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o by :
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Research and Development Center
College of Education-
Roosevelt University
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" This study was;commissioned by Teacher Corps, Washington,
Office of Education, Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
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under the interagency agreement #LEAA~J-IAA-030-6, August 2k, 1976.

The matérial repOrted;herein was prepared pursuant to Youth
Advocacy Projects' activities with Teacher Corps, U.S. Office of
Education, Department of Health, Education and Welfare. jGrantees
or contractors undertaking such projects under Government sponsoré

'shlp are encouraged to express freely their profes31onal judgement

in the conduct of the project. Points of view or oplnlons stated
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I. INTRODUCTION

The"purpose‘of this repdrt is tO\document the development, operation, and impact
of an 1nteragency agreement between two federal departments, the Department of Health
Educatlon, and Welfare, Office of Educatlon, Teacher Corps Program, and the Department
of. Justlce, Offlce of Juven11e Justice and Delinquency Preventlon Law Enforcenment

A551stance Admlnlstratlon (OJIDP/LEAA). The 1nteragency agreement created the

OJJDP/LEAA School Crlme Intervention component of the Teacher Corps Youth Advocacy
~Program. The purpose of the program was to reduce crime and v1olence, and the cli-
mate of fear accompanylng these dlsruptlons in pub11c schools in ten sites across
the country through the 1ntervent10n strategy of student initiated act1v1t1es

The circumstances which led to the evolution of a functlonal and important
national interagency agreement were‘pinpointed in an article written by Senator Birch

Bayh, ‘the Chairman of the Senate Subcommittee on Juvenlle Delinquency of the Senate

Jud1c1ary Commlttee The Senator characterlzed the issue of crime by youth as a

grave national problem. He noted the '"rising level of violence and vandallsm 1n the

natlon 5 publlc school system . « « and its connection with the nature and quality

of school experlence To the extent that our schools were being subJected toan

increasing trend of violence and, vandallsm, they would necessarlly become a factor

in the escalatlng,rate of juvenile crime and delrnquency".1

A. Background

The media, the pub11c and research agencies have pald much attention to the
))

~issue over the past f1ve years. A review of the 11terature and commentary reveals

.

that between 1957 and 1974 the number of de11nquency cases for persons aged 10 to

17 dlsposed of by Amerlcan Juvenlle Courts ‘Trose from 19.1 to 37 5 per thousand

, 1. Birch Bayh, "Seeklng Solutlons to School Violence and Vandalism",
The KaEEan,‘(Vol 59 No 5, January, 1978) p. 299,

R ITTE
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persons.l Arrests of males under age 18 for narcotics law violations increased
1,288% between 1960 and 1972.2 The numbers of weapons confiscated from students
by aﬁthorities in schools 3u¥veyed rose by 54% in the)pefiod'1970'to T
to 1973.3 Mdst adolescent éhtisociél conduct was perfofmed on victims whd were, fori
the most part,ralso ado}escentﬁ.;'The crime viétimization raté in 1974 for 16 to
19 year olds was 122 per IOOb persons as against 64 per 1000 for the total U. S.
population.4 Concomitantly, assaults on school teéchers increased 85% between
1970 and 1975;S According to the Nafional Edﬁcation AsSociation‘figures, American
school children inv1975 gommitted 100 murders, 12,000 armed robberies; 9,00G rapes
and 204,000 aggrava?ed assaults against teaéﬁéi§ and other students. School vandalismft
cost the American taxpayer about half a billion dollars in 1976.6

Against fhis backgrdund:of increasing incidents of crime, violence, and vandalism
in the publigfschools are statements describing;the traditional practices of edu-
catibnal sys%ems. These praqtices do not ha&é a casual rela;ionship to the increase

in-school crime, but they are related. According to Dr. Kenneth Polk, 'through the

structure of ./fﬂf§§;hools, we fundamentally deny young people an opportunity to ex-

// \

~'perience compeﬁ{;ence s tO experience a sense of contrlbutlon, to experience a sense of

B) .

- power'". Dr. Art Pearl suggested,v"We have to transform schools. Schools cause

;delinquency. People who'feel‘attached, who care, afe not likely to be delinquent.

A sense of attachment must come in school. Rather than creating attachment, it creates

1. U. S. De?artment of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,
Sogrcgbgok on Criminal Justice Statistics, 1973 (Washington, D.C., U. S. Government
Printing Office, 1973) p. 572. ‘

. 2. .U. S. Department of Justice, Crime in the United States (Washington, D.C.,
U. S. Government Printing Office, 1972) p. 124. .
3. ~U. S. Senate, Ninety-Fourth Congress, First Session, Preliminary Report,

‘ gggg?qpenzy, Our Nation's Schocls (Washington, D.C., U. S. Government Printing Office,
A p. 4. ' ‘ ‘

4. U. S. Bureau of Census, Characteristics of American Youth: 1974, Series 823
Number 51 (Washington, D.C., U. S. Government Printing Office, 1975) p. 29.

] 5. 'U. S. Senate Ninety-Fourth Congress, First Session, Preliminary Report,’Com-

mittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency in Our Nation's Schools, Our Nation's Schools,

2

A Report Card: "A" In School Violence and Vandalism (Washington, D.C. U. §. G
’ i i ’ — - . - - . t B
Printing Office, 1975) p.4. : ( gton, ’ overmment:

.: 6. The Washington Star, Tuesday, November 9; 1976. ‘

the.opposite; :Un1655awevtransform schoéls, WE'end*hp throwingﬁthe'problem into the
juvenile justice system'". And Ms. Pa£ricia Wald sé?ted, "The very first signs of
delinquency occur when the child gets thé notion ve%y early in school fhat he is
somehow bad", Represéntative Shirléy Chisholm, Conézessﬁoman from New York;
commented during an interview that, "Schools play a‘fole‘in contributing to the
_delinquency problem. The school milieu", she‘indicated, "tells these kids that
'  people don't care about us, so why should we care about people."l According to
the National Institute of Education 5afe Schooi Study evidence, violence may be
reduced if students feel they have some control over what happens to them in school.

The problems of‘crime,’wiolence, and disruption in the nation's schools cannot
be viewed in isolation; As John M. Rector, Administrator of the’Office of Juvenile
Justic§>and Delinquency PreVention'pointgd out in his testimony before the Subcom-
‘mittee on Economic Opportunity,;Committeé on Education and Labor, House of Represen-
tatives, concerning School Violence and Vandalism on January 24, 1978;

"In approaching the problems of schools, it is impdrtant to remem-
ber that ‘the school is a ‘microcosm of the community it serves. The
problems of that community will be reflected in its schools. School
vioclence must be viewed in the context of community violence,
illegal gag activity, learning disabilities, substance abuse,
nutrition, and the myriad of other factors determining the quality
of life in a particular community,” (p. 5) '

In respgnse to the growing public and congressional awareness of the critical
nature of the schooi crime andiviolence problem, the 93rd Conéress of the United
States; through its inVestigations by comﬁi;feés, established thg framework for
Public Law 93-415, the Juvenile‘sustice and Deiinquenéy Prévent{%n'Act of71974 which
gave‘authorify to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquengy ﬁieventidn and the
Law Enforcement Assistahée Administrafioh tq\engagziﬁh ﬁfbgrams'to attack the problems

of crime arid delinquency in 5chool settings. As Mr. Rector indicated,

“"The 1974 Act is permeatedkwith langhage designed to cultivate

1. Interviews conducted;and‘compiledwbybChefyl H. Ruby for Apbthogems, Youth
Advocacy Loop Newsletter, Teacher Corps, 1977, pp. 1-9. :
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concentrations ‘of low income families, encouraging colleges and
universities to broaden their programs of teacher preparation,

“ and encouraging “institutions ‘of higher education and local edu-.
cation agencies to improve programs of training and retraining
for teachers, teacher aides, and other educationaf"programs.1

' icipation by young persons.. Too often young peoPle are sys-

‘JJ§Z;;tic§11y exc{uged frgm participation in the planning, operation,
‘and evaluation of programs that exist supposedly for them . . . .
Youth participation should be-a cornerstone of any program de51gn§
to curb violence and vandalism in our schools." (January 24, 1978,

p. %)

bt e

i

¢ jonal support tﬁrough two administrations and approval by two Presidents Teacher Corps Youth Advocacy Projects were a response to 1970 Teacher Corps
ongression : ~

. . legislation. The projects were organized to develo
set the stage for the interagency agreement which is the subject of this report. Bt on he p JeCt ere oreand Ps

attract, and train educatienal

Thellegislative mandates and administrative support allowed 0JJDP/LEAA to work with. personnél, and to prov;de relevant remedial, basic,

and secondary educational training,

the Office of Education, Teacher>C0rps Youth Advocacy Programs, in the development including 11ter3cy and communication skills, for predelinquents,

juvenile delinquents,

| Y s outh offenders, and adult criminal offenders.
and evaluation of a joint federal effort to collaborate on a School Crime Interven- y th_o encers, and adult criminal offenders

A Teacher Corps Youth Advocacy Pro-

n d-Activitie The School Crime ject deals primarily with meeting the educational needs of children within the
i ) ‘ iti ‘ ivities. ol reals
tion Program based on the model of Student Initiate

k ' Proj demonstration state's compulsory age Tequirements who have been identified
_ Intervention Program of the Youth Advocacy Projects was seen as a de ’ |

‘through some existing

t

ffort to bring about positive changes in working with youth, legitimation of a new Process as be1ng."Youth are the greatest and most vulnerable minority. Youth need
effort to brin :

: ' / ir Tichts! 2 o ;
] . approach to youth participation in society, and a concentrated interagency effort advocdtes to act for them and to spgak for their rlghts . This is precisely the

. f ' p o' s L] . .
. RREE to reduce crine violence, and vandalism in the nation's schools. The two agencies ocus of Youth Advocacy Projects in 1e§cher Corps. Clarence C. Walker,
¥ H - 3

Youth Advocacy

. Project Coordinator states:
and the key actors in the development of the agreement and the purposes of the report J ’

' ' "Youth Advocacy Projects focus on strengthening the educational
opportunities available to troubled youths who are currently
ignored or ''pushed out" by the public school system. These
youths are identified as pre-delinquent, have dropped out of
school, or have been officially processed as delinquent. Pro-
jects typically work with students at the secondary level.

The project attempts to provide such youths with positive
alternatives to official processing by the juvenile justice
system. The relationship may be such that the juvenile jus-
tice system's educational personnel become involved in retrain-
ing activities outside the institution, while public school
personnel become involved in training within the institution,
‘'The projects' objectives for institutional change wiil include
a range of modifications being sought in the juvenile justice

system as well as the public education system."3 '
«

N ’
Youth Advocacy Projects are Teacher Corps Pro

’

are described in the next section.

B. Brief Description of the Two Federal Agencies
: fffip; Departmenﬁ of Healfh, Education, and Welfare, Office of Educgtion: Teacher

[

h
h

éEf%é Youth Advocacy Projects (YAP). 'In the words of William L. Smith, Director:

Teacher Corps:

: Teacher Corps exemplifies an explicit attempt by t@e federal gove?nf
S ment to forge federal, state, rand local collaboration for change in
T local institutions. All Teacher Corps projects are plgnned as
e ] : collaborative ventures . . . The local community in which a Teacher
] Corps project works is an integral part of the developmept-and a suc-
cessful execution of ithe project. It plays a role equa1.w1th the -
SHENEE: B school and.thexinstitution of higher education in governing the : R
SRS - project. ‘ L ,

i

jects in every respect, i.e., an

n

1. Federal Register, Volume 43:
of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Government Printing Office).

2. Judge Mary Conway Kohler, Director National Commission on Resources for

Youth, Inc. Address delivered at a Teacher Corps/0JJDP/LEAA sponsored conference i
on Student Inititated Activities, Oakland, Michigan, November 7, 1977. o

. 3. Clarence C. Walker, ”Youthﬁédggcacy Programs in Teacher Corps, Fact Sheet"
- Teacher Corps brochure, Washington, D.C., 1978.. ‘ : o

No.437, Thursday, Feb. 23, 1977, Department
‘ : Office of Education (Washington, D.C. U. S.
];]:».; ; , The purpose ofvthe Teacher Corps program is stre?gthening thg o : (Wa g s>t .
SR -educational opportunities available to children in areas having
: : : ’ : R
— et ‘ : ot Cotbe . 1066. Field (Los
1, William L. Smith,"Ten Years of Teacher Corps, 1966-76, From the
Angelés, University of Southern California, T.C. Contract USOE~#300—75—0103,“1977)
R~ . ; . 8 A P “, O :
. p. 3. ~
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v1n thejyuven11e delinquency area.

Inctltution of Higher Bdutatlon (IHE) with the capab111ty of offering graduate

‘ level teacher ttraining and certificatlon must join with a Local Education Agency

(LEA) tO'submit ‘an application;for funding.

fselected for the team's service and field based training to include other teachers

in the system. This retralning must have the potential to be replicated and used for
a wider audience, and, as such, must become a "demonstration strategy' for the
thrusts of Teacher Corps.

Youth Advocacvarojects have a clear relationship to the juvenile justice‘
system with objectives for institutional change which include a range of modifica-
tions being sought in the juvenile justice aysten as well as in the public education

\\
system. The projects will aim to retain in or return troubled youths to the regular

\\

school settings, or provide alternative educational\einerience.

2, Department of Justice, Offlce of Juvenile Ju;tice and Delinquency Prevention
(0JJDP), Law Enfbrcement Ac51stance Administration (LEAA),, Sp c1a1 Emphasis Programs.

Thp Office .of Juvenlle Justice and Delinquency Provention is Tne policy making

\

and administration office for the Law Enforcement Assistance Admlnistratlon which
deals with all programs related to juvenile justice and delinquency prevention.
0JJDP has the authority and responsibility for providing national direction,‘and
leadership to encouragé the development and implementatlon of effecc1ve methods and
programs for the prevention of juvenile delinquency and 1mprovement of Juvenile
justice; conductlng research, demonstration, and evaluation activities and dissemin-
ating the results ofhsucn‘efforts to persons and groups workinghin the field of
juvenile justice and delinquency preventionj proViding technical expeitise and

e

resources to state and 10ca1~eommunities to conduct more effecti%i?juvenile justice
and delinquency prcvcntion and treatment programs; and coordinatlng federal efforts
: LEAA has the authority and respon51b111ty for’

pdlicy guidance and administration of the Office ‘of Juvenlle Justice and Dgllnquency

Prevention efforts. (3

There must ‘be a potentlal in the settings .

5

"l

€

&

The Special Emphasis Division develops and issues guidelines fot the solicita-
tion of proposals in areas determined to be of priority; reviews and recommends for
funding proposals submitted in response to the guidelines as well as unsolicited
proposals; monitors funded programs; provides technical assistance to granteee;
develops and negotiates interegency agreements to fzcilitate coordination of federal
effort; and implements programs requiring the expertise of other government agencies.
Legislatively mandated program areas are: alternatives to incarceration, prevention
of delinquency, and advocacy.

The Office of the Comptroller of LEAA has the authority and responsibility for
planning, developing, and improving financial management programs for upgrading
federal and state financial and grants management systems‘and, providing support
services for-all LEAA Offices in the areas of accounting, budgeting, granting, con-
tracting, and claims collection.

. 48
The Research Division is responsible for conducting basic and applied research
on juvenile justice and delinquency prevention issues.l It conducts, encourages, _.

and coordinates basic and applied research into any aspect of juvenile delinquency,
il

particularly with regard to new pregrems and methods which show promise of contribu-

ting to the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency.
o

It encourages the

development of demonstration-projects in new innovative techniques and methods to

prevent and treat juvenile dellnquency. This d1v151on is responsible for the pro-
(‘\

duct and pfocess evaluation of programs instituted by OJJDP/LEAA.

The goal of process evaluation is to learn as much as possible about
how and why a program works; in what kind of settings; with what kinds
of persons; and what hinders and what facilitates a program s opera—
tiomn.

1. A study was commiseioned in i975 76 to determine which'ggeneies in the
Office of Education could be considered for collaboration.. Three were identified. -
Planning Assistance Programs (Phil., PA, Researuh for Better Schools, 1976).

2. Emily Martin, DJrector, ‘Special Empha51s Programs, OJJDP/LEAA, from a
letter to W. Smith, January 27%,-1977.
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Summary

: S b ial g in ;7 workin
In summary, both. agencies had common broad social goals in the area (4 g
3 il )

‘ ies -had the charge ]
either directly or indirectly with troubled youth. Both agenciles had t

nge and of
to develop and demonstrate new models of implementing institutional chang
t history of
maklng some impact on the natlon s schools. Teacher Corps had a longe
A ts funds for
worklng ;n schools with admlnlstrators and teachers, but did not use i

. The
but as a new agency had a limited history of worklng with public schools

iti i the develop-
Directors of both agencies had the power to respond to critical issues in P-

¥ i j i taffs aug-
ment of the program and negotiate conflict. National and field based s g

mented development.

C. Purpose of the Invest1gat10n

Va

of reasons
Interagency agreements at the federal level are rare for a variety s

&

i i s employed
the varying missions of governmental agencies, the different procedure ploy

”t rf"
by each agency mismatched t1me llnes, dlfferlng legislation for funding, "tu

b4

ects in all"
agreement is concluded and translated into operational field based proj

i ' ant program
parts of the country, at tén different 51tes;‘the agreement and attend prog

3

ll
- should be con51dered a '"success -

| will trace
The purpose of th1s investigation is to -document such a success. It

istance
the development of the Office of Educatlon, Teacher Corps/Law Enforcement Assi

3 i : nquen i joi rogram of
Administration, Office of Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention, joint prog
) B

o

e s Al Was
grants to 10th and 11th Cycle Youth Advocacy PrOJects. Thls joint'program w

f the Teacher oorps
called the School Crlme Interventlon Component (Act1v1ty II) o f;

e a reement in
In addition to tracing the development of th g ;

e for
hlstorlcal terms, the program will be examlned for the insights it can provrd

Youth Advocacy Program

] arrange-
future collaborative efforts among governmental agencles. The collaboratlve g

4

Q

&

B

25

B

5. .How were the interagency agreement and at

. - v ”
T L S RS S el i
o

ment created a set of fleld based programs which developed Schulture within the

ong01ng lifeways of’both agenc1eq. ,U51ng anthropologaeal concepts, the universal N

patterns of the subculture created by the Activity II programs w111 be summarized. .

The aSSUmpt1on is’ that the unlquoness of thi effort merits full documentatlon.

This investigation is not an evaluatlon, nor is it concerned with the level of

"successful' operation of the individual projects in the field, except as key infor-

mants perceive their impact on the program culture. The investigation should be

viewed as a descriptive and analytical picture of the 1nteragency program hereinafter

referred to as Act1v1ty II.

Specifically, the report will address the following areas:

1. What led to the development of the interagency agreement?

a. Who was involved in the agreement at the national and local level s?
b. What was involved in ‘the process of development?

2. What factors, related to the structures and mandzt
facilitated or constrained the functioning of the
What was the impact of:

a. federal and legislative mandates?

b. fiscal and budgetary rules?

C. organizational focus (ethos)? 3

d. persomnel attitudes and functions? ‘
€. agency styles (legalistic, kinship, affir mative, policing, etc.)?

f. role interface and parallel role °tructures among agencies at the onset
of the agreement?

g. agency functions and client populations?

tes of the two agencies,
interagency agreement? -

3. How were field based projects implemented within the existing framework of

the Teacher Corps Youth Advocacy Program structure?

a. How were funds allocated? o

b. How wére the ten Youth Advocacy Projects initially involved in the 1nter—
agency agreefjant?

c. What was the 'structure of the intera
local leve]s?

d. What did tuﬁ program staffs at the lcc
(1) the major accompllshmentSV‘
(2) the major problems?

gency operation at the national and

al and national levels perceive to be:

[ ‘
iy

4. What were the dec151on maklng mechanisms of the program at the national and local

levels?

L)

tendant Activit& II projects monitored
at the national and local levels?

a. How dig the‘communlcatlon network functlon for the duratlon of the program7

O

.. F
TG
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b:
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MWho monitored the ten Activity II School Crime Intervention prOJects

(51te visits, reporting" forms, etc.}?
c. What was the role of the Loop (Youth Advocacy Project, Teacher Corps Network?)
d. What was the role of the external evaluator?

6. What were the conditions &éf collaboratlon over t1me? What was the impact of:

a. Inputs from outside consultants and prlaate agencies?

b. Staff changes in both agencies and at the local level?

c. Parity among federal and local agencies? S [
'd. Management procedures at the national and local level? '
e. Renegotiation of role functions at the federal and local 1eve17

. L
b o a0 i C b :

The structure, function, process, and content of "the interagemcy agreement, its

implementation and impact on the involved agencies are the organizing elements for

the recommendations section. ¢ o o

B

4,

7. What events at the project I'ével can be examined to develop

staff selection models?

pr1n01p]es of project governance?
evaluation technology?

. impact on public schools and unlver51tles?

Lo o

8. How can the results of this demonstration interagency program be generalized
and used as_a guide for future interagency efforts?

D. "Organization of the Report

This investigation is organized into five sections and an appendix. The first

(‘\

seéction provides a background statement on troubled youth, the purposes of the
report, and a summaryedf the nature of the two federal agencies involved in the

agreement. The second section of the report outlines the conceptual frameworks

‘being used to view the development and status of the interagency agreement and

program. The methodolegy used for ‘conducting the investigation is deseribe&,

followed by a statement of limitations of the investigation. Third, the findings of

the investigation are reported. A chronology‘of critical events leading to the

interagency agreement and a statement from the contract which outlines the thrust

of the Teacher Corps/OJJDP/LEAA Activity II program is cited. Where it seems

'expedient, data are‘displayed in tabular form; but for the most part the findings

are presented in qualitative descriptions and interpretations of the interview, file,

and observatlonal 1nformat10n gathered over the last three months. vFourth the’

\
results and thelr Jmpllcatlons are presented regardlng the interagency agreement

and the program subculture it created

Flnally, a set of recommendatlons concernlng‘future Interagency agreements are made.

]

MaJor issues are 1dent1f1ed and dlscussed.

-10-
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II; CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORKS AND METHODOLOGY .

=

<

Three constructs are used to view the development and nature of the interagency

’

agreement known as Activity II. They are:

¢

1. Complementarity of Needs between the two agencies at the Federal level..
o 2. The NecesSarylElements in Collaboration - A transactional model.
3. The Subculture of the program'created by the adaptation of the Teacher Corps

culture to that of OJJDP/LEAA and vice versa.

A. Complementarity of Needs
In preliminary discussions with program officials Concerning the:sc0pé 6f oy
, e - ; : )
work involved in the study, it beéame evident thét both‘ggencies, had, not similar,
but comple@entary needs in the summer of 1976. Further diécussions and an examin-
ation of thé files reinforced this assumption and functioned as a useful Qay of
describing andrgxplaining the speed with whicﬁ'the two.agencies were able to accom-
plish the contract negotiations at the federal and iocalv}evels. It is the,assumptiqn
of,this inveStigation that joint agreements whiéh lead to functional field based ‘
projects begin with complémentary.ﬁeeds in the following areés;
1. ‘There is a congruence of underlying motives amongxtﬁe agencies, for example,
" social service, economic regulétion, child welfare,,eté. |
2. There is sufficiené proximity to permit ongoing‘interactions between
| principaluéctors in the concerned agencies at the federal and local level,
e.g., op?ortpnity‘fdr face-to—face contact between decision makers;
3. If the agreement reqdires a field based component, there is a level of
o readineéSiin th¢ fiéld&which provideé fertile ground f&r the creation‘of
6berationa1 pfojects. ﬂ
4. The concerned agencies have’paréllel time lines in funding, program operation,

and enabling 1égislation.

5. At the time of negotiation, there’is an availability of fiscal, material,

=
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\ and human resources in those agenCiestdirectly related to establishing

the agreement. 5

'é.' There are perslstent and commltted advocates for the 1nteragency agreement
in both agenc1es. J
i }i

l'of the conditions

It w111 be seen when the data are presented that most if not al
y o }:

\

X ;1nvolved in the Act1v1t*‘II 11teragency agreement.
L oy )

B Characterlstlcs of Collaboratlon in Transact10na1 Organlzatlons

e

S will govern the 1nteract10n of people and roles w1th1n the organlzat1on

concernlng complementary needs stated above are character15t1c of the two agenc1es

Any organlzatlon can makech01ces about the style of admlnlstratlon that

It is the

S

Iy

9

contentlon of thls 1nvest1gat10n that Teacher Corp

o

Y

S exempllfles a transactlonal style

of interactlon. Its success as a federal program over the last several years

111ustrates the value of such a style. The term transactlonal comes from the socio= |

1
: cultural model of soc1a1 behaV1or 1n organlzatlons outlined by Getzels and Guba.

}‘A d1agram of the model 1s shown in Appendlx C.

The transactlonal model assumes that each program is a unlque soc1al system
"‘ v\ ,' . : . o

characterlzed by 1nst1tut10nal role sets (1 e., teacher student doctor patlent

lawyer c11ent) and expectatlons, and fllled by persons with individual needs. The

tr?; . three styles of leadershlp followershlp wh1ch the theory defines are nomothetic,

eographlc, and transact10na1 The nomothetlc style empha51zes ‘adherence to-role

'fwlﬂ e expectatlons and the requ1rements of the 1nst1tut10n an assembly 11ne or a prlson

a. research and development center in 1ndustry is a good example. The transact1onal

style emphasrzes the 1nteract10n of the two, i.e.; the 1nst1tut10n and the 1nd1V1duals.

‘l;; G T , 1; J W, Getzels, F. E. Campbell, J M. Llpham,;EducatiOnal‘Administration as
o A Social Process, Theory, Research pra°t1°e (New Yorks Harperoand Row, 1968],

are examples. The 1deograph1c style empha51zes the need dlsp051t10ns of the 1nd1v1duals:

v‘Theiliterature prepared by,the TeacherYCdrps program and the articles written by

its director clearly state a preference for the transactional style of organiza-
tional management, particularly in the requirement for collaborative arrangements
in program management at the local and national level.

Teacher Corps turther fits the condltlons usually found in organlzat1ons which

adopt a transact10na1 style First, it is a low power organlzatron reqplrlgg the -

cooperation .of universities, communities, and school districts-at the local level

to function»effectively, Second, the Teacher Corps programs tend to be new and

e;perimental to the participants and require conStantAinputaof data from research

and evaluation to self—%orrect-operations. Third, the collaborative model of

.

maximum participation in the decision making process is seen as 4 valued end in

- itself in addition to the assumption that wide artici“ation ensures ownershi
, P P P

and commitment to program goals. Given these conditions, it seems appropriate

and useful to look at the Act1v1ty II component of the Teacher Corps Youth AdVOcacy

Projects as displaying the three characterlstlcs “of a collaborat1ve transactlonal

organlzatlon,

In terms of the structure of the arrangement; one would expect,to find parity :

-among the agencies involved in the agreement spec1f1ca11y. Teacher Corps and

0JJDP/LEAA. That 15, there would be joint dec151on ‘making and much consultation

N

among the agencies regarding the nature of the preagram, the thrust of the fleld

based activities, the fiscal managementgfmonitoring, etc. Second, if parity is a
. L A - BRI ' ' 5
key term in structure, interface is a/keyvterm in role definition. One would expect

" to find a series of roles at the federa! and local level which function as

liaisons between the agencies and the program components; The task of persons in

these Toles is to interpret the program to the involved people, gainftheir under-

standing, sympathy, support, and assistance to accomplish the administrative work '

necessary to make the relationship among the agencies functional and smooth. Finally,

if parity is a key term in structure, and interface a key to role definition, then

T
e

15—
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'tv’culture conflict, some assimilation, some selective

“the anthropologist.l A description of the cultural universals framework follows.

‘Federal'agenciesh(Teacher Corps,.Office of Education, OJJDP/LEAA) and the set of

~re1ated to the goals of each agency These agency cul tures had purpose, pattern,

‘DAVTE Illln01s Qffice of Education, 1976 pp 135«143

negotiation is a\hey‘term'for program process: ‘That is, one would expect conflicts,:7
tensions, misunderstandings, and differences would be’resolved, not by administra-

tive d1ctates or confrontations, but: by negotiation and mutual accountab111ty .
ﬁ Teacher Corps was the ‘agency charged with carrying out the act1v1t1es of the
interagency agreement. In one way or another, the history of Teacher Corps and

Youth Advocacy Prpjects,exemplified'the three'characteristios of a collaborative
transactional organikation. Many of its structures ‘are based on the concept of parity,
many roles are defined as interfaces between groups and’the prevailing process is

negotlation. How well the other agency, OJJDP/LEAA, fits this model will be

discussed in the results section of the report.

C. The Creation ot a Program Subculture ;ycultural Universals’Model~

Tuo program‘cultures,'TeacheruCorps and OJJDﬁ/LEAA, came into contact for
the purpose of establishing'a nen_set‘of field based projects called Activity II,
the SchOOl Crime Intervention Program. Both‘agencies had established operating
procedures, formal and informal norms and other 1nst1tut10nal trappings famlliar
to the part1c1pants in each organization Further, the Youth Advocacy Projects of
Teacher: Corps ‘had evolved its own set of unique procedures w1th1n the Teacher

Corps culture to meet the needs of the spec1a1 cllents the YAP projects served.

Act1v1ty’II;brought these separate lifeways into contact in 1976. ‘There was some

The‘framework through which these events will be viewed is borrowed from

10 local YAP prOJects are V1ewed as cultures, or unique systems of human behavior

1. '"The School and The Classroom as Cultural Systems", in Martin Jason and
Henrietta Schwartz, A Guidebook to Action Research for the Occupational Educator,

Y

=16~

and coherence and responded in different‘ways~to contact with the culture of the

0

other;agency.‘ The”point is that the interagency agreeemnt did create an identi-

fiable subculture w1th1n the Teacher Corps mainstream called Act1v1ty I1. w1th its

own values about what ought to be the best ways of d01ng things and what is good

and what is bad The value system and seven otherfidentlfiable patterns-of behaV1or
and belief are called cultural universals or universal patterns of behavior, - They
represent'those universal aspects'of human behavior whichweach‘culture or subculture
must display if group living is to occur. In addition to a values system, each
agency culture must have a cosmology or world view which specifies what constitutes
reality Each cultural unit has some form of social organizatlon whlch governs
individual and group relatlonshlp events to the point of determlning titles and
forms of verbal address. ‘Each system has a technology, a body of knowledge and
skills used to perform the tasks.necessary for the.System to function,and survive.

There is an economic system which regulates'the allocation of goods and services

~in the agency or project."Further, there is a form of governance or a political

~ system regulating individual and institutional behavior which specifies how

J»

dec151ons are made, how power, authority, and influence are acquired and used,

and. who part1c1pates in what de0151ons. Typically, there is a special language

uniquely suited to the goals of the'agency. Finally, there is a socialiiation

process or educational process which regularizes the transmission of knowledge to

- the neophytes, the unlearned ones in the group It should be emphasized that the

cultural unlversals model is only one of many conceptual frameworks which anthro-
pologists use to look at ‘the world It is used here to attempt to capture the

development of the subculture related to Act1v1tv II programs.

D. Methodology

Data collection ’and analysis began at theTend of February, 1978 and concluded

in mid-May, 1978, apprOX1mately three months later The me*nodology used to /

collect and analyze information concerning the development and nature of the :

=17==
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‘yTeacher;COrps and 0JJDP/LEAA 1nteragency agreement combines aspects of historical

" research and‘anthropological‘fieldamethods.,

i

?our pr1mary sources were used to

<}

e A S TN

collect informationr | |
| 1. InterV1ew with key 1nformants, at the federal and external agenc1es
involved: Teacher Corps and’ OJJDP/LEAA 4nd Soc1a] Action Research -
Consultants, the external evaluator. %
, Zl‘ Examination of the files in Teacher Corps Washington, and some filep;r

e

material prov1ded by OJJDP/LEAA personnel.
3.“'Interviews with the pro;ect directors of the 10 Youth Advocacy Projects

involved in Activity II’programs. ,Interviews with the Associate

Directors* 1nvolved in the 10 Act1v1ty 1T pTOJECTS
4. ‘Nonpart1c1pant observat1on of Act1v1tw/II related events.

* Content ana1y51s was the prlmary technique used to derive patterns from the
written material and thematic content analysis was used to analyze nonpartiC1—
pant observation notes. Four 1nterhiew ‘schedules were developed for each role
Ggroup rfepresented among the key informant group: one for those involved at ‘the g
‘federal level in Teacher and”OJJDP/LEAA, a schedule for the éxternal evaluation
firm Social Action Research Center, a schedule for the Project Directors, and a
schedule for the Associate Directors in charge of the Activity II components of the
YAP programs. In addition, 1nforma1 conversatlons were held with other persons
,identifiedaas being closely related to the development of ‘the - agreement, a former
YAP Pr03ect Director, the executive secretary of the Loop (the network\organization
' for the 10 projects), a fiscal offlcer from the Office of the Budget, the fiscal

‘off1Cer for Teacher Corps,'an LEAA consultant. and others 1dent1£1ed in the 1lst

of those 1nterv1ewed presented in the Appendix.

{2

*In one case, a Program Development Specialist rather thankan Associate
Director was 1nterv1ewed : : -

RS . &

R

o 7

A variety‘of journallartTCIes about the YAP of Teacher Corps and other
material'concerning the mission of OJdbP/hEAA were rcad and’a seleeted,list of the
documents and flles examined are shown in Appendix A. While all ofjthe documents
ﬁwhich were read (approximately 1000 separate items) were not.contentmanalyzed,
they did provide part of the bazhgrOUnd'information thewinvestigators used to make
sense of the data being codified. . = = T IR
"Demographic information concerning the Directors and Associate Directors was
obtained from observations and interviews and is presented for a specific‘purpose

of drawingvcontrasts between the two groups. Finally, the judgment of the investiga-

tors functloned ‘as the final filter through which the data were 51fted and reported.

E. Limitations . , e

_Given the limited time available to the investigators for the gathering and
examination:of data and the fact that visits to the ten projects could not be
made, it is possible some aspects of the development of the interagency agreement<
have been overlooked. For example, the investigators were not present at any of
the meetings of the Loop where many of the concerns related to the Activity II
components of the‘program were negotiated. The principal 1nvest1gator was_present
at the meetings of the Associate Directors in November, 1977uand'March, 1978, and it
may be that.their concerns have been overemphasized,pfor they were ohserved first
hand. Additionally, there was simply no time for the‘in-depth five or six hour
repeated interviewsewith key.informants in the field and at,the national levelf
‘nor was there an oppoﬁtunity to examine. the files of 0JJDP/LEAA w1th the same

intensity used to. examine Tnacher Corps files in Washington.

w‘

&

The language of the report may seein highly personalized to those unfamiliar

1. The Loop is the network organization for the 10 Youth Advocacy Progects
Its purpose is to promote cdmmunication, cooperation, and sharing among Projects.

The Board of Directors con51}ts of each Project Director. A full time executive
, secretary 1mplements Loop pol cy

.2

o
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w1th anthropolog1ca1 literature, particulary with ethnographic descriptions of

cultures. Real neames of real people are used in th1s document for three reasons:

hlstsrlcal 11terary, and anthropolog1cal First, it is a historical document and

the unmque contributions made By key actors are a functlon of rndividual'person-

‘alities interacting with eath other and institutional expectations. To disguise

' to play guessing games to mo avail for

2

the actors would tend to lead the reader
the identity of the role incumbents is a matter of public.record in most‘cases.

Second, to refer to each individual by role title rather than name, each. time

nt, would lead to

7Y

the report requlred mentioning the behav1or of the role incumbe

extremely cumbersome prose. For example, a 51mp1e declarative sentence on page 32

which uses the names of those involved would become, "In a letter of January 25,

1977 from the Director of Special Emphasis Projects, 0JJDP/LEAA to the Director

of Teacher Corps, a copy of whlch ‘was sent to the Teacher Corps Youth Advocacy

Program Coordlnator, Washington, the f0110w1ng appears'". Third, once complex

role relationships and structural arrangements are descrlbed, the reporting

tradition in anthropologlcal literature is to use names. It is in this tradition

that the report has been»framed and written. Finally, the investigators' own

@

: - . “ ) - A
biases and limitations must be taken into account as one reads the findings

4

, presented “in the next section.

ir

\

Q

4]

on i,

. ITI. FINDINGS

The findings of the investigation are presented in three ways, First,'a

summary chronology of crucial events is shown. The data for the chronology were
: ‘. : . . 1
drawn from an analysis of the file documents and interviews with those persons

ﬂmost dlrectly involved in orchestratlng the 1nterageucy&, . reement.

i

e
=30

Second, the thrust of the 1nteragency.agreement is examined and the fiscal
arrangements at the federal level are summarlzed The patterns which emerged

o

from the analysis of the documents and observation notes is commented on in terms .
of the issues and themes represented in the program. For example, a careful
examination of the working drafts of the interagency agreement reveals the language
of the document is related more closely to that of the OJJDP/LEAA legislation than to
the language of the Teacher Corps documents.  In the analysis of the nonparticipant
ohservation notes taken at the YAP conferences (March, 1978 and November, 1977) and
in the Washington offices of Teacher Corps and OJJDP/LEAA, patterns of superior,
subordinate relatlonshlps emerge which dlstlngulsh the styles of the two agencies,
Thlrd a summary of responses to the four interview schedules is presented in
tabular form by each role group's resppnses to common questlons. The categories
were derived from a thematic content analysis of responses. For example, Chart I
presents comparatlve demographic data for Directors of YAP projects and the Assoc~
“iate D1rectors who were respon51b1e for 1mp1ement1ng the Act1V1ty II component of
the program Table l summarizes the 1nformants' responses to questions concernlng
wh1ch ‘persons they percelved to be key a;tors in the‘development of the inter- |
agency agreement. Table 2 codifies the responses to the intormantﬂs perceptions
regarding the program:expectations of the major agencies. The other eight tables
present the responses to most of the remainingfquestions. anh tahle is tollowed

by samples ofpverbatum responses to qu1st10ns and a brief 1nterpretatlon of the

findings.

-21-
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'of‘the'agreement are listed here.

A. Chronology of Events in the Development of the Interagency Agreement

The major critical episodes which are directly related to the conclusion
To create a detailed and comprehensive history
using the rules of internal and external,evidence and the other methods of the

]

historian are beyond the scope of this documentation. However, it is important’

that the sequence of key events be reported to allow for a more comprehensive .

picture of the information which follows.

This chronology, taken from over 1,000 file documentsl of Teacher Corps and

0JJDP/LEAA, and supplemented hy‘interview data from 43 individuals, briefly out-
lines critical‘events, documents, and key actors related mo the development of the
Interagency Agreement between QJJDP/LEAA and- USOE/Teacher Corps which is titled

"A School Crime Intervention Component".

In 1970 Teacher Corps Youth Advocacy programs were created to focus on

<

problems of juvenile delinquency and youth and adult offenders. During the period

1970 to 1976 public institutional awareness of and protesf agalnst the rising
‘1nc1denCe of youth violence and vandalism was documented in the media. The

Congress of the Untied States through committees and subcommittees 1nvest1gated

the problem > Spearheaded by the Bayh -Fitian subcommlttee of the Judiciary Committee,
the Juvenlle Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of September 1974 was passed,
creatlng and funding the Office of Juvenlle Justice and Delinquency Prevention as

a d1v151on of the Law Enforcement A551stance Administration to attack the problems of

- o

Juvenlle de11nquency and crime.

Concurrently,f1nd1v1duals, institutions and agencies in the educational

and correctlonal field gained experlence through Teacher Corps Youth Advocacy

Programs. By June of 1976, there were ten Youth Advocacy projects in the lOth and

1. A more extensive list of selected documents is shown in the Appendlx
and the full list is avallable from the investigators.

TR R DR . e El E oy
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-~ late 1975.

other federal agencies having common goals and needs.

‘hprOJect began.
About Teacher Corps in Alphabetical Q7der, T.C., Washington, D.C.

ilth Cycles of Teacher Corps funding.1
To aid communication and training,'Teacher Corps,‘Washington at the request

of the Directors of YAP projects created an organlzation called the "Loop" in -

This YAP network composed of the ten Project Directors, the Loop Liaison

Officer and invited others met quarterly.

It formalized and facilitated the transfer

; . . . C ‘
of information and training and centralized the knowledge resources of the Youth

Advocacy prcjects and' kept Washington informed of field based concerns and activities.

With increasing knowledge andgexperience and the need to expand their thrust,,
YAP Directors, corresponding with each other and Teacher Corps, Washington, D.C.,
suggested the initiation of collaborativewwork with agencies having similar needs.
At the same time, William Smith, from the inception of his tenure as Director of
Teacher Corps, had made it an expliclt policy to seek collaborative efforts with

Flle memos regularly

instructed his top staff a1ds to seek out such liaisons and negotiate collaborative
2 N [

programs. -
Claxence Walker, Coordinator of the YouthlAdvocacy Program, gave vigorous -

impetus to his chief's &irective. 1975-76 1etters and documents revealed he actively

sought out potential collaborative agenC1es, visited countless 1nd1v1duals, arranglng,

or being present at meetings where potential existed for those agencies to join

forces w1th Teacher Corps ‘toward collective efforts. Among other agenc1es repre~

sented at some of these meetlngs with 31m11ar collaborative goals were Fred Nader

OJJDP/LEAA; Milton Lugar, OJJDP/LEAA; William Smith, USOE, Teacher Corps;

'Sy1v1a McCullen, Bureau of Prisons, Depavtment of Justice; Gary Welsman Department

of Labor, Ann Parker, Nat10na1 Council on Crlme and Delinquency; Emily Martin,
. (1

0 - ’
1. Teacher Corps identifies each group of projects according to the year the
A cycle covers a two year period. What Every Intern Should Know

2. Collaborative efforts with VISTA and Peace Corps are example&,of this

thrust by Teachcr Corp

®
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0JJDP/LEAA, and others. . ‘ |
“ After many’meetings, 0JJDP/LEAA and Teacher Corps at one point - earlx 1975 -

' | i i ’ s
came closest to having common and complementary needs. Linkage with Teacher Corp

was first suggested by Fred Nader of 0JJDP/LEAA to Clarence Walker and followed by
1
meetings in 1976 with Emily Martin, Judi Frledman and Phyllls Modley of OJJDP/LEAA

with Teacher Corps, Washlngton staff and several YAP Directors. Meetings on a

":’; a-—
face-to-face basis between staff of both agenc1es 1ncreased in frequency and a tent

ar
‘tive working agreement was hammered out on May 22, 1976. On June 15, 1976 Teach

Corps learned that 0JJDP/LEAA had giVen formal approval to negotiate with Teacher
Corps and to provide $2,000, 000 of fundlng to Teacher Corps for a school crime inter-
‘vention program. On August 2 1976 a joint Teacher Corps/0JJDP/LEAA draft proposal
was prepared which described an action program using skilled teachers in collaboration

N . Ea A . t
with students to address the issue of crime, violence, vandallsm, and its attendan

fears in the schools; it defined the problem, presented a plan of action, outlined pro-

ti i i i incorporated
cedures and specified evaluation and dlssemlnatlon. The proposal was 1ncorp

into the formal Interagency Agreement of August 24, 1976. Acquisition and furnishing

of services and transfer of funds took plaae between 0JJDP/LEAA and Teacher Corps/USOE, -

=g

.Teacher Corps woulc prov1de the spec1f1ed services and OJJDP/LEAA would provide

- i
the technlcal expertise and funds for same. In September of 1976, grants to 10 YA

Activity II School Cr1me Interventlon projects were, negotiated and field based:

' operatlons began. Part of the contractual agreement ¢pecified that OJJDP would

rnal
monitor the program and requlred Teacher Corps to participate in a uniform exte

ar

evaluatlon of the 10 Activity II projects. OJJDP/LEAA’was to select the outside

evaluator and d1d so. in September, 1977. The Social Action Research Center (SARC)

of Callfornla, an 1ndependent research firm, was given the contract to evaluate

‘ 0 tute of Research (AIR),
1. The rlvate consu1t1ng firm, Amerlcan Insti
Washington, pgepared a position paper for 0JJDP/LEAA which outllned many of the
items bu11t into the subsequent agreement .

Al

W
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‘ all three OJJDP/LEAA school based programs, of which Activity II was one; ' '

On September 11, 1976, a paper was‘distributed by Social Action Research
Center (SARC). It maS»an evaluation outline, entitled "An Umbrella Evaluatiohﬁj
for the SchooiS"Initiativé". Objectives,_need'tor assrstance,”results and benefits
expected, approach and timetable for the next twenty months were covered. It
was received by Clarence Walker, YAP‘Coordinator,'and shared with YA? Directors
over the next two months in a variety of ways. : o ‘ ;”j

On September lé, 1976, statement of work memos among staff at Teacher Corps,
Washington revealed that Teacher Corps perceptions differed from anVOJJDP/LEAA memo
of expectations in seven major‘areas. Teacher Corps and 0JJDP/LEAA people became
cognizant of differences in perception of what was to be done. Discussion ensued
’as well as face-to-face meetings between agency representatives.‘ Organizational
courtesy prevailed but the issue of external evaluation was not resolved.
| On October 8, 197@, a Youth Advocacy Loop meeting was:heid with theilo
Project Directors and representatives present from Teacher Corps, Washington,

0JJDP/LEAA, project related school and university persons and the American

Institute of Research (outside consultants) to look at YAP project amendments.

_ Amendments to existing Teacher Corps YAP proposals had been used as a vehicle

by which the new Teacher Corps/OJJDP/LEAA Activity II program could be carried

. out by Teacher Corps grantees. It was necessary for the,assembled’representatives

L to understand how the amendments would operate and this information was explained.

Problems of cross project and external evaluator were discussed but not resolved.

| At a meetlngwon December 8, 1976, a pollcy seminar was held_ln Washlngton,‘
D.C."to clarrfy isnues in all Teacher Corps programs. At the”same time a meeting
w1th the YAP Loop was held to expllcate the roie of Arthur Cole, new Teacher Corps,
Wasnlngton staff‘researcher who would funection in a role with the external evaluator

of SARC. The research design for the external evaluation was discussed and the

discontent of YAP Directors with the'eValuation‘was‘voiced.




£

_the progranm.

" crime reduction efforts.

~ involved in the program

'emerged

With a lack of congruent viewpoints and understandings, problems arose

about Activity 11 program thrusts, methodologies, and the external'evaluation.

On the one hand, Teacher Corps was charged with carrylng out the program and site
monitoring, and OJJDP/LEAA with monitoring Teacner Corps efforts and evaluating
The’SARC people were involved with the evaluation as consultants

to OJJDP/LEAA.’ In:addition, each ActdvitvaI component required the appointment
of anAAssociate Director to supervise the School Crime Intervention aspect‘of the
YAP project. A separate site, different than the educational unit for the Activity
I component of the program, had to be selected for Activity II student initiated
Project Directors had complete freedom to select their
Associate Directors, but the mandate fromYDJJDP/LEAA was clear - "Keep Activity

IT distinct from Activity I in the Youth Advocacy project, so that evaluation of

program impact can be done".

Teacher Corps'people,_who had a kind of "family" ethos among themselves and
in their approach to school communities, were attuned to the limits to which
student run programs and evaluation could be used in their school/communities.
Questionnaires for students} teachers and administrators which asked about‘rape
or murder in schools were unacceptable to many school systems, simply because of
the implications about the community. Parents objected to such frankness.
0JJDP/LEAA and SARC,_operatlng from the legalistic V1ewpolnt of the 1974 legisla-
tlon, were looking for quantitative data so that assessment of reduction of crime
as a result of the program could be documented That documentation was a part of
the agency s leglslatlve mandate |

Negotlatlon, tlme, the sensitivity of Teacher Corps and 0JJDP/LEAA people, and

the increasingly frequent meetlngs enhanced the 1nforma1 parity of those agen01es

After tempers cooled, an awareness on the part of

‘ OJJDP/LEAA and SARC representatlves of the 11m1tat10ns of school cultural- ‘systems

Teacher Corps Washlngtou and YAP field based people learned more about

-26-
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using the Student Initj t 1
iated Activities model which OJJDP/LEAA 1ntroduced pro-

moted and 1n51sted upon This plan, so contrary to traditional educatlon adult

controlled practlces, seemed to show promise. New learning on the. part of both
agencles brought closer rapport among - representﬁtlves 0JJDP/LEAA and SARC found

intervention strategles of Teacher Corps were captured more fully at tlmes by

indirect’ qualitative evaluatlon measures 1nstead of pre—post test quantltatlve

¥

measures. They learned that school systems simply refused to prov1de some kinds

f "h 11
eadcountlng information. . While thls atcommodatlve behavior occurred between

the two agencies, Public Law 95- 115, the Juvenile Justice Amendments of October

3 1977 became effective. The Amendments again empha51ze the de51rab111ty of

1nteragency efforts, 1ncorporate the Commissioner of Education as a member of
the Coordinating Council and focus on the reduction of school disruption.
On November 8th to 10th 1977, a conference on Student Initiated Activities

sponsored by 0JJDP/LEAA and Teacher Corps was held 1n Rochester, Mlchlgan. Teacher

Corps, Washlngton staff, YAP Activity I and II personnel and Pro;ect D1rectors,

0JJDP/LEAA and SARC representatlves gathered together with student representatives

in the Activity IT programs to discuss the issues 1nvolved in evaluatlng and oper-
1ng student initiated programs in schools. The conference evaluatlon illustrated

the degree to whlch Teacher Corps YAP people now accepted the Student In1t1ated

Act1v1tles model .Which, at first, was suspect to them. OJJDP/LEAA and SARC staff

recognized the delicacy and knowledge required to engage in 1ntervent10n strate-

gies and evaluatlons 1n publlc schools. This growing congruence of views is

further explained 1n Henrletta Schwartz's monograph "The Culture of A conference

A Goal ~-Free Evaluatlon of the Youth Advocacy Loop Conference, November 8 - 10, 1977
held at Rochester, Michigan. . | |

T, STA Tequizes That student iven b .
school policies. tudents be. given power and decis

~their own behav1or with guldance from adults.
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'WOJJDP/LEAA and developed a subculture unique to ActivitquI programs.

to institutionalize,

Corps staff and the committee of YAP d1rectors

2 . ' » -

)l978,,the San Francisco YAP-Associate Directors Meeting was
i

«

held to discu55~the ‘SARC evaluation

iOn March 23-29,
The mutual use of each other's type of
language, 1ega11st1c and educational, was eV1dent a common Activity II vocabulary
had emerged. Accommodatlontbetween Teacher Corps and 0JJDP/LEAA v1ewsphad begun
The federalnand'field based components of the program had
selectively adopted new elements from the. diverse cultures of Teacher Corps and

’ Several
participants ;n both groups were not fully sccialized, but given time, they would.

have become functional members of the subculture.
: <0 :

On June'30, 1978, the Interagency Agreement ends,

L

B. The Thrust of the Agreement as Stated in the Contract of 8/24/76 and Fiscal
Arrangements

The chronology reveals there were a series of working papers and draft docu-
ments which appear in the Teacher Corps files outlining the thrust of the program

from the perspective“of those involved in its development. The Youth Advocacy

‘Program Coordinator and two to four of the experienced YAP project directors net

in June and July of 1976 to prepare‘these‘working papers as discussion pieces.
The OJJDP/LEAA Special Emphasis Program Director and members of her‘staff.worked
with the Washington firm of the American Institute for Research (AIR) in the Behavior-

al Sciences, which had one of their staff persons present at the preliminary
3

il
meetlngs in July of 1976 to 8551St in developing the programl framework for the

agreement.

&

In exam1n1ng the final document there apoears to be little of the language'
and thrust of the initial working papersopreparedtby members‘ofsthe Teacher

" These Teacher Corps documents
3 » . 1/,
"remediation' and "long teim

spoke of "model development" social adjustment",

1, The Teacher Corps School Crlme Intervention Program, (Act1v1ty I11) was seen
~as a resoonse to the Senate Judiciary Subcommittee Report on Crlme ‘and ‘Violence in
the Schools, 1974- 1975 by the staff of OJJDP/LEAA

o imes'ais

O

- programs" .

‘at this time.

The language of the draft document prepared by AIR and the language of

- the 1nteragency contract speak of short term programs with measurable outcomes in

the reduction of crime, v1olence, disruption and fear among students. The strategy

to use: to daccomplish these purposes was that of Student Initiated Activities
3 ; .

(s14),1 a concept in keeping with the norms of the Teacher Corps Youth Advocacy Pro-

jects. . It is important that some of the exact word1ng of the contract be presented

The agreement calls for OJJDP/LEAA to transfer to Teacher Corps the
sum of $2,000,000 for the following description of services or activitiesg:

"This program will demonstrate the degree student-based interven-
_ tion initiatives can reduce the incidence of crime, violence and
disruption occurring in our nation's schools and the climate of
fear associated with these events. The process for achieving
this goal will be through interventions designed and implemented
by students. Instruction will be provided students in the skill
~ and knowledge needed to design and implement effective interven-~
tions; training will be furnished to school, community and
participating Juven11e Just1ce system personnel to enable them
to be involved in support of this strategy. In addition, exper-
tise gained through institutionalization of various eléments
of the existing Teacher Corps project will be brought to bear
so that there will be dialogue and interchange 6f experiences
between the new component and the regular Teacher Corps team."

0JJDP/LEAA required that the Activity II component of the program be conducted
at a separate school site, that is not the same site as the locatlon of the

Activity I Corrections portion of the program. Further, it was expected that

the site of Activity II would be a public secondary school.
Project Objective:

"To demonstrate the degree student-based intervention initiatives
can reduce the incidence of crime, violence and disruption

- occurring in schools and the cllmate of fear assoc1ated w1th
these events."

There was a requirement that an independent external evaluation be conducted

O

to demonstrate the effectiveness of SIA as a model for the reduction of school

1. Student Initiated Activities as a model was developed by the 0JJDP/LEAA
Special Emphasis Projects staff in conjuriction with American Institute of Research.
The model, seen as a way of giving students training in ways to influence school

systems and thereby reduce school crime and v1olence, was refined as the YAP pro;ects

implemented it.
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crime, violence and disruption.’ The externai evaluator, SARC,.wa5<identified in

September, 1976 and had a record of experlence in the evaluation of simi;ar,programs.

The final agreement was negotlated largely by William Sm1th pirector of Teacher

Corps, Clarence Walker, the Teacher Lorps YAP Coordlnator and Emlly Martln, Director;

Special Emphasis Programs, and Judl Frledman, Law Enforcement Spec1a115t, GJJIDE/LEAA '

with assistance from Shirley Baizey of the Office of Education and W1111am Moulden,

Chief of the Management Branch of‘Teacher Corps on fiscal and bureaucratic matters,

Richard W. Velde, Admlnlstrator of LEAA, Department of Justice, later John Rector,

Admlnlstrator of 0JJDP, Department of Justice and Actlng Commissioner of Education,

William F. Pierce and the current Commissioner of Educatlon, Ernest Boyer.

The agreement was signed by'James Shealy for OJJDP/LEAA, Joe N. Pate, Contract-

ing Officer for USOE, William Smith for Teacner Corps and Cora 0. Beebe, Director

of the Budget Division of the office of Educatlon on August 24, 1976. The date of

termination of the agreement is June 30, 1978, or a total of approximately 20 ‘months

of funding. The remainder of the contract details the scope of work, the objectives,

_ tasks, etc., and may be obtalned from Teacher Corps, WashingtOn. It should be

noted that a three page attachment sets forth the "Guidelines for the Evaluation of

Youth Advocacy Amendments'.

The YAP Directors were called to Washlngton early in August of 1976 and

jnvited to submit amendments to their ¢

funds to begin an Activity II program. Four of the projects were new to Teacher

Corps and had just recelved funding in June of 1976 for their Activity I Youth Advo-

- cacy Projects, In effect these Dlrectors were asked to begin two new pro;ects

All 10 Directors were given 1nstruct10ns as to how to write amendments to their

current pro;ects and a compllcated formula (based on funds received for the initial

YAP grant) allocatlng the OJJDP/LEAA funds was dev1sed by the YAP Coordlnator

‘Amendments were ‘submitted and the 10 amendments for Act1v1ty II prOJects were funded

to begin in ‘September, 1976. . . s

o

urrent 10th and 11th cycle projects to obtain

nlthough the Washington staffs of both‘Teacher Corps and OJJDP/LEAA indicate
that the terms of the agreement were COnmunicated verbally and in nrfting to the
Directors rn August, 1976, five of the Directors reported.never having seen the
interagency aéreement; 'Other-correspondence and ninutes of Loopimeetings reveal
similar gaps in the areas of external evaluation, project monitoring, reporting on
project progress and the relationship between the two components, Activity I and
Activity fI of the Youth Advocacy Projects. That is,/tne official documentsvex-
changed and negotiated by tne agencies in Washington make the mandate explicit.
The correspondence between the administrators at OJJDP/LEAA, Teacher Corps, and
SARC spells out the evaluation procedures very clearly (see letter from Emily
Martin to William Smith, January 25, 1977): yet there was slippage in the trans-
mission of the information to the field. The minutes of the Loop of July 21, 1977
make it clear that there was still some confusion about the local projects
responsibility for external evaluation, reporting to tne two agencies and the
nature of the articulation between Activity I and Activity II. Interviews with
the project administrators revealed the same gap. As the projects developed their
ownpidentf}y, the issues were"resolved, so that by November, 1977, the culture of
the Activity II component of the program was almost in place for the majority of the
field based participants. By March of 1978, nine of the ten Associate Directors

W . . ..
ere committed menbers of the Activity II, SIA, Youth Advocacy Program working

toward i
, the goal of the reduction of school disruption and fear, crime and violence

in just that order. : :

‘The Budget - ' : )

During tne initial discussions between OJJDP/LEAA and Teacher Ccrps, the
figure oft$3,00Q,OOO was mentioned as the amount available for the interagency
agreenent in a memo:from Qlarence Walker to R. Woodfon April 15, 1976. On June
15, 1976 in a'memovfrom Clarence Walker to the Director of Teacher Corps,‘William j

Smith, it i i ] : ? .
mith, it is explained that the amount of money actually available after additional

-31-

Gt A




N

given (6/15/76),

r a
| f -

: r #
discussions with OJJDP/LEAA was $2,000, 000. The three areas of concern mentloned in the
memo with resPect to the final f1scal arrangements center around (1) worklng w1th the
Teacher Corps funding cycles, (2) the lOA matching funds requirements from perspective
applicants, and (3) funding a program that was not one that Teacher Corps would do
anyway without OdJDP/LEAA funds. Much work had been’done by the Budget officer, Shirley
Baizey and the Teacher Corps Chief ofathe;Management Branch, William Moulden to work out

& . . . ©

the technical details of the transfer with the assistance of Russell Wood, the Deputy

D1rector of Teacher Corps. T§° federal government as a procedure for interagency
agreements and the transfer of funds, but it by no means is a simple process and many
details had to be atitended to by the administrators infboth agenc1es. Once Judi
Friedman announced that the approVallfrom 0JJDP/LEAA éor the transfer of funds had been
’ the Teacher Corps YAP Coordinator worked‘Out the budget details related
to the funding of the ten field sites. Based on a comolex formula, the ten projects
were allocated funds prOportionate to the “amount each haddreceived in the national
leacher Corps competltlon. The two 10th Cycle projects, Baltlmore and Colorado, were '
allocated monies for one year of operatlon whlle the other elght (llth Cycle) were
allocated funds for two years. The total amount allocated to the field was $1,835,474
and the average project grant for Activity II was approximately 10% or $183;547.

Administrative costs for operating the School/Crime Intervention program were
o W

1 $218,959 or $54,433 over the $2,000,000 to be transferred to Teacher Corps by

OJJDP/LEAA; Appropriate adjustments were made in the budget at the federal and local

)

1evels to accommodate this amount. $2 000”000 was the final figure transferred.

Each project was 1nstructed to reserve 10/ of its: p*OJect ‘funds: for evaluatlon,
internal and external. The dlstrlbutlon of this 10% created some confllcts in the

relationships between the projects and the national offlces and~SARC,r In a letter of

January 25, 1977 from Emily Martin,(OJJDP/LEAA) to William Smith (Teacher Corps), a copy

of which‘was sent to Clarence Walker, YAP Coordinator,‘the'following appears:

=32-
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(The evaluation needs for the Activity II programs are outlined
more fully in the memo of December 29, 1976, from Elaine Murray,
SARC to Teacher Corps Directors and Associate Directors. ‘A
summary of outcome evaluation requirements of both the schools
and the Activity°II evaluators is provided on page 4 of the
aforementioned memorandum from Elaine Murry ")

"The cooperation of the Activity Il evaluators in the national
evaluation design is essential for its success. The 10 percent
of each program's budget for evaluation should adequately cover
the’ manpower requirements for the national evaluation, while at
the same time allowing for individual project and cross-project
work. We would like to point out that from contacts from Acti-
vity II staffs, it appears that the Teacher Corps evaluation
interests are quite consistent with the objectives and concerns
of the national level. process evaluation. The SARC group was
chosen in part for its long experience in working with action
programs, and it is our hope that the SARC involvement in this
important effort can serve both of our evaluation needs."

'S

In an effort to regularize the funding of cross-project and external evaluation

activities, the Board of Directors of the Loop, that is, all YAP Directors agreed to

send funds representing 2%

of the 10% to the Loop for distribution. However, this

was not legally possible and other issues arose concerning the distribution of this

money.

The concerns are clearly expressed in a letter of February 14, 1977 to

Clarence Walker, YAP Coordinator, from Bud Myers, Director of the Vermont Teacher

Corps Project, and Vivienne Williams, Liaison Officer of the Youth Advocacy Loop.

A large portion of the letter is cited here, because it does represent one of the

i

few times that administrative directives from Washington, D. C. were necessary to

resolve a conflict regarding the allocation of fiscal resources:

"As a result of the February 4th Chicago meeting with Bill Smith
and Caroline Gillin, Vivienne and I feel the need to raise some
issues round the financial arrangements for the Activity II
cross-project evaluation. We'll divide this letter into (1)
baseline information, (2) issues and (3) alternatives.

1) Baseline:

- In August, 1976, we as Youth Advocacy Dlrectors, agree to set
aside 10% of our respective Activity ‘II budgets for evalua-
tion, documentation and dissemination activities. Since we
anticipated the evaluation activities to be coordinated through

the Loop we then set about developing a pollcy for managlng the
funds so that;
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a)

b)

qQ

independent cross-project evaluation would be»assured (inde-~
penderit from an anticipated contract let by LEAA [Doug Grant}]).
and, : : . : :

o

site evaluation

of each individual project would be assured.

As you will recall the 10% was divided in Atlanta (Dec. 1976) as

[

! 5 ) = O,' . . :

In any case, we should anticipate questions from Directors

and their own grants offices regarding who pays, how much, when
and for what."

A variety of alternatives were given and the one selected was:

- follows:

a)

5% for cross-project activities--.

e L
it

5

(2% to be located at the Loop offices for easy access, publi-
cation, etc., and 3% to remain with the projegt_fqr Cross-
project activities which would be the responsibility of
individual projects). S

b) The remaining 5% would be retained on site for individual .

a) Return all nonies not expended to date from the Loop batk
to projects .and have Art Cole (Teacher Corps) or Doug Grant
(SARC) or both deal directly with the Directors.
"In any case it must be clear that Viv (Williams, Liaison Officer, E
‘Loop) has no responsibility for these funds; secondly, that The

j luati , , L University of Vermont as fiscal agency has no responsibility for
project gvalnation. i o ' e expenses incurred beyond its own one~third of the local Activity
' R . o 9 n .
In Chicago, February-4th, we all heard from Emily M;rtln and IT 10 c '
Bill Smith that one-third of the 10% would be used for cross- The B™ect Directors rot Ined sontiol of the 10%. 16 o wsed B ) | .
project evaluation and that this one-third was to be available 7 Fje ir ' aine ] . se T ex ernal evaluation

to Doug Grant and Art Cole for a cooperative cross-project emgl— c
uation (this presumably means that two-thirds‘of.the 10% remains
witH the projects for individual project evaluation). :

:gurther,-wé were told by Caroline that the transfer of the ori-

ginal 2% to the Loop office-in Placentia was not legal or in
keeping with the federal policy.

)

to expeénd the money.

If Art Cole were to assume this responsibility, he would need
very strong support from Washington. Project Dirgctors would
need to agree to accepting Art's requests for paylgg consul-
tants, publication costs and the like. I am certain that Fhe
Directors would demand assurances that costs for cross-project
activities would be shared evenly across all projects. W¢ @e-
lieve that a strong statement indicating Art's role and their
own responsibilities would need to come from-you, Bill and
Caroline. ’ : -

If Doug begins to deal with projects directly, itprgis?s the .
question for-us as .to whether LEAA is aware that'thls repre-
sents additional sources of support for his scope of work

under contract. :

<

' Pp. 4-5).

S

and negotiated the distribution of those monies for external, cross-project and

(VN

internal evaluation with Teacher Corps, Washington and SARC. Typically, the money

was used to pay for the-visits of consultants from the Washington Office, an Activity

: "II‘project evaluator to attend to the collection of déta and compile the information
= ~2)  Issues: " ’ , : ded by .SARC and t ort local evaluation effort
- ~a) What to do with the Loop held portions of the 2%. Five needed by . and to support local evaluation efforts.
V F et f $13,398.22. 4 o . ‘
b) 5ﬁ°3ecti h?dealzigiﬁdzzzgzgézgzgn:ttzﬁzlcgosz-project one- Other fiscal matters were handled routinely by the national Teacher Corps staff
o authorizes ¢ ; : : ; .
: i 1t is ' Cole's role,. . S
' third, 1Whazh1spigjZzthggegiigfssrzgieinéiﬁisor:gard7 ’ who submitted quarterly financial reports to the LEAA Contracting Officer with
your role, e . 1re AN ; ard: ’ ' |
Lt E dit fh % have Béen made under Loop Directors the understanding that "any deviation in the reporting schedule set forth herein
R U xpenditures, thus far ) C : ; : - i ; \ .
! o e . e . . . . 2T It ) ) . Y
; T auspices, giving or validating Viv that respon51b1%1Fy. ‘ . ‘s . . , )
| ol seeﬁs cléar that the Board of Directors cannot e?f1c1ent%y shall be agrged to in writing by the performing agency and the LEAA Contra@tlng
g b handle this, Further, since most of the funds will now e Offic r‘ andlthat any unused fu dc;shéll revert to LEAA through appropriate
f,,’ - located at individual projects; Viv would have no authority icer . . . ( }\ ) ny e n 2\ . g pprop

I
A

financial acéounting channels". (contractual agreement J-LEAA-TAA-030-6, 8/24/76,

i
S

C. Participants' Peréeptions of the Activity II Program -

In the course of the investigation, forty-three persons were interviewed éver
the three monthkperiod.{ Of that group, twelve were members of the Washington staff
ofkTeachér Corpg, three were members of the OJJDP/;EAAtWashiﬁgtop iggff, all 10
Project Diféctbrs were iﬁferviewed by phone or in pe;sdn, all nine Associate

; : _ S} )
Directors were interviewed in San Prancisco in March, 1978. The one Program Develop-

<R

ment Specialist whose respdnses are reportéd with those of the Associate Directors




e ks ota g

fovaba st T i

.

Three members of the SARC staff

‘were 1nterv1ewed formally and several informal conversatlons were held with three

“was 1nterv1ewed in Washlngton in March, 1978.

@

other research associates of the SARC staff in San Franc1sco in March, 1978. The

five respondents reported . under the "Others" category included a fiscal officer
with the Office of ‘Education who had worked on the 1nteragency agreement, a formerv

Youth Advocacy Project Director who was 1dent1f1ed by three of the current Directors

as being ''very much involved in the conceptual basis of the program and promoting

VA
ding

interagency agreements' . It should be noted that six

(One experienced Director)

of the ten. Progect Directors had previous experience with Teacher Corps Youth
oo

Four of the Directors were 'new" to Youth Advocacy Projects.

Two of thosa respondents in the "Others" category were project evaluators inter-

Advocacy programs.

viewed in San Francisco and flnally, the Liaison Officer for the Youth Advocacy
Loop who was talked with in person and by phone on several occasions.
i The data reported here are perceptions of the individuals interviewed.

]

Freqhenrly, their perceptions are supported by file documentation and observation.

However, it must be emph351zed\that the data reported in Table 5 and responses to

1nd1V1dua1 project outcomes and 1mpact are perceptlons and are not supported by

. v other eV1dence. The evaluation of the success of local prOJects in reduclng

&
.

3 , ‘
i crime, vrolence, dlsruptlon and fear will be reported on by the Social, Action

‘. ; Research Center and is not the object of this report, except as respondents report

| ¢ their perceptions. ¢

o

S R N 7
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Associate
Directors

Directors

" .of the program.

Chart 1 =
‘Demographic Characteristics of
Directors and Associate Directors
: Previous '
Ethnic Educational Te
; hnic acher Corps Instdi
ex : Age Affiliation Level __Experience |, A?fi;?;i;gil
M F - ~ - ' |
20-30 |30~-40]40 5‘0“ Bj W)H | BA|MA |EdD Yes No// LEA| IHE |Other:
5 5| 6 3 | | \[
, 1 SiPd 1 8 2 4 6 7 2 1
8 2 2 8 2 1
8 . 1 9 9 1 1 9

This chart indicated the ddfiference in the dEmographic characteristics

betw Di i re V y en
q

As a group the Assoc1ate Directors are predominantly male (8 of 10)

5

under 40 (9 of 10), more than half members of minority groups/?6 of 10) and two of

_the cen_have‘the doctorate.  Less than half have had previous Teacher Corps ex— -

perience, while all but one of the Directors had had contact with Teacher Corps

Fur i i € ire
ther, while nine of the ten Directors are university based, only two of‘th
s e

Associ i i : 3 | ‘
ates dre unlverslty staff people and seven are affiliated with the schools

In summ i i :
‘ ary‘then, in comparison to the Associate Directors, the Directors as a'group

W

are mo j ‘ h y
re female, older members of the majority culture with high educational and

experie S ) .
perience levels and are staff persons at institutions of higher education. The

B2

issues of s i d pro i ' "
tatus, security and.program input are complicated by these differences

in given situations.

3

ot i
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to reduce school crime.

. w1th Walker and Martin.

The findings presented in Table 1 indicate that 40% of those intervie@ed per-
ceived that the interagency agreement was created to meet the mutual needs of the two
agencies ~ LEAA had resources and Teacher Corps had entry to schools and programs.
The majority of the field staff, Directors and Associate Directors, saw this ae the
primary motivation. The‘Washington baseo staff of the two agencies viewed common goals
of the two agencies as the major reason for the creation of the interagency agree-
ment (30%). Two of the Directors spoke of the work of those experienced Directors
and others in the field who had been talking about the possibility of an interagency
program for several years prior to 1976 and mentioned one or two projects in the
Western,gnited'States who had negotiated similat agreements with the state law eaforce-
ment agencies. It was their feeling that the communication with Washington by these
YAP Project Directors was the motivating factor. Finally, several respondents men-
tioned the 'legislative mandate of LEAA to '"do something in the schools". In fact,
OJJDP/LEAA had commlsaloned a prlvate firm to conduct a study of which agencies in the
Offlce of Education would be most compatible with their mandate to develop programs
The study1 listed three agencies, of which Teacher Corps

was one. In summary, there was a real and perceived complementarity of needs between

-the two agencies to do something regarding school crime, violence and disruption.

Table 2 presents the perceptions of the forty-three persons interviewed in res-

‘ponse to the question, '"Who was.-most directly involved in creating the joint program?

from Teacher Corpe? from LEAA?" Clearly, the overwhelming majority of respondents

. saw Clarence Walxer, the YAP Coordinator, Teacher Corps, Washington and Emily Martin,

Dlrector, Spec1a1 Empha51s Programs, OJJDP/LEAA as the prime movers of the inter-
agency agreement Typlcally, most respondents also mentloned Wllllam Smith, Dlrector
of Teacher Corps, and Judi Prledman, Law Enforcement Specialist, OJJDP/LEAA, along

lSeveral Dxrectors mentloned other experlenced Project Direc-

tors as being‘initiatdrs and model developers.

10 Plannlng Aselstance Programs (Research for Better Schools, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania, 1976)

e
st
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Q Table 1: Why .was the LEAA/Teacher Corps interagency agreement created?
3 LEAA had funds R "LEAA had
v to disburse for , Teacher Resources;
b , school based  Field Corps LEAA TC had schools i
b Role Group n Common Goals programs? Initiated® Initiated . InitiatedD | and Programs - Other"™
L T. C. |
% Washington 12 8 2 0 0 0 0 2
i » :
4 LEAA 3 2 0 0 ~ 0 0 0
}ﬁ, S ) &
' : ‘
Directors 10 '3 | 0 R | 0 0 5 0
: Associate
! Directors* 10% .0 -3 : 0 0 1 . 6 - 0
z; ,
! t
{ w
1 © SARC 3 0 X 0 , 0 0 0 3 0
i Others*# 5 0 0 1 0 0 : 3 b
43 13 5 T3 0 T 17 4
; Total (100%) (30%) (12%) (7%) (0%) (2%) (40%) | 9%
*One interviewee was a program development specialist familiar with the Activity II component.
y *%0thers include: 8. Bagizey,.M. Eager, A. Gromfin, C. Nordstrom, V. Williams. One respondent was involved only in
the financial aspects of the program and did not respond to programmatic‘;ssues or questions, .
: AnLEAA was trylng to prove that they could give money to kids to start thel own projects and solve their own
problems." (Associate Director) .
b"LEAA had a legislative charge to do something related to keeping kids in school “to- do something with disruptive
kids. They came to Teacher Corps.'" (Associate Director) L
C"The program was field initiated. Several of us (directors) and Loop secretary had been pushing TC Washington to
R do this and it finally got done.'" MHentioned by four of the directors. (Director)
’ d"There was pressure on LEAA from the Senate Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency to move 1nto the schcols. John
Rector (now director of OJJDP/LEAA) was the Committee's Administrative Aid." (TC respondent) _ o :
' "Federal efforts spelled ong in the legislation brought about federal agency interactlon. 1974 was perhaps the
4 first time thls was built into  the 1eglslat10n.” (LEAA respondent) ‘ '
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Table 2: - Who was most directly involved in creating the.joint program?
Teacher Corps LEAA
. , Experienced No. =~ - No
Role Group n Walkerb " Smith Directors® Others? Commentd Friedman Martin Luger Other Comment y
T. C. ‘ ’
Washington 12 11 0 0 0 1 1 8 0 0 3
LEAA 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0.
Directors 10 7 1 2 0 0 2 7 0 0 1
Aséociate
Directors 10 5 2 0 3 0 6 4 0 0 0 o
I .
& SARC 3 2 0 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 N
' .
Others. 5 3 0 1 1 0 2 2 0 0 1 : :
43 31 3 4 T4 1 1 26 1 ~ 0 5 R
Total (100%) (72%) (7%) (9%) (10%) (2%) (26%) (60%) 22 0%y 1 (2% ‘ L
dunder "others" Arthur Cole, T. Tatje and V. Williams were mentioned by two of the 3 Associate Directors. « . co .
bClarence Walker was mentioned in conjunction with Directors Betty Marler and "Bud'" Myers. As one director indicated B :
when asked this question, "There was a level of readiness in the field; several of the directors had been talking P V S
about this for a couple of years including Le Roy Black before the Loop and some of the Western directors like L S G
Annette Gromfin and Al Brown. Clarence called four of us to Washington in July of 1976 to work on' this agreement \\%\K " 'X.
~with LEAA." (This was mentioned by 4 of the directors.) ' R X S :
€It was reported by three informants that A. Brown and A. Gromfin were called to Washington in the Spring of 1976 to ' ! SRE
rough out an interagency agreement with Clarence Walker which he then presented to LEAA., Vivienne Williams, then with B
the Arizona project, also had input. Other names mentioned were W. Moulden and Tess Mahoney. A concept paper e
regarding YAP projects and interagency agreements was written in 1974 and sent to TC Washington. i . RERNE
This respondent was concerned with fiscal matters only and was unaware of program issues. ' (O e
' . e i '\'7\({’7
A
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Tablé 3 reports that 75% of all respondents yiewed the goals of Teacher Corps

as '"Developing and Testing the SIA Model and Providing to Students and Teachers'.

This expectation was consistent with Teacher Corps historical goals which have always
f\\fﬁ““:‘ | T . , ; . . fﬁ% " included training of personnel and model development as primary focal points for

program activities. Sixteen of the twenty Diredtors and Associate Directors reported

this was their perception of the national office's expectations and two of the three

LEAA staff reported that this was the éxpectation of Teacher Corps. By contrast when

asked what they felt the expectations of OJIDP/LEAA were, 77% of those interviewed

~
et
“ws

said that LEAA's expectation was that they.would "show evidence that the p}ogram had

%; ‘reduced crime and violence and fear in the site school'. The interview data revealed

that - the more experienced Teacher Corps Directors (5 of 10)‘were able to make the log-

ical connectioh between testing the student initiated activity model as a strategy
(a means) and the reduction of school crime as a goal. The 'mew" directors (3 of 4)

, o , . 7; had difficulty making this inference. The Associate Directors (7 of 10) reported
. R ' - - | oL | . - they had even greater difficulty making ghis leap from strategy to outcome, parti-
| L ‘ » R , fét cularly when they were called upon by SARC and the national agencies to use the instru-
w | ment based on the Safe‘Schooi Study in a pre-post test fashion_to document program
impact on thé cooperating school. Local project expectations clustered around "Direct

Service to Kids which we could not do before; Teacher Corps money could not be used

for that', and '"Testing the SIA Model" which indirectly meant '"service to kids". .

Finally 67% of thé respondents~saw SARC's expectations as doing what was nécessary
"to do an impact study to Show if the pfograms did reduce.crime ‘in schoolsﬁ. 'Clearly:_
the respondents reforted a divergence in the expectations of ﬁh? national égencies and
related these differences to the situation at the local project level. |

Table 4 indicates that there were a variety of proéedures used to select the
Associate Directors.~‘Maqy of the experienced Diiéctors,(4,of»10) moved,staff members
from the Activity I program into the Associate Director's role for the Activity II com-

ponent of the program. Several suggested that a selection model be developed and

more will be said about this in the results and recommendations sections.
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5 Table 3: What are the expectations for the Activity II programs?
' 'g PART I
National Teacher Corps
o Training Service to
Reduce Crime | Model (SIA) | Students to Implement Development
& Violence Development | Help Them' {|"Cutting {Activity II| Goals | of Interagency No
Role Group n {Impact Study® & Testing | Gain Skills Edge" Program Unclear Agreements Response
T. C. ; ' c
Washington 12 Q 7 0 0 0 0 5 0
72 .
S S LEAA 3 1 2 0o 0 . 0 0 0 0
N ! » . .
Directors 10 1 8 0 1 0 0 0 0
Associate : .
Directors 10 2 8 0 0 0 0 ' 0 0
SARC 3 0 ' 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
N ,
2 y _Others 5 0 4 0 . 0 0 1 0 0
, A
N ! .‘w/ . , [y .
= ' e SR © ' Total 43 4 32 0 1 0 1 5 0
' : v ) X100%) (97%) (75%) (0%) (2%) (0%) (27%) (12%) (0%)
St . : | LEAA
O o R IE o ‘ Training Service to !
2 ' Reduce Crime | Model (SIA) | Students to Implement Development
& Violence Development | Help Them |'"Cutting | Activity II| Goals | of Interageucy No b
Role Group n {Impact Study®| & Testing [ Gain Skills Edge" Program Unclear Agreements Response
. . T. C. ~
S ' R o Washington | 12 |[. 8 0 1 0 . 0 0 0 3
_. L LEAA 3 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
@ , e ’ : : '
T R EE L SRR Directors | 10 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
' o ‘ o iy Associate ' .
S : Directors 10 6 . 2 1 0’ 0 1 0 0 X
e B TR SARC 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0o 0 B
' wdi o Others 5 4 0 | 0 0 0 0 0 : 1 4
) T e . { Total 43 33 o 2 3 : 0 o i -0 4 -
ST B (100%) 7% (5%) (7%) (0%) (0%) (22) | . (0%) . (9%)
) P f} '.,i avpar our project, crime and violence really means disruptive behavior and a way to give kids power to control
kE ‘ .,‘9 their lives.'" (2 Associate Directors) ‘ “
o . e L e .6 o0 . 0 8 - 9. 0 @ 0 9
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Table 3 (Continued)
’ PART II
Local . SARC
Training |Service to | Implement
Reduce Crime |Model (SIA)|Students to] Activity Reduce Crime; Test Provide
& Violence |(Development| Help ‘Them IT Goals & Violence |Training} Data 4 No
Role Group n_{Impact Study®| & Testing |Gain Skills| Program |Unclear | Tmpact Study| Model® | Feedback|Other®|Response
T. C. .
Washington} 12 0 5 2 1 4 7 0 4 0 1
LEAA - 3 1 0 Y 2 0 0 0 3 0 0
Directors.| 10 4 3 3 0 0 9 i 0 0 0
Associate :
Directors 10 0 3 6 1 0 8 1 0 1 0
' ¥
& .
1 SARC 3 0 2 0 1 0 3 -0 0 0 0
Others 5 0 3 1 0 1 2 1 0 1 1
Total 43 5 16 12 5 5 29 3 7 2 2
’ (1007 (12%) (36%) (28%) (12%) (127) (67%) %) (16%) (52) (5%)
€"e did not feel threatened by SARC instruments. In fact, the data we'got in San Francisco (March, 1978) is greét.
The data say our delivery of services to kids is great and the figures show that there has been a change in school
climate and a,dfop in disruptive behavior. The external evaluation is a good one and will show a low cost, high
impact program for us," (Experienged Directeor sent SARC data to us to support above statement.)

d"SARC was in Denver in 1976. All of the disharmony has grown out of the SARC evalutions."

"Even though there was resistance to the SARC instrument, the pre test revealed differences in perceptions of teachérs
and students concerning the level of violence and it showed that the teachers viewed the students as bad and the
students were much more fearful than anyone had imagined. We shared the information with the principal who was
surprised." (Project Evaluator) : '

. . : il' S '.n_‘w“‘_;w_ e s et v \, ,_,,.,r' - ij ;_4....,..,,_» i - . - v . - ‘ o —

H v f:f' »\ . ) : v‘}.. ;‘" . DC\" - ‘ %

o : .’ F R : i s ) :

:( . ‘; o B . o r L

I i
mem:.», ‘f‘

V4



IS

e

o

4’;’
4 .
" Table 4: What was the Method of Selecting the Associate Director?
b
‘ ? Moved by Director |
o ; from position on Applied to Ad Selected by Selacted by Selected by ’
. | Role Group n _ Activity I Staff@ and Screened Director LEA THE Other
v i .
| %} Directors | 10 4 2, 2 1 0 1%
? Associate
~ o Directors 10%* 5 2 2 0 0 1%
Others 4 1 0 2 1 0 0
24 ; 10 4 6 - 2 0 2
. Total (100%) (427) (177%) (25%) (8%) (0%) (8%)
©
: %.
/4,)/; N
‘ . L *One interviewee was a P.D.S.
& *%One project had two Associate Directors; one selected by the IHE ard the other by LEA. ;
, . , , a(This Associate Director was an LEA teacher and replaced tke first Associate Director.) ''I have a goéd relationship ‘
p N o ’ with the director, although I expected more problems. My loyalties are with the school district, but the program :
: s has "hooked" me. We have a shared management system and I have decision making power at the site . . I will check |
, 3 - things out with the director, but he relies on my judgment. We negotiated a budget at the beginning of the year '
S & ‘ . . and I have a llne 1tem arrangement to support Acitivity II . . . It pays to know the responsibilities for your role
. S R o : bi .and the system."
: i B e "In selecting our orlglnal Assoc1ate Directors I took the advice first of a community person and this d1d not work,
‘ VR so we replaced him with someone recommended by a colleague and discovered he was not qualified. Then we derived a
= 2 5 selection model, followed it and selected a person who had worked with the Activity I component of the program and
’ : - , had other skills. He's great and the model worked.'" (A "new" Director of a YAP prOJect)
; S \
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back from others than the Teacher Corps Program Specialist.

These issues were:

i . i, B S RN B2 e s

Table 5 summarizes the responses of the field staff concerning the monitoring
of the Activity II componént of the pfogram. 8 of the 10 Directors mentidned their
Teacher Corps Edug%)ion Program Specialist in addition to the other persons named as
monitors and/or consuitants. Most frequently mentioned Were’CIarence Walker, Arthur
Cole, and a consultant used by Teacher Corps, Dr. Terrance Tatje, a Professor.of Anthro-
polbgy at SUNY at Buffalo. Most of the respondents viewed Judi Friedman as the program
monitor from OJJDP/LEAA and several mentioned a former staff member with the agency,

M. Marvin. Ii was indicated that most of the field people (15 of 20) expected site
visits from SARC, but in fact most of the monitoring by SARC was done by phone or mail.
The most frequent problems raised with respeét to the monitoring had to do with the
frequency of reporting in different formats to various agencies and the lack of feed-

A uniform reporting

format for Activity II programs was devised and this reduced the paper work burden.

/The issue of the distribution of funds for project monitoring and evaluation has’

”  been discussed and will be alluded Bp again in the final section of the report.

Table 6 reports the results of the responses (of all but the Assoéiaté Directors)
to the question 'How were decisioﬁs made abogt grants, personnel, mqﬁitoring”? Almost
50% of the respondents (34% and’9%) mentioned the strategy of negotiation, negotiation
between the agencies, megotiation with the field, etc. Six of those interviewed re- .
called three issues which required administrative directives to resolve some conflicts.
(1) the right of the OJJDP/LEAA Program Monitor to visit project
siteé and under what circumstances; (2) the distribution of the 10% in each project
budggt for monitoring and evaluation; (3) the level and degree of cooperation with £he
external evaluator inwmllecting data based on the common instruments. Several persons
(5) reported that some issues were .not resolved. All five mentioned at least two of

the five areas shown below as being "issues left dangling'':

1. External evaluation and the appropriateness of the design and instrumentation.
2. The role of the Associate Director in relation to federal agencies.
3. The need to have a commonly accepted conceptual base for Act1v1ty IT.
4. The requirement for a separate site for Activity II.
5. The degree and level of articulation between Activity I and Activity II.
-45-
“ L]
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ﬁ Table 5: Who monitors the Activity IT portion of the Program?
! Teacher Corps LEAA ; { BARC
% Program : . d
i _Role Group n Specialist | Walker Cole**| Others®| None || Friedman | Others®| None Murraybr Grant | Others® | None
Directors*| 10 4 2 3 L1 0 . 4 4 2 2 0 1 7
Associate : .
, N Directors | 10 4 2 2 2 0 7 2 1 3 0 0 7
Others 5 2 2 1 0 0 5 0 0 1 1 1 2
25 10 6 - 6 3 0 16 6 3 6 1 2 16
. __Totals (100%) (40%) (247) (24%) (12%) (0%) (64%) (247) (127} (24%) (&%) (8%) (64%)
I3 A . ! : N
o o ) ,
¥ " L *Most dlrectors (8 of 10) mentioned monitoring by their program apeclallst in addition to others named in addition to
' o local administrators, deans,-city councilmen, etc.
= ~%**%The perception among many field personnel was that A. Cole had the authorlty to monitor prOJects, \when in fact he did
not have the authority to do so unless specifically requested to monitor by C. Walker.
& 7 . :T Tatje and Cyle ox TatJe representlng Cole.
., % x . "All her monitoring was doni by phone except for our face to face. contacts An Chicago (Feb. 1977) and in San
& , ; . ‘ Francisco (March 1978)." (Reported by 3 Associate Directors)
‘ SR . CAll respondents in this category spoke of site visits by M. Marvin who was a consultant to LEAA and who has since left.
v S B One Associate Director reported the following, "Mr. Marvin.visited and we had a good face to face response from him
“ - on the success of Activity II. He said we were doj ing a good job. Then the written report came and it was all nega-
: AR tive and inaccurate. We told Judi, our program spec1allst, who came in December of 1977 and we got useful feedback.
v - ; d”Terry Tatje also visited but we got no feedback except for our talks when he was there."
‘ [ We expected two or more visits per site from SARC but no one came: Then there was the confusion about evaluation in
Sy . . @3 the budget - 107% of tetal with half to local evaluation and half to cross project evaluation.. Then that got changed
: R R to 3% to Art Cole and 2% to SARC - the issue is still confused." (Similar information reported by six Directors and
Ry four Associate Directors) : )
% :; €0thers here stands for "no comient or don't know. (2 respondents)
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Table 6: How were decisions made about grants, personnel, monitoring? -
) ( - . - : .
'ﬂ f : ‘ ~ Administrative
| Negotiation Negotiated , ' Directive from . ‘ v
“ oy ‘ ' - Between With T.C. National ~ LEAA made T.C. official or Issues mot ,
Role Group. n Agencies Field Made Decisions Decisions LEAA Official Resolved?® - Othe}’
National ; ' ‘ |
) Teacher 12 2 2 5 0 2 0 1
o Corps - : ‘ ;
. . LEAA 3 1 0 0 P 0 1 1 0
. E b SARC 37 0 0 0 0
“l Ll ‘i 7. e
ey . R Directors 10
% I :
o : ' 3

R

\ 1 0 - .
7 L1y 0 : 1 1 0
S e T A Other 5 0 2 "o 0 0 2 1
i - s C ,- e i . g 33 3 ‘ 11 6 0 6 5 2
S R B DN T i -~ Total (100%) . (9%) (34%) (18%) (02) < (18%) (15%) (6%) ‘
R e = &'The monitoring and external evalﬁation’isgues are not resolved and have not been since Pheasant Run, February, 1977."
g R o (1 Director) : , : : - ‘ L
" s o : This respondent had a fiscal role only.
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Table 7 1nd1cates that the field staff of the School Crime Interverition components

tended to practice joint decision maklng at the local progect level

the Associate Directors made the operat10na1 deczslons on a daily basls at the school

"slte and that flscal and pol1cy matters were dlscussed with the PrOJect Dlrector and

wherevapproprlate,

taken to the governlng c0mm1ttees of the project.

leferences were

negotiated and the project Directors were kept informed by the AssOciate’Directors of

Activity II progress.

., and Teacher Corps,

Washington cn the local level, the responses were mixed and the

In response to the question concerning the impact of OJJDP/LEAA

impression is that the 1mpact was variable depending on the local sxtuatlon at the site

0

and the experlence of the local staff.

Almost half of the field staff felt that con-

f11ct1ng d1rect1ves and empha51s on schoal crime did produce some confu810n at the local

level, But as one Director put it,

=

; Washington.

‘,.Y N

Activity IT
Helped troubled youth

o

O W& W

new proposals for 1978

major accomplishments and rewards reported were:
' o y

: as reported by the Dlrectors and Assoclate Dlrectors.

were the most rewardlng aspects of the Act1v1ty I1 progs

Table 8 represents the response to two questlons on the interview schedules,

//f’

g "What were the major accomplishments of the.Activity 181 program?“

“An

"Everythlng was fine as long as you didn't panlc
when one of these contradictory directives came to the Associate or you from

You had to use common sense in responding to these things."

"What

.7" and to the field staff,

The responses to both

quest1ons are summarlzed in the follow1ng list and represent perceived accompllshments

item was not listed unless it

. was mentioned by at 1east two of the Associate Directors and two of the Directors. The

Made pub]lc school personnel more aware of school crime, v1olence, etc.
Provided“training for school personnel to deal with school disruption,

Worked with community and families to help resolve problems.

Introduced kids to the world of work in productive ways.

Assisted youth in getting a voice in decision making processes in schools.
Refined staff development model by reality grounding in experlences with kids.
Collected quantifiable. data concerning program ‘success - ' '
Achieved articulation between Activity I and Act1v1ty II.
Incorporated elements’ of Activity II 1nto ong01ng Teacher Corps programs and 1nto

"we made it work."

~11. Personnel growth and. development learnlng to work w1th several agencies.
12. ~Ab111ty to, understand SIA and Operatlonallze it,

'482 reported that

T
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Table 7: How are decisions made about Activity II project?
At the Local Level ' - LEAA Impact T.C. National Impact
Emphasis on .
Activ. I| Activ.II| Joint Crime & Emphasis | Conflicting
2 Director | Director| s Deci- '{ Violence | on SIA |Directives
% Governing| & Staff | & Staff sion Confused Model from
{ Role Group| n [|Committee| Decide?| Decide Makingb Other®||[Local Level9| None|Other] Confusing| Washington None|OtherC
. Directors | 10 2 0 3 5 0 4 5 1 3 4 0 3
Associate S . ' '
Directors#*| 10 0 1 5 3 1 5 2 3 6 ‘ -3 -1 0 1
B Others 5 0 1 0 4 0 2 1 2 1} 3 0 1
. . . - - P
. : ' 25 .2 2 . 8 12 1 11 8 6 10 -10 0 5
2 Total (100%) (8% (8%) - (32%) (48%) (4%) (447) (32%) (24%) (40%) (40%) (0%)1(20%)
1
- - *Most Associate Directors (7 of 10) indicated that decisions were situational with fiscal and policy matters going
A through the Director and governing committees but they made decisions at the Activity II site.
» < 40ne Associate Director indicated that he did not have the "leverage" to do what needed to be done at the site but
= ’ did have to get permission from the Activity I Assistant Director.
. Cooperative or Joint Decision Model Project Director and Associaté Director and other decision makers consult and
. decide, % .
: C'"There were some ’nerritory differences in T.C. Washington that had an impact on our prOJect in terms of Clarence
) . 4. and Art and the program specialists and who could tell us what to'do." (One Associate Director)
X . y "At the beginning there seemed to be little collaborative planning or decision making at the Washington level and
'“ , ‘ " ‘this was reflected at the lacal level. Later there was a more complete understanding ‘of program goals on the part
W of both agencies. (A project evaluator)
' €Lack of articulation between IHE and LEA and Activity I and II staff, isolation and other factors led to the ter-
S ‘mination of this project in June, 1977. (Interview and file data)
e ' o »
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Table 8: What were the most rewarding aspects of the Activity II program?
Make Articulation
Direct Interagency ‘ of Won Trust Personal
Service Test SJA Agreement Activities of Growth & Institution~ c
Role Group n T Kids Model Work I & I1 Participants Development?® alization Other
T.C. ' ;
Washington] 12 1 3 1 2 ’ 0 2 1 2
§ LEAA 3 0 0 -3 0 0 0 0 0
Directors 10 5 3 0 1 0 0 1 0
Associate T ,
Directors 10 3 1 4 0 1 1 0 0
¢
© SARC 3 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0
Others 5 2 2 0 0 0 C 0 1.
43 11 10 10 e 3 1 3 2 .3
Total {100%) (26%) (23%) (23%) (7% @27 77z (5%) (7%)
a'"My investment/ in this activity is great personally and professionally. 1 see light at the end of the tunnel."
birhe opportunity to hone the Activity I program to a fine edge with the input of the professional street wise staff of
i Activity II was good for Teacher Corps." (1) ' ;
"Also Activity II staff interaction with folks from SARC was good because it gave the Activity IT staff a feeling for
the use of data."(1) o o
C0ne respondent had a specialized role and didn't know. (1) {j,) ‘
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i Table 9: Wiat were the principle problems related to Activity I1? o A
I Conflicting . . “Weak External Inexperience- Change-in. Poor Too ’
> 8 : Agency Lack of -Conceptuali- (Evaluation - of some Local Communi-  Many ’
/A %? Role Group. n Goals * Time zation Imposed Directors Staff cation® Masters Otherb
R b T.C. 4 -
. ‘ i Washington| 12 1 2 1 +2 2 0 2 0 2 N -
o f . -
° - LEAA '3 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 & ’
Directors | 10 1 - 2 1 3 1 0 1 1 0 .
. . < i \ ; R
T 4 Associate o o iib e
oy ' Directors 10 1 0 1 4 0 1 2 0 S IR -
.y : ) . . ‘ . .
S | SARC 3 3 0 0 0 0 0’ 0 0 0
’ , : \\\ - o o lﬂ
, ‘ ' Others 5 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 1 '~v:.>
. . S 43 8 4 G 11 3 1 5 1 2
* - - ’ Total (100%); (19%) (9%) (14%) (26%) ’(7%) (2%) (12%) (2%) (9%)
. v . w a1No widespread immediate.dmpact." (1) "SARC evaluation is inappropriate for a rural area.' (1)
} B . "Lack of input from the field.'(2) . V : .
- b"ghe most. frustrating is not being listened to by SARC and LEAA when recommendations were made.' (1) "No Comment.'(2) .
: , E One Director captured the feeling of 3 others and 2 of the Associate Directors in the following, "SARC was a 'lay on.' ; o ®
‘ o They walked in in"the fall, 1976 and presented this completely unsuiltable grand design taken.from the safe school . N
y . - T study. We objected to it all over the U.S. - in Atlanta (Dec. 1976), Phoenix and Chicago (Feb. 1977). ' In Chicago - -
cE LT PR o o we were ordered to cooperate . . . Later SARC was more flexible and by the March, 1978 meeting we were able to & o
. 1 O, negotiate an evaluation package we could both live with." (1 Director) _ " .
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B (ij) %f Table 10: Would you engage in another such interagency project? What changes would you make?
' 1 o Changes
%; Clarify More |Voluntary|Joint Planningj Establish Clarify
ot National Time Project | with Loop & Communica- Goals &
; o > i Participation |Expecta- for Partici~ Field in tion Roles at No A ok
o Role Groupl n [yes |no |other| tions |[Planning| pation | Evaluation® ChannelsP | Local Level®|Suggestions™ Cther
T.C.
Washingtom 12 1210 0 - 2 2 0 2 1 0 4 i
LEAA -3 110 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
_ o TV ‘ Directofd” 10 | 10| 0| o 3 3 1 2 0 0 0 1
o ' - YRR : ;
' Associate
$ Directers | 10 | 10{ 0 0 1 2 1 2 1 2 0 1
= - ' - : 0 :
. LT : 3 ,  SARC 3 310 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 :0
e Lo z u '
A " N
3 !
’ t Others 50 311 1 0 0 0 3 1 0 1 0
) o A > e ‘
N SRR~ S D o 43 139111 3° 7 8 2 10 4 2 7 3
| AT o S B Total  (LOOZX91%X(2%) (7%)| (16%) | (19%) (5%) (23%) (9%) (5%) (16%) (7%)
) : ;; ; . .' o *No comments or suggestions from 6 respondents. The assumption is that they were satisfied with ‘the program as it
‘ 5‘”iv' : : 1"> ‘f“ o was structured,
. e il Chpioel 7 ’ #%"This project could have been administered by LEAA and TC in concert without tranbferrlng funds at all. Each would
IR : ol ~3- e A , have worked with its own money "(1 person) One person said, "If you (at the local level) used good sense, everything
. o T T P B worked well."
: L L ; e o **%It should be noted that most of the Directors and Associate Directors listed two or more of the changes shown here
L iii 055‘ and one listed all of them. ‘In analyzing the data what was judged to be the most important recommended change was
s ﬁ e T . X coded for each respondent. '
a Y Wt T T '; g : any don't want to get in and find that my hands are tled . . . before any arrangement is made; nail down the external
o 8 g < FEES b’evaluaLlon. Specify goals and get input from the Dlrectors and the Associate Directors. (1)
f . N o o 'Stop nit plcking and look at the big scheme of things; divorce the program from your ego and remLmber the mission
) So 1T @ k ] and the task.," (1) -
. a0 “ o . o COne Director indicated the external evaluation component was the most crucial area requiring change. "It didn't matter
L S g . ¥ Sk ; what any of us said (Feb. 1977, Chicago Loop meeting) they (SARC) had their gran: design and that was that! SARC
: B ) « ey ~~v§v' was responsible for a lot of the conf ict and miscommunication in the whole program."
2 SR B R g
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fable 9 ggmmariZes the respOndents‘ perceptions of the principle problems related to
Acti&ity II: 26%, 1argely Directors and Associate Ditectors; reported that the most
botﬁersome issue for them was the imposition of the external evaluatidn. Virtually all
respondents mentioned the evéluation as a proble? in varyihg degfees. ;Thé Teacher Corps

Washington, staff responses were &pread over most of the categories, while 2 of the 3

0JIDP/LEAA staff persons saw conflicting agency goals as a major problem. Whether the

goals of the agencies or the operational styles were the focus of irritation is an issue

which should be examined. The Teacher Corps operating style tended to be such like a

fémily; face to face'interactions, compromise and protectiQe of one's own. The staff
most directly re}ated to the érogram from OJIDP/LEAA were in an agency in which a
contractual or i%galiSCic style was the norm with adherence to time lines, rules of
evidence and sanctions for deviations frqm the standard operating procedures. One of
the OJJDP/LEAA staff persons indicatéd,‘"At the beginning I just cduldn'g understand
them, Teacher Corps. I would speak straight out and tell them what they had to do and
tﬁey would say ;don't talk to us like a policeman' . ... (they felt uncomfortable with
me.) Later on, ﬁhen I bégan to understand how they operated, I appreciated the
flexibility of the group and really begag to like them and what they did." If one

considers poor communication and perceived conflicting agency goals as a single category

—- communications -- then about 30% of the participants said this was a major problem.

In summary, the responses indicated the problems were localized and related to the roles

- of the individuals responding and the experiences pt the local project site.

’Table 10 reveals that 917% of the respondents would continue to work in the School
Crime Interyenfion Program if given the opportunity. Understandable, two of the
OJJDP/LEAA staff persons had no comments to make in this area. The three major areas of
chgngé:suggested are related to joint planning with the field, ﬁarticularlyfin the area

of evaluation, additional time for planning and program operation and the clarification

- of goals at the national agency level. 16% of the group said the programAwas "all

right"'as it was and they wou1d-make no changes,
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In‘eummary, then, the 43 respondents perceived the program to.heve been‘reasonably
"successful" in'terms of doing what they felt were the major goals, developing and
testing the student‘Initiated_Activities model as a strategy to reduce erime, violence
and disruptien in public .schools.

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

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

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

responsible for the development of the interagency agreement.

\}
i

With a background of

They reported that the program had prpblems, a chief

almost two yeare of

to participate in a

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

similar program.

Most reported that they had incorporated the

successful elements

of Activity II into their ongoing Teacher Corps activities and

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

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

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

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

2

pleased, gratified and proud that they had '"Made it (Activity II) work!"

N L e e e s i . s Z,

IV.. RESULTS AND IMPLICATICNS

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

‘program culture.

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

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

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

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

0JJDP/LEAA Focus

@ » : - Teacher Corps Focus

Assisting troubled youth and children
involved with the juvenile justice
system

Reducing crime, violence, and dis-
ruption in schools

Making positive changes in the cli-

‘mate of fear associated with crime

and violence

Model Development - Test SIA as an

~intervention strategy and do natlonal

impact study

Improving the quallty of 11fe in
public institutions

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

Training insexrvice and preservice
teachers

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

‘Model Development for.training teachers

and other educational personnel with
local project evaluation

Improuing the quality of life in pub-
lic institutions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

N

;
i

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

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

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

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

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

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

B

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

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

o

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

tion Program and were ''ready to go'.

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

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

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

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

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

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

A. Gromfin, Callfornla, in 1974 and 1975.

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

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

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

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

\4/\,

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

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

nment.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

it

e ) LR 8 o eat s min <

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

~ related gsite.

C o

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

of expected results. These programs already have the key staff and functional arrange-
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ments needed to work with yviolent and disruptive youth in the}sChool setting'.

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

1. Parity Among Agencies . L ‘ - A

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

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

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

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

(1) Teacher Corps, Natlonal

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

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

to evaluate their schcol based programs.

and evaluation of the program.l

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

and Delinquency Prevention .

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

S

grantees".

. . Whether or not any applicant has met the Guidelines

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

. .

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

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

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

" ) . 4

1. The agreement spec1fﬁes the organ17at10na1 respon51b111t1es of the two
federal agencies, Teacher Corps and O0JJDP/LEAA ané names Judi Friedman as the
- 0JJDP/LEAA Project Dlrector and Clarence Walker as the Teacher Corps pro;ect
monltor : : :
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. with the Assoc1ate D1rectors and SARC.

~ or executive committee, there was parity.

the Associate Directors, and the external evaluators. Further,

there was no

attempt to establish a council or committee through which these

various groups

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

in making decisions and recommendations regarding program evaluation and documenta-

i

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

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

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

Another interesting example of parity in the collaboration involved the circula

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

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

Liaison Officer,

Each had equal opportunity to give feedback

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

"Did you check with o

D

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

The transactional style of the Director

=

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

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

and the Washington staff person from Teacher Corps who deals directly -
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time and patience to establish, but the two Wa

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

Ty
Vo

ashington agencies and'fhevfield based

administrators seemed to have achieved 1t.

&

2. Roles at the Interface

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

Several members of the staff of

frequent contacts with the outside eva}uator, SARC.

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

erson at Teacher Corps, Wash-

and Associate Directors were in contact with the liaison p

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

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

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

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

( A
3

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

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

i

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

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

the 1

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

field operations.
GENERAL MODEL OF 1976 COMMUNICATIONS

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

o

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

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

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

\\

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

For example, OJJDP/LEAA had

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

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

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

D

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

o

~63- : | ' o

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

“June,

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

;yet been establlshed

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

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

meetings, and interviews with

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

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

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

take place when the problem surfaced

DY

For example, one of the projects had two

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

E ’r

selectedbbywthe local school dlstrlct.

The»1nterv1ew data and the file material

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

con 11ct and worked

o

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

,,,4—

/-\ . S
V7 [

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

W

arrangement did
D

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

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

1977. « - S e e L5

Another example can be c1ted

L

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

“ <

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

PR a

the support of the visits of consultants “andastaff

&

SARC data

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

collection requlrements,

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

. ; . - «

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

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

there wére some few instances where mlsunderstandlngs per31sted

»

HoWewerr either

or people were comlng from very

A a. ® 5
=

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

° ¢ a o

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

the clarity of‘adminlstratlve directlves ST

“
o . Nz %

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

The dec1slon ,was made concerning the retentlon by &Che

U S TP

A

iS

T

s [‘J In one instance, V1t was necessary for ‘the Director of the Teacher Corps program to 7
; " - Ny o s o
. 9
. is)ue aym o lndlcatlng that phe GdJDP/LEAAjrepresentatlve was§ to ‘haye the right toV
M B = o ‘ c,“ O
v1srt Act1v1ty II projects w1thq01 w1hhout the Teacher ﬂorp , N
o o8 - e \i-
; ) e = LR EACAN
. e -64- 5 Ce iy
. " e 7 N o
P ' DA R E TR

to a halt e.g.,-involveﬁ'\t of the fleld in the design for evaluatron. When the | :
o = : o - ,/ N Q
v dlscovery was, made that there were’ not eriough roles at the 1nterface of the varlous
S o = o ﬁ hEr R

” 2

0t

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

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

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

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

i
\ Ry

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

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

K‘

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

e
N :

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

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

program gévernance and management issues were so rare.

@ o

in the collaborative interagency agreement worked. = u . e

N
o o : : o !

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

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

R R -
A & 9

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

= X
: FS -

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

=] 3 g ° “ (\
A 1'”' 1

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

o - ~

"
wrimnd O

1nforma1 llalson respon51b111t1es belng o

<: of newj gersons on the Teacher Corps staff

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

‘Aol
N

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

@Ry

of
e,

SR | i ,
the'administratlve directiveQb

mWhen negotlatlon was gyt able ‘to. resolvn the conflict

& A
N N % g ¢

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

o L e o %

£ ¥
= N

shared deci81on maklr \among the concerned groups. R ]
”” ® . R L
i) = O ?r‘ ' & ‘ vie ® ,’; V Y - ‘ o
’ 7 » ' : 2 . i
ger U, . e e ;
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Neégotiation as a program process

the program weme negotlated among the concerned role groups n
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: time period. 1In turn,

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

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

@]

*

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

: - This summary of the univ

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

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

i n

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

o , » the ¢ external 1nvest1gator was glven .

o

‘ .

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

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

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

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

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

| ] 1 5 [SREN "

D

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

S

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

#
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- and observation data only.

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

- Programs in November, 1977.

 with this addition.

»1nvolved in maklng dec151ons

: arm of OJJDP/LEAA

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

However, content analysis,of the,

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

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

w
i3
o -

11fe in low income areas"ﬂ

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

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

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

o

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

It is still descrlptlve of the culture ‘of the program

i

The quotation 1ncorporates statements made in one way or

o o 5 . Q.

i

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

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

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

€

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

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

Cﬁ\ ) W

Here one must talk about the governamce of the f1e1d

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

The contract clearly stated that Teacher Corps W111 be respon51~

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

Sl = L o .

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

P

< 2

: :,.,s?»r

i

i

&

2 .

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

€ e i

amended grants,-coordinating activities, etc.

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

was part1c1patory

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

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

1"‘»

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

¢

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

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

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

l
it

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

\

o

Coordinator in Washington and the Activity II liaison.

Ultimatelv, abmodus vivendi was established which more closely resembled the

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

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

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

o

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

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

ST (\

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

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

=0

b

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

‘of.Educatlon.~

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

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

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

’~-Comm1551oner of Educaflon 1n 1977

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

Executive Branch.

i ey e e Yo A o

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

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

s o RIS

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

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

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

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

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

o Director of the ACTION Agency." i T o

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

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

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

i

: strengthens the'requirements for ihteragenczfagreements;

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

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

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

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

s}

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

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

WL

No casual relatlonshlp is clalmed

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

5 i o

of WaYs. S R o e S e e

<

ol

R S S e e

R § - — L . o o

a d

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

»

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

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

Act1v1ty I program. The beneflts to Teachs

The contract

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

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

based staff supported this 1nterpretation

For the two mlll1on Teacher Cor
i

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

ps prov1ded expertise, staff, materlals, schools and

time and monitoring,

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

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

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

Some Directors usually

Act1v1ty II Dlrectors gave these persons almost complete res

I

dlstrlbutlons of goods and services and money

i

ponSlb111ty for the

Flscal control remalned in the hands of

'y 1g S

= n Seeme

to be the Directors allowing the Associate Directors much flexibility

| f A - . II

*

fchecks for those dlstrlbutlons requlrlng a pollcy dec1810n‘

;
T

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

RV
ke

for direct service to youth, but did not have experj

<

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

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

2

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

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

2]

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

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

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

‘ence .in schools. This lack of

T

4

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

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

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

‘V

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

il

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

i
I

programs. OJJDP/LEAA had d1fferent perceptlon

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

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

& 3

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

fr “

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

@

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

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

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

o

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

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

ES

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

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

Therefore, it hired SARC to

o

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

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

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

‘cultural ballast,

R P
~=GKILLS s

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

issues ralsed at the two meetlngs observed November

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

e ]

LT e

kel

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

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

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

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

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

% 14

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

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

o

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

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

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

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

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

.

&

This was

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

program conceptual1zatlon remains to be ‘worked through For exagple'

w

discussions and o

1977 and March, 1978 suggested the

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

‘there was a feelingaofgjoinq ownership of the term.

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

for this role.

pfogpam be kept separete.~

were Qevelopedfby the group for subplsSLQn‘tp.TeecherACorps,

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

This technical vocabulary was particularly evident at the
) -

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

November,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

defensive) about those areas which still required firm definitionms.

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

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

.

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

The selection

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

The Project Director was the chief administrator and ultimately &

]

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

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

Thls caused organ1zat10na1 problems for the D1rectors and

There was some sharlng between Act1v1ty I
§

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

e L

statu problems for the Assoc1ate Directors.

problems.
‘Washxngton. f%

. & . g NG
. . . < 0
I !,[“ - f

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

s T e

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

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

)

.,4/‘ ’

e T

«©

IE2

s g

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

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

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

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

sometimes blurred role status distinctions. There were identifiable deference patterns

S

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

]
@ L

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

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

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

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

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

e . : Ty

'or the prOJect governing boards. o

. [=4
u{\

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

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

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

e T TSRCHNERI S

’

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

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

ol

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Education Program Specialists were not uniformly enthusiastic about the Activity II

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

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

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

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

A&

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

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

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

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

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

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

~ \\

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

. . L N

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

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

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

-76-

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

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

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

" How well

\
‘X

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

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

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

Ny
i

cooperating schools.

/7

‘\\_‘\///f . ‘ -~

T

Uy

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

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

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

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

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

N

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

subordinate relationships characteristic of any*formalvorganization. Modifying one

iF

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

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

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

1

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

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

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

markedly with makinéwﬁeans more important than goals.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

O

EXd

o

N

Implication:

P ?J Recommendation:

Finding:

Implication:

3) Recommendation:

Finding:

Implicatibn:

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

U‘prodpctive‘program culture.

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

Dir '

rstrzgzzizle:fwere not consulted about'this

alloved then complove fraeqor o o), t2shington

2 : : : om to s

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

pou X0 projectlzﬁsd with a role already opératfn

of Tote pereet 2 the expectations and definitig

Nnce were not specified, Therefo?g

3

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

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

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

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

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

" where necessary, modify the design of the external

@)

Finding:

Implication:

'MS) Recommendation:

Finding:é

Implicatibn:

1) Recommendation:

@

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

 local responsibility for data collection.

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

" projects were instructed to articulate Activity

I and Activity II.

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

Activity II. :

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

of the Activity I YAP staff should be utilized

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

B) :

~B. Function - Expectations and Goals

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

" agencies, e

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

. S

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

these. | :

& o
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Findings;

Implication:

2) Recommendatiopn: If another inte

Content - Definitions of Means and Ends

Finding:

Finding:

Implication:

R [e}

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

=4

Because the Washington groy
twaace.contact, th ‘

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

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

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

5o

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

{and over school afgairs 1Pation to youth power in
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2) Recommendatlon, /Examlnatlon of the fundlng patterns of Teacher

‘Implication:

Sj?Recomendation:

14-7’

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

" such funds should be made available through

the Office of Education or other interagency

‘.. agreements.

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

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

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

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

D, Process - Communication and Interpersonal Relations

Finding:

Implication:

AN

]

Finding:

1) Recommendation:

- sense of program identity.

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

face enCDunters, a common program identity emerved.

ortunltles for all groups to come into frequent

. contact at the beginning of the Activity II program

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

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

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

~related field based Activity IT projects.

W

Q

_84_

G

o

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

Implication:

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

2} Recommendation:

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

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

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

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

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

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

by St
N

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

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

to .be commended for their efforts in this complex and socially important experiment.
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APPENDIX A

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

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

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

youth offenders and adult criminal offenders. . 7

1970
First funding of Youth Advocacy Programs

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

. 1970-1971

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

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

Education, prescribed agreement form and distribution. ~ ¢

'

71973

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

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

- Juvenile Corrections Institutions in the West'".

[

1973 - - : T

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

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

1974

<
..

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

23

ir i T
T .

Passage of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.
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1073 S EE : . 10-8-75 Memorandum. From Clarence Walker to William Smith - subject: Activity in
' - 1 Walker - subject: Committment for , B YAP. Tom Albrecht (Program Developer of OJJDP/LEAA) and Walker arranged a meeting
T v i1li i ence. - ’ . ' : T d Teacher Corps representative to talk about YAP. Clarence
5-12-7% Memorandum. To William Smit ?om ar > i | between OJJDP/LEAA staff an P p1 . .
11th Cvele funding Teacher Corps Corrections Programs. Reply written on memz EY Smith & 1 Walker wrote, "I think I have the best connection of all because OJJDP/LEAA did the ‘leg
indicated estimates were needed for 4~6 projects and noted that teachers must De ¥ 3 work on legislation (Birch Bayh-Fitian legislation). Bill, I'm going to play this out
includeé in all projects. : with OJJDP/LEAA unless you have a better suggestion'.
! i ' : : i te from 14 . . o .
: ‘ at to Caroline Gillan. Reply on mno : oh . _ :
5-12-75 Memorandum. Cgpy'of Fhe abovekseﬁ o rtoont. but should be qualified so that ¢ 10 %4 75 gemoriﬁduy F;ogJC;a;igzz ngker to Bill Smlth1 szbJect. Youth ﬁdvocacy
Caroline Gillan states "It's fine to make cOmI s ieioW  Response from William 3 Project. ancellation o JDP /TC meeting as a result of appointment of new head
o projects are funded if they don't make it in the competition”. Resp : & L of the Juvenile Justice Department and pre