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FOREWORD

Criminal justice program evaluation has advanced significantly during the last
decade--in part as a result of extensive evaluation of criminal justice programs
which has increased both our knowledge and understanding of "what works" and
"what does not work"; and the implementation of practical techniques and strate-
gies which have been learned from the evaluation of these programs.

To provide an opportunity for program administrators and evaluators to discuss
the policy implications of current evaluation findings and program experience
with the nation's leading researchers and evaluators, the National Institute of
m Justice held a Special National Workshop on Criminal Justice Program Evaluation,
w March 17-19, 1980. The workshop brought together decisionmakers, researchers,
s planners, evaluators, and program administrators interested in a diversity of
topics.

The workshop agenda was not intended to be all-inclusive. Rather, it presented a
limited number of in-depth seminars and topics which focused on major criminal
justice program evaluation efforts. The papers which were selected for this pub-
lication represent some of those efforts. The National Institute hopes this
report will be of assistance to policy officials, researchers, and evaluators who
are actively engaged with those types of programs represented in the selected
papers, or who foresee involvement with similar programs at the state and local
levels in the immediate future.

Harry M. Bratt

Acting Director

National Institute of Justice
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Evaluating Victim Assistance Programs:
A Historical Understanding of the
Information We Wish We Had

Rev. Robert Denton, Ph.D.
Director, Victim Assistance Program
Akron, Ohio

Roberta Cronin has presented what might be considered a macro account of
what is currently available by way of research information on victim and witness
assistance programs at the national level. This emanates from her Phase I
research project at the American Instit:ites for Research. One of the values of
that work has been the identification of information not readily available within
such programs:

° How well were such services appreciated?

® How thoroughly were they perfofmed?

° Which services were most important for what populations?
® Were theoretical foundations adequately operationalized?
° Where programs succeeded, were the specific types of interventions

related to such theoretical considerations?
° Where they failed, was it because of program failure or theory failure?

With that in mind, it would seem appropriate to focus attention briefly, 7
first, upon the problems of doing research in a changing environment, and second,
upon the roles of program evaluation in victim/witness assistance programs as
they evolved during the past decade. Finally, based upon that historical
approach, it will be easier for us to perceive the nature of the gaps in our cur-
rent information base.

I would like to direct your focus upon what might be called a micro consid-
eration of the role of program evaluation in victim/witness assistance programs,
and I do so from that awkward position ¢f both academician and program director.

SOME PROBLEMS OF EVALUATION RESEARCH

Most of us recall the general classroom instruction in the academics of
research: methodology, design, wvalidity, role of theory, appropriate statistics,
and so on. Unfortunately, that preparation did not always take into account the
larger context in which research was performed. Hence, as evaluation research
grew in stature, some questioned its legitimacy because its ability to empiri-
cally control the environment was something less than that of the laboratory.
Enter the concepts of formative and summative evaluation research and the loca-
tion of the administration of such an endeavor in-house or outside the program's
superstructure, and the acquisition of positive knowledge seemed further threat-
ened.
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Many of us moved out of the classroom and into the world where we encount-
ered the effects of dollars, policy, program strategies, accountability, politi-
cal turf, use and misuse of information, and depending where you ended up (i.e.,
who pays your salary), we discovered that our data tended not to follow rhyme or

reason, but rather, the latest directive, contract, change in pclicy or adminis-

trator, or cost cut. It seemed there was no end to the victimization of the poor
empiricist by all that reality out there in the subjective world. It is the
stuff of such considerations that make the disciplines of philosophy of science
and social science so bothersome.

Indeed, the academic social science approaches to problem analysis and
interventions seem to dictate a methodology of defeat, wherein we attempt to
empirically identify our problem, locate it in some appropriate theory base,
devise policies and derivative programs, build in our research components, and
then try to enact the entire affair through rather irrational political processes
at some appropriate intervention level.

If it flies, our rigorous endeavor often returns to us in some unrecogniz-
able form, void of original rationale. Our problem has been redefined, theory
bases may no longer fit, policies built upon the former become severed from any
logical connection, and programs are altered by all types of realities, leaving
us to research something very different from our original mission. The serious
researcher may well look to some victim aid project for supportive emotional ser-
vices siiiply to de-sensitize his or her stresses and hostility.

ROLE OF EVALUATION RESEARCH IN THE EVOLUTION
OF VICTIM/WITNESS ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

It would be difficult to find an area of planning and organizing for social
change where this process has been more vividly projected than that of the victim
assistance movement--both in the private and public sectors. Here, it is possi-

ble to trace the presence and nature of research along each stage of the move-
ment's institutionalization.

Our consideration of the evolutionary stages of victim services and the
types of research they produced may be enhanced by James Thompson's four-cell
matrix relating the nature of empirical knowledge and agreement concerning the
importance of a social problem to the nature of policy decisions.

High Agreement Low Agreement

High Computational/ Political
Knowledge decision oriented bargain/compromise/negotiation
Low Judgments Inspirational
Knowledge

Grassroots Stage

During the early 1970s, the status of crime victims occupied a position

" wherein there was little agreement within the system as to the importance of such

a group and about whom little was known. It is not surprising, then, that the

nature of policy and programs was basically inspirational, emanating from the
tireless work of some concerned individuals.

TET N e, it v
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It consisted largely of advocacy and crisis intervention services within the
private sector. For instance, our program, ocne of the older ones in the United
States, began its advocacy activities in early 1972 and developed its service
delivery unit in February 1974. Generally, service units did not appear until
late 1973 and early 1974, and these took the form of rape crisis projects and a
few comprehensive victim service programs like that of Aid to Victims of Crime in
St. Louis and Victim Assistance Program in Akron, Ohio.

Most of the programs were staffed by dedicated persons with little or no
professional training in the helping services--a phenomenon carefully noted with
more than a little alarm by professionals in the area who saw nonspecialists rise
to professional wages through ensuing grant and funding agents.

Many of the programs tended to use little or no planning procedures and
operated outside the context of a social science approach to problems and poli-
cies. Hardly any used the experiences of service delivery accrued during the
1960s, with its still toc vivid lessons of what did not work and what was deemed
necessary to make lasting improvements in the state of affiars. The grassroots
stage might be characterized as a time of high motivation and low technology.

The primary objective was humanitarian; a simple desire te help. With some
exceptions, then, a frequent comment was "why play with statistics." Further-
more, there was little idea of what kind of data to collect or what to do with
it. What was collected was basically output material--*look how many and how
much."

Federal Dollar Stage

When Dorald Santarelli resigned from LEAA because of his belief that Water-
gate precluded any justice project in that administration, he had allocated sev-
eral million dollars for Citizen Initiative projects and for victim-oriented pro-
grams, in particular. About this same time, the National District Attorney's
Association acquired funding for its victim/witness assistance programs. Many
LEAA dollars also went to victim services outside the court processes. For the
victim movement, this meant a change in stature and structure.

With federal dollars came the issue of accountability and the familiar
research modules aimed at bringing some semblance of order to both the goals and
objectives of such units. Behavioral indicators were siressed. and measurement
of activity became possible. A tacit thrust of this funding was pro-system,
while the operating values for many program boards remained humanitarian. For
some, this led to invariable strains; for others, it directed their location more
deeply into the criminal justice system.

In this second stage. the policy and program decisiozs moved from the inspi-
rational stage to the judgmental sector on the matrix, where there was still a
dearth of knowledge, but an increase in the agreement that such services were
important for a host of reasons. The data collected began to formalize, but
seemed to focus basically on outputs and their impact on various functions within
the system. If the numbers lcooked good, they served a variety of interests from
the selling and promotion of private service models to the political interests of
the public models ranging from prosecutors to pclice departments.
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Impact Stage

With the formalization of servige§ basedvgg Ez&gg;a:ym:g?;eieszggwgghin the
1 se in our krowledge base. Decisions mo le n b
;:22::1 and state government, where there seemed to be_less agzgiﬁzn;r::d ;oigti~
importance of such expenditures. With a new layer of éssueso;-ﬁéta bl ¥
cal level and a competition for dollars, the nature an Ese o e e e move-
change. Accountability continued to be a f§ctor. But t.e-s i.gged for the mov
ment to succeed meant entering the negotiation and bargain ogve

typical of the political section of our matrix.

Many programs whose primary reason for being w:stt:;;"oiazegzlggag:lzzgry
isi i i d informed tha ey
were visited by state planning units an : n ) e nals
i iti 1 meant service de Y g
j ives, which after political translation really ! . 1
Sgigcﬁz longer acceptable. Such programs,w?uld have to reorginlze E?;l;iggzgn.
mcdules to reflect impact upon the system, if not their formal prog

i ; rved
Data collection was no longer concerneq with the numberdof cgies Zgals énd
nature of services provided, number of services brokered, :nim;:cteé o the.
j i i ow victim/witness program
objectives were revised to show h . : . : et
criminal justice system: increase in cooperation with police and prosecutor,

; . : . e increased
" decrease in crime, increase in reporting, increase in convictions, incre

i i t
affinity between the population and the system. In Ohio, this treng began abou

mid-1978.

Service Institutionalization Stage

By the end of the decade, the most serious issue Faiin? moitcggggggzz iz
i i : f raising the loca
rivate and public levels was that o ‘ L
2g§2e:h§i§inishing federal funds. For some.earlykprgjectsr t?osgezggz z:iz_
re-funded throughout the allowable Fime_perlgd—*tue iSsue was:
supporting, or die. In short, imstitutionalize.

Prcgrams‘within the sYstem stood a better chance of survival, while private .

R
projects had to return to traditional methods of.suPport. t¥°St;ze332etzhitv:
with highly budgeted programs and cutback§. It is interes ;Eg O ey were e
significant number of projects initially identified by t?ﬁ as
in operation when Cronin and staff attempted to contact them. ,

With fiscal cutbacks and minimal budgets, thi naturetoged:;;egziéeigegigggf_
i j o .
f research geared to evaluating projects cann : i
izgnt{pe:x;and or change, Federal interest in information collection inde:v:lua
tion hzs, to date, helped stem the inevitable tide. I, however, do not s

major expansion in the types of data collected or evaluation research on program -

a forting te be proven incér-
i retofore not addressed. It would be com : Drov :
Z:Ztabiiz Bzrhaps the work of students, doctoral candidates, and{v;ctlmologlsts

will be able to fill the void. . |
OUTCOMES: SOME MISSING VARIABLES IN VICTIM ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

If the preceding consideration demonstrates tge eifectbof piggzzm :K:tutlon
t i i indicates, by si .
nature of evaluation research, 1t_also in . _
3§:21§2eto be addressed. - Although not entirely accprate, there ts a 222§:sign of
which the bulk of evaluation research to date has shown, at worst, a

b

.
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outputs with outcomes and, at best, a certain negligence toward outcomes, per se.
We have, for the most part, acquired some dzta on how much we have done and made
certain questionable arguments as to how these have impacted upon the system.
Little has been noted as to how well the activities were actually performed.

Without attempting an exhaustive review of what is yet needed within the
research endeavors, information about the following variables would prove most
useful within the confines of victim service programs.

1. Hore detailed identification of victim responses to violence. Much has
been written about the general emotional responses of victims of rape, robbery,
burglary, and so on. Little is available beyond this general description that
would provide useful research variables at the social-psychological level. What
are the perceptions of victims at a cognitive level? Are there any differences
between victim types, victim backgrounds, demographically?

2. Measurement of the effect of services on various victim types. Which
services are most important to victims of violence? Are zome more important to
different victim types than others? I, for instance, have studied 106 victims of
rape,. robbery, assault, and purse-snatching and found that basic crisis interven-
tion services have no differential utilization or impact on those victim types.
Currently, these base data remain to be substantiated. Research, however, has
not shown a proclivity to proceed along these lines.

3. Assessment of the quality of brokered services. If a formal goal of
the program is to broker services to existing agencies, instead of creating dup-
licated services for this special sub-population, how well are those services
provided? Are they well done, or did they never get beyond the referral stage?
Did the victims pursue such services? Were the services promised never obtainad
because the so-called network of social service agencies lost the case or passed
the buck until the client simply gave up?

4. Assessment of crisis intervention services. Most programs propose to

. S I e S T 2 - n n s . . ‘.
deliver crisis intervention Services .to their clientele, but little or nothing is
available in the current information base as to what crisis intervention services

are really offered. What does that mean? How is the theory operationalized in
the service delivery unit?

Where the theory has been actuated in some form of intervention, there is no
information available evaluating how well such interventions were performed.
While it is possible for agencies to report "x number of victims received crisis
intervention," there is a vacuum as to whether those services were correctly per-
formed according to crisis intervention theory, how well performed, their impact

upcir the victim, or whether that victim would have done as well without the ser-
vices.

Some programs have offered crisis intervention services and attempted to
operationalize the crisis constructs, as possible. In the best ef circumstances,
it is arqgued that the services were well performed, and by theory, there is rea-
son to believe that the victim will improve beyond a level of performance had he
not received such assistarce. There is, however, nothing to date that tests for
theory failure. Thus, when we fail, we don't know whether it was because someone
performed the program intervention poorly or whether the theoretical constructs
Further, when we succeed, we are not Positive that it was because of

N R A S O S T
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a good program intervention, an extraneous influence, or because gris1s interven-
tion theory is correct and was correctly provided. We are left with our assump-
tions. -

ins a problem that such a major program goal can be overlooked by .
evaluizizgmizgearcﬁ personnel. It would seem that this is a fundamental;qgestlon
to pursue. Although it is certainly much safer to say we performed stechlng we
call crisis intervention te an impressive number of clients, somecne must ask
what does that mean azd how well was it done? ,

5 Assessment of administration activities. Formative evaluations have
.

yet to provide administrative data indicating which staff do better interventions.

teers do as well? Do they do it better? Which individuals among these
2:t:;i:2es of intervenors are doing it poorly? Do trained pro§e551onal sEafdeo
better under these circumstances than volunteers or nonprofess;onal staff? }g
so, is the difference great enough to justify the cost? wpa@ impact yould these
data have upon licensing laws currently in 1eg@slature defining such interven-
tions totally within the parameters of professional ranks?

Instruments are available to measure such phenomena. Likert-type scales may

be utilized to measure such criteria on the parts of both staff and victims,

allowing correlations that produce data upon yhich to address the above ques-
tions. Yet, why is such data generally unavailable?

CONCLUSION

In view of the information not available from victim assistance programs, it

cannot be said that evaluation research has made inroads to important service and -

policy information within the field of service delivery. Much information is yet

to be obtained.

It can be seen, however, in light of the victim_movem%ﬁ@jgﬂevolutiqn from 2
grassroots stage through the early phases of institut%qnalmﬁatlon, why important
outcome data have been neglected. The issues of survival and nature of the move-
ment's purpose have had a determinant effect upon what has been open for
research. ' :
directed the nature of the questions that have been asked.

The victim service movement faces some serious difficu%tie§ in the.next
several years that will determine whether and in.what form 1t_w1ll survive. _
Money problems will be its greatest problem. This may determine wbat little W}ll
be done to answer many serious questions about w@at it hgs accomp}lshed. Ironic-
ally, if it is to survive, it is precisely such information that is necessary to
provide its reason for continuing.
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Evaluation of Viétim Witness Assistance
Projects: Where Do We Go From Here?*

, Roberta C. Cronin
" The American Institutes for Research
in the Behavioral Sciences
Washington, D.C.

INTRODUCTION

Concerted efforts to assist victims and witnesses of crisme first emerged in

the early 1970s in response to a growing recognition that victim needs and
desires had been largely ignored by the ¢riminal justice system. The existence
of such needs and their interdependence ‘with svstem demands for more efficient,
effective performance are now widely perceived as "givens' in the criminal jus-
tice world. = 2 : ' oo -

o4 amlaee
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B In the last 10 years, work in the clinical setting, especially with rape

victims, has illuminated some ¥fimensions of victim trauma (Burgess & Holmstrom,
1974, 1976; Miller et al., 1878; Sutherland & Sche#l, 1970). Supplementary evi-
dence frem a number of vic¥im’ surveys establishes that emotional upset and suf-
fering are common reactiorns to victimizatien {(Xnudten et al., 1976; Black &
Regenstreif, 1977; Syvrud, 1977; Waller & Okihiro, 1978; Bourque et al., 1978).
It has also been shown that certain classes of victims tend to change their life-
styles as a result of crime, withdrawing from activities they enjoy (Burkhardt &
Norton, 1977; Garofalo, 1977), quitting their jobs (Midwest Research Institute,

1974), ox simply taking preventive measures against further victimization (Rifai,
1977).

v

Victim reactions are frequently interpreted in terms of crisis theory (Bard
& Ellison, 1974; Bard & Sangrey, 1979; Brodyags et al., 1975; Symonds, 1975;
Stratton, :976), which postulates that victimization may disrupt aa individual's
normal coping or problemsolving abilities and produce considerable emotional
upset. Without receiving an appropriate response to the crisis, some victims can
incur long-term psychological damage. -

The notion that the criminal justice system mistreats the victim or witness
is also well accepted. Although the painful questioning undergone by rape vic-
tims may represent the worst of the-¢riminal justice system for many critics,
attitudinal surveys indicate that more typical sources of dissatisfacticn among
victims and witnesses are inconvenience and lack of information. Victims tend to
be relatively dissatisfied with the lack of feedback about their cases {(Rifai,
1977; Sacramento Pclice Dapartment, 1974; Bourque et al., 1978), the handling of
victim property (Rifai, 1977; National District Attorney‘s Association, 1976),
and the lack of protection afforded them {Black & Regenstreif, 1977). Witnesses

*This research was supported by Contract #J-LEAA-020-78 awarde¢ by the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S. Department of Justice uncar the Omni-~
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended.
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complain of unnecessary trips to court and a559c1ated loss offlnczgiiatgggnby o
ences in parking, locating the court, and waiting; and fear of re
suspect (National District Attorney's Association, 1976).

The impact on system performance is avserigt§ conce;gétiﬁgt:; iiiﬁelgzd o
ent ess is parti dent on citizen re :
enforcement success is partially depen . PPt
ini iption d suspects. Police o
taining a clear description of gffgnses an : . c :
gition wgth and sympisthy to the victim or witness is an 1mporta2t fi;zzr ;Zudies
eliciting cooperation (Cannavale & Falcon, 1576; Institute for Comm Y .
1978).

Witness testimony is also critical to prosecution. tYet;enggagp;:§22;i 23252

. ignment col i litan court we .5

arraignment court dates in one metropo Irt were > i
iggtgzﬁie of gzgtice, 1976(b)), and data from several.Jurlsdlctlgnsts;ﬁge:tstgzt
nonappearance and other witness problems ar;gggryBser}ouiQ;g§ougS::eral exglana-

i i sociati ; Brosi, .

‘ ional District Attorney's Asaoc1at}op, P 9 ral Lana
ég:gs have been suggested: negative citizen attltudes.tozgz: ;2iw§::m;?giezﬁiors
i i 1scou inadequate communicatioc
t system, witness discouragement, ina : :
aggewiinessésp,and simple lack of notification (Cannavale & Falcon, 1976;
National District Attorney's Association, 1976).

With the incteasing recognition of these problems and the t01ldthe¥h§:ZCt on
our ability to mete out justice, a variety of ;espogg:stpaxeo:EZEEe éevelopﬁen*
vieti i ] i of restitutio , t
include vietim compensation leglslaylon, use
;gcspacial police or prosecution units trained to handle sex assault cases,
improved police training, and rape crisis programs.

: . o . . .
our study looks at another of these responses--the victim/witness assistanc
project. ' -

APPROACH

This study was conducted under the Hational Evalua?ion(Prog:;z égiigngf the
i nsti t and Criminal Justice {now :
National Institute of Law Enforcemen - . . N e
i i i tical information on the acti .
itute of Justice) to help provide prac ; tiv S,
igzis ;enefits, and limitations of selected groups of projects to criminal jus
tice planners and administrators.

The Qﬁé‘éwvloys a two-phased approach, with the.Phase I assessment ;oziezge
trating pfimarfiy‘ag assembling and organizing what is currently known abo

topic area. In other words, it relies heavily on existing data. The decision to

i I
fund a more intensive Phase II effort is based_op Fhe results gfLE?e“E?3:e+o
study, as well as considerations of cost, feasibility, and probable value t

’ 4
decisionmakers. -

Our study was a Phase I effort.x'Therefore, within the limits of readily
available data, our goals were:

/

. To describe current victim/witness assistance efforts across the coun- ¥
try;
. To examine how well they are meeting the expectations set for them;
8
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° To identify significant gaps in our knowiédge about these projects; and
. To suggest approaches for filling these gaps.

For purposes of the study, the victim/witness assistance project was defined
S any local effort to deliver direct services to victims or witnesses of crime./1/

n the course of our work, several additional criteria evolved to help distin-
juish the universe under exXamination:

1. Project Purpose. Aall Projects aim to ameliorate the effects of crimi-
nal victimization on victims or their families; to encourage the par-
ticipation of victims ang witnesses in the criminal justice system;
and/or to facilitate more effective and efficient victim or witness
utilization in the criminal Justice process. ‘

2. Target Population. Each Project defines service to crime victims or
witnesses as one of its primary functions. Projects serving only child
abuse victims, sexual assault victims, and/or battered women were
excluded, as were victim restitution and/or compensation projects./2/

Projects including these components in combination with others eligible
for study have been retained.

3. Intervention Strategies. All projects provide one or more direct ser-
vices to victims or witnesses at the local level. Excluded under this
criterion were: projects performing only technical assistance, plan-
ning, coordination, public information, or research functions; crime
pPrevention projects lacking any special component designed to assist
victims or witnesses; and Projects that provide only referral to other
direct service providers. In addition, police family crisis interven-

tion projects, consumer fraud projects, and crime reporting hotlines
were excluded from the study.

We used several methods to accomplishupur study goals:

° A systematic attempt to locate all local victim/witness assistance
efforts in existence nationwide:

o A descriptive mail suxrvey of the 280 projects identified through our
search procedures, which attained an 8l-percent response;

° Iwo- to three-day site viéi;g to 20 projects, selected to be roughly
representative of the full prpject universe; and

1The use of the term "project" should be viewed as a shorthand reference,
because many agencies do not define their victim/ witness activities in that way.

2These exclusions were established in the contract supporting this work.
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] A systematic review of all available project evaluatiens, published and
unpublish- *, as well as any other documentation bearing on intermediate
and longer term effects./3/

FINDINGS

Victim/Witness Assistance Projects in Operation

Our Phase I assessment of victim/witness assistance projects nationwide
identified a universe of 280 projects that met the definition described earlier.
wWithin this universe, we observed and identified at least three different inter-
vention models or styles, termed the "victim," "witness," and "victim-witness*"
models. These models can be distinguished by target population, point of inter-
vention with clients, and service emphasis. These characteristics are, in turn,
associated with somewhat different outcome expectations.

The three models were defined and elaborated as a result of literature
review and field observation of 20 projects, but we later found that most pro-
jects responding to the mail survey could be reliably classified into the same
three types. In all, 89 (39 percent) of our survey respondents were identified

as victim projects, 107 (47 percent) as witness projects, and 24 (11 percent) as
victim-witness; 3 percent were unclassifiable.

Tables 1 and 2 summarize some key characteristics of projects falling into
each of the three model types. While the three models provide a convenient
device for organizing a good deal of descriptive information, there is obviously

a great deal of variability among "same type" projects and many commonalities
across types.

2 few summary observations are warranted about victim/witness assistance
projects in operation. First and foremost, in the immediate sense, projects of
all three types seem to be doing exactly what they promise to do. They have
developed a range of services and referral arrangements tailored to the perceived
needs of their target populations. They are delivering many concrete services to
victims and witnesses that can be considered "goods" in themselves, regardless of
whether they contribute to the long-range well-being of client or system. Cli- ;
ents apparently like the services and so do criminal justice personnel, such as |
police and prosecutors, who are most immediately affected by project activities.
Resource constraints and the local political climate set some limits, of course,

but we encountered many projects whose staff proved quite adept at manipulating
both.

The specific services offered cbviously have a great deal to do with the
choice of target population. Victim projects concentrate on immediate face-to-
face work, such as crisis intervention, counseling, and other "“restorative"
efforts. Added support is offered for those few victims who are later involved

Readers interested in study methodology are referred to Chapter II of the
full study report: Cronin, Roberta C. & Bourque, Blair B., The National Evaiua-
tion Program Phase I Assessment of Victim/Witness Assistance Projects: Final
Report, May 1980. The report is available through the Naticnal Criminal Justice
Reference Service, Box 6000, Rockville, MD 20850.
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TABLE 1.
CHARACTERISTICS BY MODEL TYPE

DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECT

PROJECT

Victim

Witness

Victim-Witness

CHARACTERISTICS

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Host Agency

Police/Shexiff
Prosecutor
Community~-Based

Organization
Probation
Otherl

(n=89)

25
2

34
4
24

38

27

(n=107)

1
99

4
1
2

(n=24)

0
20

2
2

0

Jurisdiction Served

City/Neighboxhoods
County/City & County
Multi-County

Other2

(n=89)

44
33

50
37

10

(n=107)

(n=24)

2
21
1
0

Starting Year

1975 or before
1976-77
1978 or later

(n=89)

21

35

(n=105)

18
41
46

17
39
44

(n=23)

6
9
8

26
39
35

Primary Funding Source

LEAA3

CETA3

Other Federal

State

County

City

Poundations, Chari-
table organizatioas,
Contributions

Dther

w =~

(n=106)

57
10
1
5
24
2

w N

{n=24)

1

oNOOoONN

(S8 o

Current Budget

Less than $50,000
$50,000-99, 999
$100,000-199,999
$200,000 and ovexr

{n=80)

349
16
12
18

(n=81)

50
19
7
S

62
23

(n=22)

w0

Original Funding Source?

LEARS

CETA3

Other Federal

State

County

City

Foundations, Chari-
cable organizations.
contributions

Other

Wk W oD

[T

(n=64)

w

uNnNNnDVYOY

(n=78)

44
13

13

Wb

(n=19)

1

FWLWOoOOoOKr&

[=N=)

Expections for V/WA
Services in Jurisdiction
Five Years From Now

Disapoeared
Reduced

About the same

Expanded
Integrated into
existing/another
agency

Other

(n=84)

4
7
12
46

14
55

(n=101)

6
4
20
60

~ S

20
59

-~

(n=24)

[
wYor

O

38
54

1Includes projects operated by other units of local government and by hespitals,
mental health centers, or universities.

2Includes state and other.

3Includes projects reporting multiple “primary sources” of funding, i?cluding
LEAA or CETA. Any project reporting both LEAA and CETA :support was included

in the LEAA group.

4Reported only for projects over one year old.
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TABLE 2. INTERVENTION STRATEGY:

THREE V/WA MODEL TYPES

Primary methods of
locating clients

Screening police reports.

Reponse to police calls
from crime scene.

Referrals from other
dgencies or self-
referral.

Review of witness lists
or subpoena lists.

Referral from prosecutors.
Referrals from other

agencies or self-
referral.

Combinations of methods
under I and II.

Availability

Round-the~clock through
on-call arrangements.

Reguiar office hours,
Monday through Friday.

Varies.

Primary service

Counseling: crisis

Schedule and disposition

Combinations of I and IIX.

agency, but varies.

emphases intervention, follow- notification, reception,
; up, and/or supportive. orientation, alert.
i+ Service referral/ Arrangement of appearance
i advocacy with referral suppsirt, e.g., transporta-
é agencies. tion, child care, '
v protection, escort.
ME Location Often in law enforcement In courthouse or prose- Varies. Some with multiple

cutor's office.

locations.




£
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in case investication and presecution. Witness projects, on the other hand,
focus on witness notification and appearance management--servic:s that can often
be handled by phone or mail or in relatively brief face-to-face contact. Victim-
witness projects have components that do both.

In many projects, there is a tendency to proclaim a very broad range of
assistance to victims and witnesses, but typically only a few core services are
routinely delivered to the bulk of clients. This is not a matter of false adver-
tising, but rather a result of staff judgments that most people simply do not
require or want the full range of services. For example, witness projects typic-
ally offer or can arrange appearance support services, such as transportation to
court or child care, but activity records and reports show that these services
are used fairly infrequently. The routine services are witness notification,
recepticn, and orientation. As a corollary, it seems to be the case for all pro-
ject types that a minority of clients command a disproportionate share of staff
attention and assistance. In the victim project, this might be an elderly purse-
snatch victim who has lost her Social Security check or other valuables and iden-
tification papers and has been injured in the bargain. In a witness project, it
is often the rape victim.

The data available do not permit even moderately sophisticated analyses of
project costs. However, some crude rstimates confirm that there are definite
differences in overall costs across project types (see Table 3). 1In general,
victim projects show relatively low volume and relatively high costs per client
contact--a median of $46 for victim project mail respondents versus $6 and $8 for
witness and victim-witness respondents, respectively. The latter types also han-
dle larger volumes. Per capita budgets, based on population of jurisdictions
served, do not differ very much, however-~the medians run $.18, $.13, and $.15.

The difference in median client volume and costs are not surprising, given
the differences in intervention strategy across types. Unfortunately, the
within-type variation is less easy to explain with the data available; it is con-
siderable, especially for types I and IIi. Based on our site visit experience,
we would expect that higher costs are associated with:

° 24-hour, seven-day-a-week availability;

® Crisis intervention at the crime scene as the preferred contact strat-
egy;

° Heavy investment in multiple contacts with a client and follow-up,
rather than one-time-only intervention;

° Emphasis on direct service, rather than referral; and

® Allocation of significant resources to nonclient services, such as
research, training, public relations, and lobbying for statutory
changes.

Victim/Witness Assistance Project Impacts

This report now turns to the broader question of project success or failure
and the current state of knowledge concerning that question. How well are these
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TABLE 3. RESOURCE LEVELS FOR MAIL SURVEY PROJECTS BY MODEL TYPE

Victim Projects
N=68

Annual Budget
Budget Range $2,000 to $438,000

N=80 ’

$8,000 to $469,000

Victim-Witness.

Projects
=20

$11,000 to $242,000

Range in Staff

Size Full-time 0-30
Part~time 0-31
Volunteer 0-120

Median Number of
Full-time Staff 3

Median Number of
Part~time Statf .5

Median Number of
Voiunteers 4

Percent of Projects
Using Volunteers 44%

Full-time 0-33
Paxt-time 0-9
Volunteer 0-81

1.8

31%

Median Budget $70,000 $33,500 $100, 000

Per Capita 3

Budget Range $.003 to §7.13 $.004 to $.81 $.05 to $.55

Median Per Capita

Capita Budget $.18 $.13 $.15
Staff (N=89) (R=107) (N=24)

Full-time 0-83
Part~time 0-30
Volunteer 0-41

3.5

5%

Estimated Monthly (N=68)l
Volume Face-to-Face
Contacts
Range 0 to 300
Median 30

Cost per Face-to-Face
Contact

Range $7 to §$2,159

Median $165

(g0l

0 to 5,000

71

$0 to $400

$51

(=201

8 to 1,800

el

$5 to §1,104

$51

Estimated Monthly (v=68) X
Volume of Total Conacts

Contacts -- Mail,
Telephone, Face-to-Face

Range 22 to 690

Median 117
Cost Per t:om::n:t:4

Range $4 to $720

Median $46

(N=80) 1

10 to 5,950

547

$1 to $21

$6

(N=20) 1

75 to 3,800

477

$2 to $141

$8

1
of the survey.

3Based on total population of jurisdiction served.
The maximum value reported for per capita budgets is probably erroneously
inflated by projects that reported entire budqet:s of an effort with a

relatively small victim component.

Based on projects that had been in operation at least one year at the time

Based on budgeted cost only, divided by estimated client volume, No ad-
justments have been made for varying overhead estimation procedures or

any reporting anomalies,
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projects meeting the goals and expectations set for them? What, in fact, are the
intermediate outcomes and long-term impacts?

Although data relevant to these questions were uncovered for about 50 pro-
jects, on the whole the evidence is very sparse and the methods employes: to get
that evidence not very rigorous. Some problems include:

° Failure to report sampling procedures and/or response rates for sur-
veys, as well as wide variations in reported response rates;

° Reliance on client or observer attitude and opinion responses as mea-
sures, rather than behaviorally referenced indicators;

] Lack of appropriate baseline or comparison groups against which changes
or improvements can be evaluated;

[\]

Narrowness of focus; that is, concentration on only one or two out-
comes, often without any measurement of intermediate steps to their
achievement;

° A dearth of cross-site evaluations using comparable measures; and

° Absence of designs powerful enough to capture effects remote in time
from the o;lglnal intervention (e.g., changes in conviction rates or
increases in crime reporting).

For purposes of summary, project effects are divided into two broad'group-

ings: benefits to the victim or witness--the primary client--and benefits to the

system--police, courts, and prosecution. The bottom line is fairly disappoint-
ing, however. Aside from a few elements of the witness model, most of the work-
ing assumptions about the intermediate and longer range effects of victim/witness
assistance projects remain just that--plausible assumptions, buttressed by anec-
dotes, but w1th weak or nonexistent support from systematic research and evalua-

tlon.

Victim/witness benefits. In the realm of victim or witness benefits, there
is simply a lack of evidence. Time savings for witnesses, although not precisely
quantified, appear to be the only clearly established benefit of witness projects
or components. In other respects, the merit of local victim or witness assis-
tance efforts has neither been disproved nor systematically confirmed for any of
the project types. Most strikingly, we know of no study that examines the extent
to which immediate victim or witness trauma, as well as longer run damage, can be
averted by project assistance. Yet, this is a core motivation for all victim pro-
jects and many witness and victim-witness efforts. »

System benefits. For victim projects and components, such benefits as time
savings for police or reductions in police stress have not been established;
again, lack of evidence is the major problem. For witness projects or compo-
nents, the information gaps are less absolute. .

[

There is substantial confirmation that improved witness notification and
management services are: a) saving time for system personnel, especially prose-
cutors and police; and b) producing very modest improvements in witness appear-
ance rates. Time savings have generally not been quantified except through
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relatively crude estimation procedures, but we would expect considerable varia-
tion across jurisdictions according to baseline conditions and current project
On the other hand, the magnitude of changes in appearance rates has

procedures.
ation is risky. It

been established, but for so few jurisdictions that generaliz
is interesting, however, that all reported changes in appearance rates were of

similar magnitude (about 10-15 percent over comparison groups), despite marked
differences in project and jurisdiction size.

Because those system benefits of witness projects--especiaily time savings--
that we are reasonably confident about have not been widely quantified, no con-
clusions can be drawn about the range of cost savings produced for the criminal
justice system. Other things being equal, including the police witness in the
notification system appears to provide a considerable boost to the "system costs
saved" column of the ledger, however. This is true because: a) police time is
expensive; and b) police witnesses are involved in almost every case.

It is important to distinguish between direct cost savings (i.e., reduced
agency budgets) and indirect savings (i.e., resources freed up for alternative
uses). Police overtime expenditures may decline, but most system savings, if
any, arve likely to fall in the indirect category./4/ Thus, operation of a wit-
ness project or witness component ordinarily means a net budget increase to the

locality.

Fer a number of other system benefits, the available evidence, although lim-
ited, raises doubts about the expectations for victim/witness assistance pro-
jects. Efforts to document changes in dismissal rates, processing speed, and
conviction rates, as well as more subjective measures of victim/witness attitudes
and predispositions to report crime or cooperate in prosecution have been largely
unsuccessful. '

Why might this be the case? There are at lsast three possibilities:/5/

First, the chain of assumptions leéding up to these outcomes and
b

°
impacts may be faulty. The theory itself may be bad.

® Second, the theory may be correct, but the measurements and design used
to test the theory may be unsatisfactory.

. Third, the expected effects may occur, but be too weak to detect

through typical evaluation designs.

At this point, we favor a combination of the second and third explanations.

Greater scrutiny of the theoretical argument may prove more profitable when more
and better evidence is available. On its face, it exhibits no glaring flaws.

4Making the police department happy has other potential benefits for program
operations; for example, eliciting more police referrals of clients and opening

up channels ftoc improve property return.

5We are assuming that the projects are, by and large, expending the
resources and performing the activities expected of thenm.
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IMPLICATIONS

bringgu:saize:s?:ntlcf the state of kgowledge about victim/witness assistance
hal conclusion. Policymakers and practitioners at all levels in

We cannot, with much confi
. : 1< nfidence, an . . ..
Or witness benefits, for example: swer the folloving questions about victim

1. Are victims and witnesses b i
: itn etter off emotionally, or i i
_long run, for having received assistance? v Realthier in the

2‘7‘ ] 3 .’ L] [
2 Are victims and Wiznesses now receiving better treatment at the hands

of local criminal justic i i

B n e and social services agenci 43 1
i ey 2! 1es (other thii the
host agency), as a consequence of project efforts? - {other thily the

.
2 o n JL ri g g]l Y L

condiiiz:: Eggedeagyh of information on these basic points, questions about the
E.é__ﬁﬁ_(;i_:_l_)_;_addmr wdlcy favorable outcomes for victims and witnesses are achieved :
service compone::: p::gﬁ:r.thWe cannot examine which project types or sponsors or

Lo ) e the greatest client benefits--despit onvicti
that this information would be exceedingly useful to decisiogaaﬁeg:r conviction

Even i .
find somg égnzgim::ziﬁOftﬁzszﬁirbezeleS’ where expectations for witness projects
. P il , en | 3
significant questions. evidence does not shed much light on several

.
. . . g . . . N h
e

T = R

2.  Are prosecutor-based roj i
- Dased projects best suited to producin
comes, or car other agencies perform equally Sell? 9 the above out-

3. i 7 :
:ggziisggrggmgztii or?cog;extual conditions significantly influence the
mes: viously, having an “enlight dn i
prosecutor is important, but what ch istics of the courtTortive
are inportanc, pRC exanplo? aracteristics of the court system

4. What range of system savi :
. avihgs, dire indi
varying conditions? g rect or indirect, can be expected under

There v ) .
mulate any ?:;12:: engﬁgh g?ta' especially quantitative data, to confidently for-
these days would . t_ls ind of 1n§oymatlon is sorely needed. Hardly ah;éna
déecent treatment qu;:d}pn the proposition that victims and witnesses deserve
solve all the ascorted p§lone would demand that victim/witness assistance efforts
But we live i €d 1lls of the law enforcement and criminal justice system

i in a world of scarce public resources, and decisionmakers andythei;
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2. Behavorial indicators of outcomes should be given preference over mea-
sures of attitudes, beliefs, and oplnlons While attitude change may
contribute to de51rable outcomes it is extremely difficult to measure
and, in itself, not convincing ev1dence of success.

constituents need to know ‘the value of public investments in victim/witness
assistance. In particular, they need to know more about the various options and
their advantages and liabilities. The current research -and evaluation literature
cannot rise to this challenge: :

3. Evaluation designs should e emphasize the more intermediate system
effects of victim/witness assistance efforts. For long-term impacts,
such as increased crime reporting or citizen ccoperation in prosecu-
tion, weak effects are likely, achzautlng results to projects inter-
ventions is difficult, and meas surement is costly. ' Study of intermedi-
ate benefits probabily ie zufficiest to show whetnar victim/witness
assistance efforts. indeed contribute to a solut xca v the larger prob-
lems of unnecessary victim suff%rxng and etﬂﬂ;ﬂﬁ public support for
the criminal justice syst#m. . JERRE R

Several directions for future research make sense in the light of current
evidence.

‘1. For all project types, good cross-site comparisons of process and
impact, using uniform measures, are needed. Thus, one could examine
project successes and failures under differing demographic, organiza-
tional, and political conditions.

2. Good, single-site evaluations are still needed in the victim assistance
area. In particular, systematic investigation of the extent to which
any victim project can alleviate victim psychological trauma would make
a real contribution to the state of knowledge.

3. At least two variations of victim prcject intervention deserve a com- -
~ parative test: - victim services with an on-scene crisis intervention
component and victim services without on-scene intervention. Compari-
son with conditions where police have received :ome training in handi-
ing victims in crisis or orientation to referral sources, or where no
special police or civilian v1ct1m assistance exists, would also be use-
ful.

4. Similarly, there are some major variations in witness services to be
examined: those projects or components providing notification services
only; those projects supplementing notification with appearance sup-
port, restitution, counseling, and the like; and those jurisdictions in
which no special witness services exist. :

5. A longitudinal study of the instituticnalization experience of local
victim/witness assistance efforts could provide many insights. If the
projects do not survive, do they leave a residue in the form of proce-
dural changes, new training programs, or the like? If they do surwive,
what happens to their budgets and organiiations, and why? Two rela-
tively low-cost efforts would be useful and interesting in this cen-
text: a retrospective review of the literature on defunct projects and
develcpment and implementation of a simple monitoring system for check-
ing annually on the fate and ‘undlng levels of projeécts now. in. exis-
tence. . v . R

btk %

Most of the research suggestions advanced are fairly dem&ﬁﬁing and expen-
sive. Ultimately, of course, the decision to invest in suzii work must be bal-
- anced against its probable utility in guiding decisions.

If the investment is made in further evaluatlon, however, the following
three points are suggested

1. Appropriate comparison groups or baselines are essential. Given the B L=
infeasibility of classic experimental designs under most circumstances,
potential for quasi-experimental designs should be thoroughly investi-
gated.
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Toward An Evaluable Community Service Sanctioning
Project Model

Burt Galaway and Joe Hudsori
University of Minnesota at Duluth

Introduction

The National Assessment of Adult Restitution Programs is funded by a grant
from the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice {(now the
National Institute of Justice), Office of Program Evaluation. The project aims
at producing evaluable models of both community service and monetary restitution
projects for adult offenders. An evaluable model will conceptualize project
inputs, project activities, and project outputs as well as specify linkages among
these variables. Finally, peasurement points and measures will be provided in
relation to the inputs, activities, and outputs. In short, an evaluable model
describes independent variables (in this case, community service and financial
restitution programs) in measurable terms and is a necessary prerequisite for the
assessment of program effects or outcomes, the dependent variables.

This paper will focus on community service sanctioning projects, describe~]
the procedures we have been following to arrive at a composite evaluable model,
offer some initial impressions regarding community service sanctioning projects,
and present a preliminary draft of a composite community service sanctioning pro-

ject.

Methodology

Since the evaluable models were to derive from and reflect the experiences
of actual operating projects, the first task was to identify the population of
both monetary restitution and community service sanctioning projects in the coun-
try. To do that, we needed to develop a working definition of what was meant by
a community service or menetary restitution project. The best we could do was an
imperfect, yet usable, definition that specified that at least 75 percent of the
clients of a project must have a monetary restitution and/or community service
requirement and that monetary restitution or community service sanctioning must
be an explicit and central programming focus of the project.

Admittedly, the notions of nexplicit" and ncentral® allow considerable lati-
tude for interpretation. Clearly, however, we wanted to exclude programs in
which community service and monetary restitution were incidental program require-
ments. We therefore obtained the judgment, first, from people who identified
potential programs for us and, second, from the various project directors as to

- whether monetary restitution or community service sanctioning should be consid-

ered explicit and central.

Armed with a working definition, we surveyed all state criminal justice
planning agencies, all criminal justice local planning units, and all state
departments of corrections in the 50 states and the various territories to

request that they identify projects in their jurisdictions consistent with our
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g:zt:ng g;:i?§tion of‘monetary restitution or community service sanctioning pro-
. ist compiled from these surveys was supplemented with projectg gden-

tified in previous surve i
_ ; ys. This process produced a list of i ifi
munity service sanctioning or monetary restitution projects. 269 identified con-

projezzlepggzeii:terYiew§ were conducted with the director of each identified
c@en-en&ed questizzzlzz ;:z:i;gd ty; :;ages. The first stage covered some very
ommuni : ine 1 e project met our worki initi
c g A ing defin
daid :2itxe::rZ;:ewziﬁg:;ogzgg gi_monetagy restitution projects.g Many ;::ggczi
: nition, and we were i
conversations to reduce the population to 108 prozzé:sln very short telephone

For those projects that met our operational definition
: _ ur , We pro

::;:gﬁlghgzziofegh: interview. This 1pyolved a fairly structureg i:::gsgeso the
schedu‘e adggn' to secure bagkground information regarding the type of restitu-
s 'numberlzfrai%ve auspices of the Project, budget and number of staff

i projéCt mber 0 lg 1e§ts served, p@ase in the criminal justice system, whether
brvdhiohic it et t§1 ential or nonresidential, extent of victim involvemént with
the prol , . ative emphas*s placed on restitution and community service activ-

mpared to other services provided to offenders, and a very preliminary1v

discussion of the possible i . .
research. P le interest of the project in further involvement in our

tinctT;:tzgiggsigl:::lzszmgzged f:om the interviews. First, we noted four dis-

: monetary restitution and communit i

projects were predominantly involved in tion: Dthers were soed

: ' : meonetary restitution; oth

P : _ _ etar ; ers we -

bg;;;ize1;::§v;gn::a:;m222:;zuigzx1cedsanctlonlng; others required offezgeggeggm
. and community service requirements;

::gﬁi::ﬁ s:me ogfenders to complete monetary restitution ang commuﬂit§ :ngiﬁze

ents and other offenders to complete community service requirements

cing iggoggéezgzzsfe:ngftﬁgzepi;g:csgdencgur§ged direct involvement between vic-

. : , id only involved a minority of ;

on information secured from the s i i i s i

. creening interviews, we selected i
sample of 20 projects that reflected di i ’ ensions Of type o
. _ ; iversity along the dimensi

restitution (predominantly monetar i e vioe. borb mon
edom ; y. predominantly community service -

:gzz :::pgg:gun;;zs:e;v1z§, or eithir monetary or communityyservice)l gg;?nggzia-

; _ / n the criminal justice i ti
residential or nonresidential program;ing. system, geographic location, and

After selecting the 20 proj i
. jects, we then negotiated with coJ
{ : ith each
:;;Et:gem;?g;ZESugogfduzggzs:agdlngt;hat specified the purpose of 05§03:::a2ch

: : ct from the researchers, and what d ’

a \ ; , emands
i:g:égnéewgtﬁc;gg gpon the project. We were able to complete memorang: zguigder-
of the 20 originally selected projects; one project chose not to

participate in the research j i
participate and was replaced by another project similar in char-

the cigr:gglzgzga:goggligczizg datg fzom which to assemble an evaluable model of
r project, we also collected data of i i
nature in order to understand the origin of j e racess by vhi
: the project and th i
the monetary restitution or co ity servi het] g ol Sy
mmunity service sanctioning id i
We collected data from a review of i T ociaent e oa’
: lec _ ‘ all available project documents, as
site visits which provided opportunities for interviews with projeét stzgélazs
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other key respondents, including persons involved in the history and development B

of the project as well as other key actors in the criminal justice system. We
are preparing reports based on available docwnents and information collected
through interviews which trace the pre-project history of the restitution or com-
munity service sanctioning idea, analyze the process by which the idea was imple-~
mented, and present the current operations of the project. The current opera-
tions section identifies project inputs with measures, project activities with
measures, and project outputs with measures, and to the extent that it has been
articulated, describes the rationale linking inputs to activities and activities
to outputs.

Generally, however, we are finding that the rationale is not very clearly
articulated. These project reports, once prepared in draft form, are reviewed
with the various projects and updated, clarified, and corrected to insure that we
have an accurate understanding of the current operations.

The various individual project models will form the basis for the develop-
ment of composite evaluable models. At this point, we expect to develop two--an
evaluable model of a community service sanctioning project and an evaluable model
of a monetary restitution project. Although there may be some differences based
upon location in the criminal justice system or administrative auspices, we do
find considerable similarities in the inputs, activities, and outputs. We think
that one model can be developed for each type of programming, which might be
implenented at various settings with some modifications. Programs utilizing both
monetary restitution and community service sanctioning will probably reflect some
merged version of the two models we are developing. Figure I presents a draft
composite model of a community service project involving the major activity com-
ponents, outputs, and outcomes.

Preliminary Impressions

Based on our work up to this point, a number of tentative conclusions can be
offered:

1. The community service projects in this group predominantly serve misde-
meanants. There doesn't appear to be any inherent reason why they
could not also serve felons, but the projects in our group terid to have
been established for misdemeanant offenders.

2. These projects appear to have the ability to serve a very large number
of offenders at very nominal costs. They tend not to get involved in
counseling or supervision types of activities, and therefore, a small
staff is able to provide services to a substantial number of offenders.

3. By and large, the projects have not experienced any major difficulty
finding opportunities in the community for offenders to engage in
unpaid community service.

4. The community service projects included in our sample have, at best,
collected evaluative data on inputs--especially the number and charac-
teristics of offenders referred--and outputs--especially the number and
characteristics of project completions (in-project successes) and the
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number of hours of service perfbrmed»~*“erv dittle data has been: col-
lected on the major activity components, and in this- respect..the pro-

-ject has been treated by the evaluator as ‘a kind of "bJack box. ¥ o |

5
&

The projects have highly successful complet;on ratese Typlcally, 90
percent or more of the offenders admltted to a project successfully
complete program requirements. ~

The Study of Gove:nmental Responses to Crlme
o Pro ect Report No. 1*

‘Herbert Jacob
~ Northwestern University

The Governmental Responses to Crime Project began in October 1978. It has
involved a substantial effort to collect and retrieve large amounts of informa-
tion about cities and crime. We are within three months of completing the data
collection effort and about to embark on its analysis. This paper, therefore,

does not report the analyses of these data but, rather, describes the data base <

we are collecting and some of the uses to which it will be put.

" We needed to make decisions about three sets of variables: the time frame
for the study, its geographic and jurisdictional scope, and the cperational mean-
ing of cr;me and of governmental responses. Each of these deserves scrutlny

We decided to concentrate our study on the 31-year perlod from 1948 to 1978.
We chose 1948 as the beginning point of our study because it represents the first
national elections of the post-World War II era. We chege not to go back to ear-
lier years both because we wanted to avoid the special circumstances of the Great
Depression and of the war years and because we feared that it-would be too diffi-
cult to retrieve information for an earlier period. We chose 1978 as the end
point of our study period because it provided a decade of experience with LEAA
programs and grants. Although we are not specifically attempting to evaluate

‘HLEAA'S effect on c1t1es we wanted to be able to take it 1nto -account.

Our original proposal promised to study 10 city trlads consisting of a cen-
tral city and two of its surburbs. In some minor ways-we have contracted that
enterprise; in some major ways we have expanded the scope of our study. .-

In looking for cities on which to concentrate, we determined at the outset
to choose urban areas which would reelect scme of our major hypotheses about the
manner in which cities respond to crime. Thus, we wanted sites which were
rapidly growing as well as those which were stable or declining. We wanted loca-

tions with large minority populations and some with smaller ones; we locked for.. .

some with-predominantly black minority composition and some with a large propor-

~tion of Latinos. We wanted cities with reformed city governments in which a city

manager played a predominant role and unreformed cities in which mayors and tra-
ditional partisan elections were more important. We wanted cities which had .
black mayors as well as some which did not. We wanted cities with very high
crime rates as well as some with lower ones. Finally, we wanted study sites in
all sections of the country.

=

*Thls is a preliminary report of the Governmental Responses to Crime. Progect
funded under Grant 78 NI-AX-0096 from the Law Enforcement Assistance Admlglstra-
tion, U.S. Department of Justice.  While the pr1nc1pa1,;nvestlgator Professor
Herbert Jacob, is the author: of this report, the project has been carried forward
jointly with Pr -ofessor ‘Robert LH,Llwenerry who is co-principal 1nvestlgator and
Dr. Anne Heinz who 1s project manager. y
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This led us to examine the characteristics of the 65 largest cities and-from
that examination we chose 10: Philadelphia, Newark, Boston, Atlanta, Indianapo-
lis, Minneapolis, Houston, Phoenix, Oakland, and San Jose. These sites provide
us all the contrasts mentioned above and many more. - Th# eastern cities and Oak-
land have been stable or declining; Atlanta,-Fhoenix, Houston, and San Jjose have
experienced rapid growth. Oakland -San Jose, and Pheoenix have city managers.
Newark, Philadelphia, Bostcmh, Atlanta and Oakland have large black populations;
San Jose, Phoenix, and Houston have substantial Latino populatlons. Newark,

Atlanta, and Oakland have had black mayors.

The crime rates of the cities also differ substantially. 1In additioh;_ou?

study sites reflect a wide range of -zocioeconomic circumstances. For instance, : s a T T o
using the index of need developéd by Bunce and Glickman, 1980, we find three of . LR . Nead B S Neea
Ranmk .- city Score*  Rank . City . Scoret

our cities (Newark, Atlanta, and Boston) among the 10 most needy cities and three
(Phoenix, Indianapolis, and San Jose) among the 10 least needy (see table 1).

Likewise, these cities also represent different degrees of income inequality. E c : R
Thus, we are confident that we have chosen 10 sites which.will provide us widely s 1 Newark , 1,448 30 . Kansas City
varying settings for our analysis. e 2 New Orisans 1,386 31 . lLos Angeicas |
. 3 St. Iouis R : 1,622‘ 32 b D&nvév_ B
The selection of these sites, however, had one disadvantage--not all of them , 4 Cleveland Q.782 33 Fort Worth
had enough suburbs for us to find two to complete the proposed tri%d. The towns : - 5 Birmingham 8,777 34 St, Pauwl S ,3'134'
around Newark, Oakland, and San Jose are not clearly enough-iinked to those cen- 6 Baltimore 0.764 35 sdcraments . ~0.147
tral cities, rather than to others in the metropolitan area, to be called their - 7 WaShlngﬁéﬂg“ ; o D.B83..0 . 36 - ;~Pcrtla»d SRR -0’150"5hh
suburbs. In addition, ;ndlanapolls vastly expanded its boundaries in 1972 and 8 Detroit T 6.626 37 . . Columr S Leu18s
swallowed up most of its suburbeg- in a metropolitan-wide form of government called ; 2 Atlaﬂﬁﬁ 0.590 - 38 "fdieaa S *D'lﬁBAf
unigov. Thus we can. esanine suburbs for only 6 of our 10 cities. | 10 Boston. CoFL ©.B56 . 3% " Batan Rﬁuge ' f*ﬁ~ﬁkﬂgfl79 :
P 1l Cm‘:ﬂm»& 0,543 Cape ~-’i;émc} Beach -0.202
HnweVer, we have vastly expanded the geographic scope of our study from our | 12 Oakland SO 0,824 4L g LT ’ ’
orlglnal proposal by also collecting some information on all 395 cities in the | 13 Chicago - ' O 831 . -
United States that had a population of 5{/,000 or more in 1950, 1960 or 1970. 5 14 Buffalo. .. 0,8%3
These 395 cities constitute our baseline data set. We call it our baseline data 15 New York .. .. 1—';~J’537
set because we will use these cities as & basis of comparison for our 10 cities. - 16 Phllade#Phiﬁ DEed ;
Examination of the bageline cities will permit us to see to what degree ocur study 17 Louisville - -
sites reflect mean or modal trends among all larger cities and to what extent we 18 Pittsburgh =~
-are dealing with deviant cases. Although we have collected only limited informa- 19 San Antonio
tion about the 395 cities, this data set constitutes a very Iarge file with 20 Miami ..
almest 200,000 bits of informatian.. 21 NQrfblk
22 El Paso - :
We also needed to operationalize our concept of crime. We are concerned 23 MemPhiB C i) R .
with the perceptions of crime that city officials might respond to rather than a 24 Rochester. o . %an Diego CepL510
“true" crime rate for our cities. For that reason, one of our measures of crime 25 San Franciezs Cowlss S ep, 51?'31
is the data collected as "Offenses Known to the Police" from the Uniform Crime 26 Tampa R _ ooy Eaeqwaixéhnavxﬁaoﬁ =0.556
Reports {UCR). We collected these data from the published reports or an annual 27 Milwaukes - SEEY R G¢066L; o8& ,$h¢%;*u B CafiogEa
basis for mest of our time period, but for a 10-year span we tock them from a 28 Mlnneapolis c.0b5 ’%?p . Indisns ’ mgﬁgg; :
29 Akron : 058 - an ;raﬁ_& SEET ;

data set located at the Interuniversity Consortium for Political and Social
Research at the University of Michigan. The consortium also provided ug data on
a monthly basis for a 10-year period. We use these UCR data in full knowledge of
the many critigues that have been leveled against them. Those criticisms, how-
ever, are directed against their use as measures of the real incidence of crime
rather than as indicators of perceived crime. These data are the reports which
appear in the local press and they are the ones to which local officials must
respond. For those reasons, they appear quite adequate for our use.

- Ii€ alseara ﬁbr ﬁhe.gcpulatzar af tha 483 matrapné

1 g ' L3 tan
cities included in the ‘needs ‘analysis is zexn.- Larga ﬁ;ziea agxa.m:ﬁ“f
are somewhat need;ez han.aVErage. =

“Source: Grickman (1980).
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In addition, however, we have collected an independent measure of perceived
crime. For 9 of our 10 cities (Newark was excluded because of its unique loca-
tion in the New York megalopolis), we analyzed the content of local newspapers.
It was, unfortunately, not possible to read all issues of all newspapers com-
pletely. Therefore, we took a random sample of dates which provided us a ran-
~ domly reconstructed week for cach four-month period of a year. We then chose the

o particular newspaper to read according to each paper's share of the citywide cir-

culation. This provided us with 21 newspapers for each city for each year of the
3l-year period.

- . For each newspaper thus selected, we read the front page (or in the case of
tabloids, the first three pages) and the editorials and letters tc the editor.
One of the items we counted was the number of crime incidents reported on the
first page and whether they had taken place locally or somewhere else. This
crime incident count will then provide us with a second and independent measure
uf'the ‘amount of crlmw to which local officials might respond.

The thlrd.e]ement requiring measurement in our research is governmental
r&sppnse We have operationalized this in a number of quite different and inde-
~ pendent ways. First, we have measures which come from police departments and
police activities. These include arrest data (available to us in several
instances on a monthly basis for much of the period), the number of sworn offi-
cers, pcllce manning pollc1es the number of squad cars, the number of officers
in the patrol division and in other divisions, and the total amount of police
protection expenditures. We also viewed large changes in offense rates as poten-
‘tial response to crime, since it is well known that these crime rates can be
manipulated by pblice departments.

He ~have not 11m1ted ourselves, however, to these conventional measures of
police response to crime. We are also researching each change of police chief
{or the equlvalent position in the city), the number of policy changes and policy

_statements recorded in our content analysis of local newspapers, changes in
*intergcvernmental revenues devected to p011c1ng (largely LEAA grants), changes in
conviction rates in lucal courts, changes in the staffing of the local prose-
cutor, and.changgsjin local ordinances which involve crime.

Thus, we have a wide array of measures of governmental responses to crime.
_We expect to fznd considerable variation in their significance from one city to
another and over the 31-year time period. By using these many measures, we avoid
gross bwersimplification of what surely is a complex process.

* These data have been collected from a variety of sources. Some, such as the
offense data and police protection expenditures, were obtained from published
sources-~the Unlfarm Crime Reports and Census Bureau publications. Most of our
information. from-our 10 cities, however, has been collected on-site from city
offices and archives by our fleld staff. 1In addition, we have relied on newspa=
per accounts fo spe01f1c events, such as the hiring of a new police chief, and on

interview responses from persons who were weli informed about events in a partic-
ular period.

He are, bf‘COurse aware of the potential bias in the oral histories; we

have attempted to account for that bias by relying on several knowledgeable
respondents for each time period. We are also investigating in depth--through
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newspaper and documentary research and by interviews with participants--key deci-
sions in each city.

Finally, we are obtaining from our professional field staff a profile of
each city for the 31-year period. This historical essay will provide us with a
great deal of qualitative backgiround material for our comparative analysis of the
10 sites. Most of these data sets are presently being organized into ccmputer
accessible files. The numerical time series are being compiled into SPSS files;
much of the interview material and data about polica chief selections is being
organized into RIQS files.

An important part of our work has been an effort to pay special attention to
the quality of the data we have been collecting. On superficial examination, the
time series look like numbers that are easy to analyze. However, in many cases
our field staff has warned us that the series are not consistent because of
changes in definitions or changes in departmental jurisdiction. Each of these
and other problems with the data are being fully documented in our code books so
that we and future users will know what precautions are required before proceed-
ing to the analysis of these data.

Our analysis will follow several paths. Our working hypothesis is that
issues go through cycles. When there is no perceived problem, the issue is
latent. When a problem comes to be seen as serious, it enters an acute stage;
when the general public and government officials tire of the problem, it enters a
chronic stage--still present, unsolved, but not considered top priority.

Thus, the manner in which cities respond to crime depends, in the first
instance, on the way in which crime is perceived as a problem. That, however, is
not simply a function of the seriousness of crime nor the manner of its presenta-
tion; it also depends on the presence of other problems that are pressing for
public and official attention. The agenda for action is always limited; whether
crime is placed on it depends not only on how seriously the crime problem is per-
ceived, but also on what other problems are clamoring for attention.

Secondly, the manner in which cities respond to crime will, we think, depend
on the structure of decisionmaking in a city, the decisionmaking styles which are
utilized, the information that is available to decisionmakers, and the amount of
resource slack that decisionmakers enjoy. These variables which intervene
between crime as a problem and the responses that city officials devise carry us
far from the specifics of crime and the criminal justice system. But by not tak-
ing this larger context into account, we believe it would be impossible to under-
stand the process that produces governmental responses to crime.

We do not yet have all of our data in analyzable form; therefores, our first
analyses are more modest than our grand scheme will require. At the moment we
are working on four small-scale analyses:

1) We want to reexamine with our time series data the research of Wilson
and Boland (1978) which asserted that styles of policing made a differ-
ence in crime rates. Their analysis rested on a cross-sectional analy-
sis of 35 cities for 1972. We are replicating and elaborating their
analysis for seven of the same cities for the 3l-year period of our
study.
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Boland (1976) has suggested that different types of crime gr:hgiesggf
nant in several sections of the country. She §a§ sugge§te iy

lent crime predominates in the stable ang decllnlng cities of the fties
Northeast, while property crime is more }mportant 1n‘thg booylnghct Les
of the Southwest and West. The implication of heg flndlngsh%i tﬁe
stresses asscciated with decay lead to Personal violence, whi :
conditions underlying growth are more likely to lgad to proper Z cction
crirzs. This analysis also rested on an exam}natlog of_a ?ross.ih oo
of data at one point of time. We will reexamine this finding wi

time series of our baseline data set.

2)

Analysis by Tufte (1978) suggests that Presiden?s manlpulage ec:ngzzf
conditions during election years to enhgnce their chances for r eexam-
tion or for the election of their.fgvorlte as successor. hW:haxe exan
ining a parallel hypothesis for cities and crime to see w ; ir iions
statistics show cyclical changes that correspond to mayoral elec .

3)

Finally, we are initiating our use of our concent a?a1y51s oflfhe city
press by examining the degree to wh}ch press attent%on.to cr;m;m there
reflects changes in officially published crime st§tlst1cs._ r " ther ,
we will look for other correlates of press atteqtlon to crlye,ti ° ofg
both at larger societal factors and to changes in the organizatio

the newspapers themselves.

4)

I am unable, at this time, to provide results for these sgveral res;arch
efforts. We are, as I stated, at the threshhold oi ;2? analyzls ;t:gio: oggzrs
Thi : ' i ta holdings and ma
k. This paper, however, has outllneq our da i )
:grplan theig gwn research. Our data will be made ava11ab+e to otherigg: the
conclusion of our grant, which we now anticipate to occur in October .
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Managing the Police Demand

James M. Tien
Public Systems Evaluation, Inc.
Cambridge, Massachusetts

Dennis P. Regan
Department of Police
Wilmington, Delaware

Since July of 1978, the Wilmington Department of Police has been operating a~/

program entitled "Managing the Police Demand. The aim of this program has been
to test the effectiveness of alternative methods of handling requests for police
service; that is, methods other than the immediate response of a police unit.
This program was funded for a one-year experimental period by the National Insti-
tute for Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (now the National Institute of Jus-
tice), under Grant #77-NI-99-0074. This paper will briefly discuss our experi-
ence with the program.

The concept of Managing the Police Demand was an outgrowth of an earlier
project of the Wilmington Police Department, the Split Force Patrol Project.

maximize the efficient utilization of Patrol resources. Also funded by NILECJ
for a one-year experimental period from 1975 to 1976, Split Force remained the
standard for patrol operations in Wilmington after the experiment ended.

Basically, the Split Force concept provides for concentrated pclice patrcl
coverage to areas experieficing high crime rates, while at the same time maintain-
ing sufficient patrol resources to more efficiently handle recquests for police
service. Under this concept, the entire patrol force is split into two different
and distinct units:

1. The Basic Patrol Force, whose units respond on a prioritized basis to
complaints and calls for service as they are called in by citizens.

2. The Structured Patrol Force, whose units are committed full-time to
conducting various crime prevention and apprehension activities, which
are selected through analysis of crime data and various other feedback
mechanisms from police personnel.

The Basic Patrol units were allocated both geographically and temporally
according to the demand for service that was experienced. This was done through
the use of two computer models, the Patrol Car Allocation Model and the Hypercube
Queuing Model. Geographic sectors did not remain stable throughout each 24-hour
period, but shifted to match variations in the demand for police service.

The number of basic units deployed also varied to meet demand for service.
This resulted in a closer match of resources to demand, allowing each patrol unit
to work at an optimum level.

Prior to the Split Force, the Wilmington Department of Police had deployed
43 units each 24-hour period. Under Split Force, the department found it could
handle requests for police service with 27 Basic Patrol units. This allowed the
department to dedicate the remaining 16 units to full-time crime suppression
duties. These units became the Structured Patrol Force.
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The above is only a brief summary of the Split Force concept and should not
be seen as a complete explanation of the project. This program did lead directly
to the current effort of Managing the Police Demand, as we shall see below.

One of the elements of Split Force was the prioritization of complaints into
three categories, based on the severity of the incident. In order to modulate
some of the peaks in the demand levels experienced, we instituted as part of the
Split Force a 30-minute delay procedure for the lowest priority calls, those in
category 3. Under this procedure, a call in this category could be delayed for
up to 30 minutes; the caller would be advised of the delay and its length so as
to keep his or her expectations at a minimum. We found that callers were just as
satisfied with a response time of less than 10 minutes as they were with one of
twice that length, provided that they were advised of the delay.

This formalized delay procedure allowed us to "spread out" demand peaks tc a
certain extent. This, in turn, alleved us a certain freedom in staffing patrol
units. Rather than deploying enough units to meet peak demand and then having
them underutilized at other times, we could make our deployments closer to the

average demand level.

At the conclusion o¢f the Split Force experiment, this is how matters stood:
Patrol resource deployment was much more closely matched to demand than had been
the case previously. The greater efficiency of this approach meant that the same
complaint service workload could be handled by fewer units, freeing up units for

crime suppression activities.

Under Split Force, police productivity was increased by reacting better to
the demand for police services by adapting resources deployed to the demand
experienced. The only effort made to better manage the actual demand on patrol
units, the use of the 30-minute delay procedure described above, was minimal at
best. The Wilmington Department of Police, like any other police agency, had
accepted the demand for police services as a given, about which nothing could be

done.

Managing the Police Demand, however, represents an attempt to somehow manage
this demand for police service, at least to the extent of diverting demand away
from the traditional (and costly) service of providing a timely response by a
patrol unit to every request for police assistance. The value of such an
approach becomes evident when one considers the percentage of police service
calls that are not emergencies, that are noncritical, and that could conceivably
be amenable to some alternative mode of service. In the one-year period from
December 1976 through November 1977, for example, 94.9 percent of the calls for
service received by the Wilmington Police were noncritical.

We felt that the judicious use of alternative methods of handling complaints
would result in a reduction of the resources necessary to respond to calls for
service, without adversely affecting levels of patrol officer utilization or cit-
izen satisfaction. This would, in turn, free up patrol units that could be put

to use in more critical areas.

Prior to implementing the alternative response methods, there were two
determinations that had to be made: one, what work alternative responses were
available; and two, what the community would accept. The alternatives that were

arrived at included:
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e Formal delayed response. This is the 3 i
—=2g- celay ponse . O-minute delayed r
was originally used in the Split Force. It would beycontzsszgse‘that

o - . .
ggiggai;st Uglt response. This procedure was developed to accommodate
ponse, by appointment at the convenience of the caller, that could

be delayed for some period of tim i
: e. Essentially, this i
delayed response carried out on a much higher IZvel?ls *e @ formal

a

respond to them, had been used informally for some time in the depart-

ment. It would be continue .
Police Demand. d on a mere formal level under Managing the

° z:;:p?g:et:§§;;§ﬁe ﬁeggrgez ;f polic; agencies have develcped mechan-
; : -taking. This method is particularl
for handling minor complaints, es 1 P rimes iha) useful
or : v , especially property cri :
being reported Primarily for insurance purgoszs. ¥ crines that are

] Szzslggengegral. Because the police are perhaps the only social ser-
remenss fgr Sﬁgcﬁ4tﬁours a day, they frequgntly are the recipients of
inatanes for. ey bey can offer no effective service. In such
onstar . . e more appropriate to refer the caller to other

ing services that are equipped to handle the particular problem:

. Telephone adjustment Certain i
- - complaints received by the polj
actually requests for information or advice. Many o¥ thesg c;;eb:r:at-

isfactorily handled by the person origi ivi i
police eommuninatoa® cente?. riginally receiving the call in the

populggig;d:r toddetermine.wh%ch of these alternatives would be acceptable to the
pop conductegr;; PﬁglzgeSW1im1ngéoanolice, an attitudinal survey was developed
: : Ystems Evaluation, Inc., of Cambri
This firm served as the evaluati A ‘ o1y assachusetts.
_ : t ion consultant for both the Splj
ing the Police Demand Pro- i i Quality of eopond Manag-
: Jects. Questions regarding the 1i :
Vice, response times, and the alternativ 3 ° ioned. sboue Lolice ser-
3 . S - € responses mentioned above w
d33i§;t¥h2e2§dents who had requested police service of noncritical co;;iazit:d °f
irst few months of 1978. It was found that slightly more than 34

percent of those surveved wo 111
responses (co Biore g). uld be willing to accept one of the alternative
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Figure 1

ALTERSATIVE RESPONSES FOR NONCRITICAL COMPLAINTS

Question: For the type of problem you reported, what do you think would be the

best police department response to meet your needs? Would ypu say it was:

o

1. Having a patrol car respond immediately 65.8%
2. Having a patrol car come to you when available, but within 1355
24 hours ' | -9%

3. Having the police department call you back on the telgphone 16,45
(this would result in a police visit whenever appropriate) 4%

4. Going to the police department in person (this would result 5 3
in a police visit whenever appropriate) -3%
(N=342)

i above in mind, the Wilmington Police set itsglf a goal of decreas-
ing tﬁ:tSOEg;e of complaints dispatched to Basic Patrol units by at least 20 per-
cent. This decrease would be attained through the use of the varilous regpoqie
alternatives. These response alternatives would bg used only for low-priority
complaints where immediate assistance was not required.

Whereas during the Split Force Project we had used three categorlesdforwzrl-
oritizing complaints, under Managing the Police Demand only_two were.usz .
found that under Split Force only 1.6 percent of the complaints receive weri
classified in the middle category by our communications persoqngl. In_aﬁtga
practice, complaints were treated as eitheg cgltlgal or noncrltlgal, wit lgw
"in-betweens." We adopted this two-fold distinction under Managing the Police

Demand using the following breakdown:

° Critical complaint--a call for service thgt reguires_the 1mme§1ate
intervention of a police officer. Complaints involving a serious )
offense that is in progress or has just gccurred, comp}alnts where a
suspect is still on the scene or is fleeing, or comp}a%nts wherg any
1ife-threatening condition exists would all be classified as critical

complaints.

iti int-- i t does not require an
® Noncritical complaint--a call for service tha
immediate response by a police officer. Ssuch calls may be delayed,
adjusted, or handled through alternative means.

irst responsibility of a communications clerk upon rgcglpt of a request
for ngzcﬁlzervicepis to detZrmine if the complgipt is of a qgl?lcal or noncr%tl-
cal nature. If critical, the dispatcher is no§1f1ed and suf£1c1gnt Patrol un;ts
dispatched immediately to the scens. If noncr%tlcal, the communications cler
will take a few moments to see if the caller.wlll §ccept one of the response
alternatives. Many noncritical complaints will still continue to require a
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response by a patrol unit, depending on the circumstances attendant to the com-
plaint. 1In some cases the caller will demand to have a police officer respond,
even though by our criteria none should do so. (Our policy in Wilmington has
been to dispatch a patrol unit if a citizen demands it, regardless of the nature
of the complaint.)

If the caller does accept one of the alternatives offered, and the complaint
cannot be quickly adjusted at the time of the initial call, the caller is then
referred to our Complaint Service Unit. An officer from this unit will then call
the complainant back at a time that is convenient to both of them. 1In this way,
emergency phone lines are not tied up and complainants are not put on hold indef-
initely. 1In addition, the Complaint Service officer can schedule his callbacks
over an entire shift, spreading out the demand peaks, which enables him to handle
more complaints.

By diverting 20 percent of the complaints away from dispatch to our Basic
Patrol Units, we anticipated being able to decrease the number of four-hour
active response units by at least 20 percent, while maintaining individual unit
workload and response time to primary critical calls at levels comparable to
those achieved under the Split Force. This reduction was again planned through
use of the Patrol Car Allocation Model and the Hypercube Queuing Model, as was
done for the Split Force Project.

We show the reduction in Basic Patrol Unit deployment in Figure 2. Note
that the units are defined in terms of four-hour tours. The number of eight-hour
units can be determined by dividing each total by two.

Figure 2

COMPARISON OF BASIC PATROL DEPLOYMENT
4-HOUR ACTIVE RESPONSE UNITS

Tour - Hours Split Force Managing the Police Demand
I 2400-0400 8 7
II 0400-0800 5 4
III 0800-1200 7 7
IV 1200-1600 10 8
v 1600-2000 12 8
VI 2000-2400 12 8
Total 54 42

Managing the Police Demand has been in full operation since July of 1978.
Although the federally funded project ended on November 1, 1979, the Wilmington
Department of Police continues to operate the program. As of the date of this
writing, the final evaluation report on the program is being prepared by Public
Systems Evaluation, Inc.

Although we do not have the final figures on the project, we are convinced
that it has been successful. The alternative responses are in operation. They
are accepted by the public. The reduction in Basic Patrol Unit deployment has
been achieved. There is no indication that individual unit workload has
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increased beyond expectations. The overall effectiveness of the department seems
unaffected.

This is, of course, only a brief'description of the gperation.of Managing
the Police Demand. Anyone wishing more detailed information on this program, or
on the Split Force, should consult with either of the sources below:

Public Systems Evaluation, Inc.
929 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Mass. 02139

Planning & Research Division
Wilmington Department of Police
1000 King Street

Wilmington, Del. 19801

40

R

Evaluation of the Community Anti-Crime Program:
A Summary

~W. Victor Rouse, Vice President
American Institutes for Research . ..
in the Behavioral Sciences ”
Washington, D.C.

COMMUNITY ANTI-CRIME PROGRAM

In 1967, the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administra-
tion of Justice urged that:

Every American can translate his concern about, or fear of crime into
positive action. Every American should. Specialists alone cannot con-
trol crime. Controlling crime is the business of every American.

Direct citizen action to improve law enforcement has become an absolute
necessity./1/

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 mentioned the concept
of "community anti-crime activities," though no federal funds were allocated for
them at that time. 1In 1973, the National Advisory Board on Criminal Justice
Standards and Goals wrote a report on community crime prevention that strongly
advocated citizen participation in anti-crime activity:

Action by citizens is at the heart of community crime prevention. The
Commission recommends that every citizen contribute to local community
crime prevention efforts. Government agencies should encourage and
support citizen action programs. Existing community organizations
should explore ways they can relate their activities to crime preven-
tion./2/

Congressional hearings were held before the Crime Control Act of 1976 was
passed. Testimony was given by private citizens and members of community-based
organizations that indicated their concern about crime in their neighborhoods.
These groups sought federal recognition of their independently initiated anti-
crime activities. In an effort to promote and support these locally organized
crime prevention activities, Congress amended the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968 to include a provision for direct federal funding of such
activities. This amendment (Public Law 94-503: Crime Control Act of 1976) man-
dated the establishment of the Office of Community Anti-Crime Programs (OCACP)

1The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of
Justice. The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Gov-
ernment Printing Office, 1967, p. 35.

ZNational Advisory Board on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. Report on
Community Crime Prevention. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,

1973.
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within the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. The stated purpose of

OCACP is:

° to provide appropriate technical assistance to community and citizen‘
groups to enable such groups to apply for grants to encourage community
and citizen participation in crime prevention and other law enforcement
and criminal justice activities;

] to coordinate its activities with other federal agencies and programs
(including the Community Relations Division of the pegart@ent.of Jus~
tice) designed to encourage and assist citizen participation in law
enforcement and criminal justice activities; and

® to provide information on successful citizen and community participa-
tion programs to citizens and community groups./3/

To implement this mandate, Congress allocated $15 million to OCACP for
grants to community groups for each of the fiscal years (FY) 1977 and 19?8.
Community Anti-Crime Program is designed to assist the effgrts of.commuglyy.
groups by providing resources for organizing and implementing their activities.
As stated in the CAC Program Guidelines:

The

Emphasis is placed on community-based organizations that have substan-
tial grassroots input or a membership base of neighborhoqd.groups, or
that relate to a network of neighborhood groups. In addition, alrga@y
established or new neighborhood groups may come together in a coalition
to apply under the name of one applicant community organization. The
central applicant would serve as the grantee and would norma}ly assume
fiscal administration and other program coordination respons%bllltles
for the project. Under such arrangements, unincorpora?ed nelghbthood
groups would be eligible participants because ?he applicant organiza-
tion has nonprofit, incorporated status. Eligible grantees: thgrefore,
might include: (1) locally based chapters of national organizations .
involved in community improvement efforts; (2) community-bésed organi-
zations (having no national affiliation) currently condgctlng commuylty
improvement efforts; (3) community development corporatlops, community-
based economic development corporations, and other establlsheq _
community-neighborhood organizations; and (4) existing community anti-
crime organizations./4/

JTo provide essential seed money for grassroots organigations, OCACP devgl-
oped operational guidelines and program criteria for awarding the grants, which
were in amounts up to $250,000.

The guidelines suggested, for illustrative purposes, two.categories of .
activities that would be eligible--those that stressed reduction of oppo;tunlt}es
for crime and those that addressed the causes of crime. Examples of projects in

3Community Anti-Crime Program Guidelines, LEAA Manual M4500. IF, 21 Decem-

ber 1977, Chapter 2, Section 2, Part a.
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the first category were blockwatch programe, escort services for the elderly, and
residential security education. The second category of projects included youth
crisis centers, victim assistance programs, volunteer-based recreation programs,
and juvenile counseling services. The design of the program was to be the
responsibility of the community organization, and applicants were encouraged to
develop innovative approaches.

LEAR funded 150 CAC projects during FY 1978. Of these, 146 were action
grants to community organizations and four were technical assistance grants.
additional technical assistance grants had already been funded in FY 1977.
146 action grants were selected from over 1,000 organizations.
lion dollars were spent on the action grants,
$183,721.

Two
The
Twenty-six mil-
with the average award being

THE EVALUATION

The CAC evaluation, like many others, had its real beginning long after the
program formulation at the national level was completed and considerably after
most of the local projects had begun operation. When American Institutes for
Research undertook the evaluation in October 1978, it was evident that informa-
tion on the program would have to be produced quickly. OCACP was expecting con-
gressional review to begin in January 1979 and had to start making re-funding
decisions in that same month. It was obvious that the evaluation design could
not afford the luxury of extensive first-round site visits or other time-
consuring data collection efforts. ’

On the other hand, we did not want to base our evaluation on archival
sources simply because it was more expedient. The task of the design was to meet
the information needs of policymakers, while at the same time generate the scien-
tific data necessary for a valid evaluation effort.

The model that we employed to guide our evaluation analysis corresponds
directly with our view of the program process as a multi-stage sequence of inter-
related conditions and events. This model, as applied to the Community Anti-
Crime evaluation, is presented in Figure 1.

The CAC evaluation was designed to answer the following questions:d/

1. What are the specific functions that residents and resident groups can
most appropriately and usefully perform in the process of crime preven-
tion?

2. What are the structural and organizational characteristics of resident
groups that increase or limit their effectiveness in the perfcrmance of
these functions?

3. What has been the impact, positive and negative, of the LEAA grants on
the development of resident groups with these kinds of characteristics
and on their capacity for performing the various functions?

4. What other types of support, local or federal, seem necessary, in addi-

tion to the inputs that LEAA provides, to enable resident groups to
overcome the specific problems and difficulties that they encounter?
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Figure 2
BASIC PARAMETERS OF THE CAC PROGRAM EVALUATION &
OTHER EVENTS
.. Disposing

| | condition

V. v v
Baseline - Organiza- Interme-~
State of | _ tional Program | | Immediate| _,] diate _p{ Ultimate
Affairs Inputs Inputs Out.comes Outcomes Outcomes

t—ATA and Project Monitors

BASELINE STATE
OF AFFAIRS:

ORGANIZATIONAL
INPUTS:

PROGRAM
INPUTS:

DISPOSING
CONDITIONS:

Problems to be addressed in terms of (1) crime levels,
(2) fear of crime, and (3) level of cooperation among
residents and criminal justice officials. Most of the
data for this would come from the grant applications or,
for a Level III, from official records and interviews.

The process of developing the components of a viable
organization as well as structural characteristics of
the group. The former would include financial systems,
chains of authority, hiring staff, etc.; the latter such
things as the degree of hierarchy, patterns of leader-
ship, etc.

All steps in program planning and development leading
up to actually engaging in crime prevention activities.
Examples would be planning activities, needs assess-
ments, surveys of citizens, talking with neighborhood
groups, getting groups organized, buying equipment for
marking property, etc. '

Local circumstances affecting the development of ergani-
zational and programmatic capabilities over which the
project has little or no direct contrcl. These include
both demographic characteristics such as racial and eth-
nic compesition. SES levels of the community, etc., as
well as the existence and relative strength of other
organizations, political realities, willingness of
groups to cooperate, experience of residents with previ-
ous interventions in community, etc.
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IMMEDIATE
OUTCOMES :

INTERMEDIATE . -

OUTCOMES :

ULTIMATE
OUTCOMES :

OTHER
EVENTS:

TA AND OTHER
INPUTS :

- hekivities having taken place {except for thoge direct -
- mpacts on crime, fear of crime, and level of € system . -
cogperation}. Examples would be increases in sense of .

~sécurity feelings, lower transiency levels, political
celout of group; new tensions in csemunity at large

g Fam 15 ohe that has in ix iutervenkion in .
the project development and ismplewsntation prosess. The

. all stages.

© Bctual lewsls of erime prevention activity engaged in,
c{edgo, hours of gurveillance, smount of property
- angraved, mmsbetr of youths coonseledy. .

ﬁ@ﬁé%ﬁﬁwﬁniaﬁﬁnébé’aanﬁaqaéﬁééﬁ;ﬁf é?iﬁ¢ag§gge5§i6§1

copmunity, increasing use. of strests, increases

chisnges in the politival sgenda, ete.

Charges in the baseline state of affairs m tmnf

‘erime levels, fedr of orime, and ecospsration among resi-
) -5 » upe, and cocperation among resi-
_dants and the CJ community. p am g resx .

. Bvents taking place outside the i@gﬁ&iﬁ%j& t;:imggag: é‘,}iﬁ’. o

vonment that affect ite ubility to develup and implement ‘
v s BERES 1ity to develop and implement. .
irs crime prevention program. For sxsmple, a ¢hange in
ity adninistration (Other Event] might affect the Dis-

~posing Condition of groups® willingness to cooperate,
Jo wdditdon, & particular violent wave of crime (asan

chﬁywﬁ?eﬁt} mighﬁ have an affact on the number of =~ ©
security precautions taken by residents (Imsediste Qut-

o come) which is independent of proiect efforts. ﬁimilar*f}gf

events can ales affect intermediate and wltimats out=:
comes. .

role of TA groups and project megitors & " :
e 9CAa PSANM Projutt manaiors a8 edpmcted to be
crucial, and we will be comzerned with thear reles at
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‘5.  ¥hat are the generalizable implications of the CAC experience for the
role and functions of resident groups and for the related local and

federal policy issues?

To ansver these questions, we undertook a process-oriented evaluation
involving three levels of analysis.

. The first lével, Level I, involves data collection on and from all CAC pro-
jects. First, we collected demographic data on the cities and on the target
areas chogen by the projects. We also coded informationr presented by the pro-

jects in their initial grant applications.

The bulk of the data at this level will come, however, from two surveys of
all projects. The first of these “ook place in the spring of 1979. The second
- will be mailed to projects as close as possible to the end of their funding peri-
~ ods. Since these are surveys of all projects, they have been labeled "Global
. Surveys" and are réferred to as such in the rest of this report.

0f the 141 surveys mailed in the first wave, 128 were returned (a
90.8-percent rate)}. The data from the surveys were combined with the demographic
data and the grant proposal data in the Management Information System that
ensbles us to cross-reference data elements from the different sources. It is
. the vomplete data from these 128 CAC projects that form the descriptive data base
-+~ fov this report, providing us with two snapshots of the program. The proposal

}datﬁ.giﬁe‘dsfa,picxure of the conditions that the projects were trying to address
.and what they intended to do, and the Global Survey data give us a picture of
where the projects are after approximately one year of operation.

.     Bevelflfﬁéia afe the most descriptive of the CAC Program as a whole, but
they do not provide a great deal of insight into how specific projects are imple-
‘menting specific crime prevention activities and with what effects. In short,

escriptive data do not enable one to make evaluative statements. For that,

: f,ﬁiéhesiﬁé collection efforts--and thus, the other two levels of evaluation effort--

7. are necessary.

- ‘Jugt as Level I sites constitute the basis of our Global evaluation, Level
- IT1 sites are the units of analysis for the Focused evaluation, and Level III
- sites for the Imtensive. There are 24 Level II sites, and each is being visited
.o twice, "Each of the 12 Level III sites is being visited several times. At each
- site, we are specifying the results of the Global evaluation by gathering addi-
© tional detail on: the:contexts within which the projects are operating, their
- organizational characteristics and problems, their activities, and their impacts.
A of this writing, we have visited all Level II and Level III sites once.

. .7 site visit data provide us with our third snapshot of the program. First-
: . round site visits-generally included interviews with staff, tours of the target

o w. - area, meetings with board members and project directors, and discussions of key
. ‘sctivities. Data.were collected from both structured interviews and observation

. -of the project and its environmental context.

“,: ;j After each site visit, an extensive report was written to supplement the
material in our files from the proposals and the Global Survey. Clearly, it is
h€53619x0j2¢:s that we have visited that we know best, and in the analyses that
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follow, 111 fi i
we will first ask questions about these pProjects and then where appro

Priate, supplement the analysis wi
veye fron Dplem Prosent y with data from the Proposals and the Global Sur-

ISSUE OF CREAMING

In thi i i -
implementessb;egéigg' wg eéxamine the process of site and grantee selection a
- One of the more frequently heard criticisms of federai
by # : . .
tgatC:::m::gﬁigf"ffor‘fugdlng those most likely to succeed. It can belr queg
of this is that many worthwhile organizations, especialiggtﬁgse

with no proven track reco
: : rd, never get a ¢
of innovative ideas and motivation.g hance, even rhough Fhey may have a lot

In the .
that emh hgz:eoggu:::dCAcTﬁrogram, there were really three kinds of Creamin
rates andyor g pocour f e program 9ould have chosen cities with low crimg
it couid nave o isto y of crime Prev§ntlog and community organizing activities:
ally toy 1oue chos crgroups work}ng in neighborhood target areas with excepti -
roups with cos OF. ime an§ social problems; or it could have selected o g "
nsive experience and proven track record in management Seyhave

Did OCACP Choose "Easy" Cities?

Our si isi i
e determizzg x;:;;:rp:§v1ded data rel§vant to an effort to answer this questi
department oad rether ere was an actlYe crime prevention unit in the police o
tore of ot and commun'é in comparison with other cities visited, there was a his-
Judged to hage Commu i y‘organ1z1ng_efforts. Of the 36 sites visited, 17 wer *
les with hioropoct o; crime Preventlog ynits. Twenty-four projects wére in c?t-
that only s peoese wcommynlty organizing. What is interesting, however is1
nade they pine sects C;éep;gjgitlesIEh:;yhig bo?h, which critics would haée said
o 0] ° ) e .
in most instances along only one of these dim:::23£:?°§a§§:§eéh:2e§§§g;eéo§; ves

Property Crime

o .
gg:tg?rg%;:ygzst; for the natlon_was 1,411 incidents per 100 000 resi-
The medion rategfary rate§ for cities over 25,000 population'was 1,824
petcenty paiile ;r CAC 01t1e§ was 2,344. Ninety-six Ccac cities (é3 N
(67 pervencs frg ary ratgs.hlgher than the national rate. Seventy-si
of the CAC cities had burglary rates higher than the zrga:
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® The overall property crime rate for the ngtion was 4,588 incidents per
100,000 residents. The urban property crime rate was 6,031. The
median rate for the CAC cities was 6,526. One_hundred and four CAC
cities (90 percent) had property crime rates h;gher than ?he natlonaih
rate. Eighty-two (71 percent) had property crime rates higher than the
urban rate.

violent Crime

¥ i inci 00,000 residents.
] The murder rate for the nation was 8.8 1nc1denps pgr.l '
The urban murder rate was 17.5. One hundred CAC c*tles (87 percent)
had murder rates higher than the national rate. Eighty (69 percent)
had murder rates higher than the urban rate.

e The overall violent crime rate for the nation was 467 incidents per
100,000 residents. The urban violent crime rate was ?09. The median
rate for the CAC cities was 997. One hundred CAC cities (87 percent)
had violent crime rates higher than the national rate. Eighty-three
(72 percent) had violent crime rates higher than the urban rate.

Total Crime

™ The National Crime Index for 1977 was 5,055 incidents per 100,000 resi-

dents. The urban Index was 6,740. In the CAC cities, it.was 8,197.
one hundred and five CAC cities (91 percent) had total crime rates
higher than the national rate. Eighty-five (74 percent) had total
crime rates higher than the urban rate.

In addition to looking ét individual crimes, one can ask how many CAC sites

were worse off than the national or urban rates across crimes. A city could have

rates worse than the national or urban rates on from 0 to 7 of crimes listed in

the National Crime Index. Table 1 shows the projects by the number of crimes for

which the CAC cities have higher rates than the national or urban rates. .
Table 1

CRIME PROBLEM INDEX FOR CAC CITIES

n =114 NO. OF PROJECTS

No. of crimes where

cities have above- National Rate Urban Rate
average rates
0,
0-1 5 ( 4.4%) 13 (11.4%)
2-3 3 ( z.eé) 15 (13.1%)
4-5 21 (18.5%) 28 (24.53)
6-7 35 (74.6%) 58 (50.9%)
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From this comparison of crime rate figures, there appears to be very little
evidence that OCACP chose projects in cities with abnormally low crime problems.
Only eight projects are in cities above the national rates on three or fewer
crimes. The vast majority of projects are in cities above the national rates on
all or almost all Index crimes.

Did OCACP Choose "Easy" Organizations?

OCACP's decision to support locally administered crime prevention projects
entailed a certain amount of risk. To some extent, community organizations are
an unknown quantity. They are highly disparate in terms of age, experience,
structure, and management capability.

There is no generally accepted definition of a community organization, but
there are some defining characteristics; for example, accountability to resi-
dents; control by voluntary leadership; political, but nonpartisan, orientation;
and a high degree of political autonomy. From the federal government's perspec-
tive, none of these organizational traits signifies an "easy" grantee. It is no
wonder critics charged that OCACP would impose implicit selection criteria to
control the risk associated with investing in such unconventional grantees.

Was the selection biased in favor of experienced groups? In this section,
we examine the relevant site visit and survey data to determine the extent to
which experienced grantees predominate in the CAC Program.

The explicit funding criteria allowed considerable latitude in defining eli-
gible grantees. Local chapters of national organizations involved in community
imprevement, community organizations with no national affiliation, community
development corporations, and existing community anti-crime groups were among
those specified as eligible. Even unincorporated groups were eligible, if they
formed a coalition and applied under a central, incorporated grantee.

From these criteria, one could infer at least a paper comuitment by OCACP to
grassroots participation in the program. If the commitment were genuine, we
would expect a substantial portion of the grantees to be young, inexperienced,
unsophisticated groups in which power to set policy is vested in a volunteer mem-
bership. The Global Survey and our first round of site visits focused heavily on
problems associated with program start-up and organizational development. Each
of these two issues casts light on the question of organizational creaming.

Age of grantees. As a rule, most of the designated grantee organizations
are young. For the 105 organizations reporting, 1971 was the median year of
incorporation. Seven groups were incorporated before 1950. Five were incorpo-
rated in the 1950s, 31 in the 1960s, and 49 were incorporated between 1970 and
1976. A sizable number of grantees (13) were incorporated in 1977 and 1978, usu-
ally to meet LEAA eligibility requirements.

Experience. In the Global Survey, we used two indirect measures to evaluate
the grantees' experience at the local level. We asked projects about their pre-
vious experience with federal grants and about the size of their operating bud-
gets (excluding the CAC grant). For both measures, the findings reflect only the
experience of the grantee organizations. Consequently, for some of the coalition

projects, the findings present an inflated estimate of overall project experi-
ence.
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when asked if they had ever received a federal grant other than CAC, 45 (37
percent) of the grantees responded that they had not, and 78 (63 percent) said
they had. Only 14 grantees had received LEAA funds before. The median federal
grant size was $200,000. A sizable number of grants were awarded to groups with

no track record in grant management.

our second indirect measure of fiscal management experience produced paral-
lel evidence about the projects. We found that nearly 8 percent of the grantees
had no funds other than the CAC grant. seventy-five percent of the groups have

annual budgets of $50,000 or less, excluding the CAC grant. About half the

grantees had additional budgets less than $183,721, the size of the average CAC

grant. Eighteen percent of the grantees had budgets larger than $1 million. In

sum, our data show that in over half the cases, the CAC award exceeded the grant-

ees' total operating budget from other sources.

Problems encountered. 1f the argument that OCACP would choose neasy" orga-
nizations cannot be justified, the critics might argue that there are not, after
all, many "easy" organizations, and the rest of the community-based groups could
be characterized as having so many organizational and management prokblems that

they would never get around to implementing crime prevention activities. Our

site visits suggest that although there are significant problems at some of the
sites, they are generally of a size only to cause delays and not to cripple the

projects.

To provide a balanced picture, we indicate below the number of projects that
have specific problems and the number that definitely do not have each problem.
The data reflect judgments by our field staff about each project in comparison to

the others that they visited.

] For 12 projects, staff turnover has been a problem. For 13 projects,
it has not been a problem at all.

° Fourteen projects had difficulty initiating a working relationship with
the police; however, 21 had no such problem.

. Eight groups have had conflicts with other community organizations in
their cities, but for 12 this has definitely not been a problem.

° Seven projects had financial management problems, but 23 definitely did

not. ‘

Seven projects had difficulty in developing a work plan acceptable to
OCACP; however, this was definitely not a problem for 17 projects.

e Eight projects had to rely heavily on technical assistance during their

start-up phases, but 27 did not.

] Ten project directors had little program management experience; 10 had
a great deal of experience.

] In only seven projects were staff experienced in crime prevention.

° At 17 sites, the person(s) who wrote the grant proposal is not working
on the funded project.

50

e e earacn o T -...—.-,.._.‘-u..-..,,-_,».....w.,M»...‘M..,,..,,__...‘... B o e S s R TR R

SRR
TR

Of the 36 j isi
projects visited, 11 had none or only one of the problems listed

Where multi :
they have cause;pi:bzngt?ms exist, they are clearly serious. In some i
ability of the projeCtsnt;a;eS:lizs'ln g{ogram implementation and may i;;:;?niﬁzl
cycles. In : eir objectives by the end i :
feel that or;:i{zgzi °r1t"° instances, however, dig the evalgﬁtzgzlz'fggdlng
onal problems might actually cripple the project:e IStaiﬁ
. In other

Did OCACP " i
cream off" the most experienced groups? Alternately, were the

projects selected so beset i i ;
tation was impaired? by organizational difficulties that program implemen-

The data show that onl :
these contenti y a few projects provide evidenc ;
of grant mana;:::gt §°st 9f the grantees are fairly new andehzgesgggort elt?er of
the grantees have e zg?rlence, though there are exceptions. A1th0ugha ot ot
with these problemsxgn 3:;:e€h2:1tlpl§ organizational problems, most haggsge:{t
. . resulted in nothi 2!
program implementation. There are only one or tg:ngxgggzizgglous than delays in

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

Citizen Participation in Proposal Development

The LEAA Communi i-Cri
unity Anti-Crime Program Guidelines called for "evidence of

0 0 . : :

The importance of citizen partici i i
perspectiver. f . ; cipation in planning ca i
theig purpo:e igogg:;:tyforgan;zatlons are voluntary asgocigtggn:lzxgg grgw e
citisen frout 1o usuallo thenlnterests of a specific constituency Thei ;ne
owent afrorts. From ayc:c.ms:.dered a.requirement for program planﬁing ang 3re,
R aming in cammed to be ime prevention perspective, citizen participati gvel-
P pothenised that. party gltal because of its motivating efforts. It onbln
funqtion of partiéigati:;uizréZv:§o;2: c:ﬁmunity aovel. commitmené > p:::1yea
projects should be able to mobilize thgir zoﬁzzgzzzaciz:egfgggﬂiszigt te high,

During the firs! round of site visi

come oring f . visits, we found that mo j

Toets ood ghetgetgggl;: ze51dents of the target areas in thes;1§;§i§0tth:g o

e etvoment. ranced fgomnhogg‘the propogals that were submitted to LEgA Th? pres

invelvenent ranged from ding community meetings in which residents t.:ouldls i

actually writiﬁg the progogzilze:r::lgzieng s with pocioct stage. andv°1ce
. iscussions with project staff, we iden-

tified six major channel iti
s of . . .
rifled six hajor chamne's ¢ citizen participation during the planning phase.
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Table 2

CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT IN PLANNING AND PROPOSAL PREPARATION

(n = 36) FREQUENCY
Citizens attended meetings to discuss community problems and needs 31
Citizens suggested ideas for the CAC proposal 27
citizens reacted tb plans formulated by professional staff of the
grantee organization or plans written by outside consultants 22
citizens surveyed opinions and attitudes of target arza residents 15
Citizens provided supporting‘documentation or data to be included
in proposal 14

’ 11

citizens drafted major portions of the proposal

Thirty-one projects reporiad that they had organized or participated in some
type of community meeting during the initial planning stages. This was the most
common channel of participation. Wwithin this category, the organization of meet-
ings, the number of meetings, and attendance varied greatly. Some projects orga~
nized only one mass meeting, where the availability of CAC funds and community
concerns were discussed. Other projects organized meetings to obtain resident
reactions after the proposal was drafted. A few projects held regular, small
meetings at which the final proposal was developed.

The two categories of participation next mentioned most often were that cit-
izens suggested ideas for the proposal or that they reacted to plans formulated
by professionals. The three most common channels of citizen involvement repre-
sent a less intense degree of participation than do the remaining three catego-
ries. Attending meetings, suggesting ideas, or reacting to the ideas of others
takes less time and effort than surveying neighbors, collecting information, or

writing a proposal.

Various small-scale surveys were conducted by citizens for 15 of the pro-
jects. These surveys were usually informal and consisted of residents interview-
ing their neighbors or interviewing people at local stores, shopping centers, or
community events. several other projects mentioned that they had considered
doing some kind of survey, but given the conditions in their target areas, they
did not think that residents would answer the door to people they did not know.

Residents provided supporting documentation or data to be included in 14 of
the projects' proposals. In several cities where crime statistics were not
available on-a neighborhood basis, volunteers pulled and coded crime reports. In
other cities, volunteers were responsible for collecting housing and demographic
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data from municipal de
partments; and for s j
fata , ; an ome projects, vol
Ler t;ie:upgggz irom ;ogal politicians, community leaders :2§e;§ii§:11§§?eq 1o
projects, citizens were involved in all six chaénels of partgci;:;:§:-

to have played only a i ,
: . peripheral role in th nn . .
ing projects they were an integral part of :hglgroizgsphase' while in the remain-

Role of the Advisory Board

One of 1ild
action progr::: ?:S: :am111§r channels of citizen participation in communit
in CAC, with all the ommunity or advisory board. We found this to be the ca
Furtheimore  OF the 12;03ects that we visited having some kind of adviso bosed
that they have a board respondents to the Global Survey, 85 percent re orted
Program predicted ard with community representation. The critics of tﬁ CA
ed that these boards would not have a significant role inemongtor-

ing project operations and wo i
e et he g o uld serve as figureheads, rather than exert real

The st .

ably. For :g;:u;5°?£c2°ards for the projects that we visited varied consider-

grantee. For otherJ S, the boards are the existing board of directors of th

project. Some proj projects, new boards were created specifically for the CAce
projects that are being implemented by coalitions have an overall

board for the proj i i
- ject, while in g4 .
advisory board. : in other coalitions, each organization has its own

The backgrounds and iti
positions of the board i

boards : 0 N ard members also v
sentatiigg g;mﬁ:iegbprlmarlly of.coqmunlty residents, block cazzgi::deiié rSome
S ecentatives fg orhogd assoc%atlons. The boards for other projeéts in ipge-
repres principalerZnZOE;:;lserg%zg agegeies and police departments minis:e:se

: . ' political leaders. We were te : ' ' y

or these projects were usually chosen with the hope that :;g gggtp?g;:gtmzzgigs

benefit from their e i
xperience and draw on s
ment, space, and money--that they represent?me of the resources--such as equip-

From initi i isi i
of communi:;rr::;;:2t551te visit observatlgns, it seemed that the boards composed
of community resldents g:nerally try to maintain greater control over the project
P staff than do boards made up of organization and agency rgpc

resentatives. In the latter i i
e rn case, the boards mainly give advice and serve as

According to the information :

the . . collected during the site visi

arer? 3;;vesg§t general categories that describe the ways th:ts;;:i N "
in ed in the project. These are given in Table 3 | sory boards
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Table 3

ADVISORY BOARD INVOLVEMENT

n = 36 FREQUENCY
Citizens or citizen boards formulated goals for CAC project 25
Citizens or citizen board decided how the CAC funds were allocated 20

Paid staff must have major decisions about activities sanctioned
by citizen board 19

Citizen board evaluates performance of CAC staff 18

Citizens or citizen board reviewed applicants and hired project
staff 17

The citizen board or a member of the board must sign off on pro-
ject expenditures 14

Citizen board members participate in day-to-day operations of the
project 11

Citizens or the citizen board developed work plans to be imple-
mented by paid staff 8

Staffing Patterns

Another item examined under citizen participation is the extent to which CAC
projects have selected staff who reflect their constituencies. Our impression
from the first round of site visits is that most of the projects seem to be
fairly representative of the target area populations.

Five of the 36 sample projects reported that residents who helped to develop
the proposal were hired as paid staff, and 22 projects recruited stzff members
from their target areas. Nine of the projects are staffed at the management

B level exclusively by target area residents. One project said, however, that they

had made a conscious decision not to recruit staff from the target area. They
believed that outside persons would be better able to assess the area s problems
and would not be involved in local conflicts.

CHOICE OF ACTIVITIES: THE SAME OLD STUFF?

Every crime prevention strategy is based on a particular conception of the
best means of reducing the incidence of criminal behavior. Some strategies
emphasize the deterrent effect of stiff penalties and punishments. Other strate-
gies address the complex of socio-economic and psychological factors that may

54

PR e

2 e

make an individual predisposed to commit crime. Still other strategies are aimed
at making the commission of crime more difficult and the apprehension of a crimi-
nal more likely.

Like other groups of professionals and experts, the law enforcement/criminal
justice community has changed its conceptions and philosophical orientations in
the light of new evidence. Although each crime prevention strategy has always
had its proponents, the focus has shifted over time.

The 1960s and the War on Poverty brought what might be characterized as a
"structuralist" approach to crime prevention. People commit crimes because a
whole host of environmental factors make legitimate behavior unproductive or !
because psychological determinants predispose some persons to criminal behavior. |
This strategy addresses the causes of crime--the influence of society, family,
and peers on individual behavior. .

In recent years, this strategy has come under attack. Scme critics contend
that a cause reduction approach simply does not work. They argue that criminal
behavior involves rational decisions, that a potential criminal evaluates the
costs and benefits of his actions just as any other decisionmaker does. The task
of a good crime prevention strategy is to influence that decision in the right
way. If the likelihood of committing a crime "successfully" is reduced, if the
difficulty of commiting a crime is increased, or if the chances of apprehension
are raised, the potential criminal will be more likely to refrain from committing

a particular crime in a particular neighborhood. The opportunity for crime is
thus reduced.

CAC reflects the current interest in opportunity reduction strategies, but
program implementation depends on actors--community-based organizations--who have
tradltlonally drawn support from and voiced allegiance to structural cause redur-
tion strategies.

Community-based organizations have tended, historically, to provide services T
designed to help a person cope with the environment. Their approach has centerad
on helping people adjust to a society that is often perceived as hostile or

unsupportive. Programs that emphasize the structural, cause reduction approach f
to social problems have been the bread and butter of many community-based organi- :
zations. 1In this context, concern for the possible unwillingness of community- i

based organizations to adopt the opportunity reduction strategies of CAC is cer-
tainly relevant and was often v01ced by the program s critics.

~ b N
»-v.a,

f&gﬁ;&tg ThTE s Quinaleaﬁ “¢hat” the CAC prOJects are, at least collec-
tively, making substantial investments in opportunity reductlon strategies. But
what is the typical mix of opportunity and cause reduction activities for indi-
vidual projects? All of the 123 projects for which we have complete activity
data are doing some opportun1ty reduction activities. The median number engaged
in this is'5, but 14 projects are 1mplement1ng more than 10. Twenty-five pro-
Jects report that they are doing no activities oriented toward the cause of
crime. Of those that are implementing cause reduction activities, 48 are doing
only one or two, and 17 are doing more than five.

In terms of the mix of strategies, opportunity reduction activities comprise

the majority of efforts for 76 percent of the projects. Percentages of project
activities in opportunity reduction range from 22 to 100, with the median being
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Table 4 Table 4 (con't)
DOWN INTO OPPORTUNITY REDUCTION )
cac ACTIVIT%:% gﬁgggNREDUCTION STRATEGIES Opportunity Reduction Cause Reduction
, Number of ' Number of
Activities . Citations Activities Citati-ns
. : Cause Reduction Target Hardening 160 Manpower Development 29
Opportunity Reduction ‘ Operation ID 46 Job development 3
Number of Number of Home security survey 37 Placement and referral 17
iviti Citations Activities ‘ Citations Business Security Vocational training 6
Activities survey 7 Other manpower
125 Installation of _ development 3
. : - Delinquency Prevention hardware 11
i?gilc fnformation/tduca 203 gouth recreation 27 . ’ victim(wiyness Assistance 23
Newsletters 26 Counseling, leader- Direct deposit of Victim model 16
General Publicity 41 ship training 27 social security Witness model, court
Community Forums 13 Academic assistance 3 checks reporting 2
Crime, Drug, and Other delinquency ; Security training 10 Victim-witness model 5
Alcohol programs 1 prevention 63 : Painting numbers on .
Crime Prevention _ . 46 curbs 6 Physical Improvgments 16
Film Library ] Social Services Self dgfense/rape pre~ House repair 2
Crime Prevention Outreach/advocacy 18 { vention . , 14 St{eey clean-ups_ 5
curriculua 5 Child care _ 5 ; Arson prevention ‘ 3 Building renovation ’ 1
Seminars 24 gt;ld abu§elp::¥:2§::n 13 ‘ Other target hardening 23 Other physical . o
er socia improvements
Workshops . 3 Escort Services 50 2P
Other information ] =o% - . ]
activities 25 Community Resource 33 Crlmlgal Justice/Community Recreation . 11
Blockwatch Activities 176 Development. o Relat10n§ . 33 Interggneratlgnal.Programs 10
Blockwatch organizing 90 CO?munlty_or§an121ng 17 Pol1ie;gommun1ty 1 Community Revitalization 7
P non-crime relations
Bu:igzggZY:;Ch 20 Technical assistance Honitoying/negotiating
Business watch providers 2 : ) services 4
organizing 8 Needs assessment 10 | Courtwatch o 3 :
Whistle Alert 8 Other resource Other CJ-community i
Safe houses 10 development 4 relations 13 :
ckwatch i
Otgigagi:ing 40 Patrols . 29 .
Emergency Services 29 ;
Hotlines 12 ;
Shelters 6 ]
Crisis intervention/
counseling 7
Emergency security
repairs 1
Other emergency :
services 3 %
Total Opportunity Reducing Total Cause Reducing é
Activities 680 Activities 300 %
1
| .
% " 7 4
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67. It must be emphasized that numbers of activities are serving here as a very
imperfect indicator for level of effort. Some activities require a greater
investment of project resources than others. Some activities are ongoing
efforts, while others are one-shot affairs. A detailed examination of effort
levels for individual activities and for projects as a whole will be a major
emphasis on future rounds of site visits.

Are projects doing "the same old stuff"? To some extent, yes. But the fair
and accurate answer is that projects are continuing some of their previous cause
reduction activities plus a wide variety of new opportunity reduction activities.
The charge that projects would use CAC funds primarily to continue their previous
activities under new labels is not substained by the evidence.

GETTING THE DOLLARS ON THE STREETS

Federal programs are notoriously difficult to initiate, particulari: those
that seek to invelve community groups. The process leading to final implementa-
tion is complicated and time-consuming. By the time the funds actually reach the
community, local circumstances may have changed drastically, and the most appro-
priate intervention strategy may bear little resemblance to the one that was
planned.

To the outside observer, community organizations are often an unknown quan-
tity. Their resources and staff capabilities change over time, and it is nearly
impossible for a program administrator to evaluate fully a local organization's
ability to conduct a given program. Critics of government social policy contend
that the gulf between theory and practice is enormous, that the well-intentioned
federal dollars that flow into communities all too often fail to reach the people
for whom they are intended.

More than many other programs, CAC was designed to get funds out on the
street. By placing those funds in the hands of people who know and understand
their community, it was hoped that effective crime prevention would be quickly
instituted. In addition to the evidence evaluating the selection of appropriate
sites, the involvement of citizens, and the choice of activities, we took a pre-
liminary look at what projects promised and what they have delivered so far.

CONCLUSION

It is too early to report on the Community Anti-Crime Program's efficacy in
reducing crime and changing communities, but we can make some judgments about the
overall validity of OCACP's approach. In this report, we have presented what is
essentially a worst-case analysis. We have inquired whether the charges of the
program's harshest critics would stand up. We have sought evidence that the CAC
Program selected cities, target areas, or organizations with problem-minimizing
characteristics. We have looked at the roles of citizens in the planning and
implementation of the program, at what advisory boards do, and at the extent to
which project staff reflect their constituencies. We have looked at project
activities to see if projects are "doing the same old stuff" for a new federal
agency.

The notions of '"creaming," "milking," "stealing," "charade," "rubberstamp,®

and “paper-pushers" have been the reference points for our analysis of three
major ccnceptual criticisniz leveled at the CAC Program. There is substantial
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ﬁationai Evaluation of the Neighborhood Justice
Centers Field Test/1/

David I. Sheppard
Vice President ‘
Institute for Social Analysis

Seeking viable alternatives to the courts for persons having glszgte;ewzﬁt_
 their friénds,’naighbor&, relatives, ?!'Wlth a merghant or lgndlgrtﬁ eee zri-
ﬁent of Justice and the Wational Ins?ttute gfLJus§;;:1::tab%;zh;eighgzrhogg ol
; gjects in Atlanta, Kansas City, and Los geles. :
izgzaéa§§:§:c(ﬂﬁﬂﬁ} were L praﬁiﬁg third-party medlatlgn to reig%ve g;szzzis as
an alternative to rraditional litigation. Concurrent with theh_ monort S
period, a national evalustion of the program was conducted. ?hls rep p
the findings, contlusions. and recommendations of that research.

| GOMLS OF THE NIC FIELD FEST

Thers w&re o wadar goale of the program, and a majority ?f the ;;alggtlon
' &ffnrt’vas cenkarsd around them  The first goal was to establT;h an effective
: aé&ﬁﬁﬁiﬁy mechanigm {(Heighoorbood Justice Centers) forha reiat;velyolgzzzzniéve,
veditious § fair reoniutien of citizen disputes throug e proc

ezpeditious, and fale resolutien of c : : cesses of

neiliati ediating, andror ar At the same time, the Cente
gonciliation, wedisting, awiros arbitration. . : :
&;;:ctzd to enhancs the weaiily of justice delivered to.the.communlty w1thoué )
d;ﬁiﬁiﬁhiﬁq?tkﬁ affectivensys of the existing crimlnalljustlce ;ys;em.reTgsiren
Lers Wex help the disputing p ] i t resolutions which we ir,
ers wers to help the disputing parties arrive a

iﬁ§g~1asting; aﬁg gatisfariory o all those involved agddczmpared favg::tiy t;he
- ! . . - . 3 o e, i Bt oo g goed o Y, =4 t of time neede o process .

the courts in terms of cost and the amoun ‘nee roc 5.
‘ ;acand gegi'stamed that the NJOs should attract a variety of civil and ir}mlziie
gispute ¢33é$ drawn from different sources in the community and criminal jus
agencies. = . ' ‘

In &dﬁitiﬁa 0 these iso myjor goals, there were four less important goals

- to be achieved durinmg the course of the field test. Two of these focused on the

‘~.commﬁnity: first, it was noted that key elements of the commun};ytshzulghgave a
’pcsitiv&'vi&w cigthﬁ tCenters, and second, the ch§ shguld gontr; ute to the ..
reduction of tensiem and conflict in the communities in which t gy,wgreter an_
ate. BAnother goal was to inmatitutionalize tpe.Nelghborhooq Ju§t2ce :pon o
~“cept and procedurss in the Field test communities and provide 1nlor$§°1 o
guide the establishsent of XJCs in other areas. Lastly, the eva ug thn ge grt_
was to provi&a inforsmiion te the National.Instltute of Justice an i’t g rt

ment of Justice on the progress and effectiveness of the Centers as relate
future planning For the expansion of NJCs and their concept.

lCock- ¥., BRoshl, 3., aﬁﬁ Sheppard, D. Neighborhood Justice Cepters Fiel§
Test: éiﬁéllﬁgaiuﬁtiﬁﬁ Report. (Currently being printed by the National Insti-
tute of Justice.) v
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DESCRIPTIONS OF THE NJCS

The Neighborhood Justice Center of Atlanta served the entire city of Atlanta
and surrounding areas; it was sponsored by a nonprofit organization created for
that sole purpose. The Center was closely monitored and guided by a Board of
Directors composed of court officials, attorneys, and representatives from the
police department and community agencies. The Center established and maintained
close working relationships with the local court system, its major referral
source. Court clerks referred cases to the NJC in lieu of filing charges in
court, while judges made referrals for cases at a preliminary (bindover) hearing.
Volunteer intake workers were stationed in court to accept cases from these

sources. The Center's caseload consisted of 60 percent civil cases and 40 per-
cent interpersonal disputes.

The Kansas City NJC was sponsored by the city
of the Community Services Department, which
served as its policymaking body. An Advisc
agency, and city government representatives advised the wJC on local needs and
proklems and provided support and assistance. The NJC received the majority of
its cases from the criminal justice system and served all of Kansas City and
nearby communities. The Center's major referral sources were the police depart-

ment, the city prosecutor's office, and judges in municipal court. The resulting
caseload was primarily interpersonal-criminal disputes.

government under the auspices
monitored the Center's activities and
ry Board composed of community,

The Venice/Mar Vista Neighborhood Justice Center was sponsored by the Los
Angeles County Bar Association

- A Board of Directors, composed of Bar Associa-
tion, community, and public agency representatives, served as the Center's sole

policyaaking and guiding body. The Center adopted a community approach to dig-
pute resolution, concentrating outreach activities and media coverage in the
Venice and Mar Vista target areas. Over half of the NJC's cases were initiated
by the disputants themselves at the Center. The NJC did establish noncoercive
referral arrangements with several small claims courts and received cases from

court clerks and judges. Nearly all of the NJC cases involved small claims dis-
putes or other civil matters.

PROJECT DESIGN

In order to accommodate the develop
and training staffs and mediators, estab
creating public outreach
employed. There were thr
evaluation:

ing nature of the three centers-~hiring
lishing linkages to referral agencies,
programs -- a multifaceted evaluation methodology was
ee primary data collection activities during the NJC

] An Implementation Study, designed to document the initial phase of pro-
gram development and operation.

e A Process Study, intended to describe NJC

caseloads, handling proce-~
dures, and resolution outcomes.

° An Impact Study, designed to assess the impact of the NJCs on the dis-
putants, the courts, and the community.
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A routinized data collection system was developed, which gathered data on
the source of client referrals to the NJCs, the nature of the dispute, the rela-
tionship between the parties, the characteristics of the disputants, the disposi-
tion of cases referred to the Centers, and the hearing sessions themselves. The
data system was used to generate periodic feedback on NJC operations to program
planners and policymakers, as well as to National Institute project monitors.

Two special evaluation procedures were employed in the study. First, nearly
all of the on-site data collection was conducted by three evaluation analysts
hired and supervised by the central evaluation project. They worked throughout
the field test period and were crucial in providing the needed link between the
central evaluation staff and the NJCs. The second procedure was a series of
monthly feedback reports to the NJCs and to the LEAA program monitors. These
reports provided timely information on caseloads, referral sources, and case dis-
positions. The feedback process alerted program management to potential problem
areas as well as charted project accomplishments.

MAJOR FINDINGS

The evaluation of the Neighborhood Justice Centers concentrated on the pro-
cess and impact of the program. Figure 1 depicts the flow of the cases through
the NJCs; 3,947 cases were handled between the Centers' opening in March 1978 and
the end of the data collection period in May 1979. A case involved two or more
disputing parties; the initiator of the dispute was referred %o as the complain-
tant while the second party was labeled the respondent.  As indicated in Figure
1, there were two immediate outcomes of cases--they were either resolved or not
resolved after contact with the NJC. The primary means of dispute resolution
practiced by the NJCs was mediation; formal mediation hearings, where a neutral
third party attempted to facilitate an agreement between the disputants, were
held for 35 percent of the NJC cases. A great majority of the mediated cases
were resolved at the hearing by the disputing parties reaching an agreement. For
18 percent of the mediated cases, no agreement was reached by the parties, and
the case remained unresolved.

A sizable number of cases were resolved before a hearing took place, often
during the process of contacting the responding party to solicit his or her par-
ticipation in mediation. In total, nearly half of all cases were resolved by the
NJCs via mediation or conciliation prior tc a hearing. The term "resolved" indi-
cates that an agreement was reached in a hearing or the complainant and/or
respondent reported the dispute was settled prior to a hearing; the actual extent
and permanence of the resolutions are discussed below.

The remainder of the cases were closed by the NJCs without any apparent
resolution of the problem. The most common reasons for cases not being resolved
or mediated were the respondent's refusal to participate in mediation and the
inability of the NJC to contact the respondent due to inadequate information
regarding the person's telephone number or address.

Case Characteristics

Tables 1 and 2 provide information on the referral sources and types of
cases processed by the NJCs, broken down by their disposition (mediated, resolved
prior to a hearing, or unresolved). These data indicate that the NJCs are capa-
ble of attracting and processing a wide variety of case types from both criminal

62

e Cim v - AN A T S e




-~
o
n .
4
%
*
£

[~ .
B e s A A e et e o B S T L S e Sy S A A O T
;
L
i Figure 1
)g CASE DISPOSITION FLOW
i 11.4 days Resolved prior
to a hearing
] (16.5%) Total number of
H e——p] Cases resolved
5 1,777 (45.0%
B .
Mediated with
! m agreement (80.0%
;
i 3,947 cases Hearing held Arbitrated (1.8%)
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TABLE 1:
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ALL NJCs

CASE DISPOSITION BY REFERRAL SOURCE
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.Cases with hearings, 5151279 | 94 | 33 | 99 | 29 | 29 | 46 |1124
resolved (69)1(20) K33) [(18)](15)|(15)1{12) |(24) K28.7)
Cases with hearings, 95| 68) 8| 71|32} 18 4 |17 | 249
unresolved (13)](5) | (3) | (4)|(5) |(9) | (2)|(9) |(6.4)
Cases resolved without a 151260 | 33 | 34 |147 | 39 | 76 | 36 | 640
hearing (2) 1 (19)](12){(19) |(22) ](20) {(32) |(18) |(16.4
Cases unresolved, no hear- o 12
- < ehe 89 (226 | 48 | 37 |106 | 35 | 42 |29 |6
ing (mo-shows, with (12)| (16){ (17) (20 |(16) |(18) |(17) |(15) |(15.6
drawals) —
Cases unresolved, no hear- 86
311559 | 99 | 71 {295 | 73 | 90 |68 [12
i (respondent refusals .
g no contacts) (a) | (40){(35) |(39) |(43) |(38) |(37) |(35) |(32.9
745 392 {282 |182 1679 |194 [|241 [196 j3911
Total 19.0)[35.6)(7.2) [4.7) |(17.4)(5.0)l(6.2)}(5.0)|(100%} *

*Missing data on 36 cases.
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TABLE 2: ALL NJCs

CASE DISPOSITION BY TYPE OF CASE
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Cases with hearings, 181 (111 | 88 | 147 | 86 169 | 77 152 | 31 80 (1122
resolved (56)](40)|(45) |(48) | (31)] (43) (12){(18) {(9) [(31) |28.6
Cases with hearings, 201261121 8| 18| 20| 25|77 |15 |22 |24
unresolved (6) 1(9) l(s) (3) 1 (6) | (5) (4) [(9) {(5) (8) )(6.3)
Cases resolved without a 231 18 | 16 32| 47 | 40 |176 {185 | 87 |23 |ga47
hearing (7) 1(7) 1(8) | (10)] (17) (10)}(26) (22) |(24) {(9) |(16.5
Cases unresolved, no hear- ¥ .
: >, 1 57 157 136 | 38] 38 80 {115 |103 | 56 |35 615
-sh . h-
3:§w§§:)s ous, wit |(18){(21)[(18) | (12)] (14)](20){(17)|(12) |(15) (13) |(15.7
Cases unresolved, no hear-
S ’ 44 166 | 45 | 82| 92 | 89 (279 (323 h172 ho1 1293
( dent f l
and no contaces) o |(18)[(24)[(23) | (27)| (33| (22)|C42) [iom) I(47) |(39) |33.0
Total 325 1278 1197 | 307 | 281 (398 (672 |840 Be5 61 3524
(8.3)K7.1)(5.0)[7.8)k7.2)}(101 (17.1){(214)9.3){6.7)[100%

*Missing data on 23 cases.
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justice and community sources of referral. A majority of the NJC cases were
referred from the criminal/civil justice system--judges, court clerks, public
attorneys, other court officials, and police officers. The rgmainde; were self-
initiated by individuals or referred from a variety of community, private, and
government organizations.

Measures of the NJC effectiveness include the number of cases that reached a
hearing and the number that were resolved. 1Two major factors, referral source
and type of case, affect whether a case is mediated or not and re§o}ved or not.
Interpersonal disputes were more likely to reach a hearing than civil cases and
were more apt to be resolved via mediation or conciliation; half of_the interper-
sonal cases were mediated. In contrast, only 23 percent of the civil cases
reached a hearing, but many others were resolved prior to a hearing. The source
or referral had an effect on whether a hearing was held for a case or not.. Hgar-
ings were held for 82 percent of the judge-referred cases; however, the majority
of the cases did not reach a hearing. For all other referral scurces only 14736
percent were mediated, yet almost as many cases were resolved prior to a hearing
as through a hearing. Referral source and resolution rate are also related; 71
percent of judge referrals were ultimately resolved, as were 35-45 percent of the
cases from other sources.

The characteristics of the disputsuts varied among the three NJCs, reflect-
ing the different demographic compositions of the three cities, but the Centers
appeared to attract a disproportionate number of lower income people.

Center Differences

The caseloads of the three NJCs reflected their primary referral sources and
orientation to the criminal justice system. The Atlanta NJC processed 2,351
cases during the field test period, 60 percent of the total NJC caselgad. Almost
half of these cases were resolved either at a mediation hearing or prior to a
hearing. The majority of Atlanta's cases (68.6 percent) originated in the crimi-
nal/civil justice system. The Atlanta NJC's primary referral sources were the
clerks in the small claims court, followed by the judges in criminal court.

The Kansas City NJC processed 845 cases between March 1978 and May 1979;
hearings were held for 40 percent of the disputes, and 19 pgrcent were resolved
prior to a hearing. The criminal justice system was the primary source of the
Kansas City cases, with 68 percent of the cases originating there. The prosecu-
tor's office referred the most cases, followed by the police and judges. In con-
trast to the other NJCs, the Kansas City Center handled primarily interpersonal
cases involving criminal and, to a lesser extent, civil disputes.

Of the 751 cases processed by the Venice/Mar Vista NJC, hearings were held
for 31 percent of the cases, 14 percent were resolved prior to a hearing, and t@e
rest remained unresolved following NJC contact. Over half of the cases oPened in
the NJC were initiated by the disputants themselves. Community organizations
were not a major referral source, however. Small claims courts (judges and
clerks) and police officers followed self-referrals in number of cases referred.
The Venice/Mar Vista NJC caseload was dominated by disputes of a civil nature
between landlords and tenants, consumers and merchants, and employees and employ-
ers. These civil cases made up 73 percent of the total caseload.
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Impact of the NJCs

The primary goal of the evaluation impact analysis was to assess the impact
of the NJCs on disputants after their experience at the Centers. The major focus
was on information that indicated whether the elements of the resolution process
were satisfying to disputants and resulted in lasting resolutions; additional
analyses explored the sources of observed variation in disputant satisfaction and
resolution stability. The impact study also compared court and NJC cases in
terms of disputant satisfaction, resolution rates, and processing speed, and pro-
vided information on how the Centers were perceived and utilized by elements of
the local justice system. Finally, the impact of the Centers on community resi-
dents and organizations was explored.

Impact on the disputants. Six-month follow-up interviews were conducted
with both disputants in a large number of the NJC cases. The indices of dispu-
tant satisfaction and the stability of the agreement for mediated cases are dis-
played in Tables 3 and 4, respectively. These follow-up data on mediated cases
show that a substantially high proportion of both complainants and respondents
were satisfied with their overall experience, the mediation process and the medi-
ator, and the agreement terms. A slightly lower, yet not unimpressive, propor-
tion of disputants indicated that the agreement had held and that they would
return to the NJC with a similar problem.

Over one-third of all resolved cases were resolved prior to a hearing, and
follow-up data on these cases show that such resolutions were effective. Only a
few of the complainants and respondents reported that the dispute was unresolved.
The majority of the disputants reported no more problems with the other party and
a high degree of satisfaction with the NJC experience. The majority of the com-
plainants and half the respondents would return to the NJC for a similar dispute.

Disputants whose cases did not reach a hearing and were not resolved were
also followed up to determine how their dispute had fared and how they viewed
their limited experience with the NJC. The majority of complainants said that
their dispute remained unresolved, while less than half of respondents claimed
that it was unresolved.

The findings on NJC resolution effectiveness parallel results from studies
of other similar dispute resolution programs around the nation. A follow-up
study of disputants in Boston's Dorchester Urban Court Program revealed results
that are highly similar to the NJC cases--the majority of the disputants were
satisfied with the mediation process and their dispute was resolved on a long-
term basis. The rates of satisfaction and the stability of resolutions in the
studies of the Brooklyn Dispute Resolution Center and Florida's Citizen Dispute
Settlement Programs are also similar to the rates in the NJC cases. To a high
degree, the mechanism of third-party dispute resolution operates successfully
across different locations and types of dispute resolution organizations.

Impact on the courts. The Kansas City Municipal and Fulton County State
Courts were selected for a comparison study of court cases since they were pri-
mary sources of case referral for the Kansas City and Atlanta NJCs, respectively.
In addition to interviews conducted with justice system officials in all three
sites, court cases similar to those in the NJCs were analyzed to see how far they
penetrate the court system before being dropped or resolved, and a sample of
court complainants were interviewed regarding their experiences in the system.
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TABLE 3
DISPUTANT SATISFACTION
FOR MEDIATED CASES TABLE 4
STABILITY OF THE AGREEMENT
FOR MEDIATED CASES
Disputant
Index/Response Complainant Fespondent Total Disputant
Satisfied with overall Yes 428 (88% 347 (88% 775 -
Satistied with ous (88%) (88%) — yoinzzziszﬁonse , C:mp]a1nant Respondent Total
N 43 : ' es 16 v
' ° (9) 30 (8) 73 terms of the agreement? (79%) 303 (872) 619
Somewhat 18 (4) 17 (4) 35 | No 9 (2) 20 (6) 29
Satisfied with Yes 414 (84) 335 (89) 749 Partially 14 (3) 21 (6) 35
mediation process?
No 61 (12) 41 (10) 102 No Terms 63 (16) 7 (2) 70
Has other party kept Yes 2
Somewhat 15 (3) 21 (5) 36 all terms oF the 87 (69) 236 (67) 523
Satisfied with Yes 432 (28) 348 (88) 780 agreement? No 77 (18) 47 (13) 124
mediator? .
No 39 (8) 26 (7) 65 Partially 49 (12) 28 (7) 73
Somewhat 19 (4) 21 (5) 40 No Terms 8 (2) 47 (13) 55
. os . Any more problems Yes .
Satisfied with terms Yes 335 (80 296 (83 631 h > 135 (28
of agreement? (80) (83) with other party? (28) _ 87 (22) 222
No 65 (15) 45 (13) 110 No 341 (72) 307 (78) 648
Where would you go NJC
Somewhat 20 (5) 17 (5) 37 in future wizh. a 346 (72) 285 (73) 631
similar problem? . Court 79 (16) 45 (12) 124
Attorney 20 (4) 17 (8) 37
Nowhere 15 (3) 22 (6) 37
Other 20 (4) 19 (5) 39

7/
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A comparison of processing times for the courts in Kansas City and Atlanta
with the NJCs in those two cities indicates that case processing in the courts
can take five to ten times longer than in the Justice Centers. The length of
time required to process court cases in Atlanta from filing to trial was 98 days;
if the case was dismissed at the bindover hearing, it was in the court system for
only six days. Mediated cases at the Atlanta Neighborhood Justice Center, on the
other hand, required an average of only nine days between intake and hearing, and
those that were resolved without a mediation hearing were processed in an averade
of eight days. 1In the Kansas City Municipal Court, cases took an average of 63
days from filing to final disposition at a court hearing. In contrast, the NJC
in Kansas City mediated cases within an average of 13 days from the time of

referral.

In Kansas City, trials were ultimately held for 53 percent of the cases fol-
lowed up; 25 percent were withdrawn by the complainant; 11 percent were dropped
by the prosecutor; and in 11 percent , warrants were never served. Of the cases
tried, only 27 percent involved guilty verdicts. In the Atlanta court, only 14
percent of the cases were tried. Two-thirds (67 percent) were dropped prior to
the trial, 31 percent before the bindover hearing, 27 percent at the bindover
hearing, and 9 percent before the trial date. In another 19 percent of the
cases, a warrant for the defendant's arrest was never served. Of the small num-
ber of cases that reached trial, 6 percent were dismissed and 14 percent received
not guilty verdicts; the rest resulted in guilty or nolo contendere verdicts or
were bound over to Superior Court.

Reactions of the complainants who took their cases to court were contrasted
with the results from the long-term follow-up interviews with complainants who
had cases mediated in the NJCs. There were not substantial differences between
NJC and court complainants in terms of whether or not the dispute had been
resolved, but on satisfaction indices, there were numerous differences~-all in
favor of the NJC. The NJC process appears to be a faster and more satisfying
experience than the courts for the resolution of these types of disputes.

In interviews, court judges stated they were highly supportive and pesitive
about the Neighborhood Justice Centers. While nearly all said the NJC had not
reduced their caseload to any noticeable extent, the judges also reported that
the NJCs facilitated the processing of all cases by diverting cases which were
inappropriate and time-consuming for the court.

Impact on the community. A random telephone survey of 200 households was
conducted in the Venice/Mar Vista NJC target area to assess the community aware-
ness of the Center. Venice/Mar Vista was chosen because of the Center's commu-
nity orientation and emphasis on local outreach and media coverage. Thirty per-
cent of the people reached were aware of the NJC, and the majority understood
roughly what services were offered. The community residents learned of the NJC
primarily through media coverage and public outreach activities conducted by the
NJC.

CONCLUSIONS
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- NICs appssr o handle mest minor interpersonal dispute cases mcta»effi~

cigﬁﬁgy;thgn the courts. The Penters resolve disputes more guickly
than thie couris, and citizens are moreg satisfied with the mediation

| process than the court process.

NICs with conmections to the local justice system will attract and
resolve more disputes than Centers wifhout such referral sources. 1A
modest caseload can be developed from self-refervals and referrals From
cammunity agenniew: however, it is the polics, prozecutors, and the
courts who refer large numbers of cases. | IR

'NHCﬁ‘are~¢apa$ié df?ﬁa§d1inq a-wiﬁe‘?&fiﬁzgxﬁf,miibr dis - -
ng%gntﬂr&arﬁaﬂﬁ%fﬁxlmgﬁal:Caseg;ag well ax eivil/consuper cases. Both
criminal and clvil cases were handled af the Centers, although a higher
percentage of interpersonal/ceriminal csses reached n hearing than did
the.civil passs, : N PR el

gellable‘annlytgcgl data are not yot availeble on the custs of process-
ing cagses through NJCs as comparsd to court proceszing cests; however,
available data ipdicate that Center costs, Yor at least soms cases méy
become compatitive with the courts. . s

The th;@g ﬁ&dﬁldiff&r in cageload size, type of disputes handled, ana |
to a lesser extent, in resolution effectiveness. The most probable.
sources of these differences include the Centers' philoscphy/approach
their socig-cultural context, and their organization and management. '

NJC d§sput§dt$1§end to‘feflectﬁth¢ athnic_characteristiégfbf’theif sur-
Foundlng:cummunlty, but represent a disproportionate number of low-
income pegple. S co

RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations were generated from an analysi - the Einge
. , ki ~ - is of the -
ings and conclusions of the evaluation study: Yv = f??@ :

It is suggested that federal, state, and local governménts support the
8 Suy that al, ¢, gavernments support the
continued development of alternative dispute resolution mechanigms, =

o

S A HE AR O SALT DL 2SO

particularly those that are similar to the NJCs. Since this re :

, B ; AdiLEAL Rl . i - search
has shown that MJCs are an effective alternstive mechanism for resolv-
;ng:diﬁga;gaﬁ.ymru cent¢r§ should be eatablished in thoss arsas that
do not have other aveilable alternstives. CeenT

There were eight major conclusions developed from the NJC evaluation, and
they are summarized as follows:
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A program of research, evaluation, and demonstratiqn shou}d be con-
ducted on strategies and techniques (including media) to improve the
effectiveness of NJC outreach methods. Additionally, a modular set of
media materials and strategies that educate citizens about alternative
dispute resolution techniques should be developed that can be used 1in
any city where dispute centers are established. Public outreach and
attracting cases from the community were difficult problems for the
Centers. Research and technical assistance designed to increase the
effectiveness of these activities would he very useful for these
community-based programs.

A series of regional or local training workshops should be offered on
NJCs and other alternative dispute resolution mechanisms for judges,
police, prosecutors, and other relevant criminal justice officials. If
these local policymakers were more knowledgeable about these programs,
it would be more likely that they would consider supporting or develop-
ing a center.

A broad, comprehensive research and evaluation program should be
Jaunched to document and assess the approaches and performance of NJC-
like dispute resolution centers across the nation. Research should be
designed to: (1) create uniform data systems among the centers;

(2) screen complex interpersonal cases based on the NJC's a§111t¥ to
handle them; (3) assess different potential NJC referral points 1in the
criminal justice processing sequence; and (4) increase referrals from
the police.
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The MITRE Corporation's National Evaluation of the
Career Criminal Program: A Discussion of the Findings

Eleanor Chelimsky
Judith Dahmann
The MITRE Corporation
McLean, Virginia

The Career Criminal Program is a federal initiative sponsored by the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) to improve the administration of
criminal justice by focusing prosecutorial resources on the serious repeat
offender. The program was first announced in 1974. By mid-1975, 10 programs had
been funded and were in operation, and in April 1976, the MITRE Corporation
received a grant to conduct a national evaluation of the program./l1/ The purpose
of this evaluation was to define and examine the effects of targeted prosecution S
of "career criminals" through an intensive analysis of program processes and pro-

gram effects in four jurisdictions (New Orleans, Franklin County, Kalamazoo, and
San Diego).

A number of factors contributed to the shape of our evaluation plan. The
first was the state of knowledge concerning anticipated program effects at the
time the program was developed and the evaluation designed. Career Criminal Pro-
gram planning had been influenced both by local initiatives in career criminal
prosecution and by research findings that suggested a large potential payoff for
such initiatives. The bulk of the available empirical research spoke to the
existence of a pool of recidivist offenders with repeated exposure to the crimi-
nal justice system who were consequently assumed to be responsible for a dispro-
portionately large share of crime. At the time, little was known concerning the
actual impact of program activities.

LEAA's selection of the Bronx Major Offense Bureau (MOB) as an exemplary
project was based on analysis of available data concerning the performance of the
Bronx District Attorney's Office with selected MOB cases. This analysis demon-
strated that cases accorded special prosecutorial attention were treated more

1Among the documents produced for this evaluation are the following:

o] E. Chelimsky, J. Dahmann, and J. Sasfy, The National-Level Evaluation

of the Career Criminal Program: Concept and Plan, The MITRE Corpora-
tion, MTR-7355, May 1976.

. J. Dahmann, E. Albright, L. Hardacre, and L. Russell, Site Selection
for the National-Level Evaluation of the Career Criminal Program, The
MITRE Corporation, MTR-7346, September 1976.

[} J. Dahmann and J. Lacy, Criminal Prosecution in Four Jurisdictions:
Departures frcm Routine Processing in the Career Criminal Program, The
MITRE Corporation, MTR-7550, June 1977.

® E. Chelimsky and J. Dahmann, Final Report: National Evaluation of the
Career Criminal Program, The MITRE Corporation, November 1979.
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severely than were cases handled in a routine manner. However, career criminal
cases and routine cases differ in a number of respects besides the way in which
they are prosecuted. What was lacking in this analysis, and therefore, what we
consequently attempted to provide in the national evaluation, was an adequate
basis for comparison from which one could determine whether, and to what extent,
prosecutor performance with career criminal cases represents an improvement over
what would have happened with such cases in the absence of any special program.
The key evaluation or knowledge needed was that of a baseline for evaluation.

Certain program characteristics were the second factor central to the
approach taken in the evaluation plan. Given the single, unifying concept of the
program--the focusing of prosecutor resources on the serious repeat offender--the
logic of program activities and expectations was considered quite natural at both
the federal and local levels and by both practitioners and researchers, thereby
making it not only possible, but apparently reasonable, to posit goals for the
program generally.

However, the substantial differences that exist among localities in the rou-
tine processing of criminal cases, and the high degree of local involvement in
defining critical features of individual programs, posed--and continue to pose--
real difficulties for any attempt to aggregate the data across sites. Individual
jurisdictions have different target population definitions, different program
activities (or "treatments"), and different baseline performance levels. Given
this jurisdictional variability, it was both necessary and important to examine
and account for individual differences in conducting the national evaluation.

The final factor, as is often the case, was that the program was already in
place and operational in a number of jurisdictions at the time the evaluation was
planned. Consequently, it was understood that the evaluation approach would have
to be adapted to meet program constraints, rather than vice versa.

These three factors--the lack of an adequate baseline for comparison, the
inability to aggregate data meaningfully across sites, and the timing of the
evaluation--led us to base the research design for the national evaluation on an
intensive analysis of the form and the effects of career criminal prosecution in
four local jurisdictions. A single methodology was developed and, with some
adaptation, applied to the analysis of four programs. This repeated case study
approach was selected because it allowed for a close and sensitive analysis of
the realities of targeted prosecution as implemented in different criminal jus-
tice contexts, while at the same time, it provided some comparability among the
locally based analyses through the similarity maintained in the structure of
these analyses. This is to say that the evaluation attempted to ask similar
evaluation questions, formulated in the same way, of the four programs in an
effort to identify the range of likely program inputs and effects across the

four.

Our evaluation of the Career Criminal Program was completed in November
1979, and our findings can perhaps be best summarized here by presenting them in
terms of four basic sets of assumptions underlying the program:

First, the existence, the identifiability, and the criminal justice
contact with a subpopulation of serious, repeat offenders who commit a
disproportionate amount of crime;
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. Second, the.ability of the prosecutor to provide specialized, intensi-
fied attention to a select subgroup of criminal defendants;

° Third, the impact that specialized prosecutorial attention might have
on the performance of the criminal justice system; and

e Fourth, ?he impgct on crime of the incapacitation effect achieved
through increasing the conviction and the incarceration of this active
subpopulation of criminal defendants.

Career Criminal Target Population

. The first set of assumptions concerns the career criminal targe lati
1§se1f: that such a subgroup exists, comes into contact with the grzmggggigﬁggn
t%ce system, and can be isolated for special handling. Although this evaluation
dlq not directly address the major questions relevant to the issue of who career
criminals are and how they may be identified, the results of the evaluation none-
theless she§ some light on what happens when these assumptions are accepted and
loc§l agencies are given the opportunity to define and identify for themselves
their local career criminal populations.

First, the prosecutors in.the four jurisdictions studied enthusiastically
endorsed the concept of isolating the most serious subpopulation of their crimi-
nal defendants for specialized attention.

Second, however, beyond general support for targeting career criminals
there was.c?nsiderable diversity among the four offices in how they definedltheir
career cr}mlnal population. None of the four was specifically concerned with any
quantitative prediction of the likely future criminality of the population they
had identified, a key element in translating targeted prosecution into crime
effects. Rather, the offices either directed their attention solely toward past
repgaterg §New Orleans, Franklin County) or toward the most "serious" portion of
their criminal defendant population (Kalamazoo, San Diego) as defined by a com-
p}ex of factors identified by the prosecutorial staff, based on their experience
with case prosecutions. )

o Ngne of the offices utilized information derived from research in other jur-
1s§1ctlons; indeed, at the time these programs were beginning, little research in
this area was available. Even had it been available, however, it is not clear
that it yould have been used: most jurisdictions appeared to appreciate the
opportunity to define for themselves, on a local basis, the characteristics of
those defendants to receive special attention. It has, in fact, been suggested
by local pe;sonnel that it was this flexibility in target population definition
as yell as in program activity development, that made the Career Criminal Progrém
of interest to them in the first place.

A}lowigg for local autonomy in defining the target population appears to
havg aided in program acceptance, implementation, diffusion, and institutionali-
zation. At.the same time, however, it fostered diversity among the career crimi-
nal populétlgns selected for special handling, none of which were defined based
upon pred*ctlons of recidivism. Thus, there was some tension between the pro-
gram's.crlqe reduction objective and the desire fcr the program to be success-
fully institutionalized. While local autonomy insured the program's popularity
it also contributed to a somewhat lower likelihood of crime level effects. '
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Targeted Prosecution

A second major assumption underlying the program involved the ability of the
prosecutor to provide specialized prosecutorial attention to a selected target
population of defendants. Unlike some other programs in law enforcement and
criminal justice, the four Career Criminal Programs studied in the national eval-
uation were admirably implemented. In all four jurisdictions, special career
criminal units were created and career criminal cases were issued and prosecuted
by these units well within the timetables anticipated within their grant applica-
tions.

To some extent these four may represent a select subgroup of the programs,
since they were, in fact, selected for inclusion in the national evaluation based
on the fact that they were fully operational. Nonetheless, general observation
of the program as a whole suggests that in this regard they are more typical than
not and that implementation quality in the program has been very good.

There are a number of factors that have contributed to this implementation
success. First, the majority of the program activities are within the jurisdic-
tion of a single agency--the prosecution--and can be administered through changes
in internal office operations. The importance of this factor appears in its true
perspective only when one considers the minimal progress made in improving coor-
dination between the police and the prosecutor (except in those situations in
which police investigators were administratively attached to the prosecutor's
office).

Another important consideration here is the autonomy given to the local pro-
secutors in designing the program's activities. To a large degree, individual
prosecutors were given a free hand to develop a program of activities that would
promote the identification and special handling of their targeted caseload. Each
office was encouraged to examine its routine operations and identify those areas
where it was felt that special attention could benefit case prosecution.

In effect, prosecutors were given additional support to prosecute a high-
priority subgroup of cases in a manner that they felt appropriate, in a manner
that--were it not for high caseloads, limited resources, and other system con-
straints (e.g., court organization)--they might choose for their total caseload.
Hence, the program, in effect, provided prosecutors with the opportunity to
improve their operations in a way they defined for themselves, an understandably
appealing prospect.

In this context, each prosecutor's office implemented a set of activities
that more or less differentiated the prosecutorial handling of target, career
criminal cases, as a group, from the office's routine caseload. The activities
implemented in the four programs--typically, continuous case handling by a single
attorney or team of attorneys, reduced caseloads, increased investigative sup-
port, more stringent plea bargaining policies, efforts to increase incarceration
and to reduce processing time--all focus on improving case prosecution once an
arrest has been obtained and a decision to pursue the case has been reached.

This set of activities reflects the range of alternative strategies readily

available to prosecutors in the four jurisdictions. To a large extent, all rep-
resent an intensification of effort or organization, rather than any radical
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departure from the kinds of activities normally undertaken for routine prosecu-
tions. This factor may help to explain the limited changes observed in selected
measures of criminal justice system performance as a result of the program.

Criminal Justice System Performance

Inherent in the program design, and crucial to its logic, is the assumption
that making changes in the method and management of the prosecution of a subgroup
of criminal cases will result in changes in the performance of the criminal jus-
tice system with respect to these cases. 1In this evaluation, four areas of
potential program effects on criminal justice system performance--mode and type
of disposition, strength of conviction, sentencing, and processing time--were
examined for the four evaluation sites.

The analysis results showed that few changes in disposition mode and type
(conviction rates, plea rates, trial rates, dismissal rates) of career criminal
defendants were associated with the Career Criminal Programs analyzed. Improve-
ment in the strength of career criminal convictions was observed in two jurisdic-
tions, an improvement that was accompanied by the imposition of longer sentences
for career criminals in one site. No increases in incapacitation rates were
observed in any of the four sites; three of the four places were incapacitating
career criminals at a high (90 percent) rate before the program. Processing time
showed an improvement in one jurisdiction with notable time delay problems.

These specific findings suggest that, based on the experience in these four
sites, increasing prosecutorial attention on a high-priority subset of the crimi-
nal caseload will not necessarily increase the conviction and incapacitation
rates for those high-priority cases. On the other hand, there is some evidence
that the program can increase the strength of the convictions obtained and that
it can result in longer sentences being imposed where particular judicial con-
straints (e.g., tying sentence to convicticn charge) apply.

Expectations for system performance effects in the Career Criminal Program
were based on a number of assumptions concerning the current status and potential
of prosecutorial efforts. First of all, the program concept presumes  that
because of resource constraints, the prosecutor is not doing all that can be done
to pursue career criminal cases and that there is room for improvement ir the way
the criminal justice system responds to these career criminal prosecutions. The
analysis results suggest, however, that in terms of system outcomes, this is not
the case in several specific instances in the four evaluation sites.

Most notable is the case of incarceration rates. A review of baseline
incarceration rates for career criminals indicates that, with 90 percent or
higher rates of incarceration for convicted career criminals in three of the four
sites, these criminal justice systems may already be acting in as vigorous a man-
ner as possible to respond to the seriousness of the defendants convicted in
career criminal cases. In places such as these, little program impact is likely,
and some pre-program analysis may be called for to suggest either more appropri-
ate target populations (i.e., offenders with a low probability of conviction
and/or incarceration without the program treatment) or reduced expectations for
effects in this area.

Several other instances of high baseline performance (e.g., high conviction
rates for career criminals in San Diego) were also observed. For other jurisdic- )
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tions, although the baseline levels of performance may not be notably high on an
absolute scale, it is possible that these levels represent close to the maximum
level of performance that can reasonably be expected from the criminal justice
system in that place and that prosecutor initiative may be having little effect
on these levels because of the context and constraints which bound his actions.

This raises questions regarding the second major assumption underlying the
expected program impact on criminal justice system performance: that the prose-
cutor is in a position to effect the kinds of changes envisioned for the program.
As the process analysis component of the evaluation demonstrated in all four
sites, and as is the case generally, the prosecutor is embedded in a system bound
by legislative and administrative regulation, a system to which he or she must
react to the extent of his or her ability. 1In this sense, the Career Criminal
Program has provided prosecutors with resources to improve their ability to react
to the demands of the system in terms of selected priority cases. What is in
question is whether improving his or her ability to manage a target caseload can
necessarily be expected to influence certain criminal justice system outcomes.

The prosecutor operates in a highly structured environment. Thus, it is
understandable that the majority of the Career Criminal Program activities have
involved changés in the internal operations of the prosecutor's office, opera-
tions over which the prosecutor can exercise control, rather than involving the
prosecutor's relationship with other agencies of the criminal justice system.

The jurisdiction of the prosecutor, along with his current policies and man-
agement practices, defined the areas for program initiatives. In the four evalu-
ation sites, the program treatment was applied only to cases that would have been
prosecuted by the local office whether or not the program had been undertaken.

Further, in most circumstances in these four sites, program attention began
at the point at which the prosecutor would have routinely taken cognizance of the
criminal matter. Within this framework, the programs attempted, by providing
more time and support to the prosecutorial staff and by allowing for more conti-
nuity in staff involvement with individual cases, to improve the quality of
career criminal case preparation and in some cases to exercise control over dis-
positional practices through policies limiting plea bargaining. In this context,
the evaluation examined the impact of these changes on criminal justice system
performance.

It appears that the greatest prosecutor leverage across the four sites, may
be in affecting the strength of convictions. By providing the prosecutorial
staff with time, resources, and the ability to follow a case from intake to dis-
position, it becomes possible for the prosecution to realistically uphold a pol-
icy of "no plea bargaining." Other impact measures, such as conviction rates,
may be determined by factors outside the control of the prosecutor (availability
of witnesses, strength of evidence); therefore, to enhance the prosecutor's abil-
ity to prepare and prosecute cases coming to his attention through routine chan-
nels may not be appropriate for effecting changes in this measure.

Program effects on sentencing, among the four site results, appeared most
clearly in that jurisdiction in which the strength of convictions was increased
and in which sentence lengths were tied by law to the charges of conviction. At
this site (San Diego, under the indeterminant sentencing system), increases in
the strength of conviction were accompanied by longer sentence lengths, as would
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be intuitively expected. But in the other sites, where an indepe judici
detefmlnatlon of minimum sentences is made, program effects,werg gg:nilgggi;lal
obtained. In some cases, slightly longer sentence lengths for career criminals
appeared to be largely due to factors other than the program. The absence of a
clear program effect on sentence lengths may be the result of a number of fac-
tors, including the possibility, suggested by other research,/2/ that judges
impose sentences based less upon the conviction charge than upon information per-
ta%nlng to defendant characteristics and to the criminal act itself; information
which is largely unaffected by prosecutorial efforts. ’

It is unclear to what extent these specific pro rams an imi 3
perfoFmance ?esults associated with them gepresenﬁ agrealistgcts;piéiiéggizgszgm
the k1n§ of impact other prosecutorial efforts might have on alternative target
popglatlonsllp Fhese sites. Whether more effort, a different configufatidn of
project activities, or a different target population would lead to different
results cannot be determined from this research. It is clear however, that sim-
ply prov1d1ng.t§e prgsecution with added resources in the expéctation éf dire;t
effects on criminal justice system performance measures does not fully considér

Crime Level Effects

. Finally, the last assumption underlying the Career Crimina i
anticipated ghanges in criminal justice system performance to ciiizogzsgllgggzcts
tprough_the Increased incapacitation of serious repeat offenders. As the above
dlscu551op has shown, no increases in the incapacitation of career criminals were
observed in Fhe four sites analyzed. In the absence of the critical linking ele-
ment of_cr1@1nal justice system performance changes, crime level effects from
1ncapac1tatlon~cannot be demonstrated in these four jurisdictions. The signifi-~
cantly longer imposed sentence lengths observed in one jurisdiction may, if sen-
tenced offenders do in fact serve longer sentences, translate into crimé level
effects. Such effects would not be observed until the release time of these
offenders, however--a time beyond the period covered by this evaluation.

The gxpectation of measurable crime level effects of

Career Criminal Program, which is internal to the criminalajﬁgzgz:mssgggmasmgge
not be reasongble, given the scope and context of program activities. Evén if
1mprovement§ in system performance (i.e., increased incapacitation) had been
observedt 119k1ng such changes to crime levels would have been difficult given
tye marginality of program treatment (program attention was provided to a rela-
tlYe}y small group of criminal defendants who would have been subject to routine
criminal prose?utlon without the program), the potential countervailing actiocns
of the corrections subsystem, and the possible recruitment of new career crimi-
nals as tye older s?rious offenders are removed from circulation. These problems
of assessing the crime impact of a program with a limited thrust implemented in a

complex environment i i
o orines yronmen are further compounded by analytical problems in measurement

2Wilki i
1lkins, Leslie T., Jack M. Kress, Don M. Gottfredson, Joseph C. Calpin,

and Arthur M. Gelman. Sentencin Guidelines: St i ilci ;
. . g : ructuring J ‘ i
Washington, D.C.: February 1978. ' #d.fudicial Diseretion.
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Criminal Justice Program Evaluation

Agenda

Baltimore Hilton Hotel
SUNDAY, MARCH 16

REGISTRATION:
6:00 p.m. - 9:00 p.m.
Francis Scott Key North

PLENARY/SOCIAL:
7:30 p.m. - 8:30 p.m.
Francis Scott Key North

Baltimore Hilton Hotel
MONDAY, A.M., MARCH 17

WORKSHOP SESSIONS
9:00 a.m. - 10:20 a.m.

Session 1: Evaluation of Financial Assistance to Parolees
Francis Scott Key North

The value of providing subsistence allowances 1o parolees follow-
ing release from prison has heen researched extensively. Recent
evaluations of large-scale programs provide a new understanding
of this intervention strategy. and the complexity of the issues.
MODERATOR:  Lawrence Bennett. Director

Office of Program Evaluation

National Insttute of Justice

Richard A. Berk. Professor

University of California at Sunta Barbara

Peter Rossi. Director, Social and
Demographic Research Institute
University of Massachusetts

Session 2: Evaluation of Career Criminal Programs
Francis Scott Key Center
This panel will focus on the results of the National Evatuation of
the Career Criminal Program. Specialized statewide evaluations
will also be discussed.
MODERATOR:  Frank Vacearella. Program Monitor

Office of Program Evaluation

National Institute of Justice

Judith S. Dahmann. Department Staff
The MITRE Corporation

Joel Phillips. Jice-President
Metmetrics. Inc.

Joseph Sasfy. Group Leader
The MITRE Corporation

Session 3: Evaluative Perspectives on Testing Alternative
Responses and Police Demand
Carroll Room
The demand for police services is inereasingly being serutinized
as public officials re-assess the workload of the police and
alternatives for handling incidents more effectively. Panel mem-
bers will discuss cfforts to implement and evaluate a system
mtended 0 maore effectively manage the demand for police
SPIVICUS.
MODERATOR:  David Farmer. Director

Palice Division

National Institute of Justice

Michael Cahn. Tice-President

Public Systems Evaluation Inc.

Dennis P Regan. Commanding Officer
Wilmington Department of Police

10:20 a.m. - 10:40 a.m,
COFFEE BREAK

WORKSHOP SESSIONS
10:40 a.m. - 12:00 peom.

Session 4: Influence of Perspectives on Evaluations
Francis Scott Key North
How does philusophical orientation. governmental orientation.
and ageney orientation {planning or action affect one’s approach
tw evaluation? The panel will highlight the importance of ac-
knowledging these biases when an evaluator negotiates an evalu-
ation. (Session spunsored by State Planning Agencies and Re-
gional Planning Units}
MODERATOR:  Scou Green, Sentor Criminal Justice
Lreluator
Comprehensive Planning Organization
Thomas Long. Fraluator
Bureau of Criminal Justice Planning and
Assistance
Charles A, Murray. Chief Scientist
American Institutes for Research in the
Behavioral Scienees
W, Victor Rouse. Senior Research Fellow
American Institutes for Research in the
Behaviorul Seiences
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Session 5: Evaluation of Integrated Criminal
Apprehension Systems: Analysis Techniques for Police
Decisionmaking

Francis Scott Key Center

This panel will be concerned with the evaluation of a multi-site
resource allocation program and will review the experience of
three police departments employing a set of analytic techniques
1o aid in decisionmaking. Crime analysis for decisionmaking. as
emphasized in the Integrated Criminal Apprehension Program
will be presented based on National Evaluation findings.

MODERATOR:  Phil Travers. Program Monitor
Office of Program Evaluation
National Institute of Justice
Thomas Beall. Senior Research Associate
Washington Program Office
University Gity Science Center
William G. Gay. Director
Washington Program Office
University City Science Center
Ernest A. Unwin. President
Theorem Institute

Session 6: Evaluation of Restitution Centers
Carroll Reom
Presentations will be made on methodology and preliminary
findings from two LEAA-sponsored research efforts in the area of
restitution — one on monetary restitution and the other on
programs that involve community service.
MODERATOR:  John Spevacek. Director

Corrections Division

National Institute of Justice

Burt Galaway. Professor

University of Minnesota at Duluth

Alan T. Harland, Co-Director of Criminal

Justice Reseurch Center
State University of New York (Albany)

Joe Hudson, Associate Professor
University of Minnesota at Duluth

LUNCHEON (The Baltimore Hilton Hotel)

12:00 p.m. - 1:15 p.m.

Francis Seott Key South

CUEST SPEAKERS: Dr. Eleanor Chelimsky, President Elect
Evaluation Research Society

Dr. Joseph Wholey, Deputy- Assistant
Secretary: for Evaluation

Department of Health. Education, and
Welfare

Lord Baltimore Hotel
MONDAY, PM., MARCH 17

WORKSHO)P SESSIONS
1:15 p.m. - 2:50 p.m.
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Session 7: Audit and Evaluation
Center Ballroom

The Office of Management and Budget’s directives of audits
indicate that it is within the auditor’s range of responsibilities to
assess the efficiency and effectiveness of progams under audit.
What is the appropriate role of auditors in reviewing and evaluat-
ing programs? (Session sponsored by State Planning Agencies
and Regional Planning Units)
MODERATOR: Olie M. Lyon, Ir., Director
Division of Financial Management
Kentucky Executive Office of Staff Services

Daniel Paul, City Auditor

Baltimore, Maryland

E. William Rine, Deputy Assistant
Administrator

Office of Audit and Investigation

Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration

Session 8: Evaluation of Community Crime Prevention
Programs

Cavalier

The National Institute of Justice (NIJj) launched a development
and testing program in 1973 called Crime Prevention Through
Environmental Design. which drew on the defensible space
theory of Oscar Newman. In four sites. this program im-
plemented changes in the physical and social environments of
schools. commercial strips, and residential neighborhoods. These
changes were designed to develop a feeling of security within the
sites and promote crime prevention activities. Each project was
assessed by the NIJ grantee and is now being reassessed. The
panel will discuss the findings from two of these reassessments.

MODERATOR:  Fred Heinzelmann, Director

Community Crime Prevention Division

Nationa! Institute of Justice

Floyd }. Fowler, Jr., Director; University of
Massachusetts/Center for Survey
Research

Jount Center for Urban Studies of M.LT,
and Harvard University

James Kushmuk, Justice Program
Coordinator

Portland, Oregon

Sherrill Whittemore, Justice Program

Coordinator
Portland, Oregon

Session 9: Evaluative Perspeciives on the PROMIS
Information System
A B&C
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Jerry Hogg will speak about current management information
systems used by prosecutors. and will discuss both PROMIS and
PROMIS-like systems. addressing organizational context. devel-
opment. operation. and impact of these computer information
systems. Bill Hamilton will discuss the use of PROMIS duta bases
for research and administration purposes and will discuss INS-

LAW findings.
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MODERATOR: Richard Layman, Program Monitor
Office of Program Evaluation
National Institute of Justice
Jerry W. Hogg. Project Director
Westat, Inc.
William A. Hamilwn, President
Institute for Law and Social Research

(INSLAW)

2:50 p.m. - 3:10 p.m.
COFFEE BREAK

WORKSHOP SESSIONS
3:10 p.m. - 4:30 p.m.

Session 10: Evaluation of Governmental and Community
Responses o Crime
Center Ballroom

Governments and citizen responses to the rise in erime over the
past 30 years have taken various forms— neighborhood group
crume prevention reactions: or city. state. or Federal actions to
improve the police. make new laws: or change the focus of city
planning. To study these actions. the NIJ awarded two grants to
Northwestern University: the first w study in three cities the
reactions of citizens to crime. and the second to study govern-
mental responses 1o crime in 10 cities over the past 30 vears. The
panel will discuss the results of these works and implications for
future action and research.

MODERATOR:  Richard Barnes. Director
Center for the Study of Crime Correlates
and Criminal Behavior
Herbert Jacob. Professor
Northwestern University
Wesley Skogan. Associate Professor
Northwestern University

Session 11: Evaluation Strategies of the Correctional Field
Services and Intensive Probation Programs
Cavalier

This panel will discuss methodologies being used in two large-
scale research efforts dealing with probation. One project focuses
on levels of supervision. while the other is probing the effects of
other rehabilitation-oriented treatment modalities.

MODERATOR:  Harold Holtzman. Program Monitor
Office of Program Evaluation
National [nstitute of Justice
James Finckenauer, Professor
Rutgers University
Joseph Romm. Fice-President
System Sciences Incorporated

Session 12: Evaluation of the Community Anti-Crime
Program
A B&C

In 1976, Congress authorized the creation within LEAA of a
Community Anti-Grime Program for the purposc of providing

direct Federal funding to local community groups and organi-
zations for crime prevention activities. LEAA created the Office of
Community Anti-Crime Programs and funded over 150 projects
across the country in the first year (1977-78) at a total cost of $30
million. The NIJ sponsored a dual evaluation of this large pro-
gram to assess its effectiveness and efficiency. The panel will
discuss the approaches and findings of the iwo evaluations.
MODERATOR:  Richard M. Rau, Operations Research
Analyst
Office of Program Evaluation
National Institute of Justice

W. Victor Rouse, Senior Rescarch Fellow

American Institutes for Research in the
Behavioral Sciences

Rex V. Brown, Chairman of the Board

Decision Science Consortium. Inc.

Lord Baltimore Hotel
TUESDAY, A.M., MARCH 18

WORKSHOP SESSIONS
9:00 a.m. - 10:20 a.m.

Repeat Sesson 6: Evaluation of Restitution Centers
Center Ballroom

Repeat Session 5: Evaluation of Integrated Criminal
Apprehension Systems
Cavalier

Repeat Session 12: Evaluation of the Community
Anti-Crime Program °
A B&C

10:20 a.m. - 10:40 a.m.
COFFEE BREAE

10:40 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.

Session 13: Evaluation of Victim/Witness Programs
Center Beliroom

This panel will present the major findings of the Phase I Assess-
ment of Vietiny/Witness Assistance Projects and tindings from the
single project evaluation level. National assessment activities have
identified and surveyed 280 projects, 40 percent of which focus
on victims, 49 percent on witnesses. and 11 percent on both.
MODERATOR:  Jan Hulla, Program Monitor

Office of Program Evaluation
National Insttute of Justice

Roberta C. Cronin, Research Scientist
American Institutes for Research in the
Behavioral Sciences

A. Robert Denton, Director

Victim Assistance Program
Akron. Ohio
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Repeat Session 2: Evaluation of Career Criminal Programs
Cavalier

Session 14: Evaluation of Neighborhood Justice Centers and
Dispute Resolution Programs
A B&C

Since the start of the Columbus. Ohio. Prosecutor’s Dispute
Resolution Program in the late 1960s, various programs of this
type have been developed for processing disputes outside the
court and prosecutor jurisdiction. Mediation and arbitration are
the usual 100ls used. und the issues are between individuals or
small businesses. The National Institute funded two evaluations
of these types of programs. It assessed the Bosion (Dorchester)
Court Program. which focused on court referrals primarily as
part of its Field Test Program. It also assessed three Neigh-
borhood Justice Centers. which were modeled on all existing
centers and received referrals from police. prosecutors, and
courts. The panel will discuss the results from these evaluations.

MODERATOR:  Cheryl Martorana. Director
Adjudication Division
National Institute of Justice
David Sheppard. Fice-President
Institute for Social Analysis
Lynne A. Williams. Research Associate
Social Science Research [nstitute
University of Southern California

Baltimore Hilton Hotel
TUESDAY, P.M., MARCH 18

WORKSHOP SESSIONS
E15 p.m. - 2:50 p.m.

Repeat Session 7: Audit and Evaluation
Francis Scott Key: North

Repeat Session 10: Evaluation of Governmental Responses
to Crime
Francis Scott Key Center

Repeat Session 9: Evaluative Perspectives on the PROMIS
Information System
Carroll Reom

2:50 p.m. - 3:10 p.m.
COFFEE BREAK

WORKSHOP SESSIONS
3:10 p.m. - 4:30 p.m.

Repeat Session 4: Influence of Perspectives on Evaluations
Francis Scott Key North

Repeat Session 1: Evaluation of Financial Assistance to

Parolees
Francis Scott Key Center
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Repeat Session 8: Evaluation of Community Crime
Prevention Programs
Carroll Room

Baltimore Hilton Hotel
WEDNESDAY, A.M., MARCH 19

WORKSHOP SESSIONS
9:00 a.m. - 10:20 a.m.

Repeat Session 14: Evaluation of Neighborhood Justice
Centers and Dispute Resolution Programs
Francis Scott Key North

Repeat Session 11: Evaluation Strategies of the Improved
Correctional Field Services and Intensive Probation

Programs
Francis Scott Key Center

10:20 a.m. - 10:40 a.m.
COFFEE BREAK

WORKSHOP SESSIONS
10:40 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.

Session 15: General Evaluation Concerns at State and Local
Levels and Available Resources
Carroll Room

This panel will discuss the Justice System Improvement Act and
its impact on evaluation. The panel will also discuss resources
that LEAA has made available to facilitate the conduet of evalua-
tions and to act as a feedback mechanism regarding how well the
workshop served evaluation needs. It is also intended to facilitate
discussion among participants regarding issues confronting
evaluation efforts in fiscal year "80 and fiscal year "81.

MODERATOR:  Mark Cunniff, Director
Natonal Association of Criminal Justice
Planners

Ben Coates, Director

Technical Assistance Resource Center
Washburn University

Elizabeth Powell. Research Assistant
National Academy of Public Administration

Repeat Session 13: Evaluatioii of VictinyWitness Programs
Francis Scott Key North

Repeat Session 3: Evaluation Perspectives on Testing
Alternative Responses and Police Demand
Francis Scott Key Center
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