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of‘the rep1itation is Tikewise innovative. The national evaluation is

" des1gned to address both impact and process quest1ons re]ated to the

'.for co11ect1ng the data for an eva]uat1on of the rep11cat1ons of the

u:they are a part ‘n',i'«giyhi:»; : S .fj | ; f§h°

T jpresents a commun1ty v1ew of proaect New Pr1de 1n three c1t1es It wasib

”_T“des1gned to assess

X

PREFACE

Project New Pride is an eXperimentalfjuveni1e community-based treatment

vprogram’origina11y f0unded in Denver, Colorado. duvehi]e offenders who
ﬁ‘would otherwise be sent to an 1nst1tut1on are instead sent to Progect New
" Pride. A New Pride c11ents is prov1ded with an individualized program which

‘1nc]udes testing for ]earn1ng d1sab111t1es and if required, intensive

supervision, a1ternat1ve educat1on, Job p]acement and a set of graded
objectives based‘on jndividual needs. The resu1ts of the Denver New Pride
project were so premising that the Office of Juveni1e Justice and De]inquehcyl,
Prevent1on provided fund? for the program to be replicated and evaluated 1n
ten other cities. o ' |

. In keeping with the innovative'nature of the New Pride project in

Denver and of itswattempted replication across the gountry, the evaluation

1n1tﬁat1ve Pac1f1c Instltute for Research and Eva]uat1on is respons1b1e

:‘proaect an 1mportant segment of wh1ch has. been to conduct a 1ong1tud1na1 g

study: of the 1mpact of the rep11cat1ons on the surround1ng systems of which ' U

‘As the t1t1e of th1s report 1mp11es, the 1ntens1ve s1te eva]uat1on

e The extent to wh1ch forma1 referra] and commun1cat1ons 11nkages
© o with the Juven11e Just1ce systems have been formed and are be1ng‘
: --used : : PR S
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¢ The extent to which programs have developed sound relationships
with public school systems, other delinquency prevention efforts,
and youth- serv1ng agencies in their communities; and :

e The extent to which programs have become favorably well known
in their communites and won the support of key dec1s1on-makers in
their quest for 1nst1tut1ona11zat1on :

The findings of this investigation will be used to assist us in

interpreting other system impact and process study results in order to:

o Determine the impact of the project on the organization, policies,
and-administrative procedures of the. Juven11e justice system;.

o Determine the 1mpact of the  project on other public and private

e Determine the impact of the project on community attitudes toward
juvenile delinquency and the juveni]e Justice system. :

Barbara R. West, Ph.D.
Principal Investigator

April 18, 1983

* Kk * Kk K

a=The‘authors wish to thank the research aSsistants at a1f-three sites_
who did exce]]ent work, and w1thout whom this study wou1d not have been

poss1b1e ’ |

Leslie Grey, Ph.D. - San Franéisco, Californie

E11en G1nsburg, Ph.D. -’Providence,.thde'lsland

Share Bane, M.A. -~ Kansas City, Kansas
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youth serving agencies in the‘community; and -

HIGHLIGHTS

1. Fémi11arit1

o Widely known by juvenile justice system personnel, youth agency
~ directors, and key decision-makers. STightly better known in the
second year. , :

) ‘Genera]]y informed through the direct efforts of the program; that

~ .is, through project Titerature, presentations, by New Pride staff
or personally informed by New Pr1de staff (as opposed to peer level
services like other probation officers, court personnel, etc.)

2. Patterns of Use (Juvenile Justice System Only)

0 Most probation officers, all judges referred youth to program.

® Overwhelmingly judges accepted probation officers' recommendations
“to refer a youth to New Pride programs.-

e Changes in referral patterns between study years had to do with
agents having more or fewer eligible clients to refer. Very
occasionally, they had changed positions and were no Tonger
respons1b1e for making referra]s

3. Communications = -

e Variation between sites, but in general, record of programs’
communication with court and probation is seen as good.

‘e However, when communication was not seen as good, this was seen
as one of the program's major faults.

e Good communication appears to be veﬁy important in gaining
. acceptance as a legitimate and’preferred program.

‘s One program has a éoUrt-Iiaison staff person, which has had a very
positive effect on‘chrt/program relations.

° ‘Commun1cat1on is the most 1mportant aspect of the response of the
~ surrounding systems to the program.

® Projects shou]d make a greater effort to pub11c1ze their program
-to the public at 1arge to "broadcast the1r 1mmage "

' 4,“5Impress1ons of the Quality of the New Pr1de PrOJect

. ® Rat1ngs were m1xed between s1tes, years, and between study popu1at1ons.
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¢ - In general seen from middle to positive side of scale ("Part1y‘Good/
Partly Poor" to "Good" to “Very Good"). Very few felt New Pride was
a "Poor" or "Very Poor" program.

e Major strength in the first year generally seen as the multi-service
comprehensive concept embodied in the New Pride model (more so than
execution qualities like staff or quality of services). In the-
second year, these "execution" qualities became more important.

o Major weakness in both years seen as the 1imiting nature of the ;
admissions criteria (more so than "execution" qualities like staff

or quality of services).

Program Definition Process

6.

e Across samples and years, as communication frequency increases,
impressions of program quality improve. As communication frequency
decreases, the program is viewed less favorably.

e Programs seen as good are described as effective, accountable, having
good staff, and good communication with the court.

Position on Institutionalization

o Almost unanimously respondents would Tike to see the program
remain in the community as a permanent institution after the
cessation of Federal funding.

S T

Process Necessary to Become Institutionalized (Key Decision-Maker Onjy)

e Proven effectiveness and cost/effectiveness widely seen as critical
to efforts to gain funding after initiative ends. '

e Support of community and its leadership also seen as critical in
this effort. , :

-8 Private funding and state funding seen as the primary alternative
~ sources which must be solicited. .

e Suggested that management and staff become more sophisticated and
active in fund raising efforts. : '

o In the second study year, respondents became less clear about what o
New Pride should do to become institutionalized. :

" @ Chances for institutionalization were seen as generally poorer in

the second year of the study.
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8. Impact of New Pride on Juvenile Justice System

® Not seen as having a significant imp |
s eV J pact on structure, f i
. or policies within the juvenile Justice system. unction,

® Those who see it as having an impact define that impact as the

f_- l [ 3
‘

9. Views on Alternatives

® Most respondents favored the use of alt i i
&7 5 T2 ernatives to i
Programs for adjudicated youth to the widest extent ;g§§:§$gét1on

® Reservations regarding alternatives f imiti
- ati ; : ocused on limiting such
dispositions, not to include serious offenders who arega threat to

public safety. And insuring that progra .
i ms ent o
responsibility are capable of meet?nggit. ntrusted with such

10. Needs Assessment

® Vocational and employment vr e .
. heed at all th”ee?si{es_ Programs were identified as the primary

1

® The second most often identified need was edUCationalAservices

o Also often mentioned were various forms of counseling services
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY AND ITS METHODOLOGY

This report is the second of two, presenting the findings of the
Intensive Site Evaluation of the National Evaluation of the New Pride
Replication Pyﬁgram. The Intensive Site éva]uation has sought to gain

information in a variety of substantive areas by ascertaining the views

» of knowledgeable people-in the key systems éurrounding the local New.

Pride projects. The evaluation is based mainly upon interview data
gathered from three sites. Respondents represent: (1) the juvenile
juétice system, (2) the youth agency system, and (3) key decision-makers
in the community. The three sites are Providence,thodeiIs]and, Kansas

City, Kansas, and San Francisco, California.

The Substantive Areas

The Final Report of the Year I study reported the results of first-.

year data in ten substantive areas:

1. Familiarity with New Pride

2. Patterns of Use of New Pride .

3. Communications with New Pride

4; &Impressions of the New Pride Program

5. The Program’ Definition Process

umdt Y nobuion R

i
o

T
LS

v | Bpidascasy

Ty

i R i |

A
Tssrmrtrerianaak

1

e

e

BRI B Mo

Position on Institutionalization of New Pride
CProcess Necessary to Become Instﬁtutiona]ized

Impact of New Pride on Juvenile Justice System

Ne} (0] ~ o 7

Views on A]terpatives

10. Needs Assessment for Programs in Local Communities

The”Year II study focuses on change. It is based on thevassumption
that projects will mature over time, but that the nature of that maturation
is not known. This Year II study is essentially an attempt to measure fhe
direction and magnitude of change.
| Avpane1 design was employed. The same respondehts interviewed during
Year Ikwere again interviewed in Year II. They were asked the same questions
wjth_minor revision, during Year II. The major difference between the content
of the Year I and Year II study is that during Year II three substantive
areas, "program definitibn proceés," "views on alternatives," and "community
needs assessment," were not included. These areas were dropped because they

focused upon community-wide jssues and were unlikely to be affected by the

maturation of the programs. Also, during Year II, questicns pertaining to

communications between the New Pride program and“youth agencies were added.

This was doneibecause of the great emphaSis placed upon this variable by
resporidents during Year I interviewing.

Since -the fhreé samples have différent expertise and stand in different

; structural relations to the New Pride‘prograhs, each was asked only those

questions pertaining to the substantive areas about which they could be

expééted to be know1edgeabie. The shbsiantive areas, by the saﬁples

ipfovidiﬁg data,rare?graphically’dispiayed‘as follows:
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Categories of Questions - Study

Juvenile  Youth Key
Justice Agency Decision-
~System ‘System Makers

1. Familiarity with New Pride .8 o I
2. Patterns of Use with New Pride ) /

3. kCommunications with New Pride ] - [

4, Impression of New Pride : ) [ ®
5. Position on Institutionalization of New Pride ' ° °
6. Process Necessary to Become Institutionalized °
7. Impact of New Pride on Juvenile Justice System ¢

Also during Year II, a context study component was added to the
Intensive Site Evaluation design. The context study had two goaTs.“ It
wae designed to yield information about the specific operations and procedures
in the juvenile courts of each of the cities studied and information on
public attitudes toward juvenile justice. Data for the context study was
gathered through in-depth interviewing with knowledgeable informants. At
each site the juvenile court administrator and chief juveni]e probation -
officer were interviewed. This component of fheyetudy was added at the
suggestion of the Advisory Pane] of the National Evallation of the New Pride
Replication Program. The Pane] members felt 1t was’ important to set the main~
body of data 1n the context.of the court operat1ons in the commun1ty and the '
social climate of the c1t1es

Un11ke the f1rst-year F1na1 Report, wh1ch was an exhaust1ve presentation

and analysis of all the.information c0]1ect9d in the SUbStant]Ye areas,,th1s

report is more narrowly focused. The mandate in Year II was to Yocus on
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change over time. This report, in the main, presents information which

‘treatment of delinquency.

kthrough the reputational methdd
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describes and analyzes the changes that have occurred in the views of
respondents between Year I and Year II. The analysis is programmatic, not
theoretic. The goal of this study is to provide straightforward information
on the way in which New Pride is perceived by the actors in the key surrounding
systems so that adjustments and improvements in services to New Pride clients

and to other delinquency treatment program clients can be made.

The Nature of the Samples

The juvenile justice system sample includes all juvenile probation
officers, juvenile judges, and referees whose jurisdiction lies within the

target area of the three projects studied. The majority of the sample is

composed of probation officers with the significant addition of the two

‘judges at the Providence Family Court, the two judges of the Wyandotte

County Juvenile Court in Kansas City, and the head judge and the three
referees of @he San Francisco Juvenile Hall. |

The youth agency sathe was operational]y defined as the directors of
qiher youth agencies operating within the target area of the New Pride
projects which, broad?y‘defiqed, provide services in the prevention or

This sample was initially generated through

“references provided by local youth agency directors and was "exhausted"

That 15, all appropriate agencies listed
in the directories were called and asked upon termlnat1on of the interview
1f they knew of other agenc1es prov1d1ng such serv1ces in the area " When

no new agenc1es were suggested by respondents, the sample was conSIdered

: comp]ete‘ TR O : : o
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The key decision-maker sample is meant to provide the insight and The following is a visual display of the sample sizes of the

perspective of people in positions of power in the communities in which three sités, by sample, by year:

the New Pride programs are operattng. The sample was initially generated ’
Sample Sites: Year I and Year II

by asking New Pride project administrators for the names of key decisiong -i i

makers in the community who were knowledgeable about and had some inf]uegéésqikta\ é - Juvenile Justice Youth Agency Key-Decision Maker

over the distribution of the types of public funds which might serve to :; - Yr1 YrlI ‘ yri Yrll 1 Yrll

institutionalize the New Pride programs after cessation of Federal fundipg. t% §1 igzsgga8§1500 ig ?i ig ?g ig %Z

The key decision-maker sample was also completed through the reputational f ‘ Providence 14 12 '39_ 20 12 iz

Tethod. R o é{ | \ TOTALS 77 74 7271 43 41
Respondents in the key decision-maker éamp]e, among others, include » ; - -

five county supervisors, three state senators, two state representatives, | é 4 | TN Instrumentation and Analysis

two mayor's representatives, three directors of departments of corrections ktg E Originally three questionnaires were designed, one for each of the

for juven11es,/two divectors of state soctal service agencles, one sgper- - g | sample groups. Each contained questions Specifié to areas of expertise

intendent of public education, one director of a municipal chamber of } of that sample. The instfuments s gre-testad in San Francﬁsco g

i ’ 4
commerce, three executive directors of public interest «n charitable 1 o . -
i ' : ! ; B revised. Three local on-site research assistants then administered the
institutions, and four directors of Tocal or state criminal justice v . )
‘ ’ | ’ questionnaires by telephone. Each research assistant recorded responses
planning agencies. » .
& o . N

“4n full and then developed a 1list of appropriate categories with which

uring Year 1. the fotal N for a1l three samples was 192. . Inthe - “ ~ their specific data could be coded. The three different sets of preliminary

juveni]g justice sample tﬁere were 77.,72 in the youth agencywsample, and AN codesvwere cnpined o Universalnset which app]ied t 211 sites and the
43 in the key decision-maker sample. Stnce;a‘pane1 study design demands ;L % g” | :rk\responses e then COded wtng he e Categor]es o
interviewing the same respondents in the second year, it was important to o Dur1ng Yéar II the f1rst year's codes were used as the bas1s upon
locate and interview Year I respondents to t?e fullest extent’ poss1b1e wh1ch to c1ass1fy responses at the t1me of the interview. Th1s technique
This was accomp115hed K 0n1v six respondeﬂta were not 1ocatab1e in the o
second study year. N1nety géven percent were Tocated and 1nterV1ewed

made for more efficient” 1nterv1ew1ng, but had the negat1ve éffect of
f g

. ) ‘

L ‘ proghc1ng a larger- proport1on of non- codab]e "other' responses

‘;~r] o , After cod1ng,response patterns were quant1f1ed, 1nd1cat1ng the

percentages assoc1ated w1th the Var1ous pécslble responses to each .question.
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B In the calculation of percentages the N used in many cases was the number generalizable conclusions by identifying similar patterns across diverse
E: of responses, not the number of respondents. Because a variety of informé _ samples to generate conclusions was adopted.
L ation was often offered in a single answer, an attempt was made to capture ) _; - The ana}yticibrocess can be illustrated in the following graphic
. gi the breadth of information, thus producing more than one coded response i; §  manner:
. ~ g
g: : per respondent for some questions. SRR %} :
B Analytic Process to Generate Conclusions
The body of the report, the three chapters on each of the sample %
- gﬁ sites, is mainly descriptive. Itdepicts the response patterns of each b San Francisco Kansas City Providence
of the samples in relation to the substantive areas of interest. The é N Context - | o I o Conclusions
, A i Stud A i ~ Re: Community
g: final section of each of those chapters is a brief, almost graphic, suﬁmary % . Y
‘s ! Juvenile . . Conclusions
~ of the descriptive data. | ‘i ‘ Justice > Re: JJS
- . : . . 4 System
However, in an attempt to construct useful generalizable conclusions, | ¥
- . ’ Youth , Conclusions
3, the descriptive data were analyzed to discern patterns in the central ! ’} Agency > Re: YAS
- ; - System ° ‘
. tendencies of the responses across samples and across sites. Because - Y . : :
: g : r} Key Decision- . | ;. Conclusions
B samp]e size is not 1arge it was felt that strong conc1us1ons could only be . ” ‘Makers ¢ 0 . $; ” Re: KD-M
B drawn when a clear centra] response tendency emerged. where responses T ) anc1ug10ns Conclusions 'Conclusions
Re: Re: ~ Re:
. were spread rather evenly over various categories, few 1nferences were San Francisco Kansas City Providence
H * .. r“. " : "
i . drawn. ; |
X , A A : . “ : = Consistent Pattern of Central
3 In order to construct generalizable conclusions regarding the B v ~ , - Tendency.
L’ significance of the data, we focused on the discovery of patterns among " = g
o the central tendencies across samples or across sites. Because each sample ? T
~ is a unique gfoup, simply Tumping the responSes of the three samples | ‘%‘ |
: [ together to produce grand tota]s is not appropr1ate Such a éombination of co 4 | {‘
'\; - ~ juvenile justice personnel, ycuth agency directors, and key dec1s1on makers T - ‘ f 7
E i cannot be analyzed as a single samp]e because that sample wou]d not be - ' b j [‘ | ; ; : ,vw
‘? o - representative of any specifi¢ group and is, therefohe,.methodo]wgica]]y ' - 0‘5 F’ Wzg
;‘@3 '  unacceptable. For this reason, the qUa]itativé technique{bf producing : : ~ ' -éy‘é .4."f .
g L ) el . e v | L | Lo $ fr
7 o r‘i 5 & 8
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FINDINGS

Summary of Context Study Findings

A primary purpose of the eontext_component of’the Intensive'Site
Evaluation was to ascertain whether the JjuveniTe court structure or public
attitudes in the communities where the sample sites are located influenced
or he]ped explain the findings generated e]sewhere in the study. No evidence
emerged that the context factors explored d1rect1y affected the perceptions
of the program held by those interviewed in the three sample populations.
However, some interesting findings did emerge.

First, it became clear that, in general, there was a high level of

© concurrence between the recommendations presented by probation officers to

Judges concerning disposition and the actual sentence given by the judge
or referee to an adjudicated youth. This affirms the key role and power’
of the probation office in the disposition process. Combining this

information with the options offered by probation officers in the Juvenile

-Justice studies suggesting that the - amount and quality of communication

with New Pride are critical factors in shaping their views of the programs,
we are led to a Togical conclusion. If programs wish to attract 96urt
referrals to the widest extent possible, or wish to influence the court
towards an 1ncreased use of alternatives to 1ncarcerat1on, it is critical
that such programs put substant1a1 energy into developing and ma1nta1n1ng
high levels of commun1cat1on w1th the/Juven1]e probation staff '
Second]y, despite the generally presumed pun1t1ve or1entat1on of the
pub11c w1th regard to the dispensation of Juven11e 1ust1ce the Juven11e |
Jud1r1ary in the c1t1es studied have rema1ned re]at1ve]y 1ndependent of
any mass clamour to "lock the punks up. " There are a number of reasons

for this. Judges have a 'more sophisticéted understandihg of the etioiogy
y , . v , , - :
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~ New Pr1de The program is obv1ous1y h1gh1y v1s1b1e to those work1ng in
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of juvenile «crime. They understand the complexity of factors which

motivate a youth to de]inquenoy. ‘Un1ike most criminal courts, rehabilitation
as‘an ethic still dOminates the juvenile court. Incarceration is still seen
as a "last resort." Also, at all three sites Judges rotate through the
ijeniTe court, and are not elected to and 1den+1f1ab1e with the juvenile
court in the public eye. As a result they are somewhat isolated from the
public sentiment, presumed to be more conservative.

Consequently, all three courts are generally supportive of community-
based alternatives to incarceration. New Pride is" operating ih‘a favorable
climate vis a vis the courts. Judges and other juvenile court officials
are supportive of the program. They want the pr0grams to continue “and

will ejther actively support them or will try to-avoid inhibiting their

successful devé]opment.

Also, it was quite clear that in two sites where a specialized juvenile
unit to provide defense counsel or prosecution did not exist, and where
functions were handled part-time by an attorney working pr1mar11y with
adults, that function was weak. The Juven11e Justice system as a whole
suffered. From this information one must conc]ude that in order for a
juvenile court to operate effect1ve1y (the best env1ronment in wh1ch to
operate a New Pride program effect1ve1y), units spec1a11y tra1ned in

juvenile law and procedures must serve. the defense counsel and . prosecut1ng

functions. ° (See a]so Rub1n T., Juvenile Justice, Goodyear 1979:281-6)

S1gn1f1cant F1nd1ngs Across S1tes from the Pane] Study

The Juven11e Just1ce system study respondents were very fam1]1ar with
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FINDINGS

juvenile court. Of the sample at all three sites§ﬁ9b to 100 percent
. -

were familiar with the program. In those cases where 100 percent were
not familiar with it in Year I, there was an increase in familiarity in
Year II.

New Pride is also widely used as a referral source by juvenile
justice personnel. Two-thirds to nine-tenths of probation staff at all
three sites heve referred youth to New Pride. The proportion referring
youth increased in Year II. Al1 juvenile eourt judges and referees. had
referred nuherous youth to the program by the end of the first year of
this study. -

Communication between the New Pride programs.and the court deteriorated
in Year II. Both the quality and frequency of communication were seen as
poorer in Year II by juvenile justice respondents at two sites.
. Overall, juvenile justice system respondents were positively impressed
by the New Pride programs indthejr communities, seeing them as high-
However, in the two cities where New Pride was rated
most highly in Year I, impressions as to quality dropped s]iqht]y in
Year II. Where the program was less well rated in Year I, impressions

rose significantly in Year II.

In keeping with the génerally high regard for thekNewsPride program, a -

verybhigh»proportion of jhvehi]e justice‘respbndents wanted to see
the program institutionalized in the commun1ty after the cessatlon of
Federal fund1ng The proport1on was even higher in Year II

~In ne1ther year did large proport1ons of Juven1]e Just1ce respondents

feel the New Pride pr%gram had a d1rect 1mpact on the way the JUVEN]]e

However, more fe]t that it had had an impact

-
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by the second year than was the case in Year 1.

- of the program.

FINDINGS

In general, those
respondents‘who did feel.it had an impact described that impact as the
creation of 'a new alternative to incarceration or new cond1t1on of

probation. No respondents offered the view that the system had been

impacted in a 519n1f1cantlstructura] or functional manner.

Youth agency directors were also widely familiar with New Pride,
though less so than their juvenile justice connterparts.’ Familiarity with
New Pride was increasing among yquth‘agency directors in Year II. |

Commun1cat1on between New. Pr1dé&end other youth serv1ng programs was
not exp]ored in Year I. When we asked in Year II we found that one site
(San Francisco) had quite a poor record of communication with other youth
agencies, and the other two had moderately good records. Respondents
offered the simple advice to the New Pride brogram that relations con]d
be'inproved simply through more frequent contact.

| There'has guite an interesting variation in the way youth agency
directors perceived;the quality of the New Pride programs at the three
different sites. ~ In one site, where only one-quarter of the respondents rated
it highly in Year I, that\prOpertion doub]ed in Year-II. 1In another site where
100 percent rated it htghTy in Year I, one-third fewer rated it highly in
Year II. And the third program was rated highly by over 85 pereent of
the respondents in Year I and rema1ned that way 1n Year II ,

Despite th1s variation, three quarters to 100 percent of the youth
agency d1rectors at the three sites were 1n favor .of 1nst1tut1ona11zat1on
‘The proportion 1ncreased in Year II.

Approximately two-thirds of the key decision-makers at the three

sites were familiar with New Pride, with the proportion increasing over

1z
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the ]ife of the study. Key decision-makers consistently reported having
a”positive impression of the New Pride programs, with‘even more rating it
"Good" to "Very Good" in Year II.

Like the other samples, key decisionemakers overwhelmingly siupported
institutionalization. A veky interesting phenomena, however, occurred
between Years I and II regarding their views on how to gain funding for
institutionalization. During Year I there was a good deal of consistency

in key decision-makers recommending the following four strategies:

1. Obtain objective evaluation data demonstrating effectiveness,
2. Gain the support of the community and its leaders,
3. Seek state funding, and

4. Seek private funding.

In Year II no such clarity emerged. Responses were much more spread
out among more categories. . There appeared to be growihg confusion
between Years I and IT, given another year's experienee in the difficult
reality of funding for social service programs, as to what methods could
actually. produce renewed funding.

In,both‘years key decision—makers rated the charces for seeuring
funding for institutionalization as poor. Chances‘were rated fhe |

poorer during Year II. -

To summarize across samples and across sites, it may be said that the

New Pride program was well known and becoming more so in key organizational |

systems surrounding'the prbgram.
Communication is seen as a key issue by respondents in shaping their

views of the program. New,Pride programs’ communication“with the»courts

13
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‘model, while execution qualities are attributable to the way the program

FINDINGS

and other youth agencies is generally good, but deteriorating. There is
a strong need to maintain good communication, particularly with probation
officers who can help New Pride programs greatly.

The impression of the quality of the proaram across sites and samples
is varied, and there is more movement both up and down in this category
than in others. Both here and in the movement seen in Year II in
communication, a regression to fhe mean phenomena seems to be occurring‘to
some extent; that is, those things which are rated highly during the first
measurement dropped during the second, and those things rated Tow during

the first measurement increased during the second, both moving toward a.

more "average" position. It can be said generally, however, that given

variatiqn and movement, people in the systems surrounding New Pride think
of it as a high-quality program:

‘ Another interesting pattern that emerged from the data has to do
with the strengths and weaknesses respondents across sample sites saw in
New Pride. In Year I, respondents rated both the programs' strengths and
weaknesses around "concept" variables as opposed to "execution" variables.

Concept variables relate to qualities inherent in the New Pride program

is imp]ementeq: In the first year, the strengths of the program were
generally seen as the New Pride multi-service comprehensive approach to |

services and addressing a population in need of services. The main

weakness was seen as the restrictiveness of New Pride entrance criteria.

In Year II there was a shift of emphasis in both strength and weaknesses

‘to execution variables. Respondents' definitions of progkhm strengths

tended to emphasize the functioning of particular service components

14
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Tike educafion, or.the quality of the staff. The change was apparent
around weaknesses as well. The restrictiveness of entrance criteria was
less often seen as a prublem,while respondents took issue more with staff
and management probliems. |

This change from an emphasis on concept to execution ﬁs'probab1y

related to the passage of time, and respondents becoming more familiar

with New Pride. Thus, in the second year, knowing the program better, they

were able to make'judgementé based more specifically on the prcgram's
performance, rather than simply the idéa behind it. Also, in the second

year, respondents had adapted to the 1imitations inherent in/the entry

e
/'//

criteria, and no Tonger railed against the criteria, but @brked within them.

When one looks at the data for all three samples at each site
individually, a very broad-level generalization emerges. The San Francisco
site, which was rated poorly on numerous dimensions in comparison to the
other two sites, rgse significantly in many categories during Year II.

The Providence site, conversely, was rated highly during Year I and
s1ipped significantly in Year II. The Kansas City site remained rock
solid stab]é, rated highly in both Year I and Year II of the Intensiv?
Site Evaluation. | |

At the most general level it must be said that New Pride, from the
perspective of those with a relatively objective view prov1ded by their
pos1t1on 1n an 1ndependent but surround1ng system, is a smash1ng success.

It is well known, widely used, _seen as a good quality program, and worthy

of institutionalization as a permanent proaect in the community.
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CHAPTER 2

THE SAN FRANCISCO SITE

A. The Context

Juvenile intake in San Francisco is the responsibility of the

Probation Department. There are two intake units. One serves the northern

portion of the city and one serves the southern poktion. There are three

options at intake. The first is to "admonish and close," where the youth 1

penetrates no further into the juvenile Justice system. The second is

"voluntary or informal probation" in which no petition is filed, but the

youth is supervised by a probation officer. The third option is a
recommendation to the prosecutor's office that a formal pefition be filed.

After this initial screening of petitions by probation staff assigned to

intake units, their affirmative recommendations are sent to the prosecutor's

office, which has final respons1b111ty for proceeding to adJud1cat1on

Prosecution in San Franc1sco is the responsibility of a specialized

juvenile unit of the District Attorney's office. The office is located on

“the premises of the juvenile court and at the tiﬁgzz?QTﬁﬁs study was

staffed with five full-time attorneys.
Lega] counsel to indigent ijeni]es is the responsibi]ity of a

specialized Juven11e unit of the Public Defender's off1ce The Juven11e

unit of the Public. Defender's off1ce is staffed with seven full- time

Legal .
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Services Attorneys provide defense counsel in cases where there are
g: multiple defendants and a conflict of interest. Private attorneys provide
Tegal services to that small proportion of youth who can afford such
- representation. | | |
- Respondents interviewed for the context study report that both the
7district attorneys and public defenders are high Tevel practitioners.
Contested adjudication proceedings are adversarial in nature. However,
respondents report a large proportion of cases are settled without contest
through the plea bargaining process.
i If a petition is adjudicated true--that is, the youth is found guilty--
‘ a number of disposition options are available. For first-time, non-serious
offenders, where the family unit is somewhat stable, formal probation fe the
most frequent option. Probation supervision may or may not be accompanied
by other restrictions. Some of the more commonly aoplied restrictions
- are~rest1tut1on to the victim and community service in a probation-
operated public works program.
A more restrictive disposition option is commitment to the county-run
Log Cabin Ranch. This is used for older, multiple, or more serious offenders,
and generally dnvo]ves an eight-month to one-year commitment.' As alternatives
to this option the judge may sentence a youth to weekends in thedjuveni]e”
hall or the Intensive Counseling Program with 30, 60, or 90 days in
juvenile hall. |
E "Out of nome“ or "private p]acement“ in special settings such as group
Sk homes are generaily reserved for psychologically disturbedkyouth. The |
state training school, the California Youth Authority, is a seldom used

option It is reserved for very serious offenses or for youth who have

tried and fa11ed at all the other” options.

17
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Judges and referees sit on the San Francisco Juvenile Court bench.
The Head Judge is a Superior Court Judge and rotates through the Juvenile
Court position, but not for any specified period of time. Respondents
report that though theﬂjudge and referees generally follow the disposition
recommendation of probation officers, there are a substantial number of
cases in which they do not.

Context study respondents noted that the San Francisco Jjuvenile court
has a long history of working .closely with community-hased organizations.
Despite the adversarial relationship that developed during the activist era
of the 1960's, the court and probation department have worked closely both
with traditional ageno?ES such as the YMCA, Jewish Family Service¥wf3nd
Catholic Social Services as well as the more commun1ty -based agencies.

The Chief Probation Officer reported Lnat an internal study conducted
by fhe probation department revea]ed that a]mos% three-~ quarters of the youth
under the superv1s.on of the department also have an act1ve involvement
with an outside commun1ty agency. Approximately 20 such agenc1es in San
Francisco provide the majority of these services.

Respondents reported that the relationship with commun1ty -based
agenc1es prov1d1ng alternative services to youth is mutually supportive.

_However, no formal evaluations of the agencies are”done. Judgments ag to
their effectiveness and worth are based upon the quality of the relationship

between agency stafffanq probation officers as well as the programs’

. . . oo 3
© perceived effectiveness, )

/ ,
Regard1ng public att1tudes toward juvenile justice, resoondents note

that there is no unified view in"the c1ty San Ffancisco is an extreme]y

diverse city with a great deal of ethnic and economic diVersity. Some

P
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groups are in the "get fough on crime" pategory while others f%s] the é0urt
1s too punitive. Respondents report that whatever the public climate,
their experience has shown that gudges and referees remain 1ndependent of -
the'rapig changes in public opinion. They do not feel that dispositions )
are presently more severe or that youth are being incarcerated at greater
rates than in the past. Neither do they believe that alternatives to
incarceration are used less now than t;ey have been previously.

They note, however, that the head officer of the court, the Juvenile |
Court Judge, is a Superior Court Judge and thus an elected official. As'such,
he must be somewhat respoﬁE}ve to the public will. The increased use of )
3

restitution and community-service programs as well as the Intensive Counseling

1Program may be interpreted as an attempt to be responsive to the public will.

"B. The Juvenile Justice Study (Kﬁ1 judges, referees, and prdbatioﬁAofficers)

1. Knowledge of the New Pride Program

During Year I, 91.7 percent of the juvenile justice sample were familiar
with the New Pride program.. That figure remained essentiaiiy unchanged in

Year iI.

2. Use of the Program

During the first year of the Intensive,Site Evaluation 63.6'percent
of the juvenile justice sample recommended‘yodth for invdﬁvement.in the
New Pride’program. That figureaincreased'by 6.2 percent to 69.8 percent in

Year II.
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When'.respondents were asked whether they were referring youth to
New Pride at an increased, decreased, or approximateiy similar rate during
Year II as compared to Year I, 44.4 percent nofed it was "abeout the same"

rate. 20.6 percent responded they were referring at an increased rate and

35.6 percent at a decreased rate}

Referral Rate, Year I vs. Year II

Iy

Percent'
Increased Rate | 20.6
Decreased Rate 35.3
-Same Rate 44,1
TOTAL ’ - 100.0

Of those who responded they were referring at an increaSed rate, the
largest group, 41.7 percent of the responses, attributed the differencc to

having been assigned more youth during Year II who fit the New Pride

entrance criteria.

,:‘20'
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' , o who meet the i iteria. k 3 i
Reasons for Referring at an Increased Rate New Pride criteria The second most often occurring response,
I 20.9 percent, was youth with school probiems.
Percent |
- Because I am better .acquainted with the program 16.7 | - s Kinds of Youth Referred to New Pride ) )
Because the program has done a qood job wijth
clients/youth ” ’ 16.7 4 4 ‘ Percent
‘Because the program has improved‘ - 8.3 j . Youth that meet the criteria 23.9
Because the program-has been cooperative R —-- i - Non-hard-core offenders fe . 7.5
Because there are fewer instances of program being 8.3 B Youth who are not serious enough to send to the
full \ ‘ : state institution 8.9
Because I am seeing more youth whq fit the criteria 41.7 % %ﬁ Youth with school problems . 20.9.
Because there were fewer similar programs ' 8.3 . o Youth with family problems 5.9
TOTAL " 100.0 éi Specific age groups 4. 5\
: Youth with burglary theft convictions F' 15
: : i om ) ‘
Again, of those who noted that their referral rate remafned stable, the :? % Youth who do well with structure - 8.9
reason most often given was that their client group had remained stable. | g . Youth who need individual attention ‘ 7.5
N L Hard- d ' | ‘.
Reasons for Referring at the Same Rate ‘ ard-core offenders “ : S , 4f5
x ; | Multiple serious offenders = o ~ 5.9
| | Percent . TOTAL | + 99.9
Because the services of the program have not improved -- - :
Because the entry criteria have remained the same A . One hundred percent of the juvenile justice sample‘respOnded'that
Because the proportion of clients who are eligible has : , . L .
rerained stable . | 80.0 » . the kinds of:youth they referred to the New Pride program had remained
Because the program's lvmvted open1ngs prevent : : ‘ the same. ( |
| increasSed referra]s . f‘ po ) ‘gﬁghil_ o ;‘ . During Year I,a substantia] percentage of juveni1e Justice respondents, '
. TOTAL_ %100'0_ j 44,4 percent reported they had d1ff1cu1t1es 1n attempt1ng to make a referral
_ e o ) o : ;e i to New Pr1de ~That percentege dropped 18.7 pownts during Year II with pn1y
- : e . . refap £ R ‘ TS _ o e R
When the Year II sample was asked what klnds of youth‘they refer Eo S R - 25.7 percent of.theyrespondents reporting difficulty in the referral process.
New:Pride, the most frequently occurring response, 23.9 percent, was youth . P RO o R '
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0f those who did report referral diffichTtiES, the largest group fell
into the same category which accounted for the greatest number of responses
during Year I. That is, the program was filled when a youth was‘referred

to it, and the youth was not accepted.

‘Referral Problems

Year I Year II
_ ~ Percent Percent
Criteria too Timited 12.5 --
Program’ filled 75.0 53.8
Youth or parents ( -~
uncooperative \12 5 --
Not enough feedback 7.7
Other 38.5
0.0

TOTAL 100.0 10

3. Communication

The largest responsegcategory to fhe question "Has the program
developed a good record of communfcation with the court?" was the same
during Year I as Year II: "yes." However,v9.9 percent fewer responded °
in the affirmative during Year II. The largest increase in response
category during Year II was "ﬁon't know."" This can be eccounted for
by the research assistant coding the answer "Don't know" durinq~Year 11
rather than categor121ng it as a no response, and 1eav1nq it out of the

data set as was apparently the tendency 1n Year I.
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Percentage Believing Program has %
Developed a Good Record of Communication 3
Year I Year II i\ ;
Percent Percent . -\ :
Yes © 66,7 56.8 {
. No 25.9 13.6 ;
Don't know 7.4 25.0 ;
Too soon to tell -- -- :
Other ; -- 4.5 :
TOTAL 100.0 99.9 f

During Year I, over one-half, 52 percent, of the juvenile justice sample
communicated with New Pride program staff once a week or more. During Year II
the frequency of contact decreased. 30.2 percent. of the respondents 1nd1cated
a once a week or more rate of contact. Also during Year I, the single ]argest

response category, 32 percent, was once a week while during Year II the

o s1ng]e largest response category, 20.9 percent, was every two weeks.

FreoUency of Contact with New Pride

- Year 1 Year II
Percent = Percent
Every day R . 4.7
More than once a week - 20.0 13.9
Once a week . 32.0 - 11.6
Every 2 weeks e 4,0 20.9
Once a month - - 16.0 6.9
Every 3 months 8.0 9.3
Don't"know , ©16.0 6.9
Other o ‘4.0 25.6
TOTAL -~ 100.0 9

O
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4. Impressions of the Program.

'During Year I{ respondents in the juvenile justice sample in San
Francisco displayed a marked increase in the extent to which they were
«positively impressed by the New Pride program.’ During Year I, 48.1 percent
rated the program "Good" to "Very Good." 73.2 percent rated it "Good"
to "Very Good" during Year II. Further, the single largest response
category during Year I was "Partly Good/Partly Poor," 40.7 percent. The

single largest category during Year II, 53.7 percent, was "Good."

Rating of New Pride

Year I Year II

Percent Percent

- VYery Good 22.2 19.5
Good 25.9 53.7
Partly Good/Poor 40.7 21.9
Poor ‘ 7.4 2.4
Very Poor 3.7 2.4
9.9 99.9

TOTAL - 99,

A diverse set of attributes as to the program's major strengths were
offered by respondents in both Year I and’Year II. Responses were so
diverse, in fact, and spread across - so many categories that 11tt1e can be
said w1th any level of certainty regard1ng,changes in perceived strength
over time. The program's educat1ona1 component constituted one of the
larger response categor1es across both years The New Pride concept,

its focus on a popu]at1on in needvof serv1ce, and staff quality which -

<
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constituted three of the largest response categories dur1ng Year -1 were

not rated as highly as strengths during Year II.

Program Strengths

Year I Year II

_Percent  Percent

Concept 13.2 5.2
Population in need \ 11.8 6.2
Staff 10.3 5.2
Efficiency of organ1zat1on - -
Quality of services ' 2.9 1.0
, Facility : -~ 1.0
_ Location -- 1.0
Services at one site -- -
Effective 1.5 1.0
Caring Attitude 8.8 6.1
Communication 4.4 4.1
Accountab111ty 1.5 --
Keep in community 1.5 -
Close supervision 5.9 9.3
One-on-one 7.4 11.3
WihoTe family 4.4 4.1
Community involvement 1.5 1.0
Vocational/Employment -- 4.1

Education 11.8 15,5
Counseling 2.9 6.2

Alternative 4.4 6.2
Well funded 5.9 --
Don't know -- 4.1
Other 7.2
TOTAL 100.1 99.8

With regard to program weaknesses, the major d1fference between
Year 1 and Year IT was tne dec11ne in the percentage of responses not1ng

commun1cat1on as a prob]em Dur1ng Year 1 25 percent of the responses

noted commun1cat1on as a program weakness Dur1ng Year 1I only 7.4 percent

o rated 1t in s1m11ar fash1on
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. C. The Youth Agency Study
5. Position on Institutionalization N

é During Year I, 80 percent of the respondents in the juvenile justice ’ g o 1. Knowledge of the Program
foe g
o sample were in favor of retaining New Pride after the Federal funding -~ - ) e
R . . ’ I I During Year I, 54.6 percent of the San Francisco youth agency directors
w, terminates. That percentade increased during Year II with 100 percent of f ' .
; . . . . i interviewed were familiar with the New Pride program. In Year II that
the respondents favoring the institutionalization of Project New Pride. ; N . '
) ] figure increased to 63.6 percent.
B 5 .
N 6. Impact on Juvenile Justice - :
r ' 2. Communication
Respondents during Year I felt that the existence of the New Pride/ ) ‘
- / E - No questions regarding the New Pride program's communication with
: program had an impact on the juvenile justice system either through providing |
L , § B other youth agencies were asked during Year I. During Year II, however,
) a new alternative to incarceration or a new condition of probation. During : e ' o ‘ :
e , . ' 52.9 percent of the respondents rated New Pride's record of communication
| RN Year I, 48.3 percent of the respondents noted either one or the other of . |
- » ' ‘ : with other youth programs as good. 47.1 percent felt it did not have a
- these two categories. During Year II more respondents felt the program had : rl o :
: . P 4 ~_ good record of communication. _
= an impact on the juvenile justice system. 53.9 percent felt the New Pride Ce - ‘
' . . ) R T ‘ Of those who felt it was not good, 77.8 percent noted it could be
B program as a new alternative, a new condition of probation, or in a general : : B ’
i : ‘ . b improved by increasing the frequency of communication. 22.2 percent felt
sense had significantly impacted the system. . .
. : 1t could be improved by a more general level of effort to publicize the
. program to the community-at-large.
- ; Impact on Juvenile Justice i .
‘ Year 1 Year II | > 5 - 3.  Impressions of the Program
B ( : Percerit Percent {J . . - ‘ o ’
B . Yes ‘ ’ - 19.2 N ' During Year I, 25 percent of the youth agency sample rated the
- " Yes, as alternative 27.6 - 13.5 ' B R -k IR : ) ' : ’
! : Yes, new probation - San Francisco project as "Good" to "Very Good." : During Year II, the
— condition 20.7 21.2 ST | X ' '
R No , ' 27.6 17.3 B percentage rating it in those two categories doubled to 50 percent.
P ' TR - Don't know k S 6.9 13.5 e
L ~ Too early 17.2 7.7 The largest single response category for both years remained "Partly
! : R Other ~ : -- ‘ 7.7 : S . ~ . . o ;
| TOTAL  100.0  100.1 | |
E L3 :
« 28
& 27 r’- o ///




£ peag hlﬂ'ﬁ i

=

=

i3

1

[EICRRRPEN

» SN wens N

)
(S
-

et s ot e oo 2 e e o . I N J O U e e .

SF-YAS

“Good/PartTy Poor" with 33.3 percent so rating it in Year I and 38.9 percent

in Year II.

Rating of New Pride

Year 1 Year I1I
Percent Percent
Very Good - 16.7 22.2
Good 8.3 27.8
Partly Good/Poor 33.3 38.9
Poor : 16.7 5.6
Very Poor 25.0 5.6
TOTAL 100.0 100.1
o

During Year I, the‘sing1e largest response category related to the

project's major strength was the New Pride concept, at 47.1 percent. Also

rated high1y in that year were the fact that;it serves a population in’
need and that it is°well funded to provideﬂservices,kboth 17.6 percent.
Dur1ng Year II the pattern changed cons1oerab1y The New Pride
concept was rated as a major strength in on]y 6.3 percent of the
responses. Serv1ng a population in need and the fundnng 1eve1‘dropped
as resppnse categoriesyto 9:4 percent eaéh The overall pattern durlng

year II was much more spread out over a w1de var1ety of categor1es

29
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The two most often specified responses were the quality of the staff and

i

; . ; . . foo
the program serving as an alternative to incarceration.

Strengths of the Program

The concept

Population in need

Staff

Organization eff1c1ency

Quality of services

Location

Al11 services at one s1te

Effective

Caring attitude

Good communication re:
client progress

Accountable

Keeps in community

Close supervision

One~on-one

Involves whole family

Community involvement

Vocational/Employment

Education

Counseling

Alternative to
Incarceration

» Well funded

‘Don't know
Other

TOTAL

(3

Year I

47.1
17.6

100.0

Percent

Year I1I
Percent

Dur1ng Year I the maJor weaknesses ‘were seen as a lack of community

1nvo]vement in the program (18. 2 percent), poor quality staff (15.2 percent)

o

k and poor commun1cat1on W1th other youth-serving agencies (12 1 percent)

Poor: management and an’ 1nappropr1ate parent aqency each const1tuted 9.1

: »percent of the responses

o
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Aga{n, this pattern changed during Year II. Lack of community
involvement constituted only 3.2 percent of the responses and poor staff
quality 9.7 percent. Poor communication with other youth agencies, a .
weakness in Year I, increased in proportion during Year II and constithteq
the single largest category in the secound year, 25.8 percent of the

responses.

Weaknesses of the‘Program

Year 1 Year II
Percent Percent
None - 6.5
Criteria limiting 3.0 --
Poor staff 15.2 9.7
Staff turnover 3.0. 6.5
Poor services 3.0 ~--
Poor management 9.1 6.5
Serves few girls -- --
Poor communication with '
court -- ‘ -=
Not accountable - --
Communication with
youth agencies 12.1 25.8
Supervision - T -
Client beyond help 3.0 -
Community involvement 18.2 3.2
No alcohol/drug program - L=
" No ethnic sensitivity 6.1 3.2
Replication model - 3.0 .2
Parent Agency 9.1 --
Staff from outside 6.1 - s
Under-funded : 6.1 - -
Don't know [ 19.4
Too early to tell 3.0 9.7
Other - _ 6.5
TOTAL =~ = 100.0 100.2

e
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4. Institutionalization

In Year I, 75 percent of the youth agency sample were in favor of
retaining New Pride as a permanent program in the community after its - )
Federal funding terminates. During Year II, the same proportion, 75

percent, were in favor of institutionalizing Project New Pride.

D. Key Decision-Maker Study

1. Knowledge of the Program

In’Year I, 63.3 percent of the key decision-makers were familiar with

the New Pride program in San Francisco. During Year II, the figure

remained the same. The most frequently occurring way in which respondents
became familiar with tﬁe program during the first year of this study was

through project literature, 27.8 percent. Other often ggcurring methods

. through which respondents became familiar with the program were through

a group presentation by New Pride staff (22.2 percent);'the city criminal
Justice p]anning’égengy (13.9 percent),ﬁthe parent agency (13.9 percent),
and personal contact with New Pride staff (11.1 percent). Direct efforts
by the program (literature, personal and group presentations)ﬁaccounted |

for 61.1 percent of the responseé.

S,
o

2. Impressions of the Program

W

Like the youth agency sample, the key decision—maﬁer sample displayed

a marked increase in their positive impressions of the New Pride brogram

32
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during Year II. In>fhe first year 36.4 percent rated the program "Good"

to "Very Good," while in the second year the proportion increased to

58.3 percent. Aga1n the Targest response group in both years was “Part]y

Good/Partly Poor," constituting 36.4 percent of the responses in Year I and }

33.3 percent in Year 1II.

Impressions_of the Program

Very Good
Good &
Partly Good/Poor
Poor. '
Very Poor

TOTAL

33

‘Year I

s

Year II
. Percent PEFcent
9.1 33.3
27.3 25.0
36.4 33.3
S 9.1 8.3
i8.2 R
100.1 99.9

SF-KDM

During Year I the major streﬁgths of the program were seen as its

focus on a population in need of service (29.6 percent), and the New Pride

wucomprehensive multi-service concept (25.9 percent). During Year II these

factors were rated as major strengths less often, each constituting 1o.§v
peréent of the response options. The largest specified response category
dur1ng the second year was the education component of the program Again,
as with the youth agency sample, the second year responses were spread over

a more diverse set of categories than they were in the f1rst year of the

Intens1ve Site Evaluation.

Strengths of the Program

Year I ~ Year II

Percent Percent
Concept ‘ © 25.9 10.3
Population 1n need S 29.6 10.3
Staff -- 3.4

o ' Efficiency of organ1zat1on - , -
: Quality of serv1ces - a2
Location o -- 6.9
Services at one.site - —_—
Caring attitude . -

Communication 3.7 --
Accountab1]1ty 3.7 -
Keeps in commun1ty - o
Close supervision 3.7 3.4
One-on-one" 3.7 --
Whole family 3.7 3.4
Vocat1ona]/Emp]oyment. - - 3.4

. Educatjon - 3.7 13.8 -

. Counseling R 6.9
Alternative to '

- - Incarceration v 11.1 10.3
Don't know ‘ 111 3:4
Good reputation - -

. None -~ . - 3.4

Other B c i . 20.7

- TOTAL ~ 99,6 99.6
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The major weaknesses seen by the key decision-makers in the first year
were poor management and poor communication with other youth agencies, 17.2
percent each.
10.3 percent, were also among the most often noted program weaknesses. _

In the second year, responses in this area maintained the trend of
greater diversity. However, two of the key weeknesses'noted in the first
year were also among the most often selected in Year II. They we e lack

of community 1nvo]vement 16 percent, and poor management, 12 percent

”Weaknesses of the Program

Year I Year II
Percent Percent
None ' - 4.0
Criteria 1imiting 3.4 -
Staff 6.9 -
Staff turnover 13.8 8.0
Poor services -- 4.0
Management 17.2 12.0
Poor communication with
Court 6.9 --
Communication with
‘youth agencies 17.2 8.0
Follow-up -- -
Client beyond help 3.4 4.0
Community involvement 10.3 16.0
Insensitive to ethnic
needs —— 4.0
Replication model 3.4 --
Parent agency 6.9 4.0
~ Too many staff from
outside - 4.0
Under-funded - 4.0
Don't know _ 10.3 T 12 0
Under-staffed -- -—
- Other ‘ -- . ._16.0
TOTAL - 89,7 - 100.0
35
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3. Position on Institutionalization

A s]ignt increase (considering the small sample size) in the
proportion of key decision-makers favoring the institutionalization of
Project New Pride in San Francisco was apparent in Year IT. 81. 8 percent
of the decision- makers favored its institutionalization in the first year

and 90 percent in the second.

s

4, Institutionalization Process

During the first year, there emerged a rather clear pattern of
belief as to the most 1mportant Processes that need to occur to gain
An ability on the program's
part to demonstrate effectiveness was se]ected most often, 20.3 percent.
The need to secure private sector fund1ng was the second most frequent

response, 13.6 percent, state fund1ng third, 11.9 percent, and the

| support of the community and its leadership fourth, 10.2 percent

Un]1ke the1r counterparts in Kansas C1ty and Prov1dence ‘the key
dec1s1on makers in San Francisco fe]t the chances for project institution-

a]1zat1on had 1mproved over time, but were still not rated "Good."

i \L
Estimated Probab111ty of Secur1ng A]ternat1ve Fund1ng

Year II

Year I
‘ , Percent Percent
'vVery good -- - ‘ §
| ~ Good ~17.6 15.4 “

A 50/50 5.6 46.2
o v Poor 29.4 23.1

Very -poor | k 47.1 15.4

TOTAL . 99.7 100.1
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During Year II a wide variety of responses were sugbesteq, So many
were identified that 28.6 percent, the largest category in gpé chart below,
had.to be classified as "other." Responses that fell into éstab]ishgd

categories were rather evenly dispersed among them. \>
~ ) 4
AL

A
PN

Processes that Need to Occur\to Secure Funding

+

Support of community leaders
Proved effective/cost-effective

State Legislature support
Governor support ’
State crime agencies
Written into state budget
Municipal government support
Written into Municipal office budget
Support of county government.
" Written into county budget
Private sector
Federal money
Active Board of Directors |
Solicit funds actively s
4 _-Have to replace other public agency
s Have to change management
Don't know
Other

TOTAL

37

A
W

Year @ Year I1I
Percent Percent
10.2 8.6
20.3 8.6
11.9 5.7

6.8 2.9
3.4 -
6.8 8.6
5.1 2.9

-- 5.7
1.7 P
13.6 8.6
10.2 5.7
1.7 -
3.4 -
5.1 2.9

-- 11.4

- 28.6

100.2

7

ool

ey
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- Regarding the best "strategies” toﬁemp1oy to secure funding there‘
was rather more congruencefbetweehithe two years. The single largest
category during both years was to secure an evaluation that proved
effectiveness, 27.1 percent in Year I and 23.5 percent in Year II. Also,
the;heed ﬁo secure community shpport'and so]ic{t private funding were
relatively highly rated as strategies fn both samples.  However, the Year
I categories of bﬁi]ding ties with othe} community agencies, having a !

management sophisticated in fund raising, and beginning the effort early on

in the 1ife of the program, all receiving 10.4 pe%cent of the responses

“in the- first year, were selected at a rate of 2.9 percent, 0.0 percent,

Strategies

. TOTAL

T

and 2.9 percent respectivé]y in the second year.

.

SOC RN

R b A

Year I Year II

Percent Percent

Need support of community leaders 12.5 ” 8.8
Proven cost-effective 27.1 23.5
Written into state budget - ) .. 4.2 -
Written into municipal budget L 4.2 -
Written into county budget 2.1 .-
Seek Federal money 6.3 11.8
Seek block grant from state 2.1 --

Initiate bond issue -— R
Build ties with 1ike agency 10.4° 2.9
Solicit private funds 8.3 14.7
Begin early 10.4 2.9
Sophisticated management 10.4 -
Staff active in fund raising - 5.9
. Don't know, ‘ 2.1 8.8
Qther , - 20.6
0 100.0 100.0
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g: ' proaect s chances for securing continuation funding during Year II
e than they were in Year I. Though few in both years thought the chances
S - "Good," 17.6 percent in Year I and 15.4 perceht in Year II, 76.5 percent
[ felt they were "Poor to Very Poor" in Year I, and only 38.5 percent offered
. that prognosis in Year II. \ = “
- Probability of Continued Fundihg
i :
‘Year I YearUII
/Percent Percent
.. ‘ ;
Very Good - -
= Good - 17.6 15.4
& 50/50 5.9 46.2
. Poor 29.4 23.1
. Very Poor 47.1 15.4
L TOTAL 100.0  100.0
(1
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key dec1s1on makers were more optimistic about the
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E. Summary and Conclusions

1.

Context Study

a. Intake: Responsibility of Juvenile Probation Department

b. Options at Intake: "Admonish" and close, informal probation;f
recommend filing of petition

c. Prosecutioni Specialized District Attorney Unit: Final
responsibility for filing of petition.

d. Defense: Specialized Public Defender Unit

e. Organization of Judiciary: Head judge and referees.

Permanent superior Judge rotates through but no spec1f1c time
Vper1od attached.

f. Level of Adversarialness of Proceedings: High

s

| g. Level of Plea Bargaining: High

Medium

h. Concurence with Probation's Recommendations:

i. Disposition Options:
placement, weekend juvenile hall, intensive counseling program,
state training programs. High use of restitution and community
service. ‘

J. Policy on Alternative Programs:
usage, many in area, no formal eva]uat1on

k. Public Attitudes: M1xedp

-

Juvenile Justice System

) Fami]iarigx; Remained high, approximately 90 percent

b. Use:
o Same rate of referral, approximately 2/3 referred to New
" Pride, d1fferences from Year I accounted for mainly by
differences in nature of probat1on officer' S caseloads.

. ~Prob1ems in maklng'referrals decreased.

‘c.‘,Commun1cat1on

] 1Program S record of commun1cat1on w1th the court rated
-somewhat less favorably: Year I 66.7 percent rated "good,"
}1n Year II 56 8 percent. :

o 5Frequency Of'Commun1cat1on.with‘New Pride program decreased.

40

Probation, county institution, "out of home"

H1gh1y supportive, high level of
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d. Impressions:

i itive rati ity Year I
Increase in positive rating of quality of the program.
* 48.1 percent rated it "Good" to "Very Good," year II 73.2
percent.

i i ths in

New Pride concept factors less highly ra@ed as strengt 4

’ YZar II. Education component seen as major strength in Year
II. .

e Communication noted less as a program weakness: Year I 25
percent, Year II 7.4 percent.

e. Position on' Institutionalization: Increased  proportion in favor

oFf institutionalization: Year I = 80 percent, Year II = 100 percent.

f. Impact on Juvenile Justice System:

i 1 i t on the
¢ Increased proportion felt New Pride had an 1mp§c
operation of juvenile justice system: Year I = 48,3 percent,
Year II = 53.9 percent.

e Mainly in areas of new alternative to inearceration{ new
condition of probation. :

W

| 3. Youth Agency System

i1iarity i o familiar with New .
a. Familiarity: An increased proport1on were
Pride: Year I = 54.6 percent, Year II = 63.6 percent.

b. Communication:

e Approximately.1/2 rated New Pride's record of communication with’
other youth serving agencies as good.

e 3/4 of those who felt it was not good said it could be improved
through increasing the frequency of contacf.

c. Impressions:

Proportion ‘rating the program "Good" to "Very Good" doubled:
Year 1 = 25 percent, Year II = 50 percent. .

Ma s ; “ as the New Pridé
e Major strength during Year I clearly seen as in€ :
~concept; "execution” variables more highly rated” in Year II.

o Lack of community involvement offered as a major weakness in 4
Year I was not seen as a weakness in Year II. ”Poorkcommu?;c$ ion
with other youth agencies was seen as the major weakness in rear
II. ' ' -

d. Institutionalization: 3/4 ofi the respondents in both years favored
institutionalization. o ; i
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4. Key Decision-Makers

a. Familiarity: Remained at approximately 2/3 in both years.
b. Impressions:
® Increase in positive perceptions of the program. VYear I,

36.4 percent rated it "Good" to "Very Good," VYear II =
58.3 percent. -

e During Year I program concept factors were seen as the major
strength. Year II emphasized more heavily execution factors like

the education component.

o In both years lack of community involvement and poor management

seen as weaknesses.

c. Position on Institutiona]ization: a high proportion favored
institutionalization in both years: VYear I = 81.8 percent,
Year II = 98.8 percent.

d. Institutionalization Process:

o Year I showed a much wider variety of views as to necessary
practices and best stretegies to gain institutionalization.

Year I responses more clearly focused around securing objective
evaluation evidence of effectiveness, private and state funding,

and gaining the support of community leaders.

o In neither year did respondents feel it was highly probable
that the program would receive continued funding after the

Federal grant period.  Year I, 17.6 percent felt the chances
"Good," Year II = 15.4 percent,

5. Sdn Francisco Conclusions

There was a high, rather stable Tevel of familiarity with the program

in both years. It was most well known, of course, by the juvenile justice
sample. Since San Francisco is a large city, compared to Providence or
Kansas City, lower proportions were familiar with the program there than

elsewhere. By Year II, hoWEver, approximately 2/3 of the youth agency

}directors and key decision-makers were familiar with New Pride. A large

proportion of‘thé-ﬁfobation staff use New Pride as a referral source (70%).

”;42
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San Francisco's record of cpmmunieation with the court and other youth ; 4
serving agencies was not good in Year I, and dropped a bit further in Year II. " f =
, , . - , . e .

g- Only one half of the youth serving agencies felt the program's record of : ﬁj CHAPTER 3

- communication was good. In the juvenile justice sample the "Good" rating b ’

r went down from 66.7 percent in Year I to 56.8 percent in Year II. | 1 g‘ .THE KANSAS CITY SITE

The proportion of respondenfs giving a good rating to the overall quality u -

- N A. ‘

2 of the program was high, however, and increased in all three samples between ] " The Context
Year I to Year II ‘ ’ ” Y BNl

~ . | o i - ) In Kansas City, Kansas, there are two units responsible for intake at

- A11 three samples viewed concept factors as significant strengths | . '

B . . . . . ; = Juvenile court. A1l abuse and neglect cases go to the Director of Abuse
.l of the program in Year I. This wae revised, howevegg in all three duh1ng oopu and Neglect. Complaints of deTinquency go to the Director of Intake where
< Year II, when execution factors were perceived as the program's primary - given the merits of the case measured st ) ,

B , ‘ : . ' g ured against a set.of departmentally

; strengths. . .

- . ) developed objective criteria, the case is initially screened. Cr1ter1a

F A1l samples overwhelmingly favored institutionalization of New Pride. ] include decisions around

- 4 ] round seriousness of offense, past contacts and

L In the juvenile justice system and key decision-maker sample the proportion d N i

, : r 1SPOS1t10nS, age, family situation, and the prosecutability of the case.

B favoring jnstitutionalization increased in Year II. wf X

&: gin 1 a 1 | v The "intake options are basically three: <close the case, refer to

There was 1ittle optimism among key decision-makers as to the program's - diversion or recommend to the prosecuti o that
B ) ‘ ? ! ! ting attorney that a petition be
; chances of receiving continued funding after the Federal grant period. 1In filed. There s no inforMa] probat: Th :

] ; | | ) , . ion. e prosecuting attorney makes

B the first year there was some clarity that objective proof of effectiveness, ] ) L

r : ‘ the final decision on the matter of filing.

- private sector and state funding, and community support were the keys to If . . L .

' ~ - a case goes to disposition, a social history is done by the

T insti i ization. I h i erged. ' ,

; 1nst1tut1oha11zat1on In Year 1I no suc‘ c]ar1ty emers . A . g probation department. The socia] history includes the youth's total

o Quring Year I San Francisco was the least well received program of the N s1tuat1on his family, and school stat . )

N - e T N i > atus, an recommen s a disposition

: ee studied. ) ‘ y 1 en as a better m, f )

& three studied ’ In the second year, it was seen as a | r progha ,' or | | ~opt1on Respondents agree that Judges genera]ly concur with probat1on

h respondents rated it more highly according to many of the criteria discussed ! ré “ " yecommendations. Th1s may b .

& : ‘ B ve, in part, to the fact that Jjuvenile

E - above. e

| - Judges rotate through the Kansas C1ty Juvenile court every two years and
; | ' do not gavn the perspective and jnsight in ma+ters of Juven11e treatment
. o ~that they. expect probat1on off1cers to have. s §
: - : J e
S ; . : : . ] A .
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. is 1 nsibi ity of a specialized juvenile
The prosecutor's role is the responsibility p

. . ce
unit in the district attorney's office. The off1ce is staffed by thr

full-time juvenile court district attorneys and is located in the juvenile
court building. y B | |
Defense counsel for indigent clients (the vast majority) is provided
through court appointment from a rotating list of priva@e attorneys.
Considerable criticism of this type of system was voiced as respondents
felt there was a great deal of variation between attorneys with regard to
the quality of defense provided. A permanent specialized public defepder

i sed .
unit, it was suggested, might provide superior legal counsel to accu

{
juveniles.

Despite this, respondents noted that contested dispositions{w?re
highly adversarial in nature. Only recently has some p]ea-bafga1n1ng o
entered the system as the district attprney's role has become more pr?m1nen .
Still, overall, the level of plea-bargaining remain; ]ow. | |

If a petition is found true, there are a number of disposition options.
Restitution orders and formal probation, with or without érdErs, are useé“for
first-time and non-serious ofjfnders. In moré serious cases judges éom:1:n
youth to the custody of the gfﬁ%é social service department to be:p1ace
one of four state training schools, one for girls aTd three for boys,”

regated on the basis of age.

- ior "out-of-home" placement, generally reseryed for "disthbed" you?h,
fhe court p]aces the boy or girl in the custody of the state social services

a pl g cialized
depéftment which in turn finds a placement in a group home or a spec '

institution.
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The two main alternatives to ircarceration Programs in Kansas City are

the New Pride Project and the probation department's Intensive Supervision

Project. The latter Program involves case managers with a low 10-person

caseload, alternative education, employment, and other service components.

The project is not housed in any one place but is "brokered" for each client

by the case manager. The program is targeted for "high risk"

otherwise would go to training schools.

youth who

It has no rigid entrance criteria.

The program grew out of, in fact, a dissatisfaction with the restrictions

of New Pride entrance criteria. The Intensive Supervision Project, however,

contracts with New Pride to provide case management and employment services.

Kansas is a "communi ty Corrections state" based on the California and

Minnesota models. As a result of this and the historica]]y positive

re]ationship betwéen the court and the community, the court-is very supportive

of alternatives programs. Court personnel have been involved in creating

both presently existing alternatives Programs. Further, respondents c]aim

the two alternatives pregrams are used widely by the court. Inckeased

alternatives uéage is one of the reasons that commftménts to state

institutions by the Kansas City Court were ddwn 50 percent in 1982 over the

previous year, according to the Chief Administrator.

The Court does not, however, have a formal method for evaluating the

effectiveness of the alternatives programs they use.
Regarding the public's attfgude toward juvenile Justice in‘the Kansas.

City community, if was noted that whi]e the actual rate of Juvenile crime

is decreasing (mainly due to the shr%nking Juvenile popQ]ation

) the public

increasingly concerned with Crime as a social problem. The new Kansas

get tough on criminals and delinquents”

46
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approach thch a great deal of the public believes is théﬁbest solution
to the problem. One respondent noﬁed, however, that the majority of
people do not feel the problem is really as clear as the "get tough"
solution implies, but are more comfortable with simplistic,all-explaining
answers. The same respondent felt it was very important to educate the
pubf%c through presenting to them the true complexity of the issue,
involving abuSéjénd neglect backgrounds as well as difficult personal and
social situations.

As in San Francisco, the respondents felt the judges were not
influenced to a great extent by the public "get tough" attitude. Alternatives
are being used at a higher rate, in fact, and few waivers to adult court
occur. Judges in Kansas City's Juveniie Courtﬁmay be protectéd from public

influence somewhat because presently theirs are appointed positions, and

incumbents move through juvenile court on a two-year rotation.

B. The ngeni}e Justice Study

1. Knowledge of the New Pride Program

In Kansas City, a smaller community than the San Francisco site, all
of the respondents in the juvenile justice sample were familiar with
the program in Year I. This 100 percent figure held true, of course, during
Year II. The method through w;ich they became familiar With it, therefore,
also remained stable. 41.2”percent of the responses indicated they were
recipients of presentations on‘the part of New Pﬁide personnel. 29.4 |
percent'had heard of it through a‘presentation”bX the Chief Probatidn |

¢

Officer and 11.8 percent through other court personne],
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2. Use of the Program

During Year I, 86.7 percent of the sample had recommended youth for
participation in the New Pride program. This was virtually the same
proportion, 85.7 percent, in Year II. Of those who did not refer to the
program, 100 percent attributed it io the fact that their particular job
responsibilities do not include recommending youth to alternative
programs.

As in the San Francisco case, the largest proportion of the Kansas

City sample estimated that they were referring youth to New Pride at about

the same rate during Year II as they had during Year I; that is, 46.1 percent.

30.8 percent estimateéd they were referring at an increased rate and 23.1

percent estimated a decreased rate.
Of those who felt they were refer?ing at an increased rate, 40.percent
noted it was because_they were either better acquéinted with the program

or because they thought it was more cooperative. Another 40 percent said

it was because.they were seeinghmore‘youth that fit the New Pride éntrance

N

criteria.

of those who responded that they were referring at a'detreaSed rate,

-50 percent noted it was because the entry criteria\were too rigid and

limiting. Thevother 50 percent accounted for decreased referrals by the

" fact that the nature of their caseload had changed or because they saw

fewer youth who fit the entfance criteria;

Of,those who referred at about the same rate, half attributed it i% )

the fact that the number of youth had remained stable. Another quartér

: attributed it to the fact that the proportion of New Pride eligible clients

48"
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they saw remained stable. The final quarter noted that it was because

“the services were not improved over last year.

~  Again, fhe same largest response category that obtained in San Francisco
held true for Kansas City in the area of the kinds of youth referred to }he
New Pride program. 27.8 percent said they refer youth mainly on the basis
of.whether they meetxthe proper entrance criteria. 16.7 percent of thex\'/
responses emphasiéed that referré]smwere made on youth whose cases were -
not serious enough to require incarceration in the state training school.
Over three-quarters, 76.9 percent, noted that the kinds of youth they
referred to New Pride had remained stable between Years I and II. Of those
who said the fybé§ of youth had changed (there were only three), two
noted they were referring more serijous bffenders than during Year I and
the other respondent noted a tendency to refer less serious cases in
Year II.
Referral problems decreased between Years I and II. During Year I,

78.6 percent of the respohdentsbnoted they had had no referral problems.

In Year II, 91.7 percent had the same response.

3. Communication with the Court

92.8 percent of the respondents in the Kansas City’jUVehile"justice
sample felt that the local New Pride program had developed é good record of
communications with the court. That is a slight increase, given the small
sample size, over the Year I data in which 85.7 bércent of the respondents
noted the»program had a good communication record.

Year II also showed an increased frequency of contac% with the New

Pride program. During Year I, 50 percent of the reépondents had contact
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with the program once a week or more. In Year II that figure almost
doubled, with 92.8 percent of the sample having contact with the program

once a week or more.

. 4. Impressions of the Program

Year II ratings of the quality of the New Pride program were quite
similar to those found in Year I. 92.9 percent rated it "Good" to "Very

Good" in Year II as compared to 100 percent rating it in those categories

| during Year I.

The most often occuring (at 15.6 percent) response category regarding
the program's major strength in Year I was that the program keeps youth in
the community. Three other categories received the next largest response
Tevel. The New Pride comprehensive multi-service concept, the quality of
the staff, and the education component each accounted for 1é.5 percent of
the responses. ‘During Year II the quality of the staff and the education
component were the largest response categékies, each accounting for 13.7
percent of the responses. The quality of keeping youth in ﬁhe communi ty
was not rated as a major strength during Year II. However, two qualities,
close supervision and one-oﬁ;one attention, when combined for Year IT
data,show that regpondentsysgé‘fhat aspect of the'program as a major

strength in the second year.
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Strengths of the Program

Year ft  ‘ Year iI

Percent Percent
Concept 12.5 3.9
Population in need 6.3 5.9
Staff o “ 12.5 13.7. N
Efficiency of organization 6.3 2.0
Quality of services - -
Facility ' -- 2.0
Location - 2.0
Services at one site == --
Effective 3.1 --
Caring attitude 3.1 - 2.0
Communication ‘ / -- 3.9
Accountability -- 2.0
Keep ‘in community . 15.6 3.9
Close supervision 9.4 7.8
One-on-one N 9.8
Whole family . -- 2.0
Community involvement 3.1 3.9
Vocational/Employment 9.4 7.8
Education “ 12.5 . 13,7
Counseling S - 3.9
Alternative . 3.1 5.9
Well funded - -
Don't know 3.1 2.0
Other ° i - _ 2.0
TOTAL 100.0 100.1

In Year I the two most often cited‘wgaknésges‘of the New Pride
= program in Kansas City were the restrictive nature of the entrance
critéria and poor supérvisiOn, both 17.6 percent. As wou1d'be expected
from the strengths data'abové,‘péor SUpervjsion dfopped out completely
as a weakness in the Year II sampTe;' Year II'data;fas with the data in

San Francisco, is more spread acrois diverse categories. This is well
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illustrated by the fact that the largest response group is "other."
The next largest response category in Year II is "under-funding."

14.3 percent of the responses fell in this categdry.

Weaknesses of the Program

None

Criteria limiting
Staff

Staff turnover
Poor services
Management

Serves few girls
Sometimes full

Poor communication with

court
Not accountable

Communication with youth

agency
Supervision
Follow-up
Act as advocate
Client beyond help
Community involvement

No alcohol/drug program

No ethnic sensitivity
Replication model
Parent agency

Staff from outside
Under-funded

Don't know

Too early

Other

TOTAL

52

Year 1 Year 11
Percent ~  Percent
-- 9.5
17.6 . m—
-- 4.8
- 4.8
5.9 --
5.9 9.5
-- 4.8
5.9 9.5
17.5 --
11.8 -
5.9 -
5.9 -
- - 14,3
17.6 9.5
“5.9 —_—
-- 33.3
99.9 100.0
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C. The touth:Agéncy Study

e
47,

5. Institutionalization

1. Knowledge of the Program

One hundred percent of the respondenps in both Year I and Year II

ASEN &

said they would 1like to see New Pride remain in the community as a

84.2 percent of the youth agency sample in Kansas City were fami]idr

permanent program after the cessation of Federal funding.

Fmass

with the Tocal program in the first year of the study. That rose slightly
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in Year II to 89.5 percent. The methods for becoming acquainted with the
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6. Impact on Juvenile Justice Systems

An increased percentage of respondents during Year II felt the

New Pride program had an impact on the'way the juvenile Jjustice system

§ “} informed by other youth agency directors and through clients each
in K City. In Year I 55.6 percent felt that it had an |
operated 1n Kansas Y P E accounted for 9.1 percent of the responses.
impact through serving as a new alternative or a new option as a g
condition of probation. In a general sense 85 percent expressed that ] 2. [Lommunication with the Programs
: B
. . " B .
belief 1n Xgar H. ok 85.7 percent of the youth agency sample felt that New Pride had
developed a good record of communication with other youth programs.
Impact on Juvenile Justice System 3 ) . ‘ .
When asked how the communication process could be improved, 64.3 percent
Year I Year II did not have any recommendations. Over one-quarter, however, suggested -
Percent Percent :
) that the frequency and quality of communications need to be improved.
Yes 5.6 50.0 1 .
Yes, as alternative 33.3 30.0 _
Yes, new probation 3. Impressions of the Program
condition i - 16.7 5.0 ] '
No - 5.0 . sy s . :
Don't know 5.6 5.0 Impressions of the program were quite positive in both years of the
Too early 38.9 == .M : ‘ o
Other ‘ ‘ == 5.0 study.. During Year I, 87.4 percent rated it Good" to "Very Good" and -
| TOTAL ' *100.1 100.0 92.8 percent rated it in the same manner in-Year II.
| " 54
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program remained, almost unchanged. The largest number of responses
indicated that they were informed personally by New Pride staff (36.4%).

22.7 percent of the responseé indicated project literature. Being
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Strengths were W1de1y diverse in both years. During Year I, the In both years the largest specific response to the issye bf program

most often occurring responses to the question about program strengths Weaknesses was "none.” In Year I it was 19 percent; in Year II it was

21 percent.

were that it serves a population in need, 12.1 percent, and the education f b p
component, 12.1 percent. Serving a population in need remained a strength g
in Year II and increased in proportion of responses to 21.9 percent. é 1J Weaknesses of the Program
3 -
. .
¥
< . 3 Year
- Strengths of the Program ? Peiceit gﬁigeii
¥
. e . None
Y : Year I Year II ! Criteria limiting llglg 21_.9
: Percent Percent i Poor staff 4.8 -
' : ‘ ) Staff turnover - 5.3
The concept 3.0 3.1 i ; Poor services - -
Population in need 12.1 - 21.9 . ‘ o Poor management 9.5 15.8
Staff ‘ 9.1 9.4 : Serves few girls - -
Quality of services 3.0 “- , P Poor communication with
The facility -- 3.1 . | ) 5 court - _
Location 3.0 - ‘ Not accountabie _— —
A1l services at one site -- -- Communication with yoyth
Effective 6.1 - g} agencies ‘ 19.0 5.3
Caring attitude 9.1 6.2 £ Supervision 9.5 -
Accountable - 3.0 - ] Too Tittle follow-up ,
Keeps in community 9.1 3.1 ] " with clients - ' 5.3
Close supervision 3.0 3.1 ] , : Client beyond help -- -
One-on-one 3.0 6.2 : Community involvement 14.3 5.3
Involves whole:family 3.0 3.1 T No alcohol/drug program 4.8 -2
Community involvement 6.1 ~— } No ethnic sensitivity - -
Vocational/Employment 6.1 9.4 Replication mode] 4.8 -
Education 12.1 9.4 - Parent agency ' S —
Alternative to f Staff from outside - -
Incarceration 3.0 9.4 : Under-funded - 5.3
Well funded -- -- » Don't know 9.5 5.3
Don't know , 6.1 6.2 ’Y Too.early to tel] - Ll
Other L .- 6.2 \ . : - Other ; -- : 31.6
TOTAL 99.9 99.8 o ] | RIS TOTAL 1100.0 100.2
: 2
DR = I - .
55 - ’
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4, Position on Institutionalization

In both years 100 percent of the youth agency sample was in favor of

institutionalization of the New Pride Prbject in Kansas City..

D. Key Decision-Maker Study

1. Knowledge of the Program

0f the twelve key decision-makers interviewed in Kansas City, eight,
or ‘two-thirds, were familiar with the program. In Year II one more key
decision-maker had become familiar with the program. The methods through.
which they were informed of the program were mainly through the efforts of
the parent agency and governmental units. 21.1 percent were informed
through the County Criminal Justice Planning Commission and 15.8 percent

through the State Juvenile Corrections Department. The biggest single

category, however, was the parent agency (Kansas Youth Trust), 26.3 percent.

2. Impressions of the Program

As with the juvenile justice sample and the youth agency sample, the
key decision-makers' view of the quality of the New Pride program was that
it improved bétween Year I and Year II. 50 percent of the sample thought

it "Good”vto "Very Goed" in Year I;-87.5 percent so rated it in Year II.
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Concept, staff, quality of services, and keeping the youth in the
community were the most often selected strengths in Year I. Year II's
most often otcurring respdnses were different. They were serving a

population in need, the.vocational/employment component of the program, and

the counseling component.

Strengths of the Program

Year II

Year I
Percent Percent
Concept : 12.0 4.3
- Population in need 8.0 13.1
Staff o 12.0 4.3
Efficiency of organization -- 4.3
Quatlity of services 12.0 8.7
Locaticn ‘ 4.0 -
Services at one site 4.0 --
Caring attigude -- --
Communication 4.0 --
Accountability 4.0 -
Keeps in community 12.0 8.7
Close supervision -- --
One-on-one 8.0 4.3
Whole family - - 8.7
Community involvement -- 4.3
Vocational/Employment 4.0 13.1
Education -- 4.3
Counseling -- 13.1
Alternative to
incarceration 8.0 4.3
Don't know 4.0 -~
Good reputation 4.0 -
Other -~ . 4.3
TOTAL 100.0 100.0

<7
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Regarding weakness, one frequent response in both years was that

the program has no significant weaknesses. In YearhI the management and

' » ile in Year II
lack of community involvement were seen as weaknesses, wh11e in Year(

communication‘with other youth agencies and'under-funding‘were the

weaknesses most often noted.

e |
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\._._ 3. Position on Institutionalization

The key decision-makers were unanimous in Year II in favor of

institutionalization of the New Pride Project.

inclined in Year I.

83.3 percent were so

&=

4. Process of Institutionalization

Weaknesses of the Program

p
st

T ? ‘ Private sector funding was seen in both years as a key factor in
Yéar 1 Year II the process of gaining funding after the end of the Federa] grant period.
t Percent -
Percen } In Year I, state funding and evidence of effectiveness were seen as key
14.3 13.3 g
None -k . ts i .
Criteria 1imiting‘ 7.1 6;2 - elements in the process. In Year II the need to have the support of the
Staff o . ] community was also offered as an important element in the process.
Staff turnover 14-5 6.7
Management . . ) )
Poor communication with A g]
court -- - | ) Process that Needs to Occur to Secure Funding
Communication with youth ’ {
agency 7.1 20.0 1
Follow-up 7.1 - : gf Year 1 Year II
Client beyond help -- Percent  Percent
Community involvement 14.3 - )
Replication model 7.1 - 51 support of community leaders 6.0 14.3
Parent agency 7.1 20_6 : Proven effective/cost-effective 12.1 -
Under-funded 7.1 6.7 N State legislature support 12.1 7.1
Don't know 14.3 2] ] Governor support A 9.1 --
Under-staffed -- "0 ) State crime agencies 9.1 --
Other - _20.0 Written into state budget 9.1 -~
00.1 - Municipal government support -- 7.1
TOTAL 99.8 100. } Written into municipal office budget .. -
Need support of county government - 10.7
Written into county budget 6.0 3.6
Private sector 15.2 14.3
Federal money 3.0 7.1
Active board of directors 6.0 3.6
- Solicit funds actively \ -- 10.7
Have to replace other public agency 3.0 -~
Have to change management -- 3.6
Don't know : s 9.1 10.7
I Other ——— 7‘- 1
TOTAL 99.8 98.9
: 60
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As a strategic question, seeking private funds was offered in

both years as an important approach. The rest of the responses were very

diverse in Year II, while in Year I they focused around gaining community

support and seeking Federal and state money.

Strategy to Secure Funding

Year [
Percent

Year I1I
Percent

Need support of community leaders 19.0
Proven cost-effective = 4.8
Written into state budget g,
Written into municipal budget -
Written into county budget 4,
Seek Federal money 14,
Seek block grant from state 14.
Initiate bond issue -
Build ties with 1ike agency 4,
Solicit private fund - 14.3
Begin early -
Sophisticated management --
Staff active in fund raising --
Don't know 14,3
Other ' --

00l Wwwo !l v

TOTAL 100.1
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In Year I, 44.4 percent of the key decision-makers who offered an

7
"Good" to "Very Good." 36.4 peﬁeént were in that category in Year II.

Estimated Probability of SecuringtAlternative Funding

Year I Year II

Percent Percent

Very good 11.1 18.2
Good 33.3 18.2
50/50 33.3 54,5
Poor 11.1 9.1
Very poor 11.1 --
TOTAL 99.9 100.0

62,
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E.  Summary and Conclusions

1.

Context Study

a.

b.

Intake:

Options at Intake: Close, recommend to diversion, recommend
filing a petition, court operated diversion.

Organization of Prosecution: Specialized District Attorney
unit. Responsibility for filing petitions.

Organization of Defense: Court appointed from rotating list.

Organization of Judiciary: Judges rotate through every 2 years.

Level of Adversarialness: High

Amount of Plea Bargaining: lLow

Concurrence with Probation Officer Recommendations: High

Disposition Options: Restitution order, formal probation,
commit to custody of state social service department for
training school institutionalization, commit to custody of
state social service agency for "out of home placement,"
Intensive Supervision Project.

Policy on Use of Alternatives: Very supportive, high level of
usage, only two such programs in area, no formal evaluation of
the programs.

Public Attitude: Seen as harsh.

Juvenile Justice System

a.

b.

Familiarity: Same as Year I, 100 percent familiarity.
Use::

e Same rate of referral, approximately 86 peréent.

e Problems in making referrals decreased in Year II.

Communication:

® Rating of program's record of communication remained stable
and high. Year I 85.7 percent rated it "good," Year II
92.8 percent.

e large increase in frequency of contact.
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d. Impressions: Highly posifive rating of program quality
in both years; Year I, 100 percent rated "Good" to "Very
Good," Year II, 92.9 percent.

e. Institutionalization: 100 percent in both years in favor
of institutionalization.

:'\n\J

f. Impact on Juvenile Justice System: “Increased proportion
felt New Pride had an impact on operation of Juvenile

Justice system: Year I = 55.6 percent, Year II = 85 percent.

7
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Youth Agengy'§ystem

d.

Familiarity: Slight increase in proportion, familiar with
New Pride: Year I = 84.2 and Year II = 89.9.

Communication: 85.7 percent felt program had developed a
good record of communication. (No Year I data)

Impressions:

e Positive in both years, slight increase. VYear I = 87.4
rating it "good" to "Very Good," Year II - 92.8 percent.

e Strengths were seen as .diverse in both years, with'the
program serving a population in need remaining a strength
in both years.

Institutionalization: 100 percent for institutionalization
in both years.

Key Decision-Makers

a.

b.

Familiarity: Approximately 2/3 in both years were familiar
with New Pride. : v

Impressions:

o Views on quality of New Pride improved. Year I, 50
percent rated it "Good" to "Very Good," and Year II =
87.5 percent.

e Strengths emphasized concept in Year II and execution in
Year II. . .

o Weaknesses that were emphasized in Year I were management
and community involvement. In Year II they were
communication and under-funding.

Position on Institutionalization: Year I = 83.3 percent,
Year II = 100 percent in favoring institutionalization.

Process of Institutionalization:

e Private sector funding;was emnhasized in both years.

¢ In neither year were the chances of securing funding
seen as geod, less in Year II. Year I = 44.4 percent.
rated chances "Good" to "Very Good," in Year II = 36.4
percent. . ;
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55 Kansas City Conclusions

100 percent of the juvenile justice.sample in both years were familiar
with New Pride. Approximately 2/3 of the key decision-maker sample in both
years were familiar with it. In the youth agency system sampievthe proportion
familiar wia the program increased from 84.2 percent to 89.5 percent. ‘

| Probation officers referred at a stable and high rate over the two year:
period with referral problems decreasing in Year II. J

A.high proportion of both juvenile justice system and youth agency
system respondents saw the program as having a good record of communication
and improving in Year II. ‘

The program was rated highly by all three groups in the first year and
rated even more highly by all three groups in the second year.

100 percent of all three samples in both years were in favor of
inétitutiona]ization.

The private sector was seen as the key element in funding processes and
strategies. Unfortunately, less than 1/2 in the first year and fewer than 40
percent the second year felt the chances were good for finding hew funding.

Overall, Kansas City is the most well received, most consistent, and most

improving site over time of the three sample sites.
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CHAPTER 4

THE PROVIDENCE SITE

A, The Context

In Providence, the court may be said to approximate the'traditional
juvenile court described in the literature. It is the juvenile justice
system, and maintains control from intake through disposition. It is charac-
terized by low task specification, centralized authority, and Jittle prosecu-
torial function. Intake has high discretion to informally adjusf cases, and
can (a) close, (b) divert, or (c} recommend the filing of a petition.

Probation receives the case, if the intake unit chooses to fi]e;

The probation'department is itself part of the State Department of
Children and Their Families. This social service agency is also
responsible for the juvenile correctional facilities.

The Providence Court serves the entire state of Rhode Island. Cases
are assigned to probation officers on afgeographic basis. Social
histories are prepared and submittedkaffer the facts of the case have been
determined. They are standardized in format with sections afifamilx,
schooT,vchafacter, offense, and juveni1e‘justicewhistory. The reports
generally contain a recommendation by the probation officer as to a proper
disposition. The respondents note that thié recommendation is generally
followed by the judge. |

The proéecutor‘s role is the‘responsibi1ity of cfty so]iclﬁors from

the geographic area in which the offense was committedk There is

N
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considerable criticism of this system. Critics argue that city solicitors
are not experienced in Juvenile Prosecution and are not effective. Also,
the prosecutor piays no significanturole in the decision to file a
petition of delinquency.

Deferise counsel is provided by a specialized juveni]e.unit of the
Public Defender's Office. Unlike the prosecutorial system, respondents
view the Public Defender's Office as excellent. |

‘Like the other two sites, contested dispositions are extremely

adversarial in nature. Like San Francisco and unlike Kansas City, a

" large amount of plea-bargaining occurs in the Providence Juvenile Court.

Disposition options include directed orders without formal probation,
formal probation with or without orders, state training‘schoo1, or "out-
of-home" placement. Alternatives programs are few in the PrdVidence area.
Reépondents estimated that there were less than three:or four alternatives
programs other than New Pride”in the state. |

Respondents also felt that the court assumed a supportive stance
towa}d a]ternafives programs such as New Pride. They noted, however, that
in terms of actual numbers, the court refers youths to alternatives
programs in only limited proportions.

There is no formal evaluation s;stem of’a1ternafives programs By the:

courts., However, the Office of Child Advocate under the governor's authority

acts as an advocate to maintain and improve children's institutions in

Rhode Island,

- Respondents agree that public attitudes in the community are clearly

"get tough on crime" oriented. This has resulted in a number of punitive

N

juvenile justice bi11sbecoming Taw in Rhode Island. They report, however,
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that the court is not "caving in" to thiSTpressure. Judges act
independently and are not seen to have changed their disposition policies
as a result of public opinion. The juvenile court does, however, have :
active restitution and community service programs which are well received
by the public.

The juvenile court in Providence is unique in a number of ways.
Besides having state-wide jurisdiction, it is one of the few true family
courts in the country, providing resolution for domestic and juveniie
matters. Also, it has doubled the amount of judgeships in the past ten
years. In that time, five new positions have been added. Finé]]y, the
records system is 100 percent computerized, is very efficient, and provides

excellent ground for quantitative research.

B. The Juvenile Justice Study

'1. Knowledge of the Program

There was no room for improvement between Year I and Year II regarding
the juvenile justice samples familiarity with the New Pride Program. In

both years, 100 percent were familiar with it.

2. Use of" the Program
There was a slight increase in the proportion of respondents (91

percent) who recommended youth for the New Pride program in Year®II over

+ the proportioﬁ (85.7 percent) in Year I. Almost three-quarters, 72.7

~ percent, felt they were referring at a stable rate over time..

7
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There were two respondents who nbted they were referring at an
increased rate. The single respondent whose referral rate decreased
said it was because the entrance criteria were too rigid.

When asked what type of youth they refer, 58.3 percent responded
“youth that fit the criteria.” 25.2 percent said "not serious hard-core
type offenders.” None felt they were referring different types of ybuth
now than they were previously.

Regarding referral prob]ems;”hine out of eleven respondents said they
had none in Year I. Nine out ofiten said they had none in Year II. The
one respondent that had a problem in Year II said it was due to the

restrictiveness of. the entrance criteria.

3. Communication with the Court

During Year II there was a decrease in the proportion of respondents
who felt the New Pride program in Providence had developed a good record

of communication with the courts. In Year I, 91.7 percent of the sample

. felt it had, while in Year II, 58.3 percent felt communication was good.

Similarly, during Year II, the frequency of contact with Project New Pride

staff decreased. In Year I, 54.6 percent of theﬁ%espondents noted they

-communicated with New Pride staff "every day" or "more than once a week."
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In Year II, these categories constituted only 20 percent of the rESponSes.
However, if one combines the three categories of "once a week " "more than
once a week," and "every day" the d1fference 1s 1ess, with 63.7 percent in

those categories in Year I and 50 percent in Year II.

Frequency of Contact

Year 1 Year II
Percent Percent
Every day 36.4 10.0
More than once a week 18.2 10.0
Once a week 9.1 30.0
Every 2 weeks 9.1 10.0
Once a month 9.1 20.0
Every 3 months 9.1 . -
Don't know 9.1 -
Other —-— 20.0
TOTAL 100.1 100.0

4. Impressions of the Progran

D;ring Year I, 80 percent of the respondents felt the Providence

New Pride was a "Good" to "Very Good" program. In Year II, 66.9 percent

of the respondents rated it in those two categories. A1so, in Year I,

20 percent rated it "Partly Good/Partly Poor" to "Poor." In Year II,

33.3 percent rated it in those categories.

Regarding program strengtns the juvenile justice sample in Providence

dur1ng Year I responded most often that New Pride was an effective program.

The second most frequent response category was the high qna11ty of staff

and the third was the New Pride multi-service comprehens1ve concept.
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In Year II one aspect of the program's concept was rated most highly;
that is, the fact that New Pride serves a population in need. Also rated

highly in Year II as a program strength was the quality of New Pride staff.

: Strengths of the Program

Year I Year II
Percent Percent

Concept 11.1 . 8.7
Population in need® 7.4 15.2
Staff 14.8 13.0
Efficiency of organization 3.7 --
Quality of services 7.4 4.4
Facility - -
Location 3.7 --
Services at one site - 6.5
Effective . 18.5 6.5
Caring a*%itude 7.4 8.7
Communication - 2.2
Accountability -- --
Keep in community - 4.4
) Close supervision - --
’ One-on-one 7.4 -
Whole family -- --
Community involvement 3.7 --
Vocational/Employment 3.7 8.7
Education -- 2.2
Counseling » -- 2.2
Alternative 3.7 13.0
Well funded -- --
Don't know 7.4 --
Other -~ 4.4
" TOTAL © 89,9 100.1

Innthe.Year I sample, 40 percent of the responses regarding the
program's major weaknesses had to do with the restrictive nature of the

entrapce criteria. The limiting nature of the entrance criteria was
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stil1l the most often cited response in Year II. It did fall,; however, to

19.3 percent of the responses.

Weaknesses of the Program

Year I Year II-
Percent Percent 7
None ) 6.7 6.5 //
Criteria limiting 40.0 - 19.3 i
Staff -~ 6.5 i
Staff turnover 6.7 6.5 ﬁ
Poor services o -- -- i\
Management ‘ - 3.2 |
Servies few girls - 6.5 i\
» Sometimes full - 3.2 \
Poor communication with §§
court 13.3 6.5
Not accountable 6.7 3.2
Communication with youth
agency — 6.5
Supervision 6.7 9.7
Follow~-up 13.3 9.7
Act as advocate - -
Client beyond help - -
Community involvement — -_—
No alcohol/drug program _— -
No ethnic sensitivity . - -
Replication model _— ’ -
Parent agency - _—
Staff from outside - ‘ S
Under-funded - 3.2
Don't know 6.7 -
Too early .- Cm
Other ; - 9.7
TOTAL 100.1 100.2
73
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5. ‘Position on Institutionalization

92.3 percent of the sample were in favor of retaining New Pride
after the termination of Federal funding in the Year I survey. 83.3

percent of the sample were so inclined in Year II.

6. Impact on the Juvenile Justice System

There was little change in the general thrust of responses between
the first and second years of the study. 30.8 percent of the sample
thought New Pride had an impact on the way the juvenile justice system
operates in Providence, in that it provides an alternative. In Year II,
16.7 percent responded generally that it did not impact the juvenile
Justice system and another 8.3 percent specified that its impact was as an
a1ternative{TN§§}2 percent felt it did not have an impact in Year I.

In Year II 58T§Jpercent felt it did not have an impact and there were a

few more responses in the "Don't Know" category in the second year.

C. Youth Agepcy Study

1. Knowledge of the Program

In Year I, 60~perceﬁt of the youth agency sample was familiar with
the New Pride program. This figure increased by 10 percent in Year II.
The main methods through which respondents became familiar with the program

were through p%oject literature and group and individual presentations

- by New Pride staff.
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2. Communication

85.7 percent of the sample, when asked during the Year II survey,
noted that the New Pride program had developed a good record of communication
with other youth agencies. When asked how it could be improved only two
responses were oifered. One response was that the frequency of communication
could be increased, and the second was that an attempt to develop a better

known public image would be useful.

3. Impressions of the Program

100 percent of the ybuth agency sample rated the overall quality of
the Providence New Pride Project "Good" to "Very Good" in Year I. 66.6 percent
rated it 1n those two categories in Year II. 33.3 percent of the sample in
Year II rated it “"Partly Good/Partly Poor" to "Poor" while no respondents had
so‘rated it in Year 1.

As with other sites and other populations discussed in this study,
ther2 was more diversity in Year II than in Year I regarding opinions about
and Wea%nesses of the program.

strengths In this case, the largest

single category in Yéar I and II was the New Pride service concept. However,
30.7 percent of the responses were in this category in Year I and 17.2 percent
in Year II. The two largest combined strength categories in Year I and II
were also the same. New Pride concept and its serving a populatior in need
combined to account for 46.1 percent of the response in Year I and 27.5

percent of the responses in Year II.
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Strengths of the Program

P-YAS

Year II
Percent

Year I

Percent
The concept 30.7
Population in need 15.4
Staff 15.4

Efficiency/professionalism --
Services --
The facility --
Location --
One site 7 7
Effective
Caring attitude 7 7
Communication re: client --
Accountable --
Keeps in community --
Close supervision --
One-on-one contact --
Involves whole family -
Community involvement 7.7
Vocational/Employment --
Education -=
Counseling --
Alternative to

incarceration --
Well funded

‘Don't know . 15.4

Other
TOTAL

J
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Unlike the similarity in strengths between Years I and II, the y, N 4. Position on Institutiona]izagion
ji respondents' views on weaknesses changed considerably. The entry ! ¥ g' ‘ //‘*’?r |
‘ : : 100 percent of the youth agené@jsamp1e was in favor of instituti iz~
= criteria being too limited and the quality of the staff were the f ] s 1 institutionaliz
ga }esponses offered most often in Year I. Neither was offered in Yeaf IIF - b Qﬁion of the project in the Providence community after the cessation of
. A . 5‘ X . - K
gﬂ The most often occurring response in Year II was either "Don't know." : ‘ Federal funding. This figure dropped slightly to 91.7 percent in Year II.
or "Other." . ' ﬁ .
% : , . { Percentage Favoring Alternatives to Incarceration Generally ,
Weaknesses of the Prograin ' - ” . %
. {1
§ ! Yes - 9.5
_ Year I Year II Not for serious offenders --
- Percent Percent ¥ ‘ Need to protect community --
i =reent LEARAULS N Some agencies not capable 4.8
~ None 5.3 - 14.3 ’ £ Must be held accountable / 42.9
Criteria limiting 21.0 -- e Must be cost-effective -~
g Poor staff 21.0 - 2 .y Must be well-funded . 9.5
Staff turnover __ . W RE Community needs to be
Poor services - 5.3 - ; ’ N " gducatgd. -
- Poor management T 5.3 7.1~ i : : éj J eeds religious focus -
i Serves few girls 5.3 - : ' R No 33.3
Sometimes full -- -- ‘ t
1 Poor communication with “ e TOTAL 100.0
court 5.3 ~ - , , 'j
Not accountabTe. 5.3 - :
: o With youth B I Y D. Key Decision-Maker Study
Superyision -- 7.1 ' o \
T et S ol ou-up = o e 1. Familiarity with the Program A
{ Client beyond help - - E f
ﬁgmgggéﬁz]}gxﬁgvgggg:am - - g s More key decision-makers were familiar with New Pride in Providence
. R H i1y oy
ggp?ggglgoie32521v1ty ‘ - - ' . i *1in the second year of the study than in the first year. 75 percent
. gigggtfigﬁngﬁtside " i: { ‘ 8 were familiar with it in Year II and 58.3 percent in Year I.
Under-funded . 10.5 - -- . ! ‘
i . ; . ’
ggg Za&?;wto el lg.g 35.7 . . 1 - 2. Impressions of the Program
3 Other -~ - 35.7 . o I g :
TOTAL‘ 100.1 98 g 1 ) During both years all of the key decision-makers who responded rated
Ar“"' / . . s ¢ )' } B ‘
g’ ” _ o o . g} the program "Good” to "Very Good." During Year I the central tendency was

i)
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and the program not being funded at a significant enough level to carry

out its required mandate.

was staff turnover.

B

Weaknesses of the Program

Year 1
Percent
None -
Criteria limiting -
Staff 22.2
Staff turnover 11.1
Management --
Poor communication with
court --
Communication with youth
agency 11.1
Follow-up -
Client beyond help --
Community involvement -
Replication model --
Parent agency -
Under-funded 22,2
Don't know 22.2
Too early to tell -
Under-staffed 11.1
o
TOTAL g3.9

3. Position on Institutiona]izétion

100 percent of the key decision-ma
favor of institutionalizating the New P

drea after the cessation éf Federal fu
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Q\ : wéaknesses in Year I were most often seen as the quality of staff

In Year II the most often offered weakness

er sample in both years was in

/ide program in the,frovidence
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not clear and the most frequent response was "Don't Know." The ﬁext most

common responses wefe the program's concept, the efficiency of the

organization, the quality of services, and the vocational/employment

component. During Year II, responses in the "Don't Xnow" category decreased

to 5 percent, and the most often occurring categories of program strength

were the New Pride program concept and its serving a population in need.

)

Strengths of the Program

Year I
Percent
Concept . 14.3
Population in need --
Staff -
Efficiency of organization 14.3
Quality of services 14.3
Location -~
Services at one site -=
‘Effectiveness --
Caring attitude . --
Communication ‘ -
Accountability ‘ -
Keeps in community -~
Close supervision -
One-on-one \ -
Whole family -
Voriational/Employment 14.3
Ediucation , 7.1
Counseling 7.1
Alternative to
incarceration --
Don't know " : . 21.4
Good reputation 7.1

TOTAL 99.9

Year II

Percent

25.0

15.0

10.0

10.0 o

10.0 G
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5.0
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4.. Process of Institutionalization

In Year I the largest response category (40 percent) to the question,
"What process would have to occur to secure funding to support a program
such as New Pride?" was legislative support at the state Tevel. Tha{i}
categbry received only 5.5 percé%t of the responses in Year II. The focus
shifted from the state to the private sector in Year II‘with the single
largest response category, 27.8 percent specifying a needed Search for

private sector funding.

As far as the.necessary strategy to secure monies for institutionalization,

the largest response category in Year II, 41.2 percent, was "Don't know."

Year I there had been more clarity, with 33.3 percent indicating a need for

proven effettiveness, and 22.2 percent a need to enlist community support.

Key decision-makers were more pessimistic in Year II concerning the

probability of securing new funding. In Year I, 18 percent thought chances

for funding were "Good" to "Very Good;" none rated it so in Year II. In.
Year I the majority thought the probability was "50/50," with 27.3 percent
seeing it as "Poor." 1In Year II, 25 percent rated the chances "50/50" and

75 peréent felt it was "Poor" to "Very Poor."

Estimated Probability of‘Sécuring A]ternative Funding

. Year I  Year T
Percent Percent
Very good 9.1 --
Good : 9.1 --
50/50° . 54.5 - 25.0
Poor 27.3 . 66.7 ’
Very poor - 8.3
TOTAL 100.0 100.0
" 81

P-SUMMARY

€

e

=

£

i
!

Summary and Conclusions

Context Study:

a.

b.

k

Intake: ReSponsibi]ity of the court. High discretion.

Options at Intake: close; recommend to diversion
{court operated diversion) recommend filing a petition.

Organization of prosecution: City solicitors, no
responsibility in filing decision. :

Organization of Defense: Specialized Juvenile unit.

Organization of Judiciary: Superior court judges rotate
through for unspecified perjods.

Level of Adversarialness: _High

Level of Plea Bargaining: High

Concurrence with Probation Officer Recommendation: High

- ~Disposition Options: referral to program, formal probation,

state training school, out of home placement. Wide usage of
restitution and community service.

Policy on Use of Alternatives: Moderately supportive,
moderate level of usage, no formal evaluation of programs.

. Public Attitude: Seen as harsh.

Juvenile Justice System:
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a.

b.

Familiarity: Same in both years, 100 percent

Use:

° S]ight increase on proportion who referred to New Pride: .
Year I = 85.7 percent,.Year II - 91 percent

¢ Same Tow proportion\of problems in making referrals,
slightly less in Year II.

Communication:

® Proportion who rated program's record of communication
as good dropped. Year I, 91.7 percent felt record was
"Good," and Year II, 58.3 percent. ‘

° VFrequency of contact decreased.
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P-SUMMARY

1 ' d.  Process of Institutionalization:

o

d. Impressions: Proportion who rated program "Good" to “Very
Good" decreased. Year I = 80 percent, Year II = 66.9 percent. |

R

® Focus of responses as to where energy for fundin

should
] be placed moved from state in Year I to private gector in
e. Institutionalization: STight drop in proportion favor1ng Year II.
institutionalization: Year I = 92.3 percent, Year II =

83.3 percent. - -

o Pessimism regarding future funding increasing in Year II.

ey

f. Impact on Juvenile Justice System: Similar low proportion
felt New Pride had an impact on Juvenile Justice System:
Year I = 30.8 percent, Year II = 25.0 percent.

5. Providence Conclusions

T e SN M G L et N O

100 percent of the juvenile justice system sam le, 3/4
of th
3. Youth Agency System P / e key

decision-maker sample, and 3/5 of the
. s youth agency system sampl
a. Familiarity: Slight increase in fam111ar11y Year I = v s ple, were familiar

60 percent, Year II = 70 percent. / N ‘ with New Pride. The proportions increased in Year II among both the youth
b. Communications: 85 percent of the Year II sample felt the . . agency system and key decision-maker populations.

program had developed a good record of communication with g iy ) )

other youth agencies (No Year I data). AR A high propertion of probation officers referred youth to New Pride
. Impressions: | r and the percentage increased slightly in Year II. There were few cases

o Proportion rating "Good" to "Very Good" decreased by 1/3: | i of problems in making referrals and they lessened in Year II.

Year I = 100 percent, Year II = 66.6 percent. f . - )
] - The proportion of juvenile justice system respondents who felt the

o New Pride service concent seen as a major strength in both

years. [} program had developed a good record of communication with the court dropped
o Limiting entry criteria and staff were seen as weaknesses in- | f from 91.7 percent in Year I to-58.3 percent in Year II. However, 85 percent
Year I; less so in Year II. : ; ’
oy of the youth agency system sample rated the record "Good" in Year II.
d. Institutionalization: Institutionalization was favored by § i Th b
a large proportion in both years, dvopping slightly in Year II: i € Proportion of respondents in both the juvenile iy ti
Year I = 100, Year II = 91.7 percent. P | | Justice and youth
R agency system samples who rated the Program quality highly dropped in Year II
4. Key Decision-Maker 5 Among the j e i )
, & Juvenile justice system sample, it dropped from 80
a. Familiarity: More were familiar in Year II. Year I = 58.5 I ' PP percent to €6.9
percent, Year II = 75 percent. E ,] percent and among the youth agency sample, from 100 percent to 66.6 percent
L T ' 100
b. Impressions: . i% ; percent of the key dec1s1on -maker sample rated the program h1qh1y in
o 100 percent in both years rated program qud11ty as "Good" ! both years.
to "Very Good." Y e ' Although instit ' '
L i ough institutionalization was favored by al] sa i
o Program concept variables dominated more in Yea 11 than i é] Y mples in both years,
Year I in regard to strength, - | i the proportions favoring 1t in the juvenile justice system and youth agency
o Staffing issues were seen as a weaknes? in both years. ! g i} - samples dropped during Year II. Again, 100 percent of the key decision-
c. Position on Institutionalization: 100 percent in both years k makers favored it in both years.
in favor of institutionalization. ' “
83 : 84
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The emphasis on the key elements in gaining future funding moved from state

monies in Year I to the private sector in Year II.

Though Providence was a highly regarded site by respondents in the first

year of the study, it has fallen in many areas in Year II. Still, overall,

Tike the other sites, has a positive image in the systems surrounding

program.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS: CROSS-SITE ANALYSIS

1. The Context

In Kansas City and Providence, respondents reported the public
‘maintains a rather harsh "get tough on crime" attitude, that indicates a
punishment orientation toward juvenile justice. In San Francisco this
attutide was less apparent. At no site, however, did respondents feel that
‘dispositional decisions by judges and refrees were significantly influenced
by this harsh public view. |
There is a wide range of dispositional options at all three sites,'but
many more community programs available for youth placement in San Francisco.
Restitution and‘community service alternatives are increasingly used. The
ﬂSan Francisco and Kansas City courts haVé been highly supportive of community-
‘based alternative programs and use them widely. Providence has been supportive,
but somewhat less so, and uses them with somewhat Tower frequency. There are
also far fewer of them available there. None of the three juvenile courts has
a formal evaluation system for the programs to which it refers youth.
In the cities where there is ;Pecialﬁged Jjuvenile prosecution or
defense unit, they were prajsed fo; high quality of work. In Kansas City
where private attorneys provide defense counsel a;d in Providence where

. )/
city solicitors prosecute, these non-specialized systems were critici&ed.
\\,‘g» .

In San Francisco and Providence, defense counsel for indigent youth is
provided by a specialized juvenile unit of the Public Defender located in
the court building. In Kansas‘City, gratis defense is provided by appoint-

ment from a rotating Tist of private attorneys: ‘ - :
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The level of adversarialness, however, on contested cases at all ﬁhree
sites was reported to be high. The amount of plea-bargaining was high In
both San Francisco and Providence, but Tow in Kansas City..

In Kansas City and Providence judges rotate through juvenile court
respoeeibilities. San Francisco's bench is made up predomfnately of
referees sitting on a semi-permanent basis. Judges reportedly concur at
a high rate with the dispositional recommendations of probation officers

at the Kansas City and Providence sites, but concur less frequentIy in

San Francisco.

2. Juvenile Justice Study

Familiarity with the program was found to be very high at all sites.
In Kansas City and Providence, smaller jurisdictions, 100 percent were
familiar with New Fide, while in San Francisco approximately 90 percent

were familiar with the program. A1l juvenile judges, referees, and probation

officers’ were surveyed.

The proportion of officers who referred youth to New Pride was high

and remained stable at aIIJSItes. In general, agents experienced few problems o

makfng referrals during the first year. There were even fewer problems in the

second year as they became more comfortable and familiar with the entrance
il
criteria.

At San Franc1sco and Providence, respondents perce1ved thaﬁ programs-

{
commun1cated Tess frequent]y in Year II
important aspect of the response'of the sUrrounding systems to the program,

and one of their major concerns. o

0vera11 impressions of the program were pos1t1ve In Providence,
however, they became a I1tt1e Tess favorab]e 1n Year II

87

Conversely, in
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San Francisco, impressions became more favorable over time.

There, however;
they had been much less favorable in the firét_year of inquiry than they had
been elsewhere.

A high proportion of the juvenile justice offIciaIs at all sites favored
institutionalization. Méw Pride's reputat1on increased. 1n San Francisco and
decreased sTightly in Providence. In San Francisco and Kansas C1ty, respondents
feIt the program had greater impact on the juvenile justice system in Year II.
AI Providence it was seen as having little impact in Year I, and even less in

Year IT.

3. Youth Agency Study

The proportion of youfh agency system respondents familiar with New
Pride increased in Year II at all sites. The proportion was considerably
higher in Kansas City than in Providence or San FranéiSco.

Eighty-five percent of the respondents at Kansas City and Providence _
rated the programé'»record_of communieetioh as good. One-half rated it
so at San Francisco.

The proportion rating the'quaIity of the prbgram as high increased
inghtIy at Kansas»City,'doubled in San Francisco and went down in

Providence.

Very high proportions of respondents at all sites favored institutionalism.

At Kansas City, 100 percent in both years favored institutionalization of
New Pride; at San Francisco approx1mate1y +hree quarters in both years

favored it;-at Prov1dence 100 percent in Year I and 91 7 percent in
A s

& : o

Year Il favored it. =~ =~ " o ;, jrz:ee
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y i & Decision-Maker squy : However, at all sites informants respond that judges were not much
| | T - o §§ «influenced in the1r dec1s1on mak1ng by this. They were "jealous of their
Familiarity remained stab]e at the San Francisco and Kansas Cigy sites ‘;t:\t; :é a 1ndependence" one respondent noted, and cont1nued to make decisions using
at a Tevel Of approx1mate1y two-thirds of the samples. In Providence i ? B a more comp]ex~set of criteria than the public was familiar with.
it increased from 58.3 percent in Year I to 75 percent in Year'II. ' ~E g] “ This independence is aided by the factthat at all sites the judges
In Providence, the quality of the program was rated high by 100 i; b - rotate through the juvenile court (except the referees in San Francisco).

O
percent of respondents in both years. -The Year II rating improved at
'\\ .

Thus, they are somewhat more insulated from public opinion than if they

San Francisco and Kansas City.

P

o

:rl \

o remained in that setting. The maxn coricession to the public view appears
Similarly, at Providence 100 percent in bothkyehrs favored )

(to be an increased use of restitution and community service programs.
institutionalization. The proport1on favor1ng institutionalization
‘///

1ncreased in Kansas City from 83. 3 percent to 100 percent and in San

. Respondents claim that incarceration is no more 1ike1y as a disposition

on any given case than it was in the past, when pub11c attitudes were

Francisco from 81 8 percent to 90 percent.

f seen as less severe.

Regarding fund1ng, nowhere was there optimism in Year I and even 1ess Similarly, community-based alternatives are not less widely used.

in Year II. Further, there was Tess clarity as to the best direction to } g In fact, the courts are quite supportive of those programs. One judge

follow to secure funding in Year II. Private sector funding, however, was . commented “"with all the»prob]ems we have and theTTimited resources, how

an element pointed to as key in both years across sites. can we be against having another disposit'iona,l.op"'c*ion'?;I

Though the courts are supportive of community-based alternatives,

5. Conclusions

- San Francisco is the only site with a large number of such programs.

‘ . : ‘ ’ ' , SR And no site has more than one other program handli d
A number of conclusions can be drawn from the information gained in ‘ ' o TOLIG Youh of the Type

= ' admitted by New Pride; that is,y serjous and chronic youthful offenders,
, /

~the Context Study. Ffrst, it is c1ear in Providence and Kansas City where
) I ' : In genera], Judges were seen as concurr1ng to a high degree w1th the‘t

prosecution is not handled by fu]]ftime"specialized juvenile unitsvthat

. : : . R T T Tl d1spos1t1ona1 recommendat1ons made by the probat1on department This
the quality of both prosecution and defense is inferior to that provided by
L o DT A R R , emphas1zes the key role that the probat1on officer p1ays in the Juven11e
JUVen1]e-spec1aT1sts - Where there were spec1a11zed un1ts,'1nformants rated s
JUzt]CE system. And, it underscores the need for programs 11ke New Pr1de to

the1r qua]1ty h1gh1y, where there were not spec1allsts, the qua11ty of ‘
: o “77 maintain good commun1cat1on with the probat1on department As was seenvmnb

o

their work in Juven11e court was seen as 1nfer1or

T " the juvenile justice study, commun1catqon~1s a key var1ab1e‘1nvshaping

f

The "get tough on cr1me” sentlment of the pub11c nat1on wide: ho]ds

) Ty
| SO |

. true in a]] three commun1t1es stud1ed but 1ess 50 in San Franc1sco




' the surrounding system's views of the New Pride program. And, quite simply,

thenmost offered suggestion for.improving‘communicatton was to increase the
frequency of contact. It is clear that New Pride programs should place a
good deal of emphasis on communication with the probation department by‘
maintaining frequent contact. ’

Communication is a key variab]e with youth agencies as well. If the
program is desirous of‘being well respected by other youth agencies it
must employ a‘strategy similar to that suggested above: constant, ongoing
communication with other youth agencies. |

Other patterns have emerged from the study. In Year I respondents
rated both the programs' strengths and weaknesses around "concept" varfables
as opposed to "execution" variables. Concept variables re]ate to qualities
inherent in the New Pr1de progdam model, while execution var1ab1es are
attr1butab1e to the way the program is implemented. In the first year,

the strengths of the program were generally seen as the New Pride multi-

service comprehensive approach to services and addressing a population in

need of services. The main weakness was seen as the restrictivenessfoﬁ
New Pride entrance criteria.

In Year II there was a shift of emphas1s in both strength and weaknesses
to execut1on var1ab]es “ In the second year strengths tended to emphas1ze
the funct1on1ng of part1cu1ar components like educatwon or the qua]1ty of

the staff.  The change was apparent around weaknesses as we]l The

restr1ct1vess of entrance cr]terla was- 1ess often seen as a prob1em wh11e

respondents took 1ssue more W1th staff and management 1ssues

. Th1s change from concept to execut1on 1s probab]y related to the
passage oﬁft1me and respondents becom1ng more fam111ar w1th the programs,

-Thus, in_ the second year, know1ng the program better respondents were
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able.to make Jjudgments based more specifically on program performance
rather than simply the idea behind it. Also in the second year,
respondents probably adapted to the Timitations inherent in the entry
criteria and no 1onger'ra11ed against them, but worked within them.

.Another interesting change occurred in the area of the process and
strategy necessary to secure funding after the end of the Federal grant
period. In the first year, although respondents were not optimistic
about the programs' chances for institutionalization, they had a fairly clear
view as to what would be the best way to optimize the chances. An objective
evaluation proving effecttveness was seen as a key. So was the need to
secure private and state funding as weT] as support of community leaders.
| In Year II respondents' estimates of the prooabilityaof securing funding
went down even'further, and there was much less clarity as to how to"
proceed. No central tendencies in the responses emerged as they did in the
First year, with the exception of an emphasis on seeking private sector |
funding. |

One must conc]ode thatvthe key decision—makersrare“not only less

optimistic about the chances for maintaining programs such as New Pride,

‘but-that they are also more confused as to the strategies which might make

institutionalization possib]e

There appeared to be some movement in the surround1ng systems

evvews on the qua11ty of operations of the New Pr1de programs Genera]ly,

‘athe Kansas C]ty s1te was rated hlgh]y in the first year and even more

c‘hlghly 1n/j2e second San Franc1sco which was rated re?at1ve7yapoor1y

as rated more h]gh]y 1n Year II. Prov1dence ‘which had been

rated quﬂte h1gh1y 1n Year I, dropped in the est1mat1on of respondents

,.1n the second year

R S
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Overall, however, using the three sample sites as a base for projection, (/f“ -
‘ . . . ‘ ; ( u

it must be said that the New Pride programs are a smashing success. From ‘ N : . , ;

the perspective of the surrounding systems it can be said that the programs .

are well known, widely used, their record of communication with the court ) T : o e ’ .

and other youth agehcies is relatively good (yet improvable), and that
E' they have been rated at all sites overall as high quality programs. L L
; Finally, there was near unanimity at all sites in all populations ‘ ' :’,f ' ‘ \\\
{h surveyed in favor of the institutignalization of project New Pride.
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