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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; I11inois; Delaware; and South Carolina. The
complete questionnaire upon which the survey was based appears in Appendix A.

Although the seven programs were charged with similar responsibilities,
they differed in the ways they defined their tasks and problems and in terms
of their structural outlines. For purposes of preparing this report, however,
the analysis was guided by two key assumptions concerning the mandate under
which the national DSO effort proceeded: first, that all the prograns were
expected to pull a variety of agencies and treatment resourées 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 Targe part in temms 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-
agency ties in each locality that bound the separate components of the program
together. In keeping with the‘second assumption, scales were developed to
measure the volume of interaction between 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-

works of professional exchange and the measures of community contact and
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community activism, form the outstanding core of this report, although a great
deal of other destriptive information on the programs and the attitudes of
their participants is also provided. Take note that no mention has been made
of performance measures based on DSO client outcomes. This report deals only
with the characteristics of practitioners, the organizational settings in
which they performed their duties, and their relationships to the surrounding

community.

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

Section I of the report, by far the longest, will be largely descriptive,
concentrating on cunparisons of the programs with respect to each of the fol-
lowing sets of characteristics:

1. Demographic and occupational composition, including break-downs

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

2. Treatment philosophies and strategies, based on opinions about

the roles of psychogenic and sociogenic factors in the problems of
juveniles and the utility of punishment in solving these problems;

3. Decision making arrangements, specifically, styles of super-

vigion and quality of the contacts between supervisors and their

subordinates;

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

sociometric analysis of work contacts and patterns of consultation
and mutual support among co-workers.

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

¥
professional autonomy, the work load, the availability of informa-

tion and other aspects of the overall work setting.



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 DSQ participants with othar agencies

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

Tigious 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 communi;y resource base for programs that deal with the
problems of youth; and

3. Subjective estimates by participants of the effectiveness of their

own efforts 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

v

relationship to members® community involvement or interorganizational contact?
Are patterns of decision making more or Tess 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 Tikely to come from the attempts to answer these

questions.



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 national
DSO effort. The first wave of questionnaires was to have been sent to pro-
gram participants in June, 1976, followed after a one-year interval by a
second wave during the Summer of 1977. This two-step design was expected to
register changes over the 1ife of each program and thus enable the evaluators
to comment on the organizational strategies best suited for both initial and
relatively long-term success. The final research design that was actually
empl oyed was considerably Tess ambitious than this and in some areas was only
a pale reflection of the criginal. . 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 problems in the evaluation of large
scale, federally funded programs that should be documented. The intention in
redounting 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 series of decisions reduced the comprehensiveness of the evaluation.
First, the DSO program 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
this report.
Second, the national evaluation staff agreed that only parts of the pro-

grams in South Carolina and I1linois would be included in the evaluation and,
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as a consequence, the organizational evaluation of each of these programs was
drastically truncated. The interpretation of the findings for these two pro-
grams was much more difficult as a resuit. In South Carolina federal funds

were added to state and local financing to suppert the processing of DSO clients
through the existing youth service delivery machinery. It was not possible to
specify with any confidence which agencies, treatment modalities or practi-
tioiters were DSO-funded and which were not and the opinion expressed by the

South Carolina director and supported by the evaluation team was that an analysis
encompassing the entire state-wide service delivery system was inappropriate.
Accordingly, personnel rosters were provided for the organizational analysis
that included only ;ertain personnel from.se1ected, and no doubt unrepresentative,
parts of the system. In short, since large parts of the program were exempted
from the evaluation, and since it was not possible to separate DSO effort from
non-DSO effort, the data presented.here should be taken as a tentative examina-
tion of the organizational effectiveness of a part of South Carolina's youth
service delivery system (through which DSO clients were processed) and not as

an evaluation of a program put togethér for the national DSO program, per se.

A similar but more complicated problem was encountered in I11linois. Here
again the program drew upon funding from a variety of sources, and activities
relevant to the DSO program were diffused throughout a Targe 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 was 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 I1linois DSO

effort overall. In the final accounting the research design in I1l1inois



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 DSO program in Connecticut was delayed
until well after this organizational evaluation began and a personnel 1list 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 from Connecticut will be analyzed
separately and presented in a supplemental report to be completed at a later

time.

Personnel Rosters.,

Next to the shrinking of the bopu]ation of organizations to be studied,
securing accurate and comprehensive personnel rosters for the DSO programs 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
aftanpt 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 programs and could not be avoided. Much more
troublesome difficulties were caused by a lack of clarity in the way the organi-
zational features of the programs were defined, a lack of understanding by
program personnel of what the LEAA and national evaluation requirements were,
and a lack of willingness in some instances to see the organizational evalua-

tion take place at all. Problems such as these recur with some regularity



in evaluation research but they should 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 in most cases. There was disagreement over whether the term "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 subcontracting
agencies contributing to the program in various ways, foster parents, consult-
ants, and so on. The latter, more comprehensive definition was insisted upon
by the national evaluation team, on the assumption that anyone whose involve-
ment with status offenders was subject to scrutiny by the coordinating DSO
staff should be considered a part of fhe 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 known and undoubtedly some unknown sources of error. For ex-
ample, except for I11inois, hardly any foster parents were included on the
perscrinel lists, and consultants were generally considered to be outside the
organizational boundaries.

From these and other problems we encountered, it became clear 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 Tittle understanding of their organizational position in the
DSO effort and still Tess 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



as participants in the program when 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 individuals were overlooked altogether even though they
had important DSO functions to perfom.

Staff turnover on some projects also presented a problem for the analysis.
In one case about 20% of an agency's members were replaced in the weeks that
passed between the preparation of the roster and the administration of the
survey, and in one other instance the members(dec]ined 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 two
community agencies which were fully involved in the program were excluded
entirely from the organizational roster that was provided by the project di-
rector. When they Tearned of the evaluation they asked to be added to the
mailing list so that their reactions to the program wouid not be overlooked.
The converse also occurred, that is, agencies appeared in the rosters that
were never in fact involved in fhe 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 progran, they would not be asked to submit to any LEAA evalua-
tion.

Problems such as these made it difficult to determine the organizational
outlines of the DSO prograns with accuracy and the evaluation was made more

difficult as a result. Usually the difficulties arose, we believe, because no



allowances were made for an extensive organizational evaluation such as this
one and consequently there had been 1ittle 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 final forms most of them provided at least a workable framework upon
which to base the investigation. However, the delays caused by the attempts
to complete the rosters stretched from weeks into months, consumed an inordi-
nate amount of the staff time and research funds of the national evaluation
team, and were a substantial factor in the decision to shelve the longitudinal
dimension of the evaluation for all but those two programs, Spokane and Dela-
ware, which had provided comprehensive rosters and high response rates much
earlier than the other programs. _

At this point we are primari1y‘concerned.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 that 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 program directors are to be
asked to provide. The resu]%ihg savings in time, effort and money and the
improvement in the quality of the evaluation from having these expectations up
front will more than offset the added effort tequired of the program directors
at the time when they are involved in establishing the organizational struc-

tures of their programs.
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Response Rates.

Questionnaires were mailed to progfam participants during December, 1976
and January, 1977. The initial returns were for the most part very slow and
two mailed follow-ups and a series of telephone contacts with project direc-
tors and agency heads were used over a five month period to improve the re-
sponse rates. As the 1ist shows, the final returns were quite variable:

Alameda County, California 66% (96/145)

Clark County, Washington 80% (20/25)
Delaware 79% (37/47)
IT1inois 43%  (60/139)
Pima County, Arizona 56% (78/139)
South Carolina . 65% (37/57)
Spokane, Washington . 91% (39/43)

In general the returns were best for the personnel directly employed by the
DSO grants and those directly charged with program administration, and worst
for the paticipants who were involved at the periphery of the programs, such
as foster parents and consultants. The overall response rate of 62% (367/595)
would appear quite good compared to most mailed surveys but is Tower than
expected given that there was a strong mandate for the study and most of the
subjects were aware, at least %n general terms, of the necessity for the evalua-
tion.

As we pointed out above, personnel turncver was a problem in some sites
and could account for some of the failures to respond. Whenever we were aware
that respondents had left the program the response rates for their programs
were adjusted upward because the non-responses were not actually refusals to

respond. However, in all Tikelihood there was more turnover that we were
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not aware of but we 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 questions (see Appendix B) and the responsé
rate improved considerably. However, because the sociometric items were
dropped, the measurement of the internal connectedness of this program will

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

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

came on the heels of many other DSO-related paperwork obligations also caused
i. some reluctance to respond. We will report later that paperwork was the
’ most frequent source of work strain in many of the programs. In one program,
in fact, several respondents complained that DSO paperwork had expanded to
} the point where it required mo}e time than was spent actually dealing with
the problems of clients.

Finally, a small but vocal handful of program participants in almost
- every progran objected in principle to having their professional activities

evaluated by a distant research team that had no first-hand experience with

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

In order to conduct a Time 1-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 personnel. Because of the short
1ife 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 ocut 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 possib]e to
allow an appropriate interval to elapse before the second wave would 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 minor ways and as a consequence is less comprehensive than originally
intended. With a few 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 fonner]y'independent agencies were tied
into networks of service delivery with other agencies, both public and private.
Methods of coordination, spheres of kesponsibi1ity and the division of labor
among the parts of these complicated systems were not always apparent. An
argument could certainly be made that a flexibly 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 woﬁ]d sacrifice.
Howéver, indistinctly defined boundaries and responsibilities are not synony-
mous with the flexibility fhis argument has in mind. The Tack of clarity
encountered in the DSO programs meant that their activity often took piace 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.



SECTION I
DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION ON THE PROGRAMS
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1. DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILES

The background characteristics of the seven programs are given in Tables
1A to 1E. They show considerable variation, both within and between programs,
in terms of occupational composition, gender ratios, age, race, education and
experience.

Occupationally, not all respondents'pﬁovided easily recogn;zable or clear-
ly defined labels for themselves (Table 1A). Counselors and social workers
were the most numerous, followed by the category “supervisor/coordinator/
administrator," and then probation officers. 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,
whereas in the remaining four programs far greater reliance was placed on
social workers and, interestingly, on adminjstrators.

Most of the participants had academic credentials, about evenly divided
between bachelor's and master's.degrees (Table 1B). By this criterion, the
I11inois 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 Towest in average number of years of professional experiernce
(4.2 years) and Clark County ranked highest (7.2 years). When the three sets
of information in Table 1B are taken together, the seven programs fall into two

fairly distinct categories. Arizona, I11inois, and South Carolina practitioners

were somewhat less educated (in terms of years of schooling and degrees held)
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and less experienced than the members of the programs in Alameda, Clark County,
Delaware, and Spokane. Though the variations were not great, Arizona, I1linois,
and South Carolina also employed proportionally fewer whites (Table 1C) and
substantially larger numbers of practitioners 30 years of age or less (Table
1D).

Different strategies concerning professionalism seem to be indicated by
this, with Arizona, I1linois, and South Carolina representing a less tradi-
tional {younger, less educated, more 1ikely 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 whether these distinctions -
bear any relationship to client characteristics and client outcomes.

Finally, gender breakdowns are given in Table 1E. Women outnumbered men
in all the programs except Alameda County, with the greatest disproportion
(70%) appearing in Delaware. Overall, the ratio of women to men was roughly

6:4,
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TABLE iA.
OCCUPATIONAL COMPOSITION (% ) OF SEVEN 0S0 PROGRAMS

CLARK SOUTH ALL

;!’ ALAMEDA ARIZONA CounTy DELAWARE ILLINOLS CAROLINA  'SPOKANE PROGRAMS
: TREATMENT
Counselor 30.3 25.3 20.0 13.5 7.0 8.6 13.9 19.5
' Houseparent - 3.9 - - - - 2.8 1.
. Social Worker 11.2 19.7 15.0 _§_1_i Ei__:; 34.3 42.2 27.2
% Yoiunteer 2.2 3.9 - 4 - | - - - 1.4
é 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-RELATED
Unspecified - - - - - - 2.8 .3
Probation Officer 12.4 11.8 15.0 - 3.5 - - 7.2
Court Liaison Officer - 1.3 - - - - - .3
ADMINISTRATION
Administrator* 6.7 7.9 15:0 _E%LE_ : _Elll_ 31.5 16.7 14.5
Community Worker/ -
Program Develogmant - 1.3 - - 5.3 8.6 . 2.8 1.4
TECHNICAL STAFF
Consultant - - 5.0 - - - - .3
Researcher - .37 . - - - - .3
Planner - - - - 1.8 - - .3
Attorney 1.0 - - 5.4 - - - .9
SUPPORT STAFF
:Q Accountant - 1.3 - - - - - .3
8usiness Manager 1.1 - - - - - - .3
Statistician - - - - - ?.9 - .3
: Secretary 1.1 3.9 - - 1.8 14.3 2.8 3.2
(] ther Clerical 3.4 - 5.0 2.7 - - 2.8 1.7
: Public Relatidns - 1.3 - - - - - .3
QTHER™" 4.5 8.2 10.0 - 5.3 - - 4.8

* Includes “Supervisors," "Coordinators" and "Adminisirators.
** Tsachar, Hursa, Student, "Change Agent"
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TABLE 1B.

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  MASTER'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 20.0
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



PROGRAM
ALAMEDA
ARIZONA
CLARK COUNTY
DELAWARE
ILLINOIS
SOUTH CAROLINA
SPOKANE

© o ® ) ®
TABLE 1C.
RACIAL BREAKDOWNS FOR THE PARTICIPANTS IN SEVEN DSO PROGRAMS
PERCENT FERCENT PERCENT PERCENT  PERCENT
BLACK WHITE  MEXICAN-AMERICAN OTHER  NO ANSWER
13.5% 82.0% 1.1% 3.3% 0.0%
6.6 72.4 18.4 2.6 0.0
0.0 90.0 - 0.0 0.0 10.0
10.8 81.1 0.0 5.4 2.7
35.1 61.4 0.0. 1.8 1.8
20.0 77.1 0.0 0.0 2.9
2.8 94.4 0.0 2.8 0.0
14.0 77.7 4.3 2.5 1.4

ALL PROGRAMS

—6[-




TABLE 1D.

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

CLARK COUNTY 0.0 15.0 15.0 35.0 10.0 5.0 10.0 10.0 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 32.5 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

-OZ—
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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 0 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 41i8 57.6 0.6



- 22 -

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 analysis based on all eight
items will be reported. It was hoped that these items would reveal any impor-
tant philosophical and strategic differences among the programs. As the dis-
cussion proceeds, it should be clear that profound differences c¢f this sort

were not in evidence.*

Etiology.
Respondents were asked to express, on a scale of 1-9, their degree of
endorsement of the following four items dea]ing‘with etiology:

INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY:

Use the following scale to indicate the «xtent to which you think juve-
niles in trouble are responsib]e for their own problams:

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

INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSIBILITY:

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

Not usually a Usually a major
major factor 1 2 2 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 priority 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 45 6 7 8 9 factor

SOCTAL 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 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 factor

In each case, the higher the number circlad, the more supportive or "Tiberal"
the response, in the sense of Tocating 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 own troubles and not to endorse it implied that part of
the blame does rest with the offendér.

The consensus from one program to another on these items was quite strong,
as Table 2A on the following 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 (mean = 7.6)
PSYCHOLOGICAL ADJUSTMENT (7.0)
INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSIBILITY (5.9)
INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY (5.5)
The same order among these items appeared with minor deviations in each of the
sepdrate pfograms, suggesting that the participants, on the whole, were in
basic agreement that a child's immediate social surroundings were most 1ikely
to be a source of problems, followed by problems of a psychological nature and

problems involving the failure of community institutions. The responses to
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TABLE 2A.

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

ETIOLOGY ITEMS®

INDIVIDUAL b INSTITUTIONAL PSYCHOLOCGICAL

PROGRAM RESPONSIBILITY FACTORS FACTORS
ALAMEDA 5.6 6.0 6.9
ARTZONA 5.3 5.8 6.8
CLARK COUNTY 5.6 5.0 7.1
DELAWARE 5.8 S 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

SOCIAL

~ SURROUNDINGS

7.7
7.5
7.4
7.7
7.6
7.5
7.9

7.6

2 Ttems 3, 5, 6

and 7 in SeCtion IT of the questionnaire

b Higher scores reflect endorsement of the idea that the individual is not

responsible f

or his/her own problems
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the item assessing personal responsibility were something of an anomaly.

Given

the relatively "liberal" 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 will also absolve the offender of a measure of personal respon-

sibility.

The detailed response frequency breakdown on this item assessing indivi-

dual responsibility is instructive. Just 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):

Juvenile is to blame

Juvenile not to blame

—

S W N

INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY

Relative Cumulative
Frequency Proportion Proportion
2 . 6% .6%

10 2.9% 3.5%
18 5.2% 8.7%

28 8.1% 16.9%
139 40.4% 57.3%

60 17.4% 74.7%

47 13.7% 88.4%

33 9.6% 98.0%
7 _2.0% 100. 0%
344 100.0%
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It is true that the largest single segment (a total of 43%) favored the support-
jve 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 who are in trouble, what is the best strategy?

Ordinarily, juve- - Ordinarily, juve-
niles in trouble 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 niles in trouble
should receive ' v should not receive
punishment ' punishment

INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE:

How much effort should those who deal with the problems of juveniles 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
little effort effort

PSYCHOLOGICAL CHANGE:

How much effort should those who deal with the problems of juveniles make
to improve a child's psychological adjustment?

Should be ' Should be given
given very 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 agreat deal of
T1ittle effort effort

CHANGE SURROUNDINGS:

In your opinion, how much effort should those who deal with the problems
of juveniles make to change the immediate social surroundings the juve-
niles have to live with?

Should be Should be given
given very 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 agreat deal of
little effort 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 2B, 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 item 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 "1iberal" than that exhibited by the other three items:
PUNISHMENT AS A STRATEGY

Relative Cumulative
Frequency Proportion Proportion

Juvenile should be T 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%

Juvenile should not .

be punished 9 _40 11.6% 100. 0%

344 100.0%

As with the etiology items, the consensus among the seven programs on
these four strategy items was fairly strong. No one program stood out as drama-
tically more 1ikely to ‘endorse or reject any single approach. It is important
to keep in mind that the strategy items were not presented to the respondents
as mutually exclusive alternatives. They were 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.



- TABLE 2B.

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

3 STRATEGY ITEMS®
- CHANGE

PROGRAM . PUNISHMENT INSTE;X&égﬁAL PSYESEESE?CAL SURROUNDINGS

% ALAMEDA 6.9 6.9 7.7 7.0
: ARIZONA 6.5 7.2 7.6 7.3
'l 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 CAROLINA 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

@ 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, I11inois, and South Caro-
lina, which we characterized as the three less "traditional" programs, would
exhibit noticeably more liberal aggregate profiles on these eight eticlogy and
strategy items, 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 program to program were small in general and bore no obvious rela-
tfonshiprto the demographic compositions of the programs. Nor was there a
clear in&ication 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 attempt to discover distinct patterns in these data, a routine
factor analysis was performed. 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
would involve the emphasis on psychological and individual causes and solutions
as opposed to structural, social or institutional causes and solutions and
another would distinguish between punitive versus non-punitive approaches. The
first of these distinctions would correspond to a division of opinion con-

cerning psychogenic versus sociogenic caus2s and the second would roughly
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TABLE 2¢.

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN DEMOSRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF DSO
PARTICIPANTS AND THEIR ATTITUDES TOWARDH ETIOLZAY AND TREATMENT STRATEGY

ETIOLOGY ITEMS

STRATEGY ITEMS

INDIV-  INSTITU-  PSYCHO-  SOCIAL  PUNISH-  INSTITU-  PSYCHO-  CHANGE
IDUAL  TIONAL LOGICAL MENT _ TIONAL LOGICAL  SURROUNDINGS
CHANGE CHANGE -
ALAMEDA .
RACE .04 -.13 -.09 -.04 a7 -.12 - 17% -.05
GENDER -.04 -.04 -.07 -.03 -.06 -.20%* -.14% - 21%
EDUCATION L20%* 1 - 15 -.07 1g%* .10 -.16% .03
EXPERIENCE .00 -.05 -.09 -.15% .03 -.01 -.07 -.20%*
ARIZONA
RACE -.14 .09 .08 .08 .07 -.02 -.08 -.10
GENDER .01 4 .01 -.20%% .09 .09 .01 -.01
EDUCATION .03 a2 -.18% 7% .00 .14 -.15% .01
EXPERIENCE  -.12 JT6* -.01 .04 .04 .23k -.04 12
CLARK_COUNTY
RACE .- -- - - - - - -
GENDER .08 .00 -.24 -.02 27 -.23 -.38% -2
EDUCATION  -.24 .28 .01 -.01 -.14 -.33 .01 -7
EXPERIENCE  -.16 .09 .16 .01 45w -1 .28 .15
DELAWARE
RACE -.15 .03 .04 .23% .21 a7 .22% 19
: GENDER J24* .06 a7 -.08 .05 .15 -.06 -.00
@ EDUCATION .01 .10 -.08 .04 .10 -.06 -.10 .07
EXPERIENCE  -.01 - .15 .19 -.01 -.15 R T N
' ILLINOIS
RACE -.16 .05 -.28% . 20% .05 -.12 =37k -.27k*
GENDER -.00 .20% -.10 -.15 .06 .06 - -.01
EDUCATION  -.10 .03 -.10 -.20% 24+ -.04 -.20% -.15
EXPERIENCE .06 .06 -.06 -.05 -.07 -.05 .13 12
SOUTH_CAROLINA
RACE -.30%  -.09 -4gex 07 .03 -.08 .17 .20
GENDER L27% .23% .02 .04 R N 1 a7
EDUCATION .06 .20 .18 -.14 RYEs g0 -.16 -.06
EXPERIENCE  -.20 .03 -.12 -.00 .04 .05 -.22 -.23%
SPOKANE
RACE .15 -.25% -7 -.18 A0k L 20k -.25% -.16
GENDER -.01 -.24% -.07 -.15 -.03 -.13 -.22% .01
EDUCATION  -.10 -.25% -7 .24 L45%x .03 -.10 -.03
EXPERIENCE .06 1 .02 -.23%  -M .02 -.07 -.28%*
ALL PROGRAMS
RACE -.09% .00 -0% -2 Jdowex L g8 - 17k - 10%+
GENDER .04 .06 -.04 -.10%%  08* -.02 - 14%nx -.06
EDUCATION .03 .09* <07 -0 J1gaek .00 - 15kn .05
EXPERIENCE  -.03 .04 -.01 -.02 .02 .01 .02 -.04

a Al1 respondents were white .
One asterisk represents p < .10, two represent p< .05, and three represent p<.0l.
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parallel the conservative-liberal split over whether juvenile misdeeds are acts
3 of will or reactions to circumstances largely beyond the control of the indi-

vidual.

When the responses were factor analyzed, a solution was produced which
indicated that individual practitioners can be arrayed on three dimensions, one
comprised 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

i three bore Tittle or no relationship to their score on either of the other two.

Thus, a person could score consistently high, or low, or medium on all three
dimensions. As an example of what this means, it would 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 were calculated 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 1ittle 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 2D below displays the results on this analysis.

: * Principal cOmponents analysis, varimax rotation. Three factors had eigenvalues
T above 1.0. Analyses performed separately for the seven programs produced
; basically similar results.
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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 Pum’tivea
DIVERSION STRATEGY Dimension Dimension Dimension
Alameda (Family .00 -.04 .18

Counseling)
Arizona (Advocacy) -.08 .10 A1
Clark County (Family .01 -.58 12
Counseling) -

Delaware (Eclectic) .17 .03 .16
I11inois (Advocacy) 18 _.03 .05

South Carolina 12 .09 .13

(Eclectic)
Spokane (Eclectic) -.22 .18 .24
8 positive scores represent non-punitive responses
FACTOR LOADINGS
QUESTIONNAIRE Psychological Structural Punitive
ITEMS . "~ Dimension Dimension  Dimension

1. Individual Responsibility .16 .01 .78
2. Punishment as a Strategy -.09 .18 .76
3. Institutional Factors -.23 .60 .30
4, Psycholpgical Factors .79 -.03 .06
5. Social Surroundings .55 .36 -.01
6. Change Social Surroundings .34 .72 -.11
7. Psychological Change .81 .02 .02
8. Institutional Change .08 .79 .15
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Individuals in the Delaware and IT11inois 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 1ikely
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 norm, however, is apparent
on the structural dimension. Clark County participants were clearly Tess like-
1y than those in other programs to think in terms of these structural and insti-
tutional causes and solutions.

It is interesting to compare these results with what is known about the
actual approaches to treatment that the different programs adopted. Program
organizers in Clark County and A]ameda described their programs as emphasizing
family crisis counseling, Arizona and I11inois 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 20. The clearest difference is that the participants
in the two family counseling-oriented programs, Clark County and Alameda, tended
to be a little less punitive than the average, a distinction they shared with
one "eclectic" program, Delawaée. The participants in one of the family coun-
seling programs, Clark County, were also noticeably less 1ikely to emphasize
structural causes and solutions, though they were no more Tikely than the aver-
age to stress psychological problems and solutions. Two of the three eclectic

programs, South Carolina and Spokane, were distinctive, in two ways. The par-

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

and were more likely to adopt a punitive stance toward juveniles. 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 comparisons are inconclusive at best and should be regarded
with caution. Remember that these relative differences exist in a context
that, overall, was generally Tiberal (Tables 2A and 2B). Note also that'whi1e
those in charge 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 philosophically than would be
expected given just the statement of preferred diversion strategy from the

policy makers in the different programs.

Summary.

In short, from this analysis no very profound philosophical differences
ambng the programs should be assumed. Rather, what appears to be the case is
noticeable but for the moét 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. Not to discover greater philosophical polarities is
something of a surprise, for it implies 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.
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3. DECISION-MAKING ARRANGEMENTS

Relationships between the DSO decision makers and their subordinates
were assessed by a series of questions in Section IV of the questionnaire.

Note that parallel questions werzs 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 involves the comparison of three dif-
ferent styles of supervision, participative (decisions 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 organizatipns,(rathér 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 be structured along participative lines and, as 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 except the one in Delaware more than'threé-fourths of
the responses fell into the two categories specifying participation. Delaware
was an exception because about a third of the participants there reported a
laissez faire péttern. In no instance was the directive style reported 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



PROGRAM
ALAMEDA
ARTZONA
CLARK COUNTY
DELAWARE
ILLINOIS
SOUTH CAROLINA
SPOKANE

ALL PROGRAMS

TABLE 3A.

STYLES OF DECISION-MAKING AS
REPORTED BY SUBORDINATES

DECISION-MAKING PATTERNS
MUCH DISCUSSION

LITTLE DISCUSSION

PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
MUTUAL  SUPERVISOR'S RESPONDENT'S MUTUAL  SUPERVISOR'S RESPONDENT'S
DECISIONS . DECISIONS  DECISIONS DECISIONS  DECISIONS  DECISIONS
52.1% 4.2% 7.0% 23.9% 9.9% 2.8%
73.1 1.5 6.0 14.9 1.5 3.0
64.7 0.0 5.9 . 11.8 5.9 11.8
51.7 3.4 13.8 6.9 3.4 20.7
50.0 5.3 5.3 28.9 7.9 2.6
63.3 6.7 3.3 16.7 6.7 3.3
60.0 4.0 0.0 20.0 4.0 12.0
59.6 3.6 6.1 18.8 5.8 6.1

_LE—
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from 86.6% in South Carolina to 97% in Arizona. Viewed in this way, profes-
sional autonomy was a reality 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% 1in Arizona to 19ws of 69% in Delaware and 61% in I11inois. Not surpris-
ingly, most people also approved of the style of decision making in their pro-
gram, judging from the results in Table 3B. 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-
tuality was reported by trom 70% to 100% of the supervisors responding and a
great deal of discussion was indicated by‘mofe than 80% in all seven programs.
Delaware again stands out as the only program in which a Taissez 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 (18.2%).

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, howevef, one significant exéeption. 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 4.19 81.1% 14.9%
ARTZONA 1.5 83.8 14.7
CLARK COUNTY 0.0 82.4 17.6
DELAWARE 10.3 79.3 10.3
ILLINOIS 0.0 71.4 28.6
SOUTH CAROLINA 0.0 83.9 16.1
SPOKANE 4.0 76.0 20.0
ALL PROGRAMS 2.8 80.1 17.1



PROGRAM
ALAMEDA
ARIZONA
CLARK COUNTY
DELAWARE
ILLINOIS
SOUTH CAROLINA
SPOKANE

ALL PROGRAMS

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
DECISIONS - DECISIONS DECISIONS DECISIONS  DECISIONS DECISIONS
75.9% 6.9% 0.0% . 17.2% 0.0% 0.0%
75.9 0.0 10.3 | 10.3 3.4 0.0
100.0 0.0 0.0 : 0.0 0.0 0.0
53.8 7.7 23.1 | 15.4 0.0 0.0
83.3 0.0 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0
63.6 18.2 0.0 9.1 0.0 9.1
90.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0
75.0 4.5 5.4 13.4 0.9 0.9

—OV_
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TABLE 3D.

WA i R e AR

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

PERCENT WHO PREFER:

: LESS SAME MORE

i 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

f SPOKANE 0.0 90.0 10.0

i ALL PROGRAMS 2.6 76.9 20.5
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TABLE 3E.
FREQUENCY AND QUALITY OF SUPERVISOR-SUBORDINATE CONTACTS
REPORTED REPORTED
BY SUBORDINATES BY SUPERVISORS
3 MEAN MEAN . MEAN MEAN b
; FREQUENCY QUALITY FREQUENCY QUALITY
r ALAMEDA 3.5 6.9, 3.4 7.6
ARIZONA 4.3 7.4 4.3 7.4
CLARK COUNTY 2.4 7.2 3.0 8.5
DELAWARE 4.0 6.6 4.1 6.6
ILLINOIS 2.7 6. 3.3 7.4
: SOUTH CAROLINA 4.1 7.4 4.7 6.7
T SPOKANE 3.7 6.8 4.1 6.9
ALL PROGRAMS 3.6 7.0 3.9 7.3
aResponse Categories:
ﬁ 2 3 4 5 6
g Less Than About Several Once Or Several Almost
: Once Once Times Twice Times Constantly
~ A Week A Week A Week A Day A Day

bResponse Categories:

The time is almost The time is almost
never helpful to me —1 234567839 ~ 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 ranked
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 replies of subordinates reported in the same table, the quality of the

contacts was rated quite favorably. In short, the strain over matters of
Teadership 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 effcrt reiied heavily on a democratic style of decision making. This
is not surprising given the nature of the wofk in which most of the practi-

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

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

prising is the overall degree of consensus between superyisors and their subor-
dinates on this topic. 1In some work settings what is seen as democratic par-
ticipation by the rank and file can mean an erosion of influence tor 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 delivery. Despite\their expressed
philosophical differences and differences in their strategies ofiimp1ementa-
tion, all the progfams were established with a relatively small 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 geographical areas ranging considerably in extensiveness, from
a single city to entire counties and multi-county areas. The programs in
Delaware, South Carolina; and I11inois were state-wide but in the latter two
only selected components were included 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 expectation was that the separate agencies in the
system would be coordinatéd by the center and, therefore, they would cohere
functionally, that is, they would cooperate and exchange resources among them-
selves in ways that would create the conditions for a lasting network of seryice
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 .



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
Timited 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 1ike those of other
agencies or even just compatible with them, and it also compromises its in-
terests if it changes its methods of operation to.accommodate a.funding source,
For this reason inter-agency ties and agency-funding source ties are always
1ikely 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 over contracéua] obligations and treatment
strategies were often mentioned in conversations with program partiéipants.
Sarason, et. al.,** take this argument even further by insisting that
stable inter-agency networks are likely to suryive only when money is not the
keystone of the relationship, in fact when it is explicitly excluded fram 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 fraémentation of the network back into its indivi-
dual constituent parfé 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 ‘and separately for the same
lTimited resources and the same pool of potential'clients is Tikely 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
Tinked agencies offering services that differ only superficially because they
héve compromised their objectives in the interest of a stable exchange with
other agencies and with the funding sour&e is not apt to be much of an improve-
ment. For purposes of evaluation, the pos$sibility of such a dilemma creates
serious prob1ems of interpretation. If we.have not overstated the case, it
is possible that a tight-knit and closely coordinated system can also be
counterproductive and, if so, the DSO mandate may have Tead 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 "nonjsystems" to be considered successful, and when do
they in fact only indicate thaf the administrative core is not doing its job
and that no coordinated service-delivery program exists? What is involved in
this discussion is the question of the definition of program success. The fact
is that very disparate outcomes can be seen from different perépectives 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
participants to record their three closest work contacts among the other
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 1ikely to offer support in difficult situa-
tions, and those most 1ikely to be a reliable source of advice and counsel.

(In Alameda County the soqiometric analysis was replaced by an alternative
method of assessing the agency-center and agency-agency linkages. Participants
were asked to think of specific individuals who were their closest work con-
tacts and whom 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 resuits 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 c¢f each program.
(Because a socjometric 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 4B). 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 1ike Arizona 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, I11inofs 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 closer 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.



e ® o ° ® ) o ) ® ®
TABLE 4A.
AGENCY-CENTER CONTACTS:
PROPORTION OF ALL SOCIOMETRIC CHOICES DIRECTED BY PARTICIPANTS TOWARD MEMBERS OF
THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF IN THEIR DSO PROGRAM
PROFESSIONAL PROFESSIONAL PROFESSTONAL - ALL FIVE
INFLUENEE RESPECT SUPPORT ADVICE SCCI0METRIC
HORK CONTACTS NOMINATIONS NOMINATIONS NOMINATIONS NOMINATIONS (QUESTIONS
To To To ' To To To
Total  Center Total  Center Total = Center Total Center Total Center Total  Center
PROGRAM Exercised No. (%) Rank { Exercised No. (%) Rank | Exercised Mo. (%) Rank| Exercised No. (%) Rank | Exercised Ho. (%) Rank [ Exercised No. (%) Rank
ALAMEDA* 163 56 (34) 3 140 56 (40) 3 143 42 {29) 5 135 55 (41) 3.5 132 37 (28) § 713 246(35) 5
ARIZONA 158 25 (16) 6 144 21 (15) 7 151 - 32 (21) 6.5 145 40 (28) 7 143 20 (14) 6 741 139(19) 6
CLARK CO. 30 25 (83) 1 27 22 (81) 1 24 21 (87) 1 25 24 (96) 1 27 22 (81) 1 133 114(86} 1
DELAWARE 90 9 (10) 7 78 16 (21} 6 77 16 (21) 6.5 66 23 (35) 5 71 5 (7) 7 382 69(18) 7
ILLINOIS 101 32 (32} 4 85 33 (39) 4 89 34 (38) 3 74 -35 (a7) 2 84 27 (32) 3 433 161(37) 2.5
SO. CAROLINA 68 15 (22) 5 44 20 (45) 2 62 25 (40) 2 - 58 24 (41) 3.5 56 20 (36) 2 288 104(36) 4
SPOKANE 44 24 (55) 2 37 12 (32) 5 33 11 (33) 4 38 11 (29) 6 32 10 (31) 4 184 68(37) 2.5
MEAN % (36%) (392) (38.4%) (45.3%) (32.72) (382)

* Based on a non-sociometric question that asked for agency membership, not names, of closest associates.
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TABLE 4B.

AGENCY-AGENCY CONTACTS:
PROPORTION OF SOCIOMETRIC CHOICES {EXCLUDING THOSE DIRECTED TOWARD THE CENTER) THAT WERE
DIRECTED TO MEMBERS OF AGENCIES OUTSIDE THAT OF THE RESPONDENT

PROFESSIONAL PROFESSIONAL PROFESSIONAL ALL FIVE
INFLUENCE RESPECT SUPPORT ADVICE SOCIOMETRIC
WORK CONTACTS NOMINATIONS NOMINATIONS NOMINATIONS NOMINATIONS QUESTIONS
Inter- Inter~ Inter- Inter- Inter- Inter-
Agency . Ngency - Agency Agency Agency Agency
PROGRAM Total #o. (%) Rank |Total No. (%) Rank [Total No. (%) Rank {Total No. {%) Rank] Total No. (%) Rank |Total No. (%) Rank
ALAMEDA* 107 34 (32) © a3 18 (22) 7 10t 21 (21) 7 8o 22 (270 7 95 24 (25) 6 466 119 (25) 7
ARIZONA 133 35 (26) 7 123 35 (28) 6 119 43 (36) 5 106 40 (38) 5.5| 123 48 (39) 5 603 201 (33) 5
CLARK CO. 5 3 (60) 2 5 3 (60) 2 3 3 (100) 1 1 1 (100) 1 5 3 (60) 3 19 13 {68) 2
DELAWARE 81 37 (46) 4 62 31 (50) 4 61 29 (48) & 43 20 (47) 4 66 35 (53) 4 313 152 (49) 4
ILLINOIS 69 38 (55) 3 52 29 (56) 3 55 34 (62) 3 39 27 (69) 3 57 37 (65) 2 272 165 (61) 3
SO. CAROLINA 53 20 (38) 5 24 8 (33 5 37 11 (30) 6 34 13 (38) 5.5 36 4 (11 7 184 56 (30) 6
SPOKANE 20 14 (70) 1 25 21 (89) 1 22 18 (82) 2 27 23 (85) 2 22 17 (77) 1 116 93 (80) 1
MEAN % (46.8%) (47.6%) (54.1%) {57.7%) (47.1%) (44.4%)

* Based on a non-sociometric question that asked for agency membership, not names, of closest associates.
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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 adyice. 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. A1l of the respondents to the survey were public employees and
the distinction between "Central" and "non-Central" members was difficult to
draw and somewhat artificial as a result. It is probable that problems of
coordination and conflict were minimal in this program 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 was abparent in ITlinois. 1In 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 IT1inois, an agency coordinator was assigned to each geographic area in
which the program operated.
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pronounced. Its profile in Table 4A is generally similar to that of I1linois:
much Tless 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 also
apparent on the other four sociometric dimensions.

Finally, in terms of the pattern it displayed on several of the sccio-
metric dimensions, South Carolina was among the more centra’ized group of pro-
grams; however, because of its unique features it must be treated separately.
In this program most of the practitioners who responded to the evaluation were
public employees of Youth Service Bureaus in‘the counties of Greenyille,
Spartanburg and Lexington, agencﬁes whose activyities 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 total
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



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 1ittle to do with whether the system as we found it was
likely to atter its pattern or persist beyond the pericd 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 administrative
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 two programs is a greater density of
ties in general pulling together the different parts of the system, inciuding
the administrative core, into aﬁ 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.



- 54 -

there was also comparatively 1ittle 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 specific
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-égency»ties it did display an
extreme pattern: on three of the five dimensions it ranks at the very bottom
among all programs.

IT1inois represented a midway category in terms of inter-agency contact.

It ranked third of seven on four of the five sociometric 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. What 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 'Clark
County and Spokane) in Delaware, South Carolina and, to a lesser extent,
ITlinois 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 dispersion is clearly not the
only factor influencing the density of inter-agency ties.

Disregarding for the moment the variations in the completeness of our
information, the foregoing data do suggest some tentative conclusions. Clark
County and Spokane stand out in each of the comparisons as programs with fre-
quent Tinkages among all their part;.. I111ndis would fall into the same cate-
gory but with a somewhat Tower 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 I11linois and South Carolina (because only fragments of the
programs were surveyed), the rémaining 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
Delaware based on relatively infrequent interaction among the participating
agenciés in the program. It is tempting to give a direct interpretation to
these differences, because common sense suggests that programs in which the
parts of the system are closely tinked with the administrative core and at the

same time tightly bound to each uther ape clearly more “"coordinated” or
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"integrated" or "cooperative" (in the sense in which these terms are applied
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 concluding 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 of Inter-Agency Work Contacts.

By use of a technique called smallest space analysis (a form of multi-
dimensional scaling), sociometric data based on work contacts can be made to
yield a geometric, visual representation of the communication Tinkages tying
the members of a network.to each other. This can be a useful supplement to
the statistical analyses of choice patterns offered above.

This technique requires first that a measure called "path distance" be
computed which specifies the number of choice 1inks in the chains that connect
each individual in the network to all of the others. In this process the pair,
or dyadic relationship, is the unit of analysis. If A directly names D as a
work contact, for example, the path distance (A-»D) separating them is 1. If
A has no direct work tie to D but does have contact with B who has a 1ink to C
who in turn interacts with D, then the path distance between A and D is 3
(A>B—>C->D). Once the path distances separating all the possible pairs in
a given program were computed, these measures were subjected to the Guttman-
Lingoes Smallest 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., Structural Models: An Introduction to
Directed Graphs. New York: Wiley, 1965. Smallest Space Analysis 1is ably ex-
plained and demonstrated in Laumann, Edward 0. and Franz U. Pappi, Networks
of Collective Action: A Perspective on Community Influence. New York: Academic
Press, 1976.




the following 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 earh 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 gnod knowledge of the total pattern of individual-individual
Tinkages), 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 distribution
that reflects the actual working relationships among all the program participants.
With smallest space analysis the computer is able to produce and process the
total pattern of direct and indirect 1inkages that this spatial representation
requires and then plot the results in figures such as those that are reproduced
beTow.

These visual plots are useful but must be interpreted with some caution.
An SSA plot gives a good idea of where different individuals and functional
subunits stand relative to all others but does not convey an accurate impression
of the overall density of ties. Moreover, the result of a gma11est space
analysis 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 suggested 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 I1linois and
South Carolina a similar problem arose for a different reason. In each of
these two cases, only part of the overall DSO program was selected for examina-
tion by the national evaiuation and, therefore, the visual representations

reflect the inter-connections among the evaluatéd parts. Moreover, in I1linois,

unlike the other programs, a Targe 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 characterization of this program. Finally,
in South Carolina it will also bé 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 miﬁd, 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 unit 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 “official"
rosters provided by program directors. It was not possible to determine in
many cases whether they represented actual DSO participants who were over-
Tooked in the enumeration process or individuals who had contact with the pro-
gram without actually being part of it. They were retained in the SSA plots
because they provided 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 centact between practitioners and the adminis-
trative staff was relatively infrequent.

The smallest space "map" for Arizona is in many ways the most interesting
of the six (Figure 4A). The central coordinating 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 agencies which comprised the
service delivery system. More often than not the different agencies were rela-
tively separate from each other,* but many of them had one or two indiyiduals
who were drawn toward the central core and, therefore, represented 1iaison
individuals, or "boundary spanners." By probing, we were able to learn -thit the
members of the central staff who occupied the pesitions most proximate to the
surrcunding agencies (that is, those located in the "fingers" 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 Tittle direct agency-to-
agency interaction. Most of the practitjoner-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 Tlinkages were funnelled. Incidentally, one of the unique features of

this program was the use of a "Mobile Diversion Unit" which was free to move

* Individuals in agency 'k,' for example, would have virtually no direct contact
with those in 'P' or 'B'.
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about physically to respond to juvenile problems as they occurred. This
unit, Tabelled 'B' 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 'G' 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 Tittle contact with the rest
of the DSO network, but its director occupied a ﬁosition very near the center
of program activity, a fact which probably reflects that person's efforts to
advance the interests of the agency vis-a-vis the administrative center.
Finally, it is interesting to note that individuals '82' and '84' invsite 'u!
were program evaluators and individual '6' was a liaison person assigned to
facilitate their work with the program.

In varying degrees the maps for Delaware (Figure 4C), I1linois (Figure
4D), 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 ‘C,' 'D,' 'E,' and 'F') 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 {'F') was most centrally Tocated, and there was at least one indiyidual
in each of the program's 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 'A') by no means
dominated the center of the network space. Its members were fairly dispersed,
especially when 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 1linked 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 agéncy-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
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
given the Tow 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 '4' in site
'D,' occupied a position clearly removed from the other personnel who functioned
as program administrators. Individuals 'T1,' '2,' and '3,' who occupied the
intervening space closer to the centroid, were members of agencies {'A,' 'B,'
and 'C') which, though they were not the grantee, had a hand in the running of

the program.
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The second point of interést is the fact that the different sub-parts
of the prcgram did not cohere as distinct "groups" on the map. This is
quite apparent in the case of the members of sites 'E' and 'F.' These are
"multiple 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 what
is meant by the different inter-organizational strategies suggested by these
network data. To concentrate again on just the two relatively clear-cut
types, those represented by Arizona and Delaware, on one hand and, on the
other, Spokane and Clark County, it would appear that the first two represent
inter-agency exchanges that fo]]owed'a rather‘fonual pattern: relatiyely iso-
lated units 1inked 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-
prfsing. The Arizona program, in contrast, relied on a large number of private
agencies, and a highly rationalized (even "bureaucratized") system of relation-
ships is somewhat surprising.

In Spokane and Clark County the patterns of ties that emerged do not sug-
gest such clear "channels" of interchange. To the contrary, a more personalis-
tic system is indicated, that is, the binding together of the different agen-
cies in the program by way of a much larger number of direct (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 sufficient that they be mglgj;agenc& systems;
they were expeacted 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 c]ear]y'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 Tinkages.**

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 stiructure more

successful than others in creating a favorable work environment? How does an

individual's Tocation 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 indirect ties
at all with other practitioners.

**In Spokane there were groups isolated from other groups, but almost no truly
isolated individuals.



- 64 -

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 participants.



FREEFIESPRER

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 . . . . . « « v v v v v v v v i e e e e
Moblie Diversion Unit . . . . . . . . . o . o ..o L s e
Associations for Youth Development, Inc. . . . . . . . . + +« + « « . .
Free Clinic of Tuscon . . . . . . . . . v v v v v v v v v v v v v .

Autumn HoUSE . v & v v v ot et ot e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

New Directions for Young Women . . . . . . . . . ¢ v v v v v v v v v

Project PPEP . . . & v v i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

Congress Street School . . . . . . .« « v v i v it e e e e e
Open-Inn, InCc. . . . . & 0 i i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
Invisible Theater . . . . . . . . . o v o o i o i i e e e
Sunnyside Junior High School . . . . . . . . . . « . v v v v o o ..
Tuscon YMCA--NYPUM Project . . . . . . « o v v v v o v v v v v v v e
Shining Star Learning Center . . . . . . ¢« « « v « v v v i v e e e e

Local Evaluation Staff . . . . . & & . v v v v i e e e e e e e e e
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FIGURE 4B

VISUAL DISPLAY OF THE NETWORK FEATURES OF THE CLARK COUNTY DSO PROGRAM

70 a0 90 100

50 60
P2 B TR AN B B Y R

&

~-90 =80 ~70 =80 -50 -—-40 =30 =20 -i0 ¥ 10 20 30 40
* L ok B &k ow ok ko ok kR Ry & Rk kK kxR kR

Guttman-Lingoes Two-Dimensional Smallest Space Solution
Centroid ,C, is -15.606, -32.278

FERESFREFEAR AR EFIS LA GRE LTS

UNENCIRCLED POINTS are members of agencies outside the
official/DSO network :
SHADED AREA encloses the administrative core of the program

PRI ILL A QGEAEE TR AR EELRAREEL AR FAE TR E QRS F P TSP LS EERERES
{
E-2

ok ok % sk oip Nk kX sk Kk R k¥ W otk ok ok w ok ok ok bk ok % b &k ko R ¥ kW kW ok %k kY b X ;*-lOO
«]00 =90 =BG =70 =60 =50 =40 ~30 =20 ~10 ¥ 10 200~ 30 40 60 60 70 ao 90 100




- 68 -

FIGURE 4B, Continued,
AGENCY CODES FOR CLARK COUNTY
AGENCY
Health and Welfare Planning Council . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ...
Department of Socjal and Health Services . . . . . . . . . . .. . ..
Albertino Kerr Center for Children . . . . . . . . ¢ . . .« o . ..
Clark County Juvenile Court . . . . . & v ¢ ¢ v v v v v v v e o v v
Multiple Impact Therapy Team #1 . . . . .« . « ¢ v v v v v v v v o v &
Multiple Impact Therapy Team #2 . . . . ¢« . « v ¢ v v v v v o o v o

Youth OQUutreach . . . v v v v et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
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_ FIGURE 4C
VISUAL DISPLAY OF THE NETWORK FEATURES OF THE DELAWARE DSO PROGRAM
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FIGURE 4C, Conti

nued,

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 . . . . . . . . ..o ...
Family Court: New Castle County . . . . . . . . . . . .. ...
Kent County . . . . . . « « v v v v v v v v v v .,
Sussex County . . . . . .. e e e e e e e e e e e
Family Services of Northern Delaware . . . . v v v v v v v v v v v . .
Peoples' Place II . . . . .« ¢ i i i v i i i e e e e e e e e e
Delaware Curative Workshop . . . . . . . . v . v v v v v v v v v v
Turn About Counseling Center . . . . v v v v v v v v v e e e e e e

Diviéion of Services to Children and Youth

..............
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FIGURE 4D
VISUAL DISPLAY OF THE NETWORK FEATURES OF THE ILLINOGIS DSO PROGRAM
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FIGURE 4D, Continued,

AGENCY CODES FOR ILLINOIS

AGENCY
I11inois Status Offender Serv
LaSalle Youth Service Bureau
Macon County: Youth Advocate

Foster Homes

ices Staff . . . . . . . .. . ...

Program . . . . . +« « v v v v e 0 v

Piatt, Shelby, Moultrie Counties: Youth Advocate Program . . . . . .

Piatt County Probation and Court Services . . . . . . . . . . . ...

DeWitt Court Probation Department . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ..

McLean County: Project 0Z
Mental Health
. Foster Homes

Livingston County:  Institute

Center, Inc. . . . . v v v v v v v ..

---------------------

for Human Resources . . . . v v « « . .

Foster Homes . . . & v v v v v v e e e e e e

The Woodlawn Organization .

---------------------

Thornton Township Youth Committee Program, Inc. . . . . . . . . . ..

Southwest YWCA . . . . . .
Chicago Youth Centers . . .
Better Boys Foundation . .

Firman House . . . . . . .

MEB, Inc. . . . . . . . ..
Little People . . . . . . .
Community Advancement Program

Methodist Youth Services .

---------------------

---------------------

---------------------

---------------------

. . . . . . . € 3 & ‘e s s e« & s s = e s s

--------------------

---------------------

Youth Enrichment Services, Inc. . . . . . v ¢ v v v v v v v v e e

New Life House . . . . . .



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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0000

Alston Wilkes . . . . .
Columbia Youth Bureau .
Shannondora (Caroselle)
St. Luke's Center . . .
Lexington Youth Bureau .
Greenville Youth Bureau

Spartanburg Youth Bureau

-----------------------

-----------------------

-----------------------

-----------------------



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. . . . . . . . . . . oo ..
Salvation Army Spokane Booth Care Center . . . . . . . . . .« . . . ..
Phase II Group Home . . . . & « & & v & v v v v e v e e e e e e e
Catholic Family Services . . . . . « . v v v v v v e v e e e e e e e
Children's Home Society of Washington . . . . . .. . . . . .. ...
Lutheran Family and Child Services . . . . . . . v v ¢ v v v v v v o
Department of Social and Health Services . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..
Spokane Community Mental Health Center . . . . . . . . . .. .. ..
YWCA Youth Resource Center . . . . . . .. e e e e e e e e e e e e
Youth Help Association . . . . . . . . v ¢ v v v v v e e e e
Spokane Center for Youth Services . . . . . v v v v v v v v v v o .

YMCA L o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
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5. ELEMENTS OF JOB STRAIN

Surveys of work settings routinely include measures of job satisfaction,
alienation and work strain, but the reasons for including them are not always
clear. For a Tong time it was assumed that there must be a direct connection
between these subjective states and productivity, and thus their Tinkage to
considerations of efficiency and effectiveness. This is no longer an assump-
tion that is 1ikely 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 its 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 Tikelihood that individuals or
agencies characterized by subjectively unrewarding work circumstances would
probably be Tess willing to continue 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 program's 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 1ife 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 guestionnaire contained thirty Likert-type items
asking the respondents to record the frequency with which they were troubled
about different aspects of the work-environment, where 1: = “never troubled"
and 5 = "constantly troubled." These items are réproduced 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 item with
the least favorable pattern of replies was item 9, which deals with the amount
of paper work generated by DSO. Of the remainingApredominant1y unfavorable
items, two deal with the availability of work-re]ated information (5, 6), two
with the individual's judgment of his/her own skills and the ability to use
them (7, 12) and one with the pressqreé of the work Toad (4).

When the programs are compared to each other, Clark County stands out as
the one least characterized by strain. It had the Towest average score on no
fewer than twenty-five of the thirty items. No single program represents the
opposite, unfavorable, pole, though I11inois and Spokane each recorded the
greatest strain on thirteen of the thirty items.

These results are presented in a different, abbreviated form in Table 5B.
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 jtems which had their
strongest loadings on that factor):*

1. AUTHORITY: Concern over patterns of decision-making and responsi-
bitity 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 5A.
ITEMS MEASURING JOB STRAIN

BELOW IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT SOMETIMES TROURLE PEOPLE IN THEIR
WORK. USING THE CODE LETTERS PROVIDED, INDICATE HOW FREQUENTLY
YOU FEEL TROUBLED BY EACH ITEM IN YOUR WORK FOR THE DSO PROGRAM.

A B ¢ 0 E
NEVER RARELY SOMETIMES OFTEN CONSTARTLY

Fee]xng that you have too Tittle authority to carry out the responsibilities
7 assigned to you in the program.

___ Being unclear on just what the scope and responsibilities of your job in the

program are.

___ Not knowing what opportunities for promotion or advancement exist for you in
7 the program.

___Feeling that you have too heavy a workload, one that you can't finish in a

normal day.

____Feeling that the information you need in your DSO work comes too late to be

of much use.

___ Feeling that DSO organization is unable to keep you informed about changing
T conditions and problems that may affect your work.

____ Feeling that you need more training to do your job properly.

Be1ng convinced that the DSO organization is unable to create a meaningful
T and rewarding work atmosphere for its personnel.

Th1nk1ng the meetings and paper work required by the DSO program take up too
" much of your time.

____ Thinking that you'll not be able to satisfy the conflicting demands of various

people who rank above you in the DSO program.

___Feeling that you are not fully qualified to handle your job because you need

more experience in working with juveniles.

Not having enough opportun1ty to do the things you feel you are best at doing.
—_ Thinking you cannot get the information about the problems and needs of
Jjuveniles that is necessary to do your job properly.

__ Not being able to try out your own ideas on the job.

" Feeling that your progress on the job so far has not been what it should be.
—__ Having to make decisions that affect other people working for the DSO program
T before you fully understand their problems.

____ Thinking that you are unable to influence the decisions and actions of those

who evaluate your work in the DSO program.

___ Not knowing what those who judge your work in the DSO program think ef your

work or how they evaluate your performance.

____Thinking that the amount of work you have to do for the NSO program interferes

with how well it gets done.

____Feeling that you have to de things for the DSO program that are against your
7 better judgement.

___ Mot knowing what resources are available to meet the needs of juveniles in
T the program.

___ Fesling that the DSO organization does not show enough concern for the

weliare and satisfaction of those who work in the program.

____ Mot knowing what the people you normally work with in the DSO program think

of you.
____Thinking that your future progress on your job in the DSO program is not
T 1ikely to be what it should be.

____Th]n&1ng that you have too much responsibility delegated to you by your

superiors in the DSO program.

____Believing that others in the DSO organization get ahead by making less of a
T contribution to the program than you do.

____ Thinking that your DSO work does not give you enough freedom to choowe your
co-workers.

____Beljeving that there are too many rules and regulations to restrict you in

T your DSO work.

____ Feeling that those above you in the DOS program don't pay enough attention

to your own opinions about your work in the program. .
Feeling that your skills and qualifications don't count enough in determining
your progress in the DSO program.
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TABLE 5A.

MEAN SCORES ON THIRTY ITEMS MEASURING
CONCERN OVER VARIOUS SOURCES OF JOB STRAIN

CLARK SOUTH
ITEM ARIZONA ALAMEDA CO.  DELAWARE ILLINOIS CAROLINA SPOKANE TOTAL
g 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
L 3 2.0 2.0 (1.8)  (1.8) 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.0
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
16 2.1 1.9 (1.7) - 2.1 2.1 2.0 2.2 2.0
7 21 2.5 (1L.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 ﬁ 2.2
f 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
26 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 Lo 1.5
- 27 14 L7 (L2) 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)
i ON SIX COMPOSITE DIMENSIONS REPRESENTING CONCERN OVER
: DIFFERENT SOURCES OF WORK STRAIN

' CLARK SOUTH

g 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 -0l -.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. ?ROFESSION?L 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 positiye 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
the unusually Tow 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 ré]ative]y small and cohesive but showed comparatively
high Tevels 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, Spokane's participants clearly had a wide range of
concerns but were most 1ikely 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
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program's participantswere well above the average in professional training
(Table 1B) 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 without 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, per se. Nevertheless, an inter-agency seryice delivery
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 Teft such considerations
completely in the hands of individual agencies. The formal designation by
program organizers of liaison positions charged with facilitating 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 I1linois also expressed some concern over
career progress and professional uncertainty but clearly their primary concern
was related to the availability of impsrtant work-related information. This is
apparent in Table 58 and can be seen in more detail in Table 5A. A1l four of the
items dealing with this prob]em.(s, 6, 13, and 22) showed unusual levels of con-
cern. Note that these are items that have directly to do with the way the DSO
program functioned and cannot easily be attributed to extraneous factors in the
surrounding community 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 I1linois.
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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 recorded below average levels of strain on most dimen-
sions. The Alameda County program was characterized by problems that we have
labeled "bureaucratization" and which involyed concern over rules and regula-
tions, paper work and limitations on the use of personal judgment in iatters
concerning the work.

In summary, the findings on job strain revealed no single source of oyer-
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 ré1ative

differences among the programs. The fact that some were comparativé]y more

stressful than others on selected itemé or dimensions should not be allowed to
obscure the conclusion that was stated at the outset, namely, that the overail
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 I11inois and Delaware echoes some
findings that were apparent in the earlier discussion of decision making
patterns. See in particular Tables 3A, 3B, and 3E. The respondents in
these two programs generally expressed Tess satisfactionwith decision-
making arrangements than those in other programs.
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SECTION IT

ASSESSMENTS OF PERFORMANCE:
COMMUNITY CONTACT AND COMMUNITY ACTIVISM
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The performance of the practitioners in the DSO programs was measured in
two ways: first, by the amount of contact they reported with persons‘in law
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 expeéted to establish methods of dealing
with status offenders that would be firmly grounded in the communities in which
they were to operate. As Coates summarizes this strategy, it is usually based
on the assumpticns 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 rehabilitation and
reintegration of the offender. As he defines it, community-basedness has fwo
dimensions, one dealing with a program's facility in gaining access to and
cooberation from a wide range of institutions and organizations in the community,
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. "Community-based Corrections: Concept, Historical Develop-
ment, Impact, and Potential Dangers.". Paper presented at the Massachusetts
Standards and Goals Conference, November, 1974. (mimeo.)
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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 relationship be-
tween the network properties of the programs which were described in detail
earlier and the two measures of community-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 Tocated, in 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
1ikely 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 Community Organizations.,

From the contact measures”in Table 1A on the following page, some dif-

ferences among the programs are apparent. In Arizona, Clark County, Delaware,

I1Tinois, and South Carclina, 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 ré]ative]y infrequent;

: here, the most frequent contacts were with law 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. 1In 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. With 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 groups in

the community. Extrapolating from this, it is reasonable to assume that the aver-

age participant was in fact maintaining fairly extensive contacts with community

agencies outside the DSO network, an effort that in all 1ikelihood would consume

* In Delaware an equal frequency was reported with non-DSO public social
service agencies.
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TABLE 1A.

MEAN SCORES ON SIX ITciS MEASURING CONTACT WITH
AGENCIES OUTSIDE THE DSO NETWORK

CONTACT WITH:

LAY 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
DELAWARE 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
ALL PROGRAMS 2.6 2.7 1.6 2.5 3.1 2.9

Based on questions 1-6 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 Week A Day A Day
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a part of each working day. To the extent that this accurately gauges

"community-basedness," it would appear that the latter was a well established
part of each program. Incidentally, it is important to note that no single
3 program stands out as being the most involved in these outside contacts.
Law enforcement contact was most frequent in I11inois; contact with schools
and private agencies in Spokane; with religious groups in Arizona and South
Carolina; and with courts and other public agencies in Delaware.

In judging the quality of these contacts outside the DSO networks, there
was remarkable similarity from one program to another. 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 the contacts invoTved; and the benefit they
produced for DSO clients. The replies generally ranged between six 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.
iy 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 1B 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 about 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 1B.
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TABLE 1B.

REASONS GIVEN FOR CONTACTS WITH AGENCIES OUTSIDE THE
DSO NETWORK, AGGREGATED ACROSS ALL SEVEN PROGRAMS

CONTACTS WITH
LAW ENFORCEMENT

SCHOOLS

RELIGIOUS ORGANIZATIONS

PRIVATE NON-DSO AGENCIES
COURTS

PUBLIC NON-DSO AGENCIES

Clarify
Needs of DSQO
Clients
50.5%
47.7%
33.3%
19.1%
52.9%

33.5%

PRIMARY REASONS FOR CONTACTS

- Encourage Change
in Treatment
of Juveniles

To Get
Resources
For Clients

Encourage
Respect
For Clients

31.4%
18.8%
6.7%
12.6%
20.5%
7.4%

17.7%
32.2%
56.3%
67.1%
25.4%
57.6%

.5%
1.3%
3.7%
1.2%
1.2%
1.6%
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resources to aid in dealing with clients. Actively trying to change the
operation of any of these outside organizations was generally infrequent,
but Taw enforcement was an exception. Almost a third of these contacts
represented what Coates would call an "advocacy" approach {encouraging a
change in procedures). Finally, attempting to influence the way people in

these outside agencies think about offenders was almost negiigible.

Community Activism.

Activism in this survey refers to attempts by program participants to
influence the community by increasing the economic assistance 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 deé1ing with the problems of youth. Participants were
asked to indicate the frequency of their efforts along these Tines, using a
scale that ranged from 1 (never) to 9 (almost constantly). The results
appear in Table 1C.

Overall, attempting to improve treatment resources was the most frequently
reported activity, followed closely by encouraging community support and
attempting to influence local policy. A1l of these took place close to once
a week on the average. The Tleast frequent activity was attempting to find
sources of economic suppori (averagind around the "less than once a week"
1eve1): None of the separate programs departed radically from this profile,
although Arizona and IT11inois did show noticeably higher levels of action than
the other programs on all four types of activity.

It is fairly apparent from these data that community activism was not an
effort that consumed a large amount of time in any of the DSO programs. But

the same interpretation applies here as in the case of community 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 COMMUNITY LOCAL POLICIES  TREATMENT

‘ PROGRAM PROGRAMS - 'ORGANIZATIONS  'FOR JUVENILES RESOURCES
; ALAMEDA 2.1 2.4 2.7 2.7
E ARTZONA 2.5 3.3 2.8 3.3
CLARK COUNTY 1.9 : 2.6 2.4 2.7
DELAWARE 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 PROGRAMS 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 Week A Day A Day
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most participants reported some effort in all four areas of community 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 activism was a significant part of each pro-

gram.

Subjective Measures of Effectiveness.

® In addition to the measures of community contact and activism, respondents
§ in the programs were given a nine-point scale to record their impression 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 replies were quite favorable
and the variation between programs was small.. On the average, the participants

confined their 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 1D.

SUBJECTIVE ASSESSMENTS OF OWN PERFORMANCE AND
OVERALL DSO PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS

EFFECTIVENESS OF EFFECTIVENESS OF

OWN_EFFORTS OVERALL DSO PROGRAM

ALAMEDA 7.0 6.6
ARIZONA 6.9 6.9
CLARK COUNTY 6.7 6.8
DELAWARE 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 questions 1 and

Yo}
i

2

"not at all eftective"
"extremely effective"

in Section Il of the questionnaire
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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 community 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
professicnal 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 that
the frequency of participants' community-based activities, specifically, com-
munity contact and activism, will be a direct correlate of how well-placed they
were in the inter-agency systems of professional exchange that characterized their
program. To disconfirm this hypothesis for any of the programs would mean that
the inter-agency network, whatever other advantages it may have offered, did not
produce a professicnal environment for individuals 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
which community contact and activism were the dependent variables. Rather than
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
summed index called ACTIVISM. The two items dealing with subjective evaluations
of performance were again included, this time combined into a single index called
PERFORMANCE. The reliabilities of these three indices (alpha) were respectively,
.74, .88, and .63.

In addition to measures of network placement, two other sets of independent
variables were entered, including measures of individuals' personal resources
and their organizational positions. Each of these will be discussed briefly.

Personal resources refers to those attributes and qualifications that individ-

uals carry with them and that might be expected to have an effect on the way they
perform their DSO activities. They include education and number of years of
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 to important organizational resources and advantages,
both formal and informal, énd, for this reason they are likely to be Tinked to
higher Tlevels 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 employment (not in the DSO program overall). STATUS is a
dichotomy indicating whether the respondent had supervisory responsibilities

or not.* PARTICIPATION (also a dichétomy) refers to whether or not the respond-
ent was allowed to participate in the decisions that affected his/her work (based
on Section III, question 3 in the questionnaire). Some arguments in the inter-
organizational Titerature 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 beop]e in agencies outside the im-
mediate NSO network and for this reason high organizational rank is less Tikely
to be a determining factor. In fact, 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 to performance. Unfortunately, because the vari-
ation on this variable was limited no conclusive assessment of its effect is
Tikely 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, professional respect,
support, and assistance, a score called “centrai?ty" was cémputed for each partici-
pant based on the number of direct (A=-»C) and indirect (A~3)B~3C) links, and
their lengths, that they were invoived in. An individual with a high centrality
score on the 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 influence, respect, support, and professional assistance.
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" in

the regression analysis and a single beta, éa11ed a "sheaf coefficient," 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 properties 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-
dence. In Arizona and Delaware the volume of inter-ageﬁcy and agency-center
ties and the visual displays in the smallest space maps suggested formalized
patterns of coordination in which the central administrative core functioned to
mediate the 1inkages 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, "Employing nominal
variables, induced variables, and block variables in path analysis," Sociological
Methods and Research 1 (November, 1972): 147-173.
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did they appear to mediate or "broker" the agency-to-agency linkages.
I1Tinois 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? 1If, éfter all the
other variables describing the individual's place in a program (that
is, the measures of personal resources and organizational positicn
listed above) are taken into account, CENTRALITY still shows a clear
positive relationship to the 1ndivjdﬁa1 performance measures, we will
take this to be evidence for the viability of the inter-agency stra-
tegy adopted by that program. That is, we will take it as evidence
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 intef-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



- 101 -

concentrates on the explanation of the contributions by 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 comp]éte'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 variability in aggregate levels of
community-basedness (the dependent variab]e). In terms of average
contact with outside organizations and community activism the seven
programs were performing at very similar Tevels. 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 I11inois and South Carolina they
were based on program fragments and in Spokane the sociometric res-
ponse rate was low. Thus, while 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, " 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 pregrams is based on qualitative
inferences from the intra-program analyses and not on a direct statis-

tical assessment of program effects, per sa.

Results.

Separate multiple regression analyses wew 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 exchénge. 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 maTé), 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



TABLE 2.

INDIVIDUAL
RESOURCES:
Gender

Race
Experience
Education

ORGANTZATTONAL
EXPERIENCE:

Status
Participation

NETWORK
CENTRALITY
(Sheaf Coefficient)

RZ WITHOUT NETWORK
SHEAF COEFFICIENT

RZ WITH NETHORK

ALOCK INCLUDED:

Arizona

{N=76)
Con- Act- Subj.
tact ivism Perf.

Delaware
{N=37)
Con-

Act- Subj.
tact ivism Perf.

Spokane
{N=36)
Con- Act- Subj.
tact ivismi Perf.

Clark County
(N=20)
Con-

Act- Subj.
tact ivism Perf.

I inofts
(N=57)
fon- Act- Subj.
tact ivism Perf,

South Carolina
{N-35)

Act- Subj.
tact ivism Perf.

Con-

REGRESSION OF COMMUNITY CONTACT, COMMUNITY ACTIVISM AND SUBJECTIVE PERFORMANCE ON INDIVIDUAL RESQURCES, ORGANIZATIONAL POSITION
AND NETWORK LOCATION, FOR SEVEN INTER-AGENCY PROGRAMS INVOLVED IN THE DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION OF STATUS OFFENDERS (DSC).

Alameda County

(N=89)
Con-

Act- Subj.
tact ivism Perf.

.03 .08 .04

-0 -.05 -.14
.03 .09 .20
.20 -.01 .06

-, 10 -.20 -.36*%
.02 .02 -.10
.36* 37% .21
A7 73
27 .28 .17

.10 -.36* .07

-.22 -.39* -.14
-.26 -.19 -.03
-.17 .05 -.01
-.10 -.07 -.06
21 .35* -1
Kok
.49 .68 .29
16 .31 .04
.37 .64 11

-.09 -.02 -.08
-.36 -.30 -.12
.63% .94 .003
.20 .22 -.12
.24 .07- .07
.34 .50 .12

Fkk
.87 . .63** .69
.08 .27 .M

.54 .5 .53

.06 -.06 -.27
-——a — -
-.10 -.51 -.13
13 .07 39
-.42 .09 -.07
=13 .19 .13
.83% .28 .67
J7 .24 22
76 .28 .49

02 .07 .01
-.06 -.21 .14
-.08 .05 -.13

17 .18 -.006
-.19 -.40% -.02

20 .11 .3
.45 .42 .34

a3 .32 .13

A8 .36 .23

-.08 .29
-.003 .39
-.55 -.42
.36 .50*
-.08 -.08
-.06 .28
-.47 -.54
.23 .38
.38 .56

.26
.19
.18
.52

.38

.25

.55

13

.33

03 .10 .21*
d1 -2 .01
12 .01 .08
-.02 .19* .08
-.15 -.27% -.05
.13 .03 .08
-——b - o - -
08 .17 08

aAi] respondents were white.

bNetwork measures not available.

Cell entries are standardized regression coefficients.
One asterisk represents p<.10, two represent p<.05, and three represent p<.0l.

»
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and ACTIVISM. In fact, both of these programs differed from Arizona 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 experfenced personnel were more active)
but an inverse effect in Clark County (less experienced participants were
more active),

One other interesting difference between these two sets of programs
is apparent. In Arizona and Delaware network location showed Tittle re]aj
tionship to the practitioners' subjective estimates of their own effectivé-
ness and that of the overall program, but in Spokane and Clark County the
effect was clearly positive.

To summarize, in these four programs'the evidence for the viability of
what we have characteriged as two quite different inter-agency network strate-
gies was clear. Whether the network was structured along formalistic or
personalistic lines, being favorably Tlocated within it was a consistently
effective predictor of the Tevel of involvement with community agencies out-
side the network, and was useful in three of the four programs for account-
ing for the level of effort devoted to influencing the community climate
for dealing with the problems of status offenders. An indirect idea of just
how important these network variables were can be gained by comparing 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
available (8% for CONTACT and 17% for ACTIVISM).

When IT1Tinois is considered, a strikingly different picture emerges. In
this case, the information on the network locations of program practitioners

was of very limited 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 explained variation was quite
smail (5% for CONTACf; 2% for ACTIVISM). As we pointed out earlier, only
selected parts of this state-wide DSd effort were subjected to evaluation;
nevertheless, the discussion of agency-center and inter-agency ties and the
smallest space analysis suggested that‘theve were network Tinkages among these
parts. Whatever the functions of this network were, however, for practitioners,
facilitating interaction with non-DSO agencies and with the community at large
were not among them. What is doubly curious for the measure of CONTACT is that
none of the other variables in the regression analysis contributed si¢ .ficantly
to the explanation either. With seyen yariables in the equation only 18% of

the variance was accounted for. 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 personnel 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 I11inois did not
register unusually Tow on any of the three effectiveness measures (see Tables 1A,
1C, and 1D 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
centrality 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
relationships fall just short of statistical significance. It is important

to note that EXPERIENCE was also strongly and inversely related to CONTACT, but
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that EDUCATION had a positive effect, The same pattern was true for ACTIVISM,
but in this case GENDER, RACE, and PARTICIPATION made additional (positive)
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 climate for the treatment of status
offenders also involved educated but relatively inexperienced and isolated
personnel, but with the added distinction that they were somewhat dispropor-:--
tionately 1likely to be male and white and be able to participate in the decision-
making process within the DSO program. On the third effectiveness measure,
subjective PERFORMANCE, a significant reversal occurred; network Tocation had

a strong positive effecf on this vartable, Clearly, perceptions of effective-
ness followed a different logic of causation 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 indiyidual
effectiveness. The effects.of GENDER, RACE, and PARTICIPATION 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 1ittle more productive than whites, as measured by

*This point is borne out by the absence of any relationships between subjective
PERFORMANCE and CONTACT (r=.01) and ACTIVISM (r=-.02)., In the other six
programs, PERFORMANCE was related to CONTACT and ACTIVISM, respectively, as
follows: Arizona (-.06, -.15); Delaware (.35, .21); ITlinois (.12, .09);
Spokane (.55, .35); Clark County (.13, .15); and Alameda County (-.13, .15).
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CONTACT and ACTIVISM, and they generally rated their own and their
program's efforts a 1ittle 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 Tittle 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 PERFORMANCE. .

Finally, it should not escape attention that PARTICIPATION had
scattered and inconsistent effects oh effectiveness. It had a signi-
ficant effect on ACTIVISM in De]aWare and Spokane and had an effect
on subjective PERFORMANCE in IT1linois. 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 professional productivity. They were also assigned
positions in the organizational structure of their employing agency and
more often than not were allowed to participate with their supervisors
in making work-related decisions. These organizational 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 nagative effecis on two objective and one
subjective measures of -effectiveness.

In direct contract to this, the four prdgrams that had settled on
distinctive strategies for pu]Ting the scattered parts of the overall
orogram 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
strategic 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 drasticaily 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, i11-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 thch the networks did not seem
to facilitate the practitioners' 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 I1linois 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 possibi1i£y 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 & 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 I11inois. 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 1ine of inquiry, but one that
requires a different interpretation of the importance of community 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 community ties and the other two (South
Carolina and I11inois) as representative 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 extensive inter-agency alliances facilitates and is compatible with
the development of extensive ties to the commumity, 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 I11inois and South Carolina? By glossing over all the many

ambiguities in the data it is possible to surmise that these two programs

% were structured on the assumption that the maintenance of agency-agency
; ties and the maintenance of program-community ties are 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 c¢lient
outcomes, for the fact that they are functionally separated implies that
they are differentially evaluated.

. This Tline of thinking takes us far beyond the available data and

J it raises issues that cannot be dealt with here. Furthermore, it may
simply be wrong. An equally possible explanation for the I1linois and

}. South Caro1ina‘findingsis that, rather than being expressions of dif-

ferent strategic assumptions, 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 bg 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

ii 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 is a question that will have to be answered

elsewhere.
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TELEPHONE: (213) 741-6955

: UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
: SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH INSTITUTE
e 950 WEST JEFFERSON BOULEVARD

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 950007

5;. SURVEY OF THE NATIONAL DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM
FOR THFE DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION OF STATUS OFFENDERS

Dear DSO Participant:

This questionnaire has been sent to all those who are participating in
any way in the demonstration programs for the deinstitutionalization of
status offenders. We rely on your responses to give us an accurate pic-
ture of the strong points of the program you participate in as well as
its potential problem areas, if any exist. For purposes of answering
the questions, please think of yourself just as a member of thé DSO pro-

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 program. 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 questions fully and return the form right
away in the prepaid envelope we have provided.

Thank you very much for your time and your assistance.

o

: Solomon Kobrin Jon Miller

| Principal Investigator Consultant on

1 National Evaluation Staff Organizational Evaluation
®

@



SECTION I

1. Neme

Black
Male : White
Age: years

Female

Mexican Amerdican
American Indian
Puerto Rican
Oriental

Other

|

t

2. What is your relaticnship to the DSO progrem? Are you:

a full-time paid employee of the DSO project
a part-time paid employee of the DSO project

paid by another agency or organization but
assigned to the ISO program

an unpaid volunteer
other (Specify

~

3. Place of employment. Where do 'you report for work on the DSO program?

Sireet Address City State

4. Wnat is the official title of your-present job in the DSU program?

Please give a brief descripticn of your major tasks and responsibilities in the
DSO program: ) ’ :

S. .What do you consider to be your cccupation? Flease give as precise a title as you ¢an
(for example, social worker, clinical psychologist, vecational counselor and not “re-
hzbilitation werk,” "youth work” or "administration'').

How many years of experience do you have in this occupatipn? years

6. When did ycu assime your present duties on the DSO program? Month Day Year

7. Please cirele the highest level of education you have completed:

Hlerenzzrv School High School Undercredusata College Graduate School
12345878 1234 12345 12345867+

What formal aczdemic degree(s}, if any, do you hold?

1 2 3 )




SECTION IT o

THE QUESTIONS IN THIS SECTION ASK FOR YOUR OPINIONS ABOUT DIFFERENT ASPECTS
OF THE DSO PROGRAM AND THE TREATMENT OF JUVENILES. FOR FACH QUESTION CIRCLE
THE NMBER THAT BEST EXPRESSES YOUR OPINTON.

®
1. When you think about your own work in the DSO program, hcweffect:.vedovout)u:ﬂ(your
effarts have been? -
Not at all ' . Extremely
effective 1 2 3 ¥ 5 8 7 8 : © 8 effective
f. 2. 32ased on the part of it you are fam:.llar with, how effect:.ve would you say the Dso pmgram
has been in its treatment of juvenile clients? . L
Hot at 211 . S R Bctr\emly
effective 1 2 - 3 4 5 8 7. -8 9 effective
; 3. Use the following scale to indicate the extent tc wm.ch you th:mk Juvem.le.s in tmuble
@ are responsible for their cwn rroblems. )
’ The juvenile is ' The juveni_le is
usually to blame 1 2 3 u -§ . 6 7 - & '9 usually not to blame

for his/her problems for his/he.r‘ problems

4, In dealing with juvem.les who are in trouble, what is the best strategy’ o

Ordz.nam.ly, juve- K »“. . Ormnar:ly, Juvemles

niles in troyble 1 2 3 .4 5 ] 7 8 _ 9 . in trouble should rot

should receive punishment ' e recéive p\.znishnmt
. :y.,:. AN

. e, e v
"% s »15'

5. On the following scale indicate the effect of soc.nal mtlt\:tmns as a contmbutmg factcr
causing juveniles to get into t"ouble. _ ’

Not usually . L Ustally -

a major factor 1.2 3 4 S § 7 . 9'-atma.jorfa::trzra

Lt .

6. How important are problems of p:'yclologmal adjustment as a conm.but:ng factor caus:.ng
Juvem.les to get into trouble? ‘

Not usually v S ea . R U 11y

a major factor T 2 3 * s 6 T 7 1B rs amajorfactoz'

. . e
* Ay .,' - o ary
~

7. Bow mxpoz'tam: are the Juveru.le s immediate social sm.'"mmdmgs as a contr:.b\xtmg fac"or
causing him/her to get into trouble?

Not usually Usually
a major factor 1 2 <8 M 5 § -..-:7 m-a-,e, 32 » a.major factor

8. In your opinion, how much effort should those who deal with the'pz:oblems of Jdvexules
make to change the immediate social surroundirgs the Juvem.les have to.live with?

Shauld be L o ) T Should be
glven very 1 2 3 ) 5 6 7 8 - 8 . given a great
little effort . S C . 'deal cf effort

9, How much effort should those who deal with the problems of Juvem.les ma.ke to :mpmve
: a child's psychological adjustment? St il g :
Should be , S o wet el e -, Should ba

given very - 1l 2 3 4 S 6. .7 .8 9, given.a ;reat
littleeffc:'t : ' ' T dealof\.ffort

e e .
o FT A ", 3 ._!—

L A

10. Feow much effort should those who deal w:.th the pmblems of Juvem.les :nake to change the
social institutions of the surrounding community? :

v, ,.‘r-‘

NP5, -

Shauild be ' Shculd be
given very 1 2 3 4 5 ] 7 8 9 glven a great
little effort deal of effort



1.

4.
5.
B.

a.

10.

12.
13.

JUN
1s.
16.
17.

18.

1s.

20.

r2

22.

23,
24,

25.

26.

27.
28.
28.

30.

SECTION ITI

BELDJISALISTOFITHSTHATSOPEI’DESTROUBLEFEOPLED{m
WORK. USING THE CODE LETTERS PROVIDED, INDICATE HOW FREQUENTLY
- YOU FEEL TROUBLED BY. EACH ITEM IN YOUR WORK FOR THE DSO PROGRAM.

A B ' o D - B
Never Rarely Scmetimes  Rather Often  Constantly

___Feeling that you have too little authority to carry out the responsibilities assigned
to you in the program.

Being unclear on just what the scope and responsibilities of your job in the program are.
Not knowing what opportunities for pramtion or advancement exist for you in the program.

____Feeling that you have too heavy a workload, cne that you can't finish in a pormal day.
__TFeeling that the information you need in your DSO work comes too late. to be af much use.
. __Feeling that DSO organization is unable to keep you informed about changing conditicns
and problems that may affect your work.
___ Feeling that you need more training to do your job properly.
Bemg convinced that the DSO organization is unable to create a meamngful and reward-

ing work atmosphere for its personnel.

'Ihmlqng‘the meetings and paper work required by the DSO program take up too mucH
T of your time.

_Thinking that you'll not be able to satisfy the conflicting demands of varicus people
“7who rank above you in the DSO program.

Feel:.n:, that you are not fully qualified to handle your job because you need more
expemence in working with juveniles.

_+_Not havmg encugh opportunity to do the things you feel you are best at domg

’Ihm}d.ng you cannot get the information about the problems and needs of juveniles
" that is necessary to do your job properly.

Notbe:.ngabletotryoutyourovmm:easonﬂuejob.
Feel.mg that your progress on the job so far has not been what it sﬁould be.

Havmg to make decisions that affect other people working for the DSQ program befare .
you fully understand their problems.

____Thinking that you are unable to mﬂue.nce the decisions and acta.ons of those who eval-
T uate your work in the DSO program.

___ Not.knowing what those wo Judgeyourwcrkmﬂmel:SOpmgramMofymmmﬂc
- ar how they evaluate your performance,

____Thinking that the amount of wirk you have to do for the DSO program interferes with
T how well it. gets dane.

reel:.ngmatyouhavetodot}ungs forthe SO ptogramthatamaga.mstymmbetter
judgnem:
____Not knowing what resources are avaJ_lable to meet the newds of juveniles in the program.

Feehngthact:ﬂmeDSOorvamzatlondoesmtsiwwetnughconce.rnfcrthewel.farearxi
satisfaction of those who work in the program.

thlqwzngvmatthepeopleyoumrmallymrkuthmﬂxeDSOpmgramthmkofyou

MmagﬂxatymmfunmpmgresscnyotmjobmthelSOpmgram:.smtlﬂcelytobe
w}atltsh:uldbe. .

'I'm.rﬂcmg that you have too much responsibility delegated to you by your superiors in
T~ the DSO program.

Bellevmg that wihers-in the: ISQ organization get ahaad by ma}c:.ng 1&65 of a conmbu-
T tion to the progrem than you do.

T}umqngthatyOLmDSOmrkdoesmtpveyouabughﬁeedmtochooseymmmmms
B Bel:.evmgthattha'earetoomanymlaaxﬂmgulatmstozes@:.ctyoumymmtﬁOwork.

____Feeling that those above you in the DSQO progrem don't pay enough attention to your
amopmlcnsaboutyouzmrkmtheprogram.

" Peelmgﬂatyonms}qnsa:dquahflcatmnsdonthmtermxghmdetezmngympm-
gressmthetscpmgr'am

%



SECTION IV

A. THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS DESCRIBE YOUR RELATIONSHIP WITH THE
PERSOH WHO SUPERVISES THE WORK YOU DO FOR THE DSO PROGRAM.
(IF YOU ARE A DSO PROGRAM DIRECTOR AND HAVE NO IMMEDIATE )
SUPERVISOR IN THE PROGRAM, (FIECK HERE AND GO ON TO PART
B OF THIS SECTION ON THE NEXT PAGE.)

- 1. How often in the course of your work on the. DSO pmgam do you have contact wn.th the
, person who supervises the work you do for the program? Circle the appmpmate letter:
A B c D ) E _F
Alnost Several Once or Several, " About once Less than
Constantly times a day twice a day  times a week a week once a week

2. How would you describa the time you sperd with the pebson who su.pervises your work on the
DSO program? Circle the number that best represents your opinien:

The time is almost

The. time is almost
never helpful to me 1 2 3 4, 5 6 7 8 3

always helpful to me

E 3. Vhich of the following statements best describes your relat:.ons)u.p w1th ~..‘1e person who

P supexvises the work you do for the DSO program?

___We discuss things a great deal and come to a mrtual decision about the task at hand.
_____We discuss things a great deal ard the supervisor's decisions are usually adopted.
____We discuss things a great deal and my decisions are usually 'adopted.

____We don't discuss things very much but uéually come to a xmtual decision.

_____We don't discuss things vé.ry ruch and the su;ﬁ'a%iébf"s _dééi.éions' are usually adopte‘ad.
___We don't discuss things very much and my decisions ‘are usuaily adopted.- - - -

4, If you could decide, how much would you pr'efer to Dartlca.pate w:th your‘ ol subervmor
in malkdng the decisions that determine how you do your work in the program?

|

less than at present

About the same as at present

5 More than at present




B. TIF YOUR JOB INVOINES SUPERVISING THE WORK OF OTHERS IN THE DSO
PROGRAM, PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS. (IF YOU DO NOT
' SUFERVISE THE WORK OF ANYONE ELSE IN THE PROGRAM CHECK HERE___
AND GO ON TO THE MEXT SECTION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE.)

1. How many peodple worlc.ng in the DSO program do you supervise, that is, how many must report
d:x.mc:tly o you in their mrk”

2. How often are you actually involved in directly supervising the work of others in the
program? Cz.rcle the approcmate letter:

A B C D E r

Almost Several Once or Several About once Less than
Constantly times-a day twice a day times a week a week once a week

3. How would you describe the time you spend with those whose work on the DSO program you
supervise? Circle the number on the scale that best describes your opinion:

The time is almost 1 2 3 y 5 & 7 8 3 The time is almost
never helpful to me always helpful to me

4, .ﬂuch of these statements best describes the relatlonshlp you have with those whose work
‘ in the DSO program you supervise? .

_____We discuss titings a great deal and come to a mutual decision about the task at hand.

_____Ye discuss things a great deal ard my decision is usually adopted.

—_Ye discuss things a great deal and their decisions are \:\sually aciopted.

____We don't discuss things very much but usually come to a mutual decision,

__,_}~le don't discuss things ’very.rmch and my decisions are usually adopted.

__We don't discuss things very much and their decisions are usually adopted.

5. If you cculd decide, how much would you prefer to have those whose work you supervise
part:.c;pate with you in makmg the decisions that dete_mu.ne how they do their jobs?

____Less than at present

About the same as at present

More than at present
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SECTION V

THE QUESTIONS IN THIS SECTION ARE INTEMDED TO GIVE US AN IDEA OF
THE RELATIONSHIPS AMONG THE PEOPLE WHO WORK CN THE DSO PROGRAMS.
ALl, THE INFORMATION YOU GIVE US HERE WILL BE CODED AND ANALYZED
WITH COMPLETE CONFIDENTIALITY. IN ANSWERING THE QUESTIONS PLFASE
INCLUDE ONLY THE NAMES OF PEOPLE wh WHO YOU XNOW ARE DIRECILY LVVOLV-
ED IN THE WORK OF T4k, D50 PROGRAM

e i matacwn ——— ——— T——

1. In the spaces provided below, list the names of the three people in \.he DSO program with
whom you have the most contact. Indicate by checking the primary reason for your contact
with each person.

Pz'imary reason for the contact ". L

(Please check cmly the answer that best aopli es)

Sharing To find : g Unavo:.dable,

, information out about Basically contact is
Names: ard ideas general for required by
e about DSQ rules reascns the nature

clients!' . and of of
problems procedures friendship .'. the job

o Eo
de 44 = ;"‘—i

2. Please give the names of the three people on the DSO project who you feel actua.uy
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; who a—re the three “indivi-
duals in the program whose opinion of your work you would respect the most?

4. If you had an opinion about the handlmg of juveniles that did not agree with official pol-
icy, who are the three individuals in the IEO program you could count on to help you get a
hearing for your point of view? ,

5. If you were working with a client who was an especially difficult case,. uno are. the three
people on the DSO project who could offer the rost.assistance in dea.lmg wrth the. pmble_'n"

S




'SECTION VI

THE QUESTIONS IN THIS SECTION ASK AROUT YOUR CONTACTS WITH SOME OF THE ORGAN-
IZATIONS IN THE CCMMUNITY THAT THE DSO PROGRAM MAY WORK WITH. IF YOU HAVE NO
- CONTACT AT ALL WITH ANY ONE OF THE ORGANIZATIONS. LISTED, BE SURE TO INDICATE

1. In the course of your work for the DSO program, how often do you come into contact with
members of local police and/or sheriff's departments?

Less About Several Once or Several
NEVER (GO ON than once times a twice a times a Almost

TO QUESTION 2) once a week & wesk T week ~day —day Stantly

Which of the followi __To clarify the needs of individual DSO clients.
best st?tes fle primary ___To encourage a change in the way juveniles are handled.
reason for these contacts? :
(Check only one) __To get the resources that clients need.
__To encourage respect for the client as a perscn.

On each of these scales circle the number that best describes the contacts you have with
members of these local police and sheriff's departments:

Contacts never with Contacts always with
Deople in positions 1 2 3 & S 6 .7 8 9 people in positions
of authority ° of authority
Contacts never Contacts always
preduce benefits 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9 produce benefits

for DSO clients for DSO clients
Contacts never lead Contacts always lead
to closer ccopera~ 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 to closer cooperation

tion with law enforcement with law enforcement

2. How often in the course of your work-in the DSO program do you come into contact with
representatives of local schools?

Less © . About Several Once or Several
___NEVER(GO ON _ than __once _ times a _ twicea ___ timesa __Almost
TO QUESTION 3) once a week a week week day day constantly

___To clarify the needs of individual DSO clients,
Which of the following

best states the primary __To encourage a change in the way juveniles are handled.
reason for these comtacts? = To get the resources that clients need.

(Check only one) __To encourage respect for the client as a person.

[ Y o eemmns o

On each of these scales circle the number that best describes the contacts you have with
representatives of local schoolsi~—--. .-

LMl ra

“Contacts never with = coolEEIa o o .. Contacts always with

* people in positions 1 2.3 4" &5 -6 7 8 9 people in positions
of authority of authority
Contacts never T ' ' Contacts always
oroduce benefits 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 produce benefits
for DSO clients : for DSO clients
Contacts never lead oo - Contacts always lead
to clcser coopera- 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 . 9 to closer cooperation

tion with scheols with schools
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3. How often in the course of your work in the DSO pvogc'am do you come mto contact w:.th
representatives of local religious organizations? -

Less About - Several Once or = Several .
___NEVER (GC ON _ than ___once __times a. _. twicea --__timesa __ Almost
TO QUESTION &) once a week a week week - day - "day " constantly

___To clarify the needs of individual DSO clients.

___To encourage a change in the way juveniles are Handled.
__To get the resources thit clients need..

__To encourage respect for the client as a person.

Which of the following
best states the primary
reason for these contacts?
(Check only one)

On each of these scales circle the number that best descr:.bes the contacrs you have with
representatives of these local religious organizations:

Contacts never with
people in positions 1
of authority

Contacts never
preduce benefits 1
for LSO clients ’

Contacts never lead
to closer cocoperation 1
with religious groups

Conta&s alv.ays with”
people in positions
of authority

Contacts ai{«;éys. _. .
produce benefits .. .
for [SO clients )

Contacts always lead
to closer cooperation
with religicus groups

4, How often in the course of your work in the S0 pmar‘am do you come into contact with
representatives of private non-profit conmunity orzanizations that deal with ]uvem.les
But are not actually part of the DSO program? (Examples might include organizations such
as the YMCA and YWCA, Boys TClubs, Blg Brothers and other orgam.zatlons of this type.)

Less About Several ' -- Once or ° . Several | ..
___NEVER (GO ON __ than ___onece __times a “twicea - __times a __ Almost
TC QUESTION 5) once a week & week week day T cay constantly

Vhich of the following __To clam.fy the needs of md:.v:.dual DSO clients.
best states the primary __To encourage a change in the way juvem.les are handled.
reason for these contacts? .
(Check only one) __To get the resources that clients need.
___To encourage respect for the client as a perscn

On each of these scales circle the number-that best describes the contacts:you havé with
representatives of these local private groups:

K . -

Contacts never with : : ’ - : Contacts a.lways with |
persons in positions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 people in positions
of authority of authom.ty

Contacts pever ) ’ - " Contacts: always i
oroduce benefits 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g produce benefits

for DSQ clients for DSO clle.nts
Contacts never ;ea;d - Oontacts always 1ead
to closer cooperg-~ 1 to closer-cooperation

tion with these loecal
private groups

with these local
private groups



5. How often in the course of your work in the DSO program do you came into contact with
representatives of the courts?

Less About . Several Once or Several
___NEVER(GO ON  __ than _.once  timesa  _ twicea __ times a -__ Almost
TO QUESTION 6) once a week a week week . day day constantly
Wnich of the following _To clarify the needs of individual DSO clients.
best states the primary —To encourage a change in the way juveniles are handled.

TeASO) ?
(Che C}x: ggg tg::? contacts: ___To get the resources that clients need,

—.To encourage respect for the client as a perscn.

On each of these scales circle the number that best describes the contacts you have with
representatives of the courts: .

Contacts never with Contacts always with
persons in positions 1 2 3 1 ) 6 7 8 ] people in positions
of authority of authority

Contacts never Contacts always
produce benefits 1 2 3 b S 8 7 .8 8 produce benefits

for LSO clients ‘ for DSO clients
Contacts never lead Contacts always lead
to closer cooperation 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 to closer ccoperation
with the courts with the courts

6. How often in the course of your work in the DSO program do you come into contact with
representatives of local public soeial service agencies, such as welfare agencies, em-
ployment sew:.ces, men'cal health agencies, public health a,,enc:.es and the like?

less " About Several Once or " Several
NEVER (G0 ON than once _timesa __ twicea __ times a __ Almost

TO QUESTION'7)  Once a week a week week day T day constantly

__To clarify the needs of individual DSO clients.

“Iich of the following ___To encourage a change in the way juveniles are handled. .

best states the primary .
reason for these contacts? To get the resources that clients need. .

(Check only one) __To encourage respect for the client as a person

Cn each of these scales circle the mumber that best describes the contacts you have with
representatives of local public service agenc1es°

Contacts never with ) Contacts always with
persons in positions 1 2 3 L 5 8 7 8 9 persons in positions
of authority . . ) of authority
Contacts never™ Contacts always
produce benefits. . . 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 produce benefits
for D60 elients - . 5 for DSO clients
o iooer cosperation Contacts always lead
. ol ~ 1 2 3 y S 6 7 8 9 to closer cooperation
with these local public : o with these local public

service agencies service agencies

.



7. Fimally, how often in the course of your work in the DSO progrem ere you involved in
each of the following kinds of coomunity activity?

less than Abcut Seversl Once or Several
aee a4 once a times a4 twice a times a  Almost
Hever wesk week werk day day constantly
Bow often are you involved
in efforts to get more
local economic support for —— 00— —_— — — — —
trograms for juveniles?

Hexe often are you involved
in efforts to get more
involved in the problems
of juveniles?

Bow often are you involved

in attempting to influence

: lecal policies on the Ways == —— —_— — —— J— —
o the groblems of juveniles

‘ are hardled?

How often are you involved

in attempts to get better

local treatment resources — — — — — — —
for the problems of :

juveniles?

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR PATIENCE IN PILLING OUT THIS QUESTIONMAIRE. PLEASE CHECK T0 SEE
THAT ALL QUESTIONS ARE ANSWERED FULLY BETORE RETURNWING THE FORM TO US.

¢
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SECTION V

THE LEAA FUNDED DSO PROGRAM IN ALAMEDA COUNTY INVOLVES A FAIRLY LARGE NUMBER OF
PEOPLE WHO WORK IN THE FAMILY CRISIS INTERVENTION UNITS OF THE PROBATION DEPART-
MENT AS WELL AS PEOPLE WHO WORK IN SEVERAL YOUTH SERVICE CENTERS ARCUND THE COUNTY.
THE QUESTIONS IN THIS SECTION ARE DESIGNED TO GIVE US AN IDEA OF THE RELATIONSHIPS
AMONG THE PEOPLE WHO ARE PARTICIPATING IN THE PROGRAM. AS YOU ANSWER THE QUESTICNS
THINK OF THE DSO PROGRAM AS THE OVERALL COUNTY-WIDE EFFORT, NOT JUST IN TERMS OF
YOUR OWN SPECIFIC OFFICE OR AGENCY.

1. Please think of the three poeple in the overall Alameda County DSO program with
whom you have the most contact in the course of the work you do for the program.
In the spaces provided list the agency or specific office that each of these

people works for. Indicate by checking the primary reason for your contact
with each person.

Primary reason for the contact
(Please check oniy the answer that best applies)

Agency name Sharing To find Unavoidable:
(List a specific information out about Basically contact is
FCI unit or and ideas general for required by
Youth Service about DSO rules Teasons the nature
Center) clients’ and of of
problems procedures friendship the task

2. List the agency or specific office of each of the three pecple who work for the
DSO program in Alameda County who you feel actually have the greatest influenc
over how you do your work on the project. :

5. If you wanted to have your own work on the DSO program evaluated, who are the three
individuals in the program whose opinion of your werk you would respect the most?

In the space provided list the agency or specific office in which each of these three
people works.

4. If you had an opinion about the handling of juveniles that did not agree with 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,

5. If youwereworking with a client who was an especially difficult case, who are
the three people in the overall County DSO program who could offer the most assist-
ance in Gealing with the problem? In the spaces provided, list the agency or office
that each works for.
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TABLE C1.

O w ™

—

11
12
13
14

~N oY N A W

Génder

Racg
Experience
Education
Status
Participation
Work Contact
Influence
Respect
Support
Assistance
Contact
Activism

Performance

.15
.13
.18
.04

CORRELATIONS AMONG INDIVIDUAL RESOURCES, ORGANIZATIONAL POSITION,
NETWORK LOCATION, COMMUNITY CONTACT, COMMUNITY ACTIVISM AND SUBJECTIVE PERFORMANCE.

.04
.03

.08
1
.19
.15

.24
.33
19
-.10

.22
.35
.26
.32
.34
.22
.29
.34
.26

ARTZONA

6

.01
.02

.01

.78

.65
.69

.48
.22
.34
—.05

.56
.21
.29
-.09

.84

.68
.40
.46
-.08

10

.67
.39
41
-.08

11 12
.37 ---
.35 .56

-.18  -.06

13



TABLE C2.

[=2 RN & B S N ¥5 )

1
12
13
14

CORRELATIONS AMONG INDIVIDUAL RESOURCES, ORGANIZATIONAL POSITION,

NETWORK LOCATION, COMMUNITY CONTACT, COMMUNITY ACTIVISM AND SUBJECTIVE PERFORMANCE.

Gender

Racg
Experience
Education
Status
Participation
Work Contact
Influence
Respect
;upport
Assistance
Contact
Activism

Performance

-.16
.28
.24
.00

.16

.18
A7

.19
.02
.20
.10
21
.03
12
.04
.08
.18
.40
.08

.03
.21
.16
.03

————

-.06
-.10
.12
.19
.24
.21

.31

.15
.06

.18
.00
.31
.50
.35
.33
.03
.03
.05

DELAWARE

6

.53
.31
.32
.41
.31
.16
.18
.05

.29
-.05

.66
.29
.45
.07

.78
.78
.12
.19
.02

10

11

12

13 14

4 R—
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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 5 -.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 97 99 97 _—
11 Assistance -.04 28 -.26 10 -.03 —.07 97 97 98 96 -—--
12 Contact .06 -.11  -.07 27 - -.22 .f5 -.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 -.52 -.15 -.14 -.18 -.12 12 09 -



CORRELATIONS AMONG INDIVIDUAL RESOURCES, ORGANIZATIONAL POSITION,

T G- NETWORK LOCATION, COMMUNITY CONTACT, COMMUNITY ACTIVISM AND SUBJECTIVE PERFORMANCE.
SOUTH CAROLINA
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1 Gender -
2 Race -.11 -—
3 Experience 1 .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 e
8 Influence .00 .20 .04 36 -.49 .23 .86 —r
9 Respect -.04 22 00 39 .44 22 .86 .81 e
10 Support -9 .02 -.69 .00 -.36 .41 .48 .53 .52 wem
11 Assistance -.27 04 -.64 05 -.29 41 59 54 57 94 -
12 Contact 13 -.18 -.35 .23 -.15 -.05 -.22 -.24 -.25 .01 -.08  ---
13 Activism .35 g2 0 -.16 46 -.33 .08 -.08 -.06 -.12 -.03 ~-.11 .76
14 Performance .20 -.11 -.02 -.03 -.13 -.19 .26 .19 .19 .07 13 .01

13

14
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TABLE C5. CURRELATIONS 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
1 Gender —
2 Race‘ .23 _—
3 Experience .16 .13 ——-
4 Education .40 39 -.15 =
5 Status -.22 -.14 -.45 -.06 ---
6 Participation -.24 -.15 -.44 .10 A3 -
7 Work Contact -.09 - .12 -.15 05 -.15 .26 -—
8 Influence -.09 g2 -1 04 -7 .27 .99 -—-
9 Respect .00 Jd4 0 -.25 .10 -.06 .16 .84 .82 -—-
10 Support -.02 Jd20 -.17 a5 =012 .28 72 71 .87 -—-
11 Assistance -.01 A3 =013 .20 -.09 .25 .73 .70 .86 .98 -
12 Contact -.13 -.22 -.07 -.08 L1 .56 .38 .37 .46 .30 .29 -
13 Activism .07 -.13 .39 -.01 -.18 .07 .10 .12 .22 .16 .18 .60 -

14 Performance -.17 -0  -.22 -.12 -.02 .20 .61 .60 .66 .49 .49 .55 .35

14




TABLE C6. CORRELATIONS AMONG INDIVIDUAL RESOURCES, CRGANIZATIONAL 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 7 S | R —
5 Status .27 e ¥ .22 ———
6 Participation 12 ---  -.18 .16 .23 -—-
7 Work Contact -.16 + —-- .05 -.02 -.29 .08 ——
8 Influence -.14 -—- .05 .09 -.22 L1 .93 -
9 Respect -.06 -— Jd6 =17 =56 -.12 .79 .76 -
10 Support -.19 --- -7 -.19 -.,08 -.18 .65 .66 .67 -
11 Assistance .04 --- -0 -.03 -.31 .28 .70 .61 .68 .24 ---
12 Contact -.23 -— =12 -.12 -.24 —.é7 .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 -—-

* A1l respondents were white.



TABLE C7.

0 N oy O WM

*

CORRELATIONS AMONG INDIVIDUAL RESOURCES, ORGANIZATIONAL POSITION,
NETWORK LOCATION, COMMUNITY CONTACT, COMMUNITY ACTIVISM AND SUBJECTIVE PERFORMANCE.

ALAMEDA COUNTY*

1 2
Gender -—-
Race .07 —em
Experience .09 -.05
Education .30 .11
Status -.14  -.09
Participation -.16 -.03
Contact .00 .08
Activism .10 .12
Performance .22 .02

Network measures not available.

2
(S )

.25
.35
.07
.18
17
.14

4

.25
.11
.08
.28
.18

.08
.19
.32
~.08

.14

.06

.06

.15

o -





