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ABSTRACT 

The War on Crime in the District of Columbia, 1955-1975. This project describes and 
appraises the response of the criminal ju.stice system to actual and perceived crime in the 
District of Columbia during the period 1955-1975. The result is a case study of the 
American city which suffered earliest and longest in this generation fmm a reputation for 
high Clime and fear of crime. Thi:; study has examined the puhlic perception and political 
processes which led to that reputation and the variety of governmental responses to the 
problem. Such responses as increased numbers of police, holding polh;:e commanders 
accountable for crime, COUlt reorganization, narcotics treatment, and inc~ased incarcera~ 
tion of offenders are described as having contributed to II relatively stable trend of reported 
crime during the last five years of the period studied, although it is not feasible to separate 
these influences from other factors. The study notes that, despite repeated efforts from 
legislators, executive branch officials, and study commissions, the criminal justice system 
of the city continues to suffer from lack of timely, comprehensive data on criminal 
offenders and criminal justice operations. 
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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 

My object in this project has been to describe and e Trend lines. Finally, the s'tatistics of reported crime, 
appraise the response of the criminal justice system to political statements and perceptions of public at~ 
actual and perceived crime in the District of Columbia titudes, and victimization surveys have all seemed 
during the period 1955 through 1975. (The year 1955 to imply that crime in the District of Columbia was 
was selected as the base because !t appears to represent ~~xtraordinarily worse than in comparable cities dur-
the low point of postwar criminal activity in the District.) ing the 1960' s, but substantially better during the 
There are several factors which justify this kind of exten- 1970's, giving rise :to the question (if those judg-
sive study of the city's criminal justice system: ments were valid) of what elements produced the 

• Public interest. In contrast to the "apathy" toward change. 
crime problems that was alleged in other cities, the The study has entailed a thorough review of District 
District of Columbia experienced a very high level crime and criminal justice from 1955 through 1915. My 
of public interest and concern over crime and crimi- principal sources have been the annual reports of the 
nal justice during the period studied. police department and the courts, the Congressional 

• National response. Because the District is the Na- Record and the records of congressional legislative and 
tion's Capital, its crime problems received early appropriations hearings, my personal files, and sam-
attention in the Congress and in the White House, pUngs of new.!lpaper files over the period. 
both as a national political issue and as a specific Advisors to the project have expressed concern that I 
responsibility of the Federal Government. relied too much on the record and too little on my 

• Financing. Because of Congressiol1al and White personal recollections as a participant b the criminal 
House interest in District crime-and the availabil- justice system throughout the period studied. That a~j-
ity of federal financing to address the problem-the proach was deliberate. It seemed to me that the work 
local criminal justice has without question been the would be more useful and better validated if it were 
best financed and most costly of any comparable based substantially on written records, rather than on the 
system in the nation. (Precise cost data on the Dis- recollections of a single observer who possessed some 
trict's criminal justice system are not available, but rather strong views and biases about the workings of the 
Appendix B shows that at least $1.5 billion was criminal justice system. Moreover,! have a strong aver-
spent for criminal justice purposes during the period sion to the journalistic technique of revealing the state-
studied, with more than juUf,·~!mt -am0unt· z~~t,in ..... ments of public figures-statements made with the 
the last five years of the period.) expectation that they were private-however interesting 

• Uflified control. Because the District is virtually a those statements may be. 
"city-state," it is the only jurisdiction in the U.S. Despite my intentions, however, it is probable that my 
where the local government is vested with contI'Or, own biases are reflected in the way I have selected and 
not only over the police, but also over the correc- emphasized the events in the following chapters. At this 
tions component of the criminal justice system. point, therefore, I shall acquaint the reader with the 
Moreover, until home rule was granted in 1975, the individual who was responsible for the study. 
~:resid~rit had direct power over the city govern-

, .. ~ent, it~ police. and corrections components, and 
even the chief prosecutor for the jurisdiction-i .e., 
the U.S. Attorney. As nominating authority for 
fixed-term appointees, the President also had poten­
tial influence over the Superior Court (and its 
predecessors) which handred the overwhelming 
majority of criminal' cases going to trial in the 
District. 

Career Experience of the Author 

The reader io entitled to know the experiences which 
shaped my viewpoints. My career with the Metropolitan 
Police Department of Washington, D.C., began i9.1949. 
The first several years are inconsequential to thi::)um­
mary. From 1953 until 1961, I was assigned'to the Chief 
Clerk's Section-the administrative section-of the de­
partment; where most~f my work was with statistical 
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analysis and budget preparation and execution. My 
police rank (which bore no relationship to the work in 
which 1 was engaged) advanced from private to lieuten­
ant; in a civilian agency of the government of that period, 
I would have been described as a management or budget 
analyst. My position was at the fifth rank of the formal 
organization of the police department, but at the third 
level of the infonnal organization. That is, my effective 
direct supervisor at any given time was usually responsi­
ble directly to the chief of police. 

In the Chief Clerk's office, we prepared the depart­
ment's annual reports, budget presentations, and such 
special reports as justifying a 2,500·officer police force 
in 1956 (when crime was at a record low) and justifying 
500 additional officers in 1959 (when the city was fifth 
from the bottom in crime rates among eighteen compara­
ble cities). We did not formulate or recommend policy in 
these matters. Rather, our function was to take any given 
policy decision and to develop plausible justifications for 
it, often in the face of contrary or contradictory evidence. 

We were not involved in developing arguments 
against the Mallory ruling, which will figure so promi­
nently in this study. 1 The early public remarks of Police 
Chief Robert V. Murray, and his later testimony at the 
1957 and 19S9 congressional hearings, were quite ex­
temporaneous. (My feeling at the time was that the 
department assigned more importance to Mallory than it 
deserved, for the decision did not appear to be all that 
different from two earlier rulings-or from the plain 
language of Rule 5(a) of the Federal Rules of Criminal 
Procedure, on which the decision was based. However, I 
did not anticipate the extension of Mallory by the local 
Circuit Court.) 

During the years 1961 through 1965, I was budget 
officer of the dLpartment, with additional effective con­
trol over much of the department's management planning 
function. My position was at the fourth level of the 
formal organization and at the second level of the infor­
mal: regarding important matters I usually reported di­
recti y to the police chief. In tliose years, rising congres­
sional concern over crime produced a long succession of 
committee and subcommittee hearings. The police de­
partment staff work for those hearings was produced 
almost exGlusively in the budget office. Consequently I 
was in a position to obtain a clear picture of the depart­
ment's policy in these matters, as well as the responses 

1 In Mallory v. Ullited States, 354 U.S. 449, issued June 24, 1957, 
the Supreme Court reversed a conviction because it had been based on a 
confession obtained during an "unnecessary delay" in taking the 
suspect before a committing magistrate. Two days later, on June 26, 
Chief Murray said that the Mallory decision "ties the hands of the 
police department and renders them almost totally ineffective." The 
decision and its consequences are discussed at the beginning of 
Chapter 3. 
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of other criminal justice leaders to the issues raised. 
For the years 1966 and 1967-first infonnally, then 

fonnally-I was Director of Planning and Development 
for the police department. In that capacity, I continued to 
plan and coordinate the staff work fot congressional 
hearings. In addition, I assumed new duties as liaison 
between the police department and the staff of the Presi­
dent's Commission on Crime in the District of Colum­
bia, the International Association of Chiefs of Police 
(which was surveying the department), and the new 
Office of Law Enforcement Assistance. My office was 
eventually charged with implementing the reorganization 
recommended by the IACP and those recommendations 
of the Crime Commission which were approved by the 
police chiei'. 

During 1968 and the first half of 1969, I headed field 
operations of the d~partment. For this period I was more 
separated from criminal justice planning and policymak-. 
ing than at any other time in the period studi~d (except 
for 1975, when I had left the department). Field opera­
tions officials were not ordinarily concerned with or 
involved in long-range planning. That policy was rein­
forced during 1968 and 1969 by the unusually high 
number of disorders and demonstrations in the city, 
which kept our attention focussed almost entirely on 
day-to-day occurrences in the streets. 

From mid-1969 through late 1974, I was chief of the 
Metropolitan Police Department. 

The Preliminary Assumptions 

Prior to this study, I fOlmed a number of rather strong 
views about what had led to the peak crime rate in the 
District in 1970, and to the reductions thereafter. (These 
"preconceived notions" will be discussed in the Conclu­
sion to this work.) Based on my experience and observa­
tions, then, I carried the following assumptions with me 
when I left the Metropolitan Police Department: 

• Regarding crime trends. That the low rates of crime 
in the middle 1950's were partly the result of 
under-reporting by police. That, subsequently, 
some of the increases in the late 1950's and middle 
1960's were the result of improved reporting. That, 
despite the deficiencies of the data, a graph of the 
fluctuations in offenses reported over the period 
studied (except perhaps for the late 1950's) fonned 
a reasonably accurate trend line. 

• Regarding comparisons with other cities. That ex­
cept for St. Louis, which appears to have main­
tained very high crime reporting standards since the 
middle 1950's, the District's crime reporting sys­
tem was at least as accurate as that of any other city 
of comparable size. 

• Regarding public perceptions of Washington crime. 
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That citizens of the District (and the public gener­
ally) were led by statements of police and political 
leaders to grossly overestimate the extent of crime 
in Washington, relative to other cities, except 
perhaps for the years 1968 and 1969. That the status 
of the city as the Nation's Capital, and the con­
s~quent publication of local crimes by the national 
news media, contributed to adverse public percep­
tions of crime in the District. 

• Effects of police lobbying. That efforts by the police 
department to obtain legislative revision of the Mal­
lory ruling (and later the ban on investigative 
arrests) resulted in overemphasizing and often over­
stating their very r~al impact on criminal 
investigations-and even to overstating the number 
of crimes and the degree of crime rate increases. 
That the blaming of crime increases on court restric­
tions fumished a convenient excuse for police 
commanders to escape their responsibility to reduce 
crime. 

• Regarding police peiformance. That police officers 
are better motivated to work on crime prevention 
when they are stimulated by a positive outlook, 
reinforced by the understanding that they have a 
central responsibility for crime prevention. That the 
motivation of police commanders to strive for crime 
reductions was a principal factor in the District's 
relatively favorable crime trends in 1970 and 
thereafter. 

• Regarding the courts. 'That complaints about re­
strictive rulings, during the early and middle 
1960's, overlooked the more important court­
related problems of ~xcessive plea bargaining and 
charge reductions to accommodate calendar over­
loads. That there was a grossly unprofessional fail­
ure of the courts and the bar to deal with defense 
attorneys taking advantage of court congestion. 
That a major deficiency of the Johnson Administra­
tion's program against crime was its failure to deal 
with the problems of court congestion and disor­
ganization. That court reorganization was a major 
element in continuing the relatively favorable crime 
trends of the middle 1970s. 

• Regarding narcotics. That there Was a strong (but 

difficult to assess) relationship between increases in 
reported serious crime in the District and increases 
in heroin use in the city. That the narcotics treat­
ment programs of the city contributed to the rela­
tively favorable crime trends of the 1970's. 

• Regarding corrections. That a major weakness of 
the crime-control process for the District from the 
middle 1960's onward was the correctional and 
parole policies which often allowed persons sen­
tenced for very serious crimes to return quickly to 
the streets on furlough, work release, community 
corrections status, or virtually automatic parole 
after serving a minimum sentence. That sentences 
under the Federal Youth Corrections Act were 
being subverted by too early release. That incarcer­
ation of the serious offender for several years would 
enhance the functions 'of "incapacitation" and 
"general deterrence." 

• Resources allocated to crime reduction, That 
throughout the period studied, with only occasional 
exceptions, the District had an adequate level. of 
resources directed to all components of the criminal 
justice system, and especially to the police. That 
locally elected politicians would probably have al­
located fewer resources to the city's criminal jUStivi;~ 
system than did national political figures. 

o Regarding pre-trial release. That the Bail Reform 
Act of 1966 created major proNems for criminal 
justice in the District, both by reducing the deterrent 
affect of arrests and by encouraging defense attor­
neys to use dilatory practices. That the 1970 
revision of the bail law imposed such sttingent 
requirements on the prosecutor that formal requests 
for pre-trial detention were not feasible in most 
cases. 

* * * 
My method was to collect and examine available in­

formation and data relating to activities and performance 
of the District's criminal justice agencies, and to see 
what conclusions-new or old-might be inferred. Even 
though the preliminary assumptions were not stated as 
formal hypotheses, their existence may have influellced 
the direction of the work. For this reason, they are stated 
as notices to the reader. 

3 



CHAPTER II. PUBLIC PERCEPTIONS OF CRIME 

Through most of the period studied for this report, 
public fear and concern over crime in the District of 
Columbia far exceeded any reasonable relationship to 
the danger of crime. A possible exception was the period 
1968--1970, when the rate of "violent" crimes was ex­
traordinarily high and rising. 

Using the Unifonn Crime Report Crime Index as a 
measure, public fear of crime in Washington, at least 
during the first decade of this study, was clearly dispro­
portionate in comparison with crime levels of the past. 
For example, in 1956, citizen associations writing to 
Congress in support of an increased police force reported 
that "residents . . . are afraid to go out after dark to 
meetings or for social occasions." This was at a time 
when reported crime had declined by nearly 20 percent, 
over a three year period, to its lowest point since the 
reporting system was revised in 1948. Public fear of 
crime in Washington was also disproportionate in com­
parison with the national crime trends. Except during the 
peaking of reported crime in 1970, neither total crime 
index offenses nor violent crime categories were extmor­
dinarily high in comparison with other large, densely 
populated, central cities. In fact, victimization surveys 
demonstmte that, at least in 1973, levels of total crime 
and of violent crime in the District were unusually low, 
in comparison with other cities. 

However unreasonable the fears may have been, it is 
beyond question that, at least from 1960 through perhaps 
1971, the general perception of many citizens of this city 
and of the nation was that the District of Columbia was 
far less safe than most other cities. 

A. Factors Affecting Perceptions of O.C. 
Crime 

Local and national misconceptions of crime in Wash­
ington can be attributed to a number of factors: 

1. Aggravated assault reporting. The Washington 
police department completely revised its crime reporting 
system in 1948. One component of the new system was a 
rather rigorous requirement that reports be filed and tabu­
lated on all aggmvated assaults coming to the attention of 
the police. Comparisons of murder and aggravated as­
sault ratios published in the department's 1956 annual 
report show that the District of Columbia was more 
thorough in its reporting of aggravated assaults than 
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many other cities. Many observers did not understand 
that the higher aggravated assault rates of Washington 
derived partly from rigorous reporting processes. 

2. Proportion of blacks in population. A dispropor­
tionately high percentage of persons arrested for Crime 
Index offenses are black. Regardless of the reasons, and 
despite the fact that the number of blacks arrested for 
serious crimes constitute well under 10 percent of the 
total black population, the perception has persisted (par­
ticularly among some whites) that a high proportion of 
blacks are criminal offenders. Although this misconcep­
tion seems to have lessened in recent years, it was cer­
tainly common in Washington during the. early years of 
this study. At that time, the city had only recently elimi­
nated segregated restaurants, very few blacks were 
employed in other than custodial jobs in the city govern­
ment, and housing for some of the city and most of the 
suburbs was distinctly segregated. 

For example, after the robbery of Mrs. Mark Ethridge, 
many of the comments to be heard in various quarters 
indicated mistaken beliefs that her attackers were blacks. 

3. Shift of crime and perceived crime to outlying 
areas. The population of the Washington metropolitan 
area grew from 1.5 million in 1950 to 2 million in 1960 
and 2.9 million in 1970. By 1975 the metropolitan area 
population exceeded 3 million persons-more than dou­
ble the 1950 total. Meanwhile, the population of 
the District of. Columbia-circumscribed by fixed 
boundaries-declined from 802,000 in 1950 to 756,000 
in 1970. Given these changes, it is convenient to specu­
late that what occurred in Washington over the period 
was simply a natural expansion of the central, "crime­
prone" areas of a relatively small metropolitan area to 
the larger centml core of an expanded metropolitan area. 
To some extent, this notion is supported by the strong 
belief among contempomry observers that crime was 
moving outward from the core of the city to outlying, 
formerly low-crime, precincts. Seveml precinct com­
manders commented on this factor during a Washington 
Post series of articles in 1959. 

Crime Report data seem to support those perceptions 
of redistribution of crime to outlying precincts. (How­
ever, the data were influenced by a change in the police 
manpower allocation system, which provided an incen­
tive for precinct commanders to insure more complete 
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reporting of offenses.) In any event, the increases could 
hardly justify the extent of public fear which devel­
oped from 1957 to 1959. Total crime index offenses 
increased 17 percent over the two years; violent crimes 
increased only 4 percent, and most of the increase in 
property crimes was in larceny-theft. But there was a 
significant difference between 1957 and 1959 reported 
crime. Although the crime rate was still quite low in 
outlying precincts in 1959, there were more offenses­
particularly newsworthy offenses-in middle- and 
upper-class residential areas than had been the case a few 
years earlier. 

Citizens should be concerned about crime, wherever it 
occurs in their city. But the person is rare who does not 
react differently to crime reported in a familiar, quiet 
neighborhood than to offenses reported in an unfamiliar 
area of the city with a long history of high crime rates. 

4. National prominence of victims. It is inevitable 
that, from time to time, some prominent citizen will fall 
victim to crime. When that happens in Washington, there 
is a good chance that the victim will be prominent not 
only locally but nationally as well, making the event 
unusually newsworthy. 

As noted earlier, even when crime was quite low in 
1956, citizen associations were reporting fear of crime 
among their members. But searching for a point when 
the public outcry against crime in Washington began in 
earnest, we must settle on the assault and attempted 
purse snatching against Mr. Mark Ethridge and his wife, 
Willie Snow Ethridge, on October 6, 1957. 

Bear in mind the setting. Reported crime in Washing­
ton had decreased 9 percent during 1956-the fourth 
year of decreasing crime for the city. (Meanwhile, crime 
nationally had increased 13 percent, reaching an all-time 
high.) Reported crime in Washington reached its record 
low in June 1957; there were some increases in the 
second half of the year, but reported crime in 1957 was 
still below that of 1956. 

Mrs. Ethridge, an author herself and the wife of an 
important publisher, described the assaulfin an article in 
This Week Magazine, a popular national Sunday news­
paper supplement. Her article was accompanied by a 
comment written by Senator Alexander Wiley (R.-Wis.), 
advising citizens "It can happen to anyone-Even to 
You." The uncritical reader would have inferred from 
Mrs. Ethridge's article that Washington was an unusu­
ally dangerous city. Mrs. Ethridge could scarcely be 
blamed for this inference, for at least part of her bias 
developed from information supplied her by local police! 

Less justified were subsequent comments from local 
gentry who should have had a more balanced perception 
of conditions in Washington. Deputy Chief of Police 
Edgar E. Scott, the Chief of Detectives, stated there had 

been an increase in assaults during street robberies, and 
blamed the upsurge on leniency of the courts. The Eve­
ning Star editorialized on January 21: "It is ironical that 
it has taken an attack on [Mrs-. Ethridge] ... to focus 
national attention on the terror which rules the streets of 
Washington after dark." (Significantly, the second para­
graph of the editorial pointed out that the attack was on 
"Woodley Road, just off Connecticut Avenue, a 'good' 
section of the city.") Representative Clare Hoffman 
(D.-Mich.) told the House that citizens of the District 
were not getting the protection to which they were enti­
tled, and Representative Joel T. Broyhill (R.-Va.)said 
Washington would become "an after dark ghost city" 
unless Congress backed the police with tougher laws. A 
group of letters to the editor, published by the Evening 
Star on January 30, indicated widespread public opinion 
that crime in Washington Was out of hand. 

A variety of official responses was stimulated by the 
attack on the Ethlidges, or rather by Mrs. Ethridge's 
article. But to look further at the public perceptions and 
reactions to crime in Washington, it is useful to move on 
to a set of events nearly two years after the attack on the 
Ethridges. August 1959 produced several notable 
crimes. 

Again, it is helpful to relate the context in statistical 
terms. Crime had increased for two consecutive years. 
From the record low of fiscal year 1957, the reported 
crime index for fiscal 1959 was up 13 percent. The 
increase was almost entirely in offenses against property; 
violent crimes were up less than 1 percent. 

Representative Charles A. Diggs (D.-Mich.), driving 
through Logan Circle in downtown Washington, 
observed several youngsters attacking a man. 
When he tried to frighten the attackers away, two 
of them came toward his car. One of the youngstf!rsthe 
night before, brandished a knife at the Congressman. An 
Air Force sergeant, attempting to chase away youngsters 
tampering with his car, had been shot and killed. Also 
during early August, the widow of former Deputy De­
fense Secretary Donald Quarles was the victim of an 
attempted purse-snatching-c9incidentally in the same 
block as the Ethridge incident, the 2800 block of Wood­
ley Road. (The Washington Post of August 17 referred to 
the incident as an "attempted purse-snatching in a fash­
ionable section of Washington. ") 

These incidents prompted Senator Robert C. Byrd 
(D.-W. Va.) to tell the Senate that readers of Washington 
newspapers' 'might well form the opinion that this city is 
a half-civilized place where it is unsafe to venture into 
the streets at night." The following week, a plan was 
devised on the Senate floor to immediately increase the 
police force, while Representative Omar Burleson (D.­
Tex.) was proposing in the House that two companies of 
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Marines be assigned to patrol the city. This highly pub­
licized congressional discussion of crime in Washington 
obviously had significant impact on the attitude of the 
public, both locally and nationally, regarding Washing­
ton crime. Yet, buried among the expressions of concern 
in the Congressional Record of August 25, 1959, was 
the report that, of 32 cities compared in Senate lists of 
reported crimes for 1958, only seven cities reported 
lower per capita crime rates than Washington. 

5. Police statements regarding crime. Prior to July 
1957, reported crime in Washington had shown a down­
ward trend for several years, contrary to the national 
trend. Chief Robert V. Murray took justifiable pride in 
this accomplishment, and he sought added resources 
with a hope of achieving even further decreases in crime. 
But following the Supreme Court ruling in Mallory v. 
United States, there was an abrupt change in police 
department statements regarding the crime situation. Be­
fore Mallory, the position of the department could be 
summarized as follows: Crime is at a record low in the 
District of Columbia even in the face of a rising crime 
rate natiomilly, but the public cannot expect further re­
ductions in crime without a substantial increase in the 
size of the police force. After MallOlY, the policy posi­
tion might be summarized: Crime was at a record low in 
this city before the Mallory ruling and is still low com­
pared to many other cities, but the public must under­
stand that crime is noW rising and will continue to rise 
until that ruling is overturned. 

At middle management and supervisory levels of the 
department, attitudes were less ambivalent. Senior mid­
dle managers, particularly tht:.Chief of Detectives, regu­
larly spoke out publicly against restrictive court rulings. 
(In those years, public statements by members of the 
force were closely controlled, both by regulation and in 
practice; therefore it can be inferred that Mr. Scott's 
statements reflected department policy.) Thus the tone 
was set for complaining about crime problems among 
lower echelons of the department. 

Mrs. Ethridge wrote in her milestone article that 
"Police are doing their best. .. but pedestrians, many of 
them young women with government jobs, continue to 
be waylaid in the best neighborhoods." One might won­
der how she came to that conclusion, had she not told a 
repOlter for the Washington Post that her source was the 
Washington police. The victim of another purse snatch­
ing reluted (in a letter to the editor of the Evening Star of 
January 30, 1958) the experience of going to the police 
precinct to look at mug shots. She was told by the police 
that such offenders expected to be picked up several 
times a month, to serve a light sentence, and to be let 
loose to repeat their offenses. 

By 1962 some city residents were reporting that, when 
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they complained to the police about crime, the response 
was: "Why don't you live in the suburbs where we do?" 

On balance, except during periods when reported 
crime is on a noticeable downward trend, the pessimistic 
viewpoint is much more natural for the police to put 
forth. One reason for this is the direct contact police have 
with recent victims: it is exceedingly difficult to discuss 
crime in terms of statistical probabilities with someone 
who has just been victimized. Moreover, citizens and 
their legislators seem to quarrel with optimistic state­
ments and to hold officials accountable for them. And the 
news media and other commentators have always been 
inclined to question reported decreases in crime far more 
critically than they analyze reported increases. 

6. Nationalization of District of Columbia crime. 
Misconception of the extent of crime in Washington was 
not confined to residents. Citizens across the country 
came to view the city as a place of danger and fear. This 
"nationalization" process resulted from three factors: 
the legislative responsibility of Congress for the city, the 
use of Washington crime as argument against civil rights 
legislation, and the ultimate Presidential responsibility 
for governing the city. 

The most important of the early expressions of con­
cern over District crime came from Senator Byrd, who 
spoke out on August 17,1959, and from Senators Alan 
Bible (D.-Nev.) and Mike Mansfield (D.-Mont.), who 
proposed a plan of action on August 26, 1959. Their 
statements and actions generated major articles in both 
the local and the national press. Looking back on the 
record, we must conclude that these congressional reac­
tions were motivated primarily by the responsibility to 
deal with what those members of Congress were con­
vinced was a real and growing problem. Their desire was 
to make the capital city a model for the nation. Mean­
while, others were inserting the issue of District crime 
into the Congressional Record--hence into the public 
spotlight-for other, less defensible motives. 

Senator Olin JohnstC'n (D.-S.C.) appears to have been 
first (September 1, 1959) to seize on reports of crime in 
the District as an argument against racial integration and 
civil rights legislation. He was not the last. Senator 
James O. Eastland (D.-Miss.) followed the same line in a 
Senate speech in March 1960, reportedly as part of a 
"Southern strategy" to point at crimes committed by 
blacks in Northern, integrated communities. Senator 
Allen J. Ellender (D.-La.), in a nationwide broadcast in 
June 1963, called Washington a "cesspool" of crime. 
And in an April 1964 colloquy on the Senate floor, both 
Eastland and Ellender submitted that, from the 
standpoint of crime, Washington was the worst city in 
the world. 

These and other racially based attacks on Washington 
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did not go unchallenged, but somehow the defense never 
seemed to have the impact of the accusation. Among 
local resit=,!nts, the tendency to listen to the "bad" news 
while disregarding the "good" was reinforced by the 
fact that, however favorably the city compared with 
other cities or with the record high of 1953, crime in 
Washington was becoming worse than it had been. And 
residents of other cities were perhaps transferring to 
Washington their concern over crime in their own 
neighborhoods. Although crime was not viewed as the 
top national domestic issue until 1968, more than half the 
voters polled in 1964 expressed concern for their safety. 

Sensing the growing national concern, Presidential 
nominee Barry Goldwater escalated the issue when he 
introduced it into his acceptance speech at San Francisco 
on July 16, 1964. Before he raised the issue, practically 
nothing had been said in modem times-either by Presi­
dents or by their advisors-about Presidential responsi­
bility for District crime. 

7. The War on Crime. Persons with short memories 
often assert that Richard Nixon, in his 1968 campaign, 
was the originator of the concept of a "War on Crime." 
Actually, the originator of the term seems to have been 
Mark O. Prentiss, who published an article, "War on the 
Growing Menace of Crime," in Current History of Oc­
tober 1925. In more recent times, Senator Goldwater 
complained in a St. Petersburg speech in 1964 that the 
Johnson Administration had proclaimed many wars, but 
no "war on crime," especially for the District. By 
March 1966, President Lyndon B. Johnson had adopted 
the term. 

By 1968, in any event, the hue and cry had been raised 
with regard both to District and to national crime and law 
enforcement problems. Crime and law enforcement now 
topped the list of issues of concern, both locally and 
nationally. In that context, the 1968 Presidential cam­
paign rhetoric on crime was anticlimactic. Obviously, 
though, it did nothing to alleviate growing public con­
cern over the problem. 

8. News media influence. In the early years of the 
study period-certainly in the late 1950's and early 
1960's-the public fear of crime could not have grown 
as it did without being nourished by news accounts. 1 

However, it must also be said that the news reports were 
mostly factual accounts of what police officers and polit­
ical leaders were saying. 

The public may have been made more conscious of 
crime by the practice of the Washington police depart­
ment, going back at least to 1949, of releasing a monthly 
tabulation of reported crimes. Beginning in 1957, the 

1 My analysis of the news 'media is based entirely on newspaper 
accounts. However, it is my,irecollection that these statements would 
apply equally to television Q'roadcasts of the time. 

statistical report was accompanied by a written analysis 
of trends and special problems. Thus the news media 
(and through them the residents of the area) Were fed a 
repetitive monthly description of a worsening crime 
problem. 

Throughout the periro, the Washington Post "Crime 
and Justice;' column was the only long-term journalistic 
analysis of the crime situation wnich could be described 
as generated by the news media rather than by the police 
or the government. In essence, the column was a small­
print listing, on an inside page, of all crime Ii occurring in 
Washington during the preceding 24 hourS. A variety of 
local interests-the Mayor, the Board of Trade, the Fed­
eration of Civic Associations, the police chief, and the 
prosecutor-tried from time to time to persuade the 
newspaper that the column was injurious to the image of 
the city and should be discontinued. The publishet and 
the editor of the Pllper responded that, although the 
column did concentrate the crime news at one location in 
the newspaper, it also served to get the stories off the 
front pages and into fine print, thereby diminishing rather 
than increasing their impact. 

Because of complaints from blacks that the column 
gave the predominantly black inner city a "crime prone" 
image, the Post tried to expand its coverage to the met­
ropolitan area. But it was only in the city that police 
agencies made available to reporters the teletype system 
over which v\rtually all reports of serious crimes were 
broadcast. 

The newspaper executives always denied any political 
motivation behind the column. But from its inception, a 
few weeks after the 1969 Presidential inauguration, we 
assumed at police headquarters that the "Crime and 
Justice" column was intended primarily to hold Richard 
M. Nixon accountable for his promises to reduce crime 
in the District. Whatever the motivation, the column was 
begun On May 1, 1969, and was quietly discontinued 
shortly after Nixon resigned in 1974. 

Although the column may have helped maintain a poor 
image of Washington, the column certainly did not 
create that image. By 1969, the notion that Washington 
streets were unsafe was firmly entrenched both locally 
and nationally. Furthermore, it would be hard to argue 
that the notion of a high crime rate in Washington was 
very much mistaken in 1969, when the crime rate was 
reaching its peak. But from the perspective of establish­
ing a reasonable sense of security among residents and 
others, daily listings of .crimes reported certainly did not 
help. 

9. Continuance of crime as public priority. Despite 
the reported decreases in crime in the District after 1970, 
crime and law enforcement continued as a high priority 
among city voters, according to pollsters* into the 1974 
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city election period. By 1974, however, crime was a 
high priority across the nation, and there was a better 
appreciation, both locally and nationally, that the District 
of Columbia was not unique among cities in having high 
crime incidence. Certainly the locally elected City Coun­
cil did not respond to the crime issue as Congress and the 
appointed city government had reacted in earlier years. 
During its first year in office, the elected Council paid 
little attention to street crime as an issue. In its 1976 
budget, in fact, a major Council thrust was to reduce the 
budget and size of the police department. 

In 1975, of course, many local governments were 
having to reduce budgets of police and other services 
because of decreasing revenues and rising inflationary 
pressures. Perhaps, too, no member of the predomi­
nantly black City Council wanted to be identified as a 
"law and order" spokesman. Finally, it is more than 
likely that the City Council's attitude toward crime was 
more closely attuned to local priorities than were the 
polls and the federally controlled city leader$ in the 
1950s and the 1960. 

B. Summary 

Public perceptions are developed through complex 
mechanisms. This chapter has illustrated the growth of 
the high level of fear of crime in Washington, which 
might be s.ummarized as follows: 

e A serious concern over crime in the District began 
to develop in the late 1950's and continued through 
1975. 

• Belief that the District was a uniquely dangerous 
city was prevalent not only among local residents, 
but also among the residents of cities which often 

suffered considerably higher crime rates than did 
the District. 

• Fear of crime in Washington was stimulated to 
some extent by official police department state­
ments; first, by crime statistics describing a reported 
worsening crime situation; second, by. pessimistic 
statements by police officials lobbying for changes 
in criminal law procedures. 

• A few incidents of crime against important persons 
generated a high level of local and national public­
ity about crime in the District. 

• The Congress, with its national constituency, 
reacted differently to the problem than a locally 
elected council would have been likely to do. Legis­
lative discussions gave a high level of local and 
national publicity to District crime. 

• Racial bias may have exacerbated local perceptions 
of crime, and certainly generated much unfair 
comment on District crime within the Congress. 

• Presidential election politics contributed heavily to 
a poor image of the city in the 1964 and 1968 
campaigns. 

• Although fear of crime in Washington might not 
have developed without news reporting, and al­
though some policies of the media may have added 
to misconceptions, the media over the twenty-year 
study period was generally reporting what govern­
ment officials were saying. 

• Crime in the District continued as a high priority 
among voters into 1975, but their concems were 
more sophisticated in that they understood that 
serious crime problems were not unique to 
Washington. 
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CHAPTER III. EXECUTIVE AND LEGISLATIVE RESPONSES 

The Eisenhower Years (1955-1960) 

During Dwight D. Eisenhower's first term as Presi­
dent, there were several consecutive years of decline in 
reported crime in the District of Columbia. Perhaps the 
most interesting law enforcement event of this period 
occurred in 1956. After reported crime had dropped by 
nearly 20 percent over a period of three years, the chief 
of police was able to persuade Congress to increase the 
size of the Metropolitan Police Department by 12 per­
cent. Legislation calling for a minimum force of 2,500 
officers was passed by Congress over the objections of 
the city's Board of Commissioners, whose president was 
concerned about financing the increase. The Commis­
sioners apparently did not recommend veto of the bill, 
however, and it was signed by President Eisenhower on 
May 9, 1956. 

Paradoxically, the increase in police manpower, at a 
time when the crime rate was low, was obtained by 
police officials lobbying over the heads of their 
superiors. Later increases, which would double the .size 
of the force during high-crime periods, would be initi­
ated outSIde the police department and in some cases 
would be virtually imposed on the department. 

Corrections crowding was becoming a problem at this 
time, leading to formation by the Board of Commission­
ers of a Committee on Prisons, Probation, and Parole 
(Karrick Committee) to study chronic offenders. An in­
teresting commentary on the times is that the committee 
concentrated on alcoholics, who were viewed as a sig­
nificant police problem and certainly were a major cor­
rectional problem during the period. Little note was 
taken of more serious offenders. 

OnIune 24,1957, the Supreme Court issued its ruling 
in Mallory v. United States. Whether Mal/olY was a 
substantia~ change from past rulings of the Supreme 
Court is open to question. The Court indicated that it was 
merely reaffirming prior .rulings in McNabb v. United 
States [318 U.S. 332 (1943)] and Upshaw v. United 
States [335 U.S. 410(1947)]. But neithetthe POliCC:;lthe 
prosecutor, nor the courts had been interpreting' these 
rulings (or Rule 5(a) of the Federal Rules of Criminal 
Procedure, requiring arraignment of arrested persons 
"without unnecessary delay") to preclude questioning of 

arrested persons before arraignment. It is also debatable 
whether Mallory was a substantial impediment to police 
operations. Examining the Ethridge case, the Quarles 
case, and the Diggs case referred to in Chapter2, we fina 
that for each of these offenses, despite MaliDlY, the 
offenders were identified, apprehended, and charged by 
the police. 

However much or little Mallory affected law enforce­
ment in' Washington, the police department's reaction 
was certainly not calculated to maintain high morale, 
particularly among those handling criminal investiga­
tions. Immediately after the ruling, the police chief said 
that it "ties the hands of the police department and 
renders them almost totally ineffective." A month later 
the chief of detectives told a congressional committee 
that, unless something were done, "detectives might as 
well go back into uniform because the only criminals 
they will be able: to convict are the ones caught in the 
act." The police chief told the same committee that the 
overwhelming majority of serious cases were solved 
through interrogation and investigation between arrest 
and arraignment. Much of this was hyperbole, intended 
to persuade Congress to enact legislation to overturn 
Mallory-an effort that almost succeeded. 

Coincidentally, the trend of reported crime in Wash­
ington, which had been generally downward for several 
years, began to increase. For fiscal year 1958, reported 
crime rose 10 percent. The police department\\annual 
report did not attribute the increase to Mallory, ii,laming 
it instead on "largely intangible" contributing factors. It 
was at the Joint House and Senate District Committee 
hearings in 1963 that the cause and effect relationship of 
Mallory to rising crime was first asserted by the police 
chief as illustrated by Graph 3-l. 

Actually, what this graph illustrates most vividly is th<e 
result of a revised system of police manpower 
allocation-beginning in November 1958-which gave 
precinct commanders a strong incentive to report of­
fenses as fully as possible. Moreover, with senior offi­
cials saying the police were "handcuffed" by a court 
decision, incentives for reducing (or perhaps fQrunder­
reporting) crime were eliminated. The always-implied 
policy of the department was. that any adverse crime 
situation was the fault of restrictive court rulings. 
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The Ethridge article of 1958, which had such an im­
pact on the public's perception of crime in Washington, 
also galvanized officials into action. The District Council 
on Law Enforcement recommended that the House Dis­
trict Committee create a special subcommittee to study 
the upward trend in crime. Representative Clare 
Hoffman (R.-Mich.) and, later, Representative Kenneth 
B. Keating (R.-N.Y.) called on the House to clarify 
Mallory. At the request of Commissionf;r Robert E. 
McLaughlin, the police chief established a poard of three 
senior detectives to seek better method& of fighting 
crime, especially street assaults. 1 Commissioner 
McLaughlin and Police Chief Robert V. Murray under­
took to assure the public that crime in Washington was 
really no different than in other cities, but assertions that 
Mallory impeded police work made better headlines. 
Congress nearly, but not quite, enacted legislation to 
clarify Mallory_ 

In August 1959 there was the mugging of the widow 
of former Deputy Defense Secretary Donald Quarles, the 

1 As president of the Board of Commissioners, Mr. McLaughlin was 
by traditiOn the member responsible for the police department. 
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brandishing of a kniJe at Congressman Diggs, the murder 
of an Air Force sergeant, and a gang beating of a police 
officer. These events mobilized renewed official concern 
and action. Senator Robert C. Byrd (D.-W.Va.), on 
August 17, urged the Senate to take all possible measures 
to stop the upsurge of violence by youthful thugs in the 
District. Senator Alan Bible (D.-Nev.), chairman of the 
Senate District Committee, conferred with Commis­
sioner McLaughlin, seeking possible solutions to the 
crime problem; Senator Bible recommended the addition 
of 500 officers to the police force. On August 26, 
Senator Mike Mansfield (D.-Mont.) proposed that the 
Senate not wait for the 1961 budget but add the police 
manpower to a supplemental appropriation for fiscal year 
1960. The Senate Committee on Appropriations added 
100 officers to the police force the following day. 

Commissioner Mclaughlin announced he would seek 
funds in future appropriations for a 3,000-man police 
force. Simultaneously, he proposed a comprehensive 
"crime census," adapting to local issues an idea 
suggested by former President Herbert Hoover in an 
article in This Week magazine. (The police department 
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staff pursued the concept for several months, but the 
notion waned because of little interest by Chief Murray .) 
A more lasting contribution of Commissioner 
McLaughlin to District police operations was the Canine 
Corps, which he inaugurated on September 30, 1959, 
borrowing the concept and hiring a trainer from Balti­
more, which in turn had imported the idea from England. 
By the spring of 1960 a dozen man-dog teams were being 
trained for what eventually would be a corps of 100 
teams. 

Analysis 

Crime in the streets, during the Eisenhower years, was 
considered by everyone to be a strictly local issue. Con­
sequently, President Eisenhower never found it appro­
priate to mention crime as a public priority or as a 
responsibility of the federal government. For example, 
his speech to the International Association of Chiefs of 
Police in October 1960 was the polite farewell of a 
President soon to leave office, with no substantial refer­
ences to crime as a serious problem. 

Prior to 1957, the Boards of Commissioners under 
President Eisenhower seem to have paid little attention to 
issues of either crime or police operations. Crime was 
declining during those years, and policing was not a 
major public issue. The only obvious criminal justice 
concern of the Commissioners in the years just prior to 
1957 was the serious overcrowding of corrections institu­
tions, due to the large numbers of persons arrested and 
incarcerated for drunkenness. 

When crime became a major issue after 1957, how­
ever, Commissioner McLaughlin assumed a strong lead­
ership role. He "requested" the police chief to appoint a 
cOIlrrnittee of police officials to find solutions to rising 
reported crimes; he tried to keep public perceptions of 
crime within a reasonable perspective; he conferred with 
Senator Bible on possible solutions; and he directed the 
police department toward such innovative approaches as 
the "crime census" and the Canine Corps. During those 
same years, Commissioner McLaughlin was actively 
seeking both to increase full integration of blacks into the 
city government and to defend the police department 
from allegations of racial discrimination and brutality. 

Meanwhile, the Congress was operating, somewhat 
ambivalently, as both a national and as a local legislative 
body in its reactions to District crime. The House District 
Committee, which has often been ad<.~used of acting as 
city council for the District, was surprisingly inactive on 
the crime issue during the period 1957 through 1960. 
The eady quest for legislatioI1 to overturn Mallory was, 
of course, handled by the Judiciary Committee. What the 
District Committee could have done-but did not-was 
send to the floor a bill increasing the number of judges on 

the District Juvenile Court. Despite the rising number of 
juveniles involved in crime, the increasing backlog of 
juvenile cases, and support for al'l enlarged Juvenile 
Court from virtually every quarter, the House District 
Committee kept the required legislation bottled up. 

In the Senate, there was formidable and successful op­
position to legislation overturning Mallory. As in the 
House, this issue was addressed by the Judiciary Com­
mittee, while the District Committeeconcemed itself 
with the need to expand the Juvenile Court. When con­
cern over District crime rose to a high pitch, the Sen­
ate District Committee-with the blessing of the 
leadership-would move to increase the size of the 
police force as the only readily available solution. 
Meanwhile, the "Southern strategy" elements of the 
Senate were exploiting District crime as an argument 
against national legislation on civil rights. While this. 
argument had little apparent impact on legislation per­
taining to the District itself, it did give fresh publicity to 
District crime and contributed to misconceptions of the 
Washington crime rate. 

The Kennedy Years (1961-1963) 

The Board of Commissioners appointed by John F. 
Kennedy moved vigorously to increase community in­
volvement in city government, while increasing the 
number and i\l:?uence oi l:;Ji)~;~~ in Gity agencies. 

At the outset", tile Board appointed a number of small 
task forcer; to examine major operating agencies and to 
propose changes in them. The proposals for criminal 
justice were useful but relatively insubstantial: the reor­
ganization of detective operations and. the establishment 
of a court process for handling drunk cases. (The latter 
was intended to reduce the time police officers spent in 
court, but seemed instead to lead to more arrests for 
drunkenness.) Much more substantial were a Committee 
on Police Arrests for Investigation, appointed in 1961; 
and a Crime Council of citizens, appointed in 1962 to 
conduct hearings on ways to lessen the District's crime 
rate. Commissioner Walter N. Tobriner was also in­
terested in the problem of government corrupti.on. This 
concern led to the creation of a police department Inter­
nal Investigation Unit eady in 1962 and, eventually, to a 
staff official responsible to the Board of Commission­
ers for internal· investigations throughout the city 
government. 

Meanwhile, a change in Congress would p rove to have 
a major impact on the District's criminal justice system, 
and indeed upon the entire city government. In 1961 
Senator Robert C. Byrd (D.-W.Va.) became chainnan of 
the Senate Subcommittee on District of Columbia Ap­
propriations. Senator Byrd had already demonstrated his 
interest in District crime problems, and he quickly dem-
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olistratea that his interest had not diminished. He called 
the police chief and oHler senior police officials to 
weekend and night meetings, questioning them about 
crime and criminal justice; he began to visit crime scenes 
and precinct stations. Senator Byrd's activities encour­
aged the police department to launch a program of volun­
tary patrols by off-duty officers. Chief Murray was soon 
appearing at police roU calls with the Senator, Commis­
sioner Tobriner also began to address police roll caBs, 
urging the officers to increase their crime reduction 
efforts. 

Beginning in 1961, the House and Senate District 
Committees began to take an active interest in District 
crime. tJ nfortunately, the various factions could agree on 
little in the way of legislative remedies, except for in­
creases in the police force-increases which Chief Mur­
ray repeatedly stated would not be the final solution. 

On March 26, 1962, Senator John Stennis (D.-Miss.) 
suggested that the White House should let the Commis­
sioners and the Justice Department know that it was 
going to back them up in enforcing the law and prosecut­
ing criminals in the District. This was the first time that 
anyone had suggested that the issue might extend beyond 
the city government to the Executive appointing author­
ity. Two duys later, however, Senator Thomas J. Dodd 
took the floor to lay the blame for rising crime in Wash­
ington primarily on inaction by the Congress. He made 
several specific proposals for congressional action, 
primarily aimed at reducing or eliminating the presumed 
"root causes" of crime, but including a rapid expansion 
of the police force and consideration of ways to remove 
the obstacles attributed to the court decisions in MaliOlY 
and in Durham v. United States (the latter related to 
insanity defense). 

In June 1962, the Board of Commissioners appointed 
thirty-nine leading residents as a Crime Council to con­
duct hearings, precinct by precinct, on ways to lessen the 
crime rate. Reporting back one month later, the Crime 
Council agreed that one crucial need was better liaison 
between the community and the police. The council 
recommended a citizens' advisory group in each pre­
cinct, with a city-wide advisory board for the chief of 
police. Other recommendations regarding the police de­
partment were that police officers be required to live in 
the city and that the department reactivate an unpaid 
reserve corps composed of private citizens. 

Chief Murray readily agreed with the idea of precinct 
advisory councils, but deferred on his own advisory 
board until experience was gained on the precinct level. 
(Nearly two years later, Commissioner Tobriner would 
personally appoint an advisory council to the police chief 
despite Murray's continuing reluctance.) The proposal 
for police officers to live in the city was the first affirrna-
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tive statement of an issue which had been building in the 
District for several years. In 1963, the Tobriner-led 
Board of Commissioners would require that, in appoint· 
ments and promotions to city jobs, preference was to be 
given to city residents, among otherwise equally qual­
ified candidates. However, this regulation could not 
apply to police and fire positions because of prior congres­
sional provisions. And the House District Committee 
would later obtain enactment of a rider to a city revenue 
bill, prohibiting any preference in employment on the 
basis of city residence. 

The police department would gradually build up a 
large and active reserve, as proposed by the Crime 
Council. However, legislation needed for uniforming its 
members and for providing them with personnel benefits 
were destined to fail, despite support from the Board of 
Commissioners (and latter the Mayor) and the acquies­
cence of the police department. 

Although concern over crime in the District was grow­
ing in 1961 and 1962, the crime rate actually waned. 
during this period. Reported crime dropped 7 percent in 
September 1961 and continued OJ) a relatively level trend 
for the rest of the fiscal year. In fiscal year 1962, reported 
crime was ~lightly more than 1 percent below the p'revi­
ous year-and, despite several increases since 1957, was 
still 12 percent below the record peak of 1953. 

The Committee on Police Arrests for Investigations 
submitted its report in July 1962, concluding that inves­
tigative arrests were not authorized by law and recom­
mending that the practice stop immediately. A few days 
later, Chief Murray testified before the Senate Subcom­
mittee on Appropriations that such a ban would "just 
about put [the police] out of bu&iness. " This statement 
led Chairman Byrd to declare to Commissioner Tobriner 
his opposition to the ban on investigative arrests. That 
and similar pressures apparently influenced the Board of 
Commissioners to defer final action on the report. 
Shortly after the joint hearings on District crime by the 
House and Senate District Committees began in 1963, 
however, the Board of Commissioners adopted regula­
tions prohibiting police arrests for investigation. 

The 1963 joint hearings demonstrated the increasing 
concern in Congress over the Washington crime 
problem-stimulated by disorders with clear racial over­
tones which had broken out after a traditional Thanks­
giving Day 1962 city-wide high school championShip 
football game. Interest in District affairs was also grow­
ing in the White House, at least at the staff level. Presi­
dent Kennedy had appointed Charles Horsky as White 
House Advisor on National Capital Area Affairs. Break­
ing from past practice, the President, in January 1963, 
submitted a separate budget message on the District for 
fiscal year 1964. Brief reference was made in the mes-
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sage to the right of individuals to be able to live and walk 
safely in the Nation's Capital. 

At the joint District Committee hearings, Commis­
sioner Tobriner supported legislation to modify the Mal­
iOly mle. Former U.S. Attorney Oliver Gasch, who 
previously had indicated that Mallory was workable, 
noted that the Killough decision of the District of Col­
umbia Court of Appeals had increased the restrictions­
and the confusion-to such a point that legislative rem­
edy was needed. U.S. Attorney David C. Acheson noted 
that the recent decisions of the Court of Appeals had 
made MallO/y so rigid as to be literally impossible to 
work with, and indicated he personally would favor an 
outright repeal of the rule. Chief Murray reiterated his 
position that the police force had enough men, if only the 
restrictions on police activities were lifted. 

But the closed hearings, held on neutral ground at the 
center of the Capitol, resolved nothing. The issue of 
crime went back to the House and Senate District Com­
mittees, which began separate hearings. 

In collaboration with Chainnan John McMillan (D.­
S.C.) of the House District Committee, Chief Murray 
undertook to develop support from his colleagues around 
the country for action against the MallO/y rule and the 
ban on investigative arrests. Police chiefs from cities 
over 500,000 population had recently met in Chicago to 
establish a loosely knit group of "Major Cities Police 
Administrators." Chief Murray sent each of them a per­
sonal letter, with supporting infornlation, soliciting rec­
ommendations for legislative revision of both the 
Mallory and the investigative arrest restrictions. 
Moreover, he arranged for oral testimony from such 
witnesses as Superintendent O. W. Wilson of Chicago 
and Chief Stanley Schrotel of Cincinnati at Senate Dis-
trict Committee hearings. . 

Despite the lobbying effort, legislation was not forth­
coming from the Senate. What did emerge, early in the 
Senate District Committee hearings, was a proposal from 
Chainnan Alan Bible for increasing the police force to 
3,500 men. 

Although devising a solution to rising crime was a 
major topic of 1963, it certainly was not the only issue 
facing the city. Questions over the training of police 
officers arose after a partially trained recruit was killed 
while patrolling alone (see Chapter 4). And the Board of 
Commissioners was pressing forward with Crime Coun­
cil recommend:?t.ions for precinct advisory councils, for 
removing racial discrimination in poli<;e appointments 
and promotions, and for training of police officers in 
police-community relations. 

Of more general concern were plans for a Rally. for 
Jobs and Freedom, which would attract more than 
200,000 parti.cipants to Washington in August 1963. For 

the first time since the clearing of the' 'Bonus Army" a 
generation earlier, the executive branch of the Federal 
government made concrete preparations to intervene in 
District government operations. A command post for the 
Military District of Washington and an office staffed bya 
representative of the Attorney General were installed In 
police headquarters. As it turned out, the rally was en­
tirely peacefuL The preparations served mainly as a 
pattern for meeting future civil disruptions. 

Before the Kennedy years came to their tragic close j 

the House passed an Omnibus Crime Bill which would 
have modified the Mallory rule and restored the police 
power to make arrests for investigation. The measure 
was vigorously opposed in the Senatei District Committee 
by Senator Wayne Morse (D.-Ore.), who accused Chief 
Murray of seeking "police state" pOWers. Senator 
Morsle threatened to mount a thorough inv~stigation of 
the police department. He eventually did di1'f~ct a series 
of questionnaires at the Board of Commissioners, and 
generated a survey of the department by the. General 
Accounting Office. 

Analysis 

As during the Eisenhower years, issues relating to 
"street crime" were viewed during the Kennedy Admin­
istration as a purely local matter. Similarly, the concept 
of Presidential responsibility for District crime was sub­
stantially donnant. When Senator Stenrus suggested an 
Executive Branch responsibility for Washington law en­
forcement, the notion was quickly and effectively 
squelched by Senator Dodd. 

In any event, President Kennedy apparently paid scant 
attention to the District crime problem, though he did 
strengthen the ties between the White House and the 
District government by appointing Charles Horsky to the 
White House staff. Kennedy mentioned the District 
crime issue only once in a public statement, and then in 
the context of race relations rather than law enforcement 
priorities. His 1963 Budget Message for the District did 
stress the right of individuals to live and work safely in 
the Nation's Capital, but this came across as Presidential 
staff interest rather than as a Presidential priority. 

The Board of CommiSSIoners, m~!anwhile, was mov­
ing forward aggressively to involve"citizens of the Dis­
trict in their government. The Organizational task forces 
fot' operating agencies, the Committee on Police Inves­
tigative Arrests, and the Crime Council all 
had major implications for police operations. The 
Board of Commissioners moved this program 
forward-both during and after the Kennedy years--. 
despite direct and sometimes strenuous opposition from 
Congress in such matters as banning investigative ar­
rests, giving priority to city residence, and appointment 
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and promotion of blacks in the police department. Com­
missioner Tobriner constantly pressured Chief Murray to 
keep his statements regarding reported crime in perspec­
fJve, with the result that Murray in October 1963 was· 
pointing out to U.S. News and World Report that Wash­
ington was eighth among sixteen cities of similar size in 
reported crime. (The article's headline, however, was 
"WHY SO MUCH CRIME IN THE NATION'S 
CAPITAL. 

Congr-,," (;~mtinued, through the Kennedy years, to 
construe itself as the city council for the Nation's Capi­
tal. Perhaps the concept was best demonstrated by the 
statement of Congressman John McMillan who, during 
opening of the 1963 joint hearings on crime, said: "The 
cO:7}mand of the Constitution is that, in this city, the 
Congress is to exercise exclusive legislation in all cases 
whatsoever. No matter how the local governmel,1t is 
operated, or what powers the Congress may delegate, the 
Congress cannot relieve itself of this duty." 

Such sentiment for direct control of the city govern­
ment was more prevalent in the House than in the Senate, 
but on both sides the consensus was that Congress was 
the legislative branch of the city 'Uld the Board of Com­
missioners Was the Executive Branch. In this arrange­
ment, the President seemed to be viewed merely as an 
appointing authority of the Commissioners (who served 
terms fixed by law rather than at pleasure of the Presi­
dent) and of judges and some other functionaries. 
Neither the President nor federal agencies were expected 
to a8sume either authority or responsibility for city 
operations. 

In this context, it was not su~rising that various 
senators and congressmen would demand that the Board 
of Commissioners defer the ban on investigative arrests, 
or that Chairman McMillan would insist (September 12, 
1963) th&t the police department was directly responsible 

. to Congress, and that the Commissioners ought not to tell 
the police chief or other police officials how to transact 
their business. 

The Johnson Years (1963-1968) 

When he assumed office, Lyndon B. Johnson had no 
notion of arOUsing the national consciousness of crime, 
nor of assuming a new Presidential role regarding crime 
in the District of Columbia. Like President Kennedy a 
year earlier, President Johnson sent to Congress a sepa­
rate budget message for the District for fiscal year 1965. 
Kennedy's message had made subdued reference to the 
crime problem; Johnson's barely implied that a problem 
existed. The tone was more one of strengthening organi­
zations than of addressing objective problems. 

The budget message reflected the mood of early 1964. 
Congress showed no interest in pursuing the issue of 
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District crime. Even the police department seemed to 
have lost its interest in crime problems: the focus was on 
administrative issues such as recruitment, training the 
backlog of recruits, and studying computerization and 
records processes. The Commissioners, too, were in­
terested in matters other than a direct attack on crime: 
they appointed a Citizens Advisory Committe(~ to the 
Chief of Police in May. 

This is not to say that there were no references what­
ever to District crime in early 1964. The "Southern 
strategy" senators still employed tlle District as a "bad" 
example in their speeches. And in June, Senfl.tor Gordon 
L. Allott (R.-Colo.) took to the Senate floor to deplore 
the lawless situation in the country and to describe Wash­
ington as a "jungle." 

It would be the Presidential campaign, however, 
which drastically changed the federal response to both 
national and District of Columbia crime problems. 

At the outset it did not materialize as a District issue. 
Senator Barry M. Goldwater (R.-Az.), in hi£! July 16, 
1964, acceptance address to the' Republican National 
Convention, mentioned crime as a national problem: 

"Tonight, there is violence in the streets .... 
The growing menace in our country tonight, to 
personal safety, to limb anu. property, parti­
cularly in our great cities, is the mounting 
concern or should be of every thoughtful 
citizen .... " 

No specific mention wa~ .'lade of thl~ District of Colum­
bia. 

The early response of President Johnson was that' 'the 
United States is one of the few nations which does not 
have a national police force. The Constitution provides 
that responsibility for law and order should be vested in 
the states and the local communities as a protection to the 
individual." But President Johnson's argument did not 
pertain to the District of Columbia. Both the Republican 
and the Democrat campaign strategists must have real­
ized this fact. 

Almost as if the Democrats knew what was coming, 
the White House in August directed the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation to provide a special report on law en­
forcement in the District. The FBI response, predictably, 
reflected the local police department view: reported 
crime was rising faster than in comparable cities, the 
Mallory and Durham rules were handicapping police, 
and more personnel and funds were needed. The Uni­
form Arrest Act should be enacted and provision made 
for police interrogation of arrested persons. 

That Senator Goldwater had inteIjected a "sleeper" 
issue into the campaign was verified by the Harris Poll at 
the end of August, which showed a majority of Ameri­
cans more worried about safety in the streets than they 
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had been a year earlier. This concern was especially 
pronounced in eastern cities-where Goldwater badly 
needed support. 

If the Republican nominee ltad been general in his first 
references to crime, the vagueness was gone when he 
addressed an audience at S.t. Petersburg, Fla., on Sep­
tember 16, 1964. He lambasted the Supreme Court-and 
the President as appointing authority-for extending fed­
eral rules of evidence to the states and for its Mal/Oly 
decision. Senator G~ldwater also seized on the Washing­
ton situation as the one example where the administration 
could be held directly responsible for law enforcement: 
"While [the President] meddles, the Nation's Capital is 
being consumed by crime," he said. "Here is a Federal 
responsibility-the domestic tranquility of the District of 
Columbia. What, you might ask, has my opponent done 
to fulfill his grave responsibility toward law and order in 
our Capital City'? We have heard of and seen many wars 
in the time of the present administration. But have we yet 
heard of the only needed war-the war against crime? 
No, not even in the city whose rule lies in the hands of 
the Federal Government." 

Responses to Goldwater on the crime issue came from 
friends and subordinates of the administration rather than 
from the White House. Senator Dodd took to the floor of 
the Senate to argue that reported crime in Washington 
made its most significant increases during the 
Eisenhower administration. Despite its reported crime 
increases, he pointed out, the Nation's Capital still 
ranked thirteenth in crime among the nation's larger 
cities. In contrast, Senator Goldwater's home city of 
Phoenix ranked fourth. 

In the District, u.s. Attorney David C. Acheson dis­
puted the Goldwater attack on Supreme Court decisions 
as a contributor to rising crime: "Court decisions on how 
to treat a criminal after arrests have about as much effect 
[on crime] as an aspirin on a tumor of the brain." 
Acheson called for an end to criticism of the courts and 
an effort to attack the causes of crime-school drop-outs, 
poverty, and substandard housing and education. 

In the midst of all this, it was discloser.!. by anonymous 
tipsters that Walter Jenkins, a top White House aide, had 
been arreslcJ October 7 on a disorderly conduct charge 
of • 'indecent gestures. " Such an incident would ordinar­
ily have gone unmentioned during even a political 
campaign, especially since Mr. Jenkins immediately re­
signed. But reporters discovered Mri Jenkins had been 
arrested on a similar charge in 1959-a fact known to the 
FBI and the Secret Service. The Goldwater camp implied 
that, whether or not the President had knowledge of the 
ear'lier incident, the responsibility for selection and secu­
rity among his staff must ultimately rest with him. 

The impact of the Jenkins episode on District law 

enforcement was indirect but important. The common 
belief in the upper ranks of the Metropolitan Police 
Department was that President Johnson blamed the de­
partment for disclosing the incident and that he Was 
determin~d to take charge of the department and change 
it more to his liking. 

That the President blamed the police department for 
disclosure of the arrest is plausible. Some person or 
persons had made a special effort to tell reporters to look 
at the Morals Division arrest book for the time of the 
booking. However, the tipster or tip~tfrs could have been 
virtually anyone: the FBI, investigaiiligsl1e matter for its 
report to the President, found that rumors of the arrest of 
a ·senior White House aide had apparently been sweeping 
through the police department headquarters even before 
the story broke publicly. 

The Washington Post took the speecii of U.S. Attor­
ney Acheson (see above) and used it as a platform from 
which to chide Chief Murray for his long-standing op­
position to the Mallmy rule. Acheson's speech was ob­
viously a response to Goldwater campaign rhetoric. The 
Washington Post editorial, although addressed to Chief 
Murray's views, almost certainly was also a Presidential 
campaign message. But Chief Murray, as were virtually 
all career Metropolitan Police Department officers, was 
an apolitical civil servant. He fired off a letter to the 
Washington Post, reaffirming his opposition to MallOlY 
and, what is more, pointing out that at the 1963 joint 
hearings of the H<?use and Senate District Committees, 
U.S. Attorney Acheson had also favo~d "outright re .. 
peal of the Mallory rule," as had Commissioner Tob­
riner and, in a later hearing, Deputy Attorney General 
Katzenbach. 

Chief Murray' s letter ().ppeared in the Washington post 
at the finale ofPresidentiohhson's campaign on the issue 
of District of Columbia crime. In' ~letter to the President, 
Commissioner Tobriner laid out in detail the efforts 
taken by the Kennedy and Johnson administrations to 
reduce crime and eliminate or reduce the causes of 
crime. The President responded with a letter assuring the 
Commissioner that the Johnson Administration would 
"continue to stimulate, aid and encourage the District 
efforts in every way." (It is. interestin~ that President 
Johnson pointed olit that "crime within o,m cities is 
basically a responsibility for local authoritil;;s" for th}s 
was a notion which would not again pertain to the Dis­
trict for the ensuing decade.) The Tobriner/Johnson let­
ters were released for publication on October 25, 1964, 
nine days before the election and one day before Chief 
Murray's letter appeared in print. 

In mid-November, Chief Murray announced that he 
would retire at. the end of the month. (He told me that 
he had been ordered to retire, but he did riot indicate the 
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reason for the order-if he knew it-nor from whom the 
order came. It may have resulted from his letter to 
the Post, from the Jenkins affair, or from a combination 
of these and other factors.) Almost immediately, the 
Board of Commissioners announced that Murray's suc­
cessor would be John Layton, a career Metropolitan 
Police Department official. It was widely believed in the 
department that President Johnson was furious about the 
appointment-that the White House had been making 
plans for an outside expert to take charge of law en­
forcement in the District of Columbia. Further, it was 
believed that Commissioner Tobriner, by failing to con­
sult with the White House, had forfeited for all time his 
chances for appointment to a federal judgeship. 

As the new administration began to take shape in 
1965, the authority over District law enforceni~nt 

strategy began to move away from the Board of Com­
missioners and into the Executive Branch. Nicholas deB. 
Katzenbach-Johnson's nominee for Attomey Gen­
eral-announced that the Justice Department would help 
the District cope with its crime problems. One of his first 
goals would be to make the capital a model city in crime 
prevention and the administration of justice. On Feb­
ruary 15, Presid~nt Johnson sent to Congress a Special 
Message on the Needs of the Nation's Capital, with a 
major portion devoted to issues of public safety. On 
March 8, he followed up with a Special Message on Law 
Enforcement and Administration of Justice, proposing 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Act of 1965 and an­
nouncing that he would appoint two Presidential com­
missions: one of Law Enforcement and Administration 
of Justice and another on Crime in the District of 
Columbia. 

Renewed interest in District crime was also visible in 
the Congress. Both the House and the Senate District 
Committees commenced hearings on the subject. In the 
House, the emphasis was on restoring police authority to 
arrest and to question suspects in criminal cases. In the 
Senate, newly elected Senator Robert F. Kennedy (D.­
N.Y.) emphasized social reform, while Senator Bible 
continued his interest in increasing the size u'ld effec­
tiveness of the police force. 

In an immediate legislative sense, the Senate District 
Committee hearings that year were fruitless, but a foun­
dation may have been laid for the future. Unable to 
develop a legislative remedy, the committee arrived at 
the one solution agreeable to everyone: Chairman Bible 
directed the police chief to submit a comprehensive list 
of proposed budget requests for strengthening the police 
department. Taking a short cut around normal budgeting 
procedures, Senator Bible interjected the list into the 
fiscal year 1966 budget hearings then underway before 
the Senate Su\x.:ommittee on District Appropriations. 
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Immediate budgeting approval was thus obtained for a 
saturation patrol force, for more school crossing guards, 
and for additional automobiles to inaugurate a one-man 
scout car program. 

To underscore his support for the anti-crime provi­
sions of the amended 1966 budget, President Johnson 
signed the appropriations bill on the same day he signed 
the Executive Order establishing the President's Com­
mission on Crime in the District of Columbia. Called to 
the White House for the ceremony were Attorney Gen­
eral Nicholas Katzenbach, FBI Director Herbert Hoover, 
retired Federal Judge David Pine (who was appointed to 
the Crime Commission), Commissioner Chades Duke 
(representing the Board of Commissioners), and Police 
Chief Layton. 

In the months after July 1965, coordination of crime­
fighting efforts in the District was informally but effec­
tively shifted from the Board of Commissioners to a 
loose coalition of the Crime Commission staff, the Office 
of Criminal Justice under the Deputy Attomey General, 
and the newly created Office of Law Enforcement As­
sistance (OLEA, predecessor to the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration). None of these laid claim to 
any direct authority over District criminal justice agen­
cies, but each was able to exercise significant authority 
through their suggestions and questions, which were 
carefully heeded by most District agencies. 

The Crime Commission, for example, seeing a man­
agement survey of the police department as a fundamen­
tal need, arranged for the work to be done on contract by 
the International Association of Chiefs of Police. The 
IACP, as a membership organization of police chiefs, 
refused to survey any police department without a re­
quest from the chief. Under pressure from the Clime 
Commission, Chief Layton signed the letter of request, 
even though six months earlier he had specifically disap­
proved a police department staff recommendation for 
such a survey. 

Later, when President Johnson directed that 15 percent 
of the initial $7.5 million OLEA appropriation go to the 
District, the IACP consultants worked with the Crime 
Commission staff and the OLEA staff to develop a list of 
grant projects, going beyond the planning and develop­
ment and computerization proposals readily accepted by 
Chief Layton; 

It was not only in the police department that the 
federal agencies were busy. The Crime Commission and 
OLEA staff pressed forward with an experimental detox­
ification center for alcoholics. The Office of Criminal 
Justice, OLEA~ and slaff of the District of Columbia and 
the National Crime Commissions began working with 
the Court of General Sessions in an effort to improve its 
efficiency, enhance its dignity, and strengthen its proba-



tion services. The Justice Department began a thorough 
study of the court, which would take a year before 
completion and final report. 

On balance, the federal establishment under President 
Johnson exercised its authority over District criminal 
justice affairs by persuasion rather than command. 
Nevertheless, from late 1965 through the end of the 
Commission form of government in late 1967, the as­
sumption pervaded the District criminal justice system 
that approval of the Justice Department's Office of Crim­
inal Justice was indispensible to any m~jor new project, 
both as an assurance of approval at higher levels and as a 
lever to break through bureaucratic delays. 

'By the end of 1965, thei:e were ',some indications of 
success in combating District crime. Citing increased 
patrol forces, improved communications, and commu­
nity cooperation as reasons, Police Chief Laytou re­
ported that crime for December had declined for the 
second consecutive month, after more than three years of 
increases. 

In 1966, President Johnson sent to Congress a District 
. ' budget recommending continuation of the police tactical 
force plus additional civilian employees and cadets and 
full financing for the OLEA-sponsored planning and de­
velopment bureau. Although the police department was 
the only public safety agency singled out for mention in 
the President's message, concern was obviously growing 
in the Federal Government over the District of Columbia 
courts. Attorney General Katzenbach, complaining in a 
February interview that conditions in local courts made 
assembly-line justice virtually inevitable, suggested that 
a complete redesign of the courts might be necessary. 

The International Association of Chiefs of Police de­
livered its report to the Crime Commission in April 
1966, recommending a complete reorganization of the 
Metropolitan Police Department. To avoid delay in im­
plementing the IACP recommendations while the full 
Crime Commission report was being completed, tHe 
comm.ission delivered to the President a preview of its 
police chapter, which was based substantially on the 
IACP survey. President Johnson released therecommen­
datior~s in July, remarking that the report was a "blue­
print for action" and directed the commissioners to report 
to him in ninety days, and periodically thereafter, on 
implementation. 

Almost immediately, the House District Committee 
challenged the authority of the President to reorganize 
the police department without consulting Congress. A 
resolution was approved by the Committee and passed by 
the House calling for action to be delayed until Congress 
had had an opportunity to review the filial Crime Com­
mission report, then expected by September 15 (it would 
actually be delayed until December 15). 

Other conflicts ~ere to develop between Congress and 
the Executive Branch before the end of 1966. In August, 
two separate, limited disorders occurred in the precincts 
east of the Anacostia River. The first, directed against 
the Eleventh Precinct statiQn hQuse, apparently was 
fomented by leaders of a neighborhood development 
program financed by federal anti-poverty funds. The 
precinct was given a new commanding officer who, in an 
effort to improve relationships with the community, re­
placed some senior white police officers in scout cars 
with junior black officers. The white officers complained 
to Senator Byrd (D. -W. Va.)-still chairman of the 
Senate Subcommittee on District Appropriations-of. 
what they termed "wholesale integration of scout cars" 
and' 'prejudice in reverse. " Meanwhile, the Fourteenth 
Precinct experienced an outbreak of disorder when un­
ruly youths began stoning passing automobiles, setting 
trash fires, and sounding false fire 'alarms. The precinct 
commander elected to keep police officers outside the 
area while community leader& quelled the disturbance 
through persuasion . 

Visiting the Eleventh Precinct, Senator Byrd dis­
cllssed at length the morale problems of precinct officers, 
particularly the complaints of officers replaced by junior 
officers in scout cars. Assured that the personnel changes 
in the Eleventh Precinct were only temporary, to settle 
down the community, the Senator let the subject drop 
and moved on to the Fourteenth Precinct. There he con­
fronted the commanding officer for sending citizens 
rather than policemen to quell the rock-throwing young­
sters. This was an issue he would not soon drop. He 
brought it up in a long speech to the Senate, calling upon 
the government to do its duty in enforcing the law, and 
again in budget hearings of the police department. 

Meanwhile, Senator Joseph D. Tydings (D.-Md.) a 
member of the Senate District Committee, began steps to 
initiate a massive management study of the District court 
system, as had been proposed a year earlier by the Crime 
Commission but rejected by the judges. 

Iil the midst of all the activity regarding crime in the 
District, the administration was moving on the national 
level as well. At ,a surprise appearance before a confer­
ence at the University of Maryland, President Johnson 
declared his' 'war against crime in America," calliI'1g for 
wide-range efforts to reduce crime and to strike down 
POV\~rty, "the real enemy." 

Finally the House and the Senate agreed on a bill 
modifying the Mallory rule, redefining the insanity de­
fense for the District, and permitting the police to hold 
and question suspects without charw:~)hreisftieI1i' Johnson 
vetoed the bill, however, citing recommendations from 
two members of the Board of Commissioners and a 
majority of the. District of Columbia Bar Association, as 
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well as constitutional questions raised by Acting Attor­
ney General Ramsey Clark. In his veto message, he 
announced that the Board of Commissioners was putting 
into effect the reorganization of the police department 
recommended by the Crime Commission. 

The battle between Congress and the Johnson Admin­
istration for control over the police department continued 
in 1967. The House District Committee, asserting that 
the Metropolitan Police Department was a creature of the 
Congress, opened subcommittce hearings on police re­
cruitment problems. The hearings emphasized the find­
ings of a committee consultant that montie of the District 
police was poor. Secondary issues, inteIjected by the 
Policemen's Association, arose from the IACP-Crime 
Commission recommendation for internal reorganization 
of the police force. Objections were stated to changes in 
detective operations, to the one-man scout car program, 
and to consolidation of police precincts, not to mention 
the erroneous belief among Policemen' s Association rep­
resentatives that the Crime Commission had proposed a 
major reduction in the Canine Corps. 

The eventual result of the hearings was minimal. The 
police department did implement the committee consult­
ant's suggestion for providing paid-legal counsel to offi­
cers accused of misconduct, but the service was rarely 
utilized by police officers (see chapter five). 

Meanwhile, the Johnson Administration was reinfOl'C­
ing its ties with the police department. In March 1967-
two weeks after being sworn in as Attorney General­
Ramsey Clark invited the police chief and five senior 
staff officers to a luncheon to discuss law enforcement 
issues in the District and to reiterate the Administration's 
support for crime control. The Office of Criminal Jus­
tice, Office of Law Enforcement Assistance, and Crime 
Commission continued to press for such changes as an 
in-house legal counsel for the police department, review 
of the department's recruiting and entrance examination 
procedures, and guidelines for"arrests in situations of 
disorderly conduct. 

During hearings on the fiscal year 1968 budget, 
Senator Byrd persuaded Senator Carl Hayden (D.-Az.) 
chairman of the full Committee on Appropriations, to 
invite agencies of the local criminal justice system to 
send representatives to hearings on District of Columbia 
crime and on steps taken to implement the recommenda­
tions of the District Crime Commission. By thus raising 
his purview to the level of the full committee, Senator 
Byrd was able to elicit testimony relating to the opera­
tions of the U.S. Attomey's Office, the U.S. District 
Court, and the Circuit Court. These federal judicial 
officers were highly important to District criminal jus­
tice, but ordinarily their operations were beyond the 
scrutiny of the Subcommittee on District Appropriations; 
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their budgets came through Subcommittees on the Justice 
Department and the Judiciary. 

Senator Byrd, as was his fashion in appropriations 
hearings, devoted a great deal of time and effort to the 
sessions on criminal justice matters. For the first time, 
representatives from all elements of the criminal justice 
system were brought together and required, in the pres­
ence of each other, to discuss the problems and perform­
ance of their agencies with a well prepared, hard ques- -
tioner possessed of the authority to demand answers and 
follow-up reports. Senator Byrd ranged over the gamut 
of administrative issues, from police recruitment to court 
delays, prosecutorial case reduction practices, juvenile 
court processes, and parole and probation policies. 

Senator Byrd forced the Justice Department and the 
Courts to develop and implement a plan for bringing 
visiting federal judges to the District, in an effort to 
reduce the backlog of felony trials. He convinced 
Juvenile Court Chief Judge Morris Miller to change the 
procedures for processing juvenile offenders. Moreover, 
he influenced the Federal Civil Service Commission to 
work with the police department in developing new, 
wide-ranging programs for police recruitment. 

Senator Byrd might eventually have forced the sub­
stantial changes needed to create a system of criminal 
justice for Washington. But other events intervened. 
Even as his budget hearings for fiscal year 1968 were 
underway, the city government was being reorganized; 
witnesses from the city at budget hearings the following 
year would be different persons. More important, the 
April 1968 riots would flood the courts with an overflow 
of cases, and programs instituted at Senator Byrd's in­
sistence would be lost in the overwhelming workload. 
Before criminal justice matters would again settle down, 
Senator Byrd would have left the Subcommittee on Dis­
trict Appropriations. 

As these events were evolving on Capitol Hill, the 
President had sent to the Congress Reorganization Plan 
No.3 of 1967, replacing the three-man Board of Com­
missioners with a single Commissioner, an assistant, and 
a nine-member City Council. All of these officials would 
be Presidential nominees subject to Senate confirmation. 
The new government was installed November 3, 1967, 
with President Johnson telling th~ new Commissioner, 
Walter E. Washington, that he was analogous to a Mayor 
and was to act as such. (The House District Committee, 
which had opposed any change in the city government, 
refused to follow this lead, and never referred to the 
appointed Mayor by any other title than "Commis­
sioner. " The general usage "Mayor-Commissioner" 
evolved from this disagreement.) 

President Johnson made clear to the new govemment 
that crime reduction in the District was a major priority. 
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He told the City Council at their swearing in to "help us 
find ways immediately to start driving crime from our 
midst." Some two weeks later, the President was direct­
ing Mayor Washington and his deputy to work closely 
with senior Justice Department officials to develop plans 
for an all-out effort against Distriot crime. An outgrowth 
of the President's directive was an Office of Public 
Safety in the city government. Mayor Washington an­
nounced appoihtment of Patrick Murphy, until then an 
official of the Office of Law Enforcement Assistance, as 
Director of Public Safety; simultaneously, he announced 
a 21-point program of crime control. Shortly thereafter, 
he also ordered reorganization of the parole function, 
placing the Parole Board under the Department of Cor­
rections as recommended by the Crime Commission. 

The final action of 1967 important to District crime 
was the signing by President Johnson of a substantially 
modified version of the District of Columbia Crime Bill 
(which he had vetoed .in 1966). The only controversial 
provisions were for some mandatory penalties and for 
allowing pol~ce officers to question arrested persons for 

ro:.' up to three hours prior to arraignment. 
It was clearly the policy of the Johnson Administra­

tion, as the reorganized city government began to take 
hold in 1968, to phaseout the influence of the White 
House staff and Justice Department officials over District 
affairs, except as assistance might be requested by the 
Mayor. The White House staff position of Advisor on 
Metropolitan Washington Affairs was abolished; the 
follow-up in the Department of Justice on implementa­
tion of Crime Commission recommendations came to an 
end. (The Justice Department did, however, continue its 
work on disorderly conduct arrest guidelines.) There 
would, of course, be federal influence over the city 
during the April riots, and the Department of Justice 
would have a principal role in planning for the Poor 
People's Campaign during the summer. But the day-to­
day operation of District criminal justice would be left 
substantially to the newly appointed city government. 

What might have been if Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. 
had not been assassinated is difficult to say. Perhaps the 
new city government would have found a way to develop 
the kind of community support for law enforcement 
needed for effective crime control. 

A major concern of the new city government was to 
improve the image and morale of the police department. 
As a start, Mayor Washington and Safety Director Mur­
phy met with a group of some 500 members of the 
Policemen's Association to exchange views on law en­
forcement policies. They received a standing ovation. 
But the rapport quickly cooled:. dissatisfaction began to 
develop when Safety Director Murphy, disregarding ob­
jections of Chief Layton, reached down the seniority list 

of captains to promote' the first black to the rank of 
Inspector. Matters were brought to a climax when Mr: 
Murphy, appointed as head of Field Operations, simul­
taneously announced that 90percent of authority previ­
ously vested in the police chief would thereafter be 
assumed by the Public Safety Director and passed to the 
force through my office. 

The Policemen's Association immediately responded 
with a call for a meeting with the Mayor, charging that 
recent developments had caused department moral<!'.to 
fall to an all-time low. The House District Committee 
also joined the issue, calling a meeting to discuss with 
Safety Director Murphy exactly how he visualized the 
working of the revised organization. 

The April 1968 riots following assassination of Dr. 
King brought renewed efforts by the Congress to reestab­
lish its influence over police department operations. 
Speeches in the Senate and House sometimes criticized 
and sometimes praised the city's handling of the riots. 
Hearings OIl such unrelated matters as the District Reve­
nue Bill became arenas for discussing the riots and the 
police response. Concern grew with respect to the im­
pending Poor People's Campaign, to be housed on the 
Mall; the House District Committee held hearings in 
May to discuss that matter as well as the police response 
to the riots. 

The notion of separating the police department from 
the city government-a separation which has existed at 
times in many cities and which still exists in some-was 
gaining favor in Congress. Legislation was proposed in 
the House to give control of the Metropolitan Police 
Department (as well as the U.S. Park Police, the Capitol 
Police, the White House Police, and the NatiomiJ. 
Zoological Park Police) to a single congressionally ap­
pointed commissioner, who would be entirely independ­
ent of the city government. The bill was not enacted, but 
within a year Congress would abolish the Office of Pub­
lic Safety. 

Meanwhile the 1968 Presidential campaign. was be­
ginning. On May 8, Richard M. Nixon released a policy 
paper on crime, making it clear that crime would be an 
issue in the campaign. He pointed out that in the District 
the authority of the Federal Government was great and its 
prerogatives many, and that "Washington, D.C., should 
be a model city as far as law enforcement is concerned. " 

One week later, Mayor Washington announced that he 
would place 200 additional police officers on patrol each 
day during peak crime hours. And before the end of 
May, President Johnson announced that the Mayor 
wanted to increase the police force by 1,000 men, to a 
total of 4,100 officers, and that the proposal would be 
taken to Congress as rapidly as possible. 

Gilbert Hahn, chairman of the District's Republican 
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organization, responded that this proposal was a "good 
start," but urged instead that the force be doubled to 
6,000 officers. He also recommended doubling the 
number of judges, prosecutors, and office personnel in 
the U.S. District Court and tripling, if necessary, the 
number of judges, prosecutors, and support personnel in 
the Court of General Sessions. Within the month, 
Richard Nixon endorsed Hahn's counter-proposals and 
declared that, "if the full authority of the President and 
the full commitment of the Federal Government iilC 

thrown into the balance in a city-wide war on erime 
here-that war will be won." 

On a broader front, President Johnson signed the Om­
nibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 on 
June 19, and the Administration set out to implement its 
provisions, especially the organization of the Law En­
forcement Assistance Administration (LEAA). The new 
legislation also included a virtual repeal of the Mallory 
doctrine. By this time, however, so many other changes 
had occurred in the processing of arrested offenders that 
the legislation was more an expression of the mood of 
Congress than a practical measure for strengthening 
criminal investigation. The need for warning of rights, 
the increased availability of counsel, the heightened con­
sciousness among offenders of their rights, the abolition 
of investigative arrests (in the District and probably 
elsewhere)-all had drastically reduced reliance on con­
fessions as a law enforcement technique. 

In the midst of these election-year politics, a new and 
different battle for control of the police was taking shape. 
On July 2, a police officer was killed and his partner 
seriously wounded while making an arrest in the 1300 
block of Columbia Road, N.W. The Black United Front, 
a six-month old coalition of civil rights moderates and 
militants, unanimously approved a statement saying in 
part that' 'the alleged slaying of the honky cop is justifi­
able homicide in the same sense that police are allowed 
to kill black people and call it justifiable homicide." The 
statement went on to propose that "The police assigned 
to the black community be placed under control of the 
black community." Two weeks later, the City Council 
directed its Public Safety Committee to initiate an im­
mediate study of police-community relations and report 
back to the fuli council by August 6. The hearings 
became a forum for various spokesmen on the B UP 
theme of neighborhood control of the police. 

The District Democratic Committee criticized the 
Council for' failing to experiment with neighborhood 
control. Their spokesman also called for ousting Chief 
Layton and finding' 'a black officer in this or another city 
who is capable of assuming this important position." 
The Democratic organization also endorsed several B UP 
proposals (and added several of its own) for community 
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control of the police department. 
In August, the City Council adopted a statement of 

policy calling for substantial citizen influence in police 
affairs. Because it lacked the authority to institute these 
refonns, the Council later called upon the Mayor to 
implement its recommendatiol).s for civilian examiners 
and trial boards to hear charges against police officers, 
for integrating two-man beats and patrol cars, and for 
precinct boards. (The Mayor would eventually order 
integrated patrols, but disregarded the other proposals.) 
The Council also adopted regulations (approved by the 
Mayor in January 1969) limiting the discretion of police 
officers in the use of their service revolvers. 

In October, President Johnson nominated Safety 
Director Patrick Murphy to be the first administrator of 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. After 
the election, however, the Senate deferred action on the 
nomination, and it was not resubmitted by President 
Nixon. 

Analysis 

The concept that the Federal Government, and espe­
cially the President, bore no responsibility for preventing 
common law crimes was somewhat diminished by the 
1964 campaign. Immediately after the election, Presi­
dent Johnson began to construct machinery for a 
federal-state partnership in crime control, through OLEA 
and later LEAA. In the District of Columbia he set out to 
control the executive-branch agencies of criminal justice 
and to press for improvements in the judicial branch. 

The President's "war against crime" followed the 
approach taken by his surrogates in the campaign-I.e., 
that government should address the root causes rather 
than the symptoms of crime. The "root cause". theme 
fitted very well with Johnson's Great Society. All kinds 
of educational, housing, recreational, and welfare pro­
grams could be charged to crime-fighting under this 
concept. 

On the local level, however, the President was more 
interested in improving police operations. Looking back, 
we get the distinct impression that the Administration 
held two somewhat contradictory views of riOW to im­
prove law enforcement and reduce crime in the District 
of Columbia. First, there was the notion that what was 
needed was to "professionalize" the police: better 
training of a more educated police force, together with 
improved management techniques. Yet the view also 
persisted that the way to deal with crime was through 
unifonned police patrols. Consequently, the Johnson 
Administration applied the traditional remedy: it pressed 
additional manpower upon a police chief who was insist­
ing that what he really needed was legislation to enhance 
criminal investigations. Legislation-at least the kind 



desired by the police-was not on President Johnson's 
agenda. The Administration obviously doubted its capac­
ity to control the police if their authority were increased 
through legislation. 

In contrast to its mandate for a rapid improvement of 
police operations, the Johnson Administration seemed 
reluctant to press for similar improvements in the courts. 
No doubt this stemmed in large part from an appropriate 
deference to the prerogatives of a separate branch of 
government. Still, the perhaps-cynical vjew of many 
observers at the time was that it derived mostly from 
"professional courtesy' '-that executive-branch lawyers 
were hesitant to offend their colleagues on the bench. 
Whatever the reasons, it would take five years to legis­
late and eight years to implement a full reorganization of 
the courts. 

President Johnson's influence over District criminal 
justice affairs, at least during the first eighteen months of 
his elected term, seems to have been exercised mostly 
through staff offices of the Justice Department, notably 
the Office of Criminal Justice and the Office of Law 
Enforcement Assistance. These offices, reinforced by the 
staff of the President's Commission on Crime in the 
District, sometimes worked with-but often ar~und­
the Board of Commissioners and the police chief. After 
the Crime Commission released its chapter on the po­
lice, however, the orders from the President to Commis­
sioner Tobriner became more direct. 

Upon reorganization of the city government in 1967, 
the Johnson Administration clearly adopted a policy of 
non-interference in city affairs, except as direct instruc­
tions passed from the White House to the Mayor. Unfor­
tunately, events would make it difficult for the President 
to maintain this hands-off posture. The riots following 
the assassination of Dr. King would require federal in­
tervention in Washington, as they did in other cities; and 
the Poor People's Campaign of 1968 would require close 
monitoring by the Federal Government. Moreover, as the 
issue of crime in Washington began to build anew in the 
1968 Presidential campaign, the incumbent was forced to 
indicate continued interest and leadership. 

The Board of Commissioners during this period de­
serves great credit for its handling of criminal justice 
problems in the city. In 1964, against the advice of the 
House District Committee, the Board transferred author­
ity for adjusting traffic violation notices. from the police 
to the Corporation Counsel. Commissioner Tobriner ap­
pointed a citizen advisory board to the police chief over 
Chief Murray's strong opposition. And when Murray 
retired, Tobrinerappointed his personal choice to replace 
him, without consulting either the White House or con­
gressional powers. The Board also moved forward with a 
requirement (later overturned by Congress) that priority 

be given to residents in city government jobs. 
Even though the Board was making some hard deci­

sions, it lacked total control over criminal justice in the 
District. The Crime Commission staff closely monitored 
the special police tactical force, as did the office of the 
Deputy Attorney General; the staff of the Office of Law 
Enforcement Assistance virtually deSigned the original 
set of OLEA grant applications from the pOlice depart­
ment. Presumably nothing was done in the District with­
out the concurrence of the Commissioners, but the staff 
agents were not their own. The question must remain 
whether they fully concurred with the processes under­
way or simply went along with events. 

The new city government, replacing the Board of 
Commissioners, moved aggressively to gaJn control over 
city agencies, and especially the police department. The 
new office of Director of Public Safety gave Mayor 
Washington a great deal more authority than the Board of 
Commissioners had enjoyed. With the police and fire 
departments as his only major responsibilities, the safety 
director in ordinary times could literally command one of 
the two if he chose to allocate his time in that fashion. 
Until Congress intervened, it was clear that the safety 
director intended to command the police department, at 
least until it was restructured in a mann~r suitable to the 
new government. 

Then, in the aftermath of the April disorders, there 
developed another candidate for control over the police 
department. First the Black United Front, then the· 
Democratic Central Committee, and finally the elected 
City Council urged that the community be given greater 
authority over the police. 

The Congress had its own agendas during the Johnson 
years. In the Senate District Committee, as always, 
Chairman Bible was ready to provide whatever resources 
might be needed by the criminal justice system, especially 
the police. The House District Committee, on the other 
hand, was intent on revising Mallory and easing the 
prohibition against investigative arrests. The House Dis­
trict Committee also intervened aggressively when the 
Director of Public Safety began to assume direct control 
over police operations; eventually, the committee would 
succeed in abolishing the safety director's job. 

In the Senate Subcommittee on District Appropria­
tions, Senator Byrd was following his own agenda. Be­
cause of his interest in law enforcement, he was a natural 
to intervene when police morale began to decline under 
the pressures of the mid-1960's. Senator Byrd's actions 
at that time were probably the closest that any member of 
Congress, before or since, has come to trying to exercise 
executive control over the police department. Beyond the 
issue of police morale, the Senator was interested in the 
full criminal justice process, and he constructed the hear-

21 



ings on the 1968 District budget in such a way that he 
became the coordinator of every government aspect of 
criminal justice for the city. Those who have watched 
Senator Byrd at work would be inclined to predict that, 
given time, he alone might have straightened out the 
system. But time did not permit: the 1968 riots inter­
vened, the Senator moved on to anothi'!r !!llbt::onwjtt~e 
chair, and a new President took office. 

The Nixon Years (1969-1974) 

Unlike his predecessor, Richard M. Nixon entered 
office knowing he must face squarely the problem of 
crime i!1 the District of Columbia. As his administration 
began, a resolution was introduced into the House calling 
for Marines to patrol the city. The Washington Daily 
News launched a front-page feature in January, tabulat­
ing serious crimes in the city. (The feature was dropped 
upon the urging of the Mayor and the business commu­
nity, but in May the Washington Post instituted a similar 
"Crime and Justice" column, which continued through­
out the Nixon Administration.) On January 30, an as­
sociation of Washington banks sponsored a full-page 
advertisement; advising the President that the crime situ­
ation seemed almost out of control and asking that top 
priority be given the problem. 

By January 31, Nixon's program had taken form. The 
President recommended that Mayor Washington ask for 
] ,000 additional police officers (bringing the force to 
5,100), offered the Administration's assistance in select­
ing the best possible candidate as Director of Public 
Safety, and announced that the Attorney General was 
appointing a senior assistant whose duties would include 
evaluating and implementing new ideas for anti-crime 
measures in the District. On the legislative front, the 
President recommended preventive detention for danger­
ous offenders awaiting trial and a complete reorganiza­
tion of the local courts. 

Mayor Washington was reappointed by the President. 
The eady intent of the Nixon Administration appears to 
have been to leave local affairs in the hands of the city 
government. However, the City Council was Johnson­
selected. When the President spoke of 1,000 more 
policemen, several Council members talked of the need 
to put the money instead into "root causes" and preven­
tive programs. And while the President was devising his 
program to control crime, the Council was asking the 
Mayor for a report on its proposals of the previous year 
for increased community control over the police. 

Moreover, the President's program was devised with­
out concurrence of city officials-and probably without 
consulting them. Reporters inquiring in January 1969 
found that city officials were in the dark about the Dis­
trict crime programs announced by Attorney General 
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John Mitchell, Deputy Attorney General Richard G. 
Kleindeinst, and Republican Congressional leaders 
Everett M. Dirksen and Gerald R. Ford, Jr. 

The Administration never followed through on its 
offer to find a candidate for Director of Public Safety. 
Perhaps there was never agreement on a suitable appli­
c!!nt; per-haps applicants were affiiid that (as finally came 
to pass) the post would be abolished by Congress. But 
White House interest was clearly evident in obtaining a 
new police chief. By April, arrangements had been made 
for Chief Layton to retire and take a post in the Federal 
Government. Since tLe Administration obviously ar­
ranged new employment for Chief Layton, it must be 
assumed that Mayor Washington discussed the appoint­
ment of a successor with someone in the White House, if 

. he did, it was probably a cursory discussion. Mayor 
Washington's pre-appointment discussions with me 
made it clear that I was his selection, with a vague 
reference to the fact that he had touched bases in the 
Congress to avoid major conflict. No one in the Adminis­
tration or in Congress ever discussed the job with me 
before the appointment. Problems developed as soon as 
the President's proposed legislation appeared in the 
newspapers. The city government was clearly not in 
favor of the preventive detention and no-knock legisla­
tion. As the new police chief pressed into public and 
television appearances to discuss contemporary crime 
problems, I found myself looking for a middle ground 
among the legislative program of the White House, the 
opposition to preventive detention and no-knock by the 
Mayor who appointed me, and my own view, favoring 
preventive detention but regarding the no-knock warrant 
as a refinement not worth the argument it aroused. 

The uninstructed fence straddling did not last for long. 
A call from Associate Deputy Attorney General Donald 
E. Santerelli brought the question: "Why are you appear­
ing on television to equivocate in your support for the 
President's legislation?" Discussion of this conversation 
with the Mayor brought clear signals that I was to sup­
port or oppose legislation according to my own judg­
ment. Thus I became the only spokesman for the city 
fully backing the President's legislative package. From 
this situation would evolve an informal chain of com­
mand between the Administration and the police depart­
ment even more influential than that which existed 
during the Johnson term when the Board of Commis­
sioners held office. 

The White House was concerned that the Congress 
would adjourn (as it finally did) without taking action on 
the President's legislative proposals. What is more, 
crime was continuing to increase, and the Administration 
needed to show interest and action on the problem. The 
President therefore invited the Republican and Demo-
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cratic leaders of the Senate and the House for a briefing 
on the crime problem~ in the District and proposed solu­
tions. The primary briefing was to be conducted by Mr. 
Santerelli and me. As no other city officials were un­
equivocally behind the President's proposals, the meet­
ing was scheduled for a day wh~!1 Mayor Wal'llilngtoll 
was out of the city, and no city officials were given 
advance notice of the meeting. This was the beginning of 
what was to be rather spasmodic efforts by the Nixon 
Administration to direct the course of the District's crim­
inal justice system. 

Although the Signals were clear to me on the legisla­
tive package, no one in the Administration had talked 
with me about the proposal for a 5,100-man police force. 
The Mayor had discussed with me the budgeting prob­
lems which 1,000 more policemen would impose; and, 
like my two predecessor chiefs of police, I considered 
the addition of large numbers of police as unnecessary, 
preferring instead that changes be made in the criminal 
justice system through legislative means. (My legislative 
priorities were different from those of my predecessors: 
by now the need was for court reorganization, not for 
reversing appellate rulings.) Early in January, 1970, the 
Mayor took me to a meeting with a small group of 
community leaders to discuss District crime problems. I 
was strong in my insistence that the President's legisla­
tive program was the answer to the problem, but forth­
right in saying that 1,000 more police were a low 
priority. Unknown to us, the group had met earlier with 
Presidential Assistant Ehrlichman. Apparently they still 
had an open line to him, for some two weeks later the 
Mayor and I were summoned by Attorney General 
Mitchell and informed in explicit terms that obtaining 
5,100 police officers was an Administration priority and 
that any implication to the contrary was to cease 
immediately. 

Meanwhile, Deputy Mayor Graham Watt (appointed 
by the Nixon Administration two months earlier) had 
been summoned to the White House on a Saturday morn­
ing, January 17, and bluntly informed that the immediate 
objectives of the Nixon Administration were 1) to 
achieve a reduction of street crime by May 1, 1970, and 
2) to develop a community climate of confidence in 
public safety. If those objectives were not achieved, the 
intent of the Administration was to replace the city gov­
ernment. The Tuesday following, the Mayor announced 
that new priority was being given to strengthen the crim­
inal justice system across the board. Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration grants were poured into the 
city to supplement the police force with funds for over­
time duty, to implement a helicopter patrol, to restruc­
ture police training, and to increase and improve 
narcotics treatment programs and facilities for the city. 

Everyone agreed that improvements acroSs the crimi­
nal justice system were fundamental to any long-term 
handling of the crime problem. But the cons~nsus in the 
Nixon Administration-a view which I shared-was that 
short-run reductions in crime could be achieved by the 
police, if their mo:ralc W~lc sustained and if the major 
leaks in the remainder of the criminal justice system 
could be repaired. This notion led to personal activities 
by the President calculated to keep the Metropolitan 
police hard at work on crime-reduction objectives. 

The first Presidential action was his visit to police 
headquarters in October 1979. Although he was coming 
to a headquarters facility ',v here no patrol forces were 
housed, his single directive for the visit was that he was 
to meet as many "street" patrOl officers as possible. 
Meeting that demand was complicated by the admonition 
of the White House staff that absolutely no reporters and 
no other politicians) were to learn of the visit in advance. 
The President would be coming to police headquarters 
from the Department of Justice, where he was to sign an 
organized crime bill in the presence of various senators 
and congressmen; they might try to invite themselves 
along if they knew where the President was going. To 
reduce the possibility of leaks, 1 assigned the task of 
assembling several hundred police patrol officers to my 
civilian public information officer. He simply telephoned 
the middle level officials on the morning of the visit, 
telling them that I wanted a complement of officers at 
police headquarters to represent their nnits at a ceremo­
nial presentation. When the presidential party arrived, 
hundreds of police officers and civilian employees of the 
department were waiting. The impact on morale was 
tremendous. 

The following summer, arrangements were made for 
the President to write personal letters to the patrol divi­
sion District Inspectors, who were seen as key to crime 
reductions, commending their past accomplishments and 
urging continued efforts and further reductions. Again, 
early in 1972, the President invited the police winners of 
the annual awards for valor and merit and the senior 
officials of the department· to the White House Rose 
Garden to express his appreciation for theiraccoInplish­
ments. 

Throughout the period 1969-1972, a succession of 
anti-war and other demonstrations and events were 
occurring in Washington. In general, as during the Ken­
nedy and Johnson Administrations, the Nixon Adminis­
tration was careful to ensure that it could influence the 
handling of any significant events occurring on federal 
lands or directed at the Federal Government. The federal 
authorities sometimes st~;ioned high-level representa­
tives in the city command post and sometimes chose to 
operate separately. 

23 



In 1972 the crime situation in the District was again a 
Presidential campaign issue, but this time the issue was 
one of claimed improvements, rather than promises of 
changes to be made. The Nixon Administration opened 
the issue when Presidential Assistant John Ehrlichman 
on Apri119, 1972, called to the White House the com­
munity leaders (most Qf them Democrats) who had de­
manded action against crime in 1969. He pointed out that 
crime was now reduced significantly from 1969, largely 
through efforts of the Administration. Three days later, 
the meeting of the President with senior police officials 
and award winners took place, serving a dual purpose of 
reinforcing police morale while publicizing the crime 
reduction accomplishments. 

After 1972, the Nixon Administration viewed the war 
against crime in the District as substantially finished. The 
reductions in reported crimes had been substantial. Even 
those who doubted the District data had generally come 
to accept the fact that, however bad crime was in Wash­
ington, it was equally bad or worse in some other cities. 

In March 1973, President Nixon reinforced the linkage 
between the White House and the police department by 
asking me to delay my announced plan to rHire. He also 
asked that I visit cities around the country to discuss with 
local political leaders the accomplishments which had 
been obtained in the District by making and keeping 
crime reduction a policy priority. As it turned out, the 
assignment accomplished little or nothing. But the think­
ing of the White House in setting up the assignment gives 
an insight into how local politicians were generally react­
ing to crime at the time. The notion was that, as the 
President's personal representative, I would visit 
~elected cities around the country; meet with the mayor j 

police chief, and perhaps the city cQuncil chairman or 
other influential politician; and discuss with them the 
local crime situation and ways in which the lessons 
learned in the District might be applied. 

Basically, I was to emphasize three points: contempo­
rary polls showed that Americans viewed crime as the 
worst urban problem; President Nixon shared this con­
cern and was personally committed to keeping crime 
reduction as a high national priority; and achieving sig­
nificant crime reduction required a commitment by state 
and local government and strong interest and leadership 
by officials at al11evels of government. The assumption 
was that these meetings, at least in some cases, would 
put local political leaders in a position of having to 
endorse crime reduction and law enforcement as a local 
priority. In the best of circumstances, this would occur at 

. a news conference so that their support would be made a 
public record. 

The need for this stimulus derived from a White House 
perception that, although national polls consistently 
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showed crime as one of the highly important domestic 
issues, mayors and other local leaders calling on the 
Nixon Administration for help virtually always discussed 
other needs than crime. Essentially, the object of my 
assignment was to raise the consciousness oflocal politi­
cians to the crime problem and to force them to go on 
record as intending to deal with crime. Perhaps the plan 
would have worked, had JlO( Watergate intervened. Even 
as the first trip was underway, suspicions of Nixon Ad­
ministration involvementin the scandal was seeping into 
news accounts. By late May, questions dealt more with 
Watergate than the general crime situation; news ac­
counts did the same. I informed the White H0use staff 
that the visits were useless, if not harmful, to the foster­
ing of a climate for crime reduction nationally. 

From the spring of 1973 onward, the Nixon White 
House did not talk to the broad issue of crime, either 
nationally or in the District of Columbia. Watergate was 
pre-empting White House aWmtion and making discus­
sions of crime an uncomfortable subject. 

Attorney General William B. Saxbe, because of the 
circumstances of his appointment, was not embarrassed 
by Watergate. He brought chiefs of police from major 
jurisdictions to Chicago in August 1974 to discuss the 
crime issue and to seek solutions. In the District, the 
Attorney General entered the continuing fray between 
the police department and corrections officials over fur­
loughs for convicted offenders. In October 1974, he 
issued orders to the Director of Corrections that inmates 
conVIcted of violent crimes be furloughed only in their 
last six months, except in cases personalIy approved by 
the Director of Corrections. (In point of time, these 
orders were issued by Attorney General Saxbe after Pres­
ident Nixon had resigned, but they are listed here be­
cause Saxbe was a Nixon appointee.) Soon after the 
replacement of Attorney General Saxbe, the District De­
partment of Corrections reportedly began circumventing 
his order, even though technically it was still in effect. 

All criminal justice activities in the District during the 
Nixon Administration were not directed from the White 
House, however. Other measures were underway within 
the city government. 

When the city government was reorganized in 1967, it 
was contemplated that there would be a strong executive 
control over the various departments and agencies. To 
achieve this, the Mayor-Commissioner, borrowing from 
Mayor Lindsay's New York City model, had formed a 
cabinet of "super" department heads, one of which was 
to be the Director of Public Safety. The "super" heads 
would have offices in the District Building while their 
subordinates were located in departmental headquarters. 
To eliminate ties between the subordinate department 
heads and the Congress, orders were issued that the 
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Mayor's office should receive copies of all correspond­
ence between city agencies and Capitol Hill. In the 
turbulence of the 1960's, such an approach was com­
pletely unrealistic. To begin with, a small cabinet simply 
could not keep abreast of the firefighting. The "super" 
heads became lightning rods for all the complaints that 
had formerly gone to agency heads and for many com­
plaints which had gone to middle managers. For its part, 
the Congress was unwilling to deal with the city govern­
ment only through the "super" heads. Finally, the de­
mand for copies of correspondence was futile, since the 
ties between individual city employees and Congressmen 
had never involved much written correspondence in any 
event. 

For these reasons, the cabinet form of city government 
was disintegrating even before Congress abolished the 
office of Director of Public Safety. Many of the police 
department problems suitable for the director's attention 
were resolved or nearing resolution by 1969-the City 
Council had enacted regulations on the use of deadly 
force, the Mayor had integrated scout cars and beats, 
some civilians had been hired into management posts, 
and minority recruitment was being achieved. The voices 
demanding neighborhood control had fallen silent. From 
the standpoipt of controlling the police department, 
therefore, a Director of Public Safety was probably no 
longer needed. 

There remained the wider criminal justice prob­
lems-formulating responses to criminal justice legisla­
tion, proposing new legislation, implementing the 1970 
crime legislation, and developing budgetary priorities. 
To handle such matters, the city asked Congress for a 
high-level criminal justice coordinator, who would be a 
staff official for the Mayor rather than a line officer. The 
concept was rejected by a suspicious Congress, which 
knew from experience that the authority to ask questions 
and to coordinate is almost as important as the authority 
to give orders. 

The city government was persistently unwilling to 
address hard criminal justice questions such as crimes 
committed by offenders assigned to halfway houses, 
those released on furlough or parole, and those released 
on personal recognizance while awaiting trial. In the 
police department, middle managers suspected that many 
such offenders were committing new crimes, but no one 
had any conclusive data to substantiate the belief. In 
1970, the Criminal Investigation Division was asked to 
develop some concrete data. The materials they pro­
duced were impressive: one offender, sentenced in June 
1969 under the Youth Corrections Act, was transferred 
to a Community Center in August 1970 and was arrested 
for armed robbery within a month. Another, sentenced at 
the same time under the same act, was transferred to a 

Community Center in October 1970 and was charged 
with armed robbery and rape later that month. In both 
cases the Robbery Squad stumbled on thetr identity by 
accident, for the records showed them to be serving their 
time in prison. A survey of December 1970 showed that 
of sixty-six persons an'ested for armed robbery, 31 per­
cent were on the streets on personal recognizance, proba­
tion, escape, community center, parole, or other form of 
release. 

In response, I established within the police department 
a Major Violators Unit, to coordinate our efforts against 
repeat offenders in crimes such as robbery, burglary, and 
auto theft. Our intention was twofold. First, we wanted 
to keep our detectives informed of the whereabouts of 
serious violators, particularly their presence on the 
streets. Second, we circulated our monthly and quarterly 
reports to members of the Public Safety Policy Group 
and to the Chief Judges of the courts for their inforn1ation 
and action. 

In August 1971 the District Office of Criminal Justice 
Plans and Analysis issued its own study, undertaken to 
test the Major Violators Unit data. Their analysis essen­
tially verified a high rate of escapes and a high level of 
rearrests among prisoners assigned to Community Cor­
rections Centers. 

As an outgrowth ('If these studies, the Mayor appointed 
a committee to examine community corrections facilities 
and policies. The immediate result was a forced re­
trenchment of community corrections and of furlough 
programs, but the long-term result was minimal. By 
1974 the same kinds of problems had reemerged, leading 
to Attomey General Saxbe's order mentioned earlier. 

The Major Violators Unit also disturbed the courts. In 
a compromise effort, the Criminal Justice Coordinating 
Committee referred the matter to a subcommittee on 
research and information systems, chaired by Chief 
Judge Harold H. Greene. The subcommittee recom­
mended that the police department stop issuing its Major 
Violators Unit reports and that, instead, the Office of 
Crime Analysis undertake a quarterly criminal justice 
reporting process. With that understanding, the police 
department ceased publication of its quarterly reports in 
1972. However, the promised system was still not 
operating by the end of 1975. Persons familiar with the 
District system predict that an LEAA-funded Offender 
Based Transaction System begun in 1976 may eventually 
produce comprehensive data in this area. 

The Congress, during the first two years of the Nixon 
Administration, was debating the proposed legislation 
for court reorganization, preventive detention, and no­
knock warrants. In the Senate District Committee, 
Chairman Joseph D. Tydings (D.-Md.) aggressively pur­
sued the issues of court reorganization, narcotics treat-

25 



ment programs, and the coordination of metropolitan 
area law enforcement to combat "spillover" of crime 
from the District into the suburbs. In the Senate Sub­
committee on District Appropriations, the leadership had 
changed. Senator Byrd mewed to another subcommittee 
post in 1969, and his successors tended to direct their 
interest to areas other than law enforcement. 

The House District Committee, however, continued 
its close attention to criminal justice affairs, holding 
hearings on the 1968 disorders at Lorton Correctional 
Complex and threatening an investigation of police re­
cruitment practices. More important, the committee 
forced through the rider to a District Revenue Act which 
abolished the office of Director of Public Safety. Follow­
ing my discussions with George Washington University 
students in February 1970 (when I expressed the view 
that police actions in handling a demonstration on the 
campus were less than ideal), the committee called the 
Mayor and me ~o a closed session to question my actions 
and statement. 

Analysis 

When President Nixon took office, he found an en­
tirely different set of crime problems in the District than 
had faced his predecessor in 1965. Reported crime had 
increased dramatically in the District and elsewhere. 
Although some of the increase derived from better re­
porting, even critics of the reporting systems and of 
anti-crime rhetoric had come to recognize crime as an 
important priority. 

President Johnson's emphasis on improving the police 
department had largely accomplished its purpose. Reor­
ganization of the department was virtually completed, 
except for precinct consolidation, and a wide variety of 
administrative improvements were underway. Leader­
ship for the department, which had been resolved during 
the Johnson Administration by appointing a Director of 
Public Safety, was resolved during the Nixon Adminis­
tration by replacing the police chief. The new approach 
may have derived from a realization t/rot Congress would 
no longer tolerate the concept of a Director of Pllblic 
Safety. .. 

The Johnson Administration had made a late but sub­
stantial effort to improve the Court of General Sessions, 
but moved less aggressively on the problem of backlogs 
in the U.S. District Court and the unconscionable referral 
of felony charges to the Court of General Sessions for 
misdemeanor trials. It was left to Senator Byrd to force a 
concerted remedial effort. However, the infusion of loot­
ing cases from the 1968 riots undid the progress stimu­
lated by Senator Byrd and left the court process in a 
virtual shambles. Under the circumstances, it was natural 
that a major thrust of the Nixon program would be court 
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reorganization and improvement. 
The new Administration also inherited problems en­

gendered by the 1966 Bail Reform Act. In 1966 the 
Crime Commission had been divided on the question of 
pre-trial release; by 1969 a variety of observers (includ­
ing U.S. Attorney Bress, Safety Director Murphy, and 
Senators Byrd and Tydings) had spoken on the need for 
some change in the law to allow pre-trial detention of 
dangerous offenders. The Nixon Administration found a 
solution which eventually proved to be ineffectual. 

A central issue of the 1960's was whether or not there 
was' 'support" for the police. The Nixon Administration 
faced this issue squarely. In 1971 I counted four occa­
sions during the previous year in which the police de­
pmtJnent newsletter had published commendations by 
the President, including his unprecedented visit to the 
police headquarters. 

For some reason, the Nixon Administration declined 
to involve itself in District corrections. The custody of 
prisoners was by statute a responsibility of the Attorney 
General-a fact I brought to the attention of the White 
House and Justice Department staffs during the disputes 
over community corrections and furloughs for serious 
offenders. But throughout President Nixon's war on 
crime, his administration would not exercise its authority 
over District convicts. (Attorney General Saxbe's order, 
I think, must be viewed as separate from the Nixon 
Administration war-against-crime activities.) I never had 
a satisfactory explanation of this hesitancy, although 
several possible reasons come to mind. For one thing, 
Administration officials may never have completely 
comprehended the extent of the problem. (During one 
conversation, President Nixon informed me that he was 
proposing some mandatory penalties; the point seemed to 
escape him when I replied that the problem was not with 
low sentences by jUdges, but with the correctional and 
parole authorities who administered early release pro­
grams.) Another possibility is that attempting to take 
control of a correctional system administered by blacks 
and incarcerating mostly blacks involved too great a risk 
of accusations of racial motivations. Moreover, in the 
early 1970's th~ concepts of rehabilitation and of com­
munity based corrections were still at their apex; the idea 
of keeping convicted offenders in prisons was derided as 
"warehousing" humans. Finally, with reported crime in 
the city considerably reduced and still declining, there 
was little incentive for the Administration to inject itself 
into what would at best be a troublesome issue. 

The city government, during the Nixon years, tended 
to coordinate its anti-crime activities under the Deputy 
Mayor, using the office of Criminal Justice Plans and 
Analysis for staff purposes. Despite pressure from the 
White House, the city never developed this coordinating 
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activity into a leadership role. In retrospect, a principal 
activity of the Criminal Justice Coordinating Board 
seems to have been trying to silence critical voices (such 
as those in the police department in the matter of the 
Major Violators Unit) by promising remedies which 
were never delivered. 

The congressional furor over District crime lessened 
immediately after the 1970 crime legislation was 
enacted. As reported crime trends began to move down­
ward, congressional interest waned, except for some 
brief questioning of crimf~ data during the 1972 election. 

The ford Years (1974-1975) 

The final year of the period under study might well be 
called the "Home Rule Year," for an elected city gov­
ernment assumed office in January 1975. Furthermore, 
even as the Home Rule legislation was progressing 
through Congress in 1973, the Nixon Administration had 
adopted a policy of reduced involvement with District 
affairs, pending the effective date of home rule; that 
policy continued under the Ford administration. 

Reported crime for 1974 was 7 percent higher than for 
1973. The increase would continue through the first 
quarter of 1975, but thereafter the trend would be slightly 
downward, leaving the city with an increase for calendar 
year 1975 of only 1 percent (contrasted to an average 
increhse of 9 percent for comparable cities nationally). 

Thit elected City Councll Saw other matters than crime 
control and law enforcement as their priority. Their ini­
tial action on the Mayor's budget for fiscal year 1976 
would have cut 1,000 police positions from the police 
department request for 4,750 police officers. 

Meanwhile, by mid-1975, the corrections department 
had begun circumventing Attorney General Saxbe's 
order restricting furloughs of prisoners to ' 'exceptional" 
cases. 

Public opinion polls showed crime as a major concern 
of District residents, as it was of citizens elsewhere. But 
the reductions in reported District crimes, reinforced by 
victimization surveys and other studies somewhat favor­
ably comparing District crime with that of other cities, 
had given the public a different perspective of the issue. 
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CHAPTER IV. CHANGES IN l'HE POLICE DEPARTMENT 

A. Size of the Police Force 

A thread whi(;h weaves through the descriptions of 
official actions in Chapter 3 is that virtually everyone 
except the police chiefs agreed that the best way to 
reduce crime in the District was to increase the size of the 
police force. Even the exceptions are illuminating. In 
1956, the president of the Board of Commissioners tes­
tified against the increase to a 2,500-officer force on the 
grounds that financing it would be difficult (he was the 
only witness in opposition, yet the number of reported 
crimes was then at a record low). In 1959, the city 
budget office disputed the need for 500 more officers, 
arguing that the crime situation did not justify the ex­
pense. In 1969, the City Council which had added 1,000 
officers for President Johnson balked at adding 1,000 
more for President Nixon. Finally, the "home rule" City 
Council has tried to reduce the police budget more 
sharply than either the police chief or the Mayor has 
considered acceptable. 

It is clear from the District experience that locally 
elected or locally responsive officials who must balance a 
city budget arc less likely to favor increased services than 
are federal officials with access to greater resources. In 
some cases, the reluctance may have been more apparent 
than real. City officials liked to give the appearance that 
congressional rather than local policies had bloated the 
city budget, thereby justifying an increased federal pay­
ment or new taxes. The most persistent example of this 
gamesmanship was the city's habit of underbudgeting 
police and fire salaries, always expecting that Congress 
would enact a higher rate together with an increased 
federal payment. 

Gamesmanship was not the only reason why so many 
of the increases in the District police force were federally 
initiated. A major reason was that, except in 1956, the 
police chiefs felt that more officers was not the dominant 
criminal justice need. Chief Robert V. Murray fully 
supported the increase to 2,500 officers in 1956. There 
are strong indications that he lobbied for the increase 
over the objections of the Board of Commissioners; 
however, the possibility is also strong that his lobbying 
was privately endorsed by the Commissioners as part of 
their budgetary gamesmanship. Whatever the case, the 
decision that the statute would be enacted was made 
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before any work was begun on the written justification. 
The next increase was clearly a congressional initia­

tive. When Senator Byrd urged in August 1959 that all 
possible measures be taken to deal with District crime, 
the immediate response of Senator Bible, chairman of 
the Senate District Committee, was to sugge,st to Com­
missioner Robert E. McLaughlin that the fll:I1,;e be ex­
panded by 500 officers in fiscal year 1961. To write a 
justification for this increase proved even more difficult 
than arguing for 2,500 policemen at a time when re­
ported crime was declining. But the decision to ask for 
the increase had already been made, and congressional 
approval was a foregone conclusion. Casting about for a 
theme, the department seized upon the fact that crime 
was spreading somewhat from the downtown business 
area to outlying residential precincts, thereby requiring a 
larger patrol force for the larger geographic areas 
affected. 

After the policy for increased manpower was estab­
lished, the police department had a tendency to adopt the 
policy as its own. When Chief Mu.rray appeared before 
the House Subcommittee on the 1961 budget request, he 
testified that 3,000 was the minimum number of officers 
needed to police the ciiy. Yet from the time of the 
Mallory ruling to the end of his term, Chief Murray made 
it clear that obtaining a larger police force was not his 
principal priority. . 

Subsequent increases were initiated by the White 
House. On May 6, 1965, Senator Bible asked the de­
partment to submit a list of its priorities for an anti-crime 
package to be added to the fiscal 1966 budget. Five days 
l~.ter, President Johnson made clear his desire for more 
police officers in Washington. Accordingly, Chief John 
B. Layton submitted a request for substantial numbers of 
added police personnel. Similarly, it appears that the 
1968 decision to add 1,000 officers to the force 
alSo developed in the White House. T!lle Mayor­
Commissioner and his staff no doubt agreed with the 
plan, though they remarked on the problems of financ­
ing. In any event, the 4,000-man police force developed 
as a federal strategy, reflecting the mood of the Congress 
and the Johnson Administration that more police protec­
tion was needed for the city in those troubled times. The 
immediate Republican response was to call for an even 
greater increase. Double the police force; don't merely 
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increase it by a third! And that strategy eventually be­
came the basis for a 5, lOO-officer police department. 

This is not to say police administrators were actively 
opposed to the increases-they were not-nor even to 
argue that the increases were unnecessary. The consen­
sus within the police department, particularly during the 
peak crime years of 1968 and 1969, was that increased 
uniformed police presence in the city was highly desir­
able, both for crime prevention purposes and to facilitate 
handling of disorder which occasionally flared. How­
ever, police administrators in the District did not vie\\> 
this strategy as the most effective way to deal with crime, 
compared to fundamental changes in the criminal justice 
processes of the city. Our attitude no doubt partly re­
flected the bias that problems can best be sol ved by 
someone else or by some other organization or group. 
(For example, when three senior detective officials were 
appointed in 1958 to devise a response to the crime 
problem, their response was to supplement the patrol 
force.) Chiefs Murray and Layton preferred changes in 
the laws controlling interrogations, while I preferred 
pre-trial detention and reorganization of the courts. 
Perhaps this was bias, but it is arguable that we were 
correct in our view that fundamental changes in the 
criminal justice system would be more effective than 
adding more positions to an already large d~partment. 

1. The effective personnel complement. Police per­
sonnel data can be deceptive. For example, the term 
"authorized strength" ordinarily is used to mean a 
maximum ceiling on personnel. With regard to the Met­
ropolt'tan Police Department it has most often meant the 
minimum budget strength which the City could present to 
Congress. However, depending on circumstances, Con­
gress has sometimes provided a budget for more ami 
sometimes for fewer police officers than the then-current 
"authorized strength;" so that the term has seldom indi­
cated the number of positions for which funds and hiring 
authority were actually \lyaHable. 

Moreover, even the data for "actual strength" (the 
number of positions filled at a given time) often are not 
comparable from one year to the next because funds were 
diverted from budgeted but unfilled positions and used 
instead to pay officers for working on their days off-a 
frequent practice over the period of this study because of 
recruiting difficulties. 

Then, too, while most of the political discussions and 
decisions over the period have related to numbers of 
uniformed officers, an important secondary personnel 
issue has related to the number of "civilian" personnel 
available to the department. No attempt will be mad.:: to 
address such issues as use of civilians to replace police 
officers in clerical and technical duties or use of civilians 
in policy making~Jnd supervisory positions, although 
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those were important and at times controversial iSStles. ~~':C-'~""11 
The discussion here will address only the substantial 
increases in full-time civilian positions, which added 
significantly to the personnel complement of the ponce 
department. 

Table 4-1 presents an overview of the effective per­
sonnel complement of tliJe police department for each of 
the fiscal years during the period of this study. ForpoHce 
personnel, the "Average Complement" is the average 
actual daily strength of the department for each ytiar as 
reflected in departmental annual reports. (Data for 1973, 
1974, and 1975 are estimated, since data in annual re­
ports for those years are questionable.) To allow for 
police personnel working on their days off, the "Daily 
Average" number of officers on duty, as reflected in 
annual reports, is also listed. These data are projected for 
each year through a standard absenteeism rate, thus pro­
ducing an "Effective Complement" representing the es,~ 
timated number of full-time employees, working regular 
tours of duty, needed to provide the indicated daily 
average on duty. 

For civilian personnel, the number of full-time posi­
tions reflected by police annual reports is listoed. Usually 
(but not invariably) the annual r.eports have indicated the 
number of civilian positions actually filled at the end 
of each fiscal year. These civilian personnel data un­
doubtedly suffer from some inaccuracies because 
of limitations of available data, but I believe they 
reasonably reflect the approximate actual number of 
filled positions for each year. The police department 
has not collected data for civilian personnel which would 
permit projection of an effective complement, taking in­
to account oveltime worked~ however, overtime work 
and similar factors have not generally had such signif­
icant effects on civilian personnel as has been the case 
with sworn personnel. 

Finally, the "Total Effective Complement" reflects 
the sum of effective police complement and the civilian 
personnel complement. 

2. Relationship of personnel complement to reported 
crime. Graph 4-2 plots the "Total Effective Comple­
ment" of Table 4-1 together with "Crime Index Of­
fenses Reported. " Inferences might be. drawn from this 
graph-particularly from 1'969 onward-of stronli't:orre­
lation between police personnel and reported q~~me 
levels. However, similar relationships can be found 
when reported crime is compared with numbers of pris­
oners incarcerated or levels of heroin use in the general {! 

population. 

B. Efforts to Improve the Police Force 

The Metropolitan Police Depaltment, duriItg the,Jirst 
, ',' 
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Table 4-1 
Metropolitan Police Department Personnel Complement By Fiscal Yeai·s 

Police Officer Personnel 
Civilian Total 

Fiscal Average Daily Average Effective Personnel Effective 
Year Complement On Duty Complement Complement Complement 

1956 2236 1411 2347 177 2524 
1957 2240 1497 2438 189 2(;27 

1958 2310 1541 2510 201 2'711 
1950 2500 1535 2500 190 1.690 
1960 2507 1589 2585 190 2775 
1961 2579 1609 2620 222 2842 
1962 2757 1686 2746 226 2972 
1963 2827 1727 2812 237 3049 
1964 2902 1805 2940 :Z43 3183 
1965 2915 178& 2912 279 3191 
1966 3055 1917 3122 284 3406 
1967 2815 1743 2839 371 3210 
1968 2952 2131 3471 436 3907 
1969 3323 2113 3441 550 3991 
1970 3967 2558 4166 650 4816 
1971 4886 3166 5156 695 5851 
1972 4981 3057 4979 724 5703 
1973 4982 3059 4982 735 5717 
1974 4869 2990 4869 735 5604 
1975 4696 2883 4695 832 5527 

NOTE: The' 'Effective Complement" for police officer personnel is the estimated complement required to produce the' 'Daily Average On Duty" 
without persons working on assigned days off. Computation assumes normal average absenteeism at 104 days off, 20 days Yacation and 
holidays, 15 days sick, and 2 days administrative absences. 
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decade of the study period, could Ix: classified as a 
conservative organization with respect to change and 
innovation; during the second decade, it could clearly 
qualify as progressive. This does not mean that no inno­
vations were made before 1965. The department had 
assisted the Policemen's Association in arranging on.e of 
the early college education programs for in-service 
policemen, and would eventually provide tuition assist­
ance. The communications and records systems were 
probably well above average among police departments 
olf the nation. The department pioneered in the use of 
two-way "footmen" radios, and was among the first in 
this country to utilize canine teams. Manpower alloca­
tions to precincts according to workload factors were 
adopted while many cities were still operating on 
hunches. A feasibility study of computerization was 
begun in 1964, following closely behind the pioneering 
work of st. Louis and Chicago. 

The major emphasis of the department, however, was 
on the traditional. Because of its limited use of civilian 
employees, the department had a huge ratio of policemen 
in administrative and staff functions, where their duties 
were largely clerical. Innovative staff components such 
as planning units or field inspections were non-existent. 
The emphasis, appropriately, was on the line functions; 
but the upper management of the department was not 
organized so as to lend direction to that emphasis. There 
was no single official responsible for the patrol division, 
where most of the personnel were assigned and which 
was supposed to be the backbone of the department. The 
special anti-crime programs which were devised from 
time to time were invariably coordinated in the detective 
division, although the program activities were in patrol. 

The Senate District Committee, after a study of cor­
ruption and mismanagement in the police department, 
had in 1952 recommended a survey by a professional 
management consulting firm. The Board of Commis­
sioners elected instead to have it conducted by a commit­
tee consisting of the city management officer, the polic~ 
department Chief Clerk (administrative officer), and the 
executive director of the Washington Criminal Justice 
ASllOoiation (tho local oitizen orimo oommission). The 
survey was concluded and a report submitted in 1955. 
The survey was well conceived, but few of its concepts 
suggested would be adopted. By 1955, everyone be­
lieved that Chief Murray had largely eliminated corrup­
tion from the department; reported crime trends were 
markedly downward; the city was extremely pleased 
with police handling of traffic during a major transit 
strike that year. When Chief Murray signaled a reluc­
tance to make changes in a winning organization, no one 
objected, and the survey report was shelved. 

The orientation of the department was clearly toward 

crime reduction. It should be noted, how.:ver, that the 
reporting system for 1956 and 1957, when reported 
crime reached its record low, was not totally comparable 
with past (or with later) systems. Under pressure from 
U.S. Attorney Leo Rover, Chief Murray had instituted a 
systematic reclassification of "non-serious" assaults 
with dangerous weapons. When the 1956 reorganization 
of the Communications Center began to produce statisti­
cal reports of offenses such as stolen hubcaps, Chief 
Murray directed the statistical burea~\ to devise alterna­
tive procedures to elirriinate the reports. (Actually, Chief 
Murray's concern was not that reported offenses had 
increased, but that those minor offenses, virtually impos­
sible to solve, lowered the department's crime clearance 
ratio). Despite these deviations from "full" reporting, 
the notion is probably accurate that crime in the District 
during the mid-1950's was much lower than it had been 
over the preceding decade or has been since. 

Perhaps the greatest criticism which might be made of 
the police department at that time is that it did so little, 
internally, to cope with the added constraints of the 
MaUO/y ruling. It is easy to understand why Chief Mur­
ray chose initially to seek a change in the law: there was 
substantial sentiment in Congress for a change. But it is 
less easy to understand why, having lost the first attempt 
to change the statutes, the police department did little or 
nothing to reorganize its resources or train its personnel 
to cope with the effects of the ruling. 

The Mallory ruling was exclusively a constraint on 
criminal investigations. Yet, there was no significant 
shifting of police manpower into the investigatory func­
tion. Between fiscal years 1955 and 1965 the average 
number of policemen on duty each day increased by 389 
(28 percent); the daily average number assigned to crirri­
inal investigations increased by only 40 (21 percent). 
Indeed, from 1955 to 1960, the daily average manpower 
assigned to criminal investigations actually decreased by 
seven positions (4 percent). 

Nor did the department do enough to train its detec­
tives in investigative techniques which would rely less on 
arrests and confessions. The Metropolitan Police De­
partment, Eke most police agencies in the 1950'S, 
provided no formal course of instruction for criminal 
investigators, leaving their training to on-the-job experi­
ence. Early in 1958, Chief Murray asked U.S. Attorney' 
Oliver Gasch to arrange lecture sessions to inform uni­
formed and detective officials of the ramifications of the 
Mallory ruling. Transcripts of those lectures (and of a 
similar series in 1959 on search and seizure) were dis­
tributed to all officials of the department. Useful as these 
lectures were, however, they focused on the COnstraints 
of court rulings without imparting training in alternative 
processes of investigation. 
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In May 1958, the Judicial Conference of the District 
recommended more emphasis on police training. Chief 
Murray promised to reinstate the Police Academy (an 
advanced training course for experienced officers) and 
expressed his hope that the department might establish a 
training course for detectives and obtain funds to pay 
college tuition costs. The Police Academy was re­
instated, but was dropped again in 1961; the training 
course for detectives would be ,en years in formulation; 
and payment of college tuition would not occur until the 
college programs were near extinction in 1963. 

It is easy, in hindsight, to criticize the department for 
Investing so little of its resources in training. Actually, 
what now appear as meager efforts were probably well 
above average for police and other government agencies 
of that period. 

More serious was the practice of sending recruit offi­
cers to patrol duty after only two weeks of indoctrina­
tion. Some officers sent into the field under this system 
served one or more years on street patrol before complet­
ing the remaining thirteen weeks of recruit training .. 
When the Senate District Committee investigated this 
practice in 1963, there were 276 officers assigned to 
patrol who had only two weeks of formal training. This 
practice was the result-of Chief Murray's desire to keep 
as many officers as possible on patrol and because of the 
crampl:d training facilities available to the department. 
The Senate District Committee investigation caused the 
department to obtain classroom space in public schools 
during the summer vacation period in order to eliminate 
the recruit backlog. Later, arrangements were made to 
house the training facility temporarily in space at the 
V.S. Naval Station Annex, until a permanent facility 
could be constructed. 

The thrust for massive change in the police department 
came from President Johnson who announced, when 
appointing the Crime Commission on the District of 
Columbia, that he wanted "the best police force in the 
United States here in this Capital of our Nation ... or 
some fur is going to fly." The Crime Commission con­
tracted with the Intemational Association of Chiefs of 
Police for a management survey of the department; the 
IACP report and the Commission's own recommenda­
tions were accepted by President Johnson as "a blueprint 
for action. " The department moved toward almost com­
plete implementation. By mid-1969, all but seven of the 
forty-one recommendations in the chapter of the Crime 
Commission Report on the Metropolitan Police Depart­
ment had been implemented, and some of those were 
accomplished in later years. 

Improvements within the police department did not 
end with the Crime Commission/IACP recommenda­
tions. The viewpoint of the police administration 
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genuinely shifted from one of conservatism to one favor­
ing experimentation and change. As a result there was a 
continued effort to seek better organizational strategif"s. 
Formal training courses for supervisors and detectives 
were established, the recruit training curriculum was 
restructured around a "modular" concept, policewomen 
were assigned to full service police duty, and a variety of 
organizational changes were initiated, such as abolishing 
the traffic motorcycle unit and dispersing to the patrol 
division such specialists as juvenile, accident investiga­
tion, and canine corps officers. 

C. Polict~-Community Relations 

The NAACP filed charges against Chief Murray in 
1957, alleging that he practiced racial discrimination in 
appointments and promotions and that he condoned bru­
tality by police officers. The Metropolitan Police De­
partment, like the rest of the city govemment in the 
mid-1950s, was only gradually evolving out of pattems 
of past segregation. (Restaumnts, theaters, and other 
public places of entertainment were segregated in Wash­
ington until 1951; the school system was segregated until 
the 1954 Supreme Court ruling.) Blacks had been on the 
police force since at least 1869. They often achieved 
detective rank and occasionally had become supervisors; 
one black had reached the rank of lieutenant. But through 
informal processes, blacks were systematically excluded 
from many beats and from a few precincts. As with most 
city govemment agencies, the police department did not 
hire blacks, except as messenger and custodial personnel 
for most of its headquarters offices. 

These barriers were just beginning to fall in 1957, 
when the NAACP filed its charges. In the context of 
those times, it is unsurprising that the NAACP was 
unable to prove a case of racial discrimination against the 
police department. The V.S. Department of Justice 
found no evidence of use of undue force by policemen; 
the Board of Commissioners found that the charges 
against Chief Murray were not sustained, and it reas­
serted its confidence in the police chief and in the de­
partment. 

Precincts where blacks had never been assigned Wei'\; 
now integrated, and some progressive precinct 
commanders began persuading policemen to ride as inte­
grated scout car teams. (However, Chief Murray in 1963 
ordered one district inspector called in for counseling 
after he had directed his subordinates to integrate their 
scout car assignments.) There also was a gradual in­
crease in the ratio of black police officers in the depart­
ment, from 11 percent in 1957 to 14 percent in 1961 and 
about 20 percent by 1966; however, it is unch:~ar whether 
this derived from policy changes in recruitment of ffom 
,'hanging racial composition of the city and thus of the 
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labor market. At least one headquarters office had no 
black employees until 1968. 

A program of police-community relations for the city 
did not develop until 1962, when the Commissioners' 
District Crime Council, after conducting hearings in each 
of the fourteen police precincts, reported that the one 
need on which all agreed was better liaison between the 
,community and the police. A principal recommendation 
\\Vas the formation of citizen advisory councils at the 
precinct level to be coordinated by a city-wide advisory 
council to the chief of police. Chief Murray readily 
implemented the precinct advisory councils; Commis­
sioner Tobriner, overruling Murray's objections, later 
appointed an Advisory Committee to the Chief of Police 
on Police-Comrnunity Relations. 

The Chief's advisory committee almost immediately 
examined the review process for citizen complaints 
against police officers. It recommended a procedure (pat­
terned on a proposal by the National Capital Area Civil 
Liberties Union) whereby cases of police misconduct 
would go before a trial board consisting of two lawyers 
and one police official, instead of the two police officials 
and one civilian lawyer under the existing process. The 
Commissioners took a middle course, expanding the 
Complaint Review Board and strengthening its proc­
esses, but keeping control over police discipline under 
the Chief of Police and the Board of Commissioners. 

The advisory committee also encouraged the depart­
ment to examine programs for police-community rela­
tions in St. Louis and Philadelphia, with the result that 
Chief Murray, in September 1964, established a 
Police-Community Relations Unit in the department. It 
would be several years, however, before the unit would 
be accepted by rank and file members of the force. 
Although it was commanded by experienced, senior 
police officials, they were viewed as outsiders. In the 
recruit training course, community relations lectures had 
a reputation for causing rather than diminishing racial 
fTiction among the recruits, until the lecturers were re­
placed by professional training contractors. 

The City Council held extensive hearings in 1968 on 
matters of police-community relations, but discovered 
that authority for organization and control or the police 
department was vested by law in the Mayor-Com­
missioner. The Council could and did revise the 
rules governing use of firearms or deadly force by the 
police~ But in mallers relating to ndghborhood control, 
integrating scout cars and other assignments, and or­
ganizing police trial boards, the Council could only 
adopt advisory resolutions. Mayor Washington deferred 
action on the recommendations. Sevl~ral factors may 
a~GQlmt for the delay. First, community \~ontrol of police 
had been suggested elsewhere but had not. been adopted; 

a proposal to establish a strong complaint review board 
in New York City had failed in a referendum. Second, 
the House District Colmmittee, viewing with alarm th.e 
proposals for neighborhood control of the police; had 
begun hearings on a bill to establish a congressionally 
appointed Commissioll1er of Police, which would have 
terminated city government control over the police de­
partment. (There were precedents in Atlanta, Baltimore, 
Boston, Jacksonville, Kansas City, and St. Louis for 
limiting or eliminating city government control of the 
local police department.) Third, a Presidential election 
was imminent in which the incumbent was not a candi­
date; there was a strong possibility that the next President 
would appoint a new city government. 

Director of Safety lPatrick Murphy disbanded the Ad­
visory Committee to the Chief of Police on Police­
Community Relations. He established instead a Public 
Safety Community Relations Committee, When Murphy 
left to accept a federal post, this committee was left in 
abeyance. Some advocates of the idea later tried to re­
vive it as a reconstitluted Advisory Committee to the 
Chief of Police. However, my own view was that a 
broadly based advismy committee of uncompensated 
citizens could not be e},pected to operate effectively on a 
long-term basis unless they were given real authority 
over matters of interest to them. Being unwilling to 
relinquish the kind of iauthority which would sustain a 
city-wide group, I prefe\rred to concentrate on developing 
advisory councils at the patrol district level, where there 
did exist the kind of cClllcrete issues and problems for 
which citizen input could be influential. 

By the time this decision was made in 1971, the issue 
of police community nelations had significantly di­
minished in Washington. Responsible community lead­
ers were no longer calling for neighborhood control of 
the police or for exclusion of police officers from their 
neighborhoods. The urbal,1 turmoil of the 1960's was 
past. Significantly, repOIted crime, which had reached its 
peak during the height of ithe turmoil, was also notice­
ably reduced. 

D. Political Control 01lfer the Police 

The police department, throughout the pedod of this 
study, was distinctly a creature of the city government. 
With a few unimportant exceptions, all functions and 
authority of the Chief' of.Poll\ce and the department were 
vested in the Board of Conlmissioners and,. later, the 
Mayor-Commissioner. The P!ractice of thethree-member 
Board of Commissioners was to divide executive super­
vision of the various depart!\l1ents among themselves, 
with the police and fire depattments traditionally under 
the board president. Personal Istyle, as much as anything 
else, determined how closely he controlled these depart-

33 



ments. Commissioners McLaughlin and Tobriner seem 
to have exercised rather firm control over the police, at 
least until 1965. . 

From 1965 to 1967, however, substantial influence 
over police administration-at least at the staff level­
emanated from the Justice Department and the White 
House. Innovations such as scooters for police patrol, 
executive and supervisory training programs, and highly 
visible markings for scout cars were developed and im­
posed on the department by the Crime Commission staff 
and that of the Office of Law Enforcement Assistance. A 
police department legal advisor was instituted after the 
issue was taken by the Justice Department to Stephen J. 
Pollack, the President's Advisor for National Capital 
Affairs. 

There prevails a belief that under the commissioner 
form of government the Congress exercised considerable 
control over police operations. My observation at the 
time, and now looking back, is that the degree of con­
gressional control has been overestimated. The Commis­
sioners prohibited investigative arrests despite strong 
congressional objections. And Policemen's Association 
lobbying against reorganization of the police department 
was futile, despite strong opposition to reorganization in 
the House District Committee. 

ChiefMulTay stated in 1955 that, while Congressmen 
sometimes made recommendations regarding promo­
tions, they always went alor g with his insistence that 
promotions be made on ment. It was not unusual for 
promotions to be legislated in the pol:ne department 
budget, until the practice was dropped in 1962, but 
apparently even those promotions were made with the 
conCUlTence of Chief MUlTay. My own experience with 
congressional recommendations for promotion was that 
they were usually intended to impress a constituent 
rather than the appointing authority. 

In theory, the Commissioners might have been able to 
construct a more centralized form of government which 
would have insulated the police chief altogether. It is 
doubtful that Congress would have tokrated such an 
arrangement. In any event, the seeming independence of 
the police chief was often useful to the Commissioners 
and to others. When President Johnson submitted the 
1967 Distrkt Government Reorganization Flan to Con­
gress, he made a point of noting the endorsement of the 
police chief. Similarly, Chaimlan Diggs of the House 
District Committee would solicit a letter from the chief in 
support of Home Rule legislation in 1973. 

An effort was made, following the 1967 reorganiza­
tion of the city government, to centralize control over the 
District government both operationally and with regard 
to congressional liaison. Numerous depfu"tments were to 
be centralized under a few "super" heads, who would 

34 

have offices in the District Building accessible to the 
Mayor-Commissioner. The Office of Public Safety 
(composed of the police, fire, and civil defense func­
tions) was to be one of these. All interchange with 
Congress was to be channeled through the "super" 
heads or at least reported to them. This scheme assumed, 
erroneously, that the congressionai committees either 
wanted to be relieved of detailed. overi:.tght of District 
matters or would tolerate being cut off from sources of 
detailed information. The assumption was wrong: the 
Congress insisted on continuing to hear from heads of the 
more important departments. 

When Congress abolished the position of Director of 
Public Safety, the police department became, much as it 
had been before, a subordinate but decentralized unit 
of the government. Our quasi-independence was strength­
ened by the understandbg between Mayor Washington 
and me that, despite his reservations regarding the 
Nixon Administration legislative proposals, I was free to 
testify according to my own views. 

The relationship of the Nixon Administration and the 
police department can be described as symbiotic. Reduc­
ing crime in the District was an important political issue, 
and President Nixon expected the police department to 
carry the brunt of the effort until his legislative proposals 
could be enacted and implemented. As reported crime 
began to decline, it was politically advantageous for the 
President to announce the decreases from the White 
House (as President Johnson had done in 1966), some­
times with "photo opportunities" of the President with 
the Mayor and the police chief. In return, the President 
made it clear that he supported the department with his 
visit to police headquarters, with letters commending 
crime reductions, with telephone calls to widows of 
police officers killed, with invitations to police medal 
wInners to visit the White House. The direct Jines of 
communication between the White House and the police 
chief produced the classic result of violating the principle 
of unity of command: the independence of the police 
department was greatly reinforced. 

E. Evolutions of Police Morale 

Morale is easy enough to define (willingness to per­
form assigned tasks, confidence, cheerfulness, and dis­
cipline) but very difficult to quantify. Without question, 
at the outset of the period studied, the Metropolitan 
Police Department had high morale-with good reason, 
Handling of traffic during the transit strike in 1955 
brought widespread approbation and support from the 
community; significant improvements in salary scales 
and personnel benefits followed quickly. Workload did 
not exceed the capacity of the department, and reported 
crime was at a record low. 
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It may be that morale began to decline in 1957 or 
1958, as the police chief and other senior officials began 
to hammer at the notion that the police were shackled by 
the Mallory ruling. Morale certainly could not have been 
improved by the assignment of hundreds of partially 
trained recruits to patrol duty, nor by congressional 
rhetoric castigating the city for a supposedly high crime 
rate. Police salaries and benefits were maintained at a 
level comparable to most cities and exceeding many. 
However, because salary increases had to progress 
through the Congress, they usually came later than those 
of other government employees. The increases invari­
ably were made retroactive, but delays of as long as a 
year were not helpful to police attitudes. 

A major problem of the department during the early 
1960's was a gradual deterioration in the quality and 
condition of its physical facilities and equipment. Poor 
maintenance of police buildings and equipment was cited 
by the 1966 Crime Commission as a contributor to low­
ered morale. The Crime Commission also noted that 
police officers complained of judicial decisions freeing 
dangerous criminals, of citizen apathy, of comm unity 
toleration of vice activities. More important, great dis­
satisfaction was expressed over the caliber of departmen­
tal leaders~jip and over unrealistic training and promotion 
practices. The Commission concluded that morale of the 
Metropolitan Police Department was poor. 

Similar conclusions were reached by the national 
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice and by a consultant to the House District Commit­
tee. Senator Byrd (D.-W.Va.) also concluded that 
morale was poor after taking statements from a large 
number of police officers. Perhaps even more revealing 
were two separate instances of police applicants inquir­
ing of patrol officers about the job and being told: "You 
don't want to work here." 

How much (or whether) Metropolitan Police Depart­
ment morale was worse than that of other central cities is 
difficult to judge. Cities across the nation were ex­
periencing the same recruitment and retentiqnproblems 
as the District. The Crime Commission noted the District 
had an unusually high resignation rate; however, because 
police resignations tend to occur in the first two years of 
serviGe, this may have r08uItcd from the facl that the 
force had so greatly increased in size in the preceding 
years. 

As indicated by the Crime Commission, there were a 
number of factors contributing to low police morale. 
However, the dominant complaint was that the city gov­
ernment and the department did not "support" officers 
in the performance of their duty. (Senator Byrd made this 
point strongly at the hearings on the 1968 District 
budget.) It is probably no coincidence that a dominant 

theme of the Johnson Administration, of the various 
Crime Commissions, and of the news media after 1964 
was that the solution to the crime problem was to be 
found in "improving" the police. The police service 
undoubtedly needed some improving, but in repetition 
that theme became translated from constructive criticism 
to blame. Even the beneficial changes in the police de­
partment had the appearance of being-and in large 
measure were-imposed on the department by outsiders. 

The efforts of the Administration to inject new leader­
ship by appointing a Director of Public Safety produced a 
brief honeymoon period. The policemen's Association 
gave the Mayor and the Director of Public Safety a 
standing ovation in December. By February, however, 
they saw the freshly evolving changes as new threats 
imposed by an outsider, and the association claimed that 
Director Murphy had caused department morale to 
plummet to an all-time low. This attitude also proved 
transitory. Murphy insisted that senior police officials get 
out from behind their desks and into the streets, where 
they could directly supervise and support their men. The 
April 1968 riots brought this policy to fruition. By May, 
the Policemen's Association leaders were publicly say­
ing morale was again high because of the backing the 
men were getting from officials of the city government 
and the police department. 

There were numerous incidents through the remainder 
of 1968 which might have been expected to damage 
police morale. The "justifiable homicide" resolution of 
the Black United Front, the attack of the Democratic 
Central Committee on the police chief, the City Council 
recommendations on police-community relations-any 
of these could have been expected to distress street police 
officers. Somehow, though, the worst seemed to be over. 
Mayor Washington habitually responded to such attacks 
with statements of support of the police. Enactment by 
Congress of strong anti-crime legislation was a clear 
signal of the mood of the Congress. Furthermore, from 
1970 onward, the incumbent President was repeatedly 
telling the department how effectively it was performing, 
not how much it needed improvement. 

F. Police Recruitment 

Recruitment was a problem through most of the two 
decades of the period studied. The reasoll~ were many, 
ranging from a lower birth rate during the Depression 
and World War II to the demands of the military draft, 
increased entry of youth into college, lessened interest of 
youth in job security, decreased respect for the police by 
the clients they served, and increasing numbers of police 
positions in an already short labor supply. Omy with 
respect to the last. of these was the District unusual 
among cities. Repeatedly. tpedepartment woy!g p!} glQ5e . 
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to its authorized complement, only to have new positions 
authorized for the force, thus creating new vacancies. 

Difficulty with recruitment of blacks was a problem 
for many years. Partly this was because black applicants 
scored disproportionately lower than whites on the U.S. 
Civil Service Commission entrance examination. A more 
important reason, however, may have been that blacks 
did not believe the department to be sincere in its efforts 
to recruit from the black population. For many years, the 
recruitment efforts of the department were directed to­
wards nearby states, particularly those with high levels 
of unemployment. Relatively little was done locally until 
1967, when the demands of Chairman Byrd of the Senate 
Subcommittee on District Appropriations led the de­
partment to establish walk-in examination facilities for 
applicants at various locations around the city. The ap­
pointment of a black Mayor-Commissioner in 1967 
helped. Also important was the 1969-70 program for 
involving black community leaders and organizations in 
the recruitment process. The program did not produce a 
large number of direct recruitments; however, it sent an 
unmistakable signal to potential black applicants that the 
department was serious in trying to achieve minority 
recruitment. 

Obtaining a higher ratio of black recruits had its ben­
efits and its problems. As the racial mixture of the patrol 
force reached the half-way point, complaints diminished 
from the black community of a predominantly white 
"occupation army" from the suburbs. (Actually, for 
economic reasons, many of the newly hired blacks also 
lived in the suburbs, but that fact was not so readily 
apparent to residents of their beats.) On the other hand, 
veteran members of the force were convinced that re­
cruitment standards had been lowered. Since 1948 the 
entrance examination had a passing score of forty correct 
answers to eighty questions, but many members of the 
department were convinced that the pass-fail level had 
been lowered to accomodate blacks. Senator Byrd, con­
ducting hearings on a police supplemental appropriation 
in 1970, was presented by the Policemen's Association 
with exampies of poor-quality recruits. 

(They Were mostly examples of several years past, not 
pertinent to recruitment practices at that time.) OI!~ 

senior member of the House of Representatives privately 
warned me that widespread hiring of black policemen 
would leave the whites defenseless 11 blacks decided to 
overthrow the government. 

The racial composition of the force indeed changed 
dramatically, from 21 percent black in 1968 to 42 per­
cent by 1975. The hiring of thousands of recruits over a 
few years period also lowered the level of maturity and 
experience of police personnel. From an average of 
thirty-five years old and elev~n yel!!'S' ~x~ri~nQe in 
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1966, the average dropped to thirty years old and seven 
years' experience in 1970. For a period it was common 
to find a probationary (first-year) police officer as the 
"senior" partner for a "less experienced" recruit. 

But there were significant, if intangible benefits from 
the influx of large numbers of young officers who had 
come to serve a city, knowing when they came that they 
would be expected to respond to the community senti­
ment", of a predominantly black population. 

G. Crime Fighting Strategies 

It would be incorrect to imply that, at any time during 
the two decades, the police department was uninterested 
in crime reduction as an objective. Even in 1955, When 
reported crime was relatively low, the police administra­
tion took the opportunity of using policemen working 
overtime for the transit strike to bolster anti-crime patrols 
on weekends when there was no serious transit or traffic 
problem. 

But the strategies for achieving crime reduction varied 
over time and were sometimes ambivalent and some­
times contradictory. Before the Mallory ruling of 1957, 
the clear objective of the department was to seek reduc­
tions in reported crime, and to achieve this objective 
through increased uniformed police patrols; hence an 
increase to 2,500 men was obtained. Following Mallory, 
the casual observer might have thought that the primary 
strategy for crime prevention rested on clearance of caseS 
through the interrogation of suspects. Yet three detective 
officials appointed to find solutions to the perceived 
growth of the crime problem had no suggestion other 
than a bolstering of the patrol force. 

The contradiction became greater. The police chief 
continued to insist that the solution to the crime problem 
was legislation to overturn the Mallory ruling. At the 
same time, the police department believed sufficiently in 
the efficacy of street patrol as a crime preventive measure 
to reduce the recruit training program to a two-week 
indoctrination, in order to supplement the patrol force 
with new men. 

In practical terms, the 1963 prohibition of investiga­
tive arrests probably had far greater impact than Mallory 
on c:rimin1l1 investiglltions. However, it was harder to 
argue against. The Mallory ruling had been based on an 
easily debatable interpretation of the Federal Rules 
of Criminal Procedures; the ban 011 investigative arrests 
was based on rather clearcut Constitutional grounds, 
Moreover, the Mallory ruling was imposed by the courts, 
with which the police chief could freely argue, while the 
ban on investigative arrests came from the Board of 
Commissioners-his direct organizational supervisor. 

A major impact of the Mallory ruling on police de­
partment strategy was in th., signals the depat1ment sent 
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when it published crime reports. Police officials began to 
express a pessimistic attitude as reported crime began to 
increase during the late 1950's; they might just as easily 
have made the point that most of the increase was in 
property crimes. Furthermore, police officials knew that 
the 1958 decision to allocate manpower to precincts on 
the basis of workload had generated improved crime 
reporting, which accounted for much of the reported 
crime increases in 1959 and 1960, but this factor was not 
reported to the public. 

In a sense, the department was a prisoner of its legisla­
tive objectives. The position of t~e police chief was that 
Mallory had impaired police operations to such an extent 
that rising crime was inevitable. Therefore, explaining 
the increases of reported crime in terms of improved 
reporting or national trends would have been cowlter-
productive. , 

An important by-product of the attitude that the police 
could not combat crime without legislative assistance 
was that senior and middle level officials were relieved 
of any pressure for producing crime reductions or for 
preventing further increases. When Mr. Murphy was 
appointed Director of Public Safety in 1967, one of his 
first questions was whether a precinct commander had 
ever lost his command for failure to control crime within 
his area. The truth is that precinct commanders had no 
motive other than their own initiative to reduce crime. 
From 1955 through 1967, a total of fifty-three captains 
had held command among the fourteen precincts. Forty­
three of them continued to hold precinct command until 
promoted to ins~ctor rank, or until laterally transferred 
to a staff assignment where promotion was assured; nine 
remained in precinct command until retired from the 
department. Only one captain was laterally transferred 
from precinct command because of dissatisfaction with 
his performance, and the dissatisfaction in that case was 
not because of failure to reduce crime. 

At least five of the nine precinct commanders who 
retired as captain had been in grade for many years and 
often passed over for promotion by younger men; they 
were beyond likelihood of promotion, no matter how 

. long they remained. But no one in the department be­
lieved that their retention in gmc;!~ had anything to do 
with failure to reduce or to combat crime. The asswnp­
tion was that any of them could have retained his precinct 
command for as long as he chose to remain with the 
department. 

It was March 1968 before any concerted effort was 
made to shift police captains among the precinct com­
mands and staff assignments in an effort to develop new 
leadership pattenls in the department. However, the 
events following the assassination of Dr. Martin Luther 
King so grel!l:1y 1!ff~~ted ~rime trends and pattorns in the 

city that measurement of the effect of those changes is 
unfeasible. (Additionally, because of the wide variation 
of workload among the fourteen precincts, it was very 

difficult to hold various precinct commanders to even a 
vaguely similar level of accountability.) 

Reported crime continued to increase throughQut 1968 
and 1969. Court backlogs, built up during the 1968 
disorders, were increasing rather than decreasing; serious 
offenders were being released to the streets under the 
Bail Reform Act for long-delayed trials; heroin use was 
nearing an epidemic peak and no effective treatment 
programs were available. Legislation and appropriation 
proposals to deal with these problems were progressing 
slowly through Congress. As chief of police, I was 
speaking at every opportunity to citizens' groups, to 
congressional committees, and to media audiences on 
the need for legislative action to provide court reorgani­
zation and pre-trial detention as solutions to the crime 
problems of the city. 

The legislation I sought was different from that rec­
ommended by my predecessors; still, as they had, 1 saw 
legislative reform of the criminal justice system as the 
fundamental need to combat crime. 

However, I was perplexed that, with almost unlimited 
police manpower, we had been unable to prevent crime 
increases. In November 1969, I called together the patrol 
district commanders and other senior police officials to 
argue that we should at least have been able to hold crime 
at its existing level. Their response was a repetition of 
my own public statements: crime could not be con­
trolled without court reorganization, elimination of 
trial backlogs, pre-trial detention for dangerous offend­
ers, and effective narcotics treatment programs. Mulling 
over their (or rather our) attitudes for several weeks, I 
came to the conclusion that somehow a sense of responsi­
bility for crime control had to be instilled in the police de­
partment, and that responsibility for crime reduction had 
to be fixed in a few officials who could reasonably 
be held accountable. 

The district inspectors, who were the local command­
ers of the patrol force, were the logical candidates. Those 
six officials controlled half the manpower resources of 
the department. By fixing the responsibility at their level, 
rather than on either of their direct superiors, the task 
was spread among six officials rather than given to only 
one; therefore, failures of one or more of them could be 
offset by the remainder. Moreover, there were then 
twenty-two inspector rank positions in the department. A. 
district inspector who failed to accomplish a perhaps 
unreasonable mandate to reduce crime could be shifted to 
another assignment without loss of rank or pay. The 
following summer, however, I learned that there Was less 
eoveting 9f district command than r had supposed. After 

37 



two of the six district commanders had been moved to 
other assignments and two others had elected to retire, I 
found myself offering district commands to staff unit 
inspectors who responded that they preferred to be left 
where they were. 

Thereafter, I undertook a deliberate program to in­
crease the prestige of the district commanders, beginning 
with cancelling for most staff inspectors the privilege of 
using their police department automobiles for commut­
ing to and from work. The district commanders were 
included as a visible component of every significant 
event involving the police department. When the Presi­
dent visited police headquarters in October 1970, care 
was taken that he was personally introduced to each of 
the district inspectors. In September 1971, personal let­
ters from the President were obtained, thanking the vet­
eran district inspectors and their men for their role in 
reducing crime. And in April 1972, when a group of 
police officers was invited to the White House to meet 
with the President, the district inspectors were included 
as prominent participants. 

A continuing question was whether the pressure on 
district inspectors to reduce crime would lead to underre­
porting of offenses rather than actual reductions. Within 
a week after the newspapers reported my mandate to 
district inspectors, a senior member of the local Demo­
cratic organization visited my office to accuse me of 
scheming to do just that. I assured him that my intention 
was to obtain actual, not falsified reductions. Six months 
later, while in my office on other business, he told me 
that he had informally checked with his friends around 
town and the consensus was that crime was perceptibly 
reduced in their neighborhoods. 

An audit of the crime statistics for fiscal years 1970, 
1971, and 1972 by the accounting firm of Ernst and Ernst 
reported that, while some reporting errors were discov­
ered in each year, the error rate had diminished rather 
than increased. Further, the auditors showed that Crime 
Index offenses had decreased substantially from 1970 
through 1972 in both department reports ea decrease of 
34 percent) and in reports adjusting for the errors (a 
decrease of 38 percent). Comparisons based on the 
Washington Post' 'Crime and Justice" column indicated 
that serious crimes were more than halved from 
November 1969 through August 1972. The information 
for the column was derived mainly from the police tele­
type system, which was readily accessible to news report­
ers for comparison with radio dispatches'. Finally, 
LEAA victimization studies based on 1973 data tended 
to support the conclusion that crime in Washington, by 
that year, was lower than for all but one of thirteen cities 
of comparable size. The study did not undertake to de­
terminG validity of crime reporting in th~ thirteen cities, 
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but the low rank order of Washington in victimization 
studies tended to suggest that its crime reporting was as 
good or better than that of most of the cities compared. 

Incentives or pressure on patrol officials and patrol 
officers will certainly lead to some efforts to downgrade 
crime reports. At the very least, it can be expected that 
patrol officers under pressure to reduce crime will be 
more skeptical when taking borderline reports. One dis­
trict inspector reported to me that, on looking back 
through his crime report files, he had discovered numer­
ous questionable classifications-vandalism reported as 
burglary, larceny reported as robbery-in the period 
when patrol officers had no incentive except to write and 
file the reports and their sergeants were careless in their 
review. 

Much more significant than crime statistics are the 
benefits of changing the outlook of the police force. It is 
important that the attitude of "Why would you live in a 
crime-ridden neighborhood like this?" be replaced by a 
concept of police responsibility for reducing crime. It is 
important that the police believe that, despite faults of 
the other elements of the criminal justice system, they 
can achieve much in crime suppression. 

The fundamental question is one of balance-how to 
motivate police to treat crime reduction as a most impor­
tant objective without leading to widespread underreport­
ing. To some extent the balance can be enhanced by field 
inspections, which should discover clear abuses, and 
inspections can be reinforced by constraints when neces­
sary. Not only were district inspectors removed from 
their commands after 1969 for failure to reduce crime; 
one district inspector was removed for engaging in prac­
tices (such as ordering that larceny reports not be entered 
on the records without review by a detective) which were 
likely to generate widespread reporting abuses. 

Essentially, the crime reduction strategy of the police 
department from late 1969 onward, was based on the 
patrol division districts. Gradually, there was a shifting 
of field operations resOurces from the specialist divisions 
into the patrol districts. The field juvenile officers were 
sent to the district stations, then placed under direct 
control of the district inspectors. Next, the Canine Corps 
man-dog teams were transferred to the districts, as were 
the Traffic Accident Investigation officers and, finally, 
the dismounted motorcycle officers. Had it not been for 
political demonstrations and outbreaks of urban disor­
ders, most of the personnel of the Special Operations 
Division would also have been transferred to the patrol 
districts. 

The logical conclusion is that only the patrol division 
should have a large complement of personnel. The Crim­
inal Investigations Division and the Special Operations 
Division might have substantial complements to perform 



special field operations tasks, and also to provide some 
staff-type services for patrol; the Traffic Division and the 
Youth Division should perform mostly as staff-type sup­
port units to the field operations bureau. Decentralization 
of the field operations function, with incentives for per­
formance by district inspectors, appeared as the ideal 
mode of operation if the primary objective is crime 
suppression. 

H. Summary 
• The effective personnel complement of the police 

department more than doubled over the period of 
this study, reaching its peak in 1971. 

• The principal proponents of an increased police 
force were congressional leaders and, after 1965, 
White Bouse policy makers. Officials of the city 
government, including the police chiefs, were gen­
erally lukewarm to notions that a significantly in­
creased police force was the answer to growing 
crime problems. 

• Some relationship can be inferred between the 
police department personnel complement and re­
ported crime trends; however, similar relationships 
can be inferred between crime trends and other 
factors such as prison population and heroin abuse. 

• The police chief and other senior police officials 
claimed that the 1957 Mallory ruling severely ham­
pered criminal investigations and predicted crime 
increases as a consequence. Nevertheless, little ef­
fort was made to strengthen the investigations proc­
ess with additionaI manpower or sophisticated train­
ing. 

• Despite the lukewarm attitude of the police chief 
toward incicases in personnel authorizations, the 

department assigned many police recruits to bolster 
the patrol function without adequate training. 

• Increasing the number of police personnel and 
"improving" the force was a major thrust of Presi­
dent Johnson's anti-crime policy for the District. 
Consequently, the city and the department pro­
ceeded vigorously to implement the police-relat· 
ed recommendations of the President's Crime 
Commission. 

• Police-community relations were a problem in 
Washington, particularly during the 1960's. The 
police department clearly was not blameless in 
these matters but, on balance, it seems likely that 
the conflicts were as much or more a product of the 
times than of departmental actions. 

• Although rnoraIe cannot be quantified, it is apparent 
that police morale in Washington was relatively 
high during the 1950's, declined during the 1960's 
to a low point about 1968, and recovered con­
siderably thereafter. There is a possibility, how­
ever, that local police morale followed the national 
trend of policemorale"j'n large c.ities. 

• Police recruiting was a problem in Washington, as 
in many other large cities, until about 1971. Efforts 
to show a genuine interest in recruiting blacks to the 
police force produced significant results, both in the 
ratio of blacks hired and in police-community 
relations. 

• The police department expressed continuing public 
concern over high levels of crime after 1957, but no 
indications can be found before 1969 of executive 
pressure on middle managers to control crime 
within their areas of responsibility. 
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CHAPTER V. CHANGES IN THE COURTS 

A. The Court System Before 1970 

For most of the period studied, Washington was served 
by a unique, local-federal judiciary. The U.S. District 
Court had original jurisdiction over all felonies and in­
dictable misdemeanors committed in the city. (It had 
jurisdiction over aJl other misdemeanors as well, but in 
practice they were tried in the local courts.) This federal 
jurisdiction over what would be state offenses in most 
communities was based upon the concept that crime in 
the District of Columbia was an offense against the 
United States. 

At the beginning of the period, the most important 
local court was the Municipal Court, which had been 
created by Congress in 1942. It was an "inferior court" 
with original jurisdiction over all offenses against the 
United States not punishable by imprisonment in the 
penitentiary, and over all offenses against the ordinances 
and regulations of the District of Columbia. In 1962, its 
name was changed to the Court of General Sessions. It is 
noteworthy that, aithough this was Washington's most 
important local court, it had no jurisdiction to try felony 
cases-at least not as felonies. 

The Municipal Court of Appeals was established as an 
intermediate agency to hear appeals from the local 
courts. In 1962 its name was changed to the District 
Court of Appeals. Its judgments could be reviewed by 
the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals, which also heard 
appeals from the U.S. District Court. 

Throughout the period, the office of the U.S. Attorney 
directed the prosecution of all felonies and serious mis­
demeanors committed in the city. The Corporation 
Counsel prosecuted violations of traffic regulations, vio­
lations of municipal ordinances, and other minor 
offenses. UpGft arrest, an offendet charged with a mIs­
demeanor waS supposed to be brought "without delay" 
before the Court of General Sessions. Those charged 
with felonies were supposed to be brought before the 
U.S. Commissioner or a General Sessions judge' 'with­
out unnecessary delay," to determine if there was suffi­
cient evidence to hold the accused for grand jury action. 

The U.S. Attorney would then screen police reports 
and arrest records to decide whether a case merited 
prosecution. His options were to prepare "papers" for 
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presenting the case, to "no paper" it (dismiss the case 
before any formal judicial proceedings were brought), or 
to reduce certain felony charges to misdemeanors for 
prosecution. 

It was within the context of this court system that the 
issues and problems developed. 

B. Effects of Appeals Court Decisions 

District of Columbia criminal trials were conducted 
under federal appellate court jurisdiction. Consequently 
the local courts, prosecutors, and police were accus­
tomed to operating under the federal exclusionary rule 
long before Mapp v. Ohio extended the concept to the 
state courts. Their acquaintance, however, did nothing to 
lessen police dismay when the Supreme Court delivered 
its Mallory ruling in 1957 (see Chapter 4). It is interest­
ing to speculate whether a more responsive reaction by 
police and prosecutors might have slowed the tendency 
of the U.S. Circuit Court toward increasingly restrictive 
rulings on the questioning of suspects. 

As the Circuit Court extended Mallory-particularly 
in Killough v. United States in 1962-concern developed 
even among moderates on the subject. In 1966, the 
President's Commission on Crime in the District of Co­
lumbia endeavored to analyze the effects of the Mallory 
rule on the city. By this time, the issues surrounding 
police Interrogation of persons in custody had been 
further clouded by Supreme Court rulings in Escobedo v. 
Illinois and Miranda v. Arizona which limited such ques­
tioning on constitutional grounds. 

After examining the limited facts available for 
analysis, the Crime Commission found that even under 
Mallory limitations, police interrogations did play an 
important role in law enforcement, and the presence or 
absence of a statement Of confession did affect the out­
come of criminal prosecutions. The Commission noted, 
however, that it had beew unable to find satisfactory 
proof of a causal relati10llship between the increasing 
crime rate and restraints on police interrogations. It rec­
ommended legislation to authorize specified police ac­
tivities within a "reasonable" time before the arrested 
person was presented to a committing magistrate, pro­
vided there was strict conformity with the Miranda deci~ 
sion, and provided that the defendant agreed to the delay 
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after being apprised of his rights to prompt arraignment 
and release on bail. 

The Congress enacted a provision in Public Law 
90-226 (approved December 27, 1967) conforming to 
the recommendation of the Crime Commission. Title III 
of that statute provided that an arrested person could be 
questioned for up to three hours, following arrest and 
before presentment, if advised of and accorded his rights 
under applicable law regarding the interrogation. 

Six months later, in Title II of the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, Congress pro­
vided, in essence, that any confession should be admis­
sible in evidence, if voluntarily given. The trial judge 
was to determine voluntariness after considering such 
factors as the time between arrest and arraignment, 
whether the defendant knew the nature of the crime 
charged, whether he had been advised that he was not 
required to make a statement and that he had a right to 
counsel, and whether he was without counsel prior to 
questioning and the giving of the confession. If the 
confession were determined to be otherwise voluntary, 
delay in arraignment of up to six hours was not to 
invalidate the confession. Delay beyond six hours was 
left to judgment of the trial court. These provisions 
applied in any criminal prosecution brought by the 
United States or the District of Columbia. 

By 1968, however, there was a greater problem than 
appellate decisions restricting questioning of persons 
under arrest. Criminal trial backlogs Were enormous and 
were increasing. 

C. Backlogs in the Trial Courts 

A statistically sound comparison of court workloads, 
backlogs, and trial delays over the period examined 
would require more time and resources than are available 
tc this study. Court workload depends not only on num­
bers and types of cases, but also on such factors as 
prosecutor charging practices, availability and compe­
tence of defense attorneys, pre-trial release requirements 
and practices, and evidentiary requirements. Moreover, 
the data bases do not always reveal the entire problem. 
(For example, felony trial delay is often measured from 
time of indictment to time of verdict-but added to that 
time may be several weeks from arrest to indictment and 
several more from vt!rdiQt to s()ntencing.) Furthermore, 
the reorganization of the courts following the 1970 legis­
lation makes the data extremely difficult to compare. 

In any event, the growth of court backlogs and delays 
prior to the remedial legislation of 1970 was so enormous 
that precise data are unnecessary. Growing court 
backlogs first became evident in the Juvenile Court. 
Early in 1957, a subcommittee of the House District 
Committee approved legislation to add a second judge to 

the Juvenile Court, having heard witnesses testify to the 
spiraling caseload. The full committee kept the legisla­
tion bottled up. Finally, in 1962, Congress enacted legis­
lation to add both a second and a third judge to the 
Juvenile Court. 

Recognition of the growing backlog and delay in adult 
criminal trials was slower to come, and solutions were 
harder to d~,velop. In 1965 Chief Judge John Lewis 
Smith, Jr., reported that the crush of civil caSes in the 
Court of General Sessions had the effect of slowing trial 
of criminal jury cases. Judge Smith noted that defense 
attorneys were exploiting the situation to "shop" for 
lenient judges or to "wear out" government witnesses. 
The same year, in his message to Congress on Needs of 
the Nation's C:apital, President Johnson noted that' 'local 
criminal courts are so overloaded that their image is 
tarnished, their functioning impeded, and their effective­
ness weakened." 

It is doubtful, however, that anyone really com­
prehended how great the court worklo1td and backlog had 
grown. As noted by Harry Subin in a 1966 report on the 
Court of General Sessions: "There [was] no agreement 
among agencies even as to the volume of business of the 
court, with estimates ranging from 9,500 defend­
ants ... all the way to 13,400." It was impossible for 
Mr. Subin to find adequate data on most of the court 
problems discussed. Nevertheless, the seriousness of 
court congestion had become common knowledge in 
criminal justice circles, primarily because of the work of 
the Department of Justice and of the Crime Commission. 
In response to a series of Washington Post columns 
describing the tunnoH in the Court of General Sessions, 
Attorney General Nicholas Katzenbach suggested in 
February 1966 that a complete redesign of local courts 
might be needed to solve the major problems facing 
them. Senator Joseph D. Tydings (D.-Md.) told a local 
judicial conference that a professional management study 
of all Washington courts was necessary. (The judges of 
the U.S. District Court had refused to pennit such a 
study a year earlier when requested by the Crime Com­
mission.) 

The sharing of jurisdiction between the U.S. District 
Court and the Court of General Sessions contributed 
greatly to the difficulties of criminal justice administra­
tion. The Crime Commission found that-despite an 
increase in reported felonies and in felony charges made 
by police from 1950 to 1965-there actually had been a 
decline in the number of felony prosecutions. The Com­
mission expressed its belief that some feions were not 
being prosecuted as such for reasons unrelated to the 
merits of the case, and concluded that the Court of 
General Sessions had been al1s'orbing most of the adult 
crime rate in WashingtoI1, because of the practice of 
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reducing felony charges to misdemeanors. 
Despite the shifting of cases to General Sessions, the 

time lapse between indictment and termination in U.S. 
District Court averaged 4.8 months, with some persons 
waiting for a year or more. The Crime Commission also 
noted an average delay of one month from preliminary 
hearing to indictment. 

The Crime Commission concluded that a unified court 
system was needed to provide effective administration of 
criminal justice for the District of Columbia. However, 
the notion of a unified court was complicated by issues 
related to civil jurisdiction, as well as criminal trials; the 
Commission therefore deferred to the Committee on 
Administration of Criminal Justice of the Judicial Coun­
cil, which had begun to study the problem. Seven 
months later, the work of the committee had not pro­
gressed very far. Circuit Judge Harold Leventhal testified 
to Senator Robett C. Byrd at the July 1967 special 
hearings of the Senate Subcommittee on Appropriations 
for the District for 1968 that' 'a considerable amount of 
planning time is required for the effort, but it is under­
way.1! 

D:uring the course of those hearings before Senator 
Byrd, there was considerable discussion of delay in crim­
inru trials. Joseph F. Spaniol, Jf., Chief of the Division 
9'fProcedural Studies and Statistics of the Administrative 

/Office of the U.S. Courts, testified that the courts did not 
/ keep statistics on delay in criminal cases. He reported 

/ 

that his office estimated that, for May 1967, the interval 
from indictment to trial in the U.S. District Court was 
eleven months. From a list of cases tried during October 
1966 through January 1967, the subcommittee staff 
computed an average delay from arrest to trial at nine and 
one-half months. Senator Sam Ervin (D.-N.C.) submit­
ted a prepared statement to the subcommittee in which he 
alluded to an average delay of fifteen months between 
arrest and trial in city's courts. Obviously, no one had 
concrete data on the matter but, however estimated, the 
delay was unconscionable. 

Senator Byrd pressed the courts to devise a special 
cmsh program to reduce the outstanding backlog of crim­
inal cases. The local circuit, the Department of Justice, 
the Administrative Office of U.S. Courts-all agreed to 
obtain visiting judges to help with the backlog. 

Whatever good th~ visiting judge ptogram might have 
accompBshed in more stable times, it was destined to fail 
in the aftem'tath of the assassination of Dr. Martin Luther 
King. Chief Judge Edward M. Curran testified to the 
Senate District Committee in May 1968 that the approx­
imately 4UO felony cases expected as a result of the April 
riots would almost nullify the U.S. District Court cmsh 
progmm to reduce its backlog. (Clearly, the decision to 
prosecuft; as felonies the many "burglary" arrests 
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emanating from l<;>oting incidents was based on fear of 
being accused of being soft on rioters, rather than on 
expected. practical criminal justice outcomes. Mostly the 
arrestees were normally law abiding residents of the 
looted areas who, when they finally came to trial, were 
either acquitted or sentenced to. probation.) Chief Judge 
Harold H. Greene of the Court of General Sessions 
reported a backlog of 2,032 criminal jury cases in his 
court, and noted that switching judges from civil matters 
to deal with the criminal backlog had resulted in a build­
up of 5,452 pending civil jury cases. Chief Judge Morris 
Miller of Juvenile Court told the committee that his court 
would need two and one-half years to try the 487 jury 
cases then pending. 

D. Reorganizing the Courts 

Increasing political attention was being addressed to 
the court backlogs. Local Republican Party chairman 
Gilbert Hahn proposed in May 1968 that the number of 
judges and court personnel be tripled. His proposal was 
endorsed by Presidential Candidate Nixon; however, the 
eventual solution would rest on court reorganization 
rather than simply increasing the number of judges. 
Reorganization had been suggested by the Crime Com­
mission and alluded to by U.S. District Court Chief 
Judge Cumn in testimony before the Senate District 
Committee. (The impression among local criminal jus­
tice observers of the time was that the U.S. District Court 
much preferred to transfer local felonies out of its juris­
diction rather than increase its capacity to handle 
"cheap" felonies, traditionally mass-pro(.'essed as mis­
demeanor charges in the Court of General Sessions.) 

President Nixon, in his January 31, 1969, report to 
Congress on the District of Culumbia, asked for expan­
sion of the visiting judges program, for ten more juqges 
for the local courts, and for necessary support personnel. 
He also recommended forty more Assistant U.S. Attor­
neys. He noted that he had directed the Attomey General 
to consult with the bench, the bar, and various interested 
groups to draft legislation for a permanent reorganization 
and n:structuring of the court system, with the eventual 
goal of creating one local court of civil, criminal, and 
juvenJne jurisdiction for th~ District of eoiumbia. 

In J illy 1969, the President sent to Congress a court 
reorganization proposal which would create a Superior 
Court: for the District of Columbia, equivalent to state 
courts elsewhere. The proposal moved rapidly through 
the Senate, but more slowly through the House of Repre­
sentatives. Finally, the District of Columbia Court Reor­
ganization Act of 1970 was enacted and approved by the 
Presiident on July 29, 1970. The reform was designed to 
establish a federal and local court system similar to the 
state: judicial systems. The Cour! of General Sessions, 
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Juvenile Court, and the D.C. Tax Court were consoli­
dated into the Superior Court for the District of Colum­
bia; with an expanded jurisdiction, the Superior Court 
would become the principal trial court of the city. Trans­
fer of jurisdiction over local civil and criminal matters 
from the U.S. District Court to the Superior Court was to 
take place over a two-year period. 

In his 1972 ann ual report, S upenor Court Cpief Judge 
Harold H. Greene reported that court n~organization had 
achieved its objective, with all local criminal calendars 
current for the first time since 1963. Similarly, in testify­
ing before the House Subcommittee on District Appro­
priations in 1974, he reported that all local criminal trials 
were relatively current. His report on court operation for 
that year noted an average time between felony arraign­
ment and disposition of only sixty days. 

In 1975, however, U.S. Attorney Silbert warned of a 
35 percent increase in pending felony cases, and Chief 
Judge Greene in his annual report noted that "the aver­
age time for the disposition of misdemeanor cases has 
risen from five weeks at the end of 1974 to twel ve weeks 
at the end of [1975]. The average time lapse for the 
dispositions of felonies has risen to eight-to-ten weeks. 
Juvenile cases, at the end of the year, were disposed 
withir! 105 days rather than within the former sixty-day 
time period." Chipf Judge Greene attributed these delays 
to insufficient budgets for court o~ration. 

E. Pre-trial Release Procedures and Problems 

The Subcommittee on Constitutional Rights of the 
Senate District Committee began an investigation of bail 
reform in 1961. In the following years, examinations of 
bail systems and experiments with possible reforms were 
conducted as the Manhattan Bail Project of the Vera 
Foundation in New York and as the District of Columbia 
Bail Project, both initiated in 1963. 

The work of the Senate Subcommittee on Constitu­
tional Rights culminated in the Bail Reform Act of 1966. 
The act was primarily federal legislation, but was appli­
cable to courts of the District of Columbia because of 
their federal origin. Moreover, Senator Sam J. Ervin 
(D.-N.C.) report~d that gm~ of the prime objectives 'If 
the subcommittee was to bring about meaningful and 
orderly bail reform in the federal city so that the act could 
serve as a model for the states. 

Under the Bail Reform Act, any person charged with 
an offense not punishable by death was to be released by 
a judicial officer on personal recognizance or unsecured 
appearance bond, unless release on those terms would 
not reasonably assure that the accused would be present 
for triaL The potential that new crimes might be commit­
ted by the llcc!lsed while on release, or the .possibility his 
freedom might pose a danger to the community, was not 

to be considered as a part of the pretrial release decision. 
Virtually everyone (except the bondsmen) testified in 
favor of the Bail Reform Act and supported its primary 
objectives-to reduce reliance on money bail as a condi­
tion for pre-trial release. Consequently, the act was 
passed almost unanimously by Congress, and was cere­
monially signed by Presidem Johnson as "a major de­
velopment in our entire system of criminal justice." 

Arguments abounded over whether the drafters of the 
Eighth Amendment to the Constitution intended to allow 
magistrates, in setting bail for offenses such as robbery 
and burglary, to consider the potential for committing 
crimes while on pre-trial release, as well as the likeli­
hood of flight from prosecution. The crux of the dispute 
is that the Congress which promulgated the Eighth 
Amendment also enacted the bail statute in the Judiciary 
Act of 1789, which gave the right to bail in non.capital 
offenses-from which some infer a Constitutional intent 
for similar right to bail for non-capital offenses. On the 
other hand, that same Congress enar,ted the Crimes Act 
of 1970, prescribing the death penalty for such offenses 
as robbery, accessory before the fact to robbery, forgery, 
counterfeiting or altering a public U.S. security­
indicating that Congress did not intend to establish a 
right to bail for the many serious crimes which no longer 
are capital offenses. Whatever the intent of the Constitu.­
tion, studies performed by the Commission on Crime in 
the District of Columbia in 1966 verifi~d the assumption 
that many courts had been considering danger to the 
community in setting bail. The Commission found that 
the average amount of bond more than doubled when the 
defendant appeared before the court a second time for un 
offense allegedly committed While on bail. The Commis­
sion expressed a belief that the bail sY~1em shou~d be 
modified to give the public greater protection. Particu­
larly, the Commission recommended that the Bail Re­
form Act of 1966 be amended to permit a judicial officer 
to consider a defendant's danger to the community if 
released on bail. (Three of the nine Commissioners dis- .> 

sented from the recommendation for pre-trial pr~ventive 
detention,) It is noteworthy that this recomlll~ndation· 
was. 1'ubmitted barely three months after the 'effective 
date of the Bail Reform Act of 1966, and was based on 
data collected before the reform. 

As experience with the Bail Reform Act Was de­
veloped, a second problem was discovered. Release of 
defendants on their own recognizance was contributing 
heavily to an increased .court backlog. As D.S. District 
Court Judge George L. Hart, Jr., testified (at the special 
crime hearings of Senator Byrd's Subcommittee on Pis·, 
trict Appropriations for 1968) guilty pleas had decreased 
because, "if a person charged with a crime is free .. on 
personal bond, and ~e knows he isn't going to be tried, 
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perllaps for a year, there is no percentage whatever in his 
pleading gUilty. So this continually builds up a 
backlog. " 

Senator Byrd would conclude, from the testimony at 
those hearings, thllt the Bail Reform Act of 1966-
particularly as it had been operating in conjunction with 
the District of Columbia Criminal Justice Act, providing 
a system for appointment of counsel for various 
defendants-had placed an additional burden on already 
overburdened courts to a point which threatened a break­
down of the whole law enforcement system. Because of 
these problems, Senator Byrd prepared two amendments 
to the Bail Reform Act of 1966 which he intended to 
submit as amendments to the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968. However, at the recom­
mendation of Senator Ervin, he agreed to submit the 
proposals in the next Congress to the Senate Judiciary 
Subcommittee on Constitutional Rights, where they 
could receive more deliberate consideration. 

Increased court delay was one obvious consequence of 
the Bail Refom~ Act. Danger to the community con­
tinued to be of concem as well. In May 1968, Public 
Safety Director Patrick V. Murphy, addressing a police 
promotion ceremony, said that "some form of preven­
tive dettmtion" must be devised to keep defendants who 
were a threat to the community from being released 
pending trial. Later that month, Chief Judge Curran and 
Senator Tydings would agree, at 11earings of the Senate 
District Committee, that revision oUhe Bail Reform Act 
was needed. 

With this history of concern over the Bail Reform Act, 
it is somewhat remarkable that, when President Nixon 
offered pre-trial detention as one element of his crime 
control program for the District, many commentators 
discussed the concept as though it had originated with his 
Administration. Less surprising (considering the opposi­
tion from some quarters to pre-trial detention) is the fact 
that it took until mid-1970 before pre-trial detention was 
enacted as part of the District of Columbia Court Reform 
and Criminal Procedures Act of 1970. Nor is it surprising 
that the new legislation imposed stringent requirements 
to show cah3e before detention and for the speedy trial of 
detainees. 

The Criminal Procedures Act amended the Bail Re­
form Act in its application to the District of Columbia to 
permit 1) detention of five days for defendants on parole 
or probation from a prior conviction and charged with a 
new crime, so that proceedings can be initiated for revo­
cation of parole or probation; 2) detention of tip to sixty 
days for defendants who threaten t9 injure witnesses or 
jurors; and 3) deteation of up to sixty days for a limited 
class of defendants charged with crimes such as murder, 
robbery, burglar'y, and narcotics sales. It is important to 
mention that the 1970 act continued to permit the judicial 
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officer to require a bail bond for pre-trial release if, in his 
discretion, a bail bond were required to assure the ap­
pearance of the accused for trial. However, the 1970 act 
also provided that "no financial condition may be im­
posed to assure the safety of any other person in the 
community. " 

The pre-trial detention provisions of the 1970 law have 
been used so infrequently as to be of little value. The 
Assistant U.S. Attorney in charge of prosecutors at 
Superior Court was cited in the Washington Post as 
estimating that pre-trial detention had been used only 
about twenty times each year since its enactment. No 
precise count of preventive detention cas.es has been 
made, but his estimate, although perhaps high, reflects 
the consensus. 

The reasons are varied. (Before discussing them, it is 
worth noting that both judges and prosecutors of the 
District of Columbia have intelpreted the statute as au­
th0rizing only the prosecutor-not the court-to initiate 
the pre-trial detention process.) 

Prosecutors say that nearly three-quarters of those 
suitable for pre-trial detention are on parole or probation 
at time of arrest and that revocation of probation or 
parole would therefore be preferrable to pre-trial deten­
tion. Second, they state that the sixty-day limitation on 
bringing to trial a person held in pre-trial detention is 
unrealistic in most cases. Third, they argue that require­
ments of proof for pre-trial detention are so stringent the 
prosecutor must prove at the detention hearing virtually 
everything he needs to prove at the criminal trial. 

A fourth reason, offered by observers of the system, is 
that prosecutors find it easier to persuade judges that the 
defendant is likely to flee before triaL The pmsecutor 
thereby obtains a high bail bond requirement, WhiCh 
effectively serves as preventive detention. (Paradoxi-

, c;aIly, the more often a defendant has been charged with 
crime and has subsequently appeared at court hearings, 
the more difficult it is for the prosecutor to argue persua­
sively that flight is likely.) A November 1975 estimate 
cited by the Washington Post suggested that half the 
prisoners being detained in jail pre-trial were being held 
because of their inability to obtain security bonds. 

Thus, ten years after the Bail Reform Act, the: pre-trial 
detention process seemed to work almost as it did before 
1966. In the absence of any effective alternative to keep 
dangerous offenders from the streets, the courts were still 
invoking high money bond requirements on a theory of 
likelihood of flight. 

F. Ravocation of Probation 

In the District of Columbia criminal justice system, 
probation is administered by the court. The defendant 
sentenced to probation does not enter the custody of the 
Department of COlTections, but remains within the juris-



diction of the court under the supervision of its probation 
branch. 

The District of Columbia Crime Commission was 
highly critical of probation services as they existed for 
the Court of General Sessions in 1965-66. The Commis­
sion recommendations led to a compJ{;;ce reorganization 
of the probation service of that court; and the revised 
probation service was, of course, further modified by the 
establishment of the Superior Court in 1970. 

Until the late 1960's, little attention was paid to proba­
tion as a process for the control of crime. For example, 
the Crime Commission made only passing reference to 
revocation of probation after violation of prescribed con­
ditions. One reason for that inattention was that the 
probation service then dealt mostly with non-violent, less 
serious offenders. The later interest in probation has 
derived from the operation of the Bail Reform Act and its 
amendments. 

There are no data to support this notion, but it seems 
clear from the findings of the Crime Commission that, 
before the Bail Reform Act, a probationer rearrested for 
a serious offense would probably be held on high bail; 
therefore it was immaterial whether the probation was 
revoked or not. The Bail Reform Act changed that situa­
tion. An arrestee who had been placed on probation from 
an eadier offense would be expected to have the kinds of 
community ties needed to qualify for pre-trial release. 
Consequently, jf probation was not immediately re­
voked, the arrestee was likely to be released to the streets 
again. 

The issue of how these arrestees were to be processed 
was not openly discussed until the 1967 hearings of 
Senator B~lrd's Subcommittee on District Appropria­
tions. During his sessions on crime control, he asked 
Chief Judge Greene of the Court of General Sessions 
n1:>out guidelines for revoking probation in cases where 
the probationer commits a new offense. Chief Judge 
Greene testified that the instructions to the probation 
service at that time were that, if a probationer were 
charged with a substantial new offense, an effort be 
made to determine if there were some violation other 
than the criminal charge itself on the basis of which 
probation could be revoked. If so, the matter was to be 
brought to the attention of the judge. However, if there 
were no technical violation, and the new charge appeared 
to have substantial merit, the probation service was to 
recommend revocation on that basis clone. 

Later, however, this policy apparently changed. A 
persistent complaint of prosecutors was that revocation 
of probation (and also of parol e) was not being exercised 
in cases of rearrests of probationers, as had been con­
templated in the 1970 amendments to the bail process. 
These complaints seem to be substantiated by data (made 
available to the Washington Post by Superior Court) 

indicating that, of some 4,000 persons on probation in 
1975, almost 1,000 were rearrested on new charges. 
Some 200 of those had their probation revoked, but 
fewer than ten of the revocations occurred before trial 
took place on the new charges. (There is no indication of 
the seriousness of the new charges; most undoubtedly 
were misdemeanors.) 

In April 1976, the judges of Superior Court authorized 
the immediate jailing, without bond, of persons on pro­
bation who were arrested and charged with serious new 
crimes. Within five days, a hearing would be held to 
determine if the prosecutors could show probable cause 
to believe that the arrestee had committee the neW of­
fense. If the prosecutor demonstrated probable cause, the 
judge might revoke probation. 

G. Summary 

• Three sets of court-related issues during the period 
studied revolved around a) appellate court deci­
sions, b) court delays and backlogs, and c) pre-trial 
detention or release. For most of the period, these 
iSSUeS must be viewed in the context of a unique, 
city-federal judicial system. 

• Following the 1957 ruling of the Supreme Court in 
Mallory, senior police officials claimed that the 
ruling would hamper investigations. Prosecutors 
also' expressed concem as restrictions on the ques­
tioning of suspects were expanded by the Circuit 
Court. 

• While legislative discussions of appellate court re­
strictions were frequent in the early 1960's, the far 
more serious problem of criminal court backlogs 
was virtually overlooked. 

• )3ecause of its inherent complexity, court reform 
was slow to be achieved. Court reorganizatlon was 
not legislated until 1970 and not fully implemented 
until 1972. 

• Extensive use of pre-tdal release, under the Bail 
Reform. Act of 1966, apparently increased court 
backlogs. Released defendants were not inclined to 
press for early trial, and some committed new 
crimes while on pre-trial release. 

o The 1970 amendments to the Bail Refom1 Act pro­
duced only limited results. Apparently prosecutors 
were frequently able to convince the courts to set 
high money bond on the pr.emise that the defendant 
was likely to flee. 

• Prior to 1966, a person arrested for &"S~rious offense 
while on probation was likely to have the probation 
revoked. By the early 1970's, this practice was the 
exception rather than the rule. In 1976, however, 
the Superior Court judges authorized the immediate 
jailing of probationers arrested for s,erious new 
crimes. 
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CHAPTER VI. CHANGES IN CORRECTIONS 

A. District Correctional Institutions 

1. LOf1on Reformatory. Occupying approximately 
seventy-two acres of the Lorton Reservation, the 
Reformatory began operation in 1915, primarily to house 
male felons having sentences of one year or more. The 
original buildings, plus others added later, were eventu­
ally enclosed by a fence. The Karrick Committee in 1957 
described the Reformatory as "a medium security 
penitentiary." In 1969, adult services in the Lorton area 
were reconstituted as a single organizational entity. Its 
three divisions were the maximum security and medium 
security facilities (the former Reformatory) and a 
minimum security facility. Placement among these 
facilities is determined on the basis of offense and 
attitude. 

2. Workhouse. Opened as a minimum security facility 
in 1910, the Workhouse was designed as a model institu­
tion to provide outdoor work and rehabilitation for 
misdemeanants formerly held in the District Jail. It 
eventually grew to occupy more than twenty-eight acres 
of the Lorton Reservation. Before 1967, a majority ofits 
inmates were confined as a result of public drunkenness 
or charges related to it. (The Karrick Committee reported 
that, in fiscal year 1956, 85.5 percent of Workhouse 
admissions followed conviction for public drunkenness, 
disorderly conduct, or vagrancy.) Then came the deci­
sion in Easter v. District of Columbia and the Alcoholic 
Rehabilitation Act of 1967. The Easter decision's re­
quirement for medical treatment for alcoholics, together 
with a diminishing population of criminally convicted 
alcoholics, led to the creation of a non-criminal Rehabili­
tation Center for Alcoholics, comprising substantial por­
tions of the Women's Reformatory and the Workhouse. 

In 1970, the rest of the old Workhouse was redesig­
nated as the minimum security facility for Adult Correc­
tional Services at the Lorton Reservation. However, for 
continuity and ease of reference, the terms "Work­
house" and' 'Reformatory" will be used throughout this 
chapter. 

3. Youth centers. The District of Columbia built the 
first facility in the nation designed to implement the 
Federal Youth Corrections Act of 1950. (The act pro­
vided a multi-disciplinary approach to the problems of 
prisoners between the ages of eighteen and twenty-six, 
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with programs of education, training, and therapy.) The 
facility was occupied during fiscal year 1961. A second 
Youth Center has since been established on the Lorton 
Reservation, differing from the first only in inmate ca­
pacity and programs offered. Commitments are for an 
indeterminate period, with immediate eligibility for 
parole. The youths are not normally held for more than 
four years, with six years the maximum; sixty-day com­
mitments may also be made for observation and study. 

4. Women's detention. The Women's Reformatory 
was opened in 1912 to relieve overcrowding in the Jail 
and to provide work opportunities geared to female of­
fenders. A minimum security facility, located on an 
unfenced and un walled tract adjacent to the Workhouse, 
it housed both misdemeanants and felons, including 
those committed under the Youth Corrections Act. (A 
Youth Cottage with a capacity of twenty-one inmates 
was constructed during the early 1960's.) The Karrick 
Committee noted that 95 percent of the women were 
misdemeanants, with 84 percent of those commitments 
being for alcoholism and associated offenses. Because of 
the differences in sentence length, however, the popula­
tion of the Women's Reformatory at anyone time con­
tained a majority of felons (61 percent in 1956). After the 
Easter decision halved the female qffender population, 
inmates were shifted to other facilities. The House of 
Detention (formerly used by the police department to 
hold female arrestees pending arraignment or release on 
collateral) was primarily used. Renamed the Women's 
Detention Center, this facility now houses female 
offenders being held for trial and those sentenced to less 
than one year. Those sentenced to terms in excess of one 
year are sent to the Prison for Women operated by the 
Federal Bureau of Prisons at Alderson, West Virginia. 

This chapter does not generally take into account the 
female population of the correctional system, except to 
include their numbers in the appropriate tables. For one 
thing, the female population did not exceed 5 percent of 
the total institutional population during the period 
studied. For another, few of the female offenders were 
incarcerated as a result of the Crime Index offenses with 
which this study is concerned. Finally, data are unavail­
able regarding profiles of female offenders. 

5. Jail. The oldest of the District's correctional in­
stitutions, the Jail was opened in 1872. During the early 
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years of the period studied, the Jail was used primarily 
for detaining individuals awaiting trial, those held for 
federal or other law enforcement authorities, sentenced 
offenders awaiting transfer to other facilities, offenders 
serving terms of five days or less, and a cadre of offend­
ers sentenced to longer terms who were kept at the Jail 
because of skills useful in maintenance, medical, or 
clerical duties. In later years, the Jail was i,lcreasingly 
used to incarcerate longer-term offenders. In April, 
1967, 70 percent of the prisoners were unsentenced, 18 
percent were sentenced misdemeanants, and 12 percent 
were sentenced felons. By February 1975, only 51 per­
cent of the prisoners were unsentenced, while 6 percent 
were sentenced misdemeanants and 43 percent were sen­
tenced felons. The Bail Reform Act of 1966 contributed 
to this shift. So did the court reorganization of 1970, for 
reasons discussed later in this chapter. 

A District Detention Center, intended to replace both 
the Jail and the Women's Detention Center, was dedi­
cated March 30, 1976. However, the new facility had 
insufficient space to handle the inmate populations at that 
time. 

6. Community correctional centers. The District's 
first half-way house opened in 1964 under the auspices of 
the Bureau of Rehabilitation. The Department of Correc­
tions opened a half-way house in 1967. These early 
efforts were significantly expanded after the American 
Correctional Association recommended to the Crime 
Commission that "several hundred offenders now in­
carcerated might be safely cared for in community based 
residential and treatment programs at a great reduction in 
cost and with no increased risk to society." By 1971 
there were thirteen half-way houses in the District. 
Studies were in conflict, however, as to whether they 
could be fairly described as providing a "great reduction 

in cost" or even whether they were being operated at 
"no .increased risk to society." 

B. Population of Correctional Institutions 

Table 6-1 shows the capacity of the various correc­
tional institutions in 1957, 1966, and 1970. For each 
institution there is a rated capacity (in most cases based 
on the standards of the American Correctional Associa­
tion) and an intensive capacity (indicating the number of 
prisoners who could be handled with what the sources 
describe as "moderate crowding"). Also shown for each 
year is the daily average population of all the institu­
tions. In comparing the daily average with the rated or 
intensive capacity, it is important to remember that the 
peak population for a given year may be considerably 
higher than the average. For example, the daily average 
in fiscal year 1960 was 4,486, but newspaper accounts 
indicate that the corrections population actually reached 
5,083 in June of that year. 

On the other hand, the:re is ll, tendency for standards 
established by professional associations to represent the 
ideal rather than the practical. This tendertcy may be 
compounded by the manner in which an agency applies 
the standards to its own operations. Thus the District Jail 
appears to be shrinking, with a capacity of 790 in 1957 
and 663 in 1970, and with a capacity of 608 reported to 
the U.S. District Court in 1975. 

Except for the Jail, the changes shown in Table 6-1 
seem logical enough. COilistruction no doubt accounts for 
the increased capacity of the medium and maximum 
security facilities at Lorton; the minimum security facil­
ity lost capacity when much of the former Workhouse 
was converted to the Rehabilitation Center for Al­
coholics. Similarly, construction of the Youth Cottage 
accounts for an increase in the capacity of women's 

Table 6-1 
Capacity of Correctional Institutions District of Columbia 

1957 Capacity 1966 Capacity 

Rated Intensive Rated 

Lorton (medium and maximum security) 1200 1350 1218 
Lorton (minimum security) 1000 1100 937 
Youth Centers 344 
Women's Detention 160 200 181 
Jail 790 1050 695 
Community Centers 

TOTAL 3150 3700 3375 
Daily Average Population 4659 

Source Notes: These data are constructed from the following reports: 
Prisons, Probation, and Parole in the District of Columbia, April 1957 (Karrick Report) 
President's Commission on Crime in the District of Columbia, 1966 
Letter from Mayor Washington to Judge Oesell, December 1971 

Intensive 

1345 
1080 

NA 
221 
NA 

NA 
4251 

1970 Capacity 

Rated Intensive 

1384 1646 
300 450 
324 350 

50 90 
663 1100 
254 270 

2975 3906 
3640 
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detention between 1957 and 1966, while the later drop 
reflects the shift to the former House of Detention. 

Table 6-2 shows the daily average population for each 
of the institutional categories during the period of this 
study. The total population of all institutions, compa~d 
with their rated capacity (Table 6-1) indicates over­
crowding throughout most of the period. The exceptions 
are 1967 and 1968-the two yearS following the Easter 
decision-·-and fiscal year 1975. 

Pri1)r to the period of this study, the correctional popu­
lation was rising. The Karrick Commission reported that 
the average daily population of the institutions more than 
doubled between 1946 and 1956. Graph 6-3 shows that a 
slight dip occurred in total population in fiscal years 1957 
and 1959, with an upswing thereafter to a peak in 
1961-primarily as a result of fluctuations in the misde­
meanant population of the Workhouse. From 1961 to 
1966, there was a general decline in the corre\!tions 
population, matching the trend elsewhere in the country. 
In the District, according to Graph 6-3, the decline 
resulted primarily from a sharp reduction in the felon 
population at the Reformatory. The graph is slightly 
deceptive, however, for part of that drop came from 
shifting prisoners from the Reformatory to the Youth 
Center opened in 1961. 

The extreme drop in the institutional population in 
1967 and 1968 reflects, of course, the decriminalization 
of alcoholism through the Easter decision and the Al­
coholic Rehabilitation Act of 1967. The effects can be 
clearly seen on Graph 6-3, with their influence on the 

populations of both the Workhouse and the Jail. At the 
Jail, the reducti'Dn was offset in subsequent years by an 
increasing pro.portion of convicted serious offenders. 
Nearly one-half the Jail population in 1975 consisted of 
convicted offenders-an interesting point in view of the 
reduced population of Lorton and the fact that the De­
partment of Corrections was then under suit in Federal 
District Court for overcrowding at the Jail. 

The opening of Youth Centers in the Lorton Reserva­
tion effectively reduced the number of offenders housed 
in the Reformatory. Graph 6-4 reconstructs the trend line 
of the basic Refonnatory population, to which is added a 
new line showing the Reformatory population plus the 
Youth Center popUlation. A second element was the 
opening of Community Corrections Centers. Graph 6-4 
also provides a trend line adding the Reformatory, the 
Youth Centers, and Community Corrections popula­
tions. As can be seen, the combined 1973 populations of 
the Reformatory and the Youth Centers significantly ex­
ceeded the 1957 peak for the Reformatory alone. And 
when Community Corrections are added, the 1973 peak 
is one-third higher than 1957. 

Unfortunately, Graph 6-4 is fraught with misleading 
indicators which cannot be eliminated with available 
data. For one thing, the concept of the Reformatory as an 
institution for felons, with the Workhouse as an institu­
tion for misdemeanants, no longer pertains. Then too, a 
substantial number of convicted felons have been held at 
the Jail in recent years. Finally, community correctional 
centers are used not only as half-way houses for con-

Table 6-2 

Fiscal Year 

1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
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Daily Average Institutional Population District of Columbia Corrections 

TOTAL Refonnatory Workhouse 

4393 1857 1329 
4659 1932 1426 
4464 1872 1308 
4365 1896 1239 
4486 1830 1428 
4753 1704 1540 
4632 1681 1377 
4593 1558 1390 
4645 1456 1563 
4496 1302 1539 
4251 1248 1395 
2808 1179 460 
2660 1066 244 
3086 1401 161 
3367 1481 214 
3640 1408 224 
4042 1736 255 
3689 1652 232 
3107 1252 236 
2942 1133 150 

Youth 
Center 

201 
278 
268 
301 
293 
305 
294 
271 
349 
383 
362 
364 
545 
528 
530 

Women's 
Detention 

204 
205 
201 
202 
201 
204 
171 
169 
170 
159 
149 
72 
73 
80 
87 
89 
95 
83 
59 
62 

Jail 

1003 
1096 
1083 
1028 
1027 
1104 
1125 
1208 
1155 
1203 
1154 

803 
962 
961 

1045 
1092 
1175 
816 
747 
854 

Community 
Centers 

44 
134 
157 
465 
417 
361 
285 
213 



Graph 6-3 
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victed offenders, but also for pre-trial holding of some 
arrested persons. 

Of even greater importance, a radical change in the 
effective distinction between a "convicted felon" and a 
"convicted misdemeanant" resulted from the reorgani­
zation of the District criminal courts beginning in 1970. 
As discussed in Chapter 5, many felonies were being 
referred to the Court of General Sessions for prosecution 
as misdemeanors. Following the court reorganization, 
the distinction between felons and misdemeanors in the 
prison popUlation unquestionably bore a closer relation 
to statutory distinctions than was the case in previous 
years. 

It is possible to construct a reasonable estimate of 
institutional population for the period, including both 
felons and misdemeanants but excluding the drunkenness 
offenders whose numbers distort the data prior to the 
Easter decision. These estimates are developed in Table 
6-5 and plotted on Graph 6-6. On the graph, the drop in 
the population of non-drunkenness offenders ill not as 
sharp during the mid-1960's as when felony offenders 
were taken alone (see Graph 6-4). However, a reduction 
did occur. Regarding offenders incarceratedfor offenses 
other than drunkenness, the District's correctional popu-

ALL D.C. CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS BY FISCAL YEARS 
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4000 

3000 

2000 

1000 

lation for 1972-1973 was not only higher than during the 
mid-1960's, but also higher than during the mid-1950's. 
(This is so even if the half-way houses are excluded.) 
Also confinned is the decline in the incarcerated popuIa­
tion from the 1972-73 peak through to the end of the 
period. 

It is difficult to pinpoint the factors which caused the 
shifts in this city's correctional population. Looking at 
Tables 6-7 and 6-8, we might conclude that changing 
policies toward probation and parole were influencing 
the trends. Both the Karrick Committee (1957) and the 
American Correctional Association (1966) criticized Dis­
trict officials as being too conservative in these areas. 
The overall tone of the Karrick Committee report was 
toward increased use of probation and parole as aremedy 
for overcrowded correctional institutions. The American 
Correctional Association concluded that "many who ap­
parently could have benefited by probation were sent to 
prison." Regarding parole, the Crime Commission took 
note of the parole board's conservative policies, but the 
members divided on whether or not the board was, in 
fact, too conservative. 

Obviously, the number of crimes in ~ community and 
the number of arrests can be expected to have a signifi-
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Graph 6-4 
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Table 6-5 
Estimated Institutional Populations 
Excluding Drunkenness Offenders 
District of Columbia Corrections 

PERIOD OF ESTIMATES 

INSTITUTION 1956-57 1965-66 1972-73 

Reformatory 1894 1275 1694 
Youth Centers 299 454 
Work House 495 528 243 
Jail 766 880 995 
Community Centers 389 

TOTAL 3155 2982 3775 
Per 100,000 Population 38.0 37.2 49.9 

Basis of Estimate: 

1975 

1133 
530 
150 
854 
213 

2880 
39.3 

1. Assumed reformatory and youth center populations for all four 
periQds are non-drunkenness. 

2. Assumed work house population for first two periods to be 36% 
non-drunkenness (see Crime Commission Report, Appendix, pg. 
675). and all popUlation for latter two periods to be non­
drunkenness. 

'3. Assumed jail popUlation for first two periods to be 73% non­
drunkenness (estimated from data in Crime Commission Report, 
Appendix, pg. 670), and all population for latter two periods to be 
non-drunkenness. 

4. Assumed community center popUlation for latter two periods to be 
non-drunkenness. 
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cant influence on the population of correctional institu­
tions, other things being equal. Conversely, if we impute 
some importance to the notion of incapacitation as a 
function of imprisonment, then a higher level of impris­
onment, within some limits, might be expected to be 
followed by reductions in crime. Superimposing the 
graphed trend of reported Crime Index offenses upon the 
trend of incarcerated non-drunkenness offenders (see 
Graph 6-4) indicates the possible influence of incapacita­
tion in the criminal justice process. (The number of 
police officers in the city, the narcotics epidemic, and a 
variety of other factors also bear graphic relationships to 
the trends of reported crime.) 

In comparing the crime levels with correctional popu­
lations, we must take into account that delays can be 
expected between fluctuations in crime levels and correc­
tional levels, and vice versa. The Karrick Committee 
commented that' 'it is an anomaly that we enjoy ... a 
constantly decreasing crime rate while, at the same tinte, 
our prison populations are spiraling." Aside from the 
fact that tHe Karrick Committee sometimes did not dis­
tinguish very well between drunkenness-related offenses 
and other kinds of crime, one might assume that a rela­
tively high level of serious offenders inearcerated in 
correctional institutions in 1956-57 was a logical after­
math to the unusually high level of crime in the District 
of Columbia in 1952-53. Similarly, it would be unre­
markable that serious crime would peak in 1970 (Gmph 
6-9) while the population of incarcerated offenders 
would peak two years later. Then too, some offenses­
such as weapons violations, narcotics violations, and a 
variety of others which result in incarceration-are not 
represented in the trend line for reported Crime Index 
offenses. 

An interesting facet of the increase in correctional 
population after 1968 is that a significant proportion of 
the increase occurred in fiscal years 1969 and 1970, 
before the effective date of the court reorganization. 
Some pa.rticipants in the prosecutor/court systems of the 
period have suggested that contemporary White House 
pressure, together with pending court reorganization, 
produced a prophetic effect of higher performance which 
preceded the legislation. 

Despite reservations which force cautious analysis, I 
tentatively conclude that the varying levels of imprison­
ment have been among the major factors influencing 
trends of crime in the District of Columbia. 

My purpose in this chapter, however, is not to demon­
strate a correlation between crime and levels of impris­
onment in the District of Columbia, but to verify the 
assumption that the nature of prisoners incarcerated 
in District of Columbia institutions has significantly 
changed over the period of this study, and that such 
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Table 6-7 
Parole Hearings and Grants bY' Fiscal Years 

NUMBER PAROLE NUMBER PAROLES PERCENT HEARD 
HEARINGS GRANTED GRANTED 

595 180 30.2 
776 258 33.3 
757 269 35.6 
709 294 44.4 
777 307 39.5 
762 183 25.3 
613 130 21.2 
620 120 19.4 
616 133 21.5 
699 180 25.7 
616 139 22.5 
812 386 47.5 
677 381 56.3 
851 456 53.5 
714 436 61.1 
775 499 64.4 

1307 731 55.9 
1375 923 67.1 
1191 869 73.0 

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

COMMUNITY CENTERS 

JAIL 

WORKHOUSE 

YOUTH CENTERS 

REFORMATORY 

NO. ON PAROLE 
END OF F.Y. 

355* 

1235 
1507 
1652 
2061 
2567 
2415 
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Table 6-8 
Releases to Probation and Parole 

1957 1966 1973 

Released to: 
U.S, Probation 305 324 NA 
D.C; Probation 463 1442 2393 
Parole 209 139 923 

TOTAL 977 1905 3316 

Source Notes: Constructed from report on prisons, probation and 
parole in the District of Columbia (Karrick Re­
port), April 1959, from Report of President's 
Commission on Crime in the District of Columbia, 
1966, and from Annual Report of Superior Court, 
1972. 

change in composition has contributed to the problems of 
managing the institutions and controlling the inmates. 

C. Characteristics of Inmates 

The Karrick Committee provided rather extensive in­
formation on the kinds of individuals admitted to various 
correction institutions in the 1950's. It was possible to 
extract from reports of the Narcotics Treatment Adminis­
tration some indicators of the composition of offenders 

being admitted to the District Jail during 1969 and 1973. 
Otherwise, information is difficult to obtain. Con­
sequently, the data indicating the character of offenders 
by offenses charged, by age group, and by heroin use are 
from samplings of persons admitted to the Jail, rather 
than from averages of offender populations across all 
institutions. Despite this flaw, the changes in characteris­
tics of offenders admitted to the Jail are so striking that a 
substantial change in overall offender population can 
comfortably be inferred. 

1. Offenses charged against prisoners. Table 6-10 
displays the kinds of offenses charged to persons admit­
ted to the District Jail in 1956, 1969, and 1973. (The data 
are not strictly comparable. For example, the 1956 data 
apparently represent all convicted and sentenced per­
sons, while the 1969 and 1973 data represented small 
samplings of prisoners received at the Jail whether con­
victed or awaiting trial.) For convenience, the 1956 data 
have been separated into two columns, one showing 
percent:;.ge distribution of offenders when drunkenness 
and drunkenness-related offenders are included, and the 
other column showing percentage distribution when 
those categories are omitted. For purposes of comparison 
with 1969 and 1973, the latter column is more helpfui. 

Graph 6-9 
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A. Crimes Against Persons 
Robbery 
Assault 
Homicide 
Sex offense 
Child neglect 
Kidnapping 

Sub-Total 
B. Crime Against Property 

Larceny 
Burglary 
Receiving stolen property 
Destroying property 
Forgery and fraud 
Unlawful use of vehicle 

Sub·Total 

Table 6-10 
Persons Admitted to D.C. lail-Offenses Charged 

1956 

Special Category D 

Included Excluded 

2.8 
2.0 8.9 

1.0 

----
3.3 14.6 

3.0 13.1 
3.3 

1.2 
2.7 
1.5 

4.7 20.8 

NTA 
Study 
1969 

13. 
9. 
3. 
1. 

26. 

14. 
8. 
2. 
2. 
4. 
3. 

33. 

NTA 
Study 
1973 

25.0 
7.5 
4.5 
6.0 

.5 

.5 
44.0 

7.0 
5.5 
1.0 
1.0 
3.0 
5.S 

23.0 
C. Other Crimes 

Narcotic law violations 
Possession implements of crime 
Weapons offenses 
Parole/probation violations 
Absconding 
Traffic 3.7 
Other (except below) 9.6 

Sub-Total 14.6 
D. Special Category Offenses 

Drunkenness 71.6 
Disorderly, vagrancy, etc. 5.8 

Sub-Total 77.4 
TOTAL 100.0 

* Does not equal 100% because of multiple charging 

3.3 

2.6 

17.0 
42.3 
64.6 

exc. 
exc. 
exc. 

100.0 

10. 
2. 
6. 
1. 
1. 
2. 

16. 
38. 

3. 
3. 

100.0 

8.5 
.5 

9.5 
9.5 
7.0 
3.5 
3.5 

42.0 

109.0* 

Source Notes; Data for 1956 are constructed from data at pg. 280 of the report on Prisons, Probation, and Parole in the District of Columbia, 
April 1957 (Karrick Report). 
Data for 1969 are from A Study of Narcotics Addicted Offenders at the D.C. Jail, Narcotics Treatment Agency, 1969 (Table 
2~. . 
Data for 1973 are from a similar NTA Study for 1973 (Table 18). 

The most striking change is found in the robbery The increase in commitments for homicide and for sex 
category, which increased from 3 percent of all offenders offenses seem to bear reasonable relationship to increases 
in 1956 to 13 percent in 1969 and 25 percent in 1973. (In in those crimes in the latter half of the 1960's and the 
terms of offenses reported, robbery increased from 7Q9 early 1970's. 
offenses in 1956 to 12,366 in 1969 and decreased to Among crimes against property, the outstanding 
7,171 in 1973.) The 1969 data on robbery requires cau- change has occurred in the category of larceny, which 
tion, for at that time many robbery offenses were still declined from 13 percent and 14 percent in 1956 and 
being referred to the Court of General Sessions for trial 1969, respectively, to only 7 percent in 1973. A possible 
as larcenies. explanation for the decline from 1969 to 1973 is the 

The category of assault shows little change over the elimination of persons charged with robbery and con-
period of the study, which is unsurprising since most of victed of larceny, under procedures common before 
those offenses represent intra-family fights. The trend of court reorganization. 
reported assaults is generally unrelated to other crime Another remarkable change is the increase in 1973 of 
trends and has remained relatively stable over the period persons committed for unlawful use of vehicles. The 
of the study. interesting fact here is that auto theft within the District 
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of Columbia sharply declined from 11,190 offenses in 
1969 to only 4,713 offenses in 1973. It may be, and 
perhaps is even likely, that the increase in commitments 
again reflects the trial of felonies as felonies following 
court reorganization. 

Among other crimes, the notable changes are the in­
crease of narcotics violations from 3 percent of offenders 
in 1956 to 10 percent in 1969 and 8 percent in 1973; the 
sharp upswing in weapons offenses from 3 percent in 
1956 to 6 percent in 1969 and 10 percent in 1973; and the 
major increase in commitments for parole, probation, 
and absconding violations. Concomitantly, there was a 
significant decrease in traffic offenders committed and in 
persons committed for' 'other" offenses. (Regarding the 
"other" category, it should be noted that in 1956, for 
non-drunkenness related offenses, 15 percent of offend­
ers were committed for non-support and 16 percent for 
what were described as "miscellaneous minor of­
fenses.") 

2. Age of prisoners. As with offenses charged, it has 
been necessary to construct tables reflecting age groups 
from data sources which are not precisely comparable. 
Again, though, the degree of change is so striking that 
the probable inaccuracies are muted. 

Data for 1956 are constructed from admissions to the 
Workhouse and the Reformatory as reflected in the Kar­
rick Committee report. As can be seen in Table 6-11 the 
Workhouse population tended to be much older because 
of drunkenness offenders, who tended to be middle-aged 
or older. The 1969 and 1973 data were obtained from the 
Narcotics Treatment Agency studies of persons received 
at the District Jail. Consequently, the 1956 data are for 
convicted offenders, while the later tabulations are for 

persons received at the Jail either before or after convic­
tions. 

Table 6-12 demonstrates the dramatic shift to younger 
inmates being incarcerated by District correctional in­
stitutions from 1956 through 1969. For example, con­
sidering only the Reformatory (felon population in 
1956), inmates under 22 years of age shifted from 8 
percent in 1956 to 36 percent in 1973. Equally dramatic 
is the shift from a majority of inmates at 30 years of age 
or older in 1956 to nearly two-thirds under 30 years of 
age in 1969 and to three-quarters under 30 by 1973. The 
estimated average age dropped from 33.5 years in 1956 to 
27.7 years in 1969 and 25.5 years in 1973. All of these age 
group changes are substantially more dramatic if the 
Workhouse population, including drunkenness offenses, 
is included. 

3. Heroin use by prisoners. The incidence of heroin 
use among persons admitted to District correctional in­
stitutions reflects a trend similar to that estimated for the 
District as a whole. The consensus is that heroin use was 
a relatively stable problem in the city until the mid-
1960's, rose sharply from about 1964 to a peak in 1969, 
and dropped off sharply thereafter. 

It is obvious from the Karrick Committee Report, 
\vllich made only passing references to narcotics offend­
ers and narcotics addicts, that the issue was not a press­
ing one in the view of correctional authorities in 1956. 
On page 24 the report noted an increase in Jail commit­
ments for narcotics violations to 245 offenders, com­
pared to 186 the prior year. And on page 32, the report 
noted that overcrowding made it difficult to fulfiII the 
requirement that "narcotics addicts ... must be care­
fully segregated." Otherwise, no information what-

Table 6-11 
Prisoizers Admitted to Correctional Institutions By Age Groups-Fiscal Year 1956 

Fiscal Year 1956 Workhouse & Refonnatory Refonnatory Alone 
Consolidated 

Age Groues Admissions Admissions Age Estimated Percent Estimated Percent 
Work House /Refonnatory to Workhouse t~ Refonnatory Groups Total No. of Total Total No. of Total 

17 & under /---- 11 
18 to 20 / 18 to 21 184 157 under 22 457 2.8 157 8.4 
21 to 23 /22t024 315 256 
24 to 29 /25 to 29 1258 408 under 30 2589 15.6 821 43.8 
30 to 35 /301034 2043 369 
3511) 39 I same 2485 237 under 40 7723 46.6 1427 76.1 
40 to 49 I same 5431 282 
50 to 59 / same 3641 104 40 & older 10710 64.7 448 23.9 
60 to 69 / same 1015 46 
70 & over / same 175 16 

TOTAL 16558 1875 16558 1875 
Estimated Average Age 42.8 33.5 

Source Notes: This table was constructed from data at pg. 436 and 636 of the Report on Prisons, Probation and Parole in the District of 
Columbia, April, 1957 (Karrick Report). 
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Table 6--.12 
Prisoners Admitted to D.C. Correctional Institutions-by Age Groups and Heroin Use 1956-1969-1973 

1956 1969 1973 
Refonnatory Refonnatory D.C. D.C. 

Age Groups and Workhouse Only Jail Jail 

Under 22 
22 and older 
Under 30 
30 and older 
Under 40 
40 and older 
Estimated average age 
Heroin Use: 

Addicted 
Users not addicted 

2.8% 8.4% 
97.2% 91.6% 
15.6% 43.8% 
a4.4% 56.2% 
46.6% 76.1% 
64.7% 23.9% 
42.8 yrs. 33.5 yrs. 

NA 
NA 

33.3% 36.5% 
66.7% 63.5% 
65.3% 75.5% 
34.7% 24.5% 
8;;.7% 87.5%* 
13.3% 12.5%* 
27.7 yrs. 25.5 yrs. 

45.0% 21.5% 
NA 13.5% 

Source Notes: Data for 1956 are constructed from Karrick Committee Report 
Data for 1969 are constructed from A Study of Narcotics Addicted Offenders at the D.C. Jail, Narcotics Treatmen: Agency, 1969 
(Table 17) 
Data for 1973 are from the similar NTA study for 1973 (Table 12) 

* 1973 data separate nt 38 rather than 40 years of age 

soever was given regarding the inmate population which 
used or was addicted to heroin or other narcotics. 

The ,President's Commission on Crime in the District 
of Columbia was somewhat more forthcoming. The 
American Comectional Association reported to the 
Commission that: 

Using medil~al facilities, such as the institution 
at Lexington, for care and treatment of drug 
addicts could reduce some of the overcrowd­
ing, as 14 percent of the total population are 
serving sentences for drug law violation . 

The Commission itself noted that, "as of December 
31, 1965, the Department of Corrections estimated it had 
in its institutions over 300 persons convicted of narcotics 
offenses, and another 200 addicts convicted of other 
offenses. " (That estimate indicates that about 12 percent 
of the correctional population-17 percent of the non­
drunkenness offenders-were users of or addicted to 
narcotics.) 

At 1969 hearings before the Senate District Commit-
tee, the Director of Corrections testified as follows: 

If present trends continue ... during the year 
1969 we will have booked into the District of 
Columbia Jail more than 1,500 nat:Cotic­
involved offenders. This is more than:..louble 
the number we booked in 1968, and more than 
seven times the number we booked in 1965. To 
put it simply, our intake of nal'cotic-involved 
offenders is skyro"keting. 

Evidently the Department of Corrections was one of 
the first District agencies to recognize the growing prob­

·lem of narcotics involvment among trimillaI offenders in 
the city. This led the department to develop a narcotics 
treatment capability, precursor of the Narcotics Treat-

ment Administration which began operations in 1970 
under the Department of Human Resources. 

Several studies were made by the Narcotics Treatment 
Administration of persons admitted to the District Jail in 
1969, 1971, and 1973. The NT A report for 1969 showed 
a 45 percent level of heroin addiction among inmates 
admitted to the Jail (Table 6-12). By 1973, the level of 
heroin addiction had declined to 22 percent. The 1973 
report also examined the phenomenon of heroin users 
who were not addicted, and found that 13.5 percent of 
persons ill the 1973 sampling were in that category. The 
study also found that 22 percent of persons admitted to 
the Jail in 1973 had formerly been addicted to heroin but 
were no longer using the drug. 

4. Dissension, activism, and disorder. From the Kar­
rick Committee report, one would have to conclude that, 
despite overcrowding, District correctional institutions 
were quiescent during the middle 1950's. The report 
mentioned dissension, activism and disorder only in 
passing, as though they were potential problems which 
conceivably might (but were really very unlikely to) 
occur. The report noted that there had been ., ... 110 

escapes of incarcerated felons for five years and only 11 
walk-a-ways of misdemeanants from the Workhouse, as 
compared to serious disturbances experienced in other 
prisons in various sections of the country." Regarding 
the Jail, the report noted that" ... cramped condItions 
during peak periods are dangerous, generate unnecessary 
tension on the part of the inmates, and invite incidents of 
serious proportions ... The reason why such incidents 
have not occurred, is the fact tbat prisoners are seldom in 
the Jail for very long at anyone time period." The 
Karrick Committee also commented: "Overcrowding at 
the Jail is more severe than> . > mere comparisbn of bed 
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space and average population would indicate .... 
Narcotics addicts, homosexuals, psychopaths, and 
known informers must be carefully segregated both for 
their own protection and for the protection of others." 

Ten years later, when the Crime Commission studies 
were made, the temperament of inmate populations still 
was apparently relatively stable, but there were some 
portents of the problems to come. The American Correc­
tional Association, in its report to the Commission, 
noted: 

The relatively ShOlt time most offenders spend 
in the Jailor Workhouse decreases the possibil­
ity of any type of organized control by 
inmates. The Departmenes wise policy of 
serving good food; offering recreational, edu­
cational and vocational programs; and con­
tinuous training for personnel, has helped to 
keep the local institution from having major 
difficulties, even at times when riots, racial 
disturbances and strikes were in evidence in 
other institutions throughout the country .... 
Fortune and good management have combined 
to keep disturbances at a minimum. The 
double-decking of bunks in the dormitories, 
extra men in the cells, the almost impossible 
task of picking out potential homosexuals, 
psychotics, psychopaths, and agitators among 
so many admissions with relatively little per­
sonal data about the individual, and the rela­
tively few correctional officers available for 
supervisory duties at any time, can spell trou­
ble if allowed to go on for a longer period of 
time.* 

The Crime Commission Report itself suggests that the 
problems were more than potential-they were already 
above the horizon. The Commission noted that inmate 
interviews, conducted by lawyers of the Junior Bar Sec­
tion, indicated "that racial strife is probably a significant 
factor in the Jail, primarily due to the number of Black 
Muslims, and that homosexuality does exist but is not a 
major problem." The Crime Commission also noted 
that, "should a disturbance assume serious proportions, 
it would be difficult to muster enough men to control the 
situation. The immediacy of this problem is reflected in a 
Department official's observation that resentment toward 
discipline and work has become more pronounced during 
the past year." 

By 1969, the problems of dissension, activism and 
disorder among inmates of the Department <)f Corl1~c­
tions appeared to have reached a crisis stage. A commit-

'" Emphasis supplied. 
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tee appointed by the Mayor to investigate activities at 
Lorton reported that: 

Most of the inmates sent to the Lorton Com­
plex came from the economically deprived sec­
tions of the cities; they are vocal and militant; 
they are accustomed to stating grievances and 
they do not respect institutional authority. 

Regarding the breakdown in respect for authority, the 
report quoted a senior captain of the guard force as 
describing an incident in these words: 

This isn't an isolated instance, an inmate that 
gets mad and knocks a television off a stand, 
this is one thing, but when five or six dor­
mitories pick up their televisions and throw 
them out through the windows and kick doors 
down and set fires in three separate places, no 
sir, this isn't nonna1 activity. 

Regarding homosexuality among prisoners, the House 
District Committee reported in 1970: 

The practice of homosexuality and lesbianism 
is widespread and uncontrolled, and no effort 
is made to segregate these deviates from oth,'r 
prisoners .... Rapes by other prisoners are 
common place [sic.]. 

Data on escapes-one of the quantifiable factors in 
inmate tempernment-reflect the trend. The Department 
of Corrections reported that in 1960 there were two 
escapes from the male institutions (one from the 
minimum security facility); in 1967 there were fourteen 
escapes (two from the minimum security facility) and 
ninety-one absconds; and during the first nine months of 
fiscal year 1971 there were seventeen escapes (two from 
minimum security facility) and 341 absconds. These data 
contrast with the one escape and eleven absconds re­
ported for a five-year period by the Karrick Committee. 

D. Correctional Persl:mnel 

The Karrick Committee noted that the Department of 
Corrections was authorized to employ 610 staff members 
in 1957, and recommended lm increase of seventy positions 
to improve security, maintenance, and inmate training. 
The Karrick Committee gave no particular insights on 
the characteristics of the correctional personnel. (It may 
be inferred that the Committee's recommendation was 
approved: authorized correctional personnel positions to­
taled 693 in fiscal year 1960.) 

The American Correctional Association, in its report 
to the Crime Commission i111966, was high in its praise 
of Department of Corrections employees: 

Morale among the employees is excellent, as 
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there is a strong feeling that they are part of an 
organization dedicated to helping those sent to 
them for correction and training. Outstanding, 
too, is the general regard and respect for the 
contributions of the various administrative, 
clerical, correctional officer, and professional 
personnel to the program for inmates. 

The association fow;d that, at the time of its study, the 
Department of Corrections employed more than 980 per­
sons in some 100 separate occupational categories. The 
study also showed that minimum staffing requirements 
suggested by the association for professional personnel 
were not met by the Department, In its general recom­
mendations, the Crime Commission recommended that 
approximately 100 correctional officers be added to the 
Department of Corrections in order to remedy deficien­
cies in institutional security and prisoner supervision. 
Hopefully some of the new officers would be black: 

The Department of Corrections is concerned 
that only about 15 percent of its employees are 
Negro and believes that the racial distribution 
of the staff &bbuld more accurately re1lect the 
racial di~t.Ei'b~tion of the inmate population. 

There~ftei; the authorized complement of the Depart­
ment of Corrections was gradually increased until fiscal 
year 1970, when there was a sharp increase to more than 
1,500 positions. The 1971 complement was 1,519 posi­
tions, more than double the authorized strength of 1960. 

Changes in morale of the organization are more dif­
ficult to quantify. One report on this subject, however, is 
that of a Commissioners' committee appointed in the 
aftermath of the "sweep" of the Lorton Complex by 
correctional guards on November 18, 1968. The commit­
tee commented: 

Many of the guards probably did not under­
stand the c'hanges taking place within the 
Complex and the Depaltment. They felt they 
were losing control. They fought hard against 
the effects but probably never understood the 
causes. Many of the guards were not equipped 
with the background, education, training, or 
institutional direction to understand why in­
mates taunted them; why inmates refused to 
accept.harrassment and indignities; and why 
inmates were allowed to state their grievances 
directly to the Director. The Superintendent 
and his staff failed to recognize or understand 
the meaning of the hostility between inmates 
and guards. The Superintendent did not come 

forward to reduce inmate tensions or alleviate 
guard resentments. His actions had the effect 
of undermining the Director and his policies, 
and encouraging the guards to carry on in the 
"old tradition. " 

Further, the House District Committee r 'ported to the 
CQngress that individual correctional officers, the presi­
dent of the correctional officers' union, and even the 
Director of Corrections testified to low morale among 
Department of Corrections employees. 

These comments of 1969-70 stand in stark contrast to 
the report of the Crime Commission issued only two 
years earlier. Especially interesting is the fact that this 
apparent identity crisis occurred at a time when incarcer-. 
ation of serious offenders by the Dep,):rtment was at Ii 

modem low point. 

E. Summary 

• There was a sharp decline in overall correctional 
population from 1965 to 1968, generally attributed 
to the reduced nUJ!\ber of incarcerated drunkenness 
offenders following the Easter decision and the 
Alcoholic Rehabilitation Act of 1967. 

• There was a more gradual but nonetheless signifi­
cant decline in offenders charged with. ')ffenses 
otnt:tr than drunkenness. This decline took place 
from fiscal year 1962 through fiscal year 1968 

• There was a sharp upswing in the number of incar­
cerated criminal offenders, beginning in the fiscal 
year 1969 and continuing through the fiscal year 
1972. Much of this upswing began before the court 
reorganization which became effective in 19-"'10. 

• Problems of correctional programming were com­
pounded in the late 1960's by a dramatic shift in the 
;composition of the inmate population in terms of 
age, offense, and aggressiveness. 

• The apparent net'· tlye correlation between inmate 
population levels aila the trends of reported Crime 
Index offenses suggests that activities of the pros­
ecutor and the courts in 1968 and 1969 may have 
had greater influence on the subsequent crime de­
crease than has previously been perceived. Further, 
the apparent negative correlation bet!,veen' inmate 
population (excluding drunkenness of\~nders) and 
reported Crime Index offenses suggests that the 
District experience may be a fruitful source of data 
for studying the potential of deterrence and in­
capacitation, both as functions of correctional in­
stitutions and as affectors of crime rates. 
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CHAPTER VU. STATISTICAL MEASURt2S 

The "state of the art" forces us to rely, for practical 
purposes, on two existing measures of crime. The most 
important is the FBI's Uniform Crime Report, prepared 
under the aegis of the UCR Committee of the Interna­
tional Association of Chiefs of Police. The UCR has been 
changing in recent years, with state governments con­
solidating audited data from local jurisdictions. For most 
of the period of this study, however, the UCR figures 
Were consolidations of unaudited data submitted volun­
tarily by local police agencies to the FBI. Nevertheless, 
the UCR is the only continuous-although somewhat 
inconsistent-measure of criminality in the District of 
Columbia over the period of this study. 

The second measure is the "victimization survey," 
which attempts to estimate the incidence of selected 
kinds of crime from interviews of randomly selected 
residents. The chief disadvantage, for our purpose, is 
that victimization surveys have been rarely performed. 
Only one partial and one complete survey of the District 
were performed during the period studied. 

A. The Crime Index 

The so-called Crime Index consists of seven offense 
categnries: 

.. ;"tiurder and non-negligent manslaughter 
II 'i1orcible rape 
.. Robbery 
.. Aggravated assault 
c Burglary 
I) Larceny-theft 
.. Motor vehicle theft 
These crimes are included in the Index primarily be­

cause they are considered to be the offenses most 
consistently reported to the police, therefore furnishing 
the most meaningful data. (Despite this assumption, vic­
timization surveys indicate that less than half these crimes 
are in fact reported to the police.) Other criteria for 
inclusion are the volume :and the inherent seriousness of 
the crimes. 

Excluded from the Index are crimes known to be 
seldom or irregularly reported to the police. Non­
aggravated assaults not involving weapons; white collar 
crimes of embezzlement and fraud; organized crimes of 
loansharking, gambling, narcotics trafficking, and fenc-

58 

ing; "victimless" crimes such as prostitution, drug use, 
or drunkenness-these and other categories are excluded 
because hundreds, perhaps thousands, are presumed to 
occur for every one reported to the police. Indeed, most 
reports of these crimes are made by the police, after the 
offense has been noted by observation or investigation 
and the offender arrested. In the Uniform Crime Reports, 
such offenses are categorized as "Part II" offenses. 

For Crime Index offenses, information is collected and 
reported in three general categories: 1) offenses reported 
to the police, 2) offenses cleared (solved), and 3) persons 
arrested. For most "Part II" offenses, the concepts of 
"offenses reported" and "offenses cleared" do not ap­
ply. Therefore the UCR system provides that information 
on these crimes is collected only for persons arrested. 
(Special tabulations are made for non-aggravated as­
saults and, lately, for special problems such as assaults 
on police officers.) 

Adjustments in the data collection instruments are 
made almost every year by the UCR Committee, but 
such changes are made with careful thought for the 
continuity of the data. To understand the material in this 
work, only rNO of the revisions need be mentioned here. 

The first affected data for 1958 and thereafter. Prior to 
that time, UCR offenses were divided into "Part I" and 
"Part II" classes. Beginning in 1958, the "Part I" 
category was abandoned and the Crime Index put in its 
pl.ace. When this change was made, several crimes 
which had been included in the "Part 1" class­
manslaughter by negligence, nonforcible rape, and 
larceny-theft of goods under $50 in value-were 
excluded from the newly constructed Crime Index. 

The second major change occurred in 1973. Beginning 
that January, the Crime Index was expanded to include 
all larceny-theft regardless of value. Tins modification 
was made because of the problems encountered in 
eval uating stolen property and because the reporting of 
crime on the basis of monetary value permitted inflation­
ary trends to affect crime rates. 

B. Crime reporting in the District 

Before 1948 the crime reporting system of the Met­
ropolitan Police Department was very loosely structured. 
Following publicity about the non-reporting of numerous 
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serious crimes, the system was reorganized that year to 
comply with uniform Crime Report standards and proce­
dures. The 1948 reorganization has been cited by the 
department as the benchmark fl'o'11 which trends can be 
measured; however, there were so many variations 
in later years that the validity of the benchmark is 
questionable. 

1. Part Il "offenses reported." Despite the fact that 
only Crime Index offenses are "reportable," the de­
partment in 1950 began to tabulate "offenses report­
ed" for Part II classes as well. This practice continued 
through fiscal year 1971. It resulted in an extraordinarily 
high clearance rate for felonies, and the data based on it 
must be disregarded. 

2. Unfounded offenses. The department did not tabu­
late its own monthly and annual statistics in exactly the 
same manner as those submitted to the UCR. The 
differences-involving the discounting of crimes de­
clared to be unfounded after the close of the month in 
which reported-are inconsequential to this study. How­
ever, they can cause confusion when Metropolitan Police 
Department statistics are compared with those of the 
UCR. This practice continued through fiscal year 1967. 

3. Pursesnatching and pocketpicking. The Metropoli­
tan Police De'partment tabulated some offenses according 
to local statutes rather than by UCR classification. The 
two notable cases were pursesnatching and pocketpick­
ing; both are classified as "robbery" in the District and 
were so tabulated by the department in its own statistical 
reports through fiscal year 1967. However, in most 
cases, they should be classified as "larceny-theft" 
among the UCR categories, and were so tabulated in 
reports to the UCR. Consequently, significant disparity 
is found between MPD data and UCR data for' 'Rob­
bery" and "Larceny-theft." In addition,. prior to fiscal 
year 1966, the department divided "larceny-theft" 
felony and misdemeanor offenses at (he $100 level, as 
provided by local law. Beginning in 1966, the division 
was made at $50 as provided by ~he VCR standard. 

These variations affected orily specific categories, 
however, not the total for the Crime Index. 

4. Certain reported rapes. Under a procedure which 
dated back to the early 1940's, and which somehow 
escaped being corrected during the 1948 reorganization 
of the crime reporting system, the police department did 
not tabulate in its own or in UCR statistics hundreds of 
forcible rapes reported each year. Most of these were 
crimes in which the offender and the victim were ac­
quainted and in which physical injury was nonexistent or 
slight. The police practice was to refer such cases to the 
U.S. Attorney's office-which, for a variety of reasons, 
might dissuade the grand jury from an indictment. One 
presumed reason is that such cases are difficult to prose-

cute. (It was frequently alleged that U.S. District Court 
judges pressured the U.S. Attomey not to bring "cheap" 
rape cases before their courts.) Moreover, there is reason 
to suspect that racial bias influenced decisions whether or 
not to prosecute. An increase of 9 percent in white 
victims contrasts with an increase of 104 percent in black 
victims between fiscal years 1970 and 1974, before and 
after the system was changed. 

This deviation from UCR procedures was discovered 
during an administrative review in 1971. The procedures 
were immediately changed to insure that all prima facie 
rape cases were tabulated as offenses reported and, 
where appropriate, the offender arrested without regard 
to possible prosecution sUccess. This change affected 
data after 1970. 

5. Reclassifying minor aggravated assaults. Most ag­
gravated assaults grow out of family or friendship quar­
rels and many victims make no report to the police 
except as required by doctors or hospitals. Others make a 
complaint in the heat of anger, but are unwilling to 
prosecute when the case comes to conrt. Cities which 
rigorously report these offenses--resulting in high per 
capita rates of aggravated assault-often suspect that 
other cities are collecting da.::.t only on cases pursued 
through to prosecution. 

Such a prosecution-oriented reporting system, was 
used by the Metropolitan Police Department prior to 
1948. As part of the reorganization that year, the de­
partment orde.red that a report be made for every assault 
with a dangerous weapon coming to the attention of the 
police; furthermore, because an aggravated assault is a 
felony in the District, the department required that the 
offender, if known, be arrested and presented for pros­
ecution. The result was predictable: the number of re­
ported aggravated assaults increased fivefold. 

U.S. Attorney Leo Rover persuaded Chief Robert V. 
Murray that the reporting system should be brought into 
closer conformity with prosecutorial reality. The police 
therefore instituted a policy in April 1955 reclassifying 
as a simple assault (a Part II offense category) any 
aggravated assault where the injury was slight and there 
was no prosecution. The practice was discontinued in 
196.,.1. 

6. "Miscellaneous Complaint" books. The 1948 
reorganization required that every offense reported to the 
police be entered on a typewritten report form which was 
assigned a serial control number for the headquarters 
records bureau. However, the precinct stations were 
pennitted to maintain "Miscellaneous" books of very 
minor complaints-barking dogs, . children playing 
baseball in alleys or streets, and similar infractions of 
municipal ordinances. 

From the outset, some precincts used these books for 
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recording minor crimes such as thefts from parked au­
tomobiles, thefts of automobile a;cessories, and perhaps 
occasional complaints of pickpockets or pursesnatching. 
Over time, the recording of crimes on "Miscellaneous 
Complaint" books was expanded by some precin~t 

commanders to include more serious offenses. Many 
senior officials knew the system was systematically 
being abused but didn't care. Their attitude changed 
abruptly in 1966, when an investigation developed con­
fessions to burglaries which had never been reported to 
police headquarters. Examination of precinct records 
showed that many of these offenses had been listed as 
"complaints"-in some cases with complete descrip­
tions of stolen property-on precinct dlcidental books. 

As a result, the department's Internal Investigations 
Unit was directed to survey precinct records throughout 
the city. This audit very likely contributed to the sharp 
rise in crimes reported beginning in the last half of 1966. 

Again, during the summer of 1969, the new Field 
Inspection Division undertook a comprehensive review 
of the field reporting system. Among its findings was that 
police districts continued to maintain "Miscellaneous 
Complaint" books. As a result, in September, instruc­
tions were passed through the command structure to 
eliminate such books from the department. 

7. Variations in reporting by precinct commanders. 
Prior to 1969, the procedures for crime reporting rested 
primarily on standards enforced by the local precinct 
captain. A noticible increase or decrease in the level of 
crime in a'precinct often followed a change of command. 
Some of the more striking of these examples are dis­
played in Table 7-1. As can be seen, changes in reported 
levels of crime often were as much as one-third-and 
sometimes as much as two-thirds-of the total of the 
previous period. It is likely that both leadership and 

reporting practices are reflected in various instances, 
sometimes perhaps simultaneously. 

8. Effects of personnel allocation. Pri",']' to 1958, 
patrol officers were distributed on an undefined basis, 
largely by the intuition of the executive officer. In 
November 1958, the department instituted a system al­
locating patrol division personnel among precincts ac­
cording to weighted workload factors, analogous to those 
set forth by O~ W. Wilson in Police Administration (New 
York, 1950). The workload factors and assigned weight 
initially used by the Metropolitan Police Department 
were as follows: 

Factor 

Part One Offenses Reported (except petty larceny) 
Part Two Offenses Reported (plus petty larceny) 
Arrests (except traffic offenses) 
Traffic Accidents investigated 
Radio calls received 
Population 
Miles of streets 
Miscellaneous incidents reported 

Weight 

4 
2 
1 
1 
3 
2 
1 
1 

15 

Under the new system, a precinct commander who 
was underreportiDg crimes was, in effect, depriving his 
precinct of its proportional share of manpower. As this 
fact gradually became obvious to precinct commanders, 
several of them revised their policies to accomplish more 
complete crime reporting. Table 7-2 displays some of 
the more striking instances. 

City-wide, Part I offenses reported totaled 16,415 in 
1958 and rose to 19,081 in 1959-an increase of 2,666 
offenses. Table 7-2 shows an increase of 2,325 reported 
offenses related inferentially to changed manpower dis­
tribution procedures: that increase alone accounts for 
nearly the entire city-wide increase in reported crimes for 
the year. 

Table 7-1 
Inferential Relationship Between Precinct Command Changes and Crime Level Changes Prior to 1966* 

Comparison of Crime Index Offenses 
Command 
Changed 12 months Offenses 12 months Offenses 

Precinct ending Reported ending Reported No. % 

No.1 Nov. 57 Dec. 57 2311 Dec. 58 1575 -736 -32 
Jan. 63 Feb. 63 2178 Feb. 64 3028 +850 +39 

No.2 May 60 May 60 1810 Mar. 61 2984 +1174 +65 
Apr. 61 Apr. 61 2982 Apr. 62 2409 -573 -19 

No. :3 June 65 June 65 2094 June 66 3725 +1631 +78 
No. 6 Feb. 63 Mar. 63 1534 Mar. 64 1024 -510 -33 
No. 8 May 63 May 63 877 May 64 1128 +251 +29 
No.9 May 60 May 60 2973 May 61 1869 -1104 -37 
No. 11 July 63 July 63 1491 July 64 2575 +1084 +75 

* Major city-wide increases and decreases of crime after 1965 make these kinds of inferences impracticable. 
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Table 7-2 
Precinct Crime Level Changes Inferentially Related to Allocation of Manpower by Workload Distribution 

Precinct 12 months Offenses 
ending Reported 

No.3 Apr. 59 1049 
No.5 Jan. 59 1277 
No.8 July 59 707 
No. 12 Dec. 58 1061 
No. 13 Dec. 58 1405 

TOTAL 5499 

9. Changes in reporting technology. In 1948 the Met­
ropolitan Police Department adopted a system of type­
written reports, which at the time was the only feasible 
way of obtaining multiple copies. Because few officers 
could type efficiently, the system was modified in most 
precincts so that the officer could enter the details of an 
incident in longhand in a record kept at the station house, 
and the actual report would be typed up later by a clerk. 
(IncidentaHy, the requirement for typewritten reports led 
to a belief which persisted for at least two decades-that 
the ability to type was a highly desirable attainment for 
police officers.) 

Later, police agencies began to experiment with new 
approaches to report proc~ssing. The St. Louis Police 
Department devised a system of offset reproduction of 
handwritten reports, and this system was adopted by the 
Washington police in a series of procedural changes 
which took place from 1964 through 1968. The transition 
to handwritten reports can be presumed to have increased 
somewhat the reporting of minor crimes-first, by mak­
ing it possible for the officer to complete his report 
without going to the station; second, by making it easier 
for station personnel to send on reports which they might 
previously have set aside as "complaints." 

The final technological change in the department's 
crime reporting system was recommended by the Interna­
tional Association of Chiefs of Police, following a man­
agement survey. The new system called for officers to 
complete their reports in the field and have them picked 
up by their sergeants, so that the patrol officers would not 
be required to pursue any of the administrative tasks of 
crime reporting. This' 'field reporting" system was in­
stalled during fiscal year 1969. 

It should be noted that one recommendation by the 
IACP has never been instituted. This was the proposal 
that, for audit purposes, every complaint received by the 
police-regardless of how trivial or unrelated to 
crime-should be reported to headquarters on a serially 
numbered form. The proposal was rejected by the de­
partment on the basis that the paperwork, would outweigh 
its value as a tool for audit.) 

Part I Offenses Reeorted Change 

12 months Offenses 
ending J.3.eported No. % 

Apr. 60 1489 +440 +42 
Jan. 60 1622 +345 +27 
July 60 1017 +310 +44 
Dec. 59 1535 +474 +45 
Dec. 59 2161 +756 +54 

7824 +2325 +42 

C. Tables of Crime and Arrest [)ata 

Despite their faults, police crime statistics are the only 
available continuing indicators of crime levels in the city 
over the period of this study. On balance, the data are 
probably valid for judging major trends in crime, but 
must be examined critically when it Comes to Jess spec­
tacular changes. With that caveat, the following tables 
are presented. 

Table 7-3 recapitulates Crime Index offenses as re­
ported by the Metropolitan Police Department to the 
VCR for the calendar years 1955 thI10ugh 1975. Except 
for the reclassification of aggravated assaults during the 
years 1956 through 1965, and the ur.derreporting of 
forcible rapes prior to 1971, these data are supposed to 
be reflections of the standard VCR classifications. The 
data are affected, however, by the various processes of 
underreporting described above. 

Table 7-4 recapitulates Crime Index offenses tabu­
lated by the Metropolitan Police Department in its annual 
reports for 1956 through 1975. The~s~~ data (and most of 
the remaining data in this chapter) are reported on the 
basis of fiscal years ending June 30. i As indicated earlier, 
unti11966 the police department in its own reports which 
are reflected in Table 7-4, c1assifieol pursesnatching and 
pocketpicking as "robbery." according to the local stat­
ute, rather than as "larceny-theft' I as prescribed by 
VCR. 

Table 7-5 recapitulates offenses b~V precinct (later by 
patrol district). As indicated earlieI'll examination will 
show numeroUs changes in precinct data! especially prior 
to 1966. which can be inferentially related to changes 
in precinct CC'mmanders or to persl:>nnel distribution 
policies. , 

Changes in levels of reported crlime within specific 
precincts can also be related to economic or sociological 
changes. For example, the sharp reduction in Fourth 
Precinct reported crime from 1956 through 1962. with 11 
subsequent upswing, obviously Wai) a result of urban 
renewal activity which virtually leveled and then rebuilt 
most of the housing of that area. Similar, more subtle 
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Table 7-3 
Offenses Reported in the District of Columbia (Uniformed Crime Reports Data) Calendar Years 

1955 through 1975 

Murder and Larcen:t-theft 

Calendar Non-negligent Manslaughter Forcible Aggravated $50 & Under Auto 

Year TOTAL Manslaughter B~ Nel,llil,lence Raee Robbc!X Assault Buq~la!X over $50 Theft 

1955 18163 53 30 100* 784 3441 3649 1708 6676 1722 
1956 16479 65 23 100* 709 2621 3216 1772 6318 1655 
1957 16269 78 23 100* 718 2708 3058 1849 5977 1758 
1958 16415 79 23 65 709 2535 3642 1683 5780 1899 
1959 19081 74 22 87 693 2856 4189 1930 7272 1958 
1960 20749 81 24 III 1072 2966 4587 2314 7591 2003 
1961 21602 88 18 100 1348 2955 4902 2464 7268 2459 
1962 22234 91 26 82 1572 3005 5022 2666 7189 2581 
1963 25613 95 29 87 1707 2851 6984 3140 7255 3465 
1964 30357 132 23 96 2279 2605 8910 3518 7402 5392 
1965 33904 148 19 140 2881 2635 9886 4153 8423 5619 
1966 39952 141 15 134 3703 3177 10498 5261 10458 6565 
1967 53916 178 30 172 5759 3143 14702 7124 14301 8507 
1968 63679 195 26 260 8622 3103 17950 7876 14293 11354 
1969 82659 287 28 336 12366 3609 22933 11508 20402 11190 
1970 82542 221 7 313* 11816 4089 22348 9414 23224 lll10 
1971 70516 275 615 11222 3972 18818 7622 19260 8732 
1972 52636 245 21 714 7751 3897 12801 6217 15169 5821 
1973 51077 268 36 596 7171 3591 11801 7880 15021 4713 
1974 54678 279 37 561 7936 2811 14126 11271 13733 3924 
1975 55192 235 34 521 9137 2812 13164 12746 13146 3397 

* Forcible rape data for 1955-57 are estimated; rape reporting procedures changed in 1970. 

1 Table 7-4 
Offenses Reported in the District of Columbia (MPDC Annual Report Data) 

Fiscal Years 1956 through 1975 By Crime Classification 

Murder and Larcen~-theft 

Fiscal Non-negligent Manslaughter Forcible Aggravated $50/$100 Under Auto 
Year TOTAL Manslaughter By Negligence Rape Robbery Assault Burglary and over $50/$100 Theft 

19.% 17610 61 24 219 1069 2824 3407 787 7392 1827 
1957 15554 68 20 199 937 2545 3007 783 6270 1725 
1958 17047 81 16 160 1076 2791 3374 786 6996 1767 
1959 17515 70 30 158 1033 2505 3823 711 7167 2018 
1960 19929 78 19 154 1298 3067 4409 915 8036 1953 
1961 21802 89 15 147 1863 2900 4922 1029 8654 2183 
1962 21534 93 13 129 2012 2956 4701 1056 8078 2496 
1963 23194 82 18 142 2436 2998 5789 1162 7793 2774 
1964 28469 109 28 162 2633 2754 8209 1458 8510 4606 
1965 32053 163 14 159 3945 2474 9309 1621 8632 5736 
1966 34765 157 14 196 3797* 2823 9221 1901 11361 5295 
1967 46792 158 17 187 6394 3257 12709 2301 14146 7623 
1968 57997 179 28 187 6588 3136 16470 7245 14334 9830 
1969 71237 233 30 335 10236 3341 19225 9711 16900 11226 
1970 89434 280 17 323* 13240 3922 24858 11947 22671 12176 
1971 75751 226 2* 421 11589 4070 19932 7912 21660 9939 
1972 62070 266 78 608 9607 3902 16102 6881 \7307 7319 
1973 49046 269 31 712 6982 3670 11389 6204 14701 5088 
1974 52543 247 35 556 7435 3329 12748 9490 14098 4605 
1975 56923 273 35 546 8846 2784 14321 12607 13938 3573 

I 
- ! * Data affected by error or by significant changes in reporting procedures. 
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Table 7-5 
Offenses Reported in the District of Columbia (MPDC Aft,.;.W;: Report Data) 

Fiscal Years 1956 through 1975 By Precinct or Uistrict 

Fiscal 
Year TOTAL No. 1 No.2 No.3 No.4 No.5 No.6 No.7 No.8 No.9 No. 10 No.n No. 12 No. 13 No. 14 HP** 

1956 17610 2402 2314 1278 1107 973 521 496 872 2288 1448 695 795 1425 970 26 
1957 15554 2099 1998 1049 823 944 609 498 628 1751 1370 860 933 1155 8Hi 21 
1958 17047 2129 1982 1067 902 1288 703 464 804 1789 1506 1080 1045 1345 916 27 
1959 17515 1403 1366 1122 742 1400 1011 479 700 2369 1673 1112 1307 1726 1087 18 
1960 19929 1592 1866 1447 693 1541 1239 547 955 2881 1790 920 1382 2183 878 15 
1961 21802 2351 2921 1739 473 1397 1315 573 971 1803 2284 1041 1441 2482 993 18 
1962 21534 2359 2329 1766 396 1370 1305 498 785 1972 2720 1224 1383 2486 916 25 
1963 23194 2388 2669 1745 478 1668 1332 529 857 2126 3098 1390 1446 2440 1022 6 
1964 28469 2892 2762 1948 626 2113 1164 634 1103 2705 3506 2485 1757 3379 1389 6 
1965 32053 3008 3136 2073 609 2430 1633 720 1086 3309 3691 2912 1957 3802 1679 18 
1966 34765 3036 3462 3696 663 2204 1818 854 1<:24 4074 3510 2975 1847 3611 1776 15 
1967 46792 4160 4654 4975 983 2803 2333 983 1573 4798 5002 4787 2437 4397 2907 10 
1968 57997 4755* 5877 5351 1205* 2899 2577 1308 2201 6299 6332 6465 2823 5275 4604 26 
1969 71237 8894 6439 6987 4154 2976* 1859 2139 7062 6822 7295 3841 7756 4988 25 
1!}70 89434 19897 11035 15337 11774 1403817353 
1971 75751 15343 8871 1172611363 1255715891 
1972 62070 11757 9522 10853 8628 9432 5452 6426 
1973 49046 9064 7600 9091 6450 7516 3964 5361 
1974 52543 11026 7993 9203 6122 8371 3966 5862 
1975 56923 11967 8790 9469 7190 8842 4200 6465 

* Filst and Fourth Precincts consolidated in August 1968; 
Precincts consolidated into Six Districts in Fiscal Year 1970; 
Sixth District divided into Sixth and Seventh Districts in FisClil Year 1972. 

** Harbor Precinct 

changes in crime patterns in other precincts can be traced 
by knowledgeable observers of the local scene. 

Table 7-6 provides tabulations of "charges" for 
Crime Index offenses reported by the Metropolitan 
Police Department for 1956 through 1975. 

Table 7-7 is a tabulation of data of "charges" made 
by the department for non,Index crim~s for the period. 
The data, like those of Table 7-6, show the number of 
"charges" rather than the number of persons arrested; 
however, in general, these are reasonably valid reflec­
tions of police activity in the areas indicated. 

Finally, for the convenience of those interested in the 
traffic-control aspects of the criminal justice process, 
Table 7-8 tabulates charges, including traffic violations 
for which an arrest was made or coIIateral posted, for 
1956 tl'i!ugh 1975. 

One ",her kind of data of interest to the criminal 
justice system relates to offenses "cleared" or solved. 
Offense data may be questionable, arrest data may be 
unreliable, but clearance data are virtually worthless. 
Consequently" this study takes no account of clearance as 
a useful indicator of crime levels, police activity, or 
police effectiveness. Purely for convenience of the 
reader who may be interested, Table 7-9 displays, for 
the years covered by this study, the reported clearances 

"'By Arrest:' and "By Other Means" reported by the 
department for total Crime Index offenses, 

Despite the unreliability of clearance data as a specific 
measure, the indicated substantial drop in the percentage 
of clearances from 1958 through 1970 no doubt correctly 
reflect the trend, if not the details. Looking at the graphs 
of arrest data, one can see that what happened was not 
that arrests (and clearances) dropped off sharply, but that 
reported offenses increased sharply, so that major varia­
tions occurred in the proportion of reported offenses 
declared cleared. 

D. Graphs for Crime index Categories 

Following are graphs which portray, for Crime Index 
offenses, the number of offenses reported and the 
number of arreSts (charges) reported by the Metropolitan 
Police Department over the period studied. I have 
warned the reader that all these data must be reviewed 
with caution. Generally, however, except as indicated 
hereafter, these graphic portrayals probably communi­
cate a reasonable perspective of what was occurring in 
this city in terms of major crimes .. 

It will be noted that in some years, the number of 
arrests (charges) for murder, forcible rape, and aggni­
vated assault exceeds the number of reported offenses. 



Fiscal Year TOTAL 

1956 83617 2306 1640 71 564 267 452 1137 1158 1683 39506 15593 229 7905 546 8180 
1957 89895 2722 1294 117 545 275 924 1077 1502 1435 43829 18879 362 8353 519 7562 
1958 86618 2572 1l6~~ 92 637 392 834 936 1661 853 41124 19793 381 8655 454 7072 
1959 90622 2222 14',19 100 745 431 971 927 1669 1157 42898 21200 553 9074 520 6676 
1960 84733 2146 1267 50 763 230 730 852 1222 1193 40400 19638 513 8841 451 6437 
1961 81271 1752 989 76 688 178 676 517 865 1502 40861 18389 559 8244 451 5524 
1962 84013 1676 926 91 963 165 635 536 1106 1497 46097 17552 491 8648 454 3176 
1963 88083 2302 962 105 1077 211 594 1018 1047 1911 47950 19040 810 8824 529 1703 
1964 84254 2633 841 150 1490 243 703 907 1)32 1&38 44206 18619 658 8992 1842 
1965 88821 2227 953 212 1735 147 343 849 1357 2140 47463 21028 734 8257 1376 
1966 86991 2205 854 203 1784 226 458 902 1491 1964 44792 20446 892 9197 1577 
1967 70605 2038 962 325 2010 174 374 910 1122 1928 37459 13526 706 7687 1384 
1968 55659 1500 797 513 1796 242 388 1175 814 1034 26630 13917 361 5335 1157 
1969 19779 1507 985 654 2024 587 363 1439 706 1026 2250 3988 144 3628 478 
1970 23067 1598 982 949 2466 1120 356 2426 1309 1153 1684 3628 117 4614 665 
1971 44854 1745 936 1048 3345 1066 514 4708 2124 852 14 16703 135 10472 1192 
1972 35964 1751 1199 942 3864 850 514 4294 2392 1182 12 8816 13 8183 1952 
1973 ~2793 1902 1176 1015 4044 1073 725 4693 1788 594 2 7593 4 6044 2140 
1974 31761 1545 1637 IOn 3546 1137 576 4177 1625 317 2 7702 5546 2859 
1975 33425 1632 .1699 1566 3574 1556 431 4826 1568 189 6 7278 20 5578 3502 
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Table 7-8 
Arrests (Charges) Reported in the District of Columbia (MPDC Annual Report Data) 

Fiscal Years 1956 through 1975 All Offenses 
TRAFFIC CHARGES 

Crirn e In dex Non-Index Driving While Other Moving Parking 
Fiscal Year Total Charges Charges Charges Total Intoxicated Violations Violations 

1956 393860 10127 81637 302096 402 81831 219863 
1957 420924 9154 89895 321875 351 95116 226408 
1958 397973 10054 86618 301301 413 86638 214250 
1959 436409 10204 90622 335583 337 91944 243302 
1960 433672 10277 84733 338662 373 106499 231790 
1961 415925 11238 8127! 323416 362 108309 214745 
1962 434963 10672 84013 340278 497 105048 234733 
1963 496678 10757 88083 397838 513 104289 293036 
1964 512484 11604 84254 416626 376 102235 314015 
1965 580660 11347 88821 480492 424 113303 366765 
1966 546802 13062 86991 446749 256 112851 333642 
1967 555340 13418 70605 471317 407 99052 371858 
1968 576032 14709 55659 505664 364 100299 405001 
1969 613235 13827 19779 579629 269 102351 477009 
1970 668518 14571 23067 630880 48 102805 528027 
1971 772661 14632 44854 713175 503 111363 601309 
1972 1377893 14261 35964 1327668 878 219264 1107526 
1973 1312625 15525 32793 1264307 991 243986 1019330 
1974 1523289 18401 31761 1473127 908 167953 1304266 
1975 1477507 17453 33425 1426629 1302 113893 1311434 

Table 7-9 
Offenses, Clearances, Arrests Crime Index Offenses-Fiscal Years 1956 through 1975 

Number Cleared 
Index Percent Index 

Fiscal Year Offenses Cleared Total By Arrest Other means Arrests 

1956 17610 50.2 8835 7869 966 10127 
1957 15554 49.5 7697 6510 1187 91 54 
1958 17047 51.0 8697 7346 1351 10054 
1959 17515 49.6 9195 10204 
1960 19929 48.3 9623 7862 1761 10277 
1961 21802 44.7 9724 8160 1564 11238 
1962 21534 43.3 9320 7738 1582 10672 
1963 23194 40.9 9581 7710 1871 10757 
1964 28469 38.1 10850 7857 2993 11604 
1965 32053 34.1 10937 7144 3793 11347 
1966 34765 26.3 9159 5883 3276 13062 
1967 46792 19.4 9100 8188 912 13418 
1968 57997 24.4 14124 13532 592 14709 
1969 71237 17.1 12166 11742 424 13827 
1970 89434 13.2 11799 9757 2042 14571 
1971 75751 19.4 14657 11964 2733 14632 
1972 62070 19.5 12075 11076 999 14261 
1973 49046 22.5 11045 9741 1304 15525 
1974 52543 22.2 11660 10389 1271 18401 
1975 56888 22.4 12769 10943 1826 17453 

Sometimes several offenders are charged for the same reporting period from that of the offense; and sometimes 
offense; sometimes an offender is charged in a different the arrest data may be erroneous. 
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E. Graphs for Non-Index Categories 
The primary data for non-Index crimes are arrest 

statistics, which more often reflect the level of police 
activity than the extent of the crime problem. However, 
arrest statistics for some non-Index categories, if care­
fully interpreted, can furnish insight into levels of crime, 
as well as law enforcement activity. For example, the 
drastic increase in arrests for weapDns offenses more 
likely reflects an increase in the number of such weapons 
illegally carried by citizens than a police decision to 
make more arrests for that crime. Conversely, the re­
duced level of arrests for liquor-law violations almost 
certainly reflects a de-emphal'lis by the police, rather than 
a decline in the number of such violfitions. 

1. Stolen property offenses (Graph 7-18). Arrests for 
this category seem to follow the over-all trend of re­
ported Index crimes, except for the surge in 1973-75. 
This upswi.ng reflects the emphasis which the police 
department in those years was placi· ,g on discovering 
and arresting' 'fences," both as a part of over-all crimi­
nal investigations and as a specific activity of the or­
ganized crime section of the Intelligence Division. 

2. Weapons offenses (Graph 7-18). Except for 1961, 
1968, and 1973-75, the trend of arrests for weapons 

offenses has been sharply upward since 1957. It is 
noteworthy that arrests in this category peaked in 
1973-three years after the peak of reported Crime Index 
offenses. One possible explanation is that the level of 
weapons offenses, as reflected by arrests, is affected by 
weapons illegally carried by otherwise "law-abiding 
citizens," reflecting their fear of crime. Such a conclu­
sion is not supported by any statistical evidence, but 
might be drawn from the frequent responses of the pros­
ecutors and courts, to complaints from the police about 
inadequate penalties in weapons offenses, that a very 
high proportion of such arrestees are more law abiding 
than criminal. 

3. Prostitution and vagrancy (Graph 7-19). These 
categories of arrest are particularly sensitive to police 
arrest policies, creating potential trend lines th,,, reflect 
police activity more than offender activity. Prostitution and 
vagrancy arrests are therefore presented on the same graph. 
In the past, many of those arrested for vagrancy were 
prostitutes who sought to avoid a charge of "soliciting 
prostitution" by dressing in a manner calculated to entice 
the customer. This ploy made it very difficult for the 
police undercover officer to develop a "soliciting pros­
titution" case without risking a counter-charge of en-
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trapment. In response, the police resorted to filing 
charges under the vagrancy statute. Substantial portions 
of those statutes were declared unconstitutional by the 
Circuit Court in December 1968 and charges for vag­
rancy thereafter diminished and from 1972 onward are 
virtually non-existent. 

Loss of the vagrancy statute forced- more extensive use 
of statutes specifically prohibiting solicitation ofprostitu­
tion, and shifted enforcement efforts from uniformed 
officers, who had been making arrests under vagrancy 
procedures. to undercover officers, who sought to make 
arre!)ts on statutes such <is soliciting prostitution. (Add i- _ 
tionally, in 1969 the police department began using 
policewomen, posing as prostitutes, to arrest male cus­
tomers who solicited them.) Hence there was a sharp 
upswing in prostitution charges following the sharp 
downswing in-vagrancy charges. The increased arrests 
for prostitution also reflect a perceptible (but unmeasure­
able) increase in the number of prostitutes in the city of 
Washington, beginning aboU'3968, which resulted in _ 
efforts by the department to increase enforcement activ­
ity again~t prostitutes. 

4. Violations oI'drug laws (Graph 7-20),. The main 
trend line reflects arrests for violations of drug laws in 

general. Also includect are graph lines to show the distri­
bution of "other" drug arrests, as contrasted with 
marihuana-related arrests, for calendar years 1969 
through 1974. (These latter data are not available prior b 
1969). Like the graph for prostitution arrests, Graph 
7-20 demonstrates the efftects of both changed drug ar­
rest enforcement policies and changed criminal activity. 
A clearly defined upswing in illegal use of drugs oc­
curred in the District beginning about 1967. Increased 
drug traffic itself is the reason for some of the arrests in 
fiscal years 1968 and 1969, but others reflect increased 
police response to the increased problem. For example, 
Police Chief John B. La.yton testified before the Senate 
Committee on the District of Columbia on April 9,1969, 
that the narcotics section of the police. department had 
been increased by one-half (from 10 men to 15 men) in 
May 1968.; 

A similar combinatioil of factors resulted in {u"ther 
increases in arrests in fiscal years 1970 and 1971. During 
the summer and. fall of 1969, the police dcpartment 
quadrupled the size of the headquarters narcotic~J seddon. 
Previollsly, field personnel making a drug arrest had to 
enlist a member of the narcotics squad for processing the 
arrestee and the evidence; this. procedure was eliminated 
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in 1969, by which time it had become an unwieldly 
constraint on field personnel as drug traffic grew to 
epidemic proportions. In addition, in cooperation with 
the Federal Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs, 
the department began to train field personnel to recognize 
drugs and to understand drug-traffic systems and tech­
niques; eventually, more than 2,000 patrol officers of the 
department had attended three-day training programs 
conducted by the BNDD. The new policy of the depart­
ment was to encourage field personnel to arrest street­
level drug traffickers, while the quadrupled headquarters 
narcotics section was expected to work on development 
of cases against majot deal:!rs. The effects of those 
changes are clearly evident in the arrest data fDr fiscal 
year 1970 and thereafter. 

The fact that arrest statistics can also retkct offense 
levels is demonstrl'.ted by the distribution of arrests be­
tween "other" dT Jg offenses and marihuana-related of­
fenses for the r .Iendar years 1969-1974. One might 
interpret the gruph line f()r total drug arrests as demon­
strating that drug activity reached a peak in 1971 and 
continued at a high level thereafter. But the "other" 
versus marihuana graph lines demonstrate that arrests for 
"other" drugs peaked in 1971 and dropped sharply 
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MARIHUANA AND "OTHER" DRUGS SHOWN SEPARATELY 
CALENOAR YEARS 1968-1975 
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thereafter, while there was a substantial increase in 
marihuana arrests (Table 7-21). 

Noting the sharp increase in marihuana arrests in 
1973, the police department was concerned that, as her­
oin traffic had diminished, narcotics investigators had 
merely followed Parkinson's Law and shifted their ef­
forts to ferreting out marihllana. Analysis of drug arrests, 
however, revealed that the majority of the additional 
arrests were not developed by investigations. Instead 
they resulted from an apparently substantial increase in 
oresence. of marihuana in the community-and . a con­
sequent increase in the number of arrests stemming from 
observations of open violators or searches following ar­
rests on other charges (Table 7-22). 

5. Gambling and liquor law offenses (Graph 7-23). 
Both these categories of arrests tend to reflect police 
enforcement policies rather than the presence or absence 
(if violations in the community. Because these offenses 
rjroouced . neither the social consequences of the drug 
{cafflc nor the citizen complaint~ of prostitution, police 
efforts were generally aimed at the more flagrant vio­
lators in the period of this study. Clearly perceptible in 
these graphs h diminished police enforcem'ant during the 
peak crime years of 1968, 1969 and 1970, with some 
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Table 7-21 
Arrests (Charges) by Metropolitan Police Department-Drug Offenses 

CALENDAR YEAR 

1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 

Marihuana Related Offenses: 
Marihuana Tax Act 215 132 63 49 
Controlled Substance Act 

Distribution 17 49 152 77 23 
Possession w/intent to distribute 40 49 70 65 12 
Possession 12 60 85 147 

Uniform Narcotics Act 128 96 203 588 1557 2271 2451 2820 
Sub-total 343 228 266 694 1667 2553 2678 3002 

"Other" Drug Related Offenses: 
Harrison Narcotics Act 303 618 1795 850 
Controlled Substance Act 1153 1458 1046 981 677 
Uniform Narcotics Act 105 340 793 1111 650 220 251 361 
Drug Abuse Control Act 13 32 107 58 
Dangerous Drug Act 58 56 225 402 437 187 95 515 

Sub-total 479 1046 2920 3574 2545 1453 1127 1553 
Drug Related Offenses: 

Sub-total* 255 471 1543 1993 Iv;'.?. 471 473 804 
TOTAL 1077 1745 4729 6261 5304 4477 4478 535:>~' 

* Includes possession of implements of crime, presence in illegal establishment, uttering forged prescription, and conspiracy. 

Table 7-22 
Marihuana Related Arrests Analysts by Circumstances-Calendar Years 1970-74 

Percent of simEie Eossession marihuana arrests 

ARREST CIRCUMSTANCES 1970 I971 1972 1973 1974 

L Marihuana investigation 15.0, 5.0 6.4 4.4 6.0 
2. Narcotics and drug investigation 22.5 20,.0 5.5 6.4 12.0 
3. ArrestS for other criminal offenses 27.5 31.3 29,0 39.0 16.0 
4. Arrests for traffic offenses 17.5 18.7 17.2 7.?- 16.0 
5. Spontaneous marihuana arrest 17.5 25.0 41.9 43.0 50.0 

TOTAL simple possession cases 203 588 1557 2331 2536 
TOTAL aI1 marihuana cases 266 694 1667 2553 2678 
Simple Possession as percent of all cases 76.3 84.7 93.4 91.3 95.0 

Definition of Circumstances: . 
Category 1 reflects cases where an active investigation of marihuana traffic led to the arrest:' 
Category 2 reflects cases where an active investigation of narcotics or dangerous drugs other than Inarihuana resulted in an arrest of 
someone for simple marihuana possession during execution of arrest on several warrants. 
Category 3 indicates non-drug related arrests where search of the prisoner revealed possession of marihuana. 
Category 4 indicates traffic arrests where search of the prisoner revealed possession of marihuana. 
Category 5 reflects cases where there was no prior p01ice investigation or arrest but the subject was observed ,;ossessing, disposilJg of, or 
smoking marihuana. Traffic stops where the subject was not under formal arrest before opservation of the marihuana are included in this 
category. 

upsurge in gambling enforcement as the city became 
more stabilized. The further decline ill liquor law en­
forcement refleCts a departmental policy that enforce-

ment:against licensed ABC ,establishments should be 
p'~rformed primarily by the Alcoholic Beyerage Control 
,Board rather than by the police department. 
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6. Drunkenness ana' disorderly conduct (Graph 
7-24). These arrests also tend to reflect police, pros­
ecutor, and legislative policy more than the level of 
incidents in the community. The District of Columbia 
Crime Commission noted that in 1965 the Washington 
p0lice made more than three times the number of intoxi­
-r.ation arrests, per unit of populatio'il, than other cities 
over 250,000 population. This was so despite the fact 
that, in response to the 1957 Karrick Report, the police 
department had issued instructions to send intoxicated 
persons home, when practical, rather than arrest them. 
That instruction was issued in August 1958; arrests for 
intoxication actually increased the foIIowing year. 

Arrests for drunkenness were analyzed by precincts, to 
determine what caused city-wide 81uctuations such as 
those found during the first decade of the period. The 
sJudy revealed that arrest ~evels for such offenses were 
controlIed less by headquarters policy than by the 
policies of command and supervisory officials at the 
precinct level. Data for specific precin.cts often show 
how a change in command significantiy influenced the 
arrest levels for drunkenness. 

Moreover, a $hange in police department procedures 
designed for one objective may produce an unintended 
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side effect. In July 1961 the police department, in coop­
eration with the courts, initiated a policy whereby a 
single officer from each precinct could testify in court 
regarding alI drunkenness arrests made by per:sunnel of 
that unit. The purpose was to reduce the time spent by 
officers at court to give perfunctory testimony; the effect, 
as can be seen by the data for fiscal years 1962 and 196:, 
was a sharp upswing in arrests for drunkenness as offi~;­
ers were relieved of the burden of what was then unpaid 
court time. 

The 1966 Easter decision, to the effect that chronic 
alcoholism is legal defense to the charge of public intoxi­
cation, is evident in Graph 7-24, dS is the Alcoholic 
Rehabilitation Act which (effective November 1, 1968) 
substituted detoxification and emergency medical care 
for arrest of almost all intoxicated individuals. 

Similar factors affected arrests for disorderly conduct. 
Moreover, the laws and pG:icies regarding arrests for 
drunkenness in 1966 and subsequent years clearly had an 
effect on the number of charges for disorderly conduct. 
The District of Columbia Crime Commission had noted 
that approximately one-third of all disorderly conduct 
charges were placed in conjunction with charges of 
drunkenness. With drunkenness substantially decrimi-
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nalized, there were fewer' occasions for the secondary 
charge of disorderly conduct': More important, there was 
considerable controversy during the middle 1960's re­
garding enforcement of the disorderly conduct statutes. 
The Crime Commission recommended that the police 
department issue directives regulating, the conduct of 
officers when making arrests for disorderly conduct, and 
a memorandum was accordingly issued in July 1968. 
Officers were discouraged from making arrests for disor­
derly conduct by a policy adopted in May 1969, requir­
ing a pre-trial hearing in all disorderly conduct cases. 
The effects of those policies are evident in the reduced 
level of arrest.s for fiscal years 1969 and 1970. (The' 
upswing in 1971 and 1972 reflects primarily the arrests 
growing out of various demonstrations and related 
disorders.) 

E. Drug Abuse Data 

Charges for drug law violations generally l,otaled 
fewer than 1,000 each year until .1968, when arrests 
moved sharply upward. As indicated by Graph 7-20, the 
upswing during the late 1960's and throu1!H 1971 was 
largely the result of increased charges for violatiOJ1s 
involving drugs other than maqhu?-na. Since calendar 
year 1971, an arrest rate. in excess of 4, doo drug charges 

annually has been sustained by a massive upswing in 
marihuana violations, offsetting significant reduction iii 
charges for violations involving ot'her drugs. 

1. Marihuana violations. Because marihuana is not 
physically addictive, and perhaps to a lesser extent be­
cause it is relatively inexpensive, this drug is not gener­
ally assumed to have a direct relationship either to 
profit-oriented crimes or to crimes of violence. Con­
sequently, marihuana is discussed here only because its 
increased prevalence curing the last few years of the 
study period impinged significantly on drug arrest data. 

As with other drugs, the incidence of marihuana use is 
not precisely known, but the general belief in law en­
forcement circles is. that its use was quite limited in the 
District until the very late 1960's, The District of Co­
lumbia Crime Commission reported that there were only 
twenty arrests for violations of the Marihuana Tax Act in 
fiscal 1965, although some marihuana users may have 
been arrested under other drug laws. The Commission 
reported that marihuana smoking was most prevalent 
among older adolescents and, young adults in urban 
slums, with some indications that is had spread from the 
inner city to local college campuses. In the years im~ 
mediately following, there was a general perception of 
growing use of marihuana, both \.vithin the inner"city 
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ghetto and among the "hippie" communities which de- indicate actually was going on-with regard to drug use 
vel oped (and later vanished) in the areas around and over the period. (The modified trend line is shown on 
between Dupont Circle and lower Georgetown. Graph 7-27.) Narcotics sales in the District of Columbia 

III 1969 the police department increased its emphasis were believed to be declining in late 1959. There are 
on both street-level and supplier-level drug enforcement, some indications of a rise in narcotics use during the 
concentrating on "hard" drugs. Marihuana enforcement early 1960's; the District of Columbia Crime Commis-
was directed primarily towards the major suppliers, with sioT' noted a significant increase in the number of nar-
street level arrests usually occurring only as a conse- cotic addicts arrested forrobbery, from 39 in 1962 to 107 
quence of non-investigatory observations. By 1972, in 1965. 
however, the use of marihuana had become so prevalent The Crime Commission further noted an apparent rela-
that charges frequently resulted from searches incidental tionship between drug abuse and serious crime. Its re-
to other arrests or from observations of open use or view of the prosecutor's files at the COUlt of General 
possession. This increase in marihuana-related arrests so Sessions revealed that, in 1964, drug users accounted for 
skewed the arrest data as to make it necessary to separate 56 percent of all prostitution-related offenses, 26 percent 
marihuana charges from other drug charges, in order to of attempted burglaril;ls, and 26 percent of other miscel-
obtain a reasonable portrayal of the more serious' 'hard" laneous offenses presented before that court. Further-
drug problem. more, a study of U.S. District Court offenders showed 

2. Narcotics and other (non-marihuana) drugs. Data that 15 percent of all convicted felons in 1965 had a drug 
on drug arrests are questionable as an indicator of the habit and that 56 percent of those supported it by engag-
extent and trend of drug problems. Still, if one modifies ing in criminal activity. 
the drug arrest trend shown on Graph 7-20 to eliminate Data now available indicate that what was to become a 
the effects of the marihuana "explosion" in the early . sharp upswing in heroin use and addiction had begun 
1970's, the arrest data are reasonably representative of even as the Crime Commission's work was underway. 
what was thought to be going on-and what other studies For example, the year of first heroin use among !5,000 
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NT A patients had begun to accelerate as eady as 1964 
(Graph 7-25). And narcotics-involved bookings into the 
District Jail indicate a sharply increasing prevalence 
among offenders in 1967 and 1968 (Graph 7-26). 

3. Relationship of drugs to serious crime. A major 
impetus for the creation of treatment programs in the 
District was concern over crimes which were perceived 
as being increasingly committed by addicts. Thus, in 
1969, at hearings of the Senate District Committee, 
Judge Alfred Burka estimated that "75 percent to 85 
percent of the crimes, other than domestic !hatters and 
fights between friends, are crimes committed by narcot­
ics addicts." Although certainly an exaggeration, Judge 
Burka's estimate was buttressed by a study of 225 in­
mates of the District Jail during August and September of 
1969. Of this sample, 45 percent were narcotics addicts. 
With respect to specific offenses, addicts comprised 66 
percent of larceny-theft offenders, 43 percent of burglary 
offenders, and 40 percent of robbery offenders. There is 
no question that, in 1969, drug use was considerably 
changed from the situation observed by the District of 
Columbia Crime Commission. 

Graph 7-27 compares Crime Index offenses reported, 
estimated number of non-marijuana drug arres~s, and 

first year of heroin use for the years in which those data 
are llvaiIable. Readers may correctly protest that drug­
related crimes are presumed to be crimes against proper­
ty; however, the graph line for property-related crimes 
(when robbery is included) 1s virtually 1ndistingui:>hable 
from the graph line for total Crime Index offenses. 
Again, readers may protest that there is a hazard in 
attributing crimes to drug addiction, because it is uncer­
tain how much of the crime committed by acknowledged 
addicts would have been committed even if addiction 
were not present. Still, the similarities in Graph 7-27 are 
striking. This is especially so if one remembers thritthe 
pre-1966 upward trends for Crime Index offenses reflect 
to some extent revised police reporting policies. 

F. Victimization Studies and Similar Data 

I have already noted some of the faults of the Unifonn 
Crime Reports which derive from faulty or manipulated 
records systems. A second major deficiency of the 
UCR-readily acknowledged by its designers-is that 
many crimes simply never come to the att.ention of the 
police. The first efforts to develop sounder cr'ime­
measurement data were the victimization surveys com­
missioned during the mid-1960's by the President's 
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Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice. Interviews w\~re conducted in 10,000 randomly 
selected households, on a national basis; and more de­
tailed surveys WGre undertaken in several high and 
medium crime-rate precincts in Washington, Chicago, 
and Boston. These surveys-tased solely on victimiza­
tion of the persons interviewed-showed a considerable 
disparity between data obtained from victims and the 
data compiled from police reports. Indeed, for certain i 

crimes, the number of offenses reported by the victimiza­
tion surveys ranged from three to ten times greater than 
those shown by police data. 

In the eady 1970's, the Law Enforcement Assistance' 
Administration established the National Crime Panel 
Surveys, relying on sampling procedures conducted by 
the Bureau of the Census. By 1975, estimations had been 
developed nationally and for three groupings of large 
cities, including the District of Columbia. The time 
frame was roughly calendar year 1973. It was not sur­
prising that, in every city surveyed, the level of victim­
reported crime was much higher than that shown in the 
Uniform Crime Reports. What was surprising was the 
relatively goed standing of Washington, com.J..lared with 
twel.ve cities of roughly comparable size which had been 
grouped with it (Table 7-28). 

It is also interesting to compare Washington's stamHng 
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in the victimization data with its stc:nding in the Uniform 
Crime Reports for the same year (Table 7-29). The 
comparison suggests that the District's crime reporting 
system was substantially more effective than most. 

There is one major question about this conclusion. 
Victimization data are gathered only from residents of 
the cities involved. Because of the high level of commu­
ter and tourist traffic into Washington, skeptics might 
argue that high proportion of Washington crime was 
against non-residents and was thus excluded from vic­
timization data. To examine the validity of this argu­
ment, special runs of data were obtained from the Met­
ropolitan Police Department, showing distribution be­
tween resident and non-resident victims of Crime 
Index offenses reported for April 1976. Those tabula­
tions show that non-residents were victims in less than 5 
percent of the homicides, forcible rapes, aggravated as­
saults, and burglaries reported for that month; non­
residMts were victims in 10 percent of robberies, 27 
percent of larceny-thefts, and 26 percent of motor vehi­
cle thefts, as reported. In none of the categories--even 
the 27 percent for larceny-theft-would an increase of 
victimization data of Washington by the indicated pro­
portions greatly affect the District's ranking among the 
thirteen cities .. 
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Table 7-28 
Criminal Victimization Surveys in 13 Cities-National Crime Panel Surveys-June 1975 

(Data from period roughly of calendar year 1973) 

Victimizations of Persons 12 & over: 
(Rate per 1000 residents) 
All personal crimes of violence 31 67 49 63 53 22 61 70 46 59 47 

Rape I 2 2 2 3 1 2 4 3 3 2 
All Robbery 17 31 16 15 17 10 18 21 18 22 15 

Robbery with injury 5 9 5 6 4 3 6 7 5 7 6 
Robbery without injury 13 22 11 9 13 6 12 14 13 15 9 

All Assaults 13 35 31 47 33 12 41 46 26 34 30 
Aggravated assaults 6 17 14 22 17 7 17 18 13 16 13 
Simple assaults 7 18 17 25 16 5 24 28 13 18 17 

All persQnal crimes of theft 65 119 74 III 122 44 103 120 94 102 83 
Personal larceny wi th contact 12 26 7 7 6 5 7 6 14 10 7 
Personal larceny without contact 53 93 67 104 116 39 96 1\3 80 92 76 

Victimizations of Households: 
(Rate per 100 households) 
Burglary 75 149 97 143 164 85 132 177 112 174 93 
Household larceny 51 87 92 103 167 66 128 164 116 lOB 90 
MOIN vehicle theft 15 86 30 25 32 IB 29 41 32 36 43 

Commercial Victimizations: 
(Rate per 1000 establishments) 
Burglary 330 576 319 566 518 292 321 436 448 637 293 
Robbery 88 132 56 72 140 104 49 91 173 137 77 

Table 7-29 
District of Columbia Among 13 Cities 

Ranking From Highest in Rates of Crime 

D.C. Ranking D.C. Ranking 
1973 UCR Victimization Data* 

Category Per 1,000 Population (c. Calendar 1973) 

Rape 12 including homo-
sexual rape 

Rohbery 7 Personal Rob-
bery 

7 Commercial Rob-
bery 

Aggravated Assault 3 13 Personal Assault 
Burglary 9 13 Household Bur-

glary 
8 Commercial Bur-
glary 

Larceny-theft 7 12 Personal Theft 
13 Household Theft 

Motor Vehicle 
Theft 13 13 Motor Vehicle 

Theft 

* Refer to Table N for bases of rate computation for victimization data. 
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CHAPTER VIII. 'rHE DISTRICT AND THE NATION 

A. District of Columbia/National Crime 
Trends 

The following graphs compare the District experience 
with national trends from 1960 through 1975. (1960 was 
the year in which Crime Index statistics were first re­
ported on a general basis by the Uniform Crime Report­
ing System.) Shown separately are the trends, for' 'total" 
and for "violent" Crime Index offenses reported. * The 
"violent" grouping includes murder and non-negligent 
manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated 
assault. It is evident from Graphs 8-1 and 8-2 that rates 
of "total offenses" and of violent crimes have consist-

* Here and elsewhere, the graph of "property" Crime Index offense·s 
has been omitted because it so closely resembles the graph for "total" 
offenses. 
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CRIME INDEX "TOTAL OFFENSES" REPORTED 

16000 

15000 

14000 

13000 

12000 

11000 

10000 

9000 

8000 

7000 

6000 

5000 

4000 

RATE PER 100.000 POPULATION 

-D.C. 
• --- u.s. 

(PO:-" I I !! I J 
f30 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 

84 

ently been higher for the District than for the nation. 
This is unsurprising, for it is to be expected that crime 
rates for a major city will be higher than for the nation as 
a whole, which has a significant proportion of its popula­
tion living in suburban, small town, or rural settings with 
lower rates of crime than densely populated cities. 

What is noteworthy is the sharp divergence of the 
trends from 1962 onward, and particularly from 1966 
o~ward. Whereas the District had a crime rate approxi­
mately one-half greater than the national rate in 1960, by 
1969 the District's rate was nearly three times the na­
tional rate. A similar divergence is found for violent 
crimes. However, as shown on the Graphs 8-1 and 8-2 
and as can be seen in the following table, the wide 
divergence ()f rate changes from 1960 was eliminated by 
1974. 

2200 

2000 

1800 

1600 

1400 

1200 

1000 

800 

Graph 8·2 
CRIME INDEX "VIOLENT CRIMES" REPORTED 

RATE PER 100.000 POPULATION 

-D.C . 
'_"111 U.S. 

o~~----~------~~~------------60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73. 74 75 

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

I 
I 
I 
j 



Table 8-3 
Increase in Reported Crime 

Rate per 100,000 Population 

Percent Change D.C. U.S. 
from 1960 to: "Total" "Violent" "Total" "Violent" 

1966 92% 69%. 42% 37% 
1969 299% 292% 95% 104% 
1974 166% 176% 157% 187% 

B. District of Columbia/Major City Crime 
Comparisons 

An effort has been made to compare District of Col umbia 
crime with crime in other cities of similar size. The 
comparisons (tables 8-4 through 8-6) pertain to the 23 
cities, including the District, which had 500,000 to 
1,000,000 inhabitants in the 1960 census or the 1970 
census. 

There are many hazards in comparing crime data be­
tween cities. The VCR publications list such cautionary 
factors as den .. ity and size of the community population 

and of the metropolitan area of which it ,is a part; com­
position of the popUlation with particular· reference to 
age, sex, and race; economic status and mores of the 
popUlation; stability of the population including commu­
te\r, seasonal, and other transient categories; and climate, 
induding seasonal weather conditions. 

A 1973 study by the Council on Municipal Perform­
am:e examined correlations between demographic factors 
and reported crimes in large cities, finding scant statisti­
cal evidence of a relationship between most factors and 
crime rates. For example, the size of the city is generally 
thought tollave important bea,ring on its crime rates. 
COMP' found that population density is a more important 
factor than population size ,especially when attention is 
focused on violent crimes. Thus a city such as San 
Diego, with fewer than 2,000 residents per square mile, 
might rea non ably be expected to have substantially lower 
crime rate'!) than Baltimore, Washington, or San Fran­
cisco, each with more than 11,000 residents per square 
mile. 

Moreover, COMP noted in a 1974 report that VCR 
reporting areat, do not always correspond to city bound-

Table 8-4 
Crime Index "Total Offenses" Reported Number-Rate Per 100,.000 Population-Rank Order 

Cities 500,000 to 1,000,000 Population* 

1960 1965 

Actual Rate Per Rank Actual Rates Per Rank 
Cities from 1960 Census: Number 100,000 Order Number 100,000 Order 

Baltimore 22653 2412 16 36642 3961 12 
Boston 15024 2155 17 25992 3876 13 
Buffalo 7565 1420 22 13977 2768 21 
Cincinnati 97.45 1840 21 13140 2654 22 
Cleveland 23001 2626 14 28713 3358 16 
Dallas 22481 3308 6 34632 4384 6 
Houston 27345 2915 10 38342 3486 15 
Milwaukee 13833 1866 20 19876 2598 23 
New Orleans 18394 2931 9 21984 3356 17 
Pittsburgh 16300 2697 13 22705 4054 10 
St. Louis 38810 5174 2 50997 7183 1 
San Antonio 19287 3282 7 25780 3997 11 
San Diego 13908 2426 15 19527 3070 20 
San Francisco 30918 4176 3 44627 5990 2 
Seattle 18129 3254 8 20440 3618 14 
Washington, D.C. 20749 2716 12 33904 4186 7 

Cities added by 1970 
Census: 

Columbus, OH 13680 2904 11 17058. 3159 19 
Denver 17886 3621 5 21257 4088 9 
Indianapolis 9967 2094 18 21766 4107 8. 
Jacksonville 10459 5204 1 10966 5538 3' 
KanS!is City 2976 625 23 27466 . 5182 4 
Memphis 10269 2062 19 17239 3284 18 
Phoenix 17391 3961 4 25596 4922 5 

Note; (1) Includes cities 500,000 to 1,000,000 in 1960 and/or 1970 census 
(2) Data for 1960, 1965 and 1970 include homicide by negligence 

1970 1975 

Actual Rate Pet Rank Actual Rate Per 
Number 100,,000 Order Number 100,000 

81681 9018 5 70411 7884 
43238 6745 13 80530 12885 
23966 5179 20 28651 6367 
25829 5708 28 33639 7680 
56918 7580 9 57806 7984 
74514 8824 6 94411 10704 
78124 6339 16 92207 7028 
29273 4081 23 38517 5518 
44010 7416 11 39799 6734 
32784 6303 17 31828 6391 
71437 11481 1 69401 11823 
42280 6463 15 58993 8701 
39316 5643 19 60022 8111 
73605 10285 3 64518 9516 
44374 8359 8 46110 8953 
86631 11451 2 55157 7394 

34962 6472 14 50352 9024 
48879 9497 4 50387 9561 
37616 5052 21 41913 5515 
34816 6901 12. 44700 8232 
38070 7503 10 44954 8797 
26936 4320 22 54302 8592 
51004 8770 7 75720 10620 

Rank 
Order 

15 
1 

21 
16 
14 
3 

18 
22 
19 
20 
2 

10 
13 
6 
8 

17 

7 
5 

23 
12 
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11 
4 
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Table 8-5 
Crime Index "Violent Crimes" Report(!d Number-Rate Per 100,000 Population-Rank Order 

Cities 500,000 to 1,000,000 Population 

1960 1965 1970 1975 

Actual Rate Per Rank Actual Rate Per Rank Actual Rate Per Rank Actual Rate Per Rank 
Cities F1'Qm 1960 Census: Number 100,000 Order Number 100,000 Order Number 100,000 Order Number 100,000 Order 

Baltimore 3193 340 5 6396 692 3 18989 2096 2 16086 1801 2 
Boston 1440 206 14 2216 331 13 5445 849 10 11386 1822 
Buffalo 530 101 21 866 172 21 2604 563 16 3350 744 16 
Cincinnati 664 132 18 1168 236 17 2290 488 19 3578 817 14 
Cleve!l\<.d 2017 230 13 3400 398 8 8004 1066 7 10403 1437 5 
Dallas 1755 258 11 2255 285 9 8284 981 8 7655 868 12 
Houston 2585 276 10 4046 368 10 9918 805 13 8924 680 18 
Milwaukee 700 94 22 776 101 23 1549 216 23 3203 459 23 
New Orleans 1779 284 8 2282 348 11 6373 1074 6 6010 1016 9 
Pittsburgh 1547 256 12 2714 485 7 4686 901 9 4914 987 10 
St. Louis 4635 618 1 5054 712 2 9390 1509 3 10565 1800 3 
San Antonio 1130 192 15 1960 304 14 3346 512 18 4222 623 20 
San Diego 721 126 20 970 152 22 2050 294 22 3859 521 22 
San Francisco 3051 412 4 4129 554 5 9630 1346 4 9137 1348 6 
Seattle 717 129 19 1025 181 20 3173 501 15 3971 771 15 
Washington, D.C. 4254 557 3 5823 719 1 16446 2174 1 12704 1703 4 

Cities added by 1970 
Census: 

Columbus, OH 1331 283 9 1182 219 18 2946 546 17 3980 713 17 
Denver 1531 310 7 1495 288 15 4248 825 11 4960 941 11 
Indianapolis 849 178 16 1773 334 12 3619 486 20 4655 612 21 
JackSonville 1202 598 2 1116 564 4 4110 814 12 4682 1118 8 
Kansas City 228 48 23 2713 512 6 5479 1080 5 6072 1188 7 
Memphis 788 158 17 961 183 19 2708 434 21 5429 859 13 
Phoenix 1423 324 6 1438 276 16 3609 621 14 4649 652 19 

Note: (1) Includes cities 500,000 to 1,000,000 population in 1960 and/or 1970 census. 
(2) Data for 1960, 1965 and 1970 include homicide by negligence. 

aries. Although Indianapolis purported to be a city of 
745,000, and computed its crime rates on that basis, the 
Indianapolis police district encompassed only 480,000 
residents and apparently reported only crimes occurring 
within that area. In the District of Columbia, most crimes 
reported to the United States Park Police and to the 
National Zoological Park Police are not forwarded to the 
Metropolitan Police Department, and therefore are not 
included in MPDC crime reports nor in the UCR 
statistics. Similar situations may prevail in other cities. 

Whatever the deficiencies of comparisons between re­
ported crime rates of cities of similar size, such compari­
sons continue to be made and to influence public policies 
towards crime control. 

In 1960, when crime had already become a major 
issue in the Dis~ict of Columbia, the city ranked twelfth 
among the 23 jurisdictions iu terms of Crime Index 
offenses reported per 100,000 popUlation (Table 8-4). 
By 1965, after the District crime rate had escruat~d tt> a 
national political issue. the city ranked seventh an:.! by 
1970 its ranking had increased to second. By 1975, after 
several years of reponed crime reduction, the city had 

86 

dropped to seventeenth place. 
But it is not the total Crime Index rates on which 

public perceptions are formed. Rather, it is the rate of 
"violent crime" which tends to concern most citizens 
(Table 8-5). With respect to these crimes, the District of 
Columbia ranked third among 23 cities in 1960, first in 
1965 and 1970, and fourth in 1975. Yet even the limited 
category of "violent crimes" can be misleading. Rob­
bery constitutes more than half the violent crimes in 
city crime; aggravated assault constitutes about a third. 
However, aggravated assaults tend to result from family 
quarrels or other social situations rather than from crimi­
nal activity, while robbery usually is committed by 
offenders against strangers. Despite its property orienta­
tion, and despite the fact most robberies do not result in 
actual injury to victims, the offense of robbery is gener­
ally viewed by the public as a matter of greater -concern 
than other property offenses, including even burglary. 

Table 8-6 displays data for robbery alone. Comparing 
Table 8-6 with Table 8-5, it will be noted that the only 
significant change was in 1960, when Washington 
ranked sixth among the 23 cities in robberies as com-
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Table 8-6 
Robbery Offenses Reported-Number-Rate Per 100,000 Population-Rank Order 

Cities 500,000 to 1,000,000 Population * 
1960 1965 1970 1975 

Actual Rate Per Rank Actual Rate Per Rank Actual Rate Per Rank Actual Rate Per Rank 
Cities From 1960 Census: Number 100,000 Order Number 100,000 Order Number 100,000 Order Number 100,000 Order 

Baltimore 880 94 10 2109 228 8 10965 1210 2 9055 1013 4 
Boston 632 91 12 1109 165 11 3371 526 8 7778 1244 I 
Buffalo 165 31 20 381 75 17 1497 323 14 2340 520 10 
Cincinnati 228 45 18 317 64 20 1236 273 18 1745 398 17 
Cleveland 1303 149 5 1832 214 9 5475 729 5 7100 980 5 
Dallas 545 80 14 592 75 18 2964 351 13 3386 384 18 
Houston 614 65 15 1434 130 14 6405 519 9 6422 489 11 
Milwaukee 157 21 22 214 28 23 649 90 23 1968 282 21 
New Orleans 947 151 4 1065 162 12 3632 612 6 3596 608 7 
Pittsb\lrgh 792 131 7 1373 245 6 2690 517 10 2710 544 9 
St. Louis 2157 288 2 2293 323 2 5296 851 3 6288 10'11 3 
San Antonio 241 41 19 336 52 22 1062 162 20 1730 255 23 
San Diego 336 59 16 367 58 21 839 120 22 2199 297 20 
San Francisco 1559 211 3 2087 280 4 .5881 821 4 5687 839 6 
Seattle 500 90 13 516 91 16 1984 374 12 2103 408 15 
Washington, D.C. 1972 140 6 2881 356 1 11816 1563 1 9137 1225 2 

Cities added by 1970 
Census: 

Columbus, OH 507 108 8 517 96 [5 1682 311 15 2402 430 14 
Denver 56 11 23 757 146 13 1980 384 11 2568 487 12 
Indianapolis 472 99 9 1051 198 10 2073 278 17 3092 407 16 
Jacksonville 734 365 1 622 314 3 1507 298 16 1786 329 19 
Kansas City 109 23 21 1212 229 7 2982 588 7 3081 603 8 
Memphis 274 55 17 344 66 19 998 160 21 2983 472 13 
Phoenix 403 92 11 490 247 5 1395 240 19 1938 271 22 

Note: Includes cities 500,000 to 1,000,000 in 1960 and/or 1970 census. 

pared with its ranking of third for all violent crimes. it seemed desirable to construct graphic comparisons of 
Otherwise, the rank order of Washington forrobbery was District crime trends, over a period of time, with other 
about the same as its rank order for all violent crimes. cities of similar crime rates. The cities are those which 

In looking at tables such as these, it must be remem- ranked among the first five in total Index offenses or 
bered that first place may be "first among near equals" violent crimes in 1960 or 1975 (Table 8-7). The ration-
or "first by large extent." The District of Columbia ale for this selection is that a city might be expected to 
ranked highest in violent crimes in 1965, but St. Louis have had a comparatively reliable crime reporting system 
and Baltimore were within 5 percent of the District's in the year or years it appeared among the first five cities 
rate. On the other hand, the District ranked first in in crimes reported. I do not suggest that evcIY city 
robberies in 1970, and was nearly 30 percent higher than ranked below the first five deliberately falsified its crime 
the second-place city. reporting, although victimization studies suggest that 

In addition to the comparisons of four selected years, such may be the case for many of those cities. Neither do 

Table 8-7 
Total Crime Index and Violent Crimes Reported-High Five Cities 1960 and 1974 

Rank Order Crime 
Per 100,000 Population TOlal Index. 

1 Jacksonville 
2 St. Louis 
3 San Francisco 
4 Phoenix. 
5 Oenver 

1960 

"Violent Crimes" 

St. Louis 
J acksonv ilIe 
Washington,O.C. 
S an Francisco 
Baltimore 

Totnl Index. 

Boston 
st. Louis 
Dallas 
Phoenix 
Denver 

1975 

"Violent Crim~s" 

Boston 
Baltimore 
SI. Louis 
Washington, D.C. 
Cleveland 
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I suggest that crime reporting for the selected cities has 
been unchanged across the 15 years shown. Such has not 
been the case for the District of Columbia, as has already 
been noted; nor was it the case for Baltimore and Dallas 
and perhaps others which have announced changes in 
their reporting procedures since 1960. 

In addition to the nine cities selected in this manner, a 
graphic comparison has been added for New York City, 
for two reasons. First, New York City in the early 1970' s 
underwent a period (much as the District of Columbia 
did in earlier years) when its safety problems captured 
the attention of the media. To a large extent, New York 
City in that period repl:Clced Washington in the national 
perception as the "Crime Capital" of the nation. Sec­
ond, observers of crime statistics have noted in recent 
years an apparent relationship between the crime trends 
of New York City and those of Baltimore and Washing­
ton. (The graphs in this chapter show the relationships to 
be stronger with regard to property crimes than to violent 
crimes, suggesting that some factor such as a common 
source of supply and marketing of heroin has exerted a 
similar influence on all three cities.) 

Grap'hs 8-8 through 8-13 compare crime trends for the 
ten cities. Somewhat arbitrarily, the cities have been 

Graph 8-8 
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divided into three groups: the Northeast~~m cities of Bos­
ton, Baltimore, New York, and the District of Columbia; 
the Midwestern and Western cities of Sit. Louis, Denver 
and San Francisco (with comparison to the District); and 
the more sprawling cities of Phoemix, Dallas and 
Jacksonville, with Cleveland added hecause it imper­
fectly fits either category, and again with comparison to 
the District. Graphs are supplied showing rates per 
100,000 population for Crime Index "total offenses" 
and "violent crimes." 

It already had been noted that trends for individual 
cities may be affected by reporting process changes. 
Known examples among the citi(~s graphed are Wash­
ington, Baltimore, Dallas and New York City; perhaps 
there are others. Also to be taken into ac;~ount in examin­
ing these graphs is that the rates were (:ompuied on the 
basis of 1960 consensus data, 1965 poptaation estimates, 
and 1970 census data. Consequently, Hharp changes at 
1964-65 (as in the cases of Denver, Phoenix and St. 
Louis) are partly accounted for by changes in the popula­
tion base for computation. (In each of those cities there 
also was a numerical decrease in reported crimes; in the 
case of Denver, the numerical decrease from 1964 to 
1965 amounted to 29 percent, signaling a possible report-
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Graph 8-10 
CRIME INDEX "TOTAL OFFENSES" REPORTED 
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ing change.) The sharp change in the Jacksonville data 
between 1967 and 1968 is caused by expansion of its 
boundaries: annexation doubled its number of Crime 
Index offenses and more than doubled its population 
base. 

Vagaries of local reporting systems are not particu­
larly important, however. The purpose here is not to 
compare particular cities with the District or with each 
other, but rather to show whether or not the District's 
.crime trends in the late 1960's were an aberration, in 
comparison with national trends, as one might have con­
cluded from Graphs 8-1 and 8-2. 

From these graphs. it is evident that the District of 
Columbia crime trends during the 1960's arec,not as 
unusual as the District trends alone or the comparison 
with overall nationa(cri!1le trends would indicate. 

In tenns of "tdhl offenses," District trends are sur­
prisingly similar to those of most cities. Indeed, the 
similarities are so striking as to cast doubt on assump­
tions that the District's criminal justice problems in the 
late 1960's were unique, or that the massive response to 
those problems during the early 1970's was the primal)' 
factor in a declining crime rate. These doubts seem to 
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vanish, however, when we turn to the graphs for violent 
crime. 

Trends of violent crime in the District do not compare 
as neatly as the trends for "total offenses." The best 
comparison is with Baltimore, which showed a sharp 
upswing in violent crimes at about the same time as the 
District and significant declines during approximately the 
same years. Less impressive comparisons can be made 
with New York City, San Francil'co, St. Louis, and 
Cleveland. However, given a strong correlation between', 
violent crimes and population density, it should not be 
surprising that the rates of Denver, Phoenix, Jackson­
ville, and Dallas do not match those of more densely 
populated cities .. 

Looking at violent crime alone, one gets a somewhlit 
different perspective of District crime problems than was 
the case with total offenses. At least on the basis of UCR 
data, it -is evident that the violent crime in the District in 
the lllte 1960's, while not unique, was substantially more 
severe than in any of the other cities except B~ltimore, 
Moreover, on the bast,:" ofUCR data,. it is evident that the 
District has had unusual success in reducing i\:s violent. 
crime rate after 1969.

1 

Given the much greater fear of violent criml3 than of . 
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Graph 8-12 
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property crime, and given the effect which robberies and 
other violent crimes have on public perceptions of 8afety, 
one develops a different perspective from violent-crime 
graphs than was obtained from total-offense trends. Once 
again, the massive crime reduction efforts following 
1969 appear to have been well-justified and to have 
produced worthwhile results. 

C. Summary 

.. In 1960, despite the high level of local and con­
gressional interest, the reported crime rate of the 
District was not unusually high in relation to that of 
other cities of similar size. The District then ranked 
twelfth among comparable cities in reported Crime 
Index' 'total offenses." Although it ranked third in 
reported "violent crimes," most of its violent 
crimes at that time consisted of family and 
friendship-oriented aggravated assaults. The city 
ranked sixth in repOlted robberies . 

• By 1965, the District's ranking had moved to 
seventh place with regard to' 'total offenses." More 
important, by 1965, the city had moved to first 
place in "violent crimes" and also in reported rob­
beries; even so, the rates were not extraordinarily 
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high in relation to the second- and third-ranking 
cities. 

• By 1970, the District had moved to second place in 
"total offenses." Moreover, the city had continued 
at first place in violent crime, at a level which was 
extraordinarily higher than any of the other cities 
except second-place Baltimore. lh addition, the 
District in 1970 continued to be first in the rate of 
reported robbery. This was extraordinarily higher 
than second-place Baltimore and nearly twice as 
high as third-place St. Louis. 

ct By 1975, the District had resumed approximately 
the same position it had in 1960. The District now 
ranked seventeenth in reported total offense rates, 
fourth in reported violent crime rates, and second in 
reported robbery rates. 

• Crime trends of the District from 1960 through 
1975 are significantly, indeed spectacularly, differ­
ent from those of the nation as a whole. This is so 
whether the trends are expressed in terms of of­
fenses per 100,000 population or in terms of 
percentage increases and decreases. 

• Nevertheless, the Crime Index trends of the District 
over the period 1960 through 1975 are markedly 
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similar to those of most of nine other cities selected 
for comparison. These comparisons show that the 
District's rise in overall reported crime during the 
last half of the 1960's-while more sharply upward 
than in some cities-was not out of accord with 
what was happening in other large cities. Further­
more, these comparisons suggest that the overall 
crime reductions in the District following 1969 
were influenced by factors not uniqrJe to the 
District . 

• In terms ofvio/ent crimes reported, the bend for the 
District is not closely matched by any city except 
Baltimore. The general trend of violent crime was a 
substantial upward movement tbrough the 1960's, 
with some leveling off after 1970, but Onl~1 Balti-

more and San Francisco show a decline in repor!ed 
violent crime after 1970 comparable to that of the 
District. 

til The graphs indicate an almost continual relationship 
between fluctuations of crime in similar cities as 
reported by the UCR. (The similarities would proh· 
ably be stronger if changes in reporting systems had 
not occurred or had occurred simultaneously in all 
cities.) It might be expected that crime trends over 
long periods would be somewhat similar, as a result 
of demographic and other social changes. Less un­
derstandable, however, is the coincidence of short­
term changes, such as the downturn of crime in 
many cities about 1971-72 and the resumption of 
upward trends in 1973-74. 

91 



CHAPTER IX. CONCLUSIONS 

A. Findings Regarding Preliminary 
Assumptions 

Some of the major conclusions obtained from this 
study are not new, but merely confirm earlier assump­
tions. Therefore it is useful to reiterate the "precon­
ceived notions" of Chapter 1, with commentary based 
on the findings of the study. 

1. Regarding District crime trends. The assumption 
that the upward trend of reported crime in the late 1950' s 
and early 1960' s was affected by police reporting proce­
dures appears to be validated by the statistical compari­
sons developed in Chapter VIl. These comparisons 
demonstrate wide variances in reported crime following 
changes in precinct commanders and a decision to dis­
tribute police personnel primarily on the basis of reported 
crime in each precinct. The assumption that, despite 
deficiencies in the data, the gmphic trend lines are rea­
sonably representative of gross changes in crime reported 
by the police seems to be verified by the relationship of 
District crime trends to the trends in other large cities, as 
demonstmted in Chapter 8. (Tbis verification is subject 
to the caveat, however, that improvements in crime data 
collection no doubt occurred in many of the other cities 
as well.) . 

2. Regardir.8' comparisons with other cities. The as­
sumption that the District's crime reporting system, de­
spite its deficiencies, was as accurate as that of most 
other large cities, appears to be verified in Chapter 7, 
which compares data reported to the FBI Uniform Crime 
Report system with data collected by the National Crime 
Panel victimization surveys. In fact, the victimization 
data indicate that the District of Columbia UCR data are 
substantially more accurate than those of twelve other 
cities. 

3. Regarding public perceptions of Washington 
crime. The assumption that the public was led by state­
ments of police officials and political leaders to overes­
"imate the threat of crime in Washington (in comparison 
with other cities, and excl uding perhaps 1968 and 1969) 
seems to be well supported in Chapter 8 by comparisons 
of reported crime in Washingtoll and other cities and in 
Chapter 7 by the National Crime Panel victimization 
surveys. The Chapter 3 recounting of congressional dis­
cussions of District crime supports the notion that local 
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problems were overemphasized nationally due to the 
high visibility of the city. 

4. Effects of police lobbyingfor legislative changes. It 
has not been possible to verify or disprove the assump­
tion that police leaders significantly overemphasized the 
hindrances to criminal investigations, except for some 
hyperboll~immediately following the Supreme Court ruling 
in MallOlY v. United States. It also has not been possible 
to support the notion that the police department was 
overstating or overemphasizi ng the nunrOer of crimes or 
degree of crime rate increases. (Official police depart­
ment testimony to congressional committee.s and re­
corded interviews to the news media about Washington 
crime usually included qualifying remarks noting that the 
problems were 110t unique to the District.) Moreover, it 
has not been possible to verify the suspicion that blaming 
crime increases on court restrictions furnished police 
commanders with a convenient excuse for escaping their 
responsibility to reduce. crime. 

5. Regarding police peiformallce. As with the preced­
ing assumption, it has not been possible to demonstrate a 
"negative" police outlook towards combating crime. 
Moreover, it appears from the record that, despite fault­
ing the courts for limiting police effectiveness, the politi­
cal and the police leadership continued to view the police 
as a principal bulwark against crime. Despite this view, 
so far as can be found, no successful effort was made 
before late 1969 to hold police middle and upper manag­
ers responsible for crime deterrence. The attribution of 
crime rate decreases of 1970 to the policy of holding 
police district commanders responsible for crime control 
is moderated by the findings in Chapter 8 that crime 
trends of Washington are somewhat similar to trends of 
other cities. 

6. Regarding the courts. It is clear from studies by tlle 
President's Crime Commission, by the Department of 
Justice, and by Senator Robert C. Byrd's appropriations 
hearings in 1967 that trial court administration deterior­
ated badly during the middle 1960's under pressure of 
cases coming into the courts, added requirements for trial 
procedures, and manipulation by defense attorneys of the 
court scheduling processes and congestion. It seems be­
yond question that the maintenance of stable crime trends 
in the District during the m'iddle 1970's would not have 
been feasible without the court reorganization·. 
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7. Regarding narcotics problems. A significant rela­
tionship between reported crime and prevalence of her­
oin use in the District is apparent from available data, 
supporting an inference that narcotics treatment pro­
grams contributed to the reduced incidence of crime in 
the 1970's . 

8. Re'garding corrections. An apparent negative cor­
relation between trends of inmate populations (other than 
for drunkenness) and reported serious crimes support the 
assumption that corrections philosophies and policies 
have contributed significantly to the crime problems of 
the period studied. 

9. Regarding resource allocations. It is clear that the 
District's criminal justice system has not been signifi­
candy hampered by lack of resources over the period 
studied. It has not been possible to verify the assumption 
that a locally elected governing body would have been 
more restrained in allocating resources to criminal justice 
than was the case with federal control over District 
budgets. 

10. Regarding pre-trial release law and practice. 
A vail able records indicate a broad consensus that the 
Bail Reform Act of 1966 contributed greatly to criminal 
justice problems of the city. In fact, concern for the 
problem was expressed by GO many officials during the 
Johnson Administration that it seems remarkable that 
pre-tri)11 detention was later considered to be a proposal 
of the Nixon Administration. It is not possible to form a 
judgement about complaints that the 1970 bail law 
amendments were impaired by too-stringent require­
ments on the prosecutors to justify pre-trial detention. It 
is clear, however, that the prosecutors have rarely used 
the formal pre-trial detention procedures, relying instead 
on efforts to persuade judges to set high money bonds 
premised on the likelihood that the defendant will flee. 

B. Crime Trend Relationships Among Cities. 

It certainly is not news that cities of similar size and 
social composition have somewhat similar crime trends 
over long periods of time-a situation which might be 
expected as a result of similar social and demographic 
changes. Less easy to explain are the many similarities in 
short-term changes in various cities, almost simultane­
ously. The best example is the crime trends of cities in 
the 1970's, with many city trends moving downward 

. about 1971-72, with coinciding upward trends thereaf­
ter. Moreover, there is substantial reason to believe that, 
had reporting procedures of the cities been held constant, 
the relationship over time would be even more striking. 
Lest these trend changes be attributed to federal manipu­
lation of the data, it is worth noting that these data are 
supplied by the cities, not by the state or federal govern-

ments. This finding raises the question: What was hap­
pening in the eady 1970's to produce the beneficial 
results which have later diminished? 

C. Lack of Compl"elhensive Criminal Justice 
Data. 

The District of Columbia needs but lacks timely, com· 
prehensive, and effective data collection for its criminal 
justice system. Recommendations for comprehensive 
criminal justice data collection for the District began 
before, and continued through, the period studied in this 
project. For example, a special subcommittee of the 
House District Committee investigating crime and law 
enforcement in Washington strongly urged in 1951 that 
timely and comprehensive criminal justice data be col­
lected for the city (House Report No. 3244, January 2, 
1951, pp. 3-4). As a result, the District of Columbia 
Law Enforcement Act of 1953 established statutory re­
quirements (D.C. Code, 1973 ed., Section 4.134, et 
seq.) for comprehensive reporting of criminal justice 
data to the Metropolitan Police Department, apparently 
contemplating that comprehensive data collection and 
reporting would ensue. However, no effective attempt 
was made to implement either the statutory provisions 
nor the data collection and reporting. 

Next, Commissioner Robert E. McLaughlin, on Au­
gust 23, 1959, borrowing from a notion proposed by 
fonner President Herbert Hoover, annbunced plans for a 
full-scale "crime census," to bring together social and 
criminal justice data about offenders. Planning was 
begun on this proposal, but was dropped after Commis­
sioner McLaughlin left the chairmanship of the Board of 
Commissioners in 1961. 

Later, Senator RobertF. Kennedy (D.-N.Y.), at hear­
ings before the Senate District Committee on Aptil 28, 
1965, sharply criticized the city government for failing to 
develop and analyze comprehensive data on the crime 
problem (Senate District Committee Hearings, April 28, 
1965, pp. 215-211). The result was a flurry of weekend 
and night activity within the city government to develop 
data samplings for those hearings. However, no long­
range data collection program was devised. 

The President's Crime Commission for "the District of 
Columbia noted that recommendations for comprehen­
sive criminal justice data collection on a national basis 
went back to the Cleveland Crime Survey of 1922, and 
commented that, with few exceptions, the relevant prin­
ciples had gone unheeded in the District. The Commis­
sion recommended a central Bureau of CriminalSta­
tis tics for the District of Columbia. That recommen­
dation has never been implemented... 

EVentually, as Law Enforcement Assistance fundS'\.lle­
came available, the Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis 
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Division was formed and began to pull together data 
from various criminal justice agencies of the city gov­
ernment. However, these collections have never 
achieved the qualities of timeliness or comprehensive­
ness. An October 1972 report by the Criminal Justice 
Coordinating Board Subcommittee on Research and In­
formation Systems (and particularly the minority views 
and recommendations of the Metropolitan Police De­
partment in that report) recommended improved cen­
tralized data collection and analysis under the auspices of 
the Office of Crimes Analysis of the Criminal Justice 
Plans and Analysis Division. So far as could be ascer­
tained during this project, however, plans to follow 
through on those recommendations were eventually 
dropped. 

Consequently, there continue to be massive gaps in 
data across the range of criminal justice agencies. The 
Crime Commission noted that police arrest statistics 
were probably inaccurate; police arrest statistics still ap­
pear to be inaccurate. The Commission noted that de­
tailed data on the time required for processing cases 
(except for time from indictment to termination-which 
may be considerably different from time of arrest to final 
disposition) were unavailable; detailed data on the time 
required for processing cases continue to be unavailable. 
The Commission commented that recidivism statistics 
were notably incomplete; the situation is barely im­
proved to this time. 

Despite the considerable improvements which have 
been made in criminal justice management in the decade 
since the Crime Commission, and despite the extensive 
computerization of criminal justice records, the collec­
tion and analysis of overview data of the system seems to 
have improved little, if at all. 

D. Conclusion 

There is a strong temptation, simply as a matter of 
style, to conclude any report with a set of strong conclu­
sions and recommendations. None will be offered here. 

Has the District of Columbia experience been unique 
among cities? There is some doubt that it has. 

The District does appear to have been the first of the 
large cities in the post-World War II period to develop a 
national reputation for high crime. Its adverse publicity 
probably came first because so many national journalists 
are stationed in the city, because the Congress was its 
"city council," and because its form of government 
made it a convenient focus for national political argu­
ments. 
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However, the District was neither the only nor the last 
city to suffer from crime publicity. New York City J:l!iS 

had its turn in the limelight, as have Atlanta, Detroit, and 
others. In some instances the response appears to have 
been the same as in the District.: commitment of new 
resources, principally added police officers. For exam­
ple, speaking at the dedication of the New York City 
police headquarters on October 16, 1973, then Mayor 
John V. Lindsay remarked that (taking into account the 
various special police forces) his city was second only to 
the District of Columbia in number of police officers per 
capita. 

It is tempting to suggest that the response to rising 
crime might have been better coordinated by a super 
department head, or perhaps by a strong coordinating 
committee composed of representatives of the public and 
the criminal justice agencies. The notion of a central 
coordinating board emerged from the 1951 hearings of 
the House District Committee and was provided for in 
the District of Columbia Law Enforcement Act of 1953 
(D.C. Code, 1973 ed., Section 2-1901). The Crime 
Commission noted, however, that the Council on Law 
Enforcement, being composed principally of ex-officio 
delegates from criminal justice agencies and lacking a 
central staff, was not well designed to scrutinize the 
affairs of anyone agency. The Council was supplanted 
by the Criminal Justice Coordinating Board, established 
under the Law Enforcement Assistance Act of 1968. 
That Board does have the support of staff work of the 
Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis Division, but re­
mains too representative of special interests to achieve a 
leadership role in the District's criminal justice system. 

Nor did the office of Public Safety Director, in its less 
than two years of existence, achieve a strong coordinat­
ing role over criminal justice, even within the executive 
branch agencies. The months of its existence, in the 
midst of riots and peaking crime trends, may have been 
too hectic; or the functions of agencies and interests to be 
coordinated may be too diverse. 

Or perhaps, as concluded by the Crime Commission, 
creation of an agency for continuing review and assess­
ment of criminal justice is unnecessary. 

Still clearly needed, however, as proposed by a suc­
cession of observers of the criminal justice problem, is 
the rigorous collection, analysis, and dissemination of 
data relating to all aspects of the criminal justice system. 
Public display of the problems, the achievements, and 
the deficiencies of criminal justice agencies might prove 
the best of all stimuli to an effective, systematic process. 
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APPENDIX A-DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GOVEFNMENT, 1955-1975 

A. City Government Executive and Legisla­
tive Branches 

From 1878 to 1967, the executive authority for the 
District of C;olumbia was vested in a Board of Commis­
sioners consisting of two persons appointed by the Presi­
dent and confirmed by the Senate, plus one officer of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers detailed by the President. 
The "civilian" members were appointed for a term of 
three years or until their successors were appointed and 
qualified. 

Annually, and whenever a vacancy occurred, the 
Board of Commi2sioners selected one member as Presi­
dent of the Board. In practice, during the period gernlane 
to this study, the Commissioners operated as a board for 
functions requiring formal action and as individual com­
missioners for day-to-day oversight of subordinate func­
tions. Under this arrangement, the President of the Board 
acted as a commissioner for public safety, overseeing the 
police, fire, and civil defense departments; the other 
civilian acted ,as a commi!Jsioner for health and welfare, 
overseeing the health and welfare agencies as well as the 
Department of Corrections; the Army officer member 
acted as a commissiqner for such functions as highway, 
sanitation, and motor vehicle. 

In addition to its executive authority, the Board of 
Commissioners had ql~si-J.egislative authority to adopt 

-~ M~r'1.. 
and to amend a variety of local, regulations (on matters 
not preempted by Acts of Congress) in the form of 
municipal ordinances, traffic regulations, 'pernonnel reg­
ulations, and rules for governing departments of the city 
government. ' 

The executive branch of the city government was 
reorganized by Reorganization Plan No.3 of 1967, filed 
by PresidentLyndon B. Johnson with Congl'esfI, which 
became effecti ve !'Tovember 3, 1967. Essentially, the 
reorganization vtlsted loclii executive authority in a 
single Commissioner to be appointed by the President 
(and confirmeo by tl'l,e Senate) for a term expiring on 
February 1 following the inauguration of a President of 
the United States, subject to removal by the President. 
The plan also provided for Presidential appointment and 
Senate confirmation of an "Assistant to the Commis­
sioner." President Johnson established the custom of 

'.~---;;:.::-.-
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designating the Commissioner as "Mayor" and the as­
sistant as "Deputy Mayor"; however, ma/lY members of 
Congress pointedly refused t,,) observe that convention. 

The Mayor-Commissioner was vested with the execu­
tive functions of the former Board of Commissioners and 
the agencies under its direction, including direct author­
ity ov~r the executive branch departments of the city 
government. 

The 1967 reorganization also provided a nonpartisan 
District of Columbia Council composed of a chairman, 
vice chairman, and seven other members, all appointed 
by the President and confirmed by the Senate for terms of 
three years, with one-third of the appointments expiring" 
each year. The Council was vested with a wide variety of 
regulatory and quasi-legislative functions previously 
vested in the Board of Commissioners. 

This plan of government continued in effect until 
January 2, 1975, the effective date of the District of 
Columbia Self-Government and Governmental Reor­
ganization Act. The 1975 reorganization provided sub­
stantial home rule to the District of Columbia, with an 
elected Mayor to administer the executive branch de­
partments, plus an elected thirteen-member Council of 
the District of Columbia in which was vested significant 
legislative authority. 

Several restrictions were placed on the Council by the 
Congress, including a thirty·day waiting period during 
which any act of the Council could be disapproved by 
adoption of concurrent resolutions by both houses of 
Congress. Especially significant with regard to the crim­
inal justice system was the prohibiting of any Council 
enactments regarding criminal procedures or relating to 
crimes and treatment of prisoners until November 1976 
(extended by later congressional action to 1978). Also 
significant to criminal justice agencies was the retention 
by Congress of full review of District budgets as adopted 
by Council actions. 

B. Congressional Legislative Authority 

Article I, Section 8, of the Constitution provides in 
effect that the Congress shall have power to exercise 
exclusive legislation in all cases over the District of 
Columbia. Statutes regarding crimes, treatment of pris­
oners, and criminal procedures have generally been 
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enacted under this provision, as have many of the stat­
utes establishing and regulating various agencies of the 
city government. 

Some of the more important enactments pertaining to 
District criminal justice and referred to in this study 
derived, not from the direct legislative jurisdiction of the 
Congress over the District, but from congressional and 
congressionally approved actions which applied to the 
District only because its criminal trials were under the 
jurisdiction of the federal C()urts. For example, the ruling 
of the Supreme Court in Mallory v. United States was 
based on Rule 5(a) of the Federal Rules of Criminal 
Procedure and not on a District-specific statute; simi­
larly, the Bail Reform Act of 1966 was an amendment to 
the federal bail procedure and not a District-specific 
statute. For this reason, not only the House and Senate 
District Committees, but also the C.ommittees on the 
Judiciary were involved in District of Columbia criminal 
justice matters. For example, the abortive attempts in 
1957 and 1958 to vitiat,} the Mallory ruling were carried 
in the Judiciary Committees. 

Nonetheless, the primary legislative committees for 
District affairs were the House and Senate District 
Committees. Equally important (and perhaps even more 
effective because of their annual reviews) were the 
House and Senate Subcommittees on Appro;:>riations for 
the District of Columbia. (My observation was that, over 
the twenty-year period, the power of the District 

Committees diminished while the power of the Appro­
priations Subcommittees grew as city government phi­
losophy shifted from a) no action can be taken or pro­
gram established without statutory authorj'y, to b) any 
action can be taken or program established which is not 
prohibited by statute.) 

Congressional oversight of District criminal jUstice. 
was also bifurcated by the fact that federal courts served 
as the felony trial courts; thus the appropriations over­
sight for both the principal prosecutor (the U.S. Attor­
ney) and the felony courts (the U.S. District Court) was 
outside the purview of the Subcommittees on District of 
Columbia Appropriations. (The notable exception to this 
rule was the special hearings discussed in Chapter 3 and 
conducted by Senator Robert C. Byrd in 1967.) 

There were, of course, other cQngress\onal commit­
tees (e.g. the Government Operations Committee) which 
occasionally exercised peripheral oversight of the Dis­
trict of Columbia. But the important congressional pow­
ers Were the House and Senate District Committees and 
the House and Senate Subcommittees (of the Appropria­
tions Committees) on Appropriations for the District of 
Columbia. 

C. Judicial Authorify 

A fairly complete sketch of the judicial branch ar­
rangements for the District of Columbia is provided in 
Chapter 5. 
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APPENDIX B. MAJOR DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR OPERATING EXPENSES 

Appropriations (Thousands of dollars) 

Fiscal 
Year Police 

1956 13,888 
1957 14,531 
1958 19,278 
1959 21,077 
1960 22,156 
1961 24,706 
1962 26254 
1963 28,307 
1964 31,174 
1965 34,663 
1966 38,807 
1967 44,596 
1968 49,261 
1969 57,321 
1970 78,908 
1971 90,367 
1972 93,732 
1973 108,091 
1974 110,978 
1975 125,914 

1,034,009 

Note: These data provide a general notion of annual 
costs of criminal justice in the District of Colum­
bia. Not reflected are costs offederal police agen­
cies which provide various protective services 
within the city. Costs of juvenile offender custo­
dial and social services are included under non­
criminal justice agencies. 
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On the other hand, less than half of court appro­
priations can be correctly attributed to criminal 
justice activities (most of the court budget goes to 
civil trial activities). And at least 6ne-fifth of the 
police budget indicated above goes to traffic con-

Courts Corrections 

3,815 4,672 
4,371 4,710 
4,608 5,315 
5,198 5,702 
5,396 6,000 
5,953 7,289 
6,065 7,590 
6,402 7,957 
6,771 8,412 
7,784 9,328 
8,173 9,923 
9,726 10,782 

10,833 11,210 
14,156 12,861 
16,550 17,854 
23,259 21,344 
26,892 23,158 
29,131 28,441 
31,739 31,835 
28,453* _ 35,250 

255,275 269,633 

trol and enforcement and to similnr activities not 
related to criminal justice in the sense of this 
report. Too, all retirement costs for police are 
included in the police budget, but comparable 
costs for courts and corrections personnel are in 
significant part absorbed by the Civil Service Re­
tirement Fund. 
The reduced court cost in 1975 reflects an adjust­
ment in the District of Columbia reimbursement 
to the Federal Government for U.S. District 
Court costs applicable to local matters. 
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