





»

o

Hite,

o T AT

b b A L A e 5 i 3

«

IR D 2 ‘ SN

In‘eummary, then, the 43 respondents perceived the program to.heve been‘reasonably
"successful" in'terms of doing what they felt were the major goals, developing and
testing the student‘Initiated_Activities model as a strategy to reduce erime, violence
and disruptien in public .schools.

one being the imposition of what they felt was an unsuitable external evaluation, but
1 i N B

_they also reported .personal and professiuna%)rewards from program participation. They

were virtually unanimous in identifying those persons in both agencies who were largely

responsible for the development of the interagency agreement.
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With a background of

They reported that the program had prpblems, a chief

almost two yeare of

to participate in a

experience, the vast majority‘indicated they would like to continue

similar program.

Most reported that they had incorporated the

successful elements

of Activity II into their ongoing Teacher Corps activities and

" installed some of the pfogram components in the local public school system.k Many

suggested additional ways of working with schools and troubled youth which represented

variations of the SIA model. Most expressed the desire to continue model development in

these areas. It was the impression of the investigators that the respondents were

2

pleased, gratified and proud that they had '"Made it (Activity II) work!"
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IV.. RESULTS AND IMPLICATICNS

A synthesis and interpretation of the findings will'be’presented in this‘section
of the paper related to the conceptual frameworks of the complementarlty of needs,
the characteristics of the transactlonal model, and the universals of the Act1v1ty II

‘program culture.

A. Complementarity of Needs Between OJJDP/LEAA and Teacher Corps ‘ : :

1. Congruence of Underlying Motives - Both agencies were involved in providing

direct service and technical assistance to schools working with troubled youth. The

primary focus of each agency was a bit different, as seen in the comparison below:

0JJDP/LEAA Focus

@ » : - Teacher Corps Focus

Assisting troubled youth and children
involved with the juvenile justice
system

Reducing crime, violence, and dis-
ruption in schools

Making positive changes in the cli-

‘mate of fear associated with crime

and violence

Model Development - Test SIA as an

~intervention strategy and do natlonal

impact study

Improving the quallty of 11fe in
public institutions

. I .« 4.
Increasing educational opportunities
for children in low income areas

Training insexrvice and preservice
teachers

(As of February, '1978) - An improved
school climate which fosters the
learning of children

‘Model Development for.training teachers

and other educational personnel with
local project evaluation

Improuing the quality of life in pub-
lic institutions

There was congruencekof the underlying social welfare motives of the two agencies,

even though their'primary clients and strategies were not the same.

2. Face-to*Face'Contact4Among the Decision Makers in the Agencies, Between the

Agenéies, In the Field - Both'agencies had individuals who had developed a set of

1nfbrma1 relatlonshlps anong personnel at middle management ‘levels. Tﬁis was also

_ the case among the YAP D1rectors and Washington Teacher Corps as well as for four of

the local projects and their counterparts in the state juvenile justice agencies. ‘A

crucial enabling factor was the ability of the chief administrators of the program

ry .
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to negotlate crucial problems. Both William Smith and Emily Martin had the power
and felt the,responsibility to make decisions to‘facilitate program development

The 1nternal network of informal relatlons allowed the prime movers in each agency
to develop a support base and overcome re51stance w1th1n their own agency. For
example, Clarence Walker was able to work with the Program Specialists and others in
the Teacher Corps, Washington office who were not enthusiastic about the interagency
agreement 1 who percelved 1t as an add1t10na1 task in the monitoring of prOJects, or
in the flscal accountlng practlces,z or who said that the program could be mounted
without an 1nteragency agreement and transfer of funds.3 'Emily Martin had to over-

come resistance in her agerncy to transfer funds to the Office of Education because

’of "past less than su&cessful experience" with the Office.4  There were a variety of
N .

""territorial issues" within and between the agencies which were negotiated before

the agreement was ever put on paper. Those individuals who functioned as facilitators
had congruent motives and needs and were able to negotiate the dissonance within
their own agencies and finally between agencies. The negotiation mode was estab-

lished early, ‘even before the 1nteragency agreement was signed.

N

;
i

In addition- to the face-to- face ¢sntact between the staffs of the Washington

agencies, there was a high level of interaction among the YAP Directors who met fre-

’quently w1th thelr Liaison Offlcer, even before the Loop was operational. The YAP

Coordlnator was present at some of these meetlngs Several members of this group
were called to Hashlngton during 1975 and '1976 to participate in the'planning of

the interagency agreement, e.g., A. Brown, Annette Gromfin, B. Marler, B. Myers

and Vivienne Williams.l-There are file documents which indicated that at least‘Marler,~

B

Interv1ews with three education nrogram spec1allsts, ashlngton March, 1978.

1
2. Interview with Teacher Corps Fiscal Officer, March, 1978.
,3 Interview w1th Teacher Corps, Washington staff member," ‘May, 1978.
, 4 . Interv1ew with OJJDP/LEAA staff member, March, 1978. ~
!
SRy, ’

o

Myers, Walker, and Smith had pre-contract meetings with Martin, Friedman, Lugar,
and Modley of OJJDP/LEAA. , . o ! ,

3. Field Based Readiness - There were several instances during the 1973-75

period which document the interagency efforts at the local level in the Los Angeles,
Arizona and Oregon prOJects 1 Wlth the creation of the Loop in 1975-76, a subcommlttee
of Dlrectors was appointed to look at interagency possibilities. Clarence Walker

and Vivienne Williams were informed of and involved in these field based activities

~and could act as liaisons. When the interagency agreement was negotiated in

August, 19762 at least four of the Directors reported they were ready with program

designs involving public schools and student initiated activities. Six of the

Directors reported they were pleased to have the‘resources so that they could provide

direct services to students not permitted under the Teacher Corps‘grant. Apparently,
at least five to six of the Directors were ready to begin programs, had a person in
mind to function as the Associate Director, and had begun_negotiations with a local
school or had pilot-tested a prOgram component similar to the\School Crime Interven-

tion Program and were ''ready to go'.

4., Parallel Time Lines - At the point when the agreement was negotiated,
Teacher Corps had just funded 10 Yoﬁth Advocacy projects: 8 for two years and 2 for
one year. O0JJDP/LEAA was in a p051t10n to transfer funds to Teaoier‘Corps by the
end of June, 1976. Cycle 11 projects ended at the same time as the termination of
the $2,000,000 OJJDP/LEAAAmoney in June, 1978. ‘Furtner, the OJJDP/LEAA legislation ‘
made it possiple to transfer funds and 0.E. regulations made it possible for funded
Youth Advocacy Projects to get the money w1th an amendment to their original proposals.

The Act1v1ty II grants were proportionate to the initial grant received by projects

in the nat;onal competltlon. The fundlng time lines and legislation for the two

1. Dell'Apa, Frank. 'Survey of Teachers, Teaching, and Pupils in Juvenile
Correction Institutions in the West', from Educatlon for the Youthful Offender
In Correctional Institutions Issues, 1973.

2. Clarence Walker reports that interagency .agreements were promoted at the

~field level by L. Black, the first Loop Liaison Officer, A. Brown, Arizona, and

A. Gromfin, Callfornla, in 1974 and 1975.

RN
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‘of the mission of their agency and ofy the thrust of the School Crime Interventlon

_YAP in Teacher Coxps. Individual Directors donated time and conceptual skills to

' Washington to whom the Associate Director could relate. Support systems for the

. Unless a project had devised a good internalﬂreporting system for the Activity II

\4/\,

avenCLesmade it possible to transfer funds, allocate monies to thello prOJects, and
have suff1c1ent time for each project to operate and evaluate a School Crime Inter-
vention Program."Most of the field‘based staff indicated that more planning and

start-up time would have reduced the operational errors and misunderstandings. But
sufficient time was available to both agéncies to implement the terms of the agree-

nment.

5. Availability of Human and Material Resources - OJJDP/LEAA had the fiscal

resources and Teacher Corps had the human resources, programs, and entry to schools.
A marriage could be'made. Both agencies used the technical expertise of the othert
There are minutes of Loop meetings of the Directors and of the National Developmental
Conference in Washington sponsoredrannually by Teacher Corps which document the pre-

sence of Judi Frledman and Emily Martin of OJJDP/LEAA They prov1ded 1nferpretations‘
Program. Records revealed Clarence Walker's meetings with OJJDP/LEAA staff to describe

developing drafts of the discussion papers and all Directors took time at their Loop
meetings to share information and discuss the Activity II program.

S Each project‘had an individual (s) responsible for @ctivity IT and persons in
Activity II program were established early Consultants from both agencies and
Washington personnel v151ted the prdjects, but not as frequently as they might have,
according to field staff. The projects (eight of them in any case).had,the time,
resources, and staff to operate; They did‘not have the‘data necessary to self—correctr

Feedback was slow in coming from the external evaluator and the outside consultants.

program, decisions were made on partial data. Local events diverted resources,

e.g., a change 1n school administrator, a strike, staff turnover But the data
revealed,that for the most part, each site 1n1t1ated and stxated a program which
. - {

it
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used student initiated activity as a strategy to reduce disruption in a school‘or

~ related gsite.

C o

There was not perfect congruencc of needs between the two agencies, but there
was complementarity of motives among the staff at the federal level and in the
field. Among a group of experienced YAP Directors, there was a knowledge of, and a
de51re to work with, the juvenile justice system (for different reasons than the

OJJDP/LEAA program staff) but they dld want to work together on school crime.

. 0JJDP/LEAA had legislative mandate to do things in schools It takes time to

achieve entry into schools,. so collaborating on a prdgram with anlagency like

Teacher Corps which had access to schools seemed the reasonable and expedlent

thlng to do. .The enabling legislation aliowed OJJDP/LEAA to transfer funds to

to Teacher Corps and the Office of Education said it was permissable for Teacher

Corps to accept the money. What issometimesoverlooked; is that once the money was
Aturned over to Teacher Corps, it was Teacher Corps money. They had an obligation to
meet the terms of the agreement " insofar g3g possible; OJJDP/LEAA retained the responsi—

bility for monitoring the administration of the program and was involved in providing '

technical assistance to Teacher Corps staff in the administration, monitoring, and.

evaluation of the field projects. .
The complementaritv of needs is incorporated into the ojectives section of

the interagency agreement: '"The purpose of this agreement is to enable the Teacher

Corps to fund demonstration of this approach (Student Initiated Activities) at up

to ten sites. The Teacher Corps currently is supporting ten Youth Advocacy Programs

which emphaSize educational services for juvenile‘delinquents. Many of these are

youths who are permitted to remain in school following arrest or who have returned

to the classroom after release from a Juvenile institution. Building on the estab-

lished strengths of these programs can 51gn1f1cantly reduce the potential costs
of a student-based school crime intervention program, and can speed the realization

of expected results. These programs already have the key staff and functional arrange-

~59.
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ments needed to work with yviolent and disruptive youth in the}sChool setting'.

(pp. 2-3).
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B. Collaboration and the Transactional Style of Organizational Processes

1. Parity Among Agencies . L ‘ - A

The initial structure established in the contract of August, 1976 does not-

establish the principle of parity:among the'agencies. Five separate groups must be

_considered here: (2) The National OJJDP/LEAA admlnls-

tration, (3) the PrOJect Directors and thelr L1c‘son Officer represented by the

(1) Teacher Corps, Natlonal

Loop, (4) the Associate D1rectors responalble for the operatlon of Actv1ty 11

programs, and (5) SARC the 1ndependent research firm contracted by OJJDP/LEAA

to evaluate their schcol based programs.

and evaluation of the program.l

Bach'groqp was critical to the operation ‘
The‘agreement specified that Teacher Gorps would be responsible for "administer-
ing this program under their c rreut program activity, including the solicitation
of appllcants, the awarding ¢ f anended grants, the coordination of grantee act1-
vities, the monltorlng of gra ntee expenses and the obtaining of periodic reports from
(p. 3).°
in the Guidelines without the concurrence of OJJDP/LEAA Office of Juvenile Justice ~

and Delinquency Prevention .

However, the contract goes on to say, "No changes are to be made

S

grantees".

. . Whether or not any applicant has met the Guidelines

- criteria thc order of priority in fund1ngsha11 be:determined 301nt1y by the Teacher

. .

Corps aad OJJDP/LEAA . . Any deV1at10n in the reporting “schedule set forth
her e1n shﬂll be agreed to in wr1t1ng by the performlng agency and the @JJDP/LEAA
Contracting Offlcer" (pp.3- 4) . R

The contract d1d attempt to spec1fy some Jtructural arrangements wh1ch created
parity between the two federal agenC1es.v The problem was that severalfother impor-

tant role grouﬁs were excluded from this parity arrangement, such as the Directors,.

" ) . 4

1. The agreement spec1fﬁes the organ17at10na1 respon51b111t1es of the two
federal agencies, Teacher Corps and O0JJDP/LEAA ané names Judi Friedman as the
- 0JJDP/LEAA Project Dlrector and Clarence Walker as the Teacher Corps pro;ect
monltor : : :

—60-'
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. with the Assoc1ate D1rectors and SARC.

~ or executive committee, there was parity.

the Associate Directors, and the external evaluators. Further,

there was no

attempt to establish a council or committee through which these

various groups

could be‘represented, heard, and have their concerns addressed.

Ultimately, the YAP Loop assumed some’of these functions. By November, 1977

in Michigan, and then in March, 1978, observatlons revealed that most of the role

incumbants jp the five groups were engaged in productive interaction using'a common

language related to commen -goals. The status differences among Directors and the

Associate Directors emerged strongly during the November, 1977 Michigan conference.

A conference report predicted some potential conflict between the two groups unless

adJustments were made! to involve Associate Dlrectors in a1l appropriate levels of

decision making. Apparently, adjustments were made. By March, 1978, in San

Fran¢isco, two Directors; the’Liaison Officer for the Loop, a Teacher Corps, Wash~

ington staff member, SARC persons, and the new OJJDP/LEAA program monitor engaged

in making decisions and recommendations regarding program evaluation and documenta-

i

tion, the use of data, program structures, role functions, and procedures. The

recommendations were incorporated in a letter to the director:of Teacher Corps,

Washington with copies to OJJDP/LEAA staff. - ' :

Another interesting example of parity in the collaboration involved the circula

tion of the rough draft of -this report. Although Teacher Corps, Washington had

commissioned the study, the draft was shared with staff in 0JJDP/LEAA, the Loop

Liaison Officer,

Each had equal opportunity to give feedback

and make corrections in the draft’ document. The inve's'tigators often‘ were asked,

"Did you check with o

D

Although there was no formal structure to insure parity, such as a governing

The transactional style of the Director

=

1t ‘Schwartz, Henrietta. "The Culture of a Coniference'r, 1978, pp.45“46;

o R - . P o
@ . B , - LI

and the Washington staff person from Teacher Corps who deals directly -

R
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time and patience to establish, but the two Wa

of Teacher Corpe and his staff and the preference of the organization for a
' F arity ‘ i ity took
iticipatofy decision making model tended to insure parity. Occassionally, parity
par

Ty
Vo

ashington agencies and'fhevfield based

administrators seemed to have achieved 1t.

&

2. Roles at the Interface

i . 3 3 * .' d
The contract specified two persons as the official liaison persons. OJJDP/LEAA ha

Several members of the staff of

frequent contacts with the outside eva}uator, SARC.

) ‘i s : ; ¢
0JIDP/LEAA and SARC were in frequent and regular contact. Similarly, Project Directors

erson at Teacher Corps, Wash-

and Associate Directors were in contact with the liaison p

in v i y d i iv > Y. e was
ington either indi idﬁall or through the Lgop ard its Executive Secretar Ther
g b}

v wi 1 ' W i A field based staff
a high level of interaction within the two cells that 1is, betweeqﬁiye

i in touch
and Teacher Corps, Washlngton and between 0JJDP/LEAA and:SARC. Directors were in to

o s ‘
th Clarence Walker, William Smith, C. Gillin and the elght Program Specxal;sts almos
wi

( A
3

housed in Washington Further interviews with the three staff members from OJJDP/LEAA
ou .
and the three from SARC.

\i“ - 3 » 3 . 1
‘ik the diagram below indicates, there were two separalte systems operating initia ly
]

i

issi oles at
with a lack of interactionm, at all 1evels between the two systems. The missing ¥

nterface of the groups let issues which should have been resolved early on slip

the 1

X i | ’ icti 3 ions for
through the cracks enhanced misunderstandings and created conflicting expectat
3 3 .

field operations.
GENERAL MODEL OF 1976 COMMUNICATIONS

, ; > . Comnunication Cell
! peacher Corps Communication Cell 0JJDP/LEAA

o

n‘this group functioned in an informal liaison role prior to February, 1977.

, Q -
. A series of crucial meetings took place in 1976 and 1977, one in Atlanta in

December, 1976, one in February, 1977 in Chicago and anothef‘in;August 1977 in
Washlngton between the Activity IT Field Based Staff of Teacher Corps ‘and OJJDP/LEAA
and SARC. The minutes of the Loop meetings revealed that the Llalson Officer of
At that
meeting, it became evidens that misuneerstandings would continue.unlessizdditional
roles at the interface of the agencies were established. The reeggnition of tﬂe
need for a role(s) at the interface of the two federal agencies, the field based
administrators and the external evaluation ffsm led to the appointment of Dr.
Arthur Cole to assist in the facilitation of communication regardiﬁ37evaluation.
The dlfferences in structure between Teacher Corps and 0JJDP/LEAA made 1t
dlfflcult “to select one's '"like number!" in the agency
one program monitor for all school based programs; feacher Corps YAP had eight

\\

Program Specialists assigned on the basis of geograpﬁ ic reglon as well as the YAP

For example, OJJDP/LEAA had

Coordinator. Problems a?osevamd were negotiated regarding role expectations and
monitoring functions in most instances.
3. Negotiation as theigrinciple Process

Theidata indicated the chief program process was negotiation rather than con-

frontation or administrative directive from fhe inception of the agreement. The

D

discussions among the principle actors ranged over a period of two years at the

federal, local, and regional.levels. The contract incorporates this preferred means

of working in item 3 under the "Specific Tasks". "Teacher Corps will . . . coor-

dinate activities among the grantees to insure that any problems %hat are encountered

arefﬁeing identified_and steps are being taken to overcome them. In addition,
g

g
the Teacher Coips is expected to facilitate the exchange of information or project
accomplishments among grantees to insure that each demonstration effort reaches its
full potential for effectiveness. As appropriate, copies of all information excﬁenges

and notlflcatlons of all meetings of grantees shall 35>supp1ied to OJIDP/LEAA."
(pp.3-4). - .

o
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FIELD BASED TEACHER CORPS, WASHINGTON 0JJDP/LEAA
> J’ B it ' »R. Velde D. Grant
Directorﬂ; Wt Smlth<;__-_-§-‘~N-‘ ‘ o
! ' | T i J. Gran
| Loop andiExec. C. Gillin »E. Martin 4 E
Secretary&;; ’ . | L
Ssoc | (Y 3 i .y E, Murra
Associate C. Walker (other program ///,TJ. Friedman E hu y
Directors ~ specialists) A ,
L - Ly g i ’
k A. Cole (Jan., 1977) #é:"(— >P. Modley . Research Assistants
“ . LI ’ ‘
e : L ‘ 4
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-useful meetings.

“June,

e v ‘ .
‘because,the‘ba51co1ssue of concern was not reSOlved

;yet been establlshed

, v, - - :
Examipation of correspondence, minutes of Directors'

key informants revealed that most problem areas, were negotiated in some heated, but

meetings, and interviews with

adminigtrative intervention;s Most of the progress reports from the YAP Coordinator to

the Chief of Cycle Operations and the Director of Teacher Corps detailed issues already

resolved. ’The assumption was that face—to—face, one~to-one negotiations should and d1d

take place when the problem surfaced

DY

For example, one of the projects had two

Associate Direcfors, one selected by the 1nst1tut10n of hlgher education, and one

E ’r

selectedbbywthe local school dlstrlct.

The»1nterv1ew data and the file material

x\ e
1nd1cated that the Washlngton staffs of both aoenc1es were aware of the potential for

con 11ct and worked

o

>w1i,h the PrOJect Director ,and two Assoc1ates to malnﬁa in the

,,,4—

/-\ . S
V7 [

“cooperatlonﬂof the un1v9r31ty and the school system and install a program.f‘The

W

arrangement did
D

el
both agenc1es not to contlnue funding the prOJﬂct beyond the end of the 10th Cycle,

not’ work well anJ the, declsion was made at’ the program monltor level of

1977. « - S e e L5

Another example can be c1ted

L

&
local prOJects of ‘the 10/ of the budget for- eValuation act1v1tles in February, 1977 1n

“ <

Chlcago. Thereafter, the Washlngton staff’ had to regotlate w1th each local prOJect for

PR a

the support of the visits of consultants “andastaff

&

SARC data

[ =
v1s1ts Tbese negotlations were carrled on. with bo
(‘, 2o

collection requlrements,

: o P, . '\‘AE ;’.- ‘
apparent need for administrative
; Jm : . : s

. ; . - «

! dlrectlves or federal 1ntervent10n. Lo : R L e

. . - i X 5. C N
" g o < = O»
5l i o N
N :
shey

there wére some few instances where mlsunderstandlngs per31sted

»

HoWewerr either

or people were comlng from very

A a. ® 5
=

dlfferen_ v1ewp01nts and a coherent conceptnal framework ‘for program elements had not

° ¢ a o

A\Tneredwere two 1nstances where the process of negoL1at1on needed
5 2 - ’ . o &

the clarity of‘adminlstratlve directlves ST

“
o . Nz %

Typically, conflictS'were negotiated before they reached the stage of

The dec1slon ,was made concerning the retentlon by &Che

U S TP

A

iS

T

s [‘J In one instance, V1t was necessary for ‘the Director of the Teacher Corps program to 7
; " - Ny o s o
. 9
. is)ue aym o lndlcatlng that phe GdJDP/LEAAjrepresentatlve was§ to ‘haye the right toV
M B = o ‘ c,“ O
v1srt Act1v1ty II projects w1thq01 w1hhout the Teacher ﬂorp , N
o o8 - e \i-
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to a halt e.g.,-involveﬁ'\t of the fleld in the design for evaluatron. When the | :
o = : o - ,/ N Q
v dlscovery was, made that there were’ not eriough roles at the 1nterface of the varlous
S o = o ﬁ hEr R

” 2

0t

being present. However, the £JJDP/LEAA representative was to notify the Education

Program Specialist of the visit. Again this was necessary in some Part because of the

aack of dlrect communlcatlon between 0JJDP/1EAA and the field based component of the

program and the different'levels in the structure”of the two federal agencies. In the

i
\ Ry

second case, the Diréctor of Teacher Corps and the Administrator.of Spec1a1 Emphasis
Programs for OJJDP/LEAA came to a Loop meeting in Chicago February, 1977 for the .

spec1f1c purpose of 1nstruct1ng the Project Directors as to the resources ~human and

K‘

material5 to,be~a110cated to the external evaluation firm, SARC. There were'sobeﬁvery’
. heated exchanges which were resolved by a verbal directive. S B i

e
N :

It is in some,ways remarkable that, considering the complexity of the ‘program and.
. . N ° o ' 3

the differing styles of organizational operation, administrative directives to'resolve

program gévernance and management issues were so rare.

@ o

in the collaborative interagency agreement worked. = u . e

N
o o : : o !

}%' In summary thenf when one“of.the‘components,of the transactional organizational

style was v1olated in the deve10pment operation, and evaluation of the program,

R R -
A & 9

conf11ct ensued 4. If the pr1nc1p1e of parlty among the concerned groupsbwas v1olated

= X
: FS -

commun1cat101 wis 1ncomp1ete mlsunderstandlngs resulted -and program Operat&bns ground

=] 3 g ° “ (\
A 1'”' 1

organlzatlons 1nvo£ved attempts were made to remedy the 31tuatlon with the app01ntment

o - ~

"
wrimnd O

1nforma1 llalson respon51b111t1es belng o

<: of newj gersons on the Teacher Corps staff

.assumed by the Loop Lléison Offlcer and by individual PrOJect D1rectors e.g Myers and
i /'3 ), P ' " B
S N,
~W1111ams March 1978 Also more frequent meetlngs of Assoc1ate>D1rectors and other
o a “79 2y ! ¢ - . Z ) r‘\ . ¥
/,;agency perspnnelkwere arranged 1n;19]8 For the”mostopart the, development,,operatlon,‘

‘Aol
N

P ,rrr)k - = \SV
'hnd~later evaluatlon

@Ry

of
e,

SR | i ,
the'administratlve directiveQb

mWhen negotlatlon was gyt able ‘to. resolvn the conflict

& A
N N % g ¢

strategy was used Typlcally, the dlrectlve was folrowed by rncreased commnlcatlon and

o L e o %
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shared deci81on maklr \among the concerned groups. R ]
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Neégotiation as a program process

the program weme negotlated among the concerned role groups n

2 L T "

e g o

oo

5o



\\
[
o

: time period. 1In turn,

the SARC personnel spoke of the real meat of the study being the

C. JThe Culture of the Program :
k r
process. evaluatlon of the way in Whlch the Act1v1ty II staff implemented the mandates

@]

*

ersal aspects of the culture of the Sehool Crime Inter- = h
e OJJDP/LEAA program monitor admltted belng frustrated in the beginning of th K
e wor

: - This summary of the univ

‘vention program was dérived from a thematic content ana1y51s of the interviews, fller' RREET - B RERR .
; § : t ‘ ) with Tesd X )

eacher Corps but; then developed an understandlng of what it meant to work i .

i n

documents “and observatlons : o BT Lo P S g hool
R : B schools. One of the 0JJIDP/LEAA staff ‘pe
. 3 - . . k- T8
e norms,and goals which g P ons spoke of the "tremendous resrstance to

The values of the Act1v1ty II program represent thos
Jpanythlng new in schools

Itkwas‘a real learnlngrexperlence for us to understand thac? |

D e i
B i : < o,
0 T 4

ought to govern the beliefs and behavtors of persons in- the program. An examination - & tool N . y
: - ISC ools were JusL as resistant to° chan ' - '
‘ S ‘ 5 g€ B correct v
of the goals of both agencies and‘discu551ons regardlng each agency s norms revealed A 3 il gy ional lnStltUtlons .. (May, 1978).
: 4 . 4 / < . ¥ k1 - inally, the‘Teacher'Cor t .
1 ps, Washington staff
the fOllOWlng " <ﬁ D g @ Lo in March, 19 : §ff and field based Personnel interviewed
o ’ : n Marc 78 spoke of the need to "do a
. ) o n 1m -
OJJDP/LbAA Valued ~ The program nught * » TEACHER CORPS Valued.- The program ought . C . | ° paCt StUdY s (Two ASSOClate Directors);
to demonstrate g : to demonstrate: . ) : 8 2 1nC°rporate the hard data prov1ded b ‘
‘ S & y the SARC 1nstruments 1nto
: L . : L , i - i , v R our Teacher Corps 1978
§ﬂ2~'17 A short term 1mpact study. ' 1.~ Long term formative and sumrative . o B Pr0posal to 1nd1cate the program has made a mark on “school d i )
i r s ‘ evaluation - process and product. S . . 1 9 1sruPt1°“ (One Dlrector)
i 2.v,Ev1dence of reduction of crime, fear, e | N ST evera °ther Directors 1“dlcated that they were L
i disruption and violence as & result 2. VEV1dence of new skills and rela- L '3@‘) y “S*ng the SARC data in their local
! of Phe Activity I1 program. tionships developed in a school & project final evaluation documents. 5.
, and community through the program. g ' SR . : ' k ) g
5 3. Plannrng ‘and management skills for o ST B - In summary, the value expressed as "to make it . . , U
< students. (Dlrect service to stu- 3. Remediation of causes of delinquen- . ' 2 ‘ file d - o ' ) (ACt1VIty 11) work" permeated the i
By dents) ; ' cy in the school. T.C. tradltlonally 1le data, 1nterviews and observations. Hard work B
i ‘ e i - provided indirect servrce to students O , . ° vas & value for all role: grouped in L
@ a4 ;SIA ShOU1d be the Strategy to reduce ~ through profe551ona1 tralnlng efforts. e Poth agencles, in the fleld and Wlth the. SARC personnel Time wa ' '
CE - - 'crime, fear, “improve the climate of o ‘ o e A o Ime was a precious and valued
+ ' the school. , 4. SIA is a strategy to work w1th stu- ' R source, sense of the finite 11fe of Act1v1t R - o
g = . .. - dents, but skeptical about 1mpact REREY: ¥ i . ¥ IF was expressed with examples of
5. Development of model training pro-~ © *“wen crime reductlon ‘ ‘ . accomp 1shment and a sense of‘regret that the exper , il h T S
grams for staff in 50h0015 s - S : ' N ‘ ' B o “ ‘én U, ot ol e v ' xp *1¢entwwas over. Inel“sron of others ek
' : ) 5. b B in project planning, Oferations'and evaluatio de ' 7 -
s : o tg tion developed : : ’ : : ,
6.7 PrOJects‘ 1mpact in the form of IR # o ne pe over the life of the program as S
"oooo significant results or be -discon- 5 . L ewqug to consult with Dlrectors SARC Assoclat Lt
C. - tinued; bury mlstakes and try o 6. Work w1th proJuCt , ‘@ : : e ’ Zh ; ) 8 Dlrectors and OJJDP/IEAA before
.. something mew. s ures for the "Journal,wf ne ] making is - eC131OH \Teacher Corps Washln to ‘ :
L : . . . : t , ;
B RN R T Sl ﬂfmdmgs" - learn from mlstdke Q"} : o gton s aff person) ; B
Leal LT @a U"”~1u L and self- correct : o - Deference patterno mirrored the parent agenc1es but w1th1n the Act1v1ty II o
| ; ‘ group,

0ver the 1ast year and a half there had heen -an accommodatlon between’the'twof-'
o‘v N o 0 B r:; : . e : \~

: agency cultures, and the hard 11nes among the agenc1es related to Act1V1ty 1I have R ;fgﬁ;t}ﬁ*

'the valu ‘
e that one ought to respect those w1th natlonal stature and/or expertlse was' e

&)
o extended to' 1n51ders and outsrders For example

o , » the ¢ external 1nvest1gator was glven .

o

‘ .

softened.(>Thls was partlcularly notlceable 1n the meetlng 1n San Franc1sco March
,,n - > . o el %

1978 The Assoc1ate Dlrectors began to see some usefulness 1n collectlng hard , I ; - San Fra“°1SC° in March 1978

c18 The same wag true f |
e % " ’qu or the new OJJDP/LEAA prbgram monltor S

who was present at the San Francrsco meetlng 9. 5[' S e

I =
I : = . R : S - g . : N e
e 2] i

| ] 1 5 [SREN "

D

data to Rpument the efforts of Act1vxty II Thls Teacher Corps f1e1d staff accommo~ o - O

S

ﬁfdatron occurred after face to~ face 1nteract10n w1th the SARC staff over an extended ' &eéﬁ

#
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- and observation data only.

- _gram as indicated’by‘the list in the Appendir.

- Programs in November, 1977.

 with this addition.

»1nvolved in maklng dec151ons

: arm of OJJDP/LEAA

‘The file documents, Pperhaps because so many are’federal
agency forms, were much more concerned with the economics and tethnology of the pro-

However, content analysis,of the,

major documents, the working drafts, the interagency agreement, crucial letters®
_.and pollcy statements revealed they expressly cited the goals as "prov1d1ng service

“.to students" "1mprOV1ng the climate of the schools" and "enhanc1ng the qLallty of

w
i3
o -

11fe in low income areas"ﬂ

"The primary sacred value of this group has humanism and it was

invoked when there was a conflict of values. Invariably, it won

out, even to the extent of protecting a member who had violated
, “the other _group norms and had not performed the a551gned tasks in.
i an acceptable manner. nl A

o

: vities sponsored.by the Act1v1ty II comp0nent of the Teacher‘CorprYouth Advocacy

It is still descrlptlve of the culture ‘of the program

i

The quotation 1ncorporates statements made in one way or

o o 5 . Q.

i

another by 31 ‘of the 43 respondents: | S ' : ' 8

"It is finé to do this for k1ds, and to get student 1n1t1ated acti-
,v1t1es going, and to involve ‘teachers. ‘But, at some time . . when
it comes to funding and getting into schools +. . . you have got to
show in a"hard-nosed' way that what you did made thlngs better . .
. that'there is less crime, drop-outs, v1olence, broken windows’
. or whatever in the school where you worked " (A PrOJect Dlrector,‘
'Aprll 1973) o B S

The value that one ougnt to be ab]e to prOV1de ev1dence - hard evidence - g

€

concernlng programﬁbeneflts had become a part of _the culture of Act1V1ty II - €

e Governance refers to ‘the culture's patterns of dec151on maklng and who was

Cﬁ\ ) W

Here one must talk about the governamce of the f1e1d

,.based prOJects, the ‘monitoring of these prOJects by Teacher'Corps/and SARC as an

The contract clearly stated that Teacher Corps W111 be respon51~

ble for admlnlsterlng the program, 1ssu1ng the requests for amendments, awardlng

Sl = L o .

Henrletta Schwartz, ”The Culture of a Conference"- 1978,»Cpp;v40;41);_ %

P

< 2

: :,.,s?»r

i

i

&

2 .

Thls,statement was madevln an evaluation of the conference on Student Initiated Acti-

€ e i

amended grants,-coordinating activities, etc.

_But it also said that'Teacher Corps
could not change any of the rules;or award grants”without OJJbP/LEAA approval.
Problems arose when OJJDP/LEAA’introduced a new.element into the operations of
projects, SARC, who madeadecisions‘about what eVaantion modeLs,'instruments and
resources each local-project would uSe. The‘Teacher Corps model of decision making } .
The OJJDP/LEAA model of decision-making was legalistic,‘-

was part1c1patory

hierarchial and contractual 0JJDE/LEAA had one person, at the most three people,

- making decisions about the Act1v1ty II pro1ects Teacher Corps had at 1east three

1"‘»

people and often five peoplcfat the federal level who had the right to issue a

¢

dlrectlve to a local prOJect and negotlatefthe dlsp051t10n of the d1rect1ve. In

addltlon, the Dlrectors' organlzatlon, the Loop, in its attempts to- resolve mis- %
o !1

understandlngs passed- resolutlons which had 1mp11cat1ons not only for the behav1or

l
it

- of the members, but also for the behavior of the Associate Directors and the YAP

\

o

Coordinator in Washington and the Activity II liaison.

Ultimatelv, abmodus vivendi was established which more closely resembled the

part1c1patory decision maklng model of the Teacher Corps pro;ects than the con-~

tractual mode of OJJDP/LEAA SARC and OJJDP/LEAA accommodated to the 1nc1u51ve

dec151on maklng'structure and, in turn, TeachernCorps agreed to part1c1pate in the:

o

evaluation model mandated by OJJDP/LEAA and SARC w1th what Teacher Corpé field

personnel felt to be approprlate changes There were' some changes in key personnel

ST (\

in one ! of the agenc1es and the 1mpact of these changes on “the dec151on maklng process .

has yet to be determlned 1
&
Although no formal governance commlttee was 1nst1tuted among the 1nvolved

=0

b

: agencies to set pollcy for the Act1v1ty II program, it is 1nterest1ng to note ‘that

‘of.Educatlon.~

the Juvenlle Justlce Amendments of 1977 do 1nst1tut10na11ze 1nput from the Comm1551oner

The orlglnal 1eg1slat10n of 1974 spec1f1ed a Coordlnatlng CounC11
‘ L L‘ : .

1. Jud1 Frledman left January, 1978 and was replace by Monserrate Diaz. John
Rector became administrator of OJJDP in October, 1977. Ernest Boyer became“‘

’~-Comm1551oner of Educaflon 1n 1977

-69-
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for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, an independent organization in the

Executive Branch.

i ey e e Yo A o

i\] y » . 3
The function of the Council is to coordinate all federal juvenile
delinquency prevention programs and activities and report to the President once a year. ,

Thegoriginal membership included the Assistant Administrator of 0JJDP,.the Attorney

s o RIS

. General, the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare, the Secretary of Housing and

o Urban Development, the Associate and deputy Assistant Administrators of OJJDP, the
Director of the Office of Drug Abuse Prevention and the Director of the Institute on
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and such other agencies as the President
designated. :

IndOctober, 1977, the Amendments specified the following interagency agreements: °
Section 206 (a)(1) of the Act is amended b; insefting after

o "the Director of the Office of Drug Abuse Prevention'', the

D “ following: . "The Commissioner of the Office of Educatlon the

o Director of the ACTION Agency." i T o

g Section 224 (a)(6); of the Act is amended by inserting after

\L* (0JIDP is authorized to make grants, enter into 1nteragency

b .-, agreements for model programs)|'develop and 1mplemenb the
: ., following: "in coordination with the Commissioner of Educa-
tion." and by striking out the pefiod at the end thex}eof and
-inserting in lieu thereof the following: '"and to entourage
new approaches and: techniques with respect to the prevention
of school vidlence and vandallsm, .o , . 5
Finally, five new functionms are added to the OJJDP legislationm, the first of which.

i

: strengthens the'requirements for ihteragenczfagreements;

Section 224 (a) of the Act is amended by adding at the. end .
= thereof the following new paragraph "(7) develop and K
support programs 'stressing advocacy activities almed at =
1mprov1ng services to youth impacted by the Juvenlle
[ S Justlce system;" :

vey Teacher cOrPS, Washington staff had some 1mput into rhese Amendments and the -

OJJDP/LEAA 1nteragency agreement may have had some 1nfluence The governance mandate

"spec1f1es 1nteragency c00perat10n w1th the Offlce of Educatlon by the 1nCIUS1on of the

s}

fCommlss1oner on: the Coordlnatlng Counc11 Further the use of the word advocacy appears

'?for the f1rst t1me in thls 1977 1eg131at1on. JBut o

WL

No casual relatlonshlp is clalmed

: cultures 1n contact do exchange w1th borrow from and 1nf1uence each other in a varlety'

5 i o

of WaYs. S R o e S e e

<

ol

R S S e e

R § - — L . o o

a d

and with the1r approval Teacher Corps dec1ded whlch prOJects got how much mo A?
ney.

»

Rr Corps
T Cc ps were felt at the natlonal level 1n

t
hat the-funds came at a time when other Teacher Corps monies were frozen

Act1v1ty I program. The beneflts to Teachs

The contract

carrled a respectable overhead flgure and in addltlon to giving money to th field
e fie

. b
3 ased prOJects to hire the additon of staff at the Washington level The investigat
estigators

based staff supported this 1nterpretation

For the two mlll1on Teacher Cor
i

The dec1s1on to fund o &
x sl r not fund a progect which had concluded at

ps prov1ded expertise, staff, materlals, schools and

time and monitoring,

t
he end of the lOth cycle was a JOlnt one made by Teacher Corps and OJJDP/LEAA

0JJD “ar
P/LEAA prov1ded money, the SIA model techn1cal expertlse ‘and the external evaluat
| uator,

At the local level, a variety of economlc .8ySstems operated

Some Directors usually

Act1v1ty II Dlrectors gave these persons almost complete res

I

dlstrlbutlons of goods and services and money

i

ponSlb111ty for the

Flscal control remalned in the hands of

'y 1g S

= n Seeme

to be the Directors allowing the Associate Directors much flexibility

| f A - . II

*

fchecks for those dlstrlbutlons requlrlng a pollcy dec1810n‘

;
T

e A g e e
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'fEducation which did not yield an acceptable evaluation.

RV
ke

for direct service to youth, but did not have experj

<

lechnology‘~ Those shills‘aﬁd knowledge required to get the program going and

'to keep it operatlng were seen to be the prov1nce of the YAP Teacher Corps program.

2

However the prlmary intervention strategy, Student In1t1ated Activities, was an

QJJDP/LEAA invention. The concept was developed by OJJDP/LEAA staff in conjunction

2]

with the American Institute. of Research, expanded by interaction with experts in

Youth Advocacy such as audge Mary C. Kohler and later refined by the Youth Advocacy

Projects of Teacher Corps. . 0JJDP/LEAA had the resources and technical strategy

‘ence .in schools. This lack of

T

4

fam111ar1ty with schools was stated in the contract, and OJJDP/LEAA freely admitted

it was buying expertlse and skill of the Teacher Corps personnel and programs.

Teacher Corps was less secure in admlttlngult had, 1little experience w1th the Student

‘V

Initiated Activities model and needed technical a551stance in 1ts'umplementat10n.

il

However, the university based field staff who directed and operatéh the YAP projects
o SEE j : |
did feel they had. the technical expertise to evaluate these Activity II pilot

i
I

programs. OJJDP/LEAA had d1fferent perceptlon

OJJDP/LEAA did not believe that Teacher Corps had the necessary technology to do

the klnd of 1mpact evaluation it requlred to Just1fy the. allocatlon of funds.%

& 3

External evaluatlon was a norm with OJJDP/LEAA to insure objectivity and credlblllty,

fr “

" Also, the agency had some previous experience with another program in the Office of

@

do what appeared to the Teacher Corps personnel to be a replication‘of the "Safe

;School#Study".l OJJDP/LEAA did not View ‘the SARC eValuation design as - a replication-

of the Safe School Study The Dlrectors and local Teacher Corps staff members

o

were upset, and, in some ways, profe551ona11y 1nsulted when they were told that

”they must partlclpate in, and allocate staff resources to, an‘out51de evaluatlon

ES

Coe ' RIS o :
1. "Safe School Study" refers to an NIE Report to Congress in 1975 under the
provisions of the Safe School Act. ‘The instruments are shown in Violent Schools,

-~ 'Safe Schools (Washington, D, C. National Instltute of. Educatlon, 0. s. Department
‘U;of Health Education’ and Welfare,,1977)

Therefore, it hired SARC to

o

school crime and violence was unrealistic and that the SIA strategy needed a conceptual

‘respect each other's level of knowledge, experience and skill,

OJIDP/LEAA staff. (all three interviewed) recognized that working in schools was very

‘cultural ballast,

R P
~=GKILLS s

'dperation and each group has benefited from contact with the other.

issues ralsed at the two meetlngs observed November

~need to clarlfy what is meant by student 1n1t1ated act1v1t1e;>as d1st1ngulshed from

e ]

LT e

kel

that they had no voice inkplanning or approving. Reportedly, attempts to inform

OJJDP/LEAA and SARC representatives of the local projects' evaluation efforts fell on
deaf ears. Additionally, the experienced Teacher Corps Directors said they knew from
the beginning that the time span in which they were being asked to showbdecreases in
definition, refinement and testing.

Only in the last 'six to eight months of operation did the three groups come to
Teacher Corps field

based staff recognized that the SARC evaluation could be useful and that they would

learn something from writing the several different kinds of reports required by SARC.
K

% 14

different from working in other communlty servi-de agencies, Schools have a great

for part of thelr m1s31on is to transmit the cultural heritage.

o

Consequently, they are highly resistant to change. External change dgents need great

credibility in the system before they can hope to influence it. Teacher Corps personnel

knew the introduction of Activity II would take time and caution and could not be
legislated.’ Incorporation’of the changes being suggested by Activity IT programs tookil
especlally sensitive staff persons with special talents.

By March 1978, some members of‘the SARC staff recognized that most projects had&QV
staff persons with the experience and SklllS in evaluation to contribute. Project staff
evaluators concentratlng on- qualltatlve data added another dimension to the quantltatlve
SARC data. ‘ S R ng“J

knowledge;“products»and'technology‘have been shared over the 20 months of

.

&

This was

demonstrated in the interview responses. However, the basic issue of an overarching

program conceptual1zatlon remains to be ‘worked through For exagple'

w

discussions and o

1977 and March, 1978 suggested the

student sponsoredr student superv;sed or student part101pat10nw1n activities.
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c¢ombined language emerged.

‘there was a feelingaofgjoinq ownership of the term.

» would have an Associate Director and two staff persons and a secretary.

for this role.

pfogpam be kept separete.~

were Qevelopedfby the group for subplsSLQn‘tp.TeecherACorps,

Languageu- Both groups at the federal and the project level learned new terms and a

This technical vocabulary was particularly evident at the
) -

1977.conference'and‘again in March, 1978.. The language of the agreement was

November,

largely legalistic and contractual in the mode of LEAA. The papers distributed at the

two conferences revealed a blend of the two vocabularies. Teacher Corps staff>persons

were using terms like "adjudicated youth, violent and disruptive youth". OJJDP/LEAA;

program monitors and legislation were using terms like "youth advocacy", "troubled

youth?, "model development', "participatory decision making'. Both grcups used Studeét

Initiated Activities and although it sometimes meant different things to each group,
After the San Francisco meeting of .

As oc1ate Directors with SARC personnel, some of the members of the two groups shared
definitions of terms;unique to their organizations over -lunch and laughed (were not

defensive) about those areas which still required firm definitionms.

Social Organizatiqn ~ The staffing pattern of Activity II was mandated at the

federal level. Money was prov1ded to each project for an Associate Dlrector who would

.

be respon31b1e for the Activity II component of the YAP Each KetIV1ty II operatlon

The selection

_of the Associate Director was left to the local project and no criteria were specified

The Project Director was the chief administrator and ultimately &

]

and the management of funds, etc. OJJDP/LEAA .did‘require that the A%%LVltY‘II component
PR 3 ; ' B 5 . ‘ .

i ' < . £ N \‘.\ . . 4 o
of the program operate 1n'@ separate school and that initially the two components of,the

Thls caused organ1zat10na1 problems for the D1rectors and

There was some sharlng between Act1v1ty I
§

and II components of the prOJects, but Assoc1ate Dlrectors dld have role deflnltlon“,\

e L

statu problems for the Assoc1ate Directors.

problems.
‘Washxngton. f%

. & . g NG
. . . < 0
I !,[“ - f

.j’1Q See letter from Mariano Bsrawed tOFWiIJiam Smith, May,01978.

s T e

responsible to Washington, Teacher Corps and OJJﬁP/LEAA for the operation of the project
L « ) et HHc i . ,

ThlS issue was ralsed at the March 1978 meetlng and some recommendatlons N
SR

)

.,4/‘ ’

e T

«©

IE2

s g

The interaction of the two agencies at the federal level revealed some mismatch in

role parallelism. As indicated earlier, Teacher Corps is a relatively smallhprogram

with about 40 full time Washington staff persons, at least 20 of whom were in some way

relafed to the Youth Advocacy Projects. The "family" like style of the organization

sometimes blurred role status distinctions. There were identifiable deference patterns

S

but one needed to ask to discover superior-subordinate relationships and indications of

informal status. vOJJDP/}EAA was much more the traditiomal hierarchical organization

with superior/suhordinate relationships clearly defined and recognizable even in terms’

of physical space alloted to role incumbants. (A comparative analysis of the structure
of the organizations -and role relationships in tefms of the allocation of offices and

space‘would be a fascinating investigation). Further, only three people in this agency

_Had any relatlonshlp with the Activity II YAP programs and in reallfy, only ona’ was

v1ewed as a progect monltor. So when the OJJDP/LEAA Program Monltot negotlated a site .

V181t by a consul tant or responded to a prOJect progress report, thls was communlcated

to the YAP Coordlnator in the Teacher Corps Washlngton office - "her like number":

.However, there were eight other program monltors ¥like numbers" - Education Program

‘Speclallsts who wanted thls lnformatlon and were upset when dec191ons were made without
%
‘their 1mput.

) N " +r | - ¥ L4 ” 3 ) o . * » I3
Eventually, through meetings, verbal directives and administrative memos, a series
N A F © i

]
@ L

of accommodat%gns were developed and the communication channels functioned in a

‘reasonably efficient fazhion, The structure of the‘p;ojects at the local level

resembled the typical field based Teacher EorpsoprOjeep, and as articuiation increased

between’Activity I and Activhgy II components of the program, the staff roles blended.
o I - : '

There were some reports of,local "turf"”conflic%f which were risolved by the Directors

e . : Ty

'or the prOJect governing boards. o

. [=4
u{\

member‘of the culture, are too subtle to. document thhOut extensive observatlons‘of“the
two cultures,

the Loop and each project site.h Observetions were made at Washington

agency conferences, brief agency visits andhother Teacher Corps sponsored:events. Some

e T TSRCHNERI S

’

’ Soc1a11zat10n Patterns - The ways in which a newcomer learns ‘to be a functional -
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'ot the processes were descrlbed in the file documents and 1nterv1ew data, but much of

vhat is reported here is based on 1nference froml}ndirect data.

ol

) A
791though there were differences in the patterns of Teacher Corps and OJJDP/LEAA

vthey were less meortant in the development of the Activity II culture than the

commonalities. In some ways, an age graded culture was establlshed with deference bEJLtlg

shown to the experienced people_in Teacher Corps, Washington, OJJDP/LEAQ'and_the'Loop.
Experienced Directors "taught the ropes" to the new ones. 1In the Associate Directors

group, those who had prevxous experlence w1th Teacher Corps YAP emerged as the informal

Ieaders, although newcomers were se’ected by the others as the formal group leaders.

Generally, newcomers were 1nc1uded and greeted w1th openness except when the mentor's

statqs‘was threatened or someone's "turf" was violated. For example, Teacher Corps

Education Program Specialists were not uniformly enthusiastic about the Activity II

’program and,taiied abont[the new staff involved in the prégram as "young and

" inexperienced, but he'11l/she’1l iearn". The process at OJJDP/LEAA was seemingly

dxfferent In three cases\cited in interviews, individuals who could not adjust to the

CUlture of the- agency, or accept changes left the office comnletly

A&

.‘Newcomers yn.Act1v1ty II who were w1111ng to learn from the "0ld Pros" and who did
not. violate too many expectations survived, achieved status and acculturated rapidly.

This seemed to be the case in Washington .in the field‘and in the Loop. Newcomers from

other subcultures typlcally were extended the courtesies of the YAP group, unless they

"came on too strong ”told us our business", "behaved 11ke pollcemen op, 'spoke as if

they had jus% .come down from the* mountaln . These 1nd1v1duals were neglected until
their‘behavior was perceived to change. Typically, newcomer s got care and help.
; The usual processes by wh1ch soclalizatlon was acaleved were 1m1tat10n, p031t1ve

reinforcement prox1m1ty and occ331ona11y punishment in the form of soc1a1 ostraclsm and

~ \\

direct or joking reprimands. At the progect 1eve1 in three rare cases, deviants were .

. . L N

BEparated:from the subculture - flred.or,transferred.

, Theidescription of the Cosmology or view of reality of the Activity II program

subcnlture is a summary for this section, The'Acgivity II“subculture“and its

-76-

participants1 were characterized by the values of humanism, service to youth, openness

and hard work. Conmitment to-"make it work" was evident among all groups. Later in the
development of the subculture, after interaction"with SARC, the value of "hard evidence"
tokdocument the outcomes of the projects emerged. Participation by all groups in
decisions and negotiation as arform of conflict resolution were operational realities,
not just principles. ' Individuals in the field were particularly aware of the time bound
nature of the effert and there was a much higher level of anxiety around this reality at
the project level than there was in the federal agencies. Survival, jobs, depended upon
program continuation in one form or ancther. Consequently., there ‘was ‘competition to
demonstrate that one's activities were important, had an impact on the proéram and
people, that one's,projectvwas in s&ﬁe ways better than another and more deserving of
continuation. Those few pérsons whose sponsoring institutionsﬂdid not apply .for
additionalyfunding exhibited deviant behayior and tended to be 1ess;hardworking than the
others, more critical and cynical.

The Activity II program suhculture, although temporary, made an impact on the
Teacher Corps program at the federal level, on the 0JJDP/LEAA perspective on schools,
and on the flexibility of the external evaluator. The culture refined the technology of
'the Student Initiated Activities model, generally used time, expertise and fiscal
. resources to benefit youth and schools, dere10ped itsbo&n jargon, extended courtesy and

" How well

\
‘X

attention to newcomers and, for the most part, was productive and functional.
the goal of crime reduction in schools was served can only be commented on in terms of

participants responses. The participants perceived that local project goals were met

S‘weil, and almost two-thirds feltighe'program had reduced disruptive behavior in the -

Ny
i

cooperating schools.

/7

‘\\_‘\///f . ‘ -~

T

Uy

1. Part1C1pants refers to Teacher Corps, Washington staff, OJJDP/LEAA staff
Loop personnel, Teacher Corps YAP, Activity I and II staffs and SARC 'personnel.
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V.. RECOMMENDAIIONS FOR PROPOSED INTERAGENCY AGREEMENTS L ‘ e

The Sttgcture,“Funciion, Content and Pfocésé of the Interagenc& Agreement

In presé;ting the recommendations for interagency agreeﬁents a syétéﬁs analysis
approééh seemed the most comprehensive, for it permits comment on thevmanipulable
asﬁécts of the‘agencies. Redifecting, correcting or reformulating am organization or a
'seriés of programs is at best difficult and often impossible. It is foolhardy to begin

making modifications by attempting to change basic organizational attitudes. However,

it is possible to introduce disequaliﬁ;ium in the organization by making changes in four

N

areas of the system, in the structure, function, content and process,
Structure refers to the formal and inforwal role relationships and superior and

subordinate relationships characteristic of any*formalvorganization. Modifying one

iF

component in a role set will changelthe nature of\the other role relationships.
Function refers to the expected behav;Qrs attendant to the roles in the organizati§ﬁ,
e.g., the teacher teaches and the pupiiylgarns, the doctor treats and the patient ééﬁs
well, Specifying new or differenct expecgéticng for the behavior of persons in a role

Qill require the accommodation of new performgnéé t@quirements or a‘ﬁew role incﬁmbant.
This creates organizational change. | |

A content change can be made by redefining a goal or making the means as important
as the goals of the brganization.,.Attendant changes in structure and function follow.

1

A prime example of goal displaceﬁent can often be seen in the mental hospital whose

major function is to ‘iure patients. However, mental -hospitals are frequently custodial
institutions charged with keeping patients from éndangering or disturbing he public.
Custodial activities are essential to therapy, but if custodial means become a major
focus sf the activitiés, then the therapeutic ends‘are'displaceé. Examination révealed

that the resource patterns, the personmnel and the operatiou of an agency changed
, j il ‘ ; :

markedly with makinéwﬁeans more important than goals.

. 1. Amitai Etzioni, Modern Organizations, (Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs; N. J.;
- 1964) pp. 84-85. . S - :
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Finally, a change in orﬁanizational commpnication proce§%es; who talks to whom,"

VWho repprts to ﬁthg how are resources‘a11pca§eﬁ, caﬁ creatéia pfbfognd chahge in the
pétfern of organizational operation. By using thesg four concepts, structure, function,
content and process, ré¢commendations can be made din a logical and systematic fashion.

A summary;statemept~ofja finding is given in each area, implications for pngram

. . e . .
operation are drawn and a recormendation for future operations is shown.
= "l‘ N Co . t

A. Structure - Role Relafionships
Each federal agency had an internal structure with lack of

- Finding:
‘ parallelism between the two.
Implication: * Representatives of the involved role groups at the federal
. ~ level reported they were not completely aware of the develop-
v ¥ ment of an interagency agreement, and were not asked for
input. Tension was created within Teacher Corps, Washing-

ton.
1) Recommendation:  The inclusion of the Commissioner of Education on the
R :  Coordinating Council of OJJDP/LEAA creates linkages at
" this level of the agencies. However, if another inter-
o ; agency arrangement is negotiated, it is recommenided that
R an Interagency Committee be established including repre-
L ' k sentatives of the following role groups from Teacher
. Corps: YAP. Coordinator, Research Liaison, Education
B Program Specialists, Fiscal Officer, the Loop Board of
Directors, the Associate Directors group and the
, - Director of Teacher Corps or his designee. From
S , ~ 0JJDP/LEAA and the External Evaluator: the Director
' ' T o of Special Emphasis Projects, the Program Monitor, a
Research Specialist, OJJDP/LEAA consultants and one or
] , moresrepresentatives of the External Evaluator. -
Y - . It is suggested that this Interagency Committee meet
R S four times a year..to clarify goals, deal with governance
L ; issues and set policy. This should insure parity afd
o ' roles at the interfdce and negotiation, as characteris-
’ ' . .~ .itics of the collaborative model which worked in the ;
-~ Activity II School Crime Intervention Program. R

. . . 1.
. Finding: The School Crime Intervention ProgramPCreaxed by the
: ‘interagency agreement between OJJDP/;EAA‘éﬁd Teacher
. .. Corps-developed, operated and evalusted 10 programs
‘ “across the country, each of which reportedly had some
. impact.on ‘the problem of school;Crim§; at relatively
low cost, without establishing a new \federal agency. -

O

EXd

o

N

Implication:

P ?J Recommendation:

Finding:

Implication:

3) Recommendation:

Finding:

Implicatibn:

The agencies } : , :
to es%agf;:; had complementary needs, were abi
parity. ol .2 collaborative progran based e
- P s €s at the interf . on
O o ace of t ;
groggsssandluzlng negotiation as a p};ggigr:()lved
rocess. Interaction amo, A
.and fi e ng the various :
, Leld based groups led to the evolutigsnsées
of a

U‘prodpctive‘program culture.

the supervisi
1on of a new
tor to B _ role, an Associ -
) be selected by the Pro}ect Diregégie Direc-

Dir '

rstrzgzzizle:fwere not consulted about'this

alloved then complove fraeqor o o), t2shington

2 : : : om to s

newy¥gi:h§gﬁff?lt Put upon. In somzlszze:hoih

pou X0 projectlzﬁsd with a role already opératfn

of Tote pereet 2 the expectations and definitig

Nnce were not specified, Therefo?g

3

“the responsibiliti
. ; ilities and a
Directors varied widely utonomy of the Associate

vidual responsi
ible must h
stroctaner o ave clear tasks, re i
es, ources Cnis,
soTe B L s P€er support
func:gsgalx?genC}es and parameggrs isy;£§Z;’ ghannels
. he tlt;e might be changed .to Cooigin

by group ne i ats
€gotiation (in the T
P n : R
or by federal guidelines. g geE:::§eg:{eg:Wmlttee)
; L1 ion

model and set of
‘ le' r ibilitj
hod € ; To esponsibilit
eloped with input from the conceissdczgig e
. . . ) v P S :
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4) Recommendation;

Sufficient planning time should be allowed
to permit field based staff to understand, and,

" where necessary, modify the design of the external

@)

Finding:

Implication:

'MS) Recommendation:

Finding:é

Implicatibn:

1) Recommendation:

@

evaluator. Again, the role responsibilities of the
External Evaluator should be negotiated ear}y_ln
the arrangement, e.g., the number of site visits,

 local responsibility for data collection.

YAP Directors were instructed to keep Activity II
"separate". The site of the project could ‘not be
the same as Activity I and the staff for Activity
I1I was to be different from Activity I. Later,

" projects were instructed to articulate Activity

I and Activity II.

It is difficult if not impossible to bring together
jin six months that which has been kept separate for °
14 months. Articulation could have been built into
‘the design of the School Crime Intervention Program
from the beginning and, in fact, some of the-mpre
experienced Directors did so froi the inception of

Activity II. :

If institutionalization of Activity II program
elements is to occur, the experience and skills

of the Activity I YAP staff should be utilized

to accomplish this legitimation. In any case, future
YAP projects should incorporate (within the limits
of fiscal and legislative constraints) succussful
elements of Activity II. The best possible cir-
cumstance woyldsbe for another interagency agreement
to be arranged fora five year time period to really
test the SI«vmodel.\ , :

B) :

~B. Function - Expectations and Goals

Interviews revealed there was unclarity about the
goals of Activity II, or at least that the field
staff received mixed messages from the cooperating

" agencies, e

Lack of time and face to face interaction with all
concerned groups prolonged the unclarity. Goals
were negotiated and common:stdatements emerged in the
last six months of the operation,. when the'Activity
II program culture really emerged.

. S

- If another interagency agreement is negotiated,
common definitions must be reached at the federal
level with imput from the field concerning the
thrust of the program, crime reduction or testing
the STIA model or impact evaluation, or all of

these. | :

& o

-82-
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Findings;

Implication:

2) Recommendatiopn: If another inte

Content - Definitions of Means and Ends

Finding:

Finding:

Implication:

R [e}

. each gther's VOcabuiary and st
- functioned well. Howeyer
staff longer, '

=4

Because the Washington groy
twaace.contact, th ‘

People in the field ' ' seivitie
: : 1d knew 1littlé : PILEAA
- and SARC knew little g

rageﬁcymagreément is ne i
Zj:;ﬁf: Corps, 0JJDP/LEAA personnel ango:;:ted’
eval ;agzligigig :ﬁceive an orientation which

, em with the i
and goals of the other agenciestHCtlon’ e

5o

I am S on strate
Eaﬁgzd %rg;uggnEhInltlated Activities. nggigiggns
you artici : ' :

{and over school afgairs 1Pation to youth power in
O . N .

OJIDP/LEAA staff a -

' and the externs?

had a common definition of SIA'mL evaluator SARC

a8 t ’ odel and saw
a means to crime reduction in the school

Ultimately an‘acce
evolved at confere
March, 1978. v

ptablg definition of SIA was
nces in November, 1977 and

+

model . urther development of the
% ot
| - -83-
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2) Recommendatlon, /Examlnatlon of the fundlng patterns of Teacher

‘Implication:

Sj?Recomendation:

14-7’

" Corps is encouraged. If a functional staff
development model -can be evolved by using
some funds to provide direct service to students,

" such funds should be made available through

the Office of Education or other interagency

‘.. agreements.

Cotipon: Tole and outcome definitions emerged
during the course of the program. More roles
were defined as liaisons among the various
groups accepting crime reduction in schools,
testing the SIA model, and impact studies as
important outcomes of Activity II.

There is little systematic information as to how
these content chariges occurred with the excep-
tion :of Loop minuteg and conference evaluations
(November, 1977). '

If another interagency agreement is negotiated,
systematic comprehensive documentation should be
built in from the beginning of the activity to docu-

planners, implementors, and evaluators. Program
culturgs drift and decision-makers should be aware
of these drifts in an ongoing way.

D, Process - Communication and Interpersonal Relations

Finding:

Implication:

AN

]

Finding:

1) Recommendation:

- sense of program identity.

~Once all groups had engaged in several face-to-

face enCDunters, a common program identity emerved.

ortunltles for all groups to come into frequent

. contact at the beginning of the Activity II program

were infrequent. By the time they had established
functional communication networks, the program was
virtually‘over.

If another interagency agreement is negotiated,
opportunity for cross role training ang .communica-
tion should be frequent. This will speed up, the
Some meetings should
be structured as informational, others as rituals
and rites of solidarity and intensification.

The transactional style of organizational process
characteristic of the administration of Teacher
Corps was functional in the development and
operation of the interagency agreement and the

~related field based Activity IT projects.

W

Q
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The norm of participatory decision making,
negotiation of conflict and roles defined
as liaisons channeled the tensions in the
- experiment into constructive areas. The
single area which precipitated-much of.this
tension had to do with reporting and external
evaluation.

Implication:

Reporting formats, ‘content, and feedback processes
should be established jointly by the. agencies
prior to the implementation of the interagency
program. External evaluation should be agreed
upon by both parties and the field part1c1pants
and then contracted Jo1nt1y f

2} Recommendation:

In conclusion, the "success'" of the interagency agreement has been documented.
Two federal agencies did develop, operate and evaluate a'eomplex School Crime .
Interventlon Program in ten different sites across the country. Irrespective of

thelr dlfferences they were able,.over a very short period of tlme, to develop

-~ a common vocabulary, share technologies, establlsh work norms, incorporate new-

comers, and take pride in their identification with the Activity II program
subculture. The ambition of the‘program's goals, the feduction of school crime
and disruption, improving school climate,:testing a student initiated activities
model, and doing an impact study is to be admired. But the time span allocated

for the achievement of these ambitious goals was unrealistic according to partici-
ﬁants and informed experts. Hopefully, the impact data being collected and analyzed

ARC will reveal that a good beginning has been made in school crime reductlon.

by St
N

In any case the program deserves continued support, in the opinion of the investigators.

F1na11y, the hardworklng, commltted and unfailingly optlmlstlc staff pegsons 1nvolved
N /( . . ' R
in both agencies and at aykﬂlevels of the YAP School Crime Intervention Program are

to .be commended for their efforts in this complex and socially important experiment.
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Chronoloﬁﬁ-of Key Events
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APPENDIX A

Chronology - Key Events
From Teacher Corps Project Files and Other Sources

v
1969 .
Passage of Amendmient to Teacher Corps 1eg131at10n Gave the Corps the authority to
attract and train educational personnel to provide relevant remedlal basic and secondary

“education training including literacy and communlcatlon skills for Juvenlle dellnquents,'

youth offenders and adult criminal offenders. . 7

1970
First funding of Youth Advocacy Programs

9-1970 "Teacher Corps and Corrections" paper submitted to American University by
William Moulden. Part I - The Administrative Process, Part II - The Content of Teacher
Corps Corrections Projects and Part III Models for the Future.

. 1970-1971

Operation of four YAP projects under Tcacher Corps
1972
5-23~72 Office of EducationcDirective - subject: Interagency Agreements outlining

general purpose, scope and definition, policy, authority to enter interagency
agreements, respon51b111t1es\and procedures, transfer of funds to the Office of

Education, prescribed agreement form and distribution. ~ ¢

'

71973

12-18-73 Letter to William Smith (Director of Teacher Corps) from William Moulden
cUncerning 0pJn10ns on areas that should be considered in developing the'correctional
education projects. 7 o

1973 -
Monograph. Dell'Apa, Frank, Education for the Youthful Offender in Correctional
Institutions-Issues, Western Interstate Commission fLor Higher Educatlion, leacher Corps
programs are described in the chapter on "Survey of Teachers, Teaching and Pupils in

- Juvenile Corrections Institutions in the West'".

[

1973 - - : T

Pamphlet. Dell'Apa, Frank, Educational Programs in Adult Correctional Institutions;

A Survey, Western Interstate CommlsSLOn ror ngher Edugation. Teacher Corps work is
noted in the Chapter on "The Teachlng Force" ' :

1974

<
..

1-3-74 Memorandum. To Dr. William Smlth from Clarence Walker concerning oplnlons
regardlng correctlons ‘prograum. e : :

23

ir i T
T .

Passage of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.
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1073 S EE : . 10-8-75 Memorandum. From Clarence Walker to William Smith - subject: Activity in
' - 1 Walker - subject: Committment for , B YAP. Tom Albrecht (Program Developer of OJJDP/LEAA) and Walker arranged a meeting
T v i1li i ence. - ’ . ' : T d Teacher Corps representative to talk about YAP. Clarence
5-12-7% Memorandum. To William Smit ?om ar > i | between OJJDP/LEAA staff an P p1 . .
11th Cvele funding Teacher Corps Corrections Programs. Reply written on memz EY Smith & 1 Walker wrote, "I think I have the best connection of all because OJJDP/LEAA did the ‘leg
indicated estimates were needed for 4~6 projects and noted that teachers must De ¥ 3 work on legislation (Birch Bayh-Fitian legislation). Bill, I'm going to play this out
includeé in all projects. : with OJJDP/LEAA unless you have a better suggestion'.
! i ' : : i te from 14 . . o .
: ‘ at to Caroline Gillan. Reply on mno : oh . _ :
5-12-75 Memorandum. Cgpy'of Fhe abovekseﬁ o rtoont. but should be qualified so that ¢ 10 %4 75 gemoriﬁduy F;ogJC;a;igzz ngker to Bill Smlth1 szbJect. Youth ﬁdvocacy
Caroline Gillan states "It's fine to make cOmI s ieioW  Response from William 3 Project. ancellation o JDP /TC meeting as a result of appointment of new head
o projects are funded if they don't make it in the competition”. Resp : & L of the Juvenile Justice Department and press of work for OJJDP/LEAA staff.
gmigh ggreed ' ' ‘ - P !' Disappointment was expressed by Walker, but he was assured by OJJDP/LEAA that the intent
. B el * 1 . 3 .
dum. From William Moulden to Robert Ardike, Clarence Walker and William i ;zv:;;i:bggfgi.w1th Teacher Corps was still there.' A new meeting date was set for
6—%2;72 Sﬁi?zzi? uyéuth Advocacy Policy Statements...Moulden lists three components of a ‘g \ w
Smith ] T. her Corps should take. il 12-17-75 Memorandum. From Clarence Walker for William Smith — subject: Funding -
position that Teacher P o A commitment for Youth Advocacy Programs. Reviewing a meeting on said day, William Smith
' ' ; : Caroline Gillin from Clarence Walker - C oY Cla e Walker and CarolineyGillfn meé and decidgd ad %lar commit ZS: £ $1.5 ,
-12- ndum. To William Smith thru Caro : ] ( larenc n : - an C on, oll mmi tm o .
.2ut§ezi: M::zziities in Youth Advocacy Program concerning Teacher Corgs Conf:zinciae R &N mlll%on for the first fifteen mont@s of budgeting. "The rationale for the funding
Intern Training, but most importantly 11th Cycle of Teacher Corps. % tez.na thgt had g H commitment was to enable the coordlnator'of Youth Advocacy Programs, Clarence Walker, to
places which miéht submit projects Clarence Walker laid out a plan of action 3 effect linkage with another federal funding source (0JIDP/LEAA and Manpower)."
. 8 ) i
beenand extendedwould take place in 7 steps or areas. i ey 1976
. R . {““;" A
‘ : i £ Youth Advocacy Projects) to Sylvia o 1 :
-6 Letter from Clarence Walker (Coordlnat?r o ; ) ! ‘ . ‘ — ‘
;gcilzim (gureau of Prisons, Department of Justice) thanking her ﬁzr EﬁSttgogzegzgtzzsed ok 3-16~76 Ideas for OJJDP/LEAA/TC Coordination. Ideas mainly covered allocation of funds
‘ : ; to take "...positive collaborative elffort -, =O. based on a two year program.
o Conzefnzig t::u:eziozteio be formed. P"Contacts have been made with OJJDP/LEAA, N§CD i , .
is « . - . : X caqs . .
:ﬁdaﬁai zwer X gwalker mentioned 16 pre-applications prior to receipt of full proposa H{B 4-7-76 Draft from Clarence Walker to William Smith - subject: Work statement of
concerngng t;oubled youth. ' & : agreement with Teacher Corps and Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
: d Nader (Director of Juvenile Justice (0JIDP/LEAA). '"This work statement is designed to ferret out those parts of existing
er (Dire . : o . . . .
10675 et Eron e recaliing a mecting vhere commonslities between OJJDP/LEAA 2070 i give 70 the mutheriny to receive these Tomds. The sther pert of thie ek
D:§13232; 22325225 gigizc:nthrusts were discussed. About working w%tb trguﬁledszgttzd 4 i statement contains content for'making a final agreement with OJJDP/LEAA."
a " ested by Nader and tran ‘ ~
" : ith 0JJDP/LEAA and Teacher Corps’, was sSugg - . : . L . . L
ﬁ.‘IIERSEikZ; to William Smith. Walker also mentioned having received 16 (e & 4~7-76 Memorandum. From William Moulden thru William Smith to Cora Beebe (Division of
;rzigiplications concerning troubled youth. ’ : 1 Planning and Budget) - subject: Proposed transfer of funds from OJJDP/LEAA to TC for
| f‘d Clarence Walker to Gary Weisman (Department of Labor) reviewing the :zizggznzf ZZihY§¥ZZ ?gv233§Zs§2§uzié ei;%igzzgg the gu1de}1nes of 1972 Interagency
NP LEtterf ro?l borative effort between DOL and YAP. "We think the next step : - ‘
ibiliti colla : : . . .
p;ssizltztéii ﬁanpower 03JIDB/LEAA, NCCD and TC to get together and decide -on 4-15-76 Meworandum. From Clarence Walker to Russell Wood (Deputy Director of Teacher
S ozi {pation and/or iﬁvolvement. L Corps) -~ subject: OJJDP/LEAA still working on what they want to do with $3 million they
participa rer (N t'ohal Council on Crime and - gre about tg g;aESEerl;36Teacher Corps. The money did not have to be spent but had to
-6 Clarence Walker to Ann Parker atio 0 s . e committed by June . . ’ _
101§ e Legtiaaﬁizig hzz for her offer to assist in the search for linkages and notlng .
Dﬁ tnﬁuenEZme méaningful‘dialogue,has taken place between Teacher Corps, OJJDR/LEAA an v 4~28-76 Memorandum, From Clarence Walker thru Cavoline Gillan to William Smith -
; a owé;ﬁ ' : ‘ subject: Meeting with OJJDP/LEAA and The American Institute of Research (AIR)
?np . | o . . Youth Advocac o re?resentaFives (consultants to OJqDP/LEAA). David Klaus (AIR),.Charles Murray (AIR),
10-6~75 Memorandum. From Clarence Walker to Wllll:mtSmltZO;rzngzzzé wizﬁ QJJDP/LEAX Em;l%.?fftlnM(OiiDP/%gég),tﬂudz.Frledzfg (OJJ?P/LEAA), agdfPhg}llsfModéeyl(Oi;DP/LEAAé
v . . - icati updates oy and William Moulden (1C) attending. eople supported funding for e
ﬁ:ﬁgz:zé aﬁgngcgp?ézzizszlf82u§221a§glé§?m:ozza Dzlinquegcy). He noted a gegtz?g Zlgh projects. TC people favored 10thgand lltg Cgcle fgzding as@wellgas 12t§cCyc1e funding.
‘ - AT information and indicate ~ : -
1brecht of 0JJDP/LEAA who requested more iniormat t ' | | | . ' il |
Fred Nader and Tomlg bzedone together in the area of personnel training and prevention. April-May 1976 '"Youth Advocacy Loop Teacher Corps paper that gives basis introduction
that somethlnglcou ossfbility according to contact’with Gary Weisman, Dale Marger, and O to YAP and description of objectives, projects and -field liaison person.
”?anpowgf‘gis : Zonanrker from NCCD was also mentioned as thinking that tying these V 5
rene Pindle. AN X N : \ 5
. agencies together was a good idea. .
Q -91- )
~-90- :
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'OJJDP/LEAA indicate they are still interested.

- 6-15-7 Memorandum.

g

- . addresses the prob;

)

5-20-76 Memorandum. _From Clarence Walker to Russell Wood (Acting Director, TC) -
subject: Latest contdct with 0JJDP/LEAA. Emily Martin (Special Emphasis PrOJects
0JJDP/LEAA) contacted Walker noting that OJJDP/LEAA was leaning toward working with the
12th Cycle, yet 51gn offs have not progressed as quickly as wished at her agency.

To Russell Wood (Deputy Director, TC) from Clarence Walker =~.
"Recent coitacts (last week) with

They say they are waiting for approval

from Richard Velde. .I understand Mr. Lugar (0JJDP/LEAA) used Teacher Corps in his oral

Apresentatlon during the hearing (Subcoummittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency,

'Commlttee of the Jud1c1ary, U S. Senate) to show coordlnatlon effort w1th other federal

plograms."

6-~3-76 Memotandum.
subject: Teacher Corps/OJJDP/LEAA coordination.

i
\\
From, Clarence Walker to William Smith - subJect. Meeting with
0JJDP/LEAA Tuesday, June 15, 1976 with Judi Friedman where she announced formal approval
had been received to move w1th ‘Teacher Corps, with a flgure of $2 million instead of the
$3 milliod requested. O0JJDP/LEAA wanted to move fast...as soon-as possible to commit
the money. "Problems- fall under three categories, (1) working with Teacher Corps
Cycles,(2) 10% matchlng for prospective applicants and (3) designing a program that
would work with Teacher Corps, but not hav1ng them pay for somethlng that Teacher Corps

would do anyway.'

2
ve

5~22 76 Working Paper "A School Crime Intervention Component of the Youth Advocacy
Teacher Corps Program.'" This paper presents a basic outline of the program and the
" .questions/issues that arise which must be addressed prior to the development of an
Interagency Agreement." Questions and issues were covered under four areas: - Funding,
Management, Tlme ‘Frame, Teéchnical Assistance and tralnlng.

7-22-76 Sunmmary of Minutes of Meetlng with Jud1 Friedman (OJJDP/LEAA) ~Also attending,
Clarence Walker, Betty Marlar (YAP), and Bud Meyers. Points of agreement: Funding,
Program Design, Project Objectives, Technical Assistance, and Time Frame. Decisions to
be made. Number of pIOJectS submitting amendments’ to participate in programs common
elements of program design in 0JJDP/LEAA working paper.

7-30-76 =~ Letter from Richard Velde (Administrator, OJIDP/LEAA) to Terrel H. Bell
(Commissioner of Education, USOE). Letter talks of intention to enter into cooperative
programs between OJJDP/LEAA and TC and Division of Drug Abuse prevention, Details had
to be worked out quickly if they are to fit the schedule of. the 0JJDP and the two
agenc1es of the Office of Education the letter stated

8-1976 Sevmmary Statement, HEW Office of Educatlou- Teacher Corps Notice of Closing
Date for Receipt of Amendments from 10th and 11th Cycle Youth Advocacy Projects; c1051ng
date beptember 15, 1976. -

August 1976 Attachment: "Guideline for the Evaluation of. Youth Advocacy Amendments"
These guidélines cover the '"basis for approving 10th and 1lth cycle grantees of the
Teacher Corps Youth Advocacy Programs for School Crlme Interventlon Component and for -
determlnlng the amount of award" ~ :

8- 2 76 Narrative TC/OJJDP/LEAA "This proposal descr:bes a- progrﬁn of tralnlng that
serves to address the issue of crlme, v101ence, and vandalism in the schools. It also

in the schoole." Includes “the deflnltlon of Problem; ‘Plan and Actlon Procedures
Evaluation and Dlssemznatlon. , ‘

7

N\

Ytem of the fears that are connected to crlme, violence and vandallsm .

poy

ngg

4
. .
e 3 4

‘11‘11-/6 Memorandum,

-

(&=
8~ 4 76 Rationale for Law Enforcement Assistance Administration oOOperatlve Youth
Advocacy Program and Notice of Clos1ng Date for Receipt of Amendments. 'The 0JJDP/LEAA
proposes to transfer the sum of $2 miliion to Teacher Corps under the 0JJDP/LEAA
Authorization indicated in Public Law 93-415...Scptember 7, 1974. The purpose of this
transfer is to establish pilot programs in Teacher Corps Youth Reasons for transfer
followed in this document,

876—76 Memorandum. From Fred Hundemer {Grant Procurement Management Division) to
Victor Anderson (0ffice of the General Counsel) - subject: OJJDP/LEAA transfer of funds
for additional support of 10 Teacher Corps Youth Advocacy Programs. Letter &tates no

. obJectlon to transfer and notes that money will be provided as soon as not1ce of 01031ng

Date is submitted to the Federal Régister. -
Include 10th and llth Cycle
Total - allocatlons - $2 824 220 with a ce111ng

8- 23-76 YAP allocations for TC/0JJDP/LEAA Amendments.
projects, Prepared by Clarence Walker.
of $1,835,474.

8-24-76 Cost Price Analysis-Research and Development Contracts., Detailed description
of money transferred from OJJDP/LEAA to TC for School Crime Intervention Component
Total Budget $2,054,433.

B -24~76 Acquisition and Furnishing of Services and Transfer of Funds. Legal docment
descrlblng the agreement between HEW Teacher Corps and Department of Justice/LEAA Title
of the program to be "A School Crime Intervention Component'. Contract
#LEAA—J-IAA—OBO 6. ~

8-26-76 Minutes of Youth Advocacy Projects Meeting.
OJJDP/LEAA representatives, some LEA and IHE representatives, AIR representatives and

WAshington staff, Agenda: Research Task Force for OJJDP/LEAA would look .at Amendments
and future meeting dates were set.

Present TC representatlves

8-26~76 .Youth Advocacy Loop'Meeting with TC and OJJDP/LEAA.

9-1lr76 "Umbrella Evaluation for the Schools Initiative: Objectives and’Need for this
Assistance, Results and Benefits Expected, Approach and Timetable for the next 2

mgz;2§", were topics covered ln this paper written by the Social Action Research Center

9-18-76 Memorandum. From Clarence Walker to William Smith = sub ject: 'Comparison of
0JJDP/LEAA and TC statements of work. Difference between Air and TC Loop-statements

done by Lois Weinberg and Clarence Walker are summarlzed in thlS memo. Seven major
dlfferences were noted ¢

1@—1976 TC’YAP Loop Newsletter Vol. 1, No, 1,

Press Release

From Clarence Walker to William Smlth - subJect.
TC/OJJDP/LEAA and attachment of releases.

12—1976 Network Reportlng Instrument YAP Loop sent out. :

12 8-76 Minutes of the Board of Directors meet1ng of Loop held concurrently with
Washington Policy Seminars. In addition to the agenda the roles of Art Cole, Washington

TC researcher aand DOug Grant SARC OJJDP/LEAA researcher with reference to Activity II
were\dlscussed k ' e '

12-30~-75 Letter from Muffin Laasko (Organizational Development Spec1allst YAP Arizona

State Unlver31ty) to Art Cole- favorlng concept and plan of SARC instrument to do needs
assessment, SR .

-g3~
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o * - , ST . iy ; “6=7-717. ‘ﬁ\Interdgency Task Group Meetmg mlnute;
d%é 1977 'f} ? RV E b : ST h:>§; . 1gi¢ -d‘ﬂ':il. ‘//A 7- 20/7021-77 Minutes YAP Board Meetlng, Burlington, Vermont. .
ig 1—1977d Youth Admocac§<$rogram Statement | 8 | ‘ '}/: 7 ~22-77 Letter from Elaine Murra L

forms attochod. v (SARC)rto 1Q Teacher Corps Directors with evaluation

1-24-77 Memo to Alan Brown, (Teacher Corps Director, Arizona State University) from
‘Muffin Laasko - subject: Proposed TC Evaluation Plan. 1In response to evaluation plan
writhen by Art Cole this memorandum expressed the- concerns of Laasko and Darlene Carey :
(Act1v1ty II Evaluator) over. the flVe variables mentioned in the evaluatlon form,

8-25-77 Letter from Daniel Stanton (Assocxate Director General Accountlng Offlce) to : f

John Ellis (Executive Commissioner for
; programs, USOE). Letter is notificat
review of federally supported programs concernlng offende feation of

et e

1—25—77 Letter from Emlly Martin to William Smith expressing need of evaluatron of d

9-7-77 Special memo. From W1111am Sm1th to Clarence Walker T
Activity TII.

the Interagency’ agreement between OJIJDP/LEAA and TC to show to

As315Lant Secretary of\Educatlon)

10- 3 =77 Passage of Puh

equestlng 1nformatlon on
s Peter Relic (Deputy
 1-26-77 Letter from Alan Brown (Director Arizona State University TC) to Clarence
Walker concerning a communlcatlon from Art Cole‘related to the School Crime Intervention
_component. Expresses concern that five variables were impact variables instead of

enabling objectives, objectives agreed on previously.

%1c Law 95-115 ~ Juvenile Just1ce Amendments

11-20~ 77 "Umbrella Evaluatlon for the Schools Inltlatlve" Phase II.

11-25-77 Memﬁrandum From John Goodman to YAP Di
subject: }

/h Advocacy Monograph.

lr31 to 2-4-77 Chicago Board meeting with Memo from Vivienne Williams attached.
Minutes of YAP Board meeting here in conjunction with re—entry conference,

rectors and Associate Directors -

e

1 2-15-77 Letter from Joan and Doug Grant (SARC) to M. Doherty, E. Rassmessen, M.

1 Denmore, M. Finn, J. Kazen - subJect' Schooling survey Umbrella Evaluation Study of
- ‘School Inltlatlve :
2—1977 Fact Sheet and Semlnar toplcs for a conference of Re—entry

12-29-77 LPcter from Elaine Murray (SARC) to Clarence Walker - subject: Evaluation

1"
. Drrlart Cole of your staff has conta
cted the Associate Di i
maJor obJectlons to u31ng this instrument", . ractors who have: raised no

| '12-1977 OE Form 5378 "Funding Documentation for | ist

& 2 Grants and Assistance C "

J 2-1977 Apothegems (TouSpeak Out) YAP Loop, Vol. 1. No. 2 filled out by all Teacher Corps projects. ' FTIRCIE, Fom
_4-77 Letter to Clarence Walker from Elaine Murray (SARC) concern1ng evaluation sent 1977 - 4

1to TC Dlrectors g

Lougheed, Jacqueline, "Student Initi

; ated Activities to In
Decrease Disruptive Behavior" Stion. AUtononv -

» in Five Dimensions of Demonstration, Teacher Corps, 1977
s .

'z'u,, © 3-8-77 Umbrella Evaluatlon for the School In1t1at1ve (SARC review of - programs one of
; whlch is Teacher Corps Act LVLty 11). 2 :

1977

‘3 18 77 Memorandum. From W1111am Moulden to Wllllam Smith indicating thrusts of

;bdf i TC/OJJPP/LEAA philosophy that had emerged. Requested negotiations. 12th Cycle Policy Statement

@

Teacher Corps Youth Advocacy ?rograms.

3~16-77 Agenda and Minutes for Advisory Board meeting for Student InitiativevEducation. 1978

‘fffw E 3'18 =77 Note' W1111am Moulden to Clarence Walker stating, "...In our negotions with '

.|  OJIDP/LEAA our YAP people attempted to get the'broader nature of school delinquency
across to OJJDP/LEAA people...(but) contractors were 1nsrstant upon isolating the JOlnt
effort w1th1n the school building".

I-11-78 Updated YAP Loop Calendar

1-17-78 Lettér‘and newsletter from Elaine Murray, SARC.

: ; SR S - 1-31-78 Mlnutes of Interaoency Task Group Meeting.
3= 21—77 Letter from Elalne murray (SARC) Te: Evaluation Plan for Teacher Corps Activity
II. . . ST i '

3?29—77 YAP Activity II Meeting, Stockton,,California.

1—1978 Phi Delta Kappan Vol. 5, No 5 - . . v
91801p11ne Problems in Schoolo" - 2, January, 1978 Special Issuekj "Violence and

4-1-77 Minutes of Conferenceifall, april 1, 1977.

o)

: -9 78 Memorandum From

L 4=7-77 Memo from Annette Gromfln (Site Specific Orlentatlon Program Coordinator) to- :
: (OJJDP/LEAA) - sub jeet:

‘Network secretarles - subject: Consultant nominations and quallflcatlons.

Elaine: Murray :and Vernon McKinney (SARC) «to Phyllis Modley
Prellmlnary data on Act1v1ty II projects.

2-24-78 Memorandum From" Elalne M

5-10-77 TC YAP Board Meeting,_Phoenix, Arizona.
» T 4 Meeting, Phoenix, Arizona. statement of Act1v1ty I1 1ntern ‘pro

urray to Clarence Walker - subJect Initial
gram ‘Summary, o '

-95-




;"2-1978 Schwartz, Henriesta, The Culture of a Conference: A Goal Free EValuatidh’of the‘
I}’ Youth Advocacy Loop Conference of November 8-10, 1977, held at Rochester Michigan. . .
5-+1-78 Minﬁ;es'of Meeting, San Francisco Associate Director held 3-29 to 3-31-78 to
, .discuss SARC evaluation. ‘ o < _— . :
5-18-78 Memorandum. From Vivienne Williams to Henrietta Schwartz - subject:

-7l -Monograph, just a few notes. L ' ‘

‘ Sumer 1978 Baxb,'Birch,r”SChbol Violence and Vandalism; Problems and Solutions", in

‘The American Educator, Vol. 2, No. 2, pp. 4-6. ;
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KV‘; ‘ Lo ° M it . :
- [ 3' I s . | :
* , : Interview Schedule ~ OJJDP/LEAA/Teacher Corps - Washington D.C.
; March 8 - 10, 1978
- : What is your role in the joint program? (role function?)
_‘,.m-.uﬂ';‘ N
= o Why was the interagency agreement created? {motives of 0JJDP/LEAA?)
(motives of Teacher Corps?) ‘ »
N o . ¥ 3. How did the contacts get made?
B B " o - L B 4. What are the agency's expectations for the outcomes of the program?
) ; : N ERRD N , %(, What do you think the other agency's goals for the joint program are?

K £ = : . ‘ _ - ; - # 8 . . ‘ . , . ' ; .

. : 4 ¢ R : ~ S e v L : 4 5. Who finally negotiated the agreement? role? level in agency? like number?
ﬂ\ 7 . ‘ N - : ‘ A ¢ changes of liaison people over ‘time? reasons for changes? ;

e i ; ; s ‘ , o \»«x‘ SR ; §4 6. How were decisions made? about grants? personnel? monitoring?

. ~,g", v o ' : ‘ ) o , ,;i@ 7. Were there problems? Explain.
% . T S R , T o R ‘{ 8. Were there rewards? Explain.
R i ) E 5 ‘ : ‘ . : : . . p 4 .
A e ‘ ' , S T ' , ) - - S o 9. 1If you could do the program and interagency agreement again, what changes
T S T , R SRR A o : S 'y would you make?
' o Ty ) J ; 10.  Rank the projects for me from most effective to least effective.
= ’ S " N ’ '
. . R \ » Arizona California Colorado Georgia
+ ; .
S G e : : . ; Illinois Michigan Indiana Maryland : |
hd - 77 iy 7 e L “ Maine " Vermont ' : ' e
f . : '
T h ) - « . ‘ 11. What are the characteristics of a successful project? (structure, staff, content, [
i . L administration) : :
: ; . S ; g . ; 12. What are the characteristics of the less effective program?

o K - o P ‘ ,. ‘A,w\‘ » : ,‘ - { :\‘:-' v .> - ’ . * . ‘C" : . B .. ’ - . - 4 ; : ' . ‘ ' e ‘ ‘
e e R ' ‘ ; V5 . ey PR S S : 4 13. Are there any other OJJDP/LEAA programs dealing with delinquent youth ;
B ST Sl e e e e T Pl T SR § and schools? T

G wiﬂ R : . kk:ﬁf_';"‘ o T . M@ 14, What is your greatest concern regarding the OJIDP/LEAA/Teacher Corps
R ' ' - o ' g ‘ . S LT g ﬁg' interagency agreement?
- - . . w0 ' j !
i 3 . ° . ‘ . . ) 15. Other comments? :
», N . 3 : i -~ L » - ) . :
‘ e T : ’ »ﬁ
5 c‘\i ‘* > - o - k et i . .,:@
w : et . - B . FIES
- fie i . : - T Riac SRR
- ; “"" N ﬁ.‘\ S .
T ) RS R - R P N S | AT o ‘
. w0l . AT o B — et
T UE R ' ; . T T < \ Yol ;
ST St : , BAEr §& | Precasing page blank .
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: Interview Schedule 0JJDP/LEAA Teacher Corps Directors' Form
g L/!L .

p March, 1978

Name ) Project Role Cycle

1.

2.

"b. From

tion of your program7

Why do you think the OJJDP/LEAA Teacher Corps grogram component was created?
In your perception, who was most dlrectly 1nvolved in creating the JOlnt program?

From Teacher Corps From 0JJDP/LEAA

What are‘the‘expectations'for the Activity II program?.

the perspective of 0JJDP/LEAA?
the perspective of Teacher Corps Nat10nal7
your local project perSpect1ve7

a., From
c. From
How did you select your Associate Director?

In addition to your internal superv131on who monitors the Activity II por-

y
a, Teacher Corps National

b. OJJDP/LEAA

c. .SARC - Social Action Resea*ch

d. Others?
B ‘6. At the local level, how were decisions made about § what the Actv1ty IT programs
should look like? What 1mpact did OJJDP/LEAA and. Teacher Corps National have on

] these decisions?
=y 7. What do you view as the prlnclpal problems related to the Activity II portion
= ' of your project? Explain.

13 :

E 8. From your perspective, what were the most rewarding aspects of the Activity II

ok program? Explain. ) :

4

: < 9. What do you feel are the chief accompllshments of the Act1v1ty II portion of the
o program?
2 r

a 10. 1If you could participate in another joint venture, OJJDP/LEAA and Teacher Corps,
A ’ would you suggest any changes be made in the structure, function, staffing, etc.?
b v .

0

i

: 3 \:\\

7 \
P -100=
SV : - x&q

Name

i.

Interview Schedule

Associlate Directors'

‘with either agency

0JJIDP/LEAA Teacher Corps Form
/
March, 1978
?roject Role Previous experience

Educatiohal Background

Tell me what you did before taklng the p051tL0ﬂ of Assoc1ate Director for the

I

Activity II component of the Teacher Corps Youtﬁ AdVocacy prOJect.~

What are your role functions in the joint program?

How were you selected?

Why do you think the lnteragency agreement OJJDP/LEAA/Teacher Corps program
component was created?

In your perception, who was most directly involved in creating the joint program?

From Teacher

From
From
From
From
From

‘What are the

the
the
the
the

Corps rom 0JJDP/LEAA

expectatlons for the Act1v1ty II component of the program’

school/communlty/unlvers1ty/correct10nal fac111ty clients?

‘project director?

perspective of 0JJDP/LEAA/
perspective of Teacher Corps National?

SARC (Social Action Research)7

e o i A 5

MmO AD O

From your perspective?

At the local project level, how’were decisions made about what the Activity II

component should look like? Did you have input? How? -Role of Project Director,

OJJDP/LEAA7 Teacher Corps National?

From your perspective,

what were the most rewarding aspects of the Activity II
program? Explain. :

= 4

What do you view as the orinciple probleme related to ;ﬁe'Activity II portionl
of theuproject? v‘ PR R \) |
Howrwere you able t0'artiou1ate Activity I and ‘Activity II components of the

project? | | |
What do you feel are the major accomplishﬁents’of Activity I1?

If you could participate in another JOlnta(enture 0JJDP/LEAA and Teacher
Corps, what changes, if any, would your expfrlence suggest’

| Ik

-101-

; 7.
B
1
8.
3
9.
‘10.
11,
12.
fj{w‘ .
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Name

SARC Form

interview Schedule ' 0JJIDP/LEAA/Teacher Corps

March, 1978

Vi

Roleo Experience

f,"“ﬁ'n\; |

. perspective of Teacher Corps?

10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

Why was the OJJDP/LEAA/Teacher Corps program component created?

How wefe you selected to do the product and process evaluation?

-~

With whom do‘you work most closely at Teachlsr Corps, National

at 0JJDP/LEAA at the local project level

. . e . . y »
What variables are you considering in determlnatlonvof project impact?

What do you understand to be the goals qf’the Activity II component of the Tgacher
Corps Youth Advocacy projects? From the perspective of OJJDP/%EAA? From the
. From the local project perspective?

W

Is the schedule being

What is the'd;ta collection schedule? Are there problems?
met?
How do you provide feedback ﬁo ‘the program sponsors? OJJDP/LEQA?' Teache? Co§ps,
National, at the local project level? Do you perceive that this information f
being used in programmatic decision making? Why?
Have there been problems related to the field evaluation? What? How were they
resolved?
What do you perceive to be the crucial roles and/or actors in the implementation of
the Activity II component of the Teacher Corps Program? :
-How are decisions made regarding your role in the interagency agreement?
‘Rank the projects for me from the most to the least effective:
Arizona -California Colorado Geqrgia
Illinois Michigan Indiana .Maryland
Maine Vermont S
Whatvis your greatest concern regarding the 0JJDP/LEAA/Teacher Corps interagency
agreement? ~ | ] : ,
. » . .
If another agreement were negotiated, what changes, if any, would you suggest.v
Other comments?

9 L ’ ‘ ©
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LIST OF PEOPLE INTERVIEWED

Teacher Corps), washington, D.C,

"William'Smith, Director, Teacher Corps

Russell Wood, Deputy Director, Teacher Corps

Clarence Walker, Coordinator, Youth Advocacy Programs

Arthur Cole, Program Specialist, Teacher Corps

William Moulden, Chief, Management Branch, Teacher Corps )
Caroline Gillin, Chief, Cycle Operations Branch

Haroldie Spriggs, Frogram Specialist, Teacher Corps

Diane Young, Program Specialist, Teacher Corps

Joseph Kerns, Program Specialist, Teacher Corps

Kathleen Fitzgerald, Program Specialist, Teacher Corps

Kathleen McAuliffe, Finance:-Officer, Management Branch, Teacher Corps
Margaret Weisender, Program Specialist, Teacher Corps

{

0JJDP/LEAA
‘-—.

Judi Friedman, Law Enforcement Specialist, Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention, LEAA

Emily Martin, Director, Special Emphasis Programs, Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention, LEAA

Phyllis Modley, Manager of Research, Crime Evaluation, LEAA

Social Action Research Center (SARC)

Douglas Grant, President, Social Action Research Center
Joan Grant, Project Evaluator, Social Action Research Center
Elaine Murray, AID, Cycle Operations Branch, Teacher Corps (SARC) ’

Teacher Corps, Others

§hir1ey Baizey, Grants Officer, Office of Education L .
Annette Gromfin, Coordinator, Site Specific Orientation Program, Teacher Corps -
Mary Ann Eager, Documentor, Oakland University, Youth Advocacy Programs

Care Nordstrom, Project Evaluator, Northwestern University, Youth Advocacy
Programs

Vivienne Williams, Liaison Officer, LOOP Network, University of Vermont

D
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DIRECTORS AND ASSOCIATE DIRECTORS INTERVIEWED

Northwestern University, Illinois Teacher Corps ' ,

Shlrley Baugher, Director
Roy Pierson, Associate Director

Arizona State University, Arizona Teacher Corps

Alan Brown, Director
Donna Wharton, Associate Director

University of Vermont, Vermont Teacher Corps
H. W. Myers, Director '
Harry McEntee, Associate Director

Loretto Heights Cnllege, Colorado Teacher Corps
Betty K. Marler, Director
Larry Holliday, Associate Director

Oakland University, Michigan Teacher Corps

Jacqueline Lougheed, Director
Richard Ruiter, Administrative Coordinator, Activity II

University of Maine/Orono, Maine Teacher Corps
Irene Mehnert, Director
Ellen Walter, Associate Director

ot

Atlanta Consortium, Georgia Teacher Corps

*Mae ‘A. Christian, Director

Chester Fuller, Associate Director

California.State College, Stanislaus, California Teacher Corps
Richard Prescott, Director
Mark Barawed, Associate Director

Indiana University Foundation, Indiana Teacher Corps

Trving Levy, Co-Director

Larry M. Perdue, Associate Director

Baltimore City Public Schools, Maryland.Teacher Corps
Charles Bowers, Director :
James Tolliver, Program Development Specialist
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APPENDIX C

Diagram of the Getzels Guba Model
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Adopted from J. W. Getzéls, R. F. Campbell5,and J;'M. Lipﬁam,, Educational Adminis-
tration as A Social Process,  Theory, Research, Practice fNew York: Harper and Row, 1968).
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