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Application of this analytic dimension involves answering two sub-questions

that represent sub-dimensions:

e Question A: 2a — What are the organizations that participated in founding the

subject organization?

e Question A: 2b — What organizations currently support operation of the

organization?

(1) Findings for analytic dimension A: 2 — the organization’s source
organizations

The organizations that support the subject drug courts considered in this
analysis rather dramatically demonstrate organizational mixing found in organizations
that exhibit hybrid characteristics in this study. All three cases include complex
linkages between state and local jurisdictions. They each include at least five state or
local agencies as source organizations. Identification of this organization mixing
provides a preview of issues that will be further considered as evidence accumulates in
application of the analytic framework. These issues include comparative resource
commitments among source organizations and extent to which subject programs serve

as policy instruments of organizational benefactors.

As demonstrated in Table 6, application of this analytic dimension to the
subject cases reveals mixes of state and local agencies. The mixes of state and local
agencies include a variety of functional interests: prosecution, defense, judicial,

education, corrections and treatment.
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Table 6. Results of the application of analytic dimension A: 2 — the organization’s

source organizations, to the subject cases.

current source
organizations

Column IV
C.olumx.n I Column I1 Column III Analytic Dimension Findings
Dimension . . Sub- :
Set Dimension dimensions Baltimore Harford Vanderburgh
City County County
¢ Harford Co
Circuit Court | & Vanderburgh
. Co Superior
e Baltimore e Harford Co | Court
City Circuit | State’s
Court Attorney ¢ Vanderburgh
. Co Prosecutor
* Baltimore o MD Office
City State’s | of Public | &, * anderburgh
Attorney Defender Co Public
a. Source o MD Off; Defenders
organizations £ Publi C¢ | *MDDept | Agency
] at the subject ot T ub'ic ofJu'venlle ¢ Vanderburgh
2. Subject organization’s Defender Services Co Sheriff’s
A, Identity and | organization’s founding ¢ Baltimore e Harford Co | Office
purpose source City Health | Health Dept Vanderbureh
organizatio Dept o, Vancerourg
gamizations . I\I/;D E):"Ifarforg Co | Co Probation
ice 0 Dept
Division of | Drug Control P di
Parole & Policy *In .llana Social
Probation e Harford Co Faml‘ y & Socia
| Services
IS)u}l:hcl Administration
chools
b.
Organization’s Unchanged from founding

Application of dimension A: 2 also provides interesting evidence of

jurisdictional/agency source organization differences between the juvenile and adult

programs and between the Maryland and Indiana cases. Evidence that different

jurisdictions may be responsible for a given functional area in different settings is also

revealed in application of this dimension. For instance, in the Indiana case public

defender services and offender supervision are the responsibility of a local
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jurisdiction. In the Maryland cases these services are the responsibility of the State.
This difference in jurisdictional responsibility may indicate differences in hierarchical
relationships and patterns of oversight and control. It might also indicate to the
researcher that there could be differences in policy emphasis, resource commitments,
level of professionalism, and other factors among the cases considered in the test.
Results emerging from application of sub-dimensions A: 2a and A: 2b demonstrate
how source organizations of each program have remained unchanged from the
programs’ establishment to time of the evaluations. This might indicate that the levels
of jurisdictional and agency policy and resource commitment have resulted in stable

and durable roles for the subject programs in their organizational environments.

(2) Assessment of findings for analytic dimension A: 2 — the organization’s
source organizations

Application of this dimension reveals evidence in a straightforward way to the
researcher of jurisdictional and agency organizational connections to the programs
under consideration. In the current multiple case study, application of the dimension
also offers preliminary demonstration of inter-contextual differences in the way drug

court programs operate.

In Table 6 the State of Maryland has an apparent substantial stake in the
operation of the Harford County program. This contrasts with application of the
dimension to Vanderburgh County wherein the State of Indiana apparently has less of
a stake in the subject program. In the Vanderburgh County case all source agencies are

units of County government. However, the State of Indiana has a much greater
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commitment to the subject program than would first appear. This is because the State

provides substantial funding for several county agencies that support the drug court.

Another way this analytic dimension is useful for inter-contextual research
relates to understanding differences in agency responsibility for functional
components of the subject cases. In Maryland supervision (parole and probation)
activities are the responsibility of State agencies — both for juveniles and adults. In the
Indiana case supervision is the responsibility of a County agency. In another example,
public defender services in Maryland are provided by a State agency, while in Indiana
these services are a County responsibility. This offers preliminary evidence that states
and counties, at least on the agency or organization level of analysis, may have
different oversight and control, budgetary and policy stakes in the operation of the
subject programs. This potentially consequential evidence may not have emerged
without the application of the analytic framework’s organizational variables to the

analysis.

Application of this analytic dimension to the subject drug court programs
demonstrates its usefulness in assisting researchers in understanding the importance of
local organizational conditions in dissemination of supposed standardized
programmatic interventions. As discussed earlier in this study, drug court programs
have been promoted nationally as more or less standardized interventions in local
criminal justice and substance abuse treatment organizational environments. Through
application of this analytic dimension the researcher will begin to see that, through

application of the organizational perspective of the analytic framework, the drug court
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model is not so “standardized” in terms of jurisdictional and agency participation.
Variation seen in this early step in application of the analytic framework should alert
the researcher to potential consequential differences associated with purposes,
structures and resource provision among subject cases. Utilization of this component
of the analytic framework supports visualization of how local programs apply
available organizational resources to respond to organizational environment
challenges in different ways based on variations in institutionalized patterns of local
governance organization. The variations seen in the application of this dimension have
not been demonstrated in the existing research concerning drug courts. The interesting
and potentially consequential information that emerges from application of
organizational variables as seen in this dimension of analysis have not been made part

of the drug court research discourse.

Application of sub-dimension A: 2b. also offers initial revelation of the value
of the analytic framework in assessing the extent to which programs under
consideration have progressed toward institutionalization in their organizational
environments. In the current test the casts of source organizations have not changed
since founding of the subject programs. This may indicate that these programs have
satisfactorily met the needs of their source organizations and demands of their

environments, which is reflected in continuing support from their organizational

benefactors.
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c. Analytic dimension A: 3 — organizational environment challenges to which the
subject organization responds

Organizations with hybrid characteristics are responses to challenges in their
organizational environments. They are designed to respond to specific challenges in
particular ways. These organizations are engineered by source organizations to impact
organizational environments more efficiently or effectively than the source
organizations. By identifying what environmental challenges suspected hybrids were
designed to respond, the analytic framework assists the researcher in acquiring
evidence that will help her in assessing the purpose or purposes of subject
organizations as they operate in and impact organizational environments. Ultimately
the dimension also assists the researcher in assessing the impact and durability of

organizations exhibiting hybrid characteristics.

Application of dimension A: 3 involves asking two sub-questions that

represent sub-dimensions of analysis:

¢ Question A: 3a — In response to what challenge or challenges in its organizational

environment was the subject organization originally founded?

. Qﬁestion A: 3b — To what challenge or challenges in its organizational

environment does the organization currently respond?
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(1) Findings for analytic dimension A: 3 — organizational environment challenges
to which the subject organization responds

In his study of the development of the drug court movement in the United
States, Nolan (2001) observed that the drug court model emerged in local criminal
justice systems in response to an apparently straightforward problem: “the growing
number of drug cases overcrowding America’s criminal court calendars.” (p. 5) He
also argued, however, the drug court movement may be viewed as a response to a
perception among judges that a “therapeutic ideal” (p. 37) should be introduced to the
adjudicative process to deal with substance dependency as a disease. This represents a
shift from a long-standing “rehabilitative ideal” (p. 37) applied in post-adjudicative

processes.

Viewed in more simplified utilitarian terms by drug court professionals, the
drug court alternative to traditional adjudication is a commonsense improvement in the
relationship between local criminal justice and treatment systems. From this
perspective drug courts are seen as designed to break down perceived barriers to
getting offenders to treatment. Among most notable of these perceived barriers are
traditional adversarial characteristics of adjudicative processes (NADCP, 1997).
Therefore, drug courts may be assessed as programmatic tools, designed for improving

local criminal justice efficiency and effectiveness.

Evaluations of the subject drug court programs used in this test demonstrated
that the challenges to which the programs were designed to respond reflect the

NADCP perspective. Evaluator review of administrative artifacts and results of
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interviews with knowledgeable informants revealed utilitarian concerns among

organizers of the subject programs. The programs are seen as tools designed to

respond to community substance abuse and as ways to deal with widespread substance

abuse among criminal offenders. The subject programs are also seen as responding to

challenges to local public safety associated with crime related to substance abuse.

The evaluators also found that challenges to which the programs are intended

to respond have remained constant over the range of five to ten years during which

they have been in operation. Representation of findings concerning application of

analytic dimension A:3 to the subject cases is seen in Table 7.

Table 7. Results of the application of analytic dimension A: 3 — organizational

environment challenges to which the subject organization responds, to the subject

cascs.
Column IV
C:Olllml.l I Column IT Column III Analytic Dimension Findings
Dimension . . Sub- -
Set Dimension dimensions Baltimore Harford Vanderburgh
City County County

a. Original
organizational
environment
challenges to .

:7,, Challenges | v pich subject Community substance abuse problem

mn the. . organization

A. Identity orga.lmzatlontal was designed

environmen

to respond
and purpose to which the P

organization | b- Current

responds environmental
challenges to .
which the Unchanged from founding
organization
responds
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(2) Assessment of findings for analytic dimension A: 3 — organizational
environment challenges to which the subject organization responds

In a straightforward way, this dimension of analysis assists the researcher in
acquiring evidence regarding a key characteristic of the model of hybrid organization
— that subject organizations are designed by their source organizations to respond to
specific challenges in their organizational environments. The dimension is not just
concerned with é snapshot of subject organization intent at the time of its initiation. It
also considers how the challenges to which the organizations respond may have
changed over time. Application of sub-dimensions A: 3a and A: 3b in the secondary
analysis of three drug courts clearly reveals this evidence. It supports the researcher’s
assessment that the challenges to which the organizations were intended to respond are
clear and have not changed over the course of the programs’ operation. The evidence
that the researcher finds in the test regarding the constancy of the chéllenges to which
the subject organizations respond provides a preliminary indication that they are
finding stable and durable places in their organizational environments. In other words,
they might be interpreted as becoming institutional fixtures in their local criminal

justice and community treatment organizational environments.

d. Analytic dimension A: 4 — what the subject organization is designed to do in
response to environmental challenges

As indicated in the discussion concerning the test application of dimension A:
3, the model of hybrid organization and the sources in organization theory from which

it derives support assert that organizations with hybrid organizations are designed by
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their source organizations to perform particular jobs in response to specific challenges
in their organizational environments. Dimension A: 4 assists the researcher in
completing the two-step process that was initiated in the application of dimension A: 3
of acquiring evidence to demonstrate whether this assertion holds in consideration of

the subject organizations.

Application of dimension A: 4 requires that the researcher ask two sub-

questions forming sub-dimensions of analysis:

e Question A: 4a — What was the subject organization originally designed to do to

respond to challenges in its organizational environment?

¢ Question A: 4b — What does the organization currently do to respond to challenges

in its organizational environment?

(1) Findings for analytic dimension A: 4 — what the subject organization is
designed to do in response to environmental challenges

Drug court programs are designed to respond to community drug problems,
particularly substance addiction among criminals. This is accomplished by
transforming “business as usual” adjudicative processes such that they support
therapeutic intervention for individuals who qualify and are selected for program
participation. According to the National Association of Drug Court Professionals, drug
courts are designed to impact substance abuse problems of their participants and
improve public safety. This is reflected in “10 Key Components” of drug courts

(NADCP, 1997):
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Key Component #1: Drug courts integrate alcohol and other drug treatment
services with justice system case processing. (p. 9)

Key Component #2: Using a nonadversarial approach, prosecution and
defense counsel promote public safety while protecting participants’ due
process rights. (p. 11)

Key Component #3: Eligible participants are identified early and promptly
placed in the drug court program. (p. 13)

Key Component #4: Drug courts provide access to a continuum of alcohol,
drug, and other related treatment and rehabilitation services. (p. 15)

Key Component #5: Abstinence is monitored by frequent alcohol and other
drug testing. (p. 21)

Key Component #6: A coordinated strategy governs drug court responses to
participants’ compliance. (p. 23)

Key Component #7: Ongoing judicial interaction with each drug court
participant is essential. (p. 27)

Key Component #8: Monitoring and evaluation measure the achievement of
program goals and gauge effectiveness. (p. 29)

Key Component #9: Continuing interdisciplinary education promotes effective
drug court planning, implementation, and operations. (p. 35)

Key Component #10: Forging partnerships among drug courts, public
agencies, and community-based organizations generates local support and
enhances drug court. (p. 37)

As seen in Table 8 on page 224, evidence from the evaluations considered in
this test of the analytic framework provide evidence that each of the three drug court
programs very closely adhere to the nationally promoted drug court design. The
process evaluation report for Baltimore City Adult Circuit Drug Treatment Court

(Crumpton, et al., 2007) offers a representative description of the connection between
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the subject programs, environmental challenges to which they are designed to respond,
and how the programs translate the national model into local action: According to its
Procedures Manual, BCDTC-Circuit’s program goals are to:

1. Divert pre-trial detainees who have been assessed as drug-dependent and who
present low risk to public safety into treatment systems with close criminal justice
supervision and monitoring,.

2. Provide an alternative to incarceration for criminal offenders whose crimes are
drug involved, in turn providing the judiciary with cost-effective sentencing option,
freeing valuable incarceration related resources for violent offenders, and reducing the
average length of pre-trial jail time.

3. Provide the criminal justice system with a fully integrated and comprehensive
treatment program.

4. Provide graduated levels of incentives and sanctions for defendants as
motivators to fully participate in, and successfully complete, the program.

5. Reduce criminal justice costs, over the long run, by reducing addiction and
street crime.

6. Facilitate, where appropriate, the academic, vocational, and pro-social skill

development of criminal defendants. (p. 4)

Goals of the Baltimore City adult program offer evidence that demonstrate
utilitarian, ends-oriented responses of the subject programs to challenges in their
organizational environments. Desired outcomes are intended to make their
organizational environments work more efficiently and effectively. The Baltimore
City goals also demonstrate strong connections to purposes and concerns of source

organizations such as courts and corrections agencies.

The evaluation of the Harford County Juvenile Drug Court also offers evidence
of the utilitarian nature of the program’s goals. As seen in Table 8, the program goals
translate into demands that participants modify their life choices by attending school,

acquiring employment skills, improving personal relationships and avoiding contact
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with the local juvenile justice system. Table 8 demonstrates that the Vanderburgh
County’s program’s expectations of participants are short and to the point: to stay

clean, avoid contact with the local criminal justice system and pay their program fees.

As seen in Table 8, application of dimension A: 4 and its sub-dimensions A: 4a
and A: 4b, offers evidence to the researcher that all three of the subject cases exhibit a
utilitarian orientation in their program design. As of the dates of the program
evaluations, although processes of each program had been adjusted from founding to
the time of evaluation, their overall programmatic responses to environmental

challenges had not changed.

(2) Assessment of findings for analytic dimension A: 4 — what the subject

organization is designed to do in response to environmental challenges

As I indicated in the model of hybrid organization, a notable characteristic of
the organization exhibiting hybrid characteristics is that it represents a response to its
organizational environment lying beyond the structures and organizational capacity of
its source organizations. Improved efficiency and effectiveness are high on the list of
why such organizational responses emerge. As the researcher will see in Table 8,
application of analytic dimension A: 4 to the subject organizations offers evidence that
they are designed to do particular things in response to the environmental challenges
specified in dimension A: 3. Each of the subject programs applies components of the
national drug court model as utilitarian purposes intended to mitigate the challenges of

community drug addiction and impact of drug addiction on local criminal justice and
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treatment systems. In response to local concerns, the programs look beyond the
national drug court model in utilitarian, ends oriented ways to improve efficiency and

effectiveness of local criminal justice and treatment system agencies.

Dimension A: 4 supports the researcher’s development of understanding
regarding relationships among the subject organizations, organizational environments
and source organizations. It represents a building block in assessing the impact of
suspected hybrid organizations and their potential for stability and durability in local
systems of public goods and services productions and delivery. In that the subject
organizations are designed to do important jobs in response to enviroﬁmental
challenges of concern to local policy leaders, the researcher might assess that they

possess stable and durable places in their organizational settings.

2. Analytic Dimension Set B: Source Organization Dependency

This set of analytic dimensions focuses on the interrelatedness of purposes and
operational resources df organizations with hybrid characteristics and their source
organizations. It recognizes that hybrid-like organizations emerge as extensions of the
purposes and operational characteristics of source organizations. The analytic
dimensions of this set are designed to initiate a process of assisting the researcher in
acquiring evidence that will help her clarify similarities and differences in purpose and
resource acquisition and utilization between the subject organizations and their source
organizations. Questions considered in application of these analytic dimensions also
serve as building blocks in helping the researcher to assess the environmental

consequentiality and durability of organizations exhibiting hybrid characteristics.
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a. Analytic dimension B: 1 — correspondence between subject organization
purposes and source organization purposes

Borys and Jemison (1989) argue that organizations with hybrid characteristics
are intentionally constructed instruments of source organization policy. They directly
or indirectly support objectives of source organizations. In order to respond to
challenges in organizational environments and/or to support improved capacities to
impact organizational environments, however, they are also intended to pursue
objectives lying beyond those of source organizations. They may be intended for
action that ;:an be pursued more efficiently or effectively outside rather than inside
pre-existing structures of source organizations. By determining the extent to which
purposes of organizations that exhibit hybrid characteristics vary from those of source
organizations, the researcher can move toward determining the extent to which such
organizations are independent entities or instruments of existing jurisdictions and
agencies. Analytic dimension B: 1 helps the researcher acquire evidence that will
assist her in specifying not only if an organization with hybrid characteristics is
intended to serve as an instrument of one or more of its source organizations, but also
how it does so. Application of this dimension of the prospective analytic framework

involves uncovering evidence that will help the researcher answer two questions:

e Question B: 1a — What are primary purposes of each of the subject organization’s

source organizations?

e Question B: 1b — To what extent do purposes of the subject organization

correspond with or differ from those of its source organizations?
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(1) Findings for analytic dimension B: 1 — correspondence between subject
organization and source organization purposes

Agencies serving as source organizations for drug courts have highly

institutionalized purposes. Purposes of courts, prosecutor offices, public defender
offices, probation agencies, and treatment agencies are pursued according to well-
established legal and professional precedent. Their authority and practices are
generally extensively prescribed under state constitutional or statutory provisions, and

local charters or ordinances.

The Office of the Public Defender (“OPD”) in Baltimore City represents an
example of evidence the researcher will find in responding to sub-dimension B: 1a
regarding the highly institutionalized roles of drug court source agencies. OPD is an
independent State agency. It was created in 1971 under provisions of Chapter 209 of
the Laws of Maryland, Acts of 1971. According to Maryland Manual Online

(Maryland State Archives, 2007),

[t]he Office provides legal representation to defendants who cannot afford to hire a
private attorney without incurring undue financial hardship. Assistance of counsel is
extended to qualified indigent adults (who may be incarcerated or not) and to juveniles
in proceedings before the District Court of Maryland and Circuit Courts, and during
juvenile hearings . . . Throughout the legal process, the Office of Public Defender
represents defendants while in custody, during interrogation, and at the preliminary
hearing, arraignment, trial, and appeal. The Office also provides counsel to parents in
Child in Need of Assistance (CINA) proceedings and civil contempt proceedings for
nonsupport before a judge where there is the possibility of incarceration. For indigent
persons facing civil commitment to Maryland psychiatric hospitals, the Office
provides representation as well.
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OPD is funded through the Maryland State operating budget and staffed by
State employees housed in State offices. Baltimore City Adult Drug Treatment Court
is supported by OPD staff located in an office building adjacent to Circuit Court
buildings in downtown Baltimore where Baltimore City Adult Drug Treatment Court

progress hearings are conducted.

In applying sub-dimension B:1b to compare the evidence concerning the
purposes of public defender source organizations with the subject organizations, the
researcher should consider that Key Component #2 of the national drug court model
noted above indicates that, in support of a cooperative therapeutic environment in drug
court programs, prosecutors and public defenders relax traditional adversarial
positions to respond to therapeutic needs of program participants. In the case of public
defenders, this represents one of the most notable role transformations among drug

court source agencies. As Nolan (2001) states:

The effect of this non-adversarial team-approach on the defense attorney is
particularly pronounced. Traditionally, the defense counsel is concerned with
protecting, in a highly adversarial setting, the client’s constitutional rights and
liberties. The defense function is seen as a protective counterforce against the
formidable law enforcement and prosecutorial resources of the state. The defense
lawyer’s job is to assert every ethical and legal barrier in opposition to perceived
efforts against the client’s welfare . . . In its service to the overall administration of
justice, then, the traditional defense function ideally contributes toward the assurance
of a “just” outcome for the defendant. Moreover, defense lawyers have typically been
skeptical of alternative “problem solving” approaches to criminal defense.

The drug court, of course, fully departs from this traditional defense posture. Defense
lawyers are, in essence, asked to consider the “higher” priorities of helping solve the
client’s drug addiction problem. (p. 77)
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The evaluation of Harford County Juvenile Drug Court offers evidence that
reflects this contrast between traditional purposes of the public defender and those of
the drug court program. As the evaluators (Crumpton, et al., 2006a) stated regarding

assessment of the program’s performance in comparison to Key Component #2:

Harford County Juvenile Drug Court appears to respond to this key component
effectively. Prosecution and defense counsel are included as part of the Drug Court
Team. Key stakeholders reported that the Assistant Public Defender’s role in Drug
Court is equal to that of other Team members. The Assistant Public Defender and
Assistant State’s Attorney relax their normally adversarial roles in the interest of
supporting the needs of participants . . . These two team members reportedly work
well together. If there is disagreement between the ASA and the APD regarding
sanctions, they discuss it in court, with the Judge listening to both sides and making
the final decision. (p. 23)

Applying sub-dimension B: 1b to Baltimore City Adult Drug Treatment Court
program demonstrates that public defenders do not always fully depart from traditional
advocacy/adversarial roles. Again, in comparing program performance to Key

Component #2, the evaluators (Crumpton, et al., 2007) reported:

This drug court appears to retain . . . the traditional roles between the prosecution and
defense counsel as would be seen in regular court processing. Observation of drug
court sessions confirmed these traditional relationships as well as a minimal use of
rewards or reinforcements for participants. (p. 22)

In applying sub-dimension B: 1b to Vanderburgh County Day Reporting Drug
Court the researcher will find evidence that, although they apparently do not relax
advocacy/adversarial postures to the extent demonstrated by public defenders in
Harford County, the role of public defense counsel exhibited in this program is more

consistent with purposes demonstrated by public defenders in Harford County than
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those observed by evaluators in Baltimore City. As the evaluators of the Vanderburgh

County program reported (Wiest, et al., 2007):

Respondents indicated that all the entities involved in this drug court are fully
committed to it. The participant advocate (public defender role) participating in the
program retains the role of advocate, but cooperates with the other team members for
what seems to be the participant’s best interest.

The prosecutor and the public defender are both looking for prospective participants
that they can refer to the program. Without such intervention, it is possible that those
defendants would be convicted and sent to correctional facilities. Consistent with the
national drug court model, the prosecutors and participant advocate in this program
have embraced alternative, non-adversarial roles built on cooperation and
communication.

This cooperative perspective is also reflected in the interaction between the prosecutor
and participant advocate during drug court. They appear to respect each other. During
the session when other team members pointed out behaviors that were not constructive
(in deciding whether to give a sanction), the participant advocate (public defender)
was invited to speak on the client’s behalf. They strove to understand the client’s
situation in its entirety before making decisions. (p. 20)

These findings from application of dimension B:1 and sub-dimensions B: 1a
and B: 1b to just three cases, as represented in three tables beginning on the following
page, lead to interesting and challenging analytic considerations regarding variations
found in the evidence. In examining one source organization type, the public defender
agency, this secondary analysis of three subject case findings demonstrates a range of
variation in resource application from “business as usual” source organization
purposes. Whereas Baltimore City exhibits public defenders pursuing purposes that
appear consistent with traditional roles of public defenders, Harford County shows
notable divergence from the traditional model. Vanderburgh County may be

interpreted as lying between these extremes.
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