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FOREWORD 

criminal justice program e\·:..luation .has aci1llanced 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 theimplementatit)n of practical techniques and strate­
gies which have been learn~d 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 evaluatoIs, the National Institute of 
Justice held a Special National Workshop on Criminal Justice Program Evaluation, 
March 17-19, 1980. The workshop brought together decisionmakers, researchers, 
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 t.o 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. 

iii 

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 

7 r;)! 3 

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~tes 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 performed? 

• 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 w011.ld seem appropriate to focus attention briefly, 
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 victinl/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, validity, 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 Qutside the prQgram'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 policy 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 app,roaches 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 lev~l. 

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 
bas~s may no lo~~er fit, policies built upon the former become severed from any 
10g1cal connect10n, and progr~s 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 slinply 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
mentis 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 
~atrix relating the nature of empirical knowledge and agreement concerning the 
1mportance of a social problem to the nature of policy decisions. 

High 
High Agreement Low Agreement 
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. 
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It consisted largely of advocacy and cr~S1S intervention services within the 
private sector. For instance, our program, one of the older ones in the United 
States, began its advocacy activities in early 1972 and developed its servi~e 
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 Prqgram 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 alar~ by professionals ill 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 plannin~ procedu.res and 
operated outside the context of a social science approach to problems3nd poli­
cies. Hardly any used the eh'Periences of service delivery accrued during the 
1960s, with its still too vivid lessons of \~hat did not work and what 'Nas 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 to help. With some 
exceptions, then, a frequent comment was "why play with statistics. 1I Further­
more, there was little idea of what kind of dati:l to collect or what to do \-lith 
it. What was collected was basically output material--!!look how many and how 
much. II 

Federal Dollar §~age 

When Donald Santarelli ;;esigned 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 Initiati~Te projects and for victim-oriented pro­
grams, in particular. About this same time, the National District Attornev's 
Association acquired funding f07;" its victim/witness assistan.ce 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 SU.dl units. Behavioral indicators were stressed .. and measurement 
of activity became possible. A taci.t thru.st of this funding ~"as 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 decision'!.) moved frol1l the inspi­
rational stage to the judgmental sector on the matrix, where there was still a 
dearth of knowledge, but an increa.se in the agreement that such services wer.e 
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 \'lithin 
the system. If the numbers looked good, they served a variety of interests from 
the selling and promotion of private service models to the political interests o.f 
the public models ranging from prosecutors to police departments. 

3 
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Impact Stage 

With the formalization of services based on temporary monies came an 
increase in our knowledge base. Decisions moved toward a macro level within the 
federal and state government, where there seemed to be less agre~ment as to the 
importance of such expenditures. With a new layer of issues at the broad politi­
cal level and a competition for dollars, th.e nature and use of~ata began to 
change. Accountability continued to be a factor. But the st~ggle for the move­
ment to succeed meant entering the negotiation and bargain-oriented environment 
typical of the political section of our matrix. ' 

Many programs whose primary reason for being was that 'of service delivery 
were visited by state planning units and informed that they had no goals and 
objectives, which after political translation really meant service delivery goals 
were no longer acceptable. such programs would have to reorganize their data 
modules to reflect impact upon the systemJ, if not their formal program mission. 

Data collection was no longer concerned with the number of cases served, 
nature of services provided, number of sE~rvices brokered, and so on. Goals and 
objectives were revised to show how vict:Lm/witness programs impacted upon the 
criminal justice system: increase in co'operation with police and prosecutor, 
decrease in crime, increase in reporting, increase in convictions, increased 
affinity between the population and the system. In Ohio, this trend began about 
mitl"'1978. 

Service Institutionalization Stage 

By the end of the decade, the most serious issue far:ing most programs at 
both the private and public levels was that of raising the local cash base to 
offset diminishing federal funds. For some early projects--those that were 
re-funded throughout the allowable time period--the issue was: become self­
supporting, or die. In short, institutionalize. 

Programs within the system stood a better chance of survival, while private, 
projects had to return to traditional methods of support. Most'--began to live 
with highly budgeted programs and cutbacks. It is interesting to note that a 
significant number of projects initially identified by the Phase I study were not 
in operation when Cronin and staff attempted to contact them. 

With fiscal cutbacks and minimal budgets, the nature of data collected and 
the types of research geared to evaluating projects cannot be expected to signif­
icantly expand or change. Federal interest in information collection and evalua­
tion has, to date, helped stem the inevitable tide. I, however, do not see a 
major expansion in the types of data collected or evaluation research on program 
variables heretofore not addressed. It would be comforting to be proven incor­
rect, and perhaps the work of students, doctoral candidates, and victimologists 
will be able to fill the void. 

OUTCOMES~ SOME MISSING VARIABLES IN VICTIM ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

If the preceding consideration demonstrates the effect of program evolution 
upon the nature of evaluation research, it also indicates, by silence, what 
remains to be addressed. Although not entirely accurate, there is a sense in 
which the bulk of evaluation research to date has shown, at worst, a confusion of 
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outputs with outcomes and at b ,t . . 
We have, for the most part, acq~~r~das~:~t~:~ negl~gence toward outcomes, per see 
certain questionable ar e t . • ~ a on o~ much we have done and made 
Little has been noted a~Onh~w a:ei~ ~~w "'hte~e .ht,~ve lJIIpacted upon the system. 

. e ac 1V1 1es were actually performed. 

Without attempting an exhausti . . f . 
research endeavors. infot-mation abo~~ ~~V1~wl~ ,;,hat ~s.yet needed within the 
useful within the confines of vict' e. 0 ow~ng var1ables would prove most 

J.m serv1ce programs. 

1. ~ore detailed identificat' f" .• 
been written about the general emot~on ~ V1Ct1rn respon~es.to~~. Much has 
burglary, and so on. Little is .ona responses ~f v1ct1ms of rape, robbery, 
would provide useful research'va~r:~i~l:tb~~~nd t~1~ genera~ d7scription that 
are the perceptions of victims at a c . t .·""1 soc~a -psycholog1cal level. What 
between victim types vict~1 backg °dgn1 d1ve eve: Are there any differences , roun 5, emograph1cally? 

servi~;s a~:a~~~~m:to~~a~~et~ff7ct.Of serv~ces on various victim tyPes. Which 
different victim tYP~s than oth:~~;lJII: °i vl.~lence? Are some m~re important to 
r~pe, robbery, assault, and purse-~lla~~hi~r 1nstance, have stu~1ed ~O~ v~ctims of 
t10n services have no differential ut'l' i. and fo~nd that bas1c cr~S1S 1nterven~ 
Currently, these base data remain to ~~1:~~~:n~ra:~actRon tho~e ~i~tim types~ 
not sh9Wll a proclivity to proceed along these lines.' esearc., _.owever, has 

the p;~gr~s~:s~~e~;0~!rt~r2~~;!ty of ~ro~::ed se~ices: If a formal goal of 
licated services for this special ;~:~1st~&lf.agenC1eS, ~~stead of creating dup­
provided? Are they well done or d' d i~P1.l a 10n, how we.L.I. are those services 
pid the victims pursue such s~rvice:? ey never get.beyond t~e referral stage? 
b~cause the so-called network Qf ~o~ialw:~e ~he serV1ces prom1Sed never obtained 
the buck until the client simply gave up? rv1ce agencies lost the case or passed 

4. Assessment of crisis intervention services. M t 
deliver crisis intervention servicest th' l' os pr~grams propose to 
available in the current information b:se :~rt~ !~~~e~:i5~~t.11ttle or nothing is 
are real~y offe:ed. What does that mean? How is the 1ntervention services 
the servl.ce del1very unit? theory operationa1ized in 

Where the theory has been actuated . f . 
information available evaluating how l~n.so~e. orm of 7ntervention, there is no 
While it is possible for agencies to we ~U~ 1ntervent10~s ~er.e performed. 
intervention," there is a vacuum as report x number of ~1ctl.l\lS received crisis 
formed according to crisis intervent~O w~~ther t~ose serV1ces we~e correctly per­
UpCll the victim, or whether that vic~~~ w e~~Yh' ow

d
we11 performe~, their impact 

vices. ou ave one as well w1thout the ser-

Some programs have offered crisis int t' 
operationalize the crisis constructs a erv7n 10n ser~ices and attempted to 
it is argued that the services were ;el~ pos;.ib1e. In the best of circumstances, 
son to believe that the victim will' perbormed, and by theory, there is rea­
not received such assistance There~~ro~~ eyond a ~7vel of performance had he 
theory failure. Thus, when ~e fail we' o~ever, not lng t~ date that tests for 
perfot;lDed the program intervention poorl~o~rtw~~~~e;h~~:e~h~t w~~ b~cause someone 
are wrong. FUI'ther # when we succeed we . t .. ore. 1ca constructs 

, are no pos1hve that 1t was because of 
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a good program interventi'on, an extraneous influence, or bl",cause ~risis interven­
tion theory is correct and was correctly provided.. We are left w1th our assump-
tions. 

It remains a problem that such a major pr'ogram goal can be overlooked by , 
evaluation research personnel. It would seem that this is a fundamental

A

q';1est10n 
to pursue. Although it is cert~in1y m~ch safer to saY,we performed s~meth1ng we 
call crisis L~tervention to an 1mpreSS1ve number of cl1ents, someone must ask 
what does that mean a~ how well was it done? 

5. Assessment of administration activities. Formative evalua~ions hav~ 
yet to provide administrative data indicating which staff do better 1ntervent10ns. 
Do volunteers do as well? Do they do it better? Which individua1~ among these 
categories of intervenors are doing it poorly? Do trained pro~ess10nal staff do 
better under these circumstances than volunteers or nonprofess~onal staff? tf 
so, is the difference great enough to ju~tify ~he cost? W~a~ 1Mpact ~ould tnese 
data have upon licensing laws currently 1n leg1s1ature def1n1ng such 1nterven­
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 ~hich to address the above ques­
tions. Yet, why is such data generally unava11able? 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the information not available from victim assistance programs, it 
cannot be said that evaluation research has made i~roads to imp~rtant s~r.vi~e and 
policy information within the field of service de11very. Much 1nformat~on 1S yet 
to be obtained. 

It can be seen, however, in light of the victim movemefn~.I~ evolution from a 
grassroots stage through the early phas~s of institut~onaJ;i;~at.ion, why important_ 
outcome data have been neglected. The 1ssues of sur~1val and nature of the move 
mentis purpose have had a determina~t effect up~n what has been o~en for 
research. The implications of pub11c, and part1cularly LEAA, mon1es has further 
directed the nature of the questions that have been asked. 

The victim service movement faces some serious difficulties in the next 
several years that will determine whether. and in,what form it,will surv~ve. , 
Money problems will be its greatest problem. Th1S m~y determ1ne w~at l1ttle w~ll 
be done to answer mariY serious questions about what 1t has accompl1shed. IrOll1C­
ally, if it is to survive, it is precisely such information that is necess.~ry to 
provide its reason for c?ntinuing. 
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INTRODUCTION 

!va1uation of Victim Witness Assistance 
Projects: Where Do tole Go From Here?* 

;) 

Roberta C. Cronin 
The American Institu.tes for Research 

in the Behavioral Sciences 
Washington, D.C. 

Concerted efforts to assist victims and-witnesses of cri.'tfe first emerged in 
the early 1970$' in response to a growing r~cc.')gnition that. victim needs and 
desires had bef':D largely ignored by the griminal justice system. The existence 
of such needs and th~ir inter'.iependencewith system demand~f()r more efficient, 
effective performance-are now widely perceived as II givens Ii in the criminal jus­
tice world. 

> 

In the last 10 years .. work,iil the clinical. se,tting, especially with rape 
victims, has illuminated som~;1!iimension.s~9f;victim traU1ala (Burgess & Holmstrom, 
1974, 1976,; Miller et a1., l/~'186 Suthe-rlahd & Sc~ei"l, 1970). Supplementary evi­
dence from a number of victiin-'surveys establishes that emotional upset and suf­
fering are common reacticms to victimization CKnudten et a1., 1976; Black & 
Regenstreif, 1977; Syvrud, 1977; Waller & Okihiro, 1978,; Bourque et a1., 1978}. 
It has also been shown that certain classes of victims tend to change their life­
styles as a res.ult of crime, witbdrawing from activities they enjoy (Burkhardt & 
Norton, 1977; Garofalo, 197'n-, quitting their jobs (Midwest R.esearch Institute, 
1974), o?;" simply taking pxeveritive measures against further victimization (Rifai, 
1977). 0 -

Victim reactions are frequently interpreted in terms of Crl.SJ.S theory (Bard. 
& Ellison ,1974; Bard & Sangrey, 1979; Br.odyaga,: et a1. i 1975; Symonds, 1975; 
Stratton, ~976), which postulates thaJ; victimization may disrupt .an individual's 
normal coping or prob1emso1ving abilities and produce consid.eL"able 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 m;i.strea:ts the victim or witness 
is also well accepted. Although the p~~::;lful questioning undergone by r,ape vic­
tims may represent the worst of the:\'edminal justice system for many c~itics, 
attitudinal surveys indicate that more typical sources of dissatisfaction among 
victims and witnesses ar~ii'lconvenience and lack of information. Victims tend to 
be relatively dissa~~~fied with the lack of feedback about their cases (Rifai, 
1977; Sacramento Police Dapartment, 1974; Bourque et a1., 1978), the handling of 
victim prCiperty (Rifai, 1977 ; National District Attorney IS Association, 1976)" 
and the lack of protection afforded them (Black & Regenstreif, 1917). Witnesses 

*This research was supported by Contract #J-LEAA-020-7B awardee by the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.s. Department of Justice unu~r the Omni­
bus Crime Control and Safe Stre~ts· Act of 1968, as amended. 
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complain of unnecessary trips to court and associated 10s$ of income! i~conveni­
ences in parking. locating the court, and waiting; and fear of retall.atl.on by the 
suspect (National District Attorney's Association, 1976). 

The impact on system performance is a seri~u~ concern. ,After al~, law 
enforcement success is partially dependent on Cl.tl.Zen reportJ.ng of ~nme and o~ 
obtaining a cl~ar description of offenses and suspects. Police offJ.cer c~mmunl.­
cation ~ith and s}1np~~hy to the victim or witness is an important fac~or l.n , 
eliciting cooperatio/n (Cannavale & Falcon, 1976; Institute for Communl.ty studl.f:s, 
1978). 

Witness testimony is also critical to prosecution. Yet, nonappearance rates 
for postarraignment court dates in one metropolitan co~rt,we~e ~7.5 p~rcent (Vera 
Institute of Justice, 1976(b», and data from several Jurl.sdl.ctJ.ons suggest that 
nona""pearance and other witness problems are very serious throughout the system 
(National District Attorney's Association, 1976; Brosi, 1979). Seve~a~ exp~ana­
tions have been sugge5ted: negative citizen attitudes toward the crJ.ml.nal JUS­
tice system J witness discouragement, inadequate communication between prosecutors 
and witnesses,.and simple lack of notif:i..:ation (Cannavale & Falcon, 1976; 
Nation,al District Attorney's Association, 1976). 

With the increasing recognition of these problems and the toll they exact on 
our ability to mete out justice, a variety of re£ponses have emerged. These 
include victim compensation legislation, use of restitution orders, development 
of special police or prosecution units trained to handle sex assault ca,ses, 
improved poli.ce training, and rape crisis programs. 

Our study looks at another of these responses--the victim/witness assistance 
pl'oject. 

APPROACH 

This study w~s conducted under the Nati~n~l Evalua~ion Program (NE~) of the 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and CrJ.ml.nal Justl.ce (now the Na~l.~n~l 
Institute of Justice) to help provide practical in£ormatio~ on the aC~l.~l.tl.e~, 
costs, benefits, and limitations of selected groups of proJects to cn.ml.nal JUS­
tice'pli:\nners an.d ad'ilinistrators. 

The NEP <employs a two-phased approach, with the Phase I assessment concen­
trating primarily OJ'! assembling and organizing what ~s ~urrently known ab~u~ the 
topic area. In other~ords, it relies heavily on eXl.st1ng data. The dec1sl.on to 
fund a more intensive Phase II effort is based on the results of the Phase I 
study, as well as considerations of cost, feasibility, and probable value to 
decisionmakers. 

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

/ • To describe current victim/witness asSistance efforts across the coun- v 

try; 

. • To examine how well they are meeting the e~~ectations set for them; 
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To identify significant gaps in our knowledge about these projects; and 

To suggest apprQaches for filling these gaps . 

. For purposes of the study, the victim/witness assistance project was defined 
5 any local effort to deliver direct services to victims or witnesses of crime./ll 
n,the cours7 of our work, se~eral additional criteria evolved to help dis tin-

lUl.sh the un~verse under exam1nation: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

pl'~je~t t ~u~po~7· All J?ro~ects aim to ameliorate the effects of crJ.ml.­
n~ ,vl.c:l.ml.za 1~n on Vl.ctJ.mS or their families; to encourage the par­
tl.C1patl.On of vl.ctims and witnesses in the criminal justice system; 
and/or to facilitate more effective and efficient victim or witness 
utilization in the criminal justice process. 

T~rget Population. Each project defines service to crime victims or 
wJ.tness7s ~s one of its primary functions. Projects serving only child 
abuse V1CtJ.mS, sexual assault victims, and/or battered women were 
exc~uded, ,as we~e victim restitution and/or compensation projects./2j 
ProJects 1ncludl.ng these components in combination with others eligible 
for study have been retained. 

I~terventi~n ~trateqies. All projects provide one or more direct ser­
vl.~es ~o v1CtJ.m~ or ~itnesses at the local level. Excluded under this 
c:l.terl.on w7re:, proJect~ P7rforming only technical assistance, plan­
nl.ng, c~ordl.na~1On, pub17c 1nformation, or research functions; crime 
p:ev:nt10n p:oJects lackl.ng any special component designed to assist 
V:ct1ms or ~l.tnesse~; and projects that provide only referral to other 
d7rect S7rvl.ce provl.ders. In addition, police family crisis interven­
t~on proJects, consumer fraud projects, and crime reporting hotlines 
were excluded from the study. 

All Phase ~ assessments emp~oy a fairly structured common methodology. 
?verall, ,there l.S an attempt to l.dentify common models of intervention practiced 
l.n the f1eld and to use these models as a framework for assessing the current 
state of knowledge and for designing better evaluations. 

We used several methods to accomplish our study goals: 

• 

• 

• 

A systematic attempt to locate all local victim/witness assistance 
efforts in existe~ce nationwide; 

A descriptive mail survey of the 280 projects identified through our 
search procedures, whi~h attained an 81-percent response; 

Two- to three-day site visit-~ to 20 projects, selected to be roughly 
representative- of the full pi~ject universe; and 

1 
The use of t~e term "project" should be viewed as a shorthand reference 

because many agenc1es do not define their victim/ witness activities in that ~ay. 

2These exclusions were established in the contract supporting this work. 
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• A systematic review of all available project evaluations, published and 
unpublishr \ 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. 
Within this universe, we observed and identified at least three different inter­
vention models or styles, termed the "victim,1I IIwitness,lI and IIvictim-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. 

A few summary observations are warranted about victi~n1/witness assistance 
projects in operation. First and foremost, in tha immediate sense, projects of 
all three typ~s 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 IIgoods ll 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 encolmtered many projects whose staff proved quite adept at manipulating 
both. 

The specific services offered obviously 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 IIrestorative" 
efforts. Added support is offered for those few victims who ara later involved 

3Readers interested in study methodology are referred to Chapter II of the 
full study report: Cronin, Roberta C. & Bourque, Blair B., The National EvalUa­
tion Program Phase I Assessment of Victim/Witness Assistance Projects: Final 
Report, Hay 1980. The report is available through the National Criminal Justice 
Reference Service, Box 6000, Rockville, HD 20850. 
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PROJECT 
C!!Al\ACTERISTICS 

Host Agency 

Police/S~,eriff 
prosecutor 
CollllllUllity-Based 

Organization 
Probation 
Other1 

Jurisdiction Served 

City/Neighborhoods 
county/City & Co~~ty 
Multi-County 
other2 

Startin!! Year 

1975 or before I 1976-77 
1978 or later 

primar~ Fundin2 Source 

LEAA3 
CETA3 
Other Federal 
State 
County 
City 
Foundations, Chari-
table organizations, 
Contributions 

Other 

Current Bud2et 

Less ~han $50,000 
$50,000-99,999 
$100,000-199,999 
$200,000 and over 

Ori~ina1 Fundin9 Source4 

LEAA3 
CETA3 
Other Federal 
State 
County 
City 
Foundations, Chari-

table organizations, 
contributions 

Other 

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

Disal=,peared 
Reduced 
About the same 
Expanded 
Integrated into 
existing/another 
agency 

Other 

TABLE 1. DISTRIBUTION OF PPOJECT 
CHARACTERISTICS BY MODEL TYPE 

Victim Witness 
NUlllber Percent NUlllber Percent 

(n=89) (n=107) 

25 28 1 1 
2 2 99 92 

34 38 4 4 
4 5 1 1 

24 27 2 2 

, 
(n=89) (n=107) 

44 50 6 6 
33 37 84 79 

3 3 12 11 
9 10 5 S 

(nK 89) (n=105) 

19 21 18 17 
39 44 41 39 
31 35 46 44 

(ns 89) (n=106) 

52 58 57 54 
6 7 10 9 
5 6 1 3 
3 3 5 5 
4 5 24 23 

10 11 2 2 

6 7 2 2 

3 3 3 3 

(n=80) (n-all 

34 43 50 62 
16 20 19 23 
12 15 7 9 
18 23 5 6 

(n=64) (n .. 78) 

38 59 44 56 
6 9 13 17 
3 5 1 1 
1 2 2 3 
1 2 13 17 
3 5 0 0 

9 14 3 4 
3 5 2 3 

(n-84) (r ... 1011 

4 5 6 6 
7 8 4 4 

12 14 20 20 

\ 

46 55 60 59 

8 10 4 4 

7 8 7 7 

Victim-Witness 
NUlllber Percent 

(n=24) 

0 0 
20 83 

2 8 
2 8 
0 0 

(n=24) 

2 8 
21 88 
1 4 
0 0 

(n-23) 

6 26 
9 39 
8 35 

(n"'24) 

12 50 
2 8 
0 0 
0 0 
7 29 
0 0 

1 4 
2 8 

(n-22) 

6 27 
1 14 
8 36 
5 23 

(n~19) 

14 74 
1 5 
0 0 
0 0 
3 16 
1 5 

0 0 
0 0 

(n-24) 

1 4 
0 0 
9 38 

13 54 

0 0 
1 4 

Ilnc1udes projects operated by other units of local government and by hQspitals, 
mental health centers, or universities. 

2Includes state and other. . • 
3Includes projects reporting multiple "primary sources" of funding, l.ncludl.ng 

LEAA or CETA. Any project reporting both LEAA and CETA 'support was incl udel! 
in the LEAA group. 

4Reported only for projects over one year old. 
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TABLE 2. INTERVEWfION STRA'fEGY: THREE V /WA MODEL TYPES 

Victims 

Victim 
I 

Screening police reports. 

Reponse to police calls 
from crime scene. 

,Referrals from other 
~gencies or self­
referral. 

Round-the-clock through 
on-call arrangements. 

Counseling: cr~S1S 

intervention, follow­
up, and/or supportive. 

Service referral/ 
advocacy with referral 
agencies. 

Often in law enforcement 
agency, but varies. 

,. 

., 

Witness 
II 

Witnesses 

Review of witness lists 
or subpoena lists. 

Referral from prosecutors. 

Referrals from other 
agencies or self­
referral. 

Regular office hours, 
Monday through Friday. 

Schedule and disposition 
notification, reception, 
orientation, alert. 

Arrangement of appearance 
supp~rt, e.g •• transporta­
tion~ child care, 
protection, escort. 

In courthouse or prose­
cutor's office. 

/ 

. ' 
i 

I 

Victim-Witness 
III 

Victims and Witnessess 

Combinations of methods 
under I and II. 

Varies. 

Combinations of I and III. 

Varies. Some with multiple 
locations. 

, , 

, 

I 
I 
I 

'. ? .. 

, 
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in case investi~~tion and prosecution. Witness projects, on th~ 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 aaqer­
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, 
reception, 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 fstimates confirm that there are definite 
differences in overall costs across project types (see Table 3). In 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 aIld 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 sc~n~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 su~cess or failure 
and the current state of knowledge concerning that question. How well are these 
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TABLE 3. RESO~E LEVELS FOR HAIL SURVEY PROJECTS BY MODEL TYPE 

Victim-Witn~B8 _ 
Victim Projects 

N-6Bi 
Witness P~jects 

N-BOi 
Projects 
N-20i 

Annual Budget 

Budget Range $2,000 to $43B,OOO $B,OOO to $469,000 $11,000 to $242,000 

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

Per Capita 2 $.003 to $7.13 3 Budget Range $.004 to $.Bl $.05 to $.55 

Median Per Capita 
Capita Budget S.lB $.13 $.15 

~ (N-B9) (N-107) (Nm 24) 

Range in Staff 
Size Full-time 0-30 Full-time 0-33 Full-time 0-B3 

Part-time 0-31 Part-time 0-9 Part-time 0-30 
Volunteer 0-120 Volunteer 0-B1 Volunteer 0-41 

Median Number of 
Full-time Staff loB 5 

Median Number of 
part-time Staif .5 .2 .4 

Median Number of 
Volunteers .4 .2 l.5 

Percent of Projects 
Using Volunteers 44\ 31\ 75, 

Estimated Monthly (N~68)1 (N-BOr (N-20r 
Volume Face-to-Face 
Contacts 

Range o to 300 o to 5,000 B to l,BOO 

Median 30 71 III 

Cost eer Face-to-Face 
~ 

Range $7 to $2,159 $0 to $400 $5 to $1,10' 

Median $165 $51 $51 

Estimated Monthly (N-6B) 1 (N=BO) 1 (N"20) 1 
Volume of TOtal COnacts 
Contacts -- Mail, 
Teleehdne, Face-to-Face 

Range 22 to 690 10 to 5,950 75 to 3,BOO 

Median 117 547 477 

COst Per COntract 4 

Range $4 to $720 $1 to $21 $2 to $141 

Median $46 $6 $B 

lBaSed on projects that had been in operation at least one year at the time 
20f 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 budgets of an effort with a 

4relati . .,ely small victim component • 
Baaed 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 SO pro­
jects, on the whole the evidence is very sparse and the methods emploYEiii~ 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 original intervention (e.g., changes in conviction rates or 
increases in crime reporting). " 

For purposes of summary, project effects are divided into two broaqgroup­
ings: benefits to the victim or witness~-the primary client--and beneflts to th~ 
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 with weak or nonexistent support from systematic research and evalua­
tion. 

Victim/witness benefits. In the realm of victim or witness benefits, there 
is simply a lack of evidence. Time savings for witnesses, although not pr'ecisely 
quantified, appear to be the only clearly established benefit of witness projects 
orccmponents. In ether resRects, the merit of local victim or witness assis­
tance efforts has neither been disprovedfior syst.ematically 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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, , but we would expect considerable v~ria-
relatively crude est~atJ.on pro~~dur~~'baseline conditions and current proJect 
tion across jurisdictJ.ons accodr t J.hng J.' tude of changes in app.earance rates has d On the other han e magn , ~-'__ -' _ .. ,. It proce ures. f' , 'd'ctions that generalJ.za~~on ~s rJ.sKy. 
been established, but for so ew JurJ.sJ. d chan 'es in appearance rates were of 
is interesting, however, thatsall rep~r~:er com~arison groups), despite marked similar magnitude (about 10:1 ,pe:ce~ , 
differences in project and JurJ.sdJ.ctJ.on sJ.ze. 

, f' t - projects--especially time savings'~-Because those system b~nefJ.ts 0 w~ ~:s~ot been widely quantified" no con-
that we are reasonably confJ.dent ab~ut facos t savings produced for the criminal 
clusions can be drawn abo~t the :ange 0 1 including the police witness in the 
justice system. Other thJ.ngs beJ.ng,~qua 'onsiderable boost to the II system costs 
notification system appears to provJ. e ;h~S is true because. a) police time is 
saved" column of the ~edge:, however~e in~olved in almost e~ery case. expensive; and b) polJ.ce wJ.tnesses a 

, , 'h b tween direct cost savings (i.e., reduced 
It is important,to,dJ.stJ.ngu:s e, resources freed up for alternative 

agency budgets) and J.ndJ.rect sd~vtJ.ngs (1y.ed·e'ClJ.'ne but most system savings, if 
1 ' t 'me expen l. ures ma, , f ' t uses). Po J.ce over J., 'd' t category /4/ Thus operatJ.on 0 a WJ. _ 

any, are likely t~ fall J.n the 1~ 1r~~ arily mea~s a net b~dget increase to the ness project or wJ.tness componen or J.n 
locality. 

b nefits the available evidence, although lim-
Fer a number of other system ~ t' ns'for victim/witness assistance pro-

ited, raises doubts about the expec ~ J.~'smissal rates processing speed, and 
jects. ,Efforts to document changes 1~ec~ive measures ~f victim/witness attitudes 
convictJ.on rates, as well as mor~ subJ perate in prosecution have been largely and predispositions to report crJ.me or coo . 
unsuccessful. 

Why might this be the case? There are at ~east three possibilities:/S/ 

• 

• 

• 

, Id;- up to thec::e outcomes and First the chain of assumptJ.ons ea _~ng __ 
impacts may be faulty. The theory itself may be bad. 

b t th measurements and design used Second, the theory may be correct, u e 
to test the theory may be unsatisfactory. 

but be too weak to detect Third, the expected eff~cts ma~ occur, 
through typical evaluat10n des1gns. 

, ,. f the second and third explanations. At this point, we favor a ~OmbJ.natJ.o~n~ m~ rove more profitable when more 
Greater scrutiny of ~he th~oretJ.caloar~ f ce Yii exhibits no glaring flaws. and better evidence J.S ava1lable. n 1 sa, 

4 h h ther potential benefits for progr~ Making the police dep~r~m:nt appy ~~c~ referrals of clients and opening operations; for example, el1c1t1ng more po 1 
up channels to improve property return. 

S , t are, by and large, expending the We are assuming that the p:o~e~ s 
resources and performing the act1v1t1es expected of them. 
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IMPLICATIONS 

Our assessment of the state of knowledge about victim/witness assistance 
brings us to a final conclusion. Policymakers and practitioners at all levels in 
the public and private sectors simply cannot expect much guidance from the 
research and evaluation literature in making resource allocation decisions about 
victim/witness assist~nce efforts. 

We cannot, with much confidence, answer the following questions about victim - , or witness benefJ.ts, for example: 

1. Are victims and witnesses better off emotionally, or healthier in the 
long run, for having received assista.nce? 

2. Are victims and wU"Ilesses now receiving better treatment at the hands 
of local criminal justice and social services agencies (otherthah the 
host agency), as a consequence of project efforts? 

3. Are victims and witnesses suffering significantly less financial loss 
as a result of victim/witness assistance? 

Given the dearth of information on these basic points, questions about the 
conditions under which favorable outcomes for victims and witnesses are achieved 
cannot be addressed either. We cannot examine which project types or sponsors or 
service components produce the greatest client benefits--despite our conviction 
that this information would be exceedingly useful to decisionmakers. 

Even in the area of system benefits, where expectations for witness projects 
find some confirmation, the current evidenc·e does not shed much light on several significant questions. 

1. What service components arecproducinq the most time and cost savings or 
the greatest improvem,(ilts in witnl~ss appearance rates? Should a pro­
ject invest con~:.i.derable resources in support services like transporta­
tion and employer intervention, or are good notification services enough? 

2. A.re prosecutor-based projects best suited to producing the above out­
. comes, or can" other agencies perform equally well? 

3. What environmental or contextual conditions significantly influence the 
magnitude of outcomes? Obviously, having an lIenlightened" supportive 
prosecutor is important, but what characteristics of the court system 
are important, for example? . 

4. What range of system savings, direct or indirect, can be expected under 
varying conditions? 

There are not enough data, especially quantitative data, to confidently for­
mulate any replies. This kind of information is sorely needed. Hardly anyone 
these days would question the proposition that victims and witnesses deserve 
decent treatment. And 110 one would demand that victim/witness assistance efforts 
solve all the assort~d ills of the law enforcement and criminal justice system. 
Bu't we live in a world of scarce public resources, and decisionmakers and their 
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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 an~ liabilities. The current research and evaluation literature 
cannot rise to this challenge. 

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 
impa~t, 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 victL~ 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-{);[ knowledge. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

At least two variations of victim project intervention deserve a com~ 
parative tf£st: viGti.'n services with an on-scene crisis intervention 
component and victim services without on"scene intervention. CClmpari-. 
son with conditions where police have received Lome training in handl­
ing victims in crisis or orientation to referral sources, or where no 
special police or civilian victim assistance exists, would also be use­
ful. 

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. 

A longitudinal study of the institutionalization experience of local 
victim/witness assistanc~ effort.s could provide many insights. If the 
projects do not survive, do they leave a residue in the form of p~oce­
dural changes, new training progr~ms, or the like? If they do survive, 
what happens to their budgets and organizclt,ions, and why? Two rela­
tively low-cost efforts would be useful and interesting in this con­
te~t: a retrospective review of the literature on defunct projects and 
develdpment and :iJnplementation o~.asimple monitoring system for check­
ing annually on the fate and fliftding levels of projects now, in exis­
tence. 

Most of the t"esearch suggestions ildvanced are fairly delll~J\ding and expen­
sive. Ultimately, of course, the decision to invest in such work must be bal­
ancetl against its probable utility in guiding decisions. 

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

1. Appropriate comparison groups or baselines are essential. Given the 
infeasibility of classic experimental designs under most circumstances, 
potential for quas~..;experimental designs should be thoroughly investi­
gated. 
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2. 

3. 

" 

Behavorial indicators of outcomes should be given preference over mea­
sures of attitudes, beliefs, and opinions. While attitude change may 
contribute to desirable outcomes, it is extremely difficult to measure 
and, in itself, not convincing evidence of success. 

Evaluation designs should emphasize the more .intermediate system 
effects of victim/witness assistance e.f'forts.~long-term impact.s, 
such as increased crime reporting or citizen cooperation in prosecu­
tion, weak effects are likely f attributing results to pr"jects' inter­
ventions, is difficult; <:lnd mei!surement is CQstly.Study of intermedi­
ate benefits probahly 5..$ suffiei~t to show whet~r victim/witness 
assistance effortsifldeed contdbu.te to a s91utio;,¥.ttf the larger prob­
lems of unnecessary victim suf£lI!rlngand erosj.cn of public support for 
the criminal justice syst~m.· .. 
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Toward An Evaluable c~unity Service Sanctioning 
ProJect Model 

Burt Galaway and Joe HudsOIi 
University of Minnesota at Duluth 

Introduction 
, t' programs is funded by a grant 

The National Assessment of Adult Rest1tu 1o~d Criminal Justice (now the 
from the National Institut~ of Law ~nfo~~e;~~tr:m Evaluation. The project a~s 
National Institute of Just1ce), Off1~e '~y service and monetary restitut10n 
at producing evaluable models of bot l~~:n~odel will conceptualize project 
projects fo~ adult ~f~e~ders. dAn e~a t outputs as well as specify link~ges ~ong 
inputs, proJect act1v1t1es, an proJe~ 'ts and measures will be prov1ded 1n 
these variables. Finally, ~~~s~remen dPo1~ uts In short, an evaluable model 
relation to the inputs, act1v1t1e~, an, ou p . unit service and financial 
describes independent ~ariables (1n th1s ca:~'i~o:mnece~sary prerequisite for the 
restitution programs) 1nffme:su~~!~t~~~: athe dependent variables. 
assessment of program e ec s, , } 

't ice sanctioning projects, describe 
This paper will focus on comm~1 y s:~ive at a composite evaluable model, 

the procedures we have bee~ follow1na,to ommunity service sanctioning projects, 
offer some initial,~press10nsf reia~ 1ng ~site community service sanctioning pro­
and present a prel1m1nary dra t 0 a comp • 
ject. 

Methodology 
d 'e from and reflect the experiences 

Since the e~aluabl:models wer: to e~~vwas to identify the population of 
of actual operatJ.n~ pr~Jects, the f1~st !:rvice sanctioning projects in the coun­
both monetary rest1tut1on and c~mm~~tYa working definition of what was meant by 
try. To do that, we needed to eve ,P, 'ect The best we could do was an 
a community service or mon~t~r~ rest1tut10n,~~~~ th~t at least 75 percent of the 
imperfect, yet usable, def1n1t1on that spec1 titution and/or community service 
clients of a project must have a ~~~ei~~~ ~~scommunity service sanctioning must 
requirement and that monetary res 1 u , t 
be an explicit and central programming focus of the proJec . 

, II I' 'til and "central" allow considerable lati-
Admittedly, th.e not1ons of exp 1C1 we wanted to exclude programs in 

tude for interpretat~on. Clearly, howeV~~tution were incidental program require-
which community serv1ce and moneta~y res 1, from eo Ie who identified 
ments. We therefore obtained the Judgment, ~~~S!~rious ~ro~ect directors as to 
potential programs fo~ us ,and, second, ,~ryO~ervice sanctioning should be consid­
whether monetary rest1tut10n or commun1. 
ered explicit and central. 

, , , d all state criminal justice 
Armed wit~ a working,d:f1n1~1onic:el~~~eY~anning units, and all state 

planning agencl.es, all, cr1m~na~hJu~~ "tates an~ the various territories to 
departments of cor~ect1~nfs 1n , ets i~ their jurisdictions consistent with our 
request that they 1dent1 y proJec 
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working definition of monetary restitution or community service sanctioning pro­
jects. The list compiled from these surveys was supplemented with projects iden­
tified in previous surveys. This process produced a list of 289 identified com­
munity service sanctioning or monetary restitution projects. 

Telephone interviews were conducted with the director of each identified 
project. The interview involved two stages. The first stage covered some very 
apen-ended questions to determine if the project met cur working definition of 
community service sanctioning or monetary restitution projects. Many projects 
did not meet the working definition, and we were able in very short telephone 
conversations to reduce the population to 108 projects. 

For those projects that met our operational definition, we proceeded to the 
second phase of the interview. This involved a fairly structured interview 
schedule designed to se~ure background' information regarding the type of restitu­
tion used, administrative auspices of the project, budget and number of staff 
employed, number of clients served, phase in the criminal justice system, whether 
the project was residential or nonresidential, extent of victim involvement with 
the project, relative emphasis placed on restttution and community service activ­
ities compared to other services provided ~o offenders, and a very preliminary 
discussion of the possible interest of the project in further involvement in our 
research. 

Two things clearly emerged from the interviews. First, we noted four dis­
tinct patterns in the use of monetary restitution and community service. Some 
projects were predominantly involved in monetary restitution; others were predom­
.inantly involved in community service sanctioning; others required offenders to 
complete both monetary restitution and community service requirements; and some 
required some offenders to complete monetary restitution and community service 
requirements and other offenders to complete community service requirements. 

Second, very few of the projects encouraged direct involvement between vic­
tims and offenders, and those that did only involved a minority of cases. Based 
on information secured from the screening interviews, we selected a purposive 
sample of 20 projects that reflected diversity along the dimensions of type of 
restitution (predominantly monetary, predominantly community service, both mone­
tary and community service, or either monetary or community service), administra­
tive auspices, phase in the criminal justice system, geographic location, and 
residential or nonresidential programming. 

After selecting the 20 projects, we then negotiated with each pcoject a 
written memorandum of understanding that specified the purpose of our research, 
what the project could expect from the researchers, and what demands we would 
likelya.~e placing upon the project. We were able to complete memoranda of under­
standing with 19 of the 20 originally selected projects; one project chose not to 
participate in the research and was replaced by another project similar in char­
acteristics. 

In addition to collecting data from which to assemble an evaluable model of 
the current operations of each project, we also collected data of a historical 
nature in order to understand the origin of the project and the process by which 
the monetary restitution or community service sanctioning idea was implemented . 
We collected data from a review of all available project documents, as well as 
site visits which provided opportunities for interviews with project staff and 
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other key respondents, including persons involved in the history and development 
of the project as well as other key actors in the criminal justice system. We 
are preparing reports based on available doc~nents and inform.ation 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 
implenlented 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: 

., I 

1. 

2. 

3. 

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 tend to have 
been established for misdemeanant offenders. 

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. 

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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The projects have highly successful completion rates. Typically, 90 
percent or more of the offenders admitted to a project successfully 
complete program requirements. 
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The study of Governmental Responses to Crime 
Project 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 a~d 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 _dataJ)a~e'..::';~:­
we are co~lecting 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 thecperational mean­
ing of crime and of governmental responses. Each of these deserves scrutiny. 

We decided to concentrate our study on the 31-year period 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 ch~~fnot togo 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 itc,would be too diffi­
cult to retrieve info~ation for an earlier period. We chose 1978 as the end 
point of our study period because it provided a decade of experience with LEAl 
programs and grants. Although we are not specifically attempting to evalu&te 

"LEAA I S effect on cities, we wanted to" be able to take it into account. 

Our original proposal promised to study 10 city triads consisting of a cen­
tral city and two of its surburbs. In some minor wayswS"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 some of our major hypotheses about the 
m~nner in which cities respond tQcrime. Thus;1We wa~ted sites which were 
rapidly growing as well lilS those which were stable or declini~g. We wanted loca­
tions with large minority populations and some with smaller ones; ·~e looked·for.­
somewith-p-redominantly black minority composition and some with a large propor-

- etlan· 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. 

*This is a preliminary report of the Governmental Responses to Crime_~roject 
funded under Grant 78 NI-AX-0096 from the Law Enforcement Assistance A~ini~tra­
tion, U. S. Department of Justice. While the princj,pal ilivestigator ,Professor 
Herbert Jacob, is .. theauth.9!C_':o'F" this reportt the ·project has been carried forward 
jointly with Professor Robert L:-, Lineberry who is co-principal investigator and 
Dr. Anne Heinz who is project manager. ' 
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This led us to examine the characteristics of the 65 largest citiesand·trom 
that examination we chose 10: Philadelphia, Newark, Boston, Atlanta', Indianapo­
lis, Minneapolis, Houston, Phoenix, Oakland, -and San Jose. These sites prov:tde 
us all the contrasts mentioned above and many more.- The eastern cities an,d Oak­
land have been stable or declining; Atlanta., <Phoenix, Houston, and San .Jose have 
experienced rapid growth. Oakland;. sah Jose, and Phoenix have city managers. 
Newark, Philadelphia, Boston, Atlanta and Oakland have large black populations; 
San Jose, Phoenix, and Houston have substantial Latino pgpulations. Newark, 
Atlanta, qr.d oakland have ha~ black mayors. 

The crime rates of the cities also differ substantially. In addition, our 
study sites reflect a wide range of -'iH)cioeconomic circumstances. For instance, 
using the index of need developed by Bunce and Glickman, 1980, we find three of 
our cities (Newark, Atlanta, and Boston) among the 10 mo~t needy cities and three 
(Phoenix, Indianapolis, and San Jose) among the 10 least needy (see table I). 
Likewise, these cities also represent different degrees of income inequality. 
Thus, we are confident that we have chosen 10 sites which. will provide Us widely 
varying settings for our analysis. 

The selection of these sites, however, had one disadvantage--not all of them 
had enough suburbs for us to find two to complete the proposeq t~~~d~The towns 
around Newark, Oakland, and San Jose are not clearly ena~gh linked to those cen­
tral cities, rather than to others in the metrQpqld::{:ari area, to be called their 
Suburbs. In addition, Indianapolis vast.ly'eXpanded its boundaries in 1972 and 
swallowed up most of its sub~rbsina'lIletropolitan-wide form of government called 
unigov. Thus, we ~an.e:famirie suburbs for only 6 of our 10 cities. 

:;However, we have vastly expanded the geographic scope of our study from our 
original proposal by also collecting some infQrmation on all 395 cities in the 
United States that had a population of 5ti,OOD or more in 1950, 1960 or 1970. 
These 395 cities constitute our baseline data set. We call it our baseline data 
set because we will use these cities as~·basis of comparison for our 10 cities. 
Examination of the ba~eline cities will permit us to see to what degree our study 
sites reflect mean or modal trends anlong all larger cities and to what extent we 

'are dealing with deviant cases. Although we hav~ collected only limitecl informa­
tion about the 395 cities, this data set constitutes a very large file with 
almos t 200,000 hits of informa't~~~tt~, 

We also needed to operationalize our concept of crime. We are concer~ed 
with the perceptions of crime that city officials might respond to rather than a 
"true" crime rate for our cities. For that reason, one of our measures of I.:rime 
is the data collected as "Offenses Known to the Police" from the Uniforn1 Crime 
Reports (UCR). We collected these data from the published reports on an annual 
basis for most of our time period, but for a lO-year span we took them from a 
data set located at the Interuniversity Consortium for Political and Social 
Research at the University of Michigan. The consortium also provided u~ data on 
a mon~~ly basis for a 10-year period. We use these UCR data in full knowledge of 
the many critiques 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. 
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Rank City 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
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St. Louis. 
Cleveland, 
Birm111Shmn 
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net:h>-lJ; . 
Atlanta 
Bost'bn 
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Oakland 
Chie~' 

Buffal.Q. 
New York .' 
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PittsbUrgh 
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Memphis 
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San Fral14i;~ 
Taillpa 
Milwaukee 
MinneapOlis 
Akron . 

Source: 
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1 t 022 ~ 

Q .. 782: 
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0 .. 764 
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~ ... 5S6 

. 0 .. 54$ 
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0,,$41 .... ' 
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O",~$ 
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Denver· 
For'\! Wor th 
St-,. P(lltl 
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. ,·.'tOle;;lO,. 
~t:~n ~ug(j 
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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 L'l the New York megalopolis), we analyzed the content of local newspapers. 
It was unfortunately, not possible to read all issues of all newspapers com­
pletel;. Therefore, we took a random sample of dates which provided us a ran­
domly reconstructed week for ~ach four-month period of a year. We th~n c~ose ~he 
particular newspaper to read according to each paper's share of the c1tYW1de C1r­
culation. This provided us with 21 newspapers for each city for each year of the 
31-year period', 

c For each newspaper thus selected, we read the front page (or in the case of 
taploids, the first three pages) and the editorials and letters to the editor. 
Qne-'Of the items we counted was the nwnber of crime incidents reported on the 
first page and whether they had taken place locally or somewhere else. This 
crime incident cQ4i:lt: will then provide us with a second and independent measure 
,of tbe.mnount of crime to which local officials might respond. 

:the third elrkent requiring measurement in our research is governmental 
resppnse. -We have operationalized this in a nwnber of qui~e diffetent and inde­
peflci~nt ways . First , we have measures which come ~rom pol1ce d~partments and 
police activities. These include arrest data (a~a1Iable to us 1n several , 
instances on ~monthly basis for much of the per10d), the nwnber of sworn off1-
eer$f . .p~lice manning policies, the number of squad cars, the nwnber of off~cers 
i~thepatrol division and in other divisions, and the total amount of pol1ce 
protection eXp~nditures. 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 police departments. 

We have not limited ourselves, however, to these conventional measures of 
police responsei:ocrime. We are also researching each change of police chief, 
(or the equiV-8;lentposition in the city), the nwnber of policy changes an~ pol1cy 
statementsr~corded in our content analysis of local newspapers, changes 1n 

'. intergovern,mentaltevenues devoted to policing (largely LEAA grants), changes in 
conviction rates in lucal courts, changes in the staffing of the local prose­
cutor, andchangf:s in local ordinances which involve crime. 

Thus~ we have.a wide array of measures of governmental responses to crime. 
We clq)ect'to find considerable variation in their significance from one city to, 
anotberand over the 31-year time period. By using these many measures, we av01d 
grosso'llersimplifi-cation of what surely is a complex process. 

These data have been collected from a variety of sources. Some, such as the 
offense data andpolice protection expenditures, were obtained from published 
soutces--the Uniform Crime Reports and Census Bureau publications. Most of our 
in£orma.tion froltrour 10 cities, however, has been collected on-site from city 
offices and archives by our field staff. In addition, we have relied on nc!wspa"" 
per accounts fo specific events, such as the hiring of a new police c~ief, and,on 
interview responses from persons who were well informed about events 1n a part1c­
ular period* 

We ate, 0.£ 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--throllgh 
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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 hi~torical essay will ~rovide uS,w1th a 
great deal of qualitative background mater1al for our comparat1ve analys1s of the 
10 sites. Most of these data sets are presently being organized into ccmpu~er 
accessible files. The numerical tjJne series are being compiled· into SPSS f1les; 
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 e~amination, the 
time series look like numbers that are easy to analyze. However, 1n 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 book.s 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 pelrceived 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 tir~ of the prob~em! it enters a 
chronic stage--still present, unsolved, but n~t cons1dered top pr10r1ty. 

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 it~ presenta­
tion· it also depends on the presence of other problems that are press1ng for 
public and official attention. The agenda for ac~ion is alway~ limited; w~ether 
crime is placed on it depends not only on how ser10usly the cr1me problem 1S 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 wh1ch 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 specifies 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 cr1me. 

We do not yet have all of our data in analyzable form; therefore, 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 31-year period of our 
study. 
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2) 

3) 

4) 

Boland (1976) has' suggested that different types of crime are pred~mi­
nant in several sections of the country. She ~a~ sug~e~ted that V10-
lent crime predominates in the stable and decl1n1n~ c1t1es of , the , , 
Northeast, while property crime is more important 1n,th~ boo~1ng c1t1es 
of the Southwest and West. The implication of he~ f1nd1ngs ~s that the 
stresses associated with decay lead to personal v1olence, wh1le the 
conditions underlying growth are more likely ~o l~ad to property , 
cri~~s. This analysis also rested on an exam~nat1o~ of,a ~ross:sect10n 
of data at one point of time. We will reexam1ne th1s f1nd1ng w1th the 
time series of our baseline data set. 

Analysis by Tufte (1978) suggests that presiden~s manipulate economi~ 
conditions during election year~ to enh~nce the1r chances for reelec _ 
tion or for the election of the1r favor1te as successor. We are e~am 
ining a parallel hypothesis for cities and crime to see whether c~1me 
statistics show cyclical ~hanges that correspond to mayoral elect10ns. 

Finally, we are initiating our use ~f our concent a~alysis o~ ~he city 
press by examining the degree to wh1ch pres~ attent~on, to crUIl,_ 
reflects changes in officially published crIme St~t1St1CS., From th~re, 
we will look for other correlates of press atte~t10n to cr~e, ~ook1ng 
both at larger societal factors and to changes 1n the organ1zat10n of 
the newspapers themselves. 

I am unable, at this time, to provide results for these s~veral research 
efforts. We are, as I stated, at the threshhold of th~ analys1s stage of our 
work. This paper, however, has outlined our data hold~ngs. and may allow others 
to plan their own research. Our data will be made ava11ab~.e to others at the 
conclusion of our grant, which we now anticipate to occur 111 October 1981. 
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Managing the Police Demand 

.. .• '/1 
f 

Dennis P. Regan 
Department of Police 
Wilmington, Delaware 

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

Since July of 1978, the Wilmington Department of Police has been operating a J' 
program entitled lIl-fanaging the Police Demand. 1I 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 ,Tus­
tice), under Grant #77-NI-99-0074. This paper will briefly disct.1ss 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. 
Split. Force was an effor.t to develop a system of patrol deployment. that would 
maximize the efficient utilization of patrol resources. Also funded by NILECJ 
for a one-year experimental pedod 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 police patrol 
coverage to areas experie~cing high crime rates, while at the same time maintain­
ing sufficient patrol resources to more efficiently handle re,!uests for police 
service. Under this concept, the entire patrol force is split into two different 
and distinct units: 

1. 

2. 

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

Th.e 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 l-Iodel. 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 senrice. 
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 IIspread outll demand peaks to a 
certain extent. This, in turn, allowed 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 ~ould make our deployments closer to the 
average demand level. 

At the conclusion of 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) selvice 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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Formal delayed response This i th 30 . 
was originally used in the Split SF e -IRlnute delayed response that 

oree. It would be continued. ' 

:~~ialist Unit response. This pr'ocedure was developed to accommodate 
b dSionse, by app01ntment at the convenience of the caller, that could 

e e ayed for some period of time. Essentially this ' 
delayed response carried out on a much higher le~el. 1S a formal 

~~l~~!np~~~~~n:~~ti~~i~oa~f~~n:tive o~ a~king complainants to come in 
respond to them had b d ,repor , 1nstead of having a unit 
men~. It wOUld'b~ con~~~u~~eon1~f~~:li~r!~r ~~::ltunimde inMthe ~epart-
Pol1ce Demand. er anag~ng the 

Telephone report A number f l' , 
isms for telepho~e report-ta~in~O 1~~i:g:~~~e~ ~ave de~eloped me chan-

!~rn~a~:~!~fe~ipn~rm~~~iylafints:. e~pecially pr~pe~~yP~~~~~l:~!r ~::fUl 
or ~nsurance purposes. 

Outside referral. Because the 01' 
vice agency open 24 hours a d p 1ce are perhaps the only social ser-
requests for which they can o~~~r t~~y ei~equt:ntly ar: the recipients of 
inst 't ec 1ve serV1ce. In such 

eXis:~~~s~e:Vi~~~l~h:~ :~~ee:~i;;~~i:~eh!~dr:f~~et~:r~~~~~~rt;r~~~:~: 
!~~~~~~;er:~a~:~e~~; i~~~;:!~i~~mplai~t~ received by the police are 
isf~ctorily handled by the person ~~i~1:~~~y rM~n~ ~f t~hese caIn ~e sat-
pol~ce communications center. e e~v~ng e ca 1 ~n the 

In order to determine which of tt 1 ' 
population served by the Wilmington p~~~e a ternat7ves,would be acceptable to the 
an~ conducted by Public Systems Evaluati~e, ~n att~tud~nal,survey was developed 
~h~s firm served as the evaluation consUl~~ntnc., of C~r~dge! Massachusetts. 
~ng the Police Demand Projects QU t' for,both the Spl~t Force and Manag-
vice, response times and the ~ es 70n5 regard~ng the quality of police ser-
344 city residents wht:.! had requ!~~~~a:~~~crespon~es mentione~ ~ove were asked of 
during the first few months of 1978 It w:ss~~1ce.of non~r~t1cal complaints 
percent of those surveyed would be . 'II' und that sl1ghtly more than 34 
responses (see Figure 1). . W1 1ng to accept one of the alternative 
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Figure 1 

ALTE~~ATIVE RESPONSES FOR NONCRITICAL COMPLAINTS 

Question: For the type of problem you reported, what do you think~ould be the 
best police department response to meet your needs? Would you say 1t was: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Having a patrol car respond immediately 

Having a patrol car come to you when available, but within 
24 hours 

Having the police department call you back onthetel~phone 
(this would result in a police visit whenever appropr1ate) 

Going to the police department in person (this would result 
in a police visit whenever appropriate) 

65.8% 

13.5% 

18.4% 

2.3% 

(N=342) 

with the above in mind, the Wilmington police set its:lf a goal of decreas­
ing the volume of complaints dispatched to Basic Patrol un1ts by ~t least 20 per­
cent. This decrease would be attained through the use of the var10US re~po~se 
alternatives. These response alternatives would be used only for low-pr10r1ty 
Gomplaints where immediate assistance was not required. 

Whereas during the Split Force Project we had used three categories for pri­
oritizing complaints, under Managing the police Demand onlY,two were ,used. We 
found that under Split Force only 1.6 percent of the compla1nts rece1ved were 
classified in the middle category by our communications personnel. In actual 
practice, complaints were treated as eithe~ c~iti~al or noncriti~al, with f:w 
"in-betweens.1I We adopted this two-fold d1st1nct10n under Manag1ng the pol1ce 
Demand using the following breakdown: 

• 

• 

Critical complaint--a call for service that requires the immediate 
intervention of a police officer. Complaints involving ~ serious 
offense that is in progress or has just occurred, compla~nts where a 
suspect is still on the scene or is fleeing, or comp~a~nts wher: ~ny 
life-threatening condition exists would all be class1f1ed as cr1t1cal 
complaints. 

Noncritical complaint--a call for service that does not require an 
immediate response by a police officer. Such calls may be delayed, 
adjusted, or handled through alternative means. 

The first responsibility of a communications clerk upon r~c:ipt of a req~e~t 
for police service is to determine if the complaint is of a cr1t1cal or noncr~t1-
cal nature. If critical, the dispatcher is notified and sufficient patrol url1tS 
dispatched immediately to the scene. If noncritical, the communications clerk 
will take a few moments to see if the caller will accept one of the re~ponse 
alternatives. Many noncritical complaints will still continue to requ1re a 
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response by a patrol unit, depending on the circumstances attendant to the com­
plaint. In 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. In this way, 
emergency phone lines are not tied up and complainants are not put on hold indef­
initely. In 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 tmit 
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 nunilier of eight-hour 
units can be determined by dividing each total by two. 

Tour 

I 
II 
III 
IV 
V 
VI 

Hours 

2400-0400 
0400-0800 
0800-1200 
1200-1600 
1600-2000 
2000-2400 
Total 

Figure 2 

COMPARISON OF BASIC PATROL DEPLOYMENT 
4-HOUR ACTIVE RESPONSE UNITS 

Split Force Managing 

8 
5 
7 

10 
12 
12 
54 

the Police Demand ---
7 
4 
7 
8 
8 
8 
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Managing the Police Demand has been in full operation since July of 1978. 
Although the federally funded project ended on November I, 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. The,re is no indication that individual unit workload has 
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increased beyond expectations. 
unaffected. 

The overall effectiveness of the department seems 

This is, of course, only a brief descri~tion.of the ~peration.of Hanaging 
the Police Demand. Anyone wishing more deta1led 1nformat1on on th1s program, or 
on the Split Force, should consult with either of the sources below: 

Planning & Research Division 
Wilmington Department of police 
1000 King Street 
Wilmington, Del. 19801 
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Public Systems Evaluation, Inc. 
929 Hassachusetts Avenue 
Cambridge, Hass. 02139 
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Evaluation of the Community Anti-Crime Program: 
A Sumary 

- W. ~ictQr 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. III 

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 mentioned the concept 
of "community anti-crime activities," though no fedet'al funds were allocated for 
them at that time. In 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./21 

Congressional hearings were held before the Crime Control ~ct 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 
Justice. The Challenge of Crime lln a Free society. 
ernment Printing Office, 1967, p. 35 . 

and the Administration of 
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Gov-

2National 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 Department 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 1978. The 
community Anti-Crime Program is designed to assist the efforts of community 
groups by providing resources for organizing and implementing their activities. 
As stated in the CAC Program Guidelines: 

Emphasis is placed on community-based organizations that have substan­
tial grassroots input or a membership base of neighborhood groups, or 
that relate to a network of neighborhood groups. In addition, already 
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 normally assume 
fiscal administration and other program coordination responsibilities 
for the project. Under such arrangements, unincorporated neighborhood 
groups would be eligible participants because the applicant organiza­
tion has nonprofit, incorporated status. Eligible gran.tees, therefore, 
might include: (1) locally based chapters of national organizations 
involved in community improvement efforts; (2) community-based organi­
zations (having no national affiliation) currently conducting community 
improvement efforts; (3) community development corporations, community­
based economic development corporations, and other established 
community-neighborhood organizations; and (4) existing community anti­
crL~e organizations./4/ 

To provide essential seed money for grassroots organizations, OCACP devel­
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 
actiyiti~s that would be eligible--those that. stressed reduction of opportunities 
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. 

4Ibid . 
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the,firs~ categor~ were blo~kwatch programs, escort services for the elderly, and 
re~~~ent~al secur7ty.educa~~on. The second category of projects included youth 
cr~s7s ce~tersr v~ct:m ass~s~ance programs, volunteer-based recreation programs, 
and Juven~le counsel~ng serv~ces. The design of the program was to be the 
responsibility of the community organization, and applicants were encouraged to 
develop innovative approaches. 

LEAA funded 150 CAC projects during FY 1978. Of these, 146 were action 
gra~t~ to commun~ty orga~izations and four were technical assistance grants. Two 
add~t~o~al techn~cal ass~stance grants had already been funded in FY 1977. The 
1~6 act~on grants were selected fr~m over 1,000 organizations. Twenty-six mil­
l~on dollars were spent on the act~on grants, with the average award being 
$183,721. 

THE EVALUATION 

The CAC evaluation, like many others, had its real beginning long aft.er the 
program formulation a~ the national level was completed and considerably after 
most of the local proJects had begun operation. When American Institutes for 
R~search undertook the evaluation in October 1978, it was evident that informa­
t~on c:>n the pr~gram wo.ul~ h~ve to be produced quickly. OCACP was expecting con­
gre~s7onal.rev~ew to beg~n ~n January 1979 and had to start making re-funding 
dec~s~ons ~n that same month. It was obvious that the evaluation design could 
not afford the luxury of extensive first-round site visits or other time-
consuming data collection e·fforts. / 

On the other hand, we did not want to base our evaluation on archival 
sour~es simp~y because it wa~ more expedient. The task of the design was to meet 
t~e.1nformat~on needs of pol~cymakers, while at the same time generate the scien­
t~f~c data necessary for a valid evaluation effort. 

. The m~del that,we employed to guide our evaluation analysis corresponds 
d~rectly w~th our v~ew 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 presen~ed in Figure 1. 

The CAC evaluation was designed to answer the following questions: ~ 

1. What are th~ specific functions that residents and resident groups can 
most appropr~ately 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 performance of 
these functions? 

3. What has been the i~Qact, 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. ~at other t¥pes of support, local or federal, seem necessary, in addi­
t~on to the ~nputs that LEAA provides, to enable resident groups to 
overcome the specific problems and difficulties that they encounter? 
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Figure 1.. 

BASIC PARAMETERS OF THE CAC PROGRAM EVALUATION 

I 
C; Disposing 

I Condition 
._-+----

Ba 
St 
Af 

~~ 
seline 
ate of t-...... 
fairs 

BASELINE STATE 
OF AFFAIRS: 

ORGANIZATIONAL 
INPUTS: 

PROGRAM 
INPUTS: 

DISPOSING 
CONDITIONS: 

1 f 

. . ' 

Organiza-
tional 
Inputs 

OTHER EVENTS J 

Il 1~ ,Ir ... r 

Interme-

~ Program .. Immediate r--. diate -- Ultimate .. 
Outcomes Outcomes Outcomes Inputs 

L-.-

t . 
A and Project Mon1tors 

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. Host 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 organi­
zational and programmatic capabilities over which the 
project has little or no direct control. These include 
both demographic characteristics such as racial and eth­
nic composition. 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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, '-' tions of the CAC experience for the 
fiqat are the generabzable l.rnpll.ca nd for the related local and SA r~le and functions of resident groups a 

, , ? federal poll.cy l.ssues, 

t ' s we undertook a process-oriented evaluation To answer these ques 10n , , 
involving three levels of analysl.s. 

, d ta collection on and from all CAC pro-The first level, Level I, l.nvolv7s dat on the cities and on the target 
jects. First. we colle~ted demo;r:i~~cco~e~ informatior- presented by the pro-area.5 ehosen by the proJects. w_, , 
jects in their. initial grant applJ.cahons. 

, , however, from two surveys of The bulk of the,data at thl.S :evel w11l ~~m~he s ring of 1979. The ,second, 
all projects. The fl.rst of these ,ook P!:~~~~ to th~ end of their fundl.ng perl.­
will be ,mailed to proj~cts as c~o:~laSr~jects, they have been labeled IIGlobal 

. ods • SJ.nce thest are surveys 0 h I:> the re!,St of this report. . Surveys II .and:are re£erred to as sue l.n . 

, f" t ave 128 were returned (a 
Of the 141 surveys mailed 1n t~~e ~~~ve;s w~re combined with the demographic 

90.8-percent rateL The data fro~ he Mana ement Information System that , 
data a~d t}legrantproposal data ~n ~ t irom the different sources. It l.S 
enrililesuS to cross-reference data( e e~~~e~ts that form the descriptive data base 
the "'omnlete data from these 128 CAC P- J h t f the program. The proposal ..... ..''''' .. . , d ' wi th two snaps 0 so, dd s 
for . this report.,· prlOVl. 1ng us d' t ' that the proj ects were trY1ng to a res 
da~9ive Us ~pictureof the c~~ ~h~o~~obal Survey data give,us a picture of 
andwha~t t.heYA,nt~nd.ed to do, a 'tely one year of operat1on. whet~' Ute proj·ects are after approxl.IDa 

. .. . ... , ... . , 've of the CAC P':-Q~#"'ilm as a whole, b';lt 
Levell:d~t;a are the most descr:p;~ ht into how spec;1.fic projects are l.IDple­

they do. notpro'wide a great de~l of ~~ ,i, s and with what effects. In short, 
mentinq specificcr-ime preventl.on ac l.V~k~\valuative statements. Fo~ that, __ 

",d~scriptived~ttjdo not enable one to ~h ther two levels of evaluatl.on effort ·on-sii,:e 'collection efforts--and thus, e 0 

aren!l!cessary •.. 

, . .. .. , e basis of our Global evaluation, Level 
Just as Levell sl.tes const:tute th Focused evaluation, and Level III 

Il .sit~s are· th.e u. n.l.·~s of analysl.s fo
4
r

L 
the 1 II sites and each is being visited .. . ... I· t·· '·ve. There are 2 eve , 'At ach 

sites for the 11 egsl.~., 'tes is being visited several tl.IDes., e, 
twice.. :Each of t~e ~2 LeVt·l. III Sl. of the Global evaluation by ga~herJ.ng ~ddl.-
,site,: we are spe~.l:fy;J.ng the res';llt~ ,'the rojects are operatJ.ng, . th

7
1.r 

~l.·o· n"l· detail.on. :t .. becontexts wl.th1n Whl.lCh .' p 'r act1'Vl.' ties and thel.r l.IDpacts. .. .'" . . .... . ... . . t' d prob ems cnel. , 
~i:ganizationalc~a,racter).s l.C~ ~n d 11 Lev~l II and Level III sites once. AS of this writing, we have Vl.Sl.te a 

' 'th ur third snapshot 0 t e pro . f h gram First-
Site visit datil provl.de ,us Wl. ~ terviews with staff, tours of the target 

round site visits generally l.nClUdeddl.n , t directors and discussions of key 
a.rea, meetings with board members fan br~~e~tructured i~terviews and observation :activities. Data were collected rom 0 I 

:,ofthe project and its environmental context. I 

extensive report was written to sUPPlemelnt ~hte, ! After each site visit, an 1 S Y Clear y 1. l.S !I. fl.'les from the proposals and the Globa urv7 · l' that material in our d that we know best, and 1n the ana yses ,.;' :th~,3Gprb.Jects that we have visite 
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follow, we will first ask questio.ns abo.ut these projects and then, where appro­
priate, supplement the analysis with data from the proposals and the Global Sur­veys from other projects. 

ISSUE OF CREAMING 

In this section, we examine the process of site and grantee selection as 
implemented by OCACP. One of the more frequently heard criticisms of federal 
programs is that bureaucrats often try to influence the Success of their programs 
by "creaming offll for funding those most likely to succeed. It can be argued 
that one result of this is that many worthwhile organizations, espeCially those 
with no proven track record, never get a chance, even though they may have a lot 
of innovative ideas and motivation. 

In the case of the CAC Program, there were really three kinds of creaming 
that could have occurred. The program could have chosen cities with low crime 
rates and/or a history of crime prevention and community organizing activities; 
it could have chosen groups working in neighborhood !!rget areas with exception­
ally low levels of crime and social problems; or it could have selected only 
groups with extensive experience and proven track record in management. We have 
looked for evidence of each of these. 

Did OCACP Choose IIEasy" Cities? 

Our site visits provided data relevant to an effort to answer this question. 
We determined whether there was an active crime prevention unit in the police 
department and whether, in comparison with other cities visited, there was a his­
tory of active community organizing efforts. Of the 36 sites visited, 17 were 
judged to have active crime prevention units. Twenty-four projects were in cit­
ies with histories of community organizing~ What is interesting, however, is 
that only 8 projects were in cities that had both, which critics would have said 
made them ripe for a CAC project. If any creaming took place, therefore, it was 
in most instances along only one of these dimensions, rather than along both. 

Crime data can alsQ be used to address the criticism that OCACP would choose 
projects in cities with lower than average crime problems. The data that we 
report are from the Federal Bureau of Investigation1s Crime in the United States, 
!2Z1 (the base year for most project a.pplicatious), and we have data on the 115 
projects from jurisdictions with over 25,000 population reporting to the FBI. 
Our methodology was first to compare the rates for Index crimes in the CAC cities 
with national rates. Then, we compared the rates for Index crimes in the CAC 
cities with rates for populations living in cities with over 25,000 popUlation-­
what we call urban rates. Our intention was to set a basis for comparison with 
the lower rates typically found in rural areas where there are also few CAC pro­
jects. Among the findings are: 

Property Crime 

• The burglary rate for the nation was 1,411 incidents per 100,000 resi­
dents. The burglary rates for cities over 25,000 popUlation was 1,824. 
The median rate for CAC cities was 2,344. Ninety-six CAC cities (83 
percent) had burglary rates higher than the national rate. Seventy-six 
(67 percent) of the CAC cities had burglary rates higher than the urban rate. 
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• The overall property crime rate for the nation 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 ~C 
cities (90 percent) had property crime rates h~gher than ~he nat10nal 
rate. Eighty~two (71 percen~) had property cr1me rates h1gher than the 
urban rate. 

Violent crime 

• 

• 

The murder rate for the nation was 8.8 incidents per 100,000 residents. 
The urban murder rate was 17.5. One hundred CAC cities (87 percent) 
had murder rates higher than the national rate. Eighty (69 percent) 
had murder rates higher than the urban rate. 

The overall violent crime rate for the nation was 467 incidents pe~ 
100,000 residents. The urban violent crime rate wa~ ?09. The med1an 
rate for the CAC cities was 997. One hundred CAC c1t1es ~87 percent) 
had violent crime rates higher than the national rate. E1ghty-three 
(72 percent) had violent crime rates higher than the urban rate. 

Total Crime 

• The National Crime Index for 1977 was 5,055 inci~e~ts p~r 100,000 resi­
dents. The urban Index was 6,740. In the CAC c1t1es, 1t,was 8,197. 
One hundred and five CAC cities (91 percent) had total cr1me rates 
higher than the national rate. Eighty-five (74 percent) had total 
crime rates higher than the urban rate. 

In addition to looking at individual crimes, one can ask how many CAC sites 
were worse off than the national or urban rates across crimes. A,city ~OUl: ~ave 
rates worse than the national or urban rates on from 0 to 7 of cr1mesf11S~e 1~ 
the National Crime'Index. Table 1 shows the projects by the number 0 cr1mes or 
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 crimes where 
cities have above­
average rates 

0-1 
2-3 
4-5 
6-7 

NO. OF PROJECTS 

-------------------
National Rate 

48 

5 
3 

21 
35 

( 4.4%) 
( 2.6%) 
(18.5%) 
(74.6%) 

Urban Rate 

13 
15 
28 
58 

(11.4%) 
(13.1%) 
(24.5%) 
(50.9%) 

, 
I 
r 

I 
I 
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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 "easyll grantee. It is no 
wonder critics churged 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 
improvement, 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 commitment 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 g~anteesl 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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t ther than CAC, 45 (37 

When asked if they had ever received a federal grand ~8 (63 percent) said 
d d that they had not, an , f d 1 

percent) of the grantees respon e , d LEAA funds before. The med1an e er~ 
they had. Only 14 grantees h~d~~~e~~er of grants were awarded to groupS w1th 
grant size was $200,000. A S1Z 
no track record in grant management. 

'scal management experience produced paral­
Our second indirect m~asure of f~ound that nearly 8 percent of the grantees 

leI evidence about the proJects. wet seventy-five percent of the groups have 
had no funds other than the CAC gran. , the CAC grant. About half the 
annual budgets of $50,000 or less, exclud1ng

83 721 the size of the average CAC 
grantees had additional budgets leSstthanh:~ b~dgets larger than $1 million. In 
grant. Eighteen percent of the gran ees the CAC award exceeded the grant-

our data show that in over half the cases, 
:::: total operating budget from other sources. 

t that OCACP would choose "easy" orga­
Problems encountered. If the ar~en 'ht argue that there are not, after 

nizations cannot be ju~tif~ed, the cr1~1~:s~1~f the community-based groupS could 
all many "easy" organ1zat10ns, and th , t' nal and management problems that 

, h' so many organ1za 10 , , t ' Our be characterized as aV1ng , tin crime prevention act1V1 1es. 
they would never get around to 1mpl~men g significant problems at some of the 
site visits suggest that althou9~ t er~ a~~ cause delays and not to cripple the 
sites, they are generally of a S1ze on Y 
projects. 

, 'ndicate below the number of projects that 
To provide a balanced p1cture, we ~ t d finitely do not have each pro~lem. 

have specific problems and the n~~~l~ :taf~ about each project in compar1son to 
The data reflect judgm~n~s by our 
the others that they v1s1ted. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

j ( 

bl For 13 projects, 
, ts staff turnover has been a pro em. For 12 pro]ec , 

~t has not been a problem at all. 
... , ' 'th 

, t had difficulty initiating a working relat10nsh1P W1 
Fourtee~ pro]ec s 21 had no such problem. 
the po11ce; however, , ' 

, 'th other community organizat10ns 1n 
Eight groupS have had conf17ct~ W1d finitely not been a problem. 
their cities, but for 12 th1s as e , 

b t 23 definitely d1d 
d f~nancial management problems, u Seven projects ha ... 

not. 
" 'developing a work plan acceptable to 

Seven projects had,d1ff1cudl~~ 7~elY- not a problem for 17 projects. 
OCACP; however, th1s was e 1n1 

on technical assistance during their 
Eight projects had to rel~ heavily 
start-up phases, but 27 d1d not. 

t experience; 10 had 
Ten project directors,had little program managemen 
a great deal of exper1ence. 

staff experienced in crime prevention. 
In only seven projects were 

( ) who wrote the grant proposal is not working 
At 17 sites, the person s 
on the funded project. 
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Of the 36 projects visited, 11 had none or only one of the problems listed 
above. Twenty-one had between two and four problems, and four had five or six of 
the problems. None had more than six. 

Where multiple problems exist, they are clearly ser.ious. In some instances, 
they have caused substantial delays in program implementation and may impair the 
ability of the projects to meet their objectives by the end of their funding 
cycles. In only one or two instances, however, did the evaluation field staff 
feel that organizational problems might actually cripple the projects. In other 
projects, the problems have been met and dealt with effectively, with only mini­
mal impact on program implementation. 

Did OCACP "cream off" the most experienced groups? Alternately, were the 
projects selected so beset by organizational difficulties that program implemen­
tation was impaired? 

The data show that only a few projects provide evidence to support either of 
these contentions. Host of the grantees are fairly new and have only a modicum 
of grant management experience, though there are exceptions. Although most of 
the grantees have experienced multiple organizational problems, most have dealt 
with these problems in ways that resulted in nothing more serious than delays in 
program implementation. There are only one or two exceptions. 

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION 

Citizen Participation in Proposal Development 

The LEAA Conununity Anti-Crime Program Guidelines called for "evidence of 
substantial input from neighborhood residents in the' identification of crime 
problems and assessment of needs."/S1 

The importance of citizen participation in planning can be viewed from two 
perspectives. Community organizations are voluntary associations that define 
their purpose in terms of the interests of a specific constituency. Therefore, 
citizen input is usually considered a requirement for program planning and devel­
opment efforts. From a crime prevention perspective, citizen participation in 
planning is assumed to be vital because of its motivating efforts. It can be 
hypothesized that, particularly at the community level, commitment is partly a 
function of participation in developing the program. When commitment is high, 
projects should be able to mobilize their constituencies effectively. 

During the first round of site visits, we found that most projects had made 
some attempt to involve residents of the target areas in the planning of the pro­
jects and the development of the proposals that were submitted to LEAA. This 
involvement ranged from holding community meetings in which residents could voice 
their concerns, to having citizen volunteers planning the entire project and 
actually writing the proposal. From our discussions with project staff, we iden­
tified six major channels of citizen participation during the planning phase . 
These are shown in Table 2. 
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Table 2 

CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT IN PLANNING AND PROPOSAL PREPARATION 

(n = 36) 

, blems and needs 
citizens attended meetings to discuss commun1ty pro 

citizens suggested ideas for the CAC proposal 

lated by professional staff of the 
Citizens reac~ed ~o Planslformu 'tten by outside consultants 
grantee organ1zat10n or pans wr1 

, , d attitudes of target ar~a ~esidents 
Citizens surveyed op1n10ns an 

Citizens provided supporting documentation or 
in proposal 

data to be included 

Citizens drafted major portions of the proposal 

FREQUENCY 

31 

27 

22 

15 

14 

11 

, .. had organized or participated in some 
Thirty-one proJects repo~tad tha~ ~h~Yl lanning stages. This was the most 

type of community meet~n~ dU~1ng t~~\~~~t~:isPcategory, the organizati~n of meet: 
common channel of part1c:pat10n. a~te~dance varied greatly. Some proJects,orga 
ings, the number of meet:ngs, and he availability of CAC funds an~ comm~1ty 
nized only one mass meet1ng, where ~ t ganized meetings to obta1n res1dent 
concerns were discussed. other prdoJ~~ ~ orA few projects held regular, small 

t'ons after the proposal was ra e . 
reac,1 t wh1'ch the final proposal was developed. meet1ngs a 

" , ext mentioned most often were that cit-
The two categories of part1c1pat~on nth t they reacted to plans formulated 

izens suggested ideas for the proposa or h :nels of citizen involvement repre­
by professionals. The three mostt~O~o~i~nathan do the remaining three catego­
sent a less intense degree of par :c1P~d or reacting to the ideas of others 
ries. Attending meetings, suggest1ng : eas, 'ghbors collecting information, or 
takes less time and effort than surveY1ng ne1 , 
writing a proposal. 

conducted by citizens for 15 of the pro: 
Various small-scale surveys we~ef I and consisted of residents interv1ew-

jects. These surveys w~re us~al~y 1ne~~: at local stores, shopping centers, or 
ing their neighbors or 1nterv1ew1ng ~ p ntioned that they had considered 
community events. Several other,prOJ~~ts ~:ditions in their target areas, they 
doing some kind uf su~ey, but g~~en e c the door to people they did not know. 
did not think that res1dents wou answer 

, tat ion or data to be included in 14 of 
Residents provided support1ng ~oc~~~s where crime statistics were not 

the projects' proposals. In se~era C1 ~eers ulled and coded crime reports. ,In 
available on a neighborhood bas1s, vo~~ for ~ollecting housing and demograph1c 
other cities, volunteers were respons1 e 
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data from municipal departments; and for some projects, volunteers collected let­
ters of support from local politicians, community leaders, and police officials. 
For three projects, citizens were involved in all six channels of participation. 

Conclusions as to the extent of citizen involvement in the development of 
the CAC projects that we studied are mixed. For half the projects, citizens seem 
to have played only a peripheral role in the planning phase, while in the remain­
ing projects they were an integral part of the process. 

Role of the Advisory Board 

One of the most familiar channels of citizen participation in community 
action programs is a community or advisory board. We found this to be the case 
in CAC, with all the projects that we visited having some kind of advisory board. 
Furthermore, of the 128 respondents to the Global Survey, 85 percent reported 
that they have a board with community representation. The critics of the CAC 
Program predicted that these boards would not have a significant role in monitor­
ing project operations and would serve as figureheads, rather than exert real 
control over the projects. 

The structure of boards for the projects that we visited varied consider­
ably. For s,ome projects, the boards are the existing board of directors of the 
grantee. For other projects, new boards were created specifically for the CAC 
project. Some projects that are being implemented by coalitions have an overall 
board for the project, while in other coalitions, each organization has its own 
advisory board. 

The backgrounds and positions of the board members also vary widely. Some 
boards are composed primarily of community residents, block captains, and repre­
sentatives of neighborhood associations. The boards for other projects include 
representatives from social service agencies and police departments, ministers, 
school principals, and local political leaders. We were told that board members 
for these projects were usually chosen with the hope that the CAC project could 
benefit from their experience and draw on some of the resources--such as equip­
ment, space, and money--that they represent. 

From our initial site visit observations, it seemed that the boards composed 
of community residents generally try to maintain greater control over the project 
activities and paid staff than do boards made up of organization and agency rep­
resentatives. In the latter case, the boards mainly give advice and serve as 
trouble-shooters. 

According to the information collected during the site visits, we found that 
there are eight general categories that describe the ways that advisory boards 
are involved in the project. These are given in Table 3. 
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Table 3 

ADVISORY BOARD INVOLVEMENT 

n = 36 

Citizens or citizen boards formulated goals for CAC project 

Citizens or citizen board decided how the CAC funds were allocated 

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

Citizen board evaluates performance of CAC staff 

Citizens or citizen board reviewed applicants and hired project 
staff 

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

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

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

Staffing Patterns 

FREQUENCY 

2S 

20 

19 

18 

17 

14 

11 

8 

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. 

f / 

Five of the 36 sample projects reported that residents who helped to develop 
the proposal were hired as paid staff, and 22 projects recruited st~ff members 
from theil" target areas. Nine of the projects are staffed at the rCianagement 
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 th~ 
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 

S4 

. ~-.. / 

---- ----

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 
IIstructuralistll 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. I 

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. Some critics contend 
that a cause reduction approach simply does not work. They argue that criminal 
behavior involves rational decisions, that a potential criminal evaluat~Js 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 IIsuccessfullyll 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 opportuni!y for crime is 
thus reduced. 

CAC reflects the current interest in opportunity reduction strategies, but 
program implementation depends on actors--community-based organizations--who h~,e 
traditionally drawn support from and voiced allegiance to structural cause redul:­
tion strategies. 

Community-based organizations have tended, historically, to provide servicles 
designed to help a person cope with the environment. Their approach has centerled 
on helping people adjust to a society that is often perceived as hostile or 
unsupportive. Programs that emphasize the structural, cause reduction approach 
to social problems have been the bread and butter of many community-based organi­
zations. In this context, concern for the possible unwillingness of community­
based organizations to adopt the opportunity reduction strategies of CAC is cer­
tainly relevant and was often voiced by thep~9gram's critics. 

'r~~:'a~t.~'--iii '->rtLla --:-4'lfidtea~~~f~~ t::::~ th~;'c:\~ ~~-r~j ects are , at leas t collec­
tively, making substantial investments in opportunity reduction 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 opportunity reduction activities. The median number engaged 
in this is'S, but 14 projects are implementing 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 

CAC ACTIVITIES BROKEN DOWN INTO OPPORTUNITY REDUCTION 
AND CAUSE REDUCTION STRATEGIES 

Opportunity Reduction 

Activities 

Public Information/Educa-

Number of 
Citations 

tion 203 
Newsletters 26 
General Publicity 41 
Community Forums 13 
Crime, Drug, and 

Alcohol programs 11 
Crime Prevention 

Film Library 6 
Crime Prevention 

curriculua 5 
Seminars 24 
Workshops 34 
Other information 

activities 25 
Blockwatch Activities 176 

Blockwatch organizing 90 
Building watch 

organizing 20 
Business watch 

organizing 8 
Whistle Alert a 
Safe houses 10 
Other blockwatch 

organizing 40 

f f 

56 

Cause Reduction 

Activities 

Delinquency Prevention 
Youth recreation 
Counseling, leader­

ship training 
Academic assistance 
Other delinquency 

prevention 

Social Services 
Outreach/advocacy 
Child care 
Child abuse prevention 
Other social services 

Community Resource 
Development 

. 
, ~' 

Comm~mity organizing 
(non-crime) 

Technical assistance 
providers 

Needs assessment 
Other resource 

development 

. " '-'" 

Number of 
Citations 

27 

27 
3 

63 

18 
5 
4 

19 

17 

2 
10 

4 

125 

46 

33 

,---J " 

Table 4 (conlt) 

Opportunity Reduction 

Activities 
Number of 
Citations 

Target Hardening 
Operation ID 

160 

Home security survey 
Business Security 

survey 
Installation of 

hardware 

Direct deposit of 
social security 
checks 

46 
37 

7 

11 

Security training 10 
Painting numbers on 

curbs 6 
Self defense/rape pre-

vention 14 
Arson prevention 3 
Other target hardening 23 

Escort Services 50 
Criminal Justice/Community 
RI!lations 33 

Police-community 
relations 13 

Monitoring/negotiating 
services 4 

Courtwatch 3 
Other CJ-community 

relations 13 

Patrols 29 
Emergency Services 29 

Hotlines 12 
Shelters 6 
Crisis intervention/ 

counseling 7 
Emergency security 

repairs 1 
Other emergency 

services 3 

Total Opportunity Reducing 
Activities 

' .. 

680 
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Cause Reduction 

Activities 
Number of 
Citati:"llS 

Manpower Development 29 
Job development 3 
Placement and referral 17 
Vocational training 6 
Other manpower 

development 3 

Victim/Witness Assistancs 
Victim model 
Witness model, court 

reporting 
Victim-witness model 

Physical Improvements 
House repair 
Street clean-ups 
Building renovation 

Other physical 
:unprovements 

Recreation 
Intergenerational Programs 
Community Revitalization 

Total Cause Reducing 
Activities 

16 

2 
5 

2 
5 
1 

8 

23 

16 

11. 
10 

7 

, 



.. 

67. It must be emphasized that numbers of activities are serving hera 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 lithe same old stuffll? 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, particulaJtJ~:,.' those 
that seek to involve community groups. The process leadi~g to final ~!ementa­
tion is complicated and time-consuming. By the t~e 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 fluw into communities all too often fail to reach the people 
for whom they are intended. 

More than many other programs, CAC was designed t.o 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 th4~ 
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 CAe 
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 stuffll for a new federal 
agency . 

The notions of "creaming," "milking,1I "stealing," "charade," "rubberstamp," 
and "paper-pushers!! have been the reference points for our analysis of three 
major conceptual criticis~~ leveled at the CAC Program. There is substantial 
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evi~en~e that COfMlunityorqanizations are 
des~gn~ng, organizing .and im 1 ,. __ ~enerally adequate to the tasks of 

, I P ement1ng Ctiffieprevention activities. . 

. . The fina.1 questions rell1lain however~ i ,~ 
t~on? For how long? ~ith what I lev~ls f 'if t.o' ~at-l~vels of citizen partici'oa­
on the groups themselves? With h -- ~,com."nurnty support? With what effects 
problems? • " ·w at eit'ects on the communities and their crime 

These are th e 1 t' 
of site vis;ts' e,va ual~.n questions that will :be addressed' . 

... and l.n oU.f" £l.nal e:valuation rep~)rt. . l.nfuture rounds 
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National Evaluation of the Neighborhood Justice 
Centers Field Test/II 

David I. Sheppard 
Vice President 

Institute for Social Analysis 

Seeking viable' alternativ.~s to the courts for persons having disputes with 
their friends, n~d9hbors. relatives, or with a merchant or landlord, the Depa~t­
~ent ofJustic~ am,d. the N'lltional. lnstitute of Justice established, three exper1-
mental projects it) atlanta, K~nsas City, and Los Angeles. The Ne1ghbo~hood Jus­
tice Centers (NJC~) Wi'!i'~ t~ pr<;ndde third-party mediation to resolve d1sputes as 
.analternntive to .tl:'~~i.ti*inal litigation. Concurrent with the ~8-month test 
pe.riod j a n~ti~nal. <lva!uatiofJ; of the progr~ was conducted. Th1s report presents 
the findings. ctt.fl,tl.\J:sicm:1L lind :recommendat1ons of that research. 

Therf! 'Wel'~tw4l} Ma.jtU.' gn&h of the program, and a majority of the evaluation 
~ffort was t::ent.~red ~r~d th~lf! 'the first goal was to establ:-..:lh an,effecti,:"e 
t:~unity mecb:mi~ fijf;Ji.\tn.~JOt'h(Joo Justice Centers) for a relat1vely 1nexpenS1ve, 
~npe4itit).us~ ~ taii' r''eS01;.ftlOO ~~ citizen disputes throug~ the processes of 
t'oQciliatit'lu, l'IIediaU.~"g. (la:~~:il~a,t'bitration. At the same t1IDe, th: cen~ers were 
,e~ct:ed to enh~i~C,t; t:~~ t!Th'H tty ()t just~ce, deliv:r:d to, the, commun1ty w1thout _ 
~lttlit~ishin~1 tlle eff-t'et:i~{l;l?i~~l!b the 1!X1st1ng cr1ID~nal Ju~t1ce s~stem. The, Cen 
ters we:;e to h~lp tnt;!! d:¥'{4P~9t F,~ parties arrive at resoluhons wh1ch were fau, 
JL~ng-lasting; and ;!t~.t.l,d,:t~·~;:;}ry . t(): all those inv~lved and compared favorably to 
the COUl"t!.> ill terms of ,"?jt1 f &.r,:~ the aInount of tJ.me. ne:ded to p~oc;ess case~., The 
Isecond gQal stlilted t:ixat. tii~~Jes should att~act a vanet~ of c1v1l, a~d cr:m1n~1 
(iispute c;ase:$ dt'~Wfi fa'~ ihhH'~ • .nt. sources 1n the commun1ty and cr1ID1nal Just1ce 
agencies. 

In addi'ti'()n t,o th~r.e t~'j m~ljor goals I there were four less important goals 
to he achieved. d/,,&rirMi t,!"d: c",u.r~e of the field test. Two of the~e focused on the 
cOlM1unity.:: fi.!;'$t r it '!I!'I(Ja m:>ttd that key elements of the commun~ty should have a 
posit,ive view o~tht'l: C,~t~rsi' ~n<l ~econd, the N~C~ sh~uld c;ontnbute to the _ 
reduction of tenSl.Cff. an~~'Onfh.ct l.n the commun1hes 1n wh1ch th:ywere to oper 
atf> ~ Another. goal wa~ to :ht&U.tutionalize the Neighborhoo~ Ju~tJ.ce Ce~ter con­
cept and procedtu:-e$ in the Ht:ld test communities and prov1de 1nform~t10n t~ 
guide the establis~~n.:t of NJCs in ot~er areas., LastJ,y, the,evaluahon proJec: 
was to provide infotll'R't;l.f)P.d t.o the Nat~onal Inst1tute of Just1ce and the Depart 
ment of Justice an tnt:. pr09:t·~ss and effectiv~ness of the Centers as related to 
future planning for ttw. ~~al1:sion of NJCs and their concept. 

lcook~ R., aQ:i~b:!tJ .• and Sheppard, D. Neighborhood Justice Centers 
Test! Hn~lEva1'lt\t.l:p'n. ~noi;:!. (Currently being printed by the National 
tute .of JU$tic~.) 
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DESCRIPTIONS OF THE NJCS 

The Nei9hborhood J~stice Center of Atlanta served the entire city of Atlanta 
and surround1ng areasj 1t was sponsored by a nonprof~t organization created for 
t~at sole purpose. The Center was closely monitored and guided by a Board of 
D1r:ctors composed of court officials, attorneys, and representatives from the 
po11ce department and community agencies. The Center established and maintained 
close working relationships with the local court system, its major referral 
source. ~our~ clerks referred cases to the NJC in lieu of filing charges in 
court, wh~~e Judges made referrals for cases at a preliminary (bindover) hearing. 
Volunteer 1ntake workers were stationed in court to accep.t cases from these 
sources. The Center1s case load consisted of 60 percent civil cases and 40 per­
cent interpersonal disputes. 

The Kansas City NJC was sponsored by the city government under the auspices 
of the Community Services Department, which monitored the Center1s activities and 
served as its,policymaking body. An Advisory Board composed of corrununity, 
agency, and C1ty government re.presentatives advised the ,JJC on local needs and 
~roblems and provided support and assistance. The NJC received the majority of 
1tS cases fro~ ~he criminal justice system and served all of Kansas City an4 
nearby COmm~Il1t1es. The Center I s major referral sources were the police depart­
ment, the C1ty prosecutor's office, and judges in municipal court. The resulting 
caseload was primarily interpersonal-criminal disputes. 

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 Center1s sole 
policl'''making, and guiding body. The Center adopted a community approach to dis­
put: resolut10n, ,concentrating outreach activities and media coverage in the 
Ven1ce and Mar V1sta 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 developing nature of the three centers--hiring 
and t~aining ~taffs and mediators, establishing linkages to referral agencies, 
creat1ng publ1c outreach programs -- a multifaceted evaluation methodology was 
employed. There were three primary data collection activities during the NJC 
evaluation: 

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

• 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 I 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 to 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 to 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 respondentls refusal to participate in mediation and the 
inability of the NJC to contact the respondent due to inadequate information 
regarding the personls 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 
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Figure 1 

CASE DISPOSITION FLOW 

11.4 days Resolved prior .. to a hearing 
(16.5%) Total number of 
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1,777 (45.0%) 

rl Mediated with 
agreement (80.0%) I 
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no agreement (18.2%)1 
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r. cases unresolved 
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TAeL~ 1: ALL NJCs 
CASE DISPOSITION BY REFERRAL SOURCE 

-I/) I/) I/) 
~ ...... ..II: C co ~I/) 0 w ~ QI ..< 
w >Q 4J I/) 
QI ." I/) III QI .... U I/) QI N 00004 
QI 4J ~ ~ u a:: w c CJ :: c o co c co QI .c w QI CIO CID 
CJ QI "- CIO W < 
C CJ co < 0 
QI .... 3 .u 

CQ .... >. -0 C - .... .-I 4J .... QI o CO .... < S 
I/) C QI C C I/) 
QI ..... CJ =' .-I W w 
CIO· u: S. .... E .... CO QI QI 

"0 0 .... .-4 E .-I CIO > -=' w w 0 0 QI QI 0 4J 
. ..., ~U ~ U en ...:I t.:) 0 

Tot. 

. Cases with hearings, 515 279 94 33 99 29 29 46 1124 
resolved (69) (20) 33) (18) (15) (15) (12) (24) 28.1 

Cases with hearings, 95 68' 8 7 32 18 4 17 249 
unresolved (13) ( 5) (3) (4) (5) (9) (2) (9) (6.4) 

Cases resolved without a 15 260 33 34 147 39 76 36 640 
hearing (2) (19) (12) (19) (22) (20) (32) (18) (16.4 

Cases unresolved, no hear-
89 226 48 37 106 35 42 29 612 ing (no-shows, with-

drawals) (12) (16) ( 17) (20) (16) (18) (17) (15) (15.6 
Cases unresolved, no hear-

31 559 99 71 295 73 90 68 1286 ing (respondent refusals 
and no contacts) (4) (40) (35) (39) (43) (38) (37) (35) (32.9 

Total 745 392 282 182 679 194 241 196 ~911 
19.0 ) (35. 6 ) 7.2} ~4. 7} {17.4 (5.0 }{6.2 )(5.0 ) (100% * 

*Missing data on 36 cases . 
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TABLE 2: ALL NJCs 
CASE DISPOSITION BJ TYPE OF CASE 

-g 
ID "0 c: QI C U W III J.J .u C QI .. 

...-4 cz -.= QI := cr. J.J 1.1 1.1 W 1.1 = CII ..... ~o iii c QI .-t V. := ~ .u - -t r: >. - QI I/) 1.1 Z 1lI-o c - 0 c: .u J.J < c I/) C co CJ -I I/) 1.1 := QI "0 I/) co C w I/) QI Q, Q, s 0 < QI QI E <1.1 en 
C 

I/) . •• I/) 0 4J f-I Z ~ .... I/) I/) .c w C ...... ...... ~u: CJ QI CJ C w co ~ QI •• QI "C I/) W I/) .... E .... o W 0'= I/) E W QI QI QI QI CI 1.1 I/) 4J >. ~~ ..D .u "C I/) o .u E .u I/) I/) I/) W .-I >.U 
QI co QI QI 

-_. ':=0 C II) .-! := =' := o = w .... CID CID QI co ~Q, E W E.= E II! Co .-te. C) .... "0 ..... "0 .... W C I/) C I/) =-0: .. o co o .u III QI C QI C W co c= co 
'"'" 

Z as co .... 0 ..... ="'" .u Z co '""= ...:IQ UQ ~Q 0 
Tot. 

Cases with hearings, 181 111 88 147 86 169 77 152 31 80 1122 resolved (56) (40) (45) (48) (31 ) (43) (1~) (18) (9) (31) (28.6 
Cases with hearings, 20 26 12 8 18 20 25 77 19 22 247 unresolved (6) (9) (6) (3) (6) (5) (4) (9) (5) (8) (6.3) 
~ases resolved without a 23 18 16 32 47 40 176 185 87 23 647 hearing (7) (7) (8) (10) (17) (10) (26) (22) (24) (9) (16.5 
Cases unresolved, no hear-

57 57 36 38 ing (no-shows, with- 38 80 115 103 56 35 615 drawals) (18) (21) (18) (12) (14) (20) ( 17) (12) (15) (13) (15.7 Cases unresolved, no hear- I 

ing (respondent refusals I 44 66 45 82 92 89 279 323 172 101 ~293 and no contacts) (14) (24) (23) (27) (33) (22) (42) (39 ) (47 ) (39 ) (33.0 

325 ~278 197 307 840 ~65 
--Total 281 398 672 261 ~924 (8.3) 7.1) \5.0) 7.8) ~ 7.2) (1U1 (17.1) {2l4} j{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 remainder 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. l~o major factors, referral source 
and type of case, affect whether a case is mediated or not and resolved 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. Hear­
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 sources only 14-36 
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 disput~nts 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 case loads 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 caseload. 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 percent 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
torls 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 the 
rest remained unresolved following NJC contact. Over half of the cases openeq 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 case load 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 
t:rms ~f dispu~ant satisfaction, resolution rates, and processing speed, and pro­
v1ded 1nformat1on on how the Centers we~e 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 . 
wi th both disputants in a large number of the NJC cases. Thf! indices of dispu­
tant satisfaction and the stability of the agreement for mediated cases are dis­
played in Tables 3 and 4, respectiv1ely. These follow-up data on mediated cases 
show tha~ a,subs~antial~y high proporti~n of both complainants and respondents 
were sat1sf1ed w1th theu overall e:lij'enence, the mediation process and the medi­
a~or, and,the agree,?en~ terms. A Hlightly lower, yet not unimpressive, propor­
t10n of d1sputants 1nd1cated 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 priclr to a heari.ng, 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 witih the other party and 
a h7gh degree of satisfaction with the NJC experience. The majority of the com­
pla1nants 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 ~'ere 
also followed up to determine how their dispute had fared and how they vie\/ed 
their limited experience with the N,lC. 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 Dorche.ster Urban Court Program rev,ealed 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 intel\Tiewed regarding their experiences in the system. 
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Index/Response 
Satisfied with overall 
experience at NJC? 

Satisfied with 
mediation process? 

Satisfied with 
mediator? 

. 
Satisfied with terms 
of agreement?' 

f I - ' 

• I', 

TABLE 3 
DISPUTANT SATISFACTION 

FOR'MEDIATED CASES 

D" t t , SPUi an 
Complainant Respondent 

Yes 428 (88%) 347 (88%) 

No 43 (9) 30 (8) 

Somewhat 18 (4) 17 (4) 

Yes 414 (84) 335 (89) 

No 61 (I2) 41 (10) 

Somewhat 15 (3) 21 (5) 

Yes 432 (88) 348 (8S) 

No 39 (8) 26 (7) 

Somewhat 19 (4) 21 (5) 
.. 

Yes 335 (80) 296 (83) 

No 65 (is) 45 (13) 

Somewhat 20 (5) 17 (5) 
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Total 
775 

73 

35 

749 

102 

36 

780 
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TA13LE 4 
STABILITY OF THE AGREEr~Elrr 

FOR MEDIATED CASES 

0" lsputant 
Index/Response Complainant Respondent 

Have you kept all Yes 316 (79:) 303 (87%) terms of the agreement? 
No 9 (2) 20 (6) 

Partially 14 (3) 21 (6) 

No Terms 63 (I6) 7 (2) 
Has other party kept Yes 287 (69) 
all terms of the 236 (67) 
agreement? No 77 (18) 47 (I3) 

Partially 49 (I2) 24 (7) 

No Tenns 8 /;2) 47 (I3) 
Any 'oore problems 
with other party? 

Yes 135 (28) 87 (22) 

No 341 (72) 307 (78) 
Where would you go NJC 346 (72) 285 ( 73) in future with a 
similar problem? Court 79 (I6) 45 (I2) 

.~ttorney 20 (4) 17 ( 4) 

Nowhere 15 (3) 22 ( 6) 

Other 20 (4) 19 (5) 
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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 average 
of eight days. In 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 mediatad 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 positive 
about the Neighborhood Justice Centers. While nearly all said the NJC had not 
reduced their caseload to any noticeable extent, the judges also reporteJ 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 Center1s 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 

There were eight major conclusions developed from the NJC evaluation, and 
they are summarized as follows: 
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NJCs tleedtQc ~l.ap .<H"~ ~ft!~(;:ti'V~ WI'yr& lor impr<r¢ilt~:publie awareness 
~out. t4~ir, p't':cqrittlltJit'ld. fot! bf'l:r.yinq £!-!l~~$ t(J ~di,at.iQn Y;)r t'oneilili"" 
hon. Utht,tttgh tb~ C~tl:tr;tt'$ did rl!\i~h~ d1~tf1,!l altu" the e~setl had 
been ,t'~~~ed tQ:th¢m~ thaV ~d 11~~ d1fU;;ulty in soli:eitinN cases, 
from th;e:,c~t1. " ., " 

N~C$ ~Pf~~:r to. h~ndl~ 3J.W4t ~l.nQt' irrt.erp:e:rsonal di~pnte Cl\ses mQr~ ef£i­
cl.t~nt~y" thanth1't ~~~t~. , The' C'ent~!:''S: resolve: d,hputes mOTe quickly 
th~n llh~·~t't~~and ~!t;1~fi$ ar~ l'lmt"~ satisfieQ ""ith the m~diation 
prtl<!~U;;!l! th~\':'t th~ f:QUrt. pr()c~~;s:. . 

NJC'!s~ with e~nne('t;h)na t~ the local jQ\lltiee syftte'm \;l'l.ll nttra.ot iil,nd 
r~$(H.\l6 ~l!'e~.i.~?u:tes tban centet'$ ~ii~hout tJ;uch r~fet'ral s(turces. A 
m0de:~t, cas~load 'Can, l:;.e deVi!loped f:r~llel,f"'r'e-fert'al$ and t"e.ferrals from 
camm~nl.tyaget.tu:i~ll! :~loWt!:ver. U:ta th~p(llic~ J In:o~c'Otors; aqd the 
courts: Y/l':!;o :r~fer 1~~4?- n'Ul:1Ulers of C~5t$, .. 

~JCs. ~r~e~le of'~a?dlln.9 ilvide 'Ji&t' ~,ety (i~ ~iru>r di5PU~S J includ­
,Ln~+nt:erper:W('l.nal/c.tindtlal cases, as \/I'f!'!l.t a;$cl:lI,tl/eons~er cases. :Soth 
cdminal ao~ .c4-VilCltses W'el'~ ryand1~dttt ttl!'! Cl\'tn'tetS, althoqtin a higher 
percentage ;0£ :tnterper:!'fonal/crim:tnal Qalie,~ :r~~~~d' a hearingtbWl did 
the ,civil i':ltS~~. . 

~eliableanU1ti.~al~t~ are not ·y~t availiwllt on t.b~ casu (Jf pl'n.eess­
l.ng. ca$eu t,bltOUQ!), NJCs aG· campared; t'O -Cf.)Ultt Pt·octfxl.,~i~9 ~ts; ht'Mever I 
aVaJ.lable d~t.a in.dicate. that CenUt' COllft;S* ~or at lJa'ast SO\n1l!i e!lt,n~'$1 may 
becomec (;~titive \.lith 'tbecourts_ 

The thr:l~e ~J.Csdi£fer incaseload, size! t~ (olf dbpl.%tes handled, and 
to a le1~ser ~xtent~ i,n resolu:ion ef'i~~tivelles~~ The most,:proDlilile. 
sou~cesof these Q:tffel'ences mQl~de the Center.~ ~ philosophy/approach, 
then soei~~cultural context" and t~irQrganization and tnanagemexlt. 

• NJC disputa.rit~ tend to reflect the ethnic characteristics 'of their sur­
rounding cCilllrnunity, but JfepreS'ent ~,: disproportionate number of :10\01'. ' 
income peQp.le. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following recO'W:IWndationswere generated from an analysis of the;fi.nc1 .. 
ings and conclusions of the evaluation study: 

• It ~ ,fHl~~UJted that federal, stat~, and local 90ver~~ntii syppcrt'the 
cont;u:n.~ed Glev,.elopi/mient of alter:native dispute res:o.lutionMeehWfJ,l'.tt!lt " '." 
particulat~r thQa~that are _i»ilar to ~e NJCs. Since thure$~a;ch 
ha~ $hovn that NJC';$ lW~ an.e£~ective i\lt~ntttiV'e ~echanu/i1il, fur "hal'll ... 
ins .dl.APqt~S/l aQre Centera shQuld be eat:ahllihett l,n. thor;e'41:ft~sthat 
do not b~v~ other av&ilabl~ 41t.~«tivea~ 
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A program of research, evaluat~on, an~ demo~strati~n shou~d be con­
ducted on strategies and techn1ques (1nclud1ng med1a) to 1ffiprove the 
effectiveness of NJC outreach methods. Additionally, a modular set,of 
media materials and strategies that educate citizens about ~lternat7ve 
dispute resolution techniques should be d:veloped tha~ can pe used 1n 
any city where dispute centers are establ1shed. Pub11c 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 be 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 
launched 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. cent:r~.; 
(2) screen complex interpersonal cases b~sed on the NJC's a~111t~ to 
handle them; (3) assess different potent~al NJ~ referral p01nts 1n the 
criminal justice processing sequence; and (4) 1ncrease 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. III The purpose 
of this evaluation was to define and examine the effects of targeted prosecution ~ 
of "career criminalslJ 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 init.iatives. 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 HOB cases. This analysis demon­
strated that cases accorded special prosecutorial attention were treated more 

lAmong the documents produced for this evaluation are the following: 

• 

• 

• 

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 Evalu~tion of the Career CriminaIP'rogram, The 
MITRE Corporation, MTR-7346, September 1976. 

J. Dahmann and J. Lacy, Criminal Prosecution in Four Jurisdictions: 
Departures from 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. How7ver, career ~rimi~al 
cases and routine cases differ in a number of respects bes~des the way ~n wh~ch 
they are prosecuted. What was lacking in this analysis, ~nd therefore, what we 
consequently attempted to provide in the nationa~ evaluat~on, was an adequate 
basis for comparison from which one could determ~ne whether, and,to what extent, 
prosecutor performance with career criminal cases represents an ~mp~ovement over 
what would have happened with such cases in the absence of , any spec~al pr~gram. 
The key evaluation or knowledge needed was that of a basel~ne for evaluat~on. 

certain program characteristics were the secon~ factor ~en~ral to the 
approach taken in the evaluation plan. Given the s~ngle, un~fy~ng concept of the 
program--the focusing of prosecutor resources on the serious r7peat offender--the 
logic of program activities and expectations was considered qu~te natural at both 
the federal and local levels and by both practitioners and res~archers, thereby 
making it not only possible, but apparently reasonable, to pos~t goals for the 
program generally. 

However, the substantial differences that exist among local~ties in the,rou­
tine processing of criminal cases, and the high degree of local ~n~olvement ~n 
defining critical features of individual programs, posed--and co~t~nue to ~o~e-­
reaJL difficulties for any attempt to aggregate the,d~t~ acros~ s~tes. Ind~v~dual 
jurisdictions have different target population def~n~t~ons, d~fferent progr~m 
activities (or IItreatments ll ), and different baseline perfor~ance levels. G~~en 
this jurisdictional variability, it was both necessary and ~~portant to e~am~ne 
and account for individual differences in conducting the nat~onal evaluat~on. 

The final factor, as is often the case, was that the p~ogram was alre~dy in 
place and operational in a number of jurisdictions at the t~me the evaluat~on was 
planned. Consequently, it was understood that the evalu~tion approach would have 
to be adapted to meet program constraints, rather than V1ce versa. 

These three factors--the lack of an adequate baseline for c~m~aris~n, the 
inability to aggregate data meaningfully across sites, and,the t~m1ng o~ the 
evaluation--led us to base the research design for the nat~~n~l evaluat~on,on ~n 
intensive analysis of the form and the effects of career cr1m~nal pr~secut~on ~n 
four local jurisdictions. A single methodology was devel~ped and, w~th some 
adaptation, applied to the analysis of four programs. Th~s r7p~ated case ,study 
aporoach was selected because it allowed for a close and ~ens~t~ve a~a~ys1s,of 
th~ realities of targeted prosecution as implemented in d~fferen~ ~rlm~nal JUS­
tice contexts while at the same time, it provided some comparab111ty among the 
locally based'analyses through the similarity maintained in the struct~r7 of 
these analyses. This is to say that the evaluation attempted to ask sl~1lar 
evaluation questions, formulated in the same way, of the four ·programs ~n 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 justic7 
contact with a subpopulation of serious, repeat offenders who comm~t 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 

• Fourth, the impact 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 target population 
itself: that such a subgroup exists, comes into contact with the criminal jus­
tice system, and can be isolated for special handling. Although this evaluation 
did 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 shed some light on what happens when these assumptions are accepted and 
local 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 considerable diversity among the four offices in how they defi~ed their 
career criminal population. None of the four was specifically concerned with any 
qU~ltitative 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 
repeaters (New Orleans, Fr-anklin County) or toward the most "serious" por.tion of 
their criminal defendant population (Kalamazoo, San Diego) as defined by a com­
plex of factors identified by the prosecutorial staff, based on their experience 
with case prosecutions. 

None of the offices utilized information derived from research in other jur­
isdictions; 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 would 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 personnel that it was this flexibility in target popUlation definition, 
as well as in program activity development, that made the Career Criminal Program 
of interest to them in the first place. 

Allowing for local autonomy in defining the target population appears to 
have aided in program acceptance, implementation, diffusion, and institutionali­
zation. At the same time, however, it fostered diversity among the career crimi­
nal popUlations selected for special handling, none vf which were defined based 
upon predictions of recidivism. Thus, there was some tension between the pro­
gram's crime reduction objective and the desire fel' 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 
br these units well within the timetables anticipated within their grant applica­
t~ons. 

To some extent these four may represent a select subg~oup 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, re,duced 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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d~parture ~rom the kinds of activities normally undertaken for routine prosecu­
t~ons. Th~s 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 

Inh~rent in the,program design, and crucial to its logic, is the assumption 
that ~a~~ng changes,~n the met~od and management of the prosecution of a subgroup 
o~ cr~1nal c~ses w1l1 result 1n changes in the performance of the criminal jus­
t1ce system w~th respect to these cases. In this evaluation four areas of 
pote~tial.program effects on cr~in~l justice system perform~nce--mode and type 
of d1Spos1tion, strength of conv1ct~on, sentencing, and processing time--were 
examined for the four evaluation sites. 

:he,analysis results showed ~hat few changes in disposition mode and type 
(conv1ct10n rates, plea rates, tr1al rates, dismissal rates) of career criminal 
defen~ants were associated with the Career Criminal Programs analyzed. Improve­
m~nt 1n th~ strength of career criminal convictions was observed in two jurisdic­
t10ns, an ~provement that was accompanied by the imposition of longer sentences 
for career criminals in one site. No increases in incapacitation rates were 
observed ~n,any of the ~our sites; three of the four places were incapacitating 
career cr~~nals at a h1gh (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 conviction 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 pur~u~ car~er ~riminal cases and that there is room for improvement in the way 
the crL~~nal Just1ce 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 
i~carceration ra~es for ca:eer criminals indicates that, with 90 percent or 
h1gher rates of 1ncarcerat10n 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 ~laces such as these, little program impact is li'keIy, 
and some pre-progr~ ana~ys1s may be call~d for to suggest either more appropri­
ate target populat10ns (1.e., offenders w1th 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. In 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 changes 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 th~ other sites, where an independent judicial 
dete~ination of minimum sentences 1S made, program effects were not clearly 
obta1ned. 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 ~rogram effect on sentence lengths may be the result of a number of fac­
~ors, 1ncluding the possibility, suggested by other research,/2/ that judges 
1m~o~e sentences based less upon the conviction charge than upon information pel"­
ta~1n~ to defendant characteristics and to the criminal act itself; information 
wh1ch J.S largely unaffected by prosecutorial efforts. 

It is unclear to what extent these specific programs and the limited system 
perfo~ance :esults associated with them represent a r~alistic approximation of 
the k1n~ of ~pact oth«:f prosecutorial efforts might have on alternative t.arget 
pop~la:10n~,1': ~hese s1tes: Whether more effort., a different configuration of 
proJect act1v1t1es, or a d1fferent target population would lead to different 
results ~ar:not be determin~d fr~m this research. It is clear, however, that sim-. 
ply prov1ding,t~e pr~sec~t10n w1th added resources in the expectation of direct 
effects on ~r~1nal Just1ce system performance me~sures does not fully consider 
~he. complexJ.t7es of that system and the limited role that the prosecution plays 
1n l.ts operat10ns. 

Crime Level Effects 

, ~inally, the last assumption underlying the Career Criminal Program links 
ant1c1pated ~hanges in criminal justice system performance to crime level effects 
t~rough,the 1ncreased incapacitation of serious repeat offenders. As the above 
d1scuss10,: has shown, ':0 increases in the incapacitation of career criminals were 
observed 1': ~he f~ur ~1tes analyzed. In the absence of the critical linking ele­
'!lent of,cu'!I1nal Just1ce system performance changes, crime level effects from 
1ncapac1tat10n, carmo~ be demonstrated in these four jurisdictions. The signifi­
cantly longer 1mposea sentence lengths observed in one jurisdiction may if sen­
tenced offenders do in fact serve longer sentences, translate into crjm~ level 
effects. Such effects would not be observed until the release time of these 
offenders, however--a time beyolnd the period covered by this evaluation. 

The ~~ectation of measurable crime level effects of a program such as the 
Career Cr1m1nal Program, which is internal to the criminal justice system may 
,:ot be reason~le, given the scope and context of program activities. Ev~n if 
1mprovement~ 1': system performance (i.e., increased incapacitation) had been 
observed: l1,:k1ng such changes to crime levels would have been difficult given 
t~e marg1na11ty of program treatment (program attention was provided to a rela­
t1~e~y small grou~ of criminal defendants who would have been subject to routine 
cr1m1nal prose~ut10n without the program), the potential countervailing actions 
of the correct10ns subsystem, and the possible recruitment of new career crimi­
nals as t~e older s~rio~s offenders are removed from circulation. These problems 
of assess1n~ the cr1me 1mpact of a program with a limited thrust.implemented in a 
compl~x enV1ronment are further compounded by analytical problems in measurement 
of cr1mes "saved." 

2Wilkins, Leslie T., Jack,H. Kress, Don H. Gottfredson, Joseph C. Calpin, 
and ~rthur H. Gelman. Sentenc1ng Guidelines: §.~,~~cturing Judicial Discretion. 
Wash1ngton, D.C.: February 1978. 
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Responses and IJolice Ilt'rnand 
Carrtllllloom 

Thl' demand for !loliel' 51'rvicI's is in('rt'asingly Iwing sCl'lllinizf,d 
as public officials rC-lISSI'SS tht' workload of Ihl' polin' alld 
altt'l'Ilatin's for handling incidenls 11101'1' t'fft'cli\'l'ly. PII/It,lnlt'lIl­
ht'rti will dist'tlss I'fforls 10 implt'nlt'1l1 amI I'\'aluall' a :-;ysll'llI 
inlt'n(It,d to ilion' I'tl'l'cli\'l'ly lI1ana~1' IIII' dl'llIH1lCl for polin' 
St.'f\·I('t'S. 

~IODEHATOH: David Farmer. l)i",'I'IIII' 
Polict.' Divisioll 
:"tialional Institult.' of Juslil'l' 

~Iichad Call1l. 1 iff,-P,.,witiI'1I1 
Puhlie Systl'llIS Evalualioll 1111'. 

Dennis I~ Hegan. (i/flIlIlWulill!:! (~lliff'I' 
\\illl1in~lon Dl'parllllt'lII of Polin' 

WOHKSIIOP SESSIONS 
10:40 n.m. - 12:()() p.m. 

1O:2() a.m. - W:40 a.m. 
COFFEE IUlEAK 

St'ssiun 4: Influence uf Pt·rspt·clin·s (Ill E\'Ilhmlium; 
Frtlllt';.~ ,St.'olll\·'T ."or'" 

Ilow does philosophil'al mil'nlalion. gowrnlllt'lIIal oril'llIalioll. 
a/ltl agl'/It'y orit'nlalioll (plalllling or aClion) alTl'cl fill':" approal'll 
10 I'valualion? TIlt' pHl1t'1 will highlighl lIlt' iml'orllllll'l' of 111'­
knowll'dging Iht'sl' hia~l's wh"11 an evalualor Ilt'~olillll'~ all ('valu­
ation. (Session sp<1II50red by Slale Planning Agencies and Hc­
~!ional Plannin~ l'lIilsi 

~IODEHATOH: Scutt Crl'I'n. Sl'lIilll' ('rifllillol.l/l.~liff' 
1:1'(111101111' 

COlllprl'llI'lIsi\'l' Plallllillg Or~allizalioll 

ThillllllS Long. 1:1'/111111101' 
Burt'1II1 of (:riminaIJuslil't' Plallllill~ alld 

Assistalll'e 

{:hadl's A. ~hll'fll~: ('hi('fS/'il'IIII:~1 

Americun IIISlillllt'S till' HI'st'arl'h in lilt' 
Behuvioral Sl'it'III'I'~ 

W. \11'101' HousI'. S"lIilll' /{I'.~I'l/rt'h 1·;,/1011' 
Anll'ric'lIn Inslillllt'S fur Hl'sl'arl'h ill IIII' 

Bt'lul\'iol'al St'il'nl't's 
, 



Session 5: Evaluotion of Integrated Criminal 
Apprehension Systems: Analysis Techniques for Police 
Dccisionmnking 
F"",cis Scoll Key Center 

This panel will be concerned with the evaluation of u lllulti-site 
resource ullocmion program und will review the experience of 
three police depurtments employing a set of analytic techniques 
to aid in decisionmaking. Crime una lysis for decisionmaking. as 
emphasized in the Integrated Criminal Apprehension Program 
will be presented based on National Evaluation findings. 

~IODER.,\TOH: Phillravers. Program Monitor 
Office of Program Evuluation 
!'Iationallnstitute of ,Iustice 

Thomas Beall. Senior lil'Search Associatl' 
\\ashington Program Office 
lJniversity City Science Center 

\xilliam C. Cay. Director 
\X"ashington Program Office 
University City Science Center 

Ernt'st A. Unwin. Pn'Sidt'flt 
TI1l.'ort'm Institute 

Session 6: Evoluntion of Restitution Centers 
Carrolliloolll 

Presentations will be made on methodology and preliminary 
findings from two LEA.t\. -sponsored reseurch effort~ in the area of 
restitution - one Oil monetary restitution and the other on 
programs that involve communit.y service. 

MODEHATOR: John Spevacek. Dirc-ctor 
Corrections Division 
:'\atiollal Instinllc of Justiee 

Burt Calawa): Professor 
University of Minnesota at Duluth 

Alan 'I: Harland, (o·Din't·tor oj Criminal 
j~tice He.~ellrd, Cellt~r 

State Lniversity of i'lew York (Albany) 

Joe Hudson, Associate ProJe.~sor 
Ulliversity of Minnesota at Dulutll 

LUNCHEON (The Baltimore Hilton Hotel) 
12:00 p.m. - 1:15 p.m. 
Francis Scott Key South 

CUEST SPEAKERS: Dr, Elr.,unor Chelirnsky, Pre.~ideflt /:.,lect 
Evaluation Research Society 

Dr, Joseph WholeYI Deputy Assistant 
Secretary 'for Evaluation 

Department of Health. Education, and 
Welfare 

Lord Baltimore Hotel 
MONDAY, P.M., MARCH 17 

WORKSHOP SESSIONS 
1:15 p.m. - 2:50 p.m. 

Session 7: Audit and Evaluation 
Center Ballroom 

The Office oi 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, Jr., Direcl.or 
Division of Financial Management 
Kentucky Exemtive 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 
Progranls 

Cavalier 

The National Institute of Justice (NU) launched a development 
and testing program in 1973 called Clime Prevention TIuough 
Environmental Design. which drew on the defensible space 
theory of Osear Newman. In four sites, ulis program im­
plemented changes in the physical and sociul environments of 
schools, commercial strips, IUld residential neighborhoods. These 
chunges were designed to develop a feeling of security within the 
sites and promote crime prevention activities. Each project was 
assessed by the NIJ gnUltec und is now being reassessed. The 
panel will discuss the findings from two of these rcussessments. 

~mDEHATOR: Fred Heinzclmann, Director 
Community Crime Prevention Division 
Nationullnstitute of Justice 

Floyd.J. Fowler, Jr., Diredor, University of 
Massachusetts/Center for Survey 
Research 

.Jount Center for Urban Studies of M.I.T. 
und Hurvurd University 

.James Kushmuk, justice Progmm 
Coordinalor 

Portlund, Orr.gon 

Sherrill Whittemore, ju.~lJ.·ce Program 
Coordinator 

Portlund, Oregon 

SC5sion 9: Emlunlivc Pcrspel'ti\'cs on Ihe PI\OI\IIS 
infonnalion Syslt~m 
.... /1&(' 

J,' ... -y Ilogg will sllI'ak about currellt IllllnHgellH'llt information 
sys!t'ms Ilsf'd by proSt'clllOrs. ulll1 will discllss hoth PBO~IIS anrl 
PHO~IIS-likt' sYSIt'llIs. addrt'ssing orgunizutiunal ('onlt'xt. dt'wl­
oplllt'ni. opt'ration. and impact 1.11' till'St' clllllpUlt'r informlltion 
s\'~(('rns, Bill Hamilton will discuss the usc of PBO~IIS datil huses 
f~r research and udministrution purposes and will discuss INS­
LAW findings. 

". 

MODERATOR: Richard Layman. Program MO/litor 
Offiee of Program Evaluation 
National Institute of Justice 

Jerry \X: I-Iogg. Project Din'C/or 
\\estal. Inc. 

\Xilliam A. Hamilton. Pnwidl'/lt 
Institute for Luw and Sociul Rl'search 

(IIXSLA\x') 

2:;,}0 1).111. - 3:10 p.m. 
COFI<'EE BREAK 

\VOR;I\SHOP SESSIONS 
3:10 p.m. ~ 4:!lO p.m. 

Session 10: Evuhmtillll of Gtll'ernmcnlul mul Community 
Responses '0 Crim{~ 
('nIter [Jul/roolll 

COVCrtllllClIIS and citizl'n resl'onsl's to the ris(' in crimI' uver the 
past ;:30 yeurs hU"t, taken various forms-Ilf'ighborhood group 
crime pre\'elllion l'l'uctions: or cit\'. slIlte. or FI'dl'l'U1 actions to 
improve Ihe polie('. Illukt' IH'W 111\;'5: or dUUlg(' tlU' fol'us of city 
planning. 1(1 study tlU's!' actions. thl' i\l.Iawarclt'd two grants to 
Northwrstel'll l'niwrsity: th!' first to study in threl' citi!'s till' 
reuctions of citizens to crillll'. lind till' 51'('01)(1 In ~Ilf(h- "O\'l'rtI-

• e-
l11elllal n'spolISl'S to ('rillll' in HI cit it's UVl'r th(, past :~o Yl'ars, Th" 
pam'l will discuss tlU' r('suits of thl'sl' works unci implications ftlr 
future action and research, 

:\IODEHATOH: Hichurd Barlles. IJirl't'/ur 
(;l'lIh'r for lIU' Study of (:rillll' (:orl'l'lah's 

ami Criminal Ikhavior 

Ilt'riwrl .Iamh. Pl'I!liw.I'ur 
:'\111'1 hWl'sh,rt1 l'lIiwrsitv 

\\j'sll'Y Skoglln. A,w)('iall' Projiw,wr 
:'\ol'lhwt'SII'1T1 l'lIiwrsity 

Session II: Emluution Strnlt'f,ries of the Corrcctionul Field 
Services nnd Intensh'e Probntion Pr('!,'I'ums 
Cavalier 

This punel will discuss nll'thodologics being uSNI in two large­
scale research effort~ dealing witll probation. One project focuses 
on levels of supervisioll. whill' the other is probing tile effects of 
other rehubilitution-oriellted treatment modalities. 

MODERATOR: Harold Holtzman. Program Monitor 
Office of Program Evaluation 
National Institute of Justice 

James Finckcnaucr, ProJe.~s()r 
HUlger;, Univcrsity 

Joseph Homm, lict'-Pnwident 
Systcm Sciences Incorporaled 

Session 12: EVllluution of the Comlllunity Anti-Crime 
Program 
.... 11& (' 

In 1976, Congress Illltilorized Ille crelltiou within LEAA of u 
Community Anti-Crime Progl'Um for IlIC purpose of providing 

direct Federal funding to local community groups and organi­
zations for crime prevention uctivities. LEAA created the Office of 
Community Anti-Crime Programs and funded over 150 projecls 
across the country in the first year (1977-78) at a tOlal 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 two evuluations. 

MODERATOR: Richard M. Rau, Operations Ife.~e(lrch 
Allalyst 

Office of Program Evaluation 
National Institute of Justice 

W. Victor Rouse, Senior Researdl Fl!flow 
American Instilutes for ResC<trch in the 

Behavioral Sciences 

Rex V. Brown, Chairman oj the Board 
Decision Science Consortium. Inc. 

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

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

Repeat Sesson 6: Evaluution of Restitution Cenlers 
Center Ballroom 

Repcat Session 5: Evuluution of Integrnted Criminnl 
Apprehension Systems 
(avalier 

Hepl'at Session 12: El'aluation of the Community 
Anti-Crime PrO'e'l'um " 
.... IUc(· 

10:20 a.m. - to:40 a.m. 
COFFEE BREAt~ 

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

Session IS: Evuluution of VactinY\Vatness Progrmns 
Center Ballroom 

This punel will present thc major findings of the Phuse I Assess­
ment of VictinvWitncss AssistlUlce Projects and findings from the 
single project evaluation level. Nationul ussessmenl uctivities have 
identified and surveyed 280 projects, 40 percent of which focus 
on victims, 49 percent on witnesses, and 11 percelll on bolll. 

MODERATOR: Jan Hulla, Program Monitor 
Offic{' of Program Emlualion 
National Institule of Justice 

Roberta C. Cronin, liest'orch Scienll:\'t 
American Institutes /'or Resellrch in the 

Behuvioral Sciences 

A, Robert Dcnton, Director 
\r.ctim Assistance Program 
Akron. Ohio 



----........ -~ .. - - ---

Uepeat S~sion 2: Evuluntion or Career Criminal Programs 
('a~'lll;('r 

Ses..;iOll 14: E"l1lu1ltioll or Neighborhood Justice Centers and 
Dispute Uesolution Pr~rrams 
.'.IUd' 

Since the start of the Columbus. Ohio. Prosecutor's Dispute 
Resollllion Program in the late 1960s. various programs of this 
type have been dcveloped for processing disputes outside the 
court and prosecutor jurisdiction. Mediation and arbitration are 
the usual tools used. ulld the issues are between individuals or 
small business~. The Nationul Institute funded two evaluations 
of these types of programs. It assessed the Boston (Dorchester) 
Court Program. which focused 011 court referrals primarily as 
part of its Ficld 'H'St Program. It also assessed thrcc Neigh­
horhood justice Cellters. which were modeled on all existing 
centers and received referrals from police. prosecutors. and 
courts. The panel will discuss the results frOt.n these evaluutions. 

~IODERATOR: Cheryl ~Iartoraila. Diio'{'lor 
Adjudication Division 
:\utionul Institute of justice 

David Sheppard. l'ice-Pnwidefll 
Institute for Social Analysis 

Lynne A. "illiums. Re.~earch As,wdate 
Social Science Research Institute 
L'niversity of Southern Califol'llia 

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

WOIU\SHOP SESSIONS 
1:15 p.m. - 2:;')0 p.m. 

Uepenl Session 7: Autiilnnd Emhmlion 
Frallcis Smlt A'l',.l· .\'orlll 

Hepelll Session 1tI: Emillation of (;O\'ernml~nlul Hesponsl.'S 
10 Crime 
Frill/cis Smll A'I:,' ('ellit'r 

Uepeal Sl.'Ssion 9: Emlllllti ... e Perspecti\'(~ 011 the PRO~US 
Imommtion S~'slcm 
CllrrolllloulII 

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

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

Repeat Session 4: Influence or Pcrspe(~ti\'l.'S on Emlulltions 
Frallcis SlYJlI A'f')' .\'oril! 

Uepeal Session I: EVlllulltion of f'illllncilli :\ssiSlm)(:.~ 10 
Pnrolees 
Frllllcis Scoll A'pJ' ('t'II/t'r 

r I 

Uepeat Session 8: Evaluation or Commumty Crime 
Prevention Programs 
Cllrroll Room 

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

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

Uepeat Session 14: Evaluation of Neighborhood Justice 
Cenlers and Dispute Uesolution Progl'ams 
Frallds Srott Key North 

Uepeal Session 11: E,'aluation Slrategi~ of the Improved 
Corroc1ional Field Services and In~ensive Probation 
Programs 
Francis Scott Key Celller 

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

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

Session 15: General Evnlulltion Concerns ut Stnle nnd Local 
Levels nnd A,'ailnhle Resour(!t.'S 
Carroll Room 

This panel will discuss the justice System Improvement Act and 
its impact on evaluation. The panel will also discuss resources 
tliat LEAA has made available to facilitate the conduct 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 fiseal year '80 and fiscal ye~lJ' '81. 

MODERATOR: Mark Cunniff, Direclor 
National Association of Criminal justice 

Planners 

Ben Coates, Din!Cior 
Technical Assistunce Hesource Center 
,,"ashburn University 

Elizabeth· Powell. He.~l'arcl! rlssl:~/(lIIt 
National Acudemy of Public Administration 

Hepenl Session l:J: Evaiuntif~1i of \'il:tinV\\'itnCsIO Programs 
Frrlllcis SCfJtt Key /Vorlh 

Hepe.at Session :J: Evuluntioll PerspflCtives on Testing 
Altemutive Uesponses and Poli(.'C Demulld 
Framis Scott Key Ct'Iller 

I 
1'1 




