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This volume, Proce(!dir.gs of the National 
Conference on Criminal Justice, provides a record of 
the speeches and discussions of that National 
Conference, held January 23 to 26, 1973, to review 
major standards and recommendations of the 
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals. This book is a companion 
piece, in design, to the six volumes of the 
Commission report, but it is not a statement of the 
Commission itself. 

More than 1,500 delegates, drawn from the 55 
States and territories and from the 4. components 
of the criminal JUGtice system-police, courts, 
corrections, and the public-attended the 4-day 
Conference at the Washington Hilton Hotel in 
Washington, D.C. 

Thi~ Confenmce enabled criminal justice 
practitioners from across the Natidn to gain an 
overview of the Commission's work and an 
understanding of the intent of the Commission in 
developing its standards and goals. 

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justice Standards and Goals was appointed by the 
Adr.ninistrator of Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration (LEAA), on October 20, ~171, to 
formulate for the first time national criminal'justice 
standards and goals for crime reduction and 
prevention at the State and local levels. 

The views and recommendations presented in the 
six Commission reports are those of a majority of the 
Commission and do not nece$sarily represent those 

II of the Dtlpartment of Justice .. Although LEAA 
provided $1. 7 5 million in discretionary grants for the 
work of the Commission, it did not direct that work 
and had no voting participation on the Commission. 

Other recent Commissiolls havl,~ studied the causes 
and debilitating effects of c:rime in our society. We 
have sought to expand their work and build upon it, 
developing a clear statemel'lt of priodties, goals, and 
standards to help set a natio¥1al strategy to reduce 
crime through the timely and equitabl,e 
administration of justice; the protectioh of life, 
liberty, and property; and the \~fficient n\obilization 
of resources. I 

Some State ot local governnients may already 

meet many standards or recommendations proposed 
by the Commission; most in the Nation do not. In 
any case, each State and local government is 
encouraged to evaluate its presel1t status and to 
implement those standards and recommendatiolls 
that are appropriate. 

The standards and recommendations of the 
Commission are presented in ,five volumes of the 
Commission report. 'rho!;e five volumes, on the 
s!,thjects of the Criminal Justice System j Police, 
COllfls, Correctionsj and Community Crime 
Prevention, are addreiSsed .. to the State and local 
officials and other persons who would be responsible 
I'or implementing the standards and . 
recommendations. Synopses of all CommissiOl't 
standards and lJecoIDmendations are presented at the 
end of this volume to provide an overview of that 
material. 

A sixth volume, A National Strategy to Reduce 
Crime, presents a broad picture of the Commission's 
work and its strategy for th~ reduction of crime in 
America. The chapters of that volume are based 0\:1 
the companion volumes, but some additional 
explanatory material is included. That volume also 
addresses the subjects of criminaL. code reform and 
handguns.: 

The Commission hopes that its standards and 
recommendations will influence the shape of the 
criminal justic:'l system in the Nation for many years 
to come. And it believes that adoption of thos~ 
standards and recommendations \.vHl contribute to a 
measurable reduction of the amount of Cril11f~ in 
America. 

The Commission expresses sincerest thanks to 
J erris Leonard, Administrator of LEAA, both for his 
support and encouragement during the life of the 
Commission and for his outstanding work as 
presiding officer at this Conference. Special thanks 
also go to Richard W. Velde and Clarence M. 
Coster, Associate Administrators, and to Thomas J. 
Madden, Executive Director of the Commission, for 
their efforts on ,behaH of this Con:lmission. 

The CQlmmission also is grateful to the many men 
andwom~mj in public and private servicel who 
helped make this Conference a success. 

Washington, D.C. 
January 26,1973 

RUSSEDL W. PETERSON 
Chairman 
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The National Conference on Cdminal Justice was 
convened in Washington, D.C., from January 23 to 
January 26, 1973. Its purpose was to provide a 
forum at which some 1,500· criminal justice prac
titioners could meet to review and di~cuss the major 
findings of the National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and GO~lls. 

This volume represents the only public record of 
the proceedings of that Conference. The addresses 
delivered at all of the plenary and conference ses
sions have been reproduced al0J1g with summary 
reports of the small-group and Stl~te forum sessions 
which were an integral part of Ccmference activities. 

The key recommendations of the National Advi
sory Commission were contained i:n a set of Working 
Papers published and distributed to all Conference 
delegate!), The Working Papers c()ntained standards 
for guidance and priorities for action on the part of 
State, county, and local criminal justice agencies and 
community service facilities. 

The goal of the National Commission was to stim
ulate an increased awareness of the critical problems 
facing our criminal justice systelll and to propose 
solutions to these problems by developing standards 
and goals which States and 10caJ governments can 
use as a basis for examining their own criminal jus
tice systems. These standards and goals were not 
developed to be imposed on the States; States can 
accept, reject, or amend any of them. The standards 
and goals can also serve as yardsticks for helping 
the citizen measure and judge the effectiveness of 
his criminal justice system. As an initial step toward 
the accomplishment of this goal the National Confer
ence assumed the following objec~ives: 

To bring together for the first time the leadership of the 
nation's criminal justice community and legislators, mayors, 
businessmen, industrialists, educators!, labor, civic leaders, 
and citizens. 

// 
// 
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To review the standards and goals developed lIy the 
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Jl1sticf.l Stand
ards and Goals. 

To develop a commitment and strategy for implementing 
standards and. goals in eachSiate. 

The publication of the Conference Proceedings is 
intended to stimulate a continuing dialog among 
criminal justice leaders and practitioners on the need 
for new definitions of and approaches to the age~old 
problems of crini.~nal behavior. During the Confer
ence, consensus on what should be done was desir
able, but it was not urged only for the sake of 
uniformity. Many of the Conference sessions were 
lively and controversial. 

The positions taken by the National Advisory 
Commission were both praised and criticized. The 
important result, however, was that they were con
sidered in depth by many who are in a position to 
effect change. 

The speGial staff, formed to direct and execute the 
National Conference, had to perform many diverse 
tasks over a very short period of time. A special 110te 
of thanks is due to Joseph R. Rosetti, Director, to 
Billy Wayson, Detputy Director, and to Jonathan B. 
Peck, president of Learning Systems, Inc., a Boston
based consulting firm that provided project manage
ment support. I also very much appreciate the 
inten.se efforts of the program coordinators who 
greatly aided in developing a dynamic agenda for an 
historic Conference. 

I would also like to give recognition to the leader
ship provided the Commission by its Chairman, 
Governor Russell W. Peterson, and by its Vice 
Chairman, Sheriff Peter J. Pitchess. Finally, I would 
like to extend warI'i~est thanks to Thomas J. Madden, 
Executive Director of the Commission, for his un-
usual efforts and dedication. ' 

JERRIS LEONARD 
Administrator 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration " 

Washington, D.C. 
January 26,1973 

1.'lf~ 
'IM~,'iIol ___ ..... _ ...... _________ _ 
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JUSTICE 

'WESDAY, January 23, 1973 

2:00- Conferonco Registration in the 
10:00 p.m. Exhibit Hall of tho Washington 

Hillon Hotel 
6:00· Informal rocoptlon and buffot 

10;00 p.m. In tho Cryst .. 1 Ballroom 

WEDNESDAY, January 24, 1973 

7:00. Breakfast on the Terrace of the 
8:15 a.m. Washington Hilton Hoiol 
9100 0.111. FIRST PLENARY SESSION 

Keynote 
The Intornational Ballroom 
COllter 

Invocation: 
The Reverend 
Elmer J. C, Prtmzlow, Jr. 

Presiding; 
Jerris Leonard, Administrator, 
Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration 

Address: 
Governor Russell W. Peterson, 
Cbairman, National Advisory 
Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standaxds and Goals 

10:30 a.m. FIRST CONFERENCE SESSION 
Dci!agalos convonn by profession 
"Ovorvlow of Standards 
and .Goals" 

POLICE 
International Ballroom West 

Presiding: 
Edward M. Davis, Chief, Los An'geles 
Police Department 

"The Police Task F'orce" 
Vernon Hoy, Deputy Chief. 
Los Angeles Police Department 

"Corrections Task Force" 
Ellis C. MacDougall, Commissioner, 
Georgia Department of Offender 
Rehabilitation 

"Courts Task Force" 
John C. Danforth, 
Attorney General of Missouri 

"Community Crime Prevention 
Task Force" 
George B. Peters, President, 
Aurora Metal Company 

"Crime· Oriented Planning" 
Martin Danziger, Assistant 
Administrator, National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice 

COURTS 
The Georgetown Room 

Presiding: 
Daniel J. Meador, University of 
Virginia Law School " 

"The Courts Task Force" 
George Dix. University of Texas 
Law School 

"Corrections Task Force" 
Robert J. Kutak, Attorney, 
Omaha, Nebraska 

"Police Task Force" 
Arthur L. Alarcon, Judge, Superior 
Court of Los Angeles 

"Community Crime Prevention 
Task Force" 
Arnold Rosenfeld, Executive Director, 
Massachusetts Commission on Law 
Enforceihent and the Administration 
of Justice 

"Crime-Oriented Planning" 
George Trubow, Director, Office of 
Inspection and Review" Law 
Enforcement Assistance 
Aqministration 

CORRECTIONS 
The Jefferson Room 

Presiding: 
Judge Joe Frazier Brown, Executive 
Director, Texas Criminal Justice 
Council 

"Police Task Force" 
Frank Dyson, Chief of Police, 
Dallas Police Department 

"Community Crime Prevention 
Task Force" 
Allen F. Breed, Director, 
California Youth Authority 

"Courts Task Force" 
Henry F. McQuade, Chief Justice 
of the Idaho Supreme Court 

"Crime-Oriented Planning" 
Gerald Emmer, Director, Office of 
Inspection and Review, Law 
'Enforcement Assistance 
Administration 

COMMUNITY CR~ME 
PREVENTION 

The Monroe Room 

Presiding: 
Dr. Jack Michie, Director, Michigan 
Division of Vocational Education 

"The Community Crime Prevention 
TaskForce" 
Hayden Gregory, A~sistant Director, 
National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals 

"Police Task Force" 
Alfred S. Ercolano, Director, College 
of American Pathologists 

"Courts Task Force" 
Sylvia Bacon, Associate Judge, 
Superior Court Clf the District 
of Columbia 



"Corrections Task Force" 
Edith Flynn, National Clearinghouse 
for Correctional Programming 
and Architecture 

"Crime-Oriented Planning" 
George Hall, Acting Assistant 
Administrator, National Criminal 
Justice Information and 
Statistics Service 

12:30 p.m. SECOND PLENARY SESSION 

luncheon 
Delegates will be seated by 
State 
The International Ballroom 
Center 

Presiding: 
Jerris Leonard, Administrator, 
Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration . 

Introduction: 
James D. McKevitt, Assistant 
Attorney General fer Legislative 
Affairs, United States Department 
of Justice 

Address: 
"Local Governments Need Help" 
Reubin Askew, Governor of the 
State of Florida 

2:00. FIRST FORUM SESSION 
5:3Cf p.m. DelogatM convene in small 

groups by profession to discuss 
the findings of the National 
Advisory Commission an!i 
re!!lled fopics. 

7:30 p.m. SECOND CONfERENCE 
SESSION 

Dinner 
"Innovation and Change" 

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

POLICE 
International Ballroom West 

Presiding: 
Clarence Coster, Associate 
Adininistrator~ Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration 

Address: 
Frank Dyson, (,hief of Police, 
Dallas Police Department 

COURTS 
The Georgetown Room 

Presiding: 
Richard W. Velde, Associate 
Administrator, Law Enforcement· 
Assistance Administration 

Address: 
Arlen Specter, District Attorney of 
Philadelphia 

CORRECTIONS 
International Ballroom East 

Presiding: 
Norman A. (;arlson, Director, 
United States. Bureau of Prisons 

Address: 
Ellis C. MacDougall, Commissioner, 
Georgia Department of 
Offender Rehabilitation 

COMMUNITY CRIME 
PREVENTION 

The Lincoln Room 

Presiding: 
Jerris Leonard, Administrator, 
Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration 

Address: 
WaIter Washington, 
Mayor of Washington, D.C. 

----'-----------------_.-



THURSDAY, January 25, 1973 

8:30 a.m. TJiIRD PLENARY SESSION 
Tho Infernaliona! Ballroom 
Cenler 

Presiding: 
Jerris Leonard, Administrntcr, 
Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration 

lntrodllction: 
Peter J', Pitchess, Sheriff, 
Los f.i.hgeles County 

Address: 
"PendIng Legislation" 
Roman L. Hruska, United States 
Senate, Nebraska 

10:1S a.m. 'rH,IRD CONFERENCE SESSION 

DeJegtltes convene by profession 

IISpocial Issues" 

POLICE 
International Ballroom Center 

"Intergovernmental Cooperation in 
Crime Control" 

Presiding: 
Peter J. Pitchess, Sheriff, 
Los Angeles County 

1. Patrick Gray, III, Acting Director 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Dale Carson, Sheriff. 
Duval County, Florida 

'Don R. Deming, President, 
International Association of 
Chiefs of Policp 

COURTS 
The Georgetown Room 

"Non-Adversary Disposition" 

Presiding: 
J. Sydney Hoffman, Judge, 
Superior Court of Pennsylvania 

William L. Cahalan, Prosecuting 
Attorney, Wayne County, Michigan 

John M. Cannel, Attorney, 
Newark, New Jersey 

Eddie M. Harrison, Director, 
Pre-Trial Intervention Project, 
Baltimore, Maryland 

CO,MMUNny CRIME PRISVENTION 
The Monroe Room West 

(Forum Groups CP-1 and CP-2) 

"Citizen Participation with Police, 
Courts, and Corrections 

Presidillg: 
Chris Adams, Chairman, Juvenile 
Justice Commission, Contra Costa 
County, California 

Henry Sandman, Director of Public 
Safety, Cincinnati, Ohio 

Ruth Rushen, Director, Harambee 
Program, Los Angeles Probation 
Department 

Corinne Goodman, Chief Legal 
Officer, Sf. Louis Juvenile Court 

The Jefferson Room East 
(Forum Groups CP-3 and CP-4) 

"The Private Sector and 
Crime Prevention" 

Presiding: 
Herbert W. Watkins, Vice President, 
Manpower Training Division, 
Singer-Graftex 

John Rollo, Teledyne Economic 
Development 

Charles H. Watts, Greater St. Louis 
Alliance for Shaping a Safer 
Community 

Aaron Lowery, Director of Public 
Safety and Justice, New Detroit, 
Incorporated 

Ha.rry Woodward, Jr., W. Clement 
a.nd Jessie V. Stone Foundation 

The Jefferson Room West 
(Forum Groups cpoS and CP-6) 

"Drug Abuse" 

Presiding: 
Sterling Johnson, Executive Director, 
New York Civil Complaint 
Review Board 

Bernard Moldow, Judge, New York 
City Criminal Court 

William M. Tendy, Assistant Attorney 
General, Organized Crime rask 
Force, White Plains, New York 

Malcolm Wiener, General Counsel, 
Odyssey House, New York City 

Peter Bourne, Assistant Director, 
Special Action Office for Drug' 
Abuse Prevention 

CORRECTIONS 

Forum Groups will meet during 
this session. 

12:30 p.m. FOURTH PLENARY SESSION 
luncheon 

Presiding: 

Delogates will be seated by 
State 
The International Ballroom 
Center 

Jerris Leonard, Administrator, 
Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration 



Introduction: 
Elford Cederberg, United 
States House of Representatives, 
Michigan 

Address: 
"Federalism and Criminal Justice" 
Richard G. Lugar, Mayor of 
Indianapolis, Indiana 

2:30. SECOND FORUM SESSION 
5:30 p.m. Delegates convene in the same 

forum groups 

6:30. RECEPTION 
7:30 p.m. Terr(lce 

7:30-
10:00 p.m. 

FIFTH P~ENARY SESSION 

The Conference Banquet 
Delegates will be seated by 
State 
The Internatiomd Ballroom 
Center 

Invocation: 
The Reverend John Adams 

Presiding; 
Jerris Leonard, Administrator, 
Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration 

Introduction: 
Goven)or Russell W. Peterson, 
Chainman, National Advisory 
Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals 

Address: 
Willia~n H. Rehnquist, Associate 
Justice, United States Supreme 
~ourt 

FRIDAY, January 26,1973 

8:30 a.m. TllIltD FORUM SESSION 

State Caucuses 
liThe First Step to Reform" 
Delegates convene by StalE! 
to hear reports on the Police, 
Courts, Corrections, and 
Community Crime Prevention 
forums c:md to di$cUSS 
alternative strategies for 
implemonting the concept 01 
criminal justice standards 
and goals. 

11:45 a.m.!HXTH PLENARY SESSION 

Pmsiding: 

l.uncheon 
[,Ielegatos will be seated by 
Slate 
Tt19 International Ballroom 
C,anter 

}t1rris Leona;:d, Administrator, 
Law Enforcement Assistance 
AdministraU9n 

Introduction: 
Edward HuWhinson, United States 
House of Rel,resentatives, Michigan 

Address: 
Richard G. I<]eindienst, Attorney 
General of the United States 

Benediction: 
Monsignor pon Kiernan 



A .. 
National 
Strategy 
to 
Reduce 
Crime 

GOALS 
AND 
PRIORITIES 

GOALS 
FOR 
CRIME 
REDUCTION 

The Commission proposes as a goal for the 
American people a 50% reduction in high-fear 
crimes by 1983. It further proposes that crime 
reduction efforts be concentrated on five crimes. 
The goals for the reduction of these crimes 
should be: 

• Homicide: Reduced by at least 25% by 1983 
• Forcible Rape: Reduced by at least 25% by 1983 
• Aggravated Assault: Reduced by at least 25% 

by 1983 
• Robbery: Reduceq by at least 50'}'O by 1983 
• Burglary: Reduced by at least 50% by 1983 

l'RIORITIES 
FOR 
ACTION 

The Commission proposes four areas for priority 
action in reducing the five target crimes: 

., Juvenile Delinquency: The highest attention 
must be given to preventing juvenile delinquency 
and to minimizing the involvement .of young 
offenders in the juvenile and crimil'lal justice 
system, and to reintegrating juvenile offenders 
into the community. 

• Delivery of Sociar Services: Public and private 
service agencies should direct their actions to 
improve the delivery of all social services to 
citizens, particularly to groups that contribute 
higher than average proportions of their 
numbers to crime statistics. 

• Prompt Determination of Guilt or Innocence: 
Delays in the adjudication and disposition of 
criminal cases must be greatly reduced. 

• Citizen Action: Increased citizen participation 
in acti'-r1ties to control crime in their community 
must be generated, with active encouragement 
. and support by criminal justice agencies. 

I 
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KEY 
COMMISSION 
PROPOSALS 

CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE 
SYSTEM 

The Commission proposes broad reforms and 
improvements in criminal justice planning 
and infoxmation systems at the State and local 
levels. Key recommendations include: 

II Development by States of integrated multiyear 
criminal justice planning. . 

• Establishment of criminal justice coordinating 
councils by all major cities and counties . 

.. Establishment by each State of a Security and 
Privacy Council to develop procedures and 
recommendations for legislation to assure 
security and privacy of information contained 
in criminal justice information systems. 

• Creation by each State of an organizational 
structure for coordinating the development of 
criminal justice information systems. 

COMMUNITY 
CRIME 
PREVENTION 

c:.' 

The Commission proposes that all Americans 
make a personal contribution to the reduction 
of crime, and that aU Americans support the i\ 

crime prevention efforts of their State and local' 
governments. Key recommendations inclu(ie: 

• Increased citizen contribution to crime pre
vention by making homes and businesses more 
secure, by participating if! polie,e'-community 
programs, and by working with youth. 

fI Expanded public and private employment 
opportunities and elimination of unnecessary 
restrictions on hiring ex-offenders. 

" Establishment of and citizen support for youth 
services bureaus to improve the delivery of 
social services to young people. 

• Provision of individu,~1ized treatment for drug 
offenders and abuser~~. . 

,~ Provision of statewide capability for overseeing 
and investigating finan.cing of political 
campaigns. 

• Establishment ofa statewide investigation .and 
prosecution capability to deal with corruption 
in. government. 

• Development in the schools of career educatio,n 
programs that guarantee to every student a 
job or acceptance to an advanced program 
of studies .. 

f' J 
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KEY 
COMMISSION 
PROPOSALS 

POLICE 
The Commission proposer. that the delivery of 

police services be greatly improved at the municipal 
level. Key recommendations include: 

• Consolidation of all police departments with 
fewer than 10 Sworn offkers, 

• Enhancemen,t of the role of the patrolman. 
" Increased crime prevention efforts by police 

working in and with the community. 
• Affirmative police action to divert public 

drunks and mental patients fromthe criminal 
justice system. 

• Increased employment and utilization of 
women, minorities, and civilians in police work. 

• Enactment of legislation authorizing police to . 
obtain search warrants by telephone. 

COURTS 
The Commission proposes major restructuring 

and streamlining of procedures and practices in' 
processing criminal cases at the State and local 
levels, in order to speed the determination of guilt 
or innocence. Key recommendations include: 

• Trying all cases within 60 days of arrest. 
• Requiring judges to hold full days in court. 
• Unification within the State of all courts. 
• Allowing only one rev.iew on appeal. 
o Elimination of plea bargaining. 
• Screening of all criminal cases coming to the 

attention of the prosecutor to determine if 
further processing is appropriate. 

~ Diverting out of the system all cases in which 
further processing by the prosecutor is not 
appropriate, based on such factors as the age 
of the individual, his psychological needs, the 
nature of the crime, and the availability of 
treatment programs. 

• Elimination of grand juries and arraignments. 

I , 
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KEY i', 
COM~mSSION 
PROP,()SALS 

! 
1/ 

,I/CORRECTIONS 

The ComlTdssion proposes fundamental changes 
in the system of corrections that exists in States, 
counties, and cities in America-changes based on 
the belief that correctional systems usually are 
little more than "schools of crime,tKey 
recommendations include: 

• Restricting constructiQl1 ot-major State 
institutions for adulL~ff&riders. 

CI Phasing out of all major juvenitle offender 
institutions. 

e Elimination of disparate sentencing practices. 

)) 

• Establishment of comnmnity-based correctional 
programs and facilities. 

e Unification of all correctional functions within 
the State. 

e Increased and expanded slillary, education, and 
training levels for corrections personnel. 

\) 

CRIMINAL!' 
CODE 
REFORM 
AND 
REVISION 

The Commission proposes that all States (J 

reexamine their criminal codes with the view to 
improving and updating them. Key recommenda
tions include: 

• Establishment of permanent criminal code 
revision commissions at the State level. 

• Decriminalization of vagrancy and drunkenness. 

HANDGUNS 
IN 
AMERICAN 
SOCIETY 

The Commission Rfoposes nationwide action at 
the State level to eliminate the dangers posed by 
widespread possession of handguns. The key 
recommendation is: 

• Elimination of importation, manufacture, sale', 
and private possession of handguns by 
January 1, 1983. 
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Part I 

Introduction ': 

The National Conference on Criminal Justice 
brought together for the first time representatives of 
the State and local criminal justice community O~~ the 
Nation to discuss a national strategy for crime 
reduction. 

The Conference was held in Washington, D. C., 
from January 23 to 26, 1973. Appl'bximately 1,500 
tielegates from all 55 States and territories attended. 

,The focus of the Conference was on finding ways 
to'realize "a substantial reduction in crime and a 
better quality of life for all Americans." 

The impetus for the Conference was the work of 
the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Jus
tice Standards and Gouls. This citizens' COl'nmission 
was established in 1971 by the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEM), a branch of 
the U. S. Department of Justice, which also funded 
the Conference. 

L'EAA's charge to the Commission was to under
take an independent study to formulate a "blueprint" 
for the reduction of crjm,e through public and private 
action at the State and local levels. The Commission 
was the first national commission to examine the 
crime problem broadly from the perspective of the 
States and municipalities. 

Previous Commissions had studied the problem of 
crime and made recommendations for crime reduc
tion. In 1931, the National Commission on ,Law 

"I' 
,(j 

\\ 

Observance and Enforcement (Wickersham Com-
,. mission) issued 14 reports on crime and law 
enforcement that represented the flrst large-scaie 
attempt to assemble information and make it avail
able to criminal justice agencies. 

In 1967, the President's Commb.sion on Law 
Enforcement and Admipistration of Justice pub
lished its report, The Cliallenge of Crime in a Free 
Soqiety, and the reports of its task forces. These 
reports contained many generIll recommendations 
and guidelines concerning the reduction of crime and 
improvement of the criminal justic~ system. 

The National Advisory Co~mission expanded and 
updated the work of its preddcessors. It was unique , 
in that it addressed its recommendations almost 
exclusively to the Stat~ and local levels of 
government. 

The Commission .published its firidings in five 
reports: Criminal Justice Systeml Police, Courtsl 

Corrections, and Community Crime Prevention; and 
it issued a summary ryport, A National Strategy to 
Reduce Crime, 

CONFERENCE OBJECTIVES 

The National ConfeJ:ence on Criminal Justice rep- .' 
resented both an end and a beginning. On January 

1 



23, 1973, the first day of the Conference, the 
National Advisory Commission held its final meeting 
and adjourned permanently. The Commission and its 
task forces had completed thei.r work-the devel
opment of more than 400 standards and recommen
dations representing the Commission's major 
proposals for reform in the areas of police, courts, 
corrections, criminal justice system, and community 
crime preventiOiI. The National Conference was 
selected as the means to introduce the Commission's 
proposals to the criminal justice practitioners who 
would have primary responsibility for initiating 
reform in their own jurisdictions. 

The National Conference "Scenario," mailed in 
advance to all Conference delegates, stated the 
immediate objectives of the Conference as follows: 
"to stimulate an awareness of the cxitical problems 
ill our criminal justice system and the solutions pro
posed by the National Advisory Commission; 
develop a. d~gree of consensus as to What should be 
done toward implementing these standards; and 
encourage support for a national effort to improve 
and coordinate the criminal justice system." 

It was deemed essential that State and local crim~ 
inal justice system practitioners be given firsthand 
knowledge of the Commission's proposals, and that 
they be given the opportunity to discuss, criticize, 
and exchange ideas about some of the more con
troversial aspects of the standards and goals. 

Discussion of strategies for implementing stan
dards and goals was another key element of the Con
ference. Delegates convened by State to discuss 

\.which standards were applicable to their State, 
which might be modified or adapted to fit their 
State's needs, and which would be unacceptable or 
inappropriate. Several State delegations cited their 
intention to return home and hold further meetings 
on implementation strategies. 

(/ 

The 1,500 delegates who attendecttlJe Conference 
represented the three traditional l' mches of the 
criminal justice system-police, 'courts, correc
tions-and one additional segment identified by the 
National Advisory Commission as an essential part
ner in the Nation's crime reduction campaign-the 
public. 

If crime is seen as a problem that affects aU of 
society, then it is logic!!l to call on all facets of 
society in the effort to eradicate crime. The National 
Advisory Commission called for the participation of 
all elements of State and local governments and of 
the citizens the governments represent. Governors, 
legislators, judges, prosecutors, corrections officials, 
business, religious, and community leaders, and ordi
nary citizens were urged to assume the responsibility 
for creating a crime-free environment. 

2 

In bringing together representatives of all seg
ments of the criminal justice system, the National 
Conference on Criminal Justice marked the begin
ning. cf wh-at. the National Advisory Commission 
er;~isioned as a'\~nified, systemwide approach to the 
task of reducirl~ crime and delinquency. When 
:police, courts, (lnd corrections agencie~ operate 
mdependently ot one another, the inevitable results 

:'are duplicativ£'efforts, wasted money, poor commu
'nication, and(, ultimately, an inefficient criminal jus
. tice system. . 

The Comm~l;sion adopted a broad, functional def
h:lition of the f'e!lil "criminal justice system." If an 
agency's function is ta red.t!~& cd~e, either directly 
or indixectly, it may be considere\1 as part of the 
criminal1ustice system even thoUg!1 it may not fall 
within the s~ope of police, courts, 0'( corrections. For 
example, a youth services bureau ,that offers young 
delinquents an alternative to crime is as much a part 
of the criminal justice system as ia the court that re
fers, the youth to the bureau. Th:ls type of service, 
as well as any other activity dh'~cted toward the 
reduction of crime outside the con\l,entional criminal 
justice system, is defined by the· Corrmission as 
"community crime prevention" and is the subject of 
the Commission's task force 'Vol~lme, Report on 
Community Crime Prevention. 

ORIGINS OF THE CONFERENCE \ 

On November 9, 1912, LEAA Administl'iit()r Jer
ris Leonard initiated action establishing the Natio.l1al 
Conference on Criminal Justice. On December 27. 
1972, Mr. Leonard held a pr~ss conference to 
announce plans for the Conference. 

On January 12, 1973, the National Advisory 
Commission held a press conference to make public 
it~ findings and recommendations and to announce 
tht two of its reports-Courts and Police-had 
been submitted for printing to the Government Print
ing Office. 

CONFERI:NCE EVENTS 

The National Conference on Criminal Justice was 
held at the Washington Hilton Hotel. All of the dele
gates' expenses were paid by LEAA, including 
travel, lodging, and meals. A precedent for this type 
of expense was established by three White House 
Conferencl,:;s-on Youth, on Children, and on 
Aging-which assumed all or part of the expenses of 
those invited to attend. 

Attorney General Richard G. Kleindienst issued 



the formal invitations to Conference delegates, who 
were selected as follows: 1,000 delegates were nomi~ 
nated by the 55 State and territorial Governors; 200 
delegates were directly associated with the National 
Advisory Commission; and the remaining 300 dele~ 
gates- including some members of Congress-were 
invited by the Conference staff in consultation with 
LBAA. 

The Conference took place three days after the 
second inauguration of President Richard Nixon on 
January 20, 1973, and one day following the death 
of former President Lyndon B. Johnson on January 
22, 1973. January 25th was declared a natior'(al day 
of mourning for President Johnson, and Mr. Leon
ard ordered that buses be chartered to take Confer
ence delegates to the Capitol Rotunda to pay their 
respects to the late President. 

Because of these events, Vice President Spiro T. 
Agne.w, originally scheduled to speak, was unable 
to attend. In a letter to Jerris Leonard, Administra
tor of LBAA, he sent his best wishes to the delegates 
and staff of the Conference. The Vice President also 
said: "The recommendations of the National Ad~ 
visory Commission constitute a truly significant con
tribution to the expanding effort of our State and 
local governments to combat crime in a systematic, 
intelligent and effectbre manner. All of those who 
served on the Commission, assisted in its work, or 
were instrumental in its creation, under the auspices 
of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 
merit the profound gratitude of the entire Nation." 

Formal greetings came from President Nixon who 
expressed his support of the objectives of the Con
ference. In a message to Jerris Leonard, the. Presi
dent said: "No task is more basic to America's 
domestic security than that of reforming and im
proving our criminal justice system. . . . I applaud 
your initiative and determination and I seek your 
assistance, as together we strive to realize these 
objectives;' 

The delegates brought with them to the Confer~ 
ence a copy of the Conference Working Papers that 
had been sent to them for their review and study. 
The Working Papers were a digest of the standards 
and goals developed by the National Advisory 
Commission. Many of the Commission's major 
recommendations in the areas of police, courts, 
corrections, and community crime prevention were 
reproduced in whole or in part in the Working 
Papers, but the entire document represented only a 
small portion of the Commission's total findings. The 
incompleteness of this document, however necessary, 
caused many delegates to comment that the Com
mission had failed to deal with a number of impor
tant issues, such as training for police officers. Most 

or the subjects thus cited in the Forum Session dis
cussions are included in the Commission's full 
reports. 

The incompleteness of the Working Papers, and 
the fact that delegatC$ received them less than two 
w{)eks before the Conference began, were the sub
jects of some delegate criticism of the Confe(ent<~ 
management. 

CONFERENCE AGENDA 

Three types of meetings constituted the National 
Conference Agenda: Plenary Sessions, Conference 
Sessions, and Forum Sessions. 

There were six Plenary Sessions interspersed 
throughout the Conference. Seating was by State and 
all delegates attended each session. Mr. Leonard prew 
sided at the Plenary Sessions and presented the keyw 
note address at the First Plenary. The PlcnDxy 
Sessions provided delegates with an overview of the 
work''O£ the National Advisory Commission. Topics 
covered included the role of the Federal Government 
and the Federal-State-Iocal partnership in crime 
reduction efforts. 

At the three Conference Sessions, delegates con
vened by profession in four separate groups reprew 
senting the major components of the criminal justice 
system-police, courts, correctiorls, and community 
crime prevention. The Conference Sessions were 
conducted as panel discussions, each concentrating 
on one aspect of the Commission's work. Delegates 
heard speeches given by Commission and task force 
members. Topics covered included highlights of 
standards and goals, innovation' and change in the 
criminal justice field, and a number of "Special 
Issues," such as plea negotiation, juvenile justice, 
and the role of the private sector in crime pr~vel1tion, 

Delegates attending the First and Secon't.2:::::;tum 
Sessions were divided into 40 small seminar groups 
by discipline. The purpose was to review and critique 
the Commission's standards. Delegates were given 
the opportunity to express their opinions about the 
standards and the Conference and to suggest means 
of achieving reform in the criminal justice field. 

Discussions at the Forum Sessions disclosed the 
differences in needs and practices across the country. 
Some of the Commissiol}.'s recortunendations, espew 
cially those calling for centralization of State correcw 
tions systems and for abolition of plea negotiation, 
were almost unanimously rejected by delegates. 
There was general agreement, however, on many 
issues, including the need to streamline court procew 
dures and the desirability of citizen involvement in 
crime prevention activities. 
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The Third Forum Session was the culmination of 
the National Conference. Here, delegates convened 
in interdisciplinary meetings by State to hear reports 
on the police, courts, corrections, and community 
crime prevention forums and to discuss strategies 
for implementing the Commission's standards and 
recommendations. 

The State Caucus meetings, as the Third Forum 
discussions were called, gave delegates another 
opportunity to voice their feelings about the Com
mission's work and to exchange ideas With their ·fel
low State delegates. This was the first time that all 
segments of a State's criminal justice community met 
together in u forum-type setting. Many delegates felt 
. that the Conference agenda should have provided for 
more interdisciplinary meetings than it did, particu
larly in view of the Commission's emphasis on the 
need for interagency cooperation and coordination. 

Some delegates also went concerned that adoption 
of the Commission's standards might be a pre
requisite to the receipt of future Federal anticrime 
funds from LEAA under the Omnibus Crime Con
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended. This, 
is not the case. The CommissiOli developed its stan
dards independently of LEAA and LEAA awards' 
Safe Streets funds independently of a State's adop~ 
tion or rejection of particular Commissiol1 standar<,is 
or recommel1dations. The Depm:tment of Justice 
supports the process of devising standards and goals 
as a planning tool, but it neither endorses nor sup
ports the implementation of any particular standard 
or recommendation set forth by the National Advi
sory Commission. 

THE PROCEEDINGS 

The decision to cali the Conferenc~\ was made by 
LEAA, not the Commission, and it was a decision 
made at a time when the Commission had almo!>t 
completed its work. Commission and task force 
members attended the Conference on an equal foot
ing With the rest of the delegates: they. wf.ifetnere at 
the invitation of the Attorney General. . 

In order to obtain a formal record of the Confer
ence and wide dissemination of delegate opinion, the 
decision was made to publish the Proceedings of the 
National Conference on Criminal Justice as the offi
cial record of the Conference. The views expressed 
by delegates concerning the Comission's standards 
and recommendations are now a matter of public 
record and are available to the Nation . 

The Proceedings volume is compatible in design 
and format to the six volumes published by the 
National Advisory Commission and thus may be 
considered as part of the package that constitutes the 
Commission's fin;:i1 report. It is envisioned that this 
volume wHl be. useful not only to Conference dele
gates, w11,OKK!ay study it to learn what their col
leagues werl',:;tNnking, but also to anyone else 
interested in the work of the Commission. 

FORMAT OF THIS VOLUME 

Most of the speeches reproduced in this volume 
were recorded verbatim at the time of the Confer
ence. Following the Co~ference, the transcriptions 
were r.nailed.,to speakers for their approval and edit
ing. In some cases, particularly in regard to foot
noted speeches,' typed versions supplied by the 
speaker were used instead of the actual recorded 
transcripts, 

In the case of the First and Second Forum Ses
As stated above, the main purposes of tP:e sions, Reporters' summary notes were used. Infor,. 

National Conference-were to introduce criminal jus~ mation specialists provided by the Conference staff 
tice practitioners to the Commission's work, to stim- took notes 0(1 each State Caucus meeting. Later the 
ulate discussion on wP.:') to reduce crime, and to Conference staff mailed the transcribed notes to the 
provide the' impetus f~r criminal<justice system. 55 State Planning Agency directors, who moderated':' 
reform at the State and Ic~~ levels. If these goals are- , the State Caucus meetings, for their review and 
accomplished, then the C'Inference \",:as successful in ,approval. 
terms of its stated objectives. Synopses of the- Commission's standards and rec- . 

Nevertheless, there was an undercurrent of frus- ommendations are included in this volume and in the 
tration among the dzJegates (vocalized at many of NatiQnaLAdvisory Commission's summary report, A 
the Third Forum meetings) A~lat they had been asked National Strategy to Reduce Crime. A synopsis is a 
to participate in a Conference about the National capsulized verison of a standard or recommendation . 
.f\dvisory Commission's standards and goals but had The synopsis method was used because it highlights 
been given no voice regarding input into the Com- the main thrust of the standard moreJhan the broad 
mission1s work. They thought that their comments heading that covers all of the standard's provisions. 
and suggestioa~~ would be meaningless since the The synopses are neither comprehensive nor ex
Conunissil1n'stthdings had already been made public, haustive. The actual standards and recommend a
and two of its reports were already being printed. tions may run to many hundreds of words and cover 
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considerably mbre subjects than indicated in the 
synopses. The synopses provide the interested reader 
with a reference index to the Commission's major 
proposals. The reader is urged to consult the other 
five volumes of the'Commission's report to gain a full 
understanding of the standards and recommenda
tions. 

For the convenience of the reader, the Proceedings 
volume is organized functionally on the basis of the 
type of session-Plenary, Forum, or Conference
rather than by the chronological order of Conference 
events. The six Plenary Sessions, the three Forum 
Sessions, and the three Conference Sessions are con
tained in separate parts, each having an introduction 
that explains .the purposes of the sessions, how they 
were organized, and w~o attended. A chronology of 
Conference events is contained in the Conference 
Agenda repLoduced at the front of the book. 

STANDARDS AND GOALS IMPLEMENTATION 

A resolution adopted by the National Governors' 
Conference in June 1973 called on "every State and 
unit of local government in that State to evaluate 
immediately its criminal justice system, to compare 
its criminal justice system with the standards. and 
goals developed by the National Advisory Commis
sion and make such changes in their criminal justice. 
system as are deemed necessary and appropl'iate by 
that State or unit of local government." 

LEAA has established a Division of Standards 
and Goals Development in Washington, D.C., to 
assist and encourage States to go through the process 
of analyzing their criminal justice systems, .reviewing 
the Commission's work, and adapting and imple .. 
menting such standards as each State . and unit of 
local government finds appropriate and necessary. 

The primary responsibility of this office is ~,o 
coordinate the Standards and Goals program and to 
provide assistance to States in their efforts. This 
office also provides technical assistance to States in 
the 'form of speaking engagements, planning for State 
conferences and task forces, mrd overall planning for 

At this writing, in early 1974,a numb~r of States standards development and imVlementation. 
are in the process of implementing tr~u National The Administrator of LEAA has issued a policy 
Advisory Commission's standards and goals. A statement that emphasizes the importance of the pro
post Conference survey by LEAA revealed that at cess of developing meaningful standards and goals, 
least 35 States were planning to hold seminars or in light of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
conferences on the. Commission's reports. A number .,Streets Act of 1968, as amended. Plans are also 
of these States either have established or are in the being made fOr the creation of a new standards, and ' 
process of establishing State cdmmissions and task goals commission that will concentrate on implemen-
forces to review the Commission's work. tation and evaluation strategies. 
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Part II 

Plenary 
Sessions 

INTRODUCTION 

At the six plenary ~p·ssions of the National Confer~ 
ence on Criminal Justlce, the delegates heard major 
addresses by prominent public figures, State and 
local officials,and experts in criminal justice and 
related fields. These speeches gave Conference dele
gates an overview of the work and intent of the 
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals and explored the role of the 
Federal Government in criminal justice planning as 
well as the Federal~State-local relationships in that 
area. 

These sessions, which were attended by all dele
gates and where seating was by State, were inter
spersed by three conference sessions and three forum 
'sessions. J erris Leonard, the Administrator of the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, pre
sided and was the keynote speaker. The main speak
ers included.. the Attorney General of the United 
States, the chairman of the Commission, an A~socb 
ate Justice of the U.S. Supreme'Court, al56vern~r;-a 
Senator, and a mayor. 

The First Plenary Session opened the Conference 
with addresses by Mr. Leonard and by Governor 
Russell W. Peterson, chairman of the Commission. 
At the Second Plenary Session, Governor Reubin 

. Askew of Florida spoke to the delegates on "Local 
Governments Need Help." Senator Roman Hruska 

of Nebraska addressed the Third Plenary Session on 
criminal justice legislation then before the Congress. 

At the Fourth Plenary Session, Mayor Richard G. 
Lugar of Indianapolis, Ind., spoke on "Fedj~ralisIi.1 
and Criminal Justice: An Agenda fa;: Reforrri." At 
the Fifth Plenary Session, William Rehnquist1, Asso
ciate Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court, spoke on 
"Federal, State, and Local Law EnforcemenC~The 
Proper Balance." At the Sixth Plenary Session, the 
final orie, Attorney General Richard G. Kleillldienst 
spoke to the delegate3 on "Resource:s for 
Implementation." 

Overview of Commission and Conference 

These plenary sessi6ns enabled the speakers to 
outline for the delegates how and why the Co:nu.nis
sion arrived at the. stangards . and goals that it did, 
and>'what was expec·tec;l of the delegates themselv!!s, 
both during and after the Conference. 

Mr. Leonard said in his keynote address that 
although the job of crime r.eduction would be 
debated in Washington, it would be accomplished by 
tile delegates and their colleagues across the country, 
fIe asked the delegates to Vly;W the findi~gs of the 
Co~mission f~9m the persp,ective of the t::n.tire crim .. 
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Ina1 Justice system, rather than from the perspective 
of one component or from personal bias. 

Governor Peterson told the delegates that the 
Comrnillsion set specific standards by which each 
component of every local criminal justice system 
could measure its progress. The Commh;<;ion sought 
to establish ft degree of uniformity-an overall 
strategy to reduce crime and improve the adminis~ 
tration df justice. It proposed standards that showed 
what works-whether they were innovative or tradi" 
tional-those standards could be adopted with con" 
viction on a broad scale, he said. 

The key goul of the Commission was the reduction 
by 50 percent over the next 10 years of the rate of 
high"i(lar cdmes in America. That goal, Governor 
Peterson said, provided a rallying point for Amer
icans in the fight against crime. 

One premise under 'which the Commission devel" 
oped its standards and goals was that the co>n." 
ponents of the criminal justice system must develop 
and maintain a constructive and cooperative rela~ 
tionship with one another if control of crime i$ /:0 
become a rCillity, Mr. Peterson said. Each com" 
ponent operating in its own self"interest often works 
at cross-:purposes with the other components and 
perpetuates outmoded; inefficient practices, he said. 

Attorney General Kleindienst said the Commis
sion report was not the final word on crime control. 
Reform is a continuing process, he said, "a pro" 
cess. .. of deciding what kind of world we really 
want." He asked the delegates and other criminal 
justice practitioners, who would be leading the 
reform efforts, to remember that justice includes the 
rights of the victim, of the innocent, and of the law
abiding public, as well as the rights of the defendant. 

"The rights of defendants and of convicted offen" 
der.s are an integral part of our American justice sys" 
b~rn . and should never be compromised. Neither 
should they be permitted to thwart the basic impera
tives that ho~d our society together. These impera" 
tiv~s include the reward of honesty, the rejection of 
wfcmgdoing, the triumph of law over barbarism, and 
the sanctity of the individual against attack by others 
or even by Goverment itself," the Attorney General 
said. 

Justice Rehnquist noted the monopolistic nature of 
criminal justice systems. Unlike private enterprise, 
each system has a built-in market-its citizens-and 
no competition, he said. A Commission such as this 
one, then, he said, provides the "competitive" spur 
that makes each system strive to improve itself and 
serve its market more effectively. The innovative sug
gestions of the Commission, whether adopted or not, 
stimulate discussion and evaluation, he said. 

II 8 

Role of the Federal Government 

Of particular concern to delegates and speakers 
alike was the role of the Federal Government in 
criminal justice planning, from both a philosophical 
and practical viewpoint. 

Mr. Leonard emphasized that the guiding philoso" 
phy behind the Commission was the concept of New 
Federalism-local solutions to local problems, with 
Federal support. The standards and goals of the 
Commission, he said, were intended as guidelines, to 
be discussed, modified, and adapted in conformity 
with the particular needs of each State, city, and 
county. They would not be imposed on the localities 
by the Federal Government as a prerequisite for 
Federal funding of criminal justice programs, he 
said. 

Although crime is a local problem demanding 
local action, he said, the Federal Government, pri" 
marily through LEAA, has the responsibility of pro" 
viding funds and other resources to enable localities 
to handle that problem. Mr. Leonard said: "LEAA 
views itself as the catalyst that supplies the funds, 
technical knowledge, and expertise to initiate crime
fighting efforts, no matter if they are at the State, the 
county, or the local level." 

Mr. Leonard pointed out that the Commi!;sion 
itself was a prime example of New Federalism: a 
Federal-State"local partnership in which State and 
local officials, supported by Federal funds, developed 
a unified approach to a local, yet universal, problem. 

Attorney General Kleindienst stressed that the 
report of the Commission was not a Federal project. 
It is the work of State and local professionals; it cov
ered areas where no Federal policy exists; where 
Federal policy did exist, the report might be at odds 
with it, he said. "In brief," he said, "the Federal role 
has been to facilitate the cr~ation of standards and 
goals by other jurisdictions,.'~ . 

Senator Hruska said thm the concept of New Fed" 
eralism was at work when Congress passed the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968, which created LEAA. One of the guidin~ 
principles behind development of that act was that 
the States and their local subdivisions must n tain 
their autonomy in criminal justice, he said. 

"Instead of creating a new Federal agency to par
cel out financial aid to' obedient and subservient local 
recipients, Congress resolved to put the State and ter
ritorial Governors in charge of their own programs," 
Senator Hruska said. 

New legislation on law enforcement special reve
nue sharing, proposed by President Nixon, would 
give. the States and localities even greater flexibility 
and freedom in expending funds for criminal justice 
purposes, the Senator said. 

I 

j 

1 
;] 

1 

I 
I 



FederaI-State-LocaI Partnership 

The partnersh)p between the Fedel;al Government, 
the State, the con;1ties, and the cities in criminal jus
tice planning was discussed by two officials who 
were part of that partnership: Governor Reubin 
Askew of Florida and Mayor Richard G. Lugar of 
Indianapolis. 

Governor Askew, noting the problems and suc
cesses his State had experienced in improving its sys
tem of criminal justice, said that State government 
has grown to the point where it can develop mean
ingful programs to help its citizens, yet it remains 
small enough to keep those programs manageable 
and relevant. At the same time, he said, it is at the 
local level-the city and county levels-that the 
struggle against crime will be won. " ... the greatest 
contribution that. State government can make at this 
time i~ by helping local governments to work 
together and to develop fully their own great poten
tial for crime prevention and control," Governor 
Askew said. He urged the Federal Government to 
continue and increase its financial and technical aid 
to the States and localities. 

Governor Askew said the success of the 1972 
national political conventions, held at Miami Beach, 
Fla., was possible because of the Federal-State-Iocal 
partnership. An LEAA grant of $3.5 million and 
Department of Justice support enabled Florida, and 
particularly Miami Beach and Dade County, to 
ensure that those conventions were peaceful, he said. 

An unanticipated benefit was that Florida criminal 
justice p~rsonnel received on-the:..job training and 
equipment they Qtberwise would not have had, he 
said. 

,Mayor Lugar explored the barriers to an effective 
and progressive partnership. IIA successful inter
governmental assault on crime will depend esseil~ 
tially on specific determination of who will do tbe 
job," he said .. "We may find that we are disturbed 
~bout the rise of crime but become even more agi
tated when anyone suggests governmental reform to 
meet the problems of crime; Thus, we call upon the 
Federal Government to save us both from crillle and 
from the folly, inefficiency, and heartbreak of some 
current local governmental arrangements that we 
shelter deliberately from change or reform." 

CiHzens must study and use the nu\netOl1S options 
of intergovernmental relationships available under 
federalism to find the most effective method of com
bating crime, he said. Local efforts, intl'astate consol
idations, State programs, interstate compacts, and 
increased national assistance are some of those 
options, he said. Mayor Lugar cited the danger of 
supplying criminal justice resources to States, cities, 
and counties that are unprepared to use them effec
tively. On the other hand, he said, Federal control of 
these rellources through the use of officials, 
inspectors, and auditors may ensure that funds are 
spent correctly but it does not ensure the growth of 
local institutions or the support and consent of the 
local citizenry. 
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Chapter I 
First 
Plenary 
Session 
First P;enary 
Session 

PRESIDING: 

ADDRESS: 

Keynote; Wednesday, 
January 24, 1973, 9:00 a.m. 

Jerris Leonard, 
Administrator, Law 
Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, 
Washington, D.C. 

Governor Russell W. 
Peterson, Chairman, 
National Advisory 
Commission on Criminal 
Justice Standards and 
Goals, Washington, D.C. 

Mr. Leonard: It is my very distinct pleasure to 
caU this first National Conference on Criminal Jus
tice to order. 

It is unfortunate that we do so at a time when 
America has lost one of its great leaders. As all of 
you know so well, Lyndon Johnson was vitally 
interested in law enforcement and criminal justice 
reform in this country. In fact, under his leadership, 
the President's Commission, headed by then Attor
ney General Nicholas Katzenbach, was created and 
represented the beginning, it\ my opinion, Qf criminal 
justice improvement in this c'.mntry. 
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Attorney General Mitchell extended that effort in 
convening the National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, which we are 
going to be talking about in great depth here at this 
Conference. 

It is now my pleasure to open this Conference with 
some commentary and remarks and to try to set 
some tone for you and in<;1icate to you, to my associ
ates in the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis
tration, and to everyone who is connected with this 
Conference that it is a deep pleasure to be here with 
you this morning on this most important occasion. 

We are meeting at a crucial time in America's his
tory to mark a significant event in our national prog
ress toward a safer society. We are here to convene 
the National Conference on Criminal Justice-an 
unprecedented event· in our continuing struggle 
against lawlessness and disorder. 

There is no Nation on earth that does not have to 
grapple with the problem of curbing crime. Wherever 
people live together in communities, they must pro
tect themselves against those who remain outside the 
common rules of conduct. In modern democratic 
nations, laws are made by the citizens' elected 
representatives. 

Since history's beginnings, criminal justice has 
evolved from simple folkways into highly complex 
functions of government. But government, like all 
human institutions, is by no means perfect, and we 



know from past progress that what we are doing 
today can be done even better in the future with 
improved tools and techniques. American skills have 
carried mankind across the frontiers of space. And 
so shall we also perfect our technical expertise to 
meet the domestic challenge of crime. . 

Now you will soon start discussions of nr.w ways 
to improve crime control and the administration of. 
criminal justice at the State and . local levels of gov
ernment. You are not beginning emptyhanded. You 
have before you a carefully thought-out series of 
goals and recommendations for their accomplish
ment. 

These findings and suggestions have been pre
pared by a very distinguished group of citizens~the 
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals. The Commission is not an 
agency of the Federal Government. It is composed of 
laymen and professionals with deep experience in 
State and local problems, and that was intentional. 

You have often heard President Nixon 'speak of 
the New Federalism. It foresees the principal 
initiatives for improving what are essentially local 
problems as coming from the men and women who 
are most directly involved-the citizens at home. 

In accord with this philosophy, the Commission's 
work is not something the Federal Government 
intends to. impose on the smaller units of govern
ment. Far from it. 

The Commission's report is being submitted for 
~se in any way that the people see fit. Its findings 

. and recommendations, in my opinion, are the very 
best that are now available. But th~y, are open for 
discussion, modification, and adaptation, all in con~ 
fonuity with the particular needs of each State and 
city arid county. 

This approach is in harmony with the self-govern
ing institutions that were created by the Founding 
~athers-fol' they had the example of the British 
monarch's arbitrary administration of government 
fresh in their minds. The authors of our Constitution 
determined nearly two centuries ago that the indi
vidtJal States must retain their sovereignty in almost 
every matter tI:>uching on criminal justice. 

This precludes a national police or court system. 
Frankly.:.....although there has been some talk about 
that in rec~nt publications--..,...if anyone is here to talk 
about the establ1ishment of a national police force, 1 
really would suggest that you are going to waste your 
time and everybody else's . .There isn't one scintilla of 
s~pport among the people for that kind of a concept, 
and it is a waste of time to talk about it. This pre-

'. eludes the imposition of mandatory Federll,l criminal 
justice stalldards on the States, counties, and citie~. 

On the other hand, the United States Government 

. ~\ 
has a clear duty\\to help the States perform their 
individual tasks in the best possible maMer. It was 
for this very reason that the Congress created the 
Safe Streets pmgram and the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administr;ation. . 

Now, allow me a short personal note. As you 
know, I am about to leave the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration. And this will be my last 
address as Ad.tilinistrator of this !igency before I 
return to private life. So let me give you some plain 
talk-some thoughts that come straight from' the 
heart. 

I have worked for crime reduction programs as a 
layman, as a State legislator, and as a Federal cffi ... 
cia1. From that ex.perience, I have developed the 
strongest possible conviction that crime reduction is 
up to you at the State and local levels of government. 
No matter what the bureaucrats here in Washington 
dream up, nothing worthwhile is going to be.accom
plished in this area unless you folks get out there and 
do it yourself. 

I have spent enough time here in Washington, and 
I know that the Federal bureaucracy has many, 
many, many limitations. I say t..,is now becauSe I 
know you want to hear what I really think and what 
I really believe. And what I think is: If you and I 
and everyone of us do not get out there and pitch in 
for ourselves, the job of crime reduction will not get 
done. It will continue to be talked about and debated 
on the banks of the Potomac, but it wiU not be 
solved on the banks of the Potomac. . 

During the next few days you are going to hear a 
lot of talk about the Criminal justice system. When 
you do, I want you to remember that the system 
really means you-you and your coHeagues around 
the country. You are the criminal justice system. 

Now that isn't my view alone. It says so right in 
the statute thllt created this agency. That statute #ays 
that the legislation's purpose is to get the States and 
the local governments to do their own work, apd I 
quote: " ... bas/firl on their evaluation ofStat~ and 
local problems of law enforc€iIilent." 

Now that means each and everyone of you
every police chief, judge, corrections official, proba
tion officer, job counselor, and anybody else, W~!lt~ 
ever you do in this important area. It also means 
particularly) those of you who are legi~lators at one or 
the . other levels of government. And' there are well 
over 200 such people here. We don't run this pro
gram. You do .. 

Yoil have heard the saying thatJpeopleget the 
kind of government they deserve. Well,they get the 
kind of crime reduction programs that they deserve 
also; and, in my humble opj~ion, they deserve the 
very best. . ". . '-', ;") 
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Now, I know that there may be a thing or two in 
this Commi~sion report that you don't particularly 
like. There are some things that I may not like. NQ 
human institution is perfect. 

But let'.s not nitpick this report to pieces. Let's get 
on with the essential issue-..::-the Issue of reducL'1g 
crime. We must concentrate on the broad areas 
where we agree-rather than dilute our work here by 
concentrating on the very few areas where we may 
disagree. 

The standards and goals material charts a way for 
US to do a better job--the way to reduce crime fas
ter. That is where we must concentrate all of our 
efforts. And if we don't,then we default on our 
responsibilities. When that happens, people become 
victims of crime-people who otherwise could have 
been saved. The job rests with the States and the 
localities. 

I remind you of the Presidenes words in his sec
ond inaugural address to the Nation, and I quote: 

Your national Government has a great and vital role to 
'play, I pledge to you that where this Government should 
act, we will act and lead boldly. But just as important is the 
role that each and everyone of us must pial' aD an indi
vidual and as a member of his own community. 

I ask you to remember those words c;luring this 
Conference and when vou leave to return home. 

LEAA has deliberately turned away from 
bureaucratic centralism in favor of local initiatives. 
Through the Gurrent fiscal year, the Safe Streets Act 
has provided more than $2.4 billion to support the 
Federal-State-Iocal partnership. 

Money alone ooes not work miracles, but the aid 
has enabled. State' and local governments to create 
h,lDovative new programs to combat crime of every 
type. 

The assistance has enabled LEAA and the States 
and cities to concentrate on programs that really 
work. It has given UII crime-specific planning for the 
first time in our history. It has financed the High 
Impact Cities Program, which has as its goal the 
reduction of street cJ;imes and burglary by 5 percent 
in 2 years and 20 percent in 5 years in those 8 
impact cities. It has made 'possible the regionaliza
tion of criminal justice operations on the Federal, 
State, and local levels. 

Aclm.ittedly, much remains to be done, but what 
we haVe accomplished thus far has already wrought 
fundamental changes. There is a new understanding 
that in a unified, integrated, pragmatic approach, the 
problems can be met tind they can be solved. There 
is an appreciation th/it worldng together rather than 
at cross-purposes is going to get the job done faster 
and better. There is 'R new confidence that govern-

"mentreally can improve the quality of our domestic 
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life and increase safety on city streets, in the sub
urbs, and in the countryside. 

This revitalized attack on lawlessness and violence 
is rapidly bringing us nearer to the time when crime 
will no longer be one of the Nation's most serious 
domestic problems. There is alreaqy every reason to 
believe that the rise of criminality in the 1960's is 
leveling off and that we are well on our way to bring
ing crime under control. 

I say this because the national crime rate increases 
have been slowed,in dramatic fashion. From the FBI 
statistics we kno\V that crime rose nationally by 17 
percent' in 1968, by 12 percent in 1969, by 11 per
cent in 1970, by 6 percent in 1971, but by only 1 
percent in the first 9 months of 1972. 

This pattern is particularly evident iIi the Nation's 
major cities, where much of ih~ worst crime occurs. 
The figures also show that 83 of the country's major 
cities reduced serious crime in the first 9 months of 
1972. And I think these are truly remarkable 
achievements when we look at the pattern and the 
flood of crime increase that was upon us during the 
1960's when it r<>se during that decade by 148 
percent. 

One of the jobs we simply must do is to get this 
message across to the men and women who are con
cerned about these problems. They should be told 
that crime and disorder are being brought under con
trol again. Many of you may recall a Gallup Poll 
announcement earlier this month in which it was 
shown that crime and the crime-related heroin prob
lem are still at the top of the list of issues bothering 
the American public. 

So our long-suffering citizens should be given the 
good news that things are getting better, that the 
enormous gains already made are paying off. 

But we also know that there is much more to be 
dpne. And it has to be done faster and more effec
tively than in the past. For example, State' and local 
governments still lack the one key ingredient they 
need to make the battle against crime fully effective. 
And in hts 1971 State of the Union message, the 
President called uPQ~ the Congress to enact the 
Administration's law \ enforcement special revenue 
sharing 'legislation to add greater strength and 
improved local control to America's war on crime. 
The purpose was to provide more money with less . 
Federal interference. That is still the President's pur
pose. F.{e will call upon the new Congress to meet 
this need. 

Special revenue sharing will bring this Nation an 
even higher level of cooperatiou~an even 'better 
partnership--between our Federal leadership and 
our local and State units of self-rule. However, spe
cial law enforcement revenue sharing will also put 
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enormous new responsibilities on State and local 
governments. . 

With the increased Federal funds these units of 
local government will receive, they will, for the first 
time, truly have the freedom) the discretion, and the 
means with which to meet their own rieeds. More
over, under special revenue sharing the Federal Gov
ernment will not be able to dictate policy to any 
State or local community. 

There is an important link between New Feder
alism and the standards and goals recommendations 
that you are reviewing here at this qonference. The 
Commission's findings and suggestions are the work 
of State and local officials supported with Federal 
funds. It is an excellent example of the Federal
State-local partnership without the arbitrary con
straints of outmoded categorical grant restrictions. 
With Federal help the people have, ... -;.ttten their own 
blueprint fcir fighting crime. 

The standards and goals work should be of 
enormous assistance to the States and localities as 
they begin to fashion new and more effective anti
crime efforts with the New Federalism's support. 

As you turn to your work here today, I hope that 
you will reflect upon the importance of this partner
ship. Good government must be grounded upon 
mutual understanding and assistance. I am con
vinced that if you and your colleagues will do your 
utmost in this worthy cause) the problems of crime 
will yield to our perseverance. 

As you discuss the Commission's findings, I hope 
you will look at them not just from the viewpoint of 
your own particular profession or your own particu
lar bias or your oWn parti<;ular agency. I urge you to 
regard them from the perspective of the entire crim
inal justice system. 

You are engaged in a task of national significance. 
You have an opportunity that is truly unique in this 
generation. 1£ done well, what you acc()mplish here 
will be a permanent contribution to your country's 
welfare. 

Good luck and thank you. 
Now I want to take a few minutes to thank the 

Commission members and those people who are on 
the operational task ::Jrces and on the advisory task 
forces who contributed so much of their time and 
effort to this worthwhile project. 

They have spent a great deal of time many days 
at meetings and worked long hours in discussing 
and compiling this report, and I want to thank them 
at this time for the realty tremendous effort that they 
put forth. . 

And I thinkftveryone at this Conference-just take 
a quic~,,:,pdtlSal of the documents you've been 
mailed;- this is only a synopsis of the actual 
work-would also like to express their appreciation. 

I want to particularly thank two men-first, the 
Vice Chairman of the Commission W.l1o is up here on 
the podium with us. He's .not only a great personal 
friend and a great law enforcement officer, but he's a 
great leader-personally and in his own right. He has 
provided great leadership to this Commission, an<;ll 
would like to have you give him ,ll very warm wel~ 
come. The very honorable, very likable, very {'opular 
Sheriff of Los Angeles County! Peter J .Pitcliess. 

Now I want to call next on the Chairman of this 
Commission. And I am going to give him a little 
introduCction,. too. \\ 

. \ . 
In all candor, I would be less than l~onest If I did 

not say that Russell Peterson's dedication and lead
ership have translated this original idea of a National 
Advisory Commission report on standards and goals 
for the system into an action program. 

And that's. not surprising-at least not to 
me-because 1 know something about this man. I 
know the great contributions that he has made in 
crime reduction, and that he has made it a priority of 
the highest order, througbout his personal and his 
public life. 

Many years ago he was a moving force in the 
establishment of the Three-S-Citizens Campaign in 
Delaware. And the three S's-the motto of that cam
paign..,.....wel'e very simple but very hard-hitting: sal
vage people, save dollars, and shrink the crime rate. 

And the' campaign was truly a winner. Russ had 
more'than 6,000 Delaware citizens enlisted in it. It 
W1:jS a 3-year effort that climaxed with the adoption 
of new corrections laws in that State to deal with 
both juvenile and adult offenders. 

He later served on the Board of Directors of the 
Correctional Council of Delaware and waS also a 
member of the Citizens' Crime Commission in his 
home State. ((,) /' 

Thus, well before his election as Governor, Russ 
Peterson's reputation in the field of criminal justice 
was firmly established. 

During his administration as Governor, he 
initiated a number of programs that again demon
strated his concern about law enforcement and crim
inal justice. But m9r~ than that, these programs were 
good for Delaware and for the people of Delaware. 

One notable step was the legislation barring the 
jailbg of petty offenders solely because they could 
not afford to pay a criminal court fine. That law 
ended an ancient pra't,~ice that unnecessarily 
demeaned the poor,and wasted taxpayers' money. 

Under his administratibri> pelaware initiated a 
plan under which the State provided match!ng funds 
to help local communities improve their police 
departments. The Peterson administration also 
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removed justice of the peace appointments from 
political patronage. This plan opened Delaware's 
first alcoholic detoxification center. It launched an 
attack on narcotics and drug abuse that incltJded 
education, treatment, and enforcement programs. 
And some of this was done wkh LEAA help. In f~ct, 
a lot of it was. ' 

Furthermore, Delaware now has a progr(lssive 
work-release program for adult prisoners and ~, new 
parole board staffed with professionally qualified 
members. 

As you can see, under Russ Peterson's leadership, 
Delaware has moved ahead on crime control and 
established one of the most forward-looking pro
grams for criminal justice improvement in the entire 
United States. You can understand why we asked 
him to head this Commission. In addition, he was 
also chairman of the Natonal Governors' Confer
ence Committee on Crime and Public Safety. 

He had and has unCOMmon excellence. And we 
knew he would give this job the type of determ.ined 
and practical leadership that we needed. 

We knew that he would draft a rational, system
atic approach that would emphasize the solving of 
problems in realistic terms. We knew that he would 
give us an integrated plan that would coordinate all 
of the elements that are needed to make a well orga
nized criminal justice mechanism and make it work. 
And, above aU, we knew that Russ Peterson would 
-give us a clear picture of what was still needed in the 
fight against crime-and how best to get tl!ere. 

So it is a pleasure for me to introduce the Chair
man of the National Advlsory Commission on Crim
inal Justice Standards and Goals, the Honorable 
Russell Peterson. 

Governor Peterson: Thank you very much, J erris 
Leonard. My colleagues at the head table, hldies and 
gentlemen. Today is .a great milestone. I sat here at 
the head table looking out at this large audience, real
izing that in this room is represented the criminal 
justice system-the law enforcement area, the 
courts, the police, the prosecutors, the legislators
all of those people who together have the responsi
bility to do something about reducing crime in 
America. 

r first came into this area when I was assigned to 
the board of a prisoners' aid (,ociety. Back in the late 
fifties, I took on the job of going out to the prison 
every· Tuesday night for 6 months to interview men 
who would be getting out of prison in the next 30 
days. We followed. them for 2 years and found that 
three-quarters of them were back in prison at the end 
of that time. And that experience drove home to me 
the tremendous problem that we had in the criminal 
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justice system because it became pretty obvious that 
different branches of government were involved
different levels of government-and the various units 
did not even communicate with each other and were 
extremely suspicious of each other and blamed each 
other for the rising crime rati::o .. 

And so the human being passed the offender along 
like a baton from· OQe agency to another without 
either an overall perspective of the criminal justice 
system or what the problem was and what could be 
done about it. 

Here tDday, for the first time, I believe, in the his
tory of our land, is such a large lX;'1embly of the 
many individuals involved in the criminal justice sys
tem. We need a system to do the job and not a col
lection of autonomous separate units that ate not 
working together. 

Before I give my prepared remarks, I would like to 
introduce the chairmen of the several task forces. 
who worked so hard on our reports. 

Head of the Police Task Force, Chief Ed Davis, 
Chief of Police of Los Angeles. 

Head of the Courts Task Force, Professor Dan 
Meador of the University of Virginia Law School. 

Head of the Corrections 1'ask Force, Judge Joe 
Frazier Brown, Executive Director of the Texas 
Criminal Justice Council. 

Head of the Community Crim~ Prevention Task 
Force, Jack Michie, Director of the Michigan 
Department of Education, Division of Vocational 
Education. 

Head of our Information Systems Task Force, 
Colonel John Plants, Director of the Michigan 
Department of State Police. 

Head of our Juvenile Delinquency Task Force, 
Judge Wilfred Nuernberger of the Juvenile Court of 
Lincoln, Nebr. .. 

Head of the Community Involvement Task Force, 
George Peters, President of Aurora Metal 
Corporation. 

Head of the Drug Abuse Task Force, Sterling 
Johnson, Executive Director of the New York Civil
ian Complaint Review Board. 

Head of the Education, Training, and Manpower 
Development Task Force, Lee Brown, Director of 
the Institute for Urban Affairs at Howard University. 

Head of the Research and Development Task 
Force, Judge Peter McQuillan of the New York 
Supreme Court Trial Division. . 

Head of the Organized Crime Task Force, Wil
liam Reed, Commissioner of the Florida Department 
of Public Safety. . 

Head of the Task Force on Civil Disorders, Jerry 
Wilson, Chief of Police here in Washington, D.C. 

You and I who are here today share with other 
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Americans a great resp()Jnsibility and a great oppor
tunity-the responsibility to reduce crime in Amer
ica and, in so doing, the opportunity to improve the 
quality of life for all of us. 

Crime and the fear of crime constitute the most 
serious domestic problem in our Nation. The crime. 
rate is a measure of the failures of our society-a 
negative index of the quality of life. Since the crime 
rate has been rising over the past few decades, it 
indicates that the quality of life has been 
deteriorating. 

It is essential that we reverse this trend-that we 
bring the necessary resources to bear on the problem. 
What are the required resources? First, we need the 
conviction that we can do the job. 

Second, we need to establi~h appropriate goals 
and priority programs and starldards necessary to 
reach our goals. 

Third, we must provide the finances and the 
brainpower to implement the program. 

It is clear that the United States Attorney Gen
eral's office and specifically the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration under the able leadership 
of J erris Leonard has recognized these needs and is 
doing something about them. 

I know I speak for all members of the National 
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards 
and Goals and the many members of our task forces 
when I thank you, Jerry Leonard, for appointing us 
and for giving us the opportunity to prepare the blue
prints for reducing crime which all of you will be dis
cussing at this Conference. I also want to thank 
publicly our outstanding Executive Director, Tom 
Madden, and his exempiary staff for their superb 
contribution. 

You have received as background for this Confer
ence the Working Papers, which cover many of the 
recommendations of our Commission. Additional 
information will be supplied during the Conference. 
The final complete reports including a brief cover 
report will be issued over the next few months. 

By setting specific standards, the Commission has 
tried to offer a tool by which each component of 
each criminal justice system can measure its prog
ress-or lack of progress. We are not making this 
evaluation. It must be made honestly, perhaps even 
painfully, at the local level. We are trying to help 
consolidate and focus the efforts of the diverse sys~ 
tems across the nation-to encourage greater effi
ciency and coordination in the operations of public 
and private agencies to prevent and redtlce crime. 
We must get more results, and we must get more 
results per dollar. 

RecentlY7 in a conversation .with Governor Nelson 
Rockefeller and Senator Jacob Javits of New York, I 

was talking with them about the great difficulty of 
getting solutions to problems plaguing America, 
including the problem of crime. We decided that we 
really had two things to contribute: money and 
brainpower, and we hadn't been using the latter 
adequately. We can do a much better job of deciding 
how to spend our money in these critical fields in 
order to achieve better results per dollar. 

Now, I had a grandmother who was particularly 
thrifty, who looked to the future. In fact, the story is 
told about how in the last few years of her life she 
even made her own dress for her funeral. And she 
cut the back out of the dress aI1d gave the fabric to 
my mother. And my dad said to my grandmother, 
"Mother, why are you so silly to do something like 
that? Why, when you die and go to heaven; Father 
will be embarrassed very much walking arm in arm 
with you with the back out of your dress." 

And she said, "Ob, he won't be worried about 
that. Because I buried him without his trousers." 

Yes, we need to plan ahead. We need to be thrifty. 
We need to get results. 

What is needed is a degree of unif6rmH~~",:""~'1 
overall strategy to reduce crime and to improve the 
equitable administration of justice. This. uniformity 
must not be stifling; creativity and innovation are 
certainly qualities that must come into play if prog
ress is to be made in solving problems that have been 
wittf us for so long and have given us so much diffi
culty in tryi.ng to reduce them. But instead 6f having 
thousands of individual police agencies and courts 
and correctional institutions, each experimenting on 
a trial-and-errori basis with remedies for the prob
lems, the Commission proposed standards that set 
forth what works and the Commission's report com
ments on what bas failed and why. This way, we feel, 
the most successful programs-innovative or tradi
tional-can be adopted with conviction on a broad 
scale. 

Some of you, in reviewing our standards, very 
likely will say, "Why, we've been doing that for 
years." I want to emphasize that what we have set 
forth are minimum standards. We have not ducked 
serious issues and- we have been specific in our rec
ommendations, trying not to be ambiguous. When 
we have set a sta.ndard, we have clearly listed the 
physical resources, the human resources, and 
administrative structures required to implement the 
standard. But part of our job was insuring that what 
we suggest is realistic: that the standard can be met 
in a practical ma~mer. For that reason, we have not 
prescribed the p~r\ely Utopian approach. If in some 
cases you may fee~\ we have not gone far enough, I 
ask you to considei\:iJ:tat the vast majority of comm.u
nities in this Nation;' will have to implement many 
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changes tIC rcali2.l! our mtnlmUm standards. Of 
course, we certainTy wish to CJ,lCourage a progressive 
police agc11CY, (jr court system, or correctional sys~ 
tern to go the extra n1H~ bey(.)nd what the standards 
recommend. 

How did the Commission arrive at these standards 
that you are beltlg tasked to consider? We asked 
practitioners in the fitld to work on task forces in 
their area of e~pertisc. We were asked to chart maps; 
we believed the best people to ask were those who 
have traveled the roads freq~iently. There were more 
than 200 people sitting on ';he task forces and the 
Commissiop and the main ,emphasis was on police 
chiefs, COfre. \ion~\ officials, lludges, and prosecutors, 
but we also had extensive representation from private 
citizens, Government officials, sociologists, educators, 
and politicnl scientists. We have relied 0/1 people 
with a wealth of working experience, people who 
know the problems and can recognize what reason
able solutions are, but also people who were not so 
tied to the status quo that they were not willing and 
anxious to try new ways when the old ways were not 
getting results. 

Staffs were assembled. The literature was sur
veyed; State criminal justice plans were reviewed; 
criminal justice and noncril11 inal-justice agencies 
were contacted across the Nation, all in an effort to 
find out what was being done or being urged to 
reduce crime. Hundreds of other experts were 
assembled to write the standards. Task forces on 
police, courts, corrections, community crime pre
vention, and information systems and statistics 
developed and debated standards in their areas. 
Seven other task forces reviewed many of these stan
dards and made lecommendations for additions and 
changes. 

The Commission then discussed each standard 
recommended by its task forces-every single one of 
them. Many of them were debated and changes were 
made in many of them, ranging from pure semantics 
to substantive issues. What you have before you
and everything else we will issue in the coming 
months-represents the best thinking of a majority 
of the Commission. We had a formal vote on every 
single standard and recommendation. Unless 1t had 
at least a m~jority vote in our Commission, it was 
not included itt our report. 

We expect that some of our standarQ'~ wil~/kindle 
controversy. It the subjects we are tackr!,ng Were free 
of controversy, standards would probabrY.h~ve been 
established and agreed upon years ago. You will 
observe in the commentary that accompanies the 
standards and in other material that we will discuss 
points of view other than those endorsed by the 
Commissioll. At thi5 Conference, we exp~J;:t some of 
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you wiII tell some of us where you think we're 
wrong-and we shall do our best to defend our judg
ment. The Commission hopes and even expects offi
cials and experts in State and locaL government to 
implement ma:llY of our standards. Open and frank 
discussion of the standards is one of the paramount 
goals of this Col1ference. 

Let me now i~view a few highlights of ollr report. 
Other commissions have documented many of the 
causes and the effed~ of the crime problem. The role 
of this Commission has been to develop a national 
strategy to reduce crime through the timely and equi
tabl~ administration of justice, the protection of life, 
liberty, and property, and the efficient mobilization 
of resources. The cornerstone of this national 
strategy will be the goals we choose to reach. 

We believe the goals should be challenging and 
should require us to reach hard. People just yawn at 
little goals, but they can get excited by big goals. We 
also believe that we should not be preoccupied with 
failure. For if we are afraid of failing, we almost cer~ 
tainly will fail to succeed. 

Among several goals that we have proposed, the 
one given the 'highest priority is a 50 percent reduc~ 
tion in high~fear crimes over the next 10 years. We 
define high-fear crimes as stranger-to-stranger vio
lent. crimes and burglary. Violent crin'Jes are criminal 
hbmicide, forcible rape, robbery,aoa aggravated 
assault, 'but those involving strangers'. 

It is these crimes that have the most devastating 
impact on our communities. We propose to measure 
the ,crime rate by the victimization technique being 
pi<;11eered by LEAA. This technique has reached a 
le!1cl of sophistication that should permit calendar 
ye:\lr 1973 to be the base year f~ Ir the 10-year goal. ' 

Another higb priQrity 9bycttive~s to reintegrate 
youngoflcilders back il110 ti·,e comn\\unity and min
imize their penetration into·;the criminal justice sys
tem. By 1983 the number of j:lveniles coming before 
the juvenile court on matters that would be crimes if 
committed by adults should be reduced by 50 per
cent from its 1973 level. 

Much of the violent crime in America is com
mitted by offenders who started on their crime career 
as juveniles and gradually escalated the seriousn~ss 
of their offenses. Increased effort must be made to 
break the cycle of repeating crime at its earliest prac
tical stage. This must be done mainly by community
based programs with treatment being tailored to the 
specific Iteeds of the individual. It does not mean 
that chronic and dangerous offenders should not be 
incarcerated to protect society. 

It is important to recognize two distinct areas of 
activity in reducing crime. One is within the criminal 
justice system and involves those people who have 
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already committed some offense, Hm:e thr. objective 
is to direct and help the illdivid.~ilso he or she will 
not commit another offense. 

The other area is the broad community where the 
objective is to prevent people from entering the crim
inal justice system-from getting in troilble in the 
first place. 

We have in the past given much too little attention 
to this' second area. Our Community Crime Pre
vention Task Force has prepared a comprehensive 
series of recommendations for your consideration
recommendations directed toward keeping people 
from getting in trouble with the law in the first place. 

Among these is the need for our educational sys
tem to extend its programs and counseling to turn on 
each young person with a satisfying and rewarding 
career by the time he or she leaves school and for the 
private and public sectors to provide sufficient job 
opportunities so that everyone who needs a job will 
have one. Yes, education can playa major role in 
helping us reach our objectives. But we cannot 
blame all of our problems on educators. They have a 
tough assignment. Some of the kids they have to 
work with are difficult indeed. 

I heard of one young person who was a special 
problem. In fact, the teacher had been having great 
difficulty with him. One day when asking him a 
question about some of our American history, she 
got particularly irritated and said to him, "John, who 
shot Lincoln?" . 

He said, "1 didn't do it." 
That was the last straw. She called his father in 

with him to have a conference and to explain all the 
problems she was having with John. And finally she 
said, "Just the other day I asked him who shot Lin
coln, and he said he didn't do it." 

And the father said, "Look, I've known that kid 
all my life, and if he said he didn't shoot Lincoln, he 
didn't." 

But on the way out, he said to his son, "Hey, kid, 
did you do it?" 

Yes, we have some difficult problems in education, 
but what we can learn from them can make a contri
bution to the problem we are discussing here. We 
believe that citizen action is fundamental. We need 
to get many, many thousands of Americans deeply 
involved in and committed to working with profes
sionals in the criminal justice system. 

So ,we strongly recommend that citizens should 
participate in activities to control crime in their com
munities and criminal justice agencies should seek 
this participation. 

One theme runs through the Commission's reports 
constantly, whether in the volume on Police, Courts, 
COl'r~ctions, the Criminal Justice System, or Commu-

nity Crime Prevention. If the criminal justice system 
is to be effective in combating crime, it must work 
together as a system. As r said in my introductory 
remarks, what the police do-or fail ti') do-has an 
enormous effect on comts and correctiol1ul 
.institutions. What the courts do affects the police, 
and the corrections institutions, and so forth. Each 
group js dependent upon the others and needs the 
others in order to do its job properly. 

For example, because the recidivist is l'{lspol1sible 
for a major portion of serious crimes, we have called 
for standards that on the one hund would improve 
the chances of correctional institutions eff~cting 
rehabilitatil,)11, and on the other, would remove laJ:ge 
numbers of minor offenders from the process, so 
resources can be concentrated on those few offen
ders who present the most serious danger to our 
society. We have favored diversiol1 of minor offen
ders where appropriate. We have also sought reason
able alternatives to incarceration. These include 
expanded probation and community-based correc
tions. To achieve these 30als, close cooperation 
between police agencies, comts, and correctional 
officials will be absolutely necessary. 

Police can cooperate by issuing summonses and 
citations in lieu of arrest for cases involving minor 
offenses and diverting minot' offenders from the court 
processes. Courts can authorize diversion progtams 
and use sentencing alternatives such as restitution, 
fines, and probation. Prosecutors can screen out cer
tain cases. Corrections officials can aid the process 
by releasing offenders on parole, work release, or 
halfway-in. halfway-out programs when it is clear 
they present no major danger t'o society. \ ' 

In the Courts report we have given priority to min- \~\ 
imizing the time interval between apprehens!,on and 
sentencing, Today the time interval all ovel' America 
is excessive and leads to the recycling of criminals. 
Men on bail commit a second and a third offense 
while awaiting the disposition of their first offense for 
months and months. Swift justice appears to be an 
effective and much needed deterrent. 

The Courts report also calls for getting rid of plea 
bargaining within 5 years, There is little justification 
for a bargain basement for negotiating justice. 

We have recommended that the police develop a 
better partnership with the community by estab
lishing youth clubs and working with schoels and 
citizens groups. We believe that police agencies 
should adopt the team-policing concept, under which 
officers are assigned for a fixed period of time to a 
limited neighborhood area they can get to know wen 
and are given primary responsibility for keeping the 
peace and preventHlg crime in that alea. 

We have called fOt0-Qublic defenders' offices to be 
'",' 
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located in the community, not in city ball or. th§ 
Cl)urts bUilding. This helps people perceive that 
someone nearby is interested in guiding them 
through the maze of the criminal justice system. 

The Commission has prepared what I believe to be 
the most rational analysis of the drug abuse problem 

. ~ to date. It recognizes the popular folklore that hand
icaps this field, It calls· for the establishment of a 
wide variety of treatment programs and the pre
scription of treatment to handle the specific needs of 
the individual abuser. It recognizes that compulsory 
treatment is in many cases a desirable alternative. It 
suppor~s methadone treatment but strongly rejects 
heroin maintenance. 

It has been our goal to express clearly what we 
feel needs to be done to reduce crime. This Confer
ence presents the opportunity for you to compare; 
our standards with the criminal justice system oper
ating in your State or your city. Members or the 
Commission will be participating in the sessions and 
if our goals, priorities, and standards are not suf
ficiently clear, tbey will be pleased to discuss what 
we had in mind. 

From now on, it will be up to you and your col
leagues in State and local governments and the citi
zens in the communities across the country to 
determine what becomes of the Commission's report. 
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We hope that some standards will be adopted 
jmmediately, and that others will be given thorough 
consideration. We on the Commission recognize that 
implementing the standards is the hardest task in t.lJ.is 
mutual udcriaking. We expect that the results will 
prove worth the effort. 

Let us keep in mind that our objective is to reduce 
crime, that no one element of the criminal justice 
system can do the job alone, that we must plan and 
work together. 

I make this plea to you. Take this seriously. Rec
ognize the need for you to work together: police, 
courts, correctional agencies, prosecutors, the broad 
community. The job will not get done unless we db it 
together. 

Yes, we have a great responsibility to reduce crime 
(l.ud in so doing a great opportunity to improve the 
quality of Hfe for all of us. 

Let's accept that challenge and produce. 
Thank you. 

Mr. Leonard: I think you can now !lee why I was 
so excited to have Governor Peterson accept the 
chairmanship of the Commission. The dynamism 
and the perspective that he brought to the job was 
revealed to you here this morning in his well chosen 
and concise words. 
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!VIr. Leonard: Good afternoon, ladies and gentle
men. This is the Second Plenary Session of this 
National Conference, entitled "Local Governments 
Need Help." 

I think it is particularly appropriate that we 
address this question, "Local Governments Need 
Help," for this session because, to a great extent, 

that is what the· Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration is all about-helping local govern
ments, be they State, county, or city. 

This help-the LEAA assistance-comles in two 
ways: 

1. The most important and major way is through 
LEANs block action program, whereby l:unds are 
awarded to State Planning Agencies, which in turn 
distribute the funds to local and State agencies. 

2. LEAA also has a discretionary grant program, 
which channels money directly to the recipient for 
worthwhile projects and programs. 

We have distributed. more than $2.4 billion 
through these methods. . 

More importantly, this money is awarded without 
any long strings from Washington attached to it. 
This Administration believes that crime is a local 
problem and that local governments can be:st devise 
the most effective programs to fight crime in their 
areas. 

We know that local governments do indleed need 
help, and that is why w,e are making these funds 
available. However, we don't believe we should con
stantly look over the shoulder of local peopl~~ and tell 
them how to spend that money, . or give. them the 
money with the threat that it might be tak~lrt away. 
That smacks too much of the oM saw about the l~tt1e 

1.9 
.1 



boy who said that if he cou1dn't play in the ballgame 
hc"Vould take his ball and go home. 

Wt.'Il, r want to tell you that the LEAA won't take 
its money and go home. LEAA is in this game to 
stay because we have only one objective-and that is 
to reduce crime in the Nation and help those who are 
working toward that goal. That is why LEAA exists. 

We have a very distinguished speaker for this ple
nary session. It gives me a great deal <Df pleasure and 
bonor to introduce to you a new face at the Depart
ment of Justice. He is a distinguished Denver lawyer, 
former District Attorney of Denver, a former mem-

.. ber of the U.S. House of Representatives and the 
Judiciary Committee of the House of Representa
tives. He is now Assistant Attorney General-desig
nate for Congressional Relations of the U.S. 
Department of Justice. 

To introduce our distinguished speaker, the Hon
orable Jtlmes D. (Mike) McKevitt. 

Mr. McKevitt: May I say that it's a great joy to 
be back with my friencls in the criminal justice com
munity. As a former prosecutor for the city and 
county of Denver, one thing that was pointed out to 
me was the need of State and local governments in 
this particular field-in which we face tr6m~ndous 
problems-and the need of sound F~deral financing 
to back State reform. And so, I think that LEAA 
has wisely picked a gentleman who represents a State 
that has recently undergone many changes in its 
criminal justice syst€\m and a State that has done it 

. through the leadership of its Governor, the Honor
able Reubin Askew. 

Governor Askew has gained national prominence 
in a short period of time. In just 2 years) he has 
made great efforts in the field of tax reform., prison 
reform, imd, in particular, in the development of 
court reform in the State of Florida. 

He's a native Floridian. He's a former prosecutor 
in the State of Florida. He also served a number of 
years in the State legislature. And he is now com
mencing the second half of his first term as Governor 
of the State of Florida. 

You may rec~ll also that he was the keynoter for 
the Democratic Convention. Then, of course, he saw 
the light and came over and gave 1.lsa welcoming 
addresi> at the Republican Convention in the great 
city of Miami. 

I don't want you to think, though, that with his 
national prominence he hasn't been controversial. He 
has, as many of us have, gotten his wrath from the 
press as well. For example, when I was prosecutor, I 
closed down "Curious Yellow," and they called me 
"Curious Mike" for years. One day I announced I 
was going to resign as district attorney to become a 
movie critic for the Denver Post. 
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Governor Askew was written up recently in The 
New York Times for his decision not to serve 
alcoholic beverages in the Governor's mansion. As a 
result, The New York Times now calls him "Super 
Square." 

It's our great pleasure to hear a delightful person, 
the Honorable Reubin Askew, the Governor of the 
State of Florida. 

Governor. 

Governor Askew: Thank you very much. 
I am kidded a great deal about not serving alcohol

ic beverages in the mansion in Florida. However, 
you'd be surprised how early people go home. 

I'd like to begin my remarks first of all by 
indicating that local governments at this point also 
. include the States. When I speak of local govern
ment~ in some instances, I don't mean simply just 
the cities or the counties, but the States as well. 

I'd like to begin by commending Jerris Leonard 
for the tremendous leadership that he offered when 
LEAA was revamped, and for the job that LEAA 
has done. I hope, Mr. Administrator, that as pro
grams get reviewed, that this will not be a program 
that will be lost in revenue sharing. I fear that if this 
does not remain a categorical grant, that the support 
that the law enforcement community, corrections, 
and the courts have received thus far-good sup- . 
port-may well be overlooked, may well be lost. 

I would like also to commend you on this Confer
ence. I think this is one of the finest things that has 
taken place in this whole area. I have been tremen
dously impressed with the work of this Commission, 
Governor Peterson. In looking over the task force 
reports and the Working Papers, I'd like to com
mend all of those who have been a part of this effort 
because you have some very frank and some very 
important statements that, if we can but cOl1vey 
them to our constituencies, will go a long way in our 
fight against crime. 

As you know, we're all here this week to discuss 
crime and the criminal and how best to free our
selves of both. 

My assignment is to give you some perspective on 
our efforts and needs at the State level. I can't speak 
for all the States. I can't even speak for some of the 
States, because each of us has very different goals, 
very different problems, and very different 
approaches toward solving those problems. 

What I do hope to do, however, is to draw your 
attention to the indispensable role that State govern
ments can and will play in any crime control pro
gram that has a chance of success. 

State government today is in a position to meet its 
10th amendment responsibilities for the public safety 
more effectively than ever before. Generally, State 



government has become large enough and resource~ 
ful enough to develop significant programs for meet
ing the problems of the people, yet it remains sman 
enough to·keep those programs manageable and rele
vant. State g~vernment is distant enough to escape 
the petty bickering and local pressures that can ruin 
a well-planned program of action; yet it's close 
enough to see that the program is appropriate to the 
needs and characteristics of any given locality. 

I think it's important to remember, however, that 
the struggle against crime wili be won at the local 
level-in this instance, I'm talking about cities and 
counties-if it is to be won at all. And so the great~ 
est contribution that State government can make at . 
this time is by helping local governments to work 
together and to develop fully their own great poten
tial for crime prevention and control. 

I think, for the most part, we're ready to do that. 
State government seems to be stirring again, shaking 
itself from a long and sleepy wi)Jter, and preparing to 
reassert itself as the priceless "laboratory of democ
racy" that it once was. And Jerry, you might con
vey to the President that I've been pleased at his 
attitude in this direction of reasserting the role of the 
States in the Federal system. 

I think this whole approach is extremely fortunate 
for those who feel that the struggle against crime is 
handicapped by a muscle-bound Washington on the 
one hand, and a tired and often undernourished local 
government on the other. It is indeed a happy acci
dent of history that this apparent renaissance in the 
statehouses is coming at a time of disillusionment in 
Washington, and often frustration at home. 

If my remarks had to be reduced to one, single 
recommendation for this Conference, it would be 
that you take full advantage of that renaissance, help 
it along, see that it grows and flourishes, and make 
State government, in partnership with local govern
ment, the laboratory that might one day develop a 
more effective antidote for crime. 

We know that this will not be easy. It could take 
far more money, in the form of special revenue shar
ing-hopefully within some categorical program
than the Congress and the President are presently 
prepared to give to the States. It could take far more 
freedom, independence, and innovation than Wash
ington may be ready to· trust to the States. And it 
could require far more patience with false starts, 
poor administration, and even faulty motivation, 
than any of us would like to grant to some of our 
States. 

Yet, I honestly believe that this is the course we 
must follow in the years ahead ... and that patieilce, 
trust, and financial commitment to the States will be 
rewarded in the long run. I speak from a certain 

amQunt of experience. My own State's first 2 years as 
a conduit of crime-fighting programs, \lOder the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, were some
thing less thali ~ncouraging. Florida's efforts were 
handled by the State's now defuIlct Intet-Agency 
Law Enforcement Planning CounciL A Federal audit 
of that agency's first years, under a previc..l!s admin~ 
istration, revealed gro~s mismanag0ment and 
improper use of funds and personnel. 

I wish to say that Jerris Leonard sho\ved his cali~ 
ber with a State administration of his own party. His 
people pulled no punches in that report, nor do any 
of us expect in any way, whether we be on his side of 
the aisle or on our side of the aisle; to have any par
ticular advantage or disadvantage because, my 
friends, we're all in this together. A victim can be 
consoled very little by any type of partisanship that 
would have resulted in his finding himself in that 
position. 

Now, this audit pointed out there were about 
$475,000 in program funds that were spent or ob1i~ 
gated improperly. It documented the governing 
board's failure to meet for nearly 8 months, failure 
to comply with the State's career service system, and 
payment of salaries and travel expenses to "ghost" 
staff members, who were actually working for the 
Governor's office. The audit told of the hasty and 
unauthorized purchase of exotic crime-fighting 
equipment for certain cities and counties just prior to 
an election. It told how Federal funds were used to 
pay for 1,000 banquet tickets at the gotel Fon~ 
tainbleau in Miami Beach. This was described as an 
unauthorized expel1diture in the first place, but one 
that proved even more difficult to explain when only 
608 paid dinners could be accounted for in the 
records. 

I don't say these things with the idea 6f passing 
judgment on the past. I know in the early part of 
LEAA, it was not structured in such a way that it 
could respond. I am fortunate to have come along at . 
a time after LEAA was restructured and had begun 
to monitor its programs more effectively. 

Even so, no real signs of progress in Florida had 
occurred in our. criminal justice system by virtue of 
our early programs. . 

I was told that some States had even worse 
problems. 

So I say that you must be patient with some of the 
States and some of the Governors and legisiatUl:es in 
this great country of ours. In saying this I may be 
guilty of just a little understatement. 

On the other hand, I think that the same Florida 
that demonstrated the. need for patience in its early 
years is now proving that patience pays off. WHh the 
help of LEAA and others, I was able to begin my 
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term liS Governor by identifying some of our major 
problems, by completely revamping our planning 
agency, and by making some encouraging progress 
toward the kind of system of criminal justice now 
envisioned by the goals and standards proposed by 
Governor Peterson's able Commission. 

First, we changed the name of the State Planning 
Agency to reflect the broader problems of criminal 
justice as opposed to those strictly applied to law 
enforcement. We broadened the membership of its 
supervisory board to include judges and attorneys, as 
well as experts in corrections and community rela
tions. We made it clear to the board members that 
they would be expected to meet regularly. No substi
tutes. In fact, I made it so clear that as their chair
man-as Governor-I had to do some rather close
order scheduling, lest my own words be turned upon 
me. 

We assured members in writing that they're pro
tected from political purges or pressures. We estab
lished our own fiscal auditing section and introduced 
basic management concepts like centralized 
accountability for expenditures, program evaluation 
and monitoring, and accurate and dependable 
recordkeeping. 

Moving beyond the agency itself, we made sub
stantial progress in the area of prison reform in Flor
ida-shifting our emphasis from the mere 
warehousing of bodies to the rebuilding of wasted 
lives. It's true that we still face severe overcrowding 
and other problems in our correctional facilities. But 
we're working as hard as we can and as fast as we 
can to solve those problems. We'l'e not about to turn 
our backs and thereby set the stage for an explosion 
of human misery and violence. 

The heart of our effort is to move from huge, 
impersonal prisons, to smaller ones with maximum 
capacities of not more than 500 or 600, and move to 
"community correctional centers." Thirteen of these 
centers are now in operation in Florida, and we hope 
to have 25 operational by February of 1974. As 
Governor, I am going to continue building as many 
of these institutions-which take care of between 50 
and 55 inmates-as we have inmates within our 
population suited for this type of custody 
improvement. 

We've just put into effect a model reform of our 
judicial system in Florida, including nonpartisan 
election of judges and a unified, two-tier trial court 
system supervised by the State 'chief justice. The 
reform also put into law my voluntary system of 
judicial selection by a nonpolitical nominating com
mittee jointly appointed by the Governor and the 
bar. _ 

Consistent with the recommendations of the 
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National Advisory Commission, we have centralized 
our juvenile delinquency prevention and control pro
grams, and shifted the emphasis from training 
schools to foster homes, halfway houses, and other 
community-based facilities. 

Through the relatively new Florida Department of 
Law Enforcement, we provide crime-fighting techni~ 
cal assistance to local officers, as well as up-to-date 
statistics and laboratory services. This agency, 
incidentally, has the investigative powers to make a 
real difference in our fight against organized crime. 

In pursuit of justice that is swift as well as true, 
we've adopted a rule that requires felony charges to 
be brought to trial within 60 days by request of the 
defendant-and within 180 days regardless-or the 
defendant is set free. I believe that one of the great
est deterrents to crime is a speedy trial-with the 
certainty that a person will have to account for his 
actions quickly. This is why we must continue to 

-chip away at the lag that exists between arrest and 
trial in America. 

We also have an active program underway to 
.(;mlist citizens in the struggle against crime. It 
encourages people to notify the police whenever a 
crime is detected, and it advises them of crime pre
vention measures that can be taken in the home. I 
appointed Bob Shevin, our Attorney General in Flor
ida, chairman of this effort and he's done an out
standing job. 

In a related area, by 1976, all Florida citizens will 
be able to reach their local police simply by dialing 
911. 

In the area of cooperation and coordination, we 
now have criminal justice institutes that consolidate 
training facilities for police, courts, and corrections 
in our largest metropolitan areas. 

We're also active in pursuing minimum standards 
of pay for police, and the establishment of a State 
academy for police officers. I think it's imperative 
that States have minimum training qnalifications, but 
at the same time that they be tied to minimum pay. 
If, in fact, we want the law enforcement officer to 
receive the training and if we want him to be 
equipped, we must also recognize that we are going 
to have to pay him a Jiving wage. He can't be 
expected to moonlight on the side in other legitimate 
jobs to be able to t~ke Care of his family simply to 
stay in his chosen. profession. 

We have also hosted two of the most potentially 
explosive political conventions in the history of our 
Republic, and we did this with a minimum of vio
lence, a minimum of force, and a maximum of 
respect for the constitutional rights of all people. I 
had, prior to this time, a tremendous respect for the 
law enforcement community of my State. That 
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respect grew after the tremendous job they did. 
An LEAA grant of $3.5 million and unparalleled 

cooperation from the Justice Department helped to 
make this possible. While I am commending people, 
once again I would like to commend Attorney Gen
eral Kleindienst for the tremendous support that he 
gave our State as it sought to meet a national prob
lem-a problem at a time when there were a few 
who would be willing to try to intimidate an entire 
State from having a national, political, nominating 
convention. 

Many people wonderec why in the world we 
would invite another after we had one, but I say to 
you that it would have been a sad indictment on this 
country had we not been able to have a place to con
tinue our normal political processes. So Miami 
Beach and Dade County in Florida responded, and 
as they did, I saw cooperation as I had never seen 
before in an absolutely nonpolitical nature frbm the 
Attorney General to Jerris Leonard and on down. 

It proved to me that, if we can come together and 
do this and be successful-as I think we were-that, 
if this country develops a commitment to fight crime 
and fight crime right, we can win. 

However, our system responds only to an 
expressed demand, and one of the greatest challenges 
we all. face is to convey to the public itself the neces
sity for support-grassroots support for the law 
enforcement community in particular-and for every 
phase of the criminal justice system. When we do 
this, you're going to find that our results will be sub
stantially more than we've been able to show thus 
far. 

In addition, one of the holdover benefits of these 
conventions is the tremendous training that our 
people, particularly those on the front lines, 
received-the training and equipment you've given 
us and for which we're grateful. The list could go 011, 

but I hope I have made my point. By saying this, I 
don't want to appear to be boastful in any way, 
because we have so much yet to do, and there are 
many other States that have done more than we 
have. I share this with you only as an example of 
what we can do if we make up our minds. 

Florida is one State that came, in a very short 
time, from the most discouraging of beginnings in 
this area to the most promising of positions in the 
race against crime and injustice. 

.out local governments, which spend 75 percent of 
the LEAA funds in Florida, have been incomparable 
in their efforts to make this system work. They have 
my gratitude for that. I'm sure that other States and 
their local governments can recite similar records. 

And I know that stilI others can do the same, given 
the opportunity, the time, the motivation, and the 
realization that the job that we have is 110t an easy 
one. This is what we've got to encourage and build 
upon in the years ahead. 

And so I recommend that the Federal Govern
ment provide the States with all the financial and 
technical aS1;:stance it possibly can in this area, 1 also 
recommend that the Federal Government allow the 
States, in conjunction with local governments, to 
decide how best to use that assistance as the "labo
ratories of democracy" that they really are. And as a 
check on abuse and mismanagement-which the 
Congress justifiably has a right to be concerned 
with-I recommend that the Federal Government 
continue its aUditing function, because I think this is 
important. 

What we're talking about is the transfer of control 
over these programs from a guideline book in WaSh
ington, to the good sense of the, voter we're trying to 
serve. That voter needs good information if he's to 
judge fairly the performance of his State and local 
officials in the field of criminal justice, as in any 
other. And the Federal Government can provide no 
better controls than the information and the 
informed opinion available to the voters through 
well-publicized audits and critiques by Government 
experts. 

The State and local voters are the ones who ar.e 
most likely to stop outrageous abuse without stifiillg 
innovation in this program-and I recommend that 
we depend upon them in the years ahead. I don't 
think that this is a radical idea by any means. rm 
confident that Florida's early problems in this area 
didn't, in themselves, bring a change in the adminis
tration in our State. However, I'm equally confident 
that they wefe a factor in that change. 

In closing, let me acknowledge that we can't 
always agree on all goals and standards related to 
criminal justice in America-nor do I think we 
should. For just as diversity is the strength of our 
people, it is the wisdom of our Government. And 
just as diversity is a portrait of crime in America, it 
might also be a clue to peace in our streets. I'm con
vinced that we won't stop crime with our hearts onlYi 
we won't stop crime with only our fists. 

It takes both, and a great deal more. 
Let us therefore pledge ourselves to harness our 

own diversity, to work together patiently and to 
reach for that day when any person can walk 
through any park on any night without fear or dan-
ger or harm. . 

Thank you. 
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Chapter 3 
Third 
Plenary 
Session 
Third Plenary 
Session 

"Pending legislation;" 
Thursday, January 25, 1973, 

8:30 a.m. 

PRESIDING: 

IN'l'RODUC. 
'l'ION: 

ADDRESS: 

Jerris Leonard, 
Administrator, Law 
Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, 
Washington, D.C. 

Peter J. Pitchess, Sheriff, 
Los Angeles County, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 

Roman L. Hruska, U.S. 
Senator from Nebraska 

lVir. Leonard: 1 have attended many conventions 
and conferences, but I have never attended one 

,where the delegates were as loyal to their com
mitments as the delegates to this Conference are and 
have_peen. I would like to extend to you my personal 
thai~if,~;and appreciation for the loyalty that you have 
to tfi'else sessions, like the one this morning. It's truly 
inspiring for all of us who have worked on this 
Conference. 
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We areg~l.Wi:to lead off this Third Pletia;y Session 
of theCon~e~~~.ce with a subject ver~r close to')he 
Law En~0i:'9~i:Il~nt Assistance Administration anj)}f.'t 
thosewhq 'b,M~t from its program. Tharsubj~,Ct is 
pending Ieg'isHi:'{;i'qn. ,)' 

Sin.ce 1968;:i~~pen LEAA ,,:as created, we ~f.ave 
be.en ill the for,efft~nt of the N atron's efforts to rddll~~~ . 
cnme. We co.uld·\~9t have taken our first step, how
ever, without tlienlegislation that established the 
LEAA, or the sii~~~~ding legislation that strength
ened and expanded'1:i;.:EAA's role. This latter legisla
tion gave us mor~ 'ctlip.e-fighting muscle and it has, 
produced results. >'i t1 

We are at a near.,zeidcrime-rate growth. Crimi! 
rose just. 1 percent for "the first 9 r;:;~!\.ths of 19771. 
and 1973 may signal the end of the inti~<!:<:esoJUat 
began in the 1960's. Indeed, 1973 may be the year 
we turn the tide against crime and actually 
experience a decrease in crime growth. 

If we achieve that milestone, you can be sure that 
we are not going to stop there, because we want to 
reach the point where we can make our streets and 
homes safe and t~en keep them that way. We have 
made a good stal::;;'in the last 4 years and with each 
day we are gaining more crime-fighting strength. 

However, as I have mentioned before, we are 
dependent on legislation that de,fines and lists 
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LEAA's duties. This year a new Congress has COll

vened and its members will once again review, 
among other things, LEAA's record. Undoubtedly, 
there will be legislative proposals relating to the 
LEAA. 

We are fortunate to have with us today a member 
of the Senate who has played a majot role in past 
LEAA legislation, and who can give us an insight 
into what is on the legislative horizon for this 
organization. 

Now, Sheriff Peter Pitchess of Los Angeles 
County is going to introduce the Senator, and I have 
the honor of introducing Sheriff Pitchess. 

As you know, Pete Pitchess is the Vice Chairman 
of the National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justice Standards and Goals. fIe is also one of; the 
Nation's outstanding law enforcement officials. Cer
tainly he deserves that kind of .;;.adonal reputation, 
for the Los Angeles County Sht;riff's Department is 
truly one of the best in the country. It's noted for its 
progress, its innovative programs in law 
enforcement, and for its forward-looking views. 

The credit for this highly thought-of department 
goes to Pete himself, for he most certainly is the 
catalyst that gets things done: I'm certain those who 
worked with him on the Commission know that. It 
gives me a special pleasure to introduce him to you 
because he is a good and close friend. 

The Honorable Peter J. Pitchess, Sheriff of Los 
Angeles County. 
. Sheriff Pitchess: You see before you the objectives 
for which we have met. One sbort note. More than 
200 people contributed much sweat and tears and 
came c1~lse to bloodletting on occasion. The fact that 
we all cO>1tinue to maintain the pleasant relations 
that we do i'nciicates that our studies were not in vain. 

There is, however, a very important function that 
does remain. Of course, the final report has not been 
completed. It will be within the next month or so. It 
requires a little more editing. I want to say publicly 
that I have never served with a more dedicated group 
of people, both 'On the Commission and in the task 
forces. I have learned as much in this 18-month 
period of study as I have learned in my 33 years in 
law enforcement. 

The important function that remains is your 
responsibility. You are to study this report, you are 
to criticize it, and we are hopeful that you will pro
vide SOme input. We do not think that the report, as 
it st?,,"tJs today, is either complete or final or in its 
proper condition. We do believe that if you perform 
your function of criticizing it, of helping us correct it 
and revise it-and I have been told by LEAA that jf 
Congress, in its infinite wisdom, sees fit to continue 
the existence of this program, it will become a con
tinuing program that we will revise from month to 

month or from year to year, as necessary;.......if we aU 
do that, I think we will have 11 bible for the criminal 
justice system. 

Today it is my pleasure to Introduce Ule next 
speaker, who is a personal friend. I have known him 
professionally and,..%qcially for many years. Through 
this long period ok.;~soclation, r have developed a 
great admiration for him. 

He began his career in public setvice as a m.ember 
of the Board of Commissioners of Dougias County! 
Nebr. He served on that board for 8 years, and he 
was chairman of that board for 7 of the 8 years. 

He then came to Washington to serve his native 
State of Nebraska in the House of Representatives. 
He served for 2 years. He was subsequently elected 
to the Senate, where he has served continuously aod 
illustriously for 18 years. 

He is well acquainted with all facets of govern
ment by virtue of his 28 years of practical experience 
on local, State, and Federal levels. We know him to 
be a hardworking, practical, and levelheaded Sena
tor. He appreciates and recognizes the changing con
ditions in this world, but he also expects tb have 
some say in assu"ing that those changes that are nee .. 
essary are for the better. 

lIe has been one of the great friends of law 
enforcement and a great advocate of law and order. 
In Washington, he does 110t believe in the notion that 
the Federal Government has exclusive wisdom con
cerning society's problems. Yet, he rejects the doc
trine that the Federal Government has nothing to 
offer. 

He listens to the experts. He explores their pl'OpOs~ 
als and suggestions. He is not by nature flamboyant, 
yet his very steady and loud voice penetrates the 
walls of Washington. He is presently the ranking 
Republican member of the Appropriations Com
mittee for the Departments of State, Commerce, and 
1ustice. 

It's with a great deal of pleasure and pride that I 
present to you our friend, the Honorable Senator 
from N ebraska, Roman Hruska. 

Senator Hruska: My first statement this morning 
is a warm greeting with congratulations and com
mendation to two groups: the members and staff of 
the Nationai Advisory Commission on Criminal JUiil
tice Standards arid Goals; and t.l;.ose of you attending 
this National ~onference to partake of the fruitspf 
the Commission's labors and to join in ito mission of 
advancing criminal justice in America. 

You are to be commended for the substance of the 
Commission Report and the deliberations upon it. 

The spirit and intent with which you pursue the 
objectives are also noteworthy. They do n9t contain 
coercion or "heavy new pressures" upon any seg .. 
ment of government. Rather the spirit and intent is 
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to inform all concerned of the composite judgment 
and wisdom gathered in the standards and goals. 
Then to generate in each and everyone the intelligent 
yet driving desire to engage and utilize the very 
utmost in securing theIr adaptation and approval 
through regular legislative channels in the respective 
jurisdictions involved. 

This is the truly enlightened way in which to 
proceed. 

It is the method whereby effective and enduring 
results may be attained. 

Your labors and concern are noted. There is 
appreciation for them. As time goes on both the 
notation and the appreciation will widen and 
intensify. 

Pending legislation in Congress is voluminous in 
mass and variety. 

It is of great depth and scope. 
Of immediate and direct interest to those present 

is the major and early review of law enforcement 
activity and the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration. 

Statutory authorization for this agency will expire 
on June 30. 

The administration is preparing an extension 
proposal along lines of special revenue sharing. 
Members of Congress have some proposals to make. 
All of these I will elaborate '.lpon later in my 
remarks. 

Work is already well advanced on a total revision 
of Federal criminal laws. In 1966, a National Com
mission on Reform of Federal Criminal Laws was 
created. This group submitted an extensive report to 
Congress two years ago. Since that time the Senate 
Subcommittee on Criminal Laws and Procedures has 
undertaken an ambiJious program of hearings on the 
Commission proposals and earlie):' this month Sena
tor McClellan, Senator Ervin, and I introduced a 
bill-S. 1, amounting to some 540 pages-that 
would revise (lnd codify the general structure and 
recommendations of the Commission. 

Over the next months we will be asking for com
ments on this bill and a companion proposal soon to 
be submitted by the administration so that we can 
prepare for the full Senate our final suggestions on 
this massive and tremendously important project. It 
is our hope that by the end of 1974 the Congress and 
the President will have approved a bill that will mod
ernize and standardize all aspects of Federal crim
inal law. In this bipartisan effort we will be 
addressing all of the tough questions that confront 
the criminal law today-such as caRitaI punishment, 
gun control, abortion, narcotics, and obscenity-and 
we will have to take a stand on these questions-but 
beyond these controversial issues the real heart of 
the code will be such major improvements as stan-
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dardized grading of offenses, systematized approach 
to jurisdictional questions apart from the substance 
of the offense, and the revision and codification 
rather than consolidation of crlminallaw for the first 
time in our history. 

A number of varied proposals have been sub
mitted in the past to deal with what we all recognize 
are deficiencies and weaknesses in this Nation's cor
rections systems. These range from my own sugges
tion of a National Institute of Corrections to pretrial 
diversion to a complete phase-out of incarceration as 
a penal technique. The 93rd Congress will have to 
take a hard look at these and other proposals in 
order to meet its responsibility to provide Federal . 
leadership in this field. With the guidance of Senator 
Burdi<:k of the Senate Penitentiaries Subcommittee, r 
believe that the Senate will approve some significant 
legislation in this area. 

Other issues are waiting in the wings for our atten
tion. Such matters as speedy trial, changes in present 
gun control laws, additional narcotics control 
legislation, consideration of the question of news
men's privilege, and skyjacking. In the areas of the 
Federal judiciary: proposed rules of evidence; addi
tional judges; revision of the appellate system; and 
reexamination and revision of the Federal 
jurisdiction. 

This latter as to jurisdiction will be based on a 10-
year study (1959-1969) of the American Law 
Institute. It is quite inclusive of all aspects of the 
subject, including three-judge courL cases, and 
diversity of citizenship cases. State courts will be 
especially affected by diversity cases amendments. In 
my judgment all for the good. 

There is no greater issue facing the Nation today 
than the assurance and the fact of safe streets and 
communities. The insuring of domestic tranquility. 

If our people cannot feel secure in their own 
homes, then all other triumphs are diminished-and 
government has failed in its obligations to the 
electorate. 

Congress has long recognized its responsibilities in 
this matter, and it referred to them 4 years ago when 
it passed the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act. 

In 1968, the year of the act's passage, the United 
States was faced with one of the greatest domestic 
crises of this generation. 

Crime had become a threat to Ol,W survival as a 
Nation in a manner never before seen in our history. 

To be completely frank ab011t it, we were about to 
plunge over into the chaos of anarchy and 
lawlessness. 

To us in the Congr"ess, it had beconi,~',apparent 
that our law enforcement and criminal justice 
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agencies faced a stark future unless they could be 
given prompt and substantial assistance. 

In the United States-unlike many countries in 
the world today-police, courts, and corrections 
agencies are a.\most entirely dependent upon local 
financial sOUrct's. Except for the relatively modest
in-size Federal~):iminal justice system, aU crimes 
and criminals are State and local responsibilities. 

However, as we all know, Stat.~ and local·govern
ments by and large are in great financial distress. 

Congress felt there also was an urgent need for a 
new, vigorous, and forceful initiative to jar law 
enforcement and criminal justice agencies out of 
their old, outdated habits-to make them discard 
ineffective ways of doing things that were tolerated 
simply by force of habit. 

Congress felt that it was time to restructure and to 
modernize, to develop needed 'new programs, and to 
review what was good about what we had been doing 
and what was in need of substantial improvement. 

At the same time, there were certain principles we 
kept foremost in our minds as the Safe Streets Act 
was being written. Chief among them was that the 
States and their local subdivisions absolutely must 
maintain their autonomy in criminal justice. 

It simply would not do if Congress were to revamp 
the system by imposing a national police system on 
the sovereign States and territories. 

I feel safe in categorically stating that none of us 
wants a national police force. None of us want~ any 
national agency to usurp or dictate or dominate State 
and local responsibilities in any part of their crimi:aal 
justice systems. 

This conviction is national policy. Congress for
malized it in the act's preamble, which declares: 
"Congress finds further that crime is essentially a 
local problem that must be dealt with by State and 
local goverments if it is to be controlled effectively." 

This, then, is how the block grant concept arose. 
Knowing that State and local governments needed 
help, but also recognizing that they should not tol
erate or suffer Federal dictation, Congress wrote into 
the legislation safeguards to protect our freedom and 
self-determination. 

Instead of creating a new Federal agency to parcel 
out financial aid to obedient and subservient local 
recipients, Congress resolved to put the State and ter
ritorial Governors in charge of their own programs. 

Thus, 85 percent of the Law Enforcement Assis
tance Administration's action funds go directly to 
the States according to their populations; and 75 
percent thereof must go to general local government. 

This was not popular with a small minority in 
Congress that continued to cling to its dangerous 
theories of Federal dictation. 

Nevertbeless, it is what the people demanded. And 
what the Congress decisively voted. 

In accord with these principles, LEAA was 
created as a self-help program that relies upon local 
responsibility. 

It has been a success. It has created a dynamic 
new leadership at the State and local levels in crinl'l. 
inal justice. 

It has done much to erase old rivalries, and it has 
accomplished much in improving those agencies that 
had been lagging in crime control. 

What I have just described is the essence of what 
the President calls the New Federalism. It means 
helping State and local governments to help 
themsel ves. 

Last Saturday the President put it in these words: 
Ask not what your country can do for you; ask what 
you can do for yourself. 

In so saying, he was talking to the individual per
son to be sure. But he addressed at the same time 
our State and local government~ and il:1.8titutions. 

Indeed, the block grant concept written into the 
Safe Streets Act was the forerunner or prototype of 
the New Federalism. It has paid off very well. 

To be sure, crime is still with us, but many 
extremely significant things have occurred. in the 
struggle against lawlessness since LEAA was· 
enacted. 

. Greater efforts have been made to combat crime 
than at any previous time in our history. 

However, not everyone will admit this truth. There 
are 'still a few persons who have challenged block 
grants. Many of them have spoken without the ben
efit of all the facts. 

An example of what I mean is the 1971 hearings 
of a House Government Operations Subcommittee 
into the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis
tration's operations. This was purely a partisan effort 
to destroy the block grant program. The~u'ocom
mittee report on these hearings was notable for its 
bias and inaccuracy, as the panel's Republican mem
bers pointed out so convincingly in their dissenting 
report. 

There is another movement afoot to wreck LEAA, 
the block grant program approved by Congress in 
1968 and again in 1970, and the concept of revenue 
sharing. It is. the proposal' to create a National 
Institute of Justice to replace the sound and work
able program that we alr.eady have . 

. Institute advocates would substitute a public cor
poration for an existing Federal agency. The 
ostensible reason is the false charge that LEAA is 
not financing significant court reforms. 

However, that accusation is belied by the fact that 
most of the institute's proposals would empower the 
proposed institute to establish projects in law 
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enforcement, correctkms, parole, probation, and all 
other criminal justice areas. 

What makes the institute idea all the more suspect 
is that many of its advocates have attacked LEAA 
by name or have ignored its many accomplishments 
in court reform and every other criminal justice 
discipline. 

Not a few institute advocates, for example, have 
uncritically praised the Committee for Economic 
Development for its statement on "Reducing Crime 
and Assuring Justice." 

The Committee for Economic Development is a 
distinguished body of businessmen and other leading 
citizens. However, the staff statement on justice 
made a number of superficial and unwarranted 
charges against LEAA that does the CED no credit. 

The statement said, for example, that LEAA 
should be transferred to a new government agency;. 
which it called the Federal Authority to Ensure' 
Justice. 

This, according to the CBD statement, would 
'serve "as a nucleus for an expanded unit to manage 
large conditional grants." 

Such a program would do away with block grants 
and reattach all those old bureaucratic strings for 
which Washington is so justly famous:'-"or infamous. 

The National Urban Coalition and the Lawyers' 
Committee for Civil Rights Under Law alsQ partici
pated in the attacks on the block grants. 

Let me state, so that th~re is absolutely no misun
derstanding, that everyone;: in this .country has the 
right, and even the duty, to take a critical look at 
what the government is doing. That is part of good 
citizenship and our responsibility as voters. 

However, that examination must be fair, honest, 
and objective. In short, it must be judicious. There is 
no justification whatsoever for hysterical con
demnations of programs that just don't happen to 
coincide with someone's preconceived ideological 
notions. 

And Ihat, I am sorry to say, is what was wrong 
with the Lawyers' Committee report on LEAA, 
which emotionally charged that the Safe Streets Pro~ 
gram was financing an antidemocratic strengthening 
of police powers to be used against innocent citizens. 

Nothing could be further from the truth, as every 
profeSSional knows. As we have all emphasized so 
m~ny times before, what this program is all about is 
more democracy,more local control, more responsi~ 
bility for the people in their own communities. 

It probably will come as no surprise to you that 
many of the persons who helped prepare the Com
mittee on Economic Development statement and the. 
Lawyelrs' Committee report as well as those who are 
most vigorously supporting the proposed institute are 
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long-time opponents of block grants and the New 
Federalism. 

Above all else, partisanship should not be allowed 
to interfere in such an important cause as the better~ 
ment of criminal justice. 

Unfortunately, and to my great regret, too many 
of the New Federalism's critics have failed to take a 
close look at the Safe Streets program and the dem
onstrated effectiveness of the block grant approach. 

For example, they have failed to give heed to the 
changing patterns of crime that have occurred in the 
last few years. 

There is simply no denying that the soaring crime~ 
rate increases oflhe past decade are moderating. 

Crime rose 122 percent between 1960 and 1968. 
Butduring the first 9 months of last year, serious 

crime rose just 1 percent. 
That is the smallest 9-month increase since the 

FBI began issuing quarterly l'eports in 1960. 
There was no increase in crimes against property 

during the first 9 months of 1972. This compares 
with a 6 per~ent incrc\ls'~ in property crime d""ing 
the comparable period hnhe preceding year. 

Violent crime increased 3 percent during the first 
9 months of last year, compared to a 10 percent rise 
in the first nine months of 1971. 

The FBI figures also show that, in the first 9 
months of 1972, 83 of America's major cities 
recorded actual decreases in serious crime, compared 
to only 52 for the comparable period. 

So something good is happelling. 
A few critics have tried to quarrel with the score .. 

keeping. But the facts speak for themselves. Progress 
is being made. 

Many critics also fail to take note of the very real 
successes of the LEAA program. 

Projects like the. Crime Specific Burglary Pre
vention and Cont~ol Program in California, which 
received $1.5 million in LEAA funds. 

Begun last April, the program has already 
achieved impressive results in a number of target 
cities in the State. San Francisco, for example, 
reported a 47-percent reduction in the burglary rate 
since the project began. Bellflower, another Califor~ 
nia target city, reported a 30-percent drop in 
burglaries. 

Early last year, LEAA announced a major new 
program designed to achieve a tangible reduction in 
street crime mid burglary-the violent crimes that 
generate the most fear among citize'(Js. 

It is the High Impact Program %~OW under way in 
eight major cities: Atlanta, Ba,1,rlmore, Cleveland, 
Dallas, Denver, Newark, Portland (Oregon), and St. 
Louis. 

Results are already beginning to appear. In St. 
Louis, for example, a total of $5 million in Impact 
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funds has been awarded. to finance 23 innovative 
projects to reduce crime. One of the programs fun
ded is a special police patrol team, which the city 
says has helped to decre,ase burglaries by 19 percent 
since it began. 

LEAA has also played a major role in the Federal 
effort to curb drug abuse, a menace that threatens 
the lives and well-being of a shocking number of our 
young people. 

LEAA awarded more than $3 million last year to 
establish innovative drug treatment programs in 
Cleveland, Wilmington, Delaware, and Philadelphia. 
Called Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime
T ASC, the programs are being conducted in cooper
ation with the Special Action Office of Drug Abuse 
Prevention. T ASC provides for identification and 
treatment of narcotics offenders, rather than institu
tionalizing them. 

In addition to the three cities I've just mentioned, 
T ASC programs will be carried out in the other 
Impact cities as part of their total anticrime effort, 
and in a number of other major cities throughout the 
country" 

LEAA also provides fund support for the Office 
of Drug Abuse Law Enforcement (DALE), which is 
conducting a campaign against street-level heroin 
traffickers in 33 major cities. 

Another successful narcotics-related project sup
ported by LEAA is underway in New York City. 
Under a $7.5 million LEAA grant, the city has 
established eight special narcotics courts to handle 
the backlog of felony narcotics cases. The special 
courts began operating in February and, in 3 
months, disposed of 850 indictments by trial or plea. 

Thill is just a brief sample of the kinds of success
ful projects now in operation all over the country. 
The range of programs covers every aspect of the 
criminal justice system-police, courts, correc
tions-and the most pressing crime problems
organized crime, juvenile delinquency, and narcotics 
abuse. 

None of this progress would have happened with
out the LEAA program. 

r believe that the overwhelming majority of 
informed American people support the LEAA 
approach to crime control. 

The credit for this unprecedented national attack 
on crime should go in large measure to State and 
local governments. They have responded to the' 
LEAA program and, in the overwhelming number of 
eases, made wise and effective use of LEAA funds. 

But despite what already has been done, local gov
ernments still lack the one key ingredient they need 
to make the battle against crime fully effective. 

They still are caught in a financial trap caused by 
dwindling resources and swelling needs. 

The general revenue-sharing program sought for 
so long by the President has now beco~e a reality. 
And it will be of enormous assistance. 

It is essential now to take another step to make 
Federal assistance to local law enforcement and 
criminal justice even more effective. 

As the President noted in a newspaper interview 
not long ago: "What we need is, basically, reform of 
existing institutions and nClt t.he destruction of our· 
tried values in this country." 

The President went on to say in the interview that 
his next administration "will be one of ref ol'm, not 
just adding more doUars." 

He said there would be reform in all fields, and lWr 
specifically cited "reform in Federal-State relations." 

In a radio address on crime and drug abuse from 
the White House last October 15 the President 
declared, and I quote: 

I will ask the neW Congress to move swiftl}" in enl1cting 
my proposals for Law Enforcement Special Revene Shl1ring, 
to give the States and cities greater decisionmaking power in 
meeting their own needs. ' 

I am not in a position to discuss with you in detail 
the exact language that will be in the President'S 
request of the 93rd Congress~for it is yet to be sub
mitted. It will be soon. 

However, I can say that it will be a great boon for 
every State and local community in the Nation
make no mistake about it. 

You will want to be behind it because it is a pro
gram specifically aimed at crime. 

But despite the need for law enforcement revenue 
sharing, we can be certain that there will be attacks 
mounted against it. 

There will be attacks mounted against continuing 
any efforts to aid the States and localities in reducing 
crime that involves block grants or revenue sharing. 

Those who oppose these COUJ;ses want the Federal 
Government to assume dictatorial powers in the fight 
against crime-dictatodal powers over State and 
local governments. 

I believe they will)ose again-as they have lost in 
the past. They will lose because the New Federalism 
is the wave of the future. 

Law enforcement revenue sharing will provide the 
States and units of local government greater fiexibil~ 
ity and freedom in expending funds for criminal jus~ 
tice purposes. 

It is one of the most innovative' and significant 
d~roposals of our lifetime. It recognized the long-felt. 
need of States and localities for adequate and unfetw 
tered Federal financial assistance. 

The President's program need~ support. It needs 
the sympathy and understanding of all officials. It's 
your program, after all. 
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That does not mean that LEAA will not stand for 
any more criticism. 

Far from it. 
All I am saying is that we can no longyf afford the 

filxury of aimless broadsides against legislation that 
was created to help you. 

We need a higher level of cooperation-a better 
partnership between our Federal Government and 
our local governments. 

I am firmly convinced that t1:lis is the course that 
the vast majority of Americans expect of all of us. 
This program:' lias the support of the people who 
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know it best, of the men and women who work with 
it day-in, day-out, all year long. 

But it is also up to us to get this message across to 
those few who have not yet gotten the wqrd. The 
safety of all Americans depends upon it. . 

Legislatively speaking the 93rd Congress could 
prove, if it successfully .faces even a portion of the 
issues before it, to be one of the most significant leg
islative sessions on criminal law matters in recent 
decades. 

May it come to pass! 
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Mr. Leonard: This afternoon we are going to focus 
on the future of the national fight against crime 
through the Federal-State-Iocal partnership. 

During the 2 years tha:t I have been the Adminis
trator of the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis
tration, we were forced to devote a great deal of 
time, manpower, and criminal justice talent to 

defense. We have had to defend the block grant con
cept. We've had to defend the integrity of State Plan-, 
ning Agencies. We've had to defend the effectiveness 
of dozens of individual projects. And we have even 
had to defend ourselves. 

One of the beneficial byproducts that came out of 
this defense activity was a better perspective- on 
where we should be going-and how we should 
move to achieve oui: goals-in shortt how LEAA .':? 
could bc"St fit into the concept of the New 
Federalism. 

We soon realized that our basic function was. to ~-- . 
establish a planning and management capabi1ity-l~:~~ 
within each of the 55 jurisdictions that ~~ceive ~'~-. 
LEAA funds, To do this, we decided to disel~gage 
the Federal Government from the local decisionmak .. 
ing process and the local priority~setting process, III 
that way, we thought we could respond more effec~ 
tively to the letter and the spirit of the block grant 
concept embodied in the Safe Streets Act. 

This commitment to the" New Federalism culmi. 
nated in a number of policy decisions within LEAA. 
These decisions-which were discussed, revised, 
abandoned, revived, and examined again-were 
focused on one area: to plan for the future and to 
strengthen the partnership of Federal, State, and 
local governmeIitsin their common as'&"~\!~t on crime. 

"~.-::~ 
31 



Out of these discussions, two basic elements sur
faced: First, we would need to defin(~ crime specific
ally and we would need crime-oriented planning; and 
second, we should shift major respol.~sibi1ities within 
the Federal*State~iocal partnership. 

The overriding objective fur :LEAA was to 
increase the ability of State and local; governments to 
reduce crime. The principle respon$i.ibility for crime 
control rests-liot with LEAA-but with State and 
local governments. Consequently, we now see the 
Federal contribution as one of gene1l'al assistance to 
help States and localities carry out their criminal jus
tice responsibilitie,5. 

Today, we are honored to have wlth us a very dis
tinguished member of the House of Representatives 
from the State of Michigan, who is going to tell us 
about the Federal Government's posture in this area. 
Representative Cederberg is the ranking minority 
member of the House Appropriations Committee. 
He is also a member of the Legi,slative, Military Con
struc.tion, and State, Justice, Commerce, and 
Judiciary Subcommittees of the Appropriations 
Committc~, and what that means is that he is pretty 
important to us because he serves ort our subcom
,mittee. He has been in the Congre~ls for 18 years, 
llnd is one of its most respected members. ' 

At the forefront of Congressman Cederberg's 
beliefs! is fiscal responsibi.lity at the Federal, State, 
and local levels of government. Throughout his con
gr\~ssiona! career, Representative Cederberg has 
worked toward a balanced budget at the Federal 
level, and has called for fiscal integrity in all phases 
of governmerlt-Fec1eral, State, and 101:a1. 

It is my sincere pleasure to present to you Con
gressman'Elford A. Cederberg. 

Representative Cederberg: Thank you, Jerry. 
Ladies and gentlemen. 

As Jerry mentioned, I've worked for a balanced 
budget, and you can all see how successful I've been 
over the years. 

I'm honored today to have the responsibility to 
introduce your speaker, the distinguished Mayor of 
Indianapolis. First, 1 want to apologize to you, Mr. 
Mayor. I've been introduced :many times and the 
person making the introduction usually gives a 
speech longer than the speaker's. But I've been 
aSSigned this responsibility, so I'll carry it out. 

I am glad to be Aere ber;ause this Conference gives 
m~ the opportunity to meet personally many of you 
and to discuss some of the concerns that you have as 
State and local leaders bf criminal justice programs 
!~hl'oughout the Nation. 

As I looked over the program, I was struck by 
how this Conference represents another example of 
something that has become so/crucial to us all-th~. 
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New Federa;liism. But New Federalism means more 
than State and local and Federal officials getting 
together to talk about things. It means more than 
States and liocalities obtaining a substantial new 
measure of ()ontrol over their;own destinies. 

What thl'!. New Federalism really means is an 
effective pa:rtnership for progr(')ss. The three levels of 
government must work together in deveioping new 
program& tiD cure old ilIs-pl'ograms that will. pro
duce results and substantial benefits for people. 

For its p,f1rt, the Congress has moved in new direc
tions to .implement the New Federalism. And the 
work of tIDe Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis
tration, which is sponsoring this Conference, is an 
example of'that congressional concern. 

A few years ago, nearly all States and localities 
were hard-'pressed for resources to mount an effec
tive drive against crime. In setting up LEAA, Con
gress created the block grant approach for aid to the 
Statels. In its most elemental terms, the block grant 
concept means that the Federal Government supplies 
State and local governments with substantial 
amounts of anticrime funds-and gives them (and 
this is impo.rtant) substantial discretion on how, they 
are to be ust)d. 

The basi\~ responsibiHties for crime control rest 
with the cities and the counties and the States. It is 
proper that they should bear those responsibilities. 
But it also is proper that the Federal Government 
become a meaningful partner in these efforts by fur·· 
nishing financnal and technical assistahce. 

None of us, I am certain, wants the Federal Gov
ernment to bl~ the policeman on every Main Street in 
the land. In the first place, it probably would not be 
effective. Bllt even if it rlid produce some short-term 
results, it WO\llld gravely erode our niost cherished 
concepts of self-government. We also have to admit 
that widespread crime erodes OUf most cherished' 
concepts of free men and women living in a fr~e 
society-being free from crime and the fear'of crime. 
n seems to me th.e answer rests with the States and 
localities firmly picking up their responsibilities, so 
that crime is reduced within the context of our can· 
stitutional traditions. 

In the early days. of the Law Enforcement Assis
tance Administration pro 'gram, there were some 
abuses by States tind localities in the use of block 
grant funds. The abuses were discovered by LEANs 
own auditors and the audit staff of the General 
Accounting Office. While funds can be recovered, it 
:s not possible to regain the time that was lost in pro
grdms that should have produced results in crime 
control but did not. 

State and local communities must show wisdom in 
the use of Federal funds. If they do not, they are risk
ing a reaction. And that reaction would come from 
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two sourcles~the public and the COl:1gress. And the 
result wlHild be the same-to decide that State and 
local control really wasn't working--that we sho!lld 
go back to the old way of doing things; go back to 
much more.Federal contro1. Nobody wants that. 

A great ilCW opportunity has been given to State 
and 100tli governments by the passage of the $5 bil
lion general revenue sharing program. Revenue shar
ing means carrying the block grant concept to its 
ultimate potential. While the opportunities are 
great, they are matched by new burdens and 
responsibilities. 

Whe ther the funds be from block grants or reve
nue sharing, State and local governments must show 
unequivocally that every penny of value has been 
extracted from the vast amounts being made avail". 
able by the Federal Government. Their conduct and 
judgm(mt must match their vision of bringing govern
ment~and government that produces better 
results--closer to the people. 

It may be a year or more before there are audits of 
gel1era~ revenue sharing funds to m,ake certain that 
they are being used in compliance with the law. 

Now every State and local official should make 
absolutely certain that their use of revenue sharing 
funds is proper and that they are producing what the 
Congress and the people intended. The stakes are 
very high. If the States and localities default on their 
responsibilities, the whole concept of the New Feder
alism is in grave jeopardy. If the States and localities 
shouldlail now--when they have the new power and 
resources sought for so long~then their integrity will 
be severely tarnished; to say nothing of the public's 
confide1l',ce in them. 

All of this could lead to severe damage being 
inflicted on the fabric of our entire Federal system. 
None of these concepts fs academic. They are real 
becamie .they affect the well-being and safety of our 
citizens. Every dollar misspent, every opportunity 
wasted, means that somebody's safety has been 
placed in jeopardy. 

I belie\'e that the majority-the overwhelming 
majority-of State and local officials are able to do 
the job and will do the job in splendid fashion. Oth
ers will have to do more than a minimum job. But I 
feel that all can do better in the service of our 
people. 

I think weI need yardsticks of 'excellence. And I 
don't think we have to look any further for such 
excellence at the State and. local level than we have 
in our next spt~aker. An ability to discern real prob
lems and deal with them effectively is one of the 
attributes of the speaker I am pleased to introduce 'to 
you. 

When Dick Lugar became Mayor of Indianapolis 
in 1968-and I know what a tough job that'is, I've 

been one-one of the first tasks he embarked 011 was 
fighting city crime and improving the city1s criminal 
justice system. His results have been excellent. In the 
past 2 years, crime in Indnanapolis has dropped 26 
percent. 

. It seems to me that Mayor Lugar hasJ!;.aken a very 
broad approach in his effotts to solve the problems 
facing his city. And it is one that many other cities 
could emulate. He has placed great emphasis on 
intergovernmental activities, one of the keys of mak
ing the New Federalism worl<. 

Mayor Lugar has worked closely with the Federal 
Government to improve ,existing programs of joint 
concern and to fashion new ones. His work as vice 
chairman of the Advisory Commission on Inter. 
governmental Relations testifies to his dedication, 

But he has not stopped there. His term as presi
dent of the National League of Cities was particu
larly .productive-not only in working to help the 
citiesbutin fostering greater cooperation with the 
Federal Government, . 

He also has served 011 the Advisory Council of the 
United States Conference of Mayors, as director of 
the National Association of Counties, as a director 
of the National Service to Regional Councils, and as 
a member of the ,President's Model Cities Advisory 
TaskForce. 

He is a stl:ong supporter of revenue sharing. I have 
never found a lnayor who isn't. Let me mention 
some comments he made last year. Mayor Lugar 
said, and I quote: ;~, 

The President has hrt1l1mered home the point that State 
and locl't governments ~1ust have the authority, the reve
nues, th6' geographical . st<;>pes, and the leadership talents 
which finally deliver servi~es ,to American, citizens in the 
local community in which f~ey live... ' 

If the criminal justice sys~~m in cities and towns across 
America produce better result!), our COUtltry. will be a better 
place in which to live. l , 

" Mayor Lugar not only beheves in the New Feder-
alism. He has shown us ho\\7 it can work. And I 
knowhe will give us fresh ins;'ghts today on how we 
can set about to control crime more effectively. I am 
certain that what he says to us,\,yvill make our jobs 
easier itl the future. \ 

With these remarks, I am hon6red to present the 
distinguished M&yor of the City\of Indianapolis, 
Ric~ard G. Lugar. ~~ 

Mayot' LUg:r: Thank you very m~h. Thank you, 
. Congressman Cederberg, Jerris Leonl\rd, Governor 
Peterson, Sheriff Ritchess, ladies and gelltlemen. 

This is a day of national mourlling f\r President 

I Annual Minnesota Republican Fund R';ll.~jng Dinner, 
Minneapolis, Minn., Februllry 25, 1972. . ~ 
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Out of these discussions, two basic elements sur
faced: First, we would need to define crime specific
ally and We would need crime-oriented planning; and 
second, we should shift m.ajor responsibilities within 
the Federal-State-Iocal partnership. 

The overriding objective for LEAA was to 
increase the ability of State and local governments to 
reduce crime. The principle responsibility for crime 
control rests-not with LEAA-but with State and 
local governments. Consequently, we now see the 
Federal contribution as one of general assistance to 
help States and localities carry out their criminal jus
th~e responsibilities. 

'Today, we are honored to have with us a very dis
tinguished member of the House of Representatives 
from the State of Michigan, who is going to tell us 
about the Federal Government's posture in this area. 
Representative Cederberg is the ranking minority 
member of the House Appropriations Committee. 
He is also a member of the Legislative, Military Con
struction, and State, Justicei Commerce, and 
Judiciary Subcommittees of the Appropriations 
Committee, and what that means is that he is pretty 
important to us because he serves on our subcom
mittee. He has been in the Congress for 18 years, 
and is one of its most}:espected members. . 

At the forefront' of Congressman Cederberg's 
beliefs is fiscal responsibi.1ity at the Federal, State, 
and local levels of government. Throughout his con
gressional career, Representative Cederberg has 
worked toward a balanced budget at the Federal 
level, and has c&lled for fiscal integrity in aU phases 
of government-Federal, State, and local. 

It is my sincere pleasure to present to you Con
gressman'Elford A. Cederberg. 

Representative Cederberg: Thank you, Jerry. 
Ladies and gentlemen. 

As Jerry mentioned, I've worked for a balanced 
budget, and you can all see how successfv.} I've been 
over the years. 

'I'm honored today to haVe the responsibility to 
introduce your speaker, the distinguished Mayor of 
In(Hanapolis. First, I want to apologize to you, Mr. 
Mayor. I've been introduced many times and the 
perSOll making the int~oduction usually gives a 
speech longer than the speaker's. But I've been 
assign.ed this responsibility> so I'll carry it out. 

I am glad to be here becaJJse this Conference gives 
me the opportunity to meet personally many of you 
and to discuss some of the concerns that you have as 
State and local leaders of criminal justice programs 
throughout the Nation. 

As I looked over the program, I was struck by 
how this Conference represents another example of 
something that has become so crucial to us all-the 
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New Federalism. But New Federalism means more 
than State and local and. Federal officials getting 
together to talk about things. It means more than 
States and localities obtaining a substantial new 
measure of control over their own destinies. 

What the/New Federalism really meansds an 
effective parl;lrlership for progress. The three l~wels of 
government' must work together in developi!;ig new 
programs tc, cure old ills-programs that ~;:/l pro
duce results2lnd substantial benefits for peopl/!;: 

For its pnrt, the Congress has moved in n((i~i direc
tions to implement the New Federalism. And the 
work of tM Law Enforcement Assistance .Adminis
tration, which is sponsoring this Conferenqe, is an 
example oUhat congressional concern. 

A few years ago, nearly aU States and localities 
were hard-pressed for resources to mount an effec
tive drive against crime. In setting up LEAA, Con
gress creaWd the block grant approach for aid to the 
States. In its most elemental terms, the block grant 
concept me:ans that the Federal GovernmentsuppJies 
State and local governments with substantial 
amounts 011 anticrime funds-and gives them (and 
this is important) substantial discretion on flow. they 
are to be used. 

The basic responsibilities for crime con);r01 rest 
with the cities and the counties and the Sta\~es. It is 
proper that they should bear those responsibilities. 
But it also is proper that the Federal Govl~rnment 
become a meaningful partner in these efforts by fur
nishing finarlcial and technical assistance. 

None of us, I am certain, wants the FederM Gov
ernment to be the policeman on every Main Street in 
the land. In the first place, it probably would'not be 
effective. But even if it did produce some sholit-term 
results, it would gravely erode our most ch~\rished 
concepts of self-government. We also have to\.admit 
that widespread crime erodes our most che\;ished 
concepts of free men and women living in a, free 
society-being free from crime and the fear of Crime. 
It seems to me the answer rests with the States and 
localities firmly picking up their responsibilitie1\~ S~ 
that crime is reduced within the context of our ~lon-
stitutional traditions. . .' 

In the eady days of the Law Enforcement A;~~s- . 
tance Administration prdgram, there were soi,~e 
abuses by States and localfties in the use of blo~\k 
grant funds. The abuses were discovered by LEAA':~ 
own auditors and the audit staff of the General 
Accounting Office. While funds can be recovered, it~ 
is not possible to regain the time that was lost in pro- \' 
grams that should have prodticed results in crime \, 
control but did not. 1\ 

.. State and local communities ;l1iust show wisdom in \\ 
'ti:r use of Federal funds. If they do not, they are risk
mg a reaction. And that reaction would come from 
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two sources-the public and the Congress. And the 
result would be the same-to decide that State and 
local control really wasn't working--that we should 
go back to the old way of doing things, go back to 
much more Fderal control. Nobody wants that. 

A great new opportunity has been given to State 
and local governments by the passage of the $S bil
lion general myenue sharing program. Revenue shar
hlg means carrying the block grant concept to its 
ultimate potential. While the opportunities are 
great, they are matched by new burdens and 
responsibilities. 

Whether the funds be from block grants or reve
nue aharing, State and local governments must show 
unequivocally that every penny of value has been 
extracted ftom the vast amounts being made avail
able by the Federal Government., Their conduct and 
judgment must match their vision of bringing govern
ment.:..-and government that produces better 
results-closer to the people. 
. It may be a year or more before there are audits of 
general revenue sharing funds to make certain that 
they are being used in compliance with the law. 

Now every State and local official should make 
absolutely certain that their use of revenue sharing 
funds is proper and that they are producing what the 
Congress and the people intended. The stakes are 
very high. If the States and localities default on their 
responsibilities, the whole concept of the New Feder
alism is in grave jeopardy. If the States and localities 
should fail now-when they have the,:new power and 
resources sought for so long-then theirintegrity,will 
be severely tarnished, to say nothing of the publids 
confidence in them. 

All of this could lead to severe damage being 
inflicted on the fabric of our entire Federal system. 
None of these concepts IS academic. They are real 
because they affect the well-being and safety of our 
citizens. Every dollar misspent, every opportunity 
wasted, means that somebody's safety has been 
placed in jeopardy. 

I believe that the majority-'-the overwhelming 
majority-of State and local officials are able to do 
the job and will do the job in splendid fashion. Oth

, ers will have to do more than a minimum job. But I 
feel that al1 can do better in the service. of o.ur 
people. 

I think we need yardsticks of excellence. And I 
don't think we have to look any further for such 
excellence at the State and local level than we have 
in our next speaker. An ability to discern real prob
lems and deal with them effectively is one of the 
attributes of the speaker I am pleased to introduce"to 
you.>;\ 

When Di~rLugar became Mayor of Indianapolis 
in 1968-arld I know what a tough job that is, I've 

been one-one of the first tasks he embarked on wns 
fighting city crime and improving the City's criminal 
justice system. His results have been excellent. tn the 
past 2 years, crime in Indianapolis has dropped 26 
percent. ~ 

It seems to me that Mayor Lugar has taken a very 
broad approach in his effOl:ts. to solve the problems 
facing his city. And it is one that many other cities 
could emulate. He has plac()d great ~mphasis on 
intergovernmental activities, ope.of the keys of mak
ing the New Federalism work. 

Mayor Lugar has worked closely with the Federal 
Government to improve existing programs of joint 
concern and to fashion neW ones. His work as vice 
chairman of the Advisory Commission en X11ter
governmental Relations testifies to his dedication. 

But he has not stopped thete. His term ris presi
dent of the National JLeague \')f Cities was particu .. 
larly productive-not only in working. to help the 
cities but in fostering greater cooperation with the 
Federal Government. . 

He also has served <:lll the Advisory Council of the 
United States Conference of Mayors, as director of 
the National Association of Counties, as a director 
of the National Serviclf) to Regional Councils, and as 
a member of the President's Model Cities Advisory 
TaskForce. . 

He is a strong supporter of reven,ue sharing. I have 
never found a mayor who isn't. Let me mention 
some comments he made last year. Mayor Lugar 
said, and I quote: 

The President has hammered home the point that State 
and local governments must have the authority, the reve
nues, the geographical scopes, and the leadership talents 
which finally deliver services to American citizens in the 
local community in which they live. 

If the criminal justice system ill cities and towns across 
America produce better results, olir countrY will be a better 
place in which to live.1 

Mayor Lugar not only beHevesin the New Feder
alism. He has shown us how it can work. And I 
know he will give us fresh insights today on how we 
can set about to control crime more effectively. 1 am 
certain that what he says to us will make our jobs 
easier in the future. . 

With these reniarks, I am honored to present the 
distinguished Mayor of the City of Indianapolis, 
Richard G. Lugar. 

Mayor Lugar: Thank you very much. Thank you, 
CongressIl1an Cederberg,' J orris' Leonard, Governor 
Peterson, Sheriff Pitchess, ladies and gentlemen. 

This is a day iJf national mourning for President .. 

1 Annual Minnesota Republican Fund Raising Dinner, '; 
Minneapolis, . Minn., February 25, 1972, 
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Johnsonl and it is a day, I Would hope, for a renewal 
of the spirit. It is a day for vigor of activity as we 
examine this great country and our possibilities. And 
certainly at the heart of that examination is a 
thought about federalism and the way in Wllich ser
vices might be delivered, and how a great and diverse 
country might be governed better. 

During the Constitutional Convention, James 
Madison articulated a set of viewpoints that led to 
federalism in this country. Many citizens interpret 
the words federal system to mean a centralized 
national government. In fact, federalism in the 
United States of America has meant the maturing of 
relationships among national, State, and local gov· 
ernments. The genius of the United States Con~ 
stitution has been recogl1;,l~ed universally because it 
states that while some ft/petions of government are 
of paramount national '~I:mcern, a nation of our 
geographic size and del1li,)graphic diversity is best 
governed by States and, by local auth.orities who 
derive their powers from Hl;ates. 

Our detenpination to 3trengthen the criminal jus
tice system in the United States leads to searcbing 
questions about the Federal system. So pervasive are 
so many fears of citizeus about crime, drug abuse, 
and the general fabric c'£ our society and so wide
spread have been the a;~leged instances of dl\bious 
gove:rnmental performam:e at aU levels that mat.1Y are 
persllladed that federalism is a quaint, historicaL relic 
of past times and debates. 

TJle Council for Eco:aomic Development in an 
impc)rtant study entitle;a "Reducing Crime Imd 
Asslllring Justice" states ca.tegorically: 

The CED report, published in June of 1912, has 
. significant differences with President Lyndon B. 
Johnson's March 8, 1965, Message to the Congress 
entitled, "Crime: Its Prevalence and Measures of· 
Prevention." In that message, President Johnson 
announced establishment of a President's Commis
sion on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice and a Law Enforcement Assistance Act as 
the first Federal grant-in-:Ilid program designed spe
cifically to strengthen State and local crime reduction 
capabilities. 

President Johnson stated on that occasion: 

This message recognizes that crime is a national problem. 
That recognition does not carry with it any thrt:at to the 
basic prerogatives of State and local governments. It means, 

. rather, tbat the Fedei'aI Government will henceforth take a 
more meaningful rde in meeting the whole spectrum of 
problems posed by cdme. It means the Federal Governmen~ 
will seek to exercise, leadership alld to assist local authorities 
in meeting their retponsibilities.2 

Debate on thl: Safe Streets Act rarely touched 
Upon the issue of whether crime reduC!tion and crim
inal justice werf appropriate national government 
activities. Historrcally, these areas of concern have 
been State and lo,~al responsibilities. 

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations, in a S(jptember 1970 report, entitled Mak
ing the Safe Streets Act Work, describes the heated 
debate that surrounded the more lively issue of 
whether the Federal Government should bypass 
State governments and deal directly with local gov
ernments in makl!Jg financial grants for planning and 
action. Such arguments continue. As the ACIR 
points out, "Resolution of these intergovernmental 

Piecemeal reform of the patchwork structure of criminal . 
Justicle will fail; a more fUIJdamental approach must 11.e tensions IS a prerequisite for achieving the full poten-

• taken. The highly complex' multilevel Federal system', Hal of the legislation." 3 

evolvl~d from simpler beginnings, has its merits-but ai,\ A good reason for lack of debate on whether the 
nbilitjl to solve the American;,crime problem is not among Federal Government should be involved in areas of 
them., The present intricate di"l:ision of responsibilities, func~\ 
1ions, and financial support am,ollg national, State, and local concern, previously the recognized domain of States 
levels, is the chief barrier to acceptable patterns of criminal ' and localities, can be found in public opinion. The 
justice!.l '. recent Potoma..c ASl:ociates publication, State of the 

EVen then, the CEO rep~h would retain the basic' Nation, contains a poll taken by Gallup that asks 
elemMt in th~ Federal conc(~pt, a close cooperation whether Federal spending on various programs 
between the national government and State govern- .. should be increased, kept at the present level, 
mentij. The national governn\ent is encouraged by reduced, or ended altogether. The answers on the 
CED to establish a "Federai,Authority To Insure programs dealing with crime were 77 percent for 
J ),Istic:e." The States are encburaged to undertake increased spending, 18 .. percent for spending at the 
direcl: management of courts, l1rosecutions, and all c).Irrent levels, 1 percent, for reduced spending, 1 per
cqrrections activities. Local '.\ governments are d~nt for ending spending'altogether, and 3 percent in 
encouraged by CED to accept r~l\yf of all burdens of ~~e "don't know" categOI\V. Public demand for Fed-
criminal justice except for r.lairt'~enance of police .VJ. Address to Congress by !:"resident Lyndon B. Johnson, 
force!; and; perhaps, pretrial detentio." n. "Grime: Its Prevalence and Me,nsures of Prevention," March 

. 8,1965. . 
I"Cc;~or Economic Developmenii "Reducing Crime .1 Advisory Commission on It\tergovernmental Relations, 
and A:i~uring Justice," (June 1972). . "Making the Safe Streets Ac~ W~'fk," (September 1970). 
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eral anticrime spending exceeded demand for any 
other perceived objective. ' 

An important reason for such a response can be 
found in the public evaluation of efforts to deal with 
cd me in this country. The Potomac Gallup Poll 
reveals that during 1972, 1 percent of the public 
believed We had made much progress, 19 p~rcent 
believed we had made some progress, 26 percent 
believed we had stood still, 32 percent believed we 
haa lost some ground, 19 percent believed we haa 
lost much ground, and 3 percent still don't know. 
Now as compared to the 20 percent who believed we 
had made some progress or a little progress, 34 per
cent believed we had made progress against drug 
abuse, ·49 percent believed we had made progress in 
fighting air and water pollution, with drug abuse and 
the environmental causes ranking just behind crime 
as sources of greatest importance to the public. 

Herein lies the paradox of governmental attempts· 
to fight crime. In fiscal 1971, Federal Government 
outlays to combat crime totalea approximatl~ly 
$1.257 billion combined with l'ecordbreaking 
expenditures of $3.633 billion spent by 50 States, 
the 55 largest counties, and the 43 largest cities. Yet 
in mid-1972, Americans felt that we had lost ground 
and demanded with Ilear unanimity that the Federal 
Government spend much more money to fight cr::me. 
The Potomac Associates Gallup Poll que~~ion 
framed the issue of how we should do so: ' 

Now I'd like to get your views about the best way to,ldeal 
with some of our domestic problems here at home. First, 
which two or three of the approaches listed on this car~ do 
you think would be the best way to reduce crime? . 

Sixty-one percent voted for "Cleaning up sQ1ciai 
and economic conditions in our slums and ghettos 
that tend to breed drug addicts and criminals;";! 48 
percent indicated, "Getting parents to exert stri~~ter 
discipline over their children;" 40 percent optedior 
"Improving conaitions in our jails and prisons ,: so 
that more people convicted of crimes will be rehah\Ii
tated and not go back to a life of crime;" 37 percent 
said "Reforming our courts so that persons charg~\d 
with crimes can get fairer and speedier justice;" 35 
percent chose, "ReaUy cracking down on criminals 
by giving them longer prison terms to be served 
unaer the toughest possible conditions;" and 22 per:.. 
cent voted for "Putting more policemen on the job to 
prevent crimes and to arrest more criminals." 4 

In summary, Americans are more aisturbed about 
crime than about any other current subject, 
inc1uaing international warfare. They are more 
eager for the Feaeral Government to spend money 

4 Potomac Associates, St~lte of the Nation, N .. Williain 
Watts and Lloyd A. Free, UlliverseBooks, New York, 1973, 
pp. 104-120. 
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fighting crime than on any other objective. But they 
see the nature of the battle as an extraordinarily 
comprehensive and expensive struggle. They place· 
higher priority upon improvement of slums, strength~ 
ening of family structure, improvement in jails and 
prisons, and improvements in courts rather than on 
meting out more punishment to criminals or putting 
more policemen on the job. 

Each of us suffers through growing frUstration 
that accom.panies the witnessing of criminal activity 
on a grana scale. We wantj~ stopped. We believe 
that the enjoyment of life i'n the United States 
depends upon curbing crime promptly. We believe 
that the problem is serious and widespreaa and that 
nothing less tha'1'a~ruH",fl~dged sense of national 
community effort\\engaging 041.' money ana our best 
thought is likely tZl prove effective, and we want 
results. c. l) 

From time"{iG'Jim<i, some public officials have tena. 
ed to capitalize on our general mood ana have sug- . 
gested simplistic schemes for eradicating crime by 
cracking down on this ot that group without regard 
to constitutional rights or reasonable tests of either 
humanity or effectiveness. But by and large, this type 
of campaign has not been successful in either win
ning elections or combating crime or changing the 
national mood because we, are still looking for basic 
reforms in social conditions, in family relationships, 
and in institutional practices within the criminal jus
tice system. Let me indicate some avenues of inter
governmental activity that ought to be understooa 
and pursuea in the intermeaiate future. 

A successful intergovernmental assault on crime 
will aepend essentially on !':pecific determination of 
who will do the job. A glib/answer that affirms that 
all of us will do our best in cooperation with each 
other does not address the primary questions of who 
at what level of governmental responsibility is in 
charge and who makes the aSSignment of specific 
tasks. 

I believe that local efforts to improve the criminal 
justice system are likely to be the most effective, in 
the short run, and the most enduring over the years. 
Citizens of this country may speak of fighting crime 
as a national problent. Certainly vioiellce and antiso
cial activity are viewed from coast to coast. But the 
most meaningful effort for most of us will be a suc
cessful anticrime fight in the specific locations in 
which we live and work and enjoyrecreafion. 

Our concern and emphasis are local and we 
demand local safety before we have much con~ 
fidence to fight crime elsewhere. But by local, I do 
not mean the balkanizea, fractionalizea geographical 
entities tllat characterize urban America presently. 
In terms of general government, the thousands of 
arbitrary boundary lines drawn by citizens fearful 
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of overall change and Jearful of rather immediate 
financhlJ, racial, educational, transportation, or 
environmental cri.ses-these lines, ironically, are vir
tually insurmountable barriers to the safety of prop
erty or persons for tens of millions of Americans. 

Many Americans seem too battle-weary to fight 
the political line-drawing process at the local level. 
They have lost stomach for trying to unify or reform 
poUce forces, court systems, correction systems, and 
communication systems for ,public safety. They now 
call upon the President and the United States Con
gress to appear-miraculously, to leap over all local 
controversy and to produce battle plans for proper 
finance, equipment,. man'power recruitment, and 
standards of performance to be observed without 
question. 

The United States is not alone in such hopes. 
Many countries have long assumed that local reform, 
generated from the local level, was generally impos
sible. The national governments in those countries 
reorganized affairs much to the relief of many citi
zens, but the Federal principle of intergovernmental 
relationships was ignored, forgotten, or never dis
covered in the process. 

Most Americans watch the mobility of criminals, 
the substantial armaments and communications they. 
employ, the vast tentacles of many criminal con
spiracies, and the omnipresence of hard. drugs and 
other dest(uctive materials. But having observed all 
of this, the sadness of the present situation comes in 
our seeming inability to' estabrish local police forces, 
prosecution, judiciary, or corrections systems that 
have the proper size and scope to do a substantially 
better job of meeting the deadly competition. Many 
citizens, hopefully most cltizens, would support local 
leadership that proposed thoughtful and effective 
reform. 

In some instances, a State system of criminal jus
tice would be most appropriate because the geo
graphic area to be covered is small or the State is al
most entirely urban. In other instances, interstate 
compacts to meet the criminal justice needs of 
sprawling metropolitan areas would be most effective 
in denying refuge and comfort to the criminal. The 
idea of federalism in this country is 'an enduring one 
because we have enjoyed the numerous options of 
a variety of intergovernmental relationships. We still 
enjoy those choices and options, whether we exercise 

. them or not. 
. Let us noUndulge in describing the spread of 

ctiminal activity without considering the effective
ness. of the corporate structures of present govern
melJts to meet that dilemma. We may find that we 
are disturbed about the rise of crime but becdme 
even more agitated when anyone suggests govern
mental reform to meet the problems of crime. Thus, 
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we call upon the Federal Government to save us 
both from crime and from the folly, inefficiency, and 
heartbreak of some current local governmental 
arrangements that we shelter' deliberately fror;) 
change or reform.-' 

We have witnessed changes in the inner city areas 
of many large American cities for decades. Crime 
has shown great increases in percentage terms in 
suburban areas during recent years, both because of 
more crirrtinal deeds and because the base of past 
performance was low. In absolute terms; crime iri 
inner city areas remains high. In most cities in which 
a spirit of community has been flagging, citizens of 
means, citizens with school children, citizens who 
want greater peace from crime, :noise, smoke, and 
traffic continue to move many mH~g into suburban 
and semirural areas. 'They are rarely reI))lacedby citi
zens of comparable means and the tax tl.ase falters as 
the social problems grow. Without reciting the entire 
disastrous litany of such situations, let us ~.\onder our 
private reactions. Some of us wish that crime would 
decline in large cities, but if it remains sizable in vol
ume, some wish it would stay put. 

Citiz~ns who have moved from crime feel doubly 
cheated if they move and the expenses of new cir
cumstances do not reduce the threat of crime. They 
want someone to do something about the crime 
J,)roblem other than themselves. Someone who sug
gests that something can be done about crime may 
enlist a temporary following. In slOme extreme situ
ations, extremely logical steps lhave been taken, 
namely, construction of long brick or cement walls 
with turrets guarded by armed pen;onnel, surrounded 
by large plant growth, moats, or other obstacles. 
Uncomfortable as such situations may be on occa
sion, some citizens find the fortress psychology pref
erable to governmental reform. They are prepared to 
hang on grimly While anticipating invasion by dan
gerous "other citizens" beyond the moat. 

Most of us are more ambivalent. We would like to 
enjoy a society of relatively free activity in Which, we 
feel safe to move about. Most of us would like to 
enjoy people in all walks of life, and we may feel 
increasingly cheated of much joy by living in a 
llomogeneous enclave. 

Many Americans have taken bold political action. 
Indianapolis, Ind.; Nashville, Tenn.; Jacksonville, 
Fla.; Columbus, Ga.; Baton Rouge, La.; and Lexing
ton, Ky., have all cons<;>Ii,dated the inner cVy gov
ernment with local governments in the surrounding 
county, and have .thus bridged the inner 
city suburban difficulty. An even larger number of 
counties have reorganized to provide a single county 
executive and legislative structure that can provide 
comprehensive services for hundreds of thousands 
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of citizens living in diverse communities and Let us add still a third distress situation. Sending 
circumstances. into the field an army of Federal law enforcement 

Dozens of cities and counties are attempting officials, inspectors, and auditors of courts, prisMs, 
reform and many are on the threshold of success. and. other criminal justice programs that might 
Remarkable. attempts to effect consolidation or at insure that funds are spellt with correctness,. if at alit 
least cooperative efforts can be observed nationwide. will not insure the growth of institutions or the sup
The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration is port and the consent or the governed in local ar:eas 
taking a leadership role in encouraging this devel- where people must strive to learn to live (.together, 
opment among small police forces. 'I;pe thought of a comprehensive Federal fallback 

State governments historically could have \~~k:Jn a position is a grand illusioll-an emperor with no 
much more affirmative advocacy role in encouraging clothes-of lasting criminal justice reform. 
such reformations. In most cases, States have the For the moment, it is possible to make a good case 
authority either to effect such reforms or to offer very for the weak and difficult access of governmental 
strong encouragement. In reorganizing public school institutions at every level throughout bur land) and 
governments and districts of jurisdiction, State gov- many citizens take a pervet~e delight in doing so. 
ernments have often acted decisively and compre- But on the other hand, 'equal attention could be 
hensively. By comparison, most State governments paid to very substantial gains in strengthening inter
have done little to encourage civil government vital~ governmental relationships and developing the Fed. 
ity at the local level, and many have fought; effec- eral system in the United States. Despite our desire 
tively, local attempts to achieve consolidation. for comprehensive;' instant change, we should not 

The problems of the criminal justice system in this ignore the reforms on a one-by-one basis. Each fight 
country are virtually insoluble without strong and was difficult, too difficult for many who simply 
courageous State teade.rship and money. With few retreated into a "devil take the ~indmost!) _copout. 
exceptions, State leadership Md money have been Literally hundreds of changes were made in State 
woefully' short of the minimum requirements for constitutions and essential institutions in the past 
progress. It remains a fact that niost State govern- ?ecade, changes that ~l~ve made a distinct difference 
ments are not strong in staff or experience in han- 111 the safety ands,tabllIty of those governmel~ts. The 
dling social problems. Some States show little ... same can be claImed for countless counttes and 
inc1in~tion to change that posture, but many do want ·C-Cnl!~nicipa1ities. 
to change. And their struggle to do so and the suc- 'fo be both specific and parochial, we consoli
cess they have achieved are too litt1~ appreciated by dated the <?ity of Indianapolis, and Marion County to 
citizens who want more dramatic and newsworthy f~rm a unIfied go~ernmen.~ WIth one mayor ~nd one 
results and not a series of growing pains. city-county counCIl covermg 402 square mlles and 

The classic battles in Congress over the initial Safe 793,000,People by an Act of the Indiana State Leg" 
Streets legislation reflected fear by large cities that lslature m 1969. . , .. 
States would be unwilling or incompetent to wage On another occaSion, we establtshed o~e mutllCI" 
much of a battle to reform the criminal justice sys- I:a~ co~rt systel11 ~o~ ,the whole cou~ty With a pre
tem. Large cities felt they knew the criminal enemy sldmg J~dgej pro~IbltIon of protem Judges, prompt 
and they feared State shackles. That fear has died sche~uhng and dls~osal 0,E all cases, and tho,ughtful 
down in some quarters, but it remains strong in pr?bmg of sentencmg 'p~o,~edures, We estabh~hed a 
many others~ Recognition of minority concerns must bad-bo.nd system provld!~g for release on theIr ,?~n 
be an obVIOUS concern as we effect a restoration of recogmzance of many cltIzl~ns arrested and awaltmg 
democracy at both the State and local levels. jUdicial a~ti?n on their. castls, We do~bled the num-

Our common pprpose in this National Conference ber of cnmmal court Judge!s and theIr offices from 
on Criminal Justice must be to direct precious two to four. . "., 
resources i~to the most effective channels Se I~' We have 1I1creas:d the IndIanapolIs ~ohce Depa~t-

' .. n",mg ment from 890 umformed personnel m 1967 to Its 
mon~y to. buttre.ss a h~d~ep?~ge ~f .batth~g. and authorized strength of 1,100 at present, with waiting 
relatIvely meffect~ve mU11lClpalttl~s w1thm a c1t~ that lists of 200 to 400 applicants during the past 3 years. 
has not reorgamzed t~ meet Its problems IS an We have experimented with smaller caseloads for 
unhappy pr?spec.t. Sendmg funds to a State govern- juvenile court probation officers and noted marked 
.~ent that l~ neIther tempeta~enta1ly, ~or ~J:p~es- declines in recidivism. Infact, crime rates for major 
~lO~ally eqmpped to ma~e a dlflcr,ence In cnmmal crimes have declined substantially in the last S years 
Justice and that scatters ItS efforts 1tt ways so as to and fewer citizens are incarcerated)n a unified jail, 
inhibit even modest reform at the local level is an and one that is not· overcrowded. Merchandise sales 
equally unhappy' prospect. in downtown Indianapolis enjoyed a:dollar volume 
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upturn in 1972 fp~ the first time jn 10 yel1rs as many regard to local reformation and delivery of services. 
more people reappeared 011 the streets and sidewalks. State and local capacity to maintain a system of jus-

Yet all of this came about slowly and after the tice can be strengthened in many ways. 
infrolvement of hundreds of women as court- Publication of comprehensive standards and mod
watchers, thousands of men and women involved in els is a, major help. Development of new anticrime 
political activity to effect consolidated government, technology will hilp. Wide dissemination of new 
extraordinary changes in the perception of police reforms, techniques, or general victories of criminal 
work and the total criminal justice system by almost justice will be a constructive contribution. Encour
aU citizens, strong and continuing work toward agement of local government to reform structures, 
racial and economic reconciliation, and, finally, a procedures, and operations is of the essence. 
building boom in the central city for 5 years with Despite much talk to the contrary, the country is 
dramatic increases in tax base, employment, and not falling apar, at the seams. The quality of life is 
good reasons for coming to the central city. demonstrably stronger in many cities, counties, and 

Federal and State assistance in the reform efforts States of our Nation than ever before. This assertion 
and th~, followthrough operations could have been does not ignore the weak spots that have come as a 
much lJ'lore substantial and hopefully will be stronger consequence of shifts of people and the development 
in theJfuture if present national concern about crime of technology that can facilitate, unfortunately, not 
has staying power. only the invasion of privacy but the terror of hijack-

Local governments are wary of new Federal stan- ing or the distribution of heroin. 
dards and goals because standards have been man- We wish that human beings had stronger nerves 
dated too frequently without visible means to pay for and that the pace of change did not unnerve some 
their implementation. Currently, Indianapolis is family members or neighbors into maiming or 
mandated, for example, by the State of Indiana to attempting to kill one another to say nothing about a 
pay generous police and fire pensions but is prohib- loss of a sense of community and malicious pillaging 
ited. by State law from raising money in any way that sometimes approaches a postearthquake scene. 
except for property taxes, fines, and fees. It is no But our intergovernmental Federal system offers a 
wonder that many citizens in Indiana and, for that sound backdrop for renewal of the community, for 
matter, in many other States with similar financial reordering the structure, for bringing the relation
arangements seek to limit law enforcement and jus- ships of citizens up to date. This can best be done 
tice facilities within narrowly drawn boundaries, when people genuinely care about one another, when 
hoping that someone else might pay for the criminal fear abates, when the desire to live purposefully 
justWe system or at least bottle up potential criminal strengthens, and w?en we truly practice racial and 
menaces, thus leaving property taxes in suburban economic justice. Ultimately, our criminal justice 
enclaves for schools, roads, hospitals, and sanitary systenl reflects the best aspirations that we express 
service. about our eagerness to live together in a global vil-

Sadty enough, most Federal anticrime measures, lage, on occasion, and in the vili:ages we call home, 
to date, have neither offered much financial strength every day. 
toward containing crime in inner city areas nor have Many of us have more time to devote to public 
they encouraged the essential reform of cities to safety and to civic reform. We should do so" As par
exemplify the "real city" or "real county" dimen- ents, we can do more in the thoughtful teaching of ' 
sions. On the contrary, funds have often served to our children about law and community arId in the 
further the balkanization of urban America and have provision of love in their formative years. This per
been disappointing in strengthening ongoing oper- sonal witness at home and in the neighborh,pod may 
ations of inner city systems. Changes in LEAA pol- be the most important contribution many of us will 
icies at the State level have come about markedly in make to a safer and saner society.~, . 
the past year. We believe that cities and counties will Beyond that, we will organize neighbors to help 
be assisted materially in the future. Despite the fund- .i~ ~,ach other in mutual outlook and protection. We will 
iog discouragements we've had at the local level, well care genuinely about our neighbors' safety or prop
believe that the block grant principle of strength- erty and person. And then we may approach a very 
euing State-Federal relationships is such an imp or- difficult bridge of action and understanding. We will 
tant objective that we have not criticized LEAA resolve with others that we are not prepared to fight 
during maturation of an imp\?rtant development of civil war among racial and ethnic and economic 
federalism in this country. Mf~st governments at the groups in the communities we enjoy, and we shall 1 

local level have adopted the s~me restraint. work to unify the corporate. structure of 10Gal gov- I 
But LEAA and other F~d.eral attempts to fight ernment and to make certam that all parts of the 

crlme must now take on greater sophistication with criminal justice system are soundly in agreement ~ 
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with the standards and -goals that this Conference 
has studied. We will iv,sure that organizations of jus~ 
tice are adequately staffed, financed, and supported 
to achieve public safety and justice among com· 
peting daims and forces. 

State governments and the Federal Goverment will 
assist our logical and well-planned ventures. The 
Federal system will gain new vitality as it meets the 
crime problem, the one problem above all others that 
occupies our most urgent attention. Having met this 

danger and the challenge it offers, we will be 
invigorated to meet an exciting new agenda of the 
future. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Leonard: Thank you, Mayor Lugar. That 
address most certainly, in my humble opiinioo and 
from my point of view, falls into category of 1'1 wish 
I'd said that." 

Thank you. 
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l\-1r. Leonard: May I call the Fifth Plenary Session 
o(this Conference to order, please. 

Now, again, a little editorial note. ManTeof you 
have ask~d questions about the relevance of the dis-
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cussions and debates that are going on in the forums 
and the conferences at this National Conference. I 
want to assure you that these proceedings are 
extremely important, because they will be published 
by the National Advisory Commission. 

We didn't intend this to be a parliamentary ses
sion. If we had, we would have started off with a 
Conference set up like the plenary session. The pur
pose of this Conference is to react to the report of 
the Commission. The reactions that you're formu
lating here will become a very important part of the 
overall Commission report. Albeit, the Commission 
itself has adjourned sine die. If you think about the 
procedure and the total problem that we have 
involved here I think you will agree that the decision 
I made-and if you want to blame somebody, blame 
me-with respect to how we were going to handle 
the situation was a correct one. I hope that will allay 
the fears of some of you who would like to argue ad 
nauseum the question of plea bargaining. 

Your input is note\i here; it's in the record; and 
it's going to be a par().Qf the overall proceedings of 
this Conference. 

One of the questions\ that continually surfaces 
when we talk about Feder,,), State, and local law 
enforcement efforts isP)me proper role of each branch 
of government. Speaking for tlie Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration, I can answer that ques-
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tion in simple terms: LEAA views itself as the the Chairman of the Commission, Governor Russell 
catalyst that supplies the funds, technical knowledge, \1 Peterson of Delaware. 
and expertise to initiate crime-fighting efforts no Throughout 11is private and public life, Ooverhor . 
matter if they are at the Slate, the county, or the Peterson has dedicated himself to improving the 
local level. That, I believe, is the proper role for criminal justice system. This report is just one of the 
LEAA. And this Conference is an excellent example many contributions he has made in that area. 
of what I mean. During his terlll as Governor, th~ people of Dela-

Dudng the past 2 days, we have been busy dis- ware benefited from the innovative and progressive 
. cussing and hearing discussions on the major find~ programs he fashioned for that State. These wide ... 
ings of the National Advisory Commission on ranging programs have placed Delaware in th~ fore
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. This Com- front of those States that can look at theh' criminal 
mission was federally funded. The Federal Govern- justice systems with pride. 
ment. also supplied technical advice to the LEAA was certainly pleased when he accepted 
Commission .. And it offered other resources such as the offer to chair this Commission. His dedication, 
manpower, criminal justice expertise, and working his leadership, and his real commitment JO this 
quarters. In this tole, the Federal Gov~rnment acted whole project were the chief reasons that we /lOW 
as .the catalytic agent and nothing else. have this important and impressive report. 

)The report itself was written by State and local And it is my honor to introduce Russell W. 
~aw enforcement officials. They discussed each stand- Peterson. 
ard and goal thoroughly before reaching a decision. 
The Federal Government did not interfere. 

I do not expect that aillY one of you will agree with 
each and every Commission finding and recommen
dation. Although I am confident that the final report 
of the Commission contains the best advice currently 
available, I am certain there will be a number of 
matters that deserve further consideration and fur
tiler discussion. Nonetheless, I hope that everyone 
takes the long-range point Clf view, the statesmanship 
point of view. 

The Commission is not offering its work to us just 
to be nitpicked to death. This report· is a blueprint, 
not a gabfest agenda. So it is i.mportant that we get 
right down to work, putting into operation everything 
that finds general approval. In other words, what we 
want you to do now is to take some action. 

What we need, really, is broad agreement on the 
main directions of the standards and goals material. 
Those points on which there are disagreements can 
be ironed out later. But our mandate must be toAight 
crime, to reduce cxime, to give the American people 
a much higher level of protection and safety. Undue 
wrangling over a few details will 11 arm the standards 
and goals and reduce the chances of making prompt, 
lasting inroads against'crime. 

The standards and goals are important. The report 
is for the use of State and local governments. It is a 
yardstick by which they can measure their own per
formance. However, it is not something that is being 
fOFced upon State and local units of government. 
They can, if they wish, use the report; they can reject 
it; or they can tailor it to meet their own specific 
needs. But they must address the issues that are 
raised by the report. 

The man I now have the pleasure of introducing is 

Governor Peterson: Thank you very much, Jerry. 
Justice Rehnquist, Sheriff Pitchess, ladies and gentle
men. Before I exercise the privilege of introducing 
our speaker tonight, I want to take advantage of this 
opportunity to make two points. 

Jerry Leonard has been up here time aftel' timti 
during the past 2 days commending many of us for 
the work that we have done. But he has repeatedly 
ignored the most important contributor. In fact, {,,I 
think it is extremely important for all of us here to 
recognize the tremendous job that Jerry has done in 
leading LEAA, in having a great impact throughout 
America on the criminal justice system, and on sell:
irtg people on preventing kids from getting in trouble 
with crime in the first place. 

Today, the State Planning Agency directors recog
nize the job that Jerry has done in bringing them 
together. And I think, Jerry, that you should feel 
very proud of the contribution you have made to 
America in advancing the programs to reduce crime 
throughout our land. I think it would be very much 
in order if all of us here gave Jerry a special round of. 
applau.se. 

The other point I wish to make is to call your 
attention once more to the key goal that we have rec
ommended for America, and hopefully; that you and 
the people throughout our Nation will accept. It is a . 
goal that symbolizes our overall effort, demonstrates 
our conviction that we can do ,a job in reducing " 
crime, and it is a sort of slogan :that we can use to 
sell people throughout America in gettip.g behitl;d:this 
effort. And that goal is to reduce by 50 perce~it over 
the next 10 years the rate of h,gh-fearcri~res in 
America. And by high-fear crimes, I meail"bUJiglary 
and violent crimes coinmitted by strangers. By via-

41 

G 



lent crimes, I mean aggravated assault and robbery 
and rape and murder and wtuful homicide. 

You know; we don't do this very often in the pub
lic sector-pick quantitative goals and put goal dates 
011 them. But we think in the Commission that it's 
vita! for us to do that. 

You sec" 10 years goes beyond any adminis
tration. This is a goal ror America. And we are going 
to reach it, I'm convinced, but we will do jt only 
because people all over America will buy it and go to 
WOl'k to make it happen. And you have a key 
responsibility to play a leading role in making it 
happen. 

As you know, people throughout our -1ountry today 
say that the most serious problem we have is crime 
and the fear'-Jf crime. Therefore it's a tremendous 
responsibility to have to do something about it. AI1d, 
of course, in doing so and fulfilling that responsi
bility, it's a great opportunity. 

You thill~ of the job satisfaction that all of us 
could get if we contribute to cutting the rate of high~ 
fear crime in America in half in 10 years. And if we 
do that, we will markedly improve the quality of life 
throughout America. 

Now I'm sur,;: there are some people around who 
don't think we can do this. I suggest we ought to get 
them off the team. We have to have the conviction 
that we can do the job before we can do it. 

Let's go to work to make it happen. I challenge 
you, challenge myself, challenge America-to reduce 
crime, to reach this quantitative goal that we have set 
for all of us. 

Atld now 1 would like to introduce a most dis
tinguished speaker. 1 am confident that you are aU 
familiar wlth 'much of the background of our 
speakei', Associate Justice William H. Rehnquist of 
the U. S. Supreme Court. 

les a pleasant task, but I approach it with a large 
amount. of baution and circumspection. I wouldn't 
want to mention anything that would prompt him to 
disqualify himself from hearing a case. Nonetheless, 
I 40 feel ~afe in saying that before accepting his 
present pOSItion on the Court, Mr. Justice Rehnquist 
was known as the Attorney General's attorney. In 
his work as head of the Office of Legal Counsel in 
the Department of 1ustice, he had an exceptionally 
good opportunity to become intimately familial" with 
the problems facing this Conference. It goes without 
&:aying that his SUbsequent responsibilities on the 
Supreme Court have broadened and deepened bis in
sight into the interconnected aspects of law enforce
ment, adjudication, and offender rehabilitation. 

Mr. Justice Rehnquist was born and raised in the 
Milwaukee }irea, That, plus the fact tha~ he>s a 
S\ved~, ar~ !~wo ~iJod, attrib?t~s; Jerry Leo.~iard was 
born In WI*!:;onSl11,.too. ThIS Isn't a COllspIilacy, but 
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aU three of us are natives of Wisconsin, and w~ con-
. ~hJ:ef it a worthwhile item to mention. 

':: During World War II, he was a l1oncommissioned 
officer in the Army .(~ir Corps. He "studied at Stan
ford and Harvard Universities, and graduated first in 
his class from the Stanford University Law School. 

He served later as a law clerk for Justice Robert 
Jackson of the U.S, Supreme Court. From 1953 to 
1969, he practiced law in Phoenix, and then came to 
Washington to take the position in the Department 
of Justice. 

Mr. Justice Rehnquist is participating'in this Con
ference because of his deep conviction that we as 
citizens of this Republic must pay increasing atten
tion to the problems of crime reduction in modern 
society. 

Mr. Justice Rehnquist. 

Justicc Rchnquist: Thank you. Thank you, Gover
nor. And Jerry, I certainly join with the others in 
commending the way you managed this thing. 

I want to comment, if I may, about the Commis
sion's report to the extent that I've had a chance to 
examine it. Certainly, I think a fair amount of skep
ticism initially is a normal reaction to something like 
this. 

It may fairly be asked, "What need is there for 
anothet blue ribbon commission to examine the 
administration of criminal justice in this country?" 
After all j we've had the report of the President's 
Commission on Law Enforcement and Adminis
tration of Justice in 1967, and the promulgation of 
the American Bar Association's Minimum Standards 
for the Administration of Criminal Justice shortly 
afterwards. But I think there are two very good and 
sufficient answers to this question, as to why the 
Commission is very highly desirable and why you of 
the Commission and those of you of the Conference 

, are to be commended for this effort. 
First, at least to the extent that I have read the 

report, and I have cI;lllcentrated on the section deal
ing with the Courts, I have the impression that your 
Commission has approached the matter more as an 
original inquiry-what the system ought to consist of 
and how it ought to work, if we were. free to make 
significant major changes in it-than joave some of 
the other distinguished groups that h~:ve addressed 
themselves to the'same subject. The other reports, if 
I read them right, have been more geare!d to an eval
uation of existing procedures in the light of changing 
legal standards, with a view to changing these exist
ing procedures where required, or where obvious 
shortcomings are indicated. 

The question, of course, is one of emphasis and 
degree, rather than of polar opposites, We do have 
existing and established police, court, and correction 



J 

~ .. 
I 

systems in aU of the 50 St.ates, as well as those oper
ated under the aegis of the Federal Government. It 
would simply be wasted motion for any commission, 
no matter how distinguished its members, to spend 
its time designing. wholly different sUbstitutes for 
these existing systems. 

On the other hand, given the traditional con
servat,ism of the professions involved in the actual 
administration of any system-and certainly this is 
preeminently true of my own profession, which is 
that of the law-something more than. just the 
tuneup that a garage mechanic gives a malfunction
ing engine is occasionally needed in 'order to (!!'(9.mine 
some of the more deeply rooted assumptions on 
which our existing systems Rre. based. I think the 
innovative emphasis in your Commission's report is 
to be commended, .not because all of the innovative 
suggestions are necessarily good, but because the 
very making of such suggestions stimulates the kind 
of discussion that is necessary in order to have the 
best possible system of administration of criminal 
justice. 

I think the second reason for the desirability of 
periodic evaluations of systems for the adminis
tration of criminal justice is that these systems are 
essentially monopolistic. Only the state, in the broad 
sense of that term, is engaged in the business of 
administering criminal justice. Therefore, the spur of 
competition felt by a p;:ivate business is lacking. 
True enough, the States may be compared with one 
another, but there are so many differing factors that 
such comparisons may be of limited usefulness. 
Delaware borders Pennsylvaniu' and borders New 
Jersey, and yet I would guess that Delaware's prob
lems of criminal law enforcement are quite different 
from those in New Jers~y and in Pennsylvania. And 
I suspect it is equally true that the problems of law 
enforcement and corrections in Philadelphia are 
quite different from those in the less populated parts 
of Pennsylvania. 

The Federal and State systems, which operate in 
the same territory, .r,,ttf,'ht offer some basis of com· 
parison, but the limited responsibility of the Federal 
Government, and its vastly greater resources, make 
that sort of comparison of limited value. 

More important, each systern of criminal justice is 
a monopoly at least in its own area-its share of the 
market is 100 percent. Except for occasional over
laps of State and local jurisdiction, nobody enforces 
the laws of Delaware e;Kcept the State of Delaware; 
no one enforces the ordInances of Wilmington except 
the City of Wilmington. Thi!.! is so obvious as to ~eem 
commonplace, and yet think how different it is from 
the business world. 

The administration of the system of criminal jus
tice has a product that presumably justifies its exist-

ence-..-the control of crime by the apprehension, 
conviction, incarceration, and, hopefully, the ulti .. 
mate rehabilitation of wrongdoers. This product is 
very much desired 'by members of society. As you 
have doubtless had occasion to observe more thM 
once during the course of this Conference, a recent 
Gallup poll indicates that concel'll with crime is the 
leading concern of the Nation's citizens. Yet in the 
nature of things; the citizen has no alternatives to 
choosefromj because the system is :monopolistiC. 
And those administering the system lack the material 
spur that would result from a competitor mar}i;eting 
the same product and gradually imprtwing his posi
tion in the market as compared to theirs. The chi .. 
zens can complain, but they can't stop buying' your 
brand of law enforcement and buy a com,petitor's 
brand. 

So an occasional review by knowledgeable special
ists in the field is actually a substitute for the sort of 
competitive pressure for reevaluation of existing pro
grams that a private enterprise would feel from mar
ket.Jorces. Hopefully, it will be a stimulus to those 
who-")1l,ust make the ultimate decisions in these 
areas-'-':the legislatures and the e}tecutive~-agairl 
not necessarily to adopt each 'and every proposal, but 
to measure their existing programs against the 
proposals. 

We all have a tendetlcy, those of us who deal in 
the pubIlc sector, to make fLlr expectations very 
much in terms o{what we know, and frequently oUt· 
expectations may be too low. A bar association jour
nal came across my desk the other day that pur
ported to show the way a man had sent an accident 
report in to his insurance company. His wife had 
gotten into an accident coming out of her driveway, 
and the way he related it was thl:1t she had come out, 
hit the garage door, run ()Ver the kid's bicycle, gone 
through the flower bed, tmd .had then lost control of 
the car. .. 

This man obviously didn't expect too much ,!rom 
his wife, at least in the way of driving, And we may 
fall into the same low-expectations syndrome with 
our system of criminal justice. If we're used to delays 
and usee! to malfunctioning, we tend to take them for 
granted. And. that is why I think it is particularly IJ 

helpful to have a periodic reevaluation by a dis-' 
tinguished Commission, such as that which is gath.· 
ered here, hI' order to pull up and say, "Look, take a 
look at how your system is functioning; look at what 
you might be doingi look at the changes that you 
might make." 

The importance of the Commission's recommen.~ 
dations is underscored by their presentation to ,this 
significant Conference for the purpose of discussion 
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and implen1et1tation. And certainly there is no more 
~jgnificant task in the Nation today than the business 
this Conference is about. 

Let me tuOl pow to several aspects of .the Com
mission's recon(inendations on Courts thtlt I found 
most interestit,{g~ not in !;ny capacity 35 a llldgc, but 
on the basis of some 18 years in the privatel and pub
lic practice of law. 

The Commission treats what it calls scr(~ening and 
diversion at some length. Both of these were new 
tel.'ms to me as I read the report, and yet t certainly 
recognized the procedures that were described under 
those heads. As you doubtless all know by now, 
screening is the decision on the part of law 
enforcement authorities to stop all further proceed
ings against a person who has become involved in the 
criminal justice system priOl; to trial or plea. Diver
sion takes place at\, Iater stage in the criminal jus
tice process. It is the taking of a person out of the 
criminal justice process some time before he is con
victed, and assigning him tn some alternate program. 

Here it seemed to me that the Commission's rec
ommendations are not for any radically new proce
dures, but instead for the formal recognition and 
systematization of what Is already in fact done. We 
all know that discretion is exercised by police offi
cers in determing whether or not to issue a citation 
or to make an arrest, and WP.- know that discretion is 
exercised· by prosecutors in determining whether to 
sign a complaint or file information against an 
aC;cused. It is rather doubtful that the system would 
work at all weU without the exercise of such dis
cretion, and the Commission suggests that the stan
dards fot' exercising this discretion be set forth 
s6inewhat more formally than has previously been 
done. 

And again, it seems to me that the factors the 
Commission evaluates makes great sense. Some for
mulization is desirable in order to make sure that 
similarly situated people on the administrative level 
are treated similarly. By the same token, the recom
mendation against judicial review ill most cases is 
probably also desirable just because you don't want 
to develop a situation where rear of judicial review 
prevents the admini;~trativ~ agency from making 
some classifications. and from purporting to act on 
them. 

Probably the most controversial recommendation 
of the Commission is its view that plea bargaining 
should be abolished over a 5-year period. I think the 
Commissioll is to be commended· for its frankness in 
making clear that this is a contwversial recommen
dation> and that in taking the position it did, it 
parted company with both the President's Commis
sion on Law Enforcement and the American Bar 
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Association pl'oject on minimum standards for crim
. inal justice. 

The reason for the controversial nature of the rec
ommendation is clearly set forth in the Commission's 
report. And r suppose it would be recognized· at the 
outset that the process of plea bargaining is one that 
very few would regard as an ornament to our system 
of criminal justice. Up until now its principal 
defenders have only c:ontend.,;d that it contains more 
advantages than disadvantages, while others .have 
been willing to endure or sanction it only because 
they regard it as a necessary evil. The Commission 
has bitten the bullet, however, and said that because. 
there is risl~ both t.o rights of the defendant and con
cerns of the fllltblic in the process, it should be done 
away with. 

The argmnen t8 on the other side, which the Com
mission certainl~T fully sets forth in its report, tend to 
be traditional or iJractical ones. It is a lawyer's com
monplace that a b.::<l settlement is better than a good 
lawsuit, and many of our profession have: felt that 
this statement had enough npplicability to criminal 
proceedings tl) at least make a consensual agreement 
to plead to a lesser offense permissible. 

The practical argument, I suppose, is the major 
one, and the Commission certainly recognizes it as 
such in its report. With a figure of somewhere 
between 80 to 90 percent of all criminal cases being 
settled by pleas of guilty, what increase in caseload 
would result from the abolition of plea bargaining? 
If, for example, guilty pleas were to drop from 80 
percent of the total to 40 percent of the totai, we 
would not be talking about doubling the number of 
criminal trials, we would be talking about trebling 
the number. The Commission has basically taken the 
position that whatever the consequence, the practice 
should be abolished, and that the necessary 
resources will be made available to provide addi
tional judicial manpower for whatever increase in 
docket load results from the abolition. 

Now certainly to the traditional lawyer in private 
practice, plea bargaining has an aspect about it
and again, it is probably not an ornament of the legal 
profession. You like to be able to show your client 
you've done something for him, and to have the feel
ing that by; consulting you he has gotten a better deal 
than he would have without copsultingyou. This 
may;be part of tIle very vice of pIe,a bargaining, but 
certainly the criminal defense lawy(;r is on occasion 
in a better position to get the cooperation of his 
client if he can indicate that in return for a plea of 
some sort a more severe charge would be dropped. 
This certainly doesn't justify the system, but I sus
pect that to a certain extent it has been the oil that 
made the machine go on a very practica,llevel. 

As I indicate later in my remarks, I would have 
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welcon,edj as I am sure the Commission would have 
welcomed, some empirical data and analysis .in eval
uating this recommendation. Is it at all possible to 
predict the effect on caseload of the abolition of plea 
bargaining? Is it fit all possible to predict whethei'.or 
not the necessary resources to provide for handling 
the increase will indeed be available? 

The criminal justice process, after all, has divers(>, 
strands to it. Perhaps this is what makes it SQ inter-! 
esting. Highly important are the moral and policy· 

. ,7a!ue judgments that are necessarily embodied in 
any decision as to how the. process should be 
administered, or in what direction it should move. 
But equally important are the highly practical ques
tions of how much money, if it is possible to esti
mate, a particular change would require ill a 
particular jurisdiction, in order to build the neces
sary new courthouses and create the necessary new 
judgeships, clerkships, bailiffs, and the like that nec
essarily attend a prompt dispatch of additional judi
cial business. 

I think the Commission's recommendation on the 
subject of plea bargainiljg, whether it is ultimately 
followed in a number·(jf jurisdictions or not, cannot 
help but contribute to constructive discussion on this 
difficult subject And it may well be that some of the 
empirical data that many of us including, I'm sure, 
the Commission, woulci find helpful in fullyeval
uating the recommendation will become available 
during the course of the discussion. 

Let me mention briefly another subject of the 
Commission's report, that of pretrial discovery in 
cr1minal cases. Here the Commission has again taken 
a fairly bold tack, providing that discovery may be 
initiated by the prosecution f\~ well as by the defense, 
in requiring more substantial discovery on the part of 
the defendant than is generally permitted in most 
jurisdictions. And again the Commission candidly 
acknowledges that it jg dealing in an area where 
:~here may· be constitutional problems, but nonethe
less it again bites the bullet and recommenqs fairly 
sweeping enlargement of discovery. 

No one who has practiced law can doubt the 
extraordinary importance of the availability of wide
ranging pretrial discovery as a principal instrument 
of settlement in civil lawsuits before trial. Discovery, 
to those of you who are not l('lwyers, means the right 
of one party to take the testimony of the other party 
and have it recorded by a court reporter, and to 
require the (,)ther party to produce for examination 
any books, papers, or records on which he proposes 
to rely at· the trial. All of this, in the best of- all 
worlds, takes place a· significant time before trial; so 
that in~\Iect each side pretty 'well knows the case of 
the other by the time ,,9f the trilll. An 'experienced 
lawyer is able to counsel his clienton the question of 
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settlement much moro helpfully after the discovery 
of a case is completed than he is at its outset. 

And unless you've been in practice, you have no' 
idea how dramatically a case can change iIi the .1aw~ 
yer's estimation from the time that the client walks 
into his office until the time he is actually sitting in 
the courtroom. And I am speaking· now primarily 
of civil litigation, w1;tich is where my own experi~ 
ence was. During that first conference with the 
client, you feel you've got a sure winner. He's been 
wronged, the other people have lots of money alld 

. are capable of paying a very large judgment if it 
should be entered, and both the' facts and the law 
seem so heavily in favor of him that you feel you've 
just had an awfully good day to have him walkin the 
office. 

Well, if that view persisted up until trial, there 
wouldn't be many civil lawsuits that were settled. 
The thing that changes 'between the time the client 
waJks in your office and the time you walk into the 
courthouse to try the case is the lawyer's perception 
of the facts. 

The client tells you that the light was green in his 
favort he was going 20 miles an hour, he hadn't had 
a drink for 2 days, and there were three witnesses 
whom he can readily identify who will give exactly 
his vernion of the facts. Well, when you check out 
these three witnesses, it turns out that one of them 
says theUght was orange and two others say the light 
was red. Another one smelled liquor on his breath, 
and by th\~ time you get these people's testimony aud 
the other ~lide has that testimony, the lawsuit looks a 
lot different to you. So I think there isn't a lawyer in 
the count~·y experienced in civil practice that 
wouldn't fe\~l that full, sw~eping pretrial discovery is 
a vital funcdon of the process of litigation. ' 

Now obviously, this principle can't be bodilY 
imported inttlthe trial of criminal lawsuits. The Con
stitution provides that no qefendant shall be required 
to incriminate himself. W~ llave.a tradition jn cri.m
inal trials that it's much more of a spectacle put on 
ill court than one that is .l,"evealed prior to the, trial 
through the discovery process. 

It seems to me there can be no doubt tlIat dis
covery in criminal cases would have an effect similar 
to <':i?overy in dviI casef'. Whether it would be as 
exteiisive or not, I suppose would depend l.lpon 
experience. Obviol~sly at some point in expallding 
discovery, we re~ch an area where we trench on the 
defendant's privIl~ge against self-incdmination. The 
Commission'sniport would require no discovery on" 
the part of the <!efendant himself, as I read it, but 
would require. discovery as to witnesses that. the 
defendant proposest(,) call. The traditional impasse 
on the subject of pretdal discovery in crirrlinal cases, 
as I would observe,·has been thep,rosecution's 
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insistence that dincovery be a two-way street, and. the 
defendant's insistence that the privllege against self
incrimination not he violated. That is why criminal 
discovery today is in such a different and more 
restricted area than is civil discovery. 

In resolving this thorny question in favor of full 
discovery, the Commission has undoubtedly moved 
into another controversial area. I think it has done 
another public service by doing so; and again, 
whether or not this proposal is adopted, the contri
bution to meaningful discussion o~the whole subject 
cannot be gainsaid. Nor is it generally possible to 
obtain a definitive :!djudication of the con
stitutionality of a particular proposal unless it is 
indeed actually enacted and tested ill the courts, 

I advert only momentarily to the Commission's 
concept of a review proceeding, which is the term it 
uses for what we would now call both a criminal 
appeal and collateral attacK I advert to it only 
briefly because it simply would not be possible to do 
justice to the Commission's recommendations in the 
time allocated to the subject in an after-dinner 
speech. The Commission has not been satisfied with 
simply tinkering with existing machinery, but nas 
recommended the replacement or redesigning of 
some rather significant parts of the appellate process. 

r think there will be few who disagree with the 
Commission's emphasis 011 speedy disposition of 
challenges to criminal convictions, in order that after 
appropriate review the judgment and sentence may 
be regarded as final. Indeed, I would think there is 
perhaps no more fundamental improvement that 
could be mad\~ in the criminal appellate process than 
,one of expedition consistent with full and fair hear
ing for the defendant on his claims of error. Reason
able men may disagree, and disagree vigorously, 
about the most appropriate means, for accomplishing 
this expedition. But again, the Commission's report 
cannot but contribute usefully and significantly to 
the discussion and ultimate resolution of this 

, problem. 
Finally, let me turn to two more general consid

erations, one of which is mentioned more than once 
in the Commission's Report 011 Courts, and the other 
which necessarily underlies the consideration of any 
report such as this. . 

The first of these is the absence of factual data. 
We are woefully lacking in studies of empirical data 
in the entire area of administration of criminal jus
tice. I remember thinking myself while I was in the 
Justice Department that although the data collection 
and analysis there had undoubtedly yastly improved 
over what it had been 10 years previously-and was 
being improved at that very time~nonetheless, the 
board of!:lirectors of a medium-sized corporation 
would haveJelt quite in the dark and poorly served 
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by their technical staff had they been required to 
make policy decisions for their corporation with as 
little empirical data and analysis of thatliata as we 
frequently had to go on. And I think the Justice 
Department is probably fortunate in that regard 
compared to its counterparts in the State, county, 
and city administration of justice systems. . 

For example, what does it cost to prosecute a 
ibyer Act case? (The Dyer Act is the law that for
bids the interstate transportation of a car that has 
been stolen.) What would it cost the State in which 
the car is recovered to prosecute the same case? 
Would Federal prosecution or State prosecution pro
duce more likelihood of convicting an accused who . 
was, in fact, guilty? What about rehabilitation aicter 
conviction? 

Every time we appropriate more funds for Dyer 
Act prosecutions, or every time we appropriate more 
funds for Federal judgeships or for State judgeships" 
we are very likely unconsciously making value judg
ments that the particular funds and the purpose for 
which they are going to be used could best be used 
for that purpose or at least could better be used for 
that purpose than some other purpose in connection 
with law enforcement. And yet, I sometimes wonder 
if it wouldn't be very helpful to us, at least to make 
that a more conscious part of our decision, and in 
doing that we really need to know an awful lot more 
about an awful lot of things than we know now. 

It's not merely a question of an inadequate num
ber of computers, though technology undoubtedly 
facilitates the sort of analysis about which I am talk
ing. Let me focus on a specific example in the Com
mission's report. In connection with its recommen
dation on plea bargaining, the Commission forth
rightly states: 

There is no information available on the extent to which 
the actual administration of plea negotiation results in con
viction of the innocent or in· improper distribution of 
leniency, if it does (\t all ..• 1 

It seems to me regrett\l.ble; as I am sure it seemed 
to the members of the Commission, that there is a 
void with respect to such important information as 
this. Certainly, if there were demonstrable evidence 
of signific.~nt numbers of innocent people pleading 
guilty, or improper distribution of leniency as a 
result of the plea bargaining system, the case for the 
Commission's recommendation would be sig
nificantly strengthened. 

On the other ha1,ld, should it:be shown empirically 
that neither of these conditions prevail, it may be 
that th~ CommiSSion itself might have made a less 
drastic recommendation. It Would not require, I sus-

1 National Advisory Commission on Crimina~ Justice 
Standards and Goals, Report on Courts, Washington, D.C.; 
Government Printing Office (1.973). 
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pect, any great devotion of resources or intellect siro;. 
ply to total the number of plea bargains made in any 
jurisdiction during any period of time, and doubtless 
this has been done. But what is needed on this par
ticular point is some further and more imaginative 
type of factual ref)earch that would attempt t:c con-e
late factually the raw data to the more sophisticS).ted 
inquiries about which we wholly lack information at 
present. 

Other parts of the Commission's Courts report 
show that such analyses have been attempted, and 
that results may properly be used to buttress what 
would otherwise have to be largely recommendations 
based on judgment. The cost of screening and diver
sion, as opposed to actual prosecution, are compared 
in the Commission's rePort. And to the extent-even 
though it may be rather hypothetical and involve a 
fair number of assumptions-that you can reduce 
such 'a comparison to dollar amounts, we know a 
good deal more about where we want to go than 
\where we can't. 
, I suggest that we are badly in need of this sort of 
f,'1ctual information in order to be more certain than 
we can be at present as to which of several alterna
tive directions we might wish to proceed in. 

The second of these general considerations with 
which I wish to close lies in the basic purpose a 
repc1rt such as this, or a Conference such as this, 
may,'serve. In my 16 years in the private practice of 
law, ,{ learned that a lawyer advises a knowledgeable 
client not in terms of categorical imperatives, but in 
terms of hypothetical imperatives. For those of you 
who w.eren't philosophy majors in college, as I was, 
it can be put this way: you don't say to a client, 
"You (~an't do this thing you are about to do." 
Instead" you say to him, "If you do this thing you are 
about todo, you will probably go to jail," or "If you 
do this th\ng you are about to do, you will probably 
be sued s~lccessfully and have to pay a judgment of 
several hu~'pred thousand dollars." 

The net \~ffect of the two kinds of advice may be 
the same, t\Ut all of us in basic staff positions
which app1i~\s in the legal profession to criminolo
gists, to pen~\logists, and to many other related dis
ciplines-per,\orm Qur service best in an advisory 
c,apacity. We \~e neit the deciders, but the advisers of 
those who de~\ide. As such, it is not enough fot us 
simply to say, "(This must be done." We must instead 
state precisely \vhy it must b~ done, and what we 
think will happe~'i if it is not don~. 

Clemenceau,v\vhim he was Premier of France dur
ing the First lr\l6rld War, is credited with having 
made the obS~Il:~~tion that, "War is too important a 
matter to be 1(;£t ito the generals." By the same token, 
the administratidh of criminal justice is too impor
tant a matter to ~Ie left solely to. the specialists in that 
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field. One of" the strf.}ngths of the Commission's 
Report on Courts, to'! my nlind, is that it quite 
frankly faces up to alternative choices, and freely 
concedes that there are advantages and dis
advantages connected with each alternative, and 
arguments pro and con as to tllf~ various choices. 
Thi~~ is as it should be. 

Fundamental notions as to what values and what 
moral principles should undergird the system of 
administering criminal justice are not the monopoly 
of any group of experts, however impressive their 
pedigrees; nor certainly the monopoly of any group 
of judges, particularJy judges who are after-dinner 
speakers; nor of any. prosecutors, police chiefs; not 
of defense attorneys. Each of these has his own 
brand of expert advice to contribute, but the ultimate 
decision as to whether a particular proposal properly 
balances the moral considerations and the practical 
considerations involved is one in which the voice of 
every citizen is entitled to equal weight. 

The choice between moral or policy values is 110t 
infinite or unlimited. The Constitution of the United 
States, and the constitutions of the various States, 
establish certain rights of accused persons that may 
not be nullified by legislative action. The availability 
of public resources, for which the system of admin
istering criminal justice competes along with many 
other public enterprises, is another limitation on the 
range of choice. And frequently, one deeply held 
moral value may conflict with another, so that a 
decision cun be made only by resolving the conflict. 
And finally, of course, people's Illoral values and 
policy judgments may and frequentlyq.o change 
when subjected to enlightened and constructive 
criticism. 

I think it must be in this vein, and not in the vein 
of bearing the 12 tablets from Moun~ Sinai, that the 
recommendations of the Commission's report and 
the Conference's delibertaion must be pursued, One 
of the strengths of the Report. on'"Courts, in my judg
ment, is its marshaling of supportipg and opposing 
arguments with respect to each of its major recom
mendations, and its indications as to why the Com~ 
mission chose to accept one set of arguments and 
reject another. It is in that spirit that the goals of the 
Commission and of this Conference can best be fur
thered. No one can doubt that both have performed 
a major service to the country in c:8nnectibn with a 
subject that is of absolutely critical importance to all 
of us. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Lennard: Well, the' beautiful part about pre
siding at a session like this is that even with a Ju~tice 
of the United States Supreme Court as your speaker, 
you still have the last word. 
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But 1 would make two observations. First of all,: 
Mr. Justice Rehnquist, the delegates of this Confer-, 
ence and many others wiIi' read again and again the 
very important and impressive message that you 
delivered this evening, and I think that, irrespective 
of the fact that there may be some disagreements 
with particular issues,the context in which you 
approached the question will be reviewed again and 
again. 
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" Secondly, I think there is an important l~essage 
that is probably best exemp1ified by the messat~e on a 
plaque that the Attorney General has hanging"on his 

"wt\I1, which, I think, exemplifies a thought or \\ phi
losophy that all of us, whether we be in: the critllinal 
Justice system or otherwise, ought to adopt. It ~\ays, 
'tTough decisions become easy when you have alkthe 
fa<cts." And I think that message was rather clearly 
giv'en to us tonight, again by Justice Rehnquist. 

" 'I 
" 

:\ 
L 
II 
Ii 
I 

i\ 

" 



i: 

Ctlapter 6 
Sixth 
p1lenary 
Session 
Sbdh Plenary 
Session 

PRESIDING: 

INTRODUC
TION~ 

ADDRESS: 

"Resources for 
Implementation/' Friday, 
January 26, 1973, 11 :45 a.m. 

Jerris Leonard, 
Administrator, Law 
Enforcement Assistance 
Administration; 
Washington, D.C. 

Edward Hutchinson, U.S. 
Representative from 
Michigan 

Richard G. Kleindienst, 
Attorney General of the 
United States 
"The World We Want" 

Mr. Leonard: In the lastiew years, I believe that 
we have witnessed a revolution in crime control and 
law enforcement. The overwhelming share of the 
responsibility for fighting crime, of course, rests with 
the States, counties, and local municipalities. How
ever, these governmental bodies need help-tangible 
help---if they are to make meaningful inroads against 

crime. That help-which has been made avail~\ble at 
levels never before seen in our Nation's histi'lry
comes from the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration. 

In 1969, its budget was $63 million. In the past 4 
years, it has been increased as we have widened our 
crime-fighHng capabilities. First it was $268 million, 
then it was $527 million, then it was $700 million, 
and now it is $860 million. By the end of the current 
fiscal year. LEAA will have expended som,e $2.4 
billion to assist States and localities to fight crimE. 

While others have talked, we have acted. While 
others have bemoaned the crime problem, we have 
attempted to provide leadership to get tbe job done. 
With financial aid. from LEAA, every State ~as 
established statewide crime reduction programs ~~ 

, cooperation with their cities and counties.'.'; 
These programs are designed to prevent crime and 

to help police apprehend more suspects. They are 
designed to help the courts process cases more 
rapidly and more effectively, and to h~lp corrections 
agencies truly rehabilitate those off~.Ciders who are 
able to be rehabilitated. ' 

The prevention and control of juvenile delin
quency and juvenile crime has been em,phasiz~,d;" 
Large sums of money have, been awarded for police
community relations programs. 

i' 

49 

" 
I 



. High priority has been placed on helping the 
States and local governments prevent and control 
organized crime, and a variety of important new pro
grams have been launched to control the use of nar
cotics and dangerous drugs. 

In shOrt, the LEAA program is comprehensive-
and it is effective. The response froIll State and local 
law enforcement officials and public leaders has been 
heartening. They have responded remarkably well to 
the President's call for action. He has backed his call 
with tangible aid. 

One thing each of us here today can do is to work 
for the passage of the legislative proposals that you 
heard Senator Hruska speak about and outline for us 
Yesterday, and also to support wholeheartedly the 
legislation to reauthorize this program. The concept 
of special revenue sharing for law enforcement is a 
solution to the financial problems that face many 
State an4~bcal govewments. 

It aL6 gives States and. localities a full measure of 
responsibility-responsibility that they need to take 
fully effective action against crime. So as you leave 
this Conference, I ask all of you to take a close look 
at what the LEAA program has accomplished in 
your own communliy-in your own city, State, or 
hometown, 

Wherever you go, you will find law enforcement 
and criminal justice agencies supplied with vital new 
resources, new goals, modern new crime-fighting 
techniques, and a purposeful new dedication. 

One of the LEAA's strongest backers is the man I 
now have the honor of introducing-the Honorable 
Edward Hutchinson, Representative from Michigan,' 

Congressman Hutchinson, in his distillguishe<i 
public career, was a member of both the Michigan 
House and the Michigan State Senate. He also was 
the vice chairman of Michigan's constitutional con
vention in 1961 and 1962. Presently, he is the rank
ing minority member of the House Judiciary 
Committe~, and again by way of explanation, he's 
tet"ribly important to all of us here. He is an advO'cate 
of fiscal integrity in government, and a stalwart 
spok~sman for the separation of powers between 
Federal and State governments. 

It is my great pleasure to introduce the dis
tinguished Congressman from Michigan, Edward 
Hutchinson. 

:\ 

!/Repr~~rntative Hutchinso?t Thank .you, Mr: Leoln
,: ard, fot 0at very g<merous mtroductlon. Ladles and 
. gel1Ne~~n of the Conference. 

It'i.~/ a pleasure for me to introduce the fimal 
sp~a~r to this National Conference on Criminal 
'Jusij'6e. 

trhe subjects of your discussion during the past 
3 days are the necle.ssary ingredients of a system OIf 
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critnLrlal justice in our time--the accurate appre
hension of those accused; a speedy trial, which the 
Constitution mandates; and a certainty of pu/lish,.. ' 
ment for the guilty. You have examined these prob
lems from the viewpoint of those whose duty it is to 
enforce the criminal, law, from the viewpoint of the 
clJurts of criminal justice, from the viewpoint of 
those who receive the convicted into their custody 
for corrections, and from the viewpoint of citizen 
and community involvement in the whole field. 

Your Working Papers have been the report of the 
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals. Your oWn assessment of the 
Commission's recommendations to be reflected in 
your discussions and in the final report of the Com
mission and this Conferellce will be welcomed in 
the Congress, I can assure you. For the new Con
gress now organizing will, and must, address itSelf 
to the subject of your discUlssions as one of Ameri
ca's most pressing domestic, issues. 

The Law Enforcement AS~iistance Administration 
has furnished me with a C()py of your Working 
Papers, and r have read throUgh the summary sec
tions. I want to tell you there; is much with which I 
totally agree, but there is quite a lot with which I 
disagree, and that of cour~e, :is the nature of con
troversy. 

Our system of criminal liaw enforcement and 
criminal justice is for the moslt part a responsibility 
of the States in our Federal system. We want no 
national police furce. 

The courts that try most criminal cases should be 
:tate courts, not Federal COU~itS. It is appropriate 

that national conferences such as this be occasion
ally convened, if the real purpose is not lost sight 
of-that purpose being to stretlgthen the State sys
tems of criminal justice. 

Your Conference--made up ,as it is of delegates 
from States and localities-I am sure correctly 
weighs the role of the States in our system of crim
inal justice and will not confusle the desirable goal 
of upgrading the system of crimilnallaw enforcement 
within and among the States with the completely 
undesirable abdication of crimit,!al justice in whole 
or in part to the national government. . 

Ladies and gentlemen, I have the distinct per
sonal pleasure and high honor tel present your final 
sPlyaker, the chief law enforcement officer of the 
Federal Government. . 

Richard Kleindienst is a native of Arizona who 
came all the way East to Harvar~l for his highesf~ti-) 
ucation. To make the trip worthwhile, he mad;)P~i 
Beta Kappa at Harvard and he' graduated magna 
cum laude. Then he stayed right at Harvard and 
got his law degree. 
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For 20 years he practiced law in his home State with you as \ong as you live. So I am deeply pro\ld 
of Arizona and devoted a tremendous amount QfAIIs0, and ht\mble and flattered to be here as your At
energy to civic improvement programs. HetWn~/quite ;;; torney General. 
nationally known before he became an official pary' I'm also glad to be here with persons who come 
of the Administration here now. / from everyone of our 50 States and all of our ter-

In 1969, he was appointed by the President lind ritories. Every time I am with my fellow citizens 
confirmed by the Senate as Deputy AttorneyqJen- from across this broad, beautiful, beloved country 
eral. He served with great distinction in that post of ours, all of us who are bureaucrats here in Wash-' 
and, last year, he was appointed and confirmed to ington get the reinvig01;ation, the re-energizing, and 
one of the toughest jobs in government. If I have the stimulus to be-to the extent that we are pas
calculated right, he is the 66th Attorney General of sibly able-effective servants of all the citizens of 
the United States, this country. 

Ladies and gentlemen, General Kleindienst. So I thank you for being here. J thank you for 
what you are. I thank you for the commitment that 

Attorney General Kleindiem~t~ Thank you very you make for an ordered continuation of a free so
much, Congressman Hutchinson, for that very warm ciety in America. I wish you Godsueed, and I ask , . 
and generous introduction. you to go back to your homes and your communt-

I have so many reasons to be glad to be here to- ties with renewed determination to see to it that we 
day, I'm glad to be here on behalf of the President all do our part to keep the basic institutions of free
of the United States. I had a chance to be with him dam alive in America, so that you and I are sure 
this morning at the White House. He knows that I that we are going to be able to pass them along to 
am here this afternoon. He wished that he could be our children and our grandchildren, and SO like you 
here in my place, because I don't think that the and me they will know what it is to be a free Ameti
improvement of the criminal justice system in the can citizen in this beautiful country of ours, 
United States, the backing of the law enforcement 1ustice Oliver Wendell Holmes once said, "Behind 
community, and the. preservation of an atmosphere every scheme to make the world over, lies the ques
where we do have law and order, has had a stronger tion: What kind of word do you want?" This 
friend and a more forceful advocate than President question, I think, goes directly(to the heart of the 
Nixon. He asked me to give each and everyone of reason we have assembled her(i for the past 3 days. 
you his best regards and his best wishes, and to con- For years, many of us in the criminal justice system 
gratulate and commend each and everyone of you have realized the need for reform. We called for 
for the fact that you are here, for what you are many specific reforms; and we found that, too often, 
Going, and for what you will be doing in the future. reform moves not on golden wings, but on leaden 

I'm also glad to b~ here to pay my particular feet. 
homage to Jerry Leonard. It's with great regret that, One cause, I believe, has been a general uncer
for personal reasons of his own, he has to leave the tainty as to which direction and how far we want 
Federal Government. Those are valid personal rea- to move. In calling for change we put ourselves on 
sons-personiX?: reasons that most young men find the brink of uncertainty without a map. We were 
affecting t1l'~ir 4.edsions at one time or another. He's like the man who, when as~ed the routine question, 
been a great ,~l(~nistrator of the Law Enforcement "How are you today?" replieo;"AfCompared to what?" 
Assistance Administration. I think this great Con- We wanted to change the world, but we were really 
ference manifests the kind of leadership that he's not sure what kind of a world we really wanted. To 
given, and I just welcome this opportunity to say be more specific, we needed a yardstick by which 
thanks to Jerry for this whole effort throughout our State and local governments could plan their objec
country. tives and measure their progress. Just as important, 

I'm glad to be here as the Attorney General of we needed a yardstick by which interested citizen 
the United States. Many Attorneys General got the groups could make proper demands for reform. In 
job a little bit more easily than I, I suppose. other words, the pressure for change was hampered 

However, I just wish that every lawyer in this for lack of real objectives. 
country could have the experience and the oppor- This is the basis of the need for the National 
tunity that I have had-coming from the mainstream Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards 
of our country and our democratic processes-to and Goals. . 
be the Attorney General of the United States. If you We in the Department of Justice. have been es
are a part of the Department of JusticeQf our Fed- pecially aware of the need' for such a commission 
era! Government, something will happen to your for a long time. Since fiscal 1969 our Law Enforce
life. It will make an indelible impact that will stay ment Assistance Administration has been given ever-
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increasing funds with which to help the States and 
the localities. As you know, by law the initiative was 
up to those States and localities. LEAA must ap~ 
prove their plans and objectives, btit it cannot im~ 
pose its own plans and objectives on them. 

This was altogether proper, because it was agreed 
at the outset that to do otherwise would be a dan~ 
gerous step toward Federal control of these vital 
State and local agencies. All our American tradition 
is in a direction away from the concentration of 
police power in the Federal Government. As the 
distinguished Congressman said, we do not want a 
national police force in the United States of America. 
The sensitive nature of law enforcement in a de
mocracy cried out for the diffusion oC this power, 
both politically and geographically. 

In short, if we were to get our yardstick, it would 
have to come from the States and the localities 
themselves. Attorney General John M;itchell, my 
predecessor, was profoundly aware of this need 
when, nearly 2 yel;l.rs ago, he made an address at the 
opehing of a new courthouse in California. Detailing 
some of the shortcomings in the Nation'" ~rImina] 
justice system, he said at that time, "Win:tis needed 
now is a set of national standards and goals ill the 
operation of police forces, in the administration of 
courts, and in the establishment of corrections 
systems." 

He then called upon State and lccal governments 
to join in establishing such standards and goals. He 
directed the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis
tration to create and finance a means of bringing 
the States and localities together for this purpose. 
"By pooling the talent of professionals at all levels 
of government," he said, "we can set yardsticks to 
measure our progress toward a 20th century criminal 
jllstice system." 

The result was, of course, as you all know, the 
National Advisory Commission on Criminal 'Justice 
Standards and Goals. Another result is this National 
Conference on Criminal Justice, called here to give 
consideration to the work of the Commission itself. 
Still ~riother result will be the deliberations in the 
h01l}:e jurisdictions of each one of you, stimulated by 
the;:lnaterials and the impressions that you take away 
fro:!n this great Conference. Finally, a re'$ult will be 
the creation of necessary reform in law enforcement, 
courts; and corrections in your same jurisdictions. 

At this point, in characterizing the work of this 
Commission, I would like to emphasize for a mo
ment what it is not. 

First, I want to make it clear that it is not a 
FederaJproject. The recommendations of, this Com
mi.ssion do not bear a Federal stamp or ;. tnprimatur. 
!tis true that the, Commission was ~i\'ought into 
being at the call of the LEAA, which financed the 
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work and provided much of th~1 :tff,chnical staff sup
port. However, this is primari1y,ithe work of State 
and local professionals. Much of it explores areas in 
which there has been 110 Federal policy. In those 
areas where Federal policy has existed, the Com
mission did not necessarily follow that policy and 
in many cases came up with different answers. 

In brief, the Federal role has been to facilitate 
the creation of standards und goals by other juris
dictions. To paraphrase a familiar quotation, the 
work of this Commission has been "of the States 
and localities, by the States and localities', and for 
the States and localities." 

However, we in the V,S. Department of Justice 
do commend it to your attention as a most useful 
tool in determining what kind of a world we want, 
We believe it is worthy of your earnest considera~ 
Hon, here and in your home jurisdictions. We hope 
that each jurisdiction will find in it many proposals 
tailored to its needs, and many others that will stim
Ulate discussion leading to the adoption of more 
appropriate s(!~1jtions. 

In short, we do not consider the Federal Govern
ment to be the parent of this National Commission 
blueprint) or even the doctor presiding at its' birth, 
but we are perhaps content and somewhat proud to 
be in attendance as a midwife. Where the business 
of the States and localities is concerned, that is the 
extent to which the Federal Government ought to 
part~cipate. 

Second, it is not .~ conservative report and it is 
not a liberal report. There are a number of recom
mendations some might characterize as conservative, 
and there area number some might characterize as 
liberal. 

In the field of law enforcement, for example, 
some of the proposals may seem to be impractical 
or unreachable, but the fact is that everyone of 
them has already been achieved in various police 
jurisdictions across this, ~ountry. 

Regarding the courts, some of the proposals may 
seem extremely difficult for many perscm.s in the 
judicial establishment to accept, but against this 
must be weighed the public's very large and mount
ing concern and impatience with the performance of 
some of the courts in the. judicial process. 

Turning to corrections, the Commission has pro
posed removing from the cQrrectional process those 
who should be treated in other ways; it has proposed 
improving the correctional effort for others: and at 
the other end of the scale it has recognized that 
there are some incorrigible offenders who must 
simply be incarcerai~d in wore or less the traditional 

,Ij manner. ,': 
Without taking any po~:,Hon of advocacy, I would 

point out that one of thi' contributions of the Com~ 
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mission has been to try to stand apart from the 
familiar partisan debate on these controversial is
sues, and to try to cast them hi the light of common 
sense. It is my hope that this Commission, by its 
efforts to approach the truth behind the emotional 
arguments, will open the minds of concerned.Ameri
cans all acro£s this country. 

Third, this, report is not ma~ldatory on any juris
diction. The key word, it Seeins to me, in the title 
o~ this Commission is "Advisory." It may seem 
superfluous, since the Commission obviously has no 
legal authority to direct or legislate, but I would 
emphasize that 1),0 one can or should claim more 
authority for this report than actually exists. Adop
tion of any or all of its proposals is voluntary. How
ever, when you are acting across State lines and city 
limits, on business that is State and' municipal in 
nature, the voluntary way, as you and I know, is 
the only way. 

In this connection I would point ( .t that the 
threat of lawlessness in this country has caused som~ 
sincere leaders to propose a Federal approach to 
enforcement. A national organization has proposed 
a "Federal Authority to Ensure Justice," which 
would establish guidelines for State and local agen
cies and would fund projects directly with localities 
without observing State sovereignty. 

Perhaps this approach might show some speedy 
results, but it would threaten the system of Federal
State sovereignties, which is a cornerstone ofAmer-
ican democracy. ' 

I believe we do not have to use this method, which 
is so hazardous to basic American institutions. I 
believe the answer lies in a voluntary yardstick, 
created voluntarily by representatives of States and 
localities and considered for adoption by them on an 
individual basis. ' ' 

Therefore, if we agree that the problem of crime 
and the threat of lawlessness truly constitute an 
American crisis, then the work of this Commission 
must be viewed as a tool to be used in strengthening 
the Federal-State system: Its use as a yardstick and 
as a springboard for new ideas can be a workable 
alternative to the more crudely drawn ami dangerous 
approach of Federal intervention. 

So much for what the Commission's report is not. 
Let me add a few thoughts, if I may, about what I 
think it is. 

First, it i:l clearly a comprehensive approach to 
this probleln, which heretofore has almost defied 
definition and analysis. Many have considered the 
crime problem to be almost entirely a police prob
lem. This Commission has shown us, however, 'in 
thorough and convincing detail, that it is also a 
judicial problem, and it is also a correctional prob
lem. For the first time, this Commission has given 

appropriate attention to the need for mase.ive citizen 
cooperation and involvement. As yo~ know, one of 
the major task forces devoted itself to Community 
Crime Prevention. When We get this kind of con
cerned public participation, in terms of personal time 
and personal skills, then we will truly find ~\ perma
nent soution to the problem of. crime in, this country. 

Second, unlike most other such proposal pack
ages, this one provides a time scale io~'implementa
tion. Just as "justice delayed is justice denied,'" it is 
also ti'ue that reform delayed can be reform denied. 
We are given here, in many ohthe roost important 
proposals, a suggested reason2i.ble time frame for 
accomplishment. In some cases these, proposed time 
limits may seem unrealistic. Without, endorsing any 
particular time schedule, I would insist that the time 
dimension is vital in achieving necessary reform. If 
these suggested time limits do seem difficult, I would 
observe that they should be difficult. We in the crimi .. 
nal justic~ field are not engaging in a. game of low 
stakes or in low priorities. The successful opl~ration 
of the law in this country is the critical requirement 

, on which all else hangs. If we cannot maintain a 
government of law, and of public respect for it, and 
of public confidence ill it, then the ordered society 
that we know will be living on borrowed time. 

So, if we keep faith with our trust, we must be 
willing to make change, necessary change, on a 
demanding,schedule. We had better recognize that if 
we are making progress at a pace that is easy and 
comfortable for everyone, then we ,are moving far 
too slowly. If we are making change at a pace that 
hurts, only then can we say that we may be able to 
change in time. 

Finally, let me look with you for. a moment at the 
work-remaining to be done. These recommendations 
do not constitute a blueprint to end all blueprints. 
Reform is necessarily a continuing:process. The busi
ness of piling change upon change wiU begin almost 
as soon as thesd recommendations are read in your 
home jurisdictions. In many cases they will be 
changed to meet your OW11 requirements. In many 
other cases they will be only partially applied be
cause the climate will only allow partial application, 
Other jurisdictionsn1ay believe that these reforms do 
not go far enough mi.d will push beyond with still 
bolder steps. This is part of the continuing process, 
begun by this National Conference, of deciding,\yhat 
kind of world we really want. "" 

I, for one, would like to further this process by 
suggesting a" general area to be explored. 

The National Commission has, almost inevitably, 
focused its attention on the treatment of defendants 
-their apprehension, their prosec'ution, and, if con ... 
victed, their correction. In this process the rights" of 
the defendants and the convicted offenders, ,have 
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received ml}ch attention. That is altogether to the 
good. We are dealing here with crj,mi9aJ justice, and' 
justice must certainly include the c6nstitutional rights 
of the suspects, the d~fendants, and the convicted 
offenders. 

As we move ahead in considering and adopting 
reforms in criminal justice, let us also remember that 
justice includes the rights of the victims, of the inno~ 
cent, and of the law-abl!1tng public. 

Let us keep a sense of perspective in remembering 
that the main objective of law enforcement is to up
hold the legal framework within which all . other 
human accomplishment is possible. Its purpose is to 
protect the community against lawlessness, to foster 
the respect for law that is essential in a self-govemhig 
democracy, and to build public confidence that 
justice will be served. 

Let us remember that the main function of the 
criminal courts is to determine. guilt or innocence. 
At ,all j.evels, including the Federal, this has some
times been obscured by an excess of proceduralisms. 
The Cdlmmission has already addressed itself to this 
problem through some bold""":'some might say revolu
tionary~proposals. However, further ideas must be 
explorl~d as we consider what the public hrts a right 
to expect from its justice system. 

Let us also remember that the primary purpose 
of our correctional system is to correct. If, through 
an abuse of legal procedures, offenders are able to 
keep their cases alive with a succession of appeals 
that have nothing to do with their guilt or innocence, 
then the guilty will never take the first step toward 
correction-that is, as you and I know, the admis
sion of wrongdoing and of the need for self-
tr.ansformation. : 

It is, therefore, to these legal reforms, which can 
influence the entire criminal justice process from 

/1 
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arrest through trial to correction, to whkh f. com
mend your further attention as you look into the 
future, The rights of defendants and of convicted 
offenders are an integral part of our American jus~ 
tice system and should never be compromised. 
Neither should they be permitted to thwart the basic 
imperatives that hold our society together. These , 
imperatives include the reward of honesty, the rejec
tion of wrongdoing, the triumph of law over barba
rism, and the sanctity of the individual against attack 
by others or even by Government itself. 

Six days ago, President Nixon devoted his Second 
Inaugural Add(ess to the kind of world we want, 
both abroad and at hDme. Among other things he 
called for "a new level of respect for the rights and 
feelings of one another and for the individual human 
dignity which is the cherished birthright of every 
American." If indeed this is part of the world we 
want, then we must begin with a justice system that 
protects the right, corrects the wrong, and enables 
us to tell the orle from the Qther. 

Thank you v(~ry much. 

Mr. Leonard: General, thank you for those inspir
ing and thoughtful and moHvating remarks. 

LadieS. and gentlemen, rd like to ask you to do 
something for me and for yourselves. 

There are those who say that this is not a justice 
system but a fragmented, uncoordinated group of 
institutions and people. AnlP if this Conference has 
been successful, it has beeh successful because of 
you. So as a symbol of your unity, as well as your 
appreciation, I'd like to have you. turn to the perso~ 
next to you and say something like· '!Thanks for a 
wonderful Conference," or "Tfiimks for being here," 
something like that. 

.. .. I 
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Part III 

Conference 
Sessions 

462 ..... 

INTRODUCTION 

Three principal events of the NatiQnal Conference 
on Criminal Justice were the Fir:;!;; Second, and 
Third Conference Sessions at which Police, Courts, 
Corrections, and Community Crime Prevention dele
gates from the State Caucuses came together to gain 
firsthand knowledge of the work of the National 
Advisory Corrtmission on Criminal Jtlstice Standards 
and Goals.-

The Conference Ses$iOhs were conducted as panel 
discussions, each concentrating on a particular aspect 
of the Commission's work. Most of the panel mem
bers who spoke to tha delegates were deeply involved 
in the Commission's effort. They brought to'the dis
cussions an in-depth examination of the Cqmmission's 
ideas· as well as insights into their own beliefs and 
experience in their field of expertise. 

Professor Daniel J. Meador, of the University of 
Virginia School of Law, one of the presiding officers 
of the First Conference Session, set the tone for the 
Conference Sessions and the forum discussions that 
followed: "The question, I submit, is not whether 
you agree with every individual proposal, or whether 
you think the task forqe should have gone about its 
work in a different way .... The question, I submit, 
is whether, taken as a whole on its medts, the report 
provides a useful blueprint for action and discussion 

around which men of goodwill can rany in the 
national interest.~' 

Each of the three Conference Sessions was divided 
into separate subsessions attended by members of 
three criminal justice system co~ponents---":Police, 
Courts, Corrections-and one additional component 
identified for the first time by the Commission as an 
integral and essential partner in the crime redu\~tion 
effort-the public, represented in the CommissIon's 
work by the Task Force on Community Crime 
Prevention. 

The four subsessions of each Confert;nce Session 
were conducted simultaneously. Each subsession was 
attended by State Caucus delegates representing one 
of the four criminal justice system components iden
tified above. Thus, for example, the Police portion 
of the First Conference Session was attended by aU 
the Police delegates from the ~S State Caucuses 
present at the National Conference. 

Delegates to the three Conference Sessions heard 
speeches given by members of the Commission itself 
and members of the Commission's four operational 
task forces and their staffs-Police, Courts, Correc
tions, and Community Crime Preve:ntion. Commis
sion and task force members consisted of experts in 
thy criminal justice field and of private citize~s who 
contributed much of the "public" input. :.~ the 
Commission's work, particularly in the area of Com--
munity Crime Prevention. 



The third (and longest) Conference- Session con
sisLed of a series of panel discussions, -each devoted 
to a particul~.r "Special IssueH highlighted by the 
Commission as one of the most important, and in 
some cases, controversial, elements of its wOrk. 
A few of the speakers disagreed strongly with the 
Commission's recommendation to eliminate plea 
negotiation and took advantage of the Conference 
Sessions to defend the practice. One speaker took 
issue with the Commission's recommendation that 
all of a State's correctional services be unified under 
a State-operated system. These subjects, as well as 
subjects on which there was general agreement, were 
discussed later by the delegates in their individual 
State Caucus Sessions that were the culmination of 
the National Conference. 

A detailed discussion of the standards developed 
by the Commission took place at the two forum ses
sions ... l~at were scheduled prior to the Second 
Conferellce Session and following the Third Con
ference Session. 

FIRST CONFERENCE SESSION 

The First Conference Session was scheduled for 
10:30 a.m., on January 24, 1973. The four sub
sessions of the First Conference Session were con
vened simultaneously by the four task force chairmen 
who presided over the discussions and introduced 
the speakers. The task force chairmen were Chief 
Edward M. Davis (Police), Judge Joe Frazier Brown 
(Corrections), Professor Daniel J. Meador (Courts), 
and Jaok Michie (Community Crime Prevention). 

One of the topics discussed at each of the four 
subsessions was "Crime-Oriented Planning.)' Because 
the material covered in the planning speeches was 
somewhat repetitive, the speeches have been com
bined and are included as a separate section under 
the First Conference Session chapter (Chapter 7). 

The topic of the First Conference Session was 
"An Overview of Standards and Goals." The purpose 
of tbe session was to acquaint delegates with the 
work of the task force in their own discipline and 
with tbe work of the three other task forces. Stand
ards and goals were discussed in general terms. 
AmoI1g the topics covered by the task force chair
men were how the Commission and task forces were 
staffed and organized and how the Commission did 
its work. 

A few of the speakers approached their topics by 
identifying cert!iin philosophies or themes that 
seemed to underlie the Commission's recommepda·· 
tions. For eXl:<mple, Robert J. Kutak, presenting at! 
overview of the Corrections Task Force report to 
the Courts delegates, named six themes that h(~ 
believed permeatc-d the Corrections report. Th(~ 
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themes were "fewer laws, more alternatives, shorter 
sentences, more resources, more professionalism, and 
more public involvement." 

Edith E. Flynn, also speaking on the subject of 
Corrections, told the Community Crime Prevention 
delegates that "corrections must stop being society's 
garbage can." Speaking on behalf of the Commission, 
she called for a "deemphasis on institutionalization 
and incarceration and a national commitment to the 
philosophy of community-based corrections." This 
last idea is emphasized throughout the Commis
sion's reports and is taken up again in greater de~ail 
by speakers at the Third Conference Session. 

SECOND CONFERENCE SESSION 

The Second Conference Session took place at 
7:30 p.m., January 24; 1973, At this session, the 
four groups of State Ceucus delegates-Police, 
Courts, Corrections, and Comm~nity Crime Prev'en
tion-met in separate rooms and heard after-dinner 
speeches on the subject of "Innovation and Change." 

The work of the National Adv~sory Commission 
presupposed a willingness on the part Qf State and 
local jurisdictions to stri~e fat c~mstructive chlimge 
and system. innovation b&scd on sound principles, 
extensive research, and p'~oven success in act\lal 
operation. 

Chief Frank Dyson defined cha<1g@ and innovation 
in the police field in 'terms of restnlcturing the law 
enforcement fun!;tkm at the police, expanding the 
role of the patrol officer, promoting lateral entry, and 
upgrading poliC'~ personnel and nuwagement. 

Speaking to the Courts (Jelegates, Arlen Specter 
focused on the issue of eliminating plea neggtlaNon 
as "the most fundamental of reiorm§ in the c~~minl1~ 
justice system." Thepr~ctice of plea negoti~tion> 
he stated, "destroys the adversary process, deme-.s 
essential constitutional l'ights, and diminishes the 
prospect of sentencing the vIolent rf'cidivist to the 
kind of term he really otlgbt to ge~." ' 

On the subject of change and innovotion in the 
Corrections field, Elli$ MrtcDougall described the 
model correctional agency of the f~ltlJre as "9S small 
institution, well-staffed, wen-programmed," one ~hat 
relies heavily on the processes of screeni~g a.nd 
diversimi and contains "only the inmate who ml,lst be 
incarcerated for the protection or .so~iety." . 

Walter Washington, Mayor af: Wa~hlngt~n, D.C. t 
was the guest speaker at the C()mmnn~ty Crime 
Prevention dinner. Mr. Washington Qiterl several 
examples or private citizens contribu~ing in small, 
personal ways to the fight against crime. The&'e .llre 
"little things," he said, "but they mount up; they all 

.. add up to community involvement.",. 
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THIRD CONFERENCE SESSION 

The Third Conference Session consisted of a 
series of p(lJlel disdussions devoted to a number of 
topics under the general heading "Special Issues." 
As in the First and Second Conference ~:S;;:ssiofis, 
Stite Caucus delegates were seated by,,{;i[scipline
Police, Courts, Corrections, and Cq!!'iinunity Crime 
Prevention. The Corrections and C(~mmunity Crime 
Prevention sessions were further divtded into sm.al.ler 
panel groups. Each separate groyrf had a presldmg 
officer ("forum- coordinator"t,and a special topic 
assigned for discussion. f\.ll (,of the groups met at 
10: 15 a.m., on January 25,'1973. 

Police 

The subject of the Police panel disc~ssion was 
HIntergovernmental Cooperation in CrimeControl." 
L. Patrick Gray, Acting Director of tI:ieF.B.I., 
emphasized the importance of F~,deral-State coopera
tion in the fight against crime. Dale Carson addressed 
the subj~ct of Intergovernmental Cooperation from 
the "County J'erspective," pointing out the advan
tages of contract law enforcement and of consolidat
ing certain law enforcement services within a single 
agency at the county level. 

Don R. Dorning called for increased cooperation 
and coordination among municipal police agencies 
and for an "inteUigel1t updating, redefinition, and 
reapplication of the ~~rm local police service. j

, The 
wotd "local," Lle said, should not be synonymous 
with geograplib or pnlitical boundaries, because local 
agencies tItus defined were often unable to solve 
problems that might fall within their geographic area 
of responsibHity but which had their origins and 
sohltionsbey'ond the reach of local resources. 

Courts 

The suhlect of the Coutts panel session was 
"Non-Adversary Disposition/' a term used to include 
the procesS~S of screening, diversion, and ple~ 
negqtiation. 

William. Cahalan devoted 'rus talk to a defense of 
plea neJ!otiau01l. He ~xp!'es~ed his personal belief 
that "plea hargaitiin~ is gnod iuand of itself," but 
stated thata,b.e\t~!"tl.rune for the ptaetice might be 
"pr(;'Jrial ffi;c;po.sitiOn· o£ cases." , . 

John 1\1: Ctmnel spoke about the prQcess of 
Qivel'sioI)/ as a means. of dete~ting crIme.. "If our 
t!:ae .intrStest is preventing ect!iJ.e/' he stated~ 'tihen 

, we ·sb.6uld pot be afraid todis)11i,ss ~hgrges,' just 
because we've never dOfje it before, or because it 
cio~s 1lQt seem normal," His b~liefj laud that (jf the 
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Commission, was that diversion, when used Selec
tively and backed up with proper referral resources,' 
was more effective than a prison sentence in preyente 

ing future crime. , 
Eddie M. Harrison spoke about his experience 

with the pra~tice of diversion as Director of the 
Baltimore Pre;"Trial Intervention Project. The PTl 
program was lim.~ted to diversion of juvenile offeI}.d ... 
ers. It was a co\lpmunity-based p,roject. The }'itt 
screening mechani~m was so tight tl?m. its recom
mendations for dis~l1issal of charges invariably were 
accepted by the co~-rt, he said. 

Cltmections 

The Corrections portion of the' Third Conference 
Session consisted of six separate panel discussions 
conducted simultaneously in different rooms. Each 
disCllssion group had a forum. coordinator and three 
panelists, each of whom addressed a different topic 
undej~ the beard. subject area assigned to the group. 
The s\lbjects discussed by the panel groups were the 
folloWing: 
• Comections I-The Structure of Corrrections 
• Corrt\ctions 2-Fostering Innovation 
• Corrections 3-Allocation of Correctional 

Resources 
.. Corrections 4-Juvenile Justice 
• Corrections 5-Status of Offenders 
• Corrections 6-Correctional Treatrttent 

The theme of the Corrections 1 discus,sion was 
coordination and consolidation. One of the panelists 
argued against the Commission's recommendation to 
consolidate all corrections services ,under a single 
State-operated agency. Another panelist presented a 
number of arguments in favor of a nationally coordi
nated research and statistics program. 

The Cotrections 2 pane! discussion focused on 
the shift from institutional to community-based 
corrections and on the need to reex:amine the phil
o§oprues. and practices that comprise this N.ation's 
corrections history. David Fogel outlined what he 
termed the "justice model of rehabilitation," in 
which the "entire 'clffort of the prison is brought into 
an influence attempt . based upon teaching by pro
gram and examplet Among the .cfclltures to be 
'included in the justice model for offenders are 
elements of self-governance, the opportunity to 
provide community services, an extensive furlough 
prQgram,and a system of victim compensation and' 
offender restitution.; . 

The CorreGt1gns 3 group discussed the problem of 
~llocating correctional resources. It was the view of 
the National Advisory Commission that correctiol1al 
resources should nofoe used to care for alcoholics, 
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drug addicts, and the mentally ill. This position was 
examined by one of the panelists. 

The Commission believed that juveniles charged 
with nor~criminal conduct (acts that/would not be 
iHegal if' committed by adults) should be removed 
from the punitive jurisdiction of the juvenile court. 
The Corrections 4 panelists spoke about the com
pelling need, in their view and that of the Commis
sion, to keep juveniles out ofrourt and out of jail. 

The Corrections 5 panelisV3 discussed the issue 
.' of offender rights-should offl~nders have a correc

tional bill of rights; should they have the right to 
appellate review of their sentence; should they be 
involved in formulating corrections policy and in 
corrections program development? Each of the three 
speakers addressed one of these questions and each 
answered "yes.'': 

On the subjl¢ct of Correctional Treatment; the 
Corrections 6' panelists spoke about a systems
oriented approach to offender rehabilitation. Robert 
Martinson emphasized the need for extensive re
seareh and evaluation /10 study the different types of 
treatment now being used and the outcome of 
these methods in terms of recicJivism; vocational, 
education, an<;l community adjustment; and per
sonality and attitude change. Until such information 
became available, he said, offender treatment deci
sions would continue to be based on intuition and 
guesswork~ 

Community Crime Prevention 

The Community Crime Prevention (CCP) seg
ment of the Third Conference Session was divided 
into three separ~!~, groups. The following topics 
were discussed: . 
• Communi~y Crime Prevention I-Citizen Pa,rticipa

tion with Police'; Courts, and Corrections 
• Community Crime Prevention 2--l'he Private 

Sector and Crime grevention , 
• Community Crime·Prevention 3:-Drug Abuse 

Each panel group had a presiding officer and three 
or four speakers. A rounslt~ble discussion by panel" 
ists followed the speaking presentations of the CCP 
1 group and is included h~J'eiIi: The CC"'P 2 group 
devoted its session to thl~ presentation of a filmstrip 
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and ,tape narration. The narration is· contained. in 
this volume. The questioni"and-answer session in 
which delegates and panelists participated following 
the filmstrip viewing Has not been included. 

The CCP 1 discussion focused on ways in, which 
individual citizens and groups of citizens can wor~ 
with agencies of the criminal justice system in pre
venting crime. Henry J. Sandman pointed out that 
cooperatio'h.between the police and the public is not 
only desirable but essential. "ThereP:as emerged a 
conse.usus among professionals irf t't~is area," he 
stated, "that without citizen involvement the fight 
against crime will fail." Ruth Rushen, a panelist, 
spoke about citizen participation in corrections pro
grams and Corrine Goodman, another panelist, 
explained how vohfuteers could work with young 
people under the jurisdiction of the juvenile court. 

The film.strip and tape narration presented to 
delegates at the CCP 2 session focused on the work 
of the six panelists who produced the filmstrip and 
a booklet ~ntitled, The ComrilUni{~ and Criminal 
Justice: A 'Guide for Organizing ACtion. " 

The community crime prevention groups and 
activities described in the tape narration were (1) 
New Detroit, Inc.; (2) The Greater St.Louis Alli
ance ror Shaping . a Better Community; (3) the 
Education to Action Program of the AFL-CIO 
National Council on Crime and Delinquency; (4) 
correctional programs sponsored by the W. Clement 
and Jessie V. Stone Foundation; (5) guidelines 
developed by., Teledyne Economic Development 
Company; and (6) the Manpower Training Division 
'of the Singer-Graflex Company. \\ 

In the CCP 3 session, William M. Tendy sPQke 
abbUt the problems of drug abuse from the l~w 
enforcement point view. Mr. Telldy explaine.ci that 
a number of factors made it ;6xtremely difficu}t 'for 
law enforcement agencies to curtail the booming 
business in international drug trafficking. Among 
these factors, he stated, were lax bail forfeiture 
penalties, {cumbersome wiretapping regulaltions, 'and 
the lack of extradition treaties for apprehended 
drug traffickers. 

Panelists Malcolm Wiener and Bernard: Moldow 
addressed the issue of compulsory treatment for drug 
addicts and Peter Bourne spoke about the! activities 
qf ,the Special Action Office for Drug AbUse 
IPrev~ntion; 
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Chapter '7 
First 
ConferelilCe 
Session 
First Conference 
Session 

"An Overview of Standards 

and Goals;" Wednesdt:ly, 

January 24, 1973, 10:30 .o.m. 

--------------~--,--------------------

POLICE 

PRESIDING: 

PANELISTS: 

,. 

Edward M. Davis, Chief of 
Police, LnS' Angeles, Calif. 

Vernon L. Hoy, Deputy 
Chief of Police, Los Angeles 
Police Department, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
"Police Task Force" 

¥llis c. MacDougall, 
. Commissioner; Georgia 
Department of Offender 
'Rehabilitation, Atlanta, Ga. 
"Corrections Task Force" 

John C. Danfo.tiu, Attorney 
General of Missouri, 

. Jefferson City, Mo. 
~'Courts Task Force" 

George B. Peters; Presiden t, 
Aurora Metal Corporation, 
Aurora, J.1I. 
"CommunHy Crime 
J>rcvention Task Force" 

Chief Dal'is: I don't have to tell police adminis
trators that there is not a rule book to refer to, There 
is an absolute dearth of guidelines on how xou run 
a police department. \\ 

For 18 years prior to my becoriling chief of 
police, I spent part of my time as, an adjunct pro
fessor in two universities allegedly teaching police 
administration. And when I think of the resource 
books I had tQ.refer students tOr and the things that 
I taught out of'those books, I will have.,.a guilty 
conscience for the rest of my life for those misled 
decades of policemen. . .,.. . 

A gre!J,t.body of know,tedgebas. developed within 
the polite profession in ~J1e past 10 years. Law 
e:mrorcement in the United States~ having gone 
through the civil rights revoluti9t:l; the war revolu
tion, the social revolution" the dope revolution, 
has changed dramatically in the, past 10, years. No 
t1thc;'J eleplent of the criminal j~stici' "system has 
made~uch a dramatic clJ.ange~ And within this·, 
change;'law enforcement in AmericaJias improved " 
immeasurably. 
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When 1 was given an opportunity' to participate 
in this eifort, 1 considered all of these things, and 
thought that it· would be worthwhile to attempt to 
gather together what administrators have done over 
America in term~ of settirlg up effective and efficient 
programs to combat crime. I first checked what the 
Federal game plan might be-you know, who iWas 
going t6 tell us what to do? I was told that (his 
Commission would be independent. I was told ihat 
this Commission could make up its own mind on 
what it wanted to do, and that the Police Task 
Force would also have this same prerogrative. I 
have checked through the 18 months of my involve
ment with this project, and at no time did anyone 
on the Federal level mandate or even suggest any
thing being in these standards. 

The task force that put together the Report on 
. Police is ~ task force of professionals. The staff who 
worked for the task force was a group of police 

",professionals, who did an exceptional-well, they 
'did an impossible job~ really. The commissioners, 
whom we reported to, whom you saw up on the stage 
this morning-and I checked this out first before 
I joined-and I found it to be true after working 
with them-are not politically motivated. Each 
member of that Commission has demonstrated in 
the life of the Commission that what they were 
interested in is a better functioning criminal justice 
system. 

Now, the team that put together the Report on 
Police is outstanding because they represented every 
level of law enforcement at the State and local levels; 
The Police Task Force, of all the task forces, is 
really an interdisciplinary task force. It brings in 
the areas of skill and expertise an input from the 
other areaS of the system that are so Vital to having 
a police s)'~tem that can do its job cooperatively 
with the rest of the system. Here is the task force. 

The vice chairman of the Police Task Force was 
Dale Carson, the Sheriff of Jacksonville, a former 
FDI man. Dale did a great job representing the 
sh~~iffs. 

Honorable Arthur Alarcon. Arthur Alarcon was 
a deputy distr~ct attorneYl a clemency secretary for 
the Governor, the 9hainrtan of the parole board, a; 
distinguished legal scholar. When judges have con
fereQces they have a man like Arthur Alarcon lec
t~re to them-and he is a judge of the superior court. 
He added immeasurably to the quality of our report. 

//;-/' Honorable George Bowman, now a judge iQ 
the munidpal court, was corporation counsel for 
his city, and was a police association legal adviser. 

An'6the~)is Bill Cahn, District Attorney of Nassau 
County, Bill Cahn, a very for~eful representative of 
prosecutors, Was the President of the National'Dis

~J,rict Attorueys Association at the time he joined 
out group. 
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,We had ~tnother one of the Davis boys 01\ the 
P;'jllice Task Force. General Benjamin Davis with,the 
Department of Transportation, the Administrat\ve 
Secretary of Consumer Affairs, the former head 'of 
th() Sky Marshals, former Public Safety Director c,':f 
C}leveland, Ohio, a general of the Air Force, and a: 
man who added greatly to the quality of our report. 

Don Derning is Chief of Police of Winnetka, Ill., 
and the current President of the International Asso
ciation of Chiefs of Police, a competent police 
administrator, a very wise man, a man who is held 
in esteem by all the chiefs in the Nation. 

Al Breolano. Al Brcolano is Director of the College 
of American Pathologists. He brought us all of the 
forensic insights from his profession, but most impor
tant, Al brought in himself as a citizen, someone 
with many insights . 

David Hanes. David Halles is a distinguished young 
constitutional lawyer, a former law clerk to a 
Supreme Court Justice, who added greatly to the 
dimension of our report. 

Clarence Kelley. Clarence, the Chief of Police of 
Kansas City, a former memblr"Bt the FBl and an 
executive committee member of the IACP, repre
sented the middle-sized cities of America. And he 
runs a pretty good one, I'll tell you. 

, And then two Kelley boys got into this. Dave " 
Kelly, Superintendent of New Jersey State Police, a 
man all of you know and all of us respect. 

Dr. Charles Kingston of the John Jay College in 
New York. 

In addition, Donald Manson, a rormer Chicago 
policeman, a lawyer. a staff member of the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors, bringing insight from that 
area, was a task force member. 

John Shryock, the Chief of Police of Kettering, 
New York, and a past president-immediate past 
president of the IACP. ' 

Joseph White, the SPA Director of Ohio, also 
brought in sociological insight, and a dimension that 
m&.Ybe we cOp$c sometimes reject. And he b.rought 
that to Uf\ v~ry forcefully. I think Joe changed us 
a little bit, and I think maybe we changed Joe a 
little bit. 

Now that was the team that went on the field ".' 
to play the game for you. As you can see, they 
are men of outstanding skill and reputation. , 

Now, in regard to the product that they came up 
with, this Was a rough team. They said, "Doh't bring 
us anything that hasxn been demonstrated to have 
worked. U And the way that wound up is 85 percellt 
of the standards that you have in tpat book (the 
Working Papers) have been demonstrated to work, 
stiJ:;cessfully in at least two police departments. Most 
of the rest of them ,.have worked in at least one 
department. One or two percent of the standards 
might be ,good ideas"'-so-called innovative ideas. 
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Some people were disappointed with this, they organization than has ever been" written down in 
wanted more innovative iitleas in the police field. the history of the world. As for internal administra~ 

Well, to me, an innovaHve idea is something that tion, this IS an excellent document. A lot hl\~ been 
you're pretty sure is not.: going to work, and cops done on internal adminisfiatton. 
are pretty practical. So:thiese people said, "We want But there are two other dimensions that are 
things that are going to 'I"ork. Vt/e're working with covl~red in the report that are vital. The first dimen
public monies." And bec2\use of the vast change in sion is the interaction of the police and the public ....... 
the police profession dUlting the past decade; we the British tradition, pioneered by Sile Robert Peel 
have had all kinds of innO:vation. All we did was go more than a century ago. And you'll find in the 
out and measure and evahiate many of the excellent police and the public portions of tlils report very 
things that had been dor.le and pick the excellent important and historic philosophy about the imp os
ones for standards. 5ibility of Hte police accomplishing their job alo?\e 

Every word of this report was read by the task -we being maybe one to a thousand,or at least one 
force. This was no rubber stamp agency. These to five hundred citizens. Without voluntary, enthu
were a bunch of tough administrators who don't siastic public cooperation, we cannot perform aU!: 
just stick their name on something. They know mi'Ssion. And you'll find that very beautifully, I 
they are going to have tOI live with it. They don't thiuk, covered. 
put their nam@ on it unless they know they want to Th€} other important dimension to the report is 
live with it.' the vital importance of the participation and inter:.. 

There was a lot of interdisciplinary debate within action of the police and the rest of the criminal 
our group because of the ill1sights we had. And so it justice system. Without the interaction of the police, 
has a dimension that it wOlfld not have if it had been without the interaction of the whole system-regafd
writtyn solely by policem<m for policemen. It has less of the standards that are written~the system 
a positive approach. , isn't going to work. And in many places in the 

Almost every other national commission which country we found during our work that the police 
has come on the scene in the last century-or at least are, in fact, exercising leadership roles to bring the 
in the last 50 7ears-has been denunciatory to principals of the criminal justice system together to 
whatever part at the gov(~rnmental system it was make the system work. 
addressing. They damned things-they damned the It won't be standards that make interaction of the 
police, or they damned the courts-whatever it whole system work in America. It's going to be 
happened to be. A.nd they made great headlines. the men in each part of the system who can work 
And we could have done that. We can find some together within the guidlines of the standards to bdng 
bad examples of police administration in America. safety and peace to the streets of America. 
But the Whole world knows about them. There is On the Commission we are fortunate to have 
no point in pointing them out. And so the approach three police officials-th{l distinguished Sheriff of 
taken was a positive app:toach to point out t~e Los A,ngeles County, the Honorable Peter PitGhess. 
good that exists in polic~,service in America; 00 . VIe also have on the Commission Dick Andersen 
instead of cursing the daitkuess, what they have 6fq)dlaha and Frank Dyson of Dallas. 
done is lighted many, many c~ndles. Now the report is not all-inclusive. There are 

Another thing the repOltdoes is to point out the many things that some of us wanted in that report 
responsibility of the 50 Sta~es to support local law that are not there. Frank Dyson wanted certain 
enforcemep.t. The Federal Government has had to things. The Sheriff wanted certain things. I wanted 
get into :(11is act. Many Stalies do virtually nothing, b t d 

I 1 cyrtain things. Other task force' mem er~, Wane 
particular)y in terms of finallcia1 assistance to oca certain things. Standards that are not there, for 
police departments. And y~t the States make the example, that I think are vital, are the role anq the, 
laws, the State courts int~rpret the laws,' and in functions of the chief police executive, "so essential 
many cases the judges who :administer a part of the to the viable functioning of a police organization. 
system are ,appointed by t!~e Governors. In. ~~st Btlt we have J'ndications that there wiU probably 
cases the States feel no teal sense of responslblhty 
for the very vital function of State gove1?ment pro- be a follow-up effort, not on the scale and scope 
vi ding safety an4 protectiOJ,li to society. ,of the presen.t Commission '~~lOrk, but an effort 

In ouri'\eport there are th.r!!e main areas, t1;le first where- Clings lIke this can be picked up. And so as 
ori'e being \P1ternal to us-tpe internal admi1l;\~tra- you, discuss~ these reports in your fOf1!.m sessions, 
tion of ,a !police agency. There's probably illOre' I~our rep'orter mil be making notes. This report will 
good,Ptatenal within, thos~1 .covers to assi~t a~y ',' not be ,changed, btlt in the fa 'Pow-up work that 
one of you, I'm, sure, In ke~!pl1lg out corruption, 1fl , goes ,on, portions of the report J.,an be cranged and 
effecting efficiency and effipctiveness within your things, can' be added. 
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A word about working with the Commission. As 
task force director, I met with tlle Commission 
whell the Commission met. And I had an oppor
tunity to represent your views on corrections, and on 
{he (lOurts, to the Commission. And Peter Pitchess 
put iL pretty well last night when he said, "It's sort 
of lil~c going to your State legislature. It isn't really 
the laws that come out that are the judge of what 
you did, it's the laws that didn't come out of the 
legislature." 

And so many of your views, reflected to the Com
missi'OIl, allsured that certain tbings that you would 
have been extremely unhappY with, that would not 
have been in the interest of making the system go 
forward, were eliminated. There are many things in 
there ,that we have to show a level of tolerance for. 
Maybe they're not as we would have written them, 
in COll1rts and corrections, but many things are in 
there that virtually were reflective of . your strong 
views. 

I think this is an excellent document to improve 
the oo'lice service, We have tried to put a dollar sign 
on j'u!:t the Report on Police. About one third of a 
millioll Federal dollars was spent on it. Those of 
us who participated also turned our agencies over 
to the· effort. Clarence Kelley, and the Sheriff, and 
several: others. And we more than duplicated that 
amount of expenditure within our own organizations. 
And when you consider the staff-the task force 
itself Who worked on this-about the lowest price 
you could put <.~~ this book is about three quarters 
of a mlllion d(.;', '" and it would have been impos
sible fCli' it to l}i\:l'e been accomplished in ",ny other 
way. 

Now the staff who worked for the Pollce Task 
Force, a vital thing. I used great skill in selecting 
the stalff leader. I selected a man who had com
mander rank in my department, who was up to 
become. deputy chief. And I told him that he was 
on prohation a year in I~dvance of his promotion, 
and tba~ this job had to We done right. I selected the 
best m~ln in my depart~~nt to do it to start with. 
Toward tht1 end of the effort I was able to promote 
him to ~he rank of deputy chief. What we asked h~ro 
and his: staff to do was absolutely impossible. ,. 

Thes~l men worked fantastically lbug days, and 
over the weekends. Anything to do with Washington 
become~1 a little bit crazy at some point or another, 
and thisiiwas nQ. exception. You know, the de&dlines 
were sui~h that it was impossible with the amount 
of mone;y and everything else to do it normally in a 
regular ii\'ork week. > 

And ~o I introduce to you our Don Quixote, who 
took up;: the cha1lenge, and cUd a magnificent job; 
Deputy (8'hief Vern Hoy of the Los Angeles Police 
Departn{ent. . 

\ .' 

Mr. Hoy: I thank you, Chief Davis, for those 
kind remarks. 

It was more than one year ago when Chief Davis 
and the Police 'hsk F01:ce became involved ill this 
effort. As already has been indicated, the Polic$ 
Task Forc!', is made up of a lot of practitioners. 
More than one-third h(:ad police agencies. More 
than two-t!1irds afe involved directly in the criminal 
justice process. And thie remaining members are 
heavily involved in the criminal justice process one 
way or another and brought to us a very good 
balance. 

Now, some peoph'. thought that there were too 
many practitioners on the Police Task Force, and 
we were in trouble. In selecting a staff for an effort 
of ' this kind, everybody K;nows that the only people 
to staff commissions like :thi$ arc academicians and 

! attorneys. I'm a cop. And according to some people, 
. the whole thing then was doomed for failure. That 

is, we had a practitioner-dominated task force with 
a practitioner chairman and a practitioner staff 
director. So our only salvation was to get consult
ants who knew what they were doing. 

I didn't know any bette:r, nor did Chief Davis, so 
what we did was gather together cops as staff people. 
We had 10 full-time staff people who were writers
that's in addition to our Clerical and administrative 
staff. We had six other full-time cops who came to 
us on a part-time basis, and there are many people 
who just scratched their heads and said, "The poor 
foo]s, they don't know what they're: doing. They can 
never pull it off." 

Now to set the record straight, I'd like to teU 
you that we did use two consultants. Th1o!l highly 
respected and very efficient IACP was used, and 
just to show people that we ''.'lere11't against aca
deniiciaris, we had an ex-cop turned ac.ademician as 
a consultant. 

Now, as has been indicated,the staff and the 
Police Tar,k Force itself worked. The staff worked 
60-hi?Ul' weeks including Saturdays and Sundays. 
Y.m oaf, only take this so 10flg but we kept it up 
fo~ almq)t a full year. . 

For the Police Task Force there were nine; hard 
meetings-and I mean hard. They weren't fun and 
games. Each session was- a 2- or1-day sf.1l'!sion, and 
mar(dimes they went far, far into the night. 

The Police Task Force tore the staff work apart, 
iterhby hem. So it was worked on by everybody. It 
wasn't a strong staff and weak task force effort. 
I like to think t,hat it was a strong staff, but certainly 
it was a stronglPolice Task Force. 

The, staffrangedjn ran~'from patrolman to chief, 
of police. You can't do much better thau that. They 
represented the smaller police agencies"medium
sized police agencies, and ,the large ~genCies. We 
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had representation from State, county, and munici~ 
pal police. So I think we had a pretty good balance!. 

Now the result. The Working Papers that yO~l 
have before you, that Police part of them, contait,l 
less than one-fifth of the entire Report on Police. S~) 
you have only a smattering of what we produced. 
The scope was broad. That is, we covered many 
areas-24 chapters iIi' all, 108 standards, and 15 
recommendations. So you might say, "Okay, a broad 
study, short time-that's got to equal not much 
depth." Surprisingly, there is great depth in some 
areas, although not in all. But in some areas we 
were able to get, I'm sure you'll agree, a great deal 
of depth. 

We touch on just about every knotty issue that 
a police chief ex~,~~utive runs into. So we cover many 
things. There are some things, as Chief Davis indi_ 
cated j that we :,ilidn't get to-but we fIied to get 
to the knotty issues. ' 

We stuck to successful programs., What the, Report 
'on Police is, is the best of the American police serv
Ice as we saw it. We were able to get voluntary 
research from a number of agencies. That, ~j, we 
had police departments who volunteered to create 
information just for this report, and so' .we got addi
tional practitioner input there. 

And we found a very valuable thing was the cop
to-cop relationship that existed. That is, our cops 
on the task force cam,'e to you and your people, and 
you helped us identify iproblems, and you helped us 
identify solutions. Arid I think that is a strength 
of this report. 

You might say, "Okay, only the successful pro· 
grams are in there. This must be pretty stale. There's 
nothing new." And depending on your definition of 
the word innovative, I think there is real innQlvation. 
I think that the, police are trying to look for and 
find djfferent ways to cut crime. And they're doing 
it. They are coming up with new ways to police. Not 
all of them are winners. There are some losers. 
And you helped us ideri~ify the losers. Now we didn't 
make a bigdea1 over the losers in the report, we 
made a big deal over the winners. That's what is 
in the Report on Police-the winners, the successful 
programs of the American police. 

Now you might say, "Okay," looking through the 
Working Papers that you have, "this stuff is old hat." 
You'iheard Governor Peterson discuss that. There's 
flqthing new. I'm sure that there's no police depart
ment in Amerjca that meets all of the standards in 
the Report on Police. But I am sure aU of you can 
look at things and say, "Gee, that's old stuff. We've 
b~en doing thatJor years." And I'm sure that's true", 
and I think,that's great. What you should look fo).', ' 
I believe, 'are the areas where you do fall short, 
and then strive to achieve the standards in those 

.) 

areas. If you do meet the'standhrds, then of cOllrse, 
those are minimum standards, and you can go for 
higher standards. So these are the things that I 
think you should be looking for. 

I indicated before hoW hard the staff worked. I 
just about drove them into the ground. They told 
me, "Boss, I c1.\n sit here till midnight, and I can sit 
at my desk,and I can have the paper before me, 
but I just Gan't produce." And initi&Uy 1 said, "Okay, 
sit there." And they did put in an awful lot of work. 
And I would like to introduce them now to let you 
see them and also to give you an idea of who those 
practitioners were that played all important role. 

Lieutenant Taylor Searcy, my assistant, LAPD. 
Sergeant Ron Banks, LAPD. 
Sergeant Jerry Conklin, Los Angeles Sheriff's 

Dep.itiuumt. 
Sergeant William Cox, LAPD. 
Captain Robert Earhart, Michigan State Police. 
Sergeant Larry Fetters, LAPD. 
Chief Jim Gibson, Arcata, Calif., Police Depart-

ment. 
Lieutenl:\nt Louis Reiter, LAPD. 
And Sergeant Charles Sayle, LAPD. , 
In addition to this full-time staff, we hired part

time staff, that is, they were full-tim~,~ops, but 
they worked part-time on our effort. 

Sergeant Dave Brath, Li, ~ 'Y)o 
Officer Mike Hooper, LA~:D. 
Lieutenant Don Letney, LAPD. 
Lieutenant John MadeIl, LAPD. 
Patrolman Steve Staffer, Kansas City Police. 
Sergeant Anthony Toomey, Los Angeles Sheriff's 

Department. 
I think these guys deserve ,a great hand. 
Thank YOll. ' 

Chief Davis: You have before you excerpts from 
ele Report on Corrections. 

Once we process a criminal 9ffender through the 
court system, what the correctional system does is, 
absolutely vital to our succ~ss. If there is no rehar 
bilitation, ,and the best estimates are that maybe 
half tile people convicted COtlid be changed, could 
have their heads turned around---if that system 
does not have the resources, if it does not have the 
programs, those men Who come out are much 
more likely to become a great problew-to the com
munity and a great <pro~lem to u~.13ecause of its 
lack of visibility and its distance {rom the, public,.' 
the correctional end of our business, which is the 
criminal justice system'b~~siness, the back end of 
that system has gottenvitMllly no help or inspiration. 

We cops, because w8're out in the fJ:ontline, 
interact with the public directly. And we have gotten 
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great public support, It's up to us to help look 
after Oilr brother in corrections, I think, because 
you can translate a lot of your support that you 
haVe in the community into seeing 'that it's just as 
vital that a propation officer have a decent small
s~ze caseload as it is to have another policeman 
out on the beat. And it'ssi.rrte we stopped worrying 
only about ourselves and give some concern to 
making the cQrrections end of the system work. 

There are many dedicated, honorable men who 
have given their life and their hearts trying to make 
this el1'd wo;;k With little success to date, because 
we have never £eaUy tried rehabilitation in America. 
They've done it in some European countries. But 
here we've talktld about it, we've hung that kind 
of a name on systems, and w~, have never-America 
has never really put its resources tl1ere to make it 
effective. 

And so, we have presenting the highlights of the 
Report on Corrections, the Commissiuner of the 
Georgia Department of Offender Rehabilitation, a 
member of the Commission and a very fine gentle
man, and a man who is going 'to help lead the cor
rectional system of America into a high road of 
success, Ellis McDougall. 

Mr. MacDougall: Thank you very much, Chief 
Davis. 

I usually, at a point like this, say that I'm used 
to a more captive audience than this. 

I see some familiar faces in the audience, though, 
and that pleases me, I see some friends from Con
necticut ap:' loutll Carolina that 1 served with both 
as a prisoh, ;Im and as a luw enforcement officer, 
and now m~t friends from Georgia. 

Our system has been fragmented. I don't think we 
need to go into greater depth than that. I hope that 
what Chief Davis says is most accurate. Pollce now 
need to take a new interest in what us guys, the 
prison bosses, have been doing. 

Before I left Connecticut, a p~)lice officer came to 
my office (in Connecticut I ran'the jails a:~ well as 
the prisons). He said, "Commlssibner, for 20 ye1ars 
I've been,tl,lking people to your jails, taking off the 
handcuffs, throwing the papers on the desk, and I 

, turned around anu walked out and I didn't give a 
damn what happened to them when they walked 
behind tbat, steel door. But today I care because 
m:i kid walked 'behil1d, that door yesterday and I 
want to knuw what happens behind thfl.t steel door. 
What's going to happen to my kid, Commissioner?" 
" Rrison.Jtlen f()r many . years have qeen battling 
,to fry ak<i keep'their heads above wafer in cohdi-
tions that h~ve been, .. "itjpost impossible to live with.· 
I think we've oper~: l}!i under a philosophy that I 
thInk is a good~ one' and one' that will serve the 
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purposes of criminal justice in this Nation. And 
that philosophy is that people are sent to prison 
and corrections systems as punishment, but not for 
punishment. They are sent for correction, to be 
changed. But we haven't done it. 

I think prison people generally feel that we have 
three responsibilities to a community-to you. First 
of all, we have the responsibility of the protection 
of the community. We do that with all of the same 
kinds of tools that you use in police Wdrk-guns, 
bars, steel, concrete, fences-and now wl.:~,'re even 
using some new weapons like the computer afl:d the 
closed circuit television and other methods. Second, 
we have a responsibility to employ these people 
that we get into our system. And last, but not least, 
we have a responsibility to rehabilitate or correct 
these offenders. 

Our problem is that 98 out of every 100 people 
you send us are coming back to your community. 
And the problem is made even worse by the fact 
that we haven't corrected them. So we haven't fulfilled 
our very first and foremost responsibility, and that's 
the protection of the community. 

We've operated two types (If prisons in this Kation, 
n~grettably-the warehouse and the deep freeze. The 
deep freeze is like the freezer in your kitchen-you 
go and you buy a chicken and you take it and put it 
in your freezer and 6 weeks later or 6 months 
later you take it out exactly the way it waswheil 
it went in. Take the warehouse, like the large prisons 
we're operatil1g in this Nation today. We jam hun
dreds and hundreds of p«(bl'le into institutions that 
were probably built only for hundreds. And when 
theycoml:: out they are worse than they were when 
they wen't in. 

Prison, people and corrections people, probation 
and pardle, cannot prevent the original sin. Our 
task and our gual is to try to see that that sinner . 
sins no l1(1ore. A lot of what we have had to work 
with has been far from the effective methods that 
can prevent crime from recurring. 

W'e've operated overcrowded institutions. We've 
been durnped with a lot of people who ought not to 
be in our system at all, and we've found ourselves 
understa;ffed from a custodial·' stal'ldpoint and a, 
profes,sk'iml one. The people that we have have 
had no ~raining. The puy has been behind everybody 
else's. lit 1962 when I was Commissioner of' Cor
rections in South Carolina, we paid our officers 

,$2,900 a year. Some of thOse situations still exist 
in this Nation in prisons. The institutions are too 
big, and' we're dominated by politics. 

c. 

I'm 46 years old. I've been a commissioner 10 
ye~\rs. 'r:here is only one man in this Nation who's 
been a Clomrilissioner longer than I have. There are 
9nly~ ,six corrections commissioners in this country~') 
.~,\\. )~ . ,-::;,/ 
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who have b~en commissioners more than 5 years. 
We've worked at new standards to try to attack 

some of. theprobfems that have kept C{irrections a 
failure. The~le standards are in many ways, may
be, "in the sky." But they are the standards for 
the future, 1110t for today. Many times I would. sit 
at a ComIl4153icn meeting and cringe as we passed 
some of the.se. Try to imagine how I was going to 
jmplement this in the regiofl'~l State prison with 
2,300 men in it. We've got to adopt something I1lew 
for tomorrow" We've g.pt to plan for tomorrow, 
and, I think, as you look at correctional standards, 
understand one thing: We're planning for tomorrow. 
If we had writt\~n standards for the type of insti
tutions we are 'of Ie rating today, we would be mired 
down in failure f('!rever. 

As you IOQk at these new standards that we are 
talking about, imagine the type of facilities that 
we are talking about for the future. We're not talk" 
ing about prisons like Attica or Reidsville with 
2,300 men 'in them, but institutions with 200 a.nd 
300' men. We're talking about institutions with exc~l
lent staffs that can approach and deal with the 
offender, keeping people out of our system who 
shouldn't he in it so we can be effective in dealing 
with those that are dangerous and shouldn't be 
allowed back in the community. 

We've developed standards that talked of diver
sion-getting the peopte"out of the system that can 
be gotten out of it, rathef than mjring us down with 
hundreds of people that \\'p.ouldn't be in our syste;ffi 
at all. "\ 

We're working ori-n0w<,opportunities Vd new 
directions in detention, rathcl'than operat\"g jails 
and keeping hundrr,ds of men and women in prison 
and jails for days on end, years on end, only to 
dump them back into the community without any 
hope. 

I was the keeper of Bobby Seale for some 9 months 
in Connecticut, and I think Mr. Seale sued me for 
everything I've ever been sued for in my life. One 
of the things that I had hoped to show was that 
Mr. Seale in his demQw:tr,ations in the jail would 
affect the prisoners goH1g to my State prison in the 
future, and would cause a lot of insurrection in that 
institution. So I had them do a study of the number 
of prisoners, 'in that jail that regularly got to the 
State prison. I had to back off, because only 4 per
cent ever reached prison. We kept these people in 
jai1~ days on end at great cost to the taxpayer~ 
divex:ting them from ,their families and the ability 
to earn a living ,and pay taxes and support their 
families. ' 

One of ~e areas\.that is probably going to give 
you concern is sentendng. Our standards on sentenc
ing call for 5 and 25 ye~\rs and possible life sentences. 

As a prison man goes about his job every day deal. 
ing with offenders, it's almost impossible to telt a 
man that he's gotten justice in our system, when he 
sits in a cell next to a man who got 6 months for 
the same thing he's serving 10 y€ars for. 

Unless we can bring about standards that are 
going to meet abilities to deal justly with people, 
there's no way for us in the correc:tions system to 
turn them back into your .community as respectful) 
taxpaying, law-abiding citizens. 

Mr. Hoover used to be a very big critic of proba
tion and parole. I've. never had the opportunity io 
discuss it witli him. J. Edgar Hoov~r wasn't opposed 
to probation and parole. He was opposed to the 
ineffective way we used it. probation and par,01e are 
g~od tools, if effectively used. . 

Now what we've done in many places in probation 
is 't~ally given judges just another bailiff. Where 
the probation officer sits around the courthouse and 
gets coffee for the judge and goes and get anot1~er 
case file, or sends for another lawyer, and doesn't 
deal with the offender, probatioO is going to fail. 
Where parole officers carry caseloads of 200 to 300 
people, parolees are going to commit more crimes. 
But with an .effective probation and parole system, 
as I think we have designed in these standards, I 
think we ~re going to find that we can successfully 
operate with many off(~.1Jt!Gi'S in the community, who 
under present conditibns we can't live with and we 
have failled with. We accept that responsibility. 

Even to the point of prison industries-we're 
recommending that private industry come into the 
prison. A lot of people talk to me about the victiIn. 
They say, "MacDougall, you~re" always worried 
about the offender, what about <1:ne victim'r' Well, 
maybe here we're beginning to talk about what we 
can do fClr the victim. Maybe in the future in prisons 
there's pdvate industry in there paying the prisoner 
a going wage, We're going to be able to say then 
to the. offender;" All right, now you're earning a 
going wage, you're going to have to pay restitution 
to that victim." And maybe 'this is going to bring 
back a little balance to what \we do for the victim 
and how we treat. him. . 

We're going to have small itlstitutions with the 
kind of treatment programs that ar~ going to change 
people, with professional staffs;' to' deal with the 
chronically ill, the mentally ill, andithe psychopath. 
If we can't, then the parole system will recognize 
that we have to contain this persoh until we do 
change ,him. . 

And then, hopefully; new types of -.release pro
grams will be used, which put the offender back 
into the,cQIIUtlunity on a. release basis, He'll be 
back hoqe, working, sllccessfully employed, before 
he e,::er leav~s prison. 
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One of the best relationships I've ever had with 
police was in South Carolina, where, :the police in 
that Slate actually take part in thepferelease pro
gram; There, police officers come and lecture to 
prisoners leaving prison about the police respon
sibility in the futur~ for picking that guy up if there's 
a crime related to his background. Sheriff(~ would 
come and tell me that prisoners then coming out 
with a new attitude about police,because for the 
first time they were able to sit down and discuss with 
it police officer what ,his job was all about. 

Sure, we have a lot of offend~rs we're not gOitlg 
to touch. We're not going to kid each other about 
that, However, I think we're beginning to start deal
ing With the majority of them. The majority of our 
public hasn't recognized that the majority of our 
prisoners are not the heinous offenders that I too 
agree that we must keep separated from society. The 
average offender that we're talking about is the 
guy that's in the revolving door of failure, that you 
bounce in al1d out to us 15 ti'.nes during his lifetime. 

'Ws my feeling that the correctiol1s~tandards 
we've written for the future are going to start bring
ing balance to how we're dealing with the offender, 
after you've identified who he is. 

Really, prison guards, I guess, are there to save your 
lives if we do our job right. I'm an executioner. I've 
taken part in sbe executions in my career. An interest
ing story is that Leon Gasque right over here from 
South Carolina law enforcement division delivered 
two men to us for execution, and I remember 
the day he brought them in. Five years later we 
finally got around to executing them, we did execute 
them. The interesting story about them, though, is 
the death of the last one. We are expert at this, by 
the way. This is one part of my job I never fail at, 
I've got it down to a science. 1 went to the back of 
the death chamber, got him out of his cell, led 
him to the death chamber, seated him in the chair, 
put on the straps, stood back, and let him have his 
last say. He made a very short statement. ' 

We put on the cap and mask and stood back and 
watched his breathing, and we pushed the switch. 
As the electricity hit hini, it tripp,ed him back in 
the chair with such force that it actually tore open 
his shirt. And after the so-called wittlesses had 
left, we w~nt to the chair and removed his body, 
and then, exposed by the open, torn shirt was a 
tattpo, "Born to Lose"-you've seen it. And he 
had. The interesting thing about this man was that 
be was a gruduate of the regional State prison. And 
I've often wondered-I've often wondered, if we 
had done our job correctly, in those days, as ·we 
hope to do with these standards ,in the future, 
whethern'6t only that man would be ,alive today, 
but the police officer that he killed. 
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If corrections people do their job properly, they 
then have a responsibility to protect police lives. 
But I think it's important at this juncture in the 
development of this program that we all today
pOlicel courts, corrections-stop dealing with crime 
based on emotion, and start dealing with, it based 
on fact. And I think this report now gives 'us some 
facts and a plan for the future. 

Thank you. 

Chief Davis: Thank you, Ellis. 
You know, I had some doubts, reading the papers 

in the last few weeks, whether Ellis would make 
it or not, because he had to put down a riot or two,' 
as I recall, in his system. He comes from that cru
cible of experience, and what he says I think we all 
have to agree with. Corrections needs our help and 
our cooperation. 

Increasingly, over the past decades, the courts 
have become the tortoise of the criminal justice 
system; not because of the choosing of the trial 
court judges, but, in many cases, because of the 
decisions that were made by appellate courts in 
second second-guessing their judgments. The legis
latures have not responded with corrective re~hedial 
legislation, and so we have no such thing as speedy 
justice in America today. 

But we have a Courts Task Force composed of 
distinguished principals in the criminal justice sys
tem-many judges, attorneys general, district attor
neys, and other responsible people-who have put 
together a plan that should make the courts system 
not the tortoise of the criminal justice system, but 
perhaps the hare of the system. 

To present the views of the Courts Task Force, 
we have the Attorney General of the State of Mis
souri, a member of the Courts Task Force~ the 
Honorabie J ohl1 C. Danforth. 

Mr. Danforth: Thank you, Chief Davis, for your 
very "harey" introduction. 

I've been asked to present in IS minutes a distilla
tion of a voluminvus report of the Commission With 
respect to Courts. And I feel now that I have been 
warmed up for another assignment. I'm looking 
forward to being asked to give a IS-minute speech 
on:"world history in a nut::;hell. It's a very difficult 
task to distill something this volumihous. 

For some time our courts have been criticized 
for the manner in which they haveperformeQ in the 
criminal justice system. AlL, of' us have read fre
quent newspaper articles and editorials, most recently 
in my case in the St. Louis Globe-Demo(:rat yester
day morning, complaining about protracted proceed~ 
ings, endless continuances, and repetitious ·;;tppeals; 
The Commission has recognized these crit\cisms 
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and has set as its first priority for courts the speedy 
and efficient processing of criminal litigation. The 
rapid but fair completion of court proceedings is 
necessary if criminal law is to serve as a deterrence 
to crime, and if those who are eventually convicted 
ate spending their time not on endless appeals but 
in actually being rehabilitated by a modern correc-

f tional system. 
A necessary ingredient in expediting criminal liti

gation, the Commission members felt, is a rational 
means of determining which cases shOuld and should 
not go before the court. The Commission noted 
three alternatives that exist for terminating proceed~ 
ings short of submission of the case to a court and 
jury. These alternatives are: screening, diversion, 
and plea bargaining. 

Screening is the termination of all proceedings 
at some point prior to trial without any further 
obligation being placed on the suspected offender. 
Diversion is the compulsory channeling of the prob
able offender to some activity or treatment outside 
of the criminal justice system~ Plea bargaining is, 
of course, the presently common practice leading to 
a negotiated plea of guilty. 

The Commission itself, unlike its Courts Task 
Force, flatly rejected plea bargaining and called for 
its abolition by the year 1978. According to the 
Commission, plea bargaining leads to irrational 
results in which penalties fit the convenience of the 

: courts but do not necessarily fit the crime. More
over, the Commission felt that a, prosecutor looking 
forward to the possibility of a negotiated plea would 
tend to overcharge the defendant initially. 

In any event, the Commission believed that the 
negotiated plea should be terminated within 5 years. 
It was also pointed out in the report, however, that 
somewhere between 80 and 90 percent of all criminal 
cases before a court are disposed of on a negotiated 
plea of guilty. One obvious problem .presented by 
doing away with the negotiated plea, if thi~ were 
done within 5 years, is that the caseload for the 
courts, if nothing else were done, would be increased 
somewhere between 500 and 1,000 percent. 

There's an interim step, and before the abolition 
of plea bargaining, the Commission suggested a more 
open and formal procedure for the acceptance of a 
negotiated plea. Under th~s interim procedure, plea 
bargaining w\\)uld be engaged in pursuant to a 
written policy I')tatement of the prosecuting attorney. 
Th~ terms of the agreement would be presented, 
in full, in open court, and the trial judge accepting 
the plea would engage in an extensive dialog on the 
record with the defendant. At this time the judge 

'Ii would inform the defendant of his various constitu
tional rights and would require that the defendant 
make a fl1Jl statement of the details of !the crime 
to which he is pleading. . ' 

,~ 
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Screening is the process by which a police officer 
or a prosecuting attorney decides not to charge a 
person with the commission of a crime. Obviously, 
this practice is engaged in frequently each day. A -
very mundane example would be a traffic officer 
who lets a motorist off with a warning. Also, pros
ecutors often decide, for .one reason .or another, that 
a "aye should not go to trial and that a d\~fendant. 
should be discharged. . !. 

The Commission recognized the practicality of 
screening. It also recommended that proc~flures 
be established so that the screening process would 
be more open to public scrutiny and less susceptible 
to accusations of favoritism or whimsy. Specifically, 
the Commission suggested that police departments 
should formulate guidelines fot determining when ~ 
person should not be taken into custody, that pros ... 
ecuting attorneys should adopt written guidelines, 
stating those categories of cases that will not merit 
prosecution, and that the prOS(lCllting attorney should 
keep a written record in each case in which he exerM 
cises his discretion not to proceed. 

The Commission set forth numerous examples of 
instances in which screening would be appropriate. 
Illustrative reasons include insufficient evidens:e to 
proceed with prosecution, undue cost of pr6seclJ
tion considering the seriousness or lack of serious
ness of the offense, prolonged nonenforcement of 
the statute, and the fact that the offender is an 
informant or a witness for the State. 

Diversion, as opposed to screening, entails the 
imposition of an obligation on the.accused as a 
condition for removing him fram the adjlldicat~ry 
process. Examples of diversion would include the 
admission of drunks to detoxifiootion centers, refer~ 
rals for psychiatric care, drug abuse programs, and 
family counseling in the case of intrafamily assaults. 

The Commission recognized that any system of 
diversion must protect both the-accused and the 
public. Diversion may entail a substantial depriva
tion of the rights of an accused without court 
adjudication of guilt. For this reason, the CommisM 
sion recommended that any significant deprivation of 
liberty must entail court approval. Moreover, the 
Commission believed that there is a need to protect 
society, which could be weakened if prosecuting 
attorneys consistently abandon the alternative of 
trial in favor of diversi.on. Once again, the Cornmi~
sion suggested that prosecuting attorneys fo:t;mulate 
written guidelines, for determining wben diversion is 
appropriate, and that stich guidelines . should be 
the subject of public scrutiny. . . 

Finally, in determining what cases should 'not 
be brought b~fore a court, the Commission recom." .. 
mendedi,tiiat .. mindt traffic offenses should be dis
posed ~f 'by judicial officers who are . not judges, 
with civU penalties imposed. However, the Commis-
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sian stated that those traffic (;ffenses that did not 
Warrant a court's attention ;~hould not include the 
mote serious traffic offenses, such as driving while 
intoxicated, reckless driving, driving while a license 
is suspended or revoked, homicide with a vehicle, or 
eluding a police officer. 

The Commission established a time frame for 
th~ conduct of trials. It stated that the time between 
arrest and trial in a felony prosecution should not 
exc~ei~ 60 days, and the time between arrest and 
prosect>tion for a misdemeanor should not exceed 
45 days. However, the Commission did not recom
mend the automatic dismissal of cases that did not 
meet this titile frame. It suggested the time 'limits 
as a goal to shoot for as a norm, but not as grounds 
for dismissal if they're not met. 

The Commission made a number of recommenda
tions concerning procedures to be followed prior to 
the trial itself. It recommended that grand jury indict
ments be eliminated as a means of initiating criminal 
prosecutions. It recommended the use of summonses, 
in many cases, instead of arrest as a method of 
bringing an accused person before the court. In 
addition, the Commission believed that a prosecu
ting attcimey should approve, at least by telephone, 
all arrests and search warrants. It was felt that the 
decision to apply for a warrant is best made by an 
attorney. 

The Commission stated that, within 6 hours of his 
arrest, the accused should be brought before a 
judicial officer who would advise him of the charge 
;against him and of his constitutional rights. The 
judicial officer would be authorized to take steps 
to procure legal counsel for the accused, and would 
have the power in certain cases to return the accused 
to the police for further custodial investigation which, 
however, would be limited in duration and purpose. 

The Commission recommended expanded use of 
release on personal recognizance as opposed to 
bond, and stated that arraignment before a trial 
judge should be eliminated as serving no useful 
putpbse. 

A very significant recommendation of the Com. 
mission waS that pretrial discovery-that is, exchange 
of information as to the facts between counsel and 
between the parties-be greatly expanded and made 
available to both the prosecution and the defense. 
The prosecuti\lg attorney and the defendant should 
di.$close all available evidence, consistent, of cO'jrse, 
with fifth amendment protection. Evidence other 
than a defendant's own testimony ShOllld be excluded 
at trial if not disclosed in advance to the adverse 
party. . 

This expanded view of discovery would bring 
cdmiual litigation much more closely in line with 
civil litigation. There is a strong tendency in crimi-

nal cases for both prosecutors and the defense coun
sel to tely as much as possible on the element of 
surprise. The Commission reasoned that. more exten
sive discovery would tesult in fairer and speedier 
trials, al!d would maximize the possibility of admin
istrative diversion as opposed to adjudication in 
court 011 the merits. 

Two other significant recommendations pertain 
to motion practice and pretrial conference. Motions 
should be filed not later than 15 days after the 
preliminary hearing. After the filing of the motions, 
a single hearing should be held on all motions not 
later than 5 days thereafter. Further, it was recom
mended that except in special circumstances a pre
trial conference be held in each case between the 
judge and the lawyers to narrow the issues for 
litigation and to set the ground rules for the conduct 
of the trial. 

The theory of the Commission in making these 
t.wo recommendations is obvious. It is to maintain a 
pure trial docket unencumbered by motions and 
unnecessary preliminary skirmishes between coun
sels. I don't think that I have to streSs the point 
with police officers who spend so much time in 
courtrooms that there is no reason why witnesses 
and jurors should be compelled to cool their heels 
for hours on end while the lawyers are meetin~»with 
th'e judge in chambers haggling over ~ctq~is' and 
swapping yarns. 

Recommended procedures to facilitf.te the con
duct of the trial itself include trial by juries of less 
than 121 the conduct of voir dire by the trial judge 
and not by attorrleys, greater control by the judge 
of repetitive evidence, notice to witnesses by tele
phone of when they will testify to avoid unnecessary 
time spent in court, and computerized docket 
control. 

With respect to sentencing, the Commission recom
mended that all sentencing be by the trial judge 
and not by the jury, that the judge should set only 
the maximum term for which the accused may be 
held, leaving to administrative discretion the pt;>ssi
bility of earlier releases, and that sentences should 
be subject to appellate review for the sake of greater 
uniformity and fairne,ss. 

Finally, and I think probably. most importantly, 
the most novel and I believe the most exciting recom
mendations of the Commission with respect to courts 
relate to procedures for juridicial review of the trial 
court's judgment of conviction. The Commission 
pointed out that under present law, up to 11 sepa
rate. steps are available to a defendant after he has' 
been convicted by a trial court. Today, appellate 
review. of a conviction is repetitious and apparently 
interminable. Cases are not unusual in which a single\'. 
penitentiary inmate has been in the appellate courts 



for 10 years OJ: more. These procedures tie up not 
only the appellate courts but the trial courts as 
well since the trial court has jurisdiction over motions 
for new trials and original jurisdiction over collateral 
attacks against judgments of conviction. 

The Commission recommended' the abolition of 
motions for new trial and further recommended a 
single unified review combining what is now encom
passed in both direct appeal and collateral attack. 
The Commission suggested that a unified review 
procedure be attempted on an experimental basis 
in a few jurisdictions. Under this procedure, the 
reviewing court would be assisted by a professional 
staff of attorneys whD would be authorized to go 
beyond the transcript of the trial court and to search 
for matters now raised not only on direct appeal 
but also on subsequent collateral -attack. Further 
review would be possible only in a limited number 
of cases involving very substantial questions. 

Just one remaining point-the Commission did 
recommend abolishing separate magistrate and 
municipal courts, .and unifying the courts into a 
k,ngle court system. I said earlier that minor traffic 
cases, according to the Commission, should not be 
handled by courts as such, but rather should be 
hand~ed by administrative court officers as civil 
mattera. 

A unified court system would abolish municipal 
courts add magistrate courts, and all courts would 
become courts of record; that is, courts in which a 
tnmscript of the record is kept. It would do away 
with the now present and very wasteful way of 
appealing a judgment from a court that is not a 
court of record-,<.,.the typical municipal court or 
magistrate cou(t-:-hy trial de novo . .In the baseline 
trial courts, the CoItlrni.ssion recommends, and the 
Task Force concurs, tuat this procedure be done 
away with. 

citizen in, a blue suit with brass buttons on it. He 
is merely doing on a full-time basis What every 
citizen should do as an obligation of his citizenship, 

So the great power that can be turned on in 
America to fight crime is the power of the people, 
Here to bring us a synopsis of the Community Crime 
Prevention Task Force report is a gentleman who 
is the President of the Aurora Metal Corporation ill 
Aurora, Illinois, and chairman of the Community 
Involvement Advisory Task Force-G~Ol'ge Peters. 

Mr~ Petets: Thank you, Chief. Fellow conferees. 
Ladies and gentlemen. 

What a foundryman is doing here talking to suqh 
a distinguished group of gentlemen as you, I really 
don't know except that r am a concerned citizen. 

We-the Task Force on Community Crime Pre~ 
vention-didn't get started as early as the Task 
Forces on Police, Courts, and Corrections. This 
was because they ~tied to assign it to each of the 
other three andfldne of them would take it. So we 
started a new,{tsk force. 

As we searched back and looked at prior com
missions, many of them alluded to the citizen involve .. 
ment aspect of crime prevention but apparently they 
had neither the time nor the resources to pursur. 
it further. Sq, this Community Crime Prevention 
group was put together. 

It was staffed by some very excellent people and 
"I think that when you get the full report you will 
~;!e some significant suggestions and aids that will 
help in our total approach to the crime and delin
quency problem. 

As I said previously, prior commissions realized 
the necessity of involving the community at al~, 
levels and in every area if success was to be achieved.' 
The other three task forces~Po1ice, Courts, and 
Corrections realized this also. 

The citizens at large on this Commission also 
Chief Davis: Thank you,General, and thank you arrived at the conviction that the existence of the" 

for the excellent work of your task force. com,munity crimeprevchtion effort with responsible, 
It's quite obvious that your mission is not merely purpQseful, and 'Joncerted involvement of people 

one of merchandising the report of the Police. If in loc'al communities and neighborhoods-must be 
you can put these recommendation's,for the juqiciary a part of our national impact on crime. Basic ttY this 
into effect in your jurisdiction, your work is' that premise is that the institutionalized activities of the 
much easier, and the dawn of safety i~,going to be criminal justice system could becbxm more effective 
a lot closer. . with community participation in the pl:anning,jwple-

Community Crime Prevention. This is!lbmething mentation, and evaluntioa of a preventative effort. 
that you're pretty good at. In the last. W years, The first thing we tried to do, was to define com~ 
we've been drawn out of our inSUlarity. We've~geen munity. We found that the word has aJways denoted 
forced to work in our communities. We've bl}en territoriality. The community was the place. where 
forced to turn to the help of the community~, Arid. the .. householder lived, worked, went to' church, and 
really mag~lificent jobs of this have been done in' .... raised nis family, 
many, many places in (the country. . Today, the meatling of commlmity has changed. 

We have to rell.U~e, as it was once said, that a A}; we have seen the population increase, we have 
policeman is c. mereiy:-inli democratic society':"-'a seert\~ots '6tpebpll1' moving at;ound. Today j places 
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Q, for 10 years or m()re. These procedures tie up not 
,only the appellate courts but the trial courts as 
well since the trial court has jurisdiction over motions 
for new trials and original jurisdiction over collateral 
attacks against judgments of conviction. 

The Commission recommended the abolition of 
motions for new trial and further recommended a 
single unified review combining what iSI/now encom
passed in both direct appeal and coll~\teral attack. 
The Commission suggested that a unl~ed revl'~w 
procedure be attempted on an experimental basis 
in a few jurisdictions. Under this procedure, the 
reviewing Court would be assisted by a professional 
staff of attorneys who would be authorized to go 
beyond the transcript of the trial court and to search 
for matters now raised not only on direct appeal 
but also on subsequent collateral attack. Further 
review would be possible only in a limited number 
of cases involving very substantial questions. 

Just one remaining point--the Commission did 
recommend abolishing separate magistrate' and 
municipal couets, and unifying the ,couets' into a 
siogle court system. :r said earlier thl1lt minor traffic 
()ases, according to the Commission, should not be 
handled by courts as such, but rather should be 
handled by admini&trative court officers as civil 
matters. 

A unified court system would abolish municipal 
courts and magistrate courts, and ail courts would 
become courts of recordj that is, coucts in which a 
transcdpt of the record is kept. It would do away 
with the now present and very wasteful way of 

"T;tppealing a judgment from a court that is not a 
'court of l;'ecord-the typical municipal court or 
magistrate court-by ttial de novo. In the baseline 
trial couct:), the Commission recommends, and the 
Task Foece concurs, that this proceduce be done 
away with. 

Chief Davis: Thank you, General, ~,~clj~fiarik 'you 
for the excellent work of your task force. 

It's quite obvious that your mission is not merely 
one of merchandising the report of the Police. If 
you can put these recommendations for the judiciary 
into effect in your jurisdiction, your work is that 
much easier, and the dawn ·of safety is going to be 
a lot closer. 
. Community Crime Prevention. This is si)mething 

that you're pretty good at. In the last 10 years, 
we've been dmwn out of our insularity. We've been 

"forced to work in our communities. We've been 
forced to tum to the help of the community. And 
really magnificent jobS of this have been done in 
many, many places in the country. ;;, 

We n/hve to realize, as it was once said, that a 
policeman is merely-in a democratic society-a 

citizen in. a blue suit with brass buttons on it. He 
is merely doing on a full-time basis what every 
citizen should do as an obligation of his citizenship. 

So the great power that can be tumed on in 
America to fight crime is the power of the people. 
Here to bring us a synopsis otthe Community f lrime 
Prevention Task Force report is a gentIemarl" who 
is the President of the Aurora Metal Corporat! im ill 
Aurora, Illinois, and chairman of the Comm\inity 
Involvement Advisory Task Foece-Geoege Peters. 

Mr. Peters: Thank you, Chief. Fellow conferees. 
Ladies and gentlemen. 

What a foundryman is dOing here talking to such 
a distinguished geoup of gentlemen as you, I reany 
dli-:'l't know except that I am a concerned citizen. 

We-the Task Force on Community Crime Pre~ 
vention-didn't get started as eady as the Task 
Forces on Police, Courts, and. Corrections. This 
was because they tded to assign it to each of the 
other three and none of them would take it. So we 
started a new task force. 

As we searched back and looked at prior com
missions, many of them alluded to the citizen involve
ment aspect of crime prevention but apparently they 
had neither the time nor the resources to pursu~ 
it further. Sq, this Community Crime Prevention 
geoup was put togethee. 

It was staffed by some very excellent people and 
I think that when you get the full report you will 
see some significant suggestions and aids that will 
help in our total approach to the crime and delin
quency problem. 

As I said previously, prioe commissions realized 
the necessity of involving the community at all 
levels and in every area if success was to be achieved. 
The othee three task forces-Police, Couets, and 
Corrections realized this also, 

The citizens at large on this Commission also 
arrived at the conviction that the existence of the 
community cdme prevention effort with responsible, 
purposeful, and concerted involvement of people 
in local communities and neighboehoods-must be 
a pact of out national impact on crime. Basic to this 
premise is that the institutionalized activities of the 
ctiminal justi'i3 system could become more effective 
with community participation in the planning, imple
mentation, and evaluation of a pre.ventative effort. 

The first thing we tried to do was to define com
munity, We found that ,the wotdhas always denoted 
territoriality. The comrrlUllity was the place where 
the householder lived, worked, went to church, and 
raised his family. 

Today, the meaning of communi.ty has changed. 
As we have seen the population iI'Jcrease, we have 
seen lots of people niovingaxound. Today, places 
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of Iivingand working are often widely spread apart. 
The old sense of community has therefore been lost 
to some degree. 

Community has come to mean not only a neigh
borhood, but a meeting of shared values of a com
mon interest-which mayor may not have to do 
with where a person lives. 

Community, then, refers to two distinct concepts. 
In one sense, it is still a geographical area. How
ever, it often means the support of common goals. 

We finally came up with. a definition of commu
nity to mean nothing less than society at large
individual citizens, families and neighborhoods, 
~'Jhools, churches and recreational facilities, the 
public and private sectors of business, industry, 
labor, and government. No onF,) is excluded, every
one is included-quite necessarily, if we're going 
to be effective. 

The big question we addressed to aU levels of 
society was: What can we do to get together to 
prevent or reduce the incidence of crime and lower 
its personal and economic costs? 

The next thing we did was to define crime. 
Throughout the report, when we talk about crime, we 
mean ci'ime against the person or property as well 
as crimes against the public. The crimes people fear 
most and that impose heavy personal and economic 
costs are I'ecognized as priority problems in this 
report. 

Certainly, we recognized the fact that crime is a , 
community problem. By far the largest number of . 
crimes that are committed in the community and the 
ones feared most are committed by the residents of 
that community. 

The apprehension of the offender is accomplished 
by community police. He is tried in a community 
court, in which is seated a community judge, and is 
heard by a jury made up of community members. 
If he is found guilty, he is incarcerated in a com
munity jail, or released to a community proba,tion 
department. 

What got the offender them in the first place also 
has community s'ignificance. All too often the temp
tations Or conditions that brought about the crime 
have resulted from the failure of some citizen or 
citizens to do their part in the crirlle prevention 
effort. 

While we realize that much new ground had to be 
broken and some working assumptions had to be 

. adopted, we did know a few things. The individual 
\ who believes that crime happens only to the other 

guy, and Who does nothing to make his voice heard 
-in support of better lighting, well-trained and 
well-equipped police officers, efficient court systems 
dissenlinating uniform and swift justice, and rehabi-
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Htative corrections-defaults on his obligations as a 
citizen. 

Likewise, when· local government offidals fail 
to take actton to maintain a high degree of profes
sionalism in their law enforcement and criminal jus
tice systems, they are failing in their responsibilities 
to their constituents. And then, it's the time for the 
constituents to take charge and get rid of the ineffi-
cient officials. . 

Interestingly enough, the task force found that the 
progressive elements of the criminal justice system 
asked for and welcomed the involvement of citizens. 
Over and over again, calls for assistance have gone 
out fmm polic(~, courts and corrections, and they 
have been answered in a positive and productive 
tone. Many of the State Planning Agencies have 
found willing and result-oriented businessmen of 
great help. The opportunities are limitless for busi
ness, industry; labor, and private citizens to become 
involved in their local justice system. 

We found that if we are to reduce crime, we need 
a Willingness on the part of all citizens to give of 
themselves in time, energy, and imagination. 

Isn't it ironic that we are trying to enlist the 
American cQlnscience on behalf of community crime 
prevention when the Y0ry crimes we are trying to 
prevent through community efforts are being com
mitted by the members of the community itself? 

Prevention of delinquency and crime is hard to 
measure. However, we do know that crime rates go 
down in communities where citizens become in
volved. 

If. appears that the business of the criminal justice 
system is to marshal all resources possible to choke 
off crime at its roots. I don't feel as though we can 
get to these roots unless we get a worried citizenry 
to translate its indignation into active participation 
in the search for and implementation of an active 
solution. 

The criminal justice system must inevitably fall 
even further behind in its crime control and rehabili
tation efforts if this is not accomplished. This Com
mission believes that effective crime prevention is 
possible only through broad-based community 
awareness and involvement. 

We have attempted to offer insights into the roie 
which a citizen can play and have cited a number 
of the successful programs already in operation 
throughout the country. The success with which 
these people have met is an excellent commentary 
on the need for volunteer a(:tion as well as a tribute 
to their concern. What they ,have done in their com
munities can be done elsewhere. It is on the basis 
of their proven record that we offer the challenge to· 
all citizens to become similarly involved. 



Many communities have already recognized this, 
acted upon it, and we will have in the final report 
many, many examples of successful programs. Hope
fully, these success stories will serve as an inspira
tion and incentive for other communities and we'll 
get citizen action going to accomplish these things. 
Crime and delinquency can never be reduced without 
public involvement. 

We did get into some specific areas impacting on 
the amount and seriousness of crime. I'll just touch 
on them. 

We took a good look at education. Governor 
Peterson referred to it eadier. When we looked at 
education, we said: "Education has changed over 
the past hundred years, but not very much." We 
were alarmed at the fact that a third grade pupil can 
move out of a classroom in Portland, Oreg., into a 
classroom in Portland, Maine, and pick up on the 
same page in the same book. Is this imagination in 
the educational procedure? 

We were qw.te disturbed about the educators and 
their great desire to develop curriculum as if all 
students were college-bound. We certainly made 
some significant recommendatii.ms for changes that 
approach the necessity to provide vocational training 
and job-related skills, 

Working with schools in many areas has created 
anew image of the law enforcement officer. You 
will have to break down the stiff, stodgy ideas the 
educators retain-described in the chapter on edu
cation. Many school-police liaison programs are very 
successful. Certainly, police pal'ticipation in youth 
activities, such as Scouts, Little Leagues, YMCA's/ 
YWCA's, Boys Clubs can only help. 

I am sure the police have gripes about some of 
these social service agencies, such as the ones in 
mental health. Well, don't stand for it. Just because 
they work 9 to 5, get to them, and ten them we need 
their services around the clock. We are telling them 
that and you should, too. 

Governor Peterson also referred to employment, 
and we took a good look at its role in the crime 
problem. Here, too, we found practices of the past 
that must be changed. 

And I'll speak for industry-we need some chang
ing, too. The area we looked at was: Where is that 
available job opportunity for the potential offender 
that will keep him out of crime? Where are we 
misusing talents by underemployment? It's a very 
interesting chapter and I recommend it to you. 

:We took a look at recreation. We know that some
tin\\es when a kid picks up a rock and throws it 
through a window or at a passing car, that's a form 
of recreation. If he doesn't know any better and if 
he doesn't have the appropriate recreational facili-

ties in which to let off the steam; some of these 
things are bound to result in court appearances. 
We've got a very interesting chapter on expanding 
and providing recreational programs. We call on th~ 
total resources of the community to participate, not 
only in providing the facilities, but to get th~m in 
on the planning of what should be done when the 
facilities are available. 

We even took a look at the very sensitive area of 
religion, and made some recommendations as to the 
role of the church in community crime prevention. 
And as we heard this morning, we took a hard look 
at drug abuse, and the main results are that metha .. 
done. maintenance is to be tested further. However, 
heroin maintenance is not to be tested. Other treat
ment methods are also discussed. 

We also took a look at the community services 
that are being delivered to people. How fast and 
how well are they achieving their goals? 

Youth Services Bureaus are one way in which we 
can keep kids from eV'erentering the criminal justice 
or juvenile system. They could be human services 
bureaus. 

And finally, we took a good hard look at integ. 
rity in government. I think that some of the polls 
were a little bit shocked about what the American 
people feel about people in government. I guess they 
feel that everybody is just a little bit shady. I think 
we've got some guidelines in this report to improve 
public confidence in elected and appointed officials. 
If properly followed, it might be very effective. 

Integrity in the police department is a paramount 
concern. When members of the police department 
are found guilty of bribery, payoffs and other crimes, 
it tears at the heart of our civilized society and our 
form of government. There is no way to calculate 
the cynicism engendered in the citizen, especially 
the young person. How do you measure the erosion 
of confidence as the diminished respect for law 
and order? These actions certainly undermine the 
efforts to get citizens to enlist in crime pl'evention 
efforts. 

It's a well known fact that citizens will rally be
hind and support criple prevention efforts if, in the 
eye of the community, the status of law enforcement 
is honorable. If it's corrupt, forget it. This -means 
minority suppression or political machine tactics as 
w~ll as the police integrity. . 

In essence, I think the result of this work has been 
a new dime~lsion added to the criminal justice sys
tem. In the past, it's been referred to as courts, cor
rections, and police. What we, as citizens; are saying 
is: "Move over. Let community crime prevention in. 
You'n never solve the problem without us." 

Thank you. 
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Chief Davis: Thank you, George. 
There are probably hundreds of thousands of men 

like George Peters in business and industry around 
the country, though not all are up to George's level 
of dedica1ion, not all are willing i.o help you. Many 
of you are working with them. There are hundreds 
of thousahds of other citizens willing to do the same 
job. 

Let me suggi~st, as we close, that wher! you go 
back after these 3 days to your home communities, 
you think about being a host in your police head
quarters to a meeting of all the !.'lrincipal actors in 
the criminal justice system, the presiding judges, the 
city prosecutors, the county prosecutors-if you're 
a chief, a sheriff, a chief probation officer, the head 
of the parole board-and you sit down and. start a 
dialog on the basis of this report. 

I can tell from experience that when you've been 
doing that for a year or so and a crisis comes up, 
that you can respond to rapidly and effectively with 
no ,beating of one another in the newspapers and so 
for.th, there can be almost instant change that can 
never be brought about by outside pressure. 

And so I give you the challenge, you law enforce.." 
ment officials, of assuming a new role of statesman
ship in making the criminal justice system work 
together. 

Thank you. 

First Conference 
Session 

COURTS 

PRESIDING: 

PANELISTS: 
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"An Overview of Standards 
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Daniel J. Meador, 
Professor of Law, 
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School, Charlottesville, Va. 

George Dix, Professor of 
Law, University of Texas, 
Austin, Tex. 
"The Courts Task Force" 

Robert J. Kutak, Attorney, 
Kutak, Rocke, Cohen, 
Campbell and Peters; 
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"The Corrections Task 
Force" 

Arthur L. Alarcon, Judge, 
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Professor Meador: Our task this morning is to give 
you a panoramic overview of the entire scope of 
the Commission's work with some special attention 
to the section on Courts. There will be small work
shop discussion sessions this afternoon and tomor
row in which you will have a chance to talk, ask 
questions, and discuss the contents of the Working 
Papers. I'm afraid under the program format you 
are going to have to -listen for a little while longer 
this morning. . 

As chairman of the Courts Task Force, I will 
begin by saying something about the way in which 
this task force went about its work, what we did, and 
how we did it. Then I will present the editor of our 
report, who will outline some of the highlights of 
the Courts report, and then we have several other 
speakers who will outline to you the other reports 
of the Commission. 

As you can see, the Courts report is merely one 
slice of a very much larger pie. It is a rather inspir
ing occasion, I think, to see this outpouring of people 
interested in the courts coming together with people 
from other segments of the system in an integrated, 
unified effort. You may begin to get a feeling some
what like that expressed by the farmer who said to 
someone offering to tell· him how to do something, 
"Man, what I need is help, not advice." We hope 
that our report will give you some of both-help and 
advice-in how to go about meeting the problems. 

Now the Courts Task Force, operating under and 
created by the National Advisory Commission, com
menced its work in February of 1972. The 15 mem
bers were a broadly based and diverse group in 
experience and outlook. They were drawn from no 
one section of the country. They represented no 
single political attitude, no single viewpoint about 
the courts. The membership included a State attorney 
general, a State supreme court justice, a State court 
administrator, a busy prosecuting attomey, a State 
public defender, a private defense lawyer, a judge 
of general jurisdiction, a juvenile court judge, two 
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law professors, a director of a State crhninal justice 
planning agency, and others. And I want publicly 
to express my appreciation to these people for the 
enormous amount of time they invested in this 
effort.1 

The task force was supported by a staff of four 
lawyers who worked full-time for over 6 months. 
At this point I want to recognize Harvey Friedman, 
the director of that staff, whose name was inad
vertently omitted from the printed material you have. 
Harvey directed that staff for some 7 or 8 months. 
He's now pursuing a doctoral degr~e at Columbia 
Law School, and I greatly appreciate the contribu
tion he made to this report. 

A large part of the drafting of the origina). pro
posals was done by consultnnts who were engaged 
for that purpose. Altogether, some two dozen per
sons contributed drafts of material. Another dozen 
advisers were utilized for their ideas and suggestions. 
For the final editing and revision of the report, a 
number of law professors were engaged. 

Many of the contributors and advisers, as well as 
task for~e members, are affiliated with organizations 
and groups actively involved in the work of the 
courts and the criminal justice system. Some of the 
groups whose interests and views were thus fed into 
the work of the task force include the National Legal 
Aid and Defender Association, the National District 
Attorneys Association, the National College for the 
State Judiciary, the Institute for Court Management, 
the Institute for Prosecution Management, the Amer
ican Bar Foundation, and the Criminal Law Section 
of the American Bar Association. As drafts of the 
report were assembled, copies were made available 
to the Federal Judicial Center, the National Center 
for State Courts, and the American Bar Association. 

From the outset, the Courts Task Force realized 
that, though the time schedule was tight, the charge 
was potentially one of immense scope. While this 
created difficulties, it had the salutOJ£'Y effect of forc
ing thought into priorities. Where was the most 
pressing need for change in the criminal courts sys
tem? The task force was thus compelled to be selec
tive. The report does not purport to be comprehen
sive. Rather, the report focuses on those aspects of 
the judiciary and the judicial processes deemed to 
be most in need of improvement or reform, or on 
th,;)se areas where there is a realistic cha.nce of effect
ing change in the near future. 

In selecting certain topics for· treatment and in 
omitting others, we faced additional (,~onsideration of 
the extent to which a consensus of opinion could 
be muste.red around an idea. Certain issues not dealt 

1 See the listing of Courts Task Force members at the end 
of this book. 

with. one way or the other are not dealt will}. sL'llp!y 
because informed opinion in this country is too di~ 
vided. This is not to say, though, that all controver
sial issues were avoided. A reading of the report will 
show otherwise. 

The membership of the Courts Task F\<)rce met 
on six different occasions between February and 
December of 1972. These meetings ranged in dura
tion from 1 to 3 days each. In between, there were 
innumerable informal meetings ,of staff members, 
consultants, and individual task fClrce members. Ini
tial drafts ?f proposals were develo.ped in many quar
ters. Yet, In the end, every standard and recommen
dation in the finai report has beelll before the task . 
force itself and, later, the Commission for approval 
at one or more meetings. 

In line with its mandate, the tnsk force did not 
undertake any empirical research ,Clf its own. It drew 
instead upon existing literature, sltudies, pilot proj~ 
ects.) and the ideas of its staff, comlultants, men ' ... ~X;~, 
edJ:tors, and others. From these, th() task force ~)l~:~~ 
to assemble the best contemporary thinking on ideas 
relating to improving the role of the courts in the 
criminal justice system. The report embraces pro
posals which, to the task force and the Commission, 
appear tlO have the most promise of producing re
sults. Thtig report is not designed simply as a study 
to be· looked at and placed on the shelf. It's designed 
for actiolll,.and action now. 

Among the many sources drawn on, those which 
were especially helpful were the reports of the 
President's Crime Commission of the mid-sixties, the 
work of the American Law Institute,. and the pub
lished reports of the American Bar Association 
Project on Standards of Criminal Justice. The ABA 
standards have been a particularly rich source of 
proposals. Had it not been for that large and com
prehensive effort, the work of the task . force would 
have been indeed difficult. As it was. this task force 
could pass by numerous aspects of' the system be
oause they had been treated quite well in those ABA 
standards. 

To give you a more specific notion of our cover
age, as compared to that of the ABA standards, I 
can indicate that the ABA standards not dealt with 
by this report are: sentencing alternatives and pro
cedures; the urban police; joinder and severance; 
probation; fair trial and free press; and electronic 
surveillance. 

There are other ABA standards which cover top
ics touched on only in a very small way by this 
Courts report. They include, for example, functions 
of the trial judge, trial by jury, and pretrial release. 
There is a relatively small degree of overlap. Por .. 
tions of the Courts report which address problems 
also dealt with in the ABA standards include the 
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chapters on screening, the pro~lecution, and the de
fense. On most such points of common concern, this 
Courts report is consistent with the ABA standards. 
In the main, our report reinforct\s the work of the 
ABA, as you can see from the exc.erpts you.'ve been 
provided. In my judgment, this Coz,.,lrts report should 
~ive added impetus to the current efforts to imple
ment the ABA standards. 

The recommendations and stand~\rds developed 
by this task force and adopted by the Commission 
are organized into 15 chapters. You have in your 
looseleaf booklet excerpts from 11 of those chap
ters. There are some further revisions,' 110t reflected 
in what you have, and there is much more. The other 
four chapters from which you have no excerpts deal 
with court-community relations, computel's and the 
courts, juveniles, and mass disorders. In the final 
repotfthere will also be an introductory st~ction on 
the role of the courts in the criminal justicle system 

. and. jI, concluding section on priorities. The Com
missIon's entire Report on Courts is scheduled fo~ 
publication in the fall. . 

The Commission throughout" has been persistent 
in focusing on its objective of mapping plans to re
duce crime. The Courts Task Force itself spent much 
time attempting to select subjects and to formulate 
standards in relation to that objective of the Com
mission. The conclusion was reached, however, that 
it is difficult, if not impossible, to relate the work 
of the courts to crime in the same direct way, for 
example, that police work can be related to crime. 
Meaningful data are lacking and experience itself 
does not provide any clear guide as to the impact 
on crime of many facets of the judicial process. 
Nevertheless. the task force realized the magnitude 
of the natkmal crime problem and sensed the public 
necessity for remedial steps. Accordingly, it f~lt justi
fied in acting on certain widely shared beliefs and 
assumptions. 

Foremost among the assumptions that uncte.rlie 
this report is the proposition that cumbersome and 
protracted litigation of criminal cases blunts the de
terrent effect of the criminal law. Conversely, there 
is the proposition that prompt disposition of cases 
heightens deterrent effect. Thus, many of the pro
posals are 'aimed at making the judicial process more 
efficient in terms of time and costs. Others are aimed 
at routing defendants out of the courts altogether. 

The effort here is to streamline and to modernize 
court px:ocesses while preserving all that is necessary 
to a full and fair hearing on the :mAnts. The courts 
certainly are not crime control agbtlcies in the com
mon sense of that term. Yet, we believe they should 
not' needlessly obstruct the efforts of those that are. 
The task force also acted on the assumption that 
no syster.l\ can be better than the peuple who man it. 
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In criminal cases this includes jl,ldges, prosecutors. 
'defense lawyers, and court administrators. These 
standards are directed at upgrading the professional 
competl~nce and continued training of all these key 
officials, and at providing th~m with resources that 
m~ke it possible for them. to perform in an optimum 
way. . 

The task force confronted another difficulty in 
going about its work. That was the realization that, 
in our system of government, courts perform roles 
that may at times be actually inconsistent with law 
enforcement efforts. Our courts have the responsi
bility for insuring objective determinations of guilt. 
They are an independent branch of government de
signed for that purpose. They must insure also that, 
in the guilt-determining process, a fair procedure 
is followed, and that all the safeguards provided by 
law for an accused are observed. Functioning in that 
way makes it difficult at times to convict. 

The courts stand between the police and the 
prison. The fight against crime might be carried out 
much more simply and efficiently, at least in the 
short run, if accused persons were processed dlrectly 
from the police to the correctional system. That ar
rangement has not been unknown in world experi
ence. But it is not our way or the way of constitu
tional government. 

In the Courts report, we propose to structure the 
system so as to preserve fully the constitutional pro
tections for defendants and. to preserve the role of 
the courts as objective adjudicators of criminal ac
cusation. The Courts Task Force and the Commis
sion see no war between due process alOd efficiency. 
Indeed, it is our view that due process as well as 
effective law enforcement is threatened by the in.
efficiencies which now afflict' the courts. This report 
seeks to prescribe r~medies which will restore public 
confidence in the judiciary by making the courts 
fairer, more efficient, and more objective. Thereby, 
in our view, the courts will contribute, insofar as 
they can, to the reduction of crime. 

Now we realize that no document will command 
universal acceptance. It is unlikely that you will. 
agree with every point in the Courts report. It is 
doubtful that every member of the task force or of 
the Commission agrees with all of its details. This 
b only natural. Yet, I believe the Courts report is 
apt to have a wide appeal among thoughtful persons 
concerned with improving the system. A large ma
jority of the standards and recommendations will, I 
predict, have few dissenters. If implemented, they 
will work vast improvements. So I commend this 
report to you not only for thought but for action. 

The question, I submit, is not whether you agree 
with every individual proposal, or whether you think 
the ta.sk force should have gone about its work in a 
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different way, or whether this person or that person 
should or should not have been involved. It would 
be easy to fall into useless squabbling over many 
such small matters and thus do nothing. The ques
tion, I submit, is whether, taken as a whole on its 
merits, the report provides a useful blueprint for 
action and discussion around which men of good
will can rally in the national interest. It does not pur
port to provide an answer for all time or for all 
places, or any ultimate solution. It is simply a state
ment of what informed, concerned, and experienced 
people think should be done in our time and place 
to improve the system. 

I hold th.... view that this decade promises to be 
genuinely a decade of judicial reform. All signs 
seem to me to point that way. And yet it will not be 
so unless we meet our responsibilities. Every person 
here is here because he or she occupies a place of 
influence. However large or small you may gauge 
your own influence, you are in a position to make 
something happen. Otherwise, you would n.ot be 
here. So I ask you to join in this Conference, these 
discussions, these considerations with that in viev. 
and also keeping in view one of my favorit,~ dictums 
out of the past: It's necessary to reform in vrder to 
preserve. 

Now that conciudes my general overview of how 
we went about putting tbis report together. I want 
~o present to you now the editor of the report who 
will outline some of the highlights and the themes 
of its contents which you will be discussing in more 
detail this afternoon and tomorrow. So I present OUl 

task force editor, Professor George Dix of the Uni· 
versity of Texas Law School. 

Mr. Dix: Well, in general terms let me make some 
comments and then go on to some of the specific 
chapters. 

The report obviously addresses itself in no small 
detail to such things as formal procedures and the 
hardware that is involved in the criminal justice 
process-things 'such as libraries and so on. In ad
dition, however,it addresses itself in large part to 
the discretionary! decisions, primarily those of the 
prosecutor. And in this area the report-following 
trends in much of the modern thought-I think tends 
to stress the need to raise the visibiHty of these kinds 
of discretionary decisions. This Gan be done by draft
ing guidelines for their exercise and so on, &.iJ.d by 
structuring the making of decisions in particular 
cases. An example of the latter is keeping better rec
ords of the bases upon which individual decisions 
are made and period:ic internal review~ by agencies, 
prosecutors, and others to give us some assurance 
that, in fact, the decisions are being carried on in a 

manner that is consistent with the objectives of the 
criminal justice process. 

Given that general approa,ch, let me go down/ 
chapter by chapter, and give you what seems to me 
to be the essence, the most fundamental points of 
the chapters in which the Commission has addressed 
itself to individual problems. 

First of all, we began with screening: the decision 
by a prosecutor to stop formal criminal proceedings 
against an individual with no expectation that the 
individual would do anything in return. Chapter 1 
makes it quite clear that the Commission regards 
this as almost exclusively a discretionary decision of 
the prosecl1tor. 

It does,however; provide that in IhrJted situa
tions there ought to be judicial review of this de
cision. A complaining witness or a complainant or 
the police ought to have access to the judiciary to 
determine whether the prosecutor's decision not to 
proc.:led is an abuse of discretion. The Commission 
obviously felt that this would occur in only very 
limited situations, but that there was a need for 
some recourse from this discretionary de-eision of 
the prosecutor. 

The chapter also provides for guidelines to be 
promulgated for the decision as to screening, em
phasizing the need for the prosecutor to address 
himself to particular crimes in much greater detail 
as to those circumstances under which he will or will 
not proceed. While there was a recognition that stan
dards such as those in the report could not deal 
with this degree of specificity with the problem, the 
report does attempt to set out the general kinds of 
factors that ought to be considered in promulgating 
guidelines in more specificity. 

The chapter also urges that records be kept con
cerning the reasons for screening out individuals and 
for stopping formal criminal proceedings. Periodi
cally, prosecutors' offices should make efforts to re
view the ways in which these decisions are made and 
to ascertain whether, in fact, they are being made : . 
with the best interests of the community in view and 
are effectuating those interests. 

The. report then turns to the matter of diversion~ 
which the Commission defines in this context as the 
cessation of criminal prosecution on the condition 
that the defendant do something--engage in a re
habilitative program or some other similar program. 
The report makes clear here tbat the prosecutor's 
decision is a discretionary one without any formal 
avenue of review as was provided in screening. 

The report contains general approval and encour~ 
agement for the development of diversionary pro~ 
grams, but with a note of caution that we, need to 
assure, before jumping into this wholeheartedly, that 
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we are engaging in a program that does have some 
reasonable hope of success. The report in the com
mentary does 110t set out areas in which the Com
mission has found that the evidence already avail
able does provide some as~\urance that further efforts 
in this area are likely to provide reasonable returns. 

There is also an emphasis on the need for specific 
programs to which to divert offenders. Diversion 
ought not to be a helter-skelter matter, but rather 
ought to be a situation in whi.ch there are identifiable 
programs developed specifically for the diversion of 
offenders from the criminal process. 

Again, the report stresses the need for specific 
guidelines for the exercise of this discretionary de· 
dsion by the prosecutor. It sets forth general criteria 
that ought to be specified, ought to be tuned down 
into more specific guidelines. The report also stresses 
the need, in making this decision, to consider not 
only the interests of the offender in being directed 
to that course of activity that best enables him to re
turn to the community, but also the needs of the 
community to retain the criminal justice system as 
an effective means of deterrence. Where no other 
alternative is available, preventive detention is to 
be considered. Some consideration should be given 
also to the interests of the complainant in having 
some satisfaction for the violation of his interests 
that has occurred. 

The chapter on diversion also stresses that, where 
a diversionary program would involve a significant 
deprivation of liberty, the informality ought to be 
modified to the extent of requiring that diversion, 
suspension of criminal prosecution, be made only 
pursuant to a court-approved agreement. Thereby, 
the procedure is formalized to some extent when, 
in effect, diversion may involve a deprivation of lib
erty very analogous to that whi~h would follow a 
formal criminal convictioi:1. 

It's in the area of negotiated pleas, or plea bar
gaining, to use what I suspect some would call a 
more "dirty'· word, that the Commission's recom
mendations are probably most radical-if that is an 
appropriate word-or at least most debatable. The 
Commission has taken the position that it is not only 
desirable but feasible to abolish plea bargaining 
within a 5-year period; that plea bargaining does not 
have the potential for being a worthwhile part of the 
criminal process, that it is feasible and desirable to 
eliminate plea negotiations as a matter of the pro
cessing of criminal cases. During the interim, how
ever, the Commission has recognized that plea bar
gaining will inevitably continue. T!Ie chapter con
tains a number of recommendations by the Com
mission designed to minimize the abuse and the cost 
of this process. 

Again, there is an attempt to formalize the process 
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to a greater extent than is ofterl the case contempo
rarily. The details of the bargain itself ought to be 
on the record of the case. The reasons for the ap
proval or disapproval of an offered guilty plea ought 
to appear on the record-put there, of course, by 
the trial judge. 

In addWon, the standards contain a recommenda
tion that a time limit be set irl each jl'risdiction after 
which a defendant will not be permitted to plead 
guilty other than to that with which he's charged. 
The essence of this recommendation is, of course, to 
remove the problems that last-minute plea bargain
ing causes in the scheduling of cases, and to estab·· 
lish, in effect, a pure trial docket-a trial docket in 
which tiaSes can be scheduled with reasonable assur
ance that they will not result, on the morning of 
trial, in a plea of guilty to a reduced charge, or 
pursuant to any other agreement. 

In addition, for the procedure for judicial appro
val of the pIca negotiation, the Commission has 
taken the position that a defendant, prior to entering 
a plea, should be required to make a format state
ment concerning the details of the ofien&c. This 
essentially m(~ans that unless he is willing affirma
tively to admit guilt of the crime and to say enough 
to establish that he is, in fact, guilty, the bargain 
ought not to be accepted. In effect, a defendant who 
is unwilling or unable to admit guilt of the crime 
should not be permitted to plead guilt~!; In addition, 
the trial judge is specifically authorized to reject a 
plea of guilty if to do so would be in the public in
terest-for example, if accepting a guilty plea would 
tend to degrade the criminal process in the eyes of 
the general public. 

Finally, the standards provide that the plea of 
gUilty ought to have no impact upon sentence what
soever, that the determination of sentence ought to 
be unaffected by the manner in which the defendant 
was convicted. This is an area where the Commis
sion somewhat deviates from the equivalent Ameri
can Bar Association standards. 

In Chapter 4, the Commission turned to the liti
gated case. Among the highlights of this chapter, I 
think, are the time recommendations. The Commis
sion has suggested that the desirable and practical 
Objective is for the general run-of-the-mill felony 
prosecution to involve no more than 60 days from 
arrest to trial. The Commission has suggested that 
the defendant's inWal appearance before a judicial 
officer ought to occur within 6 hours of his arrest. 
In addition, this has been perhaps counterbalanced 
by the suggestion that the judkiul officer be given 
specific authority to remand, under appropriate cir
cumstances, a defendant to police custody. for pur
poses of investigatory techniques. In the commen
tary, the Commission has discussed the variety of 
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problems that might arise with such a proposal, but 
it feels that this can be done within current fourth 
and fifth amendment restrictions. 

The guidelines call for abolition of the grand jury 
as a charging device, although the guidelines also 
recommend its retention for certain investigatory 
purposes. At this point, I call your attention to the 
fact that, in the prosecution section, the Commission 
has ·recommended that prosecutors be given subpena 
power. This would greatly remove, I think, the ne
cessity for the use of the entire cumbersome grand 
jury procedure, where the real need is for the sub
pena power for purposes of investigation. 

In regard to dis\-overy, the Commission's proposal 
goes beyond many contemporary proposals in call
ing essentially for full discovery by both sides, with 
the exception of the defendant's own testimony or 
of the fact that he will or will not testify at trial. 
The Commission's report does call for full disclosure. 

Chapter 4, in addition, calls for abolition of the 
anaignment as a formal procedure in criminal liti
gation. Thedeeling of the Commission was that this 
served ve.ry little purpose under contemporary pro
cedure. On the other hand, it often constituted a 
burden On the part of all involved and little would 
be lost by eliminating it. 

Chapt.er 4 also calls for a pretrial conference in 
all criminal cases unless the trial court judge finds 
specifically that a pretrial conference would sel,"ve 
no value under the circumstances of the case. 

Chapter 5 on sentencing is relatively brief. The 
section on Corrections of the Commission report 
deals with this in great detail. It was felt that in this 
context it was appropriate only to take the basic 
position that sentencing ought to be a function of 

, the judge himself rather than the jury. In' essence, 
the minimum responsibility that the t~ial judge ought 
to have is, in effect, to set a maximum, to set a period 
of time beyond which an individual may not be held. 
This is obviously not inconsistent with proposals for 
in determinant sentencing. 

Chapter 6 of the report, dealing with review or 
the equivalent of appeal, is, again one of the most 
innovative chapters-at least in my view-of the 
report. In effect, this chapter proposes the substitu
tion of what the report calls a review procedure for 
what is currently regarded as appeal. Essentially, 
this would direct much heavier reliance upon a single 
procedure following conviction and put much 
greater restriction upon the availability of subse
quent opportunities for review of issues raised. The 
initial review procedure-which the Commission be-
1ieves in most cases ought to occur no more than 90 
days after trial-would be one that, in effect, would 
substitute not only for appeal, but also for motions 
for new trial in the trial court that tried the case. 

In this review procedure there would be an exten
sive scope of review. The authority of the court 
would extend not only to errors, but also to such 
things as the appropriateness of the sentence under 
the circumstances, and to the existence, if any, of 
newly discovered evidence. Tr~e coverage of the court 
would involve not only coverage of those issues raised 
by counsel, but also the recommendations call for 
a more beefed-up staff in the reviewing court, which 
itself would make an independent examination of 
the record and present issues, if they appeared, that 
were not raised by ,counsel on review. 

The appellate court would have a much more flex
ible procedure than is currently the situation. They 
would have the option, if necessary, to hold a hear
ing themselves, to take testimony, or to refer the 
case back to the trial court for the resolutions that 
appeared on the review examination. 

The chapter on review also calls for a limitation 
on the writing of opinions or the publication of 
those opinions in an attempt to remove the criminal 
process from the avalanche of appellate case law 
that is currently enveloping it, and, among others, 
law libraries. 

Once this procedure had been foilowed, the further 
availability of review would be greatly restricted 
and essentially limited to those situations in which 
there was some indication that further review would 
help develop the law in the area where there were 
assertions that there was some defect in the pro
ceedings that invalidated the entire proceeding. This, 
of course, would include the review proceeding, sit
uations in which there was newly discovered evi
dence, or those limited circumstances in which the 
prior proceedings could not really have reasonably 
been regarded as having resolved the issues. 

Following the chapters dealing with the flow of 
the case, the report turns to some of the elements 
of the system itself. In the chapter dealine:, with the 
judiciary, the Commission has, in effect, adtwted the 
Missoud Plan for initial selection. Selection is to be 
by the executive from a panel of individuals selected 
by a nominating commission. After a period of years, 
these individuals-the judges-are to run against 
their own records, not in a contested election, on the 
basis of: "Should Judge X be retained?" The Com
mission has recommended a 4-year term of office 
for trial judges and a 6-year term of office for appel
late judges. It has recommended a 6S-year manda
tory retirement age with, however, authorization for 
appointment of a retired judge to sit for limited pe
riods with the permission of the presiding judge. 
It has also recommended a judicial conduct com
mission that would have authority for disciplinary 
removal. 
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In the salary area, I make a broad comment at 
this point. The Commission has attempted to equate 
all agencies of the criminal justice system-or the 
courts proce~s at least-by providing that the salary 
of the presiding judge of the trial court should be 
also the standard by which the salary for the prosecu
tor and the public defender should be determined. The 
Commission attempts to equate these as indiviquals 
of equivalent importance in the administration of the 
court process. As a general matter for judicial sal
aries, the standards recommend that the salary and 
retirement benefits for the Federal judiciary be used 
as models for State judicial officers and followed t<'1 
the extent feasible. 

In Chapter 8, dealing with the lower courts, the 
Commission has recommended an entirely unified 
trial court procedure. All trial courts should be uni
fied into a single level trial court that would have 
jurisdiction over all criminal offenses. This standard 
provides that courts should be manned by full-time 
judges, all of whom should be members of the bar .. 

The standards also recommend that there be no 
judicia! officers other than judges. In etlect, it would 
not provide for, and it affirmatively recommends 
against, the creation of magistrares or other indi
viduals, not judges, to perform other functions (such 
as the! issuance of warrants, the hearing of prelim
inary hearings, or initial appearances). The only 
judicial officers authorized to perform functions in 
the court would be the judges themselves. 

T11e standards also recommend the abolition 
of trial de novo, recommending that appeal or re
view from any conviction in the courts be on the 
record as in all other criminal convictions. 

The standards also recommend that minor traffic 
offenses not be regarded as criminal matters, but as 
infractions. They should be disposed of by an agency 
other than the court. An admhtzstrative procedure 
should be developed for the resolution of minor 
traffic matters, which would include fewer of the 
complexities currently involved even in minor crim
inal litigation. So, for example, no jury trial, proof 
only by a preponderance of the evidence, and no 
strict application of the rules of evidence would be 
followed in this situation. 

Chapter 9, dealing with court administration, is 
fairly straightforward, I think. The Commission 
takes a position that encourages the development of 
and reliance upon court administrators. Further
more, the Commission recommends a system under 
which court administrators would he appointed at 
all levels, but would be appointed by a State court 
administrator subject to the supervision of the State's 
highest appellate court. I just call your attention to 
the fact that the commentary on page 147 of the 
. Working Papersl dealing with the method of selecting 
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the presiding judge, i5 no longer in the Repo1't on 
Courts. The Commission decided ultimately not to 
address itself to the method of selection of the pre
siding judge of the trial court. 

The section on court-community relations, which 
you do not have in the Working Papers, addresses 
itself, to some extent, to physical facilities in the 
courtroom for witnesses, and so on. This section also 
deals extensively with the need to make matters a 
little easier for witnesses, jurors, and even defend~nts 
by providing more adequate information, source\, tt> 
which individuals can go to get information-bailie 
things such as where to go and when to go there, in 
courthouses. 

It also deals with the ne(,~d to deal bf;'ltter with wit
nesses in criminal cases. It recommends that more 
attention be given to calling only tho,'ie witnesses 
necessary to the proceedi)'lg at hand, the extensive 
use or tel<::phone alert syste1ms so that witli~sses need 
not wait hours until their case is called l and in 
adciition, provides for, in elmost all casesl better 
compensation. It recommenda that police be com
pensated at a better rate hi. iiccordance with their 
regular salary rate, and tnat Civilian witnesses be 
compensated for th.eir time at a rate double the pre" 
vailing Fede~'al minimum wage requirements. 

As to th~. section en the prosecution, let me first 
make a comment on what it doe!; not d~al with. The 
decision was made not to deal 'with whether or not 
prosecution services should be oJrgalilized on a state
wide v~rsus local basis. On the othel' hand, it is clear 
that the Commission is recommending that there be 
a statewide support organization to 'provide support
ing services to local prosecutors. This organization 
should be controlled by those pros~~cutors it serves, 
rather than by any central State apparatus. 

The standards provide that a prosecutor ought to 
be full-time. Where local caseloads do not justify 
this, jurisdictions ought to be consolidated. The es
sence ought to be a full-time prosecutor devoting 
all his efforts to the duties of his office. There was a 
very difficult attempt made to establish caseload 
standards. Basically, the Commission found that it 
did not have adequate information before it to en
able it to recommend specific caseloads that ought 
to govern the manpower the prosecutor should have 
available. 

In regard to functioning, the Commission did 
take the position that the prosecutor should have 
control over the charging and warrant applications. 
No warrants ought to be obtained except with the 
approval of the prosecutor. It did recommend the 
subpena power, of COUl'se, with the obvious condi
tion that no contempt 'be levied other than pursuan~ 
to judicial procedures . 

Tne material on page 162 of the Working Papers, 



regarding the investigatory resources, has been some
what modined in the Report on Courts. The Com
mission finally took the position that the investiga
tory resources that a prosecutor ought to have ought 
to be more limited than is recommended here. Basi
cally, the resources ought to supplement investiga
tions by' police agencies where the police do not 
Dave the hl?fHty' to do so. This includes conducting 
initial inve~ti~ati(ms in some sensitive areas, such 
as .po.lifical crim?s or those crimes in which the ex
pe,rtise ,of a legally trained person is necessary for' 
the investigation. I suppose obscenity cases might 
be a prime example. But the Commission finally took 
the positioI). that the prosecutor ought not to have 
as broad investigatory resources as the W.vrking 
Papers tend to ~uggest. 

In regard to "the defense, the Commission took 
the position tl.lat,defense services ought to be avail
able at the. time of arrest or at the time a defendant 
is in any way compelled to participate in proceedings 
or compelled to participate ia a line-up. The Com
mission did not mean to suggest that defense services 
ought not. to be available for that, but it was not 
s1,1.re how specifically to address itself to this issue. 
The Commission did not intend to discourage the 
availability of defense services at a point at which 
a defen.dant would consult an attorney if he had the 
money to do so. 

The; standards take the position that defense ser
vices provided by the public ought to be available 
to on.e who is only partially able to provide his own 
defense. However, a defendant ought to be required, 
in e'ffect, to reimburse the State for defense services 
rendered to the extent possible. Thus, a defendant 
might receive public services and reimburse the State 
only for a part of ~h.e exp,~nse the State has incurred. 
The report also discourages, quite enthusiastically, 
pro se represeritation. The report took the position 
that, in the inte(e'st of both the defendants and the 
criminal justice system, wherever possible, a defen
dant should be represented, .. especially in serious 
felony prosecutions. 

The Commission took the poshion that the de
fense services should be rendered in a given juris
diction by both a public defender office and ap
pointed counsel. It saw as an important factor the 
need to preserve the role of the private bar in the 
criminal process. The Commission also saw as a 
method of effectuating that, a method of delivering 
public defense service that would require rather ex
tensive participation by the private bar as well as 
by a professional public defender. 

Addressing itself to the public defender, again, 
the Comll:li~8ion took the posl.':on that it ought to 
be a full-time position-consolidating jurisdictions, 
where necessary, to provide a sufficient caseload to 

justify a full-time defender. For selection of the pub
lic defender, it adopted a process very similar to the 
provisions for selection of judges. The report took the 
position that the selection of a defender re~uires a 
pro~ss assuring almost as much, if not more, im
pafl.iality and independence as the selection of a 
judge. 

The workload for public defenders was set out 
with a significant degree of specificity. A trial at
torney in a public defender's office, according to the 
Commission'!: standards, ought not to have more 
than 150 tl~lor~y cases per year. If he tries misde
meanors, he ought not to have more than 400 cases. 
If he handles appellate work, no more than 2S 
appeals. 

In terms of priorities, the Commission placed first 
priority upon all those provisions of the report that 
tended to assure efficiency and speed in the ultimate 
disposition of criminal cases. Obviously, this covers 
a broad range of the specific standards in the report. 

A second priority was specifically given not only 
to prosecution services, but also to defense services. 
This second priority ought to be given to develop
ment of greater resources and capacity in the pro
vision of prosecutorial and defense services. 

A third priority was given to judicial personnel
the task of getting better and more e·ffective judicial 
personnel in the court process. 

In all of these areas, the Commission was clear 
that, in choosing where to attack, priority ought to 
be given, first of all, to those things that are now 
matters of lower court concern and to those mat·· 
ters that are presently of juvenile court concern. 

Although they are significant, and the Commis
sion saw them in the priority indicated in all areas, 
the Commission saw particular problems and par
ticular needs for immediate action in the area of 
lower court jurisdiction and in the area of juvenile 
court jurisdiction. 

Well, believe it or not, that is only a summary. 

Pro~essor Meador: Now, we are going to turn our 
remaining time here .to three persons, each of whom 
will give you a quick overview of other segments of 
the Commission's work and concern. 

They are going to do this chiefly from the stand
point of what in these reports is apt to be of chief 
concern to persons in the courts area who are in
terested in the courts. 

First~ to present an overview of the Corrections 
Task Force report is Mr. Robert Kutak, an attorney 
from Omaha, Neb., who is a member of this Na
ional Advisory Commission. He also is serving as 
vice ch~irIJlan of the American Bar Association on 
CorrectioMl Facilities and Services. 

Mr. Kutak. 
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Mr. Kutak: After the rather bitter and bloody 
uprising at Attica, I'm told that reporters began to 
call persons of authority in penology to get their 
views and ideas on how to prevent further Atticas. 
Certainly, one sour1:'.~~after expert in the field was 
David Fogel, then the Commissioner of Corrections 
of Minnesota, and as of this week, the newly ap
pointed Director of Corrections of Illinois. However, 
David Pogel had an unlisted phone number and 
another David Fogel, also living in Minneapolis, 
with a listed number, got the calls. After a while, 
this second Mr. Pogel managed to reach the Com
missioner, complained about his situation and sug
gested that the Commissioner get a listed phone 
number. After listening, Commissioner Fogel told 
his namesake, "Why don't you just go ahead and 
answer the questions. At this point," he said, "any
one knows just about as much as the experts do." 

I think, perhaps, that's the best case I can make 
for the abolition of a "hands-off" doctrine. But it is 
truly apt for another and more relevant reason this 
morning. Whenever people interested in prison prob
lems get together these days, there are always im
plicit and indeed, I woud say, more frequently than 
not, explicit admissions of ignorance about how to 
make corrections work better. What the Task·Porce 
on Corrections of the National Advisory Commis
sion, and then in turn th,~ National Advisory Com
mission, accomplished by the work that it presented 
to you (again, only in excerpt form) was the dev::l
opment of ways and means to make corrections work 
better. 

The chairman of our Commission at the p~enary 
session this morning introduced to you the people 
who were principally involved, tmd I will not lrepeat 
their names here. I point out to you that wh(~n the 
task force report comes-and I urge upon YOU

" 
when 

it does come, to look at it-that you will he duly 
impressed with the fact that the Commission did not 
act from a lack of expertise. It may not always act 
from a foundation of wisdom. But the point is that 
the Commission did have considerable expe:rtise
and I assure you, who are principally judges and 
COllrt officers of one kind or another, that the task 
force recommendations, standards, and indeed, 
goals, were not spun out of whole cloth. 

I'll also point out to you, in the event that you 
have not had a chance to read it, that th(~ report 
itself is broken into 15 chapters. They cOover the 
whole range of Courts-related topics, and o!f course 
they are extremely relevant to the subject lat hand. 
They address, for example, standards with respect 
to the rights of offenders; standards with respect to 
diversion, pretrial release and detention; se'ntencing; 
offender classification; the relationship of corrections 
and the community; juvenile intake and detention; 
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local adult institutions-a synonym noW', I guess, 
for what we used to call jailsj probation; major in
stitutions, of course; parole; manpower; research; 
and finally, new statutory modes. 

I do point out to you, because it is quite important 
for you to appreciate it, that there are only 63 
standards listed in your excerpts on Corrections. 
Actually, by my count, in total there are 129 stan
dards that have been developed. So only approxi~ 
mately half of them are in your possession now. 
But from these nurnbers, you can sense the broad 
range and~ I hope, from inspectbn of them, the spe
cific character of the standards that are being pre
sented in the area of corrections. 

Unfortunately, the excerpts in your folder did not 
really present the full scope of the presentation that 
will eventually be in the cover report and in the 
task force report itself. For those of you who ate 
enthusiast.s of bibliographies, the report is a dandy 
for that reason alone. I would urge upon you the 
task force report simply for its bibliography, Which, 
of course, was not its purpose. 

I also urge upon you the footnotes, which are 
separate' and apart from the bibliography. They're 
terrific alGo and will be a very reliable source of 
information. But, of course, the two things that they 
were written for, the things that we call your atten~ 
tion to, and in part, you have a portion of, are the 
commentaries that give you a rationale for the stan
dards, and the standards themselves, which give you 
a rationale for justice in corrections. 

But it is terribly significant, and I point this out 
to you because this is what makes this task force 
report different from almost anyone of any kind 
that you would otherwise see. It is, in other words, 
almost unprecedented as well as distinctive. That is, 
it is a task force of standards that we are talking 
about. l[t is not, in other words, another compilation 
of gen(~ral principles about corrections. These are 
specific standards. 

Unfortunately, general principals abouDld in cor
rections today, and have since 1870. But specific 
standards are dismally scarce. A precise definition 
of goals, and of sta,ndards that mark steps toward 
the achievement uf those goals, is what really has 
been lacking in corrections today and which we 
submlt has been fli!"nished by the task force report 
for you today. As one observer wrote, operating 
without specific definitions of standards and goals 
does not guarantee failure, but it certainly invites 
it, And that is, of course, what we hope to have 
avoided today. 

Now, I give you the appalling news that in the 
raw edition of the task force report there were 
some 3,900 pages of text. In even the distilled final 
ve;rsion of the task force report, there are several 



hundred pages of text. And, as you can see, in the 
excerpts that are included in your volume, there 
are even 236 pages of text. And I am a practical 
man who knows that this distinguished group, indi
vidually or together, would not have a chance to 
read certainly the 3,900 pages or even the several 
hundred pages of final edition-perhaps your law 
clerks will--or even t.he 236 pages submitted for 
this report. 

So as a practical man, I've tried to reduce that 
message to 13 words. These 13 words are what 1 
am going to leave with you as really the thrust 
of the Commission's n:port. They represent, I believe, 
the basic trends of the report aitd permeate all the 
standards and influence all of the underlying 
principles. These 13 words, incidentally, I tried to 
reduce to 12-they are really sets of two words 
each-but I couldn't. Perhaps you could help me 
when I finish. 

The first theme of the task force report that 
permeates all of the recommendations with respect 
to standards is that we should have fewer laws. 
Fewer laws. That oul' criminal justice system, in the 
first instance, and of course, the correctional sub
system, in the ultimate position, is plagued by the 
problem of overcriminalization in our society. 

Those of you who are judges and officers of the 
courts, and certainly those who are in corrections, 
realize that your systems are choked with individual 
cases and individuals who simply don'tbe,l<1ng in 
jail. But society today has found no other place 
to put them. And, therefore, there is an appeal 
throughout the standards for decriminalization of so 
many acts that today cor~stitute crime. You know 
what they are. I won't necessarily recite them, but 
X will make passing reference to them-such prob
lems as vagrancy, such problems as the victimless 
cdtn\1, perhaps such problems as narcotics. You 
will find them in the report. The main thrust of the 
task force report is that in order for corrections to 
survive and for the courts to survIve, and, therefore, 
for O!U society to survive, we must have fewer laws. 

The second theme is more alternatives. This group 
is poignantly familiar with the dreadful alternatives 
with which you are faced-prison or probation, and 
little else. You either put them away because you 
have no other alternative or you put them on pro
bation because you feel that prison is just too bad 
a place for even criminals to go. There must be, of 
course, more alternatives for the courts, and indeed, 
more alternatives for the criminal justice system, 
and recommendations are made in that regard. 

The third theme is, of course, shorter sentences. 
I do not have to argue that brief again to this group. 
There is no civilized nation, at least in the Anglo
American system 9f law" that imposes-or at least 

provides for the imposition of-such sanctions as 
does this country. And there is an appeal and, indeed, 
a standard that provides for shorter sentences, not 
because we want to be soft on crime, but because 
we want to be realistic with respect to the goals 
of the criminal justice system. 

The fourth theme of the report is the need for 
more resources within the correctional apparatus. 
As those of you who are familiar with corrections 
know-and all of you as judges I hope are familiar 
with jails or prisons or whatever correctional facili
ties you want to refer to today-except in rare 
instances, there are literally no resources to perform 
the missions that you envision for corrections to 
perform when the act of sentencing is imposed. 
Today there is utterly too much idleness, there is, 
a serious lack of capacity in corrections to provide 
services. And, therefore, the call for more resources 
in corrections is the fourth theme. 

The fifth theme, which is perhaps as obvious as 
the ethel' four that I have mentioned, is for more 
professionalism in corrections. You all know that 
corrections usuallv is the last to be served and the 
first to be cut in' any sort of budget provided in 
our society; and as a result, all too often the cor
rectional apparatus simply lives off its capital, and 
simply cannot «ctract the kind of people to handle 
the problems that should be handled. More pro
fessionalism in corrections is the call of the task 
force report. 

The fina' theme, which I couldn't get into two 
words and had to use three, is more public involve· 
ment. Simply said, we cannot allow our prisons to 
remain isolated, unknown, feared institutions-feared 
not by the criminal, but really feared by those who 
have expectations they realize would be dashed if 
they examined them in the first instance. We;ve 
got to bring not only corrections to the community 
but the cQmrnunity to corrections. That is to say, 
we not only have to bring thf' resources of the 
community to the institutions, tlllt its most valuable 
resource, the volunteer, the citizen, the concerned 
individual, whom you have eloquent testimony of 
today in the remarks of Governor Peterson when he 
said he started several years ago first as a volunteer. 
More of that and there would be the kind of change 
we envision here today. 

As Professor Meador observed, and as others will 
probably repeat continually throughout these ses
sions, we acknowledge that; for some, these standards 
may have gone too far. Some of you, perhaps, feel 
these ~tandards have fallen far too shOrt. Some of 
you may think they are terribly specific and there
fore impractical for operation. And others may 
argue that they do not cover enough. r submit to 
you that, of course, these standards area com-
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promise. They are a compromise as any group must 
compromise to work out a blueprint. But do not 
lose sight of the fact that the conditions in correc
tions today are so dismal that changes have to 1 e 
made, and that the changes that are proposed in 
this task force report are not being made out of 
sympathy for the criminal, or out of disre'gard for 
the threat of crime to the quality of life we today 
subscribe to, but precisely because that threat is 
so serious that present d~y policies and present day 
conditions and practices can no longer be tolerated. 

I'd like to sum up the t~sk force report in the 
words of Maurice Sigler, the former president of 
the American Correctional Association, now chair
man of the United States Board of Parole, when he 
g.ave his swan song at the Amedcan Correctional 
Association last summer. He said, "1£ these standards 
are too low, practitioners in the field., be they law
yers, be they Judges, or be they correc:tion aries , will 
lift them up to the level to which they belong. If 
these standards are too high," and then he said, 
"-is it possible that standards in corrections can 
be too high-I trust that they will be brought back 
down to earth again by the same people." But we will 
have now for you, as judicial officers and officers of 
the court, standards in which we seek and believe we 
can obtain guidance for change in corrections. 

Professor Meador: Thank you, Mr. Kutak. 
Now, next, to tell you something of the Police 

Task Force report, we have Judge Arthur L. Alarcon 
of the Superior Court of Los Angeles. He served 
as a member of the Police Task Force, and therefore, 
participated in the formulation of this report, which 
has been ultimately adopted by the Commission. 

Judge Alarcon. 

Judge Alarcon: The Police Task Force report 
does not have a great deal of impact upon the court 
system itself. I've tried to highlight for you in just 
4 or 5 minutes some of the things in the recommenda
tions r think should be of interest to you, because 
they do signify possible changes in the relationship 
of the police to the courts system throughout the 
United States. 

The Po~ice Task Force report is broken down into 
four objf:ctives. I'll use their breakdown and go 
through them with you. 

The nrst objectiv\~ that the Police Task Force 
developed was this: to develop fully th~ offender 
apprehension potential of the criminal justice sys
tem. Now, most of this first. section deals vvith 
matters of personnel and hardware, budgetary ne;ccis, 
resplJnse time, radio communication, deployment 
of patrol officers, and other matters that have no 
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ditect impact on the courts and as to which we have 
little expertise. 

But r would like to make this comment and again 
to point out what was said by Governor Peterson 
earlier. All of us in the criminal justice system 
must keep in mind that we are a system. If the 
police department is poorly staffed with inadequate 
investigative and laboratory facilities, then our crimi .. 
nal dockets will be crowded with cases that are 
doomed to dismis~al, acquittal, or reversal on appeal, 
because of these very deficiencies. So it's needless 
to point out to you that much time is lost in our 
courts daily for want of corroborative evidence, for 
want of a photograph of the scene or of the defen
dant who claims he was brutalized by the police, 
for want of a recording of ~ confession or a finger
print, or for want of the scientific analysis of paint 
or clothing 01' debris. With the upgrading of our 
police throughout the country, we will have fln im
pcovement in the kind of corroborative evidence 
needed to shorten the time to dispose of cases before 
us. 

I would urge, then, that you consider supporting 
your lucal police executive to bring your police 
agency up to the standards recommended in this 
report for personnel and for equipment. I would 
urge that you do this, if. only for the selfish reason 
that it's going to make your job better in presiding 
over cases that are well-prepared rather than poorly 
prepared because of inadequate personnel and 
inadequate budgets. 

One recommendation within this first objective 
of interest to judges and to people who are con
cerned with the court system is the recommendation 
that a new specialist come into the police .field. 
That ~s the case technician specialist. This is a new 
level of police officer. Beyond the patrolman and 
beyond the investigator, the case technician special
ist is charged with the responsibility of preparing 
all the repoxts, systematically gathering the evidence, 
and presenting the evidence to the prosecutor for 
his consideration either for filing or for an order 
of release of th~ defendant. This officer would free, 
then, the investig.ating offi>:er to continue his work 
in the field rather than have him cooling his heels 
in the prosecutor's office 'or out in your courtroom. 

Another job assigned to the case technician special
ist, which might intrigue some of you, is the duty 
to prepare reports for the court, if you wish them. 
These are, in effect, what are referred to by Chief 
Ed Davis as Environmental Impact Statements. 
Thilt is a statement in the court of what's going to 
happen Jf you release this man back to the com
munity. What resources does he have? What injury 
has he done to the victim? What kind of environ
ment will he return to on a reaUstic basis rather than 



on the pie-in-the-sky hope that you sometimes se~ 
in a probation report? I think that that kind of infor
mation weighed with all the other information might 
well be of great assistance in deciding what to do 
with a givell individual. 

Another' responsibility of the case technician 
specialist, of course, is to feed back to the police 
department inadequacies and deficiencies in the 
protection and safeguarding of evidence and in the 
investigative techniques that were utilized. 

Objective 2 calls for getting the police and the 
people working together as a team. Again, this 
objective has very little real impact· on the courts 
system as such except for Standard 1.1, which talks 
about the police function. And in that standard the 
Commission asks police executives throughout the 
country to establish priorities in the use of available 
rt:lIources and manpower in trying to ~nforce the 
law. As the speaker before me said, we~ve got too 
many laws in this country. And I don't think any part 
of the country is free from that problem. 

The police de not have the manpower or the 
technical backup to enforce every law that the 
legislatures and the counties and the cities throw 
upon us. So the Commisslon recommends that 
police executives establish priorities based primarily 
on the. seriousness of the crime. The highest priority 
should be given to those c;;in.'les that stimulate the 
greatest fear and cause the greatest economic losses. 
The police should direct their manpower to enforce
ing those laws. Now, if this standard is followed, 
it will mean, of course,' that our court calendars 
will also be concemed primarily with serious crimes. 
So this standard, if followed by pollce executives in 
this country, will have an impact on our courts 
system. 

Objective 3 is to get the criminal justice system 
working together. This objective touches the courts 
in several of its recommendations. Standard 4.1 (2) 
recommends local criminal justice coordinating 
councils. Many of you already have these in your 
States, but for those who do not, the Commission 
recommends that YOll establish them to involve the 
police, the courts, the probation department, the 
detention system, and all facets of the criminal 
Justice system to work together in establishing 
priorities with the available tax money to attac!{ 
the criminal justicl} problems within your community. 

Standard 4.3(1) is interesting in that it recommends 
that the police throughout the country obtain legis
lation or authority by law, if it is not already aV<lil
able, to divert juveniles and mentally ill persons 
ont of the crb:ninal justice system before they ever 
get involved in the oourts system. 

The same recommendation, however, points out 
that there are certain persons who are categorized 

as criminals and involved ill what some people call 
victimless crimes. The Police Task Force has recom
mended that, in tbe view of the police and the 
police experience, such persons should not be 
diverted by the police before they get involved 
in the courts system; but instead, that such persons 
'be processed through ~he courts system. TJ.1~n the 
courts should divert thetie persons a'Way from prison 
or inca~t.::eration, if suitable programs are available. 

Standard 4.1 also recommends that each State 
enact legislation that would provide for the civil 
commitment of alcoholic:S and drug addicts. The 
recommendation also incilldes that such legislation 
should also provide for the funding of treatment 
centers and for follow-up care. 

And finally, Objective 4; calls for fu\! development 
of the police response to special community needs. 
This is strictly a problem for the police and their 
relationship with the puiolic, with no direct impact 
on the court. 

Thank you., 

Prolessor Meador: Thank you, Judge Alarcon. 
The fourth of the major reports produced by the 

CommissioIi is on Community Crime Prev,~ntion. 
It's a report of enormous scope, and I don't -envy 
anyone the task of trying to summarize it in a few 
minutes. But here for that purpose we have Mr. 
Arnold Ro~enfeld, who is the Executive Director of 
the Massachusetts Commission on Law Enforce
ment and the Administration of Justice. 

Mr. Rosenfeld. 

Mr. Rosenfeld: The Task Force on Community 
Crime Prevention really faced the most difficult task 
of the four task forces in that it had first to try 
to define exactly what is meant by community crime 
prevention. 

The second problem of the task force was select
ing areas of concern that could be related to direct 
Rction. It was considered critical that task force 
recommendations offer a practical course of action 
rather than a mere summary of concepts. 

Third, the task force sought to define the term 
community so that it had meaning to the general 
public and to the crimina! justice system. 

And finally, the task force had to select priorities 
from among the innumerable subject areas that 
could be covered in this report. Thus, while the 
Commission might not cover all areas, those that 
would be identified would be the most important, 
the most tangible, and the ones most directly amen
able to action. 

In making all of these decisions, certain basic 
assumptions were mad!} by the task force. 
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First of all, it was recognized that the criminal 
justice system by itself could not successfully com
bat or ultimately reduce crime without the strong 
support and participation of the public and the 
community:' Thus.: the role .of the community has to 
be expanded iii' criminal justice-related programs 
as well as. in programs whose secondary purpose 
might be crime prevention. 

Second, the task force assumed that the basic 
causal factors of crime are more closr,~} ;dentified 
with such issues as education; emploY',l1ent, discrimi
nation, and other social and envirOn1',lental problems 
than they are with the criminal jUl",,(ce system itself. 
As a result, the Commj~sion ;;.!!~cted five areas of 
emphasis, which are citizen action, education, integ
rity in goverament, responsiveness of government, 
and employment. 

r would like today to look at each of these in 
the terms that the Commission looked at them, and 
summarize quickly what the recommendations of 
the Commission are with respect to each of these 
areas. 

Citizen action has been taken to mean many things 
by many people. What we mean bere is legitimate 
activity by citizens to take steps 'that will not only 
provide better and more timely information to crimi
nal justice agencies, but that will support them 
through utilization of community resources to deal 
with anticrime behavior in a preventive manner. 
Thus, not only must citizen and community groups 
take the leadetship in undertaking anticrime activi
ties, but government and criminal justice agencies 
must establish means to allow greater citizen and 
community involvement. 

A major problem that confronts citizens and 
people in the criminal justice system is how you go 
about this. And as the Commission looked at these 
issues, it round that there was little availabie ·in 
terms of guideHnes. 

There is a variety of options available in citizen 
action efforts. Activities may be fo£;used on causal 
factors: education, employment, recreation, and the 
like. Or, they may be directly related to criminal 
justice agency activity. Or, they may be related to 
governmental integrity and responsiveness. 

Having looked at the types and scope of activity, 
the C.nmission has gone on to examine methodol
ogies for citizens and agencies desirous of exploring 
action. Thus, examples of questions, programs, and 
activities are described by the Commission. 

Let me use some examples from the court-related 
activities. The largest group of volunteers assisting 
the criminal justice system are within the courts 
area, primarily through volunteers in probation. 
These volunteers act in a variety of ways: coordina
tion, employment counselors, tutors, facilities plan-
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ners, public relations, and so forth. Another activity 
is court watching, under which the performances 
of judges, attorneys, bail bondsmen, and others are 
observed. Additional groups examine pretrial deten
tion, participate in diversion programs, perform 
management studies, counsel families, accept refer
rals, act as liaison workers, and do many other 
things. The point is that utilization of citizens is 
only limited by the imagination of the court, pros~cu
tion, and defense. 

The Commission sought to analyze these programs 
and to determine what are the successful ingredients 
of community crime prevention programs, of court
related programs, of police-related programs, and 
of correctional-related programs. x"· 1 in an.alyzing 
these, it set out certain criteria for people who are 
interested in undertaking those types of programs. 

So the citizen action component of the Commu
nity Crime Prevention Task Force report really deals 
with an analysis of these programs and a set of 
criteria that people in the system and outside the 
system can follow. 

The second major area is that of edncation. And 
this required an examination of the educational proc
ess and its relationship to the family and to job 
opportunities and employment. A series of assump
tions have been made that can be briefly summarized 
in the following statements: 

1. The school is as important as any other 
area in terms of dealing with crime prevention; 

2. As now organized and developed, the educa
tional system falls far below achieving its potential 
as a crime prevention resource; and 

3. Schools have generally been resistant to 
change. 

To remedy these problems, the following courses 
of action are proposed: . 

1. There must be an educational restructuring. 
This would include: 

a. Initiation of parent involvement in the 
teaching process, so that all educational responsibility 
does not rest with the school. This means training 
parents to supplement education at home, especially 
in the areas of language and understanding. It also 
means compensating education for parents. 

b. Increased orientation of education 
toward career selection and development. The lower 
grades would deal with career awareness, junior 
high school would deal with career exploration, high 
school with career preparation and specialized train
ing, and after high school with adult and continuing 
education. 

2. The sr.hool resources should be utilized 
more effectively, including: 

a. Better utilization of courlseling resources 
and advocacy services; 
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b. Development of alternative educational 
experiences focused on sp(lcial problems such as 
dropouts and the incorrigibles and unmanageable; 

c. Utilizing the school facilities for com
munity programs on a year round and night basis
called the community school; and 

d. Providing increased teacher training 
and standard setting. 

The third area of emphasis is employment. Here 
the task force has examined th(\ relationship between 
e~onomic inequities and the causation of crime, the 
dimensions of these problems, and efforts to reduce 
crime through the development of economic oppor
tunities. These efforts focus on three areas: 

1. Identifying the high risk potential offenders 
and developing employment programs for them. 
These programs are principally focused on minority 
youth living in large city ghettos\, on arrestees and 
ex-offenders, and on drug addicts. These programs 
include antidiscrimination projects, experimental 
education, manpower training-such as Job Corps 
or Manpower Development Training Act-and first 
offender programs. It also involves removing restric
tions that are placed on ex-offender's through licens
ing and other methods. 

2. Development of special employment for 
young persons, such as summer worl'<: programs and 
work-school programs. 

3. Improving the general economic environ
ment, which deals generally with antidiscrimination 
a'nd development of specialized inner city programs 
designed to improve the community's economy and 
foster business opportmlity for minorities. 

The final area concerns government-integrity in 
government and responsiveness of government. Both 
of these issues are complex and sensitive, but, in 
the opinion of the Commission, both are critica1. 

In dealing with integrity, it is the belief of tbe 
Commission that: 

1. Corruption is perceived by the public to be 
widespread; 

2. Its costs are staggering; and 
3. It breeds crime by providing a modei that 

destroys the moral foundation of the law. 
The Commission has selected several areas for 

special attention: conflict of interest, campaign 
financing, procurement of goods and services by 
government, zoning, licensing and tax assessment, 
and official corruption and organized crime. 

The proposed standards layout an ethics code, 
disclosure rules for public officials, and suggested 
criminal penalties to deal with conflicts of interest. 

Campaign financing proposals include limitations 
on political spending, on contributions from different 
groups who might have conflicts o~ interest, or from 
business and labor. 

To deal with procurement, the Commission calls 
for carefully developed State procurement policies 
and procedures, recordkeeping, publi\- bidding, and 
nonpolitical operations of procurement agencies. 

In the other areas, the Commission proposes 
standards that will enhance public exposure of 
decisionmaking and development of criteria for 
decisionmaking. 

Finally, the Commission examines official corrup~ 
tion and organized crime and looks to expanded 
State and local investigating and anticorruption 
efforts. Among the standards here are maintenance 
of integrity in prosecution offices, State commissions 
of investigation, and the use of other tools. 

The area of governmental integrity is one that 
requires the close involvement of prosecutors, courts, 
and defense. Indeed, it is this group tbat should pro~ 
vide the leadership in formulating clearly defined 
and useful laws and guidelines that wlll insure greater 
governmental integrity. 

Government responsiveness, on the other hand, 
proposes methods to improve the delivery ot serw 

vices. Specific examples include multiservice centers 
and youth services bureaus, which have been estab~ 
lished on a large scale as a result of recommendations 
by the President's Crime Commission. The Com~ 
mission on Standards and Goals follows up on 
proposals by establishing specific criteria for opera
tion and delivery of services through these entities. 

In summary, the proposals of the Task Force 
on Community Crime Prevention attempt to offer 
guidelines for action. What has been proposed in 
the past in this area has been primarily theoretical; 
what is now proposed is based upon experience. We 
must act now to expand our horizons so as to 
deal with crime at its earliest stages of deve10pment. 
To sue!. .' ;fully accomplish this will require the fuE 
cooperation and participation of the community. 
The leadership to get this cooperation and participa
tion is on the criminal justice system. And the courts, 
prosecution, and defense have just as important a 
role to play in this as all the other agencies. 

Thank you. 

Professor Meador: 'Fhank you, Mr. Rosenfeld. 
Now, we are at the end of our program. Let 

me close on just one note. I think that you will 
agree that you have a rich array of material here. 
I hope your appetite has been whetted to look 
at it all in text form when it appears in print. I 
think each of you here will find more that you agree 
with and can endorse than you disapprove of. 

One cautionary note. If you think you disapprove 
of something you hear about in the report, withhold 
your final judgment until you are sure you under
stand the proposal and the reasons for it. Many 
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misimpressions are gained simply by surface impres
sion of a proposal that turns out later to be 
unfounded. I hope you have an enjoyable and 
fruitful discussion the next couple of days. 

Thank you very much. 
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Judge Brown: Lad:~s and gentlemen, my name is 
Joe Frazier Brown. I'm the director of the staff of 
the State Criminal Justice Council for the State of 
Texas. Since my background happens to be in the 
legal and judicial field, perhaps you might wonder 
how I managed to be working as chairman of a 
Task Force on Corrections. There's no pride of 
authorship in getting to this particular position. It 
wa~ just a willingness, I suppose, of thr:: Law Enforce
ment Assistance Administration to ask us to work 
with this task. We were glad to do it. I learned a 
great deal from it. We hope that we may share some 
of this knowledge with you in these 2 days that 
we're here in this session. 

I will tell you that we began work on this partic
ular project with the formation of the task force 
itself in October and November over a year ago. 
We'll give you the names of the persons with whom 
we were working a little bit later. 

This task force resulted in the development of 
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the various standards that were presented to the 
Commission for their refinement, for their additions, 
their subtractions, their deletions, and their changes. 
Many thousands of hours of work have gone into the 
task force report. 

The work of the Commission and the standards 
and goals that will be presented to you here in the 
next 3 days in all of the different areas or different 
components-Courts, Corrections, Police, Commun
ity Crime Prevention, and the other areas-are;: an 
interrelated work. They are, as Governor Peterson· 
explained to you, closely tied to one another. 

This morning, the panelists will tell you about 
some of the reports. We will introduce each one 
of these panelists in the order in which they will be 
speaking to you. On my immediate right, and we'll 
tell you a little bit more about him later on, is Frank 
Dyson, the Chief of Police of Dallas. Allen Breed, 
sitting next to him, will be one of your panelists 
this morning. Next we have Justice Henry McQuade 
from Idaho. 

Now, to tell you how we went about the task of 
trying to put together suggestions to the Commission 
on this task force report, I will review with you some 
of the instructions that were given to various con
tributors. These contributors are named in the task 
force report, but in fairness to them, no one con
tributor is credited with any particular part of this 
report. This is because many deletions, changes, and 
rearrangements were made by the task force and 
by the Commission itself. 

We think you will find many items in these reports 
that will be of great value to you. It is hoped that 
the work of this Commission will be a continuing 
effort, so that improvements can be made from time 
to time as they are warranted artd as changes become 
necessary. 

I assure you that there are many controversial 
subjects in this Report on Corrections, because the 
task force and the Commission tried to meet all the 
issues. Trying to meet all issues, of course, will not 
produce unanimity throughout the entire system, 
in police, courts, or corrections. 

The purpose, as presented to you and to eaeh one 
of the contributors to our report, was aimed at the 
ultimate goal of crime reduction. And this is impor
tant in· the corrections field because if we did not 
look to the reduction of crime in setting these 
standards and goals, then I fear we would have a 
continuous cycle of people passing through the 
system again and again, with a loss to society and 
to each of your programs that we can ill afford to 
continue. 

In the section on Corrections in the Working 
Papers, each standard is followed by an explanation 



of that standard, its pros and cons, and the reason 
for its existence. The total of this is about 3)000 
manuscript pages. It has been edited and brought 
down into close-set type, both sides of the page, 
to a few hundred pages of explanation by the Com
mission and the task force. So you will not be 
getting the full rationale on each one of these stand
ards. But the standards themselves do contain opera
tional perfor-mance, measurable, where possible or 
where appHcable, in recidivism and replication rates, 
personnel, physical resources, organization-that is, 
the legal and administrative relationships between 
agencies and people-and the background informa
tion on these standards. 

As was explained to you earlier., we didn't go 
into the lengthy history of the correctional system 
because that would make far too long a report. But 
the report covered functions currently performed 
in some of these correctional areas, adequacies and 
inadequacies of our present system, some of the 
future demands that might be placed on the.correc
'lions process, and some definition and redefinition 
of the corrections role. 

Following the preparation by contributors, the 
various chapters were reviewed by many operational 
agencies and persons in the corrections system, and 
then brought again before the task force for final 
submission to the Commission. 

These subjects are set out in this task force report 
-the settings for corrections, the definitions of 
corrections, the objectives, the assessment of correc
tional agencies and servic~s, the jails, the correc
tional institutions, institutions for women and for 
children, probation systems, parole systems, com
munity-based programs, and the need for an f ! 
projected uses of national standards, goals, and 
priorities. Also covered are the effects of other 
components of the criminal justice system on correc
tions, and, with some distinctions, how .these com
ponents relate to juveniles and to females. 

You may wonder why in the Corrections report 
we were interested in the sentencing process. Of 
course, the sentencing process and the adjudication 
process vitally affect you in the corrections field
the length of sentence, the manner, the method, and 
the basis by which the sentences are made. 

The effects of other components, such as police 
practices, the organization of the lower courts, the. 
bail system, the defender system, the delays in dis
position, the detainers, the lac~ of procedures for 
expunging convictions, prosecudon-all these issues 
you will find treated in this section on Corrections. 
Corrections also affects the other systems, and we 
tried to reflect some of these effects in this· particular 
task force report. 

The standards are quite long-range-some of them 
cover 10 years, some of them 15 years, and some 
might be effected immediately. And as Mr. I,."eonard 
told you this morning, there is nothing mandatory 
about the standards from the Federal viewpoint. No 
attempt will be mad~ to force them upon you, 

A great deal of the section that concerns the legal 
and social status of offenders was contributed by the. 
American Bar Association Section on Corrections. 

Also considered were social attitudes toward 
offend.ers and the effects of these attitudes upon the 
corrections process and legal rights-the evaluation 
of present and past studies and trends in this area. 

Standards that should govern, immediately or in 
the future, are noted with legal bases for these 
standards and court decisions that have led to their 
development. 

The statutory framework for ,he corrections sys
tem is covered in this section. This, of course, 
includes items you might think a little outside the 
correctional field. 

Also considered were State penal codes, which 
have a vital effect on the corrections system. The 
persons you will have within your purview in the 
correctional sY3tem are affected by the penal codes 
that brought them within your jurisdiction. 

This section contains an evaluation of model 
laws, such as those of the American Law Institute, 
other types of model laws that have been proposed, 
and various Commission proposals. 

The trend toward community-based programs in 
the development of model penal and correctional 
codes is important because the codes affect many 
of the actions that might be taken in referring 
p\~rsons to community-based programs. 

There were specific recommendations for statu
tory improvements that would affect corrections. 
These are standards that might be implemented 
within the near future, or on a long-range or inter~ 
D.lediate-range basis. And in each of them we have 
§ought some means of explaining how they might 
be achieved. 

Another area is diversion from the correctional 
process. Identification of offenders is important 
because our task force and the Commission itself 
feel strongly that corrections has been burdened 
with many persons with whom it is ill-equipped, ill~ 
staffed, or ill-funded to cope because these people 
really belong outside the correctional field. I speak 
of people such as the mentally ill and those who are 
at the retardat~ level to such a degree that they are 
ineducable or untrainable. I speak of tl;le alcoholic, 
the addict, and the nonsupport case. The recom
mendations and the diversion standards are designed 
to remove these types of cases to other agencies 
or to divert them out of the criminallu§tice field. 

• ' -lo/. 
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The same is true in the juvenile field. It is sug
gestf)d that those young people brought before the 
juvenile court be those who would be in court if 
they were adults, and that other agencies for treat
ment might be used for individuals who are not 
within the purview of what would be the criminal 
statutes were they adult~. 

So the emphasis in diversion is on juveniles, on 
females, and on the types of offenders who might be 
more appropriat~ly handled by others than those in 
corrections. 

We are concerned with evaluation of the existing 
practices regarding the pretrial detainee. Those of 
you in the corrections field who are interested pri
marily in the operation of city, county, and local 
jails will easily recognize that the pretrial detainee 
is one of the persons who collectively crowd your 
jail capacities beyond their limits. So standards are 
aimed toward methods of working with the pretrial 
detainee (including programs of release on recogni
zance, or by other methods) between the time release 
is effected and the time the individual is brought 
to trial. 

Sentencing and disposition are areas. to which I 
would invite your attention because they are areas 
that cause much discussion in many other fields. 
On the subject of sentencing, you will find that there 
U a recommendation for sentencing by judges and 
for the tools judges may use-such as adequate 
presentence reports or diagnostic help, to arrive at 
a proper sentence for each individual. And in the 
sentencing standards themselves we have two classes 
of offenders: the nondangerous offender and the 
dangerous offender. 

The ideas recommended are a whole lot like 
those we ate using right now as far as length of 
sentence is concerned. However, suggestions are 
offered concerning the institution and the parole 
facilities and all types of programs concerning reha
bilitation, for those who are capable of being reha
bilitated, and protection for society from those people 
who seem to be incapable of being rehabilitated. 

The report refers to evaluation of the roles of 
defense counsel and the prosecutor in the correc
tional system, as well as to communitYMbased pro
gram, the role of the community in corrections, and 
the responsibilities of citizens. 

There is coverage of probation, jails, juvenile 
detention, and parole functions. There was much 
discussion before the Commission on the parole 
fUnction and its effectiveness under these particular 
standards. . 

Also discussed are mfljor institutions, their facili
ties, and their equipment. There is discussion of 
offender classification and institutional treatment 
programs. Many of these subjects relate closely to 
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the work-release, work-furlough, and other return
to.:.the-community programs-the bridges to the 
community. We also considered evaluating the 
activities and demands involved in preparing institu
tionalized inmates for release to the community. 

We've gone into some cross sections, such as 
evaluation of functions placed upon organization 
awi administration of correctional agencies, and 
evaluation of fragmentation of correctional services 
in so many areas. We also considered evaluation 
of past and present study on correctional organiza
tion and administration, and standards that might 
govern organization and administration in planning 
and budgeting for correctional agencies. 

Manpower-a very important phase in research 
and development-was discussed, and its future 
success was considered. 

After we received contributions from all of the 
persons who were writing on these fields, we then 
brought them before our task force. We had four 
members of the Commission who worked steadily 
with the task force. We had Sylvia Bacon from the 
Superior Court in Washington, D. C.; Robert Kutak, 
who is chairman of the Corrections Section of the 
American Bar Association and a very fine practicing 
attorney in Omaha, Neb.; Justice Henry McQuade 
of the Idaho Supreme Court, who was on the task 
force itself; Ellis MacDougall, who is the director 
of the State Board of Rehabilitation for the State 
of Georgia; and Reverend Elmer Prenz10w, who 
is with the Metropolitan Campus MInistry in 
Milwaukee. 

Our task force was composed of many people 
whom you know: Norm Carlson, from the U.S. 
Bureau of Prisons; Edith Flynn, working with the 
Corrections Task Force at the University of Illinois 
at Urbana; Sanger Powers from the Wisconsin 
Department of Health and Social Services; Hugh 
Clements; Bill Nagel; Dr. Rosemary Sal'ri~ Eddie 
Harrison, who's in the Pretrial Release Program in 
Baltimore; Martha Wheeler, your present president; 
Dr. George Killinger, who is one of your discussion 
leaders in this group tomorrow; Roberta Dorn, from 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administratjon; Dr. 
Saleem Shah; John Wallace; Sheriff Fred Allenbrand 
from 01atha, Kans.; Oliver Keller from Florida; 
Bruce Johnson from the West Coast; Lance Jones, 
who's a prosecutor; and Pete Preiser, who's in the 
probation division in New York. 

Then we asked other people in the field-as 
many as we could get to do it-to look at these 
various standards and further refine them. Finally, 
the standards were presented to the Commission 
and each one of them thoroughly and carefully 
debated. Some changes were made by the Commis
sion-those were done to the best of our ability. 
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So, we will be discussing for the next 2 days 
all of these various subjects covered by the Correc
tions Task Force. I would recommend its full reading 
to you. 

Now, to talk to you about some of the other Task 
Forces, I introduce to you a member of the Com
mission from Dallas, Tex. He is a graduate of Sam 
Houston State University, and has worked in their 
School of Contemporary Corrections and Behavioral 
Sciences. He is a long-time officer who has come up 
through the ranks from patrolman to assistant chief, 
to the Chief of Police of Dallas: a graduate of the 
Northwestern Traffic Institute and the FBI National 
Academy. He is a native Texan; a member of our 
own Council on Criminal Justice in Texas and a real 
fine friend of the system, Frank Dyson from Dallas. 

Chief Dyson: Thank you very much, Judge Brown. 
It is indeed a pleasure for me to be here today 

to talk about the work of the National Advisory 
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals. My responsibility here today is to give you 
an overview-and let me underscore that word 
overview-of the standards developed by the Police 
Task Force. In the time allotted, I'll only be able 
to skip over many of the important aspects of the 
work, but, nevertheless, I'll try. to get to some high 
points that should be of interest to you in trying 
to give you this overview of the Police Task Force 
work. 

Ed Davis, Chief ·of Police of the Los Angeles 
Police Department, who was introduced in the pre
vious meeting, is chairman of the Police Task Force. 
In order for you to gain a greater appreciation for 
the work of this group, I would urge you to look 
in your Working Papers and review the representa
tion on the Polica Task Force. You will find a 
wide range of authority and specialists from various 
fields in that listing. 

The Working Papers give you a summary of some 
'of the standards of the Police Task Force work. The 
summary is not complete and it does not contain all 
of the standards, so I'll try to give an overview now 
of most of the work of the Task Force. 

The Police report contains 24 chapters. There 
are 109 standards and 16 recommendations in the 
report. The vast majority of the standards by the 
task force were based upon successful models that 
were operational in one or more police agencies in 
the United States. Only in rare cases did the Task 
Force propose untested or unproved standards. 

Some of the standards contain specific reference 
to agency size. The Task Force. felt that the· number 
of police employees-civiIian and sworn-was the 
most important difference between police agencies 
for the purpose of applying standards. Thus, pOlice 

agencies are differentiated in the following manner: 
Class 1-':"1,000 or more personnel; Class II-400 to 
1,000 personnel; Class III-150 to 400 personnel; 
Class IV-75 to 150 personnel; Class V~15 to 75 
personnel; and Class VI- 15 or fewer personnel. 

The National Advisory Commission ordered the 
task force to direct its efforts toward the immediate 
reduction of crime, and to determine the basic course 
of action that shOUld be taken this year to begin 
reducing crime. 

As a result of this charge from the CommiSSion, 
the POliCf Task Force identified seven objectives, the 
achievement of which w1U improve police service 
and reduce crime. These seven objectives can be 
achieved through the adoption ·of specific standards 
listed under each of them. The task force called for 
immediate action regarding implementation of the 
seven priority objectives. They're not listed in any 
particular order, but these seven priority objectives 
are: 

1. Fully develop the offender-apprehension 
potential of the criminal justice system. This may 
be implemented through standards: 

a. 1.1 The Police Function; 
b. 3.2 Crime Prevention; 
c. 5.1 Responsibility for Police Service; 
d. 8.1 Establishing the Role of the Patrol 

Officer; 
e. 8.3 Development of Patrol Officers; 
f. 9.4 State Specialists; 
g. 9.7 Criminal Investigation; 
h. 12.2 The Crime Laboratory; 
i. 23.1 Police Use of the Teiephor,e 

System; 
j. 23.2 Command and Control Opera

tions; and 
k. 23.3 Radio Communications. 

2. Get the police and people working together 
as a team. This may be implemented through 
standards: 

a. 1.1 The Police Function; 
b. 1.2 Limits of Authority; 
c. 1.4 Communicating with the Public; 
d. 1.6 Public Understanding of the Police 

Role; 
e. 3.1 Crime Problem Identification and 

Resource Development; 
f. 3.2 Crime Prevention; 
g. 16.4 Interpersonal Communications 

Training; and 
h. 19.2 Complaint Reception Procedures. 

3. Get the crir-in!!l justice· system working 
together as a team. This may be implemented through 
standards: . 

a. 4.1 Cooperation and Coordination; 
b. 4.2 Police Operational Effectiveness 
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Within the Criminal Justice System; 
c. 4.3 Diversion; 
d. 4.5 Criminal Case Followup; 
e. 5.2 Combined Police Services; 
f. 12.4 The Detention System; and 
g. 23.1 Police Use of the Telephone 

System. 
4. Clearly determine and act on the local crime 

problem. This may be implemented through 
standards: 

a. 1.1 The Police Function; 
b. 1.4 Communicating with the Public; 
c. 3.1 Crime Problem Identificat~oI? and 

Resource Development; . 
d. 9.1 Specialized Assignment; and 
e. 9.11 Inteliigence Operations. 

5. Make the most of human resources. This 
may be implmeented through standards: 

a. 10.1 Assignment of Civilian Police 
Personnel; 

b. 10.2 Selection and Assignment of Re-
serve Police Officers; 

c. 13.1 General Police Recruiting; 
d. 14.1 Police Salaries; 
e. 14.2 Position Classification Plan; 
f. 15.1 Education Standards for the 

Selection of Police Personnel; 
g. 16.3 Preparatory Training; 
h. 16.5 Inservice Training; and 
i. 17.1 Personal Development for Pro

motion and Advancement. 
6. Make the most of technological resources. 

This may be implemented through standards: 
a. 23.1 Police Use of the Telephone 

System; 
b. 23.2 Command and Control Opera-

tions; 
c. 23.3 Radio Communications; 
d. 24.3 Data Retrieval~ and 
e. 24.4 Police Telecommunications. 

7. Fully develop the police response to special 
community needs. This may be implemented through 
standards: 

a. 1.4 Communicating with the Public; 
b. 1.5 Police Understanding of Their 

Role; 
c. 1.6 Public Understanding of the 

Police Role; 
d. 13.3 Minority Recruiting; 
e. 16.4 Interpersonal Communication 

Training; and 
f. 17.4 Administration of Promotions and 

Advancement. 
Now, the third objective, "get the criminal justice 

system working together as a team," involves stan
dards that probably will be of most interest to cor-
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rectional authorities. Specifically, Standard 4.1, 
Cooperation and Coordination, states: 

Every police agency immediately should act to insure 
understanding and cooperation between the agency and all 
other elements of the criminal justice system, and should 
immediately plan and implement appropriate coordination 
of its efforts with those of other elements of the criminal 
justice system.1 

One part of that standard is that: 

Every polic~ agency should cooperate with other element~ 
of the criminal justice system in processing criminal cases 
from arrest to trial within 60 days.2 

This is consistent with the Courts Task Force 
recommendation. 

Another is: 

Every police agency should consider and where appro
priate seek the formation of a criminal justice coordinating 
council with members representative of law enforcement, 
other criminal justice agencies, and local government. 

And another: 

Every police agency should support training programs 
that promote understancing and cooperation through the 
development of unified interdisciplinary training for all 
elements of the criminal justice system~3 

Standard 4.3, Diversion, states that: 

Every police agency should, where permitted by law, 
immediatley should divert from the criminal and juvenile 
justice systems any iudividual who comes to the attention of 
the police, and for whom the purpose of the criminal or 
juvenile justice process would be inappropriate, or in 'Whose 
case other resources would be more effect.ive. All such dis
positions should be made pursuant to "/ritten policy that 
insures fairness and uniformity of treatment.4 

Standard 4.2, Police Operational Effectiveness 
Within the Criminal Justice System, states that: 

Every police agency immediately should insure tt$ opera
tional effectiveness in dealing with other elements of the 
criminal justice system." 5 

This standard calls for better cooperation and liaison by 
police with courts, prosecutors, and correctional agencies. 

Standard 5.2, Combined Police Services, states: 

Every State and local government and every policp. agency 
should provide police services by the most effective and 
efficient organizational means available to it. In determining 
this means, each should acknowledge that the police organi
zation (and any f.unctional unit within it) should be large 
enough to be effective but small enough to be responsive to 

1 National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals. Reports on Police. Washington: Gov
ernment Printing Office, 1973, p. 73. 

2 Ibid. 
3 Ibid. 
4 Ibid., p. 80. 
5 Ibid., p. 77. 



the people. If the most effeCtive lind efficient police service 
can be provided through mutual agreement or joint partici
pation with other criminal justice agencies, the governmental 
entity or the police agency immediately should enter into 
the appropriate agreement or joint operation. 

This is a v~ry important standard and I'm getting 
to the meat of it now: . 

Ai a minimum, police agencies that I'Implo:}- fewer than 10 
sworn employees should conscilidat<;' for improved effi
ciency.6 

And if you'll recall, the majority of police agencies 
in this country contain 10 or fewer personnel. 

This standard further provides that: 

Every local government and every local police agency 
should study possibilities for combined and contract police 
services.7 

Standard 12.4, The Detention System, states: 

Every police agency currently operating a detention facil
ity should immediately insure professionalism in its jail 
management and provide adequate detention services. Every 
municipal police agency should, by 1982, turn over all of 
its detention and correctional facilities to an appropriate 
county, regional, or State agency, and should continue to 
maintain only those facilities necessary for short-term pro
cessing of prisoners immediately following arrest.a 

In addition: 

Every police agency that anticipates the need for full-time 
detention employees after 1975 should immediately hire 
and train civilian personnel to perform its jail functions.9 

This standard also calls for regionalization of 
detention services with State or county control, 
whichever is more appropriate. This standard is 
consistent with recommendations of the Corrections 
Task Force. 

There are two recommendations contained within 
the Police Task Force report that may be of interest 
to this particular group. 

First, Recommendation 4.1 covers alcohol and 
drug abuse centers. The Task Force recommended 
that: 

Every State enact legislation that provides authority for 
civil commitment and diversion of persons who, because of 
alcoholism or drug addiction, are in need of treatment and 
who should be dealt With outside the criminal justice system. 
Legislation should provide funding for treatment centers 
where such persons can receive both detoxification and 
followup care,lo . 

In addition to noncriminal commitment, the 

6 Ibid., p. 108. 
7 Ibid. 
a/bid., p. 313. 
9 Ibid. 

11l Ibid., p. 90. 

recommendation calls for both pre- and postcon
viction commitment of persons accused of crimes. 
This recou1l1endation is consistent with the Report 
on Corrections. , 

The second recommendation of interest to this 
group is Recommendation 5.2, National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice Advisory 
Cominittee. This recommendation calls for the 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice to. be placed under the guidance of an 
Advism: Committee that will give it a sense of 
direction. This Advisory Committee should be com
posed of criminal justice practitioners and outside 
professionals who should 'be responsible for guiding 
the Institute in identifying needed research and de
velopment, setting priorities for implementation, and 
approaching ad hoc technical advisory committees 
to provide valuable expertise on specific projects. 

AdditiCinally, the· Advisory Committee should 
encourage adequate funding for specific tasks that 
have been identified 'as valid research targets and 
should create momentum for criminal justice research 
and development by . encouraging crl~minal justice 
executives to make known their needs for, and 
support of, such research and development. 

. In summary, the Police standards are an important 
initial step for the police in preparing to meet the 
critical issues of today. These standards recognize 
the need for improvement in the application of 
modern strategies and technology and the need to 
prepare police better to fulfill their responsibilities. 
They. further recognize explicit agency responsibili
ties in clearly determining the local crime problem 
and in making the most of human resources. Most 
important, they recognize the. need for greater inter
action, both within the criminal justice .system and 
between the police and the community. 

Thank you. 

Judge BroWlll: Thank you, Frank. You can readily 
ascertain from Frank's remarks that other disciplines, 
such as courts and corrections, were also considered 
in the Report on Police. 

To speak to us now about, Community Crime 
Prevention is a man who has done some work 
with and contributed to our own Task Force. the 
Honorable Allen F. Breed, Director of the Depart
ment of Youth Authority of the State of California. 

Allen has epept an adult lifetime working with 
young people and the problems of young people. He 
is a member of some 15 professional organizations 
in the correctional and youth fields. He has had 
experience not only in civilian life, but also in the 
military, where, in World War II, he went from 
the rank of private to major. 

The Honorable Allen F. Breed. 
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Mr. Breed: I have one of the more interesting 
problems that has ever confronted a speaker at a 
national conference. I deliberately chose the word 
problem rather than task because a task has a known 
solution and a problem has an unknown an<;wer. 
My problem is that I am to provide you with an 
<:Jverview of the C()fnmunity Crime Prevention report, 
particularly as it relates to corrections. Unforunately, 
the Community Crime Prevention report, unlike the 
others, was not approved until this week. If you will 
bear with me, I will attempt to convert my problem 
into a task by drawing from the summary you have 
received and some very rough first drafts of materials 
made available to me. A quotation from Mr. C. Ray 
Jeffery's book entitled Crime Prevention through 
Environmental Design eloquently sets forth the basic 
proposition of the Community Crime Prevention 
report as follows: 

We can deal with crime before it occurs or after it occurs. 
If we deal with crime befora it occurs, we are structuring 
the environment so as to prevent crimes; if we deal with 
crime after it occurs, we are treating or rehabilitating 
criminals ... 

Our current method of controlling crime is predominantly 
through indirect measures, afte:- the offense has been com
mitted. The failure to. contror crime is in no small measure 
due to the strategies we select to deal with crime. It is 
obvious that we do not control crime if we allow it to occur 
before taking action • • . 

Although there has been a tremendous prolifera
tion of criminological literature in recent years, there 
are no royal roads to understanding the problems 
of crime and delinquency, its causes or its treat
ments. Those who expect readymade answers, simple 
formulas, and easy cliches, may wen prepare 
themselves for disappointments because thes"e types 
of answers' will not be found in the Community 
Crime Prevention report. 

Very clearly, this report sets forth the prinCIple 
that knowledge of human behavior, particularly in 
its wayward expression or deviant character, is still 
meager despite progress in some fields. Simple solu
tions just do not exist. This does not mean, however, 
that there are not very specific programs that can 
be engaged in which have a high probability of re,!uc
ing the incidence of crime and delinquency; it uoes 
Ilot mean that we in corrections must sit back and 
wait for others to act or provide leadership. 

Writers contributing to the Community Crime 
Prevention report agree that any program that 
reduces the probability of new or continuing illegal 
behavior can properly be labeled prevention. In this 
sense, program descriptions are offered for efforts 
outside of the justice system-programs that are 
specifically designed for both children and adults. 
There are also program descriptions for diversion-
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programs that take place during that short intervai in 
the justice process between arrest and adjudication. 
There are other descriptions of programs that mini
mize an offender's penetration into the criminal 
justice system. Both of these are critical to preven
tion, since a substantial portion of all criminal 
acts are committed by known offenders. Prevention 
means not only avoiding offenses by new offenders 
but also avoiding tJ.'1e continuing illegal acts by known 
offen.ders. It means, in fact, improving the quality 
and performance of the various componerits of the 
iustice system, as well as the effectiveness of 
correctional programs. 

It is the position of the Community Crime Preven
tion report that crime is only preventable to ·the 
extent that it is predictable. The programs outlined 
demonstrate that society knows a great deal about 
why some crimes are committed, and also a great 
deal more about how to prevent them than our 
present efforts or resources would imply. 

The existence of the Community Crime Prevention 
report is due to the widespread, growing conviction 
that responsible, purposeful, and concerted pro
grams designed to reduce crinie and deliquency must 
be a part of our national effort if the citizens of 
America are to be able to regain a feeling of safety 
in their homes and communities. 

Up.like previous efforts, this report acknowledges 
the public cynicism and alienation produced in 
society when illegal activity is engaged in by the 
politically and economically powerful. Governmental 
corruption is not ignored; it is dealt with explicitly. 
Crime prevention activities for institutions, agencies, 
and citizens are described. in considerable detail in 
a very courageous chapter that makes hard recom
mendations for increasing the responsiveness and 
integrity of local and State government. 

The general position taken by the Community 
Crime Prevention report is that crime and delin
quency can only be reduced through programs that 
offer people the widest opportunities for rewards for 
conforming behavior, while, at the same time, insti
tuting programs that impose swift, equal, and sure 
sanctions against illegal behavior. 

Unlike earlier theoretical arguments advanced 
by economists about economic man, the writers 
contributing to this report suggest that man calcu
lates and reasons about a great deal more of hi.s 
behavior than is generally assumed. Further sugges
tions are made that man's rational and calculating 
self is reflected in all behavior, not just that which is 
delinquent or criminal. Greatly simplified, a position 
is set forth that suggests that "man's behavior 
reflects to a great extent that which he thinks he 
can do and that which he thinks he can get away 
with." 
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The important emphasis is the word "thinks," 
because it is here that perception, socialization, pe,r
sonal capacity, skill, aIld many other attributes 
color or interfere with man's ability completely and 
effectively to predict the consequences of his own 
behavior. Man may calculate, but his accuracy in 
K')recasting is based on the quality of his data and 
th~ way he COllverts that data into information that 
affe'i:ts his behavior. 

Th.e President's Crime Commission report of 1967 
subtly o'lltlined two parallel approal.!1es for society 
to contml illegal behavior. l The report suggested that 
behavior is determined by the number of rewards 
and opportunities available equally to everyone. 
Furtber, it hypothesized that sanctions or penalties, 
if immediately or consistently and equally applied 
again5t unacceptable behavior, discouraged further 
unacc\\ptabl~~ behavior. This latter point has been 
frequelltly overlooked by those referring to the 
Commission's report. This report was straightforward 
enoug!l: rewards and sanctions for the whole of 
society (not just a privileged few), equaIIy admin
isterC';d without regard to race, income, or political 
peduasion, are the critical issues. 

The President's Crime Commission also reported 
that the extreme advocate for punishment and the 
extreme' argument for permissiveness have both 
failed. It suggested to the man who says, "When 
my child misbehaves, I punish him," that he has 
earned the right to punish through the love and 
affection and the cat:ing relationship demonstrated 
over a number of years. Wheti the love and caring 
relationship has not existed, conforming behavior 
does not necessarily follow punishment. An example 
is to be found in the home of almost any chUd 
who has been consistently abused, physically 
punished, and seldom shown that he is either loved, 
cared for, or wanted. 

It is in a balance between rewards and punish
ment that programs capable of reducing crime and 
delinquency are to found. It is within this frame
work that tne writers who contributed to the Com
munity Crime Prevention report have outlined signifi
cant programs for the effective reduction of crime 
and delinquency. 

Because of a limitation of time, I will attempt to 
describe, briefly, highlights from some of the chapters 
that make up this report I will not attempt to 
evaluate specific standards, b\!t rather will try to 
focus your attention on the princl!1les upon which 
the standards were developed. 

The Community Crime Prevention ~bapter on 

1 President's CommIssion on Law Enforcement' and the 
Administration of Justice. The Challenge of Crime in',;;,?:,c:: 
Society. Washington: Government Printing Office, 1967. 

citizen action is a very clear statement that crime 
is not someone else's problem. It is not simply the 
pro!>lem of agencies of the criminal justice system, 
but is, in fact, the problem of every individual in a 
democratic society. The chapter is first a ~all to 
action and then a "how to" guide for programs of 
community crime prevention. It develops ideas on 
building a sense of community; on reducing targets 
of opportunity for crhl1inals; on the need for official 
integrity; and on the need for programs that attack 
unemployment, substandard educational opportuni
ties, inadequate recreational facilities, and poor hous
ing, just to mention (l few. It suggests techniques 
for sustaining momentum for citizen action. It finally 
stresS6S the importance of an evaluation component 
that gives feedback for evaluating the effectiveness 
of program activities. 

Here is an example of the message contained in 
the draft chapter on citizen action: 

Individual citizens acting in joint voluntary capacities should 
be held responsible for the incidence of crime in their neigh
borhoods. Neighborhoods shoUld receive financial incentives 
and subsidies to pion, decide, and implement comprehensive 
neighborhood programming. The neighborhoods should uti
lize the assistance, guidance, advice, and recommendations 
of professionals as well as experienced volunteers.2. 

Through programs of this nature, the individual 
citizen will be brought closer to government and 
government closer to the people, A community's 
most long-lasting protection against crime is to right 
the wrongs and cure the illnesses that encourage 
people to harm their neighbors. No system, however 
well-staffed or organized, no level of material well
being for all, will rid a society of crime if there is 
not a widespread ethical motivation as well as a 
widespread belief that, by and large, the government 
and the social order deserve credence, respect, and 
loyalty. 

In the chapter on education, I am sure that edu
cators will be happy to hear that they alone are not 
blamed for the criminal and delinquent failures of 
the whole of society. Others are given equal billing. 
This chapter stresses the importance of education 
and describes some exciting, creative programs, but 
it also addresses the problem of the rigidity of educa~ 
tion to change. It suggests tbat traditional approaches 
must be altered if the educational system is not to be 
dysfunctional in American society. The chapter calls 
for change and cites examples of possible models 
to be emulated. It does not suggest, however, that 
this is solely the responsibility of educators. Tbe 

2 National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals. Report on Community Crime Preven
tion. Washington: Government Printing Office. 
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examples and content clearly suggest that changes 
in the educational system are the responsibility of 
Bill of us, not just the educators, and it suggests that 
change requires support as well as criticism or attack. 

The thrust taken by the report in this respect is 
aptly set forth in the following. The relationship 
between social class, schools, and deliquency raises 
important questions about priorities for crime and 
delinquency reduction programs. If social class is 
the primary determinant of delinquency, then reduc
tion programs should deal with such issues as narrow
ing the income gap or providing more specific crime 
programs in ghetto areas. However, if lower class 
status leads more directly to school failure, and this 
leads to delinquency, then priorities lie with pro
grams that make schools responsive to the needs of 
all students as a meaps of delinquency prevention. 

The chapter on employment clearly indicates that 
unequal economic status is a major factor contribut
ing to crime. The report takes the position that the 
greatest impact upon crime prevention will be 
brought about by improving the' economic status of 
individuals who impose high risks and also by 
systematic efforts to improve the economic environ
ments that produce our highest crime rate areas. 
Imt'rovement of economic status requires such 
measures as better training and rehabilitation efforts 
and the removal of unrealistic barriers to employ
ment of ex-offenders. The larger institutional issue 
must be dealt with by a realignment of public 
policies and corporate and individual commitments 
in order to eliminate factors that are the wholesale 
producers of unemployment, such as job discrimina
tion and the economic abandonment of large seg-
ments of our inner cities. . 

The chapter on recreation approaches the subject 
as a meaningful part of an adult's or childYs life 
pattern. It suggests that, for many young people in 
American society, delinquency is a recreation. 
Further, it suggests that in the highly automated, 
urban areas we are creating, recreation, in addition 
to becoming a major industry, must also come to be 
seen as a positive and legitimate use of human energy 
and resource. It suggests, among other things, that 
men who no lODger have the opportunity to work 
with their hands, must have the opportunity to work 
with their minds, even In such areas as poetry, music, 
literature, art, and the other activities that enrich the 
lives of us all. A number of exciting and realistic 
program descriptions are presented as models for the 
kinds of activities the writer of this chapter envisions. 
Recreation is not seen as a panacea, but it is seen 
as a very legitimate, constructive effort to contribute 
to our overall goal of reducing crime and delin
quency. 
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. One entire chapter is devoted to youth service 
bureaus, a subject that was probably the single most 
important recommendation and the best-remembered 
statement about prevention made by the President's 
Crime Commission. Recently, a national study com
pleted by my Department for the Youth Develop
ment and Delinquency Prevention Administration 
concluded that, as a matter of national policy, youth 
service bureaus were never tried at a level of fund
ing, or at a level of involvement, that would make 
much difference in the way that society deals with 
young people having prcblems. This major finding 
should make us all cognizant of how we freely 
advocate prevention, yet seldom support it in a 
manner that is necessary to make any real change or 
real difference. 

Run by young people generally outside of the 
mainstream of public influence and decisionmaking, 
youth service bureaus tend to lack the political clout 
that will significantly change the nature of services 
delivered to children and youth in trouble. Further, 
youth service bureaus provide a preponderance of 
service to stat-:!s offenders rather than delinquents. 
If the youth service bureaus are to hQ.ve a direct 
impact upon crime and delinquency in. America, 
then, obviously, they must also accommodate delin
quent youth who represent the kinds of cases about 
whom the general public is concerned and fearful. 

There is ample evidence that youth service bureaus 
have, in spite of many limitations, pioneered pro
grams that are, in their own communities, changing 
the nature of the system by providing real and needed 
services to children and youth. It is equally obvious 
that the positive features of the youth service bureau 
would do much better if actively advocated at the 
Federal, State, and local levels of government. 

The chapter on youth service bureaus in this 
report picks up where the President's Crime Com
mission left off, and again, urges the implementation 
of major programs to advance youth service bureaus. 
It provides detailed standards for the establishment, 
structuring, functioning, and staffing of youth ser
vice bureaus. The purposes of the bureaus are clearly 
spelled out as advocacy, brokerage, diversion, crisis 
intervention, and promotion of systems change. In 
a very practical sense, this chapter argues that, since 
resources are not unlimited, we must find new ways 
of reordering our present organizations to increase 
both the scope and the effectiveness of the serivces 
provided to people-regardless of age or legal status. 

The subject of integrity in government is dealt 
with in its broadest sense in one chapter. It is con
cerned not only with direct, blatant forms of corrup
tion, such as outright bribery, but also with more 
subtle issues, such as government officials' member
ship in law firms representing private interests, and 



the propriety of campaign contributions by pers9ns 
doing, business with the government. Unique in its 
approach, this cl).apter goes to the heart of citizen 
involvement in community crime prevention and 
begins to suggest that bribery may well begin with 
our acceptance of the first free cup of coffee. It also 
deals with very technical issues, such as conflict 
of interest, campaign financing, procurement, zoning, 
licensing, and tax assessment. I would suggest it is 
one of the more 1Z0urageous chapters that the Federal 
Government has ever published. 

The chapter Of/. government responsiveness makes 
recommendations on how to improve citizen access 
to government. It outlines devices, such as multi
service centers, little city halls, and mini-cabinet 
meetings, that take government to the neighborhood 
level. It begin~ to touch upon, and moves in the 
direction of, the development of new organizational 
structures that more effectively meet the needs of 
individuals through comprehensive human service 
systems. 

One of the most difficult chapters to write was the 
one on religion, and, to the best of my knowledge, 
a final decision has not yet been made as to whether 
it should be included. Regardless of the theological 
problems involved, it is my hope that. such a chapter 
will be part of the final product. In one of the early 
drafts on religion, there was a quotation from a 
sign found in one of the many missions in Los 
Angeles. In four uncluttered words this quote 
eloquently summarized the issue of religion and its 
relationship to the changing role of activist churches: 
"Eat now. Pray later." The draft also makes the 
point that, except for schools. th~re is no other 
major institution, except religion, that has neighbor
hood facilities through which human services might 
be directed. 

Despite rapidly expanding efforts to control crime 
during recent years, illegal behavior-particularly 
by young people-has continued to increase. While 
today, as yesterday, the vast bulk of young violators 
continue to be involved in petty theft, truancy, van
dalism, and the like, there have now been added to 
these simple forms of delinquency crimes such as 
drug abuse, felonies of all types, planned violence 
against established. institutions, and even a reemer
gence of the juvenile fighting gang experienced in the 
forties and fifties. 

Any reasonable person must, based on the l~acts 
available today, accept that our corrective eff\~rts 
are by themselves insufficient foJ.' the task of signi
ficantly preventing or controlling crime. The 
increased crime and delinquency rates are them
selves partial indicators of our faHure. 

Clearly, a fresh look at the problem is warranted. 
This needs to be based on a reassessment of our 

public policies for dealing with crime. The informa
tion contained in the Report on Community Crime 
Prevention makes it very cleat that we are using 
very little of what we know actively to support 
massive programs to reduce crime and delinquency. 
IIi an effort to remedy this situation, the Community 
Crime Prevention Task Force has of'ftlred decision
makers at all levels examples of practical programs 
that can have a direct effect on reducing crime and 
delinquency. 

Our current emphasis continues to b\' placed on 
control of an individual after a criminal act has 
occurred. This report directiy addresses the need for 
public and private agencies, individuals, and groups 
to demand prevention rather than just detection and 
correction. From both a human values standpoint 
. and a cost effectiveness basis, it is less expensive to 
design a community and at,l environment in which 
crimes are unlikely to occur than it is to continue 
to try to rehabilitate all those who have the opportu
nity to commit crimes. 

Unlike the President's Crime Commission report, 
which focused on correctional efforts that were 
assumed to be associated with prevention, the Com
munity Crime Prevention Task Force has forcefully 
addressed one of the major issues of modem times 
-that is, the refusal of public and private agencies 
actively to support, financially and in policy, pro
grams designed to reduce crime and delinquency
programs that will assist citizens to feel safe again 
in their homes and on their streets, 

Of the various public agencies that are in a position 
to assume a leadership role for prevention, none is 
better informed nor has a greater investment in 
bringing about successful community programs to 
prevent delinquency than we in the corrections 
field. For too long we have waited for others to 
initiate programs that we could support. 

The practical programs described in the Corll~ 
munity Crime Prevention report are programs we . 
can support now, but, more important, they are pro
grams upon which we in the correctional field can 
begin to build. 

It is my personal_conviction that any department 
of correctional services has a responsibility for pre
vention if it is to be effective in reducing crime and 
delinquency on the streets-whether mandated in 
the laws or not. Logically, prevention may not be 
our job, but until someone else takes up the cause 
of prevention in a serious way, We have no alterna
tive but to assume an aggressive leadership role in 
this field. 

Judge Brown: Thank you, Allen Breed. 
The next speaker to make a presentation to you 

this morning is a native ?f Idaho. He was born in 
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PocaI\eHo, just a short time prior to the time that 
I'd discovered America, and this makes him a young 
man. We're about the same age. Justice McQuade 
was educated in the local schools back in Idaho and 
then w,~nt through the University, getting his bac
calaureate and his law degrees. While doing this, 
he had the unique distinction of being the youngest 
justice of the peace-and this was while he was still 
in law school--in the United States. At the same 
time, he also served in Idaho as a judge of the police 
court. Following his service in World War II, he 
returned to his home State where he was in prosecu
tion, then was a district judge, and has, since 1955, 
been on the Supreme Court of the Statt:: of Idaho. 
He's been in the judicial business now for almost 
half a century. 

Justice McQuade. 

Justice McQuade: Thank you very much, Judge 
Brown. 

I'd like to mention to you that we're delight~d 
to participate with the conferees and to share the 
results, in a small way, of what the Task Forces and 
the Commission have come up with. It's been my 
assigned task, as an overview of the standards and 
goals, to view the highlights of the Courts Task 
Force as they interface with Corrections. 

What is corrections and how does it relate to an 
individual and society through the courts? 

I'm not going to give a section-by-section report 
on the Courts or a review of judicial policies, but 
I'm going to try to give yeu an overall summary of 
the COl/rts report as it relates to Corrections. 

I don't pretend to be an expert in corrections. As 
a matter of fact, we in the judiciary are very much 
aware that com~<;!tions is a very highly specialized 
field, and we don't know much about it. However, 
we're willing to learn, and we want to share and 
participate. 

What is corrections and how dOf it relate to an 
individual and society through the cC".Jrts? 

We are talking about an understanding system 
of corrections in relation to the system of strict 
retribution and deterrence. The enHghtened concept 
relates to community involvement rather than unal
terable incarceration. You'll notice that time and 
again the Task Force and all of the members and 
people that talk to you are talking about community 
involvement. This is important. 

The method used in corrections must be humane, 
with the objective of instilling dignity as a human 
being and developing a sense of personal and com
munity-related responsibilities. 

r would like to quote at the outset from the 
Corrections report in this vein: "Behind these clear 
imperatives lies the achievable principle of a much 
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greater selectivity and sophistication in the use of 
crime control and correctional methods . . . The 
criminal justice system should become the agency of 
last resort fol'· social problems; and the institution, 
the last resort, f(lr correctional problems." 

The Corrections Task Force suggests that every 
step of the criminal justice process has an effect 
on corrections. They advance the caveat that if an 
offender has oeen de,tained before conviction, the 
nature and quality of his confinement may affect his 
attitude toward the sys:tem and his participation in 
the correctional programs. 

To carry oUi: the cximinal judicial process in 
relation to correctiolls, the task force has recom
mended that procedures which haV(1 heretofore been 
resorted to without specific statut(lry or court rule 
delineation hereafter be made tb,tough court rule 
or statutory procedures. These are; generally: screen-

. ing, diversion, negotiated plea, 1!educed time con
sumption in the judicial process, and correctional 
edl2cation for the sentencing judges. I know that 
many of you think the latter is t\ very meritorious 
subject. As to the negotiated plea, you have heard 
already that its elimination is rec()mme.lded within 
5 years, but, nevertheless, it w~s Clealt with and I'll 
deal with it. 

Screening is an administrative process in which 
the prosecutor evaluates an individual who has 
become involved in the criminal justh~e system. The 
process has two objectives. One is to stop proceed
ings against those for whom further action would 
ultimately be fruitless because there is insuffi.cien.t 
evidence to obtain or sustain a conviction. The secnnd 
is for cases in which formal proceeding would not 
best serve the dual objectives of the criminal justice 
system-that is, reducing crime and assuring fairness 
to the accused. 

A variety of noninstitutional programs and ser
vices should be made available to individuals who 
have been screened and are in need of specialized 
assistance. Corrections and its services must be 
keyed to an entire community and not restricted to 
a specific group of convicted felons. 

The second suggestion is diversion-a new name, 
I'm sure, for many of you. Diversion is the suspen
sion of criminal justice proceedings against a person 
when some formal action already has been taken. 
This technique assures that the person charged will 
agree to participate in some remedial action. The 
corrections system must be available to the prosecu
tor or judge for evaluation and recommendation of 
remedial action. There must be a close relationship 
among all segments of the criminal justice system for 
the purpose of effectively reducing crime with empha
sis on decreasing recidivism. And again, I mention 
to you a thought that permeates the report all the 



way through-the cooperation among all segments 
of the criminal justice system. 

Taking the offender out of the criminal process 
before conviction satisfies the desire to avoid placing 
the stigma of conviction upon an individual. Chan
neling him into a diversion program or requiring res
titution also helps prevent the offender from 
committing future harmful actions. You rem~mber) 
Governor Peterson this morning, in his talk, men
tioned restitution as one of our procedures. 

Diversion would be an economical method by 
which the criminal justice system could be; effective 
and yet benefit the community financially by avoid
ing use of the formal judicial process. There are 
advantages and disadvantages to the use of diver
sion-that is, greater use can be made of technicai 
services, but there is less protection for society. I 
think you have to equate those. 

Heretofore, the negotiated plea to a particular 
crime, which may be a lesser crime than originally 
charged, has been practiced without formal recogni
tion or procedures. Under established guidelines, 
counsel for the State and for the accused can for-

. mally present their recommendations to the court. 
The negotiated plea does not permit participation by 
counsel in determining the sentence that may be 
imposed by the court. However, the court does need 
assistance from trained personnel to evaluate the 
defendant and to ascertain the services available to 
the individual. Inclusion of the corrections phase of 
criminal justice in the negotiated plea process is of 
the utmost importance. Corrections will become far 
more meaningful in our system of criminal justice 
through the negotiated plea process and by assis
tance to those needing such intervention. 

Then, we get into the litigated case, which you're 
all familiar with, The litigated criminal case is a 
traumatic experience for an accused., He may be 
guilty; nevertheless, the process carries the public 
limelight, the drama of. the trial, the experience of 
the postconviction process, and finally, the sentenc
ing process and its relation to the defendant and 
society. Today, these processes of the litigated case 
are time-consuming and in some cases inordinately 
time-consuming. A defendant released on bail or on 
his own recognizance derives considerable benefit by 
being able to continue his daily life experiences. Aids 
and rehabilitative services should be made available 
through the court to the defendant and his counsel. 
Now, r think it is important to know and understand 
this. 

Such procedures are new to the criminal justice 
system; nevertheless, ~ey are positive steps forward 
toward the reduction of crime. Early cooperation 
among all of those involved in the criminal justice 
system is necessary to make it fully meaningful and 

to eradicate the obsolete concept of working only 
with the convicted felon. The old concept did not 
relate fully to the entire community or to all age lev
els. Corrections must relate to the community and 
must {1,llly utilize the community resources. With the 
<:ourt's approval, the pretrial use of corrections will 
be of substantial benefit to marriages, to emp!l:lyers 
and social institutions, and will aid in the reduction 
of governmental responsibility toward those who are 
on welfare. 

I am placing more emphasis on this area than on 
others because it is new and innovative; however, 1 
must alert you' to the thought that it may be contrary 
to some legal concepts. We do get into that every 
once in a while in the Commission report. Yet, many 
corrections people have long known that a tre
mendous step toward acceptable rehabilitative atti
tudes could be formulat.ed, and, in many cases, a 
formal trial avoided through the use of corrections. 
The avoidance of trial would be brought about by 
counsel for the defendant and the prosecutor coming 
to agreement concerning services available to the 
defendant, and his indication of willingness to par
ticipate. This mechanical procedure would not be by 
diversion, but would be through the formality of a 
plea of guilty, the court withholding the imposition 
of sentence, and then placing the dffendant on a 
probation program formulated and s\lpervised by 
corrections people. 

Of even greater concern during the pretrial period 
are those persons held because they cannot provide 
bail. Under the present rules of procedure, there is 
no method available to the courts to evaluate the 
defendant as to the probability of his being available 
for trial if released upon his own recognizance. An 
investigation of an accused by court-oriented persons 
could substantially assist the program by the est\:lb
lishment of standards for setting bail and for ~v" 
leasing those accused of crime on their own 
recognizance or a reasonable bail. If an accused is to 
be preventively held for his own security or that of 
society, such conclusion should be realistically eval
uated and determined. 

This method would permit open hearings to arrive 
at segregation and evaluation. Naturally the mental 
attitude of an accused is of first importance toward 
utilization of corrections and its allied services. It is 
of the utmost importance that a defendant be 
reached when his mental attitude is the most con
ducive to receiving assistance from society and from 
its institutions. 

The delays accompanying a full trial can impose 
greater burdens upon our system. The jails through
out the country were not conceived in the sense of 
aiding prisoners. Their fundamental purpose is 
i.ncarceration. This concept is abrasive and contrary 
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to rehabilitation, which is the ultimate goal in the 
criminal process. Corrections must ultimately be 
employed to return a defendant into a meaningf.u1 
sodetal relationship. The question often asked IS, 

"When does this phase commence?" And most assur
edly, the answer should be, "When a person first 
becomes involved in the criminal system." 

We in the judiciary recognize this problem of 
delay, and, hopefully, we"U deal with it more effec
tively in the future through the. aid and assistance of 
the Commission's report. 

Delay causes the defendant to remain in a jail 
housing inmates who have unsuitable social charac
teristics, and others who have been charged with the 
entire spectrum of criminal offenses. This does not 
enhance the opportunity for corrections to be 
appiied. Courts must utilize corrections at the time 
of arrest and, most assuredly, before the setting of 
bail, if we ate to achieve corrections' highest a.im of 
placing the subject back into society on a meanmgful 
basis. And I say "place him back into society" 
because otherwise he lias been, at least temporarily, 
forcibly set apart. 

While the accused is in detention, his family, 
employer, and creditors are deeply involved in the 
resulting problems, and each should receive individ
ual attention. There is also the concern of an injur~d 
party who was the recipient of the accused's alleged 
wrongdoing. The maglIitude of the problens and the 
degree of effort needed to best serve the accused and 
society can stagger the imagination. However, to be 
staggered is not to solve these problems. What we 
must have are answers and aids. Therefore, we must 
encouraze everyone in the criminal jU!ltice process to 
utili::.:\) cotrections to the fullest during the pretrial 
procedures. 

Courts are being urg~d to assist corrections by 
reducing the time an accused must await trial. It is 
suggested that reduction of time while awaiting trial 
can be another ni.:aningful step in the corrections 
process. The courts section of the report advances 
the proposal of a 6G (uy maximum interval bet.ween 
arrest and trial. The theory lD proposed that a speedy 
trial tends to eliminate Hie probability of an accused 
becoming involved itl trouble during this pretrial 
interlude. If speedy trial eliminates the probability of 
further trouble by an accused, it would logically fol
low that an element in the argument for pretrial 
incarceration is also eliminated. With these forces 
working in harmony, the corrections process is being 
employed to achieve a constructive attitude. 

The almost fin~l phase in a litigated case is the 
sentencing process. This is what most of you are 
intensely interested in. 

The technique of sentencing includes a presen
tence evaluation of the defendant and an assessmllint 
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of the rehabiHtative procedures or remedies that may 
be employed or specifically brought into play in rela
tion to him. As a general rule, the defendant is 
entitled to introduce evidence to the court that would 
be in mitigation of the crime, or otherwise, in justifi
cation of leniency. The evidence introduced by a 
defendant, together with a presentence evaluation 
report, provides the judge with many meaningful 
options. 

Judges are being urged to attend seminars relating 
to sentencing. I can almost hear a lot of people say, 
"Hurrah." These seminars are extremely helpful 
because they impart techniques of sentencing and 
analyze the philosophy of rehabilitation. Presuming 
the judge has had the opportunity to avail himself of 
seminars to become knowledgeable in sentencing 
procedures and doctrines, we may next presume that 
a meaningful sentence wi1l be imposed or a proba
tion program be provided for the defendant. 

"fhe COtn':!ctiMS persoMeI involved in every phase 
of the pr,o,=e,~s :should empioy procedures to commu
nicate with ~11 (If those in the criminal justice system. 
It is exU'IillXi0iy impo:tiant tnat the judges be advised 
and kept CUn'ellt on aU individuals in the system for 
whom they have some responsibility; and this 
includes information from corrections.' I cannot 
overemphasize the importance of the relationship 
achieved by communication among the various seg
ments of the criminal justice system. Lack of com
munication has been a major fault of the judiciary. 

Revocation of pro~;ition or other action reintro
ducing a "jefendanL to the sentencing authority must 
be upon a proper hearing before the judge. The judge 
will determine if additional measures and sa~eguards 
should be employed or if a harsher sentence should 
be imposed. Again, the judge must employ special
ized training, knowledge, and correctional informa~ 
tion. 

When the accused is sentenced to long-term 
imprisonment, there is little residual ~sponsibility or 
jurisdiction. In some States there is statutory 
authority for continuing jurisdiction over a subject 
for a particular time, such as 120 days, during the 
first part of incarceration. During this period of time, 
corrections can further evaluate and resolve the pos
sibilities for the subject's future. From results to 
date~. jt appears that this technique (120 days) is a 
very usdul tool in rehabilitation. 

I cannot go without saying somefhing about 
juveniles. Juveniles must be treated as a seputate 
category. Juveniles are subject to different consid
erations from adult offenders, partly because crimes 
or offenses of juveniles do not apply to adults, and 
partly because of the overriding societal interest in 
persuasively shaping those who are errant. 
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The Courts report urges that specialized courts be 
developed and maintained for juveniles, and for f;!m
ilies, in the larger sense. The judges would engagt1 in 
specialized education and have staff assistance of 
trained specialists. More and more, the leSls1atures 
and public are perceiving that judicial and correc
tional people require indepth training and the ability 
to coordinate their responsibilities and functions. 

Community resources must be made available on 
a willing basis to assure a high degree of success in 
the juvenile area. Judicial process for juveniles has 
changed considerably in the past few years. lIow~ 
ever, this alteration of the hearing process does not 
negate the comprehension by the court and correc
tions as to the larger function of assisting our youth 
to become \.1'1eful and participating citizens. 

In summary, it can be said that much is being 
done to train judges in their responsibility relating to 
corrections. It is hoped that statistical information, 
and I emphasize it again because it is so important, 
can be developed to give better direction to both 
judges and corrections. Lastly, there is more mean
ing and direction in the criminal process when there 
is unity of purpose among judiciary, corrections, 
police, and commurtity. 

1 want to thank you very much. 
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Mr. Michie: The purpose of the session is to 
introduce you to vther areas of the entire effort of the 
Commission, one of which is Community Crime 
Prevention. 

As you know, in the Community Crime Pre
vention section of the Working Papers, we cov
ered such areas as: citizen action, education, em
ployment, religion, drug abuse, responsiveness of 
government, youth services bureaus, integrity in 
government, planning, and implementation. How
ever, this morning we are going to have presentations 
from the people who were involved in the other 
areas: namely Police, Courts, a' ld Corrections. 

I'll call first on Al Brcolano to give you the Police 
material. 

Mr. Ercolano: I don't know why I got appointed 
to the Police Task Force. I'm not a policeman. I'm 
not a judge. I'm not a Senator. I'm just a citizen. I'm 
just like most of you. I guess they appointed me 
because I had 8\ lot of "chutzpah," 

For those of you who are not from New York and 
don't understand Italian, that's a Jewish term and it 
can mean almost anything you want it to mean. 
However, the definition that my mother, Who's Ital
ian, gave me was of t.'1c boy who was standing up 
before the judge and he had killed his mother and 
father. The jury found him guilty and the judge said, 
"Before I pronounce sentence on you, is there any
thing you would like to say?" The boy replied, "Yest 

your honor, have mercy on me. I'm an orphan." 
The Working Papers that you have constitutes 

about one tenth of the size of the total Police Task 
Force report. 

When '1 got gppointed to the task force, they 
said: "AI, it's going to be a piece of cake. You'll; 
meet two or three times in Los Angeles. It'll be really 
sweet. YOU'll be out there in that nice sunny 
weather." . 

I ended up traveling 40,000 miles, making eight 
trips to California, missing my five children's birth~ 
days, my anniversary, and my wife's birthday. 

! think this Conference really is a first. It's the 
first time that the people have been brought together 
to talk about crime. I disagree with some of the 
things that are in the Report on Police. The thing I 
do agree on is the effort that went into the devel
opment and the writing. 
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The task force report was put together with a 
view not only of how the police can look better, but 
what effect this .is going to have on the other seg
ments of the system. How can we develop some cri
teria, goals, and standards that police departments 
will have to me,asure up to so that they can do a bet
ter job in the total criminal justke sYlitem? 

I think we did a good, objective view. We shed 
some biood at those meetings. People who had con
victions had to bend. People who were not com
mitted to any particular thoughts when they went 
into the meetings had committed themselves to par
ticular thoughts by the end of the meetings. 

'Part of what we talked about in this report was 
developing community resources-developing ways, 
means, methods, and systems to help the police do a 
better job. How can the police draw upon experts in 
the community to assist them in doing a better job? 
How can the people in the community offer their ser
vices to assist the police in doing a better job? I 
don't know if I agree with Governor Peterson when 
he says that people are worried about crime. If the 
people were worried about crime to the extent that 
everybody says that people are worried about crime, 
maybe we wouldn't have any crime. 

YOH know, we have policemen, corrections offi
cers, people who work in the courts who, in addition 
to working, are having to moonlight, so that they can 
make enough money to live the way they would like 
to live. There are newspaper reports about policemen 
being on welfare because the salary they're being 
paid isn't enough to keep them in the manner in 
which they would like to live. 

If the community was really concerned, they'd see 
that tpe wh~rewithal was there for good police 
departments, for good courts systems, and for good 
corrections systems. I don't know if the community 
is concerned. I know I wasn't until I got on this task 
force and found out the problems that the police 
have. 

One of the men on the task force brought up a 
point that one day his department was involved in 
putting down a riot at a prison. The next day the 
corrections officers went on strike, so his police offi
cers were in there guarding the prisoners. 

How do you work with a system that is a nonsys
tem? And I guess in a lot of respects it is a nonsys
tern, because we don't really talk to each other too 
'i\:,uch. My job, when I work, is being Director of the 
\~,Vashington Office for the College of American 
R~thologists. I'm not a pathologist. I'm not a doctor. 

\. 

H~~ever, the people that I ,,:ork for are the guys that 
see\the end product of cnme. They perform the 
aut6p~y. They're the medical examiners. They're the 
coroners. 
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When we tal.ked about thecrirninal justice system 
and setting up criminaljustice coordinating councils, 
in the task force, the ,medical examine,,- the coro
nef-wasn't inclucied in the initial ~lraft. And I 
asked a stupid question. I asked why" they weren't 
included. A',nd the answer was, "Weli, you know, 
what have t~ey got to do with crime?!' 

Well, thd'vf got a lot to do with dime. Their ba
sic job is to'say yes, somebody did dl:e by violence, 
or no, they did not die by violence. :[t means that 
when you get to court, somebody i.tan be found 
innocent or somebody can be found r..luiIty, based on 
the autopsy, based 011 the findings. of the fcrensic 
pathologist or the medical examiner. So, now there is 
a piece in the Report on Police dbout utilizing the 
medical examiner, the coroner-, ... whatever title he 
carries in the community-as pal:t of the coordinat
ing council. 

We wrestled with a lot of subjects like edu{:ation 
of police officers. One of th~ requirements--I don't 
think it's in the Working P¢,pers-is that-by 1980, I 
believe it is, all police applicants must h~,ve a college 
degree. By 1975, the recommended requirement is 
that all police applicants must have co;:apletl~d 1 year 
of college. 

Now, why did we even talk about a':college educa
tion for police officers? The reason that we went into 
it was that we are asking police officers to work in a 
community where, in all probability, most oll the 
people they deal with are better educated than '~hey 
are. The requirement of high school graduation for 
police officers dates back 30, 40, 50, years when very 
few people graduated from high school. So, we were 
getting the top. Between 80 and 90 percent of the 
people in that age bracket go on to college and finish 
college. However, we've stilI got that police officer at 
a high school graduate level. 

We talked quite a bit about minority recruiting. 
How do you develop programs to attract minority 
people to police work? 

We talked about the woman police officer. And 
that was a beauty, that was really a beauty. What, 
some woman, riding in a patrol car with one of my 
men? Just think of the divorce rate. We'll have sex in 
the squad cars. Women are too small. The're too 
frail. They can't compete physicaIIy with a man that 
they're trying to arrest. The point was brought up 
that what would you do if an Olympic gymnast came 
down and applied to your poiice force and chal
lenged some of your chubby 50- and 55-year-old 
desk sergeants to anything they wanted to do? It is 
not in the Working Papers, but there is a section in a 
chapter on women in police work, and there is noth
ing in there which specifies that they l1av(: to be a 
certain size or a certain height. . 
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When we talked about recruiting we made up our 
minds that we weren't going to talk pie in the sky or 
dream about the way things should be. We set down 
a rule that, beforo we would put something in the 
report as a recommendation, it would have to be 
something that was tried and had worked in at least 
two places. Therefore, most of our recommerldations 
and most of our standards were based on actual 
experience by local police forces. 

We gave tremendous consideration to the small 
{,olice force. I found out that something like 95 per
o.ent of the police forces in the United States have 
Jess than 25 men. I thought everything was like New 
York, Los Angele~>,.. Chicago, Detroit, etc. Most 
police departments have 5, 6, 8, and 10 men on 
them. So we gave con!;ideration to that. 

We talked quite a bit about diversion. How do you 
keep people out of the system? How do you relieve 
the police officer of getting involved in finding lost 
dogs, getting cats out of trees, etc.? How do you get 
the police officer out of picking up drunks and taking 
them to the police station? How do you get the juve
nile offender and keep him out of the system before 
he gets ground into that system? 

We talked about technology-the age of the com
puter-aIl the sophisticated new detection systems 
that exist. Part of the report~it's in the Working 
Papers-deals with the problem that police depart
ments have with privaW alarm systems, where the 
rate of false alarms in alarm systems is around 85 or 
90 percent. The police officer, however, has to 
respond because the alarm went off. One of the 
points raised in the report is that we ought to sit 
down and set some standards for alarm systems, so 
we don't have police officers going off on wild goose 
chases because there's a 11alse alarm. 

We talked about requiring police officers to con
tinue their education after they get on the force. We 
also talked about requiring police officers to put in so 
many hours-that's in service education--not only at 
the police academy, firing pistols, but at a junior col
lege. or a community cCillege, continuing to upgrade 
themselves so that they (;an cope and live in the com
plex society that we liVeln today .. 

One of the things me\1tioned this morning was the 
team approach to policle work, where we assign a 
man to an area and havtl him there so that he'll know 
what's going on. Well,. th8t happened 40 and 50 
years ago. I grew up in New York City, We had a 
cop on the beat. He knew everybody. He knew who 
was running the handbook. He knew which bar was 
selling booze after hOUl'S. He knew everybody. He 
knew who had problems. He knew who to look out 
for, who to take care of. 

I think we lost some of that closeness of the police 
to the people when we mechanized them----when we 

put them on wheels. Now, they aren't as close to the 
people as they were then. I'm not saying that what 
was true then-30 or 40 years ago-was good or 
bad. In fact, in New York City, I was 17 years old 
before I found out that an Italian f,-ould be a cop. 

But, a lot of effort has gone into the report. Per
sonally, I have to stress that there were always ques
tions in the back of each man's mind who was on 
that task force. How will this be accepted by other 
police departments and other police professionals? 
How will it fit into a community system? 

I think that what we have to do when we leave 
here-and I say we, b~cause I'm a citizen, I pay 
taxes, and I worry about local budgets-is to really 
sit down and look at what we've got. Have we got 
policemen who are underpaid? Have we got police
men who are working with tools that were fine 20 
years ago but are not fine today? Do we have a court 
system that's not functioning properly? Do we have a 
corrections system that's not functioning properly? 
How can we tie aU of these little pieces together so 
that we get a system, so that we can achieve some of 
the goals and standards that are in not only the 
Report on Police but also the other reports? 

'Many have said that you're not going to ugree with 
this, you're not going to agree with that. And there 
are certain. points in here that are going to hurt 
people. You can't satisfy everybody. There's no 
report that's e:er been written that could satisfy 
everybody. And (;f,e answer, I guess, is to pick and 
choose. Continue to do the things that you are doing 
that are working well. The things that you aren't 
doing, that migbt work if you tried them, sit down, 
see how you can put them together. See how the 
police can become part of the communi~y. See how 
the community can start directing what goes on in 
the criminal justice system. I don't know if I've 
really given you any insight, any glowing comments 
on what went on in the Police Task Force. The Con
ference Working Papers really don't contain any
thing that resembles the total amount of what the 
final report will deal with. 

I know that I went to the task force and worked, 
there, and when the task force finished its year's 
work, I came out a lot better than I went in. I 
understood the problems that exist in developing a 
criminal justice system. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Michie: I think what Al has said is an under
statement of the kind of effort that went into these 
task forces and the task force reports. I had the 
opportunity yesterd~,y to view the Report on Police 
in its entirety. I would judge it measures something 
onn,~order of 28 inches, and that's quite a bit of 
material. 
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So, with that, I'm going to introduce my good 
friend, the Honorable Judge Sylvia Bacon, who is 
going to speak to us, Sylvia is one of the real contrib
utors on the Commission, and she's going to talk to 
us about the Courts standards. 

Judge Bacon: As I talk with you this morning, I 
come hoping to say something meaningful to indi
viduals who are involved in community crime proj
ects. Now, as you are aware, I'm talking about the 
Courts Task Force report. And it's loaded, as any 
task force on Courts might be, with judges, law
yers, and other practitioners in the field. And I think 
one of the terribly significant things the task force 
report which is before you today says is that there is 
a role for citizen involvement in the court aspect of 
crime contra!. 

If each of us stepped back and thought about this, 
I don't think we would have any particular difficulty 
with the rationale or the conclusion that says you 
ahd I, be we citizen, judge1 prosecutor, defense attor
ney, bailiff, deputy marshal, secretary, or warden, 
have a tremendously important effect on crime con
trol. I think the thing that is so terribly important in 
the documents that are before you today is that lay
men-what I used to be until somebody gave me a 
title which didn't really invest me with a great deal of 
knowledg~must be involved in criminal justice and 
what ought to be done. 

The courts are not the special purview or the fief
dom, to use the old term, of the judges. The courts 
can only solve their problems today and can only 
become effective if there is public participation and 
understanding. 

First, the public must understand the need for and 
the methods of securing a unified court structure. 
Second, the public must understand, as set forth in 
the recommendations of this Commission-which 
are before you in volumes, in pages, and with addi
tional pages yet to come-that public membership-
call it lay membership, call it community member
ships if you wish-is necessary on commissions for 
the appraisals of judges' qualifications for appoint
ment 8Jld dismissal. Third, out of all of this, you 
cannot hope to have the central fixture in criminai 
jllstice functioning effectively unless you have ade
quate appropriations-which each of you, as voting 
members of the community, may be responsible 
for-for carrying out the responsibilities of the 
court. 

Does it sound too simplistic to say that the police 
put them in, the cour~s decide what's to be done with 
them, and the ,corrections department ultimately 
returns human beings to be part of our community 
again? And somehow, somewhere in the course of 
time, that unit in the middle which makes the deci-
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sions about guilt and about the method of rehabilita
tion-be it prison or probation, be it long s~ntence 
or snort sentence, be it probation with strict super
vision or mellow supervision-is the unit in the crim
inal justice process that has most frequently been 
deprived of the resources 11ecessary for making a 
decision. 

With that background, I say I want to talk about 
this partiCUlar unit. I don't think it does me, as a 
judge, a lot of good to talk to lawyers about uses of 
the exclusionary rule, about problems of, search and 
seizure, or about whether or not we ought to have 
mandatory minimum sentences, because I think the 
action is here, and for these reasons. 

One reason may be an assumption, an assumption 
that there is a crisis in the courts in the United States 
today. I haven't had a chance to look at the list of 
where each of you comes from, but in most places in 
the United States today, the backlog is large, the 
workload is increasing, the delays are pretty nearly 
Intolerable, and more than that, confidence in the 
efficacy and in the fairness of the courts is lacking. 
This crisis is exacerbated by the crisis in crime 
control. 

I suppose over the next days your ears are going to 
become deaf to suggestions that the flow of criminal 
cases is unending or to suggestions that social 
agencies are not able to care for the problems that 
produce crime. I suggest to you that the offender or 
the crime situation, in relation to the court and the 
correctional institution, has been a situation which 
has become unbelievable in proportion over the last 
10 year~. 

Look at your Uniform Crime Code (UCC) statis
tics. The courts are crowded with situations, civilly 
and, more particularly, critninaUy, which reflect th('; 
failures of our social service system. And the courts 
are absorbingt but failing to deal adequately with, 
an eVer growing number of problems thrust upon 
the courts system. Resources are spread thinner. 
And we are forced to deal with ciJ;cumstances for 
which we have no resources. 

The facts-if you want to narrow them to the 
criminal system-are painfully clear. And that is, 
many courts are unable to perform adequate~v their 
critical role in cr;,me control. In fact, some courts 
may be actively -contributing to the crime pr()blem. 
This .is not a burden we like to bear, but it is prob
ably true, In this time of crisis, not only for courts in 
general but for courts reflecting sociological crime 
patterns in the United States, most courts are the vic
tims of fiscal star~ation, and they are also, unfor .. 
tunately, the producers of what I call "the ostrich 
complex", that is, resistance to change and failure to 
engage in self-ex~ination. I am not sure whether 
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resistance to change or failure in self-examination 
comes first. 

I think an honest look at your own court system, 
whether you COl.,,\e from, if I can be so bold as to use 
particular cities &;:\d places-Watertown, S. Dak.; 
Pocatello, Idaho; Omaha, Neb.; or New York City
will confirm these findings vis-a.-vis court and crime, 
if you look at them. 

Now many criminals are out on bail in your city 
or county because the court has hot had time to try 
them. How many times does your local prosecutor go 
to court unprepared to take a DW1\ (Dismissable 
Warrant to Prosecution) or any' ot1il1r'''~on,trial d~s
position. That prosecutor is un,prepareddiIe to 't11e 
press of criminal cases, due to' his own involvement 
in his own personal cases, and often, hecause he is a 
part-time prosecutor, or becausehe'l)a:ppep.s to, be 
the only inexperienced attorney in the, county you 
could find to run for the job. I • 

I might ask a similar question with respecttb your 
defense counsel. How many 6f them are there 
because they are squooshing some kind of criminal 
business with some kind of feeling about "I've got to 
do my good deed for ·the day," instead of being pro
fessional, able, criminal law experienced persons. 

And, again, I ask you, have any of your court per
sonnel, and if you may have been among them, have 
you ever been to any of the seminars which are con
ducted on how to handle criminal cases? How many 
of your cities and States have ever concluded that 
they ought to increase the budgetary appropriations 
for the court system commensurate to the increase in 
the number of crimes? I can guess, although I 
haven't done an absolute survey. If it was like my 
experience in the District of Columbia, it's zero. 

The problem that I have tried to set out to you is a 
national one. It's all of us. It's you and me and our 
local jurisdictions. Is there a solution? Well, I 
wouldn't be here if I didn't think that there was a 
solution. But it's not the solution we have used for a 
number of years-leaving ,it to the judges, the law 
pmfessors, the appellate decision. I suggest to you 
that ~he National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justice Standards and Goals has proposed to you in 
those portions of its Working Papers relating to 
criminal justice the things which you and I dm do. 

The Courts Task Force report has more than 60 
specific recommendations. These do not have one 
cure-all. What they have in them are the result of the 
views of 21 Commission members, 15 task force 
reporters, 5 professional staff, 8 researchers, and 24 
professional people. 

Out of all this I suggest to you three priorities thai 
you can bring back to your community, to those who 
are involved in your court system: 

Goal 1. Reduction of the time lag between appre-

hension and final determination of guilt or 
innocence; 

Goal 2. Improvement in prosecution and defense 
practices and resources; and 

Goal 3. Improvement in the quality of the 
judiciary. 

Now the rationale for these Rriorities is clear. 
First, attaining speed and efficienqy in pretrial proc
esses and trial processes and achieving final appel
late determination should result in a deterrence of 
crime and earlier and more effective rehabilitative 
treatment for the person who comes into the criminal 
justice system. 

Second, well-qualified prosecutors and defense 
counsel must be so skilled that they can keep the 
speed of the process with the fairness that is inherent 
in th~ judicial task. Next, it is only a high-caliber 
judiciary whom we can expect to make sound judg
ments in criminal cases and to select the appro~ 
priate se.ntence, which is what much of this process 
is really about-rehabilitating people and bringing 
them back .into the system. 

In terms of the reduction of delay, I call your 
attention to Standard 4.1. It says 60 days from arrest 
to trial in felony prosecutions. Compare this to your 
jurisdictions. I suggest, as in Dallas, it may be 260 
days to the date of trial. ", ' 

With respect to improvem~~t of defense and pros
ecution services, I suggest the standards that call for 
a public prosecutor with a term of 4 years and a 
salary equal to the judges of the highest trial court
a standard not commonly found. This individual is 
charged with determining who 'shall go through the 
system, determining who shall be the subject of 
informal processing by screening or diversion. These 
judgments, if not exercised pe~sonally, but exercised 
by his staff, represent the wost'important judgments 
made in the criminal justice process, if you and I are 
concerned about rehabilitation rather than punish
ment. It is the prosecutor w.ith an equally skilled 
defense counsel who (.puts an individual into the 
informal screening processes, the handling method 
for 80 percent of the persons in the,criminal justice. 
system. 
" I'm coming down to one thing which I want very 

mu,ch to, say to you, particularly because every other 
group ,may focus on exclusionary ru1.es, rules of 
procedures, whether or not it's 60 or 90 days, and 
never ge~ to the real issues abs>llt what citizens, you 
and I, can do about the improvement tif the court 
sy&tem and the judiciary as a whole. Now, I suggest 
to you that the unification of the court syst~m has a 
big' payoff and it has to be don~. across the board to 
civil areas. You will find that in your report there are 
recommendations for unification of the court system, 
for State administration of the court system, for 
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selection of judges based on judicial nominating 
commissions that have lay members, and for lay par~ 
ticipation on removal if those judges got out of hand. 

It seems to me that the basic role of persons who 
are concerned about citizen participation is in the 
areas of Chapters 8 and 9 of th,.! Task Force report 
with respect to court unifical:on and with respect to 
court administration. YOll will find these in detail 
and you will be able to build your LEAA plans 
against those standards. 

In summary, what I can say is-the task is before 
you; it is the result of serious study. I believe it can 
be done and that the only remaining question is: 
Shall we do it? 

Thank you. 

Mr. Michie: Thank you very much, Judge Bacon. 
Our next speaker is Dr. Edith Flynn, the Associ

ate Director of the National Clearinghouse for Cor
l'ectionill Programming and Architecture. She'll talk 
to you about the business of corrections. 

Dr. Flynn: It is my great privilege to present to 
you the section from the Task Force on Corrections. 
It was our specific purpose to assist the National 
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards 
and Goals in the selection, articulation, and promul
gation of. standards explicitly designed to improve 
the delivery of correctional services so that a signifi
cant reduction in crime and delinquency can be 
achieved. 

First, let me tell you about the task force itself. 
Our chairman was Judge Joe Frazier Brown, Exec
utive Director of the Texas Criminal Justice Council, 
Austin, Tex. Lawrence A. Carpenter, also of Texas, 
was the staff director for the 16-member group, 
wh\ch was composed of members of the criminal jus
tice system, State and Federal Government agencies, 
universities and private agencies functioning in the 
arca of corrections. The selection of members for the 
Task Force was based on the need to obtain pro
fessionals with demonstrated competency and ex
ceptional achievement in the fields of corrections 
and· criminal justice planning. Included among the 
key professions were representatives of minority 
groups as well as ex-offenders, who are recognized as 
no essential and vital component of any correctional 
reform. 

The report of the Task Force on Corrections is a 
'bold document. It is a blueprint to change the face of 
corrections. It recommends, in unprecedented scale, 
a dramatic realignment of policies, resources, and 
practices perceived necessary to make corrections 
more effective in reducing crime and more responsive 
to the needs of a rapidly changing society. Although 
the desired levels of crime reduction cannot be 
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achieved in American society without substantial 
changes in relation to poverty, unemployment, igno
rance, and discrimination, there is no doubt that cor
rections can and must make a greater impact on 
crime than it does now. 

An analysis of the history of corrections reveals 
that it is an area filled with plans, procedures; pol
icies, and laws that have been built on fauIty prem
ises and that have failed to achieve their purpose. 
They survive regardless of their utility or obso
lescence. Corrections has consistently pursued in
appropriate concerns and ineffective solutions. It 
has emphasized facilities and the banishment of 
offenders to isolated, large-scale, anonymous, and 
dehumanizing institutions. Corrections has over
emphasized custodial considerations, neglected indi
vidual offender needs, and imposed restrictions and 
hardware on all, when such were needed by only a 
few. 

Corrections has accepted unquestioningly every 
conceivable type of social problem case lying out~ide 
its proper scope and competence, in spite of the fact 
that such cases could be treated far more effectively 
by other human service agencies. All these problems 
reflect corrections' traditional willingness to let 
society shun its responsibility for criminal offenders 
and for other special problem cases. We can no 
longer continue on this path. We must recognize that 
corrections is only a small sector in community 
responsibility for the reduction of crime and that 
corrections must stop being society's garbage can. 

The report covers the entire spectrum of the crim
inal justice process, from the first involvement of 
alleged offenders to the institutional aspects of cor
rections to the total reintegration of offenders into 
the community. After a brief presentation of the key 
recommendations of the report, I will highlight those 
sections that may be of particuiar interest to you as 
elected officials, members of the judicial and law 
enforcement branches, educators, profes~ionals in 
the human service areas, volunteer workers, busi
nessmen, and interested citizens. 

In the sincere belief that corrections must at last 
begin to take an active role in guiding and shaping 
the polices that vitally affect it, we have devoted con
siderable attention to the interrelationships among 
corrections, the various subsystems of the criminal 
justice system, and the community at large. We are 
convinced that progress in corrections is firmly tied 
to progress in the entire criminal justice system. As a 
result, the report goes beyond the traditional con
fines of corrections and considers in its recommenda
tions the entire spectrum of criminal justice. To 
bring about the urgently needed reform of the cor
rectional system, the task force and the Commission 
selected the following priorities: 



Equity and Justice in Corrections 

Alleged and convicted offenders should retain aU 
the rights that citizens have, with the exception of 
those rights that must be limited to administer suc
cessfully Ii correctional program. The frequent char
acteristics of corrections-inhumane conditions, 
arbitrariness, lawlessness, discrimination, and brutal
ity-must cease. As a civilized society, we can no 
longer tolerate such practices. Those who have been 
accused or convicted of disrespecting the law must 
see respect for the law demonstrated, not violated. 

Exclusion of Sociomedical·Problem Cases from Cor
rections 

It is clearly beyond the competence and scope of 
corrections to deal effectively with the mentally ill, 
the alcoholic, and the drug addict. Today we know 
that applying criminal sanctions exacerbates the 
problems of these persons and contributes heavily to 
the revolving-door syndrome that characterizes our 
jails and penal institutions. 

Although the Commission considers the issue of 
overcriminaiization and victimless crimes in a sepa
rate report, the Corrections Task Force does note 
our propensity for outlawing private and frequently 
widespread behavior, simply because we find it to be 
morally objectionable. As a result, it encourages the 
development of a legitimate, formalized system of 
diversion from the criminal justice system. 

Shifting of Emphasis from Institutions to Community 
Programs 

In terms of a reduction in recidivism, prisons, 
jails, and reformatories are the least effective kind of 
correctional disposition. Frequently, the facilities 
create more crime than they prevent. Because of the 
documented bankruptcy of the old institutions, it 
would be a mistake to continue to provide new set
tings for such traditional approaches. The mega
prison and the penitentiary must yield to community 
corrections. As a result, the report recommends that 
we pursue a national strategy to transform our 
present institution-oriented correctional system into 
one that is community~based. There are many rea
sons for pursuing this policy: 

1. The current approach of institutionalization of 
offenders intensifies and compounds their problems; 

2. The cost of institutionalization, with its exces
sive emphasis on security and hardware, is reaching 
epic dimensions; 

~. Our current approach treats most offenders as 
violent and dangerous, despite the fact that only a 
few fit this stereotyped image; 

4. The notion of gaining protection by confining 
offenders to jails and penitentiaries is largely a myth. 
It rests on the tenuous, unproved assumption that 
incarceration is synonymous with rehabilitation. The 
evidence, however, points in the other direction: time 
spent in confinement is inversely related to success 
when the offender is paroled. In addition, commu
nity-based programs appear to be more effective than 
traditional institutional programs. As a result, the 
argument that incarceration provides community 
protection, at least for the duration of confinement, 
is of little comfort when it is coupled with the real
ization that almost aU offenders eventually retqrn to 
the community. 

5. Imprisonment has negative effects on the offen .. 
der's ability to develop sufficient skills and com
petencies to perform culturally prescribed roles. 
Imprisonment critically disrupts the offender's life 
cycle: schooling, job training, and employment. In 
contrast, community-based programs are designed to 
help the individual through these processes; and 
finally, 

6. The move toward community corrections 
implies that communities must assume certain 
responsibilities for the problems they generate. Prob
lem and person, crime and criminal; are embedded 
in community life. They must be dealt with there. 
This is the critical task for the future, 

Manpower Developmeut 

It is recommended that corrections develop a 
comprehensive nationwide strategy to improve cor
rectional manpower, to develop underutilized hUman 
resources, such as women ex-offenders, volunteers, 
and members of minority groups. 

Increas~d Involvement of the Public in Correction 

Implementation of community corrections is 
dependent upon citizen involvement-and on an 
unprecedented scale. Not only will the degree of citi
zen acceptance determine the swiftness with which 
l~ommunity-based corrections will be .implemented, . 
'but it will also be the deciding factor in its ultimate 
success or failure. 

Citizens must become involved at all levelS of the 
correctional system: from policy determination to 
the shaping of specific community-based prograIlls, 
to active participation in these programs. In
volvement must come not only in the planning 
stages but at all critical!unctions that ir-volve the 
implementation and operation of actual p~ograms. 
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Systems Planning 

Corrections today is nonsystem. It is so complex 
and the interrelationships are so varied that it 
resembles more an incomprehensible administrative 
maze than a rational approach to crime. Wide vari
ations exist in the extent to which Federal, State, and 
local governments administer, finance, and operate 
correctional services. 

To overcome such fundamental problems, effec
tive relationships among the various components of 
the criminal justice system must be established, and 
corrections must end its social and political isolation. 
Beyond these essential requirements, however, lies 
the need for uniformity of definitions, standards, and 
practices-all requiring an integrated system that is 
administratively manageable, fiscally sound, and 
responsive to public needs and scrutiny. Such 
requirements suggest that planning activities be 
coordinated to the highest possible degree to reduce 
organization fragmentation, jurisdictional ambiguity, 
and costly duplication of correctional services. 

Having given you a brief overview of the Correc
tions Task Force report, and having identified its key 
recommendations, I will now discuss those sections 
of the report that have particular significance for 
crime prevention and for the public at large. The 
specific topics at issue are diversion from the crim
inal justice system and community corrections. 

Because one of the major objectives of this report 
is to hasten the implementation of community-based 
corrections, to the degree that this may be safely 
accomplished without detriment to the welfare of the 
community, the issue of diversion of suitable candi
dates from the criminal justice system becomes cru
cial. Diversion refers to the formally acknowledged 
and organized use of alternatives to early or contin
ued processing into the criminal jtistice system. Such 
efforts come after a delinquent or criminal act has 
occurred, and before adjudication. 

Operationally, diversion involves halting or sus
pending formal criminal or juvenile justice proceed
ings in favor of processin.g violators through 
noncriminal dispositions. Diversion, therefore, dif
fers from prevention and minimized penetration. 
Prevention involVeS efforts made before an illegal act 
ocCUrs; minimi:~ed penetration describes the least 
drastic means for dealing with offenders within the 
criminal justice system. 

Our preference for diversion is based on the recog
nition that it is frequently more effective than crim
inal sanctions and that it serves to encourage 
offenders to become law-abiding and fully function
ing citizens in the community. 

Diversion of sociomedical and moral problem 
c.ases has already been identified by the task force 
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as one of this Nation's uppermost goals. Although 
diversion from criminal justice has been used by the 
system since its inception, the development of pur
posful diversionary programs is new. Such programs 
are community-based, utilizing community r~sources 
that provide direct services or referral assistance to 
offenders in lieu of the traditional options of proba
tion, jail, or prison. These programs can be used at 
every stage of the judicial process-from the point of 
the offender's first contact with the police to the 
point before adjudication or conviction. 

Diversionary methods have clear advantages over 
incarceration: delinquents and adult offenders are 
spared the dehumanizing experience of the jail or 
prison environment; they retain the important social 
ties with their families and their communities; they 
can pursue the infinitely more productive activity of 
work or study. And, many more offenders can be 
handled at less cost. 

There is increasing evidence that the most effec
give diversionary programs Il'!ay well be those that 
divert individuals from the system before they 
become enmeshed too deeply within the system and 
labeled as deli:1quents or offenders. As a result, it is 
recommended that the development of diversionary 
techniques, which focus on preadjudication or pre
trial diversion, be given the highest possible priority. 
Th~ report recognizes three diversion models, 

basect on the point at which diversion occurs and on 
the respective agencies responsible for carrying it 
ooL . 

Community-Based Diversion Programs 

Community agencies and citizens organize 
planned alternatives to the criminal justice process. 
It is hoped that these alternatives will be more suc
cessful than criminalization and will simultaneously 
increase in more effective ways the capability of 
communities to handle unwanted behavior. 

Police-Based Diversion Programs 

Police agencies may administer diversion pro .. 
grams internally or through referral relationships 
with other community agencies. 

Court-Based Diversion Programs 

These programs may be administered directly by 
the court or by public or private agencies working 
with the court. The court may hold criminal charges 
while an offender participates in the program; or it 
may file charges and then suspend further action 
while the offender is participating in the program. In 



either case, a recommendation to cancel all legal 
action against the offender results if he or she suc~ 
cessfully completes the program. 

To implement diversion programs, the task force 
recommends that the local jurisdiction, in coopera~ 
tion with related State agencies, develop for.mal pro~ .. 
grams of diversion that can be applied in the criminal 
justice process. It becomes vital that criminal justice 
agencies seek the cooperation and resources of other 
community agencies' to which juveniles and adults 
can be diverted for services. Comprehensive plan
ning, communication, and sharing of resources are 
the key words for the implementation of diversion 
programs. Planning for diversion should be syste
matic and should include thorough evaluations of 
policies and procedures. Furthermore, it is recom
mended that community and participating human 
resource agencies be represefl~;:;J.· in the planning 
process and become as much an integral part of the 
program as possible. 

Diversion programs become particularly impor
tant in the handling of juvenile delinquents. The 
report recommends that only those who have com
mitted acts that would be criminal if they had been 
committed by adults be subject to the delinquency 
jurisdiction of courts. Because most jurisdictions do 
use the juvenile justice system for children who 
have cOIl1lllitted acts deemed by the court to be 
conducive to crime-tnlancy, incorrigibility, and di'.l
obedience-the task force recommends that resi
dential detention carre be an exclusive service for the 
juvenile court and never be used for dependent or 
neglected children or for those in need of super
vision. It emphasizes the use of resources outside the 
juvenile justice system, even for first-time and minor 
offenders, so that the limited resources of the juve
nile justice system can concentrate on the more 
serious juvenile offenders. 

Extended use of police discretion to divert young
sters into alternative community programs and 
agencies is also recommended. Appropriate intake 
services, organized under the juvenile court system, 
are extensively described. Such services should be 
explicitly designf'~ to screen, assess, and evaluate 
youngsters and to refer appropriate cases to human 
service agencies', to the extent that this may be 
accomplished without undue risk to the safety of the 
public. 

Furthermore, the task force recommends a mor
atorium On the construction of major' institutions 
for juveniles. Existing facilities should be phased out 
in favor of local programs and activities. 

The ccramitment on the part of the task force to 
community corrections is clear. The topic permeates 
the report. The recommendations that corrections 
shift its emphasis from institutions to community 

programs have already been ciiscussed. What 
remains is to delineate the philosophical base, the 
basic components, and principal implementation 
strategies for community corrections. 

The theoretical basis for community corrections is 
the recognition that a considerable amount. of delin~ 
quency and crime is a symptom of failure both on 
the part of the individual committing a crime and on 
the part of the community. Community corrections, 
then, focuses on the individual as well all on the 
community. Since law-abiding behavior in the com
munity is the ultimate test of success for correctional 
programs, the emphasis is on achieving not only 
rehabilitation but complete reintegration . of the 
offender into the community. 

As a result, past correctional philosophies stress
ing retribution and punishment must give way to the 
consideration of the requirements for offender social
ization and reintegration. We know that more 
emphasis must be placed on the offender's social and 
cultural milieu if any substantial relief from crime is 
to result. This is not to say that individual responsi
bility for delinquent and criminal behavior is to be 
disregarded. Far from it. Those who clearly trans
gress the law with malice and intent must be held 
responsible for their actions, and our consideration 
of individual rights must be delicately balanced 
against considerations for rights of society. 

At the same time, criminal behavior must be con
sidered within the setting of the offender's social 
group, the community, and his specific subcultural 
matrix. In this sense, it may be said that if the vexing 
pressures of an offender's social milieu contribute to 
his criminal behavior, the social milieu itself must be 
changed. 

In addition, the community must come to accept a 
responsibility for participating in and contributing to 
the corrections process. An informed and concerned 
citizenry, willing to insist Oll exercising its right to . 
make informed judgments involving correctional 
processes, must be attained to improve criminal jus
tice standards and goals. So far, this objective has 
not been realizerl. A massive public information 
campaign is therefore required to bring about citizen 
involvement and to reverse the pattern of the past. 

Corrections itself must assume more responsibility 
for enlisting human service agencies and community 
support for its programs. This means that jails and 
penitentiaries will need to open their doors and 
establish a strong flow of information to the public 
concerning the issues and alternatives involved in 
implementing correctional programs. Only if correcQ 
tions emerges from its resplendent iDolation can 
citizens and community agencieG participate intelli
gently in the decision making process. 
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We can distinguish three dimensions in our 
approach to community-based corrections. The first 
dimension is humanitarianism. The Task Force rec
ommends that no juve1"iie or adult be subjected to 
more cOntrol than he or she actually requires. This 
recommendation is based on the recognized need for 
much greater selectivity and sophistication in the use 
of criminal sanctions and correctional method'). We 
must reserve these great powers for those offjmders 
whose behavior seriouslY threatens the safety dil oth
ers. We must refrain from treating society's rejects 
and nuisance offenders in the same manner in which 
we treat the Richard Specks and Charlie Mansons. 
We want the criminal justice system to become the 
last resort lor correctional institutions and the last 
resort for correctional problems. This recommenda
tion is crucial if we wish to avoid the continuation 
of the gross inadequacies of our present approach. 

The second dimension of community-based cor
rections is a resturative one. We need to help the 
offender to achieve a position in the community 
wherein he no longer violates the laws. It would be 
wrong to interpret the notion of assistance and aid as 
mollycoddling. On the contrary, closer analysis of 
this approach will make it clear that society has the 
most to lose if offem!e~continue to violate its laws. 
On the other hand, it has the most to gain if they 
become law-abiQ~ng and productive citizens. Viewed 
in this light, the means to achieve the desired ends 
appears comparatively inexpensive. 

The third dimension to community-based correc
tions is a managerial consideration. Th~ Task Force 
recognizes that protection of the public is the 
uppermost mandate for corrections. Though there 
will always be a need for incarceration of the per
sistent felony offender, the professional criminal, and 
the dangerously predatory individual, it is recognized 
that the majority of offenders can be treated much 
more effectively in the community. As a result, the 
report recommends a dramatic shift in emphasis 
from institutions to community services. We recog
nize that no other course of action will suffice. 

By allowing offenders to associate with "normal" 
persons, in situations kept as normal as possible, an 
entire range of social support services can be made 
accessible. This consideration is based on the 
assumption that if the offender learns to handle him
self in the community, while he is under correctional 
control, he will be able to do so after the control is 
lifted. It is further assumed that this offender will be 
better prepared for reintegration into the community 
than the. offender whose correctional experience has 
been limited to the frequently dehumanizing process 
of the prison system. 

Before turning to the principal components of 
community-based corrections, let me give you a def-
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inition of the term. Community-based corrections, as 
defined by the Task Force, is the widest possible 
number of noninstitutional correctional progrl).ms 
that are deSigned to rehabilitate, reeducate, and redi
rect attitudes and behaviors of offenders for the pur
pose of integrating or reintegrating them into society 
as self-sufficient and productive members. 

Among the alternatives to incarceration we rec
ognize diversion, pr~bation, parole, nonresidential 
treatment, foster and 5rouP homes, and the commu
nity correctional center. There is also an entire range 
of aftercare programs, all of which are designed to 
enhance the probability of attaining: successful rein
tegration into the community. 

Other components include community adjuncts to 
institutions: work release, vocational and academic 
education. family visits, ethnic cultural group activi
ties, preL'0'lease programming, and arrangements for 
shl)rt-term return to halfway houses rather than 
reir:.stitutionalization in jails and penitentiaries. A 
systematic approach to increasingly involve inmates 
in community programs is recommended. This rec
ommendation is based on the premise that the only 
way that readiness for release can be assessed is to 
"test" offenders by allowing them to demonstrate 
that they can handle increased l.evels of autonomy 
with responsibility. 

The planning strategies designed to bring about 
implementation of community corrections involve 
maximum utilization and coordination of e)(isting 
community service agencies offering reSOUf\:6tl in 
areas such as family planning, counseling, general 
social services, medical treatment, legal representa
tion, and employment. They also include the 
involvement of the public and of volunteers in the 
mission of corrections. The latter is absolutely cru
cial to success. Citizens and private business must 
become involved in planning and in advisory roles, in 
developing and maintaining needed resources, in 
direct service roles, and as citizens interested in 
improving the correctional system. 

To bring about implementation of the fundamen
tal changes we have discussed, the report of the Task 
Force on Corrections recommends uniform statewide 
planning. It provides a blueprint for a logical, sys
tematic planning approach, which can be responsive 
to changing problems and changing priorities and at 
the same time provide a framework for developing 
more relevant programs. It recommends systems 
planning as opposed to subsystems planning. Only in 
this way can delinquency and crime control needs be 
anticipated and hindsight and ex post facto responses 
to crisis and problems be avoided. 

In conclusion, the Task Force on Corrections is 
calling for a dramatic realignment of correctional 
methods, for increased reliance on community a.lld 



citizen involvement in corrections, for a deemphasis 
on institutionalization and incarceration, and for a 
national commitment to the philosophy of commu
nity-based corrections. The time has come for funda
mental changes in corrections. We must cease to 
hide our social problems behind grey walls and 
barbed wire. We must change radically our attitudes 
toward the offender and toward the problem of cor
rections. We must have a commitment from correc
tions to change. We must also have a commitment 
on the part of the public. If the philosophy of reinte
gration is to gain public favor, the public must come 
to recognize that present correctional practices do 
not serve the public's interest in the long run. 

Furthermore, the confidence and cooperation of 
the law enforcement and judicial branches of govern
ment and of the public will be critical in the transi
tion to a more enlightened correctional system. 
Public trust and public involvement will be 
indispensable to achieve such major change. Legal 
and economic barriers and social ostracism must 
yield to commitment, involvement, and the sharing 
of responsibility. The relationship of corrections to 
the public at large, to human service agencies, and 
to the remainder of the criminal justice system must 
be nurtured and based on the principles of symbiotic 
cooperation. Only then will the goals of crime pre
vention and crime reduction be realized. 
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It is much too easy to think about criminal justice 
in terms of police, courts, corrections, and commu
nity crime prevention without taking an overall 100k 
at what it is we're trying to do, Governor Petersvn 
said this morning that an overall strategy was needed 
for the reduction of crime and delinquency. He 
handed you one of the major tools in that strategy
standards for criminal justice operations. These stan
dards, in the final analysis, can only be tied together 
by comprehensive crime-oriented planning, 

This discussion concerns what we call a crime
oriented program development model, which shows 
you how the system r,s a whole works together and 
makes contributions toward ultimate achievement of 
this goal of reducing crime and delinquency, 'The 
concept calls upon the interdisciplinary analysis and 
planning that will aid in 'bringing about a criminal 
justice system, rather than the proverbial nonsyst(~m. 

Criminal justice planning has generally proceeded 
with an analysis of the syste.m's needs and problems. 
It was this comprehensive assessment which then 
served as a basis for program developme1lt. Police, 
courts, correction~, and community-based agencies 
would describe what they needed in terms of facil
ities and equipment, operations and manpower. It 
was felt that tying all of these together in one mas~ 
sive document constituted comprehensive criminal 
justice planning, or comprehensive planning for the 
criminal justice system. 

The trouble with this is that there isn't any crim~ 
ina! justice system. There is a criminal justice proc~ 
ess, but it's not a system in the sense that a factory 
or a hospital is a system. It's not a system in the 
sense that every element that is a part of the system 
contributes aggressivi:ily to the achievement of some 
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goal. And the goal established 'by these standards is 
the reduction of crime and delinquency. 

If we were charged this morning with undertaking 
comprehensive planning, for example, for water pol
lution, we wouldn't go at it the way it's been done in 
the criminal justice environment. We woultl develop 
a planning strategy that would run something like 
this. We'd say, "Well, where is this water?" We'd 
map i~ out, we'd.:look at it carefully, we'd categorize 
it as still or'running, how large it was, what it was 
used for, (and whether it was relatively clean or 
un~lean. TIi~p We'd begin to test it. . 

Weld t~st It and we'd find out that polluted water 
is not just poHutcd water; it's water that h~s a variety 
of unacc9ptabte, elements in it, such as

l 
nitrogens, 

phosph!it~s, orwhatever.'when we tested it further, 
we w~uld find 64t',i~atnitrb~ens are~t' just nitro
gens; they are composed r'of .3' variety 'of elements 
from a variety of sciurcies, like human waste, runoff 
of agricultural fertiliZers, and SQ forth. 

After we got the facts about what pollution was, 
we could begin to evolve a planning strategy based 
on data, facts, and knowledge. After we analyzed 
those data in great detail, we could begin to address 
the elements of the system that will be our eventual 
tool to reduce water pollution-legislation, laws, 
prosecution, eflforcement, and so forth. 

Improve the System 

The first chart is entitled "Improve the System." 
This chart exemplifies some of the activities that go 
on when you are improving a system and setting sys
tem-improvement objectives. If you are going to 
improve a sys~em, we're emphasizing here that there 
are essentially only three areas of activity with which 
you can work. You are looking at three major 
resources of the system-facilities and equipment, 
operations, and manpower. As for objectives in sys
tem improvement, you think about some quantitative 
and possibly qualitative ways of improving the 
system. 

What does this mean? If you are talking about the 
police area, generally you would look at whatever 
equipment you are using and you would make it bet
ter by some notion of improvement. If you're using a 
gun, then you get a gun that shoots straighter or far
ther. If you are using a car, you get one with a bigger 
motor in it so that it goes faster. If you are using a 
radio, you get a radio that has more channels on it so 
you can communicate further with it or so that more 
people can talk on a radio at the same time. 

n you're talking in terms of manpower, note 
throughout the system that there are only '~hree kinds 
of things you can do when you are talking about 

, CHART 1. "IMPROVE" THE SYSTEM 
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manpower. You can recruit better people by whatu 

ever better means, give them ~i,~.er trai.ning, and 
increase their pay and fringe bei1ent$. In the area of 
operations-translating that to the police area-this 
generally means command and control and SOlm': 
sort of more sophisticated system of recordkeeping. 
That means if y~>u are using a pencil, you get a ball
point pen.n you're using a pen, you get a typewriter. 
n you're using a typewdter, you get a computer. 

This sort of system tinkering has been evident to 
us in the past and w11at we need to do is keep in 
mind that we're focusing on crime and delinquency. 
That's the problem. The system is not the problem. 
The system is the solution, hopefully. The system is 
the technique; by which we are going to respond to 
our goals and objectives. 

And as you've heard today, the Commission is 
telling you it believes that we can, within the next 
decade, achieve a 50 percent reduction in crime. 
When we talk about a mode of program d~velopment 
that is crime-oriented, what we're going to talk about 
borr()w~ from what we call ~ classic system of prob
lem solving. 

Atta~k the Problem 

The second chart is entitled "Attack the Prob
lem." If you have a problem Which you need solved 

tht:re are basically two things you can do about it. 
One is to improve controls on the manifestations of 
that problem. Another is to reduce the causes of that 
problem while you fight the manifestations of the 
problem. That simple model of problem solving 
applies if we're suggesting. whether you are talking 
about water pollution, air pollution, no~se pollution, 
health and transportation, or highway safety·-what
ever it may be. 

What is the problem? You look at the manifesta
tions of that problem and you try to control it, while 
at the same time you try to discover causes of that 
problem and eliminate them. Of courSQ, there are 
appropriate strategies, whether you go bdth or either 
one of these routes. . 

A criminal justice agency should take a more crit
ical view of the relationship between system 
improvement and crime reduction. It's time we pf\id 
a bit more attention to the problems of crime itself. 
If crime reduction is OUt' be.flic Objective, we have no 
reasonable alternative but to initiate a planning proc
ess that is clear and explicit in its lintention to reduce 
crime. 

Crime Analysis and Program Devel<!llpment 

The third chart, Crime Analys\is and Program 
Development, is a document that hl central tOo this 

CHART 2. ATTACK THE PROBLEM 

I 
CONTROL 

EVENTS 

r-L ___ t ___ ~~-, 
I APPROPRIATE STRATEGIES I L ____ ~ _______ ... .J 

PROBLEM 
OBJECTIVE 

I 
ELIMINATE 

CAUSES 

rL.--t--~\., 
I APPROPRIATE STRAtEGIES I L __________ '-___ ...I 
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CHART 3. CRIME ANALYSIS AND pnOGRAM DEVELOPMENT 

L!PDA TE-EVALUATE 
CRIME AND DELINQUENCY 

IMPROVE CONTROL 

REDUCE 
OPPORTUNITY 

FOR CRIME 

INCREASE 
RISK OF 
CRIME 

ALLEVIATE 
UNDERLYING 
CONDITIONS 

REDUCE CAUSE 

• HARDEN OR REMOVE • IMPROVE DETECTION • SOCIAL " ENCOURAGE BEHAVIOR 
TARGET AND APPREHENSION • ECONOMIC CHANGE 

• SECURE TARGET MEA • ASSURE TIMELY • ENVIRONMENTAL • P,ROVIDE USEFUL 

r DISPOSITION ALTERNATIVES _. ____ .....&1 _______ .... 1 _____ --.--1 

TACTICAL 
ALTERNATIVES 

-----.~ 
)0 

CONSTRAINTS 

whole discussion. The problem that we face is the 
problem of the quality of life, and basically, the 
problem of crime in this society. 

The logical starting point for a crime~oriented 
planning process must be a thorough analysis of the 
particular crimes which-due to their incidence, 
their social costs, the public's concern-warrant pri
ority attention. And we recognize that police 
agencies are dutybound to deal with P. whole range of 
criminal activity. 

There are several reasons why it is necessary to 
begin crime analysis by selecting one or two crimes 
for special consideration. The sum total of all forms 
of criminal behavior is simply too vast a problem to 
attack at one time. Crime reduction analysis pro
grams must focus on particular types of offenses, or 
upon several offenses with similar characteristics, in 
order to be effective. 

Also, resources for planning and programing in 
the field of criminal justice are limited. Thus, it will 
not be possible to plan for L'1e reduction of crime in 
general in any State or local jurisdiction over a short 
period of ti.\ue. , 
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IMPLEMENT SELECTED PLAN 

.. LEGISLATION 

.. PLANNING & EVALUATION 

.. RESEARCH & INFORMATION 

.. PREVENTION 

.. DETECTION & APPREHENSION 

.. DIVERSION 

.. ADJUDICATION 

.. INSTITUTIONAL REHABILITATION 

.. NON· INSTITUTION REHABILITATION 

Another reason is that it is important to be selec
tive. Not all forms of criminal behavior are equally 
serious; therefore, judgment is required in our choice 
of crimes that need priority attention. 

A planning process which accepts the reduction of 
specific crimes as its objective must begin with an 
analysis of basic elements-common to any 
offense-the event itself, the victim oX' tllrget, and the 
offender. It is necessary to discover all we can that is 
relevant about the crime in question from the point 
of view of each of these three elements, so that 
appropriate strategies and tactics can be developed 
that will result in a balanced and comprehensive 
attack upon the problem. . 

We want to point out here that there is a relatively 
small number of strategies that we are going to 
employ in bringing about a reduction in crime and 
delinquency. These strategies, however, have to be 
implemented by the entire system working together 
to accomplish that ultimate objective of the reduc
tion of crime and delinquency. What I have here is a 
planning model, a process model, and a dynamic 
model for program development. You apply basic 
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strategies of program development, strategies of 
analyses of data, to df.ta that apply to a particular 
kind of crime problem-burglary or robbery-or 
whatever your classification. 

As you apply these strategies to the data that you 
have available for analysis that indicate to you mat~ 
ters relevant to cause and controi, a variety of 
alternatives which we call tactical alternatives will be 
developed-a variety of approachr::s you can take 
that may bring about a solution to that ,probl~m. 
Now, all of these approaches cannot 1e imple. 
mented. The resources will not be' ~ufficient. In fact, 
some of the alternatives may be conflicting. So, we 
will apply a series of constraints to screen out some 
of those alternatives. From those constraints we will 
end up with sometning we call in the criminal justice 
system our plan of action, that which we implement 
to achieve this goal. We then go through a process of 
updating information, analyzing what we've done, 
evaluating it, and recycling again. 

Now, the things we do-the things we actually put 
into motion in ord!;;r to achieve this objective-
involve an impact on the criminal justice system. It is 
these areas of action-performance standards and 
goals-that you are going to be discussing during the 
next 2Y2 days. These kinds of program areas must 
be implemented by the criminal justice system to 
achieve its objective. What sort of standards and per· 
formance gU1delin,es do we need? 

In the areas of control, there are essentially only 
two things you can do~ In, this case, you're talking 
about controlling crime. First of all, you can reduce 
the opportunity for a crime to occur, and second, 
you can increase the risk to a person who would 
commit an offense. These are t.1)e two strategic areas 
of control activity. 

In reducing the opportunity for a crime to 
occur-in deterring crime, that is-we try to harden 
or remove targets. We try to secure target areas or 
target environments. For instance, if you're talking 
about burglaries, you try to develop methods to 
harden the target-make the house less vulnerable to 
burglary or invasion. If you're talking about securing 
the target area or the environment, you're talking in 
terms again of burglary. You would want to make an 
area less hospitable to invasion or less likely that a 
crime can occur-lighting streets, and doing things 
of that nature. 

Now, these strategies are universal, in that they 
apply to any kind of crime. However, what you do is 
apply the strategy to the particular kind of offense. If 
the crime that you're worrying about is forgery or 
passing bad checks, then the target varies and the 
nature of the target environment varies. However, 
these are the strategies you will employ. 

In the area of increasing risks, again~e see deter
rence at work. The police were tal,dng today about 
their need to improve their abilitY' to. detect and 
apprehend offenders. In the Report on Courts, they 
focused directly on the factthat in order for detel'
rence to be effective, we ha\;ti to assure a timely dis
position. :Much of what was discussed by the Task 
Force on Courts addressed the need for timely 
di~position. 

In the area of cause, once again, we heard some 
talk a,bout the things that affect the causes of crime. 
There are two ways in which cause may be 
reduced-through alleviating the underlying condi
tions that tend to promote crime, and through the 
application of intervention techn~ques that may ben· 
efit the individual once he has ~J1tered the criminal 
justice system. 

We refer to root causes or the underlying condi
tions that promote crime. As Arnie Rosenfeld 
pointed out, his Task Force believ~d that there were 
some correlations between housing, education, 
poverty, discrimination, and social conditions that 
indeed might have some relation to crime. These are 
correlations that need to be examined. 

When we deal with people who are involved in 
program development, we find that searching out the 
basic root causes of crime is, in fact, a longitudinal, 
long-range, deep research effort. 

We kf!.oW a lot of correlations today but we don't 
really know causes. We know, for instance, that 
most people who commit crimes are poor people. We 
also know that most poor people don't commit 
crimes. We try not to be misled by the correlations 
while we take whatever we can get. Hopefully. we'll 
gather some research that. will give us a little bit 
more information about what the causes of crime 
are. 

In the application of intervention techniques, we 
find corrections, the community, and the courts deep
ly involved. We heard the call for more alternatives 
for correctional treatment. We also heard the call for 
shorter sentences, b>!lcause that's the fact that we 
have to face. When we're dealing with high-risk, 
groups of offenders, we don't have too many choices 
about what we can de with them. Given offenders, 
what can we do? Generally, don't we have about 
three kinds of choices available to us? We can kill 
offenders: that certainly eliminates recidivism prob
lems. However, the societal reaction is very, very 
negative to killing them. Or, can we warehouse and 
just lock them up forever? 

Well, those of you who know about corrections, 
for instance, know that the vast bulk of offenders 
who are incarcerated today are incarcerated for 
periods of less than a year before they are released 
and put in the streets again. If we were just to raise 
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the average length of incarceration t say, increase one 
year to two years, we would essentially have to 
double the f)ize of the facilities and the amount of 
equipment used in the correctional system today. 

A third choice is left to us in corrections, which is 
rebabiIitation-~hat is, return the offender to society 
in a productive way and in· a way that will dis
courage him from being a recidivist. This is what the 
Corrections Task Force is aiming its efforts toward. 
The Community Crime Prevention Task Force is 
talking about ways in which the community can be 
of assistance. 

Constraints 

Going through the whole process of analysis of 
particular kinds of offenses, a variety of tactical 
alternatives will be developed, and we have to screen 
them out with constraints. 

Now, we've listed some constraints on Table 4. 
The constraints are those aspects of reality that have 
to be dealt with in selecting your program. 

Table 4. Constraints 

• Cost to Achieve Goal 

• Time R!!quired to Reach Desired Effectiveness 

e Feasibility of Alternatives 
• Technical Feasibility of Plan 
• CJS Organizational Feasibility 
• Sodal Feasibility 
• Related-Program Feasibility 
• Economic Feasibility 
• Legal Feasibility 
o Political Feasibility 

We mention cost, time, and feasibility. You're 
familiar with cost and time, Certainly, the impact of 
cost and time on selection is self .. evident. Feasibility 
involves a variety of constraints. Technical feasibil
ity: can you do it? bo you have the technical ability 
to accomplish whatever the alternative may be? 
What about criminal justice system organizational 
feasibility? For instance, in the courts area, the sug
gestion is that the reorganization of the courts today 
in some areas may not be such as to permit the feasi
bility of particular recommendations. 

Legal . feasibility is another area of court in
volvement, in that it's an important constraint. The 
courts certainly are responsible fo1' seeing that we 
have a quality of justice that is consistent with the 
constitutional system and consistent with what the 
resources of this country can provide. 
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Table 5 sets out some program objectives. Let's 
quantify it. In your community, what'is the extent of 
the probletns of assault, of robbery, of burglary, or 
of the violent stranger-to-stranger crimes that you 
heard Governor Peterson mention this morning? 
How significant, that is, are qualification~? Is the 
public concerned? This is your descriptive analysis 
of public concern. This would include economic 
costs, available resources, and indirect social and 
economic implications of the decisions. This, in turn, 
includes how susceptible to control a particular form 
of criminai activity is, and what we can expect the 
impact of the effort to be. 

'fable 5. Setting Progrrun Objectives 

• How Much? 

• How Significant? 
• Public Concern 
• Direct Cost 
• Drain on CJS Resources 
• Effect on Socia-Economic Environment 

(Indirect Costs) 

;; How Susceptible to Controi? 
• Primary or Secondary Event 
• Opportunity vs. Calculation 
• Degree of Concentration 

• Anticipated Impact in Terms of Increase, 
Maintenance or Reduction 

You must also have a clear enunciation of the 
goals. We go through this form of analysis, we 
attempt to quantify, and we attempt to anticipate the 
impact in terms of increase or maintenance or reduc
tion. We simply wrestle with the questions of sus
ceptibility to control. 

During the course of the analysis of a particular 
crime and the context of that event, the victim, or 
target and the defender, some general strategies of 
dealing with the problem will begin to suggest them
selves. It comes about in the examination of the 
data, and starts to indicate to you, as professionals, 
the tactical alternatives that might be most useful 
both in attacking the causes of crime and in improv
ing the control of it. 

Basic Crime Analysis Strategy 

Looking at Table 6, one sees that the further 
refinement of the strategy of control includes both 
reducing the opportunity for offenses to occur, and 
increasing the risk of offending. Reduction of 
opportunity comes through target hardening-that's 



community crime prevention, in part. Area security 
includes such actions as securing door and window 
frames, making homes less vulnerable, using the con
cept of defensible space, making neighborhoods less 
hospitable to crime, and making transportation sys
tems less vulnerable to crirne. 

Table 6. Basic Crime Analysis Strategy 

Control Offensive Conduct 

• Reduce Opportunity for Offenses to Occur 
• Harden or Remove Target 
• Secure the Target Area 

• Increase the Risk of Offending 
• Improve Detection and Apprehension 
f.t Assure Timely Disposition 

Reduce Causes of Crime 

• Minimize Underlying Cortditions 
• Social . 
~ Economic 
• Environmental 

e Apply Intervention Techniques 
to Encourage Behavioral Change 
• Provide Useful Alternatives 

The risk of committing an offense is increased 
tbrougb improved police surveillance and timely dis
position of cases. You see work being done in Kan
sas City and Miami through the development of 
special units. Essentially, they are carrying on these 
kinds of efforts in order to increase the risk involved 
in engaging in particular forms of criminal conduct. 
If a person commits an offense, he must reasonably 
feel, and we must be assured, that he's going to be 
detected, apprehended, and adjudicated fairly and 
within a reasonable time. 

Now the general strategy of cause can also be sub
divided into two strategies. The first is attacking the 
underlying conditions-the root causes of crime, 
such as poverty and unemployment and poor educa
tion. These are long-term programs, which, of 
course, normally do not fall within your bailiwick. 

The. second is intervening on behalf of those who 
have already come into contact with the criminal jus
tice system by attempting to provide offender popu
lations or high-risk groups with alternatives to 
criminal behavior. 

These, i.n part, are research and development 
questions that behavioral scientists, psychologists, 
criminologists, and a host of other disciplines and 
agencies-within and without the criminal justice 
system-are seeking to resolve, 

In any event, the careful consideration of these 
strategic approaches, in light of the data that llave 
been collected, should result in the development of 
an entire range of possible changes in every area of 
the criminal justice ·system. In addition, some pro
graming changes may be suggested to non-criminal
justice agencies. You have to be free to bring this to 
the attention of those other agencies within your 
municipalities or State governments, or for that mat
ter within the area of the Federal Government, where 
they have some responsibility. 

The tactical alternatives that are suggested by a 
thorough analysis of the data then must be compared 
and evaluated with respect to their relative costs, 
social acceptability, ar;d general feasibility. These, of 
course, are the possible constraints. Following this, a 
final selection is made of activities that will comprise 
the overall program. And, of course" that's the imple
mentation of a selective plan. 

Tables 7, 8, and 9 outline the general range of the 
data that must be gathered and dealt with when we 
try to wrestle with the crime-oriented planning 
approach. We must have knowledge of the event, the 
target or victim, the environment, and of course, the 
offender group characteristics. We must know much, 
much more about the individual. We call these of
fender-specific characteristics. 

Table 7. Data Selections and Analysis 

Actual Event 

• Modus Operandi & Crime Patterns 
• Violence Characteristics 
• Property Taken or Damaged 
• Victim Response 
• Community Response 
• System Response 

Table 8. Data Selection and Analysis 

Target/ Victim 

• What Are Its Characteristics 
• When Is It Attacked 
• How Is It Attacked 
• Where Is It: Environment 

• Density of Potential Targets 
• Accessibility 
• Transportation Patterns 
• Land Use/Topography 
• Population Profile 
• Uniqueness of Environment 
• Stability; Recent Trends 
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Tab!!.! 9. Data Selections and Analysis 

Offender Group Characteristics 
• Age 
e Occupation 
• Economic Status 
• Education 
• Ethnic Background 
• Geographic Distribution 

Offender Specific Characteristics (Intervention Criteria) 
• Educational Status; I.Q. 
• Vocational Potential 
• Attitudes, Values & Aptitudes 
• Physical Defects 
It Emotional Makeup 

It is only through coordinated and comprehensive 
examination of information and data that we evolve 
a planning strategy-the kind of planning strategy in 
which these standards can be related to each other 
and in which priorities can be assigned. It is only this 
kind of comprehensive planning that is going to force 
the judiciary to talk to correctional officials, and the 
police and correctional officials to talk t) each other, 
so that all can examine the facts about 'rime and 
what can be done about crime. 

Conclusion 

In broad outline, we've tried to describe a crime
oriented approach to crime reduction. Let us be sure 
that it is clearly different from system tinkering, 
mainly in its definition of the problem or objective 
that planning must serve. 

What we're suggesting to you is a process of plan
ning in which you look at what it is you are trying to 
do. Look at that overall. Don't be diverted by 
seemingly simple solutions like building walls, 
installing safety devices, and so forth. These are 
stopgap measures, and they may be counter
productive to overall system planning. 

When you begin to do your work, look around for 
hard data. This Commission, in . all of its work, 
looked for hard data upon which to base its recom
mendations, standards, and goals. Look at hard 
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data. Determine what your priorities are. Determine 
what the problems in your community are, and hoW 
you are going to address those problems. Then begin 
to do it in some kind of coordinated way. 

We have such a series of problems that you have 
to look at the volume of the problem, the signifi:' 
cance of the problem, how susceptible it is to con
trol, and the anticipated impact, or you will not be 
able to operate. 

In order for your efforts, for any of our efforts, to 
be effective, we have to utilize hard data. We have to 
take hard looks at those data to develop our objec
tive, to develop our strategies, and to develop our 
tactics. Second, we have to do this in a coordinated . 
fashion. And third, to echo Governor Peterson, we 
caMot fear failure. We have to be willing to take 
hard looks at what we've done. We have to evaluate 
the efforts we took last week and modify them with 
the kinds of things we are going to do next week. 

Crime-oriented planning must be systemwide. It 
must embrace prevention, deterrence, detection, 
apprehension, adjudication, and postadjudication. 
Design, implementation, and evaluation require the 
participation of many parts of the criminal justice 
system, many parts of the planning and operational 
system, and the social systems at all levels of govern
ment. Unless we move forward and coordinate our 
efforts and bring into reality that criminal justice sys
tem, we'll be like that rock song the kids used to 
sing, where they suggest that you can be walking 
down the street, and get a greeting from your friend 
saying, "Hallelujah, brothe!'!" when, in fact, all the 
while he's going to sock it to you. 

Over the next 2vz days, we must be sure not to lose 
sight of the point that was mentioned so many times 
this morning during the opening speeches. Our ulti
mate objective is to make an impact on crime and 
delinquency. The standards we are talking about are 
standards and goals for the criminal justice system in 
its response to the problem of crime and delin
quency. Let us not be swayed by the temptation to 
system tinker without regard to why we're making 
suggestions for improvement. Let us keep in mind 
the need to put together standards that will help 
achieve the objective of reducing crime and 
delinquency. 
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"Innovation and Change;" 
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1973, 7:30 p.m. 

Clarence Coster, Associate 
Administrator, Law 
Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, 
Washington, D.C. 

Frank Dyson, ,Chief of 
Police, Dallas, Tex. 

Mr. Coster: I'm a smalltown boy from San 
Francisco and I'm really overwhelmed by this audi
ence-the mayors, city managers, heads of State 
police~ people from the private sector. This occasion 
brings to mind a story I heard just a short time ago. 
It deals with finding it hard to determine who is the 
most important man. 

On a recent Sunday, St. Peter was approached by 
three sergeants from. the police: a sergeant from a 
State police department, a sergeant from a county 
sheriff's office, and a sergeant from a local city police 
department. And upon greeting them, he said, "You 
people have well earned your place here, you've seen 
your share of hell on earth and I'm glad to greet 
you." 

At this point, all three pressed forward and asked 
to be selected first choice. The State police sergeant 
said, "I have the greatest amount of prestige. 1 repre
sent the largest entity of government." And the sher
iff's sergeant said, "I represent an official who is 
elected and close to the people, and I have the gl'eat
est amount of prestige." And the city police officer 
with good criteria stressed the same thing. 

St. Peter was somewhat perplexed. So breaking 
the rules of a good staff man, a good administrator, 
he jotted off a note to God and he said: "Dear God, 
I hate to bother you with matters such as this, but I 
am dumfounded. I don't know exactly how to 
react. These people have all .earned their place here 
and I don't know who to give top priority to. Will 
you please give me your opinion and your direction?" 

In a short while, the Angel Gabriel came back 
with a message addressed to St, Peter. "St. Peter, as 
a leader, I rely upon my staff and my administrative 
personnel to make decisions and to give me the guid~ 
ance that is necessary. I encourage you and caution 
you to select the most worthy, the most deserving, 
and the best individual without any type of prefer
ence or any type of influence. Signed, God, Los 
Angeles County Reserve Deputy Sheriff." 

Gentlemen, we have all been exposed to many 
people mulling over the police role, the PQlice 
responsibility, what we should alld what we must 
accomplish. Perhaps the single most significant thing 
to me, as a police practitioner, is that this entire 
Conference and the report of the Police Task Force 
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are recommendations based upon knowledge, 
experience, and research. This is not an ivory tower, 
intellectual, philosophical, or sociological thesis 
based upon the assumptions that all men are good, 
or any other such nicety. It is based on today's 
world; known fact&; perhaps, most important, known 
failures; known successeSj and state-of-the-art pro
jections. All of you recall that a short time ago many 
experts stepped forth and identified all the causative 
factors of c;:ime and stated that if the criminal jus
tice system would only react to those causative fac
tors, the crime ptoblem would be resolved. 

And along came suburbia and the fantastic 
increase of crime in suburbia and all of the experts 
went back to their books to find the answers 'that still 
are not forthcoming. We do not have those answers. 

It is easy to postulate that this item or that item is 
the cause of the difficulty the police are having in 
accomplishing their mission and, basically, the cause 
of crime. It is far more difficult for professionals 
intelligently and rationally to analyze the mission, 
undertake sound research and experimentation to 
determine if, in fact, this is the case. 

Innovation and change-we've all heard a lot 
about them. God knows we need them. Does any
body need them more than we do? But concurrently, 
if we innovate, if we make a change, we all must 
seek courage. We need courage and integrity to 
experiment and innovate, But even more critical, if 
the experimentation and innovation do not produce 
the desired results, we need the courage to come 
forth and state that it was a worthwhile, noble 
experiment. But change is not the only answer, 
because only within a framework can change be 
meaningful. 

Change has been underway for the past 10 years, 
the last 20 years-the task· force report states the 
last 40 years. How many of us 10 years ago would 
have projected that the police would be operating 
helicopter aircraft, or would be involved with many 
other sophisticated programs, including comput
erization of everything from criminal histories to our 
actual daily operational data base? Change is with 
us. We must find better ways and more ways for 
change at all times. 

Assuming that we do make all these possible 
changes, what impact will we have on crime'? None, 
if we stand as a separate police entity; none at all, 
unless the other aspects of the criminal justice sys
tem are also effectively changed and improved-not 
solely changed, but improved. 

Again, this does not mean swoaring philosoph
ically and oversimplistically to an approach that is 
change for change's sake. To say that a program 
has not worked, and therefore Jet us jump knee-deep, 
hip-deep, neck-deep, over our heads into a new and 
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unproven program because we are frustrated with a 
program that has not been successful is not the 
answer. 

God knows, all of us, when faced with frustration, 
if we give in to that frustration, we find that change 
is the easiest possible solution-in wives, in homes, 
in jobs, anything we look to. The frustration of 
change or the frustration that can drive us to change 
is not the change we are seeking~ The change we 
must dedicate ourselves to is the change of 
improvement. 

If the police were 100 percent effective-an 
environment we must seek and one we'll probably 
never reach-how much impact will we have when 
correctional programs fail to rehabilitate, and per
haps even more important, fail to protect the citi
zenry by failing to incarcerate? 

Any police officer, all police officers, should 
encourage the correctional effort to be a great deal 
more effective than it is today. By doing so, the vast 
majority of our crimes would not be committed 
again. The vast majority of the felonious and deadly 
assaults on our police officers would not occur. But 
we cannot tolerate, we cannot stand back, and let 
well-meaning people in correctional programs that 
have at least a limited amount of success, totally run 
away with the philosophical approach that some 
other way might be better until this is a proven and 
tested way. 

If our courts do not support and work within the 
system concept, what frustrations will the police and 
the correctional efforts have? In recent years, we've 
heard a great deal of major national publicity-the 
Attica Brigade, all of us know it as well as we know 
our middle initial-the Soledad Brothers, the San 
Quentin Seven, and all of the other very, very popu
lar terminologies we hear bounced around. But have 
any of us, pray that I have not, heard of any type of 
a tumultuous shout for the victims of crime, for the 
individual who is subjected to the vicious attacks of 
the recidivist, the repeat criminal? 

It is time for such a shout to be heard. It is time 
for the victims of crime to have a spokesman, for all 
of us as members of the criminal justice system
police, courts, and corrections-to have that concern 
and share the concern of the victim of crime. 

The standards of this Commission in their broad
est scope addr~ss this problem and all of the identi
fiable factors that must be accomplished. This report 
is more significant than I can possibly stress to you. 
Again~ it is not a listing of niceties, it is not a listing 
of theoretical approaches. It is a compilation of what 
we know today, what can be projected to the future, 
what should be experimented with, what must be 
done, 

The man yot! will hear itom next is best described 
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as a doer, an innovator, a cop's cop, a true practi
tioner. 

Frank Dyson is what he is today because he 
worked his way up. He is a man of experience and 
insight. He served with the United States Navy, was 
a telephone company lineman, an oil field worker, 
and became a patrolman in the Dalla~ Police Depart
ment some 22 years ago. 

Once in the department, in 5 years Chief Dyson 
was a sergeant; in 2 more years, a lieutenant; in 9 
more year& a captain; deputy chief in 3 additional 
years; assistant chief in another year; and 6 months 
later, December of 1969, he was named Chief of 
Police of the City of Dallas. 

He is a graduate of Northwestern Traffic Institute 
and the FBI National Academy. He has a bachelor 
of science degree from Sam Houston State University 
and is now a faculty member of the Southwestern 
Police Academy. He is a member of the Inter
national Association of Chiefs of Police, the Texas 
Criminal Justice Council Executive Committee. and 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 
Manpower Development Advisory Committee. As a 
member of the National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, Chief Dyson 
played an important role in preparing what is being 
presented here at this Conference. 

You "know that you are listening to a man of 
experience-not an ivory tower intellectual-a man 
who has total knowledge, has education, and 
experience that stems from long years on the job. 
This kind of down-to-earth, day-to-day training has 
enabled Chief Dyson to m(lke a most meaningful 
input, an unusually significant contribution to his 
profession, V:l this J:eport, and to this Conference. 

Chief Dyson has been the moving force in many, 
many notable advances. He's not sitting back and 
saying, "Do, when I have not done myself." The list 
of innovations, experimentations, and programs he 
has implemented in the Dallas Police pepartment 
runs pages and pages. Time does not permit me to 
deal with them. Believe me, a man with full 
experience, with total ability, has something most 
meaningful and worthwhile to say to you. 

It is my pleasure to introduce Chief Frank Dyson 
of Dallas, Tex. 

Chief Dyson: Well, thank you very much, Clarence; 
for a wODderful introduction. 

Hea..;Jt~ble guests, ladies and gentlemen. 
I consider this opportunity tonight-speaking 

before such a distinguished audience about police 
ch~nge and innovation-one of the hig.hlights of my 
career. 

And before I get into these remarks, I would like 
to spare with you a comment I had from one of IllY 

officers not too long ago about change in police ser
vice. He said to me, "Chief, change in police service 
hurts like hell.» And I think that describes change in 
police service of today more eloquently than any
thing else I can say. 

For the next few minutes, I will discuss what 
change has meant \ . ·.law enforcement up to now. 
But then, I would lik~ to delve into several specific 
issues facing the police system today that will have 
to be explored and evaluated in terms of their ~mpact 
on the police system of the future. Further, in light 
of the report by the National Advisory Commission 
on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, I will d.is~ 
cuss where emphasis should be placed to continue 
improving the police system and why progress can
not slow down or end here. 

The police system is changing. The criminal jus
tice system is changing. And if the average citizen 
were as close to the criminal justice system as we 
are, I'm sure he would join us in saying, "Thank 
God. It's about timel" 

I'd like to say that "change" in law enforc~ment is 
coming about because of dedicated efforts of far
sighted police administrators, but I can't. The police 
system is changing because the volume of crime 
demands it. It is changing because of technology. It 
is changing because-at long last-a higher priority 
is being placed upon the proper allocation of 
resources in the police system. It is changing because 
an increasing number of citizens are questioning the 
qualifications of our "umpires in the game of life." It 
is changing because of the breakdown in influence of 
other social institutions. It is changing because a 
more enlightened and informed citizenry expects 
more from the crimim~l justice system. 

A generation ago, the police system faced a differ
ent set of demands. Although regarded to a great 
extent as low in status, the police were viewed by the 
community as a necessity that engaged in daily, tra~ 
ditionn.l peacekeeping functions. Arresting suspected 
criminal offenders was a major emphasis of effort 
and the police resisted any idea that their role 
encompassed more. 

Community concern ovar crime was only apparent 
when the more sensational events occurred, and then 
that concern was op.ly expressed as passing interest 
rat:4er than concern for individual safety and protec
tion against a major community hazard. 

The policeman needed little education. Instead, 
the chief requirement for the job" emphasized physi
cal stature and strength. In terms of technology, the 
policeman had added only the automobile and the 
radio to those same tools he had been equipped with 
since the turn of the century. 

A veteran poliGe officer in one city summed it up 
pretty well, I think, on the occasion of his retirement 
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several years ago. He said, "Things sure have 
changed around here. Why, when r went to work, a 
supervisor handed me a badge and a pistol, and said, 
'Go with this officer here. He'll tell you aU you need 
to know.''' 

Today, the demands on the police system are new 
and different and have emerged as much more 
intense. There is no question that police activities are 
being affected because of a more liberal attitude, an 
increased air of permissiveness, a change in our man
ners and morals. At the same time, there is greater 
emphasis on constitutional rights-individual rights 
-as privileges of citizenship. 

There is a gl'Owing recognition that environmental 
factors-such as poverty, unemployment, substan
dard education, prejudice, and the associated lack of 
opport~nity-have an impact on crime. 

Specifically, in terms of the police, the public now 
expects a broader range of socially valuable ser
vices .. -far beyond the more immediate problem of 
crime control. This is largely the result of the police 
evolving into the most visible representation of "the 
establishment. " 

Because the community has grown more complex, 
the role of the police is changing-indeed, must 
change-to cope with and respond to community 
needs. There has been a significant breakdown in the 
influence of other, more primary social institutions, 
such as the family~ the church, and the school, in 
meeting society's need for responsible citizens. The 
burden, all too often, has fallen on the police to deal 
with the failures of these institutions and to act as 
the remaining barrier between order and chaos. 

The demands on the police system today have 
pointed out an immediate, critical need for 
upgrad,ing the police service and each individual law 
enforcement oflicer. To cope with these demands, 
police must be able effectively to define the real 
problems it faces, rather than react to symptoms. 
Further, individual officers must be personally 
equipped and prepared to understand and cope with 
the modern-day pressures, The key words for the 
professional law enforcement officer of today shol,lld 
be self-control, empathy, education, and dedicatitln. 

I believe that officers who go into the streets to 
regulate human behavior must be armed With more 
than a badge and a gun. When an officer's action can 
change the career of an individual, when a precious 
liberty may be denied; when a life may be at stake, 
decisions demand the skill and intelligence of a 
highly educated, professionally trained police officer. 

For too long, police departments have reacted to 
events. Society has made little or no effort to help 
shape them. I have a different philosophy. I believe 
that a police officer must not only deal with society 
as it is, but has an obligation that goes beyond his 
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area of basic responsibility-to change it for the bet
ter. Being a police officer must be a commitment to 
public service-not just a job. 

With some idea of the demands being placed on 
the police system today, we must look at some spe
cific issues facing the police, which will have to be 
explored and evaluated if progress is not to be hin
dered and meaningful change is to take place. First, 
there is a real need to develop modern police organi
zational structures that properly reflect the law 
enforcement role in a given community and that 
more effectively meet community needs. I believe 
part of this restructuring will involve decentralization 
of police services as a better means of identifying 
and dealing with individual community problems 
and providing total police service on a real-time 
basis. This concept recognizes that no community is 
homogeneom: and that each of its parts deserves law 
enforcement service that reflects its unique problems. 

Restructuring will also involve exploration of the 
concept of team policing, whereby highly qualified 
generalist/specialist police officers are utilized as the 
primary vehicle for delivery of professional polic(~ 
service. The real-time provision of police servic~;s 
may be carried from "cradle-to-grave," from prelirrd
nary response to ultimate prosecution, by this team 
of officers interacting to solve the problems of a 
given sector for which they have been assigned 
responsibility. Flexibility is a major point of the con
cept, compared to the rigid, hierarchical procedures 
of a generation ago. Managerial eI11,phasis returns to 
the line officer, giving substance to the term, "Patrol 
is the backbone of police service," a term to which 
we have only paid lip service in the past. 

In addition, restructuring recognizes that profes
sional sworn personnel of the caliber needed today 
will not be easy to recruit. Thus, duties must be rede
fined to encompass essential police services. Those 
noncritical duties that have evolved as an officer's 
responsibilities through the years may be just as 
efficiently handled by paraprofessional personnel. 
The utilization of nonsworn people in noncritical 
police services can be of immeasurable value in sup
plementing and supporting the rendering of total 
police services by an agency. A long-recognized facet 
of managerial efficiency is the elimination of wasted 
resources, and a trained police officer, in my opinion, 
is a wasted resource when his time is occupied with 
abandoned vehicles and other noncritical activities. 

Another specific iSSUG that must be examined is 
the need for enlightened per&~!!r.d policies that rec
ognize the critical worth of each employee and care
fully prepare him for his role. An immediate, critical 
problem in this area is that of enhanced minority 
career opportunities. In seeking to pi;. ,,,tide the most 
responsive police service, it must be recognized that 



any community is best served by that police agency 
that most represents it. Thus, there is an inherent 
responsibility facing the police to examine critically 
its employment ,standards in order to eliminate in
equalities and to recruit vigorously qualified minority 
members into its ranks. 

We must also t\~alize that women have much more 
to offer to the pol;"e task than the trau.:ional roles 
they have been assigned in years past. Experi· 
mentation is now being conducted around the coun
try with women in police functions traditionally 
closed to them, and initial results, for the most part, 
have proven optimistic. We must continue this 
research with a view toward all available resources 
operating to their utmost potential. 

The police administrator today is looking more 
and more at lateral entry as a means of bolstering the 
personnel potential of his agency. In seeking to cope 
with complex managerial responsibilities, many 
police agencies have found themselves severely lack
ing in expertise. Lateral entry seems to be the most 
promising method of acquiring expertise in those 
areas not normally found in a police agency. I realize 
that there are several great obstacles to realization of 
lateral entry, but we must face this problem squarely 
if the police service is to progress as it should 

It is time to reassess inadequate civil service 
procedures. It is time to enhance career paths within 
a police agency through management selection and 
provide financial and status rewards for the officer in 
the field. As matters stand now, the only way for an 
officer to progress is up the vertical promotional lad
der and, as a consequence, the good officer gets far
ther away from the more essential police tasks. It is 
my contention that an agency's best officel's should 
be in the field. To keep them there requires a system 
for horizontal advancement. Very little has been 
accomplished in this area. 

In Dallas, we plan to provide our personnel with a 
dual system of financial and status rewards. The way 
will still be open to advance up the vertical pro
motional ladder. At the same time, however, an offi
cer who enjoys field work-and is particularly suited 
for that role-will have the option of staying in the 
field and being rewarded accordingly. 

If the most critical area for a polic~ agency is the 
beat patrol-and. it's my contentiorl that it is-then 
we must focus our attention on this operation. We 
must assign our best people to this function. And, 
certainly, we must provide them with a meaningful, 
prestigious horizontal path of advancement. This 
project carries a high priority rating in my depart
ment. While the concept is new, something along this 
order is long overdue in police service. 

A third issue at hand is the heed for more positive 
legislative guidu;nce in many areas that have been 

traditionally turned over to the police, who do not 
have-and {leVer will have-adequate resources to 
enforce them. For example, controversy continues to 
rage over victimless crimes, and the police have been 
forced into a role of enforcing legislated public mol' .. 
also Such a role may be questioned, but as long as the 
police are sworn to enforce the law, and as long as 
the existence of such crimes invites the menacing 
presence of organized crime into the community, the 
police have very little choice. 

Drug abuse is another are~ that has been a mas~ 
sive police headache, given the major role it plays in 
causing crimes. A concerted national assault on this 
seriolls crisis must be supported and maintained. 

Also, there must be developed efficient and cred
ible police complaint systems that, while protecting 
the individual officer against frivolous charges, nev
ertheless facilitate the weeding out of the unfit. There 
is no room in today's society for the myth that the 
police should not be held accountable for their 
actions. 

One final issue facing the police sY1>i:em today is 
the need for more enlightened police 111anagement to 
accomplish police tasks more efficiently. Rather than 
remaining in the traditional reactive posture, police 
administrators must take positive steps to insure 
organizational efficiency. For one thing, there is a 
critical need for the application of modem tech
nology in determining the most effective deplOyment 
and utilization of all available resources. With such 
technological deployment, we can more directly at· 
tack true crime problems with an eye toward cost 
effectiveness. 

Police managers must also recognize that, as in 
any other true profession, there must be continuous 
research, planning, evaluation, and a willingness to 
experiment if meaningful innovation and change, are 
to come about. For too long, we have been afraid to 
break away from traditional modes and explore th~ 
unknown. 

Consideration of these issues magnifies the impor
tanceof continued and increased emphasis on police 
management, the police and the community, and the 
individual police officer as the major ingredients for 
meaningful progress and change. Police management 
has traditionally operated in a vacuum and must 
now recognize the need to depart from traditio!'l. It 
must be more responsive to both internal organiza
tional needs and its community responsibilities. 

It must provide meaningful policies that properly 
guide and support the line officer in the daily pedor
mance of his duties. Police management must 
emphasize respect for human dignity and ;jemocratic 
values. Police procedures must be such as to min
imize the potential for friction within the commu
nity, yet achieve the ultimate aims of justice. 
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At the same thJ:e, police management must not 
view crime as a singular police responsibility, but, 
rather, as a community responsibility. Through 
active partnership with its police servants, the com
munity must assume its own responsibility for elimi
nating crime and those social ills that spawn such 
illegal activity. An alert and informed citizenry is the 
key to crime control. 

Finally, emphasis on the individual police officer 
must underscore the fact that he is the most critical 
factor in the police system, and all resources avail
able to the police administrator must be directed 
toward his support and uevelopment. The immediate 
need of the police system today is the police officer 
of professional caliber who is able to interact effec
tively within the community. The modern police offi
cer must fully understand his role within the 
community and he must be dedicated to that end. 

Without sophistication, intelligence, sensitivity, 
and resourcefulness in the professional police officer, 
all the expertise in management and technology I 
have referred to tonight will be for Daught. 

The Police standards adopted by the Commission 
are an important initial step for the police in pre
paring to meet the issues I have mentioned tonight. 
They !'ecognize the need for improvement in the 
appiication of modern deployment strategies and 
technology to fulfill police responsibility more 
effectively. Further, they recognize explicit agency 
responsibilities in clearly determining the local crime 
problem and in making the most of human 
resources. Most important, they recognize the need 
for greater interaction, both within the criminal jus
tice system and between the police and the 
community. 

But such approaches to professionalization, 
upgrading, and change must not end here. It is good 
that all law enforcement agencies will now have 
accessible standards that will aid in bringing the 
entire police service up to a common level. These 
Police standards will provide the police adminis
trator with the visibility as to what should be the cur
rent level of law enforcement and manager;al 
capability. 

There are many forces at work that will not allow 
the police to be satisfied. with standards that only 
minimally guarantee some effectiveness in meeting 
critical commlmity needs. Th~ Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration is a result of national rec
ognition th~t the need for progressive change exists 
and that previously unavailable resources must be 
committed to facilitate that change. Further, the 
increased participation of other disciplines in the 
analysis of and research into the failure of the police 
and criminal justice system will not allow us to 
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ignore these significant problems and retreat into the 
status quo for another generation. 

Another force at work for change is the new breed 
of policeman who is making his impact felt and has 
demonstrated his dissatisfaction with traditional 
roles that have little or nothing to do with meeting 
community problems directly. We must make a 
place for this new breed, channeling his energies 
along constructive paths to implement more effec
tively improvement and innovation. 

In addition to these other forces, responsible citi
zens are now rising from a history of apathy and 
demanding immediate and continuous improvement 
in delivery of service by the police. This is a demand 
that is ignored only at the peril of the police admin
istrator and the community'S well-being. 

Change in the police system cannot slow down 
because the requirements for and standards of police 
service will be constantly evolving as a direct result 
of its involvement in a changing, nonstatic society. 
Traditional police roles will be continually modi
fied and revlset1 to accommodate community 
expectations. The police system is a "p~ople sys
tem," and, as such, must adequately reflect tha pub
lic conscience. To remain static and a generation 
behind is to do the greatest disservice to tho general 
community. Regardless of this first step in est:3.b·. 
lishing important standards for the police function, 
continued improvement to cope with our responsi
bilities. now and in the future will call for decisive 
action. ' ' . 

First, despite its importance, the police role has 
not been defined by the community and will not be 
unless the police themselves responsibly seize the 
initiative and provide the guidance and cooperation 
necessary to bring the community around to accept
ing its responsibilities more fully. 

Second~ the concern over the criminal justice sys
tem, the police, and the serious crime problem in our 
cities must not be allowed to dwindle from public 
consciousness. The commitment which has been 
made at allleveis of government to meet these issues 
head-on must be reinforced and greater effort 
expended. ' , 

Third, the neceSSEtry resources to meet the needs 
of progressive change '1n a police agency must be 
carefully identified and provided. Research and eval
uation at the national level is essential, and local 
agencies must be willing to experiment with and 
adopt new concepts and idear., Further, the commu
nity must be meaningfully bl:Ought into the change 
process. . 

Thus, tremendous challenges remain if the police 
system is to evolve into the most effective, efficient 
posture possible. There is the challenge for police 
management to move out of its traditionally reactive 
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posture and become prevention-ori.ented through the 
identification of basic causes of crime within the 
community. There is the challenge to the community 
to become involved even more in its own problems 
and actively to demand that its police respond 
effectively to those problems. 

The adoption of these Police stan,jards, the will
ingness to meet the challenges that remain, the posi
tive attitude of this first National Conference on 
Criminal Justice all encourage me t6 believe that we 
will be equal to the task. 

Thank you for your attention. 

Mr. Coster: May I say, on behalf of all of the 
police, and certainly the head table, thank you, Chief 
Dyson. 

And thank you for your attention and your 
attendance. 
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Mr. Velde: Good evening, ladies and gentlemen. 
Welcome to the Second Conference Session of the 

National Conference on Criminal Justice. 
From what I understand about what went on in 

the Courts sessions this afternoon, perhaps this 
meeting this evening should more appropriately be 
called the Convention of the District of Columbia 
Chapter for the Society of the Preservation of Plea 
Bargaining in America. 

Our program this evening will be efficient and to 
the point, and we think of extremely high caliber. 

I am Pete Velde, Associate Administrator of the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, and it 
gives me great pleasure to introduce to yoti. an 
administrator from the field, from a major city, a 
man who has had a powerful influence on the 
administration of justice in Philadelphia as well as 

on this National Advisory Commission, of which he 
is a member. 

His name is Arlen Specter. He is a gL'aduate of the 
University of Pennsylvania and Yale Law School. He 
is a former Deputy Attorney General of Pennsylva
nia and was an astlistant counsel for the Warren 
Commission, which investigated the assassination of 
Pre:;ki~nt Kennedy. And as most of you know, he is 
now District Attorney of Philadelphia and has been 
since January 1966. Arlen. 

Mr. Specter: Thank you very much, Pete Velde; 
and good evening distinguished guests, all. 

I feel honored to have been asked to speak at the 
Courts banquet of the National Conference. 

I sense quite a substantial interest in the issue of 
plea bargaining, which I've been asked about many 
times since my arrival. Charlie Rogovin, who worked 
with me as an Assistant District Attorney in Phila
delphia for many years and who later served as an 
administrator of LEAA, said that it was good that I 
came in fighting trim as I might have to demonstrate 
some of it this evening, which is fine. 

I am going to talk about the. issue of plea bargain
ing because I think it is a very, very important one 
and I do agree that it is central to the conclusion of 
the Courts section of the National Commission's 
work. 

Americans, as I see it, are looking to their public 
offidals-':"the police, prosecutors, judges, and correc
tional authorities~-to find answers to the problem of 
violent crime which confronts this Nation. Those 
public officials-immersed in the day-to-day diffi
culties of specific cases-are looking to this Com
mission and to this Conference to provide new 
insights and answers to the problem of crime in 
America. 

In 15 months of deliberation and debate, this 
Commission believes it has produced a blueprint for 
vast improvements in the criminal justice sYlltem in 
the United States. We have approached our task rea
lizing the deep and destructive impact that violent 
crime has on the quality of life in America, espe
cially in our major cities. To paraphrase President 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt, what we have to fear is 
fear itself. 

Referring to New York City, the National Observer 
(January 13, 1973) characterized that city's crime 
problems as "fear by day, terror by night." The' 
Observer made the point that the after~dark fear of 
the Bedford-Stuyvesant ghetto has now moved into 
the elegant apartments on Sutton Place. The 
Observelquotes Herman Glaser, former President of 
the New York Trial Lawyers Association and a man 
who was muggeu and robbed in broad daylight just 
off Madison Avenue, as saying, "There were about 
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100 people on the street, but nobody came to help 
me. Nobody." 

This public paralysis is the shameful legacy of the 
1960's when our population grew by 13 percent 
while the incidence of serious crime in America 
increased by 148 percent. Our citizens not only 
stand mute on the streets, but stay fearful in their 
homes t!t night. 

Last month's Newsweek magazine analyzed the 
consequences of America's "fortress mentality." A 
generation ago, to have referred to fortress mentality 
would have- meant concern about attack from powers 
outside our borders instead of prowlers inside our 
bedrooms. The Newsweek article cataloged the 
increasing insignias of a frightened society: " ... 
four locks on an apartment door, the evening bridge 
game abandoned, cabs and buses that no longer 
make change, the armed guard inside a junior high 
school-and with nearly everyone, a perpetual fcel
ing .of vulnerability." 

To confront this crime problem, I suggest to you 
that America has produced a criminal justice system 
where criminals too seldom go to trial, too frequently 
evade conviction, and too rarely go to prison. The 
unhappy result is more crime in the streets and more 
confusion in the courts. 

But I believe, optimistically, that the problem of 
violent crime is susceptible to long-range solution 
and short-range improvement. While moving to 
eliminate the underlying causes of crime, I believe 
that we can put into operation immediate reforms in 
the c~'iminal justice system to, first of all, make the 
speedy trial a reality so that criminal defendants are 
tried in a few weeks instead of months or years; sec
o~d, to obtain adequate sentences for the guilty; and 
third, to provide a correctional system with realistic 
rehabilitation to curb the plague of revolving-door 
,justjpe where defendants move through crimes, the 
courts, and corrections, and then right back to crime 
again. 

The National Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals has proposed specific reforms 
to make it happen-providing its recommendations 
are properly implemented. The first step in moving 
away from what has become a commitment to con
fusion is to move toward the elimination of trial 
delay. The speedy trial, at least in the big cities, is it 

myth. The detention centers are bulging. The 
defendant's right to a speedy trial is found only in 
the Constituiion; it cannot be found in the criminal 
courtrooms of our big cities. 

:r~e de.lay in the trial of criminal cases, in my 
OpInlOn, IS the most pressing problem facing the 
prosecuting attorney of a large city. In far too many 
cases, the district attorney's hardest job is not con-
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victing the guilty, but bringing a defendant to trial in 
the first place. 

While defendants are out on bail for months and 
months, too many commit more cdmes of violence. 
The hard answer is not to deny the defendants' right 
to bail, but to deny the court system the seif-assertcd 
privilege to trial delay. 

To make speedy trials a reality, I believe, the court 
system needs more manpower, muscle, and meth
odology. More money alone is not the answer as I 
see it. Public officials cannot continue the perpetual 
plea for more moneY' without applying creative 
innovations to reform the administration of the crim
inal courts. 

To solve the massive problem of backlog, court 
resources must be increased, but even more funda
mentally, court caseloads must bl;! decreased. As a 
first step, cases should be screened by the prose
cuting attorney before arre~ts are made by the police. 
Through such review, cases can be dropped at the 
police stations before they are dragged through the 
courts. Court time ought not to be wasted where the 
evidence is clearly insufficient to convict or where the 
evidence clearly must be suppressed because it was 
obtained by unconstitutional means. 

We have put a case-screening project into oper
ation in Philadelphia on a pilot basis funded by the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA), Assistant district attorneys are assigned 
around the clock in selected police districts, and they 
review every criminal complaint prior to arrest and 
every search warrant affid.avit prior to execution. 
And our statistics show that about one-third of all 
the cases which are brought to us by the police for 
review, about one-third of the cases, are rejected. 

A second diversionary program has the potential 
to divert large numbers of cases from the trial courts 
where experience shows that jail sentences are not 
required. This program, which we started out by 
calling Preindictment Probation and now have 
renamed Rehabilitative Disposition, removes from 
the dockets those cases involving defendants with no 
previous record or an insignificant prior record 
where the charges involve nonviolent offenses. After 
a brief, informal conference, defendants are placed 
on probation with the stipulation that the charges 
will be dropped if they stay out of trouble for a year 
or two, as designated by the conference judge. Judge 
J. Sydney Hoffman of the Pennsylvania Superior 
Court, who is with us this evening, was the judge 
who activated this program, presided at the confer
ences, and made it work. 

And after 2 years of successful operation in Phila
delphia, where more than 12,000 cases have been 
handled through this process, the Supreme Court of 
Pennsylvania has promulgated rules which establish 
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detailed procedures for district attorneys around the 
State to divert cases through this asselerated rehabil
itative disposition program. 

As a third means for streamlining the trial process 
in lesser cases, we amended our Pennsylvania State 
Constttution in 1968 to establisb a new municipal 
court where lesser charges could be tried without 
indictment or without jury trial, giving the right to de 
novo trial after indictment, with the right to jury trial 
when defendants request it, a situation occurring 
with some 12 percent of the cases. During the first 2 
years of operation, the average length of time 
between arrest and trial was only 44 days. 

I would submit to you that with diversionary pro
grams with streamlined procedures, such as those 
which we have used in Philadelphia, and others 
which you have doubtless used in your jurisdictions, 
and many more which we should be experimenting 
with, it is possible to segregate out from the court 
catalog the lesser cases, giving us an opportunity to 
concentrate on the serious cases and giving us a real
istic opportunity to meet the Commission's pro
posed ~tandard of 60 Jays from arrest to trial. 

In Philadelphia, we have reduced the backlog 
from 11,645 cases in 1965 to 5,079 cases in 1972, 
and we have done this with SDme of the reforms that 
I've described, without the use of the plea bargaining 
device as a tool for wholesale dispositions of our 
criminal cases. This reduction in backlog has been 
achieved in the face of a firm policy against whole
sale dispositions through plea bargaining. Our statis
tics show that 32 percent of our cases in 
Philadelphia are disposed of by the guilty plea, con
trasted with more than 90 percent of the cases in 
many other major American cities. But we have in 
our City the use of the jury trial waiver, which is used 
in a large number of cases, but we do not plea 
bargain. 

Once we have isolated the important cases, the 
cases which require a determination of innocence or 
guilt and call for tough sentences for criminals cort
victed of tough crimes, those cases ought to 60 to 
trial without plea bargaining. The defendant always 
has a right to enter a guilty plea, but that should be 
done on the basis of taking whatever sentence the 
judge is going to hand down, in my opinion, without 
a prearranged determination with the prosecuting 
attorney. I believe that the long-standing reliance on 
plea negotiations to break up the logjam of the crim
inal docket destroys the adversary process, denies 
essential constitutional rights, and diminishes the 
prospect of sentencing the violent recidivist to the 
kind at a term he really ought to get. 

I think in practical application that plea bargain
ing often turns into a sophisticated form of the 
coerced confessiol~. All too. often through the pl~a 

bargaining device, defendants are faced with the 
choice of either confessing through the guilty plea and 
walking out of court free on probation, or staying in 
jail for weeks or months awaiting a trial assignment 
and then facing a much longer sentence if they are 
convicted. And, in my opinion, that reany is a very 
coercive procedure which extracts the guilty plea. We 
have all condemned the rack and thumb-screw con
fessions of 15th century Spain~ and while it is vastly 
different in application, I believe that the 20th cen
tury counterpart of plea bargaining has similar, very 
coercive overtones in practice. 

An unhappy byproduct of the courtroom bargain
ing is the cynicism it engenders ill the dMendant. 
Serving time on a charge which has little relation to 
reality corrodes and complicates the tasks of rehabil
itation and correction. Now this finding appears in 
the re.port of the recent New York State Special 
Commission on Attica which concluded: "What 
makes inmates most cynical about their preprison 
experience is the plea bargaining system. . .. " 

I feel that the pressures of plea bargaining are 
totally destructive of the prosecutor's effort to obtain 
tough sentences for the tough criminals. The district 
attorney should not be coerced by a crushing back
log to give away city hall in order to avoid tria! 
through the guilty plea. 

Experience that I have seen indicates that plea 
bargaining has taught a painful lesson, again and 
again, that the violent criminai who secures his free
dom through probation or a very light sentence 
through plea bargaining is often encouraged to rob 
or to rape again. And I believe that the practical 
effect of plea bargaining unquestionably results in 
many, many cases of the violent recidivist receiving 
less than an adequate prison sentence. 

The system has surrendered to the apparent 
necessity for plea bargaining because of the crush of 
backlog. Regrettably, again as I see it, plea bargain
ing received it~ ultimate sanction a year ago when 
Chief Justice Warren Burger wrote for the United 
States Supreme Court: "The disposition of criminal 
charges by agreement between the prosecutor and 
the accused, sometimes loosely called 'plea bargain
ing,' is an essential component of the administratiot~ 
of justice. Properly administered, U the Chief Justice 
says, "it is to be encouraged." I submit to you, 
respectfully, that Chief Justice Burger is wrong and 
the system is wrong which clings to life through the 
artificial respiration of plea bargaining. This Com
mission is both correct and courageous in denlanding 
an end to plea bargaiI1ing.';' 

The experience of our criminal courtrooms has 
demonstrated that the bargained plea is reany no 
bargain. I believe that we should not settle for a SYSb 

tern which simultaneously deprives the innocent 
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defendant of the forum where the prosecutor is com
pelled to prove his case, and at the same time allows 
the public to be victimized by excessive leniency for 
hard-core criminal repeaters. 

Through case screening and diversion plus 
increased court resources, I think we must be pre
pared to try the serious criminal cases. I think that 
this is a very high order of priority and I think that 
the Commission and this Conference ought to lend 
its full weight to having sufficient courtrooms and 
personnel plus innovations provided to try those 
cases. I believe that we are still laboring in our crim
inal courts in the horse and buggy era, where horse 
trading for gUilty pleas has t(}jnted the system and 
degraded its participants. 

In calling for the elimination of plea bargaining in 
5 years, the Commission has sounded the clarion call 
for the most fundamental of reforms in the criminal 
justice system. Following appropriate sentencing for 
the violent recidivist, the correctional system must 
then be in a position to provide realistic rehabilita
tion. These reforms, in my opinion, will provide the 
best opportunity for dealing with the problems of 
violent crime while protecting constitutional safe
guards for those accused of crime. 

Our first President, moving quickly in his first term 
to enact legislation establishing our judiciary, stated: 
"Impressed with the conviction that the true admin
istration of justice is the firmest pillar of good gov
ernment, I have considered the first arrangement of 
the Judicial Department as essential to the happiness 
of our country and the stability of its political sys
tem." In the finest tradition of that excellent advice, 
I submit to you that we should move forwa);d on 
what George Washington started to do and thalt is to 
make our courts effective, even-handed agents of 
justice. 

It may be possible that the fear which is rampant 
in cur cities today and in our Nation today is the 
catalyst required to cause our collective efforts to 
catch fire. The message of this Conference and of 
this Commission is not blowing in the wind. It is 
written on the face of every citizen in thi" country 
who thinks he has a better chance of getting jumped 
in the streets than or getting justice in the courts. 

Some of the problems have doubtless been defined 
and overdefined. The battle to overcome these prob
lems, and perhaps to obtain sufficient resources, will 
not be won in a day, certainly, or perhaps even in 5 
years, or possibly even in a decade. Our efforts and 
1:oncern at improving our criminal justice system 
must be matched by efforts and concern at improv
ing our system of social justice. We cannot overlook 
the ills of air pollution and water pollution, or 
inadt)quate food and housing for the poor in our 
cities, or of low-grade education in an era which 
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demands high-grade skills. If we were to mark on a 
map the areas in our country where there is poor 
housing and inadequate education and poverty and 
crime, we would be pointing to the same place every 
time. 

For this reason, we must hBlp our Nation's poor 
not out of charity, but out ot choice; not solely with 
money, but also with motivation; not because we are 
afraid of their increasing hostility, but because we 
are aware of our increasing responsibility. For the 
real greatness of a Nation must be measured aga\nst 
the wealth, not of its richest citizen, but of its 
poorest. 

In closing, may I remind you of the famous collo
quy in ancient Athens where an Athenian citizen 
asked one of the political leaders the same question 
we are asking here in Washington today: "When will 
there be justice in Athens?" 'The famous reply: "We 
will have justice in Athens only when those who 
have 110t suffered injustice are as outraged as those 
who have." 

Only a sense of outrage, transmitted by the lead
ership assembled at this Conference to all America, 
can generate suffident concern and action to reform 
our criminal justice system. Let America be the mas
ter of outrage by acting on it to secure jUlstice in our 
courts instead of being the victim of outrage by suf
fering violence in our streets. 

'Thank you. 
Mr. Velde: Ladies and gentlemen, may I simply 

say in closing, that in large measure, the work prod
uct of the National Advisory Comqlission reflects the 
kind of advocacy which we have been exposed to 
this evening. 

Thank ~/OU very much. 
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not only have an opportunity to introduce an old 
friend and colleague, but to witness the payoff of 
more than a year of hard work by the National 
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards 
and Goals. My third pleasure is recognizing the faces 
of so many men and women with whom I have had 
the l'rivilege to work or be associated during my 17 
years in corrections. 

As YQu know, many of us have occasion to com
municate on an individual basis, but it is selaom that 
so many of us pave a chance to get together like this 
to share correctional ideas, changes, and 
innovations. It is also significant that we have here 
the opportunity to share those ideas with others who 
are involved in the total criminal justice system. 

During the past couple of weeks, I have been able 
to review the Working Papers developed by the Com·· 
mission and its. various task forces, and I must say 
that the careful thOUgt1t and hard work that went 
into this project is most impressive. It ~~s an honor 
for me to be associated with the Corrections Task 
Force in an ex officio capacity, but the real credit for 
the job is due the task force members who gave so 
unselfishly of their time, energy, and talent. After 
reviewing the Working Papers, I know that we may 
not all agree on every recommendation. However, 
the important thing is that we are finally getting 
away from individual, haphazard development of our 
respective disciplines in criminal justice. 

Here at last, we have started the coordinated 
effort which is so necessary if we hope to develop a 
criminal justice system that is effectiVe, efficient, and 
fair. 

The recommendations of the Corrections Task 
Force are a reaffirmation of the deep commitment on 
the part of involved correctiorial administrators to 
develop humane conditions and effective programs 
for all of the Nation's criminal offenders. 

It was especiaUy satisfying to realize that many of 
the task force recommendations are' already being 
implemented in a number of correctional systems. I 
noticed this particularly with regard to inmate rights 
and discip!ine--an area in which there is a critical 
need to eliminate opportunities for individual capri
ciousnesr., prejudice, and interpretation. 

While we may have diverse views on the degree of 
emphasis to be given to particular recommendations, 
the report of the Task Force on Corrections is a sig
nificant blueprint for shaping American corrections. 
Those of us who work in the field owe a great debt to 
the men and women on the task force and the Com
mission who made it aU possible. 

It· is now my pleasure to introduce one of those 
individuals. He is a man well known to many of 
you-a man who has been a front-runner in putting 
enlightened correctional philosophy into pl:actice. 

-

The choice of Ellis C. MacDougall to be on the 
National Advisory Commission was particularly 
appropriate. He is an individual with the special 
insight that can come only when a deep commitment 
to right the wrongs of corrections is tempered with 
wide experience in the field. He is a man of com
passion and idealism but, at the same time. a mat~ 
who is realistic-a man who recognizes that there 
are no panaceas for our correctional ills, and that 
only hard work will suffice in our continuing effort to 
diagnose and deal 'with the specialized needs of each 
criminal offender. 

It has been my privilege to associate with Ellis 
MacDougall for the past 10 years, during which time 
he has made significant contributions to corrections 
nationally, a)'id, especially, in three States. Ellis is 
currently Commissioner of Corrections for Georgia 
and previously held the t..:p corrections posts in Con
necticut and South Carolina. He is a past president 
of the American Correctional Association and now 
serves on its board of directors. He also served as 
chairman of the Joint Commission on Correctional 
Manpower and Training and is a past president of 
the South~rn Stutes Pdso!l_Association. 

The recognition and honors which have been given 
to Ellis MacDougall form a lengthy list, but I'm sure 
he must have been especially proud last year when 
his alma mater-Davis and Elkins College in West 
Virginia--conferred upon him an honorary doctor of 
laws degree. 

Ellis MacDougall is a native of New York and 
holds a master's degree in sociology from New York 
University. His early experience was as a probation 
officer in the South Carolina courts and as a case 
worker and job pi!;'cement officer at the South Caro
lina Industrial Schot,'1 for Boys. 

I am certain that theSe;) early experiences, with 
their community orientaUon, have given Ellis Mac
Dougall a perspective on corrections which is espe
cially valuable today when we are trying to develop 
the potential of community treatment to its utmost. 

Coupled with his later institutional assignments, 
these experiences have given him the knowledge 
which he· needs to preside over a balanced system in 
which community treatment and humane 
institutional treatment both can. be given the atten
tion they deserve. 

It is now my privilege to call on Ellis MacDougall 
to deliver our principal address this evening. 

Mr. MacDougall: Crime has increased within the 
last decade but on the whole has scarcely kept pace 
with the increased population, which, during the 
period designated, has made an advance of more 
than 30 percent. 

I wish to speak of the increased interest which 
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has, of late, been awakened in the United States 
regarding the question of prison reform. From such 
revived lnterest ill any great social question, and the 
increased agitation and discussion of it consequent 
thereupon, results-more Or less marked, more or 
less important-may reasonably be looked for. How 
is it with the present case? Have we anything to show 
as the fruit of all this earnest thought, all this zeal of 
effort, all this busy toil of our brains and muscle? I 
think so. Decidedly. 

The students of penitentiary scrence, the workers 
in th(;; field of penitentiary discipline, in this country 
have come to substantial agreement on certain fun
damental principles of criminal treatment, and are 
approaching such agreement in others. What are 
these great principles, these moral citadels, around 
which the clin of battle has either wholly ceased or is, 
year by year, becoming more faint and feeble? 

First, 1 would think that the protection of society 
against the criminal spoilage through the reformation 
of the transgressor is the primary aim of public pun
ishment. OJi this point, the unanimity appears to be 
absolute; and the further point that criminals-espe
cially of the younger class-are capable of reforma
tion by the application of right methods and 
processes, is daily gaining sullrages. 

Second, the principle of progressive classifica
tion-under which prisoners are advanced from 
grade to grade as they earn such promotion, gaining 
at each advance increased privilege and comfort-is 
generally admitted in theory, though unfortunately 
nowhere, as yet, fully Gommittl~d to practice. 

Third, the principle of re'\vards, as an inducement 
to good conduct and reformation, is one on which 
there is now little dissent. There is also a very general 
agreement that such rewards should consist of: a 
reduction in sentence, a share in the earnings, a 
gradual withdrawal of restraint, and a gradual 
enlargement of privilege. 

I would think that the fourth principle is the prin
ciple of a probationary stage of imprisonment, in 
which the training shall be more natural. 

Fifth, the necessity for both increasing and sys
tematizing the religious and educational forces of our 
prisons is now universally admitted. 

And sixth, all prisoners who have the requisite 
aptitudes should-through an effective system of 
industrial training-be put in possession of the 
power to earn honest bread on their liberation. This 
is a principle which commands universal and unqual
ified assent. 

The seventh principle-that imprisonment ought 
to be continued until reformation has been effected, 
and, if that happy consummation is never attained, 
then during the prisoner's natural life-has bec;offit) a 
conviction with a large number of :\merican peno-
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logists. This involves, as a matter of course, the eli
mination of political control from our prison 
administrations, so that they may be made per
manent in the hands of good, competent officers-a 
reform demanded, also, by other high interests of 
society. 

The eighth principle is that the growing sentiment 
in favor of preventive institutions, as the true field of 
promise in which to labor for the extirpation, of 
crime, is a cheerful indication of progress in the right 
direction. 

The ninth principle is that a higher grade of quali
fication in prison officers is essential to a successful 
prison administration. This point is conceded by aU, 
and the minds of thoughtful men are turned to the 
further question: whether they ought not to have 
special education and training for the work. 

The tenth principle is that it is now commonly 
acknowledged that no prison system can be success
ful-to the broadest and most desirable extent
without some central authority lilt the helm to give 
unity and efficl,ency to the whole prison adminis
tration of the SUIte. 

There are otht)r principles on which substantial 
concord has been reached, but I will not weary this 
group with a detail of them. I have an intimate con
viction that-with a prison system embodying and 
effectually applying the principles already set forth
the problem of the proper treatment of criminals 
would be solved. Crime if not extirpated, would at 
least be brought down to its minimum limits. 

It's interesting to note that these are not the words 
of Ellis MacDougall in January 1973, but are words 
taken from a speech by Dr. E. C. Wines, correspond
ing secretary of the Prison Association of New 
York, in a speech made before the National Con
gress on Penite.ntiary and Reformatory Discipline on 
October 12, 1370, 

In looking back over these words, it's apparent 
that on this day in 1973 we still have not achieved 
the principles set forth in this 1870 meeting by our 
forefathers-over 100 years ago. We have been 
asked over the years by different meetings and efforts 
to correct the problems of crime-the Wickersham 
Report, the President's Report under President John
son-and still throughout this Nation we find large 
pockets of failure in our detention facilities, our pris
ons, our probation and parole systems, and through
out many of our juvenile processes. 

It is obvious that, looking at the return rate of our 
institutions and systems, we have failed. Many of 
you can point with pride to individual successes, but, 
as we look at the total system, I think that we cannot 
really feel that we have met the challenge. 

We have failed. However, I think it is important to 
point out to those in the public who might be reading 



this, that the failures are not n.::cessarily those of the 
men and women who have struggled in the correc" 
dons system of this Nation over the past 100 years, 
but must be shared by the men and women who 
walk the street. For the system. that the taxpayer has 
given to the correctional administrator, wardens, cor
rectional officers, probation officers, and parole offi." 
cers is a system that was almost doomed to failure to 
begin with. 

The size of our instihl.tions makes it practically 
impossible to operate with efficiency. But there 
again, too, we must look at some of the people that 
have planned them. We find ourselves planning 
institutions for economy. They don't plan mental 
hospitals or other hospitals for economy. They plan 
them to give aid and to reach a goal. We ought to 
plan correctional institutions to prevent crime, not to 
find out how many we can jam into them to op,erate 
cheaply. 

Over the years, ~olitics has continually been an 
enemy of success;:n corrections. The mortality rate 
among correctional administrators, I don't think, is 
touched by any other professional field in this 
Nation. Each year, as we gather at our national 
meeting, we don't come back together as a group to 
push forward for change because each year, as we 
meet, there are so many new faces that we must start 
all over again. 

Certainly, the dollars have never been available to 
the correctional administrator to perform his func" 
tion. Just 10 years ago, as a commissioner of corree
tions in one of our great States, my operating budget 
was $629 per year per inr,tate. We fed the prisoners 
for 29 cents per day. We p.\lid the correctional officer 
$2,900 per year. That wasn't 50 years ago-that was 
just 10 years ago. 

Our failures also must be attributed, in some 
degree, to the staffs that we have had to operate with 
through the years~-staffs that have been underpaid 
and undertrained-operating almost without a pro
fessional staff, because in most cases our institutions 
are so far removed from the professional community 
that it is impossible to attract the professional to 
want to live in and work in the prison community. 
We have totally failed to recruit members of minority 
groups-to interest them in living and working in the 
kind of prisons that we have operated. 

Overcrowded prisons have made it impossible for 
prison administrators to succeed. We administrators 
have had to deal with the fact that our society has 
failed to note the complexity of the criminals we 
have encountered. We have received the failures of 
every branch of society. 

Rather thanh!lving to deal with the criminal only, 
we find ourseh'(~:) mixed up also with the alcoholic, 
the drug addict, the person who commits the moral 

crime in our community-who really has no place 
with the group of prisoners that we should be hand
ling in correctional institutions. 

And then there is the fragmentation of the sys
tem-where we find probation going one way with 
one goal, institutions another, and the after-care 
parole system still another, All of this has directed 
itself to a public attitude of apathy. The same walls 
that we have used to keep prisoners in have kept the 
public interest out. So, as we look back now
although it has been practically impossible for the 
prison administrator of yesterday and today to make 
the system work with the multitude of problems 
with which he has had to live-we must now open 
ourselves to the public so that this interest will pene
trate the systems we operate; so that the public will 
tak~ not only an interest in what we ar~ doing, but a 
responsibility for the failures. 

The fear of punishment may deter some; the fear 
of exposure, others. However, there is no real 
reforming power'in fear or punishm~nt. Men cannot 
be tortured into greatness or into gal \dness. As I said 
before, all this has been thoroughly '.tded. The idea 
that punishment was the only relief reached its 
extremity in the old doctrine of eternal pain. How
ever, the believers in that dogma stated distinctly 
that the victims would never be, and could never be, 
reformed. 

The more enlightened man becomes, the more apt 
he is to put himself in the place of another. He 
thinks of his prisoner, of his employee, of his ten
ant-and he even thinks beyond these people. He 
thinks of the community at large. As a man becomes 
civilized he takes more and more into consideration: 
circumstances and conditions. He gradually loses 
faith in the old ideas and theories that every man can 
do as he wills, and in the place of the word "wills," 
he puts the word "must." The time comes to the 
intelligent man when in the place of punishment, he 
thinks of consequences, results-that is to say, not 
something inflicted by some other power, but some
thing necessarily growing out of what is done. 

The clearer men perceive the consequences of 
actions, the better they will be. Behind can" 
sequences, we place no personal will, and con" 
sequently do not regard them as inflictions, or 
punishments. Consequences-no matter how severe 
they may be--create in the mind no feeling of 
resentment, no desire for revenge. We do not feel bit
terly towards the fire because it Qurns, or the frost 
that freezes, or the flood that drowns-because we 
attribute to these things no motives, good or bad. 

So, when man perceives, through the development 
of the intellect, not only the nature but the absolute 
certainty of consequences, he refrains from 
actions--and this may be called reformation through 
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the intellect-and surely there is-l1o reformation bet
ter than that. 

Some may be, and probably millions have been, 
reformed through kindness, through gratitude
made better in the sunlight of charity. In the atmos
phere of kindness the seeds of virtue burst into bud 
and flower. Cruelty, tyranny, brute force, do not and 
cannot, by any possibility, better the heart of man. 
He who is forced upon his knees has the attitude, but 
never the feeling, of prayer. 

I am satisfied that the discipline of the average 
prisoner hardens and degrades. It is, for the most 
part, a perpetual exhibition of arbitrary power. 
There is really no appeal. The cries of the convict are 
not heard beyond the walls. The protests die in cells, 
and the poor prisoner feels that the last tie between 
him and his fellow man has been broken. He is kept 
in ignorance of the outer world. The prison is a 
cemetery and his cell is his grave. 

These sentiments were expressed by Robert J. 
Ingersoll, who died in 1899. Again, in 1973, we are 
seeking a model. I approach this responsibility as a 
member of thi!? Commission with mixed feelings. I 
have been a part of corrections for 21 years. Over 
those 21 years I have been a member of the Amer
ican Correctional Association. As a member of that 
body, I have shared m'? responsibility of helping to 
rewrite our manual of correctional standards. I said 
to myself, "What new effort are you going to try t'o 
make that will change what we've done in ACA 
already?" 

As 1 found myself working at this new task, under 
the excellent leadership of Governor Peterson, I 
found myself in consort with other minds, thinking 
towards new types of standards. And these are the 
standards we talk of today. I hasten to ask you to 
think, to hesitate, before YOll criticize. Look at the 
standards that have been developed, and read the 
commentary thoroughly. Do not try to write into our 
standards the problems of the types of institutions 
and agencies and the way they ,operate today. How
ever, imagine the type of agency or institution these 
standards can bring about. And then compare the 
problems we have today with this new model. I think 
as you quietly and honestly imagine, with patience 
and a sincere effort, this model-I think you will 
find that the problems we think about today will 
diminish. 

We are not suggesting th~t some of the standards 
that we haveautuored will necessarily work in large, 
medieval prisons, with some of the staffs now present 
with their lack of training, with some underpaid, or 
in some of the institutil'ns that are greatly over
crowded with unnecessary prisoners, or with proba
tion-parole agencies without programs. 

However, let's look at what we're talking about. 
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The model for the future is an institution or agency 
that talks about how we perceive the client that we 
are working with and how he perceives and under
stands us. The model we're talking about is not the 
large, understaffed institution without programs, but 
a small institution, well-staffed, well-programed, 
with reduced caseloads, where we have diverted out 
of the corrections program by diversion, improved 
detention facilities, improved sentencing structures, 
and improved classification. These institutions are 
small and contain only the inmate who must be 
incarcerated for the protection of society. That 
institution will be well-staffed, with well-paid, well
trained correctional personnel-a staff skilled and 
able to deal with the most complex of human 
problems. 

When an institution holqs out hope to every man 
in its structure because of improved parole proce
dures and opportunities for a change in himself 
within the institution, there is hope for the future. To 
be more specific, there ~s hope: 

1. Where community-based parole and probation 
programs insure reduced caseloads for parole and 
probation officers; 

2. Where at the elbow of that officer will be a 
bank of expertise to assist him to assist his client; 

3. Where through community-based programs, 
work-release programs, halfway houses, and commu
nity institutions we will force the community to have 
all interest, and to take up its responsibility for the 
prciblemsof the criminal; 

4. Where every program in the system will be 
researched to measure its success; 

5. Where we will share successful programs with 
other jurisdictions; and 

6. Where even .in the institution, the inmate, in 
many cases, will be able to earn funds for the sup
port of himself and his family, 

Under these types of conditions we will no longer 
have to worry about the question of rights of prison
ers and the difficult job of operating a correctional 
institution, because I propose that in that kind of 
institution we can iive with every inmate having 
every right as a citizen. 

How can we possibly face up to ourselves and say 
that we are trying to teach human beings called 
criminals to respect, admire, and follow our society 
and its justice program when we are comIPitting 
them to institutions that, in many cases, produce 
crime rather than endow people with a new oppor
tunity and with new tools to meet their futures. 

In the model institution, I think we can move for
ward without fear of the inmate, to allow him to 
have his rights, and, consequently, respect the system 
that is trying to offer him change. 



I recently read an article abo1,lt a speech that a 
Governor was making to hjc:egislature. He said, 

Ladies and Gentlemen, the prisons of our State must go 
through swe~ping innovations. Our prisons have been breed
ing grounds for crime. I want to caIl to your attention two 
nations in this world that have done amazing things with 
their approach to the criminal. One is Mexico. 

In Mexico today, they give people indefinite sentences 
where they may be kept in prison until such time as the 
team of human behavior scientists and law enforcement 
officers feel that that person is safe to return to society. In 
Mexico today, they deal witt: the whole family, not just the 
prisoner. 

I would like to tell you what Russia is <ioing today. In 
prisons in Russia today they are ensuring that every man 
will learn a skill or a trade, by operating vocational training 
institutions. The prisons are allowing men and women to 
leave the prisons to go to work for the State by day and 
return to the prison at night. 

The interesting thing about this speech is that the 
Governor was Franklin Delano Roosevelt and the 
year was 1929, and the legislature, of course, was 
that of New York State. 

And here we are in 1973 still continuing to talk 
about change-continuing to talk and hope for pro
grams that evim in some States don't exist today, that 
did exist in Mexico and Russia in 1929. As you read 
through the standards, I ask that you think about 
1870, about Robert Ingersoll in 1895, and about 
Roosevelt in 1929. I beckon you to read the stand
ards and realize that in many situations they are not 
calling for radical cnange, but for a plan for 
change-a plan to reach a new plateau of excellence 
in tlle product we produce for society. 1 challenge 
you to show leadership within the corrections 
system. 

I challenge you to change the system from within, 
to show this Nation that correctional leaders are the 
people who want to and really can implement the 
changes that are necessary for the protection of our 
society, and that you challenge the people in the sys
tem who resist change. 

I can to yom attention that the other discplines of 
police and courts have also adopted new standards 
that will consequently make our standards easier to 
live with. Our commitment and the commitment of 
the police and the courts will make the changes 
work. • 

I call further for improved working relationships 
in the criminal justice system; I call for a reduction 
of fragmentation; that the separation of correc
tions from police and courts cease; that we move for
ward now with the standarcJs to a system of 
accreditation for probation, institutions, and after
care parole procedures. 

I call foll' an identification, where possible, of the 
good and the bad, and then an offer of assistance for 

change. I beckon to you to know that you have failed 
to protect the community when you read your morn
ing paper and learn of another ex-offender being 
returned to prison. I call on you to assist in the set
ting up of these standards in a meaningful program 
in our institutions, not to let this group of standards 
be like those of 1870-gathering dust on the shelf. 
As you read through the standards-and again I 
say, with patience-there may be something you 
will disagree with; but I ask you to look at them with 
vision. 

I think now of a statement of a great American, 
"Some men see things as they are and say, 'why?' I 
dream of things that never were and say, 'why not?' " 

Why not? 

Mr. Carlson: Ellis, on behalf of the audience, l 
want to say to you that that was a very thoughtful 
and certainly a very provocative speech. 
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Mr. Leonard: I've been sitting here thinking 
tonight I'm in a really -very wonderful position. I'm 
not running for artytl1ing. I'm not seeking any 
appointment to anything, but I'm still the adminis
trator of an $850 milHon program. 

I would like to throw in a little plug for the private 
sectOl;,-not because I'm returning to it, because I 
never really left it. I've always believed very strongly 
that no government program is ever going to work 
unless it has strong support and contributions from 
the private sector. But you have in your possession, 
or should have or have available to you, th~s little 
report called "The Community and Criminal J us
tice," and it gives you some indication of the great 
contributions that are being made by> the private 
sector. 
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Herb Watkins and some of his associates from 
Singer are working in a very important program of 
placing ex-offenders in job placement, and the fig
ures are fantastic. The recidivism rate is very low-
10 percent, 12 percent, 15 percep.t. The placement 
rate and the retention rate for the people that they're 
placing are in the seventies or eighties. 

There are a number of private organizations doing 
work. New Detroit, Inc.,-a new operation going on 
in Detroit, Mich.-is working in getting institutions 
to do their jobs properly and developing new 
institutional Hlrusts where they don't exist. The 
Greater S1. Louis Alliance for Shaping a Safer Com
munity is also doing good work. The list goes on and 
on and on. 

Some of the groups are profit corporations, some' 
are nonprofit, but they all represent the private sector 
and the great contributions that can be made. I think 
of an organization that's been around for a long time 
and that I had something to do with establishing in 
my own hometown-the Opportunity Industrial 
Cen'ter (OlC). Dr. Sullivan serves as a member of 
the National Advisory Commission. 

Now, private organizations don't always work all 
the time, and they don't always operate at 100 per
cent efficiency, but they make great contributions. 
It's important for those of us who are in government 
to recognize the important contributions that can be 
made by those in the private sector. And to all here 
who represent the contributions made by the private 
sector, we want to give you some special recognition 
tonight. 

And now it gives me a great deal of pleasure to 
introduce to you the only man I know who serves as 
mayor. and has the city named after him. It's a very 
agreeable assignment, indeed, to introduce to you 
one of America's most distinguished urban leaders. 

Your speaker tonight, the Mayor of Washington, 
D.C., is already well known to most of you. The list 
of his accomplishments and his honors is so long 
that reading them would constitute a full speech, in 
and of itself. 

I would like to mention a few highlights. They 
include his bachelor's and law degrees from Howard 
University, his honorary degrees from Georgetown, 
from Catholic University, from Boston University, 
George Washington, Princeton-the list goes on and 
on and on. And his outstanding service on numerous 
citizen and volunteer groups is something that's 
known to all of us. 

He has been the Mayor-Commissioner of the Dis
trict of Columbia since 1967. During that time, he 
has also served as a member of the Advisory Board 
of the U.S. Conference of Mayors and a Vice Chair
man of the National League of Cities. 

He knows about crime. He knows about its control 
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and about its prevention. He is a leader in a city 
where these problems have received as much atten
tion as anywhere in the world. Therefore, it is impor
tant to recall what has happened in the Nation's 
Capital. 

Eleven days after taking office in his first term, 
President Nixon called for immediate and forceful 
action to begin, and I quote, l'curbing crime and 
improving the conditions of life" in the District of 
Columbia. 

The President outlined a plan that combined local 
initiative and responsibility with the fullest possible 
Federal support. It included not only money but 
technical assistance. Crime control takes people in 
order to get action. Citizen support and local lead
ership are indispensabie to the success of this kind of 
program, and your speaker responded admirably to 
the President's call for action. He provided the local 
leadership and inspiration that has made the city's 
progress a success story that is the en\;y of the entire 
Nation. 

Since then, advances on every single front have 
been achieved. This improvement in every criminal 
justice agency has paid off sharply in reduced crime 
rates. And that is what counts. 

The only true test of the criminal justice system's 
effectiveness is its ability to reduce crime. Without 
an improvement in the crime rate, the entire effort is 
largely meaningless. 

The city of Washington has one of the best crime 
reduction records in the Nation. In 1970, the serious 
crime rate fell 5.2 percent. It was the first time in 
14 years that the city's serious crime was less than 
it was the previous year. In 1971, the city's seriolls 
crime rate fell by 13.3 percent. In 1972, it fell 27 
percent. That is a record of which any city in Ameri
ca could be proud. 

Part of the progress was made· possible through 
funds from the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin
istratio~. This and othe,r Federal programs have re
sulted in court reorganization, in a law enforcement 
improvement program, in the Narcotics Treatment 
Administration, in corrections rehabilitation initia
tives, and in numerous other projects to improve the 
city's entire range of criminal justice services. 

These are major accomplishments-among the 
most significant in this city in 'our generation. But the 
Mayor's leadership -in the Federal-local partnerGhip 
has made these advances possible. More than that, his 
enthusiasm and his vigor of purpose have helped to 
sweep away obstacles that might have defeated lesser 
men. 

It has not been easy. There were times when the 
general public despaired as to whether or not we 
were going to be able to accomplish anything in this 
town. But he persevered. He kept his faith in the citi-



zens of this city and their ability to do the job. He 
inspired them and supported them and saw to it that 
tl:-;;;y did the very best that they could do. For this 
remarkable effort, Mayor Washington has earned the 
thanks of the city, of the Administration, and, I 
know, of the President. The Honorable Walter 
Wa~hington, Mayor of Washington, D.C. 

Mayor Washington: Thank you very much, Jerris. 
That 'vas beautiful. You know, I've come to a point 
in time where I normally just say thank you and quit 
while I'm ahead, but that was so beautiful. I think 
that all of you must know that Jerris Leonard is a 
great American, a man who has put everything into 
this program that he possibly could, who, whenever 
he made a mistake, looked upon it as a human error, 
and that's the thing that makes us love him. He's a 
man who has made a difference in this country. 

I want to start, my friends, by saying I'm just glad 
to be with you. These have been 30 very difficult 
days for us here. We've lost President Truman and 
we've lost President Johnson. We've inaugurated a 
new President. And last night we had peace. 

I've seen people in the millions come in and out of 
this city, and they've had mixed emotions-many of 
them'jad of heart, but many of them happy because 
of the projections of peace. So you at this Confer
ence have come to Washington at a peculiar time in 
our history and you are, therefore, a part of a pecu
liar history. It's been written in 30 days in a fashion 
that probably won't be written again in the annals of ' 
our Nation. And I think we should pause at this junc
ture to think a moment about what has happened to 
us in the last 30 days. 

In starting my remarks, I must say there's no way 
that you can begin talking about the subject of 
involvement of people in the criminal justice process 
until you've "washed yourself" in the sense of com
ing to the point where you believe in this Nation. I 
do because in the past 3 or 4 years I've undergone 
something like 612 demonstrations. They happened 
to be on my turf, but they 'had nothing to do with my 
city. I think that it is true that by this process, Amer
ica has become stronger. But there's no way that I 
can talk about the involvement of people until you 
understand what I mean. 

I'm talking about a Nation that I think is the 
greatest Nation on earth. And you know, I said that 
before it was popular. It's becoming a more and 
more popular belief. In the days ahead you'll be able 
to say it easily, you know, because peace is at hand 
and the demonstrators aren't around. But I was say
ing it right along, and I say it again. In the past" 2 
years I've had occasion to travel around the world 
twice, representing this Government, and the greatest 
days I've had are the days that I've landed back on 
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this soil. What I've seen has made me under.stand 
that this is the gre,t\est Nation on earth, 

I know this, my friends, that we have Dur imper
fections-we have discrimination, prejudice, aod 
hatred-but I also know that we have the capability 
to deal with them, if we resolve to do something 
about these problems at any given point in time. This 
is the goal of community involvement or citizen par
ticipation. But you have to have a base. 

I've been around the world twice, as I've 
indicated, and I've come back and seen peop!e run
ning their cities down, running their counties down, 
and running this Nation down. You can't begin to 
talk about involvement as long as that prospect is at 
hand, because you don't understa.,\d what you're 
talking about. You can't develop any heart or soul or 
feeling for your neighborhood or your community Ot 

your Nation as long as at the same tinle you're say
ing, "It ain't nothin' anyhow." 

Now there are those who opt out in this situation. 
They say that the situation is so bad, the estab
lishment is so bad that they're not going to do any
thing because it's just so bad that you can't recover 
it. Well, that's just the biggest opt-out, you know that. 

The biggest problem that we have is the problem 
of getting people to take responsibility, to put their 
shoulders to the wheel. But I want you to understand 
that in this Nation, we have tried to put together a 
system, and the LEAA program has been one of the 
great challeil~es and hopes. The thing that stands out 
most in the President's charge to me was to go out 
and get a system, that we can no longer work in a 
harem-scareD). way on this whole matter of crime. 
We've got to develop it and put all the components 
together and move those components forward. 
Unfortunately, they didn't all move in tandem. But 
they have to move in tandem, as we know. We know 
that we cannot separate the role of the community 
from the criminal justice system. 

If there's apathy in local neighborhoods or com
munities about preventing or controlling crime, then 
the disinterest will reflect itself iu the rising crime 
rate. It's as simple as that. And I want to say this to 
you-none of you has to be a philosopher or a soci
ologist to understand that. Just have a little common 
sense about this and you'll come out just where I am. 

There are many people, particularly consultants, 
who take about 50 volumes to say what I'm going to 
say. Actually, I could say what I'm going to say in 
about 3 minutes. And that is, get out there and do 
something about it. And you know, it would happen. 

But I have to say it with a little more sophis
tication. I've got to tell you a little about what I 
think can be done to prevent crime. I think today 
that the most important ingredient in effective crime 
control is the active participation of the community. 
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It must do more than just give vague lip-service to 
the goals of heiping to combat crime. It must get in . 
there and work. 

I am speaking in this sense about a kind of apathy 
that only I can talk to you about, but I know you 
understand. How in the world, my friends; can we 
have a community where people-12 in number
stand aside and see a woman raped in an alley? And 
how can we talk about preventing crime? How can 
witnesses deny an elderly woman who has just 
received her welfare check and who is raped in broad 
daylight by clOSing the door and saying, "That's 
somebody else's problem. I don't want to get 
involved. " 

Or how can they see a group of youngsters set 
upon a person on the streets, and say, "That's some
body else's problem. I might have to go down and 
give witness to this in the courts and I can't take the 
time because I'm working tomorrow." Is that what 
we have come to? 

Each of you sitting here can repeat a story like 
that, about the apathy of the community, about a 
real problem that confronts us. To the extent that 
you develop a system which may be perfect in terms 
of expertise and mechanics and yet fails to do any
thing about the attitude of someone who sees a 
woman being raped and says, "Well, that's some
body else's problem" is the extent to which you have 
failed to develop a system that's going to be lasting 
and workable. 

Now I know a little about this. I know a little 
about where you find people and I know about the 
problem you have. Frequently as officials we look 
and say, "Well, that isn't my problem, that's the 
problem of the social worker. That's the problem of 
those working in the social services." The question 
is: What have you done to see that they are activated 
to the point of understanding what they have to do to 
even help you? 

The problem, you know, is simplified in what Jer
ris has done. For instance, I came to the under
standing in prevention that the fire department was 
not the real department that; could control false 
alarms. And you know, it's just as simple as that
they fight fires; that's what they're trained for; that's 
what they put all their work in-fighting a fire. And 
I have a good department, the best in the Nation
there's no question about it. But they can't handle 
the false alarm problem. The reason is: nobody 
taught them anything about it. 

They hadn't learned about the participation of 
people in the process. It Was a little kid who was 
pulling the alarJl1 and running. Now that has nothing 
to do with learning to firefight. It just has nothing to 
do with getting on the engirle, on the hook and lad
der, and going out and putting out the fire. All that 
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expertise is theirs; nobody had said anything while 
training firemen about what you do when a kid pulls 
a fire alarm and runs-a whole batch of kids. When 
they get a certain distance, they turn and throw 
rocks at you. It's as simple as that. 

So we faced t~e process of recognizing people who 
have skills in the human dynamics of children pull
ing fire alarms, being away from home a)ld running, 
and throwing rocks at anything. And so, we racked 
up a record of about 40 percf.',nt decrease in false 
alarms in one year. Well, of course, the fire depart
ment took credit for it. You know, they like to say, 
"Look what we did." I got on the television with 
them and said, "Yeah, you did it," and I got to make 
them f!!el good. You know, it's in their department. 

And then the next year, we went down 30 percent. 
And then I said: "You know, you've got to share that 
with son~ebody else." What we were talking about,' 
Jerris, was the participati,on, involvement by the 
community, with the community, in a process that 
had become very complicated because it involved 
people who had no relevance to the department that 
was attempting to administer it. 

And I give this example because it's what I'm try
ing to say. As I talk about it-and, of course, you at 
LEAA financc:d it and I thank you-you all ought to 
look at that process too, because that's within the 
LEAA package. What you all need to know, as an 
essential part of what America must do to improve 
the quality of the Nation's life, is to give primary 
attention to preventing our young people from 
becoming involved in the criminal justice system in 
the first place. 

Now there are a whole lot of us who are out here 
working after the fact. So many of the programs do 
not come together, and the,"onu~lUnity becomes 
rightfuIly indignant when they hear of some sordid 
cases. And when you come out to get the resources 
and involvement. of people, they then want to 
squeeze somebody's neck. 

What we have got to do if we are really going to 
get at this process-and LEAA has led us in this-is 
to look at the process of keeping young people \Jut of 
the system in the first place. Of course, nol)ody 
wants to talk about it, but I do. 

As you develop your expertise in the criminal jus
tice system, there are some root causes you must 
remember. Don't forget. Remember the Mayor said 
this. Don't forget that there are other conditions 
under which people live in the city, 

We must take measures that will eliminate 
poverty; that will provide better educational systems; 
that will train the unemployed and the under
employed. We must find ways to make decent hous
ing available for everyone, and many of you will 
understand that because right out of many of your 
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housing projects come some of your most difficult 
problems. We must make quality medical care and 
ample health care and treatmr.mt available to every 
person. And don't forget these solutions as we put 
together our criminal justice system, because they're 
preventive; they're root causes. Nobody wants to talk 
much about them. Nobody wants to do it because 
we, for the most part, have become attuned to hard
ware-we want to look at that. 

The greatest thing about LEAA, in terms of this 
city, has been their recognition that we also have a 
need for root cause treatment and we also have a 
need for what we call software. Hardware is good 
and it's needed, but in the long run, my friends, 
you're going to need the soft programs that really 
begin to involve the people, and really begin to make 
them understand. 

In fiscal year 1972 alone there was a 27 percent 
decline. Now I mention this practical situation 
because there was a time when you all didn't believe 
in this. LEAA and J erris came on and t.'ley '::C.i:e 
fighting hard. What you thought you would do is 
raise those crime rates and get some more money. 
But it doesn't work that way anymore. They caught 
up with us. 

And now you've got to work to get a steady 
decrease and a rhythm in this stuff, and that's what 
they pay for. And some of you had better get on the 
ball and understand this. I'm talking for J erris-he 
can't say that. I can, because I've tried both systems. 

I know what works now. And not only that, it's 
good for your community. There is a thing about this 
that you all shOUld understand. You all must under
stand that you've got to get a process, a system. 
You've got to get law enforcement, you've got to get 
your courts in motion. You've got to get a correc
tions system that really rehabilitates; one that does 
not simply stand as a monument of detention, but 
within its walls will begin to rehabilitate people, par
ticularly the younger ones. For instance, we look at 
our figures. Some 15 years ago the average age of an 
offender was :;omewhere between 35 and 45. We 
look at the same situation in our jails today, and, for 
the most part, we find a population between 18 and 
25. 

They come as a microcosm of the city with all of 
the volatile situations, with all of the frustrations, 
and with all of the militancy. You're dealing with an 
entirely different situation. Many people fail or 
refuse to understand these changes in the whole 
situation. 

And I say to you today, that, for the most part, 
corrections is the last line. No one has wanted to rec
ognize this. All over the country we've had problems. 
No system is any better or worse than any other; 
every county and city is caught in the situation where 

jails and prisons are the bottom rung. Prison is the 
end of the line. 

And if you get a well-trained police force, well-:
mlmbered, efficient, and effective, with all of the 
mechanical systems reacting, so that you catch more 
people violating the law; and you get a good court 
system and a good attorney system, where you're try
ing more and convicting more, and you then don't 
look at the bottom rung-what happens when they 
wind up down in the jails and prisons? One day your 
citizens are in an uprise. They say, "Well, what's the 
matter with that system? Who's doing anything 
about the jails?" 

I remember when we used to take them around 
and exercise them and they were all happy. There 
ain't nobody happy no more. I mean, they're all 
doing just like they're doing in the middle of your 
town-talking that stuff, acting out, and getting out 
when they can. "Do or die," they say. 

And you're still sitting around worrying about 
What's happening. Well, stop now! I'm telling you 
the way it is! Stop now and look at it. The whole 
process has got to work as a unit, as an entity. And 
this is what LEAA and J erris are trying to tell us
that the system is a system. It's got to come together 
as a unit. All parts of it have got to function. All 
parts have got to be understood, and its basis is citi
zens-they have to participate in all aspects of it, 
because some parts of it are dramatic, and people 
love it. 

There is nothing better than for the League of 
Women Voters to come up and say, "We're going to 
fight for more policemen in our neighborhood." You 
know. "We're going to fight for more attorneys to try 
those people.1> But not many of them are saying, 
"We're going to fight today to see that ail of us are 
going to live better." It's important that they do so 
because those in our jails will be back in the commu
nity and will Qnce again confront us. 

But we've got to come to that point. That's what 
LEAA is trying to say to you. Look at your system. 
Get the people involved in every part of the process. 
Make sure that there's a full understanding in your 
community, in your neighborhood, of every element " 
of the criminal justiGC process. 

And then you build up support. You build a con
stituency, you build people who understand. And 
once you do that, everybody begins to deal with 
crime, not as something that happens to you when 
you walk out on the street one night and get hit in 
the head, but you begin to deal with it as a philo
sophical process in the community that has to be 
dealt with in a fashion that undergirds all social 
progress. 

How can you talk about better health and better 
education if your streets can't be traversed? If you 
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can't get to school, how can you learn? And if you 
get there and everything that happens to you is bad 
or in the criminal element, then how in the world can 
you build a system? 

Some of you don't really know and feel this as 
deeply as I do. You've got to understand that in this 
town if two bumpers hit, it rings around the world. 
You know, it's not like I was in Podunk, somewhere 
where you do these things and nobody sees it. But, 
you see, all I have to do is have a tire run over a dipu 
loma' foot and I have an international incident. 
That ,)WS up in the crime statistics, you see. And 
so, we have a different dimension in this town, a dif
ferent dimension in the sense that everybody is look
ing at us. 

I read in the paper about five escapes somewhere 
in New York. I have a couple of escapes and every
one says, "Oh, isn't that awful?" You know, the 
same kind of jail, the same situation, they were try
ing to get out and they got out. This happened to be 
here, you know, in the Nation's Capital, and you just 
happen to have 247 reporters as against half a 
reporter up there. And so, I get it. 

Of course, every once in a while, I get some good 
ones, too, out of it. I mean, we do some things; our 
crime rate went down 46 percent and they reported 
it. They reported it, and the paper said, "I don't 
think it really happened." They asked me to get on 
the tehwision and talk about it. The only thing I can 
say is when you do good things, and you do some
thing about your crime rate, tell them that, since they 
didn't raise those questions when it was going up, 
give me credit now, not suspicious analysis, since we 
mar.Ie the crime rate go down. 

That's important, and it's important to you in 
terms of this process. Ask them to give it to you 
when you make it. That's a part of having the people 
in the community understand what you're doing. The 
media, for instance, frequently is involved in: "It 
couldn't be that good. Somebody said to me last 
night that they were at a party and somebody picked 
their pocket." You know, they don't tell you it was a 
friend who did it. They want to make you think it 
was somebody from down in the slum. And he 
wasn't even at the party. A.s a matter of fact, he 
wasn't even serving the party. 

I want to say that tonight is a real experiment in 
citizen participation; nobody went to sleep. I have 
been watching them, and they've been right on the 
edge of their seats thinking 1 was going to tell them 
how to get some more of LEAA's money. 

But that's what citizen participation is; that's what 
it's all about, you know-waiting ~for the next line, 
making sure that you're all alert, maki<ig sure that I 
don't slip in any lines that cause you any problems, 
and making sure that I'm right here to give you what 
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Jerris told me that you should have. The important 
thing about that is that he is suggesting that he isn't 
going to be here, so you know, I really didn't have to 
say it. 1 got a new leader. 

But I think this is important, my friends. 1 really 
wanted to do this in a light vein because you've had 
so much hard stuff here. There are so many profes" 
sionals and so many experts. And I'm really not an 
expert; I'm just a guy out here who believes greatly 
in this Nation, who believes greatly in these commu
nities, who believes greatly in America and in our 
ability to overcome our imperfections and our 
deficiencies. 

And one thing that I wanted to talk about tonight 
was this matter of community participation. You 
can't go anywhere without people. You know, in a 
city where crime is a problem, when people decide 
that they're going to end it, they're going to do it. 

The ,,;uestion is: How are you going to get them 
motivated and out of their apathy soone::: and faster 
and harder and in a constructive vein~' There are 
many people talking about different things. I've 
heard people talk about community control. What's 
amazing in this area is that the most sophisticated 
system you're dealing with is the criminal element. 
They've got the resources, they've got the man
power-you're going to put some people out to fight 
this and you can't do it with your police force. I 
mean, you know, you've got to get down to talking 
about the constructive areas in which people can 
actually participate, and in those areas you've got to 
provide them with the opportunities and with the 
help and with the know-how. 

We have a little group here of about 2,000 young" 
sters. They call themselves the Crime Stoppers. Their 
motto is: "We stop crime by not committing it." You 
ought to see them. I take them around and they 
whoop it up. They're about elementary age, 7 or 8 
years old. What is the impact of youngsters like this 
on the radio and television telling people, "Our 
motto is that we stop crime by not committing it," as 
they're looking up and speaking in the faces of 
adults? What else do you need? 

I mean, there are opportunities, there are many. 
We have a situation here which we call software, 
where we have 20 neighborhood planning councils. 
We've put together courtesy patrols. Amazing. And 
all they do is, they meet the grandmother at the bus 
stop. And they take her home-from the bus stop to 
home-nothing more than that. 

But you know, it grew out of some young tough 
guys who saw their S\1,ter or their mother or their 
grandmother br:ing set upon by some other young,. 
sters. They snatched the JPocketbooks themselves, 
and said, "1 don't want it to happen to my mother. 
1 don't want it to happen to my sister-or my grand-



mother." And so we have 250 courtesy patrols 
around the city where they'll meet the mother or 
the youngster and take him home. Just wa1k-~ 
no big problem. They don't attack anybody. They 
just say, uCome on, I'll walk with you." And they 
just walk sort of casually along, and if some
thing happens, I'm told they're trained. As a matter 
of fact, we've given them, in some cases, the radio, 
and from time; to time they call. They've ,stopped 
fires, they've stopped serious maUt:rs as they've gone 
along. But they're not policemen. All they do is 
walk the sister home. 

This is a manifestation of a community coming 
together to deal with the problem. Little things, but 
don't overlook those little things, because as they 
mount up, they all add up to community 
involvement. 

And this, my friends, is the name of the game. 
You can get the most sophisticated communications 
systems; you can get the best trained police in the 
world. You can get all of the resources at your dis
posal. But if the community is not there, you've got a 
gap in your program that's so big that nothing will 
happen. 

And I say to you tonight, don't look upon this as a 
corny experience. Don't look upon this as just 
another exercise. Find a way in your own commu-

nity to make it work. Find a way to get the little 
ones, the big ones, the grandmas, the grandpas, 
involved in the process. So that what you come out 
with is a total attitude that says, "My city will be 
safe." 

Thank you. 

Mr. Leonardu I just want to make two very brief 
comments before we adjourn. 

There's a young lady in the audience tonight who's 
writing a story about LEAA and who interviewed 
me for about an hour and a half this afternoon here 
at the hotel, and I only wish that she'd wipe the slate 
clean of what I told her about LEAA in Washington, 
D. C., Mr. Mayor, and the effectiveness. of its funds 
and what's going on. I think you have articulated 
tonight some of the many great programs and ways, 
not only with LEAA funds, but in other ways, that 
you're helping to make this not only a safer city but 
a more involved city. 

The second comment is, with all due deference to 
Milwaukee, this is now my adopted hometown. I live 
in this city, and I'm just very, very proud to have a 
mayor of the quality and caliber of a great American 
like Walter Washington. 

Thank you very much. 
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Sheriff Pitchess: We'll get right down to business. 
The attendance here is a tribute to the men on this 
panel. I'm sure you won't be disappointed. 

I have been requested again to remind all of you 
that in addition to the Police objectives that are 
shown here-you were not just given a free trip to 
Washington-you were brought here for a purpose. 
That purpose is for you to contribute to the ultimate 
bible we hope to prepare from your suggestions and 
from your criticisms, so that we may, in the final 
analysis, have what can be realistically termed a 
bible for the criminal justice system. We shall con
tinue to update it, we shall continue to keep it as cur
rent as possible. 

We will begin the session by hearing from the Act
ing Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
(FBI), Mr. L. Patrick Gray, III. Mr. Gray, as most 
of you know, is a man who has had thret~ profes
sional careers in his life-tbat's in addition to the 
family career. He spent a very productive and suc
cessful career in the U.S. Navy~he graduated from 
the U.S. Naval Academy and retired as a Navy cap
tain in 1960. That's evidence of the easy life of the 
Navy. 

He received his law degree from George Washing
ton University in 1949, and then, after he left the 
:t~avy, he began his second career in a successful 
practice of law. He also served as legal counsel to the 
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U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
and in 1970, he was named Assistant Attorney Gen
eral. It was from that position that he was chosen as 
the Acting Director of the FBI. 

It's wi!!::.) great deal of pleasure that I prescnt to 
you, L. PI',crick Gray, III. 

Mr. Gray: Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. 
On an occasion such as this, very often an indi

vidual will have a tale or two to relate. However, 
today we are burying a man who was truly a great 
President of these United States-a man of courage, 
a man of great dedication to his Nation, a man who 
had the guts to make the tough decisions on behaif 
of the American p,~ople when they had to be made, 
a man who some have said was literally driven from 
his presidency by the vilification that he received. 
Yet a man who, today, in death, receives all those 
praises which 1.. had earned, and which he justly 
deserved, but which he failed to receive in life. And I 
ask that those of us in this profession who appreciate 
courage, guts, and dedication, stand for a moment 
in silent prayer in memory of the Honorable Lyndon 
Johnson. 

Thank you very much, ladies and gentlemen. 
Crime brings fear. Fear breeds terror. And with 

terror comes the destruction of the spirit and free
dom of a people. Although great strides have been 
made in combating crime, fear and terror still exist 
among us. More hard work lies ahead, and no one 
knows that better than we. 

This is what this National Conference on Criminal 
Justice is aU about. This is why fonner Attorney 
General Mitchell took the initiative in February 
1971 in proposing that Federal, State, and local gov
ernments join to establish national standards and 
goals for OUl' criminal justice system. 

From the size of the looseleaf binder and its con
tents, the Working Papers of the National Advisory 
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
GoalS, it is obvious that quite a few people have 
done a powerful amount of thinking and writing. 

We in the FBI have not had the Working Papers 
long enough to study and analyze them. I expect that 
we shall have some differences of opinion, just as I 
am sure that the drafter& of these papers had differ
ences. So also are there going to be differences 
among those attending this Conference. 

But the fact remains that a very important and 
much needed first step has been taken. And deci
sions of considerable importance to each and every 
American may be reached at this Conference. 

Although the primary responsibility for criminal 
law enforcement rests with the States, this does not 
mean that the Federal forces have a free ride. Let's 
take a look from the Federal perspective, The plain 
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and very obvious fact of life is that our forces are 
thin indeed, and we I.::ould not discharge our respon
sibilities at the Federal level \vithcmt the cooperation 
of the forces at the State and local level. There is just 
no "Big Daddy" in law enforcement, unless it is the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA) with all those dollars that. we all need so 
badly. 

Criminal laws are wdtten by others, but peace 
officers have to breathe Hfe in them by enforcement. 
This is where the action begins and very often ends. 
As strange as it may seem to some, we in the law 
enforcement profession believe that the needs of our 
society in crime control are the same as the needs of 
the members of the law enforcement profession. 
What are these needs? 

First, neither our society nor the law enforcement 
profession requires more enlightenment or more 
rhetoric. Support is what we need. Our people in our 
society need support and our police need support. 
Our police need support from those whom we serve 
as we take the necessary steps to purge our ranks of 
those who would dishonor our profession. We need 
the suppurt of our fellow citizens as we take the nec
essary steps to improve our performance in their 
behalf. New concepts, new techniques, and new 
equipment are needed if we are to continue our for
ward momentum. 

The record of support, when viewed from the Fed
eral perspective, is a pretty good one and we intend 
to improve it each day if we can. 

Recent events occurring in the period of the last 
12 months or so indicate all too clearly that our 
police forces have some new missions-one is the 
assault on entrenched and dug-in criminals. The sni
per and the terrorist appear to be a part of the crim
inal scene today and for the foreseeable future. 

No other forces are volunteering to handle such 
situations and I don't expect to see any volunteers. 
This appears to be another tough job that will have 
to be handled by the police. And to do that job will 
require more than just more of the same. 

Second, our society and our police forces need 
prosecutors that prosecute and prosecute well, and 
rapidly, too, so that quick-draw artists are not back 
through the turnstiles and shooting at us and our 
friend~ and neighbors, even before we have time to 
reload. 

Third, our society and om' police forces need 
judges that judge with fairness, imp'artiality, and 
compassion--compassion for the person on trial, 
yes, but also compassion for all the people. An 
accused on trial hI not the only person whose unalien
able rights are on the line in a criminal case. The 
people, the victims, in whose names the prosecution 
is delivered, have a rather substantial set of rights on 



the line, too. They, too, are parties to the trial and 
are also entitled to receive due process. 

Fourth, our society and our police forces need 
judges who know how to sentence, who to sentence, 
and to what type of correctional institution. Not 
every convicted felon is a hardened criminal or a 
sociopath, but those who are ought not to be per
mitted to return so easily to prey again and again 
upon society. Rehabilitation is fine for those con
victed felons who show signs of being able to profit 
from stich measures. It is a useless gesture for those 
who resist every such effort, or take advantage of 
such efforts to gain early release and do it all over 
again. 

The real purpose of incarceration is to protect 
society, and if rehabilitation is going to contributtl to 
the protection of society in a given case, let's reha
bilitate. If not, let's incarcerate and protect society. 

The objective of the criminal justice system is the 
protection of society, not just the protection of the 
rights of the accused. 

In conchding these remarks, I just want to say 
that I am honored to be with you this morning, and 
to be with the distinguished chairman of this panel 
and with the distinguished peace officers who sit here 
with me, still a man in his novitiate. Actually the 
honor really belongs to the dedicated men' and 
women of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. I 
bring you their warm greetings. 

Sheriff Pitchess: Thank you very much, Mr. Gray, 
and on behalf of all of my colleagues in law 
enforcement we thank you and the men and women 
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation for the great 
support that you give us, and we look forward to its 
continuation .. 

]['m sure you're aware that the subject of this 
panel is "Intergovernmental Cooperation in Crime 
Control." You have heard Mr. Gray tell you of his 
desire and his intent to continue that cooperation 
from the FBI and from the Federal level. 

Now we will heft.( from a representative of a 
county agency. I want to introduce yon to me Sheriff 
of Duval County in Florida. He received a degree in 
criminology from Ohio State University, the school 
that hires those professiQnals and who come out to 
the West Coast every New Year's Day. 

Dale Carson was appointed sheriff in 1958 and 
was subsequently elected. He served on the :Florida 
Sheriffs' Association Board of Trustees, ~j is a 
member of t..'1e Florida Police Standards Board. He is 
a member of the Advisory Board of Governors, the 
Council of Criminal Justice, and the Jacksonville 
Planning Commission. He is vice chairman of. the 
Commission's Police Task Force, and a member of 
the NHtional Academy· of Science's Traffic 
Enforcement Committe.~. In 1968, he became the 

chief law enforcement officer of a new government 
structure that consolidated Duval County and the 
City of Jacksonville, and he can tell you of the prog
ress of that 0.li:periment. 

We served together in the FBI, and 1 take great 
pleasure in presenting to you my very good friend, 
the Sheriff of Duval County, Dale Carson. 

Sheriii C~,rson: Thank you very much, Pete. ! 
appreciate the reference about the journey to Los 
Angeles that we make every so often. I hear you 
have a great city. I went out there to visit one day, 
but it was closed. 

Members of the panel, ladies and gentlemen, I'm 
happy to be here today_ We're going to talk about 
cooperation on the State, local, and Federal level. I 
think the reason the police have been so successful in 
the past is because of this cooperation. 

Throughout om history, of course, we have had 
sheriffs who have been noted for their cooperation 
and those who have not, as well as Federal agencies 
and chiefs of police who have been cooperative and 
noncooperative. I think that we have had more 
cooperation than we have been given credit for in the 
past, and through conferences such as this, we will 
have more cooperation in the future. 

I think the sheriffs have always received cooper
ation from the Federal level, beginning way back 
when the FBI began their training schools, going 
around the country with the National Academy, the 
FBI identification section, and recently, the National 
Crime Information Center (NCIC). We got all this 
cooperation free. The only thing we had to do was to 
recover their stolen cars. 

I think' there has been cooperation between the 
police and the Governors and all of the agencies on 
the. State level. I think that we have received more 
cooperation from the States in the last few years
through revenue sharing, through police standards. 
States are trying to help t.he local level. , 

Now, right on the local level we can note cooper
~tion between chiefs of police and sheriffs. I have 
known a few and you have lo)own a few who haven't 
cooperated, and the reason we remember them is 
because it's so rare-not only stupid, but rare. I 
think that even in those d~!?artments, we have had 
only .ndividual officters who did not cooperate. But I 
think this is fast disappearing. I think the sixties 
brought us togetp,er, it forced us together. In the tur
moil that we faced then, we needed to and had to 
pull together our resources, we had to work together. 
We stood together in the streets. We had different 
uniform!! and different badges, but we had the same 
duty. 

Since that. time, the chiefs and the sheriffs have 
stood together in the legislative halls. We've gotten 

143 

L-____________________________ _ 
---_ .. _. --_ ... 



things like better pensions, we've gotten thmgs like 
police standards, and more recently, we worked 
together fat revenue sharing. We can accomplish so 
much together and so little apart. There's more to do 
than any of 'us can handle singlp.handedly. And we 
can't tolerate a sheriff or a chief who stands aloof 
from his brother officers. 

I know of no other local law enforcement agency 
or agency of any type that has had to change as 
much in the past few years as th/j office of sheriff. 
These advances have been brought about by the 
exodus of people from the core cities moving into the 
suburbs. It has been brought about by these people 
demanding and wanting better and more professional 
law enforcement. We have had a rise in crime in the 
rural areas, and we have had to improve our services. 
We have gone from cowboy hats to computers. We 
have gone from policing quiet villages to policing 
sprawling suburbs. And We have found that we have 
had to change to meet these challenges. 

When we found that the disturbances moved from 
the streets to the campuses, we found that many of 
these campuses were locah~d in sman towns. Many 
times the students outnumbered the local population. 
And the sheriffs had to meet these problems. They 
became, in a sense, the chief of police for those com
munities. We met the challenges, and we are moving 
ahead. 

The National Sheriffs' Association has helped. in 
these changes. New sheriff manuals have been 
developed and distributed. A model law enforcement 
mutual aid compact has been developed and is a 
standard now for many of the States. We also have 
started a new institute to train sheriffs beginning 
their duties. And many of these programs have been 
financed by the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration (LEAA) , and many of them are 
producing professional re~mlts. And although there 
have been many changes brought about in the sher~ 
iff's office-in the training field, and in the policy 
field-there's been a significant change in the organi
zation of the office itself. 

One of the first organizational changes was 
brought about in California with the advent of con
tract law enforcement where smaller cities could 
contract for law enforcement with their county 
agents and get complete law enforcement service. 
Contract law enforcement has proven to be econom
ical and effective for these cities, and has spread into 
many other States. 

We have had reorganization, we have had regiona
Iization and cooperation-and all of these are more 
effective ways to fight crime. If we can have records 

'ide~ltification, laboratories, communications, and 
other services combine to serve the publi'c better, we 
had better consider serving the agency as well. The 
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thought of 30 different agencies in one county with 
30 different communications centers staffed around 
the clock, all working, sometimes at odds with each 
other, is something that I think demands 
reorganization. 

One of the major handicaps of police in this coun
try has been fragmentation. There are 40,000 police 
agencies in the United States. About 6,000 are in 
major cities and towns; the remainder, 33,000, is in 
small villages, each with its own lack of manpower. 

As police administrators, I think we need to take a 
real solid look at our organizational structures to see 
what we can do to more effectively meet the chal
lenges we face. We need to put as many officers on 
the ~tteet fighting crime as we possibly can. If two or 
more agencies can combine th~ir dispatching, and 
transfer these dispatching positions to the street, we 
might meet this need. 

All of this is good, but I want to tell you about 
one thing that we have experienced in Jacksonville 
which I think many of you are facing, and which you 
ShbUld know something about. I think Jacksonville 
has been a success. In 1968, we abolished our city 
and county governments and combined them into 
one. We took a police department of some 325 offi~ 
cers which covered a jurisdiction of about 30 square 
miles and 200,000 people and combined it with the 
sheriff's office which had 250 oft1cers and covered 
840 square miles, and brought them all together. We 
abolished the city councils and came up with a new 
council and a mayor, and have retained the elected 
office of sheriff. 

I think that there ate many arguments for and 
against the elected office of sheriff, but I think that 
the fact that it is elective gives it status and a neces~ 
Rary power base. When I go to the council or other 
bodies to present the budget, I think I have a better 
chance as an elected official than I do as an 
appointee c.,f the mayor. I think the fact that our 
budget from a combined total in 1968 of $7 million 
has risen now to $17.5 million, and the fact that we 
have lowered the advalorem tax rate, speaks well for 
the elective office of sheriff and, also, for consoli· 
dation itself. 

From an administrative point of view in these past 
4 years there has been every reason to be in favor of 
consolidation: t.he fact we've increased 'Our man· 
power from 750 to 1200, the fact that we're large 
enough now to demand better equipment, including 
helicopters and a nl~W police headquarters. 

Central purchasihg has enabled us to make dra· 
matic savings which we have used to buy more 
equipmtmt and people. We have individual· radios 
now for people in high crime areas, and we have just 
issued 350 patrol cars for our men to take home and 
use throughout the city. 
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The ability to assign men when and where they are 
needed is of tremendous importance. It's a simple 
matter now to mobilize our resources in any type of 
disorder or any other police emergency. There are no 
longer any problems determining who is in (iornmand 
or where the lines of authority fall, because the 
organization is handled by one agency .. 

We have one records and identification section. 
When one file has been checked, all have been 
checked. We have one communications center; and 
one number for p~ople to call the police. We've been 
able to replace officers in civilian positions with 
civilians, and have, as a result, returned over 50 offi
cers to street duty. 

AU of these advantages have helped us in police 
work. But the most important advantage has been 
for the citizens themselves. They know where to fix 
responsibility. We're responsible for it all, from pre
vention through apprehension, and even through 
incarceration. 

The primary test of any law enforcement agency is 
the degree to which it can respond to local needs. 
Now I agree that a large agency is not necessarily 
better than a small one. But I can assure you that a 
single agency which is to serve a population of 500,-
000 to 600,000, which is to meet emergencies and 
provide services for individual communities within 
the same ge(\gtaphical area, can be developed. Our 
crime rate went down 45 percent last year, and in 
1971 it went down 4,9 percent. 

Now I realize that consolidation may not be the 
answer for you. Your community is differeI1t, and it 
should be considered accordingly. Of the 229 sta
tistical areas in the United States, many of them 
cover several large cities, several counties, and some 
even co"Ver several States. Of the 229; 118 of these 
areas are in one region. The areas cover about 41 
million people, and the average populat~on comes 
out to about 350,000 people per area. Now I don't 
know the number of agencies that presently exist iI1 
these counties, but I do know that if you combined 
dispatching, records, and central purchasing, you 
could put more officers on the street today, and 
that's what is needed. 

As you can tell, I think that consolidation in J ack
sonville has been a success. I think that law 
enforcement has been handcuffed by jurisdictional 
limitations, by interdepartmeI1tal disputes over sup
plying police services to an area. We've been hand
cuffed more by that than we have by some of the 
Supreme Court decisions. I think we need to reex
amine our agencies. 

As you remember, the section in the Working 
Papel's that talks about police organization states 
that every State and local governmept and every 
police agency should provide police services by the 

most effective and efficient organizational means 
available. I believe that we have found a way. If we 
just simply take a look at OUI: organizations in area 
councils that we meet with through LEAA, through 
the State, and take a good look at how we can best 
serve our citizens, how we can serve the people bet
ter, we're going to have better law enforcement than 
we ha"Ve today, and today we're doing okay, 

Thank you very much. 

Sheriff Pitchess: Thank you, Sheriff Carson. 
I don't know that I understood your reference to 

Los Angeles being a closed city. It's just that we 
have the peCUliarity of liking to see the air we 
breathe. 

And now, representing municipal law 
enforcement, it is my pleasure to present to you the 
Chief of Police of Winnetka, Illinois. He joined the 
force in 1947 and has been chief of police of that 
city since 1953. 

He attended Lake Forest College, is a graduate of 
Northwest.ern University Traffic Institute, and the 
FBI National Academy. He has taught both at the 
University of Illinois, at the Northwestern Urliversity 
Traffic Institute, and at the FBI National Academy. 
He is chairman of the National Advisory Committee 
of the FBI National Academy-a very; very forwatd 
step which Director Gray instituted to assist him and 
his colleagues in directing the activities of that 
National Academy. 

He is a member of the Curricula Committee of the 
Police Training Institute of the University of Illinois 
and the Police Task Force of the National Advisory 
CommiSsion on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals. And, just ill his ~pare time, if that isn't 
enough to keep him busy, he is the active-and I say 
that advisedly-:-President of the International Asso
ciation of Chiefs of Police. My very good friend, the 
distinguished Chief of Pblice of Winnetka, Illinois, 
Don Derning. 

Chid Deming: There is no proper protocol to 
address an assemblage of this kind, and so I simply 
say to you, my fellow conferees. 

This is truly a unique and significant occasion. We 
have come together here tQ review the standards and 
goals developed by the National Advisory Commis
sion on Criminal Justice, and more importantly, to 
develop a commitment and a strategy for implement
ing these standards and goals in each of these YI1ited 
States. 

In attempting to present a point of view relating to 
these standards from a municipal police level, it 
seemed advisable to establish g'ome priorities of 
address. A simple review of the history of police serv
ice at the municipal level over the past few decades 

145 



at least made it relatively easy to determine the first 
need. This first need is the need to develop a sweep
ing commitment to the concept of constructive 
change in the plans, programs, and activities of 
municipal police servic~s. 

HFragmentation of effort" and "management by 
crisis" have unfortunately been accurate descriptive 
terms that have applied too frequently to a substan
tial number of our police services. Faced with chang
ing times, much of our effort was characterized by 
attempts to maintain the status quo. Faced with the 
obvious need to develop long-range plans and pro
grams for constructive change we displayed a regret
table tendency to respond in a purely traditional 
manner. 

Some of these traditions were excellent. In many 
cases, municipal police services did respond to both 
the inferred and expressed needs of their commu
nities. They developed local programs and attempted 
to improve communications between the police and 
the public. At the same time, however, we had sonte 
traditions that were working against us. These tracl.i
tions were not good ones and they almost guaranteed 
that we would fail unless we made a commitment to 
discard these traditions and to broaden our per
spectives. Some of these traditions, these sacred cows 
of your police service and my police service, are 
familiar to all of us. For example: 

• "The incompetent and capricious behavior of the 
judiciary makes it impossible for us to communicate 
effectively with them;" 

• "The permissive philos~phy and the decadent 
objectives of the sociologist and the behavioral scien
tist are nullifying the effects of good police workj" 

• "The only way to get a fair shake from a news
paper is to own the newspaper;" and 

• "Regardless of provocation, police should only 
speak well of police' because we're the only friends 
we have." 

I gave some thought to including these 'state
ments, and I'm sure every cop in the room knows 
this. But I included them for what I think is an 
important reason. To the extent that we have per~ 
mitted these kinds of reasons to immobilize our 
thinking, to immobilize our activities, we have per
mitted these traditions to isolate Uil not only from our 
communities but from our colleagues in the other 
segments of the criminal justice system. If we in 
the police field are truly to develop a commitment 
to constructive change, we must break free of these 
traditional shackles and we must develop a fuller 
and broader understanding of our fUnction and our 
responsibilities as an integral segment of the criminal 
justice system. 
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r firmly believe that we can do it and in many 
areas we are doing it. An important barrier-a 
methodology for articulating standards- and goals for 
law enforcement-has been surmounted. The efforts 
of the National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justice Standards and Goals have given us a vitally 
important set of tools. The early and effective use 
of these tools by municipal police agencies across 
the country can produce significant results in our 
war on crime. The need for an affirmative decision 
to use these tools is absolutely imperative. 

Even a cursory examination of the standards and 
goals clearly illustrates the directions for effective 
implementation of these standards and goals by 
municipal police service. The key factors are com
munication and cooperation. Communication with 
all of the agencies and all of the people who have an 
interest in police service. Cooperation with all of the 
agencies and all of the people who have a 1"esponsl~ 
bility impacting upon police service. 

Let's take just another brief look at the fOUl 
objectives selected from the Police Task Force report 
for discussion at this meeting. 

1. Fully develop the offender-apprehension 
potential of the criminal justice system. 

2. Get the police and the people working to
gether as a team. 

3. Get the criminal justice system working 
together as a team. 

4. Fully develop the police response to speci:al 
community needs. 

The validity of these objectives is obvious atld 
needs no amplification at this time. 

Equally important as the language of the objel~
tives is the tone and direction which the objectives 
provide for municipal police services. Implementiil
tion of these objectives clearly indicates the nee,d 
for active police service rather than reactive police 
service. The very concept of activeness carries with 
it the obligation to review and evaluate thoroughly 
aU of the functions of the municipal police service 
to determine the impact of those functions up()n 
our communities and upon the criminal justice sys
tem as a whole. A concurrent obligation is to improve 
and strengthen those functions that contribute to 
effective police service and to discard those functions 
and practices that are counterproductive to good 
police service. 

As a step toward implementing these objecttves 
let's consider the term municipal police service and 
some of the constraints that traditional interpmta
tions of this concept have imposed upon us. Tradi
tionally, municipal or local poEce service has been 
just precisely that. We have largely fostered the 
idea that local problems should be solved with local 
resources and that if each of us took care of our 



problems as individual entities there would be no 
proliferation of larger problems. Obviously there are 
some basic flaws in this concept. 

The first and the greatest flaw was in how we 
applied local resources toward local problems. 
Traditionally, municipal police forces did not follow 
a planned or an orderly development. They grew in 
response to problems and crises and were funded 
by local governments up to the point where the 
pressures created by the problems were reduced 
to an acceptable or at least a tolerable level. No 
real effort was ever made or funded to strike at the 
cause of problem evolution. As a consequence, 
police departments were always one or two steps 
behind the times when it came to allocating resources 
toward problem solving. With this kind of a growth 
pattern, it is indeed remarkable that so many police 
agencies did achieve a relatively high level of 
individual competence and performance. 

Another basic flaw in the concept of using local 
resources for local problems is that we used the 
term local as though it were synonymous with 
geographic or political boundaries. We did not take 
adequate cognizance of the complex social patterns 
that transcended all of these previously sacrosanct 
boundaries. As a consequence, local police agencies 
became very frustrated in their attempt to solve 
problems which were within their sphere of geo
graphic responsibility but which, in fact, had their 
origins and opportunities for solution beyond the 
reach of the local. police. 

Changing social standards and mores, a technologi
cal revolution, and an incredible public mobility are 
but some of the other significant factors that militate 
against the continuation of the traditionally isola
tionist posture of local police and local government. 

I should like to emphasize here that I ,firmly 
believe that the people closest to the problem should 
be given the opportunity and the resources necessary 
to solve that problem. I endorse and support the 
conce.?t of local or municipal police services. I 
believl\ that the best potential SOlution for our 
problems in this war on crime is not the development 
of a super police concept or a national police con
cept, but rather the intelligent updating, redefinition, 
and reapplication of the term local police service. 

In meeting this objective of updating our concepts 
of. local service I should like to sound a note of cau
tion. I believe that if we approach these problems 
with the idea that we can fInd a singular solution 
or a patented set of procedures to supplement or 
to supplant those already in existence, we will be 
simply substituting one set of problems for another, 

I believe that the key to our future success is con
tained in the awo words that leap out at us from 
the objectives Iset forth by the Police Task Force-

.communication and cooperatiOli. H we alre to a'l/oid 
the problems of the past) we must PitHd into our 
planning the essential ingre~iient of ;'\'i xt.,ility and 
the equally essential ingredient of capa.,;;ty for COll~ 
tinuing growth and development. 

Another step that must be taken by municipal 
police agencies in preparing to implement the task 
force standar~s is the step of problem definition. We 
must sit down with each other to develop reliable 
and realistic problem parameters in a professional 
atmosphere of mutual respect and confid~\l'lce. We 
must be prepared to set aside our individual and 
our local pride and preJudices. Wf' must make our 
contributions to the fullest measure without concern 
for the past and without feats for the future. 

And, when we have fully and realistically evalu~ 
ated the problems that exist, we must then, just as 
fully and frankly, determine which resources are 
necessary to achieve soluhons to those problems. 
Sharing resources is imperative in a modern wOl'ld 
that would cope with its problems rather than being 
trapped in the empty rhetoric of "it can't be done" 
or "it isn't traditional" or "I need my own." Lo(;al 
governments and local police administrators must
and I believe they will-recognize that the full and 
effective utiliiation of public resources is not only 
an obligation and a resoonsibility: it is an oppor~ 
tunity to fulfill our pledge to control crime. 

Again, let me emphasize that the key to our ulti~ 
mate success is not contained in an effort to remodel 
local municipal police agencies into some precon~ 
ceived form or to achieve a neat and uniform orgal1~ 
izational structure that is applicable throughout the 
50 States. The validity of our efforts will be in direct 
ratio to our ability to utilize fully the unique assets 
of each agency in each area while maintaining the 
broadest perspective in dealing with the problems 
that transcend our own geographic boundaries. 

The bulk of my commentary to this point has 
been directed to police agencies and their interaction 
with other agencies. I believe this to be appropriate 
because we, the police, have the greatest opportunity 
to affect the degree of cooperation or noncoopera·: 
tion extended by the public ill combating crimt 
While the police are no'v with good reason refusing 
to accept the total blame or to shoulder the total 
burden for eliminating crime in our country, we can~ 
not avoid the inescapable fact that it will be the 
quality of our day-to-day, month~to-inonth, and 
year-to-year contact with the public that will ulti~ 
mately determine the success or failures of our 
efforts. 

The philosophy of effective communication and 
total cooperation, however, goes beyond the inter~ 
action of police with police or police with the public. 
As I stated earlier, if we are to give full measure in 

147 



combating crime we must carry this philosophy for
ward in our contacts with each agency impacting 
upon the criminal justice system. 

The National Conference on Criminal Justice, 
which we are attending this week, is a prime example 
and an excellent precedent for expanding the hori':' 
zons of each of us in this system. Another excellent 
example, unheard of some short years ago, is the 
recently announced and forthcoming series of meet
ings between the National District Attorneys' Asso
ciation and the International Association of Chiefs 
of Police. 

We must nurture and even demand the continuing 
growth of a professional maturity that permits effec
tive communications and interaction within the justice 
system. Without belaboring the point, the day is 
long past when society could afford to humor and 
support those privileges and prerogatives within the 
various discipIines of the justice system which are 
counterproductive to the responsibility we all share 
-the responsibility to strike in concert at the very 
roots of crime and to insure justice to all members 
of society, 

I have mentioned the need for broader perspec
tives on the part of all members of the criminal jus
tice system. I should like also to suggest that we 
would be hard-put to identify a segment of our so
ciety or a . functioning agency within our society 
which does not impact upon the criminal justice 
system. Everybody in this great country of ours is 
affected either directly or indirectly by crime and 
by the quality of our efforts to control crime. It is 
essential, therefore, that we develop an expander 
and ongoing capacity for communication and C\J

operation with all segments of oUf society, 
I believe that we need to increase our capacity to 

articulate our needs and to articulate our. objectivl;)s. 
To accomplish this, I believe that we all need to 
give our attitudes and procedures relating to press 
relationships a thorough airing and overhauling, Cer
tainly there have been-and I'm quite sure there will 
continue to be-:-abuses of the principle of free press 
by some members of the public communications 
media, just as there have been abuses by some mem
bers of the criminal justice system. I believe, how
ever, that an honest and forthright effort to interact 
from both the press and the justice system personnel 
can yi~!d rich rewards not only for us but for the 
public W,l~ Sbrve. 

My cpmments here today must be on a point of 
enthusi,r.tstic optimism. For the first time in the his
tory 91 the criminal justice system we have coun
se~e<,/ together and we have produced a series of 
shtt:dments which-if properly implemented and sup
PQhed-will provide the impetus for major strides 
forward in the war on crime. The quality of these 
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statements ~-dlects the fact that they were developed 
with the broadest possible base of input representing 
almost every possible point of view. The mere fact 
of their existence is a tribute to the dedication and 
the expertise of those people who worked so long 
and so hard on behalf of us all. 

The presence of all of you here today is also 
indicative of another significant factor. r believe that 
the American people are finally ready, willing, and 
able to bring themselves together to form a unified 
front against crime. I believe that these events, prop
erly supported by the commitment which may be 
inferred by your presence and my presence here to
day, represent a major milestone in the history of 
our country. With such a beginning, I am fully con
fident that the municipal police forces, the municipal 
police administrators, and the municipal govern
ments win take up the tools and the challenge simul
taneously and will move forward in concert tv. re
store freedom in its fullest sense to the citizens of 
this United States of America. 

Thank you. 
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Judge Hoffm~n: Good morning, ladies and gentle
men. 

This should be ail exciting part of the Conferend~~ 
We are covel'ingsubjects which are dynamic, They'r(; 
vital, and vital to right now. 

It's no use talking about backlogs and expedo/'{on 
of cases and being more pragmatic and more effi(;ient 
unle!;s you're pre1pared to put into operation I.lbme
thing that is in keleping with the demands of modern 
day criminal justice. We are going to cover generally 
what is in the Courts section of the Working Papers, 
and our general topic is "Nonadversiity Disposition." 

WaIter Cohen hl\s told me, and 1 think he's right, 
that this is probably a misnomer. What we really 
are talking about is screening, diversion, and plea 
bargaining. 

We have very able men on the panel. I think 
they're going to give yol:1 some factual information, 
and we invite you to listen not only critically, but 
constructively. 

William Cahalan is the Prosecuting Attorney of 
Wayne County, Mich. 

J oho Cannel is the Deputy Public Defender of the 
State of New Jersey, and Eddie Harrison is the Di ... 
rector of the Pre··Trial Intervention Project of Balti ... 
more. I have talked with these three gentlemen! and 
I am sure that you will find them as fascinating and 
interesting as I have. 

We're going to start off with William Cahalan. 

Mr. Cahalan: Thank you very much. 
I think that we are having trouble with misnomers. 

And as Judge Hoffman pointed out, the title of thi.s 
panel is probably a misnomer-"Nonadversary Dis

. position." I think that it is a misnomer and that's 
" where we get into trouble. Plea bargaining doesn't 

sound good. If we give it a name that sounds good, 
I don't think we'!l be in any trouble. 

This is gl)i!l,~ to be an exciting panel, but if you 
want one that'p, wore exciting-and it looks more 
exciting to m(' at Ieast~-across the hall there's a 
panel called "Make It Yourself With Wool." 

A:1yone who has read Semi-Tough, rm sure is 
over there. 

You know, we wrote 188 pages, .in small type. I 
sometimes think that the Law Enforcement Assis
tance Administration (LEAA) is working for the 
optometrists in this country. I Y..now everyone of 
you read every page. And I think that it's good. I 
agree with about 90 percent of it. 

The President's Crime Commission, in 1967, did 
an excellent job an9 made many recommendations. 
I think as far as efficiency in the court is concerned, 
very simply, what we need is a court administrator. 

We have to bring the courts into the,~ompl.'ter 
age, and see to it that a trial docket is a tria.l docket 

and that the only cases on that docket are those that 
are going to be tried. We have to have a system :in 
which one case follows another case into the judge's 
courtroom. And once we arrive at that-alld we 
can only arrive at it when we have a court adminis
trator who will make the system work-we will have 
efficient administration of justice, the primary put
pose of which is to determine guilt or/innocence. 1 
think that we can't lose sight of that. 1 the primary 
purpose of our judicial proceedings is to conv~ct the 
guilty and to acquit the innocent. 

This document (the Working Papers) recognizes 
the separation of powers. I do, too. I think that the 
legislature should make the laws, the executive 
branch 6f government execute the laws, and the 
judiciary should interpret them. 

In many jurisdictions, thero is not proper sicreen
ing and diversion in the first instance. I agree whole
heartedly with the concept that the prosecuting 
attorney should be the person, the member .)f the 
executive depanment, who should decide who shall 
be prosecuted for what. I'm also of the opinioltl that 
this function should' remain in the executive btanch. 
This is n0t a tort action. The prosecutor do~:s not 
represent the police officer nor does he represent 
the complaining witness. He represents the people. 
And if the police officer feels aggrieved, and the 
complaining witness feels aggr:ieved at what the 
prosecutor has dOlW in represel'lting the people, then 
I don't think that that police officer, whoshO'l.\ld be 
a witness in the case and nothing more, nor the com
plaining witness in the case, should have the. right 
to go to the judiciary, nor should the judiciary hav~ 
the right to issue an order ordering the pro,,~lcutor 
to prosecute. That's not in keeping with O'IU idea of 
separation of powers. . 

Also, I would not want to be the defendant and 
appear before the judge who had ordered me j)rose
cured, It doesn't seem to be fair. I wouldn't mind 
being the prosecutor in that -.;ase as. it would be a 
good way to mark one up. 

The prosecutor is subject to review. The prose
cutor is elected by the people. I think in a democracy 
that it is the people from whom the power comes 
and to whom every elected official should be respon-
sible. /f 

In many discussions such as this we tal}(/ about 
politics. We say, let's keep politics out of t~ris, and 
let's keep politics out of that. Well, in a denfocracy, 
you can't keep politics out of it. It's like saying in 
a church, let's keep religion out of this church. And 
I don't approve of that. I think we $h~uld have ree
ligion in church, and I think we should have politics 
in a democracy. And I think that the prosecutor 
\should be responsible and that his actions shouJd be 
reviewed, by the people. . 
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I would like to address myself more particularly 
~o what is called plea bargaining. We could call it 
pretrial disposition of cases. Maybe that would be 
the better title. I don't agree that plea bargaining 
should be eliminated. 1 think that fair plea bargain
ing serves the primary goal of the criminal process, 
which is not to litigate every debatable issue. That's 
not the primary purpose. The primary purpose of 
the criminal justice process is the conviction of the 
guilty and the acquittal of the innocent. 

Second, I think that fair plea bargaining is in 
keeping with our idea of the separation of powers 
wher~ the executive branch does thl'; charging. We 
recognize in the Working Papers,~his preliminary 
report, that the prosecutor should make the deter
mination originally with the charge. And I agree 
with that. He is independent. He makes the deter
mination of who should be prosecuted and for what. 
He does this as a public official, not as un attorney 
as such. He is an attorney, but he does this as a 
public official because he's been given broad dis
cretionary power by the people to make that de
cision. We recognize that, and this report recognizes 
that. 

If we do away with plea bargaining, it's inconsis
tent with our statement on separation of power and 
our statement that the executive branch and the 
prosecutor should be the person who is charged with 
.the responsibility of determining who should be 
prosecuted, because the negotiation of a plea of 
guilty is just an extension of his executive power. 

I think that plea bargaining is good. in and of 
itself. Oftentimes, some think they have to justify 
plea bargaining, saying that we just don't have 
enough resources. Well, I say that if you had all of 
the prosecutors and all of the judges and all of the 
defense attorneys that yo'.! needed to try every case, 
you should still plea bargain. 

Plea bargaining is taking a general State statute 
and applying it to a particular- individual involved 
in a particular set of facts providing for a punish
ment that is particularly in keeping with the serious
ness of his offense. And I think that's what we 
should. do. 

They say that we should make a determination 
an(j charge properly. Well, there is a different stand
ad! of proof. First of all, at the warrant stage, when 
the prosecutor recommends that a warrant be issued 
-which in Michigan cannot be issued unless it's 
recommended by the prosecutor-the standard of 
proof is that there is probable cause to believe that 
this person committed a crime. This recommenda
tion is based upon, in almost every instance, a one
Sided presentation of the case. We get t"}e facts as 
related to us by the police department. The case then 
goes to a preliminary examination. The.:.e standards 
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recommend that we do away ~pi:th the grand jury as 
the ordinary process of chargi:rig, and I would agree 
with that. 

I think charging should go before a judge, before 
a magistrate, for a preliminary examination-some
thing which does happen in Michigan-at which time 
we must prove that, in fact, a crime has been com
mitted, and that there is probable cause to believe 
that this person committed that crime. We are rais
ing the degree of proof. And, of course, at the time 
of trial, as you well know, we must convince the 
jury of 12 beyond all reasonable doubt to a moral 
certainty of this person's guilt. 

Now, if we are going to make a determination 
that we must only charge those cases in which we 
are absolutely confident that there will be a convic
tion, then we would have to raise the standard of 
proof. We would have to have a mini-trial. We 
would have to have the defense attorney present. 
What we would have to do is make some arrange
ment so that we don't have the orderly procedure 
that we have now with the warrant, the preliminary 
examination, and the pretrial disposition of a case. 
In order to' move at all, at the time that the person 
is arrested, and at the time the determination of 
whether to ch~rge or not to charge is made, we 
would have to have a mini-trial to decide all these 
questions of law and fact. This would be very cum
bersome. 
. I don't think it's necessary for the prosecutor to 

be convinced that he can convict that person. There 
used to be a philosophy-and we always use this 
statement whenever we lose one (we do once in a 
great while-I had to be honest because the head 
of our public defender's office is here in the audi
ence), that it's not the prosecutor's job to convict, 
it's to present the facts to the court and to the jury. 
Well, I think there's some tmth to that. I don't 
think that we have to be convinced that we can con
vict this person before we can recommend a warrant 
and proceed to trial. There are some cases in which 
I have personally recommended the warrant, and I . 
do that very seldom. I'm in a large office-as you 
know, in a prosecutor's office-and it happens maybe 
about less than 1 percent of the time. 

It is said the best we can hope for in recommen
ding a w~\\rant is a hung jury. But can we get past the 
examinahi:m? I think that ill many instances getting 
past the examination is all that is necessary to rec
ommend the warrant. We need to get past the ex
amination because this is a question of fact which 
should be determined by a jury. If the defendant is 
WIlling to admit that de did what he is charged with, 
then take a plea. 

I agree with the recomiJendation that plea bar
gaining should be visible. It should be backed up 



by policies that are open to the public and to the 
defense bar. It should be in accordance with court 
rule. 

Some of the recommendations are based upon 
premises at~d conclusions that I dot1't agree With. 
The Commh,sion says that plea bargaining leopar~ 
dizes the innocent defendant who pleads guilty out 
of hope for a concession. With no basis there and 
no tabulation, the possibility that an innocent de~ 
fendant might plead guilty cannot be doubted. The 
proper consideration, I st:ppose, is how many? How 
many defendants who didn't do what they \';,·re 
charged with doing plead guilty? 

No system yet dtwised can absolutely guarantee 
that an innocent person will not be convicted. But 
I think that an intellig\~nt interrogation by the court 
of the defendant who offers the plea is a much bet~ 
ter safeguard than to have a jury make every de~ 
termination of guilt or ir~nocence. In fat it might 
even be better. If you have a court rule which re~ 
quires the defendant to tell it like it was and go into 
detail about what happened" and the judge -listens 
to it in open court, and you have those safeguards, 
you're not going to get innocent people pleading 
guilty. 

I don't want you to think that I am ju~lti£ying plea 
bargaining. Let us get a new word for it Sl) that we 
can get on with it. It's so necessary to ha'\1I,i the right 
words; pretrial disposition of the l:!}Se 1S a petter 
term. Maybe that's what we can do at this O:mfer~ 
ence. I think it would be worthwhile it we came up 
with a new name which sounded better. It's not 
based upon the fact that we don't have the resources. 
Even if the resources existed, I think we should par
ticularize the general State statute to the particular 
individual involved in a particular set ot facts. 
Maybe that could be the name of it-if we get the 
first letter of each one of those words I just used_if 
it was decent. 

The Commission m,;tintains that consideration of 
reSOllrces is not relevant to retention of plea bar
gaining. And they cif;e a man from Michigan who 
wrote that resources will be forthcoming if we try 
everyone. Well, whoever wrote that I1ever dealt with 
a county board of commissioners or 2 State legisla
ture. 

We dispose of some 89 percent of the cases in 
Detroit with .. pretrial dispositions. And unless the 
court is going to order the legislature to appropriate 
so much money so that they can have all the re
sources necessary to try all those cases that should 
be tried, then you're not going to have it forthcom
ing. And I don't think the courts should do that. And 
I also think that resources are a legitimate considera
tion. I think that we can legitimately determine, as 
public officials spending public money, whether or 

not we're going to use an atomic bomb to halt a 
jaywalker. 

Finally, it should be emphasized that part of the 
prosecutor's administrative responsibility in assess
ing charges and making plea concessions is consid
eration of the public interest in effective use of 
available resources. To urge that the prosecutor must 
be oblivious to this consideration is to overlook the 
prosecutor's function as a policymaker responsible 
to the people. It is also to ignore the fact that the 
responsibility of every administrator is to strike the 
proper balance between the objectives of the system 
and the costs it will bear. ' 

The Commission contends that plea bargaining 
should be eliminated because prosecutors overcharge 
in order to gain plea leverage. There's no proof of 
that. In Detroit, in 1971, our office charged 12,936 
defendants with felonies. Of that number, in 0.4 
percent of the cases, the charge was reduced be
tween the time it was at the warrant stage and the 
time it passed preliminary examination by the judge. 
So we made a mistake when we reviewed what the 
police gave us arid made a charge in 0.4 percent of 
the cases. Of ccurse, the determination to reduce the 
charge at the preliminary examination was made 
after the witness took the witness stand and testified 
under oath which, of course, doesn't happen at the 
warrant stage. 

The Commission argues that plea bargaining 
should be abolished because it discourages the as
sertion of constitutional rights; that is, the right to 
trial. r think that we should never forget what the 
primary purpose of our system is. It is the deter
mination of guilt or innocence. The purpose of our 
system is not to try every debatable issue. We aren't 
here to see that we have every question of fact and 
every question of law resolved by a full trial. 

The Commission asserts that "where a defendant 
and his attorne\' believe that a guilty conviction 
would result fr01~ the charge as charged, they should 
and will plead guilty to the charge as filed." Well, 
I don't know about that. We are going to provide 
free counsel so that every constitutional right will be 
protected. We're going to have liberalized pretrial 
bonding procedures so that an accused 1\Vill be out 
on bond. We're going to have juries that are con
victing less and less. And just a few years ago the 
conviction rate for juries in Detroit was abou~,. 70 
percent; last year it was SS percent We're going to 
make sure that the judge does not in any way take 
into consideration admission of gUilt or nonadmis .. 
sion of guilt in providing for the punishment. And 
then we're going to say, "Well, you'll plead guilty 
anyway, because we charged you right." I really 
don't thjnk that's true. 

r think that the litigated case should be a litigttted 
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case. I think a case should be litigated when there is 
a question of fact or a question of law. That happens 
in our jurisdiction, and I'll give you some figures, 
some 1'972 figures. There were about 25,000 reports 
of investigation in the City vi Detroit presented to 
our office--25,000. Thirteen percent of those were 
not prosecuted. Forty-two percent were prosecuted 
as felons, and 45 percent as misdemeanors, which 
means 90 days or less. Of those who went to the 
examination, where we have to prove that, in fact, 
a crime has been committed and that there's prob
able cause to beIie~~ that this person committed the 
crime, 40 percent waived their examination, being 
satisfied with wbat the prosecutor charged in the 
Warrant. Of the 60 percent that went to examination, 
16 percent were dismissed. Over one-third of them 
were dismissed not because the prosecutor over
charged, but because the complaining witness failed 
to appear, or requested that the case b~ dismissed, 
or wouldn't cooperate in the prosecution. 

In our pretrial division, we handled over 10,000 
cases. We had over 7,000 pleas, and we dismissed 
about 600 cases. In those dismissals usually there 
are multiple charges-they'll plead guilty on one 
charge, and we'll dismiss the other charges. 

In 1972, we had 862 trials in Detroit-approxi
mately half by court and half by jury. And your 
clulil1ces are even in Detroit because the rate of con
viction by jury is 55 percent, and the rate of con
viction by the bench is 55 perc~';fit. We disposed of 
about 9,000 cases through the whole procedure, 
about 10 percent of them by trial and about 90 per
cent of them by plea. 

As you know, in almost 90 percent of the cases, 
there's no question of fact, there's no question of 
Jaw. It goes, "You were robbed?" "Yes, I was 
robbed." "Who robbed you?" "That fellow right 
there." The policeman comes on the stand. "Did 
you arrest that fellow ,right there?" "Yes." "Did 
you find the complainant's wallet in his pocket?" 
"Yes, I did." As you know, that's 90 percent of the 
cases. Well, if I'm representing the defendant or if 
I am a defendant, and there is a real dispute as to 
the facts, and 1 really should not have been charged 
with the crime, I would like to have my case heard 
by a judge or a jury who had listened to disputed 
cases and come back with half acquittals and half 
convictions rather than go before a judge or a jury 
that came back with 90 percent convictions, which 
would be the case if all cases went to trial. 

I think there is much in this report that is very 
good, and the reason that 1 am so emphatic about 
this is because it dilutes alI the good ideas. When 
you start to talk about tl'ie really important matters 
in this report, such as bringing the prosecutor's pay 
up to that of the presiding judge, your board of com-
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missioners gets sidetracked and all U wants to talk 
about is plea bargaining. 

So 1 submit, in conclusion, that the prosecutor 
should employ screening. We should have a pre
liminary .examination before a magistrate, and not 
a grand jury, for Qrdinary charging. We should have 
visible pretrial plea negotiations according to court 
rule. The prosecutor should have policies-I have 
brought with me some of the policies used in our 
office regarding when a plea should be taken and 
when it should not be taken. And we should have 
efficient administration. But we can't have that by 
the elimination of plea bargaining. 

1 think that the people who propose the elimina
tion of plea bargaining have not sustained the burden 
of proof. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. ('!June): First, I'd like to apologize for Mr. 
Van Ness, who was supposed to be here this morn
ing, but who was unavoidably detained back in New 
Jersey with a personal problem. r wiII, to the best 
of my ability, fill in for him and give you some of 
his thoughts, He also served with Mr. Cahalan as a 
member of the Courts Task Force. 1 had an oppor
tunity to sit in with Mr. Van Ness at most of the 
task force meetings, and am reasonably familiar 
v'.'ith the task force and its views. 

Even though I am a defense lawyer and like to 
remain partisan in the field, there are very few 
points on which I disagree with Mr. Cahalan. In the 
three areas of screening, diversion, and plea bargain
ing, when the task force finally finished its work, 
it was moderately uniform 1'1. it~ view. 

I think we're all convinced that screening should 
be a matter of prosecut.orial discretion. The stand
ards pretty much establish that there's a need for 
screening, and that we've always had screening. 
The most common situaltion, of course, is where a 
prosecutor screens out when he just doesn't think the 
accused committed a crime. Fine. He should be 

. doing that. Also, a situation occurs when the proSM 
ecutor thinks the case isn:t worth the cost of prosecu
tion. Again, that's Hie decision of the prosecutor, 
and it should be. 

The point that the Commission finally arrived at, 
which I think is most critical in the screening area, 
is the question of the prosecutor's decision to screen 
or not to screen according to the prosecutor's guide
lines, and whether there should be any review of the 
decision. The decision was first that a defendant 
should not have the right to question the prosecu.,. 
tor's decision not to screen. The theory on that is 
simple. We don't want to create another legal tech
nicality whereby a defendant before the trial may 
make a pitch, "Okay, before we even reach this stage 
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of trial, Judge, I want to prove that th~ prosecutor 
should never have brought up this case according 
to his guidelines. These are his guidelines, and \l,S 

you can see, I fit within them." We do not want !o 
create the kind of technicality which isn't enforceable 
in court when the prosecutor decides not to screen 
a case out. 

The Commission, however, grafted on a p~o
vision which said that when a decision to screen is 
made, the complaining witness or police officer 
should have a right to present the decision to a ~ourt 
and have a court make the decision. I agree with 
Mr. Cahalan's reasoning-I think this is an. inap
propriate procedure. The reason, I think, is clear. 
I think you understand the Commission's reason. 
They have a real fear about the public distrust of 
prosecutors. A prosecutor in our State was tried re
cently for dismissing a case improperly. But if we:re 
not going to trust prosecutors, maybe we shoUldn't 
have them. I think if we're going to establish an 
office of prosecutor, the way to handle our distrust 
is not on a case-by-case basis. As it is a criminal 
case, and the prosecutor is the moving party on 
behalf of the State, I think the prosecutor should 
make the decision and it should be the prosecutor's 
decision alone. 

I think you will h::.ve an opportunity to see both 
sides and have ample time to discuss the issue, both 
here and in the group sessions this afternoon. 

The task force and Commission's theory on di
version is roughly the same as the theory on screen
ing. We have diversion, we have always had it, at 
least one kind of diversion; that is, a prosecutor sees 
a person charged with a crime who isn't going to 
get into trouble I;lgaln, who is willing to make resti
tution, and ~e aert:e to get rid of the charges against 
him if he does something to benefit Of restitute him
self. That's what diversion is, We'll dismiss these 
charges, we'll throw the accused out of the criminal 
process, if the person is willing to do something else. 

Diversion programs ha7e existed in the old-fash
ioned case-by-case form for the last 5 to 10 years. 
One of the early ones was the Vera Court Employ
ment Program in New York, in which an offender, 
in exchange for having the charges against him 
dismissed, participates in the Vera program for a 
period of time. The person gets a job and under
goes counseling-group sessions. If the person is 
successful in the program, the charges are dismissed. 
If not, they aren't. 

This often seems strange to us. What are we doing 
with a system in which we throw out charges against 
a man who probably is guilty? Well, the reasons are 
more basic than the whole idea of convicting the 
guilty and acquitting the innocent, the basic purpose 
of the courts. Mr. Cahalan stated this purpose spe-

cifically in regard to the plea of gUilty. But I say 
tb6 greater cause of criminal justice, of the criminal 
jllstice system, is to rehabilitate and to deter.· Now, 
if we take a man and dump him out of the system, 
dismiss the charges, and put him in a sitnation where 
he will not commit crime in the future, then we're 
doing a lot more for the good of society than run
ning him through a trial, convicting him, sending 
him to jail, and having him come out and commit 
more crimes. If our true interest is preventing crime, 
then we should not be afraid to dismiss charges just 
because we've never done it before, or because it 
does not seem normal. Our purpose is to prevent 
crime, and if dill missing charges will do it, we should 
do it. 

Why does it work? First, you're giving the de
fendant a very big reason to stay out of trouble for 
the time period you're suspending charges. He knows 
that everything has b(~en dismissed against him, and 
that he will return to the snake pit we call our court 
system if he fouls up. So he stays straight. Maybe 
he gets the habit, maybe he doesn't. But those who 
get the habit outside are probably greater ill number 
than offenders who are rehabilitated in prison. 

Second, like it or not, our criminal justice syst\',in, 
through conviction and sentence, puts a stigma 011 

people. It makes recidivism more likely. You take 
a man and you make him a convicted criminal of 
one sort or another, and then you say, ('Go out and 
stay out of trouble." You've interfered with his 
chances of getting a job, you've interfered with his 
acceptance in the community, you've in~erfered with 
lots of things which are necessary to straighten him 
out. Maybe it's necessary in a great majority of 
cases, but in at least some cases, if we can abandon 
this stigma, we may be able to prevent future crime. 
And that is, I think we all agree, the name of the 
game. 

The last thing, which I'll speak very briefly about, 
is the plea of guilty. The standards are divided into 
two I;hunks-the first on agreed-upon guilty pleas 
and negotiated guilty pleas of plea bargaining. The 
second chunk, the inte:dm plan, says apply these 
standards that we've just applied to screening and 
diversion. That is, the public doesn't trust it as it is 
now, it's all hidden, they think it's all sneaky and 
that bargaining somehow is a little bit shady. L.et's 
put it to the public, let's put the negotiated and ac
cepted pleas on the record, and we'll cure our 
problems. 

How do they do that? First thing, we want every
one, 01: nearly everyOl1'f\ tp be represented-we want 
a lawye., bargainingf.or t:veryone. Second, we want 
the bargu\n put 01;1; 1,he r,~cord. We don't want the 
situation w'lere 3,ipen;0:il comes back 6 months later 
and says it. a · . .:bIlateral attack· of the conviction, 
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"They promised me this sentence and they gave me 
this other sentence. The syste;m hasn't dealt fairly 
with me, and I want to appeal my conviction or my 
sentence," and there's uproar. Well, that's incon
venient. And I think by putting the bargain on the 
record we can get rid of that. 

Not only that, the guy who feels that the system 
has dealt with him unfairly is less likely to straighten 
out during the sentence. A man has got to feel: "I 
went through the system, and it was fair. I don't 
argue with it. I was found guilty or I pleaded guilty 
and I got what I was told and everything was 
straight." And I think that's important, and I think 
the publicity will get rid of a large number of the 
problems with guilty pleas that way. 

The second thing is that the judge has to take a 
look at the bargain. You can bargain as to sentence, 
but the judge takes a look at the bargain. If the 
prosecutor is giving away the courthouse for a guilty 
plea, the judge should say so. If the defendant is 
giving away too much, the judge can sentence to less. 

Also, we have a defense attorney available to 
make sure the prosecutor's not overcharging. It 
doesn't happen in Wayne County, but it has been 
known to happen in other places. The guy feels co
erced: "Oh, look, I'm going to have to stand trial 
for kidnaping if I go to trial. I know it wasn't kid
naping, yet a jury might find kidnaping Therefore, 
I'll plead guilty to something." Maybe in that situa
tion, there is some overcharging, but if there is a 
proper defense attorney, he can take a look at it and 
say, "There's no way in the world they're ever going 
to prove kidnaping, and not only that, they take 
that charge before the jury and they can't prove a 
bit of it, so it's going to make the whole thing look 
bad and you've got a better chance of acquittal." In 
any case, a defendant who knows what his chances 
are in front of the jury is not going to be coerced. 
And that, I think, is assumeci in the system. 

These are the problems with plea bal'gaining. 
We've gone through them. There is the coerced guiLty 
plea which 1 think we can alleviate by publicIty and 
by prope~ defense. There is the prosecutor who gives 
away too much, and we've got a judge to defend 
against that. We've got the public misunderstanding, 
which I think publicity will get rid of, and we've got 
misunderstanding by the defendant, which I think, 
again, publicity will get rid of. 

So why do we want to get rid of the guilty plea? 
Well, you may still feel the jury should make this 
determination. But a jury is not magic. A jury is a 
gambling method of determining who's guilty and 
who's innocent, like any other metho<i. And I think 
for the interest of the defendant, as well as for the 
State, we should have a way to take out insurance 
and get out of that ,gambling method. If a guy is 
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willing to admit a charge, and the prosecutor is 
willing to dismiss another charge because he's not 
sure he can prove it, you've got a kind of insurance 
for both sides that the guy is going to be convicted 
of something, but he's not going to be convicted of 
something he won't admit. You also have insurance 
as to what the maximum sentence is going to be in 
a situation where it won't be approved by a judge 
if he intended to give something higher. 

You might say the whole system will still be co
erced. The prosecutor and judge will still be coerced. 
That's a matter of providing adequate resources. We 
don't plead 90 percent of the. cases that come as far 
as a formal indictment in New Jersey. It varies from 
county to county, but I'd say that we plead probably 
60 to 70 percent, which is not all that high. Maybe 
it should be lower, maybe it should be higher, I don't 
know, but it changes from time to time and it varies 
from place to place. But if you've got the resources 
so that a trial is possible, if you're providing re
sources where a trial is not the greatest thing that 
happens through the year but something which ~s 
an everyday occurrence, a viable alternative exists, 
and the plea system can work for the rest of the 
cases. 

I think it's a mistake to throw the plea away be
cause, first, practically speaking, a trial is a very 
expensive thing and why should we devote our 
money to trying every case-there are other things 
to spend it on. And, second, I think the plea of guilty 
is a very useful thing, a very useful kind of insurance 
for both parties. 

Now, you may wonder how the task force feels 
about this issue, especially since both Mr. Cahalan 
and I have presented the Commission's views ,on the 
issue of the plea bargain, and neither of us supports 
it. Well, suffice it to say that the task fOT~c did not 
agree with the Commission on this ont>" and you're 
getting the dissent here. We hope we'wJ presented to 
some extent their views. I think th~y're also pre
sented in the written materials. A nd you know, these 
standards are not forced on anyone. Make up your 
own minds and reach your own decisions. I think 
this is an unwise standard, and I think the Task 
Force on Courts thought so, too. The Commission, 
however, which is also distinguished, felt that it was 
both wise and necessary. 

Thank you, 

Mr. Harrison: I think we've had some very good 
comments thus far concerning two very diametrically 
opposed positions on nonadversary disposition. 

I was appointed to serve on the Task Force on 
Corrections of the National Advisory Commission. 
As a member of that task force, which was respon
sible for putting together a lot of the material on 
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corrections contained in the report, I'd like to make 
a few comments about my feelings toward those 
materials. 

I have a great deai of enthusiasm for the standards 
as they were developed and as they are being pre~ 
sented. And I am extremely encouraged by the par
ticipation and comments made by members of the 
various fomms and group sessions. I would like to 
give you now, in relation to the opening dialog, 1:\ 

working example of one of those standards, that of 
diversion. 

Historically, we have relied on a somewhat simpli.
fied system of adjudication, whereby ati accuGe,q ·of
fender was arrested, brought to trial, and upon con
viction was either placed on probatioll, incarcerated, 
or granted a suspended sentence. These alternatives 
would tend to serve separate ends, but have ;11")t 

proven to deal effectively with the magnitude of ,is
sues inherent to the formal disposition of criglin,al 
offenses. 

Incarceration, for instance, has conclusively 
proven ineffective toward protecting society and re
forming the offender. Probation, for other reasons, 
has proven just as ineffective. When we consider the 
lack of any real services available to probationers, 
and the rate at which former probationers are event
ually reincarcerated, probation can be seen as merely 
delaying the inevitable incarceration of many offen
ders. Suspen'sion of sentence appears to fall in the 
same categolY. Once the offender comes to the at
tention of the court, it is simply not enough to ad·· 
dress what appears to be the immediate problem, 
that of an offense having been committed. The com
mission of a crime is often only a symptom of a more 
severe problem which goes undetected, unsolved, 
and often leads to further criminal involvement. 

I wish to discuss pretrial diversion with you. But 
instead of exploring the need, the rationale, and 
philosophy behind diversion-or intervention-l 
would like to talk about the application of the con
cept. I would also like to point out that diversion 
has been re~ommended by each of the task forces 
working in the areas of Police, Courts, and Correc
tions, as a significant com~onent of their standards 
and gouls. 

The concept of diverting offenders from criminal 
prosecution is certainly not a ~ew concept. It's been 
around for a while. In fact, different models of di~ 
version, have been 0perating in different localities for 
a great number of· years. Traditionally, however, 
most of the concern in corrections has bee,n directed 
toward the 3;dult male offender. Tifiere has not been 
an\i\Qequa,te amount of resoUJ;"c;es directed toward 
th,~ jU!vefl~le offender1 and for that matter, the female 
o.ffender. In that regard, the ystablishment of diver
sion programs has tended to addre~s the needs of an 

adult population where the focus of services was 
geared toward employment-related problems. 

The success of offering employment as a major 
ingredient in a rehabilitative approach was estab
lished by two pilot programs already mentioned here. 
In 1967, the Manpower Administration funded 
Proj~t Crossroads in Washington, D.C., and the 
Manhattan Court Employment Project in New York 
City, operated by the Vera Institut,e. Both of these 
projects worked with tremendous han~kaps during 
their early years. 

Screening for both projects was conducted in 
crowded holding cages at municipal courts and at 
district courts. There wasn't the time or space to 
conduct proper screening interviews. The autono
mous nature of the various judges in the courts posed 
hardshipl.l on project staffs because of the lack of 
con&istency and support for the concept of diversion. 
Prosecutorial staffs often viewed diversion with great 
apprehension, and by and large were reluctant to 
defer prosecution in cases because of the nature of 
the charge. Now, after time, exposure, and expan
sion, the concept of diversion is generally seen as 
the most effective a.nd viable alternative to· non
judicial disposition. 

I am the director of the Baltimore Pre-Trial Inter
vention Project-PT!. It's operated by Leaming 
Systems, Incorporated, and it's funded by the Man
power Administration in the Department of Labor. 

Pretrial intervention in Baltimore is :.:l. community
based program providing direct services to juveuiles 
aftel" they have been charged with being delinquent, 
but prior to any adjudication of all of the charges. 
In its first funding period, the project focused on 16-
and 17-year-old males living in Baltireore City. 
During the second funding period, however, we in
tend to expand our intake criteria to include is-year
ol~s, who account for the greatest number of offenses 
committed by the juvenile population in Baltimore, 
and also to include female offenders. 

Diversion has been referred to in the Courts Task 
Force report as: "Halting or suspending the formal 
criminal proceedings against a person on the con
dition or assumption that he will do something in 
return." 1 The report di~tinguishes diversion from 
!:i(;.f?.ening. Diversion involves the cessation of formal 
criminal proceedings and removal of the individual 
fwin the criminal justice system. Action taken after 
conviction is not diversion because at that point the 
criminal prosecution has already been permitted to. 
proceed to its conclusion-determination of guilt. 
In aU situations, however, diversion involves: a dis
cretionary judgment that there is a mere apprl')priate 

1 National Advisory Commission on Criminal .rustiee 
Standards and Goals. Report on Courts. Washington; Gov
ernment Printing Office (1973). 
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way to deal with the defendant than to prosecute 
him. Generally that is the basic concept of diversion 
-that there is a more appropriate way to deal with 
the case and the particular problem~ of the offender. 

rd like to remark here that preparing for this 
panel discussion was somewhat awkward, and I 
found myself, after reading a number of very good 
documents prepared on diversion, in a position where 
everything I wanted fo say about diversion had al
ready been written. So, 1 would like to read from a 
do~ument entitled Juvenile Diversion: A Perspective, 
'vvhich was published by the American Correctionai 
Association. And I would highly recommend that 
anybody interested in pursuing this issue get 11 copy 
of this booklet. William Bain is the author of this 
publication. I would like to continue by quoting a 
paragraph from Mr. Bain's publication. 

A. diversion program is a resource which: (l) provides 
direct service. and/or referral services to juveniles whose 
status or conduct makes them subiect ~o the jurisdiction of 
the juvenile court, but who are referred to the program in 
lieu of official processiiig; (2) has a specifiC program design 
for diverted juveniles; aud (3) produces institutional change 
by fostering improvement in and new commitments to vouth 
services by existing agancies.2 • 

Although diversion programs are operated in dif~ 
ferent stages, I'd like to point out some of the points 
that I feel are important to remember if you are in~ 
teres ted in putting a diversion program together. 
Some of the CO.1:;:erns addressed here would include 
whether Or not the rights of the defendant are taken 
into consideration, whether or not there ate just 
methods applied to diversion. I think it's extremely 
important to recognize the rights of the offender at 
the diversion stage. If an offender is aware of his 
rights, he can make a decision whether or not he 
should be diverted. I think he has the right not to be 
diverted. If, in fact, he is convinced of his own in
nocence, he may proceed or decide to go to trb,1. I 
think that kind of case most certainly should be 
taken to trial. 

Diversion programs raise a number of issues that 
I think are importan'~ to discuss, some of those being 
constitutional issues-the right to a speedy trial, the 
tight not to be diverted. In many diversion programs 
there is a requirement that the person sign a waiver 
of that constitutional right and agree to participate 
in tIle diversion program and have the case deferred. 

111e importance of adequate referral procedures 
cannot be overestimated. I think criteria have to be 
established Li.at would set the stage for the screening 
of both nondangerous offenders and persons that ybu 
can readily identify as being receptive to the services 

2 William Bai[!. Juve'lil? Diversion: A Perspective. The 
American CorrectiQnabAf~f.ociation. 

156 " 

of a diversion program. I 6.\!!\j't think everybody can 
be. served by a diversion program. I don't think that 
every category of cas~. should be eligible for a diver
sion program. In BaH.imote, for example, we have 
screened out drug-related cases. Our diversion pro
gram is one working with the juvi:mjle population, 
and we don't feel that we are particularly qualified 
to work with the ptoblems inherent to the drug ad
diet. I think very clear standards have to be set when 
you are thinking about putting together diversion 
programs. 

Ii1 keeping with the remarks I made about screen
ing, I think the project staff should determine which 
cases should be diverted, particularly in a communi
ty-based program. The community is much more 
aware of the problems of the offender than the pros
ecutorial staff or officials of the comt. I think, by 
and large, the determinations made by the staff 
would fund to address the issues of the nature of the 
"harge, the prior background of the offender, and so 
forth, as opposed to whether or not the person can 
be adequ?tely and appropriately served in the diver
sion program. 

In that regard, the Baltimore Pre-Trial Interven
tion Project has a very tight screening mechanism 
for the person who is diverted from the court system 
to our ~. "oject. Again, keep in mind we are talking 
about juveniles. The parent and the participant havle 
an opportunity to sit down and speak with, and be 
interviewed by our project screener. And one charac
teristic looked for during the interview, since we 
also highlight the concept ·of using ex-offenders, 1s: 
Is this person readily receptive to the help we are 
prepared to give? 

If we determine that the person is jiving, that the 
person is not really serious about accepting any kind 
of help, then we simply wia not accept that case. 
We send that case back to the court. I think that may 
largely account for the fact that 100 percent of the 
recommendations that our project hll,s made to th¢ 
court fat dismissal have been accepted by the court. 
It is a community-based project, and has the con
cerns that community projects normally have, but 
we are also very cognizant of the fact that we arc; 
part of the criminal. justice process. 

The second critical factor of diversion programs 
is the voluntary nature of participation. Not only is 
this desirtl.ble for motivational considerations, in that 
it provides a noncoercive atmosphere conducive to' 
treatment, but it js necessary that the person is will
ing to participate and to irtdicate that willingness by 
forming an agreement to participate in the praject. 
We have in Baltimore what we consider a contract. 
When the person comes into the program and is 
accepted, the' person clearly states what it is he in
tends to do while he is in that program. And that 
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becomes a contract and a means for us to determine 
whether or not he has successfully concluded his 
period of participation. 

If, as many critics of the present system believe, 
the authoritarian connotations of court-ordered re
habilitations are not effective, then t('l transplant this 
problem to a program intended to be an effective 
alternative to official processing would be self
defeating, I think. Th~s is no:t to say that the final 
relief from official accountability for delinquent be
h:wior should never b~ made conditional upon satis
factory::,;erformance in a diversiun program. 

It may well be that the willingness of official re
ferral sources to use a diversion alternative tor more 
serious offenders will depend on the availability of 
adequate recourse against juveniles who do not fol
low through on their promise of good faith and par
ticipation in the community. One of the probl~mg
or one of the solutions-we found in Baltimore is 
that the court wanted to maintain some kind of 
jurisdiction over the case once it was referred. In 
fad, if the guy did not work out, then we could 
continue the processing of the case. I think that's 
another important factor, and since that is the case 
we have been able to get a tremendous amount o"f 
support from the court. 

I don't think the existence of these ldnds of sanc
tions necessarily diminishes the voluntary nattlre I)f 
a juvenile'S consent, however. In such cases, the 
juvenile's interests are protected and program credi
bility is maintained by the establishIDent of a time 
limit on program participation and specific perform
ance standards. 

PTI requites that the potential participant and 
his parent or guardian sign a consent form that states 
their willingness to relinquish the right to a speedy 
trial and to agree to certain terms of particip'!-tion 
in the progralll. And as I stated e&rlier, the intent of 
screening is not to determine guilt at all, but to de· 
termine the appropriateness of PTI to the in4i
vidual's needs. The scree\uer must determine the 
juvenile'S need and the ability of the project to meet 
those needs, as well as the individual's maturity and 
ability to benefit from the program at that particular 
time. The diverted person must agree to keep all 
scheduled appointments, to notify the assigned coun
IJelor of any rearrests. and, most importantly, to 
work with a counselor in the development and ful
fillment of the case service plan. 

The failure to live up to any of these terms will 
result in the termination of participation without 
recommendation to the court. These cases are re
turned to the juvenile authorities for normal proces
sing without prejudice. Rearrests don't automatically 
result in termination, however. The project is cog
nizant of the fact that many juveniles are now ar-

rested for offenses that an adult could not be arrested 
for-being on the streets at certain hours, truancy, 
and things like that-which donlt necessarily pre
clude him from further participation 1n our progralll. 

Another essential element of a diversion program 
is a system for feeding information 011 the person's 
performance and status back to the court. Post
referral feedback is an essential feature of a new 
diversion program, because it establishes the basis 
for official confidence in the program's capabilities, 
and encourages official utilization of the program 
for more than just those categories of juveniles who 
ordinarily would be diverted from court processing. 

PTI sends an interim report on the progress of, 
each participant to the Maryland Department of 
Juvenile Services and the Juvenile Court, after the 
person has been in the progra.m for 45 days, and 
sends a final report and :recommendation after 90 
days of participation. At the point that a recommen
dation or a return without recommendation is made, 
a larger report is written to detail the individual's 
status at intake, his involvement in the project, his 
status at termination, and all factors substantiating 
the recommendation. Followup is done at 3-, 6-, 
and 12-month intervals after terminationj-_~)oth for 
the purpose of information gathering on the partici
pa-qt's success, and for the purpose of positively re-

. in forcing the program's impact in delivering any 
additional services that may be necessary. 

Diversion programs should also possess a very 
good ~rvice component, despite the fact that there 
may be a heavy reliance on referral arrangements 
with other community resources. 

PTI is primarily a counseling and an education
based. program. As it relates to the Department of 
Labor. it is an effort to develop long-range man
power sources. Since Labor was so inter~sted in 
diversion programs, I think primarily because of 
Labor's interest in the map.power marl<et, it was dif
ficult to understand at first why they actuaJiy funded 
the project in Baltimore City, which works with 
juveniles. But we put together a system of 10ng
range manpower development, which we felt better 
prepared the juvenile for accepting a role in the 
community. . 

We found that a number of the job referrals that 
we did ffiflke for juveniles were often rejected. We 
started out with the basic premise that we were going 
to develop aU these. fantastic trainittg opportunitie!l, 
only to find out upon referral and checking up, that 
some juveniles stayed in certain job-training pro
srams for as little as 2 or 3 days. We found out the 
reaenu for that; we discovered that we had not taken 
a very close look at our target population. They 
were dropping out of what we considered good job
training programs because they couldn't relate to 
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supervisors or co-workers and they didn't under
stand the importance of getting to work on time, 
dressing properly, and issues like that. 

We immedi,~tely revamped our program to take 
more of a counseling approach. We found that ju
veniles, by and large, do not understand and <,;annot 
deal with attitudes, their own angers, and thei\r own 
frustrations, which often tend to get in theh' way 
and often cause further victimization. So we got 
into a heavy counseling program that addresses 
those issues. We've found that, because of the extra
ordinary amount of time needed for counseling and 
following up on the counseling, caseloads should be 
limited to 15 participants. 

The cQunseling services offered are group and 
individual coulilseHng and family counseling. We 
found that a very appropriate response to the juve
niles' problems was dealing with the parents' prob
lems, because we found out very early that a number 
of the juveniles' problems were directly related to 
the problems that the parents were having. The frus
trations experienced by the participants in our pro
gram were largely the result of events that were 
happening in the family. So, again, we just backed 
up a little bit and stopped making referrals to jol;
training programs and decided to do a little more 
in-house work and deal with attitudes and impres
sions. 

PTI was structured to utilize, to the greatest ex
tent possible, aU existing and possible community 
services. We established our own in-house educa
tional programs, which consist of a remedial read
ing program and a general education development 
(GED) preparatory program. 

Again, we are very much concerned about and 
very much aware of a c0l1tinuing cycle of victimi
zation that affects the juvenile offender. He's victim
ized by every major institution he comes in contact 
with-the family, the school system, and most re
cently~ the juvenile justice system. Our response to 
tlwt was to bring ~n individuals from those different 
areas and to sit down and have counseling sessions. 
We don't call them rap ressions, we call them coun~ 
seling sessions because we not only counsel partici
pants, but we also counsel the judges and we counsel 
the district attorneys, and we counsel the teachers. 
We try to put together some kind of mechanism 
for the juvenile to understand what it is we are doing 
and the effect these. counseling sessions can have as 
an educational process. 

I think everything the program tends to do is 
seen as f,lp. educational process. And the referrals 
that we make are made with an eye toward letting the 
;uV'enile see how we did it, examine how we did it, 
and then find out whether or not he can do it. And 
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we create exercises and techniques to foster the 
feeling that the person himself can do the same things. 
At PTI, we do more for the individual than he can 
do for himself, even it he were inclined to do so. 

I would like to conclude that my feelings for di
version programs as an alternative to adjudication 
run very strong. I would recommend that people 
here who are interested in diversion programs con
tezt either the Manpower Administration of the De
partment of Labor for information on the Seven 
Project-it is funded across the country-or you 
may contact me in Baltimore if you are interested in 
any aspects of a juvenile diversion program. 

Thank you. 

Judge Hoffman: Because of the serious limitation 
of time, I am going to 1efer what I was supposed 
to dQ, namely; give a summary of what happened 
here today and epitomize what I thought were some 
of the salient features. 

May I just, however, make this observation. I 
was astounded when I came down here to find that 
whether we should or should rlOt have plea bargain
ing is a live subject in the United States. I thought 
it had been decided a long time ago. As a matter 
of fact, I have been a lawyer and judge for almost 
36 years. My father before me was a lawyer and a 
district attorney for many, many years. We have 
been happily plea bargaining, as far as I know, 
ever since the founding of the country. Whether or 
not we are distorting, and whether we are exaggerat
ing, and whether, in some instances, it has become 
a perversion, that is something else. 'But the essential 
philosophy of plea bargaining, it seems to me, is 
here to stay. 

I'm not going to belabor the point any more, ex
cept that I did work with the American Bar Associa
tion on standards, and you know what the Chief 
Justice has said about plea bargaining, and for us 
at this point to take a stand advocating the abo'tition 
or plea bargaining to me seems-I don't like to use 
such a strong word-but almost asinine. So, I'm 
not going to go any further into that. 

I'm really sorry that I COUldn't have told you 
something about what was going on with our diver
sionary pJan in Philadelphia, first known as pre,· 
indictment probation and now known as accelerated 
rehabilitation disposition-a terrific mouthful and I 
donit think it has necessarily improved what we are 
doing. 

I want to say this. I am an appellate court judge, 
but, I'm especially designated by the Supreme Court 
of Pennsylvania to sit in this specific court. I have' 
Men sitting there off and on for the last 2 year.s. 
I have personally tried 8,000 or 9,000 cases. I mmt 
say that! in my opinion, our results have been fan-



tastic. We have taken nonviolent first offenders and 
given them another chr .. nce, which seems to me to 
be a civilized, humane way of trying criminal cases. 

Let me talk to you about it for 1 or 2 minutes 
because I think it is that important. The program 
is connected with tue court system. This district 
attorney screens the cases at Some point, either at 
arrest or arraignment or it even may be after indict
ment. The defendant then goes before the court, who 
sits with the district attorney. Everybody is repre
sented by counsel, there is a stenographer there, and 
the district attorney warns the defendant that the 
only thing being waived is the right of a speedy 
trial and the right to avail himself of the defense 
of the applicable statute of limitations. That is put 
on the record. 

Everything that goes in between, namely, the dis
cussion with the defendant, the reading of the arrest 
report by the district attorney-there are no wit
nesses here--none of these things is on the record. 
There is an ultimate disposition by the judge. A 
probation, if it can be called such, a nonreporting 
probation, is then imposed or the defendant may be 
discharged. About 20 percent of the cases are given 
a complete discharge. If at the end of this period 
the person is free from any kind of conviction, he 
is given a complete discharge, his fingerprints are 
erased, his record is expunged, and he starts life 
all over again. 

We found it to be, in many instances, a remark
ably humane way of handling cases because for some 
youngsters who have come before us, and some 
older people too, a conviction would be a catastro
phe. So it has been in my opinion a highly desirable 
way of trying criminal cases. It's not the ultimate, 
it's not the end, but in a certain number of cases 
it has been great. 

In addition to everything else, it gives the defen
dant the right of catharsis, and what I mean by that 
is this. A defendant will come before me charged 
with trying to break into an automobile. I'll say 
to h1m, "What do you want?" and believe it or 
not, in most instances, they'll tell me they're on 
heroin C'r on speed or on some other drug. We have 
a representative of a social agency in court who 
immediately takes this person and puts him into 
some kind of a drug program. These are just Gome of 
the many ways in which we can help. We've done 
it with minor' sex crimes. We have been able to 
give them psychological and psychiat.':'~ assistance. 
We have tried to make this, in addition to being a 
court, a social agency. And I think if has been for 
the betterment of Philadephia, and the bettftment 
of tb,e people who come before us. 

Yes, sir. 

--- -~- -~~- -------~--------------

Professor Meador: I was the chairman of the 
Courts Task Force. I think there are some things 
that ought to be said here to put this mat~er about 
plea bargaining in perspective. I assume fnis group 
here is a courts group, that is, everyone here is a 
lawyer or judge working with the system we call 
the courts. That's the way our task force was 
composed. 

I came into the task force sharing the eventual 
wisdom of the group that plea bargaining is an 
inevitable part of the system, but it needed some 
improvement. By the way, the point has not been 
stressed et',ough that the task force itself was (juite 
strongly in favor of plea bargaining. Plea bargaining 
does have many evils, and its practice was !ieen 
by that group to be one of simply putting it through 
the sorts of recognition that you see in the report 
in the plea bargaining chapter. We worked along 
that line. 

Then our report went to the Commission, and 
every task force chairman met with the Commission. 
I met with them just as I met with the task force. 
Then we came into another world, a world of which 
you here are probably not really a part, and it was 
110t my world either. And it doesn't bruise my ego, 
as it does not yours, I imagine, to learn that there are 
other views of things, that people who work in other 
areas of the criminal justice system, not to mention 
the general public, the informed public, do see things 
differently. 

In the Commission there was a great, pervasive, 
deep-seated feenllg~hat plea bargaining was essen
tially wrong, and that it could not be cured by any 
kind of surgery that we could devise short of cutting 
it out altogether. Now, we had the two ends of the 
system--at one end, the police and at the other 
end, corrections. There was a very strong feeling 
f,)r abolition among those two groups, and they 
cited various sorts of arguments and situations. The 
other part of the Commission was composed of 
people who had no direct involvement in the sys
tem-this category of people might be called the 
laymen. Thcy shared the view of the police and 
;orrections representatives. 

If anyone thinks there are not profound objections 
to plea bargaining in this country, there is ab1,1l1dant 
literature you can read that cites the parade of 
horrors on it. So, you should know that there is 
this world out there, in the police world and in the 
corrections world and in th; public, that thinks this 
is bad. And~~ou should know that and think about 
that. 

I'm not arguing for the Commission's position or 
against it, but I want you to u.nderstand-and as 
Dean Rusk once said, this woj \'t dispel all the con.-
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fusion, but it will help you to think more clearly 
about the confusion. If you know that, do not frankly 
reject this view as some kind of nutty position by 
people who don't blOW what they are talking about. 
This was a deep-seated, basic feeling of the Com
mission. It was discussed frankly, and I think all the 
arguments were presented. There was a broad-based 
group on the Commission, not just Courts people, 
but all across the system. I merely lay that out before 
the group. 
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Ms. Wheeler: We are ready to focus on some of 
the specifics contained in those heavy books you 
have been carrying around. This particular session 
is directed toward the shape of things-the structure 
of corrections. 

We are going to explore the extent to which the 
probletn is solvable at the local level, the extent to 
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which the problem is bIgger and broader than that. 
The first topic to be discussed is: Should all 

correctional services be unified under State-operated 
systems? . 

We have an unusually well-qualified person to 
discuss this. He was a police officer in Madison, 
Wisc., during his undergraduate years at the Univer
sity of Wisconsin. Subsequently, he served the State 
of Wisconsin well and ·truly in various capacities 
from the grassroots to administration levels. He 
served the State of Iowa in administrative capacities 
and is currently the Assistant Director of the Depart
ment of Corrections for Illinois. He obviously comes 

. to us with a wry broad background of experience 
and service. 

In addition to his other qualificatiol'ls, he is the 
President-designate of the American Correctional 
I~ssociation. 

I present to you Mr. Joseph Coughlin. 

Mr. Coughlin: I've been asked to present a paper 
on the issue,' "SYJOuld all correctional services be 
unified under SH:~te-operated systems?" 

r consider the total product of the development 
of the statement of standards and goals a monu
mental actomplishment. However, -i. disagree with 
one single specific' standard. Specifically, I find 
myself in sharp disagreement with the standard that 
says: 

Each State should enact legislation by 1978 unifying all 
correctional facilities and programs, with the exception of 
the board of parole, witbin one administrative agency. Pro
grams for adult, juvenile, and youth rrffenderl5 that ~hCiUld 
be within the agency include: 

1. Services for persons awaiting trial; 
2. Probation supervision; 
3. Institutional confinement; 
4. Community-based programs whether prior to or during 

institutional confinement; 
5. Pal'ole and other aftercare programs whether prior to 

or during institutionalized confinement; and 
6. All programs for misdemeariants including probation, 

confinement, community-based programs and parole.! 

In efi'ect, this says that all of these programs 
should. 110t merely be guided, supported, or sub
sidizeo 'from the State level, but in fact, the programs 
should be operated from the State level. I think it 
is important to note, however, that throughout the 
stand,;:ds there is strong indication that it really 
was not intended that this standard be stated as blunt
ly, as specifically as it is. Throughout the standards 
there are suggestions for flexibHity in designing sys
tems. In .philo~\ophical issues-as I will indicate 
later in my paper-there is conflict between the 

1 National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals, Report on Corrections. Washington, 
D.C.: Government Printing Office (1973), p. 394. 

-----_ ... ----- .----::.....---------~--
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concept of all correctional services being under State 
auspices and the concepts of diversion, etc. 

The answer to the question of whether all cor-· 
rectional services should be unified under State
operated systems in the context of Standard 16.4 
-which is the one I Iquoted-can be a brief one. 
The' answer is "no." itt would be unthinkable to 
include in a correctior,\ system ail services to all 
children who have committed delinquent acts. It 
would be equally unthinkable to include all services 
to all children who have been adjudicated delinquent. 
It would not be desirable to include in a State 
correctional system all s{~rvices to all children who 
have been adjudicated delinquent and committed 
to the State. It would he unacceptable to me to 
require all services to any group of juvenile or adult 
offenders to be administered. within one State system. 

The rationale for this is not so simple. However, 
it is well supported in what we know about what goes 
into personality formulation and change so important 
to the rehabilitation or reintegration process, the 
literature on and our experience in organization for 
service delivery and, in fact, in the statement of 
standards and goals of the Tasl,,: Force on (\,)ffec
tions, themselves-other than the specific standard 
related to the placement of correctional services 
within one administrative agency. 

The issues involved are complicated ones and 
have been debated across the. Gountry not only 
in' relation to correcUonal services but in relation 
to mental hgalth services, mental retardation ser
vices, child welf8,r{l services, services to the tlged, 
blind, etc. In the space afforded I can deal only 
superficially with a few of these issues. 

1. What would be the nature of the orgaIlization 
to provide all of the services within one State agency'? 

One organizational issu.e that concerns me greatly 
is the issue of size. The Departmt;IU of Corrections 
in my State of Hlinois, without including many of 
the ser;rices listed in the standaru for inclusion in 
one system, i.e. inctading only adult and juvenile 
correctional institution and parole services, involves 
5,000 sta£!, members. Comparable figures in other 
States include 5,400 employees in Ohio, 11,000 in 
New York, and almost 2,500 employees in a State 
system for juveniles and adults in a State the size 
of Washington. Ina11 of these situations only part 
of the recommended services are yet included-in 
fact, it may be a very small part. 

In his book, ()rganizations--Structure and Pro
cess,2 Richard Hall emphasizes a point that has 
particular relevance in a.correctional service delivery 
system where that system sets out to involve in its 

2 Ricbard H. Hall, Organizatio/ls-Structure alld Process. 
Englewood CUff~, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc. (1972). p. 110. 

we:;; 

service delivery th(~ many groups recommended 
throughout the standards and goah:, i.e. volunteers, 
local leadership, consumers, civic groups, etc. He 
advises that we must include in our organizatioll; 
with reference tQ size and the impact of size on 
service delivery >bl1ectiveness, all of those significant 
othel' people who are intended to play meaningful 
roles in service delivery. 

The standard, in effect, recommends for many 
States the development of a very large organization 
with all of the characteristics identified with large 
governmental bureaucracies. These include problems 
in communication created by the distance between 
top management and the receivers of service (the 
individual client, the family members of the client, 
community groups, and local government), It includes 
the rigidity, the resistance to change, which charac" 
teri7"~ !!l.rge organizations, particularly large govern
mental organizations. As Hall says: 

Organizational procedures become fixed and valued. Prec
edent is part of the organizational legal system. All of these 
factors conspire to make organizations in a society major 
resisters of change in that society.s 

James Thompson, another author on organization, 
comments: "As an organization increases in size, 
the problems with which it must cope increase in 
complexity at a disproportionately h!£h rate." 4 

Another author, Blau, in a 1970 American Sociolog
ical Review article, write~. ". . . The greater 
st.ructural complexity implk,.( in the pronounced 
subdivision of large organizations intensifies prob
lems of communication and coordination, which 
makes new demands on the time of managers and 
supervisors at all levels." 5 

Anyone who has worked in a large governmental 
agency is painfully aware of the problems in planning 
the very siz~ of the agency creates for those in 
leadership rolas. "Planning does occur in large 
organizations, of course, but that planning is a 
relatively vulnerable activity compared to other 
activities, A person with ;responsibility for both 
routine day-tn-day activity and long-term planning 
in such an ol'ganizatioti is likely to find the routine 
taking the much greater share of his time. This 
proposition-the so-called Gresham's Law of Plan
ning-is of considerable importa!}ce in understand
ing the attention focus of business executives."G 

3/bid., p. 345. 
4 Hodge and Johnson, Management mid Organizational 

Behtt"'nr. A Mlilti-Dimb;lsiO/lal' Approaoh; New York: John· 
son, Wiley al;\d Sons, Inc. (1970),)? 481\. 

5 Richard A. Hall (Ed.), The Fo/'mal Organization. New 
York: Basic Books, Inc. (1972), p. 185. 

6 Harold J. Leavitt and Louis R. Pandy (Eds.), Readings 
in Mlmagerial Psychology. Chicago: University of Chicago 
(1964), p. 448. . 
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And large g~vernment organization administrators 
as well. 

':rhe final argument related to the dynamics of 
orgRnizations has to do with the need for the 
planning of human services to remain flexible and 
not circumscribed by political or other vested interests 
so characteristic of correctional systems of the past. 
Why, for example, has Illinois developed its newest 
and most progressive correctional institution in 
southern 11Iinois, 400 miles from 70 percent of the 
population it serves? The reverse of the question is: 
If the population to be served by that facility had 
made the decision, most certainly the institution 
would not have been placed 400 miles from the city 
of Chicago in Cook County. 

James Thompson hypothesizes: "The higher the 
concentration of input organizational n:sources the 
lower the clegree of autonomy in decision"making of 
·the focal organization. A case in point is the differ
ence in the degree of independence between a public 
and a private university . . . Consequently, public 
universities with a high concentration <it input organi
zational resources probably exercise a lower degree 
of decision-making autonomy than private univer
sities with a lower concentration of input organiza
tional resources." 7 The same principle applies with 
reference to a correctional agency or any other 
governmental agency. So the mere narrow the fund
ing source, the more fOCllS on a given power input 
insofar as decisionmaking is ~oncerned. 

Inevitably, as soon as a large State correctional 
agency was put together in accordance with the 
standards, efforts would be initiated to find ways 
to decentralize. Rosemary Stewart, another author 
on organ~'i .. ,tiotlal theory, comments: "The size Ot 
the orgaL':''',;tion is obviout;ly importa.nt: the larger 
it is the stronger the arguments for decentralization 
because of the problems of effectively controlling 
a large organization from the center and at the some 
time giving junior and middle managers some scope 
f9r initiative. . . . there are other factors that must 
be considered, too. One of these is the diversity of 
activities and the extent to which top management 
call adequately understand them. It is eash.\\' t{) cen
tralize effectively a large organh:ation which is 
engaged/i~ one main activity such as \I,tee! making, 
thana company which is engaged in a variety of 
dissimilar activiti~s." 8 

The range of activities in which a statewide cor-
~ , 

7 W. M. Evans, "The Organization-Set: Toward a Theory 
{j~ Interorganizational Relations," in Approaches to Organi. 
zational Design, James D. Thompson (Ed.). Pittsburgh, 
Pellnsylvania: University of Pittsburgh Press (1966). 

8 Rosemary Stewart, The Reality of Reol'gq.nizations. Gar
den City; New York: l.)oublccby and Co., Inc. (1)172), 
p. 140-142. 
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rectioaal agency provides all correctional services 
to all people in need of such service would be end
less. The arguments as presented by Stewart for 
decentralization are strong: 

1. It encourages initiative; . 
2. It makes middle and junior management more inter

esting; 
3. The first two points make it easier to recruit good 

managers and retain themj 
4. It is easier to judge managers' performance if they 

are made responsible for a decentralized unit of the organi
zation; 

5. Decisions are more likely to be taken by those who 
will have to live with their results; 

6. Decisions closer to the actual situation are likely to 
be more realhtic; and 

7. Decisions are likely to be made more quickly.9 

There is evidence in other sections of the stand~ 
ards that the authors, as a group, saw no such 
simplistic solution· to the problem of integration of 
traditionally isolated and segmented elements of 
the correctional "nonsystem." On the subject of 
"Organizational Analysis," the discussion material 
within the standards states; "The historical correc
tional proclivity for fadism should be avoided in 
organizational design. Callfug for unification 0f insti
tutions and parole and probation into a 'State Depart
ment of Corrections' has become a cliche in correc
tions. While in some situations this will improve 
correctional services, it is a delusion to believe that 
such tinkering can, by itself, effect the functio'lal 
integration desired. Frequently, sub-units of large 
scale organizations carve out a fll!ictional territory 
and vigorously guard it against i.ntrusion and 
change." 

Another sectlon of tbe standards and goals pre
sents to me what is a more rational approach. It . 
says: "The most appropriate organizational arrange
ment must be dec.ided after the problem is analyzed 
from a variety of perspectives and in relation to 
what the particular structure is ultimately to 
accomplish. " 

There clearly is a need for systematizing service 
delivery for offenders, as pointed out in the report 
of the President's Crime. Commission on Law 
Enforcement and Administration of Justice; earlier 
in the current statement of Standards and Goals; 
and, as long ago as 1966, in the Manual of Cor
rectional Standards of the American Correctional 
Association, which said: "Th.ere is a growing accep
t~nce of the principle that the adult offender should 
be dealt with most effectively in a Gontinuous, coor
dinated and integrated correctional process, and that 
he should not be dealt with sucCessively by indepen
dent and loosely coordinated services, each of which 

Dlbid, p, 142. 
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frequently pays little attention to what the othets 
have done or may do later," 10 

If the concept of all correctional servL~es being 
administered in One State system is rejecl:ed. what 
then is tq be the method by which the pwblem of 
seeing to the development and integration of services 
to offenders is to be resolved? To me. the answer 
is to leave the standards flexible as to by whom 
and how program delivery should be acconlplished. 
There is nc~d to examine State by State the issue 
of the system most likely to succeed, taking ioto 
consideration organizational theory and experiellce 
along with the other major issues, some of which 
are discussed latel"- In a State such as Utah, one 
State agency providl;)£ correctional servic~\s for l.lll 
adult offenders requiring such service might makf. 
sense. Utah £0 far has approximately 285 stall rliem~ 
bers. However, ev~n in a low population Sta~(? there 
ate other strong reasons for not including all 
correctional services in one State system. 

In a letter to me discussing th~:se issues, Dr. 
Merlin Taber of the University of lllinois Graduate 
SchG;)1 of Social Work, who has made a study of 
service delivery in mental health, comments: "The 
State departments tend to be isolated from each 
other and to develop programs around their own 
facilities. Innovation and coordination with other 
programs becomes difficult. Still another problem 
is that communities in regions of the State are very 
different, but the State department tends to install 
the same package of delivery in every area." 

Asking what, then, is the best division of labor 
between local authority and the State Department 
of Corrections; Pcofessor Taber would suggest: "The 
State Department of Corrections presumal .. r would 
continue operating some facilities for th, whole 
State simply because the need .1S not sufficiently 
widespread to need such facilities in every community 
and in every region. However, the Department of 
Corrections should also be in the business of giving 
partial support and leadership for more adequate 
development of local services. If we are to avoid 
an imposition of statewide patterns which do not 
fit every community or region, then clearly there 
must be some kind of planning and initiative at the 
community or regional level." 

Proponents of service delivery systems that place 
respomlibility and authority for decisionmaking in 
!luman service delivery close to the service users 
have experimented with a broad range of structures. 
The most successful, in my observation, has been 
that which places resources in the hands of local 
authorities-such as a planning commission-pro-

1/\ American Correctional Association, Ma;zual of Correc
tional. Stan4.1rds, Washington, D.C. (1966). p. 31. 

vides them Vllth. resources and standard~, and moni 
tura t.he use of these resources to devel,b.~progt8m~ 
on thebasili of locally de:1ncd needs and 10cally 
defined priorities. The Ca1iforni~,·· mevtal health 
system tlutside of Los Angeles may be a good 
example of this. 

2. How do the objectives of "diversion" fit with 
the concept of ·'all correccl,onal services being 
mdfied unde1.' State-operated systems?" 

Throughout the standards there are references 
to diverting offenders not merely from corrections 
but from any entrance into the criminal ju':dce .. 
system. It has been a common observatio~ hl my 
experience that j even wlx~re cQfl'ectiomll re1!c:f.ti'(Jes 
?re limited? delinquency ~abels ate used in order 
to qualify children for those !;eI'vices. Thcsame is 
true of correctional services for adults. If the only 
:service 'for an alcoholic is through probation,t"ne 
judge is compelled to use it. The label is placed in 
accordance with the availability of resources~ If 
all services for offenders were placed within a State 
correctional structure, experience tells us additional 
numbers of citizens would be inserted into the cor
rectional process. This obviously flies in the face 
of the goal of diversion. . 

3. How does the unification of all correctional ser .. 
vices within a State agency impact on goals related 
to community involvement'! 

Again, community involvement in the develop
ment and administration of service to offenders is a 
goal commonly referred to throughout the statement 
of standards, and is a goal commonly accepted 
among all of those who have stepped out of the 
past century in their thinking on issues related to 
corrections. 

In a statement by Deaton J. Brooks, Commis
sioner of the Department of Human Resources of 
Chicago, to the City Council Finance Committee 
headng with reference to the 1973 budget, Mr. 
Brooks stated: " ... the main strength of the lDepart~ 
ment (meaning his department) of Human Resources 
is that it is a Chicago agency working direC',tly for 
the people of Chicago. Because we are a city agency 
we can move more quickly to alleviate and to pr~ 
vent human calamity unfettered by cumbersome 
Federal and State guid~1ines. This is the heart of 
our program." One may question the quickness with 
which Chicago agencies move; however,. anyone 
close to it cannot doubt that it is responsivt}-·these 
agencies are responsive-to Chicago's needs and. that 
the attitude expressed by Mr. Brooks is an attitude 
shared commonly by local leadership throughout 
the United States. 

When the staff of the Juvenile Divisiou of the 
Department of Corrections of Illinois, for which I 
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am responsible, set out to establish group homes 
in the city of Chkago) we started to experiment 
with two models: one in which we rented OUl' own 
hO~(ls, hired. our CIWn help, bought our own gro
cenes, etc.; and allother in which we contracted 
with local agencies. The State-operated programs 
failed miserably, n<)t on1y because of bureaucratic 
hang-ups which frustrated everyday operation of 
such small facilities but also, in part, because com
munity acceptance of a State-operated agency, 
particulal~y one tagged as a correctional agency, 
10 the neighborhoods of Chicago was much more 
difficult than the ac(;eptance of a group home oper
ated by a local agency, such as the YMCA, which 
is the direction we have taken at this time. 

In a report 011 "Child Delivery Systems," Merlin 
Taber agrees that control over information and 
money can shape a service delivery network. ll It 
is this kind of tool that should be used in shaping 
a system that will accomplish the integration of 
correctional services and not frustrate the other goals 
of the statement of s~andards and goals. Issue relat
ing to diversion at cQ1mmunity tie-in are also related 
to another question. 

4. What are the issues related to self-concept 
and image affected by a delivery system that 
urtifies 811 correctional servkes under State-operated 
systems? 

Chapter 9 of the Corrections standards and goals 
answers this question for us: "Official responses to 
certain types of behavior initiate processes that may 
well lead jtlveniles to further delinquent conduct." 
It is the old issu(~ of the self-fulfilling prophecy. 
If we treat children-and 8.dults too-as delinquents 
or criminals apart from aU other human beings, 
w~ set up expectations within tht1m, as well as 
within those to whom they respond, which tend to 
lead them into further delinquent behavior and/or 
we encourage those making decisions affecting them 
to respond with insertion further into the criminal 
justice-corrections complex. Labeling citizens as 
delinquents or criminals by processing them in an 
agency identified with criminality tends to promote 
that self-fulfilling prophe:cy. 

In Illinois I have the advantage of help from a 
voluntary Professional A,dvisory Council, a group 
of about 20 representatives of the major State 
departments invoved in hllman service delivery and 
represen.tatives of the major universities. Four of 
them constituted a subcommittee to formulate a 
statement of objectives for a long-rang plan the 
Council was helping me to develop. Included in 
their statement as adopted by the Cou.ncil was an 

• 11 Mer!in :raber, Child Service Delivery Systems. Univer
slly of IllInoJs, Jane Addams School of Social Work. 
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excellent summary of the issues related to the present 
question. 

Discussing traditional correctional programs the 
committee stated: . 

They artificially differentiate between juveniles whose 
behavior happl~fis to be defined by statute and those witb 
behavioral patt,erns not so defined but eq{lally harmful to 
themselves and to others. 

~tatutory definitions, .in turn, frequently involve labels 
Which adhere to those so defined and result in their becom
ing community r.ejects and outcasts making a self-definition 
of delinquency allmost inevitable. Thus, we perceive a need 
to decriminalize socially undesirable JUVenile behaviors in 
favor of a broad, multidisciplinary approach to the problems 
of children which is untarnished by criminal or delinquent 
labels or by punitive-rather than preventive or therapeutic 
-objectives. 

They fail to utilize fully the child welfare social services 
available in the home communities, in unified fashion. In
ste~d of stre!1gthelnin~ th~ existing services and coordinating 
th~lr potentIal ccmtnbutlOns, corrections is attempting to 
create ne~ ~nodfllities. which tend to be undersupported, 
hence of hmlted ';~I'fect1Veness, while drawing support away 
from .local, community-based resources. We see the proper 
functt?ns . of a stateWide ~gency to be those of regulating, 
coordl?atmg, and supportmg existing community resources 
~or children. Where needed resources in the community are 
madequate or nonexistent such an agency should take a 
leadership role in upgrading or establishing them.12 

This statement refers to children. However, it 
could just as well be referring to adults-alcoholics 
or the ~ther types of offenders. Instead of developing 
correctlOnal resources apart from all other citizens, 
we should strengthen the existing mental health 
resources or the existing family counseling resources 
or the existing job placement resources, whatever 
the need happens to be. 

Additionally, those of us who have worked in 
agencies incorporating services for children with 
services for adult offenders are conscious of the 
program philosophy differences between a child 
ca~e or~entati0!l and an adult correctional agency 
onentatlOTI. Witness, for example, a parole board 
member who spends one day hearing adult cases 
and the next day discusses with a 13-year-old 
delinquent "how much time he has served'" and 
then denies the "inmate" on the basis of "not enOll,,.h 
time served." 1:0 

5. Are there issues of social justice involved 
in the proposition that all correctional services be 
unified under one State-operated system? 

Offenders who now enter the correctional system 
represent but a small portion of citizens who com
mit acts that impinge on the property and the 

12 Subcom~ittee of Professional Advisory Council, "Long
Range Pla!1mng for Juvenile Division, Illinois Department 
of Corrections." Draft Statement. 



safety of other citizens. In an age when delinquency 
among rt.lsidents of suburban, small town, and rural 
America is growing at a rate faster than that of 
south and west side Chicago, the populations of 
correctional institu.tions-particu1ar1y State correc
tional institutions for juveniles-still represent 
almost exclusively the ranks of the poor and, to 
a high degree, minorities. 

Excepting offenses of violence, the losses due to 
the delinquent acts of children who end up in cor
rectional institutions represent but the tip of the 
iceberg of the loss perpetrated by individual citizens 
and groups of citizens against other citizens or 
groups of citizens. I am referring to the crimes of 
middte and upper class Amedcan youth who, some
how, do not show up in correctional institutions. I 
am referring to offenses committed by girls (there 
is increasing evidence that. girls are involved quanti
tatively in as much delinquency as boys). I am 
referring to the loss in tax revenue through both 
petty and major income tax evasion, the multi
million dollar loss to retail sellers through shop
lifting, the loss of goods to employers carried out 
by employees, the losses in service and the quality 
of life brought about by the grafters in politics and 
public service. 

In my State, for example, witness the endless 
array of scandals reported on daily in both high 
and low places in government from the ex-Governor 
and the ex-secretary of siate to the dozens of police
men being indicted in the city of Chicago. I am 
referring to the questionable practices of professionals 
who early helped push the cost of medicaid to 
the point where the benefits to the users and th~ 
needy had to be reducec1--such practices as doctors 
walking down the rows 'Of beds in an old people's 
home and submitting bills for home visits. I'm 
talking about the doctors sending the poor patients 
to the hospital because of the poor pay situation, 
and this costly remedy to prevent losses to their 
own pockets. I am talking about the $3,8 million 
employers in Illinois cheated their employees out 
of by a violation of wage laws during one year. 
And I could go on ad infinitum. 

In other words, crime is all around us, if we 
want to define all of these acts by which one citizen 
deprives another as crimes. 

Why should the services related to one group 
of citizens who commit acts impinging on the rights 
and property of other citizens be provided for apart 
from all services available to all other citizens in 
an agency which labels them as delinquent or 
criminal? 

For reasons of justice, therefore, as well as in 
the interest of carrying out the many standards 

and goals articulated in the report, the standard 
requiring the placement of all correctional services 
for children and adults within one State system 
should be abandoned. 

For the reasons discussed above, such a system 
would work to frustrate the efficient delivery of 
services needed to promote the reintegration of 
offenders. It would do quite the opposite of promot
ing ~e diversion of offenders from the criminal 
justice and correctional systems, and would work 
against an additional principle enunicated within the 
standards-that is to impinge upon the lives of the 
offender to the minimum necessary to public safety. 

It should be our objective to develop a State 
correctional agency that provides only those direct 
&ervices which cannot be provided at the local or 
regional level, that provides one source of financial 
support for services to offenders through subsidy 
of focal efforts in such a way as to assure that the 
subsystems controlled at the local and regional 
levels do represent a continuum of service, are coordi
nated, and are held accountable for meeting minimum 
standards within guidelines. These guidelines should 
give each subsystem maximum flexibility to be 
responsive to local needs and priorities. The State 
structure should offer financing, professional con
sultation, staff development reSOUrCtiS including per
sonnel standards; it should provide a statewide 
information system plugged into a nationwide sys
tem; it should have the potential to evaluate its 
own accomplishment of objectives and to offer 
resources to related s!!b::;ystems for program evalua
tion purposes. 

Its standards and guidelines should maximize the 
implementation of the goals and objectives contained 
in the balance of the report of the Task Force on 
Corrections, particularly with reference to diversion. 
Th,e subsystems, themselves, might be miniatures 
of the State system, meaning that the subsystems 
would provide primarily a reception point, perhaps 
using the case manager-advocate concept, using 
its resources to contract with other public and pri
vate agencies to expand their programs to meet 
the needs of persons diverted from or referred 
through the criminal justice system. 

One step that can be taken, where it has not 
been taken, to divert children from the criminal 
justice system-although admittedly not solving all 
of the problems-is to move children out of the 
correctional world into the child welfare World. 
Children now being adjudicated as delinquent would 
be handled as all other children in need of service 
without the necessity for labeling. Juvenile courts 
would stop building juvenile probation services and, 
rather, would expand child welfare services for 
all children. 
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Perhaps the real problem has to do with the fact 
that many of the goals articulated in the statement 
of standards and goals fire incompatible with a 
conscious or unconscious need to perpetuate tradi
tional correctional systems. Realistically, there is 
no cause to fear that corrections will be dismantled. 
There is going to be a continuing need to provide 
correctional services for tnose citizens who truly 
represent a serious threat to the community-the 
aggressive, the assaultive, the professional criminal, 
those defined in the standards as eligible for sen
tences in excess of 5 years. In ad~ition, society 
for some time is going to demand punitive action 
with reference to a number of other offenders. 

Corrections leaders should be the very ones to 
help get children whose real needs fall in the child 
care area out of corrections and to help provide 
direct services only to those youthful and adult 
offenders who clearly represent a threat to the com
munity more serious than the offenses of the many 
other citizens I described earlier whose acts are 
equally damaging to the property and safety of 
others. 

Because of the many issues incorporated in so 
brief a paper, I have leaned heavily on the use of 
authoritative statements from other professions in 
the wurld of organization, human services, and 
corrections. In closing, let me refer to one more 
authority who has given a lot of thought to the 
issue of organization of government services for 
effective, efficient delivery. In the pamphlet, "The 
Case for Executive Organization," released by the 
Domestic Council of the Executive Office of the 
President in 1971, it is observed that "many Ameri~ 
cans suffer from a gnawing sense of frustration that 
government has become too big, too complex and 
too remote." 13 

President Nixon followed this with a discussion 
of revenue sharing in which he articulated the 
objective to: 

.•. give back to the States and localities those functions which 
belong at the State and local level. T(\ help them perform 
those functIons more effectively, we would give them more 
money to ~pend and more freedom to spend it ... A healthy 
federal system is one in Which we neither disperse power 
for the sake of dispersing it nor concentrate power for the 
sake of concentrating it. Instead, a sOllnd federal system 
requires us to focus power at that place where it can be 
llsed to the greatest public advantage. This means that each 
level of government mllst be assigned those tasks which it 
can do best an(l mnst be given the means for c~:rryinJ out 
those assignments.14 

13 rjomestic Coundl of the Executive Office of the Pr~si
dent; "The Case for Executive Reorganization." Washingt.on, 
D.C.: Government Printing Office (1971). 

14 Compilation of Presidential Docllments. March 29, 
1971. 
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In my opinion, we can do no better than to 
follow the President's advice in developing delivery 
systems at the State level, also. 

Ms. Wheeler: Thank you, Joe. 
This is the first opportunity we've had really to 

focus in on one standard. And we have one very 
hearty disagreement with the standard, which is 
an interesting start. 

Standard 16.4 is in the chapter on the statutory 
framework. And this is the standard that the task 
for,;i! endorsed, that the Commission approved, 
that is written in the document, and to which Joe 
votes "No." 

Our next panelist will address himself to the 
question, "Should correctional research and statistics 
be nationally coordinated?" 

J oh11 Conrad, again brings to us a long history 
of exnertise and involvement in various areas, He 
bega~ life at the grassroots level as a caseworker. 
He received his master's degree from the University 
of Chicago. He is a world traveler and explorer of 
correctional systems, here and abroad. Also, he is 
a prolific writer, from what I understand-and a 
very readable writer at that.. I know that we will 
also find him a speaker worth listening to. 

Mr. Conrad: The topic I've been asked to ddremi 
myself to is: "Should correctional researeD. nnd sta
tistics be nationally coordinated?" The short answer 
is "yes," depending on what you mean by coordina·· 
tion. I'll deivelop the long answer immediately. 

The paper I have developed to deal with this 
question is titled: "Toward A National Research 
Strategy in Corrections." 

In this discussion, I shall take the not exactly 
popular position that while research will not solve 
all the problems of corrections, not many of them 
will be solved at all unless a great deal more 
research is done. I shall als9 argue that the research 
that is requin~d must be of a much higher quality 
than is generally seen today, and that this improve
ment is possible if the administrative and research 
communities can agree on what is needed. 

There will be an underlying assumption that the 
resources for the' support of correr.:tional research are 
unlikely to increase. Indeed, we must fact the grim 
prospect that they are more likely to diminish. Under 
the circumstances, some kind of national coordina
tion of research is needed. I shall suggest a pattern 
for this coordination that might be the beginning 
of a realistic discussion of iesearch strategy, 

It is still fashionable to depreciate the impact of 
research on correctio:ns. Although it is true 'that 
there are few innovations in our field that can be 
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attributed to the researcher, the process of objective 
investigation has pulverized a number of myths and 
has effectively shown us how little we can expect 
from a number of expensive programs that have been 
advertised as all-purpose nostrums, Because so much 
research has been essentially-if wholesomely
destructive, and so little research has been creative, 
the present situation looks bleak. I would like to 
account for this condition in terms of three research 
themes that have probably run their course. 

First, we have the historic work of Donald Clem
mer and his successors on the prison community. 
Perhaps we are only beginning to appreciate the 
importance of this research in bringing about change 
in corrections. For me, this understanding came to 
a closure with the recent publication of RotHman's 
great history of our management of socia1 deviance 
in the nineteenth c(lntury, The Discovery of the 
Asylum. Clemmer and his followers had convinced 
me that incarceration usually damaged the prisoner, 
however necessary his segregation from society might 
have been. 

What I had insufficiently appreciated until I had 
read Rothman was that our ancestors fully believed 
that incarceration was good for the prisoner. It 
separated him from evil influences and caused him 
to introspect about his salvation-both eternal and 
earthly. Our penal policy has been built around 
this assumption. It goes to work every time an 
offender is sentenced to prison. Partly because of 
the data furnished by research and partly because 
of the general revulsion inspired by both the learned 
and popular literature on the prison community, 
we seem to be using prisons less but with more 
discrimination. 

We have not yet arrived in the utopia in which the 
prison has withered away to extinction. Howev.er, 
we have, at long last, learned that incarceration 
is extremely bad for the very young, that the 
bigger the prison is the worse it is, and that as long 
as we have to have prisons we can minimize the 
damage they do by giving attention to justice and 
fair play, respect for the individual, and the creation 
of conditions of collaboration between staff and 
inmates. 

By no means have all of us learned these lessons, 
but research and the interpretation of research have 
made these lessons available for learning. Well within 
my own memory, judges and parole board mem
bers acted on the assumption that incarceration 
was good for offenders. I once believed this was true, 
t£>o. There is little excuse for the delusion now. 
We incarcerate because we must-·for the protection 
of society, to satisfy the demand for retribution, 
or to deter the potential offender. But in doing so, 

we should be fully aware of the research that has 
shown 110t only that incarceration is destructive, 
but also why its effects can only be reduced, not 
eliminated. This is a solid accomplishment of 
research, though unwelcome to the conventional 
prison administrator. 

The second theme of correctional research has 
led to the deflation cf the claims of rehabilition. 
Through the work of Martinson, Kassebaum, Ward, 
and Wilner, and Robison-·to mention only a few 
who have worked in this vein-we are now clear 
that we need not expect that treatment programs 
can rehabilitate offenders in conditions of incarcera
tion. We are not quite so clear about the efficacy 
of treatment in the probation setting. Nevertheles$; 
we have reached a point ill our ol'ientation to the 
problems of corrections in which the dismissal of the 
medical model is a cliche. We now avoid the wOl'd 
rehabilitation, and speak cautiously of reintegration, 
based 011 sociological/theories of interaction between 
the individual and ~!je community, 

The loss of Mth in rehabilitation has been the 
result of a sucr.;cssion of evaluative research projects. 
At first, evaluation was a naive process with little 
att(mtion given to the definition of variables, but 
in recent years some projects have been subjected 
to remarkably elaborate methodology. It is important 
to note that whereas this research has never proved 
that rehabilitation is an unattainable objective, the 
h 'ng and consistent string of statistically inconclu~ 
sive findings places a heavy burden of proof on 
those who advocate rehabilitation as a legitimate 
objective of correctlciiu! programs. Control for the 
sake of rehabilitation is simply not justifiable in 
the light of current knowledge. 

The third theme of correctional research has been 
de:riv,ed from systems theory. Viewing the correc
tional apparatus as a potential system, we can 
study the transfer of resources and changes in policy 
in terms of cost-benefit analysis. This process has 
resulted in major e~onomics at no apparent loss in 
public protection through the application of the 
probation subsidy model in California. I do not 
think we have a model for general implementation 
yet, but we can foresee a system in which the 
disposition of offenders will be guided by feedback 
in much the same way that needle-readingl'l on 
equipment gages keep engineers informed about 
the status of their operations. This new correctional 
system cannot possibly be error..;rree in its perfor
mance, human nature and conditions being what 
they are. However, we should be able to increase 
benefits and diminish the damage resulting from our 
use of the apparatus. 

It wouht be wflmg to attribute aU the changes 
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in our thinking about corrections to the achievements 
of research. Our society has changed, the nature 
of crime has changed, and our total fund of know
ledge about the human condition has vastly 
increased. Concepts from mental health, education, 
and businqss have been imported. Their influence 
on our ways of looking at O1:r tasks has been 
immense. Nevertheless, the impact of correctional 
research is clearly identifiaQle. Even if no more 
of it were done, its momenf;um would roll on for 
a long time to come, extendmg and stabilizing the 
changes that have begun to t~ke place in the last 
few years. 

I have never heard of a researcher who would 
concede that the tasks of his discipline were com
plete, that no more research needed to be under
taken. The incantation that "more research ",eeds 
to be done" is sometimes ridiculed as self-serving, 
but r will defend it as the byproduct of the research 
that has been done. The processes of extending 
knowledge humble and frustrate the researcher. 
Inevitably, he will discover the existence of unchar
ted territory, unresolved issues of which he had not 
known when he began his project. He does not 
dt\re to divert himself from his research design 
to explore the ir.viting byway, but he does have a 
r~sponsibi1ity to define the new issues as clearly 
as he can. Let me begin this part of my discussion 
with the extension of the research continuities I 
have defined so far. 

In a sense, as I have said, these three themes have 
run thdr course to the conclusions I have indicated. 
But thMe are epilogs to each and issues that still 
must be settled. These issues are not so critical 
to the future of corrections a.s the findings that 
research established during the last decade. How
ever, they must be explored and our national 
research strategy will be incomplete without pro
vision for their resolution. 

Our first continuity has brollght us to the d:is
maying conclusion that pris~ns ar~ !!~otructive, and 
that their use should be kept to 'tn:e minimum requir(ld 
for public safety. This leaves us with the intolerable 
position of maintaining destructive institutions for 
the incapacitation of certain offenders whom we 
define as dangerous. At the least, we must improve 
our methods for defining dange:rous offenders whit> 
'tnustbe segre:ated from the rest of us. Much dependl~ 
on 10ngi~udil1al studies that trace the course of. 
dangerous careers, btlt these studies should only be 
the foundation for experimentation with alternatives 
in the control of such offenders. We also have a 
responsibility for determining the necessary length 
of the incapacitation that we. think we must impose. 
Perhaps some must be locked up for life, but who 
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are they and how shall we know them when we 
encounter them? 

Perhaps a few years are all that are needed to 
bring to an end the will to violence in others, but 
how shall we know about that? Finally, what should 
these prisons be like? How can we extend the free
dom of choke that preserves humani\·[ from degrada
tion within the perimeters of incl,irceration? The 
urgency of these tasks has already been painfully 
articulated at such places as Attica and San Quentin, 
but I am not aware that plans are under way 
for undertaking them. 

In the second continuity, we arrived at the dis
establishment of rehabilitation as a correctional 
objective. I think the conclusion is more clear-cut 
than the evidence justifies. We do know that we 
cannot coerce a man into positive change, and 
this is woll worth knowing. But we do not know 
what the possibilities are for change in conditions 
that allow for the encouragement of a man's volition. 
We ·can hold to the position that no one would 
choose the wretched life of the criminal if he could 
choose better. How can we enable men to make 
that better choice? What kinds of services should 
they have that would make change a prospect in 
which offenders could have confidence rather than 
an illusion to be spurned? Without the hope for se1£
improvement, our prisons will be desperate places 
indeed and so will our courts and the other agencies 
of criminal justice. 

Our power to coerce offenders into changes for 
the better may be llonexistent, but if so, we still 
must search for ways to understand them and help 
them understand themselves. 

In the third continuity of research we have found 
ways of shifting more and more offenders from 
prisons to probation officers. This has been a mechan
ical job of systems analysis, so far, and its success 
indicates that we should continue with our attention 
to thl~ mechanics and the hydraulics of the system. 
If probation is the answer to more offenders than 
we had thought, then how much intensity of th~ 
contact as weU as its duration. However, we can 
push on with this cOQstructive strategy. If some 
people can be succesfully managed on probation 
with nominal contact with the probation officer, 
then it is possible that they would do as well on 
suspended sentences, thereby clearing up an untidy 
administrative situation? If so, who ar~ they and how 
shall we identify them when they come before 
the court for sentencing? 

There is enough work to be done along the lines 
that I have suggested so far to keep many researchers 
engaged in crucially important new work for many 
years to come. However, I think there are some 
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new beginnings that must be made. The tasks df 
research certainly should not be limited to pursuing 
the familiar patterns of investigation to further con
clusions. There are other responsibilitie!: for research 
to assume if we are to perform today's tasks as well 
as our technology permits and to plan realistically 
for tomorrow's assigllments. 

Let us begin with the bask raw material of 
research-information. The work of research begins 
with the collection of information and ends with its 
interNetation. In that st~ntence lurks a source of 
misun<lerstanding-the sp.eciaIized use of a familiar 
word. In ordinary life, we are accustomed to think
ing of information as a fact or a body of facts con
cerning somebodY or something in the world around 
us, The information may be relevant or irrelevant 
to actions we choose to take. It may be verified 
or unverified. It may be full or fragmentary. Infor
mation m.ay be anything we know or think we know. 

Such a loose definition will not do for the 
researcher .:>r the administrator in the midst of 
what we now know as the information re'.olution. 
In the new context, we must limit our use of the 
term to those facts-well-verified-that reduce the 
uncertainty of the decisionmaker. In corrections, 
th0se decisions bear on an offender's liberty or its 
deprivation. They must be based dn information 
with some predictive value. 

Correctional decisionmakers have b{)en making 
these decisions on the 'basis of information but 
without the benefit of research for a long time. 
There are two reasons for bringing the social scien
tist and the statistician to the decision maker's 
assistance. 

First, we want to know how we can make more 
correct decisions; and fewer incorrect decisions. The 
study of the information that goes into the making 
{Jf correct and incorrect decisions will go far toward 
the discrimination of useful from useless information. 
If information about a man's past recidivism is 
predictive of his success or failure after his return 
to the community, the decisionmaker should have 
that information for his consideration. Information 
that has no predictive value should not claim the 
decisionmaker's attention. Innumerable decisions 
have to be made in corrections by all sorts of 

, people with discretion over the lives, freedom, and 
convenience of others. To the extent that these 
decisions are based on information that is known to 
reduce uncertainty, we shall increase the effective
ness of our work. To the extent that decisions are 
based on pious hopes and groundless prejudices 
Wf.:;. shall continue to flounder. 

The second reas<;m for research on information 
has to do with the information revolution. Until 

" 

the computer came into our lives, the collection, 
verification, and interpretation of information was 
laborious and uncertain. We can now collect, verify, 
and do tests of statistical significance on enormous 
volumes of facts generated by the criminal justice 
system. We could collect even more. The question 
to be answered it: Who needs it? More specifically, 
who needs what information for what purpose and 
at what time? It is the researcher who must winno ...... 
out the information from the enormous quantities of 
data that the computer can extract from the crimi
nal justice system. Without the intervention of the 
researcher through the application of specific pro~ 
cedures for the appraisal of the significance of data, 
we shall all be swamped. 

A great deal is said about information processing 
in the Report on Courts, Information is power, power 
of a kind we have never had before. It is becoming 
cheap and abundant and will probably become even 
cheaper and more abundant. We are beginning to 
know how to use it in the criminal justice system, 
but until we have the equipment and the technical 
staff to operate it, 'our ability to profit from the 
information revolution wiUbe hypothetical. The con
cepts and technology are now available for the 
installation of information systems for operational 
use in correctio'1s across the country within about 
3 years. What is needed is the decision to move. 
This is 8. decision that will call for the kind of 
information system research I have outlined. Prop
erly implemented, corrections will become more 
humane, more just, and more effective. Improperly 
implemented, I might add, the correctional .\nforma
tion system could produce a monstrosity. 

More research is needed, too, on the processes 
of evaluation. The need is especially important now, 
because we have probably learned about all we 
can .from the traditional criterion of recidivism. We 
shall go on using it, as one of the needles on the 
battery of gages we use to determine how well the 
system is working, but it is cer~ajn that we need 
to find ways that wi!l not only register its condition 
but also explain it. The annual publication in Calif
ornia of data on the recidivism of yearly release 
cohorts for a wide variety of offenders is an impres~ 
sive technical achievement. However, once the fact is 
absorbed that most of the reci~ivism occurs during 
the first 2 years release, one is at a loss to make 
much out of the columns of figures so· painstakingly 
assembled. 

Much more work has .to be done to enable 
administrators and the various constituencies to 
which they are responsible to understand the data 
they are getting. The assumption that nonrecidivisro 
and success are the same thing is comforting, but 
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obviously false. The rationalization that the offender 
who returns to crime but chooses offenses of lesser 
magnitude when he recidivates is plausible until one 
considers what correctional program could possibly 
account for such a result. 

The problem that evaluatior.. presents the adminis
tr.ator arises from our preoccupation with the statis
tical methodology and our reliance on administrative 
data for research purposes. We have to find ways of 
emerging from the printout room to the streets 
themselves if we are going to understand the renults 
we are getting. This requirement calls for a new 
model for evaluation-one wl).ich explains what it 
registers. It would be pleasant to report that reseaI'ch 
is under way that will achieve this goal. Certainly, 
not only the research community itself but also the 
judges, the bars, and the police need this kind of 
understanding. However, to my bowldege, the links 
have yet to be forged between the basic research 
on program evaluation under way at the National 
Science Foundation and the application of this 
research to the criminal justice system. 

Finally, in this shopping list of research projects 
that need to be undertaken, I want to go out on the 
farther range, where we try to anticipate some. of 
the more obvious changes. I have already discussed 
the discburaging nature of the correctional present as 
indicated by the research now in hand. We can look 
at this research as clearing the way for innovation. 
Our mandate now is to innovate. We need experi
mentall'esearch directed at the design of alternatives 
to the present systems of control. The charge is 
urgent, but the means to satisfy it are by no means 
assured. 

No one can command the researcher to be crea
tive; we can only hope that in the research com
munity some creative individuals will heed the call. 
Thblr point of departure, it seems to mo, should be 
the construction of a model of the correctional 
apparatlls according to the best available thinking 
about alternatives. There i'S a lot of that thinking 
now going on. O'Leary has written suggestively of 
reintegration as an alternative to rehabilition. In 
statements which, so far as I know, have yet to be 
published, Commissioner Fogel of· Minnesota has 
sketched a justice model for corrections. I myself, 
have urged that we start with the concept of citizen
ship as a basis for reconciliation of the offender 
with the community as citizens. 

There is, in these notions, the basis for the 
reconstruction of the correctional apparatus around 
the concept that offenders are no more sick than 
the rest of us, but that the task is to enable them 
to be productive and conventional citizens rather 
than to cure them of the fictitious disease of crimi-
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nality. In aU of this theorizing there is the basis 
for some experimentation with new programs by 
social scientists with a flair ror applying theory to 
action. 

Probably, the area in which we heed the most 
help has to do with citizen participation in the 
criminal justice process. In common with most other 
human endeavors, corrections has been intensively 
professionalized in the post-World War II decades. 
We have arrived at a point at which the ordinary 
citizen has few roles to play in the whole criminal 
justice apparatus. This is especially true in correc
tions. Now I cannot deplore the acquisition and use 
of expertise; my whole argument today is to extend 
the usefulness of the expert's knowledge. However, 
communities are not composed of experts; com
munities consist of people. The artificial controls 
over the offeIlder that are professionally exercised 
are useful mainly for repression of crime rather than 
the reconciliation of the offender. 

We have much unfinished business in the study 
of the conditions in which the volunteer in the 
community can be recruited to facilitate the 
offender's restoration. Obviously, both time and 
goodwill can be prodigally wasted unless we know 
why we are doing what we are doing in this area 
and how we can do it best. 

I must also enter a f~lea for the study of conceptual 
and administrative change. Corrections is changing 
rapidly and, I think, irreversibly, but both the form 
and the pace of change differ widely from place 
to place. As sensitive as the subject is, we need to 
learn from each other's successes and mistakes. 
Should cha.nge be abrupt and almost cataclysmic 
as in Massachusetts? Should it be gradual, but pur
poseful as in California? These are topics that will 
call for new kinds of research and for skills that 
have not often been applied to corr~ctional problems. 

I cannot possibly have exhausted the requirements 
for future research. What I can offer here is some 
notion of the range of the work to be dOPoe and, 
I hope, a sense of the urgency of doing it. We know 
also that neither the funds to support this research 
nor the people qualified to do it are in adequate 
sUPllly. We must find a way of ordering our priorities. 

Coordination is a vague and unlovely word, 
admired by bureaucrats wha have risen to an 
eminence at which coordination is expected of them, 
and rightly suspect in the minds of those who watch 
it as a process. Yet I don't know what other word 
to use to cover the setting of priorities for research. I 
can only hope that in the context of correctional 
research it can become" process ~n which participa
tion is widespread and staff support is modestly 



receptive to suggestion but vigorously aggressive in 
the dissemination of results. 

What would the process of coo~dination be like? 
Let uS begin with the administratlve concern about 
the number of agencies with legitimate interests 
in correctional research. The temptation in the sim~ 
plistic managerial mind is to consolidate all correc~ 
tional research in some one agency of the Federal 
Government with a view to eliminating duplication 
and assuring maximum coordination of the allocation 
of funds. I would oppose this solution for two 
reasons. First, some competition in research is 
healthy. If a manager has no one else's results with 
whIch to compare his own annual report, he dQes 
not have a clear idea of how· well he is doing 
compared with what lv~ might do. 

Second, over the years, each of the several 
agencies in the field has developed its own relation~ 
ships with the research community. These continui~ 
ties are well worth preserving; much time can be 
wasted in reestablishing the relationships of trust 
between research managers and the qualified research 
workers with whom they have worked in professional 
intimacy. 

However, if consolidation is unnecessary, certainly 
some degree of organized communication among 
these agencies should be established. I advocate 
a White House staff role for interagency research 
communication to assure a regular planning and 
review process. My concern is not so much with 
the elimination of duplication, which is not nearly 
so serious a problem as some believe, but rather 
to assure that the government's research effort is 
reasonably complete. However this function is orga
nized, there should be provision for a long-range plan 
and a regular study of the results. This may mean 
spending a little more money on monitoring and 
review staff, but little enough when the cost of 
research and the importance of doing it effectively 
are kept in mind. ' 

The research plans should be related to objectives. 
In corrections the objectives can be spectacular. 
Weare at a point at which our national policy on 
incarceration can be radically changed. The pioneer
ing work of Miller in Massachusetts leads to the 
prospect of eliminating the incarcerative facility 
for juvenile offenders. The trends in adult corrections 
in California and Minnesota-to name only two 
States in what may be a national movement-is 
toward the reduction of the use of incarceration to 
the level required for satisfactory public protection 
from (he predatory and the disturbed offender. 

It is not too much to project a national goal of 
eliminating juvenile correctional facilities before 1980 
and to reduce adult incarceration at the same time 

to provide only for the confinement of those for 
whom no other control will suffice. We cannot imple. 
ment a program to attain these goals without research 
to design and test alternatives to the present system. 
Most of the concepts for these alternatives are avail
able for design now, We can be sure that investment 
in the needed research will be repaid not only in 
the intangibles of misery avoided but also in solid 
economies achieved by scaling down our huge 
national investment in correctional facilities. 

If a goal such as the one I suggest can be adopted 
as national policy, a step-by-step succession of 
research priorities can be readily formulated. The 
breathtaking changes in the structure of corrections 
that such a goal entails will be in abeyance until 
we can show that alternatives to incarceration can 
be provided that will be at least as effective as the 
present, obsolete system. The "deprisonization" of 
corrections is the objective haikd by humanitarians 
everywhere, but responsible decisiQnmakers may be 
forgiven if they refuse to deprisonize without some 
credible disposition for the offenders who have to 
be controlled. The priorities that will fall into place 
will be design and testing of programs that will 
supplant confinement of the offender to the greatest 
degree possible. 

The coordination of research must provide for 
the allocation of project responsibilities and the 
review of findings. Each agency should initiate its 
own dissemination, but the remaining agencies 
shoulcl be held responsible for seeing to it that their 
constituencies are advised of the significance of 
the projects completed. This calls for much wiser 
liaison with professioI1al associations and journals, 
much less reliance on the ability of hard-pressed 
administrators to keep up with the literature. In 
short, what corrections needs right now is an exten
sion. service that ~an assure the spread of good ideas 
and sound practice. 

I know that what I have recommended here runs 
counter to all prevailing wisdom about decentraliza
tion. To concentrate research . policymaking in 
Washington will centralize further a process that 
still is dispersed among' the State governments, at 
least to some progressive States. Nothing I have 
said should conflict with the responsibility of the 
States to evaluate programs, or their prerogative to 
initiate research with State fundf:l. However, I con
tend that the 'scarce Federal .funds for research 
should be strategically spent for objectives that can 
be related to national goals. The laboratories will 
be in the cities and the States, bUI; the planning hSil 
to be centralized if we are to avoid a muddled waste 
of money and instead have a soUd achievement to 
show for our efforts. 
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Nor do I want to foreclose on serendipity. There 
has been little enough of this commodity in cor
rections. We must provide for the original mind 
working on a problem that the research coordinators 
have not thought of. This happy result cannot be 
expected unless we establish procedures that welcome 
it. Until last year, the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration provided for pilot or acorn research 
projects, small grants to try out unusual thinking or 
ideas. Most of them were disappointments, and 
I will not defend the screening procedures as ade
quate to block the certain failure. But there were 
a few good projects, and there might have been 
more if steps had been taken to encourage good 
proposals. We should continue to provide some 
funds for small exploratory projects, fully expecting 
that many of them will not come to a significant end. 

The Corrections Task Force has outlined an 
ambitious program for the various rese~rch com
munities with interests in and qualifications for 
research in this field. It is an exciting program and 
M achieveable program. Indeed, we can reasonably 
expect that if we should meet again a decade hence 
we could attribute to research even more Significant 
,changes in the correctional apparatus than I have 
described here today. This expectation can only 
fail if we allow research to remove itself too far 
from the field of action in our planning, review, and 
dissemination. Leadership in'this city of Washington 
will continue to be necessary and I do not think 
that intelligent leadership will be either resisted or 
resented. There are too many of us. who know how 
badly it is needed. 

Thank you. 

Ms. Wheeler: Thank you, John. 
We noW have a respondent to a second recom

mendation of the task force. Our speaker has 
. responded with approval of the recommendation. 

that research be nationally coordinated. 
The next topic ~o be discussed is: "What should 

be the tole of the Federal Government in 
improvement of corrections?" 

Again, we are fortunate in having a man with 
great experience, great expertise, and a great variety 
of involvement to address himself to this subject. 
Milt Rector was elected President and Chief Execu
tive Officer of the National Council on Crime and 
Delinquency in 1972. This pleases us no <-nd, those 
of us who have known him as Mr. NCCD for 
many years. For some reason dr-another the agency 
doesn't seem to be able to stay put and we h~"e 
recen[1y followed it from New York City to Paramus 
to Hackensack-and heaven knows what comes 
after Hackensack. 
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He is a valued member of guiding boards and 
boards of directors of various kinds of agencies j 

including the American Correr-tional Association, 
th\;1 Osborne Association, the American Academy 
of Judicial Education, the Center for Correctional 
Justice, and the National Legal Aid and Defenders' 
Ass(.lciation. There are few organizations in the 
criminal justice system that would survive long with
out the assistance, advice, and participation of 
Milton Rector. 

Mr. Rector: The study of the role of the Federal 
Government and promulgation of standards and 
goals for the Federal criminal justice system were 
not within the charges given to the National Advisory 
Commission. Therefore, while the speaker is a mem
ber of the· Comm.ission the views expressed here 
are not thnse of. the Commission. 

Personally, I regretted that the Federal system 
of criminal justice was not studied because in so 
many ways programs established and services 
operated by Federal agencies are often regarded 
as models. They become trend setters for State 
and local government. The direct services of Fed
eral agencies are delivered at State and community 
level~ of government. Deficencies in planning and 
coordination within the Federal system have an 
immediate impact on Sta.te and local systems. AU 
serve the same people. 

If planning for Federal law enforcement, courts, 
and corrections is not the responsibility of a Federal 
criminal justice planning commission, it is difficult 
to justify Federal legisiation that mandates com
prehensive criminal justice planning at State and 
local levels of government. The National Advisory 
Commission recommends that corrections planning 
be integrated with planning for all other sectors 
of criminal justice. I submit that no one has yet 
addressed the need to integrate the planning for 
Federal corrections or other criminal justice services 
with State services. 

That the Federal Government does have a role 
in the improvement of cor,rections nationally is im
plicit in the work 'of the.National Advisory Com
mission itself. It was appointed by a Fe~eral agency. 
Its purpose was to establish standards and goals 
to be recommended by the Law Enforcement Assis
tance Adininistration, a Federal agency, for State 
and local criminal justice systems, with priorities for 
their implementation. The standards· and goals are 
to provich:; recommended guidelines for the use of 
Federal as well as State and local funds in the 
development of comprehensive State and local 
criminal justice systems. 

In addition to operating its own correctional 



systen't. in ways that will hopefuUyserve as a 
leaden~hip example for other ~ystems, the Federal 
Government now has other roles to help improve 
corrections nationally. 

While LEAA has allocated the greatest amount 
of Federal financial assistance, corrections has also 
received .considerable financial help for developing 
and testing new ideas and programs from the Office 
of Economic Opportunity, the Department of Labor, 
and from Health, Education and Welfare's Office of 
Education, Social and Rehabilitative Service, and 
Youth Development and Delinquency Prevention 
Administration. In fact, I think marty of us were very 
surprised when Congress closed the door on the 
open-ended Title IV section of the Social Security 
Act after tens of millions of dollars were being 
utilized by juvenile correctional services throughout 
the United Statt~s. 

LEAA's National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice and HEW's National Institute 
of Mental Health ,Center for Studies of Crime and 
Delinquency lead the Federal effort in correctional 
research. 

Technical assistance is offered to Stah and local 
corrections by LEAA primarily through Bureau 
of Prisons personnel. 

The Federal role in training corrections personnel 
has been spearheaded in the past by HEW's tormer 
Office of Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Develop
ment and by NIMH, which continues grants for 
professional treatment personnel. Enhanced train
ing opportunities have more recently been offered 
by funds from LEANs Law Enforcement Education 
Program and the National Institute on Corrections 
now being developed by LEAA and the Bureau 
of Prisons .. 

In addition to assuming and, since the establish
ment of LEAA, to strengthening its roles in financial 
assistance, research, technical assistance, and train
ing, the Federal Government has undertaken the 
development of a IO-year program for Federal 
corrections reform that the Bureau of Prisons hope.s 
ard has been mandated to develop as a model for 
State and locai corrections systems. 

The National Advisory Commission recommends 
thut every priority be given to the development of 
noninstitutional corrections programs and services 
that will treat every poss(bi:e, offender within his 
own community. The Comrriissiml. .c,alls for a shift 
away from our current institution-oriented correc
tional systems. It recommends that no new institu
tions fot juveiliie offenders be constructed, and 
that no new adult institutions be built until an 
analysis of the total justice system shows conclusively 
that no other alternative is possible. 

In these recommendations, the Commission has 
clearly set the direction for a new Federal leadership 
role in corrections. Until this time, the call for 
prison reform, while decrying the failure of insti
tutions, has given support to a reform movement 
that is still institution-oriented-a' movement that 
is currently seeking reform by designing new kinds of 
institutions, smaller institutions, and community
based institutions. 

If the recommendations of the National Advisory 
Commission for the improvement of corrections are 
to be implemented, it is critical that the mandate 
for a model Federal correctional system be recon
sidered at this time. In such rec'onsideration we 
should be willing to ask whether the Federal Bureau 
of Prisons has served its purpose and should be 
phased out. If the answer is affirmative, then the 
several hundred million dollars that the Bureau of 
Prisons is planning to spend-and indeed has started 
to spend-for a large number and variety of new 
institutions and residential facilities could be real
located for the development of model State and 
local systems. 

On the other hand, if the decision is that the 
Federal Government should continue to operate its 
own correctional system, then the la-year model 
should be examined within the context of the recom
mended standards and goals developed by the 
National Advisory Commission. To develop a cor
rections system (l.t the Federal level that is not consis
tent with what it recommends to State and local 
government, I submit, would be an inappropriate 
role for Federal Government. 

Federal criminal courts still use probation in 30 
to 40 percent fewer cases than do such States as 
Wisconsin, Rhode Island, and California. Pretrial 
intervention services and release on recognizance 
are still underdeveloped in the Federal courts. If a 
Federal corrections plan fails to project its detention, 
correctional institution, and community center nelfds 
upon a priority for the maximum expansion of 
such noninstitution corrections services, it will 
develop little but new names and facades for a 
new institution system. 

In 1967 a survey of corrections in the United 
States for the President's Commission on Law 
Enforcement and Administration of Justice found 
State and local governments with plans to spend 
$1.135 billion-this was before Federal funding 
was available--on new jails, detention centers, and 
corn:ctional institutions. As much as $1 million in 
expenditures were not being planned to expand 
and improve corrections through more innovative 
probation and. parole-even though two-thirds of 
all offenders were in the community. 
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Today-5 years later-we can add almost $1 
. billion more to those plans for new detention and 
confinement institutions in the 1970's. Included in 
this amount are ow~r $600 million pian ned for n.ew 
.Federal institutions under the Federal Bureau of 
Prisons proposed model plan. Tens of millions of 
dollars in additional expenditures are planned to 
refurbish and improve existing State institutions. 

As was the case 5 years ago, a very small por
tion of the correctional dollars are yet to be 
designated for noninstiutional and nonresidential 
correctioml. In fiscal year 1971, for example, the 
number of Federal probationers increased by more 
than 4,000, which at that time was more than 10 
percent. Only one Federal probation officer position 
was added to the already impossibly overloaded 
Federal probation system. In fiscal year 1973, the 
Federal probation system fared somewhat better, 
but still received only 168 new positions from 348 
positions requested. . 

The most impoitant role the Federal Government 
can undertake at this time to improlJe corrections 
is to lead America away from its overreliance on 
prisons and institution confinement. We who con
tributed the prison to worldwide penology as the 
best alternative to the penalty of savage mutilation, 
exile, or qeath, can lead the world in phasing out 
the prison and other cruel confinement institutions. 

Other alternatives are already in use, and othen; 
only await discovery and testing. Now, we readily 
use suspended sentences, fines, and probation fa!' 
well-to-do offenders who steal great sums of money 
through carefully conceived plans. Why not try 
similar sanctions for robbers and thieves who enjoy 
less social and economic status? Restitution in the 
millions of dollars to victims of crime rather than 
fines and incarceration might prove to be more 
beneficial to both tbe victims of crime and society 
in general, eVtl1l in cases of organized crime and 
racketeering. 

The relatively few dangerous, assaultive offenders 
who can't be released back il'lto the community 
call for F!;:)deral leadership and research not only 
to help sharpen the criteria for measuring dangerous
ness, but also to find the best agency and profes
sional discipline for the longtime care, rehabilitation, 
or confinement of dangerous offenders. Corrections' 
principal response to these offenders to date has 
been to plan for in.creased security and human 
storage even beyond that of traditional maximum 
security tp reduce the fear of their keepers. This 
response, i subrhit, caste a definite shadowQf doubt 
on the appropriateness of corrections as the agency 
for the future custody, care, and treatment of the 
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small number of dangerous offende:ts in the current 
population of our correctional institutions . 

The pursuit of this new leadership role will require 
Federal commitment and leadership to help expand 
noninstitutional community corrections to their 
maximum potential under State and local govern
mental auspices before aIlocaHng any further funds 
for experimental design or construction of new 
detention or confinement institutions. 

In the opinion of the speaker, a continuation of 
the Federal role in the operation of a separate 
Federal correctional system would impede a move
ment toward community corrections. Federal insti
tutions, at best, can only be regional institu
tions re.quiring the incarceration of many offenders 
great distances from their home communities. 
Without duplicating the services of State systems 
even more than at present, the very best of the 
forward-looking and progressive community cor
rections facilities of the Federal Bureau of Prisons 
must still house many offenders in cities far from 
their home communities. 

As the leadership of LEAA and its Federal fund
ing help the State correctional systems achieve and 
go beyond the Commission's recommended stan
dards, goals, and priorities, the Federal Government 
should gradually expand its present contracts for 
St~lte and local corrections services until all Federal 
offenders are cared for by correctional systems of 
their States of residence. With only a fraction of 
the funds now l:i-1located or planned for new Federal 
detention and correctional institutions, the Federal 
probation system could be expanded as model 
Federal corrections services for both pretrial inter
vention and community noninstitutional C9rrec
tions. Federal probation staff could serve every 
eligible Federal offender in his home community and 
could collaborate and contract with State correc
tional systems where detention-residential or 
institution-is required. 

With continued Federal leadership to help all 
State corrections systems attain the highest of stan
dards, the time may come when the Federal courts 
will prefer also to contract with State and local 
corrections for probation services. 

This new Federal leadership role would call for 
immediate reconsideration of pending Federal crimi
nal law revision. This will be before Congress at 
this session. In its prer;ent form, the proposed revision 
would make more, rather than fewer, State crimes 
into Federal crime~ ~ndwQuld increase, rather than 
decrease, the length f}f prison terms. The proposed 
revision would trail; r~:ther than lead, State crimirul:: 
law revision in the decriminalization of immoral 



I 
" 

and asocial behavior that is not criminal because 
there is no victim other than the offender himself. 

By a major investment in new diversion procedures 
and pretrial intervention services-as recommended 
by the Commission-plans for new Federal deten
tion centers in San Francisco, Chicago, and other 
large cities could be dropped immediately. With the 
upgrading of- local detention under the auspices 
of State corrections, the same local facilities could 
I,;ontinue to detain Federal as well as State off<5nders. 

The hnmediate diversion of juvenile anti youthful 
offenders to the States by the United States attorneys 
and courfs could negate current Bureau of. Pdsons' 
plans to build new regional Federal youth. institu" 
:~'.)us such as is noW planned for California, where 
State youth institutions have been emptied and 
stand empty because of the expansion of noninstitu
tional community corrections. 

In this new role, the Federal system could lead, 
too, along with California, Kentucky, Massachusetts, 
and Wisconsin where planning for the phasing out 
of large congregate care institutiolJs has already 
or soon will become reality. 

By turning away from the effort to set an example 
for State corrections through a Federal institution 
system, a far more important Federal role would 
be found in the'recommended National-Institute of 
Corrections proposed by this Commission. This 
proposed institute or academy could become the 
new agency tJ1rough which the Federal Government 
could coordinate the nationwide effort to improve 
corrections through helping States build new models, 
through technical assistance, research,help in 
training, and other forms of leadership and assistancr. 
to State and local corrections. 

Before closing, I briefly must mention another 
important function corrections could perform inter
nationally if the Federal Government will assume 
another important role. This is a role that too few 
in corrections give their attention to. 

Consistent with the movement toward community 
correction£» each Governor's office has a probation 
and parole interstate compact administrator with 
services coordinated by the Council of State Gov
ernments. Procedures have been established whereby 
persons who violate the law in another State may be 
returned for supervision on probation or parole in 
their home communities. Hopefully, soon all States 
will adopt compact legislation and procedures en
abling such offenders who require periods of institu
tion control and confinement to be returned to their 
States of residence to serve those terms in correc
tional centers near their places of residence. 

Those working in any sector of criminal justice 

today with the increasing speed of internaHonal air 
travel reqUire no example of t.he need to initiate 
planning now for international treaties or compacts, 
to parallel our interstate compacts, for the redprocal 
supervisi,on and control of offenders within their own 
nations as well as States of residence. 

At the Fourth United Nations World Congress on 
Prevention of Crime and Treatment of Offenders in 
Kyoto, Japan, 1970, those of us who were delegates 
from the United States joined in a resolution request
ing that the United Nations convene an assembly or 
conference of member nations' cabinet officers re
sponsible for law enforcement and the administra
tion of justice. Such a meeting of justice ministers 
should be given priority not only to discuss under 
appropriate United Nations auspices such interna
tional law enforcement problems as are encountered 
by attempts to combat skyjacking and the extradition 
of fleeing criminals, but also to initiate intercountry 
agreements whereby many offenders could appro
priately be returned to their own nations for correc
tiemal rehabilitation. The United States could as
sume leadership in this role by requesting the United 
Nations ,to convenf; such a conference to proceed at 
once with such international agreements. 

Under the leadership of the Council of Europe 
some of that Council's member nations' correctiv,ls 
systems now reciprocate with each other through 
such international agreements, both for confinement 

. and for supervision. The United States does not. As 
a result we have hundreds of Am(lrican youths who 
are not confirmed criminals serving destructively 
'long sentences in foreign prisons with no effort to 
intervene in their behalf by our Federal Government. 
NceD is making informal overtures for the return 
of some of these youngsters with the further informal 
agreement of some our State probatioJl'lnd parole 
compact administrators who are wiUing to volun
tarily supervise those who are returned. 

The real need, however, is for our Federal Gov
ernment to assume this additional correctiqnal lead
ership role for the official return of offenders from 
other nations for corrections within their home com
munities. This attention to corrections internation
ally and leadership b;; out' Federal Government to 
eliminate the prison a~ we know it today would in
deed elevate American corrections to one of leader
ship not only for the Nation but for the world. 

Thank you. 

Ms, Wheeler: Thank you, Milt. Milt has delivered 
. a real challenge to the Federal Government to pro~ 

vide leadership in a dramatic departure from the 
status quo. 
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Mr. Lee: We are very fortunate to have Mr. Nagel 
with us today. Mr. William Nagel. 

Mr. Nagel: Thank you, Frank. 
My understanding is that this is the one part of 

the Conference where we've been asked to express 
some of our personal opinions in addition to what 
was expressed in the task force report. 

I've been asked to speak today on what some 
people think is a pretty controversial quest\on: 
"Should any new major correctional institutions be 
constructed?)! As you l<nQ'Llil from the WarJdns 
Papers, which you've already received, the task force 
has taken a position on this subject. It's the position 
-and I will only quote it 'briefly-that each cor-
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, 
rectional agency administering State institutions for 
juvenile or adult offenders should adopt immediately 
a policy of not building DeIW major institutions for 
juveniles under any circumstances and not building 
new institutions for adults unless an analysis of the 
total criminal justke and adult corrections system 
produce a clear finding that no alterna,tive is possible. 

My position on this subject has altered noticeably 
over the years. In 1960, When I worked for Al Wag
ner at the Y Quth Correctilonal Institution at Borden
town, I enthusiastical!y sl.Ipported the building of a 
new 900-bed institution because we were really ter
ribly overcrowded. I had no doubt whatsoever in 
1960 about the need for correctional construction. 

Six years later, in 1966, I wrote t.he chapter on 
Adult Correctional Institutions for the Correctional 
Survey for the President's Commission on Law En
forcement and Administration of Justice. I've just 
reread what I wrote in 1966, and I note that I ac
cepted that America's archaic prisons needed re
placement. At the time, however, I also noted that 
the whole thrust in mental retardation-one of our 
allied fields-was away from institutional solutions. 
I remarked that new blueprints were then being de
veloped, which promised to eliminate from the 
American scene the colony for the feeble-minded. 

I added that corrections was in an analogous posi
tion and that the future C!f t..'1e prison was in grave 
doubt. Six years later, in 1972, 1 again was called 
upon to write a chapter for a major national study. 
This time it was for this Commission. This time, I 
guess it seems t.qat I had no doubts. I had reached 
the point where I thought we should not do ,any 
construction. 

Now, I don't take this position without awareness 
of the conditions that exist in our institutit'ms, their 
inappropriateness, and their remoteness. Our major 
correctional facilities for adults in the United States 
are ancient by and large. They were designed for 
the penal purposes of a much earlier era. They are 
quite unadaptable to present correctional concepts 
and programs. According to my limited research, 61 
of the adult institutions now in use were opened 
before 1900. Of. those, 28 were built more than 
100 years ago. 

Of the housing units currently utilized, over 30 
percent were first occupied prior to World War I. 
Another 30 percent were built between World War I 
and World War II. Our prisons, as you can see, were 
built to last. They have. 

The famous old Eastern State Penitentiary in my 
OW!'!. city of Phil~delph:a ~vn; buHt in 1829. It was 
closed in 1970. It still stands there at 21st and Fair
mount in all its grimness because its thick walls and 
~s solid steel and IllRsonry construction defy demo-
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lition. My State cannot afford the $3 million it will 
take to give old Eastern a decent burial. 

The jail situation is similar. According to the 1970 
jail census, 25,000 of all American jail cells were 
constructed prior to 1920. One-fifth of, th~se are 
over a centmy old. There are no facUities for exer~ 
cise or recr(~ation in 86 percent of our jails; 90 per
cent have no educational facilities; 25 percent do 
liot have vi:.lting rooms; and 47 American jails are 
without Hush toilets. 

I have personally visited all 55 of West Virginia'il 
county jails; S6 of Pennsylvania's; several in Florida, 
New Jersey, and Ohio; and others across thl! Nation. 
Most of them are affronts to the sensibilities of civ
ilized people and should be demolished. I say this 
because I know firsthand how bad they are. 

The ancientness of so many of our maJor institu~ 
Hons with their brutalizing designs provides per
suasive arguments to support a new and massive 
correctional construction boom. There are other 
compelling reasons. One is the remoteness of most 
of our present major institutions-not only our old 
ones, but also our new ones. 

I just finished visiting 100 of our newest cor.t'ec~ 
tional institutions in America-all built since 1960. 
Considering all the recent rhetoric about community 
corrections, I would have expected to find that mO!,:,t 
of those new im\titutions would have been built in 
or near the major centers of population and our 
major universities. This proximity would have af
forded the greatest opportunity for interaction be
tween the offender and the' creative and corrective 
forces that exist }n such centers. Also, the institu
tions would be "ear the larger sources of the inmate 
populations. 

My exper.:tations and reality were two different 
things. With the exception of jails, which are usually 
located at the county seats, practically all of the 
new correctional institutions were located in rural 
areas-far removed from universities, inaccessible 
by public transportation, and seemingly designed to 
discourage citizen and community involvement. 

In addition, these institutions are usually staffed 
by rural people, unsympathetic and antipathetic to 
the aspirations, life styles, and ethnic values of the 
majority of prisoners who are black, brown, and 
urban. 

It can be argued, therefore, that these isolated 
bastilles should be replaced b:v millions of dollars 
worth of new, smaller prisons. They should be built 
inl or adjacent to, the major population centers. 

Given a limited amount of time, it is impossib~~ 
to explain all of the reasL\,s why I think we should 
not pursue construction. 

Essentially, my conclusions have been reached 

after agonizing reappraisal of my 11 years as a staff 
member, assistant to the superintendent, and assis
tant superintendent of a major institution. They have 
been fortified by my reading of correctional Iitera
~ure, research, and most recently by my own re
search in that study I've just described to you. 

From the literature about the history of confine
ment, I learned that in the 2. centuries of the history 
of corrections, one treatment concept after another 
has evolved and has been absorbed into the system 
in continuous efforts to overcome the inherent weak
nesses of confinement. 

I worked for many years with Al Wagner here in 
what was regarde~ as one of the most progressive 
correctional institutions in the country,,-the Youth 
Correctional Institution at Bordentown. We were 
pioneers in the development of several ilew techQ 
niques, which at the time were considered very 
advanced. 

We went far and wide to recruit eager and com
petent psychiatrists, psychologists, social casew'\~rk
ers, teachers, and other skilled persons. And tb~y 
worked with imagination and devotion. We deve},· 
oped an institutional staff with a high morale',- a 
great sense of purpose, and a flexible approach to 
the treatment of crime and delinquency. Over the 
years, many inmates have told me that imprisonment 
at that institution had been meaningful to them. 

In spite of all our efforts during those exciting 
yoars, we did not appreciably change the reddivist 
rlite, Though staff efforts and programs mUltiplied 
during the period, our success rate did not change 
appreciably. We had a more humane institution, a 
more responsive one, and a more caring one. That 
made it worthwhile. However, we did not have a 
more successful one in terms of reduced recidivism. 

Our experience was not unique. C!lreful research
ers, such as Wolfgang, Wilkins, and, most recently, 
Martinson, have reported that few, if any, correc
tional programs have noticeably affected the recidi
vism rate. Martinson, in fact, reviewed 231 accepted 
st.udies of correctional treatment published since 
1945. The results are available in a volume entitled 
The Treatment Evaluation Survey.l The evidence 
from that survey indicates that the present array of 
correctional treatments has no appreciable effect
positive or negative~on rates of recidivism. 

Martinson echoes the conclusions articulated 20 
years ago by a gifted reporter and observer of Amer
ican prisons, John Bartlow Martin. In his book, 
Break Down the Walls,2 written after the prison 
---" 

1 Robert Martinson and Others, The Treatment Evalua-
liolf: Swvey. State of New York, Office of Crime Control 
Phmnln)$, as yet unpublished. 

l';J(ohu Bartlow Martin, Break Down the Walls. New 
YOI'k: Ballantine Books (1954). 
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riots of 1952~53, he wrote that professional people 
in corrections had devised a dangerous myth--that 
of institutional treatment. He said that it is a myth 
because ·it is not true that prisons can rehabilitate. 
He said that rehabilitation is a pie-in~the-sky idea. 
He said: 

We appear to believe that if we provide the stainless steel 
kitchen, the schools and shops and toilets, one day rehabili
tation will descend upon the inmate, like manna. 

Anoth~r gifted reportel', Ben Bagdikian, wrote 
practically the same thing 20 years later in his notle
worthy book, Shame of the Prisons (1972).3 Thils 
book was written after another series of deadly riots. 

Many scholars have tried to understand why insti
tutionalization does not seem to work. In 1948, 
Haynes 4 found the inmate community to be dis
tinctly antisocial. In addition, he found that the 
community worked against the goals of the larger 
society and thereby against rehabilitation efforts. 
Reimer,s even earlier, noted that inmates acquire 
status in terms of their anti authority reactions to the 
prison situation and therefore the behavior of the 
convicts is determined by convicts themselves. Clem
mer 6 observed that the prisoner, through assimila
tion and acculturation, takes on the delinquent 
values, mores, customs, and general culture of the 
penitentiary. McCorkle and Korn 7 conclude that the 
prison represents, and in fact is, the ultimate in social 
rejection and that its inmates develop increased anti
social values in order to "reject the rejectors." Other 
serious investigators-Sykes,8 Goffman,9 Cloward,lO 
and Schrag ll-have noticed that prison subcultures 
work powerfully to subvert even the most conscien
tious of treatment efforts. 

3 Ben H. Bagdikian, The Shame of the Prisons. New 
York: Pocket Books (1972). 

4 F. E. Haynes, "ThCl Sociological Study Ilf the Prison 
Community," The Journal of Criminal Law and Criminol
ogy, 39 (Nov.-Dec. 1948). 

S Hans Reimer, "Socialization in the Prison Community," 
Proceedings of the American Prison Association (1937), 
151-155. • 

6 Donald Clemmer, The Prison Community. Boston: The 
Christopher Publishing House: (1940). 

7 Lloyd McCorkle and Richard Korn, "Resocialization 
Within th~ Walls," The Sociology of Punishmel!t and Cor
rectio/l .• ediMI by Johnston, Savity, and Woltgang. New 
York: John Wiley (1970). 

8 Gresham M. Sykes, The Society of Captives. New York: 
Atheneum (1969). 

9 Erving Goffman, Asylums. New York: Doubleday and 
Company (1969). 

10 Richard A. Cloward, Theoretical Studies in Social 
.'~ .. _. ___ ._£~l!~~!~~ljR!!..2.t: ... P!.~".l.'.!l.rQIi,~.N~w York: Social Science 
; ~esearC~l Coum:l!, Pamphlet ;¥15 {1961). 
. 11 Clarence Schrag, "Leadership Among Prison Inmates," 

The Criminal. in Confinement, edited by Wolfgang and 
RadzinDwicz. New York: Basic Books (1971). 
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Gaylin,12 Weber,13 and others have noted another 
phenomenon that contributes to the failure of the 
prison and of many institutions for youth. Inlthese 
places, large numbers of human beings are placed 
in a closed society in which the many have t() be 
controlled by a few officials. This creates spe:cial 
counterproductive pressures. 

In the outside society, unity and a sense of com~ 
munity contribute to personal growth. In the society 
of prisoners, unity and community must be discour
aged lest the many overwhelm the few. In the world 
outskle, leadership is an ultimate virtue. In the world 
inside, leadership must be identified, isolated, and 
blunted. In the competitiveness of everyday living, 
assertiveness is a characteristic to be encouraged. In 
the reality of the prison, assertiveness is to be equated 
with aggression, and repressed. Other qualities con
sidered good on the outside-self-confidence, pride, 
and individuality-are eroded by the prison experi
ence into self-doubts, obsequiousness, and lethargy. 
In short, ~ndividuality is obliterated and the spirit of 
man is broken by the spiritlessness of Q·bedience. 

If this country is resolved to do som\~thing con
structive about tho cl'ime problem, one (.)f the first 
things it must do is to call a halt to the building of 
new prisons., jails, and training schools-at least for 
a time-while we plan and develop alternatives. I 
say this for two principal reasons. First, as long as 
we build, :we will have neither the pressure, the re
sources, Ulor the will to develop more productive 
answers. The correctional institution is the "out of 
sight, out of mind" response to the probl~m of crime. 
It gives UI; the impression that we have been strong 
and forceful in dealing with the criminal, and thus 
with crime. However, the fact is that we have merely 
swept the criminal and the problem under the rug. 
The jail or prison provides only the illusion of pro
tection against the criminal-while in fact they are 
contributors to more sophisticated criminal behavior. 

Secondly, jails and prisons are very expensive. If 
we were to begin to replace only those cells in 
American jails and prisons that were built more than 
50 years ago, the price tag would exceed $6 billion. 
If we were to replace all that are deemed inadequate 
or isolated, the cost wou1d exceed $12 billion. The 
result would be that two or three more generations 
of Americans would be saddled with an expensive 
and counterproductive nonsolution to the task of 
controlling crime. Neither the taxpayer nor the 
economy will tolerate that kind of expenditure. 

12 Willard Gaylin, In the Service of their Country: War 
ll.~;S1-rZ'l'S ;n":P,lsV'ii: NevY~ "lutk; ,\likill8 Pf~~$ {19.7(()~-

13 Robelt J. Web\~r, Juvenile Institutions Project: Report, 
unpublished draft. New York: National Council on Crime 
and Delinqu~ncy and the Osborne Association (1966). 



To insure that we don't saddle future generations 
of Americans with any more prisons and jails than 
the absolute minimum necessary to quarantine the 
relatively few intractable offenders, it seems to me 
we must put our resources and energies elsewhere. 

To begin with, we must attack the core problems. 
I'm not a social architect, nor the person to propose 
how we, as a Nation, should proceed in the task of 
eliminating the social and economic illnesses that 
plague our Nation and that conti'ibute so greatly to 
crime in the streets. I would suggest two repm'tti as 
good places at which to begin, however. They are: 
the current Commission report, which addresses it
self to our problems of racism; and the Eisenhower 
report, which add:esses the causes and prevention 
of violence. 

Both suggest that we must reorder our national 
priorities. As the Eisenhower Commission stated it: 

The time is upon us for reordering of our national priori
ties and for a ~reater investment of our resources in fulfill
ment of the two basic purposes of our Constitution: to 
establish justice and to ensure domestic tranquility.H 

Within the criminal justice system itself, we have 
much to do. That's what this Conference is all about. 
We will never fuce up to the many urgent taBks 
spelled out in this monumental report-tasks such 
as rewriting the criminal code, speeding up the arrest 
and adjudication process, developing new ways to 
divert the untried from the bail-jail dilemma, devel
oping more rational vehicles for organization and 
planning, creating civilized alternatives for the young, 
the alcoholic, the addict, the sick, and the deranged. 

Public policy during this decade should seek effec
t~ve ways to protect the public. A more just society 
offering opportunity to all of its segments will pro
vide some of that protection. The prison-call it by 
any other name-will not. It is obsolete, cannot be 
reformed, should not be perpetuated through the 
false hope of forced treatment, and should be re
pudiated and abandoned. 

The protest against aband(o>ning the bricks and 
mortar solutions will come from every quarter. The 
hard-liners will demand more, not less, cell space; 
the wardens and sheriffs will insist that their prisons 
and jails are inadequate and overcrowded and must 
be supplemented or replaced by new ones. The ideal
ists, sickened by the inhuman conditions in our jails 
and prisons, will lobby for bright new replacements 
for intolerable places. The civil libertarians will 
argue that since our jails do not provide the basic 
'protections and rights gu~ranie~d 'eyr tn~ 'CUtistiLu
tion, they should be replaced by new jails that do. 

14 National Commission on the Causes and Prevention of 
Violence. 

Architects and contractors, with their edifice com
plexes, will be quick to oblige. 

However, this country of pragmatists must resist 
the pressures to build, or America will have delayed 
-and at great cost-the more reasonable solutions 
that this great Nation must inevitably create. 

In this Nation, we must-like our forefathers who 
invented the penitentiary 200 years ago as a sub
stitute for the brutality of corporal and capital pun
ishment-have the courage and the humanity to 
create a substitute for the penal system. Our present 
penal system has proven to be both inhuman and 
nonproductive. This is our great task, and this is 
our great responsibility. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Lee: I'm unable to resist speculation. If, as 
Bill has suggested, th~ architects are suffering from 
an edifice complex, perhaps those who favor capital 
punishment have an electrocution complex. 

Bill has given us a blueprint for what we need to 
do and will do. We need to find out how we go 
about getting the community to accept and, in fact, 
encourage these solutions. 

We're particularly fortunate to have O. J. Keller 
bring us a message on this subject-getting the com
munity to accept and encourage solutions. Mr. Keller 
is the Director of the Florida Division of Youth 
Services, and a former Chairman of the Illinois 
Youth Commission, with additional background in 
media. He's particularly well-qualified to address 
this problem. 

Mr. Keller: Thank you. 
If ever a time was ripe for community-based cor

rections, it is now. No matter what professional Pl':
riodical deals with the corrections dilemma, the point 
is made repeatedly that the treatment of offenders 
in large institutioIlS is both ineffective and costly. 
Even those few institutions that are doing a credit
able job are tarred with the same brush. 

Thanks to television exposes and articles in pop
ular magazines, a major segment of the general pub~ 
lic now largely accepts the idea that incarceration of 
offenders in huge penitentiaries and training schools 
usually does more harm than good-returning to 
society individuals more warped and damaged than 
at the time of admission. The same point is ham
mered home in every issue of such publica:tions as 
Fortune News and Penal Digest International, both 
produced by ex-offenders. Even BrQ!ldWIlY has dra
matica'!i:y . oruug~!~' ii'!o' s'a·:.Ui:J~~t, 6'i<g- . "'~': }:~~·~~~tll~is';1~l· 
life to public attention. .. 

FOril the correctional administrator inter.ested in 
l'!lovio:g from the traditional institutional scene to 
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something more promising, ample rationale can be 
found for community-based corrections. Certainly 
one valid argument is that offenders can best be 
taught to cope with pressures and temptations in the 
real world of the community, rather than in the 
totally artificial environment of a closed institution. 

For example, the youthful halfway house resident 
must learn to deal with the public school teacher 
who flunks him, as well as the police officer who 
subjects him to periodic shakedowns. Sudden release 
to such frustrating situations from a remote training 
school will probably do little to assist the youth in 
coping with these pressures. Plac~ment in commu
nity-based programs fOl'ces offenders of whatever 
age to undergo reality-testing evf,\ry day. 

While provided with a definite degree of support 
in the community program, they learn to hold jobs, 
change failing grades to passing ones, resist the solic
itations of the drug pusher, reduce the suspicion and 
hostility of particular policemen, and realize that 
some heartbreaking aspects of their own family sit
uations will have to be recognized for what they 
are. In short, one major argument for community
based corrections is that coping with real-life prob
lems in the day-to-day world is a more likely 
prescription for later noncriminal behaVior than the 
often traumatic reentry to the community from the 
distant institution. 

From an administrator's point of view, it makes 
sense to keep a certain amount of subtle pressure 
on a commpnity to recognize that it-the community 
-has a definite part to play in the rehabilitation of 
offenders. After a11, delinquents and criminals dQ 
not just spring from nowhere. Society's misfits are 
usually tbe end-product of years of neglect and 
unhealthy molding. 

Society should nelt be able to escape its own 
part in reversing alienation. Public schools need to 
be reminded that special motivational programs and 
excellent counseling-not suspensions and expUl
sions-offer the best answer to behavior problems 
that began itt school. Lc)cal employers and unions 
need to know that their c,ooperation is needed, if the 
crime cycle is to be inteltrupted. The average citizen 
has a major part to play by being willing to volun
teer his friendship to someone accustomed chiefly 
to rejection 81'ld fl1ilU1l'e. Interestingly enough, the 
principle of the message of community responsibility, 
while unsettling to some listeners, is generally ac
cepted by most civil( groups confronted with the 
prospect of a correctional program based in their 
locale. 

In a materialistic cult'are, money talks. One of the 
most productive sales. tools in cqlivlncing State of
ficials, legislators, and taxpayers is the argument that 
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it is far less costly to establish a community-based 
program than an institution. Institutions can well be 
compared to small cities, since they possess their 
own schools, vocational shops, infirmaries, chapels, 
maintenance shops, utilities, and transportation sys
tems. Construction costs, of necessity, are high, usu
ally from $20,000 to $30,000 per inmate bed. 

On the other hand, a halfway house program can 
frequently be created by simply buying and renovat
ing what may have been a white elephant on the 
local real estate market-an old motel, nursing 
home, church with its adjacent Sunday school build
ing, or small apartment building. Fot' approximately 
$150,000, the correctional administrator can pur
chase and remodel such a facility to serve 25 offen
ders in the community. That same sum would pro
vide only five to eight new institutional beds. 

Operational costs are of similar interest to mem
bers of the State hierarchy or public concerned about 
taxes. Although . some community-based facilities 
have excessive per diem costs, these are generally 
programs employing psychiatric or traditional sCAlial 
casework methods. Since such approaches have not 
been notably successful with the great bulk of juve
llile and adult offenders, the correctional adminis
trator: can feel relatively sure that such costs should 
gonerally be avoided. 

Using the self-help, reality-oriented group ap
proach found in many community-based programs, 
an administrator can experience daily operating 
costs of roughly two-thirds of those of institutional 
care-that is, if the latter offers treatment worthy of 
the name. The reason is simply that community
based programs can make use of local schools, parks, 
hospitals, churches, guidance clinics, and training 
centers; while on the whole, training schools and 
prisons must duplicate these resources. In one south
ern State~ halfway house programs for juvenile de
linquents operate at $13 per day, while training 
school costs average $19 per day. The fact that the 
latter program is one-fourth more expensive than 
the former is surely of interest to others besides those 
in the State budget {)ffice. 

In pre:;enting a v9.l'iety of arguments to the public, 
the correctional administrator discovers that certain 
audiences are more interested in one line of reason
ing than in another. While the economies of com
munity c!)rrections will find many listeners, other 
audiences will be primarilY interested in the human 
beings involved. 

Exposed to the extremely unfavorable publicity 
about large prisons and reform schools, the general 
public is now quick to recognize the more humane 
aspects of community-based programs. The offender 
iives 'a more normal existence than .... vcu!d be PCg- I 
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sible in the large institution. Contact with his fam
ily, friends, and church are all possible. SChDOI or 
employment ties can often be maintained. In the 
case of the juvenile delinquent, the child's parents 
call be intimately involved in the treatment program. 

Tho intensity of the treatment experience 'asually 
exceeds anything encountered in a traditional ';,or
rectional facility. Comparatively small in size and 
limited in popUlation to no more than 25 or 30 
people, the individual community-based program 
calls for constant interaction between staff and. resi
dents. Everyone knows everyone else very well. 
Danger signs can often be detected by alert staff 
in suffic;ient time to resolve incipient problems. The 
problems, after all, are those of the real world, not 
those of an iastitvtional environment. 

With institutions in disfavor and with convincing 
arguments for community-based programs both from 
economical and humane viewpoint~. what obstacles 
stand in the way of their rapid proliferation? Despite 
the general swing toward community-based pro
grams philosophically, the actual establishment of 
many government-supported halfway house pro
grams has been comparatively modest, when one 
considers the si:r;e of the corrections task confronting 
this huge .. cC'untry. 

Perhaps a ready ex~la'lation is that community
bas~d corr~ctions has been forced on many admin
istrators in spite of themselves. Having risen to au
thority in sy~tems that have been traditionally ori
ented toward close custody, a number of those in 
authority now find H difficult to put aside old ideas, 
much less convince the public that a better, more 
effecthre method of treating offendurs can work. 

Where correctional change has been virtually 
forced from outside, the tendency has been merely 
to move institutional pracHce and philosophy into 
smaller residential units in the communityo How
ever, this may lead to serious trouble1 because tra
ditional penal methods have not compelled oftMdefs 
to make responsible decisions. With the physical re
straints of a closed institution removed, a philosophy 
demanding inmate involvement and participation in 
decisions is crucial, if community-based corrections 
is to be successful. 

Without going into lengthy explanations, this can 
often be accomplished through daily discussion ses
sions, where residents are urged to talk freely about 
themselves, the day's events, and the treatment pro
gram. Although the staff is very much in ~harge, 
their role is not a conspicuous one. Control is actu
ally achieved by creating an atmosphere where the 
offender can examine hltnself and others honestly, 
gradually making increasil1g1yresponsible decisions 
about his life. The atmosp:here wit~n the facility is 

one of honesty and mutual concern. There are no 
"sacred cows." The staff rllcogr.izes that their own 
behavior is open to frank dhlcussion. 

Where serious problems OC'I\lf in establishing half
way houses and other community facilities. one often 
finds that poorly conceived programs have preceded 
the present undertaking. The public has a right to 
be angry when halfway houses are opened that sim
ply transfer all the hostility and antisocial behavior 
of a jail to their vicinity. The mel'e placement of 
offenders in open, nonsecure residences does not 
guarantee they will be good neighbors. Some neigh
borhoods have been placed in a legitimate state of 
anxiety by residential centers that were not only 
maintained at a miserable state of repair, but also 
housed a disreputable populatiun all too willing to 
find escape through alcohol or drugs. 

Unless the correctional administrator is con
vinced that he has a treatment approach that will 
permit offenders to live responsibly in a community~ 
based program, he should avoid moving in this di
rection. True, his own days as an administrator may 
be limited. Yet he would be honest in recognizing 
the perils of shifting to the community an institu
tional atmosphere too often dichotomized by the 
opposing cultures of the "keepers" and the "kept." 

Presuming that an administrator feels confident 
about the treatment philosophy he will employ in 
establishing community-based programs, he needs 
to take several preliminary steps befor~) carrying his 
message to the general public. 

First, he has to be sure that his own superiors, 
conceivably the Governor, but just as likely the ad
ministrator of an encompassing "umbrella depart
ment," win support him ill his endeavors. As noted 
at the beginning of this paper, the time is ripe for 
such support, because State officials everywhere are 
looking for alternatives to traditional institution~. 

If his immediate superior and the Governor en
dorse the concept of· community-based corrections, 
the administrator has passed a major obstacle. This 
is especially true if community cortections becomes 
one of the key planks in the Governor~s piatfol'm. 
With the power of the Governor's office and legis
lative connections behind him, the job of moving 
the enabling bills and appropriations through th~ 
legislature is made easier. 

Nevertheless,it is still essential that key legisla-; 
tive leaders, and especially members of relevant 
committees, be made aware of all the arguments in 
favor of community-based corrections. In draftipg 
the bill to establish the facilities, the administrator 
should use language specific enough that the State 
budget office, in its later close review of all legisla-

181 
",.". '" '," 

I( 
'( 

''\\ 

\i 
/1 



tion, does not discover legal blocks to a particular 
type of community program. 

In proposing ohanges to a traditional corrections 
system, the administrator will probably nnd . his 
chief sources o.f support in the media. Much of the 
ferment over tbe failure of training schools and pris
ons has resulted from the investigations of news
paper, television, and radio reporters. If fully bl~efed 
on plans to move to small, community-based facili
ties that ",fier a variety of programs throughout the 
State for offenders with differeD~ n6eds, the press can 
do much to gain acceptanr.:e f.)t the movement. 

Feature sto!:'ies eany the message that both hu
manity and common sen~e ,Jan for treating offenders 
as close to home as possible. Taxpayers will benefit. 
Various communities will enjoy payrolls from new 
programs havirlg annual expenditures in excess of 
$100,000. A positive, genuinely rehabilitative effort 
~s finally replacing old-fashioned, punitive methods. 
While not always fair in their criticism of the honest 
efforts of institutional personnel, the overall effect 
of articles and broadcasts endorsing community
based corrections is to allay the amdety of the 
general public. 

Relieving the general public's anxiety, however, 
is not the same as mollifying citizens in Wh(lse 
neighborhood the community-based program will be 
situated. In the case of delinquent children, this 
problem can "be eliminated ,almost totally through 
the US(l of group foster homes. Because the foster 
parents Own their own homes, and because they are 
generally known to, and accepted by, their neigh
bors, little uproar ensues V:l~~n a"few more phildren, 
often additGnal to the fO&,'ter· parents' own young-
sters, appear in a neighborhood. ' 

The situation may be somewhat more t'Duchy if 
the foster children in a group home are both black 
and white. Here again, the relationship that the fos
ter parents have with their neIghbors is vital. More~ 
over, if the home is located on a very large yard, or 
on several acres of land, physical distance from 
a;;djacent property can reduce tensions. 

The correctional administrator who overlooks the 
placement of delinquent children with good foster 
parents makes a serious mistake. Even when a truly 
",dequate sum is paid per day (between $8 and $10 
per child), the cost of such care is far below that of 
staff-operated facilities of any kind. The headaches 
of community acceptance are almost nonexistent. 

Obviously, not all delinquent children can be 
placed with good parent surrogates. The placement 
of children with existing agencies should also be an 
important consideration. Unless far more expensive 
than State· operated programs, such resources can 
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provide an excellent alternative to training schools. 
The advantages are suveraI. 

Because the agency is already known to the people 
in its immediate area, a policy decision to accept a 
limited number of "children with problems" will 
usually arouse no anxiety on the part of those near~ 
by. Instead of having to go through the often cum~ 
bersome State procedures of leasing property or 
building new facilities, the State agency can quickly 
contract for care. 

Of course, the disadvantages must also be recog
nized. Sometimes, the private agency is highly selec
tive, refusing many children for admission or acting 
swiftly to expel those presentit:lg any behavior prob~ 
lems. In fairness to the ch~:-~ m placed with such 
agencies, the State agency has a respons!bility to 
monitor what goes on very closely. Otherwise, in 
some instances; the very institutional environment 
that the administrator wanted to avoid has simply 
been duplicated at the local level. A preliminary 
"meeting of the minds" on treatment philosophy is 
essential. 

In discussing group foster homes and private 
agencies, emphasis has been given to the juvenile 
delinquent. As to older offenders and more sophis
ticated delinquents, State agencies must often estab
lish their own programs, due to the reluctance of 
private groups to provide community service to per
sons with criminal records or lengthy delinquent 
histories. Although some excellent work in this area 
is being done by some privately operated halfway 
houses, most of which are active in the International 
Halfway House Association, their ability to serve 
large numbers of offenders at present is very limited. 

In prepariI1g to establish a halfway house in a 
particular community, it makes sense, time permit
ting, to have as many key people of that community 
invoived in the project as possible. In enlisting their 
support, the approach should be through individual 
contact. They should take part In the planning of 
the site and program. In so doing, they come to look 
upon it as "our project." The approach taken by the 
State should only be positive. In accordance with a 
State plan for vastly improved correctional services, 
this community has been selected for a variety of 
reasons, which might include: a progressive city 
administration, a competent police force, a good 
school system, an active citizenry supportive of a 
variety of good works, or that the community is 
known for its interest in coping with problems at a 
local level. 

Whatever the reasons, the State agency should not 
approach people with a hat-in-hand, "won't-you-Iet
us-establish-a-halfway-house" attitude. The key peo
ple of the area need to understand that, although 



the facility might have been located elsewhere in the 
State, their particular location was carefully selected 
to assist them with a l()cal need. Not only will this 
excellent new State program assist them in providing 
better care for offenders from their community, but 
also the forthcoming expenditure of State funds will 
mean jobs and steaciy, reliable income to the com~ 
Jllunity. 

If the halfway house is for young people, the pro~ 
gram will keep young people in school, guaranteetng 
that the local school district will not lose Average 
Paily Attendance funds. If the halfway house is for 
adults, the program will assist the residents to find 
employment, thereby carrying their own weight, in~ 
stead of doing unproductive time in some distant 
institution. 

Where such planning has taken place, the even~ 
tual establishment of the halfway house is usually 
looked upon as a real coup for that comJllunity. The 
site selection can be achieved with virtually no re~ 
sistance on the part of immediate neighbors. The 
involvement in the planning by municipal authori~ 
ties, school personnel, judges, law enforcement offi
cers, and legislators creates a power base difficult for 
opponents to overcome. In addition to the above, 
the type of private citizen willing to worl.: actively 
on such local efforts as United Fund campaigns be
longs on the planning committee. 

Unfortunately, such careful planning often fails to 
take place. The State. agency may lack the personnel 
to keep in regular contact with all the people who 
need to be involved at the local level. Unless a Fed
eral grant is obtained to employ an individual spe
cifically for this purpose, the groundwork often is 
done in a more haphazard manner. What often hap
!Jens 'is that the State agency proceeds with local real 
estate brok~rs to search for property, after making 
a limited number of contacts with local officials. 

Although the most desirable course calls for ex
tensive planning and searching in conjunction with 
community "power people," the real requirement is 
to make sure that the neighborhood is properly zoned 
for a halfway house. If the zoning test has been 
successfully met, the antagonism of certain neigh
bors can be dealt with at a later date. 

Needless to say, a neighborhood undergoing 
transition is one where less opposition will be en
countered than a blue-collar or middle class district, 
where homes have been in the same hands for many 
years. Although a quiet residential street offers a 
more homelike atmosphere, a location on a busy 
traffic artery, lined with somewhat rundown apart
ments, service stations, and business houses will en
counter less neighborhood hostility. 

Unfortunately, although the general public may 

now subscribe to the concept of community-based 
correctional programs, acceptance 'dissipates rapidly 
when immediate neighbors realize it is to be in their 
neighborhood. "I'm sure it's a fine idea, but why do 
they have to locate it on my street?" is an expression 
frequently heard after the site has been announced. 
Even when efforts have been made to conduct door
to~door campaigns, fully explaining the program, 
and personally introducing one or two of the first 
residents, "a kook armed with a petition and ·a pen
cil" can upset the staff work of many days and weeks. 

Although homeowners will talk about a potential 
crime upsurge and the hazards ,to their wives and 
children, their real fear-not as frequently voiced
is that property values will go down. The mall who 
has worked for years to payoff his mO'ftgage sud
denly sees his investment threatened. Despite testi
monials and other proof from elsewhere that weH
operated halfway houses will not jeopardize rea]' 
estate holdings, one or two hostile neighbors can 
turn a whole area into an uproar. It is at this point 
that the administrator, armed with an ironclad zon
ing permit and supported by as many of the com
munity leaders as he can muster, moves ahead to 
occupy the newly-acquired tesidence. 

Occasionally, a "town meeting" can help to alle
viate, neighborhood opposition. In one situation, 
community anxiety was aroused by a metropolitan 
newspaper headline declaring, "Delinquents to Oc
cupy Youth Camp." The camp, erected 35 years ago 
by WPA workers in a State park adjacent to a town 
of 10,000 had been used only infrequently by local 
sco~t troops. Fears were put to rest through the as
sistance of two legislators, who, working in conjunc
tion with the juvenile court judge, and with city 
and county commissioners, arranged for a public 
meeting in the ~ounty courthouse. 

A week prior to the meeting, the local newspaper 
ran a major news story, itemizing positive benefits to 
the community and portraying the young residents 
as "children in trouble," rather than as hoodlums. 
The editor of the paper deserves considerable credit 
for the positive nature of both the front-page article 
nnd accompanying editorial. By the time. the meeting 
took place, only a dozen townspeople made the ef~ 
fort to attend. In turn, they were disarmed by being 
introduced to boys from. a similar community-based 
program, whose friendly, honest manner won the 
hearts of the adults., 

A later, similar effort in another community was 
not at all successful. In this case, instead of being 
located in a nearby State park, the halfway house 
was in a recently vacated apartment building, sur~ 
rounded by lower and middle-class hOJlles. The 
meeting opened in a spirit. of ange\\ with property 
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owners recalling unfortunate experience.s with a pri
vate halfway house for alcoholics and a drug rehabil
itation center. 

Protesting that an additional facility for adoles~ 
cent delinquents was too much to endure, they were 
not about to be placated by officials, State agency 
spokesmen, or the four or five young people pre
pared to explain the program. When the State rep
resentative responsible for convening the meeting 
attempted to speak in the program's behalf, he was 
heckled and interrupted by cries of, "We'll get you 
at the next election." 

The reason for the different receptions is that the 
situations themselves were quite different. In the first 
situation, the facility, although considered "local 
territory," was a good 2 miles from the nearest home. 
The citizens, having no personal experience with a 
community correctional program, were assured by 
the local press and by their elected officials that no 
harm would result. In the second situation, the neigh
boring homes were within a few feet of the converted 
apartment building. Unfortunate circumstances in 
connection with the two private facilities had left a 
bad impression in people's minds that no amount of 
argument would dispel. Moreover, with the excep
tion of the State legislator, local officials preferred 
to maintain a hands-off attitude in the second situa
tion. The juvenile court judge, although privately 
supportive of the program, was not about to make 
his opinion public. 

The outcome for these two halfway house pro
grams, however, has been the same. In both cases, 
the young residents have acted so responsibly that 
neighborhood opposition, especially in the second 
situation, has disappeared. 

Naturally, there will always be one or two hard
core citizens ready to seize any opportunity to criti
cize the halfway house program. These individuals, 
however, are common to any neighborhood and are 
completely overshadowed by the many people willing 
to be friendly when they see that their initial fears 
will not be realized. 

A well-run community-based correctional pro
gram will soon win many friends in its immediate 
vicinity. Obviously, it is important that the residence 
itself be in excellent repair, clean, and fresh-looking 
-hopefully better maintained than under prior own
ership. As such, ·it will add to, not detract from, the 
neighborhood. 

In tile case of the converted apartment house, an 
old couple across the street was quick to make over
tures, commenting not only that, "the place not only 
looks a lot better," but also that "your boys are a 
lot quieter and more polite than the folks that used 
to rent ihose apartments." Although it sounds more 
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like Hollywood than reality, the boys further en
deared themselves to the neighborhood by finding 
and returning one old woman's diamond ring, lost 
months before when she stumbled on the corner 
where the halfway house is located. 

Although State agencies may lack the personnel 
to do all the desirable "groundwork" prior to estab
lishing a community-based program, the good half
way house superintendent, once on the scene, is 
constantly engaged in building local support. This 
involves the establishment of a local citizens advis
ory board, consisting both of "power people" from 
the larger community and of residents from the im
mediate area. These neighbors often prove to be the 
real workhorses of such a committee, willing to bake 
birthday cakes, make curtains, and serve as hostesses 
on open house days. 

It makes sense to be active in local community 
benefit campaigns, not only keeping the area near 
the house clean and cared for, but also volunteering 
manpower for antilitter and bottIe pickup drives. 
Here again, newspapers and broadcast stations are 
quick to report good deeds on the part of former 
offenders. When such people are discovered helping 
children at a local hospit"l or retardation center, 
assisting in the local animal shelter, and helping 
elderly residents of nursing homes to attend recre-
ational events, that's news. . 

Different administrators have their own techniques 
for winning community acceptance. One puts only 
the best risks in the halfway house during its begin
ning stages; so that neighbors who drop by out of 
curiosity will be favorably impressed and to pre
clude the likelihood of any delinquent activity during 
those crucial weeks. Another had the halfway house 
residents make personal calls on every home within 
a radius of several blocks. Armed with written invi
tations outlining that refreshments and a house tour 
would be provided, the young men urged their 
neighbors to come over and see what the program 
was all about. Although the actual turnout for the 
party was modest, the opportunity to meet one or 
two halfways house boys made many area residents 
feel better about the project. 

In the long run, however, the individual who will 
make or break community-based programs .with re
spect to public acceptance is the director Or superin
tendent. He represents the new breed of correctional 
administrator-willing to tolerate the cumbersome 
procedures demanded by governmental administra
tive process, and willing to give directly of his own 
talents in rehabilitating offenders. He takes risks, 
tests new ideas, gives offenders as much responsibil
ity as they can handle, and constantly seeks to in
volve the public in his work. No eight-to-five 



bureaucrat, he must be free to work extraordinary 
hours when the occasion demands. In fact, no· key 
treatment personnel in community programs should 
be fettered with debilitating wage and hour restric
tions. 

Whether or not a community-based facility will 
win friends and disarm skeptics will ultimately de
pend on the caliber of its director. No distant office
type administrator, he must be on the scene, ready 
to be involved in problems th<lt arise, and willing tG 
sacrifice both privacy and family life as long as the 
crisis exists. In the juvenile field, although most pUQ
lic schools are ready to accept halfway house resi
dents into their student bodies, they do so with a 
watchful eye. 

Too often the balfway house boys become easy 
scapegoats when vandalism or theft occurs in school. 
When such misunderstandings and problems arise, 
the director must be able to deal calmly and wisely 
with school personnel. In building good relations 
with the police, fire department, and sheriff's office, 
again, he is responsible. Where professional groups 
and private agencies feel threatened by the advent 
of the halfway house, his job includes turning resis
tance into acceptance and cooperation. 

Persons able to successfully direct community
based programs can be found. They are the same 
sort who enlist in Peace Corps and VISTA, eager to 
offer themselves to a public service-both motivat
ing and rewarding. With increasing competition for 
such individuals and in recognition of the unique 
combination of skills involved in treatment, admin
istration, and public relations, many corrections 
agencies and personnel boards need to overhaul ex
isting views regarding job specifications and pay 
levels. 

For example, efforts to relate job descriptions of 
halfway house directors to those of traditional cor
rections personnel have generally been unsatisfac
tory. Although public support can be enlisted and 
sustained for community-based correctiuns, recog
nition in the: form of adequate pay must be given to 
individuals willing to undertake rehabilitation in 
open, noncoercive programs. 

Mr. Lee: This is what we really mean when we 
talk about good planning. 

Our next speaker brings to us a wealth of admin
istrative background in the field of corrections. He 
is the current Commissioner of the Department of 
Corrections in the State of Minnesota, soon to be
come the Director of the Departmen,~ of Corrections 
in the State of Illinoi. He's here to talk to us a little 
bit about the new ideas in ~he field of corrections. 

Mr. Fogel: Thank you. 
Let me immediately state my thesis for this dis

cussion. The lag i,I correctional innovation is not a 
function of new technology; rather, it is a normal 
outcome of weak imaginations in an amoral environ
ment. This is not to gainsay the need to improve 
our technology. However, it is meant to inq-uhe into 
why we have failed to apply new knowledge while 
con~inuing to operate in the lowest of all common 
denominators-the fortress prison. 

Consider the problem facing Thomas Edison 
when he was thinking about a new technology for 
developing artificial light. The imagery he labored 
under at the time was candle power and how to 
increase its potency. Starting at the candle for the 
answer would have produced larger and larger can
dles. Edison needed and produced a flight in imag
ination to arrive at the electric light bulb. We are 
still toying with the candle in corrections. 

Over the last :z centuries we have developed, 
around the fortress prison, an arsenal of religious
clinical appendages. Men and w(;)men from several 
professional disciplines have been able to enter the 
correctional arena, present a panacea, and capture 
the attention of the keeper and the kept for a time. 

The literature is embarrassingly replete with sim
plistic solutions. These solutions represent a curious 
admixture: of religious, moral, and psychological 
fervor sometimes coupled with unbridled barbarism. 
The introduction of the case method of psychological 
treatment and its variants has always had the shadow 
of punishment cast over its efforts. Throughout, the 
fortress prison-in one form or another-survives, 
sometimes with a hospital look like Maryland's 
Patuxent and sometimes with the quality of instant 
obsolescence like Ohio's pastel Lucasville. 

The several disciplines have used these instJtu
tions as professional playgrounds with little d~m
onstrable gain in p)lblic safety. 

A voluminous literature has developed. An un~ 
precedented polarity has occurred between the pro
fessional and the guard and between the latter and 
the inmate. An economic chasm has been opened 
between the guard ~nd all other actors iii criminal 
justice. Left in the fortress prison are the angry and 
inappropriate protagonists-the keeper and kept-:
playing out a drama of escalating confrontation 
which promi.ses to reach epic proportion. 

Sexy litHe innovations will only intensify the anger 
of those left behind, because the boy scouts will 
continue to be skimmed off the inmate popUlation. 
Unless the physical and social environment changes 
radically, we will experitmce unprecedented violence 
in the fortress prison. It will not be in the interest of 
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the correctional worker or the public safety to per
mit the fortress prison to operate as we know it. 

The only innovation r offer you is that correc
tional professionals begin the development of an 
agetJda for dramatic change; that we take hold of the 
reins of corrections' future and begin exerting the 
leadership we probably possess; that we spell out a 
practical and moral program for ourselves and those 
we are given legal sanction to work with. 

We don't need still another shopping list of inno
vative experiments. LEAA has provided us with 
ample opportunity to experiment, and raised the 
level of public information. With the National Con
ferl':nce on Criminal Justice, we have the necessary 
direction. What we need now is not so much a tech
nology as much as a morality and combined will to 
change. 

As far as I can see, there is no informed opposi
tion to correctional reform; but there is no informed 
powerful correctional pOloition either. I know 'Nhat 
the National Prosecutor's Association thinks ,about 
capital punishment. I know what the many police 
associations think about lengths of current sentences, 
parole, and community-based corrections. The 
American Correctional Association, the Wardens' 
Association, and the various trade unions have no 
visions for the future. For the most part, they are 
mainly establishment-oriented and sea-aggrandizing 
organizations. 

Meeting of top administrative leadenhip in cor
rections tend to be wasteful sessions, since there is 
such wide divergence in education, training, dispo
sition, and morality. Positions taken by administra
tive leaders tend to be in the lowest common de
nominator of consensus rather than projecting 5 or 
10 years into the future. 

It is an abiding impression of mine that those 
correctional administrators and supervisors who fit 
into my admittedly biased view as forward-looking 
or progressive lead schizophrenic professional lives. 
In human service c,ouncils, the master identity af
forded them by colleagues is hard line, derived from 
their being in corrections. In criminal justice coun
cils, their master identity is soft, also derived from 
their correctional affiliation. 

With neither the skill nor the desire to do a 
Goffmanesque piece, one can let the imagination 
loose and consider how frequently, even in a day, 
correctional administrators consciously (perhaps un
consciously) are called upon to play roles attributed 
to them by colleagues. State or national correctional 
associations do not assist in this identity problem, 
since they are not deeply involved in standard set
ting, enforcement, legir~ative process, or advanced 
training. There remaim a weak public correctional 
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image and, consequently, a tradition-oriented pow
erless and amoral correctional establishment. 

It is time we call /'I. halt to alibiing to the public 
and lying to ourselves. Public apathy is not the pub
lic's fault. If the public is apathetic, it is because we 
haven't invited its participation and assistance. If 
the legislature is not providing enough resources, 
it's because it is probably tired of escalating costs 
and declining results after more than 150 years of 
support. Without public involvement and legislative 
support, we remain expensive latent volcanoes of 
violence with reforms destined never to outlive re
formers. 

We need a vision about what we are now, what 
we wish to become, and a strategy to help get us 
there. With some few but notable exceptions, adult 
corrections can in composite be reasonably described 
as a century old warehouse. It imprisons an increas
ing number of poor, more outspoken, urban minori
ties and is staffed by poorly paid, low status second, 
sometimes third, general custody officers. The me
dium is the message. 

Steel and concrete do not mix with humanity and 
rehabilitation. Adding caseworkers or psychiatrists 
to this milieu hasn't produced basic change. It is not 
fruitful to conceptualize, as wme prison officials are 
wont to do, the current rash of prison riots as con
spiracies perpetuated by political militants-usually 
hl~ , 

Each disturbance usually reveals a range of con
tributing circumstances from neglect of massive prob
lems to aimless escalations of minor events. The 
presumption underlying the conspiratorial notion of 
our current strife is that the prison and its admin
istrators always remain faultless in what should-in 
their rationale-otherwise remain a stable institution. 

Human dignity is reaching a new plateau, which 
some administrators have fearfully mistaken for a 
widespread conspiracy among a new breed of in
mates. Our history is full of such excuses and alibis.' 
Let's realize and say out loud that w~ have in this 
society during the 1960's witnessed a belated human 
rights explosion which promises to continue. This 
means that more, not fewer people, are willing to 
use the system. 

Here then, is the core of the problem. Almost all 
the people we have incarcerated don't know how, 
have tried to manipulate, or have demonstrated that 
they haven't been willing to use the system. The per
iod of incarceration can be conceptualized as the 
time in which we try to reorient a person to use the 
system lawfully by example. 

Perhaps the most fruitful way of teaching nonlaw
abiders to the law-abiding is to treat them in a law
ful manner. The entire effort of the prison should 
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be brought into an influence attempt based upon 
teaching by program and example. This is called 
the justice model of rehabilitation. 

The justice model would include efforts to place 
inmate populations and staff within a lawful and 
rational arena. For example, elements of this model. 
for prison would specifically, but not exhaustively, 
include: 

1. Elements of self-governance; 
2. A systemwide ombudsman indepe:1:, ''"1 of 

the department of corrections; 
3. A law library; 
4. Civil legal assistance for inmates; 
5. A prevailing-rate wage system in the prison 

industries; 
6. Opportunity to provide community services 

-a form of moral restitution; 
7. Recognition of, and opportunity for, pro

gramming for different ethnic groups; 
8. Due procedural safeguards built into internal 

behavior management systems; 
9. No mail censorship; 
10. An extensive furlough prQgram; 
11. A contract system for parole with as objec

tive as possible criteria for progression through the 
incarceration experience; 

12. Introduction of adversary and appeal pro
<:edures into the parole revocation decisionmaking 
process; 

13. Open access of the correctional system to 
the press; and 

14. A system of victim compensation and of
fender restitution. 

This strategy might provide the keeper and ~he 
kept with a rationale and morality for their shared 
fates in a correctional agency. Considering the fail
ure of most treatment methods within our current 
operating structure-the fortress prison-the justice 
model holds some promise, if not to cut recidivism, 
then to more decisively preclude Atticas. This model 
proposes to turn a prison experience into one which 
teaches and provides opportunities for men to learn 
to be agents in their own lives, to use legal processes 
to change their condition, and to wield lawful power. 
Men who can negotiate their fates do not have to 
turn to violence as a method of achieving change. 

It is a sad irony in our system of criminal justice 
that we insist on the full majesty of due process for 
the· accused until he is sentenced to an institution 
and then justice is said to have been served. Consider 
that our penal codes make it mandatory that before 
a criminal sanction can be imposed, that there be 
a finding beyond stringent levels of doubt that the 
accused's behavior was a union of act and intent
it was volitional. We will reduce degrees of respon-

sibility for the alleged behavior if such behavior was 
nonvolitional. 

We are tough in standards of arrest and most 
stringent in the finding of guilt. The defendant is pro
tected under the mantle of the presumption of inno
cence. The State must prove its allegations. The 
defendant cf,n stand mute in court and is protected 
from conviction 01.1t of his own mouth. Anything 
brought before the court to support a prosecutor's 
claim can be challenged. We believe that this 5ystem 
is civilized and protects us all from star {:hamber 
injustices. The lowliest stand protected from the 
capriciousness of constituted authority. 

We know that there are problems with the crim
inal justice system, but the judicial subsystem is the 
most visible, and it strains to protect the defendants 
by limiting the discretion of the judge to a finder of 
fact. The great irony occurs after a conviction when 
the judge commits a guilty offender to prison. It 
takes a great flight of imagination or studied neglect 
to include the present correctional prison experience 
in a system of justice. The entire case for a justice 
model rests upon the need to continue to engage the 
person in the quest for justice as he moves on the 
continuum from defendant to convict to parolee.1 

On one level, we need a cultural reversal concern
ing . the apparent attitude that the person convicted 
or a crime doesn't need or deserve further doses of 
justice, but rather, having proved himself unworthy, 
we now remove him from further consideration of 
just treatment. How else could the judicial dictum 
of the prisoner as a slave of the State have endured 
so long accompanied quite appropriately by a ju
dicial hands-off policy in relation to prison adminis
tration? 

In recent years, it becomes obvious that the hands
off policy is eroding. The timing for a reexamination 
of current styles and development of a new rationale 
for the prison experience is most propitious. 

Our traditions and statutes support dysfunction
ality. They first insist, in effect, that only volitional 
actors be sent to prison. Then we support treatment 
regimens which assume nonvolitional behavior on 
the part of prisoners. The courts are increasingly 
aware of this dysfunctional aspect of the justice sys
tem and are responding by making themselves avail-

1 How deeply our culture divides the offender from the 
accused may be seen in typical behaviors by actors in the 
system. For example, a defendant on bail for up to a year 
upon being pronounced gu!lty is immeaiately put into hand
cuffs. This same process occurs when a person surrenders 
himself. Sometimes one sees it in a great press flurry when 
a notorious accused gives himself up at an appointed time. 
On the way into the courthouse, he is obviously unshackled, 
but on the way out it takes two officers and handcuffs to 
manage the same person who voluntarily came i:-:! 
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abJe as arbiters of predictable clashes between the 
keeper and the kept. 2 

The psychiatric or medical model proponents 
visualized themselves as reformers. They grasped 
the prisoner from the onerous custody staff which 
meted out punishment for prison rule infractions. 
The clinicians view the prb:mer as sick, while 
custody staff saw them as bad. Until quite recently, 
both operated in an environment of low visibility 
and wide discretion-a sure formula for the dis
tortion of justice in any social situation. 

However, it appears that the convict would rather 
be bad than sick. He can hang onto a soft deter
minism and still be volitional. The clinici ... ns didn't 
permit him much room for responsible behavior. 
One needs only to look at the extremes of either 

style to see their illogical conclusions from Attica 
to Patuxent. 

The justice model seeks to engage both the keeper 
and the kept in a joint venture which insists that 
the agencies of justice shall operate in a lawful 
and just manner.3 It simply means that we believe 
that the prisoner did not use lawful means to guide 
himself outside the prison and should therefore 
be provided greater-not less-opportunities to 
learn lawful behavior in the institution. The staff 
effort should be turned to teaching a prisoner how 
to use lawful processes to achieve his ends. This 
also implies responsibility for consequences of his 
behavior. 

In the absence of a continuum of justite in the 
prison, most ends are reached unlawfully. When 
unlawful behavior is detected, it L; dealt with without 

2 The correctional officer is a central actor in this drama. the very standards of due process we insist upon 
He can be brushed off as a brutal Neanderthal type or he outside the prison. The result is a further indica
can be enlisted as an agent of change and find a new dignity tion to the convict that lawful behavior for a con
for himself. We can no longer afford the futility of polari-
zation. The massive soc:al problems of America are felt vict has little payoff. He can be dealt with arbitrarily 
inside our prisons as well as outside. As the unde~belly of and usually responds by treating others in the same 
society, we just play ·them out with more savagery. A police manner. 
chief in Maryland once told me after his first extended visit The justice model would make sure that the 
to a prison that he was inside a cancer and if we didn't arrest 
its growth it would envelop free sOliiety too. prisoner experienced lawful ways of dealing with 

The correctional officer had an easier job in the early problems with the expectation that there would be 
days. All he needed was a club, steel-tipped cane, a rifle, 
or a whip to administer a 10CKSh\p, silent system of prison While we have made some progress in the behavioral sci
behavior management. His missi(m was simply to hold on ences and introduced new, promising programs into correc
to those convicts. Put yourselves it~to the shoes of a COrrec- tions, the correctional officer has remained the unaffected, 
tiona I offic{!f for a 2-minute historical trip. even disaffected, professional fossil. Very little has touched 

- him but the rhetoric of reform and treatment. He is rightly 
You would have seen a series of new professionals enter- discouraged ar:d angry. At the National Prison Congress 

ing the system, ostensibly to help you-ministers, academic meeting of 1970 a speaker pointed out that the training of 
educators, production foremen, vocational educators, and the correctional officer is the reform which needs to precede 
recreation supervisors. Actually, you noted that all this all other prison reforms for it contains in it the seed of all 
specialized help created an adverse effect on your mission- else as surely as the ar;orn conta.ins the oak. (Rev. James 
security and custod.v. They never worked nights or weekends Woodworth, Secretary of California Prison Commission, 
or got much invob:ed when sporadic violence broke out. You National Congress of Penitentiary and ReformatoiY Dis
also weren't hlJ,)?py because in addition to !'~l the new cipline, 1910, Cincinnati.) 
problems they brought with them, all these folk'; were now Of all the disciplines in a prison, the correctional officer 
making considerably more money than you. has the toughest hours, the most hazardous work style, is 

That was the first wave, and then your bosses discovered closest to the convict, and has the least status, prestige, and 
a number of other helping profes3hms and introduced social recognition from both his colleagues and the public. Com
workers; psychol<>gists; psychiatrists; occupational, speech, pound these indignities further by his being the lowest paid 
and music theraph'ts. among correctional jobs and least educated, and an image 

For the most parI, these folks too worked Mondq through begins to emerge. . 
Friday, 9 to 5. They also made more money and they made We need to have a dramatic public message made to our 
even more compromises with the basic mission-custody. personnel, one which states c_ategorically that we will attract 
To make you feel better, you were nQw told that you were people who will be able to take on new work missions at a 
part of a treatment or rehabilitation team. Whenever a new salary which means accountability will be paramount. 
fad broke out, it swept through the system. One State prided Careers in corrections should be first choices. Ask your
itself on the fact that it had divided its inmate population selves if you would counsel your children into careers in 
into hundreds of therapy groups and that hum1reds of its corrections in our current situation. 
correctional officers were now "group therapists." Respond- Some day we will be cut of the fortress prison setting and 
ing to this process of innovation through rh~toric, many make rehabilitation a more rational process. In the mean
convicts called it the biggest collective farce of the century. time, we will have to attract and train a caliber of personnel 

As a member of a treatment team you ie&rned that con- different from the experience of the last 150 years. We need 
victs have emotional needs, psyches, ethnic pride and are to start changing the current system now with a new breed 
due respect. You wondered just what they expected of you. of professional. We'll have to trade him a living wage and a 
Finally, you witnessed a medical revolution which intro- status he does not now enjoy for the new kind of work we 
duced a hundred new pills into the prison-to be dispensed ask him to do. We will see correctional modernization as 
by you for the most part. soon as its personnel are modernized. 
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a carryover to the point of release. The prison 
experience would try to guarantee that at least, 
for the period of incarceration, the prisoner would 
be required to be exposed to the type of lifestyle 
that society expects him to pursue when he is 
released. It leads the way to engaging both the 
keeper and the kept in a manageable experience in 
prison. The keeper has always been at least as 
angry as the kept. 

It further appears that philosophically the hard 
deterministic-hard freewill lines have blurred and 
softened which permit actors to be more significant 
forces in their own lives. Although not yet absent, 
there is a softening of the pomposity, even arrogance 
which accompanies the role of definer and healer 
of the behaviorally sick. Intraprofeasional discipline 
struggles have produced, if not a more democrati
cized style, certainly a less omnipotent one. Such 
struggles include the professional associations of 
social work, psychiatry, psychology, corrections, and 
medicine. All have been besieged with. rump sessions 
and clamoring from membership for style changes. 

3 The roots for the justice model theory stretch into many 
disciplines. They seem to be a congruence f(om several 
dis(:iplines. Edmund Cahn, the legal scholar, coined the 
phrase "the imperial perspective" and "the consumer per
spective." Philip Selznick, the sociologist, developed the 
notion of "private government" and influenced Eliot Studt's 
and Sheldon Messingers' work on the idea of justice as 
treatmen~. Edgar and Jean Cahn (son and daughter-in-law 
of Edmund Cahn) in relation to the Wl\r on poverty wrote 
of "the military perspective" and "the civilian perspective." 

Richard Korn's and Donald Cressey's ideas of "justice as 
negotiation" with the demonstration of existing dual systems 
of justice also contributed to the trend just now taking the 
shape of a model of justice. Disillusionment with the medi
ce) model by many behavioral scientists and the emergence 
of group and milieu therapy, guided group interaction, self
governance, student revolts, deepening commitments to 
ideas of participatory democracy and local control in the 
1960's ali helped to create an atmosphere for an idea whose 
time is ripe. . 

Selznick has conceptualized the major themes involved 
in the justice model. 

The first theme is the postulate of normality, competence, 
and worth. Jf offenders are to be dealt with as human 
beings, it must be assumed that they are basically like 
everyone else; only their circumstances are special. Every 
admh1istrative device that negates this principle, and any 
therapy that ignores it, must be questioned and, if possible, 
set aside. 

Thf~ second theme is salience of the microworld. Men live 
out their lives in specific settings, and it is there-in the 
crucible of interaction-that potentialities are sealed off or 
released. The microworld is the world of here-and-now. If 
an inmate's future is to be affected, that future should have 
a dynamic, existential connection with the experienced 
present. _ 

The third theme is the poverty of power. An administra
tion that relies solely on its own coercive resources can 
make little contribution to the reconstruction of prison life 
or to the creation of environments that encourage autonomy 
and self-!.espect. 

We seem to be at the thresh(\ld of moving from a 
style of treated and treaters, which saw offenders 
as clients, to the notion of offenders as constituents. 
The Utter requires us to rid ourselves of much 
(profession?.!) brainwashing. W6 will have to get 
on an equal footing with out· clientele and will 
have to bend every effort-human, financial, and 
bureaucratic-in their behalf. . 

Perhaps di.e simplest way to put it all is that the 
State can't, :with any degree of confidence, hire 
any . \e to rehabilitate anyone else. This should be 
evinent from historical experience. The person 
troubled or in trouble has to be an equal partner 
and has to want something to happen. The best 
way to engage him is to treat him with dignity. 
Actually, the billions spent on criminal justice 
are wasted if the offender doesn't buy the program 
or doesn't participate in the program. If he doesn't 
buy it, we look bad. If he does, we look good. Up 
to now we've looked bad-very bad. 

But the past can merely be a prologue. Using the 
National Advisory Commission standards and goals 
for corrections, we can dedicate our efforts-from 
this meeting on-in a new effort t·!) modernize. For 
several months, a small group of correctional admin
istrators with statewide responsibilities for adult 

The fourth theme is order as tension and achievement. 
Quiescent conformity imposed from above is a parody of 
social order, not its fulfillment. A system that validates th~ 
humanity 01' its participants, and engages their full re
sources, accepts the risk of disorder and even-from time 
to time-of searing confrontations. 

The fifth theme is justice as therapy. A concern for fair
ness and civic validation should permeate the entire admin
istration. of criminal law, including the daily life of the 
prisonu. That treatment will be most effective which does 
the most for the inmate's sense of self-worth and responsi
bility. Nothing contributes more to these feelings than a 
social environment Whose constitutive principle is justice, 
with its corollaries of participation, giving reasons, and 
protecting personal dignity. 

Without questioning the worth of these objectives, it may 
be asked: Is it the public policy to punish offenders, espe
cially young offenders, beyond the fact of imprisonment 
itself? If not, does humane and respectful treatment, not as 
therapy but as civilized conductl require a special justifica
tion? 

In seeking to make criminal justice n\ore redemptive and 
less punitive, we may have asked too much of institlltions 
that can barllly hold their own, let alone develop the com
petence to be curers of souls. A retreat from rosy hopes may 
well be inevitable, if only because rehabilitation entails 
supervision, and ineffective rehabilitation coupled with open
minded control /las little to commend it. .As the dialogue 
proceeds and experience is assessed, we may well conclude 
that the real worth of the treatment perspective, In its 
various forms, has been to serve as a civilizing infil.!ence on 
correctional systems. If that should be so, then a theory of 
corrections that envisions the creation of Viable, 'Working 
communities, based on a postulate of normalitYI will have 
most to offer, 
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and/or juvenile services has been meeting with the 
express purpose of deveioping a lead statement for 
the field of corrections. It is our purpose, by pro
ducing such a credo, to rekindle our commitments 
and guide our practice as it translates rhetoric into 
human services. The first and rough draft of this 
credo, which is my personal contribution to a work
ing committee, follows. It is a minimal statement 
which invites elaboration from practitioners .. 

We believe that corrections has traditionally been 
insulated and isolated. We believe that the thrust 
for reform has always been blunted as a result of 
not being rooted in either public or legislative sup
port. The poor, the mentally ill, and the prisoner 
represent .the powerless. They have never had a 
powerful constituency. The corrections establish
ment has consistently not permitted the development 
of such a constituency. 

We believe it is time for corrections itself, through 
its professional organizations, to lead . in such an 
enterprise. Furthermore, constituency building can 
take place through legislati'Ve lobbying, public advi
sory board formation, education, contracting of 
public service, and greater political visibility by the 
profession. 

We believe that any social cnviroIiffi6nt which 
permits wide discretion and low visibility is in 
danger of distortion and therefore not consistent 
with the morality of a democracy. Consumerism 
is an extension of the last decade's human rights 
explosion. Although slow in reaching beyond the 
prison walls, it is now II current issue. 

We believe that the public should be involved 
at every level possible in planning, operation, and 
evaluation of correctional programs. 

We believe that the user of service-the convict, 
probationer, and parolee-should be involved in 
decisionmaking consistent with his needs and public 
safety. 

We believe. the ex-offender has much to offer 
the corrections system and should be used extensively 
in operations. . 

We believe that our system of criminal justice 
must protect the victim of crime while it. struggles 
to modernize and assure dignity in tbl care of 
offenders. The Federal Government protects citizens 
from internal enemies-namely, the violent criminal. 
Victims of violence should have a right to reimburse
ment from State government. 

We further believe that property offenders should 
be given opportunities to repay their victims. Many 
property offenders, under safe conditions of super
vision, could become taxpayers instead of being 
burdens on the taxpayer. Victims of property 
offenses should have a right to contract with the 
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offender for repayment" It should be by mutual 
agreement in lieu of incarceration. 

We believe that correcitional personnel have for 
too long been placed in impossible positions with 
contradictory and dangerous missions. In particular, 
institutional staffs are undlerpaid, overburdened, and 
untrained. Called upon by an ambivalent society 
to contain its violent and failing group with repres
sive and meager resources, correctional officers them
selves become subject to a philosophy of restrictive 
custody-adding futther to the degrading influence 
of the institution on both the keeper ang the kept. 

Simplistic answers to their problems are offered 
by politicians who offer legislation, which in the 
guise of furthering control over inmates, adds to 
the insecurity and danger of injury in the institu
tion. As a result, correctional officers, historically, 
have never been in the forefront of rational reform. 
We believe that the correctional officer is the key 
to modernization of the institution. We believe that 
his voice, heretofore, has been raised in a self
defeating manner. This needs to be reversed. The 
corrections professional needs to develop an agenda 
for change or else he will be endlessly consigned 
to the role of repressive keeper. Professional organi
zations have not, heretofore, provided leadership 
for change. Rather, they have defended the status 
quo, while making occasional grudging and ineffec
tive forays in the arena of reform. 

We believe that human services delivery systems 
should be integrated for those who are troubled or 
in trouble. Some States are beginning to form human 
service councils at State levels-manpower, educa
tion, corrections, human rights, veterans, welfare, 
medical, youth, mental health services, etc. Politi
cally, corrections will need to amalgamate with 
services which have traditional constituencies and 
few ioes, such as veterans and public nealth. 

Technologically, we are still very weak. The 
structural outlines are visible, but manpower needs 
are still critical. A West Point notion for human 
services administrators is necessary. 

We believe that the institution is the last resort 
for society to protect itself from an offender. Despite 
the ineffectiveness and even negative payoff of the 
institution, the needs of public safety require inca
pacitation of the clearly dangerous offender. Evi. 
dence does demonstrate that the less deeply an 
offender penetrates the criminal justice continuum, 
the better the payoff for society and the offender. 

We believe that contemporary America is ruvV
ing from a reliance upon containment of the offender 
to one of commUl'\ity supervision and sllrvei1iance. 
Comprehensive alternatives· should be developed 
to divert offenders at every level of the criminal 



justice process consistent with public safety and 
offender rehabilitation needs. 

We believe that tbe most effective way to deal 
with offenders is in the context of his own com
munity rather than a piece of real estate set aside 
for bad people. Every level of criminal justice 
administration should have available a plan for 
diversion from its bailiwick rather than simply 
serving as a processor to the next level. Each level 
should state aft1rmatively why it cannot divert an 
offender before permitting deeper penetration. Only 
those offenders who are identified by each subsystem 
as rtlpresenting the highest public safety risk should 
;lmerge eventually in institutional populations. 

We believe that as a whole, the U.s. sentencing 
l~ra,ctice is the longest in the Western world, has 
not served the publ!~ well, and has had no measur
abl/~ effectt in reducing crime. 

Sentencing must be related to goals of public 
sitfeN and offender rehabilitation. We believe that 
tt-Ie National Council on Crime and Delinquency 
n'lodel sentencing act offers rationality and effective
t'Jess to the process of corrections. Offenders need 
to be dealt with according to the degree of public 
danger their continu.ed supervision in the com
munity represents for the public. In the absence 
of proof by the State th~t an offender represents 
a clear and present dang;~r through in-community 
supervision, offenders should not be automatically 
incarcerated in jails or prisons. 

We believe that classification in an institution is 
essential for the safety of both the staff and inmates. 
A system of classification needs the input of the 
offender population. Institutional facilities must pro- . 
vide for separation of the psychotic, the violently 
dangerous, various age groups, specific treatment 
groups, and categories of custody risks. 

We believe that while the medical model can serve 
as an adjunct to the correctional process; its ubiq
uitous advocacy and use is unnecessary. The earlier 
hopes it represented have not been matched with 
payoff in practice. Diagnosis separate from treatment 
is not useful. Staff and parole authorities cannot 
translate tests and prescriptions into treatment ser
vice and predictable prognoses. Therefore, we cail 
for an end to the practice of centralized diagnosis for 
all offenders and an end to the organization of penal 
institutions' efforts at rehabilitation under the regi
men of the medical-psychiatric model. Those diag
nosed as psychiatric cases should no longer be kept 
in correctional facilities. Inmates desiring clinical 
services should be provided voucher opportunities to 
purchase such services from outside the institution. 

We believe that corrections should be in the fore
front of the movement to insure that the rights of 
offenders, aside from the freedom of liberty of move-

ment, are fully guaranteed. An institutionalized 
offender should retain all other constitutionally guar
anteed rights. All processes in corrections should be 
opened up for inspection to insure that due process 
standards are reasonable and fair. Such processes 
which need the glare of public attention include: 

1. Institutional rules; 
2. Decisionmaking processes in granting and revo-

cation of parole; 
3. Access to courts; 
4. Civil and criminal legal assistance; 
5. Access to media and. the public; 
6. Procedures governing internal prison discipline; 

and 
7. Medical-health care. 
We believe in justice for everyone-the keepers 

and the kept. Without impartial fairness, the pur
poses of the criminal and juvenile justice systems 
become a mockery. Even if we acknowledge that we 
incarcerate some offenders for security reasons with 
little hope of rehabilitation, let us assure the fact that 
this process has been built upon a firm foundation of 
reasonable care, due process, and the preservation of 
each individual's dignity. 

We believe that in the future incarceration will 
mean that the most volatile, least amendable offender 
will comprise the majority of institutional 
populations. 

We believe that without proper planning and guar
antees, these residual institutions may turn intc~ 
Orwellian distortions. More intensive services will be 
necessary, new environments will need to be con
ceived, and basic guarantees of humane and fair care 
will have to be developed. 

We believe that America must dramatically 
reverse its reliance upon institutionalization as a 
response to criminality. The fortress prison is an 
anachronism. There is no proof that it increases pub
lic safety, and much evidence that it dehumanizes 
both the keeper and the kept. 

We believe a moratorium must be set by the Fed
eral Government for its own system by the various 
States upon the construction of new instantly obso
lete fortress institutions as an expression of the 
national will. Prisons and the juvenile counter
parts-once themselves representative of the 
national will to reform a sanguinary criminal justice 
system-must now, in the light of failure and new 
knowledge, be phased out. The $2 billion presently 
on the drawing boards should be converted tCf 
innovative community-based facilities and programs. 

It is my judgment that if we don't move quickly, 
decisively, and in a massive way to end the fortress 
prison in this country-with the apparent current 
public knowledge and support which does exist-we 
will descend into another extended dark age. Now is 
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the time to begin planning the beginning of the end 
of the fortress prison system. 

As the bicentennial approac;hes, corrections 
should take advantage of this American jubilee by 
placing before the people of this country a plan to 
end its fortress prisons. The Federal Government 
should stimulate a quiet corrections revolution by 
providing (Hill-Burton",like) 90 percent/10 percent 
subsidies in 1976 to those States submitting plans 
dismantling their traditional penal institutionr . As 
Americans rededicate themselves to make' the ,next 
200 years more fruitful chapters in man's se~rch for 
justice, let there be a corrections counterpart Ii! this 
quest. 
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"Speciallssues;" Thllrsday, 
January 25, 1973, 10:15 a.m. 

"Allocation of Correctional 
Resources" 

Richard J. Hughes, 
Chairman, American Bar 
Association Commission on 
Correctional Facilities and 
Services, Trenton, N.J. 

William Lucas, Sheriff, 
Wayne County, 
Detroit, Mich. 
"Should Corrections be 
Relieved of the 
Responsibility of Caring 
for Alcoholics, Addicts, 
and the Mentally Ill'?" 

Edna Goodrich, 
Superintendent, Purdy 
Treatment Center for 
Women, Washington 
"What Should be the 
Role of Prisons in Future 
Corrections?" 

Arnold Schuchter, Director 
of Planning, Massachusetts 
Department of Youth 
Services, Boston, Mass. 
"How Can the Resources 
Needed for Community
Based Corrections 
be Generated?" 

Mr. Hughes: Our first panelist is Sheriff William 
Lucas of Wayne County, Mich. Sheriff Lucas has 
been sheriff for about 3 years. I'm very high on 
sheriffs. 

He has achieved a lot. He came up through the 
ranks. He was under-sheriff. He was a special agent 
for the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) from 
1963 to 1968. He was an assistant U.S. attorney and 
investigator for the Civil Rights Commission, 
Department of Justice, from 1962 to 1963. He was a 
patrolman and a vice squad detective for the New 
York City Police Department. He also has been a 
social worker and a teacher in New York City. 

I guess you would agree that it would be hard to 
imagine any broader background or experience for 
someone who has devoted his professional career to 
the field of corrections. He'll be our first panelist. 

His subject will be: "Should Corrections be 
Relieved of the Responsibility of Caring for Alcohol
ics, Addicts, and ThOBe Who Are Mentally Ill?" He'll 
be attempting to get at some answers to that 
question. 

I'll first call on Sheriff William Lucas, who will 
talk to us about a question which bothers me very 
much and I keep worrying what to do about it. 

Sheriff Lucas; Thank you very much. 
The subject that I am going to speak on is: 

"Should Corrections be Relieved of the Responsi
bility of Caring for Addicts, Alcoholics, and the 
Mentally III?" 

It has been suggested that there are many human 
problems such as narcotic addiction, alcoholism, and 
emotional instability on the part of inmates which 
should .preclude their detention as criminal offen
ders. It is thought that these persons, because of 
their conditions, should not be treated as criminals. 
The observations have been made that these persons 
are physically and mentally sick, and, but for these 
mental and physical liabilities, these people would 
not have committed a crime and would not have 
been within the criminal justice system, 

I think today that very few people would conceive 
of the possibility of a criminal charge being placed 
against an emotionally unstable person simply 
because of his condition. Similiarly, the alcoholic and 
those who present no present criminal behavior apart 
from alcoholism do not justifiably deserve to be 
arrested for their condition in an enlightened society. 

However, recognizing the slowness with which 
new concepts find their way into norms and mores of 
our society, hopefully the period will quickly come 
when such persons who are also addicted-partku
larly to narcotics-will never be placed in our jails 
and . prisons simply because of narcotic addiction 
alone. We must also recognize that there are many 



criminal offenders who are charged with very serious 
crimes who also happen to be alcoholics. There are 
also many injurious crimes to persons and property 
committed by persons who happen to be addicted to 
narcotics. There &re grossly unacceptable crimes 
which shock the conscience of our community coro
mitted by persons who happen also to be emotionally 
unstable. 

Many of these individuals charged with such 
offenses are remanqed to our local city and county 
jails without bond. Also, a great many more, due to 
the nature of the charges placed against them, are 
remanded with bonds of a substantial nature so that 
they will remain in jail until final adjudication of 
their cases. 

Irr.espective of the sensitivity of our judiciary i.n 
determining bonding policies on a responsible case
by-case oasis, and the eighth amendment to our 
Constitution, it is likely that a large number of the 
above persons will continue to be detained in jails for 
varying periods of time. 

I am aware that it has been suggested that persons 
with the serious physical and psychological charac
teristics described above should not be detained in 
jail, despite the fact that the criminal charges are 
pending against them. This argument invariably 
leans to an unresolvable state of a~airs J:egarding 
what came first-the physical or mental illness or the 
criminal activity of the person. 

As an attorney in an nffice of the court who is sen
sitive to the needs of due process and equal protec
tion of the law, personally, I cannot support the 
proposition that serious criminal offenders should be 
exempted from the responsibilities for their acts 
because of their physical or psychological condi
tions. Yet, as I have indicated, our criminal justice 
system has 'been unable to influence successfully the 
character and personalities of the thousands of 
inmates in our jails and prisons wuo do not have 
serious physical and psychological handicaps. 
. I believe it is fair to say that the degree of success 
w~th those who are so limited is almost nonexistent. 
Thus, rather than releasing these individuals or seek~ 
ing other institutional alternatives for them pending 
the litigation of their cases, I would strongly recom
mend that our new concepts in penology include the 
design, construction, and sufficient staffing of jails 
and prisons to provide both the security that society 
is entitled to demand from the acts of such persons 
and the treatment and human consideration that the 
physical and psychological problems of such persons 
deserve. 

Rather than shrinking from the responsibility of 
caring for these persons and passing them around 
from institution to institution, I would hope to help 
to provide the kind of leadership in this area that 

would move us to a point where our jails could 
totally accommodate, classify, and treat the criminal 
offender who is either an alcoholic, a narcotics ad
dict, emotionally unstable, or a homosexual. 

As our society progresses, more and more human 
problems are solved-problems that we once felt 
were almost unsolvable. Yet, more problems and 
criminal offenders appear to have no solution. 1 do 
not share the view that· f riminal offenders have no 
solution. 

I do not recognize the possibiHf} that nothing can 
be done. I do recognize that appropriate funds frou"". 
the government and public commitment-.including· 
commitment from the private sector ot our commu
nity of the economic establishm€'< -will be required 
to improve the symbols of our fallure as a society in 
the area of detention. 

I also recognize that the solution to any problem 
requires a beginning, I believe tha.t we, as a Nation, 
have passed that important stage in our desire to re
structure our jails and prisons which today must serve 
a different purpose than they served yesterday. There 
is no doubt that we, as a people, are more and more 
committed to doing something about our penal 
institutions. 

The problems that we experienced in 1967 with 
disorders in our cities, the riots that we experienced 
in our jcilis-both county and Federal-alerted us to 
the need to do something about revamping our entin~ 
system, The Federal Government has allocated a 
great deal of money-I believe in 1972 they allo
cated about $240 million-to do something about 
the correctional problems. In 1973, approximately 
$270 million is being allocated. 

This means that there is a general commitment on 
the part of the Federal Government to do something 
about the problems of our jails. In our own commu~ 

. nity there is a commitment on the part of the public 
and on the part of public offici;:lls finally to come to 
grips with the situation that her ~xisted for many 
years-to change the structure, •.. daH, for example, 
which is over 40 years of ag( l1cidentally, we are 
not unique in that situation because there are very· 
few of us sitting here today who have responsibilities 
for running an institution that has a building less 
than 40 years old. 

The problem finally has reached a point where 
something must be done. The public is very grad
ually coming around to the point where they admit 
that they must make the commitment-the psy" 
chological, emotional, and financial comnlitment
to change. To paraphrase a famous comment made 
by Winston Churchill when he described a set of 
conditions relating to England's progress in the Se~ 
ond World War: The millions of dollars presently 
being spent to modernize our jails and prisons 
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including the I:'ppropriate strfJing of these 
institutions is not the end. It is not even the begin
ning of the end. Perhaps, the end of the beginning. 

Thank you.. 

Mr. Hughes: Thank you very much, Sheriff. Ybu 
raise questions which I know will be a good reMon 
for fruitful discussion. 

I'll now call 011 Mrs. Goodrich, Superintendent of 
the Purdy Treatment Center, who will talk DO:> us 
about her viewpoint on "What Should be the Rde of 
Prisons in Future Corrections?" 

Mrs. Goodrich is a graduate of several institutiOl!s 
of learning. I will not take the time to read them all 
off to you, but it is a very imposing educational 
background. She was a public school teacher, princi
pal of an academic school, and superintendent of a 
school. Since October 1, 1970, she has been Super
intendent of the Purdy Treatment Center fa:: 
Women. Her job includes the responsibility of 
superintendency, supervision, administration, treat
ment, training, and research of the State's new 
institution for women. She has bec'n recognized at all 
levels of government. She's been ~consultant to the 
State of Colorado for juveni1~ institutions. She has a 
great list of distinctions. 

Mrs. Goodrich will speak on: "What Should be 
the Role of Prisons in Future Corrections?" . 

Ms. Goodrich: A few years ago there was a gentle
man by the name of Kinsey who made a study of the 
sex habits of individuals and then published a report. 
Immediately after the report came out, it was avail
able to everyone. Automatically, everyone b<:came 
and expert on sex and writers had a heyday. We 
could read articles such as "Is Your Mate Frigid," 
"The Sex Life of Polar Bears," "Swap Mates and 
Live," et cetera. 

In the last few years, prison reform also has 
become a topic. Everyone has become an authority 
or expert on corrections. I.t1)Very magazine and 
newspaper we pick up, we ca...ftnd articles entitled: 
"Tear th~ Walls Down," "The Keepers and the 
Kept," "Community-Based Corrections," and so on. 
If those of us who are in corrections do not step for
ward, assume leadership, clarify positions, and settle 
down, we're going to have the same situation as we 
had when the Kinsey Report came out. And that sit
uation is one of frustration, sad experiences, and the 
like. 

I've been in the corrections field for over 20 years. 
I can't help but think that some of the things I've 
heard tOd11Y and at other conferences; J heard at 
conferences 20 years ago. People are talking about a 
new look, a new direction, and new things in 
corrections. 

If yo'u go back through history, you'll find that 
prison reform is not new nomenclature. Prison 
reform was discussed 100 years ago at a wardens' 
conferen~~. Prison reform has been a topic of con
~,tersation tor years. The problem is that all we've 
done is talk about it. If we can make a difference 
now, then ttiis is the time to do it. 

I get a little concerned about what's going on in 
the courltry in the field of corrections. I get con
cerned when I read articles about "Tear the 
Walls l')own," or "the Keepers and the Kept," 
or "Community-Based Corrections,." I don't get con
cerned because l'm a person who believes in huge 
prisons. I don't re:;:I!y bciit;)'~ in prisons. However, I 
baven't yet been able to finl;! out the direction in 
whJch we're going to go. I kIlOW, as well as you do, 
that we can't just tear the waJls down. If prisons are 
bad, the answer is not to e:Jd up with another bad 
program. 

If you go through the c(lUntry, you will find out 
what the public attitude really is. The public is wor
ried. They are worried because we are talking about 
tearing down all prisons. Tht.'y're worried about what 
we are going to do to protect them. And I think we 
have to be aware of this. I think we have to pay 
attention to the public. 

Years ago we received a lUandate from the pub
lic-by we, I mean people in corrections. We were 
told that in our society there al'e certain people who 
cannot live within society. They ,\1eed to be protected 
and the public needs to be proteeted from them. We 
did a beautiful job of meeting thtit mandate. We 
built prisOlis all over this country. We b~tilt them in 
isolated areas. We really isolated them. We lJut huge 
walls up, and we put up guard towers. We to~k the 
individuals and we locked them in, and we 'locked 
the public out. 

Today, wl~'re talking about getting these people 
out into the community. We don't think we need the 
walls or the !IUard towers. That could very well be. 
Maybe we dOll't, but the problem is we don't exactly 
know who or what we're talking about. 

You can find statistics that state that 80 percent 
of the people do 110t need to be in prison, but 20 per
cent do. I don't know where these statistics came 
from. If you asked a person who uses them, they'll 
say, that is a well-known national figure. 

I run a women's insitution. I'm trying to find out 
what my popUlation is composed of. I'm trying to 
find out: Can they make it in society with perhaps 
just a little help? We've been open not quite 2 years, 
and I don't know at this point. I know this much. 
We're trying furloughs, and work and training 
release. However, we're also finding that the crime 
the person commits does net necessarily mean that 
one individual is more disturbed than the othe~. 



The public uses phrases like: Don't turn the dan~ 
gerous ones loose-we don't want them in our com
munity. However, can you and I define who they are 
talking about? Are we talking about a dangerous 
person based on the kind of crime he committed 
because that's an the statistics we have in the cor
rectional field today? We have done a lo~sy job of 
classifying people. We don't know what olir popu
lation has consisted of. Our classification system 
consists of minimum, medium, and maximum secur
ity. In a correctional system, if you're clas~ified as a 
maximum person, that's pretty damn rough, hecause 
it's awfully hard to work from maximum to min
imum. If you'~e classified as a minimum person at 
the start, then that's not so bad. You usually have to 
do something pretty bad to get up to a maximum 
classification. 

However, if we're thinking that 80 percent of the 
people could be out, we've got to find out what we're 
talking about. I'm all for community-based correc
tions 'if someone will define community-based cor
rections for me. I maintain that the women in Purdy 
have had it rough enough in their lifetim~ that I 
don't want them to have to become a part of a pro
gram whose direction hasn't been defined. 

I think it's up to people at this Conference to start 
taking on some leadership roles. In the community 
of Gig Harbor, when we we're building our institution 
there, I was questioned by the citizens~ They asked if 
we were going to get the "worst" ones there. I kept 
wondering what they meant by the "worst ones?" As 
I talked to citizens groups, I discovered that the 
"worst ones" referred to the murderers. Where did 
the public 'get the conception that murderers are the 
'most dangerous people you can have in prison? 

We could sit here and say that they got this 
impression from. the newspapers, the radio, and TV. 
Tragically enough, they really got this impression 
from oorrectional people because we've spent years 
explainin~ v~)r jobs. We've spent years telling them 
about t!Je kind of reople we have in our institutions. 
We've spent years ~elling them and ourselves short. 
At this time, we have some beautiful opportunities to 
do some experimenting in our own institutional 
structures to see what really can happen. 

If your State has a furlough program, this is one of 
the best treatment tools you have ever had in 
institutional work. If your State has the work and 
training releaslLl program (whet.e you get the people 
out of the institutions to see how they can do), these 
are good programs. If your State dose not have these 
programs, then you should push for them. 

Another interesting thing is happening also. Hav
ing furloughs and work and training release is diffi
cult, and it makes your job a heck of a lot harder. 
I've seen some States which have furloughs and work 

and training release, and then something happens. 
Then I've seen prison ofth~ials, correctional officials 
kind of withdraw and say~ "We knew that program 
wouldn't work anyway." And just as willingly they 
give it up. 

A year ago in Jum~ of 1971 we had a c<,)P,ference 
at Williamsburg. We brought in experts from <'tIl ever 
to discuss the problems of corrections. The Pre!lident 
had given us the direction to go in. We had opportu
nities to sit in workshop sessions to try to solve our 
problems. We had judges, lawyers, community, ;and 
correctional people all together. 

Some beautiful things came out of that conf~r
ence. Some good things came out of it. However, the 
overall attitude oti the part of most correctional 
people was, "Oh weU, it won't work anyway." I'd btl 
willing to bet that most of them went back to their 
little abodes and went about their business as usual. 

We resist change in the correctional field. I'm all 
for resisting change as long as we keep our minds 
open and really get in there and try. A little while 
ago I said I'm worried about what is happening. In 
the State of Washington, we have-and I'm />ure 
every State has this-people standing up and saying, 
"We need community-based corrections. We need to 
get all the people out of prisons." I'm not sure that 
that's the direction to go, but if it is, then we need to 
figure out who is going to be in these community~ 
based centers. What does it mean? If we don't do Ii 
good job, I'll tell yO\) this much: Isolation is not 
where a place is located. Prisons are not just isolated 
because most of them were built out in the country. 
That's not wh.at causes isolation. It's both the atti
tude of the public and corrections people that causes 
isolation. 

We need to do a good job of planning for commu
nity-based programs. I'm almost willing to bet that if 
we don't do a good job of planning centers-whether 
they're right in the heart of a city, on the outskirts of 
the city, or whether they're out in the country--they 
will be capable of becoming isolated. 

The first thing that's going to happen in anything 
you try to do-especially when you're talking about 
adult criminals as the public sees them-is that a 
psychological wall goes up: It isn't long before the 
real wall goes up. 

The ratio which states that 80 percent of the 
people confined in prison can be out in the commu
nity and 20 percent need to be confined in prisons 
worries me. I don't think we've ever done a good 
enougb job in prisons to determine that there are 
even 20 percent of the people who cannot be helped, 
I don't think we've done a good enough job to give 
up on people. 

Personaliy, I cannot accept the philosophy that 
there are people who cannot be helped when we 
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haven't even tried. You and I know that we've done 
a lot of good things in prisons and we've done a lot 
of bad things. However, we have not tried to work 
with 100 percent of our people. You can blame it on 
the size of institutio.hs. You can blame it on the lack 
of money, you can blame it on the lack of staff. You 
can blame it on anything else you want. 

However~ if we're going to say that 20 percent of 
the people in this country are the 20 percent we're 
going to giv~ up on, if we're going to have prisons for 
them, you can imagine what those prisons are going 
to be like. Theire really going to be isdlated because 
we've already tagged those people as being the "for
gotten ones," the "worthless ones," and the "useless 
ones." 

We'll have some prisons around this country that 
will contain this 20 percent. You can give them 
beautiful titles. Hard-core is a popu1ar term these 
days. What does hard-core mean? To most people 
hard-core means th~y ':)an't be helped. These people 
are mean. They're nl.l.sty. They're everything else. 
However, they absolutely can't be helped. 

Okay, we're going to put 20 percent of those out 
in prisons across the country. Then over here, we're 
going to be real good and we're going to put 80 per~ 
cent of them into community-based programs. 

We need to prepare the public, and we do a good 
job of planning. If a few of these people in commu
nity-based centers do something-they commit a 
crime or do something that arouses the anger of 
everyone-what's going to happen to them? 

Let's say two people in one of those programs 
commit a crime .. It's pretty obvious What's going to 
happen, isn't it? We're going to tllke those people 
and we':~ going to put them with the 20 percent 
because that's how we run our £',stem now. W~ don't 
even have minimum, medium, and maximum in pris
ons. We've got minimum prisons, and we've got 
max.imum prisons. And if you sneeze in the wrong 

. direction in a mi~,imum place, you can be transferred 
\IP the line and end up in it maximum place. We're 
used to that systel,P in corrections; therefore, this is 
exactly the system we will use. I am willing to bet 
you that before too ntany years pass, those figures 
will change. There»I be 20 percent in community
based corrections and 80 percent in the isolated pris
ons. It isn't going to take us 100. years to undo that. 
It's going to take more years than we;ve put into cor-
rections so far. . 

The only message I want to give you is that there 
are human beings in prison. There are human beings 
working in prisons. There are human b'.~ings out itl 
the community. There are human beings working
trying to decide what's the best way to go. 

However, I challenge correctional people and 
especially prison personnel. Quit sitting back and 
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being negative. Stand up and take on h;adership roles 
so that for the fir:;t time in history-=-if you don't 
believe me, go back and read the history books
we're going to really solve a problem, not compound 
a problem. That's what I perceive as the role of the 
prisons to be right now. We've got to take leadership 
roles because the future is now, not tomorrow. 

I don't want to be a part of trying to run an iso
lated prison a few years from now. I want to be a 
part of trying to help people. Prison reform is a 
beautiful word, but it can be the most destructive 
word in history unless we really dig in and solve the 
problem. 

Get in there and work with the public. Open the 
doors of your prisons to the public and get your pris
oners out to see whether or not they can handle 
things. However, don't sit around and say, "Oh well, 
let 'em try it. They're going to find out it doesn't 
work." Too much time is lost that way. Let's take 
1~ader8hip roles, Let's do something with this magic 
figure of 80 p"rctn~ .!Jud 20 percent. 

YOl), hav-I; the opportunity in the next few days, 
and you h2ve t.lle opportunity when you go back. 
We've lQli\.'i):(~d ... lot in corrections. We've learned 
what to do, and we've learned what not to do. Our 
biggest problem is we've spent most of our time 
doing what not to do, and very little time doing what 
to do. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Hug!les: I've heard Mrs. Goodrich speak 
before~and it's always good to hear the concern and 
sympathy which is accompanied by the skepticism 
about vagueness, generalities, and lassitude. It's an 
excellent Qessage, and I'm sure it'll give us a lot to 
talk about later on. 

Our next discussion l~ader is Arnold Schuchter. 
He is the Director of Pianning of the Massachusetts 
Department of Youth Services. He has a very 
impressive educational and exper.iential background. 
He has been a consultant to Arthur D. Lime, Inc., in 
fields he'll discuss with you. He's been a writer. He's 
been director of an antipoverty program and a Man
power Administration program in the City of Bos
ton. He was project planner and Chief of 
Rehabilitation Planning for the Boston Redevelop
ment Authority. He was an assistant town planner. 
He has a bachelor's degree from Harvard College 
and a master's degree in community and regional 
planning. He was in the Army Security Agency, the 
national security agency of the U.S. Army. 

He'll be talking about another terribly important 
problem for corrections: "How Can ui.e Resources 
Needed for Community-Based Corrections be 
Generated?" 
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Mr. Schuchter: Thank you. I assume that I am 
here this afternoon because of the experience that 
we've had in Massachusetts in closing down juvenile 
training schools. As a matter of fact, this week com
memQrates the end of the first year since we closed 
down all except one training school which was vir
tually phased out at the same time. I assume I'm also 
here because I bring a certain perspective from our 
agency and Massachusetts to the area of juvenile 
corrections. This is the result of the experience I've 
had over the past 10 years. 

Out of the experience with urban renewal and 
rehabilitation came the fairly decisive conclusion 
that physical renewal basically deals only with the 
symptoms of the problems which we find in neigh
borhood decay. It certainly does not deal with the 
kind~ of problems which the residents of those neigh
borhoods have to cope with on a day-to-day basis. 

I came out of planning and directing Boston's 
antipoverty program and then administering its man
power programs. I came again to the definitive con,. 
elusion that we were only dealing with the symptoms 
of problems. We were establishing token and frag
mented social s~rvice, educational, and job pro
grams. None of them was really sufficient to 
overcome the basic problems of poverty, and cer
tainly very few of them dealt with the whole problem 
of the lack of adequate income. 

I also came out of the experience of 3 or 4 years 
working as a management consultant in public sys
tems and found that most public systems-educa
tion, health, welfare, social services, corrections. 
renewal, et (~etera-are working very badly. TheY're 
working very inefficiently and ineffectively, usually to 
accomplish the wrong objectives, which is certainly 
the worst kind of problem that any organization can 
face. 

When I joined the Department of Youth Services 
in May of 1971 to work for Commissioner Miller, 
essentially I was hired to plan the phasing out of the 
juvenile institutions, and also the State's juvenile cor
rections agency. I was supposed to do that by 
January 1974, and if possible, as early as June 1973. 
If things continue to fW as they have been going in 
Massachusetts, not only have all the juvenile correc
tions institutions been phased but-except for one or 
two intensive treatment facilities for a limited num
ber of youngsters, one or two small secure detention 
facilities-but also we win have phased out the 
department of juvenile corrections. We will have 
integrated th3.t department with the State's family 
and children's services agency and broadened the 
whole scope of services that are available to 
juveniles. 

I think it is very important to have this perspective 
in mind as you listen to the things I say-some of 

which may sound like ovel'statements, if not radical 
statements. These statements come out of a 10ng
term experience 10 dealing with public programs 
which were not only inefficient and ineffective, but 
also were seeking to accomplish the wrong 
objectives. . 

! commend the Commission for the job they have 
done on these voluminous reports. A tremendolls 
amount of work went into the reports. How~ver, 1 
am ,;;oncerned because I think in the bulk of the 
report, many of the real issues of justice and crime 
reduction have tended to become lost or over~ 
shadowed. This situation comes out of the definition 
of problems and goals, as well as the choice of 
implementation strategies. 

I would like to talk about a few general things as a 
framework for a much more specific discussion 
about the developmen~ of community-based pro
grsms-such as philosophy, goals, ideology, and 
leadership in changing correctional systems and pro
grams. Leadership without a clear, strong phitosophy 
or ideology is nonleadership. Essentially. it is very 
determined individuals who wind up spinning their 
wheels over time because they don't have the suf
ficient commitment to a clear set of principles which 
they are working on to sustain them through hard 
times. There is no question that deinstitutionali~a~ 
tion in the juvenile or adult corrections field iR a very 
tough business. It's a tough business of organization, 
planning, politics, hustling resources, and honestly 
coming to grips with many problems. 

These problems have been swept under the carpet 
for many years. There is a continuing tendency to 
keep sweeping these problems under the carpet 
because it makes life more comfortable. If the 
agency itself doesn't have to face up to those prob
lems or spell them out to the community, it elimi
nates or modifies a number of potential political 
problems which an agency that's committed to com
munity-based programs can run into. 

What we've done in Massachusetts has not been 
easy. It's been very tough. However, the toughest job 
has been to be honest and consistent about the prin
ciples which we were applying and the things which 
we were doing. I see the basic issues-the reduction 
of crime versus the salvaging of human beings-·get
ting lost. When I take a look at the juvenile field, I 
think we're talking about the salvaging of young
sters-regardless of what is said in adult corrections. 
We're only talking secondarily about crime reduc
tion. This applies particularly when we examine the 
kinds of crimes for which youngsters are adjudicated 
and committed to State correctional institutIons. 

We are talking about the attack on lawlessness 
versus improving the quality of urban life. I worked 
for 5 years in the planning business, walking the 
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streets, knocking on doors, seeing the children and 
their families. Having intimate knowledge of every 
facet of inner city community life in the East and 
Midwest~I can't help but feel that our attack on the 
lawlessness is an attack on the symptoms of prob
lems that are problems of deterioration of the quality 
of urban life. These are problems of deprivation
social, economic, and political. There's a dichotomy 
here that has to be recognized. 

We have to focus intensively either on the attack 
on crime and criminality or we have to give primary 
recognition to the restoration of a quality r;i life ill 
our cities. In particular, this restoration should 
enable people to function as decent, whole human 
beings. 

We have to be talking about either the reform of 
the criminal justice system or the reform of the entire 
human service system including the increase in social 
and economic opportunity. We've been struggling 
with this in Massachusetts as we've been going 
through a planning process to reorganize the entire 
human service system of the Commonwealth. 

It's interesting to note that in the planning dis
cussions on the reorganization of the human service 
system, there was t;nly the briefest mention of the 
way in which the reform of the State's adult cor
rectional institutions fits into the State's human ser
vice system. There was very little discussion about 
reform of the criminal justice system as a whole, of 
which corrections is a part, and virtually none of the 
placing of corrections within the human service 
framework. 

There was discussion nf juvenile corrections for 
two reasons. First, children were put in the context 
of the human and social welfare system by virtue of 
the fact that they were children. Second, the State 
juvenile corrections agency was very militant, 
aggressive, and advocacy-oriented in the plann;,,~ 
and implementation. The planners of human service 
reorganization did not have a chance to iorg:, dt 
happens to childr~n that are caught up in the juve
nile justice system. 

Should our focus be on the prevention of disorder 
or the prevention of anarchy? We can see anarchy 
escalating in the loss of confidence in both the public 
and the moral authority of our institutions. The dis
order is symptomatic of a loss of authority in the 
pubHc sector. It is hard to explain to these young
sters that we are trying to develop positive attitudes 
toward community life and responsible roles for citi
ze~lS in the community. It means that they have to 
adopt more moral and ethical behavior than the pub
lic officials at national, State, and local levels of gov
ernment, This is a very fundamental problem. 

If one deals with issues honestly, we continually 
run into some dilemmas of explanation. For 
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example, we deal with youngsters who see them
selves as victims of racism, and institutions which 
are unsympathetic and insensitive to their back
grounds, needs, and conditions in life. This is a very 
tough problem which has to be confronted. And it 
has to be part of whatever kind of ideology or philos
ophy which one has about reform in juvenile correc
tions. We can't simply narrow our frame of mind. 

I have heard much discussion at the Conference, 
and there is much emphasis in the report on new 
tools and techniques for management. Having spent 
a great deal of time working with new tools and tech
niques for management in either the public or private 
sectors, I have a certain amount of healthy skepti
cism about the potential use of those tools and tech
niques without a certain kind of leadership and 
spirit. Do we need more tools and new machinery or 
do we need new assumptions about the resources we 
have to manage? The tools of management, fiscal 
analysis, and computers are only as good as the good 
judgment, sense, and spirit with which we manage 
them. 

These are the kinds of things that I would have 
liked to have seen emphasized in the report. In my 
opinion, you cannot reform a system based on the 
wrong assumption. You cannot reform a conectional 
system or a justice system if you have a wrong 
assumption about what constitutes justice and equity 
for individuals. At best, I thiuk, if we slavishly carry 
out all of the recommendations in the volumes which 
are being produced for this Conference, we are likely 
to produce a more efficient syst<:m of ultimate 
ineffectiveness. 

We are going to improve the 'efficiency of the 
administration of justice. This is what I am con
cerned about, because I see it happening even within 
our own State-within our own system, where we're 
very attentive to the needs for justice and advocacy. 
We're discovering that we must mobilize the greatest 
part of our resources-for advocacy and justice for 
individuals-to achieve eqtlity for them at every 
stage of the juvenile justice process. Equity doesn't 
happen on its own. You can't reform the system sim
ply by putting in a systems chart, marking out the 
critical path, determining the distribution of man
power, allocating funds, and setting up adminis
trative machinery. The adults and youngsters you're 
trying to help to obtain justice and equity may stilI 
get the short end of the deal. 

The Commission's report neglects to make a com
mitment to goals of remedying poverty, racism, sex
ism, failure of national priorities, and corruption of 
public responsibility. People have said that the Presi
dent's Crima Commission report went overboard in 
attributing the causes of crime to social, economic, 
institutional, and political phenomena. 



However, I think we've gone in the other direction 
in the Commission's report by undervaluing the sig
nificance of those phenomena. There isn't enough 
commitment here, particularly if we look at the pop
ulations of youngsters with whom I am most famil
iar-the youngsters who are winding up in the 
juvenile justice system. The youngsers who are 
adjudicated, committed, and recommitted are tend
ing to have a very Clear pattern. These youngsters 
are poor, black, minority, and extremely vulnerable 
to the system. This fact has to be confronted openly 
and frankly. It has to become part of the public edu
cation process. 

There (;l.lso has to be a commitment in this report 
not only to the reform of criminal justice systems, 
but also to the human service systems of State and 
local governments. In the final analysis, the respon
sibility for social justice rests with the entire frame~ 
work of services that government provides-be it in 
the social service or legal judicial system. 

In the movement from essentially institution
based systems to community-based systems, if you 
piece together imperfect and inadequately conceived 
programs, services, systems, or manpower, either 
within the juvenile justice or the criminal justice sys-, 
tem, your result wiII be highly imperfect. We have a 
Balkanization in the whole criminal justice system 
which we're trying to carve out into a common area 
of territory for concern. We are trying to get unified, 
integrated, systematic, and coordinated programs 
and operations. We do need more systematization 
and organization. However, even without system and 
organization, there can be a tremendous amount of ' 
movement. 

When I joined the Department of Youth Services 
in Massachusetts, it was not prepared at all to move 
into community-based programs. l' can envision no 
agency that could have been less prepared except if it 
lacked necessary legislative mandates. The legislative 
mandates and the few necessary resources are very 
essential. I am not underestimating that fact. 

In order to move into community-based programs, 
juvenile corrections has to have control over pretrial 
detention facilities and programs, as well as the 
authority to provide alternatives to secure detention. 
I say that categorically based on our experience. If a 
juvenile corrections agency doesn't control the deten
tion period and what happens to the youngsters dur
ing that period, you can almost forget about a 
successful community-based program. You have to 
use the time between arraignment and the remainder 
of the adjudication process to prepare service plans 
to divert these youngsters from the system. 

One hundred percent of our 6,000 youngsters per 
year formerly went to secure detention facilities. 
Now, only a fraction of that number have to go to 

secure detention facilities. Approximately 600 to 
700 youngsters per year need to go to secure deten
tion facilities. In this calendar year, we will have 
2,000 youngsters who move into shelter care facile 
ities under contract financed in part by the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration and in part 
by the State. Two thousand eight hundred youngsters 
moved into foster care detention. This is critical, not 
only to the diversion process but also to a young
ster's problems ano needs at this stage. Otherwise, 
when he finally does get committed to the State's 
corrections agency, then you must scramble to figure 
out what his needs are and what kind of resources 
are available. 

You have to have control. I say this categorically 
over the postadjudication dispositional dec~sions. 
Now this will "rock" some people. However, when 
you look at the entire process of diversion to or 
placement in community-based resources, the agency 
which is administering or funding those community,: 
based resources has to be able to make the decisions 
about which youngsters go where, for what reasons, 
and retain the responsibility for what happens to 
those youngsters. The court adjudicates and 
commits. 

In Massachusetts, another essential ingredient is 
to have the' statutory authority for the court to 
refer ~-not to commit-to the State juvenile correc
tions ab:,:ncy. This raises a number of issues that are 
not adeq'dltely addressed in the Commission's 
report. Such issues include the protection of the 
rights of youngsters in the dispositional process when 
that process is administrative rather than judicial. 

For the State juvenile corrections agency to move 
into ;: COl:;::1' ~unity-based program, the agency has to 
be able to regionalize itself and decenb'alize its 
administrative process. This is essentially what the 
department did. There were po regional operations 
or decentralized decisionmaking processes. Parole 
agents were doing their own thing around the State 
without any real ac.:c0untability to the departments. 
After a year, we set up seven regional operations. We 
moved the authority out into those regional offices to 
engage in and be responsible for the diversion pro
cess, postadjudication placement process, and the 
foHowup process. There were standards and guide
lines for evaluating and monitoring that process car
ried on by the central agency. 

In Boston, everything is concentrated. You're 
remote from the children, youth, and adults. You 
have to regionalize and get as close to the commu
nity, which you are asking and telling to bcrespon
sible for juvenile corrections, you have to become 
close to all community agencies with which you ,have 
to deal, and you have to develop resources. 
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Obviously, the State's correctional agency also has 
to have the budget. This is something that cannot be 
underestimated. To begin with, one doesn't need a 
hlrge budget. Later on, I hope you'll ask questions 
that inqurc in detail about finances, administration, 
and flow of kids into different kinds of programs. 
The amount of money to begin with is not as impor
tnnt as the commitment to proceed. As time goes on, 
the amount of money does get considerable. We are 
talking about money that can be spent flexibly fbr 
the purchase of services iIi community-based 
programs. 

We'll hear discussions at this Conference about 
the savings that come about in the movement from 
institutions to community~based programs. 1 think 
that there is a certain amount of truth to that, but 
there is also a great deal of arithmetic Mickey Mouse 
involved in it. I would like to talk about all the 
arithmetic Mickey Mouse related to recidivism rates, 
with finances and other aspects of this wb-de notion 
of community-based programs. This is where the re31 
is&ues are, when you look at the pi'!1blem of 
resour\~es. People are playing with numbers. Person
ally, I'IIl11ot going to play with numbers. 

Wheln institutions are full, there"s a low annual per 
capita <~ost. When institutions are not quite as full, 
per capita cost goes up. So YDU can compute the 
annual per capita cost of maintenance of an inmate 
in an institution when the institution is full and it's 
lower. When the institution is, as our institutions 
were, only half full, it's higher. We were able to say 
that in 1971 it cost us $10,462 per youth to keep 
them in an institution when the institutions were half 
full. If th()y were completely full, it would have been 
$5,231. 

If you rook at the movement into a community·· 
based program, you have a whole variety of 
resources which you are trying to draw on and 
develop-foster care, alternative education, jobs-as 
weli as resources which you actually buy and subsi
dize-social services, individual and group coun
seling, residential group programs, boarding schools, 
and so forth. 
, At the moment our department works with over 
200 agencies. There are 500 youngsters that are in 
residential programs, 350 in foster care, and hun~ 
dreds of ki.ds in private schools or alternative 
schools. We have 150 youngsters in jobs which we 
subsidize or pay for entirely. We draw on Neighbor
hood Youth Corps programs. We'll do anything and 
we have done anything that seems to make sense for 
these youngsters. 

The f~ct of fu~matter is that the cost can get high, 
particularly if you're dealing with youngsters who 
need more than one service. These needs may 
include a group homel alternative education, psy-
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chiatric care, and medical care. In the final analysis, 
the per capita cost of moving into community-based 
programs can be lower in several areas. 

If you don't have a full range of programs, each 
youngster gets only a token amount of services. If 
you only provide services to a limited number of 
youngsters, your per capita costs wHl be lower. We 
are not contending that in M~ssachusetts all young
sters are receiving services at a given time. In fact, 
about half tIle youngsters on parole status in the 
community are receiving services at a given time. 
That doesn't mean th.at the other half doesn't receive 
services at any time during the year. Some of them 
receive no services, except for parole supervision. 
Judgments have to bq made about which youngsters 
do receive the services, and which don't. 

We may be spending $20,000 per year on some 
youngsters, $500 on others, and putting $5 per week 
in the pockets of still others to keep them out of 
someone else's back pocket. It all depends. What 
we're saying here at this Conference is that 
institutions don't work well. These institutions are 
not working well enough to justify their 
perpetuations. 

It's not simply a fiscal matter. Of course, we have 
to talk about fiscal matters with the public to assure 
them that we're not talking about more extravagant 
social welfare programs. We're not talking about 
raiding the public purse. WC:~'e talking about doing 
more for less. This is, of course, L'te position we take 
on everything we do which is supposed to be good. 

There are a number of tbings that I wanted to 
cover, such as the serious offender. When you get 
down to community-based programs the question is 
raised: "What about the assaultive youngster, or the 
serious offender? How do you deal with him in a 
community-based setting?" 

I am very pleased to be able to be here not to sen 
what has been happening in Massachusetts because I 
do not believe that experience necessarily transfers 
from State to State, or from community to commu
nity. There are usually some very unique ingredients 
which can't be duplicated. 

However, what I am saying is that when you take 
the movement from institutions to community-based 
programs you can break it down into philosophy, 
organization, administration, personnel, movement· 
of kids, information and management systems, and 
monit.oring and evaluation systems. There is 
experience indicating what the relative importance 
and usefulness is of these various pieces of 
institutional change. There is a lot of risk involved. 
There is political flak. However, it's worth doing it. 
It's hard, but it's also sometimes even fun as well as 
gratifying. 



Mr. Hughes: Ladies and gentlemen, you've just 
heard three great basic foundation statements. For 2 
or 3 years I have been particularly concerned with 
correctior.~, being chairman of the American Bar 
Association Corrections Commission, going to these 
conferences, and running around meeting and hear
ing a lot of all of you like Arnold. I am constantly 
inspired and surprised at and edified by the dedica
tion-not only dedication in the sense of com
mitment, but the restless agitating and discontent 
with the status quo. One hears from these correc
tions experts on all levels how terrible that status quo 
is. It's been a very enriching experience for me and 
certainly has been added to by the things that I have 
heard this afternoon. 
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Mr. Ward: Our first speaker is Judge Ted Rubin. 
He is the Director of Juvenile Justice at the Institute 
of Court Management in Denver, Colo. He has been 
a judge with the Denver Juvenile Court, a State rep
resentative in the Colorado House of Representa
tives, and a consultant to the President's Crime 
Commission, and the Joint Commissioner on Cor
rectional Manpower and Training. The author of 
Three Juvenile Courts, a comparative study, he has 
also been published in law and other professional 
journals. 

Judge Rabin is going to pre~ent a paper on: 
"ShO\lM the Purview of the J].lvenile Court be 
Restricted to Juveniles Charged with Crime?" 

Judge Rubin: The title of my speech should be: 
"Should the Pmview of the Juvenile Court be 
Re::;tricted to Juveniles Charged with Crime?" I have 
changed the title to read: "Noncriminal Conduct by 
Juveniles Should be Phased Out from the Punitive 
Powers of the Juvenile Court:' 

Until 1968, the South Dakota Juvenile Court Stat
ute gave the following definition of. the delinquent 
child: 

... any child who, while under the age of 18 years, violates 
any law of this State or any ordinance of any city or town 
of this State: who is incorrigible, or intractable by parents, 
guardian, or custodian: who knowingly associates with 
thieves, vicious, or immoral persons; who, without cause 
and without the consent of its parents, guardian, or cus
todian, absents itself from its home or place of abod.~; who 
is growing up in idleness or crime: who fails to attend school 
regularly without proper reason therefor, if of compulsory 
school age; who repeatedly plays truant from school; who 
does not regularly attend school and is not otherwise 
engaged in any regular occupation or employment but 
loiters and idles away its time; who knowingly frequents or 
visits a house of ill repute; who knowingly frequents or 
visits any policy shop or place where any gaming device 
is operated; who patronizes, visits or frequents any saioon 
or dram shop where intoxicating liquors are sold; who 
patronizes or visits any public pqolmom where the game 
of billiards or pool is being carried on for payor hire; who 
frequents or patronizes any wineroom or dance hall run in 
connectioll with or adjacent to . any house of ill-fame or 
saloon; Who visits, frequents, or patronizes, with one of the 
opposite sex, any restaurant or other place Where liquors 
may be purchased at night after the hours of nine o'clock; 
who is found alone with one of the opposite sex in a private 
apartment or room of any restaurant, lodging house, hotel, 
or other place at nighttime or who goes to any secluded 
place or is found alone in such place, with one of the oppo
site sex, at nighttime with the evident purpose of concealing 
their acts; whQ wanders about the streets in the nighttime 
without being ;on any lawful busines~ 0\ lawful occupation, 
or habitually wanders about any railroild yards or tracks, or 
jumps or attempts to jump onto any moving train, or enters 
any car or· eligine without laWful authority; who writes or 
uses vile, obscene, vulgar, profane, or i\ldecent language, or 
smokes cigarr.ttes or uses .tobacco in any form; who drinks 
intoxicating liquors on any: street, in any pUblic. place, or 
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about any school house, or at any place other than it~ ,?wn 
home; or who is guilty of indecent, immoral, or lasclVlous 
conduct. 

If anyone here grew uP. in South J?akot~, ~e ~as 
subject to being brought before the ]uve~lle ]usttc.e 
system. This legislative policy to persuasIvely engi
neer middle-class moral values, to reinforce such tra
ditional institutions as the family and the school, and 
to optimistically exp~ct that juvenile court m~stique 
would both save children and save us from chIldren, 
was not limited to South Dakota lawmakers. While 
in November 1972, American voters decided that 
What was good for South Dakota. was not good for 
the Nation, lawmakers in South Dakota-one of the 
last States to enact a juvenile court statute-had 
decided that an alI-encompassilng juvenile court 
jurisdictional clause, similar to those enacted 
throughout this Nation, would also be good for 
South Dakota. 

It used to be that everyone had positive feelings 
about the juvenile court. This was a long time ago. 
Its power and prestige were indeed utilized to mobi
lize community agency resources in an effort to help 
our youth, and, in turn, our communities. The age of 
psychology was dawning, and deviance was com
monly explained by psychological referents. . 

If a child continuously truanted from school or 
had troubles with his parents or smashed another kid 
in the nose or stole a newspaper vendor's loose 
change, the child must have psychological problems, 
and he needed treatment. 

As psychiatrists opened private offices to treat the 
problem-ridden children of the rich, the children of 
the poor were referred to juvenile courts and, in turn, 
to probation officers, child guidance clinics, and 
social agencies. 

Probation officers, mental health clinicians, social 
agency social workers, school teachers, principals, 
and even parents admonished their children that if 
they failed to conform to community norms, the 
judge had a terrible place to send them to-the State 
training school. When the ax finally fell and com
mitment had been ordered, judges would frequently 
urge those youth to get as much as they could from 
the training school because it really wasn't such a 
bad place after all. EVen today, it is believed that 
anywhere from 60 percent to 90 percent 'of girls 
enclosed in our State training schools were. found to 
have committed nothing more serious than crimes of 
runaway, incorrigibility, or habitual truancy. 

For a long time we permitted the juvenile court to 
work isolated from public scrutiny. State supreme 
courts kept saying that the Bill of Rights did not pro
tect children since the purpose of the juvenile court 
was rehabilitation, not pUll\shment. 
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Lawyers acceded to this because it was not remu
nerative to try a case in juvenile court, and proba
tion, at any rate, was a good break for the kid. It was 
better to stay on friendly terms with the judge than 
to challenge this strange and informal procedure 
known as the juvenile court. This was foreign terri
tory to attorneys conditioned to the regularized 
procedures and the better defined body of law in 
other courts. 

Schools and social agencies acquiesced to the 
court's unbridled powers because troublemakers 
could then be taken off their hands. 

Newspaper reporters were content to publish 
annual juvenile court statistical reports and an 
occasional bizarre juvenile offense. The court's basic 
clientele-the urban poor-were, as usual, pow
erless, and in their fatigue often thanked the judge 
for institutionalizing their child so that they wouldn't 
have to worry about him getting into trouble for sev
eral years. 

After the second great war, our society became 
very different. By the 1960's, law and the United 
States Supreme Court had become an even ~ore 
potent force in determining our values as a natIOn, 
For the first time, in 1966, a juvenile delinquency 
case received the full attention of the nine justices. 
The juvenile court came in for a. serious public 
spanking. The juvenile court, said the high court, 
must become a court. 

The juvenile court was getting it also from other 
sources-J. Edgar Hoover, local police chiefs, the 
not-so-silent majority, retail shop owners, victimized 
home and automobile owners, and frazzled school 
officials-all for being too lenient. It was getting it 
also from legislatures which didn't think their money 
was being effectively spent, from mental health pro
fessionals who felt the court's rehabilitation work was 
sloppy and lackluster, from sociologists who believed 
that one-to-one probation counseling would never 
get us anywhere with the problem, and from minor
ity groups and poverty organizations who perceived a 
racist milieu about the court and who were COll

cerned about the disproportionate percentage of their 
youngsters who were institutionalized. 

The soaring number of youngsters brought to its 
attention was also new to the juvenile court. Another 
new force during the past 5 years or so has been the 
defense lawyer. In 1967 the U.S. Supreme Court 
mandated that the Bill of Rights. and the 14th 
amendment applied to children, and that one of the 
rights for children was the right to counsel. Many 
juvenile courts now echo with legal challenges. 

The enormous volume of cases and the growing 
frequency of formal court hearings and trials is com
pelling judges, attorneys who practice in these 
courts, probation and detention staffs, and justice 



system planners to find ways to keep those young
sters who are not serious or repeated offenders out of 
the system. 

The President's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice said in '67 that: "Any 
act that is considered a crime when committed by an 
adult should continue to be, when charged against a 
juvenile, the business of the juvenile court."l How
ever, "Serious consideration, at the least, should be 
given to complete elimination of the court's power 
over children for noncriminal conduct."2 

An issue during the 1960's involved the legislative 
separation of criminal conduct by juveniles from 
noncriminal conduct by juveniles, and the provision 
of a less harsh label to describe the latter, along with 
some effort to restrict the power of the juvenile court 
judge to place these latter children in State delin
quency institutions. 

This separatist movement apparently began in 
California in 1961 with the creation of the Section 
601 noncriminal conduct provision, which was dis
tinguished from the Section 600 dependency/neglect 
statute, and the Section 602 criminal conduct (delin
quency) statute. 

Section 601 in California's Code brought -within 
the court's jurisdiction the child "who persistently or 
habitually refuses to obey the reasonable and proper 
orders or directions of his parents, guardian, custo
dian, or school authorities, or who is beyond the 
control of such a person, or any person who is an 
habitual truant from school within the meaning of 
any law of this State, or who for any cause is in dan
ger of leading an idle, dissolute, lewd, or immoral 
life ... "3 

The following year, the New York Family Court 
Act created a somewhat similar child and called him 
a person in need of supervision (PINS), and 3 years 
later, Illinois legislators created minors otherwise in 
need of supervision (MINS). In 1967 Colorado's 
Childrens Code termed it CHINS, or child in need of 
supervision, and about half of our States during this 
last decade.have now legislated a separate category, 
which is also known in Georgia as unruly child and 
in Florida as CINS. However, ill. the remaining 
States, this child is still known as a delinquent child 
and remains undifferentiated as to both label and 
institutional sanctlon. 

For the purpose of simplification, let us call this 
child CHINS, which appears to be the most com
monly accepted title. The CHINS concept essentially 

1 President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Ad· 
ministration of Justice, The Challenge of Crime in (J, Free 
Society, Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office 
(1967). 

l-lbid. 
3 California State Laws, Section 601. 

embodies three types of juvenile noncriminal con· 
duct: runaway, incorrigibility, and habitual truancy. 
Some, but not all, CHINS statutes also include cer
tain other conduct illegal only for children: juvenile 
possession or use of alcohol, juvenile possession or 
use of tobacco, and violation of juvenile curfew ordi
nances. Whatever you call them, these children 
frequently represent a significant percentage of the 
juvenile court workload. 

During 1971 in Utah-where all six of these vio
lations are still called delinquency-l,860 juvenile 
alcohol offenses, 1,421 juvenile tobacco possession 
offenses, and 1,064 curfew offenses were referred to 
Utah ju~eni1e courts. These three types of violations, 
along With runaway and incorrigibility, r~presented 
five of the seven offenses most frequently referred to 
in the Utah juvenile courts this year. In Montana in 
1971, liquor violations represented the most com
monly referred juvenile offenses-24 percent of boys' 
referrals and 2S percent of girls' referrals. Further
more, a recent study of the juvenile court in Seattle 
revealed that, other than homicide, referrals for un
governable behavior had the greatest likelihood to 
become formal petitions, and that ungovernable chi1~ 
dren were detained longer than any other referral 
category. 

From a child's viewpoint, it is better to run away 
from Colorado, where he or she would receive judi
cial treatment as a CHINS, than to run away from 
the neighboring State of Utah where the juvenile 
would be known as a delinquent. Aside from the 
softer label, this child has frequently ended up in 
delinquency institutions despite attempts to restrict 
or limit this practice in Colorado, California, Illinois, 
and other States. These three States, among others, 
not only provided that delinquency was a violation of 
a law-which if one were an adult would constitute 
a crime-but also that delinquency could also be 
found for a violation of a lawful order of court. 

Placing a CHINS on probation for a runaway, 
when followed by a subsequent runaway, resulted in 
a delinquency petition for violation of a lawful order 
of court, i.e., a rule of probation. Proof of the new 
delinquency charge could then result in a delin
quency institution commitment. This oblique proce
dure, which was struck down by a Colorado 
appellate court in 1971, has now been legislatively 
prohibited by Illinois since 1972, and is being chal
lenged in California at this time. 

Earlier, legislative restrictions on what a judge 
could do with a CHINS had been weakened in New 
York and in other States where the failure of public 
and private social agencies to create effective rehabi
litative alternatives led judges to commit these 
youngsters to delinquency institutions anyway or led 
legislators to amend .the law to allow these youngsters 
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to be placed in State delinquency centers. Two 
informed observ~,[s have termed the distinction 
between C~:IINS Find delinquency a "cruel hoax" due 
to the failure to adhere to restrictions on dis
positional alternatives. 

I would like now to review the major reasons we 
instituted the CHINS concept, and then suggest why 
we should now abolish it-not to return juvenile-only 
violations to the former delinquency category, but to 
allow for their inclusion only within the other major 
category of juvenile court jurisdiction, the neglected 
child. 

First, juvenile courts have not effectively rehabili
tated runaway, incorrigible and school truant chil
dren. In 1970, Chief Judge David L. Bazelon of the 
U.S. Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia, 
advised a conference of juvenile court judges, 
" •.. We ought to stop fooling ourselves and the 
community. You ought to tell the community that 
you are failures-yes, failures-at preventing d~lin
quency and crime. As long as the community views 
you as a prevention agency and refers its social and 
behavioral problems to you, the root problems will 
not be attacked."4 

Second, noncriminal violations-believed to con
stitute O't'~e-third of the million or so youngsters 
referred to juvenile courts annually-require a dis. 
proportionate amount of time and energy from 
detention and probation services, and divert staff 
energies away from that conduct which more 
se,riously endangers the community. 

Third, the fairness principle,which states that 
adults who run away, drop out of coliege, or refuse 
to follow their parents' suggestions, face no court 
sanction. 

Fourth, the language describing these juvenile 
noncriminal actions which are subject to court 
intervention is vague. The California provision, 
" ... who for any cause is in danger of leading an 
idle, dissolute, lewd or immoral life," was struck 
down as unconstitutionally vague in 1971. Further
ml:>re, New York's Wayward Minor Statute-which 
subjected youth between the ages of 16 and 21 to 
court jurisdiction-had one provision ruled imper
mlissibly vague 13 months ago, its jurisdictional 
clause over one who, "is morally depraved or in dan
ger of becoming morally depraved." Not all such 
legal challenges have succeeded, but it can be safely 
pr,edicted that similarly vague statute definitions will 
faU for failure to meet constitutional requirements. 

Fifth, there is the consideration of labeling and 
stigma. Even the softer label of CHINS is still a 
lalbel. Instead of being only a nonreader, a boy has 

"Judge David L. Bazelon, address to Conference of Juve
n!le Court Judges (1970). 
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become a court kid. Instead of being only an escapee 
from an intolerable family situation, a girl bears the 
lifetime stigma of juvenile institutionalization. 

Sixth, the State has weakened parental responsi
bility by too readily agreeing to accept a share in 
their children's care, and by too often weakening the 
family'S ability to re~olve their own problems. 

Seventh, the juvenile court-by holding the door 
wide open to those whose behavior is troubled or 
troublesome-has weakened the responsibilities of 
schools and community agencies to arrange out-of
court solutions. The court's message, in the words of 
Judge Bazelon to the other judges, was" 'If we don't 
act, no one else will.' [but] I submit that precisely 
the opposite is the case; because you act, no one else 
does."5 

Eighth, there is racial and economic dis
crimination. In short, the troubled and troublesome 
children of the poor tend to be referred to juvenile 
court, while the children of the rich are referred to 
private psychiatric and educational resources. 

Ninth, a charge of delinquency places the essential 
burden on the child f(;-.' his actions. The CIDNS 
ground suggests a rnr .. e interactive respu1isibility
that the supervision of the child has lacked parental 
effectiveness. 

I would propose that a major issue for the 1970's 
is whether-having made strides in separating 
CHINS from delinquent youth-we should not take 
the next giant step and remove CHINS children from 
the scope of the juvenile court's punitive powers. 
This is no easy matter. 

At a California conference on delinquency pre
vention in February of 1970, I suggested t4at prior 
to any legislative elimination or further recasting of 
the State's interest in these children, some California 
court should globally exercise its discretionary intake 
powers and administratively refuse to file a single 
CHINS petition for a 2-year period so that the sub
sequent behaviors of these children could be com
pared with children formally processed in a 
comparable court. No court accepted this challenge. 

Then I suggested a ,50-percent CHINS diversion 
model, with half of these youngsters referred auto
matically to outside community agencies and the 
other half filed on automatically. A third proposal 
was an automatic diversion of one-third to other 
agencies, several counseling interviews to a second 
one-third, and automatic filing on th§ final one-third. 

Shortly thereafter, the California Council on 
Criminal Justice funded an adaptation of these latter 
proposals on the initiative of the Sacramento County 
Probation Department in conjunction with the, Cen- . 
ter on the Administration of Criminal Justice, Uni-

5 Ibid. 



versity of California at Davis. Four days and nights 
each week a specially trained crisis intervention team 
provides immediate and short-term intensive coun
seling services to all children referred for CHINS vio
lations. The other 3 days and nights each week, 
standard intake screerting is performed by intake 
probation staff. Days are rotated monthly. The proj
ect staff has a mission to avoid detention and to 
avoid a formal petition if at all possible. 

Of children referred during February 1971, 9 per
cent of the project youth were detained in juvenile 
hall, 61 percent of the control group youth. Furt.~er
more, project youth had an average of O.l-one
tenth of one percent-nights in detention as a result 
of initial handling, while the control group youth 
spend an average of 5.3 nights in detention. 

Baseline data gathered in the 3-month preproject 
period reflected that 30 percent of such referred 
youth received formal iJetitlons. Before the project 
began, they saw how many CHINS were filed on. 
The figure was 30 percent. During the first 9 months 
of the project, the experimental gtoup~the project 
kids-were filed on only 2.2 percent of the time 
while control group youth received formal petitions 
21.3 percent of the time. Recidivism rates were also 
prone to th(>~e prc:entages. Here was an intensive 
crisis service for the kind of kid we're talking 
about-~avoiding detention, avoiding filing, and With 
recidivism rates lower by 10 p~rceut than the group 
that was getting no special services. 

Cost studies attribute significant probation depart
ment savings to the diversion project. This project 
w~s tried in one California county. It has been fol
lowed up with similar projects in Alameda County 
and San Diego County. Working with this kind of 
child, we can almost do away with filing and deten
tion, and we can keep this youngster out of the 
system. 

There is a national concern to eliminate victimless 
crime statutes from the statute books. This refers to 
adults. Such adult offenses include public drunk
enness, drug use, gambling, vagrancy, and perhaps 
prostitution. However, let's talk about children. 
After all, this is the thrust of the Commission's 
report. If victimless crime should be eliminated as an 
adult offense, its analogies in the juvenile system
most of which are in this area I've described
should also be repealed. 

However, let us not expect 50 States instantly and 
unequivocally to embrace and implement the remo
val of the nondelinquent child from juvenile court 
jurisdiction, just because this task force and 
Nat~onal Commission has set this as a standard. 

Many judges prefer it the way it is. Many chil
dren's agencies prefer to dump these youngsters on 
the court. Probation officers often prefer these kids 

to "real delinquents." Staff members of girls' delin
quency institutions would lose their jobs since their 
schools would be forced out of business. Public 
schnol principals and teachers will have to find other 
ways to get rid of their troublemakers. Law 
enforcement officers will have td spend more creative 
energies doing the right thing for kids. 

Parents will have to stop threatening their kids 
with the court, and put more of themselves into the 
solution. And all of these groups have political 
potential and can organize to defeat what' we would 
do, or reverse what we will have done, if the divet'
sion resource development proceeds too slowly and 
too meekly, 

To abolish legislatively the CHINS ground over
night would cause enormous disarray to our commu
nities. This would be true even though States move at 
an uneven pace with juvenile. code modernization. 
As with the history of the enac\:r!1ent of initial and 
more recent juvenile court acts, if a few States take 
the leap, more would follow, and legislative 
enactments would crawl back and forth across the 
country over 10 to 20 years. 

However, I would urge three things. 
First, Sates should repeal their CHINS jurisdiction 

or that part of their delinquency jurisdiction that 
may include the noncriminal conduct offenses and 
repeal such juvenile-only offenses as curfew, and 
tobacco and alcohol possession. The effeotive date of 
such change should be 2 years from the date of the 
enactment of the legislation. The purpose of this 
phasing-out time space would be to serve notice on 
the community that within the decreed period it 
must erect alternative out-oi-court handling methods 
for these youngsters. Pending this legislatioil, statu
tory intake discretion should be exploited to curtail, 
if not eliminate, CHINS formal petitions. 
. Seondl juvenile code privisions as to the depend

ent/neglected/deprived'child should be revIewed and 
possibly recast to enable the more severe CHINS sitM 
uations to be encompassed within this non punitive 
jurisdiction of the court. Virtually all juvenile cod~s 
prohibit the court from imposing punitive sanctions, 
such as delinquency institutions and ranches, fines, 
restitution, or compensatory work experiences on 
this child. 

We have used new detention alternatives. A St. 
Louis program assigns five youngsters to a para~ 
professional instead of detention. A Sa1t Lake City 
program has a network of 80 individual and gfIDup 
shelter beds instead of locked detention. If a chroqic 
runaway failed to respond to our efforts, we might 
need to find some way temporarily tQ\ secure this 
child. Yet, there must be alternatives to that, too. , 

If we classified these children as neglected or 
delinquent-dclinquent including only those viola-
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tions of law that would constitute a crime if com
mitted by an adult-we would have a serious 
problem holding these youngsters in temporarily 
secure custody. As judges or ex-judges we all know 
of cases where a child runs away from Denver to 
Ohi'), we bring him back, and the next day he runs 
away to California. 

Third, the successful execution of the designs set 
forth hinges on how well we develop and. implement 
the alternatives we will need in our comrttunities and 
States. Unless we create effective alternatives, repres
sion will result, and we will go back to branding 
these kids again. 

There will be many failures with this proposal. 
However, we must keep in mind the findings of a 
recent California legislative report on this issue, 
which states: 

No one can prove that truants who become wards of the 
court end up better educated than those who do not. No 
one can show that promiscuous teenagers who are institu
tionalized have fewer illegitimate children than those who 
are not. Nor can ~nyone show that runaways who become 
wards of the court end up leading better adjusted lives than 
those Who do not. 'Finally, no one can prove that unruly, 
disobedient minors -who come under court supervision end 
up in prison less often than those who do not. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Ward: Our next speaker is Dr. Howard Hig
man, chairman of the department of sociology at the 
University of Colorado. He is a Director of the Cen
ter for Action Research and he is operating pro
grams for the U.S. Department of Labor in the area 
of new careers. He is also operating a program for 
the U.S. Justice Department under the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration. He also has 
a program for the Office of Economic Opportunity 
and the Department of Health, Education and Wei·· 
fare's Youth Development and Delinquency Pre
vention Administration. I wish I had more time to 
talk about some of the imaginative things that this 
man does. 

I know that the Marines have put their people 
thr(;mgh survival training in the jungle. Dr. Higman 
has done a similar thing by putting people through a 
kind of social survival training getting them to iden
tify with the problems of people of a different culture 
and social status. I think he's probably one of the 
most imaginative sociologists on the scene today. 

Dr. Higman will speak about alternatives for these 
youngsters both inside and outside of corrections. 

Dr. Higman: Thank you. 
I have been asked to address myself to the ques

tion, "Should responsibility for the care and treat
ment of juveniles be removed from corrections?" 

206 

In ord",( to do this I would like to addfl'~ss myself 
to several different things: first, the meaning of the 
words 'lCjuvenile delinquents;" 'and second, ,the mean
ing of the word "corrections." 

We did not use to have juvenile delinquents. I 
vaguely recall a creature called "Peck's bad boy." 
Before the days of Judge Ben Lindsey, we have some 
evidence of the notion that some girls and some boys 
behaved the way they did because they were pos
sessed by the devil. The solution to that problem, of 
course, was to beat the devil out of them. 

The human race has, by and large, gone through 
three hierarchical evolutionary stages in its con
ception of any problem, evec though the problem 
might not, at any given moment, be at the same tltage 
as other problems. The first stage may be labeled as 
a perception of events as a consequence of luck. for
tuity, or the invasion of good or bad spirits, requiring 
vengeance and revenge. Although no one person is 
responsible, there are clearly required rituals to 
maintain and to avenge. Perhaps the last stronghold 
of this view in international relations was represented 
by the Treaty of Versailles. 

At a later evolutionary period we have the inven
tion of crUne, responsibility, and punishment. This 
was the level of thought at the time of the Nuremburg 
Trials and is largely the way college professors give 
and withhold college credit. In my own opinion, this 
is the proper way to rear one's own children. This 
view merely states that the child wlII learn most 
rapidly if he suffers the consequences of his own 
conduct. 

A professor I know objects to the word "suffers." 
I can't find any other word. He says I'll be misunder
stood. This view merely states that the child will 
learn most rapidly if he sees what happnes to 11im as 
the consequence of his own conduct. This view was 
espoused in one of our excellent early alternative 
child-rearing books, Challenge of Parenthood by 
Rudolf Dreikurs.1 

Finally, we come to the third level where crin. " 
responsibility, and punishment are replaced with dis
ease, diagnosis, and therapy. This was the aim of the 
Marshall Plan and UNESCO in international 
conflict. 

With the young we have an exciting array of 
words-"bad boy," "incorrigible," "CHINS," "601," 
"deviant," "juvenile delinquent," "J.D.," Iltruant/' 
Ilstatus offender," and "offender." 

How is it that the behavior of the young has 
seemed to become an increasingly extensive problem 
as each year goes by? Let me cite several facts that 
tend to give a false ilhlsion of an increase in antiso
cial behavior on the part of young persons. 

1 Rudolph Dreikurs, Challenge of Parenthood. Hawthorne 
Press (1948). 



First, there are increased efforts in counting and 
recording individual acts that are deemed by someone 
to be antisocial. On one Indian reservation the head 
of law and order said to me, "If the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs (BIA) would give me one more officer I 
could double the crime rate here/' 

Second, there is the breakdown of the isolation of 
various ethnic groups from physical contact with one 
ancther. In a rural town in the southwest of the 
United States I witnessed ordinary physical alterca
tions between 13- and 14-year-old boys. 

The officer of the law walkie-talkied to the fathers 
of the two white boys, who then came down and 
picked up their sons. He said to the head of the 
pharmacy and to the owner of the dry goods store, 
"You wouldn't want your son down here." The 
fathers came down, and said, '(If I've told you once, 
I've told YOll twice ... " and away they went in their 
cars. 

The officer took the Mexican-American boys in 
the paddy wagon to the county jail where they were 
destined for incarceration. They are in the State 
reform school. I asked the officer, "How is it that 
you did not call the Spanish-American boys' 
fathers?" He replied, "They don't have telephones." 
I said, "What if they did have telephones?" He said, 
"Well, they wouldn't have fathers." I said, "What if 
they did have fathers?" He said, "Well, they would 
be drunk." 

When you have a figare of 85 percent incarcerated 
young persons of a minority group who occupy 8 to 
10 percent of the population of the State, you're not 
describing an accurate measure of t.he frequency of 
acts deemed to be antisocial. 

A third fact is the switch to expecting what in 
England they used to call the "roughs," to accept 
codes of behavior that 100 years ago were pretty well 
confined to a minority in the upper and middle 
classes. A police chief in one of our larger cities on 
the East Coast said to me, "We never bothered with 
the blacks, they took care of themselves." What I am 
saying here is that it is not a case of the population 
losing its manners, as much as it is a case of our 
\;nsisting on everyone having those manners. 

Another factor is the shift from the horse to the 
automobile. Joyriding in an automobil~ as opposed 
to joyriding on a horse represents a real increase in 
danger. 

The rise of the welfare state is not simply a loss of 
moral fiber as some persons would suggest, but rep
resents a substitution of the resources and sanctions 
of the State for the resources and sanctions pre
viously exercised by the church. P:n quantiiative 
terms this represents a switch from tithing to taxing. 

One principal current social fact is the deruraliza
tion of America-removing the possibility of mean-

ingful relevant outlets for the energies not only of the 
young but of vast numbers of adults as well. Soc;iety 
still clings to the puritan values of thrift and work 
and self-reliance. At the same time, science and 
technology have repealed the iron law of wages and 
required the consum~r economy of waste to absorb 
the embarrassing abundance of modern chemistry. 
Nowhere is this more clear than in the invention of 
the myth of agriculture called the s()il-bank. 

In the last 20 years three out of four American 
farm workers have left the farm and moved into the 
empty, vacated cities. In 1950 we had 10 million 
American farm families engaged in meaningful lives. 
Today that number has dropped from 10 million to 
less than 2.5 million American farm families. The 
presence of those 7.:5 million farm families and their 
children in the cores of our empty cities cannot be 
referred to as "urban." . 

The public schools were largely developed as short 
a time ago as 50 years to handle a very small propor
tion of children of the lower middle class who would 
need to add, subtract, keep accounts, write letters, 
and spell correctly, in order that the work of 80ciety 
could be carried on. A small minority in the same 
schools went on to professions throughunhersities. 
Fifty years ago, over 80 percent of the population 
learned their world of work not in the school system, 
but by direct example as apprentices-·from rela
tives, older women, or older men, who were working 
at the same sort of job. It is unfair to expect these 
grammar schools simply to be duplicated and to 
interact with the vast number of declassed, eXd 

agricultural children of America, who wOll't become 
accountantsr or eV~!1 learn to spell, in view of the 
takeover of these activities by electronic computers. 

We are beginning to get evidence that dropping 
out of school is not a cause of deviant behavior. 
Rather, there is evidence that staying in school is a 
cause of deviant behavior. 

Soon to be released is an exhaustive longitudinal 
study by Del Elliott, starting out with a population 
largely composed of Spanish-Americans, Mexican
Americans, and Spanish-surnamed Chicano children 
in San Dieg9. Overwhelmingly, their conflict with the 
jaw comes while they're in school undergoing some 
sort of deprivation. It isn't that they don't get to be 
lawyers or doctors. It's that by the time they're in 7th 
grade, some teacher thinks maybe they should dance 
with some of their own kind, or they won't get to 
dribble a basketball, read a poem, or be Ii pam-pam 
girl. Where the solution comes-when it does-it's 
usually as a dropout under the guidance of SOIJle 
noble woman, 16 years old. 

The most important singl.e reason for our failum 
in 1972 to deal more effectively with both juvenile 
and adult persons is the absence of a structure 
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enabling us to make useful distinctions. Statistics of 
police arrests, school repol'tsJ persons known to the 
court, as well as incarceration records, show little or 
no distinction between behavlol' that couldn't possi
bly injure anyone other than perhaps the person him
self, on the one hand, and the serious business of 
molestation of persons and destruction of property, 
on the other. 

In one city in the middle north United States, I 
was told by a probation officer that of young men, 
aged 16, 17, and 18, in his custody, 80 percent of 
them were in his custody because they had been 
apprehended by officers of the law for possession of 
alcohol. To cut down on that act of juvenile delin
q\lency all that is required is to transport those 
young men to Fr·ance. 

I was told by a knowledgeable chief of police in a 
middle-sized city in the Stat(~ of California that he 
had facts and figures to show that once a young Cal
ifornian got on the books as a "600" he became a 
11601" in a matter of time, and then a "602"-
because the system had its own system of internal 
promotions.:! 

In my opinion-although I know I have many col
leagues who would place this first-I would say the 
second cause of the dimensions of the problem welie 
dealing with is the phenomenon of diagoosogenesis. 
I'm sure if you're not familiar with the word you can 
figure it out. It means caused by the diagnosis. We 
are familiar with the national strategy of the Youth 
Development and Delinquency Prevention (YDDP) 
Administration of the Department of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare. In explaining "deviant behavior," 
YUDP s~ !tes one of its causes as "labeling." 

We will be less often misunderstood if we expand 
the world labeling to the words premature adversive 
labeling. There is, of course, no way to avoid label
ing. When a child finds himself sitting next to an
other kid and hears, "What are you in for, what 
are you in for," natural competition suggests that 
they all escalate to the highest form of bravado. 
~ome of us know that complimentary labeling can 
mduce favorable behavior q1lite as easily as 
uncomplimentary labeling produces unfavorable 
behavior. What I'm saying is that if it gets around 
that you have said someone dislikes you, you will 
discover that he will. ., 

The second goal of the national strategy is ciear to 
me and that is to establish that the widespread cause 
of any behavior is the absence of socially acceptable 
roles for the outlet of the energy of the young. Here 
we can analyze the roles into two separate thidgs. 
Som~ of ple toles that we define as, unacceptable 

2 These numbers refer to those sections of the Califoronia 
juvenile code in which deliDltluent behavior i~ classified, 0 • 
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should probably not be <kilned as unacceptable. 
And secondly, there is an obvious need for the crea
tion of something to rtpla~\,:; 0 the real old-fashioned 
Halloween other than trick-oor-treat. 

In juvenile as well ag 'L~i }11ult affairs, the legal sys
tem should shrink b~ICk ~tom accepting the role of 
church and the role of art gallery. 

There undoubtedly f\n~ very many acts of behavior 
that I-given my ~'.:;tof tastes about right and 
wrong~would regatd as sinful, but that certainly do 
not need to be defined as crimes. There are persons I 
punish by not inviting them to my tea parties, simply 
because I think their moral standards are low. That 
they think my moral standards are low comes to me 
as a surprise. 

There are persons whose acts, in my mind, are 
ugly, and again, those acts needn't be defined as 
crimes. Probably, the majority of persons presently 
incarcerated in the United States are guilty either of 
a sin or of unbeautiful conduct. 

Officers of the law are not sadistic persons. They 
simply preserve their homeostatic positions as do the 
rest of us. They respond to the built-in reward sys
tem. Activity and evidence of activity are rew,trdecl 
in cont(\mporary American society. Therefore, !t 
should not surprise you or me tc fuHl that there is a 

-correlation between the stated nature 01 the offense 
and the frequency of its occurrence in the commu
nity, between the ease with which the criminal can 
be safely apprehended and the difficulty of estab
lishing that the crime was not committed by the 
accused. 

A very hard look should be taken at the dis
tinction between and the statistics on persons 
booked for theft, assault, burglary, arson rape 
involving strangers, attempted murder, and ~urder, 
0!1 the one haQd, and loitering, vagrancy, resisting 
arrest, suspiCious behavior, curfew violations, and 
possession of- objects; on the other. By assault, I do 
not refer to the altercations between a client and an 
officer of the law. 
. I'm not dividing the world into angels and devils, 
because the behavior on both sides is completely 
understandable. However, we have witnessed, on the 
streets, officers doing their job as best they could and 
as best they're trained for, deciding that it is in their 
interest to confine a young man whose manners are 
rather rough. They approach 11im from the back, in 
stich a way as to minimize any kind of resistance he. 
might inflict upon them should he decide to. Sur
p~'isingly enough, the kid automatically behaves the 
way most persons would. He swings around with q , 

some sort of a physical relationship between the 
extended right forearm on the one hand, and the 
muscles of the pectoralis major on the other, and 
finds that he's jailed for assault and resisting arrest. 



The person would observe-although I don't believe 
the officer believes it-th~t. ;he crime for which he is 
booked was induced. 

Once we have sorted out th~ diffen\nce between 
the small minority of persons Whose behavior should 
receive a vast amount of :lttention U~tl the large 
majority of persons who!:~ behavior might well go 
unnoticed, we t..l'len can make a distinction between, 
I suppose, incarceration on the one hand and reha~ 
bilitation on the other. 

A man whose daughter is abducted, raped, and 
shot dead by a person whose record of repeated 
altercations with society would indicate no reason 
whatsoever to risk relian~e upon his judgment, has, I 
believe, a grievance against us today. I'm tlterefore 
saying that a larger allocation of resources should be 
spent in the determination of who it is who should be 
incarcerated for our sake, if not for his. Persons c~n 
behave in such ways that a prudent person would 
wisely wish not to be around them. 

The proliferation of theories of mental health from 
Dr. Freud on the one hand to Dr. Glasser on the 
other as unfortunately not accompanied by an equally 
extensive record of successful therapy. 

I myself would be more inclined to put more 
reliance on the reality therapy of Dr. Glasser in this 
area, but I will confess I am an amateur. I do not 
actually know that sensitivity t.raining and encounter 
groups do nothing. 

I fail to understand why many of my friends find 
B.F. Skinner a fascist. To say, as he does j that there 
are consequences of affirmative reinforcement does 
not say as well that that's all there is to life. 

In our work at the University of Colorado, primar
ily with persons who. have not had access to the cur
rent urban American middle class ladder, we have 
been inclined to abandon the concept of "motiva
tion" as an explanation for behavior. We have tend
ed to substitute for the concept of motivation, the 
notion of opportunity structure, with the attendant 
proposition that nearly all, although not all, persons 
respond to the same opportunity with the same 
response. 

This idea of motivation-which is a' psychological 
concept-tends, if you analyze it, to be almost 
always presented negatively. For example, we say 
"hick of motivation," "we can't motivate him," "he 
isn't motivated," "there's no good if ther\'/s no moti
vation," and so ou. 

The only way I could expAain this to a Rotary 
Club was to say, "What do you think my chances are 
of becoming President of the United States?" At 
which point I then say, "I know what you're (:hinking 
and I don't like it. And what's more, I'm willing." 
On the other hand, what would happen to me if I 

went around my building saying, "How do. I get to be 
President? Will you help me get to be President?" 

Well, I don't know if you know what would hap
pen to me or not, but I do. And I don't go about say
ing that. In fact, to do so would be to demonstrate 
some sort of character defect. There doesn't seem to 
be any obvious way from where I am to the Whit~ 
House. That isn't lack of motivation at aU. It's called 
lack of opportunity. How can we take a young man 
who barely reads and doesn't have a job, whose 
father doesn't have a job, whose uncle never had a 
job, and whose cousin never had a job, and expect 
him to be motivated, when there's nO way for him to 
see? It'q; what he sees that is the most important 
thing. 

I'm thinking of a young man who was born in 
Alabama. He's not picking cOttOIl anymore. The 
government sent a ~iS check to the planter not to 
grow cotton. And when the planter doesn't grow 
cotton, the Negroes in Mississippi don't pick cotton 
and then they go to Detroit. Some people have 
thought that if we can affl:>rd to pay a planter not 
to grow it, we can afford to pay the blacks not to 
pick it. But that may be rather radical. 

I'm thinking of a specific young man who, had the 
agricultural revolution not occurred, would be a 
Baptist, married, and picking cotton in Alabama. 
Well, he's not married, not a Baptist, and he's not 
picking cotton in Alabama. He's in Seattle, living 
there. There isn't a prayer of his doing anything that 
will enable him to earn a decent Hving. But he chose 
to Jive anyway, even though he had to choose 
illegitimately. 

In the State of Washington,. the sale or p1.h'chase 
of wine or liquor on Sunday is against the law. The 
young man bought wine on Satnrday and sold it on 
Sunday. He has a job now, and is doing well until he 
makes a mistake. 

One night he took advantage of an opportunity he 
ilhouldn't have. He noticed a man drunk from a good 
time, with his jacket open and his wallet exposed. 
Our young man lifted this man's wallet. The officer 
Who couldn't get him for the wine operation could 
get him for the wallet operation. 

And unfortunately for the pf~ople of Washington, 
the wallet had $76.00 in it, one more than $75.00. 
So he's up fat grand larceny. He was sentenced to 9 
years in the penitentiary of the State of Washington. 
And at $8,000 a year, we'r~ talking about $72,000 
from the people from the State of Washington for a 
wallet that actually got there because of the dis
appearance of the picking of cotton in Alabama. 

We have to start at the top a.nd sink to our own 
level. Fortunately for'me, I was not a womari. You 
realize that women are more discdminated against in 
America than racial minorities. So a young man is 
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luckier if he is in a home headed by a black father 
than if he is in a horne headed by a white mother .. 

I was w.l ite. r was male. Furthermore, r was 
Christian. It was handy not to have to be a Jew in 
1920. And furthermore, r was a Protestant, so r 
didn't have to be a C'l'~holic. I was white and I was a 
Presbyterian. And my mother said, "What do you 
want to be?!' And I said, "What can I be?" And she 
said, "You can be the President." And I said," "All 
right, I'll be the President." 

So I started out at the top. And I said, "Get me a 
picture," and she did-of Wilson-and a speech, 
and people said, "What's that?" I suid, "It's the 
President; I'm going to be the President." People 
said, "Oh." 

Well, somewhere along the line I missed it. I don't 
exactly know when and where. But I sank to my own 
level. 

When the youth in America look up and there's 
no one up there for them not to get to be, it's impos
sible for them to strive. You call that lack of motiva
tion. We have to call that lack of perceived 
opportunity structure. 

Those of us in corrections, going back to the 
title of these remarks today, may ask ourselves what 
we mean when we say "corrections." It's hard for us 
to produce statistical evidence that we are, in fact, 
engaged in the use of resources for the purposes. of 
rehabilitating and redirecting persons' behavior. We 
might better literally speak of ourselves as, at best, 
custodians. The question may be asked, "What have 
we turned into?" Some persons have labeled us "the 
hampering professions and hindering services." 
There is some evidence that we may be moving into a 
third stage called "the whimpering bureaucrats." 

Returning to the orginal question, "Should the 
young be taken out of the care of corrections?" I 
would say that those of us who are engaged in what 
we can "corrections" might well take ourselves out 
of "corrections," but not out of the care of the 
young. A great change occurred in upper cIar.8 
lifestyle when the name for a certain conduct was 
changed from "duel" to "murder." Changing the 
names of things does, indeed, have an effect. 

I'm sure you've (:111 heard the phrase, "actions 
speak louder than vvords. j, That sentence can be 
shown to be false. Words speak louder than actions. 
The vocabulary of (;orrections, including the word 
"corrections" itself, I submit to yor;: is much of the 
problem. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Ward: Our next speaker is Rosemary Sarri, 
who is Co-Director of the National Assessment 
Study of Correctional Programs for Juvenile and 
Youth Offenders, a project funded by LEAA. She is 
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on the faculty of the University of Michigan School 
of Social Work, as well as on the faculty of the Law 
Sr;hool. You will find her name in many of the pro
fe:;sional journals. She is a prodigious writer. Her 
subject today is going to be, "How can the jailing of 
juveniles be stopped?" 

Ms. Sarri: Approximately 100,000 juveniles spend 
one or more days each year in adult jails or police 
lockups in the United States (NCCD, 1965). This 
practice continues almost unabated despite the 
frequent and tragic stories of suicide, rape, and 
assault or ~hi1dren in these facilities. What can be 
done to eliminate the placement of juveniles in jail? 
In this paper, we will first consider the data available 
about the extent and location of juvenile jailing, stat
utory provisions governing detention, and character
istics of those who are detained. Following that, a 
series of recommendations are proposed which, if 
implemented, would eliminate the jailing of children. 

The notoriety of American jails has been widely 
discussed and has frequently been the target of pub
lic outrage and criticism. Incarceration of. juveniles 
in these institutions has often been deplored and yet 
the practice clearly persists. As Joseph Fishman said 
in 1923, they are "giant crucibles of crime" (Dixon 
and Davis, 1972). Jailing of children occurs both in 
rural areas, where the alternatives available for cus
tody of children are limited, and in larger metropoli
tan areas where the volume of children detained is 
high and the number of facilities for their care 
apparently insufficient (Mattick, 1969). Regardless 
of the reasons put forth to justify the jailing or juve
niles, the practice is destructive for the child who 
must endure incarcaration, and dangerous for the 
community that permits children to be handled in 
ways that are clearly harmful. 

The National Jail Census, conducted by the 
Department of Justice in 1970, reported a total of 
7,800 juveniles in 4,037 American jails on a given 
day. This total included only those children who 
were in facilities that help persons for 48 hours or 
more. Police lockups or drunk tanks normally 
de:taining persons, including children, for a shorter 
period of time were not induded. Of these 7,800 
juveniles, 66 percent were in jails awaiting trial, 
comr>ared to 50.9 percent ·of the total adult popu
lation in jail who were similarly not convicted. 

Regional comparison of the percentages of juve
nil\~s detained in jails prior to hearing shows consid
erable variation. In the Northeast, 54.4 percent of 
juvenile~, in jail are awaiting trail; in the North Cen
tral region, 83 percent; in the South, 86.9 percent; 
and in the West, 9004 percent. Most juveniles 
(7,687) are jailed in cities with populations 
exceeding 25,000. From a total of 4,037 jails 
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included in the survey. 2,822 received juveniles 
accord'jng t~, various types of retention authority, 
with the largest number permitted only to hold juve
niles who are unarraigned or awaiting trial. 

Table 1. Juveniles in .Tail: March 1970 1 

Status 

Unarraigned or held for others 
Awaiting trial 
Convicted-awaiting action 

Number of 
Jails by Type 

Number of of Retention 
Juveniles Authority2 

2,104 2,785 
3,054 2,289 

424 856 
Serving sentence-l year or less 1.365 765 
Serving sentence-more than 
1 year 853 67 

Total 7,800 4,037 

1 Data from the National Criminal Justice Information 
, and Statistics Service, LEAA, U.S. Dept. of Justice, 1970 

National Jail Census, PI'. 10-14. 
2 Jails may have retention authority that covers several 

statuses. Thus, the total exceeds 4,037 if the categories are 
added together. 

J ails holding juveniles were found in nearly all 
States except Ha\vaii, 1\1assachusetts, Ne\v HamplA 
shire, Vermont, and in three States that were not 
included in the national census because all maintain 
State systems rather than local, city, or county jails
Connecticut, Delaware, and Rhode Island. Although 
the number of jails that held juveniles in each State 
varied, it is nevertheless clear that the problem of jail 
detention of juveniles is a national problem rather 
than a regional phenomenon. Furthermore, jailing 
cannot be quickly dismissed as a problem of rural 
areas because of lack of alternative facilities. 

Not all juveniles located in the census were in jajls 
for the purpose of detention prior to a hearing or 
trial. There were 856 jails that held juveniks who 
had been convicted and were awaiting further legal 
action. In 44 States and the District of Columbia 
765 jails held juveniles serving sentences of 1 year 
or less and, even more surprisingly, 67 institutions in 
24 States held 2,218 juveniles serving sentences of 
1 year or more. Some may argue that although 
undesirable, it may be necessary to confine children in 
jail because of the total lack of any other alternative, 
but it is impossible to believe that there could be a 
rationale for the sentellcing of children to jail under 
any circumstances. As we shall note subsequently, it 

is also difficult to support a rationale fo~' the place
ment of children in jail Wider any circumstances. 

The 'national census pre~~nts a picture of the num
ber of juveniles in jail on a given day, but one also 
wishes to ascertain the total number that would be so 
confined within a year. The NCCD Survey of 1965 
estimated a total of 87,951 and, if one estimates also 
the number in police lockups, the figure of 100,000 
is easily approached. 

Although data about jailing practices within 
States is not widely availablcJ there was a recent sur
vey of Illinois jails that indicated that approximately 
6 percent of the total jail population, or more than 
10,000 juveniles, were in a jan in Illinois at the time 
of the survey (Mattick and Sweet, 1969). The find
ings also showed that the juvenile population was 
relatively stable over a 2-year period-in fact, it evi
deI:,:ed the least fluctuation of any of the inmate 
groups. Of the 160 jails included in this census, 142 
held juveniles, but of these, only 9 jails had facil
ities for the segregation of juveniles from adult offen
ders. There was no marked difference in the use of 
county or city facilities, for 5,580 were held in 
county jails and 4,671 were in city facilities. 

Programatic information about the Illinois jails is 
of concern in the handling of juveniles. Less than 50 
percent of the Illinois jails had any routine medlcal 
examination or care, despite the frequent observation 
that juveniles who are detained are more likely to be 
mentally or physically ill than are adult detainees. 
The jails that had less than 4S square feet of space 
per person, far below tlle legal requirement, !lum ... 
bered 82 percent. Only 15 percent had active super~ 
vision of inmates. The latter is particularly 
problematic because juveniles may be subjected to 
adult abuse with little interference b~cause of 
inadequate staff supervision. 

It is difficult to determine the percentages of jailed 
juveniles according to the offenses they have alle
gedly committed. ~n upper New York State, accord. 
ing to a recent NCCD survey, 43 percent of the 
children held in local jails were allegedly persons in 
need of supervison (PINS) offenders, but not 
charged with a misdemeanor or felony (NeCD; New 
York, 1971). Nevertheless, it was asserted that the 
majority of these youth were being held because 
there were no available detention facilities. 
Obvionsly there had been little consideration of 
alternative means of providing assistance to these 
youth. The tragedy of child suicide in jail becomes 
all the more so when it is apparent that many of the 
youth who are not threats to themselves or to others 
are incarcereated. 

A large majority of juveniles who are jailed or 
held in juvenile detention facilities are males. Ho\,{
ever, females are more likely to be detained for 
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status offdnses than are mal~s and for longer periods 
of time (Vdimesis, 1969), Tile Pennsylvania Amer
ican p<'Isociation of Unive.rsity Women study of 
women and girls in jail in that State reports that 
most are held for offenses against the public order, 
family, or administrative officials. Substantial inter
county variations were also observed witt; several 
counties having no juveniles among the female offen
ders, and in other counties, the rate was as high as 
18 percent. 

It is obvious that jailing of juveniles is a substan
tial problem in the United States, but it is insufficient 
to castigate the jailers without .examining the entire 
question of detention. Detention is probably the 
most significant phase in the criminal justice process, 
because it is the initial critical contact for many 
juveniles. This process, however, has been largely 
taken for granted with little effort directed toward 
study, change, or innovation. As a result" there is 
little awareness of the overwhelmingly negative out
come most juveniles experience from detention. 

Detention in physically restricting facilities built 
for the exclusive use or juveniles has been character
ized generally as positive when contrasted to juve
niles in adult jails. Despite the fact that many 
juvenile facilities may be more healthful or humane 
than their jail counterparts, they still are jail-like 
facilities and are often even located physically adja
cent to the jail. Confinement in such a facility may 
be as harmful as confinement in jail, particularly in 
(',ases where the person has not committed a criminal 
violation. A report of the findings of a committee 
appointed to investigate New York City's three juve
nile detention centers stated: 

At the Spofford Juvenile Center ... it found inadequate 
light and heat, a dangerously warped gymnasium floor, and 
a fire alarm system in disrepair. It also reported finding 
weak and falling plaster, cracked ceilings, faulty plumbing 
and poor lighting at the Monida Juvenile Center, .. (NCCD, 
1971). 

Two recent court decisions, In re Baltimore 
Detention Center and Patterson v. Hopkins, have 
sharply criticized conditions in juvenile detention 
facilities. Judges' opinions indicate that conditions 
must be modified or children will not be detained in 
such facilities. 

It has been estimated that between 400,000 and 
488,000 juveniles are held annually in juvenile 
detention facilities with an average daily population 
estimated at 13,000 (NCCD, 1971). Thus, approx
imately four times as many are held in' juvenile 
detention as in jails and lockups. In 1965, it was 
reported that two-thirds of all juveniles in detention 
remained there an average of 12 days (NeCD, 
1965). This time period varies markedly among 
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jurisdictions, for the Louisville study reported an 
average length of stay of 4 days (Haarmon, 1972). 
Intake pressure is also likely to be a, factor in length 
of stay because many facilities report serious over
crowding-far beyond rated or bed capacities. The 
overall rate of detention has been estimated at about 
35 percent of court caseload siz,e (NeCD, 1971). 
Guidelines from NCCD, however, recommend that 
no more than 10 percent of the caseload should be in 
detention. 

Pappenfort et al (1970) completed a census of 
juvenile detention facilities, which is the most com
prehensive survey available. On a given day in 
March 1966, 10,875 juveniles were found in 242 
juvenile detention units. Of these, 6,260 were chil
dren between the ages of 12 and 15 years (the 
median age of all detainees being 14.7); 2,490 were 
between 16 and 20; 800 were between 6 and 11; and 
81 children were under the age of 2. Obviously, many 
of these facilities held dependent and neglected as 
well as delinquent youth. 

Nearly 7,000 of these children were in 37 
institutions that held 76 or more juveniles. Neady 
3,000 were in 71 institutions with 25 to 75 each, and 
some 1,500 were in 134 units with 25 or fewer juve
niles. Children in the smaller units tended to be in 
the 15 to 20 year age group, while the majority of 
children in the large units were in the 12 to 15 age 
group. The highest proportions of young children 
were found in the laJ;'gest agencies in the metropoli
tan areas, suggesting that these areas apparently lack 
formal and informal alternatives fer children without 
homes. 

The number of males was more than twice the 
number of femalt~s in these facilities. It was also 
observed, however', that females appeared to have a 
longer average length of stay than did male~ and that 
females were much more likely tQ be detained for 
status offenses. The average length of stay was 1 
month for the total population. 

Eighty percent of the facilities were in metropoH
tan areas and these units held 93 percent of all 
detainees. These areas held half of the youth of the 
country, but they were in only 7 percent of the coun
ties. Thus, most juvenile courts do not have a deten
tion facility for which they are primarily or solely 
responsible. 

Few professionally trained staff were observed in 
the detention facilities surveyed. Only 26 percent 
had full-time professionals trained in psychiatry, 
psychology, social work, or education. FtOr the most 
part, professional services were contracted for and 
were proviOed on a parHime basis by persons not 
directly responsible to the administrator of the deten
tion facility. 
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Nearly all (216 out of 242) were operated by 
county governments with 11 State, nine municipal, 
and six private units. Regional detention centers 
were operated in eight States and two other States 
had State subsidies for detention. In only 20 States 
was there any type of consultation provided by the 
State to the local units despite the fact that many 
localities had few resources and lacked knowledge of 
new developments in detention programing. 

Although 80 percent of the juveniles received 
some type of physical exam upon admission, in 29 
percent of the units there were no examinations of 
any type. Less than half had psychiatric or psy
chological examinations despite the assertion that 
nearly 80 percent were emotionally disturbed or ill. 
There were no arrangements for educ~tion in 23 per
cent of the units. Thus, if the purpose of detention is 
to provide secure custody for'those requiring it and 
to facilitate observation and study so as to prepare 
the detained youth for later efforts at rehabilitation, 
then these data suggest that the goals are not being 
met. Detention is a "waiting period of enforced idle
ness," which is destructive to the child and of little 
utility to the cthninal justice system (Pappenfort, 
1972). 

Findings similar to those of Pappenforf were 
obtained by Sumner (1971) in a survey of Califor
nia juvenile detention facilities. This is particularly 
noteworthy because California instituted detention 
hearings in the early 1960's, and has been active in 
innovation in detention practices. Sumner observed 
that few juveniles had defense counsel in detention 
hearings despite their right to it. Most hearings took 
less than 3 minutes. The overan rate of detention 
was 36 percent of the caseload with counties varying 
between 19 percent and 66 percent Despite the fact 
that police were not to make detention decisions, 
they claimed that they, in fact, made more decisions 
than anyone else. Probation officers and other court 
personnel appeared to give them tacit approval in 
this behavior. 

Blacks were detained more frequently than whites 
as were. juveniles from broken homes and those with 
prior records. In fact, decisionmakers reported that 
the prior record and history of running away were 
their main concerns in arriving at detention deci
sions. Few courts had even minimally adequate 
information systems. Thus, accountability and qual
ity control of decisionmaking were almost impossible. 
. Widespread variation in detention practices within 

States exists I-lS indicated in a study of an eastern 
seaboard. State by Pawlak (1972). He observed rates 
of detention varying between 0.2 percent to 72 per
cent of the caseload. Moreover, there was little or no 
relationship between the presence of a juvenile 
detention facility and jailing of youth. In accord with 

other studies, he observed that females had a higher 
probability of being detained than did males; fur" 
thermore, they were more likely to be detained if they 
committed a status offense than if they committed a 
crime against a person or property. Those juveniles 
who had prior court contact were likely to receive 
jail detention even when they were charged with 
offenses not a threat to the community. Race was a 
factor in differential detention, but typically, it 
interacted with sex and social class so that there was 
no clear-cut pattern. 

The findings from these several studies of juvenile 
detention do not permit us to formulate definitive 
conclusions about the facilities or the programs. 
They do indicate quite clearly, however, that many 
children are detained who do not require detention, 
that metropolitan areas appear to be particularly 
lacking in alternative means for the care of children, 
and that programs in most detention facilities do not 
meet minimum levels of adequacy. 

An obvious question is:what is the rate of deten
tion relative to the need in the various States? Are 
there substantial variations in the rate of jailing and 
detention ill juvenile facilities among the States? Are 
there variations within States even when population 
differences are taken into consideration? Any 
attempt at comparisons among the States is difficult 
because of the lack of adequate data collected at the 
same point in time. Examination, however, of 'num
erous surveys done over the past quarter century 
suggests that there has been notable stability in the 
population of jails and detention facilities. 

There are two census!;:!; available that provide 
some bases for comparison. One is the National Jail 
Census, which we have already considered and 
which was completed by the Department of Justice 
in March 1970, and the other is the Pappenfort, et 
al. census of juvenile detention facilities completed 
in the same month in 1966 (Pappenfort, 1970). 

The findings in Table 2 indicate that there are 
markedly different rates of detention when controls 
are imposed for size of the child population in the 
State. There are seven States in which all children 
detained were held in jail, but the rate of jailing 
among these States varied from l·per 100,000 in 
Maine to 27 per 100,000 in Wyoming. The two larg
est States, California and New Yor~ both have high 
rates of child detention, but juvenile facilities are 
utilized extensively in the former State, while the lat
ter has a large number of juveniles in jail. At the 
opposite extreme, there were seven States with no 
jnveniles in jail and three of that number had no 
children detained in any facility. 

In general, the local community has had consid
erable autonomy and. discretion in the detention of 
adults and children. Thus, it is possible for organi-
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zational practices that are highly discrepant within 
and among States to develop and endure. With 
regard to solutions, however, the findings indicate 
rather clearly that States can achieve low rates of 
detention in both jails and juvenile detention facil~ 
ities. Lack of resources, lack of effort in trying to 
develop alternatives to detention, lack of account~ 
ability by decisionmakers, and lack of adequate 
information systems that could monitor the jailing of 
juveniles and the reasons for detention, aU contribute 
to the persistent use of incarceration far more 
frequently than is '1.ecessary. It is obvious that we 
have only scratched the surface in developing means 
for reducing the population of children detained in 
nearly all of the States. 

Statutory limitations are an important con
straint on the elimination of juveniles from jails. 
Although most statutes recommend against place
ment of children in jails, in only five States is there 
an explicit prohibition against jailing under all cir
cumstances. The kind of facility in which a juvenile 
is detained is determined, in large part, by State stat
utes. If the State places strict prohibitions on the 
placement of juveniles in jails or lockups, counties 
will be, in effect, forced to provide alternative deten
tion facilities. 

Legislatures have enacted a variety of divergent 
provisions, which range from an Eastern State where 
only a nursing infant of an adult prisoner is allowed 
in jail to a neighboring State where there is no statu
tory prohibition in any form. Ten States require a 
court order for detention in jail, and they may also 
require that the juvenile be deemed a menace in the 
juvenile· detention facility. Two States require ap
proval by the State department of social services. 

Thirteen States allow jail as a detention alternative 
if the child has reached a certain age. This age may 
be as low as 12 yean; or as high as 16. Four States 
allow the juvenile to be transferred to a jail or lockup 
without a court order if he is deemed to be a menace 
in the juvenile detention facility. Ten States allow a 
juvenile to be jailed merely if no other facilities are 
available, but add a requirement that they be kept in 
separate sections, away from adult prisoners. Five 
other States only require separate sections, while two 
States have no prohibitions on jailing. (See Table 3.) 

As the findings from the 1969 Mattick and Sweet 
study of Illinois indicate, separation of juveniles may 
be largely fictitious, because there is seldom effective 
inspection and monitoring. Furthermore, in cases 
where there is separation, the result may be solitary 
isolation, which apparently led to suicide in several 
instances (Judiciary Hearings, 1970). The unfeasi
bility of separate sections in jails was illustrated viv
idly in a recent report in Detroit where a 16-year-old 
boy was jailed in the Wayne County Jail with older 

--------------------------------~-----
Table 3, Statutory Provisions Goveming Jailing 

of Juveniles 1 

Statutory Provision Number of Stntes 

Under no circumstances 5 
If approved by Dept. of Social Services 2 
With a court order 10 
Without a court order if 15-16 2 
Without a court order if 12-14 ·11 
Without a court order if a "menace" 4 
In separate sections 15 
Any time. any place 2 

1 These data are based on an analysis of all juvenile codes 
in the 50 States and the District of Columbia. as of J aUlIary 
1. 1972. 

males while awaiting trial) despite the repeated 
attempts of his attorney for other arrangements. The 
jail administrator said: 

..• because of jail overcrowding the only a1t~rnatives for 
••••••• : ......... e .... _ ••• are incarceration with even older prisoners 
or remaining with his present group ..• a completely sepa-
rate cell for ............................ was out of the question ••. the 
jail is caught between courts wanting offenders treated ns 
adults alld statutes requiring them to !:Je specially cared 
for. (Benjamin, 1972). . 

Another statutory device used to keep juveniles 
out of jail is to require counties to provide detention 
facilities for juveniles entirely separate from those 
for adults. This provision is not found frequently, 
however, probably due to the uneven distribution of 
cases among counties in. nearly all States. Ten States 
do require all counties to provide separate d?cention 
facilities, but as the 1970 Pappenfort, et a1. \\pndings 
indicate, these facilities may be adjacent to adult 
jails in many locations. Eight other States require 
counties with large populations (generally over 
100,000) to provide separate juvenile detention. 

In the remaining States, facilities are not. required, 
but there is some type of enabling legislation that 
permits county boards to provIde facilities if they 
choose to do go. Several States also have ~nabling 
legislation for regional detention centers. 1'hirty~six 
States permit the detention of juveniles in court
approved foster homes ,or in liceused child-caring 
institutions. 

Also of importance in controlling detention are 
the statutory provisions governing detenti.on~ hear
ings, time limits for holding juveniles, and purpo~es 
of detention hearings. If a juvenile is taken into cus~ 
tody through the petition-summons or arrest route, 
19 States require that a detention hearing be held 
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within a certain period of time. There is, however, 
considerable variation as to the time period, with 
nine States requiring a hearing within 48 hours, five 
within 96 hours, and five stating that it should be 
held "promptly." 

In one State, a hearing may be held if the juvenile 
requests it. Seventeen States only require a court 
order to place a child in detention, and again there is 
considerable variation among these States as to the 
length of time in which a court order must be filed. 
In 15 States, the statute does not require a court 
order or detention hearing in order to place a child in 
detention. Furthermore, there are no time require
ments in these States as to when a petition need be 
filed apprising the juvenile of the offense he has alle
gedly committed. (See Table 4.) 

'fable 4. Statutory Provjsions for Detention Hearings 1 

Statutory Provision 

Beating required within 48 hours 
Her,ring requirl'J within 96 hours 
H(;llring requil .'" np time limit 
Court order,jf I I, within 96 hours 
Court or~c:r ~ni)', no time limit 
No hearing or court order required 

No. of States 

9 
5 
5 

11 
6 

15 

1 These data are based on an analysis of all juvenile codes 
in the 50 States and the District of Columbia, as of January 
1, 1972. 

The statutes typically contain little information as 
to what is to be determined in a detention hearing 
even if one is held. Clearly, a detention hearing does 
not determine Whether there is probable cause to' 
believe the juvenile committed an offense. More 
likely, and with some stat.utory justification, a deten
tion hearing should determine only if there is reason 
to hold the child in detention either for his own pro
tection or because it is likely that he will flee from 
the jurisdiction of the court. Because the criteria for 
detention are so ambiguous, it is not surprising that 
children are held in detention facilities or jails on 
vague grounds and with no clear determination that 
detention is in fact necessary. 

Given the fact that juveniles are often assaulted, 
raped, or commit suicide in jail, it is unlikely that an 
·argument can be made to support the assertion that 
a juvenile is jailed for his own protection. Moreover, 
studies have repeatedly reported that juveniles who 
nre detained for status or moral offenses. are heid for 
longer periods of time than are those who commit 
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serious felonies (Haarman and Sandefur, 1972). 
There is little doubt that at least some of this deten
tion is primarily for the convenience of the family or 
school. 

The argument that juveniles are likely to flee can 
be refuted by findings such as those from a Louisville 
court study which indicated that only 2.7 percent 
failed to appear in court,l More tecentIy, findings 
from a demonstration project on home detention in 
St. Lou1s indicate no instance of a youth failing to 
appear and only 5 percent who committed new 
offenses while on home detention (Keve and Zantek, 
1972). Furthermore, none of the offenses were 
assaultive in nature. In In re John Doe, the Alaska 
Supreme Court held that a child may not be detained 
pending adjudication if the court has been given rea
sonable assurance that he will appear unless, "he 
cannot remain at home and no other aItcl native to 
detention remains." 

A recent Federal district court case, Hamilton v. 
Love, held unconstitutional many features of an 
Arkansas county jail. The judge's opinion deals with 
constitutional issues that appear applicable to juve
nile jailing and detention. The judge enunciates the 
test of "least restrictive means": 

Having been convicted of no crime the detainee should 
not have to suffer any punishment as such, whether cruel 
and unusual. or not ..• It is manifestly obvious that the 
conditions of incarceration for detainees must, cumulatively, 
add up to the least restrictive means of achieving the purpose 
requiting and justifying deprivation of liberty. 

. .. If the conditions of pretrial detention derive from 
punishment rationales, such as retribution, deterrence, or 
even involuntary rehabilitation, then those conditions are 
suspect constitutionally and must fall unless also clearly 
justified by the limited and stated purpose and objective of 
pretrial detention. 

... If the State cannot obtain the resources to detain per
sons awaiting triai in al;'cordance with minimum constitu
tional standards, then the State simply will not be permitted 
to detain such persons. 

There seems to be li.ttle doubt regarding the appli
cability of these findings to many instarlCes of juve
nile jailing and detention. 

Because of the limited scope of a detention hear
ing, 11 States have enacted provisions sett~ng time 
limits on the length of detention prior to the adju
dicatory hearing. However, with little effective moni
toring of children in these facilities, it could be 
expected that the time spent in detention would be 
longer in many cases than the statute permits. 

1 The poorer risks regarding failure to appear were 
females charged with status offenses and males with multiple 
offense histories and charged with serious felonies, who 
are more likely to commit offenses while on release. Know
ing this, however, permits consideration of this factor in 
detention decisions. 
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Juveniles' statutes typically contain no provision 
that there be any regular. monitoring of courts and 
detention programs. Without such provisions, the 
system is severely handicapped because children, 
more than adults, need to be located somewhere 
under some form of adult supervision. Thus, they are 
left in jailor detention because of the lack of referral 
to other facilities. This problem is frequently most 
severe in the childr~n who are alienated and rejected 
by their parents. All too often they are charged with 
juvenile status offenses-truancy, incorrigibility, run~ 
ning away-not felonies. Such children may remain 
in jail or detention facilities for long periods of time, 
with severe deterioration or death a far too frequent 
Qutcome (Judiciary· Hearings, 1970, pp. 5077-
5163). 

Few States provide foraltematives to detention 
such as release on recognizance or promise to 
appear,. bail, citations, or summons. Moreover, 
where the statute is permissive, these alternatives are 
utilized far less for juveniles than for adults. As 
Rosenheim (1970) suggests, juvenile detention units 
serve as "community storage facilities" for children 
who, for the most part, do not need nor should have 
secure custodial supervision. , 

The statutory provisions governing de~ention thus 
provide few COilsb'aints, except in a small number of 
States, against the placement of children in j?,il or 
detention without a hearing or court order. The 
results of a California survey (1967) indicate that 
many minors are detained 1 day over a weekend and 
then released because of unnecessary or 
inappropriatr. detention. Boches (1967) summarized 
this practice in his review of detention: 

In many counties, on every Monday, a large number of 
children who have been detained over the weekend. are 
released without a petition being. filed or without a detention 
order being sought. In the absence of a bail system, no 
alternative to compel release exists. 

Obviously, practices such as these can be elimi
nated most efficiently if the codes are modified to 
prohibit explicitly the jailing of children and to 
prohibit assignment to detention without a hearing 
and court order, processed within 24 hours. In 
addition, codes can provide for the use of alternatives 
to detention that do not require any form of 
incarceration. 

~rhe picture that has been presented of juveniles in 
jail and detention is such that the problem is not one 
to be eliminated quickly. Our analysis, however, 
indicates that there arl~ a series of steps that are 
imperative if jailing i!~ to be eliminated and the 
general use of det~nticln constrained. 

Statutes should prohibit the commitment of juve
niles to jail under any circumstances. Only those 

States that have strong prohibitions or have 
State control of jails have been successful thus far 
in eliminating the jailing of juveniles. 

Statutes should provide for mandatory detention 
hearings with the detention decision the responsi. 
bility of the ;l"1ge. Such bearings should be held 
within 24 hotirl>.: of the juvenile's being taken into 
custody. It should consider whether there is probable 
cause that he or she has in fact committt::d the act 
with which they are charged, and that detention is 
necessary because of the danger to others or because 
they are a setious risk in not being avai.lable to the 
court for subsequent processing. 

Although statutory provisions fOl' m(lndatory 
hearings are the exception rather than the rule, 
"most commentators consider mandatory detention 
hearings as a constitutional requirement or a prac
tical necessity to control detenti,on effectively" (Fer .. 
ster, 1969). Furthermore, it is now possible to 
develop criteria as to what is a clear danger and who 
is a risk. This should be done so that· statutes can 
contain the necessary provisions. We are in agree ... 
ment with Rosenheim (1970) that jailing a child to 
protect him is inapproptiate given the conditions for 
children in adult jails. It is highly debatable that self
destructive acts should ever be a basis for detention 
in jail. Hospitals and emergency clinics are far more 
appropriate referral agencies for the child who is a 
threat to himself. 

Criteria for detention should be explicit and lim
ited to acts that would be criminal if committed. by 
adults. Wald (1968) has proposed that special civil 
actions and civil remedies be substituted for juvenile 
court action in cases of truancy, incorrigibility, and 
other status offenses. Obviously, for this proposal to 
be effective, community resources would need to be 
enhanced, but implementation of this proposal 
would reduce criminal handling of much juvenile 
behavior. 

As indicated above, it is recommended that judges 
be given sole responsibility for the decision to catain, 
and constitutional rights available to adults should 
also apply in the case of juveniles in this decision
making. The Handbook of Juvenile Court Judges 
(1970) critici;r.es the indiscriminate use of detention 
as harmful to juveniles. They further specify the cri
teria and conditions for arrest, arraignment, and 
hearing so as to protect the cl1ildand his parents. 

Rapid development of alternatives to incarceratioll 
of juveniles charged with criminal violations must be 
given high priQrity. Foster and shelter homes can 
provide alternative 24 .. hour supervision, but of equal 
importance is home detention with supervision and 
consultation with parents. The use of release upon 
the promise to appear could be implemented 
immediately in most jurisdictions for the majority of 
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cases as the findings from detention studies in Louis
ville and St. Louis indicate. If this were done, the 
NCCD guidelines for detention of no more than 10 
percent of the caseload could be achi~lved immedi
ately in most courts. Although bail is negatively 
viewed by most students of juvenile law, some mech
anisms are needed to facilitate the immediate release 
of juveniles who are charged with acts for which 
adults can be released on bail. 

In view of the fact that there are seven States in 
which jail is presently the only available detention 
facility, it is obvious that regional detention units are 
needed for juveniles in these States. It is probable 
that some juveniles will have to be detained for lim
ited periods of time, but because such centers are 
likely to be at a distance from the home of most 
offende~s, the minimum age could be set at 15 years. 

J ail inspections on a routine basis must be imple
mented in all States with the necessary resources and 
with inspectors responsible to the supreme court or 
its agent rather than the department of corrections, 
as is the case in many States. Frequent inspection 
must be accompanied by a comprehensive system for 
statewide information collection and processing if 
accountability or quality control is to be achieved. 
Such a system should also permit randomized check
ing of detention population and practices. 

The proposal of the national Task Force on Cor
rections for gradual State assumption of responsi
bility for all county and local detention is 
recommended. State consultation and supervision 
could begin immediately along with mechanisms for 
monitoring and supervising detention practices. Sev
eral proposals have been developed f.or statewide sys
tems of approved and monitored facilities for 
detention so lheir implementation should be rela
tively easy (Norman, 1969). 

To encourage the development of alternatives for 
detention, Federal and State governments could 
make sp~~cial grants available for such purposes. In 
some States, activities of Youth Services Bureaus, for 
example, have r~.5uited in the emergence of diversion 
and detention alternatives that are highly inn01\l'iative 
and yet viable. 

The use of jails for sentencing juveniles must also 
be prohibited explicitly. If it is necessary to sen
tence a juvenile to an institution, then a public train
ing school or a private residentir.l facility is where he 
or she should be sent so that an appropriate rehabili
tation program might possibiy be provided for him. 
It is overwhelmingly apparent that neither jails nor 
juvenile detention facilities have the staff and other 
resources for even a minimally adequate rehabilita
tion program. 

Given the development of various alternatives to 
the use of jails and detention, it appears likely that 
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higher age limits (for example, 15 years) could be 
established for detention. Such an action would 
mean that children 8 to 14 years would not be 
placed with older adolescents who may have com
mitted serious felonies :;tnd might only 1~((c;l the 
younger person to deviant behavior and values. 

There are a variety of other recoII,lmendations one 
could propose to 'reduce the jailing of children, and 
excellent statements have oeen developed by the 
NeCD and many noted juvenile authorities. One 
needs to bear in mind that far too often the outcome 
of juvenile contact '.vith the criminal justice system 
has been behavior and attitudes that are more dan
gerous than those that led to the initial contact. 
Somehow this pattern must be reversed. Limitation 
of the mandate and domain governing juvenile deten
tion along with modification of ineffective procedures 
and of procedures that deny children fundamental 
civil and constitutional rights appears, at this time, 
to be one of the significant first steps to be taken. 

Thank you. 
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Mr. Kutnk: We probably have one of the more 
interesting topics that could be discussed in Amer
ican corrections today. The topic is! "The Status of 
Offenders,l' It is certainly one of the more con
troversial subjects facing 'correctional officials and 
their charges. This topic occupies the attention of the 
courts as well as any number of legal groups. 

Of all the. chapters of the task force report, the 
Advisory Commission spent more time on this one 
than any other one. It preoccupied the attention of 
the Commission because' it was certainly fraught 
with highly charged issues. There was much concern 
about this issue. The chapter regarding the status of 
offenders is covered fairly comprehensively in the 
Working Papers. Slightly fewer than .50 percent of 
the standards are included in the, Working Papers. 
Th~lemainder will be included in the final Report on 
Corrections. Before you pass judgment on the Com
mission's work, I hope you will have a chance to see, 
consider, and discuss the entire work product of the 
Commission. 

For those of you who are real students of the sub. 
ject, when you see the task force report or just the 
bibliography alone, you'll consider it well worth
while. Of course, the report was written for the C01n

mentary, which you will see samples of here: Whet 
your appetite, because there is more than what is in 
the . Working Papers that will be relevant to your 
work and your administrations. ' . 

We have three speakers to address us on specific 
are~,s that concern the status of offenders. I'm 
tempted to say that all three of them are known to 
you, although all three of them are probably not 
known to you. I'm b~ginning to see all three of them 
more and more frequeiltly on the circuit. 

But, the first one, rm sure is very wellaknown to 
you. Bill Leeke is the Director o~ the South Carolina 
Department of Cor.rections. He is many other things 
as well. H~ is the principal author of a book each 01 
yOll must have if you don't own it already. Perhaps I 
should say he is the principal sponsor of the book. I 
want to ml~ke a pitch for it, Bill, not only because it 
needs circulation ilesperately, but also because !t is 
good. 
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It's a book done by the South Carolina Depart., 
ment of Corrections under a cont~act with LEAA, 
called The Emerging Rights of the Confined. It's 
very inexpensive. It can be obtained, I'm sure, by 
writing Bill's secretary. It is not necessarily written 
for the confined or the lawyer. Basically, it is written 
for the correctional official, the administrator, or his 
staff who is concerned about the problems and needs 
a practical, realistic synopsis of what is happening in 
this field. 

I salute Bill and his staff for making a major con
tribution in this field at a most propitious time. 
That's only one of Bill's many achievements over the 
past few years. However, rather than speak in his 
behalf, I think I'll let him speak for himself on the 
subject: "Should Offenders have a Correctional Bill 
of Rights?" 

Mr. Leeke: The day of the judiciary's hands-off 
approach to legal actions concerning the rights of 
offenders is gone, and rightly so. The modern correc
tions administrator would not argue with the attitude 
assumed by many of our courts in this respect. The 
administrator reco,~l?lzes that correctional officials 
have often been remiss in examining the reasoning 
behind some of our practices and prohibitions, and 
have continued them only because "that's the way 
it's done." The objectivity of disinterested third par~ 
ties in the forms of Federal and State jurists has shed 
new light on the rights of those behind prison walls. 

For far too long, it was supposed that those who 
had been found gUilty of crimes against society for
feited their constitutional rights. This assumption, of 
course, clearly was founded in error. During the past 
decade, especially, it has been primarily the courts 
that have attempted to insure that the rights of 
inmates were not infringed upon. 

In certain cases, courts have found it necessary to 
reverse completely commonly accepted correctional 
procedures. Good examples of this have been dis~ 
ciplinary and segregation procedures. The prevailing 
judicial philosophy stresses the need for compelling 
justifications of a reasonable nature in order to with
hold or contract the fundamentai constitutional 
rights of inmates. This is not to say that the courts 
have been unmindful that a correctional setting can
not operate without a tempering of individual rights 
versus the needs of security. ' 

In some situations, correctional o~cials-although 
acknowledging the dubious constitutionality of par
ticular practices-hav~ waited for the courts to 
establisl). those rights guaratt/.teed inmate!> by the 
Constitution. bn the oth€:r.httnd. a large number of 
officials have .pOt waited"fo/i' the courts to act and 
have v~luiitarHY adopted procedures that insure only 
minimal infringement, if al'iy, on the rights of con
fined persons. Thus, through a comb~n'ation of Fed- ~ I 



eral and State case law and the voluntary innovations 
of concerned officials, a body of unquestionable 
rights afforded offenders has bepr:l firmly settled. 

There seems to be no questio~, then, that offen~ 
ders do have guaranteed rights. There is a question, 
however, as to exactly what they are. For example, 
at disciplinary hearings in one jurisdiction, the 
accused may have an absolute right to be represented 
by an attorney, whereas in another jurisdiction that 
right may consist of representation by counsel substi
tute. Needless to say, in both jurisdictions the right 
to representation is afforded, yet the manner of rep
resentation varies. Thus, the example illustrates that 
a basic universal right may be expanded or con~ 
tracted depending on the source of the right-judi
cial or administrative-and the degree of its 
explicitness-general or specific. 

If no representation were afforded at all, a judge 
might order that specific steps be taken in the dis
ciplinary process to insure that inmates' rights are 
safeguarded, including provision of counsel. How
ever, if counsel substitute was voluntarily utilized, it 
would be a heavy burden to prove that such was 
ineffective in every disciplinary case if challenged. 
More importantly, however, representation would be 
had. I have noted la.w students in disciplinary hear
ings maneuvering in ways that would make the most 
accomplished trial lawyer envious. 

My point is simply that I believe offenders do have 
a bill of rights, but for me to define a series of abso
lute, unequivocal rights would be a presumptious 
exercise beyond the scope of this paper. The term 
bill of rights connotes law, which as Justice Holmes 
said in The Common Law cannot be dealt with as 
can the constant propositions of mathematics. Until 
the Supreme Court's ruling last summer, the death 
penalty was constitutional as it had been applied. It 
is no longer. 

In addition to the intricacies of the law as we 
know it, I do not believe it is the place. of correc
tional administrators to attempt to make law. Our 
jobs are complicated enough without trying to take 
on the work usually performed by judges and 
legislators. 

With respect to the courts, their disinterested 
objectivity gives them a better opportunity to examine 
our practices impartially and wt:igh them against 
alleged infringements on individual rights. Also, 
rights are generally determined through case-by-case 
decisions rather than sweeping overnight changes. 
Thus, I believe lawmaking should be left to those 
with the expertise. This does not, however, exclude 
the correctional administrator from judiciously utiliz
ing what he learns from the courts. The embodying 
of those rights stated by the courts as guaranteed 
offenders by the Constitution into workable pro-

granls is a function of the correctional administrator. 
This does not me~n that correctional adminis

trators must await court orders before progress can 
begin. It means that those rights already defined can 
be set out in policies and procedures for actuai prac
tice. Further" by examining all practices, correctional 
administrators can eliminate those they consider to 
be unreasonable infringemtmts on the rights of con
fined persons although no challenge is made to its 
legality. 

Thus, through careful self-examination, the exist
ing inequities can be corrected by those of us who 
know and understand corrections best. Good faith 
will be illustrated. There will be no basis for accusing 
us of proverbial footdragging. We can channel our 
resources unhampered toward affirmative; rehabilita
tive programs. 

Of course, as long as man incarcerates man, 
injustices will occur and the courts will sit as insur
ers of individual rights. However, by insuring that 
our adopted policies and procedures embody the 
rights guaranteed offenders and by insuring that 
these policies and procedures are practiced, one 
hopes it will not be necessary for our courts to 
entertain many of the clearly spurious and frivolous 
suits with which they are now deluged. This is in no 
way meant to discourage access to the courts. We 
should be the foremost advocates of this right. 

It is clear, then, that offenders are entitled to be 
treated with only minimal reasonable encroachments 
upon their rights. It is my contention that the univer
sal adoption of policies and procedures incorporating 
these rights shouid be the approach of the correc
tional administrator. Let us take the law given us by 
the courts and put it to work. The standards of the 
rights of offenders promulgated by the Task Force 
on Correctioiis represent a vehicle to accorupiish 
this goal. 

By detailed examination of the leading cases, 
careful analysis of existing practice'l, and con
sultation with correctional experts, the drafters of 
the standards have established an all-inclusive com
pendium of policies and procedures. The adoption 
and utilization of these by all jurisdictions would 
assure. offenders that their constitutional rights were 
being protected. An examination of several stan
dards would be a key to the total theory. 

Standard 2.3, Access to Legal Material, may be 
less controversial than other standards, but its 
impact is clear. Johnson v. Avery, establishing the 
constitutional right of the jailhouse la:wyer to render 
legal assistance to fellow inmates, was an indication 
of things to come. Lawyers, even jailhouse lawyers, 
must do legal research in order to be effective. Thus, 
the Supreme Court·. \n Younger v. Gilmore affirmed 
the ruling of a three-judge Federal panel, that among 
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other things, the standardized library used in one 
State's system was inadequate. Also, economic con
siderations in. expanding institutional libraries were 
outweighed by the rights of indigents to have access 
to legal materials. 

Legal libraries are expensive-both in initial and 
annual upkeep costs. Yet, who among us would deny 
the confined the right to attempt to seek his free
dom-especially thmle who cannot afford retained 
counselor who cannot wait until some legal assis
tance servh~e- agency gets to his name on an endless 
list for free legal assistance? Moreover, in addition to 
the obvious benefits of a legal library for insuring 
access to the courts, the rehabilitative and educa
tional advantages to be derived cannot now be 
measured. Adequate legal libraries for inmates are 
imperative, not only because the Supreme Court 
indicates this as an established right, but also 
because correctional administrators recognize that 
confined persons very often by their very situation 
require more legal attention than the man on the 
street. It is our responsibility then to see that this 
need is fulfilled. 

Closely relat~d to the offender's right to access to 
legal materials, but more important to his physical 
well-being, is his right to medical care as set forth in 
Standard 2,e;. The cases in this area of corrections 
have not been as far-reaching, and thus, the law 
relating to medical care is not as definitive as is 
access to legal material, for example. However, this 
is no cause for correctional officials to pass over this 
subj~t with less concern. It is time for us affirma
tively to recognize our duty to provide reasonab}fl 
medical care and adopt and implement guidelines 
accordingly. ' 

Now is the time in our national life when the con
troversy surrounding health care for the ordinary 
man on the street has reached such a peak that no 
one would deny that a right to such care exists. How 
then could corrections deny equivalent care to the 
individual who has 110 choice in physician or clinic? 
It may even be argued that often-due to the less 
desirable conditions of close confinement-the of
fender is entitled to a higher degree of medical care, 
designed for the correctional setting, than is the free 
individual who generally has a greater degree of con
trol over his hygienic destiny, 

No longer are persons sentenced to our control to 
be warehoused in places of uncertain sanitation with 
only limited chances of survival. The rehp.bilit.ative 

, ideal encompasses not just the forming of civilized 
attitudes, but also, where possible,' the making of 
whole persons, physically and mentally. This is espe
cially true today with the great numbers of drug
related offenses and the swelling of inmate 
populations with truly sick persons. By the very 
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nature of this movement, the definition of reasonable 
medical treatment and our duty to l'rovide it, has 
been expanded. So, without the necessity of court
ordered innovations in the field of med~cal care, cor~ 
rectional 1,ldministrators must constantly stay abreast 
of the medical situation within our institutions and 
insure the best treatment possible. 

Access to the Public, Standard 2.17, is another 
area of some concern, and as it lately has been in the 
public eye with respect to reporters and their 
sources, I shall aim primarily at access to the media. 
n is my contention that within this guideline, not 
only corrections in general but also the offender, has 
a great deal to gaill. 

By acknowledging the offender's unfettered right 
to access to the media-tempered only by minimal 
security considerations-corrections is opening the 
door to the public's better understanding of cor
rectional missions and goals. Furthermore, by candid 
publicity> the ex-offender's return to society may be 
aided by dispelling society's distrust and doubt. Nat
urally, the media presents the bad with the good, but 
if correctional administrators adopt and practice pol
icies and procedures like the present ones, either the 
inmate will have no unfavorable criticism or such 
criticism will be dismissed as hyperbole or outright 
fiction. A familiar incident may illustrate this fact. 

Very recently I noted a newspaper article from a 
jurisdiction whose correctional system has a policy 
on access to the media 'Very similar to Standard 2.17. 
The article concerned an informal inmate group 
whose stated goals amounted to correctional reform 
from within. One of the group's complaints was tha,t 
it had difficulty gaining recognition and support from 
the outside due to the administration's oppressive 
controls. At this point, the reporter editorialized on 
the unlikelihood of this allegation, citing his own free 
access to, and uncensored conversation with undi
viduals concerned. 

It can be shown that by offenders' exercising their 
right to access to the media, modern cor.},ections can 
also be benefited. Furthermore-court orders not
withstanding-if correctional administrators are 
practicing reasonable, 'well-founded policies, such as 
those outlined within the standards, there should be 
no reason to deny offenders access to the media. 

I have only briefly touched upon tllree of the 18 
standards governing the rights of offenders in the 
Report on Corrections. However, each standard goes 
to the heart of some vital facet of the correctional 
process and illustrates its effect on the overall system 
of criminal justice to which corrections is just one 
contributor. 

As I indicated above, my major premise is that 
courts make law, and correctional officials use it. 
This is accomplished by the studied compilation and 



publication of ordered policies and procedures rather 
than by haphazard applications of court or4~.rs 
insuring offender rights on a case-by-case basis. Pel'
haps the most important action correctional officials 
can take in this respect is to insure that such guide
lines are uniform-in content and EJpplication. For 
the offender to know that rights would be intact 
might well dispell the air of distrust that often exists 
between offenders and correctional offidals. This 
reasonable expectation of equitable treatment could 
also be a great contribution to the process of return
ing offenders to the street with a less jaundiced view 
of the society that removed them initially and vice 
versa. 

The route to this end is through uniformity. 
Whether the guid~Iines that are utilized are those of 
the Task Force on Corrections, those of the Natkmal 
Council on Crime and Delinquency, those of the 
Association of State Correctional Administrators, or 
some other group makes no differenGe. The particu
lar set of guidelines adopted must, however, be uni
form in scope, embracing all rights to which 
ofie:hders are entitled-arrived at by judicial man
date and by the research and experience of correc
tional experts. 

Policies and procedures must also be uniform in 
application. It is not enough for such guidelines to be 
promulgated to a select few at national convocations. 
They must be given widespread publicity beyond top 
level management. They must be passed down to the 
individual most closely associated with the offender, 
and they must be passed with purpose. Those 
charged drrectly with day-to-day asso(;iation with 
offenders cannot be expected to protect an inmate's 
rights if they do not understand them, and without a 
policy's'wholehearted application, a policy's goal will 
likely go unrealized. 

Although the vast majority of corrections law has 
been aimed at Federal and State practices, poEtical 
subdivisions must adhere to uniform policies in order 
to assure universality. This will be no easy tl).sk, for 
in many States the city and county systems are inde
pendent. However, through the means of jail 
inspection programs coupled with the concern of 
some legislators and judges in addition to educating 
the public in general, correctional officials can begin 
the job of insuring universal acceptance and practice 
of uniform policies and procedures. 

It has been my contention that the topic
"Should Offenders Have a Correctional Bill of 
Rights?"-h~lS already been answered, primarily by 
til;;: courts but also by concerned correctional offi
cials. I hava also advocated insuring that offenders' 
established rights be uniformly applied in all juris
dictions. By extended and continuous self-evaluation 
with enlightened guidance from the courts, the cor-

rectional systems of this country can better serve 
society by affording offenders fair and equitable 
treatment. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Kutak: Our next speaker is Harvey Perlman. 
I first met Harvey.when he was the editor-in-chief of 
the Nebraska Law Review. At that time, he was put
ting together a symposium called the "Tasks of 
Penology." This seems to be the first time that a 
major law school had devoted an entire year's effort 
to struggle with the emerging questions confronting 
the law. This was in 1966. 

1vfy contact with him since then has been through 
his work with the Nebraska director of corrections. 
At that time, Nebr8ska was developing a comprehen
sive reform act known as the Omnibus Treatment 
and Corrections Act. It was the first time that a State 
systematically tackled the problem of corrections law 
on a statutory basis. Harvey was kind of an 
unpaid-certainly unpaid-legal adviser to the 
director of corrections in seeking improvement of 
corrections through statutory law. 

His topic today has real meaning to correctional 
officials, of course, because it deals with one of the 
worst problems correctional officials have to face
the disparate, the excessive sentence. Therefore, I 
would like to introduce to you Harvey Perlman, who 
will address himself to the question of appellate and 
continuing review of sentences. 

Mr. Perlman: The standards that relate to the 
subject I'm supposed to address myself to are Stan
dards 5.9, 5.11, 5.17, 5.18, and 5.19 in the chapter 
on sentencing in the Working Papers. 

I have been asked to answer the question: 
"Should them be appellate review of and continuing 
court jurisdiction over sentences?" To avoid any 
unnecessary suspense my answer-consistent with 
the recommendations of the National Advisory Com
mission-is yes on both counts. 

Appellate review of sentencing is not a new con-. 
cept. In fact, one of the more remarkable aspects of 
this Conference may be that in 1973, appellate 
review of sentencing is still an "issue in correc>\~ons." 
We remain the only country in the Western world 
without it. Yet there are those who remain sincerely, 
but stubbornly opposed. I will not belabor here the 
list of commissions and organizations that have rec
ommended appellate review, nor the growing number 
of State appellate courts that are exercising that 
power by statute or by inh(;i'ent judicial authority, 

Continuing jurisdiction is a newer concept in cor
rectional thinking and requires a closer examination. 
In fact, there is a great deal of ambiguity in the term 
and we might try in a few minutes here to define . 

223 



what it is. The tradiflional rule is that once a sentence 
is pronounced, the offender is subject to the cor~ 
rectional ~gency, not the court. Lacking an assertion 
by an offender of a constitutional defect in his con
viction or sentem)e, the trial court generally rejects, 
at least as a legal principle, any further responsibility 
for his welfare. 

Inclusion of bl"th topics in a panel on correctional 
issues dramatizell the importance of sentencing in the 
correctional process. In a system where upwards of 
90 ft<lrcent of those convicted plead guilty, sent~nc
ing is clearly the critical stage of the criminal pro
ceedings. While the courts in the last decade have 
evaluated the tl~chniques of police and correctional 
agencies in performing their responsibilities, little 
attention has been given to the sentencing function 
which the courts themselves perform. Thus, perhaps, 
the question we should address-and which is fairly 
raised both by appellate review and continuing juris
diction-is how the sentencing process itself should 
be reformed. It is to this broader question that I 
would like to address my remarks. 

If justice to be done must appear to be done, then 
the sentencing procedures in too many American 
courtrooms provide little assurance of the absence of 
passion, prejudice, or perjury. The trial judge deter
mines sentence on the basis of information of 
untested reliability. He mayor may not have the 
benefit of a presentence report. Where it Is available, 
it may contain a mixture of fact, opinion, and fabri
cation. How(~ver, it remains undiscloserl to the of
fender or his counsel. They are forced to offer 
mitigating evidence to unknown factors and to rely 
on the fainless and competence, of the probation 
officer. Ther~~ is little opportunity to contest errone
ous information and no opportunity to cross-examine 
witnesses who have provided damaging information. 

In additio1tl, no rules of evidence guide the court in 
selecting the: information that will be utilized. While 
we pride ourselves on our system of determining guilt 
or innocenci~ that is directed toward the exclusion of 
unreliable 'information, we specifically refuse to 
impose even the barest assurances of reliability in 
sentencing. For example, a new set of rules of evi
dence for the Federal court system has recently been 
adopted by the U.S. Supreme Court. The purpose of 
these rules as stated in the rules themselves is "to 
secure fairness in administration, elimination of 
unjustifiable expense and delay, and promotion of 
growth and development of the law of evidence to 
the end that the truth may bel ascertained and pro
ceedings justly determined." However, sentencing is 
specifically excluded from their applicability. 

The trial jud~e selects the nature and extent of the 
sentence, generaily without guidance either from the 
legislature or the higher courts. While ~cholars and 
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correctional officials debate the relative merits of 
punishment, retribution, deterrence, rehabilitation, 
treatment, or reintegration as appropriate goals, the 
selection among these goals in a particular case is 
left to the individual tastes and dispositions of sen
tencing judges. If the judge selects a sentence autho
rized by legislation, his decision is-in most 
jurisdictions-not subject to review by a higher 
court. 

I assume-as well as personally believe-that 
most sentencing courts sincerely attempt under se
vere limitations of options and resources to reach a 
sentence that is appropriate and just. Most express 
openly that criminal sentencing is the least satisfying 
of their judicial tasks. It is .a heavy burden to deprive 
a person of his liberty, and the burden is increased 
by the lack of guidance offered by legislatures and 
appellate courts. 

Upon pronouncement of sentence, the offender is 
turned over to a correctional agency. Generally, the· 
court has indicated a length of sentence, but not the 
purpose for which sentence was imposed. Correc
tional agencies must follow their own lights as to 
the purpose of the sentence and the goals it seeks 
to achieve. Any consistency between what the court 
intended and what the agency implements is purely 
coincidental. 

The entire correctional process is dependent on 
appropriate sentencing. EXCeS!live or disparate sen
tences serve neither society Illor the offender upon ' 
whom they are imposed. An e:xcessive sentence bur
dens overtaxed resources and has a detrimental 
effect on the offender. Disparate sentencing
whereby one offender is sente:nced to a term far dif
ferent than offenders of like backgrounds and 
offenses-encourages the belief that the criminal jus
tice system, and the society it represents, are arbi
trary, capricious, and irrational. 

Appellate review stands as a partial answer to 
excessive and disproportionate sentenGing. Both of 
these concepts are obviously related-a sentence 
that is excessive is probably also disproportionate. 
An appellate process that leads to a single highest 
court would, if properly structured, result in state
wide standards and criteria for trial judges to follow. 
One of the major values lof our judicial appellate 
system is that appellate courts are required to arti
culate reasons for their decisions. By reviewing sen
tencing and by articulating the reasons for affirming 
or reversing the lower court, there should develop, 
through case-by-case analysis, a more rational sys,· 
tem of sentencing. 

Such opinions would serve to ventilate the difficult 
issues of sentencing both for sentencing judges and 
the public-at-Iarge. As goals, purposes, and tech
niques of sentences are approved or disapproved by 
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the appellate ,court, fewer offendElrs should find 
grounds to seek, review of their sentences. Perhaps 
more importantly, t.1J.e public should come to under
stand the sentencing process. 

the only' part of sentencing that currently attracts 
the' public eye is the maximum sentences authorized 
by legislatures or imposed by courts. It should not 
c;:>me as a surprise that a public concerned with 
(;rime should call for increases in maximum sen
tences when the courts seldom articulate the effect 
and purpose of lesser sentences. One wonders the 
extent to which the public's unease with courts arid 
corrections can be directly attributable to the failure 
of both to articulate fully the rationale behind 
present practices. 

Appellate review likewise provides the offender 
with a chance to air his grievances arising out of the 
sentencing process. A person unfairly treated in the 
judicial forum is unlikely to be a willing subject for 
rehabilitative efforts. Courts have increasingly 
required as a constitutional dictate that correctional 
agencies provide a grievance procedure for offenders 
under their charge. Corrections is fast becoming 
aware that a formal' procedure that meaningfully 
responds to offender complaints is an affirmative cor
rectional tool. 

There is little justification for exempting the sen
tencing process from similar' considerations. It seems 
strikingly incongruous that an offender must be pro
vided an impartial hearing if a prison warden revokes 
good time credits and thereby increases his sentence, 
but has no avenue of appeal when the sentencing 
court selects the maximum sentence provided by 
law. The recent Supreme Court opinion in Morrissey 
v. Brewer rl.~quired procedural trappings in parole 
revocations. The court decid~d that the Constitution 
requires that parole boards provide parolees with a 
written statement of the evidence relied upon and the 
reasons for a parole revocation. Should not the same 
procedures be applicable to the initial sentencing? 

One of the basic arguments against appeUate 
revie\\{ seems to be that sentencing is such a complex 
factual matter that it ought to be left to the sound 
discretion of the sentencing court. It is argued that 
the trial court has much more information tuan an 
appellate tribunal. It has an intimate familiarity with 
the crime and the victim, and a firsthand view of the 
attitude and personality of the defendant. Indeed, 
these factors may be important in sentencing. 

There is nothing in appellate review that argues 
against relying in large measure on the discretion of 
the sentencing judge. But, as the Wisconsin Supreme 
Court n9ted in McCleary v. State, a 1971 opinion, 
"discretl(')O is not synonymous with decisionmaking." 
The process of discretion must depend on facts that 
are of record or that, are reasonably derived by 

inference from the record and a conclusion based on 
a logical rationale founded upon proper legal 
standards. 

That court went on to answer in powerful Ian,. 
guage the argument that the legislature, in providing 
for wide discretion, meant to preclude appellate, 
review. The court commented: 

It flies in the face of reason and logic,' as well !~;'; the 
basic precept~ 'of our American ideals, to conclude that the 
legislature vested unbridled authority in the judiciary when 
it so carefully spelled out the duties and obligations of the 
judges in all other aspects of criminal procfJedings. Just 
because the legislature provides a range of ten years, it would 
be nOnsense to conclUde that, in a particular case, it would 
make no difference in terms of legislative intent whether 
the sentence was for one year or for ten. 

Implementation of appellate review of sentencing 
alone will not grt:atly alter the present system. Even 
where the appellate C01lrts have agreed to review sen
tences, only the most grossly erroneous sentences 
will be cured unless procedures are adopted that 
insure that the sentencing process is open, that the 
information upon which sentence is based is reliable, 
and that the purpose of imposing sentehces is 
understood. 

To implem:t,{it fully appellate review of sentencing 
the following additional reforms should be consid
ered, and many of these are in the National Advisory 
Commission's recommendations. 

The legislature should establish statutory criteria 
for the imposition of sentences, which, while neces
sarily general, would provide initial guidance to 
courts in imposing sentences in a particular ~ase. 

The sentencing hearing should be part of the offi
cial record of the case: all facts upon which the sen
tence is based $hould be disclosed to the defendant, 
evidence used)n sentencing should be tested for 
reliability, and the defendant should be provided 
with an opportunity to he heard. 

The sentencing court should be required to enter 
into the record of a case the facts upon which he 
bases his sentence, the reason he selected the sen
tence imposed, and the purpose that sentence is 
thoug..lJ.t to serve. 

The appellate court- should, on a case-by~case 
basis, render written opinions that would fully 
explore the purposes and goals of sentences and 
more fully define the broad criteria established by 
the legislature. . 

With these reforms, sentencing becomes an open 
process. We have heard a lot in recent years about 
opening the prisons to public scrutiny, and much the 
same could be said about the sentencing courts. 

While the implementation of appellate review of 
sentences seems compelling and inevitable, there are 
specific issues that raise difficult questions of policy 
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and law •. In a few States, the power to review sen
tences is vested in a special court that does nothing 
but serve this function. It is argued that this special
ization insures a greater level of expertise. There are, 
however, suffident difficulties with such a system 
that both the American Bar Association and the 
National Advisory Commission recommend that sen
tences be reviewed, as are other issues, along tra
ditional appellate procedures. 

No issue related to appellate review of sentencing 
raises more controversy than whether an appellate 
court should be authorized to increase as well as 
decrease sentences. To combat disparity and retain 
effectiveness of sentences, the court should have the 
power to imxease. Where disparate sentences result 
from one offender receiving too light a sentence, the 
appellate court, in order to resolve the disparity, 
must either increase one to the level of an effective 
sentence or decrease the other so that both are 
inappropriate. On the other hand, the power to 
increase would inhibit appeals on sentences and thus 
detract from the purposes of appellate review. Sim
ilarly, there is strong support for the proposition that 
increasing a sen.tence may be in violation of the con
stitutional prohibition against double jeopardy. 

The issue is further complicated as sentencing 
alternatives increase and greater use is made of COlU

munity-based and conditional release programs. 
Does the appellate court increase a sentence when it 
imposes additional or different conditions of proba
tion, when it orders intensified reporting to a proba
tion officer, or when it orders a greater amount of an 
offender's wages to be paid to his dependents? The 
possibilities are endless. 

My own view is that until sentencing criteria are 
established and appellate c()urts have articulated 
their own views of the goals and purposes of sen
tences, it is unfair to subject an offender to the possi
bility of receiving a more severe sentence for 
exercising his right to appeal, 

The criminal justice liystem is, by necessity, a sys
tem that relies on official discretion throughout the 
process from arrest to release. Proposals that seek to 
abolish discretionary powers entirely are unwork
able. On the other hand, arguments that ~eek to 
insulate discretion from review are equally impracti
cal and destructive to our system of justice. The past 
decade has seen the courts increasingly review the 
exercise of discretion by both police and correctional 
agencies, and subject both specific actions and gen
eral techniques to. constitutional standards. Appel
late review of sentencing will insure that the courts 
exercise some review over their own activities. 

As constitutional dictates have been imposed on 
correctional agencies, corrections has changed for 
the better. Change has, however, not occurred with-
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out the development of hostility and misunder
standing between courts and corrections. Providing 
offenders relief frdm violation of their constitutional 
rights is a traditional judicial function. Application 
to correctional agencies of the cruel and unusual 
punishment clause, the due prdcess clause, the equal 
protection clause, and other fundamental principles 
was inevitable and in the finest tradition of our legal 
system. To the extent that these principles 
make corrections more difficult, the an.swer is sim
ply that this country has higher goals and more 
important aspirations than effective corrections. 
However, as the National Advisory Commission rec
ognizes, the protection of offenders' rights and effec
tive correctional programs are not contradictory but 
consistent in most instances. 

The recommendations of the National Advisory 
Commission for the courts to exercr,le continuing 
jurisdiction over sentenced offenders and thus, by 
necessity, over correctional agencies may, if not 
properly understood, intensify the misunderstanding 
and tension between courts and correctional offi
cials. Continuing jurisdiction would authorize the 
court to measure correctional agency actions not 
against the minimal requirements set O\1t in the Con
stitution, but against the purpose for which the sen
tence was imposed, 

A sentence is a court order that is presumably 
imposed for a reason. The court believes that the 
sentence will either rehabilitate an offender, deter 
him from further crime, deter others, incapacitate 
him, or perhaps merely punish him. The offender is 
bound by the order of the court. The part of the sen
tence that says he is committed to an institution for 
10 years means that if he decides to leave prior to 
that time he is guilty of a further crime of escape. 
But there are two parties to a criminal proceeding 
and both should be bound by the court order. 

If a court sentences a person for 1 0 YI~ars to 
rehabilitative programs, should not the com:ctional 
agency be required to provide those programs? If 
such programs are not made available, should not 
the court be entitled to enforce its order, or be 
required to alter it, as it is entitled to enforce the 10-
year provision of its sentence? Of ccurse, correc
tional administrators remain the expert in providing 
rehabilitative programs. Their expertise-as 
indicated in the discretionary actions they take· 
toward an offender-should carry and, no doubt, 
would carry great weight with the court. However, a 
court might still find that long periods of segregation, 
minimal dietary allowances, periodic homosexual 
assaults, limited communications with family and 
friends, frequent and undignified searches are not 
rehabilitative. In that event, the correctional agency 
would be in violation of the sentence. 

, 
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The exercise of continuing jurisf)lction by sentenc
ing courts would not be a corr,p'Ietely new fact of 
judicial power. It is true that the traditional rule in 
the context of criminal law is that a sentencing court 
may alter a sentence only during the term of court. 
However, the same judge in a civil case can alter his 
decrees of a continuing nature without substantial 
limitation. 

Present practice in criminal law administration also 
contains instances where courts exercise similar 
powers. In many States, probation either was at one 
time, or remains, the administrative responsibility of 
the judicial branch. A sentence to probation con
templates continuing jurisdiction. Courts have always 
retairted the power to enforce their order either by 
modification of conditions or revocation. The 
N adonal Advisory Comrrtission report follows the 
growing nu..:nber or States that recognize probation 
as a senten;:e and not some hybrid that can only 
occur 'when sentence is "suspended." Continuing 
jurisdiction over a sentence to confinement would be 
little different from the responsipility a court now 
assumes on a sentence of probatiqn. 

The process of criminal sentencing is presently 
under attack from many quarters. There are propos
als to remove the power to sentence from the courts 
and place it in specialized boards. There are propos
als on the other end of the spectrum to return to a 
legislatively imposed sentence without discretion in 
the sentencing court. These proposals obtain muc;h 
of their surface appeal because of the validity of the 
attacks their advocates can launch on the present' 
system. Judicial sentencing is worthy of preservation. 
Appellate review of sentencing and continuing juris
dictions seek to make sentencing rational and fair, It 
is only when sentencing meets these objectives that 
judicial sentencing will be secure and corrections will 
be effective. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Kutak: Our third speaker is Eddie Harrison. 
He is the author of a new book called No Time for 
Dying. 

Eddie Harrison is the director of the Pre-Trial 
Intervention Project in Baltimore, Md. He is a con
~ultant, an adviser-stripping away all the fancy 
titles-just a plain hard worker in the effort to 
develop the st~ndards that have been submitted to 
you for consider~tion. His subject is: "Should offen. 
ders and ex-offenders be involved in correctional 
policy and program development and be employed 
in correctional work?" 

Mr. Harrison: I would just like to make a further 
attempt to put this whole. session into focus a little 
bit. We are all very much concerned with the status 

Qf the offender. That's the only thing that this con
ference session is designed to respond to. I think that 
some of the other concerns that have come out are 
being properly addressed in other conference ses·, 
sions, but this one merely is intended to address the 
status of the offende!·. .. 

The question I am addressing here is "Should 
offenders and ex-offenders be involved in cortee
ti.onal policy and program development and be 
employed in correctional work?" 

The answer to this qUf.~stion should cause little 
hesitation on the part of competent cdminal justice 
administrators or those knowledgeable in the- field of 
corrections. It has been well established over the past 
400 years that offenders are a viable source of man
power for corrections. We have just not recognized 
the fact that offenders are being employed in cor
rectional work primarily because they were not sala
ried employees-nor have we' given sufficient credit 
or recognition on a broad scale to inmates for their 
contributions in the areas of program development 
and correctional reform. 

From an operational point of view, a major 
institution simply cannot function without the coop
eration and labor of its inmate population. Inmates 
are involved in every phase of correctional work. In 
some institutions inmates even perform many of the 
security funCtions, including making counts, locking 
cell doors, dormitory patrols, ~tc. The Federal 
Bureau of Prisons, for example, could replace a large 
portion of its Federal Prison Industries staff with 
skilled inmate craftsmen who can and who have per~ 
formed as well as paid civilian staff members. 

I know from my experience as an inmate that the 
skills I acquired in prison were comparable to that of 
the shop foreman who made approximately $12,QOO 
a year for a job that I did for $25 a Xl1onth. I can 
speak of many instances in which inmaf~es have· per~ 
formed the tasks of their supervisors on many differ~ 
ent levels in corrections without receiving any 
benefits or recognition for their accomplishments. 

You might even be surprised to learn that just 
about every successful ex-inmate I know carried a 
tremendous amount of responsibility while he was in 
the instituti.on, and by and large that responsibility 
was assumed by the person rather than designated as 
a task or job by any administrator. 

Let's take a moment to dwell Oli the effects of a 
complete inmate work stop in a major institution 
simply to dramatize the extent to which inmates are 
involved. The vital areas that would be affected 
immediately would include food services, the power 
plant, medical services, the records division, sanl" 
tation, prison industries, laundry facilities, commu~ 
nications, and all maintenance shops. Without these 
basic functions, the institution woulcPbe completely 
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crippled. Let's go ~ust a bit further and examine 
them. . 

1. Some institutions are charged with the respon
sibility of preparing and serving three meals a day 
for perhaps as many as 3,000 inmates. The food ser
vices unit would find it vfrtually impossible to pre
pare a single meal, much less perform the related 
functions of serving,. cleaning the dining area, wash
ing the utensils, and scrubbing the floors with a 
civilian staff of no more than five people on any 
given shift, and that is just for the general popu
lation. This problem would be immediately com
pounded with the responsibility of feeding the 
hospital unit, the detention cells, and the maximum 
security units. 

2. I would venture to say that 90 percent of the 
major institutions in this country are no less than 50 
years old and some are as much as 150 years old. 
The source for power, heat, and hot water is as anti
quated as the physical facility itself. Most of the~e 
institutions still rely on the old boiler house, which 
burns coal or some type of hard fuel. Without the 
smooth operation of the power plant, again the 
institution would be completely crippled without 
heat, electricity, or hot water. 

3. Inmate nurses, orderlies, and assistants are the 
backbone of the prison medical facilities. Believe it 
or not, by and large this is because there simply 
aren't enough qualified, paid medical staff members 
to perform the functions that are so vital in the med
ical services unit. However, I'd like to note also that 
these inmates by and large are usually trained med
ical aides, former medical students, or even qualified 
doctors who managed to get themselves in some kind 
of jam Or another. . 

4. The necessity of having data available affects all 
facets of correctional work. Class.1fication, parole, 
transfers, work release, court appearances, dis
ciplinary hearings, and o~her daily activities of the 
institution would be. seriously impaired without 
inmates working In various clerical and data prucess
ing functions. Agahl; in most of these institutions, 
the records division usually contains no more than 
five paid civilian staff members. It just could not 
function without the inmate.s working there. 

5. Without adequate means for insuring the sani
tary conditions of an institution, there is a great pos
sibilit.y of epidemics of dysentery, hepatitis, and 
other dangerpus diseases. Inmate work details 
account for nearly all of the sanitation work that is 
performed in majo!lnstitutions. 

6. The Feaera!' ~dson Industries, which grosses 
millions of dollars per year in Federal revenue and 

.. provides Federal agencies both here and abroad with 
items manufactured by prison labor, could ill afford 
an inmate work stoppage. As I have already men-
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tioned, men working in the Federal Prison Industries 
shops are usually highly skilled, capable workers. 
Unfortunately, they can only apply their skills in the 
institution they learned that skill in. Without Prison 
Industries, I think the Federal Government would 
have to spend unt.old millions of additional dollars to 
have this merchandise produced commercially: 
metal furniture, lockers, cabinets, desks, wastepaper 
baskets, file boxes, brooms, mail bags-and on and 
on. As an observation, I believe every Government 
office in this country contains furnishings manufac
tured by prison labor, as well as hospitals and armed 
services bases ali over the world. 

I don't think there is any need to go on with this 
kind of presentation. The only real question is that 
since offenders are so vital to the operations of our 
prisons and institutions, why don't Federal, State, 
and city correctional agencies employ select inmates 
at the expiration of their sentences, or even prior to 
the expiration of those sentences? 

The major objection might arise that if ex-offend
ers were permanently employed in these positions, 
that there simply would not be enough work for the 
other prisoners to do. The only tragedy there is that 
more inmates would have the time for educational 
and treatment programs. 

Let's consider that 85 perce.'llt of the crime com
mitted in this county is committed by repeat offend
ers-men and women who are incapacitated in the 
free community because of the stigma of a criminal 
record. They-more often than not-do not even 
attempt to secure meaningful employment because 
it is virtually nonexistent for ex-oirenders. 

In my opinion, the stigma of a criminal record is, 
by far, the greatest barrier to employment. However, 
I don't think this has to be the case. High recidivism 
rates could be substantially reduced if corrections set 
the pace by hiring ex-offenders. One of the imme
diate results would be a reduction in the crimes com
mitted by repeaters. I would propose that the Justice 
Department assist in the removal of these barriers to 
employment for ex-offenders by requiring that a 
number of ex-offenders be employed in operations 
positions within every,facility under its jurisdiction. I 
would even carry that a bit further by recommending 
or suggesting that every State institution follow that 
same pattern. 

Concerning the issue of program development, I 
think it is fair to say that a major portion of the suc
cessful rehabilitative work that occurs in prisons is 
the direct result of inmate organizations that niust 
work with little or no assistance or encouragement 
from prison administrators. They are organizations 
that must continually fight for their existence and 
work in spite of opposition from inmates and prison 
officials alike. Inmate-designed self-help programs 
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are merely an example of the abilities and talents 
that lie dormant in correctional institutions. 

I'd like to point out that the concern for correc
tional reform as evidenced by this Conference is just 
as much a concern on the part of this Nation's prison 
population. We in the free community are not the 
only ones concerned with the quality of s\::rvice-if 
that's the proper word--provided in our institutions. 
To carry that a bit further, for the past 5 years, for 
example, we have witnessed a tremendous amount of 
dissatisfaction, rejection, and the development of 
alternative responses to corrections by inmate 
groups. 

Lorton Reformatory, for example, has approxi
mately 30 or 35 self-help inmate groups, Illost of 
which were designed by inmates and are accepted by 
prison admlnistratots as viable programs. Again, 
these ere merely examples of the abilities of offend
ers to plan, design, and implement therapeutic treat
ment programs within the institution. These are also 
perfect examples of the necessity for corrections to 
employ some of the men and women who were 
responsible for these programs and concepts as 
permanent staff members. 

Believe me, I am not suggesting that ex-offenders 
be employed as a token measure. Rather, corrections 
should be the front-runner in the hiring of qualified 
ex-offenders. It's a product-if we can think of ex
offenders as a product-produced by the 
institutions, and if you're sold on the men and 
women that you've reformed, then I think that cor
rections should demonstrate that by being the front
runner in the hiring of ex-offenders. 

Unfortunately, the only way offenders have been 
able to effect any meaningful or substantial input 
into correctional policy has been thrQugh the use of 
pressure, violence, threats, or riots. However, it is 
only as a result of this inmate input into correctional 
policy that institutions have been defused and made 
'safer, more humane places for men and women who 
must live there. I think I have, for the past 4 years, 
been trying to impress upon correctional adminis
trators wherever and whenever I run across them, the 
absolute necessity of encouraging the formation of 
inmate advisory groups within institutions. The basic 
purpose of that would be just to establish a line of 
communication between administrators and the 
inmate populations. In my opinion, this one measure 
could mean the difference between what happened at 
Lorton last fall and what 'happened at Attica-the 
difference between life and death. 

I'd like to take just a minute to recognize Mr. 
Kenneth Hardy, Director of the D.C. Department of 
Corrections, who had on his hands a major distur
bance-if it can be called that. Some 1,500 or 2,000 
men at the Lorton Complex refused to go to work. 

They conducted a. work strike because they had 
sonie issues that they wanted to address to the priso:n 
administrator. Mr. Harpy saw that as not only the 
inmates presenting what their grievances or com~ 
plaints were, but also felt that, as the administrator 
of that institution, it was most certainly his concem, 
and his responsibility, to insure that the problems 
that could be solved were solved. That's the attitude 
that Mr. Hardy took. 

The inmates Were saying "We have these prob
lems, we have thes~ grievances, and we want them to 
be heard." Mr. Hardy on the other hand said, <lIf 
you have them, and they're legitimate, 1 want to hear 
them. Bring them to me. And if they can be cor
rected, believe me, they will be corrected." With that 
kind of attitude e:J!:press~d by Mr. Hardy, I think 
after 4 or 5 'days of sittin& down and negotiating with 
the work stri\}e continuing, the inmates simply 
indicatj:!d to 'Mr. Hardy that there was no need to 
contillue the work stri}<e in order to continue the 
negotiations, because he pad establisheq his credi
bility. Why keep the pressure on? Hey, we can keep 
talking about this like we have been doing, and aU 
we wanted, anyway, was for you to sit down and 
listen. 

So the difference between the attitudes as the 
result of what happened at Lorton and what hap
pened at Attica could mean and most certainly has 
meant the difference between life and death. And I 
would like publicly to commend Mr. Hardy in per
SOll-as I have done in a letter-for what I think is 
the fantastic outcome of that. 

In correctional 'Work, the main ingredient for 
changing people is other people. People make the 
differenoe-qualified ex-inmates should be ~mployed 
as correctional officer!! for a tHlmber <;.f very substan~ 
tial reaspns. To begin with, I don't thirlk you could 
find a more capable correctional officer than an ~x
inmate who met the other basic requirements of the 
~b. ' 

The institutional expi:lrience, in my opinion, is 
extremely invaluable. You know you can't get that 
experience anywhere else. It's valuable toward 
understanding the problems, the frustrations, the val
ues, the ethics, and the inmate responses to situ
ations. In my opinion, ex-inmate correctional 
officers would be able to establish the kind of rap
port necessary to create an atmosphere conducive to 
positive change and, most importantly, to demon
strate by their own successes that an inmate can, in 
fact, achieve a meaningful life once released from 
prison. I'm not, on the other hand, suggesting that to 
become a correctional officer means you've made a 
major achievement in your life. " 

This would also provide a mechanism for insuring 
that the concerns of the inmate popUlation wClllq be 
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understood and presented to institutional policy
makers. I think it is most important for the hilllates 
to be aware that there are staff members who can 
fully understand their problems, internalize those 
Sllm:..~ problems because they are so aware of them, 
aIld present those problems to correctional officials~ 

Qualified ex-inmates should also be hired in key 
administrative and supervisory positions. I must rec
ognize the fact that many correctional administrators 
have used ex-inmates as arbitrators and negotiators 
during prison disturbances. However, I must also 
observe that once these disturbances appear to be 
over, the usefulness of the ex-offender quickly 
diminishes. I would strongly recommend that those 
who are correctional administrators and who have 
the flexibility to create jobs hire ex-offenders as 
inmate relations specialists~ special assistants to the 
director or the warden, or consultants. 

Let's examine for a moment the factors that pro
hibit and inhibit ex-inmates from being involved in 
correctional work. The inhibiting factors far out
weigh the existence of any insurmountable prohibit
ing factors. The prohibiting factors are merely State 
or Federal civil service regulations that prevent the 
hiring of ex-offenders. We Clan work with that. It's 
not insurmountable. On the othe~ hand, the inhib
iting factors-tradition, fear, and outdated correc
tional philosophy have been the prime reasons for the 
lack of inmate involvement in correctional work. The 
grounds for refusing to employ ex-offenders are often 
reflected in the use of such terms as "unfit," "lack of 
good moral character," "moral turpitude," "criminal 
tendencies," "dishonest," and "immoral or noto
riously disgraceful conduct." 

However, the truth is that the offense that bars an 
individual from being employed in correctional work 
often bears no resemblance at all to his fitness or 
ability to perform the job. The greatest fear, how
ever, continues to be that ex-offenders would be 
responsible for illicit drug traffic and introducing 
other items of contraband into the institution. That's 
the nitty-gritty of the problem. 

Ironically, I suspect there .is also the feeling on the 
part of people in corrections that ex-inmates are 
somehow not worthy comrades for correctional offi
cers. All of these fears are exactly that-fears. These 
inhibiting factors must be put to rest. Reformed ex
offenders have as much, if not more, integrity, hon
esty, and professionalism as anyone else ill 
cow:ctions. Our society has made it necessary for 
ex-offenders, myself included, continualJy to prove 
themselves to be worthy and to be supercitizens. As 
a result, we have devaloped an extraordinary sense of 
responsibility and are very much aware that ~he pub
lic is waiting for its fears and misconceptions about 
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ex-offender.s to be confirmed. But we ain't gonna 
do it. 

Traditionally, people who have applied for work 
as correctional officers have done so for various 
employment-related reasons or have done so as part 
of a family tradition. I am sure many of you are 
awar.e of this. However, ex-offenders who would be 
attracted to correctional work would enter the field 
out of a sense of dedication and commitment to 
changing the ever-evolving cycle of victimization that 
affects offenders. 

Reformed ex-offenders have accepted the chal
lenge of corrections and are offering the experiences 
and insights they acquired when they were the prob
lem. If you want to deal with the problems of correc
tions then accept the input Clf the people who were 
the problems you were tryh;g tn deal with. They 
either have the answer or can contribute answers to 
the problem. Ex-inmates have established their cred
ibility and expertise in the commur.ity and we must 
recognize them as an invaluable man~lower resource 
for all phases of correctional work. 

Like it or not, in my opinion, we need the ex
offenders' help to straighten out this mess we man
aged to get ourselves into. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Kutak: We've heard three instructive speeches 
this afternoon and some very interesting reactions to 
them. To clarify the record and to inform those who 
are here as legislators, I think it behooves me to 
mention that the Task Force on Corrections, which 
wrote the first draft, went over the report page by 
page, and article by article. The peop!e on the task 
force were experienced and were in good standing 
with corrections. It is true that all of them were not 
correctional officials. However, to say that they were 
not corrections people at all is also not true. 

You will be impressed with the fact that a heavy 
input into th(~ task force report was made by the cor
rectional community. The correctional community 
was not an exclusive resource, but neither should 
corrections be a self-contained entity in our criminal 
justice system. To be sure, there were others on the 
National Advisory Commission who passed on thr.se 
rules. However, it would be remiss for me not to 
stress the fact that a great deal of input was made by 
correctional officials as well as by others. 

The most important point I would like to leave 
you with, however, is that these standards proposed 
as advisory to the State and local governments are 
not the final word on the subject. We hope they are a 
good word on the subject. We would be candid with 
you and say that they were the compromise of a con
siderable amount of debate on the subject. I am sure 
some people feel that they have gone too far. Oth~rs, 
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1 am just as confident, feel they have not gone far 
enough. 

I don't think the task of writing standards for cor
rections will ever be completed. It is appropriate to 
remember that if the standards are too low, those 
who have to live with them-correctionai officials, 
courts, and law enforcement officials-will, I am 
sure, bring the standards up. 

To paraphrase Maury Sigler in that last speech of 
his at the American Correctional Association; If they 
are too high-and can standards in corrections be 
too high?-then I am sure those same categories of 
people will bring them down to earth. The important 
thing in looking at these standards is that they are a 
significant start. These standards are not made out of 
sympathy for the criminal or out of disregard for the 
threat of crime to the quality of life that we have 
come to expect in our society. Precisely because the 
threat is so serious, we recognize that standards that 
will bring about change in a system that is not con
fined to corrections alone must be attained. 

The spirit of the proposed standards is to bring 
about meaningful and useful change. The spirit is 
not meant to be impractical, unrealistic, decisive, or 
self-defeating. Change is on the wind. Anyone who 
would ignore that fact is ignoring reality. 

Finally, I leave these words with you in the spirit 
that the National Advisory Commission proposes 
these rules. And it is an appropriate quote from a 
gentleman who was confronted with a comparable 
situation almost 200 years ago. That person 
addressed a constitutional convention When it was 
considering its language for a constitution with these 
words: 

Mr. President, I confess that I do not entirelY approve; of 
this Constitution at present. But, sir, 1 am not sure that I 
shall ever approve it, for having lived long, I have experi
enced many instances of being obliged by better information 
or fuller consideration to change my opinions. even on im
portant subjects which I once felt were right but found to 
be otherwise. Thus. I consent, sir, to this Constitution, not 
because I expect no better, but because I am not sure that 
it is not the best. The opinions I have had of its errors I 
sacrifice to the public good. 

With that, Benjamin Franklin urged the adoptiOin 
of the Constitution. 

That wisdom, I think, is appropriate to you dele
gates to this Conference on criminal justice. Look 
not at the fragmentary discussions and individual 
rules that are a product of compromise through 
debate and contrary opinion, but to their Conference 
totality and the spirit in which they were offeted, It is 
a qu.est for improvement in a system that seeks a just 
and lawful society. 
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Ms. Goddard: The first of the three speakers for 
this session is Vince O'Leary. Most of you who've 
been around corrc;ctions for any length of time know 
him. 

He's been involved with training in a numper of 
sessions where we've been, but you may not know 
that he has been involved in a lot of other things. 
Just as a reminder: he has been Chief Probation and 
Parole Officer in the State of Washington; Director 
of Parole, State of Texas; and Director of Research 
and Training for the National Council on Crime and 
Delinquency (NCCD). He is now a professor with 
the State University of New York in the School of 
Criminal Justice. 

Vince is going to present a paper on: "What needs 
to be done witb probation and parole to fulfill the 
expectations of community-based corrections?" It's 
a heavy subject which I'm sure Vince wm do justico 
to. 
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Mr. O'Leary: A favorite activity of a number of 
criminal justice authors in the last few years has 
been to desr.ribe correctional practice according to 
various ages. The source of the impulse to chart the 
field from an historical perspective I think is fairly 
obvious. As with each of us, whenever a significant 
phase of our life is closing-graduation, divorce, or 
retirement-we tend to look for larger patterns. Such 
a time is upon corrections. The viability of the con
cepts that blossomed in the 1920's, and that have 
held sway for the last 50 years, is rapidly and 
seriously decaying. A new era is in the process of 
unfolding. 

Because we are in the center of that change, the 
dimensions and form of correctional activity that will 
eventually emerge are only dimly perceived. A good 
part of the ultimate outcome will depend on devel
opments around much broader social themes-ade
quate employment and educational opportunities, 
racial justice, and equitable and sufficient welfare 
programs. The basic mold from which correctional 
programs are stamped is cast by events in these 
areas. 

Despite the uncertainties about final outcomes, it 
is possible to identify some developments that appear 
quite likely to occur and fairly soon. Specifically, it 
seems clear that whatever other changes occur, cor
rections is moving into-and will continue to live for 
some time 1n-a systems age. A good deal of the 
work, in fact the very title, of the National Advisory 
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals and the Report on Corrections quite directly 
reflects that development. 

Let me describe what I mean by a systems age and 
then cite a few manifestations of this period and the 
consequent challenges which they are going to pose 
for correctional authorities, particularly for those 
responsible for probation and parole services. In gen
eral, whether focusing on a specific offender, or an 
entire program, the system era will require correc
tional personnel: 

1. To develop much more precise statements of 
goals and objectives than have ever been previously 
required; 

2. To specify clearly the resources and people, 
including the costs of alternate options, that are 
related and needed to attain objectives; 

3. To arrange for the most efficient coordination 
of those people and resources; and 

4. To provide reliable means of assessing results 
and guiding future decisionmaking. 

Statements similar to these have been made 
befote~ but never with such potential for requiring 
their implementation. Practical procedures for speci
fying programs and their results, as well as for mea
suring their costs, are well within the grasp of an 
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increasing number of legislative and executive lead
ers. Equally, there is a growing inclination on the 
part of such leaders to impose the use of these 
techniques. 

Moving away from these rather general state
ments, it is possible to trace in more specific detail 
some of the lil(:;;ly features of a systems approach to 
corrections and their attendant implicationll. 

Corrections-probation and parole in particu
lar-will be required much more than ever before to 
marshal evidence for its claims. The days are num
bered when a correctional administrator can make 
naive assertions that by simply reducing caseloads or 
by introducing counseling programs, recidivism will 
be reduced significantly. Too many persons rapidly 
are becoming sophisticated about correctional 
research to be able to sustain such claims for any 
length of time. While it is true that a significant por
tion of the general public is not that sophisticated 
yet, the personnel of Federal, State, and local Qudget 
bureaus certainly are or will be soqu. 

For a long time the best claims for probation and 
parole will lie in the direction of cost, humaneness, 
and some very modest possibilities of recidivism 
reduction. This presents a dilemma of major propor
tions to correctional agencies. We don't like to man
age problems; we want to solve them. It is difficult to 
gain funds and support for programs in which 
incomplete knowledge is all that is available and 
short-term or partial solutions are the best that can 
be offered. However, it is possible to do so. Witness 
the tremendous support that has been enjoyed by 
cancer treatment ptugrams for many years. 

It is encumbent upon correctianal leadership to 
make clear that we have only a marginal under
standing of how to reduce recit:i lism substanti~lly. 
The best we can do is to employ those measures that 
seem to hold the greatest promise and treat'the con
victed offender in a way that realizes'tpe~criteria of 
humaneness, cost, and short-term public protection, 
and to do so in such a fashion that kriowledge is pro'" 
duced that may help us to deal ultimately with the 
issues of recidivism. < 

It is especially imp"rtant to do this in a time 
of hope when new support for community programs 
is gaining momentum and support. The history of 
corrections is replete with too many examples of 
new enthusiasms followed by old disappointments. 
There is almost a classic pattern pf great expecta
tion, angry frustration, and finally overreacting 
negativism. For example, psychiatric therapy. as 
the major breakthrough for treating all offenders 
has gone through precisely such a cycle to the 
great disadvantage of both psychiatry and correc
tions. We find today not a fj~w correctional authori
ties disillusioned with research programs b~ause 



like the king's messenger-who was ultimately done 
away with--they keetJ bringing bad news. 

We have enough hulks on the beaches of correc
tional reform to w~\rn us that progress in understand
ing and significantly reducing recidivism is going 
to be very slow and very hard. We are just beginning 
to understand the difficulty of defining what we 
mean by "failure" for specific offenders and the 
preplexing problems of measuring "improvement." 
This is not to argue a position of pessimism-I 
have never been more hopeful in my correctional 
career-it is to argue a position of realism and, 
above all, candor. 

With stress on program objectives, there is a 
decided tendency to draw upon needed and avail~ 
able resources no matter what their administrative 
setting. Although often exhibiting tenacious resis
tance, related organizations tend to become sub
servient to program missions. In corrections, this 
characteristic has had the effect of promoting the 
consolidation of probation and parole agencie.<' into 
larger correctional departments, WhlCh, in tum, 
are being absorbed by still larger departments of 
human services. Such consolidations are occurring 
aU across the Nation. The congiome!"ate is. rapidly 
becoming a distinguishing mark of public agencies 
as much as it bas been of private enterprise for some 
time. 

While usually sought as a rational means for 
the efficient pursuit of goals, the superagency carries 
with it a number of features that work against the 
a~tainment of the very goals it was designed to 
accomplish. Probation and parole services are 
increasingly being administered within larger and 
larger Qureaucratic structures, and the problems of 
administering a human service program in such 
a setting are grimly predictable. Rigid chains of 
commands, the stultification of originality and 
creativity, and a competition between the needs of 
the. agency and those of clients-in which the 
clients virtually always lose-are almost inevitably 
associated with most large human service organiza
tions. In correctional agencies that tendency is 
accentuated because of their vulnerability to public 
criticism and their marginal political support. 

One of the most important challenges confront
ing probation and parole managers is that of creating 
organizational structures and procedures that sus'; 
tain a climate of creativity and encourage workers 
to be responsive to the needs of their clients despite 
the diversity of programs that may be required by 
local situations. Trois type of management runs 
counter to much of administrative practice in cor~ 
rectianal a$'~ncies. Very imaginative and bold steps 
will be mquired of correctional managers to meet 
these needs. Certainly, the administrative integra-

tion of all correctional services at regional levels 
will need to be considered, as well as policies that 
give these units a high degree of autonomy in actual 
operation. 

The heart of the systems era is our recently 
acquired capacity to store and retrieve vast amounts 
of data almost instantaneously. Throughout correc .. 
tions, information systems are being designed that 
will provide tools never before available. Parole 
decisionmaking for one will be significantly impacted 
by the growth of these systems. For another, the 
monitoring and control of decentralized cor
rectional program units will depend greatly on 
techniques of data gathering, processing, review, and 
dissemination. 

Such systems obviously hold a great deal of 
promise. On the other hand, by the way they are 
constructed, they inevitably define the problems 
to be addressed and the measures that will be used 
to judge results. Here lies a significant dilemma 
for probation, parole, and all of corrections. Because 
of cost and broader needs, correctional information 
systems tend to be linked, and, in some jurisdic
tions, merged, with larger criminal justice informa
tion systems. Thus far, most of our concern with 
these linkages has centered around the issue of 
client confidentiality. Important as this is, it is 
also vital to address the policy implications of 
centralized data systems, which can define the 
success or failure of programs subsumed under them. 

These systems obviously do pose problems of 
confidentiality with respect to individual cases, but 
these can be handled by vigorous and intel1ig~nt 
action on the part of correctional agencies. There 
are clearly technological means available, for 
example, to deny access to most of the contents 
of probation and parole files to general users of 
criminal justice information systems. Indexing meth
ods that require reference to probation and parole 
agencies for a specific decision about what infor
mation is to be released in an individual case are 
quite feasible. 

Much more difficult is the problem of maintaining 
influence over the manner in which statistic,nl data 
flowing from these information systems is used. 
Experienced correctional personnel are painfully 
aware, for example, of boVl criminal justice statis
tics can be used by those who control the selection 
and interpretation of these data to bolster a pre
existing bias that parole is a failure and a significant 
cause of rising crime in the United States. 

Santayana's injunction that those who fait to 
learn from history will be condemned to relive it, 
applies with telling accuracy here. Correctional 
agencies must demand at least an equal voice in 
the development of the questions to be asked of 
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information systems to which they contribute as 
well as in the interpretation of the results. It is 
crucial that correctional interests be directly repre
sented on any body that has supervisory power 
over criminal justice data at the local, State, and 
national level. 

Another characteristic of a systems approach is 
to cause decisionmaking criteria to be made as 
explicit as possible, a development of obvious 
importance to probation and parole authorities. 
Incren":ngly they will be required to account for 
the 1 of their discretion. The simple answer, 
"eXpeItlSe," to requests for explanations about deci
sions will no longer suffice. The pressures will 
be directed toward spelling out criteria by which 
correctional decisions are made. This emphasis is 
seen throughout the Report on Corrections, and 
already some parole boards are moving toward 
contingency parole decisions in which objectives are 
clearly specifl~d by all parties to the decisions. 

This pressure toward visibility is supported by 
the rising emphasis on due process protections in 
probation and parole. Most recently the Supreme 
Court has required parole authorities to reveal the 
evidence upon which parole violations are based 
and to enumerate specifically the reasons for deci
sions when revoking a parole. The trend is very 
much supported by the task force report and, in 
fact, is extended far beyond the requirements 
imposed by most courts. Some correctional adminis
trators may resist the continued d~velopment of 
due process protections in corrections; others will 
let events take over. The wise ones will seek to 
discover means to build these due process procedures 
into their programs. Openness, confrontation, and 
disclosure are not foreign ideas to these administra
tors. These ideas are quite congruent with modern 
notions about effective ways to treat the correctional 
client. 

Secrecy is sometimes defended on the basis that 
disclo::)ure of information might. be damaging to 
the interests of the offender or the community. In a 
rare situation this may be true, but more often than 
not, at its base, it is an argument to avoid annoying 
questions or perceived threats to personal power. 
This type of resistance must be overcome if probation 
and parole are to remain viable correctional alterna
tives. It seems particularly ironic that administrators 
of programs that arose at least in some measure 
because of a belief in the worth of human beings 
should now become a major SQurce of resistance 
to deVelopments that reassert the dignity of the 
ifidividual. 

The. systems age finds expression with r~sp.ect to 
the individual offender not by a preoccupation with 
the traits he may· or may not possess but by a view 
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of him as a whole person functioning in a web of 
human interactions. From tbis perspective any 
warranted change cannot simply focus on the 
offender, but consideration, as well, must be given 
to the "system" of relationships by which much of 
his behavior 1s to be understood. In concrete terms, 
this means that the offender's world, as well as 
the offender himself, become the target of attention. 
Picking up on these themes, the Report on Correc
tions stresses as one of its ::najor proposals the need 
for community involvement. 

Traditionally, probation and parole services have 
ooen the chief instrumentalities of corrections irr 
the community. It would be fair to say that their 
success in this task over the past years has been 
limited at best. Part of the failure has stemmed 
from the very nature of prevailing beliefs about 
desirable corr~ctional intervention. A· stress on the 
problems of tb~ individual offender, and the adjust
ments he must make, has meant ~m almost total 
concern with the clients of the correctional system 
and their problems. 

In the ophlion of the Corrections Task Force, a 
maJor agenda for correctional systems will be to 
reorganize themselves in such a way that the thrust 
of their efforts is away from solely trying to change 
individual clients and is directed toward dealing 
with and involving the community and its agencies. 
This represents a significant reorientation for pro- . 
bation and parole services, which have been typi
cally organized along caseload lines that reinforced 
the notions of "one parolee, one parole officer." 
It is quite clear that corrections has neither the 
resources nor the skills to deal with most of its 
clients' needs, and if they are to be obtained, they 
must be secured in the community. Probation 
and parole are going to have a major task of relating 
to othler human service agencies and placing much 
more lemphasis on their roles as developers and 
managers of resources rather than as counselors to 
individual clients. 

The stress on community also means a greatly 
accderated responsibility for corrections to develop 
and maintain the confidence of the community in 
its program. It does us little good to develop new 
community-based efforts only to see them flounder 
on the shoals of negative community response. 

This kind of task is a difficult one and requires, 
among other things, administrative skills of a high 
order. Perhaps more pr~mising programs have been 
damaged by poor management than for any other 
reason. Too often we have seen the tendency to 
rush forward t.o put a 11ew program into effect-the 
halfway house, the prerelt.\ase program, or the fur
lough-without the previous careful, hard work 



necessary to make such programs feasible. Too often 
a tragic event occurs, and the entire program is 
jettisoned because of it. 

Correctional leadership must be skillful in main
taining public support for its programs. If it fails 
in this basic mission, no matter how sensible com
munity-based corrections may be, it s~mply will have 
failed to meet the most basic criterion-political 
feasibility. 

In fulfilling this responsibility, correctional 
agencies can see their purpose as being chiefly 
protective of themselves against possible public 
outrage and resort to highly conservative and inward
focused kinds of administration. For too long, many 
correctional agenciels have engaged in precisely that 
kind of handwringing exercise. Needed now are 
executives and staff who are willing to provide 
the, leadership to instruct and teach the public 
rather than simply react to it. We have many 
examples of courageous correctional leaders who 
have stepped forward and taken upon themselves 
this task of educating the public. We need many 
more. We also especially need many noncorrectional 
people he\lping in this task. This is one of the 
greatest challenges that lies before corrections. It 
will be the challenge that will importantly determine 
whether or not these. brave new directions will 
succeed or fail. 

Ms. Goddard: We'll move on now to Professor 
Robert Martinson. He is also a specialist in correc
tions. He's chairman of the Department of Sociology 
at the.City College of New York, and a consultant 
to the Division of Criminal Justice for thl~ State 
of New York. Therefore, he brings with him not 
only academic perspective, but also practical 
perspective. 

Professor Martinson: Every penal statute since 
Hammurabi consists of a threat appp.nded to.a 
prohibition. The prohibition specifies behavior that 
persons shall not engage in, ranging from the most 
trivial to the most heinous offense. The threat speci
fies a negative sanction that can legally be imposed 
ort those appropriately convicted of engaging in the 
prohibited behavior. If the existence of th{~ statute 
were sufficient to insure that the prohibited behavior 
would cease, then there would be no need! for an 
official apparatus to cietect, legally convict, and 
punish a number of offenders. A penal statute may 
not be enforced, of course, perhaps because it is 
regarded by officials as unenforceable (the behavior 
is too widespread) or because those who formulated 
the statute are content with the mere condemnation 
of the behavior. 

- -----_._---------

To make the threat appear realistic, most socie
ties most of the time detect and punish a few 
of those who engage in the behavior. In the United 
States, for example, only about O.S percent of all 
property crime and about 0.2 percent of violent 
crime results in imprisonment. Penal statutes-even 
when vigorously enforced·-are almost rtever SllC
cessful in eliminating the undesired behavior. But, 
hopefully, when Peter is punished, this will have 
some effect ort his future tendency to. engage in 
the prohibited behavior-recidivism. One of the 
first efforts of criminological research was to demon
strate that a good deal of crime was committed by 
repeaters and that punishment was seldom, if ever) 
successful in inhibiting future misbehavior among 
those convicted and punished. Punishing Peter, of 
course, may inhibit others from offending. This 
is called general deterrence. The effect or punishment 
on Peter's behavior may then be called individual 
deterrence. 

During the latter half of the 19th century and 
throughout the 20th century, a gro\ving body of 
opinion in the civilized world attempted, wi~h some 
success, to aboIi~h in principle, and tomitig~te in 
fact, this punitive response to the criminal offender. 
The penal reform movement of the 19th century 
iatroduced visible and uninterrupted change: pro
bation, parole, tM juvenile court, prison classifica
tion, minimum security facilities, separate facilities 
for juveniles and females, and abolishment of the 
whip, the ball-and-chain, and the striped clothes. 
This movement introduced the diagnostic clinic, a 
single State department of corrections for each 
State, and civil service protection for guards. Penal 
codes also underwent constant revision. Much of 
this change did, in fact, reduce the severity of 
Peter's punishment. 
. Change was less dramatic in the 20th century. 
The humanitarian reformers gave way to new pro
fessional groups in probation, parole, social welfare, 
and psychiatry. This movement introduced into the 
prison the chaplain, the teacher, the vocational 
instructor, the counselor, the psychiatrist, and the 
nonpolitical warden. The stated aim of this move
ment was to replace punishment by treatment. The 
severity of punishment probably contirtued to decline 
somewhat, although this decline was not dramatic. 
The aim of penal segregation was supposed to be
come the protection of the public through the rehabil
itation of offenders. A search began for some treat
ment that would effectuate a reduction of Peter~s 
recidivism, which research indicated was very high. A 
large number of treatments were devised and some 
were carried out. Since treatments were 'believed to 
correct the behavior of Peter, the postadjudicatory 
process became known as corrections. 
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The reformers argued that punishment was uncivi
lized and worthless. It not only did not rehabilitate 
Peter, but it increased his likelihood of persisting 
in criminal behavior. Since almost all convicted 
offenders were eventually returned to the com
munity, the failure of punishment to rehabilitate 
endangered the public. The system increased crime 
rather than reducing it. Since punishment did not, 
in fact, deter, the term individu.:l.l deterrence went out 
of currency. But the idea that something could be 
done ~'1 Peter to stop his offending did not. 

Tn1- ::fpponents of treatment argued that' the 
refmmers tended to avoid the other presumed 
effect of punishing Peter, that IS, general deterrence. 
If a certain number of P~)ters were not punished, the 
legal statute would become meaningles'S, and general 
lawles!mess would prevail. If one mitigated the 
severity of punishment and replaced'it with successful 
treatment, this might rehabilitate Pf~ter but at the 
expense of more criminal behavior among potential 
offendenl. The opponents of treatment were willing 
to support the introduction of the indefinite sentence 
so that i\~ a successful treatment were discovered, 
Peter might be released as soon a's he was rehabili
tated or kept in prison to a maximum limit if he 
was not. But the opponents demanded proof' that 
some treatment would act1.lally work and sought 
to save general deterrence by setting mandatory 
minimum sentences. 

Until recently, the role of research in corrections 
was quite modest partly because of lack of public 
interest, but also because there was a suspicion 
that what Joseph Eaton has called symbolic research 
was widespread. Outright fraud is now rare, but 
research carried on by ~elf-i'nterested parties is still 
rightly distrusted. Pseudo-rc)search fills many cor
rectional journals, helping to justify the fads and 
fashions that sweep throu.gh the field one after 
the other. Sometimes compf~tent studies that indicate 
failure will be avoided. or filed away, while those 
showing !luccess are published. 

Both the treatment-oriented and their opponents 
now agree that disintere~lted research is necessary 
and that rational systematic inquiry can provide 
evidence whether a particular treatment method (i.e., 
cosmetic surgery to cormct facial defel::ts) can bring 
about a reduction in reci.divism. Evalu:ation research 
has expanded since World War II, and experimental 
research has become more common. In California, 
for example, officials cooperate by randomly assign
ing offenders to be expclrimentals (those receiving the 
treatment) or contro1.s (those not receiving' it). 
Offenders are then followed-up for several years 
to observe the impact of the treatment on them. 

There are difference:s among researchers concern
ing the most appropIiate criterion of success and 
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failure. Some mental health professionals argue 
that psychometric tests such as the MMPI could 
show improvement in mental health as a result 
of treatment but that this more well-adjusted offender 
could continue to commit offenses. The public, 
however, is not likely to be convinced that a treat
ment is worthwhile unless it brings about a reduction 
in further offending. There is convergence in correc
tions on the criterion of recidivism, which is relatively 
easy to measure, has a prima facie validity, and is 
statistically quite stable. 

Since criminology is an interdiscipHnary field, 
correctional treatment studies are dispersed among 
hundreds of professional journals, mimeographed 
reports, and Ph.D. dissertations. In 1967, a massive 
survey was initiated. The survey began with a 
6-month search that tried to locate all studies of the 
effectiveness of any correctional treatment published 
between January 1, 1945, and December 31, 1967. 
A strict set of standards was adopted for the 
inclusion of studies in the survey; almost a thousand 
likely candidates were finally reduced to 231 accepted 
studies, which contained 285 separate findings. 

Table 1 classifies these 285 findings by treatment 
category 1 and desired area of change (dependent 
variable). The 285 findings (some studies had find
ings in more than one area) are classified in 54 
of the 77 possible intersections. For example, there 
was a total of 39 findings concerning the effect of 
what is c:alled skill development (formal education, 
vocational training, etc.). The largest group of find
ings in this area (15) evaluated the effect of skill 
development on the recidivism (persistence in 
criminal offending) of groups of offenders.2 

The two most frequently measured outcomes were 
recidivism (136 findings) and the category personality 
and attitude change (65 findings). Institutional adjust
ment involved measuring rates of rule iufractions 
in prisons or runaway rates from juvenile halls. 
Vocationai adjustment could be mearmred by the 
employment rates of experimentals and controls 
after receiving treatment. Educational achievement 

1 The 11 treatment categories were designed to classify 
the findings economically. Each tr,eatment category brings 
together specific treatment techniqUes that share common 
elements. For example, probation includes findings com par- . 
ing small caseloads with standard cBlseloads, comparing pro
bation with imprisonment plus parole, and comparing sus
pended sentence with imprisonment. 

2 A number of criteria could be utilized to measure the 
effect of treatment within each o( the outcome measure 
categories. For example, recidivism W!lS frequently measured 
by arrest rates, by rates of return to prison from parole 
supervision, or by comparing the expected rates of !J, group 
to their observed rates. This last tYJpe of measure only be
came feasible through the efforts of prediction stUdies. 
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Table 1. Treatment Methods by Outrome Measures 

Treatment Methods (Independent Variables) 

.... 
5 e 

.~ ~ r:: 
0 ~ '" 4) 

Outcome Measures .0 'k 
~ ~ 0.. £ .s til 
P-4 C) 

Recidivism 18 19 18 7 

Institutional 
Adjust!'t1ent 0 2 0 1 
Vocational 
Adjustment 1 0 0 2 
Educational 
Achievement 1 0 0 0 

Drug and Alcohol 
Readdiction 0 '0 3 3 

Personality and 
Attitude Change 3 10 4 3 

Community 
Adjustment 0 0 fJ 2 

Total 23 31 25 18 

was normally measured by standardized academic 
tests, and drug or alcohol readdiction by urine tents 
or by the new California Nalline test. Community 
adjustment was a residual category containing weak 
studies attempting to measure an offender's adjust
ment to the community. 

One may immediately spot areas in which there 
has been no reseaich.3 For example, the category 
called partial physical custody (which includes half
way houses, prerelease guidance centers, and pro
bation honor camps) has been evaluated four times 
for effects on recidivism, once fot readdiction, and 
once for community adjustment. There are no find
ings related to the other four outcome categories. 
Inmates spend intense efforts {engaging in sport, 
studying law books, weightlifting~what John Irwin 
has called gleaning-but researchers have ignored 

3 No resear9h was pull.:i'shed in the English language 
between January 1, 1945, and December 31, 1967. meeting 
the criteria for inclusion. ·The. search did not attempt to cover 
the extensive literature on alcohol addiction or on opiate 
addiction. Much of this literature-found in medical and 
psychoph.urmat'!llogical j,ournaIs-does Ilot deal specifically 
with the addict-offender. Methadone-maintenance studie!i 
were not available at the cutoff date. 
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15 12 18 19 4 5 1 136 

3 4 7 5 0 2 1 25 

5 3 2 1 0 1 0 15 

9 1 1 0 [) 0 0 12 

1 1 2 1 1 4 0 16 

3 5 20 8 0 9 0 65 

4 1 3 4 1 1 0 16 

40 27 53 38 .6 22 2 285 

this potentially significant area of self-help. There 
is only one study of leisure time activities. 

As can be seen, treatment was defined broadly 
in the survey. Some reformers might o1?ject to the 
inclusion of imprisonment as treatment but their 
hard-line opponents would not. Some treatment pro.:. 
fessionalsmight object to the inclusion of leis'(ue 
time activities as treatment, but most sociologists 
would not. In order not to bias results by arbitrary 
criteria, the survey defined treatment as anything 
done to, for, or by' a convicted offender, the conu 

sequences of which could by systematically assessed. 
The overall confidence one can have .in the body 

of evidence Qbtained from these studies will be 
influenced by: the thoroughness of the search, the 
degree to whlch the studies derive froin professional 
sources, anci the research designs. 

The search was probably the most extensive to 
date, but there may now be several hundred studies, 
published since the cutoff date, that might have 
been included. It is hazardous to predict what these 
newer studies will show. Corrections is not eom
parable to medicine, which produces genuinely new 
techniques constantly. Recent major innovations~re 
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Table 2. Researcb Designs According to tbe Degree to Wbich Tbey Meet tI\\e Criteria of Interoal Validity 

Type of De$igi,. 

'Ex Post 
"Pure" Facto Simulated 

1 5 9 

2 6 10 

3 7 11 

4 8 12 

13 15 17 

Method of Obtaining 
Subject Pool 

Probability Sampl? 

Nonprobability Sample 

Probability Sample 

Nonprobability Sample 

Probability Sample 

Method of Allocaf.ion 
to Experimental atld 
Control Groups 

Matched or 
Random AllocaUon 

/ 

Nonm~tched or 
Nonrananm 
Allocation 

Not Applicable 

Research Design 

Classical Design and 
After-Only With Control 
or comparison Group 

14 16 18 Nonprobability Sample 
Before-After 
Without Control 

methadone-maintenance for heroin addicts and work
release programs for prison inmates.4 

The degree of professionalism may be roughly 
indexed by the source of publication. One third of 
the findings (35.4 percent) deri".!t from studies pub
lished by public agencies; about one third were 
published in professional journals; the remainder 
(24.5 percent)"were other professionals-Ph.D dis
:;cl'tations, books, and so forth. A good number 
of the most professional studies published by public 
agencies derived from the California system, which 
has a well-deserved reputation for carefully executed 
research. All of this augers W1;<U for the professional 
status of correctional re~e,arch and may come as a 
surprise to critics of this field-including myself. 

Finally, an important source of confidence is the 
distribution of research designs presented in Table 
2. This tabl/.; is rather technical but it roughly rank~ 
orders research designs from 1 to 18, so that one 
may place more confidence in studies with iower 
numbers. 

There are only 18 findings (6.3 percent) from 
before;.after studies without control groups (13 
through 18 in Table 2). Combining before-after with 
simulated designs (9 through 18) gives a total of 
39 findings (13.3' percent). The most popular design 
was the pure classical design in which a pool of 
eligibles (selected through nonprobability sampling) 
is randomly allocated to experimental and control 

'* The literature on work-relea;e was reviewi~d but no 
I1cceptable study was· found. Unfortunately, a decision was 
ml!de not to review methadone-maintenance programs. This 
treatment should J~ceive disinterested outside evaluation. 
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groups (design number 2 in Table 2). Almost half 
of the findings (49.0 percent) were generated in 
this manner. 

It would be folly for planning agencies, correc
tional officials, and policymakers to ignore a body 
of studies of this kind. Specialists in correctional 
research will find food for thought and can aid 
in pointing out errors or lapses in judgment that 
have occurred. If all goes well, the Treatment Evalua
tion Survey should be published and available for 
inspection sometime in 1973.5 

It is impossible to summarize an 800-page tech
nical volume in a brief article. I will argue below that 
treatment has no appreciable effect on recidivism 
rates, but this dramatic conclusion may be the 
least interesting aspect of this body of studies. 

Research is most fruitful when it is guided by 
theory, although important advances are made in 
many fields without a specific theory. For example, 
public health erased mal~ria by putting kerosene on 
swamps. This was done without a specific theory 
explaining how' humans contracted this disease 
through the anopheline mosquito. The association 
between malaria and swampy t'reas had been noted 
by Hippocrates in the 5th century,. B.C. Correlations 
between crime and other factors have beeIl noted, 
but there is no theory of corrections to guide 
research. 

Scientific evaluation can still proceed-and in 

5 Conclusions in this chapter are my own and not the 
responsibility of my co-workers or the Office of Crime Con
trol Planning, State of New York, unuer whose auspices the 
survey was compieted. 
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these studies it does-in the absence of theory. These 
studies assume that such-and-such a method is a 
plausible tl.eatment and that it should be eval~ 
uated. Past research has helped eliminate a few 
treatment fads in this manner. But the present array 
of treatment inethods seems to be based on common
sense assumptions widely shared by Americans. For 
example, prison schooling is regarded as a treatment 
that every correctional institution shouid provide. 
The studies indicate that prison schooling improves 
the reading abilities of some offenders. The difficulty 
is that recidivism rates do not decline for those 
whose reading ability has improved. 

The idea :;r:::ems to be: Ednr:atiort is good for 
everybody, so why shouldn't it be good for offenders? 
On the other hand, many Americans find fulfill
ment in group therapy sessions, so why not try 
them on inmates? More concretely, jf a probation 
officer is supposed to help those on his caseload, 
then smaller caseloads should be superior to larger 
ones. It is hardly surprising that these commonsense 
notions are found wanting when put to the test. 

The overall negative conclusions suggest that the 
very idea of treatment may be more a myth than a 
scientific hypothesis.6 Without a theory specifying 
some causal process, evaluation is frequently blind 
and deadend. If a particular treatment is found 
not to work, it can be discontinued. This wasteful 
process reflects the way corrections has developed. 
But suppose something does work-reduces recidi
vism somewhat? It is almost impossible to increase 
t.he effect without knowing what it was exactly that 
happened. To return to malaria, it is as though we 
were blindly pouring kerosene on everything in 
sight and not merely on swampy ground. 

In fact, this research has a pseuQomedical focus 
in which crime is analogous to disease, or at best, 
to a chronic condition. Even the most socially 
oriented treatment, such as group methods, uses 
the group to change some defect in the offender. 
Suppose-for argument's sake-that criminal beha
vior was totally situational for the great bulk of 
offenders. In this instance it would be fruitless to 
hope to reduce crime by changing something in 
the offender. The situation that triggers the behavior ~ 
would have to be eliminated or the offender removed 
from the situation. 

If care is taken to account for the findings, and 
if studies are sequenced according to the lo~ic of 
scientific inquiry, negative findings will be as ihIitful 
as positive ones. To illustrate how .these studi~s 
may raise the quality of future research, we w1l1 
report and discuss the findings in the first intersection 
in Tab161-probation on recidivism. 

Il See Robert Marl~nson, "The Paradox of Prison Reform" 
I-IV, New Republic. 

The category includes fiti:;;sl suspended sentence, 
standard probation, and variations on standard 
probation. Probation was introduced in the latter 
part of the 19th century and was made available 
to juveniles in all States by 1925 and to adults 
in all States by 1956. Probation was meant to 
provide an alternative to incarceration for good risk 
offenders. It, was gradually extended to large propor
tions of offenders, especially first offenders. 

Standard probation as a treatment method includes 
the placement of a convicted offender in the legal 
category of probationer, his assignment to a case~ 
load, and the casework, counseling, surveillance) 
and referral services provided in a given jurisdiction. 
These studies typically take the probation system 
as given and investigate the effects of varying the 
method of caseload assignment or the size or super .. 
vision of the caseload. The 18 sets of findings are 
taken from studies that involve a total of 19!322 
subjects, published between 1958 and 1967. Studies 
fall into several categories. 

1. Younger Offenders (l3~18 years old) 
a. Intensive Supervision. It is pleasant to 

report first one of the few findings of success 
in the survey. The peak age of crime in the 
United States is about 17, and effective probation 
techniques for young people hold some promise 
of reducing the total volume c,f crime. The find
ings are: smaller caseloads (15) are associated 
with somewhat lower rates of recidivism for boys 
and girls at a cost: usually no greater than that 
of standard probation. (Adams, 1966d; Adams, 
1966f; Feistman, 1966; Kawaguchi, 1967; Pilnick, 
1967). 

These studies included cost comparisons; 
most studies did not. The cost of standard proba
tion supervision is about one-tenth that of incar
ceration. If a treatment method (caseloads of 
15) is effective, it will improve on this situation, 
and the increased costs of more probation officers 
may then be offset by the savings in detention 
and placement costs. To argue that costs should 
not be .considered would imply that delinquency 
is an absolute evil to be reduced at any cost. 

In these five studies all 30 comparisons 
between small and large caseloads favored the 
experimentals.'1 Unfortunately, two stuciies selected 

------i ... 
7 All studies involved random assignment to small and 

large caseloads. Is it proper to pool suqh findings? This is a 
problem in induction but of a special kind. In this excep
tional case, all the findings were positive although not a 
single case of true replication can be found in the survey, 
In the physical sr.:iences replication is co~mon; in the social 
sciences (despite a century of carping in methods texts), one 
is astonished to find an instance of it. Why then is there no 
procedure to guide us in cumulating the findings of disp~rate 
studies? 
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probation officers with the quality of empathy 
for the intensive caseloads while the other three 
included group counseling and interviews with 
probationers or their families or a combination 
of counseling and interviews. What was it, then, 
that worked? 

If empathy is the factor, how does one 
impart this quality to most probation officers? 
Is it group counseling, interviews, more frequent 
(')ontact, or increased surveillance'? The studies do 
not indicate whether time ir-: treatment (which 
varies from 5 to 26 months) increases or decreases 
the positive effects of intensive supervision, It is 
not possible to say whether it is quantity or quality 
of supervision, since no systematic comparisons 
are made between those receiving different quali
ties of supervision. The stuqies are not theoreti
cally oriented and do not use systematic process 
analysis. One is at a loss to explain why the 
effect takes place. 

b. The Community Treatment Project. A 
series of California studies under the direction 
of Marguerite Warren tried to overcome these 
defects. There is a growing movement in correc
tions toward alternatives to incarceration, and 
many hopes ride on the outcome. The Warren 
gro~p initiated and evall.lated a program that com
bined intensive supervision (12-boy or girl case
loads) with three types of treatment administered 
by speciaUy quaiified agents. 

Youngsters were placed in three maturity 
level classes based on a theory of interpersonal 
maturity developed by Sullivan, Grant, and Grant. 
Cases from a pool of eligibles (ready for first 
admission to Youth Authority Institutions) were 
randomly designated as experimentals pr ~or.trols. 
Controls were'institutionalized and then followed 
up on standard youth parole. Experimentals were 
assigned to one of tbe three treatment programs 
on the basis of their maturity level, and programs 
were modified to tit maturity level subtypes.s 

Research thi'\t does not attain this level of sophis
tication should not, in my oP!niQn, be carried 
on any longer. 

The findings are somewhat paradoxical 
and not simple to report or explain. Matching 
maturity level with type of supervision produced 
no significant difference in success rates but .a 
significant difference in favor of the expen
mental gJ;O~p in failure rates. This finding held 
for all maturity subgroups except the so~called 
cultural identifiers ,,;'ho had a significantly higher 

8 !.¢gally. the experimentals are on parole. but the findings 
are cla~sified under the probation catf;:gory since these YOUllg
sters were :released by the court without having served titn'e 
in an institution. . 
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failure rate than their controls. (That is, the 
program harmed one of the subgroups.) The alert 
reader wHI say: "But how can the use of success 
rates or failure rates give different results?" Before 
answering this question, let us report the findings 
in full. 

The experimental program maintained 
more of these young offenders in the community 
than did the control program; however, the con
trol program had a higher proportion of non
offenders. Experimental agents appear to delay 
giving an unfavorable or favorable discharge to 
th~ir charges. In contrast, control agents do not 
deiay giving unfavorable but do delay giving 
favorable discharges. Finally, experimental proba
tioners committed a significantly larger number 
of offenses of all levels of seriousness than did 
controls and. a larger number of more severe 
offenses than did controls, 

Was the program a success or a failure? 
The experimentals committed more offenses (and 
more severe offenses) but were kept out of prison; 
the controls committed fewer offenses (and less 
serious ones) while under (lupervision of the 
regular agent~ but were sent to prison more often. 
What is 'called a cost-benefit analysis might be 
aCCOPlplished but what costs should be included? 

The experimental program had the con
siderably higher costs of small caseloaCls (12) 
and the costs of training these special agents. 
The control group (50-to-70 boy and girl case
loads) haq a higher failure rate and thllrefore 
more incarceration costs. But the experimentals 
did commit more offenses and these oilenses 
involved victims. The property stolen from these 
victims can easily be calculated and included but 
how is one to include rationally the cost of a 
violent offense or a rape? This is not beyond 
the powers of social science although an element 
of arbitrarinr.ss remains in the weighting systems 
that have been devel()ped. . 

The substantially different results obftained 
by using a success criterion and a failure criterion 
~ust be explained.9 The indefinite sentence .intro
duces considerable d'iscretion for decision makers 
in corrections. For example, in the community 
treatment project, experimentals were rarely 
revoked (sent to prison) for minor offenses while 
controls were revpked fairly often. The experi
mentals were also restored to supervision more 
often following a suspension (first official warn
ing). A~ents are decisionmakers and not merely 

9 Success was defined as receiving a favorable discharge 
from the Youth Authority. Failure was defined as revoca
tion of parole or recommitment by the court or unfavorable 
discharge from the Youth Authority. 
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passive reflectors of what happens in their case
loads.10 Treatment programs may change the 
behavior of the agent rather than the behavior of 
the offender. It would appear that failure rates are 
more sensitive to this policy effect than are suc
cess rates. 

These findings raise impprtant questions. 
Those who favor alternatives to incarceration 
must be candid with the public, especially those 
likely to be victimized. If community treatment 
means increased offending,· this must be said 
openly and not concealed within the policy effect. 
Some argue that the fear of crime is independent 
of victimization and, especiaHy today, is subject 
to being whipped up by demagogues pretending 
to speak for the victim. This may pe the- case, 
but if research is to serve the public interest it will 
not do so through a kind of reverse Machiavel
lianism in which agents tolerate serious misbe
havior while the treatment is widely touted as a 
success. To bypas& the democratic process because 
the fear of crime is excessive will harm community 
corrections in the long run. . 

2. Adult Offenders 
a. Federal Probationers. One study (Loh

man, 1967) reported no significant difference 
in the new offense rates of those in 15-man, 
50-man, and minimal (no supervision) caseloads. 
Probationers in the northern California district 
were randomly assigned to these three conditions. 
Tne small (1S-man) caseloads were associated 
with a higher rate of technical violation than the 
other two levels of supervision. 

The implications of this study are immense. 
It was judged a "B" study (acceptable with some 
shortcomings) by the survey and there has been 
no replication. However, it appears that no super
vision on Federal probation does as we11 as 
standard (50-man) supervision and, in addition, 
is-man caseloads result in more probationers 
being sent to prison by their agents thrQugh tech
nical violations. In the absence of a theory of 
supervision, one is free to speculate why. Viola
tions are more visible to the agent? Close inter
action makes agents less tolerant? Agents'get bored 
with nothing to do and take it out on their 
probationers? Treatment-oriented agents send the 
nonamenables who won't cooperate with treat" 
ment to prison? Here is a study that cries out 

" for replication. 

10 See Robert M. Martinson, Gene G. Kassebaum, and 
David A. Ward, "A Critique of Research in Parole," Federal 
Probation (September 1964), pp. 34-38; and Robert Martin
son, "The Age of Treatment: Some Implications of the 
CustodY-Treatment Dimension," Issues in Criminology (Fail 
1966), pp. 275-293. 

------~ -----

But what shall be done with the unem
ployed probation officers if it turns out that proba
tion supervision is superfluous or little different 
from probation without supervision? Despite initial 
interest, this study was discontinued after the 
qeath of one of its principle investigators, Joseph 
Lo.qmfl,n, then Dean of the School of Criminology, 
University of California. This is tragic since 
negative outcomes can be more important than 
positive ones fo'r both theory and practice. The 
myth that agents are engaged in trcllJment when 
they supervise a cal?eload is principally at stake. 
But the study indirectly raises the important 
question: Why is probation (and parole) organized 
by the caseload concept (borrowed from social 
welfare) when these are orga~izations designed to 
control criminal behavior? 

The remaining ~ndings on probation will 
be reported but not discussed at length. 

b. Adq!t Alcoholic Offenders. One study 
(Ditman, 1965) evaluated the effect of a municipal 
court program on the drunk arrest rate of a city 
and the success rat~s of chroQic drunkenness 
offenders. Ditman found that a graduated sched
ule of treatment and punishment produced a 
higher success rate tha,n a non graduated schedule. 
Both scheduies were as!iocjated with a decrease 
inL1J.e citywide dru.nk arrest rate. When offenders 
were randomly assigned· to AA, a clinic, and no 
treatment, however, success rates did not differ. 
There was some question (not answered by the 
research) af: to whether the drunks were skipping· 
town, or keeping off the streets, or Whether they 
were actually reducing their drinking.il 

3. Probation Compared with Other Disposi
tions. Three studies (Babst, 1965; Shoham, 1964; 
Great Britain, 1964) provide information on pre
imprisonment measures (fines, suspended sen
tence) as well as standard probation. 

Babst compared standard probation. with 
imprisonment (plus parole) for a total of 7,480 
adult Wisconsin felony offenders. All probationers 
(and the subgroup 6f first offenders) had signifi~ 
cantly lower vfolation rates than did parolees, 
These differences disappeared among offenders 
with one or more prior offenses. But why is proba~ 
tion superior to imprison.!llent (plus parole) for 
first offenders? Probationers .penefit from super~ 
vision? Parolees deteriorate in prison? Or is it a 
combination of .these two effects? 

Shoham compared the effectiveness of sus
pend eel sen'tences with imprisonment (for 1 year 

11 One . could argue that it makes no difference since the 
drunk arrest rate declined. But should public policy support 
a method that merely chases dnlnks out of one city (if this 
is what tOQk place)? .. 
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or less) for Israeli offenders. One must be cautious 
of the findings since there were more Arabs and 
Ashkenazic Jews in the control group. The overall 
success rates of suspended sentence and imprison
ment did not differ. Among first offenders, those 
20 and under were more successful than their 
imprisoned controls. Among chronic recidivists, 
suspended sentences did better than imprisonment 
for all age categories. Shoham also found that 
suspended sentence was more effective with prop
erty offenders (e:xceptpickpockets) than with 
those who committed viohmt offenses against 
the person. In general, factors such as age and 
type of offense (as in the Babst study) were more 
closely reJated to sU(:cess than were the various 
dispositions given to the offender. 

Fines are regarded as a punishment 
rather than as a treatment by metaphysicians 
devoted to the medical model of treatment. De
spite the immense possibilities of fines for the 
humane administration of justice, there was only 
one study. Fines were associated with fewer than 
expected reconvictions compared with probation 
for both first offenders and recidivists. Are fiDes 
similar to no supervision in the Lohman study? 

Finally, in a British study (Wilkins, 1958), 
it is shown that standard probation could be 
increased with "only a small risk of an increase 
in new crimes and with a substantial cost benefit 
to the State!' 

In summary, probation supervision for 
young people may bean area of some promise, 
but only if it can be determined what aspect of 
"supervision" (surveillance, guidance, treatment) 
has the slight positive effect. Standard probation 
can be extended, but probatkm supervision is 
problematic for adults from the evidence, and 
sman caseloads may be worse than standard case
loads. Since parole-not reported here-shows no 
such positive tendencies, one suspects that offender 
characteristics (and the intervening experience 
of imprisonment) reduce the ability of supervision 
in the community to have any effect. Statistically, 
one may say that variance radically declines as 
the offender is processed through the system. 
Clearly, a theory of the postadjudicatory system 
is needed if future research is to build upon the 
knowledge cumulated in. the survey.12 
Can one hazard an overall conclusion from these 

285 findings from the best studies available? These 
studies deai only with the postadjudicatory area. 
Crime prevention is not touched upon; general 

12 See Robert Martinson and Judith Wilks, Post-Adjudica
tory Research in New York State, Part I: Criteria for 
AsseSsing Research (unpublished report to the Office of 
Crime Control Planning, 1968), pp. 2-20. 
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deterrence is not examined; mechanical deterrence 
(locking systems to prevent auto theft, for ex.ample) 
is excluded; the effects of eliminating so-called victim
less crimes are not involved; and most important, 
the effects of variations in police activity are not 
evaluated. 

Given these cautions, I attempt an overall con
clusion with exceptions for certain subgroups of 
offenders and inordinately draconic treatments (such 
as castration). On the whole the evidence of the 
survey indicated that the present array of correctional 
treatments has no appreciable effect (positive or 
negative) on the rates of recidivism of convicted 
offenders. The present array of treatments includes 
small caseloads in probation or parole (except for 
younger offenders on probation), psychiatric inter
vention, group counseling or therapy, reduced 
custody in prison, halfway houses (only a few 
studies), cosmetic surgery (by itself), early release, 
specialized caseloads, job h'aining, work-release (no 
studies), prison education, and vocational training, 
and programs resembling these in the intensity of 
the treatment. 

The. term "appreciable effect" needs clarification. 
In medical research (as opposed to corrections), 
one frequently finds startling evidence that a partic
ular treatment has an undeniable effect. Perhaps
the extreme case-those not receiving the trc..atment 
die while those receiving it live. Even in the medical 
treatment of chronic disorders where the patient 
is frequently uncooperative, percentage differences 
may be considerable, Le., expe:rimentals wiII perhaps 
recover or stabilize at the rate of 60 percent where 
before the most that could be expected was 40 
percent. Except for castration, there is no startling 
evidence of success. 

There is no method for reversing the powerful 
tendency for offenders to persist in criminal activity. 
The tendency may be reduced somewhat by a given 
method, but percentage differences are small, and the 
costs of achieving these small reductions may be 
high. In the face of such facts it seems absurd to 
insist that the official aim of the postadjudicatory 
process is to rehabilitate the offender. Worse, such a 
demand may tempt prison officials to try to achieve 
the impossible. 

Is there no hope in this picture? A little, if the 
aim is modest and if one roughly d~stinguishes two 
types of treatment, which I shall call helping and 
imposing treatments. When the offender is able 
to define the help he wants or when this help is 
oriented to his present problem (as he defines it), 
there is a slight tendency toward success not found 
when the treatment is imposed by a professional who 
defines the offender's problem for him. 

J 



For example, individual psychotherapy given. to 
youthful (16-20) institutionalized offenders can be 
somewhat helpful if it is pragmatically oriented, but 
is not successful, and may· even be harmful, if it 
is psychoanalytkally oriented. Why? Individual psy
chotherapy is especially harmful if administered 
to nonamenable or younger offenders. One might 
speculate that such youngsters (not part of the 
psychoanalytic public in America) are shaken up 
by the idea that on top of their other difficulties they 
are mentally sick. Returned to the street after a 
brief period of treatment, they recidivate in somewhat 
larger numbers. 

The distinction between helping and imposing 
may contain a clue to what is wrong with correctional 
treatment. It surely points away from pseudomedical 
models of intervention. Does probation supervision 
in America impose upon adult offenders an insult
ing and childish definition of their situation and 
their responsibility for its persistence? Would 
suspended sentence or a fine or surveillance in 
place of supervision be just as successful? It is 
astonishing how few treatments in this survey pro
vide anything most people would regard as help. 
Common sense tells me that help is expen~ive
a graduated income Oil parole, a good job, a new 
set of teeth~ or a private analyst (for those who 
want this). 

\ If correctional treatment is unable to correct, 
why not turn to punishment? There is no evidence 
that severe punishment (the ball-and-chain, hard 
labor) reduces recidivism. Are there milder forms 
of punishment that might be mixed with real help 
in certain combinations? One thinks of suspended 
sentence or fine as the model, especially for first 
offenders' and adults. To reward persons for not 
otIendin)g (perhaps in combination with a threat 
of modetately severe punishment) seems beyond the 
capacity of any society today. 

The strategy of diverting offenders away from 
confinement is gaining popularity. This policy advo-

. cates bail reform, summons in place of arrest, week
end jail lockup, local supervision, any device to 
l'educe the contact between offender and correctional 
system. The hidden premise is: the more contact 
with the present system, the less chance of reform. 
This vote of no confidence in corrections is dramatic, 
and marks the beginning of the end of the Age 
ot Treatment. Its proponents fail to see that diver
sion is a limited strategy unless a direct attack 
is made on the principle of indeterminacy that per
mits sentence.'> of, say, 1 year to life, and does not 
prevent building adjustment centers that rely on 
this principle to maintain internal order in prison. 

If corrections does not correct, we should stop 
telling inmates that it does or can in the foreseeable 

future. Alternatives to imprisonment imply tearing 
down ~ num~er ~f the ghastly dungeons as pro
posed. l~ Cauforma by the A$sembly Committee 
on Cnmmal Procedun'" Let u::; t"it"se to build new 
prisons and instead reallocate sir';jS now used fool
ishly in prison treatment programs to police, to 
prevention, to new programs in the community, In 
the meanwhile, research should learn a good deal 
from these studies in corectional treatment. 

Thank you. 

Ms. Goddard: We are going to move on to our 
n~xt ~peaker and give him an opportunity to present 
h1s V1ews. He has ,had 34 years of experience in this 
field, including being a correctional officer at Leaven
worth, a training supervisor, a warden at louisiana 
State Prison, and spending a year with the Division 
of Corrections in Florida and 12 years in Nebraska 
as Warden and Director of Corrections. He is now 
chairman of the U.S. Board of Parole. 

This gentleman, Maurice Sigler, will talk about 
"Are We Using the Right Factors in Making Parole 
Release Decisions?" 

Mr. Sigler: The topic for presentation-are parole 
boanls using the right factors for parole selection 
--can~ for a straightforward answer. Unfortunately, 
the best answer available at this time is an assured 
possibility. The problem is that we don't know. Not 
only do we not know whether they are the right 
factors, most often we do not even know what 
factors they are. Of course, we tell each other and 
the public that we consider the offense, prior record, 
educational history, employment history, military 
record, drug or alcohol problems, institutional disci
pline, and a host (or maybe 1 should say a laundry 
list) of other factors. However, do we know the 
weights we give to these factors? Does a good mili
tary record outweigh a poor alcohol ~~istory or 
vice versa? We may say that each case is an individ
ual-true-but if this is totally true, we will 
never improve-because only if cases are similar 
can we learn by experience. 

In order to consider the question of whether we 
are using the right factors, we must first,~nd out 
what the primary factors are, and what weights 
we give to them in practice. Then, we may be able 
to consider whether these are the welghts we wish 
to give them. In order to do this we must define 
some sort of measurement. Saying that certain 
factors are important in granting or denying parole 
oversimplifies the issue. 
\~he parole selection decision is not m~1'ely a 

yesi~no decision. It is much more of a decision as 
to wh~n an inmate is to be released than whether 
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or not he will be paroled. Parole boards deal in 
time. Moreover? this fact is becoming more and 
more important; When sentences carried long mini
mums? the parole decision was one of whether or 
not to parole .. As sentencing trends turn toward 
the abolition of minimum sentences, as they are 
currently, parole boards must take on greater respon
sibility. Within the ·1imits set by statute and by 
the sentencing judge, the parole board must deter
mine how much time the offender is to spend 
incarcerated before telease. 

Given this measurement, we have a starting point. 
If we can say how long for this offender and how 
long for that offender; we can look at the various 
offens~s> offenders, and institutional characteristics, 
and infer how much weight is being given to each. 

. Looking at how these weights are applied in 
practice will give us a measure of our unwritten and 
implicit policy and what we are implicitly doing 
We can then compare this with what we think 
we are doing or think we ought to be doing. This 
will put us in a much bett.er position to make our 
present implicit policies more clearly defihed and 
explicit. 

To quote from the Report on Corrections (pre
pared by the National Advisory Commission on 
Crimirial Justice Standards and Goals): 

The major task of· the parole board is articulation of 
criteria for making decisions and development of basic 
policies. T.his task is to be separated from the specific func
tion of deciding individual parole grant and revocation cases, 
which may be performed either by the board in smaller 
States or by a hearing examiner.1 

That is, the board must set standards and explicit 
policies. The; authority to make individual case deci
sions using these standards may be delegated to 
hearing exa.miners. The report continues: 

While discretion is an essential feature of parole board 
operations. the central issue is how to handle it approprj. 
ately.2 

The United States Board of Parole feels that it 
has taken a step toward these objectives. A pilot 
regionalization project presently underway propolses 
a number of innovative features. Case decisi()ns 
will '/;'e. made by two-person panels of headng 
examine,rs using explicit decision guidelines deter
mined ry the board. The parole board will act as 
an app~IIate and policy setting body. Inmates will 
be PI'Jmitted to have advocates to represent them 
atr~role interviews; limited disclosure of the :tile 

'., ;! 
---,~--- . :1 National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
S~andards and Goals. Report on Corrections. Washington: 
Government Printing Office (1973). 

.zOp. Cit. . 
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is being con5idered; and parole denial will be accom
panied by written reasons. Unfavorable decisions 
may be appealed to the central parole board. 

A few words about these guidelines are in order 
as they are related directly to the factors considered 
by the board. Recently, a Law E'lfarcement Assis
tance Administration funded study of the United 
States Board of Parole, conducted in collaboration 
with the research center of the National Council on 
Crime and Delinquency, identified three primary 
factors used in making parole selection decisions. 
These are: the severity of the offense, parole prog
nosis, and institutional periC'l'mance. It is recognized 
that these are broad categories and that there is some. 
overlap among them. 

Guidelines for parole decisionmaking bave been 
developed that relate these factors to a general policy 
regarding the time to be served before release. 
Briefly, the determination of the severity of the of
fense and of parole prognosis (using a predictive de
vice developed for the parole board as a guide) 
indicate the expected range of time to be served 
before release. These guidelines are presented in the 
form of a table with six levels of offense severity and 
four categories of parole risk. For example, a low
moderate· severity offense case (such as unplanned 
theft)· with a ve.ry good parole prognosis might be 
expected to serve 8 to 12 months before release. 

As a starting point, boarq decisions during the 
preceding 2 years were an!!.1yzedand tabulated to 
provide this policy profile. Within this range, the 
subject's institutional performance and parole plan 
will be considered. When unique factors are present 
(such as extremely good or poor institutional per
formance), and a d~cision falling outside' of the 
guidelines is made, specific reasons will be required. 

These guidelines will serve two functions. They 
will structure disCretion to provide a consistent gen~ 
eral parole board poiicy, and in individual cases 
they wm serl;·e to alert hearing officers and parole 
board members to decisions falling outside the guide~ 
lines so that either the unique factors in these cases 
may be specified, or the decision may be reconsid ... 
ered. It is felt that the provision of guidelines in this 
manner will serve not to remove discretion, but to 
enable it to be exercised in a fair and rational 
manner. 

Every 6 months, feedback concerning the decision 
trel'1ds during the preceding 6 months will be pre
se~lted to the board. This will prevent rigidity, :a~\"l 
allow modification of the guidelines when necl2Jsary. 
Furthermore, data on unusual cases (cases falling 
outside of the guidelines) will be recorded to iden
tify recurring situations, which then may be used to 
provide auxiliary examples. That is, cases with de-



portation warrants may provide recurring situations 
that call for a different policy. 

It is hoped. that these guidelines will accomplish 
a number of things. They are designed to structure 
and control discretion without removing it. They are 
designed to provide an explicit and uniform paroling 
policy, contributing to the issues of fairness and 
equity. They will force decisionmakers to specify the 
unique factors in each case where these factors are 
sufficient to cause the decision to vary from estab
lished principles. By placing the consideration of 
severity and risk into the initial hearing, subsequent 
hearings (if any) may deal primarily with institu
tional performance. Under this system inmates will 
have a clearer idea of their prospective release dates, 
thus reducing the psychological uncertainty engen
dered by the indeterminate sentence. 

At a minimum these guidelines help articulate the 
factors used-the severity of the offense, risk of 
recidi¥ism, and institutional performance-and the 
weights given to them in determining the time to be 
served before release. Undoubtedly, some will feel 
that the weights of these factors are inappropriate. 
Unquestionably, a broad raJ1ge of opinion in the for
mation of parole selection policy is desirable. 

However, it is also unquestionable that in the 
administration of this policy by individual case de
cisionmaking, consistency is necessary from the 
standpoi,nt of fairness and equity. Without explicit 
policy to structure and guide discretion, decision
makers, whether parole board members, hearing ex
aminers, or judges, tend to function as rugged 
individualists. While this may be desirable in our 
economic syste~n, its suitability for our system of 
criminal justice is extremely questionable. However, 
if we can make what we are presently doing explicit 
and thus) more consistent, we will be fairer and 
c1cs(~t to justice. At that time, we can better argue 
OYer "-'Jhether we are giving too much weight Of not 
enou\~h weight to the factors mentioned or any other 
factor or set of factors. 

Ms. Goddard: Once again, I want to thank aU of 
our speakers. I think they deserve a round of ap
plause. 
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Mr. Adams: Governmental agencies by and large 
have been afraid of utilizing volunteers, sometimes 
with good reason. If the proper groundwork is not 
laid to assure that volunteers know the objectives 
of the program, or if volunteers are not carefully 
select$d, trained, and supervised, a volunteer pro
gram is doomed from the start. However, soundly 
developed volunteer programs can and do greatly 
enrich crime prevention and correction programs. 

This paper discusses organized citizen interaction 
with police, courts, and corrections. Group participa
tion is discussed from three standpoints: First, the 
ways citizens now participate; second, how to inter
est and activate community groups; and third, where 
groups can initiate meaningful involvement. Finally; 
specific recommendations will be 1illade for action by 
groups :represented at this Confet:ence. 

Citizens are now participating .with justice system 
agencies through study groups that recommend ac
tion, by fundraising, and by formulating and admin
istering community Jlrograms. 

The League of Women Voters,' the F~rent Teach
ers Association, aM the! Ari:J,t;;rican Association of 
University Women are exawples of groups that study 
issues and make recommendatio~s to appropriate ,\) 
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bodies. These groups are good examples because the 
members themselves conduct the studies and make 
independent recommendations. The key is the inde
pendence of the citizen group. The League of Women 
VotCI.'S and other groups have studied such issues as 
juvenile services, work furlough, alternatives to in
carceration; need for additional judges or referees, 
need for additional institutions, need for better police 
protection, need for prevention, and other com
munity resources. 

When a consensUs is reached on an issue, an all
out effort is made to get the recommendation ac
cepted by the public decisionmaking 'oody to which 
it is made, These citizen groups also solicit the as
Sistance of a variety of other groups to reach their 
objectives. This may be done through public meet
ings, letters to the editor of various newspapers or 
magaZines, bulletins, and appearances on TV and 
tadio. 

There is a variety of official local, State, and na ... 
tional advisory groups and commissions studying 
various facets of polk~f.'·lrts, and corrections. 
These groups are of V ,'i.tnds-ad hoc ~~! semi ... 
permanent. The ad hoc group is centered around a 
particular issue or problem and when. that is solved, 
the g~oup is dissolved. For instance, a youth center 
is overcrowded, and a bond issue is proposed. The 
ad hoc committee may be constituted by a semi~ 
official agency to represent citizens and groups of 
the community to work for passage of a bond issue 
to build a youth center. In such a case, very little 
research may be done by the group itself; it takes 
the factual information provided by the government 
agency and works to get the bond issue passed. This 
is a task~oriented citizen pressure group. 

Another type of ad hoc' group is one that is de~ 
vel oped by citizens themselves when they are un~ 
happy with a particular situation. Through public 
meetings, mass media, and every means available 
to it the group will press its point of view. After the 
issue is resolved. the group is disbanded although 
it may organize again if another issue arises on which 
similar l!~~WS are ~lhared. 

~rt example of a semipermanent group is an ad~ 
vis(,jry committee or commission. It may be ap~ 
pqanted by a city, county, or State agency. Composed 
of outstanding, well-informed citizens, the intent of 
such a group is to have governmental policymakers 
listen. Sometimes the background materials and rec~ 
ommendations are gathered by staff and spoon-fed 
to the group. It may well be that the advisory group. 
acting independently, would arrive at the same con~ 
clusions, but how much better if the contacts and 
evaluation were made by members of thl! group with 
staff assist~nce, and the conclusions l;!iached were 
those of the group itself. 

246 

Community councils and sti'l,t!ewide interagency 
groups composed of a variety '0£ agencies interested 
in similar problems can exert a great deal of in
fiuence, particularly on legislative issues. Although 
these groups themselves do not speak as an organi
zation, the information gained through conferences 
and workshops is acted upon by the member organi
zations, which generate a great deal of pressure. 

In developing fundraising programs, auxiliaries 
can be helpful to sheriff and probation departments, 
courts, and institutions. The use of auxiliaries pro
vides a mechanism for channeling private funds into 
particular special needs when there are no govern
mental funds available, Funds raised privately can 
be administered by people on a level other than the 
power structure. Thus, funds may be used to expand 
programs of local community interest or to meet thf, 
individual needs of clients. 

Auxiliaries may raise funds themselves or encour
age other organized groups to conduct benefit events, 
the proceeds from which may be contributed to the 
auxiliary. Bes;,-les fundraising, another frequent role 
of auxiliaries is to recruit, screen, train, and provide 
for the supel'vis~Dn of volunteer aides. This volun
teer coordination function frees the governmental 
agency of many tasks. 

Community groups-including service clubs such 
as the Kiwanis, Rotary, Business and Professional 
Women, Federated Women's Clubs and others-will 
undertake a particular project to fit a special unmet 
need cited by a police or court official. This may be 
a "one shot" program effort or a long-range pro
gram. Almost all groups, however, want some con
trol over gran.ted funds inciuding an accolmting of 
how the funds are spent. 

Another vital area of citizen participation involves 
providing services for children, youth, adults, or fam
ilies. Citizen groups so involved may be in close 
contact with a governmental agency or may be act
ing independently. Boy'~, Club, Girls Club, and Big 
Brother are well-known examples of long established 
groups that work in cooperation With police and 
correction agencies. During the 1960's and 1970's 
a variety of private agencies has been e~tablished, 
especially in the drug abuse field. The concern about 
how to solve the drug problem has brought forth 
many community efforts. Halfway houses, drop~in 
centers, and hot lines are th.e most popular commu
nity programs. Some of these programs are run by 
young people themselves, so~e by police agencies 
in cooperation with a citizens group, and others by 
vl)luntary agencies. 

A notable recent example of "citizen power" in
volved a neighborhood group of citizens developing 
a program with the sheriff's department for neigh
borhood protection. The community voted to tax 



itself for intensified police patrol, but in addition, 
the citizens themselves also developed a program to 
cut down on burglary by encouraging neighbors to 
help each other. The project developed bonus bene
fits with neighbors holding informal coffl,'le klatsches 
during which they discussed not only burglary pre
vention, but other concerns such as the "delinquent" 
child in the neighborhood and how they might relate 
more constructively with him, and how to get in
volved in helping the community to solve other 
problems. 

City- and county-sponsored delinquency preven
tion commissions mav ~erve as the channels for de
veloping and funding youth services bureaus and 
other delinquency prevention programs. An inter
church organization developed a youth homes asso
ciation that helped an overburdened probation 
department by establishing group homes for boys 
and girls, and daycare for children of community 
college students. Funds were raise through an aux
iliary group and through United \vay funding. The 
probation department contributed toward·· board 
and care rates. 

One corporation requested other industries to de
velop with them a board of directors for a tutorial 
program headquartered in a neighborhood house in 
a culturally deprived area. Tbe corporation paid the 
salary of a part-time coordinator; a council of in
dustries also helped with financing the project by 
supplementing foundation contributio~s. Between 
120 and 130 professional men workel.,f with actual 
projects that interested youngsters in upgrading their 
other skills. T'utoring itseif was developed indepen
dently and on a one-to-one basis, with the tutors 
meeting with their students on a once-a-week basis. 
Model Cities was also involved in the project. 

In the man-to-man group, a man in. prison is 
sponsored by ~.:>meone on the outside. The outside 
man ,·grees to visit the prisoner at least once a week 
and ;,;ontinues as his friend working with his family 
l:iN~ . helping him gain satisfying employment upon 
his release. This is .a national project with over 
1,000 volunteers in one State. 

The educational area can also benefit from citi
zen participation that helps to reduce. delinquency. 
School-volunteer projects organized by the PTA or 
an independent parent group provide one-to-one 
tutors at schools and assistance to the teaching staff 
by usir.6 other talents of the volunteer to enrich the 
schoot program. 

"Friends Outside" is a group that offers material 
help, provides transportation, and offers other aid 
including friendship for the family of the man or 
woman in prison or jail. 

Organizations such as the Junior League, Benefit 
Guild, or Assistance League develop projects to help 

police, courts, or corrections. These include a com
munity resource center, a no-fee group counseling 
for predelinquent or delinquent children and their 
families, halfway houses, group homes, drop-in cen
ters, day-care centers, foster home recruiting and 
training, hot lines, youth employment servjce~, com
munity education for delinquency prevention, and 
homes and counseling services for emancipated mi
nors. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
funds have provided many opportunities for the de
velopment of similar programs and for citizen par
ticipation. 

Youth councils, sponsored by city or county gov
ernment or private agencies, provide youth with op
pOI!unities to develop programs and projects to fit 
their needs as they see them: Effort may include 
wOl'king for changes in government that benefit 
youth, youth representation on school boards and 
city councils, sponsoring and managing recreation, 
drop-in or car-repair centers, and hot lines. 

Various community groups may take on "one 
shot" or continuing activities at institutions where 
juveniles or adults are confined, most often sharing 
birthdays and holidays with goodies and gifts. Con
tinuing enrichment programs include parties, variety 
shows, good-grooming classes, music, arts and crafts, 
chaplain services, augmented counseling services, 
tutoring, sports, and for those inmates able to go 
outside the institution on brier leave, trips to cir
cuses, swimming facilities, zoos, and parks, and job 
t::aining and placement assistance. Community 
groups also may help to provide suitable clothing, 
transportation, medical, and other special individual 
needs beyond those provided by the government. 

Private community service agencies and organiza
tions aiso assist justice system agencies with special
ized direct service activities with volunteers. These 
includ~ mentnl health services, comprehensive health 
planning, drug and alcohol information and rehabili
tation, an.! family counseling. National groups, such 
as the National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 
study and recommend program and policy changes. 
Other national groups, such as the National Council 
on Alcoholism, provide direct services such as coun
seling, information and refel'ral, and court schools. 

If you want to interest a group, how do you do 
it? One way is to listen to the groups complaining 
about an issue and turn them around to something 
constructive. When a group volunteers,. take them 
seriously rather than registering a skeptical "no 
thank you." A senior citizens or retired teachers 
group has many talented people that could be of 
assistance. For example, foster grandparent~ have 
been a great source of assistance to foster children. 
Watch for newspaper articles fof groups who are 
seeking projects. Accept and seek speaking engage-
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ments. These will lead to offers vf assistance when 
you need help. 

And how do groups find Qut what they can con
tribute in funds or services? Their own members 
may provide leads through their own experiences. 
Ask agencies, especially those with problems, to 
address your group, making suggestions to you on 
what your group might do to help. Tour institutions, 
talk individually with public officials who can give 
you ideas. Read some of the professional publica
tions. Talk with ministers, labor unions, social wel
fare and health workers, police, probation officers, 
and judges. Contact the community councils, youth 
or adult commissions, advisory groups, auxiliaries, 
chambers of commerce, schools. 

Study reports from groups, such as grand juries, 
l(lague of Women Voters, ad hoc groups, commis
sions, and advisory groups to see whM they have 
fOllnd to be needed projects, activities, and material 
needs-or perhaps support for an agency's program. 

}\. number of recommendations to specific groups 
are made below with the aim of attaining more 
effective interac~ion with the lay population. 

1. Providers of health services should offer to 
become involved with groups working on youth and 
adUlt programs related to police, courts, and cor
rections. Health services are often thought of as 
treatment and rehabilitation. With greater commu
nity education, groups will begin to tMnk of health 
in the prevention of problems. 

1. There will never be enough funds in police, 
corrections, and courts to provide adequate services 
for all the people who need them. Citizens who now 
have more leisure time are looking for ways to spend 
this time constructively. A call to a professional 
group could enlist the added help that police, courts, 
and corrections need; service organizations exist for 
the primary purpose of serving. Encourage advisory 
groups and commissions to become self-reliant and 
assume added responsibility. Point out problem 
areas to them, but let them take the leadership in 
studying and advocating courses of action. If the 
membership of the group does not provide that kind 
of leadership, help them to gain the necessary ex
perience to do so. Involve young people in activities 
where possible. They have boundless energy and 
ideas. Pol~ce, corrections, and courts groups should 
givfl opportunities for the citizen participation groups 
currently connected with your agency to function. 

3. Many members of labor and industry pro
fessions attend conferences. Many groups have been 
mentioned in this paper and throughout the Con
ference that require assistance. Look for construc
tive ways that the private Gector can be involved in 
community crime prevention. Labor and industry 
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should be especially concerned about realistic vo
cational training and on-the-job opportunities. 

Spots on TV, radio, in newspapers and periodi
cals can publicize needs of courts, corrections, and 
police as well as projects or programs requiring com
munity action. The media should look for new ways 
to publicize community activities. Community groups 
are often forgotten by the media arid would wel-;ome 
the chance for an interview on what they are doing. 
Suggest activities through editorials when your re
porters find opportunities for service-again, either 
for material needs, programs, or investigation. 

Volunteer organizations should take a look at the 
kinds of services they are offering. Are there new 
ways of doing some of these things? Should the old 
program be revised? Could your program explore 
another direction to serve the correctional field? 
How long since you've seriously evaluated your pro
ject? Take an assessment of community needs and 
apply it to your agency. 

Volunteers are here to stay. And they do provide 
gove.rnmental agencies with a way of augmenting 
services, emriching activities, assisting with material 
aid and money. The potential benefits from well
organized volunteer programs cannot 'be overem
phasized. Effective use of the volunteer resource can 
lead to growth and stimulation of programs ~n vital 
areas with a concomitant reduction of the gap be
tween relevance and effectiveness of service, or what 
may be referred to as "institutional lag." An agency 
that does not move to marshal the involvement of 
the citizenry it serves can look forwart:! to a growing 
discontent with its services, and !). decline in the 
amount of public support it I~cei\'e:s. Public agen
cies must not fail to utilize the vast pool of people 
resources that is available. 

Justice, the control and reduction of crime and 
delinquency, the rehabilitation and reentry of offen
ders are the concern and responsibility of the whole 
community, \lot the excIusiv:J) province of the justice 
agencies. All of us-=pr.ofessio:nal and lay persons
should seek to involve the total community in rele
vant efforts-this is essential if we are to have to
gether the i~pact required to meet the chailenge of 
crime and delinquency in our society. 

Mr. Sandman: A most popular topic for discus
sion in many areas today is change. What is it? Why 
is it? Where is it taking us? These are just the be
ginning questions of a constant dialog. As the pace 
of alteration increases, even the once shrill obstruc
tionist cry for the good old days is becoming faint. 

Henry Murray called the elements that influen.ce 
social change "idenes" comparable to genes that reg
ulate biological change. He identified them as (1) 
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freedom and choice, (2) accommodation, an-u (3) 
science. I 

The thrust of these factors is most apparent' as 
they impact on the basic unit of society, th(ffamily. 
We need only to reflect on changes technology, has 
wrought in the home and how convenience~ leisure, 
affluence, radio, television, and motor vehicles have 
radically reshaped the personal and interper,sonal 
relationships of the family members, who an',.liter
ally absorbed by self-satisfying activities.' Thyse 
forces are matched by the growth of independe\1ce 
of the individual, which drastically reduces partici
pation in family activity and ties to the other mem
bers of the unit. These changes have been so rapid 
that an intrageneration gap as well as a gen~ration 
gap is evident. Sometimes, the attitude of the eldest 
sibling is radir.!ally different from that of the 
youngest. 

There are some negative changes that affect so
ciety. Unemployment or underemployment, lack of 
education, substandard hOU~:llg, and physical dis
ability keep many families from enjoying fully the 
benefits of techhology ,and the advance of the econ
omy. These conditions affel::t the family adversely, 
leading to broken homes, delinquency, adult and 
juvenile, and a disenchantment with the government 
and its agencies. 

The family is changing, its members are chang
ing, and they to a great degree will become the 
change agents for other units of society, such as the 
church, the school, and government. The tides of 
change impel the criminal justice system to innovate 
and to reform. 

The poHct';, the courts, and the correctional func
tions nil hear the call to a new day. The cry for 
renewal is especiaUy strident to, law enforcement. 
The police process is the most complex, the least 
understood, and yet the most visible. This higher vis
ibility, along with the imposing authority held by 
the police, makes the police the most apt target for 
criticism and for accountabmty. 

Other voices challenge traditional methods of goal 
attainment because means are no longer consonant 
with strongly held ideas of independence, freedom, 
and human dignity. The call for change comes from 
all directions: the taxpayer, the hard hat, the white 
collar worker, the establishment, the minorities
youth, women, the poor, the black, the brown-all 
seek improvements and a better way. 

The police have been the first to hear the call and 
have been the first to respond and while the goal is 
still nowhere in sight, there have been valiant efforts 
toward better rapport between the public and the 
police. Law enforcement seeks to eradicate the vio
lence and turmoil in the street but, most importantly, 
by methods and means that are consonant with the 
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principles of the Constituti(')11 and thein;/lerent sense 
of fair play and compassion that is a mark of the 
citizen of the United States. 

In aU areas of social activity> local law enforce
ment is beginning to carry a new message seeking 
the commitment of partners in a fight against crime. 
The efforts are currently referred to as community 
relations programs. They seek, in various dcg(ces, 
compliance with the law, support for law enforcec 

Il\ent agencies, and assistance to the police agency 
as it discharges its responsibility. 

The underlying philosophy has been accepted for 
quite a few years; however, the names have changed. 
In the forties programs were geared by public rela
tions and epitomized by Holcomb's definition of do
ing a good job and letting the public know about it. 

In the fifties they were called race relations. In 
the late si~ties they became known as community 
relations programs., The present programatic goals 
of better communications between the police and 
the community, increased understanding of the police 
role by the community, and a clearer recognition of 
the community's nf\~ds by the police, are now 
becomIng more sophisticated and more insightful. 

The indistinct, shallow concept ofdhe reiationship 
between law enforcement and the li."blic has usually 
taken the form of the police seeking support for 
practices and procedures they felt were necessary 
for goal attainment. This was carried forward a 
notch or two by requesting help from members of 
th~ public to report observ~d or deduced suspicious 
persons or activities to the police. However, this is 
not good enough in today's market. New and more 
contemporary objectives and method.s must be em
ployed if they are to be acceptable modes and capa
ble of engendering support of the majority of 
individual citizens. 

In 1972 an internal police department task force, 
representative of socially enlightened modern police 
professionals, produced the following set oUmpact 
goals ror an experimenta~ te~m poiicing program in 
one district of their depaJ!tment: 

1. R~q~ce the c4rrenflev~1 of criminal vicimi
zation of people and pi:operty; . 

2. Improve police understanding and sensitiv-
ity to the' people they serve; ' .. 

3. Develop a proprietary interesqn the police 
for the safety and welfare of the people'they serve; 

4. Improve citizen cooperation w~th pol,ice in 
crime prevention, detection, and appr~hension ac
tivities; 

5. Develop in citizens Ii sense of trust and close 
identity with the police;;? _ 

6. Develop team policing principles 'and pro-, , 
cedures that can be transplantedr to other districts 
in the city and other departments in the country; and 
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7. Improve the overall management of the 
police department on the basis of experiences and 
techniques developed through team policing. 

The lack 0$ citizen participation in law ettforce
ment is a critical issue facing our Nation and its 
system of administering criminal justice. There has 
em~rged ~ cor~sensus among professionals in this 
area that without citizen involv.ement the fight against 
crime will fail. 

At national and. local levels there is evidence of 
a revitalized interest in the problems of craDles and 
citizen involv~ment. Federal funds were used in the 
founding of the National Crime Prevention Institute 
in 1971 at the University of Louisville in Kentucky. 
The Institute trains police officers from all over the 
United States in techniques of target hardening and 
poiice-community programs to further the crime pre
vention effort. The Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration funding in one State (Ohio) on com
munity crime prevention has increased from no ex
penditures in 1969 to 27 percent of the block grant 
funds in 1972. 

This paper is concerned with why law enforce
ment needs citizen involvement. The President's 
Crime Commission succinctly sets the stage for this 
examination: "Every American ,can translate his 
concern about crime or fear of crimo into positive 
action. Every American should." Also, noted by the 
President's Crime Commission report: "Specialists 
alone cannot control crime, because controlling 
crime is the business of every American." 1 

If we wrote the history of the American police for 
the past three decades, it would be recorded as the 
era of scientific crime detection. Today's dtizens are 
aware of the advances made in the application of 
scientific investigative techniques. Most of the arts 
and sciences have been brought into play in detection 
and apprehension of criminals. Moreover, this era 

, of trained police officers, supported as they are by 
the technical resources of the laboratory and the 
computer, present a capable combination ill the in
vestigation of crime. In fact, the police have been 
catching adult and juvenile offenders and proGessing 
them at such a rate that our public institutions are 
overcrowded. 

Nevertheless, crime has continued to . rise. Con
cerned citizens and police administrators are exam
ining traditional methods and relationships to sl~ek 
better ways oi decreasing criminal activity. 

Among the strongest pleas by professionals for 
citizen involvement was\ late in 1969, from the Jo:int 
Commission on Correctional Manpower and Train
ing. The Joint Commission stated: 

1 President's Commission on Law Enforcement and 
Ad1l\inisttation of Justice. The Challenge of Crime in a 
FreeSociety. Washington: Government Printing Office, 1967. 
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In today's free society, a responsible citizenry has the 
obligation to become better informed about how these 
offenders are beine dealt with. Matters of such basic public 
policy cannot be left solely to the professionals. Where 
information is not freely given, it should be demanded. 
Where help is not always solicited, it should be offered. 
Where financial support is missing, it should be provided. 
Any society can drastically reduce crime and delinquency if 
it determines to do so, but crime and delinquency can 
never be reduced without public involvement. 

A shift of emphasis from enforcement to preven
tion and correctional measures marks the beginning 
of a new approach to the problem of crime control. 
It has been said that: 

Although the ultimate purpoS2 of the police is the pre .. 
vention and reduction of crime, it by no means follows that 
they are solely accountable for either the increase in or the 
reduction of the number of criminal offenses. Thus, the 
problem of crime is everyone's problem.2 

The pitfalls and problems facing police relating 
to citizen involvement in law enforcement include 
the fact that p"Hce officers are alienated from large 

'segments of the community--especially those areas 
containing segments of minority groups. In these 
areas, law enforcement personnel are viewed with 
mistrust, fear, and at times, even hatred. 

Gaining the support of the residents of the mi~ 
nority communities is a monumental task facing the 
police and is an absolute necessity in order for the 
police to perform their assigned tasks. 

Lack of citizen support and public hostility affect 
the mQrale and make police officers less enthusiastic 
about doing their jobs well. When the police and 
public: are at odds, they tend to become isolated 
from the public and become less capable of under~ 
standing and adapting to the community .and its 
changing needs. Thus, both suffer and the p,:!!t;;e are 
faced with a growth in the crime rate, av,d' the COm~ 
munity is the victim of an unchecked cri'me problem. 

People who are hostile to the polic~ are not ve1'Y 
likely to report crimes, even when they are the vic~ 
tims. They are also less likely to report suspicious 
persons or incidents, to testify as witnesses, or to 
come forward and provide the police with informa
tion they need. Citizen apathy and indifference 
contribute to the spread of crime. 

Lack of support from both the police administra
tion and from the rank and file police officers for any 
progtams enlisting the aid of the citizenry in law 
enforcement is also a problem. In many departments, 
the combined roles of citizen and police in crime 
fighting ate rarely translated into policies except 
under public pressure. The police administrator must 
publicly express his support for the citizen's role in 
crime prevention. 

2 Joint Commission on Correctional Manpower and T'rain-
ing. . 
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Enlisting the support of the citizen in law enforce~ 
ment brings the cooperation and assistance· of insti~ 
tutions, ilgencies, and groups itl the community. 
School systems, manpower resources, social and 
welfare agencies, private businesses, churches, civic 
groups, and social organizations all serve people on 
a variety of levels and respond to different ne~ds. 

Citizen involvement in law enforcement can be 
measured by the use of citizens for passage of laws 
and ordinances dealing with crime problems. Citi
zens can help to eliminate overlapping law enforce~ 
ment agencies at a local level. Organized support 
by citiZe!lS can al$o help to identify problems in thi;l 
courts and can demand that overhaul be fit::lt di
rected at the lower courts, which handle the majority 
of the criminal cases. 

An enlightened approach of the police towa-rd 
citizen involvement in law enfmcement is, in tUlt'j. 
an assist to police in their movement toward prof"'~. 
sionalism. 

The citizen does have certain defensive capability 
against crime, which includes the ability to protect 
himself and his property. The reduction of losses 
sustained by individuals and businesses is a clear 
advantage for all citizens. If shoplifting were reduced, 
there could be a reduction in security measures, 
preventive equipment, and services. The reduction 
of thefts in areas of cargo losses and burglary losses 
and the reduction of crimes against persons, which 
cost millions of dollars in lost we-ges and medical 
expenses, are also advantages. As the President's 
Crime Commission stated, "The average citi:z:en 
probably suffers the greatest economic loss from 
crimes against business establishments and public in
stitutions, who pass their losses onto him in the form 
of increased prices and taxes." 3 

Citizen involvement will result in the reduction of 
losses through organized crime endeavors, such as 
gambling, 10an-shar1cing, prostitution, and narcotics, 
which exploit legitimate business and individuals. 

When rapport with the public iii obtained by the 
police, a result, as important as crime reduction, 
may b~ the displacement of fear of crime and vio
lence. The task fOlice states, ,< ••• the cost of fear of 
crime to social order may ultimately be even 
greater than its psychological or economic aost ·to 
individuals." 4 

The .PreGidenes Crime Commission noted that, 
"Perhaps the most revealing finding of the impact 
M fear of crime in people's lives are the changes 

3 President's Commission on Law Enforcement and 
Arln1inistliition of Justice. The Challenge of Crime in a 
Fr;;.e Societt~· Washington: Government Printing Office, 1967. 

"Natiofllll Advis.ory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Ooaln. Report on Police. Washington: U.S. 
OCh't:rnment Printing Office, 1973: 

people reported in their rf'.gular habits of life ... " 
With people iCafraid to go down~own)1) the reason 
for the existence of cities is undercut. Unless there 
is effective public action, there will be a deterioration 
of the infler city, which reduces the business and 
social activity important to sustain a quality Ot life 
in an urban setti~,g. 

"Crime prevention is the anticipatiQn, the rec
ognition and the appraisal of a crime risk and 
the initiation of some action to remove or redu~e 
it." 5 Moreover, a' widely accepted explanation of 
crime is the "co-existence of the desire to commit 
the misde,ed and the belief that the opportunity to 
do 50 exists.~' 6 

Crim~ prevention seems to offer t'l\'1) avenues of 
ap~:roach: the reduction of desire to participate in 
criminal activity, and the reduction of criminal OP"' 
p<)ttunity. Th\~ enforcement of the law-<letection 
and penalty-is essentially designed to establish a 
level of discipline that will deter others inclined to 
violate the law. Modern theories of criminology fo
cus on the roots of crime-poverty, psychological 
disorder1 and other social ailments. Another area 
that will benefit from increased attention is the 
elimination of criminal opportunities and. crime 
hazards. Such a program can best stem from co
operation between the police and th~ citizen. Mea
sUles of personal safety-from rem,oval of car keys 
to sopbisticated target hardening and building reg
ulations-indiGate the renge of practices that reduce 
the opportunity to commit crime. . 

In order to diminish the belief that crime oppor
tunities exist, obvious soft targets and crime hazards 
must be eliminated. Increasing the risk as opposed 
to perceiving the gain ratio by an individual inclined 
to commit a crime may make crime more difficult 
to commit. 

In the past, the responsibility for crime prevention 
seems to have been passed on to someone else. The 
public thinks it is the job of the police to prevent 
crime, and the police think that individual citizens 
ought to protect themselves by available devices 
and procedures, leaving the police free to do the 
work of investigation and arrest. In truth, the 
responsibility for crime prevention is everyone's job. 

While prtwentive patrol is the traditional means 
by which the police attempt to reduce crime hazards 
or crime risks, it has not worked effectively in the 
United States because of increased public demands 
for police services in noncriminal areas. The pre-

5 This is a definition of crime prevention, worked out by 
the Crime Prevel1tion Training Center at Stratford, England, 
and has also been adopted by the National Crime Prevention 
Institute at the University of Louisville. 

6 W. Wilson, Potice Administration text, Sixth Edition 
International City Manager's Association, 1970. 
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ventive patrol function also has not encouraged pri
vate citizens or businessmen to assist in eliminating 
crime hazards. 

Citizen involvement in crime prevention programs 
needs good communication and partici1?ation. When 
communication is severed with citizens, the police 
lose -contact with their greatest anticrime allies. The 
advent of the automobile and radio communication, 
the rapid population expansion, and the gradual dis
appearance of the man on the beat have been factors 
increasing the gap between the police and the 
community. 

There is a growing evidence of increased aware
ness by the public and the police of the need to de
velop an efficacious relationship that will lead to a 
full partnership in crime control. The advantages of 
such a union need to be continually articulated to 
provide a continuing stimulus to strengthen the 
coalition against crime and the support for methods 
that are, at the same time~ effective and just. 

Some of the major benefits for continually en
couraging the citizen-police relationship follow. 

1. Voluntary compliance with the law is the 
most important element in maintaining an orderly 
society. In a free society, such as our democratic 
republic, the size, strength, or expertise of police 
agencies will never have the largest influence on pre
vention of crime or disorder. Rather, the best guar
antee of prevention is the willful cooperation of the 
majority of citizens in accepting and obeying the 
laws that have ber:n enacted by elected representa
tives. How could even the finest police force prevent 
chaos if, let us say, 20 percent of the citizens decid~d 
to solve their financial problems by robbery, to use 
firearms in the settlement of personal disputes, and 
to disregard all traffic regulations? 

2. While enforced discipline may deter some 
from acts of crime, the strongest deterrent is the 
disapproving gaze of one's peers. Only in the com
munity can the necessary attitude be developed that 
will lead to psychological and emotional sanctiom. 
'rhe emerging popularity of independence and pe-:
sonel freedom has diluted the quality of public 
attitude toward antisccial conduct, but the two phi
losophies are compatible. The present dialog about 
victimless crime is indicative of the process of elim
inating points of conflict between individual liberty 
and public safety. 

3. Sufficient examples exist to support the 
widely held belief that a community gets the quality 
of service from its government that the community 
wants. The level of public ser>,ice is proportional to 
the interest and effort extended by the people to 
ensure proper return!) on the investment of their time 
and money. How eAse can we explain the consistent 
thread of corruption in public offices in some mu-
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nicipalities and its absence in oth~):'s? Many municipal 
administrations that consistently :reflect integrity and 
responsiveness to the public will have resulted from 
reform movements sparked by a spirited citizenry 
seeking honest, clean,and representative public 
service. Corrupt governments do not purge them
se,lves; they are not like modern self-cleaning ovens. 
Like all organizational units, change agents are vital 
to any substantive change and the public is the 
change agent, 

4. L;.w enforcement is directed toward those 
individuals who are not motivated t.o :=tbide by the 
proscribed rules of public conduct. Detection, appre
hension, and prosecution of those who violate the 
law are prime responsibilities of police agencies. 
However, law enforcement is only· one element in 
the criminal justice system, usually identified as 
police, courts, and corrections. A more enlightened 
concept will identify the public as the fourth element 
in the syst.;m. When the broad compr~hension of 
this compound of elements occurs, there is little 
doubt that each element will become more ef2ective 
and the various entities will truly function as part 
of a system and not as separate and isolated agencies. 
The involvement of the public is the best chance 
for quick response by police administrations, for 
swift and ceri:ain administration of justice and cor
rections to produce behavior modification and to 
reduce the incidence of crime. 

5. The polic~ role is always difficult. The 
bearer of bad news, the agent who restricts liberty, 
and those '.".ho represent negative discipline are 
seldom welcomed with c-pen arms. The police now 
function in an age of cqange, not in a climate of 
unanimity. To operate at the cutting edge of frictkm 
resulting from chapge calls for a state of morale 
that will insulate the members of law enforcement 
agencies from disproportionate response:; to temper 
and heat. When the pttblic acquires, by involvement, 
an understanding of the problems encountered by 
the police in accomplishing the mission laid out for 
them by tbe public, the police will feel the trust 
and confidence of the public. The police will directly 
benefit from the ensuing public support for improved 
conditions of work. An important determinant of 
morale is the quality of satisfaction obtained by 
those engaged in the enterprise. Public participation 
in law enforcement is the best method of obtaining 
that satisfaction which flows from respect, confi
dence, and esteem, as well as economic com
pensation. 

6. This era of change is unique, namely in the 
pace of reform and the importance of the subjects. 
Governmental institutions, including the police, 
have not traqitionallybeen the first to recognize 
the lleed for change; in fact, they are often the 
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last to hear and the last to respond. This propen
sity for inertia can best be overcome by a rapport 
between the public and the public service agency. 
When the communications links are direct and 
free-flowing, the police agency can better under
stand the public as its styles of life change and as 
the pubiic reorders priorities. Only by the mutual 
understanding of fprces at work in society can the 
police and the pUblic work in harmony to achieve 
a common goa,l. 

When highlighting the benefits of a working rela
tionship between the pUblic and the police, we should 
be careful to avoid euphoria. There are many 
obstacles on the road to coopel'ation and mutuul 
understanding. They are hot insurmountable, and 
a recognition of the impediments will make the 
effort to achieve success more realistic. 'i'he present 
insularity of many police agencies is probably the 
most formidable barrier to be penetrated. Insulated 
agencies resist change hecause of sincere beliefs 
that the profession alone possesses the facts and the 
expertise necessary to attack a difficult and complex 
problem such as control of crime. As the public 
becomes more and mote intimately involved in 
the criminal justice system, there will be i:adividuals 
who, because of in£ufficient knowledge and person
ality traits, will irritate the professional. The mem
bers or the agency wlll tend to be inse~ure and 
defensive when past practices are questioned or 
goals are examin~d. 

']:'he separation betweeh the police and the public 
that has become a psycholpgical as well as II physi
cal barrier needs to be bridged before proper under
standing and mutual re'lpect are achieved. This will 
be especially true when a shared relationship il1 
experienced between police and citizens who have 
not been treated fairly by the system. People who 
do not receive a share of today's affiuence and com
forts or who are excluded from the social identity we 
aU need naturally rail against the unjust society and 
its structures. The institutions, the establishment, the 
"movers and shakers," are all objects Clf > dislike but 
they are faceless and vague entities. The police, 
however, are uniformed and visible ana represent 
the establishment and are viewed i:lS the border 
patrol who keep the poor from the promised land. 

Probably 1:he most difficult part in developing 
and maintaining proper human relations will derive 
from the diversity of all the people who make up 
the community. Community is. defined as a group 
of people living in the same locality and under the 
same government, or a soc~al group! or a olass of 
individuals. Consequently; there ate many public as 
well as numberless individuals whose only common
ality may be a divinely bestowed human dignity. The 
opinions and desires of various individuals and 

groups will be almost as diverse as people themselve.s 
ate. This may very well be the reason for the system 
of checks and balances in our government and the 
division of delegated responsibility between the legis
lature, the executive, and the judiciary. Solutions 
have been found for more difficult problems, and 
they may be found in the description of the Am~rican 
art of politics as "accommodation, accommodation, 
accommodation. " 

There are a multi tIlde of programs in existence 
designed to promote fapport between the citizen 
and the police. A pa~tial list of these' programs 
includes: school-resource officers; community-ser
vice aides; community-relations specialists; live-in; 
ride-in; officer friendly; police-community councils; 
crime alert; community radio watch; crime stop; 
operation identification; 911; portable rlldio; rein
stituted foot patrol; police athletic league activities;. 
media police committees; neighborhood police teams; 
regional planning units; criminal justice coordinating 
councils; affirmative action minority recruiting pro
grams; and the program with the greatest potential 
of all, team policing. These programs are all good 
and will contribute to the development of citizen
police rapport. However, only if they function on 
the requirement of precise knowledge of the neces
sity for police-citizen cooperation, by both the public 
and the police, will the objective of crime control 
be gained. 

The police mission is to protect life and property 
and maintain the public peace, namely by the detec~ 
tion and apprehension of violators of the law and 
to initiate the processing .of these suspected violators 
in the judicial and. cQrr,'}ctionai elements of the 
American system of justice. Th~ guidelines of police 
action rest in the detail of specific statutes regulating 
police authority and the principle-,ll in the Constitu
tion, primarily the Bill of Rights. 

The authority of the police's power and the 
limits of that power flow directly froni the people. 
This is the prime reason why the citizen and the 
policema:n must be partners in seeking a tranquil 
society. The police authority is only an extension of 
the right and the duty of the people to regulate 
their society. By this delegation of authority the 
public cannot shed its responsibility. The public 
must hold the polic.e accountable, and the individual 
citizens> must obey the law and seek to have all 
members of the community voluntarily comply with 
the law eriacted by their representatives. 

For the same· reason, the 'police must give an 
accounting to the source of their authority. the 
citizen, and communicate in such a way as to 
inspire confidence and tI1.lst in the discharge ·9f 
their responsibility. 



A Progress Report of the Police Foundation in u 
January 1973 Crime Control Digest stated in part: 

Building a more efficient police agency is futile if the 
quality of police s~rvice is not improved, Foundation projects 
reflect that police· time is largely devoted to helping people 
in trouble and this trouble often does not involve crime. The 
f'oundation fully realizes that improved police services must 
strike a balan..:e between effective crime-fighting and humane 
efforts to keep the peace,7 

"To be or not to be" has no application to the 
role of the citiz;en or the police in their shared respon
sibility to seek a peaceful environment that facilitates 
th~ pursuit of happinl~ss. 

The altem-ative to cooperation is not American. 
The relationship in the United States between the 
public and the poli.ce is unique as governments go. 
As the concept of mutual need and understanding 
becomes more clearly understood by the public 
and the police, efforts to reduce crime and disorder 
will be more productive. At the same time,. results 
will be accomplished in a completoly acceptable 
manner consonant with the principles that guide 
our Nation. 

Ms. Rusheu:According to the President's Com
mission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice's Task Force Report: 

The task of corrections ... includes integrating ... or re
integrating the otf~nder into the community life. . . . This 
requires pot only efforts directed toward changing the indi
vidual offender .•• but also mobilization and change of the 
community and its institutions.1 . " The expressed need for change 10 the commumty 
and its institutions-that i&, the home, the church, 
the school; pubUc and private agencies, and civic 
grotips-impH~s the admission that these corner
stones of community life as presently constructed 
seem unable to treat effectively, let alone cure, 
our social, economiC, and political ills. 

The alternatives for changing our institutions are 
numerous. However, they can be clustered into 
two major cat~gories: (1) proposals for strengthening 
contemporary representative democracy, and (2) 
proposals for replacing representative democracy 
with participatory democracy.2 

7 Police Foundation Progress Report, Crime Control 
Digest, January, 1973. 

1 The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and 
the Administration of Justice: Task Force Report: Correc
tions, <Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1967), 
p.7. ,j • 

2 David K. Hart, "Theories of Government Related to 
Decentralization and Citizen Participation," Public Arlminis
tratiOll Review, XXXII (Special Issue, October 1972), p. 603. 
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The general purpose of this paper is to discuss 
citizen participation as a reform alternative to 
increase the effectiveness of corrections as opposed 
to replacing representative democracy or the bureau
cratic structure. 

This essay proceeds from the premise that citizen 
participation is here to stay and that the concept of 
maximum feasible participation of the citizen in 
his governmental in:stitutiDns is appropriate in a 
democracy and is ultimateiy in the public interest. 

Records of the past indicate that in most times 
and places the "ordinary" human being has been 
dominated by tradition and a few "elites" who are 
in power. However, history reveals that no m.atter 
what the form of government, the ordinary mai~ has 
maintained an incessant struggle against being domi
nated. Each time self-determination has been largely 
stymied, the desire fOiindividual control exerts 
itself in such a fashion that it becomes a significant 
event.s 

In recent years residents of urban neighborhoods 
have demanded a greater voice in the programs that 
affect their lives. As early as 1<}61, citizen concern 
with the seriousness of the juvenile crime problem 
resulted in more people asking, "What can I do 
to help?" The Federal Government initiated the 
bureaucracy's response to this demand by building 
citizen participation into the Economic Opportunity 
Act of 1964 and created a trend by requiring 
citizen involvement in subsequent programs. In 
response to the above and partly through their own 
initiative, innovative elected officials and public 
administrators began to provide new avenues for 
citizen participation in public programs. 

Specifically, the remainder of this essay will be 
limited to: a brief des.t;ription of four aspects of 
citizeu. participation and planning and implementa
tion for effective use of citizen participation. 

Definition of Catizen Participation 

Citizen participation as used here contains four 
definitional elements: (1) people other than com::c
tional employees who provide services, good:;, or 
money for a correctional agency (volunteers); (2) 
people who, pnor to being employed in a correctional 
agency, were largely unskilled, uneducated, and 
unemployed, and now have permanent, socially 
useful jobs with career potential (new careerists); 
(3) people who act in an advisory capacity to the 
agency (advisory boards); and (4) a process wherein 
lay people within a defined locality ("community"! 

3 James V. Cunningham, "Citizen Participation in Public 
Affairs," Public Admini.vtration Review, XXXII (Special 
Issue, October 1972), p. 589. 
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"neighborhood") exercise some power over decisions 
related to the general affairs of the community. 

Corrections refers to that part of the criminal 
justice system that is charged with the responsibility 
of rehabilitating or "correcting" the offender, i.e., 
institutionar~,ation, probation, and parole. 

Volunteers 

Probation itself was initiated by a volunteer more 
than 100 years ago. However. an organized approach 
to the use of volunteers dates back only about 20 
years when the juvenile courts in Lawrence, Kan., 
aI\d Eugene, Oreg., experimented with usi.ng volun
te~,rs in the midfifties.4 

A pioneering program begun in Royal Oaks, 
Mich., in 1959 is described by its sponsor and presi
dent, Judge Keith J. Leenhouts, in the Decl'mber 
1970 issue of Federal Probation.5 

. In a similar article, Dr. Ivan H. Scheier of the 
B01.l1der (Colo.) Juvenile Court and Director of 
the National Information Center on Volunteers in 
Courts, has listed over 100 ways courts can use 
volunteers. 

Data from these sources indicate that some 
50,000 citizens contribute sev~ral million hours of 
service a year iii 1,000 court probation departments, 
and at .(east one new court a day is estimated to be 
launching its venture into volunteerism.6 These 
numbers would be approximately doubled if one 
included volunteer programs in correctional anct 
detention facilities and in parole. 

According to Vincent O'Leary, four key roles for 
volunteers in corrections can be identUied: (1) the 
correctional volunteer, who works directly with . 
correctional clients; (2) the social persuader, a 
person of influence in the dominant social system . 
who is willing to persuade others to support (:a,trec
tiona! programs; (3) the gate-keepers of opportunities, 
custodians of access to important social institutions; 
and (4) the intimates, members of offenders' tradi
tkmal peer groups and their communities. Each of 
.• nese roles induces supportive and resistant forces 
within the correctional system. These must be suc-

4 Ivan H. Scheier, "The Professional and the Volunteer in 
Probation: Perspectives on an Emergency Relationship," 
Federal Probation, Vol. 34, No. 2 (June 1970), p. 12. 

5 K¢i~\l J. Leenhouts, "Royal Oak's Experience with Pro
fessionals and Volunteers in Probation," Federal Probation, 
Vol. 34, No. 4 (Decemb~r 1970), p. 45. 

6 Ivan H. Scheier, "The Professional and the Volunteer in 
Probation: Perspectives on an Emergency Relationship," 
Federal Probation, Vol. 34, No.2 (June 1970), p. 12. Excel
lent literature, a "Volunteer Court Newsk<t'-:r" anil other 
services may be obtained from: The National Information 
Center on Volunteers in Courts, BOUlder, Colo, 

cessfully manipulated if widespread citi:l:en participa
tion is to be achieved.7 

Planning and Imp~ementation of a Volunteer Program 

The purpose of a volunteer program is two-fold: 
1. To provide specialized services to the client 

and other family memhers; and . 
2. To involve the (~ommunity in the rehabilita

tive process. In the laltter role, one is concerned 
with finding ways in which willing people can be 
helpful and also have a gratifying experience. 

The successful achievement of 6is purpose 
depends on: 

1. Full, unqualified commitment from the top 
administration: Before planning begins, departmen
tal administrators should distribute a statement 
that documents their commitment to the concept 
and it& potential value iti. producing more effective 
service; outlines the general purposes and expecta
tions; conveys administrative willingness M appro
priate the necessary financial and personnel 
resources; identifies the planning proqess and 
the planning and coordinating staff; and invites 
other staff members, who will be the users of the 
services, to participate in the planning. . 

2. Forethought in anticipating and resolving 
such possible imperiiments as space, equipment, 
and budget problems, attitudinal limitations, and 
overt staff resistance. 

3. Thorough orientation and on-going training 
not only for the volunteers but also for the regular 
staff with whom they will work. 

4. Budgeting for supervisory and clerical sup~ 
port and for the materials, supplies, insurances, 
and other incide~tal costs of the program. Volunteer 
manpower is without direct cost but there are cost 
factors in operating and managing volunteer services. 

It is preferable that management responsibility 
be assigned to a staff person who is not actively 
involved in caseload supervision, but who has the 
skill and status to supply the knowledge, insight, 
and influence required to coordinate the needs 
and resources of staff, clients, and 'Volunteers into 
productive performance. 

5. Clear identification of the roles in which 
volunteers are needed and to whicb. they will be 
assigned. This must be done before the recruitment 
of volunteers begins. 

These needs generally fall into three categories: 
(1) services; (2) gOOq~; and (3) money. When the 
needs Jlave been identified prior to the recruitment, 
the chances are gre3ter that the volunteer's energies 

1 Vincent O'Leary, "Some Directions for Citizen Involve
mem in Corrections," The ~nrlals of the America/t Academy 
of Political and Social SCiei lee. Vol. 381 (January 1969). 
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will be channeled into areas of real need rather 
than "make work.", ' 

For example, members of the Los Angeles County 
Probation D~part1l).ent's RODEO B staff are often 
called on to r,nake speeche~ about the proj(';;::t. These 
invitations come from organizations, clit1nts, and 
community people. Invariably, at the end of these 
presentations, someone from the audience asks, 
"What can I do?" . 

At this point, the various needs are explained andl 

if possible, a quick ass~ssmeIl;t made in an effort 
to match the inquirer's desire" with 'hi.s capacity: 
If money seems to be the easiest channel' for an 
individual, the RODEO Trusf Fund is mentioneR, 
telling how the check' should be made out aq.d 
explaining that the contributi,on is tax deductible. 
(This means that approyal ~f the project's exemption 
status must previously nave been obtained from 
Federal, State, and lodll authorities.) 

If, on the other hand, the audience consists 
primarily of younger people, i.e., college or high 
school students, emp.hasis is put on the needs of 
younger children in the family. These needs can 
not b~ overlooked because the staff does not want 
to communicate to younger siblings that the way 
to get RODEO-type attention i3 to become delin
quent. This kind of volunteer contributes such things 
as reading and recreational programs for youngsters. 
These services are appreciated by parents and 
children. 

Once the need for goods has been identified, it 
has been found 1~at volufiteers are willing to con
tribute such itt .• , :is new encyclopedias. One volun
teer gave a "bouk party," the price of admission 
being one or more new books. Parents of probationers 
have contributed services as wel! as goods. 

It is suggested that certain preliminary steps be 
taken if the contribution is to b~ in the form of 
service to the client: (1) the volunteer stould have 
a screening interview;' (2) he should be placed on 
a specific time schedule; (3) he should be required 
to record his contacts and evaluate the experience; 
and (4) he should have a supervisor. This is not 
the same as the coordinator. F,ormalizing the task 
makes it more valuable to the client, the project, 
and the volunteer. 
. It is also suggested that volunteers for se,rvice 

be c1assified into fwo categories: (1) the volunteer 
who starts with the client and stays with him as 

8 Reduction of Delinquency through Expansion of Oppor
tunity, an experimental intensive in-community supervision 
program in lieu of camp placement. This program was 
originally funded in 1967 by the Office of Economic Oppor
tunity through the-. L.A.C(,(''lty Economic and Youth Oppor
tunities Agency and subseqllently funded by State sub~idy 
and county funds. 
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an on-going counselor or sponsor, and (2) the volun~ 
teer who gives one or a few specific, limited services 
~perhaps supervising a field trip or putting on 
some type of special event. 

, 6. Fina,Uy, assuring that the volunteer obtains 
personal satisfaction from the experience. This can 
be achievl"d through the expenditure of supervisory 
time that concerns itself with involvement with the 
volunteer and his needs and with communicating 
to him and to agency personnel that the volunteer 
is viewed as a significant participant in the agency's 
business. . 

Another path for citizen participation in correc
tions is through the new careers concept. The term, 
new careers,' came into being when Arthur Pearl 
and Fra.nk Riessman collaborated on a book, New 
Careers for the Poor: The Nonprofessional in Human 
Service. The book describes a Why of providing per
manent, socially useful jobs with career potential 
for unskilled, uneducated, and unemployed people. 
In the years since its publication, new careers has 
been the focus of numerous pieces of Federal legis~ 
lation, has acquire,d the status of a separate office 
within the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, and has developed into a minor social 
movement. 

New careers offers an alternate way to develop 
human service manpower from the presently used 
training-before-employment model. It proposes new 
entry positions into human service agencies-the 
positions to provide training as a part of the entry 
job, and the training to be linked with formal educa~ 
tion, which is appropriately niodified to meet the 
needs of these new kinds of workers. It provides for 
upward job mobility by spelling out, a career ladder 
that allows promotion3 on the basis of combined 
experience on the job and concurrent education. 

The Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 gave 
impetus to the expansion of nonprofessional emp~oy~ 
ment. The hiring of nonprofessionals had not br:en 
envisioned' under the act but developed as a 'way 
pf d,btaining, the' participation ,of residents in com~' 
munity plaqnlng and action p'rograms that the act 

, .'!. d .. 
reFlw ie . ~',', 

III 19fi6. 'C;ongrfssman James Scheuer of New 
¥ ork intrbducddan amendment to the Economic 
Opportqnity' Act .tliaC,gave new careers a legisla~ 
tive and tuq.dirig ba's~.' 

The Los Angeles Coun.ty Probation Department's 
RODEO Program and its Model Neighborhood 
Probation Serv·ices System, "Harambee," II are 
examples of the successful application of the new 

9 Swahili for "Let's all work together," Harambee is 
funded jointly by the Federal Government, the State of 
California, and Los Angeles County. 
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careers 10 concept in the field of corrections. The 
following material is summarized from a publica
tion it in which the RODEO Program is extensively 
described. 

The purpose of this thesis was to examine the 
effectiveness of the RODEO Program as a viable 
model for the application of the new care(!rs con
cept in the field of corrections. The answer depends 
in part on the standards of viability we accept. 

The writer used the criteria postulated by Pearl 
and Riessman. These criteria are: (1) the develop
ment of large numbers of new nonprofessional 
careers for the poor including the opportunity for 
th~ motivated and talented to advance into sub
professional and professional positions; (2) the jobs 
to be so defined and distributed that placement 
exists for the unskilled and uneducated; (3) the jobs 
to oe permanent and provide opp.ol.'tunity for lifelong 
careers, and (4) the work to I,;:ontribute to the 
wen-being of society. Within the above framew;)rk, 
this study has established that the RODEO Program 
qualifies as a model for operationalizing the new 
careers concept. 

Chapter V described 51 job applit;ants for the 
Aide position in RODEO as being people with a 
variety of limitations. They were characterized as 
having little to offer in the areas of education, 
traditional job skills, prior steady employment, or 
prior steady income. 

Also noted in Chapter V, 15 of the 51 Commu
nity Workers had formal training beyond high 
school. Of these, two had completed junior college, 
eight had taken at least one college course, and five 
had received some vocational training. Nineteen 
had not completed high school and those who had 
graduated from school demonstrated a paucity of 
basic education skills. 

Subsequent to their RODEO employment~ 35 
or 68.6 percent have continued their quest for addi
tional education. One has received her high school 
diploma; two have received their associate of arts 
degrees (two-year ,1unior college), and 14 have 
received Bl certificat(~ in social service that certifies 
that they completed four basic courses in the New 
Careers Program Bot a local junior college. 

As a result of d(~monstrated ability in the social 
service cOt~rses (4.0 average), one was recommended 
by the junior college and obtained certification 
-----

10 The job title for new careerists in th.e Los Angeles 
County :?robation Department is "Community Worker." 

11 Ruth L.Rushen, A Proposed Model for the AppUcation 
of the New Careers Approach in the Field of Corrections: 
A Case Study of the RODEO Project (Reduction of Delin
quency th!'ough ExptJnsion of Opportunity) (Los Angeles: 
JohnW. Dormer Fund Publication No. 32, University of 
Southern Cp,Hi'ornia, 1971), pp. 202-205. 
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tdm the State of California Department of Educa
tion as a Vocational Social Service Technology 
Instructor. 

Currently, Hi are in junior college, 12 are in 
four-year colleges, and 21 indicate that they plan 
to get a bachelor of arts degree. . 

In Chapter VI, 4 years later, 46 of the applicants 
disc~ssed in Chapter V were characterized as having 
recelved 103.1 percent increase in their monthly 
salaries as compared to 31.5 percent for the Deputy 
Probation Officer III. The starting salary in 1967 
was $333.33 per month (Federal money). The County 
Salary Ordinance for 1971-72 shows the top salary 
for Senior Community Worker I as $755.00 per 
month. 

A career ladder has been established that provides 
for the new careerist to enter the Probation Depart
ment as an "Enrollee'" (federally funded) and 
advance, with experience and passing the examina~ 
tions, to the position of Senior Community Worker 
If, which is the top of the New Careers series. 

In addition, with 2 years experience, the Commu
nity Worker can move out of the New Careers series 
to the Group Supervisor I position, which is the 
apprenticeship position in the Deputy Probation 
Officer series. Three years of experience, ilncluding 
the Enrollee experience, enables ,him to take the 
Group Supervisor II examination,. To (;ater the 
Deputy Probation OfJ',~r series, he would need to 
continue his educaticl and be within six months 
of completing his college education. This is the one 
criterion that will need to be modified to meet Pearl 
and Reissman's standards 100 percent. 

Chapter IX deals' with the RODSO Program's 
impact on clients and the community at large. 

One of the primary goals of the program was. to 
rehabilitate "hard-core delinquent" boys in the COIU

munity in lieu of sending them to probation camps. 
The data showed that RODEO-type in-community 

supervision had been more effective than placement 
in probation camp or supervision on regular case
loads when effectiveness was defined as keeping the 
mill or in the community and out of serious involve
met~t with the law. 

'the data also indicated that the clients and the 
community recognized and appreciated the modi
fication of the clients' behavior. 

By inference, we can assume that, since the 
CO!li\munity Workers were an integral part of the 
RO[mO Program, their work contributed to the 
welhbeing of-bur society. 

Any proposal has minimum fmd maximum possi
bilititlS. To maximize the RODEO model, the 
admililistrator must have a fim} belief in the dignity 
~f ml~n a,nd a Mmmitment to the ideal of an equal 
0ppoltumty for each and every oue, 
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Paul Appleby succinctly describe:s this concept. 
He states: 

Government departments which are themselves responsive 
:and cons!de~ate and which operate with appreciation for 
human dlgmty and human diversity withnn their own stafi:s 
are the only ones that can hope to be able to have: their 
personnel take a similar attitude with respect to the public 
with which they deal.12 ' 

With the increase in the demands for services' and 
the s.hortage of professional personnel, service 
agenCIes must face the nel=essity for change in order 
to fulfill these needs. 
Th~ .employment of .nel\V careerists appears as a 

promlsmg way of meetmg these demands; however, 
~he use of ?ew c~reeristf> b,;ings many problems in 
Its wake. IL reqUIres orgamzations to change ele
me~ts in their formal structure, such as definition 
of Jobs to be performed and criteda for selection and 
advalllcen:ent to staff. Organizations must face prob
lems. of mformal c~ange as wells especially those 
relatU1~ to . the att~tudes and vahles of existing 
staff, mcludmg clerIcal, professional, and middle 
manag,ement. 

It is very difficult to bring about change ill multi
divisional organizations. The writer hopes that the 
material in this thesis will provide agencies with 
encour~lging leads for ways to bring about large
scale change in an orderly and systematic way. 

An agency considering the implementation of a 
ne",? careers p1.'Ograms must anticipate problems, 
WhICh can be broadly categorized as: 

1. Obsta.cles posed by special interest groups, 
by bureaucratic inertia and by professional resistance 
to aCI1"'''1ting paraprofessional aides. Admittedly, 
ther6.!~; 'Ome basis for concern; in times of austerity 
budgetsl agencies have been known to seek 10wer
paid employ~es as replacements for professional 
staff; professionals must have reassurance from the 
top admiltlistrative level that this will not occur. 

2. The l."roblems the new careerists bring with 
them, which tend to be typical of persons who have 
spent their lives in poverty communities. 

Staff can easily become over.involved in the 
multiplicity of problems confronting their aides 
!o. the point of ~eri~ing satisfaction from their patron
Izmg role. ThIS • poor soul" syndrome is' to be 
avoided. Cer.tainly the aides will need advice, sup
port, and gUidance; however, their personal growth 
and se1f,.respect will be enhanced in direct ratio to 

. their SUCCtlSS in solving theiroYIll problems with a 
minimum of direct intervention by the professional. 

3. Conflicts may exist between professionais and 
new ~.areerists. 

12 Paul Appleby. !lig Democracy (New York: Russell 
and Russell, 1970~.; ) 
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. In ad?~tion to their threat to the professional's 
Job sta~lhty, new careerists have different lifestyles 
an? attltudes that, while they may require some 
adjustment on the part of the professional are often 
among their greatest assets. ' 

To. the professional, his client tends to be a 
c~pher:-one of many clients on whom he practices 
~lS skll~s; to the paraprofessional, this same client 
IS a umque porson-perhaps a friend, a neighbor, 
even a relative-someone like himself and with 
wh~m he can empathize. The new careerist can 
be lUvaluable in helping the professional to see his 
clients i~ a different light and, from the changed 
perspective, to offer more effective service. . 

.New care:rists usually have the quality of impetu
oSlty-of domg what needs to be done without regard 
to protocol, red tape, proper procedures, et cetera. 
ThIS may scare the professional and it may get the 
new careerist into hot water; but geneml1y it is 
a healthy quality, a long-needed antidote to bureau
cr~tic e.ntropy. When teamed with the professional's 
s~ll1s and experie~ce in manipulating the system 
WIthout embdrrassmg the agency, this "do-it-now" 
quality can increase the amount and effectiveness 
of service to clients. 

These neW workers represent a challenge to the 
orthodox and traditional legitimacy· of ,the agency. 
They do, not behave in the same way as other 
workers f)ecaUSe they came in ~s a result of the 
feeling that there is something wrong with the 
agency-wrong because the agency has had few 
black or brown workers or, more fundamental1y, 
because the agency has not been "helping" poor 
people or the ~lients it is supposed to serve. 

There will be less tendency toward docility amo~g 
these new .~orkers because: to some extent, they 
have condItIoned themselves to be non defensive 
about not working-"i can always go back to the 
'hustle' or the welfare;"-they have an outside con
stituency unlik~ other workers on the job; they 
apply for the Job not on the basis of individual 
test performance or education, but because they 
represent people who now feel they have claims 
to jobs. -
. An expecta:ion of many new paraprofessionals 
IS that they WIll be upgraded rapidly. The signifi
cant salary gap becomes increasingly irksome as 
they develop skiIIs and confidence in their ability 
to serve clients. 

Direct confrontation is again the most effective 
a~proach; ~c~nowledgment of the disparity, coupled 
WIth a relihstIc reminder that the professionals have 
spent many years upgrading their status, will help 
the new careerist to be less impatient and resentful. 
Most can then accept the .p.ecessity for climbing the 
career ladder one rung at a time. 
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This requires, however, a reexamination of 
agencies' procedures and opportunities (or upgrading 
the people who are coming in at low-level jobs. 

Upgradin~ is also vital because after a few years 
many of the new careerists adapt the professional's 
standards, style, and attitudes in an exaggerated 
fashion and lose touch with the clients whom they 
serve. This means the agency needs to be able to 
recruit "new blood" in order to remain relevant. 

Training assumes greater importance. But it has 
to be relevant to the people who will be pj~rforming 
these jobs. TraditionaL:;-raining procedures are likely 
to be inadequate. It will be importaht not only to 
train the new workers, but to train the supervisors 
and coworkers to worle effectively with the "work 
styles" of the new workers. 

Community Advisory Boards 
,-

One of the most potentially valuable roles for a 
volunteer is service on a community advisory board. 
But it may also be ritualistic activity in which no 
meaningful choices are allowed. The determination 
of the role of an advisory board depends on the 
agency's willingness to delegate a meaningful role 
and some decision making power. 

Since the correctional agency has to operate 
within a legal framework, a great deal of planning 
is necessary to carve out meaningful roles for com
munity advisory boards. They may: 

1. Act as liaison between the correctional 
agency and the community. 

2. Identify and help with auxiliary needs, i.e., 
discretionary funds for program enrichment, client 
transportation, development of ,speci" programs for 
educational advancement, cultural etichment, job 
opportunities, recreation, and character building.· 

3. Act as liaison between the agency and the 
political structure. 

4. Serve as an information center and program 
planning group. For example, a member of, the 
advisory board cited a problem regarding the high 
incidence of student expUlsion ab one of the local 
high schools. After discussing the matter, the board 
concluded that it should concern itself with this 
matter. A subcommittee was formed and charged 
with the, task of asking the school officials if it could 
help. 1'he result-a training and counseling pro
gram was set up at the school to' help tbe ,teachers 
learn how to minimize situation,s that ended in a 
win/lose game, and to counsel students in, how 
to cope with the school's requirements. Probation 
officers, community workers, and professionals such 
as vocational rehabilitatlon counselors and urban 
corps workers scheduled their time to provide the 

;' counseling sessions. !his program resulted in pay- ! 

offs for the school~ the community, and probation. 
S. Aid in the ongoing evaluation of the agency., 

Selection of Commi«e~ M~mbets 
I 

All of the important influences in the clommun~'l.y 
should be Npresented on the committee. This 1l1111y 
mean having a member of the John Bir(~h Soc~ety 
sitting at the sam<!i table with a member of the Bl/,lck 
Panthers. In addition, some of the members sMuld 
come from delinquent and criminal elements and 
include as well dropouts and honor students~ and 
the average "good guy." 

The agency person responsible for the actMties 
of the advisory board should have administrative 
power so that most of the decisions regardil1,g pro
cedures, appropriateness of activities, et cet~'l'a, can 
be made at the meeting of the board without the 
constant need to say, "I'll have to check that with 
my supervisor." 

The administrator must be prepared to spend a 
great deal of time with individuals or special interest 
groups who are members of the board. He will be 
expected to make speeches and become involved 
in board members' other interests. Ultim:ately, this 
widens the I,ldministrator's sphere of influence, but 
it is time-consuming. 

The Com~ctional Administrator's Responsibility for 
Citizen Involvement 

It is obvious from a theoretical point of view that 
community support is required if community cor
rections is .ito become a reality. However, adminis
trators who view public relations-"selling the 
agency's image as is"'-as an effecth::e technique for 
involving the commulnity are in for a shock. 

Adminstrators wm\ discover, when. becoming 
involved in the com.munity, that: (1) there are 
many definitions of law and order. some of which 
are diametrically opposed to the agency's concept 
of law and order; and (~n the various special interest 
groups in the commun~ty will support the agency 
program only if there is payoff for the particular 
group over and above ~,he general wel~are of the 
community. 

Effective commurdty involvement in corrections 
requires that:. , 

1. The correl;tional administrator share thel, 

responsibility for supportin!~ a viable process whereitr; 
people withln the commu\\lity can exercise somlb 
power over decisiorts relate~. to thcirspe~ial intere~t 
as well as the general affairs of the communit,Y. 

2. Staff of the agency participate in community 
organizations at all levels of d~cisionmaking and tl\e 
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implementatiou of the decisions. This involve
ment should. include any significant community 
organization. 

3. Thecouectional personnel be willing to 
open the .com~cti.onal facility to the surrounding 
community. Community groups should be encouraged 
to use the facility for meetings, et ceteral as long 
as this does T.lot interfere with basic :services. 

4. Correctional staff act as catalysts in identify
ing and focusing on problems in the area with a 
view toward changing the environment where 
inmates, proballioners, parolees, and their families 
live. 

To do the aibove involves risks for agency per
sonnel. For example, in one area a deputy probation 
officer and his community WOI'ker were photographed 
by the local pOlice at a meeting of what could be 
considered by some to be an extremist organiza
tion. The deputy probation officer and community 
worker had gone to the meeting because some of 
their juvenile clients had become deeply involved 
in the organization. 

The correctional personnel were able, as a result 
of attending the meetings, to modify the influence 
of' this group on the probationers. The police, how
ever, visited the probation director to show him 
the pictures of his staff attending this meeting. 
After a thorough explanation of why the staff 
was at the meeting the police decided not to pursue 
the matter, but they refused to give up the negatives 
or the pictures. If the pictures or material collected 
on employe~:s should ever show up in clearing them 
for. certain jobs, would the department be able to 
defend succiessfn!ly its position that the staff was on 
a work assignment and therefore should not be 
considered a security risk? 

A direcl(or was asked to help a grassroots com~ 
mittee to prepare a position paper and petition 
format to resolve, a problem in one of the local 
schools. When the committee was granted a hearing 
before thlr~ board of education, the director was 
asked to go with the committee for moral support. 
The dire(;tor did not take part in the presentation. 
Three m/onths later the director called on this com
mittee tlO organize a group to supervise the halls 
during fa crisis at another local school. The com
mittee was very helpful. Would the department have 
been embarrassed if a member of the board of 
education had called to complain that a probation 
director was acting as a consultant for trouble
makers in the community? 

The conectional ~dministrator in a community
based program often finds himself operating in an 
area where the majority of the population is of a 
different ethnic ~TOUp. The administrator is usually 
whitealld the population is of an ethnic minority. 
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He generally finds, when he attempts to become 
involved· in the community, that it is very difficult 
to handle the initial hostility, intense criticism, and 
verbal abuse of newly politicized groups. 

When the administrator is a member of an ethnic 
group that comprises the majority of the popUlation, 
he is involved in a somewhat different dilemma. He 
sometimes finds himself caught between the com
munity's expectations for changes based on his 
ethnic loyalties, and his agency's limitations and 
expectations that he maintain the status quo. 

Dr. Charles V. Hamilton suggests that: . 

One great difficulty centers ~n political style. Very fre
quently neW groups adopt a style of protest and demand
making which runs counter to the orderly processes under
standably favored by professional administrators. It is 
important for the latter to understand the fact that new, 
initially powerless groups very often must pursue tactics not 
associated with a more established element of the society. 
The more powerful an interest group, the less noise it has 
to make in the attempt to infiuen"" policy. 

Professional lldmbistrators tirst must be able to under
stand the historical and theoretical context in which the 
demands are being made, and, then, to be willing to make 
theil' admini~trative expertise available to the new groups. 
In very many instances, new groups know the direction they 
want a governmental agency to take, and they know the 
results they wish to achieve, but they wlll not have the 
technical or administrative ability to achi::ve these ends. 
Public administrators can be as effective in aiding these new 
centers of political concern as many of them have been in 
protecting other political clusters of power.13 

In summary, service agencies are being pushed 
toward acceptance of the public ns an active partner 
in carrying out their functions. The operant term 
here is active. There is increasing evidence that the 
job is too big and too costly for bureaucracies to 
carry out alone. There is also in'creasing awareness 
among the citizenry that the public has the right 
and the obligation to participate di.rectly in solving 
its problems. 

The public includes not only those who feel an 
obligation to help but also those people who are 
most directly affected by an agency's operations: its 
clients and the residents of the neighborhood or 
community which the program serves. 

The greatest challenge to the correctional field 
will be to sustain effective citizen participation. This 
must include all citizens. This means corrections 
must support a nation",l, State, and local commit
ment to eliminate poverty, rebuild the ghettos. and 
restore full citizenship to minorities. Sustained and 
effective citizen participation will depend in part 
on the fair allocation of social and economic bene-

13 Charles V. Hamilton, "Racial, Ethnic, and Social Class 
Politics and Administration," Public Administration Review, 
XXXII (Special Issue, October 1972), pp. 645, 646. 
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fits that are the resources for participation and 
influence in our society. 

I agree with Adllm W. Herbert's statement that: 

Tlhe greatest challenlge to public administrators operating 
within a participatory environment will be: identifying and 
balalncing citizen needs and demands against the potentially 
conflicting demands afld socioemotional needs of public em
ployees, elected officials, and administrative superiors.14 

The correctional administrator must continue, 
to identify and make those changes necessary to 
assure that rehabilitating the offender is a coopera
tive venture involving the citizen and the professional. 
In a democratic form of government where the 
ultimate power belongs to the people, citizerl par
ticipation in the correctional system is unquestion
ably right. 

Ms. Goodman: Suburban neighborhoods are filled 
with educated and talented people who have much 
to give, but for some reason are holdmg back 
and failing to come forth. We tend to put ourselves 
inside our houses, pull the shades, and hope tha.t 
somehow everything will get solved out there around 
us. But it doesn't. Not llOng ago a young girl in a 
Bedford-Stuyvesant housing project was repeatzJly 
assaulted and stabbed to death as unresponsive 
bystanders looked on. Her cries must not only be 
heard as those of a dying individual but as cries to 
a people who must reconstitute democracy on a 
face-to-face leve1.1 

At this Conference, we wish to offer up a chal
lenge. We urge citizen involvement in development 
of a world that is not just acceptable, but a better 
world. 

Survival not only of an emerging nation but a 
truly developed nation requires acceptance of these 
words of Albert Camus: "Perhaps we cannot prevent 
this world from being a world in which children 
are tortured. But we can reduce the number of 
tortured children. And if you don't help us, who 
eise in the world can help us do this?" 

The problems of the juvenile's world are obvious. 
Today's popuiation in our rural area declines as 
growth in suburban-urban areai: ®girals. This maS
sive growth finds many subur»an areas without 
~omprehensive plans and paralyzed by an over
whelming burden on its service delivery systems. 
Indeed, in some areas of our country, population 
is not an irritant to existing problems; it is the 
problem. 

But more frightening than what this massive 
growth does to government, to institutions, or to 

14 Adam W. Herbert, "Management Under Conuitions of 
Decentralization and Citizen Participation," Public Adminis
tration Review, XXXII (Special Issue, October 1972), p. 623. 

social organization, is what it does to people. Cities 
of millions are not New England villages; probably 
iess than 1 percent of our population has ever taken 
part in a town meeting. We are now in the midst 
of subdivision families who live in one vast bed
room, surrounded by ribbons or highways from 
the city where a father's work and the cultural 
and social amenities that are the hear.t of the 
community lift;) are located. Suburban families USUJllly " 
spend little time together. What time they share 
is at the dinner table or in front of televbion. Schools 
have become surrogate parents. When children 
develop a school behavioral problem, the remedial 
action taken often is expulsion rather than ptJtting 
the child in a specialized program. '. 

The evidence Or the need for help for juveniles 
is manifold. One~third to one-'half of all teenagers' 
marriages are prefaced by pregnancy.~ The Con
necticut Health Department estimates that one of 
every six unmarried teenage girls in that State Will1 
pregnant last year.s The U.S. public Health Service 
proclaims Venereal disease as the major unchecked 
communicable disease among the young.':' Congres~ 
sional testimony points to more than one million 
teenagers reported as runaways last year, that figure 
being estimated as one-fourth of the total number 
of youth who left home last year.s 

But the problem does not stop there. Three young~ 
sters in every 100 between the ages of 10 and 17 
years will be delinquent this year.8 There are, at a 
conservative estimate, more than half a million 
children processed through the juvenile courts every 
year.7 We are all aware of tile tremendous increase 
in the use of drugs among the young, with marked 
trends in early drug experience, growing use of 
needle injection, and a pattern of frequent use of 
"hard drugs," especially amphetamines and barbitu
rates. But, perhaps most frightening is an increase 
of violent crimes against people committed by 
juveniles. 

1 This speech was prepared with Bruce G. BaileY, Admin
istrative Assistant to the St. Louis County Juvenile Court, 
Clayton, Mo. 

211'(I>Y Menniger, "Signals from a Troubled Generation," 
Adolescence for Adults, Vol. 22, Bille Print for Health. 
p. 3 (Blue Cross Association). 

3 Paul C. Harper, Jr., "What's Happening Baby and Com
pany," Adolescence for Adults, Vol. 22, Blue Print for Health. 
p. 11 (Blue Cross Association). . 

4 1971 Annual SI(IJplement to Morbidity and Mortality 
(Department of Health, Education, and Welfare). 

5 Hearing Before the Subcommittee on Children and 
Youth of the Committe~ on Labor and Public Welfare on 
Youth Crisis Services o{ the Senate Committee on La&or 
and Public Welfare, 92nd Congress, 2d Sess., at 59 (1972). 

iI Menniger, Op. Cft. 
7 Ibid. 
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Many youn~jJeople entering the juvenile justice 
system eventually find their way into the adult 
justice &ystem. At the very least, they become 
juvenile recidivists with repeated court contacts. 
Instead of supervising the child in his own home, 
it has become a reality that juveniles are exiled to 
rural institutions to become another growing seg
nt~nt of "forgotten America." Part of the answer 
to these problems presented to the juvenile justice 
system is constructive volunteer programs. 

Before considering the use and benefits of volun
teers, special consideration must be given to potential 
problem areas. These problem areas relate to the 
needs and rights of (1) the juvenile offender, (2) thf~ 
juvenile court, and (3) the volunteers themselves. 

First, we must remember that a juvenile court 
volunteer program must be structured within the 
States' juvenile code and the courts' rules of pro
cedure. The juvenile court operates on the theory 
that a juvenile should not be labeled as "crimi
nal" or "neglected," and that after rehabilitatiofl, 
he has the right to a fresh start free of the 
stigma of failure. For this reason, the juvenile's 
records are kept confidential and not open to public 
inspPcction. The volunteer, working with a child 
and ,Us family, must be equipped with the sensitiv
ity and good judgment not to violate the juvenile's 
confidence. Therefore, to insure that these aims 
are followed, volunte:~fs must be carefully screened, 
trained, and supervised. 

Second, the juveniie court has a primary obliga
tion to provide services and treatment. In this respect, 
volunteers become an adjunct to, and not a substitute 
for, court services. Hence, volunteers should never 
be used by the court solely to satisfy the personal 
needs of volunteers. 

Finally, volunteers also have needs and rights 
that must be respected. The volunteer is entitled 
to, propel' screening. This insures that his preferences, 
skills, and capabilities will be properly matched to 
roles that are reciprocally useful and beneficial to all. 

Once the screening is properly done, the training 
process becomes crucial. For no matter how skillful 
or capable a volunteer may be, he needs to know as 
much as possible about his environment, its people 
and policies, its programs and problems. Further, 
his training should be ongoing to enable him to be 
kept well informed of new developments and trained 
for increased responsibilities. 

While the screening and training prepare volun
teers for their role, it is contacts with a professiona1 
supervisor that sustain them. Most importantly, the 
volunteer needs a supervisor's guidance and support, 
given in a spirit of mutual respect. Goodsuperv'ision 
guarantees that the volunteers who offer help do so 
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because they care, and continue helping because 
they, the volunteers, are cared for. 

These problem areas require special consideration 
by volunteer program developers and their proper 
handling must insure that the potential benefits of 
citizen involvement are realized. Our courts have 
benefited from indirect citizen involvement in the 
form of advisory boards, fundraislng, and educational 
activity and group projects of all kinds. However, 
volunteers can also provide immediate and direct 
citizen support to juveniles who are delinquent or 
neglected. Support very often takes the form of 
personal one-to-one work with a juvenile and his 
or her family. Major payoffB in the juvenile justice 
system include (1) rehabilitation of offenders, (2) 
community support for the court, and (3) general 
economic benefit. 

Volunteers presently supplement many programs 
within the juvenile court. Direct supervision and 
services are amplified by the volunteer. The volun
teer can provide manpower to work with offenders 
in the home community; otherwise they might have 
been institutionalized at far greater cost to the tax- . 
payer or included as one of an overcrowded case
load, with a far greater danger of repeat offenses. 
A volunteer having a caseload of one spends con
siderably more time with a juvenile under court 
jurisdiction than would otherwise be ;:ossible. 
Volunteer tutors can and are reduclllg school 
dropout rates for juvenile probationers. 

Volunteer involvement also provides for the 
diversification of services, which allows the juvenile 
treatment plan to~ap any service in the commu.nity. 
The volunteer can act as an advocate for the 
juvenile offender and surpass barriers that stand 
in the way of the juvenile receiving treatment in 
the community. Volunteers can bridge communica
tion gaps in an underresponsive society and thus 
alleviate some of the antisocio.l resentment of juve~ 
niles and help them move toward mOfl~ positive 
attitudes. Volunteer involvement has an impact on 
a juvenile court's public relations. It can educate 
and alert the community to the problem of juvenile 
delinquency and create empathy for the specialized 
needs of juvenile offenders. The economic value of 
a well-managed volunteer prngram upon a court 
could be liliequaled. Citizen involvement provides 
manpower and financial support to develop no"\eded 
programs that would otherwiSe be dreams. 

Volunteerism provides a method for combating 
the pervasive impersonalization that steadily erodes 
community spirit. It is fundamentally imJ(0ttant that 
an individual be able to feel satisfact~on hi knowle.~lge 
that one man can still make a diffe1'~nce. The sense 
of community is essential to us all-for nOhe of 
us can have an identity except in relation to his 
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community, to his fellow man. Americans who 
were once tmited in their feeling of detachment 
from the remainder of society and held the feeling 
that "no onle cares," that personal control over 
their own futt1lre had been lost, that nameless bureau
cratic "theys" in a faraway unknown office deter
mined what will be, and that the individual was 
hopelessly and inextricably enmeshed in the system 
today stand united in dynamic alliance for progress. 
Th~ juvenile justice system today has approxi

mately 200,000 volunteers serving the courts in 
approximately 155 distinct volunteer descriptions 
in over 20 major categories and contributing more 
than 12 million hours of service.s Further, it is 
estimated that there are over 500,000. voluntary 
associations, including 100,000 voluntary health and 
welfare agencies; 100,000 fraternal, civic, veterans, 
and related organizations; and over 300,000 churches 
that offer some kind of health and w(~lfare services.9 

Today, we find young VISTA volunteers teaching 
school to migrant farm children and high school 
students providing peer counseling to junior high 
and elementary students. In Lawrence, Kan., Head
quarters, a youth crisis center, coordinates a volun
teer project called "Take a Freak to Lunch 'Bunch," 
designed to bridge the communication gap.10 

A Dallas-based camping program fOT wayward 
young girls uses volunteers to provide s'tlpport for 
faltering family situations.u The st. Louis County 
Juvenile Court uses volunteer foster homes Sn its 
House-a-Teen Program, a proJect providing sho~·t
term alternative living placement for youths having 
a crisis family situation. Two famous programs 
have be,en developed by District Judge Horace 
Holmes in Boulder (Colo.) Juvenile Court, and 
Judge Keith J. Leenhouts in Royal Oak, Mich.12 

These experiments embody the words by Winston 
Churchill: "The mood and temper of the public 
with regard to the treatment of criminals is one 
of the most unfailing tests of civilization of any 
country.". ' 

In formulating our programs for juvenile deHn .. 
quency, it quickly becomes clear that the emphasis 
cannot be solely upon law violations and law vio
lators, but upon the cause of violation. We must 

8 "The Police;' and Law Enforcement," Volunteers in Law 
Enforcement Programs, (October 13, 1972) (L.E.A.A., U.S. 
Department of Justice). 

9 Gordon Barker, "Volunteers in Corrections," The Presi
dent's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration 
of Justice, University of Colorado (Bo~lder, Colo.). 

10 Address by Brian Baurle, Leadership Training for 
School· Community Action, Workshop, Jefferson City, Mo. 
(November 9, 1971). 

11 Alb~rt Spearman, Report, Girl.;' Adventure Trails, Inc., 
Dallas,Tex. (1972). 

12 U.S. Department ot Justice, op. cit. 
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make an effort to sense the despair, the frustration, 
the futility, and elienation that so many juveniles 
experience as their failure cycle brings them into 
the juvenile justice system. 

Certainly, the answer to this underlying problem 
is not simply to provide more and better juvenile 
courts, more and better juvenile institutions, and 
more and better lawyers to prosecute and defend 
young people who then return to the same desola
tion that caused their difficulty in the first place. 
What is needed are programs that impart skills, 
instill motivation, create opportunity, provide leader
ship; and give structure to broken lives. There are 
educational innovation programs that challenge 
creativity and urge young people to stay in school. 
Programs to provide decent recreational facilities 
are needed nationwide. These programs indicate 
that young people do care, that there is hope, 
and that all young people do count in society. 
There is a pll~ce for the volunteer in all of these 
ongoing prog'tams. 

A volu~lteer, therefore, in reality, does not simply 
fight b~,Wes for others. Volunteers fight for their own 
children, for us all. 

PANEL DISCUSSION 

Mr. Adams: Can you specify a way for citizens 
to become involved with the police through a ve
hicle, such as community councils? 

Mr. Sandman: We have a new mechanical device 
we're using. It's one of the Police standards and is 
called team policing. We are into this very strongly. 
We will field an experimental operation in an area 
'that covers about 25 percent of the workload of the 
city-25 percent of the population, too. This idea 
builds a bridge between the community and the 
police by assigning the same police, the same men 
and the same number to the same areas, ao that 
the community can know the policet and the police 
can know the community. Then we can begin to 
build some mechanical devices of exchange. 

Mr. Adams: Corinne, will you tell us a littll} bit 
about the St. Louis Juvenile Court and what you do? 

Md. Goodman: About 5 years ago the Judge whom 
I was working with thought that it might be a good 
idea for a juvenile court to have a lawYer represent
ir1g the social workers who were there. Missouri 
has a peculiar system in that the only person who 
can file a petition concerning a child in a Missouri 
Juveniie Cc,urt is the Juvenile Officer. And this 
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person is the social 'Worker. So my job has been to 
represent the juvenile officer. I don't represent the 
child, and "1 don't represent a victim. Sometimes 
rm a bit like a prosecutor but I really represent the 
social workers at the court. 

Mr. Adams: Yesterday afternoon when we were 
rapping some, you had some reservations about how 
citizens actually worked with the courts. Do you 
want to tell us about what you actually see as a 
problem area that can be solv~d? 

Ms. Goodman: Well, what I see as a solution in
volving citizens' help in the juvenile court program is 
using them as volunteers either to provide some kind 
of services for children, like a psychologist who would 
donate 8 hours of time for a week and who "-,ould 
be available for testing purposes. I see use of 
volunteers with respect to a specific job that will 
help some child. 

I also see volunteers being used as an adjunct 
to what we call supervision, and a let of other 
courts call probation. One volunteer is assigned to 
one particular child and works with the child and 
with the child's family, and can be available to the 
child on a much more frequent basis than the 
worker who has a caseload of about 40 or 50 cases. 
What I see as a danger-something that has to be, 
I think, guarded against-is that sometimes the 
volunteer might not understand exactly how the 
coutt functions and might misuse some of the 
information received from the child and the child's 
family. 

And I think we're all aware that the purpose of 
the juvenile court system is to rehabilit~te a child, 
and let's assume that the child can be rehabilitated. 
Everything about the juvenile court system is kept 
secret: trials are not open to the public, records 
cannot be gotten by anybody coming into the 
court asking for them-y0tl hay!;', to have a special 
court order. The reaSl>U this is so is that when the 
juvenile leaves tbe system, hopefully some kind 
of stigma of failure i$ not attached. 

On the one hand; we are saying we want to keep 
the public out, and we want to keep all our proceed~ 
ings secret; on the other hand we?re say~ng, let us 
start involving the public. So I think you have 

. to be very careful to screen volunteers who come 
to the court, muke sure of their motivations, make 
.sure that the juvenile's confidence will be respected. 

Mr. Adams: About confidentiality, what happens 
as far as citizens ~oming to juvenile court? Are they 
ever allowed to attend a court hearing in Missouri? 
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Ms. Goodman: Yes, they do, buUt has to be on the 
judge's order. If we allow people from the outside 
to come in, we always ask the child and the child's 
parents if it's all right with them. 

Mr. Adams: Ruth Rushen, you're with a project 
called Harambee. How did the namj: come about? 

Ms. Rushen: Well, Harambee is a l'lwahili word. It 
means "Let's all work together or pull together." 
As director of a probation office in Los Angeles 
County, I operate in a large metropolitan area. We 
have field services-that's correctional probation. 

We also supervise youngst(~rs in institutions. This 
is called the institutional division. We have schools 
and camps. I will talk this morning from the 
field services' probation point of v; .... w. 

1 have an area office there that is located in the 
Model Neighborhood Area, and we service about 
82,000 people. They're not all on probation. I 
emp~oy about 113 people in three different sub offices 
there. We wanted this particular office because it 
was to serve as a model in the Model Neighborhood 
Area. We wanted it very heavily weighted with 
citizen participation. So we thought that we would 
let the citizens name it. We got some very interest .. 
ing names. One of the more acceptable oheS was 
Harambee. 

That's a thing all in itself-some of the names that 
came in, but Harambee does mean "Let's all work 
together." Th~ neighborhood is 85 percent black, 
so the Swahili connotation is there, of course. And 
it has meant a great deal, I think, to the citizens 
to be able to say that they participated in n~ming the 
office. I think that's the first time that this has 
been done in the county operation. Usually, the 
names of offices take on the geographical location 
or some dead person-something of that sort. 

Mr. Adams: I noticed in your paper you referred to 
President Johnson's Crime Commission report. Do 
you think there have been changes toward the 
recommendations that were made in that report, 
or that there has been some progress in volunteer 
involvement in the correctional field? 

Ms. Rushen: Yes. But as I told you, Chris, we come 
from different areas when we talk about citizen 
participation. I think you have to understand when 
we're. talking about a heavily minority populated 
area, volunteerism on the grand scale is limited. So 
you have to come out with other vi~ble models for 
citizen participation. That is not to say we don't 
have volunteers, but volunteerism takes on a different 
tone. So from the standpoint of. whether we have 
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a huge successful volunteer program I would say 
no, although we have some volunteers. 

I'd like to just talk to those who might have the 
problem of starting volunteers in a low-economic 
area. I would suggest you budget for it, and the 
budget is much less than you would pay ordinarily 
for the kinds of services )'OU get, but you do have 
to have money to provide, say, busfare, to provide 
the ticket, if you are going to use volunteers to take 
children places and that kind of thing. You would 
need money to provide the gas. The citizen may have 
the car; he may be off 2 days a week if he's working. 
He'd be glad to participate, but he really doesn't 
have enough money to donate other than services, 
and so many times when we think of using volun
tl?ers, we really just think of what they can do 
for us without enabling them to do more~ 

My next level of participation is in· the paid 
category. It is the New Careers concept. I don't 
know whether many. of you have new careerists. 
These are people who are unskilled. You bring them 
irito the operation. You train them while they are 
working, and then ultimately, they should become 
integrated into your service. 

We have done quite a bit with new careerists. I've 
written a book on it, which you can get through 
the University of Southern California. I think we 
have about the longest experience and the largest 
number of paid new careerists. 

My point is that these people are indigenous 
to the area.. They are much closer to the relevancy 
of what is needeu, and when you can bring them in in 
this way, this isa valuable form of citizen participa
tion. And for your poorer areas, I am suggesting 
that this has as much to offer in a lot of ways as 
volunteers, 

Mr. AdSims: How is Harambee financed? 

Ms. Rushen: Harambee is financed with 23 percent 
Federal money through the Model Cities Program; 
I finance the rest through State subsidy. That is a 
type of funding where the State pays you so much 
money to keep people out of the State criminal 
justice system. I also finance through the County 
General Fund. So I have three funding bodies. 

Mr. Adams: Would you say a little bit more about 
what you mean about keeping people out of the 
system, and how this has worked? 

Ms. Rushen: Some years ago the State .decided it 
would go into subsidizing the counties rath"r than hav
ing a large number of people enter correctional institu
tions at the State level. So based upon the popula-
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tion of the county, a base figur~ was established. 
The ·base figure meant that per this population, you 
were expected to send a certain number of. people 
to State prison_. If you could beat that number and 
not send that number, for each person you did not 
send the State paid $4,000. We have reached a, let us 
say, testing point in los Angeles County now because 
we did close down several State institutions. The 
program has its. good points and it has its bad 

. points as anything. 

Mr. Adams: The California Youth Authority has 
closed down a number of Institutions, and it looks as 
though they will close down a great many more jn the 
near future, c!lid may practically go out of business 
as far 'as running correctional iristitutions because the 
corintieE' are being So successful in this program. 
This kind of program keeps the offenders in their 
own comniunity, eives them opportunities to work, 
go to school, have good counseling relationships. 

I speak rather strongly about this. One of the 
foster daughters that Bob and I had was in a case
load of someone who had probation subsidy, and it 
was my first personal experience with this. The 
different kind of service that she received as a ward 
of the cQurt u!lder the probation subsidy was so 
different from the atte'1tion received by a number 
of the other foster children. If they saw ~ probation 
officer once a month, it was a miracle. It certainly 
is a very successful kind of a program, from what 
1 saw. Let's get back to you (Sandman) and the 
police. What other kinds of comments would you 
like to make, Sandy, about citizen involvement with 
police? 

Mr. Sandman: Well, mayqe just to amplify on the 
fact that I think the police are assuming a new per
spective. Los Angeles, for exampltl, has team polic
ing and it was really the basis for ow' getting quite a 
large grunt from the Police Foundation. 

Maybe a little bit more about what team policing 
is. It really is reverting '(0 the way patroi tactics 
originated. A police officer, many years ago, was 
assigned to a beat, and he stayed on the beat, and 
h~ lived with the beat, and unless he got promoted, 
he generally could spend quite a few yeaTS in one 
place and get to know the public. The public knew 
him. He was the source of service for them. Then 
with the advent of the automobile and the raqio, we 
completely disconnected the policeman from the 
people he was supposed to serve. Now wo're coming 
fuil circle and going back to that. 

In our town, what we're go.ing to do is this. 
Our city is like a bowl with surrounding hills. The 
bowl is the downtown area and has residential 
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a.reas in the west end of it. We divided that area 
into five sectors. These sectors will be assigned 
a body of men, a team if you will, who will stay 
in that sector, barring the unforeseen. They will 
deliver all of the services that that community 
seeks from its police agency with one flxception. 
That's homicide investigation. The only reason we 
haven't eranked homicide investigation in at this 
point is it is a little difficult and a little time-consum
ing. But all of the services, except if an emergency 
srises, will be provided by that. team. As I said 
before, we'lll build some kinds of techniques-the 

. teams thenlselves are going to build these tech
niques in con,<;:ert with the communities on how to 
strengthen those relationships. 

Mr. Adams: How are they going to go about 
working with the community? 

Mr. Sandman: We're going to do the standard 
things: have community councils, and we have school 
resource officer programs where policemen will be 
going into the classrooms. We're going to build on 
top of that, however, whatever device the team 
itself can come up with. In addition to the team 
assignment, we're also pushing down to the level 
of the team the judgments that are normally 
reserved for command personnel-like a bureau 
commander or a district commander-so that the 
hours of work, the method of transportation, the 
areas of assignment will be decided by the team. 

Just the other day I happened to hear of one 
of the teams developing a program that involved 
going to scrap yards, finding parts of bicycles, and 
then getting some of the kids to help the police 
in making whole bikes out of these parts and then 
assigning them to the kids who were capable of 
making a whole unit. The whole reason for the 
program is to get at the question of the high incidence 
of bicycle larceny. But many of the kids in this 
area don't have the wherewithal to g~t the bikes, 
and that's probably what's leading to the larceny. 
That's the kind of device that these teams are 
going to, hopefully, develop. 

l\tf..r. Adams: You've brought in a new area that we 
haven't discussed. How can youth be involved in 
citizen participation? You mention one way. Can you 
think of some others as far as youth with police? 

Mr. Sandman: One of the others we're exploring is 
the youth-police live-in, which was supported by the 
National Conference of Christians and Jews. 

We've had some camping programs. We are 
involved in aI! explorer scout program that brings 
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youth and police together. For a long period in 
our administration we were against having police 
involved in recreation programs, like P.A.L. (Police 
Athletic League) and that kind of thing because 
we felt that belonged in recreation alid belong~ 
somewhere else. But I think Qur newer look is 
to say that in order to build the relationships with 
the kids, maybe that's where we could better spend 
our time.' 

Mr. Adams: Is there any avenue open; and perhaps 
this comes through this recreation program,' where 
youth actually have an opportunity to rap with the 
police, to give them some ideas on how they feel? 

Mr. Sandman: The school resource program I think 
is the best vehicle for that-where the police officer 
is assigned to the school. It's generally a high school 
or a junior high school. He might be in a civics 
class. He might have some lecture duties. Basically, 
he's just there. He's in uniform. He is a police 
officer, and he relates with the kids. He gets involved 
in some of their programs. He's not there as a guy 
to enforce the discipline of the school. That's the 
school's problem. I am sure he has some impact on 
the discipline-the fact that he is there in the 
uniform. That is, I think, one of our best ways of 
developing a relationship with the kids. 

Mr. Adams: Corinne, do you see the youth as hav
ing an opportunity ·to work at all in -the court 
system? 

Mr. Goodm!ln: About a year ago, I was involved 
with a very small, but very exciting, project. A friend 
of mine who works at the court as a social worker 
decided that he wanted to try some peer counseling. 
He took his caseload and matched that up with 
the same number of volunteers and took kids who 
were maybe 1 or 2 years older, mainly kids that he 
had under supervision, and then put them through . 
sort of a minimum kind of training session and 
then worked O'\1t sort of a buddy system so that 
the kid who was under supervision would have 
somebody else in his school he could talk with, 
who would be supportive and help him with any 
problems he had. It's not much of a statistic, but' 
I followed these cases. Bob is now in law school. 
SQrprisingly enough, we have had no one come 
back to the court. I have to think that it was a 
rewarding experience both for the kids who were 
doing it and for the kids who were under supervision. 

Mr. Adams: Ruth, what about sone of the projects 
you've been working in? Do you involve youth? 



Ms. Rushen~ Oh1 yes. We involve them primarily 
in the service area and with the younger members of 
the family. We'lJe involved the delinquent youth with 
the younger members of their families. The reason 
we had to start this was because:- we were doing so 
many things with the delinquents that one kid said 
that he tb,ollght he'd have to steal something so he 
could get some of the goodies. We thou,ght we'd 
better start a program then for the rest of the family 
members. So I polled the high school students on my 
community advisory board and they came up with 
the idea of going into the homes with reading pro
grams, with walking kids, with babysitting, that kind 
of thing. It has turned out very well, and their 
delinquent activities have subsided. 

I was thinking about a situation not too long ago 
where this youngster had a problem stealing cars. 
He. started teaching. He bought some parts, and he 
started helping the younger kids put these parts to
gether, and he decided that this was a little bit more 
fun and a lot less ~isky. And he does that now in
stead of taking other peop1e's cars apart. There is 
definitely a role for him. 

They can come up with some suggestions of help 
in terms of the kinds of services they're getting. For 
instance, we were having a rather serious gang probe, 
lem in the City of Los Angeles. And at this one 
school they had had a gang situation. The police 
were there. The television cameras were there. The 
citizens were there. This girl on our advisory com
mittee said now next Sunday the drama club is going 
to put on a program, and we want to see whether 
CBS (Columbia Broadcasting System) wUl be there 
because there will be more of us in this drama club 
than the five gang members we talked about before. 
She sort of turned the committee around. Now CBS 
wasn't there and the L.A. Times wasn't there, but 
we certainly had the community there. Because we 
were able to say to the community, hey, this kid is 
saying that the good kids are going to put on a pro
gram. If she hadn't been on the advisory committee, 
frankly, we wouldn't have thO\,l~ilt about that. 

Mr. Adams: You kuo\:,i, the paper addresses itself 
quite a bit to discussing the fact that citizens do not 
want to become involved with police, probation, and 
corrections, and my experience has been that police, 
probation, and courts are rather reluctant to have 
citizens come in. I'm just wondering about this fear. 
Are the. agencies really fearful? As a citizen, am I 
wrong thinking that they don't want us? Do you 
really want us? 

Mr. Sandman: On a widespread basis you're abso
lutely right. There's a resistance by anybody who feels 

that he's a pro-he doesn't want the amateur looking 
over his shoulder. Just talking about the public hl
volvement, the citiz,en involvement in the public's 
business isn't; going to be an easy kind of thing. As 
Ruth indicated before, there's a lot of friction, there 
are a lot of mistakes, and there will be some people 
who will volunteer and give counsel. And the coun
sel's not worth a damn. It's got to be done. And you 
finally get to the point where there is a kind of re
sponsiveness in government to what the community 
really thinks. 

One of the most frightening things I heard not too 
long ago at a session where someone was discussing 
various kinds of administrative techniques and or~ 
ganizational development, was that it usually takes 
industry about 5 to 10 years to adopt a new idea. 
And that surprised me. But then he said, with a lot 
of ,supporting ar.~ments,' that it takes government 
25 years to do the same thing. And that's a fright
ening condemnation. I think there's some truth in it. 

Ms. Rushen: I'd like to commertt tllough that we are 
kidding ourselves as administrators if we feel we 
have a choice. In other words, I think the time has 
really passed when we will say we will let citizens . 
in. I think they're in, in some situations. I think 
they're 011 their way in in others. It would really be
hoove us in the public agencies to start talking and 
thinkin.g in terms of how to make this a meaningful 
participation. 

I come from the viewpoint that in a democracy 
the citizer. has a right to be involved in the public 
agency at the decisionmaking level. That doesn't 
necessarily make me the most popular administrator, 
but I do feel that way. Whenever I can, I try to sug
gest ways. ,I think I've done quite a' bit of it. In my 
paper I've tried to list some of the pitfalls, and hope., 
fuHy, to encourage others to try it, and you won't 
have to go through some of the same pains and 
frustrations that we went through. 

I'll just toss this out and wr., can discuss it later. 
For example, sometimes' you're in a community 
where the community's definition of law and order 
may be quite different from the agency's d.efinition 
of law and order. And both may ,pc right. The ad~ 
ministrator would have to address himself to that. 
I think if yoti'rea white administrator in a heavily 
minority populated iltea, you're going to have to take 
a course, do something to get your sensitivity to
gether. You're also going to have. to be able to 
absorb a heck of a lot of hostility. If you're a black 
administrator br a minority administrator in a heavily 
minority a.rea, you're going to have to learn how to 
walk the rope of &hnic loyalty and its demands for 
change and your bureaucracy's demands for main
taining the status quo. It's a rather interesting trip. 
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Mr. Watkins: I'd like to welcome you to the con
ference session, "The Private Sector and Crime Pre
vention." . 

My name is Herb Watkins. I'm with the Singer 
Company. I'm your moderator for this morning, and 
I am also a member of the panel that will be ad
dressing the whole subject of the private sector and 
crime prevention. 

I wOlilder if I can just take a moment and intro
duce you to members of the panel who ate here. I 
tegret t':lat a few persons were unable C / make it 
today. . 
. FIrst is Aaron Lowery, Director of Public Safety 
~nd Justice for New Detroj,t, Inc. Aaron is a banker, 
businessman, and a wonderful combination for our 
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interests be~ause he has a background in military 
police work of some 8 years. 

Next is Charlie Watts, Exe.cutive Director of the 
Greater st. Louis Alliance for Shaping a Safer Com
munity. Charlie brings to this panel 10 years of 
organizing experience with the Young Men's Chris
tian Association (YMCA) in both Oklahoma City 
and St. Louis., -

Next is Harry Woodward, Director of Correc
tional Programs for the W. Clement and Jessie V. 
Stone Foundation. He is another man with many 
long years of community organization work-some 
14 years in Chicago. He's also president of the 
World Correctional Service Center. 

Next is Jolt::; Rgllo, Director of Project Develop
ment for th& ''teledyne Economic Development Com
pany, formerly known as Packard-Bell. John's 
particular reference, by the way, is the Los Angeles 
Rehabilitation Program. John has many long years 
of experience both in Albuquerque and with the 
Young Women's Christian Association (YWCA). In 
addition, he was with Job Corps for 21h years. 

My own background-very simply, I am a busi
nessman involved in education with the Manpower 
Training Division of the Singer Company. 

We hope our varied experiences will shed' some 
Hght on this topic we're going to talk about. 

May I take an opportunity to set the stage. if 
you will, for the panel presentation. It is our mis
sion, as it was laid out for us, to show that concerted 
community effort in crime prevention is a necessity 
if we're going to reduce the incidence of crime, and 
if we're going to improve the criminal justice sys
tem. It's not only a necessity, but it can easily be a 
reality. And when citizen participation takes place, 
along with th~~ professional in the field, you have a 
unified effort that can only succeed. 

We hope that the panel experiences will provide 
some structure and substance to what is meant by 
concerted community action in crime prevention, 
control, and in the rehabilitation cycle. There is no 
single recipe for bringing about community partici~ 
pation. All of us have a slightly different slant, and 
have carved out a section of the total concerted ef
fort. But when you bring it all together, you find 
things ha.ppening. And you find the goal of enlisting 
community support taking place. 

We hope that our experiences will give you' some 
evidenc(~ and some indication of how this might 
happen .. We have certainly seen and think there are 
examplc;\s of th~ professional working with the pri
vate ser~or all over the country, and we think these 
are significant associations. We hope that what we 
illustrate today will be a gl,lide to action and an im
petus toward impiementation of the recommenda- J 



tions that are in the section of the Commission's 
report dealing with Community Crime Prevention. 

Our panel met in December 1972 at the invitation 
of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
to sit down and talk about how we might bring our 
experiences to this Conference~ The,re was something 
a little bit diabolical about the way LEAA set it up 
because it was right before lunch. We argued long 
and loud about what was important. After a while 1 
noticed that one by one thl; LEAA staff was slipping 
out of the room. They'd come back about an hour 
later and we'd still be arguing. Finally the session 
ended. Afterwards, I found out they had gone 011t 
and had lunch. Perhaps that was the best thing. We 
got hungry, and then agreed. 

We were ambitious In our thoughts. The most 
compelling one was, "'Let's put down what we've 
been doing in writing/' So we talked about producing 
a booklet. It is the bfack booklet that you all l'eceived 
at registration entitLed The Community and CI'iminal 
Justice: A Guide Ielr Organizing Action. It grew out 
of that first sessio~l and in about 6 weeks. It wa.s a 
massive effort for us to put it together in time for 
registration. 

We hope that it is a kind of a cookbook as\\ell 
as a guide to action. In any event, our panel today 
will to a great degree be talking about the programs 
that are in the booklet. And I mi:ght add that every 
member of the panel made avery, very fine contri~ 
bution. 

There are two members of the panel not with us 
today, and I want to make special reference to them, 
particularly to Ennis Olgiati of the Court Employ" 
ment Project in New York City. He was to be hP,ire 
but his project was coming up for refunding and 
refunding is a traumatic experien<;s. Refundin.g is a 
little bit like reincarnation; you try to coml;. around 
the second round looking a little different, but still 
proving the same thing you proved the first year. 
Today was a pretty significant day for him so he 
ha.d to bow ouf. But he made a great contribution, 
a~. you can see in the book. I invite you to take a 
~ook at his program, it:s a highly successful program, 
and he's doing a great jo.b in New York City. 

Ed Carlin from the AFL-CIO Department of 
COn',munity Services is not here today. You'll find 
the dh,cussion of the AFL-CrO National Council on 
Crime and Delinquency Education to Action Prc
gram described in the booklet, and it'll be referred to 
again in our program. 

To avoid five or seven persons jumping up and 
making impassioned speeches, we all contributed 
our ideas to a slide/tape presentation, and I draw 
your attention to the screen. 

TAPE NARRATION 

Communities must organize for <I;ction against 
crime. Developing effective commur.ity-based pro
grams has become a priority of par?,inount concern. 
Participants on this panel can offer no single foru 

mula for achieving this goal. Thei~ recommendations 
on a variety of possible comm'anity responses are 
included in the booklet distributed at the Conference. 
This presentation supplementr, that information with 
observation relevant to ma',sh!lling community re
sources and implementing ~uccl~ssful programs. Our 
hope is that this Conferr,nce session will stimulate 
continuing dialogues leading tdl replication or adap~ 
tation of the successf,jl methods, techniques, and 
program componentstliscussed. 

We begin with Ne..w Detroit, Inc., an organization 
formed to address itself to the problems of the dis
advantaged and aHenated of that city. 

Underlying an its activit.ies is the idea that pre
vention, not apprehension, is the key to reducing 
illegal activity. Prevention construed in its broadest 
sense. New Detroit officials are aware that {,oIving 
such probl~ms as inadequate housing and high un
employment directly T.'elates to crime prevention. 
Thus, support is given to a broad range of programs 
directed at various aspects of the urban crisis. 

Nr-w Detroit believes goverriment alone cannot 
solve the problems of crime in the. city. Cooperation 
and commitment c)f all members of. the community 
Ilre necessary for an effective prevention effort. 

To obtain widespread inv01'lement\\ the criminal 
justice system rJl.ust be opened to the total Gummu
nity-especiaUy those who historicaiiy\ have been 
denied a voke in reacting to problems that affect 
them most, f.tnd those who. have a special relatio.n to, 
or interest in the problems related to crime. The 
criminal justice system can benellt from knowledge 
and poin.ts of view from those outside it. It must be 
prepared to exchange dialog openly and involve the 
rest of the community in its activities. 

Ne;w Detroit believes that only an informed and 
involved community can provide the proper support 
for the criminal justice system. To. counteract crime 
in the streets effectively, the private sector-citizl,ms, 
organizations, and institutions must participate in 
preventive action that is brought to the streets and 
neighborhoods of the comr6unity. 

Business, industry, social agencies, and private 
organizations have resources basic to crime preven
tion and rehabilitation of offenders. The church, ex
offenders, and the grassroots communit.ycan offer 
valuable insights on what is needed to make the 
streets safe. They can tell you what will 0.1 will not 
work in the community. 
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All interest groups inside and outside the civic 
establishment must be represented in planning and 
implementing programs. Criminal justice planning 
councils are ideal mechanisms to involve the private 
sector. Organizations similar to New Detroit can 
be effective in helping form community groups and 
encouraging them to take an active role in, solving 
community problems. By providing money, counsel 
and other support, an organization can encourage 
the development of effective grassroots programs. It 
can recruit and coordinate services, such as legal 
and financial counsel, to assist inexperienced organi
zations in program planning. It can recruit and place 
volunteers in programs requiring such support. Op
portunities are many. What is needed is the motiva
tion to act. Without grassroots participation, crime 
prevention is a one-way street that has proven 
ineffective. 

To make the street safe once again, a process of 
involving the total community in preventive action 
must be begun. 

How can manpower resources available in the 
community be used to best advantage? 

The Greater St. Louis Alliance for Shaping a 
Safer Community offers advice on applying the skills 
and experience of community volunteers. 

The Alliance has found information programs to 
be effective in educating potential volunteers and 
motivating them for involvement. An organization 
should do more than recruit voluntary action. It 
should help assure that volunteers have the oppor
tunity to decide how their talents and energy will be 
used. 

Effective use of volunteers depends upon con
tinuing interaction with the professionals they serw). 
Volunteers and professionals must agree on goals. 
Professionals must provide continuing, helpful COUll

sel. Regular evaluation of progress .and mutual agree
mer.t on new goals are additional requirements flOr 
success. 

. Criminal justice system professionals must plan 
specific programs for training and supervising vol
unteers. If the professional is willing to engage in 
two-way communication and is open to new ideas, 
he will have established the basis for maximizing the 
contributions of the volunteer. 

One method the Alliance recommends for orga
nizing volunteers is involving members of the private 
sector in conferences focusing on criminal justice 
problems. The motivational impact of the conference 
can be used effectively to stimulate voluntary action. 

Through the interchange of ideas and possibilities, 
group decisions can be made on actions that should 
be taken. Those decisions will often caU for tht" use 
of resources available through those participating in 
the decisionmaking. The sponsoring organization's 
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most important function is identifying and involving 
key community resource people in such conferences. 

The Alliance believes that the full value of citizen
volunteer work in the criminal justice system can 
only be realized with full support of the professional. 

Cooperation and interaction between the public 
and private sectors offer the immediate value of in
creased assistance for ongoing programs and, new 
community responses. In the long run, an involved 
and aware citizenry is better prepared to support 
needed legislation and funding, and most impor
tantly, to provide the day-to-day support fundamen
tal to effective crime prevention and control and 
rehabilitative efforts, 

National organizations c~n play a vital part in 
stimulating local involvement in criminal justice 
problems. 

One example is the AFL-CIO National Council 
on Crime and Delinquency Education to Action 
Program. The approach used could well serve as a 
model for other national organizations interested in 
investing time and resources to support local efforts. 

Thel program developed out of a conference in 
Terre Haute, Ind., involving 44 local labor leaders. 

The aim was to train and mobilize local leader
ship for community action. 

Conference presentations were used to explore 
the nature and extent of prc:blems related to crime, 
delinquency, and criminal justice in Terre Haute. 
In workshop sessions, participants discussed how 
organized labor could sot'Ve as a dynamic force in 
promoting needed change. In addition to receiving 
information, participants visited local detention fa
cilities and met 'with officials of local criminal. iustice 
agencies. As a result, a steering committee 'of 15 
labor leaders was formed to plan and implement 
programs to help solve problems identified by the 
conference. 

Based on the experience in Terre Haute, the AFL
CIO's Department of Community Services worked 
with NCeD on creating a packaged program for use 
in other communities. It was decided that local union
private citizen action committees could be a nucleus 
for stimulating labor and other private sector in
volvement in local programs. The assumption made 
was that volunteers, with backup from competent 
technical consultants, could help update the crim
inal justice system, reduce inequities in it, and 
develop new prevention programs. 

That assumption was proven correct in two dem
onstration cities. 

In Akron, Ohio, one outcome of the local con
ference was a decision to survey fully the local juve
nile justice system, More than 2,600 man-hours 
were invested in the study. A task force was formed 



to help implement recommendations developed to 
improve the system. 

In Kansas City, Mo., the program led to the for~ 
mation of the Greater Kansas City COmIll.lttee on 
Crime and Delinquency. With broad-bas(:d labor 
participation, a Federal grant was obtained to help 
impiement a more effective youth services delivery 
system as an approach to delinquency prevention. 
The committee has become a strong advocate for 
the needed reform in the justice system. 

AFL-CIO plans now call for conferences to be 
conducted in other communities across the country. 

Organized labor has proven. to be an effective 
focal point for stim.ulating extensive private sector 
action. The success of thir; approach suggests that 
other national ori\anizatio""s with numerous local 
affiliations can bt"1;' effective in coordinating action 
against crime at the community level. 

Correctional programs sponsored by the W. 
Clement and Jessie V. Stone FC:lUndatiori provide 
another example of how an organization can catalyze 
local action, For 5 years, the fOR1!dation has re
cruited and trained volunteers for work in WO cor
rectional institutions in the United States and Ganada. 
Individual citizens, correctional staff, and inmates 
make up the force of volunteers who seek to instill 
the principles of a positive mental attitude in insti
tutionalized offenders. The principles, developed by 
Mr. Stone, deal with attitudes necessary for suc
cessful living and effective self-discipline. 

The first program developed by the foundation 
for prisons was "Guides for Better Living." The 
course lasts 12 weeks. In l1a-hour classroom ses
sions, inmates discuss principles from four books: 
1 Dare You, Think and Grow Rich, The Success 
System That Never Fails, and Surcess Through a 
Positive Mental Attitude.. The c:mrse focuses on the 
capacity for self-motivation within the inmate and 
the development of positive attitudes in people who 
have experienced continual failure. The program 
goal is to enable inmates to become functional out
side prison walls-to help them find and keep jobs, 
and develop self-esteem. 

The Feminine Development Program for women 
offenders includes "Guides for Better Living" ma
terial. In addition, women receive instruction in per
sonal grooming, job preparation, and social etiquette. 
Part of this activity is a pr6'gram called "Body Dy
namics," which stresses weight control and graceful 
movement. 

The importance of efforts focusing on attitude 
development is indicated by evaluations of the pro
gram. One study showed that only 17 percent of the 
f:,'taduates of the "Guides for Better Living" course 
had been returned to the correctional system 2 years 

after release. That compared with a 49 percent re
cidivist rate for a control group, which bad not taken 
the course. 

Experience of the Court Employment Project of 
New York City illustrates another approach to tap
ping available manpower reS\lllrces of the commu
nity. A pioneering aspect of this successful pretrial 
diversion program has been the use of ""x-inmates 
and ex-addicts as staff counselors. With'~ the super
vision and training of professional psychologists, 
their most valuable assets-comparison and credi
bility-have made counseling efforts with disadvan
taged young offenders a success. 

They not only relate easily to ciefendants but also 
function as positive role models. In addition, by 
employing ex-offenders and ex-addicts, the project 
has become a dramatic commercial to other employ
ers fearful of hiring from this population. Although 
there are countless other roles that ex-offenders can 
fulfill, the Court Employment Project believes they 
are most effective in a counseling role. 

Their sensitivity and credibility can help build a 
more natural and lasting bridge between the closed 
world of crime and the open world of lawful society. 

Some words of caution must be offered. It is ex
tremely important to approach the application of 
their abilities with care and meticulous planning. 

Ex-offenders coming to jobs in the criminal justice 
system are often asked to function in roles that are 
umbiguously defined-to adapt to structures and 
routines that are alien to their experiences and to 
assume responsibilities for which they are ill-trained. 
To hire an ex-offender without careful screening of 
his or her individual strengths and potential, and to 
place them in a job situation without adequate sup
port, is to set him or her up as the house black, 
Puerto Rican, ex-junkie, or ex-con-a f.tuel charade. 

Careful screening, lucidly defined job responsibili
ties, and continual training are prerequisites for ~ny 
program planning to use ex-offenders. If these are 
met, their contributions to rehabilitation can be 
invaluable. 

The type and extent of supportive services offered 
by a rehabilitation program are vital program con
siderations. 

Teledyne Economic Developm~l'lt Co. has identi
fiedfive categories of supportive services that should 
be an integral part of an overall treatment program 
for offenders. 

Placement services should include such compo
nemts as world of work and career preparation, job 
development, placement and coaching, Ilnd employer 
education. Also included should be high school com
pletion and remedial education components as well 
as military and college placement. 
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Comrmmity services should involve community 
relations COUI1Cils, curriculum and program advisory 
committees, tutors and others identified as commu~ 
nity manpower and advisory resources. Drug edu~ 
cation, health services, and recreational activities are 
some program elements to be included. 

Family ser.vices should include programs to help 
the family prepare for a client's return from an in~ 
stitution as well as programs in crisis intervention, 
family planning, home management, a,iu sex and 
health education. 

Social and peer group services should be con
cerned with helping clients make intelligent choices 
in social behavior including the selection of friends. 

Ancillary support should help clients in their re
adjustment to the community. Clients should have 
access to legal and medical services, day-care ser
vices, and should be given assistance in solving prob
lems related to transportation, bonding, financial 
needs, and others. 

Community-based programs must intelligently in
tegrate all support services available within the 
community in order to rehabilitate effectively the 
individuals served by the program. 

To assist individuals back in the community, 
Teledyne believes that: 

1. Correctional programs must be treatment and 
goal-oriented, rather than maintenance and control
oriented. 

2, Differentiation· must be made regarding the 
levels of acclimatization and types of individual 
needs so that the resultant cure, custody, and treat
ment may be intelligently administered .. 

3, Polarization between institutional and commu
nity-based programs should be avoided. 

4. Correction and probation staff should be ade
quately trained in dealing with ind~viduals on a 
case-by-case basis. 

S. Administrative policy and procedures should 
be oriented toward client resocialization rather than 
perpetuation of institutions. 

6. Educational programs should be individually 
prescribed and relevant to the client and society. 

7. A .system for the continuity of care and treat
ment between enforcement, judicial and correctional 
organizations concerning any given individual should 
be mandatory. 

Above all, 1'cledyne believes the critical element 
in the success of rehabilitation programs is involving 
pee~le who care abm:'.t helping other people. 

At Singer, the Manpower Training Division pro
gram's basic assumption is that rewarding work is 
the primary factor in the rehabilitation of the law 
violator. Whether this is incidental or symptomatic 
to the adjustment of the ex-offender in society is not 
certain .. However, Singer's successful experience with 
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the Monroe County, N.Y., Proba!ionllail Program 
has reinforced its assumption. 

Much of the credit for success is given to the pro
gram's intensive job development, placement, and 
retention efforts. 

1. What is the basic employment situation in the 
c0mmunity? 

2. What special factors-such as job competition 
and wage levels-play a significant role in employ
ment potential? 

3. What are the characteristics of the offender 
population? 

4. Are industries willing to hire ex-offenders? 
5. To what extent are offenders presently being 

placed? 
Actual job oevelopment began during a 2-month 

period before the program began. Using data from 
the employment sJ,l,rvcy, placement specialists first 
contacted employers from major groWi~ industries 
and also contacted employers who had shown an 
interest in hiring ex-offenders. Eventually, the ma
jority of employers in the area was contacted. 

During the initial meeting with personnel man
agers, specific job pledges were not requested. 
Rather, the goal was to build a rapport with the 
em.ployer by simply requesting that he contact the 
program when job openings were available. Singer 
found that stressing mutual cooperation over a pe
riod of time was more .beneficial than obtaining an 
immediate job pledge. Placement specialists sought 
to establish a continuing dialog with as large group 
of employers as possible. 

To enable employers to make intelligent decisions 
on hiring, extensi.ve information is developed on 
each potential employee. This employment profile 
includes information on an individual's: 
• Education level; 
CI Technical skills; 
• Attitude toward work; 
• Vocational interests; 
• Personality traits that would affect on~the-job 

performance; and . 
• Past employment history. 

Providing employers with extensive background 
information is a key to removing the uncertainty 
related to hiring an ex-offender. 

After 6 to 8 weeks in the program, clients are 
scheduled for job interviews arranged by the place
ment specialists. Leads are gelected from the bank 
of openings obtained through job development. 
Clients are coached in advance in the techniques of 
successful interviewing. Depending upon individual 
need, he or she may be accompanied to the interview 
by the placement specialists. Interviewing continues 
until the client accepts a job. 
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Job placement is only the halfway ma(rk. An )~m
ployme'ut prog~aln must focus on job retitntion. The 
first 90 Clays on tbe job are critical to retention for 
it is during' this period that the highest dropout rate 
occurs, 

To, help clients pass this barrier, extensive em~ 
ployment . support services are provided by Singer 
job coaches throygh the 90-day period. They help 
()lients solve pers)lhal and job-related problems that 
might affect thei~ libility to hold a job. The service 
is also geared to the employer's needs. Singer job 
coaches ,are tlie.tesource for helping solve any prob
lems reiate .. d to client performance, such as tardiness 
or lack dC co·operation. Singer has found that em
ployers:'vlilue this service for it eliminates placing 
the't:mrden on their personnel department. 

Once' clients are placed on the job and that place
~eni is successful, employers invariably have been 
willing to accept more applicants from the program. 

Job development, placement, and retention efforts 
are crucial to the success of the employment
centered rehabilitation program. Cooperative rela
tionships with employers and careful matching of the 
individual to the job are fundamental to success. 

Figures from the Monroe County program attest 
to the value of these program components. With 89 
pel'cent of the probationers and 71 pel'cent of the 
inmates placed, Singer job development and place
ment techniques a.p'pear to be fully validated. The 
86 percent retention rate for probationers and 93 
percent rate for il)p1ates indicates that appropriate 
followthrough is the key to making job retention a 
reality. Comprehensive services to meet individual 
needs have proven effectiv(~ in achieving Singers 
ovel'all program goal of reducing recidivism. 

The participants on this pan~l join in emphasizing 
the need for the total community to become involved 
in providing necessary support for the criminal jus
tice system. Professionais and members of the private 
sector-representing all segments of the community 
-must work in concert to solve the crime,;,related 
problems plaguing our communities. Without a co
operative effort by the total community, the criminal 
justice system will inevitably fall even further behind 
in its crime prevention, control, and rehabilitation 
efforts. 

Mr. Watkins: May I take a moment to acknowl
edge some credits. The presentation you just saw 
was a pooling of ideas. Aaron Lowery made a great 
contribution to grassroots planning in the commu
nity; <::harlie Watts, in organizing volunteers; Ed 
Carlin in labor's involvement; Harry Woodward\ in 
public education and public comm.J!''Ijcation; Ennis 
Olgiati in the use of ex-offenders as staff in' rehabili-

tation and prevention; John RoUo in supportive 
services; and then my own staff. in job placement a..'1d 
de...,elopment. }i 

Thank you. It was unbelievable' to put this all 
together in this short time. ' 
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Mr. Jonnson: I received a phone call from Wash
ington over 1 year ago asking that I chair the Drug 
Abuse Advisory Task Force for the National Advis
ory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals. I made, a preliminary inquiry to ascertain who 
would be on the task forc~ and what its function 
would be. 

1 learned that the task force was composed of 
various experts, representing many disciplines in 
the drug abuse field. There were those from busi
ness (pharmaceutical firms), the legal profession 
(prosecutors and defense counsel), law enforcement, 
the judiciary, and rehabilitation specialists. 

The purpose of th~ task force was to give the 
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals the benefit of our expertise so 
that they could make recommendations that would 
hopefully reduce crime in this country. I called Gov·· 
ernot' Peterson, Chairman of the National Advisory 
Commission, advising him that I accepted his offer. 

During the course of our work over the last year, 
I have had the privilege of meeting and working 
with some extraordinary people from different parts 
of the country. 

We discussed many problems in the drug abuse 
area and made specific recommendations to the Na
tional Commission. Some of our recommendations 
were accepted and others were not. Some of the in
te:.:esting proposals included the following. Because 
of the increasing number of bail jumpers in narcotic 
cases, States should pass laws making the penalty 
for bail jumping the same as the penalty for the 
crime for which the jumper was arrested. The Com
missi~')n should come out with a strong stand against 
heroin maintenance. Addiction is a disease that has 
reached epidemic proportions. Notwithstanding the 
failure of civil commitment in Florida, Cah;'ornia, 
and New York, some sort of compulsory tr~atment 
for addicts should be required. 

There were numerous other proposals that ,\vcre 
equally interesting, if 110t controversial. 

Qu'r first speaker is Mr. William Tendy, Deputy 
Attorney General for the State of New York. Mr. 
Tendy was the Chief of the Narcotics Unit for the 
Southern District of New York for 13 years. During 
that time, he prosecuted many narcotics violators. 

Mr. Tendy: I want to emphasize immediately that 
ill the area of drug abuse prevention, law enforce
ment alone--no matter how effective-will not solve 
the problem. The entire gamut of scientific knowl-
,edge must be brought to bear along with every tool 
known to the field of sociology. Let me state, just 
as emphatically, however, that, in my view, without 
effective law enforcement, the problem of drug 
addiction is probably here to stay. 

274 

In its simplest concept-putting aside the causes 
-drug addiction is basically a phenomenon of de
mand and supply. Given the fact of addiction, which 
is a scientific and sociological phenomenon, there 
must follow the fact of demand. Demand gives rise 
to the need for a supply. Interestingly, a readily 
available supply will enhance the growth of addic
tion where the potential for addiction exists, what
ever the reasons for that potential. I submit that 
there is a direct relationship between the existence 
of the addiction problem and the available supply 
of narcotic drugs. This supply, in turn, will vary sub
stantially with the effectiveness of law enforcement 
effort. 

I do not consider the law enforcement approach 
to be limited to the functioning of police organiza
tions. I deem it to be the effective implementation 
of all the police, legislative, diplomatic, prosecutive, 
judicial, and probationary tools. In the time allotted 
to me, I would like to touch briefly on each one of 
these areas, giving specific examples that I hope will 
point out the need for effecting greater strength in 
them. 

The illicit narcotics traffic is probably the most 
highly organrzed and lucrative area of criminal ac
tivity. It is an area that constantly challenges the 
talents of law enforcement. The problem of heroin 
addiction, a!i we know it, could not exist iri the 
United States but for the fact that this illi.cit traffic 
is so well organized. Witness some of the ingenuous 
smuggling techniques utilized in the international 
narcotics traffic: 

1, Crates of ski poles, the poles filled with 
heroin; , 

2. Qsc1lliscopes, factory disassembled-2.2 
pounds of nuts, wires, and bolts removed and re
placed with 2.2 pounds of heroin and factory re
assembled. 

3. Suitcases and trunks with false bottoms; 
4. Airline personnel-pilots, stewardesses, and 

pursers; 
5. Towel disposal bins of Boeing 707's; 
6. Sectionalized automobile gas tanks--enough 

cubic space in a 20-gallon tank for 2 gallons of 
gasoline, the rest heroin; 

7. Cans of legitimate food products; and 
8. Diplomats. 
It takes the efforts of the most dedicated and pro

fessional in law enforcement to uncover schemes 
such as these. Yet, t,o me, the fact that a particular 
smuggling technique js uncovered and a substantial 
amount of heroin seized is not the ultimate enforce
ment goal to be sought. I have been told by those 
who should know-persons in the international her
oin racket-that there are overseas mobs who have 
it stockpiled. That is to say, they can supply any 



demand. I made this statement to a group not too 
long ago, and a number of people present were frank 
enough to tell me that they thought what I said was 
incredible. A week or two later, French customs 
officials intercepted a shrimp boat headed for the 
United States with half a ton of heroin concealed 
on it. 

A smuggling technique discovered is easily re
placed, and couriers apprehended are a dime a 
dozen. I once spoke to a courier who was taken off 
an airplane with several kilograms of heroin strapped 
to his body. He told me there were eight others on 
the same plane with him. The ultimate goal to be 
sought at the police level is that of the detection and 
apprehension of those who comprise the ()rganiz~.tion 
behind the smuggling techniques and the courier. 
With pitifully few exceptions, this type of accom
plishment has disappeared from the scene in the 
past several years, a fact that coincides with the tre
mendous inc:rease in heroin abuse during the same 
period. 

It can be seen that this highly speci~lized area of 
criminal activity requires specialization to combat it. 
Federally we have the Bureau of Narcotics and Dan
gerous Drugs and the Bureau of Customs, which has 
its own organization that makes a specialty of inves
tigating the smuggling of narcotics. In the city of 
New York there has been created a task force com
prised of Federal, State, and municipal officers who 
devote their energies to the middle echelon of nar
cotic traffickers. In that same city, there has been 
created a special narcotics prosecutor's office solely 
for the purpose of prosecuting the more significant 
felony indictments. 

I suggest that the authorities in other major cities 
throughout the country examine the New York City 
approach, not llecessarlly 'lO determine whether spe~ 
cialized police and prosecutive units should be 
formed, but also 10 determine how and to what ex~ 
tent they should be formed. I make this suggestion 
because I am convinced beyond any doubt that on 
every level or echelon of the illicit narcotics traffic 
there is specialization that requires specialized 
expertise to offset it. 

Let me make a few observations on the kgislative 
end of the enforcement scene, particularly as this 
area affects the prosecutive and investigative ap~ 
proach. 

Repeatedly on the Federal level the prosecutor is 
confronted with a situa:tion wherein the testimony of 
a foreign witness would be extremely helpful. For 
years I recommended that the Govemment be per~ 
mitted to initiate the taking of depositions of such 
witnesses in other nations for use in criminp,l trials 
in the same manner that the defense could,! made 
this recommendation to the Selective Committee on 

CriJlae in 1970, and I am happy to say that it is 1.OW 
the law. 

On that same occasion I discussed another sub
stantial prosecutorial problem. I pointed out that 
for the period 1960 to 1970 inclusive) there were 
bail forfeitures in the southern district of New York 
totaling $966,000. Of this amount, $836,200 was 
forfeited in narcotic cases. 

For many years I have known that it has been 
part of the modus operandi of sublltanHal narcotic 
violators, particularly in multiple defendant con
spiracy cases, to jump bail on the t.heory that this 
type of case can be tried oilly once--certainly not 
more than twice. Under these circumstances, they 
incur the comparative minor penalty fo1' the bail 
jumping violation rather than the substantially 
greater penalty if convicted on the basic narcotics 
charge. 

I see no constitutional impediment to making it 
a condition of bail that the defendant waive his 
constitutional right to be present at his trial and to 
agree to be tried in absentia should he fail to appear. 
Any constitutional right can be freely and know
ingly waived. Of course an unintentional absence 
can always be explained. 

Another possible alternative is to make the pen
alty for jumping bail commensurate with the penalty 
for the basic crime with which the defendant has 
been charged. There are a number of substantial 
narcotics viohiors all walking the streets today and 
still plying their trade because they forfeited bail 
rather than stand trial. 

Until May of 19711 violations of the Federal nar
cotics laws were punishable by minimum mandatory 
sentences. The two main reasons for this legislation 
were: 

1. Stiff penalties would act as a deterrent to 
violate the law; and , 

2. There were chronic violators who for one 
reason or another never seemed to get more than 
a slap on the wrist. 

For example, one notorious violiator-who at the 
time he was sentenced in 1962 to 40 years after hav
ing been convicted as. a conspirator in perhaps the 
most difficult narcotics trial of modern times and 
who at the time. was described by the sentencing 
judge as an incorrigible dope peddler-had been 
convicted as a Federal narcotics violator on six prior 
occasions for which he spent less than 8 years in jail. 

The minimum mandatory senteI,lce had at least 
one additional salutory effect in th.~t it was respon
sible for acquiring the cooperation:/of apprehended 
violators. Everyone in law enforcement in the whole 
world knows that the informant hrhs life's blood. 

After May of 1971, the minimum mandatory 
sentence was removed. There is now no minimum 
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except when one is convicted for participating in a 
continuing criminal enterprise. 

I know-as well as anyone and better than most 
-that t1!e application of a minimum mandatory 
sentence In all cases is marlifestly unjust and that its 
existence in this sense shouid and. could have been 
corrected. But to eHminate it entirely is the classic 
case of the cure being worse than the disease. 

There is one last observation in the legislative 
area that I am compelled to make repeatedly be~ 
cause there are those who will not accept facts. Their 
minds have been. made up and they will not be 
confused by facts. 

It is time that the arguments that wiretaps and 
electronic eavesdropping do not materially' contrib
ute to effective criminal investigation finally be put 
to sleep. . 

In March of 1969 I obtained and utilized the first 
federally authorized wiretap. Not only did it con
tribute materially to the successful conclusion of a 
substantial customs narcotics investigation but it 
was instrumental in convincing me that two of the 
five people arrested were, .in fact, innocent. Had we 
relied on what we actually saw-which we would 
have had to do without the wire-we would have 
been compelled to have sought their indictment. 

Now that such devices may be legally employed 
I find it amazing that we ever did without them in 
the first place. 

Although wiretapping is now legal in the Federal 
arena and in practically all of the States of the 
Union, it is so encumbered by administrative regtl
lations and decisional requirements that its utiliza
tion at times becomes impractical, if not impossible. 
Witness the annual Federal reporting requirements 
of the States as to eavesdroppIng orders: the num
ber of applications for orders, the period of inter
ceptions, the number and duration of a.ny extensions, 
the offense specified, the identity of the applicant, 
the nature of the facilities from which or the place 
where the communications were intercepted, the ap
proximate number of persons whose communica
tions were intercepted, the approximate amount and 
cost of manpower used., the number of reSUlting ar
rests, the number of trials, the number of suppression 
motions made with respect to the interceptions, and 
so on ad infinitum. 

-=-<\dd to this the growing body of elise law out
lawing the interception of irrelevant t:ommu
nications, which in turn gives rise to the need to "live 
monitor." The manpower f;eeds to adhere to these 
requirements are often impossible to meet. At what 
point during the course of any conversation is a 
police officer to determine that what he is list~ning to 
has nothing to do with the matter' he is investigating? 
Is the officer on the scene competent to make that 
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determination? All of these requirements, it seems to 
me; reflect an overconcern about rights to privacy 
that is completely unrelated to the facts of life. Doe;s 
anyone really believe that a police officer enjoys lis
tening to conversations that have nothing to do with 
the matter he is working on? . 

On the diplomatic level there is one area that I 
urgently recommend to your attention. It is the mat
ter of extradition. 

The country that houses some of the most 
notorious international heroin traffickers is Fl'ance, 
and juS! about all of them are French citizens. Yet 
there is 110 treaty between France and the United 
States that permits us to extradite a French citizen to 
stand trial for violations of our narcotics laws, even 
though his guilt could be established here beyond 
peradventure of a doubt. There is a crying desperate 
need for such a treaty not only with Fri:,mce but with 
other nations. 

Some years ago a plot was uncovered involving 
approximately a dozen Australian citizens who had 
combined to bring ~ubstantial amounts of heroin into 
the United States from Hong Kong. Thrc;;e of them, 
New South W~lt .. )S police officers, were arrested here. 
The others were extradited from Australia to the 
United States, Before trial the three jumped bail and 
fled to England. 

Although the identical treaty exists between the 
United States and those ~wo countries; England put a 
different legal construction on its provisions and 
denied extradition. 

The United States cannot fight the heroin problem 
alone. We must have the help of other nations. If 
there is any nation in the wortd that cannot see its 
way clear to cooperate completely, I say to that 
nation now: "Your day will come." Heroin addiction 
is no longer limited to certain parts of the world. 
France has just found that out. 

Statutes are put on the books and agreements 
between fiations are arrived at for the purpose of 
articulating prohibitions against trafficking in drugs. 
The end sought 1$ to minimize, as far as humanly . 
possible, the availability of thes~ dangerous sub~ 
stances. In this way there will be a minimal supply to 
enhance the potential for any fUrther growth of an 
already exis~ing addiction epidemic. Law enforce
ment, as I have defined it, is the arm created. 
to implement these laws and agreements and thu!i 
malw its contributions to the prevention of drug 
abuse. 

r have attempted to outline some of the gaps in the 
law enforcement wall that I have found over the 
years to provide difficulties at the highest law 
enforcement level-that level which constitutes our 
first line of defense or, more accurately, our first line 
of offense. 
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Law enforcement has been given a job to do. Why 
not give law enforcement the tools to do that job? 

Thank you. 

Mr. J'obn~,on: Our next speaker is Mr. Malcolm 
Wienet, Counsel to Odyssey House, a drug-free ther~ 
apeutic agency. He will give you seme history of 
civil commitment and rehabilitation. 

~ilr. Wiener: ~ompulsory treatment of drug abuse 
has today a poor general reputation., Civil liber
tarians object because civil commitments in the past 
have often resulted' in what looks like jailing under 
another name,' under vague standards, and without 
all the rights accorded criminal defendants. Politi
cians and the public today tend to regard all past 
efforts at compulsory treatment as expensiv~ failures. 

California and New York, where together over $4 
billion have been spent on civil comrni~ment, are the 
prime examples. In New York, most State facilities 
have been closed ai:1d commitments u~}der th~ statute 
are largely limited to a small number of instrtnces of 
diversion of defendants from the criminal courts for 
periods of about 60 days. The Gowrnor and the leg
islature have instead turned to a draconian law 
enforcement approach in an attempt to sto(> the 
spread of addiction. In California, prominent legisla
tors who initiaHy sponsored the State's civil com
mitment program have announced opposition to its 
continuance. 

In the drug treatment community the high hopes 
held initially for commitment to treatment have 
largely evaporated. Critics of the California system 
have noted the absence of any meaningful psy
chiatric input and the reluctance of parole officers to 
return parolees to a facility even in the face of evi
dence of continued drug abuse. 

In light of this history. why should your Drug 
Abuse Advisory Task Force have devoted so much 
attention to the possibilities and problems of com
munity supervision of drug abuse? Largely, I think, 
for two reasons: 

1. A sense of the inherent limitations of other 
approaches, including attempts to shut off the supply 
of substances of abuse through law enforcement, 
voluntary treatment with methadone maintenance 
and other means, and proposals for controlled pub
lic distribution of heroin. 

2. A belief that it is possible for human beings 
to learn from prior failures and drastically to restruc
ture compulsory treatment efforts away from the 
civil commitment models of the past to a pilot proj
ect of community supervision pf drl;fg abusers 
involving less contlnement and more continuing 
contact. 
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Surely, by this time, little need be said about the 
difficulty of shutting off supplies of drugs. Although 
interruptions in the supply of heroin in certain areas 
for limited times have been .achieved, heroin con
tinues to be widely available along with vast amounts 
(if illicit m!')thadone and endless supplies of increas
ingly popular barbiturates. 

That voluntary programs have some impact on the 
drllg proolems seems clear. That there are severe 
inherent limitations on the ability of voluntary pro
grams to reduce drug abuse to tolerable levels also 
seems c1!~ar. ',fhe experience of methadone mainte
nance programs is critical in this regard, not least 
becallse 82 percent qf public treatment funds are 
currently spent on them. 

The central and primary difficulty is that youthful 
heavy heroin users who stil~ enjoying "highs" typi
cally have no wish to stop. For them, heroin use is 
more pleasurable than anything elsd they know, and 
they can see no reason for deferring such grat
ification. The age statistics tell the story. In New 
York the average age of participants in methadone 
programs is 33.7 years, while the average age of aU 
heroin users is believed to be around 20. These fig'; 
ures give rise to the fear that many of those enrolled 
in methadone programs are those who might other
wise be ceasing heroin use spontaneously as heroin 
ceases to provide "highs." 

A recent study of a major methadof\C xnainten .. 
ance program in the urban ghetto of Bedford
Stuyvesant-Fort Greene~ conducted jointly by the 
Columbia School of Social Work and the Hatvard 
Law School Cellter for Criminal Justice, shows the 
difficulties of reaching youthful drug abusers. All the. 
participants were over 21 at the time of admission to 
the program; 24 p2rcent began using heroin between 
the ages of 11 and 17, and 36 percent between the 
ages of 18 and 20. The study showed that the 
younger the participant, the less likely he was to 
remain in the program. The study further showed 
surprisingly high levels of heroin abuse among those 
who continued to come for their dOsages of meth
adone; it was evident that many of those enrolled 
took methadone to maintain a base and "shott/ver" 
occasionally to get high. Moreover, abuses of notiopi
ates continued. 

Also of considerable interest was the evidence of 
disturbingly high levels of criminal activity on the 
part of those involved in the program. Upon reflec
tion, this hardly seemed surprising. If a child grows 
up in an atmosphere'of addiction and socidp,~thy, 
attends, or occasionally attends, schools that leave 
him functionally illiterate, is taught no rewarding or 
marketable skills, in short, 'is: unable lawfully to sup
port himself and is of no u,seto others, and, on top of 
this, has become accllstoll1.ed" to the excitement of a 
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criminal lifestyle and to drug abuse, providing him 
with 60 milligrams of methadone per day at age 21 
plus some limited counseling and other ancillary 
services is not likely to ('cure" him. 

But the problem of holding the youthful abuser in 
treatment is critical in lessening the spread of addic
tion. Both the study just cited and the outstanding 
paper by Dr. Leon Hunt on the "Epidemiology of 
Heroin Use," prepared for this Commission, shClw 
clearly what prior studies have indicated, that th~ 
vector of contagion is not the mythical strange: in a 
dirty trench coat hanging around the school'ard
"the pusher"-but the charismatic teenav.er turning 
on youthful relatives and friends, the whole process 
powerfully propelled by the force of peer-group 
pressure. The very limited effectivene·ss of voluntary 
methadone progratlls among this group is therefore 
critical .in assessing the impact of these programs 
on drug abuse. 

There are, of course, other problems with meth
adone maintenance that are relevant here, particu
larly the impact of the diversion or supplies. 
Methadone is a powerful drug and, when taken by 
someone not addictea to heroin or in combination 
with cocaine or alcohol, can produce dysfunctional 
euphoria. We are already seeing cases among the 
young where methadone is the primary agent of drug 
abuse. Moreover, the long-term physical effects of 
methadone are stilI unknown, but there are some dis
concerting signs, particularly with regard to the 
infants of pregnant women m8intained 011 meth
adone. Finally, methadone redUGeS only the craving 
for opiates, and hence is only partly relevant to the 
increasing incidence of polydrug abuse, particularly 
among the young. 

If methadone maintenance and other voluntary 
programs cannot by themselves reduce drug abuse to 
tolerable levels, particularly in the urban ghettos, 
what about heroin maintenance? Would not the free 
distribution of heroin under controlled circum
stances by public authorities at least take the profit 
out of heroin and hence eliminate or sharply reduce 
the traffic? 

At least ~ few observations are in order. 
Much is heard of the so-called British system. It is 

useful to consi(lp.r some figures, In Great Britain on 
January 1, 191:i.; 156 addicts were receiving heroin 
in decreasing amounts; 229 were receiving small 
amounts of heroin in addition to methadone; none 
was being given all the heroin he wanted or allowed 
to get high at will. Five hundred physicians were 
devoting substantially full time to dealing with 3,000 
addicts. (Given the recent Special Action Office for 
Drug Abuse Prevention estimate of 600,000 heroin 
addicts and abusers in the United States, it would 
tak(~ 100,000 doctors just to deal with addicts to 
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achieve the same ratio in this countr1~') The em-. 
ployment rate, including part-time employment, of 
those maIntained in Britain on heroin was less than 
30 percent, and this is in an addict population from 
largely stable, middle-class backgrounds. 

Tht!!fe is a fundamental threshold problem. Do 
you give ever-increasing euphoric dosages or do you 
gradua1J.y reduce dosages? Of course, the physical 
and psychological risks of giving euphoria-producing 
dosages are clear. On the other hand, if you do not 
provide enough free heroin for the addict to achieve 
a state of euphoria, he will still have an incentive to 
seek additional supplies on the black market. Addicts 
willing to be maintained on low or decreasin!' 10s
ages in a government clinic are those who fear v.-Ith
drawal more than they cherish the high-would they 
not be identical to those who now volunteer for 
methadone maintenance? 

At what age do you begin heroin maintenance: at 
the average age of commencement of heroin abuse in 
the ghetto, which is 15? Surely no one of us would 
condemn someone of that age, whose only crime is 
living in an environment where drug a-buse flour
ishes, to a lifetime of nodding away-his mental 
growth and reality-testing thwarted, and lacking the 
capability to choose, will, judge, and act. I should 
note for the record, however, that at a New York 
State legislative hearing at whkh I testified, I heard 
precisely this propos~U made by the permanent legis
lative representative of a civil liberties group opposed 
to all laws restricting the right of the individual to 
use drugs, However, if you restrict the provision of 
free heroin to those 18 and older who have been 
heavy users for at least 2 years, as has been proposed 
for one pilot project in New York, a large market for 
heroin trafficking is left precisely among those who 
are most active in proselytizing among their youthful 
peer group. 

It is important to bear in mind that the residual 
black market need not be large to supply novice 
users and thus cOl1tinue the infection-recruitment 
process. 

There are critica~ problems of administration to 
consider. Many addicts have no superficial veins left. 
What do you do then, perform a cut down or a femo
ral vein puncture? Heroin may deteriorate rapidly; 
how can you be sure what you are injecting? Are you 
willing to inject ever-increasing dosages that may 
even prove fatal? Are you going to determine 
whether the addict has consumed alcohol or any 
othE:Jr substances, which, when added to heroin, may 
prove deadly? Will you give heroin to pregnant 
addicts or to women W~iO have had a series of un
planned pregnancies? Will addicts be lined up, army 
fashion, to receive their shots, or will you try to 
create an inviting ambiance? 



Then there is the problem of security. Dr. Lois 
Chatham of the National lnstitute of Mental Health 
in f~ receo:; discussion of methadone maintenance has 
reft?rred to the critical problems of diversion ami the 
"atmosphere of disorder'l that surrounds methadone 
clinics. In New York, many communities are up in 
arms about methadone clinics in their midst. How 
about heroin clinics with their stocks of pure heroin? 
It 'lppears that a realistic proposal for a heroin main~ 
tenai:Ge project should include in its protocol one 
heavy battle tank per clinic. 

The effect of free heroin maintenance on other 
voluntary treatment programs for drug abuse will be 
deadly. 

There is at least a possibility that the existence of 
free supplies of heroin administered by medical per
:sonnel will affect the choice of a drug abuser 
between heroin and other drugs. No longer will there 
be a fear of withdrawal symptoms in the event of 
unavailability, and the use of heroin may be seen to 
have achieved tacit medical and governmental 
acceptance. Certainly the availability of free heroin 
of known quality will affect whether or not an addict 
spontaneously ceases heroin abuse. 

Again, there is the problem of polydrug abuse. 
As we know, an addict receiving constant or decreas
ing dosages of heroin can get high on other sub
stances. Moreover, do we intend that the proposed 
heroin maintenance clinics become drug supermar
kets, dispensing to each addict his drug of choice? 

The anticipated significant reduction in crime that 
provides the motivation behind proposals for heroin 
maintenance seems conjectural at best. Recall the 
Bedford-Stuyvesant study, and consider also a recent 
study in St. Louis which showe.d that 73 percent of 
the addicts interviewed had committed crimes before 
they used drugs. The common supposition is that 
addiction breeds crime, but all our evidence indicates 
that on the balance, the converse better states the 
reality: criminality breeds addiction. Indeed, some of 
those maintained on heroin may become more skill
ful criminals, when not acting compulsively. Since it 
seems highly unlikely that any significant proportion 
of those maintained on heroin would be able to hold 
regular employment, in p{lrt because of the need to 
come to the clinic four-to~six times a day to receive 
dosages, there remains the problem of a means of 
support. 

Because of t!'le considerations cited, the Drug 
Abuse Task Force conclUded that heroin mainte
nance was simply not viable. 

Given the inherent limitations of other 
approaches, compulsory treatment clearly deserves 
another look. It is worth noting that others are tak
ing another look, too, including James Q. Wilson, 
the Chairman of the National Commission on Drug 

Abuse, and his Harvard colleagues, Mai.'k H. Moore 
and 1. David Wheat, Jr., wnb have concluded that 
some form of compulsory treatment is a necessary 
element in an overall strategy, as hIlve New York 
Times' reporter, James M. Marham, and editorial 
board member, John Hamilton. 

As has often been noted, compulsory treatment ot 
drug abusers has two aspects-~treatment and quar
antine. Most of the literature and discussiQp centers 
on treatment, but honesty requires the fianklidluis
sion that from the standpoint of interdicting the 
spread of. addiction, the quarantine factor is the 
more important. Indeed, it may even be the more 
important factor from the standpoint of Hcure." 

Professor George B. Vaillant of Harvard Medical 
School compared on a 20-year followthrough basis 
the first 100 New York City heroin addicts admitted 
to Public Health Service Hospital in Lexington, Ky., 
with 30 addicts who had been in prison 9 months or 
more and who were followed closely and tested for 
drug use during p!ltole. The results indicate that 20 
out of the 30 in the latter category had stayed drug
free. This led Professor Vaillant to conclude: "It is 
dramatically clear that voluntary hospitalization and 
punishment in the form of imprisollment were vir
tually useless in producing abstinence, but that com
pulsory supervision following a period of prolonged 
imprisonment was surprisingly effective." 

How, then, might we undertake a program of 
community supervision of drug abusers that avoids 
the errors of the past and imposes only th.e least 
amount of physical restraint necessary tOJ.chieve its 
goal as determined by careful and Cotnl,etent judg ... 
ment in each individual case? 

The report of the Drug Abuse Advisory Task 
Force sets forth its recommendations in great detail. 
Time only permits a summary outline here. 

We propose pilot projects in two selected areas 
backed by State legislation and Federal funding. We 
envisiot,1 that one of the two pilot project target areas 
should be a heavily impacted urban ghetto and the 
other an area where drug abuse in the past ha.s been 
slight but now seems /iharply on the rise. These proj
ects would involve the following essential erements: 

1. A drug board composed of panels including a 
physician, a psychiatrist, and a paraprofessional ex
addict to interview and make recommendations con
cerning each participant.; 

2. Compulsory medical examinations including 
collection of urine samples in secondary schor:ls and 
public institutions.; " 

3. Interviews and testing of all of those determined 
to be abusing drugs. Please note that evidence of 
marijuana use does not appear in urine' samples and 
that marijuana is also outside the scope of the Drug 
Abuse Advisory Task Force. The proposals made 
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here are relevant only t>'- the abuse of hard or dan
gerous drugs. 

4. A decision by the drug board panel chal
lengeable in court as to an appropriate method of 
treatment. In roost cases the initial requirement 
might well be limited to the compulsory provision of 
urine samples 3 times a week plus 1 hour o~ coun
seling or therapy. 

5, An attempt' through continuing contact 
including involvement of the participant in new peer 
groups and activities and family counseling to lead 
the youthful drug abuser away from continued drug 

. abuse. 
It may be worthwhile to note briefly here the 

recent work of Dr. Carl Chambers. He divides drug 
abusers into four categories: experimenters, sociore
creational users, involved users, and dysfunctional 
users. He reports that the former two groups have no 
distinguishable sociopsychological differences from 
the general population. Of the latter two groups, 30 
percent appear clinically depressed and 25 percent 
clinically anxious. Their test scores indicate higher 
degrees of alienation and risktaking as well. The 
Same division .appears in connection with the family 
patterns of drug abusers. The patterns of the former 
two types do not differ from that of the population at 
large. For the latter two categories, however, there 
appears to be a critical difference in the time spent 
with the drug abuser by the male parent. 
! The average is less than 15 minutes per day, and 
the interaction is usually limited to ru!esetting or 
punishment. In the latter two categories, the female 
parent is more likely to use drugs. Surely, Dr. Cham
bers' findings suggest avenues of approach toward 
making effective contact with youthful drug abusers. 

6. Where drug abuse corttinues and/or 
involvement is heavy, a requirement that weekends 
be spent in a therapeutic community might be 
imposed. . 

7. Where the drug abuser is dysfunctional, or 
where the judgment of the drug board panel other
wise so indicates, a recommendation of compulsory 
residential treatment may be made to the court. 

8. There should be a provision for the destruction 
of aU records indicating the identity of the drug abus
er after a period of time where intervention appears 
to have led to a cessation of drug abuse. 

I hope this necessarily broad and quick sketch has 
provided some idea of the nature of the pilot project 
on community supervision of drug abuse.::s that the 
Drug Abuse Advisory Task Force recommends to be 
undertaken as a supplement to existing voluntary 
drug programs and a substitute for reliance on the 
criminal justice system in a.n area where it is ill
suited to cope. 
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I would close, if I may, with two vignettes. The 
first is from school teachers in Harlem, who tell me 
that when they assign an essay to their 5th grade 
pupils on "My Community" or "My Neighborhood," 
about 80 percent of the pupils write about drugs and 
the junkies who accost thein or lie in hallways of 
their homes. 

The secona.~ignette is of a mother o~ four children 
from the same area. The eldest son died of an oVer
dose. The sec;ond is in jail on. a drug charge. The 
third, a daughter, is also an addict; the mother does 
not know w'here she is now. The fourth child is a 
son. In the fall he is due to start at the same junior" 
high schoo) where the three older children became 
drug users. She asked, "What can I do?" I ask, 
"What can we do?" 

Mr. Johnson: Our ncx:t speaker is the Honorable 
Bernard Moldow, Judge of the Criminal Court for 
the city of New York. He was an attorney with the 
Legal Aid Society for more than 20 years prior to 
going on the bench. He will speak to you about civil 
commitment from the standpoint of the defense 
counsel and the court. 

Judge Moldow: The way to reduce the incidence 
of addiction is through compulsory treatment of drug 
addicts. J propose a system in which offenders would 
be evaluated and treated by doctors and other pro
fessionals instead of being sent to prison. Unlike the 
present system where treatment is more or less on a 
volunteer basis, the drug addicts would be com
mitted to the center. 

Drug treatment centers should be used rather than 
jails only in cases of personal drug offenses, such as 
possession of minor amounts of drugs or drug para
phernalia. Diversion from the criminal law system 
was proposed for minor crimes upon the consent of 
both sides. Serious crimes would be processed in the 
criminal system with treatment afforded in a jail-type 
setting. Parole or prison sentences for drug addicts 
would be to civil treatment centers. 

Security in treatment centers-now very lax
would be on three levels: from none at all to max
imum. I really want to stress this need for security. 
Often, what happens is that addicts in treatment cen
ters commit crimes while there and end up a court 
again. 

It is highly unlikely that such plans will be imple-: 
mented in New York in the near future because of 
Governor Rockefeller's recent hard-line proposal 
requiring a life sentence for drug pushers. 

Narcotic addiction in New York is in a state of 
turmoil and it would be tremendously expensive to 
implement any new programs. Yet, new programs 
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are extremely necessary. I find it hard to believe that, 
the Governor would condone indiscriminantly the 
imposition of life sentences on all pushers without 
regard for the individual case. 

Drug offense cases would be evaluated on an 
individual basis. The judge, and then the profes
sionals administering treatment, would make the 
decisions. 

Under ideal circumstances, the addict-after 
residing in a treatrnent center-would be transferred 
to a halfway house and eventually treated on an out
patient basis. There is, however, a need for contin
uous testing of the patient to determine whether or 
not he is falling back into addiction. 

Mr. Johnson: Our next speaker is Dr. Peter 
Bourne, Assistant Director of the Special Action 
Office for Drug Abuse Prevention. He will speak to 
you about the structure of his organization and what 
its role is in the drug abuse field. 

Dr. Bourne: The role of the Federal Government 
in relation to States and cities is changing. Changes 
are being made because evaluations of programs in 
terms of cost-benefit and effectiveness have demon
strated extreme inefficiencies in social service sys
tems, lack of effective planning and coordination, 
and inability to respond to the needs of the client 
population. 

The deficiencies of the present system are all too 
clear in drug abuse programs. At the Federal level 
alone, more than 20 agencies fund several score pro
grams in law enforcement, treatment and rehabilita
tion, education and training> prevention, and 
research. 

President Nixon recognized the need for a change 
by establishing SAODAP-Special Action Office for 
Drug Abuse Prevention-by Executive Order and 
submitting legislation to Congress outlining its sug
gested activities. Congress responded by unani
mously passing Public Law 92-255, which, in effect. 
centralized the responsibility for drug abuse pre
vention activities within one agency. The act further 
stipulates that block and formula grants should be 
made available to the States to be dispensed through 
a single State agency accordIng to a formal State 
plan. 

Following the legislative mandate, the Special 
Action Office has designed a nationwide delivery sys
tem for drug abuse services using a single State 
agency as the key component. Each State has been 
required to establish a single State agency respon
sible for coordination of all drug abuse efforts within 
that State. Additionally, each State had to develop 
by June 30, 1973, a plan to be a blueprir;. for its 
overall strategy to control drug abuse. 

State-City Planning 

The Federal Governmetit will be providing, on a 
formula grant basis~ funds to the States for planning, 
development, and implementation of the plans. In 
the future, any local community submitting a grant 
application to the Federal Government for funding 
of drug abuse programs will be required to include a 
certification from the single State agency that the 
proposal c')nforms to the overall State plan or 
strategy. 

The establishment of this mechanism makes it 
imperative for cities to develop lines qf commu .. 
nication with the single State agencies. Cities should 
interact with the States in three ways: 

1. It will be important for city officials to make 
themselves fully familiar with the legislation (or 
executive orders) setting up the single State agencies. 

2. Cities should work very closely with the single 
State agencies to insure that the needs of their cities 
are adequately met in the development of the State 
pian. 

3. It is extremely important for cities to insure 
that they are well represented on State advisory 
cound:s. In each State an advisory council will be 
established to work with the single State agency to 
make recommendations in the development alld 
implementation of the State plan. The State advisory 
council must include local government officials attd 
representatives from the private sector as well as 
State government officials. 

Although the funding mechanism is being revised, 
this does not herald a reduction in the availability of 
funds in the drug abuse prevention and control area. 
Total proposed FY 1974 funds are slightly higher 
than FY 1973 funding for Federal drug abuse pro
grams. Of the $784.7 million proposed total blJdget, 
sli~htly more than one-third will be (dlocated for 
t[l~atment and rehabilitation programs ... Slightly less 
than one-third is targeted for law enforcement pro
grams, while the remaining one-third is for research, 
I~ducation and training, and prevention. One figure is 
worthy of note: well over $100 million of the total 
proposed FY 1974 budget is fOf formula or block 
grants. 

Evolving Role of Cities 

There are two areas in which the cities have 
increasing potential for leadership roles: law 
enforcement and treatment. These two a~·eas are 
closely related, and it is clear that if the drug abuse 
problem is to be dealt with in an effective way, coor~ 
dination between law enforcement and health offi
cials is mandatory. 
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The interrr./llationship and interaction between the 
supply (or IliiW enforcement side) and the demand 
(or health ttleatment education and prevention side) 
have been l/,Iilderscored by the Federal experience on 
a .l'lational1~lveI. As we have become more efficient in 
reducing th,e availability of heroin (by limiting its 
pl8.ces of g!:owth, by preventing its importation, and 
discouragiJ)lg its sale on the street), several things 
have occl;/,i'red. The heroin shortage has had some 
influence ,in changing drug use patterns and has 
increased the demand for treatment. Cooperation 
and cOfJ,'cdination between law enforcement and 
heaith officials is imperative so that addicts and users 
can eal3Uy find, or be diverted to, treatment rather 
than re;f/,ort to criminal a.ctivities. 

Alth/DughfcSponsibility for both law enforcement 
and hef,hlth resideli with the cities, in many instances 
there /~re cases in which health services come under 
countiY or State administration while law 
enfOT/cement remains under the jurisdiction of the 
city.;; In such cases, coordination becomes all the 
m()('e important, since neither law enforcement nor 
trlM#tment can by itself result in an effective strategy 
for! the control of drug abuse. 

G/uaranteeing Adequate Treatment Services 

When the Special Action Office was established, 
lone of its major objectives was to create a situation 

I in which the drug abuser or addict would no longer 
'\Je able to say, "I committed a crime because I could 
Tlot obtain treatment." This goal will soon be 
l'eached, but increased cooperation of cities (large 
and small) is needed if the objective is to be reached 
in every metropolitan area.. 

Treatment capacity has been substantially 
increased in all major cities in the country, to the 
point where there is almost enough capacity to meet 
projected need. Exact figures are almost impossible 
to procure. However, if we estim.att; that there are at 
least 600,000 persons at the present time who regu
larly use hard drugs, and we assume that over a 2-
year period some 50 percent wuuld seek treatment if 
it were available, then 300,000 treatment slots would 
be needed. However, with annual turnover, a 
capacity at a given time of 160,000 to 170,000 
would ,suffice. 

At the present time there are more than 400 feder
aiiy funded treatment programs with more than 70,-
000 clients. This system is being expanded to cover 
100,000 clients. When nonfederally funded, "State, 
and local programs are included, the total is even 
closer to the estimated need figure. It should be 
stressed, however, that these are national estimates 
and figures. Each city should have its own estimates, 
and set its own treatment objectives. 
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The Fedelal Government also has attempted to 
guarantee adequate treatment services by allocating 
funds to provide services for persons on waiting lists 
who could not previously be taken into treatment. In 
cities such as Atlanta, Washington, and in parts of 
New York, the waiting lists have been completely 
eliminated, and any addict seeking treatment can 
receive it. 

We plan during the next year to contin~e to 
expand treatment capability, and will hopefully 
reach a point within that time when there ar.e no 
waiting lists anywhere in the country, and any addict 
seeking treatment can obtain it immediately. 

Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC) 

The Special Action Office believes that any addict 
who comes into contact with the criminal justice sys
tem should have an opportunity to get treatment for 
his addiction, particularly individuals who are 
released from custody while awaiting trial. SAODAP 
has developed a specialized identification, referral, 
and monitoring system called Treatment Alternatives 
to Street Crime (TASC) to identify arrested indi
viduals who have drug problems, and to open the . 
door to treatment. 

TASC programs are currently being established in 
18 major cities in the country. The program is 
already actively functioning in Washington, D.C., 
Philadelphia, and Wilmington, Del. At the time of 
arrest, accused felons in certain categories have an 
opportunity for voluntary counseling and urine 
screening. If they are found to have drugs in their 
urine, they become eligible to be placed in treatment 
prior to trial at the discretion of the arraigning judge. 
If a patient does well in the carefully monitored 
treatment, the charges against him can be held in 
abeyance and subsequently dropped, if appropriate. 

We feel that the development of the TASC pro
gram can result in the diversion of large numbers of 
addicts out of the criminal justice system and into 
treatment. The program is not only an alternative to 
incarceration, but also hopefully will act as a deter
rent to crime and will result in a decrease in recidiv
ism. This program, if successful, can be a model for 
all cities to utilize. 

Central Intake Facilities 

In many cities treatment programs are fragmented 
and uncoordinated. Coordination in the drug abuse 
treatment area should not lag behind that of other 
health services. 

In Chattanooga, Tenn., there are 12 different drug 
treatment programs as yet uncoordinated with the 95 
JiUajOl' health services programs connected by an 00-



line computerized intake and referral system. The 
integration of health services has significant systems, 
client, and social benefits. The consolidation of 
accounting systems, transportation, purchasing, data 
Drocessing, and other support services has enabled 
the city of Chattanooga to effect numerous econo-
mies in one year's time. .", 

The benefits to the client also are impressive in 
terms of the service he ,actually receives. Data from 
the Applied Human Service Systems laboratory at 
Brander.s University show that, on the average, 60 
percent of clients seeking social services are turned 
away without services. One has only four chances 
out of lOaf getting even one service. If a client must 
be referred, the probability that he will receive a.ssis
tance decreases further. The odds are less than 1 in 5 
(17 percent) that a client actually gets to a place to 
which he;s ref.)rred and gets treated. The probability 
of a client actually receiving treatment is greatly 
improved where there are central or coordinated 
intake facilities. 

Integrating services also provides many benefits to 
society, especially in the drug abuse area. There Can 
be reduced costs to taxpayers through significant 
increases in efficiency and a decrease in abuse and 
perhaps crime. For example, in cities where several 
methadone programs are being operated simulta
neously a patient c,an very easily go from one to 
another and register at several facilities. An 
integrated, centralized system could prevent this by 
providing for the first time an on-line information 
land updatable social indicator system for a city. 

In order to realize the~e benefits' the SpeciaL 
Action Office will be funding 10 central intake facil
ities in' selected. cities during the next year. Such 

facilities have already been established in Atlanta, 
Miami,::md Washington, D.C. ' 

The central intake facility will provide a single 
entry point for any addict or drug abuser seeking 
treatment. The client will come to that facility and 
receive not only emergency treatment but also a 
complete medical and psydlOlogical evaluation. He 
will continue to come to that facility as long as he 
needs to be treated acutely, and as long as the 
workup and evafuation are going on. 

Once the most llPpropriate long-term treatment 
for the individual r.ias been determined, he will be 
transferred-not r,eferred-to whatever long-term 
treatment facility/lin the community appears most 
appropriate for ~~s needs. This might include hospi
talization, reside'.lce in a therapeutic community, or 
methadone maintenance. In the case of the latter, 
new guidelines should insure that good records will 
be kept, and the client given counseling and suitable 
rehabilitation, including job training if necessary. An 
attempt will be made to allow the client to enter a 
facility near his home and most convenient for him. 

The development of central intake facilities will, 
we hop,;:,., eliminate multiple _registration, guarantee 
that an addict can always be assured of receiving 
treatment no lnatter what place he first visits, and 
insure that he receives the type of treatment most 
beneficial to hun. The development of central intake 
facilities should facilitate integration with already 
coordinated human service delivery systems where 
thw exist and stimulate further coordination where 
th~y do not. 

In any case, the SAODAP central intake facilities 
should be a model for an integrated human social 
service system. 
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~. Part IV 

First 
And 
Secon'd 
Forum 
Sessions 

, INTi(ODUCTION 

!'i'l 
" . 

The First and Second Forum Sessions were a 
series of small seminars, divided by discipline and 
then subdivided into groups of manageable size. In 
addition to the seminars on the major disciplines
Police, Courts, Corrections, and Community Crime 
Prevention-a special seminar, Criminal Justice 
Information and' Statistics, was devoted to the mea
surement of crime, crime statistics, and evaluation of 
program results. 

Police and Corrections disciplines were divided 
into 12 groups each, and Courts and Community 
Crime Prevention into six groups. Discussion leaders 
and assigned topics covered review of all standards. 
Each seminar was provided with a Reporter who 
summarized the discussion. In view of the repetition 
of these sessions; these Reporters' notes were sum
marized by discipline, concentrating on delegate 
opinion, consensus on which attitudes could effect 
the greatest change, and general attitudes towarcl the 
Conference. 

These forum sessions constituted a thorough analy
sis of the. standards in each discipline. Discussions 
at these meetings revealed the differences in practices 
and needs across the country but also emphasized 
that similar problems exist nationwide, such as the 
long delays in the courts for litigation and adjudica
tion of cases. In addition, they showed that not"all 
,standards tostreamliue the system and speed up the 

processing of justice could be implemented in the 
. same way in all areas of the country with the same 
results. 

Police 

The Police seminars were divided among the levels 
of police agency responsibility-State, county, and 
city. The 12 seminar reports' were combini;ld accord
ing to area and summarized; thus, there are three 
Police summaries: State, county, and City. 

In' the State summary, delegates questioned the 
emphasis on the police chief executive, rather. than 
on political leaders, throughout the Police report, as 
well as the isolation of the police from the other dis
ciplines in the criminal justice system. It was gener
ally agreed that the standards relating to State police 
agencies required further· research. With these 
exceptions, delegates in the State seminars supported 
the Police standards. ..' 

At the c~unty me~tings, delega~es said that having 
representatives from each of the four task forces 
would have provided a more meaningful exchange of 
information because the discussion pr~arily 
involved. standards from other disciplines-e.g., plea 
negotiation, regionalization of detention services, and 
release on personal recognizance. 
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At the city meetings, discussion showed that there 
was disagreement over a number of standards; that 
some agencies already practiced many of the sugges
tions;and that many members were concerned that 
their presence at the Conference might be interpreted 
as full support of the Commission reports. 

Courts 

The six Courts seminars reviewed aU the chapters 
in the Working Papers, with the exception of those 
on screening and diversion, which had been dis
cussed in detail at tht~ Third Conference Session. 

Although plea nt:l:gotiation had also been consid
ered I1t that, session II it was considered so important 
and controversial thf.tt further discussion in the small 
group situations of the forum sessions was war
ranted. The Commission's reasons for rejec~ing plea 
negotiation were reviewe{!; nonetheless, most Courts 
delegates opposed the Commission's position. 

There was general support of the Commission's 
standards on increasing speed and efficiency in the 
court process and on sentencing. The standards call
ing for unified single-stage review was judged worth 
experimentation, but delegates withheld blanket 
endorsement of the entire process as outlined by the 
Commission. Adoption of the} Missouri Plan to select 
judges was debated widely; some delegates thought 
that a standard dealing with judicial selection, dis
cipline, and removal was too conttoversial to be 
included in a report seeking general acceptance. 

The standards dealing with unification of State 
court systems, the establishment of court adminis
trators, and the upgrading of the office of the prose
cution all received general support from the Courts 
delegates. The standards dl~aling with upgrading the 
office of public defender were questioned in the areas 
of selection, salaries, duties, and workload. 

Corrections 

At the 12 Corrections seminars, delegates 
expressed skepticism about the value af the Confer. 
ence if the Commission reports did not reflect any 
input from the delegates. 

Centralization of State corrections systems was 
rejected by most of the Corrections delegates. 
De,:elopment of managerial objectives in corrections 
systems, the isolation of corrections from tho com
munity, measurements of success, inmate rights, 
alternatives to incarceration) prison construction, 
disparity in sentencing, and probation and parole 
were debated extensively. 
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The delegates agreed that education of the public 
was mandatory in gaining :lceptance of not only the 
Corrections standards but the standards of the other 
disciplines as well. There was a need to develop an 
on-going system to promote the adoption of these 
standards, the delegates said. 

Community Crime Prevention 

Delegates at the six forum sessions 011 Community 
Crime Prevention felt that the most significan4 topic 
under discussion was citizen involvement. The dele
gates enthusiastically agreed that citizen involvement 
in the prevention, treatment, and control of delin
'quency and crime was necessary if success was to be 
achieved. The burden of crime prevention was on the 
public, not on the agencies of the criminal ju!:.tice 
system, they said. 

The delegates stressed the necessity for advisory 
councils, court-watching teams, volunteers in proba
tion and parole services, and above all, educational 
forums to broaden public understat\ding ,of the 
causes of crime and of the agencies 6f the criminal 
justice system. Further, the public must develop 
piiiiiii6d and continuous programs, rather than 
responding only to .crisis situations. A creative and 
cooperative relationship between the public and 
criminal justice professionals must be established, 
the delegates said. 

Three other topics-integrity in government, edu
cation, and employment-also were debated. White 
collar crime among public officials was related to 
street crime; to have respect for the law, the public 
must have confidence in its govflrnment officials. 
Despite criticism of some aspects of education, dele
gates said the schools cannot be held responsible for 
all the problems of society. In the area of employ
ment, the delegates felt that the business community 
was hampered in its juvenile hiring programs by min. 
imum wage, insurance, and other Federal laws. 
Round-the-clock employment in public service proj
ects for juveniles and on-the-job training with suit
able pay for hard-~ore unemployables were 
r:';:J.phasized as important aspects of preventing crime 
through employment. 

Criminal Justice System 

The single, special forum session on Criminal J us
tice Information and Statistics studied the standards 
and recomme,ndations of the Criminal Justice Syste';' 
volume for Police, Courts, and Corrections. 

The delegates discussed the need for using the 
Computerized Criminal History data bank, the 
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National Crime Information Center, and the Offen
det-":9ased Transaction System. 

In tue area of Police, the Commission had defined 
the serVices that data systems should provide, rather 
than dt\'veloping detailed standards on specific sys
tems. These services included dispatch support, 
crime analysis, resource allocation, retrieval of 

information, and crime data collection. These stan
dards. wer<~ discussed and debated in detail. The 
delegates thought thot the lack of national standards 
in some areas had delayed the development of the 
interfacing :~equirements of local systems. 

The stal\1dards dealing with Corrections and 
Courts also were outlined and discussed briefly. 

----------------------------------~ 



Chapter 10 
Police 
Summary 
First and Second 
Forum Sessions 

Introduction 

Police Summary, Wednesday, 
January 24, 197~, 2:00 p.m., 
and Thursday, January 25, 
1973, 2:30 p.m. 

The Police forum sessions were divided among the 
levels of police agency responsibility-State, county, 
and city. All forum sessions covered the standards 
from the Working Papers. The forum session reports 
have been combined; insteacl of 12 session reports, 
there are three: Statel county, and city. 

Following are summaries of the Police forum ses
sions, arranged by State, county, and city ,!eports. 
Under each section, the standards discussed and the 
action taken by the forum session are reported. 
Under each standard, a report ot} the discussion of 
the forum session participants also is included. 

State 

Standard 1.2, Limits of Autharity 

It was emphatically recommended that the term 
"reasonable force" be used unifbrmly in place of 
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"mininmm force" throughout the report. In one 
forum session it was moved, and the motion was car
ried, that staqdards should require that all States 
that have a statewide police agency-whether desig
nated highway patrol or other-grant full police 
powers to 'such agencies. The motion was not 
intended to change current responsibilities. 

Standard 1.2(2), Limits of Authority 

In Standard 1.2(2), concern was expressed over 
the use of the term "minimum force," and the group 
recommended to the Commission that the words be 
changed to"onlythe amount of force necessary." 

Standard 1.6, Public Understanding of the Police 
Role 

It was agreed that there is a police role in school 
pro~ams on both an intermittent and a permanent 
baSIS. However, care should be used in selecting 
qualified officers in this area. It was also proposed 
that when adult education courses involved police 
skills, police officers should teach the course. State 
agencies can engnge in police-community relations 
programs, but it is impractical for them to engage in 
school teaching programs. 



Standard 3.1, Crime Problem Identification and 
Resource Development 

This'standard requires meeting with elements of 
the public on a periodic basis to assist the depart
ment in identifying problems within the community. 
The types of groups will vary with the community. 

Standard 3.2, Crime Prevention 

It was thought that this standard was directed 
more toward the local agency. However, State 
agencies were not opposed to it, and some are 
becoming involved i.n crime prevention programs. 

Stanrlard 4.1, Cooperation and Coordinauon 

The forum sessions endorsed the general concept 
of cooperation and coordination between the police 
and other elements of the criminal justice system. 
Support was also given to the training of other ele
ments of the criminal justice system, particularly 
local detectives. 

Recommendation 4.1, Alcohol and Drug Abuse 
Centers 

Alcohol and drug abuse centers were generally 
supported by the forum sessions. However, consid
erable objection was raised to the procedure detailed 
in the third paragraph under Civil CoU'unitment of 
Addicts, because of the possibiHty that any crime 
might be related dirccdy or indirectly to drug abuse. 
This se.t.:l.ion has been the subject of spedfic abuse in 
the State of New York, where this same process has 
been used repeatedly as a refuge for all types of 
criminal acts. 

Standard 4.3, Diversion 

DiVet~Jion was supported by the group, with the 
exception that the term "victimless crime" be 
explicitly defined as to specific offenses covered by 
the term. 

Standard 5.1, Responsibility for Police Service 

There was some discussion on this standard. Spe
cifically, most State investigative/technical unit.ft are 
5-day, 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. units. There is a need to con~ 
sider greater deployment and the use of 24-hour 
answering setvices. It was agreed that a minimum of 
10 personnel per agency would be controverSial, but 
that it is probably practical. There was concerp 
about the areas t~at 'combine urban-r1;1ral districts 
and areas where small agencies are far removed from 
other agencies. Witb respect to coverage, it was sug-

gested that emphasis be placed on the supervisory 
structure. 

Standard 8.1(2), Establishing the Role of the Pnn-ol 
Officer 

In the discussion of this standard, it Was thought 
that the recommended response times were not prac
tical for rural areas. 

Standard 8.3, Deployment of Patrol Officers 

During the discussion of this standard~lit was 
brought out that local agencies should have the use 
of State computers for manpower allocation. 

Standard 9.4, State Speciali!lts 

This was a controversial issue. The State agencies 
are very reluctant to have local qhiefs direct the State 
specialist. States feel they have the right to control 
investigation, as they ar~ required by law to conduct 
the investigation when the local agency cannot. They 
feel that the State specialist would be ineffective if 
they suddenly reverted to local control by the local 
chief. The group thought the local direction aspect 
was not clearly spelled out. 

Standard 9.4(3), State Specialists 

The forum group took exception to the wording of 
this standard and voted unanimously to change this 
section to read as follows: " .•. work: under the 
direction of the local police chief executive. This 
does not preclude State specialists from conducting 
independent investigations consistent with their 
authority." Another forum gr01)p re~ommended that 
this section conclude after " ... support of the local 
agency," eliminating the remainder of the sentence 
starting with "and that these ... " 

S~.ndard ~2.2, The Crime Laboratory 

There was much concern about State agencies 
undertaking to provide laboratory. and other services 
for local agencies. Local agencies can become 
dependent upon the State. If the State legislature 
refuses to continue to provide services, local agencies 
will then be in a bind because they have relied upon 
the State for the serlice. One reconnnendation was 
offered that the State agency seek Federal funding 
for such things as satellite labs. If the State legisla
ture accepts the program and the Federal financing, 
then it is committed to continue operational financ
ing of the program after it is iilitiated. 

Lab technician workload is a problem. Testifying 
in court only compounds the problem. A question 
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was raised a\'\ to whether one lab technician could 
testify to another's examination. Seeking autharity to 
use this type of testimony, if cailed for, was the only 
suggestion offered. There was no known situation 
where one lab technician could testify to another's 
exam. 

One area in which women have been employed 
with satisfactory results was as laboratory tech
nician:;. There was wide agreement on this from sev~ 
eral officials whO' have women as lab technicians. 

Financing of lab services as recommended in the 
Police Task Force report should be one suggested 
method of financing rather than the standard 
method. In the same vein, concern was expressed 
about the wordingj "every agency shall develop" cer
tain capabilities. Development of these capabilities 
may be impractical for an agency with limited 
resources. Can the agency acquire them through 
some other agency through such methods as 
regionalization? 

Standard 13.3, MinOlity Recruiting 

Minority recruiting was discussed thoroughly. The 
group accepted the standard, with the exception of 
the recommendation that the administrator take 
affirmative action rather than wait for caurt action. 

Standard 13.3(1), Minority Recruiting 

The delegates objected to ratios for minority offi
(.;ers and thought that this amounted to setting 
quotas. 

StsHldard 19.2, Complaint Reception Procedures 

There was general agreement on this standard. It 
was thought that it would fares tall civil rights 
investigations and complaints. Agencies must 
seriously implement this. 

Standard 23.1, PoUce Use 0« the Telephone SI ,lem 

Apparently, this standard. is a real problem. Few 
agencies have capabilitles or plans for disasters and 
off-hour excessive demands. Unlisted numbers-for 
retention and use by departrnlent employees in emer
gency situations-must be maximized. The cooper~ 
ation of the telephone company should be 
maximized to install connections that will be avail
able for immediate use in emergencies. These lines 
ate usually free of cost until they are used. Several 
delegates thought security of telephones and radios 
was a real problem. Passible ties with training of 
communications personnel (i.e., with Associated 
Public Safety Cammunications Officers, Inc.) were 
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suggested. Security of facilities should be 
emphasized. 

Statewide radio networks and the 911 system were 
discussed. Concern was expressed over the costs. 
After discussion it was determined that the concepts 
of the standards were important and the implemen
tation costs secondary. 

Standard 23.1(3), Radio Communication 

A mation was passed to add "if methods for 
reliably swjtching it are not available" to' the 
standard. 

Standard Z3.2, Command and Control Operations 

There was much discussion of this standard. This 
cannot b~ implemented without Federal assistance in 
getting police wider frequency use. The Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration must force 
the issue with the Federal Communications Commis
sion. This will be an even greater problem as radio 
use increases as these standards dictate. Police must 
be. able to talk to other policemen. 

Other Areas of Concern 

Discussians of a more general nature-not neces·· 
sarily relating to specific standards--centered an a 
number of'ssues. . 

Community involvement with the agency was dis
cussed, and it was agreed that, while community 
input is needed, the final decision must be made by 
the police chief executive. A survey of the public 
regarding the activities of each agency will provide 
the administrators with insight into the activities of 
the agency, as well as provide political incentive for 
additional funding in some instances. 

A consensus of a forum group recommended a 
subsequent study to include standards for Federal 
components of the criminal justice system as appli
cable to supporting or providing assistance to local 
agencies. 

Offender-based tracking systems were discussed 
and supported. 

Concern wa$ expressed regarding clagged courts, 
which create a backlog of cases. The group endorsed 
the 60-day adjudication process, but remained 
skeptical that this could be accomplished. In a dis
cussion, it was determined that plea negotiation was 
not the concern of the palice except when it results 
in the complete release of the offender. 

Concern was expressed about setting height stand~ 
ards for police candidates. What is the justification 
far setting height minimums? Diverse experiences 
were discussed. 



, Summary 

Questions were raised as to the reason for the 
emphasis on the chief ell:ecutive throughout the 
Report on Police. Why were legislators and other 
poHticalleaders not addressed in this report? It was 
explained that the report focused upon qle chief 
executive because he was the one who would have to 
convert and convince the individuals in the political 
arena about the standards and goals. 

The question was also raised as to why police 
were isolated from other members of the various diu
ciplines in the criminal justice system. It was 
explained that police must first solidify their own 
ranks with the standards and goals and then interact 
with other members of the criminal justice system. 

It was generally agreed that the standards in the 
State area were weak. These standards for State 
agencies ne~d more indepth work. One example dis
cussed was the resistance to assigning State officials 
to work under the direction of a local chief of police. 
The consensus was that the State officer would be 
assigned to make an investigation, but he would be 
controlled and directed by his own supervisor. He 
should, of course, take advantage of the suggestions 
from, and knowledge of, the police chief executive. 

With the exc~ptions indicated, the forum sessions 
supported the Police standards. A motion was made 
and passed in one forum session that the standards 
discussed be adopted in principle and concept. 

County 

Standard 1.1, The Police Function 

One participant expressed concern over specifying 
a police role that eliminated noncriminal, but tra
ditional, police tasks such as leash laws, etc. The 
fear was that tht~ public would not tolerate the police 
limiting their role. The question "who do you pass 
the buck to" was raised. 

Standard 1.1(2), The Police Function 

Community attitudes toward crime are of great 
importance and should not be relegated to a low pri
ority. It was felt that the police role must be deter .• 
mined at the local level by the polic'? chief executive. 
He should enunciate policy that assures that the 
objectives, priorities, poi1cies, and practices adopted 
by the agency are consistent with the law, the needs 
of local government, and the public. This policy will 
guide the operational decisionmaking of the police 
officers under his command. 

Standard 1.2, Limits of Authority 

A question was rliised relative to the inclusion of 
the phrase "minimum amount necessary" in refer
ence to force used by the ,police. It was noted that 
the W'Jrd minimum was tbo vague and subject to 
misinterpretation. The use of the word could result 
in civil actions and other legal difficulties for the 
police. Where the authority of the police in most 
State statutes uses the words "reasonable," or "nec
essary," it was the unanimous opinion of the forum 
sessions that the word "mirlhnum!! be deleted from 
the standard. 

Standard 1.4, Comul'unieating with the Public 

Winning the battle for effective community rela
tior,i'il hinget; upon the efforts of each individual offi." 
cer, rather than Upol1those of a selected community 
relations officer. More community involvement and 
understanding of the police role is needed. Mention 
was m!\de of the policy of paying bonuses to bilin
gual officers in appropriate areas. 

There was some discussion of, and much support 
for, keeping the public informed. Some delegates 
encouraged the others to develop school and tide
along programs. Good, active press relations were 
supported. 

Standard 1.6, Public UnderSmn"ing of the 'Police 
Role 

Police still do not frequentiy interact with the gen" 
era I public and need to do S0" Furthermore, retired 
officers are excellent resources for police school edu
cational programs. School security was mentioned, 
and it was pointed out that it is best handled by 
school security officers. 

Almost aU attendees agreed that the police need to 
have a much greater role in the schools than they 
presently do. Most agreed that the police must speak 
in the community much more frequently. 

It was sU,ggested that the need for educating par" 
ents as to their responsibilities with respect to the 
law is just as great as the need for educathlg 
children. 

An objection was raised about the use of the term 
police officer throughout the report. Some attendees 
thought that a term such as peace officer or law 
enforcement officer would more properly describe 
those in the profession~ i.e., Federal agents, sheriffs, 
State troopers, etc. 

Standard 3.2, Crime Prevention 

In the area of volunteer neighborhood programs, 
the comment was made that the public is generally 
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apathetic and reluct,ant to get involved in crime pre
vention programs, Fucther discussion emphasized 
the need for law enforcement to take the programs to 
the public and attempt to overcome the~r apathy by 
introducing ideas such as sharing and publicity and 
credit· fot crime reduction with businesses, schools, 
civic organizations, and other contributing groups. 

A question was raised as to the difficulty of draft
ing and obtaining legislation requiring minimum 
security standards in a given community, as recom
mended by the standard. It was noted that model 
legislation in this arl',a was available from the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

The problem of the reluctance of some business
men to prosecute offenders, such as shoplifters, was 
raised. Such attitudes can be reversed if law 
enforcement will take the issue to the people con
cerned and explain t~~ need for their cooperation. 

Standard 4.1, Coop6l'ation and Coonlination 

There was general agreement that the major delay 
in bringing criminal cases to trial can be attributed to 
the courts. It is felt that the police are fulfilling their 
obligation of apprehending suspected criminal 
defendants, completing the necessary crime and 
arrest reports, and bringing their findings to the dis
trict attorney's office. 

It was agreed that relations between the police and 
other elements of the criminal justice system could 
be substantially strengthened by training police offi
cers about the objectives and functions of other parts 
of the system, and reciproc~l tra~njng of other ele
ments regarding th~ police role. 

Recommandation 4.1, Alcohol ~nd Drug Abuse 
Centers 

With regard to akohoI detoxification centers, 
there was consensus on dec);· ,ninalizing drunkenness 
unaccompanied by criminal acts. The forum gener
ally endorsed the diversion c~ ilOncriminal drunks 
from the criminal justice system. Mention was made 
that the new Ohio penal code no k:ager contains any 
alcohol-related offenses. 

St~ndal'd 4.2, Police Operational Effectiveness Within 
the Criminal.Justice System 

It was I.lgreed that inter.~.gency task forces are a 
good idea and are particularly effective when 
employed to combat narcotic or drug problems. The 
standard was endorsed with the qualification that it 
cannot be effected without the cooperation of judges, 
prosecutors, and defense attorneys. The Ohio system 
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was mentioned, wherein defense attorneys have limi
tations on the number of concurrent cases they may 
handle. 

Standard 4.3, Divelsion 

Delegates agreed that diversion is a souwl idea, 
but that there must be a facility to which offenders 
can be directed before diversion can become a work
able concept. ,Participants supported diversion for 
juveniles, mental cases, and some misdemeanors. 
However, they categorically refused to consider 
diversion for any felony. 

Standard 4.5, Criminal Case Followup 

There was a consensus on criminal case followup: 
Most delegates thought it was cost-effective to assign 
a man or create a unit especially for this purpose. 
Attendees also agrc~ that eventually comput
erization win be u,se(i by polke. and other criminal 
agencies. One forum session approved of police 
m.onitoring of tba jl)di~inl :system. 

Standal'd 5.1, R.esponsibiiity feu Police Service 

Police responsibility for maintaining 24-hour 
'phon~ service and the recommendation contained in 
the standard that agencies too small to comply make 
contact with others that have this capability were 
discussed. It was noted that residents in the smaller 
jurisdictions contracting for this, service are likely to 
resent paying twice for police service. One solution 
offered was to :;:equire police agencies to employ the 
number of personnel necessary to maintain around
the-clock operation and to require thoiJe unable to do 
this to become part of a regional or area police dis
trict, serviced. by one agency. Another suggestion 
was to direct more State funds to regional policing 
programs. 

Standard 5.2, Combined Police Services 

As for consolidation, it was pointed out that dif
ferent areas have different needs. However, a variety 
of possibilities exist, such as contract law 
enforcement, tax district costing, and consolidation. 
A chief of police expressed concern that combining 
services within a county may result in the dissolution 
of municipal agencies within that county. 

Delegates discussed the concept of a law 
enforcement authority in a particular area to 
enhance existing police services. No objection was 
raised to the recommendation to abolish agencies 
with fewer than 10 officers. The concept of crime 
laboratory services on the State level to assisting 
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local agencies was endorsed with the provision that 
such labs be regional in oreration. 

Standa~d $.3, Deployment of Patrol Officers 

The difficulty of obtaining sufficient personnel to 
maintain proper deployment was cited. It was neted 
that the Kansas City, Mo., Police Department is cur
rently involved in an attempt to measure the value of 
preventive patrol, and positive results might be used 
to persuade local government to allocate more funds 
for police personnel. The need for computers in 
proper manpower deployment was cited, and it was 
pointed out that these services can, in many cases~ be 
obtained from outside sources. 

Standard 9.4, State Specialists 

Delegates suggested that the county, and not nec
essarily the State, should assume more responsibility 
for criminal specialist investigations. 

Standard 12.4, The Detention System 

The main point of contention regarding the deten
tion system involves the selection of personnel to run 
temporary holding facilities. Traditionally, the per
sonnel assigned to jail duty have been relegated to a 
low status. Moreover, many have been assigned as a 
punitive measure. Some incentive should be provided 
to acquire and retain top-flight police personnel for 
the jail function. If civilians are employed, they 
should be under the direct supervision of sworn 
police personnel. 

If the State wants som.e form of control over local 
detention facilities, it should subsidize the agency. 
An example of rehabilitation in Michigan County 
was offered, wherein funding was obtained, in part, 
from the model cities organization. It was also noted 
that educational facilities can be obtained at the 
expense of the local board of education. 

Standard 13.3, Minority Recruiting 

The difficulty of recruiting minority employees 
was noted. The question was raised as to whether the 
police agency or the State Planning Agency would be 
responsible for ensuring that the agencies applying 
for Federal funds have adequate minority represen
tation. Delegates raised the problem of recruiting 
promotable minority personnel. It was suggested that 
the recruitment effort be directed toward the better
educated, best-qualified minority group members. 
One forum rejected the cl")ncept of lowering stan~ 
dards for the purpose of incre~<'\ing minority 
recruitment. ' 

Many delegates agreed ,that standards should not 

be lowered. Most felt that entrance tests should be 
culturally validated. It was stated that past marijuana 
usage, for example, in Vietnam} should not be an 
automatic disqualifier. 

Standard 17.4, Administration of Promotion and 
AdvaU(.~ement 

The question was raised as to the negative effects 
of lateral entry on morale. Lateral entry, particularly 
it the higher ranks, appears to provoke intemal 
morale problems. Several members reported that 
such effects are only temporary and precede accep
tance of the concept. In addition, one forum session 
recommended that each agency provide its officers 
with liability, false arrest, and aU other necessary 
insurance. However, marked benefits are derived 
when supervisory personnel are exchanged on an 
interagency basis for a specified period of time and 
then returned to their original agencies. 

One forum session generally approved lateral 
entry. 

Standard 19.2, Complaint Receptionlrocedu.res 

In£he area of internal discipline, a specified length 
of service should be formulated for police officers 
working as internal investigators. Such a limit upon 
length of stay would help to soften the negative atti
tudes held by other police officers against internal 
investigators. 

There was consenSllS on increasing the public's 
awareness of police misconduct/complaint proce
dures. Some attendees had little knowledge of the 
impact on the public of such action, but would not 
argue with those who did. 

The point was made that, when the FBI 
investigates t,he actions of a local police officer, it 
does not inft~rm the involved agency or the results. 

However, it, was pointed out that the standard ;rec
ommends on1;! that the complaining citizen be 
informed of the results of the investigation in ques
tiort and that such practicell can be used to advan
tage in nr::gating the need foJ;' police review boards. 

Standard 23.1, Police Use of the Telephone System 

The difficulty of implementing the 911 emergency 
number in many areas was disct.\ssed. It was sug
gested that until the difficulties c(\n be overcome, 
another method for particular areas-using some 
other easily remembered number-might be substi
tuted. It was generally agreed that the solution to the 
problems associated with implementtItion will 
require State iegislation. 

Studies have shown that when a 911 system is 
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implemented, theemexgency information received by 
the police agency can be expected to increase approx
imately 50 percent at first, and then level off to a 25 
percent increase, which will be maintained. 

It was felt that the 911 system has neither been 
adequately demonstrated nor given proper pUblicity. 
As installed and reviewed to date, the system's dis
advantages outweigh its advantages. The 911 r;ystem 
requires the employment of sophisticated comput
erized switching devices in order to function prop
erly. As the direct result of system installation costs 
and necessary increases in personnel to man such 
systems, fiscal expenditures soar. Another major dis
a,dvantage stems from the abuses to which the sys
tem is subjected by the citizens' requesting police 
units for nonemergency calls. On the other hand, the 
advantages of the system are derived from increased 
direct cormection capabilities to emergency control 
centers. 

Standard 23.3, Radio Communications 

There is a general ~eeling that increased Federal 
funding is necessary to subsidize the local agencies' 
expenditures on communications equipment. . 

Courts 

As for plea negotiation, participants from large 
urban areas thought it should be done away with, 
but added that smaller population areas might be 
better able to coordinate plea negotiation due to con
trol and consistency. 

All participants of a forum session endorsed the 
60-day trial requirements. It was pointed out that if 
judges worked a full day, caseloads would drop. 
Additionally, meeting the 60-day requirement 
actually rushes the case investigator because he must 
meet the deadline. 

General Comments 

To provide for a more meaningful exchange 
among various elements of the criminal justice sys
tem/ there should have been representatives. from 
each of the four different task forces present at each 
forum session. Most of the major areas of contention 
hwolved other elements of the criminal justice sys
tem, rather than police. Such areas of discussion as 
plea negotiation, regionalization of detention ser
vices, and prisoner release on personal recogniz!hnce 
directiy involve other elements of the criminal justice 
system-as well as the police-and need to be dis
cussed with the respective representatives of the 
other elements. 
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City 

Standard 1.2, Limits of Authority 

One solution to quick response problems (cited 
later in this summary under Standard 5.1 (1), 
Responsibility for Police Services) is to eliminate 
certain tasks from the police responsibility.- There 
was general agreement in this area and the need for 
establishing and publishing priorities was com
mented on. Several suggestions-including employ
ing nonpolice personnel to handle traffic control, 
ambulance service., escorts, etc.-were discussed. 
The important consideration is to present the prob
lem of police priorities to the governing body as well 
as to obtain agreement as to which services must be 
provided under existing and anticipated future 
agency resources. 

Standard 1.4, Communicating with the Public 

Communication with the public is mostly 
dependent upon intra-agency action, which depends 
to a large extent upon the participation of employees 
at all levels of the agency organization in the devel
opment of goals and policy. Interaction with all ele
ments of the community, including such groups as 
homosexuals and other special interest groups, 
should be encouraged. 

One ehief expressed the need to explain to the 
community why a new program is being imple
mented and how it will operate. A mayor cOilcurred, 
noting· the value of public participation and input 
when new programs are being considered. 

Several chiefs mentioned the need for, and high 
acceptance levels of, officers walking beats in the 
community to improve communications. Successful 
programs utilize officers on motorcycles and in police 
cars, who park their vehicles for periods of time to 
walk beats while remaining in radio contact with the 
police dispatcher. One agency operates a storefront 
center. It no longer provides much police service per 
se. However, it is highly valued by the community 
members because ~t serves as an access point for 
other social agencies. 

The value of the ombudsman concept was dis
cussed. Ordinarily, elected city officials should fulfill 
this role. However, in cities where elected officials 
fail to perform this role, the idea of an ombudsman 
should be considered. 

Some provisions of this standard are already in 
operation with promising results. Creation of com
munity relations experts or specialists within the 
police agency should be limited to absolute need. 
Good community relations should be practiced by all 
agency personnel, not just a few experts. Phasing out 
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community relation specialists in favor of depart
mentwide efforts should be the ultimate goat. 

Standard 1.5(2), Police Understanding of Their Role 

An extreme problem is created when police offi
cers do not live in the city or area they police. They 
are less sensitive to, and understanding of, spechic 
neighborhood problems. 

Standard 1.6, Public Understanding of the Police 
Role 

There was discussion of the value of police offi
cers in schools as well as the methods of budgeting 
school districts and police departments. In the dis
cussion of storefront centers, it was pointed out that 
there was a need to ascertain if one will serve crime 
prevention needs, as well as a public relations 
function. 

Standard 1.6(2), Public Understanding of the Police 
Role 

Several chiefs disliked the use of numbers to 
establish department size. One chief of a 30-roan 
department has a man teaching in school and feels 
that the 400-man size mentioned in the report will be 
used by politically motivated councilmen to under
mine his program. He and others requested that con
sideration be given to deletion of all numbers to 
indicate size of department. He went on to comment 
that if this was not possible, the Commission should 
mak~ a strong statement emphasizing that these are 
minimum standards and should not be construed as 
restricting forward-looking departments. 

Standard 1.6(4), Public Understanding of the Police 
Role 

Youth programs should be engaged in by police 
officers, preferably on a volunteer basis. Sponscdng 
juvenile programs should be avoided if the result is a 
drain on manpower that results in an adverse effect 
upon primary policing objectives. 

The importance of involving parents in juvenile 
programs and the process of communicating to par
ents through their children were discussed. A bal
ance that maintains the confidence of children as 
well as their parents must be attained. 

Standard 3.1, Crime Problem Identification and 
Resource Development 

Team policing was still thought to be a somewhat 
unproven approaeh. Undoubtedly, the theory is 
good. Organizational fragmentation and problems of , 

control and coordination must be guarded against 
when trying a team policing concept. Inadequate 
supervision, particularly at the first line level, also 
can be a defect. The neighborhood meeting concept 
was seen to be a good idea. However, caution must 
be used to guard against creating undue expectations 
of service levels that exceed an agency's ability. On 
the other hand, apathy may also prevail in many 
communities. 

Standard 3.2, Crime Prevention 

It was generally agreed that a chief implementing 
any volunteer program should stress the requirement 
that volunteers should not take enforcement action. 
Overenthusiastic volunteers represent the greatest 
hazard to this type of program. Two volunteer pro
grams implemented by members of the forum ses
sions were mentioned as successful programs in this 
area: Operation Crime Stop in Titusville, Fla., and 
the March on Crirne in Greenville, Pa. 

One chief thought that inspecting buildings for 
their security-soundness was a good idea. However, 
he questions where he will getthe manpower to do it. 
Another dhief said he has a security unit and finds 
that contractors are eager to consult the security unit 
experts. Florida's building code is a State law. It will 
be necessary to change the code to include this 
provision. 

One chief was concerned that tenants may destroy 
safety equipment and that the landlord would be 
liable. He felt this was an inequity. Another chief 
thought there are many higher priorities to be met in 
his city before this type of provision could even be 
considered. . 

A mayor thought that the police should be con
sulted when writing the buHdingcode, but that 
security provisions of the code should be enforced by 
building inspectors. A chief thought that a logical 
place to start implementing building security stan
dards is to assist contractors building apartment 
complexes. He noted that the COI).tractors are looking 
forbelp. ' 

There was some discussion of civilian Volunteers 
who own citizen-band radios notifying police of traf
fic accidents, etc. Police should provide both guide.. 
lines and limited training. 

In summary, delegates thought that the standard 
was good because it makes the police active, rather 
than reactive. Such activities may also be used as the 
basis for increases in budgetary funds. Sections lb, 
1d, and 19 were particularly applauded. 

StandardJ.2(1), Crime Pre'Vention 

Operation Identification and Exact Force pro
grams were stressed. 
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Standard 3.2(3), Crime Prevention 

In this area, there may be community opposition 
due to police intervention. Therefore, there must be 
pUblicity and coordination of the efforts. 

Standard 4.1, Cooperation ailld Coordination 

There is a widespread lack of mutual under~ 
standing and adequate rapport between police 
agencies, courts, and other segments of the criminal 
justice system. This standard was acceptable to the 
delegates and several agencies have employed recom. 
mended provisions in whole 01' in part. The 60-day 
limit in bringing cases to trial is an excellent provi
sion from the police standpoint, but it was thought 
that this factor was a court prerogative and outside 
the control of police agencies. Some thought this 
limit would be very difficult to implement. 

The discussion of coordinating councils stressed 
the importance of their t~stablishment and the 
inclusion of private citizens as members. 

Recommendation 4.1, Alcoltol and Dmg Abllse 
Centers 

According to one chief, one specific problem that 
would require State legislation would be a law to 
exempt officers from civil suit for false arrest if per
suns are to be taken into custody without charges 
being placed. One chief suggested that the State 
should provide transportation to detoxification cen
ters if meaningful reductions are to be made in police 
manpower expenditures for a health problem. 
Another chief replied that transportation is provided 
by State personnel in Massachusetts. 

One delegate noted that when detoxification cen
ter laws are drafted, police input should be included. 
In his State, persons under the influence must be 
transported home or to a hospital and may not be 
taken to a police facility. He commented that this 
has placed a real burden on small departments that 
I;lre not located near a hospital. There is a drain on 
hospital manpower when a drunk cannot remember 
his home address. The delegate states the problem is 
necessitating a change in their State law to include 
more flexibility in drunk dispositions. 

There is a need to restrict diversion to alcohol and 
drug abuse centers to those individuals who have 
committed no substantive offense other than being 
under the influence of or addicted to alcohol or 
drugs. Those who commit other. offenses or who are 
a danger to others should only be diverted dependent 
upon an assessment of the gravity·.of the crim\). 
Again, there is a need for the 24-hour aV~flability of 
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such clinics and centers in order for the sytem to 
'."ork. One drawback to the recommendation is that 
it will not result in a substantiai savings in manpower 
for field officers. Police will still be required to tie up 
manpower transporting and otherwise processing the 
individuals. The cost of such a system may exceed 
that of the current practice of incarceration. The 
question arosl! as to the objective of the recommen
dation. Is it designed to help free police from han-
dling addicts? . 

If so, then the entire process should be handled by 
another agency, including identifying, transporting, 
and processing. The Department of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare was suggested as a possible 
resource for reseat'ch and recommendations 011 this 
possibility. 

St.mdard 4.2J Police Operational Effectiveness Within 
the Criminal Justice System 

The discussion centered on extending the on-call 
cor.lcept to all witnesses. Improving reporting and 
tc:lstifying procedures to maximize effective' use of 
time was also emphasized. One mayor stated that his 
city has a successful on-call system for the municipal 
court. However, they have no such system for high 
courts. Many chiefs thought that it would be difficult 
to secure court cooperation in establishing an on-call 
subpena system. 

A chief said that his city has computerized all 
court information and that the system has greatly 
improved the court scheduling and eliminated many 
unnecessary delays in getting cases to trial. For 
example, if an attorney is scheduled to handle a case 
in one court, the computer program will prevent any 
other cases requiring the attorney's presence in 
another court during the same time period. 

In general, there were few difficulties with this 
standard. It was acknowledged as necessary and 
faiily easy to implement. 

As a result of this standard and the question of 
paid overtime, a discussion of police unions fol
lowed. Several delegates thought that strong union 
activity was inevitable throughout the police service 
and that the group should consider methods of cop
ing with the situation. It was pointed out that this 
subject was addressed by the Commission, although 
the material was not included in the Working Papers. 
It was brought up that police unions are a factor that 
will make implementation of many standards difficult 
due to labor contract restrictions and requirements. 

Standard 4.3, Diversion 

Several chiefs practiced diversion in certain areas, 
for example, informal hearings foJ;' juveniles, and 
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detoxification centers. 'the importance of providing 
diversion resources for first-time juvenile offender:l 
was stressed. Others voiced the opinion that only 
courts should conduct the diversion process. Many 
stated that State C:1.abling legislation would be :re
quired before diversio.:\ by police would be possible. 

There was strong objection to the last paragraph 
of the commentary regarding victimless crime. This 
paragraph did not seem consistent with most 
enlightened police thinking. This paragraph should 
be reviewed to determine if it is consistent with the 
Commission's position on criminal code reform. 

Standard 4.5, Criminal Case Followup 

The concept of greater involvement of police in 
the criminal justice system was generally accepted. 
Specialized training to' enable' p'aralegal ,officers to 
advise other officers on operational' legal problems 
was also discussed. • ' ' 

, . .. t ; r ~. '1 !, ~ ! 

Standard 5.1, R.esponsibility for Police StrrVice 

There was general agreement that tab people are 
entitled to 24-hour police service, but tQet« 'were 
diverse opinions on whether or not 'a department of 
less than 10 men could provide an or a part of this 
service. This produced much, discussion on whether 
police departments of less than 1 0 men should be 
eliminated. One chief thought the people of his State 
would not accept this. 

Another chief stated that services could not be 
obtained from the next higher level of government 
without paying for it, and he thought that many 
would prefer that the money go for an inferior local 
department with local control. 

In gener,ai, the .forum session attendees agreed that 
regiona1izt~tion 01: services on a cooperative basis 
shouid be '~tressed, rather than forced merging of 
agencies. . ' > 

There was a discussion of the diversity of the size 
of the cities represented in one of the forum sessions. 
Some attendees from highly urban areas thOUght. tbat 
problems of the agencies represented were tao 
diverse. . 

Reducing response time to service calls Was 
emphasized as an important factor in crime control 
and criminal apprehension rates. The time limits rec
ommtmded by. the repurt for' emergency and X.1on
emergency calls may not be realistic under existirtg 
personnel constraints for most agencies, particularly . 
smaller jurisdictions and those responsible for large 
rural areas. " 

There was criticism of lack of information ,pn 
management techniques and organizational devel-

opment, particularly from outside of the police ser-
vice area. . 

Standard 5.2, Combined Police Services 

Most delegates believed the idel'l to be good, but 
public resistance and resentment can be expected 
due to the home rule philosophy. The permissive lan..
guage of the standar9- with respect to enabling legis
lation is good 'because it opens the doot to 
consolidation in appropriate cases. 

Experiences of Jacksonville, Fla., Nassau County, 
N.Y .. anti other places were cited as good examples 
of implementing this standard. Some consideration 
should be given to establishing certain exempt ser
yices by State statute, including police service newly 
chartered cities could not provide. The effect might 
be to fOJ'ce cities to annex rather than fragment the 
provision of police services: However, a caveat was 
sounded to the effect that bigness was not necessarily 
goodness. 

Several chiefs stated that State enabling legislation 
will be required in their State before consolidation of 
police services can be effected. One chief stated that 
the terms regionaIization and contract servIces were 
more acceptable than <;:onsolidfl.tion when discussing 
the combining of police services with small commu
nities anxious to maintain their identities. 

There was acknowledgement that metropolitaniza
tion is not practical for all in the immediate future, 
btlt that either forms of consolidation should be 
immediately pursued. . 
. A major benefit of consolidation appears to be the 

upgrading of smaller agencies to new levels of effi
ciency and effectiven.'ess. 
, The question of obtai!ling LEAA funding for such 
consolidation was raised. The feeling was that the 
funds would be made available. 

There was long and heated debate concerning 
postemployment residency rttquirements. There was 
no consensus. Some thought they wereimprofession-
3.', while others felt that they are excellent in bring
ing the people and the police together. 
" 

Stsndard 5.2(Z), Combined Poli~e Servltes 

I The phras~ "10 sworn employees" was discussed. 
One commentator thought that the phrase might well 
Clictate the re~tructuring Qf 39,000 police agencies in 
the country. Several other delegates thought that the 
phrase would tend to professionalize the smaller 
agencies, eliminate the part-time policemen; and 
improve ov~rall police service. Many delegates from 
smaller ag,encies gave examp!es of poor or 
inadequate police service that would be significantly 
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aided by such a standard. It was strongly suggested 
that the standard be supported and that legislation 
be sO~lght to facilitate its implementation. 

Standard 9.3, Annual Review of Agency Specification 

The group felt that determining the use of special
ization on the basis of agency size alone was arbi
trary. Individual agency needs must be considered as 
well as size. 

Standard 12.4, The Detention System 

There was general agreement that city police do 
not belong in the long-term detention field. 

Standard 13.3, Minority Recruiting 

There was general agreement on this standard. 
Most agencies are actively recruiting in the minority 
communities. Success bas been limited, particularly 
in recruiting adequate numbers, of black officers. 

The delegates were against lowering employment 
standal'ds to hire anyone, They believed entry stand
ards must be based on merit and ability alone. 

There was a lengthy discussion of Federal court 
deCisions requiring the hiring of unqualified minority 
members to fulfill quotas. One forum member stated 
that the message is clear that affirmative minority 
recruitment programs are needed t<;l preclude court 
action. 

AU agieed on the difficulty involved in recruiting 
qualified minority memb~rs. It was also agreed that 
there should be no lowering of standiards. One chief 
stated that he would hire a female l:1"pplic~mt during 
the n~:,;:c Week for solo car duty. , 

n~ere was discussion of the arrest record and 
mh::l.or conviction record problem that occasionally 
ptesents itself during minority recruitment as well as 
during normal recruitment. The general feeling was 
that there is a sufficient pool of otherwise qualified 
minority applicants, and that general moral charac
ter should be the criterion. However, written tests 
and other hiring procedures should be reviewed to 
eliminate built-in bias. 

The delegates recommendl!d that the paragraph 
relative to "compensating factors" be stricken from 
the report. This provision appears to contradict other 
portions of the standard. 

Standard 13.3(1), Minority Recruiting 

Some delegates addressed the problem of getting 
minorities-especially blacks-to even apply for the 
job. This is a major problem. One ~olution is to 
motivate the black employees to recrult:in their own 
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communities. One agency gives a $50 recruitment 
bonus to officers who refer candidates who are hired. 
There was the question of an affirmative action 
recruitment program-going to minority candidates 
on the eligibility rosters, regardless of position, This 
must comply with civil service procedures in most 
cases. The cadet corps may be a limited resource for 
ininority hiring. 

Standard 15,1, Educational Staudards for the Selec
tion of Police Personnel 

The discussion in the area of education centered 
around recognizing the value of the upgraded perfor
mance that results from higher levels of education, as 
opposed to paying bonuses for education, regardless 
of the level of performance. 

Chapter 16, Training 

In one forum session, a motion was passed to 'sup
port the Police Task Force standards on minimum 
training and standards. 

Standard 17.4, Adminisfranon of Promotion and 
Advancement 

Lateral entry should only be used as a last resort 
and restricted to chief exe\'iutives. Lower ranks such 
as lieutenants and sergeants should not be filled 
through lateral entry. Each agency should emphasize 
internal development and' career planning to ensure 
availability of competent personnel for advancement 
within its own ranks. 

Standard 19.2, Complaint Reception Procedures 

Internal discipline \Vas a controversial issue. How
ever, the establishment of formal, uniform policy
made known to all persons concerned-is key to the 
development of confidence in the internal discipline 
system on the part of poHce personnel and the pub
lic. Policy formulation in this area should be delib
erate and well-grounded in existing statutory 
provisions. 

Standard 23.1, Police Use of the Telephone Syst()m 

Thel:e were interesting discussions of emergency 
telephone number 911. The experience of l:BS 
agencies has been good. However, the high cost and 
multijurisdictional coordination stilI present many 
problems. 

Although the 9 i 1 system shows promise, some 
agencies have expe1'ienced difficulties. For example, 
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when one agency has the system, the agency is pres
sured into providing a referral service for sun:~und
ing agencies that do not have it. Recording of 
teiephQne calls is being used widely and is beneficial. 

Some delegates stated that the many services pro
vided through a 911 telephone number caused 
people in the area occasionally to get a busy signal. 
One chief illentioned that a California State law 
requiring a 911 number by 1982 was an effective 
step to spur the telephone companies to action. 

Standard 23.3, Radio Communications 

The need for statewide radio comntunications 
capabilities was stressed, particularly in the event of 
major unusual occurrence control and coordination. 
Cost was described as a prohibitive or restrictive fac
tor in obtaining the necessaty equipment. 

Summary 

The discussion was directed to the issues !lQIi.~ 
tained in the report itself. It is. apparent that there is 
not a unanimous agreement on all the standards. At 
the same time, it is appar·ent that some agencies have 
achieved portions of the standards. 

Many practitioners are obviously going to use this 
report to make progressive steps in their depart
ments.. The authoritativeness of the report will be 
used as an argument for those standatds that these 
practitioners agree with and desire to implement. 

Some delegates were concerned about their role 
with regard to the report. It was generally agreed 
that care should be taken in any news release to say 
that Conference delegates mot and discussed the 
report, rather than saying they met and agreed with 
it. 
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Chapter 11 
Courts 
Summary 
First and Second 
Forum Ses~;jons 

Introduction 

Courts Summary, Wednesday, 

January 24, 1973, 2:00 p.m., 
and Thursday, January 25, 
1973, 2:30 p.m. 

The Courts forum sessions were directed tow&rd a 
review of all of the chapters in the Working Papers, 
which followed the Report on Courts, with the 
exception of Chapters 1 and 2 ·nn Screening and 
Diversion. These two cp.apters were considered in 
detail at the Third Conference Session and, there
fore, were not reconsidered at the afternoon sessions 
except by brief reference during the discussion of 
other relevant chapters. Although the chapter on the 
negotiated plea was considered at both the Second 
and Thi.J:d Conference Sessions on Courts, the pro
gram coordinator decided that that particular chap
ter should be discussed agf-in in the small group 
meetings because of the expected adverse reaction to 
the Commission's position on abolition of plea nego
tiatioQ and the need for venting such thoughts in an 
organized forum group. 

The discussions on plea bargaining revealed the 
extent to which the Commission materials were stud-
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ied and digested prior to the forum meetings. The 
meetings themselves were not directed primarily at 
achieving a consensus in favor of the elimination of 
plea negotiation or of any other Commission posi
tion. In fact, it was anticipated that the consensus of 
the assembled groups would be decisively against the 
Commission position on this particular subject. 
Rather, the purpose of the forum sessions was to air 
fully all sides of every important issue so that the 
delegates at the National Conference would have an 
opportunity to give feedback to the Commission and 
to have transcribed in the record of the proceedings 
the fact that there was significant support for, or 
substantial opposition to, Commission positions on 
specifiG issue~. 

Ar tfte same time, the Commission h2\d adopted a 
position i~ favor of the abolition of plea· negotiation, 
and it was important to outline fully the reasons for 
the Commission's stand on this and every other issue 
covered in the Report on Courts. The memorandums 
sent to the forum chairmen and discussion leaders 
prior to the convening of the Conference indicated 
that these individuals were not being asked to advo
cate recommendations with which they disagreed. 
Instead, they were told to summarize the Commis
sion's positions apd its rationale and then proceed to 
their own critique, leading into a lively discussion of 
all phases of the Courts Task Force materials as 
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reproduced in the Working Papers for the National 
Conference. 

Th" Negotiated Plea 

The discussions on this topic began with an 
explanation of the Commission's position in support 
of the total abolition of plea bargaining within the 
next 5 years. Mentioned generally as justifications 
for this position were the following: inmates are 
frequently bitter about plea negotiation, as stated in 
the report on the Attica Prison Riot. Plea negotiation 
often acts as a block toward rehabilitation. Innocent 
defendants may choose to plead guilty in order to 
avoid a trial and less favorable disposition when they 
are not aware of potential weaknesses in the prose
cutor's case. Shorter prison sentences are often the 
inappropriate result of the bargaining process. Deter
rence is reduced by the knowledge that negotiation 
on the outcome of a criminal offense i~~1tl acceptable 
procedure. 

Courtroom time is often wasted anyway wl,1ere the 
plea negotiation is completed at the eleventh hour on 
the courtroom steps. 

In support of the predominant position of the pan
elists, which was in favor of retention of plea nego
tiation and the institution of the remaining standards 
in the chapter concerning formalization of the pro
cess, the following suggestions were set forth. Prison 
inmates are most likely to be bitter regardless or the 
process through which they entered the prison. There 
is no conclusive evidence that innocent defendants 
are pleading guilty because, in fact, a defendant is 
more likely to plead guilty if the case against him is 
known to be a (.trong one based on reliable evidence. 
ConvictIon after trial is never a certainty. There is a 
legitimate place to reward a defendant for cooper
ating with law enforcement officials. 

A voiding a trial can provide comfort and protec
tion to a victim of a crime by not requiring him to 
testify. The decision to plead guilty is often the first 
step toward rehabilitation. Elimination of plea nego
tiation would greatly encumber already overcrowded 
courtS .. Plea negotiation aids the entire process by 
getting necessary informatiort alhd meting out justice. 
There are not sufficierit resourc:es to try all criminal 
cases without plea negotiation. Finally, the system 
can be shaped to be an ultimately fair one with the 
institution of the interim measures suggested in the 
negotiated plea chapter. 

A question was raised at a few of the forum ses- ' 
sions as to whether the sanction given to the pro
cesses of screeriing and, diversion in the first two 
chapters of the /J!Jport on Courts was not,. in faCt, in 
support ofwhaf could be considered to be plea nego
tiation at an earlier stage in the prosecution. This 
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characterization was generaliy rejected by a majority 
of the participants. However, the raising of this issue 
did indicate that it was found to be important to 
consider all chapters of the Commission report when 
considering the suggestion to eHminate plea negotia
tion. Nevertheless, in the few instances where a vote 
was taken as, to whether the delegates supported the 
Commission on abolishing plea bargaining, the vote 
was overwhelmingly against the Commission 
position. 

The Litigated C~se 

There was general agreement among the. forum 
participants that the first priority set by the Commis .. 
sion-increasing speed and efficiency in the court 
process-was properly designated, although there 
was some minority sentiment toward making the 
upgrading of prosecution performance the number 
one goal. In furtherance of this first priority, the 
chapter on the litigated case was central in setting 
forth normative time frames for case processing. 
Although consensus was not a requirement for the 
sessions, there was general support of the time limi
tations suggested in this chapter. In fact, the major 
objection raised to this. chapter was the lack of spec
ificity concerning sanctions that would be imposed 
for violating any of the time requirements. 

It was generally thought, for example, that the' 
prosecution should be required to bring a case to 
trial within 60 days or the case should be dismissed. 
It was thought that these important standards would 
lose a high degree of their potential impact by the 
failure to provide for such tight rules for enforcing 
the time limitations. 

the requirement that a1I felony cases be' brought 
to trial within 60 days of arrest, except in unusual 
cases, was generally accepted with the caveat that 
this time limit might be difficult to reach initia1ly in 
the large cities with their massive backlogs. The time 
frame requiring that a potential defendant be 
brought before a judicial officer within 6 hours of 
arrest was felt by some to be unduly restrictive in 
both large and small jurisdictions. It was suggested 
in a few of the forum sessions that the specific hoUl," 
figure be eliminated and in its place the phrase 
"forthwith after arrest" be inserted. 

Further concern was expressed with the sugges
tion in the standard concerning the initial pre
sentation before a judicial officer that would per
mit the judicial officer to remand the defendant to 
police custody for custodial investigation. There was 
a general feeling in those sessions that focused on this 
standard that it might be constitution~lly impermis
sible arid that, in any event, there should be a def
inite time limitation on the period for holding. The 
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s~ggestion that this arraignment court function on an 
around-the-clock basis in metropolitan areas was 
questioned by some delegates as a potentially waste
ful use of resources. Generally, however, it was rec
ognized that there should be presentation before a 
court as early as possible in the processing of a crim-
inal case. .. 

There uppeared to be some confusion on the sug
gestion to eliminate trial arraignment as a separate 
stage in the criminal process. Many delegates failed 
to focus on the fact that the standards propose 
retaining the preliminary arraignment as set forth in 
the standard conceming presentation before a judi
cial officer following arrest. The trial arraignment, 
which primarily serves the purpose of entering a 
plea and setting a date for trial, would be merged 
il1to the preliminary hearing. 

Some time was spent on discussing whether both a 
preliminary hearing and a grand jury procedure 
could be eliminated. Most groups agreed that one or 
the other device should remain for allowing a finding 
of probable cause to be mad~ at a point in time 
between arrest tmd trial. However, some delegates felt 
that the exp$nded discovery provisions could elimi
nate entirely the need for either process. It was sug
gested that there be further study on the best way to 
accomplish what everybody agreed was the same 
goal~providing the defendant with appropriate 
information concerning the evidence against him suf
ficiently prior to trial to allow for preparation of his 
own case. 

Sentencing 

There was general acceptance of the Commis
sion's standard on the court's role in sentencing, abol
ishing jury sentencing, and providing that trial 
judges shall impose a form of an indeterminate sen
tence set within the outer reaches of the statutory 
maximum for the particular offense. The discussions 
indicated that in most jurisdictions today, 
indeterminate sentencing is in effect in practice, if 
not in name, because of the various authorities sucll 
as p~role boards that play a role in the sentencing 
process after conviction. 

Some delegates felt that it was difficult to discuss 
the sentencing chapter of the Report on Courts with
out focusing in greater detail on the Report on Cor~ 
rections material involving sentencing. Within the 
time frame of the National Conference, it was 110t 
possible for the Courts delegates to give extended 
attention to even those portions of the Corrections 
materials that do coordinate with the Courts 
materials. 
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Review of the Trial Court Proe.eedings 

This chapter, which provides for a unified single
stage review procedure, was viewed among the dele
gates as novel and worth experimentation within 
selected jurisdictions on a pilot basis. At the same 
time, many objections were raised to any blanket 
e)ldorsement of the entire process as spelled out in 
Ihe chapter. Some delegates thought that this proce
dure could raise more problems than it would solve 
~\nd that there would be serious constitutional prob
l,ems in attempting to limit the access of convicted 
defendants to higher State or Federal courts. In par
ticular, it was felt that any limitations on the Vrit of 
habeas corpus would be unconstitutional and undesir
able. In the same vein, fear was expressed that the 
role of the appellate judge might be compromised by 
the establishment of a professional staff to review 
appeals cases in the first instance. 

It was thought that appellate judges should not 
become rubber stamps for their own staffs. 

Most of the participants concurred that institution 
of some type of a unified proceeding, even if not 
totally along the lines detailed in this chapter, would 
aid in standardizing the alppellate process generally. 
It was 'recognized that some appellate courts at 
present lean toward ruling on substantive law mat
ters where the judges themselves are concerned 
mainly with the severity of the sentence im.posed. A 
procedure that would permit review of sentencing at 
the appellate level, under the standards set forth 
herein, would relieve this problem. 

On the other hand, the prosecutors present urged 
that consideration be given not only toward per
mitting the defendant to seek review of the potential 
severity of the sentence, but also toward permitting 
the prosecutor to seek reView of the potential 
leniency of the senten'1e. It was recognized that there 
could be constitutiona~,problems' in conflict with the 
double jeopardy c1ause,·but further study in this area 
was urged by the prosecutors. There was even some 
sentiment toward permitting the State to have the 
full right to appelJl on any issues in the same manner 
as the defendant, although it was generally recog
nized that this would require a constitutional change 
that would be most difficult to secure and 
implement. 

The four key issues discussed in relation to this 
chapter were finality of process, frivolous appeals, 
the State's right to review, and the defendant's right 
to review following a guilty plea, Experience in vari
ous jurisdictions' was cited by the delegates to 
indicate interim measures that have been ~stab1ished 
in some States to deal with these general concerns. 
Everyone agreed that the major goals should be a 
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fair trial and then a fair appeal on all possible issues, The Lower Courts 
eliminating timewasting devices. 

The Judiciary 

The Missouri Plan on judicial selection is the basis 
for the National Commission's standard on appoint~ 
ment to judicial position. There was extended dis
cussion, both pro and con, in most of the forum 
sessions regarding the advisability and feasibility of 
implementation of such a standard in every State. 
Most of the judges present opposed the Missouri 
Plan and favored instead a procedure for nonparti
san election of judges with a retention ballot after 
completion of a first term. 

Those in favor of the Commission standard 
advanced the following general reasons. It takes the 
judiciary out of politics. It allows for selection of 
qualified young judges in jurisdictions where partisan 
election would prevent such a result. It insulates the 
bench from political attack on unpopular decisions. 
It has the support of the academic community. 
Finally, it has functioned better than the system it 
replaced in thos~ jurisdictions where it has already 
been adopted. 

Those opposed to this standard voiced some con
cerns. It does not take the judiciary out of politics 
because the nominating· commission itself is politi
cally appointed, so that it therefore takes the selec
tion process itself away from the people. Only "blue 
ribbon lawyers" from "blue ribbon law firms" would 
become judges under such a cOlnmission selection 
process. The judiciary should be responsible to the 
people in the same way that the executive and legis
lative branches are. It would increase voter apathy 
concerning the people's role in government pro
cesses. No guarantee for the selection of qualifi~d 
judges is provided just because a committee is doing 
the choosing. It does not allow for an adequate 
method to remove unfit judges since removal has 
been more effective at the hands of the public 
through elections than at the hands of a disciplinary 
commission. I 

Some delegatesrurther thought that a standard 
dealing with judicial selection, discipline, and re
moval should not be included at all in the task force 
report because the manner of judicial selecUon is 
irrelevant to the question of the reduction of crime, 
all systems of selection produce both competent and 
incompetent judges, and it is just troo controversial to 
be included in a report seeking general acceptance. 
However, in those forum sessions whe!:e an actual 
vote was taken to seek a consensus, there was a 
slight majority sentiment for both including a ~tan
dard on judicial selection and then including this 
particular idea as the standard. 

:rhere did emerge a consensus in favor of the stan.
dards regarding unification of the State court system. 
Further suggestions in this area included a stratified 
system for divisions within each State court organi
zation so that judges would be assigned to handle 
specific areas according to individual ability, intere~t, 
and experience. Under such a unified system, it was 
basically agreed that aU judges should be· attorneys. 
This sentiment merged well with the standard on 
administrative disposition of certain matters now 
treated as criminal offenses. The discussion group 
delegates chose not to get into' an extended review of 
what types of cases beyond traffic offenses CQuid be 
handled administratively by a law-trained officer, in 
that such a discourse would necessarily branch off 
into the whole concept of victimless crimes. 

Court Administration 

Here again, there was general agreement with the 
standards relating to establishing State and local 
co,lrt administrators and settiI1g up procedures for 
ad~~quate caseftow management. Some concern W(l$ 

expressed over the proposal to give supervIsory 
authority over the State administrator to the highest 
appellate court. There was some reluctance to vest 
such power in the statewide tribunal as opposed to 
spreading more responsibilities among local courts. 

However, at the same time, it was agreed that the 
local court administrators should be responsible 
directly to the presiding judge of the local trial COUl't. 
It was suggested that the responsibilities of the pte
siding judge afi enumerated in the standards were too 
great and that some of these responsibilities should 
be shifted to the court administrator. To alleviate the 
potential problem of overburdening the appellate tri· 
bunals with administrative and supervisory tasks, 
there was a suggestion in some pf the forum sessions 
that a type of governing board be created to handle 
these functions in place of the already overcrowded 
existing court structure. 

The Prosecution 

As might be expected, the prosecutors tended to 
dominate the diSCUSSion time that focused on the 
chapter related to their work. However, the problems 
they cited as the most serious concerns in their 
operations-including low salaries, insufficient staff 
support, high prosecutor turnover, and inadequate 
case preparation-were recognized by all to be 
serious matters that deserved the important emphasis 
given to them in the Commission standatds. 
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It was generally agreed that the concept of full~ 
time prosecutors is a worthwhile goal, with the rec
ognition that there might be some ,areas where 
conditions W~uld require part-time prosecutors due 
to the sinall workload encompassed in e'ven a large 
geographical fl.lI:al area. A suggestion toward imple
menting this COI)Cept was that salaries for. full-time 
prosecutors be paid by. the $tate rather than by the 
county and thatsfrol1g '&tatf;wide prosec.ptors' asso
ciations 'be created to prQvige ~upportiveshrvices, as 
urged in the standards. . . 

Some of the delegates thought that the standards 
should recommend' that prosecutor offices maintain 
prbfessional administrators ~o handle 'tasks that need 
not be coordinated by lawyers. In this context, it was 
recognized that lawyers are frequently poor admin
istrators and shoUld not be charged with handling 
large budgets and'compFcated staff services with no 
specialized training to perform such roles. A stan
dard to this effe.c~ is contained in the final version of 
the Courts report, but was not included within the 
materials selected for consideration at the 
Conference. 

There was considerable discussion on the stan
dards concerning the prosecutor's investigative role. 
The delegates were informed that the final version of 
this standard would differ from the version in the 
Working Papers in that the first paragraph would be 
deleted to tone down the thrust of the prosecutor's 
investigative efforts on' major felony, fraud, orga
h~zed crime, and corruption cases. Some took issue 
with this position, while others agreed that the prose
cutor should be concerned first and foremost-and if 
necessary to the exclusion of all other matters-with 
the coul!troom role. The provision that would give 
the prOilecutor the powe, of subpena appeared to 
conflict with the downgrading of the investigative 
role. 
. Although it was not in the Working Papers j . the 
commentary to this standard qoes, in the Courts 
report, delineate the investigative functions of the 
prosecutor. Thus, the apparent confHct existed more 
in emphasis than in actual function. 

The Defense 

There was some conflict between thr; public 
defenders and the private defense counsel in the vari
ous groups on the form defense servic.er; sh0uld take. 
The delegates who held public defender positions felt 
that .a public defender system in the best method for 
providing such serVices, while the private attorneys 
saw more benefit in a court appointment system that 
would involve many different lawyers, especially in 
less densely populated jurisdictions. Regardless of 
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their orientation, everyone agreed that representation 
at the earliest stages in a criminal proceeding is 
essential to provide tn.r0 du~, process of law and to 
expedite the process by ali.·;)wing matters t6 proceed 
more smoothly and by eliminating unfcfegeen rea
sons that would lead to reversals upon app~al. 

The method of selection of the chief d~fender was 
also debated. Some delegates agreed with the stan
dard providing for appointment by a judicial nomi
nating commission or other similar group. Others 
saw the need to keep the appointment process out of 
politics but thought that it should not be confused 
with the process of appointing judges and that no 
judges should sit on the commission that would 
make the appointment because of the possibility of 
conflict of interest. 

It was agreed that, once appointed, the defender 
should receive a salary comparable to that of the 
prosecutor and to the prevailing wage for judges in 
the same geographic area. The standard regarding 
assistant defenders' salaries was also endorsed, with 
some delegates questioning the 5-year cutoff provi
sion on matching salaries to those availahle in PriM 
vate practice. 

The standard on workload was questioned as 
being too arbitrary. Some feared that it did not allow 
for consideration to be given to unusual cases and 
unusual events that would require extended prepara
tion or trial time. Many felt that the supporting data 
for the standard was insufficient, and that the use of 
seemingly arbitrary figures detracted from the basic 
concern of not overburdening the defense. 

Summary 

The delegates attending the Courts forum sessions 
gained an understanding of key Commission stan
dards and the reasoning that led to the articulation 
of those standards. The delegates were told that 
these recommendations were not absolute but were 
subject to adaptation, modification, or rejection as 
persons in the criminal justice system in the various 
jurisdictions would see fit. . 

The Commission was asking primarily that its 
positions be given thorough consideration arid study 
because its fiudings were written and sanctioned by 
criminal justice practitioners after a lengthy period 
of discussion and review. The overall goal was to 
encourage all elements of the system to work 
together toward the common aim of reducing crime. 

The priorities set forth in the Working Papers 
would be implemented toward this. end. The special 
purpose of the forum se~sions at the National ConM 
ference on Criminal Justice was to review these pri
orities, to plan further implementation, and, finally, 
to reduce crime. . 
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Chapter 12 
Corrections 
Summary' 
First and Second 
Forum Sessions 

Introduction 

Corrections Summary, 
Wednesday, January 24, 
1973, 2:00 p.m., and 
Thursday, Janl1ary 25, 1973, 
2:30 p.m. 

The discussion in the forum sessions covering the 
corrections section of the Working Papers touched 
on many topics, however briefly) with emphasis on a 
number of areas felt to be particularly significant to 
the participants. Many expressed concern about the 
planning and organization of the Conference relative 
to the development of the. Commission report. The 
question was raised as to the purpose of the Confer
ence if the gUIdelines were already finalized. There 
was concern that the delegates had had no time to 
read and respond to the material and that their 
r,esponses were not requested. Some delegates said 
that this was a rubberstamp Conference and that the 
Conference was avoiding the major problem in cor
rections-racism. 

It was pointed out that although the guidelines art:; 
in final form, the ultimate decision on implementa
tion will rest with individual jurisdictions. The 

makeup of task force members ensured that a cross
section of knowledgeable people was involved. The 
Corrections report was characterized by one official 
as exceptional. He stated, "I think the Corrections 
report will stand as a monumental achievement in 
the history of corrections .. , a majur breakthrough." 

Centra lization of State Corrections System~ 

A great deal of discussion centered on the ques
tion of centralization of the State corrections syst!;':m. 
Two issues that surfaced were the need for State 
control and the need for a definition of the State's 
role in corrections. The issue of State control was 
found to have a number of facets. Does the State 
through unification provide the answer to the prob
lems of fragmentation of services and lack of finan
cial, personnel, and program resources? Will 
centralization solve the problems of the rural com
munities whose needs and problems are seen as dif. 
ferent? How will centralization aff~ct the current 
trend toward community-based programs and 
increasing concern for diversion of offenders from 
the correctional system? 

There was agreement that centralization was not 
the answer to these problems. The important issue is 
the State's role in corrections. Many felt that the 
State should provide leadership and should be con-
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fined t9 the development ~f standards, the estab
lishment of methods to enforce standards, and the 
l)rovision of financial and techtiicai assisiance io 
ioeal correctional systems. 

Small rural communities do not have the resources 
to bite the needed personnel or to provide specialized 
servicl$~ to offenders. The State has the resources to 
assist the 'rural communities in these areas. But cen
tralization and State control would not necessarily 
have a beneficial effect nor contribute to the diverse 
needs of the various communities w~thin the State. 
Some unification should be considered by small 
jurisdictions as a method of· implementing the task 
force recommendations. 

Two models exist that are relevant to the dis
cussion: the jail inspection programs now in oper
ation in a number of States and the absorption of 
jails into the State correctional system. There are 
many legal and political problems to be addressed in 
any 'unification move, and there may be resistance 
from those interested in local control. It would s~em 
that the State role should be one of assisting local 
corrections in achieving the level recommended by 
the task force report. 

Management by Obiective 

An examination of the correctional systems would 
indicate the need for the development of a manage
ment rationale. The idea of management by objec
tive, although not a new one, has not had wide 
acceptance in {:orrections. However, the various fac
ets of management required in order to monitor a 
system are slowly gaining acceptance. The standards 
provide a base for developing managerial objectives 
and suggest some of the management needs that 
must be addressed. This win require the formation of 
research and statistical departments and the use of 
systems analysts and programers whose function 
would be to provide information about the system to 
the administrator and to assist him in monitoring 
progress and determining if goals have been 
achieved. 

Accreditation as a means of determining if stan
dards art') being met and as a means of implementing 
the task force report was considered to be another 
management tool. 

A number of administrative problems are begin
ning to emerge in corrections and will need to be 
addressed by administrators; for example! the Equal 
Rights Amendment as if )J.:;latl!i to discrimination by 
sex. Women on. police forces are the precursors of 
Women correctional officers in male institutions. 

There were no suggestions of possible methods of 
dealing with this change. The task force report 
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indicates that the inclusion of minority groups, 
women, and ex-offenders in the correctional 
institution may change the character of corrections. 
Perhaps the solution to the problem then will evolve 
out of current piactfce rather than succumb to a 
frontal assault. 

The :solation of corrections can be reduced 
through the increased participation of the commu
nity in management of the system. The community 
agencies would have some involvement through par
ticipation in setting objectives, program planning, 
and volunteerism. Although there was concern for 
some method of involving the community in the 
management process, it was also felt that this 
involvement should be limited to public relations 
activity, participation in volunteer activities, and the 
use of the community in supplying those resources 
not available to the system. There was agreement: in 
principle that community involvement is needed, but 
that it should not extend to the management of cor
rectional systems. 

To some extent, correctional managers have a basis 
for their defensiveness. The field of corrections h!ls 
always been measured by its failure-recidivism. 
Instead of using this as a criterion, would it not be 
more useful to measure corrections in positive terms, 
by the amount of time in professional involvement, 
in ski!! development, and in the provision of services 
to inmates? Why not measure the system through 
management and treatment approaches within the 
communitv? The weakness of such an aooroach. 

, ~ .. ---"--., - ... - . - ... ... ._, 
however, is that it confuses process with outcome. 
Ther~ is no assurance that if a system has certain 
procedures and contains a mix of certain programs, 
it will, in fact, successfully reduce the criminality of 
its clients. Corrections cannot avoid being measured 
by its failures or its successes. 

Inmate Rights 

Recent years have seen a burgeoning of activity 
relating to inmate rights. The requests by offenders 
of the courts concerning their rights have been 
matched by the courts' wiIIingness to respond. 
Increasingly, the courts have reversed their hands-off 
stance toward interference in correctionai adminis
tration. The effects of this trend were obvious in the 
forum sessions, and the discussions that ensued 
indicated a lively interest in and a deep concern for 
the issues involved. 

Basic to the discussion was the agreement that the 
system should take into account the constitutional 
rights of the offender and recognize the need to sat
isfy the requirement of due process. Although it was 
recognized that the offender does not retain all the 
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rights of the free citizen, he is entitled to those con
stitutional rights mat do not impinge on or ,are not in 
conflict with those that are of compelling State 
l:nterest. The responsibility of the State for the lives 
and well-being of other prisoners overrides the right 
to be free from search and seizure. However, even 
,here, due process must be recognized, and an inrAate 
should not be subject to the whim ofthe corrections 
personnel. 

The rehabilitation process-whether probation, 
parole, or prison-should not dehumanize an indi
vidual. Prisoners should have grievance procedures, 
rights to practice religion, to free speech, to belong to 
organizations, to have no limits on mail, to send con
fidential letters to courts and lawyers, and to have 
access to the press. Unquestionably, some of the 
procedures necessary to accomplish the achieve
ments of these rights will pose difficulties for admin
istrators. However, the need for fairness and the 
achievement of justice within our institutions is a 
major concern. 

Institution rule,S and regulations should be in writ
ing and the rights of offenders clearly indicated. The 
offender should have similar rights to those of the 
citizen except when it is necessary for correction~ to 
carry out its function. Where conflict exists, the bur;. 
den of proof should be on corrections. This raised 
the issue of whether the inmate should have the right 
to refuse to participate in rehabilitative treatment 
and whether such lack of participation should result 
in sanctions by the institution. The question of parti
cipation in treatment could be met by parole board 
inmate contracts that specify goals to be achieved in 
order for parole to be granted. 

The success o.~ such contracts will depend on the 
degree of inmate participation in program devel
opment and the inmate's accept'iiilCe of correctional 
objectives. The medieval model of therapy has not 
worked in corrections. The stance "you are sick and 
we will prescribe for you" has been singularly 
ineffective. 

To what extent is the inmate entitled to devote his 
time to preparation of writ$ and other appeals to the 
exclusion of or interference with treatment objec
tAves? This issue can be met by the development of 
procedures, programs, and resources that make his 
access to the courts and legal services more easily 
achieved, and in such a way that it does not require 
an inordinate amount of his time and does not inter
fere with institution programing. 

In the interests of fairness and in orde! to achieve 
a more equitable balance betWeen inmate rights and 
institution needs, standards and administrative 
procedures should be in writing. Corrections is in 
need of a code that clearly spells out its objectives 
and the policies that are intended to support them. 

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

Such a code would clarify the role of corrections to 
both personnel and inmates. 

It was felt by some that the problem of insuring 
inmate rights may become more difficult as correc
tions in the community results in a residual hardcore 
inmate population in the institution. Where such a 
situation occurs, it is apparent that security will need 
to be given high priority. However, the COf(ections 
Task Force does not address this problem. It. 
indicates that regard!~ss of the chru:acteristics of the 
offender population, the system will need to demon
strate a lack of arbitrariness in its procedul;es and 
practices. 

Distinctiol1s between kinds of classifications of 
inmates in terms of age or degree of danger to the 
community are not differentiated by this report. F'ot 
example, the report does not recognize the differ
ences between adults and juveniles. However, there 
is no reason why there should be such a difference 
because the same considerations and rights should 
apply to both. The, Advisory Commission report did 
not deal with age; ranges and related issues regarding 
juvenile offenders because this would have resulted 
in addressing substantive issues of the criminal laws 
of the States. There will need to be substantial work 
on the State level ~n order to delineate and differ
entiate the implications of the standards as they 
apply to juveniie systems. 

The emerging problems of offender rig.its alld the 
concern of administrators in this are/;', have also pro
duced some defenSiveness and resistance from staff. 
The required changes in institution procedures in 
order to insure inmate rights may result in staff antag
onism and resistance to change. This will need to be 
overcome by leadership and positive reinforcement 
from administrators. In some instances all efforts 
may be unavailing, and a new generation of staff 
may be required before significant progress can be 
made in achieving inmate rights. As rights of offend
ers become accepted and impact on the system, the 
status relationship between in,mates and staff is due 
to change significantly. 

It may be that the' superior-inferior. dichotomy 
may shift and become one where both staff and 
inmate more fully participate and interact mean
ingfully in a treatment program. Because of court 
involvement in questions of right to treatment; chal
lenges to arbitrary security classification and job 
transfers or transfers to other institutions, and the 
requirement of documentation of correctional deci
sionmaking, the relationship of inmates and staff will 
undergo modification if not significant transforma
tion. 

The concern for inmate rights is producing some 
reaction from both the staff and the public. The con
cern of corrections for the offender should not ob-
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scure the growing feeling that the staff has rights 
also, and that the public has a right to be protected. 
'l1:iuft, the rise in pr~-occupation with inmate rights 
may be somewhat out of phase with public sentiment 
and with Gallup polls that reflect public opinion 
indicating that a tougher approach is needed. 

In order to balance the trend toward more inmate 
rights, it may be necessary to recognize the public's 
desire for the application of social sanctions (pun
ishment), and the growing concern for the victim. 
The probability of Government-funded insurance 
programs for victim compensation may be an 
answer. 

Diversicn Programs 

The recognition of the fact that not all 'offenders 
are in need of confinement and the need to begin the 
reintegration process as quickly as possible have 
resulted in the emergence of diversion . programs. 
Diversion is viewed as a constant thrust to keep 
people out of the system if at all possible, and out of 
institutions when other alternative Illethods are 
available. 

As a first step, the m{mtally ill, drug addicts, alco
holics, prostitutes, juvenile runaways, and minor 
delinquents should be diverted from the system to 
other agencies tbat can more adequately meet their 
needs. It would be pointless, however, to divert 
offenders from ,fie system or from institutions to the 
community if resources do not exist to meet their 
needs. Diversion will require the involvement of 
mental health, welfare, and many otfier agencies. It 
will require these agencies to accept these persons 
without feeling that corrections is dumping its prob
lems on them. This may be difficult to do since com
munity agencies traditionally have avoided dealing 
with the offender. 

The community and community agencies will 
need to accept correctional programs in the commu
nity and to provide the services needed by the offen
ders in their midst. The concept of r~integration is 
posited to a great extent on community involvement 
and the use of community resources. Citizen 
involvement in planning of community corrections 
programs and the use of volunteers are critical to the 
success of these programs. 

Corrections Facilities 

The increasing concern for. inmate rights, the ris
ing militancy of prisoners, and the trend toward 
community corrections are all having their effect on 
the prison. The unmanagability of large institutions 
and the difficulty of developing rehabmtation and 
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work programs have pointed to the ineffectiveness of 
the prison with a large population. 

The task force report standard recoml1lends 
against building major institutions for juveniles 
under any circumstances, and against building new 
institutions for adults unless an analysis of the total 
criminal justice and adult corrections systems pro
duces a clear finding that no alternative is possible. 
The delegates were divided on this issue. 

A moratori~~'l1 on building-especially diagnostic 
and classification centers-will pose problems for 
those systems that see such construction as essential 
to attracting professionals who will not consider 
employment at present outmoded prisons at out-of
the-way locations. 

Many States and localities already have building 
plans and are committed to them. They are not plan
ning ahead and are not considering program alterna
tives that would make construction unnecessary. 

Current trends toward community corrections 
require that institutions be used for confinement of 
the dangerous offender. The changing nature of cor
rections-as evidenced by the trend toward commu
nity programs, the moratorium on construction, and 
the emphasis on the small institution-may have an 
influence on prison industries. There is little question 
that priso'll industry is a failure in that it has pro
vided work for only a few. Certainly, it has not solved 
the problem of idleness in the prison. The task force 
report treats prison industry in a perfunctory manner 
and does not explore the ramifications of a viable 
prison industry program. 

Prison Industry 

If prison industry is to become .another program 
intended to enhance the offenders' reintegration into 
the community, it must to some extent duplicate 
work conditions in society. For example, higher 
wages should be paid, and profits should be returned 
to the system in order for this to be done. There is 
some question of whether production for State use 
wiII be sufficient to meet the need for higher wages. 
It Day be possible to develop prison industries that 
include private industry. However, this poses many 
problems that have not been explor~d. Certain seg
ments of the community~,..both industry and labor
may resist any new directions. There is little doubt 
that whatever new plans and programs are developed 
in this area will require the collaboration of those 
two major community elements. 

Sentencing, Parole, and Probation 

Disparity in sentencing lias been a bng-standing 
correctional problem. The offender who compares 
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his longer sentence with the shorter one of another 
offender convicted of a similar crime is not likely to 
view the criminal justice system as fair or accept cor
rectional efforts as beneficial. The task force rf'11ort 
deals with this problem in a forthright manner 'and 
suggests methods such as sentencing institutes as a 
solution to the problem. Although sentendng 
institutes may have a salutory effect on the vagaries 
of sentencing judges, there is always the possibility 
that judges will react to community pressures. Sen
tencing councils would avoid this problem. 

Selection of parole is an a1;'ea that has been 
affected by prisoners' rights. In many instances 
parole boards have never felt it nec~ssary to give rea
sons for denial of parole. Th:': is changing, and many 
States conform to the st~ndards for notification as 
outlined in the task force report. • 

The opening of the parole hearing to participation 
by outside parties representing the offender will 
re::;ult in establishment of criteria for release and gen
erally bring parole decisionmaking out into the open. 
Criteria and policies for parole release will also 
remove subjective decisions from parole hearing and 
require parole authorities to make logical and 
detailed explanations of their decisions. Objective 
information will be required, and greater participa
tion of institution personnel may be necessary. 
. 'rrac!~tionaHy, probation has been a local govern

ment function, with administrative control residing 
iti ~he couns. The task force report recommending 
the incorporation of probation into the unified State 
correctional system may not only yiolate that tradi
ti<:m, but will pose other problems as well. For 
example, one State has reduced confinement in State 
(l1sti,tutions by subsidizing local governments to 
retain convicted offenders within the jurisdiction of 
the county. The standard would reverse this trend by 
centralizing probation services and removing them 
from local control. Although there is some question 
concerning the capability of the court to administer Ii 
probation program, there is a reluctance to separate 
the probation department from the court. The State 
could be~er contribute to the improvement of cor
rectional services if it assisted in implementing 
standards at the lowest level of government without 
taking control of the correctional program. 

Regardless of the kind of administrative structure, 
the role of the probation officer needs to be exam-

ined and redefined. The probation officer and the 
parole officer should see themselves ~ brokers 'of 
community services and as community managers, in 
addition to being persons who provide specialized 
services to the offenders. The client must be viewed 
as a human being in need of services from all avail
able community resources. 

Summary 

The implementation of the Commission report 
will, to a great extent, depend on public under
standing and acceptance. There is a great deal of 
misinformation and many misconceptions about the 
correctional system. Both the public and other mem
bers of the criminai justice community often do not 
understand the need for reform' of that system. In 
some instances, some components of the criminal 
justice community will at~ack correctional programs. 
This is especially true of police attacks on parole and 
community programs. 

The point is that all the standards interrelate and 
should be read together for a picture of the system to 
emerge. Much groundwork needs, to' be done. This 
include~ community education, community partici
pation in as many. areas of correctional prograll1 
planning as is feasible, and coordination with other 
criminal justice components. 

A concerted public information effort must be a 
part of the strategy for change in each State, and 
must be a prerequisite to approaching the legislature 
for new legislation and additional funds. Use of the 
standards as a management tool in preparation for 
budget presentation is one useful strategy. Standards 
can also be used to explain program and financial 
needs to special interest gro\tps in eliciting their 
support. . 

There is a need to determine who on the State 
level will take the lead in implementing the stan
dards. Possible leadership may reside in the Gover
nors' offices or the State Planning Agencies through 
the use of Law-Enforcement Assistance Adminis
tration funds. However, it must be understood that 
there is a need to develop a system and not a Pt'f';;,.. 

cess. There will be some forging ahead by a few lead
ers, but the whole system must move ahead also. 



Chapter 13 
Community 
Crime 
Prevention 
Summary 
First and Second Community Crime Prevention 
Forum Sessions Summary, Wednesday, 

January 24, 1973, 2:00 p.m., 
and Thursday, January 25, 
1973, 2:30 p.m. 

Citizen Involvement 

The most significant topic discussed in the six 
forum sessions relating to the findings and rectom
mendations of the Community Crime Prevention 
Task Force was the area of citizen involvement. The 
task force report continually emphasized the inter
relatedness of the criminal justice system and the 
community-at-large. For too long, the professionals 
in police, courts, and corrections have resisted active 
community participation in the planning, implemen
tation, and evaluation of their services. In addition, 
the community-business, industry, labor, and indi
vidual citizens-have remained willingly uninformed 
and unconcerned about their local crimiD.~ justice 
system. This gap has recently been magnified by the 
urgency of our crime and delinquency problem and 
the recognition that its solution must become every
one's problem. 

The theme of citizen involvement in the pre-
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vention, treatment, and control of delinquency and 
crime was repeatedly stressed. This unique per
spective gained unanimous support of the Confer
ence attendees. It was recognized that crime cannot 
be prevented by criminal justice professionals alone, 
but is a total community responsibility. All citizens, 
working in concert, must .become more concerned 
and knowledgeable if a significant impact on crime. 
is to be made. 

Public Responsibility 

It was generally agreed that the onus on this new 
perspective is on the public. The community must 
familiarize itself with the organizational structures 
and objectives of local police departments, detention 
facilities, courts, and correctional programs. This 
can take the form of advisory councils (perhaps' to 
the highly professionalized State Planning 
Agencies), court-watching teams, volunteers in pro
bation and parole services, and creation or imple
mentation of programs aimed at assisting those 
already in the system. Above all, educational forums 
mus~ be highlighted to broaden the knowledge of the 
public and private sectors in the causes of crime and 
the agencies handling law violators. 

The public must involve itself in planned and COR-
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tinuous programs, rather than responding only to 
crises (e.g., Attica) as has happened in the past. 
Most Conference participants recognized how diffi
cult this would be, particularly without an organiza
tion charged by law to coordinate and plan for 
citizen participation in preventing crime at the com
munity level. An illustration of this organizational 
structure was presented in the Third Conference Ses
sion (New Detroit, Inc. a.tld National Alliance for 
Shaping a Safer Community) where a coalition of 
concerned community groups, representing the 
establishment and grassroot citizens united to com
bat a common problem. In tb'~ '4Nay, it was agreed, 
local citizens can become aWare of the significant 
role they can play in preventing delinquency and 
crime and can begin planning necessary local 
programs. 

In one forum session, it was· suggested that State 
Planning Agencies reView and evaluate programs 
carefully and fund only those agencies and services 
that reflect close coordination between Jocal citizens 
and communities with the criminal justice system. 

It became evident in various discussions that 
diversion, community-based corrections; and topics 
discussed in other forum areas were placing heavy 
emphasis on the community's role in the system. 
There is much controversy cup:ently surrounding the 
closing, or planned closing, of some juvenile and 
adult correctional institutions. If this thrus.t is to be 
successful, the community must be willing and able 
to accept responsibility for developing alternative 
programs and to rely less heavily on the traditional 
facilities (i.e., jails and prisons) to handle law 
violators. 

Ongoing Dialog 

An ongoing dialog between the professionals and 
individual citizens must create a climate of mutu:;11 
trust and responsibility. Drawing on the community 
resources of the public and private sectors, training 
for citizens can be made available. Technical assis
tance from private business and industry for pro
gram planning and implementation of crime and 
delinquency prevention programs would allow local 
neighborhoods and communities to have a significant 
role in reducing crime. It would also illustrate prac
tical ways for the total community to work toward a 
common goal. In this way, many delegates thought 
the established agf:ncies and institutions would begin 
to lessen their resistance to change. and see a valu~ 
able role for neighborhood groups. 

Outlook 

Much of the material presented for discussion was 
of generic nature-a way for citizens to become 

more involved. Discussions were c:~en vague and 
lacked focus, Most of the emphasis was on urban 
crime problems and some delegates believed this 
lowered the priority of rural crime and delinquency. 
Most agreed, however, that discussing prevention in 
the same arena with police, judges, prosecutors, pub. 
lie defenders, probation and parole officers, and 
institution heads helped create an atmosphere of 
concern. The Cilmmunity Crime Prevention Task 
Force presented no tllles. Instead, the task force 
presented questions and suggestions for change. The 
forum groups responded to the task force's 
challenge. 

Other Topics 

Three other topics in community crime prevention 
produced lively discussion: integrity in government. 
education, and employment. 

Integrity in Government 

The information on integrity in governnlent was 
quite specific and far-reaching. This emphasis on 
white-collar crime (e.g., conflict of interest laws, 
financing of political campaigns, honesty in elected 
officials and government employees) attempted to 
relate public corruption to street crime. It recognized 
that most public officials are honest, yet polls contin
ually cite the public's lack of trust or confidence in 
government officials. This attitude must change if 
street crime is to be reduced. A corrupt statehouse or 
city hall creates an atmosphere of irresponsibility or 
outright crime that ordinary citizens view as hyp
ocritical. Standards were discussed to provide the 
mechanisms to find and prosecute corruption in gov
ernment. Although there was agreement among the 
delegates as to the seriousness of this problem, solu
tions varied. Again, bringing the issue to the surface 
for public discussion was recognized as invaluable. 

Education and Employment 

Recommendations from the task force in the area 
of education and employment produced interesting 
dialog. It was recognized that "every c!1ild in trouble, 
with the law is also in trouble in scheicl!.' It was evi
dent that delegates did not believe schools were 
doing their part to prepare youth for a law-abiding 
life. A variety of ideas surfaced indicating the need 
for alternative curriculums, counselors independent 
of particular schools in order to be true child-ad'/o
cates, training parents in how to ed1,lcate their chil
dren, as well as the need .to develop crisis 
intervention programs. Early identification of delhl~ 
quency-prone youth was seen as undesirable due to 
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the protHero of labeling. It was agreed th~t this 
nation cannot in the near future guarantee literacy 
and an equal education for all. 

Suggestions were made to educate youth and their 
parents on a voucher system, and to allow chUdre[l 
to leave school for a period of time without the drop
out stigma. In spite of critical reactions to current 
educational practices, delegates agreed that the 
schools should not be blamed for the problems of 
society at large. 

Employment recommendations and discussion 
focused on the right of everyone to have a job. ]·,1ajor 
emphasis on job development and manpower pro
grams reflected a contradiction in what was expected 
to be implemented at State level and what was being 
actively discourageu at the Federal level. Business 
would respond to hiring incentives, but minimum 
wage, insurance, and other variables frequently make 
jobs prohibitive to youth. Round-the-clock employ
ment in public service projects was suggested as a 
way to reduce idle~time delinquency. 

On-the-job training, with appropriate pay, was 
emphasized as necessary to bring hard-core 
unemployables into the work world. It was suggested 
that the expertise in the private sector should become 
more involved in planning and teaching vocational 
and technical skills in schools and manpower pro-
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grams. Again, local business, industry, labor, and 
comniuni.ty groups must work together to. alleviate 
this problem and reduce the likelihood of persons 
becoming involved with the criminal justice system. 

Summaty 

An attempt was made at the close of the forum 
sessions to present a model of a human service 
delivery system. This approach to coordinating and 
uLlifying services and programs with a goal of pre
venting delinquency and crime by improving the 
;quality of Hfe (e.g., education, employment, health, 
mental health, recreation, drug abuse, prevention, 
etc.) was presented in the abstract for delegate dis
cussion. It was recognized that each community has 
at one and the same time differing and similar needs 
and problems to be solved. A few models were 
presented of ways different communities have tried 
to coordinate human resources. One forum session 
aptly summarized this topic: "Much more needs to 
be done in a coordinated and integrated manner to 
assure that the poor, disadvantaged, and pre
delinquent, as well as those in trouble with the law, 
are all reached and assisted to stay away from 
crime." 
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Chapter 14 
C · .. I , ---rlmlna. 
Justice 
Inforlnation 
and 
Statistics 
Summary 
First Forum 
Session 

Introductiot'i ' 

Criminal Justice Information 

and Statistics Summary, 

Wednesday, January 24, 
1973, 2:00 p.m. 

This task force started with the basic assumption 
that data on the criminal was needed. It was recog
nized that Computerized Criminal History (CCH) 
held the key to identifying and locating the defen
dant. The need for and the availability of the National 
Crime Information Center (NCIC) to provide data 
about the criminal event Was also recognized. NCIC 
provides details regarding serious crimes and identi
fication numbers for stolen weapons, vehicles, and 
serial-numbered property. 

In attempting to tie together multiageIicy activity in
volving police, courts, prosecutors, and correctiol1~' 
it was n::SlJwized that the Offender-Based Trans
action System (OnTS) would accommodate a good 
portion of such activity. OBTS follows the arrestee 
through the criminal justice system from encounter 
through final disposition. It accounts fot events, rela
tionships, and time. OBTS should give as much 
information about the criminal justice system as 

Ncrc does for crimes and CCll does for cdtnittals. 
With this as a base; the task force report calls for 

those items of information, goals, and standards nec
essary to supplement these information systems. 

Police 

The inost numerous and: advanced component 
information systems occur in the police area. The 
task force thought that the development of detailed 
standards would be less useful and certainiy well 
beyond the scope of the Commission report. 
Accordingly, the task force concentrated on defiuing 
the services that these systems should provide. Th.e 
services unique to the police component include: dis
patch supportl crime analysis, resource allocation, 
retrieval of information fOr patrol and investigation, 
and crime data. collectiCJn. 

The first standard simply states that every police 
agency should have a well-defined informatioll sys
tem for tlie orderly collecting, retrieving, organizing, 
and reporting of police data. 

The standard relating to crime analysis states that 
every p,olice agency should improve its crime analysis 
capability by taking advantage of existing informa
tion files and manipUlative capabilities. A greati1eal 
of useful information can be developed by reorganiz
ing known data to provide different perspectives. 
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Resource Allocation 

Another standard caUs for the development of a 
manpower resource allocation and control system. 
Resource allocation is the systematized allocation of 
police manpower to those locations and time periods 
that need it the most. Rec;ource allocation has be~'il 
tanked by major police agencies as the most impor
tant computer application. The standard emphasizes 
the need for a system that will also provide a means 
of continuing evaluation of the adopted plans. 
, A resource allocation model based solely on the 

occurrence of crime and other events requiring ser
vice will often produce patrol plans with unrealisti
cally undermanned areas. This results from the fact 
that fear of crime is more evenly distributed than 
crime. Fear of crime affects the quality of living as 
.much as crime itself and is a legitimate police target. 
A resource allocation model should explicitly take 
into account the population, and number ;)f streets 
to patrol, etc. 

Information System Respolise Time 

A standard dealing with information system 
response time differentiates between four types of 
information users: 

1. For field users exposed to high danger poten
tial-120 seconds. This is the interval between the 
initiation of the .request and the delivery of response; 

2. For field users not directly exposed to high 
potential danger such as a parked car-S minutes; 

3. For users engaged in postapprehension identifi
cation and criminal history determinations, the max-
imum delay shall be 4 hours; and t 

4. For users engaged in investigatory activity with
out personal contact--developing lists of suspects
the maximum delay should' ~e 2 hours. 

. Crime Data 

Crime data are the fundamental statistics used for 
guiding police efforts at every level. Police al&o bear 
a major responsibility for collecting crime data for 
the use of other criminal justice components. There 
are four standards dealing with the improved collecM 

tion of crime data. 
The first standard is short: "Every police agency 

shouI.d fully participate in the Uniform Crime 
Reporting (UCR) progl'am." 

The second standard calls for an expanded set of 
crime data elements to support investigation, pl&n
ning, and evaluation. In addition to incident charac
teristics (type of weapon, degree of intimidation, and 
type of location) I it calls for such offender charac
teristics as relationship to victim, prior record, and 

314 

\1 

\ ,\ 
\\ 
i. 

apparent intent. These expanded data elements 
should be obtained, at a minimum, for every murder, 
forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, and 
burglary. 

Anothe~' standard calls for every police agency to 
make provisions for an independent or outside audit 
of its crime reporting to insure the integrity and 
credibility of crime statistics. Such audits should 
start with the call-for-service and include an inter~ 
view with the citizen making the call. The audit 
should verify that the incidents were properly 
reported, classified, and recorded in statistical sum
maries. To maintain performance audit ability, the 
standard calls for dispatch records to include time of 
arrival, field unit disposition codes, and a numerical 
reference to any reports prepared. 

The last standard dealing with crime data calls for 
geographic location coding or geocoding of incidents 
in medium and large cities-those cities with more 
than 100,000 population. Such a geocoding system 
permits addresses to be compressed in statistical 
records and with the use of a computerized geograph
ic base file, automatic aggregation of statistics on 
a beat, district, census tract, or other spatial basis. 
Geocoded data is impervious to changes in organi
zational boundaries and permits easy comparison 
with demographic data collected on other specialized 
zoning systems. 

The most readily available system in many cities is 
the Dual Independent Map Encoding (DIME) file 
prepared by the Bureau of the Census for all major 
metropolitan areas. Like other good base files, it con
tains the "location coordinates of street intersections. 
This permits the computerized plotting of incident 
locations on city and district maps. 

The geocoding stand:lrd was included since the 
few instances of its use have resulted in significant 
improvement of many of the police information sys
tem functions . 

Technical System Design 

The chapter on technical system design is 
introduced by the following paragraph: 

The establishment and improvement of information and 
statistics systems requires extensive planning and under
standing of the system development process. Top manage
ment's understanding of the evolutionary system design 
proc(!ss and their participation in that process are essential to 
the successful development of the system. 

Kent Coulton, a professor at MIT, m~cie a survey 
of police agencies using computers and' iuentified 
several factors that seemed to determine whether the 
system was successful. The first was the involvement 
and support of the ranking commanding offir~~: "j~ 
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the organization. Insufficient invalvement~ whether 
due to the press of other obligations or a fear of 
things technical, will certainly compromise any 
resulting system. 

The chapter" on technical system design contains 
only three standards of a generalized nature. Two are 
significant in wh:at they do not say. 

The standard on programing langucges does not 
identify a particular high level language-such as 
COBOL, Fortran or PLl-as a standard, but urges 
that the requirements for logical, mathematical, and 
data movement in a system be established before a 
language is selected, The commentary points out that 
some governmental units have statutory limitations 
on what languages can be used. It was one panelist's 
experience that s<.tccessful transfer of criminal justice 
applicatioIls from one organization to another is sel
dom made in the form of coded programs but most 
frequently as flow diagrams, formats, procedures, 
and even raw concepts that must be structured to the 
local situation. 

The standard on teleprocessing calls for sufficient 
attention to be given to other planned or existing 
national, State, and local information and statistics 
systems, to facilitate interfacing with those sy')tems 
as appropriate and necessary. The commentary notes 
that on~line communications with NCIC, Law 
Enforcement Teletype System (LETS), and State 
systems are essential for an effective criminal justice 
information system. The standard does not call for a 
terminal in every police facility or for particular data 
speeds. The response time standards (2 minutes, 5 
minutes, etc.) are more relevant and adequate. 

The standard on terminology caUs for data ele
ments relating to subject identification, offense cat
egory, and disposition to be consistent with the 
specifications prescribed in the NCIC manual or the 

... System for Electronic Analysis and Retrieval of 
Criminal Histories (SEARCH) Technical Report #4 
(Implementing Statewide Criminal Justice Statistics 
Systems). Although there may be a need for addi
tional items or translated equivalents locally, it fihall 
be the responsibility of the local agency to mak~~ the 
conversions and assure that the basic requiren:~ents 
are met. 

The panelist pointed out that there is willingness 
to conform to national standards when they exist. 
The lack of national standards in certain areas has 
delayed the development of local system applications 
with interfacing requirements. The digital encoding 
of fingerprints is a prime example. This must await 
the work of the FBI. 

The panelist also noted that the SEARCH project 
has performed a valued service in providing a focal 
point for the development of other national stan
dards. The task fo.~ce report contains numerous ref-

erences t:cr SEARCH documents. In many areas. 
these are the only documents that can be considered 
suitable national standards. 

Courts and Prosecutors 

The standards for courts were discussed. 
. The report recognizes that the current concept in 
courts is active and centralized court administration 
and caUs for information as the cornerstone of this 
approach. It recognizes that it is difficult to dis~ 
tinguish between information systems that serve the 
court and those that serve the prosecutor. The report 
avoids that obstacle to progress by describing the 
informaticm system and not its mentor. . 

A court information system should provide data 
needed for decisionmaking in individual cases and 
generate management data. To tIiis end it must pro
vide both defendant data and case~hand1ing or case· 
following data as well as cumulative statistics on 
both for management purposes. 

The report assumes th~t the court information 
system will be provided criminal history data and 
offender~based transaction statistics by the criminal 
justice system in its area or, in its absence, by the 
courts themselves. 

The standards for courts were outlined briefly. 
The topics included: defendant information, calen
dar management needs, court management data, 
prosecutor case management, research and eval
uation, case counting, and event data elements. 

Corrections 

The standards for corrections were also briefly 
outlined and included: development of corrections 
data base, uniform classification of data, expansion 
of data base, statistical data, population and move
ment; corrections experience data, and evaluating 
the performance of the system. 

Dis:ussion 

One discussion leader cited the following: 10-year 
purging of criminal convictions, separating offender 
files from managentent control files, and not over
laying criminal justice data files with other files. He 
commented that the security standards are not eco
nomical. He further thought that the State govern
ment should have control over criminal justice 
security with an administrative body to oversee 
privacy. 

Another discussion leader, commenting on the 



draft repoi'tj thought that the report was basically 
good. However, he thought it was nonspecific in the 
areas of parole, probation, and corrections, and in 
these areas, seemed to have more goals than 
standards. 

The discussion leader cited the cost of storing a 
single character of CCH data, the increased prob
lems of the new system, and the fact that although 
users are contributors to NCIC and CCH, they are 

316 

not contributors to OBTS. He noted that it would 
take approximately 12 years to implement such 
systems. 

The discussion leader pointed out that criminal 
justice is part of a larger organization-government. 

In general, the panel expressed disappointment 
that a report was not available for distribution at the 
Conference and that the arrangements made for this 
forum session w~re inadequate. 
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Part V 

Third 
Forum 
Session 

INTRODUCTION 

The Third Forum Session took place at 8:30 a.m., 
January 26, 1973. The theme of the session was 
"The First Step to Reform." Delegates convened by 
State to hear reports on the Police, Courts, Correc
tions, and Community Crime Prevention forl.~ms and 
to discuss strategies for implementing the cuminal 
justice standards and recommendations set forth by 
the National Advisory Commissiorl on Criminal Jus
tice Standards and Goals. 

The State Caucus meetings provided an opportu
nity for each State to voice its ieelings about the 
Commission's standards and goals ail well as to sug
gest its future course in regard to the 'adoption and 
implementation of its own set of standards and 
goals. 

The Third Forum Session was the culmination of 
the National Conference on Criminal Justice. For 2 
days, State Caucus delegates had convened in a 
number of Forum and Conference Sessions by dis
cipline. They heard speeches by National AdviSlory 
Commission and task force members and partici
pated in forum and panel discussions designed to 
acquaint them as fully as possible with the work of 
the Commission. 

The State Caucus meetings gave delegates the 
opportunity to consider the Commission's standards 
and goaJs as they apply to the needs and practices of 
individual States, The meetingn also pro'lided the 

.------------------,----------______ .a .. _ 

first opportunity for all members of the delegation to 
exchange ideas and information with their fellow 
State delegates, thus bringing together all segments 
of a State's criminal justice community in all inter
disciplinary forum setting. 

Delegates from 55 States and territories attended 
the Third Forum Session. There were 51 separate 
State Caucus meetings; American Samoa met with 
Guam, MU.ltana with Wyoming, New Hampshire 
with Vermont, and North Dakota with South 
Dakota. 

The State Caucus meetings were convened under 
the leadership either of the chairman of the Gover
nor's committee on crime reduction or of the director 
of the State Criminal Justice Planning Agency 
(SPA). The format of the meetings had been 
planned in conjunction with the SPA directors, who 
had their own organization, the National Conference 
of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators. 
The format provided for the appointment of State 
Reporters representing each of the four practitioner 
areas at the Conference--Police, Courts, Correc
tions, and Community Crime Prevention. • 

State Reporters were instructed to take notes on 
their own observations concerning the sessions they 
attended. T'b.e Reporters were also provided with 
summades or sessions that concerned their discipline 
and that they were unable to attend. 
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Because the State Caucuses were of different sizes, 
the State Caucus meetings were conducted as infor· 
mal discussions or organized so that each State 
Reporter made his presentation followed by general 
discussion and a summary by the State Caucus 
chairman. No report of the Maryland meeting is 
available. 

The National Conference on CriminaJ. Justice staff 
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provided an information specialist to each State 
Caucus, with the exception of Maryland. The infor
mation specialist took notes on the discussion and 
reports made at each State meeting. These notes 
were transcribed and sent to each SPA director for 
review and approval. State Caucus Reports were 
approved by the individual States themselves, except 
in a few cases as indicated in the text. 

J 
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Char~ter 15 
State' 
Caucuses 
State Caucuses 

STATE 
DELEGATION 
MEETINGS 

ALABAMA * 

Police 

liThe Firs'.' Step to Reform;" 
Friday, January 26, 1973, 
8:30 a.m. 

In the discussion of Objective 1, the item of main 
interest was communication. Specifically, the 911 
System was questioned as to its workability. The 
Mobile Police Department does not like this system 
and feels that it is a waste of time, while the Bir~ 
mingham Police Department likes the system and 
has started to use it. It was also felt that the individ
ual agencies must produce their own schcmes and 
plans for the deployment of their forces to serve the 
needs of their communities. 

'" The State Caucus Report was not approved by State 
Planning Agency personnel and represents, therefotil, the 
information specialist's stitnmary. 

It was agreed that, in the area discussed under 
. Objective 2, community relations were extremely 

important-so much so that each individual officer 
should be able to represent adequately the police 
department's views and explain its actions and posi
tions. It was also felt that when police were present 
in the schools the emphasis should be on their edu
cational function instead of their enforcement 
capacity. 

Under Objective 3, although the emphasis WllS 

placed on cooper.ation a;;d coordination, the Police 
delegates f(:lt that it Wo:1ld have been beneficial to 
have Courts delegates p,'iesent because the Police 
delegates felt it inappror,id;it~ to endorse something 
that would affect anothorlJori'h~n of the,criminal jus
tice system. Th~y liked thel::r.\\.i'C{lpt of the 60-day limit 
but felt that this was l:rmin.ly a court prerogative. 
Delegates from. !,In. 1,,11:~e!pHi1,es agreed that cooper .. 
ation was f.:.xtr~t'iJl!~lV vital in this area and in the 
diversioIl and s(.reening processes, where firm guide
lines should be drawn up because of the overlap in 
authority. 

Standard 13.3, Minority Recruitinq:..; Standard 
17.4~ Administration of Promotion and Advance
ment; and Standard 1.4, Communicating with the 
Public were discussed under Objective 4. In Mobile, 
Ala., special efforts were made to recruit minority 
members for the police department. It was dis-
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covered that the main obstacle was that there was 
not enough interest in police work within the minor
ity community to attract qualified men into the field. 
It was agreed that standards must be maintained 
whether or not recruits from a minority group are 
sought. 

In the disc'l.!ssion of lateral entry, it was felt that 
although this might be desirable in the higher ech
elons, it would '"xeate serious morale problems if 
practiced at the lower levels. 

In the area of Standard 1.4, Communicating with 
the }'rubllc, it was stated that this should not be the 
job of specialists. It should be a departmental task 
wit.h all members of the department able to fulfill 
this function, especially in the geographic areas to 
which they are assigned. 

It was pointed out that Birmingham, Ala., has 
already adopted about 90 percent of the proposed 
standards find was, considering the remainder where 
feasible and politically possible. It was also noted 
that the police should develop a good rapport with 
the courts in order to protect the public to the high
IJSt degree. 

Courts 

In the discussion of Courts, major emphasis was 
placed on making plea negotiation much more fea
sible. It was noted that, if plea negotiation were abol
ished, it might increase the n~mber of trials because 
of the tendency of prosecutors to charge the most 
serious crime possible. It was felt that standards 
should be established so that individuals convicted of 
simUllr crimes would have similar sentences. If this 
were accomplished, tile benefits would b6 realized by 
both the courts and corrections officials. 

The public defend~l' system was discussed and it 
was proposed that each circuit court be allowed to 
decide whether public defenders or assigned counsels 
or a combination of the two would be used. 

Merit selection of judges was discussed and most 
delegates felt that the major problem with this 
approach was to be found in the composition of the 
selection board and the selection criteria for this 
board. Objections were made to the election of 
judges in highly populated areas because the major
ity of voters would, in all likelihood, be unfamiliar 
with the records or the candidates and the amount of 
nlOney spent on the campaign could easily determine 
the outcome. 

It was further felt that the national standards and 
goals should be tailored to the individual needs of 
the community. 

Community Crime Prevention 

The major emphasis in the discussion of Commu-

322 

nity Crime Prevention was utilizing, to a much 
higher degree, some of the present available facilities. 
Teachers from the Head Start level and throughout 
the educationai system should be made aware or the 
part they could play, both individually and collec
tively, in crime prevention. One delegate felt that 
ministers from all churches also should be enlisted in 
this campaign. He went on to say that he thought it 
would be helpful to draw UP a crime prevention plan 
and to start working with these groups and the com
munity as a whole to implement it. 

Corrections 

The opinions of a number of experts actually 
working in the corrections field were echoed by sev
eral delegates. These experts feel that there is too 
much emphasis on academics and not enough partic
ipation by men actually working in the field in the 
national committees and task forces considering the 
problems of the corrections field. Some delegates felt 
that there was more concern for the criminal than 
for the protection of the public. 

One delegate stressed that the basic purposes of 
corrections must be kept in mind: the deterrent 
effect, reforming and reintegrating the offender, and 
the tranquillity of the country. 

The attached proposal '\X/as offered for consid
eration with final action being deferred until all 
members of the delegation had had the opportunity 
to read and consider it. 

Throughout the entire discussion there was a com
mitment to continue to work on the proposals of the 
Conference and on the oroblems of all of the sec
tions of the criminal ju'stice system. All delegatl~s 
present agreed that cooperation arid coordinution' 
among all sections were necessary to rrmximize any 
advances and to speed the solution of problems, 
especially those involving areas of overlapping 
authority. . 

Proposal 

We express our gratitude to the Departruent of 
Justice for convening a national meeting on the 
pressing problem of crime and its prevention and 
control. 

We are particularly grateful for the widespread" 
participation on the part of every segment of th~~ 
community-police, courts, corrections, citizens, 
offenders, and minority groups. 

Althm1gh the general thrust of the recC!r.m.enda
tions-polbe improvement, enlargement' of proba
tion and parole, more rational sentencing practices, 
humane treatment of the imprisoned offender, and 
the full utilization of all community resources-



evoke our enthusiasti9 conCUl'rence, we cannot 
endorse th~ report as presented. The vagueness on 
the one hand and the excesGively prescriptive charac .. 
teristics of the standards on the other hand, the fail~ 
ure of the report to address itself to some 
fundamental pl'oblems, the obvious need for refine .. 
ment and clarificatiort of the standards-aU force us 
to withhql,d our endorsement. . 

Now, therefore, be it resolved that the attendance and 
participation of the Alabama delegation at this Conference 
does not constitute an endorsement of the standards. and 
goals as set forth by the National Commission; and, 

Therefore, that any such endorsement shall onty be made 
after an opportunity for a full discussion. by all persons 
present at this Conference and those other persons who shall 
participate after having been questioned and having received 
and had an opportunity to consider the full recommendations 
of the Commission. 

Chairman, Alabama Delegation 

ALASKA 

Introduction 

The Alaska delegation commented. that the pre
sentation of a final draft of the Working Papers, with 
inadequate time for study and selection, was a poor 
method for soliciting real local input and data. It was 
suggested that a better system would have been to 
supply a tentative draft with real State input to be 
included before publication. 

The delegation also felt that the task force repre
sentatives were not sufficiently geographically diver
sified, and therefore tertded to overlook some specific 
problems relating to individual State situations. 

Accordingly, the State Planning Agency is not 
intending to rubberstamp any or all of the Commis
sion's recommendations, but rather to take back to 
respe,;tive agencies the standards and goals, to run 
them through the system J and to implement those 
applicable and feasible. 

The delegation consisted of four members of the 
Guvernor's Commission on the Administration of 
Justice. In Alaska, the supreme court has the power 
to make rules with regard to all criminal procedures. 
Thus, over one-half of the delegation consisted of 
planning decisionmakers. 

Police 

The Alaska delegation was generally in favor of 
the standards and goals set forth for the Police, 
although it did not intend to rubberstamp the entire 
package. It was pointed out that the Police Task 
Force was comprised primarily of representatives 
from the Los Angeles' Police Department and the 

task force should have reflected more geographic 
diversity. 

Alaska currently meets the major portion of Police 
standards, though more can be d0l1e in achieving 
OQ.!(··'~ve 1~ Fully Develop the Offender .. Apprehen
si(', .::otential of the Criminal Justice System. The 
respilnse time called for in Standard 5.1, Responsi .. 
bility for Police SerVice, was totally unrealistic for 
Alas.ka with its vast territorial areas to cover. 

Alaska's Criminal Investigation Bureau already 
provides services called for under Standard 9.4, State 
Specialists and Standard 9.7, Criminallnvestigation. 
The provision to have investigative specialists serve 
under the administrative jurisdiction of local chiefs 
of police when serving a particular area cannot be 
met. It is impractical for Alaska's situation. 

Standard 12.2, The Crime Laboratory, is already 
implemented, but more facilities are needed and 
envisioned. Alaska has conCt:ntrated much effort 
toward improving the police communications sys
tem, including such techniques as instant recalls and 
telecommunication. 

Standard 23.2, Command and Control Oper
ations l regarding response to false alarms, does not 
apply to Alaska's situ~t~n.n, 

There was agreement and compliance with other 
stllndards, such as Standard 23.3, Radio Commu
nications; Standard 8.3, Deployment of Patrol Offi
cers; and Standard 9.4, State Specialists. Alaska has 
written policies regarding the duties of patrol ()ffi~ 
cers, who work on four 10-hour shifts. This system 
of deployment seems to work extremely well, to 
improve morale, and to maximize manpower usage. 

The Stat{~ delegates agree with Objective 2, Get 
the Police and PeopJe Working Together as a Team, 
but acknowledge the need to do more. 

Alaska has recently acted on Standard 4.1, Coop
eration and Coordination, by instituting some region
al criminal justice component meetings and there 
are plans to expand this process. In addition, some 
personnel /lre now trained under the team concept, 
which provides for exposure and practical knowledge 
of all phases of the criminal justice system. 

Standard 4.3, Diversion, is adhered to in the cases 
of alcoholics, drug addicts, and juveniles. 

Standard 5.2, Combined Police Services, is being 
implemented but needs improved communications 
systems to make it more effective. 

Alaska has no local police department detention 
system with the exception of small local holding 
facilities. These may be abolished by 1975, except 
for geographically distant village l'bush" jails (Stan
dard 12.4, The Detention System). 

The State delegation raised an objection to Stan
dard 13.3, Minority Recruiting) not in concept, but 
in a concern for the maintenance of appropriate per-
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sonnet standards. Standards of eligibility should not 
be lowered solely to accommodate minority 
recrui tmen t. 

Alaska police officials do meet with minority 
group leaders and are planning to come up with 
modified statewide policy for police eligibility 
reqUirements under a recently established Po1i~e 
Standards Council. 

Standard 16.4, Interpersonal Communications 
Trairling, does not apply to Alaska. 

Courts 

The State of Alaska is already meeting, if not 
exceeding, most of the standards and goals relating 
to the courts. There is little doubt that the time 
frames for adjudication can be met as outlined, but 
the State currently holds to a 120-day speedy trial 
rule. 

Regarding the standard to abolish the grand jury 
in some cases, the Alaska delegation voiced no 
strong feeling to change the current system, which 
seems' to be working well. 

The main objection concerned Standard 3.1, the 
Abolition of Plea Negotiation. The 9urrent system 
works adequately and the additional manpower and 
resources such a move would require would render it 
totally unfeasible. Alaska currently has a ratio of one 
supreme court justice to every 50,000 people, one 
superior court justice to. every 20,000 people, and 
one district attorney and public defender to every 
10,000 people; this is three to four times what other 
jurisdictions have. Even with this advantageous 
ratio, the courts do not have the manpower to try 
every case. There is serious doubt that the tax base 
or legislature would pl'ovide the additional funds that 
would be required. 

Alaska would not be able to supply jurors to try 
all caSeS. AlaSka's difficulties in implementing this 
standard WOl.Hd be magnified several times for States 
with larger populations and less favorable manpower 
rati<;>s. 

The delegation felt that the abuse of plea negotia
tion was not a strong issue in the State because most 
cases concern misdemeano: charges, and to abolish 
the system would produce no meaningful results, 
especially because the cost, an additional $4 to $5 
million annually, would be so great. 

There are standards for regulating the plea-of
(\uilty process to minimize abuse, including the 
Videotaping of su¢1~;hearings. 

The !!delegation members felt that the abolition of 
plea negotiation was desirable in concept, and yet 
totally:impractical. It is recommended, however, that 
a p~of program be run somewhere to determine its 
feasi'>~lity .and relative cost. 
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Alaska's State Planning Agency has allocated 
monies to conduct a special project to review the 
Courts standards and make recommendations for 
compliance with the standards set out by the Amer
ican Bar Association. The project is set to begin hi 
the middle of March 1973. . 

Alaska operates under a completely unified crim
inal justice system, with the exception of local police 
units. All systems are statewide, including police, 
courts, prosecution, public defenders, and correc
tions, which are under the Court System or Exec
utive Office of State government. This seems to be 
the best administrative system, as acknowledged by 
the Commission's report, and can be considered as 
a model for other jurisdictions. 

Corrections 

Most of the standards and goals ror corrections 
are already being met. A criticism of the Report on 
Corrections is that the juvenile field is sorely neg
lected. There is a problem with the Commission's 
definition of "corrections" in that it appears 
ambiguous and contradictory. On the one hand, the 
Commission speaks of corrections' role in diversion, 
yet on the other hand, corrections' function refers to 
cases after adjudication. 

There is accord with Standard 3.1, Use of Diver
sion. In the case of alcoholics and drug addicts, there 
is agreement that such cases should be dealt with 
through medical and civil agencies. However, a con
cern over the lack of diversionary treatment facilities 
for such cases limits the use of the diversion proce
dure. !n the area of juveniles, cases such as runaways 
and other non-crimInal acts are already diverted from 
the corrections system in Alaska. 

Alaska supports Standard 10.2, Services to Pro
bationers, and is moving toward full implementation 
of it. This is presently an incomplete system in that 
probation currently only services the Superior Court 
in juvenile and felony cases: th~~re is the need to 
expand this to the lower courts and misdemeanor 
cases. 

There is agreement with Standard 11.1, Planning 
New Correctional Institutions, calling for a morato
rium on construction of penal facilities, with the 
qualification that this should not apply to the 
replacement of current facilities. Alaska's largest 
institution holds 120 inmates. Many facilities are 
community-oriented, some of which ~eed replace
ment. Alaska does I1Dt have, nor does· it want, any 
maximum security institutions. . 

Alaska has a centralized statewide coi'.rectional 
system under the administration of the Execulive 
Office and currently meets Standard 16.4, Unifying 
Correc;:tiollt;Programs. The State de:;ires to keep this 
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system, even though within the State there are efforts 
to regress and place corrections with the judiciary. 
This, it i!l felt, would be counterproductive. Alaska is 
currently a recognized model of correctional admin
istration for other jurisdictions around the country. 

Community Crime Prevention 

Alaska recognizes the value and usefulness of 
community participation and in.volvement in the 
criminal justice system. Most standards and goals in 
this area are desirable and already in effect. The 
Alaska Criminal Justice Plan (1973) spells out moSt 
of the standards included in the Commission's 
Report. The former practice of public relations 
efforts on the part of the criminal justice agencies 
has given way to a new partnership agreement con
cept between the community and its criminal justice 
representatives. 

AMERICAN SAMOA * AND GUAM 

Introduction 

Edward Aguon, State Planning Agency Director 
for Guam, stated that LEAA standards are based on 
the operations and problems for the States (U.S.) 
and do not affect or relate to the problems of the ter
ritories (Guam and American Samoa). He consid
ered ihese standards as guideiines rather than 
mandates. It was the unanimous opinion of all 
Reporters that these standards were excellent for 
those States to which they applied. 

One delegate from Guam could not relate to the 
United States' problems of ghettos, unemployment, 
lack of education, poverty, lack of mental health 
resources, etc., as causes of critne. Felonies in Guam 
are rare. Most crimes in Guam are a result of a lack 
of recreational facilities, youthful larks, or challenges 
to the police. lie considered a factor in the high rate 
of minor crimes to be the unique .yeat-round warm 
climate that allows the population to be outdoors. 

Community Crime rrevention 

One delegate felt that the strictly daytime 
employment was a factor in crime rates. Youthful 
residents frequent bars in the early evening hours 
and become stimulated. This leads to vandalism and 
~ssaults in later hours. Around-the-clqck employ
ment, YMCl\. and YWCA facilities and better parks 
would eliminate many of these crimes. The delegate 

* The State Caucus Report was not approved by State 
Planning Agency personnel and repres~nts, therefore, the 
information specialist's summary. 

cited the large truancy problems of the schools as a 
reason for many daytime burglaries. He believed that 
more technical training in the schools might sharply 
curtail truancy. However, most daytime burglaries 

··~re committed by youths from better-class homes 
who steal insignificant and unneeded items that they 
often throwaway. Most of these pl'oblems are solved 
as the youths mature. . . 

One delegate reiterated his statement about poor 
education not being relevant to Guam's situation. 
However, he did support instruction about crime".its 
penalties, and the need to live by the rules of society. 
Another delegate advocated instilling the "brother's 
keeper"concept into the community. He suggested 
that children of retired servicemen, businessmen, and 
tourists influence Guam's youth by introducing drugs 
and changes of lifestyle. lIe also suggested that the 
changing image of the police will be a great factor in 
encouraging the elltire community to come together 
as a team to work with the police in community 
crime prevention. 

One delegate was concerned about the LEAA 
standards for Community Crime Prevention. Mr. 
Aguon suggested that some problems, such as the 
introduction of drugs by certain groups, must be 
brought before the crime commission. 

It was stated that Samoa shared the same prob
lems with Guam. However, Samoa is more isolated 
and not as developed for tourism as Guam. A large 
percentage of their young people leave the island 
because of a lack of educational arId job opportu
nities. They do not have community crime problems 
as such. However, they are implementing educational 
television to reach villages. 

It was reported that tr~dition and religion play 
important roles in community crime prevention in 
Samoa. Three major organizations-the Chiefs' 
Organization, the Women's Organization (wives of 
chiefs and village leaders), and Men's Organization 
(civic~minded men)-also play large roles in com
munity crime prevention. The Men's Organization, 
in addition, has law enforcement roles. It has citizen 
arrest powers, which it ptactices, although too vigor-
ously at times. . 

One delegate noted t4at the implementation of 
standards would be no problem as long as the coun .. 
cil approves. Guam does not have the problems of 
court bl:J,cklogs and offenders overstaying their sen
tences as is the case in the States, .. 

Courts 

The delegates discussed tile Courts priorities for 
Guam as follows. 

They agreed that speedy trials would please and 
help to aline the public with the criminal justice sys-
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tem. They suggested that grand. juries should be abol
ished in favor of arraignment judges. One delegate 
stated that speed of review was important, but not 
mentioned, Getting transcripts on time raises prob
lems. There are no standards. Guam is slow, for no 
apparent reason. 

Improved prosecution was discussed. If the prose
cution is speedy, other components of the criminal 
justice system would be forced to come up to par in 
order to survive. The standards set by the Comnlis
Ilion for screening and diversion were supported. 
. Improvement of the judiciary was discussed. 

There was some opposition to the election of judges. 
Some extremely well-qualified judges in the States 
are defeated in elections. One delegate advocated 
that an informed body-one-third of whom are 
judges-make recommendations to the legislature on 
reappointments. He felt that judges should be 
observed in some way, and a report made. Many 
judges leave early in the day in States where there are 
backlogs. 

One delegate would like to see required s~ntencing 
instituted-with the judge responsible for the sen
tencing. He did not favor indeterminate sentences. 
He did not approve of plea negotiation, and felt that 
the overcrowded calendar was no excuse for plea 
negotiation. Mr. Aguon asked if different sentences 
for similar crimes were unjust. The delegate sug
gested that sentencing and trials in plea negotiation 
may not always be in accord with the facts. 

Concem was expressed for speedy trials because 
citizens often blame the police when there are viola
tors on the streets while awaiting trial. The point was 
made that police also may forget some facts of the 
cases that are awaiting trial. 

A delegate from Samoa suggested that judges in 
small communities may be intimately involved in 
community affairs, and as 3, result, have a difficult 
job being completely impartial.· 

Police 

The need to upgrade police ability to prevent 
crime on the street was discussed. Police are so 
bogged down. with fighting crime that they do not 
develop the ability to solicit community support in 
the area of crime prevention. Informing the public 
that an officer has been reprimanded for wrong 
actions was advocated. However, community con
trol oVhe police to the extent o~ giving details of 
the Police Trial Board was not advocated. It was felt 
that this type of action only gives the community 
1110re ammunition for hating police. 

In Quam, emergency poIit:~phone numbers are an 
old idea, but the telephone company is not yet 
equipped to handle this. Setting professional stan-
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dards for police in Guam is difficult because of the 
isolation of the island from States that give special
ized training. Mr. Aguon stated that he and the State 
Planning Agency Director for Hawaii are working 
together to form a centralized Police Training 
Institute in Hawaii. There is no problem with deter
mining which police agency will investigate a crime 
in Guam, because there is only one police force. 

One delegate disapprov.ed of any politics or elec
tions for law enforcement positions. He believed that 
the ranking police officer in the States should answer 
only to the Governor of that State. 

Correctiollls 

There was no one in the Conference who could 
address himself to corrections for Guam and Amer
ican Samoa. One delegate did state that corrections 
should be completely separate from the courts, and 
that perhaps juveniles should be placed under the 
jurisdiction of the Executive Office in the territories. 

ARIZONA 

Introduction 

The Arizona State Caucus began with brief 
reports from forum sessions of three disciplines: 
Corrections, Courts, and Police. Community Crime 
Prevention was not represented due to the illness of 
its Reporter. 

Corrections 

Four overall areas were discussed: equity and jus
tice in corrections, sociomedical problems, the shift 
from institution to community-based facilities, and 
the increased involvement of the public. 

The delegates believed that implementing cor
rectional reforms is dependent largel)' on funding. 

There f;eemed to be a consensus that there should 
be a State-regulated approach to the problem of cor
rections and that there shouldb~ a social system 
created to deal with it. 

It was mentioned that there was very little specific 
mention of juvenile offenders in the sessions, but a 
probable reason given for this was that juveniles put 
into the correctional system were to be treated the 
same as adults. 

It was stated that the public has a vengeance-pun
ishment orientation as opposed to a rehabilitation 
orientation. However, the discussion c~ntered around 
the question: Who should be the motivating fac:;tor in 
the organization and coordination of the four dis-
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cipHnes? All the disciplines have a crime prevention 
and con.trol role. 

The soCiological basis behind corrections was dis
cussed. The delegates discussed the fact that there 
should be a systematic analysis of who is in the 
prisons. 

Also mentioned was the desire for legislation 
requiring mandatory crime data reported from all 
components of the criminal justice system to me as
ure the pro'\'llem adequately. 

There was much disagreement on minimum as 
opposed to nonminimum sentencing. The delegates 
proposed that minimum sentencing be held intact
contingent upon the option for corrections to come 
back to court before the minimum sentence date 
occurs to determine that an offender is ready to 
return to the community prior to the minimum sen
tence date. 

COlU'ts 

The Courts sessions were discussed, and the 
Reporter stated that all the sessions he had attended 
were concerned primarily with plea negotiation. He 
mentioned generally that the American Bar Associ
ation in Arizona works under goals and standards 
very similar to those of the Conference, and they are 
reflected in the courts. He noted the importance of 
recodification of the criminal laws. 

The delegates were in favor of screening and 
diversion procedures in which the prosecutor makes 
the decision, and there iR strong input from the 
police. The Reporter then discussed the notion that 
as the sentencing recommendations are put into 
effect, plea negotiation will become less important. 

The recommendation that a case should be tried 
within 60 days was affirmed and supported by Ari
zona, which has a rule specifying a pretrial limit of 
90 days in custody and 120 days out of custody. 

Appo!ntive as opposed to elective judges and the 
one-tier unified trial court were discussed with some 
skeptic;isill. Many thought a two-tier system would 
be more valuable and more effective, 

The delegates agreed that there should be high 
professional standards for prosecutors and defense 
counsels, and that the public defender should be 
removed from politics. The delegates discussed 
briefly the idea of having the same salary for prose
cution and defense counsel and trial judges. 

Police 

The State Reporter for Police discussed four 
major areas covered at the sessions: the criminal jus
tice system as a team, further offender apprehension, 
the police-citizen team, and police response to par
ticular community needs . 

He mentioned a lack of cooperation between 
police and the other disciplines, citing as an example 
the fact that law enforcement officials are generally 
unaware when ex-offenders return to their 
community. 

It was stated that police are undergoing traitling 
and upgrading their experience in the community in 
order to understand their role. 

The delegation felt the height requirement should 
be abolished contingent upon a height~weight 
consistency. 

Summary 

The Arizona State Caucus was committed to the 
goals set out in the Commission report. However, it 
will question some of the standards. The Arizona 
delegates will w~it for the complete report of stan
dards and goals. At that time, they will meet with 
representatives of an the disciplines in a similar con
ference to determine what will be implemented and 
how it will be implemented. Many of the standards 
and goals are already in practice in Arizona. or are in 
the legislative process. 

The delegates were adamant about the recommen
dation that there be a body, sufficiently' financed and 
SLl:tlIeU, to reVlew and revise standards and goals con
tinually as determined by the inputs of the States. 
Each State should receive the annual report from 
this body. A conference such as the National Con
ference 0:.;1 Criminal Justice should be an annual con
ference with each State having its own State 
conferences. 

ARKANSAS 

The delegation from Arkansas wished to c.om
mend Governor Peterson and all of the membe!;s of 
the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Jus~ 
tice Standards and Goals for their dedicated efforts 
in developing the standards and goals that hopefully 
will provide new directions for the criminal justice 
system. 

Accepting the fact that these standards are merely 
guidelines for a concerted attack on crime at every 
level of government, the Arkansas delegation was in 
full agreement with the purpose of the Commission's 
report--the setting forth of ideas and standards for 
the better administration of criminal justice and the 
reduction of crime. 

The delegation recognized that standards of con
duct and app:~'oaches to problems necessarily. diffs!; 
due to dissirhilar situations. Because of this, the 
implementation ">of certain recommendations of the 
Commission should be considered in light' of the 
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geographic, physical, monetary, tUld political factors 
in each State. 

It was the plan of the delegation to return to 
Arkansas and to recommend to the Governor, the 
legislature, members of. the criminal justice system 
and. the local governments and communities that 
these standards and goals be studied in depth for 
possible adoption by and implementation in the State 
of Arkansas. 

CALIfORNIA 

Police 

The Police Reporter thought that all of the stan~ 
dards were valuable and supported the adoption of 
those applicable to localities where similar standards 
are not in operation. Most of the standards are a 
blueprint of what California is currently doing in 
police work. Most areas of police concern were 
addressed by the forum sessions; however, there was 
difficulty in reaching a consensus of opinion except 
for the issue of not getting involved in police unions. 

There was no presentation of why any specific 
standard was considered valuable or not. However, 
several points were noted: 

1. There should be consolidation of small police 
departments to eliminate duplication of efforts. 

2. The statement in the Police section that recom~ 
mended the use of minimum force should be 
changed to "reasonable force." 

3. Diversion efforts should be coordinated and 
carefully documented j and the use of police in the 
screening process should be considered. 

It was pointed out that plans for implementation 
must be developed on State and local levels. 

Courts 

The Courts Reporter indicated that California 
Gstees with most of the report but did not reach a 
consensus on specific issues. 
. Of the 49 standards presented, plea negotiation 
was the most debated. There were strong feelings 
expressed for both sideS. 

The second major issue brought' up in the forum 
sessions was speedy trials. The statutory framework 
for speedy trials is already provided for in Calii".xnia; 
the problem is getting the judge to implement it. 

Areas of interest not covered by the forum ses
sions included the following: 

1. Systems planning and the need for a data base 
for reaching decisions; 

2. The feasibility of regional or local planning for 
courts; 
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3. Judicial Impact Statements with new legislation 
to determine the impact of new programs on the 
court workload; 

4. The search for truth in trial, which relates to 
the exclusionary rule, discovery, perjury, etc.; and 

5. Changes in the jury relating to size and unani
mous verdicts. 

A question about summary probation was raised: 
How can a system be developed to prevent the prob
lem of probation being granted in two or three differ
ent courts without. the knowledge of each court? 

Members of the California judiciary were dis
appointed that pretrial detention was not fully dis
cussed and that no conclusions were drawn. 

Appropriate allocations of money, manpower, and 
management were considered to be significant in car
rying out the ideas included in the Commission's 
report. 

It was mentioned that major studies are going on 
in California in many areas raised by the standards. 

Corrections 

The Corrections Reporter stressed that the Com
mission report should be considered as recommenda
tions and not as standards to be imposed. 

It was generally agreed that the Corrections sec~ 
tion was viable and practical with a few exceptions. 
A number of the standards have already been tested 
in California and plans are being made to test some 
of the other concepts and standards. 

A strong position was taken that the standards for 
a corrections system shou.ld be implemented at the 
lowest level of government. Control should be at the 
county level as opposed to the State level of govern
ment, and funding should be provided from the Fed
eral and State governments to the county level, which 
has the responsibility but is now without the 
resources for corrections. 

Support was expressed for diverting offenders 
from the criminal justice system who could be better 
served in the community, e.g., the emotionally dis
turbed, alcoholics, and drug users. 

Members of the judiciary expressed concern over 
the issues of local control as opposed to State control 
of correctional facilities. It was suggested that a reso
lution of this issue might well be the establishment of 
a partnership relationship between the State and 
local units of government. There was concern 
expressed that community corrections programs 
needed to know more about correctional work: local 
people run programs without real expertise in the 
field. 

The delegates noted the weakness of probation 
and parole in the Working Papers. For instance, pro-
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bation was not represented on the Commission or 
task force level. 

Concern was expressed over the inconsistent role 
of the parole officer in the Correctil)ns section: pro
tecting society by controls which would alienate the 
parolee on the one hand, and lessening th~se controls 
to establish a better rapport with the parolee on the 
other. 

The point was made strongly that public protec .. 
tion required that a parole agent have the right to 
search a parolee whom he suspected of having a 
weapon or other prohibited item (Standard 2.7, 
Searches). 

The delegates disagreed with Standard 12.4, 
Revocation Hearings, which does permit~arole offi
cers to place holds on parolees charged with addi
tional offenses. They thought that parole officers 
should have the authority to· place holds in certain 
cases. 

Community Crime Prevention 

The general feeling expressed by the Community 
Crime Prevention Reporter was that not enough 
data, information, and expertise are available to the 
public on community crime prevention. A lack of 
cooperative relationships was noted among local, 
State, and community corrections agencies. 

The private sector has shown it wants to be 
involved but needs and wants training from profes
sionals in the area of corrections. The community 
cannot assume the responsibility for maximum 
security facilities. 

But it was also felt to be true that the community 
must provide the courts with alternatives to present 
corrections facilities. It was suggested that offices of 
the vriminal justice agencies be located in the com
munity to facilitate the total involvement of commu
nity agencies. It was also suggested that police who 
WOl:k in the community should be permitted to retain 
their assignments for longer periods of time. 

Public defender services and basic court func
tions-arraignments, bail hearings, etc.-should also 
be provided rm a local community basis. The Com
munity Crime Prevention sessions also emphasized a 
need for coordinated volunteer services from all 
criminal justice agencies. 

Delegates expressed concern that there was no dis
cussion of drug abuse or drug prevention programs. 
It was also questioned whether the Commission's 
report will be used as an authority to support posi
tions even if the various disciplines have not agreed 
upon them, or whether it will be seen as a mandate 
that can be used to illustrate deficiencies by 
noncompliance. 

The State Planning Agency director made seyeral 

comments. Emphasis was placed on the need for 
each agency to develop its own goals and standards 
with precision and clarity. The California Council on 
Criminal Justice ha,s emphasized this in requiring 
project objectives that are quantifiable. 

Discussion pointed out that given the absence of 
clear standards and goais, LEAA may measure each 
State Planning Agency by the standards of the Com
mission. It was felt that at this point the! Working 
Papers represent only the position of th.e Commis
sion and not the position of local units of govern
ment until these jurisdictions have stated their goals. 

LEAA was commended by the reporters for the 
courage to assume leadership and Jirection in Grim ... 
inal justice and the responsibiHty for the4evel~ 
opment of standards and goals. It was recommimded 
that the delegates return and institute similar oonfer
ences for the purpose of followup and the 
involvement of others in their respective areas. It was 
suggested that the Commission report be made avail· 
able: for this purpose. 

The California delegation did not want to appear 
to have approved the Commission's report by default 
and thought that it did not have an ample opportu ... 
nity to review, discuss, and ttpprove the recommen
dations of the Commission. 

A member of the judiciary wanted it to become a 
matter of record that LEAA had done a great deal in 
criminal justice a'29 did not want the chances of con
tinued support to be l~opardized by this Conference. 

A Representative from Capitol Hill expressed 
interest in reaction of the delegates to the problems 
of criminal justice, particularly the manner in which 
legislators ought to address the problyms of correc~ 
tions with respect to LEAA programs. . 

COLORADO 

Introduction 

State Planning Agency Executive Director G. 
Nicholas Pijoan chaired the ColoJ;ado State Caucus. 
Mr. Pijoan asked that the delegates address them~ 
selves to the question: Which standards were partic
ularlY impractical or unw!Yrkable in Colorado and 
which were particularly sllitable? Forum session 
reports followed. Although certain key issues were . 
discussed fully, the[f~ was little general discussion. 

Police 

Several delegates thought that the standards for 
consolidation of small departments were not su~ted 
to the terrain and the Jarge distances between .small 
towns in Colorado. The delegates thought that many 
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of the standards related to urban problems that were 
not present in much of the State, and that special 
problems of communication and cooperation over 
long distances presented difficulties not covered by 
the Commission. 

One Police delegate mentioned problems (if tech-
_MIngy and. lack of resources in i!:nplementing such 
systems as the 911 emergency telephone humber
(Standard 23.1, Police Use of the Telephone 
System). 

Corl'ections 

In the corrections field, one deiegate pointed out 
that many of the standards had already been reached 
or exceeded in Colorado, and therefore, present needs 
in this field were not the same as those recognized by 
the Commission. He pointed out that the standard 
on dosing major institutions suffered from a con
fusion in definition, and might be applied in the 
wrong cases. Only 2 to 3 percent of present offend
ers are institutionalized, and this may, in fact, be 
the minimum level discussed by the Commission. 
Because most institutions in Colorado are small, it 
was emphasized that the standards relating to 
institutions and community centers need to· be re
written to be applicable to the State. 

The problems of county jails were not discussed in 
the Corrections forum sessions, but several Police 
delegates reported on their groups' opinions of what 
.~ jaH or detention center is or should be. The Com
rt~ic~$i.ol1. standards call for rehabilitation in· short
terirt hi)~ding facilities, but the delegates did not feel 
that such activities as recreation, conjugal visits, and 
job training were suited to the short time-one dele
gate stated an average of four days-that people are 
incarcerated in such facilities. 

A professor at a Colorado academic institution 
expressed co:ncern over the increased pressure for 
more rights for confined offenders. He thought it was 
illogical to afford due process rights such as counsel, 
hearing, and appeal on objections of offenders whose 
rights had been deprived by a system that already 
follows due process requirements. In addition, he 

. thought affording due process rights to confined 
offenders was impractical as it would lead to harass
ment of staff, distraction, and tumult similar to that 
experi,enced on college campuses in the ,recent past. 
The delegate felt that such change, however, was 
almost inevitable and would require a change in the 
type of administrator and staff at corrections 
facilities. 

In the field of search and seizure in corrections 
institutions, the delegates thought that directors of 
such facilities were very much opposed to affording 
present civilian rights to inmates. .. 
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Community Crime Prevention 

The discussion on Community Crime Prevention 
was more general and far-reaching, One delegate 
thought that toe forum sessions stressed two major 
points-citizen involvement and improvement in the 
overall quality of life. ":the sociological analysis of 
-urban problems was criticized because it was non
specific and failed to suggest solutions. In addition, 
there were reports of major controversy in the forum 
session discussions about legitimizing through offi
cial policy the concept that one should report on 
one's neighbors. 

It1 the field of education, one delegate felt that the 
Commission's goals far exceeded the present system 
in Colorado. He said that while the State had taken 
the first step in providing alternatives to traditional 
educ2ltion, there was a long way to go in the area of a 
bill o~f rights for students vis-a-vis a constitutional 
guarantee of education. The delegate felt change was 
necessary because of the correlation between failure 
in school and delinquency. He related failure to the 
present system of competition. 

The delegates thought that the standards for 
employment training programs were difficult to 
implement in Colorado because of the small per
centage of minority group members in many areas of 
the State. 

In commenting on the forum session discussions 
on integrity in government, one delegate found it dif
ficult to relate well-publicized criteria for tax assess
ment, zoning, and Iicensinf, boards to dr;creases in 
crime. Another delegate suggested that such stan
dards were meant to increase citizen confidence and 
eliminate corruption in government, bn~. that such 
discussions on the quality of life went far beyond the 
proper goals for a community crime prevention unit. 

Other members of the delegation felt that changes 
in noncriminal governmental units could have posi
tive results aside from increasing the public con
fidence. Some examples mentioned were the 
relationship between land use and crime rates, ordi
nances on minimum security in commercial estab
lishments, and stricter enforcement of licensing 
agency regulations. Some delegates thought that the 
police could provide a significant input in these 
areas, while others felt that such a procedure would 
lead to fragmented and inefficient administration, 
and that existing personnel could handle such prob
lems given the proper operational structure. 

Courts 

The area of Courts, and in particular plea negqtia
tion, sparked the greatest discussion in the Colorado 
delegation. The forum session attended by one dele-
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gate was· almost unanimously opposed to the Com~ 
mission's recommendation th&!~ plea negotiation be 
a.bolished. He cited the impracticability of such abo~ 
lilion, tl).e absence of empirical data demonstrating 
impact in terms of extra resources, and the lack of 
evidence showing that innocent defendants were 
actually pleading guilty in response to pressures of 
the system. The COllsensus was that those involved in 
the courts phase of the criminal justice system were 
overwhelmingly opposed to the Commission's stan
dard and would prefer instead the interim standards 
of the Commission or the Americatl Bar Association 
standards on plea negotiation, both of which bring 
the process into the open and require that the results 
of the negotiation be formalized. 

There was some concern in the State Caucus over 

----------,-------

The delegates feared that the State policymaking 
function might be eroded by such action. 

The delegation wished to go on record com
mending the Commission for its hard work setting 
goals and fostering discussion among the different 
disciplines. The delegates wished, howevet:, to 
reserve judgment on specific standards until a State 
conference could be held and dedicated study could 
be given to the applicabillty of the standards to the 
particular problems of Colorado. 

CONNECTICUT 

Police 

the controversy involving the Courts Task Force. The Police Reporter noted general agreement with 
Some de~egates felt that traditional legal reform the Working Papers. Differences in opinions centered 
channels, specifically the American Bar A~sociation, _arol~'1d details and implementation. 
were not sufficiently involved. The delegates agreed that the key issue was imple-

Both Police and Corrections delegates thought mentation. Discussion of the standards was consid
that they should have been represented at the Courts ered to be the first step toward implementation. 
forum sessions on plea negotiation, since their per- The delegates suggested making the Working 
spective was different. Police delegates expressed dis- Papers available to every police chief in the State and 
may at the lowering of charges in ~ituations where aU police academy instructors. It was thought if one 
they felt the case was solid. A Corl1ections delegate idea was picked up by a police chief, the Conference 
thought that the plea negotiating system was at the would have been successful. The Working Papers 
base of many corrections problems, and that at least will be made available to the Municipal Police Train
formalizing the system would help. One delegate who ing Council and the LEAA State Planning Agency 
was not involved with the courts felt that abolition of committee at a later date. 
the system would lead to more realistic and accurate Problems with funding for implementation were 
charging of defendants at the outset. Another dele.. cited and it was decided that LEAA funds within the 
gate stated that prosecutors are not in possession or Connecticut Planning Committee on Criminal 
full informaHon at the time of formal charging and Administration (the Connecticut S~ate Planning 
requiring accuracy might be too great a burden. Agency) cannot be expected to foot the entire bill. 

The discussion on plea negotiation brought out the Accepting aU of the standards versus accepting 
'point that only through increased communication some of the standards was discussed. It was decided 
and dialog among the different disciplines-such as that the time for picking and choosing had passed 
that fostered by the Conference--could real progress and that general endorsement was called for. 
in reform be made. It was proposed and generally 
accepted that Colorado have its own inter
disciplinary caucus sometime after the final report of 
the Commission has been issued. It was suggested 
that the delegates to the Conference serve as a steer
ing committee to disseminate the knowledge ,that 
cooperation among different segments of the criminal 

. justice system can be productive. 

Summary 

Several delegates thought that their presence at the 
Conference would be taken as implicit approval of 
the Commission's report. However, most of the dele
gation opposed either imposing nat~Qnal standards. or 
making grants conditional on their\1;llplementation. 

Corrections 

The Corrections Reporter generally endorsed the 
Corrections section of the Working Papers, He 
would prefer to see the use of the term goals instead 
or standards. The Reporter made the following 
points on what he considered ,to be significant 
standards: 

1. Legal counsel, trained and supervised by attor
neys, should be made available. 

2. CLAP (Civil Legal Aid to Prisons) was a way 
to modify existing programs. 

3. Harassment cannot be eliminated through 
legislation. 

- 4. The rights of an offender could be obtaiQed 
through employment. 
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.5. There was a double standl',rd with regard to the 
construction of institutions. Although the standards 
advised not building institutions, the llse of commu
nity centers was encouraged. 

6. The standardll on juveniles correlate with Con
necticut's juvenile programs. 

7. He disagreed with the notion of centralizing 
corrections. He felt this would be harmful to juve
niles. The thrust with juveniles should be a commu
nityone. 

8. There w general agreement w.ith the parole 
recommendal ... Although there is a problem with 
financing, it was also noted that criteria for decisions 
was a controversial issue. It was felt that previous 
history should be at the top of the list while 
institutional adjustment should be at the bottom. 

9. Inclusion of the business sector to solve the 
problems of the system was advocated. The criminal 
justice system cannot solve its problems only within 
the Hystem. 

Courts 

The Courts Reporter noted the following: 
1. 'There was mu.ch disagreement in the Courts 

area because it is an adversary process. 
2. On most major standards the Commission dis

agreed with the Courts Task Force. 
3. The place of courts in the criminal justice sys

tem is to speed up the process, and hence reduce 
crime. 

4. Connecticut is in "good shape" with regard to 
the Courts standards and goals. 

5. Plea negotiation was very controversial. 
6. There was discussion On the litigated case, espe

cially regarding the trial court procedure versus the 
appellate court procedure. 

? There was agreement that the appellate process 
was too lengthy. 

8. The Missouri plan was recommended for con
sideration for use by Connecticut in the sel-ection of 
judges. 

9. Prosecution and defense agreed with pay rec
ommendations, but disagreed with the recommenda
tion of full~time employment requirements. 

10. In some cases diversion may give a man a 
break before he has earned it. 

11. A lJtrqng correlation between Police and 
Courts was.Mted. 

COlll1rnunity Crime l'revcntiol1 

Although the Community Crime Prevention 
Reporter was not able to attend, the Caucus noted 
the following recommendations made. durIng the 
forum sessions: 

332 

1. It is very important to inYfJlve the community in 
police efforts. 

2. Most people favor community crime prevention 
programs, but not in their own neighborhoods. 

3. There is a need to ;'dentify potential public 
interest groups to be reach(~d with re.gard to material 
relating to the Working Papers. 

Summary 

The following weaknesses of the Conference were 
noted: 

1. Standards and goals will be difficult to imple
ment if they are not favored by delegates or States. 

2. A more widespread availability of the material 
prior to the Conference might have made the Work
ing Papers more acceptable to the Conference 
delegates. 

The Connecticut delegates agreed on the 
following: 

1. They will maintain themselves as a standing 
committee, including those delegates invited, but 
unable to attend. 

2. They will prepare a press release referring to the 
action intended by the committee. 

3. They will make copies of the Working Papers 
available on a widespread basis in the State of 
Connecticut. 

4. They will meet 4 to 6 weeks after the receipt of 
the Commission's report. 

DELAWARE 

Introduction 

Ten persons attended the Delaware State Cautius 
meeting to discuss the recommendations made by the 
National Conf~~rence on Criminal Justice. Reporters 
presented information from each of the four task 
force meetings and delegates discussed their reac
tions in general and to specific standards. The dis
cussion was led by Joseph Dell'Olio, Director of the 
Stat,,; Planning Agency. 

Community Crime Prevention 

The Reporter for Community Cdme Prevention 
stated that there were no specifi(' standards but 
"black letter" recommendations hi this area and 
therefore it was difficult to r~actto the forum ses
sions. The meetings in this an~a consisted primarily 
of presentations rath'.!r than discussions. She 
reported on the. prese~tationson religion, e.ducation, 
integrity in government, citizen involvement, and 
drug abuse. 



The delegates agreed that Delaware needs to do 
mote in the area of community crim~ prevention, 
especially with respect to citizen involvement. The 
delegates also agreed that drug-related offenses 
should be decriminalized. Efforts· in this area are 
already taking place in Delaware, where compulsory 
treatment, i.e., civil commitment; is used for drug 
offenders. The delegates also agreed with the Com
mission's position against heroin maintenance. 

Police 

The Reporter for Police stated that, in general, the 
standards were admirable and practical and most of 
them could be implemented, some with modification. 
He felt that they should be considered as guidelines 
to be reviewed by all Delaware police departments. 

He agreed with the Commission's position that the 
proliferation of police departments is detrimental to 
effective law enforcement. He stated that Delaware 
should work to implement the standa.rds at the State 
level. The State Planning Agency Director noted that 
Delaware already has adopted some Police standards 
and has State specialists (Standard 9.4). Also, the 
largest police department in Delaware has a formal 
system for complaint reception (Standard 19.4). 
The delegates felt that the latter would be impracti
cal for some of the smaller police departments. 

One of the delegates noted that many of the police 
departments have no formalized method of setting 
policy as called for in The Police Function (Stan
dard 1.1). The other delegates agreed with the 
Reporter that the standards for Police were worth
while and should be implemented wherever possible. 

Courts 

The Re:porter for Courts agreed in general with the 
standards and goals set forth by the Commission as 
did the other delegates. The consensus was that 
Delaware has already implemented some of the stan
dards and is in the process of working toward the 
implementation of others. 

The delegates thought that the time frame was 
good; perhaps even too liberal. 

They agreed with the elimination of the grand 
jury. In fact, Delaware is working on that standard. 

They agreed that "ourt sessions should be from 9 
to 5 and that the 12-man jury should be eliminated. 
Delaware is attempting to implement a 6-man jury 
now. 

They also agreed that the computer should be 
used more widely to assist in court functions. The 
delegation disagreed with the priority scheduling of 
cases, however, feeHng that it was unconstitutioMl. 

Delaware already has judicial training. In fact; it 

-~-----~-~-----

is probably one of the foremost States in the courts 
area. There is a statewide system of prosecution !lOW 

(standard 12.4) and the prosecutor's office is being 
further improved. 

The delegates agreed with the Abolition of Plea 
Negotiation (Standard 3.1) as the only path to take 
in good conscience. They believed that sCl'e~ning and 
diversion programs can be used instead to alleviate 
court congestion. They felt that the courts must wOl'k 
with both the police and corrections to eliminate plea 
negotiation. 

The delegates thought the standards for sentenc
ing (Chapter 5) were good. 

In general, the Courts Reporter felt that he should 
confer with the chief justice before formally reacting 
to the standards for the courts. 

Corre~tions 

The R(~porter for Corrections felt that the meet
ings were not condu.cted as the Commission had 
intended. Rather than discussing the standards, 
many people aired their own problems. The Correc
tions Reporter and other delegates felt that the stan
dards and goals in this area were very good. 

The consensus was that the standards that involve 
the public in corrections (Chapter 7) and that deal 
with the rights of offenders (Chapter 2) are of par
ticular importance. The former is vital because the 
public must participate to be able to achieve the 
other goals; the latter because of the possible side 
effects and repercussions. The delegates felt that giv
ing rights to offenders would change with the offend
ers' and the correctional officers' perception of this 
situation. This would be a benefit. However, it may 
have some repercussions because of the possibility of 
offenders suing correctional officers (Standard 
2.18). The State would need to consider bonding its 
employees. Giving offenders rights would be the first 
step towal'd the professionalization of corrections 
officers. 

The delegates agreed with the Commission that 
the State should be given more leeway in sentencing 
alternatives (Standard 5.2). The delegates also 
agreed with the screening (Courts Standard 1.1) and 
parole (Chapter 12) standards and thought that the 
latter could be implemented easily. 

The delegates. thought the standards on classifica
tion of offenders (Chapter 6) comprised a very 
important area. Delaware does have some standards . 
In this area, but the consensus was that they should 
be improved. 

The delegates felt they have a good statewide sys
tem now, partly because of the small size of 
Delaware. 
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Summary 

The dtlegates from Delaware felt that the 
National Conference on Criminal Justice and the 
standards and goals presented during the Conference 
were both very worthwhile. The consensus was that 
Delaware should !lccept the concept of having stan" 
dards and goals for the criminal justice system and 
in general aCC!:ipt the specific standards presented. 
They also felt that there was a worthwhile informa" 
tion exchange among the various elements of the 
criminal justice system. 

The proposal to create a State commission 
presented by Jllseph Dell'Olio, the Director, was 
ummimously accepted by the other delegates. The 
purpgs~ of the Commission would be to review the 
national standards, to adapt them to Delaware's 
needs, and to give them a broad exposure within the 
State of Delaware. 

The organization of the State Commission would 
be patterned after that of the National Advisory 
Commission, and would include task forces for 
Police, Courts, Corl'ections, and Community Crime 
Prevention. The task forces would review the stan
dards in detail and make recommendations on them 
to the full commission. The commission would then 
hold a statewide conference to give broad exposure 
to the standards. After the commission completes its 
assignment, it should be reduced to a committee 
under the Delaware Agency to Reduce Crime, Dela" 
ware's State Planning Agency. This committee would 
have the continuous role of revising and upgrading 
standards and goals. 

DISTRICT OF COl.UMBIA 

Courts 

The Courts Reporter reported that he: 
• Favored ending plea negotiation with the assurance 
of additional personnel; 
e Was opposed to the State court administrator hav" 
ing a direct line to the local court as it would make 
the local court appear to be an agent of the Stat~ 
court; 
• Was against creating a new appeal body for review 
as it interferes with the defender function; 
• Was opposed to the prosecutor or complainant 
appeal rights when the crime was not prosecuted; 
• Has reservations about the police being present 
during plea negotiations; 
• Believed the court should set trial time limits, and 
opposed the 6-hour rule; and 
• Thought night court was unproductive. 
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The majority of the group did not think that aboli
tion of plea negotiation was necessary because: 
• All pleas. are on record; 
• Pleas are made in open court; 
8 Transcripts of all hearings are available; 
• Guilty pleas are heard by the judge; 
• The District uses Alfred pleas; and 
• The District does not bargain on sentences. 

Eighty-five percent of cases indicted are disposed 
of by plea negotiation. There is also appellate court 
review. 

During the discussion of prompt processing of 
criminal cases, all agreed on 60 days from arrest to 
trial. They did not think a rigid time frame was nec
essary for all procedures. All rights to waiver should 
remain. 

The prosecutor should not have to show cause 
why he did not take a case to court. 

All the District of Columbia delegates recom" 
mended that the District of Columbia prosecutor 
become more responsible to the people served. 

Public defenders should be court-appointed. 
The police are in favor of night court. A delegate 

suggested trying night court on an experimental 
basis. 

A recommendation was made that courts located 
in areas where a second language is spoken should 
have an official interpreter. 

Corrections 

The Correctioits Reporter felt the section on Cor
rections was making statements about community 
programs that were not backed up with facts. 

Delegates approved the following guidelines for 
the District of Columbia: 

1. Sentencing alternatives. 
2. The parallel system, such as community pro

grams. 
3. Equality in sentencing. 
4. No minimum sentence but a maximum sen

tence. 
5. Sentencing based on individual treatment. 
6. In reference to parole: 

a. There should be no more than~ 5 persons 
on the parole board; 

b. The board should be independent of 
corrections. AdmLllistrative functions could be 
retained by corrections; 

c. The parole board should review as an 
exception only. When a man is eligible, l~e should 
be paroled; 

d. Qualifications should be delineated 
for standards on contract sentencing, pa,rticularly 
as far as parole is concerned. 
7. All testing of prisoners should be continuous. 



-, 8. New facilities are needed, particularly pretrial 
detention facilities for women accused of major 
crimes. All persons should be sentenced equally, 
men and women, and detaio.~;d in proper facilities. 

9. There should be more mmate involvement with 
the community rather than just emphasis on 
involvement of the community with offenders in 
prison. However, gmups that are invited by inmates 
to visit prison shOuld makG every attempt to go. 

10. Private industry operations should be encour
aged; and 

a. Prisoners should be paid prevailing 
wages and taxed; 

b. Earnings should be used to support 
dependel1ts; and 

c. Space in prisons should be to industry. 
11. The functions of presentencing and probation 

reports should be separate. 

Police 

The Metropolitan Police Department indicated 
that there were some new ideas in the report but for 
the most part, the report simply reiterated both cur
rent and former criteria. 

The report should have dealt with the expanded 
tise of polic6women and legal advisers, but the 
Department did not believe this omission to be a 
serious deficiency. 

There should have been more written procedure 
and policy relative to the Commission's policy on 
police discretion. While it is difficult to set policy in 
this area, some general guidelines should have'i>een 
expressed. 

The community relations delegate requested more 
feedback from the police relative to reasons why pro
grams could or could not be implemented. This is 
now being done through the monthly Citizens Advi
sory Council meetings and other meetings held with 
both governmental and private agencies within each 
police district. 

In regard to detention, the police agree that they 
should not be a holding facility for prisoners. 

The community should have a statement from the 
police on mission and goals. 

Police should be geographically assigned. A dep·. 
uty chief said that the District of Columbia is noW 
doing this. 

There should be Ilome sort of neighborhood coun .. 
cil for communicat!ion between police and citizens. 

It was pointed out that police do have followup 
procedures for complaints about an officer. 

A delegate responded to a question on lateral 
entry (Police Standard 17.4) by noting that depart
ments should be able to promote from within. Small 
departments need 'lateral entry. The biggest problem 
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delaying use of lateral entry concerns pension and 
retirement programs. It was suggested that there 
should be at least statewide or perhaps natiollwide 
retirement programs. 

Community Crime Prevention 

The Community Repor~ers summarized as 
follows: 

1. Community role shOUld bo strong on crime 
prevention. 

2. Citizen involvement should continue at all 
levels. 

3. Large segments of the community should be 
mobilized and be supplied information and direction 
on where they can impact on the criminal justice 
system. 

4. People and organizations should be aware of 
the changing needs of society. 

5. There should be some body created to give 
technical assistance and aid to citizen groups that 
wish to present ideas for community programs. 

6. This advisory group could inform citizens of 
ways of obtaining funds for starting and continuinst 
programs and keeping needed records. 

7. There should be legal aid to aU officials 
attached to the agency represented. 

8. All officials need legal briefing prior to attend
ing hearings before governmental bodies. 

FLORIDA 

Introduction 

Edgar Dunn, General Counsel for the Governor's 
Office, gave the Florida delegation an overview of the 
format that the meeting would follow. He explained 
that at a preliminary meeting the State Reporters~had 
asked that their remarks be considered as observa
tions and not considered in any way as committing 
Florida to any course of action. 

Generally, it was -feit that Florida has already 
achieved many of the goals outlined in the Working 
Papers. Additionally, the general counsel noted that 
much had been accomplished without and in addi
tion to LEAA assistance. The coucept of standards., 
and goals was recognized to be important as a 
national ideal but it was felt· that some of these stan
danls represented minimum standards for Florida."lt 
was pointed out that the laGk of discussion of some 
standards was due to limitations of time and did not 
indicate either agreement or disagreement. The gen
eral (;ounsel further stated that there was a general 
consensus that a follow-on conference should be 
held for the State of Florida. 
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Corrections 

The State Reporter for Corrections co!rln~ented 
that he had chosen the six standards covered In the 
Conference press releas~ for. disc~ssion. . 

The idea of combrn'.tlg Juvemle §erVlces, proba
tion; and parole requirfld further niscussion. 

Florida is moving toward the standard on 
manpower.. !_ 

The Reporter questwned whether the emphasll; 
placed on the: rights 9f offenders adequateJy took 
into consideration administrative problems, although 
he agreed with the ideal. 

He felt the move toward community corrections is 
largely a matter of finding suitable loc~tio~s. T~e 
professionals are ahead of the comnmmty In theIr 
perception of the problem. . 
; The Reporter felt that Florida is somewhat beb.md 
in the area of diversion. 

Another Corrections Repurter speaking on parole 
mentioned that the Working Papers seem to move 
parole into an adversary system. He did not agree 
with this conceptually. Florida is moving toward 
diversion but there is a lack of facilities and no eval
uation process as yet. He felt that there is. a need to 
study the suggestion of separating the parole sta~ 
from the paroling authority, but at .the moment h~ IS 
inclined not to do it. ine overall VIew of the sectIOn 
on Corrections is that parole is a "right" and the 
Reporter aid not agree that this is so . 

. The section on Corrections stresses the impor
tance of educating the public. This is very important 
as the public :enlIst be brought up to date. A delegate 
from Corrections aIso questioned the placement of 
juvenile services in &1,. UlJllled corrections setting from 
the stimdt)oint of funds. He pointed out that other 
conferen¢~s have stressed that health and rehabilita
tion services are valua:ble locations strategically. 
. From the standpoint .of general administration, it 

was felt that the Working Paper,f should be studied. 
to determine, from a practical viewpoint, how the 
recommendations match up with the' r;:urrent State 
organization.' . 

A delegate stressed the concept of supervision 
rather than takeover from the counties as a first step 
in respect to jails. In the future, law enforcement 
does not need to be concerned with running jails. An 
additional point made was the importance of one set 
of guidelines for the sake of consistency if parole and 
probation join with corr~cti()ns. Fina!lY,. h~ comN 

men ted that recommendatlOns are lacking III: how to 
put into effect some of the standards that call for 
extensive changes such as ('prisoners' rights." 

Police 

The State Reporter for Police stated that there was 

more diversity in the Police area considering that its 
organizations ranged from one-man marshals to a 
2,OOO-man department in Dade County. It was felt 
that these goals and standards have been se~ forth as 
an ideal for the country as a whole and that e~ch 
locale should pick and choose standards appropnate 
to its needs. 

The Conference considered the Police standards 
against four basic objectives: '., . 

1. Fully developing criminal apprenensIOn abdIty; 
2. Getting the police and people working as a 

team; .. . . 
3. Getting the police and other cnmmal Justice 

components working as a team; and . 
4. Fully developi!lg the police response to specIal 

community needs. 
The Police Reporter pointed out that 85 perc~nt 

of the suggested goals and standards have ~e.en tned 
with success by two or more commumtles. An 
assessment of Florida's implemer..tation of standards 
fu~m: . 

1. Flodda has done a fair job to date with mm
imum standards for advancement; 

2. The florida Cr~minal Information Center has 
been a real boon; 

3. Criminal justice institutes and the police acad
emy are rapidly developing; 

4. Area crime labs to share resources more effec
tively are coming into being; 

5. State assistance to local law enforcement 
agencies is being implemented; and 

6. Regional communication is advancing and a 
management information system and computer .lata 
methods are being planned. 

The Police Reporter felt that some sol~d rec?m
mendations had come out of Conference diScussIons 
and that if a conscientious effort was made, the rec
ommendations would make a strong impact in the 
Police area. He agreed that the biggest need for most 
States is to joih jn with the changing times. 

. The Police section in the Working Papers over
looked some important problems: 

1. The document did not emphatically address 
gun control; . . 

2. Victimless crimes, which plague the polIce, dId 
not receive sufficient attention; and 

3. The National Advisory Commission had a poor 
balance nationally and too few police administrators 
were on the task force. . 

The Police Reporter mentioned thflt so:ne dele
gates had come to the Conference with the idea that 
they were expected to be a rubberst~mp ~or ~he go~ls 
and standards. He did not agree WIth thIS viewpomt 
and express~d the opinion that this was the time to 
begin working toward improving the system. 

One delegate point~d out that according to the 
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Police section, there is no s\!.ch thing as victimless 
crime. EJ,1suing dialog mentioned that the American 
Bar Association is thoroughly studying victimless 
crime. In the same discussion, traffic violations were 
also brougnt up as an area that does not fit into the 
criminal justice system properly. 

One\· delegate was enthusiastic about the Confer~ 
ence a~ a means of measuring Florida's progress 
nationalily. He also felt that it underlined the impor~ 
tance of working as a system. 

Another delegate stressed that Florida is looked to 
as a leader in many of the areas covered. As a 
growth State, Florida has had an opportunity to 
progress in methods and education and has done so. 
A particularly important theme to be aware of and 
to act upon is consolidation. Florida has a chance to 
shape its police departments in a professional man~ 
ner and to show other growing population centers 
the way. The opportunity is here to lead rather than 
wait until standards are imposed on Florida. 

The Conference has shown that the criminal jus
tice system is a total system with each component 
affecting all others. It is important to continue to 
meet and communicate. 

Several comments were made to the etIect that. it 
was very refreshing to have the courts working with 
the other participants because they set so many of 
the standards. Most frequently it was felt that the 
courts act as if they are on another level when there 
is a real need for shoulder-to-shoulder participation 
within the system. . 

Again, the feeling surfaced that larger sections of 
each component should be brought together back in 
Florida to share the same experiences. 

One delegate commented that in 30 years of 
experience this was the first time everyone had sat 
down together and concurri;:d that they were indeed 
part of one system and recognized one anot!J.er as 
such. 

Community Crime Prevention 

The Community Crime Prevention Reporter 
explained that this section had been presented in a 
general way. The main objectives outlined were: 

1. No one is exc1u.ded, everyone is needed; and 
2. Delinquency occurs most frequently where there 

1s poverty, illiteracy, and unemplo~~~ent. 
These factors predispose but do not necessarily 

cause crime. 
The Reporter felt that the necessity of educating 

the public about what can be accomplished ill pre
vention was not stressed enough. Many ways of get
ting citizens involved in criminal justice activities 
were discussed. The importance of achieving integ
rity in government as a means. of building confidence 
and setting an example was stressed. . 

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

In the area of drug abuse the Community Crime 
Prevention section indicated that many crimes 
should be handled through diversion rather than 
prosecution. Because 60 percent of the addicts in 
Florida are nonwhite, recruitment of Mnwhites to 
work with nonwhite addicts is important, and this is 
being attempted in Florida. 

The Reporter also felt that the standards on drug 
abuse, reviewed at the C('luference but not previously 
issued, were very worthwhile. They contain strong 
arguments against both methadone maintenance {lnd 
heroin maintenance. They recommend the forcible 
enrollment and containment of !:tddicts in a com~ 
plusory treatment program, this being the least evil 
method of treatment. The cost of treatment is justi
fied to society compared to the cast of no treatment. 
An example was given of one returning Vietnam vet
eran who alone was responsible for turning on 50 
people when he returned home. 

The attorney general of Florida is the chairman of 
"Help Stop Crime." This program has received rec
ognlt\on from the public and the press in all areas 
and is LEAA-financed. 

A general discussion centered around the need for 
improving public educational treatment of crime pre
vention and criminal justice. Teachers are feit to 
have poor knowledge· of the system and have not 
been included in the various ~onferences around the 
country. Also, if the criminal justice system .is just 
now getting to the point of recognizing its OWJl exis
tence, the general public is obviously in a state of 
ignorance. 

One possible course of action would be to in91ude 
the criminal justice system as a part of junior high 
school curriculum. Action is needed at the State 
level. Surveys show that teachers and parents are 
unawate and unappreciative of the police functions. 
This is true of an components of the system. The 
reaction of the schools to undisciplined behavior
expulsion~-indicates their misreading of the !essGlns 
of experience. 

A member o~ the Community Crime Prevention' 
Task Force,pointed out that most of the section deal':' 
ing with this component was not in the Working 
Papers. 

AdditiQflal discussion elicited the need for consid
ering thecegree to which a parent should be held 
responsible for the child's behavior. Also, it was 
pointed out that guid~mce is needed on what should 
be done when the family breaks 1.lp or does not exist 
as a unit. Education, in filling this void, needs to 
include the inculcation of ethics and a sense of 

"responsibility ill the child. Juvenile cowt statistics 
sbow that 70 percent of delinquents are frorn one
parent fllinilies. Somewhere a value system needs to 
be implanted. 
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One delegate pointed out the need for input from 
all groups to the legislature to stimulate activity. He 
emphasized that proposals should stress what results 
can be expected, 

Courts 

The State ..Reporter for Courts explained to the 
Caucus that standards and goals must be looked at 
from the standpoint of what Florida is already doing. 
About 75 percent of the suggested stannards are 
already in being, although that does not mean that 
they work as well as t~ey should. 

Emphasis was placed Oln screening in the Working 
Papers. In effect, the Reporter stated that because 
the decision of whether or not to prosecute was the 
decision of the State's attorney, screening no\v exists. 
He felt that diversion anu intervention were areas 
where additional attention should be focused. 

'Plea negotiation, one of the most controversial 
items, has not been considered an ornament of the 
criminal justice system. However, this, too, involves 
the element of discretion on the part of the State's 
attorney. Practices are sometimes set up from an 
administrative need and do not match the philosophy 
of the goals and standards. 

The courts in Florida are already set up to operate 
24 hours a day, 7 days a week, with a 30- to 40~day 
maximum delay before action. 

In l'eference to sentencing, the Reporter felt that 
this standard is even more controversial than plea 
negotiation. Sentence review seeks to reduce the 
administrative load by eliminating many of the needs 
or avenues for appeal. 

There is general agreement that traffic should be 
handled administratively. In some jurisdictions this 
is now being done by having one judge concentrate 
solely on traffic violations. 

Florida's public defender level is not yet up to the 
standards. 

The courts generally need to be careful of what 
the Courts Reporter referred to as the domino effect, 
the impact of changing existing methods. Therefore, 
conununication with all components of the system is 
important and everybody needs to sit down together 
and determine where the, problems lie. 

With respect to the role of the prosecutor, the 
prosecutor frequently does not know where his place 
is in the system and the standards do not indicate 
this. For example, in plea negotiation, decisions by 
the prosecutor directly affect the courts, corrections, 
and the police ~nd the prosecutor is in the position 
of acting as all, of them. 

The Conferenc~. fult that if social problems could 
be eliminated trom the, docket,· high-fear crime could 
be concentrated on. 
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Administratively, Florida conforms quite well to 
the courts standards. Professional management is 
well integrated into court procedures. Plans call for 
giving support to all the courts through State finan
cial assistance to help improve the system statewide. 

From the viewpoint of a delegate who was a pub
lic defender, sentence review appeared to be worth
while and necessary because there is a noticeable 
disparity in sentencing around the State. There are 
too many crimes on the books and an effort to 
reduce the number is needed. Presently such a pro
gram is being conducted in Florida. 

Summary 

It was suggested that LEAA should have a means 
of measuring accomplishment at the State level. The 
Reporter stated that, within :2 or 3 weeks, a time and 
place to review the standards and goals specifically 
from the Florida viewpoint would be announced and 
an advisory group established. 

For the record, LEAA should be commended for 
the fine manner in which the Conference was 
conducted. 

GEORGIA 

Introduction 

Delegates from Georgia felt that a cross~dis
ciplinary dialog would have been valid and valuable 
and had been overlooked to a great extent in the 
work of the Commission and the structure of the 
Conference. It was hoped that at a later date the sep
arate disciplines would exchange information as they . 

. did in the Caucus session and as they do on the 
Georgia State Planning Agency Supervisory Board. 
It was reiterated that no one section of the Commis
sion report or one standa\,d in the Commission report 
can be viewed in isolation. Criminal justice must be 
viewed as a system. 

It was also felt that objective criteria for addi
tional personnel should. be included in the standards. 
Criminal justice should assume a better management 
posture; problems and needs shOUld be anticipated 
and provided for in advance and with proper plan
ning and the utilization of realistic and proper 
standards, 

Courts 

The Courts delegate noted that the difference in 
response to standards as they related to more than 
one geographical area required the establishment of 
priorities based on the circuit to be senred. 
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It was noted that some standards were workable, 
others idealistic, and that the implementation of 
standards and meeting the goals of the Commission 
would cost Georgia billions of dollars. 

Problems of the urban court were cited. Between 
1962 and 1972 there was a 200 percent increase in 
criminal indictments, and a 43 percent increase in 
ci vi! filings without an increase in the numbel: ot 
judges. 

It was felt that plea negotiation, a long-discussed 
issue, had not been thought out sufficiently; no real 
empirical data were available. There was a lack of 
definition, and it was felt that a serious mistakt' was 
made in thrusting plea negotiation on delegates in 
this manner. 

But, in general, it was agreed that if used properly, 
plea negotiation was practical and workable. The 
possibility of LEAA withholding money if a State 
did not comply with standards, e.g., elimination of 
plea negotiation, was discussed and such fears were 
generally set a!>ide. 

Implementing standards in Georgia within 3 to 5 
years was viewed according to the impact they would 
have on available resources in the State. A present 
paucity of judges and prosecutors was noted in the 
State. 

It was pointed out that plea negotiation provided 
the judge with an alternative. The adoption of the 
American Bar Association standards was mentioned 
as a possible compromise. It was asked if plea nego
tiation is abolished, what will replace the plea of 
guilty? 

When reading the chapter on sentencing (Chapter 
5) in the Courts section it is necessary to read as 
well the standards for sentencing in the Corrections 
section (Chapter 5). 

The review procedure for criminal cases raised 
some concern, particularly the requirement that 
appellate judges and law clerks reconstruct the 
dynamics of the courtroom from a cold record. It 
was felt that there was a lack of alternatives 
presented in this area. The major cause of delay has 
been the transcript, and this ruling presupposes a 
fantastic job of transcription. The recommendation 
seems to encourage appeals and take away a judge's 
responsibility. The judge now has the responsibility 
of dispo')ition. The Review Board should not be 
allowed to determine the disposition of cases. It was 
felt that the judge's role is being limited and he is fln 
elected official responsible to the com.mi.i0ij,V 

Police 

The Police section did not ra\se as much con
troversy as the other sections. It was felt there were 
no real earth-shaking revelations ill the Police sec,.. 

tion and that the main problem was the expense of 
implementing the standards. The goals are good and 
the State should strive to attain those levels. Much of 
what is included is already in the State plan. 

It was stated that high priority for the State is lat
eral entry (Standard 17.4). Attempts are being 
made to establish lateral entry in police departments 
throughout the State. Although it may cause some 
problems within a department, the value would be 
considerable. 

In answer to a question on protecting the smaller 
departments it was pointed out that lateral mQve
ment would enable the State to retain good personnel 
within its polite departments, including the small 
ones. This might prevent police from retiring early. It 
was, felt that implementation of this standard and 
others would have to be done on a statewide basis. 

It was urged that there be highl'lr minimum State 
standards for training and statewide pension 
benefits. 

The standards for consolidation were commended, 
but the practical realities, it was pointed out, create 
difficulties even though consolidation would improve 
the efficiency of law enforcement in the State. 

Corrections 

The standards and goals in the section on Correc
tions were felt to be very idealistic and implementa
tion would t!reate many problems. It was 
recommended that public information campaigns 
would be helpful to educate the public on corrections. 

The standards and goals recommended the setting 
of maximum sentences, having the courts set sen
tences not exceeding the maximum, then having the 
parole board determine when the parolee would be 
released. This is highly impractical in the State of 
Georgia. The legislature is contemplating passing 
bills that would restrict the parole authority of the 
parole board. 

It was recommended in the standllrds tlUlt the 
State corrections system take over local jails. This is 
politically impossible in Georgia. Some modi
fications might be workable. 

Regarding setting up comprehensive standardS 
within the State, a question was asked as to who has 
the authority in the State ttl look at the standards. It 
was felt there was too much dispersion of authority 
in the State to set standards. The centraliiation of 
authority appears to be necessary. 

Problems with centralization, it was felt, come 
from a lack of a career ladder on a local jail level, 
and standardization might produce better quality" 
pel'solluel and prisons. The biggest problem with 
level of services occurs at the local jail level. 

It wQuld have been preferable to direct more dis~ 
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cussjon toward providing an advisory person (during 
. the presentence investigation) to help the judge in 

sentencing. 
It is recommended in the standards that no major 

institution for juveniles be built. No one is in favor of 
incarcerating juveniles, but what should be done 
with behavior problems? What the Commission 
should have said is that more community-based 
faciUties are desirable. 

It was agreed that institutionalization of children 
is sometimes necessary for the sake of the child, but 
it was questioned wh~t1ier institutionalization helps 
solve some of the other more basic sl~cial problems. 

More emphasis, it was felt, should be placed on 
the vocational strllcture of the institutions. 

Conmmhiiy Crime Prevention 

The j Community Crime Prevention Reporter felt 
that the standards were idealistic, too general, and 
totally impractical. The reaction expressed by the 
delegates was: So what's new? No one outlined a 
plan as to how the standards cOlild be implemented, 
and no one defined the nature or the structure of the 
citizen actio11 organizations. It was felt that amateurs 
were dictating policy in forum sessions. 

There was a disregard for the problems of the 
small towns (1)1 communities. 

Summary 

Where do we go from here? 
The State Crime Commission is going to have to 

provide leadership: 
• To review standardS; and 
• To set up meetings in the near future to discuss 
standards point by point. Other segments of the 
community should be included in these meetings. 

GUAM 

The Guam Caucus met with the American Samoa 
Caucus. The combined Caucus Report is carried in 
Part IV alphabetically under American Samoa, 
above, 

HAWAII 

COllrts 

The standards and goals proposed by the Com~ 
mission ar~. valua?Ie ~n.d requi~i~e f?r the e~c~ent 
and experuuous dlspmntlOn of htigatlOn of cnmmal 
cases. The Hawaii delegation will gladly agree to 
accept all of the recommendations and make those 
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which are not already incorporated in their judicial 
system part of their criminal law procedure, except 
for the standards on the selection of judges and plea 
negotiation. There was strenuous opposition to these 
two standards. 

The delegation was in full accord with the objec
tive of developing a speedy and efficient system of 
achieving the final determination of gUilt or 
innocence of an accused. Many of the suggested 
standards are already part or Hawaii's judicial prac
tice. As for suggested standards that are not included 
in the judicial system, there seems to be no difficulty 
in their adoption. Also, it may be noted that at the 
present time Hawaii is in the process of rewriting its 
rules of criminal procedure. From Hawaii's point of 
view, the standards have been suggested at a most 
opportune time. Thus, concerning standards of a 
procedural nature, the delegation was confident that 
they will be adopted as part of the new rules. 

Implementation of the standard calling for trial of 
criminal cases by a jury of fewer than 12 jurors will 
take a legislative act. On that question and others 
that re-quire legislative action, there is a plan to 
reqnc:st the judicial Council to initiate the move by 
recommending that the legislature enact the· neces
sary laws. To eliminate the grand jury will require a 
constitutional amendment. The Judicial Council will 
also be requested to initiate this move. 

The judicial branch of the State of Hawaii has been 
granted funds to begin the implementation of a com
puter data system. 

In conclusion, the judiciary will use whatever 
authority and means within its judicial power to 
achieve the objective of dispensing criminal justice 
most efficiently and expeditiously . 

Police 

The Police Reporter introduced his remarks by 
stating that the numerous standards for guidance 
and priorities for action pertaining to the policetl:lat 
have been developed by the National Advisory C6r':.t
mission on Criminal Justice Standards and Go~ls 
clearly delineate the role of law enforcement in our 
democratic society. This was done with sufficient 
clarity so that: both the law enforcement practitioner 
and citizen can understand the responsibilities of law 
enforcement; the young man or woman who con
templates a professional law ·enforcement career can 
receive an objective perspective; and those in other 
disciplines can appraise and evaluate law 
enforcement according to more logical criteria. 

The Police section outlines the extremely sensitive 
problem of conducting regional and responsive law 
enforcement operations within our democratic 
framework. It provides the means to prevent crime 
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and disorder, and alternatives to repression by Corrections 
tyrannical police agencies. It enables police to recog
nize that the authority and power to fulfill their func
tion is dependent upon public approval of their 
existence, goals, and actions, and on their ability to 
secure and maintain public support and cooperation 
in the task of fostering observance of law. 

The Working Papers emphasize that the achieve
ment of a professional1evel of service depends upon 
the continued development of law enforcement edu
cation and training, planning and research, and, 
more particularly, the implementation of all work
able and practical standards prescribed. 

The Reporter thouGht that the vast majority of the 
goals and standards are feasible and are currently 
being implemented by the four local police agencies 
i1'\ the State of Hawaii. He also believed that the 
iIlltiation of a statewide criminal justice council; as 
recommended by the National Advisory Commis
sion, designed for the purpose of implen'lenting these 
guidelines and standards, was most noteworthy. 

The council would assure regular and uninter
rupted discussions among the top t:iecisionmaking 
executives representing all of the key elements of the 
criminal justice system of the State. The council 
could develop an action-oriented plan for imple
menting substantive and fundamental improvem.ents 
in each segment of the system, and would improve 
relationships and develop mutual respect among all 
components of the criminal justice system. Inter

The suggested standards are to be COD ~t)J~ed as 
the beginning of the compiling of relevant Si'l~de1ines 
that will, after the test of time, become standards 
that can be used to measure the effectiveness of the 
most difficult task.--the modification of human 
behavior. The standards for Corrections arc equally 
valuable when applied to specific problems. The 
coordination of effort needed to implement multiple 
jurisdiction standards can be accomplished in 
Hawaii because of the existing ease of 
communication. 

One majClt' area of importance that needs to be 
emphasized is the apparent conflict between Stan
dard 5,9, Continuing Jurisdiction of Sentencing 
Court, and Standard 12.1, Organization of Paroling 
Authorities .. The main point in Standard 5.9 is that 
the court shall have continuing jurisdictional 
authority to reduce or modify a serl.tlmc~ for the 
entire period of the sentence. 

The proposed Intake Service Center outlined in 
the "Correctional Mastel' Plan" intends to treat this 
problem by a continuing monitoring process whereby 
each individual is carefully evaluated at each stage of 
the rehabilitation process. 

The proposed standards are accepted as tools and 
guidelines for the improvement of Hawaii's criminal 
justice system. 

agency problems (people and systems) can be recog- I Community Crhne Prevention 
nized, frankly discussed, and, where possible, 
eliminated. 

The council would establish standards and proce
dures known and acceptable to all, commencing with 
the arrest and continuing through the appellate 
procedure. It would be charged with constantly 
reviewing arrest, investigatory and trial procedu.~s, 
understanding and appreCiating the various problems 
confronting each .agency, and outlining proper lawful 
and constitutional methods in aU of its aspects. 

The Ref\orter predicted that an agency such as 
this would not only create better rapport and under~ 
standing between disciplines, but also would prevent 
many conflicts, delays, ttial errors, and unnecessary 
and costly appeals. Such an agency cooperating and 
Goordinating the functions of the several entities 
involved and working closely together would estab
lish and maintain one of the most efficient systems of 
criminal justice possible. 

It is conceivable that the St~te Planning Agency 
can expand its present functions and undertake the 
responsibilities outlined for the proposed criminal 
justice council. It is recotrdllended that this possi
bility be fully explored before considering the estab~ 
lishment of a separate council. 

The goals and standards outlined 'are basically 
valuable in a crime prevention effort. 

In the areas of citizen involvement, improving \t:te 
educational system,. more employment opportunities, 
and increased recreational opportunities, greater 
efforts are now being exerted on the State, county, 
and neighborhood levels. Much more needs to be 
done in a more integrated and coordinated manner 
to assure that the poor, disadvantaged, pre~ 
delinquent, and those in trouble with the law are 
reached and assisted. -

Although Hawaii does not have a Youth Services 
Bureau, a similar type of service may be established 
if deemed necessary in the Correctional Master Plan. 

The approaches to implementing the various rec
ommendations will vary with the different counties 
according to the makeup of the rural and urban 
communit!es and the extent of problems 
encountered. 

Increased awareness and understanding; of the 
need for responsiveness on the part of government 
agencies and units to people's needs, coupled with 
citizen a~tion through the tleighborhood associD 

ations, district councils, PTA's, churches, and civic 
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groups, can provide the means for greater citizen 
participation in the crime prevention effort. 

Financial support to educate the public, organize 
people in rather unorganized areas, and assist in 
meaningful involvement is of vital importance. Some 
of the examples cited in the Working Pape~~ are 
being tried and others may be of value to Hawan. 

Summary 

The delegation agrees with the standards and 
goals outlined in the preliminary papers. The State 
will review the Commission's report in its entirety 
through the existing organizations in the State; i.e., 
the State Planning Agency and the Judicial Council. 
This approach will be utilized in lieu of creating new 
agencies. There exists already in the State of Hawaii 
the following five task forces aiding the State Plan
ning Agency: 

1. Task Force on Corrections; 
2. Task Force on Courts; 
3. Task Force on Prose<::utors nnd Defenders; 
4, Task Force on Police; and 
5. Task Force on Community Involvement and 

Delinquency. 
It should also be noted that the State Planning 

Agency has completed a master plan for corrections 
(distributed at the National Conference on Criminal 
Justice), which encompasses and is consistent with 
most of the standards and goals of the Commission's 
Task Force on Corrections. The police departments 
of Hawaii have implemented many of the items out
lined in the standards and goals. 

The Judicial Council of the State of Hawaii (con
sisting of a cross-section .of the community) is cur
rently involved in preparing a set of rules of criminal 
procedure along the guidelines of the Task Force on 
Courts of the Commission. Those standards and goals 
not presently implemented in the State of Hawaii will 
be further explored by thc) applicable State task 
forces and would be impleml!nted through one of the 
foIlowing avenues: legislation, agency pblicy, or 
executive order. The delegation genftralIy agrees with 
the statement of the standards and goals outlined 
and will make every effort to advance their 
implementation. 

lDAHO 

Courts 

The Courts Rep{rter thought that the Commission 
had developed'1aIuable goals, with certain quali
fications. Standa11ds 1.1 and 1.2 of the Courts section 
concerning screening were acceptable. Also, Stan-
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dards 2.1 and 2.2 dealing with diversion were 
ace .~table. Standards 3.2 to 3.8 con.cerning plea 
negotiation were acceptable, but he found Standard 
3.1, Abolition of Plea Negotiation, unacceptable. 

He advocated Standards 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.5, 4.8, 
4.9, and 4,10, which dealt with time frame and pre~ 
trial procedures. He also spoke in favor of unificat' 
tion of court systems (Standard 8.1). He 
disapproved of jury sentencing (Standard 5.1). 

The Courts Reporter thought that the provisions 
for a public defender system were acceptable (Chap
ter 13). 

Other sections that he Quotw as acceptLlble were 
Standard 6.8, .f.urther Review in State or Federal 
Court-Claim Not ASLCrted Previously; Standard 
9.1, State Court Administrator; Standard 9.3, Local 
and Regional Trial Court Administrators; Standard 
13.7, Defender to be FulI Time and Adequately 
Compensated; Standard 13.8, Selection of Public 
Defenders; Standard 13.10, Selection and Retention 
of Attorney Staff Members; Standard 13.11, Salaries 
for Defender Attorneys; Standard 12.1, Professional 
Standards for the Chief Prosecuting Officer; Stan
dard 12.2, Professional Standards for Assistant 
Prosecutors; Standard 12.4, Statewide Organization 
of Prosecutors; and Standard 12.8, The Prosecutor's 
Investigative Role. 

He held the following standards to be "irrelevant" 
for Idaho due to the lack of these problems in the 
State: Standard 8.1, Unification of the State Court 
System; Standard 9.1, State Court Administrator; 
Standard 9.3, Local and Regional Trial Court 
Administrators; Standard 4.8, Preliminary Hearing 
and Ar" ~;b..lment; Standard 5.1, The Court's Role in 
Sentencing; and Standard 12.4, Statewide Organiza
tion of Pros~cutors. 

The Courts Reporter went on to say that certain 
goals or standards were "admirable in intent but 
unworkable." These were Standard 7.1, JUdicial 
Selection; Standard 6.4, Dispositional Time in 
Reviewing Court; Standard 4.5, Presentation Before 
Judicial Officer Following Arrest; Standard 3.1, 
Abolition of Plea Negotiation; Standard 6.9, Stating 
Reasons for Decisions and Limiting Publication of 
Opinions; Standard 8.2, Administrative DisP.osition 
of Certain Matters Now Treated as Criminal 
Offe:lses; Standard 4.9, Pretrial Discovery; Standard 
4.101 Pretrial Motions and Conference; and Stan
dard 6.8, Further Review in State or Federal 
Court-Claim Not Asserted Previously. 

The Courts Reporter felt that there was a possi
bility of immediate implementation of the following 
standards: Standard 3.2, Record of Plea and Agree~ 
ment; Standard 3.3, Uniform Plea Negotiation Pol
icies and Practices; Standard 3.4, Time Limit on 
Plea Negotiations; Standard 3.5, Representation by 
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Counsel During Plea Negotiations; Standard 3.6, 
Prohibited Prosecutorial Inducements to Enter a 
Plea of Guilty; Standard 3.7, Acceptability of a 
Negotiated Guilty Plea; StaGdard 3.8, Effect of the 
Method of Disposition on Sentencing; Standard 4.9, 
Pretrial Discovery; Standard 4.10, Pretrial Motions 
and Ccnference; Standard 6.8, Further Review in 
State or Federal Court-Claim Not Asserted Pre
viously; and Standard 8.2, Administrative Dis
position of Certain Matters Now Treated as Criminal 
Offenses. 

In a discussion of plea negotiation, three basic 
questions were raised: 

1. Whether plea negotiation as a concept was 
acceptable as an institution under the criminal jus
tice system; 

2. Whether the process could be formalized into a 
workable situation; and 

3. Whether plea negotiation in effect reduced the 
deterrent effect of the criminal justice system. 

The Courts sectioD. of the discussion gave strong 
arguments in defense of plea negotiation. It was 
pointed out by one Courts Ijc:;legate that discretion is 
used throughout the criminal justice system, starting 
with the police, and is vital to the system's effective
ness. Another delegate thought that it was necessary 
to get the system out into the open to give the crim
inal justice system integrity and to protect the rights 
of the defendant. 

Another issue raised was whether certain areas 
that ate under the criminal justice system at present 
should be removed, such as traffic offenses and drug 
abuse. No determination was made. The Courts 
Reporter warned delegates of the hazards of delegat
ing judicial responsibility. 

The issue of diversion was brought up during the 
Caucus, and it was determined that judicial approval 
would be needr1~ ill order to qualify Idaho resi
dents for treatmert. 1'he delegates as a group seem:';!d 
to find that revib.w of sentence by all elements of the 
criminal justice system was worthwhile. 

Corrections 

The Corrections Reporter thought that the stan
dards dealing with classification (Standards 6.1 and 
6.3), diversion (Standard 3.1), and all of Chapter 4, 
Pretrial Release and Detention, were acceptable. He 
thought that State jail inspections (Standard 9.3) 
Were important and that the elimination of searches 
of individuals (Standard 2.7) .was not feasible at the 
present time. 

The Corrections Reporter went on to say that 
rehabilitation (Standard 2,9) should be at,the dis
cretion of the administration. 

He said that a parole hearing officer was not a' 

, ..... , 

sound idea. He was in agreement with the standards 
proposed in Chaper 6, Classification of Offenders, 
and felt that they would aid in reducing recidivism. 
It was suggested that one of ~he main problems in 
bringing about n€J-Jded correctional reform would be 
educating and motivating the public\ to give correc .. 
tions increased priority in planning e}tpenditures. A 
delegate pointed out that the public still believes in 
retribution as rehabilitation. 

The Corrections Reporter felt that comrounity~ . 
based correctional facilities were important. He also. 
thought that bans on the production or disperSiDn of 
prison-made goods and services should be lifted, and 
that professionalization was needed among prison 
guards and officials. 

He also felt that the indeterminate sentence was of 
great value provided that no mlnimum was set. He 
thought that initial screening of offenders· at local 
jails, before commitment, was essential, and that 
work-release programs needed better defined 
standards. 

The Corrections Reporter felt that high recidivism 
rates could be eliminated by incorporating certain 
standards proposed by the Commission. 

I 

Commumty Crime Prevention 

The Community Crime Prevel'ltion Reporter felt 
that the Community Crime Prevention section dealt 
in generalities and was not generally applicable to 
Idaho. 

A question was raised concerning the role of edu
cation within the criminal justice sy~tein. It was 
pointed out that the average age of offenders is 
presently 23. In the past it was older, and in the 
majority of cases, the offenders were school 
dropouts. 

There was general agreement that the elimination 
of corrupt local government would have a positive 
effect. 

Police 

The Police Reporter felt that a 911 telephone sys
tem would not be worthwhile in the northern part of 
Idaho due t.o telephone communication problems, 
which would involve three different telephone com
panies throughout the State. Another delegate felt 
that the difficulties could be overcome and that the 
911 system was a good idea. 

The Police Reporter thought a detoxification cen
ter was needed and that the concept of diversion 'Was 
worthwhile. 

It was suggested that if the States were to regulate 
local jails, they should help fund them. 
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Summary 

The Idaho State Ca1,lcus delegates felt that a State 
meeting was needed in advance of a national meeting 
in order to familiarize delegates with material. 

The delegates decided that an Idaho Law 
Enforcement Planning Commission task force 
should be established, and that an analysis should be 
undertaken to compare existing practices and the 
standards recommended at the National Conference 
on Criminal Justice. Several seminars would then be 
fleld throughout the State, after whic:h the recom
mended national standards. would l)e accepted, U1orl
Hied, or rejected. Criminal justice standards weald 
then be developed that fit this particular State's 
needs and desires. 

The final step would be to conduct a State crim
inal justice conference to discuss and, hopefully, to 
adopt standards that would help provide citizens 
with an effective criminal justice system. 

ILLINOIS 

Introduction 

The meeting was opened by the State Planning 
Agency Executive Director, Allen H. Andrews, who 
explained that the purpose of this State Caucus was 
to provide interdisciplinary review of the major com~ 
ponents comprising the Commission's work on stan
dards and goals, and also to establish an overall 
position of the Illinois delegation regarding this 
work. He introduced four panelists to summarize 
each discipline'~ views and findings. 

Corrections 

have a role to play. He concluded by sta/dug that 
overall the Corrections section was well done,. 

A general discussion followed pertaining to the 
fact that more-not less--security was needed in the 
institutions.. .. 

The conclusion was tb.at, although th~ Cotre:ctions 
section was done well, it was a plan ror the future. It 
was not to be implementeci tomorrow, and further 
study would be required back in Illinois by interested 
people. 

. l"'urther comments from the floor indicated that 
the problems of juvenile corrections programs had 
not been fully explored. Such programs were not dis
cussed in any of the documents. 

Community Crime Prevention 

The Community Crime Prevention Reporter stated 
that the education section presented was not always 
realistic or practical, and that the recommendations 
on citizen involvement were dependent on to what 
extent local government ,,'.'ould accept citizen 
involvement. 

In respect to employmept for ex-offenders, he 
stated that while he favored employment of ex-offend
ers, he did not know how to employ veterans, young 
people, etc., as weB as the ex-offender. 

He stated that the Community Crime Prevention 
section was aimed at motivating a community to ask 
itself some hard questions, but was not a rule book 
on what to do. 

Courts 

The Courts Reporter expressed great dis·, 
satisfaction and disappointment with the Courts sec
tion and felt that the only value of the entire 
Conference was that it afforded an opportunity to 

The. State Reporter for Corrections felt that some meet and exchange ideas with representatives of the 
80 percer1t of the Corrections section of the r~port criminal justice field from across the Nation. He also 
wali ac~ceptable. He pointed out several areas of dis- felt that the Conference was a case of the "tail wag
agreement and recommended that the following be ging the dog." LEAA money came from the States to 
done: begin with and they (LEAA) were only returning it. 

1. Parolees sho!.:ld be able to have "hold orders" He stated that there were no data available to sup-
placed on them by corrections for new crimes. port the position adoptee in the CJurts section of the 

2. Institutioris should be maintained to handle Working Papers. He did feel that there were several 
juvellJlle offend/ers who are a danger to society and good screening and diversionary programs men
the c()mmunity. The institutions should not be abol- tioned, but commented that the'se were ~\lready being 
ished outright. done in Illinois. 

3. A single State agency to direct corrections at all In addition, he stated that Illinois already has a 
levels is not totally agreeable. Flexibility must be unified court system (Standard 8.1) and that it 
provided in each State to allow the correctional sys- would have benefited the Commission to come to 
tern to meet particular needs. Illinois to study its operation. There is no mention of 

The Reporter also ~tated that the question of who , it in the Working Papers. The court administration 
should handle sentencing was not fully addressed.! program has been working in Illinois for some tin\e. 
Although corrections Illight do it, the courts will sti1~ Plea negotiation is necessary and, if the States 
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would put it out in the open and on record as Illinois 
has done., there wouid not be any problem. , 

Standards pertaining to public defenders and pros
ecutors are good and should be implemented. 

The grand jury system should be retained, and the 
entire recommendation pertaining to s,entencing 
(Corrections and Courts) should be further resolved. 

Police 

"fhe Police Reporter stated that he was in favor or 
the Police section and those parts dealing with police 
training, citizen involvement, operational inspections, 
and other areas. 

He stated that each piece of the system had to 
work together to improve the system: 

He suggested that perhaps the Illinois Law 
Enforcement Commission could convene a H'ceting 
in lBinois to further the Commission's effc ;; and 
study ways of implementation. 

Conclusion 

After much discussion, the following resolution 
was passed: 

Whereas, The Illinois delegation to the National Confer
ence on Criminal Justice wishes to compliment and con
gratulate the National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justice Standards and Goals and its staff for their dedicati~n 
and hard work in preparing this comprehensive set of shn
dards in the Working Papers on the criminal justice system, 
and 

Whereas, there is in attendance at this National Confer
ence on Criminal Justice only a small portion of those 
officials a.tld persons from the State of llIinois who have an· 
abiding interest in this subject, and 

Whereas, the information furnished tn the stannards set 
forth by the National Advisl'lry Commission on Criminal 
Justice was incomplete and received at too late a dat.e to 
afford sufficient time to study and ev"luate the same, and 

Whereas, much of the materia! and standards promul
gated appear to be of value and importance; 

Now. therefare, be it resolved tha.t the attendance and 
participation of this Illinois delegation to this Conference 
does not constitute an endorsement of all of the standards 
and goals as set forth by the National Advisory CommisSion, . 
which endorscmellt can and shall only be mad~ after an 
opportunity for a full discussion by all persons present at 
this Conference and those other persons who in the future 
shall partiCipate and have an opportunity to consider the full 
recommendafions of ~he Commission, and 

Be it fUrther resoll.·ed, that the minois Law Enforcement 
Commission snould/ conduct a conference of appropriate 
Illinois officials and others interested and involved in the 
criminal justice system to consider such standards af~er they 
nave been distributed by the National Advisory Commission 
on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals; and we urge the 
Commission to request that the LEAA State Planning 
Agencies in the other States conduct similar conferences and 
that the findings and recommendations of all such State 
Contcrences be forwarded to the National AdvisCl"Y Com
mission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals for its 
consideration. 

INDIANA 

P~lice 

The Po.lice Reporter summarized the discussio.ns 
held in the Police forum sessions. He said the dele
gates had agreed to pursue actively crimlnal justice 
coordination in order to serve the community bet~er. 
. The delegates asked that the wording of Standard 
9.4(3), State Specialists (Coo.peration), be changed 
to emphasize the cooperative and supportive nature 
of the State specialists' function. 

The forums agreed that Standard 23.1(3), Police 
Use of the Telephone System (Misdirected Calls), 
should apply only if reliable methods of switching 
calls are not available. 

Apart from these reservations, it was recom" 
mended that the standards discussed be ado.pted in 
principle and concept. 

Further comments by the Police Reporter were: 
t State police should publish standards for use by 

local police on making buildings secure (Standard 
5.1, Responsibility for PoliQe Service). 

2. Full~time emergency police service should be 
universally available. Because Indiana has 90 tele
phone co.mpanies, this is being accomplished through 
uniform sheriff's radio. frequencies. 

3. Amalgamating local police agencies with staffs 
of less than 10 wo.uld defeat the purpose of local law 
enforcement. However, small police agencies might 
share communications and record keeping 
eqUipment. 

4. Officers should be trained to receive emergency 
calls, bearing in mind the stress on the caner. 

5. Emergency numbers should be universally 
known and police telephone lines shOUld be buried 
for security and te'.lted periodica!ly for tapping. 

Possible portable \ radio equipment would be 
desirable (Standard' 23.3(2), Radio Commu
nications), but would require large new monetary 
outlays. Recommended response time (Standard 
8.1(2), Establishing the Role of the Patrol Officer) 
is not practical in rural areas, especially in large 
States. 

Discussion. fhen turned to regional crime labora
tories. It was thought that meeting the personnel 
requirements necessary for these standards was nol-_ 
practical in Indiana. The delegates agreed that in 
Standard 1.2, Limits of Authodty, the term "reason~ 
able force" was more appropriate than Hminimal 
force." The delegates endorsed criminal justice plan
ning as necessary to. avoid wasting resources. The 
Police Repo.rter stated that police feel they should 
not be asked to provide professional nonp'Cllicing s.e,
vices to the community, s\).ch as family counseling 
and alcoholic rehabilitation, but that the resPQusi-
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bility of police should be limited to guiding people to 
these services. 

The police de not favor storefront headquarters 
because their experience has been th~t local people 
then want to direct pl:'JJice operatid'o.s. The Police 
Reporter argued that hIghway patrol officers should 
be given a full range of pOlice privileges to aid in the 
fight against crime andl to halt unnatural jurisdic
tional restrictions. The Indiana delegation supported 
the above material, and the Police Reporter com
mented that rnost of the .stanc$ards have already been 
implemented ill Indiana. 

Discussion then, turned to the fact that no stan
dards nre off(lred for a criminal justice information 
system! although this w~\s often discussed at the 
Conference. One delegate said that this is an 
extremely senlilitive issue because the information in 
such a system could be potentially damaging to 
many people, and the informatiol'i would have to be 
closely guarded. 

Courts 

The Courts Reporter stated that legal. experts 
agree only that delay must be minimized because it 
blunt$ the detelrrent effe(:t of punishment. 

The standards on plea negotiation were over
whehningly rejected by the Courts forum, but they 
might bc. accepted if a substitute for minimizing 
delay were offered. Diversion would not be satisfac
tory as a substitute b(Jcause the effect of eliminating 
plea negotiation would be to increase the caseload by 
a factor of 2 or 3. 

The Courts forum sessions agreed that the stan
dards regarding waitil.lg time for trial and for appeals 
were desirable, but ttle Indiana Courts Reporter felt 
that they were not pr:acticed in Indiana. 

The delegates thC/ught that abolishing motions to 
grant a new trial would be a mistake because the 
motion for a new trial restricts the defendant from 
raising some issues 011 appeals and calls errors to the 
llttention of the trial judge, thereby cutting the num
ber of appeals made and minimizing delay. 

The Courts forum sessions disagreed that grand 
juries should have their power reduced because this 
would only increase tile power of the prosecutor. 

The Courts Reporter's own comments were: 
1. In reciprocal disclosure, the defendant benefits, 

the State loses, and further delays are caused. 
2, The judiciary was underrepresented at the Con

ference even though the cooperation of judges is 
vital. 

3, Feder:al C()Urts spend too much time reviewing 
irrelevant issues. 

4. The Missouri Plan for selecting judges makes 
the; courts responsive to the people. 
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On the subject of plea negotiation, there was a 
discussion between two detegates in which one dele
gate maintained that plea negotiation nullifies the 
work of the police officer and destroys morale. The 
second delegate responded that more evidence js 
needed to convict than to arrest, and that the effect 
of plea negotiation is to get more convictions. 

Another delegate said the information presented 
to the Commission indicated that drastic change is 
needed to improve the quality of the judiciary and 
that he wondered what effect dropping plea negotia., 
Hon would have in Indianapolis. In response to this 
question, it was brought out that dropping plea nego
tiation reduces deterrence. 

One delegate said that juries should consider sen
tences. Another delegate noted that the Commis
sion's proposals were idealistic rather than practical, 

Discussion then centered around the remark that 
judges consider themselves to be sacred cows, and 
that they must learn to think of themselves as part of 
the criminal justice system. The majority of the 
Indiana delegates agreed. One delegate remarked 
that the supreme and appellate courts in Indiana are 
already on the Missouri Plan. The compromise 
between public responsiveness and high standards 
must come in the counties. It was noted that in the 
Missouri Plan judges run against their own record, 
something unknown in the present system. 

The Indiana delegation then adopted the following 
resolution: 

We accept the intent of the standards for Courts with pro
vision for detailed consideration and examination by appro
priate groups in the State of Indiana. 

Corrections· 

The Corrections forums agreed that standards are 
needed and that the emphasis on corrections should 
shift from the :mstitution to the community. The 
delegates thought that much in the standards is 
impractical, however. Por example: 

1. Inmates should not have the right to refuse 
treatment for communicable disease; 

2. Searches mnst be allowed in cases of stabbings 
and other emergencies; 

3. The right to free expression and association 
must not tolerate strikes or demonstrations; and 

4. The right to religious expression, if it includes 
special diets, threatens chaos. 

The Indiana delegation agreed that: 
1. Corrections must cease to be society's dumping 

ground. 
2. More spedalized attention must be given to the 

human victims of social problems. 
3. Diverting children into adult courts and facn~ 

ities is not a good alternative to juvenile institutions. 
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The Indiana delegation adopted the following IOWA 
resolution:. 

The Indiana delegation would like to express its gratitude 
to the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminilltration for the 
convening of this historic first National Conference on 
Criminal Justice. 

We are particularly grateful for the opportunity of wide
spread participat~on on the part of every segment of the 
community: police, courts, corrections, citizens, and minority 
groups. 

We applaud the: general thrust of the recommendations 
of the National Conference-police jmprovement, enlarge
ment of probation and parole, more rational sentence prac
tices, humane treatment of the imprisonedofiender, and the 
full utilization of all community resources. 

While our attendance at this Conference does not con
stitute; an endorsement of the standard's, recommendations, 
and goals, we do wish to give recognition to this historical 
step forward in the field of criminal justice. 

Now, lberefore:, be it resolved that the attendance and 
participation of the Indiana delegation to this Conference 
shoull! not be construed as an endorsement of aU of tbe 
standards and goals set forth by the National Commission; 
and, 

Be it further resolved, that jf any such endorsement is 
requested, it should only be mad·~ after an opportunity for 
a full discussion by aU persons present at this Conference 
and those other persons who shall participate after having 
had an opportunity to consider the full recommendations 
of the COmml!lSion. 

Community Crime Prevention 

The Community Crime Prevention Reporter stated 
that \10 standards and goa!s were offered in the 
forum sessions he attended. He commented that pro
fessional criminal justice agencies do not usually 
solicit citizl~n help in a sincere way, and that when 
they do, citizen help does not appear to reduce 
crime. The; forum s~ssions supported citizen partici
pation, however. The following problems of citizen 
participation were discussed: 
• Hew an.d when to organize; 
¢t Se;lecting problem areas; 
• Deter-mining priorities; 
• Selecting attain.able goals; 
61 Recruiting and training citizens; 
• Dealing with public officials; 
• Financing citizen action; 
• Sustaining dtizen effort; and 
• Evaluating results. 

The Community Crime Prevention Reporter 
noticed that public defenders were neither included 
nor mentioned in the Conference, and he remarked 
that increased police services seem to be more effec
tive than anything else in reducing crime. 

Police chiefs then commented that their overtures 
for public support do not often get much response. 

Courts 

In dealing with the court system, p1rime consid
eration was given to plea negotiation. Upon present.a
tion to the State delegation, plea negotiation 
(Standard 3.1, Abolition of Plea Negotiation) was 
neither opposed, nor supported, but given consid" 
eration as to how it could b('i improved. At presentl 

most delegates feel that plea: negotiation Was not 
accompHshing its purpose but was merely a IIhOl:se 
trader" process between a prosecutor and a defense 
attorney. Speedy disposal of the case should not be 
the go,al of plea negotiation; complete approval of 
the offender, the offense, and the deserved charge 
should be. 

The delegates believed that plea negotiation should 
continue in the State of Iowa, but that it should con
tinue on a illore open basis. The prosecutor, ill pro
cessing the plea, should realize his responsibllities to 
the public, and his chief goat should not be to obtain 
as many guilty pleas as possible, but to give assess
ment to the individual and considerable evaluation to 
the charge. The charge should be met with SOrn6 
integrity. 1/ 

Conferem.:e suggestions included ,more disco~ery 
rights on the part of the defense, but negtjcted to 
uphold increased discovery on the prosecutor's part. 
Delegates felt that discovery was equally important 
on the prosecutor's part, especially in' the actual 
determination of the disposition of the case. To elimi· 
nate plea negotiation altogether-as was suggested in 
the Commission report-was an impossibility, both 
financially and administratively. The Heup in the 
court system and the number of cases that would 
need to be tried would only be an addition to the 
already overloaded system. 

The elimination of arraignment was also outlined 
in the Conference sessions, but this idea was also 
opposed by the Statedclegation. One individual felt 
that the arraignment presses the individual charges 
and allows the chance for motions to be made-both 
ideas being equally important to the proper process
ing of any criminal case. 

Speeding up appeals as outlined by the report was 
met with approval.. The Iowa Supreme Court has 
already given consideration to the lag within the 
courts, but at present has found no real solutions to 
this problem. The Commission advocates time limita
tions on stages of triah:,but th~ State delegation felt 
these limitations cannot be met until many changes, 
including communication and coordination between 
the courts and other branches of the criminal justice 
system, have been accomplished. The delegation 
supported the Commission proposal to hold pre-
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review. Disposal in pretrial stages definitely could 
eliminate problems in the overloaded court system. 

Pollee 

The overall reaction of the police was quite posi
tive. Those who participated in the Conference quite 
readily accepted the Commission's proposals, Major 
emphasis was given to community relations and 
improvements in police efficiency. 

The Police Reporter agreed with these proposals, 
but was not clear as to how they could be imple
mented. From his point of view, many small towns 
were: at a disadvantage when the issue concerned city
wide law enforcement improvement. He supported 
the suggestion of consolidation-especially for the 
State of Iowa, where many police departments are 
very small and provision of various community ser
vices is impossible because of limited resources. 
However, in Iowa, as well as in many other States, 
cOllsolidation imposes political problems-jobs 
eiiminated, rivalry between towns for head positions, 
etc. 

Until these political problems can be com
promised, consolidation appears difficult to institute 
even though the State delegation felt that consoli
dation could encompass many police objectives and 
community service accommodations. 

Diversion of cases through referral to service 
agencies was also an important point outlined by the 
State Reporter. In his opinion, the police in Iowa 
very much support plea negotiation and referral ser
vices-two practices they felt could reduce the num
ber of people with whom the police must deal. At 
present, however, with the plea negotiation question 
unsettled by the Commission leaders as well as dele
gate members and the lack of actual recognized com· 
munity resources available, diversion of cases 
appears impractical. 

Coordination and communication between the 
police and correctional agencies (halfway houses), 
police and courts, and the police and other commu
nity agencies definitely must be improved before 
many reforms can be instituted. 

There was little disagreement among the delegates 
as. to the improvement of the policeman's role. A few 
members felt that policemen should be involved with 
the disposal of all cases while others gave the police
man a more limited role. For example, one delegate 
felt that policemen had no right to deal with the 
mentally ill, family disturbances, or juvenile offend
ers. These disagreements might be attributed to 
what one delegate outlined as discrepancies that 
exist between the American Bar Association and 
LEAA. 

Iowa idopts a code package consistent with many 
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current Federal rules and follows several American 
Bar Association guidelines. Because the National 
Advisory Commission's standards are so new, they 
have not been largely incorporated in the criminal 
code package that was almost completed prior to the 
Conference. 

Corrections 

The State Reporter gave a positive recommenda
tion concel'lling Corrections. He stated that Iowa has 
already initiated many of the· Commission's sugges
tions. The chief Commission recommendation con
cerned deemphasis of penal institutions and 
increased emphasis on community involvement in 
corrections. Particular stanclards outlined were those 
concerned with pretrial programs and community
based correctional systems. 

The Reporter placed strong emphasis on the 
reform of juvenil(\ corrections. The Commission 
advocated rem.oval of judiciai administration and 
referral to community resources whenever possible in 
juveniie cases. The deleg~tion's discussion following 
this report stressed the improvement of the Iowa 
State juvenile correctional system. At present, the 
JUVenile in the State of Iowa is given very little real 
comiideration. The majority opinion was that juve
nile offenders were not the same as adult offenders, 
and should not be dealt with in the same manner. 

There was discussion as to how the community 
services .could be allocated. Many delegates felt that 
the State of Iowa needs to take a close look at the 
type of personn~l needed in the juvenile corrections 
system. A motion was made to institute an entirely 
new department of correctiorls-a department that 
could fund and allocate whatever community ser
vices necessary, i.e., Youth Service Bureaus. 

According to the Reporter, the abolition of corp 
rectional institutions was met with much resi.stan<;1. 
Administrato~'s (including the reporter) whose jdbs 
alld other vested interests were at stake gave consid
eration to the problem that would be posed with the 
total apolition of correctional institutions. The saving 
of expenditures was definitely a spur to institution 
abolition, but this expenditure saving was not 
accepted without consideration of protection of the 
public. Until community services could be well 
coordinated and public attitudes toward offenders 
changed, abolition of correctional institutions 
appears unlikely. 

In conclusion, the Reporter and others repea~ed 
the need for improvement of juvenile corrections in 
the Stat(} of Iowa-many of these improvements are 
baseq Upon recommendations outlined in the Com
mission's report. The overriding opinion was that 
corre(~tional institutions could remain and could be 
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run effectively if community resources could be 
applied effectively to the correctional program. 

Community Crime Prevention 

The opinion of the Reporter concerning ComnlU
nity Crime Prevention was that the Conference itself 
was hazy about many of its issues. ,The Commission 
outlined improvements that should be made within 
the educational, occupational, governmental, and 
religious institutions of the cominunity,its overall 
goal being a human resource delivery system that 
would improve the individual's perception of ,himself 
as well as of his community. However, the improve
ments outlined were difficult to visualize without real 
application to particular communities. 

Because not all communities have the same com
munity problems, it is diftlcult to summarizecommu
nity needs and nti'.", these needs might be met. 
Spe(~ial consideration was given to education. Certifi~ 
cation and training stand~rds shoUld ~e instituted iu 
earvh system. Teachers should be hired only accord~ 
ing to capabilities. Emphasis was given to involving 
the individual in community programs (occupation
al, religious) to strengthen community ties. Particu
lar emphasis was given to involving the community 
itself in correctional programs. Changing the image 
of the police and developing civic programs were 
also considered. 

The State Caucus. terminated with the suggestion 
that a State conference on crime be held in April or 
May. The National Conference on Criminal Justice 
delegates would serve as the core of the State confer
ence, would evaluate many goalr. and standards out
lined in the National Conference on Criminal 
Justice, and would initiate, as soon as possible, 
whatever goals and standards may apply. 

KANSAS 

Corrections 

Kansas welcomes t{lie standards. and goals for the 
Conference,.It supports the Commission's report and 
is ahead in many areas: . 

1. Regarding Rights of Offenders (Chapter 2), 
Kansas already provideli le,gal services. 

2. The ment9.Ily ill; 4i:ug addicts, etc., can be 
placed in aitern.~tive resource units in Kansas as rec
ommended in tbEiWorldntf Papers. 

3. Kansas"has no halfway houses, and the dele
g!!ftes felt suc.h facilities ~hould be established. 

4. CQrfec;tio't')s,shOuld coordinate th~ir efforts and 
prcgrams with the. other components of the criminal 
justice system. 

5. Kansas has already met the minimum require~ 
ments outlined in the section on manpower 
development. 

6. There should be more cOllLlUunity involvement 
with corrections. 

7. Corrections should do more research, have 
more training programs, and educate the pubiic 
about fehabilitation. programs. 

The delegates felt the Conference qi~ not give 
enough emphasis to the following problems: .. 

1. Who should provide the leadership in Kan~as to 
implement these goals. 

2. The Commission dealt too much with symp
toms instead of causes. 

3, There was not enough emphasis on profes
sionalism of correctional officers. 

4. There should be a national clearinghouse so 
that all States are able to learn what the others are 
d~;ing in the criminal justice fieid. , 

5. The Commission did not emphasize treatment 
programs enough. 

6. The Federal Government should set up a crim
inaljustice model system for States to follow. 

Implementation was discussed and the following 
issues were raised: . 

1. What money will be available to implement 
these programs? 

2. Implementation will require legislaifon. 
It waa thought that the Conference was an 

expensive extravaganza. , 
Corrections needs something like the FBI to pro

vide national technical assistance programs. 
One delegate said that the most important Com

mission standard was the implementation of commu
nity-based programs. 

Another delegate said the key issue for juveniles 
was to get noncriminal offenses out of the juvenile 
court. Still another delegate indicated that the Com
mission's recommendations were too broad, 
impractical, and expensive, and that there was 110t 
enough emphasis on staff and salaries. He did not 
want to do away with uniforms and military terminol
ogy. He saia that Kansas has gone beyond the min
imum standards for libera1iz~d discipline of inmates. 
The Working Papers, in his opinion, la.eked Ideas for 
implementation. He was dismayed that the Confet
ence did not take a stand on the death penalty. He 
was in favor of it. " 

One delegate indicated that the inclusion of aU 
correctional activities in one cemral agency was a 
very important standard. 

Police 

The metropolitan areas of. Kansas have already 
implemented most of the standards. The reporter 
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was in agreement with most of the standards, with 
the exception of the consolidation of police services. 
The people of Kansas have voted against 
consolidation. 

The report was considered to be an excellent 
police management tool, but it lacked standards on 
police employment. 

A speedy trial for everyone was considered to be a 
key priority. 

There should be a State meeting to discuss Kansas 
implcml;otation of the goals and standards. 

Thomas Regan, State Planning Agency director, 
indicated that the State Planning Agency absolutely 
would not hold back funds if the Commission's stan
dards were not met. Excellence must. be developed, 
not required. 

The Reporter was ill fa"or of diversionary pro
grams for slcoilOlics. 

The State Planning Agellcy director and the 
Reporter indicated that not enough emphasis was 
placed upon lateral entry. Bqth felt it was important. 
The consensus was that lateral ehtry was difficult 
with existing civil service laws. 

There was lengthy discussion about minority 
recruitment. All delegates agreed with the concept, 
but the implementation process was not evident in 
the Working Papers. How can Kansas get qualified 
minority people to apply, and how can they be kept 
in the sy~tem when private ::tdustry Can give them 
higher pay? The delegation was pleased that the 
Commission did not recommend lowering admission 
standards for minot'ity recruits. 

The consensus of the delegation was that the 
people will pay more for better protection and 
increased effectiveness of the criminal justice system. 

Courts 

The Reporter indicated that tne concept of plea 
negotiation was the main source of discussion in the 
sessions on Courts. He, personally, was against the 
elimination of all plea negotiatIon until adequate 
diversionary mechanisms were in operation. He 
believed thp.t the priority of the Conference, and 
rightly so, was the fitrengthening of the office of the 
distrjct. attorney. He agreed that the prosecutors 
should be. hired on merit alone, and that their pay 
should be increased. The office of the district attor
ney sh()Illd be locally controlled, and independence 
of the prosecutor must be maintained. 

The Reporter believed that the key to the Confer
ence was the States getting tog'ether to discuss prob
lems in the criminal justice field, and that each realm 
of the criminal justice field should become more 
involved with the others. 
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Summary 

A major criticism that the Kansas delegatioI1 had 
of the Conference was that eachcl,,)mpOnellt of the 
criminal justice system was not represented in each 
other's forum sessions. The interdependence of the 
criminal justice system was considered to be .essen
tia1. 'the repQrt emphasized this interdependence, 
but the shaping of the forum sessions did not. 

The Corrections Reporter thought that the most 
effective methodology for making these standavls 
and goals public would be through regional meetings 
among the States. 

Kansas plans to have followup conferences within 
the State on the standards and goals. 

KENTUCKY 

Introduction 

State Planning Agency Director Charles L. Owen 
opened the Caucus by advising the delegates that in 
his estimation the current National Conference on 
Criminal Justice had been convened to refine and 
update the infClrmation and recommendations 
assimilated and disseminated in the National Advi
sory Commission report pertaining to the disciplines 
of Police, Courts, and Corrections. 

Mr. Owen stated that it was his belief that many 
of the goals and standards recommended in the 
Working Papers of the National Conference on 
Crimioai Justice have already been adopted by the 
State of Kentucky. He cited the Commission's adop
tion of State supplementing of local police salaries 
and/or services. He further cited the area 9£ juvenile 
corrections as being similar in Conference dis
cussions and recommendations to programs already 
being Implemented in the Kentucky correctional 
system. 

Courts 

One delegate stated that he and other representa
tives of the Courts felt they were put upon by Con
ference speakers. Much resentment could have been 
avoided by an explanation of the goal or end-product 
expected. He thought iliat he and others were there 
for window dressing 01' tacit endorsement of some
thing the National Advisory Commissioni had 
already decided. He personally disagreed with the 
recommendation for the Abolition of Plea Negotia
tion, Standard 3.1, and noted heavy opposition 
among representatives from othe.r States. He thought 
there was much of a conatructive nature that could 
have been accomplished by the talent .assembled at 
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the Conference haq the delegates been tQld that thdr 
purpose in being there was to comment upon rather 
than to change the report. 

The delegate thought that the report included 
many good recommendations with reference to the 
courts~ especially in the area of procedural reform. 
He did not elaborate on this. The Courts delegates 
were upset because the recommendation for a 5-year 
limit on sentencing, Standard 5.1, was commented 
on in the Corrections section rather than in the sec
tion on Courts. 

In the dis~ussion that followed, several. issues were 
discussed. 

The Reporter was in favor of the 60-day limit 
between the arrest and trial of an offender. This sys
. tem is now in effect in Kenton County. He stated 
that this concept was not practical for rural areas. 
However, he felt if venue statutes were changed, a 
60-day period between time of indictment and trial 
would be practical for these small rural locations. He 
thought that most rural people were: not worried 
about speedy trials, and that where an offender is 
subjected to heavy bail or denied bail, arrangements 
are made for a speedy trial anyway. 

Another delegate did not believe that the 60-day 
period between arrest and trial was practical given 
the present structure of the Kentucky court system. 
In his opinion, such an innovation would require leg
islation. He suggested that one solution to this ques
tion might be to leave venue for trial in the county of 
occurrence and have the indictment in the location 
where the grand jury is presently sitting. The recom
mendation for speedy trial, in his up inion, was the 
most important concept proposed at the Conference. 

Mr. Owen believed that appeal procedure needs to 
be revised to guarantee speedier appeals ane!. that the 
recommendation that the case go to appellate court 
90 days from the date of sentence is an important 
one. He also felt that abolition of the grand jury was 
not feasible in the rural areas of Kentucky and that a 
full-time prosecutor was sorely needed in these areas. 

The Reporter noted the need for financing of cir
cuit courts by the State to insure a unified system 
(Standard 8.1, Unification of the State Court Sys
tem), of both courts and administration. He did not 
agree with the om~,-tier system in effect in Kentucky. 

Mr. Owen would like to go before legislators with 
recommendations to assist the court in obtaining 
needed financing. One delegate thought that State 
financing was needed and cited instances where 
court personnel had to buy parole and probation per
sonnel such items as paper and pencils. He believed 
State financing would speed up trials. He would have 
the State pay all circuit court judges' expenses and 
have court reporters brought under one system in 
oIde!' to require speedier transcripts. Mr, Owen esti-

--------------'~--~-----------------~ 

mated that implementing State administration of 
judiciary functions and full-time prosecutors would 
require over 8 million donars per year. Another dele. 
gate noted that prosecutors are currently paid 
through fines and (orfeitures. 

Another delegate felt that court expenses are items 
for the Governor's office but that t~ Governor must 
find other ways for obtaining income to finance items 
previously financed by court surpluses. Furthermore, 
he thought that the Conference was. valuable in aU 
areas except the position on plea negotiation. 

Another delegate thought that the opposition to 
Standard 3.1, Abolition of Plea Negotiation, might 
be to the plea negotiators themselves rather than plea 
negotf.ation per se . 

Police 

The Reporter commented that the overall reaction 
by the police to the standards set forth was favor
able. There was a question on the feasibility of com~ 
plete autonomy for State specialists (Standard 9.4) 
in pursuing independent investigations because jt 
was thought that local police should exercise local 
control. 

The diversion r~commendation (Standard 4.3) 
regarding alternatives to art~sts for misdemeanors in 
SU1e instances. 

In the area of communications, the only com
plaints centered around the FCC regulations and the 
sC..:'(city of operating frequencies (Standard 23.3, 
Radio Communications). 

One delegate stated that another area qu?stioned 
was, that of recruitment of applicants (Standard 
13.3, Minority Recruiting), wherein. all applicant's 
excellent performance in one area should be 
regarded as compensating for his faUure to cO\TIply 
with requir.ements in another. The delegare emphat
ically opposed this. Lateral entry (Standard 1'7.4, 
Administration of Promotion and Advancement) 
was, in his opinion, not taken kindly by Co,.lerence 
Police delegates. He thought· that if this was done 
throughout the entire structure of. a police force? 
there would be little incentive for or officers to try for 
promotion. 

In the discussioll that followed a number of issues 
were discussed. 

Mr. Owen stated that settil)g standardS for local 
police is already done in Kentucky. The National 
Advisory Commission did not have this recommen
dation, but he thought that they should have. He 
thought that the recommendation by the National 
Adviso.ry Commission for consolidation of services 
was a positive oue. He questioned whether the State 
would continue to fund departments of less than 10 
men. He stated that if the pay boa:rd permits a sup-
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plement. then pay to local police would begin at 15 
percent. 

One delegate questioned whether long-range 
financing of police services, such as police Iabora': 
toties would be borne by the State 01' the communi
ties. 

Mr. Owen mentioned that the Safe Streets Act, 
terminating on June 30, 1973, amounts to 8 million 
doUars in LEAA funds and 3 million dollars in 
matching State funds. If lost, this would cost the 
criminal justice system in Kentucky 11 million 
dollars. 

Com;d~ons 

The report{ll' noted that Standard ~.11, Sentencing 
Equality, and the majority of Standard 5.1, The Sen
tencing Agency, had not been discussed at the Con
ference level. He further cited the W or.king Papers' 
recommendation -on the issuance of 5-year maximum 
sentence, except for violent crimes such as rape, 
murder, and the assassination of police officers. He 
believed this to be one of the more important stan
dards for consideration. However, it was not dis
cussed at all by the Corrections delegates at the 
Conference. 

Th0 Reporter stated that of primary import was 
the recommendation that no major correctional 
institutions should be built (Standard 11.1, Planning 
New Correctional Institutions), and that all major 
institutions for juveniles be phased out over an 
immediate 5-year period (Standard 11.2, Modi
fication of Existing Institutions). He felt that a def
inition of the term "major institutions" was needed. 
He noted that the State of Kentucky just spent mil
lions of dollars in modernizing its juvenile facilities 
thl'Oughout the State. He also believed that these 
facilities were ahead of anything contained ill the 
recommendations of the Conference. 

He explained that no more than 50 juveniles were 
now based at anyone correctional facility operated 
under State auspices and ~hat he did not believe that 
the State legislature would accept the closing of these 
juvtinile facilities after having spent so much money 
to modernize them. In addressing himself to the 
Conference discussion on coeducational facilities for 
juvenile detention, he stated that Standard 8.3, Juve
nile Detention Center Planning, was of dubious qual
ity. Kentucky has had coed facilities for juveniles in 
the past and has discontinued this type of facility 
because it turned out to be less effective than sepa
rate facilities. 

Regional jails were 'discussed. T.he issue of financ
ing was raised because in many cases juveniles a1te 
farmed out to foster homes in lieu of detention and 
throug11 LEAA fundhig are being segregated from 
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adult offenders. The Reporter cited Campbell 
County Juvenile Detention Center in Kentucky as an 
example. He felt that the State of Kentucky is ahead 
of the Conference standards and goals in most 
instances in the corrections fieid. 

Mr. Owen felt another look should be taken at the 
5-year maximum sentence. He felt that tractable 
offenders should be worked With. Organized crime 
and hard-core offenders should be given 25-year sen
tences. The delegation was in unanimous agreement. 

A legislator thought that the taxpayer expects 
offenders to go to jail, and most legislators felt the 
same, otherwise they would not be legislators for 
long. 

Mr. Owen believed that the people in the criminal 
justice system, especially corrections, should go 
ahead with needed programs and '"('visions as they 
are neither subject to nor amendable to many of the 
political considerations that legislators must adhere 
to. 

Mr. Owen felt that the Conference report and rec
ommendations completely ignored incarceration and 
punishment as being valid concepts. He regretted 
that discussions over punishment and rehabilitation 
became polarized as liberal versus conservative. 

LOUISIANA 

Introduction 

The LEA A representative spoke on the purpose of 
the meeting and its aims. 

.Police 

Standard 5.1, Responsibility for Police Services, is 
currently in effect ensured by grants. 

Standard 8.3, Deployment of Patrol Officers, is 
also in eff'ect in Baton Rouge. 

Standard Y.7, Criminal Investigation, is under 
consideration at this time. 

Standard 4.1, Cooperation and Coordination, is 
being implemented by monthly meetings of the state
wide board. 

Programs now in effect reagrding Standard 4.2, 
Police Operational Effectiveness Within the Criminal 
Justice System, need improvement in the ilrea of 
community relations. 

Standard 1.6, Public Understanding of the Police 
Role, is stressed in the current process of police 
training. 

Only three agencies within Louisiana were found 
actively to recruit members of minority groups 
(Standard 13.3, Minority Recruiting). Two of those 
agencies spoke to a total of three possible applicants. 
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No applications were made. The third agency spc~ke 
to two possible applicants< who later said they were 
going to police departments outside the State. 

One delegate thought that the requirements at the 
present time were too ste"',? regarding education, i.e., 
they were prejudicial against minorities. 

Another delegate pointed out that his dep.artment 
has reduced standards for entry of blacks. On the 
written exam a black needs 75 percent while a white 
applicant needs 80 percent to pass. Still another 
delegate made offers to law schools at Tulane, Loui~ 
sillna State University, and Angola to hire top black 
gtaduates as law clerks with no results. One delegate 
r.lOted that with respect to an LEAA meeting held 2 
years ago in Maimi regarding minority recruiting, he 
wrote to LEAA for assistance in minority recruiting 
as promised at the meeting. There have been no 
results to date. Another delegate wanted to strike out 
lowering of standards for minorities. There was 
agreement that lowering slandal."ds would be prej
udicial to whites. 

Using black officers in black neighborhoods was 
considered by vne delegate to be effective. Eighteen 
years ago he recommended three blacks at a Mayor's 
Advisory Commission meeting. One is now a cap
tain, while the other two are lieutenants. 

The idea of r1tandards and guidelines was 
endorsed by anothei: delegate, but the acceptance of 
standards as a basis for Feder:i grants was consid
ered to be objectionable. The universal acceptability 
of standards without different consideration of sizes 
of agencies, populations, etc., was also questioned. 

In Standard 1.6, Public Understanding of the 
Police Role, the wording-i.e., American District 
Telephone (ADT) service that is currently being 
given free of charge-was questioned by one dele
gate. He stated that 99.4 percent of all alarms art: 
false and suggested monetary compensation . for 
responding to false alarms. He also noted that 
LEAA failed to provide expertise in areas such as 
communications and equipment as needed. 

One delegllte did not give blanket approval of the 
standards nud felt that another look should be given 
to them in Louisiana. Another thought that the 
National Conference on Criminal Jo.s'tice should not 
be interpreted as the Nixon Administration's stan
dards for issuing of Federal funds. Each State should 
use its discretion. Another strongly opposed meth
adone maintenance programs. He stated that meth
adone deaths exceeded those of heroin. Another 
delegate suggested greater familiarization with the 
task force reports. 

One delegate spoke on specialists and laboratory 
personnel.,He noted the need for better services. lhe 
need to develop a statewide system was mentioned. 
Police specialists c.annot be developed under present 

civH service law, which is curren.tly based 011 senior~ 
ity. State law would have to be adjusted. 

Courts 

The abolition of the grand jury was not an 
objectionable recommendation because indictment 
by grand jury power is held in other authorities also. 
One delegate noted that cases of a "public problem" 
should go to a grand jury. Another delegate com
mented that evidence may be developed in a grand 
jury that may not be developed elsewher;;. 

One delegat~ found Standard 7.1, Judicial Selec
tion, and Standard 9.4, Casefiow Management, 
undesirable. 

The Reporter believed in the recommendation on 
full disclosure. One delegate questioned if all dis
closUre could be enforced, and wanted to see it tded. 
Another delegate did not think it would work and 
thought that its applicability had been proven in civil 
law but perhaps not in criminal law. 

Plea negotiation was endorsed 100 percent by the 
Reporter and the same delegate rejected the goal of 
eliminating plea negotiation as an institution. He 
thought that plea negotiation should be modified but 
not formalized. Plea negotiation was used when a 
district attorney did not really have a case according 
to another delegate. He accepted the standard on 
plea negotiation but called its use as an institution 
"detestable." One delegate thought that dh;cretion as 
to negotiation should be left to the judge. Another 
delegate thought that the ab(}l.ition of plea negotia
tion, Standard 3.1, was wrong. 

The Reporter thought that Standard 4.1, Time 
Frame for Prompt Processing of Criminal Cases, 
varied with the population and the convenience of 
court areas. He objected to long pretrial detention. 
Anoth~r delegate commented that the 6~hour time 
limIt to! appear before a magistrate was impractical. 
Forty-eight hours is reasonable for pretrial dis" 
cussion of pleas and is currently on the court record. 

One delegate felt that time limits did not need to 
be boosted to expedite court cases~ because it was 
also to the advantage of the State to have a speedy 
process. It was pointed out by another delegate that 
the 6-hour limit is currently impossible. Forty-eight 
hours is in effect on weekdays and 72 hours is in 
effect on weekends. In reference to 60 days to trr~l 
for felony, he tho';Jght that sometimes it was not sUlf
ficient time for the police' officer to comple;te 
investigation, but blamed defensG-' counsels for con
tinuances. 'He pOInted out that full discovery would' 
c~use delays in the court process. 

liThe Reporter stated that a 24-hour period 
between arrest and magistrate wps sufficient.., One 
delegate asked why a judge could ubt beavflilable on 
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a 24~hour basis. Another delegate replied that he 
had requested a duty judge (around~the~clock) with 
110 results to date. The Reporter stated that some 
duty judges are already in existence. The consensus 
was to recommend the position of duty judge to 
speed up the time from process and lower arrest to 
magistrate. 

Corrections 

The Corrections Reporter thought that the 
l'equests made by the Corrections Administrators' 
Conference in Chicago to have leaders heard by the 
National Advjsory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals Task Force on Corrections 
were not always granted and she expressed hostility 
partially on that basis. If adopted, she thought the 
standards proposed by the National Conference on 
Criminal Justice would "confuse the public and mis~ 
place priorities" in the corrections field. It would be 
a 'Itetrible, terrible abuse to place priorities as the 
Commission states them in its standards. j

, 

Standard 2.2, Access to Legal Services, was con~ 
sidered to btl imprantical and the cost to provide 
prisoners with attorneys for noncriminal items would 
be "ridic,(llous." Some of the suggestl}{i rights would 
cause security problems and unwittingly cause more 
hostility than they proposed to reduce. 

Standard' 2.13, Procedures for Nondisciplinary 
Changes of Status, was considered zenerally 

,/ unfeasible. 
It was thought that acceE:" the media would 

hurt pending ~ourt cases (Stat\ .. drd 2.11, Access to 
the Public). One delegattl thought that prisoners 
should not be permitted to hold press confert!nces. 
The Reporter commented that acceptance would 
need more manpower and would stress the wrona 

,., •• b 
prlontIes. 

Standard 3.1, Use of Diversion, is underway cur
rell~ly. Louisiana has doubled the number of its pro
batton and parole officers. The Reporter considered 
diagnosis to be necessary to get people out of the sys~ 
. tem.Elimination of diagnosis would be damaging, 
~e~era.uY, she rejected the closing of juvenile 
institutIons because they contain "hardened people." 
Small homes of no more than 30 residents were not 
c.onsidered to. be practical because of star. limita~ 
hons. Inmate mvolvement in corrections would open 
doors for lawsuits and threaten prison security. The 
Community Crime Prevention Reporter thought ori~ 
entation should begin on community~based pro
gt'ams. Angola prison should be phased out in 10 
years. 'The Corrections Reporter noted \hat the adop~ 
tion of standards will have no purpose other than 
confusing the public and misplacing priorities. 

3S4 

Community Crime Prevention 

Supplementary services to court programs to 
reduce recidivism cited were: employment for ex
offenders, educational provieions, and private orga~ 
nizations turning to the private sector for 
involvement, i.e., Detroi", Inc., and Stone Family 
Foundation. Organizing volunteers and tapping 
resources of other volunteers were stressed. With 
regard to corruption, it was thought that the law 
should be practiced. The State Commission should 
be set up to supervise zoning, tax assessments, etc. 
The problem of organized crime was acknowledged. 

Summary 

The delegates to the National Conference on 
Criminal Justice from the State of Louisiana com
mellded the National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals for the 
enormous and challenging task that they have 
undertaken to aSf)ist the States in establishing goals 
and standards designed to reduce crime in America. 
They fully endorse the stated concept of the National 
Conference on Criminal Justice. This Conference in 
itself has served the important purpose of bringing 
together for the first time the leadership of the 
national criminal justice community and has 
afforded them the opportunity to review preliminary 
standards .and goals developed by the National 
Advisory Commission. 

They recognize that the standards suggested by 
th~ National Advisory Commission are not neces~ 
sadly applicable or even desirable in all communities 
and areas of the Nation. They therefore wish to have 
it recorded that their presence at the Conference 
does not necessarily indicat' 'their endorsement of 
the standards suggested by the National Advisory 
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals. 

They appreciate the valuable assistance the Com~ 
mission has given tItem. They thank its members, the 
task forces and the f;taff, and all who have sMred in 
this monumental w >rk. 

And they cor.~Init themselves to a continuing 
effort to establish and implement, in Louisiana, goals 
and standards that will enable them to reduce crime 
and improve the <I.Jministtl:ltion of criminal justice. 

This delegation form~iiv ~t~portsio the Governor 
chief justice, and ~ttC[:H~;Y I.teneral of the State of 
Louisiana its recommentL:.uo)fl that this Conference 
be f0110wed by a statewide conference in Louisiana 
to be attended by a broader cross-section of criminal 
justice and private sector for the purpose of cbnsid~ 
ering the recommendations and standards drafted by 
the National Conference on Criminal Justice Stand~ 
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ards and Goals, and more specifically, the com
ments and recommendations of the members of tIlis 
delegation with reference thereto. 

The objective would be to establish for the State 
of Louisiana a consensus on short- and lOng,..raOlze 
goals and use of State resources for the ~ed'llCti()n 'Of 
crime and the improvement of criminal justice. In 
pursuing the above, efiort& to sc;cure LEAA assis
tance to hold the statewide conference will be 
sought. 

MAINE 

Introd'llction 

The Maine State Caucus began with an 
introduction by the Chairman of the Maine SPA 
Board, Richard S. Cohen, in the absence of the State 
Planning Agency Director, John B. Leet. The 
introduction was followed by reports from the four 
disciplines. Each report will be divided into three 
sections: general reactions to the standards, specific 
reactions to standards, and the action that will he 
taken within the State. The separate reports were fol
lowed by comments by State legislators and a general 
discussion of the standards. 

Mr. Cohen stated that the purpose of t.he State 
Caucus session was to get personal reactions to the 
panelists and the forum ;1essions. Cohen suggested 
that the comments on the fl.)rum sessions should con
sist of general re~,ctions, because the entire Commis
sion report was not yet available. 

Police 

One Reporter said that this was the first time a 
bible of criminal justice problems was ever pub
lished. He agreed in principle with all the standards, 
noting that problems in many States seemed more 
Intense than in Maine .. 

Specifically, he felt that the Working Papers 
should be used as a yardstick to plan programs. He 
objected to the civilian review board plan. He felt 
that the judiciary was capable of handling problems 
that might arise, and that a civilian review board 
would only complicate problems; He spoke of taking 
action personally to discuss these standards by call
ing a commissioned officers' or staff meeting. He 
thought that everyone in the field of law enforcement 
in MaiD() should be informed of the standards. 

The o:her Rep-orter's general reaction was that the 
standards were good and could not be argued with. 
He thought, however, that these standards must be 
flexible, because they were set up to be used acr.os!! 
the Nation and were not tailored to Maine's specific 

needs. He also noted that the purpose of the stan
dards was to reduce crime by 50 percent in 10 years. 

Courts 

The Reporter's general reaction to the st!1t1dards 
was that they should be used as guidelines ratb,er 
than standards. He felt that the whole purpose of the 
Conference was to r~duce crime. 

He noted that Screening (Standards 1.1 and 1.2) 
was used in Maine now by police officers and prose
cutors. He reacted'to the Abolition of Plea Negotia
tion (Standard 3.1) in a negative way. As a judge, 
he does not use plea negotiation. He felt that if a 
man is on trial with the aid of an attorney, the court 
is capable of handing down the correct decision. 

In reacting to the appellate review (Standards <l.1 
to 6.9), he pointed out that Malne does not have a 
problem willi delayed trials. The only time lapse that 
existed was in the finality of the judgment. He said 
that after a decision had been made, the defendant 
had the chance to bring back any lawful complaint. 
The Reporter also indicated that the chief justice 
now has an assistant, but that the office could be 
strengthened. 

In reaction to Standard 7.1, Judiciai Selection, he 
thought that judicial review should not be more than 
every 7 years j and that judges should be appointed. 

He thought that the supporting personnel (Stan
dards 9.1 to 9 A) in Maine werp ~ot as effective as 
n.eeded. Personnel were not quaIl old. The Reporter 
also thought that the clerks should be appointed by 
the courts. 

Mr. Cohen's general rel!ction to the Working 
Papers was that no definite action could be taken 
todr:y because only a small percentage of the final 
report was available. He thought that money was an 
important part of utilizing the standards. He thought 
that the prosecution (Standards 12.1 to 12.8) 
should be separate from the courts. Prosecutors have 
in,vestigative abilities and should not be "lumped in" 
with the courts. '. 

He attacked the A,bolition. of' Plea Negotiation 
(Standard 3.1) from a practical point of view~ Ho 
felt that by abolishing plea negotiation the courts 
could become overloaded. He thought that plea 
negotiation is being ,?,sed in almost every State and 
that it should be cOIttinued under certain restraints. 
He also commented:hn the lack of available data to 
ascertain the effec~'l of plea negotiation. He sp~ke 
about the professionali:?:l}tion 'of prosecutors and 
claimed that there is no Place in the system for part
time proseclltors •. 
_ Commenting on public defellder systems ~Stan
cards 13.1 to 13.12), Mr. Cohen thought that the 
public defender systems w~:e important, but that 
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professional prosecution had priority over the pt;iblic 
defender system. He commented on the righi\: to 
appeal by States and thought that States' appleals 
were very important, not to overturn acquittals, but 
to resolve questions Qf law. 

COIITfctions 

The Reporter stated generally thut a majority of 
the standards were either already in practice or CCluld 
be easily absorbed within the operational philosophy 
of the Bureau of Corrections. The forum sessions 
emphasized the advantages of a correctional 
umbrella agency, which Maine provides already with 
the exception of county jails. She felt strongly 
toward Use of Diversion, Standard 3.1. It was 
thought that diversion mayor may not be a function 
of corrections. She said that diversion should begin 
before offenders enter the system. She also !itated 
that Maine does not have, today the necessary related 
social facilities to deal with diversion effectively. 

The problem of facilities for adults depended on 
the expansion of community-based programs. Even 
more emphasis was put on the current lack of quali
fied personnel to use indeterminate sentencing (Stan
dards 5.1 to 5.9) to best advantage. Maine is in the 
process of asking its legislature for funds to develop 
diagnostic teams. The Reporter emphasized the need 
for statistics and data collection for use in research 
(Standard 15.5, Evaluating the Performance of the 
Correctional System). When asked if there was a law 
against hiring ex-offenders, she responded that ques
tions of arrest and conviction may be asked, but that 
they are not used alone to exclude the ex-offender 
from work in State e ...... )loyment. 

A delegate thoug:.: .In general, that many of these 
programs can be run (jD the county level. He thought 
that they would take time to be implemented. Com
menting on St~ndard 2.1, Searches, he thought that 
they were necessary in an institution for protection. 
Diversion (Standard 3.1) was an excellent alterna
tive to incarceration. In his opinion, pretrial inter~ 
vendon (Standards 4.1 to 4.8) involved much 
research. He further though~ that if States began to 
control local institutions (Standard 9.2), the 
institutions might btlcome overloaded. However, the 
States should continue inspection. He thought that 
judges should become educated as to the jaIl systems 
available regarding Continuing Jurisdiction of Sen
tencing Court, Standard 5.9. He concluded that the 
criminal juiitice system must move together to 
coordinate and to educate the public. 

Another delegate also commented on clOrrections, 
noting that one o()t,:ld not quarrel with QO 'percen~ of 
the standards. He added that he had already been 
approached about the legalityo!searches. 
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Community Crime Prevention 

The Reporter thought that the Commission had 
not spent much time on this part of the Working 
Papers. Maine does not have anything set up to help 
community crime prevention. He said that key issues 
were education of the community, organization, and 
indUstry. 

Summary 

Three representatives commented on criminal jus
tice in relation to the State of Maine. All three 
approved the standards. One thought that most of 
the standards were realistic but that some were ideal
istic. He thought that coordinated effort was neces
sary to attain the standards. The second thought. that 
the State representatives should be made more aware 
of the conditions and that the experts should be 
responsible for the education of representatives. He 
also thought that many changes could be made with~ 
out implementation of law. The third commented 
that Maine seemed. to be a relatively progressive 
State and that he saw problems only in the devel~ 
opment of priorities. 

An LEAA representacive commented on the dra
matic change in criminal justice. He fon:saw rapidly 
expanding horizons within the organization. 

A short discussion followed. Some comments dur
ing the discussion were related to the use of stand
ards as guidelines rather than as standards. The 
fact that LEAA was used· as a Federal function 
instead' of State function was discussed. It was the 
consensus that time limits had to be met in relation 
to what Maine as a State could handle. 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Inirod'tlction 

The State Planning Agency director began by 
detailing the background that. led to the developm~nt 
nf the Working Papers. The only Massachusetts rep
resentation was on the Community Crime Prevention 
Task Force. The Commission and its work were 
funded through LEAA and cost $250,000. Th€~ task 
forces made recommendations only to the Naltional 
Advisory Commission (whose members represented 
all the disciplines), which then made the final deci
sion on which standards and goals were adopted. 
The Working Papers represent only a portion of the 
approved recommendations. The final report will not 
be out for several months. 

The purpose of the Conference was tc have the 
standards and goals discussed and then to have the 
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States implement and! or create standards and goals 
unique to t.heir State's situ~tion. The Conference was 
intended to be a focal paiht from which action could 
begin. The director note0 that delegates have to 
decide what to do with the standards and goals, i.e., 
where to go from here. 

Corrections 

The major emphasis was on rights of offenders 
diversion, pretrial activities, adult versus. major 
institutions, research and development, and the I1eeu 
tor the discipiines to develop a systems approacll that 
interrelates and coordinates with all of the other 
disciplines. 

The Rights of Offenders, Chapter 25 was the most 
controversi~l issue with discussion focusing on the 
rights of citizens and officers, as well aE of offenders. 
The role of the courts in rleciding due process and 
rights of offenders as they relate to correctional pol
icy was also discussed. It was thought that correc
tions ,should implement their own due process and 
J;ights, but if they do not, the courts will decide on 
them. 

There was strong support for both diversion and 
community~based corrections and agreement that 
these should be major issues for corrections. The 

,problem of risk classification will have to be resolved 
and written processes developed. There was agree
ment on the issues of prescription programing and 
mutual agreement contracting. Smaller institutions, 
no more construction of juvenile institutions, and a 
5-year moratorium on construction of adult' 
institutions (while programs and goals are devel
oped) were received favorably. The development. 'f 
smaller, H)O- to 300-person facilities and the elirt', 
nation of jails and houses of correction were dis
cussed also. 

State centralization versus local decentralization 
was left unresolved. 

The development of standards for institutions was 
agreed to be necessary, as were research aod devel
opment and infofl'llation systems. 

The major weakness in the Working Papers was 
thought to be limited information on pJ;obatioll. 

Courts 

The forum sessions ran into pro,blems because 
many terms were interpreted differently. Treating 
prosecution, defense, and courts as one unit was seen 
as a hindrance, because these are all specialized 
areas. The incompleteness of the Working Papers 
was criticized. Many standards were not relevant to 
Massachusetts. The group agreed on appointment 
rather than election of judges. 

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

Plea negotlatiorl. was ~brlsidered to be the most 
c.ontroversial issue. Sllggestlons for the nbolitiotl of 
grand juries we;ri~ discussed but not agreed l,lpou. The 
process of information, discoverYI and 1\ heating was 
agreed upon. Uniform and regular written p:rocedure 
on the acceptance of a plea was thought to be desir~ 
able. There should be only one prQcedure for the 
d~fendant to hal1dle all points. For exarnple. c()llat~ 
eral attacks shOUld not occur. 

Massachusetts needs more court centralization. 
Coordination and d:!legation of r~sponsihility and 
hearings should not he done by one, person. 

The conrt's involvement in criule prevention was 
discussed. It was decided that crime prevelltion W.IlS 
not the role of the court. Judges should :oat decide 
who should be prosecuted. Standards and goals will 
be referred to the appropriate judicial review com .. 
mittee in Massachusetts for review and recommenda
tions. 

In the discussion that followed, one judge felt it 
was important for people to urlderstand that Screen
ing, Chapter 1, is an executive function, while diver
sion is a ~ourt function that is new and needs to be 
expanded. He also thought that implementing stau
dGrds for speedy trial was necessary in Massachu
setts for jury trials. The Massachusetts delegation 
shC'uld continue meeting to discuss these standards 
and goals and to develop a Massachusetts plan. 
Many delegates were dissatisfied with the process 
and feared that their attendance at the Conference 
would be seen as rubberstamping the standards and 
goals before they have had time to consider them 
and to make changes, modifications. additiQIlS, etc. 

The delegates agreed that the underlying prin
ciples of the standards and goals were the important 
issues, not the specifics that will have to be tailored 
to Massachusetts over time. It was suggested that the 
delegates continue to meet and to broaden the input 
at home to get a true State plan for Massachusetts. 
The process of achieving this goal was considered to 
be very important. 

Community Crime Prevention 

The topics outlined for discussion in Community 
Crime Prevention were: 'Youth Services Bureaus, 
citizen actioQ, education, religion, employment, rec
reation, arid int?grity in government. 

The Community Crime Prevention section of the 
Working Papers was very brief. 'Delegates were 
informed that standards and goals were prepared by 
the task force only in the areas of Y oulJl Service 
Bureaus and government integrity. 

The delegates wished to receive the full report on 
Community Crime Prevention and a copy of the ros
ter of delegates. 
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The goals for the role of schools included the 
following: 

1. Involve parents as teachers. They should be 
trained and eventually paid. 

2. Reorganize the schools to encourage justice and 
democracy. 

3, Guarantee the rights to read and write to all 
students. 

4. Develop increased and diverse application of 
career education. 

S. Develop reality-based career education. 
6. Make extended (year-round) use of school 

facilities. ' 
7. Develop special language programs for foreign

born students. 
Delegates challenged the ide.11. of blaming the 

schools for reflecting broader problems of society. 
They suggested seeking consemJUs on national goals 
against which to measure schools and other social 
institutions. The Working Papers were criticized for 
concentrating on form, not substance. A recommen
dation was made that counselors not be part of the 
school system so that they 'could serve as ombuds
men for the students. 

The recommendations on religion included the 
following: 

1. Active participation as volunteer~ in the crim~ 
inal justice system; 

2. Leadership in interpreting crime, and in com
bating fear and apathy; 

3. Use of church facilities to assist groups involved 
in prevention activities; 

4. Participation by congregations in the local sys
tem through volunteer programs and periodic facility 
visits; and 

5. Development of voluntary network to assist in 
community crime prevention activities. 

A suggested formula for program involvement and 
implementation in the area of recreation included: 
• Youth involvement; 
• Parental involvement; 
• Special training of recreational staff members; 
• Youth development, specifically in the area of 
leadership; , 
• Piggybacking, i.e., extra activities riding on the 
back of recreation-club groups, scouting, tutoring, 
etc.; and 
• Outreach programs. 

The major recommendations on employment 
included the following: 

1. Employers and unions should take an active, 
aggressive role in expanding youth opportunites. 

2. There should be expanded after-school and 
summer youth job opportunites. 

3. C0Ill.~lJnity-based pretrial prevention programs 
should have an employment component. 
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4. Employers should expand opportunities for 
vifenders.The purging of criminal records is one way 
they can help. 

5. Legislation should be enacted to prohibit 
inquiries after records are purged. 

6. Expanded public employment opportunities 
must be developed for offenders. 

7. Special needs offenders such as drug abusers 
should be provided with job opportunities. 

8. Aggregate employment should be maintained at 
a high level. Inner city employment rates should be 
no lower than the national averages. 

9. Government procurement units should abide by 
equal opportunity laws. • 

10. Public agencies should increase purchases 
from minority businesses. 

11. Government should design affirmative action 
programs to allDW people to live near worksites in 
order to minimize travel and housing complications. 

The concept of community action is based on the 
following assumptions: 

1. Citizen apathy and indifference contributes to 
the spread of crime. . 

2. Private and public agencies are not welcomed 
into professional crime prevention circles. 

3. Community crime prevention needs the coop-
eration of existing groups and systems. . 

The citizen action section of the Working Papers 
contains no standards but, rather, focuses on 
numerous examples of citizen projects for crime pre
vention and describes how such movements are 
organized and financed. The following factors should 
be considered for Massachusetts: 
• Formal training for citizen participants; 
• More citizen participation at all law enforcement 
levels and within the State Planning Agencies; and 
• More support from citizen groups. 

Integrity of government was discussed and the fol
lowing issues were elaborated: 

1. If we could stop the cost of corruption of gov
ernment, we could solve many of our economic 
problems. 

2. Integrity of government definitely relates to 
street crime. 

3. Prisons may be just about the best places to 
serve as models for corruption .. 

The discussion on corruption included: . codes of 
ethics, camplljgn financing, procurement of goods 
and services, land-use planning, zoning, tax assess
ment, licensing, etc. 

People must know what is required to find and 
prosecute corruption, establish criteria for proce
dures, and make procedures available to the public. 

Some delegates thought that the Commission 
could have focused more attention and resources on 
the community crime prevention area. 



Some questions cited the leadersrnp role of the 
Commission and the advisability of presenting rec
ommendations instead of standards for local pro
gram implementation. 

The question of how sincere we are in the desire 
for community action was raised. When citizen 
action is needed, it is always a request for volunteers, 
whereas in other areas people get paid for their 
smallest efforts. 

The recreation section of the WOI'king Papers 
points out that what is considered recreation in one 
area may be considered delinquent behavior in 
another, Generally, there \v~s great disappointment 
in this section of the JfJrking Papers. It was 
described as innocuous, irrelevant~. and lacking in 
goals. 

The lack of material available to Community 
Crime Prevention delegates was severely criticized. 

It was suggested that dissatisfaction, while it could 
not change the final report, could have an effect at 
individual State planning levels. 

There was a developing feeiing that the Confer
ence and perhaps even the final report were never 
intended for uniform application in every commu
nity. Rather, it was meant simply to motivate the 
community to act on community crime prevention. 

Police 

There was general agreement that the standards 
and goals were good and should be implemented. 
The Police delegates considered the standards and 
goals to be reaHlitic. This was probably due to the 
f.act that 85 perc~nt of the recommendations were 
tried in two or mure communities and 15 percent 
were tried in one community. 

Plea negotiation was seen as necessary, but police 
representation of some type needs to occur during 
the process. 

Aicohol and drug centers were approved in gen
eral. Such centers should be looked at carefully for 
persons involved in serious or violent crime. 

Lateral entry is acceptable, but it is a serious ~rea 
problem. 

The delegates thought that neighborhood security 
programs were beneficial. However, because of the 
dangers involved people should take only limited 
action. 

Mutual aid and interagency cooperation already 
are being practiced in Massachusetts, 

All police departments should strive to implement 
team policing in the future. In gene.ral, police do not 
agree that thef(~ are victimless crimes. An ombuds
man should be a local politician, not f,ln outsider. 
Better personnel training is already occurring. 

There was much less controversy in the Police ses-

sioM bec,ause of the preparation involved. The 
majority of the standards and goals wore approved, 
Delegates should continue to meet so that all dis
ciplines can get to know each other better, alleviate 
misconceptions, and develop a true system. ot cOr" 
rectional standards and goals. The breakdown by 
discipline at the Conference worked against sharing 
among disciplines. 

The standards and goals in the Working Papers 
did not 'deal with officer quality, training, unions, or 
implementation. Without these considerations, the 
standards cannot work. Also, some delegates 
thought that the Working Papers dealt with police as 
mechanical robots) not as human beings. Cri.me can~ 
not be reduced 50 percent unless aU the disciplines 
work together. 

The Massachusetts delegation decided to use the 
standards and goals as a guide for developing Mas~ 
sachusetts as a prototype correc~ional system. All 
delegates will e;h~t!: the standards and goals with oth
ers in Ma5sack.\~i.lttsi give written feedback to the 
State Planning Agency) and meet in the near future 
to develop specific recommendations for Massachu~ 
setts. They agreed that it would be a long, com
plicated undertaking that would require commitment 
from all disciplines working together to accomplish 
common goals. The Working Papers provided the 
focus and impetus for Massachusetts to develop a 
truly progressive model system. The majority of the 
standards were applicable or already implemented in 
Massachusetts. The State Planning Agency will keep 
the delegates informed and coordinate this effort. 

Introduction 

Lieutenant Governor James H. Brickley presided 
at the Michigan CauCtls and began the meeting by 
questioning what the telationship between LEAA 
and the States would be, considering there was not a 
consensus from every State. However, he thought 
that it was necessary that each State have its own 
standards. He said that the goals and standards 
presented at the Confer~nce would be a touchstone 
for Michigan. Overall he felt that 70 to 80 percent of 
the National Advisory Commission's standards and 
goals have compliance in Michigan. Most of the 
Michigan delegation were members of the Michigan 
Crime Commission. 

Pollce 

From what the Reporter was able to observe from 
th~ 12 forum session groups, he thought there was a 
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conseriSUs among the police on the principles and 
intent of the standards. While recognizin,8 the small 
number of standards presented (33 out of 125), the 
feeling Was that these standards were minimum goals 
and that they were related to basic services and con
cepts that had been tried (in many cases in only cne 
community) ill the country. Ovel'all he thought that 
the meetings edu\'!ated rather than reviewed. In gen
eralt he observed that during the forum sessions, the 
standards were not presented as requirements that 
everyone must adopt. 

Standard "3.2, Crime Prevention, was considered 
to be too specialized. Evaluation studies on the rela
tionship between the public and the police were sug
gested befor~ specific tasks are drafted as a model. 

Nationai ~ttentkm should be given to assessing the 
problem of radio frequency. 

Analyzing evid,mce within a 24-hour period (The 
Crime -Laboratory, Standard 12.2) was not realistic, 
although a good idea. 

The following amendment was drafted or dis
cussed in the forum sessions in reference to State 
Specialists, Standard 9.4: "The standard does not 
exempt a State (1ger~cy from performing a service on 
Hs oWn. The agency <;1oes not have to be under con
trol of the chief of police of a town requesting 
services. " 

Reference was made to Standard 1.6, Public 
Understanding of the Police Role, requiring school 
policemen for junior and senior high schools in cer
tain sized jurisdictions. The idea was criticized 
because of vaguely calculated numbers and the costs 
necessary for implementution. 

In regard to States providing specialized labo
ratory services, it was asked: -What happens when 
servi<:es like this are turned off by the legislature? 

The roles of the legislature and the executive 
branch were not mentioned in consideration of State
related services. The delegates thought that if these 
sel'vices were to be required, money had to be pro~ 
vided and guaranteed. 

The fomm sessions discussed the pros and cons of 
the 911 telephone system. The consensus was that it 
had not been demonstrated sufficiently well to be 
used nationally, and that a hard look (dime versus 
no dime) should be taken before it is adopted. 

The police did not see why they needed diversion. 
Sentencil1gthe Nondangerous Offender, Standard 

5.2, in the Corrections section appeared to be 
inconsistent with Police al1d Courts standards on 
4iversion. 

A-Commission member of the Caucus pointed out 
that the overall intent of the Commission was to 
minimize penetratiol,l, into the criminal justice 
system. 

o \) Abolishing 10-man-ot-less police departments, as 
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recommended in the Pelice section, would mean 
eliminating 50 percent of the police departments in 
Michigan. The wording of this standard was ques
tioned. The word abolition should be replaced by 
consolidation. 

Many forum delegates thought that victimless 
crime was 110t adequately defined. 

Representatives of several communities did not 
like referral to numbers of police as a basis for ser
viceil, and felt this could be used against them. 

The delegates commented that there was a lack of 
material on police-fire services in the Working 
Papers. 

The delegates WOUld have liked to have had repre
sentatives from the Federal Government included in 
the forum sessions, as well as more input from the 
States at future Commission meetings or Conf~r
ences. The delegates supported the continuation of 
LEAA. 

There was a recommendation that annual meet
ings of the International Assor.iation of Chiefs of 
Police be used in Michigan as a forum for consid
ering all Police standards and for updating them. 

One delegate asked if there was a standard that 
required police officers to be residents of their juris
dictions. Appamntly, this standard was not included. 
The inquirer noted that Detroit now reql.}ires 
residency. 

In general, the response to the.1 major aspects of 
the Police report in the forum sessions was; 

1. More attention should be paid to general 
Qhanges in the police role and mocle of operation, 
using specialization only when necessary .. 

2. If the general public was not educated or 
informed, the measures on State specialists and 
arrest versus diversion would never be accepted. 

3. There was a great need to identify andlor 
develop legal capabilities for diversion. 

Corrections 

The rights and protection of those within the cor
rectional system were the main topics OlE the Correc
tions forum sessions ex.amining specifically: 

1. Preservation of civil rights (Standard 2.7, 
Searches); . 

2. Assurance of increased due process in the crim
inal justice system through access to courts, dis
ciplinr.;ry hearings, inmate participation in decisions 
on theIr own careers; and 

3. Improvement of the prison atmosphere. 
Another topic examined at length in the forum 

sessions was minimization of imprisonment b}~~ 
phasing out of all juvenile institutions, use of diver!. 
sion, screening~ community-based facilities, and no 
probation. 
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The standard regarding unification of the cor
rectional system under one correctional jurisdiction 
linking probation, parole~ and prisons was criticized 
for not· being better directed toward the States, par
ticularly.the smaller States. 

The foliowing inconsistencies were noted in the 
Corrections forum sessions: 

1. The move toward local community diversion 
(halfway houses) and State consolidation of correc
tions was inconsistent. 

2. Specific reduction of crime (the 50 percent 
goal) appeared not to be attached to any specific 
stal1dards. 

3. Protection of the noncriminal is missing from 
the standal'ds. 

There was discussion about conjugal visits for 
inmates. This subject was not dealt with specifically 
in the standards. There was a request that Michigan 
begin to work on conjugal visits, furloughs, and fam
ily visits. 

Michigan is ahead of many other States in com
plying with the standards and in having State stan
dards that have not been considered by the Working 
Papers. For example. the :Michigan parole procedure 
requires performance contracts and reasons for de
nying and rescinding parole. 

Community Crime Prevention 

The goals-not standards-of,· Community Crime 
Prevention were discussed in the forum sessions, 
emphasizing the need to make the criminal justice 
system acceptable to tht:i public. In addition, corrup
tion in government, unemployment, and spotty ,edu
cation were all t!xamined JI.S factors contributing to 
the high rate of ,,·rime. . ' 

Alternative approaches to de.aling with law 
enforcement and the public-such as roleplaying 
with juveniles, and talks between police, victim, and 
assailant-were discussed. 

Caucus members from the business community 
expressed a desire to hire youths but felt limited by 
strict hiring and nilhimum wage laws. They did not 
want to -risk hiring "until laws changed. They also 
mentioned how unprepared teenagers Were for jobs 
in areas such as basic reading and writing skills. 

One delegate was appalled at the lack in Michigan 
and other States of one organization to cQordinate 
and plan for citizen participation 1n crime pre~ 
vention. This fact was not even mentioned in forum 
sessions. 1f prevention has a high priority, he said. no 
dollars substantiate this.' And how, he went on, 
could ,you implement standards if there was no 
organization to do it? 

Courts 

The highlights of the Courts forum sessions \Vf:~l'e 
judiciary selection, abolition of plea negotiation. the 
public defender program, elimination of delaysl and 
development of more efficient court procedures to 
improve the crime problem. All example of more 
efficient court procedures would be the abolition of
the grand jury. Three years ago Michigan stream~ 
lined its grand jury system afteI: a long fight in the 
legIslature. The Reporter thought that it would be 
difficult to explain to the electorate that this effort 
had been wasted. 

There was considerable discussion of the Missoud 
Plan, covered in the standard on JUdicial Selection 
(Standard 7.1). Michigan currently appoints judges 
at the appellate level. There was strong feeling at the 
caucus that a panel or neutral screening body, repre
sentative of the popu~acej would be the method to 
use. 

Plea negotiatio:;'i dominated the Courts forum ses
sions. The Reporter's views were that plea neg()tia~ 
tion has been accepted us part of the system across 
the country for a long tiine. Its abolition might be 
more harmful than helpful considering the heavy 
backlog now in the courts. He cited the 1,000 homi~ 
cides in New York C!ty ill 1972. Bec;ause of the 
overload, some first degree murderers were being 
PlrCtled in 4 years. 

Jp. Michigan judges do not get involved in plea 
nef:,:>tiation. There was agreemelnt within several 
forum session groups em. this reform in plea negotia
tion. A member. of the Michigan delegation thought 
that the continuation of plea negotiation would de~ 
tmct from the reform of other judicial abuses, 

The delegates advocated n mechanism for dialog 
in the court system to be set up before these stan
dards becatne law or policy.. In addition} a mecha
nism for opening up communication between the 
legislature, the supreme court, and the police was 
~uggested. The impli'uations of whether the standards 
b~come national policy (Le., what will happen if 
pie a negotiation is' not abolished in 5 years?) were 
debated. 

Summary 

The Michigan Caucus expressed six main 
i~oncerns: 

1. Undue specificity and precision are included in 
the standards, e.g., one policeman for each junior 
and senior high school. 

2. No provision appears suggesting that the 
national effort be tlllgi:l:\ded each year simultaneously 
with each State examining its own standards. 
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3. No specific st~ndard clearly describes the crim~ 
ina! justir.e system as the last resort. 

4. Standards overla.p and some assign dual 
,,~sponsibility to segments that seem to be mutually 

, ' ' exclusive. Inconsistencies were noted between sec~ 
tions of all disciplines that dealt with the same sub~ 
ject matter. For example, the judge!s role in 
sentencing in the section on Corrections differed 
from the roles cited in Polict' and Courts. 

5. There was no specific recognition that there 
existed great differences between the States. The 
standards seemed to be too uniform. 

6. The threat of imposition of the standat4s on th~ 
States by the Federal Government was not specifi~ 
cally safeguarded by the standards. 

There was a brief discussion on what the Mich~ 
igan delegation could do in Michigan now. One 
proposal suggested that each discipline continue 
meeting On its own and meet as a group from time to 
time. The delegates expressed a need for inter~ 
disciplinary techniques-such as a mini-version of 
the Nationa! Conference on Criminal Justice-to 
extend the ideas o~ the standards. At the end of the 
meeting the Michigan delegation made the following 
motion: 

We, the Michigan delegation, move to commend LEAA 
for Its efforts in sponsoring both the Commission and the 
Conference afl(\ that upon the release of the full report. 
Michigan will ucrlertake a full review and lIffer further 
comments. 

MINNESOTA 

Introdu4::lion 

the State Planning Agency Director~ Robert E. 
Crew; opened the meeting hy informing the delegates 
that the purposes of the meeting were to hear brief 
reports by the State Reporters and to discuss the 
implementation of goals. 

Corrections 

The Reporter elaborated on his personal observa
tions of the Conference: 

1. Delegates appeared to be divided into three seg
ments: prisons should be closed and everyone let 
out; more. people should be locked up; and more and 
better prisons should be built. 

2. Th~ Conference was too tightly scheduk;d. 
There was no bonafide attempt to get inputs from thf. 
delegates for the final report. 

,3. The ~mount of information in the Working 
Papers WllS immense. The report should be brought 
back to the State for review, and recommendations 
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should be made on the implementation of the stand
ards and goals. 

4. The Working Papers should be given to the cor
rections department and other agencies for their 
review and rccommendaZions to facilitate implemen
tation. 

5. The Conference delegates appeared to be 
divided into fOUl factions: State versus local control, 
conservative versus liberal, belief that the syst~m 
(referring to Corrections) might be scrapped 1;.00 
soon, and academic practitioners versus the every~~ay 
worker. 

There appeared to be a lack of meaningful input 
by corrections prrsonnel. The consensus of the dele
gates was that 85 to 90 percent of the standards were 
acceptable. 

The State Planning Agency director pointed out 
that the Working Papers as they now stand are not 
con:.--lete. It is anticipated that the final version will 
contain 500 goals and will be available by April 
1973. 

One delegate noted that other Stat.e delegations at 
the Conference ihought that crime was rising while 
the prison population was dropping. It was' agreed 
that this was a general feeling and concern of many, 
i.e., that there were too many early parolees. 

Courts 

The Reporter thought that the proposal on the 
abolition of plea negotiation was unfortUnate, in that 
it was too time-consuming. The proposal goes 
beyond the recommendathms of the American Bar 
Association. The ABA recommended that plea nego
tiation be brought out into the open and be made a 
matter of public record, and that although this was' 
controversial, it was acceptable. 

The Conference recommended abolishing plea 
negotiation. If adrypted, it would cause chaos in the 
criminal justice system. The recommendation was 
thought to be unfeasible and uneconomical. In many 
instances, plea negotiation was an advantage to the 
defendant and reduced court costs. 

The Reporter pointed out that during plea nego
tiation an official record was made of the process. 

In the Courts sessions, a vote was taken on this 
proposal to abolish plea negotiation. Although a 
complete count was not made, there were four votes 
for and approximately 200 against. 

There was a motion for discussion on the proposal 
for the abolition of plea negotiation. The motion was 
seconded. ' 

The motion on plea negotiation was considered to 
be out of order. Too many of the delegates were not 
considered to be qualified to judge the merits of plea 
negotiation. The Courts delegates ::hould get to-
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gether, diszuss this issue, and make recommenda
tions. 

If p!~a negotiation is to be abolished, then there 
will be a need for better communications between 
the courts and the other agencies. 

The Reporter thought that the delegation should 
go on record as being opposed to this recommenda
tion. Although the consensus was against the aboli
tion of plea negotiation, the d;;.legates thought the 
recommendation would still be adopted. 

The judicial selection recommendation was con
sidered significant. The question of LEAA's position 
on the Missouri Plan was raised. The State Planning 
Agency director did not know the position, but said 
he would trY to find out. 

The l'etir~ment of judges at age 65 was not viewed 
as a realistic proposal. 

The issue of unified courts was highly con
troversial, but barely discussed, due to the furor over 
plea negotiation. Many delegates thought that the 
proposal on unified r<)urts was a wasteful recom
mendation. 

Overall, the recommendations in the Working 
Papers are worthy. 

A question was raised as to the purpose of the 
meeting. The S~ate Planning Agency director stated 
that the purpose was to go over the Working Papers 
and their recommendations. 

The Reporter was asked who wrote the Working 
Papers. He responded by saying that experts in the 
various fields wrote it, but that in many instances, 
they went beyond the American Bar Association's 
recommendations. 

Some delegates thought that there was not enough 
time allocated to discuss the recommendations in 
depth. The Working Papers should be taken back to 
the States and reviewed for feasibility of the recom-
mendations contained therein. ' 

It was pointed out that the delegates were not 
obligated to approve the recommendations, but 
rather were asked to return to their respective States, 
review the report, and then make their own 
recommendations. 

The State Planning Agency director asked if the 
delegates wished to take positions on individual 
items 01 the Working Papers. The delegation 
responded that it did not. 

The Reporter made a motion that the delegation 
go on record that their presence at the Conference 
did not signify approval or disapproval of the Work
ing Papers and the recommendations contained 
therein. This motion was seconded. 

The motion was amended to read that the delega
tion wOldd go on record as not taking a position 
regarding the Working Papers. It was recommended 
th~t the State Planning Agency in Minnesota set 'up 

workshop') to review the Working Papers in detail 
and to make the necessary recommendations to 
applicable authorities in Minnesota as to impiement
ing final ;recommendations.. The motion was sec
onded. the\', vote was . adopted with one delegate 
opposed. The Reporter withdrew his original motion. 

Police 

The Police section appeared to have been written 
by those who made the reports in the various ses
sions. Controversy appeared to permeate the writing 
of the report. . 

The Conference was very valuable because for the 
first time, all segments of the criminal justice system 
met together. 

Conference delegates should set up State confer
ences to review the recommendations of the Working 
Papers. . 

One delegate was concerned about the effect of 
this Conference on fund requests to LEAA. The 
State Planning Agency director was unable to go into 
detail, but thought that the standa~ds adopted by the 
States would have an effect on furiding requests. Ref
erence to this Conference, he thought, might have a 
beneficial effect on fund requests. It was not a threat, 
but attention will be given to efforts to implement 
recommended standards. 

Community Crime Prevention 

Five basic issues were discussed: 
• Sixth grade reading competency guaranteed by 
1982; 
• Employment; 
• Family recreation and religion; 
• Integrity in government; and 
• Citizen involvement. 

There was only one small section on Community 
Crime Prevention in the Working Papers. Th~ Con
ference focused on discussions rather than recom
mendations. It is anticipated that a completed 
section will be available by March 1973. 

Enlisting the assistance of successful parents and 
utilizing them in community crime prevention was 
recommended. . 

Summary 

If the delegates went back to their ,state and wrote 
a report, would they have the unal word on imple
mentation or would some other agency be empow
ered? The State Planning Agency director stated that 
the State Crime Commission will make the final deci
sion on implementation in Minnesota and will also 
determine what standards will be adopted. 
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Attempts will be made to get the final draft of the 
National Conference on Criminal Justice report for 
the delegates. . 

It was noted that there is an administration bill 
pending to continue LEAA, as well as 51 bills pend~ 
ing that would modify LEAA. There is no concrete 
idea as to what the congress'onal reaction to theSJe 
proposals will be. 

The consensus was that the Conference had been 
constructive. 

MISSISSIPPI 

Introduction 

The National Conference on Criminal Justice 
goals and standards are realistic and most are 
already implemented in the State of Mississippi, 
according to the delegates. 

Police 

The Police Reporter noted that Standard 5.2, 
Combined Police Services, was good for small areas 
because it cut down on operating costs, but in cer
tain localities it was not looked on favorably by 
police or fire department staffs. Also, combining 
police services is practical for some geographic areas, 
but it is not feasible in rural areas that are spread out 
over large distances. An example cited was Washing
ton County, which has a population of 85,000 in a 
larg~ geographic area. As a result, Washington 
County' uses both the State Highway Patrol and the 
municipal police. 

The Standard 23.3, Radio Communications, has 
been under develor""'ent in the State and with the 
input of Federal fuih,r-e will be a statewide sys
tem on one band as \v,,~1 as the local police radlo 
bands. I 

In response to Standard 13.3, Minority Recruit
ing, it was reported that minorities were represented 
in the police agencies in the State -of Mississippi. The 
()DIy probiem has been that minority persons qUlt.'::~' 
ned for police service already hold higher salaried 
positions. 

In response to personnel activities, there was a 
consensus of the delegates that there should be a 
screening of applicants for educational background 
and other job requirements. In the area of training 
all delegates endorsed the existing statewide training 
acadexhy. Some new recruits attend for 5 weeks and 
others attend for 10 weeks. 

College training for police officers has been avail
able through an LEAA grant. It is recommended 
that a law enforcement curriculum be implemented 
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at the junior college level. For the future, the dele
gates agreed with the goal that by 1985 all police 
officers hold a college degree. Also, the delegates 
agreed with the goal of upgrading the salary fot 
police officers in the State of Mississippi. 

The Mississippi delegates agreed wiC::ifthe standard 
to reestablish the walking partolman. In the area of 
urban crime prevention, the delegates plJinted out 
that the patrolman was the most effective deterrent. 
The delegates recommended that the walking 
patrolman be committed to certain periods of time in 
the same area, and suggested a period of 18 months. 

Standard 12,2, The Crime Laboratory, has been 
established in Mississippi with LEAA funding. The 
facility, which will be located in Jackson with satel
lite laboratories in other localities, will be concerned 
with crime identification and drug identification. A 
dele~ate stressed the need' f9r a cent:ralized medical 
officer in the State. 

Corrections 

It was agreed that Mississippi needed to improve 
its correctional system. Mississippi has one 
penitentiary for adult offenders at Parchman (Mis
sissippi State Penitentiary), and two State training 
schools for youthful offenders, Columbia Training 
Schoo' at Columbia, and Oakley Training School at 
Raymond. 

The delegates and the State Planning Agency 
director stressed the need for standardization of an 
effective probation and parole system on a statewide 
basis. 

The problem areas cite(j in the correctional system 
were the poor facilities for inmates and poor 
employment practices. A prison employee in Mis
sissippi receives about $300 per month in salary plus 
substandard housing. 

Mississippi, at present, has a system at Parchman 
th8t uses trustees, and a case is before the Federal 
court regarding the future of this trusty system. 

The delegates discussed the ex-offender's problem 
of finding employment. Recognizing the manyprob
lems that an ex-offender faces, the delegates dis
cussed the possibility of finding suitable employment 
within the State ClassifiedService. 

In reference to juvenile corrections, the ddegate 
representing the training schools stressed that there 
should be separate facilities for juveniles who have 
been classified as mentally retarded. 

The delegates approved the concept of consoli
dated correctional facilities. In the. future Missi$sippi 
hopes to establish consolidated jails in certain coun
ties with LEAA funds. . 

It was mentioned that the adult and youthful 
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offender. need improved vocational training in 
Mississippi. 

Courts 

The Mississippi delegation unanimously opposed 
.he abolition of plea negotiation. . 

In their discussion on the Courts standards the 
deiegates recommended that a parHime district 
attorney not serve as a prosecuting attorney. 

The diversion standards (Chapter 2) were 
explained in relationship to Mississippi. AU delegates 
were in favor of diversion but £elt that they should 
research it further before implementing it as a 
standard. 

Community Crime Prevention 

Discllssions on COffiIl',unity Crime Prevention 
noted its general applicability to criminal justice. 
The delegates felt the areas of COncern were as 
follows: . 

1. Specific resources available in the State of Mis
sissippi; and 

2. Establishment of goals to involve these 
resources. 

The consensus of the delegates was that public 
interest in the area of crime prevention should be 
raised, and that it should go hand-in-hand with the 
objective of implementing community participation. 

MISSOURI 

Introduction 

State Planning Agency Director William Culver 
opened the meeting with a message from Missouri 
Attorney General John C. Danforth, who was unable 
to attend due to an appropriations hearing in 
Missouri. 

The attorney general requested the delegates to 
discuss any recommendations that they found useful 
and to measure them ag£.inst what is. I1resently being 
done in Missouri. He anticipated that Gov€)rnor 
Bond would appoint the new members of the State 
Law Enforcement Council shortly, after which task 
forces and committees of the council would be 
selected by the attorney general. Mr. \ Culver 
expressed the attorney general's desire to make use 
of task forces, working with the State Law 
Enforcement Council, to determine what resources 
would be required for implementation of appropriate 
recommendations. He also expressed the attorney 
general's interest in the possiblity of making some 

"rather deep readjustments" in the criminal justice 
system in Missouri. 

Mr. Culver then c,aHed upon delegates in each of 
the four disciplines to present their ideas and opin-
ions to the caucus. . 

Police 

The Police Reporter felt that there was Hno major 
disagreement" with the Police section. He suggested 
that several meetings be held in Missouri throughout 
the year to reach agreement on where specific 
responsibilities should lie. Mr. Culver suggested that 
the Missouri taHk forces be enlarged to include mem
bers of the National Conference on Criminal Justice 
delegation. 

Another Police delegate discussed the 5'4" height 
requirement. He stated that the height requirement 
in some areas had been low.ered to allow the recruit~ 
ment of more minority members, especially Spanish
speaking officers, but the change had not produced 
the expected results. This delegate also reported that 
most of the standards suggested in the Police Task 
Force section are already being practiced in various 
parts of Missouri. 

Another delegate stated two conclusions he had 
reached: that vocational training was important for 
juvenile offenders, and that, despite innovations ill 
correctional institutions, there must still be max~ 
imum security institutions for people who "can't be 
trained." 

Another Police delegate stated that the 24-hour 
access to police service proposal was a controversial 
concept. According to Mr. Culver, it would necessi~ 
tate real changes in Missouri. 

A delegate discussed. the connection between 
police and corrections. He felt' that Missouri is 
deficient in continuous booking operations. Another 
delegate described a joint police/welfare booking 
desk in one Missouri city. 

Another man stressed the need for additional 
training for people who work in jails. . 

Caucus members 'discussed lateral entry (Stan~ 
dard 17.4) into police forces. One delegate felt that 
the idea had received wide approval among Police 
delegates, but that each person wanted it for other 
forces and not for his own. A major impedimyut 
seems to be the loss of pension. "'Portable pensiofis" 
are needed. Delegates felt that lateral entry is impor-
tant if changes are to be implemented. , 

Courts 

The Courts Reporter expressed his belief that 90 
percent of the Commission's goals and standards 
with regard to Courts are already ~n effect, or are 
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being put into effect, in Missouri. He specifically 
mentioned diversion and screening procedures. 

Unified appeals are now beitlg considered. 
Anothef ,Courts delegate ,estimated that 90 percen,~ 

of his colleagues 2c: the Confer~nce are opposed tUj 
the abolition of plea negotiation. He cited the prob
lems of having to construct additional courthouses to 
accommodate the greater number of lengthy cases. It 
was suggested that a constitutional amendment 
would be required in Missouri for a change of. this 
nature. There was no general agreement on the 
meaning of plea negotiation. Some delegates felt that 
it is a necessary procedure, but that it should be 
open and that standard rules should be made known. 

Indeterminate sentencing was also suggested as a 
possible innovation, but some felt this m~~thod harm
ful from the corrections point of view. 

Corrections 

One delegate mentioned the possibility of auto
matic parole, with certain exceptions, but stated that 
such procedure is not possible now in Missouri. 

The difficulty in measuring the "dangerousness" of 
an offender presents a p~oblem. Caucus 'delegates 
expressed favorable opinions about the concept of a 
"community classification team" (Standard 6.3), 
which would meet with the offender and review all 
aspects of his background. 

There was no consensus within the Caucus on the 
proposed 5-year maximum sentence for nondan
gerous offenders (Standard 5.2), but one delegate 
felt that the idea had been "taken very well" within 

CommunityCrlme Prevention 

Delegates agreed that the educational system is a 
prime place to block crime. There was consensus on 
the goal of 24-hour open schools. 

One delegate related that some of the members of 
her forum groups were disappointed in the standards 
and goals and in the Conference because they 
wanted to be given a "how to" set of instructions 
regarding Community Crime Prevention. 

There was general agreement on the need for citi
zen participation. One delegate stated her support of 
citizen patrols. 

Summary 

In addition to the comments dealing with specific 
disciplines, there were also more genera} feelings 
expressed about the Conference and the task for(;e 
reports in the Working Papers. Two delegates made 
it clear that they did not want to go on record either 
as endotl3ing or rejecting the standards and goals as a 
whole. Several delegates stated that they were dis
appointed and somewhat frustrated by the States' 
lack of input into the Commission's report. One man 
criticized it as a fait accompli. 

There was general agreement that additional meet
iugs must be held in Missouri to discuss implementa
tion of various innovations. 

MONTANA AND WYOMING 

the discipline. Delegates felt that guidelines should It was agreed at the beginning of the meeting that 
be established. there would not be formal reports from each 

Delegates commented favorably on the suggestion discipline. 
to treat "victimless crimes" in a different way. The guidelines for State Reporters were cited and 

Missouri delegates approved of diversion (Stan~ an additional consideration was added as to whether 
dard 3.1), which is already being practiced in some or not it was worth having standards and goals at all. 
parts of the State) but pointed out that initial entry is In the discussion that followed, these issues were 
made through the police system, and improven::mts, raised. 
such as salary raises, must be made there. Standards and goals can be seen as a consid-

There was disagreement within the Missouri dele- eratioll' for the future. As with wage and price con
gation about the best type of correctional system. All trOls, standards and goals should involve voluntary 
agreed that st~ndards should be established in the compliance only. Criminal justice problems are 
State to make facilities equal in all' areas,but dele- basically the same all over the country, although they 
gates debated regional versus local community-based may differ in form and magnitUde. Guidelines are 
systems. needed, but they should be used as a stepping-off 

One delegate pointed out that a serious difficulty point. 
In working with juvenile offende):!1js that the juvenile Insofar as accepting the standards and goals, sev
officer must be both "prosecutor and friend." He eral problem areas were noted. If standards are, or 
suggested that these functions sh,ould be separated should be, general, do we want to systematize them? 
and responsibilities given to difft.lent people. What standards do we really want? Standards are 

There seemed to be consensus that a serious prob- ! valuable to the States and legislatures. The fear that 
lem of present correctional institutions is their large standards and goals will become criteria for obtain
size. ing LEAA funds was cited. In both the Conference 
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and the Working Papers there has not been any con~ 
sideration of the concept of punishment, nor the cost 
tD the courts if plea negotiation is eliminated, or of 
the rights of the people. Terms were used without a 
common understanding of their meanings. The ques
tion of who should set standards was raised. 
. A question was raised as to Wl\O will go to the 
Momtana legislature and tell them they have to have 
new goals, and ask them the status of their present 
goals. The present goals, it was noted, were in the 
minds of the administrators. At least the standards 
and goals can be presented to them. One delegate 
commented that he could live with 90 to 9S percent 
of the standards and goals. However, the concept of 
inmates sharing the responsibility of managing pris~ 
ons was tried in the 1930's and failed. 

Much concern was expressed over the relationship 
between the standards and goals and the availability 
of LEAA funds. It was felt that if standards and 
goals were not implemented, funds would be cut, 
since this is the only clout the Federal Government 
has. Was this Conference an attempt to build up 
congressional support for LEAA? Both the Working 
Papers and the Conference were considered good, 
but there was uncertainty about thr·. standards until 
the final report was released. 

The Courts Task Force of the Commission recom
mended that plea negotiation, a "hot issue," not be 
abolished. Yet other sectors of the Commission over
ruled the Courts section and recommended the abol~ 
ishment of plea negotiation. One argument was if 
the goals were practicality and efficiency, plea nego
tiation was needed; the other argument was if the 
goals were justice and fairness to all, perhaps plea 
negotiation should be abolished. The goals remained 
unclear, but the abolition of plea negotiation may 
not, it was noted, be realistic. 

It was indicated that full-time prosecutors were 
not practical in Montana. The theory was good, but 
the distances and geography made implementation of 
this standard difficult. Certain other specific stand
ards simply cannot apply. 

There wa5 little difficulty with the standards and 
goals in law enforcement. Fear was expressed that 
some stan<,\ards and goals cannot work, even if 
"crammed (.Iown our thr0ats." 

Many proposals, such as combining parole and 
probation, were familiar to Montana and Wyoming, 
but were felt to be unfamiliar in the East. 

The problem of community tnvolvement was dis
cussed in depth. Such involvement was cbusidered to 
be key in the implementation of change. It was sug
gested that the delegates agree on what they want 
done, talk to "people on, the street" find out what 
they want, and get people involved. One delegate felt 
that a problem inherent in involving people was that 

the fear of crime was not as pr~hlent (in Montana 
and Wyoming) as it was in the East and in big cities. 
A survey was cited which indicated that concerns in 
Wyoming were economics oriented, not crime or 
drug orlented, It was also pointed out that fear of 
crime was everywhere. 

A tendency to criticize goals was noted ~nd it was 
recommended that time should be spent on goals 
that are valuable. The problem of local opposition in 
implementing goals was brought up. It was empha
sized that change is difficult and may take years to 
accomplish. 

The problem of implementation was a recurrent 
theme. In one discussion, implementatioll was 
brought up in light of specific standards and goals. 
Most delegates agreed that prisons, or some aspects 
of them~ should be abolished. The timing and the 
length of time required was questioned. One delegate 
questioned the feasibility of doing away with prisons. 

In another discussion on implementation, the 
question was raised as to how to get people to see 
these standards rather than have them decide on 
issues on an ad hoc basis. It was suggested that 
people participate in conferences such as this. How
ever, the delegation hoped that LEAA realized the 
difficulty in implementation. 

It was strongly recommended that LEAA have 
more conferences, but on a regional level. Such con
ferences would provide a bigger picture than possible· 
here. One delegate commented that there wel.'e not 
enough people here. (There were 18 people present 
at this Caucus.) Concern was expressed over who 
would convince pecple of the value of the report. 

A dcJegate asked how one gets standards and 
goals, needed funds from LEAA and the State, and 
then commented that a report like the Working 
Papers waS needed. 

One delegate observed that there had been nothing 
in the news about the Conferenco. He wanted to 
know how the Commission planned to publicize this 
Conference and the standards except through the 
delegates. He wanted to go home and teU others. 
Another delegate f(~1t as if he had been to a movie, 

A commonly held belief was that not enough time 
had been given to c~onsider the report or the Confer~ 
ence. More time should be allocated in the future. 
Endorsement was .seen as a problem. One delegate 
felt that there was not enough time for him to read 
one particular section, let alone the entire report. 
Therefore, he could not endorse it at this time. 
Another delegate commented that it was too early to 
accept or reject the report. This report was and 
should be a guideline. It was predicted it would take 
months to unders1alld the stantlards and goals, their 
overall effects and intetrelations~ips. It was sug
gested that delegates should come back a year after 



seeing the full Commission report and discuss it all 
over again. In Montana, the eastern and western 
sections are very different. It takes time to fit the 
standards and goals into a State plan. 

Regarding the Conference itself, a prevailing crit
icism was that nothing new had come out of it. One 
delegate felt that the Working Papers were merely a 
recodification or a restatement of existing ideas and 
practices' in the criminal justice system. Another 
delegate was disappointed that there were no new 
ideas, but noted' that there were some good dis
cussions. It was felt that there was nothing new said 
in the Police forums. One delegate felt that the 
standards and goals were mostly common sense. He 
felt it was a shame that millions of dollars were 
spent on common sense. 

Did the National Conference on Criminal Justice. 
and the Working Papers change any existing ideas of 
standards and goals? One delegate felt that it did not 
change his ideas and that every administrator 
alread:, had his own ideas. . 

Another delegate questioned whether criminal jus
tice was in as bad a condition as the Conference pre
supposed. The question of whether or not there was 
a need to get together and discuss guidelines was 
raised. If this report started the delegates thinking, 
that was considered good enough. 

Other complaints regarding the Conference and 
the Working Papers included the following. Separa
ting the disciplines at the Conference was considered 
to be a mhtake. If the forum sessions had been 
mixed, new \deas and a more lively discussion might 
have follow~,d. The goals should be shared among 
the disciplines. The police said nothing about the 
courts, etc. A plea for less criticism of the other dis
ciplines was made. Police are unhappy with the 
courts, prison wardens are unhappy with parole offi
cers, etc. The lengthy discussions on plea negotiation 
were criticized. It was thought that such discussions 
obstructed the other, more acceptable standards and 
goals. The request for reactions to the standards and 
goals, which stated that the final copy of the report 
would not be altered, was considered to be ludicrous. 

The following recommendations were made: 
1. There should be another meeting on a regional 

basis to discuss the standards and goals, especially 
after the final report and more data are released and 
adequate time has been allocated to consider the 
proposals. 

2. The standards and goals provide a meaningful 
framework for consideration. However, time and 
pressure from above and below prevent endorsement 
of specific standards and goals. The standards and 
goals cannot be accepted under financial pressure. 
They must be implemented from the heart. 

3. It is hoped that LEAA appreciates the diffi-
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culty in implementing many of these standards ti.nd 
goals, and it is hoped that nonimplementation or 
noncompliance with standards and goals will not 
mean a cut in LEAA funds. 

4. Difficulty in impiementation can occur because 
of political pressure from above and below, as well 
as geographical reasons. Moreover,. it is difficult to 
implement goals when there is a nO common agree
ment as to what they should be. 

5. It was generally felt that while the Confere:1ce 
was worthwhile, nothing new or original was 
presented or resulted from it. 

NEBRASKA 

Police 

The Police Reporter expressed general agree~nent 
with the Police ('olilponent of the National Advlsory 
Commission's standards and goal!; and stated that 
they were well thought out. Any doubts, he felt, 
would be dispelled by reading the balance' of the 
report. He forecast that the smaller Nebraska police 
departments would implement th(~ standards. The 
coordination of police with other criminal justice 
agenci~lS would be taken care of by legislation and all 
police departments would work with recommenda
tions, but a lack of funds probably would inhibit the 
implementation of some of th(~ goals. The 911 sys
tem has been implemented in some Nebraska coun
ties already. 

An early meeting at Grand Island to advise all 
Nebraska police departments pn the proposed stand
ards and goals was recommended. Generally. Ne
braska felt it was in tune with the National Advisory 
Commission regarding impleIl;lentation of many of 
the standards and goals. 

There was some concern expressed regarding the 
implementation of Standard 5.2 (Combined Police 
Services). Some of the smaller departments, it was 
felt, would not accept this consolidation. A member 
of the Conference Committee suggested a better 
word than consolidation-perhaps contracting or 
regionalization. All agreed, however, that this direc
tion was inevitable: 

Court'i 

There was a general feeling among the Courts 
practitioners that they were not sure what they were 
expected to do with the standards and goals. Some of 
the delegates wanted to discuss changing the stand
ards and goals but the setup of the Conference pre
vented this. The Conference format could have been 
improved. 

j 
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Ba~j.~ally, Nebraska showed itself as one of the 
most advanced States in implementing Courts 
standa:rds. 

Delegates criticized the Working Papers for not 
defining terms and mU(~h confusion was prevalent 
among: the delegates (el.g., arraignment--Standard 
4.8). There was nitpicking on some terms and valu
able discussion time was lost. 

Regarding screening, it 'was pointed out that this 
was already in effect in Nebraska, but not in the 
form of specific criteria set out in the Working 
Papers. 

In reference. to diversion, Nebraska has partially 
imp~emented this concept. 

In rl~ference to plea negotiation, this had not been 
a serious problem in Nebraska, although the ques
tion brought up strong feelings at the Conference. 
The delegation felt there was little chance of this rec
ommendation being accepted by any State. 

In referenoe to Standards 4.1 for trials within 60 
days in fdony cases and 30 days in misdemeanor 
cases (Time Frame for Prompt Processing of Crim
inal Cases), Nebraska could implement this, but a 
great deal of manpower would be needed. Presently, 
a 6-month deadline for adjudication of felons does 
exist. 

In ref6rence to the 6-hour rule for appearances 
before a judge, this WDuid require 24-hour courts 
and only Lincoln and Omaha have caseloads to jus
tify this economically. 

In reference to pretrial discovery (Standard 4.9), 
this was perhaps the second most revolutionary 
Courts standard next to plea negotiation. It was 
noted that Nebraska had a broad discovery rule, but 
that the standard went further than Nebraska's law. 
The standard presents the problem of possible self
incrimination when the defense counsel reveals all 
his evidence to thl)", prosecution in return for all the 
prosecution's evidence. 

The question of sentencing was not discussed 
because it was mainly in the Corrections section of 
the Working Papers. The judges at the Conference 
wanted to discuss the scntendrlg issue. 

In reference to Chapter 6, review of trial court 
proceedings, local study was needed, and no con
clusions could be reach~d. 

In reference to a unified trial court system, Ne
braska was oI].e· step behind the standard and would 
need a constitutional amendment. The judiciary 
committee of the Nebraska Bar Association. had 
already recommended this standard. 

In reference to Standard 7.1 (Judicial Selection) 
and Standard 7.4 (Judir,:ial Discipline and Remov
al), they have been adop.ted. 

In reference to St&ndard 9.1 (State Court 

Administrator), Nebraska acquired a State COUl:t 

administrator itl July 1972. 
In reference to Chapter 9 (Court Adminis

tration), there was some confusion about the roles of 
the SttHe court administrator, the presidiIlg judge, 
and th(~ local court administrator. 

In l'eference to Chapter 12 (The Prosecution), 
Nebraska has attempted to implement these stand
ards (e.g., Carpenter's bill in the State Legislature). 

In reference to public defenders; 'little time was 
spent discussing the situation. Nebraska has a state

. wide Public Defender Law but it has never been 
implemented due to lack of funds. 

In summary, court reiorm and adminisfration in 
Nebraska ate basical1y in compliance with the stand
ards. Some policy questions have to be rnised. A 
member of the Conference committee took exception 
to comments on the 60-day rule for felonies. He felt 
it could be implemented immediately as evidenced in 
Douglas County, Neb. 

All goals were felt to be potentially within the 
reach of Nebraska. 

Corrections 

The Corrections Reporter summarized that all the 
standards and goals were valuable and well-founded. 
Nebraska has implemented many of the standards, 
and the gelegation decided to recommend to LEA'A 
that they be made a model State for corrections. 

Comments were made in favor of pursuing the 
concept of a unified State correctional system in 
Nebraska, and the idea of a diagnostic workshop 
before arriving at prison was felt to be an excellent 
proposal. 

In reference to the standard of legal counsel at a 
disciplinary hearing, it was felt that this could be 
worked out, but it would make the system unwieldy. 

It was pointed out that the rights of Qorrectional 
personnel were not spelled out in the Working 
Papers. 

Basically they expressed a desire to advocate 
standards and goals at public meetings, and commu
nication was reiterated as the key word. 

One of the delegates suggested the creation of a 
public information officer to enhance the commu
nity-based projects. It was hoped that this recom
mendation could be included in the next year's 
budget. 

Comments were made about prisons themselves. 
Prison walls keep the prisoners and the public away 
from communication with each other. In reference to 
the moratorium on prison building! Nebraska 
already has cOpIpleted a study. 

A standard for national accreditation for all penal 
institutions was discussed, and it was pointed out 
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that the Federal Government needs to give more. 
guidance and direction to establishing a model penal 
institution. :Reference was made to California and its 
plethora of penal institutions. 

In reference to the juvenile system, community 
preparation was needed. 

It was also recommended that a full-time statisti
cian to compile data be built into the State criminal 
justice system to substantiate requests for funds. 

Community Crime Prevention 

Discussions in Community Crime Prevention 
pointed out that the educational system was not 
effective and therefore should be modified provided 
rdations between crime and delinquency can be 
established. 

Schools w~re urged to broaden activities in the fol
lowing areas;. 
• Train pa~ents to supplement the role of the school; 
• Teach chIldren to react properly; 
• Participate in identifying delinquents;' 
., Attempt to meet the needs of problem children; 
• E:liamine teacher inadequacy and certification; 
• Open school facilities for recreation; and 
• Employ counselors from kindergarten through 
12th grade. 

The decr.ease in the role of religion in the commu
nity was recounted. Churches have not been com
mitted to community problems, and, have not been 
intimately involved in the lives of the peonle, 

In criticism of the Conference, re~arks were 
expressed that there was no discussion of white-col
lar or middle-class crime. All discussions centered 
on "poor people's" crime. Crime prevention. was dis~ 
cussed, and it was assumed delegates knew the 
causes of crime. . 
~ere was little discussion of unified community 

actlOn. 
In reference to integrity in government, a need for 

a statutory system of ethical guidelines and public 
dis.closure was discussed. 

The necessity for people to become involved in 
governmental affairs was urged; delegates felt there 
~ust be a. concentrated effort by dedicated people 
m~erested ~n .the ?ve~all qual~ty of life to cooperate 
WIth the cnmmal Justice agenCies. 

One participant objected vehemently to both the 
f?~at of the Conf.erence and the nature of the mate
nal presented. 

It was felt that more time should have been spent 
on discussions and less on lectures. 

Summary 

The State Planning Agency Director Harris 
Owens, summarized the meeting and co:Umented 
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that Nebraska. enthusiastically welcomed the. 'lepo~t 
of the National Advisory Commission on St?'ildards 
and Goals. He cited the State's particip~ . .tion as 
extensive. Police Chief Richard R. Ar.aersen of 
Om/iha was a Commission member, Judge Wilfred 
W. Nuernberger of Lincoln was a Task Force Chair
mart, and other Nebraskans were advisers. 

Nebraska has been very concerned about reducing 
crime and interested in the work of the Commission 
as evidenced by 19 participants at the Caucus. 
induding three senators from Nebraska, a unicam
eral State. Nebraska planned to study each standard 
a.nd gloal in view of implementation, which will be a 
long process given the large volume of data to be 
studied. 

Nebrtiska has been improving all components of 
the criminal justice system in accord with some of 
the standal'ds and goals of the National Advisory 
Commission. Improvements have included statutes 
prescribing the minimum training requirements for 
l~w enforcement officials and for promotion; estab
hshment of a law enforcement training center; a 
court reform statute providing for a court adminis
trator; revisions to the criminal code; training of 
judge~; correction improvements such as work 
release; skill upgrading and plans governing penal 
reform. These programs have indicated a great deal 
of momentum to upgrade the criminal justice system 
throughout the State. Advantage will be taken of the 
National .Advisory Commission's work in preparing 
Nebraska's plans. LEAA Federal funds played a 
major role in developing programs in Nebraska and 
the State has continued these programs. 

Nebraska thanked Governor Russell W. Peterson 
for his extensive effort in leading the Commission' 
J erris Leonard, who was leaving LEAA, for his sup~ 
port; and Senator Roman L. Hruska for his lead
ership in sponsorin~ major legislation supporting the 
fight against crime. 

NEVADA 

Police 

The session began with a discussion on probation 
and parole. The point was argued that probation 
offi~ers "Ycre current!y overworked. The example of a 
Cabforma officer WIth a caseload of 80 to 90 indi
vi~uals ~a~ discussed. Individual supervision of this 
numb!;)r IS Impossible. The average officer spends one 
day a week in the field. 

It was argued that incre~\sing the number of 
parolees would open up thf~ possibility of givm~ 
parole to those who do not. deserve it, merely ·to 
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lessen the load in jail. The point was also made that 
years ago when there were 400 to 500 un parole, the 
officers believed there were too many. There are now 
5,000 on parole around the same area. The group 
though~ this to be an important point overlooked by 
the re.port. 

It was suggested that individual seminars be held 
in local groups followed by a general statewide con
ference, to be climaxed by a national conference on 
standards and goals. The standards and goals would 
be)~dged either relevant or not to a State and either 
accepted or rejected. 

A discussion of unions was felt to be lacking in 
the report. 

The next point concerned diversion (Standard 
4.3). It was hoped that il diversion were observed (it 
was agreed that it was in Nevada) even if not under 
that name) a report of this action, however general, 
would be filed with the police. At the present time, 
90 percent of all field diversion is not reported. 

A large variation in statistics w~s noted con
cerning the drug problem. Public heait, hospitals 
report that 94 percent of all patients go back t.o nar
cotics; while for alcohol and drug abuse, the )"etum 
rate of patients is 49 percent. It was also l::uggestet' 
that public health hospitals have many hard-core 
addicts. 

Detention of prisoners (Standard 12.4) was dis
cussed. It was generally agreed that the local police 
should detain prisoners before trial. There was 
strong opposition among the police to housing per
sons awaiting trial in State-operated institutions. If 
prisoners were detained by a facility other than the 
local jail, there was the danger of losing records. If 
the suspect were acquitted, the recQtd of th~ arrest 
might not be kept. The danger of not keeping records 
of these arrests might exacerbate the following situ
ations: (1) if the man were guilty, but acquitted on 
a technicality; and (2) an arrest record might pro~ 
vide a lead to the solution of crime, as 60 to 70 per
cent of crime is solved through the use of the record 
system~). . 

The group then discussed minority recruiting 
(Standard 13.3). It was thought to be unrealistic. 
The idea was theoretically sound, but not applicable 
in a practical sense. Because ethnic groups have a 
natural dislike for one another, the competition 
between ethnic groups in a police force composed of 
minority groups would increase, causing disunity 
rather than unity on the force. It was also felt that to 
follow the standards as absolutes would be incorrect. 
Cases in which minority groups do not wish to enter 
the system were nqted. 

The gist of the,correctigns and prosecution dis
cussion for police wlas that,';;oo much attention was 
paid to keeping people out of the system. They saw 

the W orkin8 Papers as having strong theoretical 
ideas but little practical workability. 

Courts 

The first subject discussed was screening and 
diversion (Chapters 1 and 2). It was noted by one 
d~legate fuat ther average policeman does use screen
ing, althought he may not use the name. Diversion 
was not presented as being very prevalent in Nevada. 
For instance, once the district attorney has begun a 
case, he usually does not have the flexibility to with
draw his motions. However, it was noted that greater 
flexibility would be desirable. 

With regard to implementation, the delegate felt 
that each pOliceman should receive a copy of the 
chapters of the Workin8 Papers relevant to his posi
tion. After 6 months, a check should be made to 
determine if any program has been us~d. To impleM 
ment the goals and standards it was noted th~t 
Nevada would require no new legislation. A standard 
like screening could be established by guidelines set 
up by district attornevs. It was suggested that diver
sion, however, when used after the case was turcei 
over to the district attorney, would require legis-' 
lation. 

It was noted that diversion could place a "crimM 
inal" in nonjudicial system, making the criminal jus~ 
dee system subject to a lawsuit. The idea of a release 
was discussed, but it was noted that it would not be 
i,~aI. 

An example was noted in which five men took 
three hostages. They had three automatic pjstols and 
they all got probation. In some cases, it was noted 
that escapees receive probatioJ}, while others receive 
jail sentences. The gist of the comments were: How 
can the judges be controlled to produce consistency? 

Using probation as a condition for first offenses 
w~s dismissed because it was felt that this reflected 
only the first time the offender had been caught, but 
gave no indication of habitual behavior. 

There was a discussion of permissive attitudes 
now felt to be prevalent in court systems. An equa
tion was drawn between human beings and animals; 
criminals should be treated with less permissiveness. 
It was suggested that the sociological ideas espoused 
in tbe report may !lot be valid. Tbere was a comment 
that courts appear to' be too concerned with keeping 
people out of the system. If an individual committed 
acrit~e3 he should be pun\shed. 

The standards and goals W~re thought to be good 
but aiming too hi~'1. The goals for courts were def
inite ideals to be reached for. It was emphasized at 
this poitit that no one phase of law could besepa
rated: frQp1 any other. The delegates felt unqualified 
to give ail overview of the system. 
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It was felt that minimum. standards sheuld be 
interpreted as such, with care net te make them 
geals. Pregress in improving the system sheuld never 
end. Pelice, it was felt, sheuld watch mere clesely 
what the courts are doing and, by se doing, make 
cemparisens of similar cases. 

Minimum standG.is fcr peliqe were thought te be 
werkable, but the Ceurts m.inhnum. standuds were 
never made cle~r. Pcr example, qualifkatkms fer a 
judge were net specified. Both lawyers and judges at 
the Caucus felt there sheuld be minimum standards. 
An example was given in which a man was tried fer 
murder, but the case was threwn .out due te a techni
cality that had no relevance te innocence or guilt. 

In defense of standards for judiciary performance, 
it was noted that a Federal defender in Sail Diego 
maintains recerds on his staff, whom he requires to 
spend at least 6 te 8 hours a week 011 actual case 
material. It was felt that similar standards should be 
implemented in ether fields. The idea of salary 
equality in similar fields was mentiened. 

Also, it was felt that standards and goals should 
be made public, ami sheuld be discussed as relevant 
or irrelevant according to the needs of each Rtate. In 
the early days of law enforcement, centralization 
took priority, then decentralization. Now central
ization is coming back. 

Plea negotiation was discussed (Standard 3.1). 
All felt that the idea of plea negotiation was not as 
self-serving as it seemed. In a rape case, a girl might 
be hesitant to walk up in front of a courtroom and 
detail her experience. Also, when a sentence was 
lessened, the officer was informed of the judgment 
with an explanation. Perhaps if a probation violatien 
was detected in return for no prosecution the offen
aer might turn State's evidence. and provide infor
mation on more important. offenses. Narcotics was 
cited. But, if the plea was negotiated the fact should 
be made public along with an explanation. 

It was questioned whether it was ethical for a law
yer to gain an acquittal f.or a defendant he knows is 
guilty. This, however, was viewed as a reflection 
more 011 the district attorney than oll the lawyer. 

The comments on probatien reports were consid
ered not applicable to Nevada. Nevada has begun 
interim steps. To take plea negotiatien down te 
screening was thought to be impossible. 

Nevada voted down a modified version .of the Mis
souri Plan (Standard 7.1). This would have placed 
some qualification standards .on the judiciary. It was 
felt that it was voted down due t.o"a poor campaign 
and judicial opposition. It was agteed that the 
present system was net effective and also neted that 
a workable alternative was not present. 

The possibility .of .one level of trial and .one level of 
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appeal was mentioned but not explored. In Nevada 
some justices of the peace are overworked with pre
liminaries. It was thought that magistrates could 
lighten the load. . 

The next question concerned the quality of judges. 
The discussion centered around whether the best 
judges should be in lower courts where more peeple 
are reached, or whether they should be in higher 
courts, which make the most important decisions. 
Also, it was thought that if ,a prisoner was up for 
parole and parole was denied, the logic behind the 
decision ought to be made public. 

Corrections 

The Caucus felt that discussion was short due to 
limited time. It was agreed that most standards were 
established in Nevada. The State has set up and 
maintains a legal library. 

Comments were made that the prison was viewed 
as a community with a staff police force. Ninety
seven percent of the inmates look to corrections to 
protect them from predators. 

The problem of searches (Standard 2.7) was dis
cussed, with a delegate maintaining that searches 
were a necessity. Another point was made that the 
prison administration was very available for griev
ances expression, and that all grievances were 
examined. 

Concerning prisoner rights (Chapter 2), a dele
gate disagreed with the idea of prisoners joining 
groups, saying that militant groups had n.o place in 
institutions. He continued that peaceful assemblies, 
which generally turn out not to be so, could net be 
tolerated. The delegation did not consider alteration 
of identities a pnsitive factor. Re!igion was given def
inite recognition for its importance. Halfway houses 
received consideration but were rejected by the C.or
rections Reporter as being ineffective. 

In conclusion it was seen that diversion, given a 
limited amount of funds, might be of considerable 
importance. 

Community Crime Preventioll', 

There was little time in the Caucus for this report. 
The main recommendation was that Nevada improve 
what has been implemented, and that a standard 
unified program on crime prevention be undertaken. 

Summary' 

The group agreed that punishment does constitute 
an effective deterrent, which they felt the report 
overlooked. While in general agreement with the 
concepts outlined in the Working Papers, nene of the 
delegates was in complete agreement with the Work-



ing Papers. All persons felt that more time mi~ht 
have been allowed for a review of the Working 
Papers and preparation of the State Forum Reports. 
All d~legates s·eemed to be well pleased with the 
Conference as a whole and the opportunity to 
broaden their scope of knowledge in the various dis
ciplines and to renew and make new contacts within 
the system. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE AND VERMONT 

Community Crime Prevention 

Community Crime Prevention delegates from the 
State of New Hampshire agreed that parents should 
work closely with their children. The schools should 
try to give the child proper direction in development 
or attitude and self-confidence. The Reporter for 
Community Crime Prevention also stated that the 
role taken by the school counselor is very weak. 

The New Hampshire delegation ~elt that the main 
thrust here was to make more use of State and local 
agencies. A senator thought that it would be an out
standing method of helping. He also reported that 
greater use of vocational and technical schools was 
needed for 11th and 12th graders. Also, the edu
cational system should be changed so that students 
in grades 10 through 12 may, without the dropout 
stigma attached, leave school for a period of time. In 
relation to family recreation and religion, the report 
was. a disappointment ~n that it was irrelevant and 
lacking in goals, it had been watered down:, and there 
had been too much lip service. 

Regarding employment, the State of New Hamp
shire tried hiring minority members, but some appli
cants were just not qualified. New Hampshire 
delegates also expressed ideas for legislation that 
would permit adolescents to work at a younger age, 
thus dropping the minimum employment age below 
16. 

The general feeling was mixed as to whether a per
son's records should be shown. It was stated that this 
would put the offender at a disadvantage. 

The New Hampshire delegates were in general 
agreement with the Commission, with the exception 
of a few points on the concept of maintuil.1ing gov
ernmental integrity. The main thrust was to deter
mine what standards the State would follow. 

The New Hampshire delegation was also in agree
ment with the concept of citizen invoivement. The 
delegates cite4 certaill examples that might be imple
mented in New Hampsp.irel such as the Harambee 
system used in California. One delegate expressed 
the· opinion that there would be a .need for 
safeguards and he did not Know how far it would go~ 
The delegates stated that they had energy, but it was· 

also stated, quite implicitly, that the persons who 
occupied these posts would have to be well-trained. 
Furthermore, the main point was that the people 
must get together and work together to set standards 
and goals for a safer and better community. 

The Vermont delegation did not comment specif
ically on the Community Crime Prevention section. 

Courts 

A delegate from New Hampshire noted that the 
State does use sCJ'eening, but he disagreed that 
screening should be made public. The delegates 
thought, however, that it should be fairly and sensi
bly administered. The New Hampshire screening 
process is done informally-it is not required by law. 

In regard to diversion, the State of New Hamp
shire does use it as an institution in the context of 
plea negotiation. Offenders may be directed to a psy
chological drug treatment center, etc., rather than to 
jaIl or prison. Diversion is not required by law, and 
delegates did not know how successful the program 
was. 

In New Hampshire, a program of extensive juve
nile diversion brought posltlve results in 60 to 80 
percent of cases when the juvenile was placed in the 
community. Alternatives were used rather than 
commitments. 

In reference to plea negotiation, this practice is 
carried out in N'bw Hampshire. However, it does not 
refer to charge teduction but to sentencing, It was 
stated that there is room for improvement and 
establishment of a more uniform scale. In New 
Hampshire, the practice places the prosecutor on 
the record, although inconsistently. The delegates 
thought that the prosecutor would be mOre respon
sible in his recommendations if he were accountable 
to the press and the public. Thus, the feelings of tJ:;e 
public would be known. As to the question ~f 
whether immunity is used in plea negotiation, it was 
clearly stated that it is not. i /' 

The Vermont delegatiQf1 found the stand .... Js and 
recommendations on plea'negot:ation to be a subjec
tive condemnation of the plea negotiation process 
that did not allow for the existence and discussion of 
the positive attributes of the process. 

In litigated cases, fairness and expedition were the 
main concerns of the New Hampshire delegation. 
They felt that the limits of 60 and 90 days to trial 
were optimistic and that tne whole process was a i\ 
good model. They did state, however) that this would " 
be impossible because the grand·: ~y meets only two 
or three times per yeal:. The backlog in New Ramp· 
shire is too great, and' it would be too expensive to 
call up the grand jury more often. A delegate from 
the New Hampshire poliCe stated the grand jury is a 
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mechanical process to advance the person, but it is a 
waste of effort. 

A district judge from Vermont felt that there 
should be no grand jury except in cases or murder 
JJnd trials carrying political implications. 

A New Hampshire delegate thought that the grand 
jury must be retained and that the delegates must not 
be hasty in getting rid of principles. New Hampshire 
must have the grand jury meet more often so that 
they may comply with standards. 

The delegates were of the opinion that the stand
ards regarding arraignment were wrong, and that 
the standards for determining probable cause should 
be established as soon as possible. 'They preferred 
their system to that of the Commission. 

The concept of a unified trial court system is not 
feasible in New Hampshire because of geographic 
and population problems. 

The New Hampshire delegates felt that sentencing 
should be done by the court ~nd not by the jury. 
There was no explicit information relayed regarding 
prisoners' rights. It was stated that an attempt is 
made to weed out constitutional errors in litigated 
cases. 

In regard to judiciary selection, it was felt that a 
review board, made up of members of the bar, would 
be fair. The New Hampshire delegates also noted 
that they liked their system, but did admit to a polit
ical bias in the appointment of district and probate 
judges. 

There were no specific statements by the New 
Hampshire delegation in regard to court adminis
tration except for the recommendation of a change 
in district court systems and the need for full-time 
prosecutors. New Hampshire has no juvenile court 
system. 

In conclusion, the need for professionalization 
and progress was expressed. 

Police 

The New Hampshire Police Reporter noted basic 
agreement with the recommendations of the Com
mission. The standards for offender apprehension, 
crime prevention, and neighborhood security are the 
nuts and bolts of the system. It was noted that the 
Neighborhood Security Program is inherently differ
ent. The police must have a 24-hour, well-trained 
emergency response system. 

For geographic and political reasons consolidation 
of po1ic~ services is nearly impossible in New Hamp
shire. Another constderation is the lack of 
population. 

A major concern of the Vermont delegation was 
tpe clear failure of the National Advisory Commis
sion to address itself to some criminal justice 9rob-

374 

lerns, notably law enforcement, in the rural State. 
Rural law enforcement is a major problem and not 
exclusively that of Vermont. It will become a critical 
problem in the years to come as efforts to decrease 
urban crime take effect, pushing criminal activity out 
into the suburban and rural areas. The Vermont 
delegatim1 believed the National Advisory Commis
sion's lack of attention to this problem constituted a 
ser)ous ommission. 

The following enforcement priorities were sug
gested: 
• Two-way radio system; 
o Deployment; 
• State specialists; 
• Identification methods; and 
• Crime lab unification. 

The prevailing opinion was that the courts took a 
lot of time away from officers, and that this was very 
costly. 

Other priorities noted were: 
e Police response; 
• Minority recruiting--it was thought that minority 
recruiting would be difficdt to implement; 
• Juveniles; 
• Citizen work; and 
• Latejral entry. 

The d.elegates wanted to take trained policemen 
from deskwol'k and put them into the street. 

Community involvement was thought to be an 
area of great concern. Delegates would like to see 
everyone working together. 

It was stated that police unions were playing a 
major role in the amount an offi.cer is paid for 
appearing in court. The New Hampshire police are 
not paid extra unless they have to appear on their 
day off. 

The main thrust of the Police session was for well
trained, professional policemen. 

Corrections 

The standards of the Commission in the area of 
Corrections were not tetally acceptable to. the New 
Hampshire delegates. They felt that they were being 
forced intp community corrections because the per 
capita cost to run an institution was too great. 

The New Hampshire delegates did agree that 
something should be done about prisone.r abuse, 
prisoners' rights, and the irresponsibility of guards 
concerning such rights. 

The New Hampshire delegation thought that the 
classification system was outmoded, and that this 
was a big error. They felt, contrary to the recommen
dations of the Commission, that the judicial system 
should decide what to do with juven!les. 



They felt that deinstitutionalization was wrong 
and that there was a need for offender control and 
containment. A delegate from Vermont noted that if 
there were no prisons, offenders would end up in 
some;;other in:stitution. . ... 

The Vermont delegation thought that the st.'l:nd~ 
ards on Corrections reflected unqualified andun~ 
reallatic support of deinstitutionalization with little 
attention to problems and failures that have occurred 
in specific projects to accomplish the same. 

The New Hampshire delegation was in strong dis~ 
agreement with the Commission's definition of an 
institution in that it was too arbitrary, it was not real· 
istic, and it was unsupported by empirical data. 

There was a can for research into the possibilities 
of greater clinical facilities~ which are much needed. 
Another problem stressed was 'the lack of funds. 
Delegates also expressed a desire fo,; flexibility. 

It was the general feeling among the delegates that 
the standards and goals were feasible for the future. 
It was noted that many were not feasible at this time, 
but could ~ventially be attained with some modi~ 
fication. 

Summary 

In reviewing the Conference generally, the New 
Hampshire delegates felt that there was a lack of dis~ 
cussion. More interaction among the disciplines 
would have helped to absorb more information. They 
also did not approve of spe.akers reading certain 
parts of the report. 

The delegates also found that the Conference 
la.cked focus. Although generally supportive of the 
National Advisory Commission report, the Vermont 
delegation believed the lack of empirical data 
reflected in the report itself resulted in a tendency 
toward broad, unsubstanti:;ited generalizations. 

It was noted by the New Hampshire delegation 
that there was no room for change to come about. 
Figures, such as the number of inmates per cor
rectional facility or the number of days until trial, 
were arbitrary. There was no opportunity for 
reaction. 

The Vermont delegation characterized the Confer
ence as reflecting the propensity of the Federal Gov
ernment to force~feed ideas and programs to the 
States and their respective publics, leaving little or no 
opportunity for input to those lesser political entities 
that must successfully implement them. 

The New Hampshire delegates commented that 
they felt pressured into implementing standards as a 
means to receive Federal funds. They thought that 
when the money came in, the criminal justice 
agencies would get the bottom of the barrel, as usual. 

The Vermont delegates concurred. The Vermont 

delegation thought that the Conference was another 
instance in which the States became unwitting buy
ers for a Federal product. They thought that they 
were being used to give the National Advisory Com
mission report an expansive and costly public 
endorsement when, in fact, the delegates themselves 
had little or no input into the deve1<Jpment or critical 
review of the standards and goals. 

The Vermont delegation further commented that 
the delegates were often subjected to a ,?ursory 
review of the table of contents of the Conference's 
Working Papers and the speeches of an excessive 
number of National Advisory Commission 
enthusiasts. The delegates were subsequently 
informed that the final draft of the Working Papers 
was already in the hands of the printer and was not 
subject to change. 

The Vermont delegation felt that such a situation 
was hardly conducive to real and meaningful dialog, 
quashed any sincere feeling of involvement on the 
part of delegates, and left considerable doubt iii the 
minds of the delegates that the intended purpose of 
the Conference was anything more than a sales 
show. 

The delegation from Vermont was seriously dis .. 
appointed that such a generally excellent effort on 
the part of the National Advisory Commission was 
presented to its public in this manner, The hardsell 
approach utilized in the presentation of the stand
ards and goals tended to alienate those who were 
essential to the success of the given program rather 
than to enlist their active support and cooperation. 

The New Hampshire delegation found the Confer~ 
ence to be a good starting point. Members of the 
Vermont delegation did not debate the significance 
of the efforts of the National Advisory Commission 
on Criminal Justice and its Chairman. pelaware .. 
Governor Russell W. Peterson. Development of the 
criminal justice standards for guidance and priorities 
for action constitutes a major step toward achiE;v~ 
ment of the Commissi~r.'$ ultimate goal-the reduc
tion of crime through it combined effort of Fedenil, 
State, and local governments. 

The stated intention of the Vermont delegation 
was to give full consideraU~n to the application o( 
the National AdviSOry Commission standards and 
goals to the State of Vermont through the Governor's 
Commission on the Administration of Justice. ,. 

NEW JERSEY 

Iutrod,!c¢lon 

Th~ .N'e'l.\'Jersey delegation agreed to continue the 
Conferea~ce . ~~~ in their St,ate to assure that the 
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standards and goals were discussed more thoroughly 
and that the members of the criminal justice system 
communicated more effec:tively among themselves 
and to the public. 

Because of the limited meeting time, the delega
tion concentrated 011 standards and goals first in 
Corrections, second in Police and Courts, and a 
small amount of time on Community Crime Pre
vention. 

Corrections 

The Corrections report treated trle area of correc
tions in great detail. The Reprrter said that the 
indictment that seemed to underlie the report-that 
the system is inhumane, unjust, and ineffective-was 
not fair and not necessary. He noted that there are 
positive aspccts in corrections and that these should 
be built upon. 

The Corrections Reporter stressed five basic prin
ciples that seemed to run through the Corrections 
section of the Working Papers and with which he 
agreed: 

1. There should be a rational systems planning 
basis for work developed in corrections; 

2. When discretion is exercised, it should be under 
a set of rules or guidelines; 

3. Coercive power in corrections should be 
exercised in a humane way; 

4. Prisoners' civil rights must be observed; and 
5. The justice system should not intervene in an 

offender's life more than necessary. 
The Reporter approved of the following stan

dards: 
1. Th~ primary goal of corrections should be rein

tegration into the community; 
2. Community-based corrections should have 

priority~ 
3. Corrections should be the business of the public 

and political sectors; 
4. Diversion was the preferred dispositiOll in many 

cases and needs more development in New Jersey; 
and 

5. 'The section on pretrial detention deserved full 
support. 

The reporter added these comments and conclu
sions: 

1 r'~.ceeping addicts and the mentally ill out of 
prisons was likely .. to be a "pious hope" for a long 
time to come; 

2. The classification section contained the least 
well developed standards and was almost useless in 
its present form; 

3. In order for the ju,venile court recommendation 
to be successful, it would have to be supported by a 
variety of facilities and services not now available; 

4. There was much to be said for the county's 
operation of probation with adequate State direction 
and support; and if 

5. The parole recommendation seemed too rigid in 
a number of areas. He thought that States should 
take over county jails and, for now, take all sen
tenced offenders. 

On institutions, the Reporter said the following: 
1. The principle of phasing out juvenile facilities 

was good. However, if the standard of no new adult 
facilities is adhered to, what does one do with a 
prison built in 1834 and the thousands of men who 
pass through it each year; 

2. Work-release and study-release programs can~ 
not replace institutional programs ff':' long-term pris
oners until near the end of a sentenv.:, . 

3. Ethnic and subcultural groups should not be 
supported independently but moved into the main
stream of American culture; 

4. Ex-offenders, paraprofessionals, and volunteers 
should be used more, but carefully; 

5. It is impractical to pay inmates the minimum 
wage; 

6. There should be greater participation by 
employees in definition of ~dministrative policies; 
and ' 

7. There should be more management and staff 
training and the SPA should be funded for this 
purpose. 

The Reporter was concerned about the need for a 
comprehensive correctional code. He questioned 
whether all corrections should be unified in one State 
agency; this could hinder close community and 
neighborhood participation in community-based 
programs. 

In general, he felt that the Corrections and Court 
sections of the Working Papers were often incon
sistent. The wport lacked the necessary emphasis on 
protecting society-which will make the standards 
hard to sell to the public. 

Courts 

The Courts Reporter stated that New Jersey was 
adopting or had adopted most of the recommen
dations. 

He felt that diversionary programs would involve 
dollars they did not have. 

He agreed with abolition of grand juries (Stand
ard 4.4), trying felonies in a short period of time, 
not necessarily 60 days (Standard 4.1), formalizing 
rigbt to prosecutor's screening (Standard 1.1), uni
fied review proceedings (Standard 6.1), more effec
tive review of judges' before tenure (Standard 7.2), 
professionalized prosecution and defense (Standard 



12.2), and a statewide organization of prosecutors 
(Standard 12.4). 

He regretted that this Conference did not provide 
cross-discIplinary meetings and joint efforts. 

Police 

One of the two pollce Reporters at the New .Jersey 
Caucus felt that the Police standards and 'goals were 
not as controversial as expected but should not 
become a bible. He stressed the desirability fot some 
technical and organizational changes in law 
enforcement but pointed out that the police would 
resist some of these changes. He anticipated that 
these changes will be accepted when policemen 
know about the benefits to be derive'd from them. 

'- ... I:I~ discussed resistance to lateral entry and team 
I '-~--,,~ policing as standards. In reference to' lateral entry 

(Standard 17.4), the use of consultants and 
improved management training within departments 
could help maintain morale. 

In discussing minority recruiting (Standard 13.3), 
both Reporters recognized that there were difficulties 
at the present time. Suggestions were made to COI\.

centrate on improving recruiting procedures and on 
examining civil service entrance tests for validity 
without lowering entrance stanoards. There was no 
indication of resistance to measures involving 
recruiting minorities. 

One Reporter noted that the type of community 
was important to the type of standard to be adopted. 
He commented that police departments should not 
be expected to enforce laws regarding mandated 
security devices, such as locks and special doors. 

Police-community relations, he felt, should be less 
formal with more stress placed on team policing and 
more sensitivity toward customs of minority groups. 

He supported the standard for police handling of 
complaints against officers. 

With regard to diversion (Standard 4.3) he noted 
that police have diverted special types of cases as 
long as he could remember. He stressed that a great 
deal more cooperation is needed among police, 
judges, doctors, etc., if we can ever expect improved 
diversionary methods. He suggested that the police 
get out of the jail business. He noted formalization of 
diversion (Standard 4.3) procedures as good. 

He was in full accord with any plans to continue 
with State conferences. The push for a State, confer
ence was enthusiastic, although one delegate was 
concerned that the Working Papers were the same 
report that had been reappearing for the PM! 50· 
years. He asked for more than a conference. He 
asked for extensive State prodding, training, and 
pulling together of the justice system. 

NEW MEXICO 

Introdudion 

The consensus of the;New Mexico d~legatio!l was 
that although the Wor?king Papers wel'e not at all 
times relevant to local problems (it was Mt that they 
were particularly aimed at metropolitan communities 
of 25,000 plus), they were, in factI of great value as 
a stepping-off point in the development of an 
improved criminal justice system. Not only did the 
report put into writing a plan of attack that harmo~ 
nizes the efforts of th,e criminal justice community, 
but the Conference provided an arena for discllssion 
and rebuttal. 

It was noted that there had been no opportunity 
for interaction with other disciplines within the 
forum sessions. This would have significantly t.nn
tributed to greatel' understanding and cooperation 
between the sectors. 

The possibility was discussed that the Conference 
had been called for delegates to put a "rubbers tamp 
of approval" on a document that was already pub
lished and with which they had been supplied only a 
section. Additionally, it was noted that the task force 
reports might have to be followed as a guideline 
when applying for future LEAA funding. 

The speakers at the Conference were generally 
discontent with the penal system; the New Mexico 
delegation was in agreement 

Community Crime Prevention 

In the area of Community Crime Pt$\'.~ntion, the 
causes of crime were barely discussed ib: the forum 
sessions. In Albuquerque, 50 to 55 percent of the 
crime is caused by youth. The lack of responsibility 
of parents, particularly among the poor, was ques
tioned. Young people, it was felt, should be held 
accountable to the community for bad behavior. 

The Reporter stressed the need for the public to 
acquire a sense of consequence for law violation; this 
could act as a deterrence to crime. Many delegates 
felt that attitudes must be changed in youth so that 
young people will never need to enter the criminal 
justice system. \ 

The Reporter summarized that it is necessary to 
exert additiona1 effort to begin new community pro
grams and reinforce old community organization 
programs. Fi)r this, the best resource would be local 
people.Citiiens must be made aware of the role they 
can piay within community; many people would 
o~ quite willing to devote time to ~, program, sllch as 
PAL (Police Athletic League) or Big :Brother. Cur
rently, the Chamber of Comm~rce was looking at 
local programs in Albuquerque in which citizens 
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could help; tt;s, had not been initiated in other cities 
in New Mexico., 

Although th(:re was little basic disagreement with 
the principles established by the Community Crime 
Prevention Task Force, the delegates repeated that in 
many cases the potential of th(:; standards hinged on 
greater funding. The question was asked as to how 
far monetarily the public is willing to go to fund a 
program such as this (standards and goals for the 
community). 

The report was criticized for not dealing specifi
cally with rural area crime control. If the high-crime 
situation in cities drops, the feeling was that them is 
a likelihood that crime could increase in the rural 
areas. It was pointed out that the mayors of several 
small towns have met to discuss problems unique to 
small communities. 

Cou..!".s 

The standards within the Courts discipline were 
felt 'io be outstanding; when implemented, they 
would improve both the efficiency and the quality of 
the courts. 

Screening could be an effective tool; however, it is 
necessary to guard against selectivity. The Caucus 
was informed that Flint, Mich., has successfully used 
diversion with only four cases of recidivism to date. 
One problem with juvenile probation has been that 
the court has tended to refer the youth back to his or 
her family, who often times were the original cause 
of the youth's deviant behavior, thereby encouraging 
recidivism. 

Plea negotiation (Standard 3.1) was an area 
widely discussed, and it was stressed that plea nego
tiation should not be entered into for economic rea
sons. To gain more support from the layman for plea 
negotiation, the name should be changed to some
thing that sounds less corrupt. Plea negotiation has 
received much favorable comment because many 
times the courts have not had a sufficiently strong 
case to convict a defendant; however, in these cases 
it. has been evident that the accused would benefit 
from entering the corrections system. 

Standard 8.1, a unified court system, was com
mended for not only eliminating duplication of staff 
and e~ort, but also for alleviating the problem of the 
individual who gets caught between the different sys
tem-s.LEAA funds have been important to New 
Mexir;o in the implementation of this standard. 

Police 

New Mexico is a forerunner in the adoption of 
many of the Police Task Forc0· ntandards. A State 
crime laboratory recently opened, using guidelines 
similar to those proposed by the Commissiop,. 
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Changes in police recruitment in New Mexico 
require investigation into the· psychology of the can
didate: Why does a man want to be a policeman? 
New Mexico has attempted to interest both Amer
ican Indians and Negroes in a police career; inter
view teams currently visit reservations to encourage 
tribesmen to apply for police service. Sex dis
crimination does exist, and, it was stated, this is 
necessitated by the very nature of the profession. 

Corrections 

The discussion of Corrections revealed that 
changes within the other disciplines as outlined in 
the standards would cause a subsequent change in 
the prison population, which would be increasingly 
composed of hard-core criminal types. It was specu
lated that thi3 might minimize the favorability of 
some of the more lenient prison standards. 

The guideline against building State juv~nile 
detention centers obviously did not sUfficientiy con
sider size diversity within the State. In Florida, a 
center would be considered community-based with a 
populntion of 70; however, in New Mexico this same 
institution would be a State center. 

NEW YORK 

Police 

The Police Reporter summarized reactions to the 
standards that were most frequently discussed in the 
Police forum sessions. 

Lateral entry:, the ability to move personnel from 
one police department to another, was discussed. 
The consensus was that lateral entry was appropriate 
for higher ranking officials but not the rank and file. 
. The police believed that minority recruitment 

could proceed without lowering police standards. 
They reminded themselves if they were not going to 
act, courts would act for them. In a survey of cities 
with 24 percent minority population, only 6 percent 
of all police department personnel were minority 
members. 

In discussing the issue of absorbing small depart
ments (Standard 5.1, Consolidation of Police 
Departments), the 'reaction of the groups was that 
services should be absorbed but not all departments 
should consolidate, 

In respect to narcotics, alcoholics, and the men
tally ill, the importance of diversionary programs 
was recognized. Arrests for public intoxication have 
decreased in New York, but the problem of the 
alcoholic criminal persists. 

The Police objectives as a whole were summarized 
at the forum sessions. There was little comment on 
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Objective 1. Objective 2 generated a discussion on 
the involvement of the business community with the 
police. All the standards in Objective 3 were dis
cussed. The discussion on Objective 4 focused on 
training. 

The first steps toward implementing police stand
ards were suggested: 

1. All police administrators and ,sheriffs should 
receive copies of standards; . 

2. Legislators and heads of local government 
should also receive copies of standards; 

3. The visible presence of the standards in police 
headquarters may be effective; 

4. Standards should be divided and adapted to the 
needs of police departments of varying size; 

5. A New York State mini-commission should be 
established to follow up the implementation phase; 

6. After analyzing the standards, a conference 
should be called in New York State to inform prac
titioners in the system and the public; and 

7. Although the New York delegates were not in 
uniform agreement about the standards for New 
York, they felt an urgency to proceed with 
implementation. 

The New York delegates discussed the standards 
on consolidation of police services. The Police 
Reporter knew of 40 large police departments that 
did not want consolidation to begin at this time. He 
did not know to what degree consolidation should be 
pursued. In general, the forum sessions agreed that 
police departments with less than 10 on their staff 
should consolidate. It was noted, however, that a 
standard department of this size in New York would 
cut the total number of departments in half. 

In response to arrest 9f the mentally ill, the police 
suggested some alternative procedure to arrest-the 
term "nonarrest" was suggested. 

There were questions from the New York Caucus 
on the Commission's stand on and the Conference's 
opinion of the national tutoring programs for minor
ities taking the police exam. New York has 
responded to the exams, it was pointed out, by 
changing its exam to include agility tests and by 
using recruiting teams composed of blacks and 
whites. 

Further comments regarding educaticmal criteria 
for police countered that standards should not spec
ify a number OY years of schooling as criteria foi 
police entering departments, but rather leave it up to 
local commissioners. 

Community Crime Prevention 

The major points addressed by the reporter for 
Community Crime Prevention were in education, 

employment, integrity in government, and commU-
nity-based services. . 

The discussion on education ranged from early 
identification of problem children by the school sys
tems to the use of schooi facilities on a continuing 
basis, 7 days a week. 

Thl~ topic of employment focused on the need for 
unions to deal with expansion opportunitie!; and par
ticularly the employment of black youth, offenders, 
and ex-addicts. One of the main problems with the 
development of this standard on a State level was 
that the Federal Government has been discouraging 
this kind of employment activity. 

The business of integrity in government should be 
left to the government itself and is difficult for citi
zens to administer. 

In response to the Conference's emphasis on com
munity-based services, Citizens pointed out that they 
were never asked to participate in the development 
of this standard in cottlmunities while all the other 
disciplines were, particularly the police. There was 
aissatisfaction here because citizen groups believe 
they are the most important components as they are 
part of neighborhoods all the time. 

A discussion among the delegates followed. One 
delegate described the ,session as stressing the need 
for building community coaiitions of organizations 
including· establishment of grassroots groups. Ap
proval of the Singer-Graflex report (distributed at the 
Conference) was voiced. The delegate complimented 
the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice on its minimum security guidelines 
and security for buildings for the elderly, and urged 
that protective steps like this be brought to the atten
tion of legislators. He noted a real lack in the Con
ference of youths under 21, who commit a large 
portion of crimes. 

Another delegate felt it was encouraging that the 
criminal justice system saw a need for inputs from 
the community, He mentioned that the cOlllmun~ty 
will be more likely to provide funds if it has been 
involved. The business 'ipmmunity has many 
resources to be utilized. 

Other comments from delegates included: 
1. A merger of certain court administrative func

tions in New York City was achieved because of a 
business community study. 

2. There had been too much talk ab9,ut improving 
the system but very little 4iscussion about keeping 
people out of the system. 

3. Diversion was an excellent idea but what was 
there to divert people to? The welfare establishment? 
The education establishment? What guarantee was 
there that recidivism is not inevitable? 

4. Better edul::\lted police officers were not the 
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answer; emphasis should be on .inservice training. If 
ther.e were sufficient courts, pohce funds, etc., there 
would be no problem. 

S. The standards for police aptitude willpe low
ered by bringing in minorities. 

Corrections 

1/ The idea that corrections has not changed since 
II 1870 was the consensus of the Conference and was 
1\1 repeated throughout t!J,e Corrections forum sessions.· 

The Corrections Reporter stated that the standards 
were well enunciated by the Working Papers and 
that the recommendations were not too avant-garde 
for most of the States-many had instituted similar 
standards. 

In New York it would cost $1 billion to replace 
the older institution~ if the decision to treat almost 
aU offenders in community-based facilities is carried 
through, but the move toward community-based cor
rections must be made. 

Corrections personnel who repent for all their past 
sins by self-righteous action were criticized as was 
the community for being distant from the work of 
corrections for so long. At the same time the Correc
tions Reporter mentioned that there was not enough 
emphasis on the rights of corrections personnel, .and 
that minorities had not been hired by the correctlOns 
system. There was also a great need for community 
involvement in r.orrections. He pointed out that New 
York had brought several thousand volunteers into 
the system, and had moved offenders back into the 
community through work release, furlough, and 
compassionate leave. 

In referring to the work of corrections in prison, 
the Corrections Reporter mentioned that the .system 
at present only deals with offenders for a median 
period of 2..5 to 3 yeats. He felt there was very little 
that parole and probation COT.i~d add to the status of 
offenders. Some improvements have been made at 
institutions that offer legal services, but medical care 
is substandard in most institutions. It was felt to be 
equally important to monitor the effectiveness of all 
standards that are implemented. 

Comments were made in response to the 
Reporter's summary of the forum sessions. 

1. A minimum number (10 percent) of better 
trained personnel would improve the quality of 
prisons. 

2. A cornmon factor in young people in trouble 
with the law has been an inability to read well. Read
ing is a foundation of society, and this is violated 
every time a young person reaches the ninth grade 
with a second grade reading ability. 

3. Diversion out of the criminal system for youth 

380 

. was critically important. Legislatures should address 
t'1is issue. At the same time dr:ug pushers must get 
off the street. Probation has more clients than any 
other part of the system. . 

4. When making a judgment on parole, eIther for 
or against, an explanation must be ~up~lied. Hand
icapping a baseball team leads to revIew~~g past per
formance' the same is true of parole deCIslOns. Other 
wnsiderations when making a parole judgment are 
the environment the parolee will return ~o an.d 
whether he is better equipped to cope WIth hIS 
et'vironment than he was before. 

5. Community-based facilities must not close 
maximum security prisons since some persons 
require this security. The New York S~ate Assembly 
has provided some funds for commumty-base~ cor
rections/ but if any incidents occur, the fundIng of 
additional facilities will be jeopardized. 

6. On the other hand, the· notion that the commu
nity will not tolerate any mistakes ~as felt t? be re
gressive. If a community were truly mvolved,. It wou!d 
be willing to take risks. In any case, the subjects wIll 
return and have been returning to the community. 

A range of comments followe.d. Techni~ues for 
opening group homes were dlSC\lssed, ;ncluded 
stockpiling furniture in a warehouse so th~t It can b.e 
moved into the facilities before commumty OPPOSI
tion develops, In one city, victims of crime were 
placed on boards of directors of halfway houses. 

Community-based corrections prompted a dis
cussion on punishment in general. One ~elegate 
analyzed the deterrent effect of severe punIshment. 
He went on to say that punishment will stop crime 
but only if meted out equally. Judges must sentence 
consistently, . and those who are sentenced should 
urve. He did not believe in probation or parole or 
rehabilitation in a cage. If the public is assured the 
system will treat all equally, they will devel?p respect 
for administration of justice. It is not denymg people 
their freedom but rather their dignity that is both
ersome. Programs fOr rehabilitation have been used 
as a means for escaping boredom rather than prepar
ing for later release. Discretionary powers granted to 
probation and parole have caused many problems. 
The delegate ended by saying that nothing will be 
accomplished until we rebuild the dignity and maj
esty of the law. 

Courts 

The following Courts standards dominated dis
cussion in the forum sessions. 

1. Some disagreement was expressed in the New 
York Caucus about whether the court should be able 
to review a prosecutor's decision to screen offenders. 

2. The Caucus supported the consensus of Confer-
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ence delegates, which. said that the goal of ultimate 
abolition of the negotiated plea is not to be attained 
or desired. It was pointed out that the Commission 
has suggested that if people were properly charged 
and not· overcharged, those who are guilty would 
plead guilty. 

3., Time framell for trial of cases were unrealistic 
because one cannot pressure prosecution to move 
cases to trial when the defense has other motives. 

4,. A single all-encompassing appeal may pose 
some constitutional problems, according- to the New 
York Caucus. '. 

Where statu!9J:Y change is required both State and 
Federal cons;;:itutional change may be necessary. For 
example, the waiver of inoictment is being tried in 
New York first by way of a constitutional amend
metlt that is in process. 

5. There were opposing views on the desirability 
of straight appointment of judges or a mixed 
approach of appointment of jUdges and later 
referendum. . 

6. There was a sentiment that elimination af 
motor vehicle accident cases is necessary. 

7. There was agreement with the New York 
approach of court administration. 

8. Many substantial political obstacles would pre
clude the immediate implementation of full-time 
prosecutors and defenders in New York. Organizing 
defense on a multijurisdictional basis might be 
possible. 

In summary, the group was enthusiastic about a 
number of standards. There were too few standards 
on the involvement of law schools and private prac
tice in the courts. The Caucus did not expect too 
much from the Commission, but thought that what
ever could be useful to New York should be ex.,. 
tracted from the Commission's report. 

Summary 

The New York caucus made it clear that the 
1,500 persons who came to Washington did not 
wholeheartedly endorse all the standards. There was 
some confusion among the d~legates as to whether 
the Commission was asking for reaction to standards 
or telling the delegates not to tamper but to 
implem.ent. 

The Police Reporter mentioned that New York 
has the machinery in the police area to implement 
standards. Perhaps New York should be used as a 
measure of progress, but before that occurs, the 
Caucus should be used to reflect, evaluate, stimulate, 
and determine which standards are particularly valu
able for New York. 

It was asked wheilier some standards can be 
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accepted without accepting others when they appear 
to be interlocked. The Police Reporter went on to. 
say that when mandatory minimum sentences ate 
not s~' by specific legislation, judges find themselves 
at the\mercy of a defendant in a plea negotiation sit~ 
uation'!and want limits imposed. 

The State Planning Agency Director, Archibald 
~~urray; summed up by charging the State delegation 
With the responsibility to go home, examine, be 
introspective, and find ways to implement those 
standards that can be effective. 

NORTH CAROLINA 

The standards and goals for the Police provide 
reasonably good guidelines for evaluating the oper~ 
ation of individual law enforcement departments in 
North Carolina. 

Objective 1, Fully Develop the Offender-Appre
hension Potential of the Criminal Justice System, 
was supPOI:ted. However, delegates thought that the 
standards did not reflect a realistic conception of line I, 
officer experience and that forum session discussions. i 
tended to get bogged ,down in technicalities. . 

Objective 2, Get the Police and People Working 
Together as a Team, although in general very sound, 
lacked a concrete, significant definition of the police 
role or function. In addition,· there was no input 
from the Southeast region on the National Advisory 
Commission, ·and ~herefore the report did not reflect 
the needs of a State such as North Carolina. 

Under Objective 3, Get the Criminal Justice Sys~ 
tern Working Together as a l'eam, Recommendation 
4.1, Alcohol and Drug Abuse Centers, were 
analyzed in terms of limiting the· police. law 
enforcement role, but increasing the police role in 
other areas, The Reporter strenuously objected to 
dropping all criminal charges against drug users. 

Standard 13.3, Minority Recruiting, was viewed 
as a good )dea, but the reporter questioned the 
means for iD.1plemefitatiol1. The thought was that 
minority members objected to being treated differ~ 
ently from the rest of the population. , 

The majm topic of' the discussion was the extent 
to which compliance or noncompliance with the 
standards and goals would affect LE~\ funding, 
The North Carolina delegation did not feel that it 
hl;ld an input into th~ development of the standards, 
nor that the standards necessarily meet local needs. 
They discussed the possible . development of State 
and local standards for tl].e 1974 comprehensive 
plan. One Police delegate thought that the standards 
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stimulated thinking. In addition, the stan~ards 
would assist his development of objectives and pro
grams with the use of small group meetings at the 
lower level of the police organization. 

In conclu:sion, the Caucus embra.ced the concept 
of the development of goa~s and standards and the 
positive effect of LEAA fundic,g. 

Courts 

The Conference was cited as the best LEAA 
meeting. Both the topics and speakers were good, 
The report focused on the structure of the courts, 
personnel selection and performance, and rules of 
procedure. 

North Carolina has already implemented most of 
the standards relating to a unified court system and 
statewide funding. The standards relating to a single 
trial court were rejected because the merger would 
result in the need for jury trials in misdemeanors if 
the superior court and district court were merged. 

Standard 7.4, Judicial Discipline and Removal, 
has been implemented as a resuH of a constitutional 
amendment providing for a judicial .commission. 
judicial Selection, Standard 7.1, is incQ'tporated into 
a bill in the State legislature. Assessmen:ts of the pos-
3ibilities for adoption varied. 

The Courts section of the Working Papers 
acknowledges that North Carolina requires action to 
improve the quality of its pro:;ecution; however, this 
is dependent on funding. 

A public defender system already exists in two 
districts in North Carolina with alternative means of 
representation provided in other jurisdictions. 

Standttrd 3.1, Abolition of Ple~ Negotiation, was 
viewed universally with disapproval. The abolition of 
plea n.egotiation in North Carolina was thought to be 
without merit. It could increase current expenditures 
by thtee or four times. -

The standaJ;'ds on appellate review were rejected 
a$·inapplicable to North Carolina. 

In conclusion, North Carolina was seen as being 
ahead of other States in terms of its courts system 

.. and is already implementing most of the standards 
relevant to the Courts. 

Corrections 

The Correctibns standards lacked innovation, but 
were a collection of resource materials for local and 
State authorities. -

North CaJ;'olina meets most of the standards in 
administrative law to protect the rights of the offen
der. While it was posited that correctional adminis
trators want to obey the law vis-a-vis offenders' 
rights, the law is currently under determination in 
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the courts. Delegates were concerned over the effect 
of mi.nimum standards on pending court cases. 

North Carolina delegates acJr..nowJedge the need 
for· development of more pretrial release and deten
tion programs, but thought that the Report of the 
Penal Study Committee of the North Carolina Bar 
Association provided more appropriate standards. 

North Carolina is moving as rapidly as the public 
will consent to the use of no minimum sentences, as 
illustrated by the Youthful Offenders Act. 

North Carolina firmly supports the concept of 
community-based correctional programs, but must 
reject the moratorium on prison construction and 
renovation. The existing facilities are not adequate to 
meet the needs of new attitudes in correctional treat
ment and management. 

It is acknowledged that additional community~ 
based programs for juveniles must be developed with 
adequate funding. However, the need for training 
schools was stressed. 

In conclusion, community-based corrections was 
accepted in principle, but the difficulties in imple
menting these programs were pointed out. North 
Carolina could develop public support for these 
types of programs while proceeding on a gradual 
development utilizing existing resources. Increased 
public acceptance of changes will make such pro
grams more possible. 

Community Crime Prevention 

The broad and narrow implications of community 
crime prevention were discussed. In tile broad sense, 
it will require social legislation that covers all aspects 
of the criminal justice system, as well as legislation 
directed at corruption of public officials. In addition, 
the most crucial factor is the need for an extensive 
effort aimed at public education and understanding 
of the criminal justice system. 

In the narrower sense, if the standards are taken 
too literally, it could undermine the progress already 
achieved in the criminal justice system in North 
Carolina. Public opinion polls were cited as illustra~ 
dve of the need for the development of public 
understanding and support for the criminal justice 
system and community-based programs, 

Resolution 

The following resolution was unanimously adopted 
by the North Carolina Caucus: 

"Be it resolved That the North Carolina delegation to the 
National Conference on Criminal Justice appreciates the 
ambitious and thought-provoking goals and standards pro
posed by the National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justice Standards and Goals. However, this actioa of the 
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North Carolina Caucus is not to be construed as a total 
endorsement of ,a11.goals and standards of the National 
Advisory Commission. 

Be it further resolved That the North Carolina delega
tion appreciates the opportunity to participate in a national 
meeti;.lg of this scope and purpose and to confer with other 
leaders of criminal justice systems and; 

The North Carolina Caucus recommends fuat the goals 
and standards of the National Advisory CommIssion on ( 
Criminallustice Standards and Goal.; be given further study . 
and consideration by leaders within the criminal justice 
system of North Carolina. . 

In addition, the North Carolina delegation unani
mously resolved: 

Be it resolved to have a multidisciplinary, statewide, crim
inal justice conference for all components of the criminal 
justic'e system and community leaders within the next 
60 days. 

NORTH DAKOTA AND SOUTH DAKOTA 

Police 

The concept of the National Advisory Commis
sion report was accepted. 

The recommendation that police departments 
under 10 people be consolidated was not considered 
appropriate for North Dakota or South Dakota. 
Local police forces were thought to be better than 
regional forces. 

The recommendation on lateral entry caused 
much controversy specifically in areas of guaranteed 
pension and morale. 

There was concern about civil rights compliance 
regulations. If proportional integration is not at the 
level required by LEAA, or if other guidelip.es that 
have. already been set up by the States themselves are 
not those of the report, will Federal money be 
withheld? 

The National Advisory Commission report was 
thought to be good, yet it raised several questions: 
• Was the report a consensus? 
• What was omitted? 
• Were the recommendations mandatory? 

There was concern evidenced that the standards 
would become requirements within the fiscal guide
lines of LEAA. 

Courts 

In genetal, the Courts standards were acceptable. 
The 60-day process recommendation would be 

difficult to implement. Stenographic time, for 
example, would be a problem. 

Exclusionary rule was not included in the Work.. 
ing Papers. It was part of the standards. 

Many standards must be translated in order to be 
adaptable to rural areas. 

':.The elimination of plea negotiation was discussed. 
Negotiation is not the best way, but the practice 
would be impossible to abolish. This is not particu
larly applicable to South Dakota and North Dakota. 

The Bail Reform Act of 1956 was in the Cortee
}ions section of the report. Unfortunately, it should 
'have been in the Courts section for discussion by 
judges. One Courts Reporter thought that it was 
much too time-consuming because of the issues that 
must be considered an.d discussed at length by each 
judge before. setting bail, and because of the pre
sumption that judges would act arbitrarily without 
these guidelines. 

There appear to be two systems of unified courts 
systems recommended: one truly unified! the other
as in Idaho and Iowa-which retains a 3-level courts 
system while claiming to be 2-1evel. The best unified 
system would be to have all judges at the State level, 
with equal pay and with each judge acting in the 
area he ;knows best. This would, however, be diffi .. 
cult to implement, 

Screening and diversion were considered more 
appropriate to large cities, but it seems like a good 
idea for them. 

Automatic review will not be popular with appel
late judges. It is not applicable to rural areas. 

Corrections . 

The Working Papers were discussed. The main 
thrust was to develop Ii local system that WOuld keep 
people out of institutions. To this end it would have 
been helpful for Corrections delegates to have dis
cussed this issue with Courts and Police, who seem 
not to have had ,iiVersion emphasized. 

Concerning rights of offenders, it was pointed out 
that institutional decisions that affect offenders have 
often been arbitrary. However, the rights of the vic
tims as well as citizens must· be· considered. This 
~ssue was debated within the Caucus. 

The employment of blacks, Chicanos, Indians, 
women, and ex-offenders was emphasized in the 
report. 

Involvement of inmates in the decisionmaking 
process was emphasized. 

Some bold recommendations were the following: '. 
1. Close juvenile institutions and set up commu~ !;\ 

nity-based facilities. ~\ 
2. Place a moratorium on building new facilities, \ 

improve existing buildings, and expand coIilttlunity:. 
based facilities. 

The following recommendations were discussed in 
the Caucus, yet will not be accepted until they can 
be further researched. A State correctional system 



for comprehensive planning and provision of consis
~ tent services should be develop ed. These functions 
are now performed in North Dakota by various dis
ciplines--courts, police, etc. However, this is a good 
suggestion for North Dakota and South Dakota. 
Recruitment for. corrections work should be stepped 
up. 

Uniform sentencing was considered to be a critical 
problem. 

It was considered important to tell the offender 
why parole was decided upon. 

The discussion turned to comments on the Work
ing Papers and the Conference. Many recommenda
tions in the Working Papers not actually applicable 
to corrections were included in the Corrections 
section. 

In addition, some critical omissions were cited. 
There were only six pages on field servic~s in proba., 
tion. The role of outside citizen involvement was 
neglected. Both of these areas were considel'(~d to be 
very important. 

In general, delegates wished that they had had a 
part in preparing the report. There was a question as 
to whether the public would accept the recommenda
tions, even if the Conference delegates did. 

The delegates felt that problems of larger cities 
were emphasized in the Working Papers. to the detri-
ment of rural areas. -

There seemed to be too little discussion on the 
overall goal of Corrections at the Conference. It is 
important to involve the press and legislators in 
criminal justice problems. 

Several key questions were raised. Is the goal of 
corrections to incarc~rate or to rehabilitate? What 
does society want the criminal justice system to do? 
Moreover, are we more concerned about the system 
than the individual and how he or she is affected by 
the system? 

Community Crime Prevention 

There was a small representation from each State 
in Community Crime Prevention sessions. Commu
nity people were not enough involved, invited, or 
familiar with the system. 

There should be smaller State conferen.ces, 
involving many Ipore citizens, and allowing fel' !r)uch 
more interplay between courts, police, corre~tions, 
llnd community crime prevention people. 

Some delegates wonpered if tP,ey were expected 
simply to initial the report. 

Summary 

The summary concerned how' North Dakota and 
South Dakota should proceed after the Conference. 
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Recommendations should be discussed with legis
lators, and the standards and goals should be 
appropriately implemented. 

There are three problems facing the system at this 
time: 
• There is too little interplay among the disciplines. 
• It is difficult to try everything suggested. 
• Long-range goals are needed, and have not here
tofore been available from LEAA. 

Law Enforcement Councils snould meet and dis
cuss the standards systematically-with 'citizen par
ticipation. This should be done in both States. This 
will be the vehicle for important furt.lleI' discussion. 

The crime-oriented planning document could be 
used as a discussion tool. The de :1(gates thought it 
was ';"en done. 

OHiO 

Introduction 

The Ohio de~legation convened its meeting with the 
State Planning Agency directo:; stating that the pur
pose of the Conference was to receive and examine 
the CommissiOlil'S report in light of its applicability 
to Ohio. The State Planning Agency director then 
indicated that each Conference discipline would 
summarize findings from its sessions. 

Pplice 

The Reporter was disappointed with the Police 
section of the Working Papers because it did not 
provide a focus or direction for the police to take. He 
devoted the majority of his discussion to a review of 
a 6-page summary of the Commission's report. He· 
thought that the standards for law enforcement, 
developed by the American Bar Association. com
mittee, were more organized than those of the Com
mission. Further, he felt that a speech, delivered at 
the Conference by Chief Frank Dyson, Dal1f~s Police 
pepartment, was more in line with the goals and 
objectives of concerned police leaders than the 
Commission report was. 

Two facets of implementation of the Police stand
ards and goals were discussed. First, legislation is 
needed in the juvenile area to bring Ohio closer to 
the standards and goals in that area. The Reporter 
wanted to meet ,vith legislators to discuss legislation. 
Secondly,from discussion on the juvenile question, it 
was resolved by the State Planning Agency director 
that all four specialists would meet with Stat~!egi;;!e.- -
tors to discuss the'legislation needed to implement 
desired standards and goals. 
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One delegate indicated that the Commission's 
report had good and bad points, but that the value of 
the report was its reminder to police officials ot a 
nun1ber of good things to do. This WfJ,S guidance that 
Ohio should respond to. 

A summary of the comments from the discussion 
of the polict area indicated a favorable attitude 
toward implementing some of the ideas in the Com
mission's report and a desire to work on areas neg
lected hi the'report. 

Co'~rts 

The Reporter liked the idea of a Caucus to discuss 
the State's role and to accentuate tll~positive aspect 
of the Commission's report. He saw the standards 
an,l goals as being made to fit Ohio's needs rather 
thal'l something that was being imposed. He believed 
thaI: Ohilo's supervisory commission should be the 
body to determine what is to be done to implement 

\ the standards and goals. Hopefully', some seminars 
. will be set up in the coming months for this purpose. 

He reviewed the Commission's report on the fol
. lowing subject matter. 

Screening is the prosecutor's responsibility and the 
courts should not be involved. A· conscientious 
approach by the prosecutor would be beneficial in 
reducing the b1,lrdens on the rest of the system. 

The concept of diversion is excellent in that it 
works toward a reduction of court overload, Ohio 
should do more work in this area, Once in the sys
tem, cases that can be expedited toward disposition 
should be handled as much as possible outside the 
trial process. 

Total abolition of plea negotiation is not desirable. 
It has played a valuable role in the system for a long 
time. However, better controls of records are a must. 

Ohio should establish a plan to work toward the 
goals established for the litigated cases. '<!he new 
Rules of Criminal Procedure should l;,e adopted 
shortly and with the new criminal code due January 
1, 1974, actuai trials should move at a quicker pace. 

More cooperation and communication between 
courts and corrections is needed with regard to sen
tencing. The sentencing role of the judge must be 
continued, but more information should be available 
in order to impose sentences calculated to serve 
society 'md the defendant. 

Appeilate courts are overwhelmed today, but the 
drastic new level of review prpposal is not the most 
practical approach to this problem. 

With regard to judicial selection, the idea of merit 
is sound, but good judges will appear when the 
salary and pension benefits become more attractive. 
Such items. ~r;:-:uld be equal to Federa1 judiciary 
salaries.' 

--------~~--.---~--~----~-----_=c 
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Existing statutes on removal and discipline need 
enforcement more than strengthening. 

Ohio needs WOl:k in court consolidation. A unified 
court system in each county is a· necessity. Ohio 
should be working toward regional rather than 
county consolidation in rural areas. 

Progress is being made in court administration in 
line with the standards. Court management programs 
leading toward computerization and the adoption of 
modern business techniques are already well under
way in the metropolitan areas of the State. 

Corrections 

The Reporter believed that the report of the Com
mission was sound, but that the goals would need 
alteration for each State. Such goals should be estab
lished by people within that State's criminal justice 
system. This would, in turn, affect the report's ap
plicability to each State. 

The Reporter spoke about psychotics Who ute 
criminals. Psychotics have caused much harm in 
prisons to other prisoners and also to correctional 
programs. He indicated that there was no place in 
correctional institutions for those with sociomedical 
problems. . 

He agreed with the moratorium on construction. 
Also, he stressed the need for greatertlooperation 

among the disciplines in the criminal justice system. 
He believed that those who need correctional serv~ 
ices do not get them because of the lack of coopera
tion in the system. 

Community Crime Prevention 

The Reporter's presentation indicated that the 
Community Crime Prevention discussions were 
vague and lacking in focus. Every issue brought up 
was hotly debated by the forum session delegates. 

Early identification of delinquents was not con
sidered desirable by many because labels have a 
tendency to remain throughout life. 

Employment quota s}:stems were confUsing to 
delegateo because of the vagueness of the concept. 

The concept of an Ethics Board was of interest, 
but n6 one knew how it would worle. 

Summary 

The State Caucus reviewed the Conference in its 
entirety. Comments indicated that there was a strong 
interest in what was expected of Ohio on the issue 
of implementing the standards and goals. To sum
marize the discussion: Was Ohio required toimple
ment these standards and goals and was implemen
tation required for funding? 

\i. 
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One delegate thought Ohio should have its own 
set of guidelines. These guidelines, he continued, 
should include a timetable detailing specific levels of 
performance to be achieved by specific dates. 

This suggestion was considered to be important, 
but was deferred until all reviews were completed. 
1t became apparertt that little time would b~ avail
able to discuss specific implementation of the stand
ards and goals. 
. However, the Ohio de1egation appeared to be se
riously interested in setting standards and goals for 
the State. 

OKLAHOMA 

The discussion among the Oklahoma delegates 
was primarily of a geni;\ral nature. 

The present:ations gave an overview of what had 
been discussed in the Conference sessions. Subse
quent discussions led to the formulation of the fol
jowing areas of consensus by the Oklahoma delega
tion. 

The delegates subscribed to the overall goal of 
the Commission--to reduce crime by 50 percent 
during the next 10 years. In addition, they supported 
a great number of the standards and goals outlined 
in the report, but indicated that their presence at and 
involvement in the Conference should not be con
strued as acceptance or endorsement of all standards. 
They appreciated. t1JJ.e opportunity to have been 
somewhat involved by their attendance at the Con
ference and indicated their intention to return to 
Oklahoma. and further examine the Commission's 
report. This examination will result in a more pre
cise determination of their position with respect to 
specific standards. The State Caucus agreed to re
convene at a later date to discuss the issues in more 
.detail. The State of Oklahoma Caucus will aggres
sively fight standards and goals with which they do 
not agree. 

The Oklahoma Caucus observed that very few of 
the Commission standards in any of the disciplines 
were different from those already discussed. Many 
of the basic standards have already been imple
mented in the State, and commitments to implement 
further standards would depend upon the availability 
of funds. 

The Ca.llcUs was concerned over the possibility 
of the Commission standards being made mandatory 
-either by legislation or indirectly by distribution 
of Federal grant funds. They opposed the arbitrarily 
imposed standards. 

Considerable frustration was expressed by the 
delegates at the lack of involvement by State and 
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local representatives in the determination of Com~ 
mission standards and goals. They felt that these 
representatives were vital to the future implementa
tion of the standards, and they were concerned about 
their perceived inability to revise the standards and 
goals. It was suggested that the input from the va
rious States be compiled-after each has had a 
chance to determine positions with respect to indi
vidual standards-and that the Commission's report 
be amended accordingly. 

The deJegates wanted to develop community in
volvement in aspects of all disciplines. Such involve
ment was viewed as an effective vehicle for generating 
program support. 

The Caucus would like to have the following 
questions answered: 

1. How can the standards and goals as presently 
contained in the Working Papers be revised? 

2. For what areas and to what degree wiII Federal 
funding support b~ provided for implementation of 
standards? 

It appeared to the delegates that certain profes
sional associations that had promulgated standards 
for specific disciplines had not been allowed to C011-

tribute materially to the Commission report. They 
referred to the American Bar Association, the Araer
ican Correctional Association, etc. 

OREGON 

Police 
The State of Oregon has met the majority of the 

recommendations made by the Conference. 
The police recognize and address the problem of 

Crime Prevention, Standard 3.2, and presently have 
programs for community involvement in many areas. 

Oregon police agencies recognize and meet the 
demands of a 24-hour police service (Standard 5.1, 
Responsibility for Police Service). 

Police Use of the Telephone System, Standard 
23.1, is in effect for the most part. Other ideas in 
this area will be incorporated in the future. When 
technically feasible, the 911 emergency telephone 
system will be implemented. 

In the spirit of continuing professional law en
forcement standards, The Police FUnction, Standard 
1.1, is a reality in Oregon. 

The State of Oregon recognizes the need for speed 
in communication and how critical it is to the suc
cess of an agency. It therefore accepts Standard 23.2, 
Command and Control of Operations. This line of 
thinking concurred with Standard 23.3, Radio Com
munications, much of which is presently in effect 
within the State. 
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Standard 8.3, Deployment of Patrol Officers j and 
Standard 8.1, Establishing the Role of the Patrol 

. Officer" arc integral part" of the police function in 
the State . 

Oregon recognizes the need for Standard 9.7, 
Criminal Investigation, and has met its requirements 
in some areas. Other areas will need improvement. 

Standard 9..4, State Specialists, must be examined 
to create a more effective law enforcement body. 

Standard 12.2, The Crime Laboratory, is a mat~ 
ter of fact in Oregon. 

Oregon will, and does, establish a policy that 
poHce effectiveness depends upon public approval 
and acceptance of police authority (Standard 1.2, 
Limits of Authority). 

Standard 1.6, Public Understanding of the Police 
Role, has been addressed. Police have been assigned 
to schools to develop rapport with students. Crime 
prevention programs have been developed. How
ever, more efforts must be made. 

Acceptable procedures are in effect regarding 
Standard 19.2, Complaint Reception. 

The delegates recognized the need to get the crim
inal justice system working together. They meet or 
exceed many st,mdards in this area. Some aspects 
are in need of improvement. General statements 
were made about the establishment of drug treat
ment centers and the rapport between State and 
local agencies. 

Standard 1.4, Communicating with the Public, is 
being implemented through the use of police in tl,le 
schools and corrtmunity relations programs. If the 
police are to be effective, they must depend upon an 
aware public. , 

The standard on minority recruiting poses a prob
lem. No one really has the answer. Minority group 
members are hard to keep. They leave for more 
money elsewhere or other reasons. 

The delegates recognize the need to promote the 
best qualified candi,dates and concur with a lateral 
entry program (Standard 17.4, Administration of 
Promotions). 

Corrections 

The Reporter believed that the standards should 
be used as guidelines to set standards for each State. 
Oregon, l},pparently, was a forerunner in establishing 
rights of offenders (Chapter 2, Standards 2.1 to 
2.18). The Reporter thought that almost all of the 
standards were in effect at present, but was con
cerned about those standards that were not yet re
leased. Blanket approval of all standards, in his 
opinion, could cast a bad light on what had been 
al;complished to date. Many of the proposals r(l~ 
lated to the South Qr the East, but were not appli.-

cable to Oregon. Some of the ideas now implemented 
in Oregon included: work-release, liberal furloughs, 
no minimum for parole, etc. 

Chapter 6, Classification of Offenders, was re
jected on the basis that the offender cannot be 
classified. 

There was agreement on Chapter 7, Corrections 
and the Community. A total approach must be 
taken. A concerted effort to involve the community 
must be effected. 

In discussing whether prob~tkm should be on a 
State or 10ca110ve1, the delegates concluded that each 
State must decide for itself. 

Chapter 11, Major Institutions, was believed to 
be a little extreme. There apparently was no recog
nition for what had been done. Delegates did not 
mean to imply that they wanted to have more 
institutions. 

With regard to Chapter 12, Parole, due process 
must be observed. Oregon beHeves it has an effectiw., 
system. 

Although standards on The Statutory Framework, 
Chapter 16, are being implemented, statutes must 
be updated. 

Courts 

Not only were the Courts standards acceptable, 
but many of them have been implemented. 

Chapter 3, The Negotiated Plea, was considered 
to be too radical an idea at this time. 

Delegates believed that the. standards in Chapter 
5, Sentencing, were inferior to those which Oregon 
presently uses. 

Community Crime Prevention 

Although the standards were desirable, imple .. 
mentation seemed to pose a serious problem. 

The diSCUSSion raised several questions. How un
informe<l is the public? What is the. role of the legis .. 
laturc~ to be since it is a centralized problem? 

It was decided that a committee must be estab
lished to attempt to implement Community Crime 
Prevention recommendations. 

One delegate thought that sonte programs for 
Community Crime Prevention could be found iII. the 
last chapter of The Challenge of Crime in a Free 
Society (President's Commission on ;Law Enforce.,. 
ment and Administration of Justice). These pro
grams could include units of instruction on crime 
prevention for high school students, development of 
building codes) etc. . 

The educational community must involve itself 
in crime prevention. through classroom instruction. 
Community crime prevention could be furthered by 
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community involvement in correl?tions. The public 
must be given a stake in the program. 

Summary 

Rather than a set of standards, what wOl:Jtd have 
been more desirable was input from the delegation. 
The delegates felt slighted. Poor Federal-State rela~ 
dons were developed from this Conference. They 
stated the ideas were good, the methods bad. Their 
attitude reflects the inpyt found herein. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Introduction 

At the opening of this session, State Reporters 
were asked to make special reference to those 
standardS and goals that would require special 
legislation. It was also emphasized that State Planning 
Agency personnel would use the standards and goals 
only as criteria to measure and assess, and not 
as conditions for funding. This was a point of con
tern to the Reporters, and was referred to repeatedly 
during the session. 

Police 

The Police Reporter began by stating that the 
Police section of the report had generated little 
dissent. There was general acceptance of the stand
ards and goals and the thought was that many 
of these were already in use by most police adminis
tri'ltors. However, it was thought that the report 
failed to consider th~t polict1, chiefs are ~wt autono
mous, and that the con1lmunity! ·~nd the city 
government also had to be cor( :1tted to the 
standards. c , 

The Reporter referred ito a standard in the 
Police section that stated t~l:at police administrators 
would have to decide whi(;h laws had priority for 
enforcement. He acknowledged the fact that limited 
resources necessitate this, approach. However, he 
considered the pollcy di'mgerous because it could 
not be justified without legislation. 

There was general agreement that the Police 
sessions reflected disproportionate input from the 
West,. notably California. The situation in the West 
diffe1's markedly from that in the East. Situations 
and political orieniiations were contrasted as well 
as the availability of resources, notably data and 
money. It was suggested that LEAA require each 
region to respond to the report to insure that it was 
representative and possible. . 

The Police Reporter also noted that while citizen 
involvement is vital to the prevention of crime, 
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patrols can easily turn into vigilante groups. The 
Commission's lack of attention to gun control was 
noted and criticized. 

One police chief thought that legislation is required 
to allow the police to divert offenders. Another 
was concerned that Federal legislation and State 
legislation are often inconsistent. He gave the 
example of a police officer in Pennsylvania who 
can, by State law, use his gun in the arrest of an 
escaping felon. However, by doing so, the police 
officer can be iederally prosecuted. This delegate 
felt there was a need for a Federal-State effort 
to eliminate these discrepancies. 

Corrections 

The Corrections Reporter noted that some stand
ards are easily implemented in urban areas bl.lt 
are not feasible in rural areas, which are incapaci
tated by lack of personnel. He also raised a question 
concerning the availability of money and community 
resources for the transition from juvenile institutions 
to community-based operations. He observed that 
resources often are not cycled back into the com
munity aft!'!r a savings has been effected. He cited 
an example where the financial burden of State 
prisoners was transferred from the county to the 
State and the savings that resulted were not directed 
back into corrections. 

This Reporter also took exception to the stand
ards detailing the involvement of corrections in 
sentencing. He felt that this was more appropriate1y 
the responsibility of the court. 

The Corrections Reporter concluded with a state
ment that the corrections field is only 180 years 
old and it has nothing for which to apologize. 

Community Crime Prevention 

The Community Crime Prevention Reporter stated 
that h~ thought that delegates were "adrift in a sea 
of compu,ter jargon." He suggested that taxpayer 
support could be developed by writing a terse jargon
free crimiml.i justice checklist for the fiscal years 
1974 through 1984. 

He suggested t'ijat: the California Parole Subsidiary 
Program be expl~lred for implementation in Penn
sylvania. Referring to pretrial detention, he noted 
that Pennsylvania needs an ROR program. Com
menting on volunteers in the areas of parole and 
probation, this Reporter suggested that community 
involvement could be increased in release programs 
by using nonprofessionals as interviewers. He went 
on to say that ex-offenders should be able to resort 
to the government for employment. 
. Using the concept of the block organization as a 
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point of reference, the Community Crime Prevention 
Reporte~ speculated that the new Home Rule bill' 
could be used to enforce the standards and goals, 

Other topics included: Pi'\Y for pros(-:clltors and 
public defenders comparable to that of judges, year .. 
round and evening use of schools, legislation for 
staff training programs, more effective lobbying 
efforts fOf criminal justice, and the use of students 
in the criminal justice sys~em. 

Courts 

The Courts Reporter registered surprise at the 
general acceptance of the goals and standards. 

He was especially interested in screening and 
diversion because of the necessity of standardizing 
procedures. Pennsylvania has had a rule that allbws 
diversion since May 1971. 

Although he did not feel that the 60-day require
ment for bringing a case to trial was realistl.£:~ the 
Reporter suggested a 20- to 30-day requirement for 
those detained and that all motions be filed within 
a 60-day period. During the discussion, it was 
suggested that all motions be heard prior to the 
date of trial. 

The Courts Reporter was disappointed in the 
standard on sentencing. lJe was also concerned that 
reference had t.o be made to the section on Correc
tions for full standards and goals pertaining to 
CourtR. He noted there was no standard peltaining 
to sentencing panels and their potential effect on 
sentencing disparities. He pointed to a pending bill 
on gradation of crimes and a companion bill on 
sentencing. He also said he would like to see a 
Supreme Court review of the standards and goals 
with recommendations. 

It was noted that Pennsylvania has just about 
achieved the standards suggested on the selection 
of judges. 

Rather than complying with the model for court 
administration, the Reporter thought that there 
should be a local administrator where there were 
more than five judges. He also pointed out the need 
for full-time prosecutors and public defenders in 
rural areas. This would result in longevity on the 
job and the benefit~ of experienced person,,1el. 

Noting the controversy on plea negotiation, the 
Courts Reporter did not personally favor its aboli
tion, but he felt that an important contribution had 
been made in procedures and protection in this 
area. He also thought that the Courts standards 
placed too much emphasis 011 speed. He noted that 
nothing on community relations or on the training 
of judges was included in the Courts section. 

Summary 

Delegates repeatedly expressed concerp. that the 
report was not sufficiently applicable to the wide 
variety of geographic areas represented. Nor was 
adequate consideration and analysis Ot cost factors 
apparent. ' 

They felt it was important that the standards 
and goals remain objectives rather than be used 
as a measuring stick. 

The delegates thought that not enough attention 
was given to the orientation and training programs 
of all disciplines. in the field of criminal justice. They 
felt that this should be conducted within and across 
occupational lines. 

Comments on the Conference itself addressed the 
small number of minority group members, the con
centration on homogeneous rather than interdiscip" 
Hnary meetings, and the problems resulting from 
receiving the Working Papers so late, 

The delegation was very concerned with following 
through on the Conference. The consensus was that 
it was important to review closely the standards, 
detel'mine what it would take to implement them, 
aud their potential impact. It was thought that this 
analysis should be dynamic, viewing the entire 
system and its interrelatednesr; from the perspectives 
of each component of the system both individually 
and together. 

The delegates approved a motion that a steering 
committee be established of the four reporters, the 
State Planning Agency director, and one Ol' two com· 
munity representatives. This committee will convene 
in the near future to find ways, means, and support 
for the development of Pennsylvania's standards and 
goals. The Governor's Justice Commission may be 
able to aUocate a staff officer to assist in the prepara· 
tion of regional conferences for a State confet:ence 
that would be sponsored by the Governor~s Council 
on Corrections. In addition to the development of 
State standards and goals, the regional conferences 
will address those standards that have already been 
implemented and the methods by which implementa· 
tion was achieved. 

PUERTO RICO 

Inu'oduction 

The delegation met alone at the beginning of 
the session and conducted most of their meeting in 
Spanish. Their comments in English were ones they 
wanted specifically "for the record.!<>i , 

Each Reporte!' emphasized the same two poin.ts: 
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1. He was in agreement with the overall philo
sophy of the Working Papers; an.d 

2. The centralized structure of the Puerto Rican 
government made the implementation of the stand
ards &; significantly different process than would 
occur in most of the States. 

Police 

The Police Reporter considered the implementa
tion of the standards a much easier goal to reach 
in Puerto Rico because of the centralized police 
force. He added that arrangements for budget 
increases, personnel changes, etc., will be a basic 
effort. 

He cited examples where Puerto Rico has already 
met certain standards for some time, as well as 
certain . standards that were totally irrelevant to 
Puerto Rico. Specifically, he saw no need for the 
proposed police investigator because the district 
attorney in Puerto Rico is consulted before any 
accusations ate made. 

Courts 

The Courts Reporter approved of the Conference 
philosophy. He discussed specific areas in which the 
~tandards did not apply to Puerto Rico. 

Puerto Rico already releases any cases not tried 
within 180 days of arrest, and the initial trial 
must be within 30 days of arrest (60 ,jays for 
felony). The Reporter was surprised that there were 
places not utilizing screening and diversion tech
niques, as Puerto Rico does. He thought that the 
appointment (if. judiciary by the Governor was a 
good system that made for cleaner politics in, the 
long run. 

The Reporter, as well as the rest of the delega
tion, could not support the end to plea negotiation 
because it helps to cl~9.r the court calendar and 
puts a person in front iJ.t a responsible judge. One 
delegate thought that no oJ.1e cared to infringe on 
the judgets right to sentenc(; in Puerto Rico as that 
was a tightly held l'esponsll:!U;ty. Puerto Rico has 
iong had an office of pubii0 'defense for criminal 
cases, and recent efforts to .dise salaries there have 
been successful. He pointed out that there were 

'. presently police legal ad,visers in Puerto Rico, and 
that they even tide with the patrol cars. The feed
back on this system has been positive. 

Corrections 

The Corrections Reporter was convinced that 
drug~rel,~{~d crimes belonged to corrections. The 
need fo\"unification in Puerto Rico, in his opinion, 
was specifijfally in the areas of probati<m, insHtutions, 
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and parole. He comm~tted himself to that goal. 
The reporter reiterated the need for adapting the 

standards to local needs. He thought that a national 
philosopay on corrections reform was greatly needed. 
However, he noted resistance to change at the 
Conference and he recognized the weig~t that an 
accepted national standard would have. 

Community Crime Prevention 

The Community Crime Prevention Reporter sup
ported the philosophy of community involvement, 
but stated that implementation would be a matter 
for local adaptation. The seven suggested programs 
were food for thought. 

Summary 

The State Planning Agency Director, Dionisio A. 
Manzano, tho1.lght, that the Conference had been 
invaluable as a klcJ:.-oft to real study of the Commis
sion repori; and tb~t :.he delegates from Puerto Rico 
were returning ~ome committed to applying the 
standards Wht~ri;vJ;l possible (Jnce research and 
planning could be dl,ne. 

IU'!ODE ISLAND 

Introduction 

The Rhode Island State Caucus Report was pre
faced bv sevet'al remarks about the Conference. 
The RhoQ\: Island delegates thought that although 
the Conference was valuable, the sessions were 
poorly mat",?!ed 1Nith no concern for similar-sized 
jurisdictions being placed tngether. The major point 
of discord, however, involved a one-sided approach: 
the separate components thought that they should 
not have been segregated but allowed to meet for 
free exchange in dialog. 

Community Crime Prevention 

The Community Crime Prevention Reporter, with 
few exceptions, agreed with tile Commission's goals 
and objectives. However, he spoke of the following 
areas of discord: 

1. The public must initiate action with the police; 
2. Police should not work with youths because 

youths do not respect the police; 
3. LEAA must shoulder the burden of funding 

youth programs including the necessary manpower; 
4. All programs must be evaluated for proper 

implementation; 
5. The public should not be invited to observe 

either the police or the courts; 
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6. Tbe public is either ill-informed or not at all 
informed about criminal justice problems and should 
be educated; 

7. Drug abuse must be stopped and 110 curbs 
need be put on the necessary measures; .and 

8. Tj:le public, including the business sector, 
should work on the rehabilitation of ex.-offenders. 

The State Planning Agency Director, John J. Kil
duff. observed that the public responds only to 
crises and is difficult to mobilize. Another delegate 
concurred, noting that the program must come from 
the community and not from the State. 

Corrections 

The Corrections Reporter essentially agreed with 
the Commission's findings. He had the following 
comm.mts to make: 

1. He favored pretrial diversion and has effected 
programs where applicable. 

2. He approved of a community-based approach 
to corrections, particularly in Rhode Island given 
its small size. 

3. He noted the emergence of a new relationship 
with the offender and was anxious to see the final 
resolution. Logistically, he wished to replace cages 
and build diagnostic centers. ' 

4. He agreed that massive institutions should be 
eliminated. 

S. While not opposed to the 5-year maximum 
sentence plan, he would like to see a more definitive 
exploration of vIolent crime. 

6. The family court should not issue truancy 
petitions any Il10re unless accompanied by a different 
offense. The Commission should have considered 
juveniles separately and not as though they were 
younger versions of adult offenders. 

7. Probation and parole workloads should be 
reduced wherever possible. This would require more 
manpower. 

8. Intake should be increased and 50 percent of 
the people should be diverted. 

9. Fu,-ther research is necessary before deviant 
offenders can be centrally located in one facility. 

10. More emphasis should be placed on the 
victim. 

One delegate thought that the standards and 
goals directed toward treatment and rehabilitation 
gave offenders more manipulative power within 
the prison, and that these programs undermined the 
authority of the correctional officer. 

Police 

The Police Reporter wanted the following: 
1. Better research and evaluation to insure proper 

distribution of funds; 

2. Fewer union problems, which occupy 25 per
cent of his time; 

3. Support of the 60-day time period between 
arrest and trial; 

4. Issuing of summonses-rather than arrest and 
detention-for minor offenses; 

5. Denying prisoners the right to address the 
press or to send and recei'Ve uncensored mail. 

Overall, the Poli~e Reporter could 110t endorse 
the Commission's findings because of the lack of 
consultation prior to the Conference. 

The State Planning Agency director pointed out 
that more legal assistance was needed if the police 
were to change. 

Courts 

The Courts Reporter made the following points: 
1. He did not favor the abolition of plea negotia

tion. Plea negotiation &hould be part of public 
record. ! 

2. The courts need greater public exposure. 
3. There is a need for the criminal justice com

ponent to work more closely in order to have a 
system. 

4. He approved of the section on screening, but 
thought that more information from the police was 
needed for the prosecutor. 

S. He approved of. the section on diversion) but 
stated that pretrial information from corrections 
is needed. 

6. He favored organized courts. 
7. No standards should be set for the selection 

of judges. This is strictly a local matter. 
8. He approved of intercourt discipline. 

, 9. Generally, he approved of the 60- and 30-day 
limits on judicial disposition, except in some instances 
where the case will need such extensive investigation, 
i.e., a fair trial could not be held within these time 
limits. 

10. He approved of a 50 percent reduction i.n 
high-fear crime. 

11. Sentencing should be done 111 courts with 
more input from corrections. . 

12. The Commission s~ould have investigated the 
penal effects of incarceration. 

13. Public prosecutors and defenders are under
paid and understaffed .. 

14. He approved of the less than unanimous 
verdict but did not want to see less than 10 votes 
for conviction. . 

One del~gate urged that the FBI release their 
investigatiors of police brutality cases. 
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SOUTH CAROLINA 

Introduction 

The South Carolina delegation agreed unanimously 
to adopt the following resolution to be placed 
at the beginning of the discussion notes of the 
South Carolina Caucus: 

The South Carolina delegation accepts in principle a 
great number of the recommended goals and standards, the 
majority of Which have already been implemented in South 
enrolina. However, it should be made clear that our attend
ance at the National Conference on Criminal Justice does 
not indicate our total acceptance or endorsement of all the 
proposed goals and standards. 

We commend the committee for their exceIlent work 
and accept the recommended goals and standards as a valu
able resource. 

Police 

Regarding most of the Police standards and goals 
discussed at the Conference, the South Carolina 
delegates agreed that their police forces were 
already involved. experimenting, or in the planning 
stage of implementation. 

They thought that the subject ",f communications 
was controversial. The government must intervene 
to procure dedicated frequencies, and this could 
present a problem in regard i.O already assigned 
commercial frequencies. 

The question of lateral entrance was discussed, 
and it was thought that problems might arise in 
this area. 

Another area that especially concerned this group 
was the possibility that the Conference and report 
might not be followed up by the proper people. The 
overall thought, however, was that the report was 
an excellent document alld a good blueprint for 
action. 

There was discussion of the abolition of the 
small law enforcement department. The delegates 
thought that it was probably a good idea, but ques
tioned how it would be done. The .feeling of the 
group was that it would be hard to maintain a force 
of less than 10 people. With respect to mutual aid, 
large cities must take in more areas. South Carolina 
has adopted basic standards, and in conjunction 
with this, there is a proposal in the legislature pro
viding for a minimum salary of $6,500 per year for 
corrections and law enforcement officers. 

In summary, the group felt that the report was 
a very good blueprint-perhaps a bit on the utopian 
side, but containing good suggestions on specific 
goals to be achieved. To implement these standards 
and goals, Federal assistance will be absolutely 
necessary. 
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Regarding the question of the disciplines working 
together, it was thought that the new ideas that 
crossed the disciplines were not fully explained to 
the police. The spotlight is now on courts and cor
rections reform and the police are oite!,l left out 
of planning. What is the best way to get components 
working together? 

Concerning the concept of misdemeanor and 
felony, the group thought that there should be clari
fication of statutes in South Carolina. There is no 
excuse for the statutes to be so antiquated. There 
is a problem in continuance of cases. There should 
be a minimum. Great issue was taken with the 
abolition of plea negotiation. Although unfair, it 
was agreed that some form is necessary. 

Courts 

The main points brought out in the discussion of 
Courts were the following: 

1. There is no ac<;ountability for coUrts. 
2. Courts should publish disposition of cases. 
3. There is a problem in that lower court judges 

can practice law on the side. 
4. Two-way discovery was advocated. 
5. Tho group felt that the negotiated plea should 

not be abolished, but that guidelines and standards 
must be developed. 

6. Speedy trials were advocated, within 60 days 
at least. 

7. There is a need for the protection of people 
against unscrupulous lawyers. 

8. Some type of conference should be held at 
the State level as a followup to what has been started 
at this Conference. More dialog is needed. 

9. The manner of selecting judges should be 
questioned. Should they be elected or commissioned? 

10. Some accountability is needed for judges, 
members of the bar, and laymen. Perhaps a commis
sion could be established. 

Corrections 

The Corrections delegates thought that there 
had not been adequate time to read the Working 
Papers. The main points of their discussion were: 

1. Prisoners should be allowed to make a mini
mum wage, and suitable jobs should be provided. 

2. There should be a consolidation of services in 
the State. The police would like to get out of the 
jail business, and the feeling was that specialists 
should run the jails. 

3. There was disagreement with the idea of no 
new facility construction, especially for juveniles. 
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This was because many of the South Carolina 
facilities are old. 

4. There was controversy on the length of 
sentences. 

5. On the question of the appellate review of 
sentences, why are there indeterminate sentences? 

6. Community-based and furlough programs are 
well established in South Carolina. Perhaps coed 
prisons will be next. 

7. In disciplinary hearings outside attotneys may 
not be necessary. There is a possibility of using 
paraprofessionals. 

8. Psychotic and victimless crimes should be 
taken out of the corrections system. 

9. There is now a disparity in sentencing. 
10. The delegates agreed that much will evolve 

from these discussions. 

Community Crime Prevention 
, 

The Community Crime Prevention sector has been 
looking at the hardware; now they are looking at 
software. The delegates representing Community 
Crime P.revention found that most of the recolU
mendati()r!s applied to larger communities. Sot).th 
Carolina has mostly small communities. However, 
South Carolina is quite advanced in the area of the 
community-based programs discussed at the Con
ference. 

Summary 

1. South Carolina seems to be on a ?ar with or 
ahead of many of the standards and goals. 

2. South Carolina has developed community
based programs and fostered programs of coopera
tioh with police. The State has already done much 
of what is advocated in the standards and goals. 

3. The thought was that most of the delegates 
were disturbed that they were asked to come and 
review a document that was already in the process 
of being printed. Therefore, the resolution mentioned 
earlier was adopted. 

4. The delegates did not agree with the closing 
of juvenile institutions. Proper assessment should be 
made. 

5. The standards and goals should be taken as 
advice, and the States should not be forced to 
implement them. .. 

6. There was a strDng feeling that presentence 
investigation should be stressed and implemented. 

7. The best experts in their respective fields have 
prepared the Working Papers and the standards 
and goals. Now they must go to the people who can 
really help to implement them. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

, The South Dakota State Caucus met with the 
North Dakot~ State Caucus. The combined State 
~aucus Report is carried in Part IV alphabetically, 
under North bakota, above. 

TENNESSEE 

. General regret and disappointment were expressed 
OJ! behalf of the Tenessee delegatioll about what 
they felt was a lack of opportunity for the members 
to make significant inputs regarding the standards 
and goals presented at the National Conference on 
Criminal Justice. Having had only a week to revIew 
the findings of the Commission, the delegates were 
generally unfamiliar with the material and felt as 
if they were being asked to rubberstal11p the findings 
of the Commission without factual consideration. 

The delegates generally endorsed the notion Of 
national goals for the criminal justice system j but 
refused to comment on specific statldards offered 
by the Commission. The setting of standards, they 
felt, was a matter that could best be administered 
by the individual State with the necessary flexihility 
for their localities. . 

Delegates were concerned that the standards and 
goals presented by the Commission virtually ignored 
any consideration of the criminal justice system in 
the rural areas. Even if accepted, the recommehda
tions by the Commission regarding police, for 
example, could never be implemented in rural and 
semi suburban areas because of conflicting jurisdic
tions between city and county law enforcement 
agencies; nor were any standards given for the 
regulation of such rural problems as powerful county 
sheriffs and county court clerks. The delegates conw 

cluded that the proposed standards. and goals 
offered noth~ng that was not already being tried 
somewhere iri the country, and that until their inputs 
and needs were considered, there was little the Com
mission could do for justice in Tennessee that the 
State could nQt do for itself with "a little money and 
goodwill." 

TEXAS * 
Introduction 

Judge Joe Frazier Brown, the State Planning 
Agency director of Texas, commented that goals 
and s\~ndards must be established so that crime 

393 



control can be a measured function. Secondly, the 
public should know these goals, how they will be 
achieved and measured, and whether desired ends 
will be met. 

Judge Brown called upon the delegation for 
careful communication of the standards to deter
mine their acceptance. 

Police 

The Police Reporter gave his approval of the 
establishment of standards and goals., 

He pllrticularly approved of Standard 3.2. Crime 
Prevention; and Standard 3.1, Crime Problem Identi
fication and Resource Development. However, he 
noted with concern that the areas of gun control, 
victimless crime, and electronic devices were not 
addressed in sufficient detail at the Conference. He 
continued that the term "victimless crime" should 
be changed and that criminal code reform should 
be initiated. 

Other comments included: 
1. The lack of time to review the Working Papers 

resulted in a lack of and inability to pi'ovide input. 
2. Capital punishment was nl)t addressed and this 

was an important issue in law enforcement. 

Courts 

The Courts Reporter reviewed the general response 
to the standards in the forum sessions. 

Standard 3.1, Abolition of Plea Negotiation, was 
not agreed to. Plea negotiation should be retained 
and a judicial decision should follow a conference 
with the police and prosecution. Standards on plea 
negotiation should be established. 

In regard to Standard 3.3, Uniform Plea Negotia
tion Policies and Practices, policies and practices 
should be un.iform. 

In reference to Standard 4.1, Time Frame for 
Prompt Processing of Criminal Cases, it was stressed 
that there was a need for standards to insure a speedy 
trial. 

The response to Judicial Selection, Standard 7.1, 
called for guidelines for judicial selection consistent 
with the legislature and the community. 

Caseflow Management, Standard 9.4, should be 
consistent with data processing procedures. 

The Reporter supported the idea that selection of 
a public defender, Standard 13.8, should be based 
upon eo(:'''tence. 

As to The Prosecutor's Investigative Role) Stan
dard 12.8, investigation of a complex case, e.g., 
organized crime and bank fraud cases, should be 
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conducted with the assistance of a prosecutor's in
vestigation. The use of law students as assistants in 
this area was ail idea worth promotion. 

It was agreed that the court's role in the sentencing 
process, Standard 5.1, shGUld be reviewed. 

Approval was noted for screeni:lg end diversion; 
all cases should be screened prior to charges being 
fixed (Standard 1.1) and criteria for diversion should 
be established (Standard 2.1). 

The Reporter stressed the importance of LEAA 
and the standards and goals established by this 
agency as contrasted to the revenue sharing concept, 
and expressed his support for LEAA. 

Corrections 

The delegates discussed a moratorium on building 
new prisons (Standard 11.1). There were no unfavor
able comments. 

In response to women in major institutions (Stand
ard 11.6), there was a general need expressed to 
review the vocational rehabilitation programs for 
women. The need to review community-based pro
grams (Standard 7.1) and the use of diversion (Stand
ard 3.1) was urged. The wide difference in sen
tencing by different agencies (courts and corrections) 
was justification for standards in this area. (Standard 
5.11). 

Communify Crime Prevention 

One criticism indicated was the lack of attendancl~ 
at this Conference by people from the community 
level. Conference members were of the social work~r 
class and not at all representative of the community. 

Community goals such as getting the church in
volved was not felt to apply to many areas of law 
enforcement, and did not belong to the standards. 

Summary 

A resolution was introduced to thank LEAA for 
the Conference. The highlights of th.~ standards were 
listed as police improvement, rational sentencing, 
humane treatment of prisoners, and utilizatioh of 
community resources. ' 

The Texas delegation approved the general thrust 
of the recommendations but wanted to meet again 
in Texas after the final report was issued so that all 
the standards could be reviewed. 

The Texas delegates felt that recognition should 
be given to LEAA for this type of Conference. 

... "rhe State Caucus Report was not approved by State 
Planning Agency personnel and represents, therefore, the 
information specialist's summary. 

I 
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UTAH 

Introduction 

The theme of the Conference was that guidelines 
and goals for criminal justice wete a beginning. It 
was also nottl,d that the Conference speakers repeated 
that LEAA and the Federal Government will be flex
ible regarding the mandatory adoption and imple
mentation of standards. However, some reservations 
were specificaHy expressed by the Utah delegation 
about being restricted by Conference standards. 

The Utah planning staff. has had a head start in 
working on goals and standards toward improving 
its criminal justice system, a.nd has developed a State 
plan, but because of limited resources and funds, 
there is a minimum number of standards and goals 
it can develop. However, there is a need for input 
from participating agencies. A recommenda~ion was 
made to begin using systems planning. 

The major points expressed by State Planning 
Agency Director Robert B, Ander&en were that a 
war should be waged on crime, that cooperation of 
all entities of the system is required to do this, and 
that standards and goals are an essential element for 
all entities. 

Police 

The Police goals and standards were considered 
valuable, although some are not workable for small 
agencies. The feeling was that at the completion of 
the final report, most important police areas would 
be covered by standards. 

In general, the impression was that a useful start 
had been made and that the standards could serve 
as guidelines, although much of the section on Police 
did not apply to the Utah community. The delegation 
agreed as well that although the Los Angeles Police 
Department had performed well, this department 
was overrepresented on the Police Task Force, and 
more emphasis could have been placed on using 
other police departments across the country. 

The delegation felt that response by police to com~ 
mendations and complaints, as related by the stand
ards, was important, but that the inspection and 
complaint processes were vital functions for all com
ponents of the criminal justice system, particularly 
courts and corrections. The Reporter felt that the 
standard for lateral entry would have difficulty being 
accepted. 

Police indicated that they did not receive enough 
information in their forum sessions on standards and 
goals for prosecutors, courts, and corrections. How
ever, they did discuss their own relationship with the 
other disciplines and the need for further contact, 

perhaps on a statewide basis. there was agreement 
that police should get more contacts willi probation~ 
ers and parolees, and that they could do more with 
case preparation and coordination with prosecutiol1. 

The Police Reporter· ,lias impressed that innova
tion was finding its way into the criminal justice sys
tem, particularly the abolition of plea negotiation, 
removal of bars from cell windows, and use of ci
vilians for non police functions such as impoundment 
of cars. 

Courts 

The Courts Reporter noted that the Courts section 
contained new ideas and urged the delegation to 
work to put these standards into operation. He ex
pressed hope that the Utah delegation would pursue 
this goal in the months ahead, and encouraged more 
dialog between the legislative branch and the courts. 

He described the crime control f\1;oction of the 
courts. In the determination of guntor innocence, 
courts must develop speed and effici<mcy, and the 
timelag between arrest and trial must be reduced to 
a minimum. Although .Utah's backlog in criminal 
cases can compare favorably with any State, there 
are still unacceptable delays. 

The standards call for prosecution and defense 
staffs to be selected on the. basis of high integrity 
and professional standards. To combat the big busi~ 
ness of crime, the Courts Reporter recommended a 
full~time professional staff, a staff of prosecutors and 
defenders free from poBtics. 

The Courts Reporter has been on a committee 
to revise the penal code and code of criminal pro
cedure. In addition, legislation to unify the courts in 
Utah is before the present legislature. The courts 
committee has made three major suggestions to be 
put into use in the courts. area as soon as ptactical. 

Screening-discretionary power to stop the inves .. 
tigation of a suspect if evidence or a lack of it justi~ 
fies termination-must be made by thy; prosecution. 
This procedure would save time. Als() , a prosecutor 
should stop all prosecntive action when evidence 
suggests the defendant will not be convicted. It is es
sential that the prosecutor make the decision on 
prosecution, not the judge or police or victim, the 
Reporter said. . 

The standard 011 diversion recommended that the 
prosecutor arrange with the defendant for the de-· 
fendant to enter an available program or make resti
tution, or perform other requirements to avoid 
further prosecution. If the defendant performs satis
factorily, the prosecution is termina.ted. Thg Courts 
Reporter agreed with this st.andard and 'said tb.e de
cision to divert should be the prosecutor's, not sub
ject to court review, but 'if diversion required incar-
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ceration for a period of time, then the judge would 
get involved. 

The Comts Reporter pointed out that Utah might 
need legislation to give the district attorney this 
power. Implementation of this standard would re
quire education of the police, the courts, and the 
public. Utah should give its prosecutors authority to 
divert alcoholics and drug addicts to treatment cen
ters. Diversion canbe on('. of the prosecutor's tools 
in preparing c~ses ror prosecution. 

In the Courts forum sessions, there were arguments 
over the negotiated plea that affected related stand
ards. The vote was 20 to 1 against the standard, 
but the majority did not vote. The Utah Courts Re
porter agreed with the standard of eliminating the 
negotiated plea. The prosecutor should weed out 
those cases where a lesser offense is indicated and 
charge the offense supported by the evidence. With 
the negotiated plea, an indifferent prosecu~or can pin 
some charge on a defendant and avoid trial of the 
case. Also, 'the judge must make a finding on whether 
a plea is volur,tarily entered. The c011cessions some
times made by a prosecutor in plea negotiation make 
it difficult to make such a finding. The use of screen
ing and diversion should afford prosecutors sufficient 
means to handle their cases so the need for plea 
negotiation could be reduced to a minimum. 

Pretrial discovery must protect the defendant's 
right not to incriminate himself. The Courts Reporter 
approved of indeterminate sentencing, which now 
exists in Utah. Overlapping sentences must be cieaned 
up. The goal of a maximum of 60 days between ar
rest and trial should be attempted, he felt. In Utah, 
a defendant released on bond often commits another 
crime to pay for the bond. Cutting down time be
tween arrest and prosecution would help avoid this 
Ipitfall. \ 
" The suggestion of eliminating the grand jury does 
not apply to Utah because Utah can prosecute on 

. information. The court should have the. right to call 
a grand jUry for a specific purpose. Enabling courts 
to utilize grand juries could eliminate delay on pre
liminary hearings. The suggestion of setting a 6-hour 
deaqline after arrest in which a complaint must be 
filed is not practical in all cases. 

The Courts Reporter commended the suggestion 
on collateral attack and consolidating grounds for 
review as sound advice. Allowing only one review to 
the State supreme court should stop collateral attack. 
In addition, Federal district courts should stop acting 
like the Supreme Court in overruling the State su
preme courts. If review in any case is to be allowed 
by Federal courts, the Reporter agreed it should be 
by the U.S. Court of Appeals and then only in 
unusual cases. 

In each n1ultijudge court tl,~y Reporter urged that 
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a nonl'otating presiding judge system be established. 
The rotating system now used in Utah is not efficient. 
The trial calendar should be used more efficiently. 
The empty courtroom is a constant problem; cases 
are settled or continued, leaving none to be tried. 
Another probJem is a general reluctance to change 
the court system. The supreme court and the legis
lature must help effect changes. Also, courts should 
have control of budgets and personnel. 

The Courts Reporter suggested that a graduate 
law student be appointed for one year as a law clerk 
and also serve as .a bailiff and peace officer. Legis
latures should encourage this idea so that courts will 
be supported in their efforts to appoint and control 
the personnel of the court. . 

The problem of money for a single prosecutor sys
tem has never been resolved. We need professional 
prosecutor and defender offices of experienced, com
petent personnel. These should be full-time offices, 
State-funded, and on a statewide basis. 

Corrections 

One goal cited at the Conference was bringing 
more public understanding and participation into the 
corrections field. The corrections people were dis
turbed by the Conference's objectives, feeling that 
they were the most "und!}r the gun." They named 
two dangers: , 

1. The standards might become requirements for 
LEAA grants; and 

2. The present time frame allows too little time 
to'develop standards. In addition, many standards 
seemed not ready for public acceptance. The Re
porter believed the public was reacting negatively to 
any kind of community corrections, and cited Geor
gia and Florida as not being able to get community 
corrections in public areas. However, in Utah there 
is no backlash problem as yet. 

Rights of offenders except those limited by con
victions were discussed. This caused much consterna
tion. It was noteq that offenders have to be convinced 
of fairness and equal treatment. 

The concept of uniform sentencing with judges 
agreeing on procedure was applauded. Different sen
tencing habits have sent the same problems back to 
the police and public, especially when dange,rous 
offenders are let out on probation. 

Utah has begun to remove many people from in
stitutions. In the juvenile area, large institutions were 
criticized for not having changed long ago in a 
State where institutions hav~ stopped working effec
tively, but the Reporter did not feel that there will 
be a time when institutions are no longer needed. 
He also agreed that many people can be moved into 
community corrections. 

,I 
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The Reporter had some reservations about the 
standards, only part of which were revjewed~ How
ever, he felt there would be a general improvement 
in the criminal justice system if some of the standards 
were applied. But, he was hot as positive as others 
at the Conference Were. 

The Reporter felt that as Utah is a small State, its 
criminal justice components can work together marc; 
easily. 

Community Crime Prevention 

Community involvement was felt to be very im
portant, but discussions were hindered by the small 
amount of material presented in the Wotking POlpers. 
However, it was clear that the citizen's role is going 
to become much more important and active. 

Utah has a State Advisory Council involvil,'/g citi
zens, but the community as a whole, it was fele, must 
broaden its scope. Citizen involvement could help 
change the "fiscal starvation" of the courts. The Con
ference gave legislators an opportunity to hear from 
citizens. 

The Reporter commended the inclusion of the 
school in crime prevention. Every child in trouble 
in the community was also in trouble in school and 
it was not sufficient merely to talk to troubled chil
dren. A program is essentiai that includes the right 
of a job for youth. Also, he felt, parents should be 
trained to advise their children on proper educational 
channels. In addition, he urged opening up commu
nication with programs jn language training. 

He urged the development of programs for crisis 
intervention, noting that this had not been done in 
Utah. Crisis intervention involves returning the child 
home and counseling for parents and the child. 

A delegate wanted more programs in Utah for 
handling drugs. Project REALITY was cited as the 
foremost of these programs. the Reporter indicated 
there was agreement on the need to apply to juve
niles the same noncriminai standards for offenses as 
foI' adults but there must be an alternative for juve
niles. A pilot project to develop a division of family 
services was discussed. 

The contradiction that juveniles are prevented 
from legally purchasing alcohol and other goods that 
adults can buy legally was cited as creating disr~;;, 
spect for the law, but sucli laws will not be repealeo: 
Solutions other than remanding delinquent youths 
to work centers were discussed. 

The Reporter noted that if the lay citi~en is to be 
involved in the criminal justice system, he must be 
welcomed into the process by receiving adequate 
information on and understanding of hi~ involve
ment. 

Information should be given to keep legislators 
informed on criminal justice matters. Utah needs 
more input to crell\te an empirical courts system. 
Legislators and judges should develop a productive 
dialog. 

One delegate was disappointed that there was no 
mention of gun control and victimless crimes. The 
issues were to be cnvered in the Commissiort's sum
mary report. The Utah State P1anning Agency direc
tor Cotnmended the interest nnd involvement in the 
Conference that the Utah delegation had shown. The 
following resolution was proposed by the delegation: 

We, the delegates, from the State of Utah to the National 
Conference on Criminal Justice hereby acknowledge and 
procla.im that: 

1. It is the inherent responsibility of the state of Utah, 
its people and political entities to reduce crime; 

2.rn order to effectively reduce crime, total cooperation 
between all levels of government is essential; and 

3, Standards and goals are an essential element in the 
improvement of the ~riminal Justice system as these standards 
and goals are developed by and for the State of Utah. 

VERMONT 

The Vermont State Caucus met with the New 
Hampshire State CauculO. The combined State Cau
cus Report is carried in Part IV alphabetically, un
der New Ramp,shire, above. 

VIRGIN ISLANDS 

Introduction 

The Virgin Islands Caucus was led by Willis F. 
Cunningham, Acting Administrator of the Virgin 
Islands Law Enforcement Commission, Who set the 
tone by suggesting that minute details be omitted, 
and that a candid, open discussion occur at the 
Caucus concerning the phiiosophy of the task force 
reports as well as their major points. 

Police 

Honorable David E. Maas~ Lieutenant Gove~nor 
of the Virgin Islands, offered three observation5: 

1. That he had been impressed by the sessions 
on citizen participation with Police, Courts, and Cor
rections, and cited s(weral examples of how citizens 
around the country were organizing to combat crime 
(Indianapolis, Cincinnati, and Philadelphia, specifi
cally). He said that such programs were essential to 
combating the problem in the Vb'gin Islands by 
bringing the citlzens,\p. closer unity with thevrimine! 
justice agencies. He -pointed out that they prMided 
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a bhlepI'int for programs adaptable to the situation 
of the Virgin Islands; 

2, That there was a need for research into policy 
concerning the hiring of police: specifically concern
ing an applicant's size, sex, etc.; and 

3. That there was a great deal of material avail
able for adding to or building a police library for 
the Virgin Islands. 

Courts 

The Courts Reporter cited observations made in 
Courts forum sessions. Discussion ensued from these 
observations. 

The Reporter commented that some modification 
WllS needed to fit the standards to the Virgin Islands, 
and gave the example that unless the governmental 
structure were changed, most standards on prosecu
tioi,1 were irrelevant to the Virgin IslaJlds. 

The Courts R~porter expressed great interest in 
the diversion concept but wanted more information. 
In the Virgin Islands a great amount of public edu
cation would be necessary to gain acceptance of this 
standard. 

The recommendation regarding the selection of 
judges by a judicial commission (Standard 7.1} had 
merit, the Reporter felt, and should be senously 
considered as it involved joint action by members 
of the bar, judges, and lay members representing the 
community. Moreover, the standard precluded po
litical affiliation as a major factor in the selection 
process. 

A bill before the Virgin Islands legislature to pro
vide the courts with an administrator was forecast 
as having an uncertain outcome. The Courts Re
porter did not see the need for a State court admin
istrator. From the discussion that followed, the Re
porter's position was also the consensus of the dele
gate!: from the Virgin Islands. 

The plea negotiation issue (Standard 3.1) was 
mentioned, but .it was not discussed. 

It was·· generally agreed that the judicial process 
needed to be speeded up {Standard 4.1), but the 
Reporter saw the task force time limits (6 hours, 
etc.) as artificial, considering that time depended 
upon locality. 

It was recommended that Standard 8.2 dealing 
with administrative disposition of certain matters 
now treated as criminal offenses be adopted by the 
Virgin Islands as soon as possible. 

The Reporter stated that the Virgin Islands was 
on the threshold of obtaining a public defender sys
tem and that goals and standards would be helpful 
in this area. . 
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Corrections 

The Corrections Reporter stated that the basic 
need in the Virgin Islands was the integration of all 
components of the criminal justice system. The 
standards, he pointed out, outlined concepts the 
Virgin Islands was attempting to work with, and 
that they would provide short- and long-range goals 
of value. 

Community Crime Prevention 

The Community Crime Prevention Reporter sug;; 
gested that a goal of the Virgin Islands delegates 
should be to work toward means of diverting would~ 
be offenders before they ever reached the corrections 
system. The Reporter recommitted himself to dealing 
with the root causes of crime in the community, with 
special emphasis on the language problems oi Span
ish-speaking children in the Virgin Islands and the 
necessary upgrading of the schools. The Reporter 
asked that a firm commitment be made by the Virgin 
Islands to implement an effective bilingual program 
in the schools by 1980. 

The Reporter, with regard to the narcotics prob
lem, agreed that the Virgin Islands must 101;)k at the 
new research on methadone maintenance Hnd that, 
although they accepted the current methadone main
tenance program as ('workable," they were nat to
tally satisfied with it and would look for new, more 
effective and dependable alternatives. 

Summary 

Other issue.s were brought up in the di!>cussion 
that followed, and some standards were selected as 
priority issues: 

1. The need for more funds for more police in
vestigators; 

2. The need to enforce the existing conflict of in
terest laws and the code of ethics in the Virgin 
Islands' 

3. The need to set a deadline for developing a 
public defender system; . 

4 .. The need to structure the budgetary powers of 
the government; , 

5. The need for police training programs to be 
implemented and expanded; and 

6. The need to remove traffic offenses from the 
courts and corrections to an admi.nistrative office. 
. Finally, there was some diiscussion of problems in 
the Virgin Islands with speciilc separation of powers. 

It was generally agreed th21t the ~~onference stimu
iated hope for rerorm, and that the task force re
ports would provide added (~lout in all local efforts 
for reform of the criminal justlce system. Recom-
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mendations were made that the Virgin Islands Law 
Enforcement Commission act as the key agency in 
coordinating all efforts toward acceptance of stand
ards, establishment of goals, and followup of imple
mentation necessary to accomplishment. 

VIRGINIA 

Police 

It W8'\ reported that the consolidation of police 
proposed in the Working Papers was not received 
enthusiastically. However, the consolidation of po
lice services, such as communication or exchange of 
info~'rnation, was considered acceptable. 

The team police concept was not acceptable be
cause it required additional personnel and funding 
due to overtime requirements. • 

It was thought that tvo niuch material was cov
ered in a short period of time at the Conference, and 
yet significant areas such as the use of deadly force 
were omitted. 

The police reaction generally was that the stand
ards and goals were favorably received except for 
a few minor items. 

One delegate noted that there was disagreement 
between < young law enforcement officers and police 
administrators in connection with the concept of be
ing a 24-hour-a-day police officer and carrying a 
gun at all times. Additionally, he stated that the 
standards and goals appeared to be a consolidation 
of practices utilized by larger police departments. 
He noted that these objectives, while serving the 
larger departments well, needed to be examined in 
light of the local situation. 

Another delegate pointed out that recommenda
tions concerning greater cooperation between courts 
and police, if adopted, <would require legislation in 
some cases. 

The proposal to eliminate the small police de
partment (10 men or less) was not acceptable to one 
~elegate because of consideration for sparse popula
hons scattpted over a large geographical area. He 
also noted that there was confusion concerning re
cruiting-,-some standards 'lor education and charac
ter requirements appeared to have been lowered to 
obtain minority repre~entation in the police area. 

This same delegate also noted that the conference 
sessions were productive, but that the plenary 'ses
sions were not. 

Another delegate noted that there is no effective 
w.ay.to rate the performance of police officers be
.:;aU3e of the diversity of duties involved and the lack 
of an objective rating system. Consequently, fitness 

reports are use~ for administrative purposes but not 
for promotion. This problem was discussed at the 
Conference but was left unresolved. 

The same delegate stated that the standard requir
ing uniform training for private security forces was 
good. Several other law enforcement officials agreed 
that this was a valuable proposal. One delegate also 
thought that these security personnel could be useful 
in times of emergency if sworn into service. R. N. 
Harris, Director of the State Planning Agency, noted 
that the State Planning Agency has just completed a 
comprehensive rese~rch project on the private se
curity industry and the recommendations resulting 
from this research are now before the State Crime 
Commission for implementation. 

One delegate objected to the practice of municipal 
officials promoting members of a police department 
without soliciting police departmental recommenda
tions. 

In regard to Standard 4.1, Drug and Alcohol Cen
ters, the concept of establishing drug and alcohol 
centers was not received favorably because of the 
fear that these centers would be used to excuse 
criminal acts. 

The Virginia delegates thought that victimless 
crime should either be eliminated from the Working 
Papers, or the term should be clearly defined. 

Courts 

The Courts Reporter believed that the task force 
lacked sufficient judicial representation. He also 
thought that the standards and goals reflected what 
others outside of the courts system believed should 
be done .rather than what the judiciary believed 
should bl'? done. 

The Commission's proposal that plea negotia~ 
tion should be abolished received an overwhelm
ingly negative response from the Courts delegates. 
But it was noted that offenders lost respect for the 
criminal justice system under this practice. 

The stated goal of setting the trial date for an 
offender within 60 days of apprehension was ac
ceptable and desirable. However, this goal is inhib~ 
ited in some circuits in Virginia because oil statutes 
requiring grand jury indictments and the infrequency 
of grand jury proceedings in rural areas. Ninety per
cent of Virginia's trial courts already meet this 
standard. 

The standard that favored maximum sentencing 
was not well received. 

It was noted that the reviewing court was a new 
and fairly revolutionary concept in· need of serious 
study before intelligent comment could bcs made. 
Virginia has just completed a design for lower court 
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unification and the proposal is now, before the Vir- mediate notification obviates the requirement for de
ginia General Assembly for adoption. liberate considerations required in making sound 

Administrative processing of traffic citations was paroie decisions. However, the record should show 
not favored by judges because they believe that traf- why parole was or was not granted. ". 
fic citations can be better and more effectively han- Concern was expressed by one delegate over the 

. dlt.~1 by the courts. The standards on screening and proposal for personal recognizance because he be
\ dive!S~uIiWere iII-defined and not understood by Iieved that persons on parole should be adequa!~ly 

Conference delegates. In regard to jury sentenCing, supervised. 
it was felt that sentencing shou1d not be dOfile by It was noted that if all standards and goals were 
juries. adopted, it would greatly expand the parole and pro-

tt was noted. that most of the standards andl goals bation system beyond the reasonable ability of legis
relating to organization and mamlgement of the court latures to support it. 
system had just been considered by Virginia's Court It was acknowledged that diversion is a good 
System Study Commission. Thosel adopted were now practice. However, one delegate, sp~~king on diver
before the general assembly fOl' fii\lal action as a part sion, noted that the term was not clearly defined. 
of Virginia's reorganization of its judicial system. Also, he stated that the concept of diversion was not 
The Reporter concluded that no action was indicated realistic when dealing with alcoholics because ade-
for the Courts section because: quate facilities were lacking. 

1. Through the work of the Court System Study. In regard to sentencing inequities, it was agreed 
Commission, Virginia has conside1:ed the majority that this problem worked against correctional admin
of the proposed standards over the past 3 years, re- istrators and need~d attention. Endorsement for trial 
jecting some and adopting others; . judge sentencing vis-a-vis juries was expressed. 

2. Virginia has legislation pending on many items The standard advocating a State correctional in-
addressed in the goals and stand ardis pertaining to spection system was endorsed, although it was 
courts; and pointed out that funds would be required to correct 

3, There is no need for any MW comparative deficiencies found during inspections. Virginia cur
study in Virginia. Court administrati:>rs should look rent1y has such a system. 
at the recommendations, but a Virginia commission The proposal to eliminate uniforms for correc-
is not required. tions personnel is good, but would not be applicable 

Most of the Courts proposals wlere not well re- to all correctional facilities. It was also noted that 
ceived with the exception of speedy trials. some aspects of the military system in the correc-

The Courts Reporter emphatically made the point tional field are good and should be continued. 
that his attendance at the Conference did not mean The recommendations on research and develop
acceptance or endorsement of the C()mmission report. ment were generally well received by corrections 

personnel. 
Corrections The standard that recommends the sale 'of prison 

Th@ Corrections Reporter was concerned that his 
attendance at the Conference might be considered 
an Nldorsement of the report. 

The recommendation of a 5-year moratorium on 
new construction of prison facilities received strong 
negative response because necessary new construc
tion w()uld be postponed. 

The proposal to abolish reception and diagnostic 
centers was received negatively because of the im
portance of these centers to correctional personnel 
ill assignment and classification. 

Parole and probation standards and disciplinary 
procedures were acceptable. This was thought to be 
a good objective. Prisoners, lawyers, and other con
cerntid people should know the criteria for parole. 

In parole case consideration, a hearing by a single 
individual was not favored. Concern was expressed 
over the amount of information recommended to be 
provided to the p'arole l)Qard~ The sta~pard for im-
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products on the open market was not supported due 
to conflicts with private business interests. The objec
tive-to provide meaningful work to prisoners com
parable to a normal community employment situa
tion-was recognized .. However, it was believed that 
this objective is better accomplished through the 
work-release programs, and this is what Virginia is 
doing. 

The standard recommending full wages for pris
oners was not accepted unless prisoners could be 
charged for living.expenses. 

Expunging priso~,er records was considered to be. 
a dangerous practV~e because a man with a poor 
recmd could be l1taced in a £cnsitive position. 

The Virginia Jaw that specified when a court no 
longer had juris\Cliction 1n the case was favored. 

The following criticisms were expressed concern
ing the Conference: 

1. The Commission did not have adequate repre
sentation from correctional specialists; 
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2. The rights of the offender receIved too much 
attention. Most of these proposals have been adopted 
in Virginia; 

3. The Conference and report did not adequately 
address the legal requirements of cc.:rectional admin
istration. One delegate believed that a legal adviser 
is vital to good correctional administration; and 

4. The mandate for corrections to return the of
fender to society a better man was simplistic and 
overlooked the necessity for the individual offender 
to participate in his own rehabilitation. 

One Virginia delegate made the following com
ments: 

1. Many standards were ambiguous and ill-de
firled, i.e., how big was an institution; and 

2. The possibility of universal adoption of na
tional standards was questioned because of gJ:eat 
diversity among the States. 

Another delegate spoke on juveniles: 
1. He found that the Commission findings were 

defCilsive and elicited negative responses; 
2. Many of the standards pertaining to juveniles 

are being implemented in the State of Virginia. Some 
areas were not adequately addressed in the Commis
sion report; 

3. Virginia has been using diversion and screen
ing in juvenile work for many years; and 

4. Research and development was strongly en
dorsed, especially those programs that would provide 
empirical data for decisionmakers. 

It was thought by the Corrections delegates that 
the Commission's efforts were valuable in their at
tempt to establish standards throughout the country. 
One delegate favored the Conference because it pro
vided an opr;.nrtunity to evaluate the report before 
it was printed in its final form. . 

Community Crime Prevention 

The Community Crime Prevention Reporter 
doubted that sufficient LEAA funds would be avail
able to implement all the community programs pro
posed. Additionally, he believed funding should 
corne from HEW and other Federal sources, not just 
from crime control funds. 

In regard to Conference reporting, there was the 
universal agreement among Virginia delegates that 
the Conference discussions were inaccurate. They 
did not reflect what had in fact been the consensus 
of the workshop groups; but rather reflected the 
views of participants who did the most talking, or 
the views of the Reporter himself. . 

Summary 

Richard N. Harris, the State Planning Agency di
rector of Virginia, made a motion to com11lend the 

National Advisory Commission .for a thorough and 
comprehensive examination of the criminal justice 
system and an outstanding report, and to thank 
LEAA for hosting the Conference. The motion was 
seconded and passed unanimously. 

Mr. Harris then made a motion that upon receipt 
of the Commission's final report with all supporting 
documentation, the Virginia dele~ation would recon
vene, allowing suitable time for each delegate to 
have reviewed the report. The delegation, acting as 
a committee of the whole at such meeting, would 
develop a recommendation to the Governor as to 
further action on the Commission's report that might 
be appropriate for Virginia. This recommendation to 
the Governor would primarily concern the methods 
Virginia should pursue to assure complete and thor
ough consideration of the report. The motion was 
seconded and it passed unanimously. 

WASHINGTON 

The Washington State Caucus was opened by 
James O'Connor, Administrator, State !'.a'1/ and Jus
tice Planning Office. He stated that the purpose of 
the meeting was to develop a strategy for the State 
to determine standards and goals and the means for 
their implementation. He then asked each of the 
State Reporters to give their summaries of the 
Conference. 

Discussion was primarily oriented to the question 
of whether the Federal Government would mandate 
standards and goals for each of the States. Two 
delegates stated their understanding to be that it was 
not the intent of the Department of Justice to e~tab~ 
lish standards for each of the States, but to encour~ 
age each State to adjust to the need for sta)!1dards and 
goals, determine which ones were most appropriate 
for that State, and develop State plans for their im~ 
plementation or achievement. It was felt that the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act clearly 
left that responsibility to each State. 

There were comments on the extent to which the 
State of Washington has already developed or 
achieved standards in corrections that correlate with 
or go beyond the standards and goals recommended 
by the Corrections Task Force of the National Com
mission on Standards and Goals. There was also 
substantial discussion on the lack of correlation be
tween the standards for administration of justice pro
mulgated by the American Bar Association and the 
standards advocated by the Courts Task Force of 
the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Jus
tice Standards and Goals. One delegate described 
those steps that were already underway within the 
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State for implementation of the American Bar Asso
ciation standards. 

It was decided, after substantial disr,ussion as to 
what persons, organizations, and agencies ought to 
be involved within the State in the implementation of 
standards and goals, that the members of the dele
gation to the National Conference on Criminal Jus
tice should meet again in the State before any further 
steps were taken. Subsequently, the meeting date for 
the delegation was set for Tuesday, Pebruary 13, 
1973, in Olympia, Wash. 

WEST VIRGINIA 

Police 

The Reporter for Police suggested that the word 
"minimum" be deleted from Standard 1.2, Limits 
oi Authority. He stated that Standard 12.2, The 
Crime Laboratory, and Staiidard 23.3, Radio Com
mUryicatiOl!S, were already underway in West Vir
ginia. In further reference to Standard 12.2, West 
Virginia plans to institute regional crime laboratories 
in the future. The Uniform Crime Reporting system 
recommended by the Commission is also in effect 
in West Virginia and is serving as a model for other 
States. 

In regard to Standard 5.2, Combined Police Ser
vices, the Police Reporter s~ated that there is at 
present adequate cooperation among the various po
lice agencies serving West Virginia. West Virginia is 
meeting Standard 4.1, Cooperation and Coordina
tion. There has been good cooperation in West Vir
ginia among al~ ',criminal justice disciplines because 
each discipline is represented on the Governor's 
Committee on Crime, Delinquency, and Corrections. 

He thought that there was a consensus among the 
delegates that standards for police recruits should 
not be lowered to increase minority representation in 
police forces (Standard 13.3, Minority Recruiting). 
The West Virginia delegation agreed . .It was noted 
that at present an application for employment with 
the West Virginia State Police requires neither a 
statement of race nor a photograph. The Police Re
porter note,d that he found a general feeling among 
Conference delegates from State police agencies that 
minorities are not applying for police jobs. 

The Reporter thought that much of West Vir
ginia's drug and civil disorder problems are the result 
of out-of-state college students. 

Generally, the Police Reporter commended the 
Commission for an outstanding job in their formula

',\ tion of standards, and goals for the criminal justice 
system. He feIt,however. that legislators will have 
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to become more aware of problems to achieve suc
cessful implementation of the program. The stand
ards and goals are additionally valuable as they 
can be used to measure the West Virginia criminal 
justice system. 

The delegation agreed that the standards and goals 
for the Police were set for the entire. country and 
the whole package would not be applicable to W~st 
Virginia. 

Courts 

The Courts Reporter stated that the standards 
and goals in his discipline typify the national picture. 
He thought that the report did not reflect the prob
lems experienced hy smaller States such as West 
Virginia. Therefore, many of the standards could not 
be implemented in West Virginia because of its rela
tively small size and popUlation. 

In regard to Standard 7.1, Judicial Selection, 
judges are currently elected in West Virginia and 
there is no supervision of them by the State supreme 
court. It was thought that this standard might be 
adopted in municipal areas of more than 200,000 in 
population. However, the Reporter stated that the 
Missouri Plan of judicial selection would only mean 
putting the process under the table. 

The Reporter also thought that Standard 9.1, 
State Court Administrator, would not be necessary 
in West Virginia unless a unified court system were 
to be adopted. In his opinion, the appeals process 
should be limited (Standard 6.1, Unified Review 
Proceeding). 

The Reporter noted that plea negotiation does 
exist in West Virginia but not because of clogged 
courts (Standard 3.1, Abolition of Plea Negotiation). 
It is used in West Virgina primarily when the prose .. 
cuting attorney feels that he cannot convict on the 
original charge. This is done in most cases with the 
concurrence of the arresting officer. The Reporter 
thought, however, that a record of the proceedings 
in plea negotifltion should be made public. 

The Courts Reporter and the delegation agreed 
that Standard 2.2, Procedure of Diversion Programs, 
had been implemented informally over the years in 
West Virginia. 

He pointed out that Standard 4.1, Time Frame 
for Prompt Processing of Criminal Cases, would be 
difficult to implement in West Virginia. This is be
cause the relationship between judge and attorney in 
rural areas is somewhat more personal than the 
same relationship in urban areas. In addition, he 
asserted that defendants do not want speedy ti:ials. 

The Courts Reporter stated that the concept ex
pressed in Standard 12.4, Statewide Organization of 
Prosecutors, would not be feasible in West Virginia 
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because the State is made up of many s1nall counties. 
He stated that Standard, 13.11, Salaries for Defender 
Attorneys, would not\,~t;; fair to the private attorney 
who has to work for bh cases. 

Corrections 

The Corrections Reporter stated that the Com
mission's report was impressive, as it gave correc
tions a new status in respect to the othercrimiIl:a1 
justice disciplines. 

He went on to say that West Virginia has already 
adopted and implemented Standard 7.1, Develop~ 
ment Plan for Alternatives to Corrections. Com~ 
menting on Standard 3.1, Use of Diversion, he 
stated that the phasing out of all juvenile institutions 
would require additional thought in West Virginia. 
He noted that juvenile diversion suffers from an h,\~ 
adequate number of approved foster homes. 

The Reporter also noted that West Virginia's 10 
major adult institutions are presently within the sug
gested maximum population (Standard\ 11.1, Plan
ning New Correctional Ipstitutions). He gave his 
approval of Standard 16.13, Prison Industries~ but 
was apprehensive about the possibility of implemen
tation. 

In regard to Standard 2.18, Remedies for Viola
tions of an Offender's Rights, the Corrections Re
porter stated that full rights for a prisoner would 
threaten the authority of the administrator of a cor
rectional institution. 

West Virginia currently has a diagnostic center 
(Standard 6.1, Comprehensive Classification System). 
This center is located within a medium security in
stitution. Referrals to programs are made on the 
basis of offender's wishes and the security factor. 
In terms of failures, the reporter is very much in 
favor of reevaluation of the classification of an 
offender who has failed. 

F,iryally, the Corrections Reporter stated that he 
had not had adequate time to consider the report, 
as he received it only 10 days before the Conference. 
He also stated that he would take the report back to 
West Virginia and give it a closer look with his staff. 

Community Crime Prevention 

The Community Crime Prevention Reporter 
stated that his group emphasized li.e importance of 
institutional training prior to the release of an 
offender to the community. 

The delegates agreed that an ounce of prevention 
was worth a pound of ture. The importance of hav
ing programs available for youths in their spare 
time was felt to be critical to prevention. The West 
Virginia State Police are currently involved in youth 

programs. Drug education training exists in the pub· 
lie schools. 

It was stated that the crime picture in West Vir
ginia could change during the next few years because 
of increasing tourism, a better highway system, and 
new industry. These issues would have to be. ad
dressed in the near future. 

The delegates thought that the need fot commu
nity awareness of its responsibility was crucial. There 
are at present community st'rvice officers ~n one ma
jor city in West Virginia. The delegates th,ught that 
many State organizations wish to becooc involved, 
but there is a need for program development. 

The delegation expressed appreciation to the Law 
;Enforcement Assi~~ance Administration for upgrad .. 
lng the criminal ;!:.)stice system in West Virginia. 
The major problems facing implementation of the 
'standards applicable to West Virginia are of a statu
tory nature. There is also the need to educate the 
general public to accept innovative change liS out
lined in the standards and goals of the Commission. 

WISCONSIN 

Introduction 

The Wisconsin delegiltion agreed in general with 
the proposed LEAA recommendations. It was point
ed out that this was primarily because many of the 
recommendations had already been or were in the 
process of being instituted in the State. For example, 
statutes are now on the books that require screening. 
As a result, prosecutors are now able to use more 
discretionary power to determine whether or not the" 
evidence andlor circumstances surrounding the ar .. 
rest are sufficient to bind the defendant over for 
trial. Several cities are now hiring more assistant 
district attorneys to alleviate backlog from the court 
calendars. 

The two major issues discussed were community
based corrections and plea negotiation. Plea negotia- , 
tion was the major source of dissension with regard' 
to the LEAA recommendations. 

For the State of Wisconsin, community-based cor
rectional facilities are part of a long-range plan. Al
though Wisconsin is not ready for such facilities at 
this time, the State is moving in that direction. 

The delegates agreed that before any far-re&ching 
changes toward thil) goal could be achieved, a re
education process must occur. The community, as 
well as the entire criminal justice system, must be 
better informed as to the procedures and changes 
required to set up such a program. And if the juvenile 
institutions are to be closed permanently, the com-
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munity must be prepared to accept the responsibility 
of reintegrating these juvenile offenders back into 
~ociety. 

The major emphasis of the discussion concerned 
the abolition of plea negotiation, which was oppo~ed 
by the vast majority of the delegates. To the Courts 

. delegates, plea negotiation was merely a device to 
speed up court proceedings. Others thought that it 
was also useful in determining whether or not the 
defendant is tried on the proper charge and in de
termining whether or not the defendant actually 
understands the plea negotiation process. The dil'ec
tor of a school of criminolol!V recommended that an 
experimr.ntal model be usecrto test the effectiveness 
of plea negotiation and questioned the philosophical 
soundness of the process. He asked if the defendant 
were being psychologically considered. A legislator 
questioned the effect of the police on plea negotia
tion. He believed tbat the police had too much power 
in this area, and that defense attorneys were often 
placed at a disadvnntage as a result of this power. 

Police 

The Poiice delegates did not greatly disagree with 
the prop used recommendations. However, some con
troversy did occur among smaller police departments 
on the issue of consolidation. They felt that it would 
be better to consolidate function and to preserve 
local political autonomy. Concern was also expn~ssed 
over the omission of recommendations in the area 
of ilun control and in the area of the decriminaliza
tion of victimless crimes. 

A judge voiced his approval of. the following: 
• Upgrading of educational requirements for police 
personnel to a college degreei 
• Upgrading of the retirement system; 
• Team policing; 
• Establishment of a liaison officer to eliminate 
some court appearances required of police officers; 
and 
.. Establishment of an independen;. staff to give rep
resentation to police in the courts. 

Courts 

The Courts delegates expressed the following 
views: 
• Uniform standards should be established nation
wide; 
• Prosecutorial screening is a valuable and essential 
element; 
• Police diversi011 is an important element; 
• Time/trial span standards are unrealistic; 
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• Popular election of judges should be retained; and 
e Unified appeal will speed up the entire appeal 
process. 

Iu ad:1:tio:n to the criticism concerning plea ne
gotiation, there was also concern over the lack of 
dil'cussion on how to bring the bar association into 
play in selecting judges. 

Corrections 

The Corrections delegates favored a community
centered approach. They viewed the prison as a 
closed system and stated that it could no longer 
exist as such. Corrections has to become involved 
in the entire criminal justice system, i.e., pretrial 
proceedings, post arrest, and sentencing. These dele
gates also supported the following: 
• Sociomedical cases not be handled by correctional 
agencies; 
• Closer dealings with judges to keep the person in 
the community; 
II Use of prison manpower on the outside; 
• No prison sentence in excess of 5 years except in 
dangerous cases, which should not exceed a sen
tence of 25 years; and 
• Equal treatment for men and women. 

Community Crime Prel'ention 

The Community Crime Prevention delegates ex
pressed the following views: 
f) There is a need to change the attitudes of people 
concerning their concept of the community. 
.. The police and the community should interact. 
• State legislatures must take a posture of "doing 
something" that would act as a positive role in get
ting community members involved. 
• Honest officials must actively work to eliminate 
corruption in order to obtain community support. 
... There is a need to recognize the leadership po
tential in the low income segment of the community. 
• State Planning Agencies should review their pro
grams and iund only those that reflect coordination 
between the community and the criminal justice 
agencies. 

WYOMING 

The Wyoming State Caucus met with the Mon
tana State Caucus. The combined State Caucus 
Report is carried in Part IV alphabetically, under 
Montana, above. 
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Synopses 
of 
Standards 
and 

~ Recomlmendations 
This section pre:~ents synopses of the almost 400 

standards and recommendations that appear in the 
reports of the National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. They are 
presented here in a form that. is easily understood 
by the layman as well as by the professional. These 
synopses present a capsulized version of the Com
mission's work. By qesign, they are neither compre
hensive nor exhaustive. The actual standards and 
recommendations themselves may run to many hun
dreds of words and cover considerably more subjects 
than are indicated in'the synopses. 

The intention in presenting the synopses is to 
give the reader an overview of the standards and 
recommendations that should be implemented in 
order to achieve the crime reduction goals proposed 
by the Commission and to show the scope of the 
Commission's effort and the sweeping range of its 
proposals. ' 

Synopses are keyed by book, chapter, and stand
ard or recommendation number to the volume of 
the Commission's reports in which they appear. T'llose 
volumes are Ctiminallustice System, Police, Courts, 
Corrections, and, Community Crime Prevention. 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 

Chapter 1: Planning fc.w Crime Reduction 

Standards 

1, 1 Assure that criminal justice planning is 
crime-oriented. 

1.2 Improve the linkage between criminal 
justice' planning and buq~eting. 

1.3 Set minimum statewide standards for reci
pients of criminal justice grants and 
suOgrants. 

1.4 Develop criminal justice planning Gapa~ 
bilities. 

l..S Encourage the participati~')n of operating 
agencies and tbe public in the criminal 
justice planning process. 

llecommeodation 

1.1 Urge the Federal Government t.o apply these 
standards in its own planninl~' 
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Chapter 2: Requirements for Criminal Justice 
Information 

Contains no standards or recommendations. 

Chapter 3: Jurisdictional Responsibility 

Standards 

3.1 Coordinate the development of criminal 
justice inform~tion systems and make 
maximum use of collected data. 

3.2 Establish a State criminal justice informa
tion system that provides certain services. 

3.3 Provide localities with information systems 
that support the needs of local criminai 
justice agencies. 

3.4 Provide every component of the criminal 
justice system with an information system 
that supports interagency needs. 

Chapter 4: Police Information Systems 

Standards 

4.1 Define the proper functions of a police 
information system. 

4.2 Utilize informatioh to improve the depart
ment's crime analysis capability. 

4.3 Develop a police manpower resource allo
cation and control system. 

4.4 Specify maximum allowable delay for 
information delivery. 

4.5 Insure that all police agencies participate 
in the Uniform Crime Reporting program. 

4.6 Expand collection of crime data. 
4.7 Insure quality control of crime data. 
4.8 Establish a geocoding system for crime 

analysis. 

Chapter 5: Courts Information Systems 

Standards 

5.1 Provide background data and case history 
for criminal justice decisionmaking. 

5.2 Provide information 011 casefiow to permit 
efficient calendar management. 

5.3 Provide cap&bility to determine monthly 
criminal justice caseflow and workloads. 

5.4 Provide data to support charge determina
tion and case handling. 

S.S Create capability for continued research 
and evaluation. 
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5.6 Record actIon taken in regard to one indi
vidual and one distinct offense and record 
the number of criminal events. 

Chapter 6: Corrections Information Systems 

Standards 

6.1 

6.2 

6.3 

6.4 
6.5 

6.6 

6.7 

Define the needs of a corrections informa
tion system. 
Apply uniform definitions to all like cor
rectional data. 
Design a corrections data base that is 
flexible enough to allow for expansion. 
Collect certain data about the offender. 
Account for offender population and move
ment. 
Describe the corrections experience of the 
offender. 
Evaluate the performance of the correc
tions system. 

Chapter 7: Operations 

Standards 

7.1 Provide for compatible design of offender
based transaction statistics and comput
erized criminal history systems. 

7.2 Develop single data collection procedures 
for offender-based transaction statistics and 
computerized criminal history data by crim
inal justice agencies. 

7.3 Develop dara bases simultaneously for 
offender-based transaction statistics and 
computerized criminal history systems. 

7.4 Restrict dissemination of criminal justice 
information. 

7.5 Inusure completeness ane! accuracy of 
offender data. 

7.6 Safeguard systems containing criminal 
offender data. 

7.7 Establish computer interfaces for criminal 
justice information systems. 

7.8 Insure availability of criminal justice infor
mation systems. 

Chapter 8: Privacy and Security 

Standards 

8.1 Insure the privacy and security of criminal 
justice information systems. 

8.2 Define the scope of criminal justice infor
mation systems files. 
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8.3 Limit access and dissemination of criminal 
justice information. 

8.4 Guarantee the right of the individual to 
review information in criminal justice infor
mation systems relating to him. 

8.5 Adopt a system of classifying criminal 
justice system data. 

8.6 Protect criminal justice information from 
environmental hazards. 

8.7 Implement a peJ:'sonnel clearance system. 
8.8 Establish criteria for the use of criminal 

justice information for research. 

Chapter 9: Technical System Design 

Standards 

9.1 Insure standardized terminology following 
the National Crime Information Center 
example. 

9.2 Establish specific program language require
ments for criminal justice information sys~ 
tems. 

9.3 Assure adequate teleprocessing capability. 

Chapter 10: Strategy for Implementing 
Standards 

Standards 

10.1 

10.2 
10.3 

10.4 

10 .. 5 

Take legislative actions to support the 
development of criminal justice information' 
systems. 
EslabJj~h criminal j\lstice user groups. 
Establish a plan for development of crimi
nal justice information and stat.istics sys
tems at State and local levels. 
Consolidate services to p,rovide criminal 
justice information suppor~ where it is not 
otherwise economically feasible. 
Require conformity with. all standards of 
this report as a condition for grant approval. 

Chapter 11: Evaluation Strategy 

Standards 

11.1 

11.2 

Monitor tp.e criminal justice information 
system analysis, design, development, and 
initial steps leading to implementation. 
Monitor the implementation of the system 
to deterIiline the cost and perforinance 
of the system and its component parts. . 
Conduct eval'\lations to determine the effec· 
tiveness of information system: components. 

Chapter 12: Development, hnplementdtion 
and Evuluation of Education Curriculums 
c!1d Training Programs for Criminal Justice 
Personnel - '. 

Standards 

12.1 

12.2 

Develop, implement, and evaluate crimi:na\ 
justice education and training programs. 
Establish criminal justice system curricula. 

Chapter 13: Criminal Code Revision 

Standards 

13.1 

13.2 
13.3 

13.4 
13.5 

13.6 
13.7 

13.8 

13.9 

Revise criminal codes In States where codes 
have not been revised in the past decade. 
Complete revision of criminal codes. 
Simplify the penalty structure in criminal 
code;;. 
Revise corrections laws. 
Create a drafting body to catry out criminal 
code revision. 
Revise criminal procedure laws. 
Support Grafted criminal law legislation 
with interpretive commentaries .. 
Assure smooth transition to the new law 
through education. 
Continue law revision efforts through a 
permanent commission. 

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION 

Chapter 1: Citizen Action 
Contains no standards or recommendations. 

Chapter 2: Citizen Involvement and 
Government Responsive~e$s in the 
Delivery of $ervic;es' 

Recommendations 

2.1 

2.2 

2.3 
2.4 

2.5 
2.6 

-2.7 

2.8 

Distribute public service on the basis of 
peeq. .. 
Dispense government services through 
neighborhood centers. 
Enact public right-to~know laws, 
Bro'adcast local government meetings and. 
hearings .. 
Conduct public hearings on local issues. 
Establish neighbo~hood governments. 
Cl'eate a central office of complaint and 
information. . 
Broaqcast local Action Lineprogt-ams. 
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~nap,er os: TOOth :,erv,ces lSUreaU$ 

Standards 

3.1 

3.2 

3.3 
3.4 

3.5 

3.6 

3.7 

3.8 

Coordinate youth services through youth 
services bureaus. 
Operate youth services bureaus independent 
of the justice system. 
Divert offenders into youth services bureaus. 
Provide direct and referral services to 
youths. 
Hire professional, paraprcfessional, and 
volunteer staff. 
Plan youth program evaluation and 
research. 
Appropriate f\Iuds for youth services 
bureaus. 
Legislate establishment and funding of 
youth services bureaus. 

Chapter 4: Programs for Drug Abuse 
Tl"eatment and Prevention 

Recommendations 

4.1 

4.2 

4.3 

4.4 

4.5 

4.6 

4.7 

4.8 

4.9 

4.10 

4.11 

4.12 

Adopt multimodality drug treatment sys
tems. 
Create crisis intervention and drug emer
gency centers. 
Establish methadone maintenance pro
grams. 
Establish narcotic antagonist treatment 
programs. 
Create drug-free therapeutic community 
facilities. 
Organize residential· drug treatment pro
grams. 
Encourage broader flexibility in varying· 
treatment approaches. 
Enable defendants to refer themselves 
voluntarily to drug treatment programs. 
Establish training programs for drug treat
ment personnel. 
Plan comprehensive, community-wide drug 
prevention. 
Coordinate drug programs through a State 
agency. 
Coordinate Federal, State, and local drug 
programs. 

ChapterS: Programs for Employmen.t 

Recommendations 

5.2 

5.3 
5.4 

5.5 
5.6 
5.7 

5.8 

5.9 

5.10 
5.11 

Broaden after-school and summer employ
ment programs. 
Establish pretrial intervention programs. 
Expand job opportunities for offenders and 
ex-offenders. 
Remove ex-offender employment barriers. 
Create public employment programs. 
Expand job opportunities for former drug 
abusers. 
Target employment, incom~, and credit 
efforts in poverty areas. 
Require employers' compliance with anti
discrimination iaws. 
Increase support of minority businesses. 
Alleviate housing and transportation dis
crimination. 

Chapter 6: Programs for Education 

Recommendations 

6.1 Adopt teacher training programs for 
parents. 

6.2 Exemplify justice and democracy in school 
operations. 

6.3 Guarantee literacy to elementary school 
students. 

6.4 Provide special1anguage services for bicul-
tural students. . 

6.5 Develop career preparation programs in 
schools. 

6.6 Provide effective supportive services in 
schools. 

6.7 Offer alternative education programs for 
deviant students. 

6.8 Open schools for community activities. 
6.9 Adopt medt training and promotion policies 

for teachers., 

Chapter 7: Programs for Recreation 

Recommendation 

7.1 Develop recreation programs for delin· 
quency prevention. 

Chapter 8: Programs for Religion 

Recommendations 

5.1 Expand job opportunities for disadvan· 8.1 Enlist religious community participation in 
crime prevention. taged youth. 
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8.2 Encourage religious institutions to edu
cate their congregations about the crime 
problem. 

8.3 Enlist religious institution support of crime 
prevention. 

8.4 Open church facilities for community pro
grams. 

8.5 Promote religious group participation in 
the justice system. 

Chapter 9: Programs for Reduction of 
Criminal Opp.orrfunity 

Chapter 13:Zonins, Li~f,ihsing, and Tax 
Assessment 

Standards 

13.1 Develop equitable criteria for zoning, liccns
~ng, and tax assessment. 

13.2 Formuiate specific criteria for government 
decisionmaking. 

13.3 Publicize zoning, licensing, and tax assess
ment actions. 

Recomntendations Chapter 14: Combating Official Corruption 

9.1 Design buildings that incorporate security 

9.2 

9.3 
9~4 

9.5 
9.6-

measures. 
Include security requirements in building 
codes. 
Improve streetlighting in high-crime areas. 
Adopt shoplifting prevention techniques 
in retail establishments. 
Legislate car theft prevention programs. 
Involve citizens in law enforcement. 

Chapter 10: Conflicts of Interest 

Standards 

10.1 Adopt an Ethics Code for public officials 
and employees. 

10.2 Create an Ethics Board to enforce the 
Ethics Code. 

10.3 Disclose public officials' financial and pro
fessional interests. 

10.4 Include conflicts of interest in the State 
criminal code. 

Chapter 11: Regulation of Political Finances 

Stanflards 

11.1 Disclose candidates' receipts and expendi
tures. 

11.2 Limit political campaign spending. 
11.3 Prohibit campaigncontriblltions from 

government-connected businessmen. 
11.4 Prohibit campaign gifts from unions, trade 

groups, and corporations. 

Chapter 12: Government Procuremen~ of 
Goods and Services 

Standai'd 

12.1 Establish iii State procurement agency. 

and Organized Crime . 

Standards 

14,1 Set capability and integrity standards for 
local prosecutors. 

14.2 Create a State office to attack corruption 
and organized crime. 

POLICE 

Chapter 1: The Police Role 

Standards 

1.1 Formulate policies governing police func
tions, objectives, and priorities. 

1.2 Publicize and respect the limits of police 
authority. 

1.3 Formalize police use of discretion. 
1.4 Improve communication and relations with 

the public. 
1.5 Enhance police officers' understanding of 

their role and of the culture of their 
community. 

1.6 Publicize police policies and practices. 
1. 7 Promote police relations with the news 

media. 

Chapter 2: Role Implementation 

Standards 

2.1 

2.2 

2.3 

Develop workable agency goals and objec
tives. 
Establish written policies to help employees 
attain agency goals and objectives. 
Establish a formal police inspection system. 
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Chapter 3: Developing Community Resources' Recommendations 

Standards 

3.1 Establish geographic team policing. 
3.2 Involve the public in neighborhood crime 

prevention efforts. 

Chapter 4: Criminal Justice Relations 

Stcndards 

4.1 Coordinate planning and crime control 
efforts with othel components of the crimi
nal justice system. 

4.2 Develop cooperative procedures with 
courts and corrections agencies. 

4.3 Formalize diversion procedures to insure 
equitable treatment. 

4.4 Utilize alternatives to arrest and pretrial 
detention. 

4.5 Develop court followup practices for se
lected cases. 

Rccommenda(ions 

4.1 Divert drug addicts and alcoholics to 
treatment centers. 

4.2 Allow telephoned petitions for search 
warrants. 

4.3 Enact State legislation prohibiting private 
surveillance and authorizing court-super
vised electronic surveillance. 

Chapter 5: Plc:mning and Organizing 

St.nndnrds 

5.1 

5.2 

5.3 

5.4 

5.5 

5.6 

5.7 
5.8 
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Establish a police service that meets tha 
needs of the community. 
Consolidate police agencies for greater 
effectiveness and efficiency. 
Implement administrative and operational 
planning methods. 
Assign responsibility for agency and juris
dictional planning. 
Participate in any community planning that 
can affect crime. 
Assign responsibility for fiscal management 
of the agency. 
Develop fiscal management procedures. 
Derive maximum benefit from. government 
funding. 

5.1 Formalize relationships between public and 
private police agencies. 

5.2 Form a National Institute of Law Enforce
ment and Criminal Justice Advisory Com
mittee. 

5.3 Develop standardized measures of agency 
performance. 

Chapter 6: Team Policing 

Standards 

6.1 Determine the applicability of team 
policing. 

6.2 Plan, train for, and publicize implementa
tion of team policing. 

Chapter 7: Unusual Occurrences 

Standards 

7.1 Plan for coordinating activities of relevant 
agencies during mass disorders and natural 
disasters. 

7.2 Delegate to the police chief executive 
responsibiJlity for resources in unusual 
occurrences. 

7.3 Develop an interim control system for use 
during unusual occurrences. . 

7.4 Develop a pr<)cedure for mass processing 
of arrestees. 

7.5 Legislate an efficient, constitutionally sound 
crisis procedure. 

7.6 Implement training programs for unusual 
occurrence control procedures. 

Chapter 8: Patrol 

Standards 

8.1 Define the role of patrol officers. 
8.2 Upgrade the status and salary of patrol 

officers. 
8.3 Develop a responsive patrol deployment 

system. 

Chapter 9: Operations Specialization 

Standards 

9.1 Authorize only essential assignment special
ization. 

,I 
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9.2 

9.g 
9.4 
9.5 

Specify selection criteria for specialist Chapter 13: Recruitment and Se!edi~ii 
personnel. 
Review agency specializations annually. 
Provide State specialists to local agencies. 
Formulate policies governing delinquents 
and youth offenders. 
Control traffic violations through preven

Standard~ 

13.1 
13.2 
13.3 

Actively recruit applicants. 
Recruit colloge-educated personnel. 
I?~~1t'.e nondis~iminatory recruitlillent prac
tice",. . 

9.6 

9.7 

9.8 

9.9 

tive patrol and enforcement. 
Train patrol officers to conduct preliminary 13.4 Impl~ment minimum police offic:.er- selection 

standards. . investigations. 
Create a mobile unit for special crime 13.5 Formalize a nondiscriminatory applicant

screening ptocess. problems. 
Establish policy and capability for vice 13.6 Encourage the employment of: women. 

operations. 
D Recomnnmdanom, 

evelop agency narcotic and drug investi~ 

9.11 
gative capability. 13.1 
Develop a statewiG<:: intelligence network 13.2 

Develop job-related applicant tests. 
Develop an applicant scoring system. 

that has privacy saieguards. 

Chapfl!!I' 10: Manpower Alternatives 

Standards 

10.1 Employ civilian personnel in supportive 
positions. 

10.2 Employ reserve officers. 

Chapter 11: Professional Assistance 

Standards 

Chapter 14: Classification <:mci Pa~1 
Standards 

14.1 

14.2 

Maintain salaries competitive with private 
business. 
Establish a merit-based position classifica
tion system. 

Chapter 15: Education 

Standitrds 

15.1 Upgrad~ entry-level educational require
ments. 11.1 

11.~ 
11.3 

Establish working relationships with out-
siee professionals. 15.2 Implement police officer educational incen

tives. Acquire legal assistance when necesaary. 
Create a State police management consulta- 15.3 
tion service. 

Affiliate training programs with academic 
institutions. 

Chapter 12: Support Services 

Standp'l'ds 

12.1 Train technicians to gather physical evi
dence. 

12.2 Consolidate criminal laboratories to serve 
local, region ai, and State needs. 

12.3 Establish a secure and efficient filing sys
tem for evidential items. 

12.4 Guarantee adequate jail services and 
management. 

Recommendation 

12.1 Establish crime laboratory certification 
standards. 

Recommendation 

15.1 Outline police curriculum requirements. 

Chapter 16: Training 

Standards 

16.1 Establish State minitnum training standards. 
16.2 Develop effective training progrruns. 
16.3 Provide training prior to work assignment. 
16.4 Provide interpersonal coIllIliunications 

training. 
16.5 Establish routine inservice training pro

grams. 
16.6 Develop training quality-control measures. 
16.7 Develop police training academies and 

criminal justice training centers. 
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Chapter 11: Development, Promotion, and 
Adv~ncement 

Standards 

17.1 

17.2 

17.3 

17.4 

17.5 

Offer self-development programs for quali
fied personnel. 
Implement formal personnel development 
programs. 
Review pers.onnel periodically for advance
ment. 
Authorize police chief executive control 
of promotions. 
Establish a personnel information system. 

Chapter 18: Employee Relations 

Standards 

18.1 Maintain effective employee regulations. 
18.2 Formalize policies regulating police em

ployee organizations. 
18.3 Allow a collective negotiation process. 
18.4 Prohibit work stoppages by policemen. 

Chapter 19: Internal Discipline 

Standards 

20.3 
20.4 
205 

Establish an employee services unit. 
Offer a complete health insurance program. 
Provide a statewide police retirement sys
tem. 

Recommendation 

20.1 Compensate duty-connected injury, death, 
and disease. 

Chapter 21: Personal Equipment 

Standards 

21.1 Specify apparel alld equipment standards. 
21.2 Require standard firearms, ammunition, and 

auxiliary equipment. 
21.3 Provide all uniforms and equipment. 

Chapter 22: Transportation 

Standards 

22.1 

22.2 

Evaluate transportation equipment 
annually. 

19.1 
19.2 

Formulate internal discipline procedures. 22.3 
Implement misconduct complaint proce

Acquire and maintain necessary transporta
tion equipment. 
Conduct a fleet safety program. 

19.3 

19.4 

dures, 
Create a specialized 'internal discipline 
investigative unit. 
Ins~~<e swift and fair investigation of mis-
conduct. < 

Recommendation 

22.1 Test transportation equipment nationally. 

19.5 Authorize police chief executive adjudica-
tion of complaints. Chapter 23: Communicatir,ms 

19.6 Implement positive programs to prevent Standards 
misconduct. 
tion. 

Recommendation 
23.1 Develop a rapid and accurate telephone 

system. 

19.1 Study methods of reducing police ~orrup- 23.2 Insure rapid and accurate police communi
cation. 

Chapter 20: Health Care, Physical Fitness, 
Retirement, and Employee Services 

Standards 

20.1 " Require physical and psychological exami
nations of applicants. 

20.2,~ Establish continuing physical fitness stand
ards. 
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23.3 Insure an efficient radio communications 
system. 

Recommendations 

23.1 

23.2 

23.3 

Conduct research on a digital communica
tions system. 
Set national communic~tions equipment 
standards. 
Evaluate radio frequency requirements. 
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Chapter 24: Information Systems 

Standards 

24.1 Standardize reports ()f criminal activity. 
24.2 listablish an accurate, rapid-access record 

s1;<;tero. 
24.3 Staiidardize local information systems. 
24.4 Coordinate Federal, State, and local infor

mation systems. 

COURTS 

Chapter 1: SC:i'eening 

Standards 

1.1 Screen certain accused persons out of the 
criminal justice system. 

1.2 Formulate written guidelines for screening 
d~cisions. 

Chapter 2: Diversion 

Standards 

2.1 Utilize, as appropriate, diversion into non
criminal-justice programs before trial. 

2.2 Develop guidelines for diversion decisions. 

Chapter 3: The Negotiated Plea 

Stand91.ds 

3.1 Prohibit plea negotiation i.ll all courts by 
not later than 1978. 

3.2 

3.3 

3.4 

3.5 

3.6 

3.7 
3.8 

Document in the court records the basis 
for a negotiated guilty plea and the reason 
for its acceptance. 
Formulate written policies· governing plea 
negotiations. 
Establish a time limit after which plea 
negotiations may no longer be conducted. 
Provide servic(~ of counsel before plea 
negotiations. 
Assure proper conduct by prosecutors in 
obtaining guilty pleas. 
Review all guilty pleas and negotiations. 
Assure that a plea of guilty is not considered 
when determining sentence. 

Chapter 4: The Litigated Case 

Standards 

4.1 

4.2 

4.3 

4.4 

4.5 

4.6 

4.7 

4.8 

4.9 

4.10 

4.11 

4.12 
4.13 

4.14 

4.15 

Assure that the period from arrest to trial 
does not exceed 60 days in felonies and 
30 days in misdemeanors. 
Maximize use of citations or summons in 
lieu of arrest. 
Eliminate preliminary hearings in ;m,sde
meanor proceedings. 
Adopt policies governing use and fUnction 
of grand juries. 
Present arrested persons before a judicial 
officer within 6 hours after arrest. 
Eliminate private bail bond agencies; 
utilize a wide range of pretrial release pro~ 
grams, including r~lease on recognizance. 
Adopt provisions to apprehend rapidly and 
deal severely with persons who violate 
release conditions. 
Hold preliminary hearings within 2 weeks 
after arrest; eliminate formal arraignment. 
Broaden pretrial discovery by both prosecuw 

tion and defense. 
File all motions within 15 days af.ter pre
liminary hearing or indictm~nt; hear 
motions within 5 days. 
Establish criteria for assignini~ cases to 
the trial docket. 
Limit granting of continuance~\. 
Assure that only judges exa~ine jurors~ 
limit the number of peremptory challenges. 
Adopt policies limiting number of jurors 
to fewer than 12 but more th~}n six in all 
but the most serious cases. ,-
Restrict evidence, testimony" and argumet:\t 
to that which is relevant to the issue\ of 
innocence or guilt; utilize full trial days. 

Recommendations 

4.1 Study the exclusionary rule and formUlate 
alternatives. 

4.2 Study the use of videotaped trials in crimi
nal cases; establish pilot projects. 

Chapter 5: Sentencing 

Standard 

5.1 Adopt a policy stipulating that all sentenc~ 
ing be performed by the trial judge. 
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Chaphn 6: Review of the Trial Court 
Proceedings 

Sta'lldards 

6.1 Provide the opportunity to every convicted 
person for one full and fair review. 

6.2 Provide a full-time professionl)l staff of 
lawyers in the reviewing court. 

6.3 Assure that review procedures are flexible 
and tailored to each case. . 

6.4 Establish time limits for review proceed
ings. 

6.5 Specify exceptional circumstances that war
rant additional review. 

6.6 Assure that reviewing courts do not read
judicate claims already adjudicated on the 
merits by a court of competent jurisdiction. 

6.7 Assure that determinations of fact by either 
a trial or reviewing court are conclusive 
absent a constitutional violation undermin
ing the factfinding process. 

6.8 Assure that claims are not adjudicated in 
further reviews which were not asserted at 
trial or which were disclaimed at trial by 
the defendant. 

~.9 Assufe that a reviewing court always states 
the reasons for its decision; Umit publica
tion to significant cases. 

Recommendations 

6.1 Develop means of producing trial tran
scripts speedily. 

6.2 Study causes of delay in review proceed
ings. 

6.3 Study reports and recommendations of the 
Advisory Council for Appellate Justice. 

Chapter 7: The Judiciary 

Standards 

7.1 Select judges on the basis of merit quali
fications. 

7.2 Establish mandatory retirement for all 
juClges at age 65. 

7.3 Base salaries and benefits of State judges 
on the Federal model. 

7.4 Subject judges to discipline or removal for 
cause by a judicial conduct commission. 

7.5 Create and maintain a comprehensive pro
gram of continuing judicial education. 
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Chapter 8: The Lower Courts 

Standards 

8.1 Assure that State courts are unified courts 
of record, financed by the State, adminis
tered on a statewide basis, and presided 
over by full-time judges admitted to the 
practice of law. 

8.2 Dispose a.dministratively of all traffic cases 
except certain serious offenses. 

C.bapter 9: Court Administration 

Standards 

9.1 Establish policies for the adm:nistration of 
the State's courts. 

9.2 Vest in a presiding judge ultimate local ad
ministr~tive judicial authority in each trial 
jurisdictl 01.1. 

9.3 Assure h1.at local and regional trial courts 
have a full-time court administrator. 

9.4 Assure that ultimate responsibility for the 
management and flow of cases rests with 
the judges of the trial court. 

9.5 Establish coordinating councils to survey 
court administration practices in the State. 

9.6 Establish n forum for interchange between 
court personnel and the community. 

Chapter 10: Court-Community Relations 

Standards 

10.1 

10.2 

10.3 

10.4 

10.5 

10.6 

10.7 

Provide adequate physical facilities for 
(;Odrt processing of criminal defendants, 
Provide information concerning court proc
esses to the public and to participants in 
the criminal justice system. 
Coordinate responsibility among the court, 
news media, the public, and the bar for 
providing information to the public about 
the courts. . 
Assure that court personnel are representa
tive of the community served by the court. 
Assure that judges 2IJ1d court persunnel par
ticipate in criminal. justice planning activi
ties. 
Call witnesses only when necessary; make 
use of telephone alert. . 
Assure that witness compensation is real
istic and equitable. 
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Chapter 11: Compufers anc'l the Courts 

Standards 

11.1 Utilize computer services consistent with 
the needs and caseloads of the courts. 

11.2 Employ automated legal research services 
on an experimental basis. 

Recommendation 

11.1 Instruct law students in use of automated 
legal research systems. 

Chapter 12: The Prosecution 

Standards 

12.1 Assure that prosecutors are full-time skilled 
professionals, authorized to serve a mini
mum tt,m,;. of 4 years, and compensated 
adequately. 

12.2 Select and retain assistant prosecutors on 
the basis of legal ability; assure that they 
serve full-time and are compensated ade
quately. 

12.3 Provide prosecutors with supporting staff 
and facilities comparable to that of simi
lar·-size private law firms. 

12.4 Establish a State-level entity to provide sup
port to local prosecutors. 

12.5 Utilize education programs to assure the 
highest professional competence. 

12.6 Establish file control and statistical systems 
in prosecutors' offices. 

12.7 Assure that each prosecutor develop writ
ten office policies and practices. 

12.8 Assure that prosecutors have an active role 
in crime investigation, with adequate in
vestigative staff and subpena powers. 

12.9 Assure that prosecutors maintain relation
ships with other criminal justice agencies. 

Chapter 13: The Defense 

Standm:ds 

13.1 Make available public representation to eli
gible defendants at all stages in all criminal 
proceedings. 

J3.2 Assure that any individual provided public 
representation pay any portion of the cost 
he can assum~ without undue hardship. 

13.3 Enable all applicants for defender services 
to apply directly to the public defender or 

appointing authority for representation. 
13.4 Mak(\ counsel available to corrections in

mates, Indigent parolees, and indigent pro
bationers on matters relevant to their status. 

13.5 Establish a .full~time public defender or .. 
ganization and assigned counsel system in
volving the private bar in every jurisdiction. 

13.6 Assure that defender services are consistent 
with local needs and financed by the State. 

13.7 Assure that public defenders are full-time 
8..'1d adequately compensated. 

13.8 Assure that public defenders are nominated 
by a selection board and appointed by the 
Governor. 

13.9 Keep free from political pressures the du
ties of public defenders. 

13.10 Base upon merit, hiring, retention, and pro
motion policies for public defender staff 
attorneys. 

13.11 Assure that salaries for public defender 
staff attorneys are comparable to those of 
associate attorneys in local private law 
firms. 

13.12 Assure that the caselq,ad of a public de
fender office is not excessive. 

13.13 Assure that the public defender is sensitive 
to the problems of his client community. 

13.14 Provide public defender offices with ade
quate supportive services and personnel. 

13.15 Vest responsibility in the public defender 
for maintaining a panel of private attorneys 
for defense work. 

13.16 Provide systematic and comprehensive 
training to public defenders and assigned 
counsel. 

Chapter 14: Juvenile Courts 

Standards 

14.1 Place jurisdiction over juveniles in a family 
cour.t, which should be a division of the 
general trial court. 

14.2 Place responsibility in an intake unit of the 
family court for decisions concerning filing 
of petitions and placement in detention or 
diversion programs. 

14.3 Place authority in the family court to trans
fer certain delinquency cases to the trial 
court of general jurisdiction. 

14.4 Separate adjudicatory hearings from .dis .. 
positional heal'ingsj assure that hearmgs 
have all the protections of adult criminal 
trials. 
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14.5 Assure that dispositional hearing proceed
ings are similar to those followed in sen
tencing adult offenders. 

Chapter 15: Mass Disorders 

Sfandards 

15.1 

15.2 

15.3 

15.4 

Assure that every plan for the administra
tion of justice in a mass disorder contains 
a court processing sectiQn. 
Assure that the court plan is concerned 
'II'r1th both judicial policy and court manage
ment. 
Assure that a prosecutorial plan is devel
oped by the local prosecutor(sj. 
Assure that the plan for providing d~fense 
services during a mass disorder is developed 
by the local public defender(s). 

CORRECTIONS 

Chapter 1: Corrections arid the Criminal 
Justi~e System 

Contains no standards or recomme •• dations 

Chapter 2: Rig~ts of Offenders 

Sfnndards 

2.1 Guarantee offenders' access to courts. 
2.2 Guarantee offenders' access to legal assis-

. tance. 
2.3 Guarantee offenders' access to legal mate

rials. . 
2.4 Protect offenders from personal abuse. 
2.5 Guarantee healthful surroundings for in

mates. 
2.6 Guarantee adequate medical care for in-

2.7 
2.8 

2.9 

2.10 

:? .. 11 
2.12 
2.13 

2.14 
2.15 
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mates. 
Regulate institutional search and seizure. 
Assure nondiscriminatory treatment of of
fenders. 
Guarantee rehabilitation programs for of-
fenders. . 
Legislate safeguards for retention and res
toration of rights. 
!]~tablish rules of inmate conduct. 
EstapIish uniform disciplinllry procedure,:;. 
Adopt procedures for change of inmate 
status. 
Establish offenders' grievance procedures. 
Guarantee free expression 4lnq association 
to offenderl'~" 

--------------~~" 

2.16 Guarantee offenders' freedom of religious 
beliefs and practices. 

2.17 Guarantee offenders' communication with 
the public. 

2.18 Establish redress procedures for violations 
of offenders' rights. 

Chapter 3: Diversion from the Criminal 
Justice Process 

Standard 

3.1 Implement formal diversion programs. 

Chapter 4: Pretri(ll Release and Detention 

Smndar(]s 

4.1 Develop a comprehensive pretrial process 
irp.pr6~eIllent plan. 

4.2 Engage in compi'c;\hensive planning before 
building detention facilities. ' 

4.3 Formulate procedures for use of summons, 
citation, and arrest warrants. 

4.4 Develop alternativ((s to pretrial detention. 
4.5 Develop procedUres for pretrial release and 

detention. 
4.6 Legislate authority over pretrial detainees. 
4.7 Develop pretrial !1rocedures goverp.ing al~ 

legedly incompetent defendants. 
4.8 Protect the rights of pretrial detainees. 
4.9 Establish rehabilitation programs for pre

trial detainees. 
4.10 Develop procedures to expe.dite trials. 

Chapter 5: Sentencing 

Smndards 

5.1 
5.2 

5.3 

5.4 

5.5 
5.6 

5.7 

5.8 

Estabiish judicial sentencing of defendants. 
Establish sentencing practices fo!:, npndan
gerous offenders, 
Establish sentencing practices for "serious 
offenders. . 
Establish sentencing procedures governing 
probation. 
Establish criteria for fines. 
Aclopt policies governing multiple senten
ces. 
Disallow mitigation of sentence based on 
guiity plea. ' 
Allow credit against sentence for time 
set'Ved. 
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5.9 Authorize continuing court jurisdiction over 
sentenced offenders. 

5.10 Require judicial visits to correctional facili-
ties. 

f< 11 Implement sentencing councils. institutes, 
and reviews. 

5.12 Conduct statewide sentencing institutes. 
S.H Create sentencing councils for judges. 
5.14 R;::quire ~onteht-specified presentence re-

ports. 
5.15 Restrict pteadjudication disclosure of pre-

S.16 
seilten~e reports. 
Disclose presentence reports to defense alid 
prosecution. 

5.17 Guarantee defendants' rights at Elentencing 
heari~gs. 

5.18 Develop procedural guidelines for sentenc-
ing hearings. 

5.19 Impose sentence according to sentencing 
hearing evidence. 

Chapter 6: Clas~;ification of Offehders 

Standards 

6.1 Develbp a cotnprehensive classification sys
tem. 

6.2 Establi:sh classification policies for correc
tional institutions. 

6.3 Establish community classification teams. 

Chapter 7: Corrections and the Community 

Startdarlls 

7.1 Develop a range of cCl11Il1unity-based al
ternatives to institutionalization. 

7.2 Insure correctional cooperation with com
mluiity agencies. 

7.3 . Seek public involvement in corrections. 
7.4 Establish procedures for gradual release of 

inmates. 

Chapter 8: juvenile Intake and Detention 

Standards 

8, 1 Authodze police to divert juveniles. 
8,2 Establish a juvenile COlin intake unit" 
8.3 Apply total system planning concepts to 

juvenile detention centers. 
8.4 Evaluate juvenile intake and detention per

sonnel policies. 

Chapter 9: Local Aduh Institutions 

Standards 

9.1 Undertake total system p1anning for com .. 
munity corrections. 

9.2 Incorporate local correctional functions 
within the State system. 

9.3 Formulate State standards for local facili-
ties. 

9.4 Establish pretrial intake services. 
9.5 Upgrade pretrial admission services and 

processes. 
9.6 Upgrade the qualifications of local correc .. 

tional personrlet. 
9.7 Protect the health and welfare of adults in 

community facilities. 
9.8 Provide programs for adults in jails. 
9.9 Develop release programs for convicted 

adults. 
9.10 Evaluate the physical environment of jails. 

Chdpter 10: Probation 

Standards 

10.1 Place probation under executive bran<::h 
jurisdictioil. 

10.2 Establish a probatiotl servic~ delivery sys-
tem. 

10.3 Provide misdemeanant probation services. 
lO.4 Deveiop a State probation manpower unit. 
10.5 Establish release on recognizance proce-

dtlrils arid staff. . 

Chapter 11: Major Institutions 

Standards 

11.1 
11.2 

11.3 

11.4 
li.5 
11.6 

11.7 

11.8. 
11.9 

11.10 

Seek alternatives to new State institutions. 
Modify State institutions to serve inmate 
needs. , 
Modify the social environment of institu
tions., 
IndividtlaliZt.;, jnst1t~tional programs. 
, , ",. .)) \' 
D~vise Pl'og~i;~9 Jior special offender type'S. 
Provide. I.;OIi~tN,~five pro~'lunSl for women 
offCk1:ders. . ... : . 
DeveioJ):/a fullrfir.g~ of institutional re-

. ligiou&/programs. 
Provi~e ~ecreation programs for inmates. 
Offet furl,ividual· an4"group counseling for 
inmates/) 
Operate labor and industrial programs that 
aid in reentry. 
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Chc:rpter 12: Parole 

Standards 

12.1 
12.2 

12,3 

12.4 

1.2.5 

12.6 
12.7 
12.8 

Establish independent State parole boards. 
Specify qualifications of parole board mem
bers. 
Specify procedure and requirements for 
granting parole. 
Spec:~fy parole revocation procedures and 
alternatives. 
Coordinate institutional and field cervices 
and functions. 
Develop community services for parolees. 
Individualize parole conditions. 
Develop parole manpower and training pro
grams. 

Chapter 13: Organization and 
Administration 

Standards 

13.1 Professionalize correctional management. 
13.2 Develop a correctional planning process. 
13.3 Train management in offender and em

ployee relations. 
13.4 Prohibit, but prepare for, work stoppages 

and job actions. 

Chapter 14: Manpower for Corrections 

Sfanda:rds 

14.1 Discontinue unwarranted personnel restric
tions. 

14.2 

)\4.3 
14.4 
14.5 
14.6 
14.7 

14.8 

14.9 

14.10 

14.11 
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Recruit and employ minority group indi
viduals. 
Recruit and employ women. 
Recruit and employ ex-offenders. 
Recruit and use volunteers. 
Revise personnel practices to retain staff. 
Adopt a participatory management pro
gram. 
Phm for manpower redistribution to com
munitf programs. 
EstabH~h. ,a State program for justice sys
tem edt1\ ation. 
rD1pleI1)ei1~: correctional internship an~ 
work-rJtudy programs. 
Create staff development programs. 

Chapter 15: R,esearch and Devel~pment, 
Information, c~nd Statistics 

Standards 

15.1 Maintain a State correctional information 
system. 

15.2 Provide staff for systems analysis and sta-
tistical research. . 

15.3 Design. an information system to supply 
servicel needs. 

15.4 Develc,p a data base with criminal justice 
system. interface. 

15.5 Measure recidivism and program perfor
mance'. 

Chapter 16: the Statutory Framework 
of Corrections 

Standards 

16.1 
16.2 

16.3 

16.4 
16.5 
16.6 
16.7 

16.8 

16.9 

16.10 
16.11 

16.12 

16.13 

16.14 

16.15 

16.16 
16.17 

Enact a comprehensive correctional code. 
Enact regulation, of administrative proce
dures. 
Legislate definition and implementation of 
offender rights. 
Legislate the unification of corrections. 
Define personnel standards by law. 
Ratify interstate correctional agreements. 
Define crime categories and maximum sen
tences. 
Legislate criteria for court sentencing al
ternatives. 
Restrict court delinquency jurisdiction and 
detention. 
Require prl.!sentence investigations by law. 
Formulate criteria and procedures for pro
bation decisions. 
Legislate commitment, classification, and 
transfer procedures. 
Lift unreasonable restrictions on prison la
bor and industry. 
Legislate authorization for community •. 
based corr~ctional programs. 
Clarify parole procedures and eligibility 
requirements. 
Establish pardon power and procedure. 
Repeal laws restricting offender rights. 

Chapter 17: Priorities and Implementation 
Strategiet 

Contains no standards or recommendations. 
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sibility: 109 

Community advisory boards: 259 
Community-based corrections and: 

182-183 
Community groups: 246 
Continuing dialogue with profes-

sionals: 311 
Corporate efforts: 247 
Corrections and: 163,254 
Current programs: 253 
Defense against crime: 251 
Defined: 86,254 
Dialogue and: 74 
Discussion of: 358 
Education for: 336,337,343,361 
Encouragement of: 349 
Examples of: 60, 86 
Expansion of: 86 
Florida program: 22 
Guide to: 95 
Importance of: 38, 95, 137, 310, 

373,386 
Juvenile court programs and: 262 
Local delinquency prevention 

groups: 247 
Methods of: 86 
Need for: 53, 25G 
Need for training in: 329 
Neighborhood security programs: 

359 
New Careers concept: 256 
Planning involvement: 310,361 
Probation and parole: 234 
Problems of: 135, 347 
Public apathy over: 291-292 
Reasons for apathy: 97, 102 
Research needed on: 170 
Support of criminal justice systems: 

23 
See also Volunteers. 

Civil Legal Aid to Prisons (CLAP): 
331 

Clemenceau, Georges: 47 
Clements, Hugh: 90 
Clemmer, Donald: 167 
Cleveland, Ohio: 28,29 
Cohen, Richard S.: 355 
Cohen, Walter: 149 
Colorado: 203,329 
Columbia Broadcasting System 

(CBS): 267 
Columbia University School of Social 

Work: 277 
Columbus, Ga.: 36 
Committee for Economic Develop

ment: 28,34 
Common Law (Oliver Wendell" 

Holmes): 221 
Communications Systems 

Radio communications: 290,294, 
299, 345, 351, 360, 364, 392 

Single universal emergency number 
(911): 22, 29£,298, 321, 326, 
3~O,343,360,368,386 

Speef" in: 386 
Telephone use: 290, 2~8, 345 

Community: 71-72,85 . 

Community and Criminal Jusitce: A 
Guide for Organizing Action: 269 

Community-Based Corrections Pro
grams 
Advantages of: 110,179-180 
Alternatives to incarcl'lraticm: 110 
Approval of: 391 
Basis for: 109 
Citizen involvement in: 107 
Costs of: 180, 200 
Decentralization and: 199 
Defined: 110 
Disadvantages: 182 
Diversion progra..rns and: 108 
Drug abuse and: 277,279 
Fragmentation and: 199 
Importance of: 343,357,376 
Information officers for: 369 
Juvenile detention and: 199-200 

.,Juvenile institutions and: 403 
Marshaling community resources: 

269 
Needs of development: 197 
Neighborhoods and: 182-183 
Pilot projects in drug abuse: 279 
Planning for: 182, 195, 199 
Probation and parole and: 231-232 
Probltims of: 181,241, 380 
Resources for: 196-197 
Support services for: 272 
Techniques to gain neighborhood 

acceptance: 184 
Trend towards: 89, 1(;7;,336,346 

Community Crime Prevention 
Block organization: 388 
Criticism of report: 388,394 
Education and: 397 
Forum session summary: 286 
Funding for: 401 
Need for local adaptation of report: 

390 
Need to change popular attitudes: 

404 
Community Relations. See Police. 
Computerized Criminal History 

(CCH): 313,316 
COrlklin, Jerry: 65 
Connecticut: 331 
Connecticut Planning Committee on 

Criminal Administration: 331 
Conrad, John: 166 
Consolidation. See Police. 
Constitution, U.S.: 34,47,126,231 
Correctional Council of Delaware: 13 
Correctional Employees 

Ex-offenders as: 229<' 
Manpower development and: 107 
Pay of: 67 
Personnel needs of: 369, 376, 380, 

383 
Problems of: 190 
Role of: 68 
Women personnel: 306 

Correctional Institutions 
Dangers of: 191 
Effectiveness of: 155, 167, 177 
Elimination of large institutions: 

Dl . 
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Elimination of juvenile facilities: 
171 

Facilities for the future: 67, 132, 
193 

Failures of: 195~196 
Forum session summary: 308 
History of: 167,235-236 
Inmate involvement in! 335, 354, 

383 
Inmate work st~ppage: 227-228 
Last resort nature of: 190 
Legal libraries for: 221-222, 372 
Management training for: 376 
Maximum security institutions: 365, 

380 
Moratorium on building: 109, 176, 

191,243,308,324,330,332,348, 
382,383,385,392,400 

National accreditation for! 369 
Need for: 375 
Negative effect of: 107 
Offender behavior and: 109 
Oregon opinion on: 387 
Problems of: 131,195 tr 
Programs and inmate organizations: 

228-229 
Reform, history of: 194 
Search and seizure in: 330,356,372 
Security of: 344 
Self-help programs in: 228-229 
Sex discrimination in: 404 
State centralization of: 356 
State inspection system: 400 
Systematic analysis of population: 

327 
Types of: 66 
Women in: 194,271,394 
Work-release programs: 376 
See also Jails; Prison Industries. 

Correctional System 
Administrators and: 260,261 
Aim of: 130 
Basic principles of: 130,376 
Centralization of: 305, 332, 349, 

356 
Citizen action and: 254 
Community and: 98, 99, 306 
CCltnprehensive code for,: 376 
Confidence of the community and: 

234 
Decentralization of: 171 
Defined: 324 
Federal funds for: 173 
Forum session summary: 286 
Fragmentation of: 90, 131 
Function of: 54 
Funding, imporlance of: 326 
History of: 106, 185, 232 
Human dignity and: 98 
Human services delivery system: 

190 
Information systems for: 233 
Injustices of: 187 
Intake Service Center: 341 
Lack of faith in: 243 
Lack of vision in: ISS 
Lowest-level control of: 328 
Management rationale for: 306 
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Methods of: 98 
Nature of: 65 
Planning .and: 108,110,171 
Politics and: 131 
Prevention responsibility: 97 
Problems of: 66 
ProfcJ1sioIlalism in: 83, 349 
l)rogmll'l cvaluatiort: 169 
Psychometric testing in: 236 
Publk cdtl~ation on: 339 
Pub1icjllvolvement in: 83, 190 
Puuisnii1ent and: 380 
Purpose of: 143,322 
Reform assumptions: 198 
Reform, interest in: 129-130 
Reform program: 67 
Rehabilitation and: 186-18'7 
Research in: 166,236-238, 375 
Resources within: 83 
Re~vonBibilities of: 66 
Restitution and: 190 
Rural problems: 388 
Statutory improvements: 89 
Systems approach to; 232 
Task force on: 88, 90, 106, 129, 230 
Treatment studies: 236 
Trends in: 171 
Unification of: 160-161, 305-306, 

344,369 
Volunteer role in: 255 

Corrections Administrators' Confer
ence: 354 

Corruption in Government 
Atte.ntion to: 94 
Conflict of interest laws: 398 
Crime and: 330 
Crime prevention and: 73 
Critir.al nature of: 87 
Djscussiion of: 35,S 
Issues of: 96-97 

Coster, Clarence: 119, 125 
COUghlin, Joseph: 160 
Coulton, Kent: 314 
Council of Europe: 175 
Court System Study Commission (Vir

ginia): 400 
Courts 

2<f..hour operation of: 338. 353-354 
Administrators for~ 80, 149, 303, 

369, 381, 385, 389, 396,402 
Citizen involvement in: 104 
Community relations: 80 
Computerize all data for: 296 
Corrections and: 226 
Crime prevention role: 357. 395 
Criticism of: 68 
Criticism of report input channels: 

331 
CUrrent situation in: 104 
Delays in; 292 
Discovery rights: 347 
Diversion model and: 108 
Family court: 391 
Forum session summary: 286 
Function of: 54 
Information systems for: 315,333 
Il\terpreters for: 334 
Lower court reform: 80 
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National uniformity in: 404 
Offenders' rights and: 221 
Permissiveness in: 371 
Priorities for: 17, 69, 74-75, 81, 

105, 338 
Regionalization ott 37 
Rural problems: 383 
Small State problems~ 402 
Task force metlwds:,,74 
Unification of: J04'; 105, 303, 357, 

363, 369, 374;' ~71l, 379, 382, 383, 
385 

Volunteer projects: 86,354 
Youth volunteers for: 266 

Cox, Wjlliam: 65 
Crew, Robert E.; 362 
Crime (General) 

Analysis strategy: 116-U7 
Community dimensions of: 72 
Corruption and: 311,330 
Crir-is nature of: 53 
Education and: 311 
Employment and: 311,325 
Financing reform measures: 38 
Intergovernmental assault on: 35 
Methadone maintenance and: 278 
Public opinion on: 35, 125-126, 194 
Rate, meaning of: 15 
Root cause reform: 179, 198 
Rural problems of: 378 
Seriousness in U.S.: 15 
Societal change and; 249 
Statistics on: 235 
Suburban crime: 120 
Trends: 12,24,28,36,97, 129 
Washington, D.C., statistics on: 138 
White collar: 165 

Crime Prevention 
Assumptions about: 94 
Avenues of: 251 
Basic issues in; 363 
Citizen responsibilities: 72, 135 
Court role in: 357 
Dangers of neighborhood corps: 

330 
Defined: 94 
Disregard for rural communities: 

340 
Education, role of: 17 
Employment and: 73 
Forum session e.ummary: 286 
Measures to eliminate root causes: 

137 
Problems of: 85 
Religion and: 358 
Responsibility for: 32. 251 
Revolution in: 49 
State responsibility: 63 
Task force on: 71,269 
Uniformity in strategy: 15 

Crime Prevention through Environ
mental Design (C. Ray Jeffery): 
94 

Crime Specific BUrglary Prevent,il,n 
and Control Program (California): 
28 

Crime Stoppers (Washington, D.C.): 
138 

Criminal Code Revision: 261 174,327, 
385,395 

Criminal Justice Coordinating Coun
cils: 92,296 

Criminal Justice Planning. See Plan
ning. 

Criminal Justice System (General) 
Citizen involvement: 72 
Cooperation within: 85, 92, 100, 

120,2%,385 
Crime-oriented program develop-

ment model: 111 
Fragmentation of: 66 
Funding for reform: 349 
Increased communication needed: 

331 
Interaction of segments of: 99 
Major problem of: 126 
Manpower resOlkce allocation and 

control: 314 
Monopolistic nature of: 43 
Moral undergirding of: 47 
Need for reform of: 51 
Needs of: 142 
Periodic evaluation of: 43 
Purpose of: 143 
State-level control of: 36 
Systems nature of: 17 

Culver, William: 365 
Cunningham, Willis F.: 397 

D 

DALE: See Office of Drug Abuse Law 
Enforcement. 

Dallas, Tex.: 28, 123,263 
Danforth, John C.: 68,365 
Danziger, Martin: 111 
Davis, Benjamin: 62 
Da\;s, Ed; 14,58, 61,71,74,84,91 
Decriminalization 

Alcoholism: 292 
Arguments for: 192 

"'" .,Commission views on: 59 
·Diversion and: 108 
Need for: 83, 404 
Scope of: 106 

Defense 
Availability of; 81 
Constitutional protections for: 76 
Correctional role of;, 90 
Forum session summary: 304 
Problems of: 105 
Salaries for: 332 
Staff selection: 395 

Denver, Colo.: 28 
Delaware 

Crime reforms under Peterson: 13 
Judicial training in: 333 
Progressive pro§rams of: 41 
State caucus summary; 332 
Three-S Citizens Campaign: 13 

Delaware Agency to Reduce Crime: 
334 

Delinquency. f}ife Ju.veniles. 
Dell'Olio, Jos~ph: 332, 334 
Democratic National Convention 

(1972): 9, 20 
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Deming; Don R.: 59,62,145 
Detention 

Age limits for: 218 
City police and: 298 
Criteria for: 217 
Judges' decision: 217 
Juveniles and: 214 
New directions in: 67 
Responsibility of: 371 
Systems for: 93 
Temporary holding facilities: 293 

Detroit, Mich.: 134, 151, 152, 215, 
268, 360 

Diagnosogenesis: 208 
DIME. See Dual Independent Map 

Encoding. . 
Disciplinary Hearings: 369 
Discovery. See Pretrial Discovery. 
Discovery of the Asylum (Rothman): 

161 
Discretionary Decisions: 77 
Discretionary Grants. See Law En

forcement Assistance Administra
tion. 

Dismissable Warrant to Prosecution: 
105 

Diversion 
Adequate referral procedures for: 

156 
Advantages and disadvantages of: 

99,332 
Approval of: 400 
Benefits of: 153 
Commission position on: 17 
Coordination of: 328 
Correctional unification at State 

level and: 163 
Costs of: 47,376 
Counseling and: 158 
Court authorization of: 17 
Current use of: 373, 377 
Decriminalization and: 89 
Defined; 44,69,77,98, 156 
Disadvantage of: 332, 346 
Encouragement of; 77 
EX-Offenders and: 156 
Fo~malization of: 78 
Forum session summary: 308 
History of: ISS 
Importance of: 308, 348,404 
Juveniles and: 165, 199, 297, 380 
Lack of facilities for: 324 
Legislation for: 388, 395 
Methods of: 103 
Models for: 108 
Need fot programs: 78 
Philadelphia program: 126, 158 
Planning and: 109 
Police and: 360 
Problems of: 379 
Programs for: 94, 153 
Questioning of: 351 
Requirements of: 69, 157 
Responsibility for: 356 
Rights of Offenders and; 156 
Standardization of procedures: 389 
Support for: 289, 292, 328, 365, 

366,371,376,385 

Dix, George: 77 
Dorn. Roberta: 90 
Douglas County, Nebr.: 369 
Drug Abuse 

Bail forfeitures and: 275 
Categories of: 280 
CeiJJral intake facilities for: 282 
ClvU -commitment of addicts: 85, 

93,280,289 
Commission analysis of: 18 
Community-based programs: 277, 

279 
Compulsory treatment: 277, 279, 

280 
Decriminalization of: 60, 83, 192 
Diversion and: 89,296,337 
Electronic eavesdropping and: 276 
Extradition and.: 276 
Federal agencies and: 275,281 
Individual'case evaluation: 281 
J.uveniles and: 261,278. 
Knowledge n(jed.to combat.: 274 
LEAA programs: 29 
Mandatory minimum sentences: 275 
Minority personnel for: 337 
Need for more discussion of: 329· 
Polydrug abuse: 279 
Proposed FY 1974 funds for: 281 
Smuggling techniques: 274 
Statistics: 279, 371 
Task force on: 274 
Treatment capacity statistics: 282 
Treatment centers: 277,279 , 
Volunteer programs and: 277 
See also Heroin; Methadone Ma.in

tenance; Special Action Office for 
Drug Abuse Prevention; Treat
ment Alternatives to Street Crime. 

Dual Independent Map Encoding 
(DIME): 314 

Dunn, Edgar: 335 
DYer Act; 46 
DYson, Frank: 58,63, 88,91, 121, 384 

E. 

Earhart, Robert: 65 
Eastern State Penitentiary (Philadel

phia): 176 
Eaton, Joseph: 236 
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964: 

254,256 
Education 

24-hour open schools: 366 
Assumptions of task force on: 86 
Career orientation of' 86 
Certification aild trailling standards: 

349 
Community schools: 87 
Crime and: 95-96,311 
Crime prevention role of: t7, 373, 

397 
Flexibility in: 95 
Forum session summary: 311 
GOI,Js of: 358 
Imp~~rtance of: 387 
Impr~lVements in: 370 
Law eliforcement officers and: 73 

Long-range Boais: 330 
Parent involvement: 86 
Problems of: 73 . 
PUbll.c schools, deVelopment of: 207 
Refo~m needs: 86 
Volufiteer projects: 246 
Vaucher system: 312 

Education to Action (AFl,-C1C): 60, 
269, 270 

Electronic Eavesdropping: 216 
Elliott, Del: 207 
Emerging mghts of flie Confined 

(South Carolina Department of 
Corrections): 220 

Emmer, George: 111 
Employment 

Crime lind: 96,311 I 

Crime prevention and: 73 
Criminal record and; 22~ 
Ex-offenders and: 134,344 
Forum session sumtnllty: 311 
Goals fo>'! 358 
On.the~jobtraining: 312 
Programs for: 87 
Quot!i $Y$tems: 385 
Rehabilitative SUccess of: 155 
Training program standards: 330 
Unions and: 37.9 
Youth programs: S7 

Environmental Impact Statements: 84 
Equal Rights Amendment: 30~ 
Ercolano, AI: 62, 101 
Ervin, Sam, Jr.: 26 
Ethics Code: 87 
Eugene,Oreg.:255 
Exact Force: 295 
Exclusionary Rule: 383 
E-Offenders: 134, 156, 227, 228, 344, 

356,364.376 
Extradition: 276 

F 

FBt See Federal Bureau of Investlaa
tion. 

Family: 249,267 
"Federal Authority to Insure 1ustice" 

(Committee. for Economic Develop
ment): 34/ 53 

Federal BureaU of Investigation 
Crime statistics: 12, 28 
Police brutality cases: 391 

Federal Bureau of Prisons: 173, 174, 
227 . 

Federal Communications Commis
sion: 290,3S1 

Federal Goverl1mem\ 
Commitment to correctional re

form: 193 
CooperatiQn with State and local 

governments: 9 
Correctiollal role ci~: 172 
Crime prevention role of; 52 
Criminal justice planning tole of: 

8,23 
Drug abuse role of: 281 
Funding role of: 349 
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Intervention and diversion programs 
for: 173, 175 

Reform areas: 26 
Federal JUdicial Center: 7S 
Federalism: 34 
Felonies: 392 
Fetters, LarrY: 65 
Fine~: 2-t2 
Florida 

AS$6ssment 9f standards implemeh-
tIItion: 336 

CINS: 203 
Criminal justice initiatives: 22 
Inter.Agency Law Enforcement 

Planning Council: 21 
Misrttanageinent of LEAA funds: 

21 
National political conventions: 22 
POlice standards: 22 
Prison reform: 22 
State caucus summary: 335 . 
State crime prevention efforts: 21 

Florida Criminal Information Center: 
336 

Flynn, Edith E.: 58,90,106 
Fogel, David: 59,82,185 
Postel' Homes: 403 
France: 276 
Franklin, Benjamin: 231 
"Friends Outside": 247 

G 

GQIlup Poll: 12, 34-35 
Georgia: 338 
Gibson, Jim: 65 
Glaser, Herman: 125 
Goddard, Jewel: 231,235.243 
Goodman, Corinne: 60,261,263 
Goodrich, Edna.: 194 
Grand Jury: 70, 79, 150, 302, 324, 

326, 333, 340, 346, 353. 374, 376 
Gray,.L. :patrick: 59, 141-142 
Great Britain: 278 
Greider Kansas City Committee on 

Crime and Delinquency: 271 
Greater St. Louis Alliartce for Sh~p

ing a Bettef Community: 60, 134, 
268,270 

Gresham'S I.aw: 161 
Group Homes: 164,182,380 
Guam: 325,340 
"Guides fot Better Living": 271 
Guilty Pleas. See Plea Negotiation. 
Gun Control: 394 

Ii 

Ha~fway Houses: 180, 182,349 
Hall, George: 111 

. Hamilton, Charles V.! 260 
Hamilto.ti, John: 279 
Hamilton v.Love: 216 
Handbook of luvenile . Court Judges: 

217 . 
aanes. David: 62 
Harambee. 256, 264, 373 
Hardy, Kenneth: 229 

Harris, Richard N.: 399.401 
Harrison, Eddie M.: 59, 90, 149, 154. 

227 
Harvard Law School Center for Crim-

inal Justice: 277 
Hawaii: 326,340,342 
Hawaii Judicial Council: 340, 342 
Head Start: 322 
Help St.op Crinie (Florida): 337 
Herbert, Adam W.: 261 
Heroin: 12, 18,73,274,278,279 
High rmpact Cities Program: 12,28 
Higman, HOWard: 206 
Hitler Youth CorPs: 330 
Hoffman, J. Sydney: 126, 149, 158 
Holmes, Hotate: 263. 
Holmes, Oliver Wendell: 51,221 
Hong Kongl 276 
Hooper, Mike: 65 
Hoover, J. Edgar: 67,202 
Hoy, VernOn 1.: 64 
Hruska, Roman: 7,8,25 
Hughes, Richard J.: 192, 194, 196, 

201 
Hlilnan Service Delivery System: 312 
Hunt, Leon: 278 
Hutchinson, Edward: 50 

Idaho: 342 
Idaho Utw Enforcement Planning 

Conimission: 344 
Illinois . 

J ail survey (If: 211 . 
Juvenile detention: 215 
State caucus summary~ 344 
Unified court system: 344 

Illinois Law Enforcement Commis-
sion 345 

Indiana: 345 . 
Irtdial1apolis, Ind.: 36, 37 
Industry. S~e Business. 
Information Systems 

Audits of: 314 . 
Confidentiality: 233 
Digital encoding of fingerprints: 315 
Forum sessIon summary: 286,313 
Geocciding and: 314 
Hawaii court data system: 340 
Importance of: 356 
Need for: 370 
On-line commurlications for: 315 
Programlning languages for: 315 
Promise of: 233 
Response time: 314 . 
System for Electronic Analysis and 
Retrieval of Criminlll Histories 

(SEARCH); 315 
Technical system design: .314 
teleprocessing and: 315 
Use of data from: 233 

Ingersoll, Robert J.: 132 
]n Re Baltimore Detention Center: 

212 
In Re lohn Doe: 216 
Institute for Court Management: 7S 

Institute for Prosecution Management; 
75 

Integrity in Government: 311, 330, 
385,398 . 

International Association of Chiefs of 
Police: 62, 148, 360 

International Halfway House Associa-
tion: 182 

Iowa: 347 
Irwin, lohn: 237 
Israel: 242 

J 

JacksonVille, Fla.: 36, 144,297 
Jails: 218,330,339,343,352,364 
Javits, Jacob: 15 
Job Corps: 268 
John Birch Society: 259 
Johnson, Bruce: 90 
Johnson, Lyndon B.: 3, 10, 33-34, 

135,142 
Johnson, Sterling: 14,274,277 
Johnson v. Avery: 221 
Joint Commission on Correctional 

Manpower and Training: 250 
Jones, Lance: 90 
Judicial Opinions: 79 
Judiciary 

Accountability of: 392 
Charging role: 150 
Conference representation: 346 
Decision to detain: 217 
Foruin session summary: 303 
Improvement of: 326, 346 
Judges only) 80 
Merit selection of: 322 
Retirement age: 79, 363 
Review of: 355 
Salary of: 80 , 
Selection of! .32(, 340, 374, 381, 

385,389,391,398,402,404 
Semimirs fol,": 100 
Standards for performance for: 372 
Training programs for: 333 
See also Missouri Plan. 

Junior League: 247 
Juries: 340 
Justice Model Gf Rehabilitation: 187, 

188 
Juveniles 

AlcohQI and: 391 
AlternativeS to detention for: 205, 

213,217 
Building moratcil'ium..on correction

al facilIties for: 308, 357, 360, 
376, 378 

Cause of deviant behavior: 208 
CHINS: 203-2b4, 205 
Citizen action programs: 262 
Community programs for: 382 
Consolidation of services for: 336 
Constitutional protection of: 202 
Court. volunteer programs: 264 
Courts'~or:202, 203,376 
Crime ttl::uds among: 207 
Criminal and noncriminal conduct 

by: 203 
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Cl'iticism of standards on: 401 
Current volunteer programs: 263 
DeIinqnency, defined: 201-202,206 
Detention, by State (table): 214 
Detention facilities and: 199 
Detention facility cr.nsus: 212 
Detention limits' before adhldicatory 

hearing: 216 
Detention phase for: 212 
Detention variations: 213 
Diversion of: 85, 165,297,380 
Drug abuse among: 261,278 ' 
Early identification of: 311-312, 

385' , , ' 

Elimination of institutions for: 171 
Experimental programs' for:, 204-

205 " .. 
Home detention demonstration pro-

ject: 216 ' 
Incarceration of: 340, :344, 352, 354 
Institutions fon 393,396,403,404 
Intake services for: 109 
Jails and: 217-218 
Jail, census Qf: 211 
Jail s1.!icides \lmong: 211 
Labeling of: 203,308, 3U-312 
Mandatory detention hearings for: 

217 
Mo'nitoring of courts alld detention 

system: 217 
Need for reform for: 348 
Noncriminal offenses of: 349 
Parent involvement witp.:' 295, 337, 

363,373 
Personnel for: 366 
Probation and: 242, 378 
Problems of: 261 
Psychotherapy for: 24~ 
"Read delinquents": 205 
Recreation and: 9.6 
Regional statistics on: 210-211 
Reintegration of: 16 
Remove CHINS from courts: 204 
Residential detention Care: 109 
Right to couI),sel: 202 . 
Runaways: 261 
Speciali:zed courts for: 101 
Statutory provision for detention 

hearings, by Slate (table): 216 
Statistics 0\1: 210,261 
Terms for delinquents: 203 
l 1rcl;ltment of: Q,'l 
V\~nereal disease among: 261 
Victimi:zation cycle: 158 
Vocational training for: 365 
Volunteer statistics: 263 

Juvenile Diversion: A Perspective. 
(W,imam Bain): 156 

K 

l(ansas: 349 
Kansas City, Mo.: 117,211 
Katzenbllch, Nicholas: 10 
Keller, Oliver: 90, 179 
Kelly, Clarence: 62 
Kelly, Dave: 62 
Kennedy, John F.: 125 

')~"-"-------

Kentucky 
Federal law enforcement furids: 352 
Phasing out of juvenile instltuitons: 

175 
State C~1l!CUS summ!lry: 350 

Kilduff, John J.: 391 
Killinger, George: 90 
Kingston, Charles: 62 
Kinsey Report: 194 
Kleindienst, Richard G.: 2, 7, 8, 23, 

50 
Kutak, ~obert J.: 58, 81,90,220,223, 

227,230 

Labor Unions: 371 
Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis

tration (LEAA) 
Attacks on: 28 
Block grants: 19,27,29,32,38 
Budget of: 49 
Change in State-level policies: 38 
Consolidlltion funding: 297 
Creation of: 'II 
Crime prevention funding: 250 
Crime reduc~ion efforts: 24 
Criticism of: 30 
Defense of major programs: 31 
Di~cr~tioIJaty grants: 19 
Drug abuse pro!;rams: 29 
florida grant: 23 
Function of: 31 
lrgisjation for: 24 
LOGal illiti",tiv~ and: 12 
~[j~map.ag~mentof funds: 32 
National AdvisPI'Y Commission 

and: 1 
Parole study: 244 
Philadelphia screening project: 126 
Police command and control assis-

tance: 290' 
Police cOQ::lolidation: 37 
Politics and: 27 
Praise of: 329., 360, 362, 394,403 
Record of: 49 
Regional conferences for: 367 
Responsibilities of: 8 
Self-help natQre of: 27 
Self-image of: 41 
Sheriffs and: 144 
Standards and goals 

CommQnity tailoring of: 322 
Feqeral funds and: 353 ' 
FuilCHng for: 366, 381 
Implementation of: 309, 338, 367 
Importance of: 5, 394 
Impossibility of national stan-

d'lfdS: 401 
Nonendorsement of, by, Stilles: , 323; , 

Probl~ms of: 396 
P\irpose of: 366 
Scarcity of: 82 

~tre<et'crhne program; 28 
St1c~esses of: 28 

',Viptimization technique of: 16 
WaShington, D.C., projects: 134 . ' 

Work of: 52 
Youth protlram funding: 390 

Law Entorcetnent EdUcation Program '; 
(LEEP): 173 

Law Bllforcemeri. "l':jletype System 
(LETS): 315 ' 

Lawrence, Kans.; 2S!J, 263 
Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rigltts 

Under Law: 28 . 
League of Women Vpters: 131.245 
Learning Systems, Inc.: 155 
Lee,J. Frank: 179.185 
Leeke, William: 220 
Leenhouts, Keitn J,: 255,263 
Leet, John B.: 355 
Leonard, Jerr.is 

Conference origim 2 
Conference rQle: 7 
Crime reduction: 7-8 
Federal-Siate~local relations: 31 
LEAA effortD: 24 
Nfttionai Conferr.;nc~ on Criminal 

Justice: 10,46 
New FederaIisrri~ 8 
Pl'aise of: 15, 20-21, 51 
Pi'ivate sector crime ~revtmtion: 133 
Remarks: 18.39,47,54, 138 
Revolution in crime control: 49 

Letney, Pon: 65 
LETS. See Law Enforcement Teletype 

System. ' 
Lexington, Ky.: 36,279 
Litigated C"t;e. See Trials. 
LiHie League: 73 
Local Government: 9,20,29,38,281 
Lohman, Joseph: 241 
Lorton Reformatory (Virginia): 229 
Los Angeles COQnty, Calif.: 264.267 
Los Angeles County RODEO Pro-

gram: 256,257 
Los Angeles Rehabilitation Frogram: 

268 ' 
Los Angeles Times: 267 . 
Louisiana: 352, l54 
Lowery, Aaron: 268,273 
I,IJcas, William: 192 
Lucasville, Ohio! 185 
Lugar, Richard G:: 7,9. 33 

M 

Maas, David E.: 197 
MacDougall, Ellis, 58, 66, 90, 129 
Madison, James: 34 ',: 
Madden, Thomas J.: 15 I, I 

MadeU, John: 6S '. 
Maine: 355 
"Making the Safe Streets Act WOrk" 

(Advisory Commission on Iptergov
ernmental Relations)! 34 

Manpower Administration: 1,55 
M<J}!~on, Charles: 110 
Mans~l1, Donald: <;2' 
Manual of Correctional Standards 

(American Cprrectional (,~s90ci.a. 
tion): 162 '/ '. 

Ml!l'ch on Crime (Gree!1viU~, Pa.): 
295 ~ 
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Marh~, James M.: 279 
Marijuana: 279 
Martinson, Robert: 60,235 
Massachusetts 

Detoxificl\tlon center transportation: 
296 

Juvenile detr.nt!on aUd: 199 
Phasing out juvenile instituti(')ns: 

175, 197 
State caucus summary: 356 

McClt!ar')' v. Slate: 225 
McClellan, John L.: 26 
McKevitt, lames D. (Mike): 20 
McQuade, Henry: 88, 90 
McQuillan, Peter: 14 
Meador. Daniel J.: 14, 57. 58, 14, 83, 

87, 159 
Mental II!ness 

Decriminalization of: 60, 192 
Delivery of services for: 163 
Diversion of: 85,89 

Methadone Maintenance: 18, 73, 277, 
218,398 

Mexico: 133 
Miami, Fla.: 9, 117,283 
Michie, Jack L.: 14,58, 101, 103 
Michigan 

Charging! 150 
Plea negotiation: 361 
Statl! caucus summary: 359 
Warrants: 150 

Minnesota: 171,362 
Minors in Need of Supervision 

(MINS): 203 
Misdemeanors: 392 
Mississippi: 364 
Missouri: 365 
Missouri Plan; 79, 332, 346, 361, 363, 

372,402 
Missouri State Law Enforcement 

Council: 365 
Mitchell, John L.: 52, 142 
Mitchell, John N.: 10 
Mobile, Ala.: 321 
Mode! Cities Program: 247,265 
Model Cities Advisory Task Forc;,: 33 
Model Neighborhood Probation Ser-

vices System. See Harambee. 
Moldow, Bernard: 60,280 
Monroe County, N.Y., Probation/Jail 

Program: 272 ' 
Montana: 203; 366 
Moore. Mark H.: 279 
Morissey v. Brewer: :225 
Municipal Police Training Council: 

331 
Murray, ArGhibald: 381 
Murray, Henry: 248 

N 

Nagel. Wl~iiam: 90, 176 
Nashville, Tenn.: 36 
Nass!lu{.:ounty, l.-l(¥.: 297 
J;-I'atioP,<il Advisory Commission on 

Or/illinal Justice Standards and 
Ql6als . 
~~haracter ofreport of: 52 
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Concentration on offenders: 220 
Criticism of: 46 
Decriminalization: 59 
Diversion: 17 
Goal of: 15, 16 
Implementation of standards: 5 
Importance of: 4l 
Key goal of: 8,41 
Methoda of: 16 
National police system: 11 
Need for: 51 
Origin of: 1 
Plea negotiation: 69, 159 
Police task force: 62 
Praise of: 20 
Publications of: 1 
Purpose of: 47 
Role of: 16 
Sentencing: 226 
Standards and goals: IS, 18 
Strengths of: 47 
Task force chairmen: 14 
Value of: 11 
Work of: 41,52 

National Alliance for Shaping a Safer 
Community: 311 

National Assessment Study of Correc
tional Programs for Juvenile and 
Youthful Offenders: 210 

National Association of Counties: 33 
National Center for State Courts: 75 
National Clearinghouse for Correc-

tional Programming and Architec
ture: 106 

National College for the State Judi
ciary: 75 

National Commission on Law Obser
vance and Enforcement (Wicker
sham Commission): 1, 130 

National Conference of Christians and 
J~ws: 266 

National Conference on Criminal Jus
tice 
Agenda of; ;, 
Conference session summaries: 57 
Criticism of, by States: 323, 329, 

350,354,362,368,370,377,384, 
386, 3g8, 390, 393, 394 

Forum session summaries: 285 ff 
Importance of: 10,42 
Nonendorsement of: 345, 383, 392 
Objectives of: 2 
Organization of: 2, 3, 57 
Origin of: 2 
Overview of work of: 7 
Participants in: 2 
Praise of: 148, 186,354,. 
Problems of: 375 
Purpose of: I, 4, 25, 37 
Relevance of: 40 
State caucus meetings: 319 
Timing of: 4 
Value of: 363 
Weaknessp.s of: 332 
See also Working Papers (Naponal 

Conference on Criminal Justice). 
National Conference on Penitentiary 

and Reformatory Discii1line: 130 

National Council on Alcoholism: 247 
National Council on Crime and Delin

quency: 172, 191,223,244,269 
National Crime Information Center: 

143,313,315,316 
National Crime Prevention Institute: 

250 
National District Attorneys' Associa

tion: 62,75, 148 
National Governors' Conference: 5, 

14 
National Information center on Vol

unteers in Courts: 255 
National Institute of Corrections: 26, 

173-175 
National Institute of Justice: 27 
National Institute of l.aw Enforcement 

and Criminal Justice: 93, In, 379 
National Institute of Mental Health: 

279 
National Jail Census: 210,213 
National League of Cities: 33 
National Legal Aid and Defender As

sociation: 75 
National Prosecutors' Association: 186 
National Service to Regional Councils: 

33 
National Science Foundation:. 170 
National Sheriffs' Association: 144 
National UrbalJ. Coalition: 28 
Nebraska: 368 
Nebraska Bar Association: 369 
Neighborhood Coul/tesy Patrols 

(Wasltington, D.C.): 138 
Neighborhood Security Program: 374 
Neighborhood Youth Corps: 200 
Nevada: 370 
Newark, N.J.: 28 
New Careers Program: 256, 258, 265 
New Careers for the Poor: The Non-

professional ill Human Service 
(Pead and Reissman): 256 

New Detroit, Inc.: 60, 134, 268, 269, 
311,354 

New Federalism: 8, 11, 13,27, 31-33 .. 
New Hampshire: 373 
New Jersey: 154,375 
New Mexico: 377 
New York City 

Cl'ime in: 125 
Drug s.buse prevention: 275,280 
Drug treatment facilities: 277,282 
Juvenile detention centers: 212 
Methadone maintenance: 277 
Narcotics courts: 29 

. New York Family Court Act: 203 
New York Stat~: 203,211,378 
New York Trial Lawyers' Association: 

125 
911. See Communications Systems. 
Nixon, Richard M. 

Criminal justice reform: 29 
Drug abuse: 281 
Federal Government role: 12 
Inauguration of: 3 
Law and order: 51 
New Federalism: 11 
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Respect for human rights: 54 
Revenue sharing: 29, 166 

North Carolina: 381,383 
North Carolina Bar Association: 382 
North Dakota: 383 
Nuerenberger, Wilfred W.: 14,370 

o 
O'Connor, James: 401 
Odyssey House: 277 
Offender-Based Transaction System: 

313,316 
Offenders 

Behavior of: 109 
Classification of: 167-168, 174, 191, 

195, 209, 307, 333, 366, 375, 376, 
387,403 

Commission concentration on: 220 
Dataon: 313 
Educationalleve!. of: 343 
Employment in corrections work: 

227 
Nondisciplinary change in status: 

354 
Offender-based tracking systems: 

290 
Profile of. 137, 195-196 
See also Rights of Offenders. 

Offender-Specific Characteristics: 117 
Offenders' Rights. See Rights of Of

fenders. 
Office of Drug Abuse Law Enforce

ment: 29 
Office of Economic Opportunity: 173 
Office of Education, Social and Re-

habilitative Services: 173 
Ohio: 250,292,384 
Oklahoma: 386 
O'Leary, Vincent: 231,232,255 
Olgiati, Ennis: 269,273 
Ombudsman: 294 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 

Streets Act of 1968 
Congressional responsibility and: 26 
Crimetrlilflds !lnd: 28 
Debate t;,4~ 34, 17 
Fund5 apr, 4, 12, 352 
New Fe(k"/llism and: 8 
Purpose of: 11 
Standards and goals: 5 
State responsibilities: 401 

Operation Crime Stop (Titusville, 
Fla,): 295 

Operation Identification: 295 
Opportunity Industrial Center (OlC): 

134 
Oregon: 386 
Organizations - Structure and Pro

cess (Richard Hall): 161 
Owen, Charles L.: 350 
Owens, Harris: 370 

p 

Parchman State Penitentiary (Missis
sippi): 364 

Parent Teacher Association: 245 

Parole 
Approval of: 400 
Authority of board: 339 
Automatic parole: 366 
CommunitY-based corrections and: 

231·232 
Criteria for: 380, 384 
Due process and: 234,387 
Forum session summary: 308·309 
Guidelines for: 244, 334 
Hearing officers: 343 
Hold orders: 344 
Interstate compact on: 175 
Performance contracts and: 361 
Probation and: 367 
Release decisions: 243 
Rigidity of recommendations; 376 
Trend of: 336 
Weakness of standards on: 328-329 
Workloads: 391 

Patterson v. Hopkins: 212 
Patuxent Institution (Maryland): 185 
Peace Corps: 185 
Pearl, Arthur: 256 
Pell, Sir Robert: 63 
Pennsylvania: 388 
Pennsylvania American Association of 

University Women: 212 
Periman, Harvey: 223 
Persons in Need of Supervision 

(PINS): 203 
Peters, George: 14, 71 
Peterson, Russell W.: 7, 8, 13, 14, 41, 

83,84,132 
Philadelphia, Pa.: 29, 126-127, 158, 

282 
Pijoan, G. Nicholas: 329 
Pitchess, Peter J.: 13,25, 63, 141, 143, 

145 
Planning 

Citizen involvement in: 310-311 
Control of: 23 
Corrections and: 108, 110 
Data needed: 117 
Diversion programs and: 109 
Fcdera~'Government role in: 8 
Methods,\:;;; 113 
ProcC2:ls, t1ature of: 118 
Statewide criminal justice planning 

councils: 341 
System-wide development model: 

111 
System-wide nature of: 118 
White House role in: 171 

Plants, John: 14 
Plea Negotiation 

Absence of empirical data on: 46, 
339 

Arguments concerning abolition of: 
78, 125, 127, 158, 159, 331, 333, 
334, 338, 342, 346, 347, 353, 
355, 361, 362, 365,372, 378, 381, 
382, 385,,387, 389, 390, 391, 392, 
394,396,399,404 

Commission priority on: 17 
Commission recommendation on: 

69 
Constitutional rights and: 151 

Defense of: 150·151 
Forum session summary: 301 
Guilty pleas: 78,99, 153, 154,324 
Improvement of: 322, 339 
Lack of data Qn: 339 
Nebraska and: 369 
Police and: 359 
Problems of: 154 
Rehnquist on: 44 
Sentencing and: 99, 327,373 
Statistics on: 324 
Visibility of: 150,344 
West Virginia and: 402 

Police 
24-hour service: 292, 297, 345, 365, 

386,399 
Beat patrol: 123, 364 
Brutality cases: 391 
Building i.nspection and: 295 
Building security: 345 
Career paths for: 123 
Changes in: 61, 120, 121 
Changing technology and: 103 
Citizen action and: 250, 251,332 
Citizen demands on: 124 
Citizen patrols: 388 
Citizen resources for: 102 
Civilian review boards: 355 
College education fon 102,364 
Command and cont.rol operations: 

290 
Commitment to change: 146 
Community programs: 379 
Comnjunity relations: 289, 291, 

29'1. 321, 377 
Complaint reception: 123, 290, 293, 

298,333,335,377,387,395 
Consolidation of forces: 92-93, 14,5, 

292,297,323,32&,329,333,339, 
345,350,360,364,368,374,378, 
383,390,392,399,404 

Continuing professionalization of: 
148 

Cooperation with entire criminal 
justice system: 289, 327 

Crime laboratory: 289, 323, 345, 
353,360,364 

Crime pre'VtJntioIl capability: 326 
Criminal case foHow-up: 292, 297 
Data collection responsibility: 314 
Dearth of guidelines: 61 
Detention: 323.335 
Detoxification centers: 296, 381 
Diversion model and: 108, 360 
Education standards for: 298,404 
Executive involvement with public: 

290 
False arrest protection for: 296 
Forum session summaries: 285 
Fragmentation of: 144 
Funding for: 352 
Geographical assignment of: 335 
Height standards: 290,327,365 
History of: 25Q 
Image of: 73, 325 . 
Implemf,lntation of standards: 379 
Information systems for: 313·315 
In-service education for: li(}3,380 
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Integrity in: 73 
1nteragency relations: 343 
Interagency task forces: 292 
Labor problems: 391 
laleral entry: 293, 298, 322:, 335, 

339,351, 359, 365, 371, 378, 383, 
387,392,395 

Legislative needs: 384 
library for~ 398 
Limits of authority: 288,291 
Mllnagement improvements: 123, 

377 
Manpower improvements: 113 
Minimum training standards: 298 
MInority recruiting: 102, 290, 293, 

298,321,32:1:,351,352,364,371, 
373, 377, 378: 381, 387, 399, 402 

National poiice force: 11, 27 
Neighborhood meetings: 295,335 
Nonsworn personnel: 122 
Number of employees: 91, 103,295, 

297 
Officer~, importance of: 124, 289, 

293 
Plea negotiation and: 359 
Policy planning: 333 
Priorities for: 84, 91-92, 122, 146, 

336,348,374 
Promotions: 2S'3 
Reasonable force: 288,328,345 
Research and planning for: 123 
Residence req,uirements for: 295, 

297,360 
Response time: 294, 297 
Responsibility for: 289 
Role of: 289,291, 348 
Role of chief: 388 
Rural problems: 374 
School patrol: 266 
School programs: 288,295,360 
Source of power and authority: 253 
State police powers: 288 
State specialists: 289, 293, 323, 333, 

345,351,353,360,387 
Storefront centers: 295,346 
Success key: 147 
Support programs: 92 
Task force make-up: 64,91-92 
Training programs for: 398 
Training standards: 339 
Tutoring programs for entra:,nce: 

3'19 
Weaknesses of standards on: 359 
Witness compensation: 80 

1 Women: 102, 123, 306, 335 
I Youth-police live-in: 266 

Youth programs and: 295 
Police Boys' Clubs: 73 
Polic~ Foundation: 254,265 
Population Growth: 207 
Portland, Oreg.: 28 
Potomac Associations: 34 
Preiser, Pete: 90 
Prenzlow, Elmer: 90 
Pre indictment Probation: 126 
President's Commission on Law En-

forcement and Administration of 
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Justice: 1, 10, 34, 42, 75, 95, 130, 
162, 173, 203, 251, 254, 387 

Pretrial Detention: 90,376 
Pretrial Discovery: 45, 70, 79, 369, 

392,396 
Pretrial Disposition: 150, 151 
Pretrial Diversion: 155,391 
Pretrial Procedures: 70 
Pretrial Programs: 382 
Pretrial Release Programs: 68 
Preventive Detention: 78 
Prison Association of New York: 130 
Prison Industries: 67, 228, 308, 343, 

400 
Prisons. See Correctional Inditutions. 
Private Security Forces: 399 
Probation 

Approval of: 400 
California programs for juveniles: 

204-205 
Community-based corrections and: 

231-232 
Due process and: 234 
Federal programs: 173 
Federal probationers, studies of: 

241 
First offenses and: 371 
'C~,)nJm session summary: 308-309 
HJstoryof: 239 
Increased usc of: 168 
Interstate compact on: .1,75 
Juveniles and: 378 
Origin of: 255 
Parole and: 367 
Problems of: 67 
Redefine role of officer in: 309 
Reports: 372 
Responsibility for: 387 
Services for: 324 
Studies of: 239,241 
Subsidies for: 265 
Summary probation: 328 
Superviaion, effects of: 243 
Volunteer programs; 255 
Weakness of standards on: 328-329 
Workload for: 370, 391 

Proceedings of the National Confer
ence 011 Criminal Justice: 4 

Project Crossroads (Washington, 
D.C.): 155 

Project REALITY (Utah): 397 
Prosecution 

Correctional role of: 90 
Forum session summary: 303 
Fun-time employment of: 367 
Improvement of: 326,381 
Investigative role of: 394 
Needs of: 142 
Problems of: 105 
Public distrust of: 153 
Reforms of: 80-81 
Resources of: 81 
Role of: 149, 1.~1, 338 
Salaries for: 332, 389 
Screening and: 152 
Staff selection: 395 

, iPsychotics: 385 

PT!. See Blu!timore Pre-Trial Interven
tion ProYcelt. 

Public De:ilender. See Public Repre
sentation. 

Public Health Services: 261 
Public Repres("".litation 

Community lo.!)ation of: 17-18 
• Improvement of: 322, 329, 345 

Nebraska: 369 
Priority of prosEr!)uHon over: 355 
Salaries for: 389 
Selection of: 81,394 
Workload of: 81 

Puerto Rico: 389 

R 

Recidivism 
California data on: 169 
Crime rate and: 17 
Punishment and: 235 
Reduction of: 233, 242 
Schooling and; 239 
Treatment and: 238 

Recreation: 96,358,359 
Rector, Milton: 172 
"Reducing Crime and Assuring Jus

tice" (Committee for Economic De
velopment): 28, 34 

Reed, William: 14 
Regionalizatio(! 

Alaskan police: 323 
Court reform and: 37 
Detention services: 93 
Examples of: 36 
Florida police: 144 
Jails: 352, 364 

Rehabilitative Disposition: 126 
Rehnquist, l'tstice William H.: 7, 8, 

42 
Reidsville Prison: 67 
Reissman, Frank: 256 
Reiter, Louis: 65 
Release on Recognizance: 70, 90, 99, 

388,400 
Religion 

Activist churches and: 97 
Crime prevention and: 73,358 
:Decreasing role of: 370 
Importance of: 372 

Republican National Convention 
(1972): 9,20 

Research: 401 
Responsiveness in Government: 87, 

97 
Restitution: 190 
Revenue Sharing 

Audits of: 33 
.tllbck grant concept and: 33 
Law enforcement, legislation on: 12 
Nixon on: 29 
Potential of: 29 

Review. See Appeals. 
Rhode Island: 390 
Rights of Offenders 

Access to legal material: 221, 349, 
354 

Acce~:s to media: 222, 354 
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Access to the public: 222 
Commission report focus: 53 

, Determination of: 35'1 
Diversion program and: 156 
Emphasis on: 336 
Forum session summary: 306-307 
GUarantees of: 191 
History of: 220 
Importance of: 333 
Improvement of: 360,374 
Insurance of: 221,383 
Legal aid: 331 
Limits on: 346, 376, 391 
Medical \~are: 222 
Minimum wage for: 392,400 
Need for improvement in: 374 
Objections to: 302 
Offenders as constituents: 189 
Oregon and: 387 
Pressure for: 330 
Problems of: 307,396 
Protection of: 382 
Retention of: 107 

Rockefeller, Nelson, 15,280 
RODEO Trust Fund: 256 
Rogovin, Charles: 125 
Rollo. John: 268,273 
Roosevelt, Frankin D.: 125,133 
ROR. See Release on Recognizance. 
Rosenfeld, Arnold: 85, 115 
Royal Oaks, Mich.: 255,263 
Rubin. Ted: 201 
Rushen, Ruth: 60, 254, 264 
Rusk, Dean: 159 
Russia: 133 
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Sacramento (Calif.) Probation Dept.: 
204 

Safe Streets Act. See Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968. 

Salt Lake City, Utah: ~05 
San Diego County, Calif.: 205 
Sandman, Henry J.: 60,248,263 
San Francisco, Calif.: 28 
San Quentin Seven: 120 
SAODAP. See Special Action Office 

On Drug Abuse Prevention. 
Sarri, Rosemary: 90,210 
Sayle, Charles: 65 
Scheier, Ivan H.: 255 
Sc;huchter, Arnold: 196,197 
S~vuting: 73 
8cteening 

Cost of: 47 
Current UI,e of: 373 
Defined: 44,69,77 
Guidelines for: 77 
Objel;:tives of: 98 
Philadelphia project: 126 
Practicality of: 69 
Prosecution and: 152 
Records of: 77 
Responsibility for: 385,395 
Review of: 153,380 

Standardization of procedures: 389 
Use of: 355 
W~.sconsin use of: 403 

Seale, Bobby: 67 
SEARCH. See Information Systems. 
Searcy, Taylor: 65 
Seattle, Wash.: 203 
Sentencing 

Classification of offenders and: 90 
Continuing jurisdiction over: 100, 

223-224,226,341,356 
Criticism of standards: 387 
Current practice: 227 
Disparity in: 224,308 
Drug abuse, mandatory minimum: 

275 
Forum session summary: 302,308-

309 
Hearings for: 225 
Importance of: 224 
Increase as well as decrease?: 225 
Indeterminate: 343,366 
~~1:aximum: 352,331,399,404 
Minimum: 275,327,382 
Need for rel'<)rm of: 191 
Personnel fon, 355 
Plea negotiation and: 99, 327, 373· 
Reports on: 334 
Responsibility for: 344, 346, 374, 

388,390,394,400 
Review of: 223, 338, 393 
Shortening of: 83 
Statutory criteria for: 225 
Technique of: 100 
Trial .;udge and: 70,79,90, 143,326 
Uni}~rmity of: 67, 352,384, 396 

Shllh, Saleem: 90 
Shame of the Prisons (Ben Bagdi-

kian): 178 
Sheriff: 144 
Shevin, Robert: 22 
Shryock, John: 62 
Sigler, Mllurice: 84,231,243 
Singer-Graflex Company: 60, 134, 

268,272,379 
Single Unified Review. See Appeals. 
Single Universal Emergency Numbc,j: 

(911). See Communications Sys
tems. 

Skinner, II. F.: 209 
Sociomedir.al Problems. See Decrimi-

nalization. 
Soledad Brothers: 120 
South Carolina: 66, 68, 220, :!92 
South Dakota: 201,383,393 
Southern States Prison Assc'ciation: 

129 
SPA. See State Planning Agencies. 
Special Action Office on Drug Abuse 

!lrevention: 29,60,278,281-283 
Speck, Richard: 110 
Spector, AiJen: 58, 125 
Staffer, Ste~!~: 65 
Standards and Goals. See Law En

forcement Assistance Administra
tion. 

Stewart, Rosemary: 162 

State Governments 
Control of criminal iustice system: 

35 
Cooperation with Federal and locnl 

levels: 9 
Cooperation within: 143 
Crime prevention rolet 10 
Criminal justice responsibility: 142 
Drug abuse role: 281 
Encouragement of: 21 
Implementation of standards: 4-5 
Law enforcement responsibility of: 

50 
Local and county detention facili

ties, responsibility for: 218 
Police powers of State police: 288 
Reform responsibility; 37 

State Planning Agencies (SPA) 
Defense of: 31 
Forum ses~ion summary: 311 
Leonard lind: 41 

"State of the I.ration" (Potomac As-
sociaies): 34 

St. Louis County Juvenile Court: 263 
St. LOllis Globe-Democrat: 68 
St. Louis, Mo.: 28, 133.205,216,279 
Stone, W. Clement and Jessie V. Foun~ 

dation: 60,268,271.354 
Suburb,: 120 
Summons: 391 

T 

Taber, Merlin: 163 
"Take a Freak to Lunch Bunch" (Law

rence, Kans.): 263 
TASC. See Treatment Alternatives to 

Street Crime. 
Team Policing: 17, 122, 249, 263-

266, 295, 359, 377, 399, 404 
Teledyne Economic Development Co.: 

60,268,271,272 
Telephones. See Communications Sys-

tems. 
Tendy, WilIiamM.: 60,274 
Tennessee: 393 
Terre Haute, Inn.: 270 
Texas: 393 
Thompson, James: 161, 162 
Thr·ee-S Citizens Campaign (Dela

ware): 13 
Toomey, Anthony: 65 
Traffic Offenses: 69-71, 80, 338, 343, 

381,398,40;) 
Treatment Alternatives to Street 

Crime: 29,282 
Treatment Evaluation Surv::,,;. 177 , 

238 
Trials 

Expediting of: 76,99-100 
Fairness of: 373 
Forum session sUmmary: 301,302 
Speedy trial myth: 126 
Timeframe· for: 70, .78, lOS, 294, 

301, 321, 324, 325, 328, 332, 333, 
334,340,351,353.357,369,381, 
383, 389,390, 394, 402, 404 
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Trubow, Georse; 111 
Truman, Harty S.: 13$ 

u 
Uniform Crime Code; 104 
Uiliform Crime Report: 314, 402 
United Nations World Congress on 

Crime and Treatment of Offenders: 
175 

"Ullited States Boa",{of Parole: 84,244 
United States Conf~"ence of Mayors: 

33 
Utlllb: 302, 395 

v 
Vag:rancy: 83 
VaiUarit. George B.: 279 
Van Ness, Stanley: 152 
Veld,c, Richard W.: 125, 128 
Vera Court Employment Program 

(New York City): 153, 155, 269. 
27:t 

Vera Institute: 155 
Verlllont: 373. 397 
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