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Foreword

On behalf of the Bureau of Justice Statistics and
the Justice Research and Statistics Association,
we are pleased to present the proceedings of our
1993 national conference. This year's theme,
Enhancing Capacities and Confronting Controver-
sies, reflects the wide range of difficult issues
facing ali of us who are dedicated to improving
the justice system.

These proceedings offer valuable perspectives

by researchers and practitioners in law enforce-
ment, corrections, community programs, and State
agencies. They address a range of issues, includ-
ing emerging drug policy, prison crowding, gun
control, race and sex bias, incarceration and
alternative sanctions, sexual assault, the impact
of gun coniro! legislation, domestic violence,

the effectiveness of community policing, and

a multistate examination of police behavior and
ethics. The proceedings also include discussions
of recent technology and pertinent research
methodology.

The conference is designed around panel presen-
tations and skill-building workshops. We believe
that criminal justice problems can be solved only
by learning from each other and by developing
innovative ways to expand our capacity to respond
to the challenges we face. BJS and JRSA have
worked together for 20 years to enable States

to make informed decisions about criminal justice
issues based on accurate data and policy-oriented
research. We encourage the readers of these
proceedings to join in future conferences, share
their experiences, and participate in a stimulating
and important dialogue about future directions.

Lawrence A. Greenfeld
Acting Director
Bureau of Justice Statistics

Richard P. Kern, Ph.D.

President
Justice Research and Statistics Association
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Conference opening

Lawrence A. Greenield, Acting Director, Bureau of Justice Statistics

U.S. Department of Justice

Benjamin H. Renshaw, I, Special Assistant to the Assistant Attorney General,
Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice

Thursday, October 14, 1993
8:45 a.m.

Current developments in national data policy

By Lawrence A. Greenfeld, Acting Directer, Bureau of Justice Statistics

| am delighted and honored to be
here to joini you in this very important
conference which reaffirms both the
importance of research and statistics
on crime and the administration of
justice as well as the continuing part-
nership among the various elements
of government charged with the re-
sponsibility for measuring how well
we are doing in responding to these
public concerns. That partnership
has grown and prospered since
1850 when the 7th decennial Cen-
sus collected the first national crime
data — a count of the number of of-
fenders incarcerated for their crimes.
Since that time, the partnership has
evolved from the regular collection
of prisoner data to the collection of
sentencing data to gathering infor-
mation on crimes reported to law
enforcement agencies and finally to
surveys of crime victims. This evo-
jution closely follows what is the first
principle of measurement: the
closer the measure is to the phe-
nomenon being described the more
accurate that measure is likely to be.
The evolution from prisoner counts
to conviction counts to law enforce-
ment counts to victim counts evi-
dences a clear progression toward a
description of crime which is closest
fo the event. Obviously, after a vic-
timization occurs, various contingen-
cies affect what can be learned
about crime. The further the mea-

sure of crime is from the event, the
more likely that distortions are likely
to occur — does the victim report
the crime, do the police record the
crime, is there a subsequent arrest,
a prosecution, a conviction, an im-
prisonment?

The Federal, State, and local part-
nership continues to evolve as we
struggle to improve the timeliness,
sensitivity, and utility of reporting
about crime and justice. The nature
and extent of crime within cities ilius-
trates the deficiencies that often
occur when one tries to use most
currently available data. The crime
problems of cities are often ob-
scured by aggregate State data and
the crime problems within neighbor-
hoods are often obscured by aggre-
gating information at the city-level.

It seems to me that this represents
as fundamental a challenge for us to
adhere to the first principle of mea-
surement as that which existed
when our predecessors thought
about how best to measure crime.
Some of the recent reports | have
seen from the lliinois Statistical
Analysis Center, mapping gang inci-
dents around abandoned buildings in
Chicago, illustrate the utility of think-
ing more and more about obtaining
and reporting data that are closer to
where the crime problem occurs.

| thought that it might be valuable if |
discussed with you the many things
that are developing very rapidly at
the national level in terms of statis-
tics — not just statistics on crime
and the administration of justice but
statistics across the government
covering the myriad subjects about
which government collacts, ana-
lyzes, and reports data. Secondly, |
want to discuss with you with some
specificity what, | believe it is fair to
say, is the Attorney General's desire
to supplement national data with
more sensitive and up-to-the-minute
information from state and local gov-
ernments on the nature of the crime
problem and the magnitude of the
resources available to respond to a
local crime problem. | view these
developments in the historical con-
text of the development of crime
statistics — how do we get closer to
measuring and describing the actual
phenomenon itself.

The National Performance Review,
or NPR as we in Washington have
come to refer to it, carried out by
Vice President Gore and the staff of
NPR have set in motion a whole new
set of expectations from government
— reduced turf battles, more consol-
idation of agencies and functions,
and even a greater reliance on user
fees to help offset the costs of publi-
cations and other services. At the

Entiancing Capacities and Confronting Controversies in Criminal-Justice 1
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same time, the Attorney General has
made a concerted effort to break
down the traditional barriers among
Departments in the Federal govern-
ment — | think it is safe to say that
there probably has never been an
Attorney General who has been so
interested in meshing programs
across the government so that activi-
ties and federal funds provided by
the Department of Health and
Human Services, and Education and
Housing and Urban Development
and others are more closely linked to
the Department of Justice's law en-
forcement and financial assistance
efforts in the same communities.

As you might guess, such an ap-
proach to government has implica-
tions for those of us responsible for
documenting the incidence and
prevalence of crime as well as the
response toit. In a sense, national-
level data do not play as important a
role in this view of how the Federal
government should operate. Rather,
assessing the nature of the problem
in individually unique jurisdictions
calls out for more detailed locality-
specific information. The obvious
best source for such information are
those persons living and working in
each community.

Questions about whether gang
crimes are increasing or whether
drug use is declining in Albuquerque
or any of the other 9,000 cities and
3,000 counties in the U.S. are diffi-
cult to answer in a real-time way
because of the burden on respon-
dent agencies and the cost to the
Federal government of collecting
such information. Simply coliecting
information from so many respon-
dent agencies often takes many
months and sometimes years.

The Bureau of Justice Statistics
(BJS) has, for example, recently

closed out data collection from the
more than 1,700 agencies operating
about 3,500 offices providing adult
and/or juvenile probation or parole
supervision. The instrument was
fielded in early 1992 to collect data
on end-of-year 1991, All but two
agencies eventually responded after
lengthy follow-up by the Census Bu-
reau, BJS staff, and in. many States
the staff of the Statistical Analysis
Centers (SAC). Try to imagine the
difficulty of being timely when the
range of agencies from which data
must be collected include some
17,000 law enforcement agencies,
approximately 2,300 prosecutor's
offices, nearly 18,000 trial courts,
about 3,300 local jails, about 1,300-
1,400 state and federal prisons; and
the more than 5,000 agencies and
offices administering and supervising
corrections in the community — a
total of nearly 50,000 agencies,
offices, and institutions which com-
pose the criminal justice system
nationwide. That is why, at the
national-level, we try to use nation-
ally representative samples to esti-
mate national practice. But such
data are designed to tell us about
the nation — not about Albuguerque,
or Denver, or Miami.

Recently, the Attorney General
visited both Denver and Omaha —
Denver had suffered several drive-by
shootings just prior to the visit and
Omaha expressed concern -about
the migration of members of several
West Coast gangs to that city. She
asked BJS to prepare some back-
ground materials on the two cities
prior.to her visits. In each case, the
available national data were from the
FBI's Uniform Crime Reporting
(UCR) program from 1991, and from
BJS series including the Law En-
forcement Management and Admin-
istrative Statistics (LEMAS) from
1990, the National Judicial Reporting

2 Proceedings of the BJS/JRSA 1993 National Conference

Program for 1990, the 1988 Jail
Census, and so forth. Nothing in
these statistical series could help us
illuminate in more detail for the At-
torney General information for these
cities on gangs, gang migration, or
the locations and backgrounds Lin-
derlying the drive-by shootings.
Thank goodness we had vigorous
and very knowledgeable SAC's in
both States to help us better under-
stand the concerns in those cities
and the available resources to ad-
dress the problems. The SAC's
gave us the real-time description we
needed and the background data
helped us understand the trends
over time. As a result, substantial
efforts are being extended by the
Department of Justice (DOJ) to
focus on what may be described as
emerging crime problems and trying
to bring together all the relevant
Federal agencies to promote and
target existing assistance efforis.

| believe that this will be the model
for the future with a greater partner-
ship between crime and justice data
at the local and national levels, more
context description in a shorter turn-
around by State and local agencies
such as SAC's, Law Enforcement
Coordinating Councils, and reduced
bureaucracy and red-tape at the
Federal level with greater targeting
of all Federal assistance efforts in in-
dividual communities — sort of one-
stop shopping, if you will, for cities. |
think the Attorney General has even
drawn an analogy with the State De-
partment's individual desks for each
country as a possible way to orga-
nize to be more responsive to indi-
vidual cities, localities, and States.

To respond to these objectives, BJS
has been moving toward the devel-
opment of a new information system
for the Attorney General and senior
management of the Department.



Conference opening

The initial stage will entail, prabably
for the 100 largest cities in the U.S.:

« UCR Index offense data for the
city, the metropolitan area, and com-
parably-sized cities for the preceding
10-year period

» National Crime Victimization Sur-
vey (NCVS) data for comparably-
sized cities

» | EMAS data for the city and com-
parably sized cities

¢ Federal law enforcement staffing
resources for the city

o Narrative descriptions by the U.S.
Attorney, the SAC, the Law Enforce-
ment Coordinating Council, etc. of
the nature of any emerging crime
problems and the city's response

to it

» DOJ and other relevant Federal
funding to the city to be obtained
from Bureau of Justice Assistance,
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention, Department of
Health and Human Services, Depart-
ment of Education, Department of
Housing and Urban Development,
etc.

Some of these items will be updated
frequently, such as funding and Fed-
eral law enforcement resources and
the local narratives, while others will
be updated periodically.

The key here is that nationai-level
data will be supplemented by the
kind of more detailed and up-to-the
minute description that only those
intimately involved in the crime prob-
lem can adequately and sensitively
convey. Secondly, there will be a
greater integration of Federal law
enforcement information with the
kinds of information typically avail-

able from State and local law en-
forcement agencies. Thirdly, much
of this information will be provided
with an eye toward having the most
current and up-to-date information
possible. And finally, Federal assis-
tance will, ultimately, be better tar-
geted to needs and funding re-
sources will be structured in such

a way as to ensure that emerging
problems can be systematically
addressed.

Ali of us will play a role in trying to
produce data that help to guide this
initiative., The partnership between
BJS and State and local govern-
ments is critical to these efforts —
Denver and Omaha have become
shining examples of how all levels of
government can work together to
achieve a common purpose. | want
to wish all of you a good and produc-
tive conference and please take time
to consider how we can improve our
measures of crime and justice to en-
sure that, as a result of aggregation,
we are not obscuring the problems
and challenges and resources which
exist in our communities and neigh-
borhoods.
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By Benjamin H. Renshaw, lll, Special Assistant to the Assistant Attcrney General,
Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice

| want to make only a few brief
points about the links of this gather-
ing in Albuquerque to previous meet-
ings of the Assnciation and some
political imperatives of the new lead-
ership in the Office of Justice Pro-
grams. First, this is an Association
that heard Janet Reno in Key West
in 1989, and in hearing her there
was a very strong harbinger of what
she has brought to the Department
of Justice. That includes a humani-
tarian mode as a guide to the admin-
istration of law, and a flat-out focus
on doing what is right.

Despite my entreaties to the Deputy
Attorney General, who was briefly a
professor of mine at Harvard, and
the current Acting Assistant Attorney
General, Laurie Robinson, they were
unable to take the time to reach the
Southwest, but they have con-
tributed to this program.

Immediately after the New Orleans
Conference we began working
diligently with all the people Rick
Kern named, to assure that this
JRSA conference will benefit you in
your work in the States, and address
subjects that are concrete and
universally useful. We have worked
hard on that, and | think we have
succeeded.

| talked yesterday with Laurie
Robinson; many of you probably
do not know her. She came to
Washington with the American Bar
Association (ABA) in 1972, initially
as head of the Criminal Justice
Section, and later as the head of

a larger portion of the ABA's
Washington operation. Her arrival
has been greeted with universal
acclamation. She is filling a unique
dual position serving the Deputy as
an Assistant Deputy Attorney
General, and as the Acting Assistant

Attorney General for the Office of
Justice Programs.

She did ask me, however, to impart
a faw hallmarks of this Administra-
tion. Many of them are a matter

of simple principles, yet simple
principles deeply held. First, as far
as State and local relations are
concerned, the Federal Government
and the Department of Justice will
not be intrusive. The Attorney
General talks frequently about her
experience in Florida when the
Federat officials would tell her what
she could have grants for, despite
the fact that they were for things she
did not want to do. For those of you
who have heard Janet Reno, you
know how eloguent she can be on
that subject. Secondly, there are

no quick fixes, either from the right
or the left. We will talk during these
proceedings about the issue of
mandatory minimums and their
impact on all aspects of criminal
justice. We are listening to the
agenda of localities and States.

We are trying to veer away from
costly dead ends. Obviously the
Attorney General and everyone

on down ig¢ still terribly concerned
with demonstrably violent and preda-
tory offenders, but we are not going
to carry that over to issue mandates
to the States ahout what they do
with such cffenders. And Lautie
Robinson asked me specifically to
mention that there is enormous
concern in this Department of
Justice with social bias in all aspects
of the administration of justice. We
want to elevate the level of debate
from the political ambush attacks
that are so frequently what we find;
the view is to tie policy to the
thoughtful and reflective examination
that we will be giving in the coming
days.
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Welcome to Albuquerque

The Honorable Bruce King, Governor, State of New Mexico

Thursday, October 14, 1993
8:45 a.m.

Thank you for that wonderful wel-
come. Thank you for that great in-
troduction, Gary. | wish my wife
Alice could have been here to hear
that. | should quit while | am ahead,
| guess, because certainly | appreci-
ate those remarks. And she kind of
caught the flu this week and she cer-
tainly intended to be here. Sheis a
great admirer of Janet Reno's and
Hillary Clinton. And we have worked
very closely together.

The fact is, as President Clinton
would tell you, that he and | and
Cecil Andrews were the only three
governors that served in the
decades of the '70s, '80s, and '90s.

So we are very pleased with the di-
rection that you all are trying to
move things. We want to be sure
we can be a part of it. And we also
wanted to work to see that all of our
congressional delegations work
closely with the administration in
Washington.

We work closely with our legislative
body and our cities and counties.
And then all of the law enforcement
and all of the criminal justice needs
to tie together. And I, too, would fike
{0 say, as previous speakers have
said, we have gotten a very good
base, a very good foundation for you
to work and put some meat into
some of the bones and see the
direction we go.

And, Art Melendres, | certainly ap-
preciated your remarks. And | ap-
preciate the excellent job you do.

One of the most responsible jobs in
New Mexico is chairing the Board of
Regents of our largest university, the
University of New Mexico.

So we try to run a well rounded
operation and all of the things that
were mentioned about us being a
multicultural society certainly are
true. And we try to reflect that and
all of those who are involved, as well
as all of the other different identities
you would think of in having a well
balanced program.

in fact, my wife Alice is working
today, even though she wasn't in the
office, in helping me to prepare a
criminal justice group. We have
already contacted most of the mem-
bers, who will be working to look at
the things we need to da in improv-
ing our criminal justice departments
and doing a better job in crime pre-
vention in our State to present differ-
ent measures to our legislative body.
And some of them will be serving on
the committee.

The one | ami very interested in and
the previous speaker mentioned, is
the fact that Denver, Colorado, has
had the problem with drive-by shoot-
ings. Governor Romer happens to
be a very great friend of mine. He s
the immediate vice-president of na-
tional governors.

And as ali of you at the head table |
know are well aware, he called
special session about a month ago
just to study what you could do in
gun control. And he was very suc-

cessful in working out a program that
would make it illegal for teenagers to
have gung in their possession with-
out proper training and proper back-
ground.

And he has given me the information
and we are looking at similar legisla-
tion in New Mexico. And | think we
can do that and be successful.

And |, too, want to extend a wel-
come. But prior to doing that, |
would like to give you a little bit of an
overview of what | see we are going
to have to do if we are going to be
successful in law enforcement in our
institutions, in how we incarcerate
the prisoners and handle our prison
population.

So as was mentioned, | have served
as Governor since 1971, We have a
four-year limitation, | didn't get beat
every time in between there because
| couldn't run. But anyway, | was
just thinking to myself in 1971, '72,
'73, and '74, we were appropriating
about a tenth of the amount of
money that we are appropriating to
operate our total correctional facility
which Ely Mondragon is in charge of,
a very professional operation.

It's obvious to me that just more
money, throwing money, so to
speak, doesn't solve the problem.

In everything we do in New Mexico,
and | am sure it's the same through-
out the United States, we look at
high tech, high-tech transfer. The
computer age has really changed in
those years.
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But just thinking back to the amount
of money we were spending then
and the job we were doing in trying
to address all the needs of our
younger generation, and then look-
ing at the criminal system, well, | be-
lieve we were doing a better job then
than we are doing now.

But the crimes that we are obviously
confronting or going to be con-
fronting are those that you see mov-
ing funds around with computers and
things of that nature. So we are
going to have a lot of that type of
crime, which is obviously white-collar
crime.

And we have to have some sort of a
punishment system to where crime
doesn't pay. And if we don't do that,
we have problems. But having said
that, we don't need to just have ev-
eryone locked up that has some sort
of a problem along those lines.

I learned very quickly that the classi-
fication of the prisoners is what you
have to do if you are going to be
successful. You have to do a good
job. Some are obviously going to
have to stay in the maximum secu-
rity facilities, so to speak. And that's
the only way that you are going to
control and reduce crime.

But others, surely we can do a better
job with these fine educational insti-
tutions, all the wonderful citizens we
have, in trying to work with families,
youth, and children to see that they
have a better opportunity.

So | would hope that as you break
into the committees this afternocon
that you would give those things
some definite thought. It was men-
tioned how many different areas we
have working to try to resolve the
problem.

So it's great when you can get
those, as many as we have today,
to come together. it's good that our
people in New Mexico could have
the opportunity to work in the differ-
ent workshops and to express the
problems we have along with you
and you give us some of the things
that you think we might be able to
do.

And we think we have done as good
a job as any around the country in
community outreach programs and
community based programs, and
particularly when a prisoner is re-
leased as to what we do in that area.
And that's all very important.

But I am not saying we have done
anything like the amount of work that
we can do that would still be money
well spent and would still be a real
deterrent and a prevention to crime.
And | cannot overernphasize the
need for involvement of everyone,
and involvement of all of the law en-
forcement groups.

And we certainly don't have the
funds to let each one go their own
way. We have ic be sure that ali of
them are pulling together and uniting
their efforts.

We have a crime stoppers program
in New Mexico that we have had for
some 20 years, the second time |
was Goverrior actually, in the 1979,
'80 period. And it has been very
successful. So we have to impress
upon the citizens, work with us, be
sure that your eyes and ears let us
see the things you see that we need
to be doing, whether it be in north-
western New Mexico, the Indian
communities, or whether it be in the
big city of Albuguerque, or the farm-
ing commuinities in eastern New
Mexico.
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But we must have the citizens giving
us the necessary information and
have them involved when they have
PTA meetings and things. They
have to look at what we are doing,
the direction the children are going.
We have to do a good job of prena-
tal care and things to where the child
has an opportunity to learn. So we
are trying to work in those areas.

[, too, want to welcome you to New
Mexico. We have a great State and
everyone has pointed that out. We
have 1,600,000 wonderful people in
New Mexico. And they have already
given you a breakdown so | won't go
into that. But we are very proud of
each of them and the things that
each section of the State represents.

Thank you.
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Plenary session: Drug data and policy: Hawks, doves, and owis

By Peter Reuter, Ph.D., Co-Director, Drug Policy Research Center, RAND Corporation

Washington, D.C.

There is little disagreement about
the recent history of drug use in the
United States. Many fewer persons
are using illicit drugs, but the num-
bers using them frequently and suf-
fering severe conseqi:ences of that
use have not fallen; indeed, the
number may have risen somewhat in
the last four years and the health
and crime consequences of their use
are even more likely to be worsen-

ing.

There is even some agreement
about the proximate (as opposed to
ultimate) causes of these changes.
Increasing awareness of the adverse
health and behavioral consequences
of drug use has probably driven the
decline in prevalence. Not only is it
clear that fewer adolescents are ex-
perimenting with drugs than was the
case a decade ago, but a substantial
number of non-dependent regular
users have desisted. That the num-
ber of dependent users has not de-
clined is a function of the fact that
the dependence is extremely hard to
break, particularly for those living in

adverse social conditions along with
many others suffering from similar
problems.

What is the role of Federal drug
policy?

There is much less agreement about
what role drug policy has played in
reducing drug use. There is not even
a shared view of what drug policy
has actually been over the last few
years. Too much attention is paid to
the Federal drug control budget,
which is neither accurate nor particu-
larly relevant, and too littie to what is
being done at the State and local
levels. To make matters worse,
there is also teo much attention on
the wrong indicators of success.
More specifically, the following
points deserve emphasis —

« The second half of the 1980's saw
a massive expansion in the tough-
ness of drug enforcement, with State
and local governments leading the
charge. Perhaps we could be
tougher still, but | would suggest that

we have tried toughness enough fo
know what it can accomplish in its
current form. Large numbers of in-
carcerations have not managed to
make cocaine and heroin more ex-
pensive or less accessible; the evi-
dence with respect to marijuana is
more mixed. A more targeted set of
punishments, better linked to co-
erced treatment, certainly seems
worth trying.

« U.S. source country control efforts
continue to show no sign of suc-
cesses and are structurally flawed.
Cutting these programs substantiaily
is one of the few budget-cutting rec-
ommendations that has an exem-
plary basis both in logic and experi-
ence.

s Finding ways to improve the effec-
tiveness of the publicly funded drug
treatment system is probably the
most urgent need for demand reduc-
tion. Finding ways to integrate drug
treatment into the larger system of
health and social services that are
needed by the drug dependent is an
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important, and difficult, part of this
task.

» The focus of punishment on all
levels of government reflects the
current goals of the Federal govern-
ment. As specified in the annual
National Drug Control Strategies, the
goals are reductions in drug use
rather than drug problems. These
goals lead to a slighting of some ad-
verse consequences of the punitive
approach and an underemphasis on
treatment and prevention. A major
change in policy should be signaled
by developing a better scorecard for
tracking progress in dealing with the
harms generated by drug use, not
simply the number of users.

e The Federal drug budget is a ques-
tionable representation of the Fed-
eral government's expenditures on
drug control. Worse, it focuses

attention on a false budget struggle;
drug treatment has not been slighted
primarily because Federal drug poli-
cymakers have cared more for en-
forcement (though they clearly did)
but because health officials have
given higher priority to other health
programs. The drug budget should
be deemphasized; indeed, one mignt
even consider abolishing it as a con-
struct.

Two debates on drug policy

There have been many shifts in
American drug policy over the past
three decades. Drug policy has gen-
grated two debates. The more ele-
vated one concerns the retention of
our current prohibitions, the legaliza-
tion debate.. Though it has occa-
sionally impinged on the rhetoric of
political discussion, this debate
remains largely a parlor sport for
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intellectuals, divorced from the poli-
cymaking process. The more con-
sequential, albeit less lofty, debate
has been that between what are
usually called the supply-side advo-
cates and demand-side advocates.
The supply-siders seek continued
expansion of the nation's efforts to
imprison drug sellers and detect and
punish (in various ways) drug users,
while denying that they are slighting
demand-side considerations — pun-
ishing drug users should reduce de-
mand; to that extent the "supply-
sider" label has an elemsnt of exag-
geration. The supply-sider believes
in being tough about drugs — user
accountability, zero tolerance, harsh
sentences for drug dealers. The de-
mand-side advocates, while gener-
ally accepting the need for "vigorous
enforcement," argue that current re-
source commitments to programs di-
rectly aimed at demand (prevention
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and treatment) are grossly under-
funded and should be massively
increased, even if this is at the ex-
pense of enforcement.

Neither debate is satisfactory. The
legalization debate is too focused on
extremes, excluding the possibility of
compromise. It is strident, with both
sides casting aspersion on the val-
ues of the other. On the other hand,
the debate between the supply- and
dermand-siders is too narrow, allow-
ing only minor programmatic tinker-
ing.

Drug war strategies: hawks,
doves, and owls

The drug control policy can best be
illustrated as a rhetorical stick along
the bars of an aviary in which roost
doves, hawks, and owls. 1 propose
to combine the two debates on drug
policy into a three-sided discussion
among hawks (supply-side advo-
cates), doves (legalizers), and owls
(bold-demand-side advocates) about
the nature of the drug problem and
the consequences of different ap-
proaches to controlling it. The
dove's advocacy of legalization is
"largely a parlor sport for intellectu-
als," divorced from the policy arena;
the hawks are too intent on pursuing
their stepped-up campaign of impris-
oning drug sellers and detecting and
punishing drug users {o talk to any-
one; and the owls, who accept the
need for continued prohibition but
stress the importance of prevention
and treatment, have painted them-
selves into a policy corner by con-
ceding that drug enforcement rust
be maintained at current levels at a
time when budgets cannot be in-
creased.

At the heart of this admittedly
"owlish" essay is the contention that
the hawks have "gone too far." My

plea is for a less ideological, more
pragmatic approach to the problem
that favors minimizing the harm that
results not enly from drug use, but
from drug coritrol.

To an extraordinary degree, the
hawks have taken control of drug
policy and given it a distinctively
punitive hue. | believe that we might
well be better off if we simply pun-
ished drug dealers less aggressively;
| believe that matters would be still
further improved if some of the
money saved by reduced punish-
ment were spent on better quality
treatment of the drug dependent.
But the emphasis should be on be-
lieve; | cannot claim to have shown
the consequences of shifting to a
less punitive regime.

American drug policy has always de-
pended more heavily on the criminal
law than that of most other Western
societies, but never more so than in
the iast decade. During this time the
hawks have massively increased
funding for the punishment of drug
users and dealers, expanded the
scope of efforts to detect them and
intensified the severity of penalties.

Two sets of statistics make this
point:

» The Federal budget for drug con-
trol policy increased from $1.5 billion
in 1980 to $6.7 billion in 1990. The
share going to enforcement pro-
grams ranged from 70 percent to 80
percent.

« [n 1990, State and local govern-
ments tuygether spent an additional
$18 billion on drug control, with 80
percent going for enforcement.

Meanwhile, Congress and State leg-
islatures have dramatically increased
the penality for drug offenses. In

1988, for example, Congress raised
the mandatory sentence for selling
50 grams of crack cocaine (worth
about $5,000 on the street) to five
years. Michigan imposed mandatory
life imprisonment without parole for
those convicted of selling 650 grams
of cocaine, but the Michigan
Supreme Court recently overturned
the law, terming the punishment
*harsh and unusual."

Recent decisions by Federal agen-
cies to disallow use of marijuana for
medics Hurposes further reflect the
harshness of current policies. Be-
cause marijuana can alleviate the
side effects of chemotherapy, relieve
glaucoma, and improve the appetite
of AIDS patients, the public health
service had briefly allowed "compas-
sionate" approval of marijuana pre-
scriptions for 13 patients. In March
19983, it announced the end of this
exemption program.

The triumph of the hawks

The hawks have managed also to
propagate the false notion that drug
sellers and users are at low risk from
the law. This plays on public fear
and helps to promote more stringent
sentencing statutes, In fact, en-
forcement has increased massively
on all counts: arrests, seriousness
of charges and number of convic-
tions alike. State and local arrests
for drug offenses rose from 581,000
in 1980 to 1,090,000 in 1990. While
the 1980 total was dominated by ar-
rests for marijuana and possession,
in 1990 heroin and cocaine arrests
dominated, and arrests for dealing
accounted for a much larger share.
In California, the number of persons
sent to prison for drug offenses
tripled between 1980 and 1985, and
tripled again in the following five
years, rising from less than 1,000 to
more than 10,000 over the decade.
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By contemporary American stan-
dards, drug selling has become quite
risky, at least for certain groups. A
study | conducted of drug operations
in the District of Columbia in the late
1980's estimated that street drug
peddlers faced a 22 percent proba-
bility of imprisonment in the course
of a year's selling, a 7 percent
chance of serious injury and a 1.4
percent probability of getting killed.
Dealers could count on spending
about one-third of their total selling
careers in prison. The vast majority
of District sellers were young black
men.

Drug use patterns

Data on the prevalence of drug use
and dependence are murky, but
broad surveys of the household pop-
ulation of high school seniors show a
clear pattern: initiation into drug use
escalated rapidly in the late 1970's
and early 1980's, then began to de-
cline by 1986. In 1978, 11 percent
of high school seniors reported using
marijuana on a daily basis in the pre-
vious month; by 1991 less than 2
percent of seniors reported daily use
in the previous month.

Broad surveys miss a great deal of
important behavior, however, no-
tably frequent drug use within spe-
cific populations. For example, the
surveys estimate the number of per-
sons using cocaine weekly or more
frequently in 1990 at less than one
miliion, showing no increase from
the 1980 level. But the Drug Abuse
Warning Network (DAWN), which re-
ports on emergency room cases and
medical examiners' death reports,
showed a ten-fold increase in co-
caine mentions between 1980 and
1988. Similarly, the Drug Use Fore-
casting system found very high rates
of drug use among arrestees and
produced estimates of the number of

frequent users that were much
higher than those derived from the
household surveys. Both sets of
data pointed to a concentration of
problems in the inner city.

Both pictures are accurate; the mir-
rors they hold up to society reflect
different segments of the population.
An increasing share of drug abusers
is found among the inner-city poor,
particularly young, African-Americar
males. The more affluent and edu-
cated are now more concerned
about the health consequences of
drug use.

Consequences of toughness

How valid are the claims that tough-
ness works? Data are sparse, but
the available evidence suggests that
intensified enforcement has had only
modest success in raising drug
prices-and has not reduced the al-
ready limited access of middle class
users to drugs. Disapproval of drug
use has increased, and that may
well have reduced the already lim-
ited access of middie class users to
drugs. Increased disapproval of
drug use may well have reduced ini-
tiation, but it is unlikely that this is a
function of tough enforcement.

The harmful consequences of the
hawks' punitive approach are clear:

¢ Large numbers of African-Ameri-
can men are being locked up for
long periods in institutions that do
little to rehabilitate them. The share
of drug arrestees who are black has
increased over the last 10 years,
from less than one-fourth to more
than two-fifths. This is high even
when compared to the black share
of all criminal arrests or of frequent
drug users.
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» Those who are locked up are, for
the most part, the small fry of the
drug trade. An irony of tough Fed-
eral sentencing guidelines is that the
only mitigating circumstance for
shortening a mandatory sentence is
cooperation with the prosecutor.
Unimportant agents have little to
offer; however, higher-ups can pro-
vide valuable information and get off
lightly.

» Other harms may be exacerbated
by tough enforcement. Frequent
harassment of street drug sellers
increases the incentives to use vio-
lence to maintain market share;
more availability in the purity of
heroin, resulting from occasional
large seizures, may cause more
overdoses; stringent enforcement
has raised marijuana potency at the
same time that head shop laws pre-
vent marijuana smokers from using
water pipes — the least harmful
method of consuming the drug.

Taken singly, it is impossible to esti-
mate the significance of these
harms. In the aggregate, however,
they add up to this: politically pow-
erless inner-city communities not
only suffer the most from the drug
trade's effects — from crime, vio-
lence, AIDS, crack babies, and a
host of other ills — they also bear
the brunt of harshly punitive policies.
This should disturb us enough to
consider whether there is another,
less draconian, approach to drug
control.

The "harm reduction" approach
evolved in Western Europe, where
illicit drug use also ranks high on the
list of social concerns in some coun-
tries, but where associated crime
and violence have not reached the
epic levels found in the United
States. As a resuit, Europeans are
more inclined to focus on the health
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consequences of drug use and rele-
gate criminal [aw to & marginal role
in dealing with drug offenders. Pol-
icy measures that might increase the
extent of drug use but lower the inci-
dence of disease — AIDS, for exam-
ple — are likely to be endorsed. Sy-
ringe exchange schemes, scarcely
permitted even on a pilot basis here,
have become commonplace in
Britain, The Netherlands, Italy, and
Switzerland.

Conclusion

A particularly disturbing aspect of
the current drug situation is the diffi-
culty of dismantling the punitive ap-
paratus assembled since the mid-
1980's. The political forces are sim-
ply not favorable to changing this
bent in the near future. The doves
are likely to be pushed back to the
fringe status they held until 1987.

Notwithstanding the rhetoric of liber-
als and conservatives alike that it is
*everybody's problem,* drugs now
seem to be moving to another entry
on the long list of ills that emanate
from the inner city and poor minority
populations in particular.

Owls may do better than doves. The
imagery of war ought to work in their
favar; victory is often followed by a
period of humanitarian outreach by
the winning side, an effort to help the
casualties of war. The continuing
decline in initiation among America's
youth will make ever clearer that the
drug problem is mostly the danger-
ous behavior of a relatively small
number of adults, caught in the co-
caine epidemic of the 1880's. Maybe
locking them up will start to look
more expensive and less attractive
than developing better quality health
and social services aimed at reduc-
ing their drug use and at improving
their social functioning. Owls, even

if their message lacks the simplicity
and clarity of the competing birds,
may yet come to dominate the
aviary.
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A new way of looking at the drug war

By Ross Deck, Senior Policy Analyst, Office of National Drug Controi Policy (ONDCP),
Executive Office of the President

Note: Ross Deck spoke at the con-
ference as a substitute for John
Carnevale, Director of Planning, Of-
fice of National Drug Control Policy.
John Carnevale's planned presenta-
tion can be found in Appendix D.

First of all, we are not fighting a drug
war anymore. To have a war you
must have enemies. In this situa-
tion, we are our own enemy. And,
we cannot declare victory simply be-
cause we killed ourselves.

Peter Reuter, of the RAND Corpora-
tion, discussed supply versus de-
mand. | think in the future we will
witness a major shift concerning
drugs in the international versus do-
mestic arena. What we are trying to
realize now, in working with other
countries, is that drug use is growing
gverywhere. If drug use declines in
America, drug use will increase in
other areas of the world. America
can assist the international commu-
nity by sharing what it has learned
the hard way of what works and
what does not work. We must work
with other countries on strategies to
make ail people a little more "drug
proof". We cannot, however, con-
tinue to fight alone in this battle.

Qur domestic agenda must include
treatment as a prime motivator. The
one thing that | see as a change in
this Administration, in working with
Dr. Brown (Dr. Lee P. Brown is the
new Director of ONDCP), is that no
longer are treatment and relapse
considered dirty words. No longer
are we, the people in the Office, told
not to mention the root causes of
drug use because we cannot do any-
thing about them. Further, "needle
exchange" is no lenger something
we cannot discuss.

The downsizing of ONDCP to just fif-
teen employees has provided more

space for the Office to witness what
is truly happening on the streets in
relation to drugs. The new National
Drug Control Striategy has not been
released to date, Itis not, however,
going to consist of the same sorts of
goals and objectives as contained in
the previous strategies. Previous
goals and objectives were mandated
by Congress.

One of the positive things | see hap-
pening across government is a new
and very refreshing cooperation
among the different components and
departments. Cooperation is often
hard to achieve. We have always
been concerned, in my office, about
the heavy drug user. We have not,
however, been successful in learning
the characteristics of this population.
As a result, my boss John
Carnevale, an economist and statis-
ticlan, decided he wanted to know
more about heavy users. He de-
cided to determine who the heavy
users were and their location, their
drug of choice and dosage, as well
as what action to take. A year ago
that would have been about as im-
possible as Albuquerque being chilly
last night. it is stich a change, at our
level, to see that things are going to
work better, and that there is going
to be more cooperation. in this Ad-
ministration, treatment is a possibil-
ity, relapse is not a dirty word, and
root causes of drug use will be ad-
dressed. We have always known
what action to take and what words
to say. We have not, however, been
able to do that because of our focus.
As Peter Reuter said, the focus has
been in one direction and very often
when you focus in one direction, it is
often hard to step back and move in
the right direction.

To illustrate, we declared victory
about two years ago asserting that
casuai drug use was down. Heavy
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drug use, however, is the problem.
Heavy drug users drive the drug
market; they use most of the: drugs,
provide the profit, commit the
crimes, and are in large part respon-
sible for the violence.

So, what can we do about the heavy
drug users? Well, we tried incarcer-
atiort, but we could not confine all of
them. if the criminal justice system
released them "unchanged", the situ-
ation would not correct itself. Today,
in contrast, we are looking at drug
abuse from the user's perspective;
we are looking at treatment and ac-
cepting relapse as inevitable. Along
with relapse, we are looking at harm
reduction for the first time.

I had a chance to meet with some
drug experts that came to tell us
where we were wrong and offered
their strategy as a potential for the
future of our strategy. We were able
to tell them that they had five basic
elements that were very similar to
our elements. We also had two ad-
ditional elements, both dealing with
the international arena. 1t was a sur-
prise to us ail how similar our strate-
gies were. |t goes to show how
quickly policy can be reevaluated
and redirected when you have the
time and the "charge"todoit. A
book by the National Research
Council, Losing Generations: Ado-
lescents in High Risk Settings, has
successfully driven a lot of new
strategies. It is a book that should
be read, and | recommend it to you
all. Ifit had been published a year
ago, my bosses would have said it
was garbage. It was, however, pub-
lished a few months ago, and in an
environment conducive to its under-
standing.

Peter Reuter also talked about how
policy from suspect numbers is al-
most impossible to factor. We have
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been drawing the keys for some pol-
icy for years with suspect numbers.
But Dr. Brown has been doing this
for a few years and says that his
strategy and the President's must be
research based and driven by re-
sults. It is not a Federal strategy, it
is a national strategy. Drug abuse
must be seen from a public health
perspective. We must have commu-
nity empowerment because the Fed-
eral government cannot tell Albu-
querque or any other locality what
they need. The Federal government
can, however, provide resources,
expert advice, and help accomplish
what needs to be done. This means
getting away from the types of
grants that we have, that divide the
effort. ' We need more global grants.
We need to make receiving a grant
easier and quicker. We must learn
from your successes and failures.
Dr. Brown has spent a considerable
amount of his budget on research.
Not on long term research, but the
short term research that provides in-
formation for policy makers.

A research project | am involved in
looks at a wide range of issues in-
cluding the total expenditures of
State and local governments for
drug control. A copy of this report
can be obtained from the Drugs and
Crime Data Center and Clearing-
house. ONDCP also recently re-
leased a heroin situation analysis.
that provides insight into heroin use
and the changes we are seeing in
that market. Further, ONDCP re-
leased a paper on the characteristics
of heavy drug users. In the future, a
quarterly study will be published by
one of our research contractors, pro-
viding an up-to-date detail on what is
happening with drugs in this nation.

We cannot isolate drug policy from
every other important policy in this
nation and expect positive results.

You have to work within the system,
work with what you have, and you
have to maximize what you can do.
That is what we are going to do in
the future. In the end, the strategy
will be perfect, at least in the use of
commas, periods, and the choice of
words.

We cannot define what victory is.
We cannot tell you which objectives
to look at. We can only try to have
policymakers at all levels of govern-
ment working together to do what is
right for this nation: reduce the im-
pact of drug abuse and increase the
strength of our families and commu-
nities. [f we do that, we may still
have a drug use issue, but we will
have a healthier nation that can ab-
sorb that issue, that will reduce the
harm of drug abuse. That is what
we are going to try to do at ONDCP,
and we would like your help.
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John, | am grateful for the conclud-
ing few words of what you said. |
wish it were true. | would like it to be
true. | am a recidivist speaker here.
You asked me to do this sort of thing
a few years ago, | can't count the
number of years, four or five. And
somebody said it went quite well.
But | asked what it was about and |
wasn't enlightened at all. | asked if
he had a copy and | could have read
it again. | am sure, none of you
would have remembered a word.

But that isn't possible.

i am flattered to be here. | suppose
the idea of being asked back is flat-
tering. But | am a little troubled be-
cause | am really not a very humor-
ous sort of person. | am a parasite
on your work, really. | try to make
use of it. | read it and know about it.
| think numerousity is very important.

Evolving knowledge and its
impact on the criminal justice
system

George Bernard Shaw put it, I think,
extremely well. You may not have
heard what he wrote: "One indicator
of a sensitive and perceptive person
is the capacity to be moved by
statistics." All right, I think it's a very
true point. | wish to God our paliti-
sans could be moved in like fashion
other than by the returns at the polis.

What | wanted to talk about today,
and | only thought of it in the last
couple of days, and | only wrote a
few notes, is why evolving knowl-
edge in our field of interest has such
little impact either on public rhetoric
or on practice. | think it's an
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interesting question. | know how to
phrase the question and | know
many of its aspects; but | have very
little idea of the answer. | suppose
that's what philosophy is, getting the
question straight.

For 30 years | have done my best fo
be a critical observer of the criminal
justice system, Federal and State, in
this country. | have been somewhat
of a "Jack of all trades." | have
worked on a police board for eight
years, done a lot of work in correc-
tions, particularly in prisons. | have
heen Special Master now for Federal
District Courts in these cases. Of
course | have been involved with
much of the work of the lawyers and
the courts and law schools. And |
have been close to the work of re-
search agencies, Federal, State, and
in universities.
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With the help of colleagues, | have
kept in touch with much of the evolv-
ing research. Crime and Justice: A
Review of Research over the last 15
years has been a wonderful educa-
tiona! process for me, bringing infor-
mation to my attention.

And from that perspective, looking
back over 30 years, at the risk of of-
fering general &ind imprecise propo-
sitions, it seems to me that there
have been improvements in police
practice, less corruption, and more
efficient and even-handed policing.

Clearly, there has been improve-
ment in decency and efficiencies

in correctional practice, such efforts
at improvement succeeding to a
degree in the States and in the Fed-
eral system; that is, general im-
provements in decency and human-
ity.

But the problems of crime itself are
worse at the end of those 30 years
than they were without these im-
provements. That is attributable to
the flood of numbers that has en-
gulfed the system and to other pro-
cesses. But if you measured human
misery you would have to conclude
that matters have become worse.
But that doesn't mean that the crimi-
nal justice system hasn't improved.

And then the other thing that's im-
proved dramatically is research and
knowledge. It really is true, if you
look at what was known 30 years
ago in all these fields, that knowl-
edge has greatly increased. For ex-
ample, consider the August 1993
issue of Criminology. It's a very so-
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phisticated document, with a great
deal of sophisticated information. |
think it's clear that we have learned
a great deal over the last decades.
The quality of information published
by the government, Federal and
State, is dramatically different, dra-
matically better.

Statistical vuinerability

Yet, the public estimation of these
matters is simple in the extreme and
usually wrong. And the political reac-
tions are also childish in relation to
crime and its control, but they are
not childish in the sense that they
are effective indeed in attracting
votes.

Why, then, this chasm between
knowledge and practice?

| am carefully laying out what | want
to do for two reasons. My wife tells
me that | have two leading defects
as a public speaker — many sub-
sidiary defects, of course — but two
leading defects: First, a tendency to
wander from the subject and then,
secondly, a tendency to return to it!
So it is important that | should try to
spell out what i want to do.

Well, why do the numbers that we
gather that tell us something about
the efficacy of our programs and our
work get so little use? Why is it that
the public vision of crime is of crime
steadily increasing and the solution
being an increase of imprisonment
and getting rid of these sentimentali-
ties of maudlin judges and inefficient
prosecutors and incompetent
courts? That's the public view as
you kKnow.

Why the dissonance? Well, | sup-
pose one of the first reasons is the
sheer vulnerability of statistics and of
numbers. { got that view clearly

from the Police Board of Chicago, on
which | served for eight years before
I "paroled" myself. . Each month we
had a public meeting. Each month,
with different superintendents over
the years, the Superintendent would
read the Uniform Crime Reports
(UCR) figures for the last month and
he would compare them to the fig-
ures of the same month a year ear-
lier. And if the figures were lower
this month than last year, he would
congratulate his police on their effi-
ciency and the excellent way in
which they had protected the com-
munity. Whereas, if the figures were
higher this month than last year, he
would castigate the community for
its lack of moral standards.

All the police chiefs over the years
did this in one way or another.
Some did it better than others; but
that was their technique and of
course they never lost, you ailways
win by that technique — you are
never wrong, you are always right.

One can see the same technique

in many different situations. You can
always manufacture an increase in
crime if you select your base year, if
you select the crimes you will pursue
(particularly those with ambiguity in
their definitions, iike burglary.) Or
you can describe your numbers so
as to mislead, for example, to say
that most people in prison are very
serious offenders and then define
"serious offenders" to include "vio-
lent and repeat offenders." Few are
in prison who are not "repeat offend-
ers." It's a similar dodge to what my
police chiefs used.

So, also, we suffer from the sheer
vulneranility of our figures.. You see
this most clearly in rape, with UCR
reporting an increase and National
Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS)
reporting a decrease and both are

accurate. Both need explication to
be reconciled and expiications are
rarely offered.

So it's hard stuff, it's not easy stuff.
You people know about it, the com-
munity doesn't. So that's the first
real vulnerability.

Statistics and the political arena

And then what happens to these vul-
nerabilities? Well, it makes a field
day for the politicians. And i mean
the politicians of both political par-
ties. Let me avoid party politics on
this occasion. | am getting old
enough that | can say what i think.

| do not believe that it was within the
emotional sentiment of our President
at the time of the election to hurry
back to Arkansas to preside over the
execution of a retarded black mur-
derer. On the other hand, | suspect
he had to do it if he was to be
elected. And Willie Horton is exactly
the same on the other side. So a
plague on both their houses.

The politicians of both parties have
been exploiting community fear of
crime for a long while, community
misinformation or really disinforma-
tion. And | hope it wili change.
There are signs that it will change. |
hope very much it will change.

Mandatory minimum punishments,
supported by misleading political
rhetoric inflicts great harm on soci-
ety, but are very popular. Much of
the war on drugs has the same qual-
ity of politicians informed on these
matters, misusing their information
and playing on community fears for
votes. There is nothing new in what |
am saying there; it's not said that
often, but there is nothing new in it.
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The obstacles of the senior
researcher

What's another reason why knowl-
edge doesn't get used? Well, | have
to say that the senior administrators
of research, Federal and State, get
themselves unhappily into very diffi-
cult situations. It's a delicate subject
but it has to be addressed.

Periodically such senior administra-
‘ors seek to co-opt me, and some-
times they succeed in what are
plainly political activities. Let me
give an example: casino gambling in
Chicago. |t suddenly becomes a
fight between the Governor and the
Mayor. So a few academics were
rounded up and weekly we let our-
selves be used for one side or the
other. And it really doesn't matter
which side it is, but weekly we let
ourselves be used.

And the senior administrators of re-
search agencies are in a very diffi-
cult situation, because they are
under great pressure. If any of you
see all this as my being critical of
those research administrators, let
me say that | would probably be
mare co-opied than they were in
their situations. And | mean that.
My present effort is only to state the
reality of our problem, not to throw
stones.

The treatment reality

Well, what about the next group, the
group that administers treatment
institutions, drug treatment pro-
grams, and so on. You heard that
this morning. A good question —
What's the use of 15 percent of the
funds to evaluate a drug treatment
program? Very good question. All of
you who are skilled in this area know
that this allocation of funds promotes

tokenism and gives no useful results
of the programs studied.

But you hear the claims of success
and of failure. And, | have noticed
something about it. The successfui
people get their numbers from God.
They look up to Heaven, and they
then tell you about the 70 percent or
75 percent or sometimes more who
succeeded.

But so do the critics. Totally unsub-
stantiated numbers become impor-
tant because of insufficient effort to
acquire sound numbers. Now there
is a lot to be said about efficacies of
treatment programs and there is
some good information there. But |
think it is proper for me to make'the
point that these are some of the
problems we face.

The immediate impact

Well, the next element in this story
is, of course, the press. And this was
touched on this morning and there is
not much further | can say about it.
The press can always glory in an in-
crease in crime. In all the cities they
can, in any day, have a crime wave,
just by reporting a number of sensa-
tional cases. When news is slack,
nothing is better.

The media are a record of miseries.
You don't gét much cheery news
other than in sports. But other than
sports, it's a record of failures.

And of failures there are plenty be-
cause, oddly enough, the people that
run the criminal justice system didn't
make man. And man and society
come independently of the criminal
Justice system so there are always
many crimes and difficulties reported
in the criminal justice system.
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On the drug scene if things are
slack, you can always find some
drug interdiction tc report. You know
the picture. The local District Attor-
ney, the Chief of Police, and all
these brown paper parcels and the
guns and the money. They are sent
over from central casting and phio-
tographed reguiarly.

So the public ends up having a vari-
ety of weird beliefs about crime and
its control. First of all, you can win a
bet in a tavern in America, or a pub
in England, any time by betting that
American property crime rates are
lower than English reported property
crime rates. And they are and no-
body will believe you.

You can win a bet easily if you dis-
cuss comparative crime rates with
different countries. The general
public belief is that there is a sharp
and steady increase of crime, reme-
diable only by the most heroic efforts
with astonishing numbers of offend-
ers Jocked up.

Now, if the "locking up" system had
been effective, then the relative sta-
bility of crime rates over the last ten
years, twelve years, could not have
been so, because we have more
than doubled the population of pris-
oners and the crime rate is stable
except for explainable blips in homi-
cides, and in one or two other of-
fenses that we have focused on.

But that's the public belief. And io
break through this mythology to truth
is not easy. For example, if you
suggest to people that American
rates of violence are roughly the
same as other countries, they will
get very annoyed with you.

But lst me give you just a summary
of the best statement | can make on
that comparison. Crime rates in the
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United States are roughly compara-
ble to the rates in Western European
countries and countries like Canada
and Australia. We tend to rate on
the high side in all categories of seri-
ous crime, but in only two categories
are we the leader.

We lag behind some other countries
in reported rates of theft, car theft,
(bicycle theft in Holland is way
ahead of us), burglary, robbery, and
assault.

We are far ahead in crimes of pos-
session and sale of prohibited drugs.
And we are far ahead in the conse-
quences of violence, particularly in
homicide. But in assault rates, we
are not ahead. Comparable assault
rates are similar in other western
countries.

It is the consequences of violence
that are devastating in this country,
which must be attributable not only
to the gun and the knife, but also to
an inherited culture of the accep-
tance of great violence.

Conclusion
All right, what does this ali come to?

The acquisition of knowledge is very
important.. We have done well with
it. We have got to do better, particu-
larly in the evaluation of our inter-
ventions which are too often taken
for granted. That ! think is still the
leading criminal justice system prob-
lem.

The other leading problem is the eti-
ology of crime and delinquency and
at last there is now starting a good
research project, long-term cohort
studies of antenatal groups and fol-
lowing them through time, so that in
time we will get better information
there. But that won't help police,

courts, or corrections. That will help
pecple who care about the shape of
society generally, and who wish to
change it.

From our point of view, trying not to
end on a depressing note, | do be-
lieve that increasingly in some of the
States there is a much more intelli-
gent use of information and it is be-
ginning to affect policy. | think this is
true especially in some States with
relation to sentencing and commu-
nity relations.

I think these are extremely important
developments. There are obviously
encouraging signs at the Federal
level and | hope very much the en-
couragements of this morning con-
tinue.

On the other hand, | must say that |
regard the current Federal Crime Bill
as a failure. It is irrelevant to the
problems we face immediately and it
is characterized by politicians seek-
ing to buy votes.

| really do apologize to you. | have
raised lots of questions, given no an-
swers at all. The only excuse | can
offer is that | don't know the an-
swers. Thank you.
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Implementing the most far-reaching criminal justice reforms in the Nation:

Can Texas do it right?

By Tony Fabelo, Ph.D., Executive Director, Texas Criminal Justice Policy Council

in the 1970's and early 1980's, State
policymakers in Texas were slow to
react to the growing demands placed
on the State correctional system by
the increasing State population, in-
creasing crime (especially drug
crime), and Federal court orders re-
lated to prison crowding. Since
1987, however, due to growing pub-
lic pressure to get "tough" on crime
and pressure from county officials
demanding relief from jail crowding
caused by a growing backlog of
offenders sentenced to prison, State
policymakers have engagedin a
"hyperactive” period of reforms. No
one can reasonably argue that these
reforms are a significant attempt

to restore the operational balance in
an overwhelmed criminal justice sys-
tem. The totality of reforms enacted
since 1987 have been the most far-
reaching in the Nation. They in-
clude:

» In 1987, for the first time in the
history of the State, the legislature

authorized the issuance of general
obligation bonds to pay for the con-
struction of over 10,000 prison beds.
Additionally, revenue bonds were
authorized for contracted capacity in
four privately run prisons of 500
beds each.

 In 1988 and 1989, two criminal jus-
tice summits of State and county
officials led to a coalition supporting
H.B. 2335, enacted during the 71st
legislative session in 1988. The leg-
islation included community correc-
tions initiatives and consolidated the
State's probation, prison, and parole
agencies into the Texas Department
of Criminal Justice.

¢ In 1989 the legislature also au-
thorized the construction of 10,800
prison beds using bonds.

» |In 1991, House Bill 93, authored by
Representative Allen Hightower and
Senator Ted Lyon, added to the re-
forms by establishing a State "duty
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to accept” convicted felons by
September 1, 1995. The bill autho-
rized payments to the counties for
holding State convicted felons in the
county jails. The legislation also
abolished the State's sentencing
code as of September 1694 and cre-
ated a sentencing commission
charged with revamping the system
before that date.

¢ House Bill 93 provided for the con-
struction of 25,000 additional prison
beds financed by bonds. The
largest scale correctional substance
abuse treatment program in the
world was also established by dedi-
cating up to 12,000 of these new
beds for treatment.

» [n 1993, the legislature approved
an emergency appropriation of close
to $250 million to cover a shortfali in
payments to the counties for the
backlog and to build 10,000 State jail
transfer faciities for backlogged
offenders. The legislature, in Senate
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Bill 1067, also approved a massive
overhaul of the sentencing system,
and in Senate Bill 532 created a new
State jail correctional system with an
initial capacity of 22,000 beds by
1996.

« Senate Bill 1067, authored by Sen-
ator John Whitmire, chair of the Sen-
ate Criminal Justice Committee,
completely revamped the State sen-
tencing system by creating a State
jail felony offense category for prop-
erty and drug offenders. Offenders
convicted of a State jall felony are
not eligible for prison sentences but
are eligible to serve calendar time'in
a new State jail system. The reform
also doubled the minimum calendar
time served in prison for aggravated
offenders (to 50% of sentence from
25%). Senate Bill 532 set the State
jail system and provided authoriza-
tion from bond proceeds for the con-
struction of 22,000 State jail beds.

Nobody can reasonably argue that
Texas is not addressing the prob-
lems of the criminal justice system.
According to the State Comptroller's
estimates, the $921.1 million general
revenue budget increase to address
prison-related issues was the sec-
ond largest increase in the 1994 -
1995 budget approved by the 73rd
Legislature, after health and human
services {Fiscal Notes, Texas
Comptroller of Public Accounts, July
1993). The prison appropriation in-
cludes payment o counties of ap-
proximately $205 million for the con-
victed felon backlog. In 1992 - 1983
this compensation was $245 million.
Moreover, authorization for spending
general cbligation bonds between
fiscal years 1988 and 1995 to build
correctional facilities will amount to a
total of $1,987 million dollars — al-
most two billion dollars.

The spending increases and criminal
justice reforms enacted in Texas
during the last six years have re-
sulted in the most far-reaching crimi-
nal justice initiatives in the nation.

« Texas is managing the largest cor-
rectional construction project in the
world. Between 1992 4and 1996 over
70,000 correctional becs will be
added to the system.

* In only 4 years, the State correc-
tional capacity will more than double
from 55,000 in 1992 to approxi-
mately 128,000 by 1996. This may
be the largest prison system in the
Nation after California. To manage
this growth, the Texas Department
of Criminal Justice is expected to
hire over 12,000 new employees
during the 1994-1995 fiscal years.

« The above capacity includes the
largest correctional substance abuse
program in the world (12,000 treat-
ment beds) and one of the most
extensive systems of incarceration
facilities to sanction non-violent
offenders in community corrections
in the country (the State jail system).

» Texas will have one of the tough-
est parole policies in the country with
the most violent offenders serving 50
percent of their sentence in actual
time and capital offenders sentenced
to life serving 40 years of actual time
before parole consideration.

¢ By the year 2000, Texas is likely
to have the largest population under
the control of a criminal justice sys-
tem of any Western democracy. If
present trends continue Texas is ex-
pected to have close to 700,000 of-
fenders on felony and misdemeanor
probation supervision, in county jails,
prison or parole supervision by the
year 2000. This represents 1 out of
21 adults in the Texas population
compared to 1 out of 58 adults in
1982,
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State responses to prison overcrowding

By Waiter B. Ridley, Director, District of Columbia Department of Corrections
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Ten years ago, Dr. Alfred Blumstein,
then chairman of the Pennsylvania
Commission on Crime and Delin-
quency, stated that he thought that
the "subject of prison overcrowding
and how we deal with it through sen-
tencing is probably the most impor-
tant issue facing the criminal justice
system today and will continue to be
so over the next decade." How
prophetic Dr. Blumstein was be-
cause here we sit, ten years later,
gathered today, to discuss this still
compelling issue.

Factors affecting prison
overcrowding

In his remarks, Dr. Blumstein added
that, "If the current reliance on im-
prisonment represents a major shift
to the right in the country, over-
crowding might very well continue in-
definitely. On the.other hand, if it is
because of a transient demographic
bulge, one which should soon pass
through, then we want tc consider
our reactions in terms of how long it
will take for that shift to pass
through. The public policy response
to a permanent shift would probably
be very different from the response
to a temporary shift."

Dr. Blumstein stated further, "This is
not to say that there are no other
factors affecting prison populations.
In fact, there is probably more puni-
tiveness being displayed today than,
say, five years ago. We've seen it in
judicial sentences, and we've seen it
in legislative mandated (for example,
statutes providing mandatory mini-
mum sentences). Unemployment is
also undoubtedly having an effect.
The elimination of parole, which has
always served as a safety valve for
overcrowded prisors, is another ex-
acerbating factor."

I would like to take a moment to
comment on parole. In modern
terms, parole has tightened to the
point where, in a figurative sense, it
has been eliminated as a safety
valve for overcrowded prisons. Usu-
ally appointed, parole boards are
often reflections of political will. So-
ciety's perception is that removal of
criminals from our streets makes for
streets that are safe. From this it is
easy to conclude that keeping those
vtho are already off of the streets
from returning to them would be a
by-product of today's campaign to
get tough on crime by the incarcera-
tion of all.

This is further evidenced in the gov-
ernor's race in the Commonwealth of
Virginia. What has become a central
issue in this race is the fact that one
of the candidates, a former State
legislator, never introduced legisla-
tion to tighten the parameters for pa-
role in Virginia in nine years of elec-
tive service. On the other hand, the
candidate levying that claim main-
tains that one of her first courses of
action as governor will be to make
the attainment of parole less likely
for inmates in Virginia prisons.

Lastly, Dr. Blumstein asserted that
"... A very significant factor — and
probably the most significant one —
is demography. And the indications
suggest that it is going to continue to
get worse over the rest of the
decade. These considerations make
the problem of prison overcrowding
an absolutely critical one."

| find it absolutely fascinating that
Dr. Blumstein's remarks of ten years
ago are so appropriate {o the setting
in which we, in the criminal justice
arena, find ourselves today. We are
addressing the problem of prison
overcrowding because if is an abso-
lutely critical one! Itis a critical
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problem on a daily basis and will
continue to be, without a change in
our approach to problem solving.

Be forewarned that my presentation
is based upon the political dynamics
of this compelling concern, for that is
what affects me in my role as Direc-
tor of the District of Columbia De-
partment of Corrections. | cannot
claim to have raised myself to the
exalted height of statistical expert,
but | can claim an advanced status
in political adroitness. By the time
problems have come to the cognitive
fore for me, the statistical indices
and policy deliberations of the prob-
lem's essence have undergone a
comprehensive political makeover.
Thus, the response composed by
D.C. Corrections and probably any
other State department of correc-
tions, a literal phoenix arising from
the flames of controversy, is often
lacquered with political smoke.

As the smoke clears, the view from
the observation towers at Washing-
ton, D.C.'s Lorton reservation, re-
veals that prison overcrowding is a
dynamic issue with a static pres-
ence. From our perspective, prison
overcrowding is the progeny of ster-
ling law enforcement plus effective,
enthusiastic prosecution times
harsher sentencing, that quantity to
the recidivism exponential divided by
society’s willingness to confront the
issues which foster crime on the
front end rather than on the back
end.

Prison overcrowding — why
should we care?

How did we get here? And why are
we so concerned about space issues
for people who are supposedly being
punished for their transgressions;
persons whose memory of confine-
ment and the events leading up to it
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should serve as a deterrent to recidi-
vism? Isn't that supposed to be a
part and parce! of punishment of
their being punished? Should an
overabundance of incarcerated indi-
viduals, based on a facility's archi-
tecturally rated design, constitute
overcrowding or what we commonly
refer to as "prison overcrowding?"

Conversely, in maintaining control of
America's prisons, we must manifest
some semblance of sensitivity to the
allocations of space for those who
are incarcerated. We must maintain
this sensitivity not just because the
law requires it, but because its role
can be just as important as having
enough programmatic resources to
accommodate the participation of all
inmates in educational and industrial
programs at any given facility.

It is no secret that prisons and jails
are fraught with tension and stress.
idle time can exacerbate the

stresses fostered by cramped space.

This equilibrates to the potential for
disturbance or a disturbance itself.
Forestalling such a scenario or ef-
fecting a diminution of prison over-
crowding will take proper investment
of resources in the proper places, a
reasonable person approach and the
where with all to begin to implement
long term strategies to supplant
short term fixes.

The response to prisen crowding
in D.C.

That stated, let me begin to frame
this issue on a microcosmic level.
In short, in the District of Columbia,
what does prison overcrowding
mean and how do we respond {0 it?

The District of Columbia government
utilizes a variety of measures to
comply with court orders to reduce
population in District of Columbia

correctional facilities. These include
parole hearings, third party custody
programs, expansion of halfway
houses, use of the Interstate Correc-
tions Compact Act, electronic moni-
toring and the early release of pris-
oners eligible for sentence reduction
under the Prison Overcrowding
Emergency Powers Act.

From the District of Columbia's per-
spective, (and you are all aware that
our Nation's capital, a domain of
timeless glamour and charm, is a dif-
ferent animal in almost all aspects of
American life and legislation) prison
overcrowding is based upon two fac-
tors:

» Politically and commercially (i.e.
the media) created fear of crime, a
phenomenon which wins elections
and sells papers or advertising, and

¢ aggressive law enforcement, pros-
ecution, and judicial sentencing in
response to a perceived diminution
in public safety.

With regard to the courts, this is
somewhat of a catch-22 situation.

It is those same courts who remand
criminals to our custody for pro-
longed periods of time, in response
to public sentiment ¢ legislative
mandate, resulting from public senti-
ment or its manipulation, who also
tell us that we have too many of the
disenfranchised, dispossessed, and
down trodden —- those whom we
fear because they themselves have
lost all fear — in too little space.

Interestingly, in its 1990 report to the
President on prison crowding and
court ordered population caps, the
United States Department of Justice
stated in its executive summary,
"Our Nation's Federal and State pris-
ons have experienced a dramatic in-
crease in incarcerated offenders.

This increase in inmate population is
an indication that more criminals,
many of whom have committed vio-
lent or drug related offenses, are
being caught and punished." They
proudly went on to state in the sum-
mary that, "The criminali justice sys-
tem is working: people who break
the law are paying the price." While
this may be true, | would venture to
add that we are all paying the price,
and not disproportionately either.

In the District of Columbia, the prica
we pay is that our response to prison
overcrowding takes three forms. We
can build, reduce intake, or reduce
time served. Each has its arguable
merits and liabilities. The three re-
sponse options availabie to Wash-
ington are the same for any jurisdic-
tion in the Nation. These choices do
not curtail crime; however, they can
augment the intervals of crime com-
mission by the particular individuals
who repeatedly commit crime.

Building more prisons

We can build, and in fact, we have
built in the District of Columbia.
Since 1976, we have added 5,574
new spaces at a capital cost of $210
million and an annual operating cost
of $89 million. Since 1983, we have
added 4,391 of the total number of
5,574 additional spaces. In 1979,
the average daily population in the
District of Columbia prison system
was 3,835. In 1983, we had an av-
erage daily population of 5,366. Ten
years later, through April of this
year, that tally stands at 10,786.

Yet we are still under and subject to
court order for prison overcrowding
though we have no contro! over who
comes and how long they stay. We
can and have built, but it is just not
at a fast enough pace to acccmmo-
date aggressive law enforcement,
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prosecution and subsequent judicial
sentencing. We have plans to further
increase the number of actual
spaces by adding new 400 space
maximum, 1000 space medium and
500 space women's facilities to our
list of integral components. These
facilities will, in all likelihood, be used
to house adult inmates whose aver-
age length of stay in 1991 was 4.78
years for non-narcotics offenses and
3.48 years for narcotics offenses. In
1987, those figures were 3.80 and
2.89 years respectively. Dr. Blum-
stein would likely conclude that puni-
tiveness is being augmented in the
District of Columbia.

A complicating factor in combatting
prison overcrowding in the District of
Columbia is D.C. Law 6-218, entitied
the Mandatory Minimum Sentencing
Act. This law established a mini-
mum sentence of 5 years for per-
sons convicted of violent crimes in-
volving the use of firearms. The Act
also provides for an enhanced mini-
mum sentence for repeat drug of-
fenders.

Because prisoners entering for drug
offenses accounted for 44% of the
District's correctional population in
1991, this act is expected to have a
long-term effect on the length of time
served in prison. | do not doubt that.
Its long-term effect on the perception
of public safety by the public and
elected officials will be a positive
one. lts long-term effect on over-
crowding will be negative in scope.
However, this negative causality for
overcrowding, most assuredly, will
spur exponential growth of costs in-
curred by a corrections department.

Reducing intake
To offset mandatory minimum sen-

tences and as a tool in response to
prison overcrowding, another avail-

able alternative is to reduce intake.
This can be accomplished through
alteration of sentencing guidelines,
diversion programs or through the

use of intermediate sanctions.

In real terms, reliance has been on
diversion programs and intermediate
sanctions. This is largely because
reducing sentencing or hastening re-
lease dates by heightening good
time credit does not get one re-
elected as easily. it translates into
being perceived as soft on crime.

So what is left are diversion pro-
grams and alternatives to incarcera-
tion.

Diversion programs, typified by sub-
stance abuse treatment programs,
are a godsend. As | stated before, |
am riot an expert in the statistical
analysis realm, but let me offer
some statistics to explain why treat-
ment programs are so critical.

In 1991, the most recent calendar
year for which figures are available
for the District of Columbia, there
were 2,826 admissions to alcohol
treatment programs, including detox-
ification. Referencing the same cal-
endar year, there were 7,839 admis-
sions for drug addiction. Of those
entering drug treatment, 88.8% were
referred by the criminal justice sys-
tem. This computes to 6,960 per-
sons who could have registered as
guests of my "bars but no stars inn,"
but were diverted by the courts. Of
those entering alcohol treatment pro-
grams, 58.9% or a total of 1,665 per-
sons were referred by the judicial
system.

Now | may have received a number
of them at some point, but while | did
not have them, | did not incur costs
associated with being their landlord,
nor did | have those individuals fig-
ured into the equation providing a
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solution to prison overcrowding in
Washington. To paraphrase Michael
Jordan's remarks at his retirement
press conference about his problems
surfacing from the media hounding
him, less of a headache is certainly
better than the headache I've got!

The last component of the "reduce
intake" triad is intermediate sanc-
tions. This sounds like a new con-
cept, but in fact, is analogous to
putting the word "new" in front of the
name of a product that has been
around for years, Literally, interme-
diate sanctions are not new ideas.
Parole, haif-way houses, electronic
monitoring, probation, home deten-
tion, home monitoring, community
service are not new commodities.
They just are called intermediate
sanctions these days.

What makes ti*zm effective tools in
forestalling prison overcrowding is
alteration of sentencing guidelines
so that they can be utilized pretrial,
pre-sentencing, post-sentencing, but
pre-incarceration and even in lieu of
incarceration for misdemeanants.
Confidence in programs of this type
and their subsequent utilization by
the judiciary can divert inmates form
a prison census total. In periods of
prison overcrowding, these types of
initiatives can be used to relisve
overcrowding while concomitarntly re-
maining under the purview of the
criminal justice system.

An exciting new concept in reducing
intake has been the insta!'ation of
drug courts. This is a prugrammatic
endeavor begun by Attorney General
Reno when she was the State's At-
torney for Dade County, Florida. In
the District of Columbia, a 5-year
demonstration project has been
funded to impiement a "drug calen-
daring court."
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This modality is an effective tool in
combatting overcrowding because it
diverts persons from entering di-
rectly into jail or prison. |t is an inno-
vative approach to integrating sub-
stance abuse treatment into the
criminal justice system. It involves
frequent urinalysis testing, drug of-
fender accountability, an emphasis
on treatment, maintaining quality
control of treatment services, and
building a continuum of treatment
services that are court based.

Traditionally, both in Washington,
D.C., and across the Nation, the
criminal justice community and the
treatment community have not seen
themselves as having much in com-
mon. While willing to make ugz of
treatment programs, judges often
harbored deep skepticism regarding
their effectiveness. This distrust
was often exacerbated when it ap-
peared that treatment counselors
were less than forthcoming when it
came to providing the court with in-
formation on a client's progress. A
defendant on pre-trial release would
"start over" in treatment once he or
she was convicted and placed on
probation. Post conviction assess-
ments and supervision plans would
be made without regard to informa-
tion develcped at other points in
criminal case processing. Drug-de-
pendent offenders quickly identified
these "holes in the net" exploiting
them in the interest of continuing
their use of drugs. For their part,
treatment programs often felt that
their efforts were being thwarted by
the criminal justice system. Addi-
tionally, treatment professionals ex-
perienced a certain role conflict with
court referrals. On the one hand
seeking to build trust and rapport
with the client, and on the other, re-
sponsible for notifying the referring
agency (or judge) of program viola-
tions.

The way it works in the District is
that there are three "project cells.”
Fslony Jdrug cases are randomly as-
gigneu to one of three "master drug
calendars" at the defendants first ap-
pearance. The target group for this
project consists of defendants who
were released from custody at the
first appearance and who tested
positive for drug usage during
lockup. The three master drug
courts will serve as three cells for
evaluation purposes. One court will
act as control, continuing with pre-
sent practices of drug using defen-
dants receiving the services cur-
rently available. The second court
will utilize a "graduated sanctions"
regimen. The third court will employ
an "enhanced treatment" regimen.

Reduce time served

The final response to prison over-
crowding entails reduction of time
served. In Washington, this can be
accomplished through the prison
overcrowding Emergency Powers
Act (EPA), good time credits and al-
teration of sentencing guidelines.
The EPA authorized the Mayor to
declare a State of Emergency when-
ever the prison population remains
above rated capacity of the prison
for 30 consecutive days. Emer-
gency declarations must be re-
quested by the Director of the De-
partment of Corrections after certifi-
cation that all alternative steps have
been attempted to reduce the popu-
lation.

When an emergency is declared by
the Mayor, inmates within 180 days
of their parole eligibility are granted
an accelerated hearing. Inmates
whose sentences will expire within
90 days are also eligible for release.
Only inmates in specific offense cat-
egories, guch as unauthorized vehi-
cle usage, larceny, and forgery/em-

bezzlement, and who are within 180
days of release, are eligible for EPA
sentence reductions. Emergency
declarations last 90 days.

Since 1987 when the law took effect,
there have been 14 Mayoral autho-
rizations for a total population re-
lease of 9,137. To date, the majcrity

had committed misdemeanor of-
fenses and had been sentenced to
one year or less.

Another factor in time reduction is
our Good Time Credit Act. This dy-
namic legislation authorized the
credit of good time to be applied to
an inmate's parole eligibility date or
release date up front. Traditionally,
an inmate has earned good time
credit while serving his or her sen-
tence. This way, the inmate starts
out with and retains the maximum
creditable good time. it guarantees
the opportunity of an earlier release
or parole eligibility date.

The last consideration under the Re-
duction of Time Served masthead is
the alteration of sentencing guide-
lines. From a criminal justice per-
spective it can mean the lessening
of time served for offenses that do
not qualify as heinous. It can con-
tribute to overcrowding abatement
because the size of a prison's popu-
lation is determined by the number
of who come to prison and the
fength of their stay, both functions of
sentencing.

Root causes v. symptoms

So often we hear the argument that
heralds harsher sentences in the
United States. Supposedly, this will
deter criminals. The reality is that
crime rates here greatly exceed
those found abroad, though average
sentencing patterns for analogous
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crimes is about half as long in West-
ern Europe than it would be in the
United States. Obviously, harsher
sentencing is not lessening the inci-
dence of crime, but it is keeping in-
mates in jail longer and increasing
the possibilities for prison over-
crowding. This translates into a
costly scenario for corrections de-
partments across the land. ltis also
a scenario, the burden for which is
ultimately thrust upon the shoulders
of the taxpayer.

From a fiscal staridpoint, more ag-
gressive lobbying for changes in
sentencing practices must be initi-
ated. The purpose is to get legisla-
tive bodies to begin to create legisla-
tion requiring alternative sentences
for all non-violent offenders, both
felons and misdemeanants. In the
District of Columbia alone, this
would translate into a reduction of
5,587 inmates who are incarcerated
by committed non-violent crimes.
This is a group, who depending on
their prior record, could be handied
more effectively in a treatment set-
ting. This amounts to 58% of our in-
mate population. A reduction of half
of that 5,567 from our roles would
amount to a nearly 30% reduction
which in and of itself is a rather phe-
nomenal amount.

To do this will require two important
changes. The first would be an in-
crease in the number of community
corrections program slots available.
The second change would entail a
change in attitude by referral social
services agencies toward incarcer-
ated individuals and criminal justice.

it is extremely gratifying that an in-
terest would be taken in the options
available to jurisdictions to counter-
mand prison overcrowding. Itis
alarming that we will not commit to
the allocation of resources to inter-

vene and positively impact at the
level whers the problem can be alle-
viated. If any one of us begins to
suffer from a headache, rest assured
that we would take a pain reliever of
some type.

If the headache phenomena became
chronic, we would divert resources
from the procurement of pain reliev-
ers to obtaining the benefits that
heightened medical research and
technology can offer. The purpose
of this heightened medical research
and technology would be to discern
the root cause of the headaches
rather than treat the symptoms. We
would do this in hopes of not having
to realize a headache in the future.
For is it not better to have not had a
headache at all rather than to have
to wait for the benefits ultimately of-
fered by a pain reliever for a
headache?

Does it not seem reasonable to uti-
lize a like strategy to confront prison
overcrowding? Does it not make
sense to take a serious iook at the
social aspects of this problem? We
are reaping the harvest of being
tough on crime in the 80's. We are
seeing the futility of the new emerg-
ing permanent underclass, a group
of socially-disaffected people who
are downtrodden, disillusioned, and
disenfranchised, a group who can
pay higher prices at their neighbor-
hood supermarket for lower quality
goods and produce. The supermar-
ket parent companies claim that this
is due to costs engendered by higher
theft rates than in their suburban
stores.

Prison overcrowding is ultimately im-
pacted by the fact that birth rates
have remained high among groups
that contribute disproportionately to
criminal populations. It is also im-
pacted by the severity of parole
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boards taking hard-line positions on
paroling inmates because of political
demagoguery or political trepidation
over being perceived as soft on
crime.

There are a finite number of immedi-
ate solutions to episodes of prison
overcrowding. You have just heard
about how we respond to it in the
District of Columbia. In essence, we
are no different in our operation and
focus than anywhere else. The im-
portant element to carry from the
information presented is that it all
centers on addressing the problem
on the back end.

Everywhere across the Nation, we
are more concerned with ensuring
that criminal activity does not repeat
itself, rather than keeping criminal
activity from occurring in the first
place. We sometimes fool ourselves
into believing that, in preventing fur-
ther crimes from occurring by more
punitive periods of incarceration, this
is the same as intervention which
forestalls the initial commission of a
crime. | can tell you that this leads
to overcrowding in the Nation's jails
and prisons. it leads to a costly ex-
penditure of resources to build more
prisons, reduce intake, or reduce
time served.

The solutions | offered are short-
term solutions for a long-term prob-
lem. | think that most of my peers in
this industry would agree with me
when | say that | would rather have
no headache at all as opposed to
just having less of a headache.
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From pristine conceptualization to practical consensus: The evolution
of sentencing alternative proposals in Washington State

By David L. Fallen, Executive Officer, Washington State Sentencing Guidelines Commission

This presentation has a dual pur-
pose — to describe the 3 year evolu-
tion of sentencing alternatives in a
State with a structured guidelines
system, and to illustrate the interplay
of information with policy.

Evolution of sentencing alterna-
tives in Washington State

Washington State's sentencing
guidelines were implemented in July
1984 and are characterized by (1)
presumptive jail and prison ranges
for all felony sentences; (2) narrow
presumptive sentencing ranges,
especially for presumptive prison
terms; (3) low exceptional sentence
rates (less than 4%); and (4) built-in
sentencing options for certain sex
offenders and for first-time nonvio-
lent offenders (excluding narcotics
dealers and sex offenders). The
original guidelines emphasized total
confinement for violent offenders
and alternative sentences for nonvio-
ient offenders and initially reduced
the State's prison population. How-

ever, the guidelines have been modi-
fied every year since 1986, typically
increasing sentences for large cate-
gories of offenders. As a resuit,
both viclent and nonviolent offenders
are going to prison at rates exceed-
ing the preguideline years. This, in
combination with the tremendous
growth in convictions for drug of-
fenses, has greatly strained the
State's resources. In response, in
March 1991, Washington's Governor
Booth Gardner asked his Sentencing
Guidelines Commission to recom-
mend initiatives dealing with alterna-
tives to total confinement for nonvio-
lent offenders, with special attention
given to offenders who are chemi-
cally dependent. The Commission
attempted to identify cost effective
sentencing options which preserve
public safety.

The role of quantitative
information in developing
alternative sentencing

At this point, | would fike to point out
the four roles played by quantitative
information in the process of devel-
oping alternative sanctions. The
routine monitoring, including histori-
cally accurate and credible fore-
casts, led to a general awareness
of the current and future facility
capacity problems. Targeted analy-
ses helped frame the problem, and
helped identify specific sentencing
problems which needed policy
changes. Impact analyses (simula-
tion modeling) identified anticipated
effects of proposed policy on county
and State facilities and caseloads.
Finally, follow-up research can eval-
uate whether the policies imple-
mented had their intended effect.

Following the Governor's mandate,
the Commission examined a variety
of background data, sentencing
trend data, and targeted analyses
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regarding the use of the statutory
alternatives for sex offenders and
nonviolent offenders. These analy-
ses provided dramatic evidence that
the sentencing alternatives for first-
time nonviolent offenders were being
used to enhance, rather than to miti-
gate sentences. The offenders re-
ceiving this sentencing option did as
much jail time as those receiving a
standard sentence, and in addition
received treatment requirements,
more community service, longer pe-
riods of community supervision, and
more conditions of supervision. The
Commission concluded the sentenc-
ing guidelines had clearly failed to
achieve the original legislative man-
date to emphasize alternatives to
total confinement for nonviolent
offenders.

Working towards a viable
sentencing alternative

For the 1992 legislative session, the
Commission prepared two sentenc-
ing alternatives bills. One, for non-
violent offenders, borrowed Oregon's
concept of custody units and
Delaware's levels of supervision. It
created a new sentencing grid con-
sisting of custody units and a table
of equivalencies for various interme-
diate sanctions. The Commission
felt this technique would preserve
the principles of just deserts and
structured sentencing while allowing
individualized sentencing at the
judges' discretion. The other pro-
posal targeted offenders convicted
of delivering narcotics and would
have dramatically reduced punish-
ment for those offenders by substitu-
tion of treatment for incarceration.
These proposals failed in part be-
cause of palitics, but in part because
their complexity precluded effective
discussion or negotiation with oppo-
nents.

The 1993 legislative session again
saw the Commission introduce bills
aimed at nonviolent offenders and
prison-bound drug offenders. There
was initial opposition to both propos-
als by faw enforcement, but because
the proposals were somewhat less
complex than the previous year, ne-
gotiations and discussion took place
over a several week period. These
proposals died only on the last day
of the session, partly again for politi-
cal reasons and partly also because
they were still somewhat complex,
and thus difficult to sell.

New proposals have been drafted for
the 1994 session, with all of the dis-
cussion, negotiation, and consen-
sus-building preceding the start of
the session. The new proposals are
very simplified, return discretion to
sentencing judges within the existing
structured sentencing grid, and have
the general support of law enforce-
ment including several key leaders.
We are confident we can sidestep
the political landmines (we know
where they are; we've stepped on
them before). Two key features for
selling these proposals to the legisla-
ture are (1) sophisticated analyses
of the probable impacts of such
legislation on the State and county
resources, and (2) a follow-up evalu-
ation component to establish the
credibility of these policy changes.
Both analytical efforts require good
data, but the simulation of antici-
pated impacts of new policy also re-
quires broad consensus regarding
the assumptions underlying the esti-
mates. Getting consensus on these
assumptions is as difficult and as im-
portant as getting consensus on the
proposed policy changes.

in summary, it is our experience that
viable sentencing alternatives must
be based on good public policy and
must have bipartisan support. The
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goodness of public policy cannot be
debated from ideals alone. The pol-
icy changes cannot be overly com-
plex because this places barriers

in the way of understanding and
compromise. Also, good public pol-
icy can be effected only when there
are good data and analyses to iden-
tify the need for change, frame the
problem, estimate the impact of spe-
cific changes, and evaluate the ac-
tual post-implementation changes.



Adaptation of intermediate sanctions in the Texas sentencing system

By Nancy Arrigona, Planner lil, Texas Criminal Justice Policy Council

The State of Texas created its first
"intermediate sanction" program in
1981. The intensive probation pro-
gram was specifically designed as
an alternative to incarcerating high-
risk felony offenders. Today, a con-
tinuum of community corrections
sanctions provides judges with a full
range of sentencing options for
felony offenders. These options in-
clude deferred prosecution, pretrial
intervention, deferred adjudication,
probation, intensive probation
caseloads, residential facilities, sub-
stance abuse felony punishment fa-
cilities, State jalls, shock probation,
and shock incarceration.

The development of intermediate
sanctions has been directly related
to increases in the prison pressure.
Between 1981 and 1987, prison ad-
missions increased 123%, prisori re-
leases increased 162%, and felony
offenders began to backlog in county
jails. During this same time period,
five intermediate sentencing options
were implemented in the State.
These options included: Intensive
Supervision Probation (ISP), Spe-
cialized Probation, Surveillance Pro-
bation, Restitution Center facilities,
and Court Residential Treatment fa-
cilities.

In spite of the increased availability
of community sanctions, the prison
pressure continued to increase.

This was due in large part to in-
creasing drug arrests and incarcera-
tion for drug offenses. Faced with
increasing crime, an escalating
backlog of convicted offenders.in the
county jails, a Federal court order
relating to prison crowding, and a
significant decrease in the time
served by offenders, State legisla-
tors responded by authorizing un-
precedented growth and reform in
the criminal justice system. Since
1987, criminal justice initiatives have

included the construction of new
prisons, as well as the implementa-
tion of new community based pro-
grams and facilities and reforms

to the penal code intended to divert
offenders into community based
sanctions.

In 1987, the 70th legislative session
authorized the construction of over
10,000 prison beds. Community
corrections added the surveillance
caseload to the continuum of sanc-
tions available to judges.

In 1989, as the 71st legislative ses-
sion convened, the prison population
was 40,680 offenders and a backlog
of 11,703 offenders were awaiting
transfer to prison in county jails.
84,910 felony offenders were under
community corrections supervision.

Legislators authorized the construc-
tion of 10,800 prison beds. Commu-
nity corrections initiatives increased
funding to existing community-based
programs and created four new resi-
dential facility alternatives and the
shock incarceration (boot camp) pro-
gram.

in 1991, the 72nd legislative session
came into office facing a prison pop-
ulation of 49,367 offenders and a
backlog of 12,862 offenders in
county jails. Nearly 110,000 felony
offenders were under community
corrections supervision. Projections
completed by the Criminal Justice
Policy Council estimated that the
backlog of offenders in county jail
would reach 28,667 by the end of
fiscal year 1997. Research con-
ducted in the interim revealed that
87% of the offenders in prison had
used drugs; 48% had used drugs in
the month of their arrest. Drug treat-
ment programs in the community
and in prison were recommended to
reduce the recidivism rates of of-

fenders with substance abuse prob-
lems.

Legislators authorized the construc-
tion of 25,000 prison heds, 12,000 of
which were dedicated to substance
abuse treatment. Treatment beds,
although located in secure facilities,
were designed o be an intermediate
sanction for probation and parole
offenders. The therapeutic commu-
nity program was implemented to
provide intensive substance abuse
treatment to offenders in prison.
Funding for community corrections
increased. Reforms were enacted
to authorize payment to the counties
for State convicted felons awaiting
transfer in county jails. Legislation
abolished the State's penal code as
of September 1994 and created a
sentencing commission charged with
reforming the code before that date.
Funds were dedicated to the Crimi-
nal Justice Policy Council to conduct
a Statewide sentencing study.

In 1993, as the 73rd legislative ses-
sion convened, the prison population
was 51,592 prison offenders and the
backlog of offenders in county jails
had reached 19,299. Over 129,000
felony offenders were under commu-
nity corrections supervision. Initial
projections conducted by the Crimi-
nal Justice Policy Council estimated
that the backlog of offenders in
county jails would reach 35,123 by
the end of fiscal year 1998. The
sentencing study conducted by the
policy council in the interim revealed
that: of the offenders sentenced to
prison with no prior felony convic-
tions, 43% had been convicted of a
drug offense and 23% had been
convicted of a property offense; over
half of the offenders sentenced to
prison with no prior felonies were
given sentences of five years or
less; 18% of the total offenders sen-
tenced to prison were sentenced for
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possession of less than 28 grams of
cocaine; 54% of the offenders sen-
tenced to prison for possession of
cocaine were convicted of the pos-
session of less than .5 grams of co-
caine. Additional research provided
policymakers with time served and
recidivism information.

Legislators reformed the penal code
by streamlining the penal code, cre-
ating new offenses and changing the
punishment ranges for specific prop-
erty and drug offenses. The
changes to the punishment range
created the "State jail felony." Of-
fenders committing "State jail felony"
offenses are not eligible for a prison
sentence but are eligible to serve
time in State jall facilities. Legisla-
tors authorized the construction of
22,000 State jail beds. Additional re-
forms to the criminal justice system
doubled the minimum calendar time
served in prison for aggravated of-
fenders.

The new State jail division of the
Texas Department of Criminal Jus-
tice began operation on September
1, 1993. Changes to the penal
code punishment ranges will be-
come effective September 1, 1994,
The new State jail system is ex-
pected to divert approximately 46%
of the offenders currently sentenced
to prison into community based pro-
grams and facilities. The resulting
decline on the prison pressure is ex-
pected to reduce the county jall
backlog and increase the time
served by violent offenders.
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Research and structured sentencing in Delaware

By John (Jack) P. O'Connell, Jr., Director, Delaware Statistical Analysis Center

In late 1987, the Sentencing Ac-
countability Commission (SENTAC),
replaced the dichotomous system of
sentencing offenders to either incar-
ceration or probation with structured
sentencing. This new system pro-
vided for sentencing offenders to
one of five levels of sanctions and
programs. Four intermediate sanc-
tions — halfway house, electronic
monitoring, intensive probation, and
data reporting — were introduced as
alternatives for offenders who
needed greater surveillance than
provided on standard probation, but
did not warrant incarceration. The
new system also included surveil-
fance for the lowest sanction level.

Under the auspices of SENTAC's
voluntary sentencing guidelines,
which are outlined in State statute
and court rules, the concept of tying
crime severity to a graduated scale
of punishment was implemented.
Proportionality of sentencing was
further enhanced with the implemen-
tation of Truth in Sentencing in 1990.
Truth in Sentencing standardized the
percentage of a sentence that must
be served at 75%. No longer was it
possible for similar criminal cases to
result in significantly different
amounts of time served at Level V
(jail or prison). Under Truth in Sen-
tencing, differential access to good
time, merit time programs, and pa-
role board decisions were elimi-
nated.

Level V (jail or prison) is the pre-
sumed sentence for violent crimes.
For the most part, viclent felons are
sentenced to prison with terms
greater than one year. Violent mis-
demeanors are sentenced to jail with
terms of one year or less. Non-
violent offenders are sentenced, at
least those without significant crimi-
nal histories, to one of the alterna-
tives to incarceration. These include

Level IV — halfway house or elec-
tronic monitoring, Level lll — inten-
sive supervision and day reporting,
and Level || — standard probation.
Level | provides administrative moni-
toring through computer checks for
subsequent arrests and audits of
restitution and fine payment. Level |
is reserved for those offenders con-
victed under the First Offender Pro-
grams for 'driving under the influ-
ence,' possession of illicit drugs, and
other less serious offenses.

From its inception, SENTAC was de-
signed to have offenders move from
their highest level of punishment to
less restrictive levels of punishment.
In fact, many SENTAC sentencing
orders require a specific series of
decreasing punishments and surveil-
lance. Thus in the case of a jail or
prison sentence, it is common that
an offender must serve a period

of post-prison supervision. Offender
behavior can have a significant im-
pact on punishment level. Meritori-
ous behavior can result in an accel-
eration of the "flowdown" through the
levels of punishment. Likewise, vio-
lations of sentencing stipulations can
lead to increased levels of punish-
ment, even a jail or prison term.

This presentation summarizes struc-
tured sentencing in Delaware with
specific focus: its implementation,
and research related issues. A
caveat to any State trying to imple-
ment a structured sentencing pro-
cess is: It will put untold informa-
tional and analysis demands on
staff.

Research items of specific interest
include the necessity to:

(1) Crosstabulate structured sen-
tencing categories, types of crime,
and specific criminal statutes.

(2) Capture the ways in which a
structured sentence is served. 'In
Delaware it is common for a sen-
tence to include a period of post-
prison supervision that represents a
flowdown' through increasing less
severg punishments.

(8) Document the structural changes
in the criminal justice system related
to structured sentencing. The imple-
mentation and use of alternative
sentencing programs, the decreased
activity for the parole board, and the
impact of structured sentencing on
specific types of crimes.

{4) Continue to monitor planned and
unplanned policy changes and their
impact on the sentencing and prison
populations.

(5) Monitor the ways the Judiciary
and the Department of Corrections
apply the structured sentencing
guidelines and regulations.
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The impact of gun control and gun levels on violence rates

By Gary Kleck, Ph.D., Professor, School of Criminology and Criminal Justice

Florida State University

Introduction

What effects do gun control restric-
tions and gun prevalence have on
rates of violence and crime? Two
approaches have been used in the
past. One uses a cross-sectional
design in which the violence rates

of large numbers of legal jurisdic-
tions such as States or cities are
compared, controlling for many other
determinants of violence to isolate
the impact of gun control restric-
tions. The other is a case study ap-
proach using a univariate interrupted
times series design (ITSD) applied
to trends in violence before and after
a new gun control policy is imple-
mented in a single jurisdiction. The
I'TSD approach is rejected because
it is an invalid, subscientific method-
ology permitting only weak conclu-
sions which amount to little more
than guesses about why violence
trends shifted around the time of the
intervention. Findings generated by
this method are unstable, easily ma-
nipulated, and ungeneralizable.

Methodolegy

Therefore, the cross-sectional ap-
proach is preferred. For the present
study, coauthored by Professor E.
Britt Patterson of Shippensburg Uni-
versity, data were gathered for all
170 U.S. cities with a 1980 popula-
tion of at least 100,000. The cities
were coded for the presence of 19
major categories of firearms restric-
tion, including both State- and city-
level restrictions. Multiple indirect
indicators of gun prevalence levels
were rmeasured and models of city
viclence rates were estimated using
two-stage, least-squares methods
which took account of the possible
two-way relationship between levels
of violence and levels of gun owner-
ship. The models concerned all
major categories of intentional vio-
lence and crime which frequently
involve guns: homicide, suicide, fatal
gun accidents, robbery, and aggra-
vated assaults, as well as rape.

This study improved on prior re-
search in the following ways: (1) we
modeled the two-way relationship
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between gun levels and violence
rates; (2) we measured gun preva-
lence using muitiple, validated indi-
cators; (3) we used extensive con-
trols for possible confounding factors
and sources of spuriousness; (4) we
used the more homogenous unit of
analysis of the city rather than the
State; (5) we took account of city
gun ordinances as well as State gun
laws; (6) we used four different
sources for determining the pres-
ence of gun laws, to allow cross-
checking; {7) we assessed 19 differ-
ent types of gun controls rather than
just one or two; (8) we assessed
whether the effectiveness of gun
laws depends on the level of police
enforcement of weapons laws; (9)
we separately examined rates of gun
violence, nongun violence and total
violence for each violence category
where data permitted this (that is,
rates of gun homicide, nongun homi-
cide, and total homicide); and (10)
we used a large sample of 170
cases, rather that the 50 or fewer
cases common in prior cross-sec-
tional studies.



Panel 3. Gun control and violent crime

Findings

The findings of the present analysis
indicate that: (1) gun prevalence lev-
els generally have no net positive
effect on total violence rates, with
the possible exception of the suicide
rate; (2) homicide, gun assault, and
rape rates increase gun prevalence
levels; (3) gun control restrictions
have no net effect on gun preva-
lence levels (even though our indica-
tors mostly reflected gun possession
among criminals); and (4) gun con-
trol restrictions generally have no net
effect on total violence rates.

There were, however, some possible
exceptions to this last conclusion —
of 108 assessments of effects of dif-
ferent gun laws on different types

of violence, 7 indicated consistent
support, and another 11 partial sup-
port, for the hypothesis of gun con-
irol effectiveness. Some findings
are hard to fit together or explain

on theoretical grounds, and some
hypothesis tests may have yielded
"significant” results which are the
chance products of over 300 tests.
Nevertheless, some of the findings
are consistent with prior research
and others seem reasonable in light
of how guns influence violence.

The findings which at least partially
supported the idea that gun control
effectively reduces violence are:

(1) gun owner licensing and pur-
chase permits may reduce homicide
and suicide; (2) banning possessicn
of handguns may reduce rates of
suicide and (less plausibly)} rape; (3)
bans on handgun purchases appear
to reduce robbery; (4) bans on pos-
session of guns by criminals may re-
duce rabbery and aggravated as-
sault; (5) bans on possession

of guns by mentally ill persons
appear to reduce homicide and may
reduce suicide; (6) discretionary

add-on penalties for cornmitting
crimes with guns seem to reduce
homicide and (less plausibly) rape if
accompanied by sufficient enforce-
ment effort, and may reduce robbery
and; (7) laws specifying mandatory
penalties for unlawful gun carrying
may reduce robbery.

Conclusions

The primary obstacle to reducing
crime through gun control is not nec-
essarily an inability to take guns
away from any violence-prone peo-
ple (difficult though that may be), but
rather is the lack of any significant
net impact of gun availability on
crime rates. Not only does gun own-
ership among prospective crime
victims have a potentially violence-
reducing effect on crime, but even
gun possession among criminals has
a mixture of both violence-increasing
and violence-decreasing effects.
There are, nevertheless, some gun
controls which can help reduce
some forms of violence (1) because
they focus solely or largely on high-
risk subsets of the population such
as convicted felons, rather than
prospective crime victims, and (2)
because they focus on criminogenic
sorts of gun-related activity, such as
gun carrying by criminals in public
places, rather than futilely attempting
to produce overall gun scarcity.
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Estimating the effects of firearm regulations on violence

By Da'\)%d McDowall, Ph.D., Professor, Institute of Criminal Justice and Criminology
ty of Maryland

Univers

Introduction

The effect of firearm regulations on
injury mortality is central tc the rela-
tionship between guns and violerice.
I describe an aucroach to evaluating
gun control policies, and present es-
timates for two types of laws. These
results are from a project | am con-
ducting with my colleagues Colin
Loftin and Brian Wiersema.

Research design

Evaluating a policy requires infer-
ences about outcomes that would
occur if the policy did not exist. In
practice, one compares a condition
where the policy is present to a con-
dition where it is absent. Studies of
firearm laws make this comparison
using one of two strategies. The first
is cross-sectional, comparing vio-
lence in areas with different regula-
tions. The second is longitudinal,
comparing violence in an area be-
fore and after a change in laws.

The cross-sectional studies face
major problems from confounded
variables: areas with different
firearm laws also may differ in other
causes of vioience. Researchers
often try to resolve these problems
through statistical control. The
choice of control variables heavily
depends on theory, however, and
the estimates rest on strong as-
sumptions about the data and
model. Causal order also is prob-
lematic for cross-sectional studies,
because violence levels may influ-
ence policy selection.

The longitudinal studies use an inter-
rupted time series design. Here the
change in violence estimates the
policy's effect (Figure 1). Because
other causal variables operate both
before and after the intervention, the
research design itself removes most

January 1969 - December 1988

Figure 1. Minneapolis - St. Paul gun homicides
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sources of confounding. The tempo-
ral comparison also establishes
causal order.

in a classic discussion, Cook and
Campbell show that the interrupted
time series is among the strongest
nonexperimental designs.’ Simply,
this design poses few threats to valid
inference. Perhaps the major threat
that the design does not control is
history, the possibility that other
causal variables sharply and perma-
nently changed at the time of the in-
tervention.

My colleagues and | are evaluating
changes in firearms policies using
time series designs. To minimize
historical threats, we examine the
effects of a policy in several areas.
If similar changes cccur in different
areas and at different times, histori-
cal explanations become very un-
likely. No research design guaran-
tees correct inferences.  Still, repli-
cated time series allow stronger con-
clusions about gun policies than
does any alternative.
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Before presenting estimates, | briefly
note three points. First, we use data
from the vital statistics reporting sys-
tem, aggregated by month. Second,
we separately anaiyze firearm
deaths and deaths by other means.
Third, we use ARIMA models® to
remove predictable components
operating throughout a series before
we estimate the effects of the policy
change.

Mandatory sentencing

The policy we have studied most
intensively is mandatory sentencing
for firearm crimes. This policy im-
poses an extra penalty on persons
convicted of using a gun in a crime,
and it is an especially popular form
of gun control.

In earlier work, we studied manda-
tory sentencing laws in six cities.
We found that firearm homicides de-
creased in each area, suggesting
that the laws help prevent homicidal
violence.’
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We have now examined five addi- Table 1. Analysis for homicide in eleven areas — mandatory sentencing
tional areas. The areas and the ef-

fective dates of their laws are: Min- Gun Other
neapolis-St. Paul (June 1281); Seat- Gity Parameter Homicide Homicide
tle (July 1984); Norfolk-Virginia Minneapolis-St. Paul g 1.0390 1.1715
Beach (July 1975); Louisville (July t 4.43" 3.56"
1978); and the State of Kansas (July % change 50.56 +35.38

1976). in each area we analyzed

the period between January 1969 Seattle o '103'28 1-%“?8,
and December 19U8. % change 4.21 +27.31
The results for all 11 areas are in Norfolk-Virginia Beach ctoo .31728 .61025
Table 1. The table includes the : :

0,
change in the number of homicides, % change 13.37 +26.08
and the percentage change from the | | ouisville g 2.8684 0726
preintervention level. Gun homi- t 5.80" 0.41
cides decreased in 10 areas, and 6 % change 66.29 3.93
decreases were statistically signifi-
cant. The average reduction was Kansas o 'Abégg 1'%2859*
32%, and the Stguffer et ql. pooled 9% change +7.35 +39.03
significance test easily rejects the
null hypothesis of no effect. Detroit @ 10.5700 .0016

t 3.52* .002

[+)
This analysis supports the notion % change 38.48 +0.06
that mandatory sentencing reduces Jacksonville Wy 8577 1822
firearm homicides. It is possible, t 1.60 0.43
of course, that historical or other arti- % change 23.34 +7.14
facts account for the findings. Yet

105

an explanation stressing artifacts Tampa °t°0 1"2?520. '101_25

would have to be very complex to 9% change 72.80 +8.45
explain this pattern of results.

Miami Wy 3441 .8031
Waiti eriods t 0.66 1.85
ngp % change 8.83 +23.51
A second policy that we have exam- | pittsburgh g 1.0670 3539
ined is a waiting period between pur- t 2.30* 1.01
chasing and taking possession of a % change 30.30 13.41
handgun. Waiting periods allow ) 8
screening of would-be owners, and Philadelphia ?0 6'84?;3. 2%511 g*
may discourage *heat of the mo- % change 54.61 18.35
ment" acquisitions. They may
influence both homicide and suicide All Gities gea?f% Cfalnge 32.30 +11.92
) ourier et al.
mortality. pooled test 7.96* 4.06"
The details of waiting period laws wg= Impact-estimate from intervention model
vary widely, and we currently have t="t value for impact-estimate
estimates for only three policies "p<.05

in four areas. One should interpret
these results more cautiously than
those for mandatory sentencing.
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One law extended California's wait-
ing period from 5 days to 15. It be-
came effective January 1, 1976, and
our data cover January 1969 to De-
cember 1988. We studied the law's
effects in Los Angeles and San
Francisco.

A second policy, in Cincinnati, also
required a 15-day wait. The law was
effective in January 1989, and we
analyzed the period between Jan-
uary 1971 and December 1990.

A third policy, imposed by the St.
Louis police in February 1989, speci-
fied a 7-day wait. Because of a
change in our data source's defini-
tion of the St. Louis area, we exam-
inad only the period of January 1982
to December 1990.

The results are in Table 2. Neither
the homicide nor suicide estimates
support claims that waiting periods
reduce gun violence. Most changes
in firearm mortality are trivial, and
collectively they are statistically in-
significant. These findings are pre-
liminary; but if confirmed elsewhere,
they suggest that waiting periods
do not prevent fatal violence.

Conciusions

Current discussions of firearm policy
involve much speculation and little
solid evidence. Empirical findings
are never beyond dispute. Still, the
approach | have outlined may help
inform this debate.

Table 2. Analysis for homicide and suicide In four areas — waiting periods

Gun Other Gun Other
City Parameter  Homlclde  Homicide  Suicide Suicide
Los Angeles 0y -7.86783 4.1201 3.3512 -4.4416
t -1.17 1.20 8.89 -70

% change »eme - 8.07
San Francisco g -.6435 .0640 -3123 -1.8390
t -1.27 20 -1.08 -1.52

% change -14.69 +1.31 -8.10 e
St. Louis Wy -.0830 -.1145 -.2038 -.8067
t -0.04 -0.20 -0.55 -1.87
% change -0.50 -2.55 -6.74 -39.44
Cincinnati Wy -.8084 .6065 -.1481 -.3704
t -1.07 1.78 -0.30 -0.79
% change ) +18.90 -2.78 -8.16
All Cities Stouffer et al, .
pooled test -1.77 1.49 0.98 -2.44

wy= Impact-estimate from intervention model

t='t valus for impact-estimate
*p<.05

** geries is nonstationary; percentage change cannot be computed
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Demand reduction through cooperation and collaberation

By Eric R. Meyners, Program Manager, Northwest New Mexico Fighting Back, inc.

Good afterncon, | am Eric Meyners,
the Program Manager for Northwest
New Mexico Fighting Back. { man-
age one of those community initia-
tives instituted across the country to
respond to crime. The essay will
discuss how this initiative is different
in regards to alcohol and other drug
programming, the process of com-
munity mobilization and action, and
evaluative methods and indicators
which will determine the success of
the initiative. The role of cooperative
and collaborative efforts on the part
of participating entities will be dis-
cussed with an emphasis on the "in-
stitutionalization" of cooperation by
law enforcement, schoot districts,
and other community services with a
secondary interest in alcohol and
other drug concerns.

| recognize that some of you are un-
familiar with New Mexico. { want to
take a few minutes to describe for
you my communiity. My community
covers the counties of San Juan,
McKinley, and Cibola in the North-
west corner of the State. These

three counties cover 15,144 square
miles, and are at least 100 miles
end-to-end. This is an area larger
than both Maryland and Delaware
combined or larger than Mas-
sachusetts, Rhode Island, and Con-
necticut combined. The population of
my community is about 180,000
people, or 11% of New Mexico's
total population. These two pieces
of information together mean that we
have a population density between 4
and 14 persons per square rile, or,
in other words, a lot of empty space.
Nine hundred and eight square miles
of this 15,144 is private land, the
rest is State, Federal, indian Trust,
or Indian Allotment. The bulk of the
population is located in Farmington,
about 37,000, Galiup, about 21,000,
or Grants, about 12,000. These
three make up the metropolitan
areas in each of the three counties.
My regional community has six
ethno-linguistically and culturally
diverse groups. There are five inde-
pendent Nations: the United States,
the Navajo Nation, the Zuni Pueblo,
the Acoma Pueblo, and the Laguna

Pueblo in my regional community.
In Cibola county alone there are
seven different law enforcement
entities with seven different jurisdic-
tions. Unemployment in the non-
reservation areas is between 9 and
11% with unemployment estimates
as high as 75% on the reservations.
Living conditions range from very
middle class, two cars and white
picket fence, to third world, no elec-
tricity, phone, or indoor plumbing.
This is not one or two isolated pock-
ets of people. Of 18,000 family
dwellings on the Navajo Nation
within the three counties, 47% of
them do not have complete indoor
plumbing, 50% earn less than
$10,000 per year, and the per capita
income is $3,700,

As many of you are aware, Gallup
has received national attention as
*Drunk City." In 1990, there were
31,000 people picked up for public
intoxication in a community of
21,000 persons. This would suggest
that every man, woman, and child
spent the night in protective custody
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at least once that year. The reality
is that Gallup is a "border town" to
the Navajo and Zuni Nations which
are "dry." People come to Gallup to
get drunk. The most visible and de-
structive "crimes" in my community
are Driving While Intoxicated and
public intoxication. The destruction
related to DWI is obvious — 27% of
New Mexico's alcohol related fatal
crashes take place in the three-
county region. This 11% of New
Mexico's population further accounts
for 25% of New Mexico's alcohol-
and drug-related crime with 72% of
crime in the three counties being al-
cohol- or drug-related. | hope this
helps all of you to begin to under-
stand my community.

The Fighting Back Initiative is funded
by the Robert Wood Johnson Foun-
dation. This funding is $3.5 million
for five years, to reduce the demand
for alcohol and other drugs. Of the
1,000 communities across the Na-
tion that applied for funding, North-
west New Mexico is one of 15
awarded. The award of $3.5 million
for five years has completed the first
year of implementation.. The pri-
mary underpinning of this effort is
that the communities both under-
stand their substance problems and
that they hold the answers to those
problems. The primary goal of
Fighting Back is to bring community
groups together to evaluate what is
needed and how best to meet that
need. The best example of this is
the development and opening of
Na'nizhoozhi Center, a protective
custody facility with 150 beds, over a
year ago. This facility was devel-
oped t¢ provide shelter, detox, and
referrals for treatment. After one
year, the number of protective cus-
tody pickups in Gallup has been re-
duced by 25%. More importantly,
the number of persons referred to

and attending treatment has risen by
10%.

Over the last year Northwest New
Mexico Fighting Back has helped
communities develop and fund eight
community initiatives. These are
community based programs, locaily
grown solutions to the alcohol and
drug problems of the region. These
efforts include prevention, interven-
tion, treatment, and relapse preven-
tion activities.  Fighting Back is not
a funding source, we are a source of
seed monies.

In Cibola County these seed monies
have provided an outdoor experien-
tial ROPES course in the city of
Grants and a Youth Empowerment
Curriculum in the Pine Hill commu-
nity. The ROPES initiative is one
which had a history in the commu-
nity as an experiential education
group of volunteers providing self-
esteem and refusal skills to young
people. The goal of this group is

to provide an experiential course
which would be self-sustaining. The
group had been able to garner
$17,000 in materials but was lacking
the technical assistance and spe-
cialty materials to build the course.
The plan involves the training of
substance abuse counselors and
other professionals from across the
county to provide additional service
to their client base in return for vol-
unteer hours to provide fee-based
team-building events for businesses
from around the State. This plan
further involved a pay back plan of
the seed monies to Fighting Back.
The 5 year goal is that all students
graduating from high schoo! would
have completed the course. The
Youth Empowerment curriculum de-
veloped in Pine Hill builds from the
ROPES course. The adult leader is
one of the trainees on the ROPES
course. The curriculum is targeted
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to Navajo young persons. One of
the needs of this community, which
has a very high unemployment and
very low education rate, is that the
local high school can prepare stu-
dents academically for college and
further aducation but does not have
a program available to keep them in
higher education. This community
discovered from young people re-
turning to the community after quit-
ting schoo! that the schooling was
not the problem. Their family envi-
ronment had not equipped them to
deal with day-to-day life away from
the reservation. This model curricu-
lum addresses the interactive social
skills that are assumed within a
household in the dominant culture.
Such things as how to ask a wait-
ress for the food you want, how to
use the bus, and how to use the
washing machine are covered within
the curriculum. The hope of this
group is to realize success with this
curriculum and market it to other
Navajo community schools and (with
some modification) Native communi-
ties across the nation.

In San Juan County the communities
have developed a wilderness ther-
apy program, a DWI prevention pro-
gram developed by emergency room
nurses, and a regional youth task
force. The wilderness therapy pro-
gram is cooperating with the Cibola
County ROPES program to help im-
prove services. The wilderness ther-
apy is designed as an alternative to
incarceration for juvenile offenders
who have alcohol and other drug in-
volvement. This year-long program
is in its first year of implementation.
Both State funding and plans to
have for fee wilderness outfitting to
provide for this programs future are
under discussion. The emergency
room nurses provide prevention pro-
grams to high school students in the
county. The goal of reaching 2,000
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high schoot students was realized
this year with programming available
to either elderly citizens or elemen-
tary school students by January 1,
1994, A billboard and some material
costs are the seed money with busi-
nesses providing for the future. The
regional youth task force has the
support of the four tribal entities in
the region as well as most of the
tribes from across the State. This
task force has planned to integrate
the youth-related drug-free activities
of the region and anticipates future
support from the various tribes.

In McKinley County the communities
of Gallup and Zuni have been partic-
ularly active in developing commu-
nity initiatives. A relapse prevention
program is one of the large gaps in
substance abuse services in this
county. -A program in Gallup and
one in Zuni both address this issue.
Path of Renewal in Gallup is a re-
lapse prevention project which builds
housing for newly recovering alco-
holics. The recovering person pro-
vides labor and the Path of Renewal
provides housing, counseling, edu-
cation services, and job location
when the person is ready to move
on. This program offers the commu-
nity of Gallup an answer to the hous-
ing crisis the city is experiencing
while helping persons in recovery to
develop usable skills for their future.
The Zuni relapse prevention pro-
gram is similar in intent but uses the
development of culturally relevant
skills such as silver-smithing and
pottery-making to help the persons
in recovery find a niche for the fu-
ture. A group of young people in so-
briety have developed a recovery
support program in which the entire
decision-making process is their re-
sponsibility.  This program iocuses
on drug- and alcohol-free activities
for young people in recovery.

Two other imporiant occurrences
worth mentioning have taken place
in Northwest New Mexico Fighting
Back's first year. Fighting Back
wrote a proposal to the New Mexico
State Children, Youth and Families
Department to be a pilot project for
the "Healthier Communities” initia-
tive. This proposal for community
organizing resources in all three
counties was recently approved for
funding at $90,000 a year for four
years. The second occurrence is
that a regional Management Infor-
mation System is due to link three
sites in the next three months. The
Na'nizhoozhi Center will be the data
collection hub for the region with in-
patient and rural outpatient treat-
ment facilities hooked up initially.
The goal is that all alcohol- and
drug-related services will be sharing
information in the region within the
next 2 years. Both of these events
provide a large part of the evaluation
for this initiative.

treatment system. Community orga-
nizing research tells us that 2% of
the population is needed to provide
social change. The addition of com-
munity organizing resources from
New Mexico State will hopefully help
Fighting Back to encourage commu-
nities to plan and make decisions for
their future.

The evaluation involves measuring
the involvement of cormmunities
throughout the region, tracking
substance abusing persons and the
impact Fighting Back is having by
tracking media coverage. Northwest
New Mexico Fighting Back in con-
junction with the Pacific Institute for
Research and Evaluation is monitor-
ing the levels of community involve-
ment. Pacific Institute is monitoring
the recognition level of the region to
Fighting Back and its efforts. The
Management information System
will provide the much needed con-
crete statisticat data related to the
severity of the drug and alcohol
problems of the region and the abil-
ity to track persons through the
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Community policing in the City of Wilmington, Delaware: Past, present, and future

By Samuel D. Pratcher, Chief of Police, Wilmington, Delaware

Police departments all over the
country have been experiencing an
ever-widening gap between law en-
forcement, "us," and the people they
serve, "them." The "us/them" atti-
tude has complicated police investi-
gations, producing less cooperation
from witnesses anag victims of
crimes, and has created an apa-
thetic outlook on the community by
officers feeling that no one out there
is on their side. Neighborhocd
groups, feeling disserved, began to
fight drug dealers, drunks, and disor-
derly persons feeling that "the police
weren't going to do anything."
Efforts to fight crime were going in
opposite directions with permanent
solutions to problems being dis-
placed by band-aid efforts.

In the fall of 1989, Wilmington Police
initiated the concept of Community
Policing in an effort to raise the qual-
ity of life in city neighborhoods and
bring together crime-fighting efforts
of police and citizens. A small sec-
tion of the city, with specific bound-
aries (two rivers, an Amtrak line, and
the downtown business district), was
selected as an experimental target
area known as the Eastside Initia-
tive. Four community police officers
coupled with a series of vocational
training, drug awareness, and youth
recreational programs had a positive
impact on the area. A transition
point was reached when police ob-
served an increasing number of drug
calls to police, as people felt more
comfortable or even obligated to re-
port drug dealers. This strategy was
expanded to other city sections ex-
periencing the same type of crime,
and some displacement as the drug
activity was driven from the target
area. A police mini-station’ was
opened in two low-income housing
projects known as Riverside and
Southbridge. They acted as a base

station for Community Policing in
those areas.

A federally funded grant known as
"Weed & Seed" was initiated in a
specific section of the west side

of the city. That grant followed the
same formula that worked in the
Eastside Initiative — educatiorial,
social, and recreational activities
plus strong, well-organized commu-
nity groups added to a concentrated
policing effort equals a reduction of
crime and a rise in the quality of life.

Numbers from the Statistical Analy-
sis Center of the State of Delaware
show that in those areas of the city
manned by a stable community
policing presence, drug calls and
arrests are declining. After three
years of steady increases, a 24 per-
cent decrease in drug arrests and a
25 percent decrease in the number
of drug complaints called into the po-
lice department were recorded.
Community groups are becoming
stronger and better organized, and
their relationship and communication
with police is at an all time high.

Community Policing was set in place
as a philosophical and organizational
strategy, not just a program. To
achieve success, the entire depart-
ment would have to employ the ap-
proach in its everyday activity. A
plan known as the Quadrant System
was improvised to achieve this total
involvement. The city was divided
into four sections with upper man-
agement level personnel, captains,
in charge of an assigned area.
Officers from every division were
assigned to a specific quadrant
allowing the captains to utilize ser-
vices from the entire department,
essentially creating a task force.
Representatives from the Attorney
General's Office and Probation and
Parole were added to provide a

38 Proceedings of the BJS/JRSA 1993 National Conference

quicker legal avenue, a source of
direct information, and a possible
recourse when dealing with repeat
offenders still on the street. Neigh-
borhoods could now direct their
problems to a specific person who
was empowered to utilize all depart-
mental resources in an effort to per-
manently resolve the issue. This
strategy will also combat the prob-
lem of displacement (merely moving
criminal activity to another neighbor-
hood).

The Quadrant System will employ a
problem-solving model known as
S.A.R.A. (Scanning, Analysis,
Response, Assessment). In the
scanning phase, the officer iooks for
clusters of similar problems — same
street corner, same time of the day,
same type of complaint, and so
forth. The analysis phase would
consist of a thorough, preliminary
background study of the problem
including prior calls for service, inter-
views with neighbors, arrest history
of the suspects, and other factors.

A response is then developed and
an action plan, based on information
accumulated in the analysis, is im-
plemented. Responses should be
comprehensive in scope and ad-
dress all aspects of the problem. An
assessment is then performed to
see if the problem is solved. If nct, a
different response should be devel-
oped. The Quadrant System will also
have at its disposal the use of a col-
lection of representatives from every
department in the city known as the
SPARC (Solving Problems and
Restarting Communities) Task
Force. Problems that require ser-
vices out of the realm of police work
can be tapped through this task
force.

The future for community policing in
Wilmington appears bright. It has
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been and is a success in the neigh-
borhoods that have tried it. Itis a
dynamic approach that is constantly
growing and being fine-tuned. There
certainly is no lack of commitment
among elected officials or the Fed-
eral and State Government, and
community groups are begging for
community police officers to be
placed in their neighborhood. The
"Weed & Seed" area is funded
through the Federal Government but
some costs must be borne by the in-
dividual department. Wilmington Po-
lice are in the process of converting
to one-officer patrols.to create higher
visibility, quicker response times,
and wider city coverage. This, how-
ever, incurs costs of added police
cruisers and radios.

A successful community policing
program also requires officers to be
well versed in cultural diversity and
competent to perform tasks needed
to accomplish their duties. This, ob-
viously, requires considerable train-
ing for officers at all levels of the de-
partment.

Prior to instituting a community
policing program, the department
should take a hard look at the com-
munity it serves. Do the priorities of
the community fit the service pro-
vided by the community policing phi-
losophy? Is there even a need for
community policing in that commu-
nity? If the present environment
does not warrant the need, the pro-
gram will not succeed. Once these
questions have been addressed, a
community policing strategy can be
established and can enjoy the same
success it has had in Wiimington.
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Community policing in Chicago: The Chicago Alternative Policing Strategy

By Roger K. Przybylski, Coordinator of Research, Chicago Police Department

Chicago has adopted a new
community-oriented philosophy of
policing and crime prevention in
which the police, other government
agerncies, and the community are
working together to identify and
solve problems of crime and disor-
der and to improve the quality of life
in Chicago's neighborhoods. While
Chicago has looked to the experi-
ences of other cities (Portland, New
York, and Houston), its program is
unique in its approach to training,
operations, technology, and evalua-
tion.

Community-oriented policing in
Chicago is officially known as the
Chicago Alternative Policing Strat-
egy (CAPS). CAPS officially rolled
out April 29, 1993, on a prototype
basis, in five of Chicago's 25 police
districts: Englewood (7th), Marguette
{10th), Austin (15th), Morgan Park
(22nd), and Rogers Park (24th).
These five districts have diverse
populations — racially, ethnically,
and socioeconomically — and vastly
different, often serious, crime prob-
lems.

Taken together, the five CAPS pro-
totype districts provide a unique lab-
oratory for evaluating and improving
the CAPS model before it is ex-
panded citywide. Citywide imple-
mentation is anticipated for some-
time next year, following a thorough
evaluation of what worked and did
not during the prototype phase.
Assessment of the effectiveness of
different ideas currently under test-
ing is being conducted by the depart-
ment and a team of independent re-
searchers |ed by Northwestern Uni-
versity.

Community policing is being imple-
mented on an accelerated schedule
in Chicago. While the police depart-
ment could have spent 3 to 5 years

studying and implementing the con-
cept, it realized that with rising crime
rates, growing fear of crime, ana a
widening gap between citizen de-
mands and police resources, the
need for change was now.

CAPS is not strictly a foot patrol pro-
gram and it is not soft on crime.
Under CAPS, crime control and
crime prevention are recognized as
dual parts of the policing mission.
Vigorous and impartial enforcement
of the law, rapid response to serious
crimes and life-threatening emergen-
cies, and proactive problem-solving
in the neighborhoods are the founda-
tions of the new policing strategy.

To accomplish these goals, the en-
tire police department is adopting
the philosophy of CAPS. At the pa-
trol level, teams of rapid response
officers and beat officers have been
established in the prototype districts.
Both groups are expected to engage
in proactive problem-solving, al-
though the rapid response teams are
responsible for most of the serious
emergencies in the district. This
frees up beat officers from con-
stantly handling 911 calls and pro-
vides them more time to work with
residents in addressing longer-range
problems on their beats. To provide
continuity between police officers
and the communities they serve,
officers are now working the same
beat on the same watch each day.

The community is involved at all lev-
els of the strategy. Each prototype
district has a community advisory
committee which identifies. district-
level issues and problems, and helps
set broad priorities. More specific
problem identification and problem-
solving are accomplished at the beat
level, through community meetings,
communication with district neigh-
borhood relations offices, and face-
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to-face contact with officers on the
beat.

Problem-solving is formalized
through a process known as beat
profiling and action planning. Offi-
cers create the beat profile by
recording the characteristics and
chronic problems of their beats and
by identifying the resources available
to address those problems. Police,
other city agencies, and the commu-
nity then use the beat profile to de-
velop specific plans of action. These
action plans prioritize problems,
identify strategies, and provide a
means for measuring success.

Recognizing that graffiti, abandoned
vehicles and buildings, malfunction-
ing street lights, and similar prob-
lems have such an adverse effect on
the comimunity and on crime levels,
Mayor Richard M. Daley has made
CAPS a priority of the entire city
government, not just the police de-
partment. Police officers and person-
nel from other city agencies are
being cross-trained in each others’
operations, and special procedures
for requesting, logging, and following
up on requests for city services have
been established in the CAPS dis-
tricts.

The police department has made a
significant investment in training po-
lice personnel in the CAPS philoso-
ohy and in problem-solving. Approxi-
mately 1,750 officers and supervi-
sors from the five prototype districts
received training earlier this year. A
unique curriculum included interper-
sonal communication, problem-solv-
ing, alliance building and, for
sergeants and lieutenants, advanced
leadership skills. Citizen experts
were brought in to co-teach many of
the classes, and community leaders
were invited to participate in some of
the sessions. Future training will
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concentrate on more specific prob-
lem-solving strategies.

The collection and analysis of data
at the neighborhood level are key
elements of CAPS. Each of the five
prototype districts is installing a ocal
area network of advanced computer
workstations. These computers will
allow the districts to analyze and
map crime hot spots, to track other
neighborhood problems (such as
problem liquor establishments), and
1o share this information with the
community.

Communicating the CAPS philoso-
phy to members of the police depart-
ment and to the community — and
getting their feedback and sugges-
tions for improvement — are funda-
mental to the strategy. Ongoing
communication includes a newsletter
and regular staff and community
meetings. Feedback is collected
through focus groups, surveys, a
special CAPS hotline, and sugges-
tion forms.

CAPS is undergoing the most thor-
ough evaluation of any community
policing program in the country. A
consortium of five major Chicago-
area universities (led by Northwest-
ern University) is conducting a year-
long evaluation of the process and
results in the prototype districts. In
addition, the department’s research
and development division is analyz-
ing the internal survey and focus
group data that is being collected.

The process and impact evaluation
being conducted by the consortium
led by Northwestern University in-
cludes police officer interviews, resi-
dent surveys, and block-face obser-
vations. The officer interviews will bé
used to examine the impact of com-
munity policing training and field ex-
perience on officer attitudes and role

perceptions. One section of the offi-
cer questionnaire focuses on current
job assignments; it includes ques-
tions about task autonomy, the skills
that the officers' jobs involve, and
space for supervisory and peer
feedback. Another section assesses
current job satisfaction. A series of
general questions about patrol work
assesses their views of the impor-
tance of various police tasks. Other
sections focus on their views on the
community in which they work, their
interaction with the community, and
their perceptions of the overall pro-
gram.

The evaluation's resident survey was
designed to measure levels of vic-
timization and fear, and general sat-
isfaction with the quality of police
service. The survey provides reports
of the extent of problems in the pro-
totype areas, including drug prob-
lems, crime, and social disorder.
Data were collected from both resi-
dents of the five CAPS protiotype
districts and residents of comparison
areas located in other districts.

Block-face observations were used
to document levels of social disorder
and physical decay in prototype and
matched comparison areas of the
city. Researchers recorded the pres-
ence of vandalism and graffiti, aban-
doned cars, maintenance problems,
and a number of specific kinds of
land use such as liquor stores and
playgrounds.

The department is supplementing
the work of the consortium with an
internal assessment initiative in-
tended to troubleshoot the imple-
mentation process. Surveys and
focus groups of patrol officers and
supervisory staff in each of the five
CAPS prototype districts are being
used to identify implementation
problems and possible solutions.
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Race and crime in the trenches: Some suggestions for anaiyzing and presenting data

By Gary LaFree, Ph.D., Director, Statistical Analysis Center, Institute for Social Research, University of New Mexico

In a field like criminal justice, where
sensitive issues abound, none is
more sensitive than the issue of race
and gender bias. In preparing for
this workshop, it occurred to me that
| had been doing research related to
race and gender bias for more than
15 years. So | came to this topic
with some experience with the politi-
cal and social implications of this
kind of research. As the New Mex-
ico SAC director for the past six
years, | have also gathered some
firsthand experience in presenting
research on race and gender bias,
not only to the academic community,
but to policymakers and the public.
Based on these experiences, | have
compiled a list of suggestions that
characterize my experiences and be-
liefs about the requirements for (1)
doing good research on the issues of
race, gender, crime and justice; and
(2) then presenting that research
once it is complete. Because my
current work deals more with race
than gender bias, | use more exam-
ples from race than from gender
research.. | would like to have called
these the "ten comm:andments of

research on race and crime," but un-
fortunately, | only have nine of them.

Archaeology vs. rocket science

My first point is that researchers in
this area of criminology should take
as their modei archaeology rather
than physics. The Uniform Crime
Reports (UCR) provide a good ex-
ample of what | mean by this. Any-
one who has spent more than five
minutes examining UCR data knows
that they are a good deal less than
perfect. One of the main criticisms
of the UCR that has special rele-
vance to the study of race is that it
emphasizes street crime, deempha-
sizes white-collar crime, and there-
fore focuses on crimes that are more
common amang the poor and racial
and ethnic minorities. Many crimi-
nologists who have noted these
facts have then argued that analyz-
ing UCR data is inappropriate and
counterproductive. Indeed, if crimi-
nology were rocket science this ar-
gument would be perfectly defensi-
ble. But this is in fact far from the
case. For example, the UCR is cur-
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rently the only United States data
source that includes longitudinal
crime data by race for most of the
post-World War Il period. That is,
for many kinds of analyses involving
race or gender, there is simply no
other data alternative.

| would suggest that our craft is
more like archaeology than physics,
in that we have to make do with im-
perfect data and that our interpreta-
tions are often based on information
we know to be incomplete. How-
ever, just as a competent archaeolo-
gist will discard no information — no
matter how incomplete — so too, a
good criminolcgy researcher must
use the data availabie, but at the
same time be careful to critically
examine its strengths and weak-
nesses.

lgnoring issues of race does not
solve them

In the 1960's and 1970's, many crim-
inologists in the United States
avoided studying crime rates by race
altogether. Sociologist William
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Julius Wilson argues that a major
reason for this was that many crimi-
nologists wanted to avoid making
negative associations between race
and crime. The reasoning was that
African-Americans in particular were
already disadvantaged by the econ-
omy and by society, and so pointing
out differential crime rates for
African-Americans was a kind of
double victimization. But what has
this neglect of race issues in the
study of criminal etiology actually
produced?

First, ignoring issues of race and
crime has certainly not made them
go away. In fact, African-Americans
in the United States are facing an
unprecedented criminal justice crisis
at present. Although blacks account
for only 12% of the U.S. population,
they now account for 64% of robbery
arrests, 55% of homicide arrests,
and 32% of burglary arrests. This
means that black arrest rates for
robbery are more than 11 times
higher than rates for non-blacks,
which include Hispanics, Asian-
Americans, Native-Americans,
whites, and everyone else. These
same grim statistics are reproduced
in the nation's prisons, jails, proba-
tion departments, and county
morgues. Black males born in the
United States today now face a 1 in
5 lifetime chance of serving a sen-
tence in an adult State prison.

Moreover, in the absence of objec-
tive empirical research on crime
rates by race, it is much easier for
the public to rely on racial stereo-
types. One of the most egregious
examples of this is the use of the
Willie Horton story in George Bush's
1988 Presidential election campaign.

Willie Horton is a black man who
was furloughed from his prison sen-
tence in a Massachusetts State

prison in 1976. While on furlough,
Horton raped a white Maryland
woman and stabbed her fiance. The
Bush campaign made the Massa-
chusetts prison furlough program a
central issue in its contest against
Democratic candidate and Mas-
sachusetts Governor Michael
Dukakis. The Horton story was cited
by Mr. Bush in campaign speeches,
shown in television commercials,
and featured in fliers distributed

by Republican state committees. A
1988 story in the New York Times
concluded that the Horton advertis-
ing campalign was *highly effective in
damaging Mr. Dukakis's image and
left the Democrats scrambling for
ways to respond.” Clearly, the deci-
sion to exclude crime differences

by race as an area of research did
not mean that the public was no
longer influenced by racial stereo-
types about crime. On the contrary,
in the absence of objective data on
race, the wildest stereotypes are
free to spread.

For these reasons, | believe that we
must face the problem of race and
gender bias and crime directly,

forthrightly, and with the most objec-
tive evidence we can collectively
muster. Ignoring connections be-
tween race and crime wiil not make
them go away.

Increase historical and
longitudinal research

Because the social and behavioral
sciences have long dominated crimi-
nology, the importance of history is
often downplayed or entirely over-
looked. In the words of one scholar,
we tend to live in "the historical pre-
sent." There are at least two impor-
tant implications of this neglect for
research on the reiationship between
race and crime. First, because the
characteristics, social conditions,
crime rates, and contact with the
legal system of racial and ethnic
minorities continues to evolve, re-
search based on only one point

in time is often misleading. As an
example, we may consider changes
in educational attainment for African
Americans in the post-World War Il
period.

Average years of schooling,

Figure 1. Race and male educational attainment, 1957-87

Average years of schooling,

black males white males

13 13
121 2.5

1 Whites 12
10 1.5

o1 l Blacks 11
8- F10.5

T T T 10

85 490
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As Figure 1 demonstrates, African~
Americans have experienced
tremendous changes in educational
attainment levels over the past 30
years. Hence, researchers who are
interested in the connection between
education and crime, and study
these issues cross-sectionally, may
reach very different conclusions if
they conduct their study in 1990 as
opposed to 1970 or 1950.

A second important implication of
longitudinal research for the study
of race and crime is with regard to
the changing theoretical focus of a
historical — as opposed to cross-
sectional-analysis. Let me choose a
famifiar example. An important con-
clusion in the classic study by Shaw
and Mckay from Chicago in the
1980's is that community crime rates
remain stable as different racial and
ethnic groups, in turn, come to oc-
cupy them. When viewed cross-
sectionally, this model downplays
the importance of race because it
predicts that all racial and ethnic
groups will behave the same as they
pass through particular communities
at specific points in time. Certainly,
the theoretical model does not lead
us to suspect that the processes of
social disorganization will operate
differently for African-Americans or
other racial or ethnic minorities.

However, if we view the same model
longitudinally, it predicts different
dynamics by race and ethnicity
depending on the economic and
demographic characteristics of vari-
ous groups at different points in his-
tory. Looked at longitudinally, it is
no more indefensible to seek to un-
derstand the dynamics of African-
American crime during the past 50
years than it would be to seek an un-
derstanding of Italian-American or
Irish-American crime in an earlier
period.

and male education, 1957-87

Correlation coefficient

Figure 2. Moving time series correlations between robbery
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The need for rigorous research
methods

Although this point is obvious, it is
frequently neglected in the study

of race and crime. While the aca-
demic research literature on discrim-
ination has grown quite sophisticated
in recent years, incorporating ad-
vanced methods and successfully
presenting them to policymakers and
the public can be quite challenging
for researchers within State and
Federal agencies. Siill, it is espe-
cially critical in policy analysis to in-
corporate rigorous methods. This
suggests, at a minimum, the need
for multivariate models that control
for major alternative explanations.

The utility of constant
comparison

One of the most important aspects
of doing research on race and gen-
der bias, and indeed a principal justi-
fication for doing this kind of re-
search, is to take advantage of the
insights provided by comparative
data. The current situation with re-
gard to the imprisonment of African-
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Americans provides a clear example.
In the mid-1970's, the United States
was admitting about 50,000 new in-
mates to Federal and State prisons
each year. A decade later, this fig-
ure had quadrupled to 200,000 new
inmates a year. By 1990, several
published accounts claimed that the
United States had the highest incar-
ceration rate in the world, followed
by South Africa and the Soviet
Union.

But note that these statistics, trou-
bling enough when considered for
the whole nation, become truly
frightening when considered sepa-
rately for African-Americans. In
1930, African-Americans made up
less than 25% of prison admissions
in the United States; by 1950 the
proportion had increased slightly to
30%. Today, African-Americans ac-
count for nearly half of all State and
Federal prisoners. In fact, in the
United States nearly 25% of all black
men aged 20-29 are currently in
prison or on probation or parole. In
this country, substantiaily more black
men are in the correctional system
than in colieges or universities. The
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Figure 3. Disposition of forcible rape cases reported to Indianapolis police in 1970, 1973, an¢] 1975

No No felony Dismissal Guilty Acquittal Non- Other
arrest filed {N=28) plea {N=20) executed incarceration
(N=553) (N=175) 3 2% N =74) 2.3% sentence (N=41)
62.8% 19.9% 8 4% (N=21) 4.6%
2.4%
49.4%

53.4% 18.3% 59.7% 40.0% /O 2%

*Data were incomplete for 23 cases reported
to police and for 1 additional case filed in the

prosecutor's office. Percentages on arrows

All Arrest 46,6% Felony 81.7% Case 40.3%  Verdict 60%  Guilty 79.8% Executed 50 8% _ ' Penitentiary
cases* "~ (N=328) > filed * prose- » (N=50) > (N=104) ™ sentence ™" incarceration
reported 37.2% (N=153) cution 5 5% 11.8% (N=83) (N=42)
(N=881) 17.4% (N=125) 9.4% 4.8%

14.2%

represent conditional probabilities for each stage.

point is, when we look separately at
crime and punishment rates for
blacks and for whites, the implica-
tions of our current policies on im-
prisonment take on a very different
tone. While there is an ongoing de-
bate in the United States on the wis-
dom of incarcerating more or fewer
offenders, the logic of any social
control system that captures nearly
one-quarter of the young men in a
particular group is clearly question-
able.

The importance of studying the
entire criminal justice system

The criminal justice system is com-
posed of a sprawling bureaucracy
with many separate agencies that
are largely autonomous and inde-
pendent. Finding differences (or no
differences) in processing by race or
gender for one part of this system
does not demonstrate that there are
no differences for the entire system.
in presenting research on race, gen-
der, and crime, we must be con-
stantly alert to the fact that uniess
we have data from the entire sys

tem, our conclusions must be limited
to the specific parts of the system
we are actually examining. More-
over, we should always be alert to
the possibility that relatively minor
{and statistically insignificant)
changes at each stage of the system
may amount to relatively significant
differences when the system as a
whole is considered.

The data in Figure 3 on the process-
ing of rape cases illustrate my point.
We have represented eight different
processing outcomes here. There is
no guaraniee that the results from all
gight will be the same. Moreover,
minor differences at each stage, if
they are all in the same direction,
may be quite important, when taken
together.

The fallacy of assuming that race
and gender always have similar
effects

Researchers sometimes assume, in
the absence of data, that relatively
less powerful groups always face
similar disadvantages in the criminal

justice system. For example, a
recent book by Fukurai, Butler, and
Krooth, called Race and the Jury, ar-
gues in the introduction that the U.S.
system for jury selection discrimi-
nates against minorities, women,
and the elderly. However, the data
presented in the book show that
while African-Americans and Hispan-
ics are underrepresented on juries,
Asian-Americans, women, and the
elderly are often overrepresented.

Similarly, in my book Rape and

"Criminal Justice, | found that race

and gender intersected in some
compiex ways. For example, my re-
sults (see Figure 4) show that black
men as a group received about the
same level of punishment for rape
convictions as white men as a
group. However, biack men con-
victed of raping white women re-
ceived much harsher punishments
than black men convicted of raping
black women. Hence, black men
were actually treated more leniently
than white men when the victim was
a black woman.
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We are also finding very different re-
sults by ethnicity and gender in a
current SAC project on outcomes in
civil non-divorce cases (see Figure
5). Generally, our results show His-
panics do less well than non-Hispan-
ics in those cases, but that white
women do betfer than ariy other
group. in short, we should not sim-
ply assume that all relatively less
powerful groups are always treated
the same by the justice system.

The importance of economic
class

One of the issues that is easy to
overlook in doing analyses by race
and gender is the over-arching im-
portance of class and economic sta-
tus. Interms of criminal justice re-
search, part of the problem may be
due simply to data availability. Gen-
erally, official records have relatively
good data on gender and oftentimes,
on race. However, data on eco-
nomic status is often more difficult to
code and collect. Nonetheless, re-
sults on race and gender bias are
often closely related to these eco-
nomic class differences and should
be incorporated. As State-level pol-
icy advisors, we should also work to
encourage the agencies we deal
with to collect better data on eco-
nomic characteristics.

Dealing with the media

Because the issue of race and gen-
der bias and crime is potentially ex-
plosive, it is also a popular one in
the printed and electronic media.
Here is a statement that will surprise
no one; ltis easy for the media to
misrepresent or even openly distort
your research findings.

» Or example, in a study of sentenc-
ing prepared by the New Mexico
SAC two years ago, our staff pre-

Figure 4. Percentage of black suspect-white victim, black intraracial,
and white intraracial incidents for eight processing stages

Total case percentages

50,
45 -
- Black suspect/white victim

40 )
35
0 —
2 T /hite suspect/white victim
20
15 Black suspect/biack victim
10

5

0 + } t t t } ]

All reports  Arrest Felony Fult Conviction Executed Penitentiary ~ Six+

charge {grosecu- sentence  incarceration sentence
ion
Black/white Black/black White/white N_

All reports (N=870) 23.0%. 44.7% 32.3% 970
Arrest (N=326) 23.6 40.8 35.6 326
Felony charge (N=151) 31.1 38.4 30.5 151
Full prosecution (N=123) 28.6 39,7 31.7 123
Conviction (N=103) 291 35.9 35.0 103
Executed sentence {N=82) 32.9 35.4 31.7 82
Penitentiary incarceration (N=42) 45,2 26.2 28.6 42
Six + sentence (N=30) 50.0 6.7 33.3 30

N indicates total cases reaching each process-
Ing stage. Two dependent variables, Trial
(whether trial or guilty plea) and Verdict (guilty

or oot ouiilty), are submitied here by.conviction,
Varlation in total number of cases reported is
caused by missing data.

Figure 5. Regression coefficients and standard errors for predictors
of monetary outcome ratios in adjudicated and mediated civil cases

Adjudicated Mediated All cases
b s b b SE

Mediation -092**  .042
Claimant minority man -053 .067 -221***  .084 -101* .053
Claimant minority woman -.040 .081 -181**  .089 -.065 .061
Claimant white woman -.042 .067 .056 071 -012 .051
Respondent minority man .060 .064 .047 .074 .043 .049
Respondent minority woman .092 077 .001 .098 .048 .061
Respondent white woman .044 .076 -168*"  .083 -.022 .058
Collection case 192 .078 214 .088 .206*** .060
Private case .028 .076 -161* .081 -.074 .057
Counterclaim -115* 053 -.084 .057 -107***  .040
Dispute size -082*** 021 -013 .020 -086*** 015
Individual claimant -.0860 .066 .025 .083 -.032 .052
Individual respondent 122+ 060 .120° .069 123** 045
Lawyer-claimant .314*** 064 125 .088 251+ 051
Lawyer-respondent -100 .086 -124* .07 -110** 050
N 229 144 443
Y-intercept .668*** 089 548 103 .651 .070
R (adjusted) 23" 25" .23

* p<.01; ", p, .05< p<.10
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pared a three hundred-page report
based on an extensive analysis

of 2,000 convicted New Mexico
felons. We found a small, but statis-
tically significant connection between
receiving prison sentences and the
offender's ethnicity. The findings

on ethnicity accounted for approxi-
mately 1% of the entire report.
Nonetheless, here is what the news-
paper headlines looked like the day
after the report was released:

Because many of us work in public
agencies, much of our research
work will ultimately falil into the public
domain. Moreover, many of us are
interested in seeing our research
recognized, read, and debated by
the public. Nonetheless, it is worth-
while to exercise tremendous cau-
tion when doing research on race or
gender bias. First, try to keep the
media off the story until all of the re-
search is completed. Second, try to

PORTALES NEWS TRIBUNE

NGV 29 1989

New Mexco Fress Cloping Buresy

Study highiights racial
disparity in sentencing

By ED MORENO ]\
Assoclated Press Writer

SANTA FE (AP) — Judges in
southeast New Mexico actually do
send more people to prison, accord-
ing 10a study prepared for alegisla-
tive committee studying sentencing
practiess, -

The rate of incarceration in the
-5th Judicial District, long consid-
cred the harshest in the state, is the
highest in New Mexico, says the
report received Tuesday by the
Courts, Criminal Law and Justice
Commiltee.

The $41,500 report prepared by
Gary LaFree, director of the Uni-
versity of New Mexico's Statistical
Analysis Center, also shows that
race and cthnicity is a factor in sen-
tencing, with black defendants
more likely than others to be seat to
prison,

The repont, which highlights
some lrends in judicial sentencing
around_ the state, will be refined

over a year's time and will eventu-
ally be used to draft guidetines for
sentencing criminals statewide,

Chaiman Rep. Ray Vargas, D-
Albuquergue, said the commitiee
would not relcase the report, *‘Sen-
teneing in New Mexico,"” because
it is based on incomplete d~’a that
could lcad to erroucous
conclusions,

But individual lawmakers
praised the report, saying. it illus-
trates what has for ycars been con-
ventional wisdom among certain
groups.

The committee decided Tuesday
1o ask the Legislature for $300,000
to $350,000 to continue its work
another year,

The report, obtaincd by The
Associated Press, was based on the
case histories of 400 of the 962 men
and women who were seat to pris-
on, 400 men and women who were
placed on probation and 496 men
and women who were diverted

from prosecution during the
1987-88 fiscal year.

Regionally, the report -indicates
judges in the southem part of the
state seatence more harshly than in
the north, OFf the six judicial dis-
tricts south of an imaginary line
across the state, five have among
5hc six highest 7ates of
incarceration,

The Sth Judicial Distric’

‘(Chaves, Eddy and Lea), has the

highest rate of all, swid LaFree,
Sccond-highest is the dth Judicial
District (San Miguel, Moma and
Guadalupe), but the very small
sample made that number question-
able, said LaFree.

They werc (ollowed by the Tth
Judicial District (Socorro, Sierra
Catron and Torrance), the 9th Judi.
cial District (Curry and Roosevelr
counties), the 6th Judicial District
(Grant, Luna and Hidalgo) and the
12th Judicial District (Otero and

Sce SENTENCING, page 2

present the results fairly, accurately,
and objectively. Finally, many re-
porters will allow you to check final
stories for accuracy. This last strat-
egy can be a good one for heading
off mistakes or inaccuracies.
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The analysis of racial disparities in crime and justice: A doubie-edged sword

By Darnell F. Hawkins, Ph.D., Professor, Department of African-American Studies
University of lilinois at Chicago

During the iast half-century, the
documentation and study of racial
differences or disparities in the rate
of involvement in crime and in the
administration of justice have been
commonplace within criminology.
Official crime statistics such as the
Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) have
reflected that interest. While few ob-
servers would gquestion the useful-
ness of race-specific crime and pun-
ishment data and their use in social
research, seldom is atiention given
to the multiple "messages" that often
emerge from the study of racial dis-
parities. My presentation looks at the
nature of those messages, how they
are developed and reinforced by our
data gathering practices and crimi-
noiogical research, and ways in
which researchers may avoid the
most troublesome of the implications
that emerge from the study of racial
and ethnic differences.

The basic arguments presented in
my discussion can be briefly sum-
marized as follows:

1. During the last half-century,
government officials and social re-
searchers in the United States have
been far more attentive to racial than
to ethnic or social class differences
in the rate of involvement in crime or
in the administration of justice.

2) The use of racial categories is re-
fincted in official arrest statistics, as
well as sentencing and correctional
data.

3) Both during the past and today,
official crime and punishment statis-
tics have forced analysts into a white
versus nonwhite comparison, Biack-
white comparisons have been the
maost ubiquitous. The study of black-
white disparities reflects the exis-
tence of "real" differences in rates of
crime and punishment between

these two racial groupings, but also
reflects the way that crime and pun-
ishment data are collected.

4) While these racial comparisons
have some usefulness for social sci-
entific analysts of crime in society,
they stem largely from the racial pol-
itics that have historically character-
ized American society.

5) As early as the turn of the cen-
tury, social researchers became
convineced that racial, especially
black-white, disparities within the
criminal justice system cannot be at-
tributed entirely to discrimination and
bias. That is, they recognized that
such disparities also stem from
"real" differences across groups in
the rate of involvement in crime.
Hence, most studies that purport to
study racial hias within the criminal
justice system cannot avoid con-
fronting questions regarding the eti-
ology of crime. A primary concern is
why some racial or ethnic groups
have higher rates of involvement in
crime than others. Especially in the
absence of data on the social class
status of criminal offenders, cur-
rently used racial categorizations
may lead to faulty conclusions re-
garding the relationship between
race and involvement in crime. They
may also lead to problematic conclu-
sions regarding the causes of and
remedies for racial disparities in the
administration of justice.

Official crime statistics: Why race
and not ethnicity?

Racial categorizations used for the
collection of critne data in the United
States today refiect a curious mix-
ture of racial politics and bureau-
cratic inertia.  The UCR currently
groups arrestees into five racial/eth-
nic groupings:
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1) White, non-Hispanic

2) White, Hispanic

3) Black

4) Asian or Pacific Islanders

5) American indians and Native
Alaskans

These groupings pose obvious prob-
lems for those interested in the
study of racial disparities. They ag-
gregate persons whose cultural her-
itages are vastly different. More than
200 million whites are undifferenti-
ated except for the Hispanic ve:sus
non-Hispanic distinction. Diverse
grouping of Asians and native Amer-
icans become single categories. Rel-
atively large aggregates (whites and
blacks) are compared to much
smaller groupings.

To the extent that social researchers
must rely upon these categoriza-
tions, some implications are quite
obvious. If the researcher is inter-
ested in the etiology of crime, and
proposes, as many current theorists
do, a linkage among culture/subcul-
ture, socioeconamic position and
crime, these categories would be
mostly useless. The categories do
not represent groupings that are ei-
ther biologically or culturally homo-
geneous. Yet, in much social re-
search they are used as if they tell
us something about the lifestyles,
socieconomic conditions or other
traits of the individuals within the
groupings that are relevant for crime
and punishment.

We may ask, for example, whether it
is appropriate (from the standpoint of
social research alone) to compare
roughly 30 million African Americans
to nearly 200 million undifferentiated
European Americans. Such a com-
parison has obvious historical impor-
tance and is often dictated by politi-
cal and legal concerns today. Yet,
for a number of social scientific con-
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cerns, such a comparison is prob-
lematic. {n some instances would not
a comparison between 30 miliion
blacks and the approximately 30 mil-
lion Americans of English ancestry ,
25 million of German ancestry, or 20
million of Irish ancestry be more in-
formative?

Indeed, given the substantial interest
shown in the crime of the foreign-
born and various white ethnic group-
ings during the first decades of the
twentieth century, the absence of
ethnic enumerations today is some-
what surprising. While | do not sug-
gest a return to the xenophobia that
prompted such intergroup compar-
jsons during the past, | do suggest
that government officials and social
scientists need to ask why racial
groupings, but not ethnic groupings,
are considered to be appropriate and
informative in the late twentieth cen-
tury. What do we learn, for example,
when we compare the crime rates of
a grouping consisting of Americans
of Japanese, Chinese, Korean, Pak-
istani and Pacific Islanders to Ameri-
can blacks or whites? Are white
Americans a truly homogenous
grouping for the purposes of crimino-
logical research?

These are the kinds of questions
that are seldom asked by analysts
who study crime and justice in Amer-
ican society, but they are precisely
the kinds of queries that must be
asked if we are to fully investigate
the determinants of racial disparities
and bias.

The logic of racial comparisons:
Social Darwinism and civil rights

While some analysts of American
crime and justice have advocated
the abandonment of racial labels for
the enumeration of crime and pun-
ishment, it is clear that a number of

social forces within American society
have contributed to their continued
use. The use of colored {blacks,
American Indian and Asian) versus
white racial categories for govern-
mental record keeping practices dur-
ing the late 19th and early twentieth
centuries in the United States was a
reflection of the Social Darwinist
sentiments of the period. Such
groupings were used in a effort to
prove the inferiority of nonwhites.

On the other hand, since the end of
the Civil War the documentation of
racial disparities, including racial dif-
ferences in the administration of jus-
tice, has been a major weapon used
by advocates of social change. The
enforcement of modern civil rights
law is, to a large degree, dependent
on the careful documentation of
racial disparities. To that end, race-
specific data are an indispensable
tool in the ‘egal struggles against
discrimination in the United States.

Because extant racial enumerations
of crime and justice have their un-
derpinnings in both extreme conser-
vative and liberai thought and poli-
tics, it is unlikely that such practices
will be abandoned in the immediate
future. The task confronting the so-
cial researcher who studies either
bias or the etiology of crime is to use
such data in a way that will minimize
the drawing of unwarranted conclu-
sions regarding the relationship be-
tween race and crime.

Crime, racial stereotypes, and
race relations

One of the problems inherent in the
use of racial categories for the enu-
meration of crime and justice is the
use of such data by some to perpet-
uate racial stereotypes and con-
tribute to interracial conflict and mis-
understandings. To acknowledge

this possibility is not to minimize the
"reality" of high rates of crime among
some racial groups today, e.g.,
African Americans. For most Ameri-
cans, however, the reality of crime
results less from personal experi-
ences and observations than from
sources that utilize official crime
data. The media are highly depen-
dent on official data and research
findings to paint their portraits of
crime.

To appreciate the potential for the
use of crime data to create and per-
petuate ethnic/racial stereotypes,
one need only consider the experi-
ences of irish and Italian Americans
during the last century. One might
also consider what the response of
these and other white ethnic Ameri-
cans wouid be to a contemporary re-
port showing their disproportionate
involvement (as compared to their
fellow ethnics) in varicus white collar
or UCR crimes. In the same way
that America's white ethnics op-
posed the conclusions of the 1931
Wickersham Commission showing
ethnic/nationality differences in the
rate of involvement in crime, they
would likely oppose such enumera-
tions today. Yet, these same prac-
tices are tolerated and rationalized
for the enumeration of the crime of
America's nonwhites.

Conclusion

My observations in regard to the use
of racial categories in the study of
crime and the administration of jus-
{ice are not meant {o suggest that
such categories are entirely inappro-
priate. | also do not mean to suggest
that such categories alone contribute
to the problems | have identified. |
do believe that those of us who
study racial disparities and bias must
be mindful of the limitations of the
data sources we use and of the
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ways in which our research might be
interpreted. For example, with cur-
rent data showing the rate of homi-
cide and other crime among African-
Americans and Hispanics far ex-
ceeding that of the 180 million-plus
white Americans, Americans have
become increasingly aware of the
racial disproportionality of criminal
involvement. What we conclude
about the "causes" of this dispropor-
tionality has as much to do with the
way that we count crime as the logic
and plausibility of the explanations
that are proposed. For example, in
the case of the study and explana-
tion of homicide, well documented
regional and social class differences
in patterns of offending and victim-
ization may tell us more about
causes and solutions than an
exclusive focus on racial or ethnic
differences.
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By Marjorie S. Zatz, Ph.D., Associate Professor, School of Justice Studies, Arizona State University

Tremendous efforts have been un-
dertaken to rid our society of racism
and sexism over the past three
decades. As aresult, we see far
fewer instances today of overt dis-
crimination in our institutions, includ-
ing the criminal justice system. By
overt discrimination | mean deci-
sions based obviously on the per-
son's race, ethnicity, or gender. Sta-
tistically, overt discrimination can be
assessed as significant main eifects
of race, ethnicity, or gender on deci-
sionmaking, after other relevant fac-
tors have been statistically held con-
stant.

However, racism and sexism are
deeply embedded in our social
order. Just as it is unreasonable to
expect the legacy of racism and sex-
ism to disappear in & short time, so
too, it is unreasonable to expect that
the effects of racism and sexism will
be manifested only in overt forms.

In fairness, | should note that this is
a point of debate within criminology.
Some researchers define discrimina-
tion only on the basis of main effects
resulting from actions of prejudiced
decisionmakers. Others, including
myself, define discrimination more
broadly to include institutionalized
biases which systematically favor
members of one social group over
another. These more subtle forms
of discrimination can be assessed as
statistically significant inceractional
effects of race, ethnicity, or gender
with other factors in legal decisions,
or as significant indirect effects.

Improving data collection and
analysis

There are some immediate improve-
ments we can make in data collec-
tion and analysis that will enhance
our understandings and estimates
of racial, ethnic, and gender biases
in court processing and sanctioning.

First, accounting for sample selec-
tion bias in conducting research is
crucial. Selection bias arises in the
selection of the sample to be ana-
lyzed. A typical consequence of
selection bias is a statistical masking
of discrimination. When persons
who were filtered out of the system
at earlier decision points are ex-
cluded from a sample, variation in
sentencing outcomes because of
race, ethnicity, and gender may be
inappropriately removed. This bias
not only iimits the generalizability of
the findings, but, more seriously,
may invalidate our estimates.

Second, it is imperative that courts,
our primary source of data, should
code data on ethnicity more consis-
tently and carefully. In some juris-
dictions, data limitations require re-
searchers to coliapse all nonwhites
into one group. This is problematic,
as differing patterns for blacks and
latinos may be hidden, masking dis-
crimination, when all non-whites are
combined into one category. Where
efforts are taken to code race into a
larger number of categories, some
court officials code ethnicity based
on self-identification by defendants,
while others code race based on ap-
pearance or surname. | have seen
the same person coded as Mexican-
American, white, and American In-
dian at different times within the
same data set. Some jurisdictions
have "cleaner" data on ethnicity than
others, but this remains a general
probler:.

Finally, recent research suggests
that African-Americans are more
likely than whites to raject plea
agreements, choosing instead to go
to trial. While trial carries with it the
possibility of acquittal, conviction is
a more likely outcome and the sen-
tence is generally harsher following
conviction by trial. We need to better

understand why this racial disparity
is occurring. It may be that blacks,
and perhaps members of other sub-
ordinated groups as well, are receiv-
ing worse plea agreements from
prosecutors than whites. Or, it may
be that African-Americans distrust
the system more than whites, and
for this reason prefer to take their
chances on trial. Without additional
empirical research, we can only
speculate.

Biases in the legal order

If we wish {0 go beyond improving
our estimates of bias to create a
lega! order that does not discrimi-
nate on the basis of race, ethnicity,
and gender, we must attend to at
least three other major concerns.

First, we must recognize that our
criminal justice system is particularly
attentive to acts that are likely to be
committed by disenfranchised per-
sons. There is nothing new in this
argument, but we have yet to see
crimes typically committed by menmi-
bers of the middle and upper classes
prosecuted and sanctioned to the
same extent as the crimes that poor
people commit, and a disproportion-
ate percentage of poor people are
members of subordinated racial and
ethnic groups. Why is it, we must
ask, that we find the types of crimes
cormmitted by the disenfranchised
more alarming than the types of
crimes committed by more privileged
persons, although the latter may ulti-
mately harm a greater number of
people? 1s our fear based on the
type of crime {more visible, immedi-
ate), or the type of person we envi-
sion as committing such crimes?

Second, for many years sociologists
have presented compelling evidence
of interactional effects of race with
other factors, but such aggregate
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patterns have been dismissed by the
courts. A key example is the 1987
Supreme Court case McClusky v.
Kermp, in which the race of the de-
fendant, in interaction with the race
of the victim, was a primary determi-
nant of whether the prosecutor
would request the death penalty.,

Yet in this case and others, the
courts have been extremely reluc-
tant to consider aggregate patterns
revealing systematic biases. In-
stead, they rely on the far more
limited definition of discrimination as
resulting from purposeful acts by
decisionmakers acting on the basis
of racial prejugice. In McCleskly v.
Kemp, both the majority and minority
opinions noted that decisionmaking
that took into account aggregate pat-
terns would be very costly, since the
courts would be forced to consider
numerous appeals on these
grounds. From my perspective and
that of the Supreme Court minority,
such financial considerations must
be secondary to fairness and equal-
ity in decisionmaking.

Third, feminist legal scholars assert
that the legal order is necessarily
biased against women because the
laws have been written and inter-
preted almost entirely by men. As a
result, current standards do not ade-
quately capture what a reasonable
woman might do under particular cir-
cumstances. This problem arises
especially in regard to rape cases
and homicides committed by bat-
tered women, and outside of the
criminal sphere in employment dis-
crimination and sexual harassment.
We should add to this argument that
it has largely been white men writing
and interpreting the laws. Can they
know what a reasonable African-
American man or latino would do,
confronted with circumstances that
white male legislators and judges
have never faced? What about a

reasonable black woman or latina, or
an American Indian woman? In this
sense, nonwhite women are doubly
removed from the law, once be-
cause they are women and again
because they are not white.

Conclusion

| am currently conducting research
on battered women who are forced
to commit crimes or to confess to
crimes that they did not commit, or
who commit crimes in an effort to
leave their abusers (for instance,
check forgery, or fraud). A majority
of women clients of the Maricopa
County (Phoenix, AZ) Public
Defender's Office fit this profile.
Except in the case of homicide,
criminologists have not addressed
the question of whether a history

of battering is a cause of women's
involvement with the criminal justice
system. So doing raises, | believe,
important questions about their cul-
pability and the appropriate re-
sponse to them; questions that can
only be answered by considering
what a reasonable woman would do
under such circumstances. Since all
of the women served by the Public
Defender's Office are poor and most
are latina, black, or Indian, the ques-
tion is compounded: what would a
reasonable poor, nonwhite woman
do under these circumstances?

52 Proceedings of the BJS/JRSA 1993 National Conference



Workshop I

New technologies: Technical issues and concerns

Moderator

Allan R. Barnes, Ph.D., Asscciate Professor of Justice, Director, Statistical
Analysis Unit, Justice Center, University of Alaska Anchorage

Instructors

Shalane J. Sheley, Research Associate il, Inter-University Consortium for
Political and Social Research, University of Michigan

Jim Zepp, Director, National Computer Center
Justice Research and Statistics Association

Thursday, October 14, 1993
3:00 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.

CD-ROMS: Getting to know you

By Shalane J. Sheley, Research Associate i, Inter-University Consortium for
Political and Social Research, University of Michigan

What is a CD-ROM and why
should | use it?

A CD-ROM (Compact Disk —
Read-Only Memaory) is a perma-
nently pre-recorded plastic disc met-
allized with a refiective surface and
read by a laser beam. The advan-
tages of using a CD-ROM are that
relative to other comparable storage
devices (1) its capacity is large — its
size is equal to 450 high density
diskettes or 1000 640k fioppies; (2) it
is nonvolatile — it cannot be erased
by exposure {0 a magnetic field; (3)
the current life expectancy of optical
discs is greater than 10 years; and
(4) it has multimedia' potential,
meaning that it can be used for
audio, vidego, text, programs, and
networking. The disadvantages

of using a CD-ROM are: (1) itis a
write-once medium — not erasable,
not reusable; (2) the drive access
times are slow (around 10 times
slower than a PC-based hard disk);
and (8) it is expensive for a producer
to write one or two discs.?

How widely are CD's used — will
they be around in the future?

Today there are over 3,000 CD-
ROM titles and two miltion CD-ROM
drives® and there is a "robust growth
in available titles . . . and steadily
declining disc prices.” In 1988, there
were only 200 CD-ROM titles avail-
able. lts use and future appears to
be secure.

What is the potential technology
for CD-ROM's?

Its multimedia potential seems to be
unlimited with audio (music, narra-
tion), video (photography, anima-
tion, graphics, video clips, maps,
movies — though picture quality is
much lower in comparison to TV),
text (raw data, encyclopedias, mag-
azines, books, catalogs, directories),
programs (games, education,
travel, sports, medicine, and so
forth), and networks (loca! area net-
works or LAN's). These applications
can be combined on your computer.

What Inter-university Consortium
for Political and Social Research
{ICPSR) criminal justice studies
are available on CD-ROM?

ICPSR® has two criminal justice CD's
available — Crime & Justice Data
and Criminal Victimization Data
73-91 sponsored by the Bureau of
Justice Statistics (BJS), and two
CD's in the planning stage — Drugs
and Crime Data (BJS and National
institute of Justice - NiJ) and one
CD which relates to violence (NIJ).
They will be available for $15 from
the Justice Statistics Clearing House
(1-800-732-3277) and ICPSR plans
to regularly nroduce similar CD's in
the future. Each CD contains a
readme file, helo fiie, citation, raw
data, SAS and SPSS data definition
statements, produced using ISO
8660° as the standard for formatting.

What are the benefits of using
an ICPSR CD-ROM?

ICPSR CD's are used as large stor-
age facilities for data utilized.in sta-
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tistical analyses that previously were
provided only on magnetic tapes that
required a mainframe computer.
Thus the data analysis you once had
to do on the mainframe (if you had
access to one) you can now do on
your own PC. Thirty-two criminal
justice data sets can be at your fin-
gertips without the hassie of having
to wait for an order to be filled on
tapes for individual studies. These
data sets are invaluable when ana-
lyzing and comparing data, for ex-
ample, by local police departments
or a State government trying to find
out how their crime statistics com-
pare nationwide or with other similar
governmental units.

CGan | use my Macintosh?

The ICPSR CD's are usable by both
the Macintosh and IBM PC's.

What do | need in order to use the
{CPSR CD's?

You need a computer — almost any
designed after 1988 (the lower limit
of memory should be enough to run
an average spreadsheet program),

a CD-ROM drive (with cable), stan-
dard statistical software (SAS or
SPSS), and for IBM and compatible
PC's, a SCSI controller card (board
and software) and Microsoft
CD-ROM extension driver (MSCDX).

What is the cost of a CD-ROM
drive?

The cost ranges from a low of $300
for a simple, slower model up to
$1,000+ which includes a multimedia
kit. CD-ROM laptops range from
$2,700 to $3,600.

What questions do | ask when
purchasing a CD-ROM drive?’

1. For IBM and compatibles, is a
Microsoft CD-ROM extension driver
(MSCDX Version 2.2) and a SCSI°
controller card (NOT proprietary) in-
cluded?

2. Does the access time range from
275ms to 1,500 ms (double this
number for double-speed models)?
3. Is it ISO 9660 standard data
format so it can read all CD-ROM
discs?

4. lIs there a 32k to 64k buffer if |
want multimedia applications?

5. Will it play audio discs?

6. Does the drive operate with a
disc drop-in tray or does it use disc
caddies (an additional cost but it pro-
tects the CD)?

7. Does it have at ieast a 2-year
parts and replacement warranty?

8. Does it have a parallel port con-
nector system so | can plug it into a
laptop or notebook PC if | choose?
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Pen-based computer systems

By Jim Zepp, Director, National Computer Ceriter, Justice Research and Statistics Association

Need for automation

Accurate and timely information is
critical for criminal justice decision
makers, researchers, and other per-
sonnel. Much of tliese data are col-
lected by staff operating in the field
or in other environments that are not
normal office conditions. In most
cases, data are initially entered on
paper forms and copied from this
source into an automated system for
retrieval and analysis. These cir-
cumstances mean that data collec-
tion is very labor-intensive, subject
to error, and redundant.

Pen-based computer systems

One emerging new technology that
may alleviate some of these prob-
lems is pen-based computer sys-
tems — portable, fully functional
computers which allow data input
using a pen-like device in addition to
keyboards. Field staff are able to
enter information just as if they are
writing on a paper pad or form but
the data entry is augmented by the
computer's capabilities. For exam-
ple, using a pen-based system it is
possible to provide online help or
reference material to assure proper
entries are made; pop-up checklists
guarantee that legitimate codes or
categories are entered; and mecha-
nisms that prevent the omission of
required data and the entry of con-
flicting information. This technology
also eliminates redundant data entry
across multiple forms and the subse-
quent reentry of paper-based forms
into an automated system. If prop-
erly planned and implemented, auto-
mated data entry systems have
shown productivity gains of 40 to
300% over paper-based operations.

What to consider

implementation issues that agencies
must consider when adopting this
technology include the following:

s cost

» the lack of a clear industry stan-
dard for pen-based software (there
are currently six different pen operat-
ing systems competing for market
dominance)

« physical appropriateness and dura-
bility of the selected computer sys-
tem for the specific field conditions

« availability of data collection soft-
ware and integration potential with
other applications.

Expert systems

Retaining staff knowledge, consis-
tently applying decision rules, and
making reliable predictions are all
daily challenges facing criminal jus-
tice agencies. Applications of artifi-
cial intelligence technology are being
explored by several agencies and
companies to address these con-
cerns.
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State of Rhode Island and Providence Plantations: Governor's Justice Commission
Criminal Justice Records Improvement (CJRI): A State-wide model

By Suzette Gebhard, Executive Director, Rhode Island Governor's Justice Commission

Rhode Island is close to becoming
the first to have its criminal records
fully computerized in a Statewide
network and accessible to all Rhode
Island criminal law enforcement
agencies.

This presentation will give a step-by-
step road map of how Rhodz Island
is accomplishing this in an effort to
be of some guidance to those States
that have not come so far.

The heightened interest in computer-
izing criminal justice records is
based on two major factors:

Factor #1:

The need to improve criminal justice
records, criminal justice and non-
criminal justice agencies in the
States originated from an increased
demand for these records as a basis
for making decisions by both crimi-
nal justice and noncriminal justice
users. For example, criminal history

checks are necessary for those who
apply for jobs as day care workers.

The Criminal Justice Records Im-
provement {(CJRI) formula grant pro-
gram is, therefore, a way for States
to significantly improve the accuracy,
completeness, and timeliness of
their record systems to meet the
current and future demands being
placed on them.

The Crime Control Act of 1990
requires each State that receives
Edward Byrne Memorial State and
Local Law Enforcement Assistance
Formula Grant funds to allocate at
least 5% of its total award for the im-
provement of criminal justice
records. Record improvements are
to be within the following areas:

= completion of criminal histories to
inciude the final dispositions of all ar-
rests for felony offenses;
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o full automation of criminal justice
histories and fingerprint records; and
« frequency and quality of criminal
history reports to the Federal Bureau
of Investigation.

To make the most effective use of
the Drug Control Act's five percent
set-aside for the improvement of
criminal justice records and to facili-
tate the implementation of both
State and Federal legislation related
to the use of criminal justice records,
States must have a clear under-
standing of the current condition of
their records systems and the prob-
lems associated with incomplete or
inaccurate data and must have a
commitment to and a plan for the im-
provement of criminal justice
records. The States are required to
develop a criminal justice records
improvement plan which must in-
clude definitive steps.
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Factor #2:

The Immigration Act of 1990, en-
acted in November 1990, requires
States to have a plan coordinated
with INS as a condition for receipt

of Edward Byrne Memorial State and
Local Law Enforcement Assistance
Formula Grants.

The implementation of this provision
will help INS achieve its Criminal
Alien Strategy goals which are to —

» systematically identify, locate, and
remove aliens not authorized to re-
main in the United States because
of criminal activity;

e ensure the expeditious deportation
of convicted criminals, consistent
with due process requirements; and
¢ create an effective deterrent to
aliens seeking to enter the United
States to engage in criminal activi-
ties.

The achievement of these goals will
benefit State and local agencies in
two ways. First, by deporting aliens
upon release from prison, the poten-
tial for recidivist behavior will be re-
duced. Second, States should real-
ize a cost savings related to correc-
tional supervision {probation/parole)
as a result of the prompt deportation
of convicted aliens who are not in-
carcerated. INS estimates that over
10% of the inmates in some State
prison systems are foreign born and
may be subject to deportation.

Rhode Island has been working to-
ward the improvement of its criminal
history records for several years. As
far back as 1987, the Governor's
Justice Commission hired a consul-
tant (MAXIMUS, Inc.) to study the
problems with the collection and dis-
semination of criminal justice data
which resulted in the development of
the Comprehensive Criminal/Juve-

nile Justice Information Systems
(CJIS) Master Plan (June 1988).
The CJIS Master Plan provided a
strategy for the electronic sharing of
computerized information among
criminal justice agencies starting
with the record of an incident and
subsequent arrest through adjudica-
tion and either release or supervi-
sion.

All of the agencies in Rhode Island
that have criminal justice jurisdiction
were included in the plan. These
agencies include: local law enforce-
ment {police departments in 39 cities
and towns and two other entities
with arrest powers\: State Police;
District Court; Superior Court;
Supreme Court; Family Court; De-
partment of Children, Youth and
Families; Department of Transporta-
tion; Department of the Attorney
General; Department of Corrections
(including Probation & Parole); De-
partment of the Public Defender; and
the Governor's Justice Commission.

In 1989 Rhode Island passediegis-
lation to provide funding for the im-
plemertation of the CJIS Master
Plan. This funding set in place the
framework for improving criminal
records through enhanced automa-
tion within and between agencies.
Implementation of the Master Plan
began in 1989 and progressed
through subsequent years to the
point where actual system imple-
mentation will begin in a matter of
months with the signing of a contract
with the selected Systems Integra-
tor. The milestone events of the
Rhode Island CJIS project will be
covered.
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System integration in New York State

By James F. Shea, Assistant Director of Integrated Systems Development,
New York State Division of Criminal Justice Services

in 1982 and 1983, as a result of
some serious interest in this subject
by the outgoing Governor, Hugh
Carey, and the incoming Governor,
Mario Cuormo, and the work of a
very distinguished commission
chaired by attorney Arthur Liman,
New York State launched a program
to improve and integrate criminal
justice information systems.

The commission pointed to the poor
fit between the process and struc-
ture of criminal justice as a key ob-
stacle to system integration. While
criminal justice is a single process
beginning with an arrest and ending
with release from custody or supervi-
sion, the system's administrative
structure is very decentralized. Over
3,000 criminal justice agencies oper-
ating at the State, county, city, town,
and village levels of government are
responsible for the administration of
justice.

Without a mechanism for coordinat-
ing them, agencies developed sys-
tems in relative isolation. Little effort
was applied to analyzing the needs
of the total criminal justice system.
Consequently, systems could not
communicate with each other and
they painted different pictures of the
same criminal justice process. The
electronic transfer of detendant and
case data from system to system
was not feasible and a tremendous
amount of costly duplication of data
entry was the resuit.

The findings and recommendations
presented in the Commission's re-
port were to become the basis for
significant changes in the adminis-
tration and coordination of New York
State's criminal justice system. Act-
ing on the recommendations of the
commission report, Governor
Cuomo created the position of Direc-
tor of Criminal Justice. The Director

was empowered with overall respon-
sibility for criminal justice planning,
program development, and coordina-
tion of information systems.

A Criminal Justice Information Sys-
tems Improvement Program was
also established to help carry out the
Director's mandate in this area.

The Improvement Program Goals
were to:

1. Promote the efficient administra-
tion of individual criminal justice
functions.

2. Ensure the availability of status
and historical data necessary for the
just and efficient apprehension and
processing of criminal defendants.
3. Ensure the availability of current,
valid statistical information as a
means to improve management of
the system.

Accomplishing these goals required
the creation of an efficient inforrna-
tion delivery system. Strategies

to accomplish this included the stan-
dardization of data elements and
forms, and the development of stan-
dard software for local criminal jus-
tice agencies. Another strategy was
to create a communications network
capable of linking State and local in-
formation systems and facilitating
data sharing.

Projects supporting these strategies
were planned and implemented by
teams of State and local criminal jus-
tice practitioners and staff from the
criminal justice improvement pro-
gram.

The original improvement program
began in 1983 as a study of informa-
tion systems. In 1986 it was trans-
formed into a 5 year program to im-
plement recommendations from the
study. In 1991 the improvement
program staff were incorporated into
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the Division of Criminal Justice Ser-
vices.

Some of the accomplishments of the
program to date include the develop-
ment of a Statewide crimi.:ai iustice
data dictionary, the design of over
half a dozen standard data collection
forms, the development of eight au-
tomated systems for local criminal
justice agencies, and the creation

of a criminal justice communications
network known as CRIMNET. A
nurmber of system interfaces have
been developed between State and
local agencies. With a solid infras-
tructure in place, the integration of
the State's information systems is
just getting undsrway.

Additional information regarding New
York State's system integration
activities can be obtained from the
Division of Criminal Justice Service's
Integrated Systems Development
Unit at 518-457-6075.



Union or secession? The CJIS civil war in Ohio

By Jeff Knowles, Section Chief, Research and Statistics, Ohio Office of Criminal Justice Services

Project

The coordination of Criminal Justice
information Systems (CUIS) in Chio.

Agencies

Office of Criminal Justice Services
(primary); Attorney General; 17
State or regional depariments,
offices, or information system
coordinators.

Problem

One otherwise unmemorable day
circa 1989 the realization suddenly
struck me that our office alone was
either fiscally sponsoring or helping
to plan for no less than five different
JIS projects, all Statewide in scope
and all more or less concerned with
collecting the same kind of data.
This exercise in government
quintriplication should have raised
eyebrows even had our office been
considered a CJIS agency. How-
ever, we could not claim even that
thin defense. If an agency like ours,
primarily concerned with criminal
justice policy, research, and funding,
could get drawn into such a tangled .
web, how could we expect other
more narrowly focused agencies to
resist the temptation for the sake of
the larger good (i.e., a single, cohe-
sive system)? Can anyone with-
stand the call of the computer?

Ohio may prove to be a barometer
of sorts for ali of the States wishing
to make some centralized sense out
of what could easily become a mod-
ern feudal system of information net-
works. The State is, arguabiy, the
strongest home rule State in the
U.S. None of the 88 counties even
discusses the prospects for a county
police department, and the State
Highway Patrol has rigidly limited
police powers — certainly fewer and

feebier than those to be found in any
large industrial State. Overall, there
is no great fault in this — we rather
like the way home rule works here
— but that political environment cer-
tainly does not tend to favor the cre-
ation of a centralized, automated
criminal justice data system, espe-
cially now that several good systems
have been created within local juris-
dictions or Statewide sections of sin-
gular CJIS components.

Objectives, methodology, time
frames, summary

From the outset (three years ago),
we realized that there neither could
nar should be a "centralized" sys-
tem, started from scratch. The
early 1870's will not come back this
way again. No more monster main-
frames, local criminal justice agen-
cies buried in paper, or odd little
clusters of people speaking funny
languages. The PC revolution has
done everything short of scream the
word "decentralization." If any high
school student can have a PC in his
or her room, chances are a local
court or police department can pul!
off the trick.

Yet, the sarne innovations in au-
tomation have opened the doors to
realizing the best of both worlds —
local or component oriented data
systems and a complete set of data
(even tracking data) at the central
State level. The secret to stealing
this march on gridlock seems to lie
in how well we can convince existing
CJI8 programs to: (1) appreciate
the value (to them) of complete, ac-
curate, and timely information col-

lected at the State level; (2) assume
some headaches (and perhaps swal-

low some pride) relative to using
some common definitions, a com-
mon tracking number, standard

measures, etc.; and (3) work out the

often tricky details of interfacing
what are probably unlike CJIS pro-
grams.

Ohio's attempt to pull off this mission
improbable has centered around the
creation of the State CJIS steering
committee which, during the first 18
months of its existence, did not even
get behind the wheel, much less
steer. It took a rather prodigious ef-
fort simply to pull all of the principles
under one roof (jointly appointed by
the Lt. Governor and Attorney Gen-
eral), Initial probings of the
formidable issues relating to a com-
mon identifier, allocation of 5% set-
aside resources, the creation of
standard terms and measures, and
interminable software differences
among programs ensured slow
going for awhile.

However, prospects have begun to
brigtiten, partially because of the
incessant national pressure being
applied to upgrade criminal history
dispositions, partially because solid
resources are now being directed to
the issue, and mostly (! like to think)
because people at all levels of gov-
ernment are beginning to realize that
in the business of criminal justice we
will all sink or swim together.
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Development and implementation of the National Incident-Based Reporting System

By John Patrick Jarvis, Survey Statistician, Criminal Justice Information Services Division,

Federal Bureau of Investigation

UCR redesign

The Uniform Crime Reports (UCR)
compiled by the FBI reflect the num-
ber of Index crimes that are reported
to law enforcement. The traditional
UCR tabulations include the of-
fenses of murder, forcible rape, rob-
bery, aggravated assault, burglary,
larceny, motor vehicle theft, and
arson. These data, in conjunction
with other criminal justice data, pro-
vide a basis for many substantive
studies of crime and criminal justice.
Beginning in 1982, the FBI partici-
pated in an effort to revise and refor-
mulate the UCR System. The
blueprint for this redesign was ap-
proved by the International Associa-
tion of Chiefs of Police, the National
Sheriffs Association, and the crimi-
nal justice community in 1988 and
specifications were developed by the
FBI.

Since that time, the design, technical
specifications, and implementation
of a new system for reporting uni-
form crime data have evolved. This
system is known as the "National In-
cident-Based Reporting System
(NIBRS)." This essay will focus on
an overview of the efforts of the FBI
to collect and disseminate data from
NIBRS. In this discussion, particular
attention is given to the evolution of
the data collection and data man-
agement efforts to capture, store,
and manipulate infcrmation

on victims, offenders, offenses, and
arrests.

NIBRS implementation

The primary goal of NIBRS is to pro-
vide more information on a wider va-
riety of criminal behaviors. NIBRS,
like the traditional UCR summary
data, will continue to be a measure
of the criminal incident that becomes
known to law enforcement. The
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focus of this effort, however, will no
longer be only on the number of
offenses and arrests that become
known, as was the case with the
UCR summary system. NIBRS in-
cludes information about the victims
of crime, property loss, and recov-
ery, characteristics of the offender,
multiple crimes within incidents, and
a fuller description of the criminal
offense for expanded categories of
crime.. A complete enumeration of
the information that NiBRS entalls
can be found in National Incident
Based Reporting System: Volume

1 - Data Collection Guidelines. Like
the former UCR summary system,
NIBRS continues to be a voluntary
program. The implementation of
NIBRS, however, will be at a pace
commensurate with the resources,
abilities, and limitations of the con-
tributing law enforcement agencies.
Guidelines for the implementation of
NIBRS are found in subsequently
published volumes available from



Workshop IV. NIBRS: Roundtable on State concerns and research applications

the FBI (Volumes 2, 3, and 4).
These publications describe the
technical aspects of the NIBRS Pro-
gram. In addition, a new NIBRS edi-
tion of the UCR Handbook has been
produced that provides information
relative to the operational definitions,
scoring methods, policies, and other
procedures of NIBRS. In terms of
progress to date, the FBI was able
to accept NIBRS data as of January
1989, and six States (Alabama,
Idaho, North Dakota, lowa, Idaho,
and South Carolina) are now supply-
ing data in the NIBRS format. An
additional 15 State agencies, as well
as two local law enforcement agen-
cies in non-program States and one
Federal agency {the FBI), have sub-
mitted test tapes or disks containing
the expanded data. Nineteen other
State UCR programs and agencies
are in various stages of planning and
development, with eight of those ex-
pected to submit test tapes in the
near future (Crime in the United
States, 1992; p. 3).

Further progress in implementation
of this program depends on an
active exchange of communication,
support, and understanding between
the FBI, the State UCR Programs,
and local law enforcement since
these entities are responsible for the
data collection, quality control, and
dissemination of data. Siaiistical
analysis centers across the country
seeking data should contact State
programs and/or the FBI to acquire
NIBRS data. However, before data
magically appear, many jurisdictions
will need to further develop incident-
based reporting systems that reflect
the FBI guidelines. These guidelines
are outlined in detail in the four vol-
umes (as noted above) and reflect
the uniform crime data collection
system, its data elements, and gen-
eral instruction on submitting NIBRS
data to the FBI.

NIBRS clearly has relevance for
researchers who study criminal be-
havior. When fully implemented,
NIBRS is intended to replace most
or all of the current UCR system, in-
cluding the Supplemental Homicide
Report. All of the summary data
currently available through UCR
should be reproducible in the NIBRS
data, in addition to a variety of data
elements related to crime incidents
that are not contained in current
UCR data. However, some argue
that NIBRS is complicated, time
consuming, or that the specificity in
reporting is too demanding and
therefore burdensome on local law
enforcement. These issues, how-
gver, can be overcome by creating
an effective dialogue between soft-
ware developers, local law enforce-
ment, State UCR programs, and the
FBI. Different points of view regard-
ing implementation hurdles are in-
evitable when the approaches cur-
rently in use for maintaining record
systems for law enforcement vary as
widely as they do across the coun-
try. Automating these record sys-
tems and integrating the NIBRS re-
guirements into these automation
efforts is a considerable task for
even the smallest agencies.

Nonetheless, the redesign of UCR
into NIBRS was endorsed back

in 1988 as worthy of the investment
of resources that would be required
to implement NIBRS. ‘Many of the
controversies regarding the develop-
ment of NIBRS capabilities are the
result of differing viewpoints by com-
puter specialists, law enforcement,
and State program personnel. To
resolve these differences and maove
forward in the implementation of
NIBRS requires an open dialogue
between these entities. Finally, if
NIBRS requirements and data con-
tent are consicerable hurdles that
cannot be overcome (as they have

been in idaho, lowa, South Carolina,
North Dakota, and numerous other
States and localities), then con-
cerned parties must communicate to
the International Association of
Chiefs of Paolice, the National Sher-
iffs Association, and the Association
of State Uniform Crime Reporting
Programs their difficulties and rnake
recommendations for revising the
NIBRS program as administered by
the FBI. Through such a process
NIBRS will undoubtedly evolve, as
was intended, into an effective data
collection and statistical analysis
program.

NiBRS research potential

Despite these controversies, some
recent efforts demonstrate the re-
search potential of NIBRS. Among
some of the research interests that
have been explored are more de-
tailed studies of drug-related criminal
behavior, weapons involvement in
violent crime, child abuse, 46 differ-
ent categories of victimization of in-
dividuals, and the role of bias moti-
vations in specific criminal incidents.
The various applications of criminal
incident-based reporting in the ap-
prehension of criminals and preven-
tion of criminal behavior are also
continuing o evolve. Some demon-
stration projects, such as the inte-
gration of incident-based data with
expert systems technology to de-
velop investigative tools, and a re-
cent Bureau of Justice Statistics
(BJS) draft report focusing on rob-
bery and rape statistics (Reaves,
1993) are but two of these efforis.
Other efforts include exploratory
studies conducted by the Office of
National Drug Control Policy, the
National Center for Juvenile Justice,
the Center for Disease Control, and
many other researchers. This rela-
tively new data collection effort in-
volving incident-based reporting,

Enhancing Capacities and Confronting Controversies in Criminal Justice 61



Workshop IV. NIBRS: Roundtable on State concerns and research applications

combined with information from
other justice system components,
will likely assist in answering a vari-
ety of research and policy questions
about criminal justice in the next
several years.

NIBRS challenges

Analysis of NIBRS data, however,
poses several unique challenges.
Attention must now be paid to the at-
tributes of criminal incidents, rather
than simply enumerating offenses
and arrests. The hierarchy rule for
determining the seriousness of of-
fenses within an incident is no longer
applicable under NIBRS. NIBRS re-
guires the enurneration of up to 10
offenses that may be involved in an
incident. To this end, the crime rate
may be subject to change denending
upon the operationalization or the
term "crime rate." Complicating
these challenges are reliability and
validity issues that are just beginning
to be measured by the NIBRS pro-
gram. Given that NIBRS is a new
data collection effort, limited external
checks are currently available for es-
tablishing the validity of the data re-
ported.

Validation is the primary considera-
tion that is currently being under-
taken by the FBI. The agency has
developed rudimentary conversion
algorithms to transform NIBRS data
into the usual UCR summary system
counts. However, these conversion
programs are still under develop-
mient and refinement. Other validity
and reliability issues. under investiga-
tion include assessments of adher-
ence to FBI reporting standards,
error correction resubmittals, appro-
priate coding of muitiple aspects

of given incidents (offenses, victims,
relationships, and so on), consistent
cate information relative to property
loss and recovery, and a general re-

view of any possible data inconsis-
tencies. When the UCR Program
determines that many of these
potential threats to the internal and
external validity of NIBRS data are
sufficiently limited, the public release
of NIBRS data will occur.

Analyzing NIBRS data

in an effort to provide the criminal
justice community with an opportu-
nity to begin analyzing some of the
unique information that NIBRS can
afford, the UCR program has
planned to release a demonstration
data set containing a sample of
incident-based reports that would
provide the basis for some ex-
ploratory applications. In addition to
a sample of incident reports this
demonstration data set would con-
tain a set of SPSS cards to facilitate
the analysis of the data. UCR staff
expected to have this data set
available in early 1994,

Conclusion

Overall, the incident-based approach
to the collection of crime data clearly
will expand the kinds of information
available for studying the causes
and correlates of criminal behavior.
This additional information provided
by national incident-based data '+ il
inevitably contribute to new avenues
of research in criminal justice. How-
ever, the applications, research find-
ings, and policies that may result
from the analysis of NIBRS data are
still evolving. As NIBRS is more
fully implemented, as researchers
analyze various aspects of these
data, and as the validity, reliability
and availability of such data are fur-
ther established, the distinct advan-
tages and hardships associated with
the collection and analysis of inci-
dent-based crime data will become
better known.
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NIBRS: State issues and concerns

By Therese A. Shady, Deputy Chief, Bureau of Statistical Services
Mew York State Division of Criminal Justice Services

Statement of problem

Panel discussion of State issues and
concerns surrounding the implemen-
tation of the National Incident-
Based Reporting System (NIBRS).

Summary of presentation

These remarks refer specifically to
the National incident-Based Report-
ing System (NIBRS) administered
by the FBI. They should not be con-
strued as a critique of the concept of
incident-based reporting, which 1
fully support as a means of providing
better and more flexible data for an-
alyzing crime.

Based on my experience in imple-
menting the New York State Inci-
dent-Based Reporting (NYSIBR)
system, | have several major con-
cerns regarding the NIBRS imple-
mentation process. Firgt, the imple-
mentation model used by the FBl is
based on the experience of South
Carolina, where there are standard-
ized reporting forms, centralized
data entry done by the State UCR
program, and only State NIBRS pro-
grams which send data to the FBI.
This model does not fit New York
and other States where the imple-
mentation environment is more com-
plex (slide 1). Although we make
standardized State incident and ar-
rest reports, which have complete
NIBRS data capture available to law
enforcement agencies, they are not
mandatory nor are they used by
most large agencies. Law enforce-
meni agencies are in various stages
of automatict and most automated
agencies have software that handles
their aggregate UCR needs. Exist-
ing systems have been developed
by many private vendors as well as
by in-house agency programmers or
as part of countywide networks. Any
changes to NIBRS system specifica-

tions or edits must be filtered
through all these levels, complicating
implementation. Furthermore the
NYSIBR system, which was de--
signed with the input of data pro-
cessing and field personnel from
New York State law enforcement
agencies, differs from NIBRS.
Hence agencies report to the State
UCR program in NYSIBR format,
and software developed by the State
UCR program then translates these
data into NIBRS format prior to sub-
mission to the FBI.

The quality and timeliness of FBI
technical assistance has also been a
problem (slide 2). - The NIBRS speci-
fications contain areas which need to
be clarified for pragrammaets trying
to implement the system, yet the FBI
has not established any formal
mechanism or procedures to share
technical information and answers to
questions asked by implementing
States with other States or vendors
programming the system. If the
question involves a policy matter, it
must be processed through FBI
channels, which takes at least six
weeks. Programmers simply cannot
wait this long for issues to be re-
solved. The result is that State pro-
grammers make their own decisions,
which may not be consistent with
those made by other States,
compromising the reliability and va-
lidity of NIBRS data. Finally (slide 3),
the standards for State implementa-
tion of NIBRS have not been clearly
defined by the FBI. Must all data el-
emments with all codes be collected
for Staies to be certified for NIBRS,
or can State data collection efforts
evolve into total NIBRS compliance
at a later date? NIBRS gudit stan-
dards have yet to be developed.

Another major obstacle is lack of
sufficient funding to support State
implementation efforts (slide 4).

Software development by local
agencies is costly and in times of
budgetary constraints, redesigning
statistical reporting systems is not a
high priority. This, coupled with the
fact that NIBRS is structured so it
does not easily match most auto-
mated reporting systems and does
not contain much data which are of
operational utility to local agencies,
has hindered NIBRS implementa-
tion. There is virtuaily no incentive
for large cities to participate in
NIBRS. Big cities already have sys-
tems that meet their operational and
reporting needs so why should they
spend the money to revise their sys-
tems to participate in NIBRS?

Finally (slide 5), by virtue of the fact
that it is a long-term project, NIBRS
implementation efforts in the States
fall prey to what [ call the "great
State cop-out.* State policy makers
can tout their efforts to implement
NIBRS as promising to produce bet-
ter crime data for the future, yet can
devote meager resources to imple-
mentation at the current time. This
gives the illusion of progress and
better things to come, but enables
scarce State resources {o be di-
verted to more politically salient
projects.

Concluding comments

] conclude my talk with advice to
other States considering designing
incident-based reporting systems.
The main suggestions are as follows
(slides 6 & 7): use State law
citations, not NIBRS offense codes
to collect data on crimes and ar-
rests; collect more than the top ar-
rest charge; make edits on data sub-
mission less restrictive than NIBRS
and more compatible with actual po-
lice reporting practices; customize
the IBR system to meet State and
local needs, including the capacity to
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interface with other State systems
such as CCH/OBTS; and make sure
that incident-based data can be con-
verted back into aggregate UCR for-
mat. | suggest that States try to
learn as much as possible from
other States who have implemented
NIBRS and not to rely on the FBI for
leadership. Make sure there is a
clear conception of the analytic and
functional uses desired for the sys-
tem before designing it, and then de-
sign the best State system possible
given available resources for pro-
gramming and implementation (slide
8).

Slide 2
Quality and timeliness of FBI
technical assistarce

s Critical due to ambiguity in NIBRS
specifications
» No formal process to communicate

and share technical information
e Programmers can't wait six weeks

for answers

Slide 1
Flawed NIBRS implementation
model

» South Carolina is not typical

--Standardized State data collection
form designed for NIBRS centralized
data entry done by State UCR pro-
gram

--Only State program needs to be
changed when NIBRS edits changed

* New York Model

--State data collection forms avaliable
but not mandatory or universally used
--State data collection forms are NOT
used by most large police departments
--Data collection forms do not match
NIBRS format

--Automated agencies already have
software to do summary UCR
--Multiple software vendors and in-
house software development by local
agencies

--Changes to NIBRS must be filtered
through State software and then into
local systems

--State IBR data converted {0 NIBRS
format on State level

Slide 3
L.ack of resources for State
implementation

¢ No funding available for State UCR
programs to pass on te local agencies
to get them to participate in NIBRS

¢ What is the standard for State imple-
mentation of NIBRS?

--All or None

--Compromise — try to accommodate
what locals can easily provide

--How to achieve a standard within
constraints of NIBRS edits?

Slide 4
NIBRS of no benefit to local
agencies

« NIBRS designed as a statistical sys-
tem not an operational one

» No useful modus operandi data col-
lected

¢ Crime analysis limited as no names
or addresses in NIBRS

s Little use as an investigative or intel-
ligence system

o Most local systems are more useful,
so why do NIBRS?

» No funding to assist locals with cost
of NiBRS implementation

« What incentives are there for big
cities to participate?

--retraining of personnel for little or no
return

--big cities have software that does
aggregate UCR

--big cities have systems that meet
their needs
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Slide 5
Symbolic appeal v. reality of
implementation

e Symbolic appeal to gain support for
NIBRS is evaporating under the weight
of NIBRS data capture and submis-
sion requirements.

» The Great State Cop-Out

* NIBRS a long-term project

¢ Benefits will be seen in the future

« Devote minimal rescurces at current
time

¢ Jilusion of progress

» Long gone by the time anyone held
accountable
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Slide 6
Use State law citations not
NIBRS codes

» More responsive to needs of politi-
cians and legislators concerned about
the impact of new laws/
sentences/program initiatives, for
instance, stalking laws

s Better analytical capabilities — sen-
tencing trends, processing times, and
so forth

» Better linkages between NIBRS and
OBTS/CCH Systems

» Better data quality as locals not clas-
sifying offenses

Collect more than top arrest
charge

e Set a logical number
« Develop a ranking standard

Slide 7
Make edits on data submission
less restrictive than NIBRS

s NIBRS is riddled with conditional

edits
» Take whatever data police are willing

to send
o Collect victim/offender relationships

regardless of offense
« Let all seizures of weapons and

drugs be reported regardless of
offense

» Design your State IBR system to
match police reporting practices,
then filter out what the FBI! does not
want

Customize IBR system to meet
State and local needs

» Add new variables as requested by

law enforcement
» Think of analytic uses of system then

improve codes/variables
« Build in the capability to link with

other State systems

Slide 8
C.Y. A

+ Make sure you can crunch State I1BR
data into aggregate UCR format
--gnsures you can have a State IBR
program even if NIBRS fails

--backup if you are denied NIBRS cer-
tification

Be prepared to go it alone, but
do not reinvent the wheel

« Try to contact other States and learn
from their experience

¢ Do not expect leadership from the
FBI

s No longer any UCR Advisory Policy
Board; never was a spokesperson for
State UCR programs on that Board
anyway

» No real mechanism to voice State
concerns about NIBRS

» Design the best State IBR system
you can, given resources available
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Incident-based reporting

By Donald A. Manson, Program Manager, Bureau of Justice Statistics,
U.S. Department of Justice

| have encouraged the use of inci-
dent-based crime reporting systems
across the country for many years.
With each trip, | am often caught

by surprise at the lack of under-
standing about how incident-based
data can be utilized effectively by
local jurisdictions, by a State, and at
the Federal level. Too often | hear
"We're implementing it because:

¢ it's what the FBI wants, or
e it's what BJS needs, or
» we have a Federal grant."

Very rarely do | hear, "We're imple-
menting it because it will help us to
understand and reduce crime."

| concede to you here today that
those of us in a leadership role, my-
self among them, must take some

of the blame for the confusion which
appears to surround implementation
of incident-based systems. We have
failed to make clear the benefits to
you, no matter what level of govern-
ment you serve, so that you, in turn,
can explain the benefits to others.

Ladies and gentlemen, you can't
manage what you can't measure. In
other words, to borrow freely from
George Santayana, "those who fall
to learn from the past are doomed to
repeat it."

First, as a prologue to my presenta-
tion, | want to take a little time to
outline my past so that you can un-
derstand where we in BJS are com-
ing from, and what we hope to ac-
complish.

In the early 60's (that's 1960, not
1860), there was no computer tech-
nology in jails or prisons, in the judi-
ciary, or in prosecutorial offices.
There was almost none in law en-
forcement. A few of the larger police
departments had EAM equipment (in

case you're wondering, that's an
Electronic Accounting Machine) to
keep track of their budgets. Some-
one had the idea of altering EAM
equipment to keep track of traffic
summonses; another had the idea of
altering EAM equipment to keep
track of activity logs; someone else
conceived of a few more adjust-
ments which wouid enable the
department to keep track of crime
locations.

This is how computers moved from
the business environment into law
enforcement. A series of new ideas,
from individuals who just thought of
a little better way to do something.
This process also describes the gen-
esis of the extraction of incident-
based data from handwritten crime
reports for use in predicting where
and when future crime might occur.

In 1963, the St. Louis Police Depart-
ment decided it was time to use a
computer to speed up its operational
and investigative functions. As the
Chief's Aide, | was assigned liaison
duties with the newly created com-
puter center.

The Department purchased two spe-
cially-designed computers — one to
handle message switching, or
telecommunications, and one to han-
dle data files. Together, they took up
the entire third floor of the headquar-
ters building. Today, that micro-
computer probably sitting on or near
your desk is not only capable of per-
forming the functions of those two
computers, it is capable of doing
them much faster.

There were problems, of course, and
a veritable Greek chorus of voices
chanting "It will never work." Some
said the computers could not handle
communications with district offices;
others said the netv. ..k could not be
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expanded to reach suburban agen-
cies; others said that one brand of
computer could never connect to an-
other brand; still others said that
computers would never work reliably
in the demanding environment of law
enforcement. The chorus was
wrong. All these things were done,
again because of ordinary individuals
just pushing for a little better way to
do things. Today local area net-
works and modems easily transfer
large blocks of data; no one gives a
thought to the mechanics of how it is
done or hidden time constraints.

Later in the 60's, | became a Florida
Department of Law Enforcement
Bureau Chief, head of its newly
established computer center. My job
was to build a Statewide law en-
forcement telecommunications and
information system so that any law
enforcement agency in Florida could
quickly, easily, and privately (yes,
even then there was great concern
with security and privacy) exchange
data, or search data bases related
to crime, criminals, and stolen prop-
erty.

I admit to plagiarism. In concert with
the FBI (then developing the Na-
tional Crime Information Center), |
used the FBI experience, the St.
Louis experience, and the experi-
ences of other States (Californig,
Michigan, New Jersey, and so forth)
to create the Florida Crime Informa-
tion Center. Today, FCIC serves not
only law enforcement, but prosecu-
tors, court clerks, the judiciary, and
correctional agencies. It has be-
come a true criminal justice informa-
tion system.

In the early 1970's | joined the
LEAA. For those of you unfamiliar
with LEAA, that's the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration. It
no longer exists, having been super-
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seded by the Bureau of Justice As-
sistance, the National institute of
Justice, the Bureau of Justice Statis-
tics. and other specialized offices.

| believe that LEAA was the one
agency most responsible for
changes in criminal justice in recent
times. It was LEAA efforts that fo-
cused police, prosecutors, judges,
and wardens on the recognition that
they were each components of a
system cailed criminal justice, and
that each relied in some part on the
activities of the others to accomplish
their tasks.

It was LEAA, through its criminal jus-
tice information system master
plans, that got us to understand that
our data needed to be shared with
others, and that the data could be
used for both strategic as well as
historical purposes.

It was LEAA that increased the
knowledge base and staff expertise
of personnel. These are now famil-
iar terms — See if you know what
these acronyms stand for:

CAD — Computer-aided Dispatching
{police)

LEIS -— Law Enforcement Informa-
tion System (police)

IMS — Investigative Management
Systern (police)

PROMIS — Prosecutors Manage-
ment Information System (district
attorneys)

JIS — Judicial Information System
(judges and court clerks)

CIS — Corrections Information
System (Corrections)

in short, computers became stan-
dard operational tools for those serv-
ing in the various components of the
criminal justice system. Today even
the smallest agency can have a
micro-computer which will store and
analyze incident-based data within
that jurisdiction and which is also ca-
pable of forwarding those data elec-
tronically to other jurisdictions within
its geographical area as well asto a
central State repository.

But, why would a local agency want
{o share its crime data with others?
The answer is simple — crime is not
only a local problem. This was rec-
ognized in the 1820's, when an |ACP
committee, chaired by Commission-
er Rutledge of Detroit, initiated a
study to develop a uniform registry
for crime statistics. This was also
recognized in the 1930's, when the
FBI assumed responsibility for oper-
ation of the resulting program, called
Uniform Crime Reports.

It was reaffirmed in the 1970's when
LEAA provided funds for establishing
State-level UCR programs, and in
the 1980's' when BJS committed
itself to assisting the FBI and the
States to change from a summary
UCR system to an incident-based
system.

It is still recognized today through
the requirement that a minimum of
5% of the Edward Byrne Memorial
State and Local Law Enforcement
Assistance Formula Grant funds ad-
ministered by BJA be set aside for
the improvement of criminal justice
records.

Let's return to today, and discuss
some of the analytical uses of inci-
dent-based data to help manage the
problems of crime. | want to focus
on the State use of incident-based
data, and how it can be utilized to

suppart local crime fighting efforts. |
will not discuss local use in any de-
tail here, as that is done almost
monthly in various practitioner mag-
azines such as The Police Chief,
Law Enforcement News, and others,
and we all have plotted crime by
time, street location, time of day, or
other factors. Also, the Police Exec-
utive Research Forum has a booklet
titled Beyond Bean Counting that
provides useful suggestions on how
to use incident-based data within
local jurisdictions. The Justice Re-
search and Statistics Association
also has a publication titled
Exploring Applications of incident-
based Crime Data, and SEARCH
Group, Inc. has a publication that
demonstrates crime analysis per-
spectives using automated mapping
techniques.

if a State agency is located in, say,
Charleston, with today's technology
there is nothing that the State can
tell Charleston about its crime.
Charleston will have counted the dif-
ferent kinds of crime it is experienc-
ing, will have plotted crime locations,
and will have identified trends before
it forwarded any data to the State.
Thus, the State would serve no use-
ful purpose in simply sending back to
Charleston this kind of information.

The State can, however, inform
Charleston about crime that is mov-
ing its way, for example:

« the annual driveway repaving scam
artists that start in the northern part
of the State and move southward
through it; or

» the bad check passers moving
from town to town.

The State can also alert Charleston
to the possibility of serial crime com-
ing its way when similar incidents
occur in Beckley, Huntington, and
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Ripley, thus indicating that a serial
criminal may be involved.

The State could inform jurisdictions
along interstate highways (which
includes Charleston), abcut crime
which may be unique to those high-
ways.

Additionally, the State can undertake
special studies to demonstrate the
unique characteristics of crime. Fc.
example:

One could use existing summary
UCR data to plot the growth of popu-
lation and crime since 1980.

Through calculations, it could be
demonstrated that by 1991 (the lat-
gst year for which crime data were
available when this presentation was
prepared) the population grew ai-
most 12% while index (Part I} crime
increased at a similar rate, about
11%. At first glance, one might con-
clude that crime was simply keeping
pace with an increasing population.

However, one could again use the
summary UCR data, separating
index crime into two parts, violent
crime and property crime. It could
then be shown that violent crime
(homicide, rape, robbery, and as-

sault) increased 42%. Within the
"violent crime" category, rapes in-
creased 28% and assaults increased
62%. This probably led to the public
perception that crime is on the rise
instead of shifting.

With summary UCR data, other than
further detailing various types of
crime in like manner, that is about all
that can be done to determine prob-
lems and prevalence of crime. But
Incident-based reporting can do
much morel!

Growth in population and index crime

U.S. Papulation Index (Part ) Crime Violent Crime

Year Census % Reported % Reported %

1980 225,349,264 2.4 13,408,300 9.5 1,344,520 11.3
1981 229,146,000 1.7 13,423,000 A 1,361,820 1.3
1982 231,534,000 1.0 12,974,400 - 33 1,322,390 - 29
1983 233,981,000 1.1 12,108,600 - 87 1,258,090 - 49
1984 236,158,000 1.3 11,881,800 - 1.9 1,273,280 1.2
1985 238,740,000 1.1 12,431,400 46 1,328,800 4.4
1986 241,077,000 1.0 13,211,900 6.3 1,489,170 121
1987 243,400,000 1.0 13,508,700 2.3 1,484,000 - 4
1988 245,807,000 1,0 13,923,100 34 1,566,220 5.5
1989 248,239,000 1.0 14,251,400 24 1,646,040 5.1
1990 248,709,873 2 14,475,600 1.6 1,820,130 10.6
1991 252,177,000 14 14,872,900 27 1,911,770 5.0
1980-91 +26,827,736 11.9 +1,464,600 10.9 +567,250 42.2

Source: Crime in the United States, FBI, August 30, 1992, Table 1 - Index of Crime, page 58.

Growth in violent crime

Homicide Rape
Year Reported % Reported %
1980 23,040 74 82,990 8.6
1981 22,520 -2.3 82,500 -6
1982 21,010 -67 78,770 -4.5
1983 18,310 -84 78,9290 2
984 18,690 -3.2 84,230 6.7
1985 18,980 1.6 88,670 53
1986 20,610 86 91,460 3.2
1987 20,100 -2.5 91,110 -4
1988 20,680 29 92,480 1.5
1989 21,500 4.0 94,500 22
1990 23,440 9.0 102,560 8.5
1991 24,700 54 106,590 3.9
1980-91 24,700 7.2 106,580 284

Robbery Assault

Reported % Reported %
565,840 17.7 672,650 6.9
592,910 4.8 663,900 -1.3
553,130 -6.7 669,480 .8
506,570 -84 653,280 -2.4
485,010 -4.3 685,010 4.9
497,870 2.7 723,250 5.6
542,780 9.0 834,320 154
517,700 -4.86 855,090 2.5
542,970 4.9 910,090 6.4
578,330 6.5 951,710 4.6
639,270 10.5 1,054,860 10.8
687,730 7.8 1,092,740 3.6
687,730 21.5 1,092,740 62,5

Source: Crime in the United States, FBI, August 30, 1992, Table 1 - Index of Crime, page 58.

Incident-based detail
1989 South Carolina IBR data

Homicide 81% of offenders were rela-
tives or acquaintances
of victim

83% occurred in privately
owned facilities

63% of offenders were rela-
tives or acquaintances
of victim

79% occurred in privately
owned facilities

77% of offenders were rela-
tives or acquaintances
of victim

80% occurred in privately
owned facilities

Robbery 30% of offenders were rela-

tives or acquaintances
of victim

20% occurred in privately
owned facilities

Rape

Assadilt
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With the inclusion of victim/offender
relationship, types of premises in-
volved, time of day, residential sta-
tus, etc., strategic planning to re-
duce crime has become possible.
For instance, in 1989 one State used
incident-based data {o produce a
report which showed that for almost
75% of its reported murders, rapes,
and assaults the offender was
known to the victim and the crime
occurred in non-public places, in-
cluding residences, storerooms, pri-
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vate offices within puhlic buildings,
and so forth.

What does this tell you about the
preventability of these crimes? The
prevailing thought is that law en-
forcement should be able to control
(that is prevent) 100% of these types
of crime. Yet, it appears that most
of these crimes occur in areas not
controllable by law enforcement.

The 1989 study gave other interest-
ing insights. For robbery, 70% of
the offenders were unknown to the
victim, and 80% occurred in facilities
accessible to the public. If you were
a police chief, and wanted to prevent
crime, where would you concentrate
your resources so as o have the
greatest impact, assauits where 75%
are uncontrollable by law enforce-
ment, or robberies where 80% occur
on public facilities?

Let us consider crime involving non-
residents. |s the bulk of crime
against non-residents tourist-related
or commuter-related? Does the time
of day or day of week have any
bearing? Are offenders living in one
jurisdiction and committing offenses
in another? Strategic planning is
limited only by lack of ability to ask
questions.

What | think is also important, is that
with incident-based data, a State,
using victimization studies, |BR, and
offender statistics, can now profile
the successful criminals — the ones
who have not been caught, and
compare them with the unsuccessful
criminals — those who have been
caught.

For example, in a New York study
involving 1,000 felonies that were
found to have been committed, only
540 were reported to the police. Vic-
timization studies will reveal why the
other 460 felonies were not reported.
Can you imagine the impact on crim-
inal justice resources if all felonies
were reported?

1970's New York crime study
1,000 felonies committed

540 reported to police

65 arrests

36 convictions

Source: Lawrence M, Friedman, Crime and
Punishment in Amerlcan History, 1993, Stan-
ford University

Of the 540 reported felonies, only 65
arrests occurred. With agencies
recording a nationwide clearance
rate of 21% for crime index offenses
in 1991, it is doubtful that those 65
arrests resolved all of the reported
felonies, IBR will not only tell you
what crimes those 65 arrests were
associated with, but, more impor-
tantly, will also provide information
to help arrest those who continue to
repeat their crimes.

Of the 65 arrests, only 36 resulted
in convictions. Offender statistics will
examine the criminal justice process.

After all, the ideal system should re-
sult in a conviction for every arrest.

The bottom line — are there differ-
ences in the techniques used by the
successful criminal that could be de-
termined and used to effectively
change crime prevention strategies?
Oniy incident-based data, whether it
be related to victimizations, reported
crimes, or offenders, can provide the
answers.

To conclude, incident-based data
permit those of us at the State and
Federal levels to become as effec-
tive at strategic planning as those
within local jurisdictions.

States can become service bureaus
to local communities, advising them
of crime moving their way and when
their crime may be part of a larger
crime problem. States can become
innovators by raising issues such as
what kinds of crime law enforcement
should be responsible for controlling.
Also, States could become resource
providers, supplementing local re-
sources where necessary, based on
patterns and levels of crime. The
Federal level provides the same ser-
vices on an interstate basis.
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Race and the criminal justice system: Research and policy

By Gary LaFree, Ph.D., Director, Statistical Analysis Center,
Institute for Social Research, University of New Mexico

| want to welcome you all to the ple-
nary session on Race and the Crimi-
nal Justice System: Implications for
Research and Policy.

Etiology v. sociclogy

All roads in American criminology
eventually lead to issues of race; the
directness of the route varies, how-
ever. Edwin Sutherland's well-
known description of criminology as
"the study of the making of laws, the
breaking of laws and reactions to the
breaking of laws" (Sutherland and
Cressey 1978:3) defines what are
probably the two major subareas

of criminology: criminal etiology "the
breaking of laws" and the socioiogy
of law "the making of laws", and "re-
actions to the breaking of laws".
Criminal etiology leads us to studies
of the causes of crime; the sociclogy

of law emphasizes the operation of
the legal system.

Etiology may be divided further into
individual and social/cultural per-
spectives. Individual perspectives
assume that crime is caused by
characteristics within the individual
such as body type, intelligence, or
hereditary defects. Social/cultural
perspectives assume that crime has
social or sacial psychological
causes.

Because racial and ethnic minorities
have long been overrepresented

in the criminal justice system, con-
cerns about race issues are related
closely to these theoretical cate-
gories. If the proper focus of crimi-
nology is etiology, researchers must
explain why minorities commit a dis-
proportionate amount of crime; if the
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proper focus of criminology is the so-
ciology of law, researchers must ex-
plain why a disproportionate number
of minorities are arrested, prose-
cuted, and convicted.

Moreover, for those who agree that
etiology is an appropriate concern

of criminology, individual and social
explanations have very different im-
plications for race issues. individual
explanations emphasize inherent
physical deficiencies that are difficult
to change through public policy. Ar-
guing that members of a particular
racial or ethnic group are more likely
to commit crime and that the rea-
sons for this are biological or psy-
chological can raise serious difficul-
ties for democratic systems. By
contrast, social explanations are pre-
sumed to imply that persons are
amenable to change through public
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policy; thus such explanations may
be less controversial.

To put the presentations for this
morning into perspective, | would
like to take a few minutes to de-
scribe the way research on race and
crime has been conducted over the
past century in the United States. |
find it useful to divide the treatment
of race in American criminology re-
search into four main periods.

The birth of American
criminology, 1890-1919

Crime research first appeared in the
United States in the late 1800's.
Most of these early works were vul-
garized versions of Charles Darwin's
theory of evolution, which exerted
tremendous influence on both scien-
tific and popular thought in Europe
and the United States during this pe-
riod (Parsons 1909; C. Wright 1899).
The first complete American crimi-
nology textbook, however, was not
published until after World War |
(Parmelee 1918). During this early
stage of American criminology, re-
search focused mainly on eticlogy;
the major etiological explanations
assumed that offenders were distin-
guished by genetic or other physio-
logical deficiencies.

In view of widespread discrimination
against African-Americans, it was al-
most a foregone conclusion that
these explanations would be applied
to blacks. A review by Brearley
(1932), for example, concludes that
the disproportionate rate of homicide
among blacks is due to "their
[blacks'] peculiar genetically-deter-
mined temperament" as well as "ex-
cessive emotionality" (111-16). Yet,
biological theories did not go unchal-
lenged, even in this early period.
Thus at the turn of the century,
W.E.B. DuBois (1899) confronted

biological theories of crime with an
empirical analysis of white and black
offenders in Philadelphia:

[T]he causes for the present condi-
tion of the Negro: slavery and eman-
cipation with their attendant phenom-
ena of ignorance, lack of discipline,
and moral weakness; immigration
with its increased competition and
moral influence . . . [and] the environ-
ment in which [the] Negro finds
himself — the world of custom and
thought in which he must live and
work, the physical surrounding of
house and home and ward, the moral
encouragements and discourage-
ments which he encounters (Myers
and Simms 1988:24-28).

Mainstream academic
criminology, 1920-59

North Americar: sriminology took &
decidedly different turn in the 1920's.
That period produced a wide variety
of social and cultural explanations

of crime, including such influential
classics as Shaw and McKay's
(1942) social disorganization theory,
Sutherland's (1939) differential asso-
ciation theory, and Merton's (1938)
anomie theory. Research during this
period relied mostly on crime data
collected from police or other official
agents.

Because criminology focused on eti-
ology during this second period,
researchers naturally considered
explanations for the disproportionate
number of African-Americans snared
by the legal system and reported

in official data. This situation caused
theoretical difficulties for mainstream
criminology. For example, social
disorganization theorists of the
"Chicago school* (for example,
Shaw et al. 1929) argued that immi-
grant groups moved constantly
through the most disorganized, high-
est-crime areas of cities. As these
groups established a solid footing in

the economy, they (ar their children)
moved to more prosperous, less dis-
organized areas. It became increas-
ingly clear, however, that blacks'
urban experiences were different
from those of other ethnic and racial
groups with regard to social mobility;
thus social disorganization theory
lacked an adequate explanation.

This fact led Sellin ([1930]1988) to
theorize that although blacks were
arrested, convicted, and committed
to prison more frequently than
whites, "there are specific factors
which seriously distort [these rates]
for Negroes without affecting these
rates for whites in a similar manner"
(Myers and Simms 1988:75). Ac-
cording to Sellin, these factors in-
cluded the discriminatory treatment
faced by blacks in the criminal jus-
tice system. Sellin's work antici-
pated the move toward conflict and
labeling approaches, which are the
hallmark of the next period.

Sociology of law perspectives,
1960-1974

Beginning in the 1960's, the tradi-
tional emphasis of criminology on
etiology was challenged seriously
on several theoretical fronts (for in-
stance, Becker 1963; Chambliss
and Seidman 1971; Quinney 1973).
Although these challenges differ in
many ways, they all share the as-
sumption that the most important
task of criminology is not to study
etiology, but rather to study the cre-
ation and application of law. During
this period a great many studies of
differential legal processing were
conducted.

With regard to race, the research
completed during this third period of
criminological history is a mirror
image of the two previous periods.

In the first two periods, etiological re-
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search (either individual or social)
was conducted almost to the exclu-
sion.of work on the sociology of law.
Beginning in the 1960's, however,
sociology of law perspectives be-
came increasingly dominant. There
was g virtual explosion of research
on the differential treatment of
African-Americans and other racial
minorities by the legal system (for
example, Bullock 1961; Judson et al.
1969; Partington 1965). At the
same time, few criminologists during
this third period undertook research
on etiological differences by race;
those who did so (Moynihan 1965;
Rainwater 1966) often were criti-
cized sharply.

Toward a theoretical synthesis,
1975 to the present

Beginning in the mid-1970's, crimi-
nological thinking entered a fourth
period. This period is marked by its
eclecticism: both individual and so-
cial etiology and sociology of law ap-
proaches are generating a great deal
of research. As evidence of re-
newed interest in etiological theories,
we can point to recent research

on deterrence (Sherman and Berk
1984; Title 1980), social control
(Hagan, Simpson, and Gillis 1987;
Meier 1982), crime victimization
(Cohen and Felson 1979; Cohen,
Felson, and Land 1980), differential
association (Matsueda and Heimer
1987), social disorganization (Bursik
1988; Sampson 1987), economic in-
equality, poverty, and stress (Blau
and Blau 1982; Hawkins 1990;
Messner 1989), and a variety of bio-
logical and psychclogical factors
(Hirschi and Hindelang 1977; Wilson
and Herrnstein 1985). Sociology

of law research on sources of race
discrimination in legal processing
also has continued apace (for exam-
ple, Georges-Abeyie 1984; LaFree
1989; Mann 1993; Zatz 1984).

Against this backdrop, | want to in-
troduce our first panelist for this
morning's presentation. Mr. Samuel
Saxton is the Director of the Prince
Georges County Department of Cor-
rections....
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By Samuel F. Saxton, Director, Prince George's County Department of Corrections,

Upper Martboro, Maryland

Much of what is happening now with
respect to race, corrections, and the
like is not surprising. Racism has
been with us for a very long time.
From a historical perspective, racism
in the United States is alive and well
and more sophisticated than it used
to be. Racism manifests itself in
rather strange ways. No particular
race in this country has a monopoly
on racism. |t is practiced by every
race, creed, and color. Sometimes
we like to think it is a domain simply
of whites . . . it is not so.

The criminal justice "system”

Much of what | see happening in the
streets is because we have not
really sat down and looked at the
criminal justice system. We talk
about the criminal justice system,
but rarely does it perform as a sys-
tem. Because of this, many things
take place. Corrections does not op-
erate in a vacuum, nor does the
criminal justice system. It is part of
everything else that is going on in
this country.

This nation is going through rapid
change. We looked at what went on
in Russia referred to as Perestroika.
1 would suggest that the United
States is going through its version of
Perestroika — technological ad-
vances, the globalization of the
economy.

Power — finite or infinite?

We in this Nation *alk about power.
There are two versions of power: (1)
power is finite and if you take away
my power then | do not have any
left; and (2) power is infinite and all
of us can have power. When we
think about this, we are talking about
the competition that goes on for
funds everywhere. Many times the
funding problems that | see in my

facilities are driven by the demand
for funds for the school system, so-
cial services, and other areas.

Additionally, the desire to obtain
power is evidenced by the birth and
growth of cults, hate groups, and
gangs. Many places deny the exis-
tence of gangs. In my county, for
example, there is a large group of
people who deny the existence of
any great number of gangs. There
are, however, 50 established gangs
in this county. They are small and
just beginning to start, but they need
to be dealt with. The criminalization
of the young black male is often
geared toward where they live, how
they see things and how we respond
to these things, and how fearful we
are of this group. Itis not unusual to
watch a group of people walking
down the street and see five or six
young blacks coming towards them
— and then this group crosses the
street to keep from being confronted
by what appears to them to be a
dangerous body.

The emerging criminal

The data suggest that the average
age of inmates, and there are about
one million of them, is 28. The new
influx of inmates, however, is young,
volatile, and has us frightened to
death. Who are these new people
ccming into our facilities? | will not
chranicle all of them; however, they
fall into two major groups: (1) the
naive kids and the followers — they
get into occasional trouble; and (2)
the individuals who are caught up in
the act of fate — many of them are
the throwaway kids, and the new kid
on the block. These individuals are
watching what is happening on tele-
vision. The media has made much
of this problem more manifest.

Public enemy number one in this
country is the young black male. |
know many outstanding young black
males and they are frightened to
death of the label — they expect to
be picked up by the police and/or go
to jail. One young man I recently
spoke with said he was in Chicago
and was accosted and asked:
*when did you get out of jail, man?
The young man responded, "l've
never been." The man then said,
"you mean to tell me that you lived in
Washington, D.C. and you have
never been to jail?" That is the ex-
pectation that many young black
maies have come to have.

Many young black males have a
highly developed inferiority complex.
Those who study psychology realize
that an inferiority complex normally
manifests itself as a superiority com-
plex. You may see young black
males, chicanos, and others walking
around wearing garb that represents
one who is unwashed and un-
dressed. They appear hostile, arro-
gant, and have an "attitude." When
they arrive in my facilities, most of
them are scared to death. They act
"tough" among thet peers, but once
they are isolated, they become
scared to death.

The F-5 person

| want to talk about a person 1 call
F-5. If you were to take every in-
mate population in this country, and
examine it closely, 5% can walk in
and out the door, and that is all that
needs to be done for them. Another
10% can be properly handled by a
reasonably short "lock up" period.
There are two additional groups that
comprise approximately 30% each.
One has an orientation to the top of
the spectrum and another to the bot-
tom. This 60% is where the real
fight needs to be waged — in correc-
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tions, the criminal justice system,
and all over. At the bottom of this
scale is about five percent. Approxi-
mately 95% of all trouble in correc-
tions — rapes, cuttings, shootings,
and other similar incidents, is nor-
mally created by the F-5 and about
10% are his enforcers. It is one of
the most unknown factors in our so-
ciety; here is why: the F-5's are the
persons setting the agenda in our
community. We are frightened to go
to the park; we are frightened to do
many things. This negative leader-
ship, manifested in our communities,
causes fear, hate, depression, and
upheaval. The F-5 recruits with
abandonment. If a child moved into
a community, the child's skin color
would be immaterial. The child
would have four options: (1) avoid
the game, if possible; (2) pretend to
join the game; (3) join the game; or
{4) fight the gang and take over.

We are all afraid of the: unknown.
The F-5 defines the *unknown" for
many of our young people. Addition-
ally, the F-5 determines the relation-
ship among the people in that com-
munity, particularly between the
young people and the authorities. A
great many of the confrontations that
occur between the police and the
community result from misunder-
standings as well as the definiticr
put on that relationship by F-5's who
often provide protection for the com-
munity — the self-appointed vigi-
lante. This man or woman provides
the needed recognition for our young
people that is often overlooked. So
very little time is spent recognizing
good people, good kids, that our
young people often find love, affec-
tion, and racognition somewhere
else — the +A. This person also
determines the rites ¢f passage and
the criminal activity engaged in by
the group. Worst of all, going to jail
is expected and has no stigma.

When | ask the young men in con-
finement, being tried as adults, why
they committed a crime, they often
state the need to protect their "repu-
tation" on the street.

Criminal growth element

Young people often perceive them-
selves to be part of a protected
class; therefore, many kids simply
gravitate to criminal activity and get
into more serious trouble over and
over again. The growth pattern of
young criminals begins somewhere
around the fourth grade where a
rites of passage mentality occurs.
Somewhere around ages 11 and 12,
minor delincuent acts occur. By age

14, he/she may have obtained a gun’

from someone in the neighborhood
and by age 21 has been "busted"”
many, many times — records indi-
cate about eight times, convicted
twice, and will serve approximately
five years before the age of 24.

Can we do something about this?
Absolutely. The Nation is undergo-
ing-a redefinition of who and what it
is — so are the kids. There is a new
value system and many people are
afraid of our kids. At one time,
daughters were told to be home by
11 o'clock, and they came home five
minutes past the hour. If nothing
was said, the next time it would be
ten past the hour. [f nothing was
ever said, it would eventually be the
next morning. Young men are the
same way. Many kids are waiting for
someone to tell them who is the
"boss." Parents and other authority
figures in a child's life are in direct
competition with the F-5. Until the
F-5's are looked at, the problem will
continue. The way we are currently
responding to this problem is by
locking up more and more. | am not
suggesting that all the kids incarcer-
ated are "good guys." What | am
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saying is that we need to find time

to deal with those who need to be in-
carcerated and to deal in another
way with those who can be handled
through alternatives.

If | were king

If I were king, | would make every
inmate that enters the system pay
restitution. Citizens will not have
faith in the criminal justice system
until restitution is a centerpiece of
our efforts.

If I were king, | would charge money
for alternatives to incarceration and
jail, particularly rehabilitative pro-
grams, because the programs of-
fered in jail are often not appreciated
because they are free.

If I were king, | would spend time
looking at and helping to improve the
juvenile justice system. One of the
reasons we are now in this mess is
that we have ignored the juvenile
justice system for too long.

The school system also needs care-
ful attention. There are about
20,000 kids in Prince George's
County who have been put out

of school at one time — this is my
farm club. We have not looked at
the school system closely enough to
determine the real problems. Often,
the debate is over school budgets.
This is not where the issues are.
The focus should lie on getting the
discipline back and preparing our
yeuth for a realistic, productive life.
Many of the teachers are ill-trained
to deal with this "little snot-nosed
horrible guy," sitting in front of them.
The teachers are not only ill-trained
but are nervous.

if | were king, | would.remove the
statutes of limitations on anyone
who ever stole money. For example,
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one of the inequitable things that a
lot of young black men observe is
that they may have stolen a candy
bar and been strictly punished. An-
other "dude," however, stole a mil-
lion dollars and was able to keep
$500,000 and received a light sen-
tence.

If | were king, community supervi-
sion would be mandatory for all per-
sons released from jail or prison
through the use of Day Reporting
Centers.

If | were king, | would remove or put
a closure on all inmates' records,
except violent crime, after five years.
This process would minimize the la-
beiing effect and stigma attached to
any of these youngsters, thereby al-
lowing them to change.

If t were king, predators would not
get "good time." There are too
many people that go to jail for horri-
ble things and are released through
the use of good time. In my State,
an inmate receives a 15-day month
for every 15 days actually served, an
inmate receives a month of "time
served." ltis the "good time" con-
cept that is creating the idea that "it
ain't no big thing if you catch me."

If 1 were king, | would find a civil way
to allow citizens to sue the drug
dealer for selling drugs to children.

If | were king, | would make sure we
took a hard look at prisons and jails.
People often lament prison crowding
and the problems it causes. Al-
though crowding is a tremendous
problem, many criminal justice prac-
titioners use crowding to cover up in-
competence and negligence. The
center of gravity in many towns is
the prison system and if the system
is not running correctly — if the in-
mates are running the inside and

others run the outside, there is no
difference if a person gets caught.
Sending him or her to prison, in ef-
fect, is similar to sending Brer Rabbit
back to the briar patch.

The missing link, in my judgment, is
leadership. We need much more
enlightened leadership in the crimi-
nal justice system and when we get
it, we will begin to use the compass
to find our way out of the woods.
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By Theodore G. Chiricos, Ph.D., Professor, School of Criminology and Criminal Justice,
Florida State University and Miriam A. DelLone, Ph.D., Assistant Professor, Criminal Justice Department, University

of Nebraska at Omaha

African-American men comprise less
than 6% of the U.S. population and
almost one half of ks criminal prison-
ers. Atthe end of the 1980's, black
men in this country were incarcer-
ated at a rate that is seven times
higher than the rate for the United
States as a whole and four times
higher than comparable rates in
South Africa. This racial dispropor-
tion, while increasing in the 1980's,
is nothing new. It has traditionally
been explained by one of two pre-
sumptions: that black men are more
likely involved in crimes leading to
incarceration or that black defen-
dants are more likely incarcerated
upon conviction.

More recently it has been argued
that the war on drugs, particularly
crack cocaine, has amplified the rate
of incarceration for African-American
males. Most of the evidence in this
regard has been anecdotal or de-
scriptive and suggests that this par-
ticular drug war has been fought in
predominantly black neighborhoods
and communities. One observer has
suggested that black males have be-
come a "privileged target group" for
incarceration in this country during
the 1980's.

The research reported here uses ag-
gregate data from Florida counties
to assess the impact of racial com-
position upon rates of prison admis-
sion generally, and upon rates of ad-
mission for young black males. In-
dependent variables in the models
for prison admissions include: crime
rate, drug arrests, unemployment
rate, black male unemployment rate,
subemployment, welfare recipients,
mental hospital admissions, per
capita county income, and percent of
county that is young, black, and
male.

Pooled cross-section data from 67
counties are used in 2SLS structural
equations to provide estimates of
prison admissions for two distinct
periods. The first (1980-82) involved
the most severe recession since the
1980's, declining rates of crime, and
preceded implementation of Florida's
sentencing guidelines. The second
(1985-87) followed guideline imple-
mentation and involved economic re-
covery, rising ctime rates, and a
crack cocaine "epidemic.” In short,
we have examined whether and how
the factors affecting prison admis-
sions, including racial composition,
are historically contingent.

For 1980-82, rates of prison admis-
sion are significantly greater in coun-
ties with a higher percentage of
young black males, high unemploy-
ment, and lower rates of mental hos-
pital admissions. Prison admissions
in this period are not related to crime
rates or drug arrests. However, the
picture changes substantially for
1985-87. In the later period both
crime rates and drug arrests are sig-
nificant predictors of prison admis-
sions along with the percent of
county that is young, black and
male. ltis important to note that the
only factor significant in both periods
is the percent of county that is
young, black and male.

When prison admissions for young
black males are considered, a simi-
lar pattern emerges. Again, the only
significant predictor in both time peri-
ods is the percent of county that is
young, black and male. Again, un-
employment and mental hospital ad-
missions have significant coefficients
in 1980-82, but not in 1985-87. Also
again, crime rates and drug arrests
are unrelated to rates of admission
for young black males in the earlier
years but are strong predictors in
1985-87.
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The differences over time in patterns
of significant predictors for the two
measures of prison admission, un-
derscore the salience of historical
contingency for explaining punish-
ment. It appears that unemployment
has a greater impact when it is high
and rising (1980-82) than when it is
not (1985-87). The same is true for
crime, which was falling during
1980-82 and rising during 1985-87.
Drug arrests are inconsequential
early in the 1980's, but highly signifi-
cant later.

What these data also suggest is that
even with substantial changes in his-
torical context — rising, then falling
unemployment; falling then rising
crime rates; stable, then exploding
drug arrests — there is one consis-
tent factor in the explanation of
Florida prison admissions in the
1980's. 1t is the population of young
black males. In one historical con-
text, the "privileging" of prison-ad-
missions appears to link race and
economic marginality; in the next, it
is race and drugs. In either case,
racial compaosition has a significant
impact on rates of incarceration that
is independent of the effects of
crime, drugs, or unemployment.



American Indians and criminal justice: Research and policy considerations

By Carol Chiago Lujan, Ph.D., Professor, Schoo! of Justice Studies, Arizona Stisie University

Statistics indicate that American
Indians are incarcerated at an alarm-
ing rate. According to various
sources, States with large American
Indian populations and reservations
areas such as Alaska, New Mexico,
Arizona, and South Dakota have a
disproportionate number of Ameri-
can Indians in State prisons. Over
24% of the inmate prison population
in many of these States are Arneri-
can Indian, yet they comprise, at the
most, 8 to 10% of the States' gen-
eral population and 1% of the total
United States population. These
rates are even more alarming con-
sidering that rnany States do not
have criminal jurisdiction on reserva-
tion lands, where 50% of American
Indians reside according to the 1990
census (refer to Feimer, Pommer-
sheim, and Wise, 1990 Journal of
Crime and Justice, 13:86-102).

The few empirical studies that focus
on the processing and sanctioning
of Indians by police, prosecutors,
judges, and parole boards suggest
that American Indians are treated
mere harshly in some stages of
criminal justice decisicnmaking com-
pared to non-Indians. The bias
against Indians is particularly appar-
ent in arrest decisions, type of sen-
tence, and parole decisions (Zatz,
Lujan and Synder-Joy, 1991).

Explanations for the harsh
treatment of Indians

Why is this happening? Research
suggests that negative stereotyping,
labeling, and paternalism are most
likely factors that contribute to the
high arrest rates and in determining
parole decisions of American Indi-
£78. These misperceptions are
most likely based on such factors

as cuitural differences, including lan-
guage, dress, and demeanor; over-
surveillance because of complexities

in jurisdiction; demographic factors;
and historical conflict with the United
States government.

The majority of Americans are not
aware that American Indian govern-
ments are seif-governing entities
similar to that of States. Instead,
they view American Indian govern-
ments as quaint and/or backward,
rural, loosely organized groups com-
pletely dependent on the Federal
government.

Perhaps the most detrimental of the
negative stereotypes is that of the
"drunken Indian." Although statistics
indicate that the majority of arrests
for the general U.S. population are
alcohol- or drug-related, studies on
American Indian criminality seems to
concentrate in this area. It may be
that the stereotype of American In-
dian alcoholism may cause closer
scrutiny by law enforcement person-
nel and consequently result in more
severe treatment throughout the
criminal justice system.

Language and cultural factors

Language is another identified prob-
lem area. Courts in States with
large Indian populations are begin-
ning to use interpreters In court pro-
ceedings. The Federal courts have
been using interpreters in their court
proceedings for years. However,
even with interpreters, it is not un-
common for American Indian first-
time offenders to plead guilty. A
Navajo court translator relates that
the majority of her clients feel that

if they plead guilty, "they will be
treated fairly and will be able to go
home." This may be because of the
differences between the tribal courts
and State and Federal court.

Although tribal courts tend to repli-
cate the Euroamerican court system

they are more humanistic and less
formal in structure and content.
Tribal members are usually ac-
quainted with members of tribal
court and are somewhat familiar with
its proceedings. Furthermore, in a
number of cases because of lan-
guage differences, mitigating or ex-
tenuating circumstances which could
have resulted in less severe treat-
ment, are not presented until after
the individual has been convicted
and sentenced. By then, it is usually
too late to prevent the person from
going to prison.

Currently, many State courts are be-
ginning to rely on translators to as-
sist in the court proceedings. How-
ever, language interpretation contin-
ues to be a problem, in the United
States, district courts which have
been utilizing translators for a num-
ber of years still do not allow enough
time for adequate translation. In ad-
dition, for a number of American In-
dian languages, such as Navajo, it is
difficult to transiate certain words
and concepts that are commonly
used in judicial proceedings. For ex-
ample, in the Navajo language n=zre
is no concept for the word "hyp.cinet-
ical." Yet this is a word frequently
used in the court proceedings.

Over-surveiliance and complexi-
ties in jurisdiction

Historical and structural relationships
that exist between American indian
Nations and the United States gov-
ernment are also important in ex-
plaining the harsh treatment of Indi-
ans. American Indians are unique
among ethnic groups in America be-
cause they are not only cultural enti-
ties but, more importantly, political
entities. American Indian govern-
ments have sovereign Nation status.
This is based on such factors as
sovereign status prior to the forma-
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tion of the U.S. Government and is
upheld by treaty obligations, interna-
tional law, and other iegally binding
agreemesnts.

Although the external sovereignty of
tribes has been limited by the U.S.
government (that is, the right to
make treaties with other countries),
much of the internal sovereignty of
tribes remains. Tribal sovereignty is
a fundamental concept iri under-
standing American Indian issues.

In regard to criminal justice, tribal
soveréignty adds to the various lev-
els of law to which American Indians
are subject including tribal law, Fed-
eral law, and State law. Jurisdiction
is determined by the type of the
crime, where the crime occurred,
and who was involved.

In 1990, United States census data
indicate that half of the population
who are identified as American In-
dian live off the reservation. Despite
this, the majority of American Indi-
ans who are enrolled members of
their respective tribes and reside off
reservation usually have close con-
nections to their reservation commu-
nity and oftentimes live both on and
off the reservation. On many reser-
vations the methods of resolving dis-
putes and crimes are based on tradi-
tional concepts of justice. Thus, fa-
miliarity with the reservation criminal
justice system does not translate
into familiarity with the local, State,
or Federal system.

Demographic factors are also impor-
tant considerations when interpreting
crime rates. The Indian population
is one of the youngest and poorest
in the U.S., with a high birth rate and
living primarily in rural areas. ltis
likely that a youthful population with
lower socioeconomic standing

contributes to discrimination within
the criminal justice system.

Policy and research implications

Now that | have attempted to pro-
vide a broad picture of American In-
dian criminality, | will turn to some
policy and research implications.

There are over 510 federally recog-
nized American Indian governments
in the U.S., including the approxi-
mately 200 Indian Nations in Alaska.
Although there are simiiarities
among the Indian Nations, they also
differ in a number of important areas
such as language, demographics,
economics, and land base. Because
of this variation, studies on American
Indian criminality in the future should
concentrate on the following areas:

e Tribal specific research should be
developed in coordination and coop-
eration with the tribe and shouid be
relevant to the tribe.

» Longitudinal research on American
Indian crime is needed.

* A paucity exists in research that
follows & particular tribe or region
throughout the various levels of
courts to which American Indians
are subject.

« Studies should be done that focus
on American Indian courts and tradi-
tional methods of dispute resolution.
Insightful research in this area could
provide new and innovative ideas
that could benefit the non-Indian
courts.

¢ Studies that focus on the relation-
ship between the historical conflict
that existed between the U.S. Gov-
ernment and contemporary indian
criminality is also lacking.

It is also important to note that there
are problems with existing data such
as —
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o Official statistics on American Indi-
ans do not provide an accurate pic-
ture. For example, the difference
between the 1970 and 1980 decen-
nial census indicates that some pe7-
ple have changed their racial identifi-
cation to American Indian. There-
fore, self-identified American Indians
may not in fact be Indians.

o Another data problem is applying
State data to Indian reservations. A
recent book that claimed to provide
information on crime and homicide
on Indian reservations relied heavily
on statistics from the State. As said
earlier, with the exception of a few
tribes, States do not have jurigdiction
on Indian reservations. Therefore,
the application of State data to In-
dian reservations more than likely
distorts the area of study and may
result in misleading conclusions.

In addition, the accuracy of data on
American Indians is difficult to deter-
mine because different law enforce-
ment agencies are involved. A uni-
versal standard data coliection sys-
tem should be set up as a coopera-
tive effort ameng the tribes, State,
and Federal Government.

Other policy implications that are not
directly related to research and data
but-are critical elements in alleviating
discrimination within the criminal jus-
tice system include —

¢ Advocating the employment

of American indian judges, attor-
neys, detectives and police at all lev-
els, tribal, State, and district courts,
» States in areas with large Ameri-
can Indian governments and popula-
tions should acknowiedge the
sovereignty of Indian governments
and foster a cooperative working
relationship with them.

« Employee orientation for criminal
justice officials should include a sec-
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tion on American Indian government
and culture.

in conclusion, education is probably
the most effective way to prevent
negative labeling and stereotyping.
Schools and mass media should
make a concerted effort to portray
Americang Indians as honestly and
accurately as possible. Needless to
say, the American Indians should
play a critical role in each of the
areas discussed and should be en-
couraged to go into the criminal jus-
tice field, not as inmates, but as
judges, attorneys, professors, re-
searchers, police, and administra-
tors.
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Race and the criminal justice system

By Stephen E. Rickman, Director, District of Columbia Office of Emergency Preparedness

Let me begin by noting the signifi-
cance of this session for the criminal
justice community. | thank the Jus-
tice Research and Statistics Associ-
ation and the Bureau of Justice
Statistics for sponsoring this ses-
sion.

This area of study has taken on a
greater significance in light of the
continuously growing disproportion-
ate representation of minorities in
the Nation's criminal justice system.
This is especially true for African-
American males whose proportion in
the nation's arrestee and incarcer-
ated populations is more than six
times their proportion in the general
population.

The raclal Influence

Furthermore, there is a growing
body of evidence that race is indeed
a significant factor in criminal justice
decisionmaking at all levels. The in-
fluence of race begins with the
police officer on the street in decid-
ing whether to arrest, what charges
to present; and continues with the
prosecutor in deciding what charges
to accept, bail recommendations,
and plea bargaining offers. Also,
judges and juries are influenced in
their determinations of guilt and sen-
tencing.

The fact that race is a factor in crimi-
nal justice decisionmaking should
not surprise anyone, given that race
still remains our most salient charac-
teristic in American culture. It often
plays a major role in determining
where we live and attend school and
church; whiom we date and marry;
and where we work. Race and
crime make headline stories across
the Nation, ranging from the more
celebrated trials of Rodney King and
Reginald Denny to the ever increas-

ing number of hate crimes reported
in the media.

Whether a direct result of institu-
tional bias, or social conditions pre-
disposing a given segment of the
population to be more likely to en-
gage in criminal acts that lead to ar-
rest and incarceration, or a combina-
tion of both, the fact remains that
African-American males (and other
minority male categories) are over-
represented in the Nation's criminal
justice system. Extraordinary nurn-
bers for this segment of our popula-
tion have been reported, such as —

¢ African-American males comprise
only 8% of the Nation's population,
but 46% of the prison population’;
and

s Nearly 25% of African-American
males between 20 and 29 years of
age are currently either incarcerated,
on probation, or on parole.®

Studying race-research issues

These compelling facts raise numer-
ous questions for criminal justice re-
searchers and challenge us to
devise the appropriate methodolo-
gies to answer such questions. In
that ligiit, there is a growing recogni-
tion that criminal justice researchers
must not limit the scope of their work
to examining justice system pro-
cesses, but must spend consider-
able time exploring the etiology of
crime. Related to etiology studies
would be a thorough review and
analysis of the linkages between
crime and social class, unemploy-
ment, social isolation and alienation,
family dynamics, child abuse, par-
enting approaches, or other factors.

Also, researchers have stressed the
importance of examining race and
the criminal justice system within a
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historical context. For example,
much has been written about the
effects of economic cycles of high
and low unemployment and crime,
as well as the impact of ethnic mi-
gration patterns. Most striking has
been the recent impact of the
Nation's "war on drugs" in the 1980's
on African-American incarceration
rates. The stepped up arrests of
drug users and sellers in urban
areas, coupled with the widespread
use of mandatory-minimum sen-
tences, has clearly disproportion-
ately affected African-American
males in a manner to cause their ar-
rest and incarceration rates to soar
over the last several years.

Another important consideration in
studying race relative to the criminal
justice system is how race and eth-
nic data are collected. Clearly, with-
out the enumeration of racial or eth-
nic categories when collecting justice
processing and outcome data, we
will never be able to validate institu-
tional biases that may adversely af-
fect racial or ethnic categories.
However, reporting data in racial or
ethnic categories may unwittingly
lead to inappropriate labeling and
the promotion of negative stereo-
types. For instance, most young
African-American males, despite
their over representation in the Na-
tion's criminal justice population, do
not engage in criminal behavior. As
a group they are often the subject of
harassment and numerous forms of
discrimination. These tendencies
are so strong in our society that a
"self-fulfilling prophecy" may be op-
erating which propels some of our
youth into criminal lifestyles.

As criminal justice researchers ex-
plore the relationship between race
and the criminal justice system, it
may be important to examine the
broader context of how social poli-
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cies and historical antecedents influ-
ence behavior. For example, re-
searchers may wish to examine how
housing policies, especially as it per-
tains to public housing, has affected
crime over the last several decades,
or the effects of certain welfare
practices on the etiology of criminal
behavior. Most importantly, re-
searchers must grapple with the
question of how a national policy
calling for further expansion of our
incarcerated population will affect
minority populations.

Conclusion

Let me close by emphasizing that
the topic of race and the criminal jus-
tice system will gain greater atten-
tion as the racial disproportions in
our nation's prisons further expand.
Such an outcome will require re-
search-driven explanations so that
surh an imbalance in our justice sys-
tem can be remediated. The inca-
pacitation on a long-term basis of a
significant portion of an ethnic group
population can have devastating
social consequences and produce a
financial burden for the Nation
at-large crippling our ability to finan-
cially compete in a world growing in
sopiastication.
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The incarceration debate: What are the facts?

By Barry Krisberg, Ph.D., President, National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD)

and Sonya Rudenstine

Measuring crime rates

During the past decade, imprison-
ment in the United States has in-
creased at an alarming rate. Be-
tween 1980 and 1990 the prison
population more than doubled, from
329,821 to 771,243. The incarcera-
tion rate per 100,000 adults in-
creased during the same time period
from 138 to 293.

Although many elected officials,
judges, and government criminal jus-
tice functionaries continue to insist
that this expansion in the prison pop-
ulation reduced crime, a more care-
ful examination of the data reveals
that crime rates have not declined
despite the massive buildup in prison
and jail populations. For example,
from 1960-1991 the Uniform Crime
Report (UCR) crime rate increased
by over 200 percent, property crime
by nearly 200 percent, and violent
crime by over 370 percent; this in-
crease occurred despite a 165% in-
crease in imprisonment rates.

The Bush Administration proclaimed
that crime rate increases were low-
est in the decade of the 1980's com-
pared to the 1960's because of their
"get tough" policies. However, a
more detailed year-by-year analysis
of Federal crime data shows that
while there may have been dips in
the rate, these were followed by ris-
ing crime in the face of significant in-
creases in the use of imprisonment.
From 1973 to 1991 — the time pe-
riod for which imprisonment, UCR,
and National Crime Victimization
Survey (NCVS) rates have been
recorded by the U.S. Department of
Justice — imprisonment rates more
than tripled from 98 to 310 per
100,000. Despite this trend, both
UCR property crime and violent
crime rates actually increased by
82% and 38%, respectively. Al-
though there was a decline in UCR
rates between 1980 and 1984, it was
immediai sly followed by a steady in-
crease.
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A decrease in both UCR and NCVS
crime rates has been used by im-
prisonment advocates to support the
premise that imprisonment reduces
crime. But beginning in 19885, the
UCR crime rate began to increase
even as the imprisonment rate
climbed higher. Only the NCVS
overall rates continued to decline
through 1991. Even using the
NCVS data, violent crime rates have
shown virtually no decrease. In fact,
since 1986, the NCVS violent crime
rate has increased 11% from 28.1 to
31.3 per 1,000 persons. Only prop-
erty theft and household burglary as
reported by the NCVS have shown
declines.

Explaining fluctuating crime rates

While one could claim that reduc-
tions in NCVS property crimes vali-
date the "prison warks" perspective,
there are other possible explanations
for the decrease in property crime
rates. First, shifting demographics
almost certainly played a role. Be-
cause most property crimes are
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committed by males between the
ages of 15 and 24, as the size of
that group in the population fluctu-
ates, one would expect similar fluc-
tuations in crime rates. Just as
crime rates grew throughout the
1960Q's and 70's, so too did the 15-24
age group. By the late 1970's, this
group as a percentage of the total
population began to decline and the
crime rate began to ebb by 1980.

In addition, changes in the nature of
American households must be ac-
counted for. Since 1973, household
size has declined, and population
has shifted from urban areas to sub-
urban locations, and from the North-
east and Midwest to the South and
the West.

The first two trends would presum-
ably cause a reduction in crime rate
estimates since smaller households
located in suburban areas are less
likely to experience crime. The third
trend, the relocation to the West
where crime rates are highest, would
increase the likelihood of households
being victimized. These factors un-
doubtedly play a role in the level of
crime rates. Such influences as im-
provements in crime reporting, an in-
crease in poverty, shifts in employ-
ment, and the urbanization of Amer-
ica also play a role in determining
the rate of crime.

Another reason to question the as-
sertion that an increase in incarcera-
tion is solely responsible for the drop
in property crime rates is the dra-
matic increase in drug trafficking that
began at the same time. It is very
possible that the decline in burglary
and theft reflected a change in crimi-
nal activity from those crimes to the
more lucrative drug trade.

Lastly, we must examine trends
within the criminal justice system be-

yond those pertaining solely to incar-
ceration: while impriscnment in-
creased, so did other less punitive
forms of correctional supervision
(probation, parole, and the use of
short-term jail sentences). We could
plausibly argue that any crime rate
reductions were related to a greater
use of probation and short jail terms
since these penalties are applied to
a far larger number of offenders than
is prison.

Effect of increased incarceration

To test the theory put forth by im-
prisonment advocates — that in
order to realize crime reduction a
State merely needs fo increase its
rate of incarceration — NCCD exam-
ined changes in crime rates from
1979 to 1989 and imprisonment
rates from 1977 to 1987 for all 50
States. We lagged the data in this
manner to account for the time it
would take for presumed effects of
incarceration to occur. Of the 40
States that increased their imprison-
ment rates, 23 experienced declines
in the crime rates, 11 failed to re-
duce their crime rates, and six
States actually reported increases in
crime rates. In four States, crime
declined even though imprisonment
rates remained unchanged. After
weighting the States according to
their population size in order to cor-
rect for any distortion, and taking
into account the number of State
prisoners held in local jails because
of Federal court orders, we showed
that less than 3% of the variance in
crime rates resulted from a doubling
of the imprisonment rate.

To further explore the thesis that an
increasing incarceration rate reduces
crime, NCCD conducted a case
study comparing crime and incarcer-
ation rates in Wisconsin and Min-
nesota. The two States were cho-

sen because of their geographic, his-
terical, and demographic similarities,
and very different punishment poli-
cies. From 1979 to 1990, Minneso-
ta's incarceration rate increased very
slowly from 51 per 100,000 to 72 per
100,000 because of the introduction
of sentencing guidelines designed

to curb incarceration.

Wisconsin, on the other hand, saw
its imprisonment rate more than dou-
ble from 1979 to 1990. If crime and
punishment rates are directly linked,
crime rates in the two States should
have taken very different courses.
However, this is not the case. In
1979, the year before the Minnesota
guidelines were initiated, total crime
rates in the two States were virtually
identical. In the 11 years that fol-
lowed, Minnesota reported signifi-
cantly lower rates twice and nearly
identical rates three times. In 1990,
despite an incarceration rate twice
that of Minnesota, Wisconsin's crime
rate was only 3% below Minnesota's.
Clearly, Wisconsin's extensive in-
crease in imprisonment did not pro-
duce the results desired to justify its
high investment.

Conclusion

Manipuiation and selective presenta-
tion of crime data can result in ap-
parently convincing arguments that
"getting tougher" will reduce crime
rates. A closer examination of the
evidence reveals a very different pic-
ture. If we are ever to reduce the
tragic toll of crime in society, we
must compare the measured bene-
fits of incarceration to less costly
and more productive crime preven-
tion strategies — especlally those
programs aimed at helping high risk
families and young people escape
the hopelessness that surrounds
their lives.
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The case for incarceration

By Joseph M. Bessette, Ph.D., Professor, Claremont McKenna College

A call for justice

Let me begin by saying | am not
here to make someone else's case
for incarceration. Although [ do
agree with some elements of what
others have argued, i have a per-
spective on this issue that, if not
unique, is perhaps not so common
among academics and criminal jus-
tice researchers — but a perspective
that'is, | believe, broadly consistent
with reasonable and responsible citi-
zen opinion in the United States
about crime and punishment. To put
it most simply, | want to argue that
justice demands incarceration, and
probably lots more of it than we now
have in this country — or, to be
more precise, lots more while our
crime rate, particularly our violent
crime rate, remains so high. The
very term, criminal justice, calls our
attention to the justice issue — un-
like, say, policy fields like transporta-
tion, agriculture, international trade,
or even something like health policy.

My own views on crime and punish-
ment derive from three sources: (1)
normal citizen perspective, (2) over
three years in the early 1980's in a
big city prosecutor's office
(Chicago); and, following that, (3)
over five years at the Bureau of Jus-
tice Statistics viewing the crime and
punishment problem through the
lens of national statistics on crime,
arrests, prosecutions, prison popula-
tions, recidivism, and expenditures.

| should point out that my academic
training in political science preceding
my work on the crime issue, did not
include training in criminai justice
and criminology. So although | didn't
know a lot about the literature, the
research, and the data about crime
and justice when | entered the Cook
County State's Attorney's Office in
Chicago in 1981, the compensating
advantage was that | was not en-

cumbered by a lot of theories and ar-
guments that others had advanced.
Conseguently, | had a fresh per-
spective on the issue as | dealt with
the great debates about parole,
about early release of inmates from
the lllinols prison system, and about
juvenile justice that were the focus of
s0 much attention in lilinois in the
early 1980's.

The normal citizen perspective

Let me start, then, with what | will
call the normal citizen perspective
on crime and punishment. Person-
ally, | have never been the victim

of a violent crime, but | have suf-
fered the usual assortment of prop-
erty crimes: a car stolen and never
returned; car windows smashed in
twice in the past 2 years; a car bat-
tery stolen from an unlocked hood. |
have never been burglarized, though
my next door neighbor was last year.
And although | have not been a vic-
tim of violent crime myself, three of
my brothers were when we grew up
together back in a relatively safe
suburb of Boston: two were jumped
and roughed up by groups of
teenage thugs and another was
smashed in the face with a two-by-
four, causing significant, though not
permanent, injuries. In addition,
three friends were violent crime vic-
tims when we were graduate stu-
dents together in the 1970's at the
University of Chicago. One was
robbed at knife point walking back
from dinner; one was surprised one
evening to find some guy climbing

in a window of his first-floor apart-
ment; and one was forced to the
ground and robbed while two as-
sailants put a gun to his wife's head.
Fortunately, none of these friends
was hurt physically, though all were
certainly traumatized to varying de-
grees. Finally, just last year my
13-year old son was thrown from his
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bike by two much larger teenage
boys who then rode it away. Fortu-
nately, also, my son was not hurt.

! suppose my experience is not so
out-of-line from that of many Ameri-
cans: a victim of various property
crimes with friends or relatives who
have suffered much more serious
violent crimes. And | count myself
fortunate: never beaten up, never
robbed. Of course, each year mil-
lions of Americans suffer more at the
hands of criminals than | have in my
litetime to date.

Crime in the United States, 1991

Number of crimes

NCS UCR
Murder - 24,700
Rape 173,000 106,590
Robbery 1,145,000 687,730
Aggravated
assault 1,609,000 1,092,740
Simple
assault 3,497,000 -
Tctal
viclent 6,424,000 1,911,760
Burglary 5,138,000 3,157,200
Theft 21,057,000 8,142,200
Auto theft 2,112,000 1,661,700
Total
property 28,307,000 12,961,100
Total 34,731,000 14,872,860

Sources: . BJS National Crime Survey (NCS)
and FBI Uniform Crime Reports (UCR)

Each year in this country more than
a million are robbed, five million as-
saulted, and five million are burglar-
ized.

Of course, these are just one-year
figures. If we use these to estimate
the lifetime likelihood of crime victim-
ization in the U.S., we find the fol-
lowing:
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Given the victimization rates that
prevailed in the late 1970's and early
1980's, we can expect that over their
lifetime;

¢ 83% of American residents will be-
come violent crime victims — 25%
three or more times;

» 30% will be robbed;

» 74% will be assaulted — 39% at
least twice;

» 40% will be injured in-a robbery or
assault;

s nearly all will suffer a personal
theft: 87% three or more times.

Now what is the normal reaction

of American citizens to crime victim-
jzation of this sort? Perhaps some-
thing like this: "As citizens of a free
country we have a right to be secure
in our property, our homes, and our
persoris. Those who deny us the
enjoyment of these rights must be
held respensible for their actions. In
a word, they must be punished for
their crimes, with the punishment

in some rough proportion to the na-
ture of the transgression.” Such
punishment, | would maintain {and |
think most Americans would agree),
reaffirms the community's commit-
ment to civil order — to the stan-
dards of decency upon which our
society is based — while it alsc ac-
knowledges and affirms the moral
character of the offender.

There is a body of philosophical re-
flection extending back at least to
Plato and Aristotle about the con-
nection between punishment and
justice. Obviously, there isn't time
here to review this philosophic argu-
ment at any length. Nonetheless, |
would lixe to quote a few passages
by C.S. Lewis that captures well the
point | am trying to make. This is
from an essay titled, "The Humani-
tarian Theory of Punishment":

The concept of Desert is the only
connecting link between punishment
and justice. lItis only as deserved

or undeserved that a sentence can
be just or unjust. | do not here con-
fend that the question "Is it de-
served?" is the only one we can rea-
sonably ask about a punishment. We
may very properly ask whether it is
likely to deter others and to reform
the criminal. But neither of these two
last questions Is a question about jus-
tice. There is no sense in talking
about a "just deterrent" or a "just
cure." We demand of a deterrent nct
whether it is just but whether it will
deter. We demand of a cure not
whether it is just but whether it suc-
ceeds. Thus when we cease to con-
sider what the criminal deserves and
consider only what will cure him or
deter others, we have tacitly removed
him from the sphere of justice alto-
gether; instead of a person, a subject
of rights, we now have a mere object,
a patient, a "case.”

This last point is very important: by
punishing transgressors we reaffirm
tr2ir moral autonomy and therefore
their human dignity.

How much punishment then? And
who should decide? Here, again,
C.S. Lewis is helpful:

On the old view [the traditional under-
standing of punishment as serving
Jjustice], the problem of fixing the right
sentence was a moral problem. . . .
[S]o long as we are thinking in terms
of Desert, the propriety of the penal
code, being a moral question, Is a
question on which every man has the
right to an opinion, not because he
follows this or that profession, but be-
cause he is simply a man, a rational
animal enfoying the Natural Light.

But all this is changed when we drop
the concept of Desert.

Since to punish involves a moral
judgment, there is something in our
common humanity — as well as in
our common citizenship in a free so-
ciety — that qualifies all of us to
make judgments about punishment.
How much punishment an offender

deserves — or, to put it another
way, how much punishment justice
demands -— is not something that a
criminalogist, or psychiatrist, or
economist calculating deterrencs ef-
fects is betier qualified to determine
than is the average citizen. Anditis
through our democratic and repre-
gentative institutions that the views
of average citizens are aggregated
and refined into public policies that
guide punishment decisions in the
millions of specific cases that move
through the criminal justice system
each year in this country. Or, |
should say, this is how it is sup-
posed to work.

Unfortunately, as | will try to demon-
strate with some specific examples
and data, there is currently in the
American criminal justice system an
enormous disjunction bstween rea-
sonable public opinion about appro-
priate levels of punishment for seri-
ous crime and the actual levels of
punishment meted out by our crimi-
nal justice institutions. And although
the average citizen in the United
States could not cite in detail the
kinds of data | will briefly review
here, there is unmistakably in this
country a deep sense that some-
thing is fundamentally wrong: that
the guilty too often escape their just
deserts, that the justice system is a
revolving door, that our governing in-
stitutions have failed to protect the
innocent.

Just how deep is the current dissat-
isfaction of Americans with their
criminal justice system? Each year
the Gallup Poll asks American resi-
dents whether they think the courts
in their area "deal too harshly, or not
harshly enough, with criminals." The
following table illustrates the results
for 1989:;
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Attitudes toward the courts’
treatment of criminals by
demographic characteristics,
United States, 1989

Question: "In general, do you think the
courts In your area deal too harshly, or
not harshly enough with criminals?

Not harshly

enough

National 83%
Sex
Malé 81
Female 85
Age
18 to 29 years 82
30 to 49 years 82
50 years and older 85
Region
East 86
Midwest 77
South 85
West 83
Race
White 84
Nonwhite 79
Education
College graduate 77
College incomplete 83
High school graduate 86
Less than high school &4
Politics
Republican 84
Democrat 80
independent 85
Income
$50,000 and over 82
$30,000 to $49,999 86
$15,000 to $29,999 84
Under $15,000 84
Place of residence
Large city 83
Suburb 89
Small city/town 80
Rural 83

Source: George Gallup, Jr., The Gallup
Report, Report No. 285 (Princeton, NJ: The
Gallup Poll, June 1989), p. 28.

These numbers reflect both an ex-
traordinarily high level of dissatisfac-
tion — 83% think the courts are not
harsh enough — and a remarkable
consistency of view across major so-
cial groups. There is, for example,
no gender gap on this issue and little
or no difference by age, race, in-
come, or place of residence. Non-
whites are nearly as dissatisfied with
the leniency of criminal courts as
whites, the poor as dissatisfied as
the wealthy, and the city resident as
those who live in small towns and
rural areas.

Punishment and the criminal
justice system

This gives the overall picture, but
every now and then some dramatic
example comes to the fore where
the disjunction between crime and
punishment is so great that it be-
comes a public issue, even a na-
tional issue. Consider the following
examples, several or all of which will
be familiar to you.

Lawrence Singleton. [n 1978 in
California, Singleton abducted,
raped, and cut off the forearms of a
15-year old girl, Mary Bell Vincent,
and left her to die in a ditch. He was
sentenced to 14 years in prison —
the maximum then aliowed under
California law. Singleton actually
served only eight years, because of
mandatory sentence reductions for
good behavior and work credits.

Charles David Rothenberg. In
March of 1983 in California, Rothen-
berg, seeking revenge against his
ex-wife, tried to burn his 6-year old
son, David, to desath. Rothenberg
had custacly of his son for a week's
vacation. David survived third de-
gree burng over 90% of his body, but
remains badly disfigured. Rothen-
berg served a total of six years for
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his crime and recently completed his
parole. According to California pa-
role authorities: "He's free to travel
anywhere he wishes to. He has
served his sentence in the eyes of
the law."

Ron Ebans and Michael Nitz, the
kiilers of Vincent Chan. In 1982 at a
Detroit area bar, Vincent Chan, a
Chinese-American, was celebrating
his impending wedding. Ebans and
his stepson Nitz, both unemployed
autoworkers, got into an argument
with Chan, thinking he was Japan-
ese and therefore partially to blame
for the problems in the American
auto industry. Later, outside the bar,
Nitz held Chan while Ebans beat him
to death with a baseball bat. Both
pled guilty to mansiaughter. Both
were sentenced to probation and a
$3,700 fine.

John Mack. In 1989 it was dis-
closed that John Mack, then a top
aide to Speaker of the House of
Representatives Jim Wright, had in
1973 brutally assaulted a 2C-year old
college student, Pamela Small, while
Mack was working at a discount im-
port store in Annandale, Virginia.
Small had come into the store just
before closing time. Mack lured her
into a storeroom; smashed her re-
peatedly in the head with a hammer,
knocking her unconscious; slashed
her in the breast, shoulder, and
throat with a steak knife; put the
bleeding body in Small's car; and
then went to the movies. Small sur-
vived and Mack pied guilty to mali-
cious wounding. He was sentenced
to 15 years in the Virginia State Pen-
itentiary, but ended up serving only 2
years and 3 months in the Fairfax
County Jail. After release he went
to work for Wright and rose to be-
come his right-hand man.
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Now | suppose we could debate the
punishments in each of these cases.
Perhaps there are some in this room
— or some small percentage of the
American people — who believe that
these offenders got what they de-
served. But insofar as we can infer
anything about public opinion from
the reaction to these cases, we can,
1 think, safely conclude that the vast
majority of Americans believe that
justice demands that criminals who
perpetrate the kinds of crimes de-
scribed here deserve — as a matter
of justice — much more punishment
than they in fact received.

The point here is that regardless of
the prospects for the rehabilitation of
the offenders — and John Mack, for
example, gave every indication of
being a law-abiding and responsible
citizen after he got out of Fairfax
County Jail — and regardiess of how
these sentences would serve pur-
poses of deterrence or incapacita-
tion, what mattered most in the pub-
lic reaction — and, i dare say, in the
reaction of the victims and their
loved ones — was that justice was
not done.

You may have noticed that just a
day or so ago this same issue arose
in the sentencing of the German
man who sank a knife into the back
of tennis star Monica Seles. The
German judge suspended his prison
sentence. Seles was stunned:
"What kind of message does this
send to the world?" she asked.

| have lots more examples | could
share with you, especially from
Chicago and illinois from the early
1980's, but in the interest of time 1
will go directly to national data on
American punitiveness.

Measuring punitiveness

This first graph gives some sense of
what | call "the big picture." Let me
caution that this is not a flow chart.
What you have here is a comparison
of crimes, arrests, and populations
under correctional supervision for a
single year.

With that as background, | would like
to briefly present data describing five
different measures of punitiveness;

» The likelihood that someone ar-
rested for a felony will end up sen-
tenced to State prison.

* The likelihood that someone con-
victed of a felony will be sentenced
to State prison.

» The criminal characteristics of
State prison inmates.

+ The amount of time that State
prison inmates actually serve for
their crimes.

» The proportion of the correctional
population that is actually incarcer-
ated versus the proportion that is
serving its sentence in the commu-
nity.

What are the data, then, on these
five measures of punitiveness?

Only 10% of those arrested for
felonies end up sentenced to a State
prison (usually for a year or more).
For violent felonies, the figure is only
12%. Another 40% or so will end up
sentenced to a local jail for a few
days, weeks, or months. Notice that
the lowest figure is for assault. Only
4% — one in 25 — of those arrested
for felony assault end up sentenced
to a State prison.

The big picture

NCS crimes, 1991

UCR Index Crimes, 1991

Non-Index

Arrests, 1991 .
Probation

Probation and parcle, 1990

0 5

L 1]
10 15 20
Millions

T ¥

25 30 35

Sources: Criminal Victimization in the United St.ates, 1991, NCJ-139563, FBI Uniform Crime Reports, 1991, September 1992;
Probation and Parole 1990, NCJ-133285, November 1931.
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Likelihood that someone arrested
for a felony will end up sentenced
to a State prison

Sentenced to
State prison

Most serious felony
arrest offense

Alt felonies 10%
Violent felonies 12
Homicide 49
Rape 21
Robbery 21
Assault 4
Property felonies 9
Burglary 15
Motor vehicle theft 7
Arson 14
Drug felonies 12
Public order facilities 5

Note: Data are from OBTS statistics
covering 584,450 felony arrestees in eight
mostly medium to large States, 1988,

What about those actually convicted
of felonies in State courts?

In 1990, about 830,000 persons
were convicted of felonies in State
courts in the United States; 29% of
these were sentenced to probation
without any jail time; 46% received &
sentence to State prison (usually for
a year or more); and 25% received a
sentence to a local jail (nearly al-
ways for less than a year). You can
see that among those who received
no incarceration were 20% of violent
offenders, including about one in
seven convicted rapists, and 23% of
those convicted of felony drug traf-
ficking.

This means that in 1980, 240,000
convicted felons in the United States
received no prison or jail time, in-
cluding 2,500 rapists, 4,700 robbers,
27,000 burglars, 38,000 drug traf-

Felony sentences Imposed by State courts, 1990

Most serlous

Felony convictions

Percent of felons sentences to
Incarceration

conviction offense Number Percent Probation Prison  Jalil Total
All offenses 829,344 100% 29% 46% 25% 71%
Violent offenses 147,766 17.8 20 59 21 80
Murder 10,895 1.3 5 91 4 95
Rape 18,024 2.2 14 67 19 86
Robbery 47,446 5.7 10 73 17 90
Aggravated assault 53,861 6.8 28 45 27 72
Other violent 17,540 2.1 33 42 25 67
Property offenses 280,748 33.9 34 44 22 66
Burglary 109,750 13.2 25 54 21 75
Larceny 113,094 13.6 35 40 25 65
Fraud 57,509 7.0 47 33 20 53
Drug offenses 274,613 33.1 28 43 29 72
Possession 106,253 i2.8 35 35 29 64
Trafficking 168,360 20.3 23 49 28 77
Weapons offenses 20,733 2.5 38 38 24 62
Other offenses 105,484 12.7 34 37 29 66

Source: "Felony Sentences In State Courts, 1990," BJS bulletin, March 1993, NCJ-14086,

Tables 1 and 2, page 2.

fickers, and 15,000 persons con-
victed of aggravated assault.

Criminal characteristics
of prisoners

What, then, do we know about the
criminal characteristics of those who
are serving time in State prisons
throughout the country?

in 1981 — the most recent year in
which State prison inmates were
surveyed — about 47% were then
serving time for a violent crime. The
crimes of murder, rape, and sexual
assault alone accounted for one in
five inmates. In addition, burglary
and drug trafficking accounted for
another one in four inmates.
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The table also shows the extremely
nigh rate of recidivism of prison in-
mates. About 80% have been con-
victed of a crime before and 60%
have been incarcerated before.
About 45% of prison inmates —
rearly half of the total — were on at
least their fourth conviction and 25%
were on at least their fouth incarcer-
ation,

Combining records of violence with
prior convictions, we see that 94% of
prison inmates in 1991 were either
convicted violent offenders or con-
victed recidivists. Half of the in-
mates (49%) were both convicted vi-
olent offenders and convicted recidi-
vists. A third (32%) were in prisor in
1991 for a violent crime and had a
previous conviction for a violent
crime.
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State prison inmates, 1991

Most serious current offense

Violent offenses 46.6%

Murder 10.6%
Negligent manslaughter  1.8%
Rape/sexual assault 9.4%
Robbery 14.8%
Assault 8.2%
Other violent 1.8%

Property offenses 24.8%
Burglary 12.4%
Larceny/theft 4.9%

Motor vehicle theft 2.2%
Other property 5.3%

Drug offenses 21.2%
Possession 7.6%
Trafficking 13.3%
Other/unspecified 0.5%

Public order offenses 6.9%
Weapons 1.8%

Other public order 5.1%

Other offenses 4%

Prior convictions**

Number of prior sentences

to Incarceration or probation
None 20%
1 19%
2 16%
3tos 26%
6tc 10 13%
11 or more 6%

Records of violence*
and recividism
Neither violent nor recldivist 6%

violent and/or recidivist 94%
Violent and recidivist 49%
(current and prior violent -- 32%)
Violent, not recldiviat 13%
Non-violent, recidivist  32%
Victims of violent inmates*
Number of vioient inmates 328,000
Number of persons victimized In
crimes leading to current
incarceration 610,000
Killed 112,000
Raped/secually
assaulted 90,000
Robbed 289,000
Assaulted 94,500
Other 14,500

Note: Data for violence include current or
prior convictions for a violent crime. Data for
recidivism include prior sentences to
probation or incarceratlon.

* Survey of State Prison Inmates, NCJ-
136949, p.4.

** Profile of State Prison inmates, 1986, BJS
Special Report, NCJ-109926, p.4.

Altogether, 328,000 State prison in-
mates had a record of violence.
These violent criminals had killed
112,000 people, raped or in some
other way sexually assaulted 90,000,
and robbed nearly 300,000,

Time served

This is a picture of the criminal histo-
ries of prison inmates. But how long
do they actually serve in prison for
their crimes?

The median time served for all in-
mates who left State prisons in 1990
was one year and one month: half
served this amount or less and half
served this z..,ount or more. For the
most serious crime, murder and non-
negligent manslaughter, median time
served was less than six years. And
for rape it was well under four years.
Even for drug trafficking, half served
a year and one month or less.

Correctional populations

Finally, we can compare how many
of those under some kind of criminal
sanction are serving their sentence
behind bars versus in the commu-
nity.

At the end of 1990 — the most re-
cent year with published data —
about 4.4 million persons were serv-
ing some kind of criminal sentence.
But of all these, only one-fourth
(26%) were in prison or jail. The
rest — 2.2 million — were living.in
the community while under probation
or parcle supervision.

Are these data, then, the mark of an
excessively punitive society? Would
justice be better served in the United
States and would public confidence
in our governing institutions be en-
hanced if we:

Time served for inmates leaving
State prison in 1930

Median time
served In prison®

All offenses 1yr, 1 mo.
Violent offenses
Murder and non-
negligent manslaughter 5 yrs. 10 mos.
Negligent
manslaughter 2yrs, 0 mos,
Rape 3 yrs. 7 mos.
Other sexual assault 2 yrs. 1 mo.
Robbery 2yrs. 6 mos,
Assault 1yr. 4 mos.
Property offenses
Burglary 1yr, 3 mos.
Larceny/theft 9 mos,
Motor vehicle theft 8 mos.
Drug offenses
Possission 8 mos.
Trafficking 1yr. 1 mo.
Weapons offenses 1yr. 1 mos

* Median refers to the middle value for all
those leaving prison: half served the median
number or less and half served the median
number or more.

» reduced the likelihood that some-
one arrested for a felony would end
up in State prison to less than one in
ten? Or of those arrested for a vio-
lent felony to less than one in eight?

» sentenced more than 240,000 con-
victed felons each year to probation,
including more of those convicted of
rape, robbery, burglary, drug traffick-
ing, and aggravated assault?

Correctional populations
End of year, 1990

Number % of Total

Not incarcerated 3,201,641 74%

Probation 2,670,234 61%

Parole 531,407 12%
Incarcerated 1,148,176 26%

Jail 403,019 9%

Prison 745,157 17%
Total 4,349,817

100%
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IS

« reduced the median time served
for murder and nonnegligent
manslaughter to fess than & years
and 10 months, or for rape to less
than 3 years and 7 months?

1. think not, and I also think that most
Americans would agree.

Conclusion

Within my discipline of political sci-
ence there has been a longstanding
debate — at least since the 1950's
— about the rationality of American
public opinion. The earlier view was
that the American people pay so lit-
tle attention to public affairs that
public opinion cannot really be a
useful guide to public officials as

to how to steer public policy. But the
other side of the argument, which
has gained greater currency in re-
cent years, is that on the whole the
American people respond quite ratio-
naily and reasonably to information
about public matters and do a pretty
good job in the aggregate of assess-
ing public policies and indicating
broad principles and desires for
guiding policymakers.

I am not here talking about the pas-
sions of the mob, or momentary
whims, or fluctuating opinions. | am
talking about a reasonable and
deeply felt view about our criminal
justice system that is based on thou-
sands of little bits of information
such as: personal experience as a
crime victim, the victimization of
loved ones, knowledge of crimes
perpetrated by recidivists within the
neighborhood or town, media reports
about ienient treatment of violent of-
fenders, and even occasionally
media coverage of national data on
crime and punishment.

Responding to such various snurces
of information, the American people
have come to believe that the crimi-
nal justice system (or systems) in
the United States is not now doing
justice. And this is a belief that — in
my view — is amply supported by
the kinds of data | have summarized
here.

So why should we care?

For a very simple but profound rea-
son: Because in a-democracy like
ours — which is founded on an im-
plicit social contract whereby each

of us gives up our natural right to
seek justice individually against
those who threaten us, our loved .
ones, and our community — such a
democracy will ultimately coliapse if
over a long enough period of time
good law-abiding people come to be-
lieve that their government cannot or
will not protect them from those who
show no respect for the lives, per-
sons, and propetty of others.
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Evaluation of a mandatory arrest statute

By William M. Holmes, Ph.D., Director, Statistical Analysis Center, Massachusetts Committee on Criminal Justice
and Sylvia A. Mignon, Ph.D., Assistant Professor, Criminal Justice Center, University of Massachusetts at Boston

The Statistical Analysis Center of
the Massachusetts Committee on
Criminal Justice evaluated the imple-
mentation and impact of introducing
a statute that mandates arrest of
those who violate court protection
orders in cases of domestic vio-
lence. Many questions have been
raised regarding the effect of chang-
ing State law from one that permits,
but does not require, arresting those
who violate protection orders. Gon-
cerns have been expressed on how
and to what extent the new policy
would be implemented. Whether a
mandatory policy would increase the
arrests of victims was also an issue.
This project describes the extent

of implementation of the statute in
police training, deparimental policies
and procedures, and responses

of the officers to calls for service for
these cases. It examines the circum-

stances in which offenders are ar-
rested and those in which victims
are arrested as well. The study was
funded by the U.S. Bureau of Justice
Statistics.

A pre post-test design was used to
examine changes in departmental
procedures and officer responses.

A probability sample of departments
was selected, stratified by population
size of the community. The popula-
tion groups were under 20,000,
20,000 to 50,000, and over 50,300.
Because of their scarcity, no cities
over 100,000 population wiie se-
lected by this procedure. It would be
useful for the research to be repli-
cated in a sample of large, urban
areas. Data were available on police
responses to domestic disturbance
calls for a probability sampie of
seven departments as a result of an

earlier study. Twenty-seven towns
were selected to provide post-test
data, including all seven of the towns
providing pre-test data. Of those se-
lected for post-test data collection,
only one refused to cooperate.
Those that participated had officers
fill out a domestic disturbance irici-
dent form each time an officer re-
sponded 1o a domestic disturbance
or some other call that was cleared
as a domestic disturbance or as do-
mestic violence. Folice chiefs or a
designated supervisor checked that
the forms were filled out by the offi-
cers for such calls. The pre-test
data were collected in 1987. The
post-test data were collected in 1991
and 1992. This procedure produced
information on 861 incidents in the
post-test period.
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Requirements of the statute have
been extensively implemented.
Training curricula for officers and de-
partmental policies and procedures
have been revised in all departments
in the study, as well as in the State
Criminal Justice Training Council.
Officers are dramatically more likely
to arrest violators of court protection
orders. Arrest for such violators in-
creased from 25 to 60 percent. The
40 percent of violators who were not
arrested were mainly individuals who
fled the scene prior to officers' ar-
rival. In some cases it was not clear
why an offender was not arrested,
but qualitative interviews suggested
this may have been the resuit of un-
certainty over the applicability of the
terms of the court order to a specific
situation or confusion as te who initi-
ated the contact. Dual arrest of the
offender and victim did not increase
as a result of the legal change. Ex-
tensive prior training of officers to
avoid arresting the victim is credited
as the reason for this. Follow-up
analysis will examine the effect of ar-
rest on recidivism.

Several conclusions are apparent. It
is possible to achieve a dramatic
change in policing behavior in do-
mestic violence cases when there is
exiensive planning of the implemen-
tation and training provided the offi-
cers. Further work needs to be done
on why officers were unable to arrest
some of those for whom the law
mandated this action. Subsequent
analysis will examine the effect of
these arrests on recidivism and re-
taliation for arrest.
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A study of convicted sex offenders: Issues in measurement

By Tammy Meredith Poulos, Ph.D., Senior Research Analyst, Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services

The word rape often evokes a vision
of a woman attacked by a stranger
lurking in the dark. This first com-
prehensive examination of convicted
felony sex offenders in Virginia dis-
pels many such traditional general-
izations. While brutal rapes between
strangers occur, the majority of sex
crimes are perpetrated against chil-
dren in their own home by people
they know and love. However, this
examination reveals only a small
snapshot of the true prevalence and
dynamics of sexual assault.

National surveys indicate that only 1
in 6 rapes is ever reported to the po-
lice. While Virginia collects detailed
information on convicted felony sex
offenders, we know little about of-
fenders who never reach this late
stage of official processing.

The findings are the result of an
analysis of 3,689 offenders con-
victed of felony-level sexual assauits
in Virginia between 1986 and 1990.
The data is extracted from Virginia's
Pre/Post-Sentence Investigation
(PS]) Database, which contains ex-
tensive automated information from
the pre- or post-sentence investiga-
tion reports completed by probation
officers. An additional data collec-
tion was undertaken on a stratified
random sample of 1,149 offenders to
collect more detailed information
from PSI narratives on the sex
crime, where and when it occurred,
and the relationship between the vic-
tim and offender. Data collection in-
volved a collaborative effort between
the Virginia Department of Criminal
Justice Services, the Department of
Corrections, and local probation and
parole officers in the field.

The analysis offers policymakers a
first look at the type of offenders
convicted of felony-level sex crimes,
who they victimize, and how victim-

offender relationships influence the
sentencing behavior of judges and
juries. The results indicate that the
dynamics of the victim-offender rela-
tionship in sexual crimes shapes the
sentencing behavior of both judges
and juries. Convicted offenders who
victimize a family member, and par-
ticularly a child, tend to receive less
severe sentences than offenders
who assault adult strangers.

However, a number of measurement
problems make interpretation of the
findings difficult. First, the informa-
tion is collected only on convicted
offenders. There is no comparable
information on offenders filtered out
of the system prior to conviction.
Generalizations to all sex offenders
are, therefore, impossible. Second,
details of the crime and the victim-
offender relationship were drawn
from narratives written by probation
officers when preparing the pre-
sentence report. These narratives
giffer dramatically in detail according
to officer. Finally, there are a num-
ber of influences on sentencing be-
havior that could not be adequately
measured in this study, such as the
extent of the physical and emotional
injury suffered by the victim. These
and other unmeasured influences on
sentencing behavior may explain the
sentencing differences attributed to
victim-offender dynamics.

For more information on the
study, contact:

Dr. Tammy Meredith Poulos

Project Director

Department of Criminal Justice
Services

805 E. Broad Street

Richmond, Virginia

{804) 225-4395,
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The Bureau of Justice Statistics NEISS Intentional Injury Study

By Michael Rand, Survey Statistician, Bureau of Justice Statistics,
U.S. Department of Justice

The Bureau of Justice Statistics
(BJS) has embarked on a new pro-
ject to produce estimates of domes-
tic and other forms of violence that
require treatment in hospital emer-
gency departments. For this project,
BJS has obtained funding from the
U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services' Administration for
Chiidren and Families.

Several programs are currently con-
ducted that measure the extent,
prevalence, characteristics, and con-
sequences of violent crime. Existing
national estimates of some forms

of violence, such as domestic vio-
lence, vary greatly. To a great de-
gree, estimates of domestic violence
vary because of differences in the
methodologies used to collect the
data and because of a lack of agree-
ment on the specific behaviors de-
fined by the term "domestic vio-
lence." In addition, many victims

of docmestic violence and sexual as-
sault, including victims of serious

or long-term abuse, too frequently
are unable or unwilling to report such
abuse to authorities or to programs
that measure these victimizations.

BJS currently has one program, the
National Crime Victimization Survey
(NCVS), that examines domestic
violence. The NCVS estimated that
about 419,000 domestic violence
victimizations occurred in 1991.
This estimate, while an important
indicator of domestic violence, has
some limitations. It reflects only
those victimizations that victims
thought of as crimes and were will-
ing and able to report to survey inter-
viewers. Moreover, because the
NCVS measures crimes against
people age 12 and older, the NCVS
is not a useful source of data on
child abuse.

In order to improve estimates of
some serious forms of violence, in-
cluding domestic violence and sex-
ual assault, as well as to provide a
benchmark for NCVS estimates,
BJS has, since the mid 1980's, ex-
amined alternative sources of data
to measure these difficult to mea-
sure crimes.

The idea of conducting a new data
coltection effort was rejected as too
expensive given available resources.
After examining different ongoing
programs, BJS contracted with the
Consumer Product Safety Commis-
sion (CPSC) to test the feasibility of
using CPSC's National Electronic In-
jury Surveillance System (NEISS) to
obtain information on intentional in-
juries, especially injuries related to
violence or abuse within households,
that require emergency department
care.

The NEISS program

CPSC contracts with a national sam-
ple of hospitals to coliect emergency
department injury data for its Na-
tional Electronic Injury Surveillance
System. Currently 91 hospitals par-
ticipate in the NEISS program. This
sample was constructed to be repre-
sentative of all hospitals in the
United States that have emergency
departments (ED's). CPSC uses the
NEISS program to identify and mea-
sure the magnitude of the injury
problems associated with consumer
products and treated in hospital
emergency departments in the U.S.
and its territories.

Each hospital in the NEISS program
provides information about all in-
juries related to consumer products
and treated in the emergency de-
partments. Information gathered in-
cludes the date of treatment; the age
and sex of the injured person; the
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nature of the injury, the body part af-
fected; the disposition of the case
(whether treated and released, hos-
pitalized, and so forth); the accident
locale; fire/motor vehicle involve-
ment if stated in ED record; products
associated with the injury, if stated in
the ED record; and a narrative de-
scription of the circumstances of the
injury as stated in the emergency
department record (chain of events,
agent of injury, and so on.)

NEISS data collection is conducted
at each hospital in the sample by a
coder either employed by the hospi-
tal or contracted by the CPSC. The
coder examines every emergency
department record daily, identifying
cases involving consumer product
related injuries, and abstracts infor-
mation on a number of variabies for
pertinent cases. Because the coder
examines every emergency depart-
ment record, the NEISS has great
potential for studies examining vari-
ous aspects of injury characteristics,
causes and consequences. Since
1978, several Federal agencies have
found it useful to share tha NEISS,
gither expanding the scope of in-
juries, or by adding additional vari-
ables to be collected. Agencies
which have utilized, or are currently
utilizing the NEISS program to col-
lect injury related data are the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, the
National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration, the Food and Drug
Administration, the National Institute
for Occupational Safety and Health,
and the Centers for Disease Control.

Intentional injury pretests

BJS and CPSC collaborated on two
pilot studies to test the collection of
intentional injury data through
NEISS. '+ ,986, CPSC expanded
the NEISS for a 2-week period to in-
clude "incidents of violence, includ-
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ing child abuse, which are identified
by the hospital staff in NEISS hospi-
tal emergency department treat-
ments" among a convenience sam-
ple of eight NEISS hospitals. In
1989, CPSC conducted another pilot
study for BJS by expanding the
MEISS for a one-month period in 33
NEISS hospitals to collect data on
intentional injuries, with a special
emphasis on family violence.

The table below displays the number
and nature of the injury cases
treated by the NEISS hospitals dur-
ing the 1989 pretest:

Injuries treated Number Percent
Total 9,327 100%
Intentional 1,253 13
Possibly intentional 237 3
NA, Type of injury 57 1

The two pretests demonstrated that
the NEISS has the potential to pro-
vide a measure of intentional injuries
requiring emergency department
care {that is serious injury) in a
fimely manner, on an ongoing basis,
and in a cost-effective manner.

The Intentional Injury Study

The current project builds on the ex-
perience gained in the two previous
pilot studies. Data collection for the
Intentional Injury Study began on
October 1, 1993 at a one-third sub-
sample (31) of the current NEISS
hospital sample. Hospitals were se-
lected with known probability from
the stratified NEISS sample of hos-
pitals in order to enable calculation
of national estimates.

As in the two pretests for the Inten-
tional Injury Study, CPSC will modify
its data collection procedures to col-
lect data for all incidents in which the
injury was intentionally inflicted or
where it is questionable whether the

injury was intentionally inflicted. In-
juries will be classified as follows:

1 - intentional injury

2 - possible or suggestive of inten-
tional injury

3 = non-intentional injury

0 - insufficient information to deter-
mine whether injury was intentionally
inflicted.

Intentional injuries are those in which
the patient or some knowledgeable
person (for instance, a relative or po-
lice officer) reports that the injury
was caused deliberately by another
person. Examples of intentional in-
juries are those resuiting from as-
saults, fights, family violence or
abuse, or sexual assault or rape.

Possibly intentional or suggestive
of intentional injuries are those in
which the cause of the injury pro-
vided does not account for or is in-
consistent with the injury sustained.
An example would be a patient being
treated for an eye injury who says
she sustained the injury in a fall
down the stairs. This category in-
cludes suspected family violence
and sexual assault.

For all cases reported as intentional
injury or possible intentional injury,
the emergency department (ED)
record will be reviewed for the fol-
lowing additional information:

¢ marital status of victim

= race of victim

« information on the perpetrator
(identification of perpetrator: self,
spouse, parent, child, friend,
stranger; and perpetrator's age and
sex.)

» whether a weapon was used to
inflict the injury together with a
description of the weapon

» alcohol and/or drug involvement
by anyone involved in the incident.

BJS expects that the NEISS Inten-
tional Injury Study will provide an-
nual estimates of intentional injuries,
including those related to domestic
violence, requiring hospital emer-
gency care and provide data to
examine ihe characteristics of the
victims and events of the violent
episodes measured by the study.

For information about the NEISS
Intentional Injury Study contact:

Michae! Rand

U.S. Department of Justice
Bureau. of Justice Statistics
633 Indiana Ave. NW
Washington, D.C. 20531
(202) 616-3494
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Domestic violence reporting in Connecticut:
Poiicy implications and alternative strategies

By Dolly Reed, SAC Director, Office of Policy and Management, Corinecticut

New legislation enacted in 1986
made arrest mandatory for family vi-
olence cases and made substantial
changes to the way the criminal jus-
tice system handled those cases. It
also created a new reporting pro-
gram handled by the Crimes Analy-
sis section of the Department of
Public Safety, the same unit which
handles the UCR reporting program.
Data is available for the fuil calendar
years 1987 through 1992 and centin-
ues to be collected. It is anticipated
that the NIBRS reporting program
will incorporate most elements and
replace this program as a separate
reporting program.

A reporting form is filled out by a law
enforcement officer when a family
violence arrest is made (must meet
definition of family member and be
an offense which involves violence
or the immediate threat of violence).
A copy is sent to the State reporting
program &nd a copy to the prosecu-
tor. Besides basic demographic
data, the information reported in-
cludes victim-offender relationship,
presence or involvement of children,
date and time of offense, most seri-
ous offense committed, injury and
weapon information, involvement of
liguor or drugs, and whether or not
there was a prior protective or re-
straining order.

Other data which have been col-
lected for the same 6-year period
include data collected on services
provided through the Family Vio-
lence Victim Advocate program.
Summary court disposition data are
available for a 5-year period ending
in 1991,

Since data on the identification and
handling of family violence cases
prior to the 1986 legislation were
practically nonexistent, the data that
were created through the Family

Violence Reporting program was a
great asset to all three branches of
government in assessing and ana-
lyzing the problem of family viclence
in Connecticut.

Since those data were collected and
reported by police, they were seen
as more objective, particularly by the
criminal justice community, than
data collected by advocacy and ser-
vice groups. These data have been
used extensively, particularly for
such things as:

o [aw enforcement, prosecutors and
judges training, particularly in defin-
ing the scope of the problem

e clarification and refinements to the
law, particularly a-1991 statute which
made the violation of a protective
order a new criminal offense and
clarified the protective order as a
condition of release subject to
revocation upon viclation

¢ successful lobbying to increase
funding to support expanded ser-
vices to victims and treatment pro-
grams for offenders — for example,
funding for the Family Violence Vic-
tim Advocate program increased
from $250,000 in FY87 to $793,000
in FY94

e successfully shifting Federal
Health and Human Services funding
administered through the Connecti-
cut State Department of Health to
address family violence

o creation of new programs designed
to meet the needs identified by exist-
ing data.

Three new programs currently in de-
velopment, all offered through the
Judicial Branch are:
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» the Criminal Sanctions for Family
Violence Offenders project, & joint
project with the Statistical Analysis
Center. This project will focus on
three areas:

1. the development of specific fam-
ily violence screening and assess-
ment tools;

2. the design of education and treat-
ment modules to enhance existing
alternative sanctions, and;

3. the design and testing of an eval-
uation instrument to measure the im-
pact of the program on offenders, on
victim involvement with the court,
and on court personnel.

s A new 12-week offender education
program will be added to comple-
ment the present 6-week program.
Candidates for this program gener-
ally have the presence of an aggra-
vating factor in their use of violence
such as a longer history of violence,
more serious violence, violence
resulting in injury, the use of a
weapon, stalking, children present,
or have already participated in the 6~
week program for first time offend-
ers. A cognitive-developmental
framework developed by the Univer-
sity of Connecticut, School of Family
Studies, will integrate and standard-
ize the treatment. This program will
be evaluated and compared with the
6-week przJram.

¢ A new group program designed for
children who witnessed family vio-
lence is in the developmental stages
and will be implemented in three
sites in early 1994,
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Definitions

Arrest Incident: An occurrence of
family violence in which at least one
arrest has been made. One arrest
incident is counted for each Family
Violence Offense Report submitted
regardless of the number of parties
involved.

Breach of peace and disorderly
conduct: Crimes of threatening ha-
rassment and reckless endanger-
ment may be reported under either
breach of peace or disorderly con-
duct.

Both (all) people arrested: Anin-
dividual is assigned the status of
"Both" when invoived in a family vio-
lence incident in which all parties
were arrested. Each participant who
has been coded as "Both" has com-
mitted an offense involving family
violence, and therefore cannot be
considered a "pure" victim. How-
ever, an individual classified as
"Both" cannot be classified as a
"pure" offender either, since he or
she has also been the target of a vi-
olent domestic crime. Note that
these incidents frequently involve
more than two people.

Family or household members:
Spouses, former spouses, parents
and their children, persons 18 years
of age or older related by blood or
marriage, persons 16 years of age
or older who are presently residing
together or resided together in the
past, and persons who share a child
in common regardless of their mari-
tal status or living arrangement.

Family violence: An incident resuit-
ing in physical harm, bodily injury or
assault, or an act of threatened vio-
lence that causes fear of imminent
physical harm, bodily injury or as-
sault between or among family or

household members. Verbai abuse
or argument alone doe:. not consti-
tute family violence. Nor are acts

of parents or guardians in disciplin-
ing their minor children classified as
family violence unless such acts
constitute abuse. In order for an
offense to be classified as family vio-
lence, there must be present danger,
the likelihood that physical violence
will occur and the relationship
between the parties conforms to the
definition of "Family or Household
Members."

Family violence crime: A crime as
defined in section 53a-24 of the
Connecticut General Statutes which
contains an element or act of vio-
lence directed at a family or house-
hold member.

Hierarchy of offense: Although
multiple offenses are frequently re-
ported, particularly for multiple arrest
incidents, only one offense code is
accepted into the computer system.
When there are multiple offenses,
the offense code highest in the fol-
lowing list is accepted: homicide;
assault; kidnapping; sexual assault;
criminal mischief; risk of injury to a
minor; breach of peace; disorderly
conduct; and other,

Injury: A serious injury is a physical
injury which creates a substantial
risk of death; or which causes seri-
ous disfigurement; serious impair-
ment of health or serious loss or im-
pairment of the function of any bodily
organ. A minor injury means impair-
ment of physical condition or pain.
Non-physical injuries include threats
and attempts to cause harm.

Live-in: Persons presently residing
together or who have resided to-
gether in the past; and persons who
share a child in common.

"Other" crime: Offenses included
under the classification of "Other" in-
clude all family violence crimes not
covered by the offense types listed.
"Other" crimes include, but are not
limited to: robbery, burglary, arson,
and criminal trespass.
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Canada’s national survey on violence against women: Approach and methodology

By Karen Rodgers, Senior Analyst, Canadian Centre for Justice Statistics

Canada has recently completed the
first national population survey on vi-
olence against women. Funded by
Health and Welfare Canada, under
the federal government's Family Vio-
lence Initiative, this survey was de-
signed to measure the nature and
extent of violence experienced by
women from the age of 16. Be-
tween February 1993 and June
1993, we listened to approximately
12,300 wnmen talk about their fear
of victimization, measures they use
to increase their personal safety,
sexudl harassment, and experiences
they may have had with sexual as-
sault and physical assault at the
hands of strangers, dates and
boyfriends, intimate partners, and
other men they know.

The survey design has come out

of the tradition of victimization sur-
veys. There has long been a recog-
nition that victimization surveys,
while proficient at measuring prop-
erty offenses and people's percep-
tions of crime, have not been de-
signed to measure the more sensi-
tive kinds of victimizations to which
women are particularly vulnerable,
such as sexual assault and assault
by an intimate partner. In attempting
to measure a wide variety of issues,
traditional victimization surveys have
not included the sensitive lead-in or
question wording that is necessary
to elicit the trust of the respondent
to disclose these very personal ex-
petiences.

The survey began as an exploration
of wife assault and was soon ex-
panded to include all forms of vio-
lence against women, in recognition
of the links between women's experi-
ences of violence in the public and
private spheres. Wife assault is only
one part of a problem that is mani-
fest in the daily lives of women. To
address only wife assault is to ignore

the social context in which women
routinely feel threatened by male
violence. There is a need to make
the very real connections between
the violence women experience at
the hands of their intimate partners;
violerice by men they know and
trust, such as a doctor, a work col-
league or a relative; and men they
fear as strangers. This survey at-
tempts to examine the continuum of
violence.

Accurate measurement of social
issues is essential to the develop-
ment of sound social policy. Mea-
surements of violence for the na-
tional survey on violence against
wamen have been carefully de-
signed to be consistent with Criminal
Code definitions of physical and sex-
ual assauit. However, this survey
goes beyond legal definitions to bat-
ter understand violence against
women in the broadest social con-
text of fear; sexual harassment;
physical and sexual assault by
strangers, dates and boyfriends,
marital partners, relatives, or other
known men. iieasures of power,
control, and emotional abuse within
marital relationships situate violence
by intimate partners within a context
of power and control.

Instrumental to the development

of the violence against women sur-
vey were the extensive consultations
with a wide variety of individuals,
groups, and organizations, including
victims/survivors of violence and
their advocates, academics, the
police community, and Federal and
provincial government representa-
tives. Throughout these consulta-
tions, a number of issues were
caused which guided the develop-
ment of the survey. The issues that
raised the most concern were those
related to the potential of raising
trauma by asking respondents to
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disclose very personal and difficult
experiences, the safety of respon-
dents who may be currently living
with a violent partner, the potential
for biased results if in fact many
women refuse to discuss their expe-
riences, and the need for carefully
selected and trained interviewers.

The survey design takes account

of these and other concerns. Care-
ful attention was given to the devel-
opment of concepts and question
wording that is sensitive, reflective
of women's experiences, and that
encourages disclosures of abuse,
Question wording was tested in
focus groups of women, inciuding
those whao identified themselves as
victims of violence (women in transi-
tion houses and survivors of sexual
assauit).

The approach used for the survey
was also guided by front-line service

" providers and victims/survivors of vi-

olence. The key message that
guided the approach was to put the
safety of respondents first. A toll-
free number was provided to respon-
dents in case they were cut off or
had to hang up. This allowed
women the opportunity to break an
interview off and call back at a time
and a place convenient to them.
This option was exercised by many
women during the pre-tests and the
survey. . A number of women called
following the interview, or broke off
during the interview, to verify the
legitimacy and confidentiaiity of the
survey or to discuss issues that may
have been raised for them person-
ally.

The survey used the Random Digit
Dialing approach to selecting house-
holds; a respondent was randomly
selected from among the eligible
persons in the household — women
18 years or older. The lower age
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was established at 18 because of a
concern about interviewing younger
teens about thrse sensitive issues
without parental consent. However,
experiences were captured for
women age 16 or older because of a
young woman's high risk of dating
violence.

Currently we are analyzing the data
and preparing for a public data
release in late November 1993.

For more information, contact:

Karen Rodgers

Senior Analyst

Canadian Centre for Justice
Statistics

(613) 951-2065
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Characteristics of research capacity in State statistical analysis centers: Implications
for building criminal justice research and analytic capabilities in State government

By Michael J. Sabath, Ph.D., Associate Professor, San Diego State University

Despite continued interest in en-
hancing States' capacities to con-
duct research and analysis that sup-
port criminal justice policymaking, lit-
tle is known about the characteristics
of effective justice research organi-
zations in State government. Such
information is needed by Federal
and State agencies seeking to es-
tablish more productive relationships
between the research and criminal
justice communities. This research
examines organizational and other
characteristics of State Statistical
Analysis Centers (SAC's) in relation
to their capacity to undertake various
types of criminal justice research
and analytic activities. Among other
things, it investigates the relationship
between SAC research capacity and
(1) financial resources, (2) the avail-
ability of other criminal justice re-
search units in States, (3) SAC col-
laboration with other research units,
(4) the use of external consultants

and university faculty, (5) mecha-
nisms for disseminating research re-
sults, and (6) the perceived impact
of SAC research products on their
intended audiences. The research
also examines SAC Directors' opin-
jons about what wouid improve the
capacity of their centers to conduct
criminal justice policy research and
analysis.

The research is based on data gath-
ered from SAC directors through a
mail survey conducted by the Justice
Research and Statistics Association
(JRSA) in the winter of 1992-93.
JRSA surveys the SAC's periodically
to keep abreast of changes in the
organization and operation of SAC's
throughout the country. For this par-
ticular survey, JRSA expanded the
number of questionnaire items it typ-
ically includes, giving greater atten-
tion to the methodological and re-
search activities of SAC's, as well as
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to the ways SAC's disseminate the
results of their work. The idea was
that the additional information would
contribute to a more complete un-
derstanding of the research culture
in which SAC's operate and also aid
in formulating recommendations for
increasing State government crimi-
nal justice research capacity.

The project was inspired by the third
annua! Conference on Evaluating
Drug Control Initiatives held in
Washington, D.C., during the sum-
mer of 1992. The sponsors of the
conference, the National Institute

of Justice (NIJ) and the Bureau of
Justice Assistance (BJA), presented
several ideas for enhancing State
capacities to conduct evaluation
research. As the organization of the
principal State agencies involved in
criminal justice research and infor-
mation dissemination, JRSA thought
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an examination of SAC research ca-
pacities and activities was tirnely.

Data and methods

In November 1992, JRSA sent
survey questionnaires to alt SAC's.
Ferty-eight SAC directors (91%)
responded.

While numerous guestionnaire items
were included in the survey related
to the research capacity and produc-
tivity of SAC's, the principal measure
of research and analytic capacity
consisted of a battery of seven items
that focused on SAC experience
with a range of policy research
methods, techniques, and activities.
SAC directors were asked to think
back over the past two years and
indicate whether each of the seven
sets of methods and activities repre-
sented major or minor activities in
their center, or whether their center
had no experience with the area

at all. The seven areas included:

(1) developing or maintaining justice
information systems, (2) collecting,
compiling, and disseminating crimi-
nal justice data, (3) monitering out-
put and activity levels of programs,
{4) simulating or modeling justice
problems and issues, (5) projecting
criminal justice trends, (6) analyzing
criminal justice policy options and
making recommendations, and (7)
conducting formal evaluations of jus-
tice programs. An additive index
(POLRES) was calculated from
these seven items to measure the
breadth of research and analytic ac-
tivity in which SAC's were involved
over the past 2 years. Together, the
seven items and index were used to
measure the research capacity of
SAC's.

Analysis of the survey data centered
on the relationship between SAC re-
search capacity and a host of vari-

ables related to the organizational
environment of SAC's, their financial
and personnel resources, and mech-
anisms for improving their research
and analytic capabilities. So far,
data analysis has been limited to
crosstabulations and correctional
analysis. Preliminary results of
these analyses are summarized
below.

Preliminary findings from the
study indicate:

1. Major research activities for
many SAC's include collecting, com-
piling and disseminating data (85%),
developing or maintaining justice in-
formation systems (61%), or moni-
toring policy outputs and activities
(49%).

2. Relatively few SAC's use more
complex policy analytic methods and
technigues in their research, such as
simulating or modeling criminal jus-
tice problems and issues (35%),
forecasting criminal justice trends
(32%), conducting formal evalua-
tions to assess policy performance
(28%), or analvzing competing policy
options for addressing justice sys-
tem problems and then making rec-
ommendations (17%).

3. Forty percent of the SAC's have
been involved in four or mure of the
seven policy research areas over the
past two years; one reported in-
volvement in all seven areas. Half
the SAC's, however, engaged in no
more than three; these areas were
principally those identified in finding
1 above.

4. SAC funding levels are associ-
ated with policy research activity.
As one might expect, SAC's with
larger budgets are invoived in more
diverse policy research activities. In
addition, SAC's receiving funding to

support their research through State
appropriations and through BJA are
more likely to engage in a wider
range of policy research activity.
SAC's with higher percentages

of their total budget accounted for by
BJS funds are more limited in their
range of policy research activity.

5. Oider, established SAC's tend
to engage in a wider range of policy
research, as do those that have
more personnel and set an annual
agenda for research.

6. There is little or no relationship
between policy research activity and
SAC location or operating authority.

7. SAC's in States where thereis a
State planning agency engaged in
research are more likely to be in-
volved in a wider range of research
activity than are SAC's in States
where this is not the case. SAC's in
such States are somewhat more
likely to be involved in developing
and maintaining information sys-
tems, monitoring policies and pro-
grams, and analyzing policy aiterna-
tives and making recommendations.
In general though, the existence

of other criminal justice research
units in States is not related to SAC
research activity.

9. Most SAC's do not make use of
outside consultants (83%), university
faculty (65%), or university students
and interns (57%). Those that do
make use of them, do so rarely. in
contrast, most SAC directors (56%)
say they do make use of re-
searchers and analysts in other
State and local agencies. Nonethe-
less, tha survey data show those
SAC's involved in a wider array of
policy research activity do tend to
make greater use of outside person-
nel, particularty university students
and interns.
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10. SAC's use different mecha-
nisms for disseminating the results
of their research activities, including
distributing written final reports
(86%) or executive summaries
(71%), presenting results at regional
confersnces {67%), publishing
newslatters (60%), presenting re-
sults at national conferences (59%),
using news releases/newspaper arti-
cles (56%), holding workshops
(65%), mailing bulletins (53%), and
publishing in journals (29%). SAC's
with greater research capacity, as
measured by their range of policy re-
search activity, use more dissemina-
tion mechanisms. These SAC's are
more likely than others to dissemi-
nate research results through execu-
tive summaries and bulletins, and
through regional and national confer-
ences.

11. There is litile association be-
tween the number of dissemination
mechanisms employed and SAC
director perceptions of impact of re-
search products. However, SAC
directors who hold workshops and
mail bulletins are more likely to think
their products have greater impact
on their intended audiences.

12. SAC directors think there are a
number of ways SAC capacity to
conduct research and analysis could
be significantly improved, including
receiving more State appropriated
funds (63%), receiving more BJS
SAC-1 funds (51%) and SAC-2
funds (42%), receiving more funding
directly from Federal agencies like
NIJ (51%), and changing federal for-
mula grant program guidelines to set
aside funds specifically for research
in the States (36%). About a third
think upgrading the research knowl-
edge and skills of SAC personnel
would also significantly improve ca-
pacity. Few think receiving "how to
conduct research manuals," using

university faculty and interns, chang-
ing the SAC's location, or other mea-
sures would significantly improve
their capacities to conduct research
and analysis. Directors in SAC's
with greater research capacity are
more likely to give higher ratings to
funding measures. Though not seen
as resulting in significant improve-
ments in general, measures like. re-
ceiving "how to conduct research"
manuals and using university faculty
and interns are given higher marks
by SAC's with less research capac-

ity.
For more information, contact:

Michael Sabath, Associate Professor
San Diego State University

imperial Valley Campus

720 Heber

Calexico, CA 92231

(619) 357-5535
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The JRSA survey on State criminal justice research priorities

By James R. "Chip* Coldren, Jr., Ph.D., Deputy Site Director, Program on Human

Development and Criminal Behavior, Harvard Schoo! of Public Health, Chicago, Illinois and
Ernest L. Cowles, Ph.D., Asst. Professor, Center for the Study of Crime, Delinquency, and
Corrections, Southern lllinois University at Carbondale

Introduction

The Research Committee of the Jus-
tice Research and Statistics Associ-
ation (JRSA) was established in
1988 with the aim of promoting
research projects in the State Statis-
tical Analysis Centers (SAC's},
encouraging multi-state research,
sharing knowledge and information
about new research methods, and
focusing the Association's research
efforts on practitioner/policymaker
oriented research projects. In 1992
the JRSA Research Committee was
established as a Standing Commit-
tee.

During the summer of 1992, the
JRSA Rasearch Committee imple-
mented an exploratory survey of
State criminal justice practitioners
throughout the country to identify
their priorities for criminal justice
research. This survey project repre-
sents a major step in the Associa-
tion's long-term goal of developing a
"States' Criminal Justice Research
Agenda." The survey project was
driven by two related objectives:

1. To develop a method by which
the SAC's could document their
research agenda-setting methods
and ultimately identify common is-
sues throughout the States.

2. To provide the SAC's and the
Association a better understanding
of the research priorities and needs
in the States.

The survey was mailed to all SAC's
for distribution in their States and
territories in the spring of 1993. This
presentation covers the survey
method, response, analysis findings,
and the prospects for reaching the
Committee's goal of developing a
States' criminal justice research
agenda.

Survey method

The survey on State criminal justice
research priorities was developed by
the JRSA Research Committee dur-
ing the 1992 calendar year, The
Committee presented the survey
instrument and a proposed dissemi-
nation methodology at the JRSA
Business Meeting in September
1992. The Committee received
input from SAC directors and Execu-
tive Committee members, pretested
the instrument in four States (and
made minor revisions), and mailed
the survey to the SAC's in March
1993.

Each SAC director was asked to
identify key top-level officials in his
or her respective State representing
law enforcement, courts, correc-
tioris, probation, public defenders,
legisiators and key committee staff,
the executive branch, and other re-
searchers and practitioners. A copy
of the survey instrument with recom-
mended dissemination and follow-up
procedures was provided to each
SAC director and each was asked
to forward a copy to the individuals
described above with a stamped
self-addressed return envelope. Ap-
proximately 3 months were provided
for survey administration and follow-
up to permit maximum participation
by the SAC's. Completed surveys
were either returned directly to JRSA
by respondents, or were returned to
JRSA by the SAC directors.

Survey response

Seventeen States and territories par-
ticipated in the research priorities
survey and 310 completed surveys
were received. The 17 States and
territories account for about 33% of
all possible State or territory SAC
parficipants. A response rate for
individual responses cannot be cal-

culated since a target number of
responses was not set. The number
of surveys per State ranged from
one to 40, with a mean of 18 re-
sponses per State.

Findings

The survey asked respondents to
rank each of 18 different criminal
justice research topics on a priority
scale of 0 (Not a Priority) to 6 {(High
Priority). Following each research
topic to be ranked, the survey asked
respondents (if they indicated re-
search was needed in the particular
area) to indicate the type of research
needed (needs assessment, descrip-
tive study, program/policy evalua-
tior;, or policy impact assessment).
Respondents were allowed to iden-
tify two additional research topics
not listed in the survey, and to make
comments about the survey.

Comments received about the sur-
vey suggested that our ranking and
research needs scales were too de-
tailed (too many categories) or
vague (definitions for "needs assess-
ment," "policy impact assessment,”
and so on were not provided). Re-
sponses to both sets of questions
were collapsed to improve clarity
and to address these problems. The
6-point priority scale was coilapsed
to a 3-point scale (see Table 1):
“Not/Low Priority," "Moderate Prior-
ity," and "High Priority." The four re-
search needs types were coliapsed
to two. "Needs Assessments" and
"Descriptive Studies" wixe combined
into a "Descriptive Study" category,
and "Program/Policy Evaluation" and
*Policy impact Assessment” were
combined into an "Evaluation/Im-
pact" category.
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Table 1: Percent of total responses giving high priority rank to research

topics (Overall rank in parentheses)

Data set

Recoded data; States

Raw data Recoded data with 10 or more responses

Research topic n=310 n=2310 n=275
Corrections crowding 45% (1) 66% (2) 66% (2)
Juvenile justice 40% (2) 77% (1) 76% (1)
Substance abuse 30% (4) 65% (3) 65% (3)
Viclent crime 30% (4) 61% (4) 62% (4)
Drug enforcement 26% (5) 58% (5) 59% (5)
Intermediate sanctions 22% (7) 46% (8) 46% (7)
Offender treatment 22% (7) 49% (6) 49% (6)
Sentencing guidelines 20% (8) 43% (10) 43% (10)
Victims' issues 19% (9) 46% (8) 45% (9)
Gang activity 17% (10) 38% (13) 39% (13)
Probation 15% (12) 45% (9) 45% (9)
Community policing/law

enforcement 15% (12) 41% (12) 41% (12)
Minority populations in

the justice system 14% (14) 34% (14) 33% (15)
Parole 14% (14) 41% (12) 41% (12)
Crime pattern mapping 13% (16) 23% (18) 22% (17)
Population projections 13% (16) 30% (16) 28% (16)
Criminal justice employ-

ment and expenditures 1% (17) 33% (15) 34% (14)
Minority representation

In justice professions 6% (18) 24% (17 21% (18)

Note: Missing data ranges from 1% to 4% of sample for most research topics, though one topic
{Minority Representation in Justice Professions had 16% missing, perhaps indicating low prior-

ity.

Table 2b: Type of research need
ranked highest for 18 research top-
ics (Collapsed response categories

Percent indicating type of research needed

Evalua-
tion/
Descriptive Impact

Research topic studies studies
Corrections crowding 36% 64%
Substance abuse 33 67
Sentencing guidelines 37 63
Intermediate sanctions 48 52
Crime pattern mapping 78 22
Gang activity 69 31
Victims' Issues 44 56
Population projections 67 33
Criminal justice

emiployment

and expenditures 58 42
Juvenile |ustice 37 63
Parole 27 73
Offender treatment 43 57
Probation 30 70
Drug enforcement 30 70
Violent crime 55 45
Minority populations

in the justice system 70 30
Community policing/law

enforcement 52 47
Minority representation

in justice professions 69 31
Number with highest

percentage in category 8 10

Using the recoded values across the
17 participating States and territo-
ries, the five research topics more
than 50% of respondents ranked as
high priority were, (in rank order):

Juvenile Justice
Corrections Crowding
Substance Abuse
Violent Crime

Drug Enforcement.

ogrwnd~

Table 1 presents three rankings

of the 18 research topics. Column
two presents the rankings for all
cases before collapsing the ranking
scale; the percentages indicate the
percentage of respondents giving a
"g" (high priority) ranking and the
numbers in parentheses show the

rank from 1 to 18. Column three
shows the percentages of respon-
dents giving a "5" or "6" ranking (the
collapsed ranking), and column four
shows the same collapsed rankings
excluding data from five States that
provided fewer than 10 responses.
Since excluding the five States (35
cases, 10%) did not affect the rank-
ings, the recoded data for all 310
cases are presented in the remain-
ing tables.

Respondents were almost evenly
split between their felt need for de-
scriptive versus evaluation/impact
research. Tables 2a and 2b show
that the highest percentage of
respondents indicated a need for
descriptive studies for eight of the
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research topics and a need for eval-
uation/impact studies for 10 of the
research topics. The strongest felt
need for descriptive studies was in
Crime Pattern Mapping (78%), Gang
Activity (69%), Population Projec-
tions (67%), Minority Populations in
the Justice System (70%), and Mi-
nority Representation in the Justice
Professions (68%). None of these
were ranked as one of the top five
research priorities.

The strongest felt need for evalua-
tion/impact studies is in Corrections
crowding (64%), Substance abuse
(67%), Sentencing guidelines (63%),
Juvenile justice (63%), Parole
(73%), Probation (70%), and Drug
enforcement (70%). Three of
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Table 2a; Percent of responses indicating type of research needed

(Ali response categories)

Needs Descriptive ~ Program or Policy impact

Research topic assessment study policy evaluation  assessment
Corrections crowding 30% 6% 39% 25%
Substance abuse 20 13 49 18
Sentencing guidelines 22 16 25 38
intermediate sanctions 26 22 35 17
Crime pattern mapping 29 48 13 9
Gang activity 34 35 23 8
Victims' issues 29 15 39 17
Population projections 34 33 12 20
Criminal justice employment

and expenditures 32 25 26 16
Juvenile justice 26 10 45 18
Parole 14 12 47 26
Oftender treatment 27 18 41 16
Frobation 20 11 47 23
Drug enforcement 19 10 44 27
Violent crime 24 31 27 18
Minority populations

in the justice system 31 38 19 12
Community policing/law

enforcement 26 27 35 12
Minority representation in

justice professions 40 29 19 12
Number with highest

percentage in category 3 4 10 1

Table 3: Research needs for the top
five priority research topics

Research topic Research need

Corrections crowding Program and Policy
Evaluation/Impact
Assessment
Juvenile justice Program and Policy
Evaluation/Impact
Assessment
Substance abuse Program and Policy
Evaluation/tmpact
Assessment
Violent crime Descriptive Stud-
ies/Needs Assess-
ment

these rank in the top five research
priorities {(See Table 3). This may
suggest that overall the respondents
see policy/program evaluation and
policy impact assessment as more
needed than descriptive studies.
The call for descriptive studies in
areas not given high priority rankings
may indicate a need for training and
information sharing.

Prospects for developing the
"States' criminal justice research
agenda”

Developing a States' criminal justice
research agenda presents some
strong challenges to the SAC's and
the Association. The low response
(by SAC's) to the survey and the
comments received by the Research
Committee regarding difficulties with
measurement and implementation

in a number of States indicate that
these and other important issues

must be addressed before such an
agenda can be developed. Issues
that should be discussed further

in both committee and business
meeting settings include —

» selection of research topics to be
included in the survey

» refinement of the priority scale

e refinement of the research needs
categories

o improving participation in the sur-
vey.

Additional analyses that should be
conducted include —

» analyzing responses across indi-
vidual States and respondent types,
« collapsing research topics into
general categories (e.g., courts, cor-
rections) and exploring differences in
priority rankings across topic areas,
e exploring the reasons for non-
response by the SAC's,

= exploring other means of agenda
and priority setting currently being
used in the States

» comparing SAC-developed re-
search priorities in the States to
those developed and published

by other organizations such as the
National Conference of State Legis-
lators and the National Governor's
Association.

Reference

' The survey instrument and recommended
dissemination protocol are available from the
Justice Research and Statistics Assoclation
office.

Kim English, Discussant, Statisti-
cal Analysis Center Director, Col-
orado Division of Criminal Justice,
Department of Public Safety

Ms. English discussed trends in
funding for research projects and
policy analysis by Department of
Justice agencies, along with possible
roles for the JRSA Research Com-
mittee. The challenges of (1) identi-
fying individual state research priori-
ties, and (2) synthesizing these pri-
orities into a meaningful picture of
"national trends" were also dis-
cussed.
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Multi-State research: Survey of police behavior as a case study

Moderator

John R. Firman, Associate Director, lllinois Criminal Justice Information Authority

Panelists

Christine Martin, Research Analyst, lllinois Criminal Justice Information Authority

Marlc 8. Davis, Ph.D., Researcher, Ohio Office of Criminal Justice Services

Phillip Renninger, Director, Bureau of Statistics and Policy Research,
Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and Delinquency

Collaborative approach to understanding police behavior and ethics:

The lllinois experience

By Christine Martin, Research Analyst, illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority

The lllinois Criminal Justice Informa-
tion Authority is taking part in a
multi-State study that empirically
addresses the issue of police mis-
conduct from the police point of
view. Opinions are being gathered
from officers employed in depart-
ments of different sizes, with differ-
ent ages, ranks, and years in ser-
vice. The study is designed to allow
comparisons between the opinions
of Illinois officers and their Ohio
counterparts.

As part of a multi-State research
effort initiated by the Ohio SAC, the
Authority was awarded a grant from
the Bureau of Justice Statistics in
September 1992 to conduct the Illi-
nois Police Behavior Study. The pur-
pose of the Illinois Police Behavior
Study is to obtain and present reli-
able information on police officer
perceptions of, and attitudes about,
police ethics and misbehavior. The
recent incidents of possible police
brutality raised by the media and the
changing demands being placed on
the police force with the advent of

community policing confirm the
necessity and timeliness of this em-
pirical analysis.

To oversee and advise on the pro-
ject, a diverse advisory commities
was formed with representatives
from the criminal justice and psy-
chology departments at Loyola Uni-
versity, Chicago; Fraternal Order of
Paolice; lilinois Local Governmental
Law Enforcement Officers Training
Board (Police Training Board); and
policy groups such as the Illinois
Association of Chiefs of Police and
the Police Executive Research
Forum. In addition, hands-on assis-
tance during survey distribution was
provided by the Police Training
Beoard and the lllinois State Police.

To insure Statewide collaboration,
the population, sample selection,
and survey instrument had to be
comparable across States. The
study population for each State tar-
gets full-time municipal police offi-
cers. Each State divided its popula-
tion into the same sub-population
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groupings which were based on the
size of the police department. The
survey instrument for each State is
identical except for four questions
added to the lllincis instrument.
These additional questions were de-
signed to understand lllinois officers'
opinions about the criminal justice
system's efficiency in prosecuting of-
fenders after arrest.

With the survey methodology care-
fully designed to allow reasonable
comparability across States, each
State had the freedom to custom de-
sign the distribution of their surveys.
The surveys for lllinois officers were
distributed in three phases: central
site locations and two follow-up mail-
ings. With the help of the Police
Training Board's mobile training unit
(MTU) staff and the lllinois State Po-
lice (ISP), centrally located police
departments, ISP district headquar-
ters, and MTU offices were secured,
for a specific period of time, as host
sites for survey implementation. Let-
ters were mailed to chiefs of depart-
ments requesting them to send their
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selected officers to these designated
locations. Departments that failed to
respond to the initial request were
subsequently called and the chiefs
were asked to accept the surveys
through the mail. Departments with
selected officers who agreed but
were unable to make it to the sites
were also called for permission to
send the surveys through the mail.

Throughout the project there were
strong but subtle episodes of resis-
tance. For example, the Chicago Po-
lice Department, which represents
nearly 50% of all full-time municipal
officers in lllinois, declined participa-
tion in the study because the
Chicago Fraternal Order of Police
did not endorse it. In addition, there
was one isolated case where a chief
refused to allow his selected officers
to participate because each one was
under investigation for unethical be-
havior. In addition to resistance, this
study has been complicated by the
mistrust of the sample group. For
example, two participating officers
that received a survey through the
mail have called and asked how to
keep their responses anonymous
from the chief or contact person re-
sponsible for mailing them back.

Regardless of the resistance and
mistrust encountered during the
study, enough reliable data have
been collected (over 800 completed
surveys by September 1, 1993) to
provide valuable information to the
law enforcement community, crimi-
nal justice system, and private citi-
zens concerning the issue of police
misconduct. These officers' opinions
¢an be used as an information and
research source as well as a training
tool. Not only can their opinions tar-
get needed training areas, but they
can bring about substantive changes
in current training curriculum. In ad-
dition, the survey instrumernt can be

used as an innovative tool not only in
the classroom, but as part of the re-
cruitment process.

The project was funded in Septem-
ber 1992, The final report is sched-
uled for release in January 1994. For
more information concerning the
study contact Christine Martin or
Jehin Firman at (312) 793-8550.
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Collaborative SAC ventures: Ohio's experience

By Mark S. Davis, Ph.D., Researcher, Ohio Office of Criminal Justice Services

Violent crime, the differential pro-
cessing of minorities, prison crowd-
ing, identification of confinement
alternatives, the evaluation of drug
control strategies, and police mis-
conduct — all are issues that have
recently faced a number of States.
Given this myriad of common issues,
it is somewhat surprising that Statis-
tical Analysis Centers have not en-
gaged in more collaborative projects.
In an era of limited human and finan-
cial resources, such collaborations
may make good sense. The multi-
state Police Behavior Study (PBS)
offers evidence of how SAC capaci-
ties can be enhanced, and it also
serves as an example of one of
many controversies SAC's will be
forced to confront.

The Rodney King incident in 1991
only punctuated a growing concern
that police officers around the U.S.
were engaging in various forms of
misconduct. No major city in the
U.S. was without a publicized case
of police misconduct. Cases
cropped up in Boston, Detroit,
Miami, New York, Washington D.C.,
and other major U.S. cities. The
many unanswered guestions which
arose from these incidents argued
for an empirical examination.

Consequently, the Ohio SAC submit-
ted application to the Bureau of Jus-
tice Statistics (BJS) for a funding to
conduct research on the perceived
seriousness and incidence of police
misconduct. SAC directors in [llinois
and Pennsylvania were then con-
tacted to elicit their interest in form-
ing a three-State research effort.

Not only were lllinois and Pennsylva-
nia interested, but BJS also seemed
intrigued enough by the subject mat-
ter and the prospect of an interstate
collaboration that they tentatively
agreed to support the other two

States with cooperative agreements.
It was decided that the Ohio SAC
would assume a lead role in getting
the study underway.

The three-State team decided to
conduct a survey to assess the per-
ceived seriousness and incidence

of misconduct among municipal and
township police officers. Borrowing
the methods of seriousness scaling
and vignette analysis from criminol-
ogy, the team devised a data collec-
tion instrument that would be capa-
ble of assessing not only the per-
ceived seriousness of illegal and un-
ethical conduct, but also the possible
influences of race, degree of injury,
and other variables related to the act
in question.

The data collection instrument also
gave the respondents the opportu-
nity to rank the various penalties
they had attached to the vignettes.
This permits the researchers to
attach a numeric value to conse-
quences such as 30 days suspen-
sion without pay, dismissal, or refer-
ral for criminal prosecution. Having
such a punishment metric for each
type of misconduct can give policy-
makers a rough matrix showing how
police officers feel these acts should
be handled.

Initially, the support from relevant
law enforcement organizations was
positive. However, after the project
was underway, it became more and
more evident in all three States that
the growing resistance to a study

of police misconduct on the part of
rank-and-file officers could very well
damage or destroy the project. In
fact, the opposition grew so strong in
Pennsylvania that its SAC had no al-
ternative other than to withdraw from
the project.
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On the positive side, there were un-
told bengfits of having several States
involved in the study. Whereas at
times too many cooks tend to spoil
the broth, the PBS team members
were jointly responsible for turning
out a palatable consomme. Each
team member brought unique contri-
butions to the effort. Some team
members were stronger in the sub-
stantive aspects of the study while
the strengths of others were in the
methods of inquiry. All, however,
made the study much richer and
more fruitful than if any one SAC
had undertaken the project alone.

The multi-State project team
included two sociology faculty
members at Wright State University
(WSU). The principal role of the
WSU researchers was to conduct a
citizen attitude survey regarding per-
ceptions toward police misconduct.
They were also responsible for con-
ducting a number of face-to-face
interviews with individuals who had
been personally involved in cases

of alleged police brutality. In return
for an award to cover research ex-
penses, Wright State University
agreed to put up money of its own to
help fund the project.

There were definite strengths in
collaborating with academic re-
searchers: given their roles as
teachers and writers, they keep
abreast of the extant literature in
their substantive fields of specializa-
tion. They also have knowledge of
advanced statistical methods, some
of which may not be as accessible to
government researchers.

This joint project has generated a
rich data set that can be used to ex-
plore a variety of issues. For exam-
ple, in addition to assessing the per-
ceived seriousness of excessive
force, it will also be possible to mea-
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sure the effects of the suspect's
race, the degree of injury to the sus-
pect, the type of neighborhood in
which the incident occurred, to name
just a few. Other possible analyses
include examining the effects of the
respondents' race, rank, years of
service, amount of education and in-
service training, among others. Sev-
erai preliminary analyses are pre-
sented and discussed.

Of primary importance is the fact
that the study was designed to offer
something useful to policymakers.
Law enforcement officials may use
the data not only to determine how
various misconduct types are ranked
in relation to one another, but also to
devise consequences that — at least
in the eyes of police officers —
seem reasonable and fair.

The positive experience of the Police
Behavior Study proves that Statisti-
cal Analysis Centers can success-
fully engage in collaborative re-
search efforts. Despite the many
problems faced by the multi-State
team, the benefits outweigh the
costs. The twenty-first century
poses enormous challenges to the
community of criminal justice re-
searchers. Consequently, we need
to explore creative ways to gather
useful data. This study proves that
such creative alternatives are possi-
ble.
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Ethical issues in law enforcement: An empirical study

of Pennsylvania's withdrawal

By Phillip Renninger, Director, Bureau of Statistics and Policy Research,
Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and Delinquency

S . . A e L I S T

Several recent incidents of violence
and corrup n by law enforcement
officers have focused considerable
national attention on the standards
to which officers should adhere.
Some of the more obvious questions
regarding police conduct include:
How prevalent are incidents of un-
conscionable behavior by officers?
What are the standards to which
police officers should adhere? Do
formal standards of conduct even
exist? If so, what is the correspon-
dence between the standards and
the opinions of officers supposedly
bound by them?

In May 1991, the Pennsylvania
Commission on Crime and Delin-
guency's Statistical Analysis Center
(SAC) entered into a multi-State pro-
ject with the Ohio and lllinois Statisti-
cal Analysis Centers to conduct a
"law enforcement ethics survey" in
each of the States. The project was
funded by the United States Justice
Department's Bureau of Justice
Statistics. Pennsylvania decided to
participate in the study for two pri-
mary reasons —

» we believed such a study would
provide an opportunity to contribute
valuable information to the Nation's
law enforcement community, and

e we have believed for some time
that multi-state projects are impor-
tant and have the highest potential
return to the States and to the Bu-
reau of Justice Statistics.

The major purpose of the project
was to examine the perceptions of a
sample of law enforcement officers
in each of the three States in an
attempt to answer some of the
above-mentioned guestions. The
project plan called for each of the
States to collect data which would
then be analyzed both as individual
State data and as a group of the
States. The study proposed to pro-

vide law enforcement officials with
answers to several major policy
questions including: Do law enforce-
ment officers know they are bound
by ethical standards? Do the percep-
tions of officers correspond to the
standards by which they are bound?
How much misconduct is perceived
to occur by the survey respondents?
How do law enforcement officers
think misconduct should be pun-
ished? How do officers think miscon-
duct can be prevented?

The project's research design called
for the Pennsylvania SAC to conduct
a 5-stage process. The first stage
involved the identification of the
various sanctions to which law
enforcement officers are subject for.
wrongdoing. These would include,
but not be limited to, verbal repri-
mand, written reprimand, suspen-
sion, discharge, and criminal prose-
cution. Pennsylvania developed its
list and then compared the list with
those developed in the other partici-
pating States and a consensus list
was agreed upon. The participating
States also developed in this first
stage the survey "vignettes" (brief
descriptions of the circumstances
which may raise ethical issues). The
vignettes represented acts which
may or may not be deemed wrong
by survey respondents. The acts in-
cluded outright violations of criminal
code, harassment of persons based
on ethnicity and/or sexual prefer-
ence, accepting gratuities, and the
use of "throwaway" weapons to
name a few. Advisory committees
were established in each State to
assist in these efforts. In Pennsylva-
nia the committee included repre-
sentatives from the law enforcement
community, academia, and from law
enforcement training.

The second stage of the project rank
ordered the punishments for various
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types of misconduct presented in the
survey instrument. The third stage
of the project was to administer the
data collection instrument to a ran-
dom sample of law enforcement offi-
cers. We chose a stratified random
sample of police departments which
were representative of the various
sizes of departments in the State.
Then, within each department a ran-
dorn sample of officers was chosen
with the size of the sample propor-
tional to the size of the department.
We decided to pretest the draft
survey instrument in a Pennsylvania
department and did so in October
1992. The survey was administered
to officers in a small department
near Pittsburgh. The instrument and
the procedure for its administration
went very well.

The fourth phase of the project was
to be data analysis and the final
stage the preparation of a final
report presenting the Pennsylvania
findings and a final multi-State
report.

Unfortunately, after participating in
the study for almost two years,
Pennsylvania was forced to withdraw
from further participation in the multi-
State study of police attitudes and
behavior involving ethical issues.
The State lodge of the Fraternal
Order of Police (FOP) took a very
strong stand in opposition to the sur-
vey to the point of headlining its po-
sition in an FOP newsletter received
by all its members (approximately
25,000) Statewide. This action made
us doubtful that we could obtain the
necessary unbiased sample of
municipal officers, and we had little
choice but to cancel the administra-
tion of the survey Statewide. The
major intent of this paper is to share
with other researchers our experi-
ences and point out the potential
damage that special interest groups
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{(and in this case, special interest in-
dividuals) can have on even the
most well-intentioned studies.

With researchers from three States
involved in the study's design, and
the creation of special advisory com-
mittees in each of the States, we
tried (we thought successfully) to
avoid language in the survey that
was in any way demeaning to police
officers (including *loaded" questions
and "double barreled" questions). In-
tensive discussions were held with
the other States and our advisory
committee about the methodology
for drawing the sample and adminis-
tering the survey. With respect to
both the content and the administra-
tion of the survey, we made every
effort to maintain both the reality and
the appearance of complete
anonymity for the proposed respon-
dents. The survey was pre-tested in
one of our iocal departments, and
any suggestion from an officer
respondent that a question was
unclear or offensive lead to a re-
drafting or re-thinking of that ques-
tion. At the time of our withdrawal
from the project, we had assembled
an automated list of police depart-
ments and had developed computer
programs to draw random cluster
samples with replacement. In addi-
tion, we had printed the final survey
guestionnaires.

Our problems started when, follow-
ing the near final draft of the survey
by the three States, we met with the
Philadelphia Police Commissioner,
key members of his command staff
and local FOP representatives. Our
objective was to discuss Philadel-
phia's participation in the survey and
to explain and discuss the purpose
of the survey and its administration
requirements. We explained that we
were well aware of how sensitive a
topic this study could be and that

therefore we were going to great
lengths to use methods of adminis-
tering the survey that made clear to
respondents that we have no way of
knowing who completed the survey.
We expected to administer the sur-
vey to approximately 320 Philadel-
phia officers of various ranks and job
functions no later than December
1992.

The Commissioner and his staff felt
the study would make a valuable
contribution to the law enforcement
community nationwide and that it
would be usefu! for their department
to participate. The Commissioner
believed the study results would
show his officers in a positive light
and would strengthen the image of
officers in the public's eye at a time
when positive reinforcement is
needed. However, he stated the sur-
vey would also need the support of
the local FOP lodge if it were to be
successfully administered in
Philadelphia. The local FOP lodge
president reacted very negatively to
the survey instrument, especially
with respect to the content of some
questions which he considered "de-
grading” to police officers. The Po-
lice Commissioner had warned us
before the start of the meeting that
the FOP was likely to resist our
efforts to conduct the survey in
Philadelpnia since it had objected
strenuously to a recent attempt by
the city to survey police on issues
that seemed far less controversial
than ethical behavior. We also dis-
cussed in the meeting other issues
and other FOP objections including
sampling methods, the release of
data, and the content of expected
study reports,

Shortly after the meeting, we were
officially advised by the Philadelphia
Police Department that because of
FOP opposition it would not be able

to participate in the study. However,
the Commissioner and the command
staff made it clear that they sup-
ported the idea of the survey and
thought its results would be very
beneficial to the law enforcement
community in Pennsylvania. The
Department expressed its regrets
that it could not participate in the
study. Although we were disap-
pointed that Philadelphia could not
participate, we were encouraged by
the support of the Commissioner
and his staff, and believing that we
had a problem which was specific to
the city, we decided to move forward
with the survey in the rest of the
State.

After the Philadelphia meeting the
local FOP advised the State FOP

of its concerns regarding the survey.
The State FOP president then con-
tacted the Pennsylvania Commission
on Crime and Delinquency's Chair-
man to advise that the FCP had
problems with the survey and that
the Commission should not adminis-
ter the survey. Our efforts to meet
with the FOP president were unsuc-
cessful, but we did meet with the
FOP's legal counsel. In the meeting
with the legal counse! we discussed
the FOP objections to the survey
and advised that we felt we could
resolve their objections through
some modifications to the survey in-
strument. While awaiting a promised
reply from the FOP we received a
copy of the recently distributed FOP
State newsletter, the "Pennsylvania
Law Enforcement Journal" from a
local member. The lead article, high-
lighted at the top of page one was
titled "Beware of the Survey" and
was signed by the State FOP presi-
dent. The article stated that the FOP
president had received a copy of the
survey and that he "found it to be in-
sulting and demeaning to police offi-
cers.” He indicated that as a result
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of his findings he "forwarded a letter
to all lodges in Pennsylvania direct-
ing you to not participate in this sur-
vey." The article concluded with the
president stating that "if the Com-
mission attempts to continue with
this survey, | will direct our legal
counsel to take appropriate action.”
We never did hear from the FOP
president.

The article was filled with innuendo
and false or misleading information
regarding the survey and its admin-
istration. In addition we had not
heard back from the FOP after our
meeting and the atrticle was released
without our prior knowledge. While
we could not estimate with any
precision the influence of the State
FOP on its members' willingness to
participate in the survey or on the
validity of their responses, we felt
that the prejudicial nature of the arti-
cle and its wide distribution among
Pennsylvania municipal police offi-
cers had done major damage in both
of those critical areas.

At this point, we considered several
options including: (1) proceeding as
planned and footnoting the results to
caution the reader of the likely FOP
effect, (2) limiting the planned survey
qusstions In some way, or (3) with-
drawing from the study. During this
decision period, we spoke to numer-
ous individuals in the Pennsylvania
law enforcement community regard-
ing our choices. Without fail, the
community (our advisory committee,
the Pennsylvania Chiefs of Police
Association, local police chiefs, and
members of our commission) was
unanimous in its support for our pro-
ceeding with the survey. However,
following a careful review of the situ-
ation, we decided that our most re-
sponsible course was to discontinue
the project, and in June 1993, we
withdrew. We could not be abso-

lutely certain that the FOP opposi-
tion would seriously affect the valid-
ity of the responses to the survey,
but we were confident that the per-
ception of validity would be affected
and this was enough for us to with-
draw.

We were extremely disappointed
that we were unable to continue

to participate in the study since we
felt the study will make a significant
contribution to the law enforcement
community nationwide. We kept
Chio and Illinois informed of the
FOP problem and both States did
receive some fallout from the Penn-
syivania FOP contacting the FOP in
both States. We also intend to docu-
ment our experience in the study's
final published report.

For more Information, contact:

Phillip Renninger

Director, Bureau of Statistics and
Policy Research

Pennsylvania Commission on Crime
and Delinquency

(717) 787-5152
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Luncheon and presentation of awards

Luncheon speaker: The Honorable Joseph F. Baca

Justice, New Mexico Supreme Court

Friday, October 15, 1993
12:30 p.m.

Good afternoon to all of you and
welcome to New Mexico. We're
glad that you are with us. | hope
after your conference that you have
a little time to visit around Albu-
querque and perhaps come up to
Sania Fe.

I make that trip every day. |live
here in Albuquerque. | commute to
Santa Fe. It's 80 miles each way. |
think if you have not heen in the
southwest before and not been in
New Mexico that you!'ll find Santa Fe
extremely interesting, and, of
course, Albuguerque is an interest-
ing place.

I'm very pleased to be here because
| have had an interest in some of the
things that you do. Gary LaFree's
stolen a lot of my thunder talking
about the Sentencing Guidelines
Commission and the work that we
did there.

We ultimately failed. After two years
of study, we were unable to come up
with any conclusions, unable to draw
any guidelings, unable to draw any
in or out lines because of lack of
statistics. We had no good data,
and we were not funded in a way
where we could collect that data.

And with the fact that the Strategic
Analysis Center is in operation at the
University, maybe we'll make an-
other run at it.

Sentencing guidelines, of course,
are not the panacea that they were
at that time. They're under attack.
And there's a bit of rethinking | think
to sentencing guidelines. But, any
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way, it would be interesting to see

. what we could do with those.

The SAC program at the University
of New Mexico has been extremely
helpfu! to all levels of government.
In talking to Gary, he's had the pres-
ence and has been very helpful from
the State level down to the local
level. And we appreciate that very
much.

| know also that being located at the
University is a great resource. | un-
derstand that students at the bache-
lor's, master's, and doctorate level
have taken advantage of the re-
search opportunities there, and cer-
tainty that is something we're very
proud of.

Anyway, being a keynote speaker,
that's very sobering. It's something

more than | anticipated or perceived
my talk to be. 1think you have to
keep it all in perspective. And every
time I'm asked to give a speech
such as this, | always feel very pre-
sumptuous that | should come here
and talk to you who are experts in
the field and try to share with you.

But it always reminds me of a story
that the bailiffs used to like to tell to
keep the judges in line down at the
courthouse when | was a trial judge
here in Albuquerque.

They talked about a couple of fel-
lows who used to go hunting. They
were great bird hunters. They'd go
up fo North Dakota each year right
about this time in the fall. They'd go
to the same place, the same lodge
each time. And they'd have the
same guide. And they'd have the
same bird dog.

And this bird dog happily was named
Lawyer, great bird dog. And that
dog knew where all the game was.
And he'd flush out the birds, and
you'd shoot the birds, and he'd go
get them no matter how deep the
water was, how cold the water was,
or how thick the brush was. He'd al-
ways bring them back.

So they had been doing this for
about three or four years. And they
went back, and they told the lodge
director that they were ready to go
again and they sure wanted Lawyer
to be their dog.

And he says, "l don't think you want
Lawyer anymore.”
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They said, "Well, why not?" They
said, "That was the greatest dog we
ever saw."

He said, "Well, last week a couple

of fellows were up here from Texas,
and they were kind of a rowdy
group. They had been drinking.

And they thought it would be real
funny to call that Lawyer dog Judge."
He says, "Now all that dog wants to
do is sit around and bark at people."

Well, I'm not going to bark at you
today. And | hope to offer some-
thing that's a little lighter. It's some-
thing that's very interesting and less
thoughtful than the programs that
you have had. | was looking at the
outline ©f the various seminars and
so forth, and it fooked like some
very, very interesting things; very,
very tough questions that you're
dealing with.

But | thought I'd talk to you today
about the Supreme Court of the
United States. | think there's been a
lot of interest, | know, among people
such asyou, and | think in the public
at large about the Supreme Court of
the United States, more so recently
than in years past.

And | think it probably started with
the Judge Bork hearings and all that
went on there. And, of course, all
of us were riveted to our TV screens
during the Clarence Thomas hear-
ings and Anita Hill's testimony and
most recently President Clinton in
who he was going to appoint and
who he was not going to appoint,
and finally the appointment of Ruth
Bader Ginsburg as the first ap-
pointee of a demacratic president in
13 years.

And | thought it might be interesting
to look at how historical presidents
have selected court nominees, how

presidents have — have they always
insisted on political conformity with
their thoughts and their philosophy
or is this a new phenomenon that
grew out of the Reagan presidency,
the Bush presidency, and now the
Clinton presidency.

Now, what I'nt going to present to
you is in no way scholarly. lt's anti-
dotal. And | have to give a footnote
here. Henry J. Abraham is a profes-
sor of Government and Foreign Af-
fairs at the University of Virginia, and
he is an expert on the Supreme
Court of the United States and its re-
lationship with the presidency. He
wrote a book called Justices and
Presidents.

| told him when | was at Virginia that
| was going to steal his material, just
unashamedly steal it and use it, but |
would footnote him every time so |
wouldn't be accused of plagiarism.
So much of the information that |
have here is thankful to the research
of Dr. Abraham.

Early on in the founding of the
United States, Alexander Hamilton,
when talking about the new constitu-
tion, the new form of government
said that the judicial branch of the
United States possessed neither the
purse nor the sword, would com-
mand no genuine power and would
constitute the least dangerous
branch of government.

| think that maybe if Hamiitor: had
known about the Supreme Court's
ruling in Marbury versus Madison,
where the Supreme Court decided
that it could indeed declare unconsti-
tutional acts of the Federal l.egisla-
ture, its rulings in 1954 in Brown ver-
sus the Board of Education which
has really changed the face of the
United States, other civil rights rul-
ings, defendant rights rulings such
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as Miranda and Escobedo and Roe
versus Wade, | think Hamilton might
reassess the role of the judiciary in
light of what has happened.

I would like to review the justices
who have served on the Court and
present a little statistical profile
about the persons who have served
on the Court.

There have been 104 men and 2
women who have been nominated
by 36 presidents. William Henry
Harrison, Zachary Taylor, and Presi-
dent Jimmy Carter had no opportu-
nity to appoint any justices to the
Court.

Andrew Johnson had an opportunity
to make nominations to the Court,
but none of his nominations were
ever acted on by the Senate, so he
appointed nobody to the Court. Of
course, you know that he came to
power after the assassination of
Lincoln and was then impeached.

We think in the Bork hearings that
this is unusual that the Senate
should reject a nominee of the presi-
dent. But historically there have
been 28 nominees that have been
rejected by the Senate sent up by
the president; 23 were in the 19th
century and 5 in the 20th century.

The five in this century that were re-
jected were John J. Parker, who was
nominated by President Hoover in
1930; Clement Haynsworth, Jr. was
nominated by President Nixon in
1969. When he didn't get that nomi-
nation through, he then sent up the
name of Harrold Carswell from
Florida, and he too was rejecied by
the Senate.

Then Lyndon Johnson tried to pro-
mote Abe Fortas from Associate
Justice to Chief Justice, and that
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also was rejected by the Senate.
And there were allegations about im-
propriety in terms of monies being
accepted; ultimately Fortas resigned
from the Court. Of course in 1987
Robert Bork was sent up by Reagan,
and he was rejected.

There were other names that were
sent up. Homer Thornberry was a
crony of Lyndon Johnson, and his
name was sent up in 1968, and he
was never acted upon because of
the withdrawal of Abe Fortas to be
Chief Justice. Then you vall recall
that Douglas Ginsburg was sent up
by Ronald Reagan in 1987, and the
allegations about his marijuana use
came to light, and his name was
withdrawn and never acted upon.

Now, we see people are being con-
sidered for the Court, and we talk
about their merit and their scholar-
ship. And indeed Justice Ginsburg
served on the Law Reviews at both
Harvard and Columibia and is an
extraordinarily well educated person.
But, as a matter of fact, the Consti-
tution of the United States does not
require that you have a law degree
to serve on the Supreme Court; it
oniy requires that you be learned in
the law. ~

Now, out of the 106 people who
served on the Supreme Court, only
58 of them actually attended law
school. Law schoois didn't come
into being or become very popular
until after the Givil War.

And then there was a proiiferation of
law schools mainly based on the
Harvard mode! with the Harvard
casebook method, because there
weren't many law schools. People
just read the law in law offices and
in that way became a lawyer.

Now, of the 58 who attended law
school, only 40 of those actually
graduated. And it was not until 1845
that a justice who had actually at-
tended law school was appointed,
and that was Levi Woodbury who at-
tended law school for one year.

Benjamin Curtis was the first gradu-
ate of a law school, and he was
appointed in 1851, In 1957 — that
was only 36 years ago — 1957 was
the first time that all nine justices on
the Court had graduated from law
school. | find that a very interssting,
staggering statistic.

Stanley Reed was the last justice
with no law degree. He served from
1938 to 1948. James F. Byrnes
served from 1941 to 1942, and he
was the last justice not to have at-
tended law school at all.

Now, the 106 appointed came from
10 professional subgroups — 25 of
them were lower Federal court
judges, 25 of them were prior mem-
bers of the State judiciary, and 22 of
them were from the executive
branch of the government.

By way of geography, as you might
expect, the larger states have sent
the most justices. Thirty-one of
them came from 3 different States;
16 from New York, 9 each from Ohio
and Virginia, 8 from Massachusetts.
And 10 States have sant one justice;
there are 19 States, including New
Mexico, which have never had a jus-
tice of the Supreme Court.

The fact that North Dakota had
never had a justice on the Supreme
Court exercised Senator Bill Langer
— we call him Wild Bill Langer. He
was the chairman of the Senate Ju-
diciary Committee for many years.
He vowed that until there was some-
body from North Dakota appointed

to the bench that he was going to
oppose any nominee and try to force
the president to appoint somebady.
He kept this up until he died in 1959.
And still no one from North Dakota
has served on the Supreme Court.

The 106 justices who have served
came from 12 different religious
groups — 27 of them were Episco-
palians, 25 were unspecified Protes-
tants, 17 were Presbylerians, 8 were
Roman Catholics, and 6 were Jews.
The rest were other Protestant ad-
herents.

In terms of political parties, one was
a Whig, one was an Independent.
Twelve were Federalists, forty-two
were Republicans, and foriy-nine
were Democrats.

Now, we always think that a presi-
dent appoints somebody from his
own party, and that usually is the
case, but not necessarily. The feast
partisan president to make appoint-
ments to the Federal Judiciary, not
only counting the Supreme Court,
but all of the Federal Judiciary, was
Gerald Ford, who appointed 81.2%
Republicans, and the rest
Democrats.

The most partisan — | thought this
was interesting — was President
Washington, who appointed 100 per-
cent Federalists; everybody was
from his party. The most partisan
president from this century was
Woodrow Wilson, who appointed
98.6% Democrats.

There seems to be a new trend in
how Supreme Court justices are se-
lected, and that's called representa-
tive philosophy; that is, the appoint-
ment should reflect a population in
general. | think this is similar to
what President Clinton is talking
about, to make the Court or make
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the Government look like America.
And to that end, one-half of Presi-
dent Carter's appointments — he
made 300 appointments to the Fed-
eral Judiciary — half of those were
women and nonwhites.,

The founding fathers, when they
wrote the Constitution, set out pa-
rameters of how it should work, con-
sidered nothing of the sort. Of
course, the country at that time was
very homogeneous and only men
voted at that time and no women; in
addition, women were not allowed to
practice law.

So they considered only one crite-
rion, and that was merit, regardless
of whether they were Madisonians,
Hamiltons, Federalists, or non-Fed-
eralists. If you read the Federalist's
papers about this, clearly the only
thing they considered was merit.

Today the peer model seems 1o be
important, that those that are ap-
pointed should represent this country
in race, gender, religion, national ori-
gin, and even age. To that end,
Clarence Thomas was the youngest
justice ever appointed to the bench;
Justice Ginsburg is-on the high side
of age 60.

Professor Abraham, whom | alluded
to earlier, thinks that the nominees
have four qualities-or that the presi-
dent considers four things when ap-
poiniting somebody to the bench.
The first is objective merit. Is this
person a good person? Is he or she
intelligent? Is he or she bright?
Does he or she hava the credentials,
the wherewithal, to serve in this high
position?

Next is the personal and political
friendship with the president and bal-
ancing representations on the Court
in terms of geography, religion, and

now gender and real political ideol-
ogy or compatibility; that is, does the
person think like the president, at
least to the extent that the president
will get a fair hearing?

Alexander Bickell from Yale said that
you shoot an arrow into a far distant
future when you appoint a justice,
and not the person himself can tell
you what he will think about some of
the probiems that he will face. So
one really never knows how an ap-
pointment will turn out. Now, the
last of the four criteria in question:
real politics or kindred souls seems
to be the main concern of presi-
dents, party labels notwithstanding.
Thus, a president does not neces-
sarily appoint somebody from his
own party.

President Taft, who was a Republi-
can, had six appointments; three
were Democrats and three were Re-
publicans. President Nixon nomi-
nated Justice Powell, and he was a
Democrat. Franklin Roosevelt
appointed Justice Stone, and he was
a Republican. Truman appointed
Justice Burton, and.he was a Re-
publican.

Now, presidents, thinking that they
might know and might be a kindred
spirit with the person they have ap-
pointed, have been disappointed in
some of their actions.

Theodore Roosevelt was disap-
pointed in the great Justice Oliver
Wendell Holmes. He ruied in an
antitrust case differently from how
Theodore Roosevelt thought he
should have ruled. In a private con-
versation Roosevelt said, "l could
carve out of a banana a judge with
more backbone than that Holmes."

Truman said, "Packing the Supreme
Court can't be done. ['ve tried it.
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Whenever you put somebody on the
Court, he ceases to be your friend."

Truman felt this very strongly. In
1982 at the height of the Korean
War, he seized the steei mills.
There was a lawsuit that went its
way ultimately to the Supreme Court
of the United States. And the Court
ruled against him. The thing that re-
ally hurt was that his old buddy, his
old bourbon drinking buddy, Tom
Clark, who had been Attorney Gen-
eral, who had been appointed to the
bench, ruled against the Truman ad-
ministration in a very pointed concur-
ring opinion. Truman in his style
said, "That damn fool from Texas,"
he says, "was my biggest mistake.

It isn't so much that he's a bad man.
It's just that he's such a dumb son of
a bitch."

Eisenhower was also unhappy with
two of his appointees, Earl Warren
and William Brennan, who turned
out te be two of the most liberal jus-
tices on the Court. Indeed, Earl War-
ren has lent his name to a whole era
of jurisprudence.

Toward the end of President Eisen-
hower's term he was flying across
the country in Air Force One with
some of the news people on the
plane. They asked, "President
Eisenhower, reflecting back on 8
years, did you make any mistakes?"
He said, "Well, of course, | made
mistakes." He said, "Everybody
makes mistakes." They said, "Yes,
General, but did you make any
beauts?" He said, "l sure did, and
both of them are sitting on the
Supreme Court."

Nixon, too, was very angry with
Harry Blackmun after he wrote Roe
v. Wade. In 1974 the decision in
United States versus Nixon case
also came down. This was the
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tapes case. All nine justices ruled
against Nixon and said that, indeed,
he had to turn them over, the Water-
gate tapes. Out of the nine were
three ¢t his appointees, Blackmun,
Powell, and Chief Justice Burger.

Court-packing is most associated, |
think, with Franklin Roosevelt in the
'30s. During his first term, 1933
through 1937, he had no appointees
to the bench. And much of the New
Deal legislation that was being
passed at that time was being de-
clared unconstitutional by the
Supreme Court.

Roosevelt used to refer to the Court
as "nine old men." He proposed a
court-packing bill whereby he would
increase the number of justices on
the Gourt to 15. Now, there's no
magic in the number nine. As a
matter of fact, when the Court
started they had five members; it
grew to nine in 1837. So the court-
packing scheme was that he would
appoint a new judge for every justice
who was over 70 years old; the idea
was that they would help out with the

USRS 0 il Canfvence
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don and Richard Oldroyd of Utah,
Dians Zahm of Florida, Quint Hegner
of California, and Jack O'Connell and

"heavy court docket." The real idea
was that he wanted people who
would give him a fairer hearing on
his New Deal legislation. Well, that
proposal was killed by the Senate in
1937.

George Washington, in another vein,
was a great court-packer. All 14
nominees shared his Federalist phi-
losophy of government, all were per-
sonal friends, and seven of them
had served in the Constitutional
Convention with him.

Jefferson, Jackson, and Lincoln all
to some extent attempted to pack
the Gourt with people of their liking
and their thinking. Almost all presi-
dents attempt tc appoint somebody
who shares their philosophy of gov-
ernment, and their view of politics.

Now, of course, the Senate has a
role — to advise and consent. The
Senate examines the ideological
commitments. Now-dJustice Gins-
burg several years ago cailed it &
second opinion, but not a secondary
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Jorge Rodriguez of Delaware. Diane
Zahm holds the Paul Sylvestre Award;
the others hold the Phillip Hoke Award,

opinion that the Senate gives on
nominees to the Court.

The most difficult hearing before
Clarence Thomas was the hearing of
Louis Brandeis, who was the first
Jew appointed to the Court; it was
very controversial at that time, which
is hard to believe. That hearing
lasted for several months and was
delayed by the Senate. But
Woodrow Wilson stood by Brandeis
and, indeed, in 1916 he was con-
firmed.

In spite of the Senate grillings and
the president's insisterce on the
compatibility of justices, the results
are not entirely predictable. Har-
vard's Zachariah Chaffey said, "To
forecast the behavior of a future jus-
tice it is wiser to consider the books
in his or her library than the clients in
the candidate's offive.

And there's an often asked question,
'Does a person become any different
when he puts on a gown?* Justice
Frankfurter said, "If he's any good,
he sure does."
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Earl Warren said he could not see a
man who could be on the Court and
not change his views substasntially
over a period of years. For :harge
you must if you are to do your Juties
on the Supreme Court." And, of
course, Earl Warren, when he was
Attorney General of California, over-
saw the internment of the Japanese
during the first days of the Second
World War. Later he was Chief Jus-
tice and the guardian of civil liber-
ties.

With all this, the system seems to
work. And it seems to have worked
well over 200 years. There have
been both great minds and indeed
some small and petty persons who
have served on the Court.

Presidents have sometimes played
unabashed politics with appoint-
ments and at other times have really
decided these questions on merit.
The institution in spite of all this has
survived, grown to the great power
that it has today, and, rather than
being the weakest branch of govern-
ment as Hamilton predicted, it ar-
guably has become the strongest.

I thank you very much for asking me
to come here today. Again, wel-
come to New Mexico. ! hope you
enjoy. We've had some nice
weather. As | drove here at noon, it
looked a little overcast. That's only
one day of 365 that we do have
overcast weather. Thank you very
much.
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Displaying quantitative criminal justice information

By Neal B. Kauder, Senior Research Analyst, Virginia Department

of Criminat Justice Services

Goals and objectives of workshop

This workshop provides an under-
standing of how individuals and
groups can be more effective at
visually displaying criminal justice
research to nontechnical audiences.
This ts accomplished by outlining the
criticat Lrinciples of displaying quan-
titative information and by demon-
strating some proven methods of
graphically presenting research from
selected criminal justice topics. The
graphical examples used in this
workshop represent topic areas that
are currently receiving attention by
local, State, and Federal Govern-
ment officials. This workshop also
provides a better understanding of
how graphical displays can better be
used to inform decision-making at all
levels of the criminal justice system.

Workshop summary and content

The effective communication of re-
search findings has not been given
high priority by many criminal justice
analysts and practitioners. As

researchers, we continually strive

to provide policymakers with accu-
rate and objective information, yet
we sometimes fail to provide this in-
formation in a way that is both
meaningful and easily interpreted.
This has caused decision-makers to
pay iittle attention to, or even worse,
to often ignore potentially useful data
analysis. This is demonstrated

by the many documents generated
by Federal, State, and local authori-
ties which attempt to fill information
needs, but which frequently become
part of seldom used "resource" doc-
ument collections.

There are a number of possible ex-
planations why inadequate graphical
presentation persists in the criminal
justice field. Some feel that the level
of expertise and professionalism in
conducting advanced data analysis
has come to the criminal justice field
less rapidly than it did for other sci-
entific disciplines. Mastering the
process of graphically displaying this
new level of data analysis would
teke even more time to achieve.

Another reason suggests a failure

to make the distinction between the
two fundamental ways in which we
use statistical displays. Spence and
Lewandowsky (1990) have explained
that graphs are intended to commu-
nicate information or to aid in the
analysis of data. Graphical displays
that communicate information are
usually well crafted and contain
summary rather than original data.
Since these graphs are meant for
less expert audiences they tend to
have simpler form and content. By
contrast, graphs used for data analy-
sis may be complicated and harder
for nontechnical audiences to inter-
pret. They also may contain ali of
the data in the original analysis as
opposed to highlights or summary
information. The analyst will use
many different graphs as a method
to detect statistical relationships

or patterns and will abandon the dis-
plays after use. The problem arises
when the analyst fails to make the
transition between graphs for analy-
sis and graphs for communication.
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The importance of presenting infor-
mation in a logical, informative, and
visually appealing format has long
been acknowledged by the private
sector. With the advancement

of personal computer software tech-
nology, even small organizations can
translate technical analyses into eas-
ily interpreted, nontechnical informa-
tion. This occurs through relatively
inexpensive and easy-to-use graph-
ics or desk-top publishing software.
The private sector uses this technol-
ogy to market and sell services and
products in an attractive and orga-
nized manner. Basic marketing
strategies suggest that this approach
will enhance the competitive edge

of a business.

When public sector criminal justice
research groups follow this approach
their products receive more attention
and their research is more likely to
affect change in the system. When
evaluations, statistical analysis, and
policy assessments are delivered

in narrative or monotonous tabular
format they are less likely consid-
ered by legisiators, judges, and
agency heads who are already
buried in similar reports. By con-
irast, data analysis that is presented
using clear and accurate graphics
are more likely noticed by
decisionmakers.

Modern technigques that graphically
explain or show pictures of quantita-
tive information do much more than
simply substitute for narrative or sta-
tistical tables. The most effective
graphical presentations of statistical
analysis describe and summarize
data so that nontechnical audiences
can easily recognize and truly under-
stand the substance of the research.
Although little has been written on
the effective presentation of criminal
justice research, there does exist
some previous research on graphical

presentation in general. Since the
methods and standards of present-
ing data are not unigue to one disci-
pline, this earlier work can be safely
generalized to the area of criminal
justice.

In his landmark research on display-
ing quantitative information, Tufte
(1983) explains what good graphics
should accomplish. Graphicali dis-
plays should:

» show the data

s induce the viewer to think about
the substance rather than about
methodology, graphic design, the
technology of graphic production, or
sormething else

» avoid distorting what the data have
to say

e present many numbers in a small
space

o make large data sets coherent

s encourage the eye to compare dif-
ferent pieces of data

» reveal the data at several levels of
detail, from a broad overview to the
fine structure

e serve a reasonably clear purpose:
description, exploration, tabulation,
or decoration

o be closely integrated with the sta-
tistical and verbal descriptions of a
data set.

Using the principles reviewed in the
workshop, the following are some
criminal justice research topics that
are expanded upon using examples
of graphical displays:

» trends in criminal activity

» sentencing and judicial behavior

e correctional populations and parole
practices

e racidivism

¢ public safety expenditures.
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Data and research displays that are
mindful of accuracy, clarity, and sim-
plicity will help to insure good graphi-
cal presentation. As criminal justice
researchers we should construct our
graphics to show ideas and phenom-
ena not just hollow sets of figures.
Cleveland (1985) provided a listing
of the principles of graph construc-
tion. The following are some se-
lected points that are particularly
relevant when communicating data
analysis in a nontechnical environ-
ment:

e pack large amounts of quantitative
information into small regions

¢ make the data stand out

e use visually prominent graphical
elements to show the data

e make legends comprehensive and
informative

o do not clutter the data region

¢ choose appropriate scales when
graphs are compared

e visual clarity must be preserved
under reproduction

« useful graphs require careful,
detailed study.



Presenting data and statistics: A guide to good graphics and tables

By Marianne W. Zawitz, Statistician, Bureau of Justice Statistics,
U.S. Department of Justice

Presenting information, particularly
statistical information, requires
attention to how people process
information. In this information age,
people are bombarded by messages
and attempts to get thair attention.
There are just too many competing
messages now to expect people,
particuiarly policymakers, to spend
fonger than they have to on your
material. No matter how sophisti-
cated the audience, their time is
valuable.

Tufte, the current guru of statistical
graphics, challenges us to
appreciate our audiences —

"The moral principle under which |
operate is that the audience is just
as smart as i am. They may be
busy, bored, or inattentive, but they
are never stupid."

Our challenge is to decide if statisti
cal presentations will include —

NUM-BERS
or
NUMB-ERS

Most people don't like to deal with
numbers or statistics. That stands
to reason, since statistics are a lot
of work to understand; we require
several different thought processes
to decode what the numbers are
saying to us. Often we are
presented with puzzles that require
too much time and effort to solve.

Good presentations of data take
as much of the work out of under-
standing numbers as possible so
that the numbers can enliven the
discussion, not make it difficult and
boring.

Good presentations:

» Take advantage of how we already
process information.

» Reduce the number of processes
that we must go through to
understand the data.

e Tear down some fundamental
obstacles to understanding.

Reading and statistics

A description of how we read shows
how hard it is to process numbers.
When we read a line of text our eyes
fixate on about 2 places per 10 word
line. Unless there is a number on
the line, the eye fixates on each digit
of the number in addition to its nor-
mal fixations. This causes the
reader to slow down. The slower the
reading, the less enjoyable and more
boring the material seems. No
wonder people don't like numbers.

in addition, when we read numbers,
we usually remember the first two
digits. This is in part because after
getting slowed down so much, we
want to proceed faster so we skip
the rest. While studies show that we
can easily remember up to seven
digits, those numbers are usually
ones that we use all the time like
phone numbers and zip codes.

In general, keep the numbers you
use in text limited to a few digits.
Use millions or round the thousands
s0 that the reader does not need

to read more than two or three
numbers. When presenting num-
bers with decimal places, keep the
number of decimal places to a
minimum and only use them when
absolutely necessary. The decimal
places are frequently not statisticaily
significant anyway.

We read numbers more easily when
they are displayed down a column,
in part because we were taught to
do math up and down. We are not
extensively challenged when we
have to do the mental math to make
comparisons among numbers down
a column. For example, the follow-
ing shows the same numbers dis-
played across a row and down a
column.,

327 483 123 42 7 18

327
483
123
42
7
18

Clearly, comparisons between these
numbers are easier to make when
they are presented down a column.

Tables and graphics rather
than text

When we need to present more than
a few data points, tables and graph-
ics become the mode of communica-
tion. Reading a paragraph that con-
tained all the numbers in a table or
graph would be extremely tedious.

Good tables and graphs rely more
on-spacial perception than on verbal
or quantitative perception. Psycho-
logical studies of perception show
that people do very well at discern-
ing patterns in two dimensional
space from both pictures and sym-
bols. Part of this skill, they theorize,
comes from primitive man's need to
constantly survey the horizon and
the surrounding landscape. Good
graphics and tables are designed to
utilize this skill.
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Unfortunately, we rarely get to see
good tables and graphs. Instead we
get to view complex puzzies and
overwhelming compilations of those
hard to read numbers.

Both tables and graphics should
have an architecture that reveals
patterns. Tufte says that good
visual presentations of data have
"simplicity of design and complexity
of data."

Simpie architecture of data reveals a
clear, simple logical pattern. For
example, the following gives you a
lot of information.

XXXX
XXX
XX

X

The first is the most, the last the
least, etc. This could be either a
graphic or a table if it had numbers
or a graphic if it had bars. -in either
case you used your spacial
perception to show what was the
most and the least, not your verbal
or quantitative perception.

When to use tables or graphics

Graphs are most effective in pre-
senting the big picture; tables orga-
nize and exhibit detail. in general,
use a table for presenting —

e ten or fewer data points
» exact numerical data
» |ocalized comparisons.

According to Tufte, we need to limit
graphics to 10 or more data points to
ensure high data density. Small sets
of data presented as tables utilize
higher data density and more data
ink than a graphical presentation of
the same data.

To achieve this he recommends that
you strive for data density and use
mostly data ink. In other words, he
wants you to present the most
amount of data in the smallest
amount of space using all of the ink
in that space to represent data (not
chartjunk, tic marks, grid lines, etc.).

Graphics that have high data density
do what they do best — give you
the big picture. They also provide
you with great economy as you try to
put the largest amount of data in the
smallest amount of space.

Research on graphicai perception

If you decide that your data should
be presented graphically, the next
step is to select the best type of
graph for your data. Research
conducted by Cleveland shows that
we process some of the elements
of different types of graphics better
than others. He developed a
hierarchy of graphical perception.

Hierarchy of graphical perception
Position along a common scale
Position along identical nonaligned

scales
Length
Angle — Slope
Area
Volume
Color — Hue

He found that it is easier for us to
perform the decoding required to
understand graphics that use the
first elements than those that use
the latter elements. He suggests
that the best graphics utilize the
design elements at the top of the list.

While his research is helpful in
deciding the elements to include, the
data also instruct us in what types
of graphics we need to present.
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Continuous variables can be
displayed in:

Line graphs

Area charts

Scatter plots

Maps

Categorical variables are displayed
in:

Bar graphs

Maps

Diagrams

Pie charts are not a recommended
form of display because —

e After you use more than six
segments, you cannot see the
pieces well. With no more than six
segments you do not have high data
density. A well structured table does
this better.

o [n addition, pie charts emphasize
elements that are more difficult to
perceive according to Cleveland's
research. Because of our inability to
perceive angle and volume, we end
up labeling the chart with the values,
decreasing data density, and
increasing redundancy.

What is the point?

When using either a graph or a
table, decide exactly what you want
it to do. Graphs and some tables
can be paragraphs of data. They
have one main point around which
they are organized. Graphs and
tables that have more than one main
purpose tend to have no focus or
organization. This resuits in tables
and graphs that don't do anything
well because they try to do too many
things. With tables, you need to go
through two steps to make certain
that the table accomplishes what
you want it to do.
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First, you have to determine what
type of table to use. According to
the British statistician Erhenberg,
there are three types of tables.

Exploratory tables — those that
the analyst uses when conducting
the analysis, but are rarely pub-
lished.

Resource tables — that allow a
reader to look up a particular
number. These tables need to be
organized to help the reader find that
number by using alphabietical order,
skip patterns to develop a grid, etc.

Presentation tables — are intended
to make a particular point in a final
analytic product. This is the type

of table we should see most often in
articles.

Second, if you are going to use a
presentation table, you need to
determine exactly what pcint you are
going to make with that table. Use
the same thought process as you do
when deciding what finding your
graphic is going to present.

Visible patterns and structure

The design of a table or graphic
should highlight the structure of the
data so the reader can easily discern
any patterns. Structure graphics to
make one main point. One good
design, the area chart, also takes
advantage of our skill in seeing the
horizon.

In tables, place figures that are
meant to be compared close to each
other. Group the columns or rows
so readers can see what you want
them to compare or what goes
together. As previously discussed,
when many numbers are meant to
be compared, put them down a
column rather than across a row to

take advantage of the mental math
you must do to see what is more and
what is less.

Clarity and simplicity

Seeing the data quickly and clearly
is the goal. Be careful that nothing
interferes with the ability to use our
spacial perception.

Three-dimensional graphics

One of the more annaying products
of computer graphics programs is
the three-dimensional graphic.
Three-dimensional presentations
can cause severe optical illusions.
By putting two-dimensional data in
three-dimensional space you take
the chance that the data will be
distorted, misinforming the reader.
In addition, three dimensions are
difficult to execute correctly in two
dimensions.

Other optical problems

Crosshatchings, dashed lines, and
so forth, can also cause optical
lusions and distortion. Cross-
hatchings have a moire effect,
making graphics that use them
difficult to look at because of the
illusion of vibration. Solid colors
solve this problem. The dash
patterns in lines also are very
difficult to look at and if they cross
can also result in distortion. The use
of a dashed line for one variable and
a solid line for another implies that
one variable is not as important as
the other.

Try to use solid lines wherever
possible. Different weights can
show different variables. Iflines
cross and the different weights still
make it difficult to teli which is which,
break one of the lines where they
cross so one appears to be on top of

the other. If you are unable to work
with the weights or color, try a small
multiple, where you put each line
into a separate graphic.

Nondata ink

Strive to eliminate all nondata ink; no
excess tic marks, unnecessary
tables, footnotes, extra thought
processes like interpreting legends
or distractions, like decorations. Get
out your eraser and get rid of every
bit of nondata ink or extraneous
information.

Decimal places pad the data field
and obscure the data. Usually they
are not even statistically significant.
Keep in mind that most readers do
not even get beyond the first two
digits. The only times when
decimals are used legitimately are
when they are needed as a tie
breaker between numbers, when the
whole numbers of the population are
only shown in the totals and the
distribution is presented in percents,
or when the data are very precise as
in the hard sciences.

Please avoid "chartjunk," those little
cute pictorial representations of your
subject matter like they use in
U.S.A. Today. Frequently these
pictures distort the information or
make it impossible to see. If your
numbers have something to say, let
them say it. No amount of cute
pictures or drawings will help data
that have no point.

Encoding

Good tables and graphs enable the
reader to accomplish what the
author intended without moving their
eyes about the page or from the
page. One of the most frequent
problems in graphics is encoding
needed information, usuatlly in
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legends or notation. To decode the
puzzle presented by a legend,
readers are expected to look at the
graphic, then to the legend, find the
code, then look back at the graph
and remember what the label said.
This could be fixed by shortening the
labels and putting them on the
graphic or by using small multiples.

Footnotes cause the same problems
by requiring the reader to take their
eyes off the data to understand what
is being presented. Too many
footnotes can cause a reader to
question the accuracy of the data.
Footnotes that refer to the collection
of information usuaily belong in the
methodology section. if you must
use footnotes, try to keep them out
of the graph area or the number field
in tables so that they do not interfere
with the data. Always use letters
rather than numbers for footnotes to
numbers. Using numbers can cause
confusion and typographical errors in
the data.

Clarity and the verbal tasks

Another barrier to understanding is
how poorly we use labels. Many
tables and graphs are full of
statistical terminology, jargon, abbre-
viations, and acronyms. Avoid
abbreviations and acronyms, as your
audience may not know what they
mean.

Clear labeling of units of measure is
also essential to clarity and
understanding. For tables, put the
proper notation for the unit of
analysis right next to the numbers so
that readers do not have to reread
the column head or the table title to
know what they are dealing with and
that the unit has changed from the
first to the second column.

On graphics, make certain the lahels
are left to right, not up and down so
the reader has to do visual gymnas-
tics to see what is presented. One
of my biggest gripes with some of
the computer graphing software is
their insistence in putting the Y axis
label on its side. That axis label
belongs horizontally right above the
axis.

Color

There are several things that you
need to know before you work with
color.. Color should be added to
provide differentiation, not to hit the
audience over the head. If colors
are applied too heavily they detract
from your presentation and can
distort the information you are
presenting. | suggest that you read
the chapter on color in Tufte's book
Envisioning Information before you
proceed. Color can result in many
optical problems that are easy to
avoid. A lighter touch with color and
respect for black and white are
essential to any color presentation.

The way that light is projected in
your presentation can effect the
approach you need to take with
color. If you are preparing a
presentation for paper, the colors
need to be selected for reflected
light on a white background. Colors
for slides and overheads or
computer slide shows are the result
of projected light and have very
different properties. In both
instances you try to provide contrast
between the medium and the colors.
How you do this is different for both
types-of presentation; black ink on
white paper gives the best contrast,
while white type or lines on.a blue
background is easier to see in a
projected setting.
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Understand the range of colors your
eventual output device is capable of
producing. If you want to print with
color, find someone who is an expert
with color printing to work with you.
Colcr printing is difficult and tricky. If
you are using a color printer, you will
probably be more limited in the
number of colors you can use. Color
slides and Visual Display Terminals
also present color in different ways
and you may be limited to certain
colors by the software you use.
Before you design with color be
certain that you understand what
colors you can use.

Colors also have multiple propetties
including saturation, intensity, and
hue. You need to be aware of these
as you prepare your presentation.
Yellow, for example, is lighter than
blue. To make certain that all the
lines'in a line chart look the same
width, the yellow lines need to be
wider than the blue and black lines.

Remember to work along the color
spectrum and from light to dark.
About 10% of the population is color
impaired, so move from light to dark
s0 that those who are color impaired
can easily see the differences in
values. In paper presentations that
use labels placed on a graphic,
select colors that can be overprinted
with black.

Be careful that the colors you
choose do not have any unintended
metaphors. We always use blue for
law enforcement, purple for the
courts, green for money, etc. Pink
police charts are not generally a
good idea.

Summary
Do the work for your audience so

that they can easily understand your
point.
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Highlight the data; let them lead you
to the best method of presentation.

Present logical visual patterns; avoid
nondata ink, chartjunk, etc.

Strive for clarity in ali presentation
elements.

Use those graphical elemants that
are highest on Cleveland's
perception scale.

Edit, Edit, Edit!!!

Sources

Cleveland, Wiilliam 8., The elsments
of graphing data, (Monterey, CA: Wadsworth
Advanced Baaks and Software, 1985).

Ehrenberg, A.S.C., "Rudiments of
numeracy," Journal of the Royal Statistical
Soclety, 1977, Ser. A, 140, 277-297.

Paulos, John Allen, Innumeracy;
Mathemallcal Hlliteracy and its consequencas,
(New York, NY: Hill and Wang, 1988).

Tufte, Edward R., The visual display of
quantitative information, (Cheshire, CT:
Graphics Press, 1983) and Enrvisioning
information, (Cheshire, CT: Graphics Press,
1990},
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The 'hired gun’ forecast: Lessons learned as an expert witness

By James R. "Chip" Coldren, Jr., Ph.D., Deputy Site Director, Program on Human
Development and Criminal Behavior, Harvard School of Public Health

Introduction

in November 1992 the Research Di-
rector of the Justice Research and
Statistics Association (JRSA) was
asked to serve as an expert witness
in correctional population forecasting
for a class action suit involving the
Suffolk County Jail (/nmates of the
Suffolk County Jail, et al. Plaintiffs v.
Robert C. Rufo, et al. Defendants,
Civil Action No. 71-162-K in the
United States District Court, District
of Massachusetts). The invitation
came from the attorneys represent-
ing the inmates of Suffolk County
Jail. The JRSA Research Director
was asked to critique the deposition
provided by an expert witness in
forecasting for the defendants (Sher-
iff Rufo et al.) and to develop materi-
als that explained alternative ap-
proaches to forecasting jail popula-
tions.

This presentation reviews a brief his-
tory of the Suffolk County Jail litiga-
tion, describes the task presented

to JRSA, reviews the expert witness
testimony provided by JRSA, and
reviews the expert witness expeti-

ence from the forecaster's perspec-
tive. The challenge presented to
JRSA in this case, and the process
of preparing expert witness materi-
alg, illustrate some important
lessons for criminal justice forecast-
ers.

Background of Inmates of the
Suffolk Gounty Jail v. Rufo

The Inmates v. Rufo case, which
was heard in March 1993, began
with a class action lawsuit filed for
the inmates in 1971. Following is a
summary of important events in the
history of this case.

1. In 1971 a class action lawsuit
dealing with double bunking and
other jail conditions was filed on be-
half of the inmates of the old Charles
Street Jail in Boston. The Jail was
built in 1848 and designed to house
one inmate per cell.

2. In 1973 the Court determined
that the jail conditions violated the
rights of inmates, ordered a perma-
nent injunction against double bunk-
ing, and enjoined the Sheriff from
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holding inmates in the Charles
Street Jail after June 30, 1976.

3. The Sheriff sought relief from the
injunction when an acceptable jail
plan was not produced by the June
1976 deadline. The jail closing date
was extended to June 30, 1977, and
the Appellate Court extended this

to March 1978.

4. The Court approved a consent
decree in May 1979. The consent
decree provided for continued use
of the jail while'a new one was being
built. The new jail plans cailed for
309 single-occupancy celis for males
and females. This was subsequently
modified to accommodate 453 while
retaining the single-bunking criterion.
Litigation persisted in the courts and
a modificaticn of the consent decree
in the U.S. District Court deferred
the construction start date to 1987.

5. In July 1989, 18 years after com-
mencement of the suit and 10 years

after the consent decree, the new jall
was still under construction.
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6. The Sheriff's application for modi-
fication of the consent decree in
1989 to allow double bunking in 197
of the new cells was denied.

7. The new Sutfolk County Jail
opened in May 1990.

8. A few months later the Court

of Appeals affirmed the denial of the
Sheriff's motion to vacate the single
bunking criterion of the consent
decree.

9. This decision was appealed to
the U.S. Supreme Court, which re-
manded it to U.S. District Court.
Both sides were allowed several
months for additional discovery.
Oral testimony was heard in January
1993. The judge allowed supple-
mentation of the court record (which
included the affidavits and deposi-
tions of the two forecasting expert
witnesses).

10. In March 1993, Judge Keeton
denied the Sheriff's motion to vacate
the consent decree, stating:

"Each of the modifications proposed
fails the test [established by the U.S.
Supreme Court] that this court
should consider whether the pro-
posed modification is 'suitably tai-
lored to the changed circum-
stance[s)."™

The task of the expert withess

The lawyers representing the in-
mates asked JRSA to perform two
specific tasks:

(1) Review and critique the affidavit
and deposition of the Sheriff's fore-
casting expert witness, which argued
that the Sheriff could not have antici-
pated the rapid increase in the jail
population which was forcing him

to turn to double bunking.

{2) Comment on the possibility that
the Sheriff and Suffolk County Com-
missioners could have anticipated a
rapid increase in the jail population.
There were two critical dates at
issue here — April 1985 (prior to the
start of construction on the naw jail)
and December 1988 (the last date at
which modifications could have been
made to the new jail construction
plans). Additionally, during the
course of litigation, the male de-
tained inmate capacity (the sub-
popuiation at issue) was set at 419.
The specific question, then, con-
cerned whether the Sheriff and
County Cormmissioners could have
anticipated, in April 1985 or Decem-
ber 1988, that the male detained
population of the Suffolk County Jail
would exceed the 419 capacity?

Taking aim at the opposition's
expert

Table 1 shows, point-by-point, a
comparison of the Sheriff's and in-
mates' forecasting expert witness
arguments.

It is ironic in this forecasting exercise
that, while JRSA recommended an
alternative approach to the Sufiolk
County Jail population forecast,
JRSA had to use the same informa-
tion available to the Sheriff to cri-
tique the Sheriff's expert witness.
JRSA argued in its affidavit that a
‘components of change" approach
to the Suffotk County Jail population
forecast would more than likely have
allowed the Sheriff and County Gom-
missioners to anticipate (in April
1985 and in December 1988 — two
critical dates in the jail construction
history) an increase in the male
detained population beyond the 419
person capacity limit in effect at the
time. Unfortunately, this argument is
hypothetical and, in fact, the Sheriff

did not employ a components of
change forecast.

JRSA posited the following argu-
ments relating to a Suffolk County
Jail forecast using only the arrest
and jail population data available to
the Sheriff between 1985 and 1987.
Simple projection of a linear fit to
data on the Suffolk County Jail
monthly male detained population
from 1979 to June 1988 would have
predicted a population over 419 be-
fore December 1988, well before the
new jail opened in May 1990 (see
Figure 3). If the linear trend in the
monthly male detained population
frorn January 1979 to April 1985 was
projected to December 1988, that
population would have crossed the
419 threshold sometime in late-
1987. If data through December
1985 were used to fit the linear
trend, the 419 threshold would

have been crossed by June 1988
(Figure 3).

Summary

The expert witness rote forces one
to criticize another's work, but the
value in the experience is not found
in the adversarial process but rather
in the perspective that the role
brings to the work of forecasting.
This paper has argued that jail fore-
casts should not rely solely on de-
mographic and arrest data to predict
future jail populations and JRSA has
always cautioned against simple lin-
ear trend analysis in criminal justice
forecasts. On the other hand, such
methods are quite common and they
were used by JRSA in the affidavit
provided for in this court case.
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Sherlff's expert witness argument

Table 1: Comparison of forecasting expert withesses arguments in inmates of Suffolk County v. Rufo

Inmates' expert witness (JRSA ) critique

County demographic data and trends in jall
admisslons and population levels are suffi-
cient to forecast future Jall populations; policy
shifts and criminal justice declzion variables
are elther insignificant or too difficult to deter-
mine to «1clude them In a Jall population fore-
cast.

Victimization surveys can be useful supple-
ments to UCR data because they contain In-
stances of unreported crimes. The U.S. ¢~
timization survey showed declines in major
crime victimizations from 1982 to 1987.

Boston experienced a population level de-
crease of approximately 8%-10% from 1970
to 1980, and a decreass in the population
aged 18-29, suggesting that there would be
fewer Individuals at risk for offending or arrest
in the Boston population during the 1980's.

The increass in drug-related arrests in Boston
had no systematic relationship to the number
of pretrial detainees in Suffolk Gounty.

The 1987 UCR data for Boston did not show
any unusual increase in major crime incidents
for many categories.

Some data are not available to county offi-
cials until a significant amount of time after
they occur, rendering them almost useless for
forecasting.

Changes in the criminal law and sentencing
guidelines would not necessarily increase the
pretrial population because of deterrence ef-
fects.

Components of change models that incorporate policy shifts and criminal justice decision vari-
ables permit criminal justice decision makers to better anticipate future jail population levels.
Such modsls have been developed for county |ail forecasts. They requlre access to appropriate
data and expert opinions.

Victimization surveys should not be used as supplements to. UCR data for forecasting purposes
because they cover households (not business establishments) anc do not cover victimless
crimes.

’

Demographic trends exert an Indirect influence on the flow of offenders into a county correc-
tional system, while law enforcement, prosecutorial, and judicial decisions exert more direct in-
fluences. [f the general population was decreasing and arrests were increasing in Boston in the
1980's (as Boston PD data indicate), then the arrest rate would be increasing. It can be argued
that the people who migrated out of Boston were those who could afford to, leaving a higher
concentration of low income and minority residents, those with historically higher rates of con-
tact with the justice system. This could reasonably [ead one to anticipate an increase in the jall
population while the general population was decreasing.

At tha critical time period for the Suffolk County Jall forecast (June 1987), drug enforcement pol-
icy changes were being contemplated that could be expected to increase the number of drug ar-
rests In Boston (the war on drugs and the BJA formula grant program). All of the years between
1980 and 1987 except one saw a percentage increase In the yearly average male detained pop-
ulation in the Suffolk County Jall. The average year-to-year increase was 10% and the overall
percentage increase from 1980 to 1987 was 94% (Figure 1), There was a 126% increase In
Boston drug arrests from 1983 tc 1987, a time period duririg which the bail laws were changed
to allow more factors, including drug amounts, to be considered in setting bail (Figure 2).

In 1987 the Boston PD reported increases for nine offense catsgorles, including a 24% increase
in reported Part | crimes and a §7% Increase in reported Part Il crimes, a 126% Increase in drug
arrests, a 42% increase In simple assault arrests, a 30% increass in weapons offenses arrests,
etc. (Figure 2). While the Boston population was decreasing and reported major offenses were
decreasing, enforcement activity was Increasing in the Important areas of violent and drug of-
fenses.

Many of these data are avallable to county officlals because they are used for planning and re-
source allocation purposes in the criminal justice system. Law enforcament officials do not
have to wait for UCR reports to get offense and arrest data.

This statement does not reflect the experisnce of many law enforcement officials across the
country with regard to drug crimes. During the 1980's changes were made to the Mas-
sachusetts criminal laws that increased or established mandatory minimum sentences for cer-
tain drug offenses, and that allowed judges to consider other drug-related factors. Since such
penalties can arguably increase the risk of a suspect fleeing, it is reasonable to anticipate that
higher bonds would be set for such offenses, resulting in more jail admissions.

One lesson to be learned from this
exercise is that a forecast is most
often a product of the data and tech-
nology available, the political winds
(or cross-currents) blowing at the
time of the forecast, and the skills
and experience of the forecaster.

side of the case, using the same
data, and without benefit of any
sophisticated forecasting or simula-
tion software.

Forecasting is a tool and an art, not
a science (though scientific methods
are often employed). The forecast
produced by the Suffolk County Jail
and the expert witness testimony
provided on both sides were crafted
to make specific points on either

Using simple linear methods, the
addition or deletion of a few data
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Part | and Il arrests
Boston Police Department

Figure 1. Boston Police Department arrests and Suffolk County
yearly average male detained population
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points can make a difference in the
resulting forecast. JRSA showed
two different male detained popula-
tion forecasts — one using data
through April 1985 and another
using elght additional data points,
through December 1985. A different
subset of the raw data in Figure 3
(say the data between July 1982 and
July 1986) would show a stable and
flat male detained population, while
the data from July 1980 to July
1982, if extended in a linear fore-
cast, would show a more dramatic
increase in the future.

Criminal justice forecasts are highly
dependent on data. In the period

1985 to 1987, the Suffolk County
Sheriff, if he was aware of their exis-
tence, could have chosen from a
number cf forecast models to pre-
pare a components of change fore-
cast. It is not clear, however, if he
would have had ready access to
data from a number of different
sources {for example, police, courts,
prasecutors, county planners and
demographers) to support the devel-
opment of such a forecast model.
Probably not. Similar problems exist
in many counties and large cities
across the country — data are not
available (or they exist but not in for-
mats easily accessed and manipu-
lated) to feed complex components

Enhancing Capacities and Confronting Controversies in Criminal Justice

of change or simulation forecast
models. It is often not until a crisis
of some sort develops that decision-
makers see clearly how they must
invest in data resources if they wish
to improve their planning and fore-
casting capabilities.

A final note

While the Judge found In favor of the
inmates in this case, he left the door
open for further action by the Sheriff
and, likely, further litigution. He
stated,

"The rulings cited here, however, do
not preclude consideration of a fur-
ther proposal to modify upon an ade-
quate showing that it is suitably tai-
lored to changed circumstances . . "
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Figure 2. Boston Poiice Department citywide arrests by year

Year 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1389 1990 1991 1992
Part | crimes

Homiclde 72 71 68 65 81 74 78 60 47 71 63 101 94 42
Rape 232 249 156 164 161 279 267 272 265 256 254 238 281 107
Robbery 1,203 1,230 1,101 1,098 1,288 1,09t 1,176 1260 1,281 1,289 1,608 1,670 1,545 699
Aggravated assault 2,027 1,875 1,427 1,407 1,832 1,627 1,841 2,032 2417 2,696 3,181 3,476 3,489 1,469
Burglary 1,269 1,330 1,078 989 910 811 831 982 932 1,041 1,313 1,300 1,286 529
Larceny 3,281 3,031 3,042 3,053 2,870 3,074 3,447 3,383 4,007 3,804 4,684 4219 3,85 1,515
Vehicle theft 579 7z2 1,108 1,365 1,217 1,130 1,305 1,437 1,084 1,170 1,692 1,224 701 180
Arson 80 67 38 81 59 48 80 85 69 80 66 56 37 27
Total Part | 8,743 8,575 8,018 8,222 8,118 8,134 8,995 9,511 10,102 10,497 12,762 12,284 11,289 4,568
Part Il crimes

Simple assault 777 875 650 710 766 742 735 847 1,084 1,685 2,174 2,477 2,613 1,391
Vandalism 463 445 328 355 359 448 522 547 605 476 569 644 557 235
Weapons 297 279 309 335 313 273 337 368 406 421 553 6441 683 308
Prostitution 1,959 1,926 1,392 1,314 1,426 1,070 1,044 807 4N 623 590 1,083 1,501 993
Drugs 1,669 1,850 1,452 1,789 2,487 3,536 4,295 4,434 56256 6,176 7,282 6,141 6,486 2,724
oul 1,091 900 674 752 980 1,102 1,269 1,391 1,857 1,094 999 . 1,055 784 359
Disorderly 1,621 1,882 1,686 2,447 2493 2596 3,397 2,564 2,898 2,850 3,239 3,430 2,694 855
Other Part Il 7,809 7,679 6,562 5964 5,739 6,037 7,724 7,839 10,421 9,476 10,066 10,153 10,033 4,372
rotal Part Il 15,586 15,836 13,053 13,666 14,563 15,805 19,323 18,787 22,887 22,801 25,472 25,624 25,351 11,237
Total | & I 24,329 24,411 21,071 21,888 22,681 23,939 28,318 28,298 32,989 33,298 38,234 37,908 36,650 15,805

*Through June 30, 1992

Figure 3. Linear trend in monthly male detained population For'more lnforrgat.!or; about t.h's
of Suffolk County Jail, January 1979 to June 1988, project, or to obtain forecasting
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Some technical issues in the maintenance and application of a longitudinal simulation

model

By Bruce Frederick, Ph.D., Chief of Research and Evaluation, New York State Division of Criminal Justice Services

The New York State Division of
Criminal Justice Services (DCJS)
maintains a demographically-driven
simulation model initially developed
by Division staff in 1984." It is one of
three models currently used by poli-
cymakers in New York State to
project future prison populations and
assess the potential impact of pro-
posed or anticipated changes in the
criminal justice system.

The structure of the DCJS model
closely parallels actual criminal jus-
tice system operations. Policymak-
ers can use the model to directly
evaluate alternative assumptions
about demographic trends, arrest
rates, conviction rates, charge
degradation, case processing time,
probabilities of imprisonment, time
served in prison, and parole revoca-
tion rates. Program initiatives,
changes in law, and changes in poli-
cies and procedures can be simu-
lated to the extent that the probable
effects of such changes on the
above parameters can be estimated.

This presentation summarizes the
structure of the DCJS simulation
model, explains how available data
are used to derive the parameter
estimates necessary to model cur-
rent practice, and shows how both
parameter estimates and model
structure can be altered to generate
impact estimates. Special attention
is given to a subtle computational
artifact that can significantly bias
parameter estimates derived from
exit cohorts.

The core model

The overall simulation system is
divided into a conceptually simple
core model and a rather complicated
set of peripheral analyses used to
estimate the case processing
parameters required by the core

model. This approach offers a high
degree of flexibility in developing
projections and impact estimates.
Alternative assumptions and new
methods for deriving input parame-
ters can usually be incorporated in
the system without affecting the
structural validity of the modal. A
somewhat simplified representation
of the core model is displayed in Fig-
ure 1.

Parameter estimates, model compu-
tations, and projected counts are
highly disaggregated. Computations
are done separately for males and
females. Computations for females
are disaggregated only by region,
predicate status (predicate vs. non-
predicate), and year. Most of the

computations for males are disag-
gregated simultaneously by crime
type, predicate status, demographic
group, and year. Twelve crime
types are combined with predicate
status to form 24 "crime groups." A
2&th crime group consists of cases
in which offenders are granted
youthful offender status. Two re-
gions (New York City vs. the rest of
the State), two racial groups (white
and hispanic vs. black and other),
and four age groups are combined to
form a total of 16 demographic
groups. Thus, the computations for
males generally involve a total of
400 (16 x 25) separate "cells" for
each year and processing step. This
high degree of disaggregation pro-
vides considerable flexibility in speci-

Figure 1: Simplified core model
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fying alternative scenarios for gener-
ating impact estimates, but also
complicates development of reliable
parameter estimates.

Cohort mixture bias in the
analysis of exit cohorts

Estimating case processing parame-
ters for a longitudinal simulation
model® often requires a substantial
follow-up period. For example, the
time from arrest to final court dispo-
sition can be as much as 2 or 3
years, and the time between admis-
sion to prison and release from
prison can be much longer. Thus,
estimates of case processing time or
time served distributions derived
from entry cohorts must be based on
cohorts that are already several
years old. This is undesirable,
because accurate baseline forecasts
are more likely to be obtained using
parameters that reflect rnora recent
practices.

A common strategy for circumvent-
ing this problem is to estimate case
processing parameters from recent
exit cohorts (releases from prison or
cases reaching final court disposition
in a given recent year). Unfortu-
nately, analysis of exit cohorts yields
biased estimates under certain com-
mon circumstances. For example,

if average time served in prison is
estimated from a cohort of all re-
leases from prison during a specified
time period,

¢ the resulting estimate is unbiased
when the absolute number of new
admissions is neither increasing nor
decreasing; but

¢ gverage time served is underesti-
mated when admissions are increas-
ing; and

¢ average time served is overesti-
mated when admissions are de-
creasing.

This bias has nothing to do with
historical changes in practice. Itis
purely a computational artifact
caused by a disproportionate mixture
of short and long cases associated
with increases or decreases in the
absolute number of inputs per time
period. The problem arises in the
estimation of any parameter involv-
ing the time between entry to and
exit from a particular status. The
most common examples are case
processing time from arrest to final
court disposition, time between
prison admission and release, and
time between admission to supervi-
sion and discharge from supervised
status.

Cohort mixture bias also occurs

in the estimation of parameters that
are correlated with processing time.
For example, the probability of being
convicted and sentenced to prison
following a felony arrest is strongly
correlated with the case processing
time between arrest and final court
disposition. This association arises
for two reasons: because many dis-
missals occur within the first few
months that a case is pending; and
because defendants facing more se-
rious consequences are more likely
to hold out for grand jury review and
jury trials. If estimated from disposi-
tion cohorts, probabilities of prison
given arrest will be underestimated
when arrests are increasing and
overestimated when arrests are
decreasing.

In some instances, cohort mixture
bias can be reduced by reducing the
correlation between processing time
and the parameter to be estimated.
This can be accomplished by
employing statistical controls for
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processing time or simply by disag-
gregating by processing time. How-
ever, this approach is obviously not
applicable when the parameter to be
estimated is processing time itself.

The bias can also be reduced by
reducing or compensating for the
disproportionality in the cohort mix-
ture. The disproportionality can be
attenuated by simply adopting a
period of analysis that is long rela-
tive to processing time. For exam-
ple, if the time from arrest to final
court disposition is estimated from
dispositions in a single calendar
quarter, then a large proportion of
the cases will have been initiated in
earlier tirne periods and the bias
could be large. On the other hand, if
the estimates are based on a longer
period (for instance, two years), then
a much larger proportion of the
cases will be initiated and completed
within the cohort period and the bias
will be reduced. Another approach
which is helpful in some circum-
stances is to disaggregate process-
ing time estimates by some factor
known toc be correlated with process-
ing time (for instance, minimum sen-
tence is a good predictor of time
served in prison), then reweight the
data to match the distribution of that
characteristic in a recent entry co-
hort. All of these approaches are
used at various stages of the DCJS
prison population projection model.

Peripheral processing

The overview in Figure 1 summa-
rizes the mainstream model pro-
cessing without indicating the exten-
sive analyses required to obtain the
inputs to the main model! flow. Input
parameters (arrest rates, probabili-
ties of conviction, etc.) are calcu-
lated separately "outside the model,"
and may be derived differently for
different purposes.
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Demographic projections, Fully
disaggregated demographic projec-
tions proved difficult to obtain. For
example, the New York State
Department of Commerce produces
projections disaggregated separately
{that is, one variable at a time) by
age, race, gender, and region. How-
gver, as a matter of policy, they do
not produce projections disaggre-
gated simultaneously by race and re-
gion, because they are concerned
about "self-fulfiling prophecies."
DCJS currently uses demographic
data obtained from the National
Planning Association (NPA). Popu-
lation estimates are avaiiable from
NPA for both historical and future
time periods, disaggregated jointly
by age, race, gender, and county.
Separate estimates are not available
from the NPA for Hispanics, who are
included in the white and nonwhite
groups according to the same pro-
portional allocation used by the U.S.,
Bureau of the Census. in the DCJS
model it is assumed arbitrarily that
most Hispanics are classified as
"white" in the NPA data.

Predicate pool. [n addition to the
breakdowns provided by the NPA,
the population is further partitioned
into predicates (persons with at least
one prior felony conviction) and non-
predicates (the remainder of the
general population). The size of the
predicate pool is projected for future
years by making a preliminary pass
through the first few stages of the
core model to project first felony
convictions among persons initially
categorized as nonpredicate. This
partitioning makes subseqguent fore-
casts more sensitive to the fact that
persons with prior felony convictions
are more likely to be arrested, more
likely to be tonvicted given arrest,
more likely to be imprisoned given
conviction, likely to be sentenced to
longer terms, and less likely to be

paroled upon completion of their
minimum terms.

Arrest rates. Estimates of arrest
rates (per 100 thousand persons

in the population) are fully disaggre-
gated by crime group (including
predicate status), demographic
group, and year of arrest. Historical
arrest counts are obtained from the
State's Computerized Criminal
History (CCH) system. Race is not
recorded for Hispanics in the CCH,
so all Hispanics are arbitrarily cate-
gorized as "white." Arrest rates for
predicates are based on arrests

of persons with prior felony convic-
tions and the estimated size of the
predicate pool. Unless there is ad-
vance warning of imminent changes
in arrest practices, the most recent
year's arrest rates are usually ap-
plied to all future years to generate a
"baseline" forecast. - Impact esti-
mates may be generated by altering
arrest rates or by directly altering
projected arrest counts.

Processing lags. The time be-
tween a felony arrest and final case
disposition can vary from as little as
one day to as much as two years or
more. The model uses lag time dis-
tributions derived from longitudinal
analysis of CCH data to distribute
modeled convictions across future
years. The distribution specifies the
proportions of a year's felony arrests
expecied o be disposed in the year
of arrest (pQ), the next year (p1), two
years hence (p2), and later (g). In
order to estimate processing lags
from the most recent information
possible, some simplifying assump-
tions are adopted. By assuming that
p2 and q are essentially constant
and only p0 and p1 are subject to
significant historical changes, it is
possible to derive the distribution

by determining p0 from the most
recent historical year and estimating

p1 by subtraction (since p0 + p1 +
p2 +q = 1.0).

Conviction probabilities. Felony
arrests for a given crime type could
result in felony convictions for any
crime type, or youthful offender adju-
dications in lieu of felony convic-
tions. "Not convicted of a felony" is
treated as an additional disposition
crime type. Separate probabilities
for each possible outcome are de-
rived from longitudinal analysis of
CCH data and arrayed in large "tran-
sition matrices." Separate transition
matrices are estimated for each pro-
cessing lag. For example, lag zero
transition matrices contain conviction
probabilities for cases in which the
disposition occurred in the same
year as the arrest. This permits
using more recent data for short pro-
cessing lags, accounts partially

for the correlation between convic-
tion rate and processing time, and
helps reduce cohort mixture bias.
Even in New York State, with nearly
200,000 felony arrests per year, this
degree of disaggregation can make
the data too sparse to support reli-
able estimaten. Therefore, although
the modeled conviction counts are
fully disaggregated by crime group,
demographic group, and year of dis-
position, transition matrices are not
fully disaggregated by demographic
group. For example, the same tran-
sitlon matrices are used for whites
and nonwhites, because preliminary
analyses showed that race had less
effect on the outcome than age or
region.

Incarceration probabilities. Prob-
abilities of imprisonment given felony
conviction are also derived from
longitudinal analyses of CCH data
and are fully disaggregated by crime
group, demographic group, and year
of disposition. Because the number
of sentences to prison is small rela-
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five to the number of arrests, the
data are too sparse to support
reliable estimates for some of the
resulting combinations. DCJS
analysts have used two different
techniques for dealing with this prob-
lem. Originally, logistic regression
was used to model the incarceration
probabilities as a function of crime
type, predicate status, and demo-
graphic characteristics. In this
context, the result can be viewed as
a multivariate smoothing of the ma-
trix of incarceration probabilities. The
approach sometimes produced satis-
factory results using only main ef-
fects and a few lower order interac-
tion terms, but often did not yield a
good fit to the original data. - in addi-
tion, the process proved to be oo
time-consuming. New, sophisticated
data analyses were required for
each projection and impact estimate.
Therefore, a more mechanical ap-
proach was devised. An algorithm
was developed for aggregating con-
ceptually "adjacent" cells when the
number of convictions in a cell is
less than 50. Convictions and prison
sentences are first added from the
two closest years, then from the
other region, the other race, and last
from other age groups, untii the ag-
gregate number of convictions
reaches 50 or all of the aggregation
possibilities are exhausted. This ap-
proach leaves the high volume cells
unaltered, makes less disaggregated
estimates for the low volume cells
which have less impact on the prison
population, and usually does not end
up basing any estimates on fewer
than 50 cases.

Event-to-person adjustments.

in any given year, there are more
sentences to prison than admissions
to prison. This is because a defen-
dant may have several cases pend-
ing at once and may not be admitted
to prison until all of the cases are

disposed, or an offender may al-
ready be in prison for one crime,
then sentenced to an additional term
for another grime. in New York
State, the number of admissions
tends to be approximately 85% of
the number of prison sentences, but
this ratio varies substantially by
crime type. Adjustment factors are
disaggregated by crime group only.
They are calculated by comparing
modeled prison sentences to actual
new commitments. When prisons
are crowded, the timing of new ad-
missions is strongly affected by the
opening of new facilities, and the
adjustment factors tend to fluctuate
substantizily from year to year.
Therefore, the adjustment for the
most recent year may not be '
representative, and DCJS analysts
usually adopt a 5-year or 10-year av-
erage.

Time served distributions. The
core model requires time served
information in the form of cumulative
release distributions (CRD). CRDs
specify the cumulative percentage
of admissions who will have been re-
leased after a given period of time
(and, by inference, the percentage
remaining in prison). A separate
CRD is estimated for each crime
group. The model uses exponential
functions determined by two param-
eters, a shape parameter and an
offset. The offset is the time at
which releases begin and the shape
parameter equals the average time
until release. DCJS analysts devel-
oped an iterative procedure for
finding the offset exponential func-
tion that best fits the raw release dis-
tribution. Raw release distributions
are estimated by one of two meth-
ods:

Regression on minimum sen-
tence. Linear regression equations
are developed using time served
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in State prison as the dependent
variable and minimum sentence
length {minus presentence detention
time) as the sole predictor. Separate
regressions are estimated for sach
crime group. The regressions are
derived from minimum sentences
and actual time served for a cohort
of recent releases from prison, then
applied to the actual minimum sen-
tences for a cohort of recent admis-
sions to prison. The cumulative fre-
quency distributions for predicted
time served are then used to de-
velop the raw CRD's. To the extent
that the relationship between mini-
mum sentence and time served is
stable, this procedure compensates
for cohort mixture bias by reweight-
ing time served estimates according
to the mix of minimum sentences

in a recent admission cohort.

Parole hearing method. Data from
the State Division of Parole are used
to determine the average time be-
tween hearings, as weli as the pro-
portion of inmates paroled at first
hearing, second hearing, and so on.
By a rather complicated set of pro-
cessing rules, this information is
used in conjunction with minimum
and maximum sentences for a re-
cent admissions cohort to construct
raw CRD's for each crime group.
This method is not subject to cohort
mixture bias, because time served is
not directly estimated from release
cohorts.

Parole revocation distribution.
This distribution specifies the propor-
tion of parolees expected to be
returned to prison for technical
violations during the year they were
released, the next year, two years
hence, etc. It is provided to DCJS
by analysts at the Division of Parcle,
and the same distribution used for all
groups.
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Time served upon return. A single
average time served upon return
from parole is also provided by ana-
lysts at the Division of Parole and
used for all groups.

Methods for developing impact
estimates

A simulation model is not always the
most efficient method for generating
a valid impact estimate. Since the
process of developing relevant esti-
mates of model parameters can be
quite complicated, it is often more
efficient to develop impact estimates
more directly, especially for simple
problems. For example, DCJS
analysts frequently avert more
complicated analysis simply by
demonstrating that the population of
offenders eligible for a proposed
change in treatment is small, and
that the maximum possible impact of
the change would be inconsequen-
tial. However, use of a simulation
model can demonstrate unexpected
potential impact when the joint effect
of several proposed changes is not
intuitively obvious, when it is impor-
tant to determine how the impact will
develop over time, or when there is
a possibility of "feedback" effects.’

Developing an impact estimata using
a simulation model usually involves
comparing a "baseline" scenario with
one or more alternative scenarios.
The baseline scenario is typically
constructed from estimates of pro-
cessing parameters which reflect
current practice as closely as possi-
ble. Alternative scenarios may be
constructed by determining the likely
effects of proyHsed changes on the
processing parameters required as
input to the simulation model, or they
may require changes in the structure
of the core madel.

Exampies of modifications
in parameter estimates

TNT in New York City. In order

to model a proposed expansion of
Tactical Narcotics Teams (TNTSs) in
New York City, DCJS analysts ex-
amined the "productivity" of existing
TNTSs, and simply added a constant
number of annual drug arrests for
each new TNT. Drug arrest counts
were manipulated directly (rather
than arrest rates per 100,000 popu-
lation}, because the increases were
expected to be directly related to
police resource allocation, rather
than to more general demographic
patterns. TNTs have since been
deemphasized in New York City (in
favor of a greater emphasis on com-
munity policing). If a return to the
emphasis on TNTs were expected,
analysts could project the impact ei-
ther by making adjustments in the
arrest counts or by replacing current
arrest rates {perhaps for all crime
types) with the rates experienced
during the peak of TNT activity.

Parole release rates. The Parole
Board and the State Department

of Correctional Services sometimes
initiate new programs or procedures
designed to encourage early release
from prison. in these instances,
they frequently specify a target
release rate as an objective of the
initiative. Therefore, modeling the
impact of such an initiative on the
prison population is a simple matter
of substituting the new target rates
for the estimates of recent actual
release rates used o produce the
baseline projection.

Reclassifying an offense. Perhaps
the most common typé of initiative
requiring an impact estimate is the
reclassification of an offense from
one felony class to another (usuaily
to a higher class). In order to reflect

this type of initiative in the DCJS
simulation model, it is necessary

to determine how the resulting
change in sentencing praciices
might affect the cumulative release
functions (CRDs) required by the
core model. This requires a consid-
erable amount of computation and
some difficult judgments about how
judges might behave in reaction to
the reclassification. Will they impose
sentences for the reclassified of-
fense that are similar to the sen-
tences currently imposed for other
offenses in the new category? Or
will judges attempt to continue im-
posing sentences as much like those
imposed under current law, within
the bounds permitted by the new
classification? The answers to these
questions will affect how the raw
data on minimum sentence lengths
are manipulated to develop hypo-
thetical CRD's for alternative scenar-
ios. Typically, DCJS analysts might
construct more than one alternative
scenario to examine the potential
consequences of alternative as-
sumptions. Because of the com-
plexity of this type of adjustment,
this is an example of the type of
problem for which it is important to
determine in advance whether the
maximum number of cases that
could be affected is large enough

to warrant the effort.

Examples of modification
m structure

Shock incarceration. Shock incar-
ceration in New York State is an in-
tensive "boot camp® program with a
strong counseling component.
Prison inmates who successfully
complete the 6-month program are
eligible for early release to a special
parole supervision status called
"aftershock." When the program
was first introduced, modeling the
potential impact on the prison popu-
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lation required adding a new pro-
cessing stream to the simulation
model. This stream uses informa-
tion about the proportion of new
admissions who are eligible for the
program, the proportion of eligible
offenders who agree to participate in
the program, the proportion of pro-
gram participants who successfully
complete the program, a fixed time
served for successful participants,
and a parole return that can be (and
usually is) different than the return
rate for other parolees. These addi-
tional components have become a
permanent part of the DCJS model.

Delayed impact of TNT. A series
of research studies conducted by
DCJS staff suggested that the dra-
matic increase in felony drug arrests
during the late 1980's might have
both an immediate impact and a de-
layed impact on the prison popula-
tion. The proportion of felony arrests
that involved predicate offenders
was rising at a rate of about 5% per
year. Analyses of historical trends
suggested that this increase was
due primarily to growth in the pool of
offenders with first felony convictions
who are at risk of predicate treat-
ment upon rearrest. The growth in
the predicate pool was generated ini-
tially by increases in the probability
of felony conviction given felony ar-
rest. However, it was anticipated
that the dramatic increase in felony
drug arrests would accelerate the
growth of the predicate pool and
generate a delayed impact on the
prison population. In order to test
this possibility, the model was ex-
panded to include explicit projections
of the size of the predicate pool,
which was then used as the denomi-
nator for calculating predicate arrest
rates and also as a separate "demo-
graphic group" for projecting future
arrests. The results of this simula-
tion are reported in a Research Note

titled "Sensitivity of Prison Popula-
tion Projections to Information About
the Population of Potential Predicate
Felons," available from the Bureau
of Research and Evaluation at the
New York State Division of Criminal
Justice Services in Albany, New
York. The report shows that ac-
counting for growth in the predicate
pool generates substantially higher
prison population projections than
earlier methods, and projects that
the prison population will continue

to rise through most of this decade,
despite projected decreases in the
total number of felony arrests.

Some final comments

The New York State model has a
high degree of validity. That is,
when values are specified for the
model parameters that approximate
actual historical practice, the model
successfully generates estimates
that closely approximate the actual
prison population in both size and
composition. This does not imply
that the model will necessarily
generate accurate predictions of
future populations. The accuracy of
predictions depends more on the
prescience of the assumptions input
to the model than on the model it-
self. However, generating impact
estimates involves comparisons
among the projected consequences
of alternative sets of assumptions,
for which the validity and sensitivity
of the model are more important that
the absolute number of projected
inmates.

The size of the prison population is
strongly influenced by changes in
law and practice, and the combined
effects of changes in the administra-
tion of justice can be much stronger
than the effects of demographic
trends. Thus, the size of the prison
population is fundamentally a matter
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of choice. The principal value of a
simulation model is not in predicting
the number of inmates, but in help-
ing public officials make explicit the
consequences of specific policy
choices.

References

' The original model was developed by Steven
Greenstein, in consultation with Sherwood E.
Zimmerman and Bruce Frederick. It has since
been revised several times by Steven Green-
stein and David J. van Alstyne. Mr. van Al-
styne currently has the principal responsibility
for maintaining the model, and produced all of
the data Incorporated in this workshop presan-
tation.

% Cross-sectional simulation modsis also exist.
For exampile, one of the models used In New
York State projects releases from prisonina
glven year as a simple fraction of the under-
custody population at the beginning of that
year, without regard to longitudinal analysis of
average time served glven admission,

® Feedback might occur, for exampla, if a pro-
gram designed to promote early relcase from
prison generates an Increase In parole revoca-
tion.



IMPACT's effectiveness in projecting male and female populations

By Robert M. Sego, Management Analyst, New Mexico Department of Corrections

Goal: To describe our approach
and results in using IMPACT as a
population projection model for
the first time.

Our first attempt at using IMPACT
(Interactive Models for Projecting
Arrests and Corrections Trends) to
project male and female inmate pop-
ulations resulted in a mixed bag.

We missed our actual male popula-
tion by less than .2% and our actual
female population by over 5%.

What we did

IMPACT offers four approaches
to population projections depending
on the type of statistical technique
one uses to figure intakes and re-
ieases. We used the least complex.
Method 1 develops a ratio which
then is applied to project a future
_source pool and a queuing method
to consider releases. We used total
State population to develop our ratio
and selected as our source pool
admissions to our facilities.

This approach requires that one
have an accurate average length

of stay (ALOS) for the groups of in-
mates for whom population projec-
tions are being prepared. This was
a problem for us for two reasons: (1)
we could not get accurate empirical
ALOS's for men and women. There
were gaps in our computer record
which resulted in very high ALOS's;
(2) we could not segregate our ad-
missions for diagnostic and evalua-
tions (D&E's) from convicted and
sentenced inmates. We knew that
the inclusion of D&E's in our regular
inmate population would understate
our average length of stay because
D&E's stay so briefly in our system.

To compensate for the lack of empir-
ical data (actual average lengths
of stay for individual inmates in our

system), we used the formula for
ALOSs:;

Average Dally Population for the period
ALQS = Admissions for the period X 12

because we did have numbers for
the previous three years for male
and female average daily popula-
tions and admissions. We would like
to have used moving averages for
these two sets of numbers, but data
for only three years did not allow
that.

With no data to show us the extent
of our error in ALOS caused by in-
cluding D&E's, we turned to IMPACT
to help us approximate what our
ALOS should be. We set up an
IMPACT run with Method 1 using
data from the previous year (FY79)
as a base and trying to project our
most recently completed year
(FY80). The figure in the IMPACT
model which we did not know was
ALOS. Using FY79 base data and
adjusting the ALOS in many itera-
tions, we arrived at actual FY80 pop-
ulation figures. These ALOS figures
were further adjusted based on
anomalies in prison operations which
we knew would influence ALOS. An
example was admission of 68 county
jail inmates who stayed only two
days in the system. After consider-
ing the population projections from
many iterations, we chose 18.07
months and 11.30 months as the
effective ALOS for males and fe-
males respectively in FY80.

Then we used all the known perti-
nent information in FY80 and these
ALOS's as the base year and pro-
jected inmate population for five
years. Because we had such a
small data base to predict changes
in ALOS, we made an assumption
that ALOS for males would increase
at .5 months a year for the next five

years (with the exception of FY81)
and for females would increase at
.25 months a year for the next five
years. This assumption was based
on our knowledge that Adult Prisons
was going to put much grecier em-
phasis on alternative programs. As
they did, they would divert most
shorter-stay inmates into the alterna-
tives programs, thus raising average
ALOS of the inmates remaining in
the institutions. A decline in ALOS
for males in FY81 was in anticipation
of the Adult Prison's concentrated
effort to take inmates from institu-
tions and place them in reintegration
programs. Thus their ALOS in insti-
tutions would be decreased consid-
erably.

In fact the ALOS for males and fe-
males without D&E's in FY80 was
18.16 (versus 17.57) and 12.40 (vs
11.55) Our projected male popula-
tion for FY81 was 3,273; our actual
population was 3,267. Our projected
female population for FY80 was 194;
our actual population was 205.

For more information, contact:

Robert Sego, Management Analyst
Planning and Special Projects
Department of Correction

P. 0. Box 27116

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502-7116
(505) 827-8655
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Workshop Vi

Survey design and methodologies

Moderator

Friday, October 15, 1993
2:00 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.

Charles F. Wellford, Ph.D., Director and Professor, Maryland Justice Analysis Center
Institute of Criminal Justice and Criminology, University of Maryland

Instructors

Robert M. Groves, Ph.D., Associate Director, Joint Program in Survey Methodology

University of Maryland

Paul J. Lavrakas, Ph.D., Professor and Director, Northwestern University Survey Lab
Evanston, lllinois

Total survey error

By Robert M. Groves, Ph.D., Associate Director, Joint Program in Survey.Methodology
University of Maryland and Paul J. Lavrakas, Ph.D., Professor and Director,
Northwestern University Survey Lab, Evanston, lllinois

The purpose of this workshop was to
provide criminal justice practitioners
and scholars a framework for think-
ing about survey research methods
and the data which surveys gener-
ate. This framework, the "total sur-
vey error® (TSE) perspective, can be
applied to all stages of research —
conceptualization of a survey design,
implementation of the design, and
utilization of findings.

Groves' 1989 hook, Survey Errors
and Survey Costs, makes explicit
that the traditional concern re-
searchers have shown about survey
quality has been disproportionately
focused toward concerns about
sampling error. Given that there are
many other potential sources of sur-
vey error (bias and variance), this
concentration on sampling error has
been ill-advised and must change.

The workshop began with an
overview of the TSE perspective.
Potential sources of nonsampling
grror were identified and discussed

briefly: coverage error, nonresponse
error, and measurement error. . Cov-
erage error may oceur in a given
survey design if some elements in a
target population (for instance,
parolees or crime victims) have no
chance of being sampled (a zero
probability). Nonresponse error may
occur because data are not always
gathered from every element that is
sampled, primarily because of non-
contacts and refusals. Measure-
ment error may occur because of
problems associated with a ques-
tionnaire, the interviewers, the re-
spondents themselves, and/or the
mode of data collection (in- person,
telephone, mail other self-adminis-
tered). Sampling error also was
briefly discussed.

Each category of potential error was
then discussed in greater detail.
Criminal justice examples were
used. The distinction between, and
the importance of, utilizing survey
methods that attempt to reduce par-
ticular types of error versus methods
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that attempt to measure the size of
particular types of error also was ex-
plained.

The audience and instructors en-
gaged in a constant Q&A exchange
throughout the workshop. Possible
solutions and considerations were
advanced by the instructors to sev-
eral specific survey-related problems
raised by members of the audience.

A general recommendation was ad-
vanced that encouraged all users of
survey research to evaluate it more
critically from the TSE perspective.
Those who write public policy re-
ports based on survey research find-
ings were encouraged to produce a
new section in their report's conclu-
sion — one that provides a critique
of the research from the TSE per-
spective and qualifies the report's
substantive conclusions, accord-

ingly.



Workshop Vil Friday, October 15, 1993
2:00 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.
Methodologies for the study of violent crime

Moderatar

Claire M. Johnson, Senior Associate, Institute for Law and Justice,
Alexandria, Virginia

Instructors

David N. Cowan, Ph.D., Senior Scientist, SRA Technologies, Inc.
Alexandria, Virginia

Stephen L. Buka, Sc.D., Assistant Professor, Harvard School of
Public Health, Boston, Massachusetts

William V. Pelfrey, Ph.D., Chair, Department of Justice and Risk
Administration, Virginia Commonwealth University, Richmond, Virginia

Epidemiology, case-control methodology, and the study of violent crime

By David N. Cowan, Ph.D., Senior Scientist, SRA Technologies, Inc.
Alexandria, Virginia

What is case-control study design come variables on individual study pared (Figure 2). This study design
and why is it important? Rather than subjects. Classically, and most intu-  is known as "prospective," "cohort,"
answer that directly, | will address itively appealing, is to identify a or "longitudinal."

some other study designs and work  group with an attribute suspected

around to the case-control study. of causing or increasing the risk of The disease rate is known as the

the disease of interest, and another  incidence, and is expressed as a
Whenever possible, epidemiologists - group without this attribute but other-  propettion, or multiplied to get some

prefer to conduct research at the wise similar (Figure 1). These convenient number (Figure 3). A
individual level, evaluating the asso-  groups are then followed over time,  disease such as cancer may be
ciation between predictor and out- and the disease experience com- expressed as number of new cases
Figure 1. Identify exposed and Figure 2. Foliow both groups to time t.
unexposed disease-free Ascertain disease experience of both groups
populations
To time t » Develop di
Exposed » Develop disease {cancer)
N=10,000 — ——————P Do not develop disease
Unexposed -———————— Develop disease (cancer}
N=10,000 P Do not develop disease
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per 100,000 population. Incidence
here is defined as the number of
new cases of disease occurring
among previously non-diseased per-
sons. The incidence rate among the
exposed group is divided by the inci-
dence rate in the unexposed group,
resulting in a measure of association
(Figure 4). This number has several
different names, including Relative
Risk and Rate Ratio (RR). The RR
is interpreted as a measure of effect,
or the relative likelihood of develop-
ing the disease with exposure than
without exposure. At this point,

we have identified a factor that is
associated with a substantial
increase in risk of our disease

of interest (Figure 5).

One pitfall is the time over which the
study must be conducted. if expo-
sure prior to onset of disease is
evaluated, then the subjects must be
followed long encugh for disease to
develop. For some diseases, such
as cancer, this can be a protracted
period, perhaps 20 to 40 years. The
difficulty with identifying and retain-
ing subjects over this duration is
obvious. Another difficulty is the low
rate of disease occurrence, for most
diseases. The reason that many
diseases are reported in cases per
100,000 is that only a few cases per
100,000 will occur per year. Thus, if
we are to identify enough cases to
have meaningful and statistically
valid numbers, many subjects must
be followed. Both of these factors
lead to the chvious conclusion that
cohort studies are expensive, often
prohibitively expensive. Is there an
option to conducting research which
is too expensive (in terms of both
money and time)?

The answer is yes. But before we
discuss another approach, let us
return to the first study design, the

Figure 3. Hypothetical rates of and relative risks

for disease
Exposed | ~———® Disease N=1,000
N=10,000 |———® No disease N=9,000
Unexposed [~ Disease N =100
N=10,000 [ No disease N=9,900

Incidence (exposed)
Incidence (unexposed)

1,000/10,000 = 0.10 or 10,000/100,000
100/10,000 = 0.01 or 1,000/100,000

Figure 4. Relative risk of disease associated

with exposure

Incidence (Exposed) 0.i0 10
RR = jncidence (Unexposed) = 0.01 =

Thus, the crude relative risk of Cancer for smoking is 10.
That is, in this hypothetical example, smokers have 10
times the risk of developing cancer, compared to

nonsmokers.

10

—1‘=

Figure 5. Hypothetical association between smoking

and cancer
Dependent outcome variable
Independent
i Cancer
selection
variable Yes No
a b
Yes 1,000 9,000 10,000
Smoke . d
10,000
No 100 9,900
RR . -2ab _1,000/10,000 _ 44

c/c+d

10010,000

cochort, and the measure of associa;
tion or effect.

Consider the RR. It provides a
relative measure of association
between the exposure and the
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outcome. Our hypothstical data
indicated that smoking was associ-
ated with a 10-fold increase in risk
of cancer, compared to those who
did not smoke.
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Next, let's consider the concept of
odds. The odus of an event can

be defined as the probability of
occurrence divided by the probability
of nonoccurrence {Figure 8). Notice
that the odds of disease in each
group Is quite close to the incidence,
presented earlier. This is true only
when the event of interest is rare.
As the incidence gets higher, the
odds overestimate the incidence.

it follows, then, that if the odds
approximate the incidence, the

odds ratio will approximate the RR
(Figure 7). Again, this is true only
when the disease is rare.

So, where are we now? We know
that a prospective study may be
impossible to do, and we know that
the OR approximates the RR, How-
ever, let us reconsider our data and
approach it from a different perspec-
tive. Rather than following two
groups of subjects selected on their
exposure to a risk factor, we will
select two groups based on their
disease status (Figure 8). For this
example, we will select all diseased
subjects, a random sample of non-
diseased, and one case for each
control.

Figure 6. Odds: Probability of occurence divided
by probability of nonoccurrence
Odds Incidence
Odds of disease 1,000
among smokers = “gogp = 011! 0.1000
Odds of disease 100
among nonsmokers < 9.000 0.0101 0.0100

Flgure 7. The odds ratio (OR)
Dependent outcome variable
Cancer
Independent
varia%le Yes No
a b
Yes 1,000 9,000
Smoke
C d
No 100 9,900
_1,000/9,000 0.111
OR = 100/9,800 ~ 0.0101 i
_ 1,000/10,000 _ 0.10
RR = —lcor0,000 oor O 1°
Note: The OR -0 reduces to—2"d
c/d b*d
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Figure 8. Selecting cases and controls Figure 9. Exposure distribution of cases
Disease Disease
Yes No Yes No
a b a b
Yes Yes 1,000
Exposure c d Exposure c d
No No 100
1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100

In real life, at this point all we would
know is the column totals: we have
identified 1,100 persons with cancer
and 1,100 persons with no cancer,
and the distribution of exposure is
the unknown variable. But in this hy-
pothetical example, we have insight
into the "truth." Since we used all
the cases, we know the distribution
of exposure. Among those with
disease, 90.9% were exposed

to smoking; 9.1% were not. Thus,
if we know the disease status and
query on the exposure status, the
expected distribution would be

as shown here (Figure 9).

While we used all the cases in our
case-contral study, we will use only
a random sample of the noncases,
equal to the number of cases (Figure
10). As with the cases, in real life,
we would not know the distroution

of exposures, but in our example we

do. Our hypothetical cohort study,
ended up with 18,300 subjects who
did not develop the cancer of inter-
est. In our case-control example,
we will use only 1,100 of these sub-
jects, just under 6%. Going back

to our cohort study (Figure 5), we
see how exposure is distributed
among the non-cases. From our
unfair advantage we know that
47.6% of the non- cases were ex-
posed and 52.4% were not exposed.
Since we have randomly selected
our controls, this would be the
expected distribution of exposure.
Rounding, we would expect to find
524 exposed and 576 unexposed
controls, as shown here (Figure 10).

| must emphasize that we know what
the distributions are because we are
taking these data from our hypotheti-
cal cohort study. We included all
cases and a random subset of non-

Figure 10. Exposure distribution of controls
Disease
Yes No
a b
Yes 524
Exposure o 4
No 576
1,100 1,100
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cases. Error, in the form of bias,
can be introduced if cases or con-
trols are not properly selected, but
we could spend much more time
than we have today discussing the
selection of cases and controls.

Looking at Figure 11, with all the
cells filled in, we can calculate the
Odds Ratio. The calculated Odds
Ratio s 10.99, the same (except for
rounding error) as when we studied
the entire 20,000 subjects. We need
not use the entire case population: if
we randomly select cases (using the
same controls) we get the expected
distribution seen here (Figure 12). [f
we use an appropriate method of se-
Jecting subjects (such as a random
selection in a particular setting), the
distribution of exposures will be the
same regardless of sample size
(allowing, of course, for random vari-
ation). The idea is to reach the same
conclusion from studying 2,200
cases and controls or 1,650 cases
and controls as from following
20,000 exposed and unexposed
subjects over an extended period:
smokers have a much greater likeli-
hood of cancer than nonsmokers,
with an RR of 10 and an OR of 11.
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Figure 11. Calculation of odds ratio

Figure 12. What if we had selected 50% of cases
{sim.2 controls)?

Disease
Yes No Disease
a b
Yes No
Yes 1,000 524 a b
Exposure 3 Yes 500 524
Exposure q
No 100 5786
2,200 Subjects No 50 578
1,100 1,100 1,650 Subjects
a'b  1,000°576 (Not 11 due to 550 1,100
OR =+3 = Tioos24 = 1099 rourding error)
OR — .5_9_0:5._7§_ =10 99
RR from Cohort study = 10.00 T 50°524 )

The benefits of the case-control
study design are obvious: a much
shorter study period, fewer study
subjects, and usually, a much
smaller financial investment (Figure
13). Unfortunately, there are also
serious potential drawbacks to this
study design, as shown here (Figure
14).

Once we accept these obvious
advantages and disadvantages,
there are other considerations. For
example, since the case-control
Gsign uses subjects who have
already developed disease, there is
a potential for biased responses for
exposure measures. Persons who
have developed the disease may
have a different level of recall about
certain exposures that may be
related to the disease, especially

if there is a degree of public
knowledge about the disease under
study and factors thought to be as-
sociated. Other problems can arise
if the case subjects are dead.

An important advantage of the case-
control study is the ability to evaluate
multiple risk factors. The exposures
are being evaluated after the dis-

ease has occurred, so it is possible
to inquire or measure a fairly large
number of factors. By use of multi-
variate modeling techniques, primar-
ily logistic regression, it is possible
to evaluate the relative effect of
each risk factor, and to control for
confounding by other factors. The
logistic model permits the direct
calculation of the crude odds ratio
for each variable under considera-
tion, as well as odds ratios which
have been weighted or adjusted for
the presence of other risk factors.
Multivariate analyses can be a
powerfui analytic tool, but like most
complex tools, requires training and
experience to use. Case-control
studies have been widely used,
particularly in the last 30 or so years,
and the methodology has been well
refined. Hundreds if not thousands
of these studies have been
conducted, with applications as
diverse as AIDS, Legionnaires'
Disease, Toxic Shock Syndrome,
many different cancers, and numer-
ous other infectious and noninfec-
tious diseases.

Figure 13, Advantages of case-
control study desigh compared
to cohort study

= Fewer subjects required

» Shorter study duration

e Less expensive to conduct

Figure 14. Disadvantages of case-
control study design

« Not as intuitively appealing
« Serious potential for blas

if subjects not selected
appropriately
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The program on human deveiopment and criminal behavior

By Stephen Buka, Sc.D., Assistant Professor, Harvard Schoal of
Public Health, Boston, Massachusetts

Goals/objectives

To review the rationale, design, and
current status of the Program on
Human Development and Criminal
Behavior — an interdisciplinary lon-
gitudinal investigation of the commu-
nity, school, family and individual
factors leading to violence, aggres-
sion, and criminality.

Summary of workshop content

The Program on Human Develop-
ment and Criminal Behavior
(PHDCB) aims to substantially
increase the understanding of how
both community and individual
variables explain the development
of antisocial behavior, crime, and
violence. Briefly, the research goals
of the program are to:

(1) chart in both males and females
the developmental pathways that
lead to early aggression, behavioral
problems, delinquency, and adult
crime

(2) examine the relationship between
individual traits, family and school
environments, and community char-
acteristics as they contribute to the
development of criminal behavior

(3) adopt the accelerated longitudi-
nal design for the study ¢f conduct
disorder, delinquency, and criminal
behavior from birth to age 32 (with
nine overlapping cohorts)

(4) identify opportunities during child
and adolescent development when
interventions are most likely

to be effective, and promising strate-
gies for experimental intervention.

Overview of the design

The Program will involve a set of
integrated longitudinal studies of in-
dividuals, communities, and individu-
als within communities. A major
component is the accelerated longi-
tudinal design, that involves nine co-
horts, starting prenatally and at ages
3,6,9,12, 15, 18, 21, and 24. Once
selected, each cohort will be as-
sessed annually for eight years;
each will yield nine annual waves

of data.

The study will include in these cohort
samples 11,000 target subjects, half
males and half females, and their
family members: 2,000 for the first
and last cohorts and 1,000 for all
others. Cohort subjects will be ob-
tained from the eligible households
of occupied dwelling units of a prob-
ability sample of neighborhood
dwelling units stratified by race/eth-
nic and class status. The strata are
a balanced representation of blacks,
whites, and Hispanics, and three so-
cioeconomic levels based on
income.

The outcome variables — antisocial
behavior and its associated negative
sanctions, and substance abuse —
are measured consistently in each
cohort across the age range from 3
to 32, using a combination of self-re-
port questionnaires, standardized in-
terview protocols, and official
records.

Four domains of explanatory vari-
ables are formulated as risk and
protective conditions for these
outcomes. They are organized under
the following headings: individual,
family, social context, and commu-
nity organization.

(1) Four domains of individual func-
tioning are measured through a
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combination of systematic inter-
views, psychological tests, physical
examinations and, where applicable,
official records. They reflect charac-
teristics of: (a) health, (b) tempera-
ment, (c) cognitive functioning, and
(d) attitudes and self perception.

(2) At the family level, the four areas
of concern are: (a) demographic
characteristics and kinship structure
of household and extended family
members, (b) past history and con-
temporaneous psychological adjust-
ment of the subject's caretakers and
immediate relatives, (c) relationship
between adult caretakers and care-
takers and children within the family,
and (d) social and physical organiza-
tion of the home environment.

(8) Social networks and social con-
text are measured through charac-
terizing: (a) peer relations and the
behavior of peers, (b) social support,
and (c) the school and classroom cli-
mate, through teacher ratings, sub-
ject and maternal reports, and
school records.

(4) At the community and neighbor-
hood levels, six constructs are mea-
sured: {a) dynamic structure of the
local community and neighborhood,
(b) organizational/political structure,
(c) cultural values, (d) informal social
control, (e) formal social control and
(f) social cohesion. Data to opera-
tionalize these six constructs at the
community and neighborhood levels
will be gathered by the following
methods: [1] household surveys with
stratified probability samples of a
cross-section/pane!l of community
residents; [2] interviews with sub-
jects or/and their families about their
perceptions of their neighborhood
and community; [3] interviewer
observational ratings of the dwelling
unit and face- block of subject's
residence; [4] agency records on
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community social indicators; [5]
interviews with key neighborhood
informants; and [6] systematic social
observation.

Significance

The program will be carried out at
an opportune time for examining
criminal and antisocial behavior as a
public health and criminal justice
problem confronting the nation. The
cost of crime-related morbidity and
mortality to the already failing health
care system has been neglected in
the past. Violence is a leading
cause of death in adolescence and
young adultheod. Injuries sustained
through violence can be costly to
healthcare services and can have
the litelong after effect of reducing
the productive potential of youth. In
the same manner, antisocial behay-
jor in the forms of substance abuse
by pregnant mothers, child abuse
and neglect, and family violence
increases mental and physical health
problems in children, further con-
tributing to health care costs.

As the nation turns to creating major
changes in the health care system,
deliberate consideration of the im-
pact of antisocial and violent behav-
jor on the health of all citizens is crit-
ical. The proposed study will
provide the first empirically based
estimates of the potential impact

of antisociat and criminal behavior
on the health of a large community
of children and families.

The prospective longitudinal study
of individuals in community contexts
is well suited to provide evidence on
how best to design interventions.
This information will be useful to the
criminal justice, child protection, and
public health systems. Some of the
policy and practice issues that might
be influenced include:

« how to identify persons at high risk
for persistent delinquent behavior

» deciding what information to retain
in juvenile records to enhance pro-
cessing of adult offenders

» the provision of more effective
strategies to match offenders to
criminal sanctions and court-ordered
community services, training, and
treatment

s refining concepts and methods of
studying the causes of violence
within local community contexts

» assisting in evaiuating how much
effort to place in prevention projects
which are aimed at modifying devel-
opmental antecedents as opposed to
situational determinants of interper-
sonal violence

e determining how to tailor violence
prevention projects to reach those at
greatest risk, while monitoring the
possible harmful effects of such
programs.
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Prominent methodologies in the assessment of violent crime

By William V. Pelfrey, Ph.D., Chair, Department of Justice and Risk Administration,
Virginia Commonwealth University, Richmond, Virginia,
Laura Moriarty, Michael L. Vasu and Charles W. Dean, Research Associates

In order for decisionmakers to best
utilize time, talent, and resources, it
is necessary that they have current,
reliable, and valid data regarding
crime and victimization. At present,
such data do not exist except for
official data published by the FBI's
Uniform Crime Reporting Program.
The other major data source of vic-
timization in the United Siates is the
National Crime Victimization Survey
published by the Bureau of Justice
Statistics, U.S. Department of Jus-
tice. While these data are valuable
from the standpoint of national
trends, patterns, and victimizations,
they provide little assistance to
States and localities in determining
the appropriate distribution of their
resources. The need for good sta-
tus-level victimization data can be
disputed.

During 1992 four States, North
Carolina, Louisiana, Tennessee, and
West Virginia, participated in citizen
surveys related to victimization and
fear of crime. Three of the surveys
were on victimization as well as fear
of crime while one State participated
in only a fear-of-crime survey. Dif-
ferences and similarities of the
methodologies were discussed as
were the costs of the different ap-
proaches. The major findings of
each of the surveys and a compari-
son of victimization surveys showed
far greater victimization than rs-
flected by the UCR data. The States
participating in victimization surveys
in 1992 had statistically significant
differences in official crime rates but
no significant differences in victim-
ization rates based on the surveys.

Comments regarding methodologies,
mail vs. telephone surveys, and the
interpretation of results pointed to
the need for each and every State to
consider victimization surveys as a
means of gathering better informa-
tion which can be interpreted and
applied at the State, regional, and
local levels. Also recommended was
a coordinated effort on the part of
States considering victimization
surveys so that questions and
methodologies are similar and re-
sults comparable.
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Appendix A. The Justice Research and Statistics Association
and The Bureau of Justice Statistics

The Justice Research and
Statistics Association

Tne Justice Research and Statistics
Association (JRSA) is a professional
association of State Statistical Anal-
ysis Genter Directors as well as
criminal justice analysts, resear-
chers, and practitioners in academia
and throughout the justice system.
JRSA's goals are to expand the ana-
lytical capabilities of State statistical
agencies, provide accurate and
timely information in support of
sound policy development; encour-
age cooperation among the States in
addressing common policy-related
problems, promote the exchange of
information and technology within
the criminal justice community, and
serve as liaison between the States
and the Federal government.

JRSA was organized by the States
in 1974 as the Criminal Justice
Statistics Association, a private,
nonprofit organization, and became
the Justice Research and Statistics
Association in November 1991.
Funding is provided by grants, con-
tracts, and membership dues. JRSA
works closely with the U.S. Justice
Department's Bureau of Justice
Statistics and other Federal agen-
cies to promote the effective use of
criminal justice information and pro-
fessional standards for analysts.

JRSA programs include:

» 3 clearinghouse of criminal justice
resources in the States;

» national and regional conferences
on a wide range of criminal justice
issues;

» training in the use of computer ap-
plication and new technologies; and
s research and evaluation efforts in
the area of drug control and strate-
gies against violent crime.

Training is conducted both on site

in JRSA's National Gomputer Center
and in selected locations around the
country. Topics cover the use of
computers for a variety of statistical,
graphics, and operational applica-
tions, including forecasting criminal
justice populations.

JRSA publications include The JRSA
Forum, the Association's newsletter,
and Grant Notes, etc., a bulletin an-
nounging funding opportunities of-
fered through the Office of Justice
Programs, as well as research re-
ports and technical bulletins. Mem-
bers of JRSA receive an annual sub-
scription to the Criminal Justice Pol-
fcy Review journal.

For more information, call or write —

Justice Research and Statistics
Association

444 North Capitol Street, N.W,
Suite 445

Washington, DC 20001

Phone (202) 624-8560

Fax {202) 624-5269

The Bureau of Justice Statistics

The Bureau of Justice Statistics
(BJS) is the statistical arm of the
U.8. Department of Justice, provid-
ing the Nation with statistical infor-
mation, statistical analyses, and new
empirically-based ideas. BJS col-
lects, analyzes, publishes, and dis-
seminates statistical information on
crime, criminal offenders, victims of
crime, and the operations of justice
systems at all levels of government.
These objective and critical data and
analyses are used by key policymak-
ers at the Federal, State, and |ocal
levels in their efforts to combat
drugs and crime.

BJS maintains approximately two
dozen major data collection series
and publishes in excess of 50 re-
ports annually. BJS publications ad-
dress a rich array of subjects. The
core of the statistical efforts includes
annual releases regarding criminal
victimization, populations housed in
prisons and jails or under supervi-
sion by probation and parole agen-
cies, Federal criminal offenders,
Federal case processing, and crimi-
nal justice expenditure and employ-
ment. Perfodic data collection is
also undertaken to provide statistical
information covering felony convic-
tions, pretrial release practices, the
composition and backgrounds of cor-
rectional populations, prosecutorial
practices and policies, and the ad-
ministration of law enforcement
agencies and correctional facilities.
BJS also produces special reports
on topical criminal justice issues.

To assure widespread distribution
and use of BJS statistical data, BJS
maintains the Bureau of Justice
Statistics Clearinghouse within the
National Criminal Justice Reference
Service, the Drugs and Crime Data
Center and Clearinghouse, and the
National Archive of Criminat Justice
Data at the University of Michigan.

BJS also provides technical and fi-
nancial assistance to State statistical
and operating agencies responsible
far the callection and analysis of
State criminal justice statistics.
Additionally, BJS administers the
Attorney General's Criminal History
Record Improvement Program,
funded by the Bureau of Justice As-
sistance, to assist State and local
governments in improving their crim-
inal history records and information
systems.
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Appendix B. Biographies of speakers

Nancy Arrigona is a Planner with
the Criminal Justice Policy Council,
a State agency that conducts re-
search, program evaluations, and
strategic planning in criminal justice.
Ms. Arrigona has been with the
agency since 1986. She holds a
Master of Public Affairs from the L8J
School of Public Affairs, and a Bach-
elor of Arts degree from the Univer-
sity of Texas at Austin.

Joseph F. Baca was elected to the
New Mexico Supreme Court for an
eight-year term, commencing on
January 1, 1989. Prior to that, Jus-
tice Baca served for 16 years as a
trial judge in the district court in
Albuquerque, New Mexico. Justice
Baca received an LL.M. degree from
the University of Virginia Law
School, J.D. degree from the
George Washington University
National Law Center, and a bache-
lor's degree from the University of
New Mexico. Justice Baca has
served on numerous Supreme Court
committees and was Chairman of a
two-year study of sentencing guide-
lines for New Mexino's judiciary.

William 0. Bales, Ph.D. has been
employed by the Florida Department
of Corrections since September
1987 and is currently the Chief of the
Bureau of Planning, Research, and
Statistics. Dr. Bales has a doctorate
in Criminology from Florida State
University and worked in research
capacities at the Florida Supreme
Court and the Department of Law
Enforcement prior to serving as the
Department's Popuiation Projection
Administrator. This position involved
developing, testing, and applying the
Department's forecasting and popu-
lation simulation methodologies to
various inmate and supervised popu-
lations. Numerous academic and
practitioner oriented publications and
conference papers in the areas of

sentencing policy, deterrence, inter-
mediate sanctions, and correctional
forecasting have resulted from his
research over the past 13 years.

Allan R. Barnes, Ph.D. is the Direc-
tor of the Alaska Justice Statistical
Anaiysis Unit (SAC). He currently
teaches in the areas of research
methodology, criminology, and crime
prevention and is active in commu-
nity agencies. His background
includes experience as a Police
Officer, a Probation and Parole
Officer, and a Prison Psychologist.
Dr. Barnes also has been in charge
of a residential treatment facility for
young adult felons. Dr. Barnes has
evaluated programs at the local,
State, and Federal levels and most
recently directed three projects using
Alaska OBTS data.

Joseph M. Bessette, Ph.D. has
served as Associate Professor in the
Alice Tweed Tuohy Chair of Govern-
ment and Ethics at Claremont
McKenna College since 1990. From
1985 to 1990 he served as Deputy
Director for Data Analysis and as
Acting Director of the Bureau of Jus-
tice Statistics, U.S. Department

of Justice, and from 1981 to 1985 he
was Director of Planning, Training,
and Management of the Cook
County, lllinois, State's Attorneys Of-
fice. He has held teaching positions
at the University of Virginia, Catholic
University of America, the University
of Chicago, and Georgetown Univer-
sity. In 1983, he was Issues Coordi-
nator for the Chicago mayoral cam-
paign of Richard M. Daley. In addi-
tion to other published writings on
American government and poiitics,
he is author of The Mild Voice of
Reason: Deliberative Democracy
and American National Government,
forthcoming from the University of
Chicago Press; co-editor and con-
tributor to The Presidency in the
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Constitutional Order, and co-author
of American Government: Origins,
Institutions, and Public Policy.

Stephen L. Buka, Sc.D. is an As-
sistant Professor of Maternal and
Child Health at the Harvard School
of Public Health. A Developmental
Psychologist and Epidemiologist, his
work centers on the causes, preven-
tion, and treatment of emotional,
behavioral, and learning disorders
of children and adolescents. He has
a particular interest in public health
and community-based approaches
to these problems. He serves as
Assistant Director of the Program
on Human Development in Chicago
Neighborhoods, a major interdisci-
plinary investigation of the commu-
nity, school, family, and individual
factors leading to violence, aggres-
sion, and criminality. This program
will involve 11,000 persons between
birth and age 24, followed over 8
years, and is the largest study of its
kind, attempting to disentangle the
many levels of causes that con-
tribute to current rates of community
violence.

John Carnevale, Ph.D. has served
four years in the Office of National
Drug Control Policy as a Senior
Budget Analyst and is currently the
Director of the Office of Planning
which is charged with formulating
the National Drug Control Strategy
and conducting strategy-related
research. Other positions he has
held in the Federal Government
include serving as a Budget Analyst
and an Economist at the Office of
Management and Budget, and as a
Public Finance Economist in the
Department of Treasury. Mr.
Carnevale hoids a Ph.D. in Public
Finance from Syracuse University.



Theodore G. Chiricos, Ph.D. is a
professor in the School of Criminol-
ogy and Criminal Justice at Florida
State University. He received his
Ph.D. from the University of Mas-
sachusetts in 1988 and served as
Assistant Director of the Southeast-
ern Criminological and Correctional
Research Center until 1975. Profes-
sor Chiricos has published exten-
sively in the areas of deterrence,
sentencing, and correctional evalua-
tion. His current interests are fo-
cused on economic marginality,
race, and criminal punishment.

James R. "Chip" Coldren, Jr.,
Ph.D. is Deputy Site Director for the
Project on Human Development

in Chicago Neighborhoods, an 8-
year longitudinal study being con-
ducted by the Harvard School of
Public Health in the City of Chicago.
The study will examine individual,
family, school, and community phe-
nomena that factor into the onset,
persistence, and desistence of anti-
social, delingquent, and criminal be-
havior. Prior to joining the Program
on Human Development in Chicago
Neighborhoods, Dr. Coldren was the
Director of Research for the Justice
Research and Statistics Association.
In that capacity, he designed and
supervised a number of drug task
force research projects, other re-
search projects pertaining to drug
control policy, offender processing,
and other studigs. He directed the
Association's activities pertaining to
forecasting criminal justice popula-
tions and taught forecasting in the
JRSA National Computer Training
Center. He holds master's and doc-
toral degrees in Sociology from the
University of Chicago. Dr. Coidren
worked for seven years with the
Hlinois Criminal Justice information
Authority, developing its data quality
control program and conducting
research in the areas of pretrial

processing and repeat offenders.
He then became the Director of Re-
search and Computer System De-
velopment at Patuxent Institution in
Maryland, a maximum security,
treatment-oriented prison. He cur-
rently is serving 3-year terms as a
member of the Federal Bureau of
Prison's Central Office Research
Committee and as an Associate
Editor for Evaluation Review.

David N. Cowan, Ph.D. is a Senior
Scientist at SRA Technologies, (nc.,
of Alexandria, Va., and is interested
in developing and applying classical
epidemiologic methodologies to vio-
lence and homicide research. He
currently is involved in studying the
epidemiology of HIV infection among
members of the Army Reserve Com-
ponents, and in identifying risk fac-
tors for injuries associated with exer-
cise. He is an Adjunct Professor of
Preventive Medicine and Biometrics
at the Uniformed Services University
School of Medicine, and is a mem-
ber of the Army Reserve assigned to
the Walter Reed Army institute of
Research, Dr. Cowan graduated
from the University of Mas-
sachusetts with a Ph.D. in Epidemi-
ology, and is a member of the
Society for Epidemiologic Research,
the American College of Epidemiol-
ogy, the Homicide Research Work-
ing Group, and the Association of
Military Surgeons of the U.S.

Ernest L. Cowles, Ph.D. is a faculty
member and researcher at the Cen-
ter for the Study of Crime, Delin-
quency, and Corrections at Southern
Hinois University at Carbondale. His
professional background spans a
wide spectrum of the criminal jus-
tice/corrections field and includes
work as a Probation and Parole Offi-
cer, Chief Institutional Psychologist,
Administrator, Researcher, and Aca-
demic. In addition to continued re-

search interests in a variety of areas
in institutional corrections, he re-
cently completed a study on finan-
cially motivated crime and is now in-
volved in an evaluation of drug treat-
ment in correctional boot camps.

Dr. Cowles has served as a consul-
tant to a variety of Federal and State
Criminal Justice organizations, and
is active in several professional or-
ganizations. He currently serves as
Co-Chair of the Justice Research
and Statistics Association's Re-
search Review Committee and is on
the Association's Executive Commit-
tee.

Mark S. Davis, Ph.D. has been a
researcher in the Research and
Statistics section of the Office of
Criminal Justice Services, Colum-
bus, Ohio, since 1982. He holds a
doctorate in Sociology/Criminology
from The Ohio State University,
where he is currently teaching crimi-
nological theory. His research on jail
inmate suicide recently appeared in
the Journal of Criminal Justice. For
the past two years, he has been
serving as Project Director of the
Ohio SAC's study of police miscon-
duct.

Lindsay G. Dorrier, Jr. is a native
of Virginia and was educated at Trin-
ity College in Connecticut and the
University of Virginia Law School.
He has been invoived in government
at the local, State, and national lev-
els for the past 18 years, having
served one term as a Supervisor of
Albemarle County, Virginia, two and
a half terms as the Commonwealth's
Attorney (District Attorney) of Albe-
marle County, and three years as Di-
rector of the Virginia Department of
Criminal Justice Services. He also
served 3 years on active duty in the
U.S. Army and is presently a Lieu-
tenant Colonel in the U.S. Army
Reserve. Mr. Dorrier is a Director
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in the National Criminal Justice
Association (NCJA) and resissents
Virginia on the membership Board of
SEARCH, the National Consortium
for Justice Information and Statis-
tics.

Kim English is the Research Direc-
tor for the Colorado Division of Crim-
inal Justice, which serves as the
state SAC and conducts a variety

of research, evaluation, and policy
analysis studies for the Governor's
Office, the General Assembly, and
othér State departments. She works
closely with policymakers and legis-
lators, assisting them in understand-
ing the implications and limitations
of empirical research. Having
worked with offenders in the commu-
nity as an adult Probation Officer
and a Volunteer Co-therapist in a
proprietary sex offender treatment
program, she is particularly inter-
ested in intermediate sanctions and
community management of offend-
ers.

Tony Fabelo, Ph.D. is the Execu-
tive Director of the Criminal Justice
Policy Council, a State agency that
conducts research, program evalua-
tions, and strategic planning in crimi-
nal justice. Dr. Fabelo has been
with the agency since 1984, serving
as Planner, Director of Research,
and Deputy Director. He holds a
Ph.D. from the University of Texas
at Austin and Bachelor of Arts de-
gree from Loyola University in New
Orleans, Louisiana.

David L. Fallen, Ph.D. is the Execu-
tive Officer for Washington State's
Sentencing Guidelines Commission.
He was the Commission's first Re-
search Director, serving from early
1982 until last year, when he as-
sumed his current position. Prior to
being hired by the Sentencing
Guidelines Commission, he was a

Research Supervisor for Washing-
ton's Department of Social and
Health Services, specializing in adult
felony corrections issues. Dr. Fallen
is also an adjunct professor for
Chapman University and teaches
courses in psychological testing,
research methods, and statistics.

John R. Firman is an Associate
Director of the illinois Criminal
Justice Information Authority. His
principal role is that of Director of
Research. Mr. Firman helds both a
B.A. and an M.A. in Sociology from
La Salle University and Temple
University (Philadelphia, PA) respec-
tively. Beginning his criminal justice
career as a Police Officer in Stone
Harbor, New Jersey in 1968, Mr.
Firman has spent the last 16 years
conducting system-wide criminal jus-
tice planning and research projects
throughout the United States and

its territories. He is a recipient of the
United States Department of
Justice's G. Paul Sylvestre Award
(1991) for outstanding work in the
field of criminal justice policy
research.

Therese Ford is the UCR Program
Manager for the Alabama Criminal
Justice Information Center (ACJIC).
She has been with ACJIC for 19
years. Ms. Ford has been the Sta-
tistical Analysis Center Director for 8
years and UCR Program Manager
for 3 years. In January 1991, ACJIC
was approved for NIBRS submission
to the FBI. *

Bruce Frederick, Ph.D. has
directed the Bureau of Research and
Evaluaiion at the New York State
Division of Criminal Justice Services
since 1981. One of his responsibili-
ties has been to oversee the devel-
opment and maintenance of com-
puter simulation models used in
assessing the potential impact of
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new initiatives on New York State's
prison population. Dr. Frederick re-
ceived his B.A. in Psychology in
1972 and his Ph.D. in Educational
Psychology and Statistics in 1980.
He worked as an electronics techni-
cian, taught computer maintenance
and computer programming to field
service technicians, and taught grad-
uate courses in educational mea-
surement and multivariate statistics.
He spent 3 years at the New York
State Division for Youth evaluating
education programs in juvenile cor-
rectional facilities, and also served
for a brief time as Coordinator of
Local Alcoho! Services Data Man-
agement for the State Division of Al-
coholism and Alcohol Abuse.

Robert R. Friedmann, Ph.D. is a
Professor and Chair of the Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice at Georgia
State University in Atlanta. He is the
founder and Director of the Georgia
Criminal Justice Statistical Analysis
Bureau (SAB), also at GSU. He is
also the founder and Director of the
Georgia-Israel Law Enforcement
Exchange (GILEE) Program. Dr.
Friedmann received his M.A. and
Ph.D. in Sociology from the Univer-
sity of Minnesota in 1978, and re-
ceived his M.S. in Social Work from
the University of Wisconsin in 1981.
Prior to.his appointment at GSU, he
held teaching positions at the Uni-
versity of Haifa, Israel, and at the
University of Minnesota. His
research interest and published work
focus on community policing. His
recent book (October, 1992) is titled:
Community Policing: Comparative
Perspectives and Prospects, pub-
lished by St. Martin's Press, New
York.

Suzette Gebhard is the Executive
Director of the Rhode Island Gover-
nor's Justice Commission. In this
position, Ms. Gebhard represents



the Executive Branch on the three-
member Rhode island State CJIS
Implementation Committee which
oversees the entire statewide com-
puterization project. She earned
her Master's Degree and is currently
working on her Ph.D. at Bryn Mawr
School of Sacial Work and Social
Research. Ms. Gebhard has worked
in social service, planning, and pol-
icy in Africa and Asia, as well as the
United States.

Lawrence A. Greenfeld is the
Acting Director of the Bureau of
Justice Statistics, U.S. Department
of Justice. Mr. Greenfeld has
worked for BJS since 1982. He
holds a B.A. in Griminology from the
University of Maryland and an M.S.
in Correctional Administration from
The American University. Mr.
Greenfeld has authored or co-
authored more than fifty statistical
publications and analyses covering
probation, jails, prisons, parole,
death-row populations, and juveniles
in custody. He has served as a
reviewer for the Journal of Quantita-
tive Criminology.

Robart M. Groves, Ph.D., is Associ-
ate Director of the Joint University of
Maryland-University of Michigan
Program in Survey Methodology,
based at the University of Maryland.
He is a Professor and Research Sci-
entist at the University of Michigan.
From 1990-92, he was an Associate
Director of the U.S. Census Bureauy,
on loan from Michigan. He is the au-
thor of Survey Errors and Survey
Costs (Wiley, 1989); and (with R.
Kahn) Surveys By Telephone (Aca-
demic Press, 1979); Chief Editor of
"elephone Survey Methodology
(Wiley, 1988); one of the co-editors
of Measurement Errors in Surveys
(Witey, 1991); and author of several
articles in survey and statistical
methodology. His current research

interest is the influence of nonre-
sponse on the quality of survey data.

Darnell F. Hawkins, Ph.D. is a pro-
fessor of African-American Studies
and Sociology at the University of
lllinois in Chicago. He received his
Ph.D. in Scciology from the Univer-
sity of Michigan in 1976, and a J.D.
from the University of North Carolina
at Chapel Hill in 1981. He has con-
ducted research on racial dispropor-
tionality in the Nation's prison sys-
tem, homicide trends, and public
perceptions of crime and punish-
ment. He is the editor of Homicide
Among Black Americans (1986) and
of the forthcoming volume, Ethnicity,
Race and Crime. His current
research projects include a history
of State prisons in North Carolina
from 1870 to 1957.

Williarmn M. Holmes, Ph.D. is the
Director of the Statistical Analysis
Center for Massachusetis and
supervises the evaluation of drug
enforcement grants in the Common-
wealth. His research has covered
topics such as domestic violence,
delinquency, child abuse, drug
abuse, and hate crime. He recently
finished a study of police arrest prac-
tices in domestic violence cases. He
has served as a Delegate and is now
the Secretary/Treasurer for the Jus-
tice Research and Statistics Associ-
ation.

Carle L. Jackson is the State Crimi-
nal Justice Policy Advisor at the
Louisiana Commission on Law
Enforcement. In this capacity, he
serves as the Director of Policy,
Planning, Research, and Information
Systems. The major programs
included in the Division are the
Louisiana Sentencing Commission,
the Louisiana Uniform Crime Report-
ing Program, the Louisiana Criminal
History Improvement Program, the

Parish Jail Information System, and
the Correctional Pianning and Fore-
casting Program. Prior to this posi-
tion, Mr. Jackson served as Adminis-
trator of Research and Criminal
Justice Information Systems at the
Louisiana Commission on Law
Enforcement. He was responsible
for grant administration, develop-
ment of inmate population models,
and supervision of computer technol-
ogy in Louisiana's criminal system.
Mr. Jackson also served as Director
of Evaluation for a private firm, the
Criminal Justice Institute; Private
Consultant to the Louisiana District
Attorney's Association; Research
Consultant to the Louisiana Health
and Human Resource's Office of
Developmental Disabilities; and
Statistictan for the Louisiana Statisti-
cal Analysis Center. Mr. Jackson
also served as Chief of Staff of the
Governor's Prison Overcrowding
Policy Task Force and as a member
of the District Attorneys Assaociation
Systems Development Oversight
Committee.

John P. Jarvis serves as a Criminal
Justice Research Statistician for the
FBI. His primary responsibilities in-
clude the development of analysis
techniques applicable to the National
Incident-Based Reporting System
and the Hate Crime Reporting
Program. Previous to this position,
he worked for the State of Virginia
where he developed various meth-
ods for forecasting jail, prison, pro-
bation, and parole populations.

Over the past seven years he has
been involved in various aspects of
criminal justice research, including
analyzing the impact of drug offend-
ers upon the criminal justice system,
developing inmate classification
projection techniques, and analyzing
long-term imprisonment trends in the
U.S. He is completing his doctoral

Enhancing Capacities and Confronting Controversies in Criminal Justice - 151



dissertation in Sociology at the Uni-
versity of Virginia.

Claire M. Johnson is a Senior
Associate at the Institute for Law
and Justice and formerly the Director
of the Criminal Justice Research
Center for the District of Columbia.
She has worked for more than 10
years in the field of criminal justice
and has expertise in the areas of
juvenile justice, research on criminal
and juvenile justice issues, evalua-
tion of justice-related programs and
policies, and development and
maintenance of systemwide data
networks. Ms. Johnson has been
involved in studying homicide and
violent crime since 1986 and is
particularly knowledgeable about the
problems of violence and homicide
in the District of Columbia. She has
produced numerous reports describ-
ing homicide, crime, and justice, and
has served on the Police Chief's
Violence Prevention Task Force. Ms.
Johnson holds facuity appointments
at The American University and

the University of the District of
Columbia.

Neal B. Kauder is a Senior Re-
search Analyst for the Criminal Jus-
tice Research Center, a division
within the Virginia Department of
Criminal Justice Services. He works
with State policymakers from the
various branches of government

by communicating the resuits of
criminal justice related research and
data analysis. Mr. Kauder makes
frequent presentations on the utiliza-
tion and visual display of quantitative
criminal justice information. ' His pre-
vious work focused on the develop-
ment of sentencing guidelines,
defining and maintaining an offense
seriousness database, assessing
criminal history record user needs,
and analyzing hate crime data. Mr.
Kauder is currently staffing Virginia's

Truth in Sentencing Commission and
is a member of the Cultural Insensi-
tivity Study Committee. He is also
working on a feasibility study for the
creation of a unified criminal justice
database. Some of his past publica-
tions include Communicating Crimi-
nal Justice Research Findings to
Policymakers and Criminal History
Records: An Assessment of User
Needs. He recently directed a
Statewide public opinion survey on
violent crime and gun control issues
and has since authored One-Hand-
gun-A-Month: Measuring Public
Opinion Concerning a Gun Control
Initiative, a journal article to be pub-
lished in Benavioral Sciences & the
Law later this year.

Richard P. Kern, Ph.D. currently
serves as Director of the Virginia
Criminal Justice Research Center, a
Division within the Department of
Criminal Justice Services, Common-
wealth of Virginia. Dr. Kern also
serves as Staff Director for commis-
sions in all three branches of Virginia
State government — the Judicial
Sentencing Guidelines Commission
{Judicial), the Governor's Commis-
sion on Violent Crime (Executive),
and the Commission on Sentence
and Parole Reform (Legislative). In
these capacities, Dr. Kern is respon-
sible for the oversight and direction
of criminal justice system research
requested by the Governor, Secre-
tary of Public Safety, the Legislature,
and the Judiciary. Dr. Kern's exper-
tise lies in the design, development,
and oversight of criminal and juve-
nile justice data collection systems
and the design, development, and
execution of research methodologies
to study the juvenile and criminal
justice systems. Dr. Kern has ap-
proximately 14 years full-time experi-
ence in conducting and/or directing
justice system research. Dr. Kern
received his Ph.D, and M.S. in Crim-
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inology from Florida State University
and currently serves as President of
the Justice Research and Statistics
Association.

Bruce King, was elected to serve a
third term as Governor of New Mex-
lcoin 1990. Mr. King is the first per-
son in New Mexico's history as a
State to be elected to three 4-year
terms. Mr. King was first elected
Governor in 1970 and served in that
capacity from 1971 through 1974.
Re-elected for a second term in
1978, he served through 1982.
Governor King began his political
career in 1959 in the New Mexico
House of Representatives. He
served five consecutive terms, three
of those as Speaker of the House.
King served as the State Democratic
Chairman from 1968 through 1969
and as President of the State Con-
stitutional Convention held in Santa
Fein 1969. While Governor, Mr.
King has served as Chairman of
several boards and commissions in-
cluding the Interstate Oil and Gas
Compact Commission, the Rocky
Mountain Federation, the Four Cor-
ners Regional Commission, the
Western Governors' Conference,
and the Bi-National Governors' Com-
mission of Mexico and the United
States. Some of Governor King's
professional and civic affiliations
include St. John's College Board

of Governors, Sunwest Financial
Services Board of Directors, Greater
Moriarty Economic Development
Association Board of Directors, the
New Mexico Cattle Growers Associ-
ation, the New Mexico Farm Bureau,
the University of New Mexico Alumni
Association, and the Board of Direc-
tors of Southwestern Indian Poly-
technic Institute. Governor King is a
Veteran of the U.S. Army and
attended the University of New
Mexico.



Gary Kleck, Ph.D. is a Professor of
Criminology and Criminal Justice at
Florida State University. He received
his doctorate in Sociology from the
University of Hlinois in 1879 and has
heen at Florida State since then. He
is the author of Point Blank: Guns
and Violence in America. His arti-
cles have been published in the
American Sociological Review,
American Journal of Sociology, So-
cial Forces, Social Problems, Law &
Contemporary Problems, the Journal
of Quantitative Griminology and
many other journals. He also has
testified before Congress on gun
control issues.

Jeffrey J. Knowles has been the
Research Administrator of the Ohio
Office of Criminal Justice Services
Research and Statistics Bureau
(SAC) since 1978, and has worked
in the criminal justice research fieid
in Ohio and Georgia since 1874. Mr.
Knowles served on the JRSA Execu-
tive Committee between 1980 and
1984, and was the Chair in 1982.

He holds a B.A. in History from Milli-
gan College, and an M.A. in History
from Georgia State University.

Barry Alan Krisberg is currently
President of the National Council

on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD)
and has served in that capacity
since 1983; from 1979 he was
NCCD's Research Director.
Previously, he had academic
appointments as Adjunct Professor
at Hubert Humphrey Institute of
Public Affairs, University of
Minnesota, and Lecturer and
Assistant Professor at the University
of Galifornia, Berkeley. He received
his undergraduate and M.A. and
Ph.D. degrees from the University of
Pennsylvania in sociology and
criminology, and has authored/co-
authored more than 56 publications
mainly covering crime and

delinquency, juvenile justice, and
juvenile incarceration.

Gary LaFree, Ph.D. is a Professor
and Chair of the Sociology Depart-
ment at the University of New Mex-
ico. He also is the Director of the
New Mexico Statistical Analysis
GCenter. He recejved his Ph.D. in
Sociology from Indiana University in
1979. He has published articles in
Sociology and Criminology journals
and taw reviews on a wide range of
topics including the official process-
ing of rape cases, discrimination in
the application of the law, and cross-
nafional trends in rates of crime. His
book, Rape and Criminal Justice
was published by Wadsworth Press
in 1989. He spent the past year
working on a book about race and
crime trends in the post-World War
Il United States on a fellowship from
the Harry Frank Guggenheim Foun-
dation. '

Paul J. Lavrakas, Ph.D. is a Profes-
sor of Journalism and Statistics at
Northwestern University. In 1982, he
founded the Northwestern University
Survey Laboratory and continues to
serve as its Director. . Dr. Lavrakas
teaches research methods
practicums to advanced undergradu-
ates and graduate students at North-
western and lectures at professional
seminars on survey research, includ-
ing three Bureau of Justice Assis-
tance workshops in 1992. Heis
widely published in the fields of
survey research methodology, the
media's usage of election surveys,
and crime prevention policy. Since
the mid-1970's, he has developed an
international reputation for his exten-
sive work in the field of crime pre-
vention public policy and regularly
serves as a consultant to the U.S.
Department of Justice as well as
State and local justice agencies. Dr.
Lavrakas received his graduate de-

grees in Research Psychology from
Loyola University of Chicago in the
mid-1970's. He worked for a year as
a public sector specialist for West-
inghouse Electric prior to coming to
Northwestern in 1978. From 1968-
1972, he taught fifth grade in the
Chicago inner-city.

Carol Chiago Lujan, Ph.D. is an
Assistant Professor at Arizona State
University in the Schoot of Justice
Studies. She recently returned to
the University after taking a 2-year
leave of absence to direct the
National Office of Aicohot and
Substance Abuse Prevention for the
Bureau of Indian Affairs in Washing-
ton, DC. Her primary research inter-
est focuses on American Indian is-
sues of injustice both at the individ-
ual and the national level. The intent
of her research is to provide insight
from an American Indian perspective
regarding the various types of injus-
tices that result from an oppressive
and imposed foreign culture.

Mary J. Mande, Ph.D. has worked
in criminal justice research, policy
analysis, policy formulztion, and
training since 1980 when she began
her career with the Colorado Division
of Criminal Justice. She now directs
her own consulting business, MJM
Consulting Services. Dr. Mande
received her B.A. in Sociology and
Political Science from Cameron Uni-
versity in Oklahoma and her M.A.
and Ph.D in Sociology from the Uni-
versity of Colorado in Boulder. Dr.
Mande's work has concentrated on
analysis of sentencing laws, policies,
and practices since 1980 when her
first Colorado sentencing study was
published in Correctional Options for
the 80's. Areas of specialization in-
clude development of sentencing in-
formation systems; analysis of sen-
tencing policies and targeting oftend-
ers for intermediate sanctions; public

Enhancing Capacities and Confronting Controversies in Criminal Justice 153



opinion research on attitudes toward
prison and intermediate sanctions;
development of empirical parole de-
cision tools; prison population pro-
jections; offender classification mod-
els; impact analysis from a systems
perspective; and program evalua-
tion.

Donald A, Manson is a program
manager for the Bureau of Justice
Statistics, U.S. Department of
Justice, and is responsible for the
development of criminal justice infor-
mation and statistical systems in 19
southeastern States. His duties in-
clude providing technical assistance
related to criminal history systems,
prosecutor management support
systems, judicial information sys-
tems, correctional data systems, and
offender-based transaction statistics.
From 1974 to 1977, Mr. Manson was
the regional systems specialist for
the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, located in Atlanta,
Georgia. He provided technical as-
sistance and program development
guidance to eight southeastern
States with regard to the design and
implementation of automated crimi-
nal justice information systems and
public-safety radio communications.
From 1970 to 1973, Mr. Manson was
tne Director of the Law Enforcement
Data Center for the Florida Depart-
ment of Law Enforcement, responsi-
ble for all data processing services.
During this period, he directed the
expansion of the Florida Crime
Information Center to include over
300 local terminals, five in-state
computer-to-computer interfaces,
and two national interfaces (to the
FBl's National Crime Information
Center, and to the National Law En-
forcement Telecommunications Sys-
tem). In 1969, Mr. Manson was a
private consultant and managed the
project that developed and imple-
mented the Florida Crime Informa-

tion Center. Prior to 1969, Mr. Man-
son was with the Saint Louis
Metropolitan Police Department for
10 years. His final duties included
responsibility for all of the computer-
ized operations of the Department.

Christine Martin is a Senior
Research Analyst with the llinois
Criminal Justice Information Author-
ity. She currently is Project Director
for a multi-State U.S. Department of
Justice-funded Police Behavior
Study. Prior to this assignment, she
was the principal researcher for the
State Justice Institute-funded Cook
County Pretrial Release Study.

Ms. Martin received her B.A. in Soci-
ology from DePaul University, and
her M.A. in Applied Sociology from
Loyola University Chicago. She
currently is completing coursework
for a Ph.D. in Sociology at Loyola
University Chicago. Ms. Martin's
primary areas of research include
sampling theory, database design,
and survey instrument development.

David McDowell, Ph.D. is a Profes-
sor at the institute of Criminal Jus-
tice and Criminology, University of
Maryland, and is Associate Director
of the Violence Research Group.
His research centers on crime con-
trol and the social distribution of
violent acts. With Colin Loftin and
Brian Wiersema, he currently is
studying the infiuence of firearm
policies on homicide and suicide
mortality in the United States.

Eric R. Meyners is the Program
Manager for Northwest New Mexico
Fighting Back, Inc. He holds a B.A.
in Psychology and a Master of Divin-
ity. He brings a broad perspective
to alcohol and other drug issues. He
has patrticipated with Fighting Back
for 3 years as a local coalition mem-
ber, a regional board member and in
a staff capacity. Fighting Back, a
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nationwide effort to reduce the de-
mand for alcohol and other drugs, is
funded by the Robert Wood Johnson
Foundation in fifteen communities.
In New Mexico, the counties of San
Juan, McKinley, and Cibola are the
funded "community." This funding is
designed to provide community
groups with the ability to begin to
solve their alcohol and drug prob-
lems.

Norval Morrls, Ph.D. is the Julius
Kreeger Professor of Law and Crimi-
nology at the University of Chicago.
Following service in the Australian
Army during World War li, he com-
pleted his LL.B. and LL.M. degrees
at Melbourne University. In 1949, he
received a Ph.D. in Law and Crimi-
nology and was appointed to the fac-
ulty of law at the London School of
Economics. He has practiced law as
a Barrister and has held academic
appointments at Melbourne and
Adelaide Universities in Australia
and at Harvard, Utah, Colorado, and
New York Universities. From 1962
to 1964, he was the Director for Asia
and the Far East of the United
Nations Institute for the Prevention
of Crime and Treatrnent of Offend-
ers. He has served and presently
serves on numerous Federal and
State government and scholarly
councils and commissions as well as
on several United Nations commit-
tees. Mr. Morris is a Fellow of the
American Academy of Arts and
Sciences. With Michael Tonry, he
edits Crime and Justice: A Review
of Research. He has writteni exten-
sively on the criminal justice system,
his last three books being The
Future of Imprisonment (1974),
Madness and the Criminal Law
(1982), and The Brothel Boy and
Other Parables of the Law (1992).



John P. O'Connell, Jr, is the Exec-
utive Director of the Delaware Statis-
tical Analysis Center (SAC). The
SAC is presently involved in four
major activities: analysis of sentenc-
ing reform, forecasting to assist with
prison crowding, crime analysis, ju-
venile classification, and population
forecasting. Before becoming SAC
Director in 1988, he was Chisf of
Forecasting for the State of Wagh-
ington's Office of Financial Manage-
ment {(OFM) and was responstble for
all forecasting affecting the State
budget, including prison forecasting.
Mr. O'Connell, who holds a B.A. in
Sociology from the University of
Washington and an M.S. in Statistics
from the University of lowa, is a past
President of JRSA.

William V. Pelfrey, Ph.D. currently
is serving as Professor and Depart-
ment Chair, Department of Justice
and Risk Administration, Virginia
Commonwealth University. Previ-
ously, Dr. Pelirey was Head of the
Department of Criminal Justice,
Waestern Carolina University and
Director, Administrative Officers
Management Program, Norih Car-
olina State University. He worked
closely with the North Carolina Gov-
ernor's Crime Commission in as-
sessing violent crime and defining
the characteristics of drug traffick-
ers. Before coming to North Car-
olina, Dr. Pelfrey was Director,
School of Justice Administration,
University of Louisville where he also
served as Acting Director of the
Southern Police Institute and Na-
tional Crime Prevention Institute.
He has held positions as Associate
Dean, College of Criminal Justice,
Sam Houston State University, and
Chairman, Department of Criminal
Justice, Memphis State University.
Dr. Pelfrey has served on the Ken-
tucky Crime Commission and Law
Enforcement Councils at the State

and regional levels. He currently
serves on the Regional Advisory
Commission, Southeast Center for
Drug-Free Schools and Communi-
ties. He holds a Ph.D. in Criminol-
ogy from Florida State University
and has published articles In numer-
ous journals as well as a book, The
Evolution of Criminology.

Tammy Meredith Poulos, Ph.D. is
a Senior Research Analyst at Vir-
ginia's Criminal Justice Research
Center within the Virginia Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice Services.
She designs and conducts criminal
justice-related research projects,
works on interdisciplinary research
teams, and communicates research
findings to local, State, and Federal
policymakers. She holds a master's
degree in Criminal Justice from the
State University of New York at
Albany and a Ph.D. in Criminology
from Florida State University. She
has experience in forecasting local
jail populations and has led the de-
sign of simulation forecasting tech-
nologies. Dr. Poulos's prior research
includes the development of Vir-
ginia's Sentencing Guidelines and
assessing the impact of the relation-
ship between sex offenders and their
victims on the sentencing behavior
of judges. She recently co-authored
an article on the transfer of serious
iuvenile offenders to criminal court,
which will be pubished in the Jan-
uary 1994 volume of Crime and
Delinquency. Her current work
involves enhancing the capacity to
apply advanced statistical proce-
dures in assessing risk when making
alternative sentencing recommenda-
tions.

Samuel D. Pratcher is a 21-year
police veteran. He was appointed
as the Chief of Police of the Wilm-
ington, Delaware Police Department
in January, 1993. Chief Pratcher

holds an M.8. in Human Resource
Management and a B.S. in Criminal
Justice Administration, both from
Wilmington Colisge. He is the
Delaware Chapter President of the
National Organization of Black Law
Enforcement Executives and a
member of the Police Executive
Research Forum, the Delaware
Police Chiefs Council, the Interna-
tional Association of Chiefs of
Police, the American Soclety for
Industrial Security and the Delaware
Criminal Justice Council. Chief
Pratcher is a United States Air Force
veteran and the recipient of the
Silver Star and Purple Heart.

Roger K. Przybylski is the Coordi-
nator of Research in the Division of
Research and Planning, Chicago
Police Department, the second
largest police department in the
country. . Prior to joining the Depart-
ment, he was Director of the Drug
Information and Analysis Center and
a Senior Analyst at the lliinois Crimi-
nal Justice Information Authority in
Chicago where he worked for 8
years. He has an M.S. in the
Administration of Justice from
Southern Hlinois University.

Michael R. Rand is a Survey Statis-
tician in the Special Victimization
Studies Unit of the U.S. Bureau of
Justice Statistics (BJS). Mr. Rand
also is BJS Project Manager for the
NEISS Intentional Injury Study, con-
ducted for BJS by the Consumer
Product Safety Commission. In ad-
dition, he is the BJS Project Monitor
for the National Crime Victimization
Survey (NCVS), conducted for BJS
by the U.8. Bureau of the Census.
He has worked on NCVS since its
inception in 1972, first at the Census
Bureau, and at BJS since 1978. Mr.
Rand is also the author of several
BJS reports analyzing NCS data and
addressing such topics as family
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violence, household burglary, hand-
gun crime victims, violent crime
trends, and the prevalence of crime.

Dolly Reed has served as Director
of Connecticut's Statistical Analysis
Center for Criminal Justice for 4
years, after serving on the staff for
11 years. Ms. Reed's criminal jus-
tice career has included a longitudi-
nal study tracking juveniles into the
adult system, staffing the Governor's
Task Force on the Serious Juvenile
Offender which resulted in legislation
creating the serious Juvenile Of-
fender Program, and staffing the
Governor's Task Force on Family
Violence which significantly changed
the way family violence is handled in
Connecticut and greatly increased
funding for family violence programs.
She provided staff support for the
Governor's Task Force on Justice
for Abused Children and the Gover-
nor's Task Force on Sexual Violence
and currently staffs the Prison and
Jail Overcrowding Commission. As
a long-standing member of the Fam-
ily Violence Research and Evalua-
tion Committee, Ms. Reed has par-
ticipated in, assisted, planned, or
funded many of the projects which
are highlighted in a recent SAC pub-
lication, Family Violence in Connecti-
cut. Ms. Reed also is the author of
Connecticut's Criminal Justice Sys-
tem: A Five Year Look at Trends
and Issues, and co-author of the an-
nual Prison and Jail Overcrowding
Commission Reports. Ms. Reed has
been hgnored by victim and advo-
cacy groups for her work to end vio-
lence against women and children.

Phillip J. Renninger is the Director
of the Bureau of Statistics and Poiicy
Research, Pennsylvania Commis-
sion on Crime and Delinquency.
Previously, he was the Director of
Research for the Pennsylvania
Board of Probation and Parole. He

graduated from Albright College with
his B.A. and received his M.A. from
the University of Pennsylvania.

Benjamin H. Renshaw, Ill is the
career Deputy Director of the Bureau
of Justice Statistics, U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice. He currently is
serving as Special Assistant to the
Acting Assistant Attorney General
for the Office of Justice Programs.
Mr. Renshaw has a B.S. in Eco-
nomics and a master's degree in
Governmental Administration from
the Wharton School of the University
of Pennsylvania. During the past
decade, he has twice been Acting
Director of the Bureau of Justice
Statistics. He also has been Acting
Director of the Bureau of Justice
Assistance (November 1986 to May
1989), and has served on the staffs
of the Office of Natioral Drug Con-
trol Policy in the Executive Office

of the President and the White
House Conference for a Drug-Free
America. From 1875 to 1979, Mr.
Renshaw was the head of the Statis-
tics Division and an Assistant
Administrator of the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration.
From 1973 to 1975, he served as
the Executive Director of the Office
of Criminal Justice Plans and Analy-
sis for the District of Columbia. He
also previously served as an Assis-
tant City Manager in Beverly Hills,
California; Budget Analyst for the
Washington State Legislature; Man-
aging Editor of the Public Adminis-
tration Review in Chicago; Director
of a Ford Foundation-financed study
of New England State governments
in Boston; and Criminal Justice Sys-
tems Manager of Government Stud-
les and Systems in Philadelphia.

Peter Reuter, Ph.D. is the Senior
Economist in the Washington office
of RAND and Co-Director of RAND's
Drug Policy Research Center. He is
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a member of the Institute of
Medicine Committee on Federal
Regulation of Methadone and is on
the adjunct faculty of the University
of Maryland Graduate Schooi of
Public Affairs. He earned his Ph.D.
in Economics at Yale University and
was Guest Scholar «t the Brookings
institute before joining RAND in
1981. His initial research dealt with
the organization of criminal activities
and resulted in the publication of
Disorganized Crime: The Economics
of the Visible Hand, (MIT Press,
1983). Since 1983, he has worked
primarily on drug policy issues and
has published a number of papers
and studies on drug enforcement.
His recent RAND publications in-
clude Sealing the Borders, a study
of the effects of increased interdic-
tion, and Money from Crime: A
Study of the Economics of Drug
Dealing in Washington, D.C. His
current research focuses on Euro-
pean drug policies. Dr. Reuter testi-
fies regularly before Congress, and
gives numerous seminars to policy
audiences.

Stephen E. Rickman is the Director
of the D.C. Office of Emergency
Preparedness. Previously, he has
served as the Special Assistant to
the City Administrator for Public
Safety, the Director of the Statistical
Analysis Center, and Research Ana-
lyst for the Office of Criminal Justice
Plans and Analysis. Mr. Rickman
worked at the Children's Hospital,
National Medical Center as a staff
psychologist and as a part-time
psychology instructor at the Univer-
sity of the District of Columbia and
Southeastern University. He is the
former President of the Justice
Research and Statistics Association.
He is the Resource Coordinator for
the Ward 4 Action Team, and is part
of the Community Services Commit-
tee for the Takoma Baptist Church.



Mr. Rickman is working on his Ph.D.
in Clinical and Community Psychol-

ogy and Political Science at Howard
University.

Walter B. Ridiey currently serves as
the Director for the District of
Columbia's Department of Correc-
tions. He has over 22 years experi-
ence in the field of public safety,
specifically in criminal justice, having
served in managerial positions rang-
ing from the substance abuse treat-
ment arena to executive level cor-
rectional management. Mr. Ridley is
a well-known lecturer and field in-
structor at several major universities,
inciuding George Washington Uni-
versity, Howard University's Gradu-
ate School of Social Work, and the
University of the District of
Columbia. He is a lecturer and
author on a wide range of criminal
justice issues and the public admin-
istration fiela. Prior to being
appointed as the Director, Mr. Ridley
served the District's Department of
Corrections in various capacities. In
1985, he left the Department of Cor-
rections upon being appointed by the
Mayor as the Chairperson of the
District of Columbia Board of Parole.
Mr. Ridley earned a B.S. in Educa-
tion and an M.A. in Counseling Psy-
chology from Lincoln University in
Missouri. He is the recipient of
numerous professional, civic, and
religious awards and citations. His
professional affiliations include the
National Association of Blacks in
Criminal Justice; District of Columbia
Chapter, Middle Atlantic States
Correctional Association; Advisory
Board Member, Association of State
Correctional Administrators; Associ-
ation of Wardens and Superinten-
dents; American Jail Association;
National Forum for Black Public
Administrators; and the National
Urban League.

Karen Rodgers is a Senior Analyst
witit the Canadian Centre for Justice
Statistics. The focus of her work is
the statistical analysis of criminal
justice data. She has a special inter-
est in violence against women and
women offenders. She sits on the
Boards of both local and national
organizations that work to assist
women in conflict with the law.

Linda N. Ruder is a Program
Manager with the Bureau of Justice
Statistics, U.S. Department of Jus-
tice. She mianages and coordinates
the State-level Statistical Analysis
Centers (SAC's) and Information
Network program for BJS and
assists with overall management of
the Criminal History Record
Improvement (CHRI) Program. She
is directly responsible for grants in
18 western states and territories.
Ms. Ruder holds a B.A. from the
University of Pennsylvania and an
M.P.A. from Portland State Univer-
sity. Ms. Ruder has an extensive
background in grants administration
and program management. Prior to
joining the Federal work force in Au-
gust 1991 as a Presidential Manage-
ment Intern, she spent nearly 10
years in the field of employment and
training, most recently in Portlrnd,
Oregon. She also has administered
youth employment programs for the
State of Montana.

Michael J. Sabath, Ph.D. is an
Associate Professor of Public
Administration and Urban Affairs at
San Diego State University. Before
joining the faculty at San Diego
State, Dr. Sabath served as Director
of the Center for Criminal Justice
Research and Information of the In-
diana Criminal Justice Institute for
five years. Dr, Sabath earned his
doctorate in Public Affairs from the
Graduate School of Public and Inter-
national Affairs at the University of

Pittsburgh. He has been a faculty
member or adjunct faculty at the
University of Missouri, Indiana Uni-
versity, Indiana State University, and
the University of Indianapolis and
taught courses in the areas of public
policy, corrections, and drug and
crime control. His current research
interests include a study of factors
contributing to research productivity
in State criminal justice research or-
ganizations.

Samuel F. Saxton has been
Director of the Prince George's
County Department of Corrections
since July, 1983. A graduate of the
University of Maryland, Mr. Saxton
has more than 30 years of experi-
ence in the management and opera-
tion of large and medium correc-
tional centers. Mr. Saxton is active
at the national level having recently
served on the NIC Advisory Board.
He is Past President of the Ameri-
can Jail Association and the Mary-
land Correctional Administrators
Association, and has been an officer
or committee member of many other
major professional organizations.
Mr. Saxton is a lecturer on a number
of correctional issues. Under Mr.
Saxton's leadership, the Depagment
of Corrections has been named one
of the Nation's finest correctional op-
erations by the American Jail Asso-
ciation. Additionally, Mr. Saxton has
hosted a number of government offi-
cials from countries as far away as
Japan, Israel, England, Pakistan,
and the Soviet Union. Me. Saxton
currently is developing & comprehen-
sive reintegration strategy which he
hopes will begin to break the cycle
of recidivism among the jail popula-
tion. Mr. Saxton retired from the
U.S. Marine corps following 30 years
of dedicated service. Much of his
military experience invoived the
management of correctional facili-
ties.
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Robert M. Sego has been a Man-
agement Analyst for the Corrections
Department of New Mexico since
July 1991. In this capacity, he has
contributed toward the development
of a new approach to inmate popula-
tion projections for the Corrections
Department using IMPACT. Mr.
Sego graduated from Brigham
Young University with an English
major and Spanish and Marketing
minors, and he concentrated in
Finance for his MBA from the Uni-
versity of New Mexico. He has
worked in both the public and private
sectors and joined the Corrections
Department of New Mexico in Febiu-
ary 1989 as the State Compliance
Monitor over the Duran Consent
Decree.

Therese A. Shady is Deputy Chief
of the Bureau of Statistical Services
and Project Director for the New
York State Incident-Based Uniform
Crime Reporting System at the New
York State Division of Criminal Jus-
tice Services (DCJS). She has
worked for DCJS for the past 10
years on projects involving the anal-
ysis of offender-based transaction
statistics, police programs targeting
career criminals and warrant en-
forcement, and software develop-
ment for law enforcement systems.
Prior to joining DCJS, Therese was
a researcher at the New York State
Department of Social Services and
the New York State Division of Pro-
bation and Correctional Alternatives.
Ms. Shady received her M.S. in
Criminal Justice in May 1979 and is
currently a Ph.D. candidate at the
School of Criminal Justice of the
State University of New York at
Albany. Her dissertation research is
on the genesis and implementation
of the National incident-Based
Reporting System.

James Shea is the Assistant Direc-
tor of integrated Systems Develop-
ment at the Division of Criminal Jus-
tice Services. In addition to coordi-
nating the data standardization pro-
ject, ISD staff are developing stan-
dard software and forms for local law
enforcement, prosecution, jails, and
courts. The unit also is funded by
two Federal grants that support ef-
forts to improve the data quality of
criminal justice agencies. Currently,
staff are conducting an assessment
of data quality within the criminal jus-
tice system. Jim has over 19 years
of experience in the field of criminal
justice. He holds a B.A. from Holy
Cross College and an MBA from
Union College.

Shalane J. Sheley is a Research
Associate at the National Archive of
Criminal Justice Data (NACJD), a
program of the Inter-university
Consortium for Political and Social
Research (ICPSR), at the University
of Michigan. NACJD is sponsored
by the Bureau of Justice Statistics,
U.S. Department of Justice. Ms.
Sheley has been at ICPSR for 4
years and received her M.A. in Soci-
ology at Eastern Michigan University
in 1988.

Charles F. Weilford., Ph.D.
became Director of the Institute

of Criminal Justice and Criminology
in 1981. Dr. Wellford received his
Ph.D. in 1969 from the University of
Pennsylvania. He serves on numer-
ous State and Federal advisory
boards and commissions and was
Vice-President of the American Soci-
ety of United States Attorneys Gen-
eral where he directed the Federal
Justice Research Program. During
that time, he directed research on
Federal sentencing and prosecution
policies and on the State of civil
Justice in America. The author of
riumerous publications on criminal
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justice issues, Dr. Wellford's most
recent research has focused on the
determinants of sentencing, the
development of comparative crime
data systems, and the measurement
of white collar crime.

Marjorie S. Zatz, Ph.D. is an Asso-
ciate Professor of Justice Studies at
Arizona State University. She holds
a Ph.D. in Sociology from Indiana
University, an M.A. in Sociology
from Indiana University, and a B.A.
in Sociology with a minor in Latin
American Studies from the Univer-
sity of Massachusetts. Professor
Zatz has published extensively in the
areas of racial and ethnic discrimina-
tion in court processing and sanc-
tioning, the legal response to Chi-
cano gang members, gender and the
legal profession, and lawmaking.
Her research has been published in
well-respected journals including
Criminology, The Journal of Re-
search in Crime and Delinquency,
Social Problems, Law and Society
Review, and The Journal of Quanti-
tative Criminology. Some of her re-
search has been funded by the Na-
tional Science Foundation. Dr. Zatz
Is the author of Producing Legality:
Law nd Socialism in Cuba (Rout-
ledge, forthcoming 1994) and the co-
editor (with William Chambliss) of
Making Law: The Law, The Stale,
and Structural Contradictions (Indi-
ana University, 1993).

Marianne W, Zawitz has been a
member of the Bureau of Justice
Statistics staff since 1976. Her initial
assignment at BJS was to monitor
the Statistical Analysis Center Pro-
gram of the Comprehensive Data
Systems effort. More recently, she
has headed the Special Reports
Unit. She has an M.P.A. from Ohio
State University. She was the editor
of the award winning Report to the
Nation on Crime and Justice and re-



cently edited Drugs, Crime and the
Justice System: A National Report.
She has given lectures on data pre-
sentation to many groups, including
the Congressional Budget Office,
Federal Publishers, and the National
Criminal Justice Editors group. Ms.
Zawitz began her career with the
Ohio State Planning Agency under
the LEAA program and spent 2
years with the District of Columbia
State Planning Agency. She also
worked on a review of the Omnibus
Crime Controi and Safe Streets Act
for the Advisory Commission on In-
tergovernmental Relations.

James Zepp is the Director of the
Justice Research and Statistics
Association National Computer
Center in Washington, D.C. In this
capacity, he has frequently spoken
or taught at national and regional
conferences on computer use in the
criminal justice field. He has con-
sulted with Federal, State, and iocal
agencies on a wide variety of au-
tomation needs and applications.
With over 15 years in the computer
field, his experience includes graph-
ics and desktop publishing, records
management, imaging systems for
document and photo retrieval, ap-
plied statistics, computer securi-
ty/crime issues, and expert systems.
Prior to his current position, he was
a Programmer/Analyst with the Vir-
ginia Department of Criminal Justice
Services.
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Appendix D. The evolution of the National Drug Control strategy: A less punitive

approach

By John Carnevale, Director of Planning, Office of National Drug Control Policy

Note: This presentation was
prepared for the conference but not
presented by John Carnevale of the
Office of National Drug Control
Policy because he was unable to
attend. This paper is included
because of its applicability to the
subject.

The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988
(Public Law 100-690) created the
Office of National Drug Control
Policy (ONDCP) to advise the
President on a national plan to
combat drug use in the United
States, to develop a consolidated
national drug control budget, to
coordinate and oversee the
implementation of the National Drug
Control Strategy (the Strategy), and
to make recommendations about
other management and organiza-
tional issues, such as reorganizing
the Federal government to better
implement the Strategy. This
national plan, the National Drug
Control Strategy, is due to Congress
by February 1 of eanh year, and
must contain comprehensive,
research-based, long-range goals for
reducing drug abuse in the United
States. [t also requires that it
contain short-term measurable
objectives which may be realistically
acnieved in a two-year period. This
requirement forced ONDCP to rely
on drug data systems that measured
drug use prevalence, but not the
consequences of drug prevalence.

The first National Strategy was
released in September 1989. This
Strategy and those that followed
(1990, 1991, 1992) emphasized the
role of criminal justice as the means
to best cope with the drug problem.
In fact, the first chapter in the
Strategies released from 1989
through 1991 {three in total) dealt
with the Criminal Justice system,
rather than demand (treatment and

prevention) issues. The final Bush
Administration Strategy (January
1992) made "Deterring New and
Casual Users" the first chapter, but
its central theme was that of user
accountability: "[h]olding casual
users accountable for their actions
through meaningful criminal, civil,
and social sanctions integral to the
National Drug Control Strategy."
The objective of freeing hard-core
users was given a secondary
priority.

The 7993 Interim National Drug
Control Strategy spells out the
Clinton Administration’s vision with
respect to its efforts to con