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Jack C. Sternbach, Ph.D. April 18, 1974 

SECTION 1. EXECUT.IVE SilllMARY OF E'iiAIJUA'rlON REPORrr 

a. Objectives. The pl:oject targets three major consti
tuencies: criminal justice professionals .. community, and 
educational institutions. It seeks to: (1) Improve stan
dards and 0p8rations of tbe constituencies; (2) Improve 
curricula and training programs in educational institutions 7 
(3) Educate ·the public on 1:ho causes of crime and de.linquency; 
(4) Improve cooperation between and within the constituenciesj 
and (5) MobilizG citizen support to improve the justice system 
and prevont crime and injustice. 

b. Activi·ties. '1'he PLJI sponsors Retreats (ordinarily - "'-' 

held for tvlO days in an out of tovm location) i ir;/3ues 
reports i ;:'1.11d supports task forc8 work on :l.E.H:iUeS inthe field. 

a. Fin~in~A PLJI tOUC~C8 rnou~ fully uD itG criminaL 
justic~;~nstituency; less so in the communi·tYi and mini-
mally on educational institutions. It attracts and repre
sents, bo·th in participation and on its board, white, m:Lddle
class professionals. Black, poor and grass-roots persons 
find value in their participation in PLJI but are less fully 
involved and perceive it as somewhat unresponsive to tlv2ir 
special needs. 

All participants agree that the grea.test value of PLJI 
is in enhancing contacts with others; some of which are 
carried thX'ough after Retreats. There is considerably less 
impact on ideo.s and programs from the Retreats. Most part.;.
cipants would participate again in PLJI Retreats and see 
it as a useful vehicle. Howeve:c I there is cons iderably 
less continued 1'articipation in PhTI than interest would 
indicate. In good measure this is due to PLJI's not yet 
having found an effec"tive role as coo-r'dinator I intEgrator 
and s-U.mulator of ongoing issue-specific W017k for persons 
and organizations attracted to it. 

The educational content. of PLJ"I IS RetreQts receives nega
tivE' cl"iticism from participants; especially whE"~re . the issue 
of the cause of crime is concerned. PL,TI does focus on 
s aU.ont iSfHles bnt doc· not gen~rate mClximum yield i.n its 
program conten"t arounc.. ... '·li.o::;e issues. 
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There are rela·tively few produc'ls of PLJI activity other 
than Retreats7 educational materials are not yet visible; 
one significant repor t has been issued (on decJ:iminaliza·tion) i 

and one task force (on YOUtll services) attracts constituent 
members and generates an ongoing program. 

The PLJI board is largely inactive with authority cen
tered in a smallish group of primarily white, male profes
sionals. The board is neither representative nor active 
enough to provide necessary policy and program leadership. 

b. Results. There is some impact on Objective (1); 
none on Objective (2) j considerable impact on Objective 
(3) j very little on Objective (4); and unrealized poten
tial on Objective (5). 

c. Recommendations. 

1. Project costs be cut back; especially staff, con
sul tant, prograrn planning and mater ials, and out of town 
Retreats. 

2. Major resources be allocated to a diversified and 
varied program of mini-retreats and focused conferences~ 
to high quali.. i-y p01..'.cational progr~m3 iJ.t such evenLs i cine] 
to implementative action programs in support of defined 
issues in "the Law and Justice field. 

3. The project's commitmont to a vigorous outreach 
and inclusion of the community be defined; especially the 
.grass-roots communi"ty, both Black and whit e . 

4. Project objectives be restated in specific, concrete, 
and measureable terms. (ie; how many, and which colleges 
will be targets for what kind of "curricula improvement II.;;) 

5. Project activities in support of such objectives be 
concretized (ie: how does PLJI plan to go about "improving 
curricula" in colleges?) 

6. Generally, a more modestly focused, clearly defined, 
and lower-cost project year be planned. 

7. The Project be held accountable for taking greater 
responsibility in evaluation activity and accepting ongoing 
feedback . 

" , . 
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SEC'l'ION II G PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

1. Originul Goals and Problem Proi8ct was to Alleviate: 

a. Goals. The February, 1974 subgrant application of the 
PLJI is sufficiently congruent with previous statements and 
succint enough to cite in full: 

"l. To improve the standards, education, training and ope
rations of each component of the criminal justice system and 
among them. 

"2. To improve ,the standards, curricula, education and 
training of the higher educational institutions and related 
programs preparing professional ''lorkers and/or providing in
service or pre-service training for the criminal justice sys
tem and relat,ed non-governmental programs i 

"3. To improve year-round cooperation between citizens 
groups, the components of the criminal justice system and 
relevant educational institutions and programs; 

"4. To educate the general public, of all ages and back
grounds. onth€ c;::l11ses ('Inn prevention of crime and delinquency; 

115. To mobilize citizen support of measures and programs 
to improve the criminal justice system and to prevent crime, 
delinquency, social, economic and criminal injustice by work
ing for lilw and order." 

b. Problem to be Alleviated. The general problem is the 
lack of a single, unified, coherent system of criminal justice, 
citizen groups or educational institutions in the Philadelphia 
and five-county area. Specific problems include lack of account
ability, poor communica..:ion, failure to educate the public, 
lowered effectiveness, and inadequate standards. 

SECTION IIIo EVALUATION ACTIVITIES 

1. Nature, Extent and Timing of Evaluation Activities: 

Participant-observation activity at the Media Retreat (May, 
1973), the Community Retreat (September, 1973), board, task 
force and committee meetings (November and December, 1973), 
the Board Retreat (February, 1974), and a't the Youth Service 
Commission hoax:ings (TI'ebruary, 1974). (See appendix iv for 

anal.Y§J.s of ,the YOUi;J1 Service Committee Hearings.) 
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Reading and analysis of all known PLJI public documents 
as well as a variety of internal communications ,throughout 
the project year. (see appendix v for budget analysis) 

Interviews and discussions with staff, consultants, board 
members, task force members and retreat participants through
out the project year. 

In particular, continous and extensive interaction with 
project executive staff, on at least a weekly basis, through
out the project year. 

Several meetings 'Volit:h the PLJI board evaluation committee 
in November and December, 1973. 

A feed-back session focused onthe Interim Evalua'tion Report 
with several Executive Co~~ittee members in February, 1974. 

An analysis of board member participation in March, 1974, 
and April, 1974. ~see appendix iii} 

Administration of a questionnaire to Community Retreat 
participants in September, 1973; a follow-up telephone 
survey in January, 1974; a follow-up mail survey in February, 
1974; and a mail survey of board members in January, 1974. 

2. Data and Information Used in this Evaluation: 

Data dra~ from participant-observation, discussion and 
interviews provides a general Gestalt and is valid within 
the intrinsic limits of such a data-gathering approach. 

Data drawn from reading PLJI documents is taken as a 
valid indicator of PLJI productivity and public communica
tion. 

Data drawn from internal documents such as budget state
ments and time and effort sheets are taken as precise and 
accurate of the variables under study. 

Data derived from the Community Retreat Questionnaire 
of September, 1974 is taken as both valid and reliable 
within certain explicit limits. (see ApEendix i for data 
derived from this Questionnaire) . 
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Data derived from the telephone surveyof Community 
Retreat par-ticipants is presented as highly reliable and 
valid. Considerable pre-training of -the telephone inter
viewer and the high rate of return suggests this conclusion. 
At the same time the participants surveyed represent only 
one sub-group among the many cons ti tuencies of the PI,JI. 

iEee AEpendix II A for da~a) 
Data taken from the post-retreat questionnaire of Com

munity Retreat participants, with a 33% rate of return, 
is presented as suggestive only - although it may have 
applicability to a particular sub-group served by the 
PLJI. (See AEpendix II B for data) 

Data securE:d from the survey of board members is not 
included in this report. The extremely low rate of return, 
about 25%, combined with the unknown pay_'ameters of the board 
population, does not permit any gene~izations. 

h.,ScoEe and Limitations of the Evalua-tion Effort. 

'r'he scope of -the evaluation is sufficient to provide a 
fair test of the main goals and thrust of PLJI activities, 
in terms of program and budget benefits, actual activities, 
and current plans. At the same time there are two kinds of 
limits to the· evaluation. 

First, the time variable is of particular ambiguity in 
this case. It may well be that some of the goals of the 
PLJI may require a longer period of time for the most valid 
evaluation. In part this is a function of lack of specifity 
of goals. For instance; how does one measure and over what 
period of time- the goal of "improving standards and curricula 
in educational institutions"? Whereas, a specified target of 
"X" number of such institutions, wi-th specified change objec
tives, might provide a less ambiguous answer to the evaluation 
task. 

Secondly, the evaluation falls short of the kind of detailed 
inquiry into possible program and behavioral change effects of 
PLJI on individuals, organizations and institutions it seeks 
to affect. This is 1 in part I a function of -the evaluator's 
sense that there would be little benefit for such extensive 
and expensive activity. The reason being is that the data 
secured th'lls far does not permit any expectation of any measure
able impact of PLJI program in terms of such program change. 
(see appendix ii for results of the telephone and mail surveys 
for data bearing on this issue) • 
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~ab.1re and Effect of Evaluator Feedback to Project: 

The feedback picture is mixed. On the one hC),nd, on-the
spot comments at cerami ttee and task force meetirgs appear to 
have been well received. Current in-teraction with the Deputy 
Director ha~a been satisfactory and useful from the point of 
view of the evaluator. And, the PLJI seems to have taken into 
account several recommendations of the Interim Evaluation 
Report of December, 1974,. (ie: PLJI seems more cost conscious 
and conservative in its use of consultant; more diversified 
in its projected plan for one-day retreats and institutes; 
and appears to be seriously focused on upgrading the ~ ality 
of its educational program) . 

On the other hand the evaluator's contact with the Eva
luation Committee did no-t appear to serve a useful function 
and was not continued after December, 1974. In addition, 
evaluator's contacts with members of the Executive Committee 
of the PLJI boal::-d have been few and brief and do not provide 
an adequate means 'for interaction between evaluator and 
decision-makers in PLJI. 

SECTION IV. PROJEC'r RESUL'rS AND ANALYSIS 

1. Project Results in Compar~son to "Anticipated Result~as 
Outlined in the subgrant Application: 

a. Anticipated Results. The subgrant application indi
cated anticipated results in three broad areas: 

1. Closer working relationships within each component 
of the criminal justice systemr between componentsr among 
educational institutions; and both within citizens' groups 
and between them and criminal justice system components. 

2. Joint planning and operation of public education 
programs and public policy statements in law and justice. 

3. Improved educational and training standards and 
operations among groups involv;d in PL,]I ~nd improved dQ'\~elop

men-t and distribution of educatlonal materlals-
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b, Actual Results: The specific data on which the eva
luator's findings are based are found in the various Appen
dices at the back of this repor't. (The reader is referred 
to: Appen(Ux:i. for a profile of Communi'ty Retreat Parti
cipants: Appondi.;(, II A and II B for findings from two 
separate follow-up surveys of Community Retreat partici
pants 4-5 mO~lths after the Retreat· to~pendix iii for 
an analYFis of Board representativeness and activity· to 
Appendix iv for an analysis Qf those in attendance at the 
Youth Service COlmuittion hearings in February, 1974· and to 
Appendix v for a budget analysis) . 

1. PLJI s greatest impact has been in 'facilitating 
contact and interaction between persons (and by inference, 
between organizations) representing a number of Law and 
Justice constituencies, Respondents are in high agreement 
on this aspect as the most worthwhile outcome of their 
participation in PLJI activities. 

2. While the+:,e is some follow-through in terms of 
continuing contact be'tween such persons the extent of 
aGtual working relationships is not clear. 

3. PLJI has produced a fe,..., documents of its 0"iA/11 wh; ch 
can classify as "public education" activitYi 'but no such 
educatlonal documents have emerged from activity among 
groups served by PLJI. 

4. Although some number of respondents (about 1/3) 
indicate impact of PLJI activity on actual ideas and pro
gram activities there does not appear to be more than a 
beginning impact in terms of improved standards, opera
tions and programs among constituencies. 

5. PLJI has tapped a sensitive and highly salient 
issue in the area of youth services. Its youth services 
task force and youth service commission hearings captured 
energy and interest, At the same time PLJI does not yet 
indicate its capaci,ty to devise a strategy or provide a 
means for enabling the various constituencies concerned 
with youth services to develop effective ongoing efforts. 

6. PLJI~s original goals clearly envisioned the de
velopment of a broadly representative board of directors 
which would exercise energe'tic leadership and have signi-
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ficant impo.ct in the Law and Justice field. In spite of ex
tensive self-study and continuing discussion the PLJI board 
falls short of that level of representativeness and ac~vity 
necessary for a spearhead role in PLJI programs. 

8. The level of educational content presented by PLJI 
falls short of that required to achieve its own educafional 
objectives. In surveying Communi,ty Retreat participants one 
general criticism was the inadequate treatment of the sccial
economic-political conditions affecting crime. 

9. Although many respondents indicate a willingness to 
work with PLJI a lesser number al'e actually so involved. 
Respondents perceived PLJI as a ~useful vehicle for achieving 
their goals in the Law and Justice field. However, at this 
point in time, PLJI has not yet found a way to channel or 
coordinate this potential into programmatic activity. 

2. Factors Leading to Results Ot~1er than those Anticipa'ted. 

a. Factors of Iternal Organi~ation, Mana~mentl st~jfi~~ 
Board related prublems are discussed above. In addition, 
staff turnover has not helped in continuity of program. Be
yond that it is not at all clear that the PLJI s~ructure is 
as yet fully accessible and attractive to the cJivt:n se cOHst.L
tuencies whose energies might make PLJI more effective. 

One indicator of this is that only the youth Services 
Task Porce has successfully attracted a number of non-board 
menfuers as ongoing participants in a planning-action process. 

b. Fac.t.'2.rs Relating to Policy, Planning and Method. 

1. PLJI activities suffer froIll_lack of specification in 
its tarqetsof activity and change objectives. This, in turn, 
is in part a function of lack of hard data based on more thor
ough survey of the constituencies to be served by the PLJI. 
PLJI's objectives are still couched in global and general 
terms without the kind of specification of particular groups 
and organizations necessary for focused activity. In addi
tion, the particular objectives are also focused more on 
desired end-results (!3uch as "mobilizing citizens" or 
"raising standards") than on particular issues, progra,ns 
and activities which would implemen'c the general objectives. 

It may well be that PT."JI may have to make some choices among 
the wide variety of groups and organizations it can relate to
but this choice itself is not possible without greater kncwledge 
of the constituency it is analyzing. 
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2. 'I'hcre if> a guestion of resE9ns ivencss and recognition 
of the divorsity which may be shielded by 'Lorms such as Ilconuu
unity" and "citizen ll

• Again, the dl.versity of programs out
lined in the 1974-75 Subgrant Applica:..:ion is a move in recog
nition of this factor. 

3. '],'h8 P]..;,..z~ forl,!lat of eXEensive 2-day, out of town retreats 
p1aybe }1N9uly C;;2,Hstraining as well as unnecessarily expensive. 
The planning of such retrea'ts consumes consJ.derable board, 
staff and consultant time. More modest, one-day workshops 
and institutes such as are outlined in the 1974-75 Subgrant 
Application are a step in the right direc,tion. 

4. There is a guestion of PLJI's full commitment to citi
zen involvement. Whether by choice, ph".losophic conviction, 
inadvertance or other factors the PLJI structure is still 
centralized and appears to be an organization, if not elitist, 
at least representative primarily of a white, professional, 
well-educated constituency. In addition, PLJI does not appear 
to have resolved the thorny issue of possible contradictions 
between behind the scenes influence as against public activity 
aimed at full citizen participation. 

5. The issue of advocacy remains to be settled. As the 
criminal justice system comes under wider scrutiny and becomes 
daily delegitimated in many of its vital functions there is 
a wider call for significant and subs'cantive change. The 
recent recommendations of the various '],'ask Forces of the 
NatJ..onal Advisory Commission on criminal Justice Standards 
and Goals, for instance, calls for sweeping changes once con
siderled utopian and unrealistic. It may \"ell be that PLJI 
will serve its purposes best by a more vigorous, visible 
and risk-oriented public posture around a number of ·the more 
outstanding issues in the field. On the otre r hand, if such 
a posture is deemed too risky in terms of alienating consti
tuencies the conclusion may well be that PLJI must henceforth 
moderate its objective in tune with such constraining realities. 

c. Factors External to the Project. 

1. It may well be that the internal dynamics of a diverse, 
internally conflicted an~ beset criminal justice non-system 
may imEose constrain·ts of an inelastic nature on ·the range and 
effectiveness of PLJI activities under the best planning, 
programming and staffing arrangements. 

2. In fact I a resolution of many of the into rnal issues 
menti.oned above mo.es .,t'he discussion into the poli.tical arena. 
Fo.t' instance, this C.~"i.(: 11ator feels strong-ly thai.: PLJI should 
reach out vigorouslY'd~d provide strong representation for 
grass-roo'l::s, neighbo.··' iDod groups. Another. observer may feel 
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that business and industry deserve more attention, etc. Be 
that as i,t may, the desire of PLJT to remain non-par'cisan 
und accessible to all constituencies may prove to be a rather 
inflexible limit. 

3. The rewarCL..§ystems of larger society are at issue as 
\velL Under the best of circumstances PLJI can not be ex
pected to undo contradictory curren'ts in Law and Justice. 
An example is in LEAA funding in the Commonwealth. As long 
as the Courts, P~lice, and Corrections continue to recEdve 
a IILion's Share II of the LEAA dollar there would not be 
much probability of change in these established agencies 
towards coherence, integration, community involvement and 
standard setting of the kind PLJI seeks. 

3. ImEact of the Project on: 

~ The Problem. To the extent that enhanced communication 
and increased interaction among diverse and often conflicted 
criminal justice and community components can help to bridge 
some of the gaps in the criminal justice field the PLJ'I 
pr'oject has had impact on that aspect of the "Problem". 

There does not appear, however, to be more than a begin
ning and potonti;J.l irnpc::.ct on ::;omc of the spcci:->ic probL:~ms 
as outlined in the subgrant application: such as - training 
standards, public education, citizen activity, and policy 
proposal development. 

b.,Srime Reduction. To the extent that a more coherent 
and integrated system may lead to crime reduction PLJI has 
had some impact. This is based on the assump·tion that en
hanced communication and development of working relationships 
provides a basis for such coherence. 

It may also be argued that enhanced public understanding 
of crime, law and justice factors and effective leadership 
in mobilizing citizens to work. for Cril:18 prevention and 
impr.oved Law and Justice operations will reduce crime. It 
appears that PLJI has potential to provide such education 
and leadership. However I the data indicates tha·t PLJI has 
not yet effectively implemented its potential. 

4. Could t~e Same Results be Obtained more Efficiently by 
a Diffe~ent Allocation of Resources or Project Activities? 

The answer is Yes. The yes, however, is somewhat conditioned 

.' 
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by the value orientation brought to bear on this project and 
its results. In addition, although hindsight is always clear 
:Lt should also be charitable. 

Be ·that as it may, this evalua·l.:.or suggests that the PLJI 
budget has been higher than necessary for the results achie~ed 
thus far. And other results, of equal value, might well have 
been achieved wit h different emphasis, wi thin this same budget 
or within a somewhat reduced budget. 

specifically, the result of enhanced conuuunication and in
teraction does not rest, in this evaluator's opinion, on the 
kind of heavy expenditures for consultants, brochures, audio
visual activities, and ·two-day out of tOW.1 retreats.1 Further, 
it is clear that such activities reach out to and attract 
only a particular constituency: primarily white, middle-class, 
well-educated, criminal justice professionals ... or their 
counterparts in other Blfofessions. Further, the high cost 
of staff salaries and consultants might well have been expected 
to have produced a somewhat greater array of results' in terms 
of a broader constituency, educational materials, level of 
program, and ongoing programmatic activities designed to 
achieve the PLJI goals of "mobilizing citizen support of 
measut'es and prorams to improve the criminal justice system ... 11 

~_How do the Resul·ts of this Project CompaE,e with: 

a. Other projects Using a Similar Approach? 
b. Other projects Using a different Approach? 
c. The results to be expected in the absence of; the project? 

The evaluator is not in a position to answer items ~. & b. 
He notes that there are similar project, even in the State of 
Pennsylvania, and it might indeed be useful to survey them 
and find out what kinds of methods, approaches and results 
have been experienced. 

As to item.£.:.. it is probably fair to say that in the ab
sence of the PLJI there would be a lower level of interaction, 
communication and perhaps, appreciation and understanding 
among and between some number of criminal justice professionals, 
community persons, and others concerned with Law and Justice. 

6. Wl}§!t was Loar:ned from this Project to be Pursued Further? 

In this evaluator's perception one important lesson is the 
L\credible difficulty in a volun·taristic, pl::'ivate, eoucat:i.mnally 
ort iented organization at·tempting to pull together and work 
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towards coherence in as chaotic, stressed, crisis-ridden 
a field as Law and ,Jus·tice. It may well be that the attempt 
·to provide an integrative, over-arching coordin~tive body, , 
such as the PLJI flies too close to the contradlctory real1t1es 
of the :;:.aw and Justice system. Thought might well be given 
to alternative approaches and options within the general 
context. 

Surely it becomes clear that a more focused, goal-specific, 
and perhaps limited framework fOL PLJI t~pe,of activity is, 
required for more effective results. Th1S 18 not necessar11y 
a negative statement - but is one kind of learning to be de
rbJp.d from PLJI/s brief history. 

~t!.nintendec1 Conseguences of this Project? 

The discussion jus·t above relates to this question. 

8. Results and Costs Analysis: 

Generally speaking this evaluator sees th,e PLJI as over-
co·s'..:ed in practically all its operations. Slnce the outc~me 
units vary considerably it is not possible to do a prec1se 
cost-analysis. However, several brief stat~nents in that 
vein c~n givp·snmA idea of costing. 

Taking the total expenditures for the two-year period 
from March 1, 1972 through March 30, 1974 (this is nece
ssary to adequately reflect the range of PLJI activities 
over time even though this evaluation focused primarily 
one the 1973-74 program year) one notes a total of $212,000. 

substracting from this total the costs for the Summer 
Project of 1973 (whose outcomes are not clear as yet to this 
evaluator) a revised total of expenditures equals $196,000. 

With this money the PLJI has presented three Retreats to 
the conuuuni ty and two Hetreats for its own Board. In addi
tion one Youth Services Hearing has been held. If attendance 
at these activities is computed: 

Three Re·treats at 125 persons per retreat = 375 
Two Board Retreats .at' 30 persons = 60 
One Youih Service~caring = 100 

Total 535 persons 

At ~ total cost of $196,000 this results in a cost per 
person served in Ret;·(,:·:~,t activities of about $366 per person. 
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It appears tl'"1at the major resul'l:, tha'l: of enhanced 
comrnunica tion and beginning working relat:ionships between 
constituencies could well have been a~complished at a 
lower cost. 

Adding ,to the consideration the costs involved in main
taining staff, consultants and, other activities withou,t 
products other than several minor docu::'12.nts, a decr iminali
zation report, and an active youth services task force 
serious questions about costs have to be raised. 

A brief budget analysis of PLJI two years of o~rations 
is found in Appendix v. 

SECTION V. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Find ings apd Conclusions: 

.§!... Extent to which Project Objectives were Fulfilled. 

Referring to page 3 of this report where objectives are 
listed the evalua'tor offers the follmving conclusions: 

Objective ~*l. (liTo improve standardsllof criminal jus,tice 
00mponents), •• To the o)::tont thut there has been SOllle 1lIOc:li..Ci
cation among those organizations' progra~a~nd goals as a 
result of their expeJ:ience with PLJ'I there/have been some 
beginning fulfillment of this objective. 

Objective #2 (liTo improve curricula in educational insti
tutions ll ) Given the minimal contact of PLJI with such insti
tutions this objective has not been fulfilled. 

Objective #3 (liTo iml?J~'lDve year-round cooperation .•• ") 
PI,JI I S greatest movement towards fulfilling its obj ectives 
is noted in relation to this particular objective. 

Objective #4 ("1],10 educa'te the general public . .• ") Given 
its few public educational products and the inadequacies 
found in its Reteat pr0grams the conclusion is that little 
progress has been made in relation to this objective. 

Objective :H=5 (liTo mobilize citizen support .• . ") PLJI has 
probably developed the basis for some effective work in re
la'tion to this obj ecti ve. As yet this remains more. of a poten
tial than an Clccomplis hed objective. This conclusion is offered 
wi th ,the fac'l:or of time in mind. PLJI has had I in this eva
luator 's opinion, su:Eficient time to have moved further in 
actualizing its potential than it has in relf'ltion to this 
objective. 
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b. Overall impact of the Project on the Problem. 

PLJI has made some penetration into the constituencies 
comprising the criminal justice systemi especially where 
professionals are concerned i to a some'l.vha t lesser degree 
where conununi,ty groups are concerned i and in a minimal way 
wet:' e higher educational insti tutions are concerned. PLJI 
is also in contact with a varie'l:y of others (such as media 
persons) likewise concerned with Law and Justice. 

PLJ'I has facilitated interaction and contact between 
numbers of such persons and organizations. It is seen as 
a poten'tial vehicle for a diverse numbers of persons and 
organizations in the field. It has a potential for attracting 
greater numbers through programs and ad:i..vities of salience 
to those operating in the field of Law and Justice. 

It has not yet appeared to have haq~easurea~le impact 
in terms of specified objectives as indicated in the dis
cussion just above. 

c. Factors affecting Success of the Project. 

The bringing together of persons in face-to-face commu
nic.:d.tiuHi Cl.ruu:w] issues dna COl1cel:'ns of high priority to them; 
and with the possibility of continuing work together are the 
major factors which reinforce the successes of PLJI. 

"~. Recommendations. 

a. Project Objectives. 

1. Project objectives require reformulation in the direc
tion of grea'ter s:gGcifj t~in terms that can both provide the 
basis for program activity as well as valid measures of success 
or failure. Objectives as they now stand are global in nature 
and not likely, in the perception of this evaluator, to be 
achieved within the near future. 

2. Those objectives which move beyond the reasonable out
comes of high. quality Retreats, "Mini-Retrea ts II and Ins'l:i'l:uf.es 
are not likely to be achieved unless there is specification of 
those program a,ctivities designed to implement objectives. 

ie: High quality retreats and institutes are likely to 
enhance working relationships and educate the public .. However, 
t.he likelil:ood of mobilizing ci,tizen support and improving 
operations of cr imin.l 1 jU~ltice compone.nts is highly 'unlikely 
wi thout carefully a'" i cula'ted prO({]:'Slms to implement such 
action objectives. 
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b. The Bas ic Method and APJ?E.92ch ~ 

1. The provision for a greater variety of retreat. formats 
in the 1974 subgrant application is c.pplauded. Likewise, ,the 
attempt to relate to a more diversified constituency is also 
suppoJtt.ed. 

2. PLJI should give serious ronsiderationand justification 
around the question of issue-specific progra~s and obje~tives. 
There is not too much likelihood that PLJI 'vllll accompllsh 
its objectives without the capacity to define salient issues 
as well as indicate how it will serve as a resource for per
sons and organizations coming toegher to work on such issues. 

c. The Operation of the Project: 

1. PLJI should allocate reources to a mOB adeguate data
qathering survey of its constituencies as the basis for spe
cifying goals, ta;r-gets and means for implementation. 

2. PLJI should reallocate consultant and staff resources 
now Q;ocused on planning, self-s·tudy and services to the board 
in favor of utilizing ouch resources for c.geveloping ·the hi;.LIhe..§..t 
guali~ducational program p~sible_ Education here is used 
:LXl LV/o WdYi:l: :r.efe.r:ring to the program content at retreats and 
institutes) and referring to the quality of materials and 
socuments produced by PLJI. 

d. Modifications in Project Operationoand e. Costs: 

1. PLJI should carefully examine its budget and reduce 
where possible ,those moneys allocated to brochure development, 
printed programs, audio-visual activities and other sin:lilar 
expenses not central to its avowed objectives. 

2. PLJI should consider a cut-back in the 1974 Subgrant 
Application to that level it can reasonably implement with its 
current resources of staff. This evaluator does not concur 
with the high costs for a two-person executive staff supplemented 
by ~thGr s·taff and consultan·t services. sure~y not a~ the 
salary levels, travel costs and other supportlve serVlces 
required. 

3. Where possible PLJI should cut back on its out of 
to'/m high unit cost retreats in favor of, more modestly cos ted 
one-day in-town mini-retreats and institutes. 

• 
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f. Modification in Project Goals. 

1. PLJI should review and reevalua·te its commitment to 
~ fuller outreach to the communi·tYi especially that portion 
which comprises the poor, the Black, the non-professional, 
and persons on the neighborhood level. 

9'..!... The Con·tinuation of the Project. 

1. .If. the recommendations are complied with this evalua
tor 'would support, project continuation on a more modest, lower 
cost, focused, goal-specified basis. 

h. The Evaluation of the Project. 

1. Future evaluation activities should include considerably 
greater joint planning and joint conduct of evaluation by both 
project s·taff and the evaluator. The evaluator sould be in
volved more fully in helping project staff to formulate spe
cific and measureable objectives. Project staff should be 
involved in building in a variety of on-the-spot immediate 
feed-back types of evaluation i~ruments as part of PLJI 
programs and activities. 

2. Provision for ~~goi~2 direct contact between the 
evaluator and key members of the project Executive Committee 
should be an integral feature. 

3. Implications of Project and of this Evaluation for Governo~'s 
J'ustice Commission policy in this area: 

There will be more rather than less stress in the future thrust 
of LEAA subsidized programs in the field of Law and Justice fo
cused on citizen involvement and outreach to the most directly 
affected populations. Therefore, the Commission hasa continuing 
stake in projecis such as PLJI. This stake is reinforced by an 
accumulation of both practice wisdom and empirical study which 
further reinforces community and neighborhood outreach as part 
of a developing national straUgy in the field of crime prevention. 

It may well be that in order to use its limited resources 
most effectively the Commission must look towards using some 
of its resources for subsidized study and demonstration pro
jects which cover a considerably wider range of locales, 
structures, philosophies and approaches ·than can ever be 
developed within one project such as this one. 

I~_-
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Indeed, the Commission may have to take initiative in 
seeking out projects both within the Commonwealth and else
'where I whether LEAl~ funded or not, for a massive study on 
which future pro:jects can be based. 

Further, the results of this PLJI project clearly indicate 
the intrinsic constraints in attempting an essentially vol
untaristic means of altering long rigidified and self-pro-
t ective arrangements and modes of operation in the Law and 
Jus't ice field. 

The Commission may wish to inquire fully into "whether 
its right hand knows what its left 1;.and is doing"; That is, 
if the total pattern of state-wide funding is gea~ed towards 
reinforcing the kinds of objectives imR.licit in this pl."O ject 
aDd in community involvement generallyr without such rein
forcement through a policy directed alteration in funding 
patterns there will be little motivation for established 
agencies to begin moving through a change process in the 
direction of greater openenss, coherence, interchange, 
community involvement and rationalization of procedures. 

Therefore, t ny project such as this I whether bet'ter 
organized aDd directed or not, ;::.ro lU;:cly to yicld only 
limited results. 

•• " 
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Appendix I 

The data presented below is dorived from a questionnaire 
(sec attached) given to COlllllHllli ty Hetreat participants on 
the evening of' Sept. 17, 1973 and the morning Sept 18, 1973. 
It is the first stage 0 f a pl'e- and post-retl'ca t evala tuj.on 
process. The second stage will be completed in January. 
For now, the dat~ is sufficient to present us with a profile' 
of Retreat participants. 

1. Who were the participants? 

Of over a 100 pa~ticipants useable data was secured from 
87 persons. However, some questions elicited responses from 

, as few as 74 persons. Pe)':sons of various bacl~grounds appeared 
, to be represonted with the exception of Black participants, 

whose rate of return was about 50% (compared to 75% for the 
entire population). Where they were concerned the rate of 
return was distributed randomly across educational and status' 
differences. 

Of those who responded, taken as one group, the following 
. emerges: 

, This is a profcssional, well-educated, knowlod~ablc group 
'. of people: 'TF,rL-treelllploycd in tho iiulcl';-tlnd-if8',o have 

college, prolessional or plw degrees. 

In addition)when asked (Qu. 3) about their 
degree of contact with County prisons, police dpeartments, 
social workers, drug clinics. etc, the percentages of those 

, indicating frequent contact ranged from 55% ( countypri
sons) to 89% (community organizations). Another indicator is 
that 75~o knew about the rocerll:1y created ;,layor I s Youth Commission. 

They reside primarily in Philadelphia (66%) although 
46% ha v'8\\'ork which 'taxe::.:; them across counties or in to 
othor coulHies. 

" . In terms of longevity half had been involved in their 
organizations for 1.nr88 years or less, half for longcr times. 

2. What was their previous contact with the PLJX? 

Of 82 respondents 48~ had no provious contaot with PLJI, 
and 22% were board 01' task 10rce lllOlilIJOl'S. 

3. What kind of action agendas - prioritios did they Lring? 

Responses to Questions 25, 26, 27 indicated the participants 
represented groups \\1 th n. firm and central interest in the 
area of la~ and jusLi~G. 
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For example, rospondents indicated organizational 
interest, ranging from a 10\\1 of 66% in prisons to a 
high of 95% in youth probleJ1ls. However, organizational 
ac ti vi ties j ndj,ca ted sOlllewl1a t lower responses: from 
19% in victimless crimcs to 66% f03: youth problems. 

4. What kinds of attitudes, opinions did they bring to 
representative issues, concevns in Law and Justice? 

It can fairly be said that participants, taken as a 
g:t'oup, represent the newly developing "liberal consensus" 
on these matters. ' 

When asked, Qu.4, "What do you think are the best ways 
to prevent crime and preserve justice ... ?": 29% indicated 
fundamontal social change, 21% indicated greater community 
involvement, and so forth. There were no responses indi
ca ting a hard-line law and order point oE vic\';'. 

( 

When a~ked f~r opinions on choice of jail, fine and 
usc of police in regard to 15 selected criminal acts 
the rospondonts indica~ed overwhelmin~ orientation to
wards a decrimin:iJ.iza tion pOin'!; 01 yiew around v:ktimless 
crimes. (e g: response 1.;0 Qu. 11) 

For example, only 9% would choose jail for homosexual 
acts betwcon consenting adults, and only 13% involve the 
police at all. On abortion only 25% would involve the 
police. Public drunkenness is seen as meriting police 
action, 86%, but only 28% would indicate a jail sentonce. 

At the same time whore more serious crimes arc concerned 
the respondents indicate a cholce 01 jail: where rape is 
concerned: 92%; armed robbery, 97%; and fraud, 90%. 

.sUlllmary: 

Although it may appear that there is an over concentration 
of professionals and Philadelphia residctits the participants 
do seem to represent a diverse and appropriate population 
given tho PLJI's stated objectives. 

It is clear that they como with attitudes and priorities 
iu harmony with those of PLJI. It would seem thnt PLJI 
is serving as a rallying point for those with much in common 
rathor than as a nc\v, educLnionally il;:pac1:ful. CXPOl'l.OllCO 

for those without much background or with negative attitudes. 
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Appendix iiA 

A. Results of Follow-up Survey of Community Retreat Participants, 

Method: During a one-week period in January (4 months after 
the ConU11Uni ty Retreat) a telephone survey was done focused 
in particular on ,those persons who had not returned a com
pleted questionnaire at the time of the Community Retreat. 

Resp-onse:' Of a possible 35 persons, full responses were 
secured from 21, for a response rate of 6~/o. The actual 
response is more useful than the percentage would indicate 
in ,that the telephone interviewer was instructed to concen
trate most attention on Black and community persons. Many 
of those vlho did not respond were highly placed, high-status 
persons (Judges l Commissioners, etc.) where lack of time 
rather than some signif icant ideological vnr iable would mpst 
probably explain failure to respond on both occasions. 

Population Characteristics: 

Table I 

Blacks (N=14) Whites (N=7) 

F H F 

Professionals 6 1 4 1 

Community Persons 5 2 1 1 

11 3 5 2 

12 

9 

21 

The population is primarily Blackand male, and although predo
minantly professional does include a healthy minority of CO~TI
unity persons. As suchl 'the respondents in this survey are at 
variance 'with the respondents at the Community Retreat, who wlEre 
overwhelminly white ( 59 whites and 15 Blacks completed the 
questionnaire at the Community Retreat) and professional 
( 50 professionals and 24 community persons ). 

Resul,ts of the Survey. 

Respondents were interviewed utilizing a standard set of 10 
questions. (see attachment at end of this discussion for a 
copy of the form used) . 

---~------ -
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Appendix II A 

1. Generally respondents found the Retreat valuable (15 of 
21). It was clear that contact and interac·tion with otherswas 
the most valued outcome. (6 of 15 rnentioned II contact with 
others II) ; and of 20 positive statements volunteered by res
pondents to open-ended questions, 7 could be classified as 
"bringing people together. II 

2. A good number of the respondents indicated that such 
contacts might develop into working relationships (17 of 21). 

3. Respondents also found the Retreat ugeful in "provj.ding 
information and enhancing personal growth" (5 of 15) ; 
Although only 7 of 21 respondents indicated they had changed 
their attit.udes or ideas as a result of the Retreat. 

4. 14 of 21 innicated they would attend again, 4 said 
no, and 3 indicated conditional interest. About one-half 
indicated some form of continuing knowledge about or contact 
with PLJI since the Retreat. 

. 5. On the other side there was considerable mention, both 
in response to item no. 6 IIDid you think the Retreat was too 
structured? II (14 of 21 said yes) and in open-ended responses 
.; ndl' ,..."'tl' 'hg ,-,."...; -!-.;,-,.; '"'m .-.f -I-hc. .... -!-."..u,-,tu.,..e "'e' ... ..:J a ::>'hd ""'0<:, .-. ",' "0_ _ ...... """" .......... _""".".., '-""'-_ ..... u ........ '-.t. __ .......... '-" .. , a::l I..l.U I ........... ..... __ p_n.,:)~ ... _ 
ness of the Retreat format. For example, of 23 negative 
statements volunteered by respondents; 10 said that the 
agenda didn't leave room for enough difference of opinion; 
and 5 said the agenda was not geared to participants and there 
was no·t enough room for participant input. 

Conclusions: The Retreat experience was perceived as worth
while by respondents although it received conside:::able criti
cism in terms of inflexibility and the closed nature of the 
agenda. The most valued outcome was contacts with others. 
It would appear that ·this predominantly Black and communit-y
represented qroup responds to the PLJI Retreat but indicates 
its special concerns and interests are not included in a 
satisfactory fashion. 

In addition, . it does not appear that respondents had other 
than a minimal con·tinuing contact with PLJI although they 
indicated interest in further involvement with PLJI. 
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Telephon~ Survey- January/1974 

I'd like to find out what you thought of the community retreat 
sponsored by the Pat Law & Justice Institute in September. Was 
there anything you particularly liked or disliked about it? 

Did you find it valuable in your work/professional activity or 
for you personally? 

What specific kinds of things were most helpful to you? Could you 
mention any specific workshops, panel discussions, or informal 
discussions that you found helpful? 

4. One 'of the goals of the community retreat was to help various 
people in the justice field to come together to form new contacts 
and working relatj.onships. Do you think that was accomplished in 
the whole, for you personally? 

5. Did the retreat change your attitudes (about any specific issues)? 

6. Did you think that the retreat was too structured? 

7. ~vould you participate again? Have you any suggestions about ho,\,{ 
the next one could be handled? 

8. Did you stay t6e entire time? 

9. Had ;you any contact with the Institute before the community retreat? 
Have you had any contact since the Retreat? 

10. Is there anything you1d like to add? 
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APpendix iiB 

B. RC~'l1:.1.1 ts of_ FollO\'l-up ,l\lail Questionnaire to Communit'y' 
~...9trou .. l: Participants. 

Method: In Pebrua:r:y, 1974 (5 montl1s after the Retreat) a 
quostionnuire was mailed ,to all those who had responded to 
the original questionnaire in s9ptcmber. 

~sEonse: Of 74 possible respondents, 25 useable responses 
were sccured, for a response rate of 33%. This low rate of 
return did not permit any analysis of possible change from 
attitudes and opinions indicated in September. Further, 
any generalizations derived from this data must be viewed 
with caution. 

Population Characteristics: 

Table II 

Blacks (N=: 3) Whites (N:::; 22) 

M F M F 

Professionals 1 1 13 5 

Community Persons 1 1 3 

1 2 14 8 

I"l"'" ..:.v 

5 

25 

The population is primarily white and professional with a 
healthy sprinkling of women along with a majority of men. 
As such the population is comparable with the character i's-tics 
of ,the larger population of Community Retreat Respondents 
and of the population most attracted to the PLJI. 

However, a compa.rison of responses to lIdecriminalization ll 

items on this questionnaire (see item 17 on attached ques
~iOl:naire) identical with the Community Retreat Ques'tionnaire 
~nd~ca~es that t',he attitudes of the two sets of respondents 
~o ~ndl.ca'te' some, amoUl;t of var iance. Generally speaking I 
the respondents :Ln th~s survey have somevlhat more II liberal II 
responses { ie: r~~commend jail less often and fines and use 
of police also less often -that the 74 responden'ts in Sept
ember. Another reason for caution in generalizing from these 
findings. 

," 
" 
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Appendix ii B 

Discussion: On the attached copy of the questionnaire (pages 
v, vi, vii) the responses are typed in paranthesis ( ) just 
under or above the response categories for ,the first 15 
items on the questionnaire. 

Taking the responses to the first 9 items on page 1 a dis
cernible pattern emerges. It is clear that whatever their 
criticisms most respondents would attend another Re-treat. 
It is also clear that by far the rnost rewarding and worth
while aspect to the Re'treat was "contact with others 11 • 

This is the most often menti.oned response to item l~ 
and comprises the most positive responses in the four 
ques-tions asked in item 4. 

At the same time one notes that the respondents are more 
critical of the educational quality of the Retreat. A pro
file of the different response patterns is presented below. 

Table II 
Group Responses to Questions in Item 4 calling for 

Respondents I Evalua-tion of the Re'treat 

Excellent -{- OK + Poor 
Good -I- V~f.Y.. Poor 

Chance to Meet Relevant People (23) ( 2) 

Allowed Sufficient Time to talk 
Informally with other People ( 15) ( 10) 

Quality of Spea1{ers (14) ( 11) 

Quality of Workshops ( 9) (16) 

Gave me New Ideas ( 12) ( 13) 

Of Direct Use in my Work) ( 9) (14 ) 

One notes that there is a clear movement towards lower ranking 
as respondents indicate tre ir evaluation of \I ideas ", Huse
fulness in work" alllJ Il cruality of workshopstt. 

Focusing on item 6, again respondents give very low rankings 
to -the level of II in-depth consideration of social--economic
political condi-tions affecting crime" wi,th only 5 responses 
indicating s1..'lfficient treatment versus 15 which felt it did 
not. 
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DIREC'llIONS : -)~ Please circle the number next to the answer you choose 
* DIe means don't know 
~~ Feel free to use reverse side of sheet for a written answer 

. OVER-ALL EVALUATION OF THE COMr.:JUNIT'X RETREAT ~ 
1. What did you like best about the retreat? (Multiple responses were coded) 

Of 27 responses the mos·t often mentioned item was: "Contact with others ll 
I N:::-12 

2. What did you like least about the retreat? 

Of the 25 responses there was no discerniole pattern. 

3. Now that you know what the retreat was ac-~ually like, and you could freely decide 
whether or not to attend again, would you attend the retreat? 
1. Definitely yes 2. Yes 3. Neither yes nor no 4. No 5. Definitely no 6, DK 

N= (.§.) (:LX (4) (~) (only 19 responses to b. item) 
4. Please give your personal evaluation of the following aspects of the retreat on ~.~a 

1-3 

4 

5 

6 

scale provided. Excellent Good OK Poo~ Very Poor DK 
Quality of speakers (6)1 (8)2 (9)3 (2)4 5 6 7 
Quality of workshops (2)1 (7)2 (6)3 (10)4 5 6 8 

Chance to meet relevant people (13)1 (10)2 (2)3 4 5 6 9 
Gave me new ideas (4) 1 (8) 2 (5),3 (7) 4 (1) 5 6 10 

Of direct use in my work (3)1 (6)2 (9)3 (3)4 (2)5 6 Only 23 Responsii 
Allowed sufficient time to talk (4)1 (11)2 (5)3 (5)4 5 6 12 

inf.ormally with other people 

5. Do you think the retreat was too structured? 
1. Definitely yes 2. Yes 3. Neither yes nor nor 4. No 5. Definitely no 6. DK 13 
N",. (3) (5) (6) (9) (1) Only 24 responses 

6. In your opinion, did the retreat program provide sufficient in-depth consideration of 
. social-economic-political conditions affecting crime? 
1. Definitely yes 2. Yes 3. Neither yes nor no 4. No 5. Definitely no 6. DK 
N= (1) (4) (5) (15) 

PARTICIPATION IN THE RETREAT: 
(18) (5) 

7. How long were you at the retreat? 1. Entire time 2. Missed half of a day 
3. M~~red a day 4. Missed more than a day 5. Other ________________ _ 

8. ~id you participate in the Youth Services Commission workshop? 1. ~2~) 2. ~2) 
9. How many people did you meet at the retreat and talk to for five minutes or longer 

that you had never met before? 

1. Ten(~~)more 2. Betw1~? five or nine 

• • • • 
3. Three to four 
• (4) .• 

4. One to two 

• ( 3) • 
5. None 

• 

11 

15 
16 

17 

• 
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RESULTS OF THE RETREAT: 
10. Since the retreat, have you had further contact with any of the new people you met at 

the retreat? 1. Yes 2. No (If yes, indicate briefly the nature of the contact) 18 
(16) (9) 

11. Since the retreat, have you had any further contacts with the Pennsylvania Law and 
Justice Institute? 1.Yes 2. No (If yes, indicate briefly the nature of the contact) 19 

(16) (9) 

12. Since the retreat, have you changed the Nay you think about any issues in the law and 
justice field as a result of your experiance at the retreat? 1. Yes 2. No 
(If yes, indicate briefly) 

( 9) (16) 

13. Since the retreat, has your organization developed goals or programs, or made changes 
in goals or programs which reflect your :~artic.Jj;:ation in the retreat? 1. Yes 2. No 
(If yes, briefly describe) 

(7) ( 18) 

14. Are there other activities besides recreats, that you think the Pennsylvania Law 
and Justice Institute should undertake? (describe briefly) 

15. In your oplnlon, as you consider goals a~d programs in the law and jus~lce field, do 
you think the Institute would be a responsive and useful means for achieving any of 
such goals and rrograms? ( 1) 
1. Definitely(~es 2~ Yes (3~)Neither ye3 nor no 4. No 5. Def£~itelY no 6. DK 

The following two questions are a -repetitim. )f a part of the questionnaire you filled out at 
the retreat last September. I would appreciate it greatly if you would answer them again 
as I am interested in your current thinking ·on these matters. 

20 

21 

22 

2J 

16. In your judgment, what do you think are the best ways to prevent crime and preserve 
justice in the community in the long run? (Please be brief) 24 

• • • • • • • • • • 
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17. Below are a number of different acts. For each act give your personal opinion on 
each of the following: 

a) Should the act be punished by a jail sentence? 
b) Should the act be punished b~T a fine? 
c) Should the police be the agents to handle the people doing the act? 

(even if it were not punishable by a jail sentence or a fine) 

NOTE: Assume that the person commiting the act is a first offender in every case! 
Circle one answer for a, b and c for each act. 

a. Jail? 't), Fine? c. Police? 
1.'Always 2.Sometimes 3.Never 1.Always 2.Sometimes 3.Never 1.Always 2.Sometimes 3.Never 

a. Jail b. Fine c. Police 
Gambling 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 25 
Automobile Theft 1 2~. 3 I 2 3 I 2 3 26 

Abortion I 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 27 

Armed Robbery I 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 28 

Prostitution 1 2 3 1 2 3 I 2 3 29 
Possession & use of marijuans I 2 3 1 2 3 I 2 3 30 

As with the previous questionnaire I am asking you to sign your name below. Ordinarily a 
questionnaire does not require your name, but in this case it is necessary in order to link 
your two questiollilaire together. We can only do this if we have your name. 

I am sensitive to the realistic concerns about privacy and the use to which information is 
put. In this case I am taking unusual precautions to safeguard the questionnaires. You will 
note that the questionnaire is to 'be returned directly to my office. I will personally open 
the envelopes and prepare a coded, numbered list on which no names will appear. The key
punch and data-analysis people helping me will see only the numbered list. As soon as I pre
pare the list I will remove all names from the questionnaires. 

I hope you will be able to extent your trust in this undertaking. A completely filled out 
and signed questionnaire will be greatly appreciated. Thank you. 

Jack C. Sternbach, PhD 

'CII .1l •• O .......... ; ••••• 0.,11 ••• 0 ••• ; ••••••••••••••••• 

r.our Name 

• • • • . ' . • • • • 
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Appendix ii B 

Turning to Page 2 we note an almost identical pattern as 
we view the results of the retreat (items 10-15). We 
find that 16 of 25 respondents had contact with new persons 
they met at the Retreat and with PLJI since the Retreat. 
We see that the responses almost exactly reverse themselves 
when respondents are asked if the retreat had an effect on 
their thinking (only 9 of 25 answer yes) or on their goals 
and programs (only 7 of 25 answer yes) . 

Conclusions: This sample of primarily whiteprofes..;;ionals 
found the Retreat worthwhile. The primary value is in 
contact with others in the field of Law and Justice. They 
indicate considerable less positive evaluation of the 
program itself and are overly critical of the insuffiency 
of treatment of crime causation at the Retreat. They in
dicate interest in further Retreats and see the PLJI as a 
useful vehicle for their goals and interests. And, fi
nally, they do not indicate more than a partial continuing 
impact from the Retreat interms of ideas and programs. 

Discussion oJ Both Surveys Together: While it is not 
permissable to group the data from both surveys we can 
however note the consistency of response patterns across 
two different groups of respondents. One group consists 
of primarily white prOfessionals who cooperatively filled 
out questionnaires both at the time of '~he Retreat and also 
five months later. Another group consists of primarily 
Black professionals and community persons who did not fill 
out questionnaires and were contacted by phone four months 
after the Retreat. 

Notwiths·tanding these differences we note a high degree of 
agreement among both groups -- they both valued the Retreat 
and would attend again. The main value was in contact and 
interaction with others in the field. Both groups indicated 
some degree ,of follow-up with new persons and with PLJI. 

Both groups also indicated much less impact on their ideas 
and programs from the Retreat experience. Both groups in
dicated a pattern of criticism of the Retreat. For white 
respondents it centered on ·the content and on the inadquacy 
of educational processes. For Black respondents the cri
ticism centered on their percep-tion 9f a closed agenda and 
a Retreat structure not geared to or sensitive to their 

particular concerns. 
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Appendix iii 

PLJI Board Activity an£. REP-resentativeness: 

'kNote: Data taken from summary of monthly~ime and effort 
sheets used to compute project IIsoft match ll

• There may be 
some incomplete data for March, 1974. This may result in 
some slight under-statement of board activity but would not 
significantly alter the dis~ribution of data displayed b~low. 

f!oard member attendance at the Community Retreat in Sep·tember, 
1973 and the Board Retreat in February, 1974 is not included
in that the analysis aims at uncovering the patterns of on
going board par ticipation in meetings and other similar ac·ti
vities in support of the ongoing PLJI program. 

For information, 24 of 62 board members attended the Comm-
unity Retreat 

28 of 62 board members a·ttended the Board 
Retreat 

Table I 
Activity Level of Board Members for 9 month period, July, 1973 

through Mar'ch, 1974. 

Level of Activity 

Inactive - No time recorded 
Inactive - Attended only the board retreat 

Low Ac·tivity- from 1-10 hours, or 1 hr. per month 

Moderate Activity- 11-20 hours, or 2 hrs. per mth 

High Activity- 21-71 hours, (X = 37) I 4 hrs pr mth 

Total 

N 

15 
10 

13 

9 

15 

62 

Comment: Taking the moc1erate and high activity board members 
we note a total of 24 persons who constitute, for practical 
purposes (both policy-making and programmatic) the functionigg 
board of PLJI. An analysis of patterns of participation indi
cates that the 24 most active in terms of total hours are also 
the most active in terms of sustained activity over ·time. 
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Appendix iii 

Table II 
Characteristics and Constituencies of High and Moderately Active 

Board MemJ:la~ 
Level of 
Activity 

High Active 

Moderately 
Active 

Total 

Ivn 

(N=15) 13 

3 
(N== 9) 

(N=24) 16 

Race Sex 

5 (1) t 8 
; --1-

7 (1) il9 

1 

Position 
$ Chair 
I 
\ of 

1:!' 1 ; Comm._ 

4 I 6 t 
t 

l! 2 

5 

I , 

8 

~ 

On l 
Exec., 

~ Comm.! . 
t 

l 
I 

9 

1 

10 

Constituency 
Crim. 
Just. 
Prof. 

10 

4 

14 

Comm- Educa
nity tion 

4 1 

4 1 

8 2 

(Race of one respondent not known to researcher) 
I 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Comment: An analysis of Table II reveals certain patterns. 
It is clear that the high and moderately active boc~rd members 
probably do not constitute a single entity. We note that 
9 executive committee members and the chairpersons of six 
PLJI cunlwi L Lees d_ce altlOLig the highly active group. Taking 
this group for separate analysis we note it to be predominan-tly 
a white, male, group of primarily criwinal justice professionals. 

Taking both high and moderately active board members tog:.:ther 
we note that representation of what constitutes a particular 
constituency, typifies the 24 person functioning board. Al
though among the 24 there are some greater proportion of 
Blacks, ,'lomen and cOIIUnuni-cy persons the representation does 
not appear to reflect the constituencies which the PLJI seeks 
to include in its operations. 

While it is altogether proper that those occupying significant 
positions, such as Executive Committee members and Chairpersons 
should be among the most active, it does indicate -that high 
power (as inferred from positional incumbency) flows to a 
predominantly white professional group. Likewise, PLJI 
boat'd activity is apparently most attractive to such a group. 

To the ex-tent tha-t the PLJI board may be -taken to reflect 
the interplay of various forces and components in the wider 
Law and Justice community it does not appear that the func
tioning board of 24 adequately and fairly represents that 
community. Those representing commun;i..ty groups and educational 
institutions are under-represented. And, although a case might 
be made that women constitute a smallish number of offenders 
in the criminal. justice system, surely both women and Blacks 
arc significant components in both the community at large as 
well as among the IJa\v and Jus-tice Communi ty. 
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Appendix iv 

Youth Service Commission Hearings sponsored by the 
Pennsylvani.a Law and Just:ice Institute, February 7, 1974. 

The Hearings i.nvolved a day and evening session with a 
dinner for participants, arranged and financed by the PLJI 
through its youth Service Task Force. 

A respectable number of Commissioners were in attendance 
(N ::= 9) andthe proceedings are currently being published 
and distributed by PLJI to the Cormuunity. 

An analysis of participants by the evaluator at 5:00 PM 
in -the afternoon indicated the following: 

Bltcial COnlEosition: White Black ---
Audience 15 13 

Commissioners 7 -L 

22 15 
(not including PLJI staff) 

Distribution by: Constituens:ies: This data was taken f.rom 
the registration forms and includes all those in attendance 
during the preceeding several hours of the hearings, including 
numbers of persons who had given their testimony and/or 
functioned as an audience and· then had Ie ft ... hence the 
discrepency between the total below and that indicated above. 

N Comment 
Official Public Agencies 22 (Federal and state welfare 

Private Agencies 27 

Comnmnity-Ci-tizens Groups 20 

Students and Academics 9 

TOTAL 78 

departments = 5; Various 
city agencies = 13; and 
4 State Senators) 

(Including Girls club, Fellow
ship Commission, Jewish Family 
Service l youth Advocates and 
15 other groups) 
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.Comment:_ The distribution of persons and groups in attendance 
indicates a representation which correlates well with the 
various constituencies ''''hic11 PLJI considers itself related 
to in the Law and Justice Field. 

One notes an underrepresenta'i:ion of Higher Educational 
Insti,tu tions -- which is character is'tic of PLJI I S general 
participation by such components. 

It is intereting to note that citizen participation and 
attendance by Blacks was far above that observed by this 
Evaluator C.t any other PLJI sponsored event: Media, Community, 
or Board Retreats. 

One concludes that an issue-specific one-day hearing, held 
in a central location, would appear attractive to a broader 
constituency than that previously attracted to out of town 
R~treats sponsored by PLJI. 
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Appendix v 

A Brief ReEort on PLJI Costs, March 1, 1972 -- March 30, 1974~ 

Salaries, personnel benefits, etc. 
incl. staff travel (travel= $3,800) 

Consultant fees 
1973 Summer Intern Project 
Evaluation costs 

sub-total, All Personnel 

Supplies, Equipment, Rent, postage, etc. 

Retreats, Programs, Speakers, fees, 
Room and Board, etc. 

Audio-Visual, Printing, Preparation 
of Brochures 

Sub-Total, All Program 

Total, All Costs 

Costs 

$ 99,80l1 

23,900 
16,000 

3,000 

27,000 

14,500 

* Note. The budget items do not correspond exactly to 
PLJI financial statements. The evaluator has revised 
such statements to more accurately reflect patterns of 
expenditure as he perceives them. (for instance, the 
costs of meals and rooms for out of town retrea'ts are 
listed in PLJI financial statements under "contracted 
consultants" - which seems somewhat inaccurate) . 

** Note. All figures have been rounded and may vary 
within a range of $1-2,000 from thosedisplayed on 
PLJI financial statements. 

Total 

'k"k 

$142,700 

28,000 

41,500 

$212,000 
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UJV'IVEltSl1~Y of PEN]vSYLVAJ{IA 
PHILADELPIIlA 1910.1 

The School of Social H'or/( 
3'701 LOCUST STREET 

Ms. Christine Fosset.t, Chief 
Evaluation and Monitoring Unit 
Governor's Justice Commission 
Post Office Box 1167 
Harrisburg, Fa. 17120 

Dear Ms. Fossett: 

.April 18, 1974 

Enclosed please find the Final Evaluation ;:(eport for 
the Pennsylvania La",,, and Justice Insti·tute Project, 
(DS-·37 2-7 2A). 

I am of course available for any further activity and 
discussion required in connection with this evalua·tion. 

Sincerely, 

.;1 !"J~.' .,/ I. (, I r r:I/~ 
\;3'( :C '. ~ . Yf'o. (I-J'<,,'1/1 1 

(' Jack C. Sternbach, Ph.D .. 
Associate Professor 

J/j 

?'I.-. ... 

.. 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
__________ ..... ______________ !l-:~.· ...•... 

NAJOR EVALUATIONS UNDERHAY OR CONPLETED IN YOUR SPA 

Project or Program being Evaluated: 

Grant Titl e:.: CDS-172-72A Pennsylvania Law and JustiCe Institute 
'(include grant number) 

Grantee~·:~~P=enn~s~y~l~v=an~i~a~L~aw~an~d~J~u;s~t~i~ce~In~s~ti~t~u~t~e _____________________ ____ 

.... 
Brief Description: The institute seeks to foster interdisciplinary 

(both project and evaluation effor~ 
planning in crimihal justice and law enforcerrent by leans 

of retreats. publications and task force operations consc!1ant with 

the goals of law and ,iustice _. 

Scheduled date of final Evaluation Report: April 19, 1974 

Person to contact concerning the Evaluatio~: 

Christine A. Fossett, Chief, Evaluation & M::mitoring Unit 
(name) 
Governor's. Justice Conrnission, :cepartment of Justice 

1~irij.5t, Harrisburg, PA., 17120 

717-787-1422 
(telephone) 

f If completed, is Evaluation Report on file with NCJRS? __ ..... yes x no 

Please mail completed form to: 

-... 

Keith Miles 
Office of Evaluation 
LEAA-NILECJ 
Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 






