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1. INTRODUCTION 

This report covers the organizational evaluation of the LEAA-funded 

programs for the deinstitutionalization of status offenders (DSO) in seven 

localities: Clark County, Washington; Spokane, Washington; Alameda County, 

California; Pima County, Arizona; Illinois; Delawar'e; and South Carolina. The 

complete questionnaire upon which the survey was based appears in Appendix A. 

,Although the seven programs were charged with simil ar responsibil ities, 

they differed in the ways they defined their tasks and problems and in terms 

of their structural outl ines. For purposes of preparing this report, however, 

the analysis was guided 'by two key assumptio~s concel~ning the mandate under 

which the national DSO effort proceeded: first, that all the programs \'1ere 

expected to pull a variety of agencies and treatment resources into a coordi­

nated network or system of youth service delivery; and second, that the organi­

zational success of the programs was to be defined in large part in terms of 

their community··basedness. Consistent with the first assumption, close atten­

tion has been given to the location of practitioners in the system of inter­

ag'ency ties in each local ity that bound the separate components of the program 

~ together. In keeping with the second assumption, scales "Jere del/eloped to 

~ .. 

measure the volume of interaction bet"/een the participants in each program and 

a variety of institutions and agencies in the surrounding community, as well 

as the frequency of active attempts by program participants to influence the 

community in ways likely to benefit status offenders. 

These three variables, then, the positions of practitioners in the net-

'IlOrks of professional exchange and the meEisures of community contact and 
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canmunity activism, 'f0I111 the outstanding core of this teport, although a great 

deal of other des(,~riptive infonnation on the ptograms and the attitudes of 

their participants is also provided. Take note that no mention has been made 

of perfonnance measures based on DSO client outcanes.. This report deals only 

with the characteristics of practitioners, the organizational settings in 

which they perfonned their duties, and their relationships to the surrounding 

canmunity. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT 

Section I of the report, by far the longest, will be largely descriptive, 

concentrating on comprH'isons of the programs with respect to each of the fol-

lowing sets of characteristics: 

1. Demogr~phic and occupational composition, including break-downs 

by race, gender, education and experience, and oecupation; 

2. Tr_eatment philosophies and strategies, based on opinions about 

the rol es of psychogenic and soci ogenic factors in the problems of 

juv'eniles and the utility of punishment in solving these problens; 

3. Deci si on maki ng arrElngements, s pecifi cally, styl es of super­

v'ision and quality of the contacts between supervisors and their 

subordi nates; 

4. Internal networks of interaction and communication, based on a 

sociometric analysis of work contacts and patterns of consultation 

and mutual support among co-\,wrkers. 

5. Elements of work strain, including expressions of concern over 
f 

professional autonomy, file \'wrk load, the avail abil ity of informa-

t i on and other' aspects of the overall work setting. 
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After these background comparisons among the programs have been made, 

Section II will concentrate on the documentation and explanation of three 

sets of performance variables: 

1. Interorganizational contacts by DSO participants with other agencies 

and institutions in the community, including the police, schools, re­

ligious organizations, courts and both public and private social service 

agenCies not directly involved in the DSO program; 

2. Community activism, based on participants' reports of the amount of 

effort they have given to increasing the level of community support and 

improving the community resource base for programs that deal with the 

problems of youth; and 

3. Subjective estimates by participants of the effectiveness of their 

own effo rts and of the program as a whole. 

The descriptive material in Section I is essentially preliminary to the 

analysis of these outcomes, which will concentrate on questions such as these: 

What variable or combination of organizational variables shows the most direct 

rel at ionshi p to member's" commun ity i nvol vement or i nterorganizati onal contact? 

Are patterns of decision making more or less important than the patterns of 

interaction, consultation and mutual support that have developed among the 

program members? Are the variables that account for subjective estimates of 

effectiveness the same ones that are related to objective measures of com-

munity basedness? The greatest payoff in useful information for future youth 

service delivery efforts is likely to come from the attempts to answer these 

questi ons. 
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2. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

This evaluation was intended to be a quasi-longitudinal (two-phase) 

survey of all the participants in all of the programs involved in the nationa"' 

DSO effort. The first v/ave of questionnaires was to have been sent to pro­

gram participants in June, 1976, followed after a one-year interval by a 

second wave duri ng the Summer of 1977. Thi s two-step design was expected to 

register changes over the life of each program and thus enable the evaluators 

to comment on the organizational strategies best suited for both initial and 

rel atively long-tenn success. The fi nal research design that was actually 

employed was considerably less ,ambitious than this and in some areas was only 

a pale reflection of the original.. This final working plan was the result of 

decisions, redefinitions and compromises at several levels. The major steps 

in the evolution (devolution) of the final design will be briefly recounted 

because many of them reflect chronic probl~s in the evaluation of large 

scale, federally funded programs that should be documented. The intention in 

recounting these problems is to signal important points of caution both for 

future researchers and for future program organizers. 

Changes in the Scope of the Evaluation. 

A seri es of deci s ions reduced the comprehensiveness of the eva 1 uati on. 

First, the DSO progra'TI in Arkansas was dropped entirely on the grounds 

that it was sufficiently different from the other programs that it could 

not meaningfully be evaluated in the same terms. It does not appear in 

thi s report~ 

Second, the national evaluation staff agreed that only parts of the pro­

grams in South Carolina and Illinois would be included in the evaluation and, 
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as a consequence, the organizational eva1uation of each of these programs was 

drastically truncated. The interpretation of the findings for these tv;o pro­

grams was much more difficult as a result. In South Carolina federal fund~ 

were added to state and local financing to suppurt the processing of DSO clients 

through the existing youth service delivery machinery. It was not possible to 

specify '.'/ith any confidence which agencies, treatment modalities or practi­

tioners '.'/ere DSO-funded and which were not and the opinion expressed by the 

South Carolina director and supported by the evaluation team 'liaS that an analysis 

encanpassing the entire state-wide service del ivery system was inappropriate. 

Accordi ngly, personnel rosters were provided for the organizational analysi s 

that included only certain personnel from sel ected, and no doubt unrepresentative, 

parts of the system.. In short, since large parts of the program were exempted 

from the eva1uation, and since it was not possible to separate DSO effort from 

non-DSO effort, the data presented here shoul d be taken as a tentative examina­

tion of the organizational effectiveness of a part of South Carolina's youth 

service del ivery systEm (through which DSO c.l i ents \'/ere processed) and not as 

an evaluation of a program put together for the national DSO program, per see 

A similar but more complicated problem was enc0untered in Illinois. Here 

a~ain the program drew upon funding from a variety of sources, and activities 

rel evant to the DSO program were diffused throughout a 1 arge number of agen-

cies spread over a wide area. More critically, multiple evaluations were 

being conducted simultaneously by different funding agencies and the satura­

tion point in the respondents' tolerance was quickly reached. Again, the 

decision v.,ras made to confine the organizational survey to a reduced and un-

representative number of sites and there is no way to determine to what extent 

the results from this truncated survey would be typical of the Illinois DSO 

effort overall. In the final accounting the research design in Illinois 
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became quite distorted and the response rate was very low (43%), in part be­

cause a large number of foster parents were listed on the organizational ros-

ter and most of them, even after several follow-up requests, declined to par­

ticipate in the evaluation. 

Finally, the start-up of the 050 program in Connecticut 'lIas delayed 

until well after this organizational evaluation began and a personnel list was 

not available until September, 1977. The survey could not be initiated until 

that time, several months after the coding and processing of the data from the 

other programs had been started. The data frOCl Connecticut will be anr,11yzed 

separately and presented in a supplenental report to be completed at a later 

time. 

Personnel Rosters. 

Next to the shrinking of the population of organizations to be studied, 

securing accurate and comprehensive personnel rosters for the DSO pr'ograms was 

the most serious problem encountered. Though the research was scheduled to 

begin in June of 1976, the first reasonably complete roster was not available 

until July and the last one not until December of that year. As a conse­

quence, the entire evaluation had to be delayed by six months in order to 

attempt to handle all the programs within the same time frame. 

Part of the delay was a simple function of postponements in the staffing 

and starting of the different progra.'TIs and coul d not be avoided. Much more 

troublesome difficulties were caused by a lack of clarity in the way the organi­

zati onal features of the programs vI/ere defi ned, alack of understandi ng by 

program personnel of 'what the LEAA and national eval uation requirements were, 

and a lack of willingness in some instances to see the organizational evalua-

tion take place at all. Problems such as these t~ecur with some regularity 
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in eval uation research but '~hey shoul d be recounted in some detail here because 

they have a direct ,bearing on the evaluability of ambitious, large-scale demon­

stration projects such as DSO. 

Defining the organizational boundaries of the DSO program was a difficult 

task inmost cases. There was di sagreement over \'1hether the tenn "DSO program" 

referred only to the staff of individuals directly responsible for the adminis­

tration of the DSO'grant or whether the boundaries should not also include all 

the practitioners involved with status offenders, including subconti~acting 

agencies contributing to the program ;!1 various ways, foster parents, consult­

ants, and so on. The latter, more comprehensive definition was insisted upon 

by the national evaluation team, on the as?umption that anyone whose involve­

ment with status offenders was subject to scrutiny by the coordinating DSO 

staff should be considered a part of the program. Accordingly, all program . , 

directors were asked to furnish personnel rosters that included everyone with­

in these boundaries. As it turned out, it was difficult for some projects to 

fulfill this request and the final rosters that were used in the evaluation 

contained some knol'1n and undoubtedly some unknown .,;ources of error. For ex­

ample, except for IllinOis, hardly any foster parents were included on the 

personnel lists, and consultants were generally considered to be outside the 

organizational boundaries. 

From these and other pl~obl ems \'1e encountered, it became cl ear that the 

DSO projects for the most part had vaguely defined and shifting memberships 

and obscure boundaries. Very often the partiCipants, i.e., the actual prac­

titioners, had little understanding of their organizational position in the 

DSO effort and still less understanding of why they were being called upon to 

participate in the evaluation of it. Some examples should make this point 

clear. In several cases all the members of a cooperating agency were listed 
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as participants in the program \'Ihen only one or two individuals were actually 

expected to be involved in DSO-related activities. Just as often, individuals 

appeared on a roster who had delegated their DSO duties to people not on the 

roster, or who had been reassigned to non-DSO activities between the time the 

roster was prepared and the questionnaires mailed out. In a small number of 

cases individuals were contacted who had never heard of the DSO program and in 

other cases important individual s were overlooked altogether even though they 

had important DSO functions to perfonn. 

Staff turnover on some projects also presented a problem for the analysis. 

In one case about 20% of an agency's member's were repl aced in the weeks that 

passed between the preparation of the roster and the administration of the 

survey, and in one other instance the members declined to reply to the ques­

tionnaire because they had heard that the funds for their share of the DSO 

effort were being withdrawn. A unique problem arose in one locality when tvlO 

community agencies which \'lere fully involved in the program were excluded 

entirely from the organizational roster that \'IaS provided by the project di­

rector. When they 1 earned of the eval uati on they asked to be added to the 

mailing list so that their reactions to the program would not be overlooked. 

The converse also occurred, that is, agencies appeared in the rosters that 

were never in fact involved in the DSO effort. Finally, in one program sev­

eral agencies never responded to the request for rosters or did so only with 

great reluctance because they had been assured that if they agreed to partici­

pate in the DSO program, they \'loul d not be asked to submi t to any LEAA eval ua-

tion. 

Probl ems such as these made it di fficult to determi ne the organizational 

outlines of the DSO progr~ns with accuracy and the evaluation was made more 

difficult as a result. Usually the difficulties arose, we believe, because no 
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allowances were made for an extensive organizational evaluation such as this 

one and consequently there had been little concern given to defining the pre­

cise organizational features of the programs as they were being assembled. In 

most cases the rosters had to be extended and amended several times and in 

their fi nal forms Inost of them provided at 1 east a workabl e framework upon 

which to bas,e the investigation. However, the del ays caused by the attempts 

to complete the rosters stretched frcrn weeks into months, consumed an inordi­

nate amount of the staff time and research funds of the national eval uation 

team, and were a substantial factor in the decision to shel~e the longitudinal 

dimension of the evaluation for all but those bw programs, Spokane and Dela­

ware, which had provided comprehensive rost.ers and high response rates much 

earlier than the other programs. 

At this point we are primarilyconcerned with the problems which this 

delay caused for the evaluation of the DSO programs and not with the diffi­

culties it might have caused for the actual implementation of the programs. 

It is clear tha\t if the organizational features of such programs are to be 

properly evaluated in the future a clear statement must be made at the outset 

(preferably at the RFP stage) describing the nature of the evaluation and the 

extent of the detail about their projects that progrmn directors are to be 

asked to provide. The resulting savings in time, effort and money and the 

improvement in the quality of the evaluation from having these expectations up 

front wi 11 more than offset the added effort tequi red of the program di rectors 

at the time when they are involved in establishing the organizational struc­

tures of their progra~s • 
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Response Rates. 

Questionnaires were mailed to program participants during December, 1976 

and January, 1977. The initial returns v/ere for the most part very slow and 

two mailed follow-ups and a series of telephone contacts v/ith project direc­

tors and agency heads were used over a five month period to improve the re-

sponse rates. As the list shows II the fi nal returns \'Iere quite variable: 

Al ameda County, California 66% (96/145) 

Cl ark County, Washington 80% (20/25 ) 

Del aware 79% (37/47) 

Illinois 43% (60/139) 

Pima County, Arizona 56% (78/139 ) 

South Carolina 65% (37/57) 

Spokane, Washington 91% (39/43 ) 

In general the returns \'Iere best for the personnel directly employed by the 

DSO grants and those directly charged with program administration, and worst 

for the paticipants \'Iho were involved at the periphery of the programs, such 

as foster parents and consultants. The overall response rate of 62% (367/595) 

vlOul d appear quite good compared to most mail ed surveys but is lower than 

e~pected given that there was a strong mandate for the study and most of the 

subjects \'1ere aware, at least in general terms, of the necessity for the evalua­

tion. 

As ""Ie pointed out above, personnel turnover was a problem in some sites 

and coul d account for some of the fail ures to respond. Whenever we were al'/are 

that respondents had left the program the response rates for their programs 

were adjusted upv/ard because the non-responses were not actually refusal s to 

respond. However, in all likelihood there was more turnover that we were 
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not aware of but vie were unable to document this in any detail at the time of 

the survey. 

A different problem affected the response rate for the program in Alameda 

County, California. Project participants reacted negatively to Section V of 

the questionnaire, which contained sociometric items designed to provide an 

index of the program's structure, specifically, its patterns of inter-agency 

communication, influence and mutual support. It was not possible to convince 

the respondents that LEAA would respect the confidentiality of these items 

and the result was an extremely low response rate from the community based 

agencies in the program. A compromise was reached by replacing the offending 

items with an alternative series of questinns (see Appendix 8) and the response 

rate improved considerably. However" because the sociometric items were 

dropped, the measurement of the internal connectedness of thi s program wi 11 

not be directly comparable with that of the other programs in the study. 

The length of the evaluation instrument (8 pages) and .the fact that it 

came on the heels of many other DSO-related paperwork obligations also caused 

some rel uctance to respond. We will report 1 ater that paperwork \lIas the 

most frequent source of work strain in many of the programs. In one program, 

in fact, several respondents compl ained that DSO paperwork had expanded to 

the point where it required more time than was spent actually dealing with 

the problems of clients. 

Finally, a small but vocal handful of program participants in almost 

every progra~ objected in prinCiple to having their professional activities 

eval uated by a di stant research team that had no fi rst-·hand experi ence v/ith 

the circumstances that they, the practitioners, had to face. 
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Changes in the Longitudinal Design. 

In order to conduct a Time l-Time 2 comparison we needed to have a high 

response rate for each program so that the two waves of the analysis would be 

based on the replies of essentially the same personne1~ Because of the short 

life of the programs, it was also necessary to have a quick response to the 

first wave so that an appropriate interval could elapse between the two waves. 

As we have already pOinted out there was approximately a six-months delay in 

the administration of the first wave of questionnaires, and only the programs 

in Spokane, Washington and Delaware responded quickly enough and with a high 

enough response rate that the second wave of the analysis remained feasible. 

In the other programs the process of collecting the questionnaires took al­

most six months before it was decided that the response rate was acceptable 

(or as high as it would ever be),.and because of this it was not possible to 

allow an appropri ate interval to e1 apse before the second ~'1ave waul d have had 

to be administered. The second wave was sent to the Spokane and Delaware 

programs in September, 1977 and the analysis comparing the two waves for 

these sites will be presented in a separate report. 
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3. SUMMARY 

The overall research design for this evaluation was altered in some major 

and mi nor ways and as a consequence is 1 ess comprehensive than origi nally 

intended. With a fe\', exceptions the representatives of the different programs 

cooperated as much as could be expected given the uncertainty of the situa­

tions they faced. Many of the problems that were encountered can be traced to 

the fact that most of the programs were funded and implemented with only indis­

tinctly drawn organizational features. New projects were combined with or 

superimposed upon ongoing ones and formerly independent agencies were tied 

into networks of service del; very wi th other agenci es, both pub 1 i c and private. 

Methods of coordination, spheres of responsibility and the division of labor 

among the parts of these complicated systems were not always apparent. An 

argument could certainly be made that a fiexibly structured approach to the 

delivery of human services is preferable to one that requires precisely defined 

organizational features, on the grounds that such flexibility will have a 

payoff in performance that a more bureaucratic approach woul d sacrifice. 

However, indistinctly defined boundaries and responsibilities are not synony­

• 

• 

• 

• 

mous with the flexibility this argument has in mind. The lack of clarity 

encountered in the DSO programs meant that their activity often took place in 

an atmosphere of turbulence and uncertainty, a fact that should definitely 

influence the way the findings are read. The idea of conducting an organiza­

tional evaluation was sometimes conceptually out of phase with the somewhat 

unorganized state of the programs. 
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1. DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILES 

The background characteristics of the seven programs are given in Tables 

lA to lEo They show considerable variation, both within and between programs, 

in terms of occupational composition, gender ratios, age, race, education and 

experi ence. 
\ 

Occupationally, not all respondents 'provided easily recognizable or clear-

ly defined labels for themselves (Table lA). Counselors and social workers 

were the most numerous, follO\'/ed by the category "supervisor/coordinator/ 

admi ni strator, II and then probation offi cers'. Together these groups accounted 

for over two thirds of all participants. The remainder were spread over a 

wide range of skills, including psychologist, recreation specialist, consul-

tant and support staff, such as secretary, accountant, and so forth. 

Looking at the individual programs, Arizona, Alameda County and Clark 

County had relatively high proportions of counselors and of probation officers, 

\'/hereas in the remaining four programs far greater reliance was placed on 

soci al workers and, i nteresti ngly, on admin.;tstrators. 

Most of the participants had academic credentials, about evenly divided 

between bachelor's and master's degrees (Table lB). By this criterion, the 

Illinois program relied least on degree holders (35% had no degree) and Spokane 

represented the other end of the range (55% had master's degrees or better). 

Arizona ranked lowest in average number of years of professional experience 

(4.2 years) and Clark County ranked highest (7.2 years). \'Jhen the three sets 

of information in Table lB are taken together, the seven programs fall into two 

fairly distinct categories. Arizona, Illinois, and South Carolina practitioners 

v/ere somev/hat 1 ess educated (i n terms of years of school i ng and degrees hel d) 
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and less experienced than the members of the programs in Alameda, Clark County, 

Del aware, and Spokane. Though the vari at; ons were not great, Arizona, III i noi s, 

and South Carolina also enployed proportionally fewer whites (Table lC) and 

substantially larger numbers of practitioners 30 years of age or less (Table 

10) • 

Different strategies concerning professionalism seem to be indicated by 

this, with Arizona, Illinois, and South Carolina representing a less tradi­

tional (younger, less educated, more likely to be non-white) alternative than 

the other programs. It is outside the range of this organizational evaluation, 

but other parts of the investigation should examine v/hether these distinctions· 

bear any relationship to client characteristics and client outcomes. 

Finally, gender breakdowns are given in Table lEo l~omen outnumbered men 

; n all the programs except Al ameda County, wi th the greatest d i sproporti on 

(70%) appearing in Delaware. Overall~ the ratio of women to men vias roughly 

6:4 • 
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TABLE iA. 
OCCUPATIONAL COMPOS IlION (% ) OF SEVEN DSO PROGRANS 

CLARK SOUTH ALL •• ALAMEDA ARIZmlA COUNTY DELAWARE ILLIIIO IS CAROLINA 'SPOKANE PROGRAMS 
TKEAT:o~E;IT 

Counselor 30.3 26.3 20.0 1,3.5 7.0 8.6 13.9 19.5 
Houseparent 3.9 2.8 1.1 ,. Social 'liorker 11.2 19.7 15.0 51.4 33.3 34.3 42.2 27.2 
'10 i unteer 2.2 3.9 1.4 
Psychologist 11.2 5.0 2.7 5.3 2.9 2.8 4.9 
Therapist 12.4 1.3 2.7 8.3 4.3 

(. Recreation 1.3 .3 

COURT-~ELAr:::J 

Unspecified 2.8 ~ .... 
Prcba ti on Offi cer 12.4 11.8 15.0 3.5 7.2 

~t.J Court Liaison Officer 1.3 .3 
I, 
(. 

Ao:m:rSTR,<l.TLON 

Acministrator'" 6.7 7.9 15;0 18.9 21.1 31.5 16.7 14.5 
" Corrrnun i ty \~orkerl [. Program Oevelop~ent 1.3 5.3 8.6 2.8 1.4 ~ 

v 
~ 

TECHNICAL STAFF ~c 

t' 

':i' Consultant 5.0 .3 
\: . Researcher 1.3 r- .3 ., 
£: 

Planner 1.8 .3 
, 
;, 
'" 

'J Attorney 1.0 5.4 .9 ~;, 

{', 

< 
SUPPORT STAFF 

i (. Accountant 1.3 .3 
~ Business :·fanager 1.1 .3 ~ , 

Statistician 2.9 .3 ;l: 

~ 
1.1 3.9 1.8 14.3 2.8 3.2 

~ Secretary r 
'; ". t Other Clerical 3.4 

" 
5.0 2.7 2.8 1.7 

Public Relatidns 1.3 .3 
~.,...'ir 4.5 9.2: 10.0 5.3 4.5 
,. Includes "Supervi sors, " "Coordinators" and "Administrators. " :. ** - . leacner, aUrse, Student, "Change Agent" 

• 
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TABLE lB. 

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUNDS OF PARTICIPANTS IN SEVEN DSO PROGRAMS 

MEAN YEARS MEAN YEARS 
PROGRAM EDUCATION EXPERIENCE 

ALAMEDA 17.3 6.0 

ARIZONA 16.1 4.2 

CLARK COUNTY 17.3 7.2 

DELAWARE 16.9 6.8 

ILLINOIS 16.1 5.5 

SOUTH CAROLINA 16.3 5.4 

SPOKANE 17.3 6.5 

ALL PROGRAMS 16.7 5.7 

ACADEMIC DEGREE HELD 

PERCENT PERCENT 
PERCENT 2-YEAR PERCENT ~~ASTER' S 

PROGRAM NO DEGREE DEGREES BACHELOR'S AND ABOVE ---
ALAMEDA 10.1% 2.2% 41.6% 46.1% 

ARIZONA 27;6 3.9 43.4 24.9 

CLARK COUNTY 15.0 0.0 45.0 40.0 

DELAWARE 8.1 5.4 40.5 45.9 

ILLINOIS 35.1 1.8 35.1 28.1 

SOUTH CAROLINA 17.1 2.9 45.7 34.3 

SPOKANE 8.3 2.8 33.3 55.5 

ALL PROGRAMS 18.6 2.9 40.7 37.9 

-
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TABLE 1C. 

RACIAL BREAKDOHNS FOR THE PARTICIPANTS IN SEVEN DSO PROGRAMS 

PERCENT F ERCENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
PROGRAM BLACK WHITE MEXICAN-AMERICAN OTHER NO ANSWER 

ALAMEDA 13.5% 82.0% 1.1% 3.3% 0.0% 

,1\RIZONA 6.6 72.4 18.4 2.6 0.0 

CLARK COUNTY 0.0 90.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 ..... 
~ 

DELAWARE 10.8 81.1 0.0 5.4 2.7 

ILLINOIS 35.1 61.4 0.0 1.8 1.8 

SOUTH CAROLINA 20.0 77 .1 0.0 0.0 2.9 

SPOKANE 2.8 94.4 0.0 2.8 0.0 

ALL PROGRAMS 14.0 77.7 4.3 2.5 1.4 
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TABLE 10. 

AGE BREAKDOWNS FOR THE PARTICIPANTS IN SEVEN DSO PROGRAMS 
'. 

PERCENT IN AGE CATEGORIES: 
UNDER 51 OR NO 
20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 OLDER ANSWER 

ALAMEDA· 0.0 18.0 35.9 23.7 5.5 6.7 2.2 5.5 2.2 

ARIZONA 5.2 31.6 33.0 14.3 9.1 1.3 1.3 3.9 0.0 
N 

CLARK COUNTY 0.0 15.0 15.0 35.0 10.0 5.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 0 

DELAWARE 0.0 8.1 29.7 29.7 2.7 13.5 8.1 5.4 2.7 

ILLINOIS 0.0 31.6 39.9 10.6 12.3 7.1 1.8 5.4 1.8 

SOUTH CAROLINA 2.9 22.9 48.6 17.2 2.9 0.0 0.0 5.8 0.0 

SPOKANE 0.0 11.2 33.5 30.6 2.8 5.6 5.6 11.2 0.0 

ALL PROGRAMS 1.5 31.7 33.4 20.6 6.9 5.4 3.1 6.0 1.1 
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TABLE 1E. 

GENDER BREAKDOWNS FOR THE PARTICIPANTS OF SEVEN DSO PROGRAMS 

PERCENT PERCENT NO 
MALE FEMALE ANSWER 

ALAMEDA 51. 7 48.3 0.0 

ARIZONA 39.5 60.5 0.0 

CLARK COUNTY 40.0 60.0 0.0 

DELAWARE 27.0 70.3 2.7 

ILLINOIS 42.1 56.1 1.8 

SOUTH CAROLINA 31.4 68.6 0.0 

SPOKANE 47.2 52.8 0.0 

ALL PROGRAMS· 41.8 57.6 0.6 

• 
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2. TREATMENT PHILOSOPHIES AND STRATEGIES 

Eight questions (items 3-10 in Section II of the questionnaire) were used 

to assess the DSO participants' opinions about the problems of juvenile offen­

ders. Four of these items dealt with the etiology of juvenile problems and the 

other four dealt with their judgments as to the generally proper strategy to 

use in dealing with those problems. These two sets of opinions will be dis­

cussed in turn and then the results of a factor an~ysis based on all eight 

items will be reported. It was hoped that these items woul d reveal any impor­

tant phil osophica1 and strategic differences among the programs. As the dis­

cussion proceeds, it should be clear that profound differences of this sort 

were not in evidence.* 

Etiology. 

Respondents were asked to express, on a scale of 1-9, their degree of 

endors(;ment of the following four items deal ing with etiology: 

INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY: 

USE! the following scale to indicate the ::xtent to which you think juve­
niles in trouble are responsible for the';r own problems: 

The juvenile is The juvenile is 
usually to blame 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 usually not to blame 
for his/her problB~s for his/her problems 

INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSIBILITY: 

On the folloHing scale indicate the effect of social institutions as a 
contributing factor causing juveniles to get into trouble: 

Not us:ually a Usually a major 
major factor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 factor 

* A different set of items might have produced different results. The develop­
ment of reliable scales for these orientations should have high prior'ity in 
evaluation research. 
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PSYCHOLOGICAL ADJUSTMENT: 

How important are problems of psychological adjustment as a contributing 
factor causing juveniles to get into trouble? 
Not usually a Usually a major 
major factor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 factor 

SOCIAL SURROUNDINGS: 

How important are the juvenile's immediate social surroundings as a con­
tributing factor causing him/her to get into trouble? 
Not usually a Usually a major 
major factor 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 factor 

In each case, the higher the number circled, the more supportive or "liberal II 

the response, in the sense of locating the source of problems outside the vo­

lition of the individual offender. It is important to note that, given the way 

the first item was worded, to endorse it was to indicate that juveniles are not 

responsible for their o~m troubles and not to endorse it implied that part of 

the blame does rest with the offender. 

The consensus from one program to another on these items was quite strong, 

as Table 2A on the follo~/ing page shows. When the average levels of endorse­

ment of the four items are ranked from high to low for all seven programs com­

bined, the following order obtains: 

SOCIAL SURROUNDINGS 

PSYCHOLOGICAL ADJUSn~ENT 

(mean = 7.6) 

(7.0) 

INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSIBILITY (5.9) 

INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY (5.5) 

The same order among these items appeared with minor deviations in each of the 

separate programs, suggesting that the participants, on the whole, were in 

basic agre~Ent that a child's immediate social surroundings were most likely 

to be a source of problems, followed by problems of a psychological nature and 

problems involving the failure of co:nmunity institutions. The responses to 
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TABLE 2A. 

MEAN SCORES ON FOUR ITEMS DEALING WITH THE 
ETIOLOGY OF JUVENILE PROBLEMS 

ETIOLOGY ITEMSa 

INDIVIDUAL INSTITUTIONAL PSYCHOLOGICAL 
PROGRAM RESPONSIBILITy b FACTORS FACTORS 

ALAMEDA 5.6 6.0 6.9 

ARIZONA 5.3 5.8 6.8 

CLARK COUNTY 5.6 5.0 7.1 

DELAi>JARE 5.8 6.1 7.3 

ILLINOIS 5.6 5.6 7.3 

SOUTH CAROLINA 5.7 6.0 6.6 

SPOKANE 5.4 6.1 6.8 

ALL PROGRAMS 5.5 5.9 7.0 

a Items 3, 5, 6 and 7 in Section II of the questionnaire 

SOCIAL 
SURROUNDINGS 

7.7 

7.5 

7.4 

7.7 

7.6 

7.5 

7.9 

7.6 

b Higher scores reflect endorsement of the idea that the individual is not 
responsible for his/her own problems 
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the item assessing personal responsibil ity were something of an anomaly. Given 

the relatively IIliberal ll endorsement of the idea that social conditions and 

adjustment problems figure strongly in juvenile troubles, it is a little sur­

prising to encounter the noticeably less supportive pattern of replies to the 

question dealing with personal responsibility. The responses to this item 

serve as a caution against stereotyping DSO practitioners in terms of clear-

cut, predefined philosophical dichotomies. To believe that impersonal forces 

and psychological problems are important causal factors is no guarantee that 

the respondent wi 11 al so absol ve the offender of a measure of personal respon­

sibility. 

The detailed response frequency breakdown on this item assessing indivi­

dual responsibil ity is instructive. Jyst about 40% of the respondents were 

neutral (scores of 5) and another 17% leaned decisively toward the idea of 

individual responsibility (adding together those with scores less than 5): 

INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY 

Relative Cumulative 
Frequency Proportion P roport i,on 

Juvenile is to blame 1 2 .6% .6% 

2 10 2.9% 3.5% 

3 18 5.2% 8.7% 

4 28 8.1% 16.9% 

5 139 40.4% 57.3% 

6 60 17.4% 74.7% 

7 47 13.7% 88.4% 

8 33 9.6% 98.0% 

Juvenile not to blame 9 7 2.0% 100.0% 
344 100. O~~ 
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It is true that the largest single segment (a total of 43%) favored the support­

ive or lenient pole of this scale (scores above 5); nevertheless, a sizeable 

proportion of the participants were apparently unwilling to rule out personal 

responsibility as one of the factors leading to problems for juveniles. 

Treatment Strategies. 

In addition to the questions on etiology, the following four items were 

used to record participants' conceptions of the appropriate strategy for deal­

ing with the problems of juveniles: 

PUNISHMENT: 

In dealing with juveniles \'Jho are in trouble, \<[hat is the best strategy? 
Ordinarily, juve-
niles in trouble 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
shoul d receive 
punishment 

INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE: 

Ordinarily, juve­
niles in trouble 
should not receive 
puni shment 

HOH much effort shoul d those who deal wi th the probl ems of j uvenil es make 
to change the social institutions of the surrounding community? 
Should be Should be given 
given very 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 a great deal of 
1 ittl e effort effort 

PSYCHOLOGICAL CHANGE: 

How much effort shoul d those who deal wi th the probl ems of j uvenil es make 
to improve a child's psychological adjustment? 
Should be Should be given 
given very 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 a great deal of 
little effort effort 

CHANGE SURROUNDINGS: 

In your opi nion, how much effort shoul d those who deal with the probl ems 
of juveniles make to change the immediate social surroundings the juve­
niles have to live with? 
Should be 
given very 
1 ittl e effort 

Should be given 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 a great deal of 

effort 
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Of these four strategies, attempting to improve the client's psychological 

adjustment was the most favorably rated one (see Table 28, next page), followed 

by attempts to change institutions and social surroundings. Withholding punish­

ment was the least favored strategy. As the following breakdown shows, the 

replies on this punishment itern were concentrated toward the "should not be 

punished" option; nevertheless, it is significant that fully one third of all 

respondents were either neutral or tended to favor punishment to some degree, a 

pattern noticeably less "l ibera1" than that exhibited by the other three items: 

PUNISHMENT AS A STRATEGY 

Relative Cumulative 
Freguency Pro~orti on Proportion 

Juvenile should be 1 5 1.5% 1.5% 

2 7 2.0% 3.5% 

3 7 2.0% 5.5% 

4 16 4.7% . 10.2% 

5 77 22.4% 32.6% 

6 44 12.8% 45.3% 

7 75 21.8% 67.2% 

8 73 20.9% 88.4% 

Juvenil e shaul d not 
be punished 9 40 11.6% 100.0% 

344 100.0% 

As Vii th the etiology i terns, the consensus among the seven programs on 

these four strategy items was fairly strong. No one program stood out as drama­

tically more likely to 'endorse or reject any single approach. It is important 

to keep in mi nd that the strategy i terns were not presented to the respondents 

as mutually exclusive alternatives. They \'Iere asked to give their assessment 

of each approach separately and it is probable that most would have favored 

a technique that combined several reactions to clients' problems. 
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TABLE 2B. 

MEAN SCORES ON FOUR ITEMS DEALING WITH 
STRATEGIES FOR DEALING WITH JUVENILE PROBLEMS 

STRATEGY ITEMSa 
CHANGE 

PUNISHMENTb INSTITUTIONAL PSYCHOLOGICAL SOCIAL 
PROGRAM CHANGE CHANGE SURROUNDINGS 

ALAMEDA 6.9 6.9 7.7 7.0 

ARIZONA 6.5 7.2 7.6 7.3 

CLARK COUNTY 6.7 6.6 7.4 6.3 

DELAWARE 6.6 7.1 7.8 7.2 

ILLINOIS 6.1 '7.1 7.7 7.3 

SOUTH CAROLI NA 5,9 7.1 7.6 7.3 

SPOKANE 6.1 7.3 6.7 7.0 

ALL PROGRAMS 6.5 7.1 7,6 7.1 

a Items 4, 8, 9 and 10 in Section II of the questionnaire 

b Higher scores reflect endorsement of the idea that punishment is not appropriate 
as a strategy for dealing with the problems of juveniles 
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It was pointed out in the previous section that the seven DSO programs 

could be tentatively separated into two groups on the issue of professionalism 

(or, more precisely, differences in training and experience, age and race). 

From this, it might have been expected that Arizona, Illinois, and South Caro­

lina, which we characterized as the three less "traditional" programs, would 

exhibit noticeably more liberal aggregate profiles on these eight etiology and 

strategy itens, on the presumption that a conscious attempt had been made to 

select and recruit practitioners of a more or less common philosophical and 

professional persuasion. This was not the case. As we have seen the varia­

tions from progr~n to program were small in general and bore no obvious rela­

tionship to the demographic compositions of'the programs. Nor was there a 

clear indication that the demographic and professional characteristics of in­

dividuals bore any direct relationship to their orientations toward etiology 

and strategy. The correlations with education, experience, gender, and race 

were generally unremarkable (Table 2C). 

A Factor Analysis. 

In a final attenpt to discover distinct patterns in these data, a routine 

factor analysis \'1as perfonned. Originally, it was speculated that the replies 

to the set of etiology and strategy items would suggest scales that would di­

vide the practitioners into clear-cut categories based on distinctive phil­

osophical/practical positions. Several factors were thought possible. One 

\'lOuld involve the emphasis on psychological and individual causes and solutions 

as opposed to structural, social or institutional causes and solutions and 

another woul d di sti ngui sh between punitive versus non- pun itive approaches. The 

first of these distinctions would correspond to a division of opinion con­

cerning psychogenic versus sociogenic caUSi~S and the second w'oul d roughly 
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TABLE 2t:. 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN DEMOqRAPH!C CHARACTERISTICS OF DSO 
PARTICIPANTS AND THEIR ATTITUDES TOWARQ ETIOl~GY AND TREATMENT STRATEGY 

ETIOLOGY ITEMS STRATEGY ITEMS 

H!DIV­
IDUAL 

IIISTITU- PSYCHO~ ~ 
TIONAL lOGICAL 

PUNISH- INSTITU­
TIONAL 
CHANGE 

ALAMEDA 
RACE .04 
GENDE~ -.04 
EDUCATION .22.** 
EXPERIENCE .00 

ARIZONA 
RACE -.14 
GENDER .01 
EDUCATION .03 
EXPERIENCE -.12 

CLARK COUNTY 
RACE ._Q 

GENDER .OS 
EDUCATIO~ -.24 
EXPERIENCE -.16 

DELAWARE 
RACE -.15 
GENDER .24* 
EDUCATION .01 
EXPERIENCE -.01 

ILLINOIS 
RACE -.16 
GENDER -.00 
EDUCATION -.10 
EXPERIENCE .06 

SOUTH CAROLIrlA 
P~CE -.30** 
GENDER .27* 
EDUCATION .06 
EXPERIENCE -.20 

SPOKANE 
RACE .15 
GENDER -.01 
EDUCATION -.10 
EXPERIENCE .06 

ALL PROGRAMS 
RACE 
GENDER 
EDUCAnON 
EXPEIUENCE 

-.09* 
.04 
.03 

-.03 

a All respondents were white 

-.13 
-.04 

.11 

-.05 

.09 

.14 

.12 

.16* 

.00 

.2S 

.09 

.03 

.06 

.10 
-.11 

.05 

.20* 

.03 

.06 

-.09 
.23* 
.20 
.03 

-.25* 
-.24* 
-.25* 

.11 

.00 

.06 

.09* 

.04 

-.09 
-.07 
-.15* 
-.09 

.OS 

.01 
-.lS* 
-.01 

-.24 
.01 
.16 

.04 

.17 
-.OS 
.15 

-.24** 
-.10 
-.10 
-.06 

-.49*** 
.OZ 
.1S 

-.12 

-.17 
-.07 
-.17 

.02 

-.10** 
-.04 
-.10-
-.01 

-.04 
-.0:; 
-.07 
-.15* 

tlf!l.L_ 

.17* 
-.06 

.1S** 

.03 

.OS .07 
-.20** .09 

.17* .00 

.04 .04 

-.02 .27 
-.01 -.14 

.01 .45** 

.23* 
-.OS 

.04 

.19 

-.20* 
-.15 
-.20* 
-.05 

-.07 
.04 

-.14 
-.00 

-.lS 
-.15 

.24* 
-.23* 

-.02 
-.10** 
-.01 
-.02 

.21 

.05 

.10 
-.01 

.05 

.06 

.24** 
-.07 

.03 

.44*** 

.44*** 

.04 

.42*** 
-.03 

.45*** 
-.11 

.12*** 

.OS* 

.19*** 

.02 

-.12 
-.20** 
.10 

-.01 

-.02 
.09 
.14 
.23** 

-.23 
-.33 
-.11 

.17 

.15 
-.06 
-.15 

-.12 
.06 

-.04 
-.05 

-.OS 
.43*** 
.10 
.05 

-.22* 
-.13 

.03 

.02 

-.OS* 
-.02 
.00 
.01 

One asteri sk represents p < : 10, two represent p < .05, and three represent p < .01 • 

PSYCHO­
LOGICAL 
CHANGE 

-.17* 
-.14* 
-.16* 
-.07 

-.OS 
.01 

-.15* 
-.04 

-.3S** 
.01 
.2S 

.22* 
-.06 
-.10 

.39*** 

-.37*** 
-.17 
-.20* 
.13 

-.17 
-.25* 
-.16 
-.22 

-.25* 
-.22* 
- .10 
-.07 

-.17*** 
-.14*** 
-.15*** 

.02 

CHANGE 
SURROUNDINGS 

-.05 
-.21** 
.03 

-.20** 

-.10 
-.01 

.01 

.12 

-.12 
-.17 

.15 

.19 
-.00 

.07 

.11 

-.27** 
-.01 
-.15 

.12 

-.20 
.17 

-.06 
-.23* 

-.16 
.01 

-.03 
-.2S** 

-.10** 
-.06 
-.05 
-.04 
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parallel the conservative-liberal split over whether juvenile misdeeds are acts 

of will or reactions to circumstances largely beyond the control of the indi-

vidual. 

When the responses \~ere factor analyzed, a solution was produced which 

indicated that individual practitioners can be arrayed on three dimensions, one 

cQlllprised largely of attitudes toward blame and punishment, a second based on 

opinions about the role of structural factors, such as social and institutional 

variables, and the third composed of assessments of psychological factors.* 

Given that the rotation was orthogonal, an individual's score on one of the 

three bore little or no relationship to their score on either of the other blO. 

Thus, a person could score consistently high, or low, or medium on all three 

dimensions. As an example of \'1hat this means, it vlOuld be possible to separate 

those practitioners who took a punitive view from those who did not, and the 

resulting dichotomy would not permit a prediction of the extent to which the 

two groups stress, or fail to stress, structural factors or psychological fac-

tors. 

Factor scores representing individuals' positions on each of these three 

composite dimensions 11·,fere cal cul ated and the means computed for each of the 

programs in the hope that this would bring the small differences that were 

reported in Tables 2A and 2B into a little sharper focus. Factor scores are 

constructed in such a way that the grand mean for all the respondents combined 

is zero. Departures from zero within a given DSO program provides an idea of 

how different that program is, in the aggregate, from the others. Scores above 

the grand mean are more "liberal" and those below the mean are less "liberal" 

than the average. Table 20 below displays the results on this analysis. 

* Principal crnqponents analysis, varimax rotation. Three factors had eigenvalues 
above 1.0. ~~alyses performed separately for the seven programs produced 
basically sim1lar resultsw 



-!~ 

- 32 -

TABLE 2D. 

COMPARISONS (MEAN FACTOR SCORES) AMONG 
PROGRAMS ON THREE COMPOSITE DIMENSIONS REPRESENTING 

THE STRESS ON PSYCHOLOGICAL, STRUCTURAL AND 
PUNITIVE CAUSES AND SOLUTIONS 

PROGRAM AND 
DOMINANT Psychological Structural Punitive 

DIVERSION STRATEGY Dimension Dimension Dimensiona 

Alameda (Family .00 -.04 .18 
Counseling) 

Arizona (Advocacy) -.08 .10 -.11 

Clark County (Family .01 -.58 .12 
Counseling) . 

Delaware (Eclectic) .17 .03 .16 

Illinois (Advocacy) .18 -.03 -.05 

South Carolina -.12 .09 -.13 
(Eclectic) 

Spokane (Eclectic) -.22 .18 -.2,4 

a Positive scores r~present non-punitive responses 

FACTOR LOADINGS 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

ITEMS 
Psychological Structural Punitive 

1. Individual Responsibility 
2. Punishment as a Strategy 
3. Institutional Factors 
4. PsychrnDgical Factors 
5. Social Surroundings 
6. Change Social Surroundings 
7. Psychological Change 
8. Institutional Change 

. Dimension Dimension Dimension 
.16 

-.09 
-.23 
.79 
.55 
.34 
.81 
.08 

.01 

.18 

.60 
-.03 

.36 

.72 

.02 

.79 

.78 

.76 

.30 

.06 
-.01 
-.11 

.02 

.15 

I 
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Individuals in the Delaware and Illinois programs placed more than the 

average and the participants in South Carolina and Spokane less than the aver­

age emphasis on psychological factors. The latter two programs were also, on 

the average, a little more punitive in their orientations (that is, less likely 

to endorse the position that juveniles are not to blame and/or not to be pun­

ished), while Alameda, Clark County, and Delaware were relatively less punitive 

than the average. The sharpest departure from the nonn, howevet', is apparent 

on the structural dimension. Clark County participants were clearly less like­

ly than those in other programs to think in terms of these structural and insti­

tutional causes and solutions. 

It is interesting to compare these r~sults with what is known about the 

actual approaches to treatment that the different programs adopted. Program 

organizers in Clark County and Alameda described their programs as emphasizing 

family crisis counseling, Arizona and Illinois stressed a youth advocacy ap­

proach and Spokane, Delaware and South Carolina reported using an eclectic 

approach. These distinctions bear only a very tenuous relationship to the 

three dimensions in Table 2D. The clearest difference is that the participants 

in the two family counseling-oriented progr~ns, Clark County and Alameda, tended 

to' be a little less punitive than the average, a distinction they shared with 

one "eclectic" program, Delm</are. The participants in one of the family coun­

seling programs, Clark County, Here also noticeably less likely to emphasize 

structural causes and solutions, though they were no more likely than the aver­

age to stress psychological problems and solutions. Two of the three eclectic 

programs, South Carolina and Spokane, were distinctive, in b/o ways. The par-

ticipants of each on the average placed less emphasis on psychological factors 

and were more 1 ikely to adopt a punitive stance toward juvenil es. The advocacy 
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programs resembled the eclectic programs on the punitive dimension but fell 

into no clear pattern on the other two dimensions. 

These untidy compari sons are i nconcl us;ve at best and shoul d be regarded 

with caution. Remember that these relative differences exist in a context 

that, overall, was generally liberal (Tables 2A and 2B). Note also that while 

those in ch~rge of organizing the different DSO efforts generally leaned in 

favor of one service delivery mode or another, the reality in most cases was no 

doubt more mixed than the simple classification into "advocacy," "family coun-

seling" and "eclectic" types implies. Additionally, in at least one instance, 

Alameda County, a family counseling diversion strategy was imposed on some 

participating agencies that were themselves committed to an advocacy approach, 

and there were other examples of philosophical differences between program 

organizers and participating agencies. This would no doubt produce a more 

mixed program and one internally more diverse phil osophical 1y than \'lOul d be 

expected given just the statement of preferred divers; on strategy from the 

policy makers in the different programs. 

Summary. 

In short, from this analysis no very profound philosophical differences 

among the programs should be a~sumed. Rather, what appears to be the case is 

noticeable but for the most part moderate differences in emphasis from one 

program to another that seem to bear very little relationship either to the 

programs' demographic and professional profiles or, perhaps more crucially, to 

the stated treatment preferences offered by program organizers. In one sense 

these findings are quite remarkable. The seven programs surveyed were geograph­

ically dispersed, were assembled in widely varying circumstances, expressed 

different objectives and relied differentially on public and private agencies 
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to achieve their goals. ~ol to discover greater philosophical polarities is 

something of a surprise, for i't impl ;es that such concerns were subsidiary to 

(and perhaps subordinated to) other considerations in the assembling of the 

programs. * 

* A multiple regression analysis (not shown) also revealed that these philos­
ophy and strategy items bore no significant relationship to community basedness 
after the effects of individuals' demographic and organizational characteris­
tics were controlled • 

I 

I 
I 
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3. DECISION-MAKING ARRANGEMENTS 

Relationships between the DSO decis'ion makers and their subordinates 

were assessed by ,a series of questions in Section IV of the questionnaire. 

Note that parallel questions were asked of rank and file participants and 

supervisors so that the view of decision making as seen from above could be 

compared with the view from below. 

The major distinction to be drawn invblves the comparison of three dif­

ferent styles of supervision, participative (d,':!cisions are mutual), directive 

(supervisor makes most decisions) and laissez faire (subordinates make most of 

the decisions). It is generally assumed that professional and semi-professional 

practitioners working in organizati~ns .(rather than privately) both expect and 

demand to share in the decisions concerning the actual performance of their 

jobs-and to have a fair amount of influence over the determination of general 

policy in the organization that employs them. The prediction, then, was that 

the DSO programs would ble structured along partic'ipative lines and, clS Table 

3A shows, from the point of view of the rank and file, a decision making style 

that allowed their participation was by far the most commonly reported arrange­

ment. In every program ex,cept'the one in Delaware more than three-fourths of 

the responses fell into the' two categories specifying participation. Delaware 

was an exception because about a third of the participants there repol~ted a 

laissez faire pattern. In no instance was the directive style reportE!d by more 

than a very small minority. In fact, if the "participative" and "laissez faire" 

responses are combined, the proportion of practitioners making either some or 

nearly all of the decisions about their work jumps" to 90% overall and ranges 
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TABLE 3A. 

STYLES OF DECISION-MAKING AS 
REPORTED BY SUBORDINATES 

DECISION-MAKING PATTERNS 
r~UCH DISCUSSION LITTLE DISCUSSION 

PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
MUTUAL SUPERVISOR'S RESPONDENT'S MUTUAL SUPERVISOR'S RESPONDENT'S 

PROGRAt~ DECISIONS. DECISIONS DECISIONS DECISIONS DECISIONS DECISIONS 

ALAMEDA 52.1% 4.2% 7.0% 23.9% 9.9% 2.8% 

ARIZONA 73.1 1.5 6.0 14.9 1.5 3.0 
w 
"'-.J 

CLARK COUNTY 64.7 0.0 5.9 11.8 5.9 11.8 

DELAWARE 51.7 3.4 13.8 6.9 3.4 20.7 

ILLINOIS 50.0 5.3 5.3 28.9 7.9 2.6 

SOUTH CAROLINA 63.3 6.7 3.3 16.7 6.7 3.3 

SPOKANE 60.0 4.0 0.0 20.0 4.0 12.0 

ALL PROGRAMS 59.6 3.6 6.1 18.8 5.8 6.1 



- 38 -

from 86.6% in South Carolina to 97% in Arizona. Viewed in this way, profes~ 

sional autonomy was a t~eality for almost all of the DSO participants. 

Looking at the data in Table 3A another way, a great deal of discussion 

about decisions was also frequently reported, ranging from a high of about 

81% in Arizona to lows of 69% in Delaware and 61% in Illinois. Not surpris­

ingly, most people also approved of the style of decision making in their pro­

gram, judging from the results in Table 38. More than 70% in all programs 

indicated that they would not change the arrangement in which they were then 

involved and, of the remainder, far more expressed a preference for more partici-

pation than for less. 

For supervisors, the result was essentially the same (see Table 3C). Mu­

tua 1 i ty was repOy'ted by tram 70% to 100% of the supervi sors respond i ng and a 

great deal of discussion was ;ndica~ed by more than 80% in all seven programs. 

Delaware again stands out as the only program in which a laissez faire style 

was at all common. Equally important was the fact that a directive style of 

supervision was in evidence with any frequency in only one program, South 

Carolina (1~.2%). 

Like the rank and file, supervisors also seemed comfortable with their 

decision-making styles (Table 3D). Overall, more than three~fourths of them 

indicated a preference for the' status quo in their relationships with subordi­

nates. There was, however, one significant exception. In South Carolina, a 

substantial majority (73%) of the supervisors expressed a preference for greater 

participation by subordinates. Since the supervisors in this program also 

reported the greatest frequency of directive leadership, it is possible that 

supervisor-subordinate relations were somewhat strained, though the numbers are 

far from conclusive. Another suggestive piece of evidence from the survey points 

in the same direction. In Table 3E data are presented on the average frequency 
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TABLE 3B. 

PREFERENCES EXPRESSED BY SUBORDINATES IN 
DECISION-MAKING WITH THEIR SUPERVISORS 

PERCENT WHO PREFER: 
LESS SAME MORE 

PROGRAM PARTICIPATION PARTICIPATION PARTICIPATION 

ALAMEDA 4.1% 81.1% 14.9% 

ARIZONA 1.5 83.8 14.7 

CLARK COUNTY 0.0 82.4 17.6 

DELAWARE 10.3 79.3 J.0.3 

ILLINOIS 0.0 71.4 28.6 

SOUTH CAROLlNA 0.0 83.9 16.1 

SPOKANE 4.0 76.0 20.0 

ALL PROGRAMS '2.8 80.1 17.1 

• 
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TABLE 3C. 

STYLES OF DECISION-MAKING AS REPORTED BY SUPERVISORS 

DECISION-MAKING PATTERNS 
MUCH DISCUSSION LITTLE DISCUSSION 

PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
MUTUAL SUPERVISOR'S RESPONDENT'S MUTUAL SUPERVISOR'S RESPONDENT'S 

PROGRAM DECISIONS' DECISIONS DECISIONS DECISIONS DECISIONS DECISIONS 

ALAMEDA 75.9% 6.9% 0.0% 17.2% 0.0% 0.0% 
-i:>o 

ARIZONA 75.9 0.0 10.3 10.3 3.4 0.0 0 

CLARK COUNTY 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

DELAHARE 53.8 7.7 23.1 15.4 0.0 0.0 

ILLINOIS 83.3 0.0 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 

SOUTH CAROLINA 63.6 18.2 0.0 9.1 0.0 9.1 

SPOKANE 90.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 

ALL PROGRAMS 75.0 4.5 5.4 13.4 0.9 0.9 
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TABLE 3D. 

SUPERVISORS' PREFERENCES FOR PARTICIPATION BY 
THEIR SUBORDINATES IN DECISION-MAKING 

PERCENT WHO PREFER: 
LESS SAME MORE 

PARTICIPATION PARTICIPATION PARTICIPATION 
PROGRAM BY SUBORDINATES BY ·SUBORDINATES BY SUBORDINATES 

ALAMEDA 0.0% 80.0% 20.0% 

ARIZONA 3.3 80.0 16.7 

CLARK COUNTY 0.0 100.0 0.0 

DELAWARE 7.1 78.6 14.3 

ILLINOIS 5.0 85.0 10.0 

SOUTH CAROLINA 0.0 27.3 72.7 

SPOKANE 0.0 90.0 10.0 

ALL PROGRAMS 2.6 76.9 20.5 
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TABLE 3E. 

FREQUENCY AND QUALITY OF SUPERVISOR-SUBORDINATE CONTACTS 

REPORTED 
BY SUBORDINATES 

MEAN 
FREQUENCya r~EAN 

QUALITyb 

ALAt~EDA 

ARIZONA 

CLARK COUNTY 

DELAHARE 

ILLINOIS 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

SPOKANE 

ALL PIROG RAMS 

aResponse Categories: 
1 2 

Less Than About 
Once Once 

A Week A Heek 

bResponse Categories: 

3.5 

4.3 

2.4 

4.0 

2.7 

4.1 

3.7 

3.6 

3 
Several 
Times 

A Week 

6.9, 

7.4 

7.2 

6.6 

6.5 

7.4 

6.8 

7.0 

4 
Once Or 
Twice 
A Day 

REPORTED 
BY SUPERVISORS 

MEAN 
FREQUENCya 

MEAN 
QUALITyb 

3.4 

4.3 

3.0 

4.1 

3.3 

4.7 

4.1 

3.9 

5 
Several 
Times 
A Day 

7.6 

7.4 

8.5 

6.6 

7.4 

6.7 

6.9 

7.3 

6 
Almost 

Constantly 

The time is almost The time is almost 
never helpful to me -- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 -- always helpful to me 

" 
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of contact between supervisors and subordinates and the perceived helpfulness 

of this contact. Based on the responses of supervisors, South Carolina r'anked 

below average on the quality of the contacts compared to the other six pro­

grams. The relationship is not simple, however, because paradoxically, based 

on the rep'lies of subordinates reported in the same table, the quality of the 

contacts was rated quite favorably. In short, the strain over matters of 

leadership suggested in this program was largely confined to the perceptions of 

supervisors, who apparently had.some reservations about the behavior of their 

subordinates. Keep in mind also that the overall impression from the South 

Carolina data was favorable. 

In general, it is clear that the service delivery systems established for 

the DSO effort relied heavily on a democratic stylp. of decision making. This 

is not surprising given the nature ~f the work in which most of the practi­

tioners were engaged, a kind of work that would respond poorly to routiniza­

tion, close supervision, or directive decision making. What is a little sur­

prising is the overall degree of consensus between supervisors and their subor­

dinates on this topic. In some work settings what is seen as democratic par­

ticipation by the rank and file can mean an erosion of influence for the super­

visor and for this reason a disparity in the way participation is evaluated 

by the two groups is not uncommon. Such a disparity ,had not evolved in the DSO 

programs at the time of the survey, and in fact, in the one instance in which 

disagreement was apparent, South Carolina, the preference among supervisors 

was for more rather than 'less participation by sUbordinates . 
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4. NETWORK STRUCTURES OF THE PROGRAMS 

In response to their mandates, the DSO programs represented attempts to 

create inter-agency networks of service dellvery. Despite their expressed 

philosophical differences and differences in their strategies of implementa­

tion, all the programs were established with a relatively sma'il administrative 

core at the center of an expected network of participants. The primary work 

sites of these participants were typically in different agencies or offices 

dispersed over geograph)cal areas ranging considerably in extensiveness, from 

a single city to entire counties and mU'lti':'county areas. The programs in 

Delaware, South Carolina, and Illinoi,~ were s,tate.,.wide but in the latter two 

only selected components were intluded in this evaluation. Although in the 

preceding analyses we have treated the entire USO program as a single unit of 

analysis for purposes of reporting, it is necessary to emphasize here that, in 

reality, each program was intended to be an inter-organizational system. The 

manner in which the activities of the members of the discrete agencies in'the 

programs were in fact coordinated is the issue that will now be addressed. 

In every program the expe~tation was that the separate agencies in the 

system would be coordinated by the center and, therefore, they would cohere 

functionally, that is, they would cooperate and exchange resources among them­

selves in ways that \'muld create the conditions for a lasting network of service 

delivery for problem juveniles. This was an ambitious goal~ because community 

helping agencies, particularly private ones, almost always run short-staffed 

and under-funded and, more often than not, stand in an at least partially com­

petitive relationship to each other. It is true that there are compelling 
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reasons for inter-agency contact, and the language of inter-agency coordination 

and shared objectives is often quite refined.* But this rhetoric may sometimes 

be disjunctive with reality because of counterpressures that work against inter­

agency cooperation. To justify its existence and to compete successfully for 

limited resources, an agency must lay claim to a distinctive approach to a 

problem area. It clearly undermines its own self-interest to some extent if 

it concedes that its objectives and its techniques are just like those of other 

agencies or even just compatible with them, and it also compromises its in­

terests if it changes its- methods< of oper~ttbn to .. acCOITllTlOdate a f'undtrig source. 

For this reason inter-agency ties and agency-funding source ties are always 

likely to be somewhat tentative and perhaps fragile, and there were several 

examples in the DSO programs that could be used to illustrate this. Philosoph­

ical disputes and disagreements ove.r contractual obligations and treatment 

strategies were often mentioned in conversations with program participants. 

Sarason, et. al.,** take this argument even further by insisting that 

stable inter-agency networks are likely to survive only when money is not the 

keystone of the relationship, in fact when it is explicitly excluded from the 

relationship. Unless the network is based on the free exchange of resources 

and services other than money, they argue, the centrifugal forces will overcome 

the centripetal ones and a fragmentation of the network back into its indivi­

dual constituent parts will result. This is an unduly pessimistic view, but 

it does highlight the problems that connections based on money can cause. 

* For a persuasive discussion of the necessity of inter-agency contact in 
"people processing" (i.e., service delivery) agencies, see Hasenfeld, 
Yeheskel, "People processing organizations: an.-exchange approach," 
American Sociological Review 37 (June, 1972): 256~263. 

** Sarason, Seymour, Charles Carol, Kenneth Maton, Saul Cohen and Elizabeth 
Lorentz. 

1977 Human Services and Resource Networks. San Francisco: Jossey Bass • 
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A dilemma, then, is always potentially present: on one hand, an arrange­

ment characterized by unique agencies with distinctive approaches and vigor­

ously defended principles competing destructively ~nd separately for the same 

limited resources and the same pool of potential clients is likely to be self­

defeating. It is just this experience that has made the network alternative 

look more attractive. On the other hand, it could be argued that tightly 

linked agencies offering services that differ only superficially because they 

have compromised their objectives in the interest of a stable exchange witW 

other agencies and with the funding source is not apt to be much of an improve­

ment. For purposes of evaluation, the possibility of such a dilemma creates 

serious problems of interpretation. If We.have not over~tatedthe'case,'it 

is possible that a tight~knit and closely coordinated system can also be 

counterproductive and, if so, the DSO mandate may have lead to the creation of 

"systems" that by their nature would be ineffective and unable to survive, 

qua systems, once the DSO funding being channeled through the administrative 

core was removed. 

But what of a third possibility, namely, collections of agencies only 

loosely connected, if at all, and not clearly coordinated by the administrative 

center? When are such "non-systems" to be consi,dered successful, and when do 

they in fact only indicate that the administrative core is not doing its job 

and that no coordinated service-delivery program e)~ists? What is involved in 

this discussion is the question of the definition of program success. The fact 

is that very disparate outcomes can be see'n from different perspectives as both 

favorable and unfavorable. 

To address this complicated issue for the DSO programs, we have examined 

the intra- and inter-agency ties and exchanges that were reported by the par­

ticipants in response to the five sociometric questions in Section V of the 
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questionnaire (see Appendix A). The first item is the central one. It asked 

parti cipants to record thei r three closest work contacts among the othe\~ 

personnel throughout the overall DSO program. This item permitted a direct 

assessment of the volume of contact among the members of different components 

of the programs. The four other questions asked members to indicate the 

individuals with the greatest influence over the program, those most deserving 

of professional respect~ those most likely to offer support in difficult situa­

tions, and those most likely to be a reltable source of advice and counsel. 

(In Alameda County the sociometric analysis was replaced by an alternative 

method of assessing the agency-center and agency-agency linkages. Participants 

were asked to think of specific individual~ who were their closest work con­

tacts and wham they considered worthy of professional respect, and capable of 

providing advice and support, but then, in the interest of anonymity, to enter 

on the questionnaire only the names of the agencies in which these individuals 

worked. These replies were not comparable to the sociometric data reported 

for the other six programs, but they do permit an assessment of the amount of 

centralization and the volume of inter-agency contact.) 

The data provided by these items will be used here in two ways. First, 

the replies will be used to record the sheer volume of contact that took place 

among the agencies and between"the agencies and the administrative center in 

each program. Second, the result~ of a smallest space analysis of the socio­

metric work contacts will be presented to convey a graphic or visual impres­

sion of the relationships that existed among the various parts of each program. 

(Because a sociometric analysis was not conducted in Alameda County, it will not 

appear in this second part of the analysis.) 
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Agency-Administration and Agency-Agency Linkages. 

Tables 4A and 4B present the statistical breakdowns for the ties among 

the different subparts of the DSO programs.* To preview those findings, the 

data suggested two rather distinct interorganizational strategies. First, 

Spokane and Clark County displayed tightly interconnected systems with compara­

tively frequent work contacts between the members of the program components 

and the administrative center (Table 4A) and frequent agency-agency contacts 

as well (Table 48). Second, Delaware and Arizona represented just the op­

posite: relatively infrequent agency-center and agency-agency contacts. 

South Carolina and Alameda County were mixed;' they displayed fairly frequent 

agency-center ties but were more like Ari'z?na and Delaware in the sparseness 

of direct agency-agency linkages. However, because of the way the program in 

South Carolina was structured and the way the data were collected in Alameda 

County, it is unfortunately not clear whether they can be considered to repre-
, 

sent a third distinct network type. Finally, I:llinois was intermediate in 

terms of both agency-center and agency-agency ties, and thus did not fit neatly 

into any of the patterns, though it was clqser in type to Spokane and Clark 

County than to Arizona and Delaware. The detailed data that suggested these 

distinctions will now be discussed. 

Centralization. In terms'of reliance on the administrative center, the 

Clark County program stands out as a special case. In this small program 

only 10 of the 20 responding practitioners occupied positions outside the 

administrative center. Among these respondents the reliance on the center was 

quite clear. Twenty-five of the 30 work contacts that they reported involved 

* The comparisons in these Tables are sometimes based on small numbers, 
particularly for Clark County. In Spokane the response rate on the socio­
metric items was under 50% (compared to over 90% for the rest of the 
questionnaire). As a result the data should be considered suggestive, not 
conclusive, and read accordingly. 
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~IOnK CONTACTS 

To 
Total Center 

PROGRAM Exercised ~ ill Rank 

ALAHEOA" 163 56 (3q) 3 

AnIZONA 153 25 (16) 6 

CLMK CO. 30 25 (33) 1 

IlELAWAIIE 90 9 (10) 7 

ILLINOIS 101 32 (32} 4 

SO. CAROL! NA 68 15 (22) 5 

SPOKANE 4q 21) (55) 2 

MEAN % (36%) 

• • • • / • • 

TAnLE ilA. 

AGENCY-CENTER CONTACTS: 
PROPORTION OF ALL SOCIOHETRIC CHOICES OIIIECTEO BY PAnTICIPAIITS TOUArm MEMOERS OF 

TilE CENTRAL AONINISTRATIVE STAFF IN THEIR OSO PROGRAM 

PROFESS IONAL PROFESS IONAL PROFESSIONAL 
INFLUENCE RESPECT SUPPOnT ADVICE 

NOl~ I NATION S NOHINATIONS NOf.IINAIIQtlS NOmNATIOrlS 

To To To To 
Total Center Total Center Total Center Total Center 

Exercised ~ ill. Rank E::erci sed liCh.. ill Rank Exercised fu!..... ill Rank Exercised ~ ill Bank 

1ilO 56 (1)0) 3 143 42 1.29) 5 135 55 (41) 3.5 132 37 (28) ~ 

144 21 (15) 7 151 32 (21) 6.5 11)5 40 (28) 7 143 20 (1q) 6 

27 22 (81) 1 24 21 (87} 1 25 2q (96) 1 27 22 (81) 1 

78 16 (21) 6 71 16 (21) 6.5 66 23 (35) 5 71 5 (7) 7 

85 33 (39) 4 89 34 (38) 3 74 . 35 (47) 2 8q 27 (32) 3 

44 20 (45) 2 62 25 (40) 2 58 24 (41) 3.5 56 20 (36) 2 

37 12 (32) 5 33 11 (33) 4 3B 11 (29) 6 32 10 (31) 4 

(39%) (38.1)%) (45.3%) (32.7%) 
- -- ._- -- ---- ---

It Based on a non-sociometric question that asked for agency membership, not names, of closest associates. 

• 

ALL Fl VE 
SOClOHETRIC 
gUESTlONS 

To 
Total Center 

Exercised ~ ill nank 

713 246(35) 5 

741 139(19) Ii 

133 114(86) 1 

382 69(18) 7 

433 161(37} 2.5 

288 104(36) 4 

184 60(37) 2.5 

(33%) 

_ .. _-

• 
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PROGRAM 

ALAMEDA* 

ARIZONA 

CLARK CO. 

DELAWARE 

ILLINOIS 

SO. CAROLINA 

SPOKANE 

I1EAN % 

,":"F'~<",'~''''~''''''' '~*':-::'D""J7".-.{~ -'-\~ )! :,' •• 1 ....... ;," """, 

TABLE 4B. 

AGENCY-AGENCY CONTACTS: 
PI{QPORTION OF SOCIOMETRIC CHOICES (EXCLUDING THOSE OIRECTEO TOWARD TIlE CENTER) THAT WERE 

DIRECTED TO MEMBERS OF AGENCIES OUTSIDE THAT OF THE RESPONDENT 
I 

. .-
PROFESSIONAL PROFESSIONAL PROFESSIONAL 

HlFLUENCE RESPECT SUPPORT ADVICE 
HORK CONTACTS NOf-1lNATIONS NOmNATIONS N0I4INATIONS NOMINATIONS 

Inter- Inter- Inter- Inter- Inter-
Agency Agency' Agency Agency Agency 

Totali'lo. (X) Rank Jotal' No. (%) Rank Total No. (X) Rank Total No. (X) Rank Total No. (X) Rank 

107 34 (32) 6 83 18 (22) 7 101 21 (21) 7 80 22 (27) 7 95 24 (25) 6 

133 35 (26) 7 123 35 (28) 6 119 43 (36) 5 105 40 (38) 5.5 123 48 (39) 5 

5 3 (60) 2 5 3 (60) 2 3 3 (100) 1 1 1 (100) 1 5 3 (60) 3 

81 37 (46) 4 62 31 (50) 4 61 29 (48) 4 43 20 (47) 4 66 35 (53) 4 

69 38 (55) 3 52 29 (56) 3 55 34 (62) 3 39 27 (69) 3 57 37 (65) 2 

53 20 (38) 5 24 8 (33) 5 37 11 (30) 6 34 13 (38) 5.5 36 4 (11) 7 

20 14 (70) 1 25 21 (89) 1 22 18 (82) 2 27 23 (85) 2 22 17 (77) 1 

(46.8%) (47.6%) (54.1%) (57.7%) (47.1%) 

* Based on a non-sociometric question that asked for agency membership, not names, of closest associates. 

'~";,""v;~.",,, ," 

ALL FIVE 
SOClor'IETRIC 
~UESTIONS 

Inter-
Agency 

Total No. {!L. Rank 

466 119 (25) 7 

603 201 (33) 5 

19 13 (68) 
2 I 

313 152 (49) 4 

272 165 (61) 3 

184 56 (30) 6 

116 93 (80) 1 

(44.4%) 

(J1 

o 
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members of the administrative center, a proportion that was far higher than 

for any of the other programs. This pronounced pattern in the work contacts 

was repeated on all four of the other sociometric dimensions. Members of the 

central core received better than 80% of the nominations as influential members 

of the program, and they were just as frequently seen as worthy of professional 

respect and as sources of useful work-related assistance and advice. Clearly 

this was a tightly knit program, a feature that was no doubt accentuated by its 

small size and the fact that no autonomous private subcontracting agencies 

were involved. All of the respondents to the survey were public employees and 

the distinction between "Central ll and "non-Central" members was difficult to 

draw and somewhat artifici~l as a result. lt is probable that problems of 

coordination and conflict were minimal in this p~ogram and for this reason it 

is in many ways not directly comparable to the other programs in the organiza-

tional survey. 

Spokane also appeared to be a fairly centralized program. More than half 

of the reported work contacts were with members of Spokane Youth Alternatives, 

the agency in charge of the overall DSO effort in that county. On the other 

four sociometric dimensions centralization was less pronounced; still, roughly 

a third of all the ties were with the members of this central coordinating 

agency. A similar result Vias apparent in Illinois. In this program, where 

the respondents were much more widely dispersed geographically than in Clark 

County or Spokane, still a third of all work contacts reported were with the 

coordinating staff and from a third to nearly half of all the ties on the 

other dimensions followed the same trend.* The degree of centralization of 

work contacts and choices in the Alameda County program was also moderately 

* In Illinois, an agency coordinator was assigned to each geographic area in 
which the program operated. 
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pronounced. Its prof'ile in Table 4A is generally similar to that of Illinois: 

much less centralized than Clark County but clearly more centralized than 

Arizona or Delaware. 

In contrast to these relatively more centralized programs, Delaware and 

Arizona displayed a pattern :that suggests comparatively low reliance on the 

center. In both of these programs, fewer than 20% of all reported work con­

tacts were with those in the administrative unit, a pattern that was al~a 

apparent on the other four sociometric dimensions. 

Finally, in terms of the pattern it displayed on several of the socio­

metric dimensions, South Carolina was among the more centralized group of pro­

grams; however, because of its unique feat~res it must be treated separately. 

In this program most of the practitioners who responded to the evaluation were 

pubHc employees of Youth Service Bureaus in the counties of Greenville, 

Spartanburg and Lexington, agencies whose activities were part of the ongoing 

state system of youth service delivery. Not all of the private agencies 

involved in DSO were included on the personnel roster for this program and the 

members of those that were included comprised only a small part of the to~al 

responding personnel. While the frequency of work contacts between members of 

this program and the central administrative unit (i.e., the state office in 

Columbia) was not high (22%), their responses on the other four sociometric 

items suggested that they were nevertheless dependent on the administrative 

center in other respects. Generally, around 40% of their nominations on the 

criteria of influence, professional respect, support and advice were directed 

toward the center. Unfortunately, this fact may have limited significance for 

this evaluation because, as was pointed out earlier, the system of service 

delivery that existed in South Carolina had not been established specifically 
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for the DSO program. The processing of DSO clients was simply added to the 

.. other duties of this state-run system and the presence or absence of DSO funds 

probably had very little to do with whether the system as we found it was 

likely to alter its pattern or persist beyond the period of the DSO contract. 

..... Agency-to-Agency Ties. The data in Table 4B provide an index of the 

amount of agency-agency interaction that took place among the components of 

each DSO program. In this table, the ties directed toward the admintstrative 

.. center have been excluded altogether. Thus, it was based only on a compari-

son between the ties that were confined to the respondent's own agency and those 

that were directed toward practitioners in other agencies in the DSO network. 

It is significant that Clark County and Spokane, the two programs whose 

participants showed the greatest frequency of working contact with the center, 

also showed the greatest frequency of interchange among the non-administrative 

subparts of the DSO program.* Thus, it would be inappropriate to refer to 

these two programs as "dependent" upon the center because their greater 

frequency of contact with the administration (Table 4A) was paralleled by 

greater contact among the practitioners dispersed throughout the program 

(Table 4B). What is indicated in these t\'JO programs is a greater density of 

ties in general pulling together the different parts of the system, including 

the administrative core, into an integrated network of activity.** 

The other programs did not convey the same impression. Arizona, for exam­

ple, was seen in Table 4A to be a program in which the components were rela­

tively independent of the center, and in Table 4B it appears as one in which 

* To be precise, in Clark County, the vast majority of all choices were directed 
toward the center. Of the small number that were not, most were inter-agency 
rather than intra-agency. Combining all five sociometric items, 13 of 19 
nominations were inter-agency, that is, exchanged between members of different 
sub-parts of the program., 

**In Spokane, this'interpretation assumes that the low response rate did not 
produce a fundamentally distorted view of the program's internal linkages. 
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there was also comparatively little direct contact among the agencies and units 

that comprised it. Taken together, this suggests that, of all the programs 

surveyed, it may be the one most aptly characterized as made up of comparatively 

isolated components. The density of ties based on work contacts, influence, 

mutual respect and mutual assistance was very thin compared to what was observed 

in the Clark County and Spokane programs. Delaware was basically similar to 

Arizona, though less extreme. Like Arizona, its reliance on the center was also 

generally low and in Table 4B it can be seen that better than half of the 

remaining ties were directed by respondents to the members of their own specHic 

workplaces. It ranked well below Clark County and Spokane in this regard. 

Alameda County presented a mixed picture. As we saw earlier, the focusing 

of ties on the center was not distinctive; in fact, it was just about average 

in this respect. However, in terms of inter-agency ties it did display an 

extreme pattern: on three of the five dimensions it ranks at the very bottom 

among all programs. 

Illinois represented a midway category in terms of inter-agency contact. 

It ranked third of seven on four of the five soci'ometric dimensions, a fact 

that was consistent with its middling ranking on the extent of contact with and 

reliance upon the center, reported above. 

Finally, South Carolina must again be regarded in a category separate from 

the other programs. We pointed out above that, in terms of reliance upon 

(though not contact with) the administrative component, it was comparable to 

Spokane and Clark County. However, in Table 4B it is seen to share with Arizona 

and Alameda County the characteristic of insularity of its components from each 

other. vJhat this represents is a program for juvenile offenders that was 

apparently highly centralized in terms of influence and expertise, but with com­

paratively little direct working interaction among its separate divisions. At 
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least this description fits the fragment of the overall program that we were 

enabled to survey. 

The relative sparseness of" inter-agency work ties" (compared to"tlar.k 

County and Spokane) in Delaware, South Carolina and, to a lesser extent, 

Illinois can perhaps be partially explained by their spatial dispersion. In 

each case, components of the program were spread across different cities and 

counties. The Arizona and Alameda County programs were both confined to a 

single county, however, and therefore spatial dtsper'si,on is clearly not the 

only factor influencing the density of inter-agency ties. 

Disregarding for the moment the vari~tions in the completeness of our 

information, the foregoing data do suggest,some tentative conclusions. Clark 

County and Spokane stand out in each of the compari sons as progt'ams wi th fre­

quent linkages among all their parts. Illinois would fall into the same cate­

gory but with a somewhat lower frequency of contacts making the connections. 

The remaining four programs are more variable in the patterns they display but, 

compared to the first three, are generally less tightly bound together in terms 

of the linkages among their parts. 

If we put aside the findings for Alameda County (because the data took a 

different form) and Illinois and South Carolina-(because only fragments of the 

programs were surveyed), the remaining programs indicate somewhat more clearly 

that two distinct coordinating strategies were used, the one in Spokane and 

Clark County based on a great deal of interaction and the other in Arizona and 

Pel aware based on relatively infrequent interaction among the participating 

agencies in the program. It is tempting to gi've a direct interpretation to 

these differences, because common sense suggests that programs in which the 

parts of the system are closely 1inked with the administrative core and at the 

same time tightly bound to each Jther 2h'e clearly more "coordinatedH or 

, 
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"integrated" or "cooperative" (in the sense in which these terms are applfed 

to service delivery systems) than programs in which the agency-center and 

agency-agency linkages are less dense. However, the data which are presented 

next and in the conc1uding section of this report indicate that such a con­

clusion would be premature; that, in fact, alternative but perhaps equally 

effective modes of coordination are suggested by the differences among these 

four programs. 

A Graphic Display oT Inter-Agency Work Contacts. 

By use of a technique called smallest space analysis (a form of multi­

dimensional seal inf!/), sociometric data based on work contacts can be made to 

yield a geometric, visual representation of the cO\Tllllunication linkages tying 

the members of a ni:!twork to each other~ Thi's ca.n be a useful supplement to 

the statistical analyses of choice ~atterns offered above. 

This technique requires first that a mE!aSUre called "path distance" be 

computed which specifies the number of choice links in the chains that connect 

each individual in the network to all of the others. In this process the pair, 

or dyadic relatlonship, is the unit of analysis. If A directly names D as a 

work contact, fou" example, the path distance (A-7'D) separating them is 1. If 

A has no direct work tie to 0 but does have contact with B who has a link to C 

who in turn i ntf~racts wi th D, then the path di stance between A and Dis 3 

(A~B~C-7D). Once the path distances separ'ating all the possible pairs in 

a given program were computed, these measures were subjected to the Guttman-

lingoes Sma1lf!st Space Solution to produce the two-dimensional displays that 

appear in Figures 4A to 4F.* It will be helpful to think of these figures in 

*The measure of path distance comes from graph theory, which is developed in 
detail in Harary, Frank, et al" Structura'l Models: An Introduction to 
Directed Graphs. New York: Hiley, 1965. Smallest Space Analysis is ably ex­
plained and demonstrated in Laumann, Edward O. and Franz U. Pappi, Networks 
of Collective Action: A Perspective on Community Influence. New York: Academic 
Press, 1976. 
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the fol1owing way. Suppose that all the responding program participants were 

brought together in a very large room and each was asked to locate him/herself 

with respect to each other member in a way that reflects the direct and in­

direct accessibility of that other member at work. Individuals who work directly 

together would stand quite near each other and individuals who can reach each 

other only through a complicated series of indirect ties would be spatially 

distant from each other. Such a sorting process would produce a great deal of 

milling about as individuals tried to locate themselves properly, simultaneously, 

with respect to everyone else in the program, but eventually, given enough 

time and enough knowledge on the part of the participants (that is, assuming 

that everyone had good knowledge of the to~al pattern of individual-individual 

linkages), the process would come to rest. If at this point a photograph 

could be taken from a birds-eye view, the result would be a spatial d'istribution 

that reflects the actual working relationships among all the program participants. 

With smallest space analysis the computer is able to produce and prQcess the 

total pattern of direct and indirect linkages that this spatial representation 

requires and then plot the results in figures such as those that are reproduced 

below. 

These visual plots are useful but must be interpreted with some caution. 

An SSA plot gives a good idea cif where different individuals and function~l 

subunits stand relative to all others but does not convey an accurate impression 

of the overall density of ties. ~10reover, the result of a smallest space 

analys'is is quite sensitive to the rate of response and this fact created a 

problem in three of the programs. In Spokane the response rate overall was 

quite high (over 90%) but for reasons that are not clear, the response rates 

for just the sociometric items were unusually low (under 50%). There is no 

way to be sure that the non-responses represented accurately an actual absence 
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of ties or a reluctance to respond. Interviews with knowledgeable partici­

pants sllggest\~d the former interpretation and we proceeded as if that were the 

case. However, the results should be read cautiously, keeping in mind that 

the visual representation of the network of work ties for that program is de­

rived from the data provided by a minority of respondents. In 1:11 inois and 

South Carolina a similar problem arose for a different reason. In each of 

these two cases, only part of the overall DSO pr.ogram was selected for exami'na ... 

tion by the national evaluation and, therefore, the visual representations 

reflect the inter-connections among the evaluat~d-patts. Moreover, in Illinois, 

unlike the other programs, a large number of foster parents were included on the 

DSO personnel roster provided by the administration. The response rate for 

these individuals was extremely low, and consequently, for the most part their 

impressions had no effect on the characterizati'on of this program. Finally, 

in South Carolina it will also be recalled that DSO clients were being processed 

through the existing youth service delivery apparatus. No DSO network, per se, 

had been created. As a result, our sociometric analysis can give' an accurate 

impression of the type of organizational structure to which DSO clients were 

exposed but it says nothing about this program's success in creating and main­

taining a new service delivery system. 

With these cautions in mind, Figures 4A to 4F collected at the end of this 

section deserve a close look. In each case membership in a common agency or 

administrative un'it has been indicated by circling, and the area occupied by 

the administrative core has been shaded.* This immediately reveals one 

* In every program individuals were named who did not appear on the "officia'" 
rosters provided by program directors. It was not possible to determine in 
many cases whether they represented actual DSO participants who were over­
looked in the enumeration process or individuals who had contact with the prQ­
gram without actually being part of it. They were retained in the SSA plots 
because they provi'ded a reminder that the programs were constructed with 
indistinctly defined boundaries of considerable permeability. 
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similarity among all the programs, that is, that the official administrative 

unit in each program occupies a region near the center of network activity. 

This is true in different degrees for all the programs, including those in 

which, as shown earlier, direct contact between practitioners and the adminis­

trative staff was relatively infrequent. 

The smallest space IImapll for Arizona is in many ways the most interesting 

of the six (Figure 4A). The central coordinati~g staff, in this case primarily 

court personnel, occupied an amoeba-shaped area near the center of network 

activity, with extensions out into the surrounding space. Arrayed in radial 

fashion around this center were the different ~gencies which comprised the 

service delivery system. More often than ~ot the different agencies were rela­

tively separate from each other,* but many of them had one or two individuals 

who were drawn toward the central core and, therefore, represented liaison 

individuals, or IIboundary spanners. 1I By probing, we were able to learn -that the 

members of the central staff who occupied the positions most proximate to the 

surrounding agencies (that is, those located in the IIfingersli of the amoeba) 

were actually supervisors to whom responsibility was delegated for overseeing 

the broad areas of program activity expected of different agencies. Consistent 

with what we reported earlier, then, what is suggested is an interorganiza­

tional strategy of coordination that involved relatively little direct agency-to­

agency interaction. Most of the practitioner-practitioner contacts were within­

agency contacts and the coherence of the system of discrete agencies seems to 

have been maintained by administrative "brokers" through whom indirect agency-

agency linkages were funnelled. Incidentally, one of the unique features of 

thh program was the use of a "r~obile Diversion Unit ll which was free to move 

* Indiv'iduals in agency 'k,' for example, would have virtually no direct contact 
with those in 'PI or IBI. 
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about physically to respond to juvenile problems as they occurred. This 

unit, labelled IBI on the map, was among the more isolated components of 

the program and appeared to have no very close tie~in to the administrative 

center. Mobility in this case seemed to convey a certain autonomy and 

separation that did not characterize the other agencies in the program. 

The agency labelled IGI on the map is also of interest. Philosophically, 

there were suggestions that it was in conflict with much of the rest of the 

program and its relationship to the system was sometimes abrasive.* The map 

suggests that most of its members functioned with 'I ittl e contact wi.th the rest 

of the DSO network, but its director occupied a position very near the center 

of program activity, a fact which probably reflects that personls efforts to 

advance the interests of the agency vis-a-vis the administrative center. 

Finally, it is interesting to note that individuals 1821 and 1841 in site lUI 

were program evaluators and individual 16 1 was a liaison person assigned to 

facilitate their work with the program. 

In varying degrees the maps for Delaware (Figure 4C), Illinois (Figure 

40), and South Carolina (Figure 4E) showed a radial pattern of network rela­

tions similar to that of Arizona. Delaware is distinctive in that employees of 

the Division of Social Services (sites le,1 ID,I IE,I and IFI) occupied the 

upper half of the network space and other affiliated components of the program 

occupied the lower half. The staff office of the statewide Division of Social 

Services (IFI) was most centrally located, and there was at least one individual 

in each of the programls components who was drawn more toward the center than 

others in the same unit, suggesting a pattern of liaison coordination similar 

to that observed in Arizona. 

* Based on impressions of program monitors who were in frequent contact 
with the agencies in this network. 
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Spokane (Figure 4F) is unique among these six programs in that members 

of the grantee agency (Spokane Youth Alternatives, site IAI) by no means 

dominated the center of the network space. Its members were fairly dispersed, 

especially whon they are compared to the dense cluster of participants in the 

area of the network to the right in the figure. These latter individuals were 

members of six separate agencies who were linked together by a very dense mini­

network of direct and indirect ties that were clearly not mediated by the 

central administrative unit. Thus, the earlier finding for this program of 

relatively dense agency-center and agency-agency ties is directly reflected 

here in a system in which administrators appear to have rather high accessi-

.. bility to most of the people in the program, but do not apparently function as 

"brokers" for the agency-agency ties that had developed. In fact, the map 

strongly suggests the presence of two nucleii, one centered on the grantee 

,41 agency and the other separate from and somewhat independent of it. This may 

represent a situation in which activities of a purely administrative nature 

were focused on the official administrative center, while affairs directly in-

• volving client-related problems were mediated by direct professional-to­

professional, between-agency ties. In the absence of confirming evidence, and 

giv.en the low sociometric response rate for this program, this is only specula-

:. tion, however. 

Finally, the network map for the Clark County program (Figure 4B) has two 

major points of interest. The first is the pattern of delegation of authority 

'. suggested by the fact that the nominal head of the program, number 141 in site 

ID,I occupied a position clearly removed from the other personnel who functioned 

as program administrators. Individuals 11,1 12,' and 13,1 who occupied the 

4t intervening space closer to the centroid, were members of agencies (IA,I IB,I 

and IC I) which, though they were not the grantee, had a hand in the running of 

the program. 

• 
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The second point of interest is the fact that the different sub-parts 

of the program did not cohere as distinct "groups" on the map. This is 

quite apparent in the case of the members of sites lEI and IF.I These are 

Ilmultiple impact therapy" teams, and it is clear from their dispersed patterns 

that between-team and team-administration ties were just as frequent as ties 

confined within a team itself, again corroborating the data in Tables 4A and 

4B. 

It is risky, but nevertheless interesting, to speculate again about wh~t 

is meant by the different inter-organizational strategies su.ggested by these 

network data. To concentrate again on just the two relatively clear-cut 

types, those represented by Arizona and Del~ware, on one hand and, on the 

other, Spokane and Clark County, it would appear that the first two represent 

inter-agency exchanges that followed a rather fornlal pattern: relatively iso­

lated units linked indirectly to each other by their common ties, through 

clearly visible (and probably formally designated) boundary spanners, to the 

administrative center. The Delaware program was comprised primarily of public 

agencies and, therefore, a highly rationalized system of contacts is not sur­

prising. The Arizona program, in contrast, relied on a large number of private 

agencies, and a highly rationalized (even Ilbureaucratized") system of relation-

~. ships is somewhat surprising. 
~: 

(~ 

In Spokane and Clark County the patterns of ties that emerged do not sug­

gest such c'lear "channels" of interchange. To the contrary, a more personalis-

r. tic system is indicated, that is, the binding together of the different agen-

'. 

cies in the program by "'laY of a much larger number of dtrect (i .e., unmediated) 

person-person ties. Here again, it is significant that one program, Clark 

County, relied almost entirely on public employees and agencies and the other, 

Spokane, pulled together a diverse aggregation of private agencies. The fact 
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that the public-private distinction does not entirely predict the type of 

system that appeared indicates that the pattern that we observed was at least 

to some extent a matter of strategic choice on the part of the program devel-

opers. 

Summary. 

An important expectation for the DSO programs was that they function as 

networks. It was not considered suffitient that they be multi-agency systems; 

they were expected to encourage the development of enduring, cooperative 

inter-agency interaction. As a reflection of this, a major question for this 

evaluation was the extent to which networks were in evidence and the forms 

that they took. What comes through clearly in this chapter is the fact that 

no program failed to create a network of interchange, though the forms and 

densities of the frameworks varied both quantitatively and qualitatively. The 

placements and functions of the administrative centers also varied but none 

appeared to be disinvolved. And finally, only a very few of the individuals 

in the different programs were true isolates.* With the exception of Spokane, 

where the data were unaccountably sparse, almost all the practitioners could 

have had access, at least potentially, to all the others in their program 

through a (longer or shorter) chain of linkages.** 

The tabulating and mapping of the structure of these programs is useful 

descriptively, but the crucial test of such material is whether it enhances 

our understanding of program success. Are some types of network structure more 

successful than other's in creating a favorable work environment? How does an 

individual's location in an inter-agency system of exchange relate to his or 

* No more than one or two in any program. An isolate is a practitioner com­
pletely outside the network, i.e., one who has no direct or indi,rect ties 
at all with other practitioners. 

**In Spokane there were groups isolated from other groups, but almost no truly 
isolated inrlividuals. 
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her effectiveness as a practitioner? How do the network measures that we have 

developed compare with other variables covered by this survey as predictors of 

effectiveness? Attempts to answer these questions form the basis for the last 

section of this report. Before we turn to that analysis, however, the descrip­

tive part of the survey will be concluded with a brief account of how the work 

environments of the programs were judged by the particip'ants. 
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FIGURE 4A 

VISUAL DISPLAY OF THE NETWORK FEATURES OF THE ARIZONA DSO PROGRAM 
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FIGURE 4A, Continued, 

AGENCY CODES FOR ARIZONA 

AGENCY 

Pima County Juvenile Court 

Mobile Div~rsion Unit 

Associations for Youth Development, Inc ... 

Free Clinic of Tuscon 

Autumn House . . . . . 

Catholic Social Services. 

New Directions for Young Women 

Project PPEP . 

Profiles of Me 

Suicide Prevention Crisis Center . ", 
Teen Challenge of Arizona, Inc.--Springboard . 

Traditional Indian Alliance 

Center for Family and Individual Counseling 

Mosenthal Alternative School 

Congress Street School 

Open-Inn, Inc. 

Invisible Theater 

Sunnyside Junior High School 

Tuscon YMCA--NYPUM Project , 

Shining Star Learning Center 

Local Evaluation Staff. 
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FIGURE 4B 

VISUAL DISPLAY OF THE NETHORK FEATURES OF THE CLARK COUNTY DSO PROGRAM 
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FIGURE 4B, Continued, 

AGENCY CODES FOR CLARK COUNTY 

AGENCY 

Health and Welfare Planning Council 

Department of Social and Health Services 

Albertino Kerr Center for Children. 

Clark County Juvenile Court .. 

~1ultiple Impact Therapy Team #1 

Multiple Impact Therapy Team #2 

Youth Outreach . . . . . . . . . . 

. . 

CODE 
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E 

. . F 
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FIGURE 4C 

VISUAL DISPLAY OF THE NETI~ORK FEATURES OF THE DELAHARE DSO ~~{OGRAM 
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FIGURE 4C, Continued, 

AGENCY CODES FOR DELAWARE 

AGENCY 

Community Legal Aid Society, Inc: New Castle County 

Kent and Sussex Counties 

Division of Social Services: New Castle County 

Kent County . 

Sussex County 

Statewide 

Family Court: New Castle County 

Kent County . 

Sussex County 

Family Services of Northern Delaware 

Peoples' Place II 

Delaware Curative Workshop. 

Turn About Counseling Center 

Division of Services to Children and Youth 
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FIGURE 40 

VISUAL DISPLAY OF THE NETWORK FEATURES OF THE ILLINOIS DSO PROGRAM 
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FIGURE 4D, Continued, 

AGENCY CODES FOR ILLINOIS 

AGENCY 

Illinois Status Offender Services Staff 

LaSalle Youth Service Bureau ..... 

Macon County: Youth Advocate Program 

Foster Homes 

Piatt, Shelby, Moultrie Counties: Youth Advocate Program 

Piatt County Probation and Court Services 

DeWitt Court Probation Department 

McLean County: Project OZ 

Mental Health Center, Inc. 

. Foster Homes 

L i vi ngs ton County:' Institute for Human Resources 

Foster Homes 

The Woodlawn Organization 

Thornton Township Youth Committee Program, Inc. 

Southwest YWCA 

Chicago Youth Centers 

Better Boys Foundation 

Firman House 

BUILD 

MEB, Inc. 

Li ttl e Peopl e 

Community Advancement Program 

Methodist Youth Services 

Youth Enrichment Services, Inc. 

New Life House 
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FIGURE 4E 

VISUAL DISPLAY OF THE NETWORK FEATURES OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA DSO .PROGRAM 
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FIGURE 4E, Continued, 

AGENCY CODES FOR SOUTH CAROLINA 

AGENCY 

Department of Youth Services . 

Alston Wil kes 

Columbia Youth Bureau 

Shannondora (Caroselle) 

St. Luke's Center ... 

Lexington Youth Bureau . 

Greenville Youth Bureau 

Spartanburg Youth Bureau 
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FIGURE 4F 

VISUAL DISPLAY OF THE NETWORK FEATURES OF THE SPOKANE DSO PROGRAM 
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FIGURE 4F, Continued, 

AGENCY CODES FOR SPOKANE 

AGENCY 

Spokane Youth Alternatives, Inc. 

Salvation Army Spokane Booth Care Center 

Phase II Group Home 

Catholic Family Services 

Children's Home Society of l~ashington 

Lutheran Family and Child Services ... 

Department of Social and Health Services . 

Spokane COi11lTlunity Mental Health Center 

YWCA Youth Resource Center 

Youth Help Association 

Spokane Center for Youth Services 

Y~lCA 

Consultant 
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• 

• 5. ELEMENTS OF JOB STRAIN 

Surveys of work settings routinely include measures of job satisfaction, 

4t alienation and work strain, but the reasons for including them are not always 

clear. For a long time it was assumed that there must be a direct connection 

between these subjective states and productivity, and thus their linkage to 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

considerations of efficiency and effectivenes~. This is no longer an assump­

tion that is likely to be taken uncritically·(and .. we .. make no such assumption 

here) because the research findings on this connection have ranged from incon­

clusive to negative. But there are other reasons to continue to be interested 

in these subjective variables. The success of any social enterprise can be 

judged in two ways, first, by the extent to which it accomplishes Us stated 

program goals and second, by its success in creating a meaningful and rewarding 

work atmosphere for its members. In this brief analysis, it is primarily in 

this second meaning of success that we are interested in measures of work 

strain, although we are also sensitive to the likelihood that individuals or 

agencies characterized by subjectively unrewarding work circumstances would 

probably be less willing to con~inue their ties to the overall service delivery 

system after the grant-supported DSO program, per se, is phased out. In other 

words, the measures of work strain used here are meant to be reasonable indica­

tors of each progralOls ability to create a satisfying work atmosphere and as a 

useful suggestion about the level of continuing motivation to continue with 

the service delivery methods developed during the life of the program, but it is 

not expected that they will be particularly useful in explaining differences in 

objective program outcomes. 
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Section III of the questionnaire contai.ned thirty Likert-type i.tems 

asking the respondents to record the frequency with which they were troubled 

about different aspects of the work-envi.ronment, wher'e 1 = IInever troubled ll 

and 5 = II cons tantly troubled. 1I These ;-terns are reproduced here in Figure 

5A. The average responses for each item in each of the seven programs 

are given in Table 5A. The results are generally favorable. Only six of 

the thirty items (4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 12) have overall averages above 2.5, the 

point above which replies are predominantly unfavorable. The single ttem with 

the least favorable pattern of replies was item 9, which deals with the amount 

of paper work generated by OSO. Of the remaining predominantly unfavorable 

items, two deal with the availability of wo~k-related tnformation (5, 6), two 

with the individual's judgment of his/her own skills and the abili.ty to use 

them (7, 12) and one with the pressures of the work load (4). 

When the programs are compared to each other, Clark County stands Qut as 

the one least characterized by strain. It had the lowest average score on no 

fewer than twenty-five of the thirty items. No single program represents the 

opposite, unfavorable, pole, though Illinois and Spokane each recorded the 

greatest strain on thirteen of the thirty items. 

These results are presented in a different, abbreviated form in Table 58. 

In order to reduce the complexity of the analysis, the thirty job strain items 

were factor analyzed and the six factors which emerged, with approximate la­

bels, are as follows (numbers in parentheses refer to the items which had their 

strongest loadings on that factor):* 

1. AUTHORITY: Concern over patterns of decision-making and responsi­
bi 1 i ty in the program (1, 2, 8, 10, 12, 14, 15, 30); 

* Principal components, varimax rotation. Six factors had eigenvalues greater' 
than 1.0. Factor loadings not shown. 
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FIGURE SA. 

ITEMS MEASURING JOB STRAIN 

BELOW IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT SOMETlI~ES TROUBLE PEOPLE IN THEIR 
WORK. USING THE CODE LETTERS PROVIDED, INDICATE Hm~ FREQUENTLY 
YOU FEEL TROUBLED BY EACH ITEM IN YOUR WORK FOR THE DSO PROGRAM. 

A 
NEVER 

B 
RARELY 

C 
SOMETIMES 

o 
OFTEN 

E 
CONSTAnTLY 

1. Feeling that you have too little authority to carry out the responsibilities 
- assigned to you in the program. 

2. _ Being unclear on just what the scope and responsibilities of your job in the 
program are. 

3. ___ Not knowing what opportunities for promotion or advancement exist for you in 
the program. 

4. Feeling that you have too heavy a workload, one that you can't finish in a 
--- norma 1 day. 

5. ___ Feeling that the information you need in your DSO work comes too late to be 
of much use. 

6. Feeling that DSO organization is unable to keep you informed about changing 
--- conditions and problems that may affect your work. 

7. ___ Feeling that you need more training to do your job properly. 
8. ___ Being convinced that the DSO organization is unable to create a meaningful 

and rewarding work ~tmosphere for its personnel. 
9. ___ Thinking the meetings and paper work required by the DSO program take up too 

much of your time. 
10. Thinking that you'll not be able to satisfy the conflicting demands of various 

--- people who rank above you in the DSO program. 
11. Feeling that you are not fully qualified fo handle your job because you need 

--- more experience in working with juveniles. 
12. Not having enough opportunity to do the things you feel you are best at doing. 
13. --- Thinking you cannot get the information about the problems and needs of 

- juveniles that is necessary to do your job properly. 
14" Not being able to tryout your own ideas on the job. 
15, === Feeling that your progress on the job so far has not been what it should be. 
16. ___ Having to make decisions that affect other people working for the DSO program 

before you fully understand their problems. 
17. Thinking that you are unable to influence the decisions and ~ctions of those 

- who evaluate your work in the DSO program, 
18. Not knowing what those who judge your work in the DSO program think of your 

--- work or how they evaluate your performance. 
19. Thinking that the amount of work you have to do for the OSO program interferes 

- with how well it gets done. 
20. Feeling that you have to do things for the DSO program that are against your 

--- better judgement. 
21. Not knowing what resources are available to meet the needs of juveniles in 

--- the program. . 
22. Feeling that the DSO organization does not show enough concern for the 

- welfare and satisfaction of those who work in the program. 
23. Not knowing what the people you normally work with in the DSO program think 

--- of you. 
24. Thinking that your future progress on your job in the DSO program is not 

--- likely to be what it should be. 
25. Thinking that you have too much responsibility delegated to you by your 

--- superiors in the DSO program. 
26. Believing that others in the DSO organization get 'ahead by making less of a 

--- contribution to the program than you do. 
27. Thi nki ng that your DSO work does not gi ve you enough freedom to choo~,e your 

--- co-workers. 
28. Believing that there are too many rules and regulations to restrict you in 

--- your DSO work. 
29. Feeling that those above you in the DOS program don't pay enough attention 

--- to your own opinions about your work in the program. 
30. Feeling that your skills and qualifications don't count enough in determining 

--- your progress in the DSO program. 
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TABLE 5A. i 
,5~ 
!~ 

MEAN SCORES ON THIRTY ITEMS MEASURING 

~ 
CONCERN OVER VARIOUS SOURCES OF JOB STRAIN 

• CLARK SOUTH 
ITEM ARIZONA ALAMEDA CO. DELAWARE ILLINOIS CAROLINA SPOKANE TOTAL t, 

'i, 
J.~ 

~ 1 2.2 2.1 (1. 8) ~ 2.4 2.6 2.6 2.2 2.3 
2 2.2 2.1 (1.8) 2.2 2.3 2.2 2.3 2.2 - -- 3 2.0 2.0 (1. 8) (1.8) 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.0 ., -

c; 4 (2.4) 2.6 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.9 2.8 2.7 
5 2.7 2.5 (1. 9) 2.6 2.9 2.4 2.7 2.6 -6 2.6 2.6 (1. 9) 2.5 2.8 2.4 2.5 2.6 -- 7 2.7 2.7 (2.2) 2.3 2.6 2.3 2.8 2.6 

-8 1.9 2.1 (1. 6) 2.1 2.2 2.0 2.2" 2.1 -9 2.9 3.1 - (2.5) (2.5) 
-

2.6 2.8 2.7 2.8 
10 2.0 2.2 (1. 7) - 1..9 2.1 2.2 2.2 2.1 - -11 2.0 2.6 (2.2) 2.8 2.7 2.6 2.6 2.6 -12 2.2 2.2 (2.0) 2.3 2.7 2.2 2.4 2.3 
13 2.2 2.2 (2.0) 2.3 2.7 2.2 2.4 2.3 
14 1.8 1.8 (1. 6) 2.0 2.1 2.0 2.1 1.9 - -15 2.3 (2.0) 2.2 2.5 2.5 2.3 2.6 2.3 ~ -3' 16 2.1 1.9 (1. 7) 2.1 2.1 2.0 2.2 2.0 
17 2.1 2.5 (1. 9) (1. 9) 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.2 
18 2.2 2.4 2.3 (2.0) 2.6 2.1 2.4 2.3 
19 2.2 2.4 (2.1) - 2.3 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.3 

-20 2.0 2.5 (1. 4) 2.0 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 -
21 2.2 2.3 2.3 (1. 9) 2.5 (1. 9) 2.3 2.2 
22 2.2 2.3 (1. 5) .1.8 2.8 2.1 2.2 2.2 - 23 1.8 2.0 (1. 5) 1.8 2.1 1.9 2.2 1.9 -24 2.1 1.9 (1. 6) 2.2 2.3 1.8 2.1 2.0 
25 1.6 1.6 (1. 3) 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.9 1.7 -26 1.7 1.6 (1. 2) 1.4 1.8 1.8 1.9 1.6 -27 1.4 1.7 (1. 2) 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.5 -
28 2.0 2 .. 3 (1. 9) 1.9 2.1 2.1 2.2 2.1 -
29 1.9 2.0 (1. 7) 1.7 2.2 2.0 1.9 2.0 -30 1.7 1.8 (1. 5) 1.8 1.7 1.8 1.9 1.8 

-
( ) represents the lowest average item scores among sites 

represents the highest average item scores among sites 
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TABLE 5B. 

COMPARISONS AMONG PROGRAMS (MEAN FACTOR SCORES) 
ON SIX COMPOSITE DIMENSIONS REPRESENTING CONCERN OVER 

DIFFERENT SOURCES OF WORK STRAIN 

CLARK SOUTH 
ARIZONA ALAMEDA CO. DELAWARE ILLINOIS CAROLINA SPOKANE 

AUTHORITY -.02 -.18 -.32 .27 .10 .14 .09 

WORK LOAD -.09 .01 -.09 .12 -.11 .11 .15 

INFORMATION .05 -.03 -.56 -.22 .48 -.18 -.10 

PROGRESS -.03 -.01 -.33 -.14 .14 -.01 .20 
, 
"' BUREAUCRACY -.17 .34 -.23 -.27 -.05 .01 .00 ~ 
~ PROFESSIONAL .05 .00 -.09 -.09 .12 -.44 .23 

UNCERTAINTY 
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2. WORK LOAD: Concern over the amount of work required and the ability 
to do it properly (4, 19, 25); 

3. INFORMATION: Concern over the availability and timing of work­
related information (5, 6, 13, 22); 

4. PROGRESS: Concern over the opportunities for career advancement 
(3, 23, 24, 26); 

5. BUREAUCRACY: Concern over personal restrictions, rules and regula­
tions (9,14,18,20,27,28,29); and 

6. PROFESSIONAL UNCERTAINTY: Concern over the indequacy of own skills 
(7,11,21). 

Standardized scores (factor scores) were constructed for each respondent on 

each of these scales and a comparison of the seven programs appears in Table 

5B. The means for the separate programs have negative values if the responses 

are more favorable than the overall average'and positive values if work strain 

is more pronounced than the average. 

Again, Clark County is distinctive on the positive side because its res­

ponses were consistently more favorable than the average on all six dimensions. 

It is very possible that the small size of this program, together with the co-

hesive patterns revealed in its network structure, goes far toward explaining 

th,r- unusually low levels of job strain it exhibited. Among the remaining six 

programs, however, neither size nor network properties appeared to bear any 

systematic relationship to overall levels of strain. As a case in point, the 

Spokane program was also relatively small and cohesive but showed comparatively 

high levels of job strain, while the Arizona program was comparatively large 

but with generally only average or below average levels of strain. However, 

while the data failed to reveal obvious patterns, they are not without interest. 

On the negative side, Spokane1s participants clearly had a wide range of 

concerns but were most likely to express discomfort over professional considera-

tions, particularly those involving career development and the application of 

professional skills. Earlier, the demographic analysis indicated that this 



- 83 -

• 
program's participants'were well above the average in professional training 

.. (Table 18) and somewhat more experienced than the norm. This takes'on signif­

icance in the context of a complaint expressed by several participants to 

members of the evaluation staff to the effect that a typical career pattern 

• in the Spokane area was to shift from one agency to another wtthout any 

perceptible upward career progress. Their discontent, then, may have been as 

much a reflection of the labor market for practitioners as it was a response 

• to the DSO program, ~~. Neverthel ess, an inter-agency service del ivery 

program that did succeed in creating new avenues of professional expression 

and career development would probably command more of the loyalty of the par~' 

.. ticipants from different agencies than a program that left such considerations 

completely in the hands of individual agencies. The formal designation by 

program organi zers of 1 i ai son positi,ons charged ~lithfaci 1 i tatiryg inter-agency 

• relations is one example of the kind of avenue to personal progress that coUld be 

created in multi-agency programs. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

As in Spokane, the participants in Illinois also expressed some concern over 

career progress and professional uncertainty'but clearly their primary concern 

was related to the availability of important work-related information. This is 

apparent in Table 58 and can be seen in more detail in Table 5A. All four of the 

items dealing with this problem (5, 6, 13, and 22) showed unusual levels of con­

cern. Note that these a,re items that have directly to do with the way the DSO 

program functioned and cannot easily be attributed to extraneOliS factors in the 

surrounding commlLlnity environment. The same is true of the items that comprise 

the factor dealing with problems involving authority in the program, which also 

was a source of above average concern in Illinois. 
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Concern about authority relations was also apparent in the Delaware pro­

gram,* as was somewhat above average concern over the volume of work required. 

Otherwise, this program recOl~ded below average levels of strain on most di.men­

sions. The Alameda County program was characterized by problems that we have 

labeled "bureaucratization" and which involved concern over rules and regula­

tions, paper work and limitations on the use of personal judgment in (.:atters 

concerning the work. 

In summary, the findings on job strain revealed no si.ngle source of over­

riding concern that cut across all seven programs. To the contrary, different 

sources of work strain were characteristic of different programs. It is impor­

tant to keep in mind that the comments offered here have referred to relative 

differences among the programs. The fact that some were comparatively more 

stressful than others on selected items or dimensions should not be allowed to 

obscure the conclusion that was stated at the outset, namely, that the overall 

pattern of replies to this part of the questionnaire was a favorable one, on 

balance, in all seven programs. To state this another way, the DSO setting 

was at least tolerable and at best positively rewarding for most of the partic-

ipants on most of the important dimensions of their work. 

* The elevated concern over authority in Illinois and Delaware echoes some 
findings that were apparent in the earlier discussion of decision making 
patterns. See in particular Tables 3A, 38, and 3E. The respondents in 
these two p\~ograms genera 11y expressed 1 ess satisfaction wi th deci siQn­
making arrangements than those in other programs. 
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SECn'ON U' 

ASSESSMENTS OF PERFORMANCE: 

Cor~MUNITY CONTACT AND COMMUNITY ACTIVISM 
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The performance of the practitioners in the DSO programs was measured in 

two ways: fi rs t, by the amount of contact they reported with persons" in 1 aw 

enforcement, in the schools, in the courts, in local religious organizations 

and in public and private social service delivery agencies--all outside the 

DSO network; and second, by the amount of activity they spent in efforts' to 

change the community climate for dealing with status offenders. Both of these 

are used as measures of "community-basedness" and were suggested by the dis­

cussion of this concept by Coates.* From the beginning, it was clear that the 

DSO programs selected for funding were expected to establish methods of dealing 

with status offenders that would be firmly grounded in the cOJTllT!unities in which 

they were to operate. As Coates summarizes this strategy, it is usually based 

on the assumptions that community-based programs are more cost-effective, more 

humane, and less stigmatizing than other approaches and that, properly employed, 

community-basedness can contribute significantly to both t'ehabil itation and 

reintegration of the offender. As he defines it, community-basedness has two 

dimensions, one dealing with a program's facility in gaining access to and 

; cooperation from a wide range of ;nr.titutions and organizations in the community, 
i. , 

• 

and the other having to do with direct efforts by a program's participants 

to improve the local resource base and community climate in which it must per-

form. 

In this evaluation we have treated these dimensions of community-basedness 

as program objectives and have asked two questions concerning them. The first 

* Coates, Robert. B. "Communi ty-bQ,s,ed Correcti ons: Concept, Hi starica, 1 Deve 1 op­
ment, Impact, and Potential Dangers.'I, Paper presented at the Ma~sachU5etts 
Standards and Goals Conference, November, 1974,. (mi.meo.) 
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addresses the frequency with which community-based activities took place, 

calling for data that are essentially descriptive. Programs whose members 

showed greater involvement with the community can be considered more success-

ful in achieving this element of the DSO mandate. 

The second question is more analytic. It concerns the relattonship be­

tween the network pt~operti es of the programs whi ch were descdbed in detail 

earl i er and the two measures of commun·ity-basedness. The DSO programs were 

expected to utilize a network of services and to be community-based, with the 

clear implication that the former strategy would facilitate the accomplishment 

of the latter objective. What we have asked here is whether an individual who 

was well-placed, i.e., centrally located, i.n the overall network of profes­

sional exchanges in his/her program was also one with extensive contacts with 

important agencies outside the immediate DSO network and one who was more 

likely to be involved in active efforts to improve the local resource base 

and community climate as far as status offenders were concerned. With this 

approach to the problem of DSO performance, it is possible to characterize 

the network strategies developed by the programs as more or less effective de­

pending on the extent to which these correlations were in evidence. 

The measures of community-basedness, which we have labeled community con­

tact and community activism, were taken from Section VI in the organizational 

questionnaire. For purposes of comparison the analysis was expanded to 

include also a measure of the practitioners' subjective assessments of program 

success. The items comprising this measure appear as numbers 1 and 2 in 

Section II of the questionnaire. 
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1. PERFORMANCE MEASURES: STATISTICAL SUMMARIES 

Contact with Corrmunity Org3.nizations. 

From the contact measures~in Table lA on the following page, some dif-

ferences among the programs are apparent. In Arizona, Clark County, Delaware, 

Illinois, and South Carolina, the most frequent contact was with court per~ 

sonnel. In each case respondents reported that such interaction took place, 

on the average, between once a week and several times a week.* In Alameda 

County, by way of contrast, contact with courts was relatively infrequent; 

here, the most frequent contacts were with Jaw enforcement and schools, then 

public and private non-DSO agencies. Contact with courts was fifth in order 

of magnitude. The participants in Spokane were the only ones to report most 

frequent contact with non-DSO private service delivery agencies, followed very 

closely by contact with non-DSO public service delivery agencies, then contact 

with courts. In all seven programs the least frequent outside contact was with 

local religious groups. 

These data on contact patterns can be interpreted in more than one.way. 

On the one hand, the average amount of contact with any single category of 

outside agency was not high. W,th scattered exceptions the means were near or 

slightly below the once a week level. On the other hand, keep in mind that 

each respondent reported his or her contacts: with six different types of group~ in 

the community. Extrapolating from this, it is reasonable to assame that the ayer~ 

age participant was in fact maintaining fair·ly extensive contacts. wi'th community 

agencies outside the DSO network, an effort that in all likelihood would consume 

* In Delaware an equal frequency was reported with non-DSO public social 
service agencies. 
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TABLF lA. 

MEAN SCORES ON SIX ITiMS MEASURING CONTACT WITH 
AGENCIES OUTSIDE THE DSO NETWORK 

CONTACT WITH: 
LAW RELIGIOUS PRIVATE PUBLIC 

ENFORCEMENT SCHOOLS GROUPS AGENCIES COURTS AGENCIES 

ALAMEDA 2.8 2.8 1.3' 2.5 2.0 2.6 

ARIZONA 2.2 2.8 ·1.9 2.4 3.7 2.8 
" 

CLARK COUNTY 2.0 2.2 1.5 2.1 3.4 3.1 (' 
" 

DELAHARE 2.6 2.7 1.7 1.9 4.0 4.0 

,,- ILLINOIS 3.0 2.4 1.6 2.7 3.1 2.7 

SOUTH CAROLINA 2.5 2.6 1.9 2.5 3.1 2.9 

SPOKANE 2.6 2.9 1.7 3.5 3.1 3.3 

tr 
:.. 
t 

2.6 2.7 1.6 2.5 3.1 2.9 " ALL PROGRJlJ.1S ~ ., 

Based on questions 1-6 in Sect~on VI of the questionnaire 

SCALE: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Never Less Than About Several Once Or Several Almost 

Once Once Times Twice Times Constantly 
A Week A Heek A Week A Day A Day 
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a part of each working day. To the extent that this accurately gauges 

"community-basedness, II it woul d appear that the 1 atter was a well establ ished 

part of each program. Incidentally, it is important to note that no single 

program stands out as being the most involved in these outside contacts. 

Law enforcement contact was most frequent in Illinois; contact with sthools 

and private agencies in Spokane; with religious groups in Arizona and South 

Carolina; and with courts and other public agencies tn Delaware. 

In judging the quality of these contacts outside the DSO networks, there 

was remarkable similarity from one program to ~nother. In fact, the data were 

so uniform they need not be presented in tabular form here. Nine~point scales 

were used to register the organizational level at which the contacts usually 

took place, the amount of cooperation ~he contacts involved, and the. be.nefi't they 

produced for DSO clients. The replies generally ranged Between si.x and eight 

on these scales, which is clearly toward the positive, or favorable, end. 

Contacts were generally with persons in authoritative positions, were seen 

as cooperative, and were thought to produce significant benefits for DSO clients. 

Only the evaluation by Arizona participants of their law enforcement contacts 

suggested a partial exception to this pattern (replies there averaged below 6 

for-each of these evaluations). 

Table lB presents the reasons given for different kinds of contacts, 

aggregated across all seven programs.* The indication is that contact with 

schools and agencies of the justice system took place primarily for providing 

- information ~bout the needs of clients, whereas contact with religious groups 

and public and private service delivery agencies was aimed toward gaining 

* With only minor exceptions, breakdowns for each separate program follow the 
• basic pattern in Table lB. 
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• 

• 

• 

• TABLE lB. 

REASONS GIVEN FOR CONTACTS WITH AGENCIES OUTSIDE THE 
DSO NETWORK, AGGREGATED ACROSS ALL SEVEN PROGRAMS 

• PRIMARY REASONS FOR CONTACTS 
Clarify Encourage Change To Get Encourage 

Needs of DSO in Treatment Resources Respect 
CONTACTS WITH Clients of Juveniles For Clients For Clients 

• LAW ENFORCEMENT 50.5% 31.4% 17.7% .5% 

SCHOOLS 47.7% 18.8% 32.2% 1.3% 

RELIGIOUS ORGANIZATIONS 33.3% 6.7% 56.3% 3.7% 

• PRIVATE NON-DSO AGENCIES 19.1% 12.6% 67.1% 1.2% 

COURTS 52.9% 20.5% 25.4% 1.2% 

PUBLIC NON-DSO AGENCIES 33.5% 7.4% 57.6% 1.6% 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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resources to aid in dealing with clients. Actively tryi.ng to change the 

operation of any of these outside organi.zations was generally infrequent, 

but law enforcement was an exception. Almost a third of these contacts 

represented what Coates would call an "advocacy" approach (encouraging a 

change in procedures). Finally, attempti.ng to tnfluence. the way people i.n 

these outside agencies think about offenders was almost negligtble. 

Community Activism. 

Activism in this survey refers to attempts: by progra.m participants to 

influence the community by increasing the economtc asststance and community 

support for programs for status offenders, by attempting to change local 

policies toward offenders, and by attempting to improve the treatment re­

sources available for dealing with the problems of youth, Parttcipants were 

asked to indicate the frequency of thei.r efforts along these li.nes, using a 

scale that ranged from 1 (never) to 9 (almost constantly). The results 

appear in Table lC. 

Overall, attempting to improve treatment resources was the most frequently 

reported activity~ followed closely by encouraging community support and 

attempting to influence local policy. All of these took place close to once 

a week on the average. The lea?t frequent activity was attempting to find 

sources of economic support (averaging around the IIl ess than once a week" 

level). None of the separate programs departed radtcally from this profile, 

although Arizona and Illinois did show noticeably higher levels of action than 

the other programs on a 11 four types of acttv; ty. 

It is fairly apparent from these data that community activtsm was not an 

effort that consumed a large amount of time in any of the DSO programs. But 

the same interpretation appl ie~ here as in the case of communi.ty contact: 
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, 
TABLE 1C. 

MEAN SCORES ON FOUR MEASURES OF 
COMMUNITY ACTIVISM 

TYPE OF ACTIVITY 
GETTING RESOURCES GETTING SUPPORT INFLUENCING IMPROVING 

FOR JUVENILE OF CO~1MUN ITY LOCAL POLICIES TREATMENT 
PROGRAM PROGRAMS . ORGANIZATIONS fOR JUVENILES RESOURCES 

ALAt~EDA 2.1 2."4 2.7" 2.7 

ARIZONA 2.5 3.3 2.8 3.3 

CLARK COUNTY 1.9 2.6 2.4 2.7 

DELAHARE 1.8 2.5 2.6 3.2 

ILLINOIS 2.5 3.3 3.4 3.8 

SOUTH CAROLINA 1.9 2.7 2.6 2.8 

SPOKANE 2.0 2.5 2.4 2.7 

ALL PROGRM~S 2.2 2.8 2.8 3.1 

Based on question 7 in Section VI of the questionnaire 

SCALE: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Never Less Than About Several Once Or Several Almost 
Once Once Times Twice Times Constantly 

A Week A Week A Heek A Day A Day 
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most participants reported some effort in all fQu~~ areaS of cOllJTluni.ty activism. 

Placing this effort alongside all the other activities that their DSO positions 

required (including client contact, contact with other community agencies, and 

ordinary bureaucratic activities such as meetings and record-maintenance), it 

• seems fair to say that community actiyi'sm was a s.tgntficant part of each pro-· 

• 

-

gram. 

Subjective Measures of Effectiveness. 

In addition to the measures of community contact and acttvi'sm, respondents 

in the programs were given a nine-point scale to record thetr i,m.pressi,on of the 

effectiveness of the program of which they were a part and to judge the pro­

ductivity of their own efforts. On both counts the repli'es were qutte favorable 

and the variation between programs was small. On the average, the parti.cipant.s 

confined thei-r judgments to a very small, approximately one point range (from 

about 6 to about 7 on the scale of nine). These results appear in Table 1D . 
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TABLE 10. 

SUBJECTIVE ASSESSMENTS OF OWN PERFORMANCE AND 
OVERALL DSO PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS 

EFFECTIVENESS OF EFFECTIVENESS OF 
OWN EFFORTS OVERALL DSOPROGRAM 

'''';'''~~ 

ALAMEDA 7.0 i 6.6 

ARIZONA 6.9 6.9 

CLARK COUNTY 6.7 6.8 

DELAHARE 6.7 5.7 

ILLINOIS 6.6 6.1 

SOUTH CAROLINA 7.1 6.8 

SPOKANE 5.8 6.1 

ALL PROGRAMS 6.8 6.5 

Based on questi ons. 1 and 2 in Secti on II of the questi onnai re 

1 = IInot at all effective" 
9 = lIextt~emely effective ll 
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2. ASSESSING THE DETERMINANTS OF INDIVIDUAL PRODUCTIVITY 

. Dimensions of the Analysis. 

The final question to which this report is addressed is in many ways the 

most important one. It has to do with the variables or sets of variables that 

account for differences in the ways the DSO goals were accomplished by the 

participants. For our purposes the most critical assumption that guided the 

establishment of the programs was that coherent inter-agency networks would be 

better able to sustain commun'ity based programs than separate agencies or 

individual practitioners working in isolation from each other. As we showed 

earlier, each of the programs* had in fact created an inter-agency network of 

professional exchange, though the forms of these networks varied considerably 

from one program to another. If these networks were functioning as intended, 

then the individuals who were strategically placed within them should have been 

in a better position to carry out program objectives than those who were rela­

tively isolated. Stated more concretely, the hypothesis to be tested is tbat 

the frequency of participants' communtty ... based activi'ties, specifi.cally, corn ... 

munity contact and activism, wili be a direct correlate of how well--placed the.y 

were in the inter-agency systems of professi'onal exchange that characteri"zed thei.r 

program. To disconfirm this hypothesi's for any of the programs would mean that . 
the inter-agency network, whatever other advantages tt may have offered, di,d not 

produce a professional environment for indi'viduals that was an advantage to them 

in making their contribution to the program"s community-based objectives. 

*That is, each of the six for which network data were available .. 
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To test this hypothesis a multiple regression analysis was performed in 

whi~h community contact and activism were the dependent variables. Rather than 

,4t treating each of the several measures of these variables separately, the 

investigation was simplified by combining the six contact measures into a 

single index called CONTACT, and the four community activism measures into a 

t4t summed index called ACTIVISM. The two items dealing with subjective evaluations 

• 

• 

of perfo~mance were again included, this time combined i.nto a single index called 

PERFORMANCE. The reliabilities of these three indices (alpha) were respectively, 

.74, .88, and .63. 

professional experience, gender, and ethnicity. As we reported earlier in Section 

I of this report, there was considerable variation from one program to another on 

each of these variables. In most organizational settings an easy prediction could 

be made that advanced education, long professional experience, male gender, and 

white race will convey access t9 important organizational resources and advantages, 

both formal and informal, and, for this reason they are likely to be linked to 

higher levels of performance. However, the DSO programs cannot be considered 

typical work settings. They represented specially created organizational mechan­

isms for dealing with special juvenile problems and it was by no means self-

evident how these personal resources would affect program outcomes. It was 

important to gauge their impact, even without clear-cut hypotheses about the 

direction of their effects . 
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Organizational position refers to two indicators of the participant's 

location in the hierarchy of authority and decision-making within his/her 

specific place of emp'loyment (not in the DSO program overall). STATUS is a 

dichotomy indicating vihether the respondent had supervisory responsibilities 

or not.* PARTICIPATION (also a dichotomy) refers to whether or not the respond­

ent was allowed to pay'ticipate in the decisions that affected his/her work (based 

on Section III, question 3 in the questionnaire). Some arguments in the inter­

organizational literature stress that boundary spanning ties to other organi­

zations and interaction with the community-at-large are tasks usually carried 

out by higher ranking personnel acting as "representatives" for their own 

organization. However:, in the DSO programs virtually all practitioners were 

encouraged or required to be involved with people in agencies outside the im­

mediate DSO network and for this reason high organizational rank is less likely 

to be a determining factor. In faci, if supervisors were caught up in adminis­

trative duties they may have had less time and opportunity to be involved outside 

the program and the impact of status on contact and activism could be negative 

as a result. As for rank and file participation in decision-making, it was 

shown earlier that this was the accepted strategy in all the DSO programs. It 

is important to know whether being allowed to participate in this process was 

linked in any systematic way tq performance. Unfortunately, because the vari­

ation on this variable was limited no conclusive assessment of its effect is 

likely to be forthcoming. 

Network location is the key variable of interest here. It refers to how 

strategically placed the individual was with respect to the patterns of profes­

sional exchange among the different subparts of the DSO programs. For each of 

*Social service agencies are typically "flat," that is, they function without 
an elaborate bureaucratic hierarchy. Therefore, finer distinctions than this 
simple dichotomy are difficult to determine. 
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the five sociometric dimensions of contact, influence, professiona1 respect, 
, 

support, and assistance, a score cal1ed IIcentraHtyll was computed for each parti'ci-

pant based on the number of direct (A~C) and indirect (A--7B--?C) links, and 

their lengths, that they were involved in. An individual with a high centrality 

score on ~he work contact dimension, for example, is one who had high access to 

others and was at the same time potentially highly accessible to them. The other 

four dimensions provided similar measures of where an individual stood in the 

inter-agency networks of i nfl uence, respect, support, and profess·tc:ma 1 asststa,nce. 

In the six programs for which these network measures were available,* these five 

centrality scores were highly intercorrelated (see Appendix C). To deal with this 

problem of multicollinearity the five measures of centrality were "blocked ll in 

the regression analysis and a single beta, called a II sheaf coeffident,1I was 

computed to record their combined impact on the three dependent variables.** 

For purposes of program evaluation, the usefulness of this network construct 

is of crucial importance. The properti~s of the systems of inter-agency exchange 

that had been established in the different programs were described in Section I 

~ and it was suggested that two major interorganizational strategies were in evi-
:. 
i dence. In Arizona and Delaware the volume of inter-agency and agency-center 

'. 

ties and the visual displays in the smallest space maps suggested formalized 

patterns of coordination in whi~h the central administrative core functioned to 

mediate the linkages among the parts of the program. Spokane and Clark County, 

by contrast, displayed less formalized patterns that suggested linkages formed 

through very numerous person-to-person exchanges. The administrative centers of 

these two programs were by no means excluded from these exchanges but neither 

*Recall that the sociometric analysis was dropped in Alameda County. 
**This technique is described in detail in David R. Heise, IIEmploying nominal 

variables, induced variables, and block variables in path analysis,1I Sociological 
Methods and Research 1 (November, 1972): 147-173. 
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did they appear to mediate or "broker ll the agency-to-agency linkages. 

Illinois and South Carolina did not fall clearly into either of these 

two patterns, and in South Carolina in particular it was pointed out 

that the network that was apparent was part of the pre-established 

state system of youth service delivery and not a network assembled 

expressly to deal with the problems of status offenders. 

With this brief summary in mind, what can we expect the measures 

of NETWORK CENTRALITY to show with respect to individual performance 

as we have measured itin each of these programs? If, after all the 

other variables describing the individual's place in a program (that 

is, the measures of personal resources an~ organizational position 

listed above) are taken into account, CENTRALITY still shows a clear 

positive relationship to the individual performance measures, we will 

take this to be evidence for' the viability of the inter-agency stra­

tegy adopted by that pr'ogram. That is, we wi 11 take it as evi dence 

that the network represents to individuals a resource that is of bene­

fit to them in their relations with the community. To observe no 

relationship between CENTRALITY and performance would provide evidence 

for a contrary argument, that is, that individuals functioning with 

only their own and their agency's resources perform as well as those 

who have access to the complicated system of inter-agency exchanges. 

And finally, a negative relationship would indicate that strategic 

placement in the inter-agency network is actually counterproductive 

as far as individual practitioners are concerned. 

Before proceeding with·the discussion of the findings a metho­

dological comment is in order. The analytic strategy described above 
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concentrates on the explanation of the contributions ~l individuals 

to the community-basedness of their programs. It employed separate 

replications for each of the seven programs and it permits only es­

sentially qualitative comparisons to be made among the programs, 

based on a discussion of differences in the overall configuration of 

findings from one program to another. A more complete analysis would 

supplement this by addressing more directly the effects of the "global" 

properties of the programs on their aggregate levels of community­

basedness while adjusting for individual-level effects. For purposes 

of this report this macro-level analysis was excluded for two reasons.* 

The first was the limited range of variabjlity in aggregate levels of 

community-basedness (the dependent variable). In terms of average 

contact with outside organizations and community activism the seven 

programs were performing at very similar levels. The second was a 

reservation about the use of aggregate measures based on the socio­

metric data (the primary independent variable of interest) to capture 

the overall structural properties of the programs. In Alameda County 

these data were missing altogether, in Illinois and South Carolina they 

were based on program fragments and in Spokane the sociometric res­

ponse rate was low. Thus, whlle the sociometric data could reasonably 

be used to compare the connectedness (centrality) of one individual on 

a roster to another, there was a serious question in four of the seven 

programs concerning the aggregation of these data to reflect overall 

program characteristics • 

*It will be pursued separately in an exploratory manner and reported at 
a later time. For the latest in a long series of discussions of the 
problems of multi-level analysis and cross-level inference, see Glenn 
Firebaugh, II A Rule for Inferring Individual-Level Relationships from 
Aggregate Data," American Sociological Review 43 (August 1978): 557-572 . 
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In short, the reader should be aware that any speculation offered 

below concerning differences among the programs is based on qualitative 

inferences frnm the intra-program analyses and not on a direct statis­

tical assessment of program effects, ~ sa. 

Results . 

Separate multiple regression analyses were performed for each of the 

three measures of performance. In Table 2 the findings are displayed for 

all seven DSO programs. Note that RACE was dropped from the analysis for 

Clark County because all those responding were white and that CENTRALITY 

was missing for Alameda County. 

The most important finding concerns the location of the individual 

practitioner in the systems of inter-agency exchange. In Arizona and 

Delaware CENTRALITY was the best single predictor of both CONTACT and 

ACTIVISM. Clearly, the types of networks that were apparent in those 

two programs functioned well for facilitating the work of individual 

practitioners vis-a-vis the community. In Arizona, EDUCATION also had 

a positive (but non-significant) impact on CONTACT and STATUS was in­

versely (but again not significantly) related to ACTIVISM (non-supervisory 

personnel were more active than supervisors). In Delaware RACE (being 

non-white), GENDER (being male), and PARTICIPATION rivaled CENTRALITY 

as explanations for ACTIVISM. Overall, however, none of the measures of 

personal resources or organizational position had an effect that was as 

pronounced or as consistent as CENTRALITY. 

A basically similar pattern of findings was apparent in Spokane and 

Clark County. The personalistic networks that were observed in these 

two programs also functioned to facilitate CONTACT and, in Spokane, ACTIVISM 

as well. In Clark County there was little relationship between CENTRALITY 
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TABLE 2. REGRESSION OF COMMUNITY CONTACT, COMMUNITY ACTIVISM AND SUBJECTIVE PERFORMANCE ON INDIVIDUAL RESOURCE~, ORGANIZATIONAL POSITION 
AND NETWORK LOCATION, FOR SEVEN INTER-AGENCY PROGRAMS INVOLVED IN TilE DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION OF STATUS OFFENDERS (DSO). 

Arizona Delaware Spokane Clark County III inots 
(N=76) . (N=37) (N=36) (N=20) (N=57} 

Con- Act- Subj. Con- I\ct- Subj. Con- Act- Subj. Con~ Act- Subj. Con- Act- Subj. 
tact ivism Perf. tact ivism Perf. tact i vi SOl Perf. tnct i vi sm Perf. tact ivism Perf. ------ ------

INDIVIDUAL 
RESOURCES: 

Gender .03 .08 .04 -.10 -.36* .07 -.09 -.02 -.08 .06 -.06 -.27 .02 .07 .01 

Race -.10 -.05 -.14 -.22 -.39* -.14 -.36 -.30 -.12 a -.06 -.21 .14 --- ---

Experience .03 .09 .20 -.26 -.19 -.03 .63* .94 .003 -.10-.51 -.13 -.OB .05 -.13 

Education .20 -.01 .06 -.17 .05 -.01 .20 .22 -.12 .13 .07 .39 .17 .1B -.004 

ORGI\NIZATIONAL 
EXPERIENCE: 

Status - .10 -.20 -.36* -.10 -.07 -.06 .24 .07 .07 -.42 .09 -.07 -.19 -.40* -.02 

Participation .02 .02 -.10 .21 .35* -.11 .34 .50* .12 -.13 .19 .13 _20 .11 .31 

NETWORK 
CENTRAL ITY *** *** (Sheaf Coefficient) .36* .37* .21 .49 .68 .29 .87 .63** .69 .83* .28 .67 -.45 .42 .34 

R2 WITIIOUT NETWORK 
SHEI\F COEFFICIENT .17 .17 .13 .16 .31 .04 .08 .27 .11 .17 .24 .22 .13 .32 .13 

R2 WITIl NETWORK 
3LOCK INCLUDED: .27 .28 .17 .37 .64 .11 .54 .56 .53 .76 .28 .49 .18 .34 .23 

Cell entries are standardized regression coefficients. 
One asterisk represents p<.10, two represent p<.05, and three represent p<.Ol. 

aA11 respondents were white. 
bNetwork measures not available. 

South Carolina 
(N-35) 

Con- Act- Subj. 
tact ivism Perf. 

-.04 .29 .26 

-.003 .30 -.19 

-.55 -.42 -.18 

.36 .50* -.52 

-.08 -.08 .38 

-.06 .28 -.25 

-.47 ~.54 .55 

.23 .38 .13 

.38 .56 .33 

Alameda County 
(N=89) 

Con- Act- Subj. 
tact ivism Perf. 

.03 .10 .21* 

.11 -.12 .01 

.12 .01 .08 

-.02 .19* .08 

-.15 -.27* -.05 

.13 .03 .08 

b 

.08 .17 .08 

-' 
0 
w 
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and ACTIVISM. In fact, both of these programs differed from Artzona and 

Delaware in that EXPERIENCE appeared to be a more important factor in ex­

plaining levels of ACTIVISM. Curiously, however, this variable had a 

positive effect in Spokane (more expertenced personnel were more active) 

but an inverse effect in Clark County (less expertenced participants were 

more active). 

One other tnteresting difference between these two sets of progra,ms 

is apparent. In Arizona and Delaware. network locatton showed li:ttle rela­

tionship to the practitioners' subjective estf:mates of their own effective­

ness and that of the overa 11 program, but i'n Spokane and Cl ark County the 

effect was clearly posittve. 

To summari ze, in these four pro~rams the evi,dence for the vi abi 1 i, ty of 

what we have characterized as two quHe different tnter-agency network strate­

gies was clear. Whether the netwo~k was structured along formalistic or 

personalistic lines, being favorably located withtn tt was a consistently 

effective predictor of the level of i.nvolvement wtth communi,ty agencies out­

side the network, and was useful in three of the four programs for account­

ing for the level of effort devoted to tnfluencing the community cli'mate 

for dealing with the problems of status offenders. An indirect idea of just 

how i,mportant these network vari ab 1 es were can be 9a i ned by compari ng the 

total variance in CONTACT and ACTIVISM explained in these four programs 

(from 27% to as much as 76%) with that in Alameda County, where the informa­

tion required for constructing the measure of network location was not 

avatlable (8% for CONTACT and 17% for ACTIVISM). 

When Illinois is considered, a strikingly different picture emerges. In 

this case, the information on the network locations of program practitioners 

was of very limi'ted utility in accounting for the variance in CONTACT and 
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ACTIVISM. The betas (one negative, one positive) were comparatively large, 

though non-significant, but the contribution to exp'1atned variation was quite 

smail (5% for CONTACT; 2% for ACTIVISM). As: we pointed out earlier, only 

se,lected parts of this state-wide DSO effort were subjected to evaluation; 

neverthel ess, the discussion of agency-center and i,'nter-agency ti.es' and the 

smallest space analysis suggested that there were network linkages among these 

parts. Whatever the functions of this network,were, however, for practitioners, 

facilitating interaction with non-DSO agencies and wi'th the cOJllTlunity at large 

were not among them. What is doubly cur-taus for the measure of CONTACT is that 

none of the other variables i,'n the regresstQn analysts contributed siS :ficantly 

to the explanation either. With seven va.rtables in the equation only 18% of 

the variance was accounted fat'. In the case of ACTIVISM substantially more of 

the variance, about 34%, was explained. Of this, almost half (14%) was attri­

butable to EDUCATION, another 10% to STATUS (non-supervisory per-sonnel were more 

active), and about 5% to GENDER (males were more active than females). In 

weighing these results, it is important to keep in mind that Illinois did not 

register unusually low on any of the three effectiveness measures (see Ta~les lA, 

lC, and lD in this section). It is, therefore, not the intention here to char­

acterize it as an unproductive program, but rather simply to point out that 

centralit,y in the network of professional exchanges in the program was not a 

significant contributor to the effectiveness of its individual participants. 

For the South Carolina program it can be said that the network of exchanges 

among the evaluated parts of the system was actually counterproductive with 

respect to the participants' ties to the community outside the program. 

CENTRALITY was negatively related to both CONTACT and ACTIVISM, though the 

relati.onships fall just short of statis,tical si,'gnificance. It is impoy'tant 

to note that EXPERIENCE was also strongly and inversely related to CONTACT, but 
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that EDUCATI.ON had a pos:itive effect. The same pattern was true fQr ACTIVI.SM~ 

but in this case GENDER, RACE, and PARTI'Cr:PATI'ON made additional (posi.tive) 

contributions. Interesting profiles emerge from this analysis. Contact with 

agencies outside this program were maintained largely by those participants who 

were better educated, but who were relatively inexperienced and relatively 

isolated from the channels of professional exchange within the program. Activi­

ties aimed at influencing the community cli,'1l1ate for the treatment of status 

offenders also involved educated but relatively inexperienced and isolated 

personnel, but wi.th the added distinction that they were somewhat disprQPor~."­

tionately likely to be male and white and be able to participate in the decision­

making process within the DSO program. On the thtrd effectiveness measure, 

subjective PERFORMANCE, a signi.fi'cant reversal occurred: network location had 

a strong positive effect on this vartable. Clearly, perceptions of effective­

ness followed a different logic of' causati,'on from that which seemed to apply 

to the objective effectiveness measures.* 

A Note on Gender, Race, and Decision-Making. 

Most of the discussion of the regression analysis has concentrated 

on the importance of the network variables as determinants of individual 

effectiveness. The effects .of GENDER, RACE, and PARTIClPATION in the 

analysis also call for a brief additional comment. The effects of RACE 

were generally not at all large but were remarkably persistent. Non-whites 

were consistently a little more productive than whites, as measured by 

*This point is borne out by the absence of any' relationships between subjective 
PERFORMANCE and CONTACT Cr=.01) and ACTIVISM Cr=-,02). In the other six 
programs, PERFORMANCE was related to CONTACT and ACTIVISM, respectively, as 
follows: Arizona (-.06, -.15); Delaware (.35, .21); Illinois (.12, .09); 
Spokane (.55, .35); Clark County ( .. 13, .15}; and Ala,meda County C .... 13, .15}. 
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CONTACT and ACTIVISM, and they generally rated their own and their 

program1s efforts a little more favorably. There were only two real 

exceptions to this. In South Carolina it was whites who were more ac­

tive in attempts to influence the community, and in Alameda County 

whites had slightly more contact with agencies outside the DSO program. 

GENDER usually had very little impact on effectiveness and the 

effects were generally no more likely to favor men than women. Again, 

however, there were two exceptions. In South Carolina it was men who 

showed higher levels of ACTIVISM in the community, and in Alameda 

County it was men who were more likely to score high on the measure of 

subjective PERFOru~ANCE. 

Finally, it should not escape attention that PARTICIPATION had 

scattered and inconsistent effects on effectiveness. It had a signi­

ficant effect on ACTIVISM in Delaware and Spokane and had an effect 

on subjective PERFORMANCE in Illinois. On the whole, however, it 

was not a major factor in explaining effectiveness. It was argued 

earlier that professional practitioners expect and rely upon the 

ability to participate in the decision-making process and for this 

reason it seems odd that the measure was not more systematically 

related to their productivity~ The conclusion that this suggests is 

that different internal administrative strategies, like different 

network arrangements, can be equally effective, even though a demo­

cratic style of decision-making is by far the preferred one among 

professional practitioners. 
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3. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 

The participants in the seven DSO programs brought with them a 

repertoire of skills and attributes many of which would seem to have been 

relevant for their pl'ofessional productivity. They were also assigned 

positions in the organizational structuY'e of their employing agency and 

more often than not were allowed to participate with their supervisors 

in making work-related deci·sions. These ~rganizational factors might also 

have been relevant to their effectiveness as practitioners. Yet, for the 

most part these personal and organizational factors had inconsistent, 

often trivial and sometimes negative effe~ts on two objective and one 

subjective measures of ·effectiveness. 

In direct contract to this, the four programs that had settled on 

distinctive strategies for pulling the scattered parts of the overall 

program together seem to have profited greatly from it. Two different 

inter-organizational coordinating strategies were apparent, one for­

malistic and one personalistic, but both appeared to function as impor­

tant resource networks for the practitioners, judging from the fact that 

s.trategic placement in these networks contributed substantially to ob­

jective professional effectiveness. The two personalistic networks had 

an added advantage in that a favorable network location also contributed 

to a more favorable subjective assessment of program effectiveness. 

In two other programs (in both of which the DSO effort was state­

wide but for which we have only fragmentary information), the network 

relations that existed among the programs~ sub-parts were not for 

individuals conducive to effectiveness. In one case neither the 

network variables nor any of the others seemed to have much impact, 

and in the other involvement in the network of professional ex-
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changes had a distinctly negative impact on effectiveness. 

It is significant that the four programs with what we have characterized 

as productive networks varied drastically in other ways, specifically in size 

and scope (from city-wide to state-wide), and in their emphasis on public 

and private agencies and resources (from predominantly public, to mixed, 

to predominantly private). It is also significant that they were assembled 

under conditions of uncertainty with, at best, ill-defined mandates to 

guide them. The fact that despite this diversity and uncertainty there 

was a clear pay-off from the strategies of coordination they developed 

offers strong testimony to the viability of the inter-organizational 

approach to service delivery. 

The message from the two programs in which the networks did not seem 

to facilitate the p~actitionersl work is less clear. In one sense these 

programs serve as a useful caution against the uncritical acceptance 

of the inter-organizational strategy for social service delivery. On 

the other hand, it is unfortunate that the present data are unable to 

suggest conclusively just why involvement in the network was unproductive 

in one of these programs and actually counter-productive in the other. 

In Illinois the results for all the variables in the analysis were so 

thin that almost no clues for. better understanding this program are 

suggested, except for the possibility that the quality of the data 

gathered for this program was insufficient to the task of evaluation. 

In the case of South Carolina, it may be that the network of internal 

linkages tying together the existing state youth service delivery sys­

tem was simply not flexible enough to accomodate the goals of community 

contact· and activism envisioned for DSO when they were superimposed 

upon the activities already going on there. This would not argue 

against the network approach per se, but would argue against expecting long-
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established systems to be completely adaptable to a new mandate imposed 

from the outside. 

But this speculation about South Carolina, even if correct, is 

incomplete because it says nothing about the fact that the aggregate 

levels of community involvement were not lower than in the other programs. 

In fact, the same can be said of Illinois. A division of labor must 

have existed in these programs that delegated the maintenance of com-

munity ties to people who were not caught up in interaction with members 

of other DSO agencies but the precise nature of this division of labor 

and the reasons for it are beyond the capacity of the present data to 

illuminate. The fact that only parts of these programs were available for 

evaluation further obscures the problem. The problem posed by these two 

troublesome cases suggests one other interesting line of inquiry, but one that 

requires a different interpretation of the importance of conmunity ties. 

By simplifying the discussion even more than we have already done it is 

possible to see four of the DSO programs (Arizona, Delaware, Spokane, and 

Clark County) as representative of a strategy whereby extensive inter-agency 

ties are for the most part maintained by the same individuals who are 

involved in extensive program conmunity ties and the other two (South 

Carolina and Illinois) as rep~esentative of a strategy that separates 

these two functions in that practitioners deeply involved in one activity 

are likely to be freed from the other. The rationale for the first 

strategy is basically the one that guided this entire investigation: 

having ex~nsive inter-agency alliances facilitates and is compatible with 

the development of extensive ties to the community, and the conjunction 

of the two represents a favorable program outcome. Is -it possible that 

another very different rationale guided the development of the DSO programs 
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in Illinois and South Carolina? By glossing over a"11 the many 

ambiguities in the data it is possible to surmise that these two programs 

were structured on the assumption that the maintenance of agrncy-agency 

ti es and the mai ntenance of program-community ties a.re best separated and 

that their conjunction would not represent a favorable outcome. What 

is missing from this speculation and cannot be supplied here is a speci­

fication of which type of tie (to other agencies in the program or to the 

larger community) is taken to be the one most vital to favorable client 

outcomes, for the fact that they are functionally separated implies that 

they are differentially evaluated. 

This line of thinking takes us far beyond the available data and 

it raises issues that cannot be dealt with here. Furthermore, it may 

simply be ~rong. An equally possible explanation for the Illinois and 

South Carolina findings is that, rather than being expressions of dif-

ferent strategi c assurnpti ons, the networks that evolved there were 

in fact simply ineffective in the sense that we have used the term, 

and their levels of community- basedness were accomplished in spite 

of their network deficiencies. There is no more direct evidence to 

support this interpretation than the other one but it does have the 

virtue of greater parsimony. 

To conclude this report on a note of caution it needs to be pointed 

out that the overall evaluation will be incomplete until the findings 

related here can br tied in with data bearing directly on client outcomes. 

On the whole, this organizational assessment has been favorable and cer-

tainly no information has appeared here to indicate that the DSO mandates 

were not taken seriously. In the final accounting, however, all we have 

shown is that inter-agency strategies are compatible with greater community 
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involvement and whether this eventuates in the delivery of higher 

quality services to clients i's a question that will have to be answered 

elsewhere. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 
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UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 
SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

950 WEST JEFFERSON BOULEVARD 

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90007 

SURVEY OF THE NATI'ONAl DE~10NSTRATION PROGRAM 
FOR THf: DEINSTITUTIONALTZATTON OF STATUS OFFENDERS 

Dear DSO Participant: 

TELEPHONE. (213) 741-6955 

This questionnaire has been sent to all those who are participating in 
~ny way in the demonstration programs for the deinstituttonalization of 
status offenders. We rely on your responses to give us an accurate pic­
ture of the strong points of the program you partictpate in as well as 
its potential problem areas, i'f any exist. For purposes, of answertng 
the questions, please think of yourself just as ~ member 'of "the DSO .I?!:£:.. 
gram. 

In this survey we are not interested in analyzing or reporting the res­
ponses of any particular individual. Instead, we are interested in the 
average responses of all the members of each DSO progranl. For purposes 
of tabulating and reporting your answers will be coded and combined with 
the answers of the other respondents for computer processing. No one 
will be shown your individual responses and the confidentiality of your 
questionnaire is completely assured. 

The accuracy and usefulness of this survey is dependent upon your cooper­
ation. Please answer all the qu~stions fully and return the form right 
away in the prepaid envelope we have provided. 

Thank you very much for your time and your assistance. 

So 1 omon Kobri n 

Principal Investigator 
National Evaluation Staff 

Jon Mill er 

Consultant on 
Organizational Evaluation 



i' :. 
t • 

• 

-

SECl'ION I 

1. Name 
------~---------------------------------------------

_Male 
Age: --years 

2. \vnat is your relationship to the DSO prog:re:u'? kre you: 

__ Black 

__ White 

__ Hexica."l Amer-ica."l 

__ ArrP...rican Indian 

__ Puerto Rican 

__ Oriental 

Q+-J1er 

__ a full-t:iJre paid employee of the DSO project 

__ a Fdrt-time paid employee of the DSO project: 

_oaid by another agency or organization but 
assigne:l to the mo progr-ant 

__ an unpaid volunteer 
__ other (Specify ___________ _ 

3. Place ~ emoloyment. Where do you re,port fQr work on the DSO program'? 

Street Address City State 

4. \·Tnat is the off:.cial title of your· present job in t.'e DSO pt'Ogr-am'? 

Please give a brief description of your II'ajor tasks ard resFOnsiliilities in the 
DSO program: 

.' 

5. What do you consider to be your cccupation'? Please give as precise a title as you can 
(for example, social \.'OrkeI', .cliniciU psyc.1'101ogist, vccational counselor and n:Jt "re­
habilitation wcrk," "you'th ~rk" or "administra.ticn"). 

Hew ll'any years of expe."'ience do you have in this cccupat~n'? --Yea.. ....... 

6. 'When- did you asstime your present duties on the mo program? __ l1::mth __ Day __ Year 

7. Please circle the highest level of education you have ccmplete:l: 

E:l e.":e.!i::=.......... Sc.r-o 1 

12345678 

Unde.-"'g!'C.dua't~ Collel!e 

1 2 3 If 5 

i.;r.3:t: fcrmal academe deg:-ee(s), if any, do you hold? 

1. __ _ 2, __ _ 3 __ _ 4, __ _ 

G:-aduate SdlOOl 

1 2 3 If S 6 7+ 
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SECl'ION II 
,., .... 

'mE QUES'I'IONS IN 'nlIS SECI'lOt~ ASK FOR YOUR OPDUONS ABOUT DIfi'EREl-lT ASP"":.ers 
OF niE OSO PRCGRAH AND lHE TREAn1ENT or JUVENILES. FOR EAOi QUESTION CIRCLE 
niE NU1B'ER TdAT BEST EXPRESSES YOUR OP.DUON. 

1. When j'IOU thiJ1k: about: your o;m work in the DSO program, how effective do you think your 
efforts have been? 

Not at au Ertremely 
effective 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 '9 effective 

2. Base::!. on the part of it yo..! are familiar with, how effective would you say the OSO'program 
has been in its trea1::rnent of juvenile clients? 

Ibt at all 
effective 1 2 3 s 5 ,7, , ' ., S ' 

.' t' 

'Extremely 
9'.. effective 

3. Use the follcx..-mg scale to indicate the extent to which yOO th~ juven.iJ.es in trouble 
are responsible for their o;m problens. ,,' . 

The juvenile is The juvenile is 
usually to blame 1 2 3 4 . S 6 7 8' '9 usually not to blame 
for hislher problems for his/heJ:' problems 

4. In dealing with juveniles who a:t"e in trouble, what is th~ best strategy?, 

Ordinarily, juve-
niles in trQ,lble 1 2 3 .4 S 6 
should receive punishment 

.. .. - ... 

7 8 

',. 
'., 

, , , Ordinarily,' juveniles 
9 in trouble should not 

, receive punishment 
. ~r ;': t' , .' : . 

. .. r,' '0·-· ,'j 

, . 

S. On the following scale indicate the effect of social institutions as a cont:l:'il:!uting factor 
causing juveniles to get into tl:-ouble: ' , 

Not U5Ually 
a major factor 1 ,2 3 5 6 7 8 , , 9 

UsUally , ". 
a major factor 

" ' '. 

6. Hew iD;:ortant are problems of ~.ycrological. adjuStment as a. 'con~ factor causing 
juveniles to get into trouble? . ' 

Not usually 1 2 3 4 5 6 " ' . 7, '8''''',;~ , :'9': U~y , 
a major factor . a maJor factor 

.,.... .' .. ~. ).1. .:i:. •• 

1. H:M lmportantare the juvenile's :iJTrnediate social SUl."!'~'aS a eontrilirt:i.rig"i"actor 
causing himlher to get into trouble? :,.'. , ..,' ' 

Not usually usU.lli.:i' ' 
. f 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 . f, a maJor actor . , ,. ',. a, maJor actor 

-' ,; 

8. In your opinion, row 1JJJCh effort srould tl-ose wOO deal witli the rn:ob1ems of juveniles 
.make to change the brtred±ate so=l.al SUI'l:'OUI'ldil~ the jlivenile!:l have to,live with'? ' 

Should be Should be 
given very 1 2· 3 4 5 6 7 8' 9" given a great 
little effort deal of effort .t., , . ..:.! 

9.. fblll1lCh effort: sOOuld those who deal with the problems of juveniles nake to improve 
a child's psycb:!logical adjustment? " t.', .:~ 5" .f " .. 

Sh:Iuld be ' , ,,' ' . ,. " . ~ ":. ,'" .... Should b~ 
given very 1 2 3 q 5 6 7, 8 9 , given.a :~t 
little effort ,' .. ,.', ','. ".; ,!.~" '. ".'. deal of\-ufort 

10. lb.l JruCh effort should those who deal with t.;e P~~l~ o~'ju~~~ ~~e;,~"~~ the 
social .institutions of the surroun:ling carmunity? ,,' .• ' ',',' ,: ,: .... ' 

., .,. .. "t... _... 
ShcW.d be ' ~ be 
given very 1 2 3 q 5 6 7 8 9 given a. grea1: 
little effort deal of effort 



S4Cl'ION P:I 

BELCW IS A UST OF Im1S !HAT SOMETlMES TROUBLE PEOPLE m THEIR 
WORK. USING nrE OJDE I..ETI'ERS PROVIDED, nrn!CATE HrJH FREQtJENn.Y 

. YOU FEEL TROUBLED BY. 4'\Cli Im1 IN YOUR WORK FOR '!HE DSO PRCGRAM. 

A 
Never 

B 
Farely 

C 
Saretimes 

o 
Rathet!Often 

.. E 
Constantly 

1. . _Feeling that you have too little aLIt:lPrity to carry out the resp:msibilities assigned 
to you in the progrem. 

2. _Being unclear on just what the so:Jpe am resp:msibilities of your job in the program are. 

3. __ Not knowing what opportunities for pratotion or advancement exist for you in the program. 
4. _Feeling that you have too heavy a workload, one that you can't finish in a IXmDal day. 

S. __ Fee.J.i.ng that t.~e infonra:tion you need in your DSO work ccmes too la;te. to :be of..lIlIJCh use. 

6. _. _' _Feeling that DSO organization is unable to keep you informed alxlut chang:ing co.OO±tions 
am problems that rray affect your ~rl<:. 

7. __ Feeling that you need m:lre training to do your job properly. 

a. . Be.1ng convinced that the DSO orgaiuzation is unable to create a nemingfui' am reward-
--ing work atm::lsphere for its personnel. ' . 

9 •. __ Th:inJcing ~e meetings and paper work ,required by the DSO program take uP too IIDJcli 
, of your t::ure. 

10. Thinking that you'll not be able to satisfy the conflicting demards of various people 
--woo rank abJve ~u in the DSO program. 

ll. Feeling that you are rot fully qualified to handle your job because you need JIOre 
--·expe..>"'ience in ~rl<:ing with juve¢.les. . . 

12. _' _Not haVing erough opportunity to do the things you feel you are best at 'doing. . 

13. Th.inking you cannot get the infornation about the problems and needs of juveniles 
--that is necessary to do your job properly. 

14~ _·_Not being able to try Out your c.wn ideas on the job. 

15. __ Feeling that your progr-ess on the job so far hcis not been what it should be. 

16. Ha.~~ to rrake decisions that affect other people work:ing for the DSO program before 
--you fully uooerstani their problems. 

17. Thinking that you are unable to influence the decisions and actio~ of tOOse who eval-
--uate your work in the DSO program.' : . • , 

18. Not ,krx:r.ling what those. wh:) judge your work in the 000' program t:hink of your work 
,--, C'lr h:w ,they evaluate your perfonnm::e. 

19. Thinking that the anount of work you have to do for the DSO program interferes with 
-,-how well it. gets done. .... , 

20. . Feeling ~1: 'You have ~o· cb things for the DSO program that '~ agamst your better 
-jud~. . 

21 .. '---':"Not krowing what resources are available to meet the nee::ls of juveniles in the program. 

22. Feeling that the DSO organization does not sOOw eoough concern for the welfare and 
--satisfaction.,qf tms~ .who work. in the program. . 

23. __ Not krowing what the people you rm-mally work with in the DSO program ~k of you. 

24. 1hl.nking that your future pro~s on your job :in the DSO program is not likely to be 
~what' it sOOuld be. ' .. 

25. . '.I'h:ink:i.ng that you have too 1WC."l resp:msibUity delegated to you by your superiors in 
--the DSO program. 

26. Believing that :':'ciers'· in the· DSQ organization get ahead by making less of a.contribu-
--tion to the program than you do. . ' . . 

27. 'Thinking,that your 000 work does not give you enough .frel!dan to ch:xlse your ~. 

28 •. " 'aei~'4ng that there' are too many rules and regulations to restrict you in.j'OIlr DSO '~~. 
29. Feel.lng that those above you in the DSO program don't pay enough attention to you;' 

--own opinio~ about YOlW w:Jrk in the program. 

30. ~FeeJ.ing that ~ skills and ~ications doq'~ courrt ~ ill det~ ~ pro-
gr:-e5lij in ~ DSO prograll!. ' 

• •. • • . ! 
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SterION rI 

A. 1HE FOll.l1.IDlG QUESTIONS DESCRIBE YOUR RElATIONSHIP WIni mE 
PERSON WHO SUPERVISES 1HE \-lORK YOU 00 FOR nJE 000 PROGRAM. 
(IF YOU ARE A 000 PR03RAM D:ru:croR ftND HAVE NO D1HEDIATE 
SUPERVISOR IN nJE PRCGAAM, C-iECK HERE AND GO ON TO PART . 
B OF THIS SEerION ON 'IHE NEXT PAGE.) -

1. How often in the course of your work on the. 000 pr.hgt;~ do ~~·.hav~· eontc3.C"i ~ith the . 
person woo supervises the work you do for the progNm? C:U:cle the appropriate letter: 

A B c D E F 
Allrost Several Once or Several Al:out once Less than 

Constantly times a day twice a day times a week a week once a wea~ 

2. How would you describe the time you speni with the person who supervises your work on t.."e 
OSO program? Circle the number that best represents your opinion: 

1he time is aJ.m::,st 
never helpful to me 1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9 

The. time is aJ.m::,st 
always helpful to me 

3. Which of the following statements best describes yPuf.~rela:tioriship .with the person woo 
supe.."'Vises the work you do for the 000 program? .... . . 

__ We discuss things a great deal an:i come to a mutual dec:i:sio'n al:cut the task at hand. 

__ \ve discuss things a. great deal an:i the supervisOr's decisions are usually adopted. 

__ We discuss things a gro...a.t deal an:i my decisions a..-e usually adopted. 

__ We don't discuss things very much l::ut usually COll2 to a 1lU~ decision. 

__ We don't discuss things very ruch and the supeivi~r's .deci~ions are uSually adoPt~. 

We don't discuss things very mUch and my d~i.Si~~ :are- ~Uaiiy adopt'ed'.·· . 

.. . .~ ... -. 
4. If you could decide, hew much would you prefer t~ ~ici~te·..:n.th;:-y6ur:·bso:suPervisor 

in making the decisions that determine hew you do your I.Ork in the program? 

__ tess than at present 

__ Al::ou't the same as at present 

__ l'bre than at present 



==~~=====~-.-,----.---, ... -_., 

B. IF YOUR JOB INVOINES SUPERVISING 'mE WORK OF crrnERS IN '!HE 050 
PROORAM, PLEA.,~ ANSWER 'mE FOLLCf,{(NG QUESTIONS. (IF YOU 00 Nor 
SUPERVISE '!HEWORlC OF ANYONE ELSE IN !HE PROORAM CHEO< HERE 
AND GO ON TO 'mE NEXT SECTION OF '!HE QUESTIONNAIRE.) --

1. How many people ~rJdng in the 050 program 00 you supervise, that is, how many nust report 
directly 'to you in t.~eir ~rk? 

2. How often are you actually involved in directly supervising the YIOt'k of others in the 
program? Circle the appropriate letter: 

A B c D E r 
I>.lm::lst Several Once or Several. About once Less than 

Constantly t"i~..s . a day twice a day times a week a week once a week 

3. How ~uld you describe the time you spend with 1:.'1ose whose YIOt'k on the 050 program you 
supervise? Circle the ~ on the scale that best describes your opinion: 

The time is a1I:ost 
nev~ helpful to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

The t:iIre is alliost 
always helpful to me 

4. Which of these statements best describes the relationship you have with those whose ~rk 
in the DSO program you supervise? 

__ We discuss tlS.11g5 a great d~ and care to a mutual decision about the task at hand. 

__ He discuss things a gt""..at deal and rrrf decision is usually adopted. 

__ ~'le discuss things a great deal and their decisions are usually adopted. 

He don't discuss thir.gs ve..ry JTn.1ch but usually cane to a r.utual decision. --- . 
He don't discuss things very much and rrrj decisions are usually adopted • 

. ~~ .' ." -,' 

\Ve don't discuss things very much and their decisions are usually adopted. -- '. . ... _;. ," ~ .. :. 

s. If you could decide, how JTn.1ch ~uld you prefer to have 1:.;Ose whose YIOt'k you supervise 
participate t4th you in ~,the decisions that determine how 1:.'1ey do their jobs? 

__ tess than at present 

Al::ou1: the sam:! as at oresent ---- -
__ l'bre t.;,an at present 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



• 
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• 

• 

SECl'IOII V 

'I'Ht: QUESTICNS IN 'IH!S SECTION ARE nm::IDED TO GIVE US All IDEA OF 
1l{E REl.ATIONSHIPS A.'1ONG ThE PEOPLE WdO WORK otl mE 000 PRCX;RAMS. 
AU. mE TImJR!'1ATIOll .YOU GIVE US HERE HILL BE CODED ArID ANALY'lED 
wrrn . CCl'IPr.....rn.: CONTIDE:~'TIAUTl. DI ANS'v1E:RING 1HE OUESTIONS PLEASE 
INCUJDE ONLY THE NAl1ES OF' PEOPLE: i~'HO YOU 'mC1.v ARE DlRECI'LY INVOLV-
~ IN THE WORK OF ThE 000 ~-. - -- -- .- ---

. .... . . .. .. .. 
1. In the spaces provided below, list the names of the three PeoPle in the.'OOO program with 

wl'x:m you have the IIOst contact. Indicate by checking the pr:im3.ry reason~'for your contact 
with each person. 

Names: 

. ... ." ,.... '. 
Pr:i.mary reason for" the contact ". . .. 

(Please ~ oti.ly the· ~ ~ best" a.oDl1~· 

Sharing 
infOIll'ation 
and ideas 

about 
clients' 
problems 

To find 
out al:out 

general 
DSO rules 

and 
prcx::edure.s 

Basically 
for 

reasons 

. UnaveidaDle; 
. contact is 
required by 
the nature 

of 
friendship .' . 

of 
the job 

... :-. . .... :~ ..... :. ... .:.: ..... , .. , 
-. ,". ~ :". ".;.' ;.~. _ "; 't • 'J '; 'J •• . ' r 

2. Please give the names of the three people on the 000 project '~il"X) you"f~~'~y' "'. 
have the greatest: influence over how you do your ..-erk on the proj eat. . 

• __ I , •. 

3. If you wanted to have your own IooQrk on the 050 program evaluated, who are the three indivi­
duals in the program whose opWon of your IooQrk you would respect the 1IOst:? 

.: -', .. :..:.:; 

4. If you had an opinion about the hard.ling of juveniles that did not agree with official pol­
icy, who are the three individuals in the 000 program you could count on to help you get a 
hearing for your point: of view? 

.... 

s. If you were IooQrking '..n.th a client who was an especially difficult case, .. ":'i:YQ ~.tl"\e._three 
people on the DSO PI"9ject who could offer the),ost. assi~tance in dea.t~g·.i,.d:th ~e' problem? 

;~.; ~ f .' 

,J .... "; :,--; .. ~:~-.:, .. ~': .... .!.:' .... 

~.~ ~ o. ~;:ii: 



'SECTION VI 

THE QUESTIONS IN THIS SECI'ION ASK' APJJUT YOUR CONTACl'S WI'lH SOME OF me: ORGAN­
IZA.'l'J:ONS IN om:: CCmJNI'lY 'm\T 1H.E !:SO PRCGR81 MAY \OIORK WI'lH. IF YOU HAVE NO 
CONTACT AT ALL WI'lH Nff ONE OF mE: ORGANIZATIONS, LISTED, BE SURE 1'0 INDICATE 
'nITS., , ' " .' 

1. In the course of YOUI:' work for the !:SO progrem, hew often do you come into contact with 
!:'lembers of l~ p?lice and/ar;o sheriff's deoartments? 

NEVER (GO ON 
TO QUESTION 2) 

Less 
t.~ 

once a week 

About 
once 

aWeek 

Several 
times a 

-week 

Once ar;o 
twice a 

-day 

Several 
times a 

-day 

t-lhich of the follcw:i.ng 
best states the prim:u:y 
reason for these contacts? 
(~ ~n.l!y one) 

_To clarify the needs of individual !:SO clients. 

_To encourage a change in the way juveniles are haOOled. 

_To get the resou:rces that clients need. 

_To encourage respect for the client as a person. 

On each of t.'1ese scales circle the ntllnbE>.r that best descr:ilies the contacts you have wit.'1 
members of these local r:olice and sheriff's depart:rrPJIts: 

Contacts never with Contacts always with 
people i.rl. ];Ositions 1 2 3 ~ 5 6 7 B 9 people in ];Ositions 
of au1:hoI'ity . of authority 

Contacts never Contacts always 
produce benefits 1 2 3 I; 5 6 7 B 9 produce benefits 
far;o 050 clients for !:SO clients 

Contacts never lead Contacts always lead 
to closer ccooera- 1 2 3 4- 5 6 7 8 9 to closer cooperation 
tion with law· enforcement with law enforce.trent 

2 • How often in the course of YOUI:' work- i.rl. the !:SO program do you cane into contact with 
reoresentatives of ~ ~~? 

NEVER(GO ON 
TO QUESTION 3) 

Less 
than 

OnCe a week 

About 
once 

aweek 

Several 
times a 

~eek 

Once or 
twice a 

-day 

Several 
times a 

-day 
Alm::lst 

constantly 

_To clarify the needs of individual DSO clients. 
Which of the following 
best states the primary 
reason for these contacts? 
(~only one) 

_To encourage a change in the way juveniles are handled. 

_To get the resour.:::es that clients need. 

_To encourage respect far;o t.'1e client as a person. 

On each of these scales circle the number that best de~..bes the conta..."t:s you have with 
repr-esentatives of local schcols:-·--- . . -

:: ,,: -Contacts ,~er ..rl.tit . _ ... }..,:' .::-::':"~ : ' Contacts always with 
people in ];Osi tions l' 2 - 3 ;-, 4-'" 5' -6 7 8 9 

.. 
people in ];Ositions 

of auth:n-ity of autbJri ty 

Contacts never Contacts always 
'XOCluce benefits 1 2 3 4- 5 6 7 8 9 produce benefits 
far;o 050 clients fer !:SO clients 

Contacts never lead Contacts always lead 
to closer coopera- 1 2 3 I; 5 6 7 8 9 to closer cooperation 
tion with schools with schools 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



3. tbw often :in the course of your worl< :in the DSO ~ir.-am do you' ~ fut~ contact with 
representatives ~ ~ religious organizations? - . . " ... 

Less 
than 

once a week 

Al:out 
once 

aweek 

Several 
times a· 

-week 

Once or 
. twice a 

-day 

Several 
times a 

-'-'day 
Al!rcst 

oonstantly 

~1hich of the following 
rest states the primary 
reason for these contacts? 
(~onlY one) 

_To cl.arify the needs of mc:rividl.laJ. DSO cli~ts. 

_To' encourage a change in the way j·t!.veniles are handled. 

_To get the t""..sOtD:"Ces th!,t clients n~ec!., 

_To encourage respect for t.;e client as a pe..'"'Son. 

On each of these scales ci:rcle the number that best describes the contacts you ha\le ..,i to 
representatives of these local religious organizations:' . 

Contacts never with 
people in tositions 1 
of authority 

Contacts never 
produce benefits 1 
for rso clients 

Contacts never lead 
to closer cooperation 1 
with religious groups 

2 3 5 

2 3 5 

2 3 5 

6 7 8 

6 7 a 

6 7 8 

9 

9 

9 

. . 
Contacts always with" 
people :in positions 
of authori t'l . 

Contacts w;ays. 
oroduce benefits 
for 050 clients 

Contacts always lead : 
to closer cooperation 
with religious groups . 

~. How often :in the course of your work in the 050 PrOgr~ do you c'ome into conta~t with 
re;)l:'eSentatives of Private non-orofit c:;jlitllUni-ty orga.-u.zations that dear with juveniles 
but ~ !:!2:£. acrua:rly ~ of ~ ~ program? (Examples might include org~tions such 
as the YMCA an:1 YWCA, BoysTClubs, 8l.~ 8rothers ~ 9ther org~-t:ions of tlus type.) 

Less Al:x:Jut Several 
times a 

-week 

...... Once or ,-:' .. Several . 
!. twice a . . 'times a NEVER (GO ON tha., once 

roQUESTION 5) once a .Ieek aweek -day -day 
Alncst 

constantly 

vlhich of the follor.ring 
best states the prlmary 
reason for these contacts? 
CChed: only one) 

To clarif-y the needs of individual 050 clients. - .,- ", '. 

__ To encourage a ~ge in the way juveniles are handled. 

_To get the resources that clients need. 

_To ercourage respect for the client as a person 

On each of these scales circle the nl..lll1be:!'· t.~t beSt describes the contacts' yoU have wit.; 
repr<>..sentatives of these local private groups: 

.... .. ' ...... ", . 
Contacts never with Contacts always wit." 
persons in t:Ositions 1 2 3 ~ 5 6 7 8 9 people in positions' 
of C!lltho7:q. ty of authority 

. 
Contacts peveI:! Contacts·a1ways 
oroduce benefits 1 2 3 If. 5 6 7 Q 9 produce benefits 
for !:GO client~ for !:GO clients 

Contacts never lead Contacts always lead 
to closer coopera- 1 2 3 lj 5 6 7 8 9 

to closer'coopera.tion 
tion with thes~ loc.aJ. with these local' 
private grou~ private groups 



S. How often in the course of your ~rk in the 0$0 program do you cane into contact with 
retlr'esen1:atives 2f the ~? ' 

NEVER ( GO ON 
TO QUESTION 6) 

~s 
than 

once a week 

W'nich of t.'e follow:i.ng 
best S1:a-ces the primary 
reason for these contacts? 
(Check only one) 

About . Several 
once timP-s a 

aweek -week 

Once or 
twice a 

-day 

Several 
times a 

-day 
. AlJrost 
COiis-cantly 

_To clarify the needs of individual 050 clients. 

_To encourage a ch:!nge in the way juve.'1iles are handled. 

_To get the resources t.'1a.t clients need. 

__ To encourage respect for the client as a persO<'l. 

On each of these scales circle the number that best describes the contacts you have with 
representatives of the courts: 

Contacts neve!' with Contacts always with 
;?e-"'Sons in p:lsitions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 people in p:lsitions 
of auth:lrity of authority 

Con-cacts never Contacts always 
produce benefits 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 a 9 oroduce benefits 
for 050 clients for DSO clients 

Contacts never lead Contacts always lead 
to closer cooperation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 to closer coooera.tion 
with the courts with the Courts . . , 

6. F.o.t often in the course of your work in the DSO program do you come into contact with 
reoresentatives of local. "OUblic social se-"Vice agencies, such as welfare agencies) elU­
ployrnent services-; I!lel"'ltai"heil"th agencies, public health agencies and the like? 

1.rc.:v:ER (GO ON 
TO QUESTIOlf 7) 

less 
t.'"lan 

once a week 

'!lhich of the follow:i.ng 
best states the pri'IEI'Y 
I""...ason for these contacts? 
(~ OI".1y one) 

. About 
once 

aweek 
Several 
times a 

-week 

Once or 
twice a 

-day 

Several 
times a 

-day 
Al.llOst 

COrisl:antly 

_To clarify the needs of individual 0$0 clients. 

_To encourage a ch:!nge in the way juveniles are handled. 

_To get the resources t.'"lat clients need. 

To encourage respect for the client as a person - . 

On each of these scales circle the number that best describes the contacts you have with 
representatives of local public service agenci,es: 

Contacts never with Contacts always with 
persons in positions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 persons in p:lsitions 
of authority - of authority 

Contacts neve!' Contacts always 
produce benefits. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 produce benefits 
for 000 clien~s for 0$0 clienl:s 

Contacts never lead Contacts always lead 
to clOSe!' cooperation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 to closer cooperation 
with these local public:: with these local public 
se-""v'ice agencies service agencies 

:. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



!. 
1: 
~ 7. Finally, how often in the ~ 2f ~ ~ in ~ £§Q, orogrem are you involved in 

each of the ft:llJ..owing ld.,xis of c::m::unity activity? 

• , 

• 

• ;. 

• 

t • 

How often are you involved 
i.. effot'1:s to get: IlOre 
local ~ supp:Jt"t for 
programs for juveniles? 

Hew often are you involved 
in effor-.s to get: JlOl'e 
c:armunity organiza.tions 
involved in the problems 
of juveniles? 

5'.:lw often are you involved 
in atte~'-ing to influence 
local p'.:llicies on the ways 
t!"le problems of juveniles 
a,..~ l'..al'rlled? 

How ofte:.n al:'e you involved 
in attempts to get better 
local. trea~ r"'-SOUrCes 
for t.~e problems of 
juveniles? 

Less tMn Abcu1: Several Once or Several 
on:e a. once a. times a. ~ a. times a. A.lJTost 

Never week wee.~ weo..k day day cons-r:an'tly 

nw-n< 'fOO vr:::cr l'!.JQl FOR 'fOUR PATIDlCE IN FIU.ING cur 'OOS QUESI'IONNAI.RE. PU:.~ <J.::ECl< TO SEE 
'IF.AX All. QUESTIONS ARE ANS'I'I"EREO ruu.Y aEFORE RE'I'URNING !HE: FORM 1'0 US. 
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SECI'ION V 

1HE LEAA. FUNDED J:GO PRDGR~\I IN AL.I,'IEDA COlJ1.'TY INVOLVES A FAIRLY URGE ~ER OF 
PEOPLE WHJ liORK IX THE FA\IILY CRISIS Ih1"ERVE'ITION UNITS OF mE PROB..I,TION DEPART-
1·IENT f.S l'IcLL AS PEOPLE IIID ~.DRK IN SEVERAL room SERVICE CENTERS .b.RDlJl','D '!liE CCXJI.'TY. 
THE GUESTIONS 1\; TIllS SECTIo.'1 ARE DESIQ.E) TO GIVE US A.~ IDEA OF THE RELATIONSHIPS 
ft1.0SG 1HE PEOPLE \'rID ARE P.WICIPATING IN THE PFLXlmI. f.S YOU ANSWER THE QUESTIONS 
TIlINK OF THE DSO PROGRAJ.I AS 1HE OVERALL CaJN1Y -WIDE EFFORI, NOT JUST IN TER.\iS OF 
YOUR ~N SPECIFIC OFFICE OR AGENCY. 

1. Please think of the three poeple in the overall Alameda County DSO program "'ith 
whom you have the most contac:t in the course 0;; the work you do for the program. 
In the spaces provided list the agency or specifl: office that each of these 
people works for. Indicate by chllcldng the prin\ai:')' reason for your contact 
with each person. 

Agency name 
(List a specific 
FCI t.n1it or 
Youth Service 
Center) 

Primary reason for tIle contact 
(~ check only ~ ~ ~ best applies) 

Sharing To find Unavoidable: 
information out about Basically contact is 

and ideas general for required by 
about DSO rules reasons the nature 

clients' and of of 
problems procedures friendship the task 

Z. List the agency or specific office of each of the three people who work for the 
DSO program in Alameda County who you feel actually have the greatest influence 
over how you do your work on the project. 

3. If you wanted to have your own work on the DSO program evaluated, ",'ho are the three 
individuals in the program "''hose opinion of your work you would respect the most? 
In the space provided list the agency or specific office in "''hich each of these three 
people works. 

4. If you had an opinion about the handling of juveniles that did not agree ",1th official 
policy, who are the three individuals in the overall DSO program you could count on 
to help you get a hearing for your point of view? In the spaces provided, list just 
the agency or office that each works for. 

S. If you were working with a client who was an especially difficult case, who are 
the three people in the overall Count)' DSO program who could offer the most assist­
ance in ~ealing with the problem? In the spaces provided, list the agency or office 
that each works for • 



APPENDl'X C 

CORRELATl'ON r~ATRtCES 
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TABLE Cl. CORRELATIONS AMONG INDIVIDUAL RESOURCES, ORGANIZATIONAL POSITION, 
NETWORK LOCATION, COMMUNITY CONTACT, COMMUNITY ACTIVISM AND SUBJECTIVE PERFORMANCE. 

ARIZONA 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 10 11 12 13 14 . 
1 Gender 

2 Race -.22 

3 Experience -.02 -.OB 

4 Education .02 .21 .05 

5 status -.04 .03 --'.17 -.42 
"" -;/l,. 

6 Participation .03 -.12 .11 -.10 .22 

7 Work Contact .1B .04 .16 .23 -.35 - .01 

B Influence .26 .03 .';2 .16 -.26 .01 .7B 

9 Respect .27 -.09 .1B .31 -.32 .02 .65 .66 

10 Support .27 -.01 .16 .27 -.34 -.06 .69 .B2 .B4 

11 Assistance .15 -.06 .OB .24 -.22 -.05 .4B .56 .68 .67 

12 Contact .13 -.10 .11 .33 -.29 -.04 .22 .21 .40 .39 .37 

13 Activism .1B -.11 .19 .19 -.34 - .01 .,34 .29 .46 .41 .35 .56 

14 Performance .04 -.12 . 15 -.10 .26 .01 -.05 -.09 -.OB -.OB - .1B -.06 - .15 



• " •.. n.. • ......... , ••••. " ... "' •• re .. '."",.'.«" ,,-' • -."~M"'·"C" '''.C.''' •.• ~ •. '."c,--·"·'"··· .. ~~-·-·i~·-' .. "., ..... , .. -...... -,~ ··''''e''''···' .. ~,,'.,.., .. -.,.'.-.... "". e' ·'i·'·'··" ' .• -.. "'." ...... ,. 

TABLE C2. CORRELATIONS AMONG INDIVIDUAL RESOURCES, ORGANIZATIONAL POSITION, 
NETWORK LOCATION, COMMUNITY CONTACT, COMMUNITY ACTIVISM AND SUBJECTIVE PERFORMANCE. 

DELAWARE 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1 Gender 

2 Race -.06 

3 Experience -.16 -.19 

4 Education .28 .02 . 11 

5 Status .24 -.20 -.27 -.06 

6 Participation .00 -.10 - .OJ -.10 .18 

7 Work Contact -.02 -.21 -.06 .12 .00 -.53 

8 Influence -.16 .03 -.03 .19 -.31 -.31 .51 

9 Respect - .16 .12 .04 .24 -.50 -.32 .40 .69 

10 Support -.22 .04 -.04 .21 -.35 - .41 .54 .90 .78 

11 Assistance . 16 .08 -.03 .31 -.33 - .31 .32 .66 .78 .62 

12 Contact -.03 - .18 -.21 - .16 -.03 .16 .11 .29 .12 .11 .24 

13 Activism .18 -.40 - .16 . 15 .03 .18 .29 .45 .1 9 .38 .15 .42 

14 Performance .17 -.08 -.03 .06 .05 -.05 -.05 .07 .02 .02 .19 .35 .21 



• • -.~".'-
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TABLE C3. CORRELATIONS AMONG INDIVIDUAL RESOURCES, ORGANIZATIONAL POSITION, 
NETWORK LOCATION, COMMUNITY CONTACT, COMMUNITY ACTIVISM AND SUBJECTIVE PERFORMANCE. 

ILLINOIS 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 . 
1 Gender 

2 Race -.15 

3 Experience .21 .02 

4 Education .15 -.04 -.06 

5 Status -.29 -.09 - .13 -.50 

6 Participation - .17 - .18 -.07 -.07 .17 

7 Work Contact -.04 .25 -.25 .06 -.02 -.03 

8 Influence -.02 .27 -.25 .07 -.02 -.06 .99 

9 Respect -.02 .27 -.25 .08 ..... 03 -.05 .97 .99 . ' 

10 Support· -.03 .27 -.26 .06 .01 -.07 .1)7 .99 .97 

11 Assistance -.04 .28 -.26 .10 -.03 -.07 .97 .97 .98 .96 

12 Contact .06 -.11 -.07 .27 -.22 .15 -.07 -.07 -.06 -.06 -.03 

13 Activism .23 -.15 .07 .41 -.49 .03 .,04 .05 .05 .02 .06 .57 

14 Performance -.11 .03 -.10 -.02 .02 .34 - .12 -.15 - .14 - .18 - .12 .12 .09 



I 4 ~'4 4 ",~"~""~. ''''''?''V'""'<'''''''~'"'''''~''4 g',""",' ""F"t """,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,P'""'"''''.''~''~''''''''''''''''''''''''' "''''.'' ,," """'''''''>'.''''~'''W'''' '" """",>~ ",""""".''',',,' 

TABLE C4. CORRELATIONS AMONG INDIVIDUAL RESOURCES, ORGANIZATIONAL POSITION, 
NETWORK LOCATION, COMMUNITY CONTACT, COMMUNITY ACTIVISM AND SUBJECTIVE PERFORMANCE. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1 Gender 

2 Race -.11 

3 Experience .11 .26 

4 Education .27 .06 .07 

5 Status -.07 -.20 .11 -.55 

6 Participation -.40 -.01 ~.27. -.02 .... 18 .,-,...,'!'"' . 

7 Work Contact -.05 .21 .02 .42 .... 48 . 29 ""'T"'.~ 

8 Influence .00 .20 .04 .36 ",.49 .23 .86 ,....,-.T" 

9 Respect -.04 .22 .00 .39 ... ,44 .,22 ,86 ,81 T"'I-.'T"I 

10 Support - .19 .02 -.69 .00 .... 36 .41 .48 .53 .52 T"'r'''"' 

11 Assistance -.27 .04 -.64 .05 -.29 . 41 .59 .54 .57 .94 

12 Contact . 13 -.18 -.35 .23 - .15 -.05 -.22 -.24 -.25 .01 -.04 

13 Activism .35 . 12 ' -.16 .46 -.33 .08 -.08 -.06 - .12 -.03 -.11 .76 

14 Performance .20 -.11 -.02 -.03 - .13 - .19 .26 . 19 .19 .07 . 13 .01 -.02 



• .•.... .'.'.~ ''',' r· ""00,,.,,,· "'i"'" ","',"~"."" ,"""""C' "ie
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TABLE C5. vJRRELATIONS AMONG INDIVIDUAL RESOURCES, ORGANIZATIONAL POSITION, 
NETWORK LOCATION, COMMUNITY CONTACT, COMMUNITY ACTIVISM AND SUBJECTIVE PERFORMANCE. 

SPOKANE 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 . 
1 Gender 

2 Race .23 

3 Experience . 16 .13 

4 Education .40 .39 - .15 

5 Status -.22 - .14 -.45 -.06 

6 Participation -.24 -.15 -.4~ .10 . 13 

7 Work Contact -.09 . 12 -.15 .05 -.15 .26 

8 Influence -.09 .12 -.11 .04 -.17 .27 .99 

9 Respect .00 .14 -.25 .10 -.06 .16 .84 .82 

10 Support -.02 .12 - .17 .15 -.12 .28 .72 .71 .87 

11 Assistance -. 01 . 13 - .13 .20 -.09 .25 .73 .70 .86 .98 

12 Contact -.13 -.22 -.07 -.08 . 11 . i 6 .38 .37 .46 .30 .29 

13 Activism .07 - .13 .39 - .01 -.18 .07 .10 . 12 .22 .16 .18 .60 

14 Performance -.17 -.10 -.22 - .12 -.02 .20 .61 .60 .66 .49 .49 .55 .35 



,.,',',."", •. ' '''''''"'·''''''N''~·~ 7!".',"'"",:,;,'~!.J""'-'I~;..~,-... ",,"r~',.~.,"",..., ~ "!"'~'f'''-''!''''-''''-'.i";'-::''<~ .• .;"~'~'''''' 4 ·~17';;u-.'r.-·-.· '-,'1"'-,,,-=,- :-::~"i""'" ".""" ,:--;··n;;:"·-;;. '1'" ';~",,"""'~-'>;';' ~ .-.... , .... ,..,,''''''-...t.- ~,.T'<'-~-'"", .... _~.ttt.1 .~,1l"'~.J"".'(,' .• ': 

TABLE C6. CORRELATIONS At~ONG INDIVIDUAL RESOURCES, ORGANIZATIONAL POSITION, 
NETWORK LOCATION, COMMUNITY CONTACT, COMMUNITY ACTIVISM AND SUBJECTIVE PERFORMANCE. 

CLARK COUNTY 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 . 
1 Gender 

2 Race * 

3 Experience .25 

4 Education .44 . 11 

5 Status .27 -.32 .22 

6 Participation .12 - .18 .16 .23 

7 Work Contact - .16 .05 -.02 -.29 .08 

8 Influence -.14 .05 .09 -.22 .11 .93 

9 Respect -.06 .16 - .17 -.56 - .12 .79 .76 

10 Support -.19 - .17 - .19 -.08 -.18 .65 .66 .67 

11 Assistance .04 -.04 -.03 -.31 .28 .70 .61 .68 .24 

12 Contact -.23 - .12 - .12 -.24 -.27 .51 .33 .36 .61 .10 

13 Activism -.13 -.45 -.01 .12 .24 .05 .00 -.07 .00 .09 .60 

14 Performance -.05 .00 .28 ;-.23 .13 .29 .43 .40 .16 .32 .13 .15 

* All respondents were white. 
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TABLE C7. CORRELATIONS AMONG INDIVIDUAL RESOURCES, ORGANIZATIONAL POSITION, 
NETWORK LOCATION, COMMUNITY CONTACT, COMMUNITY ACTIVISM AND SUBJECTIVE PERFORMANCE. 

ALAMEDA COUNTY* 

1 2 ., 4 5 6 7 8 9 v 

1 Gender 

2 Race .07 

3 Experience .09 -.05 

4 Education .30 .11 .25 

5 Status - .14 -.09 .35 .25 

6 Participation - .16 -.03 .07 .11 .08 

7 Contact .00 .08 .18 .08 .19 .14 

8 Activism .10 .12 .17 .28 .32 .06 .32 

9 Performance .22 .02 .14 .18 -.08 .06 -.13 .15 

* Network measures not available. 




