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Abstt'act 

This evaluation reports on the planning/study phase of 
the American Bar Association's nationwide correctional reform 
program, known as Bar Association Support to Improve COl:'rec­
tional Services (BASICS). Utilizing data drawn from ques­
tionnaire responses, extensive interviews, site visit reports 
completed by the evaluators and the Program staff, and other 
sources, the authors ass~ss the achievements and deficiencies 
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of the initial phase of the project. The evaluation is policy­
oriented and focuses on the discussion of critical issues con­
fronting the Program. Data are analyzed and interpreted within 
this framework and provide the basis for policy recommendations 
designed to improve the quality and effectiveness of the Program. 

The two principal goals of the BASICS Program are correc­
tional reform and bar activation. The relationship between 
these two goals is discussed, as is the extent to which they 
were emphasized during the planning/study process. Except for 
three demonstration grants and a few planning/study grants which 
actually attempted to implement correctional reform programs, 
the activities of Program participants were completely devoted 
to the study of various correctional problems and the develop­
ment of plans to effect reform. Extensive data are presented 
concerning the effectiveness of bar associations in planning 
correctional reform projects and accomplishing bar activation. 

Research findings indicate that with the major exception 
of bar activation, the goals of the planning/study phase were 
satisfactorily accomplished. In fact, the Program's success 
in generating proposals--first for planning/study grants and 
then for action grants--in a sense constituted "ove;r>stimulation," 
relative to the number of projects which could be funded. This 
problem is discussed and policy recommendations are made to 
enable the Program to deal responsibly with this situation now, 
and to minimize similar problems in the future. 

The importance of bar activation is emphasized and the 
authors suggest specific procedures to insure that this concept 
is more centrally involved in the decision-making processes of 
the BASICS Program. Currently, most bar association efforts to 
effect correctional reform can be characterized as ad hoc, 
rather than ongoing. The concept of bar activation-,-ir-it.can 
be operationally defined and better integrated within the BASICS 
Program, appears to have substantial merit as a tool for insti­
tutionalizing a correctional reform component within the struc­
tures of bar associations. The successful accomplishment of bar 
activation could help make the legal profession, through its 
bar associations, an important force in the reform of our social 
and institutional arrangements for dealing with offenders. 
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Executive Summary and Recommendations 

The following executive sum~ary was published and 
released in November 1975. The recommendations, 
however, are published here for the first time. 
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Foreword 

More than six years ago Chief Justice Warren Burger challenged the 
American legal profession to recognize its responsibility and "take the leadership 
in a comprehensive and profound examination into our penal and correctional 
systems." 

The American Bar Association, in response to that challenge, and under the 
leadership of its then President Bernard Segal, created an interdisciplinary 
Commission on Correction Facilities and Services. Since its inception in 1970, the 
Commission has overseen approximately 15 staffed action/advocacy projects for 
which government agencies and private foundations have awarded more than $7.5 
million. 

Major accomplishments of those projects include: matching nearly 2,000 
lawyers with parolees as volunteer counselors; assisting 18 states in the framing 
and passage of legislation removing unreasonable employment restrictions on 
released offenders; doubling the number of junior college degree programs for 
correctional line officers for the period 1971-73; stimulating a 10-fold increase in 
the number of state and local bar corrections committees; conducting regional 
training conferences for correctional educators in all 50 states ... The list goes on. 

In 1974 the Edna McConnell Clark Foundation offered the Commission the 
opportunity to undertake a grand experiment-a chance to test a hypothesis upon 
wh'lch much of the Commission's early work had been based: that bar 
associations-on the state and local level-could be mobilized to shoulder 
responsibility for solving correctional problems within their own jurisdiction. 

Funds were made available for subgrants to state and local bar associations to 
plan and implement significant correctional reform projects and to develop the 
consciousness and organizational framework necessary to prepare themselves 
for ongoing reform activity. 

Seventy-seven associations were awarded planning/study grants averaging 
$2,500. The purpose of these grants was to support preliminary research and 
groundwork for well-designed action programs. The Report on P~anning Phase 
reveals that useful planning did indeed occur. Sixty-two action proposals were 
submitted, half of which were deemed fundable. In shm't BASICS accomplished 
its first-phase goal. 
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The report indicates that 53% of the planning grante~s had conceptualized 
their projects before the advent of BASICS. As Commission Chairman. I find this 
particularly gratifying. It means that BASICS not only stimula'i;ed new planning 
but was instrumental in bring to fruition ideas-some undoubtedly inspired by 
earlier Commission efforts-which might have fallen by the wayside for want of 
minimal funding. 

Probably the most eloquent testimony to the quality of planning phase 
activities is the amount of government and private funding generated by BASICS 
grants. To date. more than $700,000 has been committed to the 20 action projects 
BASICS ultimately funded. An additional $1.3 million was tentatively pledged as 
match to those remaining projects which BASICS was unable to fund because its 
own resources were limited. 

This report traces the history of the planning/study projects from the time of 
their selection through the end of the 3-month grant period. It documents 
associations' perceptions of themselves in the context of this undertaki ng-88% of 
the funded projects regarded themselves as a viable force in correctional reform­
and their reactions to the overall administration of the program. 

Of course not all of the findings have been laudatory. However, we regard 
constructive criticisms, as equally, if not more valuable, than praise. Honest 
appraisals constitute guidelines for improving the administration, not only of the 
BASICS Program, but of any other ABA-State/Local Bar subgrant program. 

The reader should keep in mind that all the first-year data are not in yet. There 
are 20 bar association action projects currently in operation-struggling with new 
problems, learning new lessons, and enjoying hoped for successes. Only when 
their stories are tallied will we be able to analyze the full results of BASICS' first 
year. 

Like all good research the following report describes its processes so other 
stUdents of the phenomenon can replicate its design and draw further conclusions 
concerning the validity of the hypothesis. Right now at least two other ABA units 
are conducting similar subgrant programs. If their history is at least as well 
documented and critically assessed as BASICS' first phase, we shall, within the 
next two years, be able to make major conclusions and projections regarding this 
developing relationship between the American Bar Association and its 
constituent associations. We will also have a considerable body ot knowledge 
concerning the inclination and ability of state and local bars to assume a more 
established and comprehensively planned role' as public service organizations. 
This-not to mention the actual correctional system improvements which have 
and will be accomplished-is no small contribution. 

January 1976 

Robert B. McKay 
Chairman 
Commission on Correctional Facilities 

and Services 
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This is a revision of one section of the first-year final report on the Americar. 
Bar Association's BASICS Program. The report contains documentation for 
conclusions presented here and additional information on the Program's first 
phase. 

This research project was supported by a grant from'the American Bar 
Association and the Edna McConnell Clark Foundation. Although these organi­
zations furnished financial support for the project, the co-directors are entirely 
responsible for the study. 
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Introduction 

This evaluation reports on the initial stages of a nationwide correctional 
reform program implemented by the American Bar Association's Commission on 
Correctional Facilities and Services. This program, known as Bar Association 
Support to Improve Correctional Services (BASICS), officially began on May 15, 
1974. BASICS was initiated by a one million dollar grant from the Edna 
McConnell Clark Foundation of New York City. 

The Clark Foundation, with current assets approximating $160 million, is 
supported primarily from the proceeds of Avon Products common stock. The 
Foundation has historically directed its support toward alleviating various social 
problems. Currently, Clark is funding programs in areas involving aid to: (1) the 
elderly; (2) hard-to-place, adoptable children; (3) lesser developed nations; and 
(4) victims of poverty in the United States. Within the latter area the focus has 
been on projects concerning rural poverty and the justice system. The BASICS 
Program embodies the Clark Foundation's major thrust in the domestic poverty 
category. 

The BASICS Program was created to test the idea that official organizations 
of the legal profession could be viable groups for implementing changes in the 
correctional systems of the United States. The Clark Foundation, in assessing 
the justice system's impact on poor people, concluded that correctional systems 
-and particularly incarceration-were badly in need of reform. Having identified 
corrections as a target area, the Foundation needed to select an intervention 
strategy. I n the words of the Foundatio.n's Vice President: 

We looked for specific opportunities within each of the problem areas. It didn't 
take too much of a look to decide that the legal profession could be utilized. It 
had great opportunity and resources, but it was not carrying out its potential. 
There had also been some work in corrections by the Corrections Commission. 
That work, the interest, the talent, Chesterfield Smith [then President of the 
ABAJ-all combined to convince us that we should work through the ABA.' 

The major goals of the BASICS Program. were: (1) "to test cmd develop bar 
associations as agents for continuous reform" and (2) "to effect measurable 
improvements in state and local correctional systems by means of adequately 
funded bar programs."2 In other words, BASICS hoped to achieve correctional 
reform by means of bar association activation. 
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A two-phase program was designed for the purpose of achieving these aims. 
The first step was a planning/study phase, in which 77 bar associations received 
from two to four thousand dollars to identify and assess local correctional 
problems and to develop responsive projects. The second, known as the action 
phase, was to provide about $50,000 to each of eight to ten bar associations to 
implement programs designed during the initial planning/study phase. 3 

On the basis of discussions with staff members of the ABA's Commission on 
Correctional Facilities and Services, the Clark Foundation officers and BASICS' 
staff members anticipated that there would be relatively few applicants for 
grants. Because of this concern, BASICS staff undertook a series of mass 
solicitation efforts. Every bar association on the ABA's computerized mailing list 
was contacted. In addition, the BASICS staff solicited the aid of the National 
Legal Aid and Defender Association (NLADA) for the purpose of encouraging its 
local affiliates to contact bar associations. At least half of the 106 bar associa­
tions applying for planning/study grants did so through the NLADA initiative. 4 

After thorough review of the applications by BASICS staff and Management 
Board, a total of 77 bar associations were awarded 80 planning/study grants. 
Grantees included 31 state bars, 43 city and county associations and the bar 
associations of Puerto Rico, American Samoa, and the District of Columbia. A 
special grant of $10,000 was given to the National Bar Association, a nationwide 
organization of black attorneys. The Vermont State Bar received an emergency 
grant of $1,275. 



BASICS grants were awarded in eight target categories. These categories' 
were established to broaden the scope of the program and to coincide with areas 
of ABA Corrections Commission staff expertise. 

1. Comprehensive Correctional Code Reform or Correctional System Re­
structuring 

2. Offender Legal Services 

3. Improved Grievance Procedures 

4. Improved Jail Facilities and Services 

5. Pretrial Diversion Programs 

6. Alternatives to Confinement 

7. Offender Civil Disabilities and Employment Restrictions 

8. Other Programs5 

Table 1 presents an analysis of the distribution of BASICS projects by program 
category, utilizing expenditure of funds as the central indicator of project 
emphasis. 

Table 1: BASICS Projects by Program Category* 

CATEGORY NUMBER OF PROJECTS 

Comprehensive Correctonal Code 7 (10%) 
Reform or Correctional System Re-
structuring 

Offender Legal Services 10 (15%) 

Improved Grievance Procedures 5 ( 8%) 

Improved Jail Facilities and Services 12 (18%) 

Pretrial Diversion 9 (13%) 

Alternatives to Confinement 7 (10%) 

Offender Civil Disabilities 
and Employment Restrictions 7 (10%) 

Mixed 10 (15%) 

*Listing in a substantive category indicates that a bar association spent 
between 66% and 100% of its funds in that category. "Mixed" consists of 
projects in which less than 66% of their funds were spent in anyone category. 
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In addition to these 77 bar associations, three associations with extensive 
histories of correctional reform activities (the Bar Association of San Francisco j 

the Maryland State Bar and the Washington State Bar Association) were selected 
to establish demonstration projects, and were awarded action grants immedi­
ately, rather than having to undertake the plannfng and study required of the 
other grantees. BASICS staff and Clark Foundation officials believed that these 
demonstration projects would provide early indications of the ability of bar 
associations to effect correctional reform. 



Evaluative Approach 

The procedures used by the evaluation team were designed to answer a 
series of questions about the planning/study grant phase of the BASICS project. 
The research questions probed issues of importance to the Clark Foundation, 
the American Bar Association, the BASICS Management Board and the BASICS 
staff for determining what occurred during this initial phase of the program and 
for making policy decisions about future work. The evaluation plan was estab­
lished after a series of discussions with representatives of the Clark Foundation, 
the Washington BASICS staff, the Commission on Correctional Facilities and 
Services, the ABA, and the American Bar Foundation, as well as several outside 
criminal justice evaluation consultants. 

The research plan was designed to answer the following specific questions: 

I. For the group of funded bar associations: 

1. What characterized bar associations which received BASICS grants? 

2. Prior to BASICS, had these bar associations been involved in correc­
tional reform? 

3. For what purposes have the bars used their BASICS funds? 

4. What problems did the bars encounter during the planning phase? 

5. How successful have projects been in meeting their objectives? 

6. What outside groups have the projects contacted? 

7. How successful have projects been in establishing measurable goals? 

8. How effective have the projects been in activating members of the bar? 

9. How satisfied were the project staffs with the administration of 
BASICS? 

23 
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II. For bar associations in general: 

1. How do bars view BASICS' two-phase approach to grant giving? 

2. Do bar association representatives perceive their associations as 
viable agents for effecting correctional reform? 

3. From the perspective of bar representatives, how viable are other 
correctional reform groups? 

4. What priority do bar associations assign to correctional reform? 

5. How active are bar associations in the correctional field? 

6. Can bars be activated to work for correctional reform? 

The major portion of the evaluation is based on data derived from question­
naires which were mailed to all funded bar associations. Two other question­
naires were employed-one which was sent to all the applicant/non-funded bars 
and another which went to a sample of non'·applicant bar associations across the 
country. All of the questionnaires posed general questions about the BASICS 
program and about corrections. The questionnaire sent to funded bar associa­
tions asked specific questions about the planning/study phase of BASICS. The 
return rate for questionnaires from funded bars was 87%, while 66% of the 
applicant, non/funded bars responded. Data from non-applicant bar associa­
tions were not used because fewer than 50% of the associations responded to 
our inquiry. 

Two types of site visits were used in the evaluation. BASICS staff members 
personally visited nearly all of the projects during the course of the planning/ 
study phase. On the basis of information gathered primarily through these on­
site contacts, the BASICS staff completed site visit reports which consisted of 
information requested by the evaluators. In addition, 20 randomly-selected 
projects were visited by the ,University of California evaluation team. Data 
gathered during these visits were used to familiarize the evaluators with project 
operations and to check the validity of information obtained via the mailed 
questionnaires and the staff site reports. The evaluation team also attended 
virtually all Management Board meetings and maintained regular contact with 
the BASICS staff. The research plan involved interviews with members of the 
staff and the Clark Foundation to obtain additional information about the 
creation and operation of the BASICS Program. 

A separate evaluation plan was established for the three demonstration 
projects. Each was monitored by a local researcher who investigated general 
questions recommended by the University of California team.S 



Findings 

Funded Bar Associations 

Bar associations receiving grants ranged in size from 15 to 49,000 members. 
The grantees generally were well-established groups. More than h;'!lf were 
founded prior to 1900; only two were less than ten years old. A majority of the 
associations (57%) reported having 22 or more standing committees. Addi­
tionally, 88% of the responding grantees employed full-time staff. In 72% of the 
associations, the elected bar officers were the association members most 
involved in policy decision-making. 

~ To judge the success of BASICS in stimulating bar associations to work 
toward criminal justice reform, we needed "first to determine the level of bar 
association involvement in this subject area prior to BASICS. Several question­
naire items were directed to this matter. Grantees were asked to rate the degree 
to which their bar association had been involved in criminal justice reform 
projects prior to BASICS. The average rating indicated a moderate degree of 
previous involvement. They also were asked several questions about the im­
portance of correctional reform in their organization. The results indicate that 
correctional reform, on the average, was rated near the middle of grantee 
associations' list of priorities. 

When asked specifically if they felt that their bar association was a viable 
force for accomplishing correctional reform, 88% of the bar representatives 
responded affirmatively. Most of the explanations give for these answers noted 
that bar associations' expertise and resources would make them a significc1flt 
force in the correctional area. The respondents were asked to rate a number of 
relevant groups in regard to their viability as correctional reform agents. Overall, 
the ratings indicate that no group is seen as extremely likely to be effective (see 
Table 2). State bar as'sociations tended to be rated higher than the other groups; 
inmate organizations were rated lowest. 

Although 53% of the projects were conceived before BASICS came into 
being, the national Program appears to have been helpful in making the projects 
operational. When asked about the likelihood of their seeking alternative funding 
had they not received a planning/study grant, the majority of. associations 
indicated that this was very unlikely. 
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Table 2: Perceived Viability of Variol'Js Groups· as Correctional Re­
form Agents (averages based on seven-point scales, where 
1 = "!ow viability" and 7 = "high viability"). 

GROUP 

State Bar Associations 
Judicial Personnel 
Local Bar Associations 
Politicians 
Concerned Citizen Groups 
Leaders of Community Organizations 
National Bar Associations 
Law Enforcement Personnel 
Inmate Organizations 

AVERAGE RATING RANK 

5.0 
4.9 
4.8 
4.8 
4.6 
4.6 
4.6 
3.9 
2.5 

1 
2 
3 
3 
5 
5 
5 
8 
9 

·Each of seven associations listed one other group (e.g., district attorneys, 
public defendersj mental health personnel, churches, legal aid personnel, 
and interested individual lay persons). 

Data regarding the use of BASICS funds showed that nearly half (49%) of the 
responding associations spent two-thirds or more of their funds on salaries for 
new staff persons; 5% of the associations spent two-thirds or more of their funds 
to supplement staff salaries. The large majority of funded associations felt that 
the amount of tt:eir planning/study grant was adequate for their needs. Although 
funds were satisfactory for the planning/study period, time was not; 54% of the 
grantees believed that the 90- tJay planning period was insufficient. 

According to the questionnaire responses, 58% of the associations made 
"some" changes in their goals during the planning/study phase and 9% made 
"many" changes. Members of the BASICS staff, on the basis of their contact with 
the projects, reported that 21 associations expanded their original goais, 12 
lowered those goals and five changed goals. 

Because one of BASICS' aims is to effect measurable improvements in 
corrections, the bar associations were asked to rate the ease with which the 
goals of their project lent themselves to measurement. In general, project 
representatives tended to believe that their goals were measurable, although 
they had difficulty creating the measures. 

Although some BASICS projects involved persons from outside groups in 
their planning process, the extent of this involvement was limited. Grantees 
indicated that correctional personnel were the outsiders most involved and that 
politicians and inmates were least involved (see Table 3). 



Table 3: Average Involvement by BASICS Projects with Outside 
Groups· (ratings were made on seven-point scales, where 
1 = "no involvement" and 7 = "extensive involvement") 

GROUP 

Corrections Personnel 
Leaders of Community Organizations 
Concerned Citizens' Groups 
Judicial Personnel 
Law Enforcement Personn~1 
Politicians 
Inmates 

AVERAGE RATING 

5.3 
4.6 
4.4 
4.1 
4.1 
3.7 
3.6 

* A few associations indicated the high involvement of several other groups 
(e.g., university personnel, public defenders, government agencies, ex­
inm;ltf) groups, medical personnel). 

Data regarding the involvement of minority groups in the planning process 
indicate that 23% of the associations had extensive involvement of these groups 
while 28% had little or no involvement. The minority group specified most often 
was blacks. 

Bar activation constituted another important BASICS goa/. Most grantees 
had, as a part of their organization, a group specializing in criminal justice 
concerns; two-thirds of the associations stated that this group was "extremely 
involved" in the planning/study phase. I n regard to the number of individual bar 
members. slightly more than half of the associations indicated that 14 or fewer 
members were involved during the planning/study phase. Evaluation team 
ratings of the number of actively involved bar members were lower (average· = nine 
members). 

We asked grantees to judge the two~phase approach that BASICS adopted 
for the grant-a small planning/study grant period followed by a large action 
grant phase. The general reactions were quite positive, with 45% of the associa­
tions being very positive about the process. 

To provide added assistance to project personnel; BASICS staff held two 
regional workshops in early 1975 and traveled to project sites. The suggestion 
listed most often for improving the workshops was to increase the amount of 
technical assistance provided at the sessions. Eighty-eight percent (88%) of the 
projects reported that they were visited by BASICS' Washington staff. The staff 
provided some technical assistance during these site visits, grantees reported, 
but the most valuable aElpect of their visits was the clarification of program 
guidelines. Fifty-three percent (53%) of the associations rated the visit as 
"useful"; only 9% of the associations rated it as "not at all usefu/." 
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Forty-three associations made suggestions about ways of improving the 
technical procedures for administering and coordinating BASICS grants in the 
future. Three types of suggestions were listed more frequently than others: 
(1) .better coordination between BASICS staff and the projects, (2) more time 
and/or money, and (3) more timely report guidelines. 

Non-Funded Bar Associations 

Twenty-nine of the 106 bar associations applying for BASICS planning/ 
study grants did not receive them. We believed that these applicant/non-funded 
bar associations would constitute an interesting and valuable group for compari­
son purposes. Specifically, we wanted to gather information about the charac­
teristics of these bars, the nature and extent of their previous activities in criminal 
justice reform, and their opinions about correctional reform in general and the 
BASICS Program in particular. We hoped that these data, in addition to providing 
another source of opinions, would permit us to make some comparisons of 
funded and non-funded applicant bars. We shall present these comparisons 
below. 

Like the funded associations, the non-funded associations represented by 
respondents tended to be fairly large and well established. Fifty percent of the 
associations reported 1,839 or more members and the average age of associa­
tions was 74 years. Organizatiunally, 50% of these bars have three or more full­
time staff persons and 30 or more standing committees to handle the workload. 
About three-fourths (72%) of the respondents indicated that the major responsi­
bility for policy decision-making is vested in elected officers. 

The past involvement of these associations in criminal justice reform was 
similar to that of the funded associations-one-third indicated extensive activity 
in this area; the remainc;1er reported having had no involvement or limited 
involvement in criminal justice reform. Also, while there was some recognition of 
correctional reform as a worthwhile goal, its perceived salience to these bar 
associations was not very intense. 

Because the BASICS Program places great confidence in bar associations 
as correctional reform agents, we wanted to assess the efficacy of our re­
spondents as they perceived it in this area. Their responses were mixed; ten 
(50%) regarded their own bars as a viable force for correct;onal reform and seven 
(41%) did not. In regard to the viability of other ~roups active in correctional 
reform, the respondents felt that concerned citizens' groups had the highest 
correctional reform potential and inmate groups the lowest. 

In order to determine the extent to which BASICS stimulated new involve­
ment in crimina! justice reform the respondents were asked whether their 
proposed project had been conceptualized prior to BASICS. Fifty-six percent 
(56%) reported that their projects were conceptualized after they had learned 
about BASICS. We asked the respondents if they had pursued their proposed 
project without BASICS funds. Only two indicated that they had done so. Ten 
respondents stated that their plans had been dropped, and six were undecided. 



None of our respondents had obtained other funds' or firm commitments for 
funds to help finance their proposed correctional reform project. 

Seventy-seven percent (77%) of these respondents agreed quite strongly 
with BASICS' two-phase approach to grant awards (i.e., small planning/study 
grants, followed by larger action grants). We asked those associations to list the 
criteria they thought had been used in awarding planning/study grants; nearly 
half of the respondents claimed to have no idea. 

The respondents were asked whether they believed that their bar associa­
tion's proposal had been given a fair assessment by BASICS. Five representa­
tives were satisfied with the assessment; nine respondents did not believe they 
had been treated fairly; and five did not respond to the question. An analysis of 
the comments of the nine dissatisfied representatives indicated that the most 
frequently mentioned complaint was the lack of communication between BASICS 
and the applicants. 

The funded and non-funded applicant bar associations were quite similar in 
most of the attributes and variables for which data were obtained. However, 
when compared with the non-funded bars, associations receiving planning/ 
study grants were: 

(a) better staffed; 
(b) somewhat more likely to have a committee or other bar group special­

izing in criminal justice concerns; and 
(c) somewhat more likely to have conceptualized their projects prior to 

BASICS. 

Funded bars also tended to make slightly higher self-ratings on their own 
viability in effecting correctional refqrm. This attitudinal difference may, how­
ever, be a result of having received a planning/study grant in corrections. 

Minority Bar Associations 

Three kinds of minority bar involvement were envisioned in BASICS' 
planning/study phase design. These were: (1) that all bar associations applying 
for planning/study grants would solicit the input and cooperation of minority 
bars in their area during the proposal preparation stage; (2) that general 
membership bars and minority bars wduld develop cooperative working relation­
ships in the planning/study projects; and (3) that minority bars would apply 
directly for grant money. The first two kinds of involvement rarely occurred and 
the third took place only to a limited extent during the first year. BASICS' 
solicitation Ol' minority bar applicants was inadequate. 

Partly as a result of this deficiency, BASICS contacted the National Bar 
Association (NBA), an organization of black attorneys. BASICS awarded its 
largest single planning/study grant ($10,000) to this group. This grant repre­
sented a departure from BASICS' established guidelines, which called for 
funding only state and local bar associations. Although the NBA proposed to 
activate local black bar groups for correctional reform, it· was unable to 
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accomplish this goal, largely because of a lack of personnel and organizational 
experience. 

During the first year BASICS contacted severai other minority bar groups, 
including the Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational Fund (MALDEF), 
the Mexican-American Lawyers' Club (MALC), the National Association of 
Women Lawyers and the Puerto Rican Bar Association of New York. In late 
September, 1975, at the end of the Program's first year, BASICS awarded small 
planning/action grants to the Puerto Rican Bar Association, MALDEF and 
MALC. 



Issues and Implications 

Effectiveness of the Planning/Study Phase 

The BASICS program was established to implement correctional reform 
through bar association efforts. This undertaking has only begun in the plan­
ning/study phase; the real test of BASICS' ability to achieve its goal will occur 
during the forthcoming action phase. The goal of BASICS' first phase was to plan 
correctional reform efforts. Data on the planning/study process from the grant­
ees, from BASICS' Washington staff, and from the University of California 
evaluation team indicate that useful planning has occurred and that BASICS has 
succeeded in meeting its first goal. 

Achievements of the PlanninQ/Study Phase 

Sixty-two of the T! planning/study grantees submitted action grant pro­
posals. Although the extent of planning activities has varied among the projects, 
the large number and the quality of action grant applications indicate that 
planning did occur in the majority of projects, resulting in more action grant 
proposals than BASICS had anticipated. The Management Board rated these 
action proposals and more than half of the projects received positive ratings. 

Funding sources were contacted by grantees for pledges of matching funds 
to help finance the action phase. The amount of funds these sources pledged is 
an indirect indication of the quality of the planning effort, since funders generally 
do not give money to projects which they believe are poorly planned. To obtain 
the total amount of firmly or tentatively pledged matching funds, we reviewed the 
final reports of the planning/study phase and the action grant proposals that 
were available. Fifty-five bar associations listed a total of $2,055,602 in pledged 
matching funds.* The average amount of pledged funds for these 55 associations 

*The 20 action projects ultimately funded by BASICS have actually secured ovel' 
$600,OOQ in cash and in-kind resources from government and private sources. Seventy­
five thousand dollars worth of resources has been committed by the bar association 
grantees themselves. 
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was $37,375.1 Ten (18%) bar associations listed pledged matching funds of more 
than $100,000; 28 associations (51 %) listed less than $10,000. In terms of pledged 
matching grant money, then, the BASICS planning/study phase was very 
successful; the Clark Foundation's initial investment of $213,000 in planning/ 
study projects generated $2,055,602 in pledged funds. 

Deficiencies of the Planning/Study Phase 

Several aspects of the planning/study phase are in need of improvement. 
The first is the involvement of relevant outside groups in the planning/study 
phase. The average degree of involvement of correctional personnel, inmates, 
law enforcement personnel, leaders of community organizations, judicial per­
sonnel, concerned citizen groups and politicians was not high. Correctional 
personnel were involved to the greatest extent, politicians and inmates were the 
least involved. It is particularly unfortunate that inmates were not more involved 
in the planning/study process, since they are, ostensibly, the group for whom 
this program exists. 

The second aspect of the planning/study phase which needs improvement is 
the extent to which projects translate their goals into measurable criteria. The 
degree to which this occurred was low. In all cases during our site visits, we 
discovered that the projects' criteria could be measured, but project personnel 
were not able to translate vague criteria into specific, measurable goals. Project 
representatives generally understood the need for this and were willing to do it, 
but they were not equipped for the task. More technical assistance is needed in 
this regard. 

There is a special problem that arose because of BASICS' success in 
stimulating planning. BASICS awarded a larger number of planning/study grants 
than had been anticipated. At the time of award, the Board did not foresee that 
such a large number of action grant proposals would result and so did not 
consider the problem of generating far more interest than could be supported 
financially. According to data drawn from final reports and action grant pro­
posals, 60 bar associations either requested or reported that they intended to 
request a total of $1 ,647,010 rn BASICS action grant funds. This is more than four 
times the amount of action grant money actually awarded by the Management 
Board.B We recommend that BASICS fund all meritorious action grant proposals 
if additional funds become available. In addition, BASICS might consider a plan 
to provide special assistance to action grant applicants whose proposals, though 
inadequate, could be improved; this could occur before any new planning/study 
grants are awarded. 



--- -----------

G·rant Administration 

Solicitation of Grant Applications 

Two types of solicitation of grant applicants were used during the first phase 
of BASICS: open solicitation for planning/study grants and closed solicitation 
for the three demonstration grants. Open solicitation involves notifying as many 
potential applicants as possible; closed solicitation involves prior selection of a 
special sample of potential applications on the basis of previous merit or some 
other relevant characteristic. 
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The open soiicitation of planning/study grants was particularly succesf.~tll 15 
when BASICS decided to announce the program to other groups active in . 
criminal justice. This fact may have important implications if BASICS decides to 
undertake a second round of planning/study grants. The open solicitation 
should include notifying differing groups active in trie correctional area. These 
groups, which know the particular reform needs, can be encouraged to "activate" 
the bar associations to submit a proposal. This procedure would increase the 
chances that th" proposed reform effort is a needed one. I n addition, this should 
help to assure the involvement of outside groups in the planning process from 
the very beginning. 

Closed solicitation was used in obtaining applications for the three large 
demonstration grants, which were to provide an early indication of the ability of 
bar associations to institute correctional reform. I n retrospect, neIther the 
BASICS staff nor the Clark Foundation was entirely pleased with the decision to 
use a closed solicitation for the three demonstration projects. Although the three 
projects succeeded in making changes in corrections, they provided little data 
on whether BASICS' unique concept of correctional reform-that is, via bar 
association activation-could work effectively. Because these bar associations 
had been selected on the basis of previous success in correctional reform, they 
were, in a sense, already activated and were given no new bar activation goals. 
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Number and Content of Program Categories 

When the design of the BASICS program was being created, there was 
considerable discussion about the number and content of program categories. 
The overriding need at that time was to broaden the scope of the program in 
order to increase the number of applicants. The seven subject areas selected 
were those in which the Corrections Commission had developed technical 
expertise-a resource that was to be made available to grantees. Technical 
assistance, then, was not only a rationale for selecting the content of program 
categories but also a promise to grantees. 

To initiate technical assistance to the programs, BASICS scheduled two 
workshops-one in Washington for projects located east of the Mississippi River, 
and one in San Francisco for projects west of the Mississippi. The workshops 
were much the same, providing general information about the BASICS program 
and specific information about different program categories. In general, grantees 
found the workshop sessions on technical project details to be the most useful' 
aspect of the meetings. The suggestion most frequently listed by grantees to 
improve the workshops was to use the meeting time more efficiently, primarily 
for more detailed technical assistance. 

Technical assistance was to be provided to grantees during the planning/ 
study phase, either via consultation with experts in Washington or during staff 
site visits. During our own site visits we discovered that, in general, this did not 
occur. Staff site visits focused primarily on a discussion of bar activation. This 
resulted, perhaps, because most projects were unclear on this issue or possibly 
because the BASICS staff did not have the expertise to provide technical advice 
on corrections. Many project personnel reported that the most useful aspect of 
the BASICS staff's site visits had been the clarification of guidelines, not the 
provision of technical assistance. Since most of the projects judged the site visits 
to be "very useful" staff site visits should continue in the future. However, the 
staff should provide more technical assistance of direct relevance to the project 
during the visit. This might be achived by employing on a full-time, part-time, or 
consulting basis special personnel with experience in correctional reform. 

, 
The lack of adequate technical assistance during the first round of planning/ 

study grants makes it advisab.le to reduce the number of program categories so 
that better technical assistance can be provided. The specific categories selected 
should be those where the Commission can provide expertise and support. A 
general category might still be included to attract projects that fall outside the 
areas of the Commission's expertise but for which consultants would be 
available. 

There is another reason for narrowing the scope of the program. The small 
BASICS staff was not p'rep'ared to handle nearly twice as many projectS'as it had 
anticipated. The large number of projects in so many different areas became 
difficult to administer properly. Reducing tt!e number of categories would enable 
the staff to develop a good technical assistance packet as well as give general 
guidance to the projects. 



Criteria Utilized in Awarding Grants 

A major policy question confronting BASICS staff and the Management 
Board during the initial year was how best to decide which applicant bar 
associations .should be awarded planning/study grants. The question of which 
criteria to use in selecting applicants did not arise until the demand greatly 
exceeded the supply of grant money available for the planning/studY.phase. By 
that time, it was too late to begin developing these criteria. The initial application 
form sent to bar associations was designed to encourage people to complete it; 
the form was very brief, uncomplicated, and took little time to prepare. Un­
fortunately, it did not require sufficient information to enable the staff and the 
Board to make informed decisions about the relative merits of each proposal. 

Because of these inadequacies, the staff requested that more specific 
information be included in the action grant proposals. The Management Board 
subcommittees which reviewed the action grant proposals utilized "fundability 
scales" and assigned ratings to each proposal. However, even then the available 
information on each project was not translated into formalized guidelines or 
standardized criteria. As a result, the main purpose of the scales was defeated, 
although their use did require subcommittee members to rate the projects. Much 
more emphasis should be given to the development of written criteria which will 
be measurable and provide comparability. If such criteria are developed and 
utilized in decision-making, they will aid in implementing the BASICS Program's 
philosophy of bar activation. In the decision-making to date, bar activation has 
not been given sufficient weight. Since it is a BASICS goal, coequal to 
correctional reform, it should be prominently reflected in criteria which are 
developed. 

Amount of Award 

Applicants for BASICS planning/study grants were told that "upwards of 50 
small grants (2-4 thousand dollars)"9 would be made. Because the number of 
qualified applicants exceeded BASICS' expectations, the Management Board 
had to decide whether to award the original number of grants and turn down 
many associations or to increase the number of grants and reduce the amount of 
each award. The Board chose the latter alternative. The Board decided to 
standardize the size of the awards, with the average planning/study grant to be 
$3,000: The staff was directed to determine the amount of individual grants, 
increasing the amount above the $3,000 average where the bar's size or project 
scope warranted more resources. In fact, the average BASICS planning/study 
grant was $2,526. Seventy-five percent (75%) 01' the grantees reported that the 
amount of funds they received was adequate or more than adequate. Conse­
quently, the Board's deci~ion to award smaller planning/study grants than had 
been planned did not, in general, affect the planning process, from the point of 
view of the projects. 
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Two-Phase Approach to Grants 

The people involved in the initial discussions about the creation of the 
BASICS Program decided to use a two-stage grant process: a short, small-grant, 
planning/study period followed by a longer, large-grant, action phase. They 
believed that this procedure would encourage better preparation which would, in 
turn, lead to better action projects. Funded and non-funded bar associations 
strongly agreed with this method of administering grant money. The explanation 
listed most frequently by both funded and non-funded bar associations for their 
judgment was the importance that this procedure gives to planning. 

Based on these bar association opinions, we would encourage BASICS to 
continue the two-phase approach. However, there are several things that should 
be kept in mind. Seven associations listed as a disadvantage of this method the 
lack of time or money needed for the planning/study process to work properly. 
We found that the lack of time was the more serious restriction during the 
planning/study phase. Because of this, the length of the planning/study period 
should be increased for those associations which will require more time. Twenty­
eight fundEld bar associations made suggestions about the additional length of 
time they needed for planning; the average amount of additional time needed 
was about three months. 

If the planning/study phase is increased by two or three months, BASICS 
may face another problem. For a limited number of bar associations, five or six 
months will be too long a planning/study period. For these associations, BASICS 
should consider action applications without a funded planning/study phase. 
Several of the planning/study projects which were funded during BASICS' first 
year could have begun action immediately. Early action grant applications 
should be reviewed just as rigorously as action proposals which develop from an 
initial planning/study period using the same evaluation criteria. In a',varding both 
regular planning/study grants and early action grants, BASICS should maintain 
the same standards and requirements for bar activation. 

The experience of the first year of BASICS indicates that it takes some time 
for grantees to understand the concept of bar activation. Because of this, we 
recommend that BASICS not fund "emergency" projects (Le., short term projects 
dealing with a quickly developing and unexpected correctional crisis). In 
general, this kind of project is antithetical to BASICS' philosophy of establishing 
on-going, institutionalized structures for correctional reform.,These structures 
generally could not be created quickly enough to react to a sudden, unexpected 
correctional problem. 

Bar Associations as Change Agents in Corrections 

The Clark Foundation believes that state and local bar associations can be 
viable agents for correctional reform. To see how bar associations viewed their 
own viability in this area, we asked associations receiving grants and those not 
awarded them to judge themselves and other associations in this regard. Both 
funded and non-funded bar associations made no extremely high ratings for any 
relevant groups, though state bar associations tended to be ranked above most 



of the other organizations listed. Further, state bar associations were ranked 
somewhat higher by both groups than either a national bar association or a local 
bar association, which tended to be ranked in the middle of the set. The order of 
the rankings implies that bar associations are thought to be as viable or nearly as 
viable as any of the other relevant groups, thereby providing support for the 
Clark Foundation's belief in bar associations as potential forces for change in 
corrections. It would be of some interest to see how these other groups (e.g., 
judicial personnel, inmates) see the bar associations in this regard. The relatively 
low level of the ratings indicates that bar associations do not expect to see large 
effects in the correctional area from the BASICS program. This is not to say that 
these reforms will not occur, only that bar representatives-some of whom were 
ready to execute action programs-did not have great expectations for signifi­
cant change. 
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Bar Activation 

The goal of "bar activation" has received increasing emphasis throughout 
the first year of the BASICS Program. The concept has been elevated to co-equal 
status, along with correctional reform, but, because it is an. emergent concept, it 
is not well understood as yet. 

Relationship to Correctional Reform 

One of the main purposes of the BASICS Program is " ... to test and develop 
bar associations as agents for continuous reform .... "'0 The bar activation 
concept has been viewed as a means to this end. According to BASICS' 
promotional brochure: 

... bar associations have the potential to plan and execute specific, weI/-defined 
improvement programs. The same structure which makes this possible can also 
be the foundation for continuous public service activity ... Whatever an 
association's history in corrections, BASICS expects that the bar's col/ective 
ref;'m consciousness will be ... advanced ... Once having opened its eyes to 
correction:1 problems, the organized bar cannot justifiably turn them away. The 
issues are intimately connected with the legal profession and the administration 
of justice. Long recognized as a powerful force when the professional interests 
of its members are at stake, the bar must increasingly exercise this influence in 
the public interest." 

I n general, the bar activation concept has not been adequately developed, 
and its impact on the correctional reform component of BASICS has not received 
sufficient attention. Quantitative data gathered via our questionnaires and on­
site visits afford some indications about bar activation. With respect to the active 
involvement of bar association members in BASICS projects, our data show that 
this simply has not occurred to any substantial extent. Questionnaires completed 
by representatives of funded bars indicate that their projects involved between 
three and 65 bar members, with the midpoint (median) of this distribution being 
about 14. In addition, at 20 randomly-selected project sites we asked project 
representatives to tell us how many bar members had actively participated in 
their projects. (We excluded token involvement from these figures.) We found 
that 50% of these bar associations had fewer than seven members working 
activ.ely on their project. 
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When the number of bar members involved to any extent in BASICS 
planning/study projects is compared with the total membership figures for these 
bar associations (Median::: 1,700), we find that for every 1,000 bar members, only 
eight (0.8%) were involved in their associations' BASICS projects. For those 
actively involved, this ratio drops to about 5:1,000 (0.5%). There is, of course, a 
problem in interpreting these figures. That problem relates to the lack of 
standards for successful bar activation. 

Rethinking the Bar Activation Concept 

Bar actIvation has not been defined adequately. Other problems emerge 
from thh:: lack of conceptual clarity. For example, the lack of success in involving 
bar members, minority bars, and minority and client populations in the planning/ 
s~udy phase mayor may not be of importance, depending on one's definition of 
bar activation. We have reported on these kinds of indicators because of our 
interpretations of the concept, as repr-esented in BASICS' literature '1nd in 
informal discussions and meetings during the past year. 

During the Program's first year, representatives from both BASICS and the 
Clark Foundation realized that it is impractical to conceive of bar activation as 
the involvement of a substantial number of bar association members. Other kinds 
of indicators have been suggested in order to clarify the concept of bar 
activation. The Vice President of the Foundation, in a memorandum entitled 
"Thoughts on Possible Criteria for Measuring Success of BASICS Grantees," 
suggested a number of different indicators, including: 

(a) the amount of formal organizational support for the project within the 
bar; 

(b) the amount of formal financial support within the bar; 

(c) the amount of mUlti-based financing developed; 

(d) the number of attorney volunteer hours; 

(e) the number of contacts with other citizen reform groups under lawyers' 
association leadership; 

(f) the amount of involvement in the project of minority groups and client 
groups; 

(g) the degree to which legal resources available in the local area are 
utilized; 

(h) the degree of positive attitudinal/informational changes in the local 
lawyer population; and 

(i) the amount of public visibility given to lawyers' efforts, ideally with 
measurements of public attitudinal/informational changes related to 
the project. 1:! 



an index of some or all of these criteria would provide a clearer-and more 
readily measurable-operational definition of successful bar activation. These 
criteria incorporate several different indicators of ongoing, institutionalized bar 
commitment to correctional reform. The expansion of the concept to include 
multiple criteria of successful bar activation would seem highly desirable. 

Data gathered during our work provided information about bar association 
performance in some of these areas. The great majority of funded bars satisfied 
the first criterion (official sponsorship of a project and the presence of a 
corrections committee ot' its equivalent), but for the other criteria the data 
present a less positive picture. Bar association financial support for BASICS 
projects has been minimal. Our questionnaire data show that only three funded 
bar associations listed their own ba-r as a possible funding source. The establish­
ment of a full-time, staffed reform office with local or mUlti-based financing 
would take some time to develop. At the present time, neither the reform office 
nor local/multi-based financing ~haracterizes BASICS grantees. 

With respect to the volunteer hours devoted to BASICS projects by lawyers, 
the crucial question is one of numbers. What constitutes acceptable bar 
activation? The figures here would vary, according to the size of the bar 
association. Baseline data would be essential so that progress could be moni­
tored, rather than attempting to assess absolute levels of success or failure in this 
area. 

Other citizen reform groups have been involved, to some extent, in BASICS 
projects. This involvement has primarily consisted of consultation during the 
initial planning stages. A concept which might come closer to fulfilling this need 
would be a community consortium structure, whereby BASICS project staff and 
other bar members would establish an ongoing 'group of representatives from 
various sectors of the community for the purpose of cooperating and combining 
their resources to accomplish specified correctional reform tasks. This con­
sortium, as well as other decision-making processes, could include representa­
tives of minority and client groups-sectors which have not been involved much 
in the past. 

One: other area of bar activation seems particularly important; this has been 
referred to as "ABA activation," If we were to apply the bar activation criteria 
listed above to a more complex organization such as the ABA, we would find that 
some modifications would be necessary because of the ABA's functional and 
structural differences (Le., it is a national organization consisting of affiliated bar 
associations and members and representing the American legal profession). The 
existence the Commission on Correctional Facilities and Services is an 
important step toward bar activation. The Commission has sponsored a number 
of independently funded programs. However, in other areas of bar activ~tion, 
ABA accomplishments are less apparent. To date, the bulk of the ABA's work in 
corrections has been funded by private foundations and government agencies. 
Applying the same criteria noted above, bar activation might imply an ongoing 
effort which gradually becomes more self-supporting-perhaps dues-based, in 
part-and begins to function as an integral, institutionalized (rather than ad hoc) 
component of the organization. . 
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We believe that the use of local BASICS representatives to build grass-roots 
understanding and support for correctional reform among ABA affiliates is an 
important step toward bar activation. To ameliorate the problems of communica­
tion and coordination within the ABA and its network of affiliates, BASICS 
developed a group of liaison representatives-members of the American Bar 
Association House of Delegates who serve as a communications link with state 
and iocal bars. Grass-roots organization may be a useful approach to the 
problems posed by organizational complexity. We believe that it may even be 
helpful to expand the concept of BASICS liaison to include minority bars, 
minority and client populations, state corrections departments, and other organi­
zations and groups whose input and support are important factors in the 
planni,ng and implementation of correctional reform projects. 

If correctional reform efforts are to be systematized and institutionalized 
responsibilities of the legal profession, bar activation-broadly defined as the 
dynamic process of "building in" an ongoing correctional reform component-is 
essential. Otherwise, bar association efforts to promote correctional reform are 
likely to retain their ad hoc, informal qualities. The failure of most bars to 
establish formalized structural arrangements for carrying on the work of correc­
tional reform leaves a void which encourages the use of these informal, ad hoc 
tactics. These tactics have little visibility, provide no assurance that considera­
tion will be given to diverse viewpoints and ideas, and allow ample opportunity 
for the abuse of power. Bar activation, on the other hand, could involve more 
pqrticipatory decision-making, the development of organizational (rather than 
personal) stances and tactics on issues, and much greater regularity and 
visibility of correctional reform efforts. 
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2. BASICS information brochure (revised), 1975, p. 6. 
3. Ibid., pp. 4-5. 
4. Interview with David J. Linden, BASICS Director, July 18, 1975. 
5. BASICS informational brochure, 1974, pp. 14-19. 
6. Separate reports on the three demonstration projects may be obtained from 

BASICS. 
7. n = 55, SO = 55613; Median = 9927 
8. Minutes of BASICS Management Board Meeting, June 25, 1975. 
9. BASICS informational brochure, 1974, p. 3. 25 

10. BASICS informational brochure (revised), 1975, p. 6. 
11. Ibid., pp. 11-12. 
12. Roderick N. Petrey, memorandum, Fecruary 24, 1975. 

". 
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Planning/Study Grantees 

Alabama 
Alabama State Bar Association 

Alaska 
Alaska Bar Association 

American Samoa 
American Samoa Bar Association 

Arizona 
State Bar of Arizona 

California 
State Bar of California 
Los Angeles County Bar Association 
San Diego County Bar Association 
San Joaquin County Bar Association 
Santa Clara County Bar Association 

Colorado 
Denver Bar Association 

Connecticut 
Greater Bridgeport Bar Association 
New London County Bar Association 

Delaware 
Delaware State Bar Association 

District of Columbia 
District of Columbia Bar 

Florida 
Hillsborough County Bar Association 
Orange County Bar Association 

Georgia 
State Bar of Georgia 

Hawaii 
Bar Association of Hawaii 
Hawaii County Bar Association 

Illinois 
Illinois State Bar Association 
Chicago Council of Lawyers 

Indiana 
Indianapolis Lawyers Commission 

Iowa 
Iowa State Bar Association 

Maine 
Maine Bar Association 

Maryland 
Bar Association of Baltimore City 
Montgomery County Bar Association 

Massachusetts 
Massachusetts Bar Association 
Boston Bar Association 
Hampden County Bar Association 

Michigan 
State Bar of Michigan 
Genessee County Bar Association 
Oakland County Bar Association 

Minnesota 
Minnesota State Bar Association 
Cass-Hubbard County Bar Association 

Mississippi 
South Central Mississippi Bar Association 

Missouri 
Missouri Bar 
Lawyers Association of Kansas City 
Bar Association of Metropolitan 

St. Louis 

Montana 
Montana Bar Association 

Nebraska 
Nebraska State Bar Association 

Nevada 
State Bar of Nevada 

New Hampshire 
New Hampshire Bar Association 
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New Jersey 
New Jersey State Bar Association 
Essex County Bar Association 
Hudson County Bar Association 

New Mexico 
State Bar of New Mexico 

New York 
New York State Bar Association 
Monroe County Bar Association 
Bar Association of IlJassau County 
Association of the Bar of the City 

of New York 
New York County Lawyers' Association 
Suffolk County Bar Association 
Ulster COu{lty Bar Association 

North Carolina 
North Carolina Bar Association 
Wake County Bar Association 

Ohio 
Ohio State Bar Association 
Cincinnati Bar Association 
Bar Association of Greater Cleveland 
Columbus Bar Association 
Toledo Bar Association 

Oklahoma 
Oklahoma County Bar Association 

Oregon 
Oregon State Bar Association 
Multnomah Bar Association 

Pennsylvania 
Philadelphia Bar 'Association 

Puerto Rico 
Puerto Rico Bar Association 

Rhode Island 
Rhode Island Bar Association 

South Dakota 
State Bar of South Dakota 

Tennessee 
Tennessee Bar Association 

Texas 
State Bar of Texas 
Dallas Bar Association 
Fort Worth-Tarrant County Young 

Lawyers Association 
San Antonio Bar Association 

Utah 
Salt Lake County Bar Association 

Virginia 
Virginia State Bar 

Washington 
Snohomish County Bar Association 
Spokane County Bar Association 

. 
Wisconsin 

State Bar of Wisconsin 

National Bar Association 



SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Grant Administration 

1. BASICS should encourage bar associations to involve 

relevant outside groups in the planning process, 

particularly inmates. 

2. BASICS should put stronger emphasis on the need for 

I'rojects to develop measurable criteria and should 

provide technical assistance to aid the projects in 

this task. 

3. BASICS should fund all deferred, meritorious action 

grant proposals if funds become available. 
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4. BASICS should consider a plan to provide special assis­

tance to action grant applicants whose proposals were 

inadequate but could be improved and reconsidered. 

5. BASICS should continue to use an open solicitation 

procedure for grant applications. 

6. In an open solicitation, BASICS should include as many 

groups working in the corrections area as possible, 

in addition to bar association groups. 

7. BASICS should not award grants on the basis of a closed 

solicitation. 

s. The number of program categories should be reduced in 

a future round of planning/study grants ln order that 

better technical assistance can be provided. 

9. Orientation workshops should be continued for new 

grantees, but the amount of technical assistance 

should be increased. 
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10. Staff should continue to site visit projects: 

a. they should continue to provide guidance on bar 

activation; 

b. they should increase the amount of technical assis­

tance provided. This could be accomplished by 

employing special personnel with experience In 

corrections. 

11. Mailings to projects should be reduced. Only essential 

information, directly related to the project, should be 

sent. 

12. Guidelines for the planning/study phase final report 

should be provided early in the planning/study phase, 

preferably at the beginning. 

13. The size of individual planning/study grants should be 

maintained at the current levels ($2,000-$3,000). 

14. The two-phase grant process should be continued with 

two changes: 

a. the length of the planning/study peri~d should be 

increased by 3 months; and 

b. a limited number of associations which do not need 

a planning/study phase should be awarded action 

grants at the outset. 

15. Emergency, short-term grants should not be awarded. 

Criteria Utilized in Awarding Grants 

16. Criteria utilized in assessing proposals for BASICS 

grants should be written and widely disseminated. 



These cri teriallOuld be: 

a. measurable; 

b. broad enough to allow for the individual differ­

ences of bar associations; and 
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c. emphasize both correctional reform and bar activa­

tion. 

17. BASICS applicants should be required to provide exten­

sive information on all aspects of their proposal. 

Adequate information must be available to insure a fair 

assessment of each applicant. 

18. BASICS should insist that proposed projects specify 

goals which are measurable. Proposals which do not 

meet this criterion should be returned and technical 

assistance provided, if necessary, to insure that the 

applicant submits an acceptable revision. 

19. Grant conditions and amounts should be individualized 

and based on an assessment of each applicant's merits 

and needs. BASICS should negotiate a formal agreement 

with each grantee, specifying in measurable terms the 

project's goals. Such an agreement could then become 

a useful evaluation tool. 

20. There is a need for specific policy dealing with con­

flict of interests. Any person who believes, or has 

cause to believe, that their objectivity may be com­

promised by a conflict of interests should be excluded 

from decision-making processes related to the area(s) 

of conflict. 
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21. BASICS should actively assist non-funded applicants 

in locating alternate sources of funding and imple­

menting their projects. The lIoverstimulation ll (in 

terms of numbers of applicants) of bar associations, 

although not foreseen, has helped to create a group 

of b~rs to which BASICS has a continuing obligation. 

Bar Activation 

22. BASICS should develop and disseminate a clearer 

definition of the concept IIbar activation ll , incorpora­

ting: 

a. multiple indicators which are measurable; 

b. an emphasis on ongoing, rather than ad hoc, struc­

tural arrangements; 

c. the community consortium concept, where applicable; 

and 

d. an emphasis on improvement (in comparison with base­

line data for the multiple indicators) as the over­

riding goal. 

23. BASICS should give bar activation increased weight in 

the evaluation of grant proposals. This might include: 

a. the requirement that specific information about 

previous bar activation (baseline data) and measur­

able bar activation goals be included in the proposal, 

along with copies of endorsements, promises of 

monetary support, and other supporting documents 

from the bar association and other groups; and 
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b. the requirement that a long-range plan for bar 

activation be submitted with the proposal, pre­

ferably with a written endorsement from the bar 

association. This document should present a plan 

by which the applicant bar association proposes to 

increase, incrementally, its level of commitment 

and self-sufficiency in the area of correctional 

reform. 

24. Make bar activation an integral part of all grant 

agreements, while continuing to recognize and respect 

the differences among bars. One method of doing this 

would be the negotiation of an agreement, acceptable 

to BASICS and the individual grantee bar, which speci­

fies the measurable bar activation goals of the asso­

ciation and provides built-in criteria for assessment. 

25. Provide more technical assistance and consultation to 

help bar association in developing and implementing 

satisfactory bar activation components. This might 

include bar activation workshops, on-site consulting, 

and other services. 

26. Stimulate minority bar activation by: 

a. more actively soliciting proposals from minority 

bars; 

b. insisting that BASICS projects make (and document) 

every reasonable effort to involve minority bars 

in their geographic area; and 
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c. extending the BASICS liaison concept by assigning 

representatives to work regularly with minority 

bars. 

27. Extend the BASICS liaison concept to include: 

a. minority bar associations; 

b. minority and client populations; 

c. state corrections departments; and 

d. other relevant groups. 

28. Promote ABA activation by: 

a. assigning BASICS liaisons to work within the ABA 

to improve communication and coordination of 

efforts and to integrate BASICS more fully within 

the ABA's organizational structure; and 

b. encouraging the ABA to develop a long-range plan 

to institutionalize correctional reform activities, 

including diversification of funding, increased 

self-sufficiency and organizational commitment. 



CHAPTER I 

Introduction 



54 

This evaluation reports on the initial stages of a nationwide 

correctional reform program implemented by the American Bar 

Association's Commission on Correctional Facilities and Services. 

This program, known as Bar Association Support to Improve Correc­

tional Services (BASICS), officially began on May 15, 1974. 

BASICS was initiated by a one million dollar grant from The r:dna 

McConnell Clark Foundation of New York City (see Appendix A for 

a copy of the grant award letter). 

The Clark Foundation, with current assets approximating 

$160 milliun, is supported primarily from the proceeds of Avon 

Products common stock. 2 Edna McConnell Clark, daughter of Avon's 

founder, established the predecessor of the Foundation in 1960. 

Prior to its 1973 merger, the Foundation operated jointly as the 

Delaware Corporation and the New York Corporation. The Clark 

Foundation allocates some of its monies to charitable grants for 

the operation of programs designed to ameliorate social problems. 

The programs currently supported by Clark have four major concerns. 

These involve aid to: (1) the elderly; (2) hard-to-place, 

adoptable children; (3) lesser-developed nations; and (4) victims 

of poverty in the U.S. Emphasis is on (a) rural poverty, and 

(b) the jus-tice system. At the current time ~ BASICS represents 

Clark's major component in the last category. 

In creating BASICS, the Clark Foundation extended its investment 

In the American Bar Associa~ion's (ABA) Commission on Correctional 
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Facilities and Services. The Foundation previously had funded 

the Correctional Economics Center, another Commission program. 

Representatives of the Foundation, the ABA's headquarters in 

Chicago, and the Commission, developed the central concept for 

the BASICS Program at conferences held in late 1973 and early 

1974. 

Rationale and Goals 

The past two decades have produced a steadily increasing volume 

of evaluation research activity in the field of corrections. On 

the whole, the findings of these research projects have raised 

serious questions about the effectiveness of most correctional 

3 
programs. The growing awareness that corrections has largely 

failed to "correct" has produced efforts to provide innovative 

alternatives and supplementary services for persons convicted of 

criminal acts. BASICS is aI'. example of programs predicated, to 

some extent, on these perceived needs. 

The Clark Foundation, in assessing the justice system's impact 

on poor people, concluded that correctional systems -- and particularly 

incarceration -- were badly in need of reform. Having identified 

corrections as a target area, the Foundation needed to select an in-

tervention strategy -- a way of getting the job done. In the 

words of the Foundation's Vice President: 

We looked for specific opportunities within each of the problem 
areas. It didn't take too much of a look to decide that the 
legal profession could be utilized. It had great opportunity 
and resources, but it was not carrying out its potential. 
There had also been some work in corrections by the Corrections 
Commission. That work, the interest, the talent, Chesterfield 
Smith (President of the ABA) -- all combined to convince us 
that we should work through the ABA.4 
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In working through -the ABA, the Foundation and the Commission 

decided to build on the groundwork laid by the Commission's Bar 

Activation Project and Chesterfield Smith's efforts to stimulate 

bar association involvement in public service activities.
S 

In 

assessing the work of the Bar Activation Project, the Foundation's 

representatives believ=d tha.t "some information had been gathered, 

but they really hadn't taken strong action to get them (the bar 

ass ociation s) working. ,,6 

Both Clark and the ABA, then, had some interest in utilizing 

bar associations for public service work. A statement contained in 

BASICS' original informational brochure expresses the rationale 

for the selection of bar associations as appropriate and viable 

correctional reform agents: 

There are several reasons vhy bar associations are eminently 
suited to accomplishing both the short and long-term goals. 
The bar is a self-perpetuating body. Its own leaders and 
members are frequent ly community leaders as well. Such 
influence creates access to the many local financial and 
human resources vital to a reform effort. In undertaking 
correctional programs, each association becomes part of 
a nationwide netw:>rk with established lines of communication, 
and the technical ass.istance of the ABA Corrections Commission. 
With financial support, therefore, bar associations have 
the potential to plan and execute specific, well-defined im­
provement programs. The same structure Which makes this 
possible can also be the foundation for continuous pro bono 
activity. 7 

From the Foundation's point of view, a pre-exist~ng, respected, 

nationwide network of bar associations, if they could be activated 

to accomplish such.tasks, appeared to offer excellent prospects 

for fur-thering the goals of the Foundation. The Commission~having 

assembled a staff with legal expertise in corrections, had previously 
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undertaken the Bar ,Activation Project to gather information on 

the public service activities of bar associations in the field of 

corrections,and to promote increased activity in that area. The 

Commission had a number of resources including tec~nical advice, 

consulting and publications to offer bar associations interested 

in correctional reform proj ects . This capacity was inco!'porated 

into the BASICS Program as a supportive service. 

The rationale for the progr'am was reflected in the two maj or 

goals announced for BASICS: (1) "to test and develop bar associations 

as agents for continuous reform" and (2) "to effect measurable 

improvements in state and local correctional systems by means of 

8 adequately funded bar programs." 

There has not been a consensus on the relative importance of 

each of these goals. The Clark Foundation" s Board of Directors, 

consistin~ ~f three members of the Clark family and two attorneys, 

has viewed correctional reform as the main goal of the project, 

while the Foundation's professional staff has tended to place' 

somewhat more emphasis on the bar activation component. The emphasis 

on these goals changed as the planning/study phase progressed. 

This is a. matter of considerable importance, and we will return 

to it later in Chapter IV of this report. 

Program Design 

Essentially, then, BASICS was created to activate the lega.l 

profession for the purposes of accomplishing correctional reform 

and testing bar associations as tools for the accomplishment of 

specified social reform tasks. To operationalize these concepts 



58 

in a systematic way, Commission staff designed a two-phase program 

in consultation with other ABA personnel and the Clark Foundation's 

staff (see chart, Appendix B). The two phases established 

were: 

1. A planning/study phase of approximately three months; 

each grantee bar association would receive between 

$2,000-$4,000 to "investigate a local corrections 

problem, study alternative solutions and propose 

an appropriate response ." 

2. An action phase, of approximately one year's duration, 

in which 8 -10 bar associations would be awarded "grants 

of up to $50,000 to implement their planned programs.,,9 

Some changes, to be noted below, were made ln these initial 

concepts as the Program became operational. 

From Concepts to Operations 

Once the conceptual outline of the project had been formulated, 

the next three tasks were: (1) staffing BASICS, (2) selecting 

a Management Board, and (3) soliciting grant applications from bar 

associations. The BASICS staff, consisting of a director, two 

assistant directors, and ancillary staff, was assembled between 

April and October, 1974. The person selected as BASICS' Director, 

David J. Linden, had previously been Director of the ABA National 

Volunteer Parole Aide Program. Margaret Clark, who began as 

Assistant to the Director, but was soon elevated to Assistant 

Director, also had been a member of the Volunteer Parole Aide 
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Program staff prior to joining BASICS. The other professional 

staff member, John Pitkin, had. previously been engaged in the private 

practice of law, most :l:'ecently working in the area of pre-paid 

legal services. 

The Management Board selected to oversee the BASICS Program 

reflects a number of interest groups within the ABA (the Corrections 

Commission, the Criminal Justice Section, the Young Lawyers' 

Section, Bar Executives, and Bar Officers) as well as representatives 

of other groups and organizations, including the National Bar 

Association and the National Council on Crime. and Delinquency (see 

Appendix C for a complete list of BASICS National Management Board 

members and their affiliations at the time they were appointed to 

the Board). 

BASICS staff expected from the outset that the Board would be 

an active, working group.10 The Board members expended consider­

able time and energy during the planning/study phase and had 

significant impact in policy decision-making. In addition to 

attending the Board meetings, Board members were asked to serve on 

subcommittees which reviewed grant proposals in specific program 

areas. In our role as evaluators, one or more of us attended 

every Board meeting and grant subcommittee meeting throughout 

thp planning/study phase. We were extremely impressed with the 

Board's active participation in the administration of the program. 

With few exceptions, Board members were conscientious, outspoken, 

hard-working, and did not act as "rubber stamps" for staff decisions. 

These judgments about the Board's performance are shared by the 
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11 t' , t' 12 Director of BASICS and by the Clark Founda lon s representa lve. 

Initially, both the BASICS staff and the Clark Foundation 

expected that very few bar associations would apply for BASICS 

grants. This judgment was founded on the fact that relatively 

little activity of this nature had been undertaken by bar associations 

in the past. According to experienced staffers within the 

Commission, bar associations really were not fundamentally attuned 

to public interest activity. These minimal expectations created 

much concern among the staff: 

The attitude from the very beginning, right up to 
October 15, was that we t d be lucky to get ten appli·" 
cations. So we were encouI'aged to do a "hard sell" and 
make it as easy as possible. The Corrections Commission 
Project Directors were the most pessimistic; they said 
that the last people in the world to get anything done 
would be bar associations. Right up to the end, they 
really didn't think the thing would go.13 

Because of these concerns, BASICS staff undertook a series of 

mass solicitation efforts. Beginning at the 1974 ABA Annual 

Meeting, every bar association on the ABA's mailing list was 

contacted and informed about the Program. Letters (see Appendix D) 

were sent to representatives of n over 1,000,,1 bars. One 

staff member, commenting on the scope of this soliciTation effort, 

stated: 

Two to four people from every bar association in .the 
country supposedly heard from us .... It was a huge 
effort. 15 

In spite of these extensive contacts made through the ABA's 

network, bar associations did not hasten'to respond: 



In May we did the brochure. The letters were sent 
out in (Chief Justice) Hughes' name. We made the 
presentations at Hawaii (ABA Annual Meeting). Then 16 
we waited for the applications to corne in. They didn't. 
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Because of this lack of response, the staff decided to try to 

increase the number of applications by sending letters (see 

AppendixE ) to representatives of the National Legal Aid and 

Defender Association (NLADA) to suggest that they "get on the backs 

of (their state and local) bar associations and encourage them 

17 to apply." The staff thought that members of the NLADA, because 

of their clientele, would have a direct interest in correctional 

reform and could playa "catalytic and supportive,,18 role in the 

BASICS Program. 19 This did, in fact, occur, and "at least 50%" 

of the planning/study proposals received by BASICS have been 

attrib~ted to the NLADA solicitation. 

This series of solicitations resulted ln BASICS being in-

undated by grant proposals. According to the lists presented to 

the Management Board at its December 6, 1974 meeting, 106 bar 

associations (see Appendix F) applied for planning/study 

grants. 20 . These associations had memberships ranging from 15 

to 49,000 and represented 43 states (the special award to the 

Vermont S:tate Bar later raised this to 4'4), Puerto Rico, American 

Samoa, and the District of Columbia. 

Each application was reviewed by BASICS staff, by Commission 

consultants with expertise in corrections, and by the BASICS 

Management Board (see pages 156-163 of this ,report for a discussion 

of the criteria utilized in this review process). Following these 

reviews, a total of 77 bar associations were awarded 80 planning/ 
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study grants (see Appendix G for the list of grantees and dollar 

amounts awarded each). These grants were made subject to a number 

of conditions relating to the grantees t responsibilities (see 

Appendix H for the list of planning/study grant conditions). 

Grantees included 31 state bars, 43 city and county associations, 

and the bar associations of Puerto Rico, American Samoa, and the 

District of Columbia. A special grant of $10,000 was awarded the 

Nationa.l Bar Association, an organization 'Which represents black 

attorneys. Later in the program, a special $1,275 emergency grant 

was made to the Vermont Bar Association. 

The eight program ca.tegories (see Appendix I for description 

of categories) created for BASICS imposed virtually no restrictions 

on the substantive target areas which projects might address. 

These eight categories were: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Comprehensive Correctional Code Reform or Correctional 
System Restructuring 

Offender Legal Services 

Improved Grievance Procedures 

Improved Jail Facilities and Services 

Pretrial Diversion Programs 

Alternatives to Confinement 

Offender Civil Disabilities and Employment Restrictions 

21 Oth eX' Pro grams . 

There had been a great deal of discussion among BASICS staff, 

Management Board members, and Corrections Commission staff on 

Whether to select one or many categories: 
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Some wanted one category; others argued that that would 
be too narrow and limit the number and kind of bars that 
would apply for a grant. Largely because people didn't 
want to eliminate certain interests, the number of categories 
evolved out of that discussion. Combining some and eliminating 
ot"hers, it reduced to seven (plus IOther").22 

The eight categories selected, then, reflected: (1) the per-

ceived need, at the time, of broadening the scope of the program, 

thereby increasing the number of applicants, and (2) the areas in 

which tte Commission had developed ~echnical expertise. The 

controversy concerning the number and scope of the categories, 

as well as the implications of the discussion to select these 

eight areas, will be discussed later in this report. 

In addition to the 77 bar associations which received planning/ 

study grants, three bar associations w.ith relatively extensive 

histories of correctional reform activities were selected for 

"demonstration" purposes and awarded "action" grants without the 

required planning/study phase. These associations (the Bar 

Association of San Francisco, the Maryland State Ba~ and the 

Washington State Bar Association) were chosen primarily on the 

basis of their reputations and the Commission's personal familiarity 

with their activities. Unlike the other grantees, these three 

were not required formally to compete for their awards. BASICS 

staff and the Clark Foundation hoped that the demonstration projects 

of these three associations would provide some early indications 

of the ability of bar associations to implement plans for effecting 

correctional reform -- information and experience which could prove 

valuable when the action phase of BASICS commenced. 
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The current evaluation effort has focused primarily on the 

initial planning/study phase of BASICS and to a lesser extent, 

the three preselected demonstration projects. The following 

chapter presents a discussion of the procedures utilized in 

conducting the evaluation research. 
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Notes 

1. Much of the information presented in this chapter is based 

on a synthesis of interviews and informal discussions held 

with BASICS staff members, Corrections Commission staff, 

representatives of the Management Board, and the Vice President 

of the Edna McConnell Clark Foundation. In addition to these 

sources, our regular attendance at Board meetings and our 

inclusion in other decision-making sessions throughout the 

the planning/study phase provided us with valuable information 

about the Program's history and functioning. 

2. Interview with Roderick N. Petrey, Vice President of The 

Edna McConnell Clark Foundation, July 31, 1975. 

3. See, for example, Robert M. Martinson, "What Works? - Questions 

and Answers about Prison Reform, tl Public Interest, 34: 22-54, 

1974; Walter C. Bailey, tlCorrectional Outcome: An Evaluation 

of 100 Reports, tl Jou~nal of Criminal law, Criminology and 

Police Science, 57 (June 1966): 153-160; and Stuart N. Adams, 

Evaluative Research in Corrections: A Practical Guide, 

(especially pp. 7-11). Washington: L. S. Government Printing 

Office, 1975. 

4. Petrey interview, Ope cit. 

5. Ibid. 

6. Ibid. 

7. BASICS informational brochure, 1974, p. 2. 
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B. BASICS informational brochure (revised), 1975, p. 6. 

9. Ibid., pp. 4--S. 

10. Interviews with BASICS staff members, July 16, 1975. 

11. Interview with David J. Linden, BASICS Director, July IB, 1975. 

12. Petrey interview, op. cit. 

13. BASICS staff interviews, op. cit. 

14. Ibid. 

IS. Linden interview, ~ cit~ 

16. BASICS staff interviews, op. cit. 

17. Memorandum from James F. Flug, Executiv~ Director of NLADA, 

to all NLADA affiliates, September 16, 1974, p. 3. 

lB. Linden interview, op. cit. 

19. Although BASICS'revised informational brochure op. cit, p. 7, 

places this figure at "more than 120," we believe that the 

correct number of applicant bar associations was 106. It should 

be noted that the total number of projec'ts proposed was much 

higher, since some associations applied for grants in more than 

one program category. 

20. BASICS informational brochure, 1974 op. cit~, pp. 14-19. 

21. BASICS staff interviews, op. cit. 

22. Ibid. 



CHAPTER II 

Method 
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Our evaluation plan was designed to answer a series of 

questions about the planning/study grant phase of the BASICS 

project. The research questions we formulated were designed to 

probe issues of importance to the Clark Foundation, the BASIC~' 

Management Board, and the BASICS staff for determining what 

activities occurred during this initial phase of the program and 

for making policy decisions about future work. The evaluation plan 

was established after a series of discussions with representatives 

of the Clark Foundation, the Washington BASICS staff, the 

Commission on Correctional Facilities and Services, the American 

Bar Association and American Bar Foundation, as well as several 

outside consultants who have conducted evaluation research in 

criminal justice. A major part of the plan resulting from these 

discussions involved the utilization of questionnaires mailed to 

funded and non-funded bar associations. 

The research plan also included two kinds of site visits to 

funded bar associations. BASICS staff members were to visit the 

projects during the planning/study phase and complete evaluation 

reports on these visits. In addition, the University of California 

evaluation team was to visit a representative sample of 20 projects 

to obtain additional data. 

Mailed Questionnaires 

The questionaire sent to all funded bar associations during 
the last stage of the planning phase appears in Appendix J. 
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It was designed to obtain general information about each bar 

"association (e. g., number of members, number of standing committees); 

specific information about how BASICS funds were spent; general 

opinions about the viability of correctional reform as a goal; 

and specific data and opinions about the BASICS planning phase. 

Questionnaires were sent to association executive directors or, 

if an association had no director, to the bar association president. 

They we:r.'e instructed to answer as many questions as they could, 

then give the questionnaire to an appropriate bar member for 

completion. The questionnaire was mailed to 77 bar associations l 

In early April, 1975; 67 questionnaires (87%) were returned. 

Two other questionnaires (see Appendix K) were constructed: one 

for bar associations which had applied to BASICS for planning funds 

but had not been awarded a grant; the other for a random sample 

of bar associations which had not applied for BASICS funds. To 

select the latter group, we obtained lists from the American Bar 

Association's headquarters in Chicago. We deleted associations 

which had applied to BASICS, then blocked the remaining associations 

into three groups: (1) large associations with membership of more 

than 300 (total:90 associations); (2) medium associations with 

membership be-tween 100 and 299 (total: 175 associations); and 

(3) small associations with membership under 100 (total 543 

associations). We then randomly sampled from each of th~se three 

groups. We believed that it was important to sample opinions 

In bar associations of different sizes because BASICS' concepts 

of correctional reform and bar activation might be viewed differently 



71 

by bars of varying organizational Slze and structure. 

The non-applicant ques~ionnaire was also sent to 36 black 

bar groups on the ABA's National Bar Association Affiliates list. 

Because of the Clark Foundation's interest in minority bar 

associations, we felt that this group should be a special sample. 

There were some questions on both the applicant/non-funded 

questionnaire and the non~applicant questionnaires which were 

identical to those on the questionnaire sent to the funded bar 

associations (e.g., general attitudes about correctional reform, 

specific attitudes about the BASICS Project). In addition, 

specific questions were asked of the applicant/non-funded group 

about their understanding of BASICS. Twenty-nine questionnaires 

were sent to the applicant/non-funded bar associations in early 

April, 1975; 19 (66%) wpre returned. To standardize opinions 

at one point in time, the non-applicant questionnaires were also 

sent in early April, 1975. Sixty questionnaires were mailed to 

the sample of large bar associations and 25 (42%) were returned. 

Eighty questionnaires were sent to the sample of medium-sized 

associations and 28 (35%) were returned. The sample of small bars 

numbered 100; 33 (33%) of these associations returned questionnaires. 

Thirty-one black bar groups were surveyed; seven (22%) returned 

questionnaires. 2 To increase the response rates from the samples 

of non-applicant bar associations, we included a covering letter 

from the Chairman of the Corrections Commission, Robert McKay, 

(see Appendix L ) and included a postage-paid return envelope 

with the mailed questionnaire. In addition, we sent second-request 
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letters to bar associations which had not returned their 

questionnaires. In spite of these efforts, the response rates 

remained quite low. Because of this, we cannot assume that those 

who did respond are representative of the larger population of 

non-applicant bars. Therefore, we have refrained from drawing 

any conclusions about non-applicant bars and have focused our 

analyses on funded and applicant/non-funded associations --

categories for which our response rates permit greater confidence 

in the representativeness of our samples. 

----------~ ------Site Visits _._---------
We also utilize~$U~f data in our analysis of 

the~~g--~Phase. The BASICS staff visited nearly all ------of the projects during the course of the planning phase. In 

addition, the staff conferred by telephone with many of the 

project directors at various times during the planning phase. 

Because of these contacts, the BASICS staff was a valuable source 

of information about the progress projects were making and the 

obstacles projects were encountering. We asked the staff members 

to complete site visit report forms (see Appendix M) based 

largely on their visits and, to a more limited extent, their other 

contacts with the projects. 

Each staff member had primary contact with a different 

set of projects, so the site report on a given project was 

completed by only one staff member. Because one staff member 

visited many more projects than either of the other two, the data 

from staff site visits reflect his ratings to a greater extent 
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3 
than the others. Although most of the site visit questionnaire 

items deal with factual data, some of the items are sUbjective 

ratings. To standardize ratings on these items, we met with the 

staff to discuss the various scales before they completed any of 

the forms. Staff ratings on factual items generally agreed with 

project sclf-ratings on the same items (see Chapter III). 

Other data were obtained from our site visits late in the 

planning/ study period to a random sample of tv-lenty proj ects (see 

~"!.l.~:jj,:g,,.Nh The site report for~l.s (see Appendix 0) were very similar -----to those used by the BASICS staff. The data collected on these visits 

were used to check the validity of information obtained via mailed 

questionnaires and staff site reports. In addition, these visits 

proved to be extremely useful in familiarizing the evaluators 

with day-to-day project operations and in providing direct 

communication between project directors and the evaluators on all 

aspects of the projects. A summary of the information derived 

from these visits was presented to the BASICS Management Board 

at its May 8, 1975 meeting in Chicago, when the Board was considering 

various alternatives for the general policy on awarding action grants. 

Several further sources of data were employed in analyzing 

the questionnaire and staff site visit data. Subcommittees of 

the Management Board made ratings of the action grant proposals 

that were submitted at the end of the planning phase. These 

proposals contained the final report and represent some of the 

most tangible products of the planning phase. Although the 

action proposal ratings are not a definitive evaluation of planning 
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project outcomes, they provide an indication of the relative success 

of the projects. We have analyzed the degree of association between 

various aspects of the planning process and the ratings. 

Strong relationships may indicate aspects of the planning/study 

process which are particularly effective. 

The research plan was designed to answer these specific 

questions: 

I. For funded bar associations: 

1. What kinds of bar associations received BASICS grants? 

2. Prior to BASICS, were these bars involved in correctional 
reform? 

3. How have the bars used their BASICS funds? 

4. What problems have the bars encountered during the 
planning phase? 

5. How successful have projects been ln meeting their 
objectives? 

6. What outside groups have projects contacted? 

7. How successful have projects been ln establishing 
measurable goals? 

8. How successful have projects been in activating members? 

9. How satisfied were the projects with the administration 
of BASICS? 

II. For all groups of bar associations: 

1. How do bars view BASICS' two-phase approach to grant giving? 

2. How viable are bars as agents for correctional 'reform? 

3. How viable as agents for change are other groups 
working toward correctional reform? 

4. What priority do bar associations give to correctional reform? 

5. How active are bar associations in the correctional field? 

6. Can bars be activated to work for correctional reform? 
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Demonstration Projects 

Our research plan also involved monitoring the three demo­

stration projects which had been funded at the outset of the 

BASICS Program. The projects had already begun when we started 

our evaluation, making it unfeasible to assess the effects of 

the three early action grants rigorously. We decided to employ 

a researcher at each of the three sites uo monitor the projects. 

Because of differences in the focus and scope of the three 

projects, we did not think it was desirable to present a list of 

specific questions to the three researchers. Instead, we suggested 

general investigative foci (see Appendix U) but afforded each 

researcher the flexibility to structure the study as he or she 

saw fit. 

The final report which each researcher submitted is a self­

contained document. Each report is supplemented by notes and/or 

other commentary which provide reactions of a representative from 

the bar association which sponsored the project. Since these 

reports deal with demonstration projects, rather than planning/study 

grants, they are not included in this monograph. They are, how­

ever, available from BASICS upon written request. 4 

Minority Bar Associations 

BASICS also made a special grant award to the National Bar 

Association and contacted other minority bar associations about 

possible BASICS planning/study grant applications. In the course 

of our evaluations, we have monitored BASICS' contact with 
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minority bars and have talked with representatives of the 

National Bar Association. Our discussion of the minority bar 

associations component of the BASICS Program is presented in 

Chapter III. 

Regular Contacts with BASICS 

The last component of· our research plan involved regular 

contact with the BASICS staff, the Management Board and Clark 

Foundation representatives. At the end of the planning phase we 

interviewed each member responsible for BASICS (see Appendix P). 

These interviews provided many insights into the creation and 

implementation of the BASICS Program. We also attended the four 

Management Board meetings and six of the seven subcommittee 

meetings of the Board held during the planning phase. These 

meetings were invaluable to us for determining direction and 

emphasis shifts in the BASICS Program. If changes occurred, we 

would expand our list of research issues. Attendance at the policy 

meetings also gave us the opportunity to provide information to 

the Management Board for consideration in its decision-making. 
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Notes 

1. Although there were 81 funded projects, only 77 questionnaires 

were needed. This occurred because three bar associations 

had two projects (the Georgia State Bar, the Michigan State 

Bar and the New York State Bar) and one bar association 

(the Vermont State Bar) was awarded a special grant after 

~he planning phase and our evaluation had begun. 

2. The list we obtained from the American Bar Association 

contained 36 black bar groups. In five cases, however, we 

could not contact any bar representative. Consequently, 

the population of black bar associations we used numbered 

31. 

3. Of the 70 site reports we received, John Pitkin completed 

42, while Margaret Clark and David Linden completed 15 and 

13, respectively. 

4. To obtain any or all of these reports, please contact 

BASICS, 1800 M Street, N.W., Washington, D. C. 20036. 



CHAPTER III 

Findings 
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A. Funded Bar Associations 

This section p~esents data regarding the bar associations 

awarded planning/study grants. Each of these associations was sent 

a questionnaire (see Appendix J ) during the final weeks of the 

planning/study phase. Responses to these questionnaires provide 

data on: (1) general characteristics of the associations, (2) their 

attitudes and previous efforts toward criminal justice reform, 

and (3) their activities during the planning/study phase. Unless 

otherwise stated, these data are based only on the 67 bar associations 

from whom we received completed questionnaires. Because some 

bar associations did not answer all questionnaire items, these 

findings are occasionally based on fewer than 67 responses. The 

data discussed here are presented in greater detail in Appendix Q 

where the reader will find a statistical summary of each questionnaire 

item. 

General Characteristics of the Associations 

BASICS planning/study grants were awarded to bar associations in 

41 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico and American 

Salnoa. The bar associations receiving BASICS grants ranged in size 

1 from 15 to 49,000 members. Four associations (5%) have fewer 

than 100 members and 11 associations (14%) have more than 10,000 

members. Fifty percent (50%) of the bar associations have between 

15 and 1,700 members. 
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BASICS'grantees generally were well established bar associations. 

Fifty-five percent (55%) of these associations were established 

more than 75 years ago; only two associations are less than 10 

years old. A majority of the associations (57%) reported 22 or 

more standing committees. In addition, most of the funded 

associations (88%)employ fUll-time staff; more than half of these 

associations (56%) have from one to six staff members. 

We asked BASICS'grantees who, within their bar association, 

was most involved in policy decision-making. In 72% of the 

associations, the elected bar officers were the most important 

peuple in t'nis'respect. In "1.4%' 'ot the associHtions,. the board 

was said to be the most important group. In the remaining 14%, 

policy decisions were said to be made by some combination of bar 

officers, board members and committee members. 

Criminal Justice Reform Efforts Prior to BASICS 

To judge the success of BASICS in stimulating bar associations 

to work toward criminal' justice reform, it was first necessary 

to establish the level of bar association involvement in this area 

prior to BASICS. Several questionnaire items provide data on 

this topic. In general, the answers indicate that BASICS' grants 

went to bar associations with a history of previous involvement 

ln criminal justice reform. 

Many of the grantees (90%) had a bar 23sociation group specializing 

in criminal justice conc~rns. Only seven associations has no such 

group. Although the mere existence of sllch a group is no 

guarantee that meaningful activity will take place, it can be 
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a useful first step. Further data indicated that these 

groups were, in fact, active units. 

With respect to prior activity in criminal justice reform, each 

BASICS' ~~antee was asked to characterize his bar association In 

several different ways. Using seven-point scales, questionnaire 

respondents rated the degree of involvement (1 = "no involvement" 

7 " .. to = extenslve lnvolvement"). The average rating was 4.1, suggest-

:i.ng a moderate degJ.'ee of self-reported previous involvement in 

criminal justice reform. Only 12 associations (19%) indicated 

ho prior activity in this area. To substantiate this rating, \ 

bar associations were requested to list criminal justice reform 

projects which they had conducted. The average number of projects 

was two. 

These self-ratings tend to converge; that is, bar associations 

which listed a larger number of projects tended (1) to rate them­

selves higher on involvement ::.n cri:ininal justice reform (I' ,: .43) 2 , 

and (2) to be a~sociations witl~ a group specializing in criminal 

3 justice concerns (I'. = .31). 
-l 

There is: Then, consistency in the 

projects' r3tings of their involvement in criminal justice reform 

and, overall, these ratings are high. 

The projects' self-ratings are corroborated by BASICS staff 

ratings based un contacts with the projects. Staff ratings of 

an associ1.tion' s prior involvement in criminal justice reform were 

highly correlated (~ = .60)4 with an association's self-rating of 

its prior involvement. Project ratings are further supported by 

evaluation team site visit ratings of prior involvement (~s 
5 :; .74). 
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Attitudes toward Criminal Justice Reform 

We asked bar association representatives several questions about 

the importance of corr~ctional reform in their respective organi­

zations. First, they were requested to rate the general attitude 

in their bar associations regarding the priority cf correctional 

reform. On a seven-point rating scale (with 1 = 1I10w priority 11 and 

7 = lIhigh priorityll) the average was 4< •. 9.. These bar representatives, 

then, felt that correctional reform was between the two poles and 

slightly toward the high priority end of the continum. Only two 

associations (3%) judged correctional reform to have a low priority 

Ci.e.,scale rating o-f l)~, whereas 14 associations (21%) assigned 

it a high priority Crating of 7). These ratings were made at 

the end 0= the planning peri.od, during which these associations 

had been focusing at least some attention on corrections. Because 

of this, the ratings presented above may reflect some bias toward 

high priorities. 

Bar representatives were asked specifically if they be1i~ved that 

their bar association was a viable force for accomplishing correctional 

reform. Fifty-six associations (88%) responded lIyes" and eight 

associations (12%) responded "no." Fifty-three associations (79%) 

provided explanations for their answers. Forty-eight of these 

explanations supported the judgment that bar associations are a 

viable force. A large majority of these explanations (22) mentioned 

that bar associations have expertise which enhances their opportunties 

to work for change. 



"There is no other logical statewide group with the same 
ability to lead, organize, motivate and implement such 
reforms,!: said one bar association. 

Another said: 

Members of the bar have knowledge and experience that can 
be applied to the problems. 

Five associations noted that bar associations have a perceived 

83 

legitimacy that would help them. The following were typical answers: 

The mayor, city council, and corrections department, to 
various degrees, look to the Bar for help in correctional 
reform. 

(The bar association has an) automatic guarantee of legitimacy. 

four ass00i~Liuns ~pecified that the organizaTional ~esources of 

bar associations made them a viable force for correctional reform. 

One of these bars said: 

(We have a) 24,000 man strong integrated bar with a strong 
interest in and involvement in correctional programs and 
with corrections experts on staff. 

Of the eight associations which r~sponded that bar associations 

were n<;:>t a viable force in correctional reform, only five provided 

explanations. In contrast to the group of associations who listed 

organizational resources as an asset, three associations cited 

a lack of organizational resources. A typical response was: 

"Resources too limited for full-time pursuit of correctional reform." 

We also asked respondents to rate a number of groups in regard 

to their viability as correctional reform agents. Each group was 

rated on a seven-point scale, from 1 = "low viability" to 7 = "high 

viability." The average ratings for each group are shown in 

Table 1. Overall, the ratings indicate that no group lS viewed 

as an extremely viable correctional reform agent. State bar 
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Table 1: Perceived Viability of Various Groups* as Correctional 
Reform Agents (averages based on seven-point scales 
where 1 = low viability and 7 = high viability) 

GROUP AVERAGE RATING RANK 

State bar associations 5.0 1 

Judicial personnel 4.9 2 

Local bar associations 4.8 3 

Politicians 4.8 3 

Concerned citizen groups 4.6 5 

Leaders of community organizations 4.6 5 

National bar associations 4.6 5 

Law enforcement personnel 3.9 8 

Inl'il8.te organizations 2.5 9 

*Each of seven as~ociatiohs listed one other group (i.e., 
distriG~ attorneys, public defenders, mental health per­
sonnel, churches, legal aid personnel, and interested 
individual lay persons). 
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associations received the highest rating (5.0), although judicial 

personnel, politicians, and local bar associations were close 

behind. A national bar association, concerned citizen groups. 

and leaders of community organizations are rated equally, but 

somewhat lower (4.6), although the average rating is still on 

the high viability side. Law enforcement personnel are rated 

just below the scale midpoint (3.9), toward "low viability." 

-- Inmate or·ganizations received the lbwest rati::1g- ~- 2.5. 

These ratings indicate that state and local bar associations 

are viewed as having as much viability for correctional reform 

as any other designated group. However, even they are not judged 

to be extremely viable change agents in this area. This may 

reflect the raters' belief in the complexity and difficulty of 

working toward change in corrections, where no group is seen 

as like::"j' to be powerful or sophisticated enough to be extremely 

effective. It is interesting to not~ that inmate groups are viewed 

as having little viability to effect changes in systems which 

affect them more than anyone else. 

The Planning/Study Grant Phase 

• The Application Process 

The package of information and application forms which BASICS 

sent to bar associations asked them to propose a correctional reform 

project which was relevant to their particular community. In 

this material BASICS suggested that the associations contact 

groups which might be involved in the planning/study process and 

secure their coopera-tion in preparing the grant request. 
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In BASICS' informational brochure, potential applicants were 

told: 

Seldom will a bar association be able to study a problem 
without contacting and cooperating with affected govern-
ment officials, community agencies and citizen organizations. 
BASICS seeks assurance that the bar will not be working in 
a vacuum, and will expect some coverage of this matter in 
planning grant applications ... BASICS is particularly interested 
in bar cooperation with minority, offender, and women's 

.. 6 organlzatlons .... 

We asked funded bar associations to select, within several 

general categories, the groups or individuals they had contacted. 

Eight associations (12%) contacted no one. On the average, about 

th d b h . t' 7 ree groups we~e contacte y eac aSSOCla lon. TabLe 2 lists 

the gr-oups co:u:t.:lcted .. and the iTllmueL-' of baT' assol!.Ldtions which 

contacted each group. As these data indicate, most bar associations 

had some contact with outside groups during the application process. 

More than half (35) of the projects that were funded had 

been conceived before BASICS began. In general, these previously 

conceived projects (18) were reported to have been only at the 

conceptual stage. Nine involved preliminary plans, four others 

had already conducted an assessment of the need for a specific 

reform project, and four projects were in existence when BASICS 

began. 

Although a number of projects were conceived before BASICS, 

the national program appears to have been instrumental in actually 

implementing:the projects. Bar associations were asked to rate 

the likelihood of their seeking other sources of funding had 

they not received a planning/study grant. On a seven-point scale, 



Table 2: Number and Type of Contacts Be-tween 67 Funded 
Bar Associations and Designated Groups During 
the Application Process 

GROUP NUMBER OF ASSOCIATIONS 

Corrections Personnel 45 

Leaders of Community Organizations 38 

Judicial Personnel 36 

Law Enforcement Personnel 34 

Inmates 23 

15 

*Other groups listed: Legal service providers (4); State 
planning agency (3); Legislative personnel (2); Mayor (2); 
Funding agencies (1); Ex-Inmate organization (1); Mental 
health personnel (1); Media (1). 
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ranging from " 1 = very unlikely" to 7 = "very likely," the average 

rating was 3.1. The answers tended to fall toward the "very 

unlikely" pole of the scale. Fifty-four percent (54%) of these 

associations answered 1 ("very unlikely") or 2 on the scale. 

Eleven associations (17%) answered 6 or 7 ("very likely"), 

Those associations which would have sought other' funding generally 

listed LEAA or some private organization funding sources they 

would have explored. Only three associations listed their bar 

association as a possible funding source. 

• Use of the BASICS Grant 

BCJ.r .2h.ssoci,ations applie·d for a.. BASICS grant'· in 'One of 
• 4 . 

program categories (excludi.ng "Other"). We listed these 
• 

seven 

categories and asked the funded associations to indicate the per-

centage of their BASICS funds that they had used in each of these 

categories. Table 3 sets forth these categories and indicates 

the number of bar associations which spent a substantial proportion 

(between 66 and 100%) of their funds in each category. 

To determine how BASICS funds were used, we asked associations 

to list· the percentages of funds expended in specified ways. 

These percentages were tallied across the seven program categories 

to obtain data about general BASICS expenditures. Nearly half 

(49%) of the responding associations spent two-thirds or more 

of their funds for new staff; an additional 5% of the associations 

spent two-thirds or more of their funds on supplements to current 

staff salaries; 4% spent most of their funds on travel. A group 

of associations (18%) indicated that they had spent the majority 



Table 3: BASICS Projects by Program Category* 

CATEGORY NUMBER OF PROJECTS 

Comprehensive Correctional Code 
Reform or Correctional System Restructuring 7 

Offender Legal Services 

Improved Grievance Procedures 

Improved Jail Facilities and Services 

Pretrial Diversion 

Alternatives to Confinement 

Offender Civil Disabilities 
and Employment Restrictions 

Mixed 

10 

5 

12 

9 

7 

7 

10 

(10%) 

(15%) 

( 8%) 

(18%) 

(13%) 

(10%) 

(10%) 

(15%) 

* To be listed in a category, a bar association spent between 
66 and 100% of its funds in that category. "Mixed" consists 
of projects which spent less than 66% of their funds in any 
one category. 

'. \ • Qr 
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of their funds in miscellaneous ways (e.g., general operating 

expenses, special consultant services, printing, an orientation 

dinner) . 

In general, funded associations judged the amount of BASICS 

funds they received to be adequate (average = 4.6 on a scale with 

1 = "very insufficient," 4 = "adequate" and 7 = "more than 

sufficient"). Seventy-five percent (75%) of the associations 

rated their funds as adequate or more than adequate (i.e., scale 

ratings 4, 5, 6 or 7). 

Eight associations indicated the amount of additional money 

four associations thought they could have benefitted from $2,000 

more, one wanted $4,000 and the other association desired $7,000. 

Despite these associations' judgments, the large majority of 

those funded indicated that they believed that the amount of 

their planning/study grant was adequate for what they wanted to do. 

-Activities during the Planning/Study Period 

Once a bar association received its notice of award at the 

beginning of 1975, the planning/study process could go forward. 

Because of the variety of projects and the differences among these 

projects in their stages of development, we were not able to 

monitor the planning/study process in detail via mailed questionnaires. 

We did, however, ask some general questions about the processes 

which applied to all projects. In addition, the Washington BASICS 

staff provided judgments of the planning process based on field 

contacts witn the projects. 
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Fifty-eight percent (58%) of the associations replied that 

they had made "some" changes in their goals during the planning/ 

study period, and nine percent (9%) reported "many" changes. The 

overall staff ratings of the amount of change in project goals 

were similar to those of project personnel (staff average = 3,2 

on a seven point scale where 1 = "none," 4 = "some" and 7 = 
"many").8 The Washington staff also specified the kinds of changes 

that were made. In the majority of cases (21), projects expanded 

their original goals. Twelve projects lowered their original 

goals, and five of the projects changed their goals. 

BASICS projects were to involve outside groups in their 'planning 

process. We listed seven groups that most projects could have 

consulted,and asked'projects to rate their contact with the 

groups on seven-point scales. These groups are listed in Table 

4, along with the average involvement ratings. In most cases, 

these groups served either in an advisory capacity, or less often, 

as active assistants to the BASICS pr,oject. The 9 average invo+vement 
, ',";> \ A 

rating of all outside groups is 4.2, indicating that th~lr 
involvement, while it did occur, was not extensive. The data 

in Table 4 suggest that correcticnal personnel were most involved 

and that politicans and inmates were least involved. 

Staff ratings of the degree of involvement support the project 

9 self-ratings (r = .24). The staff used seven-point scales to 

rate the number of contacts with outside groups (with 1 = :'none," 

4 = "some" and 7 = "many"); 
10 

the average rating was 5.3. The 
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Table 4: Average Involvument by BASICS Projects with 
Outside Groups* (ratings were made on seven­
point scales where 1 = no involvement and 
7 = extensive involvement) 

GROUP AVERAGE RATING 

Corrections Personnel 5.3 

Leaders of Community Organizations 4.6 

Concerned Citizens Groups 4.4 

Judicial Personnel 

Law Enforcement Personnel 4.1 

Politicians 3.,7 

Inmates 3.6 

~'; 

A few associations indicated high involvement of several 
other groups (e.g., university personnel, public defender, 
government agencies, ex-inmate gr9ups, medi6al personnel). 





staff also rated the success of these contacts in involving 

outsiders in the planning process. The average rating, on a 
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scale from 1 = "unsuccessful" to 7 = "highly successful" was 

4.3. 11 In general, then, staff felt that outside groups had been 

contacted and were involved,to some limited extent, in the planning 

process. 

BASICS grantees were asked specifically about the involvement 

of minority groups in the planning process. On a scale w.ith 1 = 
'ho involvement" and 7 = 'extensive involvement," the average 

was 3.8. Fourteen associations (23%) indicated extensive involve-

ment with minority groups (i.e., a scale rating of 6 or 7) but 17 

associations (28%) reported little or no involvement (i.e., scale 

ratings of 1 or 2). The minority group specified most often 

was blacks (indicated by 30 associations); Mexican-Americans were 

listed by 10 associations and women by the same number. 

Because one of BASICS' goals is to effect measurable lmprove­

ments in corrections, we asked bar associations to rate the ease 

with which the goals of their project lent themselves to measure­

ment. On a seven-point scale from 1 = 'very easily" to 7 = 'hot 

at all," the average rating was 3.5. Thirty-four percent (34%) 

of the associations gave ratings of 1 (= "very easily" measurable) 

or 2; 14% of the associations gave ratings of 6 or 7 ("not 

at all" measurable). In general, then, projects tended to think 

their goals were measurable. In addition, 43 associations (88%) 

had given some thought to the kinds of measures they would use. 

Staff ratings of the measureability of projects' goals were 
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similar to those made by the projects, The average staff rating 

12 ., 3 5 was 3.8; the average proJect ratlng was .. In addition, staff 

ratings of, the measureability of the goals of particular projects 

were associated, to a limited degree, with project~s self­

rating (~ = .18).13 The Washington staff reports indicate that 

24 projects had created actual measurement instruments. 

Another important BASICS' goal was to involve bar association 

members in the planning/study process. We asked the grantees 

two questions about such involvement. Most grantees had as part 

of their organization a group sp~ctalizing In criminal justice 

concerns. We inquired regarding the degree of involvement of 

this group during the planning/study phase. On a scale from 1 = 

'ho involvement" to 7 = "extensive involvement," the average rating 

was 5.6. This high i.nvolvement of association criminal justice 

groups is even more apparent in the distribution of the scale 

ratings: 67% of the associations rated this group 1 s involvement 

6 or 7 = "extensive involvement". 

The second question asked a,bout bar association involvement 

during the planning/study phase was: How many bar association 

members were actively involved in the planning/study project? 

Although the average number of members listed was 20, 53% of the 

associations listed 14 or fewer active members. The highest 
I 

number listed was 65. This generally low number of active association 

members is supported by data obtained during our site visits to 

a random, representative sample of 20 grantees. The average number 

of actively-involved members we observed was 9,14 with the highest 



95 

number being 25. Our judgment of the number of active members 

for a particular project was highly correlated with the project's 

self-rating (~ = .42).15 

Staff ratings of the degree of bar member involvement are 

somewhat higher than the project and evaludtion site visit data, 

On a seven-point scale from 1 = "few tl to 7 = "many,1I the. average 

staff rating was 3.2,16 This rating does not indicate a great 

deal of involvAment. There was a strong association between staffls 

rating for a particular project and the project's self-rating 

(r = .38).17 

We asked the grantees if the 90-day planning/study period 

h d b ff ' . t 18 a een su lClen. In general, grantees believed that the 

length of the period was insufficient (average = 3.2 on a scale 

wi th 1 = "very insufficient," 4 = "adequate" and 7 = ''more than 

sufficient"). Although 33% of the grantees responded that the 

period was adequate, 54% of the grantees judged the period to 

be insufficient (i.e., ratings of 1, 2 or 3). Data gathered 

during our site visits to a sample of -the projects provided 

further support that this opinion predominated. 

Athough BASICS funded 21 action projects, the original plan 

a~nounced to the grantees was to fund only about 10 of the projects 

d f . / d . d 19 propose as a result 0 the plannlng stu y perlo , As a result, 

many grantees would not have received action-grant funding. In 

view of this fact, we asked the associations how likely it was 

that their project would be pursued if they had not received an 

action grant. Opinion on this issue was about evenly divided 
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(average = 4-.0 on a scale with 1 = "very unlikely" and 7 = 

"very likely"). Staff and the evaluation site visitors also rated 

projects on this same dimension. They were both slightly more 

20 pessimistic (staff average = 3.2 on a scale with 1 ='~ery 

unlikely" and 7 = "very likely"; evaluation site visit average = 

1. 8 21 on a :Jcale with 1 = "very unlikely" to 4 = "very likely"). 

On this dimension, staff ratings were slightly correlated with 

project self-rating (~ = .17)~2 and evaluation site visit ratings 

were highly correlated with project self-ratings (~ = .45)~3 

The BASICS Management Board, the BASICS staf~ and the 

University of California evaluation team made quantitative 

ratings for most projects of the likelihood of action grant funding. 

The Management Board ratings made on five-point scales (with 1 = 

low fundability" and 5 ="high fundability") were based on the 

information contained in the action grant proposals. The staff 

ratings were based on site visits and other contacts with the 

projects (seven-point scale ratings with 1 :;:"unlikely" and 7 = 

'Very likely"). The evaluation team ratings were based on information 

obtained during site visits to the projects (four-point scales 

from 1 = 'Very unlikely" to 4 = 'Very likely"). 

These independent ratings were all highly correla-ted (Board 

with staff: ~ =.50;24 Board with evaluation team: I' = .60;25 

26 
staff with evaluation team: ~ = 71. Consequently, there was 

considerable agreement among the Board, the staff and the evaluators 

about the likelihood of action grant funding. 
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Administration of the Grants 

The BASICS program used an unusual process for administering 

funds. RathEr than solicit proposals for large grants to be 

used over a long period of time, BASICS solicited very brief, 

preliminary proposals for a planning period, out of which a complete 

proposal would, theoretically, develop. We asked the grantees 

what they thought about this two-phase method of administering 

the grant money. In general, they agree~ with the procedure 

(average = 3.0 on a scale with 1 = 'strongly agree H and 7 = 

''strongly disagree Il) . Forty-five percent (45%) of the associations 

were very positive about the process (i.e., ratings of 1 = "strongly 

agree tl or 2) • 

Many of the associations (42) provided explanations of their 

ratings. Ten grantees' felt that the two-phase process was use-

ful because it emphasized the importance of planning. These are 

several representative responses: 

I think the provision in the program of a planning 
phase will produce much more thoughtful and accurate 
proposals for actions to change the system than would 
have been possible had the initial request to the Bar 
Association been for an ~ction proposal. 

Determining areas of need and establishing goals are 
sound administrative procedures. Proposals can then 
be chosen which are most likely to succeed, thus obtain­
ing the maximum result with the available funds. 

Five associations noted that the two-phase approach provided resources 

for planning. One respondent said: 

I believe most state bar associations would not become 
interested in applying for large-grant action phase 
funding unless they were subsidized financially to do 
so. 
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Some grantees cited disadvantages of the method. Six 

associations felt that there was not enough time or money for 

the process to work properly. A typical comment was, "What can 

you do of significance with $2,500 in 3 months?" Six other 

associations felt that the process raises expectations too soon. 

For example, one association said: 

The chief drawback (to the planning-seed money approach) 
seems to be that the gap between the planning phase and 
the award of the grants assures the dissipation of a 
lot of steam built up in the planning phase .... Also it 
may cause the loss of a nucleus of staff which you had 
begun to assemble. 

In late January and early February, 1975, BASICS held two 

workshops: 

To expand upon published materials and place them in 
context, and to focus on the 'how tors' of developing 
projects .... In addition to providing technical training, 
the workshops were designed to give project directors 
a sense of participation i~ a national movement and to 
foster mutual cooperation. 7 

One workshop was held in Washington, D. C., on January 30 

and 31, 1975, and the other took place in San Francisco on February 

6 and 7, 1975. Fifty-four associations (81%) reported attending 

one of the workshops. Thirty-seven associations listed comments 

on the most useful parts of the sessions. Twelve grantees liked 

the small group discussions with people who had planned similar 

projects and nine liked meeting other project representatives. 

Six grantees reported that they liked the discussions of BASICS' 

philosophy and/or the sources of matching funds . 

. Twenty-five grantees made suggestions about improving the 

workshops. Ten recommended that the workshop time be used more 



efficiently and that more information be conveyed. These are 

representative of the comments listed: 

More emphasis on avaiJ.able information, assistance, 
etc. from ABA. 

More help and follow-up on requirements such as Bar 
activation and alternative funding. 
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An integral part of the BASICS Program design involved staff 

site visiting. Fifty-eight of 66 proj ects (88%) reported 

that they were visited by a BASICS staff member. Most of these 

projects believed that the visit was quite useful (average = 2.8 

on a scale from 1::: 'very useful ll to 7 = 'hot at all useful II ) • 

Fifty-three percent (53%) of the associations rated the visit 

near or at livery useful" (i. e., 1 or 2). Only nine percent (9 %) 

of the associations rated the visit near or at "not at all useful ll 

(i.e., 6 or 7). Forty-four associations listed aspects of the 

visit that were the most useful. Sixty percent of these comments 

were related to the clarification of guidelines. Other associations 

mentioned the value of staff expertise and guidance or simply 

said that the physical presence of staff members helped them 

presumably because it gave them a greater sense of being part 

of a larger network of effort. 

We asked grantees to make suggestions about ways of improving 

the technical procedures for administering and coordinating 

BASICS grants in the future. Forty-three associations made 

suggestions. Three types of suggestions were listed more than 

others. These were the need for (1) better coordination between 

BASICS staff and the projects (listed 8 times); (2) more time and/or 
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money (listed 7 times); and (3) earlier report guidelines (listed 

5 times). These are representative of the first group of 

suggestions: 

Technical assistance might be mo~e ~seful on a more 
individualized basis rather than, tor example, mailing 
out dozens of xeroxed copies of other bar associations' 
interim reports to each bar association applicant. 

So far, for a $3,000 grant, there have been far too 
many questionnaires, visits, repetitive mailings, etc. 

Additional representative suggestions were: 

... 
The grant application guidelines for action funding and 
the guidelines for the planning phase final reports were 
completed by the ABA BASICS staff far too late in the 
project to be of any help in organizing local bar committee 
work leading up to the actual submission of the action 
phase grant. 

Combine the final narrative report and final proposal into 
one submission. Give more time to draw up this final 
submission . 

.. . Some means should be provided for evaluating pro-bono 
services provided to the project by the legal profession, 
at no cost to the grant, to demonstrate to the g~antor 
the commitment willingly entered into by the legal 
profession in these areas. 



NOTES 

1. Figure on bar association membership are based on all 77 funded 

associations. 

2. n = 49; E. < .001 

3. Interclass correlations (~i) have no simple probabilistic inter­

pretation, as product-moment corrections (~) and nonparametric 

correlations (Eg) do (see H. M. Blalock, Social Statistics. New 

York: McGraw-Hill, 1972) 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

n = 58; E. < .001 

n = 18; E. < .001 

BASICS information brochure, 1974, p.9. 

n = 67; x = 2.8 ; SD = 1. 8 

n = 69; SD = 1.9 

n = 59; E < .03 

n = 69; SD = 1. 7 

n = 69; SD = 2.0 

n = 68; SD = 1. 8 

n = 57; E < .09 

n = 20; SD = 6.3 

n = 16; E. < • 05 

n = 70; SD = 1.8 

n = 53; E. < .003 
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18. Although BASICS origi~ally had intended to have this be a 

90-day period, the actual length of the planning/study phase 

ran to about 120 days (from approximately January 1 to.May 2, 



102 

19. 

20 

2l. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

1975). However, many associations did not actively begin 

their work until the first of February because of the timing 

of the BASICS workshop (see next section, "Administration 

of the Grants"). In most cases, then, the actual planning/ 

study period was about 90 days, although some limited number 

of associations may have used up to 120 days. 

BASICS informational brochure, 1974, p, 5. 

n = 70; SD = 1.8 

n = 20; SD - 1.2 

n = 58; :e. < ,,10 

n = 17; :e. < .04 

n = 52; :e. < .001 

n = 14; E < .01 

n = 16; :e. < .001 

BASICS infor'mational brochure (revised) , 1975. 
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B. Applicant/Non-Funded Bar Associations 

Twenty-nine of the 106 bar associations applying for 

BASICS planning/study grants did not receive them. We 

believed that these applicant/non-funded bar associations 

would constitute an interesting and valuable group for evalua­

tion purposes. Specifically, we wanted to gather information 

about the descriptive characteristics of these bars, some of 

their collective attitudes, the nature and extent of their 

previous activities in criminal justice reform, and their 

opinions about the BASICS Program. We hoped that these data, 

in addition to providing another source of opinions, would 

permit us to make some comparisons of funded and non-funded 

applicant bars. 

To elicit the desired information, we constructed a 

questionnaire (see Appendix K ) and mailed a copy to each of 

the 29 non-funded bar associations. In spite of our best 

efforts, only 19 (66%) of the 29 returned -the questionnaires. 

This response rate is sufficient to permit us to go forward 

wit~ our analyses, but the reader is cautioned that the bar 

associations which did not respond (10, or about one-third 

of our survey population) may differ from our respondents in 

significant ways. In addition, not all of our 19 respondents 

answered every question we asked. This means that the response 

rate for many individual ~tems was even lower than the overall 
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return rate. These complications mean that any generalizations 

or comparisons based on those data must be in the nature of 

working hypotheses, rather than definitive conclusions. 

To supplement the general profile presented below, a more 

complete statistical summary of responses is provided in 

Appendix Q. Because of the variation, from item to item, in 

such things as the percentage of missing data, the range of 

responses, and the extent to which the responses may be 

skewed in one direction, the reader should examine the complete 

statistical summary for each item to avoid oversimplification. 

General Characteristics of the Associations 

The bar associations represented by our respondents tend 

to be fai~ly large and well established. Fifty percent of the 

associations have 1,839 or more members and the average (mean) 

age of associations is 74.1 years. 

Organizationally, 50% of these bars have three or more 

full-time staff and 30 or more standing committees to handle 

the workload. About three-fourths (72%) of the respondents 

indicate that the major responsibility for policy decision­

making is ~~sted in elected bar officers. 

Criminal Justice Reform Efforts Prior to BASICS 

With respect to their prior involvement in criminal 

justice reform, our respondents vary considerably. However, 

only about one-third of their self-rated responses can be 
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characterized as indicating fairly extensive activity in this 

area. The other two-thirds had previously had either no 

involvement (4 of 19) or some involvement (9 of 19) in criminal 

justice reform. On a seven-point scale, where 1 = "no involve­

ment" and 7 = "extensive involvement", the average self-rating 

is 3.6, which suggests that some, but not a lot of prior 

criminal justice activity occurred. 

In addition to self-ratings, we asked the respondents to 

specify the kinds of involvement they had had and the specific 

number of criminal justice reform projects they had sponsored. 

Fourteen respondents indicated the nature of their criminal 

justice reform efforts. Activities which were mentioned more 

than once included: committee work (6 references); sponsorship 

of projects or programs (5); establishment and/or analysis 

of criminal justice standards and goals (2); provision of legal 

services (2); conducting seminars (2), and miscellaneous volunteer 

activities (2). With respect to the number of projects spon­

sored, 11 bar representatives listed a total of 17 projects. 

These projects reflected a variety of reform goals. 

Of the bars responding, about three-fourths (78%) report 

that they have a specific group specializing in criminal justice 

concerns. Furthermore, these specialized groups generally were 

involved, although to varying degrees, in the BASICS applica­

tion process (average involvement of 4.6 on a seven-point 

scale where 1 = "no involvement" and 7 = "extensive involvement"). 
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Attitudes toward Criminal Justice Reform 

One of the most important areas we focused on is that of 

bar associations' attitudes toward correctional reform. These 

bar association representatives were asked to rate the priority 

of correctional reform within their association. The average 

rating was exactly in the middle (4.0) of our seven-point scale 

(1 = "low priority" and 7 = "high priority"). Only four of 17 

respondents chose the extremes of the rating scale (two at each 

end). It appears, then, that while there is some recognition 

of correctional reform as a worthwhile goal, its perceived 

salience to these bar associations is not very intense. 

Because the BASICS Program obviously places great confi­

dence in bar associations as correctional reform agents, it 

seemed advisable to assess the perceived efficacy of our respon­

dents in this regard. Their responses were mixed; ten regard 

their bars as a viable force for correctional reform and seven 

do not. Ten respondents provided explanations for their answers, 

and eigJ1t of these ten corruner<.ts focused on the issue of members' 

interest (or lack thereof) in correctional reform. Three of the 

five persons who thought their bars were viable agents of reform 

attributed this viability to the interest and/or influence of the 

members of their association. The other two posi,tive responses 

cited: (1) the knowledge and personal contacts of lawyers prac­

ticing in criminal justice,and (2) the belief that a bar asso­

ciation's independence from the various components of the judicial 

process lends added legitimacy as an agen~ of correctional reform. 

'-.--



Finally, all five of those who do not regard their bars as 

viable reform tools mentioned their members' lack of interest 

in correctional reform as a major inhibiting factor. 

In addition to assessing their own viability, bar repre­

sentatives were asked to rate, on a seven-point scale (where 

1 = "lev-J viability" and 7 = t1high viability"), the viability 
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of other groups as correctional reform agents. Among the 

specific choices provided, this sample rated concerned citizens' 

groups ~s having the highest viability (average = 4.0), while 

inmate organizations inspired the least confidence (average = 

2.2). The average ratings for the various groups are presented 

in Table 5. 

Activities Related to the Application Process 

BASICS' Program philosophy and promotional literature, as 

we noted above, include the expectation that applicant bar 

associations would solicit the input and cooperation of a 

variety of interest groups This was seen as an essential 

element in any successful planning/study effort. Because of 

this~ we thought it would be of in~erest to ask these non-funded 

applicant bars what, if any, individuals or groups were contacted 

prior to submitting their BASICS proposal. Since the substantive 

foci of the projects vary, all projects cannot be expected to 

have contacted the same kinds of individuals or groups. Never­

theless, the responses provide an overview of these activities. 
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Table 5: Perceived Viability of Various Groups* as Correc­
tional Reform Agents (averages based on seven­
point scales where 1 = low viability and 7 = high 
viability) 

GROUP AVERAGE RATING RANK 

Concerned citizen groups 4.0 1 

Leaders of community organizations 3.9 2 

Judicial personnel 3.9 2 

State bar associations 3.9 2 

Local bar associations 3.6 5 

National bar associations 3.6 5 

Politicians 3.2 7 

Law enforcement personnel 2.9 8 

Inmate organizations 2.2 9 

~:Other groups mentioned: crime commission, corrections depart." 
ment, drug rehabilitation centers, "Team for Justice", law 
schools, activist lawyers, and legal services offices. 
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By categories, we found that the most frequently contacted 

sectors were j.udicial personnel (9 bars) , community leaders (8), 

corrections personnel (7), and law enforcement personnel (7). 

Only one association reported contacting inmates about their 

proposal, even though seven thought that their projects warranted 

the input of corrections personnel. Within the category "other," 

contacts reported include: lawyers involved in criminal justice 

work, including those in legal services agencies (listed by 4 

respondents); county corrections commission; prosecutor; mass 

media; mental health planning consultant; probation personnel; 

halfway house directors; state department of social and health 

services; and "Team for Justice". The average number of groups 

1 contacted was about two. 

To assess the extent to which BASICS stimulated new involve-

ment ln criminal justice reform, we asked our respondents whether 

or not their proposed project had been conceptualized prior to 

BASICS. Seven of the 16 who answered replied that there had 

been prior conceptualization and nine reported that their projects 

were conceptualized after learning about BASICS. Of the seven 

bar projects which had been preconceived, one had already been 

operationalized; two had reached the study phase; two were at 

the proposal state (one submitted and one in draft form); and 

two were at the conceptual level only. 

To determine whether non-funded projects might nevertheless 

be pursued, we asked our respondents about their plans in this 

regard. Only two indicated that a positive decision had been 
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made to pursue the project, while ten stated thai:; their plans 

had been dropped and six were undecided. Furthermore, none 

of our respondents had been able to obtain other funds or firm 

commitments for funds to help finance their proposed correc­

tional reform projects. 

Qpinions and Suggestions 

Our last category of inquiry dealt with the applicants' 

opinions about BASICS' procedures for soliciting, awarding, 

and administering grants. We were especially interested in 

learning whether these representatives of non-funded bar 

associations believed that they understood the criteria utilized 

in awarding the grants and felt that their proposal was given 

a fair assessment. We were also interested in soliciting 

respondents' general comments and suggestions for improving 

the BASICS Program. 

With respect to the two-phase approach adopted by BASICS 

(i. e., small planning/ study grants, followed by larger action 

grants), our respondents clearly agree quite strongly with this 

tactic. More than three-fourths (77%) chose responses at or 

near the "strongly agree" end of the scale. On a seven-point 

scale (1 = "strongly agree" and 7 = listrongly disagree"), the 

average rating was 2.2. This support is all the more significant 

in that our survey sample in this instance consists of non­

funded bars. Clearly, the two-phase grant design was a popular 

one. 



We also asked respondents what, if any, suggestions they 

had for improving the administration and coordination of 

similar grants in the future. Only eight of those completing 
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the questionnaires supplied commentary on this item. Of these, 

six were in the nature of recommendations and one was a state-

ment praising the simplicity of the application. Five of the 

six recommendations stress the importance of communication--

both before and after decisions are made--between BASICS and 

the applicant organizations. Examples of these suggestions 

include the following: 

Perhaps more personal contact with the applying organiza­
tion could assure placing funds where there is a real 
need. 

We'll never know why we were rejected, nor the 
features of programs that were approved, 

Perhaps some dialogue between applicant and gr.anting 
agency before final decision is made. Sometimes the 
group seeking the grant may have a good concept but 
may need assistance in explaining it properly. 2 

The only other recommendation made in response to this question 

was that administrators, even though they may need more time, 

"stick to deadlines, as established." 3 

We asked respondents what criteria they thought had been 

utilized by BASICS in making the planning/study grant awards. 

Eight of these bar representatives indicated that they had 

no idea what criteria were used In arriving at these decisions; 

one believed that the "prestige and size,,1+ (membership) of the 

applicant bars were important factors; another emphasized the 

d h " ... ,,5 need for the suggested program an t e novelty or lmaglnatlon 

of the proposal; and one felt -that "there were politics played 
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,,6 . 
and pressures exerted. The most important observatlon to be 

made here, of course, is that nearly one-half (42%) of our 

respondents claimed to have absolutely no idea what criteria 

were utilized by BASICS in its decision-making. 

Each respondent was asked whether his/her bar association's 

proposal had been given a fair assessment by BASICS. Five 

representatives indicated their satisfaction with the fairness 

of the assessment they were accorded; nine respondents did not 

believe they had been treated fairly; and five did not respond 

to the question. In addition, we asked respondents to provide 

us with explanations of their answers to this question. An 

analysis of these comments shows that for the nine dissatisfied 

representatives, the most frequently-mentioned complaint was 

that there had been insufficient communication between BASICS 

and the applicants. For example: 

There was no communication whatever with the committee 
regarding its proposal and so the assessment would have 
been based solely on the application and can hardly have 
been fair. 

We called Washington and were told that the grant was 
appropriate and met all requirements. The rejection 
letter seemed to imply that the grant did not meet the 
appropriate standards. 

How would I know? There was no follow-up for further 
explanation or implementation, just a turn-down. Pos­
sibly more data on the criteria that were used would 
have assisted us in detailing a more successful pro­
posal. 7 

Other comments suggest that some perceptions of unfairness 

were related to the feeling that not getting the grant meant a 

lost opportunity to make real progress, that larger associations 



had been favored, or that BASICS had failed to recognize a 

critical situation at the local level. Only a few comments 

were volunteered by those who felt they had received a fair 

assessment; these comments, however, were not very responsive 

to the issues raised by the question. 

113 
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NOTES 

1. n = 19; SD = 1.3. 

2. These-representative quotations were selected from among 

respondents' answers to questionnaire item #25. 

3. This quotation is an excerpt from a more complete answer 

provided to questionnaire item #25. 

4. Abridged quotation taken from questionnaire item #26. 

5. Ibid. 

6. Ibid. 

7. These representative quotations were selected from among 

respondents' answers to questionnaire item #27. 



C. Comparison of Questionnaire Data: Funded and Non-Funded 
Applicants 
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The questionnaires sent to funded and non-funded applicant bars 

contained a number of questions which were identical. These 

questions were designed to provide some bases for a comparison of 

the two groups of bars. 

General Characteristics of the Associations 

In terms of membership, the bar associations which applied 

for BASICS grants tended to be about the same size (Medianl = 1,700 

for funded bars and 1,839 for non-funded applicants). The two 

groups also were quite comparable in average age, and tended to 

be well established bars, with median ages of 76.1 years and 75.5 

years for funded and non-funded 2 associations, respectively. 

Funded associations generally had more full-time staff positions 

(Median = 5.9) than did non-funded applicants (Median = 2.7), but 

the latter group of organizations reported that th~y had more 

standing committees (Median = 30.0) than did the funded bars 

(Median = 22.4). In the important area of policy decision-making, 

about three-fourths (72%) of all applicant bars reported that elected 

bar officers have primary responsibility, with the board being next 

in order of frequency (14% of the funded bars and 17% of the non-

funded applicants). 

Criminal Justice Reform Efforts Prior to BASICS 

We asked both groups of associations to provide us with in-

formation about their criminal justice reform efforts prior to 



" 

116 

BASICS. We found that both funded and non-funded BASICS applicants 

tended to have a specific committee or group specializing in 

criminal justice concerns (90% of the funded bars and 78% of non-

funded associations). Additionally, the self-reported involvement 

of these associations in criminal justice reform can be characterized 

as "moderate," with funded bars indicating a slightly more extensive 

involvement than bars which did not get grants. On a seven-point 

scale, where ". " 1 = no lnvolvement and 7 = "ex~"3nsive involvement," 

the self-ratings of funded and non-funded bars averaged 4.1 and 

3.6, respectively. Finally, bars in both categories tended to 

have some history of sponsoring criminal justice reform projects, 
\ 

with the average number of projects being about two for each 

group. 

Attitudes toward Criminal Justice Reform 

Representatives of funded bar associations tended to rate 

correctional reform somewhat higher than did their non-funded 

counterparts. On a seven-point scale, where " 1 = low priority" 

and 7 ="high priority," the average ratings were 4.9 for funded 

bars and 4.0 for non-funded bars. It is important to note that 

the BASICS grant itself may have affected these attitudes, and 

been a cause -- rather than a result -- of the attitudes. 

Respondents representing funded bars also tended to have 

a more positive view of their organization's viability as a 

correctional reform agent. While 88% of these respondents believed 

their bar was a viable force, only about 59% of the respondents 

representing non-funded bars held a similar opinion. Again, 

I 
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funded bars' attitudes may be a result of receiving a gran~. 

Respondents were also asked to rate the viability of other 

specified groups as facilitators of correctional reform. A 

comparison of these ratings indicates that the reppondents affiliated 

with funded bars consistently assigned higher viability ratings 

than did representatives of non-funded associations. Average 

ratings supplied by funded bars ranged from a low of 2.5 (inmate 

organizations) to a high of 5.0 (state bar associations). For non­

funded bars, the average ratings ranged from 2.2 (inmate organi­

zations) to 4.0 (concerned citizen groups). Both funded and non­

funded applicants believed that state bar associations have some­

what more viability in promoting correctional reform than do either 

local or national bar associations. 

Activities Related to the Application Process 

We asked respondents from both funded and non-funded bars to 

indicate which groups they had contacted prior to submitting their 

BASICS application. According to the self-reports of these 

respondents, funded bars had contacted an average of three groups, 

and applicant/non-funded bars, two. Groups most frequently 

contacted by funded bars included corrections personnel, leaders 

of community organizations, judicial personnel, and law enforcement 

personnel. Non-funded bars listed judicial personnel, co~~nity 

leaders, corrections personnel, and law enforcement personnel 

as the groups they consulted most often. 

To assess the extent to which BASICS stimulated new involve~ 

ment in criminal justice reform, we asked the respondents wh.ether 
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or not their project had been conceptualized prior to BASICS 

and, if it had been, what stage had been reached. According to 

our respondents, more than half of the funded projects had been 

conceived before BASICS began. In general, however, these projects 

were only at the conceptual or preliminary stages of planning. 

Responses from non-funded bars indicate that there had been prior 

conceptualization in about half the cases, but only one project 

had been operationalized prior to BASICS. 

Finally, we solicited the opinions of both groups of bars 

with respect to BASICS' two-phase approach to the administration 

of the grant. Respondents were asked to indicate, on a seven-

point scale (where 1 ::: "strongly agree" and 7 ::: "strongly disagree"), 

the extent to which they endorsed this method of grant administration. 

Both funded and non-funded bars tended to agree with this strategy; 

the average ratings were 3.0 for funded bars and 2.2 for those 

who did not get grants. 

In summary, a comparison of the questionnaire responses from 

funded and non-funded bar associations indicates that these two 

groups were quite similar on most of the attributes and variables 

for which we have data. However, when compared with non-funded 

bars, the bar associations which were awarded BASICS planning/ 

study grants were: 

(a) better staffed (about twice the number of full-time 

staff reported by their non-funded counterparts); 

(b) somewhat more likely to have a committee or other 

bar group specializing in criminal justice concerns; and 
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(c) somewhat more likely to have conceptualized their 

project or even made some preliminary implementation 

plans prior to BASICS. 

In addition, bars awarded grants were somewhat more likely to assign 

correctional reform a moderately high priority and more positive 

in their assessment of their own viability (and that of other 

relevant groups) as a facilitator of correctional change. It is 

important to note that these attitudinal differences may not 

reflect true differences between funded and non-funded bars; instead, 

the differences could be a result of recei~ing a planning/study 

grant. 
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NOTES 

1. "Median" refers to the midpoint within a range, or distribution, 

of numbers. The median thus divides the dis~ribution in half, 

so that 50% of the numbers fall above and 50% below the 

median number. 

2. Where the phrase "non-funded bar associations" is used in 

this section" it refers to applicant/non-funded bars and 

does not include bar associations which never applied for 

BASICS grants. 



D. ~~nority Bar Associations 

Three kinds of minority bar involvement were envisioned 

in the design of the planning/study phase of BASICS. l There 

were: (1) the expectation, stated by BASICS, that all bar 

associations applying for planning/study grants would solicit 
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the input and cooperation of minority bars in their area during 

the proposal preparation stage; (2) the development of coopera-

tive working arrangements between general membership bars and 

minority bars in the planning/study projects; and (3) the 

direct involvement of minority bars through their applications 

for BASICS grant money. 

Little substa,ntive progress has been made toward the 

active involvement of minority bars in the BASICS Program, 

other than some exploratory contacts. One direct grant was 

made to a national minority bar; but,due to a number of 

problems discussed below, virtually none of that grant's 

intended objectives was achieved. In addition, the expectation 

that the active cooperation of minority bars would be obtained 

by grantees has not been realized. A statem~n';' contained in 

an earlier BASICS memo on minority bar involvement is, unfor-

tunately, as valid now as it was then: 

.. . there are no confirmed cosponsorship arrangements 
Calthough a few proposals say a minority bar has been 
contacted), and very ~ew solid promises of cooperation 
with such bar groups. 
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In examining this component of BASICS, we shall first 

examine the only minority bar-sponsored BASICS project to date 

and then summarize the results of contacts wh.ich have occurred 

between BASICS staff and other minority bar groups. ' 

National Bar Association 3 

On February 12, 1975, BASICS awarded its largest single 

planning/study grant ($10,000) to the National Bar Association 

(NBA). This grant, to be administered in cooperation with the 

National Conference of Black Lawyers (NCBL), represented a 

special departure from BASICS' established guidelines, which 

called for funding state and local bar associations. The NBA 

had proposed the grant "as an alternative to encouragement 

by BASICS of local (NBA) affiliates' applications,,4 and lias a 

practical and economical approach to effectively involving 

5 
minority lawyers in the BASICS Program." 

The proposal submitted by the NBA included three maJor 

goals. lri summary form, these were: 

1. NBA direction of local affiliate ~ooperation with 

existing BASICS planning/study grantees. 

2. Subcontracts to a few affiliates to design their 

own correctional action projects. 

3. Development of a program to involve black attorneys 

in prison legal servicei, including a rigorous attorney 

..1 6 
traln~ng e ement. 

Undoubtedly, one'of the principal reasons for the decision 



by BASICS to award this special grant was the notable lack 

of success in soliciting applications from state and local 

NBA affiliates. As one BASICS staff member noted: 

No state or local minority associations have applied 
for funds. The lack of direct applications is attri­
butable in great part to our failure to secure a 
mailing list of National Bar Association affiliates. 
Apparently the ABA's computerized listing of bar asso­
ciations throughout the country does not include NBA 
affiliates. 7 
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The NBA proposal, then, appeared to offer some assistance 

in activating the 37 NBA affiliates 8 and seven regional chapters 

of the NCBL, a task with which BASICS admittedly was having dif-

ficulty. The NBA, however, was also unable to accomplish this 

stipulated goal. Information gathered in our field interviews, 

including one with an informed spokesman for the NBA, suggests 

that some major organizational problems may have significantly 

impeded progress toward the achievement of project goals. 

Specifically~ (1) the opening of the NBA's national office was 

delayed from February until July, 1975; (2) the NBA had entered 

into contractual agreements with two federal agencies to conduct 

projects relating to. minority housing and minority rights; (3) 

the project director for the NBA's BASICS grant was also project 

director for these two go\ernment-sponsored NBA programs; and 

(4) the combination of these three factors created serious 

problems in the allocation of time and personnel. This situation 

apparently resulted in the de facto relegation of BASICS to a 

. . 9 
lower prlorlty. 



--- ----.------ -- -

124 

In addition to the lack of progress on the BASICS' work, 

the NBA's project director failed to satisfy BASICS' reporting 

requiremen~s. The required midterm report, final report, and 

the budget accounting were not submitted, nor were numerous 

telephone calls, placed by BASICS' Director and by one of the 

10 
evaluators, returned. The responsibility for the ongoing 

work of the NBA project had been vested almost entirely in one 

individual; the organizational structuring originally planned 

j.'or the project (e.g., a joint NBA-NCBL advisory committee) 

"1" d 11 never materla lze . 

The NBA apparently has made some contacts with its 

affiliates and with outside organizations and individuals 

concerning the goals of its BASICS project. Specifically, we 

are aware that the Howard Law School, three NBA affiliates in 

the Washington-Baltimore area, and some state corrections 

officials in Virginia and Maryland have been contacted regarding 

the project. In addition, the NBA has initiated some corres­

pondence on the matter with its affiliates and has published 

at least two issues of the NBA Bulletin, which is designed to 

improve communication between the parent organization and its 

". 12 
afflllates. 

HOh1ever, these activities, when compared with even the 

minimal expectations for the NBA (based on its proposal and its 

contractual obligations), do not indicate significant progress. 

BASICS' Project Director, In a letter to an NBA representative,13 

cited the following as evidence of the NBAls unsatisfactory per-

formance: 
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Accomplishment of Objectives 

1. There is no indication, other than the form letter 
sent to all affiliates, that the project has acted 
to involve them in local projects. 

2. There is no information that any affiliates have 
been given subgrants to design local correctional 
reform programs. 

3. In our opinion, following review of the draft action 
grant proposal, objective (3) [training and involving 
black attorneys in prison legal services] has not 
been sufficiently developed. 

Fulfillment of Conditions 

We have received no advice regarding NCBL's role in 
the planning phase. 

No budget was filed. 

No progress reports have been submitted, nor has a 
final report. (The draft proposal would not meet our 
criteria as a report of planning phase activities.) 

No accounti~g has been forwarded, aLJ no request made 
to retain and use funds beyond June 30 (other than 
that implied by your motion that the NBA be allowed 
to submit its report and proposal in September). 

An advisory committee may have been formed, but there 
is no evidence that it has met or that it is being 
kept posted of project activities. 

There has been a continued failure to comply with at 
least one repeated "reasonable request"--that our 
telephone calls be returned. 

These points were discussed at the NBA's Board meeting in July, 

at which time the NBA's Project Director acknowledged that they 

were "true, basically,,14 but mostly due to a "lack of communica-

t
. ,,15 
lon. 

The inability of the NBA to pursue the project effectively 

should not, we believe, be taken as any indication of a general 
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disinterest or insincerity, nor should any individual be 

"scapegoated" or held solely accountable for the problems 

which developed. Rather, this case seems to illustrate and 

emphasize the need to insure that an adequate number of per­

sonnel and other resources are committed to the project by 

the grantee. It may well be the case that the NBA, and 

perhaps other minority bars, must themselves be "activated" 

before they can realistically hope to stimulate and coordinate 

efforts by their affiliates. 

In addition to the large planning/study grant awarded to 

the NBA, some contacts have been made with other minority bars. 

The frequency and extent of these contacts has varied from 

one group to another. 

Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational Fund 

This organization has also been involved in seeking 

BASICS funding for its correctional reform goals. The following 

paragraph, excerpted from a letter written by MALDEF's President 

and Legal Counsel, provides a brief description of the organiza-

tion: 

Begun in ~968 with seed-funding from the Ford Foundation, 
MALDEF is the first and only major civil rights organiza­
tion functioning on a national basis to improve the wel­
fare of Mexican Americans. Headquartered in San Francisco 
with regional offices in key locations throughout the 
Southwest (Denver, Albuquerque, San Antonio), and with a 
small Washington, D.C. office, MALDEF has been successful 
in litigating issues affecting the Mexican American and 
other SpaniSh surnamed people. At the same time, MALDEF 



is deeply committed to the proposition that litigation 
alone can never secure necessary social change for 
redress.of gl~evances among the nations's minority 
populatlons. ' 

In a proposal dated June 6, 1975, MALDEF requested a 

$60,300 grant from BASICS lito spearhead national efforts to 

create a National La Raza Bar focusing on corrections reform 
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by activating the Chicano bar in two locales (San Jose, Santa 

Clara County, California, and San Antonio, Bexar County, Texas).17 

Specifically, MALDEF proposed to: 

1. stimulate interest on the part of Chicano lawyers and 
citizens in improving correctional service; 

2. perform a broad range of litigative and non-litigative 
functions in correctional services (including the 
development of a bjlingual GED program and related 
programs of particular value to Spanish-speaking 
prisoners and ex-offenders); 

3. reactivate the fledgling efforts of La Raza National 
Lawyers' Association to organize Chicano lawyers and 
focus its attention on corrections; and 

4. mobilize Chicano law students to contribute to the 
crea!ion ~t a national La Raza bar for correctional 
serVlces. 

At the June 25 meeting of BASICS' Management Board, the 

Clark Foundation's President and Vice President announced that 

the Foundation had decided to defer until September, 1975 all 

applications for continuation funding.
19 

This decision was un-
20 

expected by BASICS staff and ,forced the Board to adopt a 

fiscally conservative approach in making its funding recommenda-

tions. As a result, it was decided to defer dispositions 
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on may proposals, including that of MALDEF, until the September 

meeting of the Management Board. 

In the interim, BASICS assigned two resource persons to 
21 

work with MALDEF in revising its proposal. MALDEF was also 

informed that: 

Our Board has taken a firm position that certain minority 
Bar proposals, including the proposal of MALDEF, are to 
be given a priority consideration at the meeting of our 
Board in September, 1975~ if the Clark Foundation2~oes in 
fact give us additional funds with which to work. 

In addition, MALDEF was advised to reconsider the amount 

of its grant request,23 since the largest "action" grant awarded 

by BASICS (excluding the $40,000 demonstration projects) has been 

$35,000. Initial Board reactions to MALDEF's goals also included 

the expression of a preference that the project focus on the 

C J '1' SA' 24 Bexar ounty al ln an ntonlO. One Board member, who is 

personally familiar with the situation confronting inmates in 

that facility, had strongly advocated the continuing encouragement 

of MALDEf's efforts to submit a revised proposal which will be 

25 funpable. 

Me~ica~-American Lawyers Club 

Another of the minority bar associations which has explored 

the possibility of obtaining a grant from BASICS is the Mexican­

American Lawyers' Club (MALC). According to its President: 

The Mexican·-American Lawyers' Club is an incorporated non­
profit professional organization, The scope of service 
activities of the Club range from initiating and sponsoring 
the development of the "Model Cities for Law and Justice" 
to provide legal services to the economically and socially 
deprived; to scholarship fund raising activities; needy 
family special assistnace projects; professional educational 
activities; pro bono activities for community self help' 
projects, etc. 



The c~rrent membership roster lists 120 active members, 
all of whom are actively engaged in the practice of law 
in Los Angeles County. The Club has recently received 
official status recognition by the California State Bar 
Association and the Los Angeles Co;unty Bar Association. 26 
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Following some initial correspondence, a member of BASICS' 

Management Board was asked to serve as liaison to the MALC 

for the purpose of exploring its possible relationship to the 

BASICS Program. The Board member reported that the MALC per-

ceived two possible methods of becoming involved in BASICS: 

(1) "to apply for a subgrant of any action funds granted to the 

Los Angeles Bar Association" or (2) "to work through the L.A. 

Bar, but somewhat independently, in applying for BASICS' normal 

planning/action sequence.,,27 

At its May 8, 1975 meeting, the Management Board of BASICS, 

after extensive discussions in both the morning and afternoon 

sessions, recommended that BASICS continue its contacts with the 

MALC and other minority bars. It also resolved that BASICS 

should solicit proposals Itplanning or action,,28 -- from these 

groups prior to the June 25 Management Board meeting. 

The MALC submitted a proposal for a $5,000 planning/study 

grant to complete a study on "the support service needs of non­

English speaking women offenders,,29 in Los Angeles County. The 

proposal, which was dated June 26, 1975 (one day after BASICS' 

Management Board had met), was not accepted. The following ex-

planation was provided to the MALC: 

Based on information we had as of the Board meeting (a 
draft letter stating that MALC wished to withdraw from 
grant consideration in favor of MALDEF), we believed 
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that you were not going to submit a proposal. So the 
arrival of your proposal, particularly at that late date, 
was a complete surprise. B~cause the proposal was late, 
I am compelled to advise you that BASICS cannot commit 
funds to the Mexican American Lawyers Club. 

The next meeting of our Management Board will be held 
in September. At that meeting the Board will review 
outstanding grant commitments which were confirmed at 
the June 25 meeting. If excess funds are available they 
may reopen conside:ation of your late pro~8sal, but of 
course, I cannot g~ve you any assurances. 

A 

National Association of Women Lawyers 

Contacts with this group have been preliminary and explor-

atory. They have, for the most part, consisted of BASICS staff 

encouraging NAWL to identify women's bar associations which 

would be "likely candidates for an award,,3l and offering to 

provide consultation and technical assistance in the development 

of a fundable project. NAWL has also been informed that: 

(s)ince only two of our current grantees--Iowa State Bar 
Association and New York County Lawyers' Association--
are concentrating on problems of women offenders, the 32 
board is likely to give priority to other such projects. 

BASICS has expressed a preference for funding a state or 

local women's bar group, rather than NAWL per se. 33 This 

preference would be consistent with BASICS' original guidelines, 

which may have been reinforced by the difficulties associated 

with the NBA grant. 

It is clear that the Board members and the staff of BASICS 

have given general endorsement to a continuation of these con-

tacts with NAWL, with the aim of soliciting a proposal for 

consideration at the September meeting of the Board. It is 
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less clear that the activation of women's bar associations is 

accorded any particularly high priority, or sense of importance. 

During one Management Board meeting, a discussion took place 

as to whether BASICS was discriminating against some minority 

bar groups by its initial award of only one grant to a minority 

bar (the NBA).34 This generated some consideration of other 

issues, such as the definition of "minority bar" and whether 

women should establish their own· bar associations, or work within 

the structures of general membership bars. 35 

During these discussions, a member of the Corrections 

Commission "suggested a possible rationalization for having over-

looked women's bar groups: Women represent approximately 5% of 

. .. ,,36 
the correctlonal cllentele, whlle blacks represent roughly 50%. 

This statement, if followed to its logical conclusion, raises 

an issue of some importance. The statement suggests that the 

composition of the aggregate inmate population should--or, in 

some ways, does--serve as a guide to the kind of bar groups 

which should be activated for correctional reform purposes. 

Puer"toRicanBar Association 

According to its proposal narrative, the Puerto Rican Bar 

Association has approximately 70 attorneys as members and: 

... is the only group in New York State representing 
the interests of Hispanic attorneys. The President 
of the Association ... is a private practitioner. The 
membership includes several judges, and several non­
Hispanic attorneys interested in the unique problems 
of Hispanics. 
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The Association functions from the offices of the President 
and its members. It does not have its own offices or 
staff. This proposed program will be the first major 
undertaking by the Association. In fact, the Committee on 
Correcti~9s was formed in direct response to the BASICS 
program. 

The Puerto Rican Bar's proposal for a $5,000 BASICS grant 

has, like others discussed in this section, been deferred until 

the September, 1975, meeting of BASICS' Board. The proposed 

project objectives are: 

1. to effect measurable improvements in legal services 
to inmates in New York City jails by providing 24-hour 
bilingual services to Hispanic inmates and their fam­
ilies; and 

2. to develop and increase the involvement of the Puerto 
Rican Bar Association in New York City beyond strictly 
professional and social concerns and into public 
interest areas, public service, and continuous reforWe 
in the fair and efficient administration of justice. 

According to date; included in this proposal narrative, 

about 20% (or 12,000) of the defendants in the custody of the 

New York City Department of Corrections are Spanish-speaking. 

The Legal Aid Society, which represents 70% of all defendants 

in New York City, is said to have only two or three Hispanic 

attorneys. 39 The problems of attorney-client communications in 

such a situation were reported to be enormous, and the Puerto 

Rican Bar's proposed project expected to focus on their ameliora-

tion. 



NOTES 

1. Based on a synthesis of the discussions on this point 

contained in BASICS informational brochure, 1974; BASICS 

informational brochure (revised), 1975; and BASICS memor-

andum , "Minority Bar Involvement," n. d., p. 1. 

2. BASICS memorandum, "Minority Bar Involvement," ~. ,qi t. 
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on an interview held on August 14, 1975, with an NBA 

spokesman who agreed to the interview only after our 

repeated attempts to establish contact with the NBA's 

Project Director proved futile. The conclusions drawn 

from this interview, as well as others, are our own and 

do not necessarily reflect the position(s) of the inter­

viewee (s) on these ma'tters. 

4. Letter from David J. Linden, BASICS Director, to Carl J. 

Character, BASICS Management Board member, July 16, 1975, 

p. 1. A copy of tbis letter was provided to us by Mr. 

Linden. 

5. "Program Narrative for BASICS Grant Application from the 

National Bar Association and the National Conference of 

Black Lawyers" (revised), December 23, 1974, p. 1. 

6. David J. Linden, letter, £E. cit. 

7. BASICS memorandum, "Minority Bar Involvement," 2.£. cit. 

8. As was noted earli~r, we sent questionnaires to NBA affil-

iates. There is a slight discrepancy between the number of 

NBA affiliates (36) on the list provided to us by staff 
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ISSUES AND IMPLICATIONS 
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A. Effectiveness, of the Pla,nning/Study' 'Phase 

The BASICS program was established to implement correctional 

reform through bar association efforts, This undertaking has only 

been started in the planning/study phase, with the exception of 

the correctional reform efforts to date by the three demonstration 

grants. The real test of BASICS' ability to achieve its goal 

will occur during the forthcoming action phase. 

The goal of BASICS' first phase was to plan correctional 

reform efforts. Has BASICS achieved this goal? Data on the 

planning/study process from the grantees, from BASICS' Washington 

staff and from the University of California evaluation team 

indicate that useful planning has occurred and that BASICS has 

succeeded in meeting its first goal. 

Achievements of the Planning/Study Phase 

Sixty-two of the 77 planning/study grantees submitted action 

grant proposals. Although the extent of planning activities 

may vary among the projects, the large number and quality of action 

grant applications indicate that planning did occur in the majority 

of projects resulting in more action grant proposals than BASICS 

had anticipated. The Hanagement Board subcommittees reviewed 

these action proposals and each subcommittee member rated his or 

her set of proposals on a five-point fundability scale (from I = 

"lowest priority" to 5 = "highest priority"). The rating from 

subcommittee members were averaged to obtain a score for each 

project. Fifty percent (50%) of the projects received scores 
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of 3.3 or better,l indicating that the majority of action grant 

proposals were rated positively. 

Funding sources were contacted by grantees for pledges of match­

ing funds to help finance the action phase. The amount of funds 

these sources pledged is an indirect indication of the quality 

of the planning effort, since funders generally do not give money 

to projects which they believe are poorly planned. To obtain 

the total amount of pledged matching funds, we reviewed the final 

reports of the planning/study phase and the action grant proposals 

that were available. Fifty-five bar associations listed a total 

of $2,055,602 in matching funds. The average amount of matching 

funds for these 55 associations was $37,375. 2 Ten (18%) bar 

associations listed matching funds of more than $100,000; 28 

associations (51%) listed less than $10,000. The average amount 

of BASICS action grant funds requested was $27,450. 3 In terms 

of pledged matching grant money, then, the BASICS planning/study 

phase was very successful: the $213,000 initial investment by 

the Clark foundation in planning/study phase was very successful: 
p 

the $213, 000 initial investment by the Clark Foundation in planning/ 

study projects generated $2,055,602 in pledged funds. Although 

pledged funds do not necessarily eventuate in actual awards, this 

large sum of pledged funds indicates favorable evaluation by out-

siders. 

Deficiencies of the Planning/Study Phase 

There are two aspects of the planning/study phase that are in 

need of improvement. The first is the involvement of relevant outside 

groups in the planning/study phase. The average degree 

of involvement of corrections personnel, inmates, law enforce­

ment personnel, leaders of community organizations, judicial 

personnel, concerned citizen groups and politicians was not 
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high (see p. 91). Corrections personnel were involved tb the 

greatest extent, politicans and inmates to the least extent. 

It is particularly unfortunate that inmates were not more involved 

in the planning/study process since they are the group for whom 

this program ostensibly exists. 

The second aspect of the planning/study phase which needs 

improvement is the extent to which projects translated their 

goals into measurable criteria. The degree to which this occurred 

was low (see p. 41). In all cases during our site visits, we 

discovered that the projects criteria could be measured but 

project personnel were not able to translate vague criteria into 

specific, measurable goals. Project representatives generally 

understood the need for this, and were willing to do it, but 

they were not equipped for the task. Since this is an important 

goal of the BASICS project, we would encourage the Program to 

provide technical assistance in this area. 

There is a special problem that has arisen because of 

BASICS' success in stimulating planning. BASICS awarded a larger 

number of grants than had been planned. At the time of award, 

the Board did not believe that a large number of action grant 

proposals would result and so did not foresee the problem of 

generating more bar association interest than there was money 

to support. 

According to data drawn from final reports and action grant 

proposals, 60 bar associations either requested or reported that 

they intended to request a total of $1,647,010 in BASICS action 
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grant funds. 
4 

The Management Board awarded a total of $390,377 

in action grants (24%of the total amount which projects requested 

or intended to request). EVen if we reduced the total request 

by one-half to account for projects of low merit, the amount 

requested and the amount actually awarded are very disparate. 

Moreover, bar associations reported that it was not likely that 

they would pursue their project if they were not funded by 

BASICS (see p. 43 ) . 

The BASICS Management Board has deferred final funding 

decisions on groups of action grant proposals, pending notification 

from the Clark Foundation about future funding. If funding 

is forthcoming, we would encourage the Board to fund all deferred, 

meritor~usproposalsbefore considering a second round of planning/ 

study grants. We believe that BASICS has an obligation to the 

bar associations which planned and proposed good action projects, 

then were not awarded grants. In addition, the Board should 

consider the possibility of providing special help to those 

planning/study projects which might be eligible to receive action 

awards if they were to improve certain weaknesses in their initial 

action proposal. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. BASICS should encourage bar associations to involve relevant 

outside groups in the planning process, particularly inmates. 

2. BASICS should put stronger emphasis on the need for projects 

to develop measurable criteria and 9hould provide technical 

assistance to aid the projects in this task. 



3. BASICS should fund all deferred, meritorious action grant 

proposals if funds become available. 
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4. BASICS should consider a plan to provide special assistance 

to action grant applicants whose proposals were inadequate 

but could be improved and reconsidered. 
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NOTES 

l. n = 62; -x = 3.0; SD = 1.3; Med = 3.3 

2. n = 55; SD = 55613; Med = 9927 

3. n = 60; SD = 15583 

4- • Minutes of BASICS Management Board Meeting, June 25, 1975, 
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B. Grant Administration 

Bar Associations as Change Agents in Corrections 

The Clark Foundation has made the assumption that state 

and local bar associations can be viable agents for correctional 

reform. To see how bar associations themselves viewed their 

viability in this area, we asked associations receiving grants and 

those not getting them,to judge themselves and other associations 

in this regard (see p. 84 and p.lOS). The funded associations 

scored higher than did the non-funded associations. This result 

may reflect real differences in outlook between the two groups 

based on previous experience. It is also possible, however, 

that the difference reflects the fact· that funded bar associations, 

because they had received grants and were about to propose an 

action project, had a greater need to believe in their efficacy 

than did non-funded bars. 

Although the reason for the differences must remain a matter 

of speculation, it is significant that both groups did not make 

any extremely high ratings for any relevant groups, though state 

bar associations tended to be ranked above most of the organizations 

listed. Further, state bar associations were ranked somewhat 

higher by both groups than either a national bar association or a 

local bar association, which tended to be ranked in the middle 
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of the set. The order of the rankings imply that bar associations 

are thought to be as viable or nearly as viable as any of the 

relevant groups, thereby providing support for the Clark 

Foundation's belief in bar associations as potential forces for 

change in corrections. It would be of some interest to see how 

these other groups (e.g., judicial personnel, inmates) see the 

bar associations in this regard. The relatively low level of 

the ratings indicate that bar associations would not expect to 

see large effects in the correctional area from the BASICS program. 

This is not to say that these effects will not occur, only that 

bar representatives--many of whom were ready to execute action 

programs--did not have great expectations for significant change. 

Solicitation of Grant Applications 

Two types of solicitation of grant applicants were used 

during the first phase of BASICS: open solicitation for planning/ 

study grants and closed solicitation for the three demonstration 

grants. Open solicitation involves notifying as many potential 

applicants as possible; closed solicitation involves prior 

selection of a special sample of potential applications on the 

basis of previous merit or some other relevant characteristic. 

There were several reasons for the different ways of going 

about this task. The BASICS staff and The Clark Foundation 

had exp"ected, at the onset of the program, that very few 

associations would apply for planning/study grants (see p. 60). 

Because of this belief, BASICS used an open solicitation to bar 

associations across the country, but this approach did not 
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elicit large numbers of applications. It was not until BASICS 

decided to go beyond bar associations to other groups active in 

corDections in their sOlicitation that the quantity of applications 

increased. This fact has important implications if BASICS 

decides to undertake a second round of planning/study grants. 

The open solicitation should include different groups active in 

the correctional area. These groups which knmv the particular 

reform needs can be encouraged to "activate" the bar associations 

to submit a proposal. This procedure would increase the chances 

that the proposed reform effort is a significant one. In addition, 

the procedure should help to assure the involvement of outside 

groupS in the planning process from the very beginning. 

A different type of solicitation was used for applications 

for the three large demonstration grants. The Clark Foundation 

wanted an early indication of the ability of bar associations 

to institute correctional reform. BASICS approached four bar 

associations with a history of correctional reform work (i.e., 

Bar Association of San Francisco, the Maryland State Bar, the 

North Carolina Bar Association and the Washington State Bar 

Association) and accepted three of the proposals (North Carolina's 

proposal was initially rejected, but a revised version was later 

funded as a special, limited action grantJ. 

Neither the BASICS staff nor The Clark Foundation has been 

entirely pleased with the results of the demonstration projects. 

One staff member said, "Staff is unanimous in its position that 

preselected demonstration projects should not be chosen."l 



146 

Said another, "The ABA should not be in the business of selecting 

grantees without competition. 11 2 Although the associations have 

accomplished at least some of their intended goals (see ChapterV), 

it is hard to attribute the ~esults to BASICS in any sense except 

that BASICS money financed the project. These groups had succeeded 

in making changes in corrections before BASICS began; their 

BASICS grants allowed them to continue these efforts. They provided 

little data on whether BASICS' unique concept of correctional 

reform -- that is, via bar association activation -- can work 

effectively. Bar activation was not emphasized initially to the 

demonstration projects. In describing the absence of bar activation 

in one of the demonstration projects, a staff member said, 1ITheir 

project wouldn't qualify for action funding at this time (if it 

had been among the other action projects proposed) -- there's 

been no bar activation!"3 A Clark Foundation representative 

reflected the same feelings in commenting on another of the 

projects: "They accomplished reform, but not activation.,,4 

The experiences during the first year with both open and 

closed solicitation suggest that an open solicitation is the 

preferable approach. The solicitation should be directed at a 

variety of groups active in the correctional field in addition 

to bar associations. This would have the direct effect of 

increasing the number of applications and the indirect effect, 

particularly on the cases where groups outside the bar initiate 

the proposal, of helping to assure that proposed projects address 
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relevant correctional needs. If the importance of bar activation 

is clearly explained in the application brochure, and if certain 

provisions are made for its implementation, open soliciation should 

result in bar associations participating in -- not simply 

sponsoring -- the planning effort. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. BASICS should continue to use an open solicitation procedure 

fo~ grant applications. 

2. In an open solicitation, BASICS should include as many groups, 

working in the corrections area as possible, in addition to 

bar. association groups. 

3. BASICS should not award grants on the basis of a closed 

solicitation. 

Number and Content of Program Categories 

When the design of the BASICS program was being created~ 

there was a great deal of discussion about the number and content 

of program categories. The overriding need at that time was to 

broaden the scope of the progr~m in order to increase the number 

of applicants. The seven subject areas selected were those'in 

which the Corrections Commission had developed technical expertise 

expertise that was to be made available to grantees. Technical 

assistance, then, was not only a rationale for selecting the 

content of program categories, but also a promise to grantees. 



148 

There were between five and twelve planning/study projects 

in each category (see Table 3, p. 89). To initiate technical 

assistance to the programs, BASTCS scheduled two workshops, one 

in Wa~hington for projects located east of the Mississippi River 

and one in San Francisco for projects west of the Mississippi. 

The workshops were much the same, providing general information 

about the BASICS program and specific information about different 

program categories. There was a better presentation of the bar 

activation concept at the San Francisco session. However, we 

did not find during our site visits that grantees who had attended 

the San Francisco workshop understood the bar activation concept 

better than grantees who attended the Washington workshop. In 

general, grantees found the workshop sessions on technical project 

details t~ be the most useful aspect of the meetings. The 

suggestion most frequently listed by grantees to improve the 

workshops was ,to use the meeting time more efficiently, primarily 

for more detailed technical assistance. 

Technical as~istance was to be provided to grantees during 

the planning/study phase, either via consultation with experts 

in Washington or via staff site visits. During our site visits, 

we discovered that, in gen6~al, this did not occur. Staff site 

visits focused primarily on a discussion of bar activation. 

This resulted, perhap~ because most projects were unclear on this 

issue, or possibly because the BASICS staff did not have the 

expertise to provide technical advice on corrections. Many 

projects reported that the most useful aspect of the Washington 
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BASICS staff's site visit had been the clarification of guide-

lines, not the provision of technical assistance (see p. 99). 

These staff site visits should continue in the future: most 

of the projects judged the site visits to be "very useful" (see 

p. 99). However, the staff should provide more technical 

assistance of direct relevance to the project during the visit. 

This might be achieved by employing on a full-, part-time, or 

consulting basis special personnel with experience in correctional 

reform. 

Although the projects in this first round of planning/study 

grants did not greatly benefit from Corrections Commission 

expertise in the program areas, projects in a hypothetical 

second round would benefit even less. Many of the ABA Commission's 

projects are terminating in 1975 and their services will no 

longer be available. 

The Washington staff also sent occasional mailings to the 

grantees designed to provide additional technical assistance. 

These mailings include pamphlets and brochures published by the 

Corrections Commission, midterm reports by other BASICS' grantees 

in the same program category, as well as guidelines about the 

planning/study grant final report and the action grant proposal. 

Nine of the 20 grantees we site-visited made unsolicited comments 

that they were dissatisfied with these mailings. One project 

director said: 

BASICS/Washington hadn't thought through the stuff they 
sent. A lot of the mailed materials were useless. The 
outline they suggested has resulted in a redundant report! 
It's good for BASICS/Washington, but not for our purposes; 
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Too much inflation in the amount of information devalued the 

importance of each individual document. 

Project representatives were particularly critical of the 

tardiness of report guidelines. This is a representative 

comment: 

One thing that should have been done was to get the 
format for the reports out long before this. This 
has really hindered me. I'm not used to grants and 
I don't know about this. It would have helped me 
structure my project. 

The absence of good technical assistance during the first 

round of planning/study grant,and the reduction in the programs 

of Corrections Commission, seem to make it advisable to reduce 

the number of program categories in order that better technical 

assistance can be provided. The specific categories selected 

should be those of importance, where the Commission can still 

provide expertise and support. A general category might still 

be included to attract projects that fall outside the areas 

of the Commission's expertise but for which consultants might 

be available. 

There is another reason for reducing the scope of the program. 

The programs were not only varied but also numerous. The small 

staff was not prepared to handle nearly twice as many projects 

as it had anticipated. One staff member said: 

We never should have made so many grants. We couldn't 
adequately communicate and provide the kind of 
assistance we said wewere going to ..• The burden on 
the staf~ was bad. 5 

Both of the other staff members agreed; one said, "We under-

estimated the amount of work. 11
6 The large number of projects, 
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then, in so many different areas becam~ difticult to administer 

properly. If the scope of the areas is narrowed, it would be 

easier for the staff to develop a good technical assistance 

packet as well as give general guidance to the projects. This 

view is reflected in these comments by a staff member: 

The effectiveness of site visits could be increased 
if the areas and mission of BASICS were more narrowly 
defined. This would result in better technical 
assistance (and) better help in getting matching funds. 7 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. The number of program categories should be reduced in a 

future round of planning/study grants in order that better 

technical assistance can be provided. 

2. Orientation workshops should be continued for new grantees, 

but the amount of technical assistance should be increased. 

3. Qlaff should continue to site visit projects: 

a. they should continue to provide gui9ance on bar activation; 

b. they should increase the amount of technical assistance 

provided. This could be accomplished by employing special 

personnel with experience in corrections. 

4. Mailings to projects should be reduced. Only essential 

information, directly related to the project, should be sent. 

5. Guidelines for the planning/study phase final report should 

be provided early in the planning/study phase, preferably 

at the beginning. 
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Amount of Awa.rd 

Applicants for BASICS planning/study grants were told that 

"upwards of 50 small grants (2-4 thousand dollars)"S would be made. 

Because the number of qualified applicants exceeded the number 

BASICS had expected, the Management Board was faced with the 

decision either to award the original number of grants and turn 

down many associations, or to increase the number of grants and 

reduce the amount of each award. The Board decided on the latter 

alternative. 

Because planning/study grant application forms were intentionally 

very brief, the Board did not have enough information about each 

project to make decisions on the proper size of award. In any 

case, the amounts of money were not large, and the differences 

resulting from more thorough applications undoubtedly would have 

been small. Consequently, the Board decided to standardize the 

size of awards, with the average planning/study grant to be 

$3,000. The staff was directed to determine the amount of 

individual grants, increasing the amount above the $3,000 average 

"on account of bar size, project scope or confirmed need."g 

In fact, the average BASICS planning/study grant was $2,526. The 

average award made to state bar associations was $3,145, and the 

average award to local and county bar associations was $2,100. 

We asked grantees if the amount of their award had been 

sufficient (see p. gO ). Seventy .... five percent (75%) reported that 

the funds were adequate or more than adequate. Consequently, the 
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Board's decision to award smaller planning/study grants than 

had been planned did not, in general, affect the planning process, 

from the point of view of the projects. In order to determine 

any difference of opinion between state bar associations (which 

were generally awarded larger grants) and local and county 

associations (which were generally awarded smaller grants), we 

divided the grantees into these two groups. We then computed 

the average ratings of the sufficiency of planning/study funds 

'th' h Th ' "1 10 Wl ln eac group. e average ratlngs were very Slml ar. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The size of individual planning/study grants should be 

maintained at the current levels ($2,000-$3,000). 

'I'wo-Phase Approach to Grants 

The people who were involved in the initial discussions about 

the creation of the BASICS Program decided to use a two-stage 

grant process: short, small-grant planning/study period followed 

by a longer, large-grant action phase. They believed that this 

procedure would encourage better preparation which would, in turn, 

lead to better action projects. Funded and non-funded bar 

associations strongly agreed with this method of administering 

grant money (see p. 97 and p. 110). The explanation listed most 

frequently by both funded and non-funded bar associations for their 

judgement was the importance that this procedure gives to planning. 
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Based on these bar association opinions, we would encourage 

BASICS to continue the two-phas~ approach. However, there are 

s~veral things that should be kept in mind. Seven associations 

listed as a disadvantage of this method the lack of time or 

money for the planning/study process to work properly (see p.98 

and p. 110). We found that the lack of time was the more serlOUS 

restriction during the planning/study phase (see p. 95 ). 

Because of this, the length of the planning/study period should 

be increased for those a.ssociations which will require more time. 

Twenty-eight funded bar associations made suggestiJns about the 

additional length of time they needed for planning; the average 

amount of time listed was about three months. 

If the planning/study phase is increased by two or three months, 

BASICS may face another problem. For a limited number of beLt:' 

associations, five or six months will be too long a planning/study 

period. For these associations, BASICS should consider action 

applications without a fl..mded planning/ study phase. The applications 

should be reviewed just as rigorously as action proposals which 

develop from an initial planning/study period, using the same 

evaluation criteria. Several of the planning/study projects which 

were funded during BASICS' first year could have begun action 

immediately. In awarding both regular planning/study grants and 

early action grants, BASICS should maintain the same standards 

and requirements for bar activation. 

The experience of the first year of BASICS indicates that it 

takes some time for grantees to understand the concept of bar 

activation. Because of this, we recommend that BASICS not fund 
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"emergency" projects (i.e., short term projects dealing with a 

quickly developing and unexpected correctional reform). In 

general, this kind of project is an~ithetical to BASICS' philosophy 

of establishing on-going, institutionalized structures for 

correctional reform. These structures generally could not be 

created quickly enough to react to a sudden, unexpected correctional 

problem. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

1. The two-phase grant process should be continued with two 

changes: 

a. the length of the planning/study period should be 

increased by 3 months; and 

b. a limited number of associations which do not need 

a planning/study phase should be awarded action grants 

at the outset. 

2. Emergency, short-term grants should not be awarded. 
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Criteria Utilized in Awarding Grants 

A major policy question confronting BASICS staff and the 

Management Board during the initial year was how best to decide 

which applicant bar assQciations should be awarded planning/study 

grants. This question did not assume great importance until the 

BASICS Program was inundated by proposals. Initi.ally, the 

energies of the staff were directed toward soliciting as many 

proposals as they could -- to offset the expected lack of response 

which had been widely predicted within the ABA. Therefore, the 

question of which criteria to use in selecting applicants did not 

arise until the demand greatly exceeded the supply of grant money 

available for the planning/study phase. By that time, it really 

was too late to begin developing these criteria. The initial 

application form sent to bar associations Csee Appendix S ) was 

designed to encourage people to complete it. The form was very 

brief, uncomplicated, and took little time to complete. As things 

turned out, it also did not generate sufficient information to 

enable the staff and the Board to make informed decisions about 

the relative merits of each proposal. 

Some of the statements made in BASICS' original brochure, 

which contained the application form, may have led to an "over-

stimulation" of bar associations. For example, readers of the 

brochure were told: 

There is an application form for a planning/study 
grant in the center of this pamphlet. -It is designed 
to make the process as simple as possible so any 
interested bar, with however little experience~. 
can realistically anticipate an award.1lCemphasis added) 
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Ultimately, 29 of the 106 bar associat~ons which applied for 

BASTCS planning/study grants did not receive them, One could 

realistically expect, then, that applicant/non-funded bars might 

raise some questions about the criteria utilized in awarding 

planning/study grants. Nine of the 14 persons responding to a 

question conce~ning the fairness of BASICS' assessment said that 

they did not believe their bar's proposal had been judged 
, -
" equitably (see p. 112). In addition, in comments on the criteria 

used in awarding BASICS grants, only one respondent referred to 

the relative merit of the proposal; the other ten either had no 

idea or believed the criteria were not related to merit. These 

reactions mayor may not be representative of the group of 29 

applicant/non-funded bars; . since the I'esponse rate for these 

questions was not high, we cannot presume that these responses are 

representative. However, the responses indicate that a substantial 

proportion of the applicant/non-funded bar associations were 

unhappy with the way in which the grant decisions were made. 

The "overstimulation" problem which we raise here is important 

for several reasons. It relates not only to the creation of a 

group of non-funded applicants, but also to the problems of 

providing technical consultation, regular contact and supportive 

services, and other program resources to 77 bar associations 

throughout the United States. With few staff members, limited time, 

and geographic diversity, these logistic matters were indeed 

formidable. 

Primary responsibility for deciding which bars should get 

r 
( 
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planning/study grants WqS vested in subcommittees of the 

Management Board. These subcommittees reviewed the applications 

and made funding recommendations to the full Management Board, 

which rendered the final decisions. At least one of the evaluators 

was present at each of these sessions and observed first-hand 

the decision-making processes. It was our collective observation 

that criteria utilized in making these grant decisions were in-

formal and non-specific. The information available to subcorr~ittee 

members (and, later, to the Management Board as a whole) generally 

consisted of the applicant's short narrative proposal, the 

application form itself, brief comments by members of the BASICS 

staff, and miscellaneous attached documents. As one BASICS staff 

member commented: 

We didn't really ask fo l2any thing that made it possible 
to make good decisions. 

In addition to the inadequacy of the information obtained, 

some of the information was not available to subcommittee members 

at the time of their meetings. The mechanical process of re­

producing and assembling the proposals relevant to each subcommittee 

within a limited amount of time was difficult; as a result, not 

all of the information which had been obtained was available for 

the use of these decision-makers. 

For a variety of reasons, then, the decisions made by the 

subcommittees and Management Board were not based on cri·teria 

which were developed and articulated in advance. Instead, the 

"criteria" which were applied were informal, non-specified, and 

sometimes related only tangentially to merit. 
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Later, when specific dollar amounts were assigned to each 

of the awards, a definite "leveling effect" developed. At the 

December 6 meeting of the Management Board, the staff and the 

Board members decided that all awards should be for amounts between 

$2,000 and $4,000 unless there were special needs or circumstances. 

There was a conscious effort to make awards which averaged $3,000. 

One staff member suggested "a closer scrutiny of dollar needs 

in each case,ffl3 but a Commission representative said that it 

"would be too arbitrary and difficult to determine actual needs.,,14 

The actions of the Board reflected this attempt to distribute 

the available grant monies "equitably." It is our opinion, 

however, that this egalitarian approach was primarily due to the 

lack of information on which to base more discriminating judg­

ments, rather than an indication that the proposals were of 

equal merit. Moreover, the appearance of equity which characterized 

the awards must be tempered by the realization that 29 other bar 

associations which applied were not funded at all, despite the 

assurances contained in BASICS' informational brochure. 

At the suggestion of one of the evaluation consultants, the 

subcommittees which reviewed the action grant proposals utilized 

"fundability scales" and assigned ratings to each proposal. How­

ever, even at that state the available information on each project, 

contained in the midterm report, final report, staff site visit, 

and proposal narrative, was not translated into formalized guide­

lines or standardized criteria. As a result~ the main purpose 

of the scales was defeated, although their use did require sub~ 
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committee members to pate the r:-rojects ,...- thereby ranKing them~ 

at least to some extent, and avoiding the leveling effect. At 

any rate, much more empho.,c::;is needs to be given to the development 

of written criteria which will be measurable and provide compar­

ability. Until such criteria are developed and utilized in 

decision-making, these important decisions will continue to be 

based on very amorphous factors -- a situation which does not 

enhance the capability of program personnel to formulate policy 

and explain the BASICS Program's philosophy. 

The articulation of specific criteria of lIfundabilityll will 

also help preclude another kind of problem the possibility 

that one or more members of a subcommittee could significantly 

influence the group's decision because of some personal vested 

interest in seeing a project funded. We are convinced, based on 

our regular. attendance at these important meetings and our 

extensive interviews, that the members of the Management Board, 

the BASICS staff, and the Corrections Commission representatives 

consistently made a conscious effort to assess proposals objectively 

and responsibly. We are, however, aware of one instance in which 

a person clearly had a conflict of interest and stood to profit, 

professionally and financially, if a certain project were funded. 

Rather than exercising restraint by withdrawing from the decision­

making process concerning this project, this person dominated 

the discussion concerning the project's merits, assigned it the 

highest possible rating, and staunchly advocated its funding at 

the maximum possible leveL The project. in question was recommended 



for funding at the highest level. Latar, because of the Clark 

Foundation's decision to delay certain financial commitments, 

this particular project was placed in a "deferred" category. 

The above comments are not intended to reflect on the 

fundability of the project in question. Whether or not it is 

a meritorious project is a separate question. Rather, this 

case <and it is the only one of its type which_ has occurr'ed, 

to our knowledge) illustrates the need for a policy statement 
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on situations involving conflict of interests. To sustain 

confidence in the integ~ity of the Program, it 1S important that 

these situations be dealt with positively and affirmatively. 

Finally, in developing specific criteria to assess the 

merits of each proposed project, we believe that bar activation 

should receive increased emphasis. In the decision-making to 

date, bar activation has not been given much weight. Since it 

is a co-equal goal of BASICS, along with correctional .reform , it 

should be prominently reflected in criteria which are developed. 

We shall deal more specifically with the issue of bar activar~on 

and offer suggestions regarding its increased emphasis in a 

subsequent section of this chapter. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. Criteria utilized in assessing proposals for BASICS grants 

should be written and widely disseminated. These criteria 

should be: 

a. measurable; 

b. broad enough to allow for the individual differences 

of bar associations; and 
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c. emphasize both covrection~l reform and b~r 

activation, 

2. BASICS applica.nts should be required to provide extensive 

information on all aspects of their proposal. Adequate 

information must be available to insure a fair assessment 

of each applicant. 

3. BASICS should insist that proposed projects sp~cify goals 

which are measurable. Proposals which do not meet this 

criterion should be returned and technical assistance provided, 

if necessary, to insure that the applicant submits an 

acceptable revision. 

4. Grant conditions and amounts should be individualized and based 

on an assessment of each applicant's merits and n~eds, BASICS 

should negotiate a formal agreement with each grantee, 

specifying in measurable terms the project's goals. Such an 

agreement could then become a useful evaluation tool. 

5 . There is a need for specific policy dealing with conflict of 

interests. Any person who believes, or has cause to believe, 

that their objectivity may be compromised by a conflict of 

interests should be excluded from decision-making processes 

related to the area(s) of conflict. 

6. BASICS should actively assist non-funded applicants in locatin& 

alternate so.urces of funding and implementing their proli ects. 

The "overstimulation l1 (in terms of numbers of applicants) 

of bar associations, although not foreseen, has helped to 

create a group of bars to which BASICS has a continuing obligation. 
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C. Bar Activation 

The goal of "bar activation" has received increasing 

emphasis throughout the first year of the BASICS Program. 

The concept has been elevated to co-equal status, along with 

correctional reform, but has yet to be defined adequately. 

One reason for this lack of clarity is the emergent nature 

of the concept itself. Correctional reform, while not easily 

accomplished, has been championed by various groups -- for 

assorted reasons -- and is frequently an issue for discussion 

and debate. The concept of bar activation, on the other hand, 

is completely new to everyone. 

Development of the Concept 

One of the main purposes of 'ehe BASICS Program, from the 

perspective of the Clark Foundation, is " .. . to test and develop 

b .. f' f III ar assoclatlons as agents or contlnuous re rom .... The 

bar activation concept has been viewed as a means to this end. 

According to BASICS' promotional brochure: 

... bar associations have the potential to plan and 
execute specific, well-defined improvement programs. 
The same structure which makes this possible can also 
be the foundation for continuous public service acti­
vity .... Whatever an association's history in correc­
tions, BASICS expects that the bar's collective reform 
conscioussness will be ... advanced .... Once havi-3 opened 
its eyes to corrections problems, the organized bar 
cannot justifiably turn them away. The issues are 
intimately connected with the legal pro~ession and the 
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administration of justice. Long recognized as a powerful 
force when the professional interests of its members are 
at stake, the bar must increasingly exercise this influ­
ence in the public interest.2 

The Clark Foundation's professional staff members tend to 

assign bar activation an even higher priority than correctional 

reform. 3 In their view, if bar associations can be energized 

to design and implement programs to effect measurable improvement 

in corrections, then there exists the possibility of utilizing 

these associations to promote social reform in other sUbstantive 

areas. One very likely target area for future efforts along 

these lines is mental health, where the Foundation already has 

funded the ABA's Commission on the Mentally Disabled (modelled 

after the Corrections Commission) and is beginning to develop a 

bar activation component not unlike that of BASICS. 4 

Bar activation was not' stressed as a major goal throughout 

the entire BASICS planning/study phase, but it received increasing 

prominence as the Program progressed. This change in emphasis 

has created some confusion among the BASICS staff and the project 

directors for the various grants. Some project personnel have 

even expressed to BASICS staff members their resentment about 

what they often perceived as a shift in goals: 

The people on the projects tended to see bar activation 
as a separate thing that was imposed, rather than a tech­
nique. S 

The general confusion and mixed emotions surrounding this 

important topic were not effectively dealt with at the BASICS 

workshops. According to one BASICS staff member: 
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We were utterly unprepared to respond to the lack of 
understanding of bar activation at the Washington work­
shop. We did much better ~t San Francisco .... But they 
[ABA and Clark officials] had as much trouble explaining 
it to us as we did to the bars. 6 

Relationship to Correctional Reform 

Are bar activation and correctional reform compatible 

goals? Some of the project directors we talked with during our 

site visits do not think so. One director--an attorney and 

member of the bar--when asked whether the bar association 

formally had endorsed the project, replied: 

We wouldn't even ask them to support the project. They 
see what we're doing as harmful to their clients' 
interests. 7 

Bar associations, like other kinds of organizations, are 

composed of various interest groups. These interests are not 

always concordant. In many, if not most, bar associations, 

attorneys specializing in criminal law are not prominently 

represented in the organizational hierarchy of power and influ-

ence. In some cases, exemplified by the quotation above, cor-

rectional reform projects may be perceived as antithetical to 

the interests of important clients, or even "silent majority" 

clients frightened by crime in the streets. Where this occurs, 

it may well be the case that a concerted effort to involve the 

bar association's leadership a.nd/or general membership in the 

work of the project would increase the likelihood that overt or 

covert resistance would develop. 

,. 



Two othe~ p~oject di~ecto~s whom we inte~viewed did not 

view ba~ activation as a cont~a~y goal, but saw it as a ve~y 

inefficient use of time: 

If ba~ activation--in the sense of getting eve~yone 
behind it--is necessa~y fo~ the action g~ant, we'd 
~athe~ spend ou~ time on the p~oblem-'-not changing 
the minds of lawye~s who a~en't inte~ested!8 

The big p~oblem was the ba~ association--not moving, 
not being coope~ative, not puttin~ it (co~~ectional 
~efo~m) high on thei~ p~io~ities. 

Finally, ~emarks made du~ing a site visit inte~view 

with anothe~ p~oject d~~ecto~ ~eflect his conce~n about the 

meaning of ba~ activation and his feeling that he had not 

been info~med fully about the ~eal pu~poses of BASICS: 

I missed the pu~pose of the p~og~am to begin with. I 
thought it was to set up a (co~~ectional ~efo~m) p~o-
ject. Now I unde~stand . that the money was 
actually to set up a staff to get political leve~age 
and impact. IO 

In gene~al, then, the ba~ activation concept has not 

adequately been developed, and its impact on the co~~ectional 

~efo~m component of BASICS hastnot ~eceived sufficient atten-

tion. Quantitative data gathered via ou~ questionnai~es and 

on-site vists affo~d some additional indications about ba~ 

activation. With ~espect to the active involvement of ba~ 

association membe~s in BASICS p~ojects, ou~ data show that 

this simply has not occu~~ed to any substantial extent. 

Questionnai~es completed by ~ep~esentatives of funded ba~s 

indicate that thei~ p~ojects involved between 3 and 65 

ba~ membe~s, with the midpoint (median) of this dist~ibution 
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being about 14. In addition, at 20 randomly-selected project 

sites we asked project representatives to tell us how many bar 

members had actively participated in their projects. (We ex-

, eluded token involvement from these figures.) We found that 

50% of these bar associations had fewer than seven members 

working actively on their project. 

Very few members of bar associations were involved--either 

actively or superficially--in the planning/study phase of BASICS. 

When the number of bar membe~s involved, to any extent, in BASICS 

planning/study projects (Med = 13.8)11 is compared with the 

total membership figures for these bar associations (Med = 1,700), 

we find that for every 1,000 bar members, only eight (.008%) were 

involved in their associations' BASICS projects. For those 

actively involved, this ratio drops to about 5:1,000 (.005%). 

There is, of course, a problem in interpreting these figures. 

That problem relates to the lack of standards for successful 

bar activation. 

Rethinking the Concept 

It should be apparent from the foregoing discussion that 

"bar activation" has not been defined adequately. Other prob-

lems may emerge from this lack of conceptual clarity. For 

example, the lack of success in involving bar members, minority 

bars, and minority and client populations in the planning/study 

phase mayor may not be of importance, depending on one's defini­

tion of bar activation. We have reported on these kinds of 



indicators because of our own interpretations of the concept, 

as represented in BASICS' literature and in informal discus­

sions and meetings during the past year. 

It appears to be impractical to conceive of bar activa-

tion as implying that a substantial number of bar association 

members would be activated. Representatives of both BASICS 

and the Clark Foundation have become increasingly cognizant 

of this fact during the first year of the Program's existence. 

Other kinds of indicators lave been suggested in order to 

clarify the concept of bar activation. The Vice President of 
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the Foundation, in a memorandum entitled "Thoughts on Possible 

Criteria for Measuring Success of BASICS Grantees," said: 

Evidence of successful "bar activation" could include: 

1. Official sponsorship of state/local improvement project 
by state/local association of lawyers with membership 
base and ongoing organizational/financial structure. 

2. Official, ongoing committee in state/local association 
for the subject area concerned. 

3. Financial support of project by state/local association 
of lawyers, starting with $"X" match for initial y~ar 
and progressing to total support by 3rd (?) year. 

4. Full-time staffed reform office at state/local associa­
tion with local or multi-based financing over 3 year 
period. 

5. "X" volunteer hours actually devoted to project by "Y" 
lawyers over "Z" time period. 

6. Substantial involvement of other citizen reform groups 
under lawyers' association leadership. (Must define 
substantial involvement - e.g., certain numbers of 
contacts, mutual technical and financial assistance.) 

7. Substantial involvement in project of minority groups 
and client groups. 
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8. Substantial use of legal resources available in local 
area - e.g., law schools, related bar committees and 
projects. 

9. Positive attitudinal/informational changes in local 
lawyer population (if carefully measured). 

10. Substantial public visibility given to lawyers' efforts -
press, T.V., public hearings - ideally with measurements 
of public attitudinal/information changes related to 
lawyers' projects. 

Some of these criteria are minimum levels of achievement 
which should be present in all projects (such as #1, #2, 
#3, minimum number in #5 and #7). Others are additional 
levels of achievement which may help qualify a project as 
an action grantee or one which should receive multi-year 
financial support. 

Criteria should be specified in advance and can be measured 
by lawye~s' rules - i.e., best evidence, preponderance of 
evidence. 12 

An index of some or all of these criteria would provide a 

clearer--and more readily measurable--operational definition of 

successful bar activation. These criteria incorporate several 

different indicators of ongoing, institutionalized bar commitment 

to correctional reform, rather than the ad hoc qualities which 

currently inhere in most projects. The expansion of the concept 

to include multiple criteria of successful bar activation would 

seem highly desirable. 

Data generated during our work provide information about 

bar association performance in some of the areas discussed in 

the Clark representative's memorandum (criteria 1-7). Certainly 

the great majority of funded bars satisfied criteria 1 an~ ~ 

(official sponsorship of project, membership base, and ongoing 

structure, including corrections committee or its equivalent). 
, I 
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However, on criteria 3-7, the data present a less positive 

picture. Bar association financial support for BASICS projects 

has been minimal. Due to incomplete reporting, we have been 

unable to calculate the exact amount of financial contributions 

made by bar groups, but we know that it is only a small amount 

of money. Our questionnaire data show that only three funded 

bar associations listed their own bar as a possible funding 

source. Therefore, while bar association financial support 

certainly constitutes a feasible -- and measurable -- criterion 

for bar activation, preliminary evidence indicates minimal ac~ 

complishment thus far. Bar activation could encompass the 

expectation that gradual improvement in bar support would occur. 

The establishment of a full-time, staffed reform office 

with local or multi-based financing would, as the memorandum 

implies, take some time to develop. This could be an ideal 

which bar associations could strive to attain. At the present 

time, neither the reform office nor the local/multi-based finan­

cing characterize BASICS grantees. 

With respect to the volunteer hours devoted to BASICS projects 

by lawyers over a period of time, the crucial question is one of 

numbers. What constitutes acceptable bar activation? The 

figures here would necessarily and understandably vary, accord-

ing to the size of the bar association. Baseline data would be 

essential so that progress could be monitored, rather than 

attempting to assess "success" or "failure" in tl1is area. 
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Other citizen reform groups havG been involved, to some 

extent, in BASICS projects. This involvement has primarily 

consisted of consultation during the initial planning stages. 

To be sure, some projects involve the regular, ongoing input 

of such groups, as suggested by one project representative: 

We've been high on coordinating all the groups active in 
this area and low on attorney involvement. I felt it was 
worthwhile getting people who were already involved. I 
think we'd still be behind the "eig.ht ball" right now 
if we'd only gotten attorneys involved. 13 

A concept which might come closer to fulfilling the needs 

here would be a community consortium structure, whereby BASICS 

project staff and other bar members would establish an ongoing 

group of representatives from various sectors of the community 

for the purpose of cooperating and combining their resources to 

accomplish specified correctional reform tasks. This consortium, 

as well as other decision-making processes, could include repre-

sentatives of minority and client groups--sectors which have not 

been involved much in the past (see p. 40). One project director 

who has had some experience in implementing the community consor-

tium concept said: 

Originally I viewed it as window dressing, but it worked 
out well. l4 

One other area of bar activation seems particularly impor-

tant; this has been referred to as "ABA activation." If we were 

to apply the aforementioned bar activation criteria to a more 

complex organization such as the ABA, we would find that some 

modifications would be necessary because of the ABA's functional 



and structural differences (i.e., national organization con­

sisting of affiliated bar associations and members and repre­

senting the American legal profession). The establishment of 

the Commission on Correctional Facilities and Ser'vices can be 
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seen as ~n important step toward bar activation. The Commission 

has sponsored a number of independently-funded programs. However, 

in other areas of bar activation, accomplishments are less appar-

ent. To date, the bulk of the ABA's work in corrections has been 

funded by private foundations. Applying the same criteria noted 

above, bar activation might imply an ongoing effort which grad­

ually becomes more self-supporting--perhaps dues-based, in part-­

and begins to function as an integral, institutionalized (rather 

than ad hoc) component of the ,organization. 

We believe that the use of BASICS' liaison15 (see Appendix T ) 

to build grass-~oots ~nderstanding and support for correctional 

reform among ABA affiliates is an important step toward bar acti­

vation. The problems of communication and coordination within 

the ABA and its network of affiliates are difficult. Grass-roots 

organization may be a useful approach to the problems posed by 

organizational complexity. We believe that it may even be help­

ful to expand the concept of BASICS liaisons to include minority 

bars, minority and client populations, state corrections depart­

ments, and other organizations and groups whose input and support 

are important factors in the planning and implementation of cor­

rectional reform projects. 
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In addition to this expanded use of BASICS liaisons outside 

the ABA, we believe it might be useful to make similar concerted 

efforts within the ABA. There has been difficulty in coordina­

tion between BASICS and various components of the ABA (e.g., 

accounting and public information). Addi~ionally, there have 

been some rather embarrassing revelations that certain highly­

placed ABA officials had no personal familiarity with the BASICS 

Program. All of this serves to emphasize the need for more 

effective communication and coordination "in house" as well as 

elsewhere. The BASICS Program should increase the extent to 

which personnel from other units of the ABA's organizational 

structure are involved in BASICS meetings, site visits, work­

shops, and other activities and attempt to involve BASICS and/ 

or Commission staff more frequently in the activities of these 

other sectors. Increased -- and more importantly, improved -­

contact should help to facilitate coordination and understanding. 

Bar activation has been set forth as a co-equal goal of 

BASICS, along with correctional reform. If correctional reform 

efforts are to be systematized and institutionalized responsi­

bilities of the legal profession, bar activation -- broadly defined 

as the dynamic process of "building in" an ongoing correctional 

reform component -- is essential. Otherwise, bar association 

efforts to promote correctional reform are likely to retain their 

ad hoc, informal qualities. 

In addition to the absence of continuity and long-term 

planning, this ad hoc quality of bar association projects has 
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yet another danger, with which at least one project director was 

all too familiar: 

The use of lawyers' informal contacts keeps things on an 
ad hoc basis. This has been the kind of basis that's 
resulted in misuse. 16 

The failure of most bars to establish formalized structural 

arrangements for carrying on the work of correctional reform 

leaves a void which encourages the use of these informal, ad 

hoc tactics. These tactics have little visibility, provide no 

assurance that consideration will be given to diverse viewpoints 

and ideas, and provide ample opportunity for the abuse of power. 

Bar activation, on the other hand, could involve more participa-

tory decisimi-making, the development of organizational (rather 

than personal) stances and tactics on issues, and much greater 

regularity and visibility of correctional reform efforts. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. BASICS should develop and disseminate a clearer defini-

tion of the concept "bar activation", incorporating: 

a. multiple indicators which are measurable; 

b. an emphasis on ongoing, rather than ad hoc, struc-

tural arrangements; 

c. the community consortium concept, t"lhere applicable; 

and 

d. an emphasis on improvement (in comparison with base­

line data for the multiple indicators) as the over-

riding goal. 
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2. BASICS should give bar activation increased weight 

in the evaluation of grant proposals. This might 

include: 

a. the requirement i:hat specific information about 

previous bar activation (baseline data) and 

measurable bar activation goals be included ln 

the proposal, along with copies of endorsements, 

promises of monetary support, and other supporting 

documents from the bar association and other groups; 

and 

b. the requirement that a long-range plan for bar acti-

vat ion be submitted with the proposal, preferably 

with a written endorsement from the bar association. 

This document should present a plan by which the 

applicant bar associaton proposes to .increase, in-

crementally, its level of commitment and self-suffi-

ciency in the a.':'ea of correctional reform. 

3. Make bar' activation an integral part of all grant agree­

ments, while continuing to recognize and respect the 

differences among Ears. One method of doing this would 

be the negotiation of an agreement, acceptable to BASICS 

and the individual gran'tee bar, which specifies the mea-

surable bar activation goals of the association and 

provides built-in criteria for assessment. 

4. ProVide more technical assistance and consultation to , . 
help bar associations in developing.and implementing 
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satisfactory bar activation component,s. This might 

include bar activation workshops, on-site consulting, 

and other serVlces. 

5. Stimulate minority bar activation by: 

a. more actively soliciting proposals from minority 

bars; 

b. insisting that BASICS projects make (and document) 

every reasonable effort to involve minority bars 

in th8ir geographic area; and 

c. extending the BASICS liaison concept by assigning 

representatives to work regularly with minority bars. 

6. Extend the BASICS liaison concept to include: 

a. minority bar associations; 

b. minority and client populations; 

c. state corrections departments; and 

d. other relevant groups. 

7. Promote ABA activation by: 

a. assigning BASICS liaison to work within the ABA 

to improve communication and coordination of efforts 

and to integrate BASICS more fully within the ABA's 

organizational structure; and 

b . encoU!:~aging the ABA to develop a long-range plan to 

institutionalize correctional reform activities, 

including di vel'sification of funding, increased 

self-sufficiency and organizational commitment. 



178 

NOTES 

1. BASICS informational brochure (revised), 1975, p. 6. 

2. Ibid, pp. 11-12. 

3. In'~erview with Roderick N. Petrey, Vice President of The 

Edna McConnell Clark Foundation, July 31, 1975. 

4. Ibid. 

5. Interviews with BASICS staff members, July 16, 1975. 
, 

6. Ibid. 

7. Field notes, on~site visits to funded projects. 

8.· Ibid. 

9. Ibid. 

10. -Ibid. 

11. "~Jed" is the symbol for "median." The median is the mid-

point within a range, or distribution, of numbers. The 

median thus divides the distribution in half, so that 50% 

of the numbers fall above and 50% below the median number. 

12. Roderick N. Petrey, memorandum, February 24, 1975. 

13. Field notes, op. cit. 

14. Ibid. 

15. The BASICS liaison concept initially involved the utilization 

of designated representatives who attempted to disseminate 

information about the BASICS Program to bar officers through-

out their state. Discussions concerning BASICS liaisons 

took place at several Management Board meetings, and the 

Board designated Frederick G. Buesser, Jr. (Board member 



and former President of the State Bar of Michigan) 

as coordinator for the BASICS liaison initiatives. 

16. Field notes, op. cit. 
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APPENDIX A 

Letter of Award of the BASICS Grant from 

the Edna McConnell Clark Foundation to 

the American Bar Association. 
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The Edna McConnell CrClrl-< Foundation 
250 Park Avenue, New York, NY 10017 212 98G 'lObO 

II. Eugene Heine, Jr. , Esq~lire 
Director, [o'und for Public Education 
American Dar Association 
1155 Enst 60th Street 
Chicag'o, Illinois GOG37 

Dear Gene; 

July I, 1974 
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r am p189.Sed to announce a grant of up to $960, 000 to the Fund for Public Education 
of the American Bar Association for one year to implement a program of state and local 
Bar Association Support to Improve Corrections Services (BASICS) throug'h the Associa­
tion's Commission on Correctional Facilities and Services. This grant, when added to a_ 
previous planning grant of $40,000, will bring Clark [o'oundation support for BASICS 
and related activities to a total of $1, 000: 000. 

Clark Foundation support of the BASICS program is a major part of the Foundation:s 
~ffo .. 'l.s to help improve civil and criminal justice systems in the United States by encourag­
ing members of the lcgal profession, particularly in our states and localities, to exercise 
actively their responsibility for the fair and efficient administration of justice. 'We think 
the BASICS program, if carefully structured and evaluated, can provide a valid test of 
the contribution which state and local associations of lawyers can make to continuous cor­
rections reform. It also can lay the groundwork for other reform efforts in related fields 
of activity, such as incarceration in mental institutions. 

I have enclosed two copies of the Statement of Conditions for this grant. Please 
note the conditions in paragraph 4 (Reports) and paragraph 6 (Special Conditions) which 
are desig11ed to ensure extensive consultation with the Clark Foundation throughout the 
program! s desig11 and implementation. Roclericl( N. Petrey, Vice President of the Founda­
tion, will serve as the primary contact bet'ween the Foundation and the Association for this 
grant. 

Upon receipt of one signed copy of the Statement of Conditions, we will forward you 
a checl~ for $200,000. Future payment~ will bc made according to n. payment schedule to 
be arrangcd by Rod Petrcy of the Foundation with 1\11'. Daniel Slwler and i\Jr. David Li,ndcn 
of the Corrections Commission and 13ASICS stnff .. We anticipate additional payments of 
approximately $200,000 in October, 1974, and of. $560,000 in March, 1975, assuming satis-
factollY Pl'og'l'CSS . 
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We asl{ that you cleur with the Foundation prior to release any press announcement 
which mentions this grant or this Foundation. 

We look forward to your future communications regarding the progress of this grant. 
Please do not hesitate to contact Rod Petrey or me regarding any matter of mutual concern. 

eb 
Enels. 

ee: 1\1r. Daniel Skoler 
Mr. David Linden 
Mr. Chesterfield Smith 

Sincerely. 

P-lZ;; 
James F. Hetty 
President 
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STATEl\lENT OF CONDITIONS 

RE: Grant of up to $860,000 by The Edna McConnell Clark Foundation to the 
Fund for Public Education of the American Dar Association to imple­
ment a program of state and local 13[1r Association Support to Improve 
Correctional Services (BASICS) through the Commission on Correc­
tional Facilities and Services and for related activities. 

1. !'urposes of Grant, This grant and any income therefrom may be 
spent only for religious, charitable, scientific, literary or educational purposes 
or for the prevention of cruelty to children or animals within the meaning of 
Section 170 (c) (2) (B) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, as amended (herein­
after "Code"), as further specifically limited by the statement of purposes in the 
Grant Letter. Grantor has not earmarked the use of the grant or any portion 
thereof for any named secondary grantee and does not retain the power to cause 
the Grantee to select any secondary grantee. 

2. Change of Exempt Organization Status. Grantee will immediately 
inform Grantor of: 

a. Any change in its status as an organization described in 
Section 501 (c) (3) of the Code, and 

b. Any change in its status as an organization exempt from 
private foundation status according to Section 509 (a) of 
the Code. 

3. Withholding of Grant. In case of any violation by the Grantee of 
these Terms and Conditions or o{any provisions of the Code or the regulations 
thereun'der, or any change in Grante~' s status referred to in paragraph 2 above. 
Grantor reserves the right to withhold all future payment of this or any other 
grant to the Grantee. Grantor's determination of such violation or of such change 
in status shall be binding and conclusive on the Grantee. 

4. Reports. Within 30 days after the completion of the use of the grant 
funds, the Grantee will make a final report detailing all expenditures made from 
such funds and a narrative account of the progress made toward the goals of the 
grant. The Grantee will confer with Foundution personnel or consultants at the 
reasonable request of the Foundation regarding expenditures. records and 
progress of the project covered by the grant. The Grantee will submit monthly 
reports of prog'ress to the Foundation using' a format jointly determined by the 
Foundation and the Grantee. Such reports \V'ill be due no later thnn the 10th of 
each month for progress during the previous month. The Grantee will submit 
such other interim reports as may reasonably be requested by the Foundation 
and cooperate fully with evaluation studies. 
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5. Records. The Grantce wni maintain its booles and l'ccords in such II 
manner that the gt:nnt funds will be shown separatcly on the Grantee's books and 
that the c~:penditures made in fUl'lhcrrmce of the ~rant purposes will be shown as 
chargcd against the rrrnnt, and will maintain records of such funds in such a form 
llS to be chcd;:ed rcadily. The Grantee will l.:;cep the records of cxpendit ures as 
well as copies of the l'QPorts submitted to the Foundation for at least four years 
after the complefion of the use of the gTant funds. The Grantee will malw its 
booles and records available to the Foundation for inspection at reasonable times. 

6. Special Condilions. Payments of this grant will be made according- to a 
schedule determined by the Grantee and the Foundation. After an initial payment I 
future payments will be conditioned upon: 

a. Establishment of H lilJ1ited number of substantive categories for cor­
rectional reform pl'ojects by state and local associations of lawyers; 

b. Establishment of matching requirements or other procedures to ensure 
the g'eneration and commitment of local resources by associations of 
lawyers which receive action grants under the BASICS program; 

c. Establishment of long-term plans to extend the BASICS program beyond 
its first year and to relate the program directly to continuous reform 
activity by state and local associations of lawyers in other segments 
of the nation's civil and criminal justice system; 

d. Active consultation with and involvement of representatives of other 
interested org'anizations -- both inside and outside the American Bar 
Association -- in the design -and implementation of the BASICS pro­
gram, particularly organizations 'Nhich represant racial and economic 
minorities who are affected in major ways by the quality of correc­
tional services j 

e. Design of standards I monitoring and evaluating systems and a 
schedule for determh1ing progress of the BASICS program in meeting 
its objectives. 

Accepted and ag-reed to this ... J04u .... l .. 1'l-'--- day of .----:2a-.5-~----' 1974. 

American Bar Association 
..B'nod for Pllbl i c Educa tion 
Organization 

s/H. Eugene Heine, Jr. 
By 

Director of the Fund for Public Education 
Title 
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APPENDIX B 

Grant Scheme of the BASICS Project 
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B. A. S. I. C. S. 

GRANT SCHEME 

Edna McConnell Clark Foundation 

Commission on Correctional Facilities and Services 

I 

Small Planning Grants to 
State and Local Bars 

I 
Reports 

I 
Proposals 

I 
Selection 

Large Demonstration Grants 

r--- i 

B.A.S.I.C.S. Program 

I 

I nitial Large 
Demonstration Grants 
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APPENDIX C 

BASICS Management Board Members 
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Chairman 
Hon. Richard J. Hughes 

Vice Chairman 
Robert J. Mann 

ABA Commission on Correctional Facilities and Services: 

Bennett J. Cooper 
Deputy Director, Administration of Justice Division 
Ohio Department of Economic & Community Development 

Hon. Richard J. Hughes 
Chief Justice 
New Jersey Supreme Court 

Grace Olivarez 
Director 
Institute for Social Research and Development 
University of New Mexico 

Robert P. Murray 
Vice Chairman 
ABA Corrections Commission 

Charles E. Silberman 
Director 
The Study of Law and Justice 

ABA Criminal Justice Section: 

Hon. Joe W. Sanders 
Chief Justice 
Louisiana Supreme Court 

ABA Young Lawyers Section 

Robert J. Mann 
Vice Chairperson - Projects 
Criminal Justice Committee 

Bar Executives: 

Billie Bethel 
Executive Director 
Tennessee Bar Association 

Richard B. Morris 
Executive Director 
The Bar Association of San F~ancisco 





Bar Officers: 

Carl J. Character 
2nd Vice President 
National Bar Association 

Frederick G. Buesser, Jr. 
Former President 
State Bar of Michigan 

National Council on Crime and Delinquency: 

Frederick Ward, Jr. 
Executive Vice President 
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APPENDIX D 

Example of Letters Sent to Bar Associations 



1.. , . 

COMMISSION ON 
CORRECTIONAL 
FACILITIES AND 

SERVICES 

CHAIRMAN 
Richard J. Hughes 

520 Broad SI 
Newark. N.J. 07102 

VICE-CHAIRMAN 
Robert P. Murray 

P.O. Drawer B.W. 
Lakeland. Fla. 33802 

Sylvia Bacon 
Washinglon.D.C. 

Charles A. Bellows 
Chicago. illinois 

James V. Bennett 
Bethesda. Md. 

Peter B. Bensinger 
Chicago, Illinois 

George J. Beto 
Huntsvilte. Texas 

Bertram S. Brown 
Rockville. Md. 

Bennett J. Cooper 
Columbus. Ohio 

John R. Dunne 
Garden City. N.Y. 

A. Leon Higginbotham. Jr. 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

Florence M. Kelley 
New York, N.Y. 

William D. Leeke 
Columbia. S.C. 

Carl M. Loeb. Jr. 
New York. N.Y. 

Richard A. McGee 
Sacramento. Cal. 

Robert S. McNamara 
Washington. D.C. 

George Meany 
Washington. D.C. 

Karl Menninger 
Topeka. Kansas 

Norval Moms 
Chicago. Illinois 

Grace Olivarez 
Albuquerque. N.M. 

Lawrence W. Pierce 
New York. N.Y. 

Louis Randall 
Boston. Mass. 

Irving R. Segal. Esq. 
Philadelphia. Pa. 

Maurice H. Sigler. 
Washington. D.C. 

Charles E. Silberman 
MI. Vernon. N.Y. 

John R. Wallace 
. Miami, Okla. 

STAFF DIRECTOR 
Daniel L. Skoler 

ASSISTANT STAFF DIRECTORS 
Arnold J. Hopkins 

Melvin T. Axllbund 

ASSOCIATED PROJECTS AND 
PROJECT DIRECTORS 

National VOlun1eer 
Parole Aide Program 

DaVid ,J. Linden - 202/872·0300 
National Clearinghouse on 

Offender Employment Restrictions 
James W. Hunt - 202/872-0010 

Resource Center on Correctional 
Law and Legat Services 

Melvin T. Axilbund - 202/293·1712 

Statewide Jail Standards and 
Inspection Systems Project 

Arnold J. Hopkins - 202/223-1833 
Bar Activation Program for 

Correctional Reform 
Robert C. Ford - 202/223-1833 

National Pretrial Intervention 
Service Center 

Arnold J. Hopkins - 202/659-9697 
Clearinghouse for Offender 

Literacy Programs 
John E. Helfrich - 202/223-5686 

Correctional Economics Center 
Billy WAyson - 202/223·854 7 

.. , 
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/~ I~ AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION 
--- --------------

1705 DE SALES STREET, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 TELEPHONE (202) 223-1528 

August 12, 1974 

Dear Bar Officer: 

liThe practical administration of corrections, 
particularly at the local level, should be a 
matter of serious concern to every member of 
the bar.lI 

Leon Jaworski, former ABA President, offered this challenge 
to the bar when he assumed that office in 1971. In 1974, 
at the ABA annual meeting, outgoing President Chesterfield 
Smith announced the establishment of the ABA BASICS Program 
to further encourage correctional improvement activity by 
sta te and 1 oca 1 bars. 

Through BASICS--Bar Association Support to Improve Correctional 
Services--the American Bar Association will undertake direct 
funding of corrections programs conceived and sponsored by 
state and local bar organizations. This effort is made pcs­
sible by financial support from the Edna McConn~ll Clark 
Foundation. 

The BASICS Program represents the first opportunity the ABA 
has had, in any field, to fund directly the activities of 
state and local bar groups. I am very pleased that the 
Corrections Commission is the first ABA component to assist 
the public service activities of bar organizations in this 
manner. 

Accompanying this announcement is a pamphlet on the BASICS 
Program. It contains a description of its goals and methods, 
a 1 ist of prescribed project categories, information arid 
advice on applying for funds, and an appl ication data form 
for planning/study grants. 

We hope that no interested bar group will hesitate to apply 
because of any anticipated difficulty in competing with 
associations which might be larger, more active, or more 
experienced in obtaining grant funds. If your association 
already has a special corrections committee, then you may 
have a good head start on developing an application, but 
this is not a requirement for participation. One of the 



192 

Page 2. 

purposes of BASICS is to enable associations of any size or regional 
scope, with or without a history of involvement in corrections, to 
establish projects in this important field. 

The planning/study grants which initiate the program will be readily 
available to a large number of associations, and can themselves make 
an important contribution to penal reform. While subsequent action 
grants will be fewer in number, awards will be determined solely on 
the basis of the planning proposals developed by participating bars. 

I sincerely hope that your bar association will accept this chal­
lenge, take advantage of the opportunity, and make bar association 
improvement of correctional services a reality. 

Enc. 
cc: Hon. Chesterfield Smith, President 

American Bar Association 

Hon. James D. Fellers, President-Elect 
American Bar Association 

r 
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/~ I~ AMERICAN BAR A880Ci,t\]ON 
1705 DE SALES STREET, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 TELEPHONE (202) 223.1528 

August 12, 1974 

Dear Bar Executive: 

The American Bar Association has received a grant of nearly 
one million dollars from the Edna McConnell Clark Foundation 
to award funds to state and local bar associations for devel­
opment and implementation of correctional reform projects. 
BASICS--Bar Association Support to Improve Correctional 
Services--has been specially created by the ABA Commission 
on Correctional Facilities and Services to design and admini­
ster this direct funding program. The Clark Foundation grant 
will enable us to support modest planning/study projects (2-4 
thousand dollar awards) and then provide larger action project 
grants (20-50 thousand dollars) for 10 or more of the best 
resulting proposals. 

We have similarly announced BASICS to senior officers of your 
association, but there are several reasons why we bring it 
to your particular attention as well. 

--We have discovered that bar executives and staff often 
take the initiative in proposing new association acti­
vities and hope that you will actively encourage your 
bar leaders to apply for funds. 

--Action grants (but not the initial planning/study grants) 
require a modest bar contribution of cash, professional 
staff time, office space, or secretarial assistance. 
Action grants will also involve a paid program director. 
Fulfillment of both conditions will likely depend on 
your cooperation and support. 

We hope that all interested bar groups will apply for planning/ 
study gra nts, despi te a ny a nt'ic i pa ted d i fficul ty in competi ng 
for funds with associations which might be larger, more active, 
or more exper'ienced "grantsmen." I think you will agree that 
our application form (one page with a two page narrative state­
ment attached and no budget) is one of the simplest grant forms 
you have seen. 

One o~ the purp~ses of BASICS is to enable associations of 
any Slze or reglon, with or without a history of involvement 
in corrections or other public service, to establish projects 
in this important field. The planning/study grants will be 
readily available to a large number of associations, and can 
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themselves make an important contribution to penal reform and bar 
activation. Subsequent action grants will be awarded solely on 
the basis of the planning proposals. 

The active cooperation of bar executives, it seems to me, is 
imperative if this Program is to succeed in expanding total bar 
involvement in corrections and in establishing strong and suc­
cessful projects. I sincerely hope that your bar aS~ljciation 
will accept the challenge offered by the BASICS Program, and 
make involvement by your organization in correctional improve­
ment a rea 1 i ty • 

Enclosure 

cc: Hon. Chesterfield Smith, President 
American Bar Association 

Han. James D. Fellers, President-Elect 
American Bar Association 
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/~ I~ AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION 
1705 DE SALES STREET, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 TELEPHONE (2Q2) 223-15211 

August 1, 1974 

Mr. Herbert J. Barsy, Co-Chairman 
Committee on Correctional F'aci1ities 
and Services 
Illinois State Bar Association 
134 North LaSalle Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 

Dear Hr. Barsy: 

A few months ago I wrote to you and your coun­
terparts in other states asking about the prob­
lems you may have encountered in making your 
committee an effective \'lOrking body. Many 'of 
the replies I received indicated that lack of 
financing and staff resource~ has been a major 
obstacle to the establishment of bar-sponsored 
correctional reform action programs. 

In light of this response, I am partic~larly 
pleased to announce that the American Bar Asso­
ciation has received a substantial grant from the 
Edna McConnell Clark Foundation to award funds to' 
selected state and local bar associations for 
specific correctional improvement projects. BASICS, 
a new Corrections Commission Project, has been 
created to administer these funds. This is the 
first opportunity the ABA has had, in any field, 
to directly fund th~ 2~o. ~ activities of state 
and local bar assoc2at2ons. 

Vfiiila the availability of B7~SICS funds will be 
announced to all state and local bar associations 
at the time of the ABA annual meeting, the Com­
mission feels that it is appropriate to approach, 
in a special way, those groups which have already 
developed expertise in the correctional field. 

Briefly, our Clark Foundation grant will enable 
us to support modest study and planning projects 
($2,000 - $4,000 awards) and then provide larger 
demrmstration/action grants ($20,000 -- $50,000) 
for 10 or more of the best resulting action pro­
posals. 
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Accompanying this letter are copies of the BASICS 
introductory pamphlet. It contains a description 
of the program's goals and methods, a selection of 
prescribed project categories, information and 
advice on applying for funds, and an application 
form. 

I anticipate that your committee will be eager to 
take advantage of this opportunity by assuming a 
lead role in soliciting necessary support within 
your bar association "and in planning for and devel­
oping an action program. 

Sincerely, 

/;? / ,/>" .~~/ .,,/ 
f,?r ". ,.~.~ .... ' .. <i' ,': ,.r ... ~ 
Il.Jv{I".r' r.!-,fk~tl·;~' _ .. ,' .1' '~_"'!'>~:r~~,,:,~~" 

t'Richard J. Hughes" 
Chairman 

cc: Hon. Chesterfield Smith, President 
American Bar Association 

Hon. James D. Fellers, President-Elect 
American Bar Association 

enclosure 
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Washington Office: 1601 Connecticut Avenue, N. W ./Washington, D.C. 20009 1202/462-1608 

Chicago Office: 1155 East 60th Street/Chicago, Illinois 60637 1312/684-4000 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

All Program Me~rs 

James F. F1Ug:\Executive Director, NLADA 

DATE: 

RE : 

September 16, 1974 

American Ba.r Association BASICS 
Support to Improve Correctional 

Program 
Services 

MARNA 5U5AN TUCKER 
W,.lfil1ll1Qton DC 
THEODORE VOOI1HEES 
W.tstlln.!hlll DC 
ARCHIE. B WE.STON 'in 
Chlc-allo 

Bar Association 

An opportunity has presented itself for NLADA organizational 
members to encourage and support correctional reform projects 
of state and local bar associations. 

The American Bar Association has received a mJllion dollar grant 
and will award these funds to bar associations for specific 
reform projects. Administered through the ABA's Commission on 
Correctional Facilities and Services, BASICS will grant funds in 
two stages--a planning/study phase and an action phase. During 
the earlier, grantees (perhaps 50 or more associations) will 
research and write well-documented reports and proposals on 
specific correctional problems.' Budgets for the 90 day planning 
grants will run 2-4 thousand dollars. From among the final 
proposals submitted l'3ASICS will select 10-12 for award of action 
grants of 20-50 thousand dollars. These are expected to lead to 
measurable improvements in the selected problem area over a one 
year period. 

BASICS will consider proposals for programs in the following areas: 

1. Comprehensive Correctional Code Reform or Correctional System 
Restructuring 

Review of a 
lation with 
revision. 

state's total complex of penal and prison legis­
the aim of comprehensive updating or complete 



JAMESF FlOG 
r' 'e.o;u/lv. OI/ector 

OFFICERS 
PlfJsldent 
~EVIUSO ORTIOUE JR 
New Orleans 

SemOf ViCe ProSlrjent 
JOHN G BROOKS 
Boslon 

BOdrd at Ol/octors 
BARBARA A BABCOCK 
Palo Allo 
RICHARD F BABCOCK 
ChlCilgo 
NATHANIEL A BAR~ELL 
Buffalo 
LUCY WILSON BENSON 
Wl\Sh\tlolon 0 C 
GEORGE H BROWN JR 
Memph,lj 

ROBERT H FABIAN 
San Frllf'.<;.SCO 
WILLIAM W FAL ~GAAF 
Cleveland 
JAMES 0 FELLERS 
Oklr,hom;1 CItY 
BETTY B FLETCHER 
SealliP 

EARLJOHNSON JR ROBERTW MESERVE 
Los Anqelo&. Boston 
SAM 0 JOHNSON P.~Ul T MILLER 
Austm Kiln!:o-;\s C'ly 
C L VONEL JONES MARIO OBLEDO 
Cleveland San APloOlo 
C PAVL JONES CHARLES PARKER 
Minne;loolls New Htfvcn 
FRANK N JONES LEO P~AlIS 
Phtl.1delpht<l washJnQlon bC 
ROBEAT KASANOF SHELDON PORTMAN 

FRANCIS B STEVENS 
O~lord MIss. 
MARlTlE THOMPSON 
NewVork 
VALERIE VANAMAN 
C.amtmdge Mass 
JOHN VAN DE KAMP 
los AngeleS 
STAHLEYC VANNESS 
Tronlon 

199 
Vice P,eslC/en/s 
E CLINTON BAMBERGER JR 
WashmQlon DC 
BERNARD P BECKER 
SI Paul 
GARY BELLOW 
Cambridge Mass 
RICHARD S BUCKLEY 
los AngeleS 

Chairman, Oe(ondflfCommtlJeo 
WilLIAM R HIGHAM 

JOHNJ CLEARY 
S<tnOleyo 
THORNS CRAVEN 
W,nSlon·Sn!tlm 
ROBERT B CURTIS 
e" LoUIS 

LOUIS 0 FROST .JR 
Jackson""!Ip. F'IiI 
CHARLES 0 GilL 
Nr-wHll\l"O 
PHilliP H GINSBERG 
bc.1"IC 

NlNr'fOT'K San JOM'! 
BETTYE H KEHRER CRUZ REYNOSO 

JAMES B VENTANTONIO 
Somerset NJ 
WILLIAM H WAGNER 
YoungstolYn OhiO 
ROBERT L WERNER 
New York 

JOHN IV DOUGLAS 
Washmgton DC 
LOUIS GARCIA 
San FranCISCo 
RA GREEN JR 
Calnesville Fla 

901 PlneSI PO 801[ 1029 
Mrutlnel Cakf 94553 

Chalfman. C",tfComrtl"tee 
ANTHONY P LOC~ICCHIO 
412 Gent!5se~ Sank. Bldg 
Flmt Michigan 48501 

Treasurer 

ril 
HOWARD W DIXON 
Miami 
JOHN C EMERY JR 
Ot!lrOII 
aAYARDeWING 
Provld(mCe 

TH[OOORE A GOTTFRIED 
501lllyllf>It1 ul 
WILLIAM 0 GRAHAM 
H.ltllord 
MARVElLEN H HAMIL TON 
New OrlCitnS 
tAOAGAN 0 HMlAlS 
t.it~ VeQ,tS 
ANTHONY A HENRv 
WrlSohtntilon DC 
ANDREW HOURIGAN JR 
Wtlkt>sOolrre 
WILLIAM R IDE III 
Ml,mta 
ROBERT l JAGGER 
ClcllrwillN Fia 

Allant;) AlbuQuerQuo 
WllUAM R K\..AUS. RUTH ROBINSON 
PhlladaipMI WaSohllllJlOn DC 
BROOKSLEv ElIZAEE TH LANDAU SIMON ROSENTHAL 
Washmqtol"i Oc Redwood Clty CaM 
NORMA/HEFSlEIN STEPHEN I SCHLOSSBERG 
Washm~ton DC WashIngton OC 
PAULLIGOA JEFt':'ME J SHEST ACK 
FilIrftCId Cd~l Phl~ldClphlit 
DA"'('.L M LUEVANO SHELVIN SINGER 
Los Anaeles ChIC1140 
JOHN l MAXEy" JOHN EDWARD SMITH 
JaCkson MISS Mtilml 
LUCV K McCABE HERBERT 0 SOLL 
san FtanClscn Anc.horaQC 
MARTIN MENDELSOHN ROBERH SPANGENBERG 
East St loUiS /II Boslon 

HOIVARO C WESTWOOD 
Wastllngton OC 
LAWRENCE C WilSON 
Tooeka 
J AlaERT WOll 
Wolshlngton DC 
PETE~SONZAH 
WmdOw Ao~k AM 
VINCeNT J ZICCARDI 
Phl~1delphla 

Honoraf'l Vice Presidents 
RAYNOR 1.1 GARDINER 
80s Ion 
MURRAY SEASONdOOD 
C,nClnnall 

TERRY J HAlTER. JR 
Los Ange'c$ 
1ERAV F I.ENZNER 
WashIngton DC 
F WilLIAM McCALPIN 
St loutS 
JOSEPH W MULLEN JR 
NewVork 
FRANCIS T P PLIMPTON 
NewYotk 
JOHN D ROBB 
A'buauerQu~ 
CAROL RUTH SILVER 
Cambndgo Mass 
FREOSPEAKER 
Hamsburg, Pa 
MAVNARD J TCr_L 
lOS Angek!s 
RICHARD ALLAN TRUDELL 
San JoSa 

National Legal Aid and Defender Association MARNA SUSAN TUCKER 
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Memo to All Program Members 
September 16, 1974 
Page Two 

2. Offender Legal Services 

ARCHIE B WESTON SR 
Chicago 

Design and implementation of programs to meet legal services 
needs of confined offenders. 

3. Improved Grievance Procedures 

Design and institution of new grievance procedures tailored 
to the needs of the system. 

4. Improved Jai~ Facilities and Services 

Development of projects to improve facilities and services 
in local institutions. 

5. Pretrial Diversion Programs 

Activation of programs to divert accused offenders into pro­
grams of counseling, training and education prior to trial. 

6. Alternatives to Confinement 

Development of new community-based programs that can be used 
as an alternative to jailor prison confinement, and of means 
to reduce both adult and juvenile institutional populations. 

7. Offender Civil Disabilities and Employment Restrictions 

Removal of employment restrictions and/or civil disabilities 
confronting ex-offenders. 

8. Other Programs 

Some project proposals will be considered for needed correc­
tional improvement undertakings not falling under one of the 
foregoing subject areas. 



200 
JAMESF FLUG 
ExocurlV ' C flctor 

OFFICe." 
Pr.dd\~~ 
REVlUb O. ORTIOUE. JR. 
New ()1eans 

S.nior VIce Plesidont 
JOHN G. BROOKS 
Boslon 
Ch4kman, OetendttrComminee 
WlLUAM R. HIGHAM 
.901 Pin. 51 ,P.O. Bax 1029 
M8I1inez. Calf. 94553 

Soard of Direclors 
BARBARA A BABCOCK 
PabAlto 
RICHARD F BABCOCK 
Chicago 
NATHANIEL.~ BARRELL 
Buffalo 
LUCY WILSON BENSON 
Washfngton,DC 
GEORGE H. BROWN. JR. 
Memphis 
JOHN J. CLEARY 
San Deoo 
THORNS CRAVEN 
Winston·Solem 
ROBERT B CURTIS 

ROBERT H. FABIAN 
San Francisco 
WILUAMW. FALSGRAF 
Clovsland 
JAMES D. FELLERS 
Oklahoma City 
BETTY B. FLETCHER 
$eattlo 
LOUIS O. FROST. JR. 
JacksonvIlle, Fla. 
CHARLES D. GILL 
New Haven 
PHILLIP H GINSBERG 
Seattle 

EARL JOHNSON. JR ROBERTW MESERVE 
Los Ango".! Boston 
SAM D. JC>hNSON PAUL T MILLER 
Austin Kansas City 
C. LYONELJONES MARIO OBLEDO 
Clevebnd San Anton~ 
C PAUL JONES CHARLES PARKER 
Minneapo~s NoW' Haven 
FRANK N JONES LEO PERUS 
Phlladolphia Washington. DC 
ROBERT KASANOF SHELDON PORTMAN 
NeW' York San Jose 
BETTYE H KEHRER CRUZ REYNOSO 
Atlanta AlbUC1uerQue 
WILLIAM R. KLAUS RUTH ROBINSON 

FRANCIS B. STEVENS 
Oxford. Miss. 
MARTTIE THOMPSON 
NewVork 
VALERIE VANAMAN 
Cambridge. Mass, 
JOHN VAN DE KAMP 
Los Angolos 
STANLEYC. VANNESS 
Trenton 
JAMES B. VENTANTONIO 
Somers!)t, N J 

VICO Presidents 
E. CLINTON BAMBERGER. JR. 
Washington. DC 
BERNARD P BECKER 
51. Paul 
GARY BELLOW 
Cambridge. MaS! 
RICHARD S. BUC, 
Los Angeles 
JOHN W DOUGLI 
Washington. DC 
LOUIS GARCIA 
San Francisco 

ChaimMn, C/vIlCommlfitt' 51 louis 

THEODORE A GOTTFRIED 
Springfleld,I •. 
WILLIAM D. GRAHAM 
Hartford 

Philadelphia Washington. DC 
BROOKSLEY ELIZABETH L~'mAU SIMON ROSENTHAL 

WILLIAM H. WAGNER 
Youngstown. Ohio 
ROBERT L WERNER 
Now York 
HOWARDC WESTWOOD 
WaShington. DC 
LAWRENCE a WILSON 
Topeka 

R.A. GREEN. Ji\. 
GDino~vlRo. As 
TERRY J. HATTER. JR 
Los Anoelos 

ANTHONY P. LOCRICCHIO HOWARD W DIXON 
412 Genessee Bank B'dg. Miami 
FlInL Michigan 4B502 JOHN C. EMERY,JR. 
rreJSure, Detroit 
ANTHONY B. CHING ~~~1.~~WING 

iii d 
MARYELLEN H. HAMILTON 
New OrleBns 
MORGAN D. HARRIS 
Las Vegas 
ANTHONY R. HENRY 
Washington. DC 
ANDREW HOURIGAN. JR. 
W.lI.es·Barre 
WLUAMR.IDE,III 
Atlanta 
ROBERTE JAGGER 
Clearwater. Fla. 

National Legal Aid and Defender Association 

Washlnglon. DC Rodwood City. CaU 
NORMAN LEFSTEIN STEPHEN I. SCHLOSSBERG 
Washlnglon. DC Washington. DC 
PAULLIGDA JEROMEJ SHESTACK 
FairfIeld. Calif PhIladelphia 
DANIEL M LUEVANO SHELVIN SINGER 
Los Angekis ChICago 
JOHNL MAXEY.II JOHN EDWARD SMITH 
Jackson, Miss. Miami 
LUCY I< McCABE HERBERT D. SOLl 
San FrsllClSco Anchorage 
MARTIN MENDELSOHN ROBERT L SPANGENBERG 
EasIS!. LouIS, IU Boslon 

Washington Office: 1601 Connecticut Avenue, N. W ./Washlngton, D.C. 20009 1202/462-1608 

Chicago Office: 1155 East 60th Street/Chicago, Illinois 60637 /312/684-4000 

Memo to All Program Members 
September 16 f 1974 
Page Three 

JALBERT WOLL 
Washlngtol1. DC 
PETERSON ZAH 
Window Rock. Ariz 
VINCENT J ZICCARDI 
Philadelphia 

Honorary VICe Pfuldenls 
RAYNOR M GARDINER 
8o9l0n 
MURRAY SEASONGOOD 
Cincinnati 

TERRY F LENZNER 
Washington, DC 
F WILLIAM McCALPIN. 
51 LoUis 
JOSEPH W MULLF.:·,. JR. 
NowVork 
FRANCIS T P PLIMPTON 
NcwVork 
JOHN D. ROBB 
AtbuQuerquo 
CAROL RUTH SILVER 
Combridgo. Mass 
FRED SPEAKER 
Hamsburg. Pa. 
MAVNARDJ. TOLL 
Los Angeles 
RICHARD ALLAN TRUDELL 
5anJose 
MARNA SUSAN TUCKER 
Washington, DC 
THEODORE VOORHEES 
Washington, DC 
ARCHIE B WESTON. SR. 
Chicago 

Since BASICS grants will be awarded to bar associations, NLADA's 
role will be primarily catalytic and supportive. However, 
your local program can look to actively involve itself in the 
delivery of these services and the implementation of such a pro­
gram. I urge you to contact your state and local bar leaders 
and encourage them to apply for funds. If you are aware of 
specific·needs in your local correctional system I suggest you 
share your ideas. An important element of the program is bar 
cooperation with other community groups so your suggestions 
would be quite appropriate. 

The pr.ogram has been announced to every state and local bar in 
the country. Applications for planning grants are due October 15. 
I hope you will take the time during the next few weeks to get 
in touch with area bar officials to discuss this important fund­
ing procgram. 

Feel free to contact the BASICS office directly if you have any 
questions (BASICS, 1705 DeSa1es Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 
20036, 202-223-1848). 

JFF/mah 
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Alabama 
Alabama State Bar Association 

Alaska 
Alaska Bar Association 

American Somoa 
American Somoa Bar Association 

Arizona 
State Bar of Arizona 

. Arkansas 
Arkansas Bar Association 

California 
Alameda County Bar Association 
State Bar of California 
Los Angeles County Bar Association 
San Diego County Bar Association 
San Joaquin County Bar Association 
Santa Clara County Bar Association 
Beverly Hills Bar Association Law Foundation 
Contra Costa County Bar Association 
Marin County Bar Association 

Colorado 
Denver Bar Association 

. Connecticut 
Connecticut Bar Association 
Greater Bridgeport Bar Adsociation 
New London County Bar Association 

Delaware 
Delaware State Bar Association 

District of Columbia 
District of Columbia Bar 
National Bar Association 

Florida 
The Florida Bar Association 
Hillsborough County Bar Association 
Orange County Bar Association 
Broward County Bar Association 
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Georgia 
State Bar of Georgia 

Hawaii 
Bar Association of Hawaii 
Hawaii County Bar Association 

Illinois 
Illinois State Bar Association 
Chicago Council of Lawyers 
Chicago Bar Association 

Indiana 
Indianapolis Lawyers Commission 

Iowa 
Iowa State Bar Association 

Kansas 
Kansas Bar Association 

Kentucky 
Louisville Bar Association 

Maine 
Maine Bar Association 

Maryland 
Bar Association of Baltimore"City 
Montgomery County Bar Association 

Massachusetts 
Massachusetts Bar Association 
Boston Bar Association 
Hampden County Bar Association 

Michigan 
State Bar of Michigan 
Genesee County Bar Association 
Oakland County Bar Association 
Detroit Bar Association 

Minnesota 
Minnesota State Bar Association 
Cass-Hubbard County Bar Association 

Mississippi 
South Central Mississippi Bar 

Association 

Mi~souri 
Missouri Bar 
Lawyers Association of Kansas City 
Bar Association of Metropolitan St. Louis 

203 
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Montana 
Montana Bar Association 

Nebraska 
Nebraska State Bar Association 

Nevada 
State Bar of Nevada 
Clark County Bar Association 

New Hampshire 
New Hampshire Bar Association 

New Jersey 
New Jersey State Bar Association 
Essex County Bar Association 
Hudson County Bar Association 
Bergen County Bar Association 

New Mexico 
State Bar of New Mexico 

New York 
New York State Bar Association 
Genesee County Bar Association 
Westchester County Bar Association 
Monroe County Bar Association 
Bar Association of Nassau County 
Association of the Bar of the City of New York 
New York County Lawyer's Association 
Suffolk County Bar Association 
Ulster County Bar Association 

North Carolina 
North Carolina Bar Association 
Wake County Bar Association 

Ohio 
Stark County Bar Association 
Ohio State Bar Association 
Cincinnati Bar Association 
Bar Association of Greater Cleveland 
Columbus Bar Association 
Toledo Bar Association 
Akron Bar Association 
Springfield Bar and Law Library Association 

Oklahoma 
Oklahoma County Bar Association 
Tulsa County Bar Association 



Oregon 
Oregon State Bar Association 
Multnomah Bar Association 

Pennsylvania 
Philadelphia Bar Association 
Allegheny County Bar Association 

Puerto Rico 
Puerto Rico Bar Association 

Rhode Island 
Rhode Island Bar Association 

South Dakota 
State Bar of South Dakota 

Tennessee 
Tennessee Bar Association 
Memphis-Shelby County Bar Association 

Texas 
State Bar of Texas 
Dallas Bar Association 
Forth Worth-Tarrant County Young Lawyers Association 
San Antonio Bar Association 
Houston Junior Bar As socia-tion 
Waco-McLennan County Junior Bar Association 
Wichita County Bar Association 

Utah 
Salt Lake County Bar Association 

Vermont 
Vermont State Bar 

Virginia 
Virginia State Bar 

Washington 
Snohomish County Bar Association 
Spokane County Bar Association 
Seattle-King County Bar Association 

Wiscon.sin 
State Bar of Wisconsin 
Dane County Bar Association 
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APPENDIX G 

BASICS Planning/Study Grantees and Amounts of Awards 



Alabama 
Alabama State Bar Association 

Alaska 
Alaska Bar Association 

American Samoa 
American Samoa Bar Association 

Arizona 
State Bar of Arizona 

California 
State Bar of California 
Los Angeles County Bar Association 
San Diego County Bar Association 
San Joaquin County Bar Association 
Santa Clara County Bar Association 

Colorado 
Denver Bar Association 

Connecticut 
Greater Bridgeport Bar Association 
New London County Bar Association 

Delaware 
Delaware State Bar Association 

I , 
District of Columbia 

District of Columbia Bar 

Florida 
Hillsborough County Bar Association 
Orange County Bar Association 

Georgia 
State Bar of Georgia 

Hawaii 
Bar Association of HawaiI 
Hawaii County Bar Association 

Illinois 
Illinois State Bar Association 
Chicago Council of Lawyers 

Indiana 
Indianapolis Lawyers' Commission 

$3,000 

$3,000 

$2,000 

$3,000 

$3,500 
$2,000 
$2,000 
$2,000 
$2,500 

$2,500 

$2,000 
$2,500 

$3,000 

$3,000 

$2~000 
$3,000 

$4,000 

$3,000 
$1,500 

$3,000 
$2,000 

$3,000 

207 



208 

Iowa 
Iowa State Bar Association 

Maine 
Maine Bar Association 

Maryland 
Bar Association of Baltimore City 
Montgomery County Bar Association 

Massachusetts 
Massachusetts Bar Association 
Boston Bar Association 
Hampden County Bar Association 

Michigan 
State Bar of Michigan 
Genesee County Bar Association 
Oakland County Bar Association 

Minnesota 
Minnesota State Bar Association 
Cass-Hubbard County Bar Association 

Mississippi 
South Central Mississippi Bar 

Association 

Missouri 
Missouri Bar 
Lawyers Association of Kansas City 
Bar Association of Metropolitan 

St. Louis 

Montana 
Montana Bar Association 

Nebraska 
Nebraska State Bar Association 

Nevada 
State Bar of Nevada 

New Hampshire 
New Hampshire Bar Association 

New Jersey 
New Jersey State Bar Association 
Essex County Bar Association 
Hudson County Bar Association 

$3,000 

$4,000 

$3,000 
$3,000 

$3,500 
$3,000 
,$2,000 

$4,000 
$2,500 
$2,500 

$3,000 
$2,500 

$2,500 

$3,000 
$3,000 

$3,000 

$2,500 

$3,000 

$3,000 

$3,000 

$3,000 
$3,000 
$2,500 



New Nexico 
State Bar of New Mexico 

New York 
New York State Bar Association 
Monroe County Bar Association 
Bar Association of Nassau County 
Association of the Bar of the City of 

New York 
New York County Lawyer's Association 
Suffolk County Bar Association 
Ulster County Bar Association 

North Carolina 

Wake County Bar Association 

Ohio 
Ohio State Bar Association 
Cincinnati Bar Association 
Bar Association of Greater Cleveland 
Columbus Bar Association 
Toledo Bar Association 

Oklahoma 
Oklahoma County Bar Association 

Oregon 
Oregon State Bar Association 
Multnomah Bar Association 

Pennsylvania 
Philadelphia Bar Association 

Puerto Rico 
Puerto Rico Bar Association 

Rhode Island 
Rhode Island Bar Association 

South Dakota 
State Bar of South Dakota 

Tennessee 
Tennessee Bar Association 

Texas 
State Bar of Texas 
Dallas Bar Association 
Forth Worth-Tarrant County Young 

Lawyers' Association 
San Antonio Bar Association 

$3,000 

$4,000 
$4,UOO 
$2,000 

$3,500 
$3,000 
$2,500 
$2,500 

$2,500 

$3,000 
$3,000 
$2,500 
$2,000 
$2,500 

$2,500 

$3,000 
$2,500 

$3,000 

$3,000 

$3,000 

$3,000 

$3,500 

$3,500 
$2,500 

$2,500 
$2,500 
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Utah 
Salt Lake City Bar Association 

Virginia 
Virginia State Bar 

Washington 
Snohomish County Bar Association 
Spokane County Bar Association 

Wisconsin 
State Bar of Wisconsin 

SPECIAL AWARDS: 

National Bar Association 
North Carolina Bar Association 
Vermont State Bar 

$3,000 

$3,000 

$2,500 
$2,000 

$3,000 

$10,000 
$ 5,000 
$ 1,275 
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APPENDIX H 

Planning/Study Grant Conditions 
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(1) The Association shall commence and perform the planning! 

study project (liThe Project tl
) generally described in its application 

and program narrative as modified by any special conditions appended 

hereto. The project is to be completed by April 15, 1975. Through­

out the project term the Association shall comply with all 

reasonable requests from BASICS. 

(2) Progress Report - The Association shall submit to BASICS 

a midterm progress report on its activities under t\is grant on 

or before the final business day of February, 1975. Promptly after 

receipt the final installment of planning/study funds will be 

paid to the Association. 

(3) Final Report - The Association shall submit a final report 

on or before April 15, 1975. This report, in a form acceptable 

to BASICS, will be (i) a self contained study of the subject matter 

reviewed, with appropriate specific recommendations for action, 

(ii) suitable for public release, and (iii) issued in the name of 

and with the approval of the Association. BASICS is to receive 

copies of any articles based on the final report. 

(4) Accounting - With the final report, the Association shall 

submit an accounting of grant funds expended, in such form and 

detail as reasonably required by BASICS. Excess funds are to 

be returned to BASICS by June 30, 1975, unless otherwise agreed 

in writing. 

(5) Cooperation with Other Organizations - The Association is to 

identify, involve and work with community organizations (women's, 

professional, ex-offender, and minority) which may be affected 
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by the Project. The Progress and Final Reports to BASICS shall 

include the status of all such contacts. 
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APPENDIX I 

Description of BASICS Program Categories 

r 
:1 
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The BASICS Program w·ill consider action program grant proposals 

for correctional improvement in the seven categories which follow. 

Accordingly, planning/study efforts should focus on one or more of 

these as potential areas in which to develop and implement a 

specific project. Since the purpose of planning activity is to 

identify worthwhile improvement projects from the larger array of 

reform possibilities, the limited number of action categories will 

not preclude a broader look at state or local correctional problems 

during the planning/study phase. 

BASICS will give priority to proposals in categories 1-7, but 

will consider funding special improvement projects which may not 

fall easily into any of these. Any such exceptions must be shown 

as important in a well-documented planning/study phase report. 

This option is represented by category 8 - Other Programs. 

1. Comprehensive Correctional Code Reform or Correctional Sys-J:.em 
Restructuring 

Review of a state's total complex of penal and prison legislation 

with the aim of (i) comprehensive updating, or (ii) complete 

revision and modernization. Special emphasis should be placed 

on legislation necessary to initiate new programs, consolidate 

and integrate correctional system administration, and implement 

comprehensive corrections plans being developed by states under 

LEAA federal aid programs. Review, drafting, consultation 

and coordination with government and correctional officials, 

and participation in programs for development of public support 

and legislative adoption are all appropriate for bar involvement. 
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2. Offender Legal Services 

Design and implementation 6f programs to meet legal services 

and law library needs of confined offenders. Civil legal aid, 

post-conviction remedies, administrative proceedings affecting 

prisoner status (discipline, parole granting, institutional 

transfer, classification, and parole and probation revocation), 

and removal of illegal or unconstitutional conditions and 

practices in prisons, jails, and juvenile institutions may be 

undertaken. Use of all manpower resources should be considered -

defenders, legal services offices, bar volunteers, paralegals, 

and "jailhouse lawyers". 

Such programs may involve (i) legal and library services at a 

single local facility or institutional complex, or (ii) design 

and initiation of a comprehensive state system. Whichever 

is chosen, the resultant plan and program should be directed 

at assuring a permanent capacity to meet legal services needs 

and at providing for fair and ~niform rules and procedures. 

3. Improved Grievance Procedures 

Review of the extent and adequacy of existing procedures for 

peaceful resolution of inmate or probationer/parolee grievances, 

(including ombudsman, grievance commission, arbitration, 

inmate representation and internal complaint techniques), and 

design, staffing and implementation of new pr0cedures tailored 

to the needs of the system. Programs may be developed by 

local bars for a single facility or institutional complex. 

State bars, having a broader impact, can develop statewide 
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systems ~nd ppocedupes for all offenders in confinement or 

under correctional supervision, 

4. Improved lTail racili ties and' Services 

Developmen-,: of proj ects to improve facilities and services ln 

local institutions, including (i) plant modernization, (ii) 

personnel upgrading, (iii) visiting facilities and correspondence 

regulations, (iv) health, safety, sanitary conditions, (v) 

availability of legal services, (vi) diagnostic, counseling, 

training and educational programs, (vii) work-release, partial 

confinement and furlough programs, (viii) improved procedures 

and management, and (ix) the general problems of overcrowding, 

understaffing and underfunding. 

At the state level, programs may focus on initiation, strengthen­

ing or expansion of systems for establishment, inspection 

and enforcement of statewide minimum standards for jails and 

juvenile detention facilities. 

5. Pretrial Diversion Programs 

Coordination, plqnning and activation of machinery to divert 

accused offenders into programs of counseling, super'vision, 

training and education prior to trial, with the prospects of 

dismissal of charges for successful participants. Special 

targets, such as early or youthful offenders, women, addicts, 

or alcoholics may be focused on. 

6. Alternatives to Confinement 

Development of programs, procedures, laws and policies which 

(i) seek to establish new community-based programs (halfway 
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houses 2 residential centers, group homes, intensive training 

a,nd counseli.ng progra,ms) that ca,n be used as an alternative to 

jailor prison confinement, or (ii) pursue, by a variety of 

means, including community treatment subsidies, the goal of 

reduction of both adult and juvenile institutional population. 

7. Offender Civil Disabilities and Employment Restrictions 

Comprehensive review of employment restrictions (trade 

licensing, civil service, bonding, etc.) and civil disabilities 

(voting, citzenship, property and domestic rights) confronting 

ex-offenders. Remedial action should be initiated through 

legislation, executive policy and regulatory change, along 

with implementation of needed affirmative action programs, 

(e.g. special employm~nt assistance, public education campaigns). 

8. Other Programs 

Bars may study and design project proposals for correctional 

improvement undertakings which do not fall under one of the 

foregoing BASICS subject areas. They will carry the "burden 

of proof" in establishing the relevance, need and viability 

of such efforts, but special projects of this kind may fairly 

be one of the subject ma.t-ters of a planning/ study grant and 

may be presented as an action program proposal resulting from 

the planning/study grant. 
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Funded Bar Association Questionnaire 
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, IRVINE 

BElUCELEY • DAV1S • mVINE • LOS .ANGELES· lUVElISIDE • SAN DIEGO· SAN FRANCISCO SANTA BARBARA. • SANTA CRtlZ 

PROGRAM IN SOCIAL ECOLOGY IRVINE, CALIFORNIA 92661 

(FUNDED BAR ASSOCIATION QUESTIONNAIRE) 

". 

The American Bar Association has established a special project to promote correctional reform. 
This project is known as Bar Association Support to Improve Correctional Services (BASICS), The 
A.B.A. has contracted with us to assess this special program. 

We have designed this questionnaire to assist us in gathering information for our assessment. We 
earnestly solicit your cooperation in completing this questionnaire. All responses will be kept in strict 
confidence. Our report to the A.B.A. will include only aggregate data. This format will guarantee 
the anonymity of individuals and particular bar associations. Your responses should be sent directly 
to us in the enclosed postage-paid envelope. If you are unable to complete this questionnaire, could 
you please pass it along to an appropriate bar association member. 

Thank you in advance for your cooperation. The thoroughness of our assessment is dependent, 
in large part, on the cooperation of bar members like you. 

Sincerely yours, 

Ross F. Conner 
Assistant Professor 

Gilbert Geis 
Professor 

C. Ronald Huff 
Assistant Professor 

INSTRUCTIONS 

Please answer each of. the following questions. I n most cases, a short answer will be adequate. In 
some c.9ses, we would like you to answer by circling one number on an answer scale. Feel free to 
add additional comments. 
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1. Name of bar association: 

2. Address: 

3. Telephone~ 

4. Your name: 

5. Your position in bar association: 

6. Year bar association was formed: 

7. Number of bar association members: 

8. Average- attendance at regular bar meetings: 

9. Number of full-time bar association staff: 

10. How is the head of your bar association selected? 

appointed 

elected 

11. Who is most involved in policy decision-making within your bar associcHion? 
(Please indicate one) 

Bar officers (j.e., President, Vice-President, etc.) 
Bar staff (j.e., Executive Director, etc.) 

Committee chairpersons 

General membership 

12. How many standing committees does your bar have? 

13. Has your bar association been involved in criminal justice reform? 
(Circle one number) 

221 

No involvement Extensive involvement 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Please specify the kinds of involvement: 

14. How many projects has your bar sponsored which were specifically aimed at promoting criminal 
justice reform? List project names, dates, and outcomes. 

Project Date Outcome 
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15a. Do you have a bar association group specializing in criminal justice concerns? 
___ Yes ___ No 

b. If yes, please characterize this group's involvement during the current BASICS project. 
(Circle one number) 

No involvement Extensive involvement 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. What is the general attitude in your bar association regarding the importance of correctional 
reform? 

Low priority 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

High priority 

7 

17. Before applying for the BASICS planning grant, which individuals or groups did your bar associa­
tion contar,t about the proposal, if any? 

___ corrections personnel 
___ inmates 

___ law enforcement personnel 
___ judicial personnel 
___ leaders of community organizations 
___ others (specify) 
___ none 

18. Who prepared the application for the BASICS planning grant? 

___ executive officer 
___ individual bar association member 
___ bar association committee (name: 
___ other (specify) 

19. If you had not received a planning grant, would you have sought other sources of funding to con­
tinue your planning? 

Very unlikely 

1 2 3 4 

If so, what other sources might you have explored? 

6 

Very likely 

7 
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20. The eight BASICS categories are listed in the table below. Select the category or categorie:; in­
volved in your planning project, then indicate the percentage of BASICS funds used in each 
category. Leave blank the categories that do not apply. If your project deals with only one cate­
gory, you will list 100% in the first column opposite the appropriate category. 

I n the remaining co!umns (columns [2] to [7]), indicate how the proportion of funds in each 
category was used. Again, use approximate percentages. Within a category, the total of columns 
[2] through [7] should add to 100%. 

USE OF BASICS GRANT 

PERCENT· BREAKDOWN OF TOTAL: Percentage used in each category. 
AGE BASIC (Totals of columns [2] thrQugh [7] within a category should 
FUNDS equal 100%) 
used in this 
category New stnff Supplements New equlp- Resource Office Other 

salaries to salaries of mont materials supplies (specify) 
previous staf (e.g., books) 

CATEGORIES [1 ] [2] [3] [4] [61 [6] [7] 

1. Comprehensive Correctional 
Code Reform or Correctional 
System Restructuring 

2. Offender legal Services 

3. Improved Grievance Proced-
ures 

4. Improved Jail Facil ities and 
Services 

5. Pretrial Diversion Programs 

6. Alternatives to Confinement 

7. Offender Civil Disabilities and 
Employment Restrictions 

. 
8. Other programs 

Specify: 

Total=100% 



224 

21. Have the BASICS funds been sufficient for this planning phase? 

Very insufficient 

1 2 3 

Adequate 

4 5 

If insufficient, how much more money was ,needed? 

6 

More than sufficient 

7 

22a. Had your project been conceived before the BASICS Program was initiated? 

___ Yes No 

b. It yes, what stage had been reached? 

23. Have the goals of your project changed since you applied for the BASICS grant? 

___ Many changes 

___ Some changes 

___ No changes 

24. How easily do the goals of your project lend themselves to measurement? 

Very easily 

1 2 3 4 

Please specify exactly what measures will be used: 

25. Was the gO-day planning period sufficient? 

Very insufficient 

1 2 3 

Adequate 

4 

If insufficient, how much more time was needed? 

Not at all 

5 6 7 

More than sufficient 

5 6 7 
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26a. During the planning grant period, to what extent were each of these groups involved? 

(Circle one number for each group) 

No involvement Extensive involvement 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Corrections personnel 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Inmates 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Judicial personnel 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Law enforcement 
personnel 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Leaders of community 
organizations 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Concerned citizens 
groups 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Politicians 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Other (specify) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

b. For those groups involved, cite specific contributions made by each. 

27. How many bar members have actively been involved in your BASICS project? 

28a. To what extent have minority groups been involved in this project? 

Extensive involvement No involvement 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

b. If so, which minority groups have been involved and how? 
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29. In your opinion, is your bar association a viable force for correctional reform? 

___ Yes ___ No 

Explain why or why not: 

30. Please rate the following groups in regard to their viability as correctional reform agents. 

(Circle one number for each group) 

Low viability High viability 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Inmate organizations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Law enforcement 

personnel 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Local bar associations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
State bar associations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
National barassoc~tion 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Concerned citizen groups 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Politicians 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Judicial personnel 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Leaders of community 

organ izations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Others (specify) 2 3 4 5 6 7 

31a. The BASICS Program ha·s adopted a two-phase approach for their grants (i.e., a small-grant plan­
ning phase, followed by a large-grant action phase). Do you agree with this general method of 
administering grant money? 

Strongly agree 

1 2 3 

b. Explain: 

4 5 6 

Strongly disagree 

7 

32. Do you have any suggestions for improving the technical procedures for administering and co­
ordinating grants of this sort in the future? 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 



33a. Did a representative from your bar attend the BASICS workshop? 

If yes, which workshop? 

___ Washington 

___ San Francisco 

___ Yes ___ No 

b. If so, what parts of that workshop were most useful to your representative? 

c. How could the workshop be improved? 

34a. Was your project visited by BASICS Washington Staff? 

Yes __ _ 

b. If so, how useful was that visit? 

Very useful 

1 2 3 4 5 

c. Which aspects of the visit 'Nere most useful? 

No 

6 

Not at all useful 

7 
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35. If you should not receive an action grant, will this project be pursued by your bar asso~iation? 

Very unlikely 

'I 2 3 4 5 6 

Very likelv 

7 

36. Do you have any brief reports or copies of newspaper clippings whicr describe your BASICS 
project? If so, please attach copies of these things when you return your questionnaire. 

37. Do you have any additional comments? 

Thank you for your cooperation 

··1 



'\' . 
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APPENDIX K 

Applicant/Non-Funded Bar Association 

Questionnaire and Non-Applicant Bar 

Association Questionnaire 
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, IRVINE 

BERKELEY • DAVIS • IRVIN!:: • LOS ANCELES • RtvE:RSID!:: • sAN DIECO • SAN FRANCISCO SANTA BARBARA' SANTA CRUZ 

PROGRAM IN SOCIAL ECOLOGY IRVINE, CALIFORNIA 92664 

(APPLICANT, NON-FUNDED BAR ASSQCIATION QUESTIONNAIRE,) 

The American Bar Association has established a special project to promote correctional reform. 
This project is known as Bar Association Support to Improve Correctional Services (BASICS). The 
A.B.A. has contracted with us to assess this special program. 

We have designed this questionnaire to assist us in gathering information for our assessment. We 
earnestly solicit your cooperation in completing this questionnaire. All responses will be kept in strict 
confidence. Our report to the A.B.A. will include only aggregate data. This format will guarantee 
the anonymity of individuals and particular bar associations. Your responses should be sent directly 
to us in the enclosed postage-paid envelope. If you are unable to complete this questionnaire, could 
you please pass it along to an appropriate bar association member. 

Thank you in advance for your cooperation. The thoroughness of our assessment is dependent, 
in large part, on the cooperation of bar members like you. 

Sincerely yours, 

Ross F. Conner 
Assistant Professor 

Gilbert Geis 
Professor 

C. Ronald Huff 
Assistant Professor 

INSTRUCTIONS 

Please answer each of the following questions. In 'most cases, a short answer will be adequate. In 
some cases, we would like you to answer by circling one number on an answer scale. Feel free to 
add additional comments. 
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• 1. Name of bar association: 

2. Address: 

3. Telephone: 

4. Your name: 

5. Your position in bar association: 

6. Year bar association was formed.: 

7. Number of bar association members: 

8. Average attendance at regular bar meetings: 

9. Number of full-time bar association staff: 

10. How is the head of your bar association selected? 

appoint~d 

elected 

11. Who is most involved in policy decision-making within your bar association? 
(Please indicate one) 

Bar officers (i.e., President, Vice-President, etc.) 
Bar staff (j.e., Executive" Director, etc.) 
Committee chairpersons 
General membership 

12. How many standing committees does your bar have? 

13. Has your bar association been involved in criminal justice reform? 
(Circle one number) 

No involvement Extensive involvement 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Please specify the kinds of involvement: 

14. How many projects has your bar sponsored which were specifically aimed at promoting criminal 
justice reform? List project names, dates, and outcomes. 

Project Date Outcome 



15a. Do you have a bar association group specializing in criminal justice concerns? 

___ Yes No 
b. If yes, please characterize this group's involvement in the BASICS application process. 

No involvem1nt 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Extensive Involvement 
7 
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16. What is the general attitude in your bar association regarding the importance of correctional 
reform? 

Low priority 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

High priority 

7 

17. Before applying for the BASICS planning grant, which individuals or groups did your bar associa-
tion contact'about the proposal, if any? 

corrections personnel 
inmates 

law enforcement personnel 
judicial personnel 

___ leaders of community organizations 
___ other (specify) 
___ none 

18. Who prepared the application for the BASICS planning grant? 

___ executive officer 

individual bar member 

bar association committee (name: 
___ other (specify) 

19a. Had your project been conceptualized before you heard about the BASICS Program? 

Yes __ _ No 

b. If yes, what stage had been reached? 

20a. Has your bar association decided to pursue the project you proposed? 

___ Yes ___ No ___ Undecided 

b. If so, have the goals of your project changed in any way? 

___ Many changes ___ Some changes ___ No changes 

c. Please specify any changes which have occurred: 

21. Although you did not receive a planning grant, have you obtained other funds or firm commit­
ments t:;':" funds? 

___ Yes 

If so, please specify these sources of funds: 

No 

22. In your opinion, is your bar association a viable force for correctional reform? 

___ Yes No 

Explain why or why not: 
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23. Please rate the following groups in regard to their viability as correctional reform agents. 

(Circle one number for each group) 

Low viability High viability 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Inmate organizations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Law enforcement 

personnel 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Local bar associations 2 3 4 5 6 7 
State bar associations 2 3 4 5 6 7 
National bar association 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Concerned citizen groups 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Politicians 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Judicial personnel 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Leaders of community 

organ izati ons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Others (specify) 2 3 4 5 6 7 

24a. The BASICS Program has adopted a two-phase approach for their grants (i.e., a small-grant plan­
ning phase, followed by a large-grant action phase). Do you agree with this general method of 
administering grant money? 

Strongly agree Strongly disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

b. Explain: 

25. Do you have any suggestions for improving the technical procedures for administering and co­

ordinating grants of this sort in the future? 

26. In your opinion, what criteria do you feel were utilized in awarding planning grants? 

27. In your opinion, was your proposal given a fair assessment by BASICS? 

___ Yes ___ No 

Please explain: 

28. Do you have any additional comments? 

Thank you for your cooperation 
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UNIVERSITI OF CALIFORNIA, IRVINE 

BERKELEY' DAVIS' IRVINE' LOS ANGELES' RIVERSIDE' SAN DIEGO' SAN FRANCISCO SANTA BARBARA' SANTA CRUZ 

PROGRAM IN SOCIAL ECOLOGY IRVINE, CALIFORNIA 92664 

(NON-APPLICANT BAR ASSOCIATION QUESTIONNAIRE) 

The American Bar Association has established a special project to promote correctional reform. 
This project is known as Bar Association Support to Improve Correctional Services (BASICS). The 
A.B.A. has contracted with us to assess this special program. 

We have designed this questionnaire to assist us in gathering information for our assessment. We 
earnestly solicit your cooperation in completing this questionnaire. All responses will be kept in strict 
confidence. Our report to the A.B.A. will include only aggregate data. This format will guarantee 
the anonymity of individuals and particular bar associations. Your responses should be sent directly 
to us in the enclosed postage-paid envelope. If you are unable to complete th.is questionnaire, could 
you please pass it along to an appropriate bar association member. 

Thank you in advance for your cooperation. The thoroughness of our assessment is dependent, 
in large part, on the cooperation of bar members like you. 

Sincerely yours, 

Ross F. Conner 
Assistant Professor 

Gilbert Geis 
Professor 

C. Ronald Huff 
Assistant Professor 

INSTRUCTIONS 

Please answer each of the following questions. In most cases, a short answer will be adequate. In 
some cases, we would like you to answer by circling one number on an answer scale. Feel free to 
add additional comments. 
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1. Name of bar association: 

2. Address: 

3. Telephone: 

4. Your name: 

5. Your position in bar association: 

6. Year bar association was formed: 

7. Number of bar association members: 

8. Average attendance at regular bar meetings: 

9. Number of full-time bar association staff: 

10. How is the head of your bar association selected? 

appointed 

elected 

11. Who is most involved in policy decision-making within your bar association? 
(Plea~e indicate one) 

Bar officers (i.e., President, Vice-President, etc.) 
Bar staff (Le., Executive Director, etc.) 

Committee chairpersons 
General membership 

12. How many standing committees does your bar have? 

13. Has your bar association been involved in criminal justice reform? 
(Circle one number) 

~'10 involvement Extensive involvement 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Please specify the kinds of involvement: 

14. How many projects has your bar sponsored which were specifically aimed at promoting criminal 
justice reform? List project names, dates, and outcomes. 

Project Date Outcome 
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15. Do you have a bar association group specializing in criminal justice concerns? 

___ Yes ___ No 

16. What is the general attitude in your bar association regarding the importance of correctional 
reform? 

Low priority 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

High priority 

7 

17a. Did your bar association hear about the BASICS Program? 

Yes No 

b. If so, why was application not made for one of the BASICS planning grants? 

18. In your opinion, is your bar association a viable force for correctional reform? 

Yes __ _ No 

Explain why or why not: 

19. Please rate the following groups in regard to their viability as correctional 

(Circle one number for each group) 

Low viability High viability 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Inmate organizations 2 3 4 5 6 7 

L8w enforcement 
personnel 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Local bar associations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

State bar associations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

National bar association 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Concerned citizen groups 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Pol iticians 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Judicial personnel 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Leaders of community 
organ izations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

reform agents. 
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20. The BASICS Program has adopted a two-phase approach for their grants (Le., a small-grant plan­
ning phase, followed by a large-grant action phase). Do you agree with this general method of 
administering grant money? 

Strongly agree 

1 

Explain: 

2 3 

21. Do you have any additional comments: 

4 5 6 

Thank you for your cooperation 

Strongly disagree 

7 
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APPENDIX L 

Letter from Robert McKay to Bar Association 
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COMMISSION ON 
CORRECTIONAL 
FACILITIES AND 

SERVICES 

CHAIRMAN 
Robert S, McKay 

N,y. Univ, School of Law 
New York. N,Y, 10012 

VICE· CHAIRMAN 
Roberl p, Murray 
P,O. Drawer B,W, 

Lakeland. Aa, 33802 

Sylvia Bacon 
Washinglon. D,C. 
James V. Bennell 

Belhesda. Md. 
George J. Belo 

Hunlsville. Texas 
Bertram S. Brown 

Rockville. Md. 
Bennell J. Cooper 

Columbus. Ohio 
John R, Dunne 

Garden City. N.Y, 
Joseph Harrison 

Newark. N,J. 
A. Leon Higginbolham. Jr. 

Philadelphia. Pa. 
Richard J. Hughes 

Trenlon. N.J. 
Florence M. Kelley 

New York. N.Y. 
William D. Leeke 

Columbia, S.C. 
Carl 1.4, Loeb. Jr. 

New York. N.Y, 
Richard A. McGee 
Sacramenlo, Cal. 

Robert S. McNamara 
Washinglon. D.C, 

Karl Menninger 
Topeka, Kansas 

Norval Morris 
Chicago, Illinois 

Palrick V. Murphy 
Washington. D.C, 

Grace Olivarez 
Albuquerque, N,M. 

Lawrence W, Pierce 
New York, N.Y. 

Louis Randall 
Chicago. illinOis 
Irving R. Segal 

Philadelphia. Pa. 
Maurice H. Sigler 
Washington. D.C. 

Charles E. Siiberman 
Mt. Vernon. N.Y. 
Irvine Ungerman 
Tulsa, Oklahoma 

STAFF DIRECTOR 
Daniel L Skoler 

S/STANT STAFF DIRECTORS 
Arnold J. Hopkins 
Melvin T. Axilbund 

'SOCIATED PROJECTS AND 
PROJECT DIRECTORS 

National Volunteer 
Parote Aide Program 

Peler J. Gurfein • 202/872·0030 
National Clearinghouse on 

Ollender Employmenl Restrictions 
James W. Hunt· 2021872·0010 

Resource Center on Correctional 
Law and Legal Services 

Melvin T. Axilbund· 2021293·1712 
Statewide Jail Standards and 

Inspection Systems Project 
Arnold J, Hopkins· 2021659·9697 

National Pretrial Intervention 
Service Cenler 

ArnOld J. Hopkins • 2021659·9697 
Clearinghouse lor Offender 

Literacy Programs 
Janet K, Carselli • 2021223·5686 
Correctional Economics Center 

Billy Wayson • 2021223-854 7 

Bar AsSOCiation Support to. 
Improve Correctional Services 

David J. Linden: 223·1848 

AIII.lled Project: 
• rectional In\Ormation Service, Inc. 

Richard Kwartls(. 2121661·2622 

~ I~ AMERICAN BAR ASSOClAllON 
1705 DE SALES STREET, N.W .. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 TELEPHONE (202) 223-1528 

March 27, 1975 

TO: Executive Directors of Major State and 
Local Bar Associations 

Dear Bar Executive: 

The enclosed questionnaire is being sent to bar associa­
tions across the country as part of a study being conducted on 
the role of the bar in correctional reform. This is an important 
survey and quite critical to the ABA program in penal reform and 
its current partnership with state and loc~l bar groups in that 
endeavor. We would be most grateful if you could complete the 
questionnaire soon and return it in the enclosed, postage-paid 
envelope. Your answers will be kept confidential by the faculty 
members ~t the University of California who are conducting this 
survey for us. 

Thank you in advance for your cooperation. Mindful of 
the "pressure cooker" schedules of bar executives and the many 
calls upon their time, we have asked our research consultants 
to keep questionnaire content to the minimum and are all the more 
grateful for your help. 

Robert B. 
Chairman 

cc: ABA President James D. Fellers and 
NABE President Kay M. Runyon 
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APPENDIX M 

BASICS Staff Site Visit Report Form 
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BASICS Evaluation Project 

Site Report 

1. Name of bar association: 

2. Location of project: 

3. How much contact has been made by Washington BASICS staff 
with this project? 

infrequent moderate frequent 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Prior to BASICS, how involved has this bar association been 
in correctional reform programs? 

no involvement extensive involvement 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Specify: 

5. What motivated this bar association to become involved in 
correctional reform? 

6. Was this project planned prior to BASICS, or did BASICS 
stimulate the planning? 

Planned previously 

Stimulated by BASICS 

7. What goals are emphasized by project staff? 

8. Did you perceive' latent, unstated goals? 



9. Have any major changes been made in the project's goals 
since its original outline? 

None Many 

1 2 3 5 6 7 

Specify these changes: 

10. Who has the most power in this project? 

Project director Other project staff 

Other bar staff Outsiders 

241 

11. What degree of organizational structure has been established 
in this project? 

loosely structured 

1 2 

moderately 
structured 

3 4 5 

highly structured 

6 7 

12. What major problems or obstacles have been encountered or 
are anticipated? 

13. What major assets/resources are available to the project 
which appear to increase its chances for success? 

14. How many contacts did the project staff have with individuals 
or groups outside the bar association? 

none some many 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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15. What sectors did these groups represent? 

correctional personnel 
inmates 
law enforcement personnel 
judicial personnel 
leaders of community 

organizations 
others (specify) 

16. Compared with other BASICS programs, how much input has 
been solicited from outside the bar association? 

minimal extensive 

1 2 3 4- 5 6 7 

17. Compared with other BASICS programs, how successful has 
this program been in involving outsiders in the planning 
process? 

unsuccessful highly successful 

1 2 3 4- 5 6 7 

18. Compared with other BASICS planning projects, how did this 
p~oject progress? 

efficiently inefficiently 

1 2 3 4- 5 6 7 

19. Compared with other BASICS programs, how many bar members 
have been activ~lY involved in the planning grant process? 

few many 

1 2 3 5 6 7 

20. Have the projects goals been tra"nslated into cri'ter'ia that 
will be measurable? 

criteria criteria 
impossible to measure easy to measure 

1 2 3 5 6 7 



21. Has the project created instruments to measure outcomes 
from the action phase? 

Yes No 
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22. If action grant money is not forthcoming, how likely is it 
that this association will pursue the project? 

unlikely very likely 

1 2 3 5 6 7 

23. If so, what alternate sources of funds would be utilized? 

24. What is your perception of the prevailing attitude of 
project staff toward the project at the moment? 

pessimistic optimistic 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

25. In your oplnlon, how likely is it that this project will be 
awarded any action grant? 

unlikely very likely 

1 2 3 5 6 7 

Washington staff member: Date of Contacts: 
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APPENDIX N 

Comparability of 20 Projects Randomly 

Selected for Site Visits by the University 

of California Evaluation Team 



Table 6 

COMPARISON OF THE SAMPLE OF 20 PROJECTS SELECTED 

FOR SITE VISITS WITH ALL FUNDED PROJECTS 
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(x = mean; SD = standard deviation; Med = median; n = number) 

Characteristic 

Age of Association 

Number of bar members 

Number of full-time staff 

Number of standing 
committees 

Number of active bar members 

Action grant proposal ratings 

Average involvement of 
outside groups 

Data 
Visit 

-x = 
SD = 

Med = 
n = 

-x = 
SD = 

Med = 
n = 

x = 
SD = 

Ned = 
n = 

-x = 
SD = 

Med = 
n = 

-x = 
SD = 

Med = 
n = 

x = 
SD = 

Med ;;: 
n ;;: 

-x = 
SD = 

Med ;;: 

n = 

on Site 
Sample 

69.6 
45.8 
71. 5 
14 

2242.8 
2601. 0 
1300 
20 

5. '7 
5.7 
3.5 

1,5 

29.8 
23.7 
23.0 
16 

11. 9 
6. 7 

10.0 
16 

3.1 
1.2 
3.2 

16 

3.8 
0.9 
3.8 

18 

Data on All 
Grantees 

-x = 70.1 
SD = 33.4 

Med = 76.1 
n = 58 

x = 4677.2 
SD = 7439.5 

Med = 1700 
n = 77 

x = 15.8 
SD = 31. 9 

Med = 5.9 
n ;;: 54 

-x = 29.6 
,SD = 19.4 

Med ~ 22.4 
n =: 63 

x =: 19.8 
SD ;;: 15.4 

Med = 13.8 
n ;;: 58 

-x = 3.0 
SD = 1.3 

Med ;;: 3.2 
n = 55 

x ;;: 1+ .J2 
SD = 1.2 

Med = 4.1 
n = 65 
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APPENDIX 0 

University of California Site Visit Report Form 
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BASICS Evaluation Project 

Si te Report~: 

Interviewer: 

Date: 

Interviewee: 

Interviewee's position in bar association: 

1. Name of bar asssociation: 

2. Location of project: 

3. Prior to BASICS, how involved has your bar association been 
in correctional reform programs? 

No 
Involvement 

Kinds of Involvement: 

Some 
Involvement 

Extensive 
Involvement 

4. What motivated your bar association to become involved in 
correctional reform? 

5. Was this project planned prior to BASICS, or did BASICS 
stimulate the planning? 

Planned previously 

Stimulated by BASICS 

6. What goals are emphasized by project staff? 

7. (Did you perceive latent or recurrent themes?) 

*NOTE: Questions in parentheses were not asked explicitly 
during the site visit. The other questions were asked 
explicitly of the project representatives. 
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8. Have any major changes been made in your project's goal 
since its original outline? 

None Some Many 

Specify these changes: 

ga. Who is most centrally involved in decision-making in this 
project? 

b. (Who has the most power in this project?) 

Project director Other project staff 

Other bar staff Outside:c>s 

10. What degree of organizational structure has been established 
in your project? 

Loosely 
structured 

Data: 

---
Moderately 
structured ---

Highly 
structured ---

11. What major problems or obstacles have been encountered or 
are anticipated? 

12. What major assets/resources are available to your project 
which appear to increase its changes for success? 

13. How many contacts did the project staff have with individuals 
or groups outside the bar association? 

None Some Many 

Data: 



---r --- -- -- ______ ~~, • .,...., 
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14. What sectors did these groups represent? 

SECTOR DEGREE OF CONTACT 

correctional personnel 
inmates 
law enforcement personnel 
judicial personnel 
leaders of community 

organizations 
others (specify) 

15. (Compared with other BASICS prog~ams, how much input has 
been solicited from outside the bar association?) 

None Some Extensive 

16a. (Considering the nature of this project} how much of an 
effort has been made to involve outsiders?) 

None Some Extensive 

b. (How successful have these efforts been?) 

Unsuccessful Somewhat successful Highly Successful __ __ 

17a. Was a formal timetable developed for your project? 

Yes No 

b. Is the project on schedule? Yes No 

c. (Do you believe that the project is on schedule?) 

Yes No 

l8a. About how many bar members have actively been involved in 
the planning grant process? 

b. As Project Director, have you been satisfied with the willing­
ness of bar members to become i~volved in this project? 

Very . Very 
unsatisfied Unsatisfied Satisfied Satisfied 

1-----------------1----------------1----------------_1 
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19. Have your projects goals been translated into criteria that 
will be measurable? 

Unmeasurable l-1easurable 

Data: 

20. (Has the project created instruments to measure outcomes 
from the action phase?) 

Yes No 

21a. If action grant money is not forthcoming, how likely is it 
that your association will pursue the project? 

Very unlikely Unlikely Likely Very likely 
1 _______________ 1 _______________ 1 ________________ 1 

b. If so, what alternate sources of funds could be utilized? 

Data: 

22. What is your perception of the prevailing attitude of 
project staff toward the project at the moment? 

Pessimistic Mixed Optimistic 

23. (What is your perception of the prevailing attitude of 
project staff toward the project at the moment?) 

Pessimistic Mixed Optimistic 

24a. In your opinion, how likely is it that your project will be 
awarded an action grant? 

Very unlikely Unlikely Likely Very likely 
I / / / 

b. (In your opinion, how likely lS it that this project will be 
awarded an action grant?) 

Very unlikely Unlikely Likely Very likely 
/ / / I 
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25a. Have your contacts with the Washington BASICS staff been 
satisfactory? 

(Discussion) 

b. How would you characterize your contacts with the Washington 
BASICS staff? 

Very Very 
unsatisfactory Unsatisfactory Satisfactory Satisfactory 
1 __________________ 1 __________________ 1 __________________ 1 

List of Persons Contacted 

NAME POSITION DATE 
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APPENDIX P 

Interview Schedules for BASICS Staff 

and Clark Foundation Representative 



INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

FOR BASICS STAFF 

1. How did BASICS begin? 

2. When did you begin working with BASICS? Why? 

3a. What was your initial understanding of the philosophy 
of the BASICS Program? 

b. Have there been any changes ln that philosophy? 

4. How did BASICS select Management Board members? 

5. How were the eight planning grant categories chosen? 
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6. Explain the process BASICS went through to solicit planning 
grant applications. 

7. What were your reactions to the process of selecting plan­
ning grantees? 

8. In our field interviews and in some of the questionnaire 
responses, some people felt that some planning awards were 
made for reasons other than merit. In your opinion, is 
there any validity to this feeling? 

9. What are your overall impressions of the planning phase? 

10. In general, what took place during your site visits? 

lJ.. What is your evaluation of the usefulness of staff site 
visits? 

12. Rate the usefulness to the projects of staff site visits? 

1 2 
Very useful 

345 
somewhat 
useful 

6 7 
Not at all useful 

13. How were the site visits utilized in staff decision-making? 

14. What were your reactions to the process of selecting action 
grantees? 

15. Were you satisfied with the performance of the Management 
Board members? 

l6a. Were you satisfied with the administration of the proiect? 

b. Do you have any suggestions for improving the administration? 
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l7a. In your opinion, what goals were emphasized by the Clark 
Foundation? 

b. At what point did you realize that the Foundation was 
interested in bar activity? 

c. How did you explain bar activation to the projects? 

d. What is your assessment of the Foundation's commitment to 
the project at this time? 

l8a. How do you see the future of the project? 

b. What strengths and problems do you foresee? 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

FOR CLARK FOUNDATION REPRESENTATIVE 

1. Since the Clark Foundation has played such an instrumental 
role in the BASICS program, it would be useful for us to 
learn more about the Founda'tion. Could you give us a brief 
,summary of its history? 

2. What are the main program emphases of the Clark Foundation? 
Have they changed over time? 

3. Where does BASICS fit into the overall program of the Founda­
tion? 

4. How was contact initially established between the Clark 
Foundation and the A.B.A.? What, if any, contact had existed 
previously? 

5. From the Foundation's perspective, what are the principal 
goals of BASICS? 

6. When did the Foundation first become interest in "bar acti­
vation"? 

7. Why has "bar activation" been such a central interest of 
the Foundation? 

8. For a hypothetical bar association, what would "bar activa­
tion ll ideally include? 

9. What were your overall impressions of the planning phase? 

10. Briefly, how would you assess the three pre-selected demon­
stration projects on their accomplishments to date? 

11. Were you satisfied with the process of selecting the 21 
action project grantees? 

12. What 1S your assessment of the administration of BASICS -thus 
far? 

13. From your point of view, wl1at has (have) been the maj or accom­
plishment(s) of BASICS? 

14. What has (have) been major shortcomings/disappointments of' 
the BASICS program? 

15. Looking ahead, what strengths and problems do you envision 
for the BASICS program? 
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APPENDIX Q 

Statistical Summary -- Funded Bar Associations 



STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF QUESTIONNAIRE ANSWERS 

PUNDED BAR ASSOCIATIONS 

(n = number of respondents; x = mean or average; 
SD = standard deviation of the mean; Med = median) 

Questio~ 1 - Question 5: Name, address and telephone number 
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of bar association; name and position of person completing 

questionnaire. These answers were used only for identifi-

cation. 

Question 6 : Age of bar association (years) 

-n = 58 x = 70.1 Med = 76.1 Range: 3-173 
SD = 33.4 

Question 7 : Number of bar association members 

n = 77 -x = 4677.2 Med= 1700 Range: 15-49000 
SD = 7439.5 

Question 8 : Average attendance 

-n = 58 x = 539.7 Med = 250.3 Range; 30-5000 
SD = 776.9 

(Note: The meaning of these data is ambiguous since some 
associations may have listed annual meeting attendance and 
others may have listed monthly meeting attendance.) 

Question 9: Number full-time staff 

n = 58 -x = 15.8 Med = 59 Range = 0-188 
SD = 31. 9 

Associations with no full-time staff = 7 

Question 10: Head of bar association selected? 

n = 67 Elected = 67 
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Question 11: Involved in pOlicy-decision making 

n = 65 Bar Officer - 47; Board - 9; Officer and Board - 4; 

Committee Chairperson - 2; Officer and staff - 1; 

Officer and conuni t-tee chairperson - 1; General 

membership - 1. 

Question 12: Number standing commi,ttees? 

-n = 53 x = 29.6 Med = 22.4 Range: 1-90 
SD = 19.4 

Question 13: a) Bar association involved in criminal justice 

reform? 

n = 64 x = 4.1 Med = 4.0 
SD = 2.2 

b) Kinds of involvement 

n = 64 Low = 34 High = 30 

Question 14: Projects in criminal justice reform 

n = 50 x= 2.2 Med = 1.8 Range: 0-7 
SD = 1.7 

Question 15: a) Bar group specializing in criminal justice 

concerns? 

n = 67 Yes = 60 No = 7 

b) If yes, group's involvement during BASICS? 

n = 60 x = 5.6 Med = 6.5 

SD = 1.9 

Question 16: General attitude regarding importance of correc-

n = 66 

tional reform,? 

x = 4.9 
SD = 1. 6 

Med = 4.9 



Question 17: Before applying, contacted which groups? 

YES NO 

Corrections personnel 45 14 

Inmates 23 36 

Law enforcement personnel 34 25 

Judicial personnel 36 23 

Leaders of community organization 38 21 

Providers of legal services? 4 

State Planning agency 3 

Legislators 2 

Mayor 2 

Others (Fundin~ agency, ex-inmate organization, mental 
health personnel, media) 

Average number of groups contacted = 2.8 

(n = 67 SD = 1.8) 

Question 18: Who prepared BASICS application? 
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n = 67 Corrections Committee - 21; Executive Officer - 12; 

Individual bar member - 11; Bar committee (unspeci-

fied) - 11; Judicial reform committee - 4; Project 

director - 3; Committee officer - 3; Other (Citizen 

Rights Committee, YLS). 

Question 19: a) If no planning grant, would have sought other 

n = 66 

funding? 

x = 3.1 
SD - 2.2 

Med = 2.2 

b) Possible sou~ces listed: LEAA - lJ; Private - 16; 

State funds - 6; County funds - 3; Bar Association 

- 3; CETA - 2; NSF - 2; Individual contributions -

2; Miscellaneous others (11) 
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Question 20: Use of BASICS ~unds 

a) Number of associations by percentage of 

funds expended in each program category 

Program Category Percentage of Funds Expended 
0% 1%-33% 34-%..,.65% 66%-99% 

1. Correctional Code Reform 
or system Restructuring 54- 4- 1 2 

2. Offender Legal Services 4-8 6 2 2 
3. Improvec Grievance Pro-

cedures 55 5 1 1 
4. Improved Jail Facilities 

and Services 51 4 1 2 
5. Pretrial Diversion 31 2 3 0 
6. Alternatives to Confine-

ment 51 4 4- 1 
7. Offender Civil Disabili-

ties and Employment 
Restrictions 56 2 1 0 

b) Breakdown of total: Number of associations 

by percentage of funds expended in specific 

ways (across program categories) 

Expenditures 

1. New Staff 
2. Supplements to Staff 

Salaries 
3. New Equipment 
4. Resource Mate,ri.als 
5. Office Supplies 
6. Public Relations 
7. Travel 
8 < Other i : 

Percentage of Funds 
0% 1%-33% 34%-65% 66%-99% 

20 

4-6 
54-
4-3 
29 
53 
4-1 
14-

5 
1 

11 
24-

2 
10 
15 

4-

1 
o 
1 
2 
o 
2 
6 

20 

2 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
3 

100% 

5 
8 

4 

10 
9 

6 

7 

100% 

7 

1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
7 

*Other = General operating expenses, special consultant services, 
printing and an orientation dinner. 



Question 21: a) BASICS funds sufficient? 

n = 67 

n = 11 

x = 4.6 
SD = 1.8 

Med = 43 

b) If insufficient, how much more money? 

$1000 - 5; $2000 - 4; $4000 - 1; $7000 - 1 

Question 22: a) Project conceived before BASICS? 

n = 66 Yes - 35 No - 31 

b) If yes, stage reached? 

n = 35 Conceptual - 18; Preliminary plans made - 9; 

Needs assessment - 4; Existing project - 4 

Question 23: Project goals changed since application? 

n = 67 Many changes 6 

Some changes - 39 

No changes - 22 
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Question 24: a) Project goals lend themselves to measurement? 

-n = 64 x = 3.5 Med = 3.9 
SD = 1.9 

b) Measures 

n = 49 Measures listed: 43 

No Measures listed: 6 

Question 25: a) 90-day period sufficient? 

-n = 67 x = 3.2 Hed = 3.3 
SD = 1.5 

b) If insufficient, how much more time? 

n = 28 1 month - 5; 2 months - 7; 3 months - 9; 

4 months - 3; 6 months - 3; 12 months - 1. 
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Question 26: Inyolvement of outside groups duX'ing planning 

study phase 

a) Degree of involvement 

1. Corrections personnel n ::: 64 x ::: 5.3 (SD ::: 1. 6) 
Med ::: 5.7 

2. Inmates n ::: 56 
U~ 

X = 3.6 (SD = 2.1) 
Med = 3.4 

3. Judicial personnel n ::: 60 x = 4.1 (SD = 2.0) 
Med = 4.3 

4. Law enforcement personnel n ::: 60 x ::: 4.1 (SE = 2.1) 
Med = 4.2 

5. Leaders of conununity org. n ::: 61 x = 4.6 (SD 1. 9) 
Med = 4.9 

6. Concerned citizen groups n ::: 58 x = 4.4 (SD = 2.0) 
Med = 4.9 

7 . Politicians n ::: 65 x = 3.7 (SD - 2.0) 
Med = 3.5 

8 • Other: University personnel (4) ; public defender :(4); 
ex-inmate groups ( 3) ; government agencies ( 2) ; medical 
personnel ( 2) . 

Average Involvement of Outsiders in Each Association: 

n = 65 x = 4.2 
SD = 1.2 

Med = 4.1 

b) Kinds of involvement (frequency) 

1. Corrections personnel: 

2. Inmates 

3. Judicial personnel 

4. Law Enforc"ement personnel 

5. Leaders of conununity org. 

6. Concerned citizen groups 

7. Politicians 

8. Other 

Advisory - 23 
Active Assistance - 13 
Advisory - 23 
Active Assistance - 5 
Advisory - 23 
Active Assistance - 7 
Advisorv - 21 
Active Assistance - 5 
Advisory - 24 
Active Assistance - 7 
Advisory - 20 
Active Assistance - 4 
Advisory - 12 
Active Assistance - 2 
In general, advisory 



Question 27: Number bar members actively involved in BASICS 

n :: 58 x :: 19.8 
SD :: 15.4 

Med :: 13.8 Range: 3-65 
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Question 28: Involvement of minority groups in planning/study 

phase 

n :: 61 x = 4.2 
SD :: 2.0 

Group (n) 

Blacks (30) 

Mexican-Americans 

Women (10) 

Inmates ( 6 ) 

Puerto Ricans ( 5) 

Med :: 4.3 

Kind of involvement 

Advisory (23) 

(10) Advisory ( 7 ) 

Advisory (9) 

Advisory ( 5) 

Advisory ( 5) 

Others: Indians (2), Eskimos (1), Ex-inmates (1). 

Question 29: a) Your bar association viable force for 

correctional reform? 

n :: 64 Yes - 56 No - 8 

b) Explanations 

(n) 

Positive: Expertise (22); perceived legitimacy 
(5); organization resources (4) 

Negative: Lack of organization resources (3) 
Lack if perceived legitimacy (1) 

Question 30: Viability as correctional reform agents 

organizations - 2.5 (SD 1. 7) 1. Inmate n :: 60 x :: :: 

Med :: 2.1 
2. Law enforcement personnel n :: 59 X :: 3.9 (SD = 1. 8) 

Med = L~ • 0 
3. Local bar association n :: 59 -

X :: 4.9 (SD = 1. 7) 
Med :: 5.0 

4. State bar association n :: 58 x :: 5.0 (SD = 1. 6) 
Med = 5.4 

5. National bar association n = 56 -x = 4.6 <SD = 1. 6) 
Med = 4.7 

6. Concerned citizens groups n = 59 x = 4.6 (SD 1. 5) 
Med :: 4.6 
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7. 

B. 

9. 

10. 

Politicians n = 59 x = 4.B (SD = 1.7) 
Med = 5.2 

Judicial personnel n = 60 x = 4.9 (SD = 1.7) 
Med = 5.3 

Leaders of community org. n = 59 x = 4.6 (SD = 1.5) 
Med = 4.B 

Other groups listed: district attorneys, public defenders, 
mental health personnel, chrches, legal aid personnel and 
interested individual laypersons 

Question 31: a) Two-phase method of administering grant 

n = 64 -x = 3.0 Med = 2.9 
SD = 1.B 

b) Explanations 

Positive: Grant emphasizes the importance of 
planning (10), provides resources for 
planning (5), provides opportunity of 
needs assessment (3), other positive­
mis.c (5) 

Negative: Not enough time and money (6), raises 
expectations falsely (6), other nega­
tive-misc. (6) 

Question 32: Suggestions for improving administration 

Better coordination between BASICS and projects (B); more 

time and money (7); provide report guidelines earlier (5); 

more realistic requirements (3); better coordination between 

BASICS and ABA-Chicago (2); enforce time schedule (2); other 

- misc. (7). 

Question 33: a) Attend workshop? 

n = 67 Yes - 54 no - 13 

Which workshop? 

n = 54 Washington - 32 San Francisco - 22 

b) Parts most useful? 

Small-group discussions (12); talking with other 

projects (9); information regarding funds (6); 

discussion of BASICS philosophy (6); other-misc. (7). 
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c) Suggestion8 for improvements? 

More efficient use of time (10); more time (2); 

other-misc. (11). 

Question 34: a) Project visited by BASICS staff? 

n = 66 

n = 58 

yes - 58 no - 8 

b) How useful was the visit? 

x = 2.8 
SD = 1.8 

Med = 2.2 

c) Most useful aspects of visit? 

Clarification of PASICS guidelines (26); exper­

tise (0); physical presence (8) 

Question 35: Pursue project if no action grant? 

-
n = 62 x = 4.0 Med = 4.2 

SD = 2.1 

Question 36: Reports or clippings? 

yes - 20 no - 47 

Question 37: Additional comments 

yes - 16 no - 51 
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( 

APPENDIX R 

Statistical Summary -- Non-Funded Bar Associations 



STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF QUESTIONNAIRE ANSWERS 

NON-FUNDED BAR ASSOCIATIONS 

(n = number of respondents; x = mean or average; 
SD = standard deviation of the mean; Med = median) 
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Question 1 - Question - 5: Name, address, and telephone number 

of bar association; name and position of person completing 

questionnaire. These answers were used only for identifi-

cation. 

Question 6 : Age of bar association (years) 

-n = 14 x = 74.1 Med = 75.5 Range: 18-139 
SD :; 34.9 

Question 7 : Number of bar association members 

19 -n = x = 3114.8 Med = 1839 Range: 60-17500 
SD = 4407.2 

Question 8 : Average attendance 

-n = 19 x = 405.3 Med = 150.0 Range: 20-1500 
SD = 484.7 

(Note: The meaning of these data is ambiguous since some 
associations may have listed annual meeting attendance and 
others may have listed monthly meeting attendance.) 

Question 9: Number full-time staff 

n = 19 . x = 9.6 
SD =28.1 

Med = 2.7 Range: 0-125 

Associations with no full-time staff = 3 

Question 10: Head of bar association selected? 

n = 19 Elected = 19 

Question 11: Involved in policy decision-making? 

n = 18 Bar officers = 13; Board = 3; Committee chair-

person = 1; General membership = 1 
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Question 12: Number standing committees? 

n ;::; 18 x ;::; 28.3 
SD ;::; 18.0 

Med ;::; 30.0 Range: 6-70 

Question 13: a) Bar association involved in criminal justice 

reform? 

n ;::; 19 -x ;::; 3.6 Med ;::; 3.4 
SD ;::; 1.9 

b) Kinds of involvement 

n ;::; 19 Low ;::; 10 High;::; 9 

Question 14: Projects in criminal justice reform 

n ;::; 19 x;::; 2.1 
SD ;::; 2.2 

Med ;::; 1. 7 Range: 0-9 

Question 15; a) Bar group specializing in criminal justice 

concerns? 

n ;::; 18 yes ;::; 14 no ;::; 4 

b) If yes, group's involvement during BASICS? 

n ;::; 14 x = 4.6 
SD ;::; 2.5 

Med ;::; 5.5 

Question 16: General attitude regarding importance of correc-

n ;::; 17 

tional reform? 

x ;::; 4.0 
SD = 2.0 

Med ;::; 3.8 

Ques-tion 17: Before applying, contacted which groups? 

YES NO 

Corrections personnel 7 10 

Inmates 1 16 

Law enforcement· personnel 7 10 

Judicial personnel 9 8 

Leaders of community organizations 8 9 
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Others (Providers of legal services (3); mental health 
planners; criminal justice attorneys; directors 
of halfway houses; Director of Dept. of Social 
and Health Service; public defender; county cor­
rections commission; Team for Justice; prosecutor; 
media. ) 

Average number of groups contacted = 2.1 

(n = 19 SD = 1.3) 

Question 18: Who prepared BASICS application? 

n = 18 Individual bar member - 5; Corrections Committee -

4; Bar committee (unspecified) - 4; Executive 

officer - 4; Project director - 1. 

Question 19: a) Project conceived before BASICS? 

n = 16 Yes - 7 No - 9 

b) If yes, stage reached? 

n = 7 Conceptual - 3; Existing project - 3; Prelim-

inary plans made - 1. 

Quest~on 20: a) Decided to pursue project? 

n = 18 Yes - 2 No - 10 Undecided - 6 

b) If yes, have goals changes? 

n - 8 Many - 1 Some - 1 None - 6 

c) If changes, specify. 

n = 3 No funding - 3 

Question 21: Obtained other funds? 

n = 17 No - 17 

Question 22: a) Your bar association viable force for correc-

tional reform? 

n = 17 Yes - 10 No - 7 
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'~ Question 
,'. 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Question 

n = 

Question 

n = 

Question 

n = 

b) Explanations (n = 10) 

Positive: Inte;vest/influence of bar members (4) 
Perceived legitimacy (1) 

Negative: Lack of interest in correctional 
reform ( 5) 

23: Viability as correctional reform agents 

Inmate organizations n = 14 '~ ~ 2.2 (SD = 1. 0) 
Med = 2.3 

Law enforcement personnel n = 14 x = 2.9 (SD = 1.4) 
Med = 3.0 

Local bar association n = 15 x = 3.6 (SD = 1.7) 
Med = 3.8 

State bar association n = 15 x = 3.9 (SD - 2.1) 
Med = 3.8 

National bar association n = 15 x = 3.6 (SD = 2.1) 
Med = 3.3 

Concerned citizen groups n = 17 x = 4.0 (SD = 1. 6) 
Med = 4.0 

Politicians 15 -n = x = 3.2 (SD = 1.1) 
Med = 3.1 

Judicial personnel n = 16 x = 3.9 (SD = 1. 6) 
Med = 3.8 

Leaders of community org. n = 17 x = 3.9 (SD = 1.7) 
Med = 3.6 

Other (B) 

24: a) Two-phase method of administering grant 

-17 x = 2.2 Med = 1.4 
SD = 1.B 

b) Explanations (n = 9) 

Positive: Grant emphasizes the importance of 
planning (4), serves as method of 
screening (2), involves more bars (1), 
other (1). 

25: 

B 

26: 

11 

Negative: Not enough money (1) 

Suggestions for improving administration 

Better communication/coordination (5), stick to 
deadlines (1), other (2) 

Criteria used in awarding grants? 

No idea - B; prestige and size of bar - 1; need 

for program and novelty of proposal - 1; politics 

and pressures - 1. 
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Question 27: a) Fair assessment by BASICS? 

n = 14 Yes - S No - 9 

Question 28: 

n = 6 

b) Explanations (n = 10) 

Poor communication - 5; lost opportunity to 

ma~e real progress - 2; larger associations 

were favored - 1; other - 2. 

Comments? 

Request later reconsideration of application (2); 

need to locate funding (1); liked ABA programs and 

standards (1); questioned public support/interest in 

correctional reform (1); other (1). 

I, 
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APPENDIX S 

BASICS Planning/Study Phase Application 
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This application is to be completed in full and accompanied by a program narrative. Grant 
conditions and instructions for completing the application are found on the reverse of this 
form. Deadline for Planning Applications - October 15, 1974. 

APPLICATION FOR PLANNING /STUDY GRANT 

Name of Association _______________________________ _ 

Address 

Telephone ____________________________________________________ __ 

Geographic Area Served 

Number of Members _____________________________________ __ 

Section, division, committee or office which will have direct responsibility for the program 

Co-Sponsoring Unit(s} _____________________________________ _ 

Bar representative responsible for the program __________________ _ 

Address ________________ ~ ____________ _ 

Telephone __________________ Title _________ ~ _____ _ 

BASICS Program Category (ies) to be i}xamined (indicate by numbers - see pages 13-

20 of pamphlet) ~_---------___________________ _ 

Funds requested $ ___________ _ 

This application and narrative are submitted by the above-named bar association which has 
authorized this action ~nd agrees to comply with all planning grant conditions. 

Submitted by ----___________ ~ ___________________ . ____ __ 

Titl;) ________________________________________ _ 

(Bar A!>sociation "resident, !::xecutive Director or other Authorized Official) 

Co-SponsorSignature __________________________ _ 

Title _ Date __________ ___ 

NOTE: Attach Program Narrative. 



274 INSTRUCTIONS 
for 

PLANNING/STUDY GRANT APPLICATION 

General Information 

.. Supply all information requested on the ap' 
plication form. 

• Grant Applicant, Submit the application in the 
name of the subject bar association. A bar' 
sponsored corporation cr fcundation may 
applv, but the identity of other sponsoring 
orga nizations should be given and the 
application must be (i) in the name of both the 
corporation and the bar and (ii) executed by 
representatives of each. 

4t Bar Unit with Direct Responsibility. This 
may be a committee, section, or staff office. List 
cosponsoring units:if ahy. 

• Bar Representative ResPOfisible. This may be 
either a bar officer or committee chairman or. a 
stllff person. Indicate the name <InC! title of 
the person. 

• GASICS Program Catego!;Y. List !by number 
one or more of the BASICS Prograrrtcategories 
(see pages 13-20) to 'be studied for action 
program potential. . 

• Funds Requested. The amount applied for 
should be in the 2 - 4 thousaod dollar range. 

Program Narrative Attachment 

Submit a phmning/study program narrative not 
to exceed two tYped pages. Answer in it the 
following questions: 

• Specifically what problem or problem areas 
does the bar intend to study and why are these 
of concern? 

• Has any work been done on this or closely 
related problems by any bar group 0, other 
organization in your area? 

• What agencies or community organizations 
(i ncl udi ng off1ander groups) are affected by the 
problem, and will they have a role in the 
planning/study program? 

• What sort of activity or improvement effort 
mi!tlt the bar engage in as a result of this study? 

• What individuals will actually undertake the 
study and prepare the report? Will there be a 
staff person or paid reporter assigned to prepare 
the report and, if so, what qualifications or 
background would be sOllght for such a 
person? 

• What is the potential for minority group 
in'lolvement? 

• Signature. Applications must be signed by the 
President, Executive ,Director or other person 
specifically authorized by the association's 
governing body to submit this proposal. 

Budget and Sta:tement of Bar Contribution 

• Budget. Since the planning grants will be 
small, BASICS does not require an itemized 
budget for application. Only a 9,rQ~ figure 
within the 2 - 4 thousand dollar range is necessary 
at :this time. A brief accounting of expenditures 
will, however. be requested as part of the final 
report/proposal. 

Applicants should bear in mind the limited 
:nature of these funds and begin early to deter­
mine ihow thE:oy can be wisely allocated. 

.) Statement of Bar C!:l!!tribution. Identify in 
the jprogram narrative any commitment of 
resources or support the bar is able to make, 
such as office space, secretarial help. or other 
assistance by paid staff. (Uncompensated 
research an9 other work by lawyer volunteers is 
recognized as a major component of all 
pI a nning/study projects, but need not be 
specified.) 

• Will the bar be able to make a financial contri­
bution to the planning phase? If so, please 
discuss. 

Planning Grant Conditions 

In accepting any BASICS planning/study grant, 
applicants assume the obligation to: 

• Submit a final study report within 90 days 
following the planning/study award. A proposal 
for action program funds shOUld accompany this 
report. The final report, in a form acceptable to 

BASICS will be (j) a self contained study of the 
problem area(s) reviewed with appropriate 
recommendations for action, (ii) suitable for 
public release, and (iii) issued in the name of 
the bar association. 

• Submit with the final report a brief accounting 
for grant funds expended, by category of 
expenditure and amount spent. (Any excess 
funds are to be returned to BASICS unless 
applied to implementation activity or added to 
a sub~quent action grant.) 

• Comply with requests for progress 
reports, or other information, and with all 
reasonable requirements which BASICS may 
issue from time to time. 

" 
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APPENDIX T 

BASICS Liaisons 



--- -------- ---- - -- ---~ 
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BASICS LIAISONS 

ALA B ,f'I,MA 

Reginalq T. Hamner, Esq. 
Montgomery 

ARIZONA 

Oscar Fendler, Esq. 
Blytheville 

CALIFORNIA 

Ralph B. Perry III, Esq. 
Los Angeles 

COLORADO 

Gar>rett Fonda.~ Esq­
Pueblo 

CONNECTICUT 

Igo~ Sikorsky, Jr., Esq. 
Har;;ford 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Marna Tucker, Esq. 
Washington 

GEORGIA 

Harry L. Cashin, Jr., Esq. 
Atlanta 

HAWAII 

IDAHO 

C. F. Damon, Jr., Esq. 
Honolulu 

Eugene C. Thomas, Esq. 
Boise 

ILLINOIS 

Lawrence X. Pusateri, Esq. 
Chicago 

KENTUCKY 

William B. Stansbury, Esq. 
Louisville 

MARYLAND 

Hal. C. B. Claggett, Esq. 
Upper Marlboro 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Charles J. Kickham, Jr., Esq. 
Brookline 

MICHIGAN 

Carl H. Smith, Jr., Esq. 
Bay City 

MINNESOTA 

George C. King, Esq. 
St. Paul 

MONTANA 

Robert Corontzos, Esq. 
Great Falls 

NEBRASKA 

John W. Hewitt, Esq. 
Lincoln 

NEVADA 

George Dickerson, Esq. 
Las Vegas 

, 



NEW JERSEY 

Rober McGlynn, Esq. 
Newark 

NEW MEXICO 

Donald B. Moses, Esq. 
Albuquerque 

NEW YORK 

Robert Patterson, Jr., Esq. 
New York 

NORTH CAROLINA 

George A. Long, Esq. 
Arlington 

NORTH DAKOTA 

Richard H. McGee, Esq. 
Minot 

OKLAHOMA 

John H. Wallace, Esq. 
Miami 

OREGON 

Don H. Marmaduke, Esq. 
Portland 

PENNSYLVANIA 

William M. Power, Esq. 
Doylestown 

RHODE ISLAND 

Dan Murray, Esq. 
Providence 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

Charles N. Plowden, Jr., Esq. 
Columbia 
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TENNESSEE 

Frank N. Bratton, Esq. 
Athens 

VERMONT 

Osmer Fitts, Esq. 
Brattleboro 

VIRGINIA 

C. Wynne Tolbert, Esq. 
Arlington 

WASHINGTON 

Cleary S. Cone, Esq. 
Ellensburg 

vilEST VIRGINIA 

James K. Brown, Esq. 
Charleston 

WISCONSIN 

Charles Nolan, Esq. 
Oshkosh 

WYOMING 

William J: Kirven, Esq. 
Buffalo 
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APPENDIX U 

Evaluation Questions for Defflonstration Proj ects 
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EVALUATION OF DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 

A. General Evaluation Goals and Procedures 

1. Statement of the problem, How has the problem been defined? 

By whom was it defined? What, if any, impact have clients had in 

identifying the areas where change is needed? What level of agree­

ment exists regarding the identification of th.e problem, both with­

in the bar association and among local corrections personnel? 

2. Articulation of goals. What are the stated goals of the 

project? How well have those goals been defined? Do they lend 

themselves to measurement? What level of agreement exists regarding 

goal selection? 

3. Selection of level of intervention. What level or levels 

have been deemed most appropriate for intervention efforts (reform 

of the law, physical improvements in jails, etc.)? How and why 

was this level(s) selected? How have bar association priorities 

affected the allocation of BASICS Program resources? 

4. Formulation ·of intervention strategies and tactics. Was 

there a coordination plan for effecting institutional change? If so,' 

how was this/plan formulated? Did the plan meet with resistance 

or approval among correctional personnel? 

5. Allocation of resources. How were resource allocation 

decisions made? What order of priorities is reflected in the project 

budget? Have those priorities proven to be appropriately aligned? 
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6. Evaluation of progress. What, if any, progress has been 

made toward the realization of program goals? What impediments 

have been encountered, and how have these obstacles been dealt 

with? 

The above illustrative general research questions will be 

supplemented by specific concerns at each project site. The following 

represents a brief (and preliminary) overview of such concerns. 

------""''''--.. B. Specific Evaluation Goals and Procedures, 

~ 
1. r:tat>yland 

Utilizing the local monitors, an assessment will be made of the 

project's effectiveness local support for co~u~unity 

corrections andlor preservation of community corrections programs 

ln areas with project involvement, as compared with areas having 

no project input. Other components of the evaluation will include 

some assessment of the projec"t1s impact on pertinent legislation 

and on the increased use of alternatives to confinement. In regard 

to the legal services program, the evaluation will attempt to 

appraise the project's benefits to law students and to inmates, 

2. San Francisco 

Evaluation of the San Francisco project will center on planning, 

expenditure of effort and resources, and selection of strategies 

to effect the consolidation of local jail facilities. In addition, 

the bar association's attempt to construct a plan for increased 

diversion from correctional facilities will be 010sely monitored 

and an attempt made to evaluate its implementation, should that occur 

within the time span involved. Finally, the efforts to improve 
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visiting conditions at San Bruno jail and to establish a secur~~ 

ward hospital will be assessed. 

3. Washington State 

Since the Washington project concentrates on establishing and 

implementing standards and rules for the operation of local jail 

facilities, evaluative efforts will focus on the process by which 

those standards and rules qre formulated and the measurable 

success attained in their implementation. Some assessment will 

be made of the selection of project goals and tactics and of the 

impact of projected standards on local jail facilities and 

correctional staffs. 
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Addendum on Bar Activation 

1. How many bar members have actively been involved in the 
project? 

2. What kinds of involvement have you observed and how intense 
has it been? 

3a. To what extent has the bar association as an organization 
lent its support to the p~oject? Cite evidence t~ support 
your judgment. 

b. Has the support come from certain factions of the bar more 
that from others? 

Describe: 

4. To what extent has this project involved bar association 
members who were previously inactive in criminal justice 
reform projects? 
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Deputy Director, Administration of 

Justice Division 
Ohio Department of Econ(;mic & 

Community Development 

Richard J. Hughes 
Chief Justice 
New Jersey Supreme Court 

Grace Olivarez 
State Planning Officer 
New Mexico S!ate Planning Office 

Robert P. Murray 
Vice Chairman 
ABA Corrections Commission 

Charles E. Silberman 
Director 
The Study of Law and Justice 

f~6.~ Criminal Justice Section: 

Hon. Joe W. Sanders 
Chief Justice 
Louisiana Supreme Court 

ABA Young Lawyers Sect:on 

Robert J. Mann 
Vice Chairperson-Projects 
Criminal Justice Committee 

Bar Executives: 

Billie Bethel 
Executive Director 
Tennessee Bar Association 

Richard B. Morris 
Executive Director 
The Bar Association of San Francisco 

Bar Officers: 

Carl J. Character 
2nd Vice President 
National Bar Association 

rrederick G. Buesser, Jr. 
Former President 
State Bar of Michigan 

National Council on Crime and 
Delinquency: 

Frederick Ward, Jr. 
Executive Vice President 

This Management Board was active during 1974~75 when this report was compiled. 




