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I. INTRODUCTION 

r-
The purpose of this report is to docUment the development, operation, and impact 

of an i~teragency agreement between tlIlO federal departments, the Department of Health,' 

Education, and Welfare, Office of Education, Teacher Corps Program, and the Department 

of ,Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Law Enforcement 

Assistance Administration (OJJDP/LEAA·). Th ' e lnteragency agreement created the 

OJJDPjLEAA School C~;ime Intervention component of the Teacher Corps Youth Advocacy 

Program. The purpose of the program was to reduce crime and vio1enc'e, and the cli­

mate of fear accompanyipg these disruptions in public schools in ten sites across 

the country through the intervention strategy of student initiated activities. 

The circumstances which led to the evolution of a functional and important 

national interagency agreemen~ were pinpointed in an article written by Senator Birch 

Bayh, the Chairman of the Senate SUbCOnunl' ttee on Juvenl'le D 'I' e lnquency of the Senate 

Judiciary Conunittee. The Senator characterized the issue of crime by youth as a 

grave national problem. He noted the "rising level of violence and vandalism in the 

nation's public school system . and its connection with the nature and quality 

of school experience. To the extent that our schools were being subjected to an 

increasing trend of violence and"vandalism, they would necessarily become a factor 

in the escalating rate of juvenile crime and delinquency".l 

A. Background 

The media, the public, and research agencies have paid much attention to the 

issue, over the past five years. :~) 

A review of the literature and ,conunentary reveals 

that betweeni957 and 1974, the number of delinquency c~ses for persons aged 10 to 

17 disposed of by American Juvenile Courts rose from 19.1 to 37.5 per thousand 

1. Birch Bayh, "Seeking Solutions to School Violence and Vandalism", 
The Kappan, (Vol. 59: No.5, January, 1978) p. 299. 
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persons. 1 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 authorities in schools surveyed rose by 54t in the ,period 1970 to 

to 1973. 3 • i, 

Most adolescent antisocial conduct was performed on victims who were, for 

the most part, also ~dolescents., The crime victimization rate in 1974 for 16 to 

19 year olds was 122 per 1000 persons as against 64 per 1000 for the total U. S. 

population. 4 Concomitantly, assaults on school teachers increased 85% between 

1970 and 1975. 5 According to the National Education Association .figures, American 

school children in 1975 ~ommitted 100 murders" 12,000 armed robberies, 9,000 rapes 
" ,.,'" '" .. 

and 204,000 aggravated assaults against teachers and other students. School vandalism 

cost the American taxpayer about half a billion dollars in 1976.6 

Against this background of increasing incidents of crime, violence, and vandalism 

in the public/schools are state~ents describing the traditional practices of edu­

cational sy:s'tems. These practices do not have a casual relationship to the increase 

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

structure of . t"~"o~{i,fhoOls, we fundamentally deny yo~ng people an opportunity to ex-

~'perienee compe~ence, ~\, experience a sense of contribution, to experience a sense of 

power". Dr. Art Pe~rl suggeste'd, "We have to transform schools. Schools cause 

, delinquency. P.eople who feel attached, who care, are not likely to be delinquent. 

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

1. U. S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
S01!rcebook on Criminal. Justice Statistics, 1973 (Washington, D.C., U. S. Gove~ment 
Pnnting Office, 1973) p. 572. 

2. U. S. Department of Justice, Crime in the United States (Washington, D.C., 
lJ. ,S. Government Printing Office, 1972) p. 124. 

, .3. U. S. Senate? Ninety-Fourth Congress, First Session, Preliminary Report, 
De:11.nquency, Our Nahon's SchiJo:ls (Washington, D.C., U. S. Government Printing Office 
,1975) p. 4. ' 

4. ·U. S.B~reau of Census, Characteristics of ' American Youth: 1974, Series 823, 
Number 51 (Wash1.ngton, D.C., U. S. Government Printing Office, 1975) p. 29. 

. 5. U. S. Se~ate Ninety-Fourth Congress, First Session, Preliminary Report, Com­
m1.ttee to Inveshgate'Juvenile Delinquency in Our Nation's Schools, Our Nation's Schools 
A ~ep~rt. Car~: "A" In School Violence' and Vandalism (Vlashington, D. C., U. S. Government' 
Pr1.11tl.ng Off~ce, 1975) p.c4. 

6. The Washington Star, Tuesday, November ~, 1976. 
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the opposite. Unless ,we transform schools, we end :'\uP throwing the problem into the 

juvenile justice. system". And Ms. Patricia Wald st!ated, "The very first signs of 

delinquency occur when the child gets the notion Vej\7Y early in school that he is 

somehow bad". Reprl~sentati ve Shirley Chisholm, Cong',resswoman from New York j 

C?ommented during an interview that, "Schools play a role 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 Saxe School Study evidence, violence may be 

reduced if students feel they have some control over what happens to them in school. 

The problems of crime, violence, 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 pointed out in his testimony before the Subcom­

mittee on Economic Opportunity, Committee on Education and Labor, House of Represen':' 

tatives, concerning School Violence and Vandalism on January 24, 1978, 

"In app'roaching the problems of schools, it is important to remem­
ber that the school is a microcosm of the community it serves. The 
problems of that,,\ communi ty will be reflected in its schools. School 
violence must be'viewed in the context of community violence, 
illegal gag activity, leanling disabilities, substance abuse, 
nutrition, and the myriad of other factors determining the quality 
of life in a particular community." (p. 5) 

Ii 
In response to the growing public and congressional awareness of the critical 

nature of the school crime and violence problem, the 93rd Congress of the United 
1,\ 

States, through its investigations by comniittees, established the framework for 
~'.'\ 

Public Law 93-415, the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preventi~n Act of 1974 which 

gave authority to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquen9Y Prevention and the 
~;.;.' 

::.' ~~,,~ ,) /' 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration to engage 1.n progr:ims to attack the problems 

" of crime and delinquency in school settings. As Mr. Rector indicated: 

"The. 1974 Act is permeated with 1 Eihguage designed to cultivate 

,1. Interviews conducted andcompiledpy Cheryl iJ. Ruby for Apothogems, Youth 
Advocacy Loop Newsletter, Teacher Corps, 1977, pp. 1-9. 

-3-

I 
I 
i 

! 
l~ 

, 



f: 

, ' 

fI 

participation by' young persons. Too often young people are sys-
:. tematically excluded from parti,cipation in the planning, operation, 

and evaluation of programs that exist supposedly for them • . . 
Youth participation should be' a cornerstone of any program designed 
to curb violence and vandali,sm in our schools." (January 24, 1978, 
p. '6) 

Congressional support through two administrations and approval by two Presidents 
, ' 

set the stage for the interagency agreement which is the subject of th~s report. 

The legislative mandates and administrative support allowed OJJDP/LEAA to work with 

the Office of Education, Teacher Corps Youth Advocacy Programs" in the development 

and evaluation of a joint feder<;ll effort to collaborate on a School Crime Interven­

tion Program based on the model of Student Initiated'Activities. The School Crime 

Intervention Program of the Youth Advocacy Projects was seen as a demonstration 

effort to: bring about positive changes in working with youth, legitimation of a new 

approach to youth participation in society, and a concentrated interagency effort 

. to reduce crime, violence, and vandalism in the nation's schools. The two agencies 

and the key actors in the development of the agreement and the purposes of the report 

are described in th,e next section. 

B. Brief Description of the Two Federal Agencies 

, (~-'"X~" Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education: Teacher 
)\,..-,,,('-/ 
'-..r';.' . 
Corps youth Advocacy Projects (YAP). In the words of William L. Smith, Director: 

Teacher Corps: 

Teacher Corps exemplifies an explicit attempt by the federal govern­
ment to forge federal, state,r~nd local collaboration for change in' 
local institutions. All Teacher Corps projects are planned as 
collaborati ve: ventures • . . The local community in ~.)'hich a Teacher 
Corps project works is an integral part of the development and a suc­
cessful execution of ,the project. It plays a role equal' with the' 
sch~ol ayd, the institution of higher education in governing the ' 
proJect. 

The purpose of the Teacher Corps program is strengthening the 
educational opportunities available to children in areas having 

\\ 

1. Willirun L. Smith.,';''I;,en Years of Teacher Corps, 1966-76, From the Field (Los 
Angeles, University of Southern California, T.C. Contract USOE #300-75-0103",1977) 
p. 3. D 
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concentrations 'of low income families, en.couraging 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 an~ retraining 
for teachers, teacher aides, and other educationaf programs. 1 

Teacher Corps Youth Advocacy Projects were a response to 1970 Teacher Corps 

legislation. The proj ects were organized to develop, attract, and train edu'cational 

personnel, and to provide relevant remedial, basic, and secondary educational t~aining, 

, including literacy and conunun~cation skills, for predelinquents, juvenile delinquents, 

youth offenders, and adult criminal offenders. A Teacher Corps Youth Advocacy Pro-

j ect q:eals primarily with meeting the educational needs of children wi thin the 

state~,s compulsory age requirements who have been" t'f' d (i-h h l.Clen 1 1e '- roug some existing 

process as being "Youth are the greatest and mos1;Vulnerab'le minority. Youth need 

advocates to act for them and to speak for their rights".2 This is precisely the 

focus lof Youth Advocacy Projects in Teacher Corps • 

Project Coordinator states: 

Clarence C. Walker, Youth Advocacy 

"Youth Advocacy Projects focus on strengthening the educational 
?pportunities available to troubled youths who are currently 
19nored or "pushed out" by the public school system, These 
youths are identified as pre-delinquent, have dropped out of 
~chool, 0:: have been offiCially processed as delinquent. Pro­
Jects t~1ca11y work with students at the secondary level. 
The proJect attempts to provide such youths with positive 
alternatives to official processing by the juvenile justice 
s~stem. The relationship may be such that, the juvenile jus­
t1ce system's educational personnel become involved in retrain­
ing activities outside the institution, while public schoo! 
personnel become involved in training within the institution. 
The projects' objectives for institutional change :~iil include 
a range of modifications being sought in the juvenile justice 
system as well as the public education system ,,3 ' 

I( • 
\ •.... , 

Youth Aa~ocacy Projects are Teacher Corps Projects· in every respect, i,e., an 

1. Federal ~egister, Volume 43: No. '37, Thursday, Feb. 23, 1977, Department 
of Health, Educatl.on, and Welfare, 0ffice of Education (Washington D C U S 
Government Printing Office). () ., ",' . 

2. Judge M,ary Cqpway Kohler, Director National Commission on Resources for 
Youth, Inc. ~ddress delivered at a Teacher Corps/OJJDP/LEAA sponsored confer 
on Student In1titated Activities, Oakland, Michigan, November 7, 1977. once 

c: 3. Clarence C. \'lalker, "Youth. Advocacy Programs in Teacher Corps, Fact Sheet" 
Teacher Corps brochure, Washington, 1t~C., 1978 .. -
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In;~itution of Higher Education (IHID with the capability" of offering graduate 

level teacher training and certification must join with a Local Education Agency 

(LEA) to submit "an application for funding. There mustbea potential in the settings 

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

in the system. This retraining 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 Advocacy Proj ects have a clear relations,hip to the juvenile justice 

system with objectives for institutional change which include a range of modifica-

tions being sought in the juvenile justice syste~ as well as in the public education 
\\ 

\\c, 
The projects will aim to retain in or r6t~rn troubled youths to the regular system. 

\\ 
\\ 

school settings" or provide alternative educational \~;tperience. 
-" 

2. Depar,tment of Justice, Office of Juvenile JUS1:\i~e and Delinquency Prevention 

(OJJDP), Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEM) ,\Spcc;ial Emphasis Programs. 

The Office :of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Provention is 'the policy making 
\\ 
II 

and administration office for the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration which 

deals with all programs related to juvenile justice and delinquency prevention. 

OJJDP has the authority and responsibility for providing national direction, and 

leadership to encourE,\gtf the development and implementation of effective methods and 

progr~s for the prevention of juvenile delinquency and improvement of juvenile 

justice; conducting research, demonstration, and evaluation activities and dissemin­

ating the results of such efforts to persons and groups working in the field of 

juvenile justice and delinquencY prevention; providing technical expertise and 
'~,- . 

resources to state and lOGal communities to conduct more effecti~~juvenile justice 

and delinquency prevention and treatment programs; and coordinating. federal efforts 
,) 

in th:e'j,uvenile delinquency area. " LEAA has the authority and responsibility for 

policy guidance and administration of the Office 'of Juvenile Justice and D~linquency 

Prevention efforts. 

... 6-

'-,-,., ,.- "c-- ' -::-:j\:-=-;"'~ '" 1,IIi;r:~,.~,~~~",,::-,~ 
'" . ..' -~$~S.~:.r-'~, -; , .' 

\\ ... 
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The Special Emphasis Division develops and issues guidelines for the solicita-

tioD 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 grantees; 

develops and negotiates interagency agreements to ff.;cili tate coordination of federal 

effort; and implements progra~s 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. . . 
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, 

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

ting to the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency . 
. ;J 

It encourages the 

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

prevent and treat juvenile delinquency. This division is responsible for the pro-

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

The goal of process evaluatio,n is to learn as much as possible abo~t 
how and why a program works; in what kind of settings ;wi th what kl.nds 
of persorrs; and what hinders and what facilitates a program's opera­
tion. 2 

1. A study was c.ommis~ioned in 1975-76 to determine which '1fgencies in the 
Office of Education could be considered for collaboration... Three were identified. 
Planning Assistance Programs (PijJI., PA, Research for Better Schools, 1976). 

2. Emily Martin, Director; Bpecial Emphasis Programs, OJJDP/LEAA, from a 
letter to W. Smith, January 2{.'1<,1977. 

I {~~~._/ 
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Summary 

In summary, both. agencies had connnon'broad social goals in the area C1 working 

either directly or indirectly with troubled youth. Both agencies 'had the charge 

to develop and demonstrate new models of implementing institutional change and of 

makin&/ss>me impact on the nation's schools. Teacher Corps had a longer' history of 
I 

workillg'/in schools with administrators and' teachers, but did not use its funds for 

d
O.. d irect serV1ce to stu ents. OJJDP /LEAA could" us;e funds for direct service to students, 

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

Directors of both agencies had the power to respond to critical issues in the deveJ.op-

ment of the program and negotiate conflict. National and field based staffs aug-

mented development. 

C. Purpose of the Invest.~gafion 
;/ 

Inte'ragency agreements at the federal level are rare for a ,Yariety of reasons, 

the varying missions of governmental agencies, the different procedures employed 

by each agency, mismatched time lines, differing legislation for funding, "turf" 

problems, and non-parallel agency structures and sty}es. Therefore, when such an 
(; 

agreement is concluded and translated into'op,erational field based projects in all 

parts of the country, at ten differ~nt sites, the agreement and attendant program 

. should be considered a "success". 

The purpose of this investigation is to document such a success. It will trace 

the development of the Office of EClucation, Teacher Corps/La\'l Enforcement Assistance 

Administration, Office of Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention, joint program of 

grants to lOth and 11th Cycle Youth Advocacy Projects: This joint . program was 

called the School Crime Intervention Component (Activity II) of the Teachert:orps 

Youth Advocacy Program. In addition to tracing the development of the agre~meJlt in 
Ii 

htstorical terms, the program will be examined for the insights it can prov;ide for 
o 

future collaborat:l,v€l efforts among governmental agencies • The collaborative arrange-

() 
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II ment created a set of field b d ' <:tse .. programs which developed a subculture within the 

ongoing lifeways of both agencies. Using anthropo}og.ii:!al concepts, the universal 

patterns of the subcu,l,ture created b y the Activity II pl'(~grams will be summarized. 

The assumption is' that the uniqu~ness of th6 1effort merits full document'; "t.t .. .Lon. 

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

"successful" operation of the individual projects in the field, except " ~ as t:ey infor~, 

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

viewed as a descriptive and analytical picture of the interagency program hereinafter 

referred to as Activity II. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. . How were the interagency agreement d 0 at th t' ano attenQant Activity II proJ'ects monJ.'to' red 
e na J.qnal i~nd local levels? 

a. How did the communication network function for \\ the duration of the program? 

o 
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6. 

b~ I~o ,monitored the ten Activity II ?chool Crime Intervention projects 
-(si te 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?' 

What were the conditions of collaboration over time? What was the impact of: 
a. Inputs from outside consultants and prL~ate agencies? 
b. Staff changes in both agencies and. at th'e local level? 
c. Par~ty among federal and local agencies? 
d. MaJlagement procedures at the national and local level? 
e. Renegotiation of role functions at the federal a,nd local level? 

, !) 

.7 • What events at the profect l:~\~el can be examined to develop: 
a. staff s,election models? 
b. principl~s of project governance? 
c. evaluation technology? 
d. impact on public schools and universities? 

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

D. Organization of the Report 

1bis investigation is organized into, five sections and an appendix. The first 
(,\ 

,~ection proVides a background statement on troubled youth, the purposes of the 

report, and a summary of the nature of the tl'lO federal agencies involved in the 

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

'I being used to view the development and status of the interagency agreement and 

program. The methodology used for conducting the investigation is described, 

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 

int~ragency 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 pre~ented in qualitative descriptions and interpretations of the interview, file, 

and observational information gathered over the last three months. Fourth, the' 
~~~~\ 

results and their ,:~mpl{cations are presented regarding the interagency agreement 

and the program, subculture it created. Maj or issue's are identified and discussed. 
I!~;: 

Finally, a set of recommendationsconcerning1uture interagency agreements are made. 

-10-
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The structure, function, pr9cess, and content of the interagency agreement, its 

implementation and impact on the 1'nvolve'd agenc1"es h are t e organizing elements for 

the recommendations section. 
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II. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORKS AND METHODOLOGY 

~ 0 

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

agreement known as Activity II. They are: 

1. Complementarity of ~eeds between the two agencies at the Federal level • 

2. The Necessary Elements 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 scope of 

work involved in the study, it became evident that both ~gencies, had, not similar, 

but complementary needs in the summer of 1976. Further discussions and an examin-

ation of the files reinforced this assumption and functioned as a useful way of 

describing and.explaining the speed with which the two agencies were able to accom-

plish the contract negotiations at the federal and local levels. It is the. assumption 

of this investigation that joint agreements which lead to functional field based 
: ~ 

.. 
projects begin with complementary needs in the following areas: 

1. There is a congruence of underlying motives among the agencies, for example, 

social service. economic regulation, child welfare, etc. 

2. There is sufficient proximity to permit ongoing interactions between 

principal actors in the concerned agencies at the federal and local level, 

e.g., opportllnity for face-to-face contact between decision makers. 

3. If the agreement requj,res a field based component, there is a level or 

readiness in the field~which provides fertile ground for the creation of 

operational projects. 

4. The concerned agencies have parallel time lines in funding, program operation, 

and enabling legislation . 

\] 5; At the time of negotiation; there~;is an availability of fiscal, material, 

; Preceding page blank 
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o and human resources in those agencies d,irectly related to establishing 

the agreement. 

6. There are per~isten,t and committed advocates for the interagency agreement 

in both agencies. 

It will. be seen when .t~re data are presented that most if not all of the conditions 
f ~ 

concerning complementary nee',,~s stated ,above are characteristic of the' two agencies 
Ii, • 

involved in the Acti vi ~~,'-II interag,e,pcy agreement. 
c:<':Y,~ 

0B,. Characteristics of Collaboration in Transactional ,Organizations 

Any organization can make ohoices about the style of administration that 
~) 

will govern the interaction of people and roles within the organization. It is the 
J) 

contention of this investig~tion that Teacher Corps exemplifies a transactional style 

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

\:C-::-:­illustrates the value of such a style. The term transactional comes from the socio-

culturaJ model of social behavior in organizations outlined by Getzels 'and Guba.
l 

. . 
, A diagram of the model is shown in Appendix C. 

The transactional model assumes that each program is a unique social system 
~ , 

characteriz'ed by lnstitutional" role sets (i. e. ,teacher-student, doctor-patient, 
" ~ 1 -

lawyer-c.lient) and expectations, and filled by persons with individual needs. The 

three styles of leadersbip-fOl1o~~ership which the theory defines are nomothetic, 

ideographic, and transactional. The nomothetic style emphasizes adherence to role 

expectations and the requirements of the institution: an assembly line or a prison 

are examples. The ideographic style emphasizes the need dispositions of the individuals: 
" . 

a.research and development cent,er in industry is a good example. 'Fhe transactional 

style emphasizes the interaction of the two, i.e., the institution and the individuals. 

1. 'J. W. Getzels,. F. F. Campbell, J. M. Lipham, Educational Administration as 
A Social Process, Theory, Research, Practice (New York: Harper and Row, 1968). 

,. 

-14.,. 
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The literature prepared br. the Teacher Corps 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 nationai level. 

Teacher Corps fUT;tryer fits the conditions usually found in organizations which 

~dopt a transactional style. First, it is a low power organization requiring the" 

cooperation of universities, comrr.unities, and school d=istricts' at the local level 

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

experimental to the partiCipants and require constant input of data from research 

and __ evaluation to self-correct,operations. Third, the Rollaborative model of 

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

itself in addition to the assumption that wide partici~ation ensures ownership 

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

and useful to look at the Activ~ty II component of the Teach~~r Corps Youth Advocacy 

Projects as displaying the three characteristics of a collaborative transactional 

organization. 

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

. among the agencies involved in the agree~ent, spc::cifically, Teacher Corps and 

OJJDP /LEM". Thati's" there would be joint decision'making and much consultation 

among the agencies regarding the, nature of the program, the thrust of the field 
:-.c 

based activities, the fiscal management, monitoring, etc. Second, if parity is a 

d ' 
key term in structure, interface is a:/key term in role definition. One would expect 

to find a series of ,roles at the federa1 and local level which function as 

liaisons between the agencies and the program compon'ents. The task of persons in 

these roles is to interpret the program to the involved people, gain their under­

stan,ding, sympathy, support, and assistance to accomplish the admini strati vc work 

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

if parity is a key te'rm in structure, and interface a key to role definition, then 

-15-
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negotiation is a key term for program process. That is~ one would expect conflicts, 

tensions, misunderstandings,'" and differences would bereso1 ved ~ not by administra­

tive dictates 01' confrontations, but- by negotiation and mutual accountability. 

Teacher Corps was the agency charged with carrying out the activities of the 

interagency agreement. In one way or ano,ther, the history of Teacher Corps and 

Youth Advocacy Projects exempli,fied the tliree characteristi£;5 of a col'Iaborative 

transactional organization. Many of its structures ~re based on the cgncept of parity, 

many roles' are defined as interfaces between groups and'the preva"ilingp:cocess is 
a 0-' .. 

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

discussed irt'the results section of the report. 

C. The Creation of a Program Subculture - Cultural Universals Model 

Two program cultures, TeacherilCorps ~nd OJJDP/LEAA, came into contact for 

the purpose of establishing a new 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 institutional trappings familiar 

to the participants in each organi zation. Further, th.e Youth Advocacy Proj ects of 

Teacher Corps had evolved its own set of unique procedures within the Teacher 
" -.J ~' 

" 

Corps culture to meet the needs of the special clients the YAP projects served. 

Activity II "brought these separate lifeways into contact in 1,976. There was some 

culture conflict, some assimilation, some selective 
f '~ 

The framework throl,lgh which these ((vents will be viewed is borrowed from 

<ihe anthropologist:l A description .of the cultural universals framework follows. 

Federal agencies (Teacher Corps, Office of Educatiop, OJJDP/LEAA) and the set of ' 

10 'local YAP. projects are viewed as cultures, or unique systems of human behavior 
l ,> 

related to the goals of each agency. These agency cultures had purpose, pattern, 

1. "The School and The Classroom as Cultural Systems", in Martin Jason and 
. Henrietta Schwartz, A Guidebook to Action Research for the Occupational Educator, 
DAVTE, IllinoiS Office of Education, 1976, pp. 135-143. 

.- . 

" .? .-

(\ 

..m .. '''-. ' U ro; 

,,'~ 

,. 

,. 
I • 

I; 

" __ T"_ .. , ____ ~ •• , -~" ,-- __ ,. __ " •• ,~ _________ ", 

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

other 'agency. - The point is that the interagency ,agreeemnt did create an identi-

fiable subculture within the Teacher Corps mainstream called Activity II,with its 

own values about' , ... hat ought to be the best way~ of doing things and what is good 

and what is bad. The value system and seven othertidentifiable patterns· of behavior 

and belief are called cultural universals or universal patterns of behavior: They 

repr~sent those universal aspects of human b.ehavior which ,each 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 sod,al organization which govl~rns 

individual and group relationship events to the point of determining 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 
{> 

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

and who participates in what decisions. Typically~ there is a special language 

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

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 universals model is only one of many conceptual frameworks ·whkh anthro-

pologistsuse to look at the world. It is used here to attempt to capture the 

development of the subculture related to Activity II programs. 

D. Methodology 

Data collection 'and analysis began at the end of FebruarY1 1978, and concluded 

in mid-May, 1978 ,approximately. three months later. The met;l1odo10gy used to 

collect and analyze information concerning the development and nature of the 
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, . t mbines aspects of historical 
and ,0' JJ,DP./LEAA interagency' ag.r e erne, n ,co ' Teacher (Corps 

h d ,'c",our p,rimar, y sources were used to research and ,anthropological field",met 0 S. '\ 

collect information:; 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

informants, .at th",e federal and external agencies Interview wi th key 'i? 

involved:, d' OJJDP/ LEAA ,',,"' d Social Ac,t~P,!l,.".,." Research Teacher Corps an \ ,~.' 

Consultants, the external evaluator. 

h C Washington, and some i,i1e Examination of th~ files in Teac er orps, 

material provided by OJJDP/LEAA personnel . 
. ~ 

Interviews with the p'roject directors of the 10 Youth Advocacy Projects 

involved in ~c1:ivity.II programs, Interviews w:ith the Associate 

Directors'* involved in"the 10 Activ:ity II"projects. 

Nonparticipant ,observation of Activit~ II related events, 

Content analysis was the primary technique used to derive patterns from the 

and thematl'c c'ontent analysis was used to analyze nonpartici­
written material 

pant observation notes. 
.~ h d 1 were developed for each role Four inte~~~\ew sc e u es 

one for those involved at ~the (j "group represented among the key informant group: 

, T h' ;1 OJJDP/LEAA a schedule for the ~xternal evaluation federal level ln eac ~r anu ' , 
'\ d 1 for the -Pro)' ect Di1'ectors, ,and a firm Social Action Research Center, a sche u e 

Q ' l'n'charge of the Activity II components of the schedule for the Associate Directors 

YAP programs. In addition, info~a1 conversations were held with other persons 

. (,: relate' d . to th"" e development of, the agreement, a former . identified as being closely 

the executive secretary of the Loop (the netw'orkorganization ,YAP Proj ect Director, 

a fiscal officer from the Office of the Budget, the fiscal 'for the 10 projects), '", . , 

officer for Teacher corp~'.. an LEAA, con,sul tant and others identified in the list 

of those interviewed preserited in the Appendix, 
o 

Spe'cl'alist rather than an Associate *Iri oile case, a ,Program Development 
Director was interviewed. . ," 

.... ~ 
I.' 

; 

f ',' . 11(1" b h YA'P f The ,I h A variety 0 Journa art)~les a Out teo enc er .orrs nnu ot er 

material concerning the mission of OJJ[)ll/LEM were read and a selected J~st of the 

documents and files examined'are shown in Appendix A. While all of the docu~ents 
'0 

.which were read (approximately 1000 separate items) were not content analyzed, 
'S:: 

they did provide part of the background information tn,e" investigators us~d to make 

sense of the data being cod~~ied. 

Demographic information concerning the Directors and Associate -Directors was 
',', 

obtained from observations and interviews and is presented for a specific purpose 

of drawing contrasts between the two groups. Finally, the judgment of the inv(;'l}tiga-

tors functioned as the final filter th;rough which the data were sifted and reported. 

E. Limitations 

"Gi ven 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 Loopl where many of the concerns related to the Activity II 

" components of the program were negotiated. The principal investigator was. present 

at the meetings of the Associate Directors in November, 1977 and March, 1978, and it 

may be that their concerns have been overemphasized, for they wer~ observed first . 
hand. Additionally, there was simply no time for th~ in-depth five or six hour 

repeated interviews with key informants in the field and at the national level, 
11 > • 

nor was there an oppovtunity to examine the files of OJJDP/LEAA with the same 

intensity used to. examine ,T~acher Corps files in Washington, 
,< ,~> .. 

The language of the report may seejh highfy personalized to those unfamiliar 

1. The Loop is the network organiZation£orthe 10 Youth Advocacy Projects, 
Its purpose is to promote d'Wmunication, cooperation. 'and sharing among Projects. 
The Board of Directors consi~ts'of each Project Director. A full time executive 
secretary :;implements Loop pol)icy. 

Q 
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wi~~ anthropological literature, particulary with ethnog~aphic descriptions of 
., 
II Real newmes of real peQpl~ are used in this document for three reasons: cultures. 
'\ . 

histdrical, literary, and anthropolog~ca1. 
~ . 

the unique contributions made by key actors 

First, it is a historical document and 

are a function of individual person-
" I) 

!\~lities interacting with each other and illstitutional expectations. To disguise 
.r) 

the actors would tend to lei?~ the reader to play guessing games to no avail for 

f h 1 l' ncumbe.nts l'S. a matter of p'ublic record in most cases. the identity 0 t e ro e 

Second, to refer to each individual by role title rather than nam~, each time 

the report required mentioning, the behavior of the role incumbent, would leoad to '/ 

b For 'example', a simple declarative sentence on page 32 extremely cum ersome prose. 

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

1977 from the Directo'r of Special Emphasis Proj ects, OJJDP /LEAA to the Director 

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

Program Coordinator, Washington, the following appears". Third, once complex 

role relationships and structural arrangeme~ts are described, thereporti~? 

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

that the report h~s been framed and written. Finally, the investigators' own 
() 0 

biases and limitations must be taken into account as one reads the findings 

presented'in the next section. 

o 

\ 

,. :l, 

IJ' 
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III. FINDINGS 

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

summary chronology of crucial events is shoWJl. The data for the chronology were 

drawn from an analy~is of the file documents and interviews with fhose persons 

(.1 most directly involved in or~hestrating the int~:ragency':~:-f;eement. 

;r Second, the thr~st of the interagency ,agreement is examined and the fiscal 

arrangements.at the federal level are summarized. The patterns which emerg~d 

from· the analysis of the documents and observation notes is commented on in te~s 

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 

observation notes taken at th~ YAP conferences (March, 1978 and November, 1977) and 

in the Washington offices. of Teacher Corps and OJJDP/LEAA, patterns of superior, 

subordinate relationships emerge which di~tinguish the styles of the two agenci~s. 

Third, a summary of responses to \the four interview schedules is presented in 

tabular form by each role group's reSPI?nSeS to common questions. The categories 

were derived from a thematic content analysis of responses. For example, Chart I 

presents c()mparative demographic data for Directors of YAP projects and the Assoc­

iate Directors who were r,esponsible fo:r implementing the Activity II component of 

the program. Table 1 summarizes the informants' responses to questions concerning 
(L, '; 

which "persons they perceived to be key: actors in the °developinent of the inter-

agency agreement. Table 2 codifies the responses to the informant;1s perceptions 

regardillg the program expectations of the major agencies. The other eight tables 

present the responses to most of the rl~maining questions. Each table is followed 

by samples of verbatum responses to qUl~stions and a brief interpretation ,0£ the 

findings. 
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A. Chronology of Events in the Development of the Interagency Ag,reement 

The major critical episodes which are directly rela~ed to the conclusion 

of ' the agreement are listed here. 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 do~umentsl of Teacher Corps and 

OJJDP/LEM, and supplemented by interview data from 43 individuals, briefly out­

lines critical events, documents, and key actors related Ito the development of the 

Interagency Agreement between OJJDP/LEM 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 protest against the !ising 
(j 

:y 

'incidence of'youth violence and vandalism was documented in the media. The 

Congress of the' Untied States thro~gh committees and subcommittees investigated . ," ' (\ 

the problem. ,. Spearheaded by the Bayh-Fi tian subco~i ttee of the Judiciary Committee, 

the Juvenil"e Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of September 1974 was passed, 

creating and funding the Office of Juvenile Justice and'Delinquency Prevention as 

a division of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration to attack the probl~ms of 

juvenile delinquency and crime. 

Concurrently ,i,ndividuals, institutions and ,agencies in the educational .. 
and correctional field gained experience through Teacher Corps Youth Advocacy 

c" 

Programs. By June of 1976, there were ten Youth Advocacy projects in the 10th and 

0 __ --:-_--,-_,---___ --::--_ 

1. A more extensive list of selected documents is shown in the Appendix 
and the full list is available from the investigators. . . 
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11th CyCles of Teacher Corps funding. l 

To aid communication and training, Teacher Corps, Washington at the request 

of the Directors of YAP projects created an organization called the "Loop" in 

late 1975. This YAP network composed of the ten Project Directors, the Loop Liaison 

Officer and invited others met quarterly. It formalized and fac~litated the transfer 
(I 

of information and training and centralized the knOwledge resources of the Youth 

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

With increasing knowledge and'''experience and the need to expand their thrust" 

YAP Directors, corresponding with each other and Teacher Corps, Washington, D.C., 

suggested the initiation of collaborative work with agencies having similar needs. 

At the same time, William Smi th, from the inception of' his tenure as Director of 

Teach~r Corps, had made it an explicit policy to seek collaborative efforts with 

other federal agencies having common goals and needs. File memos regularly 

instructed his top staff aids to seek out (.puch liaisons and negotiate collaborative 

programs. 2 

C1ar~pce Walker, Coordinator of the Youth Advocacy Program, gave vigorous 

impetus to his chief's directive. 1975-76 letters and documents revealed he actively 

sought out potential collaborative agencies, visited countless individuals., arranging, 

or being present at meetings where potential existed for those agencies to join 
c":' 

forces wi th Teacher Corps to\.,ard collective efforts. Among other agencies repre-
'\ J 

sented at some of th~cse meetings with similar collaborative goals were Fred Nader 

OJJDP /LEM; Mil ton Lugar, OJJDP /LEM; 'l'lilliam Smith, ,USOE ~ Teacher Corps; 

Sylvi~McCullen, Bureau of Prisons, Department of Justice; Gary.Weisman, Department 

of Labor; Ann Parker, National Council on Crim~ and Delinquenc~; Emily Martin, 
. (. )) 

. 1. Teacher Corps identifies each group of projects according to the year the 
J>roJect began. A cycle covers a two year period. What Every Intern Should Know 
About Teacher Corps in AlEhab'etical 091er, T. C., Washington, D. C . 

2. Collaborative effort!,? with VISTA and Peace Corps are example\, of this 
thrust by Teac;her Corps. 
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OJJDP/LEAA, and others. 

After many meetings, OJJDP/LEAA and'Teacher Corps at one point..,. early 1975 
I) • 

came closest to, having common and complementary needs. Linkage with Teacher Corps 

was first Sugg;sted by Fred Nader of OJJDP/LEAA to Clarence Walker and foHowed by 

meetings in 1976 with Emily Martin;,Judi Friedman and Phyllis Modley of OJJDP/LEAA
l 

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

face-to-f~ce basis between staf~ of both agencies increased in frequency and ,a tenta~ 

tive working agreement was hammered out on May 22, 1976. On June 15, 1976 Teacher 

Corps learned that OJJDP/LEAA had given formal approval to negotiate with ,Tea~her 

Corps and to provide $2,000,000 of funding to Teacher Corps for a school crime inter-
--;;.;:! 

venti on program. On August 2, 1976 a j~int Teacher Corps/OJJQP/LEAA draft proposal 

was prepared which described an action program using skilled teachers in collaboration 

with students to address the issue of crime, violence,vandalism, and its attendant 

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

cedures and specified evaluation and dissemination. The proposal was incorporated 

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

of services and transfer of funds to~k plaGi?' between OJJDP /LEAA and Teacher Corps/USOE, 
;\/1 

_ Teacher Corps wouf~Jprovide the speci~ied services and OJJDP/LEAA would provide 

the technical expertise and ,,funds for same. In September ,,<?f 1976, grants to 10 YAP 

Acti vi ty II, School Crime Intervention proj ects were negotiated and field based:' 
. ' 

operations began. Part of the! contractual agreementi'pecified that OJJDP would 
\;' 

monitor the program and required Teacher Corps to pa,rticipate in a uniform external 

evaluation of the 10 Activity II projec~s. OJJDP/LEAA was to select the outside 

evaluator and did so in Sevtember, 1977. The Social Action Research Center (SARC) 

of California, an independent. research firm, was given the contract to evaluate 

1. The p'ri vate 
Washington., prepared 
i terns buill into the 

o 

consulting firm, A'iherican Institute of Research (AIR), 
a po;;ition paper for OJ-!DP/LEAA which out,lined many of the 
subsequent agreement. 

~,:' () 

all three OJJDP/LEAA school based programs, of which Activity II was one. 

On September 11, 1976, a paper was distributed by' Social Action Resear'ch 

Center (SARC). It was an evaluation outline, entitled "An Umbrella Evaluatior~ 
fO,r the Schools' Initiative--'''. Ob]' t' d f ,," ' ec 1 ves, ,nee or ass1stance, results and benefits 

" I 

expected, approach and timetable f,or the next twenty moilths were covered. It 

was received by Clarence Walker, YAP Coordinator, and shared with YAP Directors 

over the next two months in a variety of ways. 

On September 18, 1976, 'statement of work memos among staff at Teacher Corps. 

Washington revealed that Teacher Corps perceptions differed from an OJJDP/LEAA memo 

of expectations in seven major areas. Teacher Corps and OJJDP/LEAA people became 

cognizant of differences in perception of what \~as to be done. Discussion ensued 

as well as face-to-face meetings between agency representa~ives. Organizational 

courtesy prevailed but the issue of external evaluation was not resolved. 

On October 8, 197~" a Youth Advocacy Loop meeting was ~held with the 10 

Project Directors and representatives present from Teacher Corps,' Washington. 

O.JJDP/LEAA. project related school and university persons and the American 

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

Amendments ~:O existing Teacher Corps YAP proposals had .been us~'d 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 

to u~derstand how the amendments would operate and this information was explained. 

were 1scusse ut not resolved. Problems of cross pro]'ect and ex' ternal evaluator d' d b 

At a meeting on December B. 1976, a policy semi!lar was held. in Washington,., 

D.C.' to clarify is::~-!les in all Teacher Corps programs. A h , t t e 'same time a meeting 

with the YAP Loop was held to explicate the role of Arthur Cole, new Teacher Corps, 

Washington staff researcher who would f t' , une 10n 1n a role with the external evaluator 

of SARC. The research design for the exte'rnal 'evaluation was discussed and the 

discontent of YAP Directors with the evaluation was voiced. 
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With a lack of congruent viewpoints and understandings, problems arose 

about Acti vi ty II program thrusts, methodo"logies, apd the external evaluation. 

On the one hand, Teacher orps was C charged wit.h carrying out the program and site 

monitoring, and OJJDP/LEAA with monitoring Teacner . orps e 0 'c ff rts and evaluating 

the program. The SARC people were involved with the evaluation as consultants' 

to OJJDP/LEAA. In addition, ea~h Activity II component required the appointment 

'of an Associate Director to supervise the School Crime Intervention aspect of the 

YAP project. A separa,te site, different than the educational unit for 

I component of the pTogram, had to be selected for Activity II student 

the Activity 

initiated 

crime reduction efforts. Project Directors a comp h d 1ete freed .... o, m to select their 

the mandate' fromOJJDP/LEAA was clear - "Keep Activity Associate Directors, but 

the Youth Advocacy proJ"ect, so t~at evaluation of II distinct from Activity I in 

" t "be done". program 1mpac can 

Teacher Corps people, who .L had a k;nd of "family" ethos among themselves and 

school commun.i ties. were attuned to the limits to which in their approach to 

and evaluation could be used in their school/communities. student run programs 

Questionnaires for students, teac ers an h d 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. 

OJJDP/LEAA and SARC, operating rom f the legalistic viewpoint of the 1974 legisla-

data so that assessm'ent of reduction of crime tion, were looking for quantitative 

as a result of the program could be documented. That documentation was a part of 

the agency's legislative mandate. 

Negutiation, time, the sens1t1v1 y . . " "t of 'reacher Corps and OJJDP/LEAA people, and 

increasingly. requen .L th"e f t meet;ngs enhanced the informal parity of those agencies 

Aft.er tempers cooled, an awareness on the part of involved in the program., 

OJJDP/LEM and SARC representatives of the limitations of school cultural.systems 

Corps Washington and YAP .field based people learned more about emerged. ' Teacher 
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using the Student Initiated' Activities model,l which ,OJJDP/LEAA introduced. pro-

moted and insisted upon. 
This plan, so contrary to traditional education adult 

controlled practices, seemed to show promise. 
New learning on the,part of both 

agencie~, brought closer rapport among represent:,~ti ves. :;\ 

\1.. )} 
OJJDP/LEAA and SARCfound 

intervention strategies of Teacher Corps were captured more fully at times by 

indirect"qualita.tive evaluation measures insteadQf pre-post test quantitative . 1 ~. 11 

. 0 
measures. 

Tney learned that school systems simply refused to provide some kinds 

I of "headcounting" information. . Whi Ie this a'ccommodati ve behavior occurred between 

the two agenc:i;es, Public Law 95-115, the Juvenile Justice Amendments of October 

3, 1977, became effective. 
The Amendments again emphasize the desirability of 

interagency efforts, incorporate the Commissioner of Education as a member of 

the Coordinating Council and focus on the reduction of school disruption. 

On November 8th to lath, 1977, a conference on Student Initiated Activities 

sponsored. by OJJDP/LEAA and Teacher Corps was held in Rochester, Michigan. 
Teacher 

Corps, Washington staff, YAP Activity I and II personnel ald Proj.ect Directors, 

OJJDP /LEM and SARe representatives gathered together with student representatives 

in the Activity II programs to discuss the issues involved in evaluating and oper-

ating student initiated programs in schools. 
The conference evaluation illustrated 

the degree to which Teacher Corps YAP people now accepted the Student Initiated 

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

recognized the delicacy and knowledge required to eng~ge in intervention strate-' 

I gies and evaluations in public schools. 
,:_1 This growing congruence of views is 

further explained in Henrietta' Schwartz's monograph, "The Cultur.e of A conference: 

A Goal-Free Evaluation of the Youth Advocacy Loop Conference, November 8 ..: 10, 1977" 

held at Rochester, Michigan. 
lie 

1. SIA reqUires that students be given po'Wer and decision making rigJits in 
school poliCies. The model mandated that students be helped to plan and direct 
their own behavior with guidance from adults. 
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On March 23-29, 1978, the San Francisco YAP Associate Directors Meeting was 
" 

held to discuss the SARC evaluation. The mutual use of each other's type of 

language, legalistic and educational, was evident; a common Activity II vocabulary 

had emerged. Accommodation. between Teacher Corps and OJJDP/LEM view~, had begun 

to institutionalize. The federal and field based compone~~s of the program had 

selectively adopted new elem~nts from the diverse cultures of Teacher Corp.s and 

OJJDP/LEM and developed a subculture unique to Activity II programs. Several 

participants in both groups were not fully socialized, but given time, they would 

have become functional members of the subculture. 

B. 

, ~ j 

On June 30, 1978, the Interagency Agreement ends. 

_c./C:, 

r 
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 met 

in June and July of 1976 to prepare these working papers as discussion pieces. 
.'. 

The OJJDP/LEM Speci~l 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 prel il~'!inary 
/) 

meet;i.ngs in July of 1976 to assist in deyeloping the pi9graml framework for the 

agreement. 

In examining the final document, there .appears to be little 0t the language. 

and thrust of the initial working papers prepaxed by members. of. the Teacher 

Corps st~ff and the committee of YAP directors. These Teacher Corps documents 
;, 

spolce of "model development", social adjustment", "remediation" and "long te:tm 

1. The Teacher Corps School Cri1!le Jntervention Program, (Activity II) was seen 
as a resoonse to the Senate Judiciary Subcommittee Report on Crime and Violence in 
the Schools, 1974-1975, by the staff of OJJDP/LEM. 
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programs". The language of the draft document prepared by. AIR and the language of 

the interagency contract speak of short term' programs with measurable outcomes in 

the reduction of crime, violence, disruption and fear amon.g students. The strategy 

to use. to accomplish these purposes was that of Student Initiated Activities 
II 

(SlA),l a concept in keeping with the norms of the Teacher Corps' Youth Advocacy Pro-

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

at this time. The agreement calls for OJJDP/LEAA: to transfer to Teacher Corps the 

sum of $2,000,000 for the following description of services or activities: 

"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 e~~nts. The process for achieving 
this goal \.,.ill 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 juvenile j'ustice system personnel to enable them 
to be involved in support of this strategy. In addition, exper­
tise gained through 'institutionalization of various elements 
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." 

OJJDP/LEM required that the Activity II component of the program be conducte~ 

at a separate school site, that is not the same site as the location of the 

Activity I Corrections portion of ~he 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 climate of fear associated with 
these events." . 

There was a requirement that an independent external evaluation be conducted 

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 OJJDP/LEM 
Special Emphasis Projects staff in conjunction with American Institute .of Research. 
The model, seen as a way of giving students training in ways to influence school 
systems lind thereby reduce school crime and violence, was refined as the YAP PI'Oj ects 
implemented it. 

)) 
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The external evaluator, SAR, C, . wasidentifi ed in 
crime, violence and disruption.' 

September, 1976 and had 
a record of experience in the evaluation of sim~Ja~ programs. 

negotiated largely by William Smith, Director of Teacher 
The final agreement was ,', I 

Corps, Clarence Walker, 
[ YAP Coordinator and Emily Martin, Director, the Teacher Corps 
~.."., 

. d Law Enforcement Specialist, OJJDP/LEAA 
Special Emphasis Programs, and Judi .Fr1e man, 

O
f the Office of Education an, d William Moulden, 

with assistance from Shirley Baizey, 

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

Richard W. Ve1de, Administrator of LEAA, Department of Justice, later John Rector, 

Of Justice and Acting Commissioner of Education, 
Administrator of OJJDP, D~partment 

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

. f OJJDP/LEM Joe N. Pate, Contract-
The, agr.eement was signed by James Shealy or , ,J 

ing Officer for USOE, ·William 
Smith for T~a,cher Corps and Cora O. Beebe, Director 

ff ' of Education on August 24, 1976. of the Budget Division of the 0 1ce 
The date of 

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

of funding. 
:1 th pe of work, ,the objectives, The remainder of the contract d~ta1 s e sco 

and may .be obtained from Teacher Corps, Washington. tasks, etc., 
It should be 

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

Youth Advocacy Amendments". 

called to Washington early in August of 1976 and 'The YAP Directors were 
1 . ts to obtain 

amendments to their current 10th and 11th cyc e proJec 
invited to submit 

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

June of 1976 for their Activity I Youth Advo­
Corps and had just receiv:ed funding in 

cacy Projects. In effect, these Directors were asked to begin two ~ew projeFts. 

h t write amendments to their All 10 Directors were given instructions as to ow 0 

. f 1 (based on funds received for the initial 
current projects and a complicated ormu a 

YAP grant) allocating the OJJDP/t.EM. funds was devised by the YAP Coordina~or. 
, d t for Activity II projects were funded 

Amendments were submitted and the 10 amen men s 

to begin in September, 1976. 

.. . 

" 

1\ 

() 

"I 
I 

~\') 
I 
I 

/ . 
, . ~ 

Although the Washington staffs of both Teacher Corps and OJJDP/LEAA indicate 

that the terms of the agreement were communicated verbally and in writing to the 

Directors in August, 1976, five of the Directors report:d never having seen the 

interagency agreement; Other correspondence and minutes of Loop '.meetings 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 II of the Youth Advocacy Projects. That is, the official documents ex­

changed and negotiated by the agencies in Washington make the mandafe 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 th~ Loop of July 21, 1977 

make it clear that there was still some confusion about the local projects 

responsibility for external evaluation, reporting to the 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 deve10p.ed their 

own ident\rY' "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 

were committed members of the Activity II, SIA, Youth Advocacy Program working 

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

in just that order. 

The Budget 

During the initial discussions between OJJDP/LEAA and Teacher Corps, the 

figure of $3,000,000 was mentioned as the amount available for the interagency 

agreement in a memo from Clarence Walker to R. Wood on April 15,.1976. On June 

15, 1976 in a memo from Clarence Walker to the Director of Teacher Corps, William 

Smith, it is explained that the amount of money actually available after additional 
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The three areas of concern mentioned in the discussions with OJJDP/LEAA was $2,000,000., 

! '. memo with respect to the final fiscal arrangements center around (1) wotlcing with the 

.~! 
\ 
~ 

~ 

I 

Teache.r Corps funding cycles: (2) the 10% matching funds requirements from perspective 

applicants "and (3) funding a program that was not one that Teacher Corps would do 

anyway without OJJDp/LEAA funds. Much work had been done by the Budget officer, Shirley 

Baizey and the Teacher Corps Chief of the Management Branch, William Moulden to work out 
o 

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

Director of Teacher Corps. T~;,:;>-\ federal government as a procedure for interagency 
-;,-~ 

agreements and the transfer of funds, but it by no mearis is a simple process and many 

details had to be attended to by the administrators in, both agencies. Once Judi 

Friedman announced that the approval from OJJDP/LEAA eor the transfer of funds had been 

given (6/15/16) J the Teacher Corps YAP Coordinator wor:ked out the budget details related 
'l 

to the f!lnding of the ten field sites. Based on a complex formula, the ten projects 

were allocated funds proportionate to the amount each had received in the national 

Teacher Corps competition. The two 10th Cycle projects, Baltimor!~ and Colorado, were 
, , 

allocated monies for one yea~ of operation while the other ~ight (~l1th 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 op~rating the School/Crime Intervention program were 
o \\ 

$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 

levels to accommodate this amount. $2,0001),000 was the final figure transferred. 

Each project was' instr~cted to r~serve 10% of its, ',project funds· for evaluation, 

internal and external. The distribution of ,tbis 10% created some conflicts in the 

relati9nships between the projects and the national offices and SARC. In a letter of 

J,anuary 25, 1977 from Emily M~rtin (OJJDP/LEAA) to William Smith (Teacher Corps), a co,py 

of which was sent to Clarence Walker, YAP Coordinator, the following appears: 
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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. erA 
summary of outcome evaluation requirements of both the schools 
and the Activity 'II evaluators is provided on pnge 4 of the 
aforementioned memorandum from Elaine Murry.") 

"The cooperation of the Activity II 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." 

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, t~is 

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 

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

resolve a conflict regardi~g 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 Acti vi ty 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 Directors, agree to set 
aside 10% of our respective Activity II budgets for evalua­
tion, documentation and dissemination activities~ Since lITe 
anticipated the evaluation activities to be coordinated through 
the Loop we then set about developing a policy for managing the 
funds so that; 

-33-

, .r:r:::;1j;$;w;"'"""'tP;----"'l,\-'''''f'.'"''"-------,....,..~~----:'''--------

, 



I 
! 
1 

"---.. 2) 

·1 
.i' , 

'\ I 
\ 

, 
i 

I , I 
" , I , 

I 
f j 

a) 

b) 

independent cross..-project evaluation would be assured (inde­
penderit from an anticipat.ed contract let by LEM [Doug Grant]). 
and, 
site evaluation of each individual project would be assured. 

" 

As you will recall the 10% was divided in Atlanta (Dec. 1976) as 
fOllows: 
a) 5% for cross-project activities--, 

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

b) The remaining 5% would be retained on site for individual/ l , 
> \ pro,:j ect evaluation. 'U 

In Chicago, February· 4th,; we all heard from Emily Marth? and 
Bill Smith that one-third of the 10% would be used for cross­
project evaluation and that this one-third was to be available 
to Doug Grant and Art Cole for a cooperative cross-project ev:a1-
tiatipn (this presumably means that two-thirds'of the 10% remains 
wit[l the projects for individual project evaluation). 

Further, ·we were told by Ca~oline that the transfer of the ori­
ginal 2% to the 'Loop office, in Placentia was not legal or in 
keeping with the federal policy. 

Issues: 
a) 

b) 

What to do with the Loop held portions of the 2%. Five 
projects had already transferred a total of $13,398.22. 
1\1110 authorizes expenditures' against the cross-project one­
third. l\111at is t.o be Doug Grant's role, Art Cole's role, 
your role, the Project Director,ts role in cthis regard? 

Expenditures" thus far have been !,llade under Loop Directors 
puspices, giving or validating Viv that responsibility. It 
seems clear that the Board of Directors cannot efficiently 
}:land1e this. Further, since most of the funds will now be 
located at individual projects, Viv would have no authority 
to exp~nd the money. 0 

If Art Cole were to assume this responsibility, ,he would need 
very strong support from Washington. Project Directors would 
need to agree to accepting Art's requests for paying consul­
tants, publication costs and the like. I am certain that the 
Directors would demand assurances that costs for cross-project 
activities would be shared evenly across all projects: We be­
lievethat a strong statement indicating Art's role and their 
own responsib~lities would ,need to come from you, Bill and 
Caroline. . 

If Doug begins to deal with projects directly, it" raises the 
question for "US as to whether LEM is aYfare that this repre­
sents' additional sources of support for his scope of work 
under contract. 
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o 
In any case, we should anticipate questi'ons from Directors 
and tlleir own grants offices.regarding who pays, how much, when 
and for what." 

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

o 

a) Return all monies not expended to date from the Loop back 
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 
Loop) has no responsibility for these funds; secondly, that The ' 
Univl:},rsity of Vermont as fiscal agency has no responsibility for 
expenses incurred beyond its own one-third of the local Activity 
II 10%." 

o 

The ~~)Ject Directors retained control'of the 10% to be used for~xternar' evaluation 

and negotiated the distribution of those monies for external, cross~proj ectand 
. "'. 

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

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

II project evaluator to attend to the collection of data and compile the information 

needed by SARC a~d to support local evaluation efforts. 

Other fiscal matters were handled ro~tinely by the national Teacher Corps staff 

who submitted quarterly financial reports to the LEM Contracting Office~ with 

the understanding that "any d'eviation in the reporting schedule set forth herein 

shall be agreed to in writing by the performing agency and the LEM Contracting 

Officer ••. (and that) any unused fundS'~hall revert to ,LEM through appropriate 

financial accounting channels". (contractual agreement J-LEM-IM-030-6, 8/24/76, 

pp. 4-5). 

C. Participants' Perteptions of the Activity II Program. 

In the :ourse'of the investigation, forty-three persons were interviewed over 

the three month period. Of that gro~p, twelve were members of the Washington staff 

of Teacher Corps, three 11ere members of the OJJDP/~,EM J'lashington staff, all 10 
cV 

Proj ect Directors l'lere interviewed ~y phone or in pers~n, air nine Associate 
{:::=-~ 

Directors were interviewed in San Francisco in March, 1978. The one Program Develop-
("2 

ment Specialist ~hose respdnses arerep,orted with those of th~ Associate Directo~.s 
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(Jwas interviewed in Washington in March, 1978. Three members of the SARC staff 

'were interviewed formally and several informal conversations were held with three 
. \:) 

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

five respondents reported ,under the "Other,s" category included a fiscal officer 

with the Office of Education who had worked on the interagency agreement, a former c' 

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

as being "very much involved in the conceptual basis of the ~rogram and promoting . 
interagency agreements". 

(One experienced Director) It should be noted that six 

of the ten. Project .:Directors had previous experience with Teacher Corps Youth 
II M; 

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

Two of those respondents in the "Otho~s" category were proj~ct evaluators inter-, 

viewed'in San Francisco and finally, the Liaison Officer for the Youth Advocacy 

Loop who was talked with in person and by' phone on several o c:.c as ions . 

The data reported here are perceptions of the individuals interviewed. 
II 

Frequently~ their perceptions are supported by file documentation and observation. 

Howeve:r, it must be emphasized", that the data reported in Tab.l~i8; and responses to 

individual proj ect ~utcomes and impact are perceptions ,and are" not sJpported by 
. (.' 

other evidence. The evaluation of the success of ioca1 proj ects in reducing 

crime, violence, disruption and fear will b~ reported on by the Socia1,Action 

Research Center and ~snot the object of this report, except as respondents report 

t}leir perceptions. ,. 
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Chart 1 

Demographic Characteristics of 
D.irectors and Associate Directors 

Previous 
Ethnic Educational Teacher Corps 

Affiliation Level Experien,ce Ij 

40-50 B W H ,BA MA EdD Yes NoJi 
, . 

"",~",r 
1 5 ,4 1 8 2 4 6 

8 2 8 l' 9 9 1 
u 

" 

Il 

Institutional 
Affil ation 

LEA 
1--''' 

IHE Other 

7 2 1 

1 9 

This=chart indicated the d!iiference in the d"'~ , <:;u,og,raphic charac teris tic~ 

between the YAP Directors and the Associate Directo"',s f '-' J, ·or th~ Activity II component' 

,of the program. ffs " a group the Asso~iate Directors are predominantly male (8 of 10) 

under 40 (9 of 10), more th h If . an a ln~mbers of minority groups '~6 of 10) and two of 

the ten 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. 

Further, while nine of the ten Di;ectors are university based, only two of'the 

Associates are university staff people and seven are affiliated with the schools. 

In summary then, in comparison to th A e . ssociate Directors, the Directors as a group 

are more female, older members of th ' . , " e maJority culture with high educational and 

experience levels nd'" "" fC a are sta L persons at i t't t' ns ~ u ~ons of ~igher education. The 

, issues of s ta tus , security and program input a I' re comp ~cated by these differences 

in giv~p situations. 

'j 
I 
I , 



The findings presented in Table I indicate that 40% of those interviewed per-

ceivedthat the interagency agreement was 'created to meet the mutual needs of the two 
~ 'Y,~ 

agencies - LEAA had resourc~s and Teiacher Corps had entry to schools and programs. 

The majority of the field staff, Directors and Associate Directors, saw this as the 

primary motivation. The W~shington based 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 Hni ted States who had negotiated similai' agreements with the state law enforce-
'I 

ment agencies. It was their feeling that the communication with Washington by these 

YAP Froject Directors was the motivating factor. Finally, several respondents men-

tioned the 'legislative mandate of LEAA to lido something in the schools". In fact, 

OJJDP /LEM had 'Commis'sioned a private firm to conduct a study of which agencies in the 

Office of Education would be most compatible with their mandate to develop programs 

to reduce scnool crime. The studyl 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 per,ceptions of the forty-three persons interv~ewed in res­

ponse to the question, "Who was·most directly involved in creating the joint p;~g~a~? 

from Teacher Corps? from LEM?" Clearly, the overwhelming majority of respondents 

saw Clarence Walker, the YAP Coordinator, Teache! Corps, Washington and Emily Martin, 

Director, Special Emphasis Programs, OJJDP/LEAA as the prime movers of the inter-

agency agreement. Typically, mo~t respondents also mentioned William Smith, Director 

of Teacher Corps, and Judi Friedman, Law Enforcement Specialist, OJJDP/LEAA, along 
" 

with Walker and Martin. Several Directors mentioned other experienced Project Direc-

tors as being ,ini tiat6rs and model ,developers. 

I,' Planning Assistance Programs -(Research for. Better Schools., Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, 1916). 
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" ;.: Table 1: Why.was the LEAA/Teacher Corps interagency agreement created? 

, 
tN 
to , 

I LEAA had funds 'LEAA had 

I to disburse for Teacher Resources; 
school based Field Cot·ps LEAA TC had schools 

Role Group_ n Common Goals programsa InitiatedC Initiated Initiatedb and Programs Otherd 

T. C. 
Washington 12 8 2 0 0 0 0 2 

LEAA 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 'I~, 

(.' 

Directors 10 3 0 2 0 0 5 0 

Associate 
Directors* 10* 0 3 0 0 1 6 0 

SARC 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 

I 

Others** 5 0 0 1 0 0 3 lJl 
.. 

43 13 5 3 0 1 17 4 
Total (100%) (30%) (12%) (7%) (0%) (2%) (40%) (9%) 

*One inteI'viewee was a program development specialist familiar wi.th the Activity II component. 
**Ot~ers include: S. Bqizey,.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 ~~sues or questions. 

a"LEAA was trying to prove that they could give money to kids to start their own projects and solve their own 
problems." (Associate Director) 

b"LEAA had a legislative charge to do something related to keeping kicls in school; ~'to do something with disruptive 
kids. They came' to Teacher Corps." (Ass ocia te Direc tor) coc;' 

c"The program was field initiated. Several of us (directors) and Loop secretary had been pushing TC W~shington to 
do this and it finally got done." rientioned by four of the directors. (Director) 

d"There was pressure on LEAA from the Senate Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency to'~move into the schools. John 
Rector (now director of OJJDP/LEAA) was the Committee's Admlnis.trative Aid." (TC respondent) 

"Federal efforts ,spelled 91~F in, the legislatiqn brought about federal agenc:-Y interaction. 1974 was perhaps the 
first time this was built"'irtto' the legi~lation." (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 Grbup n Walkerb Smith Directorsc Othersa Commentd Friedman Martin Luger Other Comment 
T. C. 
Washington 12 11 a 0 0 1 1 8 0 0 3 

LEAA 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 O. 

Directors 10 7 1 2 0 0 2 7 0 0 1 

Associate 
Directors 10 5 2 0, 3 0 6 4 0 0 0 

SARC 3 :z 0 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 

Others 5 3 0 1 " 1 0 2 2 0 0 1 

43 31 3 4 4 1 11 ' 26 1 0 5 
Total (100%) (72%) (7%) (9%) (10%) (2%) (26%) (60%) (2%) (0%) (12%) 

aUnder"others"Arthur Cole, T. Ta~je and V. Williams were mentioned by two of the 3 Associate Directors. 
bClarence ~"alker was mentioned in conjunction with Directors Betty Marler and "Bud" Myers. As one director indicated 

when asked this question, "There was a level of readiness in the field; several of the directors had been taJking 
about this for a couple of years including Le Roy Black before the Loop and some of the Western directors like 
Annette Gromfin and Al Brown. Clarence called four of us to, Washington in July of 1976 to work on this agreement 
with LEAA." (This was mentioned by 4 of the directors.) 

CIt was reported by three informants that A. Brown and A. Gromfin were called to Washington in the Spring of 1976 to 
rough out an interagency agreement with Clarence Walker which he then presented to LEAA. Vivienne Williams, then with 
the Arizona project, a~so had input. Other names mentioned were W. Moulden and Tess Mahoney. A concept paper 
regarding YAP projects and interagency agreements was written in 1974 and sent to TC Washington. 

dThis respondent was concerned with fiscal ma~ters only and was unaware of program issues • 
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Table .3 reports that 75% of all respondents viewed 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 

included training of personnel and model development as primary focp.l points for 

program activities. Sixteen of the twenty Directors 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 expectation of Teacher Corps. By contrast when 

asked what they felt the expectations of OJJDP/LEA~ were, 77% of those interviewed 
. 

said that LEAA's expectation was that they. would "show evidence that the program 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~ 

ica1 connection between testing the student initiated activity model as a strategy 

(a means) and the reduction of school crime as a goal. The "new" directors (3 of 4) 

had difficulty making this inference. The Associate Directors (7 of 10) reported 

they had even greater difficulty making this leap from strategy to outcome, parti-

cu1ar1y when they were called upon by SARC and the national agencies to use the instru-

ment based on the Safe School Study in a pre-post test fashion to document program 

impact on th~ 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 rr • and "Testing the SIA Model" which indirectly meant "service to kids". 

Finally 67% of the respondents saw SARC's expectations as doing what was necessary 

"to do an impact study to show if the programs did reduce.crime 'in schools". 'Clearly; 

the respondents reported a divergence 'in the expectations of ~h~ national agencies and 

related these differences to the situation at the local project level. 

Table 4 indicates that there were a variety of procedures used to select the 

Associate Directors. Many of the experienced Directors, (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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Table 3: What are the expectations for the Activity II programs? 

Reduce Crime 
& Violence 

Role Group n Impact Studya 
T. C. , 

Washington 12 0 

LEAA 3 1 

Directors 10 1 
Associate 
Directors 10 2 

SARC 3 0 

Others 5 0 

Total 43 4 
100% (9%) 

Reduce Crime 
& Violence 

Role Group n Impact Studya 
T. C. 
Washington 12 8 

LEAA 3 .2 . 
Directors 10 10 
Associate 
Directors 10 6 

:/ 

SARC 3 3 

Others 5 4 
Total 43 33 

100% (77%) 

Training 
Model (SIA) 
Development 

& Testing 

'7 

2 

8 

8 

3 

4 

32 
175%) 

Training 
Model (SIA) 
Developmen t 

& Testing 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 
2 

(5%) 

N at~ona 
PART I 

1 T h eac er C or 
Service to 

Students to 
Help Them' "Cutting 

Gain Skills Ed_ge" 

0 0 

0 0 

0 1 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 1 
(O%l (2~~) 

LEAA 
Service to 

Students to 
Help Them "Cutting 

Gain Skills Edge" 

1 0 

1 0 

0 0 

1 0' 

0 0 

0 0 
3 0 

(7%) (0%) 

ps 

Implement Development 
Activity II Goals of Interagency No 

Program Unclear Agreements Response 

0 0 5 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 1 0 0 

0 1 5 0 
(0%) (2%) (12%) (0%) 

Implement Development 
Activity II Goals of Interagency No b 

Program Unclear Agreements Response 

0 0 0 3 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 1 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 1 
0 1 0 4 

(0%) (2%) (0%) .. (9%) 

a"For our project, crime and violence really means disruptive behavior and a way to give kids power to control 
their lives." (2 Associate Directors) 
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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 II Goals & violence Training Data No 

Rb.le Group n Impact Studya & Testing Gain Skills Program Unclear Impact Study Modelc Feedback Otherd Response 
T. C. 
Washington 12 0 5 2 1 4 7 0 4 0 1 

.'--, 

LEAA 3 1 0 (J 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 

Directors. 10 4 3 3 0 0 9 1 0 0 0 , 

Associate 
Directors 10, 0 3 6 1 0 8 1 0 1 0 

SA:RC 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 I 5 5 29 3 7 2 2 

(100% (li%) (36%) (28%) (12%) (12%) (67%) (7%) (16%) (5%) (5%) 

c"We did not feel threatened by SARC instruments. In fact, the data we got in San :Francisco (March, 1978) is great. 
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 drop in aisruptivebehavior. The external evaluation is a good one and will show a low cost, high 
impact program for us." (Experienced Director 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 teachers 

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 any~me had imagined. tve shared the information with tIle principal who was 
sllrprised." (Project Evaluator) 
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Table 4: What was the Method of Selecting the Associate Director? 

-. ---~ _._. ------.--------. ---r 

RIG 0 e roup 

Directors 

n 

10 

Moved by Director 
from position on 
A t' 't I St Efa c l.Vl.:Y G 

4 

Applied to Ad 
an d S d creene 

, 

2, 
'. 

Selected by 
D' t b l.rec or 

2 
. 
'. 

Selected by 
LEA 

1 

Selected by 
IHE 

0 

Oth er 

1** 

Associate 

'. 

Direi;,tors 10* 5 2 2 0 0 1** 

Others 4 1 0 2 1 0 0 

24 10 4 6 " 2 0 2 . 
Total (lOO~O (42%) (17%) (25%) (8%) (0%) (8%) 

*One interviewee was a P.D.S. 
**One project had two Associate Directors; one selected by the IHE an.9 the other by LEA • 

I 

a(This Ass,Qciate Director was an LEA teacher and replaced the first Associate Director.) "I have a good relationship 
with the director, although I expected more problems. My loyalties are with the school district, but the program 
has "hooked" me. We have a shared management system and I have decision making power at the site • . . I will check 
th~ngs out with the director, but he relies on my judgment. We negotiated a budget at the beginning of the year 
and I have a line item arrangement to support Acitivity II . • . It pays to know the responsibilities for your role 

,.and the system." 
b"In selecting our original Associate Directo~s I took the advice first of a community person and this did not work, 

so we replaced him with someone recommended by a colleague and discovered he was not qualified. Then we derived a 
selection mogel, 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) 
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Table 5 summarizes the responses of the field staff concerning the monitoring 

of the Activity II component of the program. 8 of the 10 Directors mentioned their 

Teacher Corps Edu\~l ~Iion Program Specialist in addition to the other persons named as 

monitors and/or consultants. Most frequently mentioned ,~ere Clarence Walker, Arthur 

Cole, and a consultant used by Teacher Corps, Dr. Terrance Tatje, a Professor of Anthro-

pology at SUNY at Buffalo. Most of the re~pondents viewed Judi Friedman as the program 

monitor from OJJDP/LEM and several mentioned a former staff member with the agency, 

M. Marvin. It 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 respect to the monitoring had to do with the 

frequency of reporting in different formats to various agencies and the lack of feed-

back from others than the Teache~ Corps Program Specialist. 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 to again in the final section of the report. . /' 

Table 6 reports the results of the responses (of all but the Asso;ciate Directors) 

to the question "How were decisions made about grants, personnel, monitoring"? Almost 

50% of the respondents (34% and 9%) mentioned the strategy of negotiation, negotiation 

between the agencies, negotiation with the field, etc. Six of those interviewed re-

caUed three issues which required administrative directives to resolve some conflicts. 

These issues were: (1) the right of the OJJDP/LEM'Program Monitor to visit project 

sites and under what circumstances; (2) the qistribution of the 10% in each project 

budget for monitoring and evaluation; (3) the level and degree of cooperation with the 

external evaluator inmllecting data based on the common instruments. Several persons 

(5) reported that some issues ''Iere .not resolved. All five mentioned at least two of 

the five 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

areas shown below as being "issues left dangling"; 
External evaluation and the appropriateness of the design and instrumentation. 
The role of the Associate Director in relation to federal agencies. 
Th~ need to have a commonly accepted conceptual base fo~ Activity II . 
The requirement for a separate site for Activity II . 
The degree and level of articulation between Activity I and Activity II. 
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Table 5: Who monitors the Activity II portion of the Program? 

'{ h C LEA.4. eac er orp.s 
Program a I Murrayb Otherse Noned Role Group n S~ecialist Walker Cole~'<* Others None Friedman Others'c None Grant 

Directors* 10 4 2 3 1 0 4 4 - 2 2 0 1 7 
" 

Associate 
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%) (24%) (24%) (12%) (0%) (64%) (2 Lf%) (U% (2 l l%) (4i~) I (8%) (64%) 

!-;. ~ 
~ 

*Most directors (8 of 10)' mentioned monitoring by their program specialist in addition to others named in addition to 
local administrators, deans,' city councilmen, etc. 

**The perception among many field personnel was that A. Cole had the authority to monitor proj ects, ":When in fact he did 
not have the aut!1ority to do so unless specifically requested to monitor by C. Walker. 

aT. Tatje and Cule or Tatje repre;~enting Cole. 
bllAll her monitoring was donz.:':by phone except for our face to face contacts in Chicago (Feb. 1977) and in San 

Francisco (March 1978)." (Reported by 3 Associate Directors) 
cAll respondents in this category spoke of site visits by M. Marvin who'was a consultant to LEAA and who has since left. 

One Associate Director reported the following~ "Mr. Marvin,visited and we had a good face 1:0 face response from him 
on the success of Activity II. He said ~\1e were d~lng a good job. Then the written report came and it was all nega­
tive and inaccurate. We told Judi, our program sp'~cialist, who c-?-me in December of 1977 and we got useful feedback. 

d Terry Tatje also visited bu.t we got no feedback except for our talks when he was there." 
"We expe.cted two or more visits per site from SARC but no one came; Then there was the confusion about evaluation in 

the budget - 10% of tGtal with half to local evaluation. and half to cross project evaluation. Then that got changed 
to 3% to Art Cole and 2% to SARC - the issue is still con:J:~lsed. 11 (Similar information reported by six Directors and 
four Associate Directors) 

eOthers here stands for "no comfoent or don't know." (2 respondents) 
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Table '6: How were decisions made about grants, personnel, monitoring? 

RIG o e roup, 
N<;ltional 
Teacher 
Corps 

LEAA 

SARC 

Directors 

Other 

Total 

n 

12 

3 

3 

10 

5 

33 
(100%) 

Negotiation 
Between 

A ,gencJ.es 

2 
-

1 

0 

0 

0 

3 
(9%) 

Negotiated 
With 

F" ld J.e 

2 

(i 

0 

0 

7 

2 

11 
(34%) 

T.C. National 
M d D i i a e ec sons 

5 

0 

0 

1 

0 

6 
(18%) 

'<~ 

o 

LEAA made 
D "i ecJ.s ons 

0 

Ii 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
(0%) 

Administrative 
Directive from 

T.C. official or 
~EAA Offit 1 J ... c a 

2 

1 

2 

1 

0 

6 
(18%) 

Oth t' 
Issues not 
R 1 da . eso ve e 

0 1 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

2 1 

5 2 
(15%) (6%) 

a"The monitoring and external evaluation issues are not resolved and have not been since Pheasant Run, February, 1977." 
(1 Director) 

bThis respondent had a fiscal role only • 
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Table 7 indicates that the field staff of the School Crime Interverftion components 

tended tq practice. joint decision making at the local project level. 48% report ed that 

the Associate Directors made the op~rationai decisions on a daily basis at the" school 

site and that fiscal and policy matters were discussed with the Project Dire~tor and, 

where appropriate, taken to the governing connnittees of the project. Differences were 
~ 

negotiated and the project Directors were kept informed by the Associate Directors of 

Activity II pr~gress. In response to the question concerning the impact of OJJDP/LEAA 

and Teacher Corps, Washington on the local level, the responses were mixed and the 

impression is that the impact was variable depending on the local situatiori at the site 

and the experience of the local staff. Almost half of the field staff felt that con-

(J 

fli~ting directives and emphasis on school crime did produce some confusion at the local 
."", 

level. But as one Director put it, "Everything was fine as long as you didn't panic 

when one of these contradictory directives came to the Associate or you from 

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

Table 8 represents the response to two questions on t:he interview schedules, "What 
/~ ./ 

were the most rewarding aspects of the Activity IIprlogd,un'?" and to the field staff, 

"What were the major accomplishments of the Activity II program?" The respons~s to both 

questions are summarized in the foilowing list and represent perceived accomplishments 

as reported by the Directors an9 Associate Directors. An item was not listed unless it 
\,,'.1 

was mentioned by ~t least two of the Associate Directors and two of the Directors. The 

major accomplishments and rewards r'eported wer.e: 
j) 

Activity n 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 

11. 
12. 

Helped troubled youth. 
Made pub,JJc school personnel more aware of school crime, violence, etc. 
Provided"training for school personnel to deal with school disruption. 
Worked with communi~y 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 experiences with kids. 
Collected quantifiable~ data concerning program 'success - "we .made it work." 
Achievedarticll,lation between Activity I and Activity II. 
Incorporated elements of Activity II into ongoing Teacher Corps program,s and into 
new proposals for 1978. 
Personnel growth and development-learning to work with several agencies. 
Ability to understandSIA and opeiationalize it. 

-48-

.,~ 

• '.. > 

o 

-~. ~.- - ~~~~~-

---------,...-"...~--
o 

o 

o 

o 

(., 

'10 

." 

'J 

\ Ii 

, .. :;:" 

Q 

1:3 

. > 

I") , \ 

" 

o , 
G _ 

,,. 

Q 
, ,.#' 

I, 

' . .-, 
, 

-



I 

'. • 

, D 

f. .,- '. 
'j\ 

r 

.......... 

o 

/ 

f 't.", 

'-." 

, , 

D 

/ 

, , 

"/ " 

~ 

. , 
! , 

1;'1 

-~--.........----~---'--' 
------~------~ 

.~~. I 
~ 
~ ,1 

f! 
-j " 

':1 'i; ;,j .-
~ 

I 
.;:. 
I.D 
I 

., "*"'" 

{ , 

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 Conf lic tin~ 
Director Director 1:0/ Deci- Violence , on SIA Directives 

Governing & Staff & Staff sion Confused Model from 
Role Group n Committee Decidea Decide Makingb Othere Local Lev.eld None Other Confusing Washin~ton lNone Otherc ---. 
Directors 10 , 2 0 3 5 0 4 5 1 3 4 0 J 

Associate 
Directors* 10 0 1 5 3 1 5 2 3 6 3 0 1 

Others ,5 0 1 0 4 0 2 1 2 1 3 0 1 
1 __ ' 

25 2 2 8 12 1 11 8 6 10 10 0 5 
Total (100% (8%) (8%) (32%) (48%) (~%) (44%) (32%) (24%) (40%) (40%) (0%) (20%) 

*Most Associate Directors (7 of 10) indicated that decisions were situational with fiscal and policy matters going 
through the Director and governing commHtees but they made decisions at the Activity II site. 

aOne 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. 

bCooperative or Joint Decision Model = Project Director and Associate Dit;ector and other decision makers consult and 
decide. \\ 

c"There were some 'tlerritory I differences in T. C. Washington that had an impact· on our project in terms of Clarence 
d and Art and the ptogram, specialists and who could tell us what to'do." (One Associate Director) 
. "At the beginn;i.ng'there seemed to be little collaborative planning or decision making at the Washington level and 

this was reflected at the local level. Later there was a more comple,te understanding 'of program goals on the part 
of both agencies." (A project evaluator) , 

eLack of articulation between IHE and LEA and Activity I and II staff, isolation and other factors led to the ter­
mina.tion of this project in June, 1977. (Inte'rview and file data) 
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Table 8: What were the most rewarding aspects of the Activity II program? 

Role Group n 
T.C. 
Washington 12' 

LEAA 3 

Directors 10 

Associate 
Directors 10 

SARC 3 

Others 5 

43 
Total 100%) 

Direct 
Service 
'r'J Kids 

1 

0 

5 

3 

0 

2 

11 
(26%) 

Test SSA 
d Mo el 

3 

0 

3 

1 

1 

2 

10 
(23%) . 

Make 
Interagency 
Agreement 

Wor k 

1 

3 

0 

4 

2 

0 

10 
(23%) 

-

Articulat;~,on 

of 
Activities 

I & I 1 

2 

0 

1 

0 

0 

. 
0 

-. 3' 
(7%) 

P 

Won Trust 
of 

. i art~cLPants 

0 

0 

,--
0 

-
1 

0 

0 

1 
, (2%) 

o 

Personal 
Growth & 

1 Deve opment 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

3 
F 

(7%) 

a 

o 

Institution­
Ii i a zat on 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

2 
(5%) 

o h t er c 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

3 
(7%) 

a"My investment,' in this activity is great personally and professionally. 1 see light at the-' end of the tunnel." 
bliThe opportunity to hone the Activity I program to a fine edge with the input of the professional street wise staff of 

Activity II was good for Teacher Corps."(l) 
"Also Activity II staff interaction with folks from SARC was good because it gave the Activity II staff a feeling for 
the use of data."(l) . 

COne respondent had a specialized role and didn't. know. (1) 
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Table 9: Wilat were the principle problems related to Activity II? 

Role Group 
T.C. 
Washington 

LEAA " 

I' 

Directors 
; ;,.' 

Associate 
Directors 

SARC 
-: 

Others 

Total 

n 

12 

'3 

10 , 

10 
" 
'. 

3 

5 

43 
(lOO:ln 

, 

Conflicting 
Agency 
Goals 

1 

2 

1 
/' 'I 
".*q: 

1 

3 

0 

8 
(19%) 

Lack of 
Time 

2 

0 

2 

0 
. 

0 

0 

4 
(9%) 

Weak Externh1 
Conceptuali- CEva1uat1on 

zation Imposed 

1 02 

1 '.0 0 

1 3 

1 'c 4 , 

0 0 

2 2 

6 11 
(14%) (26%) 

.\ 

'I 
'i 

Inexperience· 
6f some 

Directors 

2 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

3 
(7%) 

-

Change· in. Poor 
Local Communi­
Staff cationa 

0 2 
e, 

0 0 

Too 
Many 

Masters 

,0 

0 
<, \(L 

0 1 1 

" 

1 2 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

1 5 1 
(2%) (12%) " (2%) 

• 

a"No widespread immediate .. -impact." (1) "SARC evaluation is inappropriate for a rural area." (1) 
"Lack of input froin the fie1d."(2) 

2 

0 

0 

, 1 

0 

1 

4 
(9%) 

b"]he most frustrating is not being listened to by SARC and LEAA when recommendations w~re made."(l) "No Comment."(2) 
One Director captur,ed the feeling of 3 others and 2 of the Associate Directors in the following, "SARC was a 'lay on. ' 
They walked in in'the fall, 1976 and presented this completely unsuitable grand d~sign taken. from the safe school 
study. We objected to it allover the U.S. - in Atlanta (Dec. 1976), Phoenix and Chicago (Feb. 1977). InChicago 
we were ordered to. cooperate • • • Later SARC was more flexible and by the March, 1978 meeting we were able to 
negotiate an evalt'lation package we could both live with." .(1 Director) 
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Table 10: Would you engage in another such interagency project? What changes would you make? 

h C anges 
Clarify More Voluntary Joint Planning Establish Clarify 
National Time Proj ect with Loop & Communica- Goals & 

Participation Expecta- for Partici- Field in tion Roles at No 
Channelsb Local Levela Suggestions* ** Role Grouj:\ n lye!'; no other tions Planning pation Evaluationc Other 

T.C. 
Washington 12 12 0 0 2 2 0 2 1 0 4 1 

LEAA 3 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

Directo~~"" 10 10 0 0 3 3 1 2 0 0 0 1 

Associate 
Directors 10 10 0 0 1 2 1 2 1 2 0 1 

SARC 3 3 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 :0 
, 

Others 5 3 1 1 0 0 0 3 1 0 1 0 

43 39 1 :3 7 8 2 10 4 2 7 3 
Total 100%) 91% (2%)" (7%) (16%) (19%) (5%) (23%) (9'%) (5%) (16%) (7%) 

I 

*No co~~ents or suggestions from 6 respondents. The assumption is that they were satisfied with the program as it 
was structured • 

**"This project could have been administered by LEAA and TC in concert without tran~ferring funds at all. Each would 
have worked with its own money. "(1 person) One person said, "If you (at the local l~vel) used good sense, everything 
worked well." 

***It should be noted that most of the Directors and Associate Directors listed two or more of the changes shown here 
and qne listed all of them. \In analyzing the data what was judged to be the most important recommended change was 

. ,_" coded for each respondent. 
I alII don't want to get in and find that my hands are tied • . • before any arrangement is made;' nail aown the external 

, ! b"evalua::ion:" Specify goals and get input from th: Directors and the Associate D'irector~. (1) 

; ~,. and the task." (1) 
-,' .",',' cOne Director indicated the external evaluation component was the most crucial area requiring change. "It didn't matter 

," "j! Stop n~t plcking and look at the big scheme of th~ngs; divorce the program from your ego and remember the mission 

,i ,what any of us saiq (Feb. 1977', Chicago Loop meeting) they (SARC) had their gran; design and that was that! SARC 
, ./ was responsible for a lot of the conf3.ict and miscommunication in the whole program." 
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Table 9 s~~JfDlarizes the respondents' perceptions of the principle p;roblems related to_I 

Activity II. 26%, largely Directors and Associate Directors, reported that the most 

bothersome issue for them was the imposition of the external evaluation. Virtually all 

respondents mentioned 'the evaluation as a problem in varying degrees. The Teacher Corps 

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

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

goals of the agencies or the opf!rational styles were the focus of irritation is an issue 

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

family, face to face interactions, compromise and protective of one's own. The staff 

most directly related to the program from OJJDP/LEAA were in an agency in' which a 
" 

contractual or 1~2galistic style was the norm with adherence to time lines, rules of 

evid.ence and sanc tions for deviations from the standard operating procedures. One of 

the OJJDP/rnAA sta,ff persons indicated, "At the beginning I just couldn't understand 

them, Teacher Corps. I would speak straight out and tell them what they had to do and 

they would say 'don't talk to us like a policeman' .. (they felt uncomfortable with 

me.) Later on, when I began to understand how they operated, I appreciated the 

flexibility of the group and really began 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 thi~ 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 r~the local project site. 
, , 

Table 10 reveals that 91% of the respondents would continue to work in the School 

Crime Intervention Program if given the opportunity. Understandable, two of the 

,OJJDP/Lf,AA staff persons had no comments to make in this area. The three major areas of 

ch~nge suggested are related to join~ planning with the field, particularly _in 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 program was "all 

right'" as it was and tneywould make no changes. 

(! 
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In summary, then, the 43 respondents perceived the program to have been reasonably 

"successful" in terms of doing what they felt were the major goals, developing and 

testing the Student Initiat¢d Activities model as a strategy to reduce crime, violence 

and disruption in public .schools. They reported that the program had problems, a chief 

pne being the imposition of what they felt was an unsuitable external evaluation, but 

. they also reported ,personal and professiona,) rewards from program participation. They 

were virtual,ly unanimous in identifying those persons in both' agencies who were largely 

responsible for the development of the interagency agreement. With a background of 
" 'I I: , 

almost two years of experience, the vast majority indicated they would like to continue 

to participate in a 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 program componen~s in the local public school system. 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 

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

\' 

" 

-54-

.,' 

IV.:: RESULTS AND IMPLICATIONS 

A synthesis and interpretation of the findings will be presented in this section 

of the paper related to the conceptual frameworks of the complementarity of needs, 

the characteristics of the transactional model, and the universals of the Activity II 

program culture. 

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

1. Congruence of Underlyin.g Motiyes - Both agencies wer:e involved in providing 

d~;1'ect service and technical assistance to schools working with troubled y~>Uth. The 

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

OJJDP / LEAA 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 national 
impact study 

Improving the quality of life in 
public institutions 

Teacher Corps Focus 

Increasing educati~nal opportunities 
for children in low income areas 

Training inservice 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 

Improving the quality of life in pub­
lic institutions 

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

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

2. Face-to-Face Contact Amon? the Decision Makers in the Agencies, Between the 

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

informal relationships among"personnel at middle management levels. Tliis was also 

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

the local projects and their counterparts in the st'ate 51lvenile justice agencies. A 

crucial enabling factor was the ability of the chi~f administrators of the program 
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t.o neg.otiate crucial pr.oblems. B . .oth William Smith and Emily Martin had the p.ower 

and felt the responsibility to make decisions to facilitate program development. 

The internal network "'of informal relations allowed the prime movers in each agency 

to devefop a support base and .overcome resistance within their own agency. For 

example, Clarence Walker w~s able to work with the Program Specialists and others in 

the Teacher Corps, Washington offige who were not enthusiastic about the interagency 

agreement,l who perc~ived ,it as an additional task in the monitoring of projects, or" 
o 

in the fiscal accounting practices,2 or who said that the program could be mounted 

without an interagency agreement and transfer .of funds. 3 Emily Martin had to over­

come resistanc~ inner agency to transfer funds to the Office of Education because 

of "past less than successful experience" with the Office.4 There were a variety of 
\~ . 

,. '~":.:--

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

the agreement was ever put on paper. Those individuals who functioned as fad Ii tators 

had congruent motives and needs and were a.ble to negotiate the dissonance wi thin 

their own agencies and finally between agencies. The negotiation mode was estab-

lished early, "even before the interagency agreement was signed. 
('\. 

r l 
In addition' to the face-to-face Q~:mtact between the staffs of the Washington 

agencies, there was a high level of interaction among the YA~ Directors who met fre­

q~ent1y cwith their .Liaison Officer, even before the Loop was operational. The YAP 

Coordinator was present at some of these meetings. Several members of this group 

were called to .~Vashington 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. There are file documents \"hich indicated that at least Marler, 

1. Interviews with three education program specialists, Washington, 
2. Interview with Teacher Corps Fiscal Officer, March, 1978. 
3. Interview with Teacher Corps, Washington staff, member,' May, 1978. 
4:. Interview with' OJJDP/LEAA staff member, March, 19,78. 
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March, 1978. 
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Myers, Walker, and Smith had pre-contract meetings· with Martin, Friedman, Lugar, 
<I 

and Modley of OJJDP/LEAA. \ 
3. Field Based Readiness -. There were several instances during the 1973-75 

period which document the interagelJ.cy efforts at the local level in the Los Angeles, 

Arizona and Oregon projects. l With the creation of the Loop in 1975-76, a subc.ommittee 

.of Directors was appointed to look at interagencY.p.ossibilities. Clarence Walker 

and Vivienne Williams were infonned 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 Co~ps grant. Apparently, 

at least five to six of the Directors w~re 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-

ti.on Program and were "ready to go". 

4. Parallel Time Lines - At the point when the agreement was negotiated, 

Teacher Corps had just funded 10 Youth Advocacy projects: 8 for\two years and 2 for 
\\ 

one year. OJJDP/LEAA was in a position to transfer funds to Teacher Corps by the 

end of June, 1976. Cycle 11 projects ended at the same time as the termination of 

the $2,000,000 OJJDP/LEAA·money. in June, 1978. Further, the OJJDP/LEAA legislation 
'. 

made it possible to transfer funds and O.E. regulations made it possible for funded 

Youth Advocacy Projects to get the money with an amendment to their original proposals. 

. C The Atti vi tyII grants were proportionate to the initial grant 'received by projects 

i ' 
I 

in the national competition. The funding time lines and legislation for the two 

1. Dell' Apa, F.rank. "Survey of Teachers, Teaching, and Pupils in Juvenile 
Correction Institutions in the West", from Education 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. Gromf.in, California, in 1974 and 1975. 
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ag~ncies:made it possible to transfer funds, allocate monies to the 10 projects, and 

have sufficient time for each project to operate and evaluate a School Crime Inter-

vention Program. Most of the field based staff indicated that more planiling and 

start-up time would have reduced thee. operational errors and misunderstandings. But 

sufficient time was available to both agr.mcies to implement the terms of the agree-· 

mente 

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 other. 

There are minutes of Loop meetings of the Directors and of the National Developmental 

Conference in Washington sponsored 'annually by Teacher Corps which document the pre-· 

sence of Judi Friedman. and Emily Martin of OJJDP/LEAA. They provided interpretations 

of the mission of their agency and of(,~he thrust of the School Crime Intervention 
,:"OJ 

Program. Records revealed Clarence Walker's meetings with OJJDP/LEAA staff to describe 

YAP in Teacher Corps. Individual Directors donated time and conceptual skills to 
l"" ., • 

developing drafts of the discussion papers and all Direl:tors took time at their Loop 

meetings to share information and discuss the Activity II program. 

Each project had an individual (s) responsible for A:\~tivity II and persons in 

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

Activity II program were established early. Consultants from both agencies and 

Washington personnel visited the projects, but not a.s frequently as they might have, 

according to field staff. The projects (eight of them in any case) .had the time, 

r,esources, and staff to operate. They did not have the da.ta necessary to self-correct .. 

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

Unless a project had devised a good internal reporting system for the Activity II 

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

e.g., a cha~ge in school administrator,' a'strike, staff turnover. But the .data 

revealed that for the niost part, each site initiated and cip~j,'ated a program which 
(~:...j 
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used student initia,ted activit:y as a strategy to reduce disruption in a school or 

related ~i te. 

There was not perfect congruence 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 

desire to wor~ with, the juvenile justice system (for different reasons than the 

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

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

achieve entry into schools, so collaborating on a program with an agency like 

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

thing to do .. The enabling. legislation allowed OJJDP/LEAA to transfer funds to 

to Teacher COTP.s and the Office of Education said it was permissable for Teacher 

Corps to ~ccept the money. What is sometimes overlooked, is that once the money was 

turned over to Teacher Corps, it was Teacher Corps money. They had an obligation to 

meet the terms of the agreement . insofar as possible; OJJDP/LEAA retained the respon~;i­

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 complementarity 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 sUF'porting ten Youth Advocacy Programs 

which emphasize educational servic~s for juvenile delinquents. Many of these are 
. 

youths who are permUted to remain in sClJool following arrest o~ who have returned 

to the classroom after release from a juvenile institution. Building on the estab~ 

Ii.shed strengths of these programs can significantly reduce the potential costs 

of a student-based school crime intervention progr~, and can speed the realizat'ion 

of exp~cted.results. ThesC? programs already have the key staff and functional arrange-
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ments needed to work with violent and di!,iruptive youth in the school setting". 
\i 

.(pp. 2-3). 

'. 
B. Collaboration and the Transactional Style of Organizational Processes 

1. Parity Among Agencies '" 

The initial structure esta~lished in the contrac~ of August, 1976 does not 

establish the principle of parity ,amon~ the agencies. Five separate groups must be 

considered here: .0) Tea~her Corps, National, (2) The National OJJDP/LEAA adminis­

tration, (3) the Proj ect Dil'ectors and their Li~,:~"s~:m Officer 'represented by the 

Loop, (4) the Associate Directors.responsible for the operation of Actvity II 
" I 

programs, and (5) SARC, the independent research firm contracted ?y ~bJDP/LEAA 

to evaluate their school based programs. aach group was critical to the operatio~ 

and ~valuation of the program. 1 
: f 

,The ,agreement specified that Teacher Corps would be responsible for "administer­

ing this program under their current program activity, including the solicitation 

of applicants, the awarding of amendedgrcmts, the coordination of grantee acti­

vities, the monitoring of gra;ntee expenses and the obtaining of periodic reports from 

grantees". (p. 3).' However, the contrac~ goes on to say, "No changes are to be made 

in the Guidelines without the concurrence of OJJDP /tEAA Office of Juvenile Justice' 

and Delinquency Prevention .•. ,whether or not any applicant has met the Guidelines 

" criteria the order of priority in f~ding sliall. o.e::determined jointly by the Teacher 

Corps and OJJDP /LEAA . Any deviation in the reporting~chedu1e set forth 

herein shall be agreed' to in writing by the performing agency and the OJJDP/LEAA 

ContractiJlg Officer". (pp.3-4). . . 
'The contract did attempt to specify some structural arrangements which created 

parity between the two federal agencies. The problem was that severalotl~er impor­

tant role groups were excluded from this parity' arrangt,;3ent, sii'ch a's the DLrectors,· 

1. The agreement specif11es the organi7.ational responsibilities of the !\om 
federal agencies, Teacher Corps and OJJDP/tEAAand names Judi Friedman as the 
OJJDP/LEAA Project Director and Clarence Walkf~r as the Teacher Corps project 
\~onitor. 
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the Associate Directors, and the external evaluators. 
" 

Furthe;r, 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' soine'of these functions. By November, 1977 

in Michigan, and then in March, 1978, observations revealed that most of the role 
/J , 

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

language related to commcngoa1s'. The status differences among Directors and the 

Associate Directors emerged :strongly during the November, 1977 ~ichigan conference. 

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

adjustments were madel to invOlve Associate Directors 'in all appropriate levels of 

decision making. 'Apparently', adjustments were made. By March, 19781, in Sall 

Francisco, two Directors, tbe 'Liaison Officer for the Loop, a Teacher Corps, Wash­

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

in making decisions and recommendations regarding program evaluation and documenta-
\\ 

tion, the use of data, program structures, ro1e'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 OJJDP/LEAA, the Loop 

Liaison Officer, and the Washington staff person from Teacher Corps who deals directly 
/ -;'::-

.-/-

with the Associate Directors and SARC. Each had equal opportunity to givo feedback 

, and make corrections in the draft' docum'ent. The investigators often' were asked, 

"Did you check with ?" ---
Al though there ,was no formal structure to insure parity, such as 'a govern:fng 

or executive committee. there was parity. The transactional style of the Director 

'. 
1 Schwartz Henrl' etta "The Culture of C f ff 1978 • ,. a oIf.erence .. , , pp.45~46. 

.. " ... ' 

-(:ib 



" . 

/ 

., , 

II' 

" ~ ,- ,~,"~" .. ,.,~-~-~~~"~,-,q~., ..-' 

d h':s staff and the preference of the o:rganization for a of Teacher Corps an ~ 

participatory decision making model tended to insure .~\arity·. Occassionally, parity took 

the two Washington agencies and the' field based ,time and patience to establish, but 

administrators seemed to have achieved it. 

2. Roles at the Interface 

Tha contract ~pecified two per.sons as the official liaison persons. OJJDP/LEAA had 

. th . th outS1.' de evaluator, SA..."{C ,Several members of the staf.f of frequent contacts W1. e 

OJJDP/LEAA and SARC were in frequent and regular contact. Similarly, Project Directors 

,. ':n contact w':th the liaison pierson at Teacher Corps, Wash-and Associate Directors ~:;ere ~ ~ 

ington, either individ6allY or through the Lqop and its Executive Secretary, There was 

, t' 'thl.'n the two cells that is between, ... t-,he field based staff a high level of 1.nterac 1.on Wl. "C~) 

'::;:, DP/LEAA d S1~r. Directors were in touch and Teacher Corps, Washington and between OJJ an \ ,ti.i:\u, 

'II' Sml.'th, C. Gillin and the eicht Program Specialists almost with Clarence Walker, Wl. 1.am b 

certal.·nly on a monthly basis according to the project file data on a weekly basis, and 

housed in Washington. Further, interviews with the three staff members from OJJDP/LEAA 

and the three from SARC ,-

(:JAs the diagram below indicates, there were two separat~ systems operating initially 

with a lack of interaction, at all levels between the two systems. The missing roles at 

" 'h"'h h ld have 'been resolved early on slip the interface of the groups let 1.ssues w l.C s ou 

h h ' k h nced ml.' sunderst'andl.' ngs and created conflicting expectations for throug t e crac s, en a 

field operations. 

GENERAL MODEL OF 1976 COMMUNICATIONS 

Ii Teacher Corps Communication Cell OJJDP/LEAA Communication Cell 

FIELD BASE,D 

Directors:! 
!. 
If 

Loop and ri&xec, 
SecretaryI: " 

Associate 
Directors 

TEACHER CORPS, WASHINGTON OJJDP/rnAA 

W. Smith~~=-------------t--1~R. Velde D. Grant 

C, Gillin Martin J. Grant 

C. Walker (other program---+--~~ E. Murray 
speda lis ts) 

A, Cole (Jan., J977) ¥2==-1f--i+ i Research Assistants 

o 

o 

D 

o 

~ ___ ~_6_2.".-__ -...,:--__ -::---:-__ ---:":'O'l~ __ ..... '-r' ' 
"; :?" '~\'..,,~ . ~r-:! 9" ~ .. ,;., , 

• it ,/ . 

-

o 
A series of crl.Jcial Jl}eetin~s took place in 1976 and 1977, one in Atlanta in 

,December, 1976, one in February, 1977 in Chi~ago, and anoth~r in AugMst, 1977 in 

Washington between the Activity II Field Based Staff of Te~cher Cotps"and OJJDP/LEAA 

and SARC, The minutes of the Loop meetings revealed that the Liaison Officer of 

this group functioned ~n an informal liaison ro1~ prior 

meeting, it became evident tha.t misunderstandings would 

roles at the interface of the agencies were established. 

to February, 1977, At that 
. . 

continue un1ess\)dditional 
" \",1 

The recggnition of the 

need for a role (s) at the interface of the two federal agencies', the field based 
(I' 

administrators and the externa'l evaluatio.n firm led to the appointment of,Dr. 

Arthur Cole to. assist in the facilitation of communication regardi~i;,;;: evaluation. 

The differences in structure between Teacher Corps and OJJDP/LEAA made it 

difficult!to select 

one program monitor 

,':1 

one's "like number" in the agcincy, For example, OJJDP/LEAA had 
~ " 

\\ 

for all SChobl oased programs; "(,eacher Corps YAP had eight 
~ 
\\ 

Program Specialists assigned on the basis of geograph\~c :region as we1l as the YAP 

Coordinator. Problems al'oseand were negotiated regarding role expectations and 

monitoring fUnctions in most instances. . C'-' 

3. 
t'\ 
Ii ,-

Negotiation as tlle:;rinciple Process 

The'data indicated the chief program process was negotiation rather than con­

fronta1:ion or administrative directive from the inception of the agreement. The 
<,,) 

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 

are ':'being id~ntifie(l",;:Jnd steps are being taken to. overcome theI11~ In additipn, 
('j 

the Teacher COi~s is expected to faci~itate the exchange of information or project 

accomplishments among grante~s to insure that each demo.nstration effort reaches its 

full potential for effectiveness, As appropriate, copies of all information exchanges 

and notifications of all meetings of grantees shall b;:;> supplied to OJJDP /LEAA'. II 
(pp.3-4). 
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Examip.a'tion of correspondence, minutes of Directors' meeti~gs, and interviews with 
o & ~ 

key: informants revealed that most problem ~reas, were negotiated in some heated, but 

:,us~'ful meetings . Typically, conflicts lvere negotiated before they reached the stage of 

~dmini@tratj,v!! interventio'n;:!: Most of the progress reports from the YAP Coordinator to 
'.') 

the Chief' of Cy~le .Operations and the Di~ector of Te{icher Corps detailed issues alr.eaqy" 

res()lveej. 
,. ') -

The assumption was that face-to .... face, one-to-one n~gotiations should and did 

t~ke "place when the'problem surfaced. For example, one of the projects had two 
! (.) 

Associate Directors ,~ne selected bY,tl,le institution of higher education, and one 
i ~...-

~',.f~ 

~e~ected 'bythe local schoo}distri"ct~ 
o 

Th%,interview dat'a and the file" materta! 
(,:.\ I) 

indicated thattheJIashington staffs of both agencies" were aware of the potential for 

cOIlhJct and 
r; 

worke-;;\ wif:h the ProJect Director (jind two AssocJates to mainrl~in the 
, \ ) 

\ [0 
" coo,peration of thEi"~univ,ersity 

, 
and the school sys,telll and install a prqgram. ;" The 

arrangem~n~ ;~;~f not' work well ard. the,. decision was made at the progr~m mo~itor ievel of 
o 

both agenci~s not to ~pnti~ue funding the proj~ct beyond tJle enct of the lOt.h, Cycle, 

(i 

,-,0 

''; 

~nother e;;ample can be cited. 4 ~ 
The decision" was made: concerning, the retention byQhe' 

I 
,0 

" local projects Ctf,';~:the 10% of the budget for 'evalpation "activities, in °February, 1977 in 
',' {i 
Chicago. Thereafter, theWashinston, staff' had to ne'g9tiate wi'tp each local project for 

.-; ~'] 

'the support 'of thevisi't:sof cqnsul tants, SARC data co,l.lec tion requirelne~ts ,Cando staff 
l' \; 0 0 ~ C~ l!::t'.t.~ .~, 

, _ ::: fI (, 

visft~. , These negodations were carried 
c:"" .:--' \c ,,' 

'0 Ij;) 

directiv:,~s otl.tederal intervention. 

on with 11? appa~ent need for admini~trative 

o 
o 

.Il \\ 'I 

Howev,er , there we~re soWe few instances wheremisunderstarldil,1,gs ~\ersisted, eith'er 
~ ~ "D 0. - 17'" 

'because the' basic iss ue of cone'ern was not i:esol ved, or,<peopll{ were comingfr,om'v~,ry 
-"') fL., \!:- ,,' '''"-.1 ' 

\:-~ t' :" 0 I c:: '.' 

diffei'en"h viewpoin,t~"and a, c:;oh~rent/)conc.eptual framework "for prog:rard ~lementsh~d not 
, I) \.1 \~ G • C\ 

y~t:: bee~ ~sta~lisqed. ~ Thereo were' t~~ instanqes where the. pr~cess of negotiation need~O 
~he cl'arity ,!)f admi~nisti;at'li.ve directiVes'. 

• ,,~ :;_ 5,:J l,~ 

-rf "6' i: 
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being' present. However, the OJJDP/LEAA representative was to notify the Education 

Program Specialist of the visJt: Ag~in, this was necessary in Borne part because of the 

lack of direct communication between OJJDP/lEAA ana the field based co~ponent of the 

C) program and the different levels in the structur~"of the two federal agencies. In the 
,~, 

. ~'l\ ~~~ 
secone! case, the D1re~tor of Teacher Corps and the Administrator of special,Emphasis 

Programs for OJJP'g/LEAk came to a Loop mee,ting in Chicago, February, 1977 for the 
'<.-v' 

s,pecific purpose of. instructing the .rrojectDir~ctors as to .the resources, human and 

~ateda1. t ,to. be allocated to the external evaluation firm, BARC. There were some very 

heated exchanges which .sere resolved by a verpal directive. 
i) 

:\) It is in somer'tays remarkable that,' considering the compl~xity of the ·progra.m and, 
oJ 

the differing styles of organizational operation, administra'tive directives to ~esolvE( 

program governance and management issues w'ere so rare. Negotiation as a program process 
" ~~ 

in the collaborative interagency agreem,ent worked. 
~ 

In summary then, wh-en one" of. the components of the transactional organizational 

style 'Was violated in the development, operation, and evaluation of the· program, 
~.: 

() 
,../i: ., 

c""onfli.ct ensued. li ,' If the prinCipl~ of parity among the conc:erned gr~up~J)~as violated, 

counnun1cation was i~com~lete, misundersta~dings resul ted, ,and program operat@6ns ground 

.. 0 

,I () _~ (17""( I,J ,,) .... () 

to a halt, e.g., involve'~ent ot the field in the design for evaluation. When the 
- 1<' I) 

>':) discovery was, made t~at 
,~t; , 

there" were nQt eliough rotes, at the interface of the various 
";) . () ,,' " 

organizatl.°lls·1nvQlved, 
,~ 0' '_ ~~ ;. ~, 

attemBts we:re made to "remedy the situation with the a.ppointment 
c; 

v 9f new;;persdns r'on th~ Teachex' C~:r;ps staff, :i"ri"forIll~l liai~on '.responsibilifi~s being 
I C;) ,.;\ G:" 

assumed .by t~e t,pol ,"~i:i1ison Officer and:;,;.by individual Proj ect D:i.r~,ctors,,, e. ~:':J My~rs 

Wi lli 8.DlS , March, 1978. Also more., 'frequent meeti~gs of Associate.: Directors a~d'other 
'J« . ; 

(/ ~ ~ 'fJ ,;,.j 'J .-;,: ~1 , 
. aft~ncy ~ers9ljnei' wer: ar':.an~,ed· in, 19}8. E'?r tpe,moost part, ,thEb d~velopment, '"operatioq, " 

\~ '\\l), , 
~ " . '/~ "." «~, 

'and later j evaluation of th¢ progl;'Bm wep~negotiated among the concerned role groups. 
".! u ~/' ;:0 ""' 

and 

". 0 ,.'.'C 

CiWhen negotiation was @t able to:(r~solye the' conflict, 
'(I ~\ --:> .J=9 " 

o 

the',administr-:tive 'dir:,e~tiv~~.o 
• 0\,\ . 

foUowed .by i~creased commn'i'cation and 
~.,< r;' 

strategy fas Q,sed.. Typic~llY~) the" directive w~s 
b ~.j (( I, ') .' ... ~-:; Q v, {I 

(sharC~d decision 'm~kiri'~>amcing otve'concerned ~roups. 
([}' () "'l.l'. () 

o 
'. o 

,,0 ':'1 

" 0 

~ l' Ii. 
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C. .The Cuiture e~ the pregram 
D 

as'pects ef the culture ef the Scheel Crime Inter­
This summary ef the universal 

• .r. the ';ntervl.· ews, file , . t ·t analysl.s ek ~ 
ventien pregram was d~'i'ived from.a thematl.c "cen en I'. 

decUIl\ents~ an? eb~ervatiens. 
re,;"resent these nerms o and geals which 

The value~ qf the Activity J~pregrart\ r 
. i 1 ' An ~xaminatien 

eught to. gevern the beliefs and behaviers ef persens in 'the pre gram. 

h y's nerms revealed 
0.
.£ beth agencies ahd discuss~ens regarding eac agenc , 

ef the gea1s . 
o 

the fellewing: 
,\ ht 

OJ.~DP ILEM Value,d- The pregram i?ug 
to. demenstra'te: 

TEACHE~ CORPS Valued The program eught 
to. demonstrate: 

o 

1,. ·A shert term impact studY· 
1. Long term formative and sUJlll1?'~ati ve 

eva1uatien - process and preduct. 

2. 

3. 

Evidence of reduc,tien ef crime ~ !ear, c 

disruptien and yielence as a result 
ef the Activity II pregram. 

Planning:ahd management. skills fer 
students. (Direct"servl.ce to. stu-

del1,t,;:;) 

2. 

3. 

o 

Evidence ef pew skil~S and rela­
tienships deve1eped l.n a scheel 
ahd cemmunity threugh the pregram. 

\-=) 
Remediatien ef causes ef del~n~uen-

SIA sheuld be the strategy to. reduce 
4. 0 C{crilIle, fear, imprevethe climate ef 

'OJ the scheeL. 

,. 
4. 

cy in the scheel. T .C. tradl.tl.enally 
previded indirect servic~ ~o students 
thro~gh prefessiena~ tral.nl.ng effe~ts. 

SIA is a strategy t? werk with stu­
dents, but skep!ical abeut impa~to 

" ,em cr.ime ,feductien. Devel~ine~t of me del training lJre- Q (J 

gi'ams fer staff in scheels. 0 

(', 

5. 
Dev':e Idpri\ent~;'9f'am9de 1 training, 5. 

6.' p~ejec:ts' irnp'(fctin,,~he fer~ of 
() significant re:u\!~.:or be dl.scen­

tinued; bury ml.~takes ~nd 1;:r.y 
semetliing new. 

pre gram fcrt>,"~t?:£f,;:i;n.,s.Gheels. "-' 
~, ;' 

Work wi thprej;~\:::·ib4o~ti~if,m,t'~ail­
ures fer the "jeurnal'of]ie,gat?1.V~' 

o 6. 

(\ llfindings" - learn frem fuistake~(;';:o,\ 
,/Jland self-cerrect. /I 
~'. , 

'. , accemmodatien between the' two. ' 
~Over the last year'and a half, there had beenc·an ,0, 

O"!) d l' Damong th~ agencies related to. Activity II ha~e 
agencyc-;cultures, am! the har l.nes, 0 ' ' '. 0' ' 

. <. " (, netiteab1e ill' the meeting :ill San Francisco.March, 
seftened. 0 This was particularly " .', 

, n"? .. () 

see some ll,sef.uln,ess in collecting hard· ' 
l:97~> The Ass'ociate Directers ~eganD to 

, '~' This Te:lchea- Cerps field staffa.-ccomme-
data~o 1\~cuJnent theef~ort,s ~f Activity II. 0,,,, "" ,'" , '. . 

\i, h the SARC. staff ever an extended 
o eccurrea afte~ face-te-fact;l interaction wit., ~ "'" 'datien. ", 
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time period. In turn, the SARC personnelspeke of the real meat ef the study being the 

process evaluati~n of the way in which the Activity II staff implemented t,he mandates. 
l) 

The ,OJJDl'/LEAA program morlitor admitted being frustrated in' the beginning ef the werk 

with Teacher Cqrps, but!') then developed an understanding of what it meant to work in 
. . 

schools. One ef· the OJJDP/LEAA staff 'persons spoke ef the ','tremendeus resistance to 
, ' 0 

anything new in scheols. It was a real learning experience for us to understa~d thac 0 U 

Finally, 

just as resistant to.' changf-:-;:~ correctienal institutiens" .. ' (May, 1978). 
\':'./ . 

the Teacher Corps, Washingten st~ff and field based persenne1 interviewed 

'. ' 

in 'March, 1978 speke of the need to "do an impact study", (Two. Associate Directors); 

~incorporate the hard data provided by,the SARC instruments into our Teacher Corps 1978 
cP 

proposal to indicate the pregram has m~deo a mark on school disruption". (One Directer),. 
\ 

Several other Directors indicated that th~y were usin~ the Sf.RC data in their :'lecal 

project final evaluation de'~uments. 
, 

In sumlIlc!~ry, the value express~d as "to. make it (Activity II) werk" p'erm~ated the 

file data, interviews and ebservatiens. Hard werk was a value fer all rele greuped in 
,', 

(both agencies, in the field and wiJ:h the SARC personnE:!l. Timee was a precieus and valu~d 
I~ I~ 

o 
. 0 

resource. A sense of the finite life of Activity II was expressed with examples of 

accomplishment 'and ~ sense of regret that the experiment was over. Inclusion ef ethers 

in proj(;!ct planning, .operationsand evaluation developed ov~r th,e l,ife ef t'he program as 
(\ <;/ (/ 

(::, 

"one Qught to consult witp, Directers, SARC,,, Associat~ Directors and OJJ"flP/IJ!.AA before 
fJ" \, 

1', \"- '\ D " ' J 

.making this decision". ,\::Teacher Cerps, \<lashington ~)taff pe'rson) 

c." • ~ • 
Deference p,;ttterna mirrored the par.ent agencl.es, huti) within the Acti Vl.ty II group, 

Il ,:y? r; 

the value that t;me ought to respect these with natienal stature and/or expertise was 

Q ~ ~xte'nded °to "in~iders and eut~:j.de1;'s". For example, the 'external investigater was given 
.,l ;; 

courtesy,~ etten~ion and air: time, at the meeting of the Asseciate Directer5';7~mdothers\:in 
,.... , . ,'" ~".;.", 

San' Francisco iQ. March, 1978. 
II 

The sifime was ;true for the net., OJJDP/LEAA t;~i'6gram moniter 
~ ,r? ~, 

.. , 0 

who was pr~s~nt at the San Francisco. meeting. 
fJ "..' 

1\ 

ji 

" 
1,-<. 

',' 

.,A~ :re~orted"iinC)a preyious do~ument, humanis~ emerged .!is a core value of the Sjpeople 
, " \\);~., ~. " ~'"~ ~ 

involv~i:l'at all levels and in aU agencies, parth:ul~rly if el,1e 'considers the interview 

I 

h 

I 
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and observation data only. The file documents, p~~haps because so many are federal 

agency 'forms, were much more. concerned with the economics and technology of the pro­

g~am as indicated by the list in the Appendix. However, content analysis o.f th~cJ 
(, f.l 

major documents, the.wo:rking drafts, the interagency agreement, crucial letters O 

,and policy statements revealed they expressly cited the goals as "providing service 

... to students", "improving the climate of the schools" and "enhancing the quality of 

life in low income areas" .. 

"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 
theothe:rgroup norms and had not performed the assigned tasks in 
an acceptable iIlanner . ,,1 " 

c 
. This .statement was made "in an evaluation of the conference on Student Initiated Acti-

vities spons6red by the Activity II c~mp()nent of ,~he Teacher -corpfYOuth Advocacy 
.' 

Programs in November, 1977 .. It is still descriptive of the cuiture 'of the program 

with this addition. The quotatipn incorpora,:tes statements made in one way or 
r.=:: U

o 
" 

another by 31 'of the 43 respondents: 
I~I 

"It 1:s fine to do this for kids,' and to get student initiated acti­
vities going, and to involve teachers . But" at some time . . . when. 
it comes to funding and getting into schools .. " you ~ave got to 
show in p...' hard-lliJse.d' way that what you did made thing~ better . . 
. that·there is less crime,. drop-outs, violence, broken windows 
or whatever in the school where you worked." (A Project Director, 

, I ;; . April, 1978) o~ i' 

h' , t b' bl t v"d eVI"dence The value t at one ougnt 0 e a .e 0 pro I e h~,rd evidence 

concerning program· benefits had become apart of .,the .culture of Activity II. 

.(1 

Governance refers to the" culture' spatterns of decision'inOking\~ who was . 

involv~d in makIng decisions. He~eone must talk about the governa1})ce of the fIeld 
" . .-£ 

.... ..~" 

" based projects ,themoni toring of these proj ects by Teacher Corps and SARC as an 

arJll of OJJDP JLEAA; The contr.a'(Fclearl! ~tated that Teacher Corps will be responsi-
',( 

ble fo.r administering the program .. ' issuing the' requests for amendments, awarding 

Henrietta Schwartz, "The ",Cu:~ure of aC~nference" ;tll~78.l (pp. 40 ... 41). 

o 
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amended grants,. coordinating activities, etc~ . But it also said that Teacher Corps 

could n~t change any of the' rules or award graD:ts without OJ,JDP /LEAA approval. 

Problems arose when OJJDP/LEAA introduced a new element into the operations of 

projects, SARC, who made decisions about what evaluation model:s, instruments and 

\\ 

. ld The Teacher Corp' s model of decision making resources each local proJect wou use. 
. 

. Th.-, OJJDP/'LEM' model of decision making was legalistic, was particIpatory. , 
o 

hierarchial and" contrac:tual. OJJDF/LEAA had one person, ,at the most three peoPt~~, 

making decisions about the Activity II proj)ects;, Teacher Corps had at least three 

people and often five peoPI~r~ the federal level who had the right to is,~ue a 

directive to a local pi:oject and negotiate the disposition of the directive. In 

() addition, the Director~~ I" orga;lization. the 
I' \' 

Loop, iIi its attempts to'res01vel1lis-
.: I I; " 

understandings. passed::r'eso1u1tions which had . ~ 

I I 

imp!icatid:ns not only for the ,behavior 
I 

I . .,; 

f h b h · f th ASSOC1; 'ate Directors and the YAP of the members, but also or tee aVIor 0 e 

Coordinator in Washington and the Activity II liaison. 

01 timately, if modus vivendi was established which more closely resembled· the 

participatory decision making lIlodel ot the Teacher Corps projects than the con­

tractual mode of OJ.JDP/LEM. SARC and OJJqP/LEM accomrnodat::d to the,inc1usive 

decision making structure and, inturn~ Teacher Corps agreed to participa~e in th~ 

evaluation model mandated by OJJDP/LEM and SARC, with wha'!;; Teacher CorpS 'field 
J D , ~ 

'\, '.. . , . t h There were some changes in key personnel " personnel felt to be ap!proprla e c anges. 

a 

~; 
in one'i;f the agencies :and the impact of these changes on 'the decision making ·process .. 

'~ 

has yet to be determined. l 
() 

Although no fOJ,'mal governance comm;ittee was instittitedamong the involved 

agencies to set policy for the Activity; II program, it is interesting to I10te that 

the Juvenile Just1ce Amendments of 1977 do institutionalize. input from the Commissioner 

of Education. The original legislation' of 1974 speCified a Coordinating Council 
G 

1. ·Judi Friedman left January, 1978 and was 
Rector became' administrator of OJJDP in October, 

. Commissioner of Educat"i6n in 1977. 
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for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, an independent organization in the 

Executi'veBranch. The function of the C~uncil is to coordinate all federal juvenile 

'and activities and report to the President once a year. delinquency preventi~n programs 

Th~('original membership included the Assistant Administrator of OJJDt" the Attorney 

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

h Assoc ';a·te and deputy' Assistant Administrators of OJJDP, the Urban Development '. t e "-

Director of the Office of Drug Abuse Prevention and the Director of the Institute on 

1 · Prevention and such other agencies 'as the President .Juvenile Justice and De l.nquency 

designated. 

In. October, 1977, the Amendments specified the following interagency agreements: 

" 

Section 206 ('a)( 1) of the Act "is amended by inse7P~in~ after 
"the Director of the Office of Drug Abus7 Preventl.on·! the 
following: "The Commissioner of the Off1ce of Educatl.on, the 
Director of the ACTION Agency." 

Section 224 (a)'(6)1:, of Dthe Act is amended by.inse:tingjafter 
(OJJDP is authorized to make grants, enter l.nto l.nterllgency 

1\ agreements for model programs) I; "develop an? i~p1ementi:' ,the 
following: "in coordination w:Lth.,,~he Gomml.SS10ner o~ Educa­
tion " and by striking out th,e;pe'hod at the end thetlieof and 

.' ,) . "dt . 
~ inserting in lieu thereof ,the follow1ng: an 0 encourage· 

new approaches and; techniques with respect to the preveI);tion 
of school violence and vandalism;". 

\\ 
a">1ded to' the' OJJDP legislation, the. first of' which ~ina11y, five new functions are· u 

,', 

strengthens the requirements for interagencY""ilgreements. 
. ~ ~ 

Section 224 (a) of the Act i,samend~d by adding at ,the .. ~nd 
" thereof the following new paragraph: "(7) develop and 

support programs stressing ~.!eX. activiti:s ai~~d at 
improving services to youth I.mpacted by the Juven1le 
. .' t" . L Justl.ce sys em; 

h · st,aff had some imput into ·:these'Amendments and the Teacher CorR~, Was Lng ton . 

. h d . fl' e The g'~vernance mandate OJJDP/LEAA interagency agreement may ",have . a some 1n uene. . 

',' . . th ·th Offiee of Education by the inclusion of the specifies interagency cooperatl,Oti WI.=>. e 

Commissioner on the Coordinating Council, 
II 

Further, .the use of the word advocacyappears
o -" 

for the first time in this 1977 legislation. 
. ~ 

No casual re1a'donship is claimed. Q Bllt 
J~ ,r,/ c \\ 

cultures in ~~ntactdo "exchange with, borrow from, and influence each other in a variety 
c' 

of ways. '0 

~ \\ D 
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Economics refers to the pattern of distribution of -goods and services .~\ Much of this 

was detailed in the contractual agreement. LEAA gave Teacher Corps two million dollars 

ana with their approval, Teacher Corps decided which projects got how much money. A 

complex formula was devised based on the initial grant given to the project for its 

Activity I program. The benefits to Teach';;>,r Corps were felt at the national level in 
LJ ' 

that the funds came at a time when other Teacher Corps monies were frozen. The contract 

carried a respectable overhead figure and, in addi~ion to giving money to the field 

based projects to hire the additon of staff at the Washington level. The investigators 

heard discussions at field sta,ff meetings and among Directors at other conferences about 

the amount of money being given to &~C for the external evaluation study. The­

implication was that the money could have been better spent if it had been allocated to 

the local projects for internal evaluation activities. Interview data from the field 

bas'ed staff supported this interpretation. 

For the two milliO;t;l, Teacher Corps provided expertise, staff, materials, schools and U " 
() 

time and monitoring. T~e decision to fund or not fund a project which had concluded at 
\,,~ 

the end of the 10th cyete was a joint one made by Teacher Corps and OJJDP/LEAA. 

OJJDP/LEAA provided money, the SIA model, technical exp.erti'se 'and the external evaluator. 

At the local level, a variety of eco~omicsystems operated. Some Direc:tors, usually 

the more experienced ones, who had selected experienced staff members to be:come the 

Activity II Directors gave these persons almost complete re~ponsibi1ity for the 

4istributions of goods and services and money. Fiscal control remained in the hands of 

the Directors, for they were officially responsible to Teacher Corps for the money given 

. to Activity II,. Some Directors allowed Associate Directors no fiscal leeway, no rights 

of ,staff selection and required t~at each program event be cleared with the Director. 

,Others ql1ow,ed comp1ete'dutonomy to the Associate Dir~;tor. The model operation seemed 

to be the Directors allowing the Associate Directors much flexibility for Activity II 

program planning and dailY'imp1ementation 
' ',. , staff assignments and requests for"funds and 

.. ~ 

suppli:es with the understanding that there would be a systema~ic rep6rting procedure and 

'checks for those distr\putions requiring a policy decision. 
1,,'-
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Technelegy ... These skills and knewledge required to., get the pregr@lJl geing and 
o 

to. keep it eperat~ng we~e seen to. be the prevince ef the YAP Teacher Cerps pregram. 
o 

Hewever, the primary interventien strategy, Student Initiated Activities, was an 

QJJDP/L~M inventien. The cencept was develeped by OJJDP/LEM staff in conjunction 

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

,Yeuth Advecacy such as Judge Mary C. Kohler and later refined by the Yeuth Advecacy 

Prej ects ef Teacher Cerps.' . OJJDP /LEM had the reseurces and technical strategy 

fer direct service to. yeuth, but did not have exper~i~mce in scheels. This lack ef 
'I 

familiarity with scheels was stated in the contract, and OJJDP/LEMfreely admitted 

it was buying expertise and, skill ef the Teacher Cerpspersennel and pregrams. 

Teacher Cerps was less secure in admitt~ngi.it had. little experience with the Student 
'I 
:1 

Jni tiated Activities medel and needed technical assistance in i ts'd.mplementatien • . : 

Hewever,' the university based field staff who. directed and eperatei,li the YAP prejects 
,I 

i' 
did feel they had the technical expertise to. evaluate these Activi'~y II pilet 

pregrams. OJJDP/LEM had different perceptien. 

,OJJDP ILEM did net believe that Teac~er Corps had t:he necessary technelegy to. do 

the kind ef impact .evaluatien it required to. justify the allecatien ef funds .11 
,I 
'\ 

External evaluatien was a nerm with OJJDPILEAA to. insure ebjectivity and credibility, 

Also, the agency had seme previeus experience with anether pregram in the Office ef 

Educatien which did not yield an acceptable evaluation. Therefere, it hired SARC to. 

de what appeared to. the Teacher Cerps persennel to. be a replicatien ef the "Safe 

. Schoel;!Stu'dy" .1 
II 

OJJDP/LEM did net view the SARC evaluatien design as a rep1icatien 
I' 

I' 

ef the Safe Scheel Study. The Directers and lecal Teacher Cerps staff members 

were upset, and, in seme ways, prefessionally insulted when they were teld that 

they must par~icipate in, and allecate staff reseurct~s to., an eutside evaluatiqn 

1. "Safe Scheel Study" refers to. an NIE Repert to Cengress in '1975 under the 
previsiens ef, the Safe Scheel Act. The instruments are shewn in Vielent Scheels, 
Safe SChoels (Washingten, D. C.Natienal Instit~:te ef"Educatien,U. S. Department 
ef Health, Education' and Welfare ,,1977) . 
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that they had no. veice in planning er approving. Reportedly, attempts to inform 

OJJDP/LEAA and SARC r~presentatives ef the local projects' evaluation efforts fell en 

deaf ears. Additienally, the experienced Teacher Corps Directers said they knew from 

the beginning that the time span in which they were being asked to show decreases in 

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

definition, refinement and testing. 

Only in the last 'Six to eight months of operation did the three greups come to 

resp~ct each 9ther's level of knowledge, experience and skill. T'eacher Corps field 

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

learn something from writing the several different kinds of reports required by SARC. 
_' __ "_'~~-" _, ____ . ____ '" ___ , .:i)! 

.0JJDP/LEAAsta:ff~ (a.n-i:hree-fnterviewed) recognized that working in schools was very 
- ('{. 

different from working in other cormnunity serv);<de agencies. Schools have a great 

cuI tural ballast, for part of their mission is to transmi t the cultural heritage. 

Consequently, they are highly resistant to change. Externa'l change agents need great 

G 

credibility in the system before t{hey can hope to influence it. Teacher Corps personnel 

knew the intrQduction.-'; of Activity II would take time and caution and could not be 

legislated.' ~ncorporation of the changes being suggested by Activity II programs took 

especially sensitive staff persons with special talents. 
~~1 

By March, 1978, some members of the SARC staff recognized that most projects had, 

staff persq9s with the experience and skills in evaluation to contkibute. Project staff 
I, 

evaluators concentrating onquaFtative data added another diIllension to the quantitative 

SARC data . o 
~~C%Skilis ;--knowledge,produc-ts and technology have been. shared over the 20 inonths of 

operation and each group has benefited from contact with the other. This was 
(.) 

demonstrated in the interview responses. However, the basic issue of an over~rching 
.J 

program ccmceptualization remains to be worked through. For e~a~ple, discussidns and 

issues raised at the two meetings observ-ecd Noyember, 1977 and March ,1978 suggested the 
\-'\ ' 

need to clarify what is meant by 'student initiated activitie1Sr as(, distinguished from 

student sponsol;'ed r student supervised or student participation, in activities. 
,':;11 
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Language - Bo~h grpups at the federal and the project level learned new terms and a 

combined language emerged. This. technical vocabulary was particularly evident at the 
i-::' 

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

largelY,legalistic ,and contractual in the mod~ of LEM.The papers distributed at the 

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

were using terms like "adjudicated youth, .'~iolen~ and disruptive youth"._ OJJDP/LEAA, 

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

yquth,", "model development", "participatory decision making". Both groups used Student 
" 

Initiated Activities and although it sometimes meant different things to each group, 

there was a feel~ng, of~ join~, ownership of the term. After the San Francisco meeting of 

Associate Directors with SAJWpersonnel, some of ,the members of the two groups shared 
" I' 

definitions of terms-unique to their organizations over -lunch and laughed (were not a 

defensive) about those areas which still required firm definitions. 

Social Organizatiq,n - The staffing pattern of Activity II was mandated at the 

federal level. Money was provided to each project for a~ Associate Director who would 

be responsible- for the Activity II ,component of the YAP. Each Ac,i::ivity II operation 

would have an Associate Director and two staff persoI),sand a secretary. The selection 
, L) 

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

for this role. The Project Director was the chief administratpr and ultimately 

responsible to Washington, Teac~er Corps and OJJD?/LEAA for the operation of the project 
'.\ " 

and themanfigemen; of funds, etc. OJJDP/LEAA .did\require tha,t 
, ' ~I 

A
("'· . 

the :0tLv1ty II component 

~f the program op~rate. in (~ separate school and th~t initially t::he two components 0(, the 
\,-

program be kept separate. This ca9sed organizational problems ,for the Directors an4,(", 
fJ -'_ -c '··':t;i~.,; 

"' status probleJ]ls for the ,Associate Directors . There was some sharing between Activity I 
,~. i 

anc~ II componen.ts of the projects, ~ut .4s~ociate Directors did have role definition;;, 
? ' ~;\~ 

problems. This issue was raised at the March, 1978 mee.ting and SOt:l~ recommendations 

were qeve10ped by the grQUp for sub~issiQn ,tp Tea,cher Corps, Washington. 

------------------------.,~ 
1. See letter fro,m Mari,anp Barawed to William Smith, MaY,01978. 

,,'c; 
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The interaction of the two agencies at the federal level reve~led some mismatch in 

role parallelism. As indicated earlier, Teacher Cp:rps is a relatively sma1l program 

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

related to the Youth Advocacy Pr!,jects.The "family" like style of the organization 

f) • 

somet1mes blurred role status distinctions. There were identifiable deference patterns, 

but one ne'eded to ask to discover superior-subordinate r,elationships and indications of 

informal status., OJJDP~~AA was much more the traditiorta1 hierarchical organization 

with superior/subordinate relationships clearly defined and recognizable even in terms' 

of physical space alloted to ~ole in9umbants. (A compllrative analysis of'the structure 

of th~ organizations and role relationships in terms of the allocation of offices' and 
3 \ 0 

space would be a fascinating investigation). Further, only th"ree people in this' agency 
" 

.Wild any relationsh.ip with the Activity II YAP programs and i~l'reali\~y~ only one was 
u 

viewed as a project monitor. So when the OJJDP/LEAA Program Monitoil ~egotiated a site 

visit by Ii consul tarit or J:'esponded to a proj ect prog'["ess report, th~;s was communicated 
:;;::\ 

to the YAP Coordinator in the Teacher Corps Washington office - "her like nu:nberlf,~ C\ 

However, there were eight other program moni t9,rs, ~'like numbers" - Education Program 

Specialists who wanted this informa'tion and were upset when de~isions were made without 

'their imput. \.'-

Eventually, thrQugh meetings, verbal d~i~ectives and administrati,ve memos, a series 
(~'> 

of accommodations were developed and the cOllll1tmication channels functioned in a 
, '0 

'reasonably e,fficient fashion. 
o 

The structure of 'the projects at the local level 

resembled the typical field based Teacher Corps projec~, and as articulation increased 

b~tweenljActivrty I and Activity II components of the program, the staff roles blended. 
o 0 . 

There wer~ some reports of ,local "turf"./conflicts which were r~~so1.\yed by t~,eDirector.s 
, \) , 

'or tqe project governing boa"rds. 
U 4 

. 
,,~ . 

~I 

, c 

. Socialization Patt'erns - The ways in which a newcomer Jearnsto be afunctional 
:, 

member of~ the culture, are too s'ubt1e to document without extensive observations of. the 

" 
two cultures, the Loop and each project site.~ Observations were made at Washington 

·1 
! 
1 

o 

and oth:r Tea:cher Corps sponsored ~~'ent9,. Some l~ 
II 

,? 

~.:<.if$ifi1!il)II!!i'!"', • ____ ,"", ... , .. ". ________ ~_-."C." .• ' "'."""l" .. "'-:?,S~-"".""--"-'"'~, "."" " ____ ~~ __ ... .......__ __ _:--....-.:.~\ I 

agency conferences, brief agency visits 
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o:("tbe processes were described in the file documents and interview data, but much of 

what is reported her~ (jis based~n inference from t-9~irect data. 

?~;1 though there were 4ifferences in the patt'<:!~ns of Teacher Corp~ and OJJDP/LEAA, 

dhey were less imp~rtant in the development of the Activity II cultu~e than the 

';; cOlllJlonalities. In some ways, an age graded culture ,was established with deference belLrlg 

shown to the experienced people in Teache~ C;,orps, ~as!lington, OJJDP/LEAI\ and the Loop. 
. . 

" l\ Experien.ced Directors, "tau~ht the ropes" to the new ones. In the Associate Directors 

group, those who had ~reviou8 experience with Teacher Corps YAP emerged as the informal 

leaders, although newcomers were selected by the,others_as ~he formal group leaders. 
. 
f 1 ' Generally, newcomers were included and greet~d with openness, except when the mentor' ,s 

t s·t~tus, was threatened or someone' s Utur~" was violated. For example, Teacher Corps 

Education Program Specialists were not uniformly enthusi,astic about the Activity II 

program and talked about the new staff involved i~ the pro'gram 'as "young and 

ine~erienced,- but he'll/she'lliearntl
• The-process at OJJDP/LEAA was seemingly 

dif~erent. In three cases; cited in interviews, individuals who could not adjust to the 

culture of the-agency, or acc.ept changes left the ~ffice co:!!pletly. 
,-\ 

,Newcomers ~i~ .Ac~ivity II who were willing to learn from the "Old Pros" and who did 

not violate too many expectations survived, achieved status and acculturated rapidly. 

Th,is s~emed to be the case in Washington, . in the field" and in the Loop. Newcomers from 

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

"came on to,o strong", "told 1!s our business", ."beha1Ted like policemen", or "spoke as if 

h h d '.. d f thmountain" These individuals were neglected until t ey a _ J~S_~ ,come own ,rom , eo. . • 

their behavior was perceived to change. Typically, newcomers got care and help. 

_ The usual processes by whJch socialization was achieved were im:itation, positive 
, . 

reinforcement;J proximity and occasi()nally punishment in the form of social ostrac,ism and 

direct or joking reprima~ds. At ,the proj ect lev.eJ, in three rare cases, deviants were ,­

separated from the stibcult~re - fired or transferred. 

The description of the Cosmology or view of reality of the Activi:~ II progr~~ 

subctilture is a sU11JI1ary for this section. The Ac~ivity II" subcultur~ and its 
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pa~ticipantsl were cnarcicterized by the values of humanism, service to youth, openness 

and hard work. Commitment to",lImake it 'work" was eyiden~ among all groups. Later in the 

development of the subculture, after interaction 'with SARC, the value of "hard evidence" 

to document the outcomes of the projects emerged. Participation by all groups in 

decisions and negotiation as a form of conflict resolution were operational realities, 

not just principles.' Individuals in the' field were particularly aware of the time bound 

nature of the effort and there was a much higher level of anxiety around this reality at 

the project level than there was in the federai agencies. Survival, jobs, depended upon 

program continuation in one form or another. Consequently.;, there 'was 'compet:i:tion to 

demonstrate that one's activities were important, had an impact on the program and 

people, that one IS projec t was in shhe way~ better than another and more deserving of 
~ " 

continuation. Those few persons whose sponsoring institutions did not apply for 

additional funding exhibited deviant behavior and tended to be less hardworking than the 

others, more cr~tical and cynical. 

The Activity II program subculture, although temporary, made an impact on the 

Teacher Corps program at the federal level, on the OJJDP/LEAA perspective on schools, 

and on the flexibility of the external evaluator. The cuI t-ure refined the techno.1ogy of 
) 

·the Student Initiated Activities 'model, generally used time, expertise and fiscal 

,resources to benefit youth and schools, developed its own jargon, extended courtesy and 

att~'ntion to newcomers and, for the most part, was productive and functional.' How well 
'\ 
"\'\ 

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 

" well, .and almo~t two-thirds fel.t~,·~the·' program had reduced disruptive behavior~ in the :; 
"-~\ 

cooperating schools. 
. It 
\\..J( 

" 

'-",'.l\ ___ --,-__ -"-------_ _=___ 

1. Participants ~efers to Teacher Corps, Washington staff, OJJDP/LEAA staff, 
Loop personnel, Teachet\Corps YAP, Activity I and II staffs and SARC'personnel. 
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V., RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PROPOSED INTERAGENCY AGREEMENTS 

The Str,vcture, Function, Content and Process of the Interagency Agreement 

In pres({nting the recommendations for interagency agreements a syst~ms analysis 

approach seemed the most comprehensive, for it permits comment on the manipulable 

Sl?peets of the agencies. Redirecting, cor;recting or reformulating an organization or a 

series 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 disequalibrium in the organization by making changes in four 
, 

areas of the system, in the structure, fltnction, content and process. 

Structure refers to the formal and infd~al role relationships and superior and 

subordinate relationships characteristic of any formal organization. Modifying one 

component in a role set wili change ~he nature of the other role relationships. 

Function refers to the expected behavi'~rs attendant to the roles in the organizatJpn, 

e.g., the teacher teaches and the pupil 1,.~arns, the doctor treats and the patient gets 
\, 

well. Specifying new or differenct expectations for the behavior of persons l.n a t'ole 

will require the accommodation of new performance t:~quirements or a 'new role incumbant. 

This creates organizational change. 

A content change ca~ be made by redefining a goal or making the means as important 

as the goals of the org,anization. Attendant changes in structure and function follow. 

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

major function is to:..:ure patients. However, mental 'hospitals are frequently custodial 

institutiono charged with keeping patients from endangering or disturbing~~he public . 

Custodial activities are essential to therapy, but if custodial means become a major 

focus of the activities, then the, therapeutic ends are 'displaced. Examination revealed 

that the resource patterns, the personnel and the operation of an agency changed 
jr' 

markedly with making means mor~, i.wportant than goals. 

1. Amitai Etzioni, Modern Organizations, (Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, N. J., 
1964) pp. 84-85. 

Preceding page blank , 
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Fina11¥ ~ a change in organizational cOJltll.lunicationprocesses, w;l'lO talks to whom, 

who reports to wh~:m, how are resoqrces alloca~ed, can create a profound change in the 
,', 

pattern of organizational operation. By using these four concepts, structure, function" 

content- and process, rdconunendations can be made -in a logical and systematic fashi~n. 

A summary statement of~a fil!-ding is given ~n each area, implications for program 
/1 

operCl;tion are drawn and a recor.unendation for future operations is shown. 

A. Structure - Role R1alationships 

Finding: 

, Implication: 

1) Recommendation: 

", . 

Finding: 

Each federal agency had an internal structure with lack of 
parallelism ~etween the two. 

Representatives of the involved role groups at the federal 
level reported they were not completely aware of the develop­
ment of an interagency agreement, and were not asked for 
input. Tension was created within Teacher Corps, Washing­
ton. 

The inclusion of the Commissioner of Education on the 
'Coordinating Council of OJJDP/LEAA creates linkages at 
this level of the agencies. However, if another inter­
agency arrangement is negotiated, it is recommended that 
an Interagency Committee be established including repre­
sentatives of the following role groups from Teacher 
Corps: YAP Coordinator, Research Liaison, Education 
Program Specialists ,Fiscal Officer, the Loop Board .of 
Directors, the Associate Directors group and the 
Director of Teacher Corps or his designee. From 
OJJDP/LEAA and the External Evaluator: the Director 
of Special Emphasis Projects, the Program Monitor, a 
Research Specialist, OJJDP/LEAA consultants and one or 
more,; representati ves of the External Evaluator. 
It is suggested that this,' Interagency Committee meet 
four times a year·.to clarify goals, deal with govern1:/-nce 
issues and set po'iicy. Th,is should insure parity a£d 
roles at the interface and negotiation, as characteris-

,,;~:ics of the collaborative model which wo~!<-ed in the 
Activity II School Crime Intervention Program. 

- . 
The Scllool Crime Intervention Program,-created by the 
interagency agreement between OJJDP /lJEAA imd Teach3r 
Corps,deve-Ioped, operated and evalu~\ted 10 programs 
across the country, each of which reportedly had some 
impact on 'the problem of school ,criniw, at relatively 
low cost, without establishing a new~federtll agency. 

. /,.("" \ ',I ~' ),,'"' J' 
"'z~",-y 
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Implication; The agencies had com Ie ," 
to establish a colI bP me~tarr needs, were able 

. " a oratlYe prog b pan ty', roles at th . ram, ased on 
groups and using ne:o~~~~~face ?f the inVOlved 
process., Interacti; lon as.a program 

,and fi,eld based grou;sa~~~g the various agencies 
productive program cult to the evolution of a 

" ure. 
2) Recommendation: Using this interagenc 

Finding: 

Implication: 

3) Recommendation: 

Finding: 

Implication: 
'.'::: 

:~ .. 

replications of thO y agreement as a model 
be encouraged" wh~nl~tP~~gram and others ~ho~ld 
previously described co ~.b~ shown that the 
legislation arc present~ ltlons and enabling 

OJJDP/LEAA and Teacher Cor s 
that the Acti vi ty II "p, Washington agreed 
the supervision of a proJects would operate under 
tor to be selected b ne~ role! an Associate Direc-

y t e Project Director. 

Directors who were no 
structural arran 1 t consulted about this 
allowed them co!;~:~t, f even though I'{ashington 
they wished"felt puteu ~~edom to select whom 
?ew role conflicted witK a'r In some cases, the . 
ln the project and the ole. already operating 
of role performance wer:x~~ctatlo~s.and definition 

'the responsibilities and t speclfled. Therefore 
Directors varied widely. autonomy of the Associate' 

If Activity II is to 0 
e~tity within an ongoJ~er;1~ as ~ semi-autonomous 
vldual responsible must\av proJect, then the indi-
structures, resources e clear tasks, reporting 
to fe?eral agencies a~dPeer Support. systems, channels 
functlon.The title mi h:rameters ln which to' ' 
ator and the relatio h? . be changed .to Coordin 
a d h . . ns 1 p to the P . -
n ot er agencies should be d .. ro]ect Director 

by group negotiation (in th etal1ed either 
or by federal, guid~lines : Interagency Committee) 
model and set of role r' " ?e~e~al selection 
developed with. input f esponslbl1lties could be 

rom the concerned groups. 

Much of the tension . 
revolved around the ;~~roundlng program operation 
and allocation of resou;c~; ~~e E~ternal Evaluator 

thlsevaluation. 
~cti vi ty . II .field based' ' . 
ln~ut into the nature OfS~~!f and Dlrector had no 
WhlCh they felt was =. ~xternal evaluation 
and the length of t' lnappropnatefor schools 
'. lme for proJ' t . crlme lon the, schools. ec lmpact on 

I 
I 
1 

I 
I 

J 
H 

I 
.~ 
I 
1 
J 
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4) Recommendation; 

Finding: 

Implication: 

5) Recommendation: 

, _____ * ___ "' ______ , __ , __ =7~ 

·, 'time should be allowed 
Sufficient plannIng d t ff to understand, and~, " 
to permit fj;e~d base, s ~he design of the, external 
where necessary, modlfy '1 r' eSDonsibili tles of the, ' ,,' the ro e " , 
evaluator. Agl'l.1n" ould be negotiated ear~y ,ln 
'External Evaluator sh 'ber of site V1SltS, ' the num , . 
the arrangeme~t~ ~·g·for data coi'lection. local responslblilty 

, ructed to keep Activity U 
YAP Directors .. were, lns~f the project could 'not, be 
"separate". 1h~ :lteI "nd the staff for Activlty 
the s arne as AC~l Vl ty from Acti vi ty 1. La t~r , 
II was to be d~fferent d to articulate Activlty proj ects were lnstructe , 
I and Activity II. 

"ble to bring together ' It if not impossl t for It is difflcu , h h been kept separa e, 
in six months that wh:c a~ld have been built lnto 
14 months. Articulatl~~ ~~ime Intervention Program 
the design o~ t~e Scho in f(,!ct,~ some ?f the, more . 
from the beg1~nIng and" d so ''iroill the lnceptlon of 
expe:denced Dlrectors dl . 
Activi ty I I . 

,; f Activity II program If institutionallzatlon 0 . ce and skills 
't cur the experlen . 

elements 1:.0 oc , aff should be utilized 
of the ACtlVlty ! YAP ~t, t' In any case, future I' h thlS 1p.gltlma 10n. . , 
to accomp lS ~ orate (within the llmlts 
YAPprOjectsshoU~dll~~orpconstraintS) succussfu1 
of fiscal and l:g:s aI~ve The best possible cir­
elements of ACtlVlty . ther interagency agreement 
cumstance wo~ld~~~ fo£,anoyear time period to really to be arranged for\\.a lve 
test the SIi( model.\ 

\\ c? 

Expec,tations and Goals Function -

Finding: Q 

Implication: 

1) Recommendation; 

. 1 h re was unclarity about the 
Interviews r~v:a1eQ. t ~r at least that the fiel~ 
goals of ACtlVlt~ II, from the cooperatlng staff received mlxed messages. , 
agencies. 

face t o face interaction with all Lack of time and Gals 
I ed the unclarity. 0 'concerned groups pro ong , tatements emerged in the Were negotiated and commOR., s , hAt' vi ty 

f the operation,. when t e' c 1 last six months 0 
II program cuI tureteally e~erged. 

, . re~ment is negotiated, If another lnteragency ag. h d t the federal 
d f' °tions must be reac e ,a , 

common ,e 1~1 'h field concernlng the 
level wlth lm~ut £rom t eime reduction or testing 
thrust of the program, cr 1 t' or all of 
the SIA model or impact. eva ua lon, 
these. 
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Findings; 

Implication: 

Staff personnel in both federal agencies learned 
each other's vocabulary and style quickly and 
functioned w~ll. However $ it took the field based 
,s-taff lo~ge!:. 

Because the Washington group was in regular face-, 
to-,face, contact, they could shar,e information, 

2) Recommendation: 

negotiate tensions and coordinate their activities. 
People in the field knew little about OJJDP/LEAA 
C!nd SARC knew Ii tt:l e about Teacher Corp,s. 

If another interagency agreement is negotiated, 
Teacher Corps, OJJDP/LEAA personnel and the 
evaluator shoUld receive an orientation which 
will familiarize them with the function, style 
and goals of the other agencies. 

Content - Definitions of Means and Ends 

Finding: 

Implication: 

1) J(ecommendation: 

F~nding: 

Implication: \) 

() 

Respondents reported a variety of interpretations 
concerning the "major intervention strategy of the 
program, Student Initiated Activities. DefinitioIls 
ranged from youth partiCipation to youth power in 
and over school affairs. 

o ~v 
OJJDP/LEAA staff and the externctr evaluator SARC 
had a,common definition of SIA'model and saw 
it as a means to crime ~eduCtion in the schOOl. 
Teacher Corps staff saw te,$t.ing the SIA model as 
a means and a program goal.' 

Definition of the terms shoUld have come from 
both the project and the agency levels so that 
goal displacement would have been reduced in the 
field. This WOuld have allowed the identification 
of non-negotiable items prior to the implementa-

"tion of Activity II and the external evaluation. 

Ultimately an acceptable definitio~ of SIA was 
evolved at confer~nces in November ,({",1977 and 
March, 1978. '." 

The testing of,the SIA model became a program 
goal fora~l flgencies , impliCitly if not explicitly. 
the limitations on the Use of Teacher Corps money 
(it cannot be used for direct service to stu'ti~l].ts), 
encouraged the Loop and individual Project Direc-. 
tors to report seeking,other agency agreements 
which would pennit further development of the model. 
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.2) R~coIl\l1}endation; IEXaTl)i~ation o~ the funding patterns of Teacher 
'. l Corps is encouraged. 1';£' a ;i;unctional staff 

- 1 

[] 

Finding: 

Implicati1on: 

3)'" Recomendation: 

,(, 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 Educati'on or other interagency 
agreements. 

C~llll~on role 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 changes occurred with the excep~ 
tio!lof Loop minute~5 and conference evaluations 
(November, 1977). . 

Ifa,nother interagency agreement is negotiated, 
syst:ematic comprehensive documentation should be 
built in from the beginning of the activity to docu­
ment chsnges and provide feedback to program 
planners, implementors, and evaluators. Program 
cultures drift and decision-makers should be aware 
of these drifts in an ongoing way. 

D, Process - CO!ilJJl,llnication and Interpersonal Relatil)ns 

Finding: 

Implication: 

" 

1) Recommendat~on: 

, J;:::' 

Finding: 

Once all groups had engaged in several face-to­
fa~~,- encounters, a common J?rogram identity emerged. 
(J 

f6u.ortuni ties 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 anotner interagency agreement is ne,~otiated, 
opportuni ty for cross role training art-il communica­
tion should be frequent. This will speed upJthe 
sense of program identity. Some meetings should 
be structured as informational, others as rituals 
and rites of solidarity and' intensification. 

The transactional style of organizational prQ,cess 
characteristic of the administration of Teacher 
€orps was functional in the development and 
operation of the interagency agreement and the 
related field based Activity II projects. 

Q 
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Implication: The norm of part~cipatory 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~thi$ 
tension had to do with reporting and external 
evaluation. 

2) Recommendation: Reporting formats, content, and feedback;processes 
should be established jointly by the. agencies 
prior to the jmplementation of the interagency 
program. External evaluation should be agreed 
upon by both parties and the field participants 
and then contracted jointly. 

In conclusion, the "success" of the interagency agreement has been documented~ 

Two federal agencies did develop, operate and evaluate a complex School Crime 

InterventiohP:t6gram in ten different sites across the country. Irres,pective of 

their differences t?ey were able,. over a very short period of time, to develop 

a common vocabulary, share technologies, establish work norms, incorporate new-

comeJ;s, and take pride in their identification with the Acti v~ ty II program 

subculture. The ambition of the program's goals, the reduction 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-

pants and informea e~perts. Hopefully, the impact data being ~ollected and analyzed 

by S~RC will reve.a1 that a good beginning has been made in school crime reduction. 
-\;~ " 

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

Finally, the hard,."orking, committed and unfailingly optimi;tic st13:ff peI.;,sons involved 
. f( 

in both agencies and at a~~Ulevels 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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APf»ENDIX .A 

Chronology - Key Events 
From Teacher Corps'ProjectFiles and Other Sources 

1969 
Passage of Amendmel1t t9 'teacher Corps 1egis1iftion. Gave the Corps the authority to 

attract and train educational personnel to provide relevant remedial basic and secondary 
education training including li teracy and communication ski1l6 for juvenile delinquents, 
youth offenders and adult criminal offenders . 

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 th~ Future. 

1970-1971 
Operation of four YAP projects under Teacher Cot'ps. 

1972 

5-23-72 Office of :e:ducation(,'Directive - subject: Interagency Agreements outlining 
general purpose, scope and definition, policy, authority to enter interagency 
agreements, responsibilitie~ and procedures, transfer of funds to the Office of . ,,: . ' \ . . . 
Educatl.on, prescr~bed agreement form and d1.strl.butl.on. 

'cc 1973 

12-18-73 "Letter to William Smith (Director of Teacher Corps) from William Moulden 
c'tlnceming opinions on areas that should be considered in developing the' correctional 
education proj~cts. (J 

1973 
Monograph. Delt'Apa, Frank, Education for the Youthful Offender in Correctional 

Institutions-Issues, Western Interstate Comml.ssl.on for Hl.gher Educatl.on, Teacher Corps 
programs are descrl.bed in the chapter on "Suxvey of Teachers, Teaching and Pupils in 
Juvenile Corrections Institutions in the West" . 

1973 ' 

Pamphlet. Dell'Apa, Frank, Educational Programs in Adult Correctional Institutions; 
A Survey, Western Interstate Comml.ss~on for H~gher Edus:aUon. Teacher Corps work 1.S 
noted ~n the Chapter on "The 'Feaching Force" .. 

1974 

1-3~74 Memorandum. To Dr. William Smith from Clarence Wa1~er concerning opini~~s 
regarding corrections program. F. 

1974 

" Passage of the JuveniYe Ju.stice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 
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1975 

5-12-7.5 Memorandum. To William Smith from Clarence, Walker - subject: Committment for 
11th Cycle funding Teacher Corps Corrections Programs. Reply written on memo by Smith 
indicated estimates were needed for 4-6 projects and noted that teachers must be 
included in all projects. 

I 5-12-75 Memorandum. Copy of the above sent to Caroline Gillan. Reply on note from 
Caroline Gillan states "It's fine to make committment, but should be qualified so that 
no projects are funded if they don't make it in the competition". Response from William 

Smith agreed. 

6-12-75 Memorandum. From William Moulden to Robert Ardike, Clarence Walker and William 
Smith _ subject: Youth Advocacy Policy Statements ... Moulden lists three pomponents of a 

position that Teacher Corps should take. 

.9-12-75 Memorandum. To William Smith thru Caroline Gillin from Clarence Walker -
subject: Activities in Youth Advocacy Program concerning Teacher Corps Conference, 
Intern Training, but most importantly 11th Cycle of Teacher Corps. After naming the 
places which might submit projects Clarence Walker laid out a plan of action that had 
been and extendedwould take place in 7 steps or areas. 

10-6-75 Letter from Clarence Walker (Coordinator of Youth Advocacy Projects) to sylvia 
McCullum (Bureau of Prisons, Department of Justice) thanking her for past cooperation 
and concerning the next step to take" ... positive collaborative effort", to be discussed 
by an advisory group about to be formed. "Contacts have been made with OJJDP/LEAA, NCCD 
and Manpower." Walker mentioned 16 pre-applications prior to receipt of full proposal 

concerning troubled youth. 

10-6-75 Letter from Clarence Walker to Fred Nader (Director of Juvenile Justice 
Division) thanking Nader and recalling a meeting where commonalities between OJJDP/LEAA 
and Youth Advocacy Project thrusts were discussed. About working with troubled youth 
" ..• linkage with OJJDP/LEAA and Teacher Corps", was suggested by Nader and transmitted 
through Walker to William Smith. Walker also mentioned having received 16 
pre-app~ications concerning troubled youth. 

10~6-75 Letter from Clarence Walker to Gary Weisman (Department of Labor) reviewing the 
possibilities of collaborative effort between ,DOL and YAP. "We think the next step 
should be for Manpower, OJJDP/LEAA, NCCD and TC to get together and decide on 
participation and/ or invo1 vemellt. 

10-6-75 Letter from Clarence Walker to Ann Parker (National Council on Crime and 
Delinquency) thlmking her for her offer to assist in the search for linkages and noting 
that" .•. some meaningful dialogue, has taken place between Teacher jJOl:'PS, OJJ~p'/LEAA and 

Manpower" . 

10-6-75 Memorandum. From Clarence Walker to William Smith - subject: Youth Advocacy 
Program. Lists a.pplicants for pre-applications, updates progress made with O.JJDP/LEAA" 
Manpower and NCCD (National Council on Crime and Delinquency). He noted a meeting with 
Fred Nader and Tom Albrecht of OJJDP/LEAA who requested more information and indicated 
that something could be done together in the area of personnel training and prevention. 
~anpower ,was also a possfbi1ity according to contact" with Gary Weisman, Dale Marger" and 
Irene Pind1e. Ann Parker from NCCD was also mentioned as thinking that tying these 
agencies together was a good idea. 
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10-8-75 Memorandum. From Clarence Walker td William Smith - sub·ect· .,. 
YAP. Tom Albrecht (Program Deve/10per of OJJDP/LEAA) d W 1k .:! • ActlVlt~ ln 
between OJJDP/LEAA staff and Teacher Cor a~ a er arranged a meetlng 
Walker wrote, "I think I have the best ps re~:esen~atlve to talk about YAP. Clarence 
w~rk on legislation (Birch Bayh-Fitian ~~;~:~a~~~n) a~il~ec;~se O~JDP/LEAA did 7he 

'leg 
wlth OJJDP/LEAA unless you have a better suggestion~. ,m gOlng to play thls out 

10-24-75 Memorandum. F Cl . rom arence Walker to Bill Smith - s b' t' 
ProJect. Cancellation of OJJDP/LEAA/TC' u Jec, Youth Advocacy 
;: the ~uveni1e Justice Department and p~::~'~~ :r: ~:;u~~J~~/~i~~m~~t of new head 

lsappolntment was expressed by Walker but he was a . 
to collaborate with Teacher Corps was 't'll th ,assured by ?JJDP/LEAA that the intent 
November 20-21. s 1 ere. A new meetlng date was set for 

12-1?-75 Memorandum, From Clarence Walker for William Smith - subject: ~~mmltment for Youth Advocacy Programs. Reviewing a meeting on said day, ~~~~~anmg 
arence Walker and Caroline Gillin t d d 'd d Smith, 

million for the first fifteen months m~f :~dge~~~g e ~~h a do~~ar ~o~itment of $1.5 
commitment was to enable the coordinator f Y t' e ra ~ona e or the funding 
effect linkage with another federal f d' o ou h Ad(vocacy/ Programs, Clarence Walker, to un lng s?t;t'ce OJJDP LEAA and Manpower)." 

1976 

3-16-76 Ideas for OJJDP/LEAA/TC Coordination. 
based on a two year program. 

Ideas mainly covered allocation of funds 

4-7-76 Draft from Clarence Walker to William S . , agreement with Teacher Cor s mlth: subject: .Work statement of 
(OJJDP/LEAA) "Th' k P and Law.Enforcement ASSlstance Admlnistration 

. lS worstatement lS desig d t f 
OJJDP/LEAA and OE legislation which will iv~e OJJ~ / erret out those, parts of existing 
to TC and give TC the authorit'y to receiv

g 
th / ~EAA the authorlty to transfer funds 

statement contains content fo;'makl'ng f7 lese un s, :he other part of this work 

4-7-76 Memorandum. 
Planning and Budget) 
support of the Youth 
Agr~ement, each ~rea 

a lna agreement w~th OJJDP/LEAA." 

From ~illiam Moulden thru William Smith to Cora Beebe (Division of 
- subject: Proposed transfer of funds from OJJDP/LEAA to 'fC for 
~dvocacy thru,o:;t. Foll?wing the guidelines of 1972 Intera enc 
lS addressed and explalned," g y 

4-15-76 Memorandum. F C) . 'rom Clarence t-lalker to Russell Wood (Deputy Direct'or of Teacher 
orps

b 
- subject: OJJDP/LEAA still working on what they want to do w;th $3 'II' 

are a out to transfer to Teacher Corps. ... ml lon they 
be committed by June 1976. The money did not have to be spent but had to 

4-:-28-76 Memorandum... From Clarence Walk th' C l' ' . 
SUbject:: Meeting with OJJDP/LE~ d TherAm r,; ax' 0 , ~n: Glllan to William Smith -. ". an e" er~can Inst~tute of Resea h (AIR) 
representC!.tlves (consultants to OJJDP/LEAA)' ' rc 
Emily Martin (OJJDP/LEAA), Judi Friedman (OjJDDiv~d ~laus (AIR),.Charles Murray (AIR), 
and William Moulden (TC) attending AIR e IP LEAA , and Phy~hs Modley (OpDP/LEAA) 
projects. TC people favored 10th ~nd 11t~ ~p ~ s~pp~:ted fundlng for Cycle 12 yce un lng as<well as l2th,Cycle funding. 

April-May 1976 "Youth Advoc~cy Loop Teacher Corps pIsper that gives basis introd'u ctl' on 
to YAP and description of objectives, projects and .field liaison person. 

-91-

, . 

I 
~ 



" • 

o 

0, 

. '. 

" 

. ," 

5-20-76 Memorandum. ~From Clarence Walker to Russell Wood (Acting Director, TC)­
subject: Latest conea'ct with OJJDP/LEAA. Emily Martin (Special Emphasis Projects, 
OJJDP/LEAA) contacted Walker noting that OJJDP/LEAA was leaning toward working with 
12th Cycle, yet sig~n offs have not progressed as quickly as wished at her agency. 

the 

6...;.3-'16 Memotandum. To Rus13ell Wood (Deputy Director, TC) f,Fom Clarence Walker -
subject: Teacher Corps/OJJDP/LEAA coordination. "Recent cd ... ~;~acts (last week) with 
OJJDP/LEAA indicate they are still interested. They say they are waiting for approval 
from Richard Velde ... I understand Mr. Lugar (OJJDP/LEAA) used Teacher Corps in his oral 
presentation during the hearing (SuQcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency, 
Committee .. of the Judiciary, U. S. Senate) to show coordination effort with other federal 
p(Jgrams. i.' !l 

,:20\ 

6-15-7 Memora.ndum. From)Clar'ence Walker to William· Smith - subject: Meeting with 
OJJDP/LEAA Tuesday, June 15, +976 with Judi Friedman wnere she announced formal approval 
had been received to move with 'Teacher Corps" with a figure of $2 million instead of the 
'$3 milli6rt requested. OJJDP/LEAA wanted to move fast ... as soon'as possible to commit 
the money. "Problems',fall under three categories, (1) working with Teacher Corps 
Cycles, (2) 10% matching for prospective applicants, and (3) designing a program that 
would work with Teacher Corps, but not having them pay for something that Teacher Corps 
would do anyway." ,) 

5 ..... 22-76 Working Paper. "A School Crime Intervention Component of the Youth Advocacy 
Teach.er Corps Program." This paper presents a basic outline of the program and the 
": .• questions/issues that arise which ,must be addressed prior to the development of an 
Interagency Agreement." Questions and issues were covered .under ~~)Ur areas: Funding, 
Management, Th~~Frame, Te'chnical Assistance and training. " 

7-22-76 Summary .of-Minutes of Meeting with Judi Friedman (OJJDP/r.EAA). Also attending, 
Clarence Walker, Betty Marlar (YAP), and Bud Meyers. Points of agreement: Funding, 
Program Design, P·:rojecl: Objectives, Technical Assistance, and Time Frame. Decisions to 
be made. Number of projects submitting amendments to participate in programs common 
elements of program design in OJJDP/LEAA working paper. 

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

8-1976 Summary Statement, HEW Office of 
Date for Receipt of Amendments from 10th 
date September 15, 1976. 

Educatioi1i Teacher Corps. Notice of Closing 
and 11th Cycle Youth Advocacy Projects; closing 

August 1976 Attachment: "Guideline for the Evalu_ation of Youth Advocacy Amendments". 
These guidelines cover the "basis for approving 10th and 11 th cycl~ g~antees of the 
Teacher Corps Youth Advocacy Programs for School Crime Intervention Component and for 
determining the amount of award"'.- ,'J 

8-2-76 Narrative TC/OJJDP/LEAA "This proposal describes a progrhll of training that 
serves to addre.ss the issue of crime, violence, and vandalism in 'Ehe schools. It also 

. addresses the prob};em of the fea:f's that are connected to crime, violence and vandalfsm 
in the schools." includes the definition of Problem, Plan and Act'ion, Procedures i! 
Evaluation and Dissend.na,tion .. " ,r:-'-' ' 

(/' 

" 

@ 
o 

o 

60 '. 

'. 

8-4-76 Rationale for Law Enforce~ent Assistance Administration Cooperative Youth 
Advocacy Program and Notice of Closi?g. ~ate'for Receipt of Amendments. "The OJJDP/LEAA 
proposes t~ transfer the sum of $2 m11Ll.on to Teacher Corps under the OJJDP/LEAA 
Authorization indicated in Public Law 93-415 ... S~ptember 7, 1974. The purpose of this 
transfer is to establish pilot programs in Teacher Corps Youth Reasons for transf~f 
followed in this document. 

8-6-76 Memorandum. From Fred Hundemer (Grant Procurement Management Division) to 
Victor ~n~erson (Office of the General Counsel) - subject: OJJDP/LEAA transfer of funds 
fo~ ad?1t10nal support of 10 Teacher Corps Youth Adyocacy Programs. Letter states no 
ob]echon to transfer and notes that money will be provided as soon as notice of Closing 
Date is submitted to the Federal'Rl!'gister. 

8-23-76 YAP allocations for TC/OJJDP/LEAA,Amendments. Inciude,lOth and 11th Cycle 
projects. Prepared by Clarence Walker. Total allocations - $2,824,220 with a ceiling 
of $1,835,474. 

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

.', 
(13-24-76 Acquis'ition and Furnishing of Services and Transfer of Funds. Legal docment 
des~~ibing the agreem~nt between HEW Teacher Corps and Department of Justice/LEAA Title 
of the program to be A School Crime Intervention Component". Contract 
/fLEAA-J-IAA-030-6. 

8-26-76 Minutes of Youth Advocacy Projects Meeting. Present'TC representatives 
OJJDP/LEAA representatives, some LEA and IHE representative~, AIR representative~ and 
W~shington staff. Agenda: Research Task Force for OJJDP/LEAA would look .at Amendments 
and future meeting dates were set. 

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

9-11:"76 "Umbrella Evaluation for the Schools Initiative: Objectives and Need for this 
Assistance, Results and Benefits Expected, Approach and Timetable for the next 2 
monthS", were topics covered in this paper written by the Social Action Research Center 
(SARC) . 

9-18-76 Memorandum. From Clarence 'Walker to William Smith - subject: Comparison of 
OJJDP/LEAA and TC statements of work. Difference between Air and TC I:.oop·statements 
done by Lois Weinberg and Clarence Walker are summarized l.n this memo. Seven major 
differences were noted. 

10-1976 TG YAP Loop Newsletter Vol. 1, No.1. 

11:-11-i6 Memorandum. From Clarence Walker to William Smith - subject: Press Release 
TC/OJJDP/LEAA and attachment of releases. 

12-1976 Network Reporting Instrument YAP Loop sent out. 

12-8:-76 Minut:s of t~e Board of Directors me~ting of Loop 
Washl.ngton Pohcy;Jiem1,nars. In ,addition to the ageQda the 
TC res~archer and Doug Grant, SARC, OJJPP/LEAA researcher, 
werC"l'hscussed. 

\ ~' 
--""- / 

held concurrently with 
roles of Art Cole, Was~ington 
with reference to Activity II 

12-30-76 Letter from Muffin Laasko (Organizational Development Specialist YAP Arizona 
State University) to Art Cole favoring concept and plan of SARC instrument to do needs 
assessment. 
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1977 

1-1977 Youth Advocacy <:?t"ogram Statement . r 

1-24-77 Memo to Alan Brown, (Teacher Corps Director, Arizona State University) from 
Muffin Laasko - subject: Proposed TC Evaluation Plan. In response to evaluation plan 

. writ;jen by Art Cole this memorandum expressed "the" concerns of Laasko and Darlene Carey 
(Activity II Eva}uator) over. the five variables mentioned in the evaluation form. 

1-25-77 Letter from E~ily Martin to William Smith expressing need of evaluation of 
Activity II. 

1-26-77 Letter from Alan Brown (Director Arizona State Univer'sity IC) to Clarence 
Walker concerning a communication from Art Cole'related to the School Crime Intervention 
component. Expresses concern that five variables were impact variables instead of 
e~bli-ng objectives, objectives agreed on previously. 

1-31 to 2-4-77 Chicago Board meeting with Memo from Vivienne Williams attached. 
Minutes of YAP Board meeting here in conjunction with re-entry conference. 

2-15-77 Letter from Joan and Doug Grant (SARC) to M. Doherty, E. Rassmessen, M. 
Denmore, M. Finn, J. Kazen - subj ect:,. Schooling survey Umbrella Evaluation Study of 
School Initiative. 
2-1977 Fact Sheet and Seminar topics for a conference of Re-entry. 

2-1977 Apothegems (To Speak Out), YAP Loop, Vol. 1.. No. 2 

3-4-77 Letter to Clarence Walker from Elaine Murray (SARC) concerning evaluation sent 
to TC Di rec tors ~ ~. 

3-8-77 Umbrella Evaluation for the'School Initiative (S~RC review of programs one of 
which is Teacher Co~ps Activity II). 

3--18-77 Memorarfdum. From William Moulden to William Smith indicating thrusts of 
TC/OJJDP/LEAA philosophy that had emerged. Requested negotiations. 

l-16-77 Agenda and Minutes for Advisory Board m~eting for Student Initiative Education. 

3-18-77 Note: William Moulden to Clarence Walker stating, " ... In our negotionswith 
OJ.JDP/LEAA our YAP people attempted to get the' broader nature of school delinquency 
across to OJJDP/LEAA people ... (but) contractors were insistant upon isolating the joint 
e·ffort within the school b1,lilding". 

3-;21-77 L.etter from Elaine murray ~SARC)re: Ev~luation Plan for Teacher Corps Activity 
II. 

3-29-77 YAP Activity II Meeting, Stockton, ,California. 

4-1-77 Minutes of Conferencel;'wall, April 1, 1977. 

4-7-77 Memo from Annette Gromfin (Site Specific.Or;ientatiop.Program Coordinator) to· 
Network secretaries - subject: Consultant nominations and qualifications. . 

5-10-77 TC YAP Board Meeting, Phoenix, Arizona. 
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·6-7-7~ Interagency Task Group Meeting mihutes. 

···,.·----Ic. 
'. 

7-20/7-21-77 
" -'l~ 

Minutes YAP Board Meeting,li'urlington, Vermont. 

7-22~77 Letter from Elaine Murray (SARC) to 10 Teacher Corps 
forms attached. Directors with evaluation 

8-25-77 . Letter from Daniel Stanton (Associate Director General 
Joh,? Elhs (Executive Cq;mmissioner for programs, USOE). Letter 
reV.1ew of federally supported programs concerning offenders. 

Accounting Office) to 
is notification of 

9-7-77 Special memo. From William Smith to 
the.Interagency agreement between OJJDP/LEAA 
Ass1stant Secretarv, of Education) , 

J,i II • 

Clarence Walker reque'sti'ng information on 
and TC to show to Peter Relic (Deputy 

'~ 
10-3-77 Pf ~ . assage 0 Pu \\hc Law 95-115 - Juvenile Justice Atnendments. 

~ 

11-20-77 "um~r~l1a Eval~ftion for the Schools Initiative''- Phase II . 

11-25-77 Mem6randum. From John Goodman to YAP Doirectors and Associate 
subject: YO~if~ Advocacy Monograph. Directors -

12-29-77 ~~gter from Elaine Murray (SARC) to 
II ••• ~F:c~c:A'ti Cole of your staff has contacted 
major'/objections to using this instrument". 

Clarence Walker - subject: Evaluation. 
the Associate Directors who have raised no 

12-1977 OE Form 5378 "Funding Documentation for Grants and Assistance 
filled out by all Teacher Corp~ projects. Contracts". Form 

1977 

Loughe:d, Ja:queline'."Student Initiated Activities to Increase Autonony and 
Decrease Dl.sruptl.ve Behavl.or", in Five Dimensions of Demonstratl.·on 

------__________ ~~~~~~~~~, Teacher Corps, 1977. 
1977 

12th Cycle Policy Statement 'reacher Corps Youth Advocacy P .rograms. 

1978 

1-11-78 Updated YAP Loop Calendar 

1-17-78 Letter and news1.etter from Elaine Murray, SARC. 

1-31';"78 Minutes of Interagency Task Group Meeting. 

1-1978 ,Phi Delta Kappan. Vol. 5, No.5, Janua~y, 1978 Special Issue _ "Violence 
.Discipline . Problems in S~hools". and 

2-8-78" Memorandum. From Vivienne Williams to Clarence Walker 
Activity II summer paper. re: Disposition of 

2-9-78 Memorandum. From El' M 
(OJJDP/L ) '. a~n:' urrayand Vernon McKinney '(SARC) ,to Phyllis Modley 

EAA. - subjrrct: Prehm1nary data on Activity II projects. 

2-24-78 Memorandum. From Elaine Murray to Clarence Walker - subject: Initial 
sta,tement of Ac tivity II intern 'program summary. y. 
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2-1978 Schwartz, Henrietta, The Culture of a Conference: K'Goa1 Free Evaluation of the 
,Yduth Advocacy Loop Conference of November 8-10, 1977, held at Rochester Michigan • 

. " 

5~1-78 Minutes of Meeting, San Franciscd Associate Director held 3:-29 to 3-31-78 to 
., discuss SARe' evaluation. c:J 

,5-18--78 Memorandum. From Vivienne Williams to Henrietta Schwartz - subject: 
~Monograph, just a f~w notes. 

Summer 1978 Bayh, Birch, "School Violence and Vandalism; Problems and Solutions", in u 
The American Educator, Vol. 2, No.2, pp. 4-6. 
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APPENDIX B 

Interview Schedules 
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APPENDIX B 

Interview Schedule - OJJDP/LEAA/Teacher Corps - Washington D.C. 

March 8 - 10, 1978 

1. ~~at is your role in the joint program? (role function?) 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

iO. 

Why was the interagency agreement created? (motives of OJJDP/LEAA?) 
(motives of Teacher Corps?) 

How did the contacts get made? 

What are the agency's expectations for the outcomes of the program? 
What do you think the other agency I s goals for the joint program are? 

Who finally negotiated the agreement? 
changes of liaison people overtime? 

-";'"';." 

role? level in agency? 
reasons for changes? 

How were decisions made? about grants? personnel? monitoring? 

Were there problems? Explain. 

Were there rewards? Explain. 

li ke number? 

If you could do the program and interagency agreement again, what changes 
would you make? 

Rank the projects for me from most effective to least effective. 

Arizona California Colorado Georgia 

Illinois Michigan Indiana Maryland 

Maine Vermont 

11. What are the characteristics of a successful project? 
administration) 

{structure, staff, content, 

12. 

13. 

. 14. 

15. 

What are the char~cteristics of the less effectiv~ program? 

Are there any other OJJDP/LEAA programs dealing with delinquent youth 
and schools? 

Wh~t is your greatest concern regarding the OJJDP/LEAA/Teach~r Corps 
interagency agreement? 

Other comments? 
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In~erview Schedule 
''t,~:b~~ 

OJJDP/LEAA Teacher Corps 

March, 1978 

Directors' Form 

G 0 Name __________________ project __________________ Role __________________ Cycle ______________ ~--

1. Why do you think the OJJDP/LEAA Teacher Corps ~rogram component was created? 

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

From Teacher Corps From OJJDP/LEAA 
------~----------------------------------

3. Wha't are the expectations for the Activity II program? 

a. From the perspective of OJJDP/LEAA? 
b. From the perspective of Teacher Corps Uational?<...! 
c. From your local project perspective? 

1.1 

4. How did you select your Associate Director? 

5. In addition to your internal sup~rvision, who monitors the Activity II por­
tionaf your program? 

a. Teacher Corps National 
b • OJJDP /LEAA 
c. SARC - Social Action Research 
d. Others? 

, '6'. At the local level, how were decisions made about \w~\at the Actvity II program~ 
should look like? What impact did OJJDP/LEAA and Teacher Corps National have on 
these decisions? 

7. What do you view as the principal problems related to the Activity II, portion 
of your proj ect? Explain':" 

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

program? Explain. 

o 

0. 

() 

.,'tIl 
. \J' 

Interview Schedule OJJDP/LEAA TeaC;yler Corps 
),1 , 

March, 1978' 

Associate Directors' Form 

Name ______ ~ _____________ ~roject ___________________ Role ____________________ Previous experience 

wH:h either agency Educational Background 
----------~---------- ---------------------

1. Tell me what you did before taking the positiori of Associate Director for the 
":-:. Ii , . "'" 

Activity II component of the Teacher Corps Youth Advocacy project.·· 

2. What are your role functions in the joint program? 

'3. How were you selected? 

4. Why do you think the interagency agreement, OJJDP/LEAA/Teacher Corps program 
component was created? 

5. In your perception, who was most directly involved in creating the joint pro'gram? 

From Teacher Corps From OJJDP ILEM ---------- -----------------------
6. What are the expectations for the Activity II component of the prog;ram? 

a. From the school/community/university/correctional facility clients? 
b. From the project director? 
c. From the perspective of OJJDP/LEAA/ 
d. From the perspective of Teacher Corps National? 
e. From SARC (Social Action Research)? 
f. From your perspective? 

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

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

OJJDP/LEAA? Teacher Corps National? 

8. From your perspective, what were the most rewarding aspects of the Activity II 
" 9. What do you feel are the chief accomplishments of the Activity II portion of the 

program? 
• program? Explain. 
\.Y 

10. If you could participate in another joint ventur~, OJJDP/LEAA and Teacher Corps, 
would yo'u suggest any changes be made in the structure, function, staffing, etc.? 
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9. What do you view as the principle problems related to the Activity II portion 

'10. 

11. 

'l') 12. ... 

/ . ~ ~ 

of the, project? ) ,~ 
How. were you able to articulate Activity I and Activity II components of the 

project? 

What do you feel are the major accomplishments of Activity II? 

If you 
Corj)s, 

could parti'cipate in another joint \~enture, 
what changes, if any, would your ex~\erience 

.' .' II 
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Interview S~hedule OJJDP/LEAA/Teacher Corps SARC Form 

March, 1978 

Name Roleo Experience 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

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

Why was the OJJDP/LE~\A/Teacher Corps program component created? 
" 

How were you selected to do the product and pr0gess evaluation? 

With whom do you work most closely at Teach~r Corps, National -------------------
at OJJDP /LEAA at the local projedt level ? 

----------~------------- ------------------
What variables are you considering in determination df project impact? 

,') 

What do you understand to be the goals of the Activity II component 
Corps Youth Advocacy projects? From the perspective of OJJDP/LEAA? 
perspective of Teacher Corps? From the local project perspective? 

of the Teacher 
From the 

What is the data collection schedule? Are there problems? Is the schedule being 
met? 

How do you provide feedback to the program sponsors? OJJDP/LEAA? Teacher Corps, 
National, at the local project level? Do you perceive that this information is 
bei~g used in programmatic decision making? Why? 

" 
Have there been problems related to the field eva'luation? What? How were they 
resolved? 

What do you perceive to be the crucial roles and/or actors in the implementation of 
the Activity II component of the ~~acher Corps Program? 

How ar'e decisions made regarding your rple in the interagency agreement? 

Rank the proje~ts for me from the most to the least effective: 

Arizona California Colorado Georgia 

Illinoia Indiana .~aryland 

Maine Vermont 

What, is your greatest concern regarding the OJJDP/LEAA/Teacher Corps interagency 
ag'ieement? 

If another agreement were negotiated, what changes, if any, vould you suggest? 

Other comments? 
II 
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LIST OF PEOPLE INTERVIEWED 

Teacher Cor'ps', Washington, D.C. 

. William'Smith, Director, Teacher Corps 
Russell Wood>, Deputy Direc tor, Teacher Corps 
Clarence WalKer, Coo~dinator, Youth Advocacy Programs 
A;thur Cole, Program Specialist, Teacher Corps 
Wllli~m Mo~ld7n, Ch~ef, Management Branch, Teacher Corps 
Carollne Glilln, Chlef, Cycle Operations Branch 
H?roldie Spriggs, frogram Specialist, Teacher Corps 
Dlane Young, Prog~~~ Specialist, Teacher Corps' 
Joseph Ker~s, Prog'ram Specialist, Teacher Corps 
Kathleen Fltzg~rald, :rogram Specialist, TeacherCprps 
Kathleen Mc~uhffe, Flnance<Officer, Management Bri:ioch, Teacher Corps 
Margaret We~sender, Program Specialist, Teacher Corps 

OJJDP/LEAA 

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

Emily Mart~n, Director, S~ecial Emphasis Programs Office of Juvenile Justice 
' and Dehnquency Prevention LEM ' 
Phyllis Modley, Manager of Re~earch, Crime Evaluation, LEAA 

Social Action Research Center (SARC) 

Douglas Grant, President, Social Action Research Center 
Joa~ Grant, Project Evaluator, Social Action Research Cent;er 
Elalne Murray, AID, Cycle Operations Branch, Teacher Corps (SARC) 

. Teacher Corps, Others 
,::; 

Shirley Baizey, Grants Officer Office of Education 
~nnetle Gromfin, Coordinator, Site Specific Orientation Program Teacher Corps 

ary nn Eager, Doc~mentor, Oakland University, Youth AdvoC!acy Programs 
Care Nordstrom, Project Evaluator, Northwestern University_ Vouth Advocac 

Programs .. ., y 
Vivienne Williams, Ll'al'son Off' Loo N ~cer, P etwork, University of Vermont 

~ ~ ~O~_ 
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DIREC10RS AND ASSOCIATE DIRECTORS INTERVIEWED 

No~thwestern University, Illinois Teacher Corps 
Sh1rley Baugher, D1rector 
Roy Pierson, Associate Director 

Arizona State University, Arizona Teacher Corps 
Alan Brown, DLrector 
Donna Wharton, Associate Director 

University ~f Vermont, Vermont Teacher Corps 
H. W. Myers, Director 
Harry McEntee, Associate Director 

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

Oakland University, Michigan Teacher Corps 
Tacqueline Lougheed, Duector 
Rich~rd Ruiter, Administrative Coordinator, Activity II 

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

Atlanta Consortium, Georgia ~eacher Corp! 
'Mae A. Chr1stian, D1rector 
Chester Fuller, Associate Director 

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

Indiana University Foundation, Indiana Teacher Corps 
Irving Levy, Co-Director 
Larry M. Perdue, Associate Director 

Baltimore City Public Schools, Maryland.Teacher Corps 
Charles Bowers, DLrector 
James Tolliver, Program Development Specia~ist 
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Diagram of the Gctzels Guba Model 

I I 
1_.' 

'l 

/) 

'I 

\ 

\1 
j: , 

il 
f. 

f 

1 
!i 

I 

i'l 
J;r 
Ii 

iJ 
(I f 

.~ 
II 
Ii 
f 
k 

\ ,I 

!: 
I, 

--~~-- ~=~~-,----~,-----.----.. -,,-.-.----~~~ ___ ·a __ ~ __ ~. __ ~ __ 1 

" 

" 

f 



o 

, 

" 

"-~ ..... ;-.. f 
, J 

;.!,r.e 

" 

£1 .... 
~, 
'\~ 
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