








significance. Any of the programs that we are going to fund, the things 

that are defined as special interest projects are, by definition things 

that respond to the most serious needs articulated by the State courts and 

that have the capability of being transferred to other jurisdictions. 

There is a limited amount of money to go around, and we want to get the 

most bang for the buck. So, I can tell you for sure of the Board's 

interest in that area. 

I do not perceive at this point a Board bias or a likely Board 

bias either for or against experiments, but I would caution in line with 

what I just said that with very limited money available at this time and 

the risk of failure that was noted by Professor Boruch and others here 

that as much as one in five have a poor implementation design and go down 

the tubes for that reason, when you are trying to persuade a group of 

lawyers and judges that this is the way to spend the very limited money 

you have left, that is going to be a hurdle to cross. 

They are looking for innovative things to do, but they are also 

looking for proven programs that have not been transferred to other 

jurisdictions either because of lack of knowledge and the othe'r 

jurisdiction's lack of money available for technical assistance. I should 

have mentioned, by the way, that the last special interest area is 

technical assistance transfer programs in anyone of those previous 10. 

So, the Board has put a heavy emphasis on this idea of replicability and 

marketing effective programs, but given those qualifiers, I think that if 

an applicant can demonstrate that the experiment is well designed and has 

strong support of the court in that jurisdiction that the board is going 

to give it a very, very serious look. 
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There are people on this Board who are practitioners, and there 

are, also, people who have designed projects, are legal scholars and 

researchers in their own right, or at least have it in their background 

and can appreciate what a well~designed experiment looks like. They, also 

want to be real careful that whatever they do is for the State courts, not 

to the State courts; they want that court to buy into the project, and if 

there is any suspicion that the court is an unwilling victim, an unwilling 

participant, it is not going to sail with this Board. 

Now, there are certain special interest areas that I listed that 

appear to me to have some possibility for experimental research, more than 

others, and I will just list them, and I am sure in your own imagination 

you can come up with more than I can, but the testing of alternative 

dispute resolution approaches and techniques, jury selection procedures; 

delay reduction techniques; fines, imposition, collection and enforcement; 

and others that were identified in the courts workshop: What kind of drug 

treatmen.t should be given to certain offenders; which kind of offenders 

who are child abusers would benefit from treatmepr. !hich would benefit 

from incapacitation? 

So, I think it is a fertile field. It is an open area. This 

Board is not going to be looking at experiments for experimentation's 

sake. It is going to be looking at experiments that will produce the 

kinds of programs that will have some impact of the kind I discussed, and 

they will be particularly interested in concept papers and applications 

that present proposals for experiments that will either demonstrate the 

success or the failures of programs in those key areas of special 

interest. So, I would just direct your attention to those areas and 

really try to encourage you to put your applications in on that process. 
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Any questions about what we are and what we are going to do? 

Write your Congressman. Thank you. 

(Applause.) 

PROF. REISS: Our last speaker needs no introduction to you, 

since he opened this forum, but in presenting him here this afternoon, I 

entered into a contract with him. Some of you will remember the comic 

strip that Al Capp wrote for years called Little Abner, aRd one of the 

characters in that comic strip was called Marrying Sam, and Marrying Sam, 

among other things that he did very well was to perform wedding ceremonies 

and ceremonies of various kinds, and he had several prices, however, for 

them. One of them was the 50 cent wedding, and they went up, and the top 

was the $2 wedding, and the $2 wedding was one in which everybody, 

including Marrying Sam ended up in a trance at the end, and I have asked 

Chips to give us the $2 wedding this afternoon in 50 cents 'worth of time. 

MR. STEWART: Thank you, AI. I did feel a little bit like 

Marrying Sam, the great matchmaker, because I was around. throughout the 

entire workshop, There were 50 many people who got so excited, I felt the 

passion running quickly in this hotel corridors here, and I tried to match 

up the likely candidates with the likely recipients, and I think we have 

done a good job, 

I have heard an awful lot of people who have said, "You know, I 

haven't thought much about this experiment, but it sounds like a great 

idea, and I have found a researcher that I sort of like. What do you 

think?" I would sort of give them the 50-cent wedding, and they are still 

out there talking in the hall, I hope or I hope that is the case. 
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A couple of quick comments that I would like to make. First off, 

I am delighted that I am sharing this panel with Malcolm MacDonald from 

the American Parole and Probation Association because I think thac there 

is an awful lot of very important experimentation that could be and ought 

to be done, and we are very pleased that they have their own research 

committee. 

I want to say, also, that we encourage everybody to get out and 

start doing some research, but we have to say that it is not easy to do, 

" 
and it has to be done in a very effective way, and we are alL looking for 

the magic bullet. I am very pleased that the practitioners have taken the 

bit and are beginning to do, I think, some very effective work. 

I would like to say that when Halcolm, "however, says that we have 

to find more alternatives to prison, I want to caution all of you out 

there that we may have plenty of alternatives to prison right now. 

Seventy percent of the people who are convicted of felony crimes usually 

are addressed to Malcolm's organization, and go through the county jail 

and are back out on the streets, back in the community under supervision. 

Only 30 percent usually make it to our state prisons and of that time much 

of the time that they spend in there continues to dwindle more because 

there is more pressure to find more alternatives. The question is that 

politically we have a statement that we have to make about danger, 

relative risk. I think that is the thing that Halcolm and I and others 

have joined hands on, working together to try to find the best way around, 

and I think that this is the kind of thing between us all that we are 

going to do quite , .. ell. 
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Let me, also, say that the Bureau of Justice Assistance has some 

money to manage, $225 million for anti-drug abuse, and we are very 

fortunate that Dave Tevelin is here representing the State Justice 

Institute with several millions of dollars to help improve state court 

management and the effectiveness of the courts, and there are other 

organizations that are growing up. The National Institute of Justice is 

sort of the father and the premier of which Bureau of Justice Assistance 

and BJS and others have grown out of, and we are pleased to welcome our 

family as it continues to increase. We are delighted that we are able to 

work with them in ,so many different areas, and we continue to be the 

premier and the principal agency of research in the Department of 

Justice. We are engaged in some high-risk experimental stuff that other 

people probably would not take on, and that is the reason we are, also, 

very grateful to the National Academy of Sciences for their very fine work 

that is continuing to look at the tough questions that we all face. 

Let me say, also, that I am particularly grateful to all of you 

who are still here. It is an amazing tribute, either to your dedication 

or to the numbness that we are all facing. My dad was a great orator and 

speaker to which I probably could never aspire, but he always told a joke, 

and he said that as the speakers continued to impart great wisdom to 

everybody in the audience that the audience began to leave with their bags 

and things like that, and there was one fellow still sitting at the table, 

and the speaker finally stopped, and he said, "I want to thank you very 

much for staying to listen to my final remarks, and I am so grateful to 

you." He said, "Don't thank me. I am the next speaker." 

(Laughter.) 
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MR. STEWART: In terms of my gratitude though, it goes to the 

practitioners and the researchers, you see, because without you there 

wouldn't be any experiments. There wouldn't be a reason for a conference 

like this, and ther.e wouldn't be a reason for an NIJ. You see, because 

the NIJ, I was, introduced the other day as a bag man, you know, and 

everybody thought that was great, except me, right? The National 

Institute of Justice really comes up with some good ideas. They nurture 

them. They decide about a plan. They work hard to try to get that and 

try to find out those marriages between researchers and practitioner.s. I 

want to say that we are not dollars with no place to go. You see, if we 

want to throw money at a problem, we have got to find quality people who 

are willing to first off dev~lop and devote their lives to designing 

experiments, research, and surveys. We, also, have to look for 

practitioners who are willing and have the courage to take a risk to tty 

to find out whether something works or not. It may not work, and people 

hate poor performance, but in the area of research you have got to be able 

to address that. 

Larry Sherman in his opening remarks talked about the 500,000 

compounds that were looked at in the treatment of cancer, and they were 

all excited because they found 40 that might help or have some 

relationship to treating some fOl~S of cancer. That is the kind of 

enthusiasm we need in criminal justice. The fact is that I want stuff 

that works every time. I have been jumping up and down on everybody to 

come up with this great idea, and fortunately, we win once in a while, and 

when we do, it saves lives and changes the way the policy makers look at 

and see their roles. 
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It, also, does the same thing for research because when we have a 

finding, it also, changes the researchers. I think that is very important 

to take a look at, and so my gratitude goes out to you, the researchers 

and the practitioners because without you, the dollars in the National 

Institute of Justice would be wasted. They would be essentially dollars 

with no place to go because like a rich person who can spend a check, they 

have got to have something to buy that is worth something, and your time, 

your dedication, and your lives are worth something, and they"have made 

the dollars, the few dollars at NIJ go a far place and to really payoff. 

So, our gratitude goes directly to all of you. 

In the past day and one-half we have met to discuss the role of 

field experiments in criminal justice policy making, and I think we have 

accomplished with great enthusiasm that goal. The discussions have been 

lively, and the debate sometimes intense. That is exactly the way I 

planned it, sometimes frustrating. I didn't plan it that way, but the 

intense debate I wanted. The perspective of each of us in this room and 

at this podium, I think differs to some degree on the value, the need and 

the contribution of randomized field experiments. The diversity of our 

viewpoints has made these discussions all the more profitable. 

I would like to take this opportunity to thank Dr. Rick Lempert, 

Jeff Roth, Dr. Roth and Christy Visher from the National Academy of 

Sciences for dedication to a fine job and a tremendous conference, and 

Rick, and Jeff and Christy, we certainly have all appreciated all of the 
. 

fine work that you have done and the careful planning that has gone into 

making what everybody says, "Geez, I cannot believe this is a successful 

conference." It is, and thank you very much. We really appreciate the 

work you have done. 
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Now, in reviewing the events ·of the past two days, there are four 

points that I think are worth emphasizing and then I'll open it up for 

discussion. 

First, I think that we should remember that the availability of 

large numbers of field experiments is a recent phenomenon as is the use of 

these experiments in policy making. That parallels somewhat the vigor 

with which NIJ has come onto the scene and tried to engage in the 

confluence of botn of these areas. 

Second., we should recognize the difficulties inherent in the 

researcher-practitioner collaboration in implementing field experiments 

and the legal and ethical limitations to experimentation. 

The third point is that we could benefit by expanding the range 

of opportunities for conducting field experiments. Lastly, I would like 

to suggest that experimentation plays a crucial role in determining 

whether or not the criminal justice policy making remains a craft, relying 

almost entirely on rules of thumb or whether it advances as a profession 

based on the rules of evidence. 

In our discussion in the past two days, we may have overlooked 

one rather startling fact. The number of field experiments in criminal 

justice has grown astronomically. While we all sit here with new 

enthusiasm, we are really looking back that in the sixties the experiment 

was a rare and tenuous event. 

One of the reasons is because nobody had any idea what caused 

crime, how to measure it and what the different variables were and how to 

set up tests of measurement procedures. So, I mean we had to do a lot of 

background to build an infrastructure that would let us do that. In the 

seventies, that age of great enlightenment after that turbulence of the 
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sixties, there were a few more experiments, but those were really 

anomalies. In the eighties, an era of tight resources, Experiments have 

changed the way policy makers begin to look at their problems. They also 

have changed the way that legislatures look at the problems, and they 

certainly have changed the way that criminal justice is looking at its 

problems. 

I think that in the eighties every area of criminal justice 

policy making can claim scores of experiments completed and many more in 

progress, and for that I think you should all be justifiably proud and 

pleased, and I am particularly proud of the staff at the National 

Institute of Justice. They have made our job, all of us in this room, a 

job that has been worth doing and very stimulating because it has been 

th,em and the long hours that they have worked to be able to provide an 

Institute for all of you to come to. I hope that in the next dozen or so 

years that they continue to do extraordinarily well because they have made 

a difference in all of our lives, but as recently as last fall when NIJ 

started to work with the National Academy of Sciences on this workshop, 

few of us realized the true popularity of the field experiment. 

Experiments described for you in the materials for this 

conference are really only a small sample of what has really been done. 

We would have had one of those giant books for you to carry back, and so, 

we relied upon scholarship to begin to cull out what we believed, what the 

scholars believed were probnbly of the most impact. 

There remain a large number of field experiments that we still 

know little or nothing about, either because they never were published or 

they never were completed. Al Reiss was talking in his police experiments 

group earlier this morning. He talked about this idea of police 
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departments intervening on a crime in progress, and we got all of the 

strategy about rushing police to the scene on certain streets and setting 

out dragnets and so on and so forth. He said that it didn't cost any 

money because police do that anyway. So, we tried it out. He said, "You 

know what happened? It didn'[t make any difference. We never caught 

anybody." He said, "Yet we've done this time and time again. We believe 

this axiomatically, that this is the only way to do it, and yet we tried 

it, and it didn't work, and it didn't work, but it didn't get published 

either, and it had to wait for this conference for an idea like this to 

surface." 

I think that is very important because there has been a chance to 

question these ideas. 

N~w, this increase in the number of field experiments has been 

associated with an increase in the use of research by policy makers. The 

most dramatic example, of course, is the Minneapolis domestic vj,olence 

experiment which has profoundly influenced the police response to spousal 

assault. Our personal thanks, of course, goes to Larry Sherman and to 

Tony Bouza who was the man who took the chance, and he said that he takes 

chances every day. I certainly believe that, but he is one of those rare 

breeds that is willing to take a chance with rigor and back it up with 

documentation. Three years ago only 10 percent of the police departments 

in America in large urban jurisdictions had a policy favoring arrest as 

the appropriate response to spouse assault. To give a sense of the power 

of an experiment and the thirst for it out there, now up to 44 percent of 

the major police departments have changed their policies. 
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Now, much concern has been mentioned about that by the 

researchers because they say, "Wait a minute. We may not know what we 

have tested. We are not exactly sure what has worked." But the key, I 

think, is that the police and the policy makers are looking at something 

that works, something that works. 

We may not think it works 100 percent, and we might think it 

works 70 percent, but we are glad to go before the city council. We a.re 

glad to go before the civil liabilities groups and the groups that say 

that you don't do anything with some shred of evidence that gives 11S some 

confidence that the policy that we select makes a difference on future 

violence, and I think that is why there has been that kind of enthusiasm. 

I, also, think that other research, such as the court employment 

experiment in New York City that Sally just described and the numerous 

experimental studies on rehabilitation programs have had a substantial 

influence on policy making. I clearly think that rehabilitation is a-goal 

that we have not attained in any shape or form but one which we have to 

continue to pursue because I think our greatest resource is our people. We 

need to try to recover those people in the best way so that it doesn't 

harm others, but I think that this substantial influence on policy making 

is very real. 

Yet we are not at the level of the medical profession where new 

drugs, new medical procedures must be tested with randomized clinical 

trials before it is legal to introduce them into the market, but much 

progress has been made in the use and understanding of field experiments 

by the criminal justice policy makers. The growth in the use and the 

number of experiments is likely to continue. The interest that all of you 

have expressed by taking some time out of your busy schedules to attend 

'this workshop is one clear indication of this. 
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Your participation on the weekend, particularly here in New 

Orleans speaks highly of your interest and commitment to considering field 

experiments, and it, also, testifies to your willingness to endure. The 

support and the involvement of the national organizations like Ameri~an 

Probation and Parole, the State Justice Institute, the Police Foundation 

and others is another reason I believe that field experiments responsibly 

done will continue to expand in use. 

NIJ is committed to encouraging the use of field experiments in 

all of its research programs, and last year one of my staff counted 20 

field experiments that we funded in the month of September alone. This 

year our research program emphasizes our interest in field experiments and 

challenges the research and policy-making communities to find new and 

imaginative ways to work together on field experiments. 

Let me just mention just quickly about our program plan that you 

may have had a chance to r~ad, and in there it used to say that ~'le are 

going to put 750,000 or I million dollars for police experiments. We are 

going to put 1 million dollars for court experiments. We will do the same 

for corrections and so on and so forth. 

I thought that was the wrong way because what it did is it carved 

it up by special interests. Just as this conference integrates various 

disciplines, we all have a piece of the problem. Let us take a look at a 

problem like career criminals -- the National Academy of Sciences has done 

a fine project on that .- a problem like drugs in our society, a problem 

like victimization and then let us see how we can plan experiments that 

might require the use of the police or the courts or probation or parole 

as to how they contribute to the solution of that problem. Rather than 

saying, ,vHere, Mr. Police is $1 million; here Mr. Parole is $1 million, do 
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a better job," I am saying that what they ought to be doing is saying, 

"How do we solve this problem in our society?" And that is how we have 

changed our program plan to try to reflect that. 

Now, the opportuni'ties for field experiments I think are 

boundless, and the range of topics of vital importance to criminal justice 

professionals that could benefit from experimentation is virtually 

unlimited. This range includes many innovations, such as the electronic 

bracelets which are growing in popularity as effective ways to monitor the 

condition of house arrest. They, also, offer the opportunity for 

effective supervision of persons on parole and probation. They extend the 

capacity and the very fine abilities of our parole and probation people, 

and that is an important thing to talk about. How do you give the people 

who are human oU,t there a chance to do a better job? NIJ is working in 

three jurisdictions, Indianapolis, San Diego, and Utah, to test the 

effectiveness of this new technology. These experiments take advantage of 

an existing pool of non-violent felons who have been unable to post bond 

after 2 weeks in detention. A random half -- and evp.rybody knows what 

that means now" right? a random half will be offered the electronic 

monitor and released and another random half will be released without the 

monitor, and we are going to try to see whether the parole and probation 

people have more effectiveness with getting people to commit fewer 

crimes. I mean that really is the bottom line. We are all in this 

business together, and that is the protection of the innocent in our 

society. That is the most important goal of all of us. One of the ways 

that we might be able to do that is 1;0 ksep people from hurting one 

another or stealing from one another and letting those people who may be 

the predators try to cut down on the motivation to be a predator and to 
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move back to that opportunity to where they can live whole and productive 

lives. 

Ultimately we need experimentation becaus7 it simply coses too 

much not to be effective in criminal justice. It costs too much to adopt 

new technologies and new policies without the rigorous testing possible 

with randomized field experiments. 

You know when people say that we shouldn't spend very much money 

on criminal justice because it is sort of a gloom and doom area; we ought 

to spend more mon&y on parks, more money on education, more money on 

welfare, my answer is if we spent more money on thorough research in 

criminal justice, we would have more money for our parks and our welfare 

and our education systems. By not making that investment in the future, 

we jeopardize all that our education systems, our parks, our welfare and 

our housing offer to the poor and the middle class in America. 

So, I am very high on research, but I think we have got to take 

it out to the field to communicate that. It, also, costs too much to 

follow the traditional approaches without analysis and testing to see if 

they work. I was a philosophy major in the university, and one of the 

things they said was that the unexamined life is not worth living. I 

think the unexamined profession is not worth professing. 

For instance, in the 911 system which Tony talked a.bout in New 

York City and which exists in virtually every large jurisdiction in this 

country, the intention was to get the police and emergency services to 

help people. What is the consequence? Millions of dollars, right? The 

consequence is a coup d'etat in police management, the fact that you have 

an incredible hemorrhage of your police resources going to calls in the 

field of which the caller has no idea of what their priority is, and where 
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does it give an opportunity for police management. So, here is a good 

idea that may have gone dramatically awry, and I think that hopefully we 

should invest in some research on this. 

Another area ts that just 5 percent of the identifiable addresses 

in the city are responsible for 64 percent of the calls for police 

services. That is an important thing to figure out becau.se if you think 

about how you solve the problem with disease, you try to isolate; you try 

to define the·vulnerable population, and then you try to solve the 

problem. If you spend all your time treating the patients without trying 

to solve the problem, trying to seek a way to inoculate, trying to locate 

a se.rurn, trying to do better, you try to save some lives, and you spend 

all your time treating the people, and unfortunately as Tony said, "We 

spend our time packaging and producing and processing, rather than really 

curing." 

Once we have analyzed the situation, I think we can see that an 

inordinate amount of police resources are not being diverted to solving 

problems but are being sapped off to dealing with the same people over and 

over and over agai.n or the same situations. 

We need to be problem oriented in our approach. The bottom line 

is after our treatment, after the millions of dollars, is there a better 

life after all the courts, after all of the probation; do we have a better 

life in our society? I think that is a problem-oriented approach that we 

have to take a look at and very carefully. 

Newport News has tried that. The policing has tried that. We 

ought to try that throughout the entire system. Now, noting the expanding 

opportunities for field experiments, we should not forget the difficulties 

inherent in planning and implementing field experiments. 
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As Larry Sherman said in his opening remarks, experimental 

research is very different from evaluation research. In field 

experiments, extensive collaboration between personnel at all levels of 

the operational agencies and th~ research team is necessary just to get 

started, just to do the design, just to figure out the treatments. I 

think he talked about Tony Bouza,and about his police officers going out 

for beer and picnics and sitting around saying, "Geez, what do you think 

we ought to do? How should we do this? What do you think is in your 

range of capabilities as a police officer to do? What is in your range of 

tolerance to do?" 

Incidentally, then what is in your range as measurers, 

researchers and evaluators to test for? That is what we need to have, 

that kind of collaboration, and what happened as a result is we got an 

appreciation for the integrity of the process. Like the basic rules of 

logic, if you do an experiment, and you adhere to the rules, you will end .. 
up with something you have confidence in that the result was the 

consequence of a special treatment, and then you can start talking about 

the treatment. 

If you don't adhere to the rules, and we have a couple of 

examples of that. Mary Toborg mentioned her Washington, D.C. experiment 

on drug testing and how many of the judges didn't adhere to the process 
,1\ 

and how a problem then begins to come up because we cannot be sure the 

results and the promise in the program is the result of the treatment. 

We, also, saw the same thing in the most prominent of all police 

studies, the Kansas City preventative patrol study where some officers 

directly sabotaged the design by patrolling those areas that were not 

supposed to receive any patrols. 
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That reminds me, and you all know this in court, it is when you 

have a particularly gruesome crime scene, and all the police want to come 

up and look through it. Right? They walk through to see the bodies and 

everything and touch the knife that was used, you know, and sit down in 

the chair, move the chairs around and everything, and then we get to 

court, and we have no case because the crime scene is contaminated. 

That is the same thing the researchers have to worry about, 

contamination of the research design. Just like we don't want our cases 

thrown out of court, we don't want our research thrown out either. 

I know we talked about this classic experiment because we got the 

police officers in Kansas City to sit down and agree that the fact is they 

adhere to the research procedures. It finally was one of those great and 

classic experiments. I know my good friend, Al Reiss thinks that the 

Kansas City experiment was not a true experiment and that the treatments 

were not randomly assigned to the areas, but on the basic point, I think 

we all agree that field experiments are difficult to implement. 

There is another type of difficulty that the field experiment 

must face and that is the ethical and legal concerns. raised by the random 

assignment treatments. I want to emphasize that NIJ has adopted special 

regulations for the protection of human subjects in all its research 

programs, and I think you have heard a good discussion about that earlier 

by Chuck Wellford. 

Let me just say that we want to be sure that the social benefits 

outweigh whatever happens to the ~uman subjects but on a sort of a 

costjbenefit line to all of you who are interested in doing research, let 

me say that these regulations are helpful for you conducting experiments 

because they become a protection really for you. The fact is you have not 
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gone off and done something that has not been reviewed independently, and 

now, you have some protection. The fact is that you have been concerned 

about that, and it wasn't a capricious judgment on your part, and I think 

it helps reduce your individual liability dramatically. 

We recognize that ethical and legal considerations might impose 

limitations on some research designs, but clearly they do not prohibit 

field experiments in what you do. The number of existing experiments 

speaks to the ability of large numbers of jurisdictions to address 

adequately the legal and ethical concerns that have been raised. 

Again, I think that we can learn from the medical profession. 

NIJ has recently decided to study research on the effectiveness of 

administering social services right at the hospital emergency rooms to 

victims of assault and rape. So, rather than have to be treated coldly, 

they have the opportunity to have a caring person to help victims and 

witnesses right there. I said that we ought to have Dick Berk come in on 

this project and see if we can do some randomization, to see if we can do 

something where we actually learn from this experiment. 

But, the victim advocate group said, "Oh, no, this is too 

important a treatment. We have got to give it to these people because who 

needs it, and we are committed to this. We cannot randomize it because 

that would mean somebody doesn't get our services that needs it." But 

they were persuaded at the hospital and by the hospital administrators and 

doctors who pointed out that patients in this hospital, a very famous one, 

were regularly involved in similar experimental designs with untested 

medical treatments. There were people who were trying to survive who were 

given placeboes and other people who were trying to survive who were given 

a variety of medical protocols. The same question about ethics and 
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legality and the desire of the doctors to heal them is the same thing that 

the victims' advocate looked at, and they said, "Wait a minute. You are 

right. We ought to take a look and see whether we can communicate what 

makes a difference." 

So, the ethical and legal concerns must be addressed in field 

experiments, but once they have been addressed, we should move forward to 

learn which treatments are most effective in which situations and in what 

types of individuals. 

Learning what works is in some ways a moral imperative. It is in 

my mind a professional imperative. Many of us in this room have dedicated 

our lives to improving the level of criminal justice services. We have 

relied by necessity on traditions of our professions and on our own often 

misinformed judgments about what the most effective response is in a given 

situation. 

It may be our, best intentions and our most well thought out 

intuitive judgments, but it may be wrong. All professions require and 

will continue to require some degree of professional judgment, but the 

more advanced professions in our society, the ones capable of aiding their 

clients, the ones most respected by the American people and not 

incidentally the ones most highly paid, have moved beyond the folkways and 

the rules of thumb handed down from generation to generation, the cases 

that continue to build on the same wrong information. 

In our country the medical profession has moved from a discipline 

dominated by folk medicine to a profession where scientific evidence is 

expected and in some cases required by law before new treatments are 

introduced. This change in the medical profession is relatively recent, 

occurring for the most part in this century and not really coming into 

- 217 -



fruition until after World War II, because World \.)'ar II provided a natural 

experiment to really advance medical science. 

Now, what happened was that thousands of experiments \I1ere 

reported and debated and retested by thousands of practitioners. The 

basic issue that the criminal justice community has to decide is do we 

want to change from a craft and become more like a profession? I think 

the answer is yes, and I think that the field experimentation is a vital 

part of that change process. This change will not occur overnight or even 

as a direct result of conferences like this, but this is an investment in 

the future, and every day that you work to ask yourself, "Could we do this 

better?" is an investment in the future. It will take time and patience 

and energy, and it will involve trial and error, and we will make 

mistakes, lots of them, many mistakes, but here, too, we can learn from 

our medical colleagues, such as Oswald Avery who was a pioneer in the 

molecular genetics discovered by DNA. 

Many of Avery's predictions turned out after careful testing to 

be wrong, but he capitalized on his errors. His colleagues reported his 

saying one time that whenever you fall be sure to pick something up. 

We are at the early stages of making ours a modern profession, 

with stature. We will make mistakes, but we can, and we must learn from 

them. For those who are willing to adhere to the scientific method in 

conducting criminal justice experiments the road ahead is going to be 

difficult, but the potential rewards for our society and for us 

individually and for our professions is great. Randomized field 

experiments are the way to developing professional knowledge and 

professional expertise in controlling crime and creating a truly healthy 

society. 
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Thank you very much. 

(Applause.) 

PROF. REISS: Thank you, Chips, for the $6 wedding. We are very 

grateful. Chips said that one of the criteria for looking at these things 

is to ask, "Is there a better life?" and for those of you who have not 

experienced and been born again in this conference, I thought of giving 

you an opportunity to come forth at this time. 

(Laughter. ) 

PROF. REISS: And to declare your commitment for randomized 

experiments, not just experiments and for randomized field experiments, 

and if you have not done so, this is your opportunity to do so. 

I once rode a train, to end this on a note that ties to the 

beginning, I once rode a train from a place called Ladysmith, Wisconsin to 

Minneapolis. This is a true story, and it was a Sioux(?) line train, and 

on this train it mainly consisted of freight cars and so on, but at the 

end they had this one car which was a combination baggage car and 

passenger car, and every time we came into a little town, the conductor, 

baggageman, train agent, etc., would get up and say, "Ladies and 

gentlemen, this is Rice Lake, Wisconsin. Anyone who wishes to do so, may 

do so now." So, anyone who wishes to ask any questions may do so now, but 

I suspect that all of you would rather do so now. 

So, it is with my blessing that you are free to leave. 

Thank you very much. 

(Thereupon, at 3:13 p.m., the workshop was concluded.) 
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CRIllINAL JUSTICE EXPERIHENTS 

compiled by Michael L. Dennis 

The following synopses of 22 criminal justice experiments involve a 
wide range of alternative procedures and programs for offenders. All were 
carried out in the United States. A large number of experiments with 
juvenile offenders are not included here. The synopses are classified 
into four groups: (1) experiments with arrest and pretrial release; (2) 
experiments with adjudication procedures; (3) experiments using 
alternative sanctions; and (4) experiments during incarceration or after 
release. For each experiment, the following information is presented: 

Summary: The first paragraph states the experiment's objective, time 
frame, and geographic location and summarizes what. was done. The second 
paragraph gives the experimental results. 

Administering Organization: States the organization w"ith primary 
responsibility for implementing the experiment. 

rrincipal Investigator: The researcher who had primary responsibility 
for designing the experiment and analyzing its results. 

Sponsoring Agencies: Agencies that funded the experiment. Wherever 
possible, the amount of these funds are given. Note that these funds are 
not in 1987 dollars. 

Research. Team: Lists the types of people and organizations who 
participated in designing the experiment and analyzing its results. 
Criminal justice officials who delivered the treatments but were not 
included in these tasks are not listed. 

Michael Dennis is a doctoral student in the Psychology Department of 
Northwestern University. The Connecticut Restitution Experiment and the 
Drunk Driving and Jail Time Experiment were. summarized by Richard Lovely 
and Law~ence Sherman, respectively. 
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Target Group: The criteria for including and excluding subjects or 
groups from the experiment. 

Treatments: The procedures or treatments that differed between the 
groups ~vi thin the experiment. 

Assignment Method: How subjects were selected and assigned to each of 
the treatments. 

Outcome Measures: What variables were measured to determine whether 
the treatments had an effect. 

Reported Implementation Problems: Problems that arose when the 
experiment was implemented. These problems are based solely on the cited 
reports by the author or their critics. 

Impact: The impact, if known, of the research results on criminal 
justice practices and laws. 

Sources: The sources from which information for the synopsis was 
collected. 

SYNOPSES BY CATEGORY 

Arrest and Pretrial Release Experiments 

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE (MINNEAPOLIS) EXPERIMENT: determines the most effective 
police response to domestic violence calls. 

ELECTRONICALLY MONITORED PRETRIAL RELEASE EXPERIMENT: effectiveness of 
electronically monitored pretrial releases in terms of pretrial outcomes 
(e.g., rearrest, FTA) and cost. 

FELONY ARREST DIVERSION EXPERIMENT: impact of pretrial diversion on case 
disposition, recidivism, and the utilization of §ocial services. 

KANSAS CITY PREVENTIVE PATROL EXPERIMENT: effectiveness of routine 
preventive patrol on crime rates, community attitudes, and public 
satisfaction with police services. 

MANHATTAN BAIL BOND PROJECT: effect of verified background information 
about the defendant on the number of pretrial releases and level of court 
appearances. 

PHILADELPHIA BAIL GUIDELINES EXPERIMENT: effectiveness of guidelines in 
reducing judicial disparity by structuring bail decisions in accordance 
with crime severity and default risk. 

PRETRIAL RELEASE EXPERIMENTS: the impact of pretrial release on 
recognizance (ROR) in terms of the rates of failure-to-appear (FTA) , 
pretrial recidivism, and the equity of the release process (e.g., what 
kind of offenders get pretrial releases). 
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SHOPLIFTING ARRESTS AND RECIDIVISM EXPERIMENT: effects of arrest on 
shoplifters in terms of their later recidivism. 

Adjudication Procedures Experiments 

INDIANAPOLIS PROSECUTION EXPERIMENT: effectiveness of a variety of 
prosecution strategies in reducing subsequent violence among wife 
batterers. 

LITIGATION RESOLUTION EXPERIMENT: effectiveness of court-supervised 
conferences and court orders reducing litigation. 

PRETRIAL SETTLEMENT CONFERENCE EXPERIMENT: the impact of judicially 
supervised plea bargaining conference on the processing and disposition of 
cases. 

TELEPHONE BAIL RAISING EXPERIMENT: effect of installing telephones in 
detention centers and defendants' ability to raise bail. 

Alternative Sanctions Experiments 

COMMUNITY REHliBILITATION (ELLSi~ORTH HOUSE) EXPERIMENT: relative 
effectiveness of a community-based rehabilitation program in terms of 
recidivism and employment. 

CONNECTICUT RESTITUTION EXPERIMENT: impact of requiring restitution in 
criminal cases. 

DENVER COUNTY DUI COURT EXPERIMENT: relative effectiveness of the common 
court sanctions for driving under the influence (DUI). 

DRUNK DRIVING AND JAIL TIME EXPERIMENT: effectiveness of a jail sentence 
for convicted drunk drivers on their subsequent traffic violations. 

DWI REHABILITATIVE SANCTIONS EXPERIMENT: effectiveness of probation and 
educational/therapy programs on the rearrest rates for drunk drivers 
(DWI) . 

SAN QUENTIN SQUIRES EXPERIMENT: impact the Squires program had on the 
attitudes and subsequent behaviors (recidivism) of program participants_ 

SOCIAL SERVICES AND PROBATIONER RECIDIVISM EXPERIMENT: is intensive 
probation better than conventional probation in terms of probationer 
recidivism? 
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Incarceration and Post-Release Experiments 

PRISON GROUP COUNSELING EXPERIMENT: the impact of group counseling on 
prisone~s' attitudes, cooperation, and parole behavior. 

TRANSITIONAL AID RES&\RCH PROJECT (TARP): impact of extending 
unemployment benefits to recently released prisoners on their subsequent 
employment and recidivism. 

WORK RELEASE AND RECIDIVISM EXPERIMENT: effectiveness of prison work 
release programs in terms of recidivism. 
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", 
DOHESTIC VIOLENCE (MINNEAPOLIS) EXPERIMENT 

This experiment was designed to determine the most effective police 
response to domestic violenc$ calls. It was conducted from Harch, 1981 
until August, 1982 i.n Hinneapolis. The officer who arrived on the scene 
of a domestic violence call was responsible for determining whether the 
case was eligible for the experiment. If it was, the defendant was 
randomly assigned to one of three response treatments: On the spot 
advice; separation for at least 8 hours; or immediate arrest. The 33 
officers selected for the experiment were given 3 days of training. 
During this period, they were able to negotiate some of the specific rules 
for the actual implementation. Subsequent domestic violence calls and the 
suspects' records were then monitored for 6 months. Victims were 
interviewed within two ~Teeks of the incident and every other week 
thereafter for 24 weeks. There were 314 cases involved in this 
experiment. 

Arrest was the most effective police response in terms of deterring 
future violence. In a 6-month follow-up, arrested assailants had a 
recidivism rate of only 19%, compared with 33% for those who were 
separated, and 37% for those who received advice. Arrest was the most 
effective (9% recidivism) when victims perceived that the officer 
"listened" to their story before arresting the suspect. 

ADMINISTERING ORGANIZATION: Minneapolis Police Department 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Lawrence W. Sherman 
(formerly, of the Police Foundation) 
Crime Control Institute 
2125 Bancroft Pl., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20008 
(202) 797-7410 

SPONSORING AGENCY: National Institute of Justice 

RESEARCH TEAM: The Police Foundation (Washington, DC), Minneapolis Police 
Chief, and 42 Patrol Officers. 

TARGET GROUP: The target population was simple domestic assaults 
(misdemeanor) in which both parties were present and the officer could 
establish probable cause to believe that a cohabitant, had assaulted the 
victim within the past four hours. Life threatening or felony cases were 
excluded. 

TREATMENTS: 1) Advice in which the officer tried to mediate the dispute 
and offer on-the-spot counseling; 2) Separation, in which the assailant 
was persuaded to leave the premises for a cooling off period of at least 8 
hours; and 3) arrest, in which the suspect was immediately arrested. 
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ASSIGNMENT METHOD: Once an officer determined that a g~ven case was 
eligible, assignment was made on the basis of a randomly ordered form 
pad. The forms contained the experimental data questions. They differed 
in color; one color for each of the three treatments. If the situation 
changed (1. e., the suspect became violent), the officer took appropriate 
actions regardless of treatment assignment. 

REPORTED IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEHS: There were significant internal 
hostilities going on between the patrol officers and their superiors. By 
the third month, it became obvious that only two-thirds of the officers 
were active. With the case flow slower than what had been expected, 18 
additional officers were recruited and the original 12-month time frame 
was expanded to 16 1/2 months. The number of cases per officer varied 
considerably; three officers produced 28% of the cases. However, 
randomization was done by officers which minimized the trends' impact. 

iMPACT: Minneapolis has adopted a pro-arrest policy and a recent survey 
by the Crime Control Institute (CCI) shows that the number of cities with 
pro-arrest policies has risen from 10% to 44% in two years. NIJ is 
currently funding six replications (in Colorado Springs, Omaha, Milwaukee, 
Atlanta, Charlotte, and Dade County, Florida) to examine potential 
limitations and alternative applications of this study. 

SOURCES: Sherman, L. W. and Berk, 
eff~cts of arrest. 
261-272. 

R. A. (1984) The specific deterrent 
American Sociological Review, 49: 

Sherman, L. W. and Berk, R. A. (1984) The Minneapolis 
Domestic Violence Experiment. Washington, D.C.: The 
Police Foundation. 
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., ELECTRONICALLY MONITORED PRETRIAL RELEASE EXPERIMENT 

This experiment is designed to test the effectiveness of 
electronically monitored pretrial releases in terms of pretrial outcomes 
(e.g., rearrest, FTA) and cost. The 24-month study is currently being 
conducted by the Municipal Court of Marion County (Indianapolis), 
Indiana. It will follow 400 Class "D" felons (e.g., theft, OWl, 
possession of a handgun), who have still been unable to post bond after 2 
weeks. Half of them will be offered pretrial release, conditioned on home 
detention under electronic surveillance by means of a Telso "On Guard" 
Wristlet. The other half will remain in detention pending bail and 
constitute a control group. (Class "D" (nonviolent) felony calls for a 
$2,500-$3,500 surety bond.) Typically 75% of the Class "D" defendants in 
the jail have been there for more than two weeks. Another 300 Class "D" 
felons will be selected from those who were able to post bail (100) and 
those who were released on their own recognizance (ROR, 100), and those 
released non-financially conditioned on periodic drug testing (100). 
These will all serve as comparison groups. When the cases reach 
disposition, a variety of information will be collected. The defendants 
in the control group will be monitored to see if they secured release 
before the trial and, if so, the date of release and the release 
conditions. Similar information will be collected for the two comparison 
groups. In addition to the official records, defend~nts in the Electronic 
Surveillance program will be interviewed during their last week. The 
interviews will record the defendants' experiences while in the program -
in particular, whether they had any difficulties with the equipment or any 
unanticipated adjustment problems. Finally, key local criminal justice 
officials will be interviewed about their reactions to the program and how 
it could be improved or expanded. 

The proposed analyses will focus on: 1) the pretrial rearrest rates 
and their related charges; 2) failure to appear rates and whether the 
defendant subsequently returned; 3) and the program's cost effectiveness 
relative to detention. These analyses will be expanded to include the 
three other comparison groups which were released on bond, ROR or 
nonfinancially, conditioned on drug testing. 

ADMINISTERING ORGANIZATION: The Court Administrators Office of the 
Municipal Court of Marion County. 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: John P. Bellassai, J.D. 
Toborg Associates 
1725 K Street, N.W. 
Suite 803 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
(202) 293-0888 

SPONSORING AGENCY: National Institute of Justice 
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RESEA.RCH TEAH: Toborg Associates. Practitioners' advice and assistance 
will be provided by the Presiding Judge of the Municipal Court of Marion 
County, several of the court's judges, the Prosecuting Attorney, the Court 
Administrator, the Bail Commissioners, the Public Defender, the Sheriff, 
and the Federal Court Commissioners who have been appointed to oversee 
efforts to reduce jail ove.rcrowding in Indianapolis. 

TARGET GROUP: Class liD" (nonviolent) felons who have been unable to raise 
bail after at least two weeks in detention. Three additional groups of 
Class. liD!! felons will be selected for comparison: those who were able to 
post bail, those who were released on their own recognizance, and those 
who ware released conditioned on drug testing. 

TREATMENTS: (1) The electronic surveillance program, in which a bond 
reduction hearing is convened for each defendant. At that hearing, 
attorneys for the defense and the prosecution jointly request that the 
defendant be released on the condition of complying with the requirements 
of the electronic surveillance program for 90 days or until the case goes 
to disposition, whichever comes first. During the period in the program, 
a computer periodically calls the defendant at home. lt must be answered 
by the "On-Guard" Wristlet that is strapped to the defendant's arm. After 
90 days of successful compliance with the program, the wristlet will be 
removed and the pretrial release order modified to stipulate third party 
custody instead of electronic surveillance. (2) The control group, in 
which defendants remain in detention unless they post bond. 

ASSIGNMENT METHOD: Class "D" felons who have been unable to post bond 
after two weeks are randomly assigned to either the surveillance program 
or the control group using their "gallery number" -- a unique personal 
identifier assigned to each person in Marion County at the time of his or 
her first arrest. 

OUTCOME MEASURES: Number of court appearances missed; whether the 
defendant returned to court after any failure-to-appear; pretrial 
rearr~sts (including the charges and outcome) and the cost of the 
treatment. In addition, qualitative information will be collected from 
defendants in the program and local criminal justice practitioners. 

IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS: Because the Indianapolis jail is overcrowded, 
the investigator feared that the courts would overuse electronic 
surveillance (i.e., when ROR would have been sufficient) and thereby 
widen the net. To prevent this, the target population will be limited to 
only those Class "D" felons who have been unable to raise bond after 2 
weeks. The use of the defendants' gallery number, which is rechecked in 
the follow-up phase, allows a direct monitoring of how well randomization 
was implemented. 

IMPACT: Because of the growing interest in this technology, the 
investigators are planning a monograph which will analyze the legal, 
programmatic and policy issues in addition to the ou.tcomes from the 
various study groups. 

SOURCE: Toborg Associates, Inc. (1986) Electronic Surveillance of 
Pretrial Releases As A Jail Crowding Reduction Strategy: gvaluation of a 
Controlled Experiment in Indianapolis, Indiana. Grant application 
submitted to the National Institute of Justice, April 26, 1986. (Grant 
awarded Sej)tember 30, 1986). 
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FELONY AB.REST DIVERSION EXPERIMENT 

This experiment was de~\;,gned to assess the impact -of pretrial 
diversion on case dispositi011 recidivism and the utilization of social 
services. It was conducted fi'Fom January, 1977 until October, 1978 in the 
Manhattan and Brooklyn Criminal Courts. The study evaluated the Court 
Employment Project (CEP) by ass:i,gning 666 felony defendants to either 
CEP's diversion program (410) oi-' a control group (256) which proceeded 
through the legal process. Sixty percent of the defendants had no prior 
record and only 16% had a prior conviction. After assignment, the case 
dispositions were submitted to judicial review and occasionally (12%) 
reversed. The CEP program sought to obtain dismissal of the charges 
pending against diverted defendants. It also assisted defendants in 
seeking out social services, remedial education, vocational training and 
employment. Defendants were interviewed three times; at intake, 6 months 
after intake, and 12 months after intake. During these interviews, 
subjects were asked about their employment, education, use of social 
services, drug and alcohol use, and getlera1 level of legitimate actiVity. 
Criminal history records and subsequent arrest data were collected from 
the New York City Police Department and the New York City Criminal Justice 
Agency. Finally, an attempt was made to verify self reports on the 
defendant's employment, school enrollment and public assistance status. 

The diverted defendants were more likely to have their charges 
dismissed (72% versus 46%) and less likely to be convicted (1.4% versus 
6.6%). Failure in the diversion program did not appear to prejudice the 
eventual case disposition. CEP's intervention ~id not influence its 
clients' vocational activities, school involvement, drug use, or level of 
legitimate activity. Recidivism rates for the diverted defendants (19.8%) 
and the controls (16.5%) were similar during the initial 6 month and at 
the 12 month follow-up (30% and 33% respectively). The number of 
rearrests and convictions are also similar. 

ADMINISTERING ORGANIZATIONS: Court Employment Project (CEP) and the 
Vera Institute of Justice 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Sally Hillsman (Baker) 
Director of Research 
Vera Institute of Justice 
New York, New York 

SPONSORING AGENCY: National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice 

RESEARCH TEAM: Vera Institute, CEP, Criminal Court Judges from Manhattan 
and Brooklyn, and the Bronx, attorneys, academics, New York City 
prosecutors, and the Legal Aid Society. 

TARGET GROUP: Young felony offenders, between the ages of 16-20, being 
tried in adult court. The emphasis was placed on those with no prior 
records (60%) or convictions (84%). 

TREATMENTS: 1) CEP's diversion program, in which defendants are 
temporarily removed from the legal process and are given assistance in 
solving legal, social, and vocational problems. Failure to progress in 
the program will lead to the defendants' case proceeding to trial; control 
group, in which defendants eligible for diversion are left in the regular 
legal system. 
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ASSIGNHENT HETHOD: Recruitment efforts were used to increase demand to 
t~vice the level that could be s.erved by the program. The working hours of 
the experiments' first six months were broken randomly into periods 
varying between 11 to 21 hours. For each period, the expected number of 
eligible cases was calculated. The first half of the expected cases in a 
given period would be placed in the diversion program and the rest in the 
control group. Codefendants always receivad the same disposition. Some 
of the defendants in the diversion program came ih directly and were not 
considered in the analysis. 

OUTCOME MEASURES: From official records; case dispositions; criminal 
history; recidivism in terms of rearrests and subsequent sanctions; level 
of CEP participation. From self reports; education level; vocational 
experience; employment; level of legitimate activity; use of community 
resources; abuse of drugs or alcohol. The record check was done 23 months 
after the experiment started. Defendants were interviewed at intakes then 
followed up 6 and 12 months later. 

REPORTED I~~Lru1ENTATION PROBLEMS: The defense bar objected to the random 
assignment. In response, Vera developed an acceptable approximation. CEP 
had to accept some outside cases because of interorganizational politics. 
The judges insisted and utilized their right to review and reverse case 
dispositions in 12% of the cases. 

IMPACT: In response to Vera's findings, CEP abandoned pretrial diversion 
and has launched a post~conviction supervision program. The new program 
provided sufficient supervision to serve as a substitution for jail 
sentences. The social services provided by CEP are now open to anyone in 
need rather than required as a condition of diversion. It also began 
development of a training program for exoffenders. 

SOURCES: Baker, S. (Hillsman) and Rodriquez, O. (1979) Random Time 
Quota Selection: An alternative to random selection in 
experimental evaluation. In Lee Sechrest (Ed.) Evaluation 
Studies Review Annual,~. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage 
Publication. 

Baker, S. (Hillsman) and Sadd, S. (1981) Diversion of 
Felony Arrests: An Experiment in Pretrial Intervention. 
1981 Summary Report. Evaluation of the Court Employment 
Project. Washington, D.C. National Institute of Justice. 

Hillsman, S. T. (1982) Pretrial Diversion of Youthful 
Adults: A decade of reform and research. The Justice 
System Journal, 1ill: 361~387. 
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.\ 
KAl.'1SAS CITY PREVENTIVE PATROL EXPERIMENT 

The experiment was designed to determine the effectiveness of routine 
preventive patrol on crime rates, community attitudes, and public 
satisfaction with police services. It was conducted from July, 1972 until 
September, 1973 in 15 of 24 beats in the South Patrol Division of Kansas 
City. The experiment compared three levels of routine preventive patrol 
(reactive, control, and proactive) to assess their impact on crime rates 
and community attitudes. In the reactive condition, officers only 
responded to calls. In the control con~ition, they carried out the normal 
level of routine prevel1tive patrols. In the proac·tive condition, 
additional officers were assigned so that the level of preventive patrols 
could be increased. While they were not on call, officers from reactive 
beats spent their time conducting preventive patrols in the proactive 
beats. In addition to police records, researchers used field observers 
riding with the officers, and before and after surveys of the community 
and local businesses. 

The study found that increasing or decreasing the levels of routine 
preventive patrol had" no major effects on crime, citizens' fear of crime, 
community attitudes towards police, the delivery of police service, police 
response time, or traffic accidents. Of the 648 comparisons used to make 
the study's 13 major findings, only 6% showed any reliable changes. Even 
these changes were distributed among the three conditions. In fact, 4$% 
of the changes occurred in the control beats. There were also no 
differences between the number of protective and security measures taken 
by citizens and businesses in the experimental beats versus those taken in 
the control beats. Later reviewers have suggested that the experiment 
also demonstrated the flexibility available to patrol administrators in 
the distribution of their resources: that within a given division, 
officers do not need to be evenly distributed geographically. 

ADMINISTERING ORGANIZATION: Kansas City Police Department 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: George L. Kelling 

SPONSORING AGENCIES: Police Foundation 

RESEARCH TEAM: The Police Foundation and its evaluation advisory board, 
the Midwest Research Institute, Academics, the Police Chief, K.C. South 
Patrol Task Force, Police Officers, and private consultants. 

TARGET GROUP: The typical patrol beat in which preventive patrol is 
currently used. Helicopter, K-9, and other specialized units were 
excluded. 

TREATMENTS: 1) Control beats with normal levels of preventive patrols; 2) 
Reactive beats, where officers did not engage in preventive patrols; and 
3) Proactive beats, where the number of officers and the level of 
preventive patrols were increased. 
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ASSIGNMENT METHOD: Fifteen of the South Division's 24 beats were selected 2S 

representative of the city. A computer was used to form them into groups of 3 
beats each. Each group was similar in terms of prior crime rates, 
demographics, and the prevalence of commercial properties. One beat from each 
group was assigned to each of the 3 treatments. The reactive beats were never 
next to each other. This waS done to avoid a slow down in the officer's 
average response times. Since the 15 beats geographically formed a rqugh 
rectangle, one reactive beat was placed in the middle of the area and the 
remaining four in each of its corners. 

OUTCOME HEASURES: Outcome was measured with four types of variables: 
departmental crime reports, departmental arrest data, victimization survey 
data, and commercial survey data. Crime rates were collected from 10 
categori.es; five thought to be affected by preventive patrol (burglary, auto 
theft, larceny, and other sex-related crimes). Victims were surveyed about 
their attitudes towards the current level of public safety and police response 
time. The survey also sought to estimate their level of fear and willingness 
to report crime. Local merchants and business establishment were given a 
similar survey. 

REPORTED IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS: There was originally considerable concern 
about the possible risk to the general public caused by a reduction in routine 
patrols. It was therefore agreed to monitor crime rate data on a weekly basis 
and to terminate the experiment should a noticeable increase occur. During the 
first month of the experiment, it became obvious that experimental conditions 
were not being maintained. There was insufficient manpower to provide the 
proactive treatment and officers in the reactive beats were violating the 
guid.elines, apparently out of boredom. The experiment was suspended for a 
month. During this time, Chi.ef Kelley saw to it that the additional manpower 
was assigned to the South Patrol Division. The researchers held additional 
training and changed the guidelines to allow officers in the reactive beats to 
conduct preventive patrol activities in the proactive beats. The guidelines 
were also changed to acknowledge that officers should take appropriate actions 
should a criminal incident be observed. 

IMPACT: NA 

SOURCES: Fienberg, S. E., Larntz, K., and Reiss, A. J. (1976) 
Redesigning the Kansas City Preventive Patrol Experiment. 
Evaluation, 1, pp. 124-131. 

Kelling, G., Pate, T., Dieckman, D., & Brown, C. E. (1974) The 
Kansas City Preventive Patrol Experiment: ~ Summarv Report. 

Larson, Richard C. (1975) What happened to patrol operations in 
Kansas City? Journal of Criminal Justice, 1, 299-330. 

Pate, T., Kelling, G. L., & Brown, C. (1975) A response to 
"what happened to patrol operations in Kansas City?" Journal of 
Criminal Justice, 1: 299-330. 

Risman, B. J. (1980) The Kansas City preventive patrol 
experiment: A continuing debate. Evaluation Review, ~:802-808. 
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~ffiNHATTAN BAIL BOND PROJECT 

This experiment was designed to test the effect of verified 
background information about the defendant on the number of pretrial 
releases and level of court appearances. It was conducted between 1961 
and 1964 in Manhattan, New York. ThE:\ target group was individuals accused 
of felonies and misdemeanors; individuals charged with homicide and other 
serious crimes were excluded. New York University law students, working 
under Vera Institute staff, reviewed defendants' records of employment, 
family, residences, references, current charges, previous records, etc. in 
order to make judgments about whether a pretrial release without bail 
should be recommended to the court. If a recommendation was made for the 
defendant to be released without bail, the defendant was randomly assigned 
to either the experimental or control group. All of the approximately 730 
recommendations were delivered to Vera court staff prior to the time of 
bail setting. Only the recommendations for the experimental group were 
then delivered to the judge. Vera staff also gave the experimental 
defendants additional court date notifications and recontacted the ones 
who missed their court date to encourage them to seek a continuance. 
Subsequent paroles, releases, defaults, cas,e dispositions, and sentences, 
were monitored. 

Judges granted release without bail to 59% of the experimental group 
compared to only 16% in the control group; recommendations based on 
information then served to increase the rate of release without bail. 
Sixty percent of the recommended group was either acquitted or had their 
caSes dismissed, compared to 23% of the control group. During 1961-64, 
less than 1% of the experimental group failed to show up in court for 
trial. This suggests that the relaxation of the bail requirement did not 
result in unacceptable default rates. 

ADMINISTERING ORGANIZATION: Manhattan Criminal Court 
Vera Institute of Justice 
New York University School of Law 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Charles E. Ares 
College of Law 
University of Arizona 
Tucson, AZ 85721 
(602) 621-1373 

SPONSORING AGENCIES: Institute of Judicial Administration 
The experiment cost less than $200,000 (in 1961 dollars) for 3 years. 

RESEARCH TEAM: Academic, Vera 'Institute, Institute of Judicial 
Administration, New York Supreme and Criminal Court Justices, New York 
City Department of Corrections, Department of Probation, District 
Attorney, the Mayor and the Legal Aid Society. 

TARGET GROUP: Individuals accused of felonies and misdemeanors; 
individuals charged with homicide and other serious crimes were excluded. 
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TREATHDiTS: 1) Reconunendation for re<rease without bail given to the court • ~ 
along with verified background information; 2) No recommendation or 
information given to the Court. 

ASSIGNMENT METHOD: All cases were reviewed and only cases where a 
pretrial release was recommended \V'ere included. All recommendations were 
delivered to a staff person at the court. The staff person made 
assignments based on a list of all caSe dockets in which each docket ~vas 
randomly assigned to either the control or experimental group. Only the 
recommendations for the experimental group were delivered to the judge. 

OUTCOME MEASURES: Paroles granted, pretrial releases, case dispositions, 
sentences, and default rate (failure to appear in court). 

REPORTED IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS: Professional bail bondsmens' 
Organizations opposed the selective relaxation of bail requirements. 
Questions were raised about the confidentiality of case-related 
information that arose in the pretrial interviews. 

IMPACT: Following the experiment, the New York Probation Department 
extended this program to criminal courts in all five boroughs of the 
city. Similar projects were launched in Des Moines, Washington, D.C., and 
St. Louis. Many of the experimental treatment features were incorporated 
into the Federal 1966 Bail Reform Act. 

SOURCES: Ares, C. A., Rankin, A., and Sturz, H. (1963) "The Manhattan 
Bail Project: An interim report on the use of pretrial 
parole." New York University Law Review, 38: 67-95. 

Botein, B. (1965) "The Manhattan Bail Project: Its impact 
in criminology and the criminal law process." Texas Law 
Review 43: 319-331. 

Riecken, H. W. and Boruch, R. F. (1974) Social 
Experimentation: A Method For Planning and Evaluating 
Social Intervent,ion. New York: Academic Press. 
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PHILADELPHIA BAIL GUIDELINES EXPERIMENT 

This experiment was designed t:otest the effectiveness of guidelines 
in reducing judicial disparity by structuring bail decisions in accordance 
with crime severity and default risk. It vas conducted from January, 1981 
to March, 1982 in Philadelphia's Municipal Court and Court of Common 
Pleas. The e~periment was initiated afte't' t.he findings of an earlier 
study showed that a primary factor in leveJ of bailor release on 
recognizance (ROR) was individual differerites between judges. The 
guidelines were developed collaboratively by the researchers and the 
judges to specify a presumptive range of decisions based on ratings of 
chance severity and risk of failure to appear. Eight judges were randomly 
assigned to use the guidelines, eight others served as controls and a 
total of 1920 cases were examined. The information and classifications 
were presented only to the 8 experimental judges. The distribution of 
actual bail levels, ROR, detention rates and default rates were then 
compared for the experimental and control judges. Experimenters conducted 
random paperwork checks to monitor whether treatments were being 
delivered. 

Compared to the controls, experimental judges gave 8-12% more RORs to 
misdemeanor defendants and 5-12% less to felony defendants. They gave 
lower bails on the average ($1,500 versus $1,995), with differences as 
large as $2,050 for the most severe category of felonies. Despite lower 
bails, felony defendants before experimental judges were no more likel~ 
than other felony defendants to be released. Experimental misdemeanor 
defendants, however, were 3-5% more likely to be released. The guidelines 
did not appreciably affect the rates of failure to appear and rearrest, 
but did tie bail decisions more closely to risk. 

ADMINISTERING ORGANIZATIONS: Philadelphia's Municipal Court and Court of 
Common Pleas. 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: John S. Goldkamp 
Department of Criminal Justice 
Temple University 
Philadelphia, PA 19122 

SPONSORING AGENCIES: National Institute of Justice 

RESEARCH TEAM: Judicial Steering and Policy Committee of the Bail 
Decision making Project; Presidents and Judges from the Philadelphia 
Municipal Court and Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas; Pretrial Service 
Division of Philadelphia, Academics. 

TARGET GROUP: All defendants in the Municipal and Common Pleas Courts of 
Philadelphia. Cases for which strict and long standing traditions of bail 
denial existed (e.g., murder) were excluded. 

TREATMENTS: 1) Guideline judges received copies of the bail guidelines, 
and information classifying the defendant by the current charges of 
severity and the risk that they will fail to reappear. 2) Control judges 
continued to set bail and ROR decisions as they had in the past. 
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ASSIGNHENT METHOD: Sixteen ju.dges were randomly selected from the tw·o 
courts. Eight were randomly assigned to receive guidelines and 
recommendation. An equal number of cases were randomly selected for each 
of .the 16 judges. The same distribution of cases, in terms of charge 
severity, were selected for each judge. 

OUTCOME MEASURES: Percentage of releases on recognizance; percentage of 
release on bail; percentage of detainees; percentage of rearrests during 
pretrial release; percentage of failure to appear; amount of bail; length 
of detention. 

REPORTED IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS: One of the experimental judges had to 
be excluded because it was discovered too late that he didn't understand 
how he was supposed to use the guidelines. Since the eight experimental 
judges were conscripts rather than volunteers, they varied in their desire 
to utilize the guidelines. With the assistance of the cour.t's president, 
they did comply. Out of 840 experimental decisions, 75.7% were within the 
guidelines; 13.6% were higher; and 10.7% were lower. Of the judges who 
gave justifications, most cited reasons in line with the current research 
(e.g., prior criminal records, nature of current charges, or prior history 
of appearances). Of the 35% of the decisions that failed to gble an 
explanation, most were from 2-3 judges. Some cases which fell at a shift 
change had to be exclUded. 

IMPACT: The gUidelines were adopted by the Philadelphia Municipal Court 
in 1982. The court has continued to revise and improve the original 
guidelines. The National Institute of Justice is funding studies to 
develop similar guidelines in Boston, MA; Dade County, FL; and Maricopa 
County, AZ. 

SOURCES: Goldkamp, J. S. and Gottfredson, M. R. (1985) Policy Guidelines 
for Bail: An Experiment in Court Reform. Philadelphia: 
Temple University Press. 

Goldkamp, J. S. and Gottfredson, M. R. (1984) Judicial 
Guidelines for Bail: The Philadelphia Experiment. 
Washington, D.C.National Institute of Justice. 
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... PRETRIAL RELEASE EXPERIMENTS 

This series of exp}riments was designed to determine the impact of 
expanded pretrial release on recognizance (ROR) in terms of the rates of 
failure-to-appear (FTA) , pretrial recidivism, and the equity of the 
release process (e.g., what kind of defendants get pretrial releases). 
They ~Tere conducted in 1978 and 1979 in four cities: Ba1 timore, Hd; 
Lincoln, NE; Beaumont-Port Arthur, Tx; and Tucson, Az. In each case. the 
experiment was implemented by a local program and monitored by the 
research team. EligiBle defendants were randomly assigned to receive 
either assistance from the expanded local programs in attaining a ROR, or 
no assistance (control group and the situation that. had existed before 
program expansion). The number of de.fendants studied ranged from 130' to 
719 p~r site, with about half in each group. The defendants were then 
tra.cked in terms of pretrial release, FTA, pretrial criminality and case 
disposition. In two of the sites, defendants who were released (from both 
the control and program groups) were then randomly assigned to receive 
either program follow-up or no follow-up. 

The studies found that more defendants were released in the program 
than control groups, and that rates of fai1ure-to-appear and pretrial 
criminality were virtually identical for both groups. The investigators 
recommended that the program expansions be continued. 

ADMINISTERING ORGANIZATIONS: Pretrial-release programs in Baltimore, Md.; 
Lincoln, NE; Beaumont-Po't"t. Arthur, Tx; and Tucson, Az. 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: 

Current Affiliation: 

Mary A. Toborg 
(then with the Lazar Institute, 
Washington, DC) 
Toborg Associates, Inc. 
1725 K Street, N.W. 
Suite 803 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
(202) 293-0888 

SPONSORING AGENCY: National Institute of Justice 

RESEARCH TEAM: The Lazar Institute. Advisory panel consisted of 
academics, program officials, criminal justice officials. 

TARGET GROUP: Defendants in pretrial detention. 

TREATMENTS: Pretrial release, in which a release program was expanded and 
advocated for the defendants' release on their own recognizance. Control 
group, in which defendants who had previously received no assistance from 
the release program continued to receive no assistance. In two sites 
follow-up by the release program was randomly assigned to half of the 
defenda'nts who were actually released from either of the two treatments. 

ASSIGNMENT METHOD: In three sites, the days of the year were randomly 
assigned to two lists; one for each treatment. Defendants with birthdays 
that were on the pretrial release program list were assigned to it. In 2 
of the 3 sites, half of each list was then assigned for program 
follow-up. In the fourth. site, defendants were randomly assigned by the 
day of their arrest. 
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IHPLE:-1ENTATION PROB.LEHS: In one site interviewers required several 
training sessions in order to reliably use the eligibility protocols. The 
site .that randomized the day of arrest had several program days in which 
no cases occurred. Staff in that site incorrectly re-designated the next 
day as a pr;pgram day. 

'.\ 

IMPACT: The study has been widely used by the pretrial practitioner 
community and by fi:!deral and state legislators planning changes in 
pretrial release practices (i.e., in "bail laws"). For example, it was 
referenced by members of Congress at several points in the legislative 
history of the Federal Bail Reform Act of 1984 and·predecessor bills 
introduced over several years. 

SOURCES: Toborg, M. A. et al. Pretrial Release: A National Evaluation of 
Practices and Outcomes, Phase II Report. Washington, D.C.: 
Institute of Justice, 1981. 
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SHOPLIFTING ARRESTS AND RECIDIVISM EXPERIMENT 

This experiment was designed to test the effects of arrest on 
shoplifters in terms of their later recidivism. It was conducted in 9 
branch storei of a department store chain from August, 1983 until April, 
1984. The 1595 subjects were apprehended by store security personnel 
while shoplifting. Security personnel escorted them into a back office, 
questioned them on the incident, and collected background information. 
The questionnaire on which this information was recorded also called for 
the security officer to comment on the apprehendee's appearance, attitude 
and level of cooperation. The latter included whether they resisted 
apprehension and whether handcuffs had been used. Each incident was then 
recorded in a time-governed store apprehension log book and randomly 
assigned to an arrest (759) or release disposition (836). The arrest 
condition called for the apprehendee to be turned over to the police. The 
release condition allowed them to leave. In both cases, they were 
detained for at least an hour. Juveniles were only released to their 
parents or guardians. Six months after the experiment was over, 
researchers collected arrest history information from the State Police, 
and the nine local police departments serving the branch stores. 

There were little differences between the rearrest rates of the 
studies' 1595 apprehendees. In the six months following each incident, 
the overall r.ate of shoplifting rearrest was low (5.8%), as were arrests 
for other crimes (5.1%). Arrested apprehendees were actually a little 
mere likely to be arrested "for other crimes in the subsequent 6 months. 
The only group for which arrest appeared to produce a deterrent effect 
(-50%) was apprehendees who had been 4escribed as unafraid, uncooperative, 
and sloppy dressers. For single, employed, high school graduates between 
the ages of 17-29, arrest appeared to backlash; these arrested 
apprehendees were 6-10 times more likely to be arrested during the 
subsequent six months. 

ADMINISTERING ORGANIZATION: Security personnel in'a department 
store chain. (Identity confidential) 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Brian Forst 
Police Foundation 
1001 22nd St., NW 
Washington, DC 20037 

SPONSORING AGENCY: National Institute of Justice 

Lawrence W. Sherman 
Crime Control Institute 
2125 Bancroft Place, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20008 

RESEARCH TEAM: Police Foundation, Academic, Department store management 

TARGET GROUP: Shoplifters in 9 branch stores 

TREATMENTS: 1) Release, in which appr~hendees were eventually released 
without charges, and 2) Arrest, in which they were turned over to the 
police. All apprehendees were held for at least one hour. Juveniles were 
only released to their guardians or parents. 
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ASSIGNHEnt t·fETHOD: Each shoplifting event was assigned to either arrest 
or release in a randomly predetermined order recorded in the store 
apprehension log. If more than one individual was involved in a single 
incident, they were all given the same treatment. There were 4 reasons 
for a suspect to be excluded: more than 2 prior apprehensions; the 
apprehension involved a physical injury; a recent apprehension in other 
stores in the vicinity; or possession of contraband, such as drugs or 
guns. 

OUTCOME MEASURES: Over the six months following each incident, the 
following were recorded: shoplifting arrests, other arrests, time between 
apprehension and the next subsequent arrest. For other arrests, the type 
of crime was also recorded. 

REPORTED IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS: The security personnel were able to 
stall the log-in and get uncooperative apprehendees arrested. The 
incidence of sequence violations was 3%, most of which occurred 'in the 
first 3 months. Another 5% were dropped as official exceptions. The 
author notes that the store's procedures are already quite severe - which 
might account for the low rearrest rates; 16% of the apprehendees were 
handcuffed during the incident. Arrest and rapid release by an overworked 
police station may have had little additional impact. An attempt to 
survey theapprehendees failed; less than 40% responded and many denied 
the incident. 

IMPACT: NA 

SOURCE: Sherman, L. W., and Gartin, P. R. (1986) Differential 
recidivism: A field experiment on the specific sanction 
effects of arrest for shoplifting. Draft report to the 
National Institute of Justice, Summer Research 
Fellowships. October, 1986. 

Glick, B., Hamilton, E., and Forst, B. (1986) Shoplifting; 
An Experiment in Lesser Crimes and Punishments. Draft 
final report. Police Foundation, Washington, DC. 

NOTE: The Police Foundation and Crime Control Institute reports agree on 
the overall effect of arrest. Preliminary analyses, however, 
reveal differences on the effects among some subgroups. Analysis 
is continuing to determine the source of the difference. 
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INDIANAPOLIS PROSECUTION EXPERIMENT 

This experiment is designed to test the effectiveness of a variety of 
prosecution strategies in reducing subsequent violence among wife 
batterers. It is currently being conducted in Indianapolis, Indiana. 
Approximately 660 wife battering cases will be randomly assigned to one of 
four prosecution strategies. Two require prosecution; a recommendation 
for a fine or jail time, and a recommendation for rehabilitative 
probation. The other two involve non-prosecution alternatives: the first 
is to inform the woman of her right to drop the charges; the second is to 
use diversion to a rehabilitative program. About 5% of the cases that are 
prosecuted are expected to be found not guilty. The cases come from two 
sources: on-scene arrests by the police (220 expected); and. 
victim-initiated complaints (440 expected). In the latter cases, the 
assailants will be randomly assigned to receive either a court summons or 
an arrest warrant. Victims will be surveyed at the time of the complaint 
or shortly after the assailant's arrest and again within one month of the 
court date on which the case was disposed. The primary victim follow- up 
will be face-to-face interviews conducted 6 months after the court date. 
Assailants will be interviewed immediately after the disposition of their 
case. Both victims and their assailants will be compensated $10 for each 
interview. Local criminal justice records will be collected on the 
assailants. 

The data will be analyzed to determine the effects on subsequent 
violence of prosecution method, of apprehension method (summons versus 
warrant), and of rehabilitative programs. The design will also determine 
whether they have interactive or additive effects. It will also give 
preliminary estimates of differences between the victim-initiated cases 
and on the scene arrests. While the small "not guilty" group will not be 
randomly selected, it may provide initial estimates of retaliatory 
violence following an apparent false accusation. 

ADMINISTERING ORGANIZATION: Indianapolis Prosecutor's Office 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Dayid A. Ford 
Department of Sociology 
Indiana University 
425 Agnes Street 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46202 
(317) 264-2449 

257-3049 

SPONSORING AGENCY: National Institute of Justice 

RESEARCH TEAM: Academic; Prosecutor's Office 

TARGET GROUP: Men accused of violent behavior in conjugal relationships. 

TREATMENTS: Two prosecution groups: rehabilitative probation; and fines 
or jail time. Two nonprosecution groups: Nolle, in which victims are 
advised of their right to drop the charges (about 70% are expected to do 
so); and diversion to a rehabilitative program. Assailants in the 
victim-initiated cases will receive either a court summons or an arrest 
warrant. The "not guilty" group will be those so found by the court, 
irrespective of their assigned prosecution strategy. 
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ASSICNHENT METHOD: Cases are expected from two sources: on-scene arrests 
by the police and victim-initiated complaints. Assailants from the latter 
source will be randomly assigned to receive either an arrest warrant or a 
court sununons. All of the cases will be randomly assigned to one of the 
two prosecution treatments (rehabilitative probation, fines or jail time) 
or the two nonprosecution treatments (e.g., Nolle; diversion to a 
rehabilitative program). All victims will be interviewed during the 
complaint, one month after the court date, and six months after the court 
date. The not-guilty cases will be determined by the court. 

OUTCOME MEASURES: Subsequent levels of violence, and arrest; time until 
the next violent incident. 

REPORTED IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS: The investigator is concerned about 
whether there will be enough cases, particularly the 220 on-scene 
arrests. While allowed under Indiana law, preliminary observations on 
police arrests suggested an insufficient rate for the experiment's 
l2-month time frame. The author proposed three strategies to raise the 
rates: 1) pressure the police officers to make more arrests; 2) use public 
service announcement to increase public awareness of the necessary 
procedures, and 3) include non-live~in boyfriend/girlfriend 
relationships. These could affect the generalizability of the findings. 

IMPACT: NA 

SOURCE: Ford, D. A. (1985) The Preventive Impacts of Arrest and 
Prosecution Policies on Wife Battery ("The Indianapolis' 
Prosecution Experiment). Revisions to Proposal-852-CCT-04 
to the Crime Control Theory and Policy Program. 
Washington, D.C.: The National' Institute of Justice, 
October 30, 1985. 
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LITIGATION RESOLUTION EXPERIMENT 

This experiment was designed to determine the effectiveness of court­
supervised conferences and court orders reducing litigation. It was 
conducted from 1974 until 1977 in the United States Court of Appeals for 
the Second Circuit. this court hears appeals from federal cases in New 
York, Connecticut, and Vermont. The experiment used only cases wbich, in 
the judgment of the courts' attorney, appeared susceptible to settlement. 
Three hundred and two such cases were randomly assigned to either the 
conference group (225) or control group (77). In the conference group, 
attorneys for both sides met with a court appointed attorney. The court 
attorney would comment on the case's merits in ana;'ttempt to be a catalyst 
for a settlement. The court also issued an orqt?l' establishing deadlines 
for critical events, such as filing the briefs. Contrary to common 
practice, failure to meet the deadline would lead to the case's 
dismissal. In the control group, both of these procedures were. withheld. 
The number of appeals that were argued before the full panel of 3 
appellate jUdges and the time from notice of appeals to termination were 
recorded. The judges were asked to rate the quality and clarity of the 
legal briefs. The lawyers involved were also surveyed about their level 
of experience and how they modified their case as the appeal progressed. 

There were no major differences in the number of cases that were 
fully argued (54% of the conference group and 57% of the control group). 
The quality of the legal briefs differed in only one out of seven areas. 
Judges said the conference group were less likely to have redundant issues 
in their b~iefs. In terms of general quality however, the judges believed 
that the conference attorneys were better prepared and had a higher 
quality of appeal. ·The median time from start to conclusion of appellate 
litigation was shorter for the conference group (161 days) than for the 
control group (220 days). Most of the difference occurred in cases that 
were terminated before briefing and argument; the overall effect is only 
moderate. The only major difference between the two groups of attorneys 
and the progress of their briefs was that conference attorneys felt that 
the procedure,s had helped them to clarify the issues. 

ADMINISTERING ORGANIZATION: U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Jerry Goldman 

SPONSORING AGENCY: NA 

Political Science Department 
Northwestern University 
Evanston, IL 60202 
(312) 491-2637 

RESEARCH TEAM: Academic, Federal Judiciary Center, Chief Judge of the 
Second Circuit 

TARGET GROUP: Civil cases that seem susceptible to settlement as 
determined by the attorney. Important, constitutional questions, cases of 
first impression, and appeals of significant public moment were excluded. 

- 242 -



TREAT~·1E:HS: 1) A conference group, in which attorneys for both sides 
attended a pretrial meeting under the supervision of the court's 
attorney. This group was also placed under an order establishing 
deadlines for critical events. Failure to meet the deadline led to 
dismissal. 2) A control group, which received neither of the above 
procedures. 

ASSIGNMENT METHOD: Eligible cases were selected by the court's attorney. 
Three quarters were then randomly assigned to the conferertcegroup and one 
quarter to the control group. Assignment was case by case. All judges or 
attorneys immlved in a case were surveyed. 

OUTCOME MEASURES: How and when Appeals were terminated; clarity of legal 
briefs and oral arguments; presence of extraneous or redundant issues in 
legal briefs or arguments; oInission of essential issues in briefs; 
preparation of counsel; quality of appeal; abandonment, addition, or 
clarification 6f issues by the attorneys; extent of adversary contact. 

REPORTED IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS: Prior to the experiment, the chief 
judge had found the procedures to be very effective in a trial run on five 
cases. The principal investigator suggests that a judicial officer and 
not a court attorney, has the status and influence necessary to bring 
experienced advocates to a compromise. He also noted the unique . 
experience of New York attorneys. About half of the attorneys, in each 
group, met to discuss settlement possibilities. This was attributed to 
the high concentration of attorneys in New York City. The procedures may 
have been more effective where litigation and attorneys are dispersed. 

IMPACT: NA 

SOURCE: Goldman, J. (1979) Resolution of appellate litigation: A 
controlled experiment. Evaluation Quarterly, 1, No.4: 
557-582. 
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PRETRIAL SETtLEMENT CONFERENCE EXPERIHENT 

This experiment examined the impact of a judicially supervi.~ed plea 
bargaining conference on the processing and disposition of cases. It was 
conducted from January, 1977 until January, 1978 in the Criminal Division of 
the Circuit Court in the 11th Judicial Circuit of Florida (Dade County). The 
study involved six of the divisions' 12 judges. Of the 1074 randomly selected 
cases, 378 were assigned to use a pretrial conference supervised by one of 
three judges who would also officially hear the cases. The remainder of the 
cases served as a control group and were heard by any of the six judges. 
Approximately 40 control cases were selected from each judges' recently 
completed cases. They served as a baseline comparison for each judge. At 
arraignment, the jUdge informed the prosecution and defense as to their 
selection as an experimental case and scheduled a conference allowing time for 
pretrial motions and discovery. The defense attorney was required to confirm 
the conference three court days in advance. Defendants, victims, and police 
officers were all invited to the conferences that were chaired by the judge. 
Information on the offense, disposition, and timing of each case were 
collected from court records. Structured 20-minute interviews were attempted 
with victims, defendants, and police for all the cases. 

Of the 378 experimental cases, conferences were actually held in 287 
(76%). Of those, 26% settled during the conference and 46% tentatively 
settled. The con.ferences averaged about 10 minutes and had one or more lay 
persons in attendance (83%). The conference procedures reduced the time from 
arraignment to disposition, but they didn't change the overall rate of 
settlement. While the average sentence length decreased, a simil~r trend 
occurred in the control cases and thereby disassociated from the conference 
procedures. The conferences had no effect on the level of knowledge for 
either the victim or the police. However, both groups were more satisfied 
with the entire process. 

ADMINISTERING ORGANIZATION: Criminal Division of the Circuit Court for the 
11th Judicial Circuit of Florida (Dade County). 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Wayne A. Kerstetter 
Center for Studies in Criminal Justice 
University of Chicago Law School 
Chicago, Illinois 

SPONSORING AGENCY: National Inst. of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. 

RESEARCH TEAM: Center for Studies in Criminal Justice, Six judges from the 
11th Circuit Court, State Attorney, and the Public Defender's Office. 

TARGET GROUP: All noncapital felonies that survived arraignment were eligible 
for selection. 

TREATHENTS: 1) The conference group in which a pretrial conf~rence was held. 
The conference was supervised by th~, judge who would hear the case and was 
open to the defendant, victim, and police officers. 2) Three groups of 
control cases: the first was 40 recently completed cases for each judge that 
served as a baseline; the second was cases where the three conference judges 
never called for a conference; and the third was cases heard by the other 
three judges (who never held conferences). 
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ASSIGNHENT HETHOD: All noncapita1 felony cases that survived arraignment 
were eligible. Forty recently completed cases were selected for each 
judge to serve as a baseline of their sentencing practices. The remaining 
cases were randomly assigned to one of the six judges. Three of the 
judges served as controls and proceeded normally after arraignment. The 
other three judges had their cases randomly assigned to either a 
conference group Dr a control group. Attempts were made to interview all 
defendants, victims, and police officers after the case was closed. 

OUTCOME M&~SURES: From court records: nature of the offense, type of 
disposition, method of disposition, timing of disposition. Conference 
discussions recorded by a staff member. From structured interviews.~7ith 
the victims, defendants, and police: knowledge of case, knowledge of final 
disposition, perception of process, attitude towards the process. 

IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS: The researchers had a difficult time finding a 
site. Many officials were concerned that the conference would absorb 
inordinate amounts of judicial time; the presence of victims and 
defendants would lead to emotional or even violent confrontations; or that 
they would prevent the candid discussions between attorneys that are 
necessary for a settlement. None of these problems occurred. 

IHPACT: NA 

SOURCE: Heinz, A. M. J and Kerstetter, W. A. (1979) Pretrial settlement 
conference: Evaluation of a reform in plea bargaining. Law 
and Society Review, 13(2): 349-366. 
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TELEPHONE BAIL RAISING EXPERIMENT 

This experiment was designed to test the effect of installing 
telephones phones in detention centers and defendants' ability to raise 
bail. It was conducted from July, 1967 to August 1967 in the Ne~17 York 
City Men's House of Detention (,'The Tombs"), in lower Manhattan. The Vera 
Institute installed and staffed a telephone in the Tombs. Defendants 
could make two to three calls at a s:i.tti.ng; all calls were free, even long 
distance calls. To use the telephones, they filled out a short request 
form indicating whom they were going !~o call and why. Defendants used the 
phones for a variety of reasons (e. g. I to raise bail, request clean 
clothes, or seek legal aid). The experimel1t inv'olved 120 defendants 
randomly assigned to two groups. The first group was granted access to 
the telephone the next day. The second group had to wait seven days. 
Both groups had access to instructions on the require- requirements for 
release on bail. These were posted in English and Spanish by the phones. 
Researchers then monitored the delay until the defendants were released on 
bail if at all. 

The group with immediate phone access was more likely to be releaf\ed 
within seven days (25.4% versus 13.1%). When the group with delayed 
access was finally allowed to use the phones, their rate of release rose 
sharply to 24%. However, they were never able to quite catch up. 
Thirty-three percent of the immediate access group were eventually 
released on bail compared with only 25% of the delayed access group. 
Prior to the experiment, 44% of the defendants had no contact with the 
outside; 34% had tried to either send a letter or a message via a 
correctional officer; and 22% had made multiple contacts. 

ADMINISTERING ORGANIZATION: Vera Institute of Justice 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Kenneth J. Lenihan 
Center for Policy Research 
Vera Institute of Justice 
New York, New York 

SPONSORING AGENCY: Office of Ecopomic Opportunity 

RESEARCH TEAM: Vera Institute of Justice New York City Department of 
Corrections 

TARGET GROUP: Defendants with bail determinations under $2000 and who had 
been in detention for 10 days or less. The experiment only considered 
defendants who requested telephone access. 

TREATMENTS: 1) The immediate access group was allowed to use the 
telephone on the day after th~ir requests. The delayed access group was 
allowed to use the telephone seven days after their requests. 2) The seven 
day delay was chosen to cancel any cyclical effect due to the actual day 
(Monday, Sunday, etc.) on which the request was made, 

- 246 -



ASSIGNMENT METHOD: Only defendants with bail determinations under $2,000, 
who had been in detention for 10 days or less and who requested telephone 
access were considered. Defendants were classified by how long they had 
been "in detention (1-5 days or 6-10 days) and the amount of their bail 
($25-99; $100- 499; $500-999; $1000-$2000). Within each of the resulting 
eight groups, defendants were randomly assigned to either the immediate or 
delayed access group. 

OUTCOME MEASURES: Whether the defendant was released on bail; when he 
was released relative to the telephone access request; and whether he made 
other attempts to contact someone outside or had visitors. 

REPORTED IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS: Many of the telephone requests were 
unrelated to raising bail. While all requests were eventually granted, 
priority was given to defendants making their first call who specifically 
stated that they were trying to raise bail. 

IMPACT: Implementation of the results was originally blocked. The 
principal investigator attributed this to the courts and the district 
attorney both of whom preferred to use detention as leverage in plea 
bargaining. Telephones were finally installed in response to a series of 
riots that erupted from over crowding. While problems have occurred since 
the phones were installed (e.g., prisoners dominating the phone, using it 
to harass witnesses, or to send candygrams) the warden acknowledges their 
value and stated that "the men should have them.1I 

SOURCES: Lenihan, K. J. (1977) Telephones and raising bail: Some 
lessons in evaluation research. Evaluation Quarterlx, ~: 

pp. 569-586. 
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co~~ruNITY REHABILITATION (ELLSWORTH HOUSE) LXPERIMENT 

This experiment was designed to test the relative effectiveness of a 
community-based rehabilitation program in terms of recidivism and 
employment. Itwns conducted from 1971 through 1973 in a San Mateo County 
facility called Ellsworth House. One hundred ninety men who had been 
sentenced for 4 months or more in the county jail were randomly assigned 
to either a community-based program (92) or the San Mateo county jail 
(98). The community-based program emphasized a therapeutic environment in 
which residents are taught to be responsible for their own improvement. 
Those assigned to the county jail served as a control group, which 
included an honor camp and a work-furlough facility. Residents of 
Ellsworth House are in a behavior modification program. They receive 
progressively more freedom (ability to go out unsupervised) as they show 
more responsibility. In order to gain 24-hour or 48-hour fur loughs, they 
must become active participants in the house's "community." All residents 
must participate in some constructive full-time activity: employ ment, 
college, or a training progr.am. The house staff includes their pro­
bation officer, a vocational rehabilitation counselor and a research 
psychologist. After residents lea.:ve the house (completion of j ail term) 
they return periodically for the duration of their probation. Men from 
the house and the control group were surveyed about employment and 
recidivism, 6 and 12 months after their release. 

The initial group of Ellsworth resi.dents had higher recidivism rates 
(27% versus 17%). After a change in their probation procedures, the two 
recidivism rates became comparable. Ellsworth residents are more likely 
to have a regular job after both 6 months (61% versus 45%) and a year (69% 
versus 56%). After <\ year, both groups had 15% with some employment; 15% 
(Ellsworth residents) 30% (control group) were unemployed. 

ADMINISTERING ORGANIZATION: Ellsworth House 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Dr. H. Richard Lamb 
Chief of Rehabilitation Services 
San Mateo County Department of 
Public Health and Welfare 
1050 Brittan Avenue 
San Carlos, CA 94070 

SPONSORING AGENCIES: California Council on Criminal Justice, San Mateo 
Probation Department, and the Rehabilitation Service of San Mateo County. 

RESEARCH TEAM: Rehabilitation Service, Probation Department, Research 
Psychologist. Twenty residents of Ellsworth House. 

TARGET GROUP: Men who have been sentenced for 4 or more months in the San 
Mateo County Jail. About 33% of the offenders were excluded because they 
were: considered severe escape risks, had a history of heavy involvement 
with narcotics, or presented a threat of uncontrollable physical 
violence. 
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TREATHENTS: 1) A control group., in which offenders were assigned to the 
San Mateo County Jail System. This system includes an honor camp and a 
work-furlough program. 2) Ellsworth House, a community-based 
rehabilitative program which is designed to teach its residents to be 
responsible for their own behavior. 

ASSIGNMENT METHOD: The courts gave Ellsworth House staff a daily list of 
all men sentenced to jail. Selection was done on the day of sentancing 
using a random number table. Approximately one-fourth of the control 
group proceeded to enter the county jails' work-furlough program. 

OUTCOME MEASURES: Recidivism; employment; living situation; criminal or 
delinquent associates; drug or alcohol abuse; and difficulties encountered 
by the probation officer in contacting the probationer. 

REPORTED IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS: High recidivism rates occurred for the 
initial group. This was attributed to the weak probation program offered 
after the residents left. The probation officer at Ellsworth House was 
overburdened with getting the project underway. After the initial 
findings, the workload was reorganized to allow intensive one-on-one 
probation sessions. The recidivism rate subsequently dropped. 

IMPACT: NA 

SOURCE: Lamb, H. R. and Goertzel, V. (1974) Ellsworth House: A 
community alternative to jail. American Journal of 
Psychiatry 131:(1): 64-68. 
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d GONNEGTICUT RESTITUTION SERVICE PROJECT 

This program was an "action research" effort to test the effects of 
using restitution as a criminal sanction in concert with the 
implementation of an innovative progr.am in the criminal court. It was one 
of seven state programs which were part of a "National Evaluation of Adult 
Restitution Programs" conducted from 1976 through 1978. The program was 
intended to provide "restitution services" to the court in order to 
facilitate and increase the use of restitution as an alternative to 
incarceration. Community service was included as a form of "symbolic 
restitution." As it was designed to work, upon conviction the court could 
refer a case to the program in order to have " Restitution Specialists" 
determine the actual extent of loss suffered by a victim and the 
capability of the defendant to pay restitution to the victim. The program 
then submitted a report to the sentencing judge, which supplemented the 
routing PSI submitted by the Department of Probation if one had been 
ordered. If a defendant was ordered to pay restitution, the program also 
provided collection and accounting services. 

From its beginning the program and experiment suffered from 
implementation problems. Slow growth in use of the program hampered both 
program development and conduct of the experiment. With few cases 
referred, program personnel resented seeing potential cases for 
investigation lost when they were randomly selected to be in the control 
group. Misunderstandings between progr.am and research personnel 
continually arose despite careful and extensive efforts to avoid them. 
Even in control cases, for which the program did not provide restitution 
services, the sentences typically included restitution anyway. No 
significant findings were ever generated. 

ADMINISTERING ORGANIZATION: Connecticut judicial Department 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Criminal Justice Research Center, Albany, NY 

SPONSORING AGENCIES: Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
Connecticut Judicial Department; program staff 

TARGET GROUP: Individuals convicted of misdemeanors and felonies 

TREATMENTS: The intended treatments were ideally supposed to be 
restitution versus incarceration but in actuality the treatments were: 1) 
recommendation to the court that restitution was feasible, 2) 
recommendation to the court that restitution was not feasible, 3) no 
report submitted to the court. The latter group was to serve as the 
control or comparison group for the experiment but in those cases the 
court routinely ordered restitution anyway. 

ASSIGNMENT METHOD: Cases referred to the program by the court were 
selected either as experimental cases for which services would be rendered 
or control cases for which no services would be rendered. Before a case 
wa~ referred to the program, court personnel were instructed to' call the 
program to verify that the program would handle the case. Program 
personnel checked the last three digits of the,case's docket number 
against a list of random numbers which had been pre-assigned as 
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experimental or control numbers. If the case turned out to be a control 
the program advised the court that it could not provide services. 

OUTCOME MEASURES: Recidivism of convicted defendant, change in attitudes 
by convicted defendants, success of restitution payments, satisfaction of 
victim with criminal justice system, change in incarceration rates. 

IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS: Court planners and program personnel ,vere never 
really committed to the experiment as other than a perfunctory condition 
required in order to obtain the grant. From the earliest meetings between 
court planners and the external evaluator there were conflicts sparked by 
the experiment. When growth in use of the program ~.,as much slower than 
expected the program director blamed the experiment. Design of both the 
program and experiment failed to accommodate the plea bargaining 
dynamics. Although designed and sponsored by the court as a service for 
judges, in most courts the prosecutors effectively controlled use of the 
program. Judges, prosecutors and defense attorneys routinely tried to use 
the program in ways which had not been anticipated and were inconsistent 
with the experimental design. For example, some prosecutors began to 
refer cases to the program before conviction as part of their plea 
negotiations which made the case ineligible for the experiment. In cases 
which were put through the experiment and selected as control cases, 
judges still usually ordered restitution in response to a plea agreement. 
In most cases referred, availability of the program typically le.d to the 
use of restitution as an additional sanction tacked onto probation rather 
chan as a true alternative to inc8.rceration. Conflicts emerged between 
the role of the "restitution specialist" and probation officers which led 
to strained relations in some courts and between directors. 

IMPACT: During the program's operation, several courts and numerous 
judges increased their use of restitution in s"entencing but not as 
alternative to incarceration. The research program was aborted when LRA~\ 
terminated funding for the Restitution program after GAO criticism of the 
overall national program. After the loss of federal funding, the program 
was merged into the Department of Adult Probation, where it quickly 
atrophied. 

SOURCE: For information about this project, contact Dr. Richard Lovely, 
Department of Sociology, John Jay College of Criminal Justice, 445 W. 59th 
St., New York, NY 10019. 
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DENVER COUNTY DUI COURT EXPERIMENT 

This experiment was designed to test the relative effectiveness of 
the cornmon court sanctions for driving under the influence (DUI). It was 
conducte.d from January, 1969 until March, 1970, in the Denver County 
Court. All DUl cases for a given month were assigned to the same 
treatment. The three treatments rotated every month. They were: fines; 
conventional probation; and a set of counseling, educational, and 
therapeutic programs, demanded as a condition of probation. In all 487 
cases, subsequent traffic reports and license records of the offenders 
were then monitored. 

The judges frequently reviewed "exceptional" cases from the 
experiment. "Exceptional" cases turned out to be predominantly cases with 
legal counsel. These cases were more likely to receive fines than their 
assigned treatment. This occurred in 30% of the cases assigned to 
conventional probation and 40% of the cases assigned to therapeutic 
probation. The researchers found that there were no important differences 
between the three groups. They argued that despite a 50% failure to 
deliver the assigned treatment, the results are still valid, if less 
generalizable. To substantiate their view, they reanalyzed the data, 
grouping the defendants by the delivered treatment instead of the assigned 
treatment. Again, they found no major differences between the groups in 
terms of demographics, subsequent nt~ber of crashes, violations, or 
violation points. Nor did they find any differences in the average time 
from conviction to first subsequent incident. 

ADMINISTERING ORGANIZATION: Denver County Court 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Murray Blumenthal 
Law School 
University of Denver 
Denver, Colorado 

SPONSORING AGENCIES: National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 

RESEARCH TEAM: Academic, Presiding County Court Judge 

TARGET GROUP: Convicted DUI offenders 

TREATMENTS: 1) Fines; 2) Conventional probation; 3) A set of counseling, 
educational, and therapeutic programs 

ASSIGNMENT METHOD: Assignment was systematic, with all cases in a given 
month assigned to the same treatment. The treatment for the month rotated 
through the same cycle five times during the experiment's 15 months. 

OUTCOME MEASURES: Subsequent number of crashes, violations, violation 
points; and time from conviction to first subsequent incident. 
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INPLE;!t!ErITATION PROBLEMS: The two trial judges who actually had to 
admini .. s ter the treatments did not "buy in" to the experiment. No rules 
were set on the use of the "exceptional case" ~riteria for changing the 
treatment disposition. In a scheduled election, the presiding judge who 
requested the experiment was replaced by a member of the opposition 
party. While the latter was not opposed to the experiment, he did not 
aggressively support it. 

IMPACT: NA 

SOURCE: Ross, H. L. and Blumenthal, M. (1974) "Sanctions for the 
drinking driver: An experimental study." Journal of Legal 
Studies 1: 53-61. 
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DRUNK DRIVING AND JAIL TIME INDIRECT EXPERIMENT 

This experiment was designed to test the specific deterrent effects of a 
two day jail sentence for persons convicted of drunk driving. It was an 
"indirect" experiment because the assignment of treatment took place 
without any conscious guidance from researchers. Instead, researchers 
took advantage of natural random assignment of different treatment some 
years after it had occurred. 

In 1982, Hennepin County (Minneapolis) judges agreed to adopt a policy of 
seneencing all drunk drivers to at least two days in jail. Each judge 
followed the policy to a greater or lesser extent. With the help of the 
Minnesota SWI Criminal Justice System Task Force, two judges were 
identified who had taken extreme positions on the policy. On judge 
sentenced 75% .of his convicts to jail, while the other judge sentenced 24% 
to j ail. The 'two judges both added fines to about 9090%% of their cases, 
although the "no jail" judge imposed an average fine of $3453, twice as 
large as the "jail" judge's average fine of $156. The no jail judge also 
stayed 45% of the fines, while the jail judge only stayed 12%. 

The approximately 250 cases assigned to each judge by court clerks ar. 
random had no differences in terms of legal representation (percent 
private lawyer, public defender, and no lawyer), percent male, prior 
alcohol-related and non-related driving record, and blood alcohol content 
level at the instant arrest. The only observed difference was that the no 
j ail judge had Cl'. slightly younger group of offenders, which could have 
occurred by chan.ce. 

A two year follow-up of the convicts' statewide driving records showed no 
significant diff,erences between the two groups. The primary measure was 
repeat police contact for alcohol-relateq,.,driving. Twenty percent of the 
jail judge group, but only 16 percent of the no-jail judge group had 
repeat police COtltact over the two years after each case was sentenced; 
the difference was small enough to have been a chance effect. Other 
measures of drivi.ng also failed to show significant differences. 

ADMINISTERING ORGANIZATION: Hennepin County (MN) Courts 

PRINCIPAL I~~ESTIGATORS (In alphabetical order): Brian Forst, Police 
Foundation, 1001 22nd St. N.W, Wash., D.C. 20007, 202-833-1460; 
Lawrence W. Sherman, Crime Control Institute, 2125 Bancroft PI., N.W., 
Wash., D.C., 20008, 202-797-7410 

SPONSORING AGENCY:, National Institute of Justice 

RESEARCH TEAM: Police Foundation, Minnesota SWI Criminal Justice System 
Task Force 

TARGET GROUP: First and repeat drunk driving offenders 
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TREAT}lENTS: Jail and fihe, no j ail and longer fine (45% stayed) 

ASSIGNMENT METHOD: At random by court clerks (normal processing) 

OUTCOME MEASURES: Accidents, all driving violations, alcohol-related 
police contacts 

REPORTED IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS: NA 

IMPACT: NA 

SOURCE: Sherman, L. W., P. R. Gartin, S. Miler and D. Doi, "Failed 
Deterrence: The Specific Sanction Effects of Jail Time for Drunk Driving", 
Paper presented to the American Society of Criminology, November, 1986. 

Martin, S., S. Annan, and B. Forst, "Deterring the Drunk Driver." Police 
Foundation, 1986. 
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DWI REHABILITATIVE SANCTIONS EXPERIMENT 

This experiment was designed to test the effectiveness of probation 
and educational/therapy programs on the rearrest rates for drunk drivers 
(DWI). It was conducted from September, 1976 until December, 1980 in the 
city of Memphis and the surrounding areas of Shelby County. First time 
DWI offenders were referred from a court specializing in DlH cases. The 
court referred offenders as a condition of their diversion (no prior 
felonies or misdemeanors) or probation. During the DWI Probation 
department intake, the 4,126 offenders were classified as problem (1621) 
or social (2505) drinkers. One quarter of the offenders in each drinking 
group were randomly assigned to one· of four groups: control group in 
which no further contact was required; a supervision group, in which 
offenders met monthly with a probation officer; an education group, in 
which offenders attended a la-hour alcohol safety course; and a 
supervision and education group which required both. Problem drinkers 
assigned to one of the education groups were also required to attend 8 
~herapy sessions that emphasized assertiveness training. Each offender 
was l:ollowed up for a minimum of two years. In the first year, they were 
b:ackeddaily by the Probation Department's staff. Arrest records for the 
second year were obtained from the Memphis and Shelby County Criminal 
Justice Computer System. Additional records were collected from the 
Memphis Police Department's Breath Testing Unit. The study examined: 
subsequent arrests for DWI, subsequent other arrests; and time until the 
next subsequent arrest. It also attempted to compare the four groups on 
the basis of their relative severity of treatment. 

For social drinkers, there were no major differences between the four 
treatment groups in terms of DWI or non-DWI rearrests. For problem 
drinkers in the combined treatment group, there was approximately a 22% 
reduction in non-DWI offenses but no significant changes in DWI arrests. 
However, for non-DWI offenses, the rearrest rates went down as the 
treatment severity went up. The supervision and education group had the 
lowest non-DWI rearrest rate. 

ADMINISTERING ORGANIZATION: Tennessee DWI Probation Department 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Robert T. Holden 
Department of Sociology 
Yale University 
New Haven, CT 

SPONSORING AGENCIES: National Highway Traffic Safety Administration and 
the National Institute of Mental Health. 

RESEARCH TEAM: Academic, Tennessee DWI Probation Follow-up Demonstration 
Project, and the Tennessee Probation Department. 

TARGET GROUP: Persons arrested for driving while intoxicated (DWI) in 
Memphis and the surrounding Shelby County. Only persons with no prior DWI 
convictions were eligible; individuals who were not residents of Shelby 
County, were servicemen, or who had health problems, were also excluded. 
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~-----------~-------~ 

TREATHENTS: 1) Education/therapy in which social drinkers were required 
to attend a lO-hour alcohol safety course. Problem drinkers were required 
to also attend eight 1 1/2 hour therapy sessions (assertiveness training); 
2) Supervision in which offenders had to meet monthly with a probation 
officer for a year. There were four groups receiving a combination of 
these treatments: In the first group, offenders were released without 
either treatment; in the second, they received the education/therapy 
treatment; In the third, they received supervision; and in the fourth, 
offenders received both treatments. Participation was mandatory and 
failure to comply resulted in a one- year jail sentence. 

ASSIGNMENT M~THOD: Offenders were referred to the DWI, Probation 
Department by the Memphis City Court, Division VIII; a court which hears 
only DWI cases from Shelby County; The Probation Department assigned the 
offenders to one of the four groups using randomly predetermined lists. 
During intake, offenders were qualified as problem or social drinkers 
using the Mortimer-Filkins inter view and the individual's blood alcohol 
concentration at the time of arrest. Problem drinkers who were assigned 
to one of the two groups receiving the education treatment were also 
required to attend therapy sessions. 

OUTCOME MEASURES: Rearrests for DWI; rearrest for non-DWI offenses; time 
until subsequent arrest. 

REPORTED IMPL~IENTATION PROBLEMS: The principal investigator notes that 
for 85% of the offenders, this was their first arrest and that the arrest, 
court procedures, and the threat of a jail sentence were probably severe 
enough to eliminate any minor differences due to the treatment. He 
speculated that many offenders were actually relieved merely to be 
"sentenced" to attend DWI school or report to a probation counselor. 
Nondelivery of treatment was generally low (2.6%) but varied considerably 
by group (from .3% for social drinkers in the control group to 9.2 % for 
problem drinkers in the supervision and education group). 

IMPACT: NA 

SOURCE: Holden, R. T. 
driving: 
in Crime 

(1983) Rehabilitative sanctions for drunk 
An experimental evaluation. Journal of Research 

and Delinquency, 20: 55-72. 
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• SAN QUENTIN SQUIRES EXPERIMENT 

This experiment was designed to determine what impact a juvenile 
awareness program in an adult prison had on the attitudes and subsequent 
behaviors (recidivism) of program participants. It was conducted between 
1978-1979 in San Quentin Prison. A total of 108 delinquent males between 
the ages of 14 to 18 (mean=16.3) were randomly assigned to the San Quentin 
Squires program or a control group. All of the youths came from remedial 
youth camps and had prior records (7.4 arrests on the average). The 
squires program involved confrontive rap sessions, guided tours of the 
prison, personal inte,raction with prisoners and a pictorial review of 
prison violence. Groups of 20 youths went through the 3-day program on 
conseclltive Sa'turday mornings~ One week before the program commenced 
both groups were pretested on a variety of attitudinal scales. They were 
retested within one week of the program's end. The subsequent behaviors, 
particularly recidivism, were then monitored for 12 months. 

Program participants had less delinquent attitudes towards police, 
crime, and a variety of psychological indices. The Squires program did 
not reduce delinquent behavior for all participants. However, both 
positive and negative effects were found for two subgroups. Moderately 
delinquent youths, particularly Caucasians, had less subsequent offenses 
than their control counterparts. They were also less likely to commit 
subsequent drug offenses on the average (0 vs. 4). However, the findings 
for older participants was less encouraging: while they were arrest-free 
longer than their control counterparts, they were found to have committed 
more serious delinquency in the subsequent 12 months. 

ADMINISTERING ORGANIZATION: San Quentin Prison 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Roy V. Lewis 
California Youth Authority 
Sacramento, CA. 

SPONSORING AGENCY: California Youth Authority 

RESEARCH T~~: San Quentin Squires Program, California Youth Authority, 
and Youth camps from Los Angeles and Contra Costa countr,ies. 

TARGET GROUP: Youths, 16-17 years of age, who have a record of 
delinquency. 

TREATMENTS: 1) San Quentin Squires program, in which youths met for three 
consecutive Saturday mornings with inmates in San Quentin Prison. The 
program involved confrontive rap sessions, guided tours of the prison, 
personal interactions with the prisoners, and a pictorial review of prison 
violence. 2) Control group in which youth only attended the remedial camp 
program. 

ASSIGNMENT METHOD: Eligible youths were recruited from 6 remedial boy's 
camps in Los Angeles and Contra Costa Counties. Approximately half were 
randomly assigned to the San Quentin's Squires program. Only subjects who 
completed the entire three-day sequence were included in the analyses. 
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OUtCOHE t,lEASURES: Attitude scales: four delinquency scales (measuring 
attitudes towards police, school, crime, and prison); one composite index 
of delinquent attitudes; two semantic differential scales; an attitude 
towards camp scale; and the Glueck Social Prediction Scale. Five 
behavioral outcome measures over the following 12 months: 1) number of 
subsequent arrests; 2) number of subsequent charges; 3) number of 
subsequent charge types (e.g. crimes against persons or property, drug 
offenses, minor offenses, and status offenses); 4) average severity of 
subsequent charges; and 5) length of time to first arrest. 

REPORTED IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS: Despite the target of 16-17 years of 
age, a few 15 and l8-year-olds were accidentally placed into the initial 
pool prior to randomization. One of the experimental youths didn't 
complete the entire sequence and was consequently excluded from the 
analyses. 

IMPACT: NA 

SOURCE: Lewis, R. V. (1983) Scared straight - California style: An 
evaluation of the San Quentin Squires Program. Criminal 
Justice and Behavior, 10(2): 209-226. 

- 259 -

• 



/. SOCIAL SERVICES AND PROBATIONER RECIDIVISM EXPERIMENT 

The experiment was designed to see if intensive probation was better than 
conventional probation in terms of probationer recidivism. It was conducted in 
\.J'ayne County, Michigan from February, 1976 until May, 1977. The probationers 
came from two sources: The Recorder's Court cases, which were from Detroit, 
and the Circuit Court cases, which came from the rest of the county. To be 
included, probationers had to be between the ages of 18-30 years of age and on 
probation for nonviolent felonious property offenses. The 503 eligible 
probationers were randomly assigned to either a conventional probation group 
(227), or an intensive probation group (276) which was operated by a program 
called START. The control group was then assigned by the standard process to 
any of the approximately 200 probation officers serving the city and county. 
The START program began with an elaborate needs analyses and emphasized 
counseling, extensive referrals and lower caseloads. Probationer records were 
then tracked and a follow-up survey was conducted a year after the termination 
of the experiment. 

Intensive probaticn was found to offer little or no improvements over 
conventional procedures. When probationers received only sparse services or 
referrals from the probation department, they secured such services on their 
own. For felonious property offenders, regular probation was less expensive 
than intensive probation, yet equivalent with regard to recidivism. The 
caseloads of START probation officers were about 1/2 of the load for the 
control group. This initially allowed them to give probationers more attention 
(a mean of 2.44 visits per month versus 1.32 for the controls). This 
difference however, disappeared within one year. Probationers in the START 
program also received more referrals per month than the control group (2.99 
versus .58) and were more likely to make use of tho~e services (85% versus 
63%). Yet in the follow-up interview, the control group reported seeking out 
these services independently. The only rema.ining differences in actual 
services used was for crisis and credit counseling. There were no major 
differences in terms of recidivism of felonies (START 19.3%, control 14.7%). 
Similar findings were found using the number of convictions or the time until 
the first subsequent conviction. 

ADMINISTERING ORGANIZATION: Project START 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Cary M. Lichtman 
Department of Psychology 
Wayne State University 
Detroit, Michigan 

SPONSORING AGENCIES: Law Enforcement Assi,stancs Administration, Department of 
Justice, Office of Criminal Justice Program grants. 

RESEAl~CH TEAM: Academic, Detroit Recorder'S Court, Wayne County (MI) Circuit 
Court, Project START 

TARGET POPULATION: Probationers between the ages of 18 to 30 years of age, who 
were on probation for nonviolent f,elonious property offenses (e.g. breaking and 
entering, auto theft, shop lifting, malicious destruction of property, and 
passing bad checks). Known users of hard drugs were excluded. 
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TREATNE~1TS: 1) Conventional probation, delivered by the existing 200 city 
and county probation officers; and 2) intensive probation, delivered by 
proj ec.t START. The latter emphasized more needs an.alyses, referrals, 
counseling, and lower caseloads. 

ASSIGNMENT METHOD: The two courts called the researchers daily with 
information on all newly sentenced offenders. Within the list submitted 
by each court, half the probationers were assigned to each of the 
treatments. Actual assignment was made by flipping a coin. By 
randomizing within each court, the researchers were avoiding any effects 
dUe to race; the Recorder's Court cases were BO% black, while the circuit 
court cases were BO% white. One year after selection had ended, an 
attempt was made to survey all of the probationers; each was offered $5 to 
be interviewed. 

OUTCOME MEASURES: Recidivism in terms of felonies or misdemeanors; number 
of subsequent convictions; time to next subsequent conviction; employment 
status; Probation Officer caseload; number of referrals received; number 
of referrals utilized; number of social services utilized. 

REPORTED IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS: While disproportionately more of the 
probationers went into the intensive group (276 versus 227), the 
experiment was able to include all of the county's 503 eligible 
probationers. The researchers reported high compliance from the courts 
and said they made no attempt to influence assignment. While only 135 
probationers could be reached for the follow-up interview, all but 3 were 
willing to respond. 

IHPACT: NA 

SOURCES: Lichtman, C. M. and Smock, S. M. (19B1) The effects of social 
services on probationer recidivism: A field experiment. 
Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, lB: Bl-100. 
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PRISON GROUP COUNSELING EXPERIHENT 

This experiment was designed to test the impact of group counseling 
on prisoner's attitudes, cooperation, and parole behavior. It was 
conducted from January, 1962 until June, 1967 in the then newly opened 
California Hen's Colony-East (Cl1CE). The experiment utilized 3 of the 
Colony's 4 quadrangles and studied 965 inmates who were randomly assigned 
to one of three counseling groups or two control groups. The counseling 
groups were: Voluntary small group counseling; mandatory small group 
counseling; and mandatory large group counseling. Each group employed 
therapeutic techniques designed to help inmates release their aggression 
and nature. Their techniques, already in use throughout the California 
Correction system, were introduced by Dr. Norman Fenton in 1944. The two 
control groups carne from two sources: inmates assL1;ned to be mandatory 
controls and those assigned to voluntary counseling who chose not to 
participate. Treatment conditions were segregated between the facility's 
three quadrangles. Only inmates who received at least 6 months of the 
treatment were included in the study. Their subsequent attitudes and 
behaviors were monitored for three years, particularly the recidivism of 
parolees. In addition, participating prison personnel were surveyed about 
their attitudes towards counseling and its effect on the inmates. 

Whil~ incarcerated, inmates' attitudes appeared to be continuously 
shifting in both directions. The counseling group continued to follow 
antisocial inmate attitude norms. There were no significant differences 
between the control and counseling participants in terms of: number of 
problems; severity of problems; returns to prison; jail time; alcohol or 
drug abuse; or employment. These findings held each time they were 
measu.red at 6, 12, 24, and 36 months after release. In addition, no 
significant differences were found between those inmates who volunteered 
and those who had mandatory counseling. 

ADHINISTERING ORGANIZATION: California Department of Correction 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Gene C. Kassebaum 

SPONSORING AGENCY: National Institute of Mental Health 

RESEARCH TEAH: California Department of Corrections, California Men's 
Colony-East administrators and staff, California Adult Authority, 
Academics. 

TARGET GROUP: Inmates in a medium security prison. 

TREATMENTS: 1) Mandatory large group counseling in which alISO men in a 
section met four times a week for an hour. The leaders were 
administrative personnel with supplemental training. 2) Mandatory small 
group counseling, in which groups of 10-12 inmates met twice a week with 
correctional counselors. 3) Voluntary small group counseling, in which 
groups of 10-12 inmates met weekly and were led by members of the staff 
who received only the normal training. 4) Voluntary Controls, inmates 
assigned .to voluntary counseling, who declined to participate in 
experimental counseling programs. 5) Mandatory Controls, who received no 
group counseling. 
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ASSIGNHENT HETHOD: Only incoming inmates who would be in prison for at 
least 6 months and available for parole within 3 years were considered. 
The names of the eligible inmates were then rank ordered by the last two 
number of their departmental serial number. The first inmate was assigned 
to either mandatory or voluntary small group counseling. The second 
inmate was assigned to mandatory large counseling. The third inmate was 
assigned to voluntary counseling. The fourth inmate was assigned to 
mandatory controls. This process was repeated through the entire list. 
Inmates who. were classified by departmental headquarters as trouble 
makers, postpsychbtic, arsonists, or aged were excluded. The chief 
administrators of each quadrangle were allowed to exclude or transfer up 
to 5% of their men. 

OUTCOME MEASURES: Prison record abstracts covering treatment exposure, 
criminal and personal background, prison activities, rule violations, and 
release plans. Inmate value questionnaire about inmate code endorsement. 
Group counseling questionnaire. California psychological inventory. 
Interviews. Subsequent (to parole) rates of minor legal problems, major 
problems, returns to prison, jail time, and drug or alcohol abuse. 

REPORTED IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS: Final funding arrangements were 
delayed. While the study was unable to commence, CMCE officials 
implemented the random assignment procedure to living quarters (which 
determined the nonvoluntary treatments). 

IMPACT: The system continued to use some group counseling. The 
California legislature interpreted the study as showing large scale 
prisons to be ineffective and that no further funds should be provided for 
the construction of state prison facilities. 

SOURCE: Kassebaum, C., Ward, D., and Wilner, D. (1971) 
Prison Treatment and Parole Survival: An Empirical 
Assessment. New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc. 
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""'.II TRANSITIONAL AID RESEARCH PROJECT (TARP) 

The experiment was designed to assess the impact of extending 
unemployment benefits to recently released prisoners on their subsequent 
employment and recidivism. It was conducted simultaneously in Texas and 
Georgia from 1976 until 1977. About 1000 ex-offenders in each system were 
randomly assigned to one of 6 groups: 4 experimental and 2 control. The 
experimental groups yaried in the number of weekly payments that would be 
provided (26, 13, and 0) and the rate at which payments would be reduced 
for every dollar the offender earned from a new job (100% and 25%). The 
experimental groups also received job placement counseling, and subsidies 
for work related expenses (e.g., tools, safety equipment). The control 
groups received no additional as.sistance. One control group received both 
interviews and record checks, the second only the record checks. 
Ex-offenders were eligible for $70 a week in Georgia and $63 a week in 
Texas. The program benefits were managed by the existing public servants 
withiv. each st,ate, and monitored by the Transitional Aid Research Project 
(TARP) staff. Ex-offenders in all but the second control group were 
interviewed immediately prior to release, after 3 months, 6 months, and 12 
months. Criminal justice and unemployment insurance file records on all 
of the ex-offenders were collected up until 12 months after their release. 

No differences in the average number of new arrests were found 
between the various treatments or between the treatments and the control 
groups. There was some evidence, however, that the TARP payments reduced 
the likelihood of recidivism by up to 30%, but that the effects were being 
undermined by the work disincentives bui.lt into the treatments (e.g., the 
25% and 100% paybacks). There was also evidence that the payments allowed 
the experimental ex-offenders to look longer for better paying and more 
stable jobs. 

ADMINISTERING ORGANIZATION: NA 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Peter H. Rossi 
Social & Demographic Research Institute 
University of Massachusetts 
Amherst, Mas.sachusetts 

SPONSORING AGENCY: Employment and Training Administration of the U.S. 
Department of Labor. 

RESEARCH TEAM: Transitional Aid Research Project (TARP) , Texais prison 
sY$tem, Georgia prison system, Academics. 

TARGET GROUP: Male and female prisoners from the State of Texas and 
Georgia who were about to be released. 

TREATMENTS: Four experimental groups: Group 1, which received 26 weekly 
payments lost one dollar of benefits for every dollar they were able to 
earn from a job (i.e., 100% tax); Group 2, which received only 13 weeks of 
payment and was also taxed 100% on earned income; Group 3, which received 
13 weeks of payments but was only taxed 25% of their benefits for earned 
income; and Group 4, which only received job placement assistance. 
Ex-offenders were eligible for $70 a week in Georgia and $63 a week in 
Texas. Two controls: One which was interviewed and one which wasn't. 
Record checks ~vere conducted on all 6 groups. 

- 264 -



ASSIGNHENT HETHOD: Approximately 2000 men and women who were released in 
the states of Georgia and Texas during a f)-month period of 1976 were 
randomly assigned to one of four treatment groups and two cont!"ol groups. 
All but the second control group were interviewed. 

OUTCOME MEASURES: Ex-offenders were interviewed about their post­
incarceration. experience including: employment, marital status. li'ring 
arrangements, major illnesses, accidents, and consumer pur.chases. Records 
were also collected from: the two prison systems, local criminal justice 
agencies, and their unemployment insurance files. They included 
information on their past and subsequent employment, incarceration, arrest 
for property offenses and arrests for nonproperty offenses. 

IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS: Despite each state organizing its own data 
collection activities, and recruiting and training an ad hoc interviewing 
staff, high completion rates were experienced; the lowest completion rate 
for any wave of interviewing was 84%. Work disincentive effects appear to 
have been strong because of the limited employment opportunities available 
to the TARE participants. Wages of $100 to $150 per week (before taxes) 
earned at hard and/or unpleasant tasks are unlikely appealing, compared to 
$63 or $70 per week obtained without working. 

IMPACT: NA 

SOURCE: Berk, R. A., Lenihan, K. J., and Rossi, P. H. (1980) Crime and 
poverty: Some experimental evidence from exoffenders. 
American Sociolqgical Review, 45(Oct): 766-786. 

Rossi, P.H., Berk R.A., and Lenihan, K.J. (1980) Money, 
Work and Crime: Some Experimental Results. New York: 
Academic Press. 
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.. WORK RELEASE AND RECIDIVISM EXPERIMENT 

This experiment was designed to test the effectiveness of prison work 
release programs in terms of recidivism. It was conducted within the 
Florida Division of Corrections system between .July 1, 1969 and December 
31, 1969. Two-thirds (188) of the prisoners were assigned to a work 
release program and one-third (93) to a control group. Releasees spent 
from 2-6 months in the program. Non releasees stayed in the prison 
program they had been in. Recidivism was measured using self reports, FBI 
records, and Florida Division of Correction files. It was operationalized 
in a variety of ways, including subsequent: arrests, bookings, charges, 
convictions, and reincarcerations. Subsequent crimes were also scaled in 
terms of their severity and reincarcerations in terms of their sentences. 

No major differences were found between the two groups in terms of 
their subsequent rates of being arrested,booked, charged, convicted, 
reinstitutionalized within Florida, or reinstitutionalized anywhere in the 
United States. No relationship was found between work release and charge 
severity of subsequent offenses or their sentence length. Releasees 
remained free prior to reincarceration slightly longer than non-releasees 
on the average (18.25 months versus 15.80 months). The rate of 
reincarceration anywhere in the U.S. (from FBI records) was higher than 
for within Florida alone. However, there were no m~jor differences 
betTlleen releasees and non-releasees for either mea.sure. No r.elationship 
was found between recidivism and work release controlling for a variety of 
demographic and criminal history variables. 

ADMINISTERING ORGA-~IZATION: Florida Division of Corrections 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Gordon P. Waldo 

SPONSORING AGENCY: NA 

Sch>.,·)l of Criminology 
Florida State University 

RESEARCH TEAM: Academic, Florida Division of Corrections 

TARGET GROUP: Prisoners within the Florida Corrections system who were 
eligihle for its existing work release program. 

TRL~TMENTS: 1) A work release group, in which prisoners participating in 
Florida's existing work release program for 2-6 months at the end of their 
sentence; 2) a control group in which eligible prisoners stayed in the 
same program they had been in. 

ASSIGNMENT METHOD: Every third person meeting the minimal requirement was 
placed in the control group; the othar two-thirds were placed in work 
release. 

OUTCOME MEASURES: Self-reports on subsequent rat.es of: arrest; bookings; 
convictions; and reincarcerations. FBI records on subsequent ra·tes of: 
arrests; charges; reincarcerations; and felonies. Division of Correction 
records on subsequent rates ofreincarcerations and sentence lengths. 
Charge severity data computed from FBI and Division of Correction records. 
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REPORTED IHPLEHENTATION PROBLEMS: Because work release was an established 
program in Florida, there were problems of resentment and disappointment 
on the part of the nonreleasees. Correction administrators had to resist 
pressure from inmates, superintendents (who nominated the inmates), and 
even local congressmen. . 

IMPACT: NA 

SOURCE: Waldo, G. P. and Ghiricos, T. G. (1974) Work release and 
recidivism: empirical evaluation of a social policy. 
Evaluation Quarterly, 1(1): 87-108. 
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APPENDIX A 
WORKSHOP PROGRAM 

WORKSHOP ON CRIHINAL JUSTICE EXPERIHENTS 

Le Meridien Hotel 
Mew Orleans, Louisiana 

March 13-14, 1987 

~FAr~i~d~a~Y~.-uH~a~r~c~h-&1~3 ______________ ~H~oArn~i~n.g~S~e~s~s~i~o~n ___________ R~O~t~,Ie de France III 

9:00 

9:30 

10:30 

10:45 

11: 15 

12:15 

12:30 

Welcome, and Introduction 

James K. Stewart, Director, Mational Institute of Justice 
Richard Lempert, Chair, Working Group on Field Experimentation 

in Criminal Justice 
Anthony Bouza, Chief of Po lice, Minnupolis 

Discovering Vhat \lorks: Uses and Limitsl of Experiments 

Presenters: Peter Rossi, University of Massachusetts 
Lawrence Sherman, Crime Control Institut.e and 

University 'of Maryland 
Moderator: Richard Lempert, University of Michigan 

BREAK 

Discovering What Works: DeSigning Experiments 
Richard Berk, University of California, Santa Barbara 

Legal and Ethical I~3ues in Criminal Justice Experiments 

Presenter: Charles \.lellford, University of Maryland 
Discussants: Bruce Beaudin, Judge, Superior Court of the Distric: 

of Columbia 
Delbert Elliott, University of Colorado 
E. Michael McCann, District Attorney. Milwaukee 

Moderator: Shari Diamond, University of Illinois at Chicago and 
Sidley & Austin 

Design Responses to Legal and Ethical Concerns 
Richard Berk, University of California, Santa Barbara 

LUNCH Frontenac Room 
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Friday, Harch 13 Afcernoon Session 

2:00 Discussion Groups: Opportunities and Pay-offs for Policy Experiments 

Goal: To identify promising experiments in areas of practice and ::0 
discuss design and implementation issues that ~ould arise in carrying 
out experiments. 

1, Experiments in Policing ~nd Charging Room 803 
Discussant~: Anthony Bouza, Chief of 'Police, Minneapolis 

George Napper, Commissioner, Department of Public 
Safety, Atlanta 

Moderator: Albert Reiss, Yale University 

2. Experiments in Pretrial Release, Prosecution and Diversion Room 804 
Discussants: Ron Clark, Chief Deputy, Criminal Division, King 

County Prosecutor's Office, Seattle 
Deborah Daniels, Chief Counsel, Office of the 

Prosecuting Attorney, Indianapolis 
Moderator: Jeffrey Roth, National Research Council 

3. Experiments in Adjudication and Sanctioning Room 805 
Discussants: Larry Polansky, Court Administrator, Superior Court 

for the District of Columbia 
Gerald WetheringtOn, Chief Judge, Eleventh Judicial 

Circuit, DadeCo\:nty, Florida 
Moderator: Shari Diamond, University of Illinois at Chicago and 

Sidley & Ausein 

4. Experiments in Supervision of Offenders Room 806 
Discussanes: Malcolm MacDonald, Presidene, American Probation 

and Parole Association 
Cecil Steppe, Chief Probation Officer, San Diego 

Moderator: James Austin, National Council on Crime & Delinquency 

3:15 BREAK 

3:30 Concurrent Roundtables: Experimenes and Alternatives 
1, Randomized Experiments: The Case of Milwaukee 

Panel: E. Michael McCann, District Attorney, Milwaukee 
Robert Ziarnik, Chief of Police, Milwaukee 
Dean Collins, Captain, Milwaukee Police Department 

Moderator: Lawrence Sherman, University of Xaryland and 
Crime Control Institute 

2. Alternatives to Randomized Experiments 

Panel: David Farrington, Cambridge University 
William Bowers, Center for Applied Social Research, 

Northeastern University 
David Chambers, University of Michigan 

Room 803 

Room 804 

Moderator: Daniel Rubinfeld, University of California, Berkeley 

,. .., 

5:00 RECEPTION AND CASH BAR Orleans Room 
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Saturday. March 14 Homin/: Session [Ie Je ~~2nC! ::: 

9 :DO Randomized Experimem:s: Anticipating Problems and Finding Solutions 

10:45 

11;00 

12:00 

A. Frustrations and Opportunities in the Field 
Mary Toborg, Toborg Associates, Inc., Washington, D.C. 
Richard Lovely, John Jay College of Criminal Justice 

B. Frustrations and Opportunities: A Practitioner's View 
Stephen Goldsmith, District Attorney, Indianapolis 

C. Damage Control 
Robert Boruch, Northwestern Univer~:ity 

Moderator: Robert Boruch 

Audience Discussion 

BREAK 

Continuation of Discussion Groups: Managing Field Experiments 

Goal: Continue discussion of specific experiments and focus on problems 
that could a~ise in managing experiments in the community and within 
agencies. 

1. Experiments in Policing and Charging Room 803 
Discussants: Anthony Bouza, Chief of Police, Minneapolis 

George Napper, Commissioner, Department of Public 
Safety, Atlanta 

Moderator: Albert Reiss, Yale Univ~rsity 

2. Experiments in Pretrial Release, Prosecution and Diversion Room 804 
Discussants: Ron Clark, Chief Depu~y, Criminal Division, King 

County Prosecutor's Office, Seattle 
Deborah Daniels, Chief Counsel, Office of the 

P::osecuting Attorney, Indianapolis 
Moderator: Jeffrey Roth, 'N'ational Research Council 

3. Experiments in Adjudication and Sanctioning Room 805 
Discussants: Larry Polansky, Court Administrator, Superior 

Court of the District of Columbia 
Gerald Wetherington; Chief Judge, Eleventh Judicial 

Circuit, Dade County, Florida 
Moderator: Shari Diamond, University of Illinois at Chicago 

and Sidley & Austin 

4. Experiments in Supervision of Offenders Room 806 

LUNCH 

Discussants: Malcolm MacDonald, President, American Probation 
and Parole Association 

Cecil Steppe, Chief Probati0n Officer, San Diego 
Moderator: James Austin, National Council on Crime and 

Delinquency 

Rosalie/St. Claude Room 
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Sacurdav, Harch 14 Afcarnoon Session lIe de rranceIZT 

1:00 p.m. 

2:00 

3:30 

Interpreting and Utilizing Results from Field Experiments: 
Two Case Studies 

Sally Hillsman. Vera Institute of Justice 
Richard Lempert, University of Michigan 

Moderator: Albert Reiss, Yale University 

Assessing the Role of Field Experiments in Criminal Justice 

Goal: To provide a forum for policymakers and research sponsors to 
exchange views on the use of field experiments. and to offer some 
suggestions about launching field experiments. drawing on the earlier 
workshop discussions. 

Malcolm MacDonald. President, American Probation and Parole 
Assoe:i.ation 

David Tevelin, Executive Director, State Justice Institute 
James K. Stewart. Director. National Institute of Justice 

Moderator: Albert Reiss, Yale University 

Audi~nce DiscuSsion 

ADJOURN 
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APPENDIX B 
PARTICIPANTS 

WORKSHOP ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE EXPERIHENTS 
March 13-14, 1987 

Tom Arnold, Chief, Metro-Dade Police Department, Miami 

James Austin, Director of Research, National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 
San Francisco 

Bruce D. Beaudin, Associate Judge, Superior Court, District of Columbia 

Cornelius J. Behan, Chief of Police, Baltimore County, Maryland 

Richard Berk, Professor of S~ciology, University of California, Santa Barbara 

Clarina M. Blackden, Court Programs Analyst, Philadelphia 

Robert Boruch, Professor of Psychology, Nort~western University 

Anthony Bouza, Chief of Police, Minn~apolis 

William Bowers, Director, Center for Applied Social Re.search, Northeastern 
University 

Michael D. Braqbury, District Attorney, Ventura County, California 

John Brandl, Professor, University of Minnesota, and Senator, State of 
Minnesota 

Cathy Bruemmer, Special Assistant to the Director, National Institute of 
Justice 

Joe Cannon, District Judge, State of Colorado 

Paul Cascarano, Assistant Director, National Institute of Justice 

David Chambers, Professor of Law, University of Michigan Law School 

Ronald H. Clark, Chief Deputy, Criminal Division, King County Prosecutor's 
Office, Seattle 

Jacqueline Cohen, School of Urban and Public Affairs, Carnegie-Mellon 
University 

Dean J. Collins, Captain, Milwaukee Police Department 
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. Christine Curtis, Assistant Director, Criminal Justice Unit, San Diego 
Association of Governments 

Deborah J.Daniels, Chief Counsel, Prosecutor's Office, Marion County, Indiana 

Mike Dennis, Department of Psychology, Northwestern University 

Shari Diamond, Professor of Psychology, University of Illinois at Chicago, and 
Attorney at Law, Sidley & Austin 

Robert N. Dick, Chief of Police, Tulsa Police Department 

Frank S. Duling, 8hief of Police, Richmond 

Gaylene Dumouchel, Administr.ative Secretary, National Research Council 

Delbert S. Elliott, Associate Program Director, Institute of Behavioral 
Science, University of Colorado 

A.W. Emerson, Sergeant, Minneapolis Police Department 

Lee C. Falke, Prosecuting Attorney, Montgomery County, Ohio 

David. P. Farrington, Professor, Institute of Criminology, Cambridge University 

Joel Garner, National Institute of Justice 

Peter S. Gilchrist III, District Attorney, Charlotte, North Carolina 

George Gish, Court Administrator, Recorder's Court, Detroit 

Stephen Goldsmith, Prose~uting Attorney, Indianapolis 

Harvey M. Goldstein, Assistant Director for Probation, New Jersey 
Administrative Office of Court.s 

Ann S. Harrington, Assistant State's Attorney, Montgomery County, Maryland 

John C. Hendricks, General Manager, Kentucky Pretrial Services, Frankfort 

Sally T. Hillsman, Director of Research, VERA Institute of Justice, New York 

Andrea B. Huff, Research and Development Bureau Commander, Charlotte Police 
Department 

Richard D. Huffman, Superior Court Judge, San Diego County 

Don Hunter, Deputy Chief, Collier County Sheriff's Office, Florida 

Terri A. Jackson, Director, Pretrial Services, Phoenix 

Timothy M. Kenny, Deputy Chief, Criminal Division, Prosecuting Attorney's 
Office, Wayne County, Michigan 
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Richard O. Lempert, Professor of Law and Sociology, University of Hichigan La~·j 

School 

Richard L. Linster, Assistant Director, National Institute of Justice 

Martin Lively, National Institute of Justice 

Tyler Lockett, Supreme Court Justice, Topeka 

Richard Lovely, Professor of Sociology, John Jay College of Criminal Justice, 
New York 

Malcolm MacDonald, President, American Probation & Parole Association, Austin 

Michael McCann, District Attorney, Milwaukee 

L. Aubrey Moore, Director, Operations Research, Peoria Police Department 

Timothy J. Murray, Director, Pretrial Services, Miami 

George Napper, Commissioner, Department of Public Safety, Atlanta 

Jerry Needle, Manager, Center for Police Administration, International 
Association of Chiefs of Police, Gaithersburg, Maryland 

Stephen D. Neely, Pima County Attorney, Tucson 

Jack Novik, Executive Director, New York City Criminal Justice Agency 

Antony Pate, Senior Research Associate, Police Foundation, Washington, D.C. 

Linda Painter, Director, Pretrial Services, El Paso County, Colorado 

Larry P. Polansky, Executive ~fficer, District of Columbia Courts 

Albert J. Reiss, Jr., William Graham Sumner Professor of Sociology, Yale 
University 

Robert A. Riols, Deputy Director, Georgia Division of Youth Services 

Michael J. Robak, Court Administrator, Municipal Court of Marion County, 
Indiana 

Peter H. Rossi, Professor, Social & Demographic Research Institute, University 
of Massachusetts 

Jeffrey A. Roth, Senior Staff Officer, National Research Council 

Phillip Roth, Judge, Circuit Court of Oregon 

Daniel L. Rubinfeld, Professor. of Law and Economics, University of California, 
Berkeley 

James Rowland, Director, California Youth Authority, Sacramento 
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Bill Saulsbury, National Institute of Justice 

Annesley Schmidt, National Institute of Justice 

Janell Schmidt, Project Hanager, Milwaukee Spouse Abuse Project 

Hichael D. Schrunk, District Attorney, Multnomah County, Oregon 

Alan H. Schuman, Director, Social Services, Superior Court, District of 
Columbia 

John E. Shapard, Federal Judicial Center, Washington, D.C. 

Lawrence Sherman, Professor of Criminal Justice and Criminology, University of 
Haryland 

Jeffrey M. Silbert, Executive Director, Dade-Miami Criminal Justice Council, 
Miami 

Thomas E. Slade, First Deputy Commissioner, Department of Probation, 
New York 

Darrel W. Stephens, Executive Director, Police Executive Research Forum, 
Washington, D.C. 

Cecil H. Steppe, Chief Probation Officer, San Diego County 

James K. Stewart, Director, National Institute of Justice 

David Tevelin, Executive Director, State Justice Institute, Washington, D.C. 

Mary A. Toborg, President, Toborg Associates, Washington, D.C. 

Linda P. Tyon, Executive Director, TASC of Oregon, Inc., Portland 

Fred B. Ugast, Chief Judge, Superior Court of the District of Columbia 

Barbara D. Underwood, Chief of Appeals & Counsel to the District Attorney, 
Brooklyn 

James G. Vetter, Deputy Chief of Police, Colorado Springs Police Department 

Richard Vick, Department of Sociology, Washington State University 

Christy A. Visher, Research Associate, National Research Council 

Reggie B. Walton, Associate Judge, Superior Court of the District of Columbia 

Gerald Wetherington, Chief Judge, Dade County, Florida 

Charles F. Wellford, Professor of Criminal Justice and Criminology, University 
of Maryland 

Larry Whalen, Chief, Cincinnati Police Division 
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Linda Youngquist, Supervisor, Pre-Trial Release Program, Des Moines, Iowa 

Robert J. Ziarnik, Chief of Police, Milwaukee Police Department 
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APPENDIX C 
BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCHES OF WORKING GROUP HEHBERS 

RICHARD LEMPERT, who chaired the working group, is professor of law and 
sociology at the University of Michigan. He is vice chair and chair-elect 
of the Committee on Research on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice. He has also served on the Law and Social Science ,Panel of the 
National Science Foundation, as editor of the Law & Society Review, and as 
trustee and member of the executive committee of the Law and Society 
Association. His research interests span a range of law and social 
science topics, with special attention to the jury system, capital 
punishment, deterrence and, dispute settlement. ' He is the author (with 
Stephen Saltzburg) of A Modern Ap-groach to Evidence and (with Joseph 
Sanders) An Invitation to Law and Social Science. He received a JD degree 
and a PhD in sociology from the University of Michigan. 

RICHARD A. BERK is professor of sociology and statistics at the University 
of California, Santa Barbara. His research is concerned with evaluation 
research, the sociology of law, and applied statistics. He is currently 
the chair of the Methodology Section of the American Sociological 
Association and vice chairman of the Board of Directors of the Social 
Science Research Council. He is the author of many books and articles. 
He received a BA degree from Yale University and a PhD degree from Johns 
Hopkins University. 

ROBERT BORUCH is professor of psycho1ogy and statistics at Northwestern 
University. His research con~erns ~he conduct of applied research, 
especially field tests of social and administrative programs. He is 
current chair of the Survey Methods Section of the American Statistical 
Association and a member of the Project Review team for the National 
Insti'tute of Justice Spouse Assault Replication Proj ect. Boruch is author 
of Assuring Confidentiality of Social Research Data and Social 
Experimentation. 
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~~THO~{ V. BOUZA has been chief of police of the Minneapolis Police 
Department since February 1980. Before that he had a long career with the 
New York City Police Department, culminating with command of the Bronx 
forces from 1973 to 1976. From 1977 to 1979, he was second in command of 
New York's subway police force. He has taught at John Jay College and 
Hamline University, guest lectured and written extensively. He holds BBA 
and MPA degrees from the Baruch School of the City College of New York. 

SHARI SEIDMAN DIAMOND is associate professor of psychology and criminal 
justice at the University of Illinois, Chicago, and legal associate at the 
law firm of Sidley & Austin. Her research involves judicial and jury 
decision making, regulation of advertising, and methodological problems in 
the study of law. She is a fellow of the American Psychological 
Association, president-elect of the American Psychology-Law Society, and a 
member of the editorial boards of several journals. She received a BA 
degree from the University of Michigan, a PhD degree in social psychology 
from Northwestern University, and a JD degree from the University of 
Chicago. 

E. MICHAEL McCANN has served as elected district attorney of Milwaukee 
County since January 1969. He is on the Board of Directors of the 
National District Attorneys Association and is past president of the 
Wisconsin District Attorneys Association. He is a member of the Criminal 
Justice Council of the American Bar Association and has served as chairman 
of the Victims Committee of that association. He is an occasional 
lecturer for the National College of District Attorneys and the University 
of Wisconsin and Marquette University Law Schools. He received a BA 
degree from the University of Detroit, a JD degree from Georgetown 
University, and an LL~ degree from Harvar.d University. 

ALBERT J. REISS, JR., is the William Graham Sumner professor of sociology 
at the Institution of Social and Policy Studies and a lecturer in law at 
Yale University. Among other appointments, he has served as a consultant 
to the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice (1966-1967) and the National Commission for the Protection of 
Human Subjects in Biomedical and Behavioral Research (1976). He is a past 
president of the American Society of Criminology. He is a fellow of the 
American Academy of Arts and Sciences, the American Statistical 
Association, and the American Society of Criminology. His research 
concerns police behavior, communities and crime, and methodological issues 
in the study of criminology and criminal justice. He has authored 
numerous books and articles. He received a PhD degree in sociology from 
the University of Chicago, an LLD (honoris causa) degree from the City 
University of New York, and a Docteur Honoris Causa from the Universite de 
Montreal. 
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DAlIIEL L. RUBINFELD is professor of law and economics at the University of 
California, Berkeley. His research involves the use of quantitative 
methods in law, the economics of litigation, and the economics of the 
state and local public sectors. He is the coauthor of Econometric Hodels 
and Economic Forecasts, co-editor of the International Review of Law and 
Economics, and a member of the American Economics Association, the 
Econometric Society, the National Tax Association, and the Law and Society 
Association. He received a BA degree in mathematics from Princeton 
University and MS and PhD degrees in economics from Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology. 

JEFFREY A. ROTH, who served as the working group's study director, is the 
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