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F
orew

ord

N
o

single
agency

can
fulfill,

through
its

ow
n

efforts,
the

public’s
justifiable

B
dem

and
that

w
e

rid
our

com
m

unities
o
f

drug
abuse

and
the

crim
e

and
violence

it
fosters.

Interagency
cooperation

at
all

levels
o

f
governm

ent
is

an
essential

ingredient
o
f

successful
drug

law
-enforcem

ent
strategies.

O
ne

such
strategy

—
intensive

street-level
drug

enforcem
ent

—
attracts

w
idespread

interest
am

ong
police

and
sheriffs

departm
ents.

C
rackdow

ns
are

a
favored

tactic
frequently

called
for

by
political

leaders
and

concerned
citizens

and
com

m
unity

groups.
To

determ
ine

the
effects

o
f

such
crackdow

ns
on

users
and

dealers
w

ho
transform

city
streets

into
drug

bazaars,
research

reported
in

this
publication

analyzed
data

from
areas

that
had

carried
out

intensive
enforcem

ent
o
f

drug
law

s.

A
s

this
report

indicates,
there

is
com

pelling
evidence

that,
under

som
e

c
ir

cum
stances,

street-level
drug

enforcem
ent

can
rid

city
streets

o
f

drug
dealers

and
users.

O
ther

kinds
o
f

predatory
crim

e
th

at
the

public
fears

also
m

ay
be

reduced
in

the
crackdow

n
area.

Y
et,

analysis
o
f

som
e

crim
e

data
from

areas
that

intensify
street-level

enforcem
ent

show
s

that
taking

dealers
and

users
o
ff

the
streets

o
f

one
area

is
not

enough.
W

ithout
cooperation

betw
een

neighboring
areas,

the
drug

m
arket

m
ay

not
be

destroyed
but

m
erely

displaced
to

another
neighborhood.

O
ther

research
by

the
N

ational
Institute

o
f

Justice
show

s
that

reducing
supply

an
d

dem
and

for
drugs

is
best

accom
plished

by
a

cooperative
effort

am
ong

crim
inal

justice,
education,

health
practitioners,

and
youth

leaders.
S

im
ilarly,

a
concerted

effort
is

required
am

ong
local,

S
tate

and
F

ederal
law

enforcem
ent

agencies.
A

nd
w

ithin
each

jurisdiction,
drug

involved
offenders

can
best

be
m

anaged
by

close
coordination

am
ong

police,
prosecutors,

and
correctional

officers.

G
iven

the
analyses

o
f

street-level
drug

enforcem
ent

presented
in

this
report,

crim
inal

justice
agencies

w
ill

find
the

lessons
in

planning
and

cooperation
it

presents
a

useful
guide

for
action.

T
he

research
strongly

suggests
that

crim
inal

justice
agencies

that
are

w
illing

to
w

ork
together

w
ill

find
they

can
rid

their
streets

o
f

drug
users

and
dealers

alike
and

m
ake

inroads
against

other
predatory

crim
e

at
the

sam
e

tim
e.

Jam
es

K
.

S
tew

art,
D

irector
N

ational
Institute

o
f

Justice

F
orew

ord
v
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hapter

1

S
T

R
E

E
T

-L
E

V
E

L
D

R
U

G
E

N
F

O
R

C
E

M
E

N
T

:
IN

T
R

O
D

U
C

T
IO

N
T

O
T

H
E

IS
S

U
E

S

M
arcia

R
.

C
haiken

M
ounting

national
concern

over
illicit

drug
use

—
and

the
im

pact
o
f

open
drug

m
arkets

on
the

neighborhoods
in

w
hich

they
operate—

has
spurred

renew
ed

interest
in

street-level
drug

enforcem
ent.

T
he

effectiveness
o
f

crackdow
ns

as
a

law
enforcem

ent
tactic,

how
ever,

rem
ains

a
subject

o
f

debate.
T

his
report

exam
ines

the
debated

issues.
It

is
one

o
f

a
series

o
f

publications
that

provide
review

s
o
f

research
on

drug-involved
offenders

and
strategies

for
dealing

w
ith

them
.

I
have

had
the

pleasure
o

f
editing

this
series.

T
his

volum
e

presents
a

study
th

at
advocates

street-level
crackdow

ns
on

heroin
m

arkets
and

suggests
they

m
ay

reduce
non-drug

crim
e

as
w

ell;
it

also
includes

three
critical

review
s

o
f

the
study

and
the

recom
m

ended
policy.

T
ogether,

the
paper

and
review

s
address

the
concerns

o
f

crim
inal

justice
practitioners

w
ho

are
currently

im
plem

enting
this

form
o
f

policing,
those

considering
instituting

such
a

practice,
and

those
w

ho
are

opposed.
L

egislators
and

citizens
w

ho
w

ant
to

know
m

ore
about

specific
form

s
o
f

law
enforcem

ent
efforts

for
controlling

the
sales

o
f

illicit
drugs

w
ill

also
find

these
m

aterials
inform

ative.

N
one

o
f

the
authors

view
crack-dow

ns
as

a
panacea.

N
or

do
any

o
f

them
suggest

that
street-level

drug
enforcem

ent
by

itself
can

elim
inate

the
use

o
f

illicit
drugs.

R
ather,

the
focal

question
addressed

by
this

set
o
f

papers
is:

W
hat

effects
reasonably

can
be

expected
from

street
level

drug
enforcem

ent?

T
hese

papers
present

four
different

perspectives
on

the
answ

er
to

that
q

u
es

tion.
T

he
prim

ary
paper,

authored
by

M
ark

K
leim

an,
a

policy
analyst

at
the

K
ennedy

S
chool

o
f

G
overnm

ent,
H

arvard
U

niversity,
presents

a
theory



on
the

potential
benefits

and
costs

o
f

street-level
drug

enforcem
ent.

H
is

central
hypothesis

asserts
that

crackdow
ns

on
street-level

heroin
dealers

and

buyers
increase

the
non-m

oney
costs

of
drug

use
(the

risk
of

arrest
and

the

tim
e

required
to

find
new

sources
of

drugs)
and

reduce
consum

ption.
H

e

argues
that

the
com

bination
of

increased
risk

and
tim

e
drives

som
e

users
to

desist:
he

also
suggests

that
those

w
ho

continue
to

use
drugs

can
“score”

less
frequently.

A
dditionally,

he
contends

that,
since

offenders
w

ho
com

m
it

robbery
and

burglary
often

do
so

to
get

m
oney

for
drugs,

crackdow
ns

—
by

reducing
drug

consum
ption

w
ithout

increasing
the

drug
price—

can
also

reduce
the

num
bers

of
street

crim
es.

B
ased

on
analysis

o
f

data
collected

in

several
areas

w
hich

have
experienced

crackdow
ns

on
street

drug
m

arkets,

K
leim

an
concludes

that
“street-level

heroin
crackdow

ns,
under

som
e

c
ir

cum
stances,

produce
great

benefits
at

m
odest

costs.”
H

e
challenges

p
racti

tioners
to

“try
it

and
see.”

T
he

review
s

are
w

ritten
by

P
rofessor

A
rnold

B
arnett,

the
S

loan
S

chool
o
f

M
anagem

ent,
M

assachusetts
Institute

of
T

echnology;
A

nthony
B

ouza,
C

hief

o
f

P
olice

in
M

inneapolis;
and

K
evin

B
urke,

D
istrict

A
ttorney

in
E

ssex

C
ounty,

M
assachusetts.

E
ach,

draw
ing

on
his

ow
n

rich
basis

o
f

experience

and
expertise,

reacts
to

K
leim

an’s
paper

and
policy

recom
m

endations
in

a

different
w

ay.

D
istrict

A
ttorney

B
urke

strongly
endorses

the
policy,

but
he

takes
issue

w
ith

som
e

o
f

K
leim

an’s
reservations.

M
r.

B
urke’s

prim
ary

goal
in

instituting

street-level
drug

enforcem
ent

in
his

district
w

as
to

im
prove

the
quality

o
f

life
in

areas
dom

inated
by

dealers
and

addicts.
B

ecause
these

people
left

the

target
areas

follow
ing

crackdow
ns,

he
heartily

endorses
the

practice.

T
he

tw
o

other
review

ers
are

less
optim

istic
than

K
leim

an
about

the
results

o
f

crackdow
ns.

C
hief

B
ouza

has
seen

street-level
drug

enforcem
ent

m
erely

shift
the

locale
o
f

dealing.
H

e
has

w
atched

arrested
dealers

quickly
sh

u
n
t

ed
back

on
the

streets
because

o
f

overcrow
ded

courts
and

prisons.
H

e
d
e

plores
the

w
aste

o
f

resources
and

concludes
that,

although
a

crackdow
n

tem
porarily

provides
good

publicity,
“T

he
only

problem
is

that
it

doesn’t

w
ork.”

P
rofessor

B
arnett

review
s

the
analysis

that
led

to
K

leim
an’s

conclusion
that

under
som

e
circum

stances
crackdow

ns
help

reduce
street

crim
e.

In
n
o
n

technical
term

s,
he

show
s

how
the

num
bers

used
by

K
leim

an
to

d
em

o
n

strate
success

can
be

m
isleading.

H
e

is
m

ore
pessim

istic
than

K
leim

an

about
the

negative
and

positive
consequences

o
f

crackdow
ns.

H
ow

ever
he

agrees
w

ith
the

K
leim

an
conclusion

to
“try

it
and

see.”
“O

nly
through

an

extensive
process

o
f

trial
and

error,”
he

suggests,
“can

w
e

learn
the

circu
m

stances
under

w
hich

crackdow
ns

produce
m

ore
beneficial

than
harm

ful
e
f

fects.”
It

is
in

this
spirit

o
f

learning
that

the
N

ational
Institute

o
f

Justice

presents
these

papers.

2
C

haiken
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E
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M
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A
.R
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K

leim
an

Introduction

In
1985,

m
ore

than
800,000

citizens
w

ere
arrested

for
drug

law
violations.

T
he

A
nti-D

rug
A

buse
A

ct
of

1986
[P.L

.
99-570]

provided
$230

m
illion

to
state

and
local

enforcem
ent

agencies
for

enhanced
drug

enforcem
ent

a
c

tivities.
Y

et
the

value
of

such
police

enforcem
ent

has
long

been
debated.

P
art

o
f

this
debate

concerns
the

purposes
and

justifications
for

such
e
f

forts.
S

om
e

argue
that

the
enforcem

ent
activity

is
justified

sim
ply

because
law

s
against

drug
use

exist,
and

it
is

the
clear

obligation
o
f

the
S

tate
to

e
n

force
the

law
s.

O
thers

see
the

law
s

and
im

proved
enforcem

ent
as

justified
by

their
im

pact
on

levels
o
f

illicit
drug

use.’
Still

others
see

drug
en

fo
rce

m
ent

as
a

potentially
useful

approach
to

controlling
“street

crim
es”

such
as

robbery
and

burglary.
2

T
he

debate
also

concerns
the

practical
effect

of
enforcem

ent
efforts

on
these

objectives.
T

here
are

conflicting
theories

about
the

causal
m

echanism
s

that
link

local
drug

enforcem
ent

efforts
to

the
objectives

o
f

controlling
drug

use
and

street
crim

e.
A

nd
there

is
only

a
lim

ited
am

ount
o
f

em
p
irical
3

evidence
to

test
our

theories
or

evaluate
the

results
o
f

local
en

fo
rcem

en
t.

4

R
ecent

evidence
and

reasoning
about

one
form

o
f

local
drug

en
fo

rce
m

ent—
crackdow

ns
on

retail
heroin

m
arkets—

suggest
that

such
crackdow

ns
m

ay
be

one
w

ay
to

use
local

drug
enforcem

ent
efforts

to
produce

valuable
results.

T
he

E
ffects

o
f

Intensive
E

nforcem
ent

on
R

etail
H

eroin
D

ealing



T
he

L
ynn

D
rug

T
ask

F
orce

T
he

P
rogm

m

In
early

1983,
the

M
assachusetts

S
tate

police
narcotics

unit
had

d
ecen

tral

ized.
Its

agents
w

ere
dispersed

into
county

drug
task

forces
under

the
d

i

rection
o
f

the
elected

D
istrict

A
ttorneys.

T
he

D
istrict

A
ttorney

for
E

ssex

C
ounty,

K
evin

B
urke,

found
him

self
w

ith
six

narcotics
officers

at
his

disposal.

B
urke

decided
that

spreading
six

drug
officers

over
a

county
w

ith
a

p
o
p

u
la

tion
o
f

750,000
w

as
unlikely

to
produce

substantial
results.

C
hronic

co
m

plaints
from

residents
and

m
erchants

in
L

ynn,
M

assachusetts,
about

open

heroin
dealing

in
the

H
igh

R
ock

neighborhood,
just

four
blocks

from
the

central
business

district,
suggested

a
target

for
m

ore
concentrated

efforts.

L
ynn

had
the

second
highest

crim
e

rate
o
f

all
M

assachusetts
cities

and
a

police
departm

ent
w

hose
sw

orn
strength

had
fallen

by
about

one-third

(from
180

to
120)

due
to

fiscal
pressures.

B
urke

elected
to

concentrate
his

entire
T

ask
Force

on
street-level

heroin
dealing

in
L

ynn
to,

as
he

described

it,
“im

prove
the

quality
o
f

life.’”

T
he

L
ynn

D
rug

T
ask

F
orce

began
operations

in
S

eptem
ber

1983
w

ith
six

S
tate

troopers
and

one
detective

from
the

L
ynn

P
olice

D
epartm

ent.
O

ver

the
first

10
m

onths
o
f

its
existence,

the
task

force
averaged

6
full-tim

e-

equivalent
police

plus
I

part-tim
e

civilian
clerk.

T
his

represented
about

5

percent
of

the
total

sw
orn

police
forces

available
in

L
ynn,

and
cost

ap
p

ro
x

im
ately

$20,000
per

m
onth,

or
25

cents
a

m
onth

per
resident.

S
ubsequently,

the
S

tate
troopers

w
ere

slow
ly

shifted
aw

ay
from

L
ynn

and
tow

ard
the

larger
m

arket
in

L
aw

rence,
at

the
other

end
o
f

the
county,

but
the

L
ynn

P
olice

D
epartm

ent
added

m
ore

o
f

its
ow

n
officers

to
the

T
ask

Force.
C

u
r

rent
strength

(four
years

later)
varies

from
four

to
six

sw
orn

o
ficers.
6

T
he

strategy
of

the
T

ask
Force

w
as

to
m

ake
it

difficult
for

dealers
to

m
ake

sales
and

for
heroin

buyers
to

“score”
in

the
streets

o
f

L
ynn.

Its
officers

w
atched

know
n

dealing
locations

and
questioned

suspected
buyers

and

sellers,
m

ade
arrests

for
possession

after
observing

transactions,
used

in
fo

r

m
ants

to
m

ake
sm

all-scale
purchases,

and
executed

search
w

arrants
on

prem
ises

used
for

dealing.
Tw

o
officers

spent
several

w
eeks

in
one

co
n
v
en

tional
undercover

operation.
A

“H
ot

L
ine”

for
anonym

ous
tips

w
as

established,
m

aintained,
and

heavily
publicized;

inform
ation

from
H

ot
L

ine

calls
contributed

to
m

any
arrests

and
searches.

In
its

first
10

m
onths,

the
L

ynn
D

rug
T

ask
Force

m
ade

140
arrests;

these

represented
betw

een
5

percent
and

10
percent

o
f

the
L

ynn
P

olice
D

ep
art

m
ent’s

arrest
activity

over
that

period.
E

leven
arrests

w
ere

for
possession

o
f

heroin
w

ith
intent

to
distribute.

Sixty
m

ore
w

ere
for

other
heroin-related

charges:
sim

ple
possession

or
possession

o
f

injection
equipm

ent.
T

here
w

ere

20
arrests

for
possession

of
cocaine

w
ith

intent
to

distribute
and

12
for

sim
ple

possession
of

cocaine.
O

ther
arrestees

w
ere

charged
w

ith
a

4
K

leim
an



m
iscellany

o
f

drug
and

non-drug
offenses

or
taken

on
outstanding

arrest
and

fugitive
w

arrants.
N

inety-six
defendants

w
ere

convicted
or

pleaded
g
u
il

ty,
including

10
on

felony
heroin

charges.
N

om
inal

m
inim

um
sentences

on
all

charges
totaled

110
years.

A
rrests

have
continued

since,
but

at
a

m
uch

low
er

rate.

T
he

R
esults

B
urke’s

goal
for

the
program

—
”to

im
prove

the
quality

o
f

life
in

L
ynn”—

w
as

a
broad

one.
A

t
a

m
inim

um
,

it
m

eant
halting

the
open

dealing
of

B
heroin

and
stilling

the
com

plaints
o
f

citizens
offended

and
frightened

by
the

open
heroin

m
arket.

M
ore

am
bitiously,

it
m

eant
reducing

the
level

of
heroin

use
in

L
ynn

(and
perhaps

elsew
here

if
L

ynn
drug

dealing
w

as
su

p
porting

consum
ption

in
other

areas)
by

m
aking

it
difficult

for
experim

ental
drug

users
to

have
access

to
heroin

and
by

giving
current

users
incentives

to
abandon

their
use.

E
ven

m
ore

am
bitiously,

it
m

eant
reducing

street
crim

es
such

as
robbery

and
burglary

in
L

ynn
—

either
by

incapacitating
h
ero

in
using

offenders
through

incarceration,
or

by
reducing

their
predatory

activ
i

ty
as

a
side-effect

o
f

reducing
their

heroin
consum

ption.
T

he
results

w
ere

unexpectedly
gratifying.

D
isorder

R
eduction

and
Q

uality
o
f

L
ife

T
he

prelim
inary

results
o
f

the
operation

included
a

m
arked

decrease
in

the
volum

e
and

flagrancy
o
f

the
L

ynn
heroin

m
arket.

A
visitor

w
alking

through
the

H
igh

R
ock

area
on

a
sum

m
er

afternoon
sees

a
placid,

rather
suburban

neighborhood,
not

the
drug

bazaar
that

reportedly
used

to
exist.

Interview
ed

nine
m

onths
after

the
inception

o
f

the
T

ask
Force,

H
igh

R
ock

residents,
their

elected
representatives,

and
m

erchants
in

the
nearby

business
district,

described
them

selves
as

pleased
w

ith
the

changes.
M

ore
surprisingly,

others
in

the
C

ity
appeared

to
notice

and
appreciate

the
effects

o
f

the
T

ask
Force:

37
percent

o
f

the
respondents

in
a

city-w
ide

survey
conducted

in
the

su
m

m
er

o
f

1984
thought

that
police

and
prosecutors

w
ere

doing
a

better
job

in
enforcing

the
drug

law
s

than
a

year
previously;

only
12

percent
thought

that
they

w
ere

doing
a

w
orse

job.

H
eroin

C
onsum

ption

O
f

all
the

effects
o
f

drug
enforcem

ent,
the

im
pact

on
drug

consum
ption

is
am

ong
the

hardest
to

m
easure.

M
ost

o
f

the
evidence

available,
how

ever,
suggests

that
heroin

consum
ption

in
L

ynn
declined

substantially
after

the
inception

o
f

the
T

ask
Force.

D
rug

treatm
ent

w
orkers

in
L

ynn
believe

that
the

easy
availability

o
f

heroin
in

the
early

1980’s
had

resulted
in

the
re-addiction

o
f

m
any

heroin
users

w
ho

had
been

abstinent
during

the
late

1970’s.
T

hey
report

that,
as

a
result

o
f

the
T

ask
Force,

heroin
users

in
L

ynn
found

it
harder

to
buy

drugs
and

w
ere

w
orried

about
being

arrested
for

possession
o
f

narcotics
if

they
did

succeed
in

buying.
A

s
a

result,
som

e
of

them
w

ent
into

drug
treatm

en
t.

8
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Interview
s

w
ith

drug
users

in
treatm

ent
confirm

ed
this

acco
u
n
t.

9
O

f
course,

users
in

treatm
ent

do
not

constitute
an

unbiased
sam

ple
o
f

all
users.

T
he

im
pression

that
increased

enforcem
ent

pressure
tended

to
decrease

heroin
use

is
confirm

ed
by

the
pattern

of
dem

and
for

drug
treatm

ent
ser

vices
in

L
ynn.

U
nlike

treatm
ent

facilities
elsew

here
in

M
assachusetts,

the

program
in

L
ynn

experienced
m

ore
than

an
85

percent
increase

in
dem

and

for
service

over
the

10
m

onths
starting

in
S

eptem
ber

of
1983.

B
y

that

point,
w

aiting
lists

had
started

to
develop

and
further

changes
in

treatm
ent

dem
and

becam
e

hard
to

m
easure.°

L
ynn-area

heroin
users

w
hose

consum
ption

o
f

heroin
decreased

or
ceased

as
a

result
of

the
task

force
m

ay
w

ell
have

increased
their

consum
ption

of

other
drugs,

particularly
other

depressants
including

synthetic
opiates

and

opioids,
barbiturates,

and
alcohol.

T
hese

m
ay

act
as

substitutes—
in

both

the
psychological

and
econom

ic
senses

of
that

term
—

for
heroin.

T
he

extent

o
f

that
effect

w
as

not
m

easured.

P
roperty

and
V

iolent
C

rim
e

P
erhaps

the
m

ost
surprising

result
of

the
L

ynn
D

rug
T

ask
Force

w
as

its
im

pact
on

street
crim

es:
specifically,

robbery,
burglary,

and
crim

es
against

the

person
(hom

icide,
forcible

rape,
and

aggravated
assault).

C
om

paring
the

12

m
onths

starting
S

eptem
ber,

1983,
w

ith
the

previous
12

m
onths,

reported

robberies
w

ere
dow

n
18.5

percent,
reported

burglaries
w

ere
dow

n
37.5

p
e
r

cent,
and

reported
crim

es
against

the
person

w
ere

dow
n

a
full

66
percent.’

In
the

follow
ing

12
m

onths,
the

reported
burglaries

rem
ained

at
their

new
,

low
er

level,
and

reported
robberies

declined
still

further,
to

a
level

30
p
e
r

cent
below

the
base

year
(see

F
igures

1,
2,

and
3

for
a

graphical
rep

resen
ta

tion
o
f

these
changes;

see
the

section,
“P

ossible
E

xplanations
for

D
ecreases

in
C

rim
e,”

below
,

for
a

statistical
analysis).

T
his

apparent
decrease

in
crim

e,

if
valid

(as
w

ell
as

statistically
significant)

represents
a

large,
and

largely

unexpected,
benefit

o
f

the
program

.
Indeed,

it
m

akes
it

seem
that

cracking

dow
n

on
street-level

heroin
dealing

m
ight

be
a

cost-effective
approach

to

crim
e

control
as

w
ell

as
an

instrum
ent

of
drug

abuse
control

policy.

B
efore

deciding
that

this
kind

o
f

program
w

ould
be

useful
across

the
co

u
n

try,
how

ever,
it

is
necessary

to
place

this
experience

in
a

broader
context:

to

identify
the

full
range

o
f

effects
relevant

to
the

evaluation
of

street-level

drug
enforcem

ent
program

s,
to

supplem
ent

the
results

from
L

ynn
w

ith

reports
of

less
w

ell-docum
ented

efforts
elsew

here,
to

consider
how

som
e

o
f

the
effects

of
such

program
s

com
e

about,
and

to
consider

w
hat

en
v
iro

n

m
ental

features
of

a
given

site
affect

the
prospects

o
f

success.
M

uch
of

this

paper
is

guided
by

inferences
from

general
principles

as
w

ell
as

by
direct

evidence.
T

he
aim

is
therefore

not
to

establish
definitively

w
hat

is
true

but

to
im

prove
our

understanding
o
f

the
probability,

conditions,
and

m
echanism

s
o
f

successful
retail

heroin
crackdow

ns.

Ic
V

b
.
i
m

n
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E
valuating

S
treet-L

evel
H

eroin
E

nforcem
ent

E
fforts

T
he

above
account

o
f

the
L

ynn
program

suggests
the

w
ide

range
o
f

effects—
beneficial

and
otherw

ise—
such

activities
m

ay
have.

T
his

section
o

f

fers
a

m
ore

system
atic

catalogue
of

benefits
and

costs
to

provide
a

stru
c

ture
for

the
evaluation

o
f

past
efforts

and
for

deciding
w

hether
future

ones

are
likely

to
be

justified.
W

e
begin

w
ith

benefits
that

are
directly

and
im

m
ediately

produced,
proceed

to
benefits

that
are

m
ore

rem
ote,

and
then

a
d

dress
the

issue
of

costs
incurred

in
street-level

heroin
enforcem

ent.

B
enefits

N
eighborhood

C
onditions

O
pen

drug
dealing

is
bad

for
the

neighborhoods
w

ithin
w

hich
it

o
ccu

rs.
2

In

addition
to

the
problem

s
o
f

traffic
and

noise
that

accom
pany

any
street-

corner
com

m
ercial

activity,
drug

dealing
poses

tw
o

special
threats:

that

som
e

neighborhood
residents,

particularly
children,

m
ay

becom
e

users;
and

th
at

the
behavior

o
f

buyers
and

sellers
w

ill
be

disruptive
or

w
orse.

In
poor

neighborhoods,
the

opportunity
for

quick
m

oney
offered

by
the

illicit

m
arket

m
ay

com
pete

w
ith

entry-level
licit

jobs
and

divert
labor-m

arket
e
n

trants
from

legitim
ate

careers.
3

W
hen

the
drug

sold
is

heroin,
residents

are

likely
to

be
bothered

by
users

“nodding”
in

doorw
ays

and
heroin-using

p
ro

stitutes
soliciting,

and
even

carrying
on,

business
in

w
ays

that
disturb

neighbors
and

passers-by.

R
educing

the
volum

e,
or

at
least

the
flagrancy,

o
f

street
heroin

dealing

should
therefore

be
counted

as
a

benefit
separate

from
the

reduction
in

heroin
consum

ption.
T

his
benefit

can
be

detected
by

sim
ple

inspection
o
f

the
area,

before
and

after;
by

form
al

or
inform

al
surveys

o
f

residents;
or

indirectly
through

such
m

easures
as

real
estate

values.

C
ontrolling

H
eroin

U
se

T
he

law
s

against
the

possession
and

sale
o

f
heroin

reflect
a

social
judgm

ent

that
the

use
o
f

the
drug

is
pernicious.

T
he

ethnographic
literature

on
heroin

addicts
provides

am
ple

support
for

that
view

,
w

hich
appears

to
be

shared

by
m

any,
if

not
m

ost,
heroin

users
them

selves.
14

In
thinking

about
the

effects
o
f

street-level
enforcem

ent
on

heroin
c
o
n

sum
ption,

it
is

useful
to

distinguish
the

effects
on

people
w

ho
are

already

drug-dependent
from

the
effects

on
those

w
ho

are
beginning

to
experim

ent

or
thinking

about
experim

enting.
T

he
effects,

and
the

m
echanism

s
th

at
p
ro

duce
the

effects,
w

ill
be

quite
different

on
the

tw
o

classes
of

users,
because

experienced
users

are
likely

to
have

both
m

ore
“connections”

(sources)
and

m
ore

resourcefulness
and

determ
ination

about
“scoring.”

E
ven

for
som

e
ex

10
K

leim
an



perienced
users,

how
ever,

street-level
enforcem

ent
is

likely
to

reduce
c
o
n

sum
ption.

T
he

effect
w

ill
occur

through
several

m
echanism

s.

F
irst,

in
the

course
of

a
crackdow

n,
m

any
experienced

heroin
users

w
ill

be
arrested

for
sale

or
possession.

T
heir

arrest,
and

the
disposition

o
f

their
cases,

w
ill

tend
to

reduce
their

consum
ption

through
the

fam
iliar

m
echanism

s
o
f

specific
deterrence,

incapacitation,
and

rehabilitation.
S

uch
effects

are
likely

to
be

particularly
strong

w
hen

the
crackdow

ns
are

acco
m

panied
by

urine
testing

at
the

tim
e

o
f

arrest,
and

m
andated

urine
screening

as
a

condition
o
f

bail,
probation,

or
p

aro
le.

5

S
econd,

an
experienced

user
w

ho
is

not
arrested

m
ay,

in
the

face
o
f

in
creas

ed
pressure

on
the

streets,
decide

that
now

is
a

useful
tim

e
to

reduce
or

abandon
heroin

use.
H

e
m

ay
be

deterred
by

the
prospect

o
f

arrest.
H

e
m

ay
be

inconvenienced
by

the
arrest

o
f

his
regular

“connection”
and

the
d
if

ficulty
(increased

by
enforcem

ent)
o
f

finding
a

new
one.

O
r,

m
ore

likely,
the

increased
daily

inconvenience
and

anxiety
o
f

“copping”
w

ill
cum

ulate
to

the
extent

that
“drying

out”
w

ill
appear

relatively
attractive.

T
he

likelihood
of

addicts’
m

aking
this

choice
can

be
increased,

if
treatm

ent
services

are
readily

available
to

those
heroin

users
w

ho
w

ant
it.

T
he

im
pact

o
f

street-level
heroin

enforcem
ent

on
new

users
is

potentially
larger,

and
over

the
long

run,
m

ore
significant.

It
is

larger
because

ex
perim

ental
users

are
m

uch
less

com
m

itted
to

using
heroin

than
established

addicts,
and

m
uch

less
resourceful

in
“copping.”

T
hey

are
also

harder
for

street
sellers

to
distinguish

for
undercover

narcotics
officers,

and
are

thus
likely

to
encounter

particularly
great

difficulties
w

hen
“the

heat
is

o
n
.”

6

If
street-level

enforcem
ent

raises
the

average
tim

e
required

to
“score”

from
5

m
inutes

to
2

hours
and

forces
dealing

either
indoors

or
to

m
ore

dangerous
parts

o
f

tow
n,

novice
users

w
ill

be
m

ore
likely

than
experienced

addicts
to

go
w

ithout
heroin.

T
he

sam
e

is
probably

true
o
f

the
fear

o
f

a
r

rest
for

possession.’
7

E
ffects

on
the

initiation
o
f

heroin
use

or
the

progress
from

initiation
to

regular
use

are
particularly

w
orth

achieving,
because

the
result

is
the

elim
ination

o
f

an
entire

addict
career

rather
than

sim
ply

shortening
one.

W
ith

respect
to

adolescents,
parents

have
the

prim
ary

responsibility
for

preventing
heroin

initiation.
Street-level

enforcem
ent

can
help

restore
their

capacity
to

accom
plish

that
task.

A
ll

parents,
regardless

of
econom

ic
level

or
ethnicity,

are
eager

to
protect

their
children

from
the

effects
of

heroin
use.

A
s

long
as

the
streets

are
open

drug
m

arkets,
very

high
levels

o
f

p
aren

tal
supervision

m
ay

be
needed

to
be

effective.
O

n
the

other
hand,

if
the

streets
are

relatively
safe

or
clear

o
f

drug
dealing,

then
parental

ad
m

o
n
i

tions
against

drug
use

are
less

likely
to

be
ignored.

A
nother

potential
benefit

o
f

street-level
heroin

crackdow
ns

is
its

potential
contribution

to
the

broader,
higher-level

effort
to

m
inim

ize
the

supply
of

drugs
through

the
im

m
obilization

o
f

trafficking
organizations.

Street-level
enforcem

ent
contributes

to
this

effort
w

henever
it

turns
up

a
piece

of
in

telligence
that

can
be

used
in

an
ongoing

federal
investigation

or
a

d
efen

T
he

E
ffects

of
Intensive

E
nforcem

ent
on

R
etail

H
eroin

D
ealing

11



dant
w

ho
w

ould
be

w
illing

to
becom

e
an

inform
ant.

S
treet-level

heroin
e
n

forcem
ent

m
ay

also
uncover

trafficking
organizations

and
netw

orks
th

at

w
ere

previously
unknow

n
to

the
higher-level

investigators.
B

ecause
street-

level
enforcem

ent
efforts

are
not

guided
by

intelligence
inform

ation
but

a
t

tack
w

hat
is

right
in

front
o

f
them

,
they

m
ay

serve
as

“early
w

arning
n
e
t

w
orks”

for
the

grow
th

o
f

new
trafficking

organizations.
O

ne
should

not
ex

pect
these

discoveries
often.

B
ut

w
hen

such
discoveries

do
occur,

they
w

ill

be
extrem

ely
im

portant
contributions

to
the

overall
effectiveness

of
supply

reduction
efforts.

R
educing

“Street
C

rim
es”

A
third

potential
benefit

o
f

street-level
heroin

crackdow
ns

is
the

prevention

of
property

and
violent

crim
es.

T
he

im
pact

on
these

crim
es

is
im

portant
in

evaluating
street-level

heroin
enforcem

ent
for

several
reasons.

F
irst,

it
is

possible
that

these
crim

es
w

ill
increase

as
a

result
of

street-level
drug

e
n

forcem
ent,

and
thus

m
ust

be
counted

as
a

cost
o
f

street-level
enforcem

ent

rather
than

a
benefit.

If
street-level

enforcem
ent

increases
the

price
o
f

heroin
but

fails
to

decrease
consum

ption,
addicts

w
ill

have
to

steal
m

ore.

T
hus,

the
old

saw
,

“the
drug

squad
m

akes
w

ork
for

the
burglary

squad.”
If

that
anticipated

effect
does

not
occur,

then
one

potential
cost

o
f

street-level

enforcem
ent

w
ill

be
elim

inated.

S
econd,

the
intrinsic

im
portance

o
f

these
crim

es
—

particularly
in

poor

com
m

unities
—

m
akes

any
effect

on
them

very
im

portant.
S

m
all

increases

(several
percent)

in
Levels

of
robbery

and
burglary

w
ould

be
sufficiently

im

portant
to

cancel
out

benefits
m

easured
in

term
s

o
f

the
elim

ination
o
f

drug

m
arkets

or
the

encouragem
ent

o
f

drug
users

to
seek

treatm
ent.

O
n

the

other
hand,

sm
all

reductions
in

levels
o
f

robbery
and

burglary
w

ould
c
o
n

stitute
an

im
portant

justification
for

street-level
enforcem

ent
even

if
it

p
ro

duced
no

other
benefits.

T
hird,

controlling
robbery

and
burglary

is
central

to
the

m
ission

o
f

crim
inal

justice
agencies.

If
these

crim
es

increased
as

a
result

of
heroin

crackdow
ns,

police
and

prosecuting
organizations

w
ould

not
be

enthusiastic
about

them

even
if

there
w

ere
substantial

benefits
gained

in
the

com
m

unity’s
sense

o
f

order
and

reduction
in

drug
use.

F
ourth,

the
fact

that
these

effects
are

relatively
easy

to
m

easure
m

akes
them

inexpensive
indicators

of
w

hether
a

program
is

“w
orking.”

W
ith

all
their

w
ell-know

n
foibles,

counts
o
f

crim
es

reported
to

the
police

are
at

least
c
o
l

lected
m

onth-by-m
onth,

and
can

therefore
be

m
anipulated

statistically,

w
hile

other
benefit

m
easures

are
far

harder
to

quantify.
T

hus,
effects

on

street
crim

es
are

an
inevitable

and
im

portant
dim

ension
to

be
used

in

evaluating
street-level

enforcem
ent

efforts.

C
osts

T
he

costs
o
f

street-level
enforcem

ent
register

in
three

areas:
1)

the
direct

financial
cost

o
f

m
ounting

the
operations;

2)
the

value
o
f

police
resources

1
?
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com
m

itted
to

street-level
enforcem

ent
in

alternative
uses;

and
3)

the
p

o
ten

tial
threat

to
civil

liberties
associated

w
ith

m
ore

extensive
and

aggressive
street-level

enforcem
ent.

M
oreover,

it
is

im
portant

to
recognize

that
these

costs
register

across
the

crim
inal

justice
system

—
not

sim
ply

w
ithin

the
police

organizations
that

initiate
the

operations.

F
inancial

C
osts

o
f

S
treet-L

evel
H

eroin
C

rackdow
ns

T
he

direct
payroll

costs
of

police
em

ployed
in

heroin
crackdow

ns
are

not
the

only
financial

costs
to

be
considered

in
evaluating

such
program

s.
B

enefit
packages

(including
retirem

ent)
need

to
be

taken
into

account.
So

do
“overhead”

costs:
buildings,

vehicles,
adm

inistration,
supervision.

A
t

least
in

the
case

o
f

O
peration

P
ressure

P
oint

I
in

N
ew

Y
ork,

concerns
about

the
potential

for
corruption

and
other

m
isconduct

led
to

a
heavier-

than-norm
al

ratio
o
f

supervisors
to

patrol
officers

and
line

detectives.’
8

T
he

other
m

ajor
cost

im
plicit

in
the

establishm
ent

o
f

such
operations

is
the

need
to

m
aintain

them
over

tim
e.

T
his

need
m

ay
be

m
ore

political
than

operational,
but

it
is

nonetheless
real.

N
ew

Y
ork

P
olice

C
om

m
issioner

B
en

jam
in

W
ard

reports
that

P
ressure

P
oint

I
and

other
street-level

anti-
narcotics

activities
generated

so
m

uch
neighborhood

support
that

any
attem

pt
to

phase
them

dow
n

after
once

flagrant
dealing

had
declined

m
et

w
ith

vigorous
local

resistance.’
9

T
hus

a
decision

to
start

a
crackdow

n
m

ay
involve

a
long-term

resource
com

m
itm

ent.

A
lternative

U
ses

o
f

E
nforcem

ent
R

esources
P

olice
observing

heroin
sales

are
not

answ
ering

calls
for

service
or

decoying
robbers.

P
rosecutors

trying
street

sale
cases

are
not

trying
burglary

or
p
ro

stitution
cases.

A
prison

bed
filled

by
a

heroin
dealer

m
ight

hold
an

auto
thief

instead.
D

etectives
assigned

to
a

task
force

directed
at

retail
heroin

dealing
are

not
tapping

cocaine
w

holesalers’
telephones.

U
rban

law
enforcem

ent
is

not
a

w
orld

of
slack

resources.
B

enefits
w

ould
have

been
obtained

from
the

w
ork

of
the

people
involved

w
ith

a
retail

heroin
crackdow

n,
had

they
been

assigned
to

do
som

ething
else

instead.
T

hese
“lost”

benefits
should

be
counted

as
a

cost
o
f

the
crackdow

n.

D
eterm

ining
in

detail
the

results
o
f

“one
m

ore”
arrest,

conviction,
or

m
onth

o
f

incarceration
in

various
uses

is
largely

beyond
the

stretch
of

the
available

law
enforcem

ent
literature.

T
he

“opportunity
cost”

o
f

the
resources

em
ployed

in
crackdow

ns
cannot,

therefore,
be

m
easured

w
ith

any
precision.

T
he

alternative
w

ould
be

to
add

resources
to

the
system

to
carry

out
crackdow

ns,
and

then
m

easure
the

benefits
of

the
crackdow

ns
against

the
dollar

costs
of

the
new

resources.
In

practice,
how

ever,
new

dollars
m

ay
not

be
available.

E
ffects

on
O

ther
A

gency
O

perations
C

rackdow
ns

can
have

a
variety

o
f

effects
on

the
other

operations
of

the
agencies

involved
beyond

the
sheer

use
o
f

resources.

T
he

E
ffects

o
f

Intensive
E

nforcem
ent

on
R

etail
H

eroin
D

ealing
13



T
hey

can
be

m
ore

or
less

professionally
rew

arding
and

interesting
for

the
personnel

involved
than

alternative
assignm

ents,
and

thus
im

prove
or

w
orsen

m
orale.

N
o

form
al

study
has

been
done,

but
it

appears
that

only

a
m

inority
o
f

police
find

retail
heroin

enforcem
ent

a
professionally

stim

ulating
activity.

T
heir

boredom
needs

to
be

counted
on

the
cost

side
o
f

the
ledger.

P
rosecutors’

lack
o
f

interest
in

such
cases

m
ay

be
even

m
ore

m
arked.

C
rackdow

ns
can

strengthen
or

w
eaken

police
know

ledge
of,

and
relations

w
ith,

neighborhoods
and

their
citizens.

T
he

direction
and

m
agnitude

o
f

such
effects

w
ill

vary
w

ith
circum

stances
and

tactics.
P

rior
consultation

w
ith

local
leaders,

public
relations

efforts,
and

the
like

m
ay

m
ake

a
d
if

ference.

F
inally,

corruption,
corruption

scandals,
and

corruption-control
m

easures

need
to

be
considered.

T
hese

can
be

enorm
ously

expensive
in

term
s

o
f

the
ability

o
f

police
forces

to
execute

any
o
f

their
duties.

N
one

of
the

street-

level
efforts

discussed
here

has
run

into
corruption

problem
s,

and
it

is
d
if

ficult
in

the
abstract

to
judge

w
hether

crackdow
ns

are
m

ore
or

less
likely

to

breed
corruption

than
other

police
activities.

R
etail

crackdow
ns

involve
far

less
long-term

undercover
w

ork
than

investigations
o
f

high-level
dealers.

It

is
such

long-term
undercover

w
ork

that
has

spaw
ned

m
any

of
the

sp
ec

tacular
corruption

cases
of

the
past.

E
nforcem

ent
Intrusiveness

and
A

buse
o

f
A

uthority

In
drug

cases,
as

in
other

cases
involving

consensual
crim

es,
the

absence
o
f

com
plainants

com
plicates

enforcem
ent

efforts.
D

rug
investigations

involve

deceit
by

the
police,

the
extensive

use
o
f

crim
inal

inform
ants,

and
close

questions
about

search
and

seizure.
S

treet
enforcem

ent
m

ay
involve

the

stopping
and

questioning
o
f

m
any

citizens
w

ithout
any

basis
for

arrest.
T

he

difficulty
of

m
aking

narcotics
cases

that
w

ill
stand

up
in

court
has

even
driven

som
e

narcotics
officers

to
m

anufacture
evidence

and
to

perjure
them

selves.

T
here

are
tw

o
separate

questions
here:

the
intrusiveness

o
f

law
ful

tactics
u
s

ed
in

crackdow
ns

into
citizens’

affairs
and

the
strain

they
m

ay
put

on
the

tolerance
o
f

the
com

m
unity

for
distasteful

police
tactics,

and
the

tem
p

ta

tion
they

create
for

unlaw
ful

behavior
by

police.
B

oth
m

ust
be

reckoned
as

costs
of

street-level
enforcem

ent.

14
K
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O
ther

S
treet-L

evel
C

rackdow
ns

T
he

L
ynn

T
ask

F
orce

w
as

the
first

street-level
drug

crackdow
n

to
receive

a
form

al
evaluation,

but
other

areas
have

m
ounted

street-level
enforcem

ent
e
f

forts.
T

heir
experience

is
instructive.

M
anhattan,

L
ow

er
E

ast
Side

(O
peration

P
ressure

P
oint

I)
If

the
heroin

trade
in

L
ynn

in
1983

represented
one

extrem
e

am
ong

drug
m

arkets
—

sm
all,

concentrated,
isolated

—
the

trade
in

M
anhattan’s

“A
lphabet

C
ity”

on
the

L
ow

er
E

ast
Side

represented
the

other:
big,

cosm
opolitan,

and
in

a
city

w
ith

thriving
drug

m
arkets

in
several

other
neighborhoods.

T
he

L
ow

er
E

ast
Side

w
as

also
the

site
o
f

a
m

ajor
crackdow

n,
an

apparent
su

c
cess

in
term

s
o
f

its
effects

on
local

street
dealing,

drug
use,

and
crim

e.

A
s

o
f

January
1984,

the
area

around
2nd

S
treet

and
A

venue
B

w
as

a
center

)
o
f

w
ell-organized

retail
drug

dealing.
D

rug
buyers

crow
ded

around
sellers;

at
som

e
locations,

they
w

aited
in

orderly
double

lin
e
s.

2
0

M
any

stores
and

apartm
ent

buildings
in

the
area

w
ere

abandoned;
drug

dealing
appeared

to
have

replaced
virtually

every
other

econom
ic

activity.
A

m
ong

the
area’s

a
t

tractions
for

drug
sellers

w
as

its
division

am
ong

three
police

precincts
(5th,

7th,
and

9th).
T

he
three

w
ere

not
even

w
ithin

the
sam

e
patrol

zone.
A

s
a

result,
it

w
as

alm
ost

im
possible

to
focus

enforcem
ent

attention
on

the
drug

m
arket

w
ithout

creating
an

organizational
unit

w
hich

could
span

existing
boundaries.

B
enjam

in
W

ard,
sw

orn
in

as
P

olice
C

om
m

issioner
on

January
1,

1984,
gave

priority
to

an
im

m
ediate

crackdow
n

on
drug

dealing.
P

ressure
P

oint
I

w
as

initially
conceived

as
a

60-day
crash

project.
It

began
January

19,
1984,

and
tw

o
years

later
w

as
still

running
at

very
close

to
its

original
resource

levels.
T

he
costs

o
f

P
ressure

P
oint

I,
in

salary
alone,

w
ere

approxim
ately

$12
m

illion
per

year
for

its
first

tw
o

years
o
f

o
p
eratio

n
s.

2’

T
his

is
about

25
tim

es
the

cost
o
f

the
L

ynn
T

ask
Force.

N
ew

Y
ork

C
ity

as
a

w
hole

has
about

100
tim

es
the

population
o
f

L
ynn;

the
P

ressure
P

oint
target

area
housed

only
a

tiny
fraction

o
f

that,
but

its
custom

ers
cam

e
from

all
over

the
city

and
northern

N
ew

Jersey.

In
the

beginning,
P

ressure
P

oint
I

relied
on

m
assive

num
bers

of
arrests.

F
or

the
first

four
w

eeks,
it

averaged
som

e
65

arrests
per

day,
o
f

w
hich

m
ore

than
one-third

w
ere

on
felony

narcotics
charges.

T
hen,

as
m

arket
p
a
r

ticipants
becam

e
m

ore
w

ary,
the

num
ber

o
f

arrests
fell

to
few

er
than

20
per

day,
and

felony
drug

charges
becam

e
ra

re
r.

1
2

S
om

e
of

the
tactics

em
ployed

in
this

program
w

ere:
“observation

sales”;
undercover

buys;
raids

on
dealing

locations;
use

o
f

an
anonym

ous
“H

ot
L

ine”;
arrests

for
a

w
ide

range
o
f

m
isdem

eanors
and

violations,
such

as
disorderly

conduct
and

loitering;
and

aggressive
traffic

and
parking

enforcem
ent,

including
tow

ing.
C

ases
w

here
dealers

w
ere

using
juveniles

as
runners

w
ere

handled
by

taking
the

kids
back

to
their

parents
and

w
arning

that
another

arrest
of

the
child

for
drug

T
he

E
ffects

o
f

Intensive
E

nforcem
ent

on
R

etail
H

eroin
D

elin
Q
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dealing
w

ould
result

in
charges

o
f

abuse
and

neglect
against

the
parents.

V
ehicles

used
to

tran
sp

o
rt

drugs,
including

cars
driven

by
drug

buyers,
w

ere
seized

and
forfeited

under
F

ederal
drug

law
s.

P
ressure

P
oint

I,
like

the
L

ynn
T

ask
Force,

had
dram

atic
effects

on
drug

m
arkets,

crim
e,

and
neighborhood

w
elfare.

A
lthough

dealing
has

not
been

elim
inated,

A
lphabet

C
ity

has
seen

a
substantial

reduction
in

heroin
street

activity,
so

m
uch

so
that

police
officials

have
been

criticized
for

c
o
n

tributing
to

the
“gentrification”

o
f

a
previously

low
-rent

area.
L

ow
er

E
ast

Side
drug

treatm
ent

program
s,

already
crow

ded
due

to
funding

cutbacks
and

increasing
fear

o
f

A
ID

S
am

ong
heroin

users,
have

seen
a

new
influx

o
f

clients
due

to
P

ressure
P

oint.

R
eported

crim
e

of
m

any
kinds

has
been

drastically
reduced

in
the

P
ressure

P
oint

“T
arget

A
rea,”

hardly
a

surprising
result

given
the

sheer
volum

e
o
f

police
presence

in
a

lim
ited

area.
In

the
target

area
(com

posed
o
f

parts
o

f
three

precincts),
betw

een
1983

and
1984,

robberies
fell

47
percent,

burglaries
37

percent,
grand

larcenies
32

percent,
and

hom
icides

62
percent

(13
co

m

pared
to

34).
T

he
parts

o
f

the
three

precincts
outside

the
target

area
also

show
ed

decreases
in

crim
e;

crim
e

in
the

adjacent
precincts

w
as

u
n
ch

an
g
ed

.
2
3

O
ne

possible
result

o
f

a
local

drug
crackdow

n
is

to
create

a
new

m
arket

just
outside

the
area

o
f

heavy
enforcem

ent,
“displacing”

the
m

arket
from

one
street

corner
to

another.
N

o
such

m
arket

arose
near

the
P

ressure
P

oint

I
target

area.
T

here
w

ere,
how

ever,
reports

of
dealers

and
users

relocating
to

other,
already

established
drug

m
arkets

w
ithin

the
city;

there
are

several
in

M
anhattan

and
in

nearby
parts

o
f

B
rooklyn.

W
hether

the
displaced

activity
w

as
a

large
fraction

of
the

previous
L

ow
er

E
ast

S
ide

trade
is

unknow
n.

B
y

the
sam

e
token,

the
fact

that
street

crim
e

did
not

rise
in

the
areas

around
P

ressure
P

oint
does

not
conclusively

dem
onstrate

that
it

w
as

not
displaced

elsew
here

in
the

city.
A

serious
investigation

o
f

this
question

w
ould

require
a

careful
study

of
individual-level

crim
inal-history

files;
otherw

ise,
it

is
virtually

im
possible

to
tell

w
hether

som
e

persons
w

ho
had

been
com

m
itting

crim
es

in
the

P
ressure

P
oint

area
before

the
crackdow

n

began
com

m
itting

them
elsew

here
later.

T
here

w
ere

no
obvious

crim
e

“bulges”
in

other
areas,

but
there

is
no

w
ay

to
know

w
hat

crim
e

rates
w

ould
have

been
in

other
drug-dealing

areas
in

the
absence

o
f

the
P

ressure
P

oint
operation.

P
ressure

P
oint

I,
then,

clearly
im

proved
local

conditions,
but

its
effects

elsew
here,

both
in

term
s

of
displacing

drug
use

and
crim

e
and

in
term

s
o
f

crow
ding

out
other

police
and

court
activity,

are
open

to
question.

L
aw

rence,
M

assachusetts

T
he

L
ynn

experience
dem

onstrates
the

possible
success

o
f

street-level
drug

enforcem
ent

in
controlling

other
crim

es.
L

aw
rence

dem
onstrates

its
possible

failure.
A

fter
the

first
nine

m
onths

o
f

the
L

ynn
operation,

the
state

police
assigned

to
L

ynn
w

ere
m

oved
slow

ly
to

L
aw

rence.
T

he
L

aw
rence

T
ask

F
orce



appeared
to

succeed
in

suppressing
heroin

dealing
in

the
one

housing
pro—

ject
w

here
it

had
been

m
ost

flagrant,
and

drug
users

interview
ed

reported
finding

heroin
som

ew
hat

harder
to

buy
in

L
aw

rence
after

the
crackdow

n
sta

rte
d
.

2
4

H
ow

ever,
overall

traffic
did

not
seem

to
shrink

nearly
as

m
uch

in
L

aw
rence

as
it

had
in

L
ynn

or
on

the
L

ow
er

E
ast

Side.
In

addition,
the

city
C

o
f

L
ow

ell,
a

few
m

iles
aw

ay
but

across
the

county
line,

rem
ained

largely
w

ide
open

for
heroin

dealing,
thus

giving
L

aw
rence

heroin
users

an
alter

nate
source

of
supply.

T
he

results
in

term
s

of
personal

and
property

crim
es

w
ere

discouraging.
W

hile
crim

e
against

the
person

in
the

28
m

onths
after

the
inception

of
the

task
force

w
ere

dow
n

37
percent

com
pared

to
previous

rates,
robberies,

ê
burglaries,

and
larcenies

all
increased

noticeably
(albeit

not
to

a
statistically

significant
degree)

(See
T

able
1).

Table
1:

C
o
m

p
ariso

n
o
f

M
o
n
th

ly
C

rim
es

B
efore

an
d

A
fter

In
terv

en
tio

n
in

L
aw

rence
fo

r
L

aw
ren

ce

B
efore

Intervention
A

fter
Intervention

D
ifference

S
ignificant

C
rim

e
M

ean
St.

D
cv.

M
onths

M
ean

St.
D

ev.
M

onths
at

p
=

.01
A

gainst
T

he
Person

26.6
12.8

56
16.5

5.4
28

Y
ES

R
obbery

12.9
6.3

56
18.8

5.2
28

N
O

B
urglary

125.7
29.7

56
163.0

65.3
28

N
O

L
arceny

142.7
73.0

56
198.4

58.2
28

N
O

P
olice

involved
w

ith
both

the
L

ynn
and

L
aw

rence
operations

cited
several

differences
to

explain
the

apparent
failure

o
f

the
L

aw
rence

T
ask

Force
to

reduce
property

crim
es:

a
larger

and
m

ore
geographically

dispersed
heroin

m
arket;

less
vigorous

support
from

citizens,
com

m
unity

institutions,
and

local
police;

diversion
o
f

police
attention

to
L

aw
rence’s

flourishing
w

h
o
le

sale
cocaine

trade;
tactical

decisions
that

put
less

em
phasis

on
observation

sale
arrests

and
m

ore
em

phasis
on

search
w

arrants;
and

the
presence

of
the

L
ow

ell
m

arkets.’

O
ther

Instances

N
orfolk

(V
irginia),

S
eattle

(W
ashington),

and
Sydney

(A
ustralia)

have
reportedly

succeeded
in

reducing
drug

dealing
and

other
crim

e
by

cracking
dow

n
on

concentrated
areas

o
f

street
level

drug
dealing.

O
n

the
other

hand,
P

hiladelphia’s
“O

peration
C

old
T

urkey”
w

as,
by

all
accounts,

a
disaster.

In
stead

o
f

concentrating
resources

on
one

or
a

few
areas

w
ith

m
ajor

dealing

T
he

E
ffects

o
f

Intensive
E

nforcem
ent

on
R

etail
H

eroin
D

ealing
17



problem
s,

C
old

T
urkey

chose
tw

o
“drug

corners”
from

each
of

the
city’s

23

police
precincts.

O
f

the
1,000

persons
stopped

and
searched

by
C

old

T
urkey’s

450
officers

over
four

days,
only

80
w

ere
arrested

on
narcotics

charges,
and

150
m

ore
for

disorderly
conduct.

P
ublic

protest
and

a
law

suit

brought
the

operation
to

an
end

after
four

days,
w

ith
no

m
easurable

result

except
for

citizen
hostility.

W
ashington

(D
.C

.)
has

substantially
increased

its

efforts
against

retail
drug-dealing

(not
just

heroin
dealing)

in
a

variety
o
f

form
s,

apparently
w

ithout
effect

on
com

m
on

crim
es.

M
iam

i
(F

lorida)
has

also
reportedly

m
ounted

a
program

o
f

enhanced
street-level

drug
en

fo
rce

m
ent;

its
effects

on
crim

e
are

unknow
n.

In
addition,

six
cities

have
received

discretionary
funds

from
the

B
ureau

o
f

Justice
A

ssistance
for

street-level

drug
enforcem

ent;
their

program
s

are
still

too
new

to
ev

alu
ate.

2
6

18
K

leim
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P
ossible

E
xplanations

for
D

ecreases
in

C
rim

e

N
o

elaborate
theory

is
required

to
explain

the
observation

that
enhanced

street-level
drug

enforcem
ent

m
akes

drugs
harder

to
buy,

reduces
disorder,

and
im

proves
conditions

for
residents

and
m

erchants
in

its
im

m
ediate

area.
It

takes
a

little
m

ore
sophistication

to
analyze

and
m

easure
the

effects
on

levels
o
f

drug
use.

B
ut

the
hardest

results
to

understand
from

both
L

ynn
and

P
ressure

P
oint

are
the

dram
atic

decreases
in

reported
non-drug

crim
es.

T
his

section
w

ill
review

several
m

echanism
s

that
m

ight
link

crim
e

decreases
w

ith
street-level

drug
crackdow

ns
—

som
e

im
plying

real
social

benefits
and

som
e

not—
and

exam
ine

the
evidence

from
L

ynn
and

elsew
here

that
m

ight
help

distinguish
valid

explanations
from

invalid
ones.

S
tatistical

A
rtifact

T
he

sim
plest

w
ay

to
explain

the
L

ynn
results

is
to

deny
that

any
real

effect
occurred.

M
easurem

ent
m

ight
have

been
flaw

ed,
or

a
real

decrease
m

ight
bc

attributable
to

som
ething

other
than

the
program

.
A

ny
intervention

th
at

starts
after

a
period

o
f

m
ore-than-usual

problem
s

starts
w

ith
a

favorable
basis

for
com

parison;
if

conditions
sim

ply
return

to
norm

al
on

their
ow

n,
the

intervention
w

ill
appear

to
be

effective.
T

his
phenom

enon
—

“regression
to

the
m

ean”—
is

a
fam

iliar
trap

for
evaluators.

T
able

2
is

a
com

parison
o
f

m
ean

m
onthly

reported
crim

es
in

L
ynn

before
and

after
the

inception
o
f

the
T

ask
Force.

R
obberies

declined
by

28
percent,

burglaries
by

36
percent,

and
crim

es
against

the
person

by
75

percent.
F

igures
1,

2,
and

3
display

the
sam

e
inform

ation
graphically;

the
black

horizontal
lines

through
the

m
iddle

o
f

the
graphs

represent
the

m
eans

for
the

entire
period

(pre-
and

post-intervention);
the

vertical
slashed

lines
represent

the
start

o
f

the
T

ask
Force

operations.

Table
2:

C
o

m
p

ariso
n

o
f

M
o
n
th

ly
C

rim
es

B
efore

an
d

A
fter

In
terv

en
tio

n
in

L
ynn

fo
r

L
ynnB

efore
Intervention

A
fter

Intervention
D

ifference
S

ignifican
C

rim
e

M
ean

St.
D

ev.
M

onths
M

ean
S

t.
D

ev.
M

onths
at

p
=

.01
A

gainst
T

he
P

erson
88.6

21.1
44

22.2
21.7

28
Y

E
S

R
obbery

21.8
6.1

44
16.4

6.5
28

Y
E

S
B

urglary
255.6

45.7
44

164.6
39.0

28
Y

E
S

L
arceny

215.7
54.2

44
207.1

26.8
28

N
O

T
he

E
ffects

o
f

Intensive
E

nforcem
ent

on
R

etail
H

eroin
D

ealing
19



A
tim

e-series
analysis

designed
to

detect
both

seasonal
effects

and
reg

res

sion
tow

ard
the

m
ean

confirm
ed

that
the

intervention
w

as
significant

(the

null
hypothesis,

that
the

post-intervention
m

odel
w

as
the

sam
e

as
the

p
re

intervention
m

odel
w

as
rejected

at
the

.01
level)

for
all

three
crim

e

categories.

To
control

statistically
for

the
effects

o
f

broader
social

and
econom

ic

changes
affecting

M
assachusetts

com
m

unities
generally,

L
ynn

crim
es

in

each
category

w
ere

com
puted

as
a

percentage
of

all
crim

es
in

th
at

category

for
M

assachusetts
cities

o
f

com
parable

size.
F

or
burglary,

the
L

ynn-to-

M
assachusetts

ratio
fell

by
13

percent
after

the
inception

o
f

the
T

ask
Force.

T
he

ratio
for

robbery
fell

25.1
percent.

T
he

ratio
for

crim
es

against
the

p
e
r

son
fell

by
77

percent.
A

ll
three

changes
w

ere
statistically

significant
at

the

.01
level

(See
T

able
3
)
2
7

Table
3:

C
rim

es
in

L
y
n
n

as
a

P
ro

p
o
rtio

n
of

C
rim

es
in

A
ll

M
assachusetts

C
ities:

B
efore

an
d

A
fter

the
In

terv
en

tio
n

B
efore

A
fter

Intervention
Intervention

D
ifference

S
t.

S
t.

P
ercent

S
ignificant

C
rim

e
M

ean
D

ev.
M

onths
M

ean
D

ev.
M

onths
D

ifference
at

p
=

.01

A
gainst

T
he

Person
.2227

.0415
44

.0501
.0392

28
-77.5o

Y
ES

R
obbery

.1724
.0537

44
.1291

.0422
28

-25.1°o
Y

ES

B
urglary

.1671
.0281

44
.1454

.0294
28

-13.0°o
Y

ES

T
hus

the
rate

o
f

burglaries,
robberies,

and
crim

es
against

the
person

fell
by

larger
am

ounts
than

can
be

explained
by

chance,
by

seasonality,
by

regres

sion
tow

ard
the

m
ean,

or
by

variations
elsew

here.
T

he
effect

of
the

L
ynn

T
ask

Force
on

reported
crim

es
in

L
ynn

appears
to

be
real.

D
isplacem

ent

T
he

d
ro

p
in

crim
e

rates
in

L
ynn

w
as

not
a

result
o
f

crin
e

m
oving

out
o
f

L
ynn

and
into

the
surrounding

area.
M

ean
m

onthly
reports

o
f

crim
es

against
the

person
in

surrounding
cities

w
ent

up
slightly

but
insignificantly

after
street-level

enforcem
ent

began.
M

ean
m

onthly
reports

of
robberies

and

burglaries
in

surrounding
cities

actually
declined

significantly,
though

not

nearly
as

precipitously
as

in
L

ynn.
M

ean
m

onthly
reports

o
f

larcenies

declined,
but

not
significantly

(See
T

able
4).

20
K
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T
able

4:

C
o
m

p
ariso

n
of

M
o
n
th

ly
C

rim
es

B
efore

an
d

A
fter

In
terv

en
tio

n
in

L
ynn

for
e
ig

h
b
o
rin

g
T

ow
ns

B
efore

Intervention
A

fter
Intervention

D
ifference

S
ignificant

C
rim

e
M

ean
S

t.
D

ev.
M

onths
M

ean
S

t.
D

cv.
M

onths
at

p
=

.01
A

gainst
T

he
P

erson
31.5

13.0
44

34.0
11.9

28
N

O
R

obbery
16.0

4.3
44

12.4
4.0

28
Y

E
S

B
urglary

236.9
34.6

44
207.4

35.9
28

Y
E

S
L

arceny
338.9

74.9
44

308.1
43.1

26
N

O

D
ecreased

C
rim

e
D

ue
to

D
ecreased

H
eroin

C
onsum

ption
To

unsophisticated
eyes,

the
L

ynn
crim

e
results

are
utterly

unsurprising.
A

fter
all,

“everybody
know

s”
that

drug
use

causes
crim

e.
W

hat
could

be
m

ore
natural

than
the

finding
that

enforcem
ent

designed
to

decrease
drug

use
decreases

property
and

violent
crim

e
as

w
ell?

O
n

reflection,
how

ever,
the

second
proposition

does
not

appear
to

im
m

ediately
follow

from
the

first.
T

hat
heroin

users
are

over-represented
am

ong
o
ffen

d
ers,

2
8

that
heroin-using

offenders
tend

to
have

higher
offense

rates
than

other
o
ffen

d
ers

2
9

and
that

heroin-using
offenders’

crim
es

are
c
o
n

centrated
into

periods
also

characterized
by

heavy
heroin

u
s
e

3
0

—
a
ll

o
f

this
does

not
directly

im
ply

that
interventions

in
the

heroin
m

arket
w

ill
suppress

com
m

on
crim

e.
Indeed,

insofar
as

the
heroin

crim
e-link

is
forged

by
heroin

users’
need

for
m

oney
to

buy
d
ru

g
s

3
and

insofar
as

enforcem
ent,

by
im

p
o

s
ing

costs
on

heroin
dealers,

tends
to

increase
the

price
o
f

the
drug,

en
fo

rce
m

ent
could

plausibly
lead

to
increases

in
property

crim
e.

To
illustrate

this
point,

consider
a

hypothetical
exam

ple.
A

heroin
user

w
ho

injects
10

m
illigram

s
(pure)

per
day,

about
2

street
bags,

and
pays

the
n
a

tional
average

retail
price

o
f

$2.50
per

pure
m

illigram
,

spends
$25

per
day

on
heroin.

If
im

proved
enforcem

ent
caused

a
price

increase
to

$3
per

pure
m

illigram
,

w
hich

m
ight

take
the

form
of

a
decrease

in
purity

from
5

p
e
r

cent
to

4
percent,

and
if

that
user

m
aintained

a
10-m

illigram
-per-day

c
o
n

sum
ption

level,
the

result
w

ould
be

an
increase

in
daily

heroin
spending

from
$25

to
$30,

an
increase

that
m

ight
be

reflected
in

increased
property-

crim
e

activity.

O
f

course,
not

all
users

w
ould

m
aintain

previous
consum

ption
levels

in
th

e
face

o
f

a
price

increase.
S

om
e

w
ould

cut
back

on
their

heroin
consum

ption;
som

e
m

ight
quit

altogether.
D

epending
on

users’
responses,

a
price

increase
for

heroin
m

ight
lead

to
an

increase
or

a
decrease

in
m

oney
spent

on
the

drug.
T

he
one

em
pirical

study
addressing

this
question

suggests
th

at
in

creasing
heroin

prices
tend

to
generate

increases
in

property
crim

e,
but

the
question

is
far

from
settled

.
3
2

T
he

E
ffects

of
Intensive

E
nforcem

ent
on

R
etail

H
eroin

D
ealing

21



B
ut

m
oney

price
fails

to
tell

the
w

hole
story.

B
uying

heroin
is

not
like

b
u
y

ing
cigarettes.

F
inding

a
w

illing
and

reliable
seller

m
ay

be
a

substantial
p

ro

blem
for

a
w

ould-be
heroin

buyer,
requiring

not
only

cash
but

also
co

n
n
ec

tions,
skill,

and
tim

e.
It

is
as

if
there

w
ere

tw
o

distinct
prices

to
be

paid
for

heroin,
one

in
m

oney
and

the
other

in
tim

e,
risk,

and
ag

g
rav

atio
n

.
3
3

E
nforcem

ent
can

increase
both

kinds
o
f

price.
E

ither
having

to
spend

m
ore

m
oney

or
having

to
endure

m
ore

hassle
in

order
to

acquire
heroin

m
ay

cause
som

e
users

to
reduce

their
drug

consum
ption.

T
he

relative
effec

tiveness
o

f
longer

search
tim

e
versus

higher
m

oney
price

in
discouraging

heroin
use

is
a

m
atter

o
f

conjecture.

T
he

m
oney-price

o
f

heroin
depends

largely
on

the
risks

faced
by

high-level

drug
dealers.

If
enforcem

ent
can

increase
those

risks,
the

price
w

ill
rise

and

som
e

users
w

ill
refuse

to
pay

it.
T

he
non-m

oney
price

o
f

heroin
depends

on

how
m

any
street

dealers
there

are,
w

ho
they

are,
w

here
they

are,
and

how

aggressively
they

look
for

new
custom

ers.
If

street-level
enforcem

ent
can

shrink
their

num
bers,

restrict
their

location,
and

m
ake

them
m

ore
cautious,

it
can

influence
drug

consum
ption

even
if

the
m

oney
price

of
heroin

re

m
ains

unchanged.

S
treet-level

drug
enforcem

ent
does

not
have

as
its

prim
ary

effect
an

increase

in
heroin

prices.
Indeed,

it
m

ay
not

increase
the

cost
o
f

a
bag

o
f

heroin
at

a
ll.

3
4

R
ather,

it
m

ay
increase

the
tim

e,
inconvenience,

and
risk

involved
in

m
aking

retail
heroin

purchases,
and

do
so

in
a

w
ay

w
ith

an
unam

biguously

beneficial
effect

on
crim

e
rates.

If
consum

ption
falls

as
a

result,
w

hile

m
oney

price
does

not
rise,

the
total

num
ber

o
f

dollars
spent

on
heroin

m
ust

decrease.

T
his

analysis
helps

m
ake

sense
o
f

the
L

ynn
and

P
ressure

P
oint

results.
If

street-level
heroin

enforcem
ent

can
increase

the
difficulty

o
f

buying
heroin

at
retail,

w
e

should
expect

it
to

decrease
the

num
ber

of
incom

e-producing

crim
es.

Incapacitation
of

H
igh-R

ate
O

ffenders

H
eroin

dealers
and

heroin
users

include
m

any
very

active
property

offenders.
T

heir
arrest

and
incarceration

as
a

result
o
f

street-level
drug

enforcem
ent

w
ill

thus
have

a
direct

effect
on

property
crim

e.
F

or
this

p
u
r

pose,
the

precise
nature

o
f

the
relation

betw
een

drug
use

and
crim

e
is

ir

relevant;
the

sim
ple

correlation
betw

een
heroin

use
and

heroin
dealing

on

the
one

hand
and

property
and

violent
offenses

on
the

other
m

eans
that

drug
enforcem

ent
arrestees

are
likely

to
be

w
orth

incapacitating
from

the

view
point

o
f

property
crim

e
control.

T
he

value
of

locking
them

up
w

ill
be

the
sam

e
w

hether
they

are
arrested

on
drug

charges
or

picked
up

on

outstanding
w

arrants
due

to
the

concentration
o
f

police
in

drug-buying

areas.

G
iven

the
extrem

ely
high

crim
e

rates
characteristic

o
f

som
e

heroin
users,

the
incarceration

o
f

relatively
sm

all
num

bers
o
f

them
m

ight
be

responsible

for
substantial

changes
in

crim
e

rates
in

a
city

such
as

L
ynn.

A
detailed

22
K

leim
an



analysis
o
f

individual-level
crim

inal
histories

m
ight

help
illum

inate
the

ex
tent

to
w

hich
this

effect
w

as
at

w
ork

in
L

ynn
and

the
L

ow
er

E
ast

Side.

D
isruption

of
S

tolen-G
oods

M
arkets

S
om

e
drug

dealers
also

act
as

fences,
bartering

heroin
for

stolen
property.

P
olice

believe
this

to
have

been
the

case
in

L
y
n
n

.
3

5
W

here
dealers

are
also

fences,
drug

enforcem
ent

can
help

disrupt
the

stolen
goods

m
arkets

as
w

ell
as

the
drug

m
arkets.

It
seem

s
plausible

that
m

aking
stolen

goods
harder

to
sell

m
ight

m
ake

theft
less

attractive,
but

there
is

little
em

pirical
w

ork
about

any
such

effect.

D
ispersal

of
C

oncentrations
of

P
redators

and
V

ictim
s

B
oth

the
decrease

in
heroin

expenditures
and

the
disruption

of
stolen

goods
m

arkets
help

to
explain

the
decreases

in
incom

e-producing
crim

es.
B

ut
how

should
w

e
understand

the
apparent

effectiveness
o
f

crackdow
ns

in
L

ynn,
L

ow
er

M
anhattan,

and
L

aw
rence

in
reducing

the
frequency

o
f

hom
icides,

rapes,
and

aggravated
assaults?

A
plausible

explanation
w

ould
be

that
street

drug
m

arkets
involve

concentrations
o
f

both
likely

aggressors
and

attractive
victim

s:
attractive

both
because

they
have

m
oney

and
drugs

w
orth

stealing
and

because
they

are
less

likely
than

average
to

com
plain

to
the

police.
In

addition,
business

disputes
am

ong
drug

dealers
and

betw
een

drug
dealers

and
drug

custom
ers

m
ay

result
in

violence
rather

than
litigation.

B
reaking

up
the

drug
m

arket
disperses

potential
victim

s
and

offenders,
m

aking
it

less
likely

that
they

w
ill

com
e

into
contact

w
ith

one
another.

R
educing

the
frequency

o
f

drug
transactions

reduces
the

frequency
o
f

disputes
about

them
that

m
ay

lead
to

violence.

Perceived
P

olice
P

resence

If
property

crim
inals

tend
to

steal
less

w
hen

they
think

that
risks

from
police

are
high,

and
if

they
tend

to
spend

m
uch

of
their

tim
e

in
drug-

dealing
areas,

then
the

concentration
o
f

police
in

those
areas

for
street-level

drug
enforcem

ent
m

ay
have

a
useful

“advertising”
effect.

A
n

increase
in

police
presence

w
here

property
crim

inals
hang

out
m

ay
persuade

som
e

o
f

them
to

cut
back

on
their

property
crim

e
activity

by
giving

them
the

(p
ro

bably
incorrect)

im
pression

that
the

risks
o
f

arrest
for

theft
have

gone
up.

W
hile

it
seem

s
reasonable

to
expect

that
any

such
effect

w
ould

be
tem

porary,
very

little
is

know
n

about
how

crim
inals

evaluate
risks.

R
educed

T
olerance

of
D

isorder

T
he

“B
roken

W
indow

s”
h
y
p

o
th

esis
5
6

asserts
that

tolerance
by

the
police

and
citizens

o
f

low
-level

law
breaking

in
a

given
area

gives
a

signal
to

potential
crim

inals
that

the
areas

are
open

to
the

com
m

ission
o

f
m

ore
serious

crim
es.

W
hen

there
are

clear
signs

that
such

tolerance
has

com
e

to
an

end,
it

can

T
he

E
ffects

o
f

Intensive
E

nforcem
ent

on
R

etail
H

rn
in

flp
1

in
,



be
expected

th
at

the
new

perception
o
f

order
w

ill
spread

to
affect

other,

m
ore

serious
types

o
f

crim
e.

O
pen

street
drug

dealing
m

ay
create

such
a

“B
roken

W
indow

s”
effect;

if
so,

breaking
up

such
m

arkets
w

ill
reduce

the

frequency
o
f

serious
crim

es
nearby.

24
K

leim
an



C
rackdow

ns
vs.

the
O

verall
Intensity

of
R

etail
E

nforcem
ent

W
hile

it
m

akes
sense

that
street-level

enforcem
ent

should
tend

to
reduce

the
frequency

of
property

crim
es,

there
is

no
reason

to
believe

that
sm

all
in

creases
or

decreases
in

such
enforcem

ent
have

large
effects

on
crim

e
rates.

N
or

has
anyone

dem
onstrated

statistically
a

consistent
relationship

betw
een,

for
exam

ple,
narcotics

arrests
and

reported
burglary

rates.
T

herefore,
the

m
ere

fact
of

street-level
arrests

and
prosecutions

is
not

sufficient
to

explain
U

the
L

ynn
results.

M
oreover,

the
difference

betw
een

the
effects

o
f

increased
street-level

enforcem
ent

in
L

ynn
and

its
effects

in
L

aw
rence

are
inconsistent

w
ith

the
idea

that
a

little
street-level

enforcem
ent

is
good

for
reducing

burglaries,
and

a
little

m
ore

is
a

little
better.

S
om

ething
seem

s
to

have
h
a
p

pened
in

L
ynn

that
sim

ply
did

not
happen

in
L

aw
rence.

It
is

possible
to

fram
e

a
theory

to
account

both
for

the
dram

atic
success

o
f

the
L

ynn
effort

and
the

failure
in

L
aw

rence,
though

careful
evaluations

o
f

m
any

m
ore

cases
w

ould
be

required
to

define
how

closely
the

theory
fits

the
facts.

T
he

basic
idea

is
th

at
concentration

(geographically
and

by
drug

type)
and

persistence
o
f

street-level
drug

enforcem
ent

efforts
can

create
results

fundam
entally

different
from

those
achieved

by
m

ore
sporadic

and
unfocused

e
ffo

rts.
3’

It
seem

s
plausible

th
at

the
risk

o
f

apprehension
for

any
one

drug
buyer

or
drug

seller
should

increase
w

ith
the

num
ber

o
f

officers
assigned

to
drug

e
n

forcem
ent

and
decrease

w
ith

the
num

ber
o
f

other
buyers

and
sellers,

sim
ply

because
police

can’t
pay

attention
to

everybody
at

once.
W

hen
buyers

and
sellers

congregate
in

large
num

bers,
they

tend
to

“screen”
each

other
by

“sw
am

ping”
police

attention.

A
sm

all
increase

in
street-level

enforcem
ent

activity
w

ill
have

little
effect

on
the

num
ber

o
f

buyers
or

sellers.
B

ut
a

large
increase

m
ay

have
a

substantial
effect.

S
om

e
w

ill
be

in
jail.

O
thers,

facing
charges,

w
ill

w
orry

about
the

consequences
o
f

rearrest
w

hile
on

bail.
Still

others
w

ill
w

ant
to

lie
low

until
street

conditions
return

to
“norm

al.”

If
conditions

do
return

to
the

previous
norm

at
the

end
o
f

a
short

burst
o
f

increased
enforcem

ent
activity,

buyers
and

sellers
w

ill
return

to
the

m
arket

and
things

w
ill

be
m

uch
as

they
w

ere
before.

H
ow

ever,
if

a
level

o
f

en
fo

rce
m

ent
activity

great
enough

to
cause

the
m

arket
to

shrink
tem

porarily
is

m
aintained,

then
the

arithm
etic

o
f

cops
and

robbers
has

m
oved

in
a

w
ay

unfavorable
to

the
continued

operation
o
f

the
m

arket.
If

increased
en

fo
rce

m
ent

shrinks
the

m
arket,

each
rem

aining
m

arket
participant

w
ill

face
tw

o
sources

o
f

increased
risk:

m
ore

police,
and

few
er

drug
buyers

and
sellers.

T
he

risk
o
f

apprehension
w

ill
increase

again
as

the
num

ber
o
f

dealers
decreases,

leaving
m

ore
police

per
transaction.

T
hus

an
enforcem

ent
effort

large
enough

to
start

a
general

shrinkage
o
f

the
m

arket
m

ay,
if

it
is

m
aintained,

start
to

feed
on

its
ow

n
success;

by
starting

T
he

E
ffects

o
f

Intensive
E

nfnrcem
ent

n
n

P
t
1

-



a
bend

tow
ards

greater
and

greater
risk

and
efibrt

per
transaction.

If
this

account
is

correct,
then

a
concentrated,

persistent
street-level

crackdow
n

represents
a

different
strategy

from
the

business-as-usualof
local

drug
enforcem

ent.



T
he

C
ost

S
ide:

S
ystem

Im
pacts

and
C

ivil
L

iberties

R
esources

and
System

Im
pacts

T
he

successful
crackdow

n
efforts

w
e

have
discussed

here
all

involved
re-allocations

o
f

law
enforcem

ent
resources

from
other

program
s.

C
rack-

dow
ns

m
ake

inroads
into

the
prosecutors,

court
tim

e,
jail

space,
and

police
forces

available
for

a
com

m
unity’s

other
law

enforcem
ent

n
eed

s.
3
8

F
urtherm

ore,
once

a
crackdow

n
gets

started,
it

m
ay

be
politically

hard
to

stop.
A

s
in

the
case

o
f

O
peration

P
ressure

P
oint,

it
is

likely
that

n
eig

h
borhood

dem
and

w
ill

place
considerable

political
pressure

on
local

officials
to

continue
a

program
at

full
strength,

w
ell

beyond
the

persistence
required

to
m

ake
a

crackdow
n

w
ork.

T
his

m
ay

be
considered

a
com

plim
ent

to
the

local
effectiveness

o
f

such
program

s,
and

an
im

portant
aspect

o
f

good
public

relations.
H

ow
ever,

it
m

ay
also

present
a

resource
allocation

problem
,

w
hen

resources
used

for
the

crackdow
n

are
taken

aw
ay

from
other

parts
o
f

the
law

enforcem
ent

system
,

and
a

m
orale

problem
,

w
hen

officers
assigned

to
arrest

street-level
drug

dealers
find

that
there

are
few

er
and

few
er

such
persons

to
arrest.

T
he

flood
o
f

narcotics
cases

arising
out

o
f

O
peration

P
ressure

P
oint

clearly
tended

to
“crow

d
out”

other
narcotics

cases
in

M
anhattan;

the
overall

num
ber

o
f

narcotics
felony

convictions
borough-w

ide
in

P
ressure

P
oint’s

first
year

w
as

virtually
unchanged

from
the

year
before.

T
he

cases
foregone

need
to

be
counted

as
costs

o
f

the
program

;
the

sam
e

is
true

for
im

pacts
on

jails
and

prisons.
A

com
prehensive

evaluation
o
f

drug
crackdow

ns
w

ould
require

not
only

a
m

easurem
ent

o
f

their
effects,

but
an

estim
ate

o
f

the
effects

o
f

the
other

activities
displaced

by
them

.

Intrusiveness
and

A
buses

of
A

uthority

T
he

P
hiladelphia

experience
show

s
that

street-level
enforcem

ent
efforts

can
be

designed
and

executed
in

w
ays

that
create

unnecessary
intrusion

into
citizens’

rights
to

go
about

their
law

ful
business.

S
om

e
o
f

the
tactics

used
in

O
peration

P
ressure

P
oint

I,
in

particular
the

large
num

ber
of

“D
isorderly

C
onduct”

arrests,
m

ay
be

close
to

the
line.

T
he

history
of

retail-level
drug

enforcem
ent

in
N

ew
Y

ork
in

the
late

1960’s,
and

in
particular

the
notorious

“dropsy”
cases

(w
here

som
e

police
ap

p
aren

t
ly

routinely
perjured

them
selves

to
conceal

their
equally

routine
use

o
f

u
n

w
arranted

personal
searches

o
f

drug
dealers)

illustrates
the

risk
that

retail
level

drug
enforcem

ent
can

lead
to

abuses
o
f

authority.
T

he
potential

for
financial

corruption
needs

no
com

m
ent.

T
he

absence
o
f

any
corruption

or
abuse

scandals
arising

out
o
f

the
L

ynn,
L

aw
rence,

and
P

ressure
P

oint
I

operations
is

reassuring
to

som
e

extent.

T
he

E
ffects

o
f

Intensive
E

nforcem
ent

on
R

etail
H

eroin
D

ealing
27



H
ow

ever,
it

should
be

noted
both

that
the

efforts
are

still
relatively

new
,

and
th

at
the

P
ressure

P
oint

staffing
plan

called
for

very
heavy

use
o
f

sergeants
and

lieutenants
specifically

to
m

inim
ize

the
possibility

o
f

m
isconduct.

R
k

’ip
im

n



O
pen

Q
uestions

C
K

ey
R

atios
and

H
ow

T
hey

V
ary

A
cross

C
ircum

stances
If

concentration
and

persistence
m

ake
the

difference
betw

een
low

-im
pact

routine
heroin

enforcem
ent

operations
and

high-im
pact

crackdow
ns,

the
m

ost
im

portant
question

facing
a

local
decision-m

aker
becom

es:
how

m
uch

is
enough?

G
iven

the
characteristics

o
f

a
drug

m
arket,

how
m

any
officers,

w
orking

for
how

long,
w

ill
be

required
to

m
ake

it
collapse?

T
hat

m
ay

depend
on

m
any

factors:
num

ber
o
f

users,
num

ber
o
f

dealers,
num

ber
o
f

transactions,
w

hether
current

transactions
are

indoor
or

outdoor,
the

geographic
area,

ethnic
diversity,

clim
ate,

the
level

o
f

neighborhood
cooperation,

and
the

perform
ance

o
f

prosecutors,
courts,

and
probation,

parole,
and

corrections
agencies.

O
ne,

necessarily
crude,

w
ay

to
think

about
the

problem
is

to
im

agine
that

there
is

som
e

baseline
critical

ratio
o
f

police
to

the
num

ber
of

users
a

m
arket

supports
above

w
hich

the
m

arket
w

ill
start

to
contract.

T
he

actual
critical

ratio
in

a
real

situation
m

ay
be

higher
or

low
er

than
the

baseline,
depending

on
geography,

ethnicity,
and

other
sim

ilar
factors.

T
hat

w
ould

vary
w

ith
the

other
factors

cited.
T

he
L

ynn
and

P
ressure

P
oint

operations
appear

to
have

involved
about

one
officer

for
every

75
users;

L
aw

rence,
allow

ing
for

the
police

tim
e

spent
on

cocaine
w

holesaling
operations,

had
about

one
officer

for
each

150
users.

It
is

too
early

to
say

that
the

difference
in

ratios
w

as
the

difference
betw

een
success

and
failure.

D
isplacem

ent
W

ithin
B

ig
C

ities

A
s

noted
above,

there
is

no
evidence

that
the

L
ynn

project
displaced

sig
n

ifi
cant

am
ounts

of
either

drug
dealing

or
crim

e,
but

the
evidence

about
P

ressure
P

oint
I

is
far

less
clear.

T
he

value
o
f

heroin-m
arket

crackdow
ns

as
crim

e
control

in
big

cities
is

therefore
still

to
be

show
n.

T
hat

show
ing

w
ould

require
a

city-w
ide

crackdow
n

som
ew

here,
probably

involving
the

diversion
o

f
officers

from
patrol

functions
into

street-level
drug

enforcem
ent.

T
h
e

E
f
f
e
c
t
s

o
f

In
ten

civ
F

n
f
n
r
m

n
t

D
+

n
;1

.
.
-
.
.
.
.

i
-
.
.
1
:
.
-

-
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C
onclusion

It
is

possible
to

say
w

ith
confidence,

based
upon

the
L

ynn
results,

that

street-level
heroin

crackdow
ns,

under
som

e
circum

stances,
produce

great

benefits
at

m
odest

costs.
It

is
even

possible
to

give
an

account
o
f

w
hy

that

should
be

true.
It

is
not

yet
possible

to
m

easure
all

o
f

the
costs

of
such

a
c

tivities
in

the
form

of
other

crim
inal-justice

activities
not

undertaken,

m
orale,

intrusiveness,
abuse,

and
corruption

(though
it

is
reasonably

clear

that
in

L
ynn

even
a

full
cost

accounting
w

ould
still

leave
a

healthy
surplus

o
f

benefits).
M

ore
seriously,

it
is

not
yet

possible
to

define
under

w
hat

c
ir

cum
stances

retail
heroin

crackdow
ns

w
ill

prove
to

be
such

low
-cost,

high-

benefit
ventures.

B
ut

an
argum

ent
can

be
m

ade
for

trying
a

crackdow
n

w
herever

a
large

retail
heroin

m
arket

exists.
T

he
L

ynn
and

M
anhattan

results
suggest

that

the
traditional

ascription
o
f

a
large

fraction
of

violent
and

property
crim

e

to
heroin

can,
under

som
e

circum
stances,

be
translated

into
effective

action.

M
oreover,

the
risks

involved
are

lim
ited

by
tw

o
factors.

F
irst,

if
a

crackdow
n

fails
to

decrease
property

and
violent

crim
e,

the
failure

m
ay

not

distinguish
this

police
tactic

from
other

possible
police

activities.
T

he

crim
inal-justice

evaluation
literature

includes
m

any
exam

ples
o
f

law
en

fo
rce

m
ent

strategies
that

fa
ile

d
.

3
9

S
econd,

drug
crackdow

ns
are

not
long-term

in

vestm
ents;

the
anti-crim

e
effects

o
f

the
tw

o
successful

program
s

studied
so

far—
L

ynn
and

P
ressure

P
oint

I—
becam

e
apparent

w
ithin

a
few

m
onths.

W
here

the
potential

gains
are

large
and

the
risks

lim
ited,

“try
it

and
see”

m
ay

be
a

m
ore

useful
guide

to
action

than
any

elaborate
calculation.
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36.
G

eorge
K

elling
and

Jam
es

W
ilson,

“B
roken

W
indow

s:
T

he
Police

and
N

eighborhood
S

afe
ty,”

T
he

A
tlantic

M
onthly,

V
olum

e
249

(M
arch

1982):
31—

“Social
psychologists

and
police

officers
tend

to
agree

that
if

a
w

indow
in

a
building

is
broken

and
left

unrepaired,
all

the
rest

of
the

w
indow

s
w

ill
soon

be
broken.”

O
ne

unrepaired
broken

w
indow

signals
that

no
one

cares
and

w
ill

perpetuate
neighborhood

decay
and

m
inor

infractions
of

the
law

,
p.

3.
37.

R
euter

and
K

leim
an,

“R
isks

and
Prices,”

p.
330.

38.
For

a
dram

atic
account

of
the

response
of

N
ew

Y
ork

C
ity’s

prosecutors,
courts,

and
co

rrec
tions

facilities
to

a
flood

of
drug

arrests,
see

A
ric

Press,
“P

iecing
T

ogether
N

ew
Y

ork’s
C

rim
inal

Justice
System

:
the

“



R
esponse

to
C

rack,”
A

sso
cia

tion
o
f

the
B

ar
o
f

the
C

ity
o
f

N
ew

Y
ork,

4
(D

ecem
ber

1987);
See

also
Steve

B
elenko

and
Je

f
frey

Fagan,
“C

rack
and

the
C

rim
inal

Justice
System

,”
N

ew
Y

ork
C

ity:
N

ew
Y

ork
C

ity
C

rim
inal

Justice
A

gency,
N

ovem
ber

1987.

39.
G

.L
.

K
elling,

T.
Pate,

D
.

D
ieckm

an
and

C
.E

.
B

row
n,

“T
he

K
ansas

C
ity

Preventive
P

atrol
E

xperim
ent:

a
sum

m
ary

report,”
in

G
.V

.
G

lass,
ed.,

E
valuation

S
tudies

R
eview

A
n

nual,
V

olum
e

1
(B

everly
H

ills,
C

A
:

Sage,
1976),

pp.
605-657.

)A
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C
hapter

3

D
R

U
G

C
R

A
C

K
D

O
W

N
S

A
N

D
C

R
IM

E
R

A
T

E
S

:
A

C
O

M
M

E
N

T
O

N
T

H
E

K
L

E
IM

A
N

P
A

P
E

R

A
rnold

B
arnett

I
greatly

enjoyed
reading

P
rofessor

K
leim

an’s
paper

(and
the

backup
statistical

analysis
by

C
avanagh

[1987]).
T

he
paper

w
as

lucid,
honest,

painstaking,
and

thoughtful.
P

rofessor
K

leim
an

did
not

sim
ply

dw
ell

on
favorable

findings:
H

e
m

ade
clear

that
the

crim
e

reductions
w

itnessed
in

L
ynn

w
ere

not
really

replicated
in

L
aw

rence,
any

m
ore

than
a

sim
ilar

su
c

cess
in

N
ew

Y
ork

w
as

replicated
in

P
hiladelphia

or
W

ashington.
A

nd
he

recognized
the

need
to

consider
potential

reasons
that

the
apparent

achieve
m

ents
in

L
ynn

could
be

the
result

o
f

a
statistical

artifact.
C

learly,
this

is
not

som
eone

w
ho

w
ould

scream
“E

ureka!”
at

the
very

first
shred

of
e
n

couraging
evidence.

B
ut

despite
his

caution
(or

perhaps
because

of
it),

P
rofessor

K
leim

an
is

highly
enthusiastic

about
the

outcom
e

o
f

the
L

ynn
heroin

crackdow
n.

“It
is

possible
to

say
w

ith
confidence,”

he
asserts,

that
circum

stances
exist

in
w

hich
street-level

heroin
enforcem

ent
can

“produce
great

benefits
at

m
odest

costs.”
F

uture
experim

ents
can

assum
e

the
efficacy

o
f

the
policy

and
go

on
to

investigate
the

conditions
in

w
hich

the
benefit/cost

ratio
reaches

its
peak.

M
y

ow
n

assessm
ent

o
f

the
evidence,

unfortunately,
is

som
ew

hat
less

o
p

tim
istic

than
P

rofessor
K

leim
an’s.

T
his

is
partially

because
o
f

certain
p
a
t

terns
in

the
data,

and
partially

because
o
f

the
strong

lim
its

I
see

on
any

in
ferences

draw
n

from
aggregate

statistics.
L

et
m

e
devote

the
rem

ainder
o
f

this
piece

to
explaining

m
y

com
paratively-subdued

reaction.



L
aw

rence

P
rofessor

K
leim

an
focuses

on
tw

o
heroin

crackdow
ns

in
M

assachusetts,
one

that
started

in
S

eptem
ber

1983
in

L
ynn

and
another

that
began

in
L

aw
rence

one
year

later.
T

he
“experim

ental
conditions”

w
ere

apparently
different

in
the

tw
o

cities,
as

w
ere

the
observed

changes
in

crim
e

levels
after

the
crackdow

ns.
In

L
ynn,

crim
es

against
the

person
fell

drastically,
robbery

and
burglary

dropped
significantly,

and
larceny

w
as

essentially
unchanged.

In
L

aw
rence,

crim
es

against
the

person
dropped

considerably—
although

not
nearly

so
steeply

as
in

L
ynn—

w
hile

robbery,
burglary,

and
larceny

all
in

creased
“albeit

not
to

a
statistically

significant
degree.”

T
he

reader
thus

gets
the

im
pression

that,
in

term
s

o
f

crim
e

reduction,
the

tw
o

M
assachusetts

ex
perim

ents
produced

one
w

in
and

one
draw

.

O
ne

could
plausibly

contend,
how

ever,
that

the
outcom

e
in

L
aw

rence
w

as
closer

to
a

loss
than

a
draw

.
A

s
T

able
1

rem
inds

us,
the

post-intervention
grow

th
in

L
aw

rence’s
robberies,

burglaries,
and

larcenies
w

as
quite

sizable,
especially

in
relation

to
concurrent

declines
in

these
crim

es
in

com
parable

M
assachusetts

cities.

Table
1:

C
hanges

in
A

verage
M

onthly
F

requencies
of

T
hree

In
co

m
e-P

ro
d

u
cin

g
C

rim
es

A
fter

a
D

rug
C

rackdow
n

in
L

aw
rence,

M
assachusetts

M
O

N
T

H
L

Y
A

V
E

R
A

G
E

P
ercentage
C

hange
C

om
pared

to
B

efore
A

fter
P

ercentage
S

im
ilar

O
ffense

C
rackdow

n
C

rackdow
n

C
hange

M
ass.

C
ities

R
obbery

12.9
18.8

+
4

5
.7

%
+

5
2
.3

%

B
urglary

125.7
163.0

+
2
9
.7

%
+

7
1
.5

%

L
arceny

142.7
198.4

+
3

9
.0

%
+

55.1%

N
ote:

T
his

table
arises

from
data

in
T

ables
4

and
6

of
C

avanagh
(1987),

w
hich

com
pare

a
p
re

intervention
period

1/80-8/84
w

ith
the

post-intervention
period

9/84-12/86

A
s

w
e

w
ill

discuss,
assessing

the
statistical

significance
of

such
changes

is
trickier

than
it

m
ight

at
first

seem
.

B
ut

as
T

able
2

illustrates
for

the
crim

e
robbery,

it
w

ould
be

hard
to

argue
that

L
ynn’s

drop
w

as
significant

w
hile

L
aw

rence’s
increase

w
as

not.
In

absolute
term

s,
in

percentage
term

s,
and

in
relation

to
the

statew
ide

trend,
the

robbery
grow

th
in

L
aw

rence
w

as
greater

than
the

decline
in

L
ynn.

A
nd

there
are

no
technical

reasons
(e.g.,

a
shorter

observation
period)

for
treating

the
L

aw
rence

num
bers

as
less

reliable
than

their
L

ynn
counterparts.

(A
nalyses

for
the

crim
es

burglary
and

larceny
yield

sim
ilar

conclusions.)

16
B

a
rn

e
tt



T
able

2:
A

verage
M

onthly
R

obbery
L.evels

in
T

w
o

M
assachusetts

C
ities,

B
efore

and
A

fter
H

eroin
C

rackdow
ns

B
E

F
O

R
E

A
F

T
E

R
P

E
R

C
E

N
T

A
G

E
C

H
A

N
G

E

C
om

pared
to

Sim
ilar

A
ctual

M
ass.

C
ities

L
ynn

21.8
16.4

—
24.8%

—
21.4%

L
aw

ren
ce

12.9
18.8

+
4
5

.7
%

+
5
2

.3
%

T
w

o-C
ity

T
otal

34.7
35.2

+
1
.4

%
+

4
.5

%

N
ote:

T
hese

data
arise

from
T

ables
1,

4,
and

6
of

C
avanagh

(1987).
T

he
“before”

period
w

as
1/80-8/83

in
L

ynn
and

1/80-8/84
in

L
aw

rence;
the

“after”
periods

in
L

ynn
and

L
aw

rence
w

ere,
respectively,

9/83-12/85
and

9/84-12/86.
T

he
data

for
com

parable
M

assachusetts
cities

pertains
to

9/84-12/85,
the

16
m

onths
for

w
hich

the
post-

intervention
periods

of
the

tw
o

cities
overlap.

T
he

bottom
line

of
the

table
reveals

that
the

net
outcom

e
o
f

the
tw

o
ex

perim
ents

w
as

a
m

odest
increase

in
robbery.

O
ne

could
m

ake
the

case,
therefore,

that
the

bad
new

s
from

L
aw

rence
about

this
offense

m
ore

than
cancelled

the
good

new
s

from
L

ynn.

P
rofessor

K
leim

an
provided

a
theoretical

explanation
of

how
a

drug
crackdow

n
could

cause
an

increase
in

incom
e-producing

crim
es.

A
lthough

he
does

not
say

so,
the

adverse
pattern

observed
in

L
aw

rence
could

reflect
the

realization
of

this
possibility.

C
ertainly,

the
result

underscores
an

im
p

o
r

tant
point:

the
range

o
f

possible
effects

o
f

a
drug

crackdow
n

is
not

m
erely

from
success

to
ineffectuality,

but
from

lessened
risk

to
the

citizenry
to

a
perceptible

increase
in

danger.

L
ynn

A
ctually,

not
all

crim
es

declined
in

L
ynn

in
the

afterm
ath

o
f

its
heroin

crackdow
n.

B
urglary

and
larceny—

the
tw

o
nonviolent

crim
es

in
the

K
leim

an/C
avanagh

analysis—
w

ere
essentially

constant
in

9/83-12/85
relative

to
the

M
assachusetts

trend.
(B

urglaries
fell

12%
in

com
parison

w
ith

sim
ilar

M
assachusetts

cities,
w

hile
the

about-equally-num
erous

larcenies
rose

12%
.)

B
ut,

as
T

able
3

m
akes

clear,
violence

w
as

far
low

er
in

L
ynn

during
1984-85

than
during

1980-82.

A
s

P
rofessor

K
leim

an
acknow

ledges,
how

ever,
T

able
3

does
not

prove
that

the
program

w
as

beneficial.
P

ossible
explanations

for
the

observed
drop

in
clude

som
e

kind
o
f

statistical
fluctuation

or
the

geographic
“export”

o
f

crim
es

from
L

ynn
as

opposed
to

their
prevention.

B
ut

P
rofessor

K
leim

an
argues

that
such

perverse
explanations

are
not

credible.



T
able

3:

R
eported

V
iolent

C
rim

es
in

L
ynn

in
the

Y
ears

1980-1985

C
R

IM
E

1980
1981

1982
1984

1985

M
urder

2
4

5
1

4

R
ape

9
14

34
6

27

R
obbery

235
312

254
163

183

A
ggravated

A
ssault

1054
998

978
192

150

N
ote:

1983
is

excluded
from

this
table

because
p

art
o

f
th

at
year

preceded
the

crackdow
n

and
p

art
follow

ed
it.

T
hese

d
ata

generally
cam

e
from

the
an

n
u
al

U
N

IF
O

R
M

C
R

IM
E

R
E

P
O

R
T

S
.

In
certain

years,
L

yn&
s

crim
e

statistics
did

not
ap

p
ear

in
the

U
C

R
’s;

th
e

C
rim

e
A

nalysis
B

ureau
o

f
the

C
o
m

m
o
n
w

ealth
o
f

M
assach

u
setts

w
as

kind
enough

to

supply
the

m
issing

num
bers.

K
leim

an
and

C
avanagh

offer
serious

evidence
that

L
ynn’s

success
in

red
u
c

ing
violence

w
as

real.
B

ut
som

e
further

issues
are

w
orth

bearing
in

m
ind.

O
ne

w
as

indirectly
raised

by
P

rofessor
K

leim
an’s

statem
ent

that
“given

the

extrem
ely

high
crim

e
rates

o
f

som
e

heroin
users,

the
incarceration

of
sm

all

num
bers

o
f

them
m

ight
be

responsible
for

substantial
changes

in
crim

e

rates
in

a
city

such
as

L
ynn.”

T
he

m
ore

general
point

here
is

that,
if

a
city’s

crim
e

problem
is

largely
the

w
ork

of
a

few
individuals,

a
very

sm
all

num
ber

of
arrivals

or
departures

can
abruptly

change
the

prevailing
level

o
f

offenses.
T

here
is

a
danger

that
such

sudden
shifts

can
cause

standard
fo

r

m
ulas

to
describe

as
statistically

significant
changes

in
crim

e
rates

that
are

not
at

all
so.

A
contrived

exam
ple

m
akes

the
point

clearer.
C

onsider
a

sm
all

com
m

unity

in
w

hich:

(i)
A

ll
burglaries

are
com

m
itted

by
chronic

offenders
w

ho
alw

ays
avoid

arrest.

(ii)
T

he
num

ber
o
f

such
burglars

oscillates
infrequently

betw
een

one
and

tw
o.

(iii)
E

ach
active

burglar
com

m
its

an
average

o
f

one
crim

e
per

w
eek.

In
this

unrealistic
setting,

the
com

m
unity’s

annual
burglary

level
w

ill
vary

as
depicted

in
F

igure
1.

S
om

eone
w

ho
analyzed

w
ith

usual
m

ethods
the

data
from

period
A

w
ould

attach
great

statistical
significance

to
the

decline

at
t.

B
ut

given
the

abrupt
ups

and
dow

ns
that

are
part

o
f

the
existing

p
a
t

tern,
any

conclusion
th

at
the

pattern
had

dram
atically

changed
w

ould
be

unw
arranted.



Figure
1:

B
u
rg

lary
L

evels
in

a
S

m
all

C
o

m
m

u
n

ity
w

ith
O

ne
or

T
w

o
B

urglars

100

A
N

N
U

A
L

B
U

R
G

L
A

R
IE

S

50

T
IM

E
A

H
aving

said
this,

I
w

ould
not

suggest
that

L
ynn’s

reduction
in

crim
e

—

w
hich

so
closely

corresponded
w

ith
the

start
of

its
heroin

crackdow
n—

w
as

solely
the

result
o
f

chance.
W

hat
I

w
ould

suggest
is

that
w

e
be

cautious
in

interpreting
both

the
m

agnitude
o
f

the
drop

and
its

apparent
durability.

T
hat

point
is

reinforced
by

T
able

4,
w

hich
presents

data
about

L
ynn

v
io

lence
for

the
tw

o
years

after
those

that
K

leim
an

and
C

avanagh
analyzed.

(F
or

ease
o
f

com
parison,

w
e

also
present

data
for

1985,
the

last
year

in
the

K
leim

an/C
avanagh

study
period.)

Table
4:

R
eported

V
iolent

C
rim

es
in

L
ynn

in
T

hree
S

uccessive
Y

ears

C
R

IM
E

1985
1986

1987
M

urder
4

1
7

R
ap

e
27

23
40

A
ggravated

A
ssault

150
185

346
R

obbery
183

252
315

N
ote:

T
he

1985
and

1986
data

com
e

from
the

U
niform

C
rim

e
R

ep
o
rts;

those
for

1987
w

ere
kindly

provided
by

the
L

ynn
P

olice
D

ep
artm

en
t.

T
able

4
reveals

an
upw

ard
tendency

in
the

last
tw

o
years

that
w

as
especially

pronounced
in

1987.
A

nd
further

perspective
is

provided
by

T
able

5,
w

hich
com

pares
average

crim
e

rates
for

1980-82—
the

three
full

years
in

the
p
re

intervention
period—

w
ith

those
for

1986-87.
A

s
w

e
see,

m
urder,

rape,
and

robbery
w

ere
higher

in
the

latter
period

than
in

the
years

right
before

the
crackdow

n.
(Indeed,

the
1987

levels
o
f

m
urder

and
robbery

w
ere

the
highest

o
f

this
decade,

w
hile

the
rape

level
w

as
the

second
highest.)

T
he

only
v

isi

D
rug

C
rackdow

ns
and

C
rim

e
R

ates
39



ble
enduring

consequence
o
f

the
crackdow

n
w

as
a

sharp
decline

in
a
g

gravated
assaults;

given
the

near-doubling
o
f

this
crim

e
in

1987,
how

ever,

even
that

achievem
ent

could
prove

short-lived.

Table
5:

A
verage

A
nnual

L
evels

of
V

iolence
in

L
ynn

in
Tw

o
D

ifferent
P

eriods
in

the
1980’s

C
R

IM
E

1980-82
1986-87

M
urder

3.67
4.0

R
ape

19.00
31.5

A
ggravated

A
ssault

1010.00
265.5

R
obbery

267.00
283.5

L
ooking

back
from

1988,
therefore,

L
ynn’s

long-term
crim

e
reduction

associated
w

ith
its

crackdow
n

seem
s

rather
lim

ited.
It

is
conceivable,

o
f

course,
that

the
crackdow

n
w

as
virtually

abandoned
by

1986.
B

ut
P

rofessor

K
leim

an
has

not
prepared

us
to

expect
such

a
developm

ent:
he

recounted

the
popularity

o
f

the
m

easures
in

L
ynn

and
told

us
that

“once
a

crackdow
n

gets
started,

it
m

ay
be

politically
hard

to
stop”

because
“neighborhood

dem
ands

w
ill

place
considerable

political
pressure

on
local

officials
to

c
o

n

tinue
the

program
at

full
strength.”

A
t

a
m

inim
um

,
the

jarring
L

ynn
data

from
1987

w
ould

seem
to

require
an

explanation.

D
isplacem

ent

A
s

P
rofessor

K
leim

an
noted,

crim
es

m
ight

dim
inish

in
a

city
after

a
crackdow

n
not

because
they

have
been

averted,
but

rather
because

they
have

been
shifted

elsew
here.

S
uch

displacem
ent

could
not

be
excluded

after

the
“P

ressure
P

oint”
crackdow

n
in

M
anhattan

that
dram

atically
cut

local

crim
e

rates.
D

rug
dealers

and
users

m
ay

sim
ply

have
relocated

their
tran

s

actions
(and

accom
panying

crim
es)

to
other

drug
m

arkets
in

B
rooklyn

and

M
anhattan.

P
rofessor

K
leim

an
seem

s
confident,

how
ever,

that
such

displacem
ent

did

not
attenuate

the
observed

im
provem

ents
in

L
ynn.

T
he

prim
ary

reason
for

his
optim

ism
is

that
crim

e
did

not
grow

in
the

post-crackdow
n

years
in

com
m

unities
adjacent

to
L

ynn.
S

econdarily,
he

points
to

grow
ing

en
ro

ll

m
ents

in
L

ynn’s
drug-treatm

ent
program

s
after

the
m

easures
took

effect.

T
hese

last
observations

are
not

irrelevant,
but

I
question

the
prem

ise
o

f
the

K
leim

an/C
avanagh

search
for

displacem
ent

effects.
T

he
assum

ption
seem

s

to
be

that
no

addicts
w

ould
actually

m
ove

out
o
f

L
ynn,

and
thus

that
any

crim
es

displaced
from

the
city

w
ould

reappear
in

its
im

m
ediate

su
rro

u
n
d

ings.
B

ut
if

buying
heroin

in
L

ynn
got

both
riskier

and
m

ore
inconvenient,

m
ight

not
som

e
users

decide
to

take
up

residence
in

L
ow

ell
or

B
oston

or



(for
that

m
atter)

N
ew

Y
ork?

H
eroin

addicts,
after

all,
m

ight
not

have
especially

strong
com

m
unity

ties;
in

any
case,

L
ynn

is
no

further
from

B
oston

than
m

idtow
n

M
anhattan

from
B

rooklyn.

B
A

s
the

search
for

displaced
crim

es
gets

w
ider,

though,
it

becom
es

in
creas

ingly
futile.

T
he

activities
o
f

L
ynn’s

transplants
w

ould
scarcely

seem
visible

in
the

crim
e

statistics
o
f

N
ew

Y
ork

or
B

oston.
A

m
ore

prom
ising

detection
m

ethod
(m

entioned
by

P
rofessor

K
leim

an
in

another
context)

w
ould

involve
an

all-points
search

for
post-crackdow

n
arrests

am
ong

offenders
w

ith
long

previous
records

in
L

ynn.
Such

a
search

could
obviously

run
into

problem
s

(e.g.,
aliases)

but,
in

an
era

o
f

precise
physical

tests
and

ubiquitous
corn-

B
puters,

such
troubles

m
ight

not
be

insurm
ountable.

A
s

o
f

now
,

though,
w

e
can’t

really
be

sure
that

the
forces

that
cut

L
ynn’s

crim
e

in
1984-85

didn’t
lead

to
increases

elsew
here.

A
nd

unansw
ered

q
u

es
tions

about
displacem

ent
have

unnerving
policy

im
plications.

C
onceivably,

displacem
ent

reflects
the

presence
o
f

a
“safety

valve”
through

w
hich

addicts
escape

crackdow
ns

and
reach

unfettered
drug

m
arkets.

B
ut

if
m

any
co

m
m

unities
im

posed
sim

ultaneous
crackdow

ns,
such

addicts
m

ight
find

they
have

now
here

to
run,

and
their

attem
pts

to
finance

m
uch

costlier
drug

p
u

r
chases

could
lead

to
an

upsurge
in

crim
e.

M
easures

that
m

ight
appear

su
c

cessful
in

isolation,
therefore,

could
be

terribly
counterproductive

w
ere

they
to

proliferate.

S
um

m
ary

T
he

m
ain

points
o
f

this
review

are:

(1)
In

the
afterm

ath
o
f

its
drug

crackdow
n,

L
aw

rence
experienced

a
rise

in
robbery,

burglary,
and

larceny
that

w
as

both
su

b
stantial

and
larger

than
the

corresponding
decline

in
L

ynn.
T

hus,
the

L
aw

rence
outcom

e
w

as
in

som
e

respects
as

troubling
as

the
L

ynn
results

w
ere

encouraging.

(2)
T

he
crim

e
reductions

in
L

ynn
after

its
crackdow

n
w

ere
largely

transient.
T

here
w

as
no

m
eaningful

decline
in

nonviolent
p

ro
p

erty
crim

e,
and

only
tem

porary
drops

in
m

urder,
rape,

and
robbery.

A
ggravated

assaults
did

fall
enorm

ously,
but

even
they

increased
by

90
percent

from
1986

to
1987.

(3)
T

he
K

leim
an-C

avanagh
analysis

did
not

(and,
w

ith
aggregate

statistics,
largely

could
not)

verify
that

crim
es

absent
from

L
ynn

shortly
after

its
crackdow

n
did

not
reappear

beyond
its

im
m

ediate
surroundings.

U
nder

the
circum

stances,
I

am
m

ore
pessim

istic
than

P
rofessor

K
leim

an
about

w
hat

happened
in

L
aw

rence,
and

m
ore

tentative
in

describing
w

hat
happened

in
L

ynn
as

a
success.

I
strongly

agree
w

ith
P

rofessor
K

leim
an,

how
ever,

that
the

experim
ents

p
e
r

form
ed

thus
far

w
ere

o
f

very
high

caliber
and

justify
m

any
m

ore
endeavors.

O
nly

by
an

extensive
process

o
f

trial-and-error
can

w
e

hope
to

understand
w

hen
crackdow

ns
clearly

engender
m

ore
good

than
harm

.
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U
niform

C
rim

e
R

eports.
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D
oes

street
level

drug
enforcem

ent
by

the
cops

reduce
crim

e
and

drug
abuse?

T
hat

is
the

question
addressed

by
M

ark
A

.
R

.
K

leim
an

in
“C

rack
dow

n:
T

he
E

ffects
o
f

Intensive
E

nforcem
ent

on
R

etail
H

eroin
D

ealing.”
H

e
review

s
police

saturation
efforts

in
L

ynn
and

L
aw

rence,
M

assachusetts,
as

w
ell

as
“O

peration
P

ressure
P

oint
I,”

in
M

anhattan,
and

“O
peration

C
old

T
urkey”

in
P

hiladelphia.
T

hese
operations

narrow
ly

focused
on

interrupting
the

connection
betw

een
seller

and
user—

arguably
the

low
est

rung
in

the
grow

er-im
porter-distributor-w

holesaler-cutter-seller
drug

trade
organizational

ladder.

O
ther

recent
studies

have
dem

onstrated
in

dram
atic

fashion
the

unsuspected
connection

betw
een

drugs
and

serious
crim

e.
Tw

o
thirds,

or
m

ore,
o
f

suspects
arrested

for
robberies

or
other

serious
street

crim
es

have
drugs

in
their

system
w

hen
they’re

picked
up

by
the

cops.
T

here
is

a
connection

b
e
t

w
een

drug
use

and
being

part
o
f

the
sm

all
population

of
offenders

w
ho

repeatedly
com

m
it

m
any

and
varied

street
crim

es.
T

he
connection

is
strong.

B
ut

the
reasons

for
the

connection
are

not
as

clear
as

its
existence

or
as

easy
to

see
as

its
effects.

S
treet

conditions—
peddling

in
neighborhoods

and
near

schools;
huddled

knots
of

users
and

hurried
dealing;

occasional
violence;

radiating
burglaries;

a
general

sense
of

decay
—

these
are

w
hat

the
public

sees,
feels,

and
resents.

Such
conditions

convey
an

“anything
goes,

nothing
is

barred”
atm

osphere
that

saps
a

neighborhood’s
energy

and
drains

its
m

orale.
T

he
people

find
it

hard
to

understand
w

hy
the

cops
don’t

“do
som

ething
about

it,
and

fast.”
A

fter
all,

if
they

can
see

it.
w

hy
can’t

the
cops?



M
ost

practitioners
know

the
answ

er.
To

a
large

degree
a

free
society

m
ust

police
itself.

C
om

m
unity

crim
e

prevention
efforts,

neighborhood
patrols,

and
other

cooperative
program

s
are

part
of

the
social

glue
that

keeps
our

society
safe.

It
is

the
anom

ic
sense

that
no

one
cares,

that
no

one
w

ill
help,

that
keeps

everyone’s
eyes

averted
w

hen
bad

things
happen

on
crow

ded
streets

in
N

ew
Y

ork.

O
ne

o
f

the
m

ajor
functions

o
f

the
cops

is
to

support
a

society’s
w

ill
to

police
itself—

to
insure

cohesion
and

peace.
A

s
governm

ent
representatives

it
is

im
portant

for
us

to
preserve

the
social

fabric
by

providing
a

sense
o
f

structure,
m

aintaining
standards

and
discipline,

and
attending

to
other

quality
o
f

life
issues.

C
osm

etics
can

be
im

portant.
Signs

o
f

decay—
graffiti,

broken
w

indow
,

and
huddled

knots
o

f
drug

users
—

suggest
a

dissolution
o
f

values
and

increase
social

breakdow
n.

B
ut

is
street

level
enforcem

ent
a

good
solution?

C
an

it
justify

reversing
the

tide
o
f

technological
advancem

ents
w

e’ve
m

ade?
S

hould
w

e
scrap

rapid
response

to
victim

s
o
f

violent
crim

es
and

put
the

cop
back

on
the

beat?

S
treet

level
enforcem

ent
is

sexy,
visible,

and
popular—

but
is

it
effective?

M
r.

K
leim

an’s
studies

appear
to

suggest
yes

.
.
.

w
ith

sensible
caveats.

B
ut,

from
m

y
perspective,

the
answ

er
is

closer
to

no.
A

s
a

responsible
official,

I
m

ust
explain

som
e

harsh
truths.

S
treet-level

enforcem
ent

has
few

good
effects

F
irst

let’s
look

at
the

good
effects

K
leim

an
says

street-level
drug

en
fo

rce
m

ent
can

have.
M

uch,
for

exam
ple,

is
m

ade
o
f

the
reduction

in
hom

icides
under

operation
P

ressure
P

oint
I.

B
ut

did
it

actually
reduce

m
urders?

P
res

sure
P

oint
I

started
in

January
1984.

T
he

num
bers

o
f

m
urders

all
over

N
ew

Y
ork

C
ity

started
dropping

years
before;

1800
m

urders
in

‘81,
1700

in
‘82,

1600
in

‘83,
1500

in
‘84,

1400
in

‘85,
(and

back
up

to
1600

in
‘86).

K
leim

an
also

says
that

P
ressure

P
oint

I
reduced

robberies
and

burglaries
in

the
target

area.
B

ut
the

operation
took

place
during

the
sam

e
tim

e
that

robberies
and

burglaries
stopped

increasing
all

over
the

city.
W

hat
can

w
e

conclude
from

those
trends?

It
appears

th
at

it
w

as
not

P
ressure

P
oint

I
that

had
a

noticeable
im

pact
on

other
crim

es.

N
ow

let’s
look

at
drug

arrests.
W

as
consum

ption
or

dealing
reduced?

D
id

availability
of

drugs
decline

and
did

their
price

rise?
T

he
answ

er
is,

p
ro

b
ably

no.

S
hort

circuiting
the

connections
betw

een
drug

buyer
and

seller,
through

police
saturations

and
concentrated

street
enforcem

ent,
can

only
serve

as
a

tem
porary

palliative.
T

he
addict

is
not,

after
all,

a
custom

er
w

ith
m

any
o

p
tions

and
choices.

H
e’s

hooked.
H

e
has

to
find

a
source

and,
judging

by
the

adm
itted

availability
and

price
stability

o
f

drugs,
he

does.

I
am

rem
inded

of
a

cynical
practice

the
N

Y
P

D
used

to
em

ploy
to

confuse
corrupt

plainclothes
cops

in
the

vice
units.

T
he

entire
organization

w
ould,

A
A

R
n

n
v



one
surprising

day,
be

shipped
out

—
“back

to
the

bag”
(returned

to
uniform

duty)—
and

a
new

bunch—
probably

unsullied
new

er
troops

from
uniform

ed
assignm

ents
—

popped
in.

T
he

corrupt
connections

w
ere

not
interrupted

or
confused

for
long.

W
hat

m
an

had
invented,

canny
m

an
circum

vented.
S

oon
all

w
as

restored
as

before
and

the
pads

and
scores

flow
ed

uninterruptedly—
or

at
least

until
the

tem
porary

dislocation
o
f

the
next

m
assive

shifts.

P
utting

a
cop

on
the

Street
in

front
o
f

your
house

w
ill

certainly
result

tem
porarily

in
a

m
ore

peaceful
and

better
ordered

nearby
environm

ent
—

but
is

this
the

best
use

o
f

the
resource?

T
he

facts
are

that
this

is
good

publicity,
but

other
virtues

are
hard

to
see.

S
treet-level

enforcem
ent

has
m

any
bad

effects

F
or

the
professional

w
ho

has
been

pushed
tim

e
and

tim
e

again
by

a
spooked

public
to

resort
to

procrustean
sim

ple
and

sim
plistic

solutions,
the

disabilities
o

f
street-level

enforcem
ent

are
obvious.

S
uch

focused,
co

n
cen

trated
efforts

as
those

in
L

ynn,
L

aw
rence,

P
hiladelphia,

and
M

anhattan,
bear

the
characteristics

o
f

sw
eeps

and
indiscrim

inate
round-ups

that
have

been
discredited.

T
hey

use
lim

ited
energy

against
the

low
est-level

operators.
T

hey
result

in
m

any
arrests

that
flood,

overw
helm

,
and

defeat
a

system
already

under
severe

strain.
Instead

o
f

m
ore

going
to

jail,
few

er
do.

A
s

the
agencies

try
to

decongest,
they

are
unable

to
distinguish

betw
een

bigger
fish

and
m

innow
s.

A
ll

get
through

the
necessarily

stretched
net.

T
he

crim
inal

justice
system

has
finite

resources
w

ith
w

hich
to

deal
w

ith
the

trem
endous

problem
s

o
f

violence
and

crim
e.

T
here

w
ere

800,000
drug

arrests
in

1985
and

just
about

500,000
persons

in
our

overcrow
ded

prisons.
T

he
conclusion

is
obvious.

T
here

ain’t
room

at
the

inn.

W
hen

G
overnor

R
ockefeller

and
the

N
ew

Y
ork

L
egislature

m
andated

the
jailing

of
drug

pushers
in

the
early

seventies,
this

pandering
to

the
public’s

fears
proved

popular.
N

o
one

dared
vote

against
and

few
had

the
courage

to
counsel

sense.
T

he
prisons

soon
filled

w
ith

dealers,
leaving

no
room

for
m

urderers,
rapists,

robbers,
or

burglars,
for

w
hom

there
w

ere
no

m
andated

sentences.
In

the
end

the
effort

had
to

be
abandoned.

G
iven

enough
prison

space,
m

aybe
incapacitation

could
reduce

crim
e.

B
ut,

w
ith

about
tw

o
thirds

o
f

the
states

under
court

orders
to

decongest
prisons

(prisons
crow

ded
during

the
hysteria-over-crim

e-in-the-streets
o
f

the
sev

en
ties

and
early

eighties)
dangerous

crim
inals

are
now

pouring
out

of,
not

in
to

our
penal

institutions.

13
C

om
plex

public
issues

tend
to

have
this

jack-in-the-box
characteristic—

popping
up

in
unexpected

places,
w

hen
som

eone
presses

dow
n

on
a

p
ro

b
lem

som
ew

here
else.

S
treet

drug
operations

indisputably
“clean

up”
the

area
o
f

focus,
but

w
hat

w
ill

pop
up

elsew
here?

W
hen

street
enforcem

ent
results

in
m

ore
arrests,

few
er

prosecutions
are

su
c

cessful.
A

nd
w

e
have

all
seen

that
pressures

to
produce

“good
cases”

have



resulted
in

flaking,
dropsy,

perjury,
entrapm

ent,
and

fram
ing,

by
cops

an
x

ious
to

please
dem

anding
superiors.

T
here

should
be

pressures
to

perform
and

produce,
but

these
m

ust
be

accom
panied

by
a

sensible
sense

of
priorities

and
a

sensitivity
to

becom
ing

counterproductive.

S
treet

operations
also

are
seductive.

T
hey

develop
a

constituency
that

m
akes

shifts
difficult

w
hen

police
m

anagers
m

ost
need

flexibility.
T

he
police

need
to

be
flexible

to
attack

other
very

real
and

serious
problem

s.
T

hey
should

not
have

restrictive
assignm

ents
to

P
otem

kin
V

illages
built

to
dazzle

u
n

in
form

ed
citizens.

Street-level
operations

also
distract

us
from

m
eaningful

assaults
on

drug
abuse.

W
hen

w
e

consider
the

m
ost

effective
w

ay
o
f

reducing
the

availability
o
f

illegal
drugs

w
e

ought
to

think
o
f

the
T

ylenol
analogy.

W
hen

pills
suspected

of
being

poisoned
had

to
be

rounded
up

quickly,
it

becam
e

o
b

vious
that

the
m

ost
prom

ising
sources

of
large

batches
w

ere
w

arehouses,
not

individual
m

edicine
cabinets.

N
ot

that
the

latter
could

be
ignored

but
the

program
had

to
be

guided
by

a
sense

o
f

priority.

A
nd,

w
hile

w
e’re

about
it,

w
hy

focus
on

supply
alone?

W
hat

becam
e

o
f

d
e

m
and?

W
hy

do
w

e
have,

as
a

nation,
such

an
appetite

for
drugs?

H
as

the
30-second

T
V

com
m

ercial
turned

us
into

a
druggy

culture?

W
hat

should
w

e
do?

T
here

is
som

e
evidence

that
the

current
passion

for
educating

us
to

the
horrors

o
f

illicit
drugs

is
taking

hold.
W

hite,
educated

A
m

erica
seem

s
to

be
consum

ing
less.

T
hey

appear
to

have
received

the
m

essage.
W

here
does

this
leave

the
excluded,

desperate,
frequently

black
and

alm
ost

alw
ays

poor
ghetto

dw
eller?

H
ooked.

H
is

trip
has

to
consist

of
a

fix
or

a
cheap

bottle
o
f

w
ine.

A
rresting

him
is

not
enough.

T
he

question
o
f

critical
ancillary

issues
such

as
the

availability
of

treatm
ent

program
s

deserves
m

ore
consideration.

D
rug

addiction
and

crim
inality

have
their

roots
in

joblessness,
hopelessness,

illiteracy,
teenage

pregnancy,
and

the
infirm

ities
o
f

poverty.

H
um

an
behavior

can
be

changed
through

positive
and

negative
co

n
se

quences,
w

ith
em

phasis
on

consequences.
R

ound
ups

allow
all

to
slip

through
a

net
that

can’t
contain

them
all.

A
rrests

are
not

enough—
there

has
to

be
follow

through,
positive

and
negative.

W
hat

w
e

need
are

effective
responses

to
the

problem
—

not
politically

m
otivated

actions.

P
ublic

officials
have

an
obligation

to
educate

people
and

teach
them

the
differences

betw
een

being
w

ell
served

and
being

pleased
or

pandered
to.

W
e

need
to

tell
them

w
hat

w
e

know
—

and
w

hat
w

e
don’t

know
.

W
e

do
not

know
enough

about
drug

use,
drug

dealing,
or

the
m

ost
effec

tive
w

ays
o
f

com
batting

the
problem

.
W

e
are

beginning
to

get
data

and
this

is
enlightening,

as
w

ell
as

surprising.



Street-level
drug

enforcem
ent

m
ay

get
headlines,

please
the

neighbors,
and

bring
peace

to
the

area,
but

its
displacem

ent
effects,

w
aste

o
f

resources,
burdenings

o
f

the
system

,
inflexibility,

potential
for

abuse,
and

d
y

sfu
n

c
tional

aspects
all

argue
pow

erfully
for

skepticism
as

to
its

efficacy.

K
leim

an’s
study

is
useful

for
the

light
it

casts
on

the
issue

and
for

the
discussion

it
inspires.

It
is

not,
in

m
y

view
,

the
w

ay
to

go.
W

e,
the

soup
school

graduates
w

ho
run

the
country’s

police
agencies,

desperately
need

the
return

o
f

the
scholars,

to
guide

our
efforts

through
their

analyses
and

experim
ents.

T
his

is
w

here
the

federal
funds

and
local

efforts
should

be
concentrated.

S
um

m
ary

F
ocused,

saturation
street

enforcem
ent

w
ill

clean
up

an
area,

but
it

is
costly

and
inefficient.

It
robs

other
areas

o
f

their
fair

share
o
f

scarce
resources

and
it

does
not

elim
inate

the
intractable

problem
o
f

drug
dealing,

but
m

erely
displaces

it.
It

also
focuses,

inefficiently,
on

the
low

est
level

o
f

the
crim

inal
chain

and
is

sure
to

lead
to

abuses
and

repression,
w

ith
sw

eeps
and

round-ups.

O
nce

installed,
such

operations
are

politically
difficult

to
rem

ove.
B

y
producing

large
num

bers
o

f
arrests

they
create

stresses
on

a
frequently

overloaded
crim

inal
justice

system
w

hich
then

finds
it

m
ore

difficult
to

discrim
inate

betw
een

the
m

enaces
th

at
ought

to
be

incapacitated
and

the
casual

dealer
or

user;
usually

they
all

go
free.

“B
uy

and
bust”

operations,
observation

arrests
and

enforcem
ent

by
uniform

ed
officers

is
inherently

prim
itive

and
inefficient.

It
creates

pressures
to

perform
that

produce
a

disproportionate
risk

o
f

flaking,
d
ro

p
sy,

entrapm
ent,

or
perjury.

T
hese,

o
f

course,
exist

in
all

police
operations,

but
they

exist
at

varying
levels

o
f

risk.

Interdicting
drugs

requires
sophisticated

enforcem
ent,

aim
ed

at
the

h
ig

h
er

level
dealer,

and
educational

program
s

about
the

dangers
o
f

drug
use.

S
tabilizing

a
neighborhood

requires
a

strategy
th

at
creates

com
m

unity
co

h
e

sion;
a

strategy
w

hich
can

be
extended,

w
ith

lim
ited

resources,
city

w
ide.

S
treet-level

enforcem
ent

is
popular,

sexy,
and

produces
w

onderful
p

u
b
lici

ty.
T

he
only

real
problem

is
that

it
doesn’t

w
ork.

P
v

1
iitin

o
t
r
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_
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l
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K
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.

B
urke

I
am

the
person

directly
responsible

for
the

establishm
ent

and
direction

o
f

the
L

ynn
D

rug
T

ask
F

orce
and

the
L

aw
rence

D
rug

T
ask

Force
described

by
M

ark
K

leim
an

in
his

paper
on

crackdow
ns.

M
r.

K
leim

an
clearly

and
accurately

outlines
the

operations
o
f

these
efforts.

H
ow

ever,
he

concludes
that

the
efforts

in
L

ynn
w

ere
successful

w
hile

those
in

L
aw

rence
w

ere
not.

I
believe

it
is

necessary
to

judge
the

effects
o
f

the
intensive

street-level
e
n

forcem
ent

in
com

parison
w

ith
other

enforcem
ent

m
ethods.

I
w

ould
argue

that
w

hen
com

pared
to

previous
attem

pts
to

control
the

open
drug

m
arket,

operations
in

both
L

ynn
and

L
aw

rence
produced

rem
arkably

successful
results.

It
w

as
less

calculation
of

the
possible

benefits
o
f

street-level
enforcem

ent
and

m
ore

m
y

sense
o
f

frustration
w

ith
the

types
o
f

drug
enforcem

ent
used

previously
in

L
ynn

and
L

aw
rence

that
led

to
the

form
ation

o
f

the
T

ask
Forces.

A
s

the
D

istrict
A

ttorney
in

E
ssex

C
ounty,

it
is

m
y

responsibility
to

com
bat

drug
abuse.

B
ecause

o
f

its
detrim

ental
effect

on
users

and
its

effect
of

increasing
street

crim
es,

drugs
had

been
the

target
o
f

every
traditional

enforcem
ent

m
ethod.

T
hese

m
ethods

had
little

or
no

visible
results.

F
rom

1979
until

1983,
I

tried
undercover

operations
aim

ed
at

both
street-

level
enforcem

ent
and

the
heads

o
f

relatively
sophisticated

drug
c
o
n

spiracies.
In

separate
operations

in
L

ynn
and

L
aw

rence,
I

used
undercover

S
tate

P
olice

officers
to

m
ake

drug
“buys”

from
as

m
any

people
as

possible.
A

s
a

result
of

these
undercover

operations
—

som
e

lasting
as

long
as

six
m

onths
—

w
e

sim
ultaneously

arrested
as

m
any

as
80

people.
A

dditionally,
to

target
heads

of
drug

distribution
groups,

I
used

electronic
surveillance

(telephone
taps,

etc.)
o
f

drug
distributors

and
raids

tim
ed

to
coincide

w
ith

the
receipt

of
shipm

ents
of

large
quantities

o
f

drugs.
A

s
a

result,
w

e
o

cca
sionally

seized
drugs

w
orth

m
illions

o
f

dollars
on

the
street.

T
hese

drugs

r
i
n

m
n
t

A
n

c
tr
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w
ere

destined
for

the
m

arkets
in

L
ynn

and
L

aw
rence.

Y
et,

after
several

efforts
of

these
types,

there
w

as
no

discernible
effect

on
the

targeted
com

m
unities.

T
he

open
drug

m
arketplaces

returned
to

the
pre-raid

level
of

business
w

ithin
a

m
onth

o
f

the
enforcem

ent
effort.

T
he

upper-level
traffickers

w
ho

w
ere

arrested
w

ere
usually

replaced
by

others,
or

operations
w

ere
continued

by
the

sam
e

group
w

ith
a

sm
all

shake-up
in

p
e
r

sonnel.
A

lthough
I

w
as

using
the

investigative
resources

available
to

m
e

for
com

batting
drug

trafficking,
the

m
arket

still
appeared

to
be

unaffected.

B
y

contrast,
both

D
rug

T
ask

Forces
that

K
leim

an
describes

operating
in

L
ynn

and
L

aw
rence

produced
observable

changes
in

the
quality

o
f

life
in

the
targeted

neighborhoods.
A

nd
that

w
as

the
prim

ary
goal

o
f

the
program

.
In

L
aw

rence,
S

tate
P

olice
concentrated

enforcem
ent

in
the

area
of

a
h
o
u
s

ing
project

that
had

becom
e

infam
ous

for
its

open
heroin

m
arket.

A
fter

this
effort

began,
conditions

visibly
im

proved.
L

ife
w

ithin
the

project
has

becom
e

less
disrupted

by
heroin

addicts
and

the
junkie-dealer

is
m

uch
less

likely
to

be
a

visible
m

odel
for

neighborhood
children.

P
lacing

highly
visible

police
officers

on
the

streets
and

intensively
enforcing

drug
law

s
has

had
other

positive
effects

in
both

com
m

unities.
A

co
m

parison
o
f

addresses
on

car
registrations

before
and

after
the

task
forces

w
ent

into
operation

clearly
show

ed
that

task
forces

reduced
the

num
bers

o
f

nonresident
people

w
ho

drove
to

L
ynn

and
L

aw
rence

to
buy

heroin.
T

he
num

ber
of

new
heroin

users
also

w
as

reduced
in

both
areas.

A
nd

the
in

fo
r

m
ation

about
drug

distribution
gathered

on
the

streets
o

f
L

aw
rence

has
been

utilized
by

law
enforcem

ent
officials

in
several

states.
T

hese
street

data
have

been
m

ore
useful

than
inform

ation
gathered

through
undercover

in
vestigation

because
they

are
constantly

being
updated

and
refined.

T
he

efforts
in

both
L

aw
rence

and
L

ynn
resulted

in
num

erous
particular

im
provem

ents.
B

oth
successfully

im
proved

the
overall

quality
o
f

life
in

the
targetted

areas.
H

ow
ever,

M
r.

K
leim

an
calls

L
ynn

a
success

and
L

aw
rence

a
failure

because
“street

crim
es”

such
as

robbery
and

burglary
declined

in
L

ynn
but

not
in

L
aw

rence.
I

believe
that

since
L

aw
rence

is
sim

ilar
to

L
ynn

in
all

m
easurable

effects
but

one,
the

overall
judgm

ent
o
f

the
L

aw
rence

e
f

fort
also

should
be

“success.”

M
oreover,

the
failure

o
f

the
L

aw
rence

D
rug

T
ask

F
orce

to
reduce

Street
crim

e
as

M
r.

K
leim

an
indicates,

m
ay

be
explained

by
the

presence
o
f

drug
m

arketplaces
near

to
L

aw
rence.

H
eroin,

available
in

neighboring
H

averhill,
L

ow
ell,

and
southern

N
ew

H
am

pshire,
allow

s
the

junkie
to

fulfill
this

need
w

ithout
concern

for
price

or
availability.

T
herefore,

the
need

to
steal

still
exists

because
o
f

the
availability

o
f

heroin
close

to
L

aw
rence.

If
one

w
ere

to
expand

the
street

enforcem
ent

efforts
to

drug
m

arketplaces
adjacent

to
L

aw
rence,

it
is

fair
to

speculate
that

the
street

crim
e

w
ould

be
reduced

due
to

the
lack

o
f

availability
o
f

heroin.

In
any

case,
w

hen
conducting

a
com

parative
benefit

analysis
o
f

drug
fighting

efforts,
it

is
m

y
strong

opinion
that

intensive
street-level

en
fo

rce
m

ent
produces

the
best

results
and

the
L

aw
rence

project
does

not
disprove

this
point.
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M
r.

K
leim

an
not

only
discusses

the
benefits

o
f

the
L

ynn
and

L
aw

rence
D

rug
T

ask
Force,

but
additionally

analyzes
the

cost.
H

ow
ever,

I
am

not
sure

that
I

totally
agree

w
ith

M
r.

K
leim

an’s
cost

analysis.

T
he

adm
inistrative

costs
o
f

m
ounting

a
T

ask
Force

operation
definitely

are
m

easurable.
T

hey
include

rental
cost

o
f

offices,
cars,

and
office

m
achinery,

as
w

ell
as

the
cost

o
f

hiring
clerical

help.
A

dditionally,
as

M
r.

K
leim

an
points

out,
officers

w
orking

on
a

T
ask

Force
operation

generate
m

ore
o

v
er

tim
e

expense
than

officers
on

general
assignm

ent.

I
w

ould,
how

ever,
argue

w
ith

M
r.

K
leim

an’s
contentions

that
officers

used
for

D
rug

T
ask

Force
w

ork
are

diverted
from

fighting
other

crim
es,

and
therefore,

“alternative
use”

o
f

these
police

becom
es

a
cost

o
f

street-level
e
n

forcem
ent.

T
his

contention
suggests

that
specially

assigned
drug

officers
do

not
becom

e
cognizant

o
f

other
crim

es.
To

the
contrary,

it
is

m
y

observation
that

street-level
drug

officers
know

m
ore

about
every

category
o
f

crim
e

than
any

other
type

of
police

officer.
B

ecause
a

large
num

ber
of

offenders
w

ho
com

m
it

“street
crim

es”
are

also
drug

offenders,
drug

officers
often

can
provide

m
ore

hard
inform

ation
and

evidence
on

burglary
and

vice
crim

e
than

police
assigned

to
task

forces
specializing

in
these

areas.
T

he
form

al
assignm

ent
o
f

a
cop

to
drugs

is
virtually

the
sam

e
as

an
inform

al
assig

n
m

ent
to

larceny,
burglary,

and
m

urder
investigations.

I
w

ould
also

argue
that

the
intrusiveness

of
the

enforcem
ent

effort
as

a
cost

m
ust

be
m

easured
against

the
intrusiveness

o
f

drug
dealing

on
your

door
step.

It
is

not
clear

just
w

hat
w

eight
M

r.
K

leim
an

w
ould

assign
the

latter
cost.

H
ow

ever,
it

seem
s

to
m

e
that

w
hen

balanced
against

the
environm

ent
o
f

an
open

drug
m

arket,
a

visible,
active

police
presence

is
not

a
trem

en
dous

intrusion
and

therefore
not

a
significant

cost
o
f

a
street-

level
operation.

If
there

is
one

critical
thesis

upon
w

hich
this

paper
turns,

and
w

ith
w

hich
I

w
ould

agree
com

pletely,
it

is
the

idea
that

intensive
street-level

heroin
e
n

forcem
ent

can
result

in
a

reduction
in

street
crim

e.
T

he
reasoning

M
r.

K
leim

an
advances

for
this

conclusion
is

backed
by

his
analysis

o
f

the
data

from
the

L
ynn

D
rug

T
ask

Force
program

and
the

N
ew

Y
ork

C
ity

O
peration

P
ressure

P
oint;

it
is

not
disproven

by
the

L
aw

rence
project.

M
r.

K
leim

an
reasons

that
the

drug
user

m
ust

pay
tw

o
distinct

prices
for

heroin.
F

irst,
there

is,
o

f
course,

the
retail

price
established

by
the

pusher.
T

he
m

arket
price

rises
w

ith
the

risk
im

posed
by

law
enforcem

ent
efforts.

H
ow

ever,
it

is
not

the
retail

price
alone,

as
M

r.
K

leim
an

indicates,
w

hich
m

ight
lead

a
junkie

to
abstain

from
heroin

use
and

stop
stealing

to
pay

for
drugs.

In
fact,

as
the

paper
points

out,
other

studies
have

show
n

that
in

creases
in

retail
drug

prices
can

lead
to

m
ore

crim
e.

K
leim

an
contends

that
it

is
the

non-m
onetary

“second
price,”

on
w

hich
street-level

enforcem
ent

e
f

forts
have

the
greatest

effect.
B

y
increasing

the
tim

e,
inconvenience,

and
risk

o
f

arrest
involved

in
m

aking
heroin

purchases,
street-level

enforcem
ent

drives
som

e
junkies

to
abstain

from
heroin.

T
herefore,

M
r.

K
leim

an
argues

the
com

ponents
o
f

an
effective

street-level
enforcem

ent
effort

are
“concentration”

(geographically
and

by
drug

type)

T
.
.
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and
“persistence.”

T
he

validity
of

this
argum

ent
w

as
borne

out
in

L
ynn

and

O
peration

P
ressure

P
oint,

w
here

concentration
on

heroin
sales

in
specific

neighborhoods
over

a
relatively

long
period

o
f

tim
e

led
to

greater
abstinence

and
less

crim
e.

It
also

explains
the

com
parative

“failure”
in

L
aw

rence,
since

L
aw

rence
has

a
drug

m
arket

w
hich

stretches
beyond

the

jurisdiction
o
f

the
police

and
has

too
few

police
officers

to
m

eet
the

dem
ands

o
f

even
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