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Executive Summary 
A new classification system of, crime has been developed for use in 

the research on data contained in the Prosecutor's Management Information 

System (PROMIS) installed in th~ U.S. Attorney's Office of the Superior 

Court in Washingto~, D.C. Because both the offense committed and the 

defendant(s) charged with committing it are important to follow through 

the criminal justice system, the classification scheme was designed for 

~riminal incidents ~nd cases against one defendant. A criminal incident 

;s defined as a criminal event taking place at a particular time in a 

particular location, involving one or more offenders and either no 

specific victims, one victim or several victims. 

There were several considerations which were important to the develop-

ment of the classification system: 

(1) Statistics collected by one part of the criminal justice 

system should be comparable to statistics collected by another part. 

Specifically, the classification scheme allows data in PROM IS to be com--
pared to LEAA victimization data, police data and corrections data. 

(2) Since the types of crime committed in' Washington, D.C. are 

similar to those committed in other large urban centers in the United 

States, the types of crime in the classification scheme were designed to 

be general enough to be applicable to other jurisdictions. 

(3) The classification scheme was arranged in a hierarchy so 

that either large or small groups of offenses could be focused on for 

a particular research purpose. 
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The classification system finally developed is based on the most 

serious police charge in a case and some additional items collected in 

PROMIS. For criminal incidents, the most serious charge was deteruined 

by choosing the most serious charge against any of the codefendants. 

The seriousness of the charges was based primarily on the maximum sen­

tence. 

Cases against defendants were grouped into criminal incidents ac­

cording to the crin:inal complaint number assigned by the police to each 

offense ~nd contained in the PROMIS file. The classification system 

was used to type criminal events and cases brought to the prosecutor 

in 1973. The criminal incidents and cases were then described, based 

on other v~riables, such as the seriousness of the incident or the age 

of the defendant. There were 13,028 criminal incidents in which at 

least one arrest was made during 1973, and 15,460 arrests of individual 

defendants. 

The major division in the classification system was into crimes in­

volving a victim and crimes.without an identifiable victim. In 1973, 70 

percent of the criminal incidents involved a victim and 30 percent did 

not. Approximately the same percentages existed for cases against one 

defendant. 

divisions: 

The ca.tegory of crimes i nvo 1 vi ng a vi ctim has four major sub­

persO'nal victimizations involving violence, personal victimi-

zations without violence, crimes against residences or households, and 

crimes against businesses or institutions. Personal victimizations in- . 

volving violence comprised the largest group of criminal incidents with 

a victim, one-third of all offenses, follov/ed by crimes against businesses 

or institutions, personal victimizations without violence, and finally, 
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crimes against residences or households. Within each of these subdivi­

sions, specific crimes such as robbery or burglary, are listed. The 

category of crimes without an identifiable victim includes: weapons of­

fenses, gambling, consensual sex offenses, drug offenses, and bail vio­

lations and prison breach. Drug offenses were the largest group of vic­

timless crimes. 

Eighty-six percent of the criminal incidents involved the arrest of 

only one defendant. However, certain types of offenses had higher per ... 

centages of multiple defendants. Robbery, burglary and auto theft were 

crimes which had proportions of multiple defendants between 20 and 25 ' 

percent. Two victimless crimes, gambling and drug offenses, also were 

likely to involve more than one defendant. Pl' o lce are more likely to 

arrest several defendants for these victimless crimes at the same time, 

The number of homicide victims and the number of victims of for­

cible sex offenses could be constructed from PROMIS data. Usually only 

one homicide occurred per criminal incident. The number of rape victims 

was greater than one in 10 percent of the adult female rapes, 6 percent 

of the child rapes, and 21 percent of the male rapes. 

Turning from the criminal incidents to the defendants committing 

them, the age, race, sex, previous arrest history and employment status 

of the defendant could be described. For crimes involving a victim, the 

relationship between the victinl and the defendant was available. 

The median age of adult defendants arrested in 1973 was 26, Defen­

dants arrested for robbery, auto theft, consensual sex offenses and drug 

offenses all had median ages below 23. Those arr'ested for weapons of­

fenses, forcible sex with a child victim, residential arson, aggravated 
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assault and gambling all had median ages over 30 years. Persons ar­

rested for gambling had an exceptionally high median age of 51. 

, Since the District of Columbia is a predominantly black community, 

the fact that 89 percent of the arrests in 1973 had a black defendant 

was not surprising. The crimes with the highest proportion of white de­

fendants were consensual sex offenses, drug offenses, property destruc­

tion, forcible sex offenses with a male victim, and business embezzle­

ment and fraud. In general, whites had lower proportions arrested for 

crimes involving a victim and higher proportions arrested for victimless 

crimes. 

As would be expected, females had higher proportions than males in " 

the consensual sex offenses category, which were ma'inly charges of pros­

titution. They al,so had higher proportions of fraud, ~rson and business 

larceny cases. 

An item on whether the defendant had been arrested in the past five 

yea rs was tabul ated by type of crime. Defendan ts comlilitti ng \'IObbery, 

murder, burglary, and consensual sex offenses were those with the high­

e~t proportion of defendants arrested in the past five years. Murder 

was of particular note, since this is generally thought of as a one-time 

crime, occurring in a moment of Hpassion." The propcrtion of defendants 

accused of murder who have a previous arrest is low when the victim and 

defendant are in the same family. It may be that persons who are defen­

dants in murder cases involving strangers have a history of v'jolent crim­

inal activity which finally results in the death of another person. Some 

of the murders of strangers may be "unintended" homicides occurring 

during the commission of a felony, such as an armed robbery, Robbery, 
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burglary and consensual sex offenses were also the crimes found to pre­

dict future recidivism most strongly, even after previous criminal his-

tory was statistically controlled for. 
The distribution of employed and unemployed defendants by type of 

crime had an unexpected pattern, if one considers certain types of 

crime as a form of illegal employment. Crimes with a property motive 

(prostitution, robbery, burglary, etc.) had lower proportions of defen-

.da nts employed, whereas vi 01 ent crimes (homi ci de, as sau 1 t, etc,) had 

higher proportiuns of defendants who were ~ployed. Prostitution had 

a lower proportion than for any other crime--23 percent. For all de­

fendants, the unemployment rate was very high--50 percent, 

The relationship between the victim and the defendant was tabulated 

into three categories: familY, friend or acquaintance, or stranger. 

Personal victimizations involving violence was the crime catego~ having 

the highest proportions in the "family" or "friend or acquaintance" 

groups. Within that category, homicides and assaults were the crimes 

with the highest proportions of victims and defendants in the same 

fami ly .. 
The classification ~ystem has proved to be of use in characterizing 

criminal incidents and the defendants involved in them. The system will 

be used for a number of separate analyses, including: the computation 

of "system fl ow" rates for crimi na 1 i nci dents and defendimts, geographi ca 
1 

and ecologi~al studies of crime, a study of victims, and a study of re-

cidivism. 
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Introduction 

CRIMINAL INCIDENTS AND THE DEFENDANTS INVOLVED 

IN THEM--AN EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS 

BASED ON A NEW CRIME CLASSIFICATioN SYSTEM 

In any statistical 1 ana ysis, a classificatl'on system is desirable 

to enable agg t' rega lon of individual observations into groups. The choice 

of groups is a complex question in regard to criminal events , since they 

can be analyzed from many different points of view. Leslie Wilkins 

clarifies the problem when he states: 

~he primary function of " ". quantltative classified infor~r~~lnal stat~st1cs 1S to provide 
and (b) criminals. That is talOn regard1ng both (a) crimes 
descriptions of events which ~r~at, th~ ~ata must cover: (a)' 
l~w .. ;(b) decisions made b ~entlfled as breaches of the 
vlduals identified as asso~i:~~~or~~fd/erso~s,regarding indi­
where possible, the consequences Wofl 1 hhedcr~m~nal alct, and, , . suc eC1S10ns. 

The Prosecutor· s ~1anagement Infonnation System (PROMIS) installed in the 

U.S. Attorney·s Office of the S ' uper10r Court in Washington, D.C. has in-

formation on th ' e crlminal events, the decisions made by criminal justice 

agencies, and the defendants accused of various cr,'mes. Several objec-

tives were considered in developing a classification system for use with 

These objectives were based on certal'n this information. assumptions. 

A central assumption throughout th' o 1 S research is that the cri mi na 1 

is indeed a "system," justice system This implies that actions taken in 

one part of the system affect actions taken in another. For example, 

1 Lesl i e T. 
et a1. The 
p. 64. 

Wi1~ins, IINew Thinking in ~riminal Statistics," 
Soc101ogy of Crime and Dellnguency, (New York.' in Wo'lfgang _ Wiley, 1 970) , 
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the way in which a case is handled by the police affects how it is sub-

sequently prosecuted in court. In day to day operations~ however, each 

portion of the criminal justice system frequently acts as if it is in 

isolation. This tendency extends to data collection by different parts 

of the system. Usually no attempt is made to relate the statistics of 

the police to that of the court or to that of corrections. Thus, one 

of the objectives in forming a classification system was to have it be 

applicable to the different parts of the criminal justice system, Spe­

cificallY, this meant that the LEAA victimization survey, police crime 

reports, PROMIS data and corrections data were considered in deciding 

upon the classifications. 

Another assumpti on \AJas that the types of crime committed in the 

District of Columbia are similar to those committed in other large urban 

centers in the United States. The classification system was designed to 

be general enough to be used by other jurisdictions, with perhaps the 

addition or deletion of a few categories. 

A third consideration was that the classification system should be 

arranged in a hierarchy so that either large groups of offenses, such 

as so called "victimless crimes," or smaller groups, such as "weapons 

offenses,1I could be ana1yzed. The geographical study of D.C., for in­

stance, will require large groups of offenses, whereas the smaller groups 

are important to look at with regard to defendant characteristics. 

The fourth and final criterion for developing the classification 

scheme was the unit of analysis, Both the crime committed and the defen­

dant(s) committing it are important to follo'.'l through the criminal jus­

tice system. The classification system focuses on the criminal incident, 
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which is defined as a criminal event taking place at a particular time 

in a particular location, involving one or more offenders and either no 

specific victims, one victim or several victims. Defendants are con­

sidered as participants in a criminal incident with a separate analysis 

for the criminal incidents and the defendants. 

In addition to these criteria, the classification system should 

meet the two basic standards for any typology: its categories should 

be exhaustive and mutually exclusive. In other words, a given criminal 

incident or case against a defendant must be able to be classified into 

one, and only one category. 

There will be two major parts to this paper. First, the frequency 

and characteristics of criminal incidents and the defendants involved 

in them in Washington, D.C. during 1973 will be described. Second, the 

development of the classification scheme will be discussed. 

Distribution of Criminal Incidents and Cases Brought to the Superior 
Court in 1973 

There were 13,028 criminal incidents which occurred in Washington, 

D.C. in which at least one arrest was made during 1973, resulting in 

15,460 arrests of individual defendants. Since 86 percent of the crim­

inal incidents involved only one defendant, the distribution of criminal 

incidents and cases in 1973 had similar patterns by type of crime. 

The criminal incidents and cases against one defendant were clas­

sified according to most serious charge. For criminal incidents, the 

most serious charge was determined by choosing the most serious charge 

against any of the defendants. For a very high proportion of the crim­

inal incidents (approximately 95 percent) the type of criminal incident 

-8-

~" 



according to the classification scheme matched the type of cl~ime for each 

of the codefendants in the case. The classification system has two ma-

jor categories--"crimes involving a victim ll and II crimes without an iden-

tifiable victim." Because the classification system is oriented to the 

offense, criminal incidents, rather than cases against one defendant, 

will be discussed in detail (Table 1.) 

Out of the 13,02? criminal incidents, 1.5 percent could not be 

classified due to either an absence of any police charges in the indi­

vidual cases or the presence of only charges which could not be fitted 

into any category, such as "cruelty to animals. 1I Crimes involving a 

victim accounted for about 70 percent of the incidents, and crimes with­

out a victim accounted for the other 30 percent. 

The largest group of crimes involving a victim were personal vic­

timizations involving violence. More than one-third of all criminal in­

cidents in 1973 involved some violence to an individual victim or vic-
. 

tims--a homi ci de, an assaul t, a forci b 1 e sex offense, or a robbery. In 

this group, assaults and robberies accounted for a very large proportion 

of the total cases--2l and 9 percent, respectively. 

Crimes against businesses or institutions were the second largest 

group of criminal incidents which involved a victim--14 percent of the 

total. Over one-half of these business ctimes were larcenies" and all 

of the crimes \'Iithin the group of business crimes involved property. 

Personal victimizations which did not involve violence were the 

third largest group of crimes involving a victim. Almost three-fourths 

of the personal victimizations without violence were thefts, Individual 

citizens were victimized in almost half of the criminal insidents in 
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TABLE 1 

CRIMINAL INCIDENTS IN 1973 BY OFFENSE 
TYPE OF MOST SERIOUS CHARGE AGAINST ANY DEFENDANT 

I. Cril112S Invol ving A Victim· Number 

A. Personal Victimizations Involving Violcnce------------ 4363 
1) Homiciclc··-------------------------------- 219 

a) I"urder- ---.------------------ 169 
b) Mansl~ughLer---------------- 40 
c ) Neg 1 i 9 e nth Oill i c i cI e - - - - - - - -. - - 1 0 

2) Assault----------------------------------2681 
a) Aggravated------------------1877 
b) Sil1\[11e--------------------··- 636 
c) Assault on a police officer- 168 

3) Forcible Sex Offcnses-------------------- 385 
a) Female victim 16 and over--- 295 
b) Victim under 16------------- 71 
c) l·lale victim--·--------------- 19 

4) Robber.}'- --.,- -- .. -------- ----- -- ---- -- ··----1078 
a) r\rrli(~d----··--··------··------·-- 548 
b) OthGl'-·-----··-----------------· 530 

B. Pel~sonal Vict'im"izations \'IHhout Violcnce-··---···--·----- 1580 
1) Lal'ccny----------------------------------1142 
2) Auto Thcft- -- .... ------.-------------------- 270 
3) Ftaud-- -- .. -- ---- -_ .. - -- -- ---- --- --.-- -- -- .. -. 168 

C. Crimes flcrainsi: Ros'idoncos or llouseho1ds-----,--------- 1106 
1) Burgl ary---- -_ .... - _00.'" -------- ---- --- ----- 922 
2) Property Destruction .. -------------------- 158 
3) Arson------------------------------------ 26 

D. Crimes Against Businesses or Tnstitutions----- .. ---· .. ·- 1826 
1) Robbcry---------------------------------- 175 
2) Burglary---- .. -------····------··------------ 292 
3) Larceny-----·_------- -------------------- 954 
4) ElllbezzlciJ;ent and Fraud------------------- 292 
5) Auto Theft------------------------------- 48 
6) Arson------------------------------------ 8 
7) Property Destruction--------------------- 57 

II. Crimes Without An Identifiable Victim .. ------------------ 3956 

916 A. \'ieapons Offenscs------------------------------
1) Gun------------------------------ 723 
2) Other weapon--------------------- lY3 

B. Gambling-------------------------------------- 272 
C. Consensual Sex Offenses-----------------------l~~1 
D. Drug Offonses--------------------------------- 594 
E. Bail Violations and Prison Creach-------------

III. Crimes Which Could Hot Be Classified-------------------- 197 

All Criminal Incidents 13,028 

Percent 

33.5% 

12.1% 

• 
8.5% 

14.0% 

30.4% 

1.5% 

100.0% 

.', 



1973 (indicated by adding categories IA and lIB in Table 1). 

For crimes against residences or households, most of the offenses 

were burglaries. There were over three times as many burglaries of a 

home than burglaries of a business, in which an arrest was made in 1973. 

The group of crimes without an identifiable victim is composed of 

weapons offenses, gambling, consensual sex offenses, drug offenses, and 

bail violations and prison breach. Thirty out of everyone hundred 

criminal incidents in 1973 were for so called "victimless" crimes. The 

drug offenses were the largest subgroup, comprising 11 percent of all 

offenses during the year. Weapons offenses were the second largest, ac­

counting for 7 percent. Approximately 80 percent of the weapons of­

fenses involved a gun, rather than another weapon. 

When the arrests of defendants in Table 2 are compared to the crim­

inal incidents in Table 1, the percent distributions are quite similar, 

although there are always the same number or more defendants in each 

crime category compared to criminal ir,cidents. 

Characteristics of the Criminal Incidents and the Defendants in Each Case 

Using the classification scheme for criminal incidents and cases, 

the types of cl~imes and the defendants who commi t them may be descri bed 

using other variables in the PROMIS data base. Criminal incidents may 

be descri bed by the number of codefendants arrested for the cl~ime, the 

number of victims (for homicides and rapes), and the seriousness score 

of the crime on the Sellin-Wolfgang Index. For cases against an indi­

vidual defendant~ the age, race and sex of the defendants charged with 

different types of crime is available from PROMIS, as \'Ie11 as the rela­

tionship between the victim and the defendant, whether the defendant was 
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TABLE 2. 
ARRESTS IN 1973 BY OFFENSE TYPE OF 

MOST SERIOUS CHARGE AGAINST THE DEFENDANT 

I. Crimes Involving A Victim Number 

A. Personal Victimizations Involving Violence ---------- 5040 
1) ~omicide -------------------------------- 259 

a) Murder ---------------------- 200 
b) Manslaughter ---------------- 49 
c) Negligent homicide ---------- 10 

2) Assault -------------------------------- 2891 
a) Aggravated ------------------ 2002 
b) Simple ---------------------- 684 
c) Assault on a police officer - 205 

3) Forcible Sex Offenses ------------------- 450 
a) Female victim 16 and over --- 357 
b) Victim under 16 ------------- 72 
c) Male victim ----------------- 21 

4) Robbery -------------------------------- 1440 
a) Armed ----------------------- 726 
b) Other --------------~-------- 714 

B. Personal Victimizations Without Violence ------------ 1898 
1) Larceny -------------------------------- 1337 
2) Auto theft ----------------------------- 372 
3) Fraud --------------------------------- 189 

C. Crimes Against Residences Or Households ------------- 1370 
1) Burglary ------------------------------- 1174 
2) Property destruction ------------------- 164 
3) Arson ---------------------------------- 32 

D. Crimes Against Businesses Or Institutions ----------- 2099 
1) Robbery -------.------------------------- 217 
2) Burglary ------------------------------- 372 
3) Larceny -------------------------------- 1059 

·4) Embezzlement and fraud ----------------- 305 
5) Auto theft -------------------------~--- 74 
6) Arson ---------------------------------- 8 
7) Property destruction ------------------ 64 

II. Crimes Without An Identifiable Victim ------------------- 4757 

A. Weapons Offenses --------------------------- 1042 
1) Gun ----------------------------- 827 
2) Other weapon -------------------- 215 

B. Gambling ----------------------------------- 372 
C. Consensual Sex Offenses -------------------- 834 
D. Drug Offenses ------------------------------ 1874 
E. Bail Violations And Prison Breach ---------- 635 

III. Crimes Which Could Not Be Classified -------------------- 296 

It! 
i J 

All Cases 15,460 

Percent 

32. 6~~ 

12.3% 

8.9% 

13.6% 

30.8% 

1.9% 

100.0% 
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arrested in the past five years~ and whether he was employed, 

For a few of the criminal incidents there were a large number of 

codefendants, although for most there was only one defendant as shown 

in Table 3. 

TABLE 3. 
CRIMINAL INCIDENTS BY THE 

NUMBER OF DEFENDANTS 

Number of Defendants 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 or more 

All criminal incidents 

Number of Criminal Incidents 

11 ,228 

1,394 

278 

78 

32 

10 

1 

3 

3 

13,028 

The number of codefendants varied by the type of criminal incident, with 

some crimes almost always being charged to a lone offender and others 

having a large proportion of multiple defendants. 

Table 4 shows the percent of criminal incidents in which more than 

one defendant was arrested. For some crimes the percentages of lone of­

fenders varied by type of victim. Assaults on persons othel" than police 

officel"s had a proportion of single defendants lower than that for all 

cases. The number of codefendants arrested for a forcible sex offense 

-13-

" 

1. 

TABLE 4. 
PERCENT OF CRIMINAL INCIDENTS WITH MORE THAN ONE DEFENDANT, 

BY TYPE OF CRIME 

Crimes Involving A Victim· 

A. Personal Victimizations Involving Vio1ence------------ 12.8% 
1) Homi ci de-- -- ----- .. --- ----------------'---- 17.8% 

a) Murder----------------------18.9% 
b) Manslaughter----------------17.5% 
c) Negligent homicide---------- 0.0% 

2) Assault---------------------------------- 7.9% 
a) I\gorav0ted------------------- 8.0% 

.J 5 5% b) Slmp18---------------------- . 0 

6) Assault on a police officer-16.7% 
~ 3) Forcible Sex OffcnsGs-------------------- 13.5% 

a) Fema"lc: victinl 16 and oYf.r---15.9% 
b) Victim UnclE!!' 16··---····-··----- 2.8% 
c) Male yictim-----------------15.8% 

4) :~Hobbei'y ... -.. ------- .. ------------------ .. ---- 23.7% 
'::"r I 29 6% \;;i)t f\l'moc .. ----------------.---- .. - . 0 

b) Othcr-----------------------17.7% 

B. Persoilil1' Victinrizatimls l>JHholit V·iolencG-··----------- 12.8% 
1) Larceny---------------------------------- 11.6% 
2) Autu'f lief too ----- -- -- ---- -- .. -- .. ------- .... -- 20.4% 
i) Fraud------------------------------------ 8.9% 

C. Crii'nes ('Qn;l1st Residences or lIouseho1ds--·------------ 15.7% 
1) Burgltlry··---··---.··.----- .. ----------------- 18.1: 
2) Property Destruction--------------------- 4.4% 
'3) Al'son-----··--··------------.--------- .. ----- 0.0% 

D. Crimes Against Businesses or Institutions------------ 15.2% 
1) Robbery····- .. ------------------------------ 30.9% 
2) 8urglary---------~----------------------- 24.3% 
3) Larceny--·"-----··--- .. ------ .... ------------.. 11.5% 
4) Embenl ernent and Fraucl-----·------··------- 5.8: 
5) Auto Theft------------------------------- 39.6% 
6) /\rsol1----·---------------···.--.------.------.. 25.0: 
7) Property Destruction--------------------- 8.8% 

II. Crimes loJ"ithout An IcJentif'iable Victim 

A. Ueapons Offenses- -- .. - -- -- -- ----------------- .. - -------- 10.8% 
1) Gun-------------------------------------- 10.8% 
2) Other wenpon------------------------------ 10.9% 

B. Gamb1ing---------------------------------------------- 25.7% 
C. ConscllsLla 1 Sex Offenses-··-------------- ---- ""- -------- 9.6% 
D. Dl'ug 0 ffen se s·· -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - -- - - -" -- - --- -- -,-- ---- -- -- 20.2% 
E. Bai~ Violations and Prison Breach---------------------- 4.5% 

III. Crimes Which Could Not Be C1assificd--------------------- 15.6% 

All cases------- 13.8% 

N = 13,028 
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also varied depending upon the type of victim, Children under 16 were 

sexua lly assaulted by si ngl e offenders 97 percent of the time, whereas 

adult females and males were raped by single offenders only 84 percent 

of the time. One explanation is that children would be easier to over~ 

come than adults. Other crimes with high proportions of single defen­

dants were negligent homicide, fraud, property destruction, residential 

arson and, of course, bail violations, 

There were a fe", types of offenses "/hi ch had hi gh proporti ons of 

multiple defendants. In Table 5 below, a percent distribution of the 

number of codefendants is shown for the types of crimes having the 

highest proportions of multiple defendants. 

TABLE 5 
CRIMINAL INCIDENTS WITH THE 

,HIGHEST PROPORTION OF MULTIPLE DEFENDANTS 
BY THE NUMBER OF DEFENDANTS 

Number of Defendants 
T e of Criminal Incident Total 2 3 4 or more 

Number Percent 

Robbery 1 ,153 1 00. O~; 75.3% 18,2% 4.8% 1.8% 

Burglary 1 ,214 100.0% 80.3% 14.7% 3.3% 1.6% 

Auto Theft 318 100.0% 76,7% 16.4% 4.4% 2.5% 

Gambling 272 100.0% 74.3% 18.0% 4.4% 3.3% 

Drug Offenses 1,443 100.0% 79',8% 15.3% 3.2% 1. 7% 

There are different explanations as to why a large number of codefen-

dants are arrested for a crime involving a vi ctim than for a crime with-

out an identifiable victim. Police may "cracktl a gambling ring after 

several months of investigation, or "bust tl a group of drug offenders at 
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the same time. The figures are more likely to reflect arrest patterns 

than offense patterns. For robbery, burglary, and auto theft, however, 

it can be more easily inferred that if the police arrest one of the 

persons involved in the crime, they \'1i11 arrest the others as well. Of 

course, the type of incidents resulting in any arrest may differ from 

those in which no arrest is made. The percent of defendants committing 

robberies alone appeared to vary depending upon the type of victim. 

Defendants involved in comnitting business robberies or personal armed .... 

robberies were more likely to have the help of at least one other per-

son, compared with defendants committing an unarmed personal robbery, 

The number of victims involved in each criminal incident"could not 

be determined for every type of. offense. Using two items collected in 

PROMIS to be used·in computing the Sellin-Wolfgang Index, the number of 

persons killed and the number of persons raped could be calculated. 

Usually only one homicide occurred per criminal incident. Almost 

all the murder incidents in· 1973 involved only one death. Two incidents 

involved two deaths and one involved seven. Of the manslaughter inci­

dents, two involved two victims and one involved three. All of the neg-

ligent homicide incidents involved only one victim. 

Rape incidents frequently involved more than one victim, with the 

number, of rape victims varying by the sex of the victim. \'Jhen. adult 

females were raped, there tended to be several victims~ whereas when 

children we~e molested there was almost always only one victim in the 

incident. Of the 19 incidents of male rape, two involved two victims, 

and two involved four victims. 
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TABLE 6 
RAPE INCIDENTS BY THE 
NUMBE~ OF VICTIMS 

Number of Victims Number of Criminal 

1 346 

2 20 

3 9 

4 or more 10 

All rape incidents 385 

Incidents 

Another item available in PROMIS was the number of motor vehicles 

st61en. The data showed that in only three instances in 1973 was more 

than one car stolen in the same criminal incident. 

The seriousness score of,an incident was determined by taking the 

maximum seriousness score of the event on the Sellin-Wolfgang Index for 

any of the codefendants involved in the case. 2 The reason for taking 

the highest score was to compensate for the fact that items are some­

times omitted when the forms from which the data is obtained are com-

pleted, thus producing lower scores than would be obtained if the data 

were always completely accurate. 

Because the index was developed to measure crimes involving per­

sona 1 injury and/or property loss, it \'lOul d be expected that crimes with 

2 The Sellih-Wolfgang Index was developed by asking students, citizens 
and criminal justice practitioners to rate the seriousness of crimes. 
For further details on its development, see Thorsten Sellin and Marvin 
Wolfgang, The Measurement of Delingue'lSt (New York: \.,riley, 1964). 
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TABLE 7 
CRIMINAL INCIDENTS BY THE SERIOUSNESS SCORE 

OF THE OFFENSE AND TYPE OF CRIME 

Seriousness Score of the Criminal 
Incident on the Sellin-Wolfgang Index 

Type of Criminal Incident 
I 21 

Total 0 1-5 6-10 11-20 or more 
-

Crimes Involving a Victim 100.0% 14.2% 54.7% 15.7% 11 .3% 4.2% 

Personal Vi ct imi z·at ions 
InvolVing Violence 100.0 9.0 37.0 26.2 20.0 7.8 

Homicide 100.0 3.2 7.8 1.8 1.8 85.4 

Assault 100.0 9.2 41.1 29.8 17.9 2.1 

Forcible Sex Offenses 100.0 9.9 9.1 18.7 44.9 17.4-

Robbery 100.0 9.5 42.8 24.6 20.2 3.0 

Personal Victimizations 
Without Violence 100.0 21. 3 73.4 4.9 0.4 0.0 

Crimes against Residences 
or Households 100.0 20.8 66.0 7.3 5.0 0.9 

Crimes against Businesses, 
or Institutions 100.0 16.6 74.0 4.9 3.5 1.0 

Crimes Without an Identifi-
able Victim 100.0 70.1 27.5 1.8 0.6 0.0 

Weapons Offenses 100.0 6.2 85.9 5.7 2.1 0.1 
Gambling 100.0 91. 2 8.8 --- --- ---, 

Consensual Sex 
Offenses 100.0 97. 1 2.0 0.7 0.1 0.1 

Dru0 Offenses 100.0 90.2 9.3 0.6 --- ---
Bail Violations and 

Pri son BY'each 100.0 84.3 14.0 1.2 0.5 ---
All Criminal Incidents 100.0 32. 1 45.6 11.4 7.9 2.9 

N = 13,028 criminal incidents 

L-_.--_'-_-_' '~_~_' '_'_' ~_'. _________ . -,-I ',-' _. _'_' ______ ~_~ _____ ~ ___ ~ • 



victims would be rated as more serious than crimes without a victim. 

Thi s was the result, as shovm in Tabl e 7. Seventy percent of the lIvi c­

timl ess II crimes had a score of zero, and only b/o percent had a score 

of more than five. The only "victimless" crimes vlhich were considered 

at all serious were the weapons offenses. One point is given in com­

puting the score if the defendant possessed a weapon and five points 

are gi ven if he possessed a gun. A 11 of the other "vi ctim1 ess 11 crimes, 

except bail violations, had over 90 percent of the scores in the zero 

category. 

Crimes involving a victim were more frequently rated as serious. 

Only 14 percent of the incidents had a score of zero and 4 percent had 

scores of 21 or more. Personal victimizations involving violence were 

rated the most serious crimes involving victims, with 8 percent having 

a score of 21 or more. Since the incidents in this category (homicides, 

assaults, forcible sex offenses, and robber'y) comprised a third of all 

the incidents in 1973, it is important to note that they are considered 

the most serious crimes. The most serious offenses within the category 

personal victimizations involving violence were the homicides, with 85 

percent having a score greater than 21. Forcible sex offenses were the 

second most serious with 17 percent having a score greater than 21. 

The other t~~ee categories of crimes involving a victim, personal 

victimizations without violence, crimes against residences or households, 

and crimes against businesses or institutions, had few very serious in­

cidents, but also had low proportions of incidents with a score of zero. 

Three-fourths of the personal victimizations without violence and the 

crimes against businesses or institutions had a score between 1 and 5. 
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Two-thirds of the crimes against residences or households were in this 

category. 

Turning from a description of the 13,028 criminal incidents in 

1973 to a description of the 15,460 arrests of individual defendants 

charged with committing them, several characteristics of the defendants 

are available by type of case. 

The median age for the defendants in all' cases in the adult system 

in 1973 was 25.7 years (Table 8). This means that one half of the de-

fendants were younger than approximately 26 years and one half were older. 

For most types of crime, the median ages were clustered closely around 

this overall median for all crimes. Figure 1 shows the extremes. 

Figure 1. 
MEDIAN AGES OF DEFENDANTS ARRESTED IN 1973 

ROBBERY 
,,~ 

AUTO THEFT 

RESIDENTIAL ARSON 
WEAPONS .4. 
OFFENSES 

CONSENSUAL SEX OFFENSES A 
AGGRAVATED 

ASSAULT 
A DRUG OFFENSES 

A FORCIBLE 
SEX-- J. 
CHILD ~ 
VICTIM 

GAMBLING 
A 

MEDIAN AGE 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 ) )C-.--L5_l-l-__ _ 

, 

AVERAGE FOR 
ALL CASES 
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TABLE 8 
MEDIAN AGE OF THE DEFENDANT BY TYPE OF CASE 

I. Crimes Involving A Victim 

A. Personal Victimizations Jnvolving Violence 
1) Homi ci de 

a) Murder ------------------------ 26.8 years 
b) Manslaughter ------------------ 27.9 
c) Neglig~nt homicide ~----------- 25.0 

2) Assaul t 
a) Aggravated -------------------- 33.7 
b) Simple ------------------------ 27.8 
c) Assault on a police officer --- 25.6 

3) .forcible Sex Offenses 
a) Female victim 16 and over ----- 25.7 

'b) Victim under 16 --------------- 30.4 " 
c) Male victim ------------------- 26~0 

4) Robbery , 
a) Armed ------------------------- 23.2 
b) Other ------------------------- 23.0 

B. Personal Victimizations Without Violence 
1) Larceny --------------------------- 24.2 
2) Auto theft ------------------------ 23.1 
3) Fraud ----------------------------- 27.4 

C. Crimes Against Residences Or Households 
1) Burgl ary -------------------------- 24.6 

"2) Property destruction ------------:- 28.7 
3) Arson ~---------------------------- 32.0 

D. Crimes Against Businesses Or Institutions 
1) Robbery ---.-----------------------,- 21.9 
2) BUl"g 1 a ry - -- --- -- -- --- --- --- --- ---- 24.6 
3) Lal"ceny ------------------------~-- 24.8 
4) Embezzlement and fraud ------.----- 25.0 
5) Auto theft ------------------------ 23.3 
6) Ars'on ----------------------------- 25.5 
7) Pl"operty destruction -------------- 27.3 

, II. Crimes Without An Identifiable Victim 

A. Weapons Offenses ----------------:----~ 30.6 
1) Gun . 
2) Other weapon 

B. Gambling ------------------------------ 51.0 
C. Consensual Sex Offenses --------------- 23.3 
D. Drug Offenses ------------------------- 23.3 
E. Bail Violations And Prison Breach ----- 27.4 

III. C' J rlmes ~hich Could Not B~ Classified ------ 26.6 

All Cases 25.7 years 

N = 15,460 CasAs 

" ' .... 

The defendants with the youngest median ages were those arrested for 

l"obbel"Y, auto theft, consensual sex offenses and drug offenses. Among 

the robbers, the youngest median age was for buSiness robberies--21.9 

years. This was the youngest group of defendants charged with committing 

any crime. The older groups of defendants were accused of weapons of-

fenses, forcible sex offenses Nith a victim under 16, l"esidential ar-

son, aggravated assault and gambling. The weapons offenses and aggl"a­

vated assaults (which is assault with a weapon) had median ages of 30.6 

and 33.7~ respectively. Those defendants accused of gambling were 

l"elatively the oldest group with mOl"e than half of the defendants over 

age 51. 

Because the District of Columbia is predominantly a black community, 

a large proportion of all the cases brought to the prosecutor in 1973 

involved a black defendant--89.4 percent. By looking at the proportion 

of defendants who are \'lhite by type of case, the few types with a high 

proportion of white defendants can be identified (Table 9). 

TABLE 9 
TYPES UF CASES WITH THE HIGHEST PROPORTIONS OF WHITE DEFENDANTS 

Type of Case 

Property destruction--business 

Consensual sex offenses 

Drug offenses 

Property destruction--l"esidential 

Forcible sex offenses--male victim 

Embezzlement and Fraud--business 

ALL CASES 

., 

Percent of Cases With Numbel" of 
Defendants Who are White Cases 

34.9% 64 

26.0% 834 

22.1% 1 ,874 

19.2% 164 

19.0% 21 

17.6% 305 

10.6% 15,460 
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If, instead of looking at individual crimes, we look at the 

broader categories, whites were a.smaller proportion of those ar~ 

rested for personal victimizations involving violence--5.8 percent-­

and a larger proportion of those arrested for victimless crimes--

16.9 percent (Table 10). It cannot be discerned from these arrest 

figures if the same proportions would exist if all those who com­

mitted crimes were id~ntified. 

The percentage of female defendants also varied by type of 

case. As would be expected, the highest proportion of females 

were found in the consensual sex offenses categorY--76.9 percent. 

Three other types of crime which had a percentage of female de­

fendants above 20 percent were fraud--both personal and business, 
. . 

arson--both residential and business, and business larceny, For a 

more comprehensive discussion of the female offender, see The 

F.ema1e Offender in Yiashington, D.C. 

An important question which can be addressed by using the classifi-

cation scheme is: what types of crimes are being committed by persons 

wi~h previous criminal records? The data that were Bvailable for use 

in this study was whethe~ the defendant had been arrested in the five 

years previous to the current case. The five crimes (excluding Bail 

Violations) with the highest proportion of persons with prior tecords, 

are listed in Table 11. The overall percentage of defendants with prior 

arrests (45.7) was high (Table 12). The fact that defendants charged 

with robbery were both young and had the highest percentages of defen­

dants arrested in the past five years is significant. It would appear 
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TABLE 10 
PERCENT OF DEFENDANTS WHO ARE WHITE, BY TYPE OF CASE 

(Cases where race was unknown were excluded - 445 cases or 2.9% of total) 

I. Crimes 'Involving A Victim 

A. Personal Victimizations Involving Violence -----------------___ 5.8% 
1) Homicide ------------------------------------ ____ 5.8% 

a) Murder ----------------------------- 5.5% 
b) Manslaughter ------~----~----------- 4.1% 
c) Negligent homicide ----------------- 22.2% 

2) Assault ----------------------------------------- 6.9% 
a) Aggravated ------------------------- 5.1% 
b) Simple ----------------------------- 11.6~ 
c) Assault on a police officer -------- 9.5% 

3) Forcible Sex Offenses --------------------------- 4.5% 
a) Female victim 16 and over ---------- 3.7~ 
b) Victim under 16 -------------------- 5.6: 
c) Male victim ------------------------ 19.0% 

4) Robbery ----------------------------------------- 3.9% 
a) Armed ------------------------------ 2.5% 
b) 'Other ------------------------------ 5.3% 

B. Personal Victimizations Without Violence ------------------- 8.0~ 
1) Larceny ----------------------------------------- 7.7% 
~) Auto theft -------------------------------------- 7.7% 
3) Fraud ------------------------~------------------ 10.9% 

C. Crimes Against Residences Or Households ----------~------------ 11.5% 
1) Burg1 ary ---------------------------------------- 8.47; 
2) Property destruction ------------.,---------------- 19.2% 
3) Arson ------------------------------------------- 6.3% 

D. Crimes Against Businesses Or Institutions --------------------- 10.9% 
1) Robbery ---------------------------~------------- 5.1% 
2) Burgl ary ------------------------,----------------- 12.9% 
3) Larceny------------------------------------~----- 8.2% 
4) Embezzlement and fraud -------------------------- 17.6% 
5) Auto theft -------------------------------------- 11 .6% 
6) Arson ~------------------------------------------ 0.0% 
7) Property destruction ---------------------------- 34.9% 

II. Crimes Without An Identifiable Victim ----------------------------- 16.~% 

A. 

B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 

\Veapons Offenses -----------------------------------
1) Gun ------------------------------~---- 9.7% 
2) Other weapon --------------------------- 9.6% 
Gambling ------------------------------------~----.---
Consensua 1 Sex Offenses ------------------------------
Drug Offenses ----------------------------------.---­
Bail Violations And Prison Breach -------------.-----

9.7% 

7.1% 
(6.0% 
22.1 % 
8.0% 

III. Crimes Which Could Not Be Classified ------------------------------13.4% 

All Cases 
, 

10.6% 
N = 15,015 Cases 
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TABLE 11 
TYP~S OF CASES WITH THE HIGHEST PROPORTIONS 

OF DEFENDANTS ~ITH PRIOR ARRESTS 

Percent of Defendants Arrested 
Type of Case in the 5 Years Previ ous to 

Current Case 

Forcible Sex--Male Victim 71.4% 

Robbery 57.3% 

Murder 54.0% 

- Consensual Sex Offenses 52.3% 

Burglary 52.0% 

Number 
of 

Cases --
21 

1,657 

200 

834 

1,546 

that persons committing robberies have had an active criminal careel~ 

from an early age, Those charged with murder had the second highest 

proportion of defendants withpreviou~,arrests. This would not be ex­

pected, since murder is generally thought of as a one-time crime~ oc­

curring in a moment of "passion." The relationship behleen the victim 

and the defendant appears to correlate with the previous arrest record 

of the defendant. For murders of family members, the proportion ar­

rested in the past five years is only 40 percent, but for murders of 

friends and acquaintances, the proportion rises to 56. For murders of 

strangers the proportion is 59 percent. Thus, persons arrested for mur­

dering a friend 0)" stranger tend to be persons who have a hist.ory of 

vi 01 ent crimi na 1 acti vi ty whi ch fi na lly results in the death of another 

pel~son. Pe'rsons al'rested for murderi ng a family member are more 1 i kely 

to have acted in the IIheat of passion,1I rather than as the cUlmination 

of a criminal career. The fact that consensual sex offenses (mostly 

prostitution) have a high propol'tion of persons with previous arrests 
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TABLE 12 
PERC~NT OF DEFENDANTS ARRESTED IN PAST 5 YEARS 

BY TYPE OF CASE 

Crimes Involving A Victim 

A .. Personal Victimizations Involving Violence 
1) Homicide . 

a) Murder ----------------------------------------
b) Manslaughter ----------------------------------
c) Negligent homicide ----------------------------

2) Assaul t 
a) Aggravated ------------------------------------
b) Simple ----------------------------------------
c) Assault on a police officer -------------------

3) Forcible Sex Offenses . 
a) Female victim 16 and over ---------------------
b) Victim under 16 -------------------------------
c) Male victim -------------------------------~---

4) Robbery 
a) Armed -----------------------------------------
b) Other -----------------------------------------

B. Personal Victimizations Without Violence 
1) Larceny ---------------~---------------------------
2) Auto theft ----------------------------------------
3) Fraud ---------------------------------------------

c. Crimes Against Residences Or Households 
1) Burglary ------------------------------------------
2) Property destruction ------------7-----------------
3) Arson ---------------------------------------------

D. Crimes Against Businesses Or Institutions 
1) Robbery -------------------------------------------
2) Burglary-------------------------------------------
3) Larceny -------------------------------------------
4) Embezzlement and fraud ----------------------------
5) Auto theft ----------------------------------------
6) Arson ---------------------------------------------
7) Property destruction ------------------------------

54. O;~ 
36.7% 
10.0;; 

42.1% 
42. 1 ~f 
35.1% 

44.3% 
45.85; 
71 Alb 

62.3% 
50.3% 

47.6% 
44.6% 
45.5% 

51.5% 
42.7% 
43. 8~~ 

63.6% 
53.5% 
44. 3~; 
36,7% 
45.9% 
12 . 55~ 
37.5% 

II: Crimes Without An Identifiable Victim 

A. 

B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 

Weapons Offenses ----------------------------------------~~:~i--
1) Gun ----------------------------------------------: 38.6% 
2) Other weapon -------------------------------------
Gambling -------------------------------------------------------
Consensual Sex Offenses ----------------------------------------
Drug Offenses --------------------------------------------------
Bail Violations And Prison Breach ------------------------------

39.6% 

30.6% 
52.3r 
34.5% 
69.3% 

III. Crimes Which Could Not Be Classified ------------------------------- 37.2% 

All Cases 45.7% 

N = 15,460 Cases 
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is not surprising. Burglary is another crime which appears to be an 

offense committed by persons frequ,ently involved in crime. 

The typology of offenses developed for use with the PROMIS data 

is oriented to the victim. Hence, the relationship between the victim 

and the defendant should be related to the type of case. The possible 

relationships are family, friend or acquaintance, stranger, or unknown. 

The group of offenses, "Crimes without an identifiable victim ll should 

,theoretically show,all cases as having a relationship of "unknovJn. tl 

Hhil e thi s was not the case, there were very 1 ow pel~centages of cases 

in which "family" or "friend or acquaintance" appeared erroneously as 

responses (2 percent) for each of the victimless crime categories, ex­

cept for weapons offenses where,the percentage in this group was about 

six percent. Many times "stranger" was given as a response, rather 

than "unknovm." This was more often true for consensual sex offenses, 

where the maie, frequently an undercover police officer, is apparently 

being considered a "victim" of prostitution. 

For approximately one-third of the cases which involved a victim, 

the relationship between the victim and the defendal!t was "unknown." 

These cases were subtracted out before the percentages in Table 13 were 

computed. If all cases were known, the percentages might differ from 

those computed after subtracting out the "unknowns." As would' be ex­

pected from previous research, personal victimizations i~volving vio­

lence had larger proportions in the "family" and "friend or acquaintanc.e" 

categories than any other of the four major groups involving a victim. 

Crimes against residences had the second highest percentages in these 
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I. 

. 

II. 

III. 

IV. 

TABLE 13 
CASES IN 1973 BY THE RELATIONSHIP BETHEEN 

THE VICTIM AND THE DEFENDANT, AND TYPE OF CASE 

(Cases where relationship was unknown were excluded--
33.6 percent of all cases involving a Victim.) 

Relationship Between 
Victim and Defendant 

Type of Case 

All Friend 
Fami ly or Cases Acquaintance 

Personal Victimizations 100.0% 13.5% 44.6% Involving Violence 

(1) Homicide 100.0 15.8 56.9 

(2) Assault 100.0 19.7 51. \3 

(3) Forcible Sex Offenses 100.0 8.9 51. 9 

(4) Robbery 100.0 '0.8 22.5 

Personal Victimizations 100.0 2.7 17.4 Hithout Violence 

Crimes Against Residences 100.0 5.7 37.5 or, Househo 1 ds 

Crimes ~gainst Businesses 100.0 0.5 17.3 or Institutions 

. N = 6,910 cases 

Stranger 

42. 2~& 

27.2 

28.7 

39.2 

76.7 

79.8 

56.8 

82.2 
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closer relationship categories, followed by personal victimizations 

without violence and finally, crimes against businesses. 

~'Jithin the category "personal victimizations involving violence," 

homi ci des and assaults had the largest percentages of cases i nvo 1 vi ng 

victims and defendants in the same family. These two groups also had 

high percentages of friend or acquaintance relationships, with only 27 

percent of the homicides and 29 percent of the assaults as crimes be~ 

~tween strangers. In the murder cases (one of the groups within the 

category "homicide") only 19 percent of the cases were between 

strangers. Forcible sex offenses had a large percent (51.9) of victims 

who were friends or acquaintances of the defendant. The high percent 

of "familyll cases in this category is la\~gely due to a high percent of 

family cases in the subcategoty, forcible sex offenses of victims under 

16 years of age. Unlike homicide, assault and forcible sex offenses, 

robbery is usually a crime between strangers. For personal armed rob­

bery, 73 percent of the cases were betv/een strangers and for unarmed 

robbery the percent of s tr'angers was 80. 

Any type of crime v/hich provides a livelihood for the person com­

mitting it can be seen as a type of lI emp1oyment. II It would be expected 

that the employment status of ,defendants would vary by the type of crime 

committed. Specifically, certain "career" crimes, such as robbery or 

prostituti on, l'IOu1 d be expected to be committed 1 arge ly by persons who 

are not employed in the labor force. This hypothesis was SUbstantiated 

u~~ng data by type of crime on the percent of defendants who were em­

ployed at the time of their a\~rest in 1973. Persons who were employed 

comprised 50 percent of the defendants in all cases, after cases where 
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employment status was unknown were eliminated from the analysis (Table 

14). An unemployment rate of 50 percent is an extremely high rate when 

compared to the average population. The 10v/est percentage of employed 

defendants was for consensual s~x offenses--23 percent--which is a crime 

category composed mainly of prostitution cases. It would appear that 

prostitution is the ultimate in "professiona1 crime" contained in the 

PROMIS data. For all, other crimes in \vhich some property motive was in-

_,vo1ved, the percentages of defendants employed was below that fo\~ all 

cases. ~~ithin the category "personal victimizations involving violence," 

homicide, assaults, and forcible sex offenses all had larger percentages 

of defendants employed than for all cases. In contrast, the percentage 

of defendants charged v/ith robbery) who were emp 1 oyed was only 42 t Per­

sonal victimizations without violence, crimes against residences or 

households, and crimes against businesses or institutions all are com­

posed of crimes involving some motive to acquire property, except for 

the crime of property destruction, which is largely a drunk offense. In 

every instance, except for the cases of property destruction, the per­

cent of defendants employed was below that for all cases. 

Development of the Classification System 

There were many revisions in the classification scheme before the 

present form. There were roughly four stages in its deve 1 opme.nt. 

First, existing criminal typologies were considered; in particular 

that of Clinard and Quinney, found in their book Criminal Behavior Sys­

tems. 3 The main reason for the rejection of their criminal behavior ty-

3 Marshall B. Clinard and Richard Quinney, eds. Criminal Behavior Sys-
tems. (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc" 1969). 
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TABLE 14 
PERCENT OF DEFENDANTS EMPLOYED BY TYPE OF CASE 

(Cases where employment status was unknown were excluded 

2087 cases or 13.5% of total.) 

I. Crimes Invo'lving A Victim 

II. 

III. 

A. Personal Victimizations Involving Violenc~ 

1) Homicide ---~------------------------------------------- 53.4% 
2) Assault ------------------------------------------------ 62.4% 
3) Forcible sex offenses ---------------------------------- 64.9% 
4) Robbery ------------------------------------------------ 41.6% 

B. Personal Victimizations Without Violence 

1) Larceny ------------------------------------------------ 44.1% 
2) Auto theft --------------------------------------------- 48.3% 
3) Fraud -----------------------------------------------.--- 46.8% 

C. Crimes Against Residences Or Households 

1) BUI~gl ary ----------------------------------------------- 42.4% 
2) Property Destruction ----------------------------------- 56.9% 
3) Arson -------------------------------------------------- 44.4% . 

D. Crimes Against Businesses Or Institutions 

1) Robbery ------------------------------------------------ 31.4% 
2) Burglary ----------------------------------------------- 44.7% 
3) Larceny ------------------------------------------------ 41.6% 
4) Embezzlement and fraud ------------------.--------------- 46.7% 
5) Auto theft --------------------------------------------- 43.9% 
6) Arson ---------~---------------------------------------- 42.9% 
7) Property destruction ----------------------------------- 50.0% 

Crimes Without An Identifiable Victim 

A. Weapons Offen ses - - --- - --- -- ----- ----- -- --- - -- ---- -._-- .. - ----
B. Gambling ---------------------------------------------------
C. Consen~ual Sex Offenses ------------------------------------
D. Drug Offenses ----------------------------------------------
E. Bail Violations and Prison Breach --------------------------

Crimes Which Could Not Be Classified 

. All Cases 

64.4% 
55.1 % 
23.2% 
59 . 9~~ 
31.9% 

54.0% 

50.1 % 

r! = 13~373 Cases 

i: 

pology was that court cases could not be classified into one type fron; 

the data available in PRmnS. Other criminal typologies used in crim­

inology were reviewed, including that of Gibbon~, Glaser and Roebuck. 4 

After examining these typologies based on criminal behavior, it was con­

cluded that a classification scheme based on victimization would be more 

appropriate for this portion of the research, since this research uti­

lizes data on criminal incidents and court cases against individuals. 

Criminals could be classified in terms of their career patterns in a 

separate analysis of recidivism. Although "victimology" has only re­

cently become a specialization within criminology, there have been a 

number of victim typologies developed. The typology used by Sellin and 

Wolfgang, and developed further by Silverman, has elements which were 

adopted and used in the final classification scheme. 5 

The next ~tep was to examine data sources with which PROMIS data 

woul d eventua lly be compared. The vi cti mi zati on survey conducted by 

LEAA was useful in regard to crimes involving a victim. The distinction 

between crimes i nvo 1 vi ng a vi ctim and vi ctiml ess crimes eventually be­

came the major division in the scheme. Police statistics are collected 

in Washington according to the definitions in the Uniform Crime Reports. 

4 Don Gibbons, So~iet , Crime and Criminal Careers (Englewood Cliffs, 
N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1968 ; Daniel Glaser, The Effectiveness of a 
Prison and Parole System (Indianapolis, Indiana: Bobbs-Merrill, 1964); 
Julian B. Roebuck, Criminal Typology (Springfield, Ill.: Charles C. 
Thomas, 196?). 

5 Thorsten Sellin and Marvin E. Wolfgang, The Measurement of Delinguency. 
(New York: John \'iiley & Sons, 1964); Robert A. Silverman, "Victim Typo­
logies: Overview, Critique, and Refo)'mulation," in Victimology by 
Israel Drapkin and Emilio Viano (Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, 
1974L pp. 55-65. 
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When an attempt was made to compare the police figures to victimization 

data in Washington, D.C., among the problems discovered were: 

(1) Victimization data includes only victims who are residents 

of D.C., whereas police statistics include anyone who is 

victimized in D.C. 

(2) 'The victimization survey gives separate estimates for per­

sonal and business crimes, whereas the UCR figures combine 

both typ~s. 

(3) Assaults on police officers are included as assaults in 

urq figures, but not in the victimization survey. 

After consideration of these and other problems~ it was decided to 

structure the classification system to allow comparisons of PROMIS to 

both victimization data and police data. Because police data are less 

detailed than the victimization survey, the classification system can 

be simplified with certain categories added together for use with police 

figures. Although police and victimization data cannot be directly 

compared, PROMIS can provide a link between them. 

The next step was to look at PROMIS data for 1973. The U.S. At­

torney's Office of the Superior Court in the District of Columbia 

handles cases inv~lving street crime, with the following exceptions 

which are handle~ by the D.C. Corporation Counsel: 

(1) all juvenile cases, 

(2) traffic offenses, except negligent homicide, and 

(3) other minor offenses, such as disorderly conduct, indecent 

sexual proposals not involving money, unregistered firearms 

and ammunition, etc. 
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Based on an examination of all charges against all defendants in 1973 

coded in PROMIS, adjustments were made in the original classification 

scheme. This preliminary typology was reviewed by prosecutors of the 

Superior Court, resulting in numerous changes. After checking the 

definitions used in the victimization survey, the present version of 

the classification system was developed. 

Procedure for Classifying Cl~iminal Incidents and Cases in PROt~IS 

There are two units of analysis to be used in following a case 

through the Superior Court. One is to follow a criminal incident by 

grouping together all cases against defendants involved in a particular 

criminal incident. This can be done using the police criminal complaint 

number in the PROMIS file. The other way of looking at cases is to fol-

low a court case against each defendant. Classification of cases against 

one defendant vlill be discussed first, followed by the classification of 

criminal incidents. 

In order to classify a case against a defendant, police charges 

were used. The reason for using police charges, rather than prosecutor 

charges, was that the police charges are closest to the criminal inci­

dent. After screening the case, the prosecutor may begin to change the 

charges based on considerations of evidence, available witnesses, etc. 

In addition to th~ charges in the case, some questions from the PROMIS 

worksheet were needed to classify a given charge into one of two Ol~ more 

categories. The following distinctions were made: 

(1) For the crime categories of robbery, burglary, property 

destruction, arson, larceny and fraud, a question on the 

PROMIS evaluation form could be used to distinguish 
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a corporation, association or 
whether the victim was 

institution. 

(2) 

(3) 

and the victim was a male. 
was one or more, 

of forced sexual intercourse was one 
number of vi ctims II . 

lIunknovm 1 twas 
victim was female or 

. t'n II If sex offense-female V1C ·11 . 
or more, and the 

classified as IIForcible 
crime was classified as a 

there were no victims, the 

consensual sex offense. 
of two questi ons on vihether a 

If the answer to either 

weapon was used during the 
a personal offense Vias yes, 

into Harmed robberyll 
robbery was further classified 

h than Ilother robbery, II 
rat er 

carrying a deadly weapon 
(4) 

o f the weapons offenses, 
ne 0 could not be classified as a 

after a felony conviction, 
1e1y on its charge 

. ther weapons offense so 
gun offense 01 0 . f m 

from the PROMIS evaluatlon or 
A question was used 

name. was 
or other prohibited weapon 

which asked whether a gun 
order to make this distinc­

used during the offense, in 

tion. in the case, a case against 
.' h of the charges 

After c1ass1fY1ng eac The choice serious charge. 
typed by choosing the most 

one defendant was 
. \ e was based primari 1y 

of the most ser10US clarg 
upon the maximum sentence 
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a person could receive if convicted on the charge. This produced 15 

groups of charges which were subsequently broken down into 43 groups 

based on three criteria: 

(1) Any charge involving ci victim was considered more serious 

than a victimless crime. 

(2) A charge with a potential for personal injury was con-

sidered more serious than a property charge. 

(3) Certain obvious distinctions, such as a burglary I being 

considered more serious than burglary II, were made. 

Table 15 shows the resulting number of cases brought by the police in 

1973 by the court code of the most ser~ous charge in the case. 

Having typed cases against one defendant in this manner, these 

cases were gro~ped into criminal incidents. A criminal incident record 

contains all the codefendants involved in a particular offense. The 

tirst step was to group cases based on the criminal complaint number 

which is assigned by the police to each reported offense and recorded 

in the PROMIS file for each charge in a case. Since only 5 percent of 

the ca~es had charges with different criminal complaint numbers, the 

criminal complaint number used to group cases was the one in the first 

charge record in the case. To type the criminal incident, the most 

serious charge in any of the codefendants' cases was used. 

Further Uses of_the Classification System 

The classification system was developed as a tool for the PROMIS 

'research project. It will be used in all the subtasks of the patterns 

of criminal and related community behavior' topic, whenever breakdowns 
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by type of crime are appropl'i ate. The system fl ow rates to be descl'i bed 

in another paper are based on the use of the classification system. The 

geographical analysis of crime in the District of Columbia will use the 

broader categories to show patterns by type of crime. The comparisons 

of LEAA victimization data and police reported offenses data \~ill be 

made for certain types of crime in the classification system. In the 

recidivism analysis~ criminal events will be charactel'ized.by using the 

same system. 
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TABLE 15 
NUMBER OF CASES BROUGHT BY THE POLICE IN 1973 

BY COURT CODE OF MOST SERIOUS CHARGE 

1. Crimes Involving a Victim 

A. Personal Victimizations Involving Violence 

1) Homicide 

a) Murder 
Fi rst degree murder - F 
Second degree murder - F 

b) Mans 1 aughter 
Mansl aughtE.::' - F 

c) Negligent homicide 
Negligent homicide - M 

2) Assault 

a) Aggravated 
Assault with a dangerous weapon 
Assault with a dangerous weapon 
Assault with a dangerous weapon 

- other - F 

b) Simple 
Simple assault - M 
Threats to do bodily harm - M 

c) Assault on a police officer 
Assault on a police officer - F 

3) Forcible sex offenses 

a) Female victim 16 years and over 
Rape - F 
Assault with intent to rape - F 
Attempted rape - M 
Sodomy* - F 

b) Victim under 16 years 
Carnal knowledge - F 
Seduction by teacher - F 
Indecent acts - F 

c) r~ale victim 
Sodomy* - F 

- gun - F 
knife F 

122. 
78 

49 

., 0 

640 
768 
594 

604 
80 

205 

297 
32 
7 

21 

27 
1 

44 

21 

"MII or "F" designates whether the charge is a felony or a misdemeanor. 

*Court code could be classified into more.than one group. 
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4) Robbery 

a) Armed 
Robbery-I: - F 
Attempted robbery~ - F 
Attempted armed robbery - F 
Assault with intent to rob* - F 

b) Other 
Robbery* - F 
Attempted robbery* - F 
Assault with intent to rob* - F 

B. Personal Victimizations without Violence 

1) Larceny 
Bringing stolen property into D.C.* ~ F 
Grand larceny* - F 
ReceivinJ stolen goods* - F 
Larceny under $100* - M 
Taking property without right* - M 
Larceny* - ~~ 
Attempted larceny* - M 
Br-inging stolen property into D.C.* - i~ 
Receiving stolen goods* - M 

2) Auto theft 
Unauthorized use of a vehic1e* ~ F 
Attempted unauthorized use of a vehic1e* _ 

3) Fraud 
Forgery* - F 
Bad check* - M 
Larceny after trust* - M 
Larceny after trust* - F 
Fa 1 se pretenses over $lOo-A- - F 
False pretenses* - M 

C. Crimes against Res~dences or Households 

1 ) Burglary 
Burglary 1* .... F 
Burglary 11* - F 
Attempted burgl al~Y* 11 
Attempted burglary* - t1 
UnlawfUl entry* - M 

2) Property des tl'ucti on 
Des tl'ucti on of property over $200* 
Destruction of property* - M 

.... F 

M 

64·5 
6 

12 
63 

649 
27 
38 

13 
344 

51 
635 

2 
6 

88 
12 

186 

363 
9 

112 
10 
8 

13 
14 
32 

288 
465 
34 
51 

336 

8 
156 

.\ " 

3) Arson 
Arson* - F 

D. Crimes against Businesses or Institutions 

1) Robbery 
Robbery* - F 
Attempted robbery* - F 
Assault with intent to rob* - F 

2) Burglary 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

Burglary I·k - F 
Burglary 11* - F 
Attempted burglal~Y* - M 
Unlawful entry* - M 

Larceny 
UnJ a\'/ful entry vendi ng machi nes - F 
Grand larceny* - F 
Receiving stolen goods* - F 
Bringing stolen property into D.C.* 
Larceny interstate shipment - F 
Larceny under $100* - M 
Taking property without right* - M 
Larceny* - M 
Attempted larceny* - M 
Bringing stolen property into D.C.* 
Receiving stolen goods* - M 

Embezzlement and fraud 
Embezzlement - D.C. property - F 
Embezzlement - F 
Embezzlement - M 
Bad check* - M 
Forgery* - F 
Larceny after trust* - ~1 
Larceny after trust'>'· - F 
False pretenses over $100* - F 
False pretenses* - M 
Unpaid board - M 

Auto th~ft 
Unauthorized use of a vehicle* - F 

Arson 
Arson* - F 

Propel"ty destruction 
Destruction of property over $200* 
Destruction of property* - M 

- F 

- M 

- F 

32 

204 
4 
9 

8 
199 

14 
151 

6 
147 

19 
10 

3 
767 

2 
1 

55 
2 

47 

1 
28 
22 
16 

148 
9 
4 

25 
37 
15 

74 

8 

10 
54 
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II. 

• 

Crimes without an Identifiable Victim 

A. Weapons offenses 

1) Gun 
Carryi ng a dangerous \'Ieapon after a felony* 
National Firearms Act - F 
Carrying a dangerous weapon - gun - M 
Possession of a prohibited weapon - gun - M 
Unlawful possession of a pistol - M 

2) Other weapon 

- F 

Carrying a dangerous weapon after a felony* - F 
Possession of a prohibited weapon after a felony 
Carrying a dangerous weapon - M 
Carrying a dangerous weapon - knife - M 
Possession of a prohibited weapon - blackjack- M 
Possession of a prohibited weapon - others - M 
Possession of a prohibited weapon - knife - M 
Possession of a prohibited weapon others - M 
Possession of a prohibited weapon - switchblade 

B. Gamb 1 i ng 
Gaming tables - F 
Lotte)~y promotion - F 
Sale lottery tickets - F 
Permitting gaming tables M 
Possession of number slips - M 
Three card monte - F 

C. Consensual sex offenses 
Sodomy* - F 
Pandering - F 
Proculni ng - F 
Attempted procuring - M 
Disorderly house - M 
Soliciting for lewd and immoral purposes - M 
Soliciting for prostitution - M 
Possession of obscene - M 
Indecent publications - M 

D. Drug offenses 
Forgery of narcotics prescription - F 
Harrison Narcotics Act - F 
Uniform Narcotics Act - F 
Control substance - F 
Exempt narcotics forms - M 
Dangerous drugs - M 
Sale and possession of nar~otics - M 
Uniform Narcotics Act - M 
Possession of implements of crime - M 
presence in an illegal establishment - M 

- F 

- M 

161 
3 

605 
40 
18 

34 
2 

11 
80 
12 
1 

25 
42 ' 

8 

1 
245 

25 
3, 

96 
2 

39 
5 
8 

22 
27 
92 

632 
1 
8 

3 
16 
44 
19 
1 

74 
1445 

7 
263 

2 

III. 

IV. 

v. 

E. Bail violations, prison breach 
Bail Reform Act - F 
Bail Reform Act - M 
Prison breach - F 
Prison escape - F 

Other Misdemeanors 
Attempted crime not listed - M 
Cruelty to animals - M 
Disorderly and disruptive - M 
Unlawful assembly - M 
Unlawful public gathering - M 

Other Felonies 
Other - F 
Accessory aftel' fact - F 
Assisting with any - F 
Bribery - F 
Destruction of stolen property - F 
Extortion - F 
Obstruction of justi,e - F 
False impel'sonation of the police - F 
Arson - ovm property - F 
False impersonation of a public official - F 
Ki dnaPP'j ng - F 

Cases without police charges 

Total cases 

. t ~ . 

180 
406 

19 
30 

7 
9 
9 

25 
1 

17 
4 

22 
3 
1 
6 

29 
9 
1 
1 
7 

145 

15,460 
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(3) If the victim has an arrest record, .this \.;111 cause his case to 

result in prosecution or conviction less often. As a witness, he is im­

peachable if ho has had a felony conviction in the past ten years, or a 

conviction for a misdemeanor involvino II mora l turpitudell--for example, 

larcenj. It will be assumed that some proportion of the victims with 

arl~est records ate impeachable. 

(4) If the victim provoked the defendant or participated in the 

offense, it would be less likely that the case would result in conviction. 

Mendolsohn constructed a typology of victinls based on the degree to which 

I . . 25 the victim was responsible for 11S own cr1me. If a victim is actually 

labeled as having provoked the defendant or partiCipated in the offense, 

th(~ pro';('cutor \'J()uld probiluly be less likely to pursue the C(lse. 

To cOll:plctr. thr; research under this area vlill require five steps: 

o A literature search on situational variables associated with various 
types of criminal behavior should be conducted. 

o Situational variables available in PROMIS should be defined. 

Other situational variables available from the case jacket, ~ut not 
prese~tlY recorded in PROMIS, should be examined to see which ones m1ght be 
worth recording in a small sample study. 

o Hypotheses should be developed as to the relationship of the situa­
tional variables to the papering and c~nviction rates. 

o Multivariate analysis of the situational variables in terms of their 
relationship to the papering and conviction rates should be conducted. 

6. Predicting Recidivism with PROMIS data 

a. Introduction Due to the overcrowding of calendars and the 

overburdening of prosecutive and adjudicature resources in the urban courts 

of the United States, there is a need to assign priorities to individual 

25 Discussed in The Victim and His Criminal by Stephen Schafer (New York: 
Random House, 1968~ pp. 42-43. 
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cases. L irnited resources demand can-.!ful anSI-lets to these ques t'j ons: \'Jhi ch 

cases should receive more attention? What is the mast effective way of 

handling particular types of cases? Such questions force one to examine the 

goals of the criminal justice system. Cases should be handled to produce 

what reSUlt, wh~ effect? 

One criterion for judging the effectiveness of the criminal justice 

system is "its ability to reduce crill:,". 8asical"ly, there are h,'O ways of 

accornplish'ing this goal. One is to rE,duce the numL)I:~r of per-sons I'/ho co:r::nit 

a crime fo\" the first tilne and the other is to reduce recidivism among 

those who have all~eady committed a cr·illle. Since court cases involve ar-

rested persons (some proportion of whow, it may be assumed, have indeed 

committed a crime), an appropriate "'Jay of deciding hO\,I to assign priorit'jes 

in case handling is to use the goal of reducing recidivism. However, 

actions taken to reduce recidivism may produce an increase in the nwnbe\" 

of persons committing a crime fo\" the first time. A recent article by 

Cook points out that if recidivism is \"educed by providing effective 

vocational \"ehabilitation in prisons, for example) any deterrent effect of 

incarceration on the general public may be 10st. 26 

If the reduction of recidivism through effective policies of the 

criminal justice system is set as a goal, three basic research questions 

emerge: 

o When a pe\"son is screened for prosecution, what is the 
bes~ prediction that can be made as to whether he or she 
will recidivate? 

o How do the actions of the police, the prosecutor, the de­
fense counsel and judge during the processing of a case 
affect \"ecidivism, controlling for the presonal character­
istics of the defendant and the defendant's criminal his­
tOl~y? 

26 Phillip Cook~ liThe Correctional Carrot: Better Jobs for Parolees," 
Policy Analysis, 1, No.1 (Winter 1975), p. 49. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

The PROMIS Research Project is a three-year, multidisciplinary 

applied research effort being conducted by the Institute for Law and 

Social Research (INSLAW), a nonprofit, tax-exempt corporation chartered 

in the District of Columbia. The project involves performing applied 

research and developing policy, resource, and procedurally oriented 

recommenaations for improvements in the criminal justice system. It is 

structured to utilize data drawn from ongoing, offender-based transaction 

systems in the District of Columbia. The rationale for this approach is 

to evaluate changes in operational policies, procedures, and data collec­

tion suggested by research efforts. Linking mechanisms, using finger­

print-based police department identification numbers for defendants; 

police-criminal incident numbers of reported criminal events; court case 

numbers; and police, attorney, and judge identification nu~bers, are used 

to relate the prosecutor's data base to police, court, and corrections 

data files in structuring the research data base. 

The District of Columbia was selected as the focal point for the 

research because of the availability of detailed data going back several 

years and because of established working relationships between INSLAW and 

some local criminal justice agencies. The results are to be generalized 

to other jurisdictions to the extent that they can be. 

The prosecution agency being analyzed is the Superior Court Division 

of the U.S. Attorney's Office for the District of Columbia. Although part 

of a federal agency, the Superior Court Division closely resembles a local 

district attorney's or state attorney's office in that it has trial 
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jurisdiction for common law misdemeanor and felony crimes. - The D.C. 

Superior Co~rt, in which this local prosecutive element functions, is the 

equivalent of a state court of general jurisdiction with trial responsi­

bility for local civil and criminal litigation in Vlashington, D.C. 

Information about the criminal court process is generated as a 

by-product of a computer-based information system known as PROMIS (Pros­

ecutor's Management Information System). PROMIS is used to support the 

daily operations of the Superior Court Division of the U.S. Attorney's 

Office in Washington, D.C. In constructing the research data base, 

additional information from police, defender,court, and corrections 

agency data bases will be added to PROMIS to create a comprehensive pic­

ture of offender and case handling in the criminal justice system. 

As can be observed from the outline of the PROMIS data base shown 

in Attachment I, it provides a wealth of information on the workings of 

the court process and the decisions that are made. Although PROMIS will 

not be the only data source util ized, the perspective provided by the 

prosecutor is particularly relevant because: 

o The prosecutor controls the intake to the court system, 
deciding what cases brollght by the police or other com­
plainants will be filed with the criminal court and what 
cases will be handled and disposed of through other means 
such as diversionary programs; 

o The prosecutor determines how matters presented to the 
criminal court are to be "packaged,1I deciding, for exam­
ple, whether to file lesser included charges, whether to 
include all possible counts of a particular charge or 
just a representative number, and whether to initially 
join codefendant cases together into a single triable 
uni t; 

o The prosecutor can promote expeditious dispositions , 
through the use of plea negotiation strategies and tactlcs; 

-2-

o The prosecutor can accelerate case processing times 
by varying the court processes in certain instances 
thr049h such means as priority handling of cases of 
"repeat uffenders" or presenting a case directly to 
the grand jury instead of proceeding through the 
initial presentment and preliminary hearing. 

Statistical analyses will be made to diagnose problems in the crimi-

nal courts, simulation models will be developed to test alternative remedies 

for these problems, and field tests will be conducted. The research findings 

and the methodology will be generalized and documented for use in other jur-

isdictions. 

A multidisciplinary team of INSLAW staff members participated in an 

analysis of the PROMIS research data base during the first year of this 

project and in a study of witness cooperation problems under a separate 

grant from the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 

(NILECJ). To assist in the ongoing evaluation of the project and to 

facilitate the dissemination and acceptance of the findings nationwide, 

INSLAW created a National Advisory Committee composed of prominent crim";' 

inal justice practitioners and scholars from various parts of the country 

and a Local Advisory Committee composed of representatives of the criminal 

justice agencies in the District of Columbia. Evaluation will also be 

implemented by monitoring changes in significant performance indices 

through PROMIS and other D.C. criminal justice data systems, and special 

data collection efforts following the introduction of field tests. 

To ensure that the PROMIS Research Project produces findings that 

contribute, as fully as the data support, to the improvement of the 

criminal justice system, it is necessary to structure a design for the 
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project. That is the purpose of this document. It is actually a 

collection of research designs for the first set of tasks structured 

under the PROMIS Research Project. Since the project is ongoing, 

these designs will be periodically updated to incorporate changes made 

as the research develops. Complementing this report, as a first-year 

product, is a separately bound set of research papers presenting 

descriptive statistical profiles pertaining to the various research 

topics. 

A. Objectives 

The objectives of the research project are to conduct empirical 

analyses; to develop, test, and evaluate recommendations for improving the 

criminal justice system; and to develop a research methodology transfer 

program, while focusing on the following major research topics: 

.... 

Pro~ecution performance 

. Police operations from the court's perspective 

Patterns of criminal and related community behavior 

Plea bargaining 

. Speedy trial 

Judicial decision-making 

The PROMIS Research Project was established so that those segments 

of the criminal justice system about which data are recorded could be 

described an~ evaluated. These descriptions and evaluations are inter­

mediate objectives toward the larger aim of improving the criminal justice 

system. Such improvement seems most likely to follow from a research 

orientation that focuses primarily on the policies and decisions that are 

made within the system. 
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To ath1eve these objectives, the research will be technically 

rigorous, at a level that is acceptable to the academic community. At 

the same time, it will be practical and understandable so that the results 

are usable by the principals that the research is intended to serve--

prosecutors, police, judges, lawyers, and, ultimately, the citizens vlho 

are affected by the criminal justice system. 

B. Approach 

In addressing each research topic the analysis begins by describing 

how the court and related systems are functioning, then defining and 

diagnosing problems, recommending and testing systems improvements, and 

implementing research results. 

The research method emphasizes the uses of statistical techniques 

and systems analysis, but it is recognized that a valid understanding 

requires carefu"1 reviews with the attorneys, judges, police officers and 

other operational personnel. It became quite clear in the first year of 

research that great care must be exercised in attempting to describe the 

workings of the judicial system through the use of statistics. Neverthe-

less, a sound set of statistics is an indispensible tool in obtaining an 

understanding of how the system is functioning. 

The approach to be used in developing and presenting statistical 

profiles is illustrated by a sample of the tables developed under the first 

year PROMIS Research grant, as shown in Attachment II. Table 11-1 shows 

simple frequency counts of crimes in accordance with a typology developed 

under this grant to facilitate comparisons with Uniform Crime Reports data, 

LEAA victimization data, and data from other jurisdictions. Table 11-2 

" 
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provides another illustration of a simple, single-dimensional presenta­

tion, showir.Jg reasons for delay, i.e., case postponements. This type of 

presentation is interesting, but usually leads to further questions, 
" 

such as about the types of cases being discussed. 

Table~ 11-3 and 11-4 present examples of two-dimensional presenta­

tions which show simple relationships. These begin to reveal more about 

how the system is working, but still lead to further questions about the 

other variables. Several two-way tables can be used to study different 

two-variable relationships, but they still leave open questions about the 

simultaneous effects of multiple variables on each other. In the typical 

situation, many variables are interacting simultaneously. Table 11-5 

illustrates a three-dimensional presentation (sex, relationship, and 

type crime) and is even more infol"mative. But even this type of tabular 

presentation leads to further questions, such as what types of controls 

were established for the type of crime, its seriousness, the age and race 

of the defendant, etc. 

To develop a sound understanding of causal relationships, it is 

necessary to conduct in-depth statistical analyses which include controls 

for many variables simultaneously and compare alternative causal models. 

Tab 1 e II-6 illustrates the results of one type of presentati on based 00 

such an analysis. It indicates that whether a misdemeanor case is accepted 

fOl" prosecutjon is determined by (1) the number of lay witnesses, (2) wheth­

er evidence is recovered, and (3) the sex of the defendant, while control­

ling for many othel" val"iab1es. The first two determinants may have impli­

cations for police operations, and the third for evenhandedness in pros­

ecutorial operations. 
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Along the same lines of analysis, simple computations of conviction 

rates can be quite misleading as an indicator of prosecutorial effective­

ness. In the numerator, one must decide whether to include only guilty 

findings in trial (jury and/or nonjury) or both guilty pleas and guilty 

findings. In the denominator, one needs to decide whether to include all 

cases brought by the police, only those "papered" (prosecuted) by the 

prosecutor, only indictments (in the cases of felonies), or only cases 

that go to trial. When analyzing differences in conviction rates, it is 

necessary to control for such variables as the specific charges, the 

judge, type evidence, witnesses, and witness-victim-defendant relation­

ships. One also needs to consider whether the conviction is on the orig­

inal charge or on a lesser charge. 

Measures of prosecutorial effectiveness must consider more than 

conviction rates. Most cases never go to trial, and there is wide 

discretion in plea bargaining to reducing charges in order to obtain a 

guilty plea. One needs to measure dropout rates (i.e., dismissals and 

nolle prosequis), plea bargaining, and extent of reduction in charges. 

Although the research will be based on comprehensive statistical 

analyses, the tentative findings using the most significant variables will 

be carefully presented in simpler formats to facilitate communications ~nd 

reviews with the operational and management officials in the affected 

agencies. It has been INSLAW's experience that only through careful 

interaction with such officials can the interpretations of statistical 

results be sound and lead to implementation of research findings. 
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C. Translating Research Findings Into Recommendations 

Since this is an applied research project, considerable emphasis 

will be placed on testing and implementing recommendations to improve 

policies and operations suggested by research findings. A few examples 

of the types of recommendations which may result from the research tasks 

are characterized below. 

Changes in prosecutor and police recruitment, staff assignment, 

and training policies may be suggested by statistical analyses relating 

personal characteristics variables to effectiveness measures. For 

example, it may be found that the probability of conviction is related 

to the source of recruitment of the arresting police officer, experience 

of the papering prosecutor and some other personal characteristics 

variables. It might also be found that the effectiveness of the prosecu­

tor's offi ce wi 11 be greater if, contral~y to exi sti ng pol i cy, the more 

experienced prosecutors are assigned to intake and screening activities, 

and the more junior ones to felony trials. 

Another recommendation that may result from the research is a more 

reliable case-ranking procedure for flagging cases of career criminals for 

special assignment of more experienced prosecutors based on a yalidation 

and modification of existing crime seriousness (Sellin-Wolfgang) and base 

expectancy scales (for recidivism prediction). 

The research may reveal reasons for case delay and dismissals that 

may be correctable by new procedures and training materials. It appears 

from preliminary findings in this project that some of the more common 

reasons for continuances, no11e-prosequis, or dismissals can be reme'died 
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by improving communications with 0itnesses and training police and pros­

ecution personnel in handling witnesses. Insights about who is requesting 

continuances and under what circumstances may reveal problems in police­

prosecutor communications (high percentage of "police witness no-shO\.oJ,fI 

or flprosecution not prepared fl as reason for continuance), certain types of 

defense counsel tactics, or other bottlenecks in achieving speedy disposi­

tions. Among the recommendations that might be considered in this area 

are the use of omnibus hearings and changes in plea negotiation timing 

and strategy. 

D. Research Topics 

In the first year, research focused on prosecution operations, 

police operations from the court's perspective, and patterns of criminal 

and related community behavior. The first-year products consist of 

research design documents as contained in this report and descriptive 

statistical profiles. 

In the second year, research will continue in these first three 

topics, moving into more in-depth explanatory analyses, and into testing 

and implementing research findings. Also in the second year, research 

w.ill begin in the analysis of plea bargaining, speedy trial (court delay 

and defendant flow), and judicial decision-making topics. 

The third year will proceed with explanatory analysis, testing, 

implementation, evaluation, and transfer of research findings and method­

ology for the final three topics. 
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E. Resources 

1. St~ffing and Research Tools 

As the PROMIS project enters its second year, the following indi­

. viduals are working either part time or full time on the project: 

Sidney H. Brounstein 
C. Madison Brewer 
Kathleen B. Brosi 
Sarah Cox 

. Joyce Del~oy 
Katherine Falkner 
Brian Forst 
Susan Katzenelson 
Judith Lucianovic 
Dean Merrill 
Kri s ten Hi 11 i ams 

Director of Research 
Attorney 
Statistical Analyst/Programmer 
Court Administration Specialist 
Systems Analyst 
Secretary 
Opprations Reseatch Analyst 
Criminologist 
Statistical Progra~ner 
Systems Analyst 
Social Science Analyst 

The composition of the National Advisory Committee is given in 

Attachment III. The composition of the Local Advisory Committee, which 

consists of representatives of the criminal justice agencies of the 

District of Columbia, is given in Attachment IV. 

In the first year, the staff of the PROMIS Research Project 

utilized the following computer facilities: 

Goodman1s ECTA Progtams 

Cluster Analysis 

Q-GERTS 

PHILJIM 

(Simulation - micro level) 

(Simulation - macro level) 

A Stage I model of the Superior Court system was structured 

using Q-GERTS. This model is based on calendar year 1973 statistics. 

The purpose of this first stage is to gain familiarity with Q-GERTS and 

to provide a base for further refinement in establishing the second-year 

simulation tasks. 

In addition, a District of Columbia geographic equivalence 

table file was obtained from the D.C. Planning and Administration Division 

and was updated. Street codes for offenses and arrests and defendants I 

residence data in PRO~IIS can be converted to census tract codes by use 

of these tables. This will allow census tract-level statistical summaries 

to be generated for analysis. 

2. Research Data Base 
Metropolitan Police Department 

Department of Justice 
IBM 370-158 A major task during the first year was to structure and develop 

use: 

IBM 370-158 

Federal National Mortgage Association CDC Cyber 72 

The follo\'Iing software is available for PROMIS Research Proj.ect 

Statistical Programs for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 

Two- and Three-Stage Regression (Ze11nel~ls Method) 

Logit, Likert Scaling, and other special programs developed 
by the Pl~oj ect 
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a research data base that would be amenable to analysis by standard 

statistical software packages. This task was designed and will be conduct­

ed as a multistaged effort to provide for data purification, file restruc~ 

turing, and supplementation with data acquired from sources other than 

PROMIS. The following stages were defined: 

. Stage I (15,000 felony and misdeme~no~ cases ~il~d 
in calendar year 1973). The descrlptlve statlstlcs 
profiles will be primarily developed from the calendar 
year 1974 PROMIS data base. This data base will have 
been cleaned up to the extent of correcting errors 
detected by the ne~'I PROMIS software. The reliability 
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of each data field will have been determined from 
a sample study (a 100-case stratified random sample) 
comparing data recorded manually by prosecutors, 
police, and court clerks to those recorded in PROMISe 
The rel"iability estimates will be essential to the 
interpretation of all research findings. 

. Stage II (additional data from first-year sample 
study). A stratified random sample of 600 cases 
was drawn from the calendar year 1973 data base, 
and a set of forms was developed to record data 
from police, prosecutor, and court records in order 
to verify the accuracy of PROMIS data and to record 
additional data beyond that recorded in PROMIS, using 
such sources as the prosecutor and court case jackets, 
bail agency forms, and court records. These added 
data include a more up-to-date definition of the type 
of defense attorney (e.g., in some cases the defense 
attorney is privately retained, while in other cases 
the same attorney is appointed by the court) updated 
bail conditions, data on whether the defendant actually 
makes the bail set at the initial hearing, sentencing 
data, and data on prior convictions. It is expected 
that this sample data base will be available in machine­
readable form by the end of the first year for subsequent 
analysis and use in developing descriptive statistics. 

. Stage III (expanded Research Data Base created in 
first year and analyzed in second year). In accor­
dance with the research designs for the initial topics, 
additional data will be acquired from various sources 
external to PROMIS to complete the analysis. Included 
are data on: 

· prosecutor characteristics 
· police officer characteristics 

bail conditions 
· sentencing 
· postsentencing arrangements 

Arrangements have been made with the U.S. Attorney's Office to 

select a set of characteristics from eac}1 prosecutor's personnel file 

that will be converted to machine-readable form. The Metropolitan 

Police Department of the District of Columbia has provided selected data 

from its court tapes, including updated defense attorney, bail, and 
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sentencing data for cases filed in calendar year 1973. Finally, a 

request has been made to the D.C. Corrections Department to obtain their 

data on a sample of persons sentenced in cases filed in 1973 . 

F. Descriptive Statistics Profil.es 

A .prerequisite to any diagnostic analysis and effort to develop 

system improvements is to understand how the present system works. Such 

an understanding can be obtained from a combination of firsthand experi­

ence with the system, system flow charts, and a comprehensive set of 

descriptive statistics. The statistical profiles were designed to reveal 

relationships among workload and performance characteristics and problems 

in the court and prosecution systems. 

The following types of descriptive statistics \~ill be developed from 

the Stage I data base for the first-year report: 

Simple univariate statistics, such as frequency dis­
tributions, averages, and measures of dispersion 
applied to such measures as time delays, continu­
ances, and outcomes; 

. Simple cross tabulation and multidimensional con­
tingency tables. 

The specific models and data elements are described in the design 

documents for each research topic. Further iterations of the analysis 
. . 

will be con~ucted in thisecond year to refine the models, perform 

diagnostic and explanato~ analyses, and attempt to understand causal 

relationships. 
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G. Advisory Committee Reviews 
I 

All first-year research designs and findings will be reviewed with 

the two advisory committees created by INSLAW. During the first year, 

three meetings, attended by a representative of the NILECJ, were held 

with the National Advisory Committee. In addition, the Local Advisory 

Committee held one meeting to review research findings and to assist in 

making arrangements for acquiring additional data. 

-14-

CHAPTER 2. ANALYSIS OF PROSECUTOR OPERATIONS 

A. Introduction 

In all the volumes that have been written about crime and the sys­

tem that has evolved to deal with it, a surprisingly small portion is 

devoted to the role of the prosecutor. A student of criminology is 

likely to read considerably more about offenders and their characteris­

tics, or about police and prisons and their respective characteristics, 

or even about juries and their characteristics, than about the district 

attorney. 

One might infer from this relative lack of scholarly attention to 

the prosecutor that his role is not so important as that of the other 

principals in the system. A few, however, have recognized that the 

opposite may be nearer the truth. An especially bold acknowledgment of 

the extensive authority of the American prosecutor was offered by former 

U.S. Attorney General Jackson: liThe prosecutor has more control over 

• A • 111 M re 1 i fe, 1 i berty, and reputa ti on than any other person 1 n men ca. 0 

recently, Davis has written "Viewed in broad perspective, the American 

legal system seems to be shot through with many excessive and uncon­

trolled discretionary powers but the one that stands out above all others 

is the power to prosecute or not to prosecute. 1I2 A s'imilar theme has 

1 Robert H. Jackson, liThe Federal Prosecutor," Journal of American Judi­
cature Society, volume 24 (1940), p. 18. 

2 KenndhCulp Davis, Discretionary Justice: A Preliminary Inguiry, Uni­
versity of Illinois Press, Urbana, 1971, p. 188. 
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been put forward by a prominent criminologist: "By legal authority 

and by, practice, U.S. prosecutors have the greatest discretion in the 

formally organized criminal justice network."3 Further insights into 

the specific powers of the prosecutor are in works by Davis, Miller, 

and Grosman. 4 

What has been written about the prosecutor has been largely insight­

ful, but almost entirely theoretical and anecdotal, rather than empiri­

cal. Perhaps the most substantial empirical analysis of prosecution in 

the United States that has been done to date is an LEAA-sponsored study 

of the processing of adult felony cases in Los Angeles. 5 This study 

focuses on disparities in the exercise of prosecutorial discretion a­

cross branch offices of the Los Angeles County District Attorney. It 

concluded that substantial disparities do, indeed, exist. 

Economists have joined in the analysis of the prosecutor, follow­

ing the pioneering work of William Landes. 6 This approach consists, 

typically, of a mathematical theory that is often tested empirically 

with the use of advanced forms of regression analysis. Landes postu­

lated t~at the prosecutor's decision to go ~o trial or settle a case 

3 Albert J. Reiss, "Discretionary Justice in the United States II Inter­
national Journal of Criminology and Penolo~, volume 2 (May 1974), p. 195. 

4 Davis, ibid.; Frank W. Miller, Prosecution: The Decision to Charge a 
Suspect with a Crime, Little, Brown and Co., Boston, 1969; and Brian A. 
Gr?sman~ The Prosecutor, An Inquiry into the Exercise of Discretion, 
Unlverslty of Toronto Press, Toronto, 1969. 
5 Peter R. Greenwood, et al., Prosecution of Adult Felony Defendants in 
Los Angeles County: A Policy Perspective Rand Corporation, Santa Monica 
California, 1973. ' 

6 Wi 11 i am M. Landes, IIAn Econorni c Ana lys is of the Courts, II Journal of 
Law and Economics, volume 16 (April 1971), pp. 6l-10S. 
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prior to trial depends on the probability of conviction, the severity 

of the crime, the availability and productivity of his resources and 

those of the defendant, the costs of prosecuting the case, and attitudes 

toward risk. This theory assumes that the prosecutor allocates re­

sources toward the end of maximizing the expected number of convictions 

weighted by their respective sentences, subject to a resource con­

straint. 

Williams Rhodes has attempted to expand Landes' theory by intro­

ducing participants in the adjudication process other than the prose­

cutor and defendant, and by emphasizing institutional features of the 

plea bargaining process. 7 Judith Lachman has produced another variant 

in the theory of prosecutor behavior by formulating a II switch func­

tion ll that specifies the point beyond which the district attorney 

should opt for a trial rather than a negotiated plea. S 

One important element of prosecutor operations that has been left 

out of these analyses involves the prosecutor's concern about recidi­

vists. There is indirect evidence of this concern. In the District 

of Columbia, for example, a IIMajor Violators Unit ll was established in 

the prosecutor's office to ensure that misdemeanor cases involving re­

peat offenders not be handled in the II mass production ll fash'ion that is 

customarily associated with extraordinarily large misdemeanor case 

7 William M. Rhodes, An Economic Analysis of the Criminal Courts, doc­
toral dissertation, University of Minnesota, 1974, p. 17. 

S Judith A. Lachman, An Economic Model of Plea Bargaining in the Crimi­
nal Court System, doctoral dissertation, Michigan State University, 1974. 
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loads. 9 It has also been reported that the D.A. in the Bronx, New York, 

gives 'e~tra a ttent i on to cases i nvo 1 vi ng repeat offenders. 1 0 Further 

evidence is provided by the existence of a body of legislation thnt 

sets forth provisions for the prosecutor to initiate additional charges 

against defendants who have several prior convictions~l 

This document attempts to move toward a further understanding of 

the operations of the prosecutor. Our eventual aim is to learn how the 

prosecutor interacts with other forces to influence case outcomes and 
. 

office performance. The means to this end is the development of a model 

that can be estimated using data from the Prosecutor's Management Infor­

mation System (PROMIS). 

We go about this in two ways. First, we present a "na ive" model, 

designed as a very genera~ structure that relates policy variables to 

performance measures in a logical, even if somewhat oversimplified, 

structure. This model has as its chief purpose to "mine" the very 

large set of data elements in PROMIS and other data bases augmented 

to PROMIS. A primary product of the naive model is t:,e identification 

of the subset of data elements to which outcomes are most sensitive in 

9 William A. Hamilton and Charles R. Work, liThe Prosecutor's Role in the 
Ur~a~ Court System: .T~e Case for Management Consciousness,1f Journal of 
Crlmlnal Law and Crlmlnology, vol. 64, (June 1973), p. 187. 
10 

~oan E. Jacoby, "Case Evaluation: Quantifying Prosecutorial Policy II 

Judlcature, vol. 58 (May 1975), p. 489. ' 

11 These laws, referred to as "repeat offender statues II "habitua1 of-
fender 1aws," and "Baumes Laws," were designed to incr~ase sentence 
1eng~hs. They ar~ ~ften used today by the prosecutor to provide lever-, 
age ln plea bargalnlng. Legal aspects of these statutes have been an­
alyzed b~ PhilliP.H. G~nsberg and Margaret Klockars, in liThe 'Dangerous 
O(ffender and LeglslatlVe Reform," \.,rilliamette Law Journal vol 10 
1974), pp. 167-184. ' . 
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the analysis. This will be crucial to the analyses under the subsequent 

model, which will analyze the smaller subset of variables under a more 

explicit theory and using a more rigorous set of statistical techniques. 

The forma 1 model wi 11 be based on previ ous 1y developed theory together 

with other reasonable assumptions. 

B. A "Nai ve tr Model of the Role of the Prosecutor 

In order to understand empirically how the prosecutor influences 

case outcomes, it is necessary to start with a simple model of the role 

of the prosecutor. Toward this end, we address, first, what const'itutes 

a successful outcome from the prosecutor's perspective. We presume that 

some outcomes must be more desirable than others. We would expect that 

those who set policy in prosecutor operations would like to do so in 

a manner that produces the most desirable outcomes that can be feasibly 

attained. 

Of course, everyone may not agree about what constitutes a desir­

able outcome for the prosecutor. SurelY, most agree that is undesirable 

for cases to move slowly through the system, from time of arrest to time 

of final court disposition. There is likely to be less agreement with 

the proposition that it is desirable for the prosecutor to obtain a much 

higher probability of conviction for each case that flows into the sys­

tem. 

Nor do we receive much help on what constitutes an outcome that 

is both desirable and readily measurable by reviewing the literature 

about the objectives of the prosecutor. According to Miller, 
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The initial task of the prosecutor facing a request 
for a \'/arrant is to determine whether the suspect is guilty 
and \'/hether a judge and jury will concur in his belief in 
the suspect's guilt. It is those determinations which the 
law assumes to be the primary function of the prosecutor. 12 

And Grosman, 

Counsel on each side will do his best to establish his 
client's and to destroy his opponent's case. Out of this 
conflict truth and justice will emerge. 13 

And according to the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 

Standards and Goals~ the prosecutor 

... must focus the po\'1er of the State on those who defy 
its prohibitions. He must argue to the bench and the jury 
that the sanctions of the law need to be applied. He must 
meet the highest standard of proof because the right of free-
dom hangs in the balance. 14 . 

We see from these authorities that desirable outcomes have to do 

with truth, justice, and freedom. No data base contains the informa-

tion that enables meaningful measurement of such concepts. Of the 

three authorities cited, Miller and Grossman seem nearest the concept 

that success for the prosecutor has to do with obtaining convictions. 

Miller suggests first that the prosecutor determine whether the sus­

pect is guilty, which has to do with truth, and we have noted the 

difficulty in measuring such a concept. So we shall take Grosman's 

notion that the prosecutor will do his (or her) best to establish the 

government's and destroy the defense counsel IS case to mean that, other 

things held constant~ the prosecutor is more successful when he combines 

12 Miller~ op.cit.~ p. 30 

13 Grosman, op.cit.~ p. 83 

14 National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justic~ Standards and Goals, 
Courts, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1973, p. 227. 
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his policy variables in such a Wey as to produce a higher proportion 

of conVi,ct ions out of the cases brought by the pol ice. We recogni ze 

a multitude of pitfalls contained within the phrase "other things held 

constant. II For example~ the prosecutor may be able to increase the 

conviction rate by expanding the extent to which he reduces charges in 

encouraging guilty pleas in some of the more serious cases~ so that he 

can give more attention to other cases. Or the conviction rate may in­

crease because the police bring forward better cases. So we see that 

other factors must be accounted for in analyzing relationships between 

prosecutor policy and case outcomes. 

As it turns out~ an unusually large number of other factors may 

be accounted for in our analysis~ due to the data available for the 

study. For each case, we know characteristics about the offense, the 

defendant, the victim and witnesses, and the police officers, prosecu­

tors, defense counsel, and judge assigned to the case; and we know the 

events, dates, and reasons recorded for certain actions taken by prin­

cipals of the court. 15 Data elements available to this analysis are 

listed in Appendix A. 

With this simple and tangible notion about what we assume the pros­

ecutor is trying to achieve~ we can begin to categorize our readily 

available data elements as variables reflecting outcomes~ prosecution 

policy~ and other factors that may affect outcomes. Among the data 

elements listed in Appendix A in the first of these categories, factors 

15 
Ha~i1ton and Work~ op.cit.~ p. 187. 
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that reflect case outcomes, we include variables such as whether a case 

is accept~d for prosecution, whether it terminates with a plea of guilty, 

whether it goes to trial, whether it ends up as a conviction, and, for 

felonies, whether it is indicted by the grand jury. We are in the pro­

cess of developing measures of the extent of charge reduction, so that 

such issues as "qua1ity" of negotiated plea may be addressed. 

We also see factors that reflect policy of the prosecutor's office. 

One of these is the decision to assign a misdemeanor case involving an 

apparently serious offender to the Major Violators Unit, which, in the 

period for which we have data, allocated more resources to the prosecution 

of its cases than were available for other misdemeanor cases. Another is 

the decision, made consciously or otherwise, to assign a case to a more 

experienced attorney at either the screening stage or later in the pros­

ecution system. Other case assignment decisions have to do with the 

sex of the screening prosecutor, of the final prosecutor, and the race 

of each. 

The most fundamental policy decisions of all, however, have to do 

with the determination of the kinds of cases that are to receive the 

greatest amount of prosecutive effort. Obviously, cases with very weak 

evidence are likely not to warrant much effort. Beyond this considera­

tion, however, the district attorney appears to be in a position to exer­

tise a substantial degree of latitude in deciding how much effort to 

give to each case, with its unique set of characteristics. Characteris­

tics of major interest, after the strength of the evidence in a case, are 

likely to be the type and seriousness of the offense and the defendant's 
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revealed crime proneness, as Y'ef1ected in his or her criminal history. 

In the n~xt section we advance a structure for this decision. 

Still other guasi-po1icX factors can be identified, which are, 

presumably, influenced by the prosecutor, although not as fully as those 

cited immediately above. Included among these are time between screen-

ing and final disposition for misdemeanors, time between screening and 

indictment for felonies, time between indictment and final disposition 

for felonies, the development of any witness problem and the number of 

continuances. 16 These factors can, of course, also be regarded as out-

come measures, as well. 

The remainder of the list consists primarily of control variables 

--factors that we include in order to minimize the danger of attributing 

a cause-and-effect relationship to two variables when it does not, in 

fact, exist. We must incorporate these control variables because we 

are dealing with nonexperimenta1 data. Countless studies that have 

used nonexperimental data with insufficient control variables have been 

found to be seriously flawed. These studies often had attributeder­

roneous causal associations between variables that were statistically 

related primarily due to a factor or factors that had been left out of 

the analysis. 

We can obtain a sense of the importance of control .variab1esby. 

thinking about defense attorneys, for whom "success" consists of non­

conviction, within our adversary system of justice. It would be most 

16 For a thorough analysis of witnesses in the D.C. Superior Court, see 
Frank J. Cannava1e, Jr., Witness Cooperation With a Handbook for Witness 
Management, D.C. Heath and Co., Lexington, Mass., 1976. 
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unsound, for example, to test the hypothesis that lawyers from the 

Public'Defender Service (PDS) are more successful at winning cases for 

their clients than are other defense counsels, simply by comparing the 

conviction rates for cases handled by the two respective groups. Sup­

pose cases handled by the PDS are more difficult to win at the outset 

than other cases. Then any simple conviction rate comparison will be 

misleading, even if it shows the PDS with a lower conviction rate, 

since under the circumstance supposed the difference in conviction rates 

would have been even greater if case difficulty had been reflected in 

the analysis. Moreover, if it is true that PDS lawyers are found to 

be more successful when a large set of other pertinent factors are 

accounted for, then in analyzing p)~osecutor operations, it becomes 

necessary to take account of whether, in a given case, the defendant 

was represented by a PDS lawyer. So we include a variable reflecting 

this condition in our naive model of prosecutor operations, as well as 

one for every other condition recorded in PROMIS that we hypothesize 

could affect case outcomes. 

With the large set of control variables that we have included in 

Apperdix A, we anticipate that the problem of not having taken account 

of enough important factors will be much smaller than is often the 

case in the analysis of nonexperimental data. It will be possible to 

include such a large number of control variables not only because they 

are available in PROMIS, but also because of the unusually large number 

of observations on which we base our analysis. The existence of over 

15,000 cases processed in the Washington, D.C., PROMIS data for 1973, 
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for example, is more than adequate to overcome the statistical diffi­

culties that usually stand in the way of incorporating so large a set 

of explanatory variables as we report here. 

Further insights into prosecutor operations can be obtained by 

regarding days rather than cases as units of observation. Thus, it will 

be possible to measure case loads both for individual prosecutors and 

for the office as a whole over time. This will enable analyses of the 

effects of variation in work load on rates of case rejections at screen­

ing, plea acceptances, continuances, reductions in charges from arrest 

to final disposition, and average processirig time between each major 

successive stage of prosecution. 

Some of the key hypotheses, which we shall state as questions for 

statistical estimation, to be investigated with the variables at Appen­

dix A are as follows: 

o What effects do specific prosecutor characteristics 

(e.g., sex, race, experience) at selected stages of 

the prosecution system have on the likelihood that 

the case will be accepted for prosecution? that it 

will terminate as a guilty plea? that it will re­

ceive a guilty verdict if it goes to trial? 

o What effect does case "targeting ll (e.g., special as­

s~gnment of misdemeanor cases involving repeat 

offenders to the Major Violators Unit) have on the 

outcomes of these cases? on the outcomes of other 

cases? 
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o What effects do specific prosecutor characteristics 

have on the likelihood that a witness problem will 

rievelop? 

o What effects does case processing time have on case 

outcomf'? 

o Does the prosecutor use the same criteria to drop a 

case as the other judicial authorities (judge, grand 

jury, trial jury)? 

o What is the relative importance that the prosecutor at­

taches to the strength of the evidence in a case, to the 

seriousness of the offense that gave rise to the case, 

and to the defendant's criminal history, in deciding 

to carry forward or drop a case from prosecution? 

o To what degree do individual prosecutors vary from the 

office norm in deciding which cases to drop and which 

ones to carry forward? 

o What effects do variations in case work load have on 

the rate of rejections at initial screening, the ratio 

of pleas to trials, the conviction rate, and average 

times between successive stages of prosecution? 

The basic model we start from to address these and other issues ts 

depicted in Figure 1. The hypotheses noted above can all be examined 

within this basic model. Each one focuses on how some particular policy 

variable or set of policy variables affects various case outcomes. 
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Figure 1. Schematic of Basic Relationships 

Among Variables in Analysis of " 

Quasi-policy 
Variables 

I 

(e.g., duration of 
time between succes­
sive court events, 
number of continu­
ances, likelihood of 
witness problem) 

Prosecutor Operations 

Policy Variables 

Other Pertinent 
Factors 

(remaining variables 
listed in Appendix A) 
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(e.g., experience, age, 
and se~ of prosecutors 
assigned to case, deci­
s;on to carry case for­
\lIard, assignment to Major 
Violator1s Unit) 

Case Outcomes 

(e.g., guilty finding 
in trial, guilty plea, 
trial, indictment, dis­
missal, time in sys­
tem, evenhandedness in 
decisions to drop or 
carry forward cases) 
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C. A "Formal ll Theory of the Prosecutor 

He now develop a more formal theory of the di stri ct attorney. vIe 

begin this development with the preexisting theory set forth by Hilliam 

Landes. 17 He adopt Landes' basic model in the next section. In the 

subsequent section we modify the model by incorporating the problem of 

handling repeat offenders as an investment decision for the prosecutor. 

Next"we specify the model in terms of available data elements and 

discuss considerations that ~ay affect the accuracy of any estimates 

that follow this ~odel. 

1. The Single-Period Model 

He begin by constructing a s,ingle-period model along lines very 

similar to the Landes formulation as noted above. He assume that 

(a) there are n cases brought to the prosecutor by the police; 

and 

(b) for the ith case (i = 1,2, ... , n), the probability of 

conviction, Pi' depends on the amount of resources, R. , 
1 

that the dis-, 

trict attorney allocates to tbe case, and a set of exogenous factors, 

Xi' such as tangible evidence, testimonial evidence, and so on. He 

write this relationship as 

He presume that increases in Ri produce increases in Pi' so that 

aP. 
1 

17 Landes, op.cit., pp. 62-64 

-R > O. () . 
1 
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(2) 

The prosecutor's single-period decision rule will be to maximize 

the expected number of convictions \'/eighted by the respective severity 

of the punishment associated with each conviction, 

office budget constraint B, where 

B = 
n 
L 

i=l 
R •• 

1 

T. , 
1 

subject to an 

(3) 

Conditions for satisfying this maximization rule can be derived from the 

expression 

E(T) 
n 

+ A (B - IR;) 
i=1 

where A is a Lagrangean multiplier. This yields the single-period 

equilibrium condition 

= apn . Tn 
()Rn 

Hence, all other factors held constant, the prosecutor allocates more 

resources to more serious cases and to those for which the probability 

(4) 

(5) 

of conviction is more sensitive to changes in the amount of prosecutor re-

sources allocated. 

t; and 

2. A Multi-period Model with Investments in Crime Reduction 

He now introduce an investment element to the model. Assume that 

(a) there are nt cases brought to the prosecutor in period 
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(b) for the ith case in period t (it = 1,2, ... , nt ), the 

probability of conviction, P. , depends on the amount of resources, 
1t 

R. , 
1t 

that the district attorney allocates to the case, and a set of 

exogenous factors, \~e write this as 

Pi = P (R
1
· , X. ). 

t t 1t 

As before, we presume that increase in R. produce increases in 
't 

so that 

(6) 

(7) 

(c) Then if we define St to measure the seriousness of 

crimes committed in period t, there will exist a number d, such that 

the prosecutor is indifferent between St being committed in his juris­

diction during t and crimes of seriousness 

(8) 

being committed j periods later. The number d, which we will call the 

prosecutor's "discount rate," is assumed here to be constant and positive 

over all future periods. 18 

(d) The prosecutor will be indifferent between the stream of 

crimes 

51"" = S l' S 2' ..., S t' ... (9) 

18 We recognize that there may be exceptions to a constant discount rate. 
For example, an elected district attorney's discount rate immediately 
prior to election may well be larger than his rate immediately afterward. 
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and a crime or crimes in the present of seriousness 

p.V.(n) (10) 

We call p.V.(n) the "present value" of n 

(e) For the ;th case that is brought to the district attorney 

during an initlal period, the D.A. can envision a stream of future crimes 

n = Sl;' S2;' ... , Sti' 

to result if he does not convict the defendant in case i, where Sti 

a measure of the seriousness of all crimes com::litted in period t that 

follow the nonconviction of case i. He can also envision the alterna-

t;ve stream of crimes 

c c c c 
n i = Sl'j) S2i' ... , Sti' 

that result if he convicts the defendant in case i. The difference 

(11) 

is 

(12 ) 

(13 ) 

represents the present value of the stream of future crimes, by serious­

ness, that are averted by the conviction of current case i. 

(f) He assume 0; to depend on the severi ty of the pun; shment, 

Ti , that follows the conviction of case i, a~d on the characteristics 

of the defendant, Hi' that shape his underlying propensity to partici­

pati in illegal activities. We write this as 

D. ~ 0 (T " H.). 
1 1 1 

(l Ll,) 

Following Gary Becker~ increases in Ti constitute increases in the 

"p.rice" of participation in crime and, thus, should reduce the quantity 
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of crime.19 This effect can be expected to operate through "general de­

terrence ll (i.e., the extent to which others who learn about the convic­

tion of i are deterred from committing crime). Further reductions may 

operate through the effect of the punishment on the amount of subsequent 

participaticin in crime by the defendant of case i after punishment. 

(It is possible, of course, that this Ilspecific deterrence" effect will 

be at least partly offset by the effects that increases in Ti have to 

improve the defendant1s criminal skills or alienate him, or both.) In­

creases in Ti should also produce increases in 0i due to the incapac­

itation of the defendant of case i. For these reasons, we expect 

aD. 
dT~ > 0 (15) 

The underlying crime proneness of the defendant, Hi' will also affect 

O. 
1 

for a given level of punishment severity. One defendant characteris-

tic of pal'ticular potential importance here is his cl"iminal histoty; vIe 

presume that the extent of a person1s pteviously demonstrated propensity 

to commi t crimes serves as a predi ctor of hi s subsequent propensi ty to 

do so~20Indeed, ethical and legal problems are likely to stand in the 

way of the prosecutor1s making decisions about a case on the basis of 

characteristics of the defendant other than his criminal htstory. 

19 Gary S. Becker, "Crime and Punishment: An Economic Approach," Journal 
of Political Economy, vol. 76 (March/April 1968), p. 177. 

20 Th' t' h . d . . lS pr~su~p l?n as.cons1 erab1e emplrlcal suppott; e.g., Marvin E. 
Wolfgang, Cnme 1n a Blrth Cohort," in The Aldine Crime and Justice 
Annual, 1973, edited by Sheldon L .. Messinger, Aldine Publishing, Chicago, 
1973, pp. 110-112; also Jacob Belkln, Alfred Blumstein and William Glass 
"Re.~idi~ismllas a Feedback ~r?cess: An Analytical Model 'and Empirical ' 
Va11datlon, Journal of Cr1mlnal Justice, volume 1 (March 1973), pp. 7-26. 
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Hence, for all practical purposes, Hi may be regarded as the defendant1s 

crimi na l' h,i story, and we assume 

aD. 
1 

-> O. 
aH· 1 

(16) . 

(g) He now specify alternative utility functions for the 

prosecutor. Each will b~ing together his concern for obtaining convic­

tipns with his concern for reducing future crimes. Our first model is 

U = U [ .I D.] (17a) 
1=1 1 

Under this specification, the prosecutor allocates resources in the 

~urrent period solely toward the goal of obtaining the largest possible 

expected reduction in the present value of the future stream of crime. 

He is interested in obtaining convictions here precisely to the extent 

that doing so reduces crime. Dropping the time subscript only for nota­

tional simplicity, we can express this as the constrained maximization 

of the expected value 

n 
E(D) . = I 

i=l 
P.O. 

1 1 + A [ B - J Ri 1, (18a) 

where B is defined as in equation (3) and ~ is a Lagrangean parametet. 

From (14) and (18a) we derive the first order condition 

= 
aP 

= _n • O(T H) 
. aR n' n 

n 
(lga) 

According to this rule, the district attorney allocates more resources 

to cases f~r which the probability of conviction is relatively respon-. 
sive to, prosecutive effort, and for which the severity of punishment 
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associated with the offense and the extensiveness of the defendant's 

criminal histOl'y are greater. 

A potential weakness of this model is that the prosecutor may~ 'in 

fact, obtain utility from convictions beyond that which derives from 

the effect of convictions on future crimes, according to equation (14). 

For example, he may see himself as a public agent I'/ho convicts offenders 

so that soc; ety can obta in retri buti on for cdmi na 1 acts, even' when these 

convictions have ~o effect on the stream of subsequent crimes. Or he may 

,derive personal or political benefit (particularly when he is an ~lected 

D.A.) from publicizing his convictions, for purposes that are separate 

from the effect he percei ves thi s pub 1 i city to have on the crime l'ate. 

While societal vengeance and personal aggrandizement of the prosecutor 

may not be regarded as appropriate purposes to provide a basis for allo­

cating scarce public resources, there may exist more suitable reasons to 

regard the social value of convictions as being'greater than the val~~ of 

the crime rate reduction associated with these convictions. To accommo­

date all such conside;~tions, we \'lrite the alternative model 

U = U [ J Ti' J D.]. 
1=1 1=1 1 

(17b) 

Under this specification, the prosecutor will maximize expected utility, 

subject to his budget constraint, as given by 

n 
E(U) = .I P .. U (T., D.) 

1=1 1 1 1 
+ A (18b) 

-34-

This yields the equilibrium condition 

ClP n = ~. U[T , D(T , H )] 
'n n n n 

(1gb) 

We'see that under this latter model' the D.A. \·lill give greater 

weight to the severity of punishment associated with each prospective con­

viction and less ,\'leight to'crime reduction than under the model given by 

(17a). The extent to which this is so will depend on the explicit form 

of equation (17b). Suppose, for example, that ITi and IDi were perfect 

substitutes in (17b), with the D.A. indifferent to risk in both arguments. 

This supposition might be justifiable on grounds that the caseload of the 

D.A. in most jurisdictions is large enough for him to pool all risks 

other than those already captured by the discount rate contained in ID .. 
1 

We can write thi s util ity model as 

U = I T. + r·I D. 
1 1 i 1 

(20) 

where the constant r is the prosecutor's rate of substitution of Io. 
1 

for IT
i

. The prosecutor will allocate resources optimally under this 

model according to 

(21) 

and we see that this allocation rule converges to equation (lga) as T 

grows arbitrarily large. 

We can restate the fundamental notions of this section as follows: 

A set of reasonable assumptions combined with previous empirical findings 

indicate that the prosecutor wilt minimize the expected future stream 

of serious crime by concentrating more resources on cases for which the 
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probability of conviction is more responsive to the allocation of re-

sources, to cases involving defendants with more extensive criminal his-

tories, and to cases involving more serious offenses. This extends pre-

vious theory by regarding the reduction of future crime as an objective 

toward which the prosecutor can direct his operations. By concentrating 

more effort on cases involving repeat offenders, in the interest of re-

ducing future crime, the prosecutor with fixed resources gives up some 

attention to other cases. Allocating resources toward such an end con-

stitutes an investment. To the extent that the district attorney, in 

allocating resources to cases, ignores the criminal histories of defen-

dants as a reflection of potential subsequent criminality, he may be 

trading away a reduction in future crimes (and work load) for an increase 

in current convictions. 

3. Empirical Specifica~ion of the Model 

The opportunity to test major aspects of this theory empirically 

is made possible by the existence of the data described in Section II, 

above. We can specify an empirical counterpart to equations (lga) and 

(1gb), based on these data, as follows: 

R,= R(P,T,H) (22) 

where R is measured as the number of days the prosecutor carries the 

case, P is the probability that the defendant in the case will be 

convicted, T is an index of the seriousness of offenses that gave rise 

to the case, and H is an index of crime proneness of the defendant in 

the case. 21 

21 . 
T can be measured as the Sell1n-Wolfgang index of crime seriousness 

(see Appendix A) or the maximum sentence associated with the charges 
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This specification enables us to estimate the relative importance 

that the prosecutor assigns to the strength of evidence in a case, the 

seriousness of the crime, and the defendant's criminal history, respec­

tively. We assume that the relative importance that the district at­

torney attaches to any case is revealed in the length of time he or 

she indicates willingness to carry the case. 

It seems reasonable to anticipate that the prosecutor will carry 

a case longer when there is stronger evidence, a more serious offense, 

or a defendant with a more extensive and recent criminal record. The 

relative importance of each, however, is worthy of estimation for sev­

eral reasons: First, the prosecutor, upon learning these estimates, 

may find it appropriate to alter his operations. Second, while 

theory) conjecture, and anecdotes provide useful insights, the most 

compelling sort of evidence about this fundamental aspect of prosecutor 

operations comas fr8m empirical analysis. Third, we are not aware that 

such an analysis has ever been done before. As a result, these esti­

mates may remove some of the mystery that has surrounded the operations 

of the prosecutor. 

At the same time, we must acknowledge limitations in drawing infer­

ences from this model. One is that the strength of evidence varia61e, 

,P, is measured as the likelihood of conviction in the case, based 

primarilj on objective factors in the data such as number of witnesses, 

cited by the police. H can be measured as the number or recen~y of 
prior convictions; to the extent that,arrests are correlated ~lth con­
victions, the number or recency of prlOr arres~s,can be u~ed 1nstea9 
(note that the correlation is like!y ~o be.pos1~lV~, ~ar~lcul~rly Slnce 
a defendant cannot have prior conv1ct10ns 1n a Jur1sd1ct10n w1thout 
having prior arrests). 
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whether tangible evidence (e.g., stolen property, weapons) was recov-
, 

ered, whether defendant and victim are members of the same family, 

and elapsed time between offense and arrest. P will, of course, als~ 

be affected by the amount of attention given to the case by the prose­

cutor, R, so that the statistical technique used to infer the effect 

of P on R will have to purge this estimate of the reverse effect 

of R on P. Such techniques are available, and are discussed in a 
22 companion document. 

Certain elements of the strength of the evidence in a case are 

not captured in our data, however. For example, we do not measure the 

precise degree of support to the prosecutor's argument that the testi­

mony of a particular witness pr0vides. Nor do we have record of the 

strength of any tangible evidence that we may know to exist in a case. 

The crucial point here is that the absence of any factor from the 

analysis will not materially affect our inferences as long as this fac­

tor is not precedent to and highly correlated with the factors included 

in the analysis, and as long as the number of observations is sufficient­

ly large. We are aware of no such factor absent from our data, and, as 

pointed out earlier, have available many thousands of observations. 

A related potential limitation is that the number of days the pros-

ecutor carries the case, R, may not measure prosecutor effort \'/e11 

enough for us to draw inferences about the relative importance the 

22 liThe Application of Mutlivariate Analysis Techniques in the PROMIS 
Research Project," Institute for Law and Social Research technical docu­
ment, 1975. 
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prosecutor attaches to P, T, and H, based on their empirical 

relatio~ships with R. While we ,recognize that R is sure to be less 

than perfectly correlated with the true amount of prosecutive effort, 

especially in misdemeanor cases, we are persuaded that it is a suit­

able stand-in variable. 23 In particular, we know of no important 

factors that would cause the errors in the use of this proxy measure 

to distort our inferences of the prosecutor's rates of substitution 

among P, T, and H. 

In addition, if felony cases involving defendants with criminal 

histories, in fact, received no more prosecutive effort than other 

felony cases, it may be due to a greater tendency for defendants with 

pri or records to pl ead gui lty (l~ather than ri s k goi ng to tri a 1), and 

flot to any 1 ack of concern by the prosecutor about the defendant's 

record. However, the 1973 data cited in footnote 23 indicate that 

felony cases accepted by the prosecutor and involving defendants with 

prior arrest records were no more likely to leave the court with a 

plea of guilt than felony cases accepted by the prosecutor and involving 

23 Accordingly, we find it appropriate to limit the initial test of the 
formal model to the several thousand felony cases in the ~'Jashington, 
D.C. data base. In the District of Columbia, where cases are prosecuted 
by the U.S. Attorney's Office, about one fourth of all 6,000 felonies 
brought to the prosecutor in 1973 were rejected at initial screenin$' 
Those rejected, clearly, received less prosecutive effort and were 1n 
the system for less time than those accepted. Slightly more than half 
of those that were accepted were indicted in 1973. Indicted felonies 
were in the system 109 days longer, on average, than other cases origi­
nally accepted as felonies; we know that the indicted felonies receive 
more prosecutive attention per case than unindicted felonies. At the 
next stage, 27 percent of the indicted felonies went to trial in 1973. 
We know that the indictedcases't:lat did not go to trial were dropped 
or pled guilty; we are quite certain that the former re~eived more atten­
tion per case than the latter. Hence, the true corr~1~t10n between prose­
cutive effort and R is likely to be large and posltlve. 
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defendants with previously "clean" records (33.5 percent for both groups), 

and were more likely to go to trial (19.8 percent and 13.9 percent, re-

spectively) . 

Finally, felony cases against defendants with arrest records may 

be weaker to begin with than other felony cases. If the police were 

more inclined to arrest a person with an arrest record than a person 

with no prior record, ignoring all other factors, then these cases might 

receive less prosecl:tive effort because they have weaker evidence, be­

cause they involve less serious offenses, or both, and not because 

the prosecutor ignores the defendant's criminal history. However, we 

have found generally small and positive correlation coefficients be­

tween Hand P and between Hand T. Moreover, the statistical 

techniques we have prJposed provide estimates of the effect of the 

defendant's criminal record on R after taking explicit account of 

the effect that the criminal record has on R by way of its effect on 

the probability of conviction. Thus, the confounding association of 

crimina; record and strength of case will have been removed from the 

estimates of the effect of criminal record on R. 
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Appendix A. List of Data Elements 

Whether any charge is disposed as either guilty plea or 
guilty verdict. 

Whether an indicted felony or a papered misdemeanor termi­
nates without a conviction on any charge and does not go 
to trial. 

Whether case terminates "'lith a guilty verdict on any 
charge. 

Days between felony screening and indictment. 

Days between felony indictment and final disposition. 

Days between misdemeanor screening and final disposition. 

Number of continuances. 

Whether felony case is indicted. 

Whether defendant pleads to at least one charge. 

Whether case goes to trial. 

Months that final action prosecutor has served as an Assis­
tant U.S. Attorney at the Superior Court. 

Whether final action prosecutor is male. 

Whether final action prosecutor is white. 

Whether defendant and final action prosecutor are either 
both white or both nonwhite. 

Whether sex of defendant is same as that of the final action 
prosecutor. 

Whether misdemeanor case is assigned to the Major Violators 
Unit. 

Whether case is dropped by prosecutor (nolle prosequi). 

Whether any charge is accepted for prosecution ("papered"). 

Whether person screening case is not an official Assistant U.S. 
Attorney. 
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Whether screening prosecutor is male. 

Whether screening prosecutor is white. 

Whether defendant and screening prosecutor are eithen both 
white or both nonwhite. 

Whether sex of defendant is same as that of screening prose­
cutor. 

Months that screening prosecutor has served as an Assistant 
U.S. Attorney at the Superior Court. 

Whether any witness problem is recorded. 

Case seriousness score, based on the Sellin-Wolfgang index.* 

Number of codefendants. 

Years of age of defendant. 

Days between offense and arrest. 

Days between arrest and screening before a prosecutor. 

Defendant seriousness score, based on the Gottfredson in­
dex.** 

Years of age of the final action judge. 

Years final action judge has served at the D.C. Superior 
Court. 

Number of government witnesses (lay and expert) at time of 
initial case screening. 

Whether any of the charges brought by the police or prosecutor 
indicate a crime against either person or property. 

Whether there was corroboration (i.e., evidence that a crime 
was committed). 

* See Thorsten Sellin and Marvin Wolfgang, The.Measurement of Delin­
quency, John Wiley and Sons, New York, 1964. 

** Donald M. Gottfredson, "Development and Operational Use of Prediction 
~1ethods in Correctional Work," Proceedings of the Social Statistics 
Section of the American Statistical Association, 1962. 
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Whether any indication that defendant was only an aider or 
abettor to the crime. 

Whether defendant known ever to use an alias. 

Whether defendant has an arrest record. 

Whether defendant is male. 

Whether defendant is white. 

Whether defendant's residence is in the District of Colum­
bia. 

Whether defendant's counsel is from the Public Defender 
Service. 

Whether defendant's counsel was appointed under the Criminal 
Justice Act and handled at least 75 cases in Superior Court 
between April 1, 1973 and March 1, 1974. 

Whether any evidence indicates that defendant is innocent. 

Whether defendant and victim are members of the same 
family. 

Whether any indication that a gun was either present or 
used (or both) at time of arrest. 

Whether final action judge is judge #l. 

Whether final action judge is judge #2. 

Whether fina1 action judge is judge #58. 

Whether final action judge res ides in the District of Colum-
bia. 

Whether final action judge is male. 

Whether defendant and final action judge are either both 
white or both nonwhite. 

Whether sex of defendant is same as that of the final action 
judge. 

Whether final action judge is white. 

-43-



-
Whether,an~ charge indicates crime against person and no 
charge lndlcates property-motivated crime. 

W~ether screening prosecutor indicates racial confronta­
tlon, assault on public official, or major violator. 

Whether any charge indicates property motivated offense. 

Whethel~ property or evi dence was recovered. 

Whether defendant and victim are strangers. 

Whether urinalysis test was positive. 

Whether victim is employed. 

Whether victim is a corporation, association or institu­
tion. 

Whether any indication of participation in crime by vic­
tim. 

Whether victim is reported to have physical or health 
problem. 

I~hether any indication of provocation by victim. 

Whether any indication that a prohibited weapon other 
than a gun was present or used (or both) at iime of ar­
rest. 

Years of age of victim. 
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CHAPTER 3. ANALYSIS OF POLICE PERFORMANCE 
FROM A COURT'S PERSPECTIVE 

A. Intl"oduction 

One of the conspicuous features of the cl"iminal justice system in 

the United States is its fl"agmentation. Criminal cases are managed i~ 

a sequence that begins with the police and, after the involvement of 

various officials, occasionally termina~es with prison authorities. 

Most informed observers seem to acknowledge that an essential step to­

ward crime reduction consists ofcool"dinating these involvements. The . 

National AdvisOl~y Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 

for example, has stated 

" ... no element of the criminal justice system completely 
dlscharges its responsibility simply by achieving its own im­
mediate objective. It must also cooperate effectively with 
the system's othel" elements ... , Police agencies have a respon­
sibility to participate fully in the system and cooperate ac­
tively with the COUl"ts, prosecutors, prison parole boards, and 
noncriminal elements. l 

In this paper we attempt to move toward such coordination by setting 

forth the framework for an analysis of one important sector of the criminal 

justice system, the police, from the vantage point of another, the court. 

A central notion motivating such an analysis is that policy implica­

tions can be glbaned from knowing the extent to which factors under 

police control al~e systematically related to "desirable" court outcomes .. 

1 National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 
Report on Police, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, 1973, 
p. 70 
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vie presume that the police leadership would find utility in knowing, for 

example, ·the extent in which a police officer's sex, age, and education 

affect the probability that his or her arrest will leave the court as a 

conviction, other factors held constant; such knowledge is potentially 

useful in setting policy both for recruitment and assignment of police 

officers. 

Other factors immediately reflect the effectiveness of police opera­

ti ons, factors that weaken or destroy the prosecutabil ity of the case. 

Among these are insufficiency of evidence, illicit search and seizure 

actions, cases in which inadmissable confessions or statements were 

obtained, instances where the police officer failed to appear at trial 

as a witness, delays in apprehending suspects, and lack of cooperation 

on the part of nonpolice witnesses. By knciwing how individual charac­

teristics of arresting officers affect these outcomes, a more detailed 

analysis of recruitment, training, and assignment policies is possible. 

We attempt to set the foundation for this analysis by describing a 

model to enable inferences about relationships between readily measurable 

police policies, as applied to individual cases, and the court outcomes 

of these cases. An alternative model is also described, based upon the 

individual officer rather than the individual case. Both models rel·ate 

. officer characteristics to court outcomes. 

In taking the court perspective, we are breaking tradition from most 

previous empirical research on police. Police operations have been ana­

lyzed on the basis of the rate of clearance of reported offense by 

arrest,2 rate of reported crime,3 rate of victimization,4 level of citi-. . 

zen satisfaction,S response time,6 and resource expenditure. 7 The vari-

ous probl~ms associated with these performance measures have been well 

documented. B We are attracted to court outcomes as a basis for further 

analysis of police operations primarily because this strikes us as an im-

portant link between arrests and subsequent crime levels that has not been 

thoroughly examined. Moreover, data are now available to conduct such a 

study. These data are a product of the Prosecutor's Management Informa­

tion System (PROMIS).9 

2 R.A. Carr-Hill and N.H. Stel"n, IIAn Econometl"ic t'10del of the Supply 
and Control of Recorded Offenses in Engl and and \,1 a 1 es, II Journal of 
Public Economics, vol. 2 (1973), pp. 289-318. 

3 George B. \'ieathersby, "Some Determinants of Crime: An Econometric 
Analysis of t~ajor and t~ino)~ Crimes Around Boston," unpublished manu­
script, September 1970; S.J. Press, Some Effe~ts of an Increase in Po­
lice t'1anpoys:r in the 20th JI..ecinct of New YO)~k City, Rand CO)~p. Paper 
no. R-704-NYC, New York, 1971. 

4 George L. Kelling~ et al., The Kansas City Preventive Patrol E~eri­
ment Summary Report, Police Foundation, \.Jashington, DC, 1974, pp. 20-
21. 

5 Rita Mae Kelly, et al., The Pilot Police Project: A Description and 
Assessment of a Police - Community Relations Experiment in \'Jashinqton, 
~, Ame)'ican Institutes for Research, Kensington, l,laryland, 1972-.-

6 Richard C. Larson, Urban Police Patrol Analysis, M.I.T. Press, Cam­
bridge, Mass., 1972. 

7 A. J. Tenzer,. et a 1 ., App 1 yi n9 the Concepts of Pt'ogram Budlleti nL!2 
the New York C,ty Police Department, Rand Corp. Paper No. RM-5846-NYC, 
Santa Monica, C~lif., 1969 . 

B Urban Institute, The Challenge of Productivity Divel~sity: Part III -
Measuring Police-Crime Control Productivity, report prepared for the 
National Comffiission on Productivity, 1972; Saul I. Gass and John M. 
Dawson, An Evaluation of Police Related Research: Reviews and Critical 
Discussions of Police-Related Resea)'ch in the Field of Police Protec­
tion, Mathematica, tnc., Bethesda, r·lO, 1974 

9 PROMIS ;s described in William A. Hamilton and Charles R. vJork, "The 
Prosecutor's Role in the Urban Court System: The Case for Management 
Consciousness," Journal of Criminal LaI·J and Criminology, June 1973. 
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place of residence, and martial status. And having decided what mix of 

persons ,to recruit, the department must decide how to train and assign 

these persons. 

Any systematic relationships that are found to exist between these 

policies and court outcomes that are desirable to the police are likely 

to have implications for recruitment, training, or assignment policies. 

For example, if, among those officers in positions to make arrests, 

officers with 10 to 15 years of experience more often arrest and bring 

forward serious cases to the prosecutor that end in conviction than 

other officers, after other factors are accounted for, then the depart­

ment might reassess a policy of promoting officers with 5 to 10 years 

of experience to administrative positions. In such instances, it might 

be more appropriate to promote the officer and give him or her the op­

portunity to remain in a patrol capacity. 

2. Performance or Productivity Measures 

The central purpose of this model, as noted above, is to provide 

a structure for estimating the effects that factors under police con-

trol have on court outcomes that are in some sense "desirable." We 

now attempt to pin down some elements of desirability. 

a. Case Acceptance by Prosecutor 
, 

It s~ems reasonable to assert tllat it is undesirable for the 

" 

police to arrest a suspect and then for the prosecutor to reject the case. 

I'lhen this happens, unnecessary costs are imposed on the police (unless 

arrests have a deterrent effect on crime that is independent of sanctions 

imposed,subsequently by the criminal justice sjstem), on the prosecutor, 
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on whomever of the suspects that are truly innocent, and on all persons 

victimized elsewhere due to this engagement of criminal justice resources. 

Accordingly, we find "~robability of case acceptance by prosecutor," P(P), 

to be a reasonable measure of performance within the model. 

b. Case Conviction 

The police appear to have very lHtle control over what happens 

to a case after it is accepted by the pl~osecutor, if it is accepted. At 

the same time, the prosecutor may accept some marginal cases that would 

have been stronger were it not for some weakness, such as alienated wit-

nesses or evidence not obtained, that was attributable to police operations. 

These cases, even though accepted for prosecution, may be less likely to 

end up as convictions than other cases. To the extent that this is true, 

it seems reasonable to treat "probability of conviction given acceptance 

by prosecuto!', II P(C/ P), as another measure of performance. 
, , 

Since the simple probability of conviction, P(C), is equal to the 

product P(P)·P(C P), we see that we can estimate relationships between 

police policy and conviction either in the large or in some detail, or 

both. I. This detail could be made even 1Il0re elaborate by considering 

events between initial screening by prosecutor and final disposition from 

the court, events such as preliminary hearings and grand jury proceedings. 

t. Extent of Reduction in Charges 

Further elaboration may be possible by focusing on the charges 

in the case. Charges are generally reduced between arrest and final court 

disposition, with the defendant most often freed on all charges (through 
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"no papers," dismissals, acquittals, etc.), although in a few rare cases 

the defendant is convicted on charges at least as serious as those orig-

inally brought by the arresting officer. Charges are reduced either 

because the police overcharged in the first place (the evidentiary cri­

terian for conviction is higher than for arrest), or due to factors be-

yond police control, or both. To the extent that charge reductions 

reflect police overcharging, unnecessary costs may be imposed on defen­

dants, since arrest records contain information about police charges and 

are rarely expunged. 

Moreover, outstanding police work should reveal itself not only in 

the level of convictions, but also in the seriousness of the charges 

that the convictions are based on. One would expect that the strength 

of evidence on each charge in a case is influenced by the police handling 

of witnesses and tangible evidence, and that improvements in police opera­

tions would strengthen the individual charges as well as the likelihood 

of conviction for the case as a whole. 

A simple proxy for charge reduction is whether a conviction is 

obtained on the most serious charge cited by the police at the time of 

arrest. Another is whether the attorney who screens the cas,e for the 

court agrees to prosecute the most serious charge cited by the arresting 

officer. A proxy for the seriousness of the charges on which the con­

viction is based is the maximum sentence associated with the most seri-

ous charge. Convictions on other charges are likely to be superfluous 

due to the extensive use of concurrent sentencing by judges. 
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d. Evenhandedness Measures 

It may u 1 so be pass i b'l e to perform certa i n ana lyses of evcnlwncl­

edness. ~ simple example of such an analysis consists of comparing the 

rac'ial characteristics of al'l'esting officers I'litll those of victims (l\Id " 

defendants.l° Is the prosecution of the case affected by val'ious combinations 

such as white officer-black defendant> black officer-white victim, etc.? 

Ana lyses of tlli s sort coul d also be done \'Jith l'egul'ci to other charn.cted s-

tics that may be subject to unfair discrimination) such as age and sex. To 

the extent that the data permit, this part of the analysis will control for 

other factol'S that may affect arrest decisions. The importance of such 

statistical control in the analysis of discrilnination has been well docu-

mented.ll We now look further into the matter of controlling for other 

3. Control Factors 

Due to ethical and legal considcr'ations~ contl'olled expctilllcnts 

tend to be impractical in teal-world analyses of the criminal justice 

system. FOI' .. this \'eClson~ OU1' mode'l will be applied to nonexperirnental 

data (i.e. ~ data that accumulate out of normal operationsj. It is 

essential, in analyzing such data, to incorporate factors other than' 

'those of primary concern. Failure to do so may distort the relationships 

observed between any two variables of interest. 

, 10 The rll.iladelph~J..!:!.quirer conducted a study along a similar line 1-/llich 
revea 1 ed, among other th'j ngs, that b 1 i;lck defendants were found gun ty by 
the judge 32 percent of the time when the judge was black, and 42 percent 
of the t'ime when the judge was white. Tlds finding is reported in a 1973 
supplement entitled "Cr'ime and' Injustice," by 1119.11il'el' reporters Donald L. 
Barlett und James B. Steele. 

11 Peter J. Bickel, et al., "Sex Bias in Graduate I\dmissions: Data from 
Bel"keley," Science, vol. 187 (February 7,1975), pp. 398-404. 
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For example, it surely would be misleading to investigate whether 

police officers assi~ned to a special tactical unit are either more 

or less effective than other officers based on court outcomes, in an 

analysis that ignores ever'y othe\~ factor. Suppose that these officers' 

tend to handle cases that, by their" very nature, are easier to obtain 

convictions fot once an arrest is made -- cases less likely to involve 

intl~afamily cr'imes, for example. In order to 'isolate the effect of the 

police officer's unit or assignment on the, probability of a desirable 

outcome, then, accoullt will be taken for the relationship between victim 

and defendant, as well as other factors that affect court outcomes, such 

as evidence, witnesses" case seriousness, defendant seriousness, charac-

teristics of the prosecutor) judge, and so on. 

4. Graphical Depiction of the Basic Structure 

Figllre 1 depicts fundamental relationships between policy variables~ 

performance measures, and control factors. It is an oversimplified 

structure that is intended only to serve as a starting place from which 

Pol 'i cy ,I :')3:-

Val~iables 

\ I Contro 1 
" Factors 

----' 

Figure 1 
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Perforlnanc~'l 
fljeasu.res ~ 

;} 

• ! 

we build a Dlore elaborate model. That this model is oversimplified can 

be realized by considering that iJ. policy vatiable such as "exper'ience of 

the a rres t'i ng offi cer" may affect the 1 eng th of delay betvlcen the date 

of the offense and the date on \'ilri ell the case is brought to the prosecu-

tor, and this may in turn affect the performance measure "likelihood that 

the prosecutor wi 11 accept the case. II Thus, the va ri ab 1 elide 1 ay betvvee,l 

offense and prosecutor screening" is intermediate to a policy variable and 

a performance measure, and not explicitly reflected in Figure 1. Quality 

and amount of tangible evidence, probability of exclusionary rule v'io­

lat'ions (e.g., illegal search or seizure~ i'll'icitly obti1ined testil.lonial 

eviden~e, improperly executed arrest warrant), and witness cooperntiveness 

are other factors that are likely to be intermediate in the same sense. 

We can elaborat~ on Figure to reflect these intermediate factors, 

in the manner' depicted in Figure 2. Note that con-l:/'ol factors (such as 

relationship between victim and defendant) can exert independent'influ­

ences on policy variables (e.g., officer's unit), on intermediate factors 

(e.g., witness cooperation), and on performance measures (e.g., evenhand-

edness). 

5. Algebraic Representation 

The graphical depictions of the pl"evious sect'ion, \'I'hen expressed 

in algebraic terms, provide a more precise stru.cture for the empirical 

estimates to,follow. To do this, we first define principal variables 

of the analys'is: 

P: probabi 1 ity of a COUI't outcome desi rab 1 e to the 
police (e.g., conviction) 
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( I:" I \' .... g., Clarac-
tel~istics of 
an~esting and 
investigating 
officer, officer's 
unH) 

Figure 2 

'. 

Interm8d'j u te 
factOl~s 

'----------

(E.g., delay in upprchcn­
s'ion, quality of ev'idence~ 
witness cooperation~ ex­
clusiollCl,ry ru1e violat'ions) 

Control 
factol's 

(E.g., crime category, 
relationship between 
victim and defendant, 
case seriousness, defen­
dant's criminal history, 
characteristics of prose­
cutor,·judge, and defense 
couns~l) 
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r-------
Pel~fotmance 
measures 

(E.g., likelihood 
of acceptance by 
prosecutor, con­
vi cti on) evenhand­
edness) 

,---------.;..--_.,; •• _------

0: delay in apprehension; number of days from 
offense to arrest 

W: probability that witnesses will not cause the 
case to drop out of the court 

N: number of witnesses cited at the time of screen­
'j ng by the prosecutor 

E: whether tangible evidence, such as weapOllS or 
stolen pl~opel'ty~ \'las recovered by the pol'ice 

X: vector of variables that descl~ibe the pl"'jnw,ry 
arresting officer (e.g., years on force~ age, 
unit, sex, residence) 

C: vector of control variables (e,g., crime category, 
relationship betv/een victim and deferclant, case 
seriousness, defendant's cl'illlina.'j history, chal~ac­
teristics of screening attorney).12 

We then can write 

P = P (0, vi, N, E, X, Cp) ( 1 ) 

which says that the likelihood of a court outcome desil~able to the police 

;s determined by the length of delay in apprehending the suspect, the 

quality of testimonial evidence, the existence of tangible evidence, cer­

tain characteristics of the arresting officer, and other factors that 

affect this likelihood, to be determined empirically. 

A mbre detailed analysis of the manner in which the characteristics 

of the arresting officer affect the likelihood of a court outcome desirable 

to the police can be inferred by estimating parameters of the expl~essions 

0 = 

w = 

and E = 

D(X, CO) 

W (N, X, C~'J) 

E(X, CE) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

12Variables in PROMIS available for use as statistical controls are described 
in PROMIS Briefing Series, Volumes 1 (pp. 7-8) and 3, Institute for Law and 
Social Research, Washington, 1975. 
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The value of estimating the parameters of these equations lies 
, 

largely in the implications that these parameters have for police train-

ing and assignment policies. For example, preliminary results of multiple 

regression analysis that follows this model indicate that younger police 

officers are more likely than older officers to bring cases to the court 

that drop out due to witness problems. In most other respects, younger 

officers appear not to be measurably inferior to older officers. Hence, 

it may be appropriate to give additional training on the proper handling 

of witnesses to the younger officers, or to assign them to cases where 

witness problems al'e less likely to exist, or both, Other multivariate 

techniques to be considered for use in the estimation of these relation­

ships are described in a separate document. IS 

C. Officer-Oriented Model 

The model described above is based upon an analysis of individual 

cases that come to the prosecutor. An alternative, but similar model is 

based on the individual police officer. Under this alternative model we 

bring to~ether all cases brought forward to prosecution for a single ar­

resting officer during a period, as a single observation. Officers who 

made no arrests during the period will be excluded, since many of these 

officers were assigned to positions that precluded the possibility of 

their making arrests. The policy variables of primary interest here, as 

before, are characteristics of the officer and the officer·s unit. 

Y3 IJThe Application of Multivariate Analysis Techniques in the PROMIS 
Research Project,·· Institute for Law and Social Research tech~ical docu­
ment, 1975. 
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Th,e performance measures under this alternative model are analogues 

to those ~osited earlier. One is the number of cases accepted by the 

prosecutor. Another is the number of cases in which the defendant was 

convicted. A third is the proportion of arrests made by this officer 

that were accepted for prosecution. A fourth is the proportion of arrests 

that ended in conviction. A fifth is the total seriousness score for the 

crime or the defendants, or both, of all cases accepted by the prosecutor. 

A sixth is the total seriousness score of all cases that terminated in 

conviction. 

The respective effects of each officer characteristic on each per­

formance measure will be estimated and assessed. These results will then 

be compared with those of the case-based model. The multivariate statis­

tical techniques to be used in this analysis will be drawn from the 

methodological design set forth in the document cited in footnote 13. 

D. Conclusion 

It is, of course, too early to draw conclusions about police opera­

tions from a model that has not yet been thoroughly tested empirically. 

At the same time, one cannot perform a meaningful empirical analysis with-

out a reasonable structure that organizes the data elements available for 

analysis. The set of data elements available for this analysis is unique, 

and the number of cases is quite large. These data are clearly capable 

of providing new insights into police operations. 

For example, it has been asserted without empiricaZ support that a 

police officer who lives in the same jurisdiction where he works will be 
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more effective than the officer who lives elsewhere, due to a greater 

sense of commitment to the community.J!f If this were so, we \'JOuld expect 

officers residing in the District of Columbia to bring to the court cases 

that are prosecuted successfully more often than cases brought by other 

officers. Our preliminary findings indicate that most officers live out­

side the District, that these officers tend to make slightly more arrests 

per officer than those living in D.C., and that the conviction probability 

appears to be virtually insensitive to the residence of the officer, 

after a very 1 arge set of other factors are accounted for. I~e report 

this here not because we regard this as a particularly crucial finding 

that warrants any sort of immediate attention, but because it serves to 

exemplify the kind of policy relevant issue on which light can be cast 

from the analytic design described in this paper. 

14 This debate has been summatized in lJerry Wilson, Police Report: A View 
of Law Enforcement, Little Brown & Co., Boston, 1975, pp. 193-195. 
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CHAPTER 4. PATTERNS OF CRIMINAL AND RELATED COMMUNITY BEHAVIOR 

A. Introduction , 

The overall objective of the PROMIS research grant is to develop 

information which will be useful in improv'ing the equity and the effective­

ness of the criminal justice system in Washington, D.C., and which may be 

applicable to other jurisdictions. Knowledge about patterns of criminal 

and related community behavior within Washington, D.C., may be a direct 

help to the prosecutor in making decisions about how to handle certain cases 

and defendants and to the police in allocating resources. There may also 

be indirect benefits gained from looking at variables associated with 

different types of criminal behavior. Preventive meaSUl"es may be taken to 

alleviate some of the conditions associated with a high incidence of a par-

ticular crime. 

The research on patterns of criminal and related community behavior 

will be conducted in four phases: preparation of the research design and 

descriptive statistics, multivariate statistical analysis of the 'data, 

testing and evaluation of the findings through field experiments, and prepa­

ration of reports on the findings including specific recommendations to the 

police and prosecutor. 

The research focuses on specific subtopics, phased over three years 

of effort. The first involves developing a typology of criminal behavior 

specific to Washington, D.C., and the second involves developing and com­

puting geographically oriented systems rates of criminal behavior for each 

step in the criminal justice process, based upon the typology. The first 

two subtopics involve a description of criminal behavior occurrtng in 

Washington, D.C. The third, fourth and fifth subtopics are attempts to 

explain the rates by different methods. The ecological characteristics of 
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where the crime was committed and where the defendant lives are considered 

as possible, explanatory factors. The fourth subtopic focuses on the effects 

of the situational variables of the crime, including characteristics of the 

case and the defendant, on the systems rates. The fifth subtopic also in- , 

volves a situational factor--the victim--but the question is handled sepa­

rately since data sources available on victimization are not available for 

other situational variables. The sixth subtopic involves developing, test­

ing, and implementing methods for predicting recidivism. There will be a 

yet unspecified seventh subtopic concerning the factors associated with 

citizens coming forward to participate in the criminal justice process as 

witnesses. 

B. Research Subtopics and Tasks 

1. Crime Classification Scheme. 

a. Introduction. Due to the complexity of the cases which are 

handled by the Superior Court in the District of Columbia, or any urban 

criminal court, some method of grouping and organizing the data must be 

found. If, for example, every court charge code were to be examined in 

regard to characteristics of the crime, the victim, and the defendant, it 

would be very difficult to come up with any useful generalizations. On the 

other hand, it is possible to have such broad categories of criminal behavior 

that any recommendations could never be applied to a specified case. There­

fore, the first task of this area of research is to develop a model--a 

typology of criminal behavior. When such a model is developed, all other 

tasks under patterns of criminal behavior can use this model as a base. It 

;s probable that the model will be changed and modified as the research pro­

ceeds. 
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The idea of forming a typology of criminal behavior is scarcely new. 

Lombroso, ~he Italian criminologist of the middle 1800's, used his analy­

sis of skulls to form a typology of criminals. Since then numerous others 

have formed typologies based on psychological characteristics of the offen­

der, constitutional types, family background) etc. Most of the typologies 

have been based on the offender, rather than the criminal incident, due to 

the criminologist's concern with treatment and rehabilitation. There have 

also been nUllletous typologies of vict'ims. Formation of a typology depends 

upon the goals of the research. For instance, if a typology is formed 

which explains the causes of crime, it is unlikely that it will give insight 

into punishment and correction. In this project we are less concerned with 

forming a universal theory of criminal behavior than with using the typology 

as a way of organizing the data for examining decisions made by the police, 

courts, prosecutor, witnesses, and victim. 

There are at least two possible reasons for forming a typology for 

use in the project. The first is to describe criminal incidents occurring 

in the District of Columbia in terms of systems rates and then to look for 

factors associated with the rates. The second is to focus on the defendant 

in terms of predicting the likelihood of his recidivating. These two pur­

poses require different approaches, since the first focuses on the offense 

(Where, when and why does it occur? How is it processed through the crimi­

nal justice system?) and the second on the defendant (How can he be pre­

vented from recidivating?). The second purpose of predicting recidivism 

will be in Section E. 

There are three data sources on crime to which the typology must be 

oriented: data;n PROMIS, LEAA victimization data, and police date. This 

implies several considerations. Victimization data obviously only involves 
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crimes in which there is a victim, leaving out victimless crimes, such as 

public 00d~r offenses contained in the police and court data. Police data 

contain offenses such as traffic violations which are not processed in the 

Superior Court which has the PROMIS data. Since the interest here is in 

computing systems rates for criminal behavior which can be compared, coordi­

nation of these three data sources will be a large factor in the formation 

of the typology. Additional constraints are that the~'e should be enough 

cases in any "type" so that it can be further broken down by geographic 

area and that the way in ~'lhich criminal behavior is examined is applicable 

to other jurisdictions. 

b. Standards for a typology of crime. The two standards Ulat 

any tYPo-logy should meet are that it is exhaustive and that its categories 

are mutually exclusive. In other words, a given case must be able to be 

classified into one, and only one, category. The typology can be built 

on one dimension or several. The criteria of exhaustive and mutually exclu­

sive categories are probably easiest to meet if the typology is structured 

using one dimension and then other dimensions are associated with each 

resulting type. The problem v/ith using several dimensions is that the number 

of types can become very large if one constructs the typology by CI'OSS­

classifying the dimensions. For example, if there are three dimensions each 

of which can assume three values, 27 types will be formed. Unless some 

types formed by the cross-classification never have any cases in them accord­

ing to empir'ical tests, the only way to reduce such a large typology is to 

combine categories, which loses the specificity originally desired. In 

terms of criminal behavior, it becomes important to determine wh~t the basis 

of the typology should be--the offense, the defendant, the victim, or some 
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combination of these. Due to the need to coordinate the data sources 

mentioned ~bove, the basis will probably be the offense. After determining 

the base or bases, one can choose many different characteristics of each 

base to be the variable or variables used as dimensions. For instance, if 

the offense is used as the basis, the seriousness of the offense could be 

a dimension, as well as the legal crime category, number of charges, maxi­

mum sentence possible, etc. 

Originally, it was felt that the offense-based typology developed by 

~linard and Quinney would be suitable for grouping the offenses recorded in 

PROMIS. l Hm'lever, there are many di sadvantages to the typology. The 

typology consists of nine types structured from five dimensions. Clinard 

and Quinney never make it clear how they reduce their typology to nine 

types. If each dimension only had two possible values, this would create 

32 types. If the typology were used empirically, one would surely have 

cases whose values on the five dimensions would cause them to fall outside 

the typology, thus eliminating cases. This means the typology is not exhaus­

tive. Secondly, the types do not appear to be mutually exclusive, or at 

least not ~ccording to any measurements available from the data presently 

available. There are problems in choosing between tvJO or more types in 

some cases. For instance, shoplifting might be classified into three ~f 

the types: occasional property, occupational, or professional criminal 

behavior. The other four dimensions, other than legal offense category, do 

not appear sufficient to discriminate between various shoplifting cases. 

The greatest problem, however, with the Clinard and Quinney typology is that 

1 Marshall B. Clinard and Richard Quinney, Cl'iminal Behavior Systems: A 
TypologX (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1973). 
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it is not well oriented to the data base. Even if it were possible to 

classify mO,st of the cases in PRmUS, there is very little chance of 

classifying the police and LEAA data into the same types. 

The typology must be formed with three considerations in mind: it 

should be of use to the people for whom it is primarily being developed, 

i.e., the police and prosecutor; the model must be appropriate to the 

various types of data to be used, including LEAA victimization data, police 

offense reporting and arrest data, PROMIS data, and census data; and most 

impol"tant, the typology should be geared to the criminal behavior processed 

through the D.C. Superior Court and, at the same time, have application to 

other jurisdictions. It appears that the typology used with the systems 

rates will be a criminal-incident based typology. 

c. Tasks. There are six basic tasks which should be completed 

to develop the typology: 

o A litel~ature search on typologies and related methodologies 

should be conducted, with particular emphasis on research in­

involving a large urban criminal court. 

o Local police and prosecutors should be questioned as to how 

they group criminal incidents. 

o A review of methods of classification by LEAA in its victimi~ 

zation survey and methods of classification by the police 

should be made. 

o Frequency distributions of various charges, c~ses and defen­

dants, flowing through the Superior Court should be ~xamined, 

looking for patterns. 

o A tentative typology should be developed based on the above 
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and reviewed with operational personnel. 

~ After a typology is developed from combining information 

obtained from the five steps above, a computer program should 

be written to classify the criminal behavior reflected in 

PROMIS, police and victimization data along the lines of the 

typology. Modifications will have to be made to be sure each 

case falls into one type only. 

2. Systems rates. 

a. Introduction. The\~e is a "true crime rate" of any geographical 

area whi ch is the number of crimes actually committed) whether l~eported or 

not, per unit of population or organizational unit exposed to risk. The 

victimization surveys being conducted in major U.S. cities by LEAA are an 

attempt to measure this "true crime rate" or at least to estimate it. From 

the actual criminal incident until someone is sentenced for the crime, cases 

drop out of the criminal justice system at each point in the process. The 

first point at which cases drop out occurs because not every person who is 

victimized reports the incident to the police. In the case of victimless 

crimes, not all offenses are detected and reported by other citizens or dis­

covered by the police. The next dropout point occurs when only a certain 

percentage of criminal incidents reported to the police are considered to be 

founded offenses. Of the founded offenses, some proportion are cleared by 

arrest; this clearance rate is a well-known traditional measure of police 

performance. The cases which continue to drop out all along the process 

until some proportion of the defendants are sentenced can be quantified in 

terms of systems rates. Each rate can be expressed as either the cases 

reaching a certain point in the process divided by the population exposed 

-66-

" 



to risk or divided by the number of cases processed at the previous step. 

The rates c,an be seen as probabi 1 iti es when expressed as th~ cases reachi ng 

a certain point in the process divided by the number of cases processed 

at the previous step. The pt'obabil ity of a case reaching any point in the 

process, such as arrest or conviction, is the joint probability that it 

passed through all the previous points. Thus, the probabil ity of convic­

tion can be computed by multiplying the victimization rate, reporting rate, 

arrest rate, papering rate, and conviction rate. These systems rates can 

be used to measure the effectiveness of the syst~n at each point in the 

process. 

This idea of computing systems rates was suggested in a recent article 

by Klel'n, et a1. 2 Pr ' h 11 I eVlOUS researc ers usua y Close to study either 

offenses reported to the police, arrest data, court data, or corrections 

data, without comparing data from one part of the criminal justice system 

to the other. One important part of any comparison of rates is to have 

data measuring the "true crime rate. II One can estimate the true crime rate 

by either interviewing people to see if they have been victimized or inter­

vievling them to see if they have committed a crime. The former method has 

been chosen by LEAA ; n its vi ctimi zati on surveys. It must be noted that 

since some crimes do not involve a victim, a victimization survey will not 

provide data on some crimes. 

b. Considerations in computing systems rates. The systems 

rates computed vJill be specific to a geographical atea and type of crime, 

using the typology of criminal behavior previously developed. Mannheim 

~ Malcolm W. Klein, Solomon Kobrin, A.W. McEachern, and Herbert R. Sigurdson, 
S~stem Rates: An Approach to Comprehensive Criminal Justice Planning," 

Crlme and Dellnguenc~, 17 (October 1971), pp. 335-372. 
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raises the question of whether crime rates should be studied Ilin relation 

to the resi~ence of the offender or to the place where the crime has been 

committed: the first would be significant as revealing potential breeding 

grounds of crime, i.e., the place where the offender lives presumably 

helps to shape his personality and conduct; the second would indicate 

features attractive to law breakers. 11
3 Both these methods have been used 

in ptevious research and this study \,-li11 attempt to compute both types of 

rates. 

There ate three additional considerations in developing the rates: 

the spatial unit of analysis, the time frame to be used, and the population 

base for the rates. It has been mentioned above that the typology of 

criminal behavior developed should be compatible with the LEAA victimiza­

tion data, police complaint and artest data, PROMIS data, and census data. 

Similarly, the geographical divisions of Washington, D.C., chosen to be 

the spatial unit of analysis must fit these sources. Probably the smallest 

unit analyzed will be a census tract. Data appear to be available for this 

level of analysis from police and court data. However, residence of the 

victim appears to be the only information possibly available by census 

tract from the victimization survey. To compare systems rates, the place 

of the offense is needed. 

The time frame for comparing systems rates fot the base year will be 

calendar year 1973. Police and court data will be available for this time 

period. The LEAA victimization survey for the District of Columbia asked 

residents to recall incidents which happened in the previous 12 months, 

3 Hermann Mannheim, Comparative Criminol~ (London: Routledge and Kegan 
Paul, 1969), p. 547. 
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with interviews taking place from January through April 1974. Census data, 

for use in relationship to neighborhood characteristics, are only available , 

for 1970, but certain limited population estimates may be available for 

calendar year 1973. 

In computing crime rat,es, different bases must be used for different 

crimes. The rates by residence of the offender present a simpler problem 

than the rates by place of offense. The base for a rate by place of resi­

dence of the defendant can be computed per 1,000 population since the unit 

of analysis would be the individual. The defendants who have several cases 

would only be counted once in the numerator. Computing rates by place of 

the offense involves other problems. For crimes in which a person is vic­

timized, population can be used. However, in the case of property crimes, 

such as shoptifting or burglary, stores or residences are at risk, not 

people. Further, if rates of shoplifting using population bases were to 

be cOnllJuted for census tracts, r:igh rates would be found in the business 

districts partially due to the lack of residential population. Other 

researc~~rs have dealt with this problem by computing rates for certain 

crimes using bases other than population. Lottier, who computed rates by 

place of OffU:Si; for Part I offenses in Detroit, used burglaries occurring 

,in a particular chain store which had stores throughout the city, as his 

crime rate for burglary.4 Boggs used a business-residential land-use r~tio 

as the base for rates of business robbery, nonresidential . burglary and grand 

1 arceny. 'She used the amount of parki ng space as the base for auto theft 
5 and square feet of street space as the base for robbery. When the typology 

4 Stuat't Lottier, liThe Distribution of Criminal Offenses in Metropolitan 
Regions,1I Journal of Criminal Law' and Criminology, 23, 1, (1938), pp. 37-50. 

5 Sal'ah Boggs, IIUrban 'Crime Pattel"ns,1I American Sociological Review, 30, 6 
(December 1965), pp. 899-908. 
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discussed in Section 8.1 is developed, the bases for the rates will be 

determ'j ned " 

c. Types of Systems Rates. The systems rates to be developed 

for each type of criminal behavior and geographical area are as follows. 

(1) The victimization rate. This rate should be available from LEAA's 

victimization study of the District of Columbia for the entire city, but 

not by census tract. The survey questioned approximately 10,000 households 

and 2,000 commercial establishments to see if they had been victims of 

'selected crimes. The survey was conducted over a four-month period from 

January through April 1974, and respondents were asked about events within 

the last 12 months. Measures obtained from the survey should approximate 

the IItrue cl"ime rate" for the District of Columbia. Since the crimes selected 

for study by LEAA will have to be interfaced with the model for criminal 

behavior, probably victimization rates can be computed for only certain types 

of criminal behavior. From these rates, it can be determined what the actual 

rates for certain types of crimes are in Washington, D.C., in order to com­

pare them to rates from police and court data.' The victimization data will 

be based on a sample which means that sampling variability may limit some of 

the findings. 

(2) The complaint rate. This rate should be available from the'police 

and is intended to measure the amount of crime coming to the attention of the 

police eith~r through complaints (offense reports) or crime discovered by 

police patrols. It is the rate at which criminal incidents are reported to 

the police whether or not a suspect is apprehended. This rate can also be 

a measure of police pel'formance throughout the city and a measure of citizen's 

confidence in the criminal justice system if computed as a ratio of complaints 
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to victimizations. Since victimization data will only be available for 

Hashington" D.C., asa whole, these ratios can only be computed for each 

type of criminal behavior occurring in the District of Columbia, not by 

census tract. Also, victimization data are only available for certain 

types of criminal behavior. Rates will also be computed using a base other 

than victimization data, such as population, fOl~ each census tract and type 

of criminal behavior. Indications are that a police offense tape can be 

geocoded to provide data by census tract. 

(3) The art'est and c1 earance by arrest rates. These rates wi 11 be 

computed by type of criminal behavior and by area, using the offense loca­

tion recorded in PROMIS. The arrests would be those brought to the prose­

cutor and recorded in PROMIS. As with the complaint rate, the clearance 

rate can be computed in two ways: as ~ ratio of arrests to complaints and 

clearances to complaints, or by using some form of population base. 

(4) The papering rate. This rate would be measured from tLe cases 

papered for each type of criminal behavior and geographic area. A defini­

tion of papering will have to be developed which takes into account the 

practice of the prosecutor sometimes not papering the charge in the case. 

The papering rate can also be computed in two ways: as the cases papered 

divided by the cases brought to the prosecutor, or using population data. 

The papering rate can be used as an indication of the quality of police 

arrests. 

(5) The conviction rate. This rate can be computed from the PROMIS 

data using the offense location and computing the rate based on cases in 

which there has been a final disposition. Conviction must be de~ined, 

taking into account the changes which take place in the charges during 
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prosecution of the case. If a criminal incident is taken as the unit of 

analysis,'a,conviction might be a finding of guilty on at least one charge. 

This rate can be computed as the rate of convictions compared to cases 

which have at least one charge papered. As such, this might serve as a 

measure of prosecution performance. 

" 

The other systems rates which can be computed by type of criminal behavior 

and geographical area focus on the defendant, not the crime and the victim. 

Such rates can be computed by residence of the defendant which is available 

in PROMIS, although the information may have questionable reliability. These 

rates can be computed for those defendants arrested, those with cases papered, 

and for those convicted by type of criminal behavior and area of residence 

in the District of Columbia. This rate would give an indication of where 

people who are arrested, prosecuted, and convicted of criminal incidents live, 

as opposed to where victimization takes place. It is important to realize 

that the persons arrested and/or convicted of crimes may differ in character­

istics from the universe of persons who commit crimes. 

The following tasks must be completed in order to compute all these 

l~ates : 

D A literature search should be conducted on the methodology of 

developing systems rates. 

D The sources of data for computing the rates should be contacted, 

including LEAA and the police, in order to define the geographical 

unit of analysis possible for each rate, as well as the time frame. 

D A geocoding system for matching addresses and areas should be 

developed for the different rates. 

D Bases for the rates should be developed. 
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o Geographical maps of Washington, D.C., should be developed 

for each rate and type of criminal behavior. 

3. An EcoloJ1lc~J._S_tudy of Cr'ime and the Processing of Cases in the 
District of Columbia 

a. Introduction. The District of Columbia is not a homogeneous 
" 

community. Different geographical areas of the city vary in terms of whether 

the structures in the area are primarily for residential or commercial use, 

the percent of black residents, the average income and size of the family 

units, etc. Crime occurrence also varies throughout Washington, with some 

nei gllborhoods bei ng cons idered more IIdangerous" than oth'ers. Thi s suggests 

an appropriate area to research: the relationship of crime to the characteris-

tics of the various neighborhoods in the District of Columbia. A further 

quest'ion raised by Mannheim in his book, Comparative Criminologx, is whether 

crime rates should be studied Ilin relation to the residence of the offender 

or to the place where the crime has been committed: the first would be sig-

nificant as revealing potential breeding grounds of crime, i.e., the place 

whete the offender lives presumably helps to shape his personality and con­

duct; the second would indicate features attractive to lawbreakers. 116 Since 

the PROMIS data contain information on both the residence of the offender 

and the place of the offense, both types of studies can be conducted. 

Evenhandedness is an issua in this ecological study of crime. Citizens 

have a right to receive equal consideration by criminal justice agencies, 

whether as Victims or defendants, regatdless of the part of the city in 

which they live. 

6Hel'I11ann Mannheim, Compal'ative Criminology (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 
1969), p. 547. 
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In terms of the place of the offense, arrest rates, prosecution rates, 

and convict,ion rates should not vary according to some characteristic of 

the area, such as the average income of its residents. In the same vein, 

the prosecution and conviction of defendants should not be based on the 

neighborhood in which they live. 

There will be two steps to the full exploration of the geographic 

patterns of crime and the court processing of crime in Washington, D.C. 

The first task will be to establish where the offenses are being committed 

and where the defendants are living. This can be accomplished by analyzing 

the reported offenses and arrested defendants for different types of crime 

by census tract for the District of Columbia. Next, by following cases 

through PROMIS, rates of arrest, prosecution and conviction by type of 

crime and census tract can be established for criminal incidents. Prosecu­

ti on and convi cti on l~ates can also be prepared by type of crime and census 

tract for defendants. The final step will be to relate these geographic 

patterns to the neighborhood characteristics. 

b. Previous research. Ecological studies of crime in major urban 

cities, intluding Chicago, Baltimore, Seattle, Detroit, and others, have been 

done rather extensively in the United States since the 1920s. The early re­

search focused on the residence of the defendant rather than the place of the 

offense. The sociological theory behind these studies of large cities VJaS that 

delinquency, is at least partially influenced by economic and social conditions, 

rather than being determined by something innate within the delinquent. Since 

juvenile delinquency frequently leads to adult crime, the conditions causing 

delinquency, i.e" the ecological and environmental characteristics of the 

neighborhoods where delinquents live, must be improved in order to affect the 
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cr-ime rate. The Chicago Area Project, a community crime prevention program, 

grew out of, an early ecol ogi ca 1 study by Shaw and HcKay.7 Thi s study was 

followed by many others in various cities, including those by Boggs, Bo)~dua, 

Lander, Polk, Quinney and v/hite. 8 The studies varied by the city or cities 

studied, whether the offenses were grouped or handled separately, whether 

delinquents or adults were studied, and the source of data that was used--

police, courts, etc. In general, negative associations with the crime rate 

were found for measures of high socioeconomic status and family stability, 

and positive associations were found for population density, substandard 

housing, and the racial or ethnic composition of the community, measured as 

the percent of foreign-born or nonWhite residents. 

Ecological studies focussing on the place of the offense have a dif­

ferent purpose than those focussing on the residence of the defendant, and 

have usually been conducted by different researchers. Finding crime types 

that occur together in a geographical area is a frequent goal when place of 

the offense is stUdied. Two researchers, White in Indianapolis and Schmid 

in Seattle, found high offense rates in the center of the city, as well as 

high rates of defendants residing there. 9 Boggs, who also computed offense 

7 Clifford Shavl and Henry D. Mcf~ay, Juvenile Delinquency in Urban Areas 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, revised ed'ition, 1969). 

8, Sa)~ah Boggs, "Urban Crime Patterns," American Sociolog'ical Review, 30,' 
6 (Dec" 1965), pp. 899-908.; David J. Bordua, IIJuvenile Delinquency and 
IAnomie l

: An Attempt at Replication," Social Problems, 6, 3 (Winter, 1958-
59), pp. 230-238; Bernard Lander, Towards an Understanding of Juvenile 
Delinguency (New York: Columbia University Press, 1954; Kenneth Polk, 
IIJuvenile Delinquency and Social A)~eas," Social Problems, 5,3 (Winter, 
1957-58), pp, 214-217; Richard Quinney, "Crime, Delinquency and Social 
Areas," The Journal of Resea)~ch in Crime and Delinquency, 1,2 (July, 
1964), pp. 149-154; Clyde R. l~hite, liThe Relation of Felonies to Environ­
mental Factors in Indianapolis," Social Forces, 10, 4 (May, 1932), pp. 498-
513. 

9 \~hite, op.cit.; Calvin Schmid, "Urban Crime Areas; Part JII and "Urban 
Crime Areas; Part IT," American Sociological Review, 24,4 (Aug., 1960), 
pp. 527-542, and 5(Oct. 1960), pp. 655-678. . 
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rates and rates by residence of the defendant, found that t~e rates for 

homicide, 'assault and residential burglary were high in the same area, but 

that rates for other crimes differed by vlhether the rate was computed by 

place of the crime or the residence of the defendant. 10 

Since much work has already been done in other cities with this concept 

of ecological patterns of crime, what merit is there in doing an ecological 

study of the District of Columbia? By describing the neighborhoods where 

the offenses are occurring and the defendants are living, information can 

be obtained which is useful to the police and to citizens. Police patrol 

patterns can be made more efficient through the utilization of feedback on 

the patterns of offenses and arrests. This study also has another emphasis-­

evenhandedness. Is j usti ce bei ng d i stri buted equally throughout the ci ty? 

In particular, is there evenhandedness for all socioeconomic groups? In 

addressing these issues, the ecological variables will be tested to see how 

they affect the system flow rates at each point in the criminal justice 

process. In the past, either police complaint data, police arrest data, or 

court data has. been selected for study because of various theories about 

which data best reflect the "true crime rate. II Some researchers chose 

offenses reported to the police because these seemed to be closest to the 

~ctual victimization; others chose court data because they were screened and 

therefore would be a better measure of the cases worthy of public attention. 

By looking instead at each step along the process, from reported offenses 
.. 

to conviction, one can see the differing effects of neighborhood characteris-

tics on the different system flow rates, and therefore begin to separate 

factors which possibly influence the police not to arrest a suspect, or the 

court not to prosecute. 

10 Boggs, op.cit. 
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Another feature of this study is that the influence of ecological 

factors will be measured for dHferent types of crime. In the ea\~lier 

studies of crime and delinquency, rates by place of offense or rates by 

residence of the defendant were not specified by type of crime. Later 

researchers found that relationsllips between crime and neighborhood 

characteristics va\~y by cl"ime type. A study by Scheusslei' and Slatin of 

index crimes for cities in the U.S. with over 100,000 population found 

tha t robbery, burgl ary, grand 1 a rceny, petty 1 arceny and auto theft V/el"e 

Bssociated with certain socioeconomic conditions, such as median monthly 

rent, and that murder and aggravated assault were associated with other 

factors, such as the percent of homes with more than 1.5 persons per room. ll 

c. Q~ll.endenLy.sxiQhlgL: . .0§:.oJll:Qp..i1j,£-_SY.~J:.~!n fl9~l!.te.2.. A geo­

graphical analysis of the District of Columbia by neighborhood where 

criminal incidents are occurring and neighborhood werd defendants live 

can be produced using data for 1973. In addition to PROMIS, one additional 

type of data is needed fOI' the analysis of crimes involving a victim: 

offenses reported to the police. The rates to be prepared will be dis­

cussed belo\>J, first in ter.ms of the criminal incident and second in terms 

of the defendant. 

An armed robbery can i nvol ve several vi ctims and several defendan.ts. 

The theoretical definition of a criminal incident to be used in this 

research is a criminal event taking place at a particular time in a parti~u­

lar location involving one or more offenders and either no specific victims, 

one victim or several victims. The practical definition available in police 

l~.Karl Schuessler an~ Gerald Slatin, lI$ources of Variation in U.S. City 
Cl1me, 1950 and 1960, Jo_ul~nal of Research in C\~ime and Delinquency 1 
2(July, 1964)~ pp. 127-148. - -" 
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data and in PROMIS is achieved by using the criminal complaint number 

\'Jhich is as-signed to each offense as it is reported to or by the police. 

Each unique number will be considered a criminQl incident. 

Theoretically, one would want to begin with victimizations when doing 

a geographical analysis of criminal incidents or offenses. Since these 

data are not available for Washington by census tracts, reported offenses 

must be the baseline of the analysis. This does not allow one to address 

the question of what parts of the city are more likely to report crimes to 

the police. Using the classification system developed for criminal inci­

dents, described in the papel~ IIClassification of Criminal Incidents and 

Cases by Type of Crime, II the following numbers can be computed by type of 

crime and census tract where the offense occurred: 

0 Criminal incidents reported to or discovered by the police. 

0 Criminal incidents in which at least one arrest was made. 

0 Criminal incidents in which at least one defendant was prosecuted. 

0 Criminal incidents in which at least one defendant was convicted. 

From these numbers, three rates can be computed: an arrest rate, a 

prosecution rate, and a conviction rate. The arrest rates will be computed 

only for crimes which involve a victim. Rates will be computed for cate­

gories of crime which have large numbers o~ offenses. 

The first point at Which one can begin to follow an offender is after 

arrest. However, persons who are arrested might be a different group from 

those who commit crimes. Measurements of the possible bias between persons 

committing crimes and those arrested cannot be made from the available data, 

however. For thi s reason, only the foll owi ng wi 11 be tabul ated by type of 

crime and census tract where the defendant lives: 
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o Number of persons arrested. 

o Number of defendants prosecuted. 

o Number of defendants convicted. 

From these figures, prosecution rates and conviction rates can be com­

puted. In addition, the pattern of arrests can be studied, 

d. Independent variables - Neighborhood characteristics. In­

formation on the neighborhodd characteristics of geographic areas in 

the District of Columbia is available from several sources. From surveying 

the previous ecological studies of crime done by other researchers, eight 

characteristics have been identified which can be tested to see if they 

explain either crime rates in particular areas or the handling of cases: 

o Socioeconomic status 

o Residential versus business land use 

o Condition of housing 

o Racial or ethnic composition 

o Age distribution of the population 

o Population density 

o Family structure 

o Community stability 

Each of these concepts is discussed below. Measures of the concept 

as well as sources for the information will be outlined. In identifying 

sources, it did not seem important to use only data available for 1973, 

since the absolute measures for the census tracts are not important as the 

relationships between census tracts on a particular variable. The relation­

ships were probably relatively unchanged from 1970 to 1973. 

(1) Socioeconomic status. This concept is widely used in social 

research. A person's status is his or' her ranking in a stratified society, 
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based on the amount of wealth and/or prestige he or she has. I ncome, 

occupation, and educational attainment are the three measures of this 

concept most cOllimonly used. In keeping with these measures, the socio­

eco~omic status of a neighborhood (as opposed to an individu~l) would be 

the average income or the average educational attainment of the residents, 

or the percent of residents employed in high or low status occupations. 

There are tvlO possible source~ of data on socioeconomic status by census 

tract fol" \'Jashington, both based on the 1970 cenSLlS. The Government of 

~he District of Columbia is developing a system of social indicators for 

Washington. One of the indicatol"s is socioeconomic conditions, measured 

by a composite index of over-crowded households, imcomplete plumbing, and 

median family income. 12 The othe\~ source of data is a series of social 

indicators developed by the National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH). 

Socioeconomic status has been broken into three components: economic status 

measured by median income or percent of families in poverty, social status 

measured by percent of employed males 16 years and over in low status 

occupations or the percent in high status occupations, and educational 

status measured by median years of school completed by persons 25 years and 

older. 13 

(2) Residential Vbrsus business land use. The purpose of measur­

ing this variable is simply to indicate whether the neighborhood is primarily 

l~ A Social Indicator System for the District of Columbia District of Colum­
bla Government Executive Office, Office of Planning and M~nagement, Statis­
tical Systems Group, April, 1973. 

13 Richard W. Redwick and Harold F. Goldsmith 1970 Census Data Used to 
Indicate Areas with Different Potentials for ~e~tal Health and Related 
Problems, National Institute of Mental Health, April 1971) p. 29. 
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residential or commercial. This would make a difference in terms of the 

types of cr,ime committed in the area and whether large numbel~s of offen­

ders would even have a possibility of residing in a particular neighbor­

hood. This variable can be constructed using the District's Real Property 

Data Bank as the percentage of land in a census tract used for commercial' 

purposes, 

(3) Conditions of hOLlsill9.: There is some indication that crm'ld­

;l1g may be a factol~ in crime. Ennis found in a national victimization sur­

vey conducted in 1967 that metropolitan areas had violent cl~ime rates five 

times as high as rural areas and property cri~e rates twice as high,14 Con-

dition of housing was included in the D,C. Government's index of socio­

economic status, but also appears separately in the system of social indica­

tors developed by the National Institute of Mental Health. The measure 

used for overcrovJdi ng by N H~H is tIle percent of persons in households \'li th 

1.10 or more persons per room. There is also a measure of substandard 

housing in a neighborhood as the percent of occupied housing units with 

direct access to complete plumbing and kitchen facilities for exclusive 

use. 

(4) Racial or ethnic composition. Racial composition is an 

important neighborhood characteristic to consider in terms of actual crime 

occurrenCE and evenhandedness in case processing, Three different measures 

are available from the National Institute of Mental Health: percent Negro, 

percent othel" nonwhite, and the percent foreign born or first generation, 

The percent black is probably the most important measure for Washington, 

14 Ph,'lll'p IJ. E ' " 1 nnls, Crime, Victims and the Police" reprinted in l~olfgang 
et. al. (eds.) The Sociology of Cdme and Delinquency, (Ne\'l York: vJiley, 
1970) p.76. 
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but the other two can be tested as well. 

(5), Age di.?tribution-.£L.:t~2_LlJation. Since the peak age fot' 

adult crimi na 1 acti vity is 18 to 26, a nei ghborhood vJi th 1 arge numbers of 

persons in this age range would be likely to have a large number of defen­

dants. Age distributions of the population by census tract are available 

directly from the 8ureau of the Census for 1970. Although an upd(tt.e of 

population ViaS done by the D.C. Government, it is not available by CellSUS 

tract. 

(6) Poe....uJ aU on dens it.~. Then cr-ilne l"ates are computed "lith 

population as a base, high rates can be found in business areas due to the 

fact that tllere ol'e fevJ residents 1 iving there, rather than because the: 

numbel' of crimes ~ so high. One method of controlling for this problem 

is to include a variable measul"ing the number of persons pel' unit of land. 

The Metl'opol itan 11ashington Council of Governments has prepi1l~ed such a 

measure of population per square mile or per acre for the census tracts in 

the District of Columbia in 1970. 

(7) Family structure. Bl'oken homes have been cited as one factor 

leading to delinquency. A variable measuring the types of family structures 

in a pal"ticular area is available from NmH. Four measutes are listed as 

available: pel'cent of all households composed of both a husband and a 

wife, median age of the head of household, persons under 18 per 100 persons 

18-64 (youth dependency l'atio), and persons 65 and over per 100 persons 

18-64 (age dependency ratio), In addition, a variable on disrupted families 

is available--the percent of households with own children that are headed 

by females. 

(8) Community stability. The turnover in a neighborhood may have 

an influence on criminal activity. An indicator of community instability 
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is available from NH1'~--the percent of population moving into their resi­

dence within'the past year. As with the other variables available from 

NIMH, this is available for 1970 only. 

c. Resc~rch methods. There will be two steps in the analysis: 

preparation of the geographic system flow rates and maps of the different 

types of crime occurring in the Disttict of Columbia, and the analys';s of 

th~ 2ffects of neighborhood characteristics on these rates. In both phases 

of the research, the unit of observation will be a census tract. Data on 

crime for 1973 wi 11 be used; data on nei ghbot"hood characteri sti cs wi 11 be 

largely based on 1970 data~ using updated information as it is available. 

In looking at the effect of the neighborh~od characteristics on the 

systems rates, the null hypothesis will be tested. The two parts of the 

null hypothesis dre that, after controlling for other factors, pet"sons hav­

ing contact with t!-e criminal justice system as defendants al~e treated the 

same no mattet" what type of neighborhood they come from, and that crimes 

which occur in various neighborhoods are handled the same. The null hy­

pothesis is assumed because this is the way the criminal justice system is 

supposed to bperate, and there is no evidence to suggest that this is not 

the case. Any relationships found between case processing and neighborhood 

characteristics'after proper controls would indicate a lack of eVGnhand~d­

ness. In order to control for the characteristics of cases which may 

influence the prosecution or conviction rates of a census tt"act, the follow­

ing control variables will be included in the analysis: 
o Percent of defendants with an arrest record. 

o Median age of the defendant. 

o Average number of witnesses. 
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o Percent of cases where property or evidence was recovered. 

o Ave~age seriousness score of the crimes on the Sellin-Wolfgang 
Index. 

o Average time delay between the offense and apprehension. 
o Percent of "stranger" crimes in a neighborhood. 

By including these control variables in the analysis, any differences in 

case processing based on neighborhood characteristics are less likely to 

be a spurious finding. 

The technique to be used in the statistical analysis is multiple 

regression. Because the variables characterizing a neighborhood will be 

ratio measures (with a zero point and a standard interval between units), 

this technique is particulat"ly well-suited. 
, 

The dependent variables will be the system flow rates. The inde-

pendent variables will include the neighborhood characteristics and the 

control variables of the characteristics of cases in each census tract. 

4. Situational Variables 

a. Introduction. In the same manner that ecological characteris­

tics of the place of the offense and the residence of the defendant may be 

associatied with systenls rates of offenses, arrests, prosecutions and con-

victions, sitqational variables surrounding the criminal incident might 

influence the decisions made throughout the criminal justice process. Thete 

are some variables which would be expected to show an association with the 

prosecution and conviction tates, and others which would not be expected to 

have any association. For instance, if conviction rates vary by the number 

of charges in a case, this would be an expected and desirable result of anal­

ysis of the PROMIS data. If the conviction rates vary by the race of the 
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defendant~ on the other hand~ this might be an indication of a lack of 

evenhandedness in the system. 

b. Discussion of variables. As mentioned in Section B.2, sys-

tems rates will be computed for papering and conviction by type of criminal 

behavior. All the data needed for computing these rates are available in 

PROMIS. The papering rate will be the ratio of papered cases to arrests, 

and the conviction rate will be the ratio of cases resulting in a con-

viction to papered cases. Situational variables availab'le fot study in 

the PRot,US data include cha tacteri s ti cs of the offense, the defendant ~ and 

the victim and/o~witn8sses. Characteristics of the victim ate discussed ...... 
sepatately in Section E. S~ecific hypotheses about the relationship between 

the papering and convictiori rates and the situational variables in PROMIS 

have YGt to be developed. The situational variables will also be used as 

conttol factors in the study of the ecological variables. 

Rel evant characteri sti cs of the offense recorded i n PRO~lIS i ncl ude: 

o Charges in the case 
o 

o 

Number of charges 

Number of codefendants 

o Offense date and time 

o Number of witnesses 
o 

Possession of weapon by the defendant 

o Number of persons receiving minor injuries 
0 Number of persons treated and released 
0 Number of persons hospital i zed 
0, Number killed 
0 Number intimidated by physical or verbal force only 
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o Number of persons intimidated by display of weapon(s) 

o Number of motor vehicles stolen 

o Approximate dollar value of property stolen, dalilaged, or 

destroyed 

o Number of premises forcibly entered 

o Narcotics involved in the case 

In addition to characteristics of the offense, there are character-

istics of the defendant recorded in PROMIS: 
o Sex 

o Race 

o Length of residence in the District of Columbia 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Physical disability of poor health 

Use of opiates 

Chronic alcohol abuse 

Employment status 

Relationship to victim 

o Relationship to essential witness 

o Use ,of al ias or al iases and 

o Prior criminal activity in tel'ms of previous arrests: 

arrested in past five years 

first arrest was for auto theft 

number of previous arrests 

number of previous atrests for crimes against person 

yeats of last three arrests 

conditional release at the time of this arrest 

c. P roac . . A P h Part of the study of situational variables may be 

conducted using the variables available in PROMIS. Additionally, a more 
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comprehensive study using a small sample can be made using information from 

the case jacket, not recorded in PROMIS. 

To complete the research under this area will require five steps: 

o A literature search on situational variables associated with 

o 

various types of criminal behavior should be conducted. 

Situational variables available in PROMIS should be defined. 

o Other situational variables available form the case jacket, but 

o 

not 'presently recorded in PROMIS~ should be examined to see 

which ones might be worth recording in a small sample study. 

Hypotheses should be developed as to the relationship of the 

situational variables to the papering and conviction rates. 

o Multivariate analysis of the situational variables in terms 

of their relationship to the papering and conviction rates 

should be conducted. 

5. Victimization 

a. Introduction. A citizen not employed by a criminal justice 

agency can nevertheless become involved in crime in three ways--as a defen­

dant, as a victim, or as a witness. For years the emphasis of criminolo­

gists has been on persons identified as criminals, but recently there has 

been an increasing concern over the community affected by the criminals ' 

activities. Three examples of the growing concern are: victimology has 

become a specialization apart from criminology; victim crisis centers have 

been established in several cities including New York City, Fort Lauderdale, 

Fresno, St. Louis, and Sacramento; and programs have been established in 
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several states to provide restitution to the victims of crime. 15 Because 

PROMIS data ,contain information on the victims of crimes which have resulted 

in the arrest of at least one defendant, there are several research areas 

\A/hich can be explcrecl. The focus of the research on the most general level 

is to determine how the different victims of various crimes are treated by 

the criminal justice system, and how the actions of the victims in turn 

affect criminal justice. This study will focus on specific research areas: 

o The statistical description of the flow of criminal incidents from 

victimization through conviction for crimes which involve a victim. 

o A description of the characteristics of victims of various types 

of crime. 

o The effects of the characteristics of victims on case processing. 

The first research area will look at the attrition of cases from the 

victim's point of view. A case may drop out of the system due to insuffi­

cient evidence, the an~est of the wrong person, or for a myriad of other 

legitimate legal problems. From the victim's point of view, however, a 

dropout is still a failure if his or her victimization did not result in 

the conviction of the offendel'. Measuring where different types of victim­

ization are most likely to leave the system is the purpose of this first 

research effort. The second part of the study is to describe the victims 

of different types of crimes. The prosecutors in the criminal justice 

system can;brofit from knowing the characteristics of the persons who have 
l 

been victimized by the defendants they are prosecuting. Better ~ictim/wit-

ness management may result. The third and last area is aimed at measuring 

15 Mary E. Baluss, Integrated Services for Victims of Crime, paper prepared 
for the National Association of Counties Research Foundation, September, 1974. 
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evenhandedness in regard to these victim characteristics. Any lack of 

evenhandedness should be rectified by specific changes in office policy. 

b. Pre'd 0L!~xesearch. PRor~IS data afford an opportunity to 

avoid some of the methodological problems which could not be overcome by 

previous research on victims and to make some unique contributions to the 

field of victimology in each of the three areas to be studied. 

Measuring the attrition of cases from victimization through conviction 

has been attempted by previ ous lnesearchel"S. Enn is I estillla tes of the percent 

of cases that drop out at each stage of the criminal justice process was 

based on a survey of 10,000 households in the United States during 1965. 16 

When the 2,077 victimizations reported by those interviewed were compared 

to Uniform Crime Report (UCR) figures, adjustments had to be made in the 

police figures based on whether the victim was a person, a household or an 

organization. Some sources of noncomparability could not be overcome. In 

1966, Biderman and others conducted a pilot study on victimizations in the 

District of Columbia. The problems of comparing victimizations to police 

data \l/erealso present in their study.' Biderman summal"ized the problems as 

follows: the survey was based on personal victims not incidents; police re­

ports are by l.ilace I",here the offense occurl'ed, Ivhereas victim surveys. are 

based on where the victims live; and respondents might give false testimony.l7 

16 Phillip 'H. Ennis, "Crime, Victims and the Police" reprinted in \~olfgang, 
Savitz and Johnson (eds.), The Sociology of Crime and Delinquency (New York: 
Wiley, 1970), p. 74. 

l~ Albel'~ B~d~l"l1la~, et al., ~eRort on A Pihl-Study in the Distt .. tct of Col..!J.m­
b~ a Jon. yl ct ln1~ za tl on§.wL.f.1. ttl tU..9J~ .. ~_TO\va rd Lal"LEnforcement and Admi n i stt'a t ion 

A
Od y?ill.~, ,Fleld Su\~veys I, President's Commission on LawEnforceniel;t and ' 

mlnlstratlon of Justice, 1967, pp. 61-63. 
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Adjustments were made for these three factors. In addition, the following 

categories had to be deleted from police figures by estimation based on an 

FBI survey: offenses against businesses, offenses against nonresidents, and 

offenses against persons too young to be interviewed. 18 Biderman found 

large discrepancies between victimization figures and police figures--

II even when only the totals for offenses reported to the police are considered 5 

the survey-based estimate is about four times as great as the derived from 

the police statistics. 19 ' 

PROMIS data can eliminate some of the difficulties in comparison since 

the data c~n be counted in different ways depending upon the problelo to be 

addressed. Victimization data from the survey conducted in Hashington by 

LEAA in 1973 can be compared tc PROMIS data. Although comparison between 

victimization data and police data remains a problem, PROMIS can be compared 

with police figures. Thus, a link between the victimization survey and 

police data can be made through PROMIS data. 

The second research question, which involves describing the persons 

who are victimized for different types of crime, should ideally be approach­

ed by examining the characteristics of persons actually victimized, rather 

than persons who have been victim:zed, reported their victimization to the 

police, and subsequently the police arrested a suspect. It was not until 

the victim sur~eys of the last ten years that the true population of crime 

victims could be sampled and studied. Albert Reiss, who was one of the 

18 Ibid ., pp. 82-90. 

19 Ibid ., p'. 91: 
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first to conduct such a study, looked at the probab'ility of being victim-
, 

ized by race and sex: 

For all major crimes against the person then, the proba­
bility of being a victim is greater for any Negro man or 
woman. The Negro male runs the greatest risk of being a 
victim of an offense involving a dangerous weapon and 
robbel~.Y. The Negro \'loman runs the greatest risk of being 
a vi ct im of rape and a 11 forills of assau~ti and battery 
that do not involve a dangerous weapon. 

Until SUCll victim surveys, police data were generally used in describ-

ing the victims of particular types of crimes. TI'IO exam~les of such studies 

were Wolfgang's study of victim-precipitated homicide and Amir's study of 

forcible rape. 21 Both of these studies used police files and concentrated 

on a particular type of crime .• i'iolfgang Ivas 1001<1ng for differences in 

the characteristics of persons involved in victim-precipitated homicides 

compared with nonvictim-precipitated homicides. Amir examined tile social 

context in which rapes occurred. Like these two studies, the present re­

search usingPROMIS data will be limited to victims of crimes in which an 

arres t took place. Character'i sti cs of vi ct'ims of different types of crimes 

can be described and compared. Unlike previous studies, the purpose of 

such a description is to help the criminal justice agencies deal more 

effectively with victims and their problems. 

20 Albert J. Reiss, Studies in Crime and Law Enforcement in Major Metro­
politan Areas, Vol. I., Field Surveys III, President's Commission on Law 
Enforcement and Administration of Justice, 1967, p. 45. 

21 ~1al~vin E. WJlfgang, 'IVictim-Precipitated Criminal Homicide," Journal of 
Criminal Law, Criminology and Police Science, 48 (June 1957), pp. 1-11; 
Menachem Aniir, "Forcible Rape" reprir.ted in violfgang, Savit~ and Johnson 
(eds.), The SociologLQiCrime and Delinguency (New York: vhley, 1970), 
pp. 644-653. 
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The thi,rd research area on victims is one that 'is relatively unexplored: 

the effect of victim characteristices on case proceSSing. The studies 

which have been conducted have focused on the effect of the victim1s char­

acteristics on the jury and judge. The study of juries conducted by Kalven 

and Zeisel in 1966 was one of the first of such analyses. One of their 

findings VIas that the jury took the contl'ibutory fault of the victilll into 

account during its deliberations, whereas the judge was less inclined to 

do so.22 Following this analysis, Landy and Aronson hypothesized that the 

decision of the jury will be affected by the "charactr.t,1I of the: victim. 23 

Us i ng stUdents as subj ects ina s inn.N"a"ted sentenci ng dec is i on experiment, 

they found differences in treatl-:lent of 11a.ttractive" as opposed to Il una t­

tractive" victims. However, the differences were not statistically 

significant. Using PROMIS data, the deCisions of actors in the criminal 

justice system, including the judge and prosecutor, as well as jurors, 

can be examined to see the effect of victim characteristics on case pro-

cessing. 

... 

c. Compari son of LEAA vi ct imi zati on da!l\, pol i ce re"p2r.:~~ 

offenses and PROMIS data for different types of victimization. The specific 

1IO""",~ .. ~qu~tions which this portion of the research on victims intends to ans~~er 

are: 

22 Harry Kalven, Jr. and Hans Zeisel, The American Jury, Phoenix. edition, 
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1971), pp. 242-257. 

23 David Landy and Ell iot Aronson) liThe Influence of the Chara~ter of ~he 
Criminal and His Victim on the Decisions of Simulated Jurors" 1n Drapk1n 
and Viano (eds.)) Victimology (Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, 1974), 
pp. 195-204. 
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o If a person is victimized in a particular type of criminal inci­

dent) how likely is it that it will result eventually in the con­

viction of at least one of the defendants? 

o If it doesn't result in conviction, where does it drop out along 

the \'JaY? 

o How does this attrition process vary by type of victimization? 

Data are available for the DistlAict of Columbia to follo~'l some types 

of criminal incidents from victimization through conviction. Although 

this has been attempted before, as mentioned in the previous section, 

PROMIS data allow the solution of many of the methodological problems usu­

ally encountered in such studies. 

The unit of observation" will be a criminal incident occurring in the 

District of Columbia involving victims who are residents of the District. 

A criminal incident is defined as a criminal event taking place at a par­

ticular time in a particular location, involving one or more offenders and 

one or mOl'e victims. The types of crimes analyzed will be taken from a 

classification of criminal incidents developed from a victim's ~oint of 

vi elv, 

Using a simplified model, there are five steps which a criminal in­

cident must go through in order to result in a conviction: 

o A victimization occurs. 

o The crime is reported to or discovered by the police. 

o The police arrest one or more suspects. 

o The prosecu,tor deci des to prosecute one or more defendants. 

o One or more of the defendants is found guilty or pleads guilty. 

PROMIS data can provide figures for the last three steps in the process. 

The LEAA victimization survey can provide an estimate of the first step 
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and also the second) based on the victim's statement as to whether he or 

she reported. it to the police. By requesting some additional breakdowns of 

police data on the place of the of!ense, the type of victim and the victim's 

residence) an additional check may be made on the citizGll'S report to the 

po'; ice, 

Using the five figures obtained for each type of victimization, four 

system flow rates can be computed: 

o A reporting rate 

o An arrest rate 

o A prosecution rate 

o A conviction rate 

By Illultiplying these four rates, or probabilities, togethel~, an overall 

probability of victimization resulting in the conviction of at least one 

defendant can be obtained. By looking at each step in the process) one can 

find out where the greatest attrition rates are. One part of the criminal 

justice system can be seen as primarily, but not completely, l~esponsible 

for each rate. Thus, the victim and witnesses are responsible for reporting 

the crime, the police for finding suspects, the police and prosecutor for 

accepting a case for prosecution (sometimes based on the adequacies of the 

police investigation), and the prosecutor for convicting the defendant or 

defendants. 

The system flow rates can be computed from victimization through con­

viction for the follol'ling crimes involving a victim: 
o Personal victimizations involving violence: 

aggravated assault 

simple assault 

rape of an adult female 
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personal robbery (armed, other) 

o Residential victim: 

o 

burglary 

property destruction 

Business or institutional victim: 

robbe)'y 

bllt'gl ary 

d. DescriJ?j:ion of victi n1s_ for si.ifis:rent.J:ypes of crime_~. The 

classification of criminal indicents was developed from a victim point of 

view, making it well-suited to a descriptive analysis of the type of vic­

tims involved in particular cases. Using PROMIS, which contains data on 

victims whose cases resulted in an arrest, will not provide insight into 

wl~ particular kinds of people are the victims of crime. However, it 

is useful to describe the victims who, because an arrest ensued, now have 

contact with the police and the court. These victims, along with I</itnesses, 

are the persons with whom the police, prosecution and judge must deal. 

Comparisons between different kinds of victimization will be made for 

all the crimes involving a victim in PROMIS. The information available for 

analysis includes: 

o Personal characteristics of the victim--age; sex; whether 

employed; whether victim has a physical disability, has used 

opiates, and/or has a history of chronic alcohol abuse. 

o The relationship between the victim and the defendant. 

o Whether the victim has an arrest record. 

o Whether the victim provoked the defendant or participated 

in the offense. 
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