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PREFACE 

Project New Pride is an experimental juvenile community-based treatment 

program originally founded in Denver, Colorado. Juvenile offenders who 

would otherwi se be sent to an instituti on are, instead sent to Project New 

Pride. A New Prid~ clients is provided wiih an individualized program which 

includes testing for learning disabilities and if required, intensive 
',"I )\ 

supervision, al~ernative education, job placement, and a set of graded 

objectives based on individual needs. The results of the Denver New Pride 

project were so promising that the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention provided funds for the program to be replicated and evaluated in 
c,"{ 
\..,,~~ 

ten other cities. 

In keeping with the innovative nature of the New Pride pro~ect in 

Denver and of its attempted replication across the ~ountry, the evaluation 

of the rep 1 ieafi on is 1 i kewi se i"nnovative. The nati ona 1 eva luati on is' 

designed to address both impact and process question~ related to the 

initrative. Pacific Institute for Research and Evaluation is,,responsible 

for collecting t:;1e data for an evaluation of the repHcations of the 

project, an important segment of Which has been to conduct a longitudinal 

study of the impact on the replications on the surrounding systems of which 

they ar~ a part. 

, As the title of thi~ report implies~ the intensive site evaluation 

presents a community view of project New Pride in' three cities. It was 

designed to assess: 

u 

t;· 

• The 'extent to which formal referral and corrimunicati'ons linkages 
wi th" the juven; le justice systems have, been formed and are be; ng 
used;' " 
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• The extent to which programs have developed sound relationships 
with public school systems, other delinquency prevention efforts, 
and youth-serving agencies in their communities; and ' 

• The extent to which programs have become favorably well known 
in their communites and won the support of key decision-makers in 
their quest for institutionalization. 

The findings of thi~ investigation will be use~ to assist us in 

interpreti ng other system impact and p'rocess study results in order to: 

• Determine the impact of the project on the organization, policies, 
and" admini strati ve procedures of the juveni le justi ce system;, 

• Determine the impact of the'project on other public and private 
youth servi ng agenci es in the(~ommuni ty; and 

• Determine the impact of the project on community attitudes toward 
juvenile delinquency and the juvenile justice system. 

* * * * * 

Barbara R. West, Ph.D. 
Principal Investigator 

Apri 1 18, 1983 

\ The authors wish to thank the research assistants, at all three sites 

who did excellent work, and without whom this study would not have been 

possible: 

.. ~ .. <, •. _.. .-' 

, 
Leslie Grey, Ph.D. 

Ellen Ginsburg, Ph.D. 

Share Bane, M.A. 

" 

- San Francisco, California 

Providence, Rhode Island 

... Kansas Ci ty, Kansas 

!. .... 

i.i 
1,1 

HIGHLIGHTS 

1. Familiarity 

• Widely known by juvenile justi~e system personnel, youth agency 
directors, and key decision-makers. Sligh"tly better known in the 
second year. 

• Generally informed through the direct efforts of the program; that 
. is, through project OJ i terature, presentati ons, by New Pri de staff 
or personally informed by New Pride staff (as opposed to peer' level 
services like other probation officers, court personnel, etc.) 

2. Patterns of Use (Juvenile Justice System Only) 

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

• Overwhelmingly judge-s accepted probation officers· recommendations 
to refer a youth to New Pri de programs., 

• 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 longer 
responsible for making referrals. 

3. Communications 

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

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

• Good communication appears to be very important in gaining 
acceptance as a legitimate and'preferred program. 

.' One program has a court-liaison staff person, which has had a very 
positive effect on cd'urt/program relations. ,,' . ,', " , 

• Communi cati on is the most i mportant a~?pect of the response of the 
surrounding systems to the program. 

• Projects should~rnake a greater effort to publicize their program 
to the public at large, to "broadcast their immage." 

4,. "Impressions ,of the Quality of the New Pride Project 

• Ratings were mixed between sites" Years, and between study populations. 
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• In general seeri from middle to positive side of scale (1lPartly Good/ 
Partly Poor II to IIGood ll to liVery Good ll

). Very few felt New Pride was 
a IIPoor ll or liVery Poor ll program. 

• Major strength in the first year generally seen as the multi-service 
comprehensive concept embodied in the New Pride model (more so than 
executi on qual iti es 1 i ke staff or qual ity of servi ces). In the' 
second year, these lIexecution ll qualities became more important. 

, Major weakness in both years seen as the limiting nature of the 
admissions criteria (more so than lIexecution ll qualities like staff 
or quality of services). 

5. Program Definition Process 

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

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

6. Position on Institutionalization 

• Almost unahimously respondents would like to see the program 
remain in the community as a permanent institution after the 
cessation of Federal funding. 

7. Process Necessary to Become Institutionalized (Key Decision-Maker Only) 

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

• Support of community and its leadership also seen as critical in 
this effort. 

• Private funding and state funding seen as the primary alternat'ive 
sources which must be solicited. 

• Sugges~ed that management and staff become more sophisticated and 
active in fund raising efforts. 

• In the second study year, respondents became less clear about what 
New P}'ide should do to become institutionalized. 

• Chances for institutionalization were seen as 'generally poorer in 
the seG:ond year of the study. 

iv 
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8. 

9. 

10. 

Impact of New Pride on Juvenile Justice System 

• Not se~n.as h~vi~g a significant impact on structure 
or pollcles wlthln the juvenile justice system. ' function, 

• Those.who see it as having an imp~ct defi~e that impact as the 
creatlon of a new alternative to lncarceration or a new of probation. condition 

Views on Alternatives 

• Most respondents favored the use of lt t' . 
prog~ams for adjudicated youth to th! w~~~:tl~~~e~~ ;~~:~~~~~tion 

• ~~serv~~!ons regarding alternatives focused on limiting such 
lSP?Sltlons, not to include serious offenders who are a threat to 

~~~~~~s~gr~~{y' a~~d insburlingfthat ~rograms entrusted with such 
capa e 0 meetlng it. 

Needs Assessment 

• Vocational and employment programs were identified the 
need at all three sites. . as primary 

• ' The second most often identified need was educational services. 

• 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 th~ National Evaluation of the New Pride 

Replication Pt1Jgram. The Intensive Site Evaluation has sought to gain 

information in a variety of substantive areas by ascertaining the views 

. of knowledgeable people in the key systems surrounding the local N~w 

Pride projects. The evaluation is based mainly upon interview data 

gathered from three sites. Respondents represent: (1) the juvenile 

ju~tice system, (2) the youth agency system, and (3) key decision-makers 

in the community. The three sites are Providence, Rhode Island, 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. Famil i a ri ty with Ne\'/ Pri de 

2. Patterns of Use of New Pride 

3. Communi cat; ons with Ne~1 Pri de 

4. Impressions of the New Pride Program 

5. The Programrbefinition Process 

1 

" i 
~ ... ~~"., .... ~."." 

6. Position on fnstitutionalization of New Pride 

7. Process Necessary to Become Institutionalized 

8. Impact of New Pride on Juvenile Justice System 

9. Views on Alternatives 

10. Needs Assessment for Programs in Local Communities 

The Year II study focuses on change. It is based on the assumption 

~hat 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 the 

direction and magnitude of change. 

A panel design was employed. The same respondents interviewed during 

Year I were again interview.ed in Year II. They were asked the same questions 

with minor revision, during Year II. The major difference bet~een the content 

of the Year I and Year II study is that during Year II three substantive 

areas, ilprogram definition process," "views on alternatives," and "community 

needs assessment," were not included. These areas were dropped because they 

focused upon commun"ity-wide issues' and were unlikely to be affected by the 

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

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

This was done because <:rf the great emphasis placed upon this variable by 

respondents during Year I interviewing. 

Since the three samples have different expertise and stand in different 

structural relatjons to the New Pride programs, each was asked only those 

questions pertaining to the substantive areas about which they could be 
n 

expected to be knowledgeable. The SUbstantive areas, by the samples 

'. providing data, are graphically displayed as follows: 

2 
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Categories of Questions StUd~ ° 

Juvenile Youth Key 
Justice Agency Decision-
System 'S~stem ~1akers 

1. Familiarity with New Pride ,t tJl 

2. Patt~rns of Use with New Pride • 
3. Communications 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 goals. It 

• 

• 
• 
• 

was 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 tm'lard 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 juvenile probation 

offi cer \'Jere intervi ewed. Thi s component of the study was added at the 

suggestion of the Advisory Panel of the National EvaHiation of the New Pride 

Replication Program. The Panel members felt it was' important to set the main 

body of data in the context., of the court operati ons in the communi ty and the 

social climate of the cities. 

Unlike the first-year Final Report, which was an .exhaustive presentation 
(, 

and analysis of all the ,information collected in the substantive areas, this 

" report is more narrowly focused. The mandate in Year II was torocus on 

3 

changeover time. This report~ in the main, presents information which 

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 tllis 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 \'lith 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 the San Franci sco Juvenjl e Hall. 

The youth agency sample was ope,rationally defined as the directors of 

other youth agenci es operati ng wi thi n the target area of the New Pri de 

projects which, broadly ,defined, provide services in the prevention or 

treatment of delinqu~ncy. This sample was initially generated through 
o 

references provided by local youth agency directoY's and was lIexhausted" 

through the reputati ona 1 method. That is, a'" appropri ate agenc; es 1 i sted~' 

in the di rectories were ca 11 ed and asked up,on termi nati on of the i ntervi ew 
f) 

if they knew of other agencies provi dfng such services in the area." When 

no new agencies were suggested by respondents, the sample was considered 

compJet~,. 
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The key decision-maker sample is meant to provide the insight and 

perspective of people in positions of power in the communities in which 

the New Ptide programs are operating. The sample was fnitially generated 

by asking New Pride project administrators for the names of key decisiol1-
'\ 

makers in the community who were kno~Jledgeable about and had some influe~&occ~~", 

over the distribution of the types of public funds which might serve to 

institutionalize the New Pride programs after cessation of Federal fundi~g. 

The key decision-maker sample was also completed through the reputational 

method. 

Respondents in the key decision-maker sample, among others, include 

fi ve county supervi sors, three state senators, b/o state representati ves, 

two mayor's representatives, three directors of departments orcorrections 

for juveniles,}wo directors of state social service agencies, one super­

intendent of puplic education, one director of a municipal chamber of, 

commerce, three executive directors of public interest~n charitable 

institJfions, and four directors of local or state criminal justice 
~,~~-~\. 

\-~"LI 
planning agencies. 

During Year I, the total N for all three samples was 192. In the 

juvenile justice sample there were 77, 72 in the youth agency sample, and 

43 in the key decision-maker sample. Since a panel study design demands 

interviewing the same respondents in the second 'year, it was important to 
" 

locate and interview Year I respondents to the fullest ~xtentpossible. 
J) 

This was accomplished." Only six respondents' were not locatable in the 
'I 
\\ <, 

second study year. Ninety-seven percent were located and in~erviewed. 

(: 

j:; ,'. 

The following is a visual display of the sample sizes of the 

three sites, by sample, by year: 

Sample Sites: Year I and Year II 

Juvenile Justice Youth Agency Key-Deci s ion Maker 

Yr I Yr II Yr I Yr II Yr I Yr II 

San Francisco 48 48 33 33 19 1~, 

Kansas City 15 14 19 18 12 12 
Providence 14 12 20 20 12 12 

TOTALS 77 74 72 71 43 41 
" 

~~ 
~~ 

Instrumentation and Anal~sis 

Originally three questionnaires were designed, one for each of the 

sample groups. 

of that sample. 

Each contained questions specific to are~s of expertise 

The instruments were pre-tested in San Francisco and 
',11 

revised. Three local on-site research assistants then administered the 

questionnaires by telephone. Each research assistant recorded responses 

in full and then developed ali st of appropri~ate categori es v.Jith whi ch 

their specific data could be coded. The three different sets of preliminary 

,codes were combined to a universal "set which applied at all sites and the 

{~esponses were then coded using the final categories. ,\ x, 

During Y~ar II ,the first year's codes were used as the basis upon 

which to classify responses at the time of the interview. This technique 

(I made" for more effi ci ent ", i ntervi ewi ng, but had the negati ve effect of 
,,", " Ii 

proJ~~ci ng a 1 arger pro\:r'orti on of non-codab 1 e "other" responses; 
\, ,) .' 
, After cod'ing~"response'patterns were quantif'i.ed, indicating t~e 

, . t d ·th t"he' var,·ous ~Ol~S'l·'ble responses to each ,question. percentages assoc,~e w, ~ -

6 
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In the calculation of ' percentages thi N used in many cases was the number 

of responses, not the number of respondents. Because a variety of inform-
" 

ation was often offered in a single answe~ an attempt was made to capture 

the breadth of information, thus producing more than one coded response 

per respondent for some questions. 

The body of the report, the three chapters on each of the sample 

sites, is mainly desct~iptive. J,tdepicts the response patterns of each 

of the samples in relation to the substantive areas of interest. The 
1'~ final section of each of those chapters is a brief, almost graphic, summary 

of the descriptive data. 

However, in an attempt to construct useful generalizable conclusions, 

the descriptive data were analyzed to discern patterns in the central 

tendencies of the responses across samples and across sites. Because 

sample size is not large it \lJas felt that strong conclusions could only be 

drawn when a clear central response tendency emerg~d. ~~here responses 

were spread rather evenly over various categories, few inferences were 

drawn. 

In order to construct generalizable conclusions regarding the 

significance of the data, we focused on the discovery of patterns among 

the central tendencies across samples or across sites. Because each sample 

is a unique group, simply lumping the responses of the three samples 

together to produce grand totals is not appropriate. Such a combination of 

juvenile justice personnel, youth agency directors, and key decision-makers 

cannot be analyzed as a single sample because that sa~plewould not be 

representati~e of any specifit group and is, therefore, methodologically 
\) 

unacceptab 1 e. For thi s r,eason, the qua litati ve techni que of product ng 
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generalizable conclusions by identifying similar patterns across diverse 

,sampl es to generate concl us; ons' was adopted. 

The analytic process can be illustrated in the following graphic 

manner: 

Context 
Study 

Juvenile 
Justice 
System 

Youth 
Agency 
System 

Key Deci si on­
Makers 

Analytic Process to Generate Conclusions 

San Francisco Kansas City Providence 

I 

~ 
Conclusions 

Re: 
San Francisco 

J, 
Conclusions 

Re: 
Kansas City 

Conclusions 
--~> Re: Commun i ty 

Conclusions 
--~> Re: JJS 

Conclusions 
--7> Re: YAS 

__ -'>~ Conc 1 us ions 
~ Re: KD-M 

Conclusions 
He: 

Providence 

= Consistent Pattern of Central 
-------------~> Tendency. 
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FINDINGS 

Summary of Context Study Fi ndi ngs 

A primary purpose of the context component of the Intensive Site 

Evaluation was to ascertain whether the juvenile court structure or public 

attitudes in the communities where the sample sites are located influenced 

or helped explain the findings generated elsewhere in the study. No evidence 

emerged that the context factors explored directly 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 s~ntence 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 logical conclusion. If programs wish to attract court 

refeY'rals to the widest extent pOssible, or wish to inf14ence the court 

towards an increased use of alternatives to incarceration, it is critical 

that such programs put substantial energy into developing and maintaining 

high levels of communication with the:::juvenile probation staff. 

Secondly, despite the generally presumed - punitive orientation of the 

public with regard to the dispensation of juvenile justice, the~juvenile 

judiriary in the cities studied; have remairiedrelative]y independen~ of 

any mass clamour to "lock the punks Up.1I There are a numb,er of reasons 

for this. Judges have a more sophisticated understanding of the etiology 
j ~ 
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FINDINGS 

of juvenile :crime. They understand the complexity of factors which 

motivate a youth to delinquency. Unlike most criminal courts, rehabilitation 

as an ethic still dOminates the juvenile court. Incarceration is still seen 

as a "last resort.1I Also t 11 th ·t· d ,a a ree S1 es JU ges rotate through the 

juvenile court, and are not elected to and iden~ifiable with the juvenile 

court in the public eye. As a result they are somewhat isolated from the 

public sentiment, presumed to be more conservative. 

Consequent'ly, all three courts are generally supporti ve of community­

based alternatives to incarceration. New Pride is' operating in a favorable 

climate vis a vis the courts. Judges and other juvenile court officials 

are supportive of the program. They want the programs to continue and 

will either actively support them or will try to avoid inhibiting their 

successful development. 

Also, it was quite clear that in two sites where a specialized juvenile 

unit to provide defense counselor prosecution did not exist, and where 

functions were handled part-time by an attorney working primarily with 

adults, that function was weak. The juvenile justice system as a whole 

suffered. From this information one must conclude that in order for a 

juvenile court to operate effectively (the best environment in which to 
" 

operate a New Pride program effectively), units specially trained in 
',' 

juvenile law and procedures must serve the defense counsel and prosecuting 

functioQs. "(See also, Rubin T., Juvenile Justice, Goodyear, 1979:281-6) 

Significant Findings Across Sites from thePariel'Study 

The juvenile justice system study respondents were very familiar with 

New Pri'~e. The program is obviouSlY highly visible to those working in 

,10 
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juvenile court. Of the samRle at all three sites,,90 to 100 percent 
il 

were familiar with the program. In those cases where 100 percent were 

not familiar \'lith it in Year I, there vias an increase in familiarity in 

Year I I. 

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 have referred youth to New Pride. The proportion referring 

youth increased in Year II. All juvenile court judges and referees had 

referred numerous youth to the program by the end of the first year of 

this study .• 

Communi cati on beb/een the New Pri de programs" and the court deteri orated 

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, juv~nile justice system respondents were positively impressep 

by the New Pride programs in their communities 9 seeing them as high-
',\ 

quality projects. However, in the two cities where New Pride was rated, 
- (. f.t 

most highly in Year I, impressions as to quality d'ropped slightly in 

Year II. Where the prOgram was less well rated ~nYear I, impressions 

rose significantly in Year II. 

In" keeping with the generally high regard for the New Pride program, a 

very hi gh proporti on of juvenile justi ce respondents w,anted to see 
\' 

the program institutionalized' in the community after the cessation of 

Federa 1 fundi ng. The proporti on \'Ias even hi gher in Year I I. 

In neither year did large propprlions of juvenile justice respondents 
r 

feel the New Pride prJogram had Cl direct impact on, the way the juvenile 

justi ce system operated." However, more felt that it had had an impact 
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r1 I .~,'~, i'l by the second year than was the case in Year I. In general, those 

~ ~ respondents who did feel it had an impact described that impact as the 

rJ ~ creation of "a new alternative to incarceration or new condition of 

~ probation. No respondents offered the view that the syste~ had been 

l} ,m impacted in a significant structural or functional 'manner. 
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Youth agency directors were also widely familiar with New Pride, 

though less so than their juvenile justice counterparts. Familiarity with 

New Pride was increasing among youth agency directors in Year II. 

Communi cati on between New, Pri dJ~and other youth ~ervi ng programs Vias 
\', 

not exp lored in Yea r I. When we as ked1; in Yea r 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 program that relations could 

be improved simply through more frequent contact. 

There was quite an interesting variation in the way youth agency 

director.s perceived the quality of the New Pride programs at the three 

di,fferentsites.' In one si te, where only one-quarter of the respondents rated 

it highly in Year I, that 'proportion doubled in Year II. In another site where 

100 p'ercent rated it highly in Year I, one-third fewer:- rated it highly in 

Year II. And the third program was rated highly by over 85 percent of 

the respondents in Year I and r~mained that way in Yeqr II. 
') 

Despite this variation, three-quarters ~o 100 percent of the youth 

agency dir.ectors at the "three sites were in favor of institutionalization 

of the program. The proportion increased in Year II. 

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

sites were fa,mi 1 i ar wi th New Pri de, wi th the proporti on i ncr~asi ng over 
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the life of the study. Key decision-makers consistently reported having 

a positive impression of the New Pride programs, with even more rating it 

IIGood ll to liVery Good ll in Year II. 

Like the other samples, key decision-makers overwhelmingly supported 

institutionalization. A very 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. Ga in the support of the commun it)! and its 1 eaders , 

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 growing confusion 

between Years I and II, given 9-nother year's experience in the difficult 

reality of funding for social service programs, as to what methods could 

actually,produce rene\"{ed funding. 

In both years key decision-makers rated the chances for securing 

" funding for institutionalization as poor. Chances were rated the 

poorer during Year II. 

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

New Pri. de program was well known and becomi~g more so in key organi zati ona 1 

systems surrounding the program. 

Communication is seen as a key issue by respondents in shapin.g their 

views of the program. New Pride programs) communication"with the courts 
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and other youth agencies is generally good, but deteriorating. There is 

a strong nee4 to maintain good communication, particularly with probation 

officers who can help New Pride programs greatly. 

The impre?sion of the quality of the program 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 the 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 low during 

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

more lIaverage ll position. It can be said generally, however, that given 

variation 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 "conceptll variables as opposed to "execution ll variables. 

Concept variables relate to qualities inherent in the New Piide program 

model, while execution qualities are attributable 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 

servi ces and address i ng a pop,ul ati on in need ·of servi ces. The rna; n 
\) 

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

In Year II tpere \'las a shift of emphasis in both strength and weaknesses 

"to execution variables. Respondents' definitions of program strengths 

tended to emphasize the functtoning of particular service components 
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like education, 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 problem,while respondents took issue more with staff 

and management problems. 

t to execution ts probably This change from an emphasis on concep 

of t,'me, and respondents becoming more familfar related to the passage 

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

were able to make" judgement~ based more specifically on the program's 

performance, rather than simply the id'a behind it. Also, in the second 

year, respondents had adapted to the limitations inherent i~/;the entry 

criteria, and no longer railed against the criteria, but W~~ked within them. 

When one looks at the data for all three samples at each site 

indivldually, a very broad-level generalization emerges. The San Francisco 

si~e, which was rated poorly on numerous dimensions in com~arison to the 

other two s,tes, rose . s,"gn,"f,"cantly in many categories during Year II. 

The Providence site, conversely, was rated highly during Year I and 

slipped significantly in Year II. The Kansas City site remained rock 

solid stable, rated highly in both Year I and Year II of the Intensive 

Site Evaluation. 

At the most general level it must be said that New Pride, from the 

perspective of those with a relatively objective view pr~vided by their 

position in an independeht but surrounding system~ is a smashing 
,.. . success. 

It is well known, \'/i de 1y used, seen as a good quality program, and worthy 

of institutionalization as a permanent project 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 portion. There are three 

options at intake. The first is to lIadmonish and close,1I where the youth 

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

II
vo1untary or informal probation ll in \'Jhich 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 petition 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 responsibility for proceeding to adjudication. 

Prosecution in San Francisco is the responsibility of a spec.ialized 

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

. the premi ses of the juveni 1 e court and at the time ~Ttffi s study was 

staffed with five full-time attorneys. 

Legal counsel to indigent juveniles is the responsibility of a 

specialized juvenile unit of the Public Defender's office. The juv!=!nile 

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

attorneys and 1s also located in the juvenile court building. Legal 
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Services Attorneys provide defense counsel in cases where there ar~ 

multiple defendants and a conflict of interest. Private attorneys provide 

legal services to that small proportion of youth who can afford such 

representation. 

Respondents interviewed for the context study report that both the 

, district attorneys and public defenders are high l~vel 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. 

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 is the 

most frequent option. Probation supervision mayor may not be accompanied 

by' o1;,herrestri cti ons. Some of the more commonly appl i.ed restri cti ons 
/ 

arefrestituti on to the vi ctim and community servi ce ina probati on-

operated public works program. 

A more restrictive disposition option is commitment to the county-run 

Log Cabin Ranch. This is used for older, multiple, Qr more serious offenders, 

and generally involves an eight-month to one-year commitment.~ As alternatives 

to this option the judge may sentence a youth to weekends in the juvenile' 

hall or the Int~nsive Counseling Program with 30, 60, or 90 days in 

juvenile hall. 

1I0ut of horne", or "private placeme,nt" in special settings such as group 

homes are generally reserved for psychologically disturbed youth. The 

state tratning school, the California Youth Authority, is,a seldom used 

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

tried and failed at all the other'options. 

17 
(,\ 

SF-CONTEXT 

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 the judge and referees generally follow the disposition 

recommendation of probation officer~, there are a substantial number of 

cases in which they do not. 

Context study respondents noted that the San Francisco juvenile 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 agencres such as the YMCA, Jewish Family Services:,~(and 

Catholic Social Services as well as the mOP'7,\community-based agencies. 
J , 

The Ch'j ef Probati on Offi cer reported\i;ri'~t an i nterna 1 study conducted 

by the probation department revealed that almost three-quarters of the youth 

under the supervisibnof the department also have an active involvement 

with an outside community agency. Approximately 20 such agencies in San 

Francisco provide the majority of these services. 

Respondents reported that the relationship with commu'1ity-based 

agencies providing alternative services to youth is mutually supportive. 

However, no formal evaluations of the agencies are)) done. Judgments as, to 

their effectiveness and worth are based upon the quality of the r~lationship 

between ag~ncy staff ari~ probation offi cers as well as the programs· 
Ii \\ perceived effectiveness!! j 

Ii 

Regarding public attitudes toward juvenile j~stice, respondents note 
" that there is no unified view irf'the city. San Francisco is an extremely 

diverse city with a great deal of ethnic and economic diversity. Some 
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groups are in the "get tough on crime" _category while others f\\el the court 

is too punitive. Respondents report that whatever the public climate, 

their experience has shown that judges and referees remain independent of 
(i 

the rapid 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 they have been previously. 

They note, however, that the head officer of the court, the Juvenile 

Couri Judge, is a Superipr Court Judge and thus an elected official. As such, 

he must be somewhat reSPQDs .. lve to the public will. The increased use of 
~I 

resti tuti on and community-servi ce programs as well as the Intensive Counsel i ng 

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

B. The Juvenil~'lustice Study (All judges, referees, and probation officers) 

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 figL,lre remained essentially unchanged in 

Year II. 

2. Use of the Program 

Du~ing the first year of the Intensive Site Evaluation 63.6 percent 

of the juvenile justice sample recommended youth for involvement in the 

New Pride program. That figure, increased by 6.2 percent to 69.8 percent in 

Year I I. 
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When',respondents were asked whether they were referring youth to 

New Pride at an increased, decreased, or approximately similar rate during 

Year II. as compared to Year I, 44.4 percent noted i.:t was lI about 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 

Increased Rate 
Decreased Rate 

.' Same Rate 

TOTAL 

Percent 

20.6 
35.3 
44.1 

100.0 

Of those who responded they were referring at an increased rate, the 

largest group, 41.7 percent of thi responses, attributed the different~ to 

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

entrance criteria. 

() 
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Reasons for Referring at an Increased Rate 

Percent 

Because I am better.acquainted with the program 16.7 

Because the program has done a good job with 
clients/youth 16.7 

Because the program has i 1T1'proved 8.3 

Because'the program'has been cooperative 

Because there are fewer instances of program being 
ful1 

Because I am seeing more youth wh2 fit the criteria 

Because there were fewer similar programs 

TOTAL 

8.3 

41. 7 

8.3 

100.0 

Again, of those who noted that their referral rate remained stable, the 

reason most often given. was that their client group had remained stable. 

Reasons for Referring at the Same Rate 

Percent -

Because the services of the program have not improved 

Because the entry criteria have remained the same 

Because the proportion of clients who are eli9ib,le has 
remai ned stable 80.0 

Because the program's limited openings prevent 
increased referrals 

TOTAL 

20.0 
(' 

100.0 

When the Year II sample was asked what klnds of youth·theyre'f~r to 

New"Pride, the most freqLJently occurring response, 23.9 percent, was youth 
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who meet the New Pri de cri teri a. The second mosib' often occurri ng response, 

20.9 percent, was youih with school problems. 

Kinds of Youth Referred to New Pride 

Youth that meet the criteria 

Non~hard-core offenders 

Youth who are not serious enough to send to the 
state institution 

Youth with school problems 

Youth with family problems 

Specific age groups 

Youth with burglary theft convictions 
" Youth who do well with structure 

Youth who need individual attention 

Hard-core offenders 

Multiple serious olfenders 

TOTAL 

Percent 

23.9 

7.5 

8.9 

20.9" 

5.9 

\r:5 

8.9 

7.5 

4.5 

5.9 

i 99.9 

One hundred percent of the juvenile justice sample responded that 

the kinds of youth they referred to the New Pride program had remained 

the same. 

During Year I, a substantial percentage of juvenile justice respondents, 

44.4 percent; reported they had difficulties in .. attempting to make a refer.ral ;) 

to New Pride. That percentage dropped 18.7 points during Year II with (:mly 

25.7 percent of the respondents reporting difficulty in the referral process. 
. ,.) 
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Of tho.se who did report referral difficulties, 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 

Criteria too limited 
Program filled 
Youth or parents 

uncooperative 
Not enough feedback 
Other 

TOTAL 

3. Communication 

Year. I 
Percent 

12.5 
75.0 

(~~, 

1}2.5 

)00.0 

Year II 
Percent 

53.8 

7.7 
38.5 

100.0 

The largest response category to the question "Has the program 
. 

developed a good record of communication with the court?" was the same 

dur,ing Year las Year II: "yes." Hmvever,9.9 percent fewer responded 

in the affirmative.during Year II. The largest increase in response, 

category during Year II was "Donlt know." This can be accounted for 

by the research assistant coding the answer "Don't know" during Year II 

rather than categorizing it as a no response, andleavin~ it out of the 
" 

data set, as was apparently the teQden~y in Year I. 

c 
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Percentage Believing Program has 
Developed a Good Record of Com~unication 

Yes 
No 
Don't know 
Too soon to tell 
Other 

TOTAL 

Year I 
Percent 

66.7 
25.9 
7.4 

100.0 

Year II 
Percent 

56.8 
13.6 
25.0 

4.5 

99.9 

SF-JJS 

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~f the respondents indicated 

a once a week or more rate of contact. Also during Year I, the single largest 

response category, 32 percent, was once a week \'Ihile during Year II the 

single largest response category, 20.9 percent, was every two weeks. 

Frequency of Contact with New Pride 

Every day 
More than once a week 
Once a week 
Every 2 weeks. 
Once a month 
Every 3 months 
Don It-, know 
Other 

TOTAL 

- ," " ~."~-"'-." .. -,-~~. ---~. -~ .. 
" 

S) 
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Year I Year II 
Percent Percent 

,:::;; 

4.7 
20.0 13.9 
32:0 ·11.6 
4.0 20.9 

16.0 6.9 
8.0 9.3 

\ 16.0 6.9 
"4.0 25.6 

100.0 99.8 
(' 
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4. Impressions of the 'Program 

During Year II 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 liVery 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. 1I 

Rating of New Pride 

Year I Yearn 
Percent Percent 

Very 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 

" ~ 

TOTAL 99.9 99.9 

A diverse set of attributes as to the program1s major strengths were 

offered by respondents in both Year I and Year II. Responses were so 

diverse, in fact, and spr~ad across so many categories that little can be 

said with any level of cert~inty regarding changes in perceived strength 

over time. The program1s educational component constituted one of the 

larger response categories across both years. The New Prid~ concept, 

its focus on a population in nee.~ of service, and staff quality which 

() 
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constituted three of the largest response categories during Year-I were 

not rated as highly as strengths during Year II. 

Program Strengths 

Concept 
Population in need 
Staff 
Efficiency of organization 
Quality of services 
Facil ity 
Location 
Services at one site 
Effective 
Caring Attitude 
Communication 
Accountq.bility 
Keep in community 
Close supervision 
One-on-one 
~lhol e fam; ly 
Community involvement 
Vocational/Employment 
Education 
~ounseling 
Alternative 
Well funded 
Don'l t know 
Other 

Year I 
Percent 

13.2 
11.8 
10.3 

,2.9 

1.5 
8.8 
4.4 
1.5 
1.5 
5.9 
7.4 
4.4 
1.5 

11.8 
2.9 
4.4 
5.9 

100.1 

Year II 
P,ercent 

5.2 
6.2 
5.2 

1.0 
1.0 
1.0 

1.0 
6.1 
4.1 

9.3 
11. 3 
4.1 
1.0 
4.1 

15.5 
6.2 
6.2 

4.1 
7.2 

99.8 

With regard to program weaknesses, 'the major difference between 

Year I and Year II was the decline in the percent~ge of responses noting 

communication as a problem. Dur'ing Year 1, 25 percent of the responses 

noted communication as a program we~kness. During Year II only 7.4 percent 

rated it in similar fashton. 
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5. Position on Institutionalization 

During Year I, 80 percent of the respondents in ~he juvenile justice 

sample were in favor of retaining New Pride after th F 
t e ederal funding 

terminates. That percenta~e increased during Year II with 100 percent of 

the respondents favoring the institutionalization of Project New Pride. 

6. Impact on JUvenile Justice 

Respondent~ during Year I felt that the existence of the New prid~ 

program had an lmpact on the juvenile justice system either through p/6viding 

a new alternative to incarceration or a new condition of probation. During 

Year I, 48.3 percent of the respondents noted either one or the other of 

these two categories. During Year II more respondents felt the program had 

an imp~ct on the juvenile justice system. 53.9 percent felt the New Pride 

program as a new alternative, a new condition 6f probation, or 'in a general 

sense had significantly impacted the system. 

Impact on JuveniJ e Justi ce 

Yes 
Yes, as alternative 
Yes, new probation 

condition 
No 
Don1t know 
Too early 
Other 

it 

TOTAL 

27 

Year I 
Percetlt 

27.6 

20.7 
27.6 
6.9 

17.2 

100.0 

Year II 
, Percent 

19.2 
13.5 

21.2 
17.3 
13.5 
7.7 
7.7 

100.1 
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C. The Youth Agency Study 

1. Knowledge of the Program 

During Year I, 54.6 percent of the San Francisco youth agency directors 

interviewed were familiar with the New Pride program. In Year II that 
, 

figure increased to 63.6 percent. 

2. Communication 

No questions regarding the New Pride program1s communication with 

other youth agencies were asked during Year I. During Year II, however, 

52.9 percent of the respondents rated New Pride1s record of communication 

with other youth programs as good. 47.1 percent felt it did not have a 

good record of communication. 

Of those who felt it was not good, 77.8 percent noted it could be 

improved by increasing the frequency of communication. 22.2 percent felt 

it could be improved by a more general level of effort to publicize the 

program to the community-at-large. 

3. Impressions ~f the Program 

During Year I, 25 p,ercent of the youth agency sample rated the 

San Francisco project as IIGood ll to liVery Good. II " During Year II, the 

percentage rating it in tho$e two categories doubled to 50 percent. 

The largest single response category for both years remained IIPartly 
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Good/Partly Poorl! with 33.3 percent so rating it in Year I and 38.9 percent 

in Year II. 

Rating of New Pride 

Year I Year II 
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 

During Year I, the single largest r~sponse category related to the 

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

rated highly in th~t year were the fact that it serves a population in 

need and that it is·well funded to provide services, both 17:6 per~ent. 

During Year II the pattern changed "coQsiderably. The New Pride 

concept was rated as a major strength in only 6.3 percent of the, 

responses. Serving a popula~ion in need and the funding level.dropped 

as response categories to 9.4 percent each. The overall pattern dUring 

year II was much more spread out over a wi~e' variety of catego'ries.", 
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The two most often specified responses were the quality of the staff and 
I 

the Program ~erving as an alternative to incarcerat~on. 

Strengths of the Program 

The concept 
Population in need 
Staff 
Organization efficiency 
Quality of services 
Location 
All servi~es at one site 
Effective 
Caring attitude 
Good communication re: 

client progress 
Accountable 
Keeps in community 
Close supervision 
One-qn-one 
Involves whole family 
Community involvement 
Vocational/Employment 
Education 
Counseling 
Alternative to 

Incarceration 
Well funded 
Don't know 
Other 

TOTAL 

Year I 
Percent 

47.1 
17.6 

5.9 
5.9 

5.9 

\' 

17.6 

100.0 

Year II 
Percent 

6.3 
9.4 

12.5 
6.3 
3.1 

3.1 

3.1 

3.1 

3.1 

6.3 

12.5 
9.4 
3.1 

18.8 

100.1 

During Year I the major weaknesses were seen as a lack of community 

involvement in the program (1'8.2 percent), poor quality staff (15.2 percent), 

and poor communi cati on with other youth-serving agenci es (12.1 percent). 

Poo~management and an'inappropriate parent agency each constitut~d 9.1 

percent of the responses. 
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Agai'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 constituted 

the single largest category in the second year, 25.8 percent of the 

responses. 

Weaknesses of the Program 

None 
Criteria limiting 
Poor staff 
Staff turnover 
Poor services 
Poor management 
Serves few girls 
Poor communication with 

court 
Not accountable 
Communication with 
. youth agencies 
Supervision 
Client beyond help 
Community involvement 
No alcohol/drug program 
No ethnic sensitivity 
Replication model 
Parent Agency 
Staff from outside 
Under-funded 
Don I t kn01,J 
Too early to tell 
Other 

TOTAL 

31 

Year I 
Percent 

3.0 

Year II 
Percent ---

6.5 

15.2 9.7 
3.0· 6.5 
3.0 
9.1 6.5 

12.1 25.8 

3.0 
18.2 3 .. 2 

6.1 .3.2 
3.0 !3.2 
9.1 
6.1· --
6.1 

19.4 
3.0 9.7 

6.5 

100.0 100.2 
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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 the program durlng the first year of this study was 

through project literature, 27.8 percent. Other often occurring methods 
( 'I 

through which respondents became familiar with the program were through 

a group presentation by New Pride staff (22.2 percent), the city criminal 

justice planning agency (13.9 percent) ,"the parent agency (13.9 percent), 

and ~ersonal contact with New Pride staff (11.1 percent). Direct efforts 

by the program (literature, personal and group presentations) accounted 

for 61.1 percent of the responses. 

2. Impressl0ns of the Program 

G 

Like the youth agency sample, the key decision-maker sample displayed 

a marked increase in their positive impressions of the New Pride program 
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during Year II. I,n the first year 36;4 percent rated the program IIGood ll 

to liVery Good,1I while in the second year the proportion increased to 

58.3 percent. Again the largest response group ln poth years was IIPartly 

Good/Partly Poor,1I constituting 36.4 percent of the responses in Year I and 

33.3 percent in Year II. 

Impressions of the Program 

, Very Good 
Good ~ 

Partly Good/Poor 
Poor: 
Very Poor 

TOTAL 

33 

Year I 
Percent 

9.1 
27.3 
36.4 
9.1 

18.2 

100.1 

d) " 

',' 
c 

Year I I 
PerCenf'" 

33.3 
25.0 
33.3 
8.3 

99.9 

,.' 
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During Year I the major ~trengths of the program were seen as its 

focus on a population fn need of service (29.6 percent)~ and the New Pride 

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

factors were rated as major strengths less often, each constituting 10.3 
". 

percent of the response options. The largest specified response category 

during,the second year was the education component of the program. Again, 

as with the youth agency sample, the second year respon~es were spread over 

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

Intensiv,e Site Evaluation. 

Strengths of the Program 

Year I 
Percent 

Concept 25.9 
Popu"!ation in need 29.6 
Staff 
Efficiency of organization 
Quality of services 
Location 
Services at one site 
Caring attitude 
Communication 3.7 
Accountability 3.7 
Keeps in community 
Close super'vision 3.7 
One-on-one 3.7 
Whole family 3.7 
Vocational/Employment 
Education 3.7 
Counseling 
Alternative to 

, Incarceration 11.1 
Don't know 11~1 
Good r.eputati on 
None 
Other 

TOTAL 99.6 

,,34 

Year II 
Percent 

10.3 
10.3 
3.4 

3.4 

3.4 
3.4 

13.8 
6.9 

10.3 
3;4 

3.4 
.20.7 

99.6 
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The major weaknesses seen by the key decision-makers in the first year 

w~re poor management and poor communication with other youth agencies, 17.2 

percent each. Staff turnover, 13.8 percent, and lack of community involvement, 

10.3 percent, were also among the most often noted program weaknesses. 

In the second year~ responses in this area maintained the trend or­
greater diversity. However, two of the key weaknesses noted in the first 

Year were also among the most often sE;!lected ,in Year II. They we~e lack 
1\1 

of community involvement, 16 percent, and poor management, 12 p~rcent. 

"Weaknesses of the Program 

None 
Criteria limiting 
Staff 
Staff turnover 
Poor services 
Management . 
Poor communication with 

Court 
Communication with 

youth agencies 
Follow-up 
Cl i ent beyond he l,p 
Community involvement 
Insensitive to ethnic 

needs 
Replication model 
Parent agency 
Too many staff ~rom 

outside ' 
Under-funded 
Don't know 
Unoer-staffed 
Other 

TOTAL . 

35 

Year I 
Percent 

3.4 
6.9 

13.8 

17.2 

6.9 

17.2 

3.4 
10.3 

3.4 
6.9 

10.3 

99.7 
" 

Year II 
Percent 

4.0 

8.0 
4.0 

12.0 

B.O 

4.0 
16.0 

4.0 

4.0 

4.0 
4.0 

12.0 

16.0 

100.0 
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3. Position on Institutionalizatipn 

A slight increase (considering the small sample size) in the 

proportion of key decision-makers favoring the institutionalization of . 

Project New Pride jn San Francisco was apparent in Year II. 81.8 percent 

of the decision-makers favored its institutionalization in the first year 

and 90 percent in the second. 

4. Institutionalization Process 

During the first year, there emerged a rather clear pattern of 
/) 

belief as to the most important processes that need to occur to gain 

funding after the Federal grant period. An ability on the program's 

part to demonstrate effectiveness was selected most often, 20.3 percent. 

The need to secure private sector 'funding was the second most frequent 

response~ 13.6 petcent, state funding third, 11.9percent~ and the 

support of the community and its leadership fourth~ 10.2 percent. 

Un 1 ike thei r counterparts in Kansas City and Provi dence, 'the key 
~? 

(/ deci sian-makers in San Franci sco felt the chances for project i nstituti on-

alization had improved over time, but wCere s.till not rated "Good." 

fI ~ 
Estimated Probability of Securing Alternative Fundi~ 

Very good 
Good 
50/·50 
Poor 
Ver:y'poor 

TOTAL 

36 

Year I 
Percent 

~ 17.6 
5.6 

29.4 
47.1 

.99.7 

Year II 
Percent 

15.4 
46.2 
23.1 
15.4 ' 

100.! 
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During Year II a wide variety of responses were Suggesteq.. So many 

were identified that 28.6 percent, the largest category in tjJl chart below, 

hadto be classified as "other." Responses that fell into (.tablish~d . 

categories were rather evenly dispersed among them.) 
~ 

~~. --.~/ 

,;"'"''-'\.", 

::.::;: -

Processes that Need to Occur to Secure Funding 

Support of community leadeJ:s 
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 ~ 
~ave to replace other public agency 
Have to change management 
Don't know 
Other 

TOTAL 

c· 

37 

Year I 
Percent 

10.2 
20.3 
11.9 

6.8 
3.4 
6.8 

<.:::::;- 5.1 

1.7 
13.6 
10.2 
1.7 
3.4 
--

5.1 

100.2 

Year II 
Percent 

8.6 
8.9 
5.7 

2.9 

8.6 
2.9 
5.1 

8.6 
5.7 

2.9 
11.4 
28.6 

100.2 
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Regarding the best "strategies " to employ to secure funding there 

was rather more congruence between' the two years. The single largest 

categQry 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 need to secure community support and solicit private funding were 

relatively highly rated a.s strate'gies in both samples. However, the Year 

I categories of building ties with other community agencies, having a 

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

in the life 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, 

and 2.9 percent respectively in the second year. 

Strategies 

Need support of community leaders 
ProveQ cost-effective 
Written into state budget 
Written into municipal bupget 
Written into county budget 
Seek Federal money 
Seek block grant from state 
Initiate bond issue 
Bull d ti es wi th 1 ike agency 
S'blicit private funds 
Begin early 
Sophistica7ted management 
Staff active in fund raising 
Don't know 
Other" 

TOTAL 

Yee,r I ' 
Percent 

12.5 
27.1 
4.2 
4.2 
2 .• 1 
6.3 
2.1 

10.4'" 
8.3 

10.4 
10.4 

2.1 

100.0 

() 

Year II 
Percent 

8.8 
23.5 

11.8 

2.9 
14.7 
2.9 

5.9 
8.8 

20.6 

100.0 
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In general, key decision-makers were more optimistic about the 

project's chances for securing continuation funding during Year II 

than they were in Year I. Though fe\,1 in both years thought the chances 

IIGood," 17.6 percent in Year I and 15.4 percent 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. 

Probabi 1 i ty of Conti nued Fundi ng 

, 
Y)jear I ,', Year II 

.!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 .--

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 
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E. Summary and Conclusions 

1. Context Study 

a. Intake: Responsibility of Juvenile Pr'obatiDn Department 

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

c. Prosecution:2 Specialized District Attorney Unit: F'inal 
responsibility for filing of petition. 

d. Defense: Specialized Public Defender Unit 

e. Organization of Judiciary: Head judge and referee.s. 
Permanent superior judge rotates through but no specific time 
period attached. 

f. Level of Adversarialness of Proceedings: Hiqh 

g. Level of Plea Bargaining: High 

h. Concurence with Probation's Recommendations: Medium 

i. gisposition Options; Probation, county institution, lIout of hornell 
placement~ weekend juvenile hall, intensive counseling program, 
state training programs. High use of restitution and community 
service. 

j. Policy on Alternative Programs: Highly supportive, high level of 
usage, many in area, no formal evaluation 

k. Public Attitudes: Mixed. 

2. Juvenile Justice System 

J?~-J: Familiarm,: Remained high, approximately 90 percent 

b.. Use: 

• Same rate of referral, approximately 2/3 referred to New 
pride, differenc~s from Year I accounted for mainly by 
differences in nature of probation officer's caseloads. 

• Problems i, no maki.ng referrals decreased. 

c. Communication: 

• Program's recOrd of communication with the court rated 
~omewhat less favorably: .Year I 66.7 percent rated IIgood," 
in Year II 56.8 percent. ' ., 

" 
• ' Frequency of communi cati on wi th New Pride program decreased. 
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d. Impressions: 

I Increase in positive rating of quality, of the program. Year I 
48.1 percent rated it "Good" to liVery Good,1I year II 73.2 
percent. 

I New Pride concept factors less highly rated as strengths in 
Year II. Education component seen as major strength in Year 
II. 

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

e. Position on" Institutionalization: Increased proportion in favor" 
of institutionalization: Year I = 80 percent, Year II = 100 percent. 

f. Impact on Juvenile Justice System: 

I Increased proportion felt New Pride had an impact on the 
operation of juvenile justice system: Year I = 48.3 percent, 
Year II = 53.9 perceDt. 

• Mainly in areas of new alternative to incarceration, new 
condition of probation. 

':')) 

Youth Agency System 

a. Familiarity: An increased proportion were familiar with Ne\,1 
Pride: Year I = 54.6 percent, Year II = 63.6 percent. 

b. Communication: 

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

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

c. Impressi ons : 

d. 

<0 

• Proportion 'rating the program "Good" to liVery Good" doubled: 
Year 1 = 25 percent, Year II = 50 percent. 

I Major strength during Year I clearly seen as the New Pride 
concept; "execution" variables more highly rated' ~n Year II. 

I L~ck of community involvement offered as a major weakness in 
Year I was not seen as a weakness in Year II. Poor communication 
with other youth agencies was seen as the major we~kness in Year 
II. 

Institutionalization: 
institutionalization. 

3/4 o~ the respondents in both years favDr~d 
Ll 

. 41 

SF-SUM~1ARY 

4. Key Decision-Makers 

a. Familiarity: Remained at approximately 2/3 in both years. 

b. Impressions: 

• Increase in positive perceptions of the proaram Year I 
36.4 percent rated it "Good" to liVery Good,': Y~ar II = ' 
58.3 percent. . 

• During Year I program co~cept factors were seen as lhe major 
strength. year II emphaslzed more heavily execution factors like 
the educatlon component. 

• In both years lack of community involvement and poor management 
seen as weaknesses. 

c. Position on Institutionalization: a high proportion favored 
institutionalization in both years: Year I ~ 81.8 percent, 
Year II = 98.8 percent. 

d. ,Institutionalization Process: 

I Year! showed a much wider variety of views as to necessary 
practlces and best stretegies to gain institutionalization. 
Year I ~espon~es more clearly focused around securing objective 
evalUa~l?n eVldence of effectiveness, private and state funding, 
and galnlng the support of community leaders. 

• In neither year did respondents feel it was highly probable 
that the program would receive continued funding after the 
Federal grant pe~iod. Year I 17 6 percent felt the chances 
"Good, II Year II = 15.4 percent. . 

5. San Francisco Conclusions 

There was a high, rather stable level of familiarity with'theprogram 

in both years. It was n t 11 k lOS we nown, of course, by the juveni 1 e Justi ce 

sampie. 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, how~ver, approximately 2/3 of the youth agency 

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

proportion of the probation staff use New Pride as a referral source (70%). 
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San Francisco's record of communication with the court and other youth 

serving agencies was not good in Year I, and dropped a bit further in Year II. 

Only one half of the youth serving agencies felt the program's record of 

communication was good. In the juvenile justice sample the IIGood ll rating 

went down from 66.7 percent in Year I to 56.8 percent in Year II. 

The proportion of respondents giving a good rating to the overall quality 

of the program was high, however, and increased in all three samples between 

Year I to Year II. 

All three samples viewed concept factors as significant strengths 

of the program in Year I. This was revised, howeve:r .• in all three during 
" 

Year II, when execution factors were perceived as the program's primary 

strengths. 

All samples overwhelmingly favored institutionalization of New Pride. 

In the juvenile justice system and key decision-maker sample the proportion 

favoring institutionalization increased in Year II. 

There was little optimism among key decision-makers as to the program's 

chances of receiving contjnued funding after the Federal grant period. Tn 

the first year there was some clarity that objective proof of effectiveness, 

private sector and state funding, and community support were the keys to 

institutionalization. In Year II no such clarity emerged. 

During Year I San Francisco was the le~st well received program of the 

three studied. In the second year, it was seen as a better program, for 

respondents rated it more highly according to many of the criteria discussed 

above. 
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.. CHAPTER 3 

THE KANSAS CITY SITE 

A. The Context 

In Kansas City, Kansas, there are two units responsible for intake at 

juvenile court. All abuse and neglect cases go to the Director of Abuse 

and Neglect. Complaints of delinquency go to the Director of Intake where, 

given the merits of the case measured against a set of departmentally 

developed objective criteria. the case is initially screened. Criteria 

include decisions around seriousness of offense, past contacts and 

dispositions, age, family situation, and the prosecutability of the case. 

The intake options are basically three: close the case, refer to 

diversion, or recommend to the prosecuting attorney that a petition be 

filed. There is no informal probation. The prosecuting attorney makes 

the final decision on the matter of filing. 

If a case goes to disposition, a social history is done by the 

probation department. The social history includes the youth's total 

situation, his family, and school status, and recommends a disposition 

option. Respondents agree that j~~ges generally concur with probation 

recommendations. This may be due, in part, to the fact that juvenile 
II f) , 

judges rotate through the Kansas City juvenile court every two years and 

do not ga~n the perspective and insight in matters~of juvenile treatment 

~ that they. expect p~obati on offi cers to have. {2 
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The prosecutor's ro,le is the responsibility of a specia'lized juvenile 

unit in the district attorney's office. The office is staffed by three 

full-time juvenile court district attorneys and is located in the juvenile 

court building. 

Defense counsel for indigent clients (the vast majo~ity) is provided 

through court appointment from a rotating list of private attorneys. 

Considerable criticism of this type of system was voiced as respondents 

fe 1 t ther'e was a great deal of vari ati on between attorneys with regard to 

the quality of defense provided. A permanent specialized public def~nder 

unit, it was suggested, might provide superior legal counsel to accused 

juveniles. 

Despite this, respondents not~d that contested dispositions were 

highly adversarial, in nature. Only recently ~as some plea-bargai'ning 

entered the system as the district attorney's role has become more prominent. 

Still, overall, the level of plea-barga'ining remains low. 

If a petition is found true, there are a number of disposition options. 

Restituti on orders and formal probati on, wi th or without orde'rs, are used for 

first-time and non-serious o;~rnders. In more serious cases judges commit 

youth to the custody of the state social service department to be placed in 

one of four state trai ning school s, one for gi rl s and three for boys, 

segregated on the basis of age. 

For 1I 0ut ... of-home li placement, generally reserved for IId;sturbed ll youth, 

the court places the boy or girl in the custody of the state social servic~s 

department, which in turn finds a placement in a group home or a speCialized 

institution .. 

45' 

,------------~--------- <'----'--

" s 

KC-CONTEXT 

The two main alternatives to incarcerat1"on 
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 component~. 
The project is not housed in anyone place but is IIbrokered ll for each client 

by the case manager. The prog "t d 
ram 1S argete for IIhigh risk ll youth who 

otherwise would go to training schools. It h . 
as no r1gid entrance criteria. 

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

of New Pride entrance criteria. The Intensive Sup~rvision Project, however, 

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

Kansas is a IIcommunity corrections state ll based on the California and 
Minnesota models. 

As a result of this and the historically positive 

relationship between the court and the cOmmun1"ty, the court. 
1S very sUpportive 

of alternatives progra~s. 'Court personnel have been involved in creating 

both pre,~ently existing alternatives programs. Further, respondents claim 

the two alternatives programs are used widely by the court. Increased 

alternatives usage is one of the reasons that commitments to state 

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

previous year, according to the Chief Administrator. 

The Court does not, however, have a formal method f 
III or evaluati~g the 

effectiveness of the alternatives programs they use. 

Regarding the public's atti!ude toward juvenile justice in the Kansas 

City community, it was noted that while the actual rate of juvenile cr.tme 

is decreasing (mainly due to the shr~nking juvenile population) the public 

i!3 increasingly concerned with crime as a sOc:;ial problem. "The new Kansas 

State Juveri'i 1 e Code refl ects the II get tough on cri mina 1 s and de 1 i nquentsll 
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approach which a great deal of the public believes is the best solution 

to the problem. One respondent noted, however, that the majority of 

peop 1 e do not fee 1 the problem is rea 11 y as c 1 ea r as the II get tough II 

solution implies, but are more comfortable with simplistic,all-expl~ining 

answers. The same respondent felt it was very important to educate the 

public through presenting to them the true complexity of the issue, 
,-2 

involving abus~~nd 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 Juvenile Cour/may be protected from public 

influence somewhat because presently their) are appointed positions, and 

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

B. The J~venile 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 wereofamiliar with 

the program in Year I. This 100 percent figure held true, of course, during 

Year II. The method through which 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 Pride personnel. 29.4 

percent had heard of it through apresentation"by the Chief Probation 

Officer and 11.8 percent through other court personnel. 
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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 to the fact that their particular job 

re~ponsibilities 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 i~ 46.1 percent. 
, . 

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

percent estimate,d a decreased rate. 

Of those who felt they were referring at an increased rate, 40 percent 

noted it was becaUse they were either better acquainted with the program 

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

it was because. they were seeing more youth that fit the New Pride entrance 

criteria. 

Of those who responded that they Were referring at a' decreased rate, 

50 percent noted it was because the entry cri teri a were too ri gi d and 

limiting. The -other 50 percent accounted for decreased referrals by the 

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

fewer youth who fit the entrance criteria; 

Of those who referred at about the same rate, half attributed it to 
the fact that the number of youth had remained stable. Another quarter 

attributed it to, the fact that the proportion of New Prirle eligible clients 
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they saw remained stabl~.. The final quarter noted that it was because 

the services were not improved over last year. 

~ Again, the same largest response category that obtained in San Francisco 

held true for Kansas City in the area of the kinds of youth referred to the 

New Pride program. 27.8 percent said they refer youth mainly on the basis 

of whether they meet. the proper entrance cri teri a. 16.7 percent of the\\ 
\~~' 

responses emphasized that referrals were 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 type~ of youth had changed (there were only three), two 

noted they were referring more serious offenders 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 respondents ,noted 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 juvenile'ju~tice 

sample felt that the local New Pri'de program had developed a 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 percent of the respondents 

noted the program had a good communication record. 

Year II also showed an increased freq~ency of contact with the New 

Pride program. During Year I, 50 percent of the respondents had contact 

49 
o 

KC-JJS 

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 

simn ar to those found in Year I. 92.9 percent rated it IIGood li to liVery 

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

during Year- 1. 

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 

level. The New Pride comprehensive multi-service concept, the quality of 

the staff, and the education component each accounted for 12.5 percent of 

the responses. During Year II the quality of the staff and the education 

component were the largest response categories, efch accounting for 13.7 

percent of the responses. The qual i t,Y of keepi ng youth in the communi ty 

was not rated as a major strength during Year II. However, two qualities, 

close supervision and one-o~-one attention, when combined for Year II .. , \\ 
, " 
~ '. 

data, show that respondents see that aspect of the" program as a major 

strength in the second year. 
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Strengths of the Program 

Concept 
Population in need 
Staff 

Year I 
Percent 

Efficiency of organization 
Quality of services 

12.5 
6.3 

12.5 
6.3 

Facil ity 
Location 
Services at one site 
Effective 
Caring attitude 
Communication 
Accountability 
Keep 'j n comml1n i ty 
Close supervision 
One-on-one 
Whole family 
Community involvement 
Vocational/Employment 
Education 
Counseling 
Alternative 
Well funded 
Don't know 
Other 

TOTAL 

3.1 
3.1 

15.6 
9.4 

.:....-

3.1 
9.4 

12.5 

3.1 

3,1 

100.0 

Year II 
Percent 

3.9 
5.9 

13.7 
2.0 

2.0 
2.0 

2.0 
3.9 
2.0 
3.9 
7.8 
9.8 
2.0 
3.9 
7.8 

.13.7 
3.9 
5.9 

2.0 
2.0 

100.1 

KC-JJS 

:. 

In Year I the two most often cited weaknesses of the New Pride' 

.~'~ program in Kansas City were the restrictive nature of the entrance 

criteria and poor supervision, both 17.6 percent. As would be expected 

from the strengths data above, poor supervision dropped out completely 

as a weakness in the Year II sample. Year II data,as with the data in 

San Francisco, is more spread acro§s 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 Ye.ar II is "under-funding." 

14.3 percent of the responses fell in this category. 

~eaknes~es 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 

() 
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Year I 
Percent 

17.6 ' 

5.9 

5.9 

5.9 

" 

17.5 

11.8 

) 5.9 
5.9 

17.6 
.; 5.9 

99.9 

Year II 
Percent 

.. 

9.5 

4.8 
4.8 

9.5 

4.8 
9.5 

14.3 
9.5 
--

33.3 

100.0 

l' 
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5. Institutionalization 

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

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

permanent program after the cessation of Federal funding. 

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 justice system 

operated in Kansas City. In Year I 55.6 percent felt that it had an 

impact through serving as a new alternative or a new option as a 
,. 

condition of probation. In a general sense 85 percent expressed that 

belief in Year II. 

Impact on Juvenile Justice System 

Year I Year II 
Percent Percent 

Yes 5.6 50.0 
Yes, as alternative 33.:3 30.0 
Yes, new proBation 

condition 16.7 5.0 
No 5.0 
Don't know 5.6 5.0 
Too early 38.9 
Other 5.0 

TOTAL -100.1 100.0 
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C. The ~outl1 ,Agency Study 
6:'-~~ 

1. Knowledge of the Program 

84.2 percent of +he youth agency sample in Kansas City were familiar 

with the local program in the first year of the study. That rose slightly 

in Year II to 89.5 percent. The methods for becoming acquainted with the 

program remained, almost u~changed. The largest number of responses 

indicated that they were informed personally by New Pride staff (36.4%). 

22.7 percent of the responses indicated project literature. Being 

informed by other youth agency directors and through clients each 

accounted for 9.1 percent of the responses. 

2. £ommunication with the Programs 

85.7 percent of the youth agency sample felt that New Pride had 

developed a good record of communication with other youth programs. 

When asked how the communication process could be improved, 64.3 percent 

did not havE any recommendations. Over one-quarter, however, suggested 

that the frequency and quality of communications need to be improved. 
o 

3. Impressions of the Program 

Impressions of the program were quite positive in both years of the 

study. Quring Year I, 87.4 percent rated it "Good" to liVery Good" and 
- 0 

92.8 percen~ rated it in the same manner in'Year II. 

; (, 
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Strengths were ~idely diverse in both years. During Year I; the 

most often occurring responses to the question about program strengths 

were that it serves a population in need, 12.1 percent, and the education 
" 

component, 12.1 percent. Serving a pop~lation in need remained a strength 

in Year II and increased in proportion of responses to 21.9 percent. 

Strengths of the Program 

The concept 
Population in need 
Staff 
Quality of services 
The facility 
Location 
All services at one site 
Effective 
Caring attitude 
Accountab 1 e . 
Keeps in community 
Close supervision 
One-on-one 
Jnvolves whol e'2·fami ly 
Community involvement 
Vocational/Employment 
Education 
Alternative to 

Incarceration 
Well funded 
Don't know 
Other 

Year I 
Percent 

3.0 
12.1 
9.1 
3.0 

3.0 

6.1 
9.1 
3.0 
9.1 
3.0 
3.0 
3.0 
6.1 
6.1 

12.1 

3.0 

6.1 

TOTAL 99.9 
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Year II 
Percent 

3.1 
21. 9 
9.4 

3.1 

6.2 

3.1 
3.1 
6.2 
3.1 

9.4 
9.4 

9.4 

6.2 
6.2 

99 .. 8 ~ 
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In both years the largest specific response to th~ issue of program 
weaknesses was IInone. II In Y I't 19 

21 percent. 
ear 1 was percent; in Year II it was 

Weaknesses of the Program 

None 
Criteria limiting 
Poor staff 
Staff turnover 
Poor services 
Poor manaaement 
Serves few gi rl s 
Poor communication with 

court 
Not accountable 
Communication with youth 

agencies 
Supervision 
Too little follow-up 

'. with cl i ents 
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 to tell 
Other 

TOTAL 

56 

Year I 
Percent 

19.0 
4.8 
4.8 

9.5 

19.0 
9.5 

14.3 
4.8 

4.8 

9.5 

100.0 

Year II 
Percent 

21.0 

5.3 

15.8 

5.3 

5.3 

5.3 

5.3 
5.3 

31.6 

100.2 
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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 Project in Kansas City. 

D. Key Decision-t~aker Study 

1. Knowledge of the Program 

Of 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 
Ij" . 

it improved between Year I and Year II. 50 percent of the sample thought 

it IIGood li to liVery GoodliinYear 1;87.5 percent so rated it in Year II. 
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Concept, staff, qual i ty of s'er~i ces, and keepi ng the youth in the 

community were the most often selected strengths in Year I. Year II's 

most often occurring responses were different. They were serving a 

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

the counseling component. 

Strengths of the Prngram 

Year I 
Percent 

Concept 
Population in ne,ed 
Staff 
Efficiency of organization 
Quality of servfces 
Location 
Services at one site 
Caring attigude 
Communication 
Accountability 
Keeps in community 
Close supetvision 
One-on-one 
Whole family 
Community involvement 
Vocational/Employment 
Education 
Counseling 
Alternative to 

incarceration 
Don't know 
Good rt~PLltation 
Other 

TOTAL 

58 

12.0 
8.0 

12.0 

12.0 
4.0 
4.0 

4.0 
4.0 

12.0 

8.0 

4.0 

8.0 
4.0 
4.0 

100.0 

Year II 
Percent 

4.3 
13.1 
4.3 
4.3 
8.7 

8.7 

4.3 
8.7 
4,.3 

13.1 
4.3 

13.1 

4.3 

4.3 

100;'0 
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f t nse in both years was that Regarding weakness, one requen respo 

the program has no significant weaknesses. In Year I the management and 

weaknesses, while in Y~ar II lack of community involvement were seen as 

communication with other youth agencies and under-funding were the 

weaknesses most often noted. 

Weaknesses of the Program 

Year I Year II 
Percent Percent 

None 14.3 13.3 
Criteria limiting 7.1 6.7 
Staff 
Staff turnover 

14.3 6.7 Management . " 
Poor communicatl0n wlth 

court 
Communicat"ion with youth 

agency 7.'1 20.0 
Foll ow-up 7.1 
Client beyond help 
Community involvement 14.3 
Replication model 7.1 
Parent agency 7.1 
Under-funded 7.1 20.0 
Don't know 14.3 6.7 
Under-staffed 6.7 
Other 20.0 

TOTAL 99.8 100.1 

I) 
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~~ 3. Position on Institutionalization ~-':"'::::';'::::,;:" 

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

institutipnalization of the New Pride Project. 83.3 percent were so 

inclined in Year I. 

4. Process of Institutionalization 

Private sector funding was seen in both years as a key factor in 

the process of gaining funding after the end of the Federal grant period. 

In Year I, state funding and evidence of effectiveness were seen as key 

elements in the process. In Year II the need to have the support of the 

community was also offered as an important element in the process. 

Process that Needs to Occur to Secure Funding 

Year I Year II 
Percent Percent 

Support of community leaders 6.0 14.3 Proven effective/cost-effective 12.1 State legislature support 12.1 7.1 Governor Support 9.1 State crime agencies 9.1 Written into state budget 9.1 Municipal government support 
7.1 Written into municipal office budget 

Need support of county government 10.7 Written into county budget 6.0 3.6 Pr5vatesector 15.2 14.3 Federa 1 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 

9.1 10.7 Other 
7.1 

TOTAL 99.8 99.9 
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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 I 
Percent 

Need support of community leaders 19.0 
Proven cost-effective 4.8 
Written into state budget 9.5 
Written into municipal budget 
Written into county budget 4.8 
Seek Federal money 14.3 
Seek block grant from state 14.3 
Initiate bond issue 
Build ties with like agency 4.8 
Solicit private fund 14.3 
Begin early 
Sophisticated management 
Staff active in fund raising 
Don't know 14.3 
Other 

TOTAL 100.1 

61 .. 

Year II 
Percent 

7.4 

11.1 
3.7 
3.7 
7.4 

11.1 
14.8 
3.7 
3.7 
3.7 
7.4 

22.2 

99.9 

}' 

" 
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In Year I, 44.4 percent of the key decision-makers who offered a,n 

estimate felt the chances of continued funding after the grant period were 
/-'] 

ilGood" to liVery Good. II 36.4 pe~lent were in that category in Year II. 

Estimated Probability of Securing Alternative 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 
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E. Summary and Conclusions 

1. Context Study 

KC-SUMMARY 

a. Intake: Director of Intake screens cases using objective criteria. 

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

c. Organization of Prosecution: Specialized District Attorney 
unit. Res pons i bil ity for fi 1 i ng peti ti ons . 

d. Organization of Defense: Court appointed from rotating list. 

e. Organi zati on of Judi ci ary.: Judges rotate through every 2 years. 

f. Level of Adversarialness: High 

g. Amount of Plea Bargaining: Low 

h. Concurrence with Probation Officer Recommendations: High 

i. 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 lIout of home placement,1I 
Intensive Supervision Project. 

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

k. Public Attitude: Seen as harsh. 

2. Juvenile Justice System 

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

b. Use: 

• Same rate of referral, approximately 86 percent. 

• Problems in making referrals decreased in Year II. 

c. Communication: 

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

• Large increase in frequency of contact. 
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KC-SUM~~ARY 

d. Impressions: Highly positive rating of program quality 
in both years; Year I, 100 percent rated "Good" to liVery 
Good, II Year II, 92.9 percent. 

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

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. 
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Youth Agency System 

a. 

b. 

c. 

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: 

• Positive in both years, slight increase. Ye~r I = 87.4 
rating it "good" to liVery Good," Year II - 92.8 percent. 

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

d. Institutionalization: 100 percent fo~ institutionalization 
in both years. 

Key Decision-Makers 

a. Familiarity: Approximately 2/3 in both yeqrs were familiar 
with New Pride. 

b. Impressions: 

c. 

d. 

• Views on quality of New Pride improved. Year I, 50 
percent rated it IIGood u to liVery Good," and Year II = 
87.5 percent. 

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

• Weaknesses that were emphasized in Year I were management 
and cO!l1munity 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: 

• Private sector fundingw~s emJhasized in both years. 

In neikher year were the thances of securing funding 
seen as good, less in Year II. Year I = 44.4 pe~,cent., 
rated chances "Good" to liVery Good, II in Year II = 36.4 
percent. 
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5. 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 sample the proportion 

familiar wi-.:.·{~ 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. 

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 hi ghly by a 11 three groups in the fi rst 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 

institutionalization. 

The private sector was seen as the key element in funding processes and 

strategi.es. Unfortunately, less than 1/2 in the first year and fewer than 40 

percent the second year felt the chances were good for finding new 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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P-CONTEXT 

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. Itis the juvenile justice 

system, and maintains control from intake through disposition. It" is charac­

terized by low task specification, centralized authority, and little prosecu­

torial function. Intake has high discretion to informally adjust 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 file. 

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 offic~rs on a geographic basis. Social 

histories are prepared and submitted after the 4acts of the case have been 

determined. They are standardized in format with sections of family', 

school ,character, offense, and juvenile justice' history. The reports 

generally contain a recommendation by the probation officer as to a proper 

disposition. The respondents' note that this recommendation is generally 

followed by the judge. 

The prosecutoris role is the responsibility of city solic;1,tors from 

the geographi c area in whi ch the offense was committed.
o 

There is 
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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 plays no significant role in the decision to file a 

petition of de'linquency. 

Defense cOlmsel is provided by a specialized juvenile. 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 \t/ithout orders, state training school, or "out­

of-horne" placement. Alternatives programs are few in the Providence area. 

Respondents estimated that there were less than thre~ or four alternatives 

programs other than New Pride" in the state. 

Respondents also felt that the court assumed a supportive stance 

towa~d alternaiives 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 system of alternatives programs by the" 

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

acts as an advocate to rTiaintain and lmprove 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 

juvenile justice bills"becoming law in Rhode Island. They report, however, 
!? 
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that the court is not "caving in" to this pressure. 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 countr~, providing resolution for domestic and juvenile 

matters. Also, it has doubled the amount of judgeships in the past ten 

years. In that time, five new positions h~ve been added. Finally, the 

records system is 100 percent computerized, is very efficient, and provides 

excellent ground for quantitative research. 

B. The Juvenile Justice Study 

"1. Knowl edge 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 Progr.am 

There was a slight increase in the proportion of respondents (91 

percent) who recommended youth for the New Pri de program in Year II over' 

the proportio~ (85.7 percent) in Year I. Almost three-quarters, 72.7 

percent, felt they were referring at a stable rate over time. 
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There were two respondents who noted 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 

lIyouth that fi t the criteri a. II 25.2 percent said "not seri ous ha rd-coy'e 

type offenders. II None felt they were referring 'different types of youth 

now than they were previously. 

Regarding referral problems; nine out of eleven respondents said they 

had none in Year I. Nine out often said they had none in Year II. The 

one respondent that had a problem in Year II said it was due to the 

restrictiveness o~ 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 Y~ar I, 54.6 percent of the respondents noted they 

communicated with New Pride staff "every day" or "more than once a week. II 

t 
\ 
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In Year II, these categories constituted only 20 percent of the r'esponses. 

However, if one combines the three categories of 1I 0nce a week,1I II more than 

once a week, II and lIevery dayll the di fference is 1 ess, \'Jith 63.7 percent in 

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

Frequency of Contact 

Year I 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 Program 

During Year I, 80 percent of the respondents felt the Providence 

New Pride was a IIGood ll to liVery Good" program. In Year II, 66.9 percent 

of the respondents rated it in those two categories. Als9, in Year I, 

20 pe'rcent rated it IIPartly Good/Partly Poor II to IIPoor. II In Year II, 

33.3 percent rated it in those categories. 

Regarding program strengths,the juvenil~ justice sample in Providen~e 

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

The second most frequent respbnse category was the hi gh qua'! ity of staff, 

and the third was the New Pride multi-service comprehensive 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 

Concept 
Population in need· 
Staff 

Year I 
Percent 

11.1 
7.4 

Efficiency of organization 
Quality of services 

14.8 
3.7 
7.4 

Facil ity 
Location 
Services at one site 
Effective, 
Caring. ~:t)~tude 
Commum cat, on 
Accountability 
Keep in community 
Close supervision 
One-on-one 
Whole family 
Community involvement 
Vocational/Employment 
Education 
Counseling 
Alternative 
Well funded 
Don't .know 
Other' 

f, TOTAL 

3.7 

18.5 
7.4 

7.4 

3.7 
3.7 

3.7 

7.4 

99.9 

~"'/ 

Year II 
Percent 

8.7 
15.2 
13.0 

4.4 

6.5 
6.5 
8.7 
2.2 

4.4 
0 

8.7 
2 .. 2 
2.2 

13.0 

4.4 

100.1 

In .the Year I sample, 40 percent of the responses regarding the 

program's major weakness~s had to do with the restrictive nature of the 

entrance criteria. The 'limiting nature of the entran~e criteria was 
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still the most often cited response in Year II. 

19.3 percent of the responses. 

Weaknesses of the Program 

Year I 
Percent 

None 6.7 
Criteria limiting 40.0 
Staff 
Staff turnover 6.7 
Poor services 
~'anagement 
Servies few girls 
Sometimes full 
Poor communication with 

court 13.3 
Not accountable 6.7 
Communication with youth 

agency 
Supervision 6.7 
Follow-up 13.3 
Act as advocate 
Client beyond help 
Community involvement 
No alcohol/drug program 
No ethnic sensitivity 
Replication model 
Parent agency 
Staff from outside 
Under-funded 
Don1t know 6.7 
Too early 
Other 

TOTAL 100.1 
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It did fall, however, to 

Year II 
Percent 

6.5 
19.3 
6,5 
6.5 

3.2 
6.5 
3.2 

6.5' 
3.2 

6.5 
9.7 
9.7 

3.2 

9.7 

100.2 
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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 wa~ as an 

alternative. _____ 6.9:\.2 percent felt it did not have an impact in Year I. 
'-'::,; ! 

In Year II 58.3 percent felt it did not have an ~mpact and there were a 

few more responses in the IIDonlt Know ll category in the second year. 

C. Youth Age~cy Study 

1. Knowledge of the Program 

In Year I, 60"percent of the youth agency sample was familiar with 

the New Pride program. This figure increased by 10 pet'c~nt in Year II. 

The main methods through which respondents became familiar with the program 
.; 

were through p\'oject liter.ature 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 Pri de program had devce loped a good record of communi cati on 

with other youth agencies. When asked how it could be improved only two 

responses were offered. 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 youth agency sample rated the overall quality of 

the Providence New Pride Project "Good" to liVery Good" in Year I. 66.6 percent 

rated it in 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 I. 

As with other sites and other populati~ns discussed in this study, 

ther;= was more diversity in Year II than in Year I regarding opinions about 

stY'engths and weaknesses of the program. In this case, the larg€:st 

single category in Year 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 population 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 

The concept 
Population in need 
Staff 

Year I 
Percent 

Efficiency/professionalism 
Services 

30.7 
15.4 
15.4 

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

incarceration 
Well funded 
Don1t know 
Other 

TOTAL 

76 

7.7 

7.7 

7.7 

15.4 

100.0 

Year II 
Percent 

17.2 
10.3 

3.5 

3.5 

10.3 
3.5 

3.5 

6.9 
3.5 
3.5 

20.7 

6.9 
6.9 

100.2 

P-YAS 
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Unlike the similarity in strengths between Years I and II, the 

respondents' views on weaknesses changed considerably. The entry 

criteria being too limited and the quality of the ,,staff were the 

responses offered most often in Year 1. Neither was offered in Year II. 

The most often occurring response in Year II wa's either II Don • t know, II 

or "Other.1I 

Weaknesses of the Program 

Year I Year II 
Percent Percent 

None 5.3 14.3 
Criteria limiting 21.0 
Poor staff 21.0 
Staff turnover 
Poor services 5.,.3 
Poor management 5.3 7.1 . 
Serves few girls 5.3 
Sometimes full --Poor communication with 

court 5.3 
Not accountable 5.3 
Communication with youth 

agencies 
Supervision 7.1 
Too little follow-up 
Too much advocacy 
Client beyond help 
Community involvement 
No alcohol/drug program 
No ethnic sensitivity 
Replication model --
Parent agency ~, --
Staff from outside 
Under-funded 10'.5 
Don't know 5.3 35.7 
Too early to tell 10.5 
Other 35.7 

TOTAL 100.1 99.9 
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100 percent of the youth agen(~::~Ple was in favor of institutionaliz-
/'\ ~ , ~ 

~~ti on of the project in the Provi dence community after the cessati on of 

Federal funding. This figure dropped slightly to 91.7 percent in Year II. 

Percentage Favoring Alternattves to Incarceration Generally 

Yes 
Not for serious offenders 
Need to protect community 
Some agencies not capable 
Must be held accountable 
Must be cost-~ffective 
Must be wel1-funde-d 
Community needs to be 

educated 
Needs religious focus 
No 

TOTAL 

D. Key Decision-~1aker Study 

1. Familiarity with the Program 

% 

9.5 

4.8 
42.9 

9.5 

33.3 

100,0 

More key deci s i on-makers were famil i ar with New Pri de in Provi dence 

in the second year of the study than in the fi rst year. 75 percent· 

were familiar with it in Yea~ II and 58.3 percent in Year I. 

2. Impress,i ons of the Program 

During both years all of the key decision-makers who responded rated 

the program "Good" tal/Very Good. 1I During Year I the central tendency was 

., 

(I 

78 

'.f 
,:'", ...... ,. ,-, •• , ... ;\ ..... -.,.~.~-.''''',"-,--.,-, > 

'0, ' 

" ,. 



as ~~--~--~----~.--~-----------------------------------------------------.<-

-~~":~;'.-r'" ~ 

I 
~ 

( 

[ 

[ 

[ 

r 
r 
r 
r 
r. 
L 
f ,I ,,/ ", 

.,.1 

r . 
r ... 

r. 
[ 

" 

[ 
g"~ r ) ~i 

Ii ! .~ 
" ( 

P··KDM 

Weaknesses in Year I were most often seen as the quality of staff 

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

out its required mandate. In Year II the most often offered weakness 

was staff turnover. 

I', 
\. 

Weaknesses of the Program 

None 
Criteria limiting 

Year I 
Percent 

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 
Don't know 
Too early to tell 
Under-staffed 

TOTAL 

3. Position on Institutionalization 

22.2 
22.2 

11.1 
(\ " 
~9.9 

,0 

Year II 
Percent 

14.3 

28.6 

.--

14.3 
28.6 
14.3 

100.1 

·100 percent of the key dedsi:n~).r sample in both years was in 

favor of institutionalizating the New prde program in the Provi.dence 

area after the cessation of Fede.ral fUfing, 
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not clear and the most frequent response was "Don't Know." The next most 

common responses ,wefe the program's concep't, the effi ci ency of the 
. t' hi orgamza lon, t e quality of services, and the vocational/employment 

component. Duri ng Year II, responses in the II Don't Know" 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. 

o 

\1 

.' Strengths of the Program 

Year I 
Percent 

Concept 
Population in need 
Staff 
Efficiency of organization 
Quality of services 
Location 
Services at one site 
Effectiveness 
Caring attitude 
Communication 
Accountability 
Keeps in community 
Close supervision 
One-on-one 
Who 1 e fami 1y 
VO'i;'at-j ona 1 /Emp 1 oyment 
EdU~ation 
Counseling 
Al ternative 'to 

incarceration 
Don't know' ' 
Good reputation 

TOTAL 

() 

79, 

14.3 

14.3 
14.3 

14.3 
7.1 
7.1 

21.4 
7.1 

99.9 

Year II 
Percent 

25.0 
15 ;'0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 

5.0 

5.0 

10.0 
5.0 
5,,0 " 

100.0 

J. 
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4. Process of Instit~tionalization 

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 SUppoTt at the state level. 

category received only 5.5 perceht of the responses in Year II. The focus 

shifted from the state to the private sector in Year If 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 "Donlt know." In 

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

proven effectiveness, 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 IIGood" to liVery Good; II 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.1I In Year II, 25 percent rated the chances 1150/50 11 ahd 
" 

75 percent felt it was "Poor" to liVery Poor. II 

. Estimated Probability of Securing Alternative Funding 

Very good 
Good 
50/50' 
Poor 
VerY poor 

Year I 
Percent 

9.1 
9.1 

54.5 
27.3 

TOTAL 100.0 

" 81 

Year II 
Percent 

25.0. 
66.7 
8.3 

100.0 
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E. Summary and Conclusions 

1. Context Study: 

2. 

a. Intake: Responsibility of the court. High discretion. 

b. a tions at Intake: close~ recommend to diversion 
court operated diversion) recommend filing a petition. 

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

d. Organization of Defense: Speciali 4ed juvenile unit. 

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

f. Level of Adversari a 1 ness: .~_tli gh 

g. Level of Plea Bargaihing: High 

h. Concurrence with Probation Officer Recommendation: High 

i.v-Disposition Options: referral to program, formal probation, 
state training school, out of home placement. Wide usage of 
restitution and community service. 

j. Policy on Use of Alternatives: ~10derately supportive, 
moderate level of usage, no formal evaluation of programs. 

k. Public Attitude: Seen as harsh. 

Juvenile Justice System: 

a. Fami 1 i arity: Same in both years, 100. percent 

b. Use: 

• Slight increase on proportion who referred to New Pride: 
Year I = 85.7 percent, Year II - 91 percent 

• Sa~e low propo~tion~of problems in making referrals, 
Sllghtly less ln Yea~II. 

c. Communication: 

• Proportion who rated program1s record of communication 
as good dropped. Year I, 91.7 percent felt record was .. 
"Good,1I and Year II, 58.3 percent. 

o 

• Frequency of contact decreased. 
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3. 

4. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

P-SW1MARY 

Impressions: Proportion who rated program "Good" to liVery 
Good" decreased. Year I = 80 percent, Year II = 66.9 percent. 

Institutionalization: 
institutionalization: 
83.3 percent. 

Slight drop in proportion favoring 
Year I = 92.3 percent, Year II = 

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~ 

Youth Agency System 

~. Familiarity: Slight increase in familiari),ty: Year I = 
~O percent, Year II = 70 percent. 

b. Communications: 85 percent of thedYeafr II sa~Plet.felt.tt_~e 
program had developed a good recor 0 communlca lon Wl 
other youth agencies (No Y~ar I data). 

c. Impressions: 

d. 

• Proportion rating "Good" to liVery Good" decreased by 1/3: 
Year I = 100 percent, Year II = 66.6 percent. 

• New Pride service concept seen as a major strength in both 
years. 

• Limiting entry criteria and staff were seen as weaknesses in· 
Year I; less so in Year II. 

Institutionalization: Institutionalization was favored by 
a large proportion in both years,dr-opping slightly in Year II: 
Year I = 100, Year II = 91.7 percent. 

Key Decision-Maker 

a. Familiarity: More were familiar in Year II. Year 1 = 58.5 
percent, Year II = 75 percent. 

b. Impressions: 

c. 

, .. . "G d" • 100 percent in both years rated rrogram qL\;al/il ty as 00 
to liVery Good. II I, .• 

I 

• Program concept vari ab 1 es dominated more i(n "Year- lL.",t;han 
Year I in regard to strength. ~ 

• Staffing issues were seen as a weaknes~ in both years. 
" 

Position on Institutionalization: 100 perce~t in both years 
in favor of institutionalization. 
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d. Process of Institutionalization: 

• Focus of responses as to where energy for funding should 
be placed moved from state in Year I to private sector in 
Year I I. 

• Pessimism regarding future funding increasing iri Year II. 

5. Providence Conclusions 

100 percent of the juvenile justice system sample, 3/4 of the key 

decision-maker sample, and 3/5 of the youth agency system sample, were familiar 

with New Pride. The proportions increased in Year II among both the youth 

agency system and key decision-maker populations. 

A high proportion of probation officers referred youth to New Pride 

and the percentage increased s 1 i ghtly in Year I I. There were few cases 

of problems in making referrals and they lessened in Year II. 

. The proportion of juvenile justice system respondents who felt the 

program had developed a good record of communication with the court dropped 

from 91.7 percent in Year I to 58.3 percent in Year II. However, 85 percent 

of the youth agency system sample rated tbe record "Good" in Year II. 

The proportion of respondents in both the juvenile justice and youth 

agency system samples who rated the program quality highly dropped in Year II. 

Among the juvenile justice system sample, it dropped from 80 percent to 66.9 

percent and among the youth agency sample, from 100 percent to 66.6 percent. 

100 percent of the key decision-maker sample rated the program highly in 

both years. 

Although institutionalization was favored by all samples in both years, 

the proportions favoring it in the juvenile justice system and youth agency 

samples dropped during Year II. Again, 100 percent of the key decision­

makers favored it in both years. 
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p-SUMr1ARY 

The emphasis on the key elements in gaining future funding moved from state 

monies in Year I to the private sector in Yea'r 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, 

it, like the other sites, has a positive image in the systems surrounding 

the program. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS: CROSS-SITE ANALYSIS 

1. The Context 

In Kansas City and Providence, respondents reported the public 

'mai ntai ns a rather harsh IIgettough on crime ll attitude, that i ndi cates 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 availab1e for youth placement in San Francisco. 

Restitution and community service alternatives are increasingly used. The 

San Francisco and Kansas City courts have been highly suppOl~tive of community­o 
based alternative programs and use them widely. Providence has been supportive, 

but somewhat less so, and uses them with somewhat lower 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. 
II 
II 

In the cities where there is ~peciaT~zed juvenile prosecution or 
;, 

defense unit, they were praised for high quality of work. In Kansas Ci ty 

where' private attorneys provide defense counsel and in Providence Where 

City solicitors prosecute, these non-specialized 
)' 

systems were critici~ed. 
\\ 
~~""~_ .1.' 

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 list of private attorneys. 
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The level of adversarialness, however, on contested cases at all three 

sites was reported to be high. The amount of plea-bargaining was high in 

both San Franci sco and Provi dence, but low in Kansas Ci ty " 

In Kansas City and Providence judges rotate through juvenile court 

responsibilities. San Francisco's bench is made up predominately 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 frequently in 

San Francisco. 

2. Juvenile Justic~Study 

Familiarity with the program was found to be very high at all sites. 

In Kansas City and Provi dence, sma 11 er juri sdi cti ons, 100 percent were 

familiar with New F-:~ide, while in San Francisco approximately 90 percent 

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

offi cers': were surveyed. 

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

and remained stable at all ~ites. In general, agents experienced few problems 

maki)ng referrals during the first year.. There Were even fewer problems in the 

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

criteria. 

At San Franci sco and Prov; dence, respondents perceived that( programs 
. Ii ~ . . 

communicated\le~s frequently in Year II. 'Communication was the most . 

important aspect of the "response of the surrounding systems . .to the program, 

and one of their major concerns. 

Overall impressions of the program were positive. In Providence, 

however, they became a little l'ess favorable in Year II. Conversely, in 
" 
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San Francisco, impressions became more favorable over time, There, however, 

j' they had been much less favorable in the fir~tyear of inquiry than they had 
! 
I~ been elsewhere. 

A high proportion of the juvenile justice officials at all sites favored 

insti~ytionalization, ~~w Pride's reputation increased in San Francisco and 

decteased slightly in Providence. In San Francisco and Kansas City, respondents 

felt the program had greater impact on the juvenile justice system in Year II. 

At Providence it was seen as having little impact in Year I, and even less in 

Year I I. 

3. Youth Agency Study 

The proportion of youth 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 Francisco. 

Eighty-five percent of the respondents at Kansas City and Providence 

rated the programs I recorci of communication as good. One-half rated it 

so at San Franci~co. 

The proportion rating the quality of the program as high fncreased 

sl ightly at Kansas City, doubl,~d in San Franci sco and went down in 

Providence. 

Very high proportions of respondents at all sites favored institutionalism. 

At ~ansas City, 100 percent in both years favored institutionalization of 

New Pride; at San Francisco approximately'" three-q~arter~ 'in both years 

favored it; "at Providence 100 percent in 'Year I and 91.7 'per:cent in 

Year II favored it; 

o 
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4. Key Decision-Maker Study 

Familiarity remained stable at the San Francisco and Kansas City sites 
o 

at a level of approximately two-thirds of the samples. In Providence 

it increased from 58.3 percent in Year I to 75.percent in Year"II. 

In Providence~ the quality of the program was rated high by 100 
(\ 

percent of respondents in both years. . The Year II rating improved at 

San Francisco and Kansas City. 

Similarly, at Providence 

\\ 

/j-"~,,-\ 

-" '. 

100 percent in both'y-eiars favored 

institutionalization. The proportion favoring institutionalization 
.:) 

increased in Kansas City from 83.3 percent to 100 percent and in San 

Francisco from 81.8 percent to 90 percent. 

Regarding funding, nowhere was there optimism in Year I and even less 

in Year II. Further, there was less clarity as to the best direction to 

follo,,/ to secure funding in Year II. Private sector funding, however, was 

an element pointed to as key in both years across sites. 
,~}) 

5. Conclusions 

A number of conclusions can be drawn from the information gained in 

the Context Study. First, it is clear in Providence and Kansas City wher:e 

prosecution is not handled by full-timespecialized juvenile units thQ.t 

the quality of both prosecution and cjefense is inferipr to that provided by 

j~'nile specialists. Where there were specialized units, informants rated 
" 

their quality highly; where there were not specialists, the quality of 

thei r work in j uveni 1 e court was seen as; nfer'i or. .' 

The IIget tough on crime ll sentiment of the public nation-wide holds ,: 

true ina 11 three communiti es studi eo, but· 1 ess .so in San Franc; sco. 
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However, at all sites informants respond that judges were not much 

(',j nfl uenced in :thei:f deci s i on:0ma ki ng by thi s. They were II j ea 1 ous of thei r 

independence l' one respondent noted, and co~tinued to make decisions using 
.; 

a more complex s'et of criteri a' than the pub 1 i c was fami i i ar wi th. 

This independence is aided by the factVthat at all sites the judges 

rotate through the juvenile court (except the referees in San Francisco). 

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

remained in that setting. The ma1~ concession to the public view appears 
"0 

;to be an increased use of restitution and community service programs. 
(~-,., 

Respondents claim that incarceration is no more likely as a disposition 
, 

on any given case than it was in the past, wh~n public attitudes were 
r,1 

seen as less severe. 

Similarly, community-based alternatives are not less widely used. 

In fact, the courts are quite supportive of those programs. One judge 

commented "with all the problems we have and the limited resources, how 

can we be against having another di~positiona,L option?1I 

Though the courts are supportive of community-based alternatives, 

, San Francisco is the only site with a large number Qf such programs. 

And no site has more than one othe r program ha'ndl i ng youth of the type 

admitted by New Pride; that is, serious and chronic youthful offenders. 
o 

ii 
In general, judges were seen as concurring tQ a high degree with th~ 

'.#' 
dispositional recomnYendations made by the probation department. This 

emphasizes the key role, that the probation officer plays in the juvenile 

" justice system. And" it underscores ,the ne~d for programs like New Pride to 

maintain goqd communication with the probation department. As was seen in 

the juvenile justice stud.y, communication is a key variable in shaping 

90 ~ rl ,,~ i t, I. 
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the surrounding system's views of the New Pride program. And, quite simply, 

the most offered suggestion for improving communication 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 variable 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" variables 

as opposed to ilexecution" variables. Concept variables relate to qualities 
li\1 

inherent in the New Pri de prog~l~r model, whi 1 e executi on variables are 
J ~ 

attributable 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 tn 

need of services. The main weakness was seen as the restrictiveness of 
(" 

New Pride entrance criteria. 

In Year II there was a shift of emp'hasis in both strength and weaknesses 

to execution variables. In the second year strengths ~ended to e~phasize 

the functioning of particular components like education or the quality of 

the ',staff. The cha'nge was 'apparent around weaknesses as" wel1. The 
I' 

restrictivess of entrance criteria was less of tell seen as a problem while 

respondents took issue more wi"th staff and management issues. 

This change from concept to execution is probably reOlate,d'to the 

passage Ofl)time ,and respondents bec()ming more famil i qr wi th' the progr~ms. 

Thus" in the second year, knowi ng the program better, respondents 'were 
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able,to make judgments base~ more specifically on program performance 

rather than simply the idea behind it. Also in the second year, 

respondents probably ada~ted to the limitations inherent in the entry 

criteria and no longer railed against them, but worked within them. 

Another inte\~sting 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 effectiveness was seen as a key. So was the need to 
~ 

secure private and state funding as well as suppor~ of community leaders. 

In Year II respondents' estimates of the proQability of securing funding 

went down even further, and there was much les~ clarity as to how to" 

proceed. No central tendencies in the responses d . emerge as they did in the 

first year, with the exception of an emphasis on seeking pri~ate sector 

funding. 

One must conclude that the key decision-makers 1 are, not on y less 

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

but that they areal so more confused as to the strategi es W,hi ch mi ght make 

institutionalization possible. 
\i 

There appeared to be some movement in the surrounding systems' 

views on the quality of operations of t~e New Pride programs .. General)y, 

the Kansas City site was rated highly in the first year and even more 
o . 

~i9hlY i~tle second. San Francisco, whichwa~ rated relatively~ poorly 

1n Year y~as rat,ed more highly in Year II. PrOVidence, which had been 

r~,ted qtffte highly in Year I~dropped in the estimation of respondents 

in the "second year. 
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Overall, however, us~ng the three sample sites as a base for projection, 

it must be said that the New Pride programs are a smashing success. From 

the perspe~tive of the surrounding systems it can be said that the programs 

are well known, widely used, their r.ecord of communi'lcation with the court 

and other youth agencies is relatively good (yet improvable), and that 

they have been rated at all sites overall as high quality programs. 

Finally, there was near unanimity at all sites in all populations 

surveyed in favor of the instituti~oalization of project New Pride. 
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