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About the National Institute of Justice 

The National Institute of Justice is a research, development, and evaluation center within the' U.S. Department 
of Justice. Established in 1979 by the Justice System Improvement Act, NIJ builds upon the foundation laid by 
the former National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, the first major Eederal research 
program on crime and justice. 

Carrying out the mandate assigned by the Congress, the National Institute of Justice: 

• Sponsors research and development to improve and strengthen the criminal justice "vstem and related civil 
justice aspects, with a balanced program of basic and applied research. 

• Eyaluates the effectiveness of federally-funded justice improvement programs and identifies programs that 
promise to be successful if continued or repeated. 

• Tests and demonstrates new and improved approaches to strengthen the justice system, and recommends 
actions that can be taken by Federal, State, and local governments and private organizations and 
individuals to achieve this goal. 

• Disseminates information from research, demonstrations, evaluations, and special programs to Federal, 
State and local governments; and serves as an international clearinghouse of justice information. 

• Trains criminal justice' practitioners in research and evaluation findings, and assists the research 
community through fellowships and special seminars. 

Authority for administering the Inst;~ute and awarding grants, contracts, and cooperative agreements is vested 
in the NIJ Director, assisted by a 2 I-member Advisory Board. The Board recommends policies and priorities and 
advises on peer review procedures. 

NIJ is authorized to support research and experimentation dealing with the full range of criminal justice issu.es 
and related civil justice matters. A portion of its resources goes to support work on these long-range priorities: 

• Correlates of crLme and determinants of criminal behavior 
• Violent crime and the violent offender 
• Community crime prevention 
• Career criminals and habitual offenders 
• Utilization and deployment of police resources 
til Pretrial process: consistency, fairness, and delay reduction 
• Sentencing 
• Rehabilitation 
• Deterrence 
• Performance standards and measures for criminal justice 

Reports of NIJ-sponsored studies are reviewed by Institute officials and staff. The views of outside experts 
knowledgeable in the report's subject area are also obtained. Publication indicates that the report meets the 
Institute's standards of quality, but it signifies no endorsement of conclusions or recommendations. 
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I. Introduction 

Concerted efforts to assist victims and witnesses of crime 

first emerged in the early 1970s in response to a growing re­

cognition that victim needs and d~sires had been largely ignored 

by the criminal justice system. Over the last ten years, thE! 

movement appears to have gain.ed momentum. 

Work in the clinical setting, especially with rupe victims, 

has illuminated some dimensions of victim trauma (BursteSs & 

Holmstrom, 1974, 1976; Miller et a1., 1978; Sutherland & Scher1, 

1970) • Supplementary evidence frblrt a number of victim surveys 

establishes that emotional upset and suffering are common re­

actions to victimization (Knud'l:en et al., 1976; Black & Regenstreif 

}\ssociates, 1977; Syvrud, 1967;' Waller & Okihiro, 1978; Bourque 

e't a1., 1978). It has also beE\n shown that certain classes of 

victims tend to change their lifestyles as a result of crime, 

withdrawing from activities they enjoy (Burkhardt & Norton, 1977; 

Garofalo, 1977), quitting their jobs (Midwest Research Institute, 

n. d. ), or simply taking prevent;i ve measures against further 

victimization (Rifai, 1977). 

Victim reactions are frequently interpret~d in terms of 

crisis theory (Bard & Ellison, 1974; Bard & Sangrey, 1979; 

Brodyaga et al., 1975; Symonds, 1975; Stratton" 1976), which 

postulates that: victimization may disrupt an 1_ndividua1' s 

normal coping or problem-solving abilities and produce con­

siderable emotional upset. Crisis theorists argue that witho-ut 

an appropriate response, long-run psycho1ogica,1 damage can 

result from the crisis experience. 

The notion that the criminal justice system mistreats 

the victim or witness is also well accepted. There is ample 

anecdotal evidence that police are not always sensitive, that 



victims and witnesses are not prepared for the criminal justice 

ordeal, and that waiting times for court appearances are long. 

Although the painful questioning undergone by rape vic~ims may 

represent: the worst of t.he criminal just.ice system for many 

critics, surveys indica.te that typical sources of dissatisfaction 

amon':f a broader popula·tion of victims and witnesses are in­

convlenience and lack 'Of information. Victims tend to be 

rela.tively dissatisfied with the lack of feedback about their 

cases (Rifai, 1976; Sacramento Police Department, 1974; Bourque 

et al., 1978), the handling of victim property (Rifai, 1976; 

-Nat.ional District Attorneys Association, 1976), and the lack of 

protection afforded them (Black & Regenstreif Associates, 1977). 

Witnesses c'Omplain of unnecessary trips to court and associated 

loss of income; inconveniences in parking, locating the court, 

and waiting; and fear of retaliation by the suspect (National 

District Attorneys Association, 1976). The payoffs to victims or 

witnesses from pursuing a case are frequently small or non­

existent, as few offenders are apprehended and fewer still are 

convicted. 

System mistreatment of victims and witnesses is not inten­

tional; there are no villains in the piece. The law enforcement 

and criminal justice (LE/CJ) process is constructed so that the 

needs of the victim and witness are not always compatible with 

the needs of the system. And where the needs do match, the 

system is frequently too overburdened to show the compassion and 

interest that victims and witnesses require. 

The impact on system performance is a serious concern, 

h After all, law enforcement success is partially • owever. 

dependent on citizen reporting of crime and on obtaining a 

clear description of offenses and suspects. Yet victimization 

surveys of the last decade have illuminated the sizable dimen­

sions of underreporting, even for serious crimes (U.S. Depart­

ment of Justice, 1979). Police communication with and sympathy 
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to the victim/witness may be an important factor in eliciting 

copperation (Cannavale & Falconi 1976; Institute for Community 
Studies, 1978). 

Witness testimony is also critical to prosecution. Yet 

nonappearance rates for post-arraignment court dates in one 

metropolita.n court exceeded 50 percent (Vera Institute of 

Justice, 1976b), and data from several jurisdictions suggest 

that nonappearance and other witness problems are very serious 

thro~ghout the system (National District Attorneys Association, 

1976; Brosi" 1979). In addition to witness distaste for the 

system and discouragement with the inconvenience, poor 

communication between prosecutors and witnesses and· inadequate 

notification may be responsible (Cannavale & Falcon, 1976). 

Many 'Observers conclude that witness problems at the prosecu­

tion stage impair system effectiveness--the ability to win 
convictions--as well as efficiency. 

The recognition that inhumane treatment of victims and 

witnesses occurs and may undermine criminal justice performance 

has prompted a variety of responses nationwide. In an effort 

to lessen victim losses, over half the states have passed victim 

compensation legislation and restitution is gaining popularity 

as a sentencing option. Special police or prosecution units 

trained to handle sexual assault cases have been instituted in 

many jurisdictions. Techniques for interviewing victims and 

for intervening in domestic conflicts have crept into many 

police training packages. Wj .. th the impetus of the women's 

movement, rape crisis programs and shelters for battered women 
are becoming widespread • 

One of the most direct responses has been a set of proj­

ects that go under the generic label of "victim/witness 

assistance." This label encompasses a wide range of local 

efforts which share a common set of assumptions: that victims 

and witnesses have been badly treated by the criminal justice 

3 if 
i! 
11 
I' 
" ,I 
Ii :, 

r; 

! 
I 
I 
r.o 

, 



system, as well as by the criminal; that direct services are 

one solution to the problem; and that the criminal justice 

system as well as individual victims and witnesses will benefit 
from such services. 

This report looks at the victim/witness assistance project: 

defined for our purposes as any local effort to deliver direct 

services to victims and/or witnesses of crime.* Several addi­

tional criteria help distinguish the universe under examination: 

• Target population--Each project defines 
service to crime victims or witnesses as 
a primary function. To avoid duplicating 
other research, hO\lleVer, projects serving 
only child abuse victims, sexual assault 
victims, and/or ba.ttered women are excluded, 
as are projects providing only victim 
restitution and/or compensation services. 
Projects includin.g these components or 
clients in combination with others have 
been retained. V/WA efforts focusing 
on the elderly have also been retained.' 

• Intervention strategies--AII projects provide 
one or more direct services to victims/ 
witnesses at the local level. Excluded under 
this criterion are: projects performing 
only technical assistance, planning, coor­
dination, public information, or research 
functions; crime prevention projects lacking 
any special V/WA emphasis; and projects 
that provide only referral to other direct 
service providers. 

In addition, three specia~ cases were excluded: police 

family crisis intervention units, consumer fraud projects, and 
crime reporting hotlines. 

*The use of the term "project" should be viewed as a shorthand reference, 
because many agencies do not define their victim/witness activities as 
projects. The term "victim/witness" is an abbreviation of the more 
cumbersome "victim and/or witness." 
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THE NEP PHASE! ASSESSMENT 

This study is part of the National Institute of Justicers 

National Evaluation Program (NEP) and is known as a "Phase 

I assessment." The NEP was initiated to help provide practical 

information on the activities, costs, benefits, anc limita­

t:tons of· selected programs to criminal justice planners and 

administrators at all levels of government. 

The program employs a two-phased approach. The Phase I 

assessment concentrates on assembling and synthesizing what 

is currently known about the topic area and on suggesting 

approaches to further research. It relies heavily on existing 

data and on observation of operating projects. The decision 

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 decision-makers. 

All Phase I assessments employ a structured comluon 

methodology. Overall, there is· an attempt to identify general 

models of intervention practice in the field and to use 

these models as a framework for assessing the current state 

of knowledge and for identifying ways of improving upon it. 

We used several methods to accomplish our study goals: 

• 

• 

• 
• 

A systematic search for all cu~ren~ victim/ 
witness assistance efforts natl0nwlde. 

A descriptive mail survey of the project 
universe, which attained an 81 percent 
response. 

Two- to three-day site visits to 20 projects. 

A systematic review of all ~roject evalua­
tions, published and unpub~lshed, ,and 
other available documentatlon of lnter­
mediate and longer-term effects. 

, 
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The overall study effort extended from October 1978 through 

May 1980. The bulk of the mail survey and site visit data were 

collected in the spring and early summer of 1979.* 

This summary report presents an overview of the findings 

of the Phase I assessment of victim/witness assistance projects. 

Chapter II describes the resource levels, intervention stra­

tegies, and activity levels characteristic of V/WA efforts. 

Chapter III reviews the evidence on project impacts and out­

comes. Conclusions and recommendations for further research. 

are contained in the final chapter. 

Other products of the study include: 

NationaZ EvaZuation Ppogpam Phase I Assessment 
of Victim/Witness Assistance ppojects: Final 
Repopt, May 1980. 

National Evaluation Ppogpam Phase I Assessment 
of Victim/Witness Assistance ppojects: Site 
Repopts, November 1979. 

Both documents are available on loan from the National Criminal 

Justice Reference Service, Box 6000, Rockville, Maryland 20850. 

*A summary of study methodology is contained in Appendix A. 
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II. Victim/Witness Assistance Projects in Action 

The Phase I assessment of victim/witness assistance 

projects identified a universe of 280 projects nationwide 

which share a common set of assumptions about the criminal 

justice process: 

.' That victims and witnesses have been badly 
treated by the criminal justice system as 
well as by the criminal. 

• That projects based in local agencies or 
organizations can help to ameliorate this 
situation. 

• That the criminal justice system as well 
as individual victims and witnesses will 
benefit from the effort. 

This chapter describes victim/witness assistance projects 

in operation. Findings are based primarily on field cbser­

vation at 20 sites, supplemented by a mail survey of the 

known universe meeting our definitional criteria. Two 

hundred twenty-seven projects, or about 81 percent, responded 

to this survey.* 

THREE MODELS OF VICTIM!WITNESS ASSISTANCE 

Within the universe of victim-witness assistance projects, 

we observed and identified at least three different inter­

vention models or styles, which we term: 

Victim, or Type I projects; 

witness, or Type II projects; 

Victim-Witness, or Type III projects. 

*Analysis of limited data available for nonrespondents suggests that our 
mail survey data somewhat underrepresent small budget projects. 
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These types can be distinguished by differences' in definition 

of target clientele, in primary point of intervention with 

victims or witnesses in the criminal justice process, and in 

service emphasis. 

This typology is grounded primarily on observation of 

project operations in the fieZd--their day-to-day activities 

in locating and serving clients. It is also consistent with 

the V/WA literature and with the data provided by mail 

survey respondents. Of the 20 projects visited, ten ~are 

classified as Type I, seven as Type II, and three as Type 

III. Of the 227 projects responding to the mail survey, 89 

(39%) were classified as Type I, 107 (47%) as Type II, and 

24 (11%) as Type III. Seven (3%) were not classified, 

because staff could not agree on a category.* 

'Table 1 sununarizes several key characteristics of the 

three model types. Law enforcement agencies, community­

based organizations,** and "other" sponsors (like city 

managers' offices, local human resource departments, or 

mental health centers) are almost exclusively involved in' 

hosting victim projects. In contrast, prosecutors' office~ 

dominate the witness and victim-witness assistance arena. 

The differences in sponsorship largely explain the systematic 

differences in jurisdiction served; most prosecutors' offices 

serve county or city-county combinations, while police 

agencies typically serve cities, and community-based organiza­

tions often serve portions of cities. 

* See Appendix A for further discussion. Unclassifiable projects have 
been omitted from tables, leaving a maximum of 220 mail survey 
respondents for most analyses. 

**Our definition of community-based organizations includes or.ganizations 
which receive all or most of their operating funds through government 
contracts and serve city or COlli1ty jurisdictions. Some observers 
would characterize these as "quasi-governmental" agencies. 
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TABLE 1 
Distribution of Project Characteristics by Type 

PROJECT Victim Witness Victim·Witness All Types CHARACTERISTICS % % % % 

Host Agency (N=89) (N=107) (N=24) (N=220) 
Police/Sheriff 28 1 0 12 Prosecutor 2 93 83 55 . Community-Based 

Organization 38 4 8 18 Probation 5 1 8 3 Other1 27 2 0 12 

Jurisdiction Served (N=89) (N=107) (N=24) (N=220) 
City/Neighborhoods 50 6 8 24 County/City & County 37 79 88 63 Multi-County 3 11 4 7 Other 10 5 0 6 

Starting Year (N=89) (N=105) (N=24) (N=217) 
1974 or before 10 5 8 7 1975 -. 77 53 51 58 53 1978 or later 37 44 33 40 

Primary Funding Source (N=89) (N=106) (N=24) (N=219) 
LEAA2 58 54 50 55 CETA2 7 9 8 8 Other Federal 6 3 0 4 State 3 5 0 4 County 5 23 29 16 City 11 2 0 5 Foundations, Charitable 

Organizations, Contri-
butions 7 2 4 4 Other 3 3 8 4 

Original Funding Source 3 (N=64) (N=78) (N=19) (N=161) 
LEAA2 59 56 74 60 CETA2 9 17 5 12 Other Federal 5 1 0 2 State 2 3 0 2 County 2 17 16 11 City 5 0 5 2 Foundations, Charitable 

Organizations, Contri-
butions 14 4 ° 7 Other 5 3 ° 3 

Current Budget (N=80) (N=81) (N=22) (N=183) 

2 

3 

Less than $50,000 43 62 27 49 $50,000-99,999 20 24 14 21 $100,000-199,999 15 9 36 15 $200,000 and over 23 6 23 15 

I nclu?es ~r<?jects operated by other units of local government and by hospitals, mental health centers 
or universities. ' 

Inclydes proje~ts reporting multiple "primary sources" of funding, including LEAA or CETA. Any 
prOject reportmg both LEAA and CETA support was included in the LEAA group. 

Reported only for projects over one year old. 
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Witness projects as a group 

lower operating budgets than the 
tend to be newer and have 

other two types. Only 15 
percent have budgets of $100, or mor , 000 e compared to 38 
percent of victim projects and 59 percent of victim-witness 

Vl.'ctl.'m-witness projects are much more likely to projects. 

have started with LEAA support than the other two types, but 

they are less likely to be relying on LEAA for their c~rr~nt 
funding. Overall, LEAA is still the dominant funder of vic­

at least half of all three tim/witness assistance efforts: 

groups report LEAA as their primary source of support. 

Table 2 provl. es an 'd overview of the intervention 
strategies characteristic of the three types. These key 
dimensions are discussed below. 

TABLE 2 

Intervention Strategy: Three Project Types 

Victim Witness Victi m-Witness 

Target Population Victims Witnesses Victims and Witnesses 

-------, 

Primary methods of 
locating clients 

Screening police 
reports. 

Review of witness lists 
or subpoena lists. 

Combinations of methods 
under I and II. 

Availability 

Primary service 
emphasis 

Location 

1 I 

Response to police 
calls from crime scene. 

Referrals from other 
agencies or self­
referral. 

Round-the-clock 
through on·call 
arrangements. 

Counseling: crisis 
intervention, fol!ow­
up, and/or supportive. 

Service referral! 
advocacy with 
referral agencies. 

Often in law 
enforcement agency, 
but varies. 

1.0 

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 support, e.g., 
transportation, child care, 
protection, escort. 

In courthouse or 
prosecutor's office. 

Varies. 

C0mbinatior.s of I and II. 

Varies. Some with 
mUltiple locations. 
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The Victim Model 

Victim proj ects have been inf.Luenced in both goals and 
strategies by early efforts to improve the lot of rape 

victims. At the broadest level, the goals of all V/WA 

projects are remarkably similar--nearly all express dual 

concerns with meeting the needs of victims or witnesses and 

improving system performance. In victim projects, however, 

a humanitarian emphasis on reducing the trauma of victimiza­

tion and restoring the victim to his or her former state is 

paramount. Nearly all adopt the rhetoric of the victim or 

witness as "twice-victimized" (once by the criminal and the 
second time by the criminal justice system). 

This primary concern for the victim translates into 
more specific objectives like increasing victim access to 

counseling and other financial and service resources; facil­

itating victim understanding of the LE/CJ process; producing 

greater LE/CJ responsiveness to victim needs; and educating 

the victim about futur.e . crime prevention. Victim projects 

usually claim sed~:mdafy benefits for the criminal justice 

system, particularly the police department. They expect to 

save police the time and trouble involved in meeting victim 

needs, and to increase victim cooperation with police. More 

broadly, they hope to contribute to other desirable system 

outcomes like more successful prosecutions, more favorable 

citizen attitudes to the LE/CJ system, increased crime 
reporting, and crime prevention. 

Tapget popuZation. All Type' I projects offer their 

services to crime victims (and often their families) whether 

or not an arrest has been made or is likely in the case. 

Projects typically focus ,on victims of sexual assault and 

11 . , 



other person-to-person crime, or elderly victims. Twenty­

four percent of Type I survey respondents reported that 

elderly victims were their most common clien~ group, and it 

is likely that most of.these are "elderly-only" projects. 

Targeting is guided by conventional wisdom and by ex­

perience t~at elderly and violent crime victims are the ones 

most severely harmed by crime. We observed that screening 

criteria are flexible, however, and services are rarely 

denied to other victims referred by police or community 

agencies. Some projects also assist "non-victims"--accident 

victims, persons experiencing a mental health crisis, or 

destitute travelers. Policies vary concerning victims 

believed to have "precipitated" an offense (e.g., the bar­

room brawl victim), but often such cases are given low 

priority. 

Methods of client location. Most victim projects rely 

heavily on their contacts with police agencies to identify 

potential clients. Eighty-three percent of survey respondents 

routinely screen police crime reports to find clients; in the 

majority of cases, this is what triggers a victim contact. 

Over half (54%) also intervene at the crime scene, although only 

15 percent designate this as their most common contact strategy. 

Typically, on-scene contacts are requested by the police 

officer at the crime scene or, in one case we observed, are 

initiated by staff who monitor the police radio. In projects 

with substantial emphasis on crime-scene intervention, next-

day record screening is a back-up tool. Victim projects 

rely on a variety of other referral sources, including 

victims themselves, conwunity organizations, the courts, and 

prosecutors. Rarely are these as important as the police 

department in finding target clients. 
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Service availability. Twenty-four-hour-a-day availability 

is maintained by about two-thirds of all victim projects. 

For the majority, this means staff are "on call," to be located 

by hotline, answering service, pager, or police radio. For 

some projects, calling out staff is a frequent, even daily, 

event; for others, it is a step taken only in exceptional cases. 

Services provided. Client services for all project 

types were classified into five groups: emergency services, 

counseling services, police-related services, court services, 
and claims a.ssistance (see Table 3). 

In most Type I projects, the most frequently rendered 

service is counseling. It ranges from brief support and 

guidance concerning the criminal justice process, rendered 

by s~pathetic non-professionals, to therapy with clinicians. 

The service mode that predominates is crisis intervention 

counseling (70% of projects) by trained professionals; 

referral to other agencies is suggested if more intensive 

therapy appears warranted. Thirty-seven percent of projects 

have a 24-hour telephone hotline, which serves primarily 
as a crisis intervention tool. 

Victim projects make frequent referrals to other service 

agencies, and in some cases are equipped to assist directly 

with emergency needs. Modest financial aid, security repair, 

and shelter are typical emergency services offered or arranged. 

Other service activities performed frequently include assisting 

with victim compensation claims (62% of projects), escorting 

victims home or to the police department (62%), and checking 

police investigation status (66%). ~ype I projects will 

continue to assist victims throughout the court process if 

an arrest is made and prosecution is initiated. However, 

most projects find that only a small mino.rity of victims 

require such assistance, because arrests are infrequent . 
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TABLE 3 
P 'd' g Services per Average Month Number and Proportion of Victim Projects rovi In 

Number of Clients Provided Each No. of Projects Referring 
Direct Service per Month at Least One Client for 

(N - 69 76) Service per Month 

0 1 15 16+ No. of 
No. of No. of Projects % No. of 

% % Projects % Projects . Projects 

Emergency Services 

Medical care 62 84% 10 14% 2 3% 39 54% 

Shelter /food 38 51% 28 38% 8 11% 50 69% 

Security repair 56 75% 14 19% 5 7% 25 36% 

Financial assistance 43 58% 22 30% 9 12% 40 56% 

Counseling 

24-hour hotline 47 64% 14 19% 13 18% 14 20% . 
Crisis intervention 22 30% 2[) 34% 26 36% 16 23% 

Follow-up counseling 24· 32% 21 28% 30 40% 33 46% 
.. 

Police-Related Services 

Checking investigation 
39% 20 27% 14 20% 34% 29 status 25 

Property return 49 67% 21 29% 3 4% 5 7% 

Escort to station/ 
moral support 28 38% 35 47% 11 15% 9 13% 

Other Direct Services 

Insurance claims 
assistance 45 62% 23 32% 5 7% 13 18% 

Assistance with 
offender restitution 57 76% 17 23% 1 1% 11 15% 

Assistance with victim 
compensation 28 38% 35 47% 11 15% 18 25% 

Witness fee assistance 70 92% 5 7% 1 1% 5 7% 

Court-Related Services 

Witness reception 64 85% 8 11% 3 4% 6 8% 
Orientation to court 
procedures 27 36% 31 42% 16 22% 7 10% 
Preparation for 
testimony 49 65% 22 29% 4 5% 6 8% 
Legal or p~ralegal counsel 58 77% 14 19% 3 4% 26 36% 

Notification of 
court schedule 44 59% 25 33% 6 8% 12 17% 

Notification of case 
disposition 39 52% 28 37% 8 11% 9 13% 
Witness alert 64 85% 9 12% 2 3% 4 5% 

Transportation to court 26 36% 43 59% 4 5% 17 24% 
Child care 69 91% 7 9% - - 8 11% 
Escort service to court/ 
moral support 27 36% 41 55% 6 8% 6 8% 
Employer intervention 50 68% 23 31% 1 1% - -
Victim/witness protecti on 67 89% 8 11% - - 11 15% 

" --
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Another view of victim project effort is obtained by 

looking at the number of client contacts rather than at the 

services provided, as one contact can result in multiple 

services. Type I projects have relatively low client volume. 

For the 10 victim projects we observed, the average monthly 

volume of unduplicated clients is estimated at 135. For 

mail survey projects, the median number of total client 

contacts per month is 117, and the median nUmber of face-to­

face contacts is only 30.* Face-to-face and telephone 

contacts exceed those made by mail, reflecting the reliance 

of victim projects on personal attention in aiding their 

clients. Most victims see or talk with victim project staff 

only once or twice; however, some can require continuing 

assistance for weeks, months, or even yearsI' especially if a 
case is being prosecuted. 

Other activities. 
In addition to services to individual 

victims, over 90 percent of victim projects provide crime 

prevention information or other public education, and 58 

percent offer training to police. Research, training for 

health professionals, and advocacy of victim/witness-oriented 
legislation are other common pursuits. 

Project environment. Type I projects serve a variety of 

jurisdictions, most frequently city or county areas. About 

one in five projects serves a neighborhood. The population 

size in these jurisdictions ranges from 4,000 to 3,700,000 

for mail survey projects. All but one of the observed 

projects operate in jurisdictions where there are rape crisis, 

domestic abuse, or prosecutor-based witness assistance programs. 

Perhaps surprisingly, there appears to be, little duplication 

of services among these projects. The other consistent 

*Projects less than one year old at the time of the survey were excluded 
from this analysis, based on our observation that client volume is 
generally low for new projects. 

15 



finding is that good working relationships with the police, 

prosecutors, and other LE/CJ officials are typical of victim 

projects--a1though, in most cases, the respect and support 

of the criminal justice community was won slowly. 

The choice of host agency no doubt confers some differ­

ential advantages (and disadvantages) on victim projects. 

For example, police-based projects have easier initial access 

to records and to officers, while community-based organizations 

may enjoy greater trust from some citizens. Police projecis are 

usually closer to police and court facilities, since they are 

allocated space within the department, but proximity did not 

appear problematic for any non-police projects we visited. 

Based on our observation, no agency type is intrinsically best 

suited to implementing victim projects. 

The Witness Model 

Witness projects emerged from efforts to streamline 

witness notification procedures and to make the participation 

of victims and witnesses in the criminal justice process less 

onerous. The broad goals are similar to those of victim proj­

ects, but witness assistance efforts place greater emphasis on 

system pay-offs such as increasing witness cooperation and 

saving time for system personnel. The services are generally 

oriented to reducing the time and money lost by witnesses in 

a criminal case and to improving the amount of information 

witnesses receive about both the process and'the outcome of 

their cases. For victims who are witnesses, concerns often 

extend to acquiring restitution and/or compensation and 

easing the trauma of testifying; some projects try to build 

in a voice for the victim in disposition and sentencing. 

Projects also hope to minimize witness intimidation. 

16 

---~- -----

\ 
/' 
{ '1.l. 

\ 
i 
{ -
I 

) 

I " 

{ 
1 

l 

", 

---- ----- ~---------

• l~ 

.. -~ , -'. 

/ 

At the simplest level, the logic underlying witness 

project expectations is that witnesses, when breated humanely, 

oriented to court procedures, and notified of their required 

appearances, will more frequently show up for court. Because 

of increased appearance rates, dismissals and continuances will 

drop, with corresponding savings of police, prosecution, and 

court personnel time and an increase in conviction rates. At 

the same time, project staff, by managing notification and 

subpoena service tasks previously handled by prosecutors and/ 

or police, will free costly personnel for other activities. 

Witness project staff believe that in most cases the witness 

and the system want the same ultimate resu1-t--offender convictions. 

They generally claim that unwilling victims are rarely forced 

to prosecute, and are more apt to cite cases of system failure 

to prosecute in discussing victim-system conflicts. 

Tapget popuZation., Witness projects ordinarily focus their 

services around specific levels or types of court proceedings, 

such as felony proceedings, post-arraignment appearances, or 

Grand Jury hearings. In so doing, all witnesses required for 

prosecution of crimes at that stage are automatically provided 

or offered some level of service, if t:hey can be located. 

Witnesses served include victims and non-victims, with witnesses 

in felony cases the most common recipients of aid. Seventy-

two percent of survey respondents also include police officers 

in the service population. 

Some projects do screen the general witness population 

for victims of sexual assault or other violent crime in 

order to offer them a more intensive level of service. +n 

addition, many projects also provide modest services to referred 

victims who are not involved in the court or prosecution 

process, although they lack formal outreach procedures for such 

clients. 
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Methods of client location. Witness projects rely heavily 

on the courts and the prosecutor for obtaining clients. Proj­

ect staff generally identify prospective witnesses by screening 

court dockets, subpoena lists, or prosecutor case files. If 

the project prepares subpoenas, assistant prosecutors may notify 

the project of all witnesses needed. To a lesser degree, witness 

projects also rely on referrals from police and other local 

agencies. Once a witness list is compiled, projects typically 

contact all identified witnesses by mail or phone with an offer 

of service. Notification of the witness' first scheduled appear-

. ance may be part of this initial contact. Key witnesses or 

those believed particularly traumatized frequently get more 

personal attention. 

Service availability. After-hours coverage is less common 

for witness projects than for victim projects. Sixty percent 

of mail survey responden'cs have no on-call capability, with 

the remaining projects available after hours "when necessary" 

(30%), or by telephone only (9%). For projects we observed, 

after-hours response was requested only in rare emergencies. 

Twenty-four-hour telephone recordings of case schedules and 

continuances are maintained by some proj,ects. 

Services. Type II projects see their first job as getting 

the witness to court. Of the five groups of client service 

activities shown in Table 4, court services predominate. Almost 

90 percent of the mail survey respondents provide notification 

of court schedules and of case dispositions. Mail notification 

followed up by reminder telephone calls for selected cases ap­

pears to be the most frequent notification method. The noti­

fication process also involves "calling off" witnesses when 

schedules change, to avert unnecessary trips to court. Many 

projects (68%) maintain a witness alert program--that is, 

the option to be summoned by telephone shortly before appearance 

in court is required. Other popular strategies for facilitating 

witness appearance include witness reception (76%) (sometimes 

in special lounges) and orientation to court procedures (86%). 
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TABLE 4 
Number and Proportion of Witness Projects Providing Services per Average Month 

Number o'f Clients Provided Each No. of Projects Referring 
Direct Service per Month at least One Client for 

(N = 66-86) Service per Month 

0 - 1-'15 16+ 
No. of No. of No. of 

No. of 
% 

Projects % Projects % Projects % Projects 

Emergency Services 

Medical care 83 97% 3 3% - - 21 31% 
Shelter /food 76 89% 9 11% - - 30 45% 
Security repair 83 98% 2 2% - - 11 16% 
Fi nancial assistance 76 89% 9 11% - - 31 47% 

Counseling 

24-hour hotline 80 94% 4 5% 1 1% 5 8% 
Crisis intervention 63 77% 14 17% 5 6% 15 23% 
Follow-up counseling 58 72% 18 22% 5 6% 34 52% 

Police-Related Services 

Checking investigation 
status 41 52% 17 22% 21 27% 11 16% 
Property return 20 25% 48 61% 11 14% 20 30% 
Escort to station/ 
moral support 58 69% 21 25% 5 6% 10 14% 

Other Direc:t Services 

Insurance cla,ims 
assistance 54 66% 25 30% 3 4% 14 21% 
Assistance with 
offender restitution ~ 

32 40% 29 36% 19 24% 20 31% 
Assistance with victim 
compensation 34 42% 39 48% 8 10% 18 27% 
Witness fee assistance 28 35% 20 25% 31 39% 9 14% 

Court-Related Services 

Witness reception 1 19 24% 10 13% 49 63% 6 9% 
Orientation to court 
procedures 1 10 13% 13 17% 52 69% 5 7% 
Preparation for 
testimony 37 46% 18 22% 26 32% 10 15% 
Legal or paralegal counsel 56 72% 8 10% 14 18% 15 23% 
Notification of 
court schedule 1 8 11 % 8 11% 60 79% 6 9% 
Notification of case 
disposition 1 9 11% 12 15% 58 73% 6 9% 

Witness alert 25 32% 12 15% 41 53% 6 9% 

Transportation to court 26 32% 45 55% 11 13% 10 15% 
Child care 51 61% 31 37% 1 1% 8 12% 
Escort service to court/ 
moral support 20 25% 32 40% 29 36% 6 9% 
Employer intervention 27 34% 47 59% 6 8% 4 6% 
Victim/witness protection 47 58% 32 40% 2 2% 11 17% 

For these activities the numbers of clients served are higher than the table categories suggest. The median numbers of clients 
rec~i~in£, these s9rvic~s are:. witness reception - 55; ~rientation to court procedures - 60; notification of court schedule _ 150; 
notIfIcatIon of case dlspostlOn - 100. - .. " . 
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Most witness projects also offer a range of supplemental 

services to support witness appearances. Escort or transpor­

tation to court and some form of assistance in completing 

claims for witness fees are most common. For smaller numbers 

of witnesses, steff deal with fears or threats of intimidation 

(e.g., providing reassurance and requesting special police 

attention if necessary); intervene with employers to ensure 

that time off is given, possibly with pay; and assist with 

restitution compensation and insurance claims. 

Projects may provide some police-related services 

as well, like checking on investigation status and facilitat­

ing property return. Witness projects do make referrals to 

other local services, although emergency and social service 

needs are less prevalent for their clientele than for victim 

project clients. 

Witness projects have relatively high client volume--

a median of 547 contacts per month for survey respondents and 

375 unduplicated clients for the seven sites visited. Telephone 

and mail contacts are the most frequent; the median number of 

face-to-face contacts is 71.* Although these outnumber the 

face-to-face contacts of victim projects,personal contacts 

of Type II projects tend to be qualitatively different. The 

Type I contact can represent several hours of comforting a 

traumatized rape victim, while the Type II contact may be a 

handshake and a few words at the witness reception center. 

For court cases involving multiple appearances or schedule 

changes, witness projects will often have mUltiple contacts 

with each witness. 

Othe!' activities. About 75 percent of Type II projects 

engage in public education activities and about half are in­

volved in, lobbying for victim/witness-related legislation. 

Police training and prosecutor training are also offered by 

over 40 percent of survey respondents. 

*Based on projects at least one year old at the time of the mail survey. 
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P!'oject envi!'onment. Witness projects are almost in-' 

variably located in the courthouse complex--in a reception area, 

in separate offices, or in the prosecutors' offices. Proximity 

to the court is important, both for greeting and directing 

witnesses and for coordinating project activities with changing 

court and prosecutorial schedules. 

The jurisdictions served by witness projects range in 

population from 23,000 to 7,000,000. The social service 

referral agencies available to the projects we visited vary 

from three agencies to over 300. As was true of victim 

projects, many Type II projects co-exist with other victim/ 

witness-oriented programs in their communities. 

The Victim-Witness Model 

Victim-witness projects combine components of both Type I 

and Type II projects. They are the least common variation, 

accounting for about 11 percent of survey respondents, perhaps 

because of the greater resource, demands and the degree of 

cooperation required across both police and prosecutor agencies. 

In many respects, Ty.pe III projects an! similar to witness 

projects. Eighty-three percent of the mail survey Type III 

projects are hosted by prosecutors' offices. Unlike 

witness projects, however, Type III projects have formal 

client location procedures for victims who are not also wit­

nesses and a formal policy including victims in their service 

population. Client location procedures include victim­

oriented methods like police report screen.ing and hotlines 

and witness-oriented methods like case schedule review and 

prosecutor referrals. In some projects, the victim and 

witness efforts are handled by separate staff units. 
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victim-witness projects provide a combination of services 

characteristic of Type I and Type II projects. The average 

monthly service statistics in Table 5 reflect this dual 

emphasis. Most victim-witness projects provide counseling, 

claims assistance, and both police- and court-related services. 

A few provide emergency assistance as well. Some additional 

unique services such as the operation of a complaint room for 

victims were also observed during site visits. Average monthly 

client contacts made in delivering these services are fairly 

high, with total median monthly contacts at 477 and median 

face-to-face contacts at 81.* 

All three projects we visited are located in courthouses 

or prosecutors' offices, all are in service-rich areas, and all 

have exceptionally good working relfl .... ~onships with the law 

enforcement and criminal justice agencies. Such environments 

may be necessary to the survival of projects as large as those 

observed. Jurisdictions served by victim-witness projects 

surveyed range from 75,000 to 8,000,000 in population. The 

median population is 401,000, compared to 235,000 for victim 

projects and 268,500 for· witness projects. 

PROJECT COSTS 

Precise analysis of project costs and resource levels 

could not be attempted with the limited data available. Using 

some crude indicators, however, we find there are definite 

differences across project types. These are summarized in 

Table 6. Median costs per client served are $46 in victim 

projects, $6 in witness projects, and $8 in victim-witness 

projects. The figures are sufficient to substantia'te a point 

obvious to on-site observers: victim projects are low-volume, 

higher-cost projects; witness projects are much higher volume, 

producing substantially lower.costs per client. Victim-witness 

projects fall somewhere in the middle. 

*Based on proj ect.s at least one year old at the time of the mail survey. 
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TABLE 5 
Number and Proportion of Victim-Witness Projects Providing Services per Average M th on 

Number ~f Clients Provided Each No. of Projects Referring 
Direct Service per Month at Least One Client fer 

(N = 21) Service per Month 

0 1-15 16+ 

No. of No. of 
No. of 

% % No. of Projects % 
Project;; Projects Projects. 

% 

Emergency Services 

Medical care 18 86% 1 5% 2 10% 10 59% 

Shelter/food 13 62% 6 29% 2 10% 13 76% 

Security repair 15 71% 3 14% 3 14% 5 29% 

Financial assistance 12 57% 8 38% 1 5% 10 59% 

Counseling 

24-hour hotline 15 68% 3 14% 4 18% 8 44% 

Crisis intervention 3 15% 3 15% 14 70% 6 33% 

Follow·up counseling 4 20% 4 20% 12 60% 10 56% 

Police-Related Services 

Checking investigation 
status 6 29% 2 10% 13 62% 7 37% 

Property return 9 43% 7 33% 5 24% 6 32% 

Escort to station/ 
moral support 7 32% 6 27% 9 41% 5 26% 

Other Direct Services 

Insurance claims 
assistance 13 65% 6 3% 1 5% 3 17% 

Assistance with 
offender restitution 7 33% 4 19% 10 48% 4 22% 

Assistance with victim 
compensation 5 24% 7 33% 9 43% 7 39% 

Witness fee assistance 11 52% 4 19% 6 29% 4 22% 

Court-Related Services 

Witness reception 1 4 19% 1 5% 16 76% 3 17% 

Orientation to court 
procedures 1 1 5% 1 5% 19 90% 5 28% 

Preparation for 
testimony 6 29% 4 19% 11 52% 5 28% 

Legal or paralegal counsel 15 68% 1 5% 6 27% 8 44% 

Notification of court 
schedule 1 3 15% 1 5% 16 80% 5 28% 

Notification of case 
disposition 1 1 5% 3 15% 16 80% 5 28% 

Witness alert 1 5 24% 3 14% 13 62% 7 39% 
Transportation to court 4 19% 12 57% 5 24% 4 22% 

Child care 3 14% 16 76% 2 10% 6 33% 

Escort service to court/ 
moral support 1 - - 8 38% 13 62% 6 33% 

Employer intervention 4 19% 15 71% 2 10% 4 22% 

Victi m/wi tness protecti or 11 52% 6 29% 4 19% 8 44% 

Media!, cl!ents l!erv:cf for these activit.ies are higher than the table categories suggest. Median clients served are as follows' 
checkmg mves~lgat!~n s~atus - 41; v.:ltnes~ reception,... ~9; orientation to court procedures - 69; notification of court . 
schedule - 73, notification of case dispOSition - 112; witness alert - 51; and escort and moral slipport - 41. 
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TABLE 6 
Resource Levels for Mail Survey Projects by Type 1 

Annual Budget 

Budget Range 
Median Budget 

Per Capita 
Budget Range 2 

Median Per 
Capita Budget 

Staff 

Range in Staff 
Size 

Median Number of 
Full-Time Staff 

Median Number of 
Part-Time Staff 

Median Number of 
Volunteers 

Percent of Projects 
Using Volunteers 

Estimated Monthly 
Volume of Face·toFace 
Contacts 

Range 
Median 

Cost per Face·to·Face 
Contact 4 

Range 

Median 

Estimated Monthly 
Volume of iotal 
Contacts - Mail, 
Teiephone, face·to·Face 

Range 

Median 

Cost per Contact 4 

Range 

Median 

Victim Projects 

N=57-68 

$2,000 to $438,000 

$70,000 

$.003 to $7.13 3 

$.18 

N=68 

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

3.3 

0.4 

0.4 

44% 

N=51-57 

o to 300 

30 

$7 to $2,159 

$165 

N=51-57 

22 to 690 

117 

$4 to $720 

$46 

Witness Projects 

N=60 

$8,000 to $469,000 

$33,500 

$.004 to $.81 

$.13 

N=80 

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

2.0 

0.2 

0.2 

33% 

N=52-67 

o to 5,000 

71 

$0 to $400 

$51 

N=52-65 

10 to 5,950 

547 

$1 to $2" 

$6 

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

2 Based on total population of jurisdiction served. 
3 The maximum value reported for per capita budgets is probably erroneously inflated by projects that 

reported entire budgets of an effort with a relatively small victim component. 
4 Based on budgeted cost only, divided by estimated client volume. No adjustments have been made for 

varying overhead estimation procedures or any reporting anomalies. 
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Victim·Witnes:i 
Projects 

N=18-20 

$11 ,000 to $242,000 

$100,000 

$.05 to $.56 

$.15 

N=20 

Fu II-ti me 0--17 
Part-time 0--4 
Volunteer 0-40 

4.5 

0.4 

5.0 

80% 

N=14-16 

8 to 1,800 

81 

$5 to 1,104 

$51 

N=14-16 

75 to 3,800 

477 

$2 to $141 

$8 

-----------

" "!i. ~ 

I 

----- ----------

The within-type variation is considerable, especially for 

Types I and III. For the sites we visited, characteristics 

of higher cost projects included: 

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

• crisis intervention at the crime scene 
as the preferred contact strategy; 

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

• emphasis on providing many services 
directly rather than by referral; 

• allocation of significant resources 
to non-client services such as re­
search, training, public relations, 
and lobbying for statutory changes. 

Victim-witness projects, which by definition are most 

comprehensive, have the highest median budgets and full-time 

staffing levels. They are followed by the victim group. 

Per capita budgets (based on population size of jurisdiction) 

do not differ very much across types--the medians are $.15, 

$.13, and $.18 for Types I, II, and III respectively. 
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Ill. Victim/Witness Assistance Project Impacts: 
Are the Projects Successful'? 

To explore the question of project success, we relied 

primarily on a critical review of the written record concerning 

project outcomes and impacts. We re'v'iewed all retrievable 

V/WA project evaluations and a considerable amount of other 

project-specific documentation obtained from project staff 

and State Planning Agencies. The growing literature on victim/ 

witness assistance, as well as the hopes and expectations 

articulated for projects by V/WA staff, local decision-

makers and others we interviewed, guided both our search for 

evidence and our organization of that evidence.* 

THE VICTIM MODEL 

We uncovered evaluative information relevant to the victim 

model for 19 projects, most of it produced by ~,ndependent third­

party evaluators.. All of the formal studies we located appeared 

from 197'7 through 1979. Only two efforts looked at multiple sites 

(Minnesota Department of Corrections, 1979; Bishop et al., 1979). 

Consistent with the humanitarian concerns of victim 

projects, most research has focused on client benefits 

(e.g., Norris & Hansen, 1978; Goeke & Stretch, 1978a, 1978b; 

JGM Associates, 1978; Silbert et al., 1979). Only two 

evaluation efforts--one of the community-based York Street 

Center in Denver (Coates, J. '.~ e!) and' another of the Pima County 

Victim-Witness Advocate Program (Kraft et al., 1977; Stanford 

Research Institute, 1978)--have also attempted to capture 

project impacts on the criminal justice system. 

*All evidence uncovered was referenced to flow diagrams representing the 
operational logic of victim and witness projects and their outcome and 
i~act expectations. Methodological limitations were noted as part of the 
cataloguing procedure. Appendix B contains the flow diagrams for the victim 
and witness models, as well as summary evidence tables for each. 
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The main drawbac:::k of these studies is the lack of infor­

mation on hard outcomes. Researchers have documented the number 

and kind. of services clients receive, but few have quan~ified 

success in reducing victim trauma, restoring victims to their 

former state, or preventing revictimization. There are good 

reasons for this. Well-accepted techniques for measuring 

"trauma'~ are not yet available. Furthermore, assessing long­

run project impacts, whether emotional or financial, would 

usually require more complex, better funded, and lengthier 

studies ·than we encountered. As a substitute, studies have 

used client satisfaction surveys and/or opinion surveys of 

personnel in local agencies to assess whether victim projects 

are helping clients. Poor response rates have been a 

problem, however, particularly when researchers have relied 

on mail surveys (Silbert et al., 1979; Summit County Criminal 

Justice Commission, n.d.)* 

Another generic problem of victim project evaluations 

is the lack of good comparison groups of victims who have 

not been exposed to program services. Projects typically 

target either entire jurisdictions or neighborhoods with 

unique crime problems or populations. In one study, researchers 

were forced to use a comparison population that included many 

non-victims (Reich, Mowen, & Mowen, 1978). In other studies, 

the members of the comparison group were likely to have suf­

fered less serious victimization than project clients (work 

in progress in Tampa, Florida) or to represent less "difficult" 

cases for police (Stanford Research Institute, 1978). Most 

evaluations have done without comparison groups. 

Given these caveats and qualifications, what can be said 

about the state of knowledge concerning victim projects? We 

begin with the benefits to victims--the predominant concern 

of most of our interviewees--and then turn to the evidence 

for impacts on the system. 

*There appear to be multiple reasons for this, including minimal follow-ups 
tr. nonrespondents in some surveys, inability to locate victims served weeks 
or months earlier, outright refusals, and client failure to recall receipt 
of service. 
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. Victim Benefits 

The most obvious conclusion to be drawn from the evidence 

to date is that most clients Zike victim projects and will 

report that the services have been helpful. Observers from 

criminal justice and social service agencies tend to concur 

in this assessment. Thus, if self-reports are taken at face 

value, the victim is helped. And certainly many victims do 

receive services which are "goods" in themselves--our mail 

survey data and our on-site observation clearly confirm 

this. The proportion who would have obtained services on 

their. own is unknown, however, although an earlier survey 

indicates that victims are often unaware of public services 

that might help (Doerner et al., 1976). The limited data 

also hint that projects can increase the quantity and quality 

of state compensation claims filed. 

For other client benefits attributed to victim projects, 

we have little systematic evidence. These benefits include 

increased police sensitivity to victim needs, increased 

victim understanding of the criminal justice process, and 

decreased revictimization. Most strikingly, no studies have 

yet examined whether project cZients suffer less trauma~ 

either in the short or long run, than victims who go without 

help. Yet this is a core motivation for nearly all victim 

projects. 

System Benefits 

Benefits to the police department are the system impacts 

most frequently attributed to victim projects--especially 

those which emphasize on-scene crisis intervention. Only 

one study analyzed and compared police records of time at 

the scene for project-assisted and unassisted calls. It 
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indicated no significant differences (Stanford Research 

Institute, 1978), but had limitations which may well have 

obscured real impacts. Otherwise, the case for time savings 

rests mostly on favorable police survey data at four sites 

(Minnesota Department of Corrections, 1979; Reich et al., 1978) 

and evidence of some project success in diverting domestic 

disturbance calls at another (Coates, 1979). We observed during 

site visits that project staff sometimes transport victims to 

line-ups and perform other follow-up tasks that officers might 

have done in their absence, but systematic evidence concerning 

these system benefits is not reported in the literature. 

Overall, the available bits and piece6 of evidence suggest 

that victim projects can save time for the police. Project staff 

and police interviewees at visited sites were nearly unanimous 

in believing that such direct benefits--although probably of 

modest.magnitude--accrue to police departments. 

Other expected system effects of victim projects include 

increased victim satisfaction and better cooperation with 

police/prosecution, which are in turn assumed to produce 

better "word-of-mouth" for the system, increased crime 

reporting, and increased convictions. Unlike the impacts 

and outcomes discussed earlier, the limited research findings 

on these outcomes do not confirm the victim model's expectations. 

Clients apparently are not markedly more satisfied with the 

system, more "willing" to cooperate, or more likely to 

report crime (Reich et al., 1978; San Mateo County Probation 

Department, 1978; Coates, 1979). Because most victims are 

never asked to cooperate in the prosecution of ·a case, investi­

gators have not been able to establish actual increases in 

cooperation or changes in conviction rates. 
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Kraft, Drake, and Ivy (1977), have argued persuasively 

that expectations of significant increases in future crime 

reporting and increased coopera.tion with prosecutors were 

unrealistic for the program they evaluated in Pima County, 

Arizona. This seems to be true for most victim projects. 

The volume of arrests in victim cases is small everywhere, 

at best allowing for weak effects on prosecution success. 

The literature on the determinants of crime reporting (e.g., 

Schneider et al., 1976; U.S. Department of Justice, 1979) 

also gives reason for pessimism about the ability of victim 

projects to promote increases in reporting rates. 

THE WITNESS MODEL 

Overall, we uncovered evidence from 27 sites concerning 

the outcomes and impacts of witness projects or components. 

The most comprehensive and reliable findings come from formal 

project evaluations. The Vera Institute of Justice efforts 

(1975, 1976a, 1976b, 1979) to examine its Brooklyn-based 

Victim/Witness Assistance Program, now continuing under the 

successor Victim Services Agency (1979a, 1979b), must be 

considered the pioneering work in the field; The Evaluation/ 

Policy Research Associates-Price Waterhouse (1979) evaluation 

of Milwaukee's Project Turnaround is also distinguished for 

its comprehensiveness; and it, too, has spanned several years 

of project effort. 

Several smaller formal evaluations have also contributed 

to the witness assistance knowledge base (e.g., Henderson, 

n.d.; Prince George's County Criminal Justice Evaluation Unit, 

1979; Stanford Research Institute, 1978), and a number of 

less systematic attempts at impact assessment by planning 

agencies or by projects themselves appear in project files 

and reports. Only one study examined more than one site-­

the Arthur D. Little evaluation (1977)- of the National 

District Attorneys Association.Commission on Victim/Witness 

Assistance demonstration •. ~., 
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Knowledge about the outcomes and impacts of witness 

projects is considerably greater than for their victim 

assistance counterparts. As in the case of victim projects, 

surveys of criminal justice personnel and client satisfaction 

with program performance have been used to assess whether 

projects do a good job of helping clients (e.g., Balabas, 

1977; Arthur D. Little, 1977; Swasy, 1976; Vera Institute of 

Justice, 1976a). But these surveys have often been supplemented 

with more objective measurements of presumed witness benefits. 

These include, for example, study of actual reductions in 

complainant waiting time (EPRA, 1979), observation of court 

personnel' interactions with witnesses (Victim Services 

Agency, 1979b), and analysis of records of compensation or 

restitution claims and awards (Wayne County Prosecutor's 

Office, 1979; EPRA, 1979). 

In addition, several researchers have managed to use 

comparison groups or longitudinal designs, particularly to 

examine the system impacts of witness assistance efforts. 

Thus, baseline data on witness appearances have been collected 

before introduction of new notification services (e.g., Vera 

Institute of Justice, 1975, 1976b), or services have been 

delivered in some courts or to some groups of witnesses and 

not others (e.g., Junior League, 1979; Henderson, n.d.). 

Similar techniques have been applied for examining the impacts 

of changes in procedures for serving subpoenas (Arthur D. 

Little, 1977), in notifying prosecutors of witness problems 

(Vera Institute of Justice, 1979), and in notifying police 

of schedule changes (EPRA, 1979). These designs have 

1i.mitations--witnesses may not be r.andom1y assigned to 

alternative treatments or baseline observations may be made 

for only a single point in time--but they generally allow 

greater confidence in the results than could be justified 

for the victim evaluation research. 
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In part, the greater advances in witness assistance 

evaluation are attributable to the greater ease of measuring 

many of the relevant outcomes. Witness appearances and case 

dispositions are easy to observe and count, unlike degree of 

"victim trauma." Witness project evaluators also have other 

advantages--1arger numbers of cases to work with and outcomes 

(e.g., appearance rates) which are measurable soon after the 

intervention. 

We now turn to the evidence of witness model success, 

again considering benefits to clients first. 

Witness Benefits 

Witness projects emphasize many tangible benefits for 

their c1ients--averting or .. reimbursing the financial losses 

from victimization and minimizing the time and money losses 

ca~sed by participation' in the prosecution process. There 

is currently considerable evidence that witness ppojeats ape 

peduaing unneaessapy Zay witness appeapances and waiting 

time, through improved notification procedures, telephone 

alert, and better case scheduling practices (e.g., Arthur D. 

Little, 1977; Vera Institute of Justice, 1976b; EPRA, 1979; 

Stanford Research Institute, 1978). The evidence has some 

limitations, but given the haphazard notification procedures 

most project jurisdictions endured previously, it seems 

extremely likely that some improvement has occurred. Some 

projects also have made various "one-time" procedural changes 

that save witness time, such as requiring fewer witnesses at 

some of the early court proceedings (EPRA, 1979). 

In addition to saving witness time--which may avert lost 

wages, transportation, and other expenses--witness ppojeats, 

like victim projects, deZivep many sepviaes whiah ape "goods" 

in themseZves. These include transportation, child care, 

and orientation to the prosecution process. The proportion 
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of witnesses who would have secured similar assistance on 

their own or would not have appeared in court wi thout this 

help, has not been systematically examined. In a multiple­

site survey of prosecutors, however, services like child 

care and transportation were, ranked as less useful to 

witnesses than the witness counseling and notification 

activities (Arthur D. Little i 1977). 

To date, evidence of success in securing financial 

t ~etu~n for victims and witnesses is recompense or proper y ~- ~-

limited. Some projects are increasing the quantity and 

quality of restitution orders and compensation claims, but 

documentation of improvements in dollar recovery or pro-

d . t (EPRA 1979,· Wayne County Prosecutor's cessing spee ~s scan , 

Office, 1979; Victim Services Agency, 1979a). One study has 

documented improvements in pre-trial property return, but 

found no progress on the witness fee front (EPRA, 1979). No 

one has examined increases in employer payme.nt for witness 

court time. Success in achieving various forms of financial 

reimbursement or property return is often dependent on 

administrative systems beyond project control, and these 

vary from one jurisdiction to another. 

For less tangible client benefits such as alleviating 

trauma, reducing intimidation, or increasing involvement in 

or understanding of disposition and sentencing, there is 

only scattered evidence,- usually from single si tes. The 

evidence is generally supportive, but nearly as limited as 

for victim assistance efforts. 

As we noted for the victim model, it is apparent that 

clients like the projects and rate them as helpful (e.g., 

EPRA, 1979; San Mateo County Probation Department, 1978; 

Barabas, 1977; Vera Institute of Justice, 1976a; Swasy, 1976; 
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Prince George's County Criminal Justice Evaluation Unit, 1979). 

Prosecutors also view many project efforts as useful to victims 

and believe that victims and witnesses are now treated with 

greater sensitivity by criminal justice personnel (Arthur D. 
Little, 1977). 

System Benefits 

Improving witness appearance rates, saving LE/CJ personnel 

time, and otherwise making the prosecution process more 

efficient and effective are prime motivations for starting 

and sustaining witness projects. From the evidence available, 

it appears that projects are paying off for the system~ 

although not al~ays as dramatically as some proponents had 
hoped. 

The evidence so far provides the following support for 

the witness model assumptions: 

1. Prosecuto~s clearly believe witness assistance efforts 

save their own time and produce more cooperative witnesses 

(e.g., Arthur D. Little, 1977; Barabas, 1977; EPRA, 1979). 

Although actual time studies have not been done, our direct 

observation confirms that project staff are performing 

tasks, especially notification, formerly handled by prosecutors. 

Savings of prosecutor time represent resources freed for 

alternative uses rather than direct cost savings for the 

system (EPRA, 1979; Victim Services Agency, 1979a; Arthur D. 
Little, 1977). 

2. Three studies show that projects have produced some 

absolute improvements in witness appearance rates (Vera 

Institute of Justice, 1976b; Henderson, n.d.; Wayne County 

Prosecutor's Office, 1979). Although not always statistically 

significant, all changes are in the desired direction and of 
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, about 10-15 percent higher than comparison 
similar magn1.tude ( hich the limited 

) There are conflicts i however, w 
groups • One study reports that most t Yet resolve. 
evidence canno 'th the experi-

" rs at first appearance, W1. 
proJect 1.mpact occu II' that of comparison 
mental group appearance rate equa 1.ng , 

appearances (Vera Institute of Just1.ce, 
groups for later , I' htly different methodology, 
1976b). Another study, w1.th a s 1.g f 

g roup witnesses appear more re­t that experimental 
repor s , ases of all ages 

t ly than the comparison group 1.n c 
quen , rance rates is d ). the improvement 1.n appea {Henderson, n. . , 

actually greater with the older cases. 

3 Police witness time ~ nan be substantially reduced by 

• (PRA 1979· Arthur 'f' t'on procedures E, , ~mproved police not~·1,ca 1, , 

v Institute, 1978; Vict1.m D. Little, 1977; Stanford Research 

1979) This can represent considerable Services Agency, a . , 

, s to the system because police witnesses are 1.n-
cost saV1.ng, d police time is expensive. ' lost every case an 
valved 1.n am, , 'freed for other 

indirect, mean1.ng t1.me 1.S . Most., savings are y also 
reduction in police overtime costs rna activities. Some 11 
the subpoena service system, usua y Changes in 

occur. from personal service to mail service involving a change , 

a re also time-savers for pol1.ce, d/ telephone alert, 
an or less effective in producing witness and do not appear to be 

Arthur D. Little, 1977; Broward 
appearances (EPRA, 1979; , , Services Agency, 

Board Of Commissioners, 1978; V1.ct1.m County 

Inst1.' tute of Justice, 1976b). 1979a; Vera 

4. Some evidence indicates that 

, s primarily notification, may 
serV1.ce , h 'inal 
h' her rates of witness satisfaction with t e cr1.m , 

1.g , C ty Criminal Just1.ce 

receipt of project 

be associated with 

justice system (Prince George s ~un , Association, 
Evaluation Unit, 1979; National D1.str1.ct Attorneys 

1976). 
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In a number of other areas, the model has received little 

or no confirmation from the research to date. In a few sites 

there is suggestive evidence that reasons for case dismissal 

have shifted slightly; i.e., fewer cases are now dismissed 

because of witness "no-show." But most attempts to examine 

the impact of project services on overall dismissal rates 

have found little or no change (Vera Institute of Justice, 

1976b; EPRA, 1979; Henderson, n.d.; J'unior League, 1979; 

Broward County Board of Commissioners, 1978), despite prose­

cutors' belief to the contrary. Increases in suspect con­

victions or increased speed of court processing attributable 

to project efforts also look marginal at best from the 

available data. 'k Limited evidence shows no major impact on 

witness intent to cooperate in ·the future (EPRA, 1979; Prince 

George's County Criminal Justice Evaluation Unit, 1979). 

THE VICTIM-WITNESS MODEL 

We encountered a few findings from victim-witness projects 

which could not be fit into either the victim or witness 

models (Black & Regenstreif ASSOCiates, 1977; Schneider & 

Reiter, 1976; San Mateo County Probation Department, 1978; 

Kraft et al., 1977; Stanford Research Institute, 1978). 

All involved surveys where it was difficult to distinguish 

whether the· respondent had encountered victim assistance 

components of the project, witness assistance components, or 

both. These surveys, too, find victims and witnesses are 

generally satisfied with the services received, but report 

little evidence that receipt of service's significantly 

affected attitudes to the criminal. justice system or Willing­
ness to cooperate in the future. 

*The exception is one recent study that looked at the effect of systematically 
providing prosecutors with information about witness cooperativeness or 
availability in selected cases (Vera Institute of Justice, 1979). Dis-
tinct differences in case disposition were observed; e,' g., in cases where 
prosecutors were notified that a witness was noncooperative, significantly 
fewer dismissals resulted and more guilty pleas were taken. 
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No evidence was available in the literature to assess 

the liabilities or assets of linking victim assistance with 
witness assistance eff t H or s. owever, combined victim/witness 

assistance efforts appear to be flourishing. Of the three 

types, they tend to be the largest projects with the highest 

client volume. They al,so are more 11'kely to be institution-
alized. All four victim/witness projects identified in a 

1976 inventory (Stein, 1977) are still in existence, compared 

victim projects and 88 percent with only two-thirds of the 

of the witness projects.* 

A FINAL NOTE ABOUT IMPACTS 

Nearly all projects, of whatever type, hope to sensitize 

criminal justice personnel, local social service and health 

professionals, and the public to the needs and problems of 

victims and witnesses. Although researchers have not system­

atically tackled this sort of impact, our field visits and 

anecdotal information suggest that changes are occurring in 

many locations. V/WA pro]'ects are t h no t e only change 

made a contribution--agents, but it is likely they have 

through serving individual clien~s and through their training, 
public education, and broader advocacy activities. 

*The stein report iden~ified 72 V/WA projects, of which 52 fit criteria 
for our st~d~ ~opulat~on. We classified each of the 52 by type accordin 
tfo our

T 
def~n~t~ons. Of the 52, 11 were defunct and two others ~ad shifte~ 

rom ype II to Typ~ III by 1979. 
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IV. Concrusions 

This research has assembled a cross-sectional 'v'iew of 

the current state of local victim/witness assistance practice 

nationwide and of the evidence concerning the longer-run 

expectations for such activities. Several conclusions have 

emerged from this effort. 

• Local victim/witness assistanoe effopts 
ape now widespread, some focusing on 
victim services, some on witness 
services, and a smaller proportion 
combining the two emphases. 

At least 280 local victim/witness assistance efforts 

which met criteria for the study were identified throughout 

the United States. Within this universe, we observed and 

identified at least three different intervention models or 

styles, termed the victim, witness, and victim-witness models. 

In all, 89 (39%) survey respondents were identified as 

victim projects, 107 (47%) as witness projects, and 24 (11%) 

as victim-witness projects. * 

Judged from their day-to-day activities, these projects 

generally perve a positive function: 

• Most victim/witness assistance ppojects 
ape deliveping the sepvices expeoted of 
them--and are pleasing their clients and 
other observers in the process. 

Most have developed a range of services and referral arrange­

ments tailored to the perceived needs of their target 

populations. They are delivering many concrete services to 

*Three pe:t:cent were unclassifiable because of missing or conflicting 
information. 
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victims and witnesses which can be considered "goods" in 

themselves, whether or not they contribute t~ the long-range 

well-being of client or system. Clients apparently like the 

services and so do criminal justice personnel like police 

and prosecutors, who are most immediately affected by project 

activities. Resource constraints and the local political 

climate set some limits on project operations, of course, but 

many projects have staff quite adept at manipulating both. 

In all project types, typically only a few core services 

are routinely delivered to the bulk of clients, with a 

number of other kinds of help available on an ad hoc basis. 

Apparently, most people do not need or want the full range 

of services. A small minority of clients may require consid­

erable staff attention and assistance, however. In general, 

costs per client served are considerably higher in victim 

projects than in witness or victim-witness projects, as one 

would expect from the greater emphasis on face-to-face 

assistance and the lower client volume of victim projects. 

Turning from immediate performance to the longer-run 

expectations for V/WA project efforts, we confront a mixed 

picture: 

• Concerning project benefits to victim 
or witness cZients, we simpZy Zack 
information beyond the evidence of 
client and observer satisfaction. 
There is one important exception: 
Time savings for ~itnesses, aZthough 
not preciseZy quantifiabZe, appear to 
be an estabZished benefit of witness 
projects or components, 

But in other respects, the merit of local victim or 

witness assistance efforts for the individuals served has 

neither been disproved nor systematically confirmed for any 

of the project types. We cannot, with much confidence, 
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answer the fOllowing 
for example: questions about victim or w't 

~ ness benefits 

Are vIctims and wit 
emotionally or "h nles ses better off 
long run f' ,ea thier" in the 
assistan~eior hav~ng received 

,Are victims and witn 
better treatment at ~~se~ now receiving 
criminal justice d e ,ands of local 
agencies (othert~~ SOC~al services 
as a consequence Ofnprth~ host agency), 

oJect efforts? 
Are victims and w't 
significantly les~ ~~sses,suffering 
a result of prOJ'e t ~na~c~al loss as 

Given the d 
c ass~stance? 

earth of information on 
whOle host of other questions these basic points, a 

about the conditions under 
outcomes for ' , which favorable 

h' V~ct~ms and Witnesses 
ac ~eved cannot be addrpssed are 

- either. W 
project types, sponsors, or servic e canno~ say Which 
greatest client benef't e components produce the 
, ~ s--despite 
~nformation WOuld b ' our conviction that this 

e exceed~ngly us f 1 
For example ' " e u to decision-makers. , ma~nta~n~ng an act' 

~ve capability f scene, round-the-cl k " , or on-the-
considerabl oc cr~s~s ~ntervention involves a 

e resource investment. 
results for victims th ,Does it produce better 

an a proJect th t 
day follow-up? a concentrates on next-

In the r 1 ea m of project impacts 
system th on the criminal , e information gaps 

• 
are less absolute: 

For victim projects and . 
modest system b f' c~mponents, 

, ene ~ts--Z~ke t' 
saV~ngs for oZ' ~me 
but are not ~er~c~~z~ppe~r pZa~sibZe, 
so far; lack of e 'd su ~tant~ated 
major problem. v~ ence ~s the 
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• Fop witness ppojects op co~ponents~ 
however, thepe is subs~ant~al co~f~P­
mation that imppoved w~tness not~f~ca­
tion and management sepvices do ~ave 
time fop system pep~onnel, espec1ally 
prosecutors and po11ce, and vepy 
modestly imppove witness appeapance 
pates. 

, associated with these effects The range of system cost sav1ngs 
cannot be determined from available data. However, most 

savings are likely to be "indirect": freeing system resources 
~ d' g reduced agency budgets. for other use, rather tl1an pro UC1n 

'd d t shed much light Unfortunately, the current eV1 ence oes no 
t ' b t witness project on several other significant ques 10ns a ou 

impacts on the system: 

What is producing the improveme~ts i~ witness 
appearance rates? Should a proJect 1n~est 
considerable resources in support,serv1ces 
like transportation and employer 1nte:­
vention or are good notification serV1ces 
enough? 

Should projects be lodged in the prosecu­
tor's office (as most are), or elsewhere? 

What are the preconditions and facilita­
tors of success? Obviously, having ~n 
"enlightened" supportive pros7cu~or. 1S 
important, but what character1st1cs of 
the court system are important, for 
example? 

What is the range of dollar savings, direct 
or indirect, that can be expected? 

There are not enough quantitative and comparative data to 

confid.ently formulate any replies. 

Expectations for a number of other system benefits from 

victim/witness assistance projects are challenged by the 

limited evidence. 
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• Effopts to docume',t changes in dismissal 
pates~ ppocessing speed~ and conviction 
pates~ as well as victim/witness atti­
tudes and ppedispositions to pepopt 
cpime op coopepate in pposecution~ 
have been lapgely uns,uC!cessful. 

Based on this limited evidence, we think it probable that 

effects of V/WA in this area are fairly weak--they may be 

present in some cases, but not often enough to detect 

through typical evaluation designs. Many events or con­

ditions intervene between project delivery of assistance to 

clients and an impact like "increased suspect convictions." 

For victim projects, police inability to apprehend a suspect 

is the most obvious. Project-related increments in con­

viction rates may thus be on the order of one or two 

percentage points across-the-board; "before and after" 

comparisons will probably not attain statistical signif­

icance. The practical significance of small changes is 

also in doubt. 

Weak effects also are probable in the witness assistance 

area. If a witness assistance project elevates witness 

appearance rates by 10 percent or 15 percent--say from 40 

percent to 50 percent, how much is that change likely to 

affect dismissal rates? Or, even further down the line, 

suspect convictions? If that 10 percent of witnesses had not 

appeared, adjournments would have been obtained in at least 

some cases. For the 10 percent who did appear, some dis­

missals might have resulted anyway for other reasons. In 

other words, the further down the chain of effects, the 

harder it becomes to find statistically and/or practically 

significant changes. 
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FURTHER RESEARCH 

Several directions for further research make sense in 

light of the current evidence and its limitations. 

Victim Assistance 

In the victim assistance arena, three areas deserve par­

ticular attention: 

1. The extent to which victim assistance effopts can 

alleviate victim tpauma and avept mope sepious long-tepm 

damage. This is a ~hallenging research problem, because 

sensitive measures of trauma and trauma reduction must be 

developed or adapted for use with victim populations outside 

clinical settings. To the extent that preventing or alle­

viating harm to victims is a core motivation for much of the 

victim assistance movement, such research is not only aca­

demically interesting, but potentially useful for targeting 

intensive services to high risk clients. The results would 

serve a broad audience of human service, health, and mental 

health professionals, as well as victim assistance and 

criminal justice personnel. 

2. The benefits accpuing to police agencies which 

coopepate with victim ppojects. Again, this largely involves 

developing and testing new and better measures of savings 

in police time and, perhqps, improvements in victim cooperation, 

because the favorable evidence so far comes only from police 

opinion surveys. While the presumed system impacts are rarely 

the primary reason for establishing victim projects, better 

docum'entation in this area might assist projects in gaining 

essential police cooperation at the outset and in garnering 

support for institutionalization later on. 
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3. A compapison of the client and police benefits of 

two victim sepvice vapiations: sepvices ~ith an on-scene 

cpisis intepvention component and sepvices without on-scene 

intepvention. In the on-scene intervention approach, the 

program views' immediate response to the crime scene as the 

preferred contact method for most clients. police report 

screening with next-day contact is a back-up, even though 

'clients contacted in this manner usually outnumber on-scene 

contacts. The on-scene variation costs more in staff and 

equipment than the report-screening variation, and as a resu~t, 
it is less commonly implemented. However, it is g'enerally 

considered "better" for clients and police. Evaluative infor­

mation on how much better (and under what circumstances) 

would be useful to planners and to project staff in their 

resource allocation decisions. 

The work of developing new measures of client and police 

impacts can begin without new evaluation efforts. Ideally, 

however, some or all of these areas could be examined within 

the context of a single site evaluation. Two or more matched 

districts could be selected within a given police jurisdiction, 

with at least one area to, receive full victim services in-
" t 1" 

cluding crisis intervention, and another to serve as a con ro . 

If possible, a third area would receive services without the 

on-scene in.tervention component. To fully address project 

effects on victim trauma, a panel study of victims in each 

area would be advisable. Given sufficient resources, the single 

si te desig'n could be implemented in additional jurisdictions 

which vary in population size and composition, characteristics 

of police and host agencies, availability of health and social 

services, and/or crime patterns. other than'cost, the 

most serious obstacle to such a plan is finding suitable 

jurisdictions. If existing projects are unable or unwilling 

to adapt to the design requirements, funding new demonstrations 

would be required. 
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Witness Assistance 

Follow-up research on witness projects or components 

can proceed from a better knowledge base than work in the 

victim assistance area. We are reasonably confident that 

projects are saving time for private citizens and for criminal 

justice personnel and that modest improvements in witness 

appearance rates can be achieved. What is not known is the 

magnitude of effects to be expected under different system 

or project conditions. 

Useful research would include: 

1. Compa~ison of impacts of p~ojects p~oviding p~ima~ily 

witness notification se~viaes with those making additional 

investments in "soft se~vices" such as appea~ance suppo~t~ 

counseling~ and follow-up. Witness notification is a core 

servic:e for almost every project, but how much does it cost 

to add the other items? Do they payoff in terms of higher 

appearance rates or more witness benefits? Such comparisons 

might be achieved through systematically varying client 

services within a given jurisdiction, or locating jurisdictions 

that provide different services levels, but have similar 

demographic, prosecutorial, and caseload characteristics. 

2. Compa~ison of impacts of simila~ witness assistance 

st~ategies unde~ different c~iminal justice system conditions 

o~ with diffe~ent ta~get populations. Are jurisdiction size 

or prosecutor caseload related to magnitude of time savings 

or improvements in witness appearance rates? How does the 

prosecutor's system for assignment of cases to staff affect 

the range of effects? Under a vertical system, the same 

prosecutor follows a case throughout its course, while in a 

horizontal system, a sequence of different prosecu'tors may 

handle the case at different stages of proceedings. Witness 

projects may have greater room for impact under the horizontal 
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system. Finally, is witness assistance more effective in 

improv~~g appearance rates with some types of witnesses than 

others? For example, most projects are focusing primarily 

on felony witnesses. It would be useful to know whether 

extending services to misdemeanor witnesses promises equivalent 

benefits both to clients and system. 

Key witness project impacts like improved appearance 

rates and time savings have the advantage of being measurable 

without longitudinal case tracking. The comparisons suggested 

above could be achieved through a short-term, cross-sectional 

study of projects in multiple locations. The study could 

also build in comparisons with "control" jurisdictions. 

Tracking project examine effects on dispositions( on processing 

speed, and on restitution and compensation awards to victims 

would be more costly, and in the case of longer term system 

effects, perhaps ultimately disappointing. Designing the 

cross-sectional study to permit a follow-up of case cohorts, 

only if the short-'termresults warrant it, would be preferable. 

Low-Cost Research Options 

The above proposals are all relatively costly. There 

are some other, lower-cost research options which deserve 

consideration. 

1. The first is to encourage the development of bette~ 

management info~mation systems for projects of all types, 

which in turn can permit better monitoring and evaluation of 

single sites, and provide for some cross-site comparisons. 

Victim projects cannot go much beyond process measures in 

their management information systems, but this is much less 

true of the witness model projects or components. The 
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impetus for uniform data collection and reporting could come 

from a variety of sources, including state or national associa­

tions of victim/witness assistance projects and/or funding 

agencies. 

2. A multiple site ppocess evaluation of 10-12 projects 

peppesenting thpee victim/witness assistance models could 

be implemented, addressing a few key questions: What are 

the operating costs and requirements of the project? What 

clients were offered and received services? What services 

were delivered by the project? Uniformity of measurements 

would constitute the key benefit of this study. It would be 

preferable to select projects already thought to record most 

essential elements, and make minor modifications as needed, 

although it would be possible to develop totally new record­

keeping systems for participating projects. 

3. A third option is to conduct a longitudinal study of 

the institutionalization expepience of local victim/witness 

efforts. If projects do not survive, do they leave a 

residue in the form of procedural changes, new training 

programs, or the like? If they do survive, what happens to 

their budgets and organizations and why? Two low-cost efforts 

would be useful and interesting in this context: a retro­

spective study of defunct projacts, for purposes of determining 

characteristics of projects, funding history, and extent to 

which any residue of project interventions r~maini and 

development and implementation of a simple monitoring system 

for checking annually on the fate and funding levels of 

projects now in existence. 
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'Appendix A 
METHODS 

Data collection for the Phase I assessment of victim/ 
witness assistance projects began in October 1978. One of 
the first study objectives was to identify the potential 
universe of projects. To prepare our initial list, we 
consulted representatives of a variety of national organiza­
tions, recent publications and directories, and computer 
listings of LEAA block and discretionary grant awards. To 
ensure comprehensive coverage of new projects and V!WA 
efforts without Federal funding, we also undertook a post 
card survey of 1,799 people including: heads of criminal 
justice state planning agencies, regional planning units, 
and coordinating councils; members of the National Organiza­
tion of Victim Assistance (NOVA); all prosecutors and police 
chiefs in jurisdictions over 50,000; and a sample of prose­
cutors and police chiefs in smaller jurisdictions. All 
sources, including the 508 post cards returned, yielded an 
initial list of over 480 projects. 

Next, we sought brief descriptions of these projects 
from library materials, from state planning agencies, and 
from the projects themselves. Documentation review and 
telephone calls screened out projects which were duplicates, 
defunct, nonexistent, or outside our working definition of a 
V/WA effort. When there was any doubt about a project's 
appropriateness for the universe, it was retained. The 
result of this screening, completed in November 1978, was a 
much smaller roster of 256 projects. 

The roster expanded and contracted several times 
thereafter, as more and better information was acquired. It 
ultimately reached 280 projects as of June 1979. All site 
visit selection, however, was made from the original group 
of 256. 

On-Site Visits 

To select projects for site visits, we utilized a 
purposive procedure. We deemed random sampling inappropriate 
to our relatively small and rather diverse universe of 
projects. Criteria for site selection included: client 
volume, age of project (at least one year old), project 
size, type of sponsoring agency, nature of service delivery, 
availability of data, and receptivity to a site visit. The 
selections intentionally overrepresepted larger, higher- ' 
volume, well-documented projects and projects operated by 
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community-based organizations. 
extremely diverse and had some 
features. Twenty sites, shown 

The latter tended to be 
unique service delivery 
in Table A.l, were visited. 

Two- to three-day visits were conducted at each site. 
In every location, the project director and other key staff 
were interviewed, as were the host agency head, the police 
chief, and the prosecuting attorney or the designees of 
those officials. Representatives of primary referral sources 
or recipients were always interviewed as well. Beyond that, 
there was considerable variability across sites; but in all, 
close to 200 individual interviews were conducted. All 
interviewing was relatively unstructured; staff used inter­
view guides and outlines to ensure adequate uniformity of 
data across sites. 

Staff also examined sample records and obtained available 
reports on project activities. Staff were required to 
develop flow charts of project operations and objectives and 
to prepare a summary report following the visit. This data 
collection strategy was pretested in three sites and refined 
prior to completing the remaining 17 visits. Staff worked 
in pairs on the pretest visits, alone on the remaining site 
visits. Visits were conducted from March through May 1979. 

The Mail Survey 

The mail survey was designed to elicit descriptive 
information about each project's service components, population, 
funding history, and staffing pattern. The primary aim was 
to supplement and amplify the findings of on-site observation. 
The survey instrument was first pretested on a "walk-through" 
basis at three projects, and then pretested by mail at nine 
others. 

In April 1979, after the final instrument received OMB 
approval, the mail survey was sent to 318 projects. A 
reminder post card was sent to non-respondents; and later, 
projects which still had not responded were telephoned. A 
total of 237 responses was received, for an overall response 
rate of 75 percent. Review of survey responses and information 
elicited in telephone contacts determined that several 
respondents did not meet our criteria for the V/W assistance 
universe. The total base was, therefore, reduced to 280, 
with 228 (or 81%) valid responses. Staff processed all but 
one response in time to be included in the survey data 
analysis. 

Limited data were available in our files £or 36 of the 
non-respondents to our survey. Comparisons with mail survey 
respondents showed that respondents and non-respondents 
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TABLE A.1. SIT~ VISIT PROJECTS 

Project 

Glendale Citizen Participation 
and Support Program 

Glendale, Arizona 

Victim/witness Program 
San Jose, California 

Aid to Victims and Witnesses 
San Mateo, California 

Victim/Witness Assistance 
Unit 

Boulder, Colorado 

York Street Center 
Denver, Colorado 

Comprehensive Crime Victim 
Services Unit 

Hamden, Connecticut 

Victim Advocate Program 
Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 

Witness Liaison Program 
Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 

Victim Advocate Program 
Jacksonville, Florida 

Victim Assistance for Older 
Adults 

Tampa, Florida 

Victim/Witness Project, Inc. 
Chicago, Illinois 

*Victim Assistance Project 
Indianapolis, Indiana 

Victim/Witness Assistance 
Project 

Auburn, Maine 

Victim/Witness Assistance 
Program 

Detroit, Michigan 

Newark Victim Service Center 
Newark, New Jersey 

Victim/l\Ti tness Assistance 
Program 

Victim Services Agency 
Brooklyn, New York 

Prosecutor's Witness Bureau 
Akron, Ohio 

Victim/Witness Division 
Canton, Ohio 

*Center for Victims of Violent 
Crime 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 

*Victim/Witness Unit 
Portsmouth, Virginia 

*Pretest sites 

Host Agency Type 

'City Manager's Office 

Community-Based Organization 

Probation 

Prosecutor 

Community-Based Organization 

Police 

Police 

Board of County Commissioners 

City/County Sheriff 

Community Mental Health 
Center 

Community-Based Organization 

Police 

Prosecutor 

Prosecutor 

Police 

Community-Based Organization 

Prosecutor 

Prosecutor 

Community-Based Organization 

Prosecutor 

F.-3 

Site Visit Dates 

May 2-3, 1979 

May 7-9, 1979 

May 7-9, 1979 

April 30-
May 1, 1979 

May 2-4, 1979 

April 19-20, 1979 

March 27-28, 1979 

March 29-30, 1979 

April 4-5, 1979 

April 2-3, 1979 

May 10-11, 1979 

~arch 7-9, 1979 

April 25-27, 1979 

April 11-12, 1979 

April 19-20, 1979 

March 28-30, 1979 

April 2-4, 1979 

April 5-6, 1979 

March 1-2, 1979 

March 5-6, 1979 
, 



serve similar types of jurisdictions and have similar host 
agencies. Non-respondents differ, however, in that they are 
slightly younger and have somewhat smaller budgets. Because 
of the high response rate overall, we do not believe these 
differences substantially bias our findings. 

Model Development 

A primary goal of the NEP Phase I approach is to arrive 
at a model or models which can adequately represent the 
family of projects under scrutiny. In addition to helping 
us better understand V/W assistance projects, these models 
act as a guide to evaluation design. 

This report is organized around the notion that there 
are two main models (plus a third hybrid). The notion of 
three model types was developed from our on-site experience; 
staff agreed completely on the classification of the ?O 
sites visited. Classification of projects into three types 
is based primarily on differences in definition of target 
clientele and in primary point of intervention with victims 
or witnesses in the criminal justice process. 

Several caveats and qualifications are in ord8r concerning 
the typology. First, the site visits did overrepresent larger 
projects, although in other respects we strove to include 
diverse approaches and project settings. It is possible, how­
ever, that biases in site selection affected the resultant 
typology. Second, a typology based on operating strategies 
seemed most appropriate for describing projects and evaluating 
their successes in terms useful to criminal justice decision­
makers. For other purposes, alternative classification 
schemes might be preferred. 

Finally, a different or more complex typology might have 
emerged if programs for sexual assault victims, victims of 
child abuse, or other programs excluded under our criteria 
also had been examined. McDonald (1976) discusses a "victim 
advocacy" type, for example. We encom.tered no projects during 
our site visits in which advocacy was the dominant emphasis, 
although advocacy was often one dimension of activity. Had 
our scope of inquiry included sexual assault and/or family 
violence programs, a fourth model mi9ht have been required. 
A few mail survey projects we classified as Type I also sug­
gested a stronger advocacy thrust than we saw in the field. 

Although the mail survey was not designed for the purpose 
of confirming these-models, we found that the mail survey 
responses could be used to classify projects and that the 
three types could be reliably distinguished. Two staff 
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members independently classified the 227 mail survey projects 
as Type I, Type II, or Type III. Raters agreed on 93 percent 
of all projects. In cases of disagreement, a final classifi­
cation was reached through informal discussion, or the 
project was ruled unclassifiable. Of the 227 projects 
responding to the mail survey, seven (3%) were not classified 
because of missing or conflicting information. 
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OUTCOME/IMPACT 

18. Police time at 
scene/other non­
investigative 
demands reduced. 

19. Increased police 
sensitivity. 

20. victim is helped. 

TABLE B.l. OUTCOME/IMPACT SUMMARY FOR VICTIM MODEL 

EVIDENCE Sm-1MARY 

*Majority of police officers surveyed 
believe that projects result in time 
savings of "more efficient" police 
functioning. 

*No significant differences in police 
records of time at scene between cases 
with and without project intervention 
(but assisted cases may require fewer 
officers?) . 

*Emergency lock repair estimated to save 
police time spent guarding property. 

*OVer 90% of officers with project-related 
training believe it has changed the way 
they work with victims. 

*No significant differences found between 
client and comparison group ratings of 
"how humane and helpful" the criminal 
justice system had been. 

*Surveys indicate that majority of clients 
feel programs are "helpful," although 
not necessarily for all needs; "made 
ordeal easier;" or are "pleased with 
services." A majority would recommend 
services to.a friend. Two small studies 
suggest clients are less satisfied with 
referrals or brochures than with direct 
services. 

NUMBER OF PROJECTS 
FOR WHICH EVIDENCE 

IS AVAILABLE 

4 

1 

1 

1 

1 

14 

REFERENCES 

Minnesota Dept. of Corrections 
1979; Reich et al., 1978. 

Stanford Research Institute, 
1978. 

Victim Services Agency, 1979a. 

Kraft et al., 1977; Stanford 
Research Institute, 1978. 

Reich et al., 1978. 

Kraft et al., 1977; Stanford 
Research Institute, 1978; 
Bishop et al., 1979; Minne­
sota Dept. of Cor:r;ecti.ons, 
1979; summit County Criminal 
Justice Commission, n.d.; 
San Mateo County Probation 
Dept., 1978; Goeke and Stretch 
1977b, 1978a, 1978b; JGM 
Associates, 1978; Indianapolis 
Police Dept., 1976. 
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OUTCOME/IMPACT 

20. (Continued) 

TABLE B.l. OUTCOME/IMPACT SUMMARY FOR VICTIM MODEL (continued) 

EVIDENCE SUMMARY 

*Police and local service providers rate 
service as effective, nonduplicative, 
helpf~l to victims. 

*Limited evidence suggests projects may 
increase quantity of compensation claims 
filed, "quality" of claims, and/or amount 
of subsequent awards. 

*Percent of domestic violence victims 
separated from spouses tripled between 
intake and termination; decline in 
reported violence was of similar magnitude. 

*Mean staff ratings of victim functioning 
were higher at case termination than at 
intake. 

*No statistically significant differences 
in fear levels/sense of control over 
crime emerge between program clients and 
comparison victims who received no service, 
but client group tended to be more fearful. 

NUMBER OF PROJECTS 
FOR WHICH EVIDENCE 

IS AVAILABLE REFERENCES 

6 Norris and Hansen, 1978; 
Coates & Fischer, 1978; 
Stanford Research Institute 
1978; Minnesota Dept. of 
Corrections, 1979. 

3 

1 

1 

1 

San Mateo County probation 
Dept., 1978; Silbert et al. 
1979; JGl-i Associates, 1978. 

Coates, 1979. 

Coates, 1979. 

Unpublished data from 
Victim Assistance for 
Older Adults, Tampa, Fl. 

----------------------~------------------------------------------~----.------------~~--------------------------
21. Victim follows 

crime prevention 
suggestions. 

22. Increased public 
awareness of vic­
tim needs/problems/ 
available resources 

." .... :1" 

*Negligible differences found between 
elderly victim clients and comparison 
group of residents in crime prevention 
precautions. 

*12-month panel follow-up shows increased 
awareness of project at several sites; 
public awareness tends to be generally 
low, higher among clients. 

., 

4 

4 

Bishop et al., 1979. 

Bishop et al'., 1979; 
Reich et al., 1978. 
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TABLE B.l. OUTCOME/IMPACT SUMMARY FOR VICTIM MODEL (continued) 

OUTCOME/IMPACT 

23. Increased law 
enforcement/ 
criminal justice 
and service pro­
vider sensitivity 
to victim needs/ 
problems/required 
resources. 

24. Decreased number 
of domestic dis­
turbance calls to 
police. 

25. Increased victim 
satisfaction with 
police/prosecution. 

26, 
27. Increased victim 

cooperation in 
police investiga­
tion/prosecution. 

EVIDENCE SUMMARY 

(See #19) 

*Evidence suggests clients will access the 
project rather than the police in a 
recurrence of domestic violence. 

*Evidence is weak and inconclusive; some 
surveys indicate clients have less positive 
feelings than comparison groups. Counselox 
ratings of victim attitUdes at intake and 
termination for one project also show a 
mixed picture. 

*Evidence, largely from attitUde surveys 
of clients or criminal justice personnel, 
suggests weak or no effects at best. 
(Usual measures are reported "willingness 
to cooperate" in future, because actual 
cooperation is rarely requested.) 

28. Decreased revictim- *No self-reported revictimization among 
ization. 50 elderly victims at l8-month follow-up. 

NUMBER OF PROJECTS 
FOR WHICH EVIDENCE 

IS AVAILABLE 

1 

4 

5 

1 

REFERENCES 

coates, 1979. 

Reich et al., 1978; San 
Mateo County Probation Dept. , 
1978; Coates, 1979; un­
published data from Victim 
Assistance for Older Adults, 
Tampa, Flo 

Reich et al., 1978; Coates, 
1979; San Mateo County 
Probation Dept., 1978; 
unpublished data from Victim 
Assistance for Older Adults, 
Tampa, Fl.; Kraft et al., 1977. 

Unpublished data from Victim 
Advocate Program, Ft. 
Lauderdale, Fl. 
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29. 

30. 

31-

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

OUTCOME/IMPACT 

Decreased long-tern 
emotional effects 
of victimization. 

Increased effi-
cieney of police 
investigations. 

Good word-of-mouth 
for police/prose-
cution. 

Decreased police 
job stress. 

.Ulcreased proba-
bility of suspect 
convictions. 

Increased crime 
reporting. 

Increased public 
support for victim 
services. 

TABLE B.l. OUTCOME/IMPACT SUMMARY FOR VICTIM MODEL (continued) 

EVIDENCE SUMMARY 

(See #18) 

*No apparent'program impact on clients· 
expressed willingness to report crime. 

*In one project based outside the CJS, 
victims who accessed project services 
before calling the police were unlikely 
to ever report the crime. 

NUMBER OF PRnJECTS 
FOR WHICH EVIDENCE 

IS AVAILABLE 

2 

1 
: 

, 

\ 

REFERENCES 

Unpublished data from 
victim ASsistance for 
Qlder Adults, Tampa, FI. ; 
Kraft ~., 1977. \ 

Coates, 1979., 

. 
" 

, 
II 

-



,--
~ 

(j /" 

.. 

f I 
.. ' 

OUTCOlviE/IMPACT 

21.22 Victim/witness 
is helped 
- General. 

b:;I - Emotional trauma 
I 
~ reduced. 

Intimidation 
fears reduced. 

Understanding of 
LE/CJ process 
increased. 

--~---~--~------------

TABLE B.2. OUTCOME/IMPACT SUMMARY FOR WITNESS MODEL 

NUMBER OF PROJECTS 
FOR WHICH EVIDENCE 

EVIDENCE SUMMARY IS AVAILABLE 

*In client surveys, majority of respond- 5 
ents (80% and up) report program has 
been "helpful," would recontact, or were 
"satisfied" with service rendered. 

*Prosecutors surveyed ranked counseling 
to victims and families of traumatic 
crime and disposition/status notifica­
tion as most useful services to V/W's. 

*35% of prose~utors surveyed observe less 
witness intimidation. 

*99% of witness protection unit clients 
surveyed felt they got services needed. 

*50% of clients surveyed who feared 
reprisal when asked'to testify, are 
still fearful following disposition. 
(Project referred all intimidation 

problems to police.) 

*witnesses surveyed who received bro­
chures or other information/instructions 
about cour.t process generally report 
information is "helpful." In one small 
study, nonrecipients were much more 
likely to report major problems in obtain­
ing information than recipients. 

! 

8 

8 

1 

1 

5 

REFERENCES 

Evaluation/policy Research 
Associates-Price Waterhouse 
(EPRA) , 1979; San Mateo 
County Probation Dept., 
1978; Barabas, 1977; unpub­
lished data from State's 
Attorney's Office, Towson, 
MD; Vera Institute of Jus­
tice, 1976a. 

Arthur D. Little, 1977. 

Arthur D. Little, 1977. 

jEPRA, 1979. 

I 
Prince George's County 
Criminal Justice Evalua­
tion Unit, 1979. 

Center for Criminal Justice 
j Studies , 1977; Swasy, 1976; 
1Johnson County District 
lAttorney's Office, 1978; EPRA, 
!1979; Barabas, 1977; Prince 
iGeorge's County Criminal Jus­
ltice Evaluation Unit, 1979. 
! 
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OUTCOME/IMPACT 

21,22. (Continued) 

Increased victim 
input to plea/ 
sentencing 
facilitated. 

- Knowledge of non­
LE/CJ resources 
increased. 

- Appearance 
obstacles (e.g., 
lack of transpor­
tation) removed. 

Reduction in V/W 
losses through: 
witness fees, pro­
perty return, 
compensation, res­
titution, employer 
reimbursement for 
court time. 

- Financial property 
losses decreased. 

.... >'t, 

TABLE B.2. OUTCOME/IMPACT SUMMARY FOR WITNESS MODEL (continued) 

EVIDENCE SUMMARY 

*In a court where a special "victim in­
volvement program" operates, victims 
report significantly greater interaction 
with court personnel than in a control 
court. 

*In one unit, 43% of clients referred for 
service elsewhere actually contacted 
the agency; 92% of those received 
services. 

*Little evidence is available: half of 
a very small sample of child care recip­
ients said they would have been unable 
to make alternate arrangements; prose­
cuters surveyed at 8 sites ranked con­
crete services such as child care, wit­
ness fees, and parking as least useful 
to V/Ws. 

*Evidence suggests that disproportionate 
compensation claims and/or restitution 
orders are associated with project juris-: 
dictions. Increased receipt of payments 
or awards is less well documented, but 
probable. 

*One study shows increased percentage of 
victims receiving property prior to 
trial (55%, up from 20%) . 

*Court records show no improvement in wit­
ness fee payment procedures and receipt 
of fees. 

" 

NUMBER OF PROJECTS 
FOR WHICH EVIDENCE 

IS AVAILABLE 

1 

1 

9 

4 

1 

1 

I 

REFERENCES 

victim Services Agency, 
1979b. 

lEPRA, 1979. 

! 
'Vera Institute of Justice, 
; 1976a; Arthur D. Little, 

1977 • 

EPRA, 1979; Wayne County 
Prosecutor's Office, 1979; 
unpublished data from Dis­
trict 3 District Attorney's 
office, Auburn, ME. ; Victim 
Services Agency, 1979a. 

EPRA, 1979. 

EPRA, 1979. 
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OUTCOME/niPACT 

23. Less police/lay/ 
expert witness 
time spent waiting/ 
fewer unnecessary 
appearances. 

.,::. 

., 

TABLE B.2. OUTCOME/IMPACT SUMMARY FOR WITNESS MODEL (continued) 

EVIDENCE SUMMARY 

*Project statistics on "alerts" and 
notifications made of schedule 'changes 
indicate several hundred to several 
thousand appearances "saved" monthly 
depending on project size; also some 
savings in waiting time are estimated. 
Baseline or comparison data are usually 
unavailable. 

*Where baseline or comparison data are 
available, the following changes have 
been reported: 

- reduction in'complainant waiting time 
from 4~ hours to ~ hour. 

- 50% decrease (from 60% to 30%) in 
unnecessary appearances reported by 
witnesses. 

28% decrease in trips perceived as 
unnecessary (from 43% to 31%). 

4.2% decrease in police overtime hours 

*Police and prosecutors surveyed believe 
time is saved, unnecessary trips reduced 
notification system is "useful." 

NUMBER OF PROJECTS 
FOR WHICH EVIDENCE 

IS AVAILABLE 

15 

1 

11 

REFERENCES 

Arthur D. Little, 1977; 
unpublished data from 
State's Attorney's Offices 
in Upper Marlboro, MD and 
Tm'lson, MD; Vera Insti­
tute of Justice, 1976b; 
unpublished data from 
District 3 District 
Attorney's Office, Auburn, 
ME; Stanford Research 
Institute, 1978; Broward 
County Board of Commis­
sioners, 1978. 

EPRA, 1979. 

EPRA, 1979; Arthur D. 
Little, 1977; Barabas, 
1977; Stanford Research 
Institute, 1978; Kraft 
et al., 1977. 
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OUTCOME/IMPACT 

24. Police time deliv­
ering subpoenas 
reduced. 

25. Prosecutors freed 
from notification/ 
other witness man­
agement. 

26. Prosecutors receive 
improved witness 
information/ 
witnesses give 
better testimony. 

TABLE B.2. OUTCOME/IMPACT SUMMARY FOR WITNESS MODEL (continued) 

EVIDENCE SUMMARY 

*Time and dollar savings are reported in 
several jurisdictions as a result of: 
1) substitution of mail service for 
personal service; 2) substitution of 
phone alert for personal service; or 
3) substitution of project (civilian) 
personnel for police. 

*Prosecutors surveyed report time sav­
ings result from notification and other 
support activities. (Estimates ranged 
from 7.5 - 20.0 hours per week in one 
study. ) 

*Majority of prosecutors surveyed report 
improvements in witness knowledge and 
effectiveness, also greater willingness 
to prosecute with "marginal" witnesses. 

I· 
*For a small san@le of cases, one project' 
provided reliable feedback to prosecu­
tors in 74% of cases where witness was 
expected to appear, and in 100% of 
cases where witness was not expected to 
appear. 

*When prosecutors were notified than an 
absent witness was cooperative, the 
case was more likely to be adjourned 
and less likely to be dismissed than if 
the project made no assurances. 

NUMBER OF PROJECTS 
FOR WHICH EVIDENCE 

IS AVAILABLE 

5 

10 

9 

1 

1 

REFERENCES 

Arthur D. Little, 1977; 
unpublished data from. 
District 3 District 
Attorney's Office, Auburn, 

! ME; Broward County Board 
I of Commissioners. 1978. 

Arthur D. Little, 1977; 
EPRA, 1979; Louisville­
Jefferson County Criminal 
Justice Commission, 1979. 

Arthur D. Little, 1977; 
Barabas, 1977. 

Vera Institute of Justice, 
1975. 

Vera Institute of Justice, 
1979. 
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TABLE B.2. OUTCOME/IMPACT SUMMARY FOR WITNESS MODEL (continued) 

OUTCOME/IMPACT 

26. (Continued) 

EVIDENCE SUMMARY 

*When project notified prosecutors of 
police availability dates, a modest 
impact on frequency of adjournment to 
unavailable dates was observed (19% 
"bad" dates for experimentals vs. 26% 
for controls). 

I *p' t' f' , " 

I rOJect no ~ ~cat~onsto prosecutors 
of cases where prod1lcing witness was 
"hopeless" resulted in fewer adjourn-
ments to disposition (.6 vs. 1. 2 for 
controls), more guilty pleas (36% vs. 
17%), and fewer dismissals (36% vs. 
62%) • 

27. Increased LE/CJ ; *About half of prosecutors surveyed 
sensitivity to wit-' report increased prosecutor, judge, and 
ness needs/prob- police sensitivity to V/Ws. Police and 
lerns/required judge surveys in one site show little 
resources. or no impact. 

28. Increased public 
awareness of wit­
ness needs/prob­
lems/ available 
resources. 

29. DecreasE:.d number of 
family disturbance 
calls to police. 

*Alrnost half of citizens surv'eyed are 
aware of project, but most are not 
familiar with specific f~~ctions. 

NUMBER OF PROJEC'I'S 
FOR WHICH EVIDENCE 

IS AV.1ULABLE 

1 

1 

9 

1 

REFERENCES 

Vera Institute of Justice, 
1979. 

Vera Ins,ti tute of" p-ustice, 
1979. 

Arthur D. Little, 1977; 
EPRA, 1979. 

EPRA, 1979. 
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TABLE 4.2 (continued) 

30. 

31. 

OUTCOME/IMPACT 

Decreased number 
of withdrawn family 
disturbance com­
plaints. 

Increased probabil­
ity of witness 
cooperation with 
prosecution. 

32. Increased probabil­
ity of witness 
appearance at each 
stage. 

TABLE B.2. OUTCOME/IMPACT SUMMARY FOR WITNESS MODEL (continued) 

EVIDENCE SUMMARY 

I *One study of a V/W Complaint Unit 
I reports no consistent impact on com­
I plaint dismissal rate or reasons for 
I dismissal, although overwhelming major­
I ity of prosecutors believe unit had I 

I removed difficult cases from caseload. 
I (Caseload included family, non-stranger, 

and consumer fraud cases.) 

, *Majority of prosecutors report greater 
witness cooperation. 

*At least 85% of witness protection unit 
clients were judged "cooperative;" 
nearly all agreed to testify when asked, 
but no baseline was available. 

*Limited evidence indicates Witnesses 
receiving project services may show 
modest increments in appearance rates 
over control or comparison group/periods 
(e.g. 55% vs. '45%,,57% vs. 40%, 35% vs. 
25%); differences do not always attain 
statistical significance. Evidence 
conflicts on whether this advantage 
is sustained over mUltiple adjournments 
or through lengthier cases. 

*Prosecutors surveyed believe witness 
appearance rates have improved. 

" 

NUMBER OF PROJECTS 
FOR WHICH EVIDENCE 

IS AVAILABLE 

1 

9 

1 

3 

8 

REFERENCES 

EPRA, 1979. 

Arthur D. Little, 1977; 
Barabas, 1977. 

EPRA, 1979. 

Vera Institute of Justice, 
1976b; Henderson, n.d.; 
Wayne County Prosecutor's 
Office, 1979. 

Arthur D. Little, 
1977. 
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OUTCOME/IMPACT 

32. (Continued) 

33. Decreased probabil­
ity of case dis­
missals at each 
stage. 

34. Increased probabil­
ity of suspect 
convictions. 

TABLE B.2. OUTCOME/IMPACT SUMMARY FOR WITNESS MODEL (continued) 

EVIDENCE SUMMARY 

*Majority of clients rece~v1.ng appearance 
support services believe services did 
not affect their coming to court. 

*Project implementation of altered sub- i 
poena procedures (see #24) has not nega- I 
tively affected witness appearance rates;; 

1 improvements found in Rome sites. ; 
I 

*with minor exceptions, comparisons with I 
baseline periods or comparison groups i 
show very small or no decreases in over- 1 

all dismissal rates and small changes I 
in reasons for dismissal. (Drops range I 
from 3-6 percentage points.) 

(See #26 for exception: changes in dis­
missal patterns in cases where special 
witness information was provided to 
prosecutors. ) 

*Over half of prosecutors surveyed believe 
dismissals due to witness non-appearance 
have declined. 

*Evidence in two sites sugges·ts minor 
improvements in prosecution "success"; 
one site shows no impact. Alternative 
explanations, e.g., improved charging 
practices, are not discussed. 

(Also see #26: decrease in adjournments 
to disposition where special witness 
information was provided to prosecutors')j 

NUMBER OF PROJECTS 
FOR WHICH EVIDENCE 

IS AVAILABLE 

1 

4 

7 

8 

3 

REFERENCES 

Vera Institute of Justice, 
1976a. 

National District 
i Attorneys Association, 
I 1976; EPRA, 1979; Vera 
! Institute of Justice; 1976b. 
1 
I 

I Vera Institute of Justice, 
I 1976b; EPRA, 1979; unpub-

lished data from State's 
Attorney1s Office, Towson, 

I 
MD; Marion County Criminal 
Justice Planning Agency 
n.d.; Henderson, n.d.; 
Junior League, 1979; Brow­
ard County Board of Com­
missioners, 1978. 

Arthur D. Little, 1977. 

Marion County Criminal 
Justice Planning Agency, 
n.d.; Swasy, 1976; unpub­
lished data from State's 
Attorney's Office, Upper 
Marlboro, MD. 
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OUTCOME/IMPACT 

35. Increased speed. of 
court processing. 

36. Increased witl'iess 
satisfaction with 
LE/CJ system. 

37. Increased public 
support for LE/CJ 
system and wit,ness 
services. 

38. System costs 
reduced/g"reater 
system efficiency. 

TABLE B. 2 • OUTCOME/IMPACT SUl>1MARY FOR WITNESS MODEL (continued) 

EVIDENCE sur~x 

*Slight or not impact on speed of disposi­
tion was found at two sites; a third 
site reported a marked decrease in 
postponements, in comparing one project 
quarter with another. 

*Increased witness satisfaction is associ­
ated with receipt of project ~otification 
services and positive ratings of staff; 
more witnesses rate system positively 
in project period than in baseline period. 
At one site, use of child care, trans­
portation did not affect attitudes to 
court. 

*Projects reduce system costs through 
susbstitutipg staff effort for police 
effort (in subpoena service, property 
return) • 

*Systemcosts are reduced through saving 
police witness time (eliminating un­
necessary appearances of waiting time) 
and saving prosecutor time (eliminating 
notification/witnes~ management duties). 

NUMBER OF PROJECTS 
FOR WHICH EVIDENCE 

IS AVAILABLE 

3 

3 

5 

7 

REFERENCES 

Vera Institute of JustiC~t 
1976b; unpublished data from 
from State's Attorney's 
Offices in Rockville, MD and 
Towson, MD. 

Prince George's County 
Criminal Justice Evaluation 
Unit, 1979; National Dis­
trict Attorneys Association, 
1976; Vera Institute of 
Justice, 1976a. 

Arthur D. Little, 1977; un­
published data from District 
3' District Attorney's Office, 
Auburn, ME.; Victim Services 
Agency, 1979a; Brow,ard County 
Board of Commissioners, 1978. 

EPRA, 1979; Arther D. Little, 
1977; unpublished data from 
State's Attorney's Office, 
Upper Marlboro, MD; Stanford 
Research Institute, 1978; 
Victim Services Agency, 1979a; 
unpublished data from District 
Attorney's Office~ Auburn, ME. 
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OUTCOME/IMPACT 

38. (Continued) 

TABLE B.2. OUTCOME/IMPACT SUMMARY FOR WITNESS MODEL (continued) 

EVIDENCE SUMMARY 

*Savings in witness fees or "uncashed" 
subpoenas are estimated in some juri~dic­
tions, but no baselines are available. 
Savings may be partially or substanti- I 
ally offse·t by improved appearance rates I 
for necessary proceedings. I 

I 

NUMBER OF PROJECTS 
FOR WHICH EVIDENCE 

IS AVAILABL.E 

4 

REFERENCES 

Arthur D. Little, 1977; I 

EPRA, 1979; Broward County 
Board of Commissioners, 
1978. 

------------i--,"---------------------+-----------I--------------
39" Increased witness 

cooperation in 
future. 

*Limited evidence, from ~itness attitude 
surveys, suggests no major impact of 
project services on intention to cooper­
ate in future. 

" 

3 EPRA, 1979~ unpublished 
data from State1s 
Attorney's Office in 
Towson, MD, Prince George's 
County Criminal Justice 
Evaluation Unit, 1979 .. 
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TABLE B.3. OUTCOME/IMPACT SUMMARY FOR VICTIM-WITNESS MODELl 

OUTCOME/IMPACT 

Victim/witness is 
helped. 

Increased system sensi­
tivity to victims. 

EVIDENCE SUMMARY 

*A majority of victims/witnesses surveyed 
would use project services in the future; 
no significant response differences 
emerged between project clients and vi'c­
tims/witnesses who had 1ir.:lt received 
project services. 

*Victims who received direct services 
were more satisfied than those receiving 
services by referral. 

*System personnel ratings of priority 
given to victims in the system increased 
significantly after project implementa­
tion. 

Increased victim/witness! *Among victims whose cases went to court, 
sat.isfaction with LE/CJ I those receiving assistance were more 
system. likely to express satisfaction with the 

system than those not receiving assis­
tance; however, no associa.tion was found 
between the measures of program satis­
faction and system satisfaction. 

*Victims/witnesses who contacted the pro­
ject on their own were less satisfied 
with the criminal justice system thah the 
general public, other project clients, 
and unserved victims/witnesses. 

NUMBER OF PROJECTS 
FOR WHICH EVIDENCE 

IS AVAILABLE 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

REFERENCES 

Black and Regenstreif, 
1977 . 

Schneider and Reiter, 
1976. 

Schneider and Reiter, 
1976. 

Schneider and Reiter, 
1976. 

Black and Regenstreif, 
1977 • 

lThis table summarizes only those findings which could not be individually related to victim components or 
witness components of victim-witness projects. 
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OUTCOME/IMPACT 

Increased victim/wit-
ness satisfaction with 
LE/CJ system. 

Increased probability 
of future victim/wit-
ness cooperation. 

7 I .-

TABLE B.3. OUTCOME/IMPACT SUMMARY FOR VICTIM-WITNESS MODELl 

EVIDENCE SUMMARY 

*A majority of criminal justice personnel 
surveyed believed victim/witness atti-
tudes were favorably influenced by the 
program. 

*Wi11ingness to cooperate in the future 
in reporting or prosecuting crime cannot 
be attributed to receipt of program 
services. 

'. 

NUMBER OF PROJECTS 
FOR WHICH EVIDENCE 

IS AVAILABLE 

1 

3 

REFEF..ENCES 
, 

San Mateo County Proba-
tion Dept., 1978. 

Black and Regenstreif, 
1977; Schneider and Reiter 
1976; Kraft et a1., 1977; 
Stanford Research Insti-
tute, 1978. 

: . 
i 

l 
)l 

, 

, 

\ 

, 

...... 



J 

! 
J 

I 

'I I 
'--~""""""""-~-

.-

, 

I 
I 

1 

j 

I 
L r "" 
t 

, 




