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Abstract
The last decade has seen the establishment of eight community courts (CCs) in Israel,
representing a significant shift from the mainstream criminal justice approach. Inspired by
the Red Hook Community Justice Center in Brooklyn, New York, the Israeli CCs reflect an
understanding of the links between local communities, crime and rehabilitation. The
authors have evaluated the CCs since their inauguration, first in a formative study and then
in an evaluation study. The present article focuses on three research modules that were
utilized in these studies: the process characterization, which was based on structured
observations of court hearings during the formative study; the subjective experiences of
court participants, which were collected via in-depth interviews with programme
participants; and the recidivism module, which compared the repeat offending patterns of
programme participants with those of mainstream court defendants. Rather than detailing
the findings of these modules, the paper uses them as examples, offering an open
discussion about the process of conducting such studies: the selection of research questions
that go beyond the traditional question of repeat offending and their possible theoretical
contribution; the methodological, logistical and ethical choices that are made and their
underlying considerations; and the obstacles that researchers face en route.
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INTRODUCTION
Recent years have seen in Israel increased efforts to address the social problems that
lead to crime. This was partly the result of a recognition among justice officials and
policymakers of the limitations of the traditional criminal process in providing an
effective response to crime. Accordingly, there has been a renewed search for
creative solutions that would reduce criminality and strengthen rehabilitation
pathways, alongside increasing public trust in law enforcement systems.

Against this background, a new model of community courts (CCs) was
developed to provide diverse tools for coping with crime and the problems leading
to it. The establishment of the Israeli CC model was led by the Joint-Ashalim
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Association, a partnership between the Israeli government and the Jewish
Distribution Committee (a non-profit organization), with senior representatives
from various players involved in the criminal process. The model is based on
collaboration among the courts, law enforcement agencies, welfare authorities and
community representatives. It is inspired by the CC model operating in the United
States, with changes and adaptations made to the Israeli legal system and the work of
local welfare and rehabilitation authorities.

During the programme’s pilot phase, we conducted formative research, and its
summary report was submitted in July 2017 (Gal and Dancig-Rosenberg 2017a)
(from now on referred to as the “formative study”). The formative study described
the establishment process of the CCs, analysed the unique characteristics of the
programme’s legal process, identified professional positions regarding its goals and
challenges, and gathered data on participants’ attitudes towards the programme and
the process they went through.

In November 2017, as the project progressed and toward the completion of the
pilot phase, Joint-Ashalim, in collaboration with the Courts National
Administration, the Adult Probation Service, the Ministry of Justice and the
Israeli Police (from now on referred to as “the partners”) issued a tender for
conducting an evaluation study of the programme, designed to “examine the
programme’s outcomes, the implementation of its different components, and their
effectiveness”. Several applicants submitted proposals, and, eventually, we won the
tender.1

The present article aims to tell the “backstage story” of the formative and
evaluation studies that examined the Israeli CC model from its inception.
Specifically, it describes three modules in these studies, which represent distinct
methods and research questions: the process characterization module, which was
based on structured observations of court hearings during the formative study; the
module focusing on subjective experiences of court participants, which were
collected via in-depth interviews with male and female programme participants; and
the recidivism module, which compared the repeat offending patterns of
programme participants with those of mainstream court defendants. In discussing
these three modules, the article aims to achieve two goals: first, to demonstrate the
multiplicity of research questions relevant in evaluation studies which can produce
important knowledge and the related methods applied to address these questions,
and second, to discuss the challenges and dilemmas associated with formative and
evaluative studies in the field of criminal justice.

Establishing the Israeli Community Courts

Initiated by Joint-Ashalim, the interagency steering committee of the new project
conducted extensive groundwork, which eventually served as the basis for the project’s
operational model. With the permission of the Supreme Court Presiding Justice and of
the ministers of all other relevant ministries, a pilot was launched – establishing two

1Professor Avital Mentovitz from the University of Haifa School of Criminology joined us in the
application and led the quantitative component of the study, focusing on participants’ views and
background information.
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CCs in two judicial districts. One began operating in Be’er Sheva, the largest city in the
south of Israel with over 200,000 people, in December 2014. The other began its
activity in Ramle, a mixed city with significant populations of Arabs and Jews in central
Israel, in September 2015. Local teams were trained in each of the courts, a structured
legal process with clear stages was built, and significant efforts were invested in
constructing and establishing a community framework that enables immediate and
effective referral of defendants to the local services they need.

Two years into the pilot project, in 2016, the Israeli government decided to
reform its punishment and defendant rehabilitation policy in Israel. The
government’s decision included the establishment of CCs in additional judicial
districts in Israel, among other components. This decision resulted from the
recommendations of the Dorner Public Committee, which was established to
examine Israel’s punishment and rehabilitation policies. Following the govern-
ment’s decision, an additional CC began operating in the Tel Aviv district in May
2017, which absorbed cases handled until then by the drug court operating there. In
October 2019, the Nazareth CC, with jurisdiction over multiple Arab and Jewish
villages in addition to the city of Nazareth itself in the north of Israel, began its
operation, and in September 2020, two CCs were added in Haifa, the Northern Bay
metropolis, and Jerusalem, Israel’s capital. In October 2022, two additional CCs
were launched in two smaller cities, Acre in the North and Kfar Sabah in the centre
of Israel.

So far, about 1,300 defendants, referred to as “participants”, have been included
in the programme. Eligible participants are adults who, based on their underlying
problems, are likely to reoffend and who would face incarceration of up to
approximately two years if they were convicted in the mainstream criminal court in
the case at hand. Participants progress through different predetermined stages,
starting with Stage A – the introduction and development of the treatment plan, and
ending with Stage E – programme completion (from now on referred to as
“programme stages”). If participants fail to complete the programme, they are sent
back to the mainstream criminal process to be sentenced, with the possibility of
being incarcerated. The holistic treatment plan addresses challenges in five realms:
physical and mental health; support networks; personal well-being; professional
training and employment; and establishing a law-abiding routine.

Community Courts: Theory, Practice and Evaluation

CCs, presently operating in approximately 80 localities worldwide, emphasize,
in addition to offender rehabilitation, the restoration and strengthening of the
community suffering from crime (Karafin 2008; Miller, Block, and DeVault 2020).
Therefore, these courts focus on offences that affect the well-being and security of
residents. The punishment policy of these courts is tailored to the community’s
needs and combines community rehabilitation and empowerment with retribution
and deterrence as secondary goals (Karafin 2008). Accordingly, sentences in CCs
often include a significant component of restitution to the affected community,
highlighting the responsibility of offenders towards the community in which they
live. At the same time, CC sentences often rely on community resources, such as
local rehabilitation programmes, welfare services and employment.
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The CC model preserves the fundamental principles of the criminal justice
process and recognizes the importance of formal procedures while promoting
rehabilitation and community engagement in appropriate cases. CCs strive to
increase the number of defendants referred to treatment programmes as an alternative
to traditional punishment, expand the rehabilitative toolbox available to the justice
system, and improve the system’s ability to use welfare services and community
resources effectively. Indirect desired outcomes of CCs are increased public trust in
law enforcement, enhanced procedural justice perceptions among defendants, and
strengthened communities (Casey and Rottman 2005; Malkin 2003).

The CC model was developed in the United States to address the daily problems
of neighbourhoods suffering from high crime rates that affect the quality of life and
the general level of security of residents and the community (Berman and Fox 2005;
Clear and Karp 1998). Developed within the framework of problem-solving courts,
CCs aim not only to rehabilitate the defendant but also to restore the community
suffering from a high level of crime, strengthen the sense of security of residents, and
improve their trust in law enforcement systems (Casey and Rottman 2005; Malkin
2003). CCs focus on offences that affect the quality of life and daily security of
residents, such as property crimes, drug use, violence and various harassments,
according to the needs of the community in which they are located. In contrast to
problem-solving courts, CCs do not specialize in treating a specific problem but
focus on the range of problems and needs of a specific community (Lee et al. 2013).
Despite the diversity arising from the characteristics and needs of each community,
all CCs share several components (Casey and Rottman 2005; Lang 2011; Lee et al.
2013): collaboration with various resources in the community; community
involvement; adaptation of treatment tools at the individual level; use of alternatives
to imprisonment and expansion of existing means of punishment; emphasizing the
responsibility of the accused; and setting success metrics (Fagan and Malkin 2002; Lee
et al. 2013). Alongside the court’s therapeutic and rehabilitative role, the criminal
process’s formal framework is maintained, and the court continues to play a central
and significant role in monitoring and tracking the participants’ progress along their
treatment plan (Beinisch and Cohen 2014).

Criminological Theories of the CC Model
Several criminological theories informed the CC model; the most notable are the
Broken Windows theory (Wilson and Kelling 1982) and Community Justice theory
(Clear and Karp 2018). The first highlighted the importance of paying attention to
local signifiers of neglect and antisocial activities; the second promoted community
self-regulation and problem-solving. Other theories, however, are closely linked
with the ideology and implementation of CCs. Therapeutic jurisprudence (TJ), the
study of the therapeutic and anti-therapeutic effects of the law on individuals, is the
underlying theory shared by all problem-solving courts (Wexler 2019). Based on TJ,
problem-solving courts, also termed therapeutic courts, utilize therapeutic practices
in the judicial work, for example, the use of a behavioural contract, motivational
dialogue, and “sticks” and “carrots” to maximize defendants’ collaboration and
motivation (Winick 2003). The procedural justice theory highlights the importance
of individuals experiencing respect, neutrality, voice, clarity and trustworthiness
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during the legal process of accepting the decision (Tyler 1990). Problem-solving
courts, including CCs, have attempted to integrate procedural justice into their daily
operation in addition to their therapeutic practices (Herzog-Evans 2019). Positive
criminology promotes strengths-based and future-oriented approaches to rehabili-
tative practices (Ronel and Segev 2015). CCs incorporate positive criminology into
the legal process by discussing defendants’ goals and achievements in the courtroom
(Gal and Wexler 2015).

Despite the clear adherence of CCs to certain aspects of various criminology
theories, these courts have also attracted significant criticism. Critiques against
problem-solving courts, and CCs among them, include concerns about their lack of
consistency in the referral and treatment of different defendants, potentially enhancing
racial discrimination and net-widening (Hoffman 1999), lack of transparency and
accountability of the process, leading to violations of due-process rights (Miller 2009),
and their focus on low-level, non-violent offences (“cherry-picking”) (Collins 2020),
suggesting that CCs are unequipped to address the root causes of more complex
criminal behaviour. Some critics focused on the lack of robust empirical evidence
supporting the claim that CCs are more successful in reducing reoffending and
rehabilitating offenders (Ross 2015).

Do Community Courts “Work”?
Although the stated goals of CCs are to address the root causes of crime and
strengthen community cohesiveness, CC programmes differ in their evaluation
approaches, and many need to engage in rigorous evaluations using quantified
indicators (Karafin 2008). Indeed, in stark comparison with the dozens of CC
programmes worldwide, only a few evaluation studies provide reliable data on their
success. Among the existing evaluation studies, most have focused on the
effectiveness of these courts in reducing repeat offending. Others have also looked at
completion rates and overall reductions in the use of incarceration. Some have
additionally examined defendants’ experiences of procedural justice in the CCs.

Several studies provide evidence regarding the effectiveness of CCs in reducing
recidivism rates using a valid comparison group. While the results are mixed, a few
more studies found a significant reduction in recidivism rates than those without
such reductions.

For example, an evaluation study of the Red Hook Community Justice Center
(RHJC) in Brooklyn compared the repeat offending of defendants who were referred
to magistrate courts in Brooklyn with that of defendants accused of similar crimes
who were referred to the RHJC. The study found that two years after adjudications,
the chances of being re-arrested were 10% lower for RHJC graduates) Lee et al.
2013). Similar significant reductions in re-arrest and reconviction rates were found
among graduates of the Washington State East of the River Community Court
(Westat 2012), the Vancouver Downtown Community Court (Somers et al. 2014)
and the Yarra Neighbourhood Justice Centre in Melbourne, Australia (Ross 2015) –
all were compared with equivalent defendants adjudicated in mainstream courts
nearby. In Seattle, a study comparing recidivism rates among participants in the
Seattle Municipal Community Court and those of defendants in mainstream courts
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did not find significant differences. Nevertheless, the CC participants committed
crimes less often than defendants in mainstream courts (Nugent-Borakove 2009).

In contrast, three studies found no significant reductions in reoffending, two
focusing on the North Liverpool Community Justice Centre in England (Booth et al.
2012; Jolliffe and Farrington 2009) and one on defendants referred to the
Indianapolis Community Court (Grommon, Hipple, and Ray 2017).

Other studies examined perceptions of court participants regarding the process
fairness and found significantly higher perceptions of procedural justice and
satisfaction among CC participants compared with mainstream court defendants
(Custer, Cissner, and Finkelstein 2008; Frazer 2006; Halsey and de Vel-Palumbo
2018; Lee et al. 2013).

Although CCs strive to address the root causes of crime and improve community
cohesiveness, more must be known about whether and to what extent these courts
achieve these goals. Scholars have suggested that evaluation studies of criminal
justice interventions should be more holistic in their measurements and go beyond
the binary question of recidivism (Klingele 2019; McNeill et al. 2012). For example,
a systematic review of mixed-methods evaluation studies in criminology and
criminal justice by Wilkes et al. (2022) found that, while there have been small
increases in the prevalence of qualitative and mixed-methods research in recent
years, the vast majority of studies are still solely quantitative. This is despite the
valuable data that qualitative interviews can add to quantitative data in unpacking
specific mechanisms at work and participant experiences in the programme. Indeed,
although in other contexts, such as within the literature on desistance, there has
been significant work unpacking the in-depth changes involved in the process of
desisting from crime, programme evaluation studies have very seldom moved
beyond the “what works” question to explain “why” and “how” programmes work
(Farrall and Maruna 2004, 360). Accordingly, researchers have highlighted the
importance of additional measurements beyond recidivism. Berman (2010), for
example, stressed the importance of measuring procedural justice perceptions
among programme participants. Karafin (2008) constructed a list of indicators to be
used as measurements of success for CCs, which includes those assessing the success
of the programme in helping participants resolve their underlying problems,
addressing community needs, improving the public perception of the court,
increasing offender accountability, and focusing on “quality of life” crime.

In the course of evaluating the Israeli CCs, we learned from the professionals
involved in the establishment and operation of the programme that to measure the
meaning of “success” from the individual perspective of programme participants,
researchers need to inquire about their mental and physical health, employment,
relationships, daily routines and programme experiences, beyond the narrow
question of recidivism (Dancig-Rosenberg and Gal 2024). Accordingly, in shaping
our studies about the Israeli CC model, we sought to provide a broader set of
questions about their operation. These included an examination of the actual
operation of CCs, the subjective experiences of CC participants, and the ways these
courts affect the circles around them. This mixed-methods and multi-questions
study approach is beneficial in terms of the wide scope of insights the study can
provide, but the multiplicity of research questions and methods also creates
numerous methodological, ethical and logistical challenges, as described below.
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Methodological and Ethical Challenges in Measuring the Effectiveness of CCs
Evaluating diversionary justice mechanisms such as CCs has methodological and
ethical challenges. Each method presents its own difficulties and general challenges
emerging from the collaboration between practitioners and researchers
(Drawbridge, Taheri, and Frost 2018).

The most commonly discussed methodological debate is how best to address the
“million-dollar question” of whether CCs decrease crime by reducing repeat
offending among those referred to them. The best way to examine whether an
intervention is effective is to conduct a randomized experiment, but such studies are
often very difficult to conduct due to ethical and practical barriers (Lum and Yang
2005; Weisburd 2000). A more common methodology in evaluation studies is to
compare the recidivism rates of defendants referred to specialized courts with those
of defendants in regular courts. This methodology requires the collaboration of law
enforcement and legal authorities and raises various challenges related to selecting
an adequate control group and the availability of sufficient longitudinal data beyond
a one-year follow-up. For example, Murray and Blagg (2018) discuss the experience
of the North Liverpool Community Court, where mixed findings of the programme
evaluations led to its closure in 2012.

Collecting data directly from programme participants yields important
knowledge about the programme’s effectiveness in enhancing their trust toward
law enforcement and willingness to obey the law, but creates additional challenges.
Roberts and Indermaur (2008), focusing on research with prisoners, described the
difficulty of gaining the trust of the prisoner-interviewees and highlighted the
importance of ensuring that interviewees have access to a direct line for emotional
support should they need one. Such help may be necessary when their participation
in the research involves answering direct, moral and emotional questions, although
such participation may benefit their rehabilitation. Another risk that researchers
should consider is that programme initiators or policymakers will use the research
findings selectively for political reasons (Roberts and Indermaur 2008). Indeed,
maintaining independence and integrity is crucial for researchers evaluating existing
law enforcement programmes (Naylor 2015).

In narrative criminology, Maruna and Liem (2021) considered existing
challenges in conducting qualitative studies. These include: the risk of
interviewees telling the interviewer what they want to hear and the easiness with
which offenders lend the story of their criminality (or desistance); of narratives
being a co-production of the narrator and the listener, with often coercion or
manipulation on the part of the interviewer; and the instability of narratives – their
relevance to only specific points in time. To address these challenges, researchers
have called for reflexivity and transparency regarding the background and
motivation for conducting the study, the settings of interviews, how the interviewers
identify themselves, and their contribution to the discussion (Maruna and Liem
2021). It is also important to conduct the interviews in the interviewee’s natural
environment, to add context, when possible, to the findings section, and to have
complementary data sources for triangulation. To eliminate the risk that research
participants use their stories to achieve benefits, interviews should be confidential,
and anonymity must be ensured. To move beyond the standard spiel that offenders
provide to social workers, researchers have used various methods in organizing
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semi-structured interviews with offenders, such as LAAF (life as a film), LSI (life
story interview) or LHC (life history calendar) (Maruna and Liem 2021).

These few examples provide insights into some of the challenges assigned to
specific research methods or perspectives, but there is still very little open and
comprehensive discussion about what takes place “behind the scenes” of large-scale,
mixed-methods projects and the ways to address the multiple challenges they
present. The current article seeks to expand the literature discussing these
challenges. In the context of evaluating the Israeli CCs, we sought to address
multiple questions relating to “whether” the CCs are effective in achieving their
goals, “how” they achieve them and “why” they are successful, to the extent they are.
To address these questions, we used a range of methodologies in the two research
projects that examined the Israeli CCs. The following section describes the research
questions and the methodologies we undertook to address them. The rest of the
paper will provide a deeper look into three modules of our examination to
demonstrate the scope of the studies and the research questions, the diverse
methodologies we utilized and the challenges we faced in implementing them.

METHODOLOGY
The formative study that we conducted between 2015 and 2017 had three objectives.
The first was documenting the process that led to the establishment of the CCs, from
the initial proposal through the construction of the operational model to the actual
operation of the courts. Such documentation may assist in establishing other
innovative justice models, particularly those based on complex interagency
collaboration. The second objective was to analyse, characterize and theorize the
dynamics in the CCs, considering the dramatic departure of the CC model from the
mainstream adversarial criminal court model. The third and final objective was to
capture the views of CC participants about the justice process in the CCs and the
justice system as a whole.

The evaluation study lasted between 2018 and 2023 and had two main objectives.
The first was to measure the programme’s effectiveness, whether and to what extent
it achieves its goals, all or part of them, among the participants. The second was to
identify variables and factors that affect the level of effectiveness of the programme.

The research questions in both studies were derived from their objectives; we
used a mixed-methods approach combining quantitative and qualitative research
techniques and approaches (Maruna 2010) to obtain as broad a picture as possible.
Our data collection methods included structured and ethnographic observations,
surveys among CC participants, in-depth interviews with professionals, partic-
ipants, and family members, and archival and statistical analyses of several
databases. Appendix 1 describes the multiple research questions, data collection
methods and the samples we used in the two studies.

Instead of providing a full description of the multiple methodologies and the
findings, the present article focuses only on three modules, each addressing a
different research question and representing a different methodology, each posing
unique challenges and features relevant to other evaluation studies. Because the goal
of the paper is not to discuss the findings of these modules but rather to examine the
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research process itself, the presentation of each module includes only a brief
description of the method and the findings and a more detailed discussion of its
contribution, challenges and dilemmas it entailed.

Module 1: Characterizing the CC’s Daily Operation

We strove to capture the court dynamics in the CCs in ways that would enable us
and others to compare them to other criminal justice processes and mechanisms. In
an era of multidoor criminal justice (Dancig-Rosenberg and Gal 2019), there is a
need for standardized instruments that provide detailed characterizations of various
justice mechanisms. Although such an analytical instrument cannot provide
answers as to the effectiveness of the programme’s various components in obtaining
its goals, it should be able to give a sufficiently detailed portrayal of the legal
mechanism and its daily implementation in ways that enable a structured
comparison between the researched programme and others. The Criminal Law
Taxonomy (CLT), developed elsewhere (Dancig-Rosenberg and Gal 2014), provides
such an analytical instrument. The CLT includes a set of 17 measurable parameters,
each presented on a scale stretched between two opposing ends. The parameters
provide four clusters of characteristics: process-, stakeholder-, substance- and
outcome-related ones (see Appendix 2 for a full list of parameters). For example, the
CLT helps to determine the level of victim involvement in the researched justice
mechanism, the level of formality of the process, the extent to which laypersons
other than the justice professionals are involved in it, and the extent to which the
process outcomes are either rehabilitative or incapacitative. The CLT was used
successfully to characterize the dynamics in restorative justice conferences held in
Israel (Gal, Dancig-Rosenberg, and Enosh 2018). In the formative study, we sought
to provide a high-resolution analysis of the dynamics of CCs, and the CLT was a
suitable instrument for that goal.

First, four research assistants were trained to familiarize themselves with the CLT
and its components. The CLT is not a simple grading sheet. It involves complex and
potentially unclear concepts. For example, what does the “formality–flexibility”
scale refer to – is it about the level of formality in legal jargon? The professionals’
attire? What is the level of the rigidness of the proceedings? Or, to give another
example, what does the dual term “process as enabling/limiting”mean? We and the
research assistants discussed each of the 17 parameters’ definitions thoroughly, and
we used examples to minimize misconceptions. Then, the four research assistants
observed the same court hearings concurrently in the two first CCs (Be’er-Sheva and
Ramle) and were asked to rate each hearing, according to 13 of the 17 parameters,
on a 1–7 scale. Parameters 14–17 describing outcome characteristics were excluded
from data collection because most hearings did not reach the final stage of the
process, and, therefore, their outcomes could not be coded. Each coder filled a
separate coding sheet with the CLT for each defendant and marked the exact start
time of the hearing and the defendant’s first name. Many court hearings were
unsuitable for coding during the observation days because they did not involve
substantial discussions. As a result, only about half of the time spent in the
courtrooms ultimately resulted in usable data. Overall, we collected four coding
sheets rating 13 parameters for each of the 74 court hearings in which substantive
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discussions occurred. As a comparison, observers also coded, using the same CLT
sheets, 70 criminal court hearings in mainstream magistrate courts in Israel
(Gal and Dancig-Rosenberg 2017a, 2020).

In the third stage, we measured inter-rater agreement (IRA) to ensure that the
instrument was reliable. We used rwg (James, Demaree, and Wolf 1993), one of
the most commonly used instruments for assessing IRA and suitable for studies with
two or more coders (LeBreton and Senter 2008). Weak IRA (under 0.50) reflects
common disparities between the observers in describing the same dynamics, thus
suggesting that the parameters are unclear, vague, or subject to individual
impressions. IRA levels for both the CCs and magistrate court observations were
moderate (0.51 to 0.70) to very strong (0.91 to 1.00) regarding most of the
parameters, demonstrating the validity of the CLT as an analytical instrument.2

In the fourth stage, we computed the average coding of the CCs received for each
process-, substance- and stakeholder-related parameter. The same analysis was
conducted regarding the data collected in the magistrate court’s observations.

Table 1 presents the average coding of the court hearing dynamics in the two CCs
where observations occurred.

A detailed analysis of the meaning of the specific findings in Table 1 exceeded the
present paper’s limits and appeared in the formative research report (Gal and
Dancig-Rosenberg 2017b). However, it is worth mentioning that in most
parameters, the average coding reflects the ideology and work model of the CCs:
the two first CCs operated with a clear focus on the rehabilitative needs of the
specific participants and exhausted the opportunities that the existing legal
framework allows for ongoing judicial monitoring and supervision (parameters 7,
10 and 12). The analysis also revealed that experience improved model fidelity: the
team members in Be’er Sheva CC, which began operating a year before the Ramle
court, were able to better implement the CC model in a few parameters, such as
maintaining a focus on the needs rather than procedural rights of participants
(parameter 10), involving volunteers and family members in the discussions
(parameter 5), and highlighting participants belonging to and dependence on the
community around them (parameter 13). These findings, suggesting that time and
experience improved the level of attainment of programme goals and values, are
important in evaluating any justice mechanism. By comparing two courts that share
the same programme values and goals but, in practice, differ in their personnel’s
collective hands-on experience in the programme, we were able to highlight the
importance of time and practice in improving the programme’s implementation.

As mentioned, we also wanted to examine how court hearings in the CCs differed
from those in mainstream magistrate courts. We, therefore, compared the average
CC coding with those made in four mainstream criminal courts in three cities in
Israel. Table 2 demonstrates the differences between the CCs and the mainstream
courts, as reflected in the dynamics of court hearings.

As Table 2 demonstrates, court hearings in CCs differ significantly from hearings
in mainstream magistrate criminal courts in three parameters: they are significantly

2The only exception was parameter 8 – the level of voluntariness of the process – which yielded weak IRA
in the CC observations (but not in the magistrate court hearings). For details, see Gal and Dancig-Rosenberg
(2020).
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Table 1. Be’er Sheva and Ramle Community Courts’ Average Criminal Law Taxonomy Codinga

Be’er-Sheva Ramle All Cases

Parameter No. Mean Score Standard Deviation n Mean Score Standard Deviation n Mean Score Standard Deviation n t

1. Victim–offender dialogue 1.03 0.10 33 1.11 0.47 44 1.07 0.36 77 –0.93

2. Formality 3.16 1.12 31 2.78 1.08 41 2.94 1.11 72 1.46

3. Hierarchy 2.62 0.92 33 2.14 0.81 44 2.34 0.88 77 2.46*

4. Coerciveness 3.67 0.97 30 3.39 1.20 39 3.51 1.11 69 1.03

5. Laymen-/professional-centred 2.41 0.96 30 1.98 0.75 43 2.16 0.86 73 2.12*

6. Victim orientation 1.14 0.45 33 1.28 0.63 43 1.22 0.56 76 –1.05

7. Offender orientation 5.71 0.80 32 5.25 1.21 43 5.45 1.07 75 1.87†

8. Inclusiveness 2.51 0.98 20 2.61 1.11 42 2.58 1.06 62 –0.33

9. State/community leadership 1.42 0.48 33 1.31 0.34 43 1.36 0.41 76 1.18

10. Needs/rights discourse 5.47 1.03 33 4.69 1.19 40 5.04 1.18 73 2.98**

11. Emotional discourse 3.23 1.47 31 2.84 1.57 39 3.01 1.53 70 1.07

12. Process as enabling/limiting 5.71 0.74 28 5.30 1.18 40 5.47 1.04 68 1.74†

13. Liberal/communitarian 2.81 1.09 13 2.07 1.13 34 2.27 1.15 47 2.04*

14. Future/past oriented 5.75 1 2.88 0.18 2 3.83 1.66 3 –

15. Retributive/restorative requital 4.75 1 3.00 1.06 2 3.58 1.26 3 –

16. Incapacitate/rehabilitative 6.25 1 2.38 1.59 2 3.67 2.50 3 –

17. Justice making/conflict resolution 4.75 1 3.13 0.88 2 3.67 1.13 3 –

aThe range of scores is from 1 to 7.
† p< 0.1; * p< 0.05; ** p< 0.01.
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more oriented toward the needs, interests and rights of the individual defendants
(parameter 7); the terminology used in them is significantly more needs-based
(parameter 10); and the process itself is significantly more often used as a vehicle to
promote the programme’s goals (parameter 12), for example through using the
option for follow-up hearings to execute an effective monitoring and supervision
scheme on defendants. CC hearings are also somewhat more flexible (parameter 2),
more voluntary (parameter 4, although this finding is based on weak agreement
among the raters), more inclusive to indirect stakeholders (parameter 8) and more
open to emotional discourse (parameter 11) than hearings in mainstreammagistrate
courts. Nevertheless, the analysis also demonstrates that just like in mainstream
courts, CCs do not involve victim–offender dialogue (parameter 1), nor are they in
any way oriented toward victims (parameter 6); they are hierarchical (parameter 3),
professional-centred (parameter 5) and state-managed (parameter 9), and they
focus on liberal notions of autonomy and personal liberties rather than on
communitarian notions of shared responsibility and mutual dependency of
community members (parameter 13). These latter characteristics reflect the stark
differences between state-managed courts and community-based mechanisms such
as restorative justice – as was demonstrated in a separate study where we utilized the
CLT as an analytical instrument to explore the characteristics of restorative justice
(Gal et al. 2018).

Table 2. Comparing Community Courts (CCs) and Magistrate Courts Using the Criminal Law Taxonomy
(Gal and Dancig-Rosenberg 2020)

No.
“Mainstream” End of the
Scale of Each Parameter

“Alternative” End of the
Scale of Each Parameter

1 No victim–offender
dialogue

1.1a

1b
2 3 4 5 6 7 Victim–offender dialogue

2 Formal 1.8b 2.9a 3 4 5 6 7 Flexible

3 Hierarchical 1.1b 2.3a 3 4 5 6 7 Non-hierarchical

4 Coercive 1.1b 2 3.5a 4 5 6 7 Voluntary

5 Professional-centred 1b 2.2a 3 4 5 6 7 Laymen-centred

6 Non-victim-oriented 1.2a

1.4b
2 3 4 5 6 7 Victim-oriented

7 Non-offender-oriented 1 2 3.2b 4 5.5a 6 7 Offender-oriented

8 Exclusive 1.2b 2.6a 3 4 5 6 7 Inclusive

9 State-managed 1.4a

1b
2 3 4 5 6 7 Community-managed

10 Rights-based terminology 1 2.1b 3 4 5a 6 7 Needs-based terminology

11 Non-emotional discourse 1.2b 2 3a 4 5 6 7 Emotional discourse

12 Process as limiting 1 2 3.4b 4 5.5a 6 7 Process as enabling

13 Liberal 1.2b 2.3a 3 4 5 6 7 Communitarian

aCC processes.
bMainstream processes.
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Overall, the use of the CLT allowed us to capture the unique characteristics and
dynamics of the CC court hearings in ways that unstructured observations would
not have generated, nor would questionnaires or in-depth interviews, that are
susceptible to participants’ wishing to please programme evaluators (Maruna and
Liem 2021). Furthermore, the CLT enabled us to compare the court hearings at the
CCs with those of mainstream courts and, later, with other mechanisms such as
restorative justice (Gal and Dancig-Rosenberg 2020). It also enables tracking
changes in how CC hearings are conducted at the same court over time by
comparing the rates of the various parameters at different points in time.

At the same time, while using the CLT, we recognized its challenges as an
instrument that requires careful training and supervision of the coders and is
resource-intensive due to the need to have several coders working concurrently.
Also, it captures only what happens within courtrooms, whereas a significant part of
the CC programme takes place in treatment sessions, one-on-one interactions
between participants and team members, community events, and more.
Nevertheless, while the CLT does not provide data on the outcomes of legal
interventions, it is an effective tool for examining model fidelity and identifying
strengths and weaknesses in new models. For example, the CLT highlighted the
need to reconsider the CC model approach toward victims and the need to explore
ways to involve community members more effectively in court hearings. Moreover,
integrating findings from the structured observations with findings from the
recidivism data and the participants’ questionnaires opens the door for further
analyses of links between procedural features in the courtroom, participants’
perceptions and repeat offending.

Module 2: Exploring the Subjective Experiences of Programme Participants

As part of the evaluation study, we conducted semi-structured interviews with
12 male participants who had either graduated from the programme or were nearing
completion. Interviewees’ ages ranged between 22 and 64 years (average 37.6 years
of age). Nine of them were Jewish, and three were Arab. Most of them (eight) had
already graduated from the programme at the time of the interview, and the other
four were in their fifth and last stage. The interviewees were charged with diverse
offence types: violence (four); property (five); domestic violence (two); and drug
offences (four) (some of them were charged with more than one offence). Overall,
we sought to hear from the interviewees their personal experiences, insights and
lessons learned from the process they underwent in the CC. Specifically, the
questions in the interview guide related to: the background that led the participants
to the CC; their experiences with the mainstream criminal justice system before
that; the different stages they went through during the CC process, the changes
that occurred in their behaviour, well-being, functioning, perceptions and
relationships as a result of their participation in the programme; the interactions
and relationships that were formed between them and the professionals who
accompanied their process in the CC; the emotional transformations that occurred
in their inner world during their participation in the programme; the difficulties
and challenges they faced throughout the process; and the goals and aspirations that
lie ahead of them in their future, as part of their reintegration in the community.
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The questions were purposefully broad for two reasons. First, the interviews went
beyond asking whether or not the programme helped address the concern that
programme clients might want to please the researchers in evaluation studies.
Second, the broad scope of the interviews was also designed to examine the “black
box” of the CC process (Farrall and Maruna 2004). Indeed, through the interviews,
it was possible to get glimpses of the interviewees’ lives, the challenges they faced,
and their experiences throughout the CC process, understood as a journey rather
than a specific point in time.

Our quantitative survey addressed some of the questions that the in-depth
interview guide included, such as the extent to which participants found the process
fair, effective and satisfactory and the extent to which they felt trust and respect
toward law enforcement and the legal systems. Nevertheless, only through in-depth
interviews was it possible to comprehend why the process was fair (if it was for
them), what was satisfactory in it for them (to the extent that it was), and how
they reached the point of trusting the law enforcement and programme
representatives (if they did). Thus, the qualitative interviews add an important
layer of understanding of the researched programme, which quantitative methods
cannot achieve (Maruna 2015). The identified themes can later be used as
quantitative variables to achieve more nuanced explanations as to why a certain
intervention is effective or ineffective, leading to a greater ability to improve practice
and enhance theoretical understanding of the phenomenon.

We used TJ as the analysis’s theoretical framework (Winick 2003). TJ examines
the positive and negative effects that the law itself has on individuals. It expands
legal and criminological analysis beyond direct rehabilitation and reduces risk to
include more nuanced and indirect changes in individuals’ lives. It also considers
experiences generated through legal outcomes (punishment or rehabilitation) and
those emerging in the legal process itself (Wexler 2019). Importantly, TJ is
interested not only in findings that address the question of whether or not an
individual will desist from crime eventually (and how) but also seeks to learn about
the well-being and subjective experiences of participants during their involvement
in the legal process, as a research topic with innate importance. In analysing the
findings, we were informed by grounded theory principles of inductive data analysis
(Strauss and Corbin 1990). Starting with open coding, each interview generated
short descriptor phrases collected without predetermined ideas. Axial coding
integrated the codes collected from the various interviews and contributed to the
organization of the various codes into categories of meaning. Finally, selective
coding involved abstracting the various categories and their relationships into a
theoretical model (Strauss and Corbin 1990).

The in-depth interviews revealed several recurring themes. All but one
interviewee described childhood and adolescent life histories as lacking guidance
and supervision. Many talked about problematic environments, a void in role
models, neglect, and instability that led them to a deep sense of loneliness and
disconnectedness. Many began committing crimes at an early age and had recurring
contacts with law enforcement. They presented themselves as “criminals” and used
to talk the criminal talk and live the criminal lifestyle. Many served prison time, and
most of them suffered from addictions to drugs and alcohol, which was the basis for
their repetitive criminal behaviour.
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Many interviewees described their reluctance to join the CC programme based
on their previous experiences with the legal system. The respectful treatment,
support and desire to help that they encountered from the CC personnel caught
them by surprise: “As I entered the court for the first time : : : suddenly the
prosecutor tells me: nice to meet you! and the judge tells me: welcome! You sit and
are treated as a human being, not a criminal. You do not believe the place you
are in.”

We asked them what they thought helped them succeed in the programme. After
many years of repeated failure, some interviewees emphasized their strong
motivation to change their lives dramatically. When they realized that they had been
offered a second chance, they decided to grab it in both hands and use it to get out of
their criminal routine: “I realized that if I did not take a hold of myself, everything
would have collapsed.”

Some interviewees mentioned the support they received from their family
members, mainly mothers, siblings and partners. Another ingredient which,
according to the interviewees, contributed to their success was the fact that they
distanced themselves from old connections. With time, they learned to identify the
negative effect these contacts had on them, and they pulled apart: “I really crossed
the Rubicon, they stayed where they are, and I am in a different world now,
a different place.”

Most interviewees talked about the help they received from the CC team. They
highlighted how the team members provided extensive tangible and emotional
support:

The probation officer encouraged me and showed me a bright future : : : I was
suddenly able to face my fear, something I had never done before. I had never
been honest about my feelings. I sometimes say that all I always needed was a
connection like that, a caring connection; that is all I needed.

The caring attitude of the programme team instilled a sense of belonging and urged
them to succeed despite the difficulties:

I felt the warmth, and it gave me the push I needed. The warmth of the social
worker, the judge who talked like a mother, laughed and talked with me
directly. I had never received such love and warmth, and suddenly, I started to
feel all these feelings, to feel that people wanted me to succeed – so how could
I not want it? I realized that this was my chance.

A particularly important moment was when some of them failed, and despite their
failure, the team did not give up on them. This new experience of having people
fighting for them, not against them, and not giving up on them had a dramatic
effect: “The judge decided to let me stay in the programme, to give me another
chance. This was not a given : : : I told myself this time I am not messing things up.”

A recurring term was that of the CC as a family, a label which was particularly
outstanding considering their past encounters with the justice system: “I found
myself a family in the community court. Tell you the truth, the judge was like a
mother to me. The probation officer and defence attorney like brothers. It is not a

International Annals of Criminology 15

https://doi.org/10.1017/cri.2024.11 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/cri.2024.11


court, it is a family.” As a result, many of the interviewees found it hard to depart
from the programme, and some of them are still involved through participation in
the graduate group or through ad hoc lectures and meetings with programme
newcomers.

All of the interviewees, but one, described their participation in the
programme as a life-changing experience. Some of them explicitly stated that
the programme saved their lives, literally: “Maybe I would have died from overdose
or a cardiac event. Many of my old friends are dead. Maybe I would have been in
prison again.” “I wish I got into the CC 20–30 years ago, I lost these years. But better
late than never.”

We asked participants to describe changes in their lives due to their participation
in the CC programme. The interviewees talked about the many realms in their lives
that had been transformed, including their health, relationships, work and
education, and daily routines: “I have a daily routine; I get up and eat, like normal
people.” A central positive transformation took place in their relationships with
family members. After many years of silence, some renewed connections with their
children, parents or siblings. Others talked about their newly acquired ability to
communicate with their family members openly or the positive change they saw in
how their relatives looked at them: “I regained my parents’ love”; “My siblings see
the real me, not the old me.”

Many interviewees described a positive change in their self-image. The
experience of success they encountered made them believe in themselves in new
ways: “I am proud of myself and feel that I can do things, I can achieve things.”
“I earned the strength to believe in myself. I earned the essence of understanding
how to deal with the world. I am proud of the process I went through.” Interviewees
also described changes in how they perceived the world more generally and their
place in it and said they were more optimistic and caring: “The world is not as bad as
I imagined it.” “In the past, I did not care about other people : : : I used to steal from
them. Today, I reach out and help others.”

Changed attitudes toward “the system” and the people in it were part of the
gradual transformation the interviewees described: “I started to appreciate the
courts and the court system. It did not happen in one day; it was a process.”

Another question that we asked the interviewees was about improvements or
changes they would suggest for the CCs to be more effective in their treatment of
future participants. The interviewees had several suggestions that resembled the
comments we heard in interviews with CC participants who did not complete
the programme (which are not addressed in this article). One interviewee
commented on the extensive pressure of the treatment programme with its many
requirements and mandated intervention modules:

You have to give a man the option to choose if he wants to come to the meeting
or not. Me, for one : : : I work 12 hours a day : : : I almost gave up : : : I said
I would rather go to jail with all this pressure. People break in this way.

Two interviewees mentioned the lengthy home arrest as almost a breaking point and
mentioned needing “air”: “It is tough being at home knowing that you cannot go
out. You cannot work; there is not much you can do.” One interviewee referred to
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the community events and said that these were a good idea, which could be better
fulfilled to instil a sense of community and belonging among the court participants:
“These events are very positive. I think there are not enough of them, or they do not
have enough impact. They are trying to create a community, which is not working.”
Several interviewees highlighted the need for structured support and mentoring
post-graduation of the programme. They expressed an ongoing need for some
contact out of fear that they would fall again into old habits: “I have to be in contact
with the professionals, those who helped me or new ones, to walk hand in hand with
them; I need it.”

Finally, we asked the interviewees what they would hope for the future regarding
the programme or the treatment of people who broke the law. Many of them
highlighted the importance of team members expressing their belief in the
participants that they can succeed in the programme: “To make us feel that they
believe in us.” There were also expectations of society as a whole to see people “like
them” not just as criminals:

I pray that our society will understand that sometimes you need to read
between the lines and not just to put people in boxes : : : a person does not get
to do drugs with no reason : : : If you dig deeper, you realize you saved a
person, and that person will save others.

Another interviewee expressed his wish for expanding the CC programme: “I wish
they will take more people to treat them because this programme will give a chance
to others.”

These findings deepen our understanding of why the programme helped our
interviewees. Notwithstanding the pressing need to collect quantitative data on
whether the programme had an overall positive effect on its participants that exceeds
mainstream courts, we can identify at least two new insights about why the
programme works concerning those who benefitted from it. First, the qualitative
interviews highlight the importance of an ethic of care utilized by professionals
toward the participants. They tell us that in addition to procedural justice, people
might be more willing to change their behaviour when they feel the decision-makers
have a caring, compassionate attitude toward them. This is an addition to the
procedural justice paradigm because a respectful and fair attitude or a caring,
family-like style can manifest in a distant manner. Further research should be
conducted to test our suggestion that an infusion of therapeutic justice can
strengthen procedural justice experiences.

The second insight arising from the subjective experiences of CC participants is
that for the programme to be effective, it should consider participants’ lives as an
ecosystem of concentric circles, with one realm affecting the other – from the
individual person through the various support systems, to the community at large.
The themes arising from the in-depth interviews highlight the mutual connections
between personal experience and self-perceptions, family support, tangible and
emotional support from professionals, and community attitudes toward the
participants. Further research should also examine whether a multi-layered
approach addressing the various interconnected circles around the individuals’ lives
is key in reducing criminality.
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Module 3: Measuring Reductions in Recidivism

Perhaps the question most interesting for policymakers in Israel and beyond about
new justice mechanisms is their effectiveness in reducing future criminal behaviour.
Accordingly, the evaluation study was set to examine whether and to what extent
there was a decrease in the recidivism rate among programme participants
compared with defendants who shared similar characteristics and were adjudicated
in mainstream courts.

A randomized referral of eligible participants to either a CC or a mainstream court
would have provided an ideal testing method for the CCs as a new rehabilitative
mechanism. However, this option was categorically refused. Therefore, we used a
retrospective approach in which CC participants were compared with a control group.
Theoretically, relevant variables were controlled for, followed by propensity score
matching (PSM) to control for possible selection effects. This approach is considered
sufficiently strong in evaluation studies, although there is always a possibility for a
hidden bias (O’Donnell 2020).

We first had to compose a suitable control group. Comparing programme
participants and equivalent defendants in the same cities who were not referred to
the CCs is problematic because the reasons that these defendants were not referred
to the CC might be the reasons that led them to higher recidivism later. Comparing
programme participants and equivalent defendants who were charged in the same
courts but in the years before the establishment of the CC model is a better option
but still vulnerable to critique about the effect of time, for example, changes in
prosecutorial attitudes or global social conditions that lead to differences in
recidivism rates external to the CC intervention itself. Another option is comparing
programme participants and defendants who were charged in the same years but in
courts in other jurisdictions. This alternative is plausible, but differences may result
from the different locality, such as prosecutorial attitudes, demographic conditions
and community-wide factors.

Following a lengthy process of planning,3 we eventually set out with a plan for
constructing two control groups: (a) defendants who were indicted with comparable
offences and comparable criminal records during the years 2014–2020 in three
magistrate courts in cities where CCs exist today; and (b) defendants with
comparable characteristics who were indicted in a magistrate court in a fourth city
where the programme was never operational, also between the years 2014 and 2020.
The fact that the CCs began their operation gradually (Be’er Sheva in 2014,
Ramle in 2015, Tel Aviv in 2017) provided a natural laboratory to examine the
trajectories of those who were indicted in the same city of the programme before its
commencement and during its operation in other cities. Comparing cases within the
same city across time, before and after the establishment of the CC, using the first
control group, allowed us to neutralize the influence of differences between cities
(prosecutorial attitudes and community-wide conditions, for example). Comparing
defendants who were indicted while CCs were already operational across different
cities using the second control group allowed us to neutralize the possibility of
changes over time. Following the construction of the control groups, we used PSM

3We are grateful to Professor DavidWeisburd for his significant assistance as a consultant in planning the
recidivism study.
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techniques so that each participant in the programme was compared to an offender
who did not participate in the CC but shared similar characteristics, including
criminal (type of offence), criminogenic (criminal history, previous convictions, and
incarceration) and demographic (age, gender, locality).

Data were collected about programme participants in each of the first three
courts (Be’er Sheva, Ramle and Tel Aviv), including their past criminal behaviour,
information about the offence that brought them to the CC (the “zero point”) and
the outcomes of the CC process.

In terms of the control groups, efforts to obtain the relevant data began early after
the commencement of the study in 2019. However, for the reasons described below,
receiving all the needed data took over three years.4

Recidivism studies with robust comparison groups are few, often because of the
complexity of obtaining access to a suitable control group (O’Donnell 2020). In the
following paragraphs, we consider some obstacles we encountered along the way.
In doing so, we aim not to discourage researchers from conducting evaluation
studies but rather to assist them in preparing for such challenging projects.
Awareness of the various complexities can help, for example, better estimate the
schedule for an expected study and the necessary budget and human resources.

Ethical and Regulatory Challenges

Collecting data about people involved in the justice system requires careful
consideration. Concerns about their privacy, reputation, future employment and
social status are at stake (Rogers 2018). Accordingly, Israel, similar to most
countries, strictly regulates the management of sensitive datasets. Any researcher
aiming to obtain data on criminal records must become familiar with the relevant
legal regulations to approach authorities with formal requests effectively. Another
factor that should be considered is the dependency on the formal gatekeepers and
the institutional pace, which sometimes does not fit the timeframe of the researchers
or those who expect to receive the research results within a predetermined schedule.

In the present study, in addition to the general approval obtained from the
academic institutional review board, we first sought the permission of the police to
collect criminal record data based on a regulation authorizing the police to grant
such access to a “scientific researcher” according to the Criminal Record Act.
Obtaining the police approval took almost a year. We then had to deliver to the
police a list of names or identification numbers of individuals whose criminal
records we wanted. As for the programme participants, we had already obtained
access to their files during the formative study, so they did not pose a problem.
However, how do we identify potential candidates for the control group?

To begin constructing the control group, we approached the Courts
Administration and requested, based on the Freedom of Information Law, a list
of names, identification numbers and court file details of all those who had been
indicted in four magistrate courts – the three first CCs and an additional one located
in a large and heterogeneous city – between the years 2014 and 2020. However, this
request was denied. The reason for the refusal was that we stated that the list would

4We were fortunate to have Professor Ron Factor lead the analysis for this research module.
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then be transferred to the police to complete it with additional data about each
individual’s criminal record, essential information for conducting PSM. According
to the Courts Administration representative, the law prohibits any transfer of legally
obtained information to a third party. This applied to our case even though both the
Courts Administration and the police were part of the project’s steering committee,
and although the police hold personal data on people in contact with the criminal
justice system in any case. Several months later, we reached an agreed-upon
strategy with the Courts Administration. According to the new plan, one of the
governmental partners to the programme would submit a formal request to
obtain the data based on the Privacy Law, which allows the exchange of certain
information among governmental agencies. Then, the information would go
through anonymization and be delivered to us, the researchers, without identifiable
information. Several more months passed before the police were able to formally
submit the request, which we drafted, to the Courts Administration and before the
inter-agency committee assembled and discussed it. In February 2022, the police
finally received approval for the request. Three years after the beginning of the
evaluation study, we were finally over the ethical and regulatory challenges.

Putting the Data Together

Ethical clearance is only the first stage. Then, there needs to be someone in the
relevant agency who implements the request, obtains the data and puts everything
together in a readable file. When the request is complex, like in our case, fulfilling
confidentiality restrictions takes time. Three months after the formal approval, in
May 2022, the data from the Courts Administration was transferred to the police.
The first wave of data was transferred from the police to the research team in July
2022, but the dataset was missing many crucial variables, so there was a lengthy
process of ongoing communication. As in many other studies, the agency holding
the data (in this case, the police) must be equipped to generate complex datasets.
To help the police construct a suitable dataset, we hired a cyber security expert with
experience in integrating large and complex datasets as a consultant.

The data that the police initially received from the Courts Administration related
to approximately 30,000 people and included their identity number, the name of the
court and the presiding judge, the identifying number of the court file, the dates of
indictment and adjudication, an indication of the finding of guilt or acquittal, and
whether or not a probation officer was involved. The police then had to anonymize
the data and produce three separate new datasets using the same fake ID numbers
so that each person could be traced and yet remain anonymous: one dataset
described the past criminal records of the people in the list (meaning, information
about offences that they conducted before the case file included in the Courts
Administration list; the “zero point”); a second dataset provided additional details
about the court case which acted as the zero point, the offence type, the case (judge,
court, dates) and the resulting sentence; and a third dataset described the “future”
criminal record (meaning, information about criminal behaviour after the closure of
the relevant case file acting as the zero point). The police then delivered these three
datasets to our consultant, who integrated them. For each individual, now carrying a
fake identity number, we chose a single “zero point”, meaning the first court case
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opened between 2014 and 2020 in the magistrate court included in the second
control group (the fourth city in which there was no CC), and any one of the three
selected magistrate courts in the first control group, as long as the zero point took
place before the CC began its operation at each of these three cities (December 2014
in Be’er Sheva, September 2015 in Ramle and May 2017 in Tel Aviv). The consultant
then removed all those whose offences in the zero point were related to national
security (terrorism and illegal entrance), sexual offences, and international
transactions because defendants accused of such crimes were not eligible to enter
the CC. Individuals whose sentence at the zero point was an incarceration order
longer than two years were also removed. The result was a shorter list of
approximately 3,500 people, each one with only one “zero point”, and this became
the unified control group.

In the meantime, we obtained similar data on the programme participants from
the police. We were now ready to obtain data about the “future criminal record” of
both groups – information about their criminal activity after the adjudication of
their zero-point court case (be it the CC or one of the other courts) or after their
release from prison, in cases where this was the resulting sentence. It should come as
no surprise that constructing these data files required ongoing collaboration with
the police. Similar to the experiences of others, we learned that good rapport
with police representatives emerges as an important asset for researchers
conducting evaluation studies relating to law enforcement (Worden, McLean,
and Bonner 2014).

Comparing Recidivism Rates

We matched each CC participant with someone from the unified control group
according to their past criminal record, offence at the zero point, gender and age,
using PSM calculations.

The research hypothesis was that, compared to the matched control group,
recidivism rates among programme participants would be at least slightly lower in
all three time points, namely, one year, three years and five years after completing
the intervention (CC or mainstream court).

Because of the structure of the control group, we have used different timelines for
each individual. First, we calculated, according to the zero-point date, the number of
time points for which data were available for each individual and pinned each of
them. Then, we produced the data about recidivism for each identified time point.

Here, we provide only a very brief overview of the findings on recidivism.
A detailed analysis of the findings in this module is underway. In a nutshell, the
study found that CC participants who had completed the programme successfully
committed significantly fewer repeated offences compared to the matched control
group one year, three years and five years after the conclusion of the proceedings. As
little as 50% of the rate of recidivism in the control group was noted after the passage
of five years. In the absence of information regarding other aspects of the control
group, such as motivation to avoid repeated offences and the existence of
support circles, we cannot deduce that participation in the programme was the
decisive factor that reduced recidivism among the programme’s successful
graduates, rather than other characteristics that perhaps explain the relatively
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lower rates of recidivism among the treatment group in comparison to the control
group. This relative decline in recidivism is more significant than the decline found
in similar programmes studied internationally based on similar methods concerning
the CC model (Lee et al. 2013; Nugent-Borakove 2009; Ross 2015; Somers et al.
2014; Westat 2012).

Even with the significance of other research questions, the one about the
effectiveness of CCs in reducing recidivism in comparison with mainstream courts
is still considered the most important question, at least from the viewpoint of
policymakers. Nevertheless, considering the significant reduction in recidivism
detected among CC programme completers, indicators regarding other benefits
related to the CCs, such as improved health, stabilized routines, strengthened
relationships and greater trust in law enforcement, are key for informing criminal
justice policy and practice (Rodriguez 2018).

DISCUSSION
The two research projects we were assigned to conduct on the Israeli CC model,
namely, the formative and evaluation studies, were highly ambitious and wide in
scope. Particularly in the evaluation study, we aimed at examining not only the
effectiveness of the CCs in reducing recidivism but also questions regarding the CCs’
ability to achieve their own stated goals: addressing participants’ underlying
problems which led them to criminal behaviour in the first place, such as addictions,
mental health problems, extreme poverty and isolation; promoting trust in the
justice system; and instilling a sense of belonging and community cohesion among
individuals and families. We also sought to identify elements in the programme that
promote success and those that hinder it. The formative study aimed to document
and analyse the establishment of the courts, characterize their mode of operation,
and identify professionals’ perceptions regarding the programme and their roles
in it.

Here, our goal was to demonstrate different approaches to evaluation studies and
discuss their contribution and the challenges they pose. To do that, we presented
three modules out of the many we utilized in the research projects. Each module
addresses a different question based on a different methodological approach. Each
of them also demonstrates the challenges that researchers might stumble upon when
conducting studies of this nature. The challenges relate to three realms: ethical,
methodological and logistical.

The CLT was used during the formative study to characterize the dynamics of the
court hearings in the CCs. The outcomes were mostly those we expected from a CC
model designed to address the rehabilitative needs of defendants. However, they also
highlighted some characteristics that are often overlooked in these types of studies.
The CLT uncovered the complete neglect of victims in the process. It also revealed
that non-professional community members were absent and active in court hearings
as envisioned. These are findings that the programme leaders can consider while
planning the model’s future.

Furthermore, by providing a detailed and structured portrayal of the court
hearings in CCs, we were able to pinpoint some of the significant differences
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between them and mainstream criminal courts and, through this depiction, perhaps
offer additional explanations for their outcomes. For example, the CLT highlights
that CCs use processes (such as regular court hearings for judicial monitoring
and encouragement) to achieve their outcomes. The CLT, then, adds a layer of
understanding to the operation of CCs, which helps explain its strengths and,
in some cases, its limitations.

Using the CLT as an instrument to characterize court dynamics raised several
challenges within the three categories mentioned earlier. Regarding ethical
challenges, the research team’s experience echoed that of other ethnographic
researchers in criminal justice settings, of “spying” on research participants (Gomes
and Duarte 2020). Although formal ethical procedures were fully met – we followed
the research design approved by the Institutional Review Board and observing open
court hearings does not necessitate explicit consent (Callaghan 2005) – our research
team members were aware of the informal obligations that follow such confining
settings and were therefore sensitive to power imbalance and reflexive on micro-
relational ethics (Gomes and Duarte 2020). We had four research assistants
spending full days at the CC courtroom, writing down notes and observing
everything that took place during these days. Surely, they did not blend with the
crowd, and it was obvious that they were outsiders studying the situation. We do
not know how our presence affected the participants, induced a sense of shame
(or perhaps pride), or inhibited people from opening up when it was their turn to
approach the bench. Indeed, the hearings in the CCs are open to the public.
Typically, the courtrooms are full, mostly with other programme participants, the
lawyers representing them and their supporters waiting for their hearing. The judges
were informed about the study, and the programme team knew of our presence in
advance. When sensitive issues arose, the judge asked everyone present, including
the research team, to leave the room. However, these occurrences were rare, as most
of the sensitive discussions took place in the morning staff meetings (the subject of
another research module).

That leads to the second challenge, which existed across the study modules,
of perceived bias (Naylor 2015). The evaluation study was invited by the programme’s
steering committee and financed by Joint-Ashalim, the organization that took the
leadership in establishing the programme. During the studies, we developed mutual
trust and sometimes friendly relationships with various programme stakeholders,
either from the management or the local teams. How did we affect the judges and
professionals who saw us in the audience and knew exactly what we were studying?
Moreover, how did our acquaintance with programme professionals affect our study
design, implementation, analysis and conclusions? Has our lengthy engagement with
the programme made us too involved to evaluate it objectively?

Moreover, even if we managed to keep our objectivity, we still have to face the
visuals of being a research team working closely with the programme for seven years
(Rantatalo et al. 2018). To address these challenges, what we have is our own
integrity as researchers whose compass is the scientific truth, and our motivation is
to advance knowledge. We also have a wide range of methods we utilized, which
offer triangulation and validity to the findings. In the context of the CLT, using
numerous research assistants as observers rather than the principal investigators
surely reduced the risk of mutual familiarity and engagement. However, ethical
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questions about the research team’s possible effects on the programme participants
and professionals and dispositional questions about possible effects that the
programme professionals had on us as researchers are likely to surface.

The third challenge that the CLT method raised concerned logistics, as we had to
reach an adequate number of observations to enable statistical analysis. We insisted
on having four coders complete the observation sheets concurrently to ensure the
instrument’s validity. This method required us to coordinate times when four coders
could commute to each court. The courts operated only once a week and were often
occupied by other guests and delegates from Israel and abroad. This phenomenon
became more common as the CCs became more known to the public and
policymakers. Extended periods for collecting data due to access constraints and
geographical distance are a known challenge in criminal justice research (Worden
et al. 2014). Logistical problems can be solved with time and money, and we were
fortunate to enjoy the trust of Joint-Ashalim, who accommodated our requests.
However, our key lesson from this experience is to allocate approximately double
the amount of time and resources initially estimated for conducting court
observations and other on-the-ground data collection tasks.

The second research module presented here is the in-depth interviews with
programme participants, aimed at delineating their experiences, insights and feelings
concerning their participation in the CC programme. This was a qualitative method
that complemented the surveys and the statistical analyses of the programme’s
database. Unlike the quantitative data collection methods, the in-depth interviews
could uncover the “why”, “how” and “what” happened when participants thought,
said or did something during their participation in the programme. Indeed, the
thematic analysis of the interviews highlighted the importance of the personal
relationships that the participants felt they developed with programme personnel and
the caring attitude they encountered. The interviews also identified participants’
dramatic changes in their lives, self-perceptions and attitudes toward others. These
qualitative findings make a theoretical contribution to comprehending individuals’
motivations to accept judicial decisions and adhere to rules. Apart from procedural
justice, an ethic of care demonstrated through compassionate expressions and
genuine concern from judges and other programme personnel plays a substantial role
among court participants.

Furthermore, the findings emphasize the significance of addressing the
participants’ needs within multiple spheres, forming an interconnected ecosystem
of circles. Changes in their self-perception have an impact on their marital life,
which, in turn, affects their capacity to enhance their employment status, thereby
influencing how the community perceives them – and vice versa. These ideas call for
further empirical examination using quantitative methods. Furthermore, through
the in-depth interviews, we also gained the participants’ insights about ways that the
programme could be improved, be it the need for more flexibility or the importance
of post-graduation contact. Such input has practical significance for programme
leaders.

However, this module also demonstrates the three types of challenges mentioned
earlier, which, in the context of this module, were particularly salient at the
recruitment stage. Ethical considerations limited us from contacting programme
participants or graduates directly. It is potentially harmful and untactful to initiate
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an unsolicited call to someone criminally accused and ask them if they are willing to
talk about their experience. People want to move on; they face multiple challenges,
particularly those who overcame significant difficulties relating to addictions,
mental health and unemployment. There is also the concern that without a detailed
explanation to potential interviewees, they might feel obligated to respond
positively, fearing that a negative response would somehow endanger them as
probationers and fail to realize the independence of the research team (Maruna and
Liem 2021). To overcome these concerns, we asked the defence attorneys to contact
programme graduates, invite them to participate in the study, and send them an
explanation letter from the research team. The assumption was that the defence
attorneys did not represent “the system” for their clients; they were used to
confiding in them and would thus feel free to consult with them about the invitation
to be interviewed.

Another recruitment method was to approach potential candidates during court
hearings physically: our research assistants were regularly observing court hearings
and implementing the surveys with participants, so a natural step for them was to
ask those who were at Stage 5 if they were willing to meet for an in-depth interview.
In these encounters, the participants knew that the research assistants were not part
of the court team, but to be on the safe side, they regularly highlighted to the
candidates that they were free to refuse the invitation and that their response would
in no way affect their status in the programme. The research assistants also assured
participants that the interview content would remain completely confidential
(similar statements were made to research participants recruited through their
defence attorneys).

Ethically speaking, we also needed to maintain the interviewees’ privacy and
anonymity, and, accordingly, we expunged all identifying information and did not
disclose the exact age, locality and background details when presenting the sample
in the report. There is still the question of whether or not participating in the
interview negatively affected the interviewees (Naylor 2015). This ethical question
emerges in every study involving interviewees, but in the present context, the subject
matter triggered content for a vulnerable population. In preparing the interview
guide, we were careful not to include direct questions that might sound judgmental,
focus on interviewees’ failures, or trigger trauma and shame. We also had at our
disposal the collaboration of experienced therapeutic team members, who, if
needed, could provide referrals without knowing who the individual under
stress or duress was. Eventually, however, our impression was that the interviews
had a positive rather than negative impact on most research participants.
They appreciated the opportunity to reflect on their journeys and be heard, possibly
making an impact on policymaking, and recall positive memories of success.
We encountered more complex challenges when interviewing those who still needed
to complete the programme, but this is separate from the present paper and will be
discussed elsewhere.

Recruiting interviewees also presented a logistical challenge that affected the
sample. Gaining access to interviewees in confined settings is extremely time-
consuming (Fox, Zambrana, and Lane 2011), and our experience shows that even
without the confining boundaries of custody, interviewees are hard to get. Only after
repeated reminders to CC defence attorneys and many visits to the courts were we
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able to gradually reach an adequate number of interviewees. A sample of 12 people
might seem small, but it is quite acceptable in qualitative studies, especially those
focusing on vulnerable populations, and very often is sufficient in reaching
saturation, as we did in this case (Guest, Bunce, and Johnson 2006). Although
approaching active participants in court was easier than reaching them indirectly
through the attorneys, many were not interested in engaging in the additional task of
speaking with a stranger for 60–90 minutes. We need data about the number of CC
participants and graduates who were approached, so it is impossible to determine the
retention rate. The completion rate in the Israeli CCs is approximately 50%, meaning
that about half of the approximately 1,300 participants who were or are treated by the
CCs manage to graduate successfully. Our sample is made only of “completers”, so we
conducted a separate module that included in-depth interviews with non-completers
(not presented here). However, we cannot determine how the people we interviewed
in the present module differ from those we did not. Those who agreed to be
interviewed may have more optimistic stories, more enthusiastic impressions, or
better relations with the defence attorneys. They may be the most articulate, the most
stable in their lives, or the more supportive of the programme. At the same time, they
may be more opinionated and more willing to be critical and state an independent
opinion. These are limitations of this module, but other modules provide
triangulation and validation that have been described in the full report. In the
present limited context, suffice to say that many of the themes were echoed in the
surveys (such as the improved relationships and enhanced trust) and in the in-depth
interviews we conducted with over 50 CC professionals and 19 female participants
who completed the programme (whose interviews are the subject of a separate
module, in which we adopted a gender-based perspective). We (the principal
investigators) also conducted separate ethnographic observations, which did not
amount to a complete module but provided us with a deeper understanding of the
mode of operation of the CC and the atmosphere in the courtrooms.

The dispositional challenge we faced in the context of the interviews with
programme participants was the risk of the interviewees associating us mistakenly
with the programme. Because the programme invited and financed the evaluation
study, interviewees might have thought we were acting on behalf of the programme
and expecting them to praise it. More broadly, evaluation studies are often mistakenly
considered to seek a binary answer to the question “Does the programme work well?”
(and the expected answer, when the founders invite the study, should better be
positive – or so it might be conceived). Researchers conducting evaluation studies
are expected to maintain the accuracy and truthfulness of their findings despite actual
or potential pressures to present a “shiny image” of the researched programme
(Duong 2015; Naylor 2015). In the present study, we framed our goals as wider than
addressing the yes-or-no question. We included questions that enabled us to
juxtapose the findings against theories in criminology and criminal law in line with
our respective research agendas. The interview guide addressed these broader
questions and signified to the interviewees that we were not seeking a simple and
positive answer to a simple question such as “Was the programme helpful to you?”.
Hopefully, despite the undeniable context of the study being invited by the
programme leaders, interviewees could openly discuss the full scope of their
experiences, insights and feelings about the programme. Indeed, their insights and
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suggestions for improvement contributed significantly to the section in the final
report, which focuses on lessons, recommendations and suggestions for the future
from a critical perspective.

The third module presented here is the study comparing recidivism rates
between CC completers and defendants adjudicated in mainstream magistrate
courts. Without a doubt, the “recidivism module” holds great anticipation among
Israeli policymakers and programme leaders, as its outcome can ultimately
determine the success or failure of the CCs programme. However, from a theoretical
standpoint, the remaining modules are equally, if not more, significant than the
current one.

The sections above detailed the logistic, ethical and methodological difficulties we
faced in this module. Although we did not meet any of the individuals included in
the dataset of the control group, we obtained extensive data about them, and,
therefore, we had to ensure that their anonymity was maintained. The complexity of
the data required us to make painful compromises to make the integrated dataset
usable. We had to exclude the various elements of punishment beyond imprisonment
induced on each individual in each judicial decision because including these variables
would have created an unworkably large dataset. As a result, we cannot know, for
example, if a significant fine, restitution order, or a significant term of community
work moderates the effect of a prison sentence or an alternative. We also had to
exclude information about police investigation files against individuals in the control
or intervention groups, which were closed without further legal action. This is
because there are many reasons for closing a case, which the police dataset did not
provide in a precise and reliable manner, thus risking putting together dramatically
different situations. The result is that we cannot know whether or not CC participants,
for example, are under increased and unjustified police surveillance. Another
compromise we made was grouping many offence types so that the dataset only
differentiates between eight categories: property; violence, harassment; fraud; traffic;
narcotics; family violence; and “other”. This categorization does not differentiate, for
example, between the possession of drugs for self-use and the selling of narcotics, or
between tampering with a witness and stalking. These decisions are made routinely in
large cohort studies, but each decision risks losing an important variable that might
affect the statistical model’s efficiency and accuracy. In the present study, we were
mindful of the risk of losing relevant variables and based our decisions on existing
empirical knowledge and theories.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
This is not a typical paper presenting findings from an evaluation study. It did not
include a systematic description of the various methodologies utilized to address the
research questions, the findings answering these questions, and a discussion linking
the findings with existing knowledge. In this paper, we did not aim to bring the
results of the evaluation study (or formative study) we conducted on the Israeli CCs.
Instead, we focused on three research modules that these studies included, to
demonstrate the range of research questions, methodologies and related challenges
that evaluation studies may involve. In describing each module, we should have
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provided a detailed analysis of the findings correlating them with existing theoretical
and empirical knowledge, but this was not our goal. Rather, what we aimed to
achieve is an open discussion about the process of conducting such studies: the
selection of research questions that go beyond the traditional question of repeat
offending and their possible theoretical contribution; the methodological, logistical
and ethical choices that are made and their underlying considerations; and the
obstacles that researchers face en route.

In terms of research questions, we learned from the programme representatives
themselves, in addition to contemporary criticism, that recidivism alone does not
capture the whole picture. Programme graduates may recidivate but still experience
meaningful interactions with law enforcement representatives, improve their self-
perception, gain a stable routine, and strengthen their connections with law-abiding
family and friends. These are part of the goals of CCs, so an evaluation study must
examine them. The understanding of the complexity of the meaning of success for an
individual participant in these courts, that we acquired throughout the implementa-
tion of this research, led us to fine-tune and adjust our research questions regarding
the metrics we should utilize in evaluating the effectiveness of CCs (Dancig-Rosenberg
and Gal 2024). Our in-depth interviews with programme graduates and participants
who were about to graduate provided vivid manifestations of the transformations they
underwent, and of the elements in the programme that they thought were central to
these transformations. Based on the CLT, our structured observations captured the
characteristics of the court hearings in high resolution in ways that enabled us to
compare them to those of other justice mechanisms. The analysis of the CLT provides
a solid response to the question, “How are court hearings in CCs different from those
in mainstream criminal courts?”.

In terms of methodologies, the three modules demonstrate completely different
ways of collecting and analysing data. The CLT is a novel method that we developed
as part of our research agenda to explore the phenomenon of multidoor criminal
justice – the current reality in many justice systems in which there are many
alternatives to mainstream courts and the resulting need to develop tools to
compare, combine and optimize referral decisions among the various options (Dancig-
Rosenberg and Gal 2019). The in-depth interviews with programme participants and
graduates belong to the qualitative paradigm, which many consider foreign to
traditional evaluation studies or at least secondary in importance. When combined
with quantitative methods, as in our research project, the qualitative approach enriches
the findings and provides a deep understanding of the phenomenon, which surveys
cannot offer. The third module presented in this paper, the statistical comparison of
recidivism rates between matched pairs of programme participants and defendants
adjudicated in mainstream courts, is the most common methodology employed in
evaluation studies. Despite its difficulties, it is still the only way (assuming a
randomized control trial is impossible) to give policymakers a “number”, a concrete
verdict on whether or not a certain criminal justice intervention achieves the
instrumental goal of reducing repeat offending.

The challenges described in the paper are common to many evaluation studies
but have yet to be openly discussed. Other researchers who engaged in similar
reflective writing typically focused on a single research method, such as narrative
interviews (Maruna and Liem 2021), or provided a birds-eye view of the benefits
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and obstacles in researcher–practice collaboration (Rodriguez 2018). The present
article is novel in its discussion of both qualitative and quantitative research
methods, their distinct contributions, and the challenges each of them imposes in
the context of criminal justice evaluation studies. We hope that in raising the veil
over the research process, we will help other researchers pre-empt some of the
problems we face or benefit from the knowledge that they are not alone.

For academic researchers, conducting an evaluation study requires the
maintenance of an equilibrium between the interests of programme managers
and policymakers on the one hand and those of the researchers on the other,
between the expectation for a concrete answer on whether or not a certain
intervention “works”, and the desire to make new theoretical or empirical
discoveries, sometimes those which redefine the meaning of the term “works” in the
researched context (Rantatalo et al. 2018). In broadening the horizons of evaluation
studies by adding new research questions, developing new measurement metrics
and using a range of methodologies, researchers may find that they can achieve
both ends.
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Translated Abstracts

Abstracto
En la última década se ha visto el establecimiento de ocho tribunals comunitarios (CC) en
Israel, lo que representa un cambio significativo con respecto al enfoque convencional de la
justicia penal. Inspirados en el Centro de Justicia Comunitaria Red Hook en Brooklyn,
Nueva York, los CC israelíes reflejan una comprensión de los vínculos entre las
comunidades locales, el crimen y la rehabilitación. Los autores han evaluado los CC desde
su inauguración, primero en un estudio formativo y luego en un estudio de evaluación.
El presente artículo se centra en tres módulos de investigación que fueron utilizados en
estos estudios: la caracterización del proceso, que se basó en observaciones estructuradas de
las audiencias judiciales durante el estudio formativo; las experiencias subjetivas de los
participantes en los tribunales, que se recopilaron mediante entrevistas en profundidad con
los participantes del programa; y el módulo de reincidencia, que comparó los patrones
reincidentes de los participantes del programa con los de los acusados de los tribunales
convencionales. En lugar de detallar los hallazgos de estos módulos, el artículo los utiliza
como ejemplos, ofreciendo una discusión abierta sobre el proceso de realización de tales
estudios: La selección de preguntas de investigación que van más allá de la cuestión
tradicional de la reincidencia y su posible contribución teórica, la metodología Las
decisiones logísticas, logísticas y éticas que se toman y sus consideraciones subyacentes, y
los obstáculos que enfrentan los investigadores en el camino.

Palabras clave: tribunales comunitarios; estudios de evaluación; métodos mixtos; Israel; tribunales de
resolución de problemas
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Abstrait
La dernière décennie a vu la création de huit tribunaux communautaires (CC) en Israël, ce
qui représente un changement significatif par rapport à l’approche traditionnelle de la
justice pénale. Inspirés par le Red Hook Community Justice Center de Brooklyn, New
York, les CC israéliens reflètent une compréhension des liens entre les communautés
locales, la criminalité et la réhabilitation. Les auteurs ont évalué les CC depuis leur
inauguration, d’abord dans le cadre d’une étude formative puis dans le cadre d’une étude
d'évaluation. Le présent article se concentre sur trois modules de recherche qui ont été
utilisés dans ces études : la caractérisation du processus, qui était basée sur des observations
structurées des audiences judiciaires au cours de l'étude formative ; les expériences
subjectives des participants au tribunal, qui ont été recueillies au moyen d’entretiens
approfondis avec les participants au programme ; et le module sur la récidive, qui
comparait les schémas de récidive des participants au programme avec ceux des accusés
ordinaires. Plutôt que de détailler les résultats de ces modules, l’article les utilise comme
exemples, proposant une discussion ouverte sur le processus de réalisation de telles études :
la sélection de questions de recherche qui dépassent la question traditionnelle de la récidive
et leur éventuel apport théorique, les aspects méthodologiques, les choix logistiques et
éthiques qui sont faits et leurs considérations sous-jacentes, ainsi que les obstacles auxquels
les chercheurs sont confrontés en cours de route.

Mots-clés: tribunaux communautaires; études d'évaluation; méthodes mixtes; Israël; tribunaux de résolution
de problèmes

抽象的

过去十年,以色列设立了八个社区法院 (CC),这代表着主流刑事司法方法的重大转

变。 受到纽约布鲁克林红钩社区司法中心的启发,以色列 CC 反映了对当地社区、

犯罪和康复之间联系的理解。 作者自 CC 成立以来就对其进行了评估,首先是在形

成性研究中,然后是在评估研究中。 本文重点介绍这些研究中使用的三个研究模

块： 过程特征,基于形成性研究期间对法庭听证会的结构化观察； 通过对节目参

与者的深度访谈收集的法庭参与者的主观经历； 累犯模块,将项目参与者的重复犯

罪模式与主流法庭被告的重复犯罪模式进行比较。 本文没有详细介绍这些模块的

研究结果,而是以它们作为例子,对进行此类研究的过程进行公开讨论：超越传统

重复犯罪问题的研究问题的选择及其可能的理论贡献,方法论 、所做出的后勤和道

德选择及其根本考虑因素,以及研究人员在途中面临的障碍。

关键词： 社区法院; 评估研究; 混合方法; 以色列; 解决问题的法院。
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ةصالخ
جهننعاريبكالوحتلثميامم،ليئارسإيفةيعمتجممكاحمينامثءاشنإيضاملادقعلادهش
،نيلكوربيفةيعمتجملاةلادعللكوهديرزكرمنمةاحوتسم.دئاسلاةيئانجلاةلادعلا
ةيلحملاتاعمتجملانيبطباورللامهفةيليئارسإلاةيعامجلازكارملاسكعت،كرويوين
ةسارديفالوأ،اهحاتتفاذنمةيعامجلازكارملامييقتبنوفلؤملاماق.ليهأتلاةداعإوةميرجلاو
اهمادختسامتةيثحبتادحوثالثىلعةلاقملاهذهزكرت.ةيمييقتةسارديفمثةينيوكت
لالخةمكحملاتاسلجلةمظنمتاظحالمىلإدنتسايذلا،ةيلمعلافيصوت:تاساردلاهذهيف
لالخنماهعمجمتيتلاو،ةمكحملايفنيكراشمللةيصخشلابراجتلاو؛ةينيوكتلاةساردلا
طامنأنراقتيتلا،مارجإلاىلإةدوعلاةدحوو؛جمانربلايفنيكراشملاعمةقمعتمتالباقم
الدب.مكاحملايفنييسيئرلانيمهتملاطامنأعمجمانربلايفنيكراشملاىدلمارجإلاراركت
ةيلمعلوحةحوتفمةشقانممدقتو،ةلثمأكةقرولااهمدختست،تادحولاهذهجئاتنليصفتنم
يفلثمتملايديلقتلالاؤسلازواجتتيتلاثحبلاةلئسأرايتخا:تاساردلاهذهلثمءارجإ
يتلاةيقالخألاوةيتسجوللاتارايخلاوةيجهنملاو،ةلمتحملاةيرظنلااهتمهاسمومارجإلاراركت
.مهقيرطيفنوثحابلااههجاوييتلاتابقعلاو،اهلةيساسألاتارابتعالاواهذاختامتي

تالكشملالحمكاحم;ليئارسإ;ةطلتخملاةقيرطلا;ةيمييقتةسارد;ةيعمتجملامكاحملا:ةيحاتفملاتاملكلا

34 Tali Gal and Hadar Dancig-Rosenberg

https://doi.org/10.1017/cri.2024.11 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/cri.2024.11


Appendix 1. Data Collection Methods, Samples and Research Questions

Data Collection Method Sample Assigned Research Questions

Formative study

In-depth interviews with the
steering committee members
and court personnel

17 Key stakeholders What was the process that led
from the initial idea to the
actual operation of the CCs?

Archival analysis of programme
documents

About 100 documents: drafts of
the CC legal model, work
principles, and internal
guidelines that the steering
committee distributed

Ethnographic, unstructured
observations of CC court
hearings and staff meetings

100 Hearings in the first three
CCs

14 Staff meetings

What are the characteristics of
the daily operation of CCs?

Structured observations of
court hearings in CCs and
arraignment hearings in
mainstream courts

Observations of 74 CC hearings
by four coders (40 in Be’er
Sheva, 34 in Ramle) and 70
magistrate court hearings
(Tel-Aviv, Kfar-Saba and
Jerusalem)

Observation sheets based on
the Criminal Law Taxonomy

Programme participants’
surveys

100 Questionnaires: satisfaction,
procedural fairness, impact

What are the participants’ views
about the programme and
the justice system?

Archival analysis of programme
data on individual
participants

Be’er Sheva Court: 86
participants, 59 men and
27 women

Ramle Court: 42 participants,
29 men and 13 women

Data referring to 160
participants’ backgrounds,
intervention components and
treatment outcomes

What are the programme
ingredients and how are they
applied in the CC daily
practice?

Evaluation study

Recidivism rates (measured
through police investigations
and judicial convictions) of
programme participants were
compared with those of
mainstream defendants with
comparable characteristics

Data about repeat offending of
685 CC graduates in Be’er
Sheva, Ramle and Tel Aviv,
one, three and five years
after case completion,
compared with equivalent
data about 1,872 defendants
indicted in mainstream
magistrate courts in the same
three cities and a fourth city
where there was no CC,
during 2014–2020

Propensity score matching of
pairs according to offence
type, criminal past, gender,
age and the existence of
community service penalty

Is there a decrease in recidivism
among programme
participants compared with
similar defendants who were
put on trial in mainstream
courts?

(Continued)

International Annals of Criminology 35

https://doi.org/10.1017/cri.2024.11 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/cri.2024.11


(Continued )

Data Collection Method Sample Assigned Research Questions

An archival database of CC
participants, their
background problems,
received interventions and
process outcomes

1,130 CC participants from Be’er
Sheva, Ramle, Tel Aviv and
Nazareth whose cases were
prosecuted between 2014
and 2021

What are the factors predicting
success (completion and
reduced recidivism)?

Did the programme increase
the use of alternative and
restorative sanctions instead
of imprisonment?A descriptive and comparative

analysis of the archival
dataset and recidivism
indicators

Integrated analysis of the
recidivism and programme
data variable

A survey among programme
participants

Questionnaires responded by
218 participants

Did the programme increase
participants’ trust and
legitimacy toward state
authorities and commitment
to obey the law?

In-depth interviews with
programme personnel

53 Interviews with prosecutors,
social workers, defence
attorneys, court coordinators,
probation officers and
steering committee members
involved in the operation of
the CCs

What factors in participants’
lives were improved,
deteriorated or unchanged
through their participation?

Does the programme affect
other circles beyond the
direct participants, and how?

In-depth interviews with
programme participants

12 Male CC graduates or near-
completion

13 Female CC graduates
9 Programme dropouts

In-depth interviews with
spouses

19 Women whose partners had
either graduated or were
nearing completion of the
programme

Court observations About 50 observations in Be’er
Sheva, Ramle, Tel Aviv and
Nazareth CC hearings

How and to what extent did the
programme implement
procedural justice,
community justice and
therapeutic jurisprudence
principles?

Observations of community
events

10 Community events

CC, community court.
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Appendix 2. The Criminal Law Taxonomy: Full List of Parameters

Tali Gal is a Professor of Law and Criminology at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Chair in Child and
Youth Rights, and Academic Director of the Child and Youth Rights Programme at the Minerva Center for
Human Rights. Her scholarship integrates legal, criminological and psycho-social knowledge, focusing on
restorative justice, children’s rights and therapeutic jurisprudence. Previously, she was Head of the School of
Criminology at the University of Haifa. Gal is an Associate Editor at the International Journal of Restorative
Justice, Youth Justice, and Frontiers of Psychology, and a board member of the Israeli Society of Victimology.

Hadar Dancig-Rosenberg is a Professor of Law at the Bar-Ilan University and a Visiting Professor at
Northwestern School of Law (intersession, 2023–2024). She was the Helen Diller Institute Visiting Professor
at the UC Berkeley School of Law (2021–2023). She is the co-founder and co-chair of the Israeli Criminal
Law Association. Her areas of expertise include the philosophy of criminal law, criminal justice reform and
alternatives to incarceration, therapeutic jurisprudence, and the interface between criminal law and gender.
Professor Dancig-Rosenberg is also an Affiliate at the Center for the Study of Law and Society at the Berkeley
School of Law and a Fellow at the Salzburg Global Seminar.

Process-related parameters 1 Victim–offender
dialogue

←•••••••→ No victim–offender
dialogue

2 Flexible ←•••••••→ Formal

3 Non-hierarchical ←•••••••→ Hierarchical

4 Voluntary ←•••••••→ Coercive

Stakeholder-related
parameters

5 Lay-centred ←•••••••→ Professional-centred

6 Victim-oriented ←•••••••→ Not victim-oriented

7 Offender-oriented ←•••••••→ Not offender-oriented

8 Inclusive ←•••••••→ Exclusive

9 Community-managed ←•••••••→ State-managed

Substance-related
parameters

10 Needs-based
terminology

←•••••••→ Rights-based terminology

11 Emotional discourse ←•••••••→ No emotional discourse

12 Process as vehicle ←•••••••→ Process as obstacle

13 Communitarian ←•••••••→ Liberal

Outcome-related parameters 14 Future-oriented ←•••••••→ Past-oriented

15 Restorative requital ←•••••••→ Retributive requital

16 Rehabilitative ←•••••••→ Incapacitative

17 Justice making ←•••••••→ Conflict resolution
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