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FOREWORD

The first National Conference on Criminal Justice Evaluation was held
in Washington, D.C., in February 1977. Over 1,400 individuals attended
the 33 separate panels and presented, critiqued, or listened to 179 evalu-
ation reports. While the Conference represented a culmination of several
years of research and evaluation in criminal justice, most of the papers
reported on work of quite recent vintage, demonstrating that the call for
more and better evaluation in LEAA's 1973 reauthorizing legisiation had
not gone unheeded. The National Conference on Criminal Justice Evaluation
revealed through the volume and the wealth of completed projects that crim-
inal justice evaluation is a healthy and viable discipline.

The Conference was sponsored by the National Institute of Law Enforce-
ment and Criminal Justice but the full participation of researchers and
practitioners from other LEAA and DOJ offices, State and local government
agencies, academic institutions, and private research firms truly made the
Conference a product of the criminal justice community. .

This volume of selected papers covers the full spectrum of topics and
participants from the Conference. Some of their findings have already been
incorporated into the knowledge base for improving criminal justice in the
United States; some papers are truly innovative and provide significant
methodological advances for future research and evaluation; other papers
remain controversial and outside the accepted wisdom of criminal justice
practices. This spectrum of perspective is what we hoped for in the Con-
ference and what we at the National Institute will continue to encourage.

A complete 1ist of the papers presented at the Conference is provided in
the appendix.
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KEYNOTE ADDRESS: SOME PRELIMINARY REFLECTIONS ON EVALUATION
IN CRIMINAL MATTERS

Sir Leon Radzinowicz
Cambridge, England

Distinguished Company,

I am greatly honored to have been invited to join you on so important an
occasion and to have been asked to address you. I am also delighted to acknowl-
edge the important part played in the production of this paper by my close col-
laborator, Miss Joan F. S. King, Senior Assistant in Research in the Cambridge
Institute of Criminology.

This is an impressive gathering. At Teast 150 reports; 34 panels; more
than 1,000 participants. What strikes me especially is its remarkable geo-
graphical spread: 1literally from all parts of this great Republic. The excep-
tionally wide range of topics and interests--all focused on the central theme
of evaluation. And last, but not least, we have the existing combination of
well-established criminological and penological authorities with numerous young -
men and women all embarking upon the thorny path of criminological research and
reassessment. Nor can I ignore to emphasize the sober, critical, and yet not
purely negative, bent of virtually all the papers submitted to the Conference.

In view of the particular occasion and the accumulated wealth of material,
you cannot expect from me more than a sharing with you of some preliminary re-
flections on evaluation in criminal matters against an historical and compara-
Eive background. That is what I shall endeavor to do within the next half

our.

To look around this Conference is to see, on all sides, that blending of
curiosity, social conscience, and business acumen that is so pre-eminently
American. To read the reports submitted to it is to see, as on a map, the
directions in which the process of evaluation has been moving. It can indeed
be said that there remains no part of the system of criminal. justice that es-
capes this probing scrutiny.

Evaluation has been applied to all aspects of the work of the police from
their work on the streets and the earliest tentative checking of possible sus-
pects, to the evidence they may give in court. It has invaded the darker re-
cesses of plea bargaining, and brought to 1ight the implications of refusing
bail. It has penetrated some of the reticence that once surrounded sentencing
and has even been knocking upon the closed doors of that Tast stronghold of
privacy, the jury room. It has left a devastating trail all through the penal
system, from probation via the penal institutions to parole. It has been ap-
plied not only to processes but to persons: the policeman and the probation
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officer are finding themselves and their work as much subject to evaluation

as the system within which they function. Even the anonymous citizen has been
pressed to reveal his attitudes to criminal law, the extent to which he has
committed or suffered crime, the way he would rate the gravity of various
crimes, and his views on the workings of the criminal justice system. ‘Last

of all, evaluators themselves have been coming under the microscope, their
research scrupulously analyzed and reworked, themselves evaluated as ruthlessly
as they have evaluated others.

It is tempting, indeed almost nétura1, to think of this as a purely mod-
ern phenomenon: In one sense it is. But in another it owes much to its an-
cestors, some of whom I think it well, however briefly, to recall.

That sturdy old iconoclast, Jeremy Bentham, made no bones about his touch-
stone when faced with established institutions, however venerable: "What use
are they?" If they failed to pass that test, they were out, as far as he was
concerned--and in many cases as far as posterity has been concerned as well.
They were also out if they appeared to him to be manifestly unjust. In his old
age, Lord Brougham said of Bentham, "The age of Law Reform and the age of Jeremy
Bentham are one and the same . . . . He it was who first made the mighty step
of trying the whole provisions of our jurisprudence by the test of expediency

. their adaptation to the circumstances of society, to the wants of men and
the promotion of human happiness . . . . None ever before Mr. Bentham took in
the whole departments of legislation. None before him can be said to have
treated it as a science, and by so treating, made it one."

Bentham's scrutiny extended to all branches of criminal justice--the sub-
stance of criminal law, the ramifications of procedure, the nature, degrees,
and varieties of punishment. Subsequent schools of criminal law and criminol-
ogy have laid varying emphasis on different aspects of this very wide
perspective. .

The classical school of criminal law, whose influence pervaded Europe and
invaded the United States in the nineteenth century, was primarily concerned
with the Togic of justice, proportion, and procedures. It rested upon a series
of assumptions, idealistic but, alas, unproven. The classicists believed they
could devise a just, rational, predictable system of procedures and penalties
which would maintain itself by its manifest virtues. They believed they could
back this up by virtual certainty of detection: a prerequisite if the system
was to be either just or effective. And they believed that the combination of
certainty with proportion and moderation would deter both offenders who suf-
fered punishment and any others who might be tempted.

Once a good run of criminal statistics had been established, the first
tool of empirical, as distinct from philosophical, evaluation was in men's .
hands. And it undermined two of the basic classical assumptions. 1In England,
for example, penalties had been brought into more reasonable proportion to of-
fenses, and the police had begun to be organized into discipiined and effici-
cient forces. Yet, Edwin Chadwick, one of the architects of poiice reform,
was also one of the first to point out the continuing impunity among persist-
ent criminals, and the failures of the penal system to prevent recidivism even
among those who were caught. A system of deterrence by certainty of detection
and punishment sounded fine on paper, but it was not working out in practice.



The positivists, when they came to the fore toward the end of the nine-
teenth century, were quick to seize upon these failures, as well as upon the
inhuman rigidities associated with the classical insistence upon proportion in
punishment. To demonstrate its bankruptcy, they quoted statistics of recidi-
vism not only from England but from Italy, France, and Germany. They stressed
experiment and observation as the keys to evaluation. Yet they, too, had their
ideological assumptions and, given a free hand, would have made them the basis
for whole systems of criminal justice. They assumed that the battle for proce-
dural protections had been fought and won once and for all; that fairness in
prosecution and punishment could be taken for granted. They assumed that a
system of criminal justice could be made more humane and effective by classify-
ing criminals on the basis of their propensities, their "dangerousness," and
that this, rather than the crime before the court, should decide the measures
to be used in dealing with them. It was the positivists who elevated the in-
determinate sentence to such a lofty pedestal, seeing it as the ideal means of
protecting society and, where possible, reforming the criminal.

Meanwhile, the Marxist criminologists were protesting that it was impos-
sible to achieve either justice or protection within a capitalist society,
whatever the means that might be used. To them, evaluation of a system of
criminal justice was subsidiary to evaluation of the kind of society it was de-
signed to support. At that stage, early in the present century, they had one
great advantage. There was as yet no existing regime which had even attempted
to mold itself on the precepts of Marx. Like the early enthusiastic classi-
cists, pursuing their liberal dream, they lived in a glass house, which, being
purely ideological, offered no targets for stones.

The capitalist countries, encumbered with real systems and the real de-
fects and criticisms to which that exposed them, enjoyed no such advantage.
They were in many ways, strongly self-critical. It was English investigators
who so ruthlessly analyzed and condemned the English prison system at the end
of the nineteenth century. It was American sociologists who explored and de-
nounced, in turn, the crimes of big business, the corruptions of police, the
festering of cities. But they nevertheless rejected the wholesale Marxist
condemnations, convinced that it was possible, for example, to frame Taws
which would bring to book the wealthiest predators, to check as well as to ex-
pose police corruption, to counteract the evils of city slums. Standards of
criminal justice could be raised with rising standards of society.

Neither the assumptions of the Marxists or of their opponents have sur-
vived subsequent events and subsequent scrutiny. Criminologists have again
proved themselves highly efficient undertakers, burying many of these hopes
under mounds of statistics. There have been the revelations of the prevalence
of hidden crime, of the obduracy of prisons in the face of attempts to trans-
form or redirect them, of sickening recurrences of cerruption among those en-
trusted with enforcing the law. And there has been lack of evidence that the
numerous experiments directed at reforming offenders have had any significant
impact upon general rates of recidivism. Over the last 20 years this process
of systematic disillusionment has deepened and widened, engulfing all aspects
of criminal justice and, into the bargain, a great deal of earlier research
into their effectiveness.

But we must preserve a sense of proportion. To quote a felicitous remark
by Professor Arnold S. Trebach: "We seem to have too many critics and too few
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play writers." We all think we know what is meant by evaluation--otherwise we
should not be here. Yet this enigmatic and complex concept eludes any simple
definition. I have so often quoted a certain cynical comment about criminal
statistics that I have come to believe I invented it myself. I cannot resist
adapting it to our topic today: "Evaluation is 1ike a bikini. What it reveals
is suggestive. But what it hides is vital." On top of that, the subject be-
comes ever more sophisticated. Nothing would seem more definitive than death
but it too has now become difficult to evaluate. We are offered not one but
half-a-dozen competing criteria. Perhaps we should count ourselves fortunate
phag ag Tast there must come a point where everyone agrees that the poor fellow
is dead.

The two major senses of the word evaluation are not always clearly distin-
guished. It is not always realized that evaluation in one sense usually jm-
plies, however unconsciously, evaluation in the other.

Both the Oxford Dictionary and Webster's give priority to the more mundane
of the two kinds of meaning. To evaluate is "to work out the value of some-
thing" and value is "a fair equivalent or return--material or monetary worth."
In other words, to evaluate is to find out whether we are getting our money's
worth in what may be seen as objective terms. This is very much the function
sense of "cost benefit analysis" and stresses the idea of finding objective
facts as means of measurement. Inevitably we seize upon the most accessible
and apparently objective index of achievement--such as rates of detection by
the police, or of recidivism among those who have been through the penal sys-
tem--only to find that, in practice, it is as full of distortions and loop-
holes as a broken net . . . . ‘ '

But Webster also defines the word evaluate as "to determine the signifi-
cance and worth of a thing, usually by careful appraisal or study."” The Oxford
Dictionary also defines "value," in the ethical sense as "that which is worthy
of esteem for its own sake, that which has intrinsic worth." A classical exam-
ple of this kind of evaluation is the well-known statement made by the young
Winston Churchill when Home Secretary in 1910. May I quote it again:

"The mood and temper of the public in regard to the treatment
of crime and criminals is one of the most unfailing tests of
the civilisation of any country. A calm, dispassionate recog-
nition of the rights of the accused, and even the convicted,
criminal against the State - a constant heart searching by all
charged with the duty of punishment - a desire and eagerness
to rehabilitate in the world of industry those who have paid
their due in the coinage of punishment; tireless efforts to-
wards the discovery of curative and regenerative processes;
unfailing faith that there is a treasure, if you can only
find it, in the heart of every man."

The second meaning is subtler, but no less important. To evaluate is "to
determine the significance or worth of a thing," and value is something "worthy
of esteem for its own sake," something of intrinsic worth. These are subjec-
tive judgments, but they refer to the very basis of our evaluations; the
things we think it worthwhile to measure and to compare, and our decisions
about the criteria of "success," "effectiveness," or "failure." Their



influence upon what we look for, what we find, and what we do with our findings,
is often taken for granted to the point of being overlooked.

Not only the broad themes of evaluation, but the ways that they are ap-
proached, the aspects examined, the kinds of questions asked and answers found,
are heavily influenced by evaluative judgments. You can evaluate a scheme in
many different ways: in terms of whether it is workable; of whether it has any
i effect in reducing crime or recidivism; of whether it is being carried out as
» its promoters intended; of whether it achieves their declared objectives; of
whether it has unwanted side effects; of what impact it has on other parts of
the system of criminal justice; of its acceptability to public opinion.

Of course, it is not only evaluation that is a complex matter. Criminal
i Justice is even more so, multiple in its nature, its purpose, its functions.
'@ It is not like a business, with an easily measurable material objective. It
: is at Teast as complicated, its elements as intangible, as for example, a sys-
tem of education. And it raises equally strong feelings, both among those who
want to maintain traditional systems and those who want to revolutionize them.

Moreover, evaluation in criminal justice, as in education, is subject to
'@ a mass of technical problems: the extent of hidden crime; the 1imited reli-

~ ability of criminal statistics; the varying standards and criteria of failure
in parole or probation; the constant change in social and economic situations;
the shifting objectives, practices, and personnel in the execution of projects,
and in those to whom they are directed; the impact of research itself on the
processes and attitudes it seeks to exawine.

Then there are the pressures of our situation today. Running all through
the reports of this conference are the recurring themes of rising crime and
growing costs. And there is, alas, no reason in sight to expect that either
will decline. That brings a mounting urgency to the theme of evaluation.

We want to know what we are getting for our money in the sphere of criminal
‘@ Justice. But cost-benefit considerations apply also to evaluative studies
themselves. Certainly we spend huge sums on our police, our courts, our pris-
ons. Certainly we need to know whether we are spending them usefully. But
evaluation does not come as a Christmas gift. If we want first-class research
officers, sound materials, careful analysis, adequate validation, these also
cost a great deal of money.

B

It is as important to be selective in evaluation as in sweeping away old
institutions or initiating new ones. But who should do the selection? Should
it be the politicians or.administrators? Should it be those directly involved
in the field? Should it be public opinion? Should it be the evaluators?

Each has a claim to a hearing. To ignore any of them may invite misunderstand-
é‘. ing and eventual frustration. Yet none is immune from bees in the bonnet, from
4 bias or self-interest. Sometimes the focus may be dictated by more sinister

§ motives: there may be pressure for evaluation and change in one direction to

L distract attention from far greater evils in another. Glancing at the small

! print in the London Times a few days ago, I saw that a Roman senator has asked
the Italian government to introduce paper bedsheets in all prisons to stop in-
mates from escaping by tying their bedlinen into ropes. The careful evaluation
of such a proposal could still further defer evaluation of the rottenness of
Italian prisons, by now a world secret. We are very far, as yet, from the




stage at which we can base firm and final policy decisions upon what emerges
from evaluative research.

Since the criminal justice system has multiple objectives, we cannot
sweep away any section of it solely as evidence that it is not achieving one
of them. Prisons, for example, may not rehabilitate: at least in some in-
stance it is essential that they continue to contain. Evaluation is a matter
of degree: fow example, if the police are catching no more than one criminal
in three--or even less--this does not mean that they are totally ineffective:
to withdraw all support from them would be to move into a radically new dimen-
sion of crime and disorder.

Evaluation in the sense of cost-benefit analysis is deeply dependent upon
the more subtle kinds of evaiuation. How do you weigh the costs and benefits
of investment in one part of the system against those of investment in another?
How do you weigh investment in criminal justice as such against investment in
other social goals? Yet in the face of all these cautions it cannot be said
too emphatically that evaluative studies must be continued, refined, and de-
veloped. Disappointment with crude findings must be used--as they are in the
far larger, established physical sciences--as stepping stones to deeper and
more accurate understanding of the complex web of human relationships called
the criminal justice system. Even in what I may dare to call their infancy,
they have done much to sweep away pretenses, brought more sobriety, realism,
and self-examination into the work of those who gave the awesome responsibil-
ities of "disposal," where Taw breakers are concerned (a sinister enough word
in all conscience). And evaluation has made it far less easy than it used to
be for demagogues to get away with sweeping assertions and the kind of promises
that mean nothing and cannot be kept.

If you take evaluation in its widest sense, you find it covering virtually
everything--all individual factors in crime, all social factors, all aspects of
political and social life. It is like the days when we were so absorbed in
finding "causes of crime" or ways of "predicting" it.

It is necessary to distinguish between quantitative and qualitative as-
sessment; they may sometimes be combined, but sometimes they are separate and
different views may result if a question is approached by way of quantitative
or qualitative evaluation.

Some effects are visible, some are not. Yet the nonvisible may be at
least as important as the visible. For example, if the police are very effec-
tive, they may reduce disorder virtually to nil: the tendency is then to as-
sume that that is a normal state of affairs {(just as we assume it is normal
not to be burgled every time we go out). We begin to worry about visible ef-
fects only when police efficiency is low and crime and disorder high.  Evalua-
tion should not be carried out by the people to introduce innovations or im-
plement the established system. Even so, bias among evaluators may be as
potent and as prejudicial as bias among those who launch new experiments or de-
fend established traditions. The subjects chosen for evaluation, the ways in-
vestigations are designed, strangely affect the nature of the findings.

May I add a note of warning. It might be possible to devise an evalua-
tive study of the relation between bedsheets and escapes. It might even lead
to a useful reduction in absconding. It would pass the test in technical terms.



Yet other criteria are needed to decide priorities for evaluative research.
Some means are surely needed to steer scarce resources of skill, of time and
money, toward projects near the center of criminological and penological con-
cern, jnvestigations that promise to throw Tight on the kind of problem we
most need to tackle.

It is often said that evaluative studies have practical objectives, the
hope of influencing future decisions. But the translation of research find-
ings into action is by no means a clear and simple process. It is seldom pos-
sible to base a policy decision upon the results of an isolated study. Occa-
sionally, success or disaster may be so clearly demonstrated that no further
investigation is necessary. But generally two, three, or more investigations
will be required before a decision can justifiably be based upon them.

There is no room for the facile assumption that a project which works in
one setting, with one group of practitioners and clients, can be translated
as it stands to a different time or place--let alone to a different country--
or to other kinds of practitioners or offenders. Evaluative studies lend them-
selves less than most to generalization.

There is the need to keep in mind the degree of success thai can reason-
ably be hoped for, the degree of failure that must inevitably be accepted, in
a field as intrinsically discouraging as that of criminal justice. Even a
small indication of achievement can have a disproportionate effect in reliev-
ing pressures, raising morale, and allaying public disquiet.

Because criminal justice has multiple objectives and functions, it cannot
be concluded that an institution or.project which is failing to achieve one
of them is necessarily valueless and should be swept away. A great deal of
evaluative effort and talent has been devoted to demonstrating that prisons
fail to rehabilitate prisoners. Admittedly many prison administrators have in
the past colluded in presenting rehabilitation as the primary purpose of their
regimes, and the public have wanted to believe them. But prisons have other
functions, more ancient, and more indispensable. In the last resort they are
designed to contain and restrain. No amount of evaluation in other terms will
make them expendable in that most basic of functions.

To reach decisions about changes in criminal justice, we must take ac-
count of the system as a whole. In this sense too, not one, but a series of
evaluations is needed. Before deciding that something is expendable in one
part of the continuum, we must consider its impact upon the rest. To abolish
it may impose intolerable strains on other parts. And before sweeping away
one section as inefficient, costly, or even harmful, we must consider whether
the alternatives may be even less efficient, more expensive, or damaging, than
what we have and what we complain of. Likewise, before throwing our resources
into something new, we must consider whether we are thereby undermining some-
thing already established which could still be of service and which may, in-
deed, include vital safeguards built in by experience over many years.

If I sound very conservative to you, you must allow me that I have lived
long enough to have watched the rise and fall of many fashions and many ex-
tremes in criminal justice. I plead only for balance, and a measure of sober
economies in mingling the best of the new with the best of the old. In the
last resort we came back to the intangibles of evaluation, the areas where no



amount of objective calculation will give us the answers, where we have to
decide on the basis of "intrinsic worth"--what weight we wiill attach, for exam-
ple, to the protection of the community from serious crime and the protection
of the criminal from serious injustice.

Yet I have no doubt at all that, despite all its complications, all its
flaws, and all its Timitations, the development of evaluation must continue.
Only a completely stagnant society, which has given up hope of anything, can
afford to neglect it. Even the motley assortment of authoritarian regimes now
tightening their grips around the world have their methods of evaluation, of
weighing up the costs and benefits to their regimes of the various ways of
handling their criminals and their delinquents. There must, for example, be
calculation about the most effective way of countering the dangers presented
by dissidents, not only in the dark corridurs of the public prosecutors and
at police headquarters, but also at the very highest political level. Who
should be imprisoned, tortured, or consigned to a psychiatric hospital? Who
should be exiled? How can we evaluate the impact of these alternatives, in
different cases, upon public opinion at home, upon world opinion abroad? But
for evaluation in the sense we know it, an opening up and examination of the
processes of criminal justice and the penal system, we are forced to depend
upon the testimony of those who have been their victims. We hear from the
Solzhenitsyns', not from the institutes of criminology of the totalitarian
states.

Evaluation in an open society is a very different matter. In fact, I
would say that genuine evaluation is possible only in an open society. It
is indeed one of its essential political implications: an open society wants -
to know what is going on, from the Oval Office in the White House to a local
jail in Mississippi. In this field, and not for the first time, American
criminological practice has given the lead to the world. Because the United
States has been free of the rigid frameworks and clichés of the European
schools of criminal law and criminology, it has been free to enter fresh
fields of research. Because of its essentially questioning outlook, at once
idealistic and utilitarian, it has persistently demanded to know what has come
out of its development and experiments. Because it has been faced with a per-
sistent and growing phenomenon of crime, in spite of early optimism about the
possibilities of control, it has gone on to develop new approaches. I see
that Mr. Caplan has spoken of evaluation as a "new science." I would venture
to disagree: it is more like a new and intriguing chapter in a very long
story, a refinement and expansion of a kind of assessment that has Tong been
an art and is now becoming a science as well. Moreover, it is a development
to which the nation has devoted a generous share of resources.

Evaluation opens doors in the system of criminal justice, not only for
administrators and field-workers, but for politicians and legisiators. It has
done much to sweep away pretenses, brought more sobriety and realism into the
outlook of all who have a say in dealing with crime and criminals. Evaluative
studies, as well as the persistence of crime, have brought home the lesson that
the options are few, and that the possibilities of influence are very limited.
The programs of politicians, small and great, will always include some allu-
sions to the elimination of corruption and the control of crime, But we are by
now far away, I am glad to say, from the fervent crusades of the political ex-
ponents of so-called "law and order" and of those who believed that crime
would be absorbed and rendered negligible by the benefits nf the "Great Society."
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It was at once sobering and reassuring to see during the latest election,
that although President Ford had in mind definite ways of dealing with certain
classes of criminals, he abstained from emphasizing it too persistently. And
his opponent, President Carter, barely touched upon penal problems. That
should not be taken to mean that he does not realize the importance of the
problems for the country as a whole; but only that he did not regard them as
election issues. To borrow the title of a fashionable song--"Promises, Prom-
ises, Promises"--are mercifully Tosing their grip upon penal policy. The
studies of evaluation have certainly played an important role in producing
this beneficial change in attitude.

But I have come here not to teach, but to learn. It is time for me to
stop. I am looking forward eagerly to watching the work of the various panels.
Still more I Took forward to following what emerges from it all in the years
to come, to seeing sound fruit from the seeds being scattered here.
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AN EVALUATION OF THE OPEN GARAGE
DOOR BURGLARY PROGRAM

Ron Pennington
Research Associate
St. Louis County Police Department

INTRODUCTION

Police departments have historically either used a preventive patrol-
oriented strategy or a target-hardening strategy to control the incidence of
crime in their jurisdiction. A patrol-oriented strategy is usually based on
the assumption that an increased police presence will deter crime and increase
apprehensions. The Kansas City Preventive Patrol experiment, which tested the
effect that three different patrolling levels had both on the occurrence of
crime and on the community's attitudes about crime, constitutes one of the
more well-known experiments of this type.l On the other hand, a target-harden-
ing strategy will normally use nonpatrol means to implement a program, e.g., a
police-community relations drive to recruit citizens into a home security pro-
gram. Operation Identification programs, which encourage citizens to mark any
moveable and valuable piece of property with an engraved identifying code and
which attempt to deter potential burglars by putting a program decal on the
door or window of the program participant, are usually administered by police-
community relations bureaus.

Program evaluation of patrol-oriented and target-hardening programs are
primarily designed to test the utility of the program's concept by showing its
effect on a wide variety of goals. In the Kansas City Preventive Patrol ex-
periment, impact measures included data on citizen attitudes about crime and
the police as well as data about the occurrence rates of crime, e.g., robbery,
assault, rape, homicide, burglary, auto theft, vandalism, purse snatching, and
larceny. The Operation Identification program was evaluated by the following
criteria: reduction in residential burglaries, citizen fears about crime, re-
cruitment to the program, police-community benefits, and property return rates.

In those situations where a police department has designed a program to
attack a specific crime problem, elements of both program strategies have been
used. The anti-subway robbery program, implemented by the New York City Police
Department in 1965, illustrates this point. The New York City Police Depart-
ment increased the number of men patrelling its subways by 150 percent in 1965
and the program soon had the -effect of reducing subway offenses from a high
level of 7,000 crimes in 1964 to a low level of 5,000 crimes in 1965. However,
by 1968 field interrogations of arrested robbers and an analysis from crime
statistics suggested that the program may have had a partial displacement ef-
fect, i.e., more bus robberies were being committed in lieu of subway rob-
beries. In order to deal with this problem, New York City officials
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implemented in 1969 an exact bus fare program which had the effect of reducing
monthly bus robberies by 98 percent. In summary, what started out as a patrol-
oriented program soon incorporated elements of a target-hardening program and
in both instances, the specific nature of the crime dictated the program strat-
egy to be used.3

This study assesses a crime prevention program that also used the elements
of a patrol-oriented and a target-hardening strategy and which was implemented
by the St. Louis County Police Department from April 1, 1976 to September 30,
1976. The St. Louis County Police Department primarily patrols the unincor-
porated areas of St. Louis County. The entire county is legally separated from
the City of St. Louis and has within its boundary 951,671 people, 510 square
miles, and 94 self-governing municipalities. The unincorporated area of St.
Louis County has about one-third of the county's total population (348,431
people) and about two-thirds of its land area (325 square miles). The depart-
ment is divided into five precinct areas and two of these precincts were se-
lected as the site for the pilot program. According to the 1970 Census, resi-
dents in this test area tend to range from the lower middle to middle income
bracket, are almost exclusively white, and have a significant juvenile popula-
tion below 18 years of age (i.e., 34 percent).

The pilot program was designed to reduce unlawful entry garage burg]aries4
and home burglaries. It was based on the following assumption: if homeowners
who leave their garage doors open were informed by the department that such
negligent behavior was strongly associated with the commission of an unlawful
entry garage burglary, then these types of crimes, which are primarily commit-
ted by juvenile offenders, could be prevented.5 Patrol officers were told to
write down the address of any home where an open garage door was spotted and
where no resident appeared to be home. Lists of these addresses were forwarded
to headquarters and a letter was sent to the resident. The letter stated that
open garage doors provided burglars with an excellent opportunity to commit a
theft from a garage or from a home that was attached to a garage. In those
situations where a resident was observed with a garage door open and where
program statistics indicated that a previous letter had already been mailed
to the resident, a subsequent and more strongly worded letter was sent out.
Additional brochure information, which outlined certain preventive techniques
that the resident could undertake in order to help prevent home burglaries,
was also included. No other contact was made with the resident after this
second letter was sent out.

Several research findings substantiated the need for an antigarage bur-
glary program. First, data showed that a greater percentage of the burglaries
committed in areas patrolled by the department were garage burglaries than in
the rest of St. Louis County. Twenty percent of all burglaries that were com-
mitted in areas patrolled by the department during 1974 and 1975 were garage
burglaries and only 13 percent of all burglaries that were committed in the
rest of the county during the same time period were garage burglaries. Second,
the number of garage burglaries increased by 8 percent (from 1,074 in 1974 to
1,162 in 1975); while at the same time, the average monetary value of property
stolen from a garage burglary increased by 33 percent (from $160 in 1974 to
$213 in 1975).. Third, data also showed that garage burglaries were seasonal
crimes. Sixty-seven percent of all garage burglaries that were committed in
areas patrolled by the department during 1974 and 1975 occurred from the
months of April to September. Finally, a study that randomly selected 95
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garage burglary reports written in 1974 revealed that at least 65 percent of
these reports had a known open garage door means of entry. This particular
finding was also supported by another study which showed that 86 percent of
all garage burglaries committed in areas patrolled by the department during
1974 and 1975 were associated with an unlocked means of entry. In summary,
the data showed that garage burglaries were: (a) a problem that was becoming
worse in terms of the actual number of crimes committed and in terms of the
average monetary value of property stolen, (b) a crime that was strongly re-
lated to the warmer months of the year, and (c) a crime that may not have oc-
curred if the victim had taken the simple precautionary measure of closing the
garage door.

AN ANALYSIS OF THE PROGRAM'S IMPACT

At the end of the program period, analysis of the data showed that unlaw-
ful entry garage burglaries decreased by 32 percent in the test area from a
preprogram period (April to September 1975) to the program period (April to
September 1976). However, home burglaries increased by 7 percent from the pre-
program period to the program period. Since the program had no apparent effect
on home burglaries, they were eliminated from the study. Table 1 summarizes
these findings.

TABLE 1.--The distribution of unlawful entry garage
burglaries and home burglaries in the
test area by time periods

Unlawful entry

Time periods garage burglaries Home burglaries Total
Preprogram 218 415 633
(April-September 1975)

Program period 147 444 591
(April-September 1976)
Total 365 859 1,224
Percent change - 32% + 7% - 7%

This study will use a policy analysis perspective to help determine whether
the 32 percent decrease in unlawful entry garage burglaries could be attributed
to the effectiveness of the program. According to James Q. Wilson, a policy
analysis perspective tests for the effect that a certain short-term policy in-
novation has on a specific crime.® However, one of the difficulties with this
type of approach is that researchers do not always have the necessary planning
time to build into a new policy the program features that would create a true
experimental situation.’/ Usually, program evaluators will try to find some
way to randomize the introduction of the program stimulus. However, whenever
randomization is not possible, the researcher may use a quasi-experimental
analysis. According to Donald Campbell, this type of analysis provides the
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researcher with the ability to "introduce something Tike experimental design
into his scheduling of data collection procedures."8 Carol Weiss also argues
that quasi-experimental designs should be used when the conditions for a true
experiment do not exist.?

Eighty-four subprecinct areas in the test zone (known as COGIS blocks)!0
were used as the unit of analysis in a test that attempted to determine if the
-program had an effect on unlawful entry garage burglaries. Two types of vari-
ables were computed at this Tevel: Tletter saturation levels and changes in un-
lawful entry garage burglaries from the preprogram period to the program period.

In order to measure the level of letter saturation for each subprecinct
area, the total number of initial Tetters and the total number of secondary let-
ters that were mailed out during the program period were divided by the number
of houses in each COGIS block. Housing data were selected as the base measure
because_they were the most valid measure of potential risk for this type of
crime. 11 Although criminal justice students have habitually used a per capita
base for these types of measures, such a practice for this study would clearly
be inappropriate because structures and not people constituted the environmen-
tal risk encountered by the program.

The second variable classified COGIS areas by whether they experienced
an increase, a decrease, or no change in the number of unlawful entry garage
burglaries that were committed from the preprogram period. In order to reduce
the uncertainty about the relationship between true crime and reported crimes,
the data were treated ordinally. According to Jones, this technique is valid
so long as there is a positive relationship between the two concepts, i.e.,
when the true crime rate increases (decreases), the reported crime rate will
increase (decrease).l3 This analysis also assumes that the program did not
have a "Hawthorne effect" on the victims who normally report (or do not report)
garage burglaries to the police.

Table 2 presents a contingency table that shows how the test zones' 84
COGIS areas are distributed between the saturation Tevel of initial letters
and the change in unlawful entry garage burglaries. The first variable con-
sists of three categories:

(a) a low saturation level (less than 9.2 initial letters per 100
homes) ,

(b) a middle saturation level (between 9.3 and 21.4 initial letters
per 100 homes), and

(c) an upper saturation level (more than 21.5 initial letters per
100 homes).

The program supporting hypothesis is: those COGIS blocks that experienced
higher saturation levels of initial letters should tend to be more strongly
associated with a decrease in unlawful entry garage burglaries than those
COGIS blocks that experienced lower saturation levels of initial Tetters.

The data in table 2 show that the saturation levels of initial letters

were not strongly related to the change in unlawful entry garage burg1aries.
Only 50 percent of those COGIS blocks that experienced an upper saturation
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TABLE 2.--Saturation levels of initial letters by
changes 1n unTawful entry garage
burglaries within the test zone

Change in unlawful Saturation levels
entry garage Low Middle Upper
burglary Tevel Tevel level Total

Increase 10 10 5 25
(37%) (34%) (18%)

No change 4 4 9 17
(15%) (14%) (32%)

Decrease 13 15 14 42
(48%) (52%) (50%)

Total 27 29 28 84
(100%) (100%) (100%)

level of initial letters had a decrease in unlawful entry garage burglaries.
Fifty-two percent of the COGIS blocks in the middle saturation range and 483
percent of those COGIS blocks in the 1ower saturation range had a decrease in
unlawful entry garage burglaries.

When the open garage door program was implemented by the department, it
was felt that a second letter might provide an additional stimulus to those
homeowners who continued to leave their garage doors open. Consequently, it
was possible that a relationship between saturation levels of secondary let-
ters and unlawful entry garage burglaries might exist even though no relation-
ship was found for initial letters. Saturation levels of secondary letters
classified COGIS blocks into the following categories:

(a) no saturation level,

(b) a low saturation level (less than 5.0 secondary letters per
100 homes), and

(c) an upper saturation level (greater than 5.0 letters per 100
homes) .

The following hypothesis was tested: those COGIS blocks that experienced
higher saturation levels of secondary letters should tend to be more strongly
associated with a decrease in unlawful entry garage burglaries than those COGIS
blocks that experienced Tower saturation levels of secondary letters.

The data in table 3 show that saturation levels of secondary letters are

not related to changes in unlawful entry garage burglaries. Only 49 percent
of those COGIS blocks that experienced an upper saturation level of secondary
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TABLE 3.--Saturation levels of secondary letters by
changes in unlawful entry garage
burglaries within the test area

Change in unlawful Saturation levels
entry garage No Low Upper
burglary level Tevel Tevel Total

Increase 5 10 10 25
(50%) (27%) o (273)

No change 1 7 9 17
(10%) (19%) (24%)

Decrease 4 20 18 42
' (40%) (54%) (49%)

Total 10 37 37 84
(100%) (100%) (100%)

letters had a decrease in unlawful entry garage burglaries. On the other hand,
54 percent of those COGIS blocks that experienced a low saturation level of
secondary letters had a decrease in unlawful entry garage burglaries.

CHECKS FOR INTERNAL VALIDITY THREATS

According to Campbell, one of the overriding virtues of quasi-experimental
designs in a nontesting environment is that they control for alternative expla-
nations for why a program did (or did not) have an impact. These explanations
are called by Campbell internal validity threats. Two of these threats have
particular relevance to this study. They are:

(a) instrumentation (a shifting of the measuring instrument independ-
ent of any change in the phenomenon measured) and

(b) regression (the atypical occurrence of an exceptionally large
number of unlawful entry garage burglaries during the pretest
period; thereby causing a regression toward a general trend Tine
that would have predicted fewer unlawful entry garage burglaries
during the program period).14

The problem of instrumentation (or instrument decay) actually entails
questions about the validity and reliability of crime statistics. According
to Skogan, a validity problem in crime statistics occurs when "a researcher's
procedures may not be measuring the object of analysis or the resulting figures
may be artifacts of the measuring process" and a reliability question in crime
statistics will "gauge the ability of police patrol teams to classify the same
sort of events in the same manner.“15 The problem of instrumentation will occur
whenever a validity or a reliability problem threatens a study's findings to
the extent that the program's impact (or lack of impact) can be attributed to
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a shift in the measuring instrument. The study was confronted with both types
of measurement problems.

The probiem of hidden crime, i.e., the difference between true crime and
reported crime, constitutes the most serjous validity threat to any evaluation
study using crime statistics. Ostrom notes_that many criminal acts are never
reported to the police for various reasons.1® Specifically germane to this
study, one governmental victimization survey of eight large cities found t?at
55 percent of unlawful entry burglaries were never reported to the police.
However, Maltz notes that unreported crime is a serious problem in program
evaluations only when there is evidence that the program might have an effect
on reporting rates.18

The only effective test for this measurement problem would have been to
implement an expensive victimization survey before and after the program was
started. However, a validity test of sorts was made by predicting that a non-
treated control area would have the same percentage decrease of unlawful entry
garage burglaries as was experienced in the test area. The same percentage
decrease in both areas would support earlier findings that the program had no
impact in the test area since the control area's decrease could be attributed
to reasons other than the effect of the program. Because any valid measure-

ment of a variable will tend to consistently predict the same outcome with a

fairly high degree of accuracy, such a test would also provide 1imited evidence
that reporting rates were not significantly affected by the introduction of the
program.

Table 4 shows the number of unlawful entry garage burglaries that occurred
in the test area and the control area during the preprogram and program period.
The control area for this table included the three precinct areas patrolled by
the department which did not experience the introduction of the program. The
data in table 4 show that both areas had about the same percentage decrease
of unlawful entry garage burglaries, i.e., a 32 percent decrease in the test
area and a 34 percent decrease in the control area. Consequently, the data in
this table support the previous finding of this study that the program had no
discernible impact on the occurrence rate of unlawful entry garage burglaries
in the test area.

Because a crime prevention program may affect how a police officer may
perceive a program-related crime, crime statistics may not be reliable. Accord-
ing to Ostrom, the researcher may not be aware of the variations in the report-
ing practices within a police department.19 This problem becomes critical to
an evaluation study whenever the program's apparent impact (or lack of impact)
can be attributed to a change in police reporting practices in the test area.

In essence, this situation is a problem of instrumentation.

Information from radio dispatched calls for service, which are computer-
jzed by the department, was used to indicate whether more (or fewer) crime in-
cident calls were recorded in the department's crime statistics. Specifically,
the percentage of all larceny calls whose final disposition were recorded as a
"report taken" was plotted by each month of the experimental period in the
test and control area. Larceny incident calls were selected because garage
thefts are always dispatched and recorded as larcenies.20
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TABLE 4.--The number of unlawful entry garage burglaries
that were committed in the test area and the control
area during the pretest and program period

Time - Test area Control area Both areas
Preprogram 218 432 650
(April-Sept. 1975) ( 60%) ( 60%) ( 60%)
Program period 147 286 433
(April-Sept. 1976) ( 40%) ( 40%) ( 40%)

Total 365 718 1,083
(100%) (100%) (100%)
% of reduced crime -32% -34% ~33%

Graph 1 shows that at the initial outset of the program, the control area
and the test area had about the same larceny reporting percentage. There was
no percentage difference between the two areas in April 1976, a 1 percent dif-
ference between the areas in May 1976, and a 2 percent difference between the
areas in June and July 1976. By August, the margin of difference between the
areas had grown to 4 percent; but it declined to 2 percent in September 1976.
In summary, for all months after April 1976, the test area tended to have a
lower larceny reporting rate than the control area, suggesting that the pro-
gram might have had some slight depressant effect on the reporting rate in the
test area. Because the difference between the two areas' reporting rates was
small and since the lower rate in the test area would have indicated more
crime, it was concluded that any possible program effect on police reporting
practices probably did not have a confounding influence on the previous find-
ings of this study.

The second internal validity threat which presented a serious challenge
to the study's findings was regression. According to Campbell, an interrupted
time series test is the most effective way to determine whether this threat has
occurred in an experiment.2! Graph 2 is a time series analysis that shows the
number of unlawful entry garage burglaries committed in the test and the con-
trol areas during quarterly preprogram and program periods that go back to
January 1974. The dashed Tines represent the test areas during the experimen-
tal program perjod. In essence, the graph shows that a regression effect did
not occur during the program period because the quarterly 1975 preprogram peri-
ods (April-June 1975 and July-September 1975) were not greater than the same
quarterly periods in 1974, The graph shows, for example, that there were 146
unlawful entry garage burglaries during the April-June 1974 period compared to
the 130 unlawful entry garage burglaries during the April-June 1975 period and
that there were 83 unlawful entry garage burglaries during the July-September
1974 period compared to the 88 unlawful entry garage burglaries during the
July-September 1975 period. ‘
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GRAPH 1.--Percent of all larceny calls with a "report taken'
disposition by monthly experimental periods
for the test and control areas
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In order to provide more information about the program's impact, the con-
trol area was also plotted in the graph, thereby expanding the analysis from
a simple time series test to a multiple time series test. This additional
feature proved useful because it clearly illustrated the seasonal characteris-
tic of the study's crime. Generally, there were fewer unlawful entry garage
burglaries during the colder months of the year (October to February) and there
were more of them during the warmer months of the year (April to September).
However, the graph also clearly shows that the magnitude of these warmer month
increases started to decline in 1975, 1 full year before the program was impie-
mented. Consequently, the data suggest that although unlawful entry garage
burglaries were at an all time Tow during the program period as compared to
previous warmer month periods, this trend may have simply been a part of a
larger trend which started in 1975 and which has simply continued 1independ-
ently of any impact from the program.

CONCLUSION: EXPLANATIONS OF PROGRAM FAILURE

Two explanations may account for the failure of the program to have an
impact. First, the program may not have reached a very high saturation level,
i.e., only a small percent of negligent homeowners were reached by letters.
Second, it was possible that the letters simply may not have evoked the neces-
sary motivational force which would have changed the negligent behavioral pat-
terns of homeowners. In other words, the normal homeowner who received a lTet-
ter from the department simply ignored it. Data, which were available for the
first explanation but which were not available for the second explanation, in-
dicated that there was not enough supporting evidence for the first explana-
tion. Consequently, the credibility of the second explanation was enhanced
even though no direct test could be implemented.

One of the principal reasons for a program to fail is that the degree of
change, which is necessary for the program to have an impact, is not reached.
Freeman and Bernstein call this policy problem "process evaluation," and they
maintain that it is an integral part of any evaluation study.22 For example,
the Kansas City preventive patrol experiment was critiqued by Richard Larson
because reactive beat areas (areas receiving no preventive patrols) probably
did not conform to the conditions the researchers sought to introduce. Con-

sequently, the study's failure to find statistical relationships between vary- -

ing police visibility levels and_the study's numerous dependent variables
was not particularly surprising. .

Data in table 5 show that the garage burglary program was successfully
implemented in the test area. According to the table, 17.2 percent of all
homes in both test precincts received at least one letter and 5.6 percent of
all homes in both test precincts received a second letter. Aware of the fact
that not all homes have garages and that not all garage owners leave their
dcors open, the real saturation scores are probably much higher than the
scores recorded here. In addition, it should be noted that most of the let-
ters were mailed during the first 3 months of the program. From an evalua-
tion point of view,.this was desirable because the program's impact should
have occurred, at the latest, during the last 3 months of the program.

Although there is no supporting evidence to argue for the acceptance of

the second explanation, i.e., the program's failure to motivate a behavior
change on the part of the homeowner, one is forced to conclude by a process of
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TABLE 5.--The number of initial and secondary letters
mailed related to homes in each precinct by time periods

Precinct area

Program time Precinct Al Precinct B2 Both Precincts
periods Initial Secondary Initial Secondary Initial Secondary

First three 3,0123 802 2,461 658 5,473 1,460
program months (13.7)%  (3.6) (16.8) (4.5) (14.9) (4.0)

(April-June 1976)

Second three 213 176 622 403 835 579
program months ( 1.0) ( .8) ( 4.2) (2.7) ( 2.3) (1.6)
(July~Sept. 1976)

Total 3,225 978 3,083 1,061 6,308 2,039

]Precinct A has 21,936 homes according to the 1970 Census.
2Précinct B has 14,658 homes according to the 1970 Census.

3Number of letters mailed.

4Number‘ of Tetters per 100 homes in the precinct.

Source: Housing statistics were collected from the owner total column on page
8 through 95, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Block
Statistics St. Louis, Mo.--I11. Urbanized Area, 1970 Census of Housing.

elimination that this explanation is probably the most plausible. However,
three types of tests could have been implemented to determine whether this ex-
planation could be more strongly supported. First, a pretest and posttest sam-
ple survey, which would have determined how often garage owners closed their
doors, could have been conducted in the test and the control area. Second,

a more unobtrusive method could have been designed which would have measured
how many garage doors were left open in randomly selected areas throughout
different periods of the experiment. Finally, some of the sightings made by
the police during the program could have been treated as a control group to

the extent that no Tetters would have been mailed to the resident. Conse-
quently, a longevity study could have been implemented in order to determine

if initial or secondary letter recipients tended to be victimized less than ,
those homeowners who were spotted with open garage doors but who never received
a letter.

In summary, three reasons underscore why these tests were never imple-
mented. They were: :

24



(a) experimental requirements were not seriously considered before
the program was implemented,

(b) the additional tests would have increased the costs of a pilot
program which was already becoming too expensive, and

(c) program designers never thought that it would be desirable to
determine why a program might fail.

Because of these reasons, a definitive answer about why the program had failed
could not be rendered. However, through careful use of the data available, it
was possible to determine that (a) the program had failed and (b) that the
failure could not be attributed to a pseudo-statistical effect originating
from the data. Given the uncontrollied environment in which the quasi-experi-
mentalist must conduct a study, these two findings are not insignificant.
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NOTES

For a rather detailed evaluation study of this program, see Police Founda-
tion, The Kansas City Preventive Patrol Experiment: A Technical Report
(Washington, D.C., 1974).

See, The Institute for Program Evaluation: Summary of the Assessment of
Operation Identification Effectiveness and Plans for Evaluating a Single
Project: Phase I Evaluation of Operation Identification, prepared for
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration, U.S. Department of Justice, 1975.

Jan M. Chaiken, Michael W. Lawless, and Keith A. Stevenson, "The Impact
of Police Activity on Subway Crime," Journal of Urban Analysis, II, 2
(1974), 173-205. :

An unlawful entry garage burglary was defined in this study as an illegal
entry into a garage through an unlawful means of entry for the purpose of
committing a theft. A home burglary was defined in this study as an il-
legal entry into a house which was a permanently fixed structure through
either a forcible, unlawful, or attempted forcible means of entry for

the purpose of committing a theft. Both of these definitions are consist-
ent with the definitional criteria outlined by the Uniform Crime Reporting
System. See: United States Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation, Uniform Crime Reporting Handbook: How to Prepare Uniform
Crime Reports (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1976),
22-27.

A reduction in home burglaries was a goal to the extent that a garage was
attached to a home. In other words, it was reasoned that an easy entrance
into a garage might lead to the burglary of a home that was attached to
the garage. Since not every home was attached to a garage, it was pre-
dicted that the program would have more impact on garage burglaries than
on home burglaries.

James Q. Wilson, Crime and Criminologists in Crime and Criminal Justice,
ed. by Michael A. Mulkey (Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, D. C. Heath
and Company, 1975), 13.

William S. Harrar and D. Lee Bawden, "The Use of Experimentation in Policy
Formulation and Evaluation," Urban Affairs Quarterly VII, 4 (June 1972),
423-424.

Donald T. Campbell and Julian C. Stanley, Experimental and Quasi-Experi-
mental Design for Research (Chicago, I11.: Rand McNally & Company,
1963), 34. :

Carol Weiss, Evaluation Research: Methods of Assessing Program Effective-
ness (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1972), 67-73. :
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.
15.
6.
17.

18.

19.
20.

21.

COGIS blocks are police-reporting areas for the department. A1l offense
reports and radio dispatch reports are geo-coded by COGIS block number.
It should also be noted that COGIS blocks can be aggregated up to conform
with Census tract boundaries, i.e., COGIS blocks are subdivided Census
tracts.

Although it is true that a housing indicator is a weak measure of the num-
ber of garages in a COGIS block, it was nevertheless the best indicator
that was available for this study. In addition, it could also be argued
that 1970 housing data no Tonger reliably reflect today's true housing
stock. However, building activity has not radically changed the residen-
tial makeup of the test area during this 6-year period.

Boggs criticizes this particular practice by forcibly arguing that the
risk or target group, to which the crime is directed against, should be
used as the base measure for any crime occurrence rate. By taking into
account what she calls "environmental opportunities," the researcher may
upgrade the validity of his indicators. See, Sarah L. Boggs, "Urban Crime
Patterns," American Sociological Review, XXX (December 1965), 889-901.

E. T. Jones, "Evaluating Everyday Policies: Police Activity and Crime In-
cidence," Urban Affairs Quarterly VIII, 3 (March 1973), 271.

See Donald T. Campbell and Julian C. Stanley, "The Connecticut Crackdown
on Speeding: Time Series Data in Quasi-Experimental Analysis," Law &
Society Review, IIT, 1 (August 1968), 39.

Wesley G. Skogan, "Comparing Measures of Crime: Police Statistics and
Estimates of Citizen Victimization in American Cities," American Statisti-
cal Association Proceedings of the Social Statistical Section (1974), 44.

Elinor Ostrom, "Institutional Arrangements and the Measurement of Policy
Consequences, Applications to Evaluating Police Performance," Urban Af-
fairs Quarterly, VI, 4 (June 1971), 458.

U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,
National Criminal Justice Information and Statistical Service, An Analysis
of Victimization Survey Results from the Eight Impact Cities, (Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1974), 391.

Michael D. Maltz, Evaluations of Crime Patrol Programs, Report to U.S.
Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, National
Criminal Justice Information and Statistical Service, Washington, D.C.
(April 1972), 29.

Ostrom, "Institutional Arrangement," 459.

Under Missouri statutes, garage thefts are classified as larcenies. Con-
sequently, they are dispatched and recorded by the department as larcenies.
However, the department's Central Records Bureau rec1assifigs all garage
larcenies to burglaries whenever inputting the information into the UCR
system.

Campbell and Stanley, "The Connecticut Crackdown," 42.
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22.

23.

Howard E. Freeman and ITene N. Bérnétein, EvaTUation Research and Public
Policies in Policy Studies and the Social Sciences, ed. by Stuart S.
Nagel (Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, D. C. Heath and Company, 1975),
12. : S

Richard A. Larson, "What Happened to Patrol Operations in Kansas City?
A Review of the Kansas City Prevent1ve Exper1ment " Journal of Criminal
Justice, III (1975), 267-297.

28



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Boggs, Sarah L. "Urban Crime Patterns," American Sociological Review, Volume
XXX, Number 6 (December 1975), 889-908.

Campbell, Donald T. and Stanley, Julian C. Experimental and Quasi-Experimental
Design for Research, Chicago, I11.: Rand McNally & Company, 1963.

and Ross, H. Lawrence. "The Connecticut Crackdown on Speeding:
Time Series Data in Quasi-Experimental Analysis," Law & Society Review,
Volume III, Number 1 (August 1968)., 33-53.

Chaiken, Jan M., Lawless, Michael W., and Stevenson, Keith A. "The Impact of
Police Activity on Subway Crime," Journal of Urban Analysis, Volume 1I,
“Number 2 (1974). 173-205.

Freeman, Howard E. and Bernstein, Ilene N, Evaluation Research and Public Pol-
jcies. Policy Studies and the Social Sciences. Edited by Stuart S.
Nagel. Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, D. C. Heath and Company, 1975.

Harrar, William S. and Bowden, D. Lee. "“The Use of Experimentation in Policy
Formation and Evaluation," Urban Affairs Quarterly, Volume VII, Number 4
(June 1972), 419-430.

Jones, E. Terrence. "Evaluating Everyday Policies, Police Activity, and
Crime Incidence," Urban Affairs Quarterly, Volume VIII, Number 3 (March
1973), 267-279.

. Conducting Political Research, New York: Harper & Row
‘Publishers, 1971.

Larson, Richard A. "What Happened to Patrol Operations in Kansas City? A
Rey19w of the Kansas City Preventive Patrol Experiment," Journal of
Criminal Justice, Volume III (1975), 267-297.

Maltz, Michael D. Evaluations of Crime Patrol Programs. Report to U.S.
Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,

National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Washington,
D.C., April 1972.

Ostrom, Elinor. "Institutional Arrangements and the Measurement of Policy
Consequences, Applications to Evaluating Police Performance," Urban Af-
fairs Quarterly, Volume VI, Number 4 (June 1971), 447-475.

Police Foundation. The Kansas City Preventive Patrol Experiment, A Technical
Report, Washington, D.C., 1974.

Skogan, Wesley G. "Comparing Measurers of Crime: Police Statistics and Sur- -
vey Estimates of Citizen Victimization in American Cities," American
Statistical Association Proceedings of the Social Statistics Section,
Washington, D.C., 1974. '

29



The Institute for Public Program Analysis. Summary of the Assessment of Opera-

u.s.

u.s.

tion Identification's Effectiveness and Plans for Evaluating a Single

Project: Phase T Evaluation of Operation Identification. Prepared for

for National Institute for Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Law En-
forcement Assistance Administration, U.S. Department of Justice, May 1975.

Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation. Uniform Crime
Reporting Handbook: How to Prepare Uniform Crime Reports. Washington,

D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1976.

Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, National
Criminal Justice Information and Statistical Service. An Analysis of
Victimization Survey Results from the Eight Impact Cities. Washington,

D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1974.

Weiss, Carol H. Evaluation Research. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall,

Inc., 1972.

Wilson, James Q. Crime and Criminologists. Crime and Criminal Justice. Edited

by Michael A. Mulkey. Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, D. C. Heath
and Company, 1975.

30



POLICE ROADBLOCKS TO DECRIMINALIZATION: A MULTIPLE-TIME-
SERIES ANALYSIS OF LAW ENFORCEMENT'S RESPONSE TO
CHANGES IN PUBLIC DRUNKENNESS STATUTES*

Dr. C. Thomas Dienes Dr. David E. Aaronson
Professor of Law Professor of Law
Law School Washington College of Law
George Washington University The American University

Dr. Michael C. Musheno
Associate Professor of Criminal Justice and Public Affairs
Arizona State University

INTRODUCTION

Decriminalization as an alternative strategy for handling public drunken-
ness took hold in the 1960's and_early 1970's. The regional and national forces
that coalesced around this issue! as reform-oriented, policy subsystems2 fo-
cused on both the illegitimacy and impracticability of municipal court delib- "
eration for solving this social and public health problem. In states where
legislative and judicial mandates calling for decriminalization were eventually
passed, reformers gave little attention to the potential reaction of the police
to such a change. They simply assumed that the police would continue to serve
as a viable intake agent for public inebriates under the "new" public health
model of detoxification and treatment.

This article empirically evaluates the impact of decriminalization on po-
Tice departments' performance in Washington, D.C. and Minneapolis, Minnesota.
We question the facile assumption of routine police support for this task.
Specifically, we hypothesize that there will be a statistically significant
decline in the number of public inebriates formally handled by the police in
the manner designated by the "law in the books."

The conceptual basis for this hypothesis is derived from the Titerature
on organization theory as well as studies focusing on police behavior. First,
given the removal of the criminal sanction, the intake of public inebriates
falls outside the parameters of what both police officers and the command
structure of police departments consider proper and important tasks.3 Also,
the loss of the criminal sanction eliminates a critical organizational incen-
tive that elicits patrol officers' cooperation to carry out this often messy
and time-consuming job.# Thus, given the broad discretionary powers available
to implementing agenciesd and their respective street-level bureaucrats,b we

*We acknowledge the financial assistance of NILE-LEAA Grant Number
74NI-99-0055. : ‘
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would argue that any newly formulated tasks that run counter to the "organiza-
tional" and "self-interests" of bureaucracies (and their respective field of-
ficers) have very limited potential for full implementation (unless, of
course, these new mandates carry with them explicit incentives designed to
elicit organizational support at both the administrative and street Tevels).

Last, police intake of inebriates under a public health mandate requires
the cooperation of two different public service bureaucracies that diverge in
both their organizational structure and value orientation. Such a fragmented
authority structure is an additional impediment to goal achievement.?

As for our research design, this paper is part of the growing body of
literature which merges the common threads of empirical impact analysis and
public policy analysis.8 Thus, this “"policy impact study" empirically eval-
uates the impact of state judicial and legislative mandates on agencies' re-
sponses to these directives.9 We contribute, then, to both the breaking of
the "upper court bias" associated with public law researchl0 and policy anal-
ysis literature's increased_focus on empirically assessing public agencies'
interpretation of the law.1l

Specifically, Washington, D.C. and Minneapolis, Minnesota have experienced
three legal phases in the handling of public inebriates: (1) a criminal phase,
(2) a transitional phase, and (3) a public health phase. In both jurisdic-
tions, the transitional phase is marked by appellate court decisions which
ruled on the chronic skid-row inebriate's status in the criminal justice sys-
tem.12 Decriminalization and the emergence of the public health phase de-
rived from broader legislative mandates that required the establishment of
new institutions for servicing the public inebriate population.13

DESIGN AND DATA COLLECTION

To empirically test the impact of decriminalization, we carried out an
"interrupted time-series_quasi-experiment"14 based on a “stratified multiple-
group-multiple I design"15 (see figure 1). Specifically, we have collected
monthly public drunkenness arrest rates (predecriminalization) and monthly
rates of police deliveries to detoxification facilities (postdecriminalization)
for two experimental cities: (1) Washington, D.C. (a high arrest jurisdic-
tion)16 and (2) Minneapolis, Minnesota (a moderate arrest jurisdiction).17
Also, we have coliected the available monthly arrest data for two control
cities where decriminalization has not been implemented: Houston, Texas (a
high arrest jurisdiction) and San Francisco, California (a moderate arrest
jurisdiction).

These selections closely meet the criteria of what scholars often point
to as critical ingredients for a strong design. The ". . . design is more
valid the more heterogeneous each set of states is within itself and the more
similar the two sets of states when each set is viewed as a whole."18

As many scholars carrying out time-series analysis well know, a laborious
effort is often required in the search for relevant and reliable data that also
provide enough observations to allow sophisticated ana]ysis.19 In that we
were collecting data from four different municipalities, we were unable to col-
lect an equivalent number of monthly observations for each jurisdiction, nor is
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FIGURE 1.--Stratified multiple-group-multiple I design

Type A (D.C.--high arrest): ...00001I;0000 ..
Type B (Minn.--moderate arrest): ...00001;0000 ...
Control A (Houston--high arrest): ...00001,0000 ...
Control B (S.F.--moderate arrest): ...00001,0000 ...

It decriminalization of public drunkenness.

I no decriminalization of public drunkenness.

the time sequence the same for each jurisdiction. Also, the date of decrimi-
nalization (I]) is different in the experimental jurisdictions.

Graphs 1 through 4 depict these differences and also indicate the deci-
sion rules arrived at concerning the placement of the intervention line (Iy or
I2) for each jurisdiction. The <intervention line drawn for each of the decrim-
inalized jurisdictions (I7) was based on two criteria:

(1) the date that decriminalization took effect in each jurisdiction,
and

(2) the date that the public health facility (i.e., the detox facil-
ity) opened to receive clients.

In Minneapolis, the Alcoholism Receiving Center opened on the same date decrim-
inalization became effective--July 1, 1971. Thus, for Minneapolis, we desig-
nate this date as the point of intervention. While decriminalization became
effective on August 1, 1968, in Washington, D.C., the Detoxification Center was
not fully operational until November 1, 1968. For Washington, D.C., then, we
designate November 1, 1968, as the point of intervention.

We based the decision rule for drawing the intervention lines in the con-
trol jurisdictions (12) on the following considerations:

(1) a review of the number of observations that were available before
and after decriminalization for the experimental jurisdictions;

(2) a desire to match and therefore control for potential seasonal
patterns emerging from police behavior in the experimental and
control jurisdictions; and

(3) an attempt to maximize the overlay of observations among the
jurisdictions.

A composite of these decision rules and their influence on the overall design
is depicted in figure 2. '
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FIGURE 2.--Distribution of observations

Wash., D.C. :  : 034 « « « . . 0119047 « -« - . 0474
Minneapolis, Minn.: 066 - + . . . 0111047 . . . . . 0138
Houston, Tex. : *.18 . ... 0112047 . .. .. 0+36
S.F., Calif. : 018+« v .. 0112041 . o0 . 0434

*
The 36 observations after I, (no decriminalization) are not continuous.
Twenty-four monthly observations %1972, 1973) were unavailable.

FINDINGS

The data provide considerable support for our decriminalization hypoth-
esis. Specifically, in Washington, D.C., the estimated change in level is
a reduction of 76.4 police intakes per month which is significantly different
from zero.20 In Minneapolis, the impact of decriminalization on police in-
takes is more dramatic. Here, the estimated change in level is an even
greater reduction of 263.2 police intakes per month.2! Simg]e analysis of the
data from our control jurisdictions (i.e., visual scanning)22 shows that no
similar effect takes place in police departments where criminal sanctions
against public drunkenness remain intact (see graphs 3 and 4).

Does this mean, then, that one effect of decriminalization is increased
neglect of the public inebriate population? Rather than concluding from the
above analysis that inebriates are being left on the street at a significantly
higher rate since decriminalization, we also investigated a series of alter-
native dispositions and control factors that could not be analyzed under the
stratified multiple-group-multiple I design. As we will show below, our in-
vestigation of these factors points to the importance of "micro analysis" in
tracing the impact of legal mandates on administrative agencies.

For each experimental jurisdiction (see figures 3 and 4), we analyzed
whether a change in the recidivism rate (pre-, postdecriminalization) and/or
a change in the size of the drinking population (pre-, postdecriminalization)
might explain the apparent reduction in police pick-ups.

As we noted above, the reform legislation in both jurisdictions allows
for self-admissions to the Detox facilities and grants the police two addi-
tional options for handling public inebriates--take the person home or deliver
the individual to a facility equipped to handle alcoholism (e.g., hospital).
Also, the Minnesota legislation explicitly sanctions civil pick-up of public
inebriates. Thus, the Hennepin County Alcoholism Receiving Center staffs a
Civil Pick-up Van designed to reduce pressure on the Minneapolis Police Depart-
ment in the downtown section of the city (First Precinct) where the street in-
ebriate problems are most acute.23 Finally, in addition to these approved ac-
tions, we investigated whether the police are using nonapproved opticns for
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processing public inebriates (i.e., misdemeanor charges: disorderly, vagrancy)
in both jurisdictions.

FIGURE 3.--Micro analysis framework: Washington, D.C.

Alternative . Control ., Policy
approved dispositions ~ factors . “ outcomes
Self-admissions Size of the problem Numerically fewer

drinking population approved disposi-
Home deliveries tions of public
Recidivism rates: inebriates
Use of other health revolving door
facilities Nonapproved disposi-
tions of public
inebriates

FIGURE 4.--Micro analysis framework: Minneapolis, Minn.

Alternative . Control  Policy
approved dispositions “ factors ” outcomes
Home deliveries Size of the problem Equivalent number
drinking population of approved dispo-
Use of other sitions of public
facilities Recidivism rates: inebriates
o revolving door
Self-admissions Nonapproved disposi-
o . tions of public
Civilian intake van inebriates

In Washington, D.C., we expected no significant alteration in our original
finding of a significant decline in the number of public inebriates formally
handled by the public system. While a series of alternative dispositions
existed in the legislation, we detected no administrative initiative on the
part of public health or police personnel to implement any of these options.
Indeed, our exhaustive evaluation of these alternatives revealed no public
health or law enforcement recordkeeping for these options, and no report of
any sizable use of these options corresponding to the emergence of the post-
reform era.?2

As for control factors, the size of the problem-drinking population in

Washington, D.C. has shown a yearly increase ever since such estimates have -
been calculated by the public health community in the District (i.e., 1960).25
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Thus, given the absence of any decrease in the size of the problem-drinking
population, there is no reason to expect any decrease in the public inebriate
population that corresponds to decriminalization.

Last, our unit of analysis for the foregoing research has been "rate of
intake" without consideration given to the number of individuals that are
picked up in each period. Thus, one could postulate that as many individ-
uals are being picked up in the post-ARA period as were in the pre-ARA period
with the only difference being the lower rate of recidivism in the latter pe-
riod. While this is unlikely due to the 72-hour restriction on involuntary
commitment under decriminalization, we calculated estimates of the number of
individuals that the police processed in 4 pre-ARA vears (1964, 1966, 1967,
1968)26 and compared these findings with_the yearly recidivism rates for the
D.C. Detoxification Center (1969-1973).27 As shown in tables 1 and 2, the
recidivisia rates are uniformly higher in the post-ARA era, and therefore the
revolving door argument fails to explain the discrepancy in police intake
between the two periods.

Finally, we researched the possibility that the police and the courts
are processing public inebriates for criminal offenses in the post-ARA period.
In order to test this rival hypothesis, interviews were conducted with court
personnel to determine whether such a practice was occurring and if so, to
find out what offenses were being used for this purpose. All of those inter-
viewed asserted that public firnebriates are no longer being processed by the
courts and, in addition, many pointed out that the primary factor responsible
for reducing the case backlog in the Criminal Division of the Superior Court
has been the removal of public drunkenness as a criminal offense. Some further
suggested that because such charges as disorderly conduct and vagrancy were
often attached to public drunkenness charges in the pre-ARA period, the crim-
inal justice system has seen a reduction of these offenses in the post-ARA era.

We obtained official police statistics to probe these assertions, and to
consider the possibility that other charges (principally disorderly conduct
and vagrancy) were being used to process public drunks through the criminal
Jjustice system in the post-ARA period. As indicated in graphs 5 and 6, offi-
cial arrest statistics from the Metropolitan Police Department establish that
disorderly conduct and vagrancy charges have decreased substantially in the
post-ARA period. The sharp increase in disorderly conduct arrests in fiscal
year 1971 is most Tikely attributable to police actions regarding antiwar
demonstrations, as over 9,000 of the arrests took place in May 1971, the month
of the "May Day Demonstrations" in Washington, D.C. Thus, the official sta-

tistics and the information derived from the interviews strongly suggest that
other crimes are not being used to any significant extent to process public

drunks.

Unlike Washington, D.C., we expected our analysis of alternative disposi-
tions in Minneapolis to reveal a significant nonpolice network of public ine-
briate intake that compensates for reduced police involvement. The public
health establishment promotes self-admissions and their initiation of the
civilian intake van assures a flow of pubiic inebriates to Detox who frequent
the "“honky-tonk" areas of downtown Minneapolis.

As in the District of Columbia, neither of the control factors explains
the discrepancy in pick-up between the two periods. The problem-drinking
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TABLE 1.--Estimation of recidivism rate for individuals
arrested by police, 1964, 1966, 1967, 1968

Rate of Court sample : Estimation of
Year arresta recidivism rateb indivs. arrested®
1964 44,107 1.58 27,816
1966 42,189 2.59 16,289
1967 31,860' _ 1.48 21,527
1968 14,354 1.23 11,670

3Based on official statistics, Metropolitan Police Department, which are
coipiled on a FY basis. A rough conversion, using 50 percent of each FY has
been made to bring this data into congruity with the court data.

bBased on sample of arrested individuals, D.C. Court of General Sessions
Index, by calendar year.

CRate of arrest divided by court sample recidivism rate.

TABLE 2.--Recidivism rate for individuals delivered to
Detox, calendar 1969, 1970, 1971, 1972, 1973

Individuals
Year Rate of admissions@ Recidivism admi ttedad
1969 11,695 3.03 3,856
1970 14,293 3.32 4,310
1971 14,845 3.15 4,707
1972 12,465 2.87 4,345
1973 10,436 2.68 3,893

8)fficial statistics of the Men's Detoxification Center.
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population has s1ightly increased since decriminalization,28 and as shown in
table 3, public drunkenness recidivism rates are higher in the decriminalized
era.

TABLE 3.--Comparison of public drunkenness recidivism
rates between criminal and decriminalized

Year ’ # of individuals Estimated recidivism
19672 N = 145 '3.79
19702 N =176 3.94
1972b N =176 4.71
1974D N = 151 5.03

%Based on official arrest records, Minneapolis Police Department, Bureau
of Identifications.

bBased on official records, Alcoholism Receiving Center, Department of
MH/MR/CD.

While we found no significant use of home deliveries or other health
facilities by the Minneapolis police officers,29 our investigation of alterna-
tive routes of disposition initiated by the Alcoholism Receiving Center (ARC)
produced significant findings. Unlike other public health facilities that rely
almost totally on police departments for the delivery of public inebriates to
their doors, ARC's staff has aggressively sought out other means of attracting
clients to their center.30 The development of the Civil Pick-Up Service was
designed to reduce pressure on the Minneapolis Police Department in the down-
town section_of the city (First Precinct) where street inebriate problems are
most acute.3! Also, they have made an effort to encourage self-admissions of
problem drinkers from more stable socioeconomic backgrounds through advertis-
ing and by working closely with businesses and government agencies.32 Perhaps,
then, such overall involvement by the public health community significantly
compensates for the reduction in police attention to this problem.

Graph 7 shows that the combined public health initiatives of civilian
pick-up and encouragement of self-admissions do indeed compensate for the
decrease in police intakes.33 Prior to the existence of the Civil Pick-up

Service, ". . . the Minneapolis Police Department accounted for 40% of the
total admissions from 4:00 pm to 12:00 pm."34 After the implementation of
this option, ". . . the Pick-Up Team transported almost 50% of the total ad-

.u35

missions to the Center and 80% of police and team admissions combined. .
for the same hours.

In fact, statistics collected by ARC show that the use of this option has

increased total admissions while further reducing police involvement. For ex-
ample, in June through August of 1974, ". . . the total number of admissions
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to the Center increased 17% (from 2,299 to 2,689) while police referrals were
reduced from 844 to 480 admissions."36 Based on total admissions for the

first 8 months of 1974, Civil Pick-Up admissions increased from 19 percent to

27 percent while police admissions were reduced from 23 percent to 17 percent.37

But are the police more fully involved in the intake of public inebriates
through the use of minor criminal offenses in the decriminalized period? Pub-
1ic health officials have felt that since decriminalization the police have
been picking up a considerable number of public inebriates, arresting them for
disorderly conduct, and releasing them before court appearance is required.38

We obtained official police statistics from the Minneapolis Police Depart-
ment to probe this assertion, focusing on disorderly conduct and vagrancy. The
findings displayed in graphs 8 and 9 strongly indicate that the police are uti-
1izing disorderly conduct to illegitimately arrest public inebriates. While
vagrancy has shown a steady decline since 1960, the use of disorderly conduct
has significantly increased39 since decriminalization. From 1960 to 1966, the
yearly average for disorderly arrests was 697 while during the transitional
period,40 this average increased to 1,167. Since decriminalization (1971-1975)
the yearly average has jumped to 1,875. Thus, probably in response to the
problem of keeping the streets clear of public inebriates,4! and due to the
overcrowding at the Alcoholism Receiving Center, the Metropolitan Police De-
partment has become increasingly dependent on disorderly conduct as a reliable
means of disposition.

CONCLUSION

Our multiple-time-series analysis does confirm a statistically significant
decline in the number of public inebriates formally handled by the police in
the manner designated by the "law in the ‘books." This finding does raise seri-
ous doubts about the use of police to carry out decriminalization policy. How=
ever, our comparative analysis does not necessarily lead to a conclusion that
more public inebriates are being left on the street since decriminalization.

As revealed in our micro analyses of the experimental jurisdictions, special
ameliorative administrative action on the part of the public health community
(e.g., use of civilian intake van, encouragement of self-admissions) does com-
pensate for reduced police attention. Also, we found that in a jurisdiction
that expects the streets to be kept clear of public inebriates, the police may
find avenues of dispositions (e.g., the use of disorderly) that are less than
legal. :

From a methodological perspective, our study demonstrates the strengths
of the interrupted time-series quasi-experiment for testing the impact of
legal mandates on agencies responsible for implementation. We also establish
the importance of “micro analysis" for tracing a series of plausible rival
hypotheses and alternative administrative dispositions that cannot be con-
trolled for in comparative analysis. In short, policy-impact analysis re-
quires a design that can both reveal broad trends and scrutinize the unique
responses of individual jurisdictions. Such an approach is especially criti-
cal if one hopes to use research results to prompt refinement of policy
decisions .42
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%Based on official statistics of Metropolitan Police Department, Washington, D.C.
and official records of the D.C. Detoxification Center.

bPoint of intervention--November 1, 1968.

*arrests and deliveries to Detox.
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GRAPH 3.--Monthly police arrests for public intoxication:¢
Houston, TexasP
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3pased on official statistics of Houston Police Department, Houston, Texas.

bPoim!: of intervention--July 1, 1970.
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POLICE INTAKE RATE

GRAPH 4.--Monthly police arrests for public intoxication:®
San Francisco, CaliforniaP
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4Based on official statistics of San Francisco Police Department, San Francisco,
California.

bPoint of intervention--duly 1, 1973.




GRAPH 5.--Disorderly conduct arrests,® Distriet of Columbia,
fiseal years 1960-1973
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aFigures are official statistics of Metropolitan Police
Department, Washington, D.C. Annual Reports, 1960-1973.
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Arrests

GRAPH 6.--Vagrancy arrests,? District of Columbia,

700

600

500

400

300

200

100

fiscal years 1960-1973

I
610 ((DETOX OPEN TO
CAPACITY

!
559

l
1

523

513
491

1960 '61 '62 '63 '64 '65 '66 '67 '68 '69 '70 ‘71 '72 '73

aF'igur'es are official statistics of Metropolitan Police

Department, Washington, D.C. Annual Reports, 1960-1973.
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GRAPH 7. --Public drunkenness arrests, disorderly arrests,
vagrancy arrestsl, and all admissionsP to the
Alecoholism Receiving Center,
Minneapolis, Minnesota, 1960-1975
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aFigures are total yearly arrests, Official Statistics of Minne-
apolis Police Department, Annual Reports, 1960-1975.

bFigures are all police deliveries, civil pick-ups, self-admissions,
and other means of intake, from Monthly Intake Comparison Statistics,
Alcoholism Receiving Center, 1971-1975.
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GRAPH 8.--Publiec drunkenness arrestsd and
all referrals to Alcoholism Receiving Centerd,
® Minneapolis, Minnesota, 1960-1975
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aFigures are total drunkenness arrests, Official Statistics of
Minneapolis Police Department, Annual Reports, 1960-1975.

, bFigures are all police deliveries, civil pick-ups, self-admissions,
o and other means of intake, from Monthly Intake Comparison Statistics,
' : Alcoholism Receiving Center, 1971-1975.
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GRAPH 9.--Disorderly conduct and vagrancy arrests combinedd,
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aFigures are yearly statistics, Official Statistics of the Minne-
apolis Police Department, Annual Reports, 1960-1975.
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NOTES

In the mid-1960's, three prestigious commissions (the U.S. and District

of Columbia's Crime Commissions and the cooperative Commission on the
Study of Alcoholism) rejected the criminal approach to pyblic drunkenness
and recommended the substitution of a public health apprgach. In 1969,
the American Bar Associatinn and the American Medical Association collab-
orated on model legislation for divesting public intoxicatien of its crim-
inal status. In 1971, the National Conference of Commissioners on Uniform
State Laws drafted model legislation for decriminalization--the Uniform
Alcoholism and Intoxification Treatment Act. In Washington, D.C., the
Washington Area Council on Alcoholism and Drug Abuse worked toward decrim-
inalization throughout the 1960's and in Minneapolis, Minnesota, a similar
group worked as members of the Minnesota Council on Alcohol Problems.

For an elaboration on the role of "poTicy subsystems" in the policy formu-
lation process, see, e.g., A. L. Fritschler, Smoking and Politics (1969);
J. L. Freeman, The Political Process (1965).

See, e.g., D. C. Perry, Police in the Metropolis 23-57 (1975).

Departments have often given credit for-such arrests much in the same way
they award credit for making other misdemeanor and traffic arrests. For-
mer Police Chief of Washington, D.C., Jerry V. Wilson, discusses the im-
portance of this incentive. See J. V. Wilson, Executive Control of Poli-
cies for Police Handling of Public Inebriates, 1975 (unpublished paper
from the American University).

¥, C. Davis, Police Discretion (1975).

d. Q. Wilson, Varieties of Police Behavior: Management of Law and Order
in Eight Communities 85-89 (1971).

See J. Levine, M. Musheno, and D. Palumbo, "The Limits of Rational Choice
in Evaluating Criminal Justice Policy" in Policy Studies and the Social
Sciences 94-99 (S. Nagel ed. 1975).

For a discussion of these common threads, see T. Dye, Understanding Pub-
lic Policy 291-296 (1972).

Studies of this genre include D. T. Campbell & H. L. Ross, "The Connecti-
cut Crackdown on Speeding: Time-Series Analysis Data in Quasi-Experimen-
tal Analysis," 3 Law & Society Rev. 33 (1968); G. V. Glass, "Analysis of