
aow, if T may, just to summarize some key points in that statement.

Senator CouLver. Without objection your statement will be included
in the record.!

Mr. VinTer. In considering the alternatives to institutions for
status offenders I would like to call attention to the extreme hetero-
geneity and diversity of these kinds of youngsters. They overlap
juvenile delinquents and some other categories, but they also include,
e believe, large proportions of younger children, more females, and.

1See p. 222 for Mr. Vinter’s prepared statement.
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perhaps more youths with very serious school and family difficulties.
_ That mixture is partly because of the idiosyncracies of the courts
in processing these cases and the inconsistencies in the various State
aws. . :
One of the potential dangers, I think, is that status offenders may
fall between twvo stools: After being adjudicated by juvenile court
proceedings they are likely, ipso facto, to be stigmatized and the™
excluded from conventional existing community and educational
services. In the schools we refer to that as “freezing out,” but not
necessarily receiving services in their new formal statutes.

I think, therefore, that there ought to be two thrusts in the de-
velogment and planning of services for this group. The first I would
emphasize is to retain and increase the access of these youngsters to
conventional and existing community services, social programs, edv-:
cational programs, and so on. . o '

The second thrust would be the development of alternatives as
supplements to these existing community and educational programs,
rather than in place of them. G e e

If T were to speculate about a general pattern .for States in the
development of alternative programs I. would emphasize the need
for diversity of programs.to match the heterogeneity of the kind~
of kids. Mr. Edelman spoke about a mix and a match. He was speaks
ing at that time about a mix and a match to meet the individual
needs of particular youths. I am stressing the need of a high mix to
fit the mix of youths who will and do appear each year as.status

offenders in the States. We need a high diversity of programs. .
*  Second, they should be decentralized and made geographically
“available. They should be widely dispersed across each State. That
is a very serious problem in some States with only a few. metropoh-!
tan centers where programs have been developed, while other parts
of the States are underserved. Children must either be removed from
those communities or left without service. .

Third. the programs ought to be developed to insure that they are
accessible to these youths, so that there are no false barriers or re-
routings or eligibility requirements or other impediments to their
getting the services once these are established. - 2

I think that in the past few years there has been a considerable
movement among the States taken as a whole. But I am a little
skeptical about looking at a few exemplary States that have made
very special progress—such as New York and Maryland—and be-
lieving that they would be typical of the other 48 States.

In fact, I think the evidence is that there is a very uneven distri-
bution in the development of these services between the States. an
even within those States that have developed some programs. They
may be unevenly available to status offenders over the entire juris-
diction. :

Such programs seem to be developing slowly and there are still
major gaps in terms of a sufficient volume of such. services, or the
diversity, or the accessibility—geographically or otherwise—or the
stability of some programs, and so on. .

In turning to the chart, let me just suggest that there are. three
aspects that do not show immediately. A very large number of these
youths, and youths very much like them, are now being served
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hrough existing social and educational services—the ones at.the
>west end of the chart diagonal. Sometimes they are being served
" yithout a court adjudication and sometimes with it. ) 3
" I think the issue here is to open up these existing serviees and to
1ake them more available to these kinds of youths, especially if
nev have been adjudicated, rather than closing these services down
nu thinking only of the development of other supplemental alter-
atives, o T o
i Senator CuLver. Do you mean if they have run away from school

re should send them back? ) ) - .

‘Mr. Vinter. Well, Mr. Smith just indicated that one of the steps
1ken in Maryland was to make it not possible for the school to push
's nroblems with truants right into the court, but rather that.the
shwol would have to bear some part of the responsibility-of concern
nd effort to get -that youngster back. ; C L
I would be more concerned, frankly, not so much about the run-
way, but the kid who is frozen out of the public school who is in-’
uced gradually to leave by various discipline efforts; by being de-

rived : -
|-Senator CULVER. Are you' talking here, Professor, about. the need.
' kvelop a more sophisticated curriculum which is more sensitive
1d designed to accommodate the particular needs and requirements
f an individual student that are not being met—-— Lo
Mr. VinTer. Yes; in the public school districts right -across the
‘ation. I am much more . R
Senator CuLver. How realistic is that? I think it is a swwonderful
lea, but what about the capability to provide—I have been to the
ig . schools here and the counselors just seem so hard-pressed and
rerworked with heavy caseloads. They are just trying to tread
ater as best they can and hopefully not drown.

What kind of resource capability do they have to do this kind of
iry, very difficult and imaginative tailored program that fits with
uis kind of calibrated care the needs of a particular individual? 1
) not think we are going to do that."If they have got the doors
o d and the blackboard intact that is a fairly good day. . :
How realistic is that? . o

Mr.” VinTer. If you are thinking mainly in terms of enriching
.ose programs for these youngsters with special needs you are prob-
ly far more right than wrong. RS , o

I am thinking first of all, however, of the tendency of public
hools to invite these children not to -come, without trying any.
irer, That is not the same as doing something extra with them.
Senator CULvER. Yes. :
Mr. VinTer. Second, in a State like Michigan, the intermediate
hool districts areé now receiving very substantial new tax dollars
st for such services. They stand between the local school districts
id the State governiment on a regional, mixed-district basis. There
e now such services available if we can get the school districts to
e the dollars for this particular category as well as for the re-
raed children, and for those with other types of disabilities.
Instead, the school districts with the new tax dollars are likely to
¥, “But those are status offenders. Send them to the State agency.

28-407—78——7
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They are not kids that we ought to be handling,” It is that kind .
a problem. : .

_I certainly agree, however, that all the schools are beset and ha-
difficulties. .

Now that we are talking about it, my second general point is
and I think the testimony today has affirmed my view—that educ
tional and vocational training services are especially important .
many, many of the youngsters in this category. They are 1ll-prepar«
for the world of work. Many of them demonstrate very speci
school problems. ' '

Instead of emphasizing clinical services and treatment for the
emotional or family problems, I would urge that further attentic
be Igiven to educational and vocational training.

- Do you wish me to continue? . D

Ms. Grrrier. Yes; please continue, Mr. Vinter. Senator Culv.

. had to return again to the floor for another vote on this energy ma

ter. We would appreciate it if you would continue.

Mr. Vinrer. Third, I suggest the obvious desirability of emphas
on the less costly programs which are at the lower end of the cha
gradient; the less isolated programs which remove youngsters eith
geographically to central places away from their own communi e
or socially cut off their ties with communities even though maintai:
ing them there; and the more widely dispersed programs which c:
be fielded across the entire State rather than being established on
in a few places.

These are all the programs on the lower end of the gradient.

If I were to suggest a general strategy for the development of suc
services of all kinds, it would have four elements. The first, ag )i
would be a diversified program approach versus emphasis on on
_osne or two of these alternatives for all status offenders in a giw

tate.

Second, there would be emphasis on localized and broadly d:
Eersed services across the State to keep kids in or close to the

omes and their home communities rather than moving them.

Third, there would be emphasis on strengthening existing prbi
and {mivate sector programs of all kinds versus thinking onl
establishing new specialized programs. I believe that there has to
a coalition of effort between the public and the private sectors
order to accomplish any reasonable level of services for these youn
sters. .

Finally, I would suggest a multiagency approach toward the

"youngsters rather than assigning the special responsibility tn

single State agency that has to handle the problem all on its owr
If I could now point to the—-—
Ms. Grrrrer. Could you work your way through that chart a;
explain the various types of programs that are set forth there?

r. VINTER. These are rouglﬁy arranged on an increasing [
child cost basis, as far as we can estimate what these costs are, usi:
our own information and that available from other sources.

Below the line are various types of residential programs and .ai
locations up the diagonal indicate increasing per child operati
costs. We are fairly confident that these locations reflect cost diffe
entials between the various types.
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iAbove the line, with the exception of public educstion cost fig-
ces—and certain special education programs—there simply are not,
E mg knowledge, any cost figures available that one can be very
mfident about when” we think of this special target population—
atus offenders. Therefore, those are rough guesses;
iThere has been talk in several of the presentations about foster
‘acements in single, multiple, and small oup homes, These are
@ least costly of the residential type facil%:ies. Our figures are in
174 dollars. The average for the 50 States seemed to be about $2,600
\d up. That would be a minimum figure even then. The State ad-
inistrators are concerned about that.
.With the small group homes the costs begin to go up quite a bit.
1 is $5,600 and up in 1974 dollars. That is partly because the State
.L.ginning to place its own personnel, civil service personnel and
hers, in those programs. They are not using families or other
ency staff and that increases the cost. : : '
‘Some of those group homes, like many of the halfway houses, are
ecially constructed, or a great deal g expense has to be put into
novating the program facilities. On the other hand, the foster
'me placements are in ordinary homes with a minimum amount
' . _novation, Construction or renovation increases the cost of the
lfway houses, certainly the starting costs. Operating costs of half-
vy houses would run now, I think, about $6,200 in 1974 dollars.
The small group homes that we studied across the country were
ndling between 5 and 14 youths. The halfway houses were aver-
igig éi out 25, but the actual range was 8 to 60°in the programs we
idied.
V" - have very little information about the hostels, There is no cost
formation, but our best guess is that they are handling up to
out 20 for transient populations of youth, many but not all of
10m are runaways.
Ms. GrrrLer. Excuse me. Could I ask you just to summarize what
» main differences are between_the small group homes and hali-
¥ houses and hostels? Are there differences in the number of
v*-e facility types of things? :
Mr. VinTeR. Let ‘me single out the hostels and say that if these
>grams are only hostels and are not doing other things, then they
: places for temporary residence for youth until some other ar-
1gement can be made or théy can be returned to their home com-
nities or removed. from the jurisdiction, and hence that term,
ey are not quite like the others, but they are residential on a
1t term basis,

-

‘requently those services are provided by halfway houses and
Ul group homes, which can also be used for tem OTary purposes.
“he foster placements are well known. The only difference in our
1t is between the family that takes only one or two children, and
family—husband and wife—who are willing to take upward to
- Therefore, the foster home placements are verﬂ similar. They
7 on ordinary citizens—couples in their own omes—perhaps
h .ome renovation. _

mall groups homes and halfway houses are our terms and these
sometimes used in the State interchangeably. A State may call
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a halfway house a small group home or a small group home sor
thing else. B R :

The distinction we make is on a size basis: the average is a ra1
between 5 and 15 for small group homes, and an average of 25 -
halfway houses, with a large vange in actual size.

Many of the halfway houses, relative to the others; are State.«
Not a]fof them are, but many of them are. In many States that
creases the cost. ' S :

1 think that there are more and more types of programs be:
developed between the small group homes and the halfway hou
varying in these same particulars. IR
: ’the further one goes u'g the gradient, the greater the range
services one is likely to find, which also-increases costs. These beec
more and more self-contained programs until one reaches the "l
tutions that have full day schools and medical services and
whole gamut. S . ‘

As one goes down the gradient, those services tend to be ‘availa
on an on-call basis or part time or using normal community ace:

Ms. Grrreer. I take it that cost per youth per annum in alter
tive programs is %ene’rally less than the cost in a secure instituti
Does that mean that the jurisdiction will, in fact, affect savin
deinstitutionalizing in terms of its overall budget? What de
mines whether a jurisdiction is going to effect the overall savi:
as a result of deinstitutionalization ? : ,

Mr. Vinter. Well, if you mean by savings reducing the act
operating budget between 2 years because of deinstitutionalizat
I do not know any State that has done that. Mr. Edelman testi:
this morning of thé estimate of what New York would have b
spending now per child per annum had they not made the char
OvVer. C

When we surveyed the 50 States and looked at the cost experie
overall and their movement toward deinstitutionalization, we for
that the States that had deinstitutionalized the most were also
States that had expanded the number of youths they were t
handling. Therefore, they had used these programs essentiall
not entirely, as add-on facilities. They were alternatives to the
stitutions, but they expanded the total numbers of youths be
handled by the States, Therefore those States forfeited the cost ¢
ings they would have gained if they had substituted rather t.
supplemented through the new community programs, and redu
their institutional populations proportionally.

The other problem of the States’ cost is that if the State tt
over and operates directly all of these facilities and noninstitucic
programs, those program costs are somewhat higher because of S
payroll factors and so on. They are higher than if the State doe
in partnership with a variety of local government and private
tor agencies where cost savings can occur, S

Therefore, . States- that developed alternative services all on t
own showed higher per-offender costs and gave up some of the
vantages of doing it in some kind of collaborative way. =~ - -

The States, however, that mixed their programs so that some +
State run and some were State. funded and monitored had .Ic
per-offender costs and did achieve economies. They did not ach
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ny net savings at any time; partly because there was an expansion
1 the numbers of youths being handled, as I have indicated, but
Iso because the inflationary experience in State government is such
aat there would have to be a monumental reduction in operations
1 order to show a single dollar of turnback money.

, Finally, as Mr. Edelman indicated was the case in New York—
nu he came in and worked at the problem—there are some change-
ver and startup costs that have to be calculated. The State admin-
‘trators know that the cost savings that one can-effect on paper
ver a period of time do not accrue the first month or even the first
scal year as one moves in this direction.

Therefore, yes; deinstitutionalization is cheaper. It is less costly.
[owever, that does not mean that there is a turnback to the State
€. sury.
| Ms.%rrrm-m. What one could say, I take it, is that States would

"ad up paying more by not deinstitutionalizing than they would

y Mr. VinTER. Yes, our estimates are much higher. When we pro-
rcted forward, we found that if they kept on doing more of what
aey were doing at today’s dollars it would be equal to the defense
u. zet or some other. : :

- "I believe that those cost increases are one of the primary pressures

:ading States to reduce their institutional populations and to con-
der alternatives. _

- Ms. GrTTLER. You would attribute the. progress toward deinstitu-
onalization such as it is not just to congressional mandate?

. Mr. Vinter. Well, it is sort of a concerned altruism.

»%s, Grrrrer. In your survey of these residential and nonresiden-
al programs that can be used for status offenders as an alternative
) secure institutions, what did you find as to how they worked?
lo they work well? Were they successful?

" Mr. VinTER. The problem with the terms like “work” or “effective-
ess”his that there are all sorts of meanings people have when they
se them. : .

T ot me try to reply this way: If we compare 'them to institutions
1ey clearly work better. The poor track record of institutions has
sen demonstrated by all kinds of elaborate measures and observa-
ons-and personal experience, which You have heard today. It is
ssolutely dismal. They do not accomplish anything except possibly
eeping the kids off the streets. And they do train youths in unde-
rable criminals skills.

Our evidence, and the evidence of -many others, is that the alter-
auve programs are far less likely to do that. Therefore, in that
inse, they work better. .
However, using even more pragmatic views, the majority of the
tate administrators—and we have talked with them across all 50
tates—held the view that among their institutionalized popula-
ons the majority of those youths could be better served in commu-
itv programs than in institutions. That is what the 50 State ad-
d...strators say.

The overwhelming majority of the 50 State administrators, know-
1 their own institutionalized youth populations, said that they felt
10se kids could be better served in alternative programs. Not a
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single Statp administrator or State official told us that he or she h:
any intention of reducing or reversing any moves toward deinstit -
glo‘nah‘zatmn. It was working well and they intended to keep «
oing it. _ |
In that sense of working as well, the people who are doing it, t
people responsible for it who have the experience and have to ?
a

for lit or have to account for it are unanimous in believing th
works. :

Ms. GrrrLer, What factors do you think impede the movement
status offenders out of institutions into these programs—residenti
and nonresidential, as you-described ¢ .

Mr. VinTER. One set of factors is opposition. The opponents w:
slow down or impede by active opposition are a problem. We foy;
in most States that the juvenile court judges, as a group, are lix
to be very skeptical if not in outright opposition to some of-the
changes. Probation officers and similar groups are equally oppos:
and skeptical. .

Staff unions in some State agencies who are fearful of the chan
over effects on their tenure and seniority are in opposition. Final
in local neighborhods the neighborhood residents may oppose t!
building or the occupancy of a particular facility, but that doesh
tend to be permanent.

I think the more serious impediments, apart from opposition, a
several. Juvenile justice in general and status offenders in particul
are ‘'what I call small potatoes in State government. However b
that budget line is, it is a very, very small part of the State’s tot
budget. There is not much support across the 50 States—organiz
support—on behalf of these changes that impel policy makers 1
administrators to do something. Fearing lack of support, inert
takes over. That is a problem.

The State administrators told us that they lacked confident, 1
liable knowledge of what is working, and what can work, and wh
the alternatives were. They might know of this or that or have hea:
of various things elsewhere, but they do not have enough confide
evidence either to run the risks, financial or otherwise, or to _%
directions for what to do next year.

These same administrators are busy defending their current bud
ets. The current operations are not going to disappear by the initi
deinstitutionalization efforts. They find that difficult under the e
treme competition for scarce State dollars. '

Ms. Grrrer. What more can. and should Congress and LEA
and State planning agencies do, in your, view, to encourage the
velopment of these programs that you described which can serve
alternatives to secure institutions? 4

Mr. Vinter. I think of two quite different but very importa:
kinds of things that the Federal Government can do.

One has to do with freeing up and making available flexible u
of Federal funds—and information about Federal funds—that c:
be tied in for these purposes. When we went around the States 1
were continuously asked by, the State policymakers and the Sca
administrators what the other States were doing, how they we
trying, where they were getting the money, what LEAA wou
allow, and that sort of thing.
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, I think that there ought to be some kind of updated compendium
- --of all available Federal funds and the terms under which those
- . funds could be used and the ways in which States are actually suc-

ceeding, legitimately, in drawing those funds down for alternative
services. That information should be made available to all of the
plonners and policymakers at the State level.
' rhe other, quite different kind of assistance that I think is needed
is technical information and decisionmaking assistance. There are
three layers of effort here that ought to be undertaken.
I" First of all, the States are now %eprived, as the rest of us are,; of
any reliable, up-to-date, systematic, statistical evidence about what
is going on in juvenile justice across the Nation.

noted that the Children in Custody Series, which is the single
st.tistical report that is most immediately relevant to what we are

' talking( about of all the Federal reports, was just published in May

of 1977 with the data for 1974. No State administrator can make
any sense or use out of a report which is that old. Despite the fact
that the National Prisoner statistics and the FBI statistics and so
fort& 11;?"(0 published far; far earlier, this report was not published
inti o -

H

i -n this statistical series there are no rate measures. There are just

" :olumns and columns of raw numbers requiring anyone who wants

to use it to .go through a great deal of arithmetic calculations and

-recomputations and what not, even to think about interyear changes.

. No State administrator can find out what is happening in other
States or the rest of the country, and whether his or her rate of
handling these youngsters in various ways compares well or better,
71 is making more or less progress. He or she cannot even tell how
the same State stands in terms of last year.

Therefore, the States need a basic information service to inform
hem promptly about patterns and changes in all 50 States. What is
seing done at the juvenile level is in no way comparable to what is
seing done at the adult level. There are also other types of informa-
:dion I could mention, but the programs data series 1s an indication.

“econd, I think that there ought to be a special effort to get good,
1seful, comparative cost information and share it among the States.

The next question the State administrators asked was: “How much
loes it cost? How much did Maryland spend? How much did New
York State spend 2 How much did it cost per day per kid for a hostel
or for a small group home versus an alternative school program ?”

There simply is no such information generally available. There
ur a few studies here and few cost analyses there. One could pick up
¢ phone and call and try to get an estimate from one’s peer in an-
sther State. But there is no reason why this kind of information can-
10t be made available so that a State administrator can, with his or
1er staff, plan and make sense to the fiscal analyst and the State leg-
slators wgo want to know what it is going to cost us and what these
sther States which we compare ourselves to are experiencing.

We need the development and sharing of cost information across
he States. .

The final suggestion I have is assistance in development of modern
nanagement ci;ecision, procedures for the States. I was quite struck
)y Mr. Edelman’s account of the problems he encountered as he



. moved into the New York situation. We had studied that State f.

98 ~

-

4 or 5 yeéars before his arrival and studied it for a time after as we
so we were aware of the situation. ) :
Because he testified to these problems in New York I can refer -
them. But they are also true of the other 49 States. It is difficult
us to think of an area in State governm:nt that is so deficient,
‘management systems. I am not talking about the competence of ¢
administrators or their dedication or their skills. I am talking abo
the management systems. ‘
They do not know where the kids are. They do not know ho
many kids of what kind they put in what places, and what tl
flowage rate is, and so forth. They do not know because there is r
management information system in this area of State governme:
that is comparable to most of other -areas of State activities.
Consequently, when an administrator thinks about what he wou:
want to do, what would then happen, and then how he ‘would ¢
about handling it, the administrator has got to do it all by intuitic

+or seat of the pants or guesswork or hope that a féw smart sta

assistants can handle it.

I think the LEAA technology transfer section should be workin
on this. T think the information management systems develope. )i
the State of New: York after Mr. Edelman took over and develope
those procedures ought to be shared. It should be packaged so th:
the other 49 States can find out how to run their shops in ways th:

-allow them to figure out where they will be 6 months or a year fro:

now if they decide-to do this or that.

Ms. Grrrrer. Thank you very much. :

Senator CuvLver. I want to thank you, Professor Vinter, very n ic
for coming here today and sharing your extensive experience in th
area with us. You have been very helpful.

You can be assured that one :fy the objectives of our subcommitte
will be to try to bring about a greater degree of sharing in terms «
both the State planning agencies and LEAA in terms of a mio
serious effort in developing these alternatives and also acquiring th
essential data base that you are talking about and getting som ¢
these systems in place. ‘ ’

Your contribution will be extremely helpful to us in that Tegar

-Thank you.

Mr. Vinter. Thank you. .

Senator CuLver. Qur next witnesses are Thomas M. Young an
Donnell M. Pappenfort. i ‘

Will you gentlemen come forward, please?

‘Are-you both here?

Mr. Pappenfort, do you wish to join us at the witness table ?

Mr. Pappenrort. No, T prefer to stay back. here.

Senator CouLver. Should we refer to vou as two witnesses or one
I am a little tired. I just need a little help. :

Mr. Youwne. I understand. : '
- Senator CuLver. Should I pretend I am seeing. double. You a:
supposed to be our next witnesses. Is it our next witness?

Mr. Youwe. I think we-can proceed. o _

Senator Curver. I am not trying to be difficult, but we need i

N

~ know for the record.
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.. The other witness-was in the room and does subscribe to the testi-
nony that {10‘1 are about to present—the whole truth and nothing
-ut the truth, and so on. : . ] :
t You are both members of the faculty of the School of Social
Service Administration at the University of Chicago. Is that cor-
cect, Mr. Young?™ , ]

! "ur. YooNne. Yes. ‘ - s

. Senator CuLver. You have recently conducted a study of the use
»f secure detention and of alternatives to its use. Is that correct?

i Mr. Youne. Yes. : o
i Senator Curver, Well, it certainly is a pleasure to welcome you
»oth here today. We look forward to receiving your presentation,
io why don’t you begin? :

STATEMENT OF THOMAS M. YOUNG, RESEARCH ASSOCIATE AND-
i LECTURER, SCHOOL OF SOCIAL SERVICE ADMINISTRATION, UNI-
i VERSITY OF CHICAGO, ACCOMPANIED BY DONNELL M, PAPPEN-"
| FORT, PROFESSOR, SCHOOL OF SOCIAL SERVICE ADMINISTRA-
: TION, UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO .

| Mr. Young. Thank you. ¢ -
I have a prepared testimony. I understand there are some demands

n your time. What I. could do, if you wish to enter that into the

ecord, is proceed to summarize my statement.

. Senator CuLver. I would appreciate that very much, Mr. Young.

Ve of course will make the whole text part of the record.:

. Mr. Youne. OK, fine. :

- wenator CouLver. If you will give us the highlights of your find-

1gs that will give us alittle time for questioning.

Mr. Young. Thank you. Let me talk first about what we learned
bout the use of secure detention. After that brief summary we can
iscuss the material on the diagram.

We conducted. our study g;?ing fiscal year 1976. It was funded
hrough a grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
ca.aon. Ms. Phyllis Modley with the National Institute of Juvenile
ustice and Delinquency Prevention was our grant monitor, and she-
‘as a very -helpful one. :

The maln components of our study were to review literature pub-
shéd since 1967 on the use of secure detention and of alternatives.
‘hen we selected. 14 jurisdictions across the country which were
perating alternative programs and visited them. We then wrote up
n. findings in two forms: a longer, technical final report; and a
jorter executive summary.

I brought five copies of the executive summary for you and the
ther committee members.

Senator CuLver. I appreciate that very much.

Is it suitable for inclusion in the record? We will just reserve the
ght to select, perhaps, portions of your report for inclusion in the
« -d. At this point, in terms of space limitations, if we could make

1 See p. 216 for Mr. Young’s and Mr. Pappenfort’s prepared statement.
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that determination I think it would be helpful to have it in the
record.?

Mr. Youne. All right. , '

The review of the literature that was available on the use of secure
detention did reveal that the main issue regarding secure detertior
is what it has always been. Secure detention is misused for lar-y
numbers of juveniles awaiting hearing before the Nation’s juvenile
courts. . :

This is supported in our research by recent reports sent to us from
29 States and from the District of Columbia. Many of these reports
contain data that enabled us to make the following statements.

County jails are still used for the temporary detention of juveniles
particularly in less populous States, but even in some more heavls
populated jurisdictions jails_are still used for some juveniles ever
though there is a secure detention facility for juveniles in the
jurisdiction. - N

The use of secure detention for dependent and neglected children
however, seems to be declining. That seems to be related to the de-
velopment of shelter care facilities or short term foster homes.

Many jurisdictions, however, still exceed the recommended mai—
mum rate of 10 percent of all juveniles apprehended. Many juveniré:
are still detained for geriods of time less than 48 hours. These ar¢
frequently cited as indicators of the unnecessary use of secure de-
tentlon. : .

Many jurisdictions are unable to mobilize the resources necessary
for chi{dren who have special needs. That is to say, they have neuro-
logical or psychiatric problems. As a result of the lack of resources
these children end up in secure detention facilities and stay for ..
cessive lengths of time.

The reports we received document that status offenders tend to be
detained at higher rates than juveniles apprehended for alleged de:
linquent offenses. These reports also show that status offenders, or
the average, are held longer in secure detention than are juvenile:
charged with delinquent offenses.

A similar type of pattern is that juveniles from racial and eth. i
minority groups tend to be detained at higher rates. They also sta;
for longer periods of time. Also, girls tend to be detained at highe:
rates and stay longer than males.

The information that we had on the decisions to detain suggestec
extra-legal factors are more strongly associated with decisions t
detain than are legal factors. That is to say, time of apprehension
proximity of the detention facility to the location of the appreh 1
sion, and the degree of administrative control over intake procedure:
all seem to be associated with decisions to detain.

1 simply have to conclude those summary remarks by saying tha
the actual extent to which these patterns of misuse exist is still un
known within States and between States for the same problems tha
Mr. Vinter referred to in his testimony.

Now I would like to turn to the 14 programs that we visited .
might simply list the cities in which those programs are located
They were in Anaconda, Mont.; Baltimore, Md.; Boulder, Colo.

8 See p. 609,
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Helena, Mont.; Jacksonville, Fla.; New Bedford, Mass.; Newport
© “News, Va.; Panama City, Fla.; Pittsburgh, Pa.; St. Joseph/Benton
* . Harbor, Mich,; St. Louis, Mo.; San José, Calif.; Springfield, Mass.;
.and Washington, D.C. ‘

! The programs do break down into basically two types—those that
ar- nonresidential, as shown on the chart, and those that are resi-
dential. Nonresidential programs are basically organized around the
use of the juvenile’s own home. Residential programs tend to use
2ither foster homes or a group home format. -

1 would like to talk first about the home detention programs and
just describe them briefly. They are all somewhat similar in format.
The youths do reside with their parents and are generally assigned
‘e 2 probation officer aide 'who is hired for the purpose of intensive
supervision, : .

The youths are required to meet individually with these aides at

least once daily. They may meet more often. either individually or
in groups, depending on the program’s design.
| The probation aides are often available to parents on an as-needed
sasis for information and advice on finding solutions to problems of
their own. Or, these aides may contact parents and teachers and other
iignificant adults with respect to the juveniles under their super-
7ision. .
' Some jurisdictions emphasize the supervision or the surveillance
wspect og this program and others emphasize the service aspect. In
‘ertain jurisdictions, the home detention programs have been supple-
nented with foster homes so that if the parents are unable or un-
villing to have the juvenile at home, the juvenile can still be in the
1c.ae detention program.

Imight note that all of the home detention programs did authorize
he probation officer aides to send a juvenile directly to secure de-
ention if the juvenile did not fulfill the program’s requirements.
Those requirements are usually daily contact with the aide and -at-
‘endance either at school or at a job. - :

The second type of nonresidential program on the chart is one
h ; we did not visit because it simply relates to the release of the
uvenile to the parents pending a court hearing, with no special
rogram format. It is a decision made by the court or the officials
unning the detention facility based on a judgment that the juvenile
3 no danger to himself or to others, is not likely to flee, and has -
rarents who can be responsible. Then the juvenile can be released to
heir care pending a court date. We believe that this could be done
1° *h more often. It certainly is the least costly of all such alterna-
ives.

Moving to the residential programs, I will proceed from attention
omes through programs for runaways and then to private resi-
ential foster homes.

The attention homes are essentially a group home format. They
ouse between 5 and 12 juveniles. Generally, they have one set of
iv~-in house parents who are there on a 24-hour basis.

- krequently, the homes are converted single-family dwellings in
ssidential neighborhoods. They are planned that way so that juve-
iles can continiue to attend their schools. They then still have a
nnection with their community. Social service workers are fre-
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quently available. They do not necessarily live in the attention hom
but they are made available both to the juveniles and to the adul
providing care. ' .

Programs for runaways are also group residences, but the two w
visited differ both from each other and from attention homes, so v
have listed them separately. One runaway program is in Pittsbur~
It was specifically designed for runaways from the Pittsburgh are
Admission to the home was not limited exclusively to juveniles r
ferred from detention intake. Juveniles could come by referral fro:
other-agencies. They could also drop in on their own.

The program did emphasize intensive counseling for the juvenil
and for the parents in order to resolve the immediate crisis that the
believed led to the running away.

~ The agency staff would also arrange for longer term counseli.;
but that would be provided by other agencies when it was needed.

The second runaway program we visited was in Jacksonville, Fl:
It was specifically designed as an alternative to the use of secur
detention for juveniles who were running away. '

It is also group residence. In contrast to Pittsburgh, most of ii
juveniles were runaways from other States. They were usuall
brought to the residence either by the police or by the detention ..
take officials. '

The juveniles in the Jacksonville runaway program did not sta
long, since the program’s primary goal was simply to facilitate an
expedite return to their natural homes and parents. Counselors wet
-available on a 24-hour basis to talk with the juveniles and to mak
whatever arrangements were necessary for them to return. :

We visited two private residential foster home programs. Ag: :
both of them are quite different from each other. I think they repre
sent the kind of heterogeneity that Mr. Vinter was referring to.

The one in New Bedford, Mass., was called the “proctor program.
It is an_interesting program. It is run by a private social wor
agency. It is one of several alternative programs in that jurisdictio:
which has no secure detention facility for girls.

The proctor program pays a salary to a small number of sir ]
women, who are called the proctors. These women are generall
between the ages of 20 and 30. They agree to take one girl at a tim
into their homes and provide 24-hour care and supervision while th

rivate agency staff develops longer term treatment plans on a:
individual basis for the girls. _

The second private residential foster home program. we visited wa
in Springfield, Mass. It is essentially a network of foster homes t” a
are two-bed homes, meaning that only two juveniles at a time sta:

- ‘there. In addition to those foster homes, they have two group home
of five beds each. Then they have what they call a receiving uni
gronp home, which is the point of intake for their network. That ha
four beds. .
Besides the foster parents and the group home parents for eac:
of these homes, there 1s a small number of staff to provide counse':n,
services and advocacy services to the juveniles and a certain amoun
of support for the foster home parents or the group home parents.
I might say that, in relative terms, this program in Springfield wa
the most extensive one that we encountered. We visited no other par
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‘of the United States in which there was a city the size of Springfield
that detains so few juveniles prior to adjudication.

Senator CuLver. How successful are these programs you describe,
_ ‘measured in terms of the number of juveniles who run away from

them or commit new offenses. :

' .Mr. Youne. Similar programs can produce-different results, depend-
‘ing on, perhaps, the mix of juveniles they receive, the kinds of services
they provide, and maybe where they are located in. the country and
their relationship to the court and the detention facility.

i The total failure rate for the program we examined ranged from a
low of 2.4 percent to a high of 12.8 percent. Another way of saying it is
the success rates ranged from a low of 87.2 percent to a high of 97.6
pereent.

;hp‘el:l;ztor Curver. Those are very impressive numbers, don’t you
‘thin

 Mr. Youone. We were surprised.

' Senator Curver. The fizures to which you refer are those which
‘appear in table 1 of your prepared statement? 2

i Mr. Yoone. Yes, Senator. You can see the two columns to the left
contain the proportions of juveniles committin,t?r new offenses and
ruaning away separately. The column labeled “total failure rate”
represents the combined figures. The column to the far right, which I
have entitled “success rate;” is simply the reciprocal of the total
failure rate. o .

I might point out again that the program in Springfield—it had
a .combined total failure rate of 8 percent, and therefore a success
rate of 92 percent. When you break that down according to run-
a ays and new offenses that program experienced only a 1.2 per-
cent—only 1.2 percent of all juveniles admitted to the program
failed, so to speak, because of committing alleged new offenses.

Ms. Grrrer. Could you summarize the comparative costs of these
programs? '

. Mr. Youne. Certainly.

All we could do in the site visits to the jurisdictions was to ask
t] officials administering the alternative programs what their per
diem cost per juvenile was. We also asked the officials responsible
for the secure detention facility in the jurisdiction. The resuits are
summarized on the table 3 that you have.

I think probably the best summary I can give is that the operat-
ing cost.per day for all of the alternative programs is less than the
sperating cost per day for secure detention facilities.

Jenator CourLver. How meaningful are these comparative figures?

To what extent are they reflective of true alternative costs? Is your
areakup such as to reflect a meaningful comparison ?
- Mr. Youne. 1 think they are only meaningful in the context of
‘he question we asked, which is, “What is the operating cost per kid
per day?”’ For instance, I do not believe that we have the capital
iosts of construction included in the figures for secure detention. Re-
n~mber that in most of these jurisdictions the secure detention
E?l(gli(i,y continued to operate after the alternative programs were
idded.

2 See p. 218 for table 1.
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I think about the best I can do, Senator, is to say that those amr
comparative per capita operating costs. . : .

Senator CuLver. In your judgment, are some of the alternative:
that you have discussed here, based on your survey, more suitabl
for status offenders in terms of success rates? Is there any patter:
to that or are the variables so intangible and subjective in terms q:
the personalities and the chemistry of those kind of facts that .«
one model stands out statistically as a more reliable and successfu
formula ¢ : )

Mr. Youwe. I think I lean in the direction of the latter part o
Jyour statement. I think the only thing I can add to that is some in:
formation from conversations that we had in the course of the sit:
visits. People in the jurisdictions frequently said: N

The ideal is to have a range of programmatic alternatives. Regardless ©
the labels that the juveniles carry they are quite different when you star
‘to look at them as people. Some of them need a place to stay and some of then
-can return to their own homes. Some of them need services and some o:
them do not need so many services.

It is certainly hard for me to say, on the basis of the study tha
we were able to conduct, anything scientific about what kind of pro:
gram is best for what kind of kid.

Senator CuLver. Have you given any consideration to trying te
weigh which factors in these alternative programs are the mos
critically important? It seems to me, for example, that obviousls
things like an attractive and adequate physical surrounding envi
ronment is helpful. ) ' I 7

I visited some of these homes. It is obviously very important ir
terms of morale and other opportunities for experience.

Is the one overriding thing, in your judgment, just the quality o:
that in-house supervision of the couple that lives there? Would tha
be the critical thing to such an enormous extent?

Mr. Youneg. It certainly is impressive when you visit the pro

rams, :
g Senator Corver. I mean, if you really have gifted people it i
amazing what they can accomplish in human terms. On the othe:
hand, you can have a very elaborate physical setting in close prox
imity to everything important by way of support structure, and i:
that is lacking it is all for nought anyway; is it not?

Would you essentially agree with that?

Mr. Youna. I would have to say that from my own experienc:
that certainly is my perception, too. '

‘Senator CurLver. What are we doing to really train people? Ad
mittedly, so much of this is just natural gifts and personality a.c
experience that perhaps do not lend themselves to a lot of forma
improvement, but assuming significant experience and knowledg:
can be obtained through formal training to what extent do you
think we are doing that?

We hear this debate going on about how we need people who car
relate and rap and all this business. On the other hand, you neec
Eeo_ple‘ who are professional who have what really, I am sure, co._.c

e an inexhaustable background in psychological training and othe:
-areas.
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. How; do you come out on that debate? Do you have any thoughts

. for us ' '

Mr. Youne. If I did I would take them back to the university and

- market it. We have a school of social work. Working on the curric-

.ulum and teaching we are faced with exactly that problem almost
on a daily basis. I wish I had an answer for you, but I just do not.

+ “'Senator Curver. I wonder if you have any recommendations.

You talk about these program alternatives. How much formal
training exposure do you think the people who are tryi_n? to man-
‘age these homes should have to be certified by way of minimal

training and background: Is this the kind of l:hingi that lends itself
to precise curriculum experience or training? In doing ‘that do we
lose the human quotient that is so. ultimately important and criti-
.« 1ly decisive.

l\fr. Youne. I guess all I can offer is an oEinion.

I do not believe that any of the group home programs that we
_visited—let me rephrase that. I do not believe that the house par-
ents of any of the group home programs we visited had any s ecial
! training. However, I do believe that almost all of the group home
programs did have -professional service staff on a backup basis so
+~at should any situation arise where a——

Senator CoLver. When professional expértise was needed they
could go get it. .

Mr. Youné. Yes; and I think generally the decision to call it in
‘was made by the 24-hour staff. At least that is how the programs

_that we visited handled that.

Senator CuLver. Mr. Young, yesterday we heard testimony from
soveral witnesses regarding opposition to the policy of removing
suatus offenders from secure detention. In view of the high success
rates of these various alternative programs which you noted in your
survey, why has there been resistance to abandoning the use of

secure detention for status offenders? What are the political impedi-
ments that you have encountered ?

Mr. Youne. Well, unfortunately, we did not know that we were
poing to be asked to testify when we conducted the study, so we did
not Fursue that question in the jurisdictions that we visited.

All T can say 1is that I was impressed by Mr. Vinter’s comments
to a similar question earlier. However, as I say, we did not go to
study resistance. We were really more interested in finding out

" about the programs. Therefore, I really do not have a research-
based answer to your question. _

Senator CuLver. I will ask you the question that we have osed
.. the other witnesses today. What, in your judgment, could and
should Congress and LEAA and the SPA’s be doing based on the
experience you have had to encourage the development of these
alternatives for status offenders?

Mr. Youne. There are only two things that I can think of at the
moment that might be helpful. First, 1t is important to have the
funds available and earmarked for this purpose. That fact should
' publicized well. I think that would help. -

enator CuLvERr. Did you encounter a Fo_t, of uncertainty in these
house parents and others in terms of funding? Was there an undue
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preoccupation with that which was distracting them, or was there

lot grantsmanship?

. Mr. Youxa. I do not think I picked it up from the house parent
per se, Senator, but we did talk to the officials who took the initia
tive to write the grant proposal, let’s say, to submit to the Stat
Planning Agency to,fund the program. We did that in more tha:
one jurisdiction. A statement Iike this was made: “I do not reau
know what we are going to do when the grant runs out.”

I do, however, have to say that 11 of the 14 programs that we vic
ited were supported in whole or in part by the ‘Law Enforcemen
Assistance Administration funds. ' :

The only other thing I can think of to answer the first part o
your question is that perhaps the Agency could try to make th
findings of studies like ours and Professor Vinter’s as available -d
possible so that there is at least some information available for th

. many interested people who would like to help this program.

Senator CULVER. lB’Ir. Young, I thank you and Mr. Pappenfor
for the data concerning the comparative costs of secure detentio:
versus some of these alternatives. The success of the alternativ.
programs that you have noted are, I think, very impressive and jus

" remarkable with that success rate. : D)

I hope that individuals and groups within the States will look a
your study for models and for ideas with respect to the creation o
their alternative programs. This is one of the things that I think w.
do sense is lacking. There is not an adequate network to disseminat:
what is working 1n a positive nature. I think that all of these Stat.
jurisdictions are understandably desperate for suggestions and pro
posals and -for models that have proven to be effective. .

I think that in this way you have contributed a great deal to th
committee’s hearing. I want to thank you very much, and also Mr
Pappenfort for his work with you on this particular proposal.

Thank you.

Mr. Youne. Thank you.

Senator CuLver. This completes the testimony for .today. I wan:
to thank all of the witnesses for ‘their extremely interesting ¢ "¢
informative testimony. i

I believe that it is clear from our hearings the last 2 days tha:
there are a variety of types of programs, as well as facilities, tha:
can be utilized for status offenders as alternatives to placing. then
in.adult jails, and alternatives to placing them in secure detention o1
correctional facilities. _

I think the testimony we have had today, which has. frankly jsi
concluded, indicates that these alternatives are both effective anc
relatively less expensive and more cost-effective—or they certainly
can be—than secure detention. and correctional facilities have
proven to be.

I think the testimony today also has led me to conclude that LEA A
and the State Planning Agencies can and should be doing more
to fund and to actually make moneys available to develop alterra:

tive services, and to provide more technical assistance to the Staues
and localities which I think need a great deal more help in develop-
ing such programs to implemetning the act of 1974.
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LEAA and the State planning agencies, I think, must make full
enforcement of this requirement in States participating in this pro-
gram their goal. Those States must stop the practice of locking up
noncriminal youth. That should be a major priority.

i To this end, in the near future I am going to formally request on

- belalf of the subcommittee that the Office of Juvenile Justice make
' a report to the committee in 6 months regarding the progress which
LEAA and the State planning agencies have made in en‘?orcing this
requirement. This report, I think, at & minimum should include but
certainly not be limited to the following things: First, a monitoring
and compliance on the part of the States with the requirement.

Second, they should list the use of funds made available from the
JIDP act to develop alternatives to detention and placement of
status offenders in correctional facilities.

Third, it should show the technical assistance given to States and
localities as to the removal of noncriminal youths from jails and
similar institutions, and the development of tiese alternative facili-
ties and programs that we have talked about.

I thinll:) that this, hopefull , will help to stimulate a renewed ef-
., fort and a more coordmatedy and shared effort than the testimony
“-received yesterday and today indicates is currently the case.

This does conclude our 2 days of oversight hearings on imple-
mentation of the 1974 act. However, the subcommittee’s oversight
function with respect to implementation of the act is necessarily an
ongoing one. We will continue to fulfill; hopefully, our responsi-
bilities 1n this area. '

: . Once again, I would like to express my appreciation to all of the

witnesses who have participated both yesterday and today in this
hearing. I think you have provided ‘us with some extremely helpful
suggestions and ideas whereby wé can make the 1974 act more closely
fulfill the original congressional intent.

Thank you.

The committee will stand in recess until further call of the Chair.

[Whereupon, at 12:45 p.m., the subcommittee stood. in recess sub-
,ect to the call of the Chair.] '

‘28—407—T78——8
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.IMPLEMENTATIOI"J OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 25, 1977

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE
JUVENILE DELINQUENCY OF THE '
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, :
: . Washington, D.C.
The subcommittees met, pursuant to-notice, at 9:30 a.m., in room
2998, Dirksen Senate Office Buliding, Hon. John C. Culver, (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding. A
Present : Senators Culver, Mathias, and Wallop.
Also present: Senator Hayakawa. ‘
Staff present : Josephine Gittler, chief counsel; Stephen Rapp, staff
director; and Clifford Vaupel, assistant counsel. .

STATEMENT OF HON. J OEN C. CULVER, A U.S. SENATOR FROM IOWA

. Senator Curver. I now call to order the U.S. Senate Subcommit-
tee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency to hear testimony concerning
the implementation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
véntion Act of 1974. :

This act made Federal funds available to the States for improve-
ment of their State juvenile justice systems on the condition that
States receiving these grants must cease the practice of locking up
the so-called “juvenile status offenders.”

These are juveniles such as runaways and truants who have not
committed any crime, In the course of past hearings the subcommit-
tee heard a great deal of testimony that the confinement of juvenile
status offenders in adult jails and other secure facilities and institu-
tions has proven to be ineffective. :

The damaging consequences of handling young persons in_this
manner was also amply documented. In a&’dition, a number of au-
:horities stated that locking up noncriminal youths tends to pro-
mote rather than prevent later antisocial behavior.

It is against that background that Congress required States par-
ticipating in the 1974 Act to make a commitment to end the prac-
tice of placing status offenders in adult jails and secure detention
facilities and correctional institutions.

The hearing today is the third in a series. Last month the sub--
ommittee held 2 days of hearings in order to ascertain whether the
deinstitutionalization provision of the Act was being enforced and
whether States were living up to their commitment to stop locking
up juveniles who have not committed any crimes.
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These hearings indicated that while some real progress had been
made, the ending of confinement of juveniles had certainly not
ceased. The hearings revealed that much remains to be done in
this area.

Our focus today is on specific projects which constitute alterna-
tives to detention and institutionalization of status offenders. We -
will examine today different methods of handling status offenders, -
their effectiveness, and their comparative costs. -

We are going to have a number of witnesses today. Moreover, the
Senate is in session. I see there is a vote on right now which will
necessitate the presence of the members of the subcommittee on the
floor. Under the Senate Rules we are also limited as to the time that
we are allowed to meet.

Therefore, I am going to request that the witnesses summarize
their prepared statements or submit them for the record. We will
make the entire statement part of the record. This procedure will
hopefully give us some time for questions.

e may also wish to submit some questions to witnesses to be
responded to in writing for the record.- '
enator Mathias?

b

J
STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES McC. MATHIAS, JR., A U.S. SENATOR
FROM MARYLAND

Senator Marmras, I am pleased to join with the distinguished
chairman as the subcommittee again convenes oversight hearings
into the implementation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
‘Prevention Act of 1974. Today we focus on the provisions of the :
act calling for deinstitutionalization of status offenders.
~ The Juvenile Justice Amendments of 1977, recently signed into
law by President Carter, reaffirm the intent of the Congress that
deinstitutionalization of status offenders should be a focal point of
the Federal effort to prevent juvenile delinquency. The 1977 Amend-
ments extend the period of time during which a State must deinsti-
tutionalize, evidencing Congress’ recognition of the significant prog- |
ress many States have made to date and allowing necessary flexi-
bility for total compliance with the Federal mandate.

These hearings are a continuation of oversight hearings that the
Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency convened earlier
this fall. At the earlier hearings, the subcommittee heard from
many witnesses, including Rex C. Smith, director of the Maryland
Juvenile Services Administration. Maryland was a leading State ir .
this area, enacting deinstitutionalization legislation before the Fed- -
eral mandate of -1974. The experience of States such as Maryland
is invaluable to the subcommittee in its search for the answer to the
increasing juvenile justice problems facing the Nation.

The Congress is not insensitive to the many problems—admin-
istrative, political, and philosophical—that States are encountering
in ‘their attempts to combat juvenile delinquency; most particularly
in meeting the ‘deinstitutionalization standards. We are most anx--
ious to learn of the many innovative deinstitutionalization schemes
‘which are cropping up around the country. I believe that if Congress
and the States work together exchanging ideas, the task of com-
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batting juvenile delinquency will be eased for all. Hearings such as
these to&ay facilitate this kind of useful collaboration.

The subcommittee is honored today by the presence of Dr. Karl
Menninger, chairman of the Menninger Foundation and the Vil-
lages, Inc. The Villages is one of the innovative deinstitutionaliza-
: _tion approaches to which I referred and I am sure that Dr. Mennin-
ger and his associates, Herbert Callison and Jeanetta Lyle Mennin-
ger will provide us with much useful background.

I am looking forward to these hearings and wish to thank Dr.
Menninger and all of the witnesses scheduled to appear today for
their contribution to the work of the subcommittee in this vital area.

Senator CULver. It is a great pleasure to welcome our first panel
this morning. Dr. Menninger, Mr. Callison, and Mrs. Menninger,
would you be kind enough to come forward?

‘The panel is headed Dr. Karl Menninger, the noted psychia-
trist. Dr. Menninger is tie‘ founder and chairman of the board of
the Menninger Foundation, which is the pioneering psychiatric
complex located in Topeka, Kans. ' »

Dr. Menninger’s lifelong concern for the plight of troubled and
' ne%lected youngsters led him to found The Villages, Inc., a residen-

i - tial facility for such youngsters. He is presently the chairman of
the board of The Villages, Inc.

I understand, Dr. Menninger, you are accompanied by Mr. Calli-
son, who is executive director of The Villages, Inc., and Jeanetta
Lyle Menninger, who is vice president of the board of The Vil-
lages, Inc. : ,

Maybe you would be kind enough, for the record, to. introduce
your other guest. .

Mr. Gasa. My name is Frederick Gash. I am a member of the
board of directors of The Villages.

" Senator Curver. We are honored and delighted that you are all
able to appear as witnesses this morning to share your knowledge
and experience with us.

Dr. Menninger, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF DR. XARL A. MENNINGER,' CHAIRMAN, MERN-
NINGER FOUNDATION AND THE VILLAGES, INC., ACCOMPANIED
BY HERBERT G. CALLISON,? EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, THE
VILLAGES, INC.; JEANETTA LYLE MENNINGER, EXECUTIVE VICE
PRESIDENT, THE VILLAGES, INC.; AND FREDERICK GASH,
MEMBER, BOARD OF DIRECTORS, THE VILLAGES, INC., TOPEKA,
KANS. :

Dr. Mex~NIncer. We would like to express our thanks for letting
us express our views on this subject which interests so many people
at the moment. It should interest many more.

Forty or fifty years ago I was preoccupied with getting mentally
ill people out of jails, where a large number of them were then de-
tained pending transfer to hospitals. It is only much more recently

for Dr. Menninger's prepared statement.

1 Reap, 227
230 for Mr. Callison’s prepared statement.

2 See'p.
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that I have realized that those jails also held many children—and
still do—whom I think ought to be gotten out of there. .

I remember having lunch with a friend many years ago in a
beautiful home on the sea. A pup strolled through the living room
and out on the porch, to his irritation. He jumped up, ran at that

Ppup, and gave it a most vicious kick, hurling it through the air. It~

ran off groaning and limping down the lawn, and howling long
after he was out of sight. I suspect it died, because the injury must.
have been terrific.

I never saw a man kick a child like that, but I know that it hap-
pened thousands of times just last night. I know it has happened In:
hundreds of thousands of homes this morning. That puppy incident.

has burned in my memgrﬂ.these many years, but I think the chil- .
i

dren that are beaten and kicked and burned and tortured to an ex-
tent that we cannot imagine should burn in the minds of all of us
who help build this civilization.

You know, the great psychiatrist Freud said that most of the con-
temporary troubles of neurotically suffering people, and probably
xﬁx:.:ay others, came from indistinct painful memories of their child-

S

Tht:iy recalled them on talking to him. Then a little later)

Freud said:

No, parents cannot be as cruel as my patients say theirs were. Parents:
cannot be that bad. My patients must have imagined some of it. It must be
fantasy. :

. Freud never realized that in his self-correction he was probably
wrong. We know now that parents can be that cruel and are that
. cruel and that these terrible things do go on in the lives of children

all the time—neglect, cruelty, abuse, and abandonment. Not to thou- '

sands of them, but to millions of them.

When a miserable child plucks up the courage to leave whatever
protection that cruel home may have provided, for an outside world
which can be much more cruel—but he doesn’t know it—when a
child can pluck up the courage to try to stand on his own two feet
and leaves the anguish of such family life, what happens? The
curious incongruity that he usually becomes a “criminal’—for the
crime of trying to escape torture. So confused is our network of so-
called justice that the abused and sufferine become the alleged ag-
gressors, the nominal criminals. “Status offenders” have done a ter-
rible thing. They have run away from misery and torture.

I know that not all offending youth come from that kind of home,
that not all runaways have such miseries to escape; but they all have

!

some reason. Those painful memories remain in those children, and .

usually they repay it. They repay later on the cruelty and the hurt
that was done to them.

It is no wonder that the Justice Department and this committee
feel that we should do something for these children right away. The
something that we do now is, in my opinion, wrong. \\%_charge them
with an offense and seize them. In perhaps saving some from being
further exploited by prostitution, criminality, pornographic pho-
tography, and other things, some children are caught and pushed
into court for an assignment to some better place than a jail. I do
not believe that anybody would defend the horribleness or the evil

—
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of confining a child to so medieval and inhumane and corrupting
and counterconstructive a place as jail.

I do not mean a prison. I know this is too sophisticated an audi-
ence to need explanation that a jail is not a place run by profession-
als in the detention and. correction of people. A jail is run, for the

~most part, by politicians with labor which will accept the salaries
z}nicli working conditions that most cities and towns provide for
jailers.

"Well, I want to see those children out of those jails, and I know
you do. That is why you are persisting in the enforcement of the Fed-
eral Government’s wise decision that children must not go to jails. -

But you ask, “Where will we put them? Where will they go? Not.
all of the children who have been through this experience are inno-
cent, pitiful little children. Many of them are aggressive little peo-
ple—or big people. Many of them are troublesome. What to do with
them 9” That is true. I know that. However, I know that many others-
are simply helpless and lonely and confused and distracted and
oftentimes, brokenhearted. . :

There are places for them to be sent, to bé sure. You and I know
about the detention homes. We know about some of the terrible

* ulternatives to vz"ail that have been used. They are all written up by
Mr. Kenneth Wooden in his famous and shocking book, “Weeping
in the Playtime of Others.” We know that they are exploited and.
mistreated and that the Government sometimes assisted 1n this, and.
has itself been exploited. . .

" There are these terrible places, these vicious, evil places, these
cold, cruel, commercial places; but there are also some good places.
There are some.good people who love and try to help. There are
not enough, I grant you. We know that there are not nearly enough.
We here who represent The Villages, Inc., realize that ours is not
the only effort to help these children. We are one exam%le or model,
based on the simple proposition that some children can be culturally
transplanted ‘and constructively and lovingly nurtured:. In other
words, some children from an evil, vicious home where they did not
hrive can grow, develop, love, learn, and grow up noncombatant
and nonaggressive if they are given the love of parents who are de-
voted to them and to their interests. They will be allowed then to

 have education in the public schools like other kids. They will be

allowed and encouraged to belong to the 4-H, community institutes,
the YMCA. and the CA, and they will not be abused or coerced.

We started a group of such homes in our vicinity with the help
'f several gemerous friends—Mr. Roy Bertle, now deceased; Mr.
Clement Stone of Chicago; Mr. Robert Hulsen of Illinois; Mrs.
Helen Jones of Texas; and several others. We built some homes and
found some young people who wanted to be the parents of more
than just one or two children, and opened our doors.

We gave each couple 10 children, with only two rules. No child
should ever be struck or punished physically in any way. No child
~hould be allowed to sit home instead of going to school. Every
child must go to school and he must try to obey house rules with the
other children or elese forfeit some privileges.

These family homes, these duplications of what some of us had
in our childhood are for these children. If any of us amount to any-
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thing, we must credit much of it to that home in which more edu-

cation was acquired than in all the schools' we went to. The home
is where the child learns morality. That is where the children learn

identification and language and culture. That is where the children

learn what is beautiful in the world. That is where the children

learn a lot of things that most of the children that we are now con-.

sidering never learned. ) .
The 1dea of The Villages, Inc., through the kindness of the Ll‘%y
Foundation, Senator Bayh, and others, has spread to Indiana. We

~

have just been authorized to begin there. Some are going in other

places. - .

These so-called villages are riot necessarily villages but simply are
group homes with foster parents who are-trained in what foster

parenting is and how it differs from ordinary parenting. The bio-.

logical parent usually has the motivation of a natural love and an
acquired love and a feeling. of “This is something that I produced.”
Foster parenting and love of children is hard, but it can be acquired.
It can ge delivered and it can be effective. Something. like villa

group homes can be a place, a “facility,” a way of taking care of the -

large number of children who have no homes to go to at the present
time.’ ) '

There is this small group of “villages” where children can be sent”

for safety, hope, and love. , : :
I think that that is the substance of what I had to say, Senator. .
Senator Curver. J want to thank you very much. indeed, Dr.

Menninger, for a very inspiring statement. We are extremelyin- °

debted to you and your associates for your kindness in making this
trip here today to sﬂ
in this area.

‘By whom are children referred to your homes, Dr. Menninger?

Dr. Men~NInger. By judges to whose courts they have been taken,
by welfare workers at the State board. Originally we thought that
they would come voluntarily from various p%aces. Now most of them
come through judicial assignments. _ :

Senator Corver. What kind of residential facilities actually make
up the village? .

Dr. Men~NINGer. The Eagle Ridge Village—Jean, why don’t you
explain that to the Senators.

Mrs. Mex~Ninger. We have five cottages at Eagle Ridge Village.
We have two in Lawrence, Kans., and one in New York State. _

These grow by the community’s wish and desire and recognition
of the need. How many are we developing in Indiana? I would like
to ask Mr. Callison to answer.

Mr. Carrison. There will be five homes in southern Indiana in
different sites. :

I want to emphasize that the “villages” does not imply, neces-
sarily, a literal village. The process and the way the homes are
structured is more important that their numbers. It can be a single
group home and still be utilizing what we call the “village’s” process
or model. ] _ _

Senator CuLver. Are all of these residential homes actually newly
constructed or do they utilize existing community facilities?

- Dr. MexNINGER..Both forms are used. We do not own all of them.

are with us your knowledge and your experience

J
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" because we feel that the parents are t

We do not care to own them but we -insist on certain minimum-
standards. The local community is concerned most, and they own
several of our homes. We own some of them. . h :
Senator CuLver. What kind of children do you accept at the home?
Dr. Men~iNGeR. Herbert, you had better answer that.
Mr. Caruison. We are recelving referrals from the welfare depart-

" ‘ment in Kansas—and the reason they come from the welfare depart-

ment is because that is the organization that pays the money. The
courts do not have the money, even though they adjudicate the chil-
dren before referring them to the welfare department—we get a
wide range of types of behavior. They would all be classified as
status offenders if they were in a State that made that clear distinc-
tion for the welfare department. :

This means that about half of the children have displayed be- .
haviors that would not be considered very serious offenses if they
were adults. Some have utilized drugs, or run away from home and
done all the kinds of things that are typical of other neglected and
abused children around the country. - . '

Senator CuLver. How are the village homes staffed?

Dr. MenNINgeR. With a father and mother..

3 Mrs. MENNINGER: And with relief Farents. o

Mr. Carwuson. I think we should clarify, too, that we utilize pro-
fessionals to support the parents. We have visiting social workers
and psychologists. They do not deal directly with t%-ne children in a
-village home. They serve as support Eeogle for the foster parents,

e key people.

If the children need medical or psychological therapy, which they
do occasionally, we refer them to the professionals in the local com-
munity, the same as I would my own children.

Senator Curver. What kind of environment do you attempt to
create for the children in the homes in the villages?

Dr. MENNINGER. An environment like in your home, or mine.

Senator CuLver. Are you trying to simulate a natural family en-
vironment as much as possible? '

Dr. MENNINGER. Yes; precisely. !

Mrs. MEnNInGeER. That is correct.

There is no physical punishment, but there are penalties and the
nsual limits on using the telephone when it is study hour time and
things like that. Each parental couple initiates their own house rules.
We gf) not interfere with that as long as the children are thriving.

Senator Curver. I understand the villages are designed for long-
term residential care. If the children have parents, do you allow and
encourage contact between the children and their parents during the
period they are associated with the residential home?

" Dr. MeNNINGER. Let me answer the first part of the question.

We found very early that many of our children had been adopted
two, three, four, five, or six times—or placed, in foster homes. Many
of them suffered not only from the tragedies in the original home
and the subsequent legal processes of bbeing moved around from

-one place to another, but they suffered from having their hopes

‘raised that somebody was going to take them in an adoption home
or a foster home. ’

They go to the foster home and-they stay for 1, 2, or 3 months,
and the family changes its mind or they move out of town or the



116 oy
social worker thinks it is an improper place. The children are sent
back. When this happens the child is disappointed, sad, discouraged,
bitter, and so forth. )

Weil, in a few months they find another place and he goes again
for such a placement. .

This was all new to me. I did not know it, and perhaps you do
not. It happens over and over and over to children, for or han )
" suthorities are seeking somebody or some place to protect them. They
get the most terrible and irritating and frustrating runaround by
being tried first in one family and then another family and then
another family. o .

We started out with the idea that we would not kick children
around like that. Children that want to come here and children that
we are willing to take are going to stay here. This is their home anc.)
they are going to stay here as long as they like—until they get
married or get a job or graduate from high school or college or what
have you—here they may stay.

Our children have no limits placed on their stay by us.

Our State is generous and private individuals help us to do this
and support us in doing this.

. Isgthat correct Mr. Callison? Would you answer the other ques )
tion '

Mr. Carrison. Yes. . , :

Regarding the relationship with the biological parents, it is true
that most of the children who are referred to the Villages have al-
ready failed or been disappointed in a number of placements. Their
histories indicate that few of them have any parents who have the
interest or capability of continuing a relationship. )

For those children that do have biological parents. who wish to’
continue the relationship and for whom the referring caseworkers
recommend this, we permit contacts often as is profitable for the
child. We-do have a few children each year who return home to live.

Again, though, by virtue of the fact that we are generally the last
step before institutionalization, most of our children have already
lost any kind of relationship. Therefore, it is not too likely that r-
parent will reappear. What we do try to do is bring together brothers"
and sisters from the same family, and we have several groups of
these. They are a real strength to each other. ’

. Senator CuLver. What has been your success rate with the children

you have taken in? What are the comparative costs of this alterna-
tive as opposed to the more conventional correctional institution or
facility approach?

Mr. CarrisoN. We followed up the children that had been residents
at Eagle Ridge Village, the pilot project, at the end of last year. We
identified 152 children as having left in a favorable way.

Senator Curver. What does t%at distinction suggest? What do you
mean they “left in a favorable way?” Do they leave under any other
circumstances ¢

Mr. CarLrisoN. No. What I mean by “a favorable way” is that there
are some children that we may refer to another agency. There may b
about four a year for physical or mental needs that they have that
we cannot satisfy. A few have returned to their biological parents
and we do not' know the outcome.
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There are also children who may voluntarily leave for some reason

. or another, We do not restrain an{rl child, if he wishes to leave. That

very.seldom happens, but it does happen occasionally, possibly once
or twice a year. '

The 152 children that have left us have gone in a way that leads
us to believe we have had a significant impact upon them. Generally
they graduated from high scggol, went on to college or vocational
training or accepted employment. o

Of this group of 152, three children were—as adults—incarcerated.
None of the 152 children—as far as we could determine-—were on
welfare at the time we made the check. That may be a more signifi-
cant figure than the incarceration figure. There are, of course, some.

. c¢hildren out of 152 whom we could not find—but we did find most

of them.

Senator CuLver. Given all your clusters of Villages that you have
operating and the one contemplated in Indiana, what is the total
number of gouths you are servicing in this way now? Just give me
a ballpark figure.

Mr. Cavuison. I will make a guess. Including the affiliates—as yet
not all of these are “Villages,”” per se—there are now around 200

Senator CULVER. Are you familiar with the Woman’s Job Corps

‘Centers and Boys’ Job Corps Centers that were undertaken in the

mid- to late 1960’ ¢

Mr. Cavrrison. Yes, sir.

Senator CoLver. One of the things that troubles me a great deal
is that we had what I think was a very successful program, after 3
Years of rather torturous implementation, in one of the communities
}hat I then represented in the House of Representatives—in Clinton,
Jowa.

‘When they were proving to be very successful in terms of the
curriculum, the discipline, the community acceptance, and their place-
ment rate, they were all discontinued. At that time we were taking 100
percent dropouts. As I recall, we were placing 70 or 80 percent by
the end of this 4-year period in jobs.

These were closed at the beginning of the Nixon administration in
January 1969. We were told that there were going to be alternatives
established. Since I had really worked hard in association with that
experiment and had some appreciation for its remarkable success in
human terms—as ‘well as in dollar-and-cents terms—had graduates
of that center come here to testify to Congress in connection with
efforts to keep such centers open. '

They testi&d as to the incredible transformation that the center
had brought about in their personal lives and their development.
They pleaded with the Congress to keep them open.

Unfortunately, we were unable to. nfortunately, we have not
seen any alternatives. The alternatives that were promised, and that
were going to be better, just have not materialized in this society.

The thing I am struck with, and struck by, in terms of the macro-
nature of this problem is that we have 1 million runaways in Ameri-
ca today. No one has a firm grip on that, but that is essentially a
rough, valid estimate.
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. We have this incredible unemployment rate among youth, and
particularly minority youth. It is the social tinderbox of those ghettos
that concern me. It seems to me that we must have a far more
massive mobilization and marshaling of our national resources to
address this problem. : o

What you suggested to us—or at least to me—are some very ex-
citing approaches and possibilities and models for a far more am- -
bitious undertaking and funding and coordination or effort. .

Again, though, as one who, 10 years ago, was involved. in getting
a community to accept a Woman’s Job Corps Center and to see that
it develop and succeed, the community acceptance was absolutely
.inspiring by the time it was unfortunately terminated. I saw that
stop.

Now here we are back to square one. I do not know how agonizing .

this' problem has to become and what a cancer it has to constitute
before we can once again trigger the national commitment in the
Congress and in the executive branch of the Government to seriously
undertake to combat it. ' :

Dr. Mex~INcer. A few communities recognize that, as you well
know. However, one of our experiences from which we learned was
. that we were vigorously opposed in one community where some
people in that community wanted to start some homes like ours.

Generous people gave the property and contributed the money to
build a so-called “cottage.” These are not cottages, you know. These
are not log cabins. These are pretty good looking houses. They have
to hold 14 people. At any rate, they cost about $100,000 apiece.

However, in this community they wanted nothing to do with it.
They would not let us rent a. house. They did not want us to come
at all. Some other friends, though, overwhelmed that opinion and °
they finally got one. Now our most vigorous opponents are our best
friends. In fact: they have demanded that another one be built and
contributed the money. I believe that is to open th September. .

Mrs. MenNINGER. In November. .

Dr. Mex~1NGER. These are people who fought against the idea at
first. Their popularity grows, because the. children become a part of -
the community. They are not those little runaways, those little crimi-
nals that are out. there in that house. They become children in these
particular places who are being given a new chance and a new life.
They are happy to have that kind of children in their community.

One of our boys was the most popular lad in the high school. We
have a moving picture in which he is being vigorously applauded
with loud cheers at his graduation. This is a boy who would ordi-
narily by this time be a little thief or a mugger or a housebreaker
or I don’t know what, in all probability. He had no other skills and
no other motives and no other morals, I might add.

Senator Cuvrver. Thank you, Doctor.

. Senator Wallop?

STATEMENT OF HON: MALCOLM WALLOP, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
. WYOMING : -

" Senator Warror. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
It is a pleasure to welcome you here, Dr. Menninger. _
I was struck by what you were saying, Mr. Chairman, about the
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Job Corps efforts and the failure to continue it. I think that is so
often the case with the congressional role and the Presidential role
-and social legislation from the beginning. People just cannot resist
the temptation to tinker. I have seen it in my State with the wonder-
ful programs in community mental health centers that get off and
get flying and gain community acceptance, and then the Federal role
simple disappears. The ability of local governments to sustain them
frequently does not exist. - : :

They will go to any lengths to try to maneuver their tax structure
around to hang onto those things, but if the Government’s desire to
sustain it wanes, their ability to sustain it disappears. - -

1 am interested in this because my State has I;Aad a difficult time

" as it does with many Federal programs, trying to find a formula

that we qualify undef. We are a very rural State with areas that
are sparsely populated. It is difficult for us—it has been extremely
difficult for us—to do anything with status offenders except ine
stitutionalize them in a rather different way than they are in many
other States. =~ "~ - oo : . : Coe T e
The Children’s Home in Casper is not the standard kind. of in-

~ stitution one dreams of when you hear it, but nevertheless we are

'~ only able to take care of a small number of these people. Frequently,

as you pointed out, as awful as it is, jail is a more kindly atmosphere
s%met»imes than their homes are. That is an ‘awful thing to think
about. . . ' '

I am interested in this, because I think a formula could be -de-
vised that would take care of rural States with sparse populations
as well as the more densely populated areas of the country.

T am interested in two things. One is the foster parents. Do they
apply to you? Out of what walks of life do they apply and how
long is their training? . )

Mrs. MENNINGER. Most of them have had prior experience, some
of them in punitive institutions. They want to do better. They do not
like what they saw. They hesar about us and we have a monthly
seminar workshop lasting a week, run at cost, and we have had

. people come from institutions and from group homes. We have had

them from your State. There were three from Montana this week.
There were three from Tennessee this week. We have had them come
from Florida, California, Alaska, and so on.

This way, I think, the impact is greater than you envision ‘as of
900 children. We are making some impact, I-think, on ‘many, many
more children in homes far away that we do not see. :

They are extraordinary young people that come. Most of them-
have a child or two or their own. They belong to, you might say,
the 1960%. They belong to that generation. They want to work to-
gether as husband and wife. They do not differentiate between who
does the dishes. They are kind of an equalitarian society. That is
what they are introducing the children to. . - ‘

One of our workshop-couples has run-a cooperative in Colorado.
Another one of our houseparents is just out of the Air Corps with
a college education. He and his wife have taken care of foster chil-
dren all during their army experience. They are-coming in because
they want to make it their life work. . .
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I do not say that it will be more than 10 years, perhaps, but that
is a lot for a houseparent.
Senator Wavrror. It certainly is.
Before they become actual house foster parents is there a training
prgigrrsam that they go through?
. MENNINGER. Oh, yes.

Mr. CavuisoN. Yes. We require that the new parents that are en- °

tering our employment spend some time in a home with experienced.
parents—with parents that have maybe been with us for 3, 4, 5, or-
6 years or who have had previous experience.

fact, we have some of our older ouseparent couples designated.

as training parents. During this period of time they are also exposed.

to the workshops. It may range anywhere from 3 weeks to 6 weeks.
Some are still in their training period 6 months later. .

During this same period of time we are providing them with in-
service training experiences each week, utilizing the support staff’
that I mentioned earlier—the social workers, the psychiatric con-
sultants, the social work consultants, and so on. Therefore, the up-
grading is continual.

.There is also a kind. of rejuvenation for them so that they do not
burn out too quickly, which is very important from year to year.

Senator Wavror. I am sure it is. Does it happen? Can you recog-
nize that it is taking place if it is?

Mr. CavrisoN. Yes. We have discovered certain signs that we look.
for. Usually these signs seem to crop up anywhere after 9 to 15
months of -employment as house parents.. Some then begin to show
signs of “burning out.” We have to counter with extra support.

If they can get over this period they tend to make a career com-
mitment, but it is difficult to get over this period of time.

Senator Warror. I am certain there is a risk that this kind of
behavior could be pretty destructive to the children.

Mr. Carrson. Every time we change farents it is very traumatic
to the children. So we try to forestall it. I think the national average
for house parents in group homes is something like a year.

Our last house in Eagle Ridge Village opened in January 1974, so. .

we do not have a lot of background, but we are averaging between:

3 to 4 years now with our parents. Therefore, we think we have a

system to maintain them longer.

We have a number of parents who have opened a house and stayed
with it since it opened. s

Dr. MenNiNGeR. Senator, may I anticipate a question that you
-have not asked me? :

Senator Curver. Certainly. :

Dr. MENNINGER. You have not asked me what buoys up our faith
that the State will continue to support our voluntary private citizen
factor in helping them with the care of these children.

We have few alarms about that for a simple reason: it saves them
sﬁ much money. I will let Mr. Gash, who is a businessman, explain
that.

Will you answer that, Fred.

Mr. Gasm. First, Senator, let me clarify a point. The Villages is.
a private venture. The cottages are built by friends of Dr. Karl's.

A
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We intend to maintain them as a private venture and not have any
Government support for the cottages themselves. - -

We do get maintenance per child from the State. We are able to
do that at considerably less cost thah maintaining the status offenders
that you are concerned about in the institutions. .

For example, in the State of Kansas the cost per child at Eagle

“'Ridge Village—and you will correct me, Herb, if I am wrong—is

about $22 per diem. To maintain that same child in the place where
he is now, in the jail or State institutions, costs the State about $40:
per day. Therefore, we are quite a bargain for them.

Senator CuLver. Thank you.

Senator Warrop. I would not quarrel with that. I know our figures
in Wyoming run about $17,000 a year to maintain a child in one of

‘ the three good institutions,

I have one other question. You said you started out with the hopes
there would be volunteer children—the ones who came and sought
you out. However, that has not proved to be so. Is that correct?

Mr. CaruisoN. Not quite. We have a number of children who will
call us and want to come to the Villages. That has happened. How-
ever, most of the children are referred to us by court order. Some

; 1o come voluntarily, though.

Senator Warror. They do?

Mr. Carrison. Even 1if they are referred to us by the Welfare
Department we invite them for a preplacement visit. Then we ask
them to go back to wherever they are staying for 2 or 3 days and
think about it. '

It ma,¥l be a choice between us and a State institution. I am not
saying that is too voluntary, but from the standpoint of us asking
them to come for a preplacement visit and then having them make
the choice themselves to come to the Village, it is their choice.

Senator Warror. Is there a likelihood of biological parental sup-
port—either financial or otherwise?

Mr. CaLrisoN. There are many children who have parents that
are capable of supporting them partially. In a case like that we
would still receive our per diem payment from the State. The State,
chen, would be responsible to get the money from the biological
parents. We would not be responsible for that.

I would like to respond a little bit to a comment that you made

" about the community organizations. You both have referred to that.

I do not think that you can overemphasize that. I think one of the

- dangers that we have seen from the beginning is that we could go

into a lot of communities and help them get started and everything,
sut if they do not have the community support after we leave they
are going to fold. .

We will spend as much as a year or a year and a half just making
sure the community is organized and making sure that the proper
studies are done so that the actual houses are built in the proper
communities. In this way, regardless of what happens in Topeka
that program is going to continue.

. I really appreclate I)]’our understanding of that fact, because that
is very important. I think that has sort of heen the history of a lot
of programs like .this. They start and then fail.
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Mrs. MeENNINGER. We have had many children who came from'
school and said, “May we stay here in your place?”’ We have to say
no. They have parents in the community. That would not be popular.

Senator CuLver. It is a pleasure to welcome Senator Hayakawa
here today. Although he is not a member of this committee I know:
.of his long-standing interest in the problems of young people. It is_
a pleasure to have you here today. e S

Senator Warror. He is just as good a lawyer'as I am, though.

STATEMENT OF HON. S. . HAYAKAWA, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
' . CALIFORNIA o :

' Senator Havarawa. Thank you for the hospitality of your sub-
committee. ) ) Loy
1 wanted especially to come today to listen to. my old friend .and
teacher, Dr. Karl Menninger. Our association goes back over 30.
years, fﬁrst came to Topeka, on his invitation, to study with him in_
the 1940’s. Later I was invited again back to Topeka to lecture-in
the 1960’s. I had many, many wonderful associations and enormous
learnings that I owe to Dr..Menninger-and the Menninger. Institute.
and Foundation. L oo i
" Therefore, it is a real pleasure to be here and it is a real pleasure"

to greet you, Dr. and Mrs: Menninger and all of you.- .
This concept of the Villages is something that:.I had not heard
about, because I have not been in touch with you for some time. -
It reminds me of the fact that when I was in my early twenties
I had a Boy Scout troop. Somehow we had assigned to us 10.children
who. were orphans. One was from an organized orphanage and one
was from a home very much as you describe in the. Villages. It was
a home for 10 orphans, or 12, operiited by a couple of foster parents
Whohmixed their own children with the children that were assigned
to them. . . ' P ’
What I remember vividly to this day is that five children from the
enormous orphanage were browbeaten and shy..They were pleasant
enough kids, but they were not at all as self expressive as they could |
be. It was as'if they were always in fear of punishment.. . o
On the other hand, the 5 children from the home of 10 children
in the foster home situation were expressive, full of life, mischievous,
.and they were children who-were normal and growng in every way.
At that time it occurred to me that this is the proper way to take
care of orphans, and not in an institution like tge.huge orphanage
they used to have. The proper way to.take care of them' was through
this kind of foster home. . SRR S
I am delighted to know that this foster home idea is still being
cultivated in the villages. Co T ..
- 1 am very much interested in the problem .of runaways. Mill
Valley, Calif. which is outside of San Francisco, is a. regular-haven
for runaways. ‘They :come there in droves.: I' think some of .our
churches have special provisions,.such as basements or.dormitories
for them to!sleep in.-There are sleeping bags and aid for them ir
various. ways as they -come there. . L L
What you say, Dr. Menninger, about juvenile crime being-very
often a kind of revenge that young people are inflcting upon.society

.
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~for the beatings and the mistreatment they received: earlier—is that
" :basically what you were saying? Are you saying that young people.
'who commit acts of violence are very often hitting back: at society"
for the beatings and the cruelty .they encountered earlier? . - -
I'. Dr. Men~1NGER. Why, of course. They get -their revenge: Then we
t e revenge on them. Then they take revenge on us, and then.it’s:
tit for tat for tit for tat and so on. ) ’ P
" Every offénder I .talk: to in the Hﬁr.isons;—and I have talked to a:
good many—every man in jail ‘will tell .you terrible thingsthat:
happened to them ‘in childhood. Later, when they can, they take
revenge on so¢iety. Society takes'revenge on'them. They take revenge:
again. Then we say, “Why is there so much récidivism?”’! What
e' ¢ could there bef .- SERERNE o S
Senator Havaxawa. Therefore, to further punish the offender is to-
. continue this cycle of retaliatory offense -against retaliator offense.
This is v;hat youw meant in your book by “the. crimerof’ punishment,”s
isit mot® 7 e i oo 0T IR R SV AT S TN
- Dr. MENNINGER. ‘Well, T see that‘and believe-that ‘more strongly-
than ever mow. I see the cruel things: that.we do:to people that we
ar~ supposedly trying to correct: We do:not correct:them. We-méke:
them worse, | o ‘ ' e 0
‘They go out and do ‘worse: things ‘and then we say, “Look, re-
habilitation does not do any good.” What rehabilitation? Who has
lone any rehabilitation? What we have done is some security and
some imprisonment and some misery ‘making. We have not really
ied to rehabilitate very many people.
Suprisingly, in spite of that, we have sometimes succeeded: I mean:
% “we” the American people. - E
Senator Havaxawa. Well, then, you would be very, very much
pposed for both theoretical and practical reasons to the wave of—
~hall I say—“hard line attitude” toward criminals and cracking’
1own' on’ them? There is an awful lot-of that going on now. There
wre people who say we have been altogether too-permissive and we:
1ave to crack down, o : '
-sr. MENNINGER. We could not hear very well here, Senator: I am
orty. - AR ) 7
Senator Havarawa. I am saying that there is at the present time
onsiderable public demand. The conventional wisdom is that we
iave been far too permissive of criminality and misbehavior and
hat we should be cracking down and being much more severe in our
%titilde’ toward the criminals in general—the young as well as the
. _r- . t. - !
There is a wave of that kind of—— .
Dr. MENNINGER. Yes; there is. ’ :
‘Senator Havaxawa. And you are going directly against it.
Dr. Mexwinger. Directly and stoutly. I believe it will create-
nother wave of more crime.
Senator Hayagawa. This will result only in more. crime?
Tr. MexNINGER. Exactly. It will happen. The next decade will
el it. It has repeatedly happened in history when they have tried
s experiment of “Beat them harder. Chain them up stronger.
‘reat them tough.” More violence on the part of society will make
wre violence on the part of the enemies of society, not less. You
innot control violence with violence.

28-407—78——9
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" Senator Havaxawa. Your program in-the villages apglies, of
course, essentially to children until they graduate from hig school.
To what extent can this philosophy be applied to adults, or don’t
you care to extropolate beyond thi point $

* The aduis obviously cannot be put back into a family situation
with ‘a foster father and mother. . )
~ Mrs. MennNINGER. I feel that you can-do it much cheaper and much

better and much quicker with children. The adults have “jelled” you
might say. It is vex;i hard to dissolve them again. .

- Children are in the process of formation. You take & child who
comes in afraid to sleep without a knife or a club or some thing be-
side him at night. He would have a gun. if he could get one. He is
afraid he will be attacked in the night. He goes into wild screamirq
attacks and strikes others. L

In 6 years this child is entering college with all A’s in high school.
He has ceased to run around the house yelling. He has ceased to
carry a knife all the time. I am not saying that he might not do
gomething in his later years, but he has as good a chance as any of us.

Senator Hayagawa. The whole point about this, then, dealing with
children in this respect, is that they are not hardened in whatever
they are. Is that correct? , e

Mrs. MenyiNcer. Yes. They can be redirected and helped. It is
also more expensive when they are older.

Senator Havaxawa. Oh. yes; of course. :

Mrs. MENNINGER. It is twice or three times as expensive.

Senator Hayagawa. You say these villages are now in Topeka and
where else?

Mrs. MenNINGER. We are just starting in— »)

Dr. MenniNGER. Our places or other places?

- Serlliator Hayaxawa. I want to know where your homes are besides

opeka.

Mrs. MENNINGER. Lawrence, Kans. We have a lot of your friends
in Lawrence on the Board.

Also in New York State.

Senator Hayagawa. New York! ,

Mrs. MENNINGER. We hope to go into Indiana in the next 6 months
We have a Lilly Foundation grant for that purpose.

Senator Hayagawa. Are these homes supported by private grant:
and private benefactions, or are you seeking Federal support fo
this kind of program?

Mr. CarrisoN. We have never utilized any Federal funds for de
velopment of any village. We have always used private funds.

Senator Havakawa. I understand; yes.

What about after it is in operation%’

Mr. Carrson. Then the per diem payments come from the State
v;lhich ultimately is part of title XX, so there are Federal fund
there. -

Senator Havagawa. I see.

Mr. Caruison. However, as far as the beginning of construct®s:
and the organization of the program and so on it 1s private funas.

Dl‘.dMENNING‘ER. Senator Bayh was very helpful in getting u
started. - '

[}
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" Senator Havarawa. Was he asking for specific legislation?. -

- Dr. MenNinGgER. We did not seek Federal money, though.-
" Senator Havagawa. Thank you very much, Dr. Menninger. -

" Thank you, Mr. Chairman. -

Dr. MenN1NGeR. If you would see one of these ‘places, you would
Fve to be excited, because you would see a group of hapgy'children.

Senator Havaxawa. I saw the Sonthard_gf:hool when I was there,
and T was very hapf)y about that. :

Dr. MeNNINGER. It is that idea enlarged. That is right.

Senator Havagawa. It is, isn’t it? .

Dr. Mennivger. No. These childréen do not need psychiatrists.
They. do not need policemen—— . :

-Senator Hayakawa. They need homes.

Dr. MennINGER. Yes; and they are not crazy. They are just home-
less. Many of them are brokenhearted, but psychiatry does not cure
that, you know. . )

t Senator Hayagawa. That is right. ‘ :
t Thank you, Doctor. It is so good to see you again.
" Senator CuLver. Thank you very much, Senator. e

.Dr. Menninger, you mentioned lgenator Bayh. He just telephoned
a .ew moments ago from the airport and said that he was extremely
sorry. He had hoped very much to be able to get here in time to hear
your testimony. He asked me to convey his warmest regards to you

. personally and to commend you for your work. As you have indi-

;ated, I know you have been associated with him in your project in
[ndiana. He did, however, want me to personally convey that message
0 you. :

- hope you will be able to join us at lunch.

Dr. NNINGER. Thank you.

It is a philosophy, Senator Culver. It is an attitude toward the
yroblem. Here are some runaway kids whose parents did not work.
Jan we gve them a new transplantation? Can we given them a place
o go? Can we give them some parents that do work? Can we give
hem a2 home and a school situation and so forth? Can we do it with-
. costing the State more, but rather less? .

Theg are going to be very expensive if they grow older and do
aore bad things. They are expensive if the State locks them up.
Chey are a disgrace to us if the city locks them up.

Mrs. MENNINGER. All of the children work that are old enough.

Senator CoLver. Excuse me; Mrs. Menninger. Do they work in the
ommunity; is that what you said?
+™r. MenNINGER. Oh, yes. )

Mrs. MennNINGER. The Job Corps has gotten some of them jobs,
ut most of them found their own jobs. We have a house parent who
; in charge of overseeing their jobs and seeing that they are not
ettinﬁsto the wrong sort of places. ,

Dr. Mex~inger. He does that for the other houses as well as his
wn

Mr. GasH. Senator Culver, we feel especially privileged that Sen-
tor Bayh has agreed to serve on the Indiana board, which is now
1 formation. I believe that Senator Lugar will also join that board.
Senator CuLver. That is fine.
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Mr. Gasm. May I just: make one more comment? The villages it
realy a pilot project in crime prevention. That is what it is all about
We think these children have a one-way ticket to perdition unless wt
stop them. When we stop them there is a very good chance that the}
will become normal citizens. : ) :

Senator CurLver. I want to thank all of you very much for yen:
appearance here today...: - A : N P

Dr. Menninger, I have been informed you have a board meeting i1
Topeka tomorrow. I.kiow you have made this trip at considerabl
inconvenience. We appreciate your coming very much: We thanl
you for your testimony and that of Mr. Callison and Mrs. ‘Mennin
ger and Mr. Gash. D o

We are very grateful to. you for coming. It has been a valuahl
help to us. We want to-assure you that you:have .given us. renew
encouragement to continue with this effort to.see -a. successful imple
mentation of this deinstitutionalization provision in the- 1974 act..,

You have given us some indications: of appreaches and model
that I think much of the country-is -anxious to. learn more about' i1
their efforts to comply: with this provision and to moye forward in :
more successful effort with regard to troubled. youth..,We;are grate
fu) to all of you.for ‘coniin%.r Ll : cree e S
- Dr. MENNINGER. We would be glad to be-put to a good deal mor
inconvenience .to support efforts of the kind you are now making t
get:these children out of the:jails. ... : " "

Mr. GasH. Bravo: o . .

Senator CuLver. Thank you, sir. _ ) ' .

Our next panel of witnesses consists of several individuals fro:
Story County in my own State of Iowa. Story County is an exan 2
of a locality which developed an excellent network of services fc
troubled youth with the support of the juvenile court as well as tk
entire community. - ,

The first mem{er of the panel is Mr. George Belitsos, who is tk
director of Youth and Shelter Services, Inc. Youth and Shelte
Services operates a shelter house, a facility which constitutes a
alternative to jails and a youth house which constitutes an alte: )
tive to correctional institutions and training schools.

_ Mr. Belitsos is also a member of -the Iowa Crime Commissio:
which is responsible for the implementation of the Juvenile Justic
and Delinquency Prevention Act in Iowa. . _

In addition, I would like to note that I had the pleasure of nom
nating Mr. Belitsos for a position on the National Advisory Counc
on Juvenile Justice, and President Carter recently announced %
appointment to that position. : : ot

The second member of the panel is Neal Carolan, chief probatic
officer for Story County, Iowa. As Chief Probation Officer M
Carolan has played a vital role in the establishment and success «
youth and shelter services. - : :

The third member of the panel is Brian R., a 14-year-old juveni
from Story -County. He has agreed to testify before this subenr
mittee because of his concern about young people like himself wl
find themselves in trouble and in need of assistance.

However, I have assured Brian—and I would like to have the a
tention of the press and television—that thé press and televisic
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people would not write stories or take pictures which would reveal
" his.identity. Photographs and film shots may be taken from behind
. the witness. I ask that you respect and honor that request.

It is a pleasure to welcome you here, Mr. Belitsos.
" - You may proceed. :

S{ATEMENT OF GEORGE P. BELITSOS, DIRECTOR, YOUTH AND
FAMILY SERVICES, INC., AMES, IOWA, ACCOMPANIED BY NEAL
J. CAROLAN, CHIEF PROBATION OFFICER, NEVADA, IOWA; AND
BRIAN R., A 14-YEAR-OLD JUVENILE, STORY COUNTY, IOWA

Mr. Berrrsos. Thank you.

Senator Culver, I would like to begin by just expressing our ap-
preciation for the opportunity to be here today and to share with
' you and the subcommittee the work we are doing with statuis of-

fenders in Story County, Iowa. ‘ T

I would like to forego my summary of the testimony which I have
-submitted in the interest of time. I would just ask if you have any
-questions that we might address concerning our written testimony.?
. . Senator Curver. 1 understand from your ‘prepared statement that
douth and Shelter Services operates shelter house, which is an alter-
native to detention, and a youth house, which constitutes an alterna-
tive to institutionalization." '

' gVould you briefly describe these facilities and.their program for

Mr. BeLitsos. Youth and Shelter Services had its birth approxi-
mately 5 years ago with the founding of shelter house. At that time
L. Story (g(mnty,vas with many counties across the country, there was
a concern on the part of citizens and a concern on the part of juvenile
<.:o§rt officials with the large number of youths being placed in our

ails.

2 These were young people, especially status offenders, who were
placed in jail and detention not because of the seriousness of their
offenses, but because. their parents could not adequately supervise

t. :m.
.The belief of the geople who founded the Youth House—their
common belief—was that these youngsters needed community serv-
ices more than they needed court processing. The services that we -
have, very briefly, include: 24-hour supervision of the youths in the
program; we have a maximum stay of 30 days, which is fairly typi-
cal of youth shelters across the country; we serve up to eight boys
s 1 girls at any one time; we have diagnostic and evaluation serv-
ices available to the court on request; and most importantly, every
young person who comes into our shelter care receives immediate
counseling. Their families receive immediate counseling. .

The purpose of the immediate counseling is, of course, to help
them understand the presenting problems and what has brought
them to this Elace in the juvenile justice system. It helps them to
n-lerstand what is likely to happen to them from here.

1 See p. 231 for Mr. Belltsos’ prepared statement.
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The youth house, which'you have mentioned, is an alternative tc
institutionalization for approximately eight teenage boys and girls
who are status offenders who otherwise would be placed in State
institutions or out of county .placements. ‘ :

This is an intermediate length stay facility of from 6 months tc
a year. ' -

{)ne of the requirements for admission of status offenders is thut
their parents agree to come in weekly for family therapy. -

_ Basically, our staff is made up of 18 full-time individuals working
in six different programs that we have. All of our facilities are fam-
ily houses. The youth house and the shelter house are -all located ir
residential neighborhoods. They are neighborhoods that look like
any neighborhood in Iowa. Our house in those neighborhoods -loo}
like any other house on the street. ' e

Senator CurLver. Jail and secure detention facilities are used tc
prevent alleged status offenders from running away and. failing tc
appear in court or committing other criminal offenses. '

‘How effective, in this regard, is your shelter house program?

‘Mr. BeLrrsos. I am happy to say, Senator Culver, that we have ¢
98 percent success rate for getting juveniles to their court hearings
as scheduled and on time. Ninety-five percent of the young peo; ¥
who have been through our shelter care program have not run awa}
from the program. quety-seven percent of the young people in ou:
programs, while living in our programs, have not committed an;
offense while in the program. o -

Senator CuLver. How effective is your youth house: program? -

Mr. BeLrrsos. After approximately 3 years of planning, the outl
house just recently openeg in April of this year. I might say that *
-was through a grant from the Juvenile Justice an’g Delinquenc:
“Prevention Act. That provided the resources for this dream com:
‘true. )

We do not have adequate documentation right now because th
program has not been open long enough. However, I would like t
say that we do have an excellent record in Story County for divert
ing the flow of status offenders and delinquent youth from our St-
institutions. C

In the last 4 yearsthat we have been operating, we have had onl:
five commitments to the State training school for boys from ou
entire county. This is opposed to 15 the 3 years before we openec
“That is just one example of the diversion that is going on and 1s pos
sible. We are keeping youth in'the community. We are keeping th
responsibility for their care and the solution to the problems tha
{oluth are confronted with in the community, where we believe -

elongs.

Senator CuLvER. What about comparative costs of your shelte
house program and adult jail of your youth house program and co
rectional institutions?

Mr. Bevrtsos. I would like to compare not only the financial cost
but also the human costs of jail as compared to shelter care. .

In dollars, the per diem for jail is approximately $16 a day, .«
opposed to $35 a day at Shelter House. However, what I would lik
to point out is that the jail figure is deceiving in Story County ju
as 1t is in many jails across the country.
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Jail, Senator, does not include the cost of health care or recrea-

- -; tion. Jail does not include the cost of education, tutoring,.recrea-
i tion, and arts and crafts for the youth. Jail does not include the cost

1
i
* of behavior mana ement, of psychological evaluations. Jail does not
{ include the cost of furniture or clothing for the youth. Jail does not
, include, most importantly, human intervention. It does not include
*+"dividual and family counseling for the youth in .the program.
In this fact lies the most important cost of jail to our society—the
fact that in terms of human resources these young people—there is
- nothing being done in jail, for the most part, to do anything about
the underlying reasons for their being in jail. . :
I would just like to point out briefl , in my written testimony—I
have inclu(ied the testimony of two youngsters. One of them trag-
i~ally spent a week in jail. His only offense was that he had run
away from home. His testimony is a suicide note written to all of

- those who have any concern for the welfare of youths who are status

offenders. .
. By the way, that teenager who wrote the suicide note was on his
' way to our shelter care facility. However, on that particular day he
. did not make it from a neighboring county. , -
».~,The other youth whose testimony I included is a young person
"who did make it to our program, as all of the kids from our own
county do. His statement is very important, I think, in terms of
revealing once again for you the negative impact that jail so fre-
quently has on the formation of attitudes toward the justice system
.and toward those of us in a ‘position to help. .
Senator CuLver. Thank you very much, George.
-1 have asked our committee counsel, Ms. Gittler, to pose some ques-
.t.ons of you, Brian.
M?s. Grrrier [subcommittee chief counsel]. Brian, how old are
you - _
Brian R. Fourteen. ,
Ms. Grrruer. I understand you are presently living at Youth
House, as Mr. Belitsos mentioned. Is that correct? :
Brian R. Yes.
-+.Ms. GrrrLer. How long have you been there, Brian ¢
Brran R. About 4 months.
Ms. Grrrier. Before that were you at Shelter House, which Mr.
Belitsos described ¢ :
Brian R. Yes.
Ms. Grrruer. How long were you there?
Briax R. About 2 months,
Ms. Grrruer. Mr. Carolan, is Brian presently under the jurisdic-
tion of the juvenile court?
Mr. Caroran. Yes. Brian was adjudicated a child in need of as-
sistance under our juvenile code statute in May of this year.
Ms. Grrruer. What is the significance of that label in Towa? What
does that connote?
Mr. Caroraw. It distinguishes him from being delinquent. It dif-
fr-entiates him from being a delinquent child. )
Ms. Grrreer. Therefore, he is essentially a status offender s far
as the juvenile court is concerned ¢
Mr. Caroraw. Yes, ma’am,
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Ms. Grrruer. Brian, did you have any problems at home which
‘led to your involvement with juvenile court and your placement in
Shelter House and eventually Youth Housef:

-Brian R. Yes. .- -

Ms. Grrreer. What kind of problems did you have?

Brian R. OK, my dad left us 5 years ago, so it was my mom, my
four fyounger sisters, and I. We had fights and stuff. We got intc?}
lot of arguments. :

Ms. Grrreer. Did you get in trouble at school, too? .

Brian R. Fights with the kids, not very good grades, and I go
in a lot of trouble with that. . .

Ms. Grrreer. Did you finally get in trouble with the law? -

Brian R. Yes. I had a paper route and didn’t pay the bill. Tt wa:
a couple of hundred dollars and I used that to buy things for r;
family and my sisters. - : ‘

Ms. Grrrer. What did you buy with that money? : y

Brian R. Oh, like clothes and food and stuff like that for m)
sisters. - R ‘ ‘ ‘ o

Ms. Grrreer. Your family did not have very much money afte:
your father left; is that correct? i : ’

Brian- R. Right. Then our church came in and helped pay.f~:
rent, food, and transportation. o -2

Ms. Grrruer. But you did not have any money for the things tha
you thought your sisters and your mother would like to have anc
should have? . ’ e .

Brian R. Right. . ' . : ‘

Ms. Grrrier. Can you describe the kind. of facility-that you ar
living in at Youth House? ’ - )

Brian R. Well, it used to be an apartment. It’s a bunch of roo.d
upstairs turned into a house. The boys room has. a kitchen and .
restroom and then a small place where we have our beds. Then th
girls room has a bathroom, a kitchen, and two rooms right next t
-each other. : : v :

Ms. Grrreer. What kind of rules do they have at the house?

Briax R. The ones that, they really try to get to are the ones abou
no smoking upstairs, no food upstairs, and Iike the bedtimes are .t
for certain times, our hours out, signing in and out where we ar
-going, ask permission to use the phone—

Ms. GrrriEr. Are they strict with you? ,

Brian R. They try to be. You know, they don’t yell at you ¢
sorgething. They let 1t slip every now and then. You can slip by :
and—— ) ’

Ms. Grrrier. You can get away ‘with some things? J

Briax R. Right.

Ms. GrrTLER. We won’t go into that any further. [Laughter.]

Are you going to return home to your mother and sisters soon ¢

BriaN R. Yes. '

Ms. Grrrrer. When do you think you are going to do that?

Brian R. Well, I have talked with George and I am hoping that
can by the end of December. )

- Ms. Grrrer. What effect has living at Youth House had up
you? How do you feel about being there?

Ner
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. am-really-happy t y
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-Brian' R. T am-%lad; T like to.{alk to people.about living theres I
at it is around. so I don’t have.to leave.the com-
i y Msg. Grrrier. Has living there helped you with your.family prob-
. lemst . ' : B
i - BiiaN R. Yes. Living there, like -George said,, they have family-
uterapists. To be there you have to agree to have family sessions
' once & week. That is what we have been doing on Thursday nights.-
. We have ours and we have been.talking.about things—Ilike  when,
' we dre going home, we talk out arguments we have had—-and. so the
family therapists have-done a lot of it. - R
. Ms. Grrrer. Has living at Youth House helped. you ‘with your.
school problems?. - - ‘ T . .
_ Brian R. Yes. While you are there they. just started.since school
started—from Monday tﬁro_ugh Thursday we have 1 hour .that is-a:
study -period, from 7 olclock to 8 o’clock where we either. read -our
, book ot do our homework. That has helped me with. my:grades a lot.
i Ms. GrrrLER. On the basis of your experience, Brian, and the ex-.
_periences of other young people you know, do you have any general
‘1deas-you would like to tell the Semators about. what should.be done
1-._2en a young person has the kinds of problems.that you have had?. .
--Briaxn R. Well, I haven’t been in a whole lot of trouble-like most
of - the kids, but I do feel that more places.like Youth and Shelter
Services should ‘be opened instead ,of more jails and places like. El-.
dora where when the kids go in they don’t come out the way they
want to be. They come out either worse or just the same as when
they' went in; I would'like to see more places opened like it. °
Ms. Grrreer. Eldora is the training school for boys in Iowa; is

- that correct? -

Brian R. Yes. . o :

Ms. GrrrLer. Mr. Carolan, can you tell us something about whether
Brian -would-have been put in jail.or in'a training school in another
county which does 'not have the facilities such as-Shelter House and
Youth House? ’ ) T )
. Mr. Caroran. Yes, ma’am. On two different occasions, in my ini-
tial contact with Brian, had I not had..a place to .put him on an
emergency basis.it would have been jail rather than Shelter House.
On a long' term -basis, upon his placement -at Youth House, had
Youth House not been .in existence, at.best it would have been a
residential treatment some distance away, at least 100 miles away.
Very -possibly the boys training school at Eldora would have been a
prssibility. - '
-as. GITTLER. So -Brian really has not had to suffer going into a
jail or goin% into .a secure or correctional institution because of the
orograms of Youth and Shelter Services, Inc. - R
- Mr. Caroran. That is correct. On an emergency basis Brian has
1ever experienced jail and has never experienced detention. Like so-
nany other youth.in Story County; he will not.

Ms. Grrreer. Thank you very much. ‘

wenator CoLver. Mr. Carolan,” Mr. Belitsos’ prepared statement,
I note, refers to the fact that the local juvenile court, and especially
e juvenile probation office, has been very supportive of Youth and
Shelter Service.: What specific forms does this support take?
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Mr. Carorax. Basically three forms, Senator. First of all is finan-
cial. Second is as a referral source. Third is as a teamwork source.
Very briefly T would like to describe it. :
- Approximately $80,000:a year out of my office budget goes. to. the
support of the six programs *hat Youth and Shelter Services, Inc,
has. The majority of that goes to the continuation of the out-clien*-

rogram at Shelter House, which is a free service to the community.

e are providing that for walk-ins and for families who are not
court involved, either formally or informally.

Second, the juvenile court and the juvenile- probation office is a
major referral source. Nearly 50 percent of the young peopls who
gre referred to my office on delinquent charges or by their parents
hecause their parents need some assistance with them, or by the chil~
dren themselves, are referred to Youth and Shelter Services, Inc.,
for involvement in one of their programs. .

" Third, and T think most importantly, is the teamwork concept.
Not only is the referral made, but it is not left there. There is con-
tinuation. There is followup by the probation officer involved in the
case.

Senator Corver. Towa is participating in the JTDP Act which
does require this deinstitutionalization. I would be interested i
knowing, based on your experience. whether other counties are hav-
ing as much success in reaching this goal as Story County. Have
other counties been as supportive of the policy of deinstitutionaliza-
tion as the juvenile court personnel have apparently been in Story
County? '

Mr. Caroran. Unfortunately, and very candidly, no. I think there
are many counties in many areas of the State that are striving . .
meet the requirements of the JJDP Act. However, there are still
many areas of the State that are not and that are still jailing status
offenders.

Senator Curver. George. do you think Story County is a typical
Towa county from the standpoint of availability of a variety of serv-
jces for troubled youth?

Mr. Berrrsos. Unfortunately, it is not typical. For example, t’ >
Shelter House, which opened 5 years ago was considered to be in
the vanguard of the future. It was the first shelter care nonsecure
facility in the State. We had a very doubting public at that time.

Since then there have been 12 other shelter cares open across the
State of Iowa. I am verv hopeful, especially with the financial sup-
port through the act. that other communities will take advantage
of the resources and develop services, because the need is there a- 3
communities just like our own community, though rural and thougﬁ
very often thought not to have the problems that urban areas do, dc
have the need and have identified the need.

Senator CurLver. In your view, has the Jowa Crime Commissior
provided communities in Towa with adequate funding and technica’
assistance in order to stimulate the development of alternatives tc
detention or institutionalization? \
~ Mr. Berrsos. Senator Culver, this is difficult for me to answer 1t
that T am a member of the Jowa Crime Commission, but I will sa}
very frankly that the answer is “No.” There is a large gap betweer
the needs of Towa communities, in terms of technical assistance, anc
that that is available through the Crime Commission.
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Very few rural Iowa counties have the expertise and the sophisti-

-, cation to go through the process of acquiring the. funds that are
available. : o : .

. . There is currently, Senator Culver, only one full time staff mem-
ber at the SBA that.is available for technical assistance. This is the

- same individual that monitors all of the grants and reviews all of

*" de grants, He is very good at his job, but he has very little time

. to assist communities in developing programs.

. I would like to add one other note. A lot of Jowa communities
consider the LEAA requirements to be roadblocks and hurdles to
their ability to acquire the funds. This, again, presents a problem.

Senator CuLver. Mr. Carolan, how do you account for the resist-
ance of juvenile court personnel to this policy of deinstitutionaliza-
“on? I saw it referred to by a probation official in our State not too

- long ago as unconstitutiona{ We ought to afford him an opportunity

- to come here and elaborate on it, but I think you get the tone of his

. concerns. How do you account for this? ' ,

" Mr. Caroran. I speak to you as an individus! probation officer

' representing no association or group of people. I think there are

| several reasons. One is possibly a failure on the part of those com-

;T unity based facilities to be” accountable or to report back—not
niecessarily to be accountable, but to report back to the referral
.agency. :

gSenD;,tor Curver. Report back to whom?

Mr. CaroraN. To whomever they were referred——

Senator Curver. To have a more systematic liaison relationship?

Mr. Caroran. Some systematic program of accountability. .

Second, and probably more important, there is a feeling among
juvenile court personnel that there is a loss of control over a par-
ticular segment of the population, which I personally feel they do
not have any control over to begin with.

Juvenile court personnel are concerned with status offenders. I
am not sure that juvenile court personnel should be concerned with
status offenders unless they have been asked to be concerned. by that
sfatlfxs Qﬂl'ender or that—and that is a term that we are using—or by
tue family. - .

If the family and the child is coming to the court and saying,
“We could use your assistance,” then fine. I really question what
providence the courts have in going out and getting those status
offenders and collecting them themselves. '

Third, it goes along with a feeling of threat. Juvenile court per-
sonnel and probation officers have had a lot of territory for a long .
t..ie. When they see agencies like Mr. Belitsos’ opening up, there is
a feeling of threat. I think that was our feeling initialfy also. I was
not a part of that. I was not with the office when Shelter House
first opened, but I was there shortly after that.

There is a feeling of threat and of someone else doing our job.
I maintain that there is enough for everyone to do. If we would do
our job and concentrate on those people whom we should concentrate
0., such as delinquent children, and ask for and get and help those
sommunity agencies to work with the status offenders, I think we
would have a much better and more complete system of services.
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-"Senator- CuLver. I noted -from -Mr., Belitsos!: statement that the
programs he i§ involved. .in- are characterized by a high- degree of.
community involvement. I wonder, Mr. Carolan, what the nature of.
this community :ihvelvement is.-How was! it developed..and to what
extent, in-your. judgment, does it account for the success'of the
program? - co o C e S
- Mr. CakoraN. The nature of the community involvement, I think™
is spelled out in the term -itself, Senator—“community.” Involving
the community' to' its. fullest extent with a .particular program or
the particular programs that we use.in Shelter Services is the
nature of the community involvement.- . e, , .
First of all, Youth and Shelter Services, Inc., now has over 50
comrunity volunteers. Thére are 50: volunteers from the Ames or
Story County area. . *.. . e : _ .
- Second, as Georgp ‘mentionéd earlier in his testimony, both resi-
denitial facilities are located in neighborhoods, in residential neigh--
borhoods, and not distinguished :in any-way from other houses.in
the meighborlioods. -~ ™ ' .. . . - . S .
+Third,. theré is a tremendous: amount of fundraising by commu--
nity organizations.- .. . T "
.Fourth, there is, in turn; a community support. for.youth activities
: That-has been developed over 4 years of trial and error, sir, or
trying to fulfill certain needs for the community. Since my involve-
ment in juvenile court and with Shelter House and Youth House
_in October of 1973, we have always operated by not hiding any-

thing. We-have been as open and as honest with the community and
with the people in that community and. with the agencies in those
communities. as is possible. _

_Youth and Shelter Services, Inc., and the people -who support thay
program, are accountable to every taxpayer in the community. I
think that is of utmost importance. - .

" To what extent does that lead to the success? I think.that is th
success of the program. If the community supports the program,
then it is OK. e : o .

-.Senator CuLver. George made reference to.the special problems
that some rural areas face, and so did Senator Wallop earlier. It'is .

. problem we are genuinely concerned about in terms of affecting this
changeover -and the costs implicit in it. CL

Story County includes some rural and some semirural areas. What
special barriers, Mr. Carolan, do you think are encountered in es-
tablishing these community based alternatives to detention and par-
tiicula?rly these institutionalization alternatives in rural areas like

Mr. Carorax. Story County has approximately 68,000 people. The
vast majority of the land area, of course, is rural. There is only one
population center, and: that is Ames. . : :

That lends to some special barriers. Distance is one. Cost is an-
other. Variety of personnel is another. Before Youth House, which
is-the intermediate term residential treatment, I would have to trave.
up to or in excess of 100 miles to visit one of the children tha!
had placed in a residential treatment center. I would be lucky if ]
made that twice a month. Once a month was the most that I coulc
afford, normally. :

‘
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" Now I'seée-thesé young people every day. I'amin and out of the

house as frequently as the staff. I think that is a real advantage. -
+ Therefore, by puttmg It on'a community ba51s y(m elumnate the
problem of distance. - 7 -

Cost is ahother barrier. I thmk Senator Wallop alluded to the

*, problem of cost ¢éarlief, Combining is a selution, in my opinion. An:

" county of 50, 000 populatlon or more can afford and has the need
“for the servicés'that we have developed in Story County. Any county
-under- that'size has a multitude of options. One: is that they can

. -group together. There can be a-multicounty. setup.

2) ) Mr. Berrrsos.: T

and T want to_wish you well.

One of the sunplest and 'neatést types of projects 1is"the develop-

‘ment of foster care homes for emergency placement.

._Then, of course, there is the variety of personnel and the types
of people youare working-with. The minute you: go into-a rural
area you are deahng with a different type ‘of person w1th different
needs than you are-ini an-urban or éven semiurban area. ” .- 7

Senator Cuiver. I want to thank:all of you for your appearance

‘here ‘today: It has been- extremely useful-to) us.' I want.toi commend
you for your remarkable ‘success in this very innovative approach

I want to wish you well-in your' new assxgnment George. Y
{mnk you very much.. - i i )
- Senator CuLver. Thank you, Brian,-for your coming here I know
you are probably looking forward to gettmg back to your famlly,
Thank you, Mr. Carolan. I apprecmte it very much B
Mr. CaroLaN: Thank you. -
Senator CULVER. Could our next panelists come forward lease? -
" The next panel also consists of individuals who-are involved in

" various program- approaches that do prov1de some alternative sery-

ices to status offenders. -
The members of‘the panel are Mr. DouO‘Ias Latlmer, Judge John

.Collins, and Ms. Sharon Hekman.

Our first witness will® ‘be: Mr. Latimer.” Mr Latimer is the COOI‘dl-

" nator of the Neighborhood Alternative Center of the Sacramento

“ounty Probation Department. The Neighborhood Alternative Cen-
ter is an example of a project that diverts juvenile status offenders
from the juvenile justice court. It is an example of a project that

- utilizes the technigiies of family counsehng to help status offenders
- with family problems.

I would like to welcome you, Mr. Latimer, and ask you to pro-
vide the subcommittee with, perhaps, a brief oral summary of your
~+atement. We will make the entire statement part of the .record,

“along with the written statements of other witnesses who have sub-
-mitted prepared statements for the record.

STATEMENT OF H. DOUGLAS LA'I‘IMER COORDINATOR, NEIGHBOR-
- HOOD ALTERNATIVE.CENTER, SACRAMENTO COUNTY PROBA-
TION DEPARTMENT, SACRAMENTO, CALIF.

*“Mr. Larmser. Thank you, Senator Culver. '
The Sacramento County Probation Department and I, as their

. representative, are honored to appear at these hearings. I have pre-
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pared a written statement for the record and would like to make a
few short remarks.? g ’

_ The Neighborhood Alternative Center is the successor to the orig-
inal 601 Diversion Unit in Sacramento County, Calif. The 601 Di-
version Unit was one of the early attempts at di.ersion, starting in
1970. It subsequently received an exemplary project award from thg)
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration in 1976. . T

Family counseling and crisis intervention as a treatment modality -
had proven highly successful for status offenders, but they.were
still being locked up at the rate of 14 percent in Sacramento County.
_ This was primarily due to the diversion unit being located in the
juvenile hall and its obvious access to detention when parents refused
to pick up their children. ‘ : :

he probation department, therefore, made preparations to mov )
this unit into office space centrally located in the community, effec-
tive in October 1976. The Neighborhood Alternative Center concept
pr%posed.four basic modifications of the prior diversion unit.

irst, it provided services in a neutral community setting. Sec-
ond, it made extensive use of trained para rofessionals—in our case,
college graduate students from California State University at Sacra-
mento State majoring in social welfare and counseling education. -3

Third, it had 24-hour-a-day, 7-day-a-week crisis services. Fourth,
it had short term backup foster care in the community. .

The program continued to emphasize that problems should be
dealt with immediately as they occur and that problems are best
handled within the context of the entire family, not just the status
offender as an identified problem. . ‘

Moving the service into an office without bed space or detentic~,
capability forced the families to work for %oblem resolution, as
detention was no longer a viable alternative. Extensive preparation
preceded opening the office in the community. All law enforcement
officers were personally addressed at the rollcall training sessions
by the project coordinator to explain the new project, its role and
mission, and to answer appropriate questions. This resulted in direct
referral of these youngsters to the Neighborhood Alternative Center~,

Businesses amf neighbors in the area were also advised of tue
upcoming move, to alleviate any anxieties arising from increased
juvenile traffic and the presence of law enforcement vehicles.

Other social service agencies, such as mental health, community
roups, schools, the welfare department, and also our own proba-
tion department were contacted and made aware of the changes.

Training the new staff and the paraprofessionals also preceded
the actual moving into the community. The center opened Ocud-
ber 10, 1976, and the need was immediately felt. The Neighborhood
Alternative Center handled approximately 38 percent more cases
than the diversion unit in a similar period, and provided more
followup counseling sessions.

The first year evaluation from the Criminal J ustice Research
Foundation of Sacramento indicates that law enforcement and chi
ents see the program in a favorable light. Law enforcement offic_Z:

1 See p. 245 for Mr. Latimer’s prepared statement.
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generally indicated that thg} prefer to allow those with more time
and special training to handle family problems. . - T

Their fears of repeated runaways from the Neighborhood Alter-
native Center, a nonlockup facility, have groven groundless, in that
only 13 of the 2,308 youngsters that we handled last year left the

~facility without permission. .

Senator Curver. How many was thatf P

Mr. LaTimer. 2,308 youngsters. o C

Senator CurLver. 2,308, and only 13 left the facility without per-
mission. That is remarkable. : )

Mr. Larmer. In a random sample of the parents that we dealt
with, 85 percent reacted in a favorable fashion and indicated that
their family had benefitted from the program and were supportive
of its 24-hour service.

In conclusion, the Neighborhood Alternative Center is handling
large numbers of status offenders in Sacramento County and suc-
cessfully avoiding any secure detention.

Two factors appear to indicate its strong support from the com-
munity that it serves. In the past few months an increasing number
of families are returning for additional sessions as new crises occur,

", without law enforcement being involved.

Also, more families are taking advantage of followup counseling.
The percentage of minority families has also steadily increased.
During the first 3 months of the project the percentage was only 14
percent. In the last 3 months of the year this number had risen to
93 percent. A survey of the minority families indicated a favorable
impression and indicated that they felt the stigina was removed
f&ﬁn family counseling once the office was moved from the juvenile

all. -

Senator CurLver. Mr. Latimer, I note from your statement you
are Of)en 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. How essential is that around-
the-clock service in terms of an effective program and a successful -
diversion project? :

Mr. LatiMer. Our around the clock coverage is necessitated by
" :rises not being predictable. We feel strongly that it is mandatory
that services be provided when the need arises.

For example, 44 percent of our counseling sessions occur after 5
o’clock in the evening and before 8 o’clock in the morning, the tra-

* ditional work hours for probation. Also, 28 percent of our families

are seen on Saturday and Sundays. Followup sessions are necessarily
d(ﬁle lwhen parents are not working and when children are not in
~chool.

Law enforcement must also always know we are open in order
that they might be assured of a direct delivery and that they are
able to get rid of a youngster who is basically a problem for them
in the community.

Senator CurLver. Since the establishment of this diversion project,
are status offenders being detained or institutionalized?

Mr. Latmaer. In Sacramento County no status offenders are de-
‘calned. in secure facilities. The only youngsters that are still involved
in the court process are those youngsters who were already wards
of the court for delinquent activities and aiready under the court
jurisdiction, who went on to commit some type of status behavior.
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w21 Qefiitor Curver. How -de the costs of this diversion project’ com-
pare with the costs 6fithe traditional‘processing of ‘status ‘offenders
‘t’hmugﬁ‘th"é judicial précess?: . . D

-« MF.! ListrmER. We' have’ béen'involved in' the Neighborhood :Adltez-
native Center for approximstely 1 year, and the costs are .élatively
new. However, the previous 601 Diversion Unit was. able to show-->
50 percent reduction in cest compared to the traditional juvenile
gystem. The percentage would probably be much more favorable at
-this time, dué to- the -i'ncreas'eg "cost in: California- with -the ' large
number of public defender§ and district attorneys. being involved 1n

‘the juvéenile cases.: | " g

. 'Senator CuLver. What are somef'éxamglés of -thgé'--fﬁmi}‘y' therapy
te’chniqix‘eAs which the: project. utilizes'in helping status oftenders?

Mr. Latmer. The central ideas of con-joint family therapy as’
utilized by Sacramento County rely on immediate involvenient with
the family at tHe time 'of ¢risis: We- attempt to deal with the entire
family system. The philosophy stresses: that internal family prob-
-1éms 'can no:longer be hand}l)éd by external agencies such -as’ proba-
tion, juvenile courts, or the welfare department, but require -the
whole family to respond to the situation in-an-irternal mianner with.
our assistance. Sl ORI P e
. Families are -encouraged to bring everyone to_the counseling ses-
sions. Therefore, this often results in largé numbers being present.
Sometimes' there are 9" or 10 individusls." S L

Thé para-professionals, who are part-time graduate students, have
proven very helpful. We attempt to see all families with two thera-
pists as co-therapists. o : _ - ,

- Senator Curver. Do you know of any other jurisdictions that havy
tried to adopt similar approaches to your project? How successful
‘have they been? . : - R

© Mr. LariMer. Alameda County in California has a similar pro-
gram. It uses a variety .of community service agencies for actual
delivery, whereas in Sacramento County we utilize existing proba-
tion staff with special training.' Numerous States and other- coun-
tries, in fact, have visited our department and adoptéd many of i\
concepts. : -

Many of the problems encountered are discussed in the LEAA
booklet, “601 Diversion: Family Counseling.” I will submit a report
of that-document to be included in the appendix.? ’

Senator CouLver. All right, thank you. v

Our next witnesses on this panel are Judge Collins and Ms. Hek-
man. Judge Collins is the presiding judge of the Pima Count_;
Juvenile Court Center in Tucson. :

{s. Hekman is Director of the Deinstitutionalization of Status
Offenders Project in Tucson. '

This project consists; I understand, of a number of programs
which provide multiple services to status offenders. :

It is a pleasure to welcome you both here this morning. We are
anxious to hear about your program and learn more about it.

Would you please provide the subcommittee with a summary of
your statement? As I indicated, Judge and Ms. Hekman, we will
print your full statements in the record.

'“(.‘ P

2 See p. 676 for this report.
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- STATEMENT.OF HON. JOHN P. COLLINS, PRESIDING JUDGE, PIMA

/© -, COUNTY: JUVERILE COURT, TUCSON, ARIZ® '
- Judge Corrins. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.’, S
- .Since its incéption in 1899,7the juvenile court 'has been ddtively
. involved in the'lives of far too many of our children. Their prob-
‘_:ins. have not lessened. They have increased, both in numbers and
" extent. Many times, unfortunately, it is solely because of the inter-

. ference by juvenile justice. S o A

. -There will never be a.more appropriate time for us 'to'seize upon

‘and'change these destructive practices against our children. In fact,

‘the time may not come again‘atall.” T L -

" The question before you today has become oné that is paramount

) our ?\*ntio_n, to out Congress, to this' Senate subcommittee, to our
communities, and most of all‘to our children.: -« -::- - & &

", Either we will face upto"the realization of actuality or'a golden

Co 'ogyp’drturiity will ‘orice ‘again pass us.by. The truth is, Mr. Chairinan,
;"that the situation presently faced by our Nation’s children, and most
specifically that population’ thdt -has not been’called .before the
. court’ to’ answer' for the’ commission, of & criniinal ‘act, ‘cafinot ‘be
17 ade tod much worse wliatever reasonable action is'taken' by this
Subcommittee. = ' - ST AR
““The prospect is that it could be made a- whole'lot better ‘if this
subcommittee should decide that indeed it is time that the power
of the State and the court should. be removed. from the lives of so
many of our children. . - : L et
. I know, Mr.' Chairman; that certain of my colleagues around the
-~ountry have expressed an opinion that the power ‘of the State and
tne court is now appropriately being used against these’children.
If anything, the power of thé judges should be’ increased to include
their direction of most or all of the social prograins for children—
" that is the opinion that has been expressed. ~ - !

I respectfully disagree with such views of my colleagiies, Mr.
Chairman, and ‘voice my considered opinion.to you in this subcom-
mittee that indeed there ought to be a law that protects children

“wrom such abuses of power, and at the same time encourages the
private sector of our communities to effectively offer more and rea-
sonable alternatives to our children. We need alternativés to court-
sponsored and court-ordered services. = )

Mr. Chairman, children do not march to the beat of a single
drummer, but to many beats by many drummers. That of the juve-
nile court should be the last, not the first.

How have these abuses been possible, Mr. Chairman, in our child-
oriented society while we adults have been zealously protected there-
“from? The answer is, of course, that ‘we simply are not the child-
-oriented society we say or like to think we are.

. Mr. Chairman, I have been a trial judge for the past 13 years

“and for-the last 5 have presided over my court’s juvenile division.
I know that the adult criminal of tomorrow is being fully fashioned
.~ a juvenile delinc%uent today. Heaven knows, we do not need.any
more adult criminals, ’

1See p. 234 for Judge Colllns’ prepared statement.

28-407—78——10
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I also know, Mr. Chairman, that far tee many of our children,
once in juvenile justice, cannot get off the treadmill that leads first
to delinquency and then to adult crime. It is because, not in spite
of, the efforts of those of us who work in this system.

I have come to believe, Mr. Chairman, that there is no place for
empire builders in juvenile justice and that in this respect the juve-
nile judges themselves are the worst offenders. I believe that juven™
judges and their administrators should think small. They should
concentrate their efforts in working with a delinquent child who is
pro%eerly before them. e

T believe that it is incumbent upon these leaders of juvenile justice
to encourage in every way they can the private sector of the commu-
nity to provide for our children reasonable things to do and places
to be, so as to keep them away from juvenile court. . 5

I believe, Mr. Chairman, that the earlier a child enters the justice
system the longer he is apt to.stay. It is usually with the most nega-
tive experiences and at a monetary cost that we can no longer afford
to pay, especially when we realize that almost all of our adolescents
in this population of which I speak are status offenders. I believe
that juvenile justice itself destroys—or seriously impairs, at least—
as many children as it helps. I believe that adolescence is a time fot
growing and for experiencing and for making of mistakes. It is a
time for children to learn to work out their aggressions, their re-
sentments, and it is even a time for them to be obnoxious and a time
for them to deal with boredom and some of its causes.

A practical definition of boredom, Mr. Chairman, is “hostility
without enthusiasm.” It is essential that children be allowed to de-
velop a means to cope with this hazard which they will face ali
their lives. ~

In our community, Mr. Chairman, we freely chose to exercise om
right to engage our children in positive programs provided by ow
private sector. I like what I am beginning to see.

Our community has been to the proverbial well, Mr. Chairman.
and it likes what it has found there. Our job in our community is
not yet finished, nor will it ever be. We have discovered no panacea
However, I can tell you this: Fewer and fewer children are nc.s
being destroyed in our community and fewer and fewer of them are
coming into court officially.

Our community is happy to share its positive experiences witt
this subcommittee, Mr. Chairman. All of us who live there sincerely
hope that this sharing will be of benefit to you in your deliberation:
in the task you have before you. :

Thank you, sir. , 3

Senator Curver. Thank you very much, Judge Collins.

Ms. Hekman, maybe you woild be good enough to make yow
statement now and then we can have questions for all of the panelists

STATEMENT OF SHARON HEKMAN, DfRECTOR, DEINSTITUTIONAL
IZATION OF STATUS OFFENDERS PROJECT, TUCSON, ARIZ,

Ms. Hexyan. I wish to thank you for inviting me to speak todalf
zbqut the effort to deinstitutionalize status offenders in Pima County
riz, :
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The groundwork. for deinstitutionalization began when Judge .
John P, Collins assumed leadership of the Pima County Juvenile
Court during 1972. Prior to his arrival hundreds of youths from
. our community had been sent to the department of corrections locked

facility in Fort Grant. . | .
' - For example, during 1969, 280 youths were committed as com-

pared to 20 per year for the past 5 years. A dramatic decrease oc-
i curred which reflected the decision of this court to build and support

community based alternatives to incarceration.

The change also represented the willingness of a community to
tespond to the needs of its young in a more humane fashion. Once
the transition from State correctional facilities to community based
treatment had been accomplished, it became agparent to us that our
-oourt was still plagued with the problems of how to handle non-
i <riminal youths, i : )

' We began a serious examination of possible alternatives durin
| 1974 and our conclusion was that status offenders were not serve
| appropriately within the juvenile justice system..

Therefore, we resolved not only to remove this population from
i our detention center, but to demonstrate that the majority of status
' _ffenders could be entirely diverted from our court and could be
* more effectively served by community agencies.

We noted with much interest the initiative at the national level

to remove status offenders from locked facilities and decided to

- apply for the LEAA funds in May of 1975.

Upon being awarded a 2-year discretionary grant for the de-

institutionalization of status offenders, we immediately set up a
-7 orocess to subcontract approximately 80 percent of the Federal

money to community agencies. We asked them to provide the serv-

jees which we had determined were necessary to remove status of-
fenders from our juvenile justice system.
. Probation officers who are familiar with the problems of status
offenders selected and later monitored these community programs.
. I would like now to turn to a brief description of the types of
*ommunity alternatives offered.
~" First, we have shelter care facilities, which were funded as an
alternative to court detention. They provide temporary housing,
counseling, and referral to an appropriate agency i? the youth can-
not be returned home.

Alternative education projects were funded also in order to ex-
pand opportunities for those status offenders labeled “truant.”

We believe that truancy results in part from too few options
veing available to youth within the public school. system. Two model
projects were funded. One focused on teaching minority youth in
an open educational setting. One model focused on retraining ad-
ministrators and teachers in a small public school district.

Outreach services provide a number of innovative counseling pro-
grams. Our experience at the court center had demonstrated that
most traditional services were not responsive to the needs of minori-
.1es, young women, rural youth, and the poor. Therefore, we made
extensive efforts to fund programs which would be sensitive to the
lives of these young people.
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*: 'Seérvies 'for young women were ‘designed to deal with the -his-
“terical disparate tréatment accorded- young women within the juve-
:nile justice. systém: We know that-70 pereent of the giils in deten-
-tion facilities are there: for“status offenses, compared to 23 percent
for boys. o ! i ' '
- 'New directions for young women -was funded to examine th*-
-these conditions developed. Direct services and advocacy for female
‘phenomenon. and the social and-institutional policies out of which
adolescents are offered by this project. : : ,

! The Juvenile Court Center also hias a mobile diversion unit, which
‘is & separate intake unit for status offenders.” - R

"~ I hope that the descriptions of the programs we haye funded will
"%ive you a general idea of -the direction that we have taken thus far.
-The transition from court coercion to community services has noc
been without problems. However, the results of this effort have been
‘truly: astounding. - : C : ' 3

Our assumption' that status offénders are far better served by the
community has been: established to our-satisfaction. Reférrals from
:parents and police have steadily dropped since we no longer lockup
status offenders. The number of youths locked up in our detention
-center has dropped -dramatically from 781'in 1974 to 13'in' 1977. Thew
is progress, and it moves us to continue and expand our efforts.

. Our -sense of urgency, however, comes from a genuine desire to
.end’ the destructive ways we have dealt with this segment of our
adolescent population. We have found a path which-we believe leads
‘to-a-more.humane and ethical approach as we deal with young peo-
ple within our society. ' T

i In moving status offenders from the juvenile justicé we are implL
-menting an 1dea-whose time has come. :

-*.Senator Curver. Thank you very much, Ms. Hekman.

Judge Collins, in your statement you note that a large part of
‘the ‘problem or process of deinstitutionalization in Tucson has in-
volved pain and agony in terms of trying to overcome the entrenched
‘bureauncracies. We see this pattern throughout the country whenever
w}rle: try to bring about fundamental changes in the old ways of doin_
things, ~ =~ - .- Co ‘

: Could you be more specific about what such redirecting or remold-
ing entails? Could you share with us any thoughts you might have
on how to cope with this institutional problem? )

Senator Matmias. Mr. ‘Chairman, could I ask a jurisdictional
question _ |

Tucson is very close to a large Papago Indian reservation. Dor
your jurisdiction extend to young people who are living off the
reservation but who are members of the Papago Tribe?

Judge Corrins. Yes. If they live off the reservation and if their
actions occur off the reservation we take care of them, with one ex-
ception. We have.a' very good working relationship with the Papago-
Tribal Court. If they want the children under their wing, even
though their actions occurred off the reservation, we cooperate wit*
them and turn them over. - B o '

By the same token, if a kid on the reservation does something and
they do not feel that they can handle the situation we will take over-
if they want us to. ‘
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‘fisenatgn:' Marmmas. I did' not want to. interfere w.ith.the line, of-
| thought of the Chairman’s question, but because you hdve-a rather

S

© . } special situation there which- introduces-cultural and social problems

. that-are-not présent in: many other cases, I thought it might be good
to get the picture firmly in mind. * ., . - - S

. ~Judge CoLrins..Senator, I, might say that we do have a fairly

' large concentrated population of t%m Papago Indians off the reserva-

‘ tion in Tucson. Therefore, it is a situation that we must face up to_

. whether we like it or.not. They do have distinct problems that other

' people do not have because of the way they are required-to live-and.

: whatnot. S L, e A

Mr. Chairman, in answer to your question, in Tucson we convinced,

the agencies who resisted change that this direction was what our

‘ community wanted. They had no alternative but to follow suit.

. It is interesting to note that our big stumbling blocks were not

 elected officials such as.the county attorney, the Governor, the board " -

: of supervisors, the city council, the attorne general, and so. on.. .--.

i . The resistance was mesmerized by us in the first instance by show- -

'ing them what we had to offer that the community was interested

'in. The community was interested that.it.was. practical, humane, and’

'; {.at it was the only way-to go. They. accepted.it. P
' “The people who were less responsive to us were the bureaucrats
‘ that you do.not get a chance to vote for on a ballot, such as the
- Department of .Corrections, the State Welfare Department, the local. .
- school administration, the State Legislature governing—I should -
not say the governing party, but at least the governing part of the
State Legislature, There were also other agencies, such as the official
7 »ntal health agencies, the child placement agencies themselves, and
S0 on. . B A

"1 will tell Jou how we approached this. Local law enforcement
was the first roadblock: They resisted our releasing children. They
called us “the revolving door policy,” and said that the children got
home before they got back on the beat. I said, “That is too bad.” .

They objected to facing angry parents. They objected to facing,
£ 1gry school administrators. The schools found. that they could no-
longer dump kids.on us. The mental health agencies found that we
would no longer order kids to take voluntary services in this cate-’
gory. They had to make their merchandise palatable and saleable to
the ‘people. Child placement agencies were fearful that fewer place-
ments would be had and they. feared stricter accountability. :

1 saved for last the big resistor, and that was the juvenile court
“-taff” in our State and the juvenile court judges.

Senator Curver. How were the probation officers? .

- Judge Corrrns. In our particular county we had no problem. I
came in and I said, “I think this is the way we would like to try it.”’
I gathered together a nucleus of the people whom I thought were
the brains of the existing organization. They agreed. We all agreed.
We went to the community and we went to the elected officials, and
then we started putting the show on the road in that manner.

Senator CuLver. Do the probation officers in Zyour system. report
to you? Do you hire them and set their salaries® _

Judge Corrins. In our system, Mr. Chairman, the juvenile judge
can hire onlv one person. and that is the director of court services.
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of the judge. : .
Senator CuLver. Who sets the salary? Is it the county supervisors?
Judge CorLrivs. Yes; it is kind of a funny thing. The superior

court judges’ salaries—and their stafi’s salaries—are set by the pre-

siding judge, but in the juvenile courts of the State of Arizona, eve:
though it 1s part of the court system, it is set by the board of
supervisors, -

We have had no problems because we have had an excellent rela-
tionship with our local board of supervisors and our local city coun-
cil in the city of Tucson, which for all practical purposes is the only
city in our district whose population is 500,000 people.

gena.tor Curver. I am interested in how you lit this brush fir~
‘under the bureaucracy. Did you go around and address the service
. clubs and so fortht .

Judge Coruins. Yes, sir. The first year I was in office at the juve-
nile court, Mr. Chairman, I made at least 365 speeches to any kind
of group of people numbering more than three that met, and who
invited me. [iaughter.]

I never invited myself to anything. _ ~
. S]enator Cuovver. It must have made Mo Udall nervous. [Laugh-’'
ter.] ’

Judge Corrivs. I did that, and I caught heat from it. Like our
presiding judge said at one of our meetings, “I do not know how
you get around and do all of this stuff, Collins. You must be shirk-
ing your duty.” ,

1 said:

Well, the way I aid it, for example, is that when I went to your church on
Sunday afternoon and you were out wild pig hunting, where I would like to
have been; I was there addressing your congregation.

So he did not say anfything more to me about that.

That was the type of thing we did. :

Senator MaTHIss. What control does the senior judge have in
your court ? .

Judge Corrins. Well, I put my reputation on the line. I put m,’
actual professional future on the line. I was actually removed from
office at the request of a couple of people in our town, by the su-
preme court’s request, for a month at the end of my first year.

However, I had apparently done such a good job of convincing
the community that they owned the court system and not some pre-
siding judge or somebody sitting in Phoenix, that within a month—.
because of literally tons of mail that went to the supreme court, th_
local presiding judge, and the board of supervisors—an order came
down which said “Reinstate this guy, and for Christ’s sake leave
him alone.”

They have ever since, and I have not taken advantage of it. There-.
fore, 1 have not been molested in the last 4 years. [Laughter.]

Senator CuLver. Ms. Hekman, you place a heavy reliance on these
mobile diversion units. This seems to me to be an interesting cor
cept. How do these units actually operate?

Ms. Hegman. The mobile diversion units are actually the status:
offender intake unit for the juvenile court. When we originally con-
ceived of the idea we wanted to subcontract it to the police depart-
ment and have them provide the service.

"Phen the court director hires éveryb’qdy else subject to the approval

<
)
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" reluctant. They said, “Well, I'l] te

Well, they were not very ha "about that. They were very:
nt, Th i %Fglou' what. You do it and demon-

 strate it and then we will see about ‘taking over that function.”

Therefore, the resistance from the police. department started there.
What it is, is seven teams of people, with two people on a team.
ey are, in fact, mobile. They can respond to calls from police,
from parents in the homes in crisis situations, and they go out to
the home if necessary. v L
They provide, basically, crisis intervention at that point, and

. referral to appropriate agencies. They do follow ups to be sure that
"the young people and the parents get to appropriaté community

agencies. , . s o
‘Senator Curver. 1 know you place special emphasis on tailoring
your program to respond to the particular needs of women and

- minorities and you also mentioned the. special problems in relating

_effectively to the problems of rural troubled youth.

I think most of us are more familiar with the kind of specific pro-
%rams and projects you indicated were operating for women and
or minorities.
. What about the rural youth, though? What do programs for them
specifically involve? . . '
Ms. HegmaN. When we first contracted for shelter care we did

three group shelter cares, which were for Tucson proper. Then we

_contracted with an agency to provide what we called shelter care

foster homes with a. particular emphasis on placing them in the rural
communities. v ‘

In rural communities they would have to drive in from, for ex-
a.nple, Ajo, which is 120 miles from Tucson. Therefore, we requested
that this agency recruit and train foster parents who would be able
to take children on a temporary basis..

The concept worked really great in terms of recruiting and in
terms of training. One of the things that happened that we did not
predict is that parents in a small community know each other. They
certainly do not want somebody who lives next door to do a better
5.b with their child than they do.

Therefore, it has had some peculiar kinds of twists. However, in
many of the rural communities it works very well. It is almost the
old concept of it being some relative who can take you for a while
just to take the pressure off your parénts and you. . :

‘We funded two other basic types of projects for rural youth. The
first one was like a counseling program. There is an or anization in
T“ma County called PEP, which concentrates all of its efforts on
bringing programs to the rural communities.

We contracted with them to buy some time for them to see to it
that rural young people got to a%propriate services. They have since
received money under the State Delinquency Prevention- Act to pro-
vide counselors out in the rural areas.

We also have done some special programs for jobs for rural youth.

Senator CuLver. Senator Mathias?

"~ Senator MaTHias: I have no questions.

Senator CuLver. Ms. Hekman, or maybe Judge Collins or Mr.
Latimer would like to respond to this question.

What can and should LEAA and the State planning agencies do
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to.stimulate. the:-more.aggressive. ¢reation of these.alternatives; to
detention, and; institu):iona%irzatiqm?‘,'Dogyf’h have any thoughts on
this¥: You have all been,very intimately inyolved in.oie aspect or
another of this,.. . . . Gt ey e e
What we are trying to do, and one of the real purposes of these
hearings, .is to give some indication of mddels to which people wha,
are in good faith struggling with how to implement deinstitutional-
zation can look. o o oo
. However, we are .also-concerned about what we can do as a sub-
committee vis-a-vis LEAA and the-State planning agencies to more,
aggressively tget on with creating alternatives to adult jailing or
other secure facilities or institutions. : L
.. Do you have any thoughts for us atallt .. . =~ ~
Ms. Hegman. One of the first things that I think has to be don.
is that they.have to. set a priority on those kinds of alternatives,:
They, in fact, are going to fund those kinds of alternatives—that,
should be a priority. They should -make it attractive to people. _ :
* . I.think we.are gghting.‘a battle of deinstitutionalization—if ‘you
want to call it that—where there is a lot of resistance. Therefore,
g‘tqu 1cl:a.n,x;;otac?,xpect the people to come to you and say, “We want to -
o this.”” - Co ' . P
- The first thing they should do is make it. a.priority and make it
atractive. I think another problem is that some of the resistance we.
received in-'Arizona is that rural communities do not want to take
a project. on, that is funded for.1 year or 2 years, get it up like- your
Job Corps program, and then have it totally fall apart. They want
something that is funded for a:longer. period of time. The program
can stabilize, and then the local: community can look at picking v_J
the funding; 114 or 214 years is not enough. ... ” k
Mr. LatimMER. Senator Culver, I also feel there must be a program
requirement that not only deinstitutionalization occur, but that a
followup service be provided. We have heard a variety of programs
today that indicate there are things that work. It is not. enough to
not lock up these youngsters if we totally ignore them. o
" Varigus counties in California, such as Los Angeles—have tr )
mendous .runaway problems; another word which was ‘used was
“droves.” It is very true, and nobody is doing anything with them.
I think law enforcement has the feeling occasionally that nothing.
can be done. A . S ,
__ However, I feel that in Sacramento County the city police and
the sheriff both are very enthusiastic about our program and -do:
still continue to pick up these youngsters and deliver them. In fac*,
where there have been transportation problems law enforcement has,
on occasion, delivered parents. We have agreed, in return, that. we
would get the children and their parents home. . ,
. Senator CoLver. Has there been any talk about more formal op-
portunities by way of continuing education programs. or something
like that for parental instruction in how to be a good parent? I am
always struck by the fact that in this country we have a book on
how to do anything in about 10 seconds—from building an atomis
bomb to winning in the stock market.
" Yet, the most crucial thing, it seems to me, and. what all these
problems come.down to is, how well people are able to cope with
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* the responsibilities of parenthood. Obviou;ly a parent’s ability to

do this depends upon job opportunities and involves a lot of other
factors ‘over which the parent may not have complete control.
" But how much formal instruction or counseling in techniques of

! parenting:is available, and how much should we think.about.making

.available? - )

i *-~ Mr. Latrver. In Sacramento County at the ‘present time, due to

our commitment to dealing with the total family, we are involved
in providing a variety of classes for parents so that they might learn

! to make better decisions and deal consistently with their youngsters.

- T think that parent education is a very strong need for the types
‘of youngsters we deal with. -

Senator Curver. How do you get them there, though? You put a
.ign out or a newspaper ad out which says, “Come tonight and
learn-how to be a good parent.” Don’t you think that the kind of
people who are sufficiently motivated to respond to that call are
probably pretty conscientious? R L

You might pick up the odd person that has had a bad week with
the kids, but you really are not going to get at the chronic problem
that way, are you? T T . :
.- Mr. Latmmer. Generally these types of problems result in crises.

" Families are a lot more willing to be open and honest and to look
~ at their situation in a reflective manner during crises. Therefore, we
" have had fairly good luck getting families—as long as you deal

with them at the crisis and not say “We can set you up with some-
thing in 3 months.”

Senator Curver. Judge Collins, I was interested—I do not mean
“™is in any disrespectful sense, but in some quarters you ‘would be
referred to as a “bleeding heart judge.” As you know, you have al-
ready been referred to as that and more at home..

Judge Corrins. Well— :

Senator CuLver. Let me finish the question. I know you are trig-
gered for a response. [Laughter.] :

I was interested in what statistical ammunition you have accumu-
"ted, by way of your own defense, to justify the wisdom,-intelli-
-gence, and humanity of this approach both in cost-effective dollar
terms if people want to deal witﬁ it in a balance sheet way or other
ways, in terms of recidivism rates.

What has happened on the basis of your own practical experience
in the last 5 years or in 13 years that gives you renewed confidence
that your instincts and your compassion as a human being have béen
instified and proven to be sound? What can you share with us in
wnat regard ¢ '

Judge Corrins. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say first that I do
not really bother digging up those statistics because the other side
has not dug up any to show me that I am wrong. Therefore, I think
I have just as good an argument as they do going in.

I also spent 8 years on the adult trial bench. We had approxi-
‘mately 12 judges then, and now we have 15 in our county. For a
wuple of those 8 years I was sentencing more adult criminals than
gll the rest of the judges put together. That was by choice of the
defendants themselves. They, I believe, statistically' did not get any
better break from me than from some of the other judges, but some-
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of the other judges scared the hell out of them so they would not
go before them. _ L

I found that rarely did I find a young person—most of the time
I was sentencing in the adult court people between the ages of 18
and 25, and heavy on the 18 end. I found very, very few who did
not nave an extensive background in juvenile delinquency.

I thought, “Well gosh, there must be something that 1s not ha}:2
pening in the juvenile court, because these guys did not become
robbers of convenience markets the night before last. They have had
some trait building up in them.” ,

When I got to the juvenile court 5 years ago I found out that the
typical juvenile got into our system as a status offender or as a very
diluted delinquent—say he took a piece of penny bubble gum at the
local convenience market at age 11 and they put him on probatic
until age 21, until our emancipation law come in 3 or 4 years ago
and reduced it to-18. Now it is 18.

Therefore, I developed the belief that kids who got into the sys-
tem early got progressively worse. I believe that the statistics that
are kept by people who are more prepared to dig them eut than I
am, show that the delinquents feed the adult criminals. —

Senator CuLver. Ex¢use me, I am sorry; could you repeat th:)
last statement? - . , .

Judge Corrins, The people who are collecting statistics around
the country, who are more qualified to do so and have more time to
do so than I do, make no bones about the fact that about 99.6 percent
-of the people who commit adult crimes, which we call forceful crimes
against persons and property, usually have a history in juvenile
<ourt. "
There are some exceptions to that, Mr. Chairman. The e’xcestio%
is white collar crime. Maybe they are the goody boys who did not
et caught until they became a doctor or a %awyer or a judge. Then
they get wiped out professionally, but very few of them have to
answer for anything further.

However, the hard core criminal works his way up through the
system. It did not start at age 14, either. The question you ask-}
about parenting is very, very important, because we have some pec-
ple who believe that what happens to a child when he is very, very
small affects him the rest of his life.

One example was given. Here we take a child who has had a nice
little apartment for 9 months with all services piped in and a steady
temperature of 98.6. His. first realization is when he drops into a
world where the tempreature goes down 25 degrees. What a trar:
matic shock that must be to him. Then there is his immediate chils>
hood when he cannot even talk or crawl.

He may have found out later on that he was conceived. in the first
place because someone decided that they needed a sexual interlude.

Second, he is apt to find out that he was kept or caused to be born
because they needed somebody to keep the family together. I do
not think any kid has ever bargained on that. Then when he was
little he found out that he had to cry to get attention. Sometim.3
when neighbors were over they liked to hear him cry and show him
off, then when the neighbors were not there they would say, “Shut
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". your trap and bé quiet. We are not going to listen to you.” ‘Then
_they put him a room.

All of those things have to affect a child. They go right on up
until they become status offenders. I submit, Mr. Chairman, that all
children "are status offenders. All children are status offenders at
<ome time. Some of them exceed the.tolerance of the arbitrary per-
son that they are dealing with. About other children it is said, “Oh,
how outgoing you are, young man.” v
. T have no statistics. I do not believe I need any. I think it is
commonsense to show that people do not sprout like a black eyed
pea the day before yesterday. It is a gradual learning process, either
good or bad. It is the way we treat people that turns them into the
problems we have on a delinquency basis and then on an adult crim-

- .nal basis.

I submit, therefore, Mr.. Chairman, that we are not going to do
anything about changing how much crime is committed if we only
talk about adults. We have to get at the root source. The root source
is moving it back one step at a time until we get all the way to the
Dbirth of the baby. Then I think maybe if we start doing things a
little bit differently we will cut down on some of the adult crime.
" “hat is the only way that we can do it. . :

Senator Curver. In summary, then, in Tucson you have really
.essentially eliminated all institutionalization of status offenders
through alternative service programs? .

Judge Corrins. Mr. Chairman, I believe that the 13 which are
referred to are probably status offense acts committed by someone
who is otherwise in the jurisdiction of the court, such as probation.
“Ie has a condition that he will do or not do certain things and he
has violated that. That is a status offense.

Is that not correct, Sharon?

Ms. Hegman. Not quite. The 13 basically are adjudicated or put
in detention because they need a longer term placement. Usually it
is for their own protection. Some of these children went to residen-

- tial facilities outside of the community for mental health problems.

Senator CurLver. I want to thank you all very much for your ap-
pearance here today. I want to commend you on such an exciting
-accomplishment down there. I know it is never accomplished, but
at least it has been dramatically initiated and there has been some
‘very constructive and impressive progress.

I want to express my admiration and appreciation for your com-
ing and for the work you are doing there.

Thank you, Mr. Latimer, very much.

_ Our next panel consists of individuals who are appearing on be-
half of various national organizations that represent both public as
‘well as private agencies which provide services to status offenders.

In the interest of time, I would like to respectfully ask this panel
-of witnesses to forego presenting their formal statements so we may
proceed directly to questions. Your written statements will be made
4 part of the record.
~- Also, in order to ensure that your views are fully reflected I would
like to submit written questions to each of you and then include your
responses in the official record. :
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The first member of the parel is Mr. James Girzone, appearing
on behalf of the National Association of Counties. Mr. Girzone 1s
Cominissioner of the Department of Youth for Rensselaer County
in New York State. We are pleased that you could be here today,
"Mr. Girzone. - .
Perhaps you could, in a few sentences, give the gist of your obs
servations, : :

‘STATEMERT OF JAMES GIRZONE, COMMISSIONER, DEPARTMENT OF
. YOUTH, RENSSELAER COUNTY, AND REPRESENTATIVE OF THE
. NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES, TROY, N.Y!

Mr. GirzoNE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. : .

I feel in some respects as though I am playing to the chorus in'

‘Greek drama here today. The words of the previous witness are still
ringing in my ears. ; ' .
" We are concerned about the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act. It is a monumental effort. In our opinion it is the
singular ‘effort of the National Government to call attention to a
‘crisis of absolute major proportions in the country. '

We feel it is ot going far enough for the following reasons. T1.J
act refers to prevention, but to me it is after the fact. It refers to
those youngsters who have been allowed to move without direction
and_without supervision and who have either entered the juvenile
justice system or who are about to enter the juvenile justice system.

The act seerns to-concern itself with preventing them from pene-
trating the system further. We would like to see the act aggres-
sively pursue prevention in its broader terms. By that I mean v ;
would like to see it accommodating the needs and problems of
youngsters in their early and formative years by making it gossible
for local governments tlzat are struggling under a great inadequacy
of resources; fiscally and otherwise, who need financial assistance to
develop programs that are available to -families and children in a
‘timely fashion. We need to provide early intervention to help fami-
‘lies and these youngsters with their problems before they come ’ ;
the attention of any juvenile justice agency-——whether it be a diver-
sion agency or a family court or a juvenile court or whatever.

I think basically this is my major concern about the act.

Senator CuLver. What progress has been made at the local level
as opposed to the State level in the implementation of this act?

Mr. GmrzoxE. I think most of the progress has perhaps been made
at the State level because the States are required to conform to t»
criteria of the act in order to continue eligibility for the Juvenite
Justice and Delinquency Prevention funds.

I think the State Planning Agencies in large measure have ac-
commodated those State interests. I might add that it has been at
the expense of local interests. I can speak certainly with respect to
New York State. I feel that that generally has been the case. The
largest percentage of dollars coming into the State under Juvenila.
Justice and Delinquency Prevention is going to State agencies and -
several. of the large metropolitan areas, with the regional and de-

1 See p.- 247 for Mr. Girzone's prepared statement.



L . 151

velopmeéntal planning areas receiving so few dollars that:it,!_isnot

*i even practical for them to spend time to try to develop .programs.

which we know will work. - ' - . o
Senator CULVER. In your prepared statement you said 58 juveniles

were sent to State or private institutions last year and'i;hat half of

. " a0se were status-offenders—in your own county. . -

Mr. GirzoNE. Yes. - - e .
Senator CULVER. Were there no alternative community-based fa--

. ecilities or programs for these juveniles?,

. Mr. GezoNE. Noj; there were not, Mr. Cha.irx'ﬁ?;n_.' L e e
1 fully believe, from my :capacity as commissioner of the depart-:

i ment for youth involved with the court and. the, probation depart-

ient and .all of the social.service, agencies of the county, public and

. private, thiat we could have accommodated 90 percent: of those young-

sters in our community. Unfortunately, we do,not haye the. financial.
wherewithal and support to develop programs that may be, on first

. blush, ‘unpopulér in the community and which do-not-have.prigrity:

status to-command local dollars. ... - w5 wpap e o raa
However, if these programs.were allowed to work we could ‘do

“hem with™very good predictable’ success. These 'youngsters by de-
fault, not by design, went into institutions; public and private. They
are large institutions and costly institations. It is costing right now,
in the State of New York, $27,000 a year per child to put an adjudi-
cated offender or juvenile .delinquent in a State training school. - -

It is costing approximately $24,000 2 yeai to put an adjudicated
status offender or a delinquent ina private child care institution.

What, alternative programs we have been able to develop, have
veen developed in spite of the act, unfortunately, using- county
funds, some State moneys, and a lot of private funds. - - )

The allocation, for example, for the tricounty capital district
area—Albany, Rensselaer, and Schenectady Counties—with an eligible
pogulation well in excess of 100,000, is $30,000 of JJDPA funds:

enator CuLveEr. What are you doing, though, to produce a’ great-
er .degree of coordination and a greater utilization of private non-
yrofit agencies? How aggressively are you going at that-kind of
participation and program cooperation? . S '

Mr. GirzoNE. We believe that the most effective route to take in.
the delivery of services is through a collaborative cooperative effort
with the public and private sectors. Our department runs only a
single service directly. That is our nonsecure shelter facility which.
we use for detention because the State law requires us to label it as
-etention. ' ’

Every other program operated by our department is operated on
purchase of service agreements with virtually every child caring
private agency within the county.

Additionally, we have gone further and have developed within
each of the constituent municipalities of our county volunteer youth
commissions trying to get the planning process down, truly, to that

ser-used phrase, “the grassroots.” In so doing we direct funds to
those municipalities to develop programs to meet the needs of the
youngsters in their respective communities.
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We rely heavily, almost exclusively, on purchase of service and
. private agencies. : » o T
Senator Couver. Thank you. The next member of our panel is
Mr. Robert Dye. Mr. Dyae, is chairman of the National Inter-Agency
Task Force on Juvenile Program Collaboration and Organizaticn
which has, if I understand it,abrought together a number of privat.’
nonprofit agencies to aid in this deinstitutionalization of status of-
fenders effort. :
Mr. Dye is also the associate executive director of the National
Council of YMCA'’s. He is accompanied by Marianne Glidden, who
is the assistant director of the National Collaboration group..
We are happy to have you here today. .
Would you briefly describe, Mr. Dye, the activities of the Collab "
oration in developing alternatives to detention and institutionali-
zation for status offenders?

STATEMENT OF ROBERT R. DYE, CHATRMAN, NATIONAL INTER-
AGENCY PROGRAM COLLABORATION ON JUVENILE JUSTICE,
ACCOMPANIED BY MARIANNE GLIDDEN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR.
NATIONAL INTERAGENCY PROGRAM COLLABORATION .- ON-
JUVERILE JUSTICE, NEW YORK, N.Y.! :

Mr. Dye. Yes, Mr. Chairman. ’ : -

I think about a year ago a rather unprecedented thing happened
when 16 national organizations—instead of each vyin for a grant
under the new JJ Act—came together around a collaboration. T
think they did it in recognition that the problems around juvenil..:
justice and delinquency prevention and diversion are so complex.
that no single organization can really do anything by itself. We
must simply bring together private organizations that have services:
to provide, with the public organizations that in the past have pretty
much been saddled with the issue, into a new kind of diverse plan--
ning system. )

Out of these new planning systems comprehensive communit; )
planning could emerge. Resources, then, could be utilized for kids:
in trouble. _

I think that the kind of thing that happened when these 16 orga-
nizations wrote one single grant to LEAA for a $1.5 million status:
offender program, to go into five communities and to demonstrate
that indeed these organizations could collaborate, and that they
could work with juvenile court judges to provide a new kind of prc

am alternative to the institution, is the way of the future. Judge.

ollins’ community is a perfect example in one of our site areas:
where we have provided a kind of re})ationship between the court
and the grivate youth serving organizations which have worked for-
the benefit of young people and not for the benefit of organizations:
or structures. Something good happens when you work Tike this.

This is how we have been operating. There have been problems
There have been roadblocks along the way. But the results to date’
aro encouraging. New programs are underway. We are convinced.
that the future will call for this kind of work, and we are commit--
ted to its successful outcome. '

1'See p.. 2563 for Mr. Dye’s prepared statement.
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Senator CorLver. How would you suggest we better educate these
non-profit service agencies to do this and get involved? Second, is
there any thought you have as to what we in the subcommittee could
do with regard to LEAA and the State Planning Agencies to try to
stimulate this type of cooperative effort?
~Mr. DyE. Our[ilope would be that these new programs and these
new methods in these five communities would become so compelling,

“would make such sense, that they could be widespread throughout

our United. States. In fact, there have been offshoots in various com-
munities which bring together collaborative enterprises like this.

I would hope that we could educate and advocate in our national
organizations for this kind of happening. I think it would aid and
et this kind of thing developing when your legislation and when
your guidelines properly recognize the private sector for the contri-
butions that it can make. This could eliminate funding roadblocks
which in some cases provide funding for only 1 year or 2 years.
That hardly enables a private organization wanting to get involved
to get involved when they recognize that once the program is estab-
lished the funding carpet could be pulled out from under them
within a year or so. E

- ‘Providing a longer term of funding and providing a kind of sug-
ort for the private sector to get totally involved and stay in the

eld is something that would be greatly needed. i .

Senator Curver. How much hostility do you encounter with re-
gard to the bureaucracies that were referred to earlier and the State
planning agencies themselves? I am sure it is a checkered pattern
1n terms of——

.Mr. DyE. I think some of the previous witnesses put their fingers

.pretty squarely on it. In some communities, some public sector

groups feel that their domain is being invaded by persons who are
not very credible and by organizations who are fighting for the dol-
lar that is needed for the maintenance of public programs, and this
causes hostility. :

In cities where there is an enlightened approach, which I would
¢ aracterize Judge Collins’ Pima County to be, there has been &
great wedding of persons who are concerned for kids in trouble
and who have had jurisdiction over these kids, and organizations
which have a wealth of resources that could be tapped into.

Therefore, I think it is a mixed kind of a situation. That i<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>