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FOREWORD 

As the research center of LEAA" the National I:nsti tute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice tests and evaluates new 
approaches to improving criminal justice. The results of one 
such experiment -- the Pilot CitiE;ls Program -- are summarized in 
this evaluation report. 

The program selected a group of eight cities to,~emonstrate 
and evaluate .promising ideas and technologies. A smail team of 
criminal justice experts, ind,.(~pendent of specific ag1encies, was 
established in each city to ~timulate change, provid~ technical 
assistance, and conduct research. 

A twenty-month evaluation of the program found that the 
team concept could work well. It proved an effective approach 
to improving criminal justice that should be applied further. 
Overall, the evaluators concluded that the process of change 
need not be seen as wholly dependent on personalities or special 
circumstances. Successful strategies -- such as tbe Pilot team 
approach -- can be developed and transplanted to other localities 
even though the circumstances and personalities may be different. 

The evaluation also uncovered a number of shortcomings in 
the program. One provocative finding illuminates the tension 
between "innovation" on the one hand and "improvement" on the 
other. As the report points out, the two are not mutually rein­
forcing; indeed, they may actually compete with each other. So 
much more is known about advanced practices than is ever applied, 
in any single jurisdiction that it can be highly productive to 
pull together the best available approaches and test them sys­
tematically, rather than focus on "new" ways of doing things. 

iii 

Gerald M. Caplan, 
Director 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The idea that evolved into Pilot Cities was first expressed 
this way, in early 1969: 

This is a proposal to establish a correctional 
laboratory at the local government level. The 
goal is to create, in n generally representative 
urban area, a laboratory in which the introduc­
tion of correctional and rela~ed law enforcement 
and social innovations will l'ead to optimization 
of the criminal justice system and where these 
innovations can be systematically introduced 
and studied. 1 

It was an ambitious concept for dealing with local criminal 
justice problems that were (and still are) a high priority con­
cern of the Federal government. Eventually it took the form 
of elight test cases: "Pilot Cities" which were established in 
San Jose, California; Dayton, Ohio; Charlotte, North Carolina; 
Albuquerque, New Mexico; Norfolk, Virginia; Omaha, Nebraska; 
Des Moines, Iowa; and Rochester, New York. 

The mechanics of the program were simple. The Pilot 
Cities Team was comprised of four senior "Associate Directors" 
("Associates," for convenience) and a small supporting staff 
of research and clerical assistants. It was intended that 
each of the Associates would have expertiBe in one of four 
fields: police, courts, corrections, or systems analysis. 
Combined; the Team would cover all four fields. 

The Teams were to operate for five years, in three 20-
month Phases. Fach ream would receive operating funds of 
roughly $400,000 for each phase, and an annual entitlement for 
that city/county of $500,000 in non-competitive Pilot "0" 
monies. The Teams were to be independent of local agencies, 
of state agencies, and (except for routine monitoring of the 
grant conditions), of NILECJ itself. 

San Jose, the first site, was funded in May 1970. Five­
and-one-half years later, in July 1974, it was announced that 
the Pilot Cities Program would be phased out ah.ead of schedule, 
in view of a Government Accounting Office (GAO).report which 
concluded that the Program had not been success~ul and was 
unlikely to become so.2 

1pre1iminary proposal from McGee to Sui, January 22, 1969, p. 1. 

2Comptro11er General of the United States, The piZot Cities FTogram: Phase­
out Needed Due to Limited NationaZ Benefits~ GAO, 1974. 
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This report is thus an evaluation of a ~rOgram that already 
has been pronounced a failure and discontinue~. A natural 
question to .,ask is, nwhy conduct ap. evaluation at all? Or J.~'once 
conducted, why read its final report? 

One answer is that the GAO report C8.ilnot b~.considered as 
defini tive in a.ny sUbstantive sense. By lithe nature of i-ts 
charter, the GAO must highlight any spec.iJ:)ic failures which it 
uncovers, and.the Pilot Cities Program does include some con­
spicuous, dOGumentable project failures. But the relevance 
of a specific failure to the overall program objective is not 
simple. For the principal goal of the program was to test an 
imagiJ.1ative approach to a fundamental problem, and that goal 
might be met despite some failures along the way. In the ,? 

individual city reports", the GAO documented somr:; well-managed j 
apparently successful programs along with the failures. The 
OV81'aZZ report, Which summarized the individual reports, con­
cluded that, on bala~ce, the failures outweighed the successes 
and recommended termination of the entire program. But this 
leaves open the question of whet.her the program met its true 
objective. 

i,! I) . />, 
What is this trimaginative approach" which the'(Pilot Cities 

were to teEt? The questi,on is dealt with in greater detail in 
Section III, but fhe simplest statement of the approach is the 
following: 

To demonstrate the ability of an interdisci­
plinary team with exceptional research ~tnd 
analysis capabilities to work with an cPera-
ting criminal justice system and within a l\ 
period of five years to contribute signifi-
cantly to the improved ability of that system 
to reduce crime and delinquency and improve the 
quality of justice. 3 

And in so doing, 

To understand more clearly the process by 
which change takes place in the crimir~'al 
justice system so that more effective means 
can be devised for the nationwide dissemin­
ation and possible implementation of well 
tested innovations. 4 

On both counts, it is the view of this report that the Pilot 
Cities Program has not failed--yet. The potential of the 
Team approach 'Was demonstrated, and a great deal can be learned 
about how to make the approach work--how to increase the pro­
portion of Norfolks and San Joses and Rochesters; and how to 

3LEAA Guideline: 

4Ibid., 1'. 2. 

Pilot Cities/Counties Program, January ,2, 1973, p. 3. 
<-.::::...-...."'; 
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cut down sh~rply on the number of Omahas and Albuquerques\1 
The Pilot C~~ties approach can work; and in some cases it i\ 
worked very well indeed. The flsuccess" of the Program noli 
longer depends on whether leqsons were learned, but whethUr 
they will be applied. 

It is for this reason that the value of the Pilot Cities 
I) 

Program and its evaluation dOBS not lie in a retrospective 
analysis of how we could do it allover again, better. A 
better reason for readipg this report is that the problem 
Pilot Cities was intended to meet has not gone away and will 
not go away. Even if the label tlpilot Cities Teaml! is buried 
·forever, LEAA is going to end up trying analogous programs 
again. If LEAA learns from the Pilot Cities experience, it 
can avoid many of Pilot Cities' mistakes and design in many 
of its successes. 

There are three assertions in the above paragraph that 
need explaining. 

The problem has not gone away. LEAA is in the business 
.of improving the law enforcement/criminal justice (LE/CJ) 
system. The LE/CJ system is one in which jurisdictions are 
dispersed. Therefore, :GEAA will continue to provide assist2:l).ce 
to city and county governments. 

It was recognized when Pilot Cities began that these city 
and county governments, except for the very largest ones, were 
poorly equipped to'develop approaches to LE/CJ problems which 
were imaginative and at the same time properly structured. 
This is not an indictment of local government; it is simply a 
statement that program development increasingly requires a 
variety of professional skills which an already hard-pressed 
local government can very seldom afford. But this ~ituation 
(which did indeed exist in' the Pilot Cities) creates severe 
problems for LEAA as it disburses funds to these jurisdictions. 
While,\ the local government is usually in an excellent position 
to identi,fy its own special problems, and often best able to 
administer and adapt resources once a program has been estab­
lished, that same local goyernment lacks the essential resources 
for translating a problem into a workable program for resolving 
it. 

LEAA wiJl be administering Pilot City analogs in the 
future. LEAA by its nature intervenes in local governments. 
The act of granting funds is in itself an intervention, even 
if no strings at all are attached. But in reality, LEAA is 
obligated to attach some strings designed to maximize the 
impact of the assistance it dis;penses . Inevitably, this in­
volves the establishment of some mechanisms for ensuring that 
the taxpayers! money is being used intelligently. The trans­
fer of tlexemplary programs lt is one way of approaching the 
problem and one that appears to be sensible for a substantial 
range. of criminal justice problems. But packaged solutions, 

3 
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however flexible, have limits. There remains a set of problems 
that must be resolved in particular ways for particular 
environments. And if we take as a given that LEAA wants to· 
avoid imposing programs ex cathedra from the Federal bureau- / 
cracy, then the alternative must be something very like,the 
Pilot Cities concept. Because if localgovernrnents are 'not to 
be told what to do and how to do it,' resources must be provided 
that will enable them to come up with good ideas and sound 
implementation plans--and~that was th~ basic mission of a~. 
Pilot Cities Team. This does not imply that the Team.appr,oach 
must be resurrected. Instead of financi'ng. a team that serves 
all agencies, LEAA might focus on schemes whereby direct-hire 
LEA A personnel serve as the resource for .local agencies. 
Alternatively! funds might be provided for individual local 
agencies to hire planning experts. But any of these variations 
will encounter choices of personnel and resources, problems of 
strategy and focus, that were encountered by the Pilot Teams. 

The.piZot Cities experience has a payoff for LEAA program 
design. LEAA will continue to face the same problems that 
Pilot Cities encountered; the Pilot Cities' experience can 
provide a basis for alleviating some of them. The evaluation 
data are such that many concrete, implementable recommendations 
can be made about how to promote the stcill-relevant objectives 
of the Pilot Cities Program. Some strategies characteristically 
worked; some characteristically failed; and future programs 
can be designed to maximize the use of the former set. In 
other cases very basic problems of program implementation 
were at fault; and the evaluation tries tO,explain why they 
occurred, why they were not corrected at the time, and how 
they could be avoided more adroitly in the future. 

These values of the evaluation are, of course, conditional 
upon the report being read. Evaluations have a history of 
being ignored, and when the program being evaluated has been 
discontinued, the expectation is that the report will be 
filed and forgotten. A number of steps have been taken to 
make it as easy as possible to use this report. Liberal us~ 
of underscoring, figures, telegrammatic lists of findings a'iid 
recommendations are some of the format devices. Tn particular, 
we recommend that readers begin by reading the Executive 
Summary, to identify the topics that are of greatest interest. 

But the indispensable precondition for encouraging util­
iz~tion is that,the evaluation contain utilizableyfindings. 
The analysis o~ the data and preparation of the report have 
been conducted with that in mind. The discussion skips lightly 
over theoretical issues, in favor of immediate explanations 
of why things went well or badly. 

4 



II. DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

/The Pilot Cities Program began in May 1970, and ended in 
June 1975. The evaluation of the Program was carried out from 
December 1973 to May 1975, by teams at the Washington and. Palo 
Alto offices of the American Institutes for Research. 

The Washington office was responsible for data collection 
and case 'history preparation for Charlotte, Dayton, Des Moines, 
Omaha, Rochester, and the Tidewater. The Washington staff was 
headed by Dr. Robert E. Krug, who was also Principal Investi­
gator for the overall project. Dr. Charles A. Murray served 
as Assistant Project Director. Ms. Jane Vlachos and Ms. Dana 
E. Wagner had primary responsibility for collection and prepar­
ation of the data. 

The Palo Alto office was responsible for data collection 
and caSe history preparation for Albuquerque and San Jose. 
Drs. G. Brian Jones and Steven M. Jung jointly oversa~ this 
work, assisted by Ms. Laurie I. Hopkins. 

Data analysis and preparation of the final report were 
conducted by the Washington ·staff'previously mentioned, with 
addi tion.al support from Ms. Blair B. Bourque 1 who directed, the 
preparation of the project descriptions and conducted most of 
the qualitative analysis in Section IX; from Dr. Jung, who 
prepared much of Section VI; and from Ms. Michele Bektemirian 
and Ms. Shirley L. ~ines. 

A. Data Coliection. Procedures 

Data for the study were collected from five major sources: 
the Pilot Cities Team members themselves, past and present; 
officials from the LE/CJ agencies with which they worked; rep­
resentatives of the Regional Offices of LEAA; city and COUnt'S7 
political officials; and representatives of the state LE(CJ 
systems in the State Planning Agency (SPA), and the local 
Regional Planning Unit (RPU). 'Additional data on the initiation 
of the Pilot Cities Program and city and grantee selection were 
collected from officials in LEAA/Washington and, when appropri­
ate, from administrators in the parent institutions. The 
interview sample is shown in Table 2.1 below; the field 
research schedule is shown in Table 2.2 on t'he following page. 
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TABLE 2.1 
The Interview Sample 

State Social 
Grantee or LElcr City and and Federal Welfare Agel1c!es I 
PCT Staff A!:lenc~ Staff Countl Officials ReEresentatives Contractors, other TOTAL 

Albuquerque 13 31 3 4 22 73 
Charlotte 6 9 7 7, 5 34 
Dayton 13 14 7 2 13 49 
Des Moines 10 18 2 5 4 39 
Omaha 13 14 2 3 7 39 
Rochester 9 10 3 2 7 31 
San Jose 9 26 5 3 27 70 
Tidewater 9 32 7 2 3 53 

TOTAL 82 154 36 28 88 c- 388 

Three types of data were collected: archival, narrative 
interview, and questionnaire. A brief description of each 
type follows. 

Archival Data. All official Program publications in 
each city were sought for the evaluation. These included 
technical reports, project evaluations, progress reports, and 
end-of-phasereports. 

In each city, the evaluation staff examined all corres­
pondence of the Team and all written internal communications, 
including intra-office memoranda and minutes of staff meetings. 
The extent and organization of documentation varied widely 
from Team to Team; all were uniformly cooperative in giving 
access to what they had. Parallel documentation relating to 
Team interactions was sought from local LE/CJ agencies, the 
SPA, the RPU, and from the LEAA Regional and Washington Offices. 
Each SPA or RPU was also solicited for grant data involving 
all LEAA activities since the Team was established. 

Narrative Inter1.tie7JJ Data. All team members (and former 
Team members whenever possi.ble), were interviewed on the follow­
ing topics: 

• Personal background 

• Personal role on the Team, intended and actual 

• Team role and objectives 

• Team accomplishments 

• Major obstacles to and facilitators of Team success 

• Details about each of the nontrivial activities in 
which the respondent had been involved (see the 
Activity Profile, Appendix D). 
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TABLE 2.2 
'The Field Research Schedule 

Albuquerque/ 
San Bernalillo 

Charlotte/ 
Mecklenburg 

Dayton/ 
Montgomery 

Des Moines/ 
Polk 

Omaha/ 
Douglas 

Rochester/ 
Monroe. 

San Jose/ 
Santa Clara 

Norfolk/the 
Tidewater area 

Dates * 

21 January 

14 May - 21 June 

16-19 December 

4-22 March 

13-23 January, 1975 

18 January 

4-22 March 

13-21 January 

16 January 

1-19 April 

17-22 November 

15 January 

29 April - 10 May 

11-14 December 

21 January 

20 April - 10 May 

6-13 January, 191'5 

. ** March - June 
** October ~ December 

1-19 April 

9-13 December 

Data Collection Staff 

Jones 

Jone\3 t Hopkins 

Jung t Hopkins t Wagner 

Murray, Wagner 

Wagner 

Krug 

Krug, Vlachos 

Vlacho::;, 

Murray 

Murray, Vlachos 

Murray t Vlachos, Wagner 

Murray 

Murray, Vlachos 

Murray 

Krug 

Krug, Wagner 

Wagner 

Jones t Hopkins 

Jung, Jones, Hopkins 

Krug t Wagner 

Vlachos t Wagner 

12 December, 1973 Krug 

*1974 unless otherwise noted. In addition to the field units, a significant 
portion of the follow-up data was collected through correspondence and tele­
phone interviews. 

**Because San Jose is so close to the AIR Palo Alto Office, no continuous site 
visit was required. 
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Fer each ef these tepics, we seught beth the respendents' 
perceptiens and the specific incidents which had shaped these 
perceptiens. The incid'ents were later recerded in the "criti-­
cal incident" fermat.l 

CounteJ:'paJ:'t peJ:'8onneZ with Zoq,aZ LEIC'; agenaies were 
~nterviewed if they had either (1) pl~yed a key rele in-the 
fii.mplementatienef a preject in which the Team had participated, 

_ler (2) maintained a centinuing relatienship with the Team 
'~apart frem specific prej ects. The inclusiveness ef this. 
sample ef respendents varied. The scepe and number ef the San 
Jese Team's activities pesed an especially difficult preblem-­
net everyene ceula be interviewed. But in the ether cities, 
the list ef respendents included essentially ali ef the majer 
acters in the Teams' activities. 

The centent ef the interview with a lecal agency infermant 
was determined by the nature ef his interactien with the Team. 
The cere tepic was always the specifics ef the activity er 
activities in which that persen had been invelved, using the 
Activity Prefile as a framewerk. 2 Basic persenal backgreund 
data and a general discussien ef the Team's rele and impact 
were also. included in the standard interview. 

Interviews with senier SPA and RPU peJ:'sonneZ~ aity and 
aounty offiaiaZs, and senier LEICJ pe!'sonneZ (e.g., Chief ef 
Pelice) were cenducted en tepics almest entirely specific to. 
the local centext. Usually these persens were net interviewed 
until the secend round, after first reund data had been 
appraised and the central themes of that city's experience had 
been identified. 

Each Regienal Office designated a "Representative" to 
meniter the Team(s) in that Region. Each ef these Representa­
tives was interviewed fer the evaluatien. The Regienal Admin­
istraters themselves were net interviewed at length, since 
their interactiens with the Team were limited and were generally 
cenducted threugh the Representative, Team members, and written 
memeranda--all ef which were available as sources ef data. 

B. Data Analysis 

The methedelegical questien which persisted threugheut the 
preject was, hew dees ene rigereusly analyze a sample ef eight? 
Part ef the answer is, ef ceurse, that certain kinds ef riger 

IJohn C. Flanagan, liThe Critical Incident Technique," PsyahoZogiaaZ 
BuZZetin, 51 (1954), pp. 327-358. 
2See Appendix D for a description and sample of Activity Profiles. 
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are unavailable; and that at some points in the analysis rigor 
consists of admitting ignorance. But a number of procedures 
were developed, to make this more than an anecdotal evaluation 
of the Pilot Cities Program. They are described briefly below. 

The preceding description of data collection indicates one 
major tool: the collection of voluminous qualitative descrip­
tions and documentation. It was assumed from the outset that 
quantitative measures must grow out of the descriptive record; 
and, in fact, a massive amount of narrative, correspondence, 
opinions,and speculation about the Pilot Cities Teams was 
assembled, from people with widely different vantage points. 

But even though this body of information existed, it was 
not realistic to use it to provide descriptors for this report. 
Summary, quantitative descriptors were needed. For the most 
part, they are in the form of simple rating schemes--the 5-point, 
4-point, or 7-point scale. The only "natural" numbers we were 
able to utilize were money figures for the Pilot projects and 
city/county budgets. 

Each scale value was separately defined. The instruments 
in Appendix C show the wording for the most important scales. 
Throughout the r~port, we have interpreted mean scores or 
variances using exact wording of the scale values. 

A second important tool of analysis has been to substitute 
other units of aggregation for lithe Team," whenever possible. 
The most obvious reason for this is the one already mentioned: 
samples of eight do not leave much scope for quantitative 
analysis'. But another and equally important reason is that a 
Pilot Cities Team by no means acted uniformly throughout its 
history, or even acted uniformly on two different activities 
which were being undertaken at tpe sam~ time. Often we observed 
that a Team would have impressive successes in one area and 
colossal failures in another. To us, the interesting question 
was not how the failures and the successes averaged out by 
Team, but instead whether successes bore resemblances across 
Teams, and whether failures bore resemblances across Teams. 

Therefore, when we came to analyze the accomplishments of 
the Teams (Sections VIII and IX), our first and primary interest 
was in the activity as the unit of analysis. When analyzing 
the variance in the outcomes of activities (Section X), we 
attempted to combine activity~by-activity and Team-wide explan­
atory hypotheses. But, even when Team-wide variables were . 
involved, we attempted to analyze them in terms of the Teams 
which existed at the time the outcome occurred. So drastic 
were the changes in personnel and policy at some sites that it 
is hardly more reasonable to talk about, say, Dayton in Phase 
I and Dayton in Phase III as a single Team, than it is to talk 
about Dayton and Rochester as a single Team. 
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The statistical approach in the report is not complex. 
The characteristic sequence we use is: (1) to introduce a 
variable (or set of variables) with comments about its rele­
vance to the evaluation; (2) to report the ~requency distribu­
tion and other descriptive statistics for the population as a 
whole; (3) to interpret the results, incorporating qualitative 
background; and then (4) ,to present the Team-by-Team dif;fer­
ences as appropriate. Occasionally we have used correlations, 
analysis of variance, and other analytic statistics. 3 They 
are used cautiously, however--less often to claim that a rela­
tionship exists than to'point out the absence of one. 

3we have used parametric measures throughout. This is rapidly becoming 
standard practice for many tY1>es of ordinal data, as the l1'obustness of the 
parametric tests is documented. Some of the best sources on this topic 
are C. H. Boneau, "The Effects of Violations of AssumptiollS Underlying the 
.! Test," Psychological BuUetin" 57 (1960), pp. 49-64, and. GeorgeW. 
Bohrnstedt and T. Michael Carter, "Robustness in Regressipn Analysis," in 
Herbert Costner (ed.), SocioZogicaZ MethodoZogy 1971 (San' Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass), 1971, pp. 118-146. 
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Ill. THE RATIONALE FOR PILOT CITIES 

A. The Evolution of Objectives 1 

The. struggle to reach a consensus on objectives is a con­
tinuing theme in the history of the Pilot Cities Program. An 
answer about what, exactly, were a Pilot Team's priorities was 
sought repeatedly--by local officials of the Teams; by the 
Teams of their Regional Offices; by Regional Offices of Wash­
ington; and perhaps most often by the Teams of themselves. 

~he source of the confusion was the Pilots' mandate to 
accomplish three tasks which were in constant tension with each 
other: to seek innovative approaches and to apply tough 
scientific evaluation to those innovations; but also to get 
things done to improve criminal justice; and to accomplish both 
of these by working with and through the criminal justice com­
munity. The tension arose not because they were totally incom­
patible tasks, but because they did involve conflicting aspects. 
Innovation (and especially evaluation of innovation) is vulner­
able to compromise in design; compromise is useful for getting 
along with local agencies; getting along often makes it diffi­
cult to be blunt about the changes which the system needs most 
in order to function better. 

Which of these tasks came first if there happened to be a 
conflict? Ambiguity existed from the outset. The first version 
of the grant application for what eventually became the first 
Pilot City proposed a research center "where a relatively 
intense, sustained research planning and development program 
effort will be aimed;"~&.t optimizing the criminal justice system 
processes. rt 2 ffThe go a J>;-t I it continued, "is to create a ... lab­
oratory in the host community in which correctional, law 
enforcement and social innovations can be introduced and their 
effects carefully evaluated."3 

Innovation is already considered to be the central goal. 
But, the application goes on, 

lSpecial acknowledgement for material cited in this section is owed to 
Robert Cushman for his memo on the pre-funding history of the Santa Clara 
Criminal Justice Pilot Program, 7/20/73. 

2Grant Application to NILECJ for Santa Clara Community Correctional 
Laboratory, 5/16/69, p. 7. 
3Ibid ., p. 8. 
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· .. where major changes in organization) 
functions and program activities of the 
criminal justice system are designed, 
change cannot be quickly accomplished .... 
The strategy for change must be incorpor­
ated in~o a much, much broa.der framework 
involving political, executive, various 
professional interests and ~eneral citizen 
participation. " Cultural mores, prevailing 
attitudes> current e~~ntsJ personalities 
of local leaders I etc~, should be reflected 
in developing a change-making strategy and 
in the selection of specific tactics. 4 

The clear implication is that no att~mpt will be made to inter­
vene abruptly in the system, and that a strong element of 
pragmatism will characterize the strategy for getting the 
innovations introduced. 

The general goal statement in that first apPlicatio) 
survi ved to the final, accepted proposal which was sublil/L tted 
on February 6, 1970. Eight specific operational objectives 
were spelled out: 

1. To establish a place equipped for experimental study 
of the criminal justice system at the local government 
level. 

2. To develop agreements with Santa Clara County and its 
principal cities to accept various new programs for 
implementation, study, and evaluation. 

3. To develop new methods which promise to make the 
criminal justice system more effective. 

4. To develop or identify the necessary measurement 
techniques which are needed to assess the impact of 
these new methods upon the criminaL justice system. 

5. To develop and test new methods for determining the 
impact of experimental programs. 

6. To learn more about how successful changes can become 
part of the" daily operation of an agency. 

7. To learn more about how best to disseminate and 
introduce these changes in other jurisdictions. 

8. To increase the ability of the criminal justice system 
of Santa Clara County to independently develop and 
sustain new effective criminal justice system inno­
vations and to carry out research. 5 

4Ibid ., p. 10. 

5Santa Clara Grant Application, 2/6/70, pp. 9-10. 
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These same goals were used virtually unchanged in the 
documentation for other applicants. As the Director of the 
San Jose Pilot Team noted, "It was so hard to move an applica­
tion through t-.he administrators that once the first one got 
through, the same application was used for the next two--only 
the budget, dates and names of cities/counties were differ­
ent .... ,,6 

When the Pilot Cities Program was publically announced in 
May 1970, the head of NILECJ reiterated the goals of innovation 
and criminal justice improvement. He also emphasized the 
system-wide aspects of the Program's objectives, stating that 
a "model criminal justice system" would be the ultimate aim of 
the program, rather than agency-by-agency improvements. 7 A 
systematic approach had also been one of the San Jose Pilot's 
interest, but none of the goals in the San Jose grant applica­
tion specified "systemization"--nor, consequently, did the 
next applications. 

The objectives were almost imperceptibly modified, out 
of pressure to bring the Pilot Program into line with the 
guidelines of the Omnibus Crime Control Act of 1968. Explicit 
statement of crime reduction objectives became an issue, and 
greater specificity was sought in all of the objectives in line 
with the widespread interest in management by objectives. 8 

These alterations did not, however, change the basic 
priori ties of the program. The fj.rst documented shift in 
priorities is found in the paper, never officially released, 
entitled "Guide for the Establishment and Management of LEAA 
Pilot Cities. II Written in November of 1971 for the guidance 
of the Regional Offices, it specified the following as the 
Program's goals: "(1) to assist criminal ju~tice officials in 
selected communities to implement coordinated improvements ±hat 
reflect the best of present knowledge and experience; (2) to 
develop and test new programs which hold promise for a more 
effective criminal justice system; (3) to increase the ability 
of local criminal justice systemO to independently develop and 
sustain criminal justice system innovations and research; (4) 
to identify and transfer to other communities those programs 
demonstrated to have improved effectiveness. Phe primaI'Y 
emphasis of the pI'ogram is on system--wide impI'ovement ... " 
(emphasis added).9 

6cuShman, op. cit.~ p. 27. 

7Henry Ruth, Corrections Digest~ 5/15/70. 

8See Cushman, op. cit., pp. 33-34. 

9Michael Beller and Paul Cascarano, IIGuide :for the Establishment and 
Management of LEAA Pilot Cities, II 11/4/71, p. 2. 
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Two features of that listing are noteworthy. First, it 
focuses on getting things done. Second, it elevates the im­
portance of institutionalizing research capacity among local 
LE/CJ agencies--a goal which, coincidentally or not, had been 
listed eighth out of eight in the standard grant application 
:first written by the San Jose Team .10 lnsofar as the "Guide" 
was never officially distributed , its diffe.rent emphases did 
not directly affect the Program. It can be read, however, as 
a reflection of the ways in which Washington was starting to 
alter its thinking about what the Program was supposed to 
produce. 

Independently of Washington, many of the Pilots were be­
coming concerned about what the goals of the Program really 
were. Characteristically the conte~tion was between a Pilot 
Team which felt that it was constrained by political realities 
to go slow in pushing innovation and a Regional Office staff 
which was reluctant to approve grants for demonstration 
projects which, in its mind, were prosaic. In other cases 
the Regional Office was not at odds with the Team; but the 
Team itself was vacillating between different concepts of its 
role. 

The increasing restiveness over the lack of clearly speci­
fied guidelines led to a three-day meeting in the spring of 
1972 at Quails' Roost, North Carolina. Attending were the. 
Project Directors, with representatives from the State Planning 
Agencies, Regional Offices, and LEAA/Washington. The object 
of the meeting was to develop an expl'icit statement about the 
operation of the Pilot Teams. 

The final product was a Guideline (officially distributed 
nine months later, on January 2, 1973, but agreed upon in 
principle at the March meeting) which codified a disenchantment 
with "innovation" which had been expressed by several ot· the 
Pilots separately. The three goals of the Program were now 
said to be: 

(a) To demonstrate the ability of an interdisciplinary 
team with exceptional research and analysis capa­
bilities to work with an operating criminal justice 
system and within a period-of five years to 
contribute significantly to the improved abiZity of 
that system to reduce crime and delinquency and im­
prove the quaZity of justice. 

(b) To institutionaZize the gains made during the PiZot 
City Program by building into the target area's 
criminal justice system the research and analysis 
capability necessary for system-wide, problem­
oriented planning and program evaluation. 

lOSee San Jose Grant Application of 2/6/70, pp. 9-l0. 
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(c) To understand more clearly the process by which 
change takes place in ~he criminal justice system 
so that moxaeeffectizM means can be devised fop 
the n~tionwide dissemination and possible impli­
mentation of weZZ tested innovations. 11 

"Getting things done" to improve the criminal justice 
system was at the top of the list. Institutional~zation of 
research, planning, and evaluation (RPE) skills was officially 
established as a primary goal. "Innovations" was literally 
the la.st word in the statement of goals. 

The Guideline, which was subjected to almost talmudic 
scrutiny during the remainder of the program, characterized 
the activities of a Pilot Team as falling into three types: 
Pilot research, r'to help diagnose and give needed definition 
to criminal justice problemsf!; demonstration projects; and 
technical assistance, which "can properly be described as a 
process of community development."-

The Guideline dealt with innovation in two contexts. First, 
. Pilot research projects were said to be a vehicle "to develop 
"and test new methods for reducing crime in America." Second, 
demonstration projects were supposed to be "carefully con­
ceived, pioneering programs that can serve as 'models'.1t But 
the statement was diluted immediately by thjs parenthetical 
follow-on: 

"In appropriate circumstances, a program that seeks to 
accomplish any of the following purposes may also 
quality as a demonstration effort: 

(a) IntrodJIces an approach which is not widely 
accepted in the area or region. 

(b) Consolidates a number of existing, individually 
accepted ideas. 

(c) Provides for the first time an evaluation of 
an existing program or accepted idea. 

(d) Contributes to the foundation for the long­
term development of a model criminal justice 
system." 

The innovation criterion had been substantially dropped as a 
requirement for project approval. Almost any nontrivial pro­
ject could be squeezed under the umbrella of one or another 
of the qualifying clauses. 12 

11LEAA Guideline: Pilot Cities/Counties Program 1/2/73, p. 2. Emphasis 
added. The document is reprinted in its entirety in Appendix A. 

l2This interpretation would be disputed by at least the Kansas City and 
Dallas Regional Offices. 
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The Guideline served as the definitive statement of objec­
tives for the operators. When the national evaluation plan 
w~s developed in the spring of 1973, the question of objectives 
was raised once again, this time in terms of choosing appropri­
ate output measures for the Program. In this, NILECJ's final 
formal statement of what the Program was supposed to accomplish, 
three output variables were specified. 13 

The first was the one that had been eighth and last in the 
original grant application: "Improved System Capability for 
System-Wide, Problem Oriented Research, Planning, and Evalu­
ation." 

The second output variable was "development of innovative 
projects. 11 The discussion begins with an essentially verbatim 
recitation of the original intention; that "well-qualified 
research Teams located in medium-sized metropolitan areas. 
around the country would provide something of a laboratory­
like setting for te~ting new approaches to criminal justice 
management and operations. 1l14 But, NILECJ's evaluation plan 
continues, one textbook definition of innovation is an idea, 
practice, or object perceived as new. "It is this definition 
of innovation," the writer goes on, "that h~s prompted many 
to urge that local applications of ... ideas developed in other 
communities be considered innovations as well," and the evalu­
ators are enjoined to apply a category of "locally innovative" 
as well as "absolutely innovative" (or, as put by others in 
LEAA, "globally innovative"), when assessing the achievement 
of this output. 

The third of the output variables was dissemination of 
innovation, stated in the terms wh:Lch had been used throughout 
the project. 

The successive definitions of goals from those expresseg 
in the pre-funding correspondence to those which were stipu­
lated as the appropriate output :.measures are shown in Table 
3.1 below. The alterations .in priorities are substantial. 
The question arises: What in fact are the appropriate outcomes 
for assessing the program's accomplishments? The ones that 
motivated its funding in 1970? The ones that the assembled Pilot 
Directors were willing to accept as their charge? Or the ones 
that seemed most appropriate to NILECJ in 1973? In this report 
we try to deal with all of them; necessarily with varying 
degrees of concreteness and detail. But in the summing up we 
will return to a point that was raised persistently and, we 
believe, persuasively by several Teams: that the failure to 
identify a clear mission, and then to design the Teams and 
their support with that mission clearly in mind, was an important 
source of confusion and wasted effort. 

13NILECJ, "A Plan for Evaluating the Pilot Cities Program, 1I 1/73, 1" 16 ff. 

14Ibid ., p. 20 .. 
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TABLE 3.1 
Approximate Rank of the Major Pi{pt Objectives 

1972 1973 
1969 1970 Quail's Nn::ECr 

Pre··funding Sar}1;F,\ Clara Roost Evaluation 
Goal Label ~C'yss1ons Grant Application Meeting Mea$ures 

,,~( 

1. Extend LEier state-of-the-art 1 I 3 en 2.5 
(thereby also improviPcthe local 
LE/Cr System) " , 

2. Systemization of the LEier Agencies 2 2 

3. Dissemination of results , 3 3 3 4 
'f 

4. Institutionalization of expanded ? 4 2 1 
local RPE capacity 

5. Implement locally innovative 1 2.5 
improve~ents 

B. The Rationale for Program Impact 

Any program, including Pilot Cities, can be conceived as 
a set of progran~ed inputs designed to produce a sequence of 
outcomes which lead to some definable ultimate impact. In 
~implest form t this general program model is as follows. 

PROGRAM 
INPUTS 

? 

intermediate outcomes 

? ? ? PROGRAM 
IMPACT 

rnt-hese terms, the purposes of any evaluation can be reduced 
to 

• assessing the nature and extent of the impact" achieved, 

• verifying that the inputs were made as planned, and 
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• identifying and measuring a sufficient number of 
intermediate processes or outcomes to demonstrate 
a linkage between input and ult~mate impact. 

In this section, the gener~l program model will be trans­
formed into a Pilot Cities Program model which identifies the 
specific intervening processes which y~ese planned to produce 
the desired impact. -==---

In laying out a complete rationale, the choice of where to 
begin is somewhat arbitrary. In the case of the Pilot Cities 
Program, we might begin with the presence of a Team in one of 
the cities, but this choice would ignore some important events 
which occurred prior to the Team being funded. At the other 
extreme, we might begin when the. first germ of the idea was 
noted in NILECJ, but this choice would involve us in an analysis 
of bureaucratic processes which are extraneous to the purposes 
given above. Our choice is to begin with the set of programmed 
inputs which were managed by NILECJ and which were intended to 
produce eight well-qualified, well-situated, well-supported 
Teams. Schematically, these inputs may be represented as 
follows. 

Inputs Immediate Outcome 

Program Cities meeting 
designed, --... - design criteria 
anno~nced selected _______ Well-staffed 

I Team deployed 
, in favorable 

Qualified _______ . environment 
grantees 
selected 

At a more detailed level, the above sequence can be elaborated 
as 

Prospective grantee 
Criteria for understands purpose Grantee sub-

site s~lect1on ~ "l and mechanics of ~ mlts proposal} 
are developed the PUot City Program 

~~~:~~t~~~~rtl~ El1glbte citles Discussions aret Grant is approved 
delimit setof ...----..are evalualed on the----.., heldwlth the ··-l and establishment 

i candidate cities qual1taUvt· criteri\ top candIdate! of the Team beglns 

Accurate data -.l Loc<lllty City Is selected 
afC collected supports purpose -+ contingent on 

and proposed role acceptable pro-
of the Pilot Team posal from grantee 

All of the above activities were centrally controlled, or at 
least were designed to be so. In the evaluation, attention 
must be given to verifying that these processes occurred as 
planned. 

A second set of inputs consists of the activities of the 
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Pilot Cities Team. In simplest form, the intended sequence is 

Inputs 

Team helps to 
provide innovative 
approaches to local 
LElcr problems 

Intermediate 
Outcomes 

Ultimate 
Impact 

.. 

Local LElcr system 
is improved 

~ .-----,' Local agencies 
improve interna I --_ ... -capabil.ity for 
RPE* 

New approaches 
are disseminated 
by Pilot City and 
adopted by other 
localities 

RPE: Research/Planning find Evaluation 

The co~plexity of the intervening processes and outcomes is 
very great. It can be illustrated by considering one class of 
Team activity of the conduct of demonstration projects. The 
intended route to impact is presented schematically in Figure 
3.1 on the following page. The figure is a simplified repre­
sentation of a successful demonstration project, one for which 
everything went right. But every element represented in the 
figure is an opportunity for things to go wrong rather than 
right. Consider the element, liLA and PCT jointly design pro­
ject.1I (Note: LA = local agency; PCT = Pilot Cities Team) 
The following elaboration illustrates, but does not begin to 
exhaust the possibilities. And sequences of this type can be 
initiated by almost any activity that a Team undertakes. 

Broadened scope Issue goes to 
raises jurisd!c-_ City Manager 
Honal issue 
with another LA for rerlution 

,/ , /' 
LA and PCT peT wants LA reluctantly Some k'ey LA Key LA staff 
jointly deslgn __ broader sc~pe ___ agrees to _staff not informed-unable to defend; 
the project than inten ed expand scope of new scope loses face 

Project 
planning 
aborted 

by LA ~ ~ 
Some LA staff Key LA staff 

LA: LocalAgency 

.express doubts resentful of 
about PCT peT t 
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peT suffers loss 
of credibility 
and support 
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General orien­
tetion to local 
LE/CJ ,ituatlon 

/\ 
PCT PCT df,d LA LA levie$ LA end peT LA writs, 
ertabllshed jOintly identify '_request for -jointly design --- orDnt pro-\ 7 p~ ,. ".iK' ~., 

Relevant 
baseline data 
collected 

Results 
dissP.minattd -------.-

Improved 
technology 
transfer 

/ 
Evaluation 
conducted 

1\ 
Grant Project Continued 

Enhanced LA uP9r~dcs 
value of RPE --RPE capability 
to LA 

I 0""",,,,,, ,,,",, ~ of PCT value - u~e of PCT 

- is fonded-implemelltod fUllclin9 by \ 
LE/CJ 

\ 

system 

I Jmtitutienalized 
or: improvement in 

Prejffet Bchicves 
Intended resulu 

LE/CJ ,ystem 

... ...-....... _____ lnitiation ------~~I.t-----' --Planning ,,.,,,, ______ ' .. + __ ImPlementation __ 4!~+-t ----- Outcomes ----+., 
Abbf.,,~tjon.: RPE 

LE/CJ 
LA 
peT 

FIGURE 3.1 

ReJl!lIfch. PI.nnlng. and EIf.lulltlon 
L_ Enforcem.ntlCriminal Justlu 
Lot.1 Ag.ncy 
Pi/ot City Te."., 

Idealized Rationale for Pilot Team Impact Through Demonstration Projects 

\ 



Two ~dditional complexities must be noted. First, one 
outcome of the above sequence is a loss of confidence in the 
Pilot Cities Team by one or more local agencies. At any given 
time, the level of confidence invested in the Team is one of a 
class of disposing conditions which affect everything that it 
does. Other disposing conditions which typically are not con­
trollable by the Team include such factors as elasticity of 
budgets, history of cooperation (or non-cooperation) among 
local agencies, and a host of other "local climate" variables 
which can affect the success or failure of a venture. Second, 
'as an overlay on an already complex program model, variables 
descriptive of Team process are also influential. Teams differ 
in style. Some are aggressive, some passive in identifying a 
community's problems; some pitch in to help write' grant appli­
cations, others keep aloof from this activity; some take no 
responsibility for project implementation while others are 
heavily involved. And these stylistic process variables inter­
act with the disposing conditions in influencing outcome. Con­
sequently, the evaluation must attend to both classes of vari­
ables if it is to understand how impact was produced. 

It is obvious that a program model complete in all detail 
would present such a myriad of variables, interactions, and 
feedback loops as to defeat communication. In this section 
the nature of these complications has been illustrated to 
illuminate the basic model which will be used throughout the 
report. That basic model is shown in Figure 3.2 below. 

PROGRAM 
INPUTS 
(LEAA/Wash') 

FIGURE 3.2 

PROCESS 
VARIABLES 

IMMEDIATE 
OUTCOMES 

mediated by 

The Basic Impact Sequence for the Pilot Cities Program 

PROGRAM 
IMPACT 

In effect, the following six sections of the report are 
organized on the basis of those steps. The next section, The 
Sites, deals with the first three boxes in the dia,gram. Sec­
tion V, The Teams, deals with the second set of programmed 
inputs. Section VI, The Clients, discusses the disposing 
conditions and Section VII discusses the process variables. 
Sections VIII and IX deal with the two-box sequence of accom­
plishments: first the intermediate outcomes, then the assess­
ment of Team impact. 
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IV. SITE SELECTION 

This section deals with the accomplishments of the Pilot 
Cities Program in fulfilling its most immediate objectives: 
to deploy eight well-staffed Teams in eight well-chosen cities. 
In terms of the impact model presented in the preceding section, 
we will be examining the program inputs and the process vari­
ables: 

PROGRAM 
INPUTS 
( LEAAtWash,1 

PROCESS 
VARIABLES 

IMMEDIATI:: 
OUTCOMES 

mediated by produce 

PROGRAM 
IMPACT 

This section focuses on the activities which LEAA/Washing­
ton substantially controlled during the pre-funding stage. In 
the next section we will turn to the selection of staff, 'which 
was the responsibility of the grantee. 

The Pilot Cities Program is usually seen as a decentralized 
effort over which Washington (deliberately) kept very little 
control. This view is essentially correct for Pilot activities 
once the grant had been approved; but LEAA/Washington in the 
form of NILECJ did play a key role in determining the environ­
ment within which the Team would operate and the principles on 
which Teams would be established. The specific steps in this 
sequence as it was supposed to work are shown in Figure 4.1. 

This orderly s,'Nuence of steps is drawn from the descrip­
tion in the official statement of the site selection process 
which was cited earlier, "Guide to the Establishment and 
Management of LEAA Pilot Cities. ttl It is reported by some to 

IBeller and Cascarano, op. cit. There is some dispute about the status o~ 
this document. Cushman, for example. points out that it was never issued 
with LEAA's official endorsement. (Cushman, op. cit., p. 35). It was never 
mentioned during field interviews with the Regional Office staff for whom it 
was written. But these respondents, it should be added, included almost no 
one who had been at the of~ice since 1971. Staff at the Technology Transfer 
office which prepared the document reported that it was in fact distributed 
to the Regional Offices and to other interested personnel such as Cushman. 
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FIGURE 4.1 
Intended Inputs and Processes Under LEAA Control 

be an accurate description of how the process worked; by others 
to be an accurate description of how the process was planned to 
work; by still others to be a post facto construction of how it 
should have worked. 

In the following discussion, we will summarize the steps 
whiqh actually occurred under two broad tasks which comprised 
the site selection process: 

• The quantitative screening. What common environ­
mental characteristics are desirable for the set of 
Pilot Cities? 

• The quaZitative screening. Out of the cities which 
have a suitable demographic profile, what political 
and bureaucratic considerations should be used to 
choose one city over another? 

For each of these topics, the discussion deals with the process 
and the outcomes. 

A. The Ten Criteria for Site Selection 

Ten criteria were developed for'application to the site 
selection process. Four of them were quantitative and objec­
tive. They were to be used to delimit the set of cities which 
warranted further consideration. They were: 

1. "200,000 - 500,000 people in the central city." 

2. "Substantial minority population (10-20 percent)." 

3. "Average or worse crime problem:'11 
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4. "Geographic,separation from other major urban areas."l 

"Cities not meeting these criteria were eliminated,1I it is 
stated in the "Guide to the Establishment and Management of 
Pilot Cities."2 

The set of eligible cities that remained were then to be 
evaluated on six additional criteria. As phrased in the 
"Guide,1I they were: 

5. Reasonable stability of local political and govern­
mental management leadership. 

6. Political and governmental management leadership 
disposed to support criminal justice agency develop­
ment. 

7. Law enforcement and criminal justice agency leader­
ship with a proven receptivity to change. 

8. Compatible relationships among political, manage­
ment, and criminal justice agency leadership in 
operations and/or development planning. 

9. Degree of unification of law enforcement and criminal 
,justice agency leadership. 

r 

10. Availability of a university or private non-profit 
organization with a law enforcement or criminal 
justice research capacity as a possible applicant 
for the actual Pilot City grant. 3 

These ten criteria were developed early, during the negotiations 
with the prospective San Jose Team. Through the process dis­
cussed in Section III, the Pilot Cities Program subsequently 
went through a series of modifications in scope; it is said 
that an expansion of the Program to the 50 largest cities was 
still being considered as late as the fall of 1971. But the 
criteria represent a coherent statement of the environment 
thought to be most suitable for Pilots in the small-scale, 
experimental approach that was finally adopted. 

lIbido , p. 5. 
2Ibid . , p. 5. 
3Ibid . , p. 5. 
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B. Application of the Quantitative Criteria " 

1. The RationaZe Behind Them. These were the reasons 
behind the delimiting quantitative criteria, insofar as those 
reasons can be reconstructed: 

The criteria of city size (200,000-500,000) and geographic 
separation were intended to promote the experimental value of 
the program. A city of the stipulated size was thought to be 
"larg~ enough to have problems of street crime, drug addiction, 
drunkenness, and delinquency, yet small enough that a limited 
investment of LEAA funds could produce a measurable improve­
ment. rr4 Separation from other major urban areas was another 
way of ensuring that the census count of between 200 and 500 
thousand reflected the genuine size of the metropolis feeding 
the crime problem, It would clearly violate the intent of the 
size criterion to choose, for example, a Long Beach, California, 
with a population o£ 349,000 within its city limits, but with 
a "center cities lt population of 3,175,000 in its SMSA (Standard 
Metropolitan Statistical Area). 

The requirement for an average or worse crime problem had 
two reasons behind it. The first and obvious one is that, 
other things being equal, crime reduction resources should go 
to places where there is the most crime to reduce. A second 
reason seems to have been based on the tacit assumption that 
high crime rates mean that there is more room for improvement 
in the LE/CJ system than in cities with low crime rates. Thus, 
the argument went, these systems would have more need for the 
kinds of innovation that a Pilot City Team could stimulate. A 
third plausible reason was never spelled out but also seems 
worthy of consideration: that a h'igh crime rate causes a per­
ceived need to lido something different tr among both political 
leaders and LE/CJ managers--in other words, the Program should 
go to cities where events are driving even a conservative 
LE/CJ system to look for new solutions. 

The reasons behind the requirement for a minority popula­
tion of ten to twenty percent--also called ria substantial 
minority population"--are obscure. Why would an all white (or 
an all black) city with a high crime rate be any less suitable 
for a Pilot Team than a racially heterogeneous city? One 
plausible reason is that the racial element introduces a dimen­
sion which interacts with the crime environment, and creates a 
greater need for innovativeness and imagination. But it could 
be argued just as convincingly that finding new solutions to 
crime problems is hard enough even without racial complications; 
why not test out ideas in racially "simple" sites; then elab­
orate them for application elsewhere? 

4 
Henry S. Ruth, Jr., quoted in the DOJ press release announcing the first 

Pilot City, 5/7/70. 
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A second obscurity about the minority requirement is the 
20 percent upper limit. fiAt least 10 percent" seems to express 
the intent of the criterion; and for that reason, cities with 
more than 20 percent minority will be considered to lie within 
the acceptable limits of the criterion. 

2. OpeT'ationalizing the Criteria with Data. The "Guide"· 
specifies that 1970 census data were used for the population 
and minority data, and that the F.B.I. 's annual Uniform Crime 
Report (UCR) was used for the crime criterion. It does not 
specify what years of UCR data were used, or an operational 
definition of "average or worse crime problem. II Nor, apparently; 
was an explicit operational definition ever/adopted. In view 
of the crime rates that prevailed in the cities which eventually 
were selected, "average or worse ll must have been construed 
loosely. As an aid for reconstructing the selection process, 
let us aSSMle that "average or worse!! meant a total crime rate 
at least equal to the national average, and that the data were 
no older than those of 1968 (for the first Pilots) nor more 
recent than 1970 (for the last ones). A city will be said to 
qualify under the crime criterion if it had a total crime rate 
at or above the national average for at least two out of the 
three years 1968, 1969, and 1970. 

The list of cities which fit the four criteria (including 
ones which had a minority population of more than 20 percent) 
numbered only sixteen. 5 If the minority criterion had been 
strictly interpreted to mean 10-20 percent, only seven cities 
would have been eligible. The sixteen and the relevant data 
are shown in Table 4.1. Twenty-two other cities were within 
the specified population range of 200,000 to 500,000, but 
failed one or more of the other three criteria. These cities 
are shown in Table 4.2. 

Failure to meet all four reqUirements did not mean that a 
city was eliminated from consideration; and it is to that 
issue that we now turn. 

3. Immediate Outeomes of the Quantitative Sereening. Two 
separate issues are involved; of very different levels of im­
portance to the main evaluation questions. They should not be 
confused. The first and essentially trivial issue is whether 

50nly thirteen, if the U.S. Statistical Abstract data on percent of "Negro 
and other" are used as the basis for the minority criterion. Apparently 
Hispanic and American Indian citizens were not counted as minorities. The 
estimated minorities for Albu~uer~ue, Corpus Christi, Tucson, and (later) 
San Jose are estimated from percentage of !lNegro and Spanish heritage pe1'-

. sons" in the school system (SAUS, 1972 edition, Section 33, pp. 837-897). 
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TABLE 4.1 
Eligible Cities Under the Quantitative Criteria' 

Minority Separation 
Population Population Crime Rate from other 

Cit:i: (200,000-500,000) (10+%) (% above nat'l average) 'urban area 

1968 1969 1970 
Akron, Ohio 275,000 17.8 7.5 5.3 7.8 yes 

Albuquerque, N.M. 244,000 ~'W+* N.A. 103.1 76.8 yes 

Atlanta, Georgia 497,000 51.6 8.8 13.5 30.2 y,'3S 

Austin, Texas 252,000 12.,9 15.1 14.5 1.5 ye"'O 

Charlotte, N. C • 241,000 30.0 31.5 39.5 44.9 yes: 

Corpus Christi, 205,000 20+* 15.3 24.5 42.1 yes 

Ft. Worth, TeYJ3s 393,000 20.6 15.0 18.5 16.5 yes 

Honolulu, Hawaii 325,000 66.1 39.7 3,2.8 38.6 yes 

Louisville, Kentucky 361,000 24.1 48.7 52.1 35.4 yes 

Nashville, Tenn. 448,000 19.9 29.8 28.9 27.0 yes 

Omaha, Nebr. 347,000 10.6 14.4 7.8 5.4 yes 

Richmond, Virginia 250,000 42.4 10.4 28.8 49.8 yes 

Sacramento, Calif. 254,.000 18.5 53.8 53.5 51.7 yes 

Tucson, Ariz. 263,000 20+* 1l.9 9.5 10.5 yes 

Tulsa, Okla. 322,000 13.4 15.6 14.9 16.2 yes 

Wichita, Kansa s 277,000 10.7 -3.6 2.5 22.2 yes 

*Esttmated, based on figures for "Negro and Spanish heritage persons" in the school systems. 
Hispanic and American Indian minorities apparently were not included in the calculati<:>n of 
"Negro and other" in the centra 1 cities. 
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TABLE 4 • .2 
Other Cities Between 200,000 and 500,000 Population 

NOTE: Only data demonstrating failure to match a criterion are shown. 
A blank Lndicates that the city met that criterion. 

Crime Rate 
(% below nat'l average) Geographic 

, City Minority Populati0n* 1968 1969 1970 Separation 

Birmingham, Ala. + -1. 7 -7.5 -2.3 

Buffalo, N.Y. + -12.1 -12.1 -12.3 

Cincinnatti, Ohio + -29.8 -30.0' -13.6 

Dayton, Ohio + -7.3 -3.~ , 

Des Moines, Iowa 6.2 -11.3 -2.3 

El Paso, Texas + -1. 7 -2.0 

Tersey City, N. T. + -6.9 -5.4 No 

Long Bea ch, Ca Hf • + No 

Miami, Fla. + No 

Minneapolis, Minn. 5.7 No 

Newark, N.T. + No 

Norfolk I Va. + No 

Oklahoma City, Okla. -5.2 -9.3 

Oakland, Calif. + No 

Portland, Ore. 7.8 

Rochester, N.Y. -21.5 -26.3 -17.8 

St. Paul, Minn. 5.7 No 

St. Petersburg, FIa. No 

San Tose, Calif. No 

Tampa, Fla. No 

Toledo, Ohio -20.5 -17.0 -13.0 

Yonkers, N.Y. No 

*A "+" indicates that the city has more than 20% minority population. 
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personnel of LEAA/Washington followed the rule book in delim­
iti~g the eligible cities. The second and much more mSarting­
ful'issue is whether the ci t,ies which were eveIitualJ"y selected 
were sensible choices in terms of,~) the rationale behind the 
quantitative criteria. 

a. The seteations and the ariteria as ,stated. The 
"Guide for the Establishment and Management of LEAA Pilot Cities,1f 
states unequivocally that "Cities riot meeting these criteria 
were eliminated. 1f6 Going through each of the four criteria, 
these comments are in order:, 

"City of 200,000 to 500,000 population." Source is given 
as_ ~the 1970" Census. All eight aities met this ariterion. 

If Substantial minority population (10-20 percent).11 Source 
is given as the 1970 Census. In the 1970 Census, under the 
column labeled If Population in Central Cities, Negro and Other, 
Percent of Total,1I only two of the eight aities are shown as 
having a minority population 0/10-20 peraent: Omaha with 10.6 
percent and Rochester with 17. 6 perce±~:t,. The Census lists 
three (Albuquerque, Des Moines, and SaB Jose) ~s having less 
than 10 percent. Other columns in the Census imply that 
Albuquerque and San Jose have large Chicano and (in the case of 
Albuquerque) American Indian minorities which would certainly 
push them over 10 percent and probably over 20 percent. Only 
Des Moines has a minority population that aZearly fails to 
meet the lower bound of the ariterion. 

IIGeographically separate." Source is given as I1U,. S. Atlas-­
Other maps.1I Six of the eight aities are geographiaally separ­
ate: by any reasonable definiti,on. Norfolk and San ,Jose are not. 
Norfolk is contiguous with Portsmouth (population 111,000), 
Chesapeake (90,000), and Virginia Beach (172,000); and is across 
the bay from Hampton (121,000). San Jose is contiguous wi tJl, 
Santa Clara (:poP'!Jlation 88,000) and Sunnyvale (95,000). l"t( i!3 
at the southern end of a nearly unbroken chain of cities boundeQ 
at the north by San Francisco, only 30 miles away. 

i'Average 01' worse crime problem. 11 Source is given as FBI 
Uniform Crime Reports. Without knowing what years of data were 
used for what city and how "average or worself was defined, no 
hard-and-fast statements can be made. Even based on the very 
undem~nding definition used in the preaeding disaussion--a 
total crime rate at least equal to the national average for two 
out of the three years of 1968-1970--three of the eight aities 
failed. Dayton's crime rate was 7.3, percent and 3.1 percent 
below the national average in 1968 .and 1969 respectively, and 
9.8 percent above it in 1970 (it fell below the average again 

'6 
, "Guide," p. 5. 
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in 1971). Des Moines'crime rate was 11.3 percent and 2.3 per-
u cent below the national ~verage in 1968 and 1969, and 3.3 per­

cent above it in 1970 (like Dayton, Des Moines was a.gG'dn below 
the average in 1971). Rochester was below the average for all 
three of the years 1968-1970: 21.5 percent in 1968, 26.3 per­
cent in 1969, and 17.8 percent in 1970. In 1971, it was 29.4 
percent below th;f) average. 7 • 

Perhaps the best way of summarizing the way the quantita­
tive criteria were applied is this: If someone were shown the 
list of eight Pilot Cities and asked, "What do these eight 
cities have in common?", he would find some shared character­
istics. He might induce a population characteristic close to 
the Program's population criterion. But in no way cou~d he 
induce geogpaphia sepapation 3 a papticu~ap ~eve~ of cpime pate 3 

or a papticu~ap type of minopity popu~ation. On each of those 
dimensions 3 the Pi~ot Cities vepy neap~y span the pange. 

b.' The se~ections and the intent of the cpitepia. The 
discussion above takes an almost legalistic approach to the 
LEAA delimiting criteria and the subsequent actual choices of 
site. The much more important question is whether the eight 
were substantially out of line with the logic behind the 
criteria." The answer is "no" with regard to all but the crime 
c'riterion. But that one exception is worth discussing in some 
detail. For it can be argued that with only two exceptions 
the Pilot Cities teams were installed in relatively placid 
crime environments; and that a closer analysis at the outset 
of the program could have produced a much wider range of high­
crime cities from which to choolse. 

First, consider the relationship between the UCR crime 
stat~stics and city size. 8 In Figure 4.2, the dis~ribution of 
1970 total crime rates for all U.S. SMSAs is broken down 
according to the population of the central cities in those 
SMSAs. The figure illustrates two relevant points about selec­
tion of Pilot Cities. One is that what constitutes an "average." 
crime problem for a city of 200,000 to 500,000 is not the same 
as for a city of 50,000 or 100,000. The larger cities have 
much higher crime rates. The other point is that cities in 
the 500,000 to 600,000 range had a substantially higher aver­
age crime rate than the cities between 200,000-500,000 popula­
tion. 

The significance of the first point is that using the 
nat.r!'ona~ mean to judge an avepage or worse cT'ime pate for the 

7SAUS reports o~ the UCR crime data ~or the years 1968-1970. 

8we share the widespread reservations about the UCR data. In the discussion, 
ca.re has been taken to draw conclusions that rely on assumptions of only 
rough accuracy o~ comparisons among cities. But the basic problem remains, 
and the reader should evaluate the discussion with that in mind. 
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targer cities is misleading. Suppose instead that we ask, "What 
is the crime rate of candidate city X relative to the sample of 
cities between 200,000 and 500,000 people?" A scatter plot of 
the r'\3sul ts using the 1970 UCR crime data are shown in Figure 
4.3 below. The circled dots are the Pilot Cities. 

Seen in this perspective~ only two of the eight Pilot 
Cities can be said to have a worse-than-average crime problem, 
One of the cities--Rochester--has the lowest crime rate of any 
SMSA with a city in the 200,000-500,000 population range. 
~hese were the ranks of the eight Pilot Cities among the 35 
candidate cities (or pairs of cities, such as Minneapolis/St. 
Paul) on the crime data in 1970: . 

Albuquerque 
Charlotte 
Norfolk 
San Jose 
Dayton 
Omaha 
Des Moines 
Rochester 

4th 
8th 

13th 
21st 
23rd 
25th 
26th 
35th ... out of 35. 

To this point, we have been discussing "crime problemtt 

exclusively in te~ms of the rate of incidence. Another useful 
indicator is the rate of increase in crime during the years 
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immediately prior to the Pilot Cities Program. It is, of course, 
true that rate of increase must be seen in conjunction with rate 
of incidence: a high ~ncrease in a city that was low to begin 
with may still represent a more desirable state of affairs than 
a low rate of increase in a high-incidence city. But in terms 
of the rationale for putting Pilot Teams in cities with crime 
problems, the ideal site would be one in which crime was both 
high and increasing rapidly. ; Again I only two Pilot Cities 
(Charlotte and Albuquerque) I1t t'his description. 

One reason that the selection process fell so far short 
of putting teams in the most prominent problem cities is that 
no special emphasis was given to the crime criterion. We must 
stress that the importance we are attaching to the crime cri­
terion is not matched by any statement in the ':Program I S docu­
mentation that a candidate city must have, above aZZ, an average 
or worse crime problem. All four criteria were given roughly 
equal billing--and the net effect was that the number of high-' 
crime cities which also met (more or less) the other three 
criteria were relatively small. Then, when the qualitative 
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criteria were considered, several of this already small set 
,had to be ~iscarded. In this regard, it is pertinent to note 
that several promising candidates for Pilot Cities lurked just 
above the arbitrary 500,000 population cut-off. Six cities 
have populations between 500,000 and 540,000: Kansas City, 
Denver, Pittsburgh, Jacksonville~ Seattle, and Columbus. All 
of them except Pittsburgh meet the other criteria. All have 
more than 10 percent minority populations. All of them except 
Pittsburgh are geographically separate from other urban areas. 
And, most importantly, all of them except Pittsburgh fall in 
that "ideal" category of high crime and high increases in 
crime. If the population limit is raised further, to 600,000; 
two more cities (Phoenix and New Orleans) qualify as well. 

To the extent that a serious crime problem was an important 
factor in defining a "good" site for a Pilot Cities Team, 
raising the population limit from 500,000 to 600,000 would 
have dramatically increased the number of suitable candidates: 
aLL of the seven cities which wouLd have been added by raising 
the popuLation cut-off to 600~OOO were reporting crime rates 
that were higher than the average and rising faster than 
average~ whether "average" is defined in terms of· all U. S. 
cities or the sample from 200,000 to 500,000 from which the 
Pilot Cities Program chose its eight sites. Note that the 
added cities more than double the number of eligible sites 
which meet that latter and more exacting standard. 

The discussion began with the question, '''Werethe selected 
Pilot ,Cities sensible choices in terms of the rationale behind 
the quantitative criteria?" OveraLL~ a strong argument can be 
made that they were not. The Pilot Cities Program was moti­
vated by LEAA's mission to fight a mushrooming crime problem. 
But ~he Teams were not concentrated among cities with mush­
rooming crime. Pilot Cities was looking for LEjCJ systems 
which were open to innovation. But Pilot Teams were not con­
centrated among LE/CJ systems with the greatest clear and 
present need to innovate. Pilot Cities sought laboratory-like 
environments in which the range of symptoms of the crime 
epidemic would be present for study and experimental treat­
ments. But the selection process did not effectively seek out 
the most virulent cases. . 
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C. Application o'f the Qualitative Criteria 

Once the candidate cities had been delimited through the 
four quantitative criteria, the next step was to be a final 
selection~based on six qualitative criteria.9 . To review, 
NltECJ's statement of the six was as follows: 

1. Reasonable stability of local political and govern­
mental management leadership. 

2. Political and governmental management leadership 
disposed to support criminal justice agency develop­
ment. 

3. Law enforcement and criminal justice agency leader­
ship with a proven receptivity to change. 

4. Compatible relationships among political, manage­
ment and criminal justice agency leadership in 
operations and/or development planning. 

5. Degree of unification of law enforcement and 
criminal justice agency leadership. 

6. Availability of a university or private non-profit 
organization with a law enforcement or criminal 
justice research capability as a possible applicant 
for the actual Pilot City grant. IO 

The sixth--availability of a qualified grantee--is of a 
different purpose and objectivity than the other five, and we 
will discuss it separately. 

1. AppZication of the PoZiticaZ/Administpative Cpiteria. 
Two problems stand in the way of evaluating the match between 
the cities and the first five qualitative criteria; we believe 
they were also serious obstacles during the selection process 
itself. . 

The first of these problems is a nearly complete absence 
of ppiopities or opepationaZ definitions for the critepia. We 
have no way of knowing exactly what kinds of evidence, for 
which criteria, would swing the scales in a city's favor. The 
problem of priorities is particularly important. Presumably 

90ne participant recalls that the process followed exactly the opposite 
sequence: qualitative receptivity was sought first through site visits, 
then the quantitative factors were considered. In contrast, several 
grantees were convinced that the site visits were .for ppo fo:rma ratifica­
tion of decisions already .reached in Washington. 

IO"G'd" 5 Ul. e, p. . 
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one or two highly favorable conditions could result in a city's 
selection, even if it failed some of the others. But, as in 
the case of the quantitative criteria, there was no effort to 
clarify what was absolutely essential to a Pilot site, as 
opposed to what would be "nice to ha.ve if possible." 

The second problem is that pinning down the tputh on some 
of these apitepia is exaeptionaZ Zy diffiauZt .. no matter how 
much data are collected. More than once we would hear one 
official's assessment of his city's match with the criteria, 
then go next door and hear a thoroughly different one from an 
equally qualified source. And each of the respondents would 
be able to back his judgment with accounts of specific events 
and local conditions. A "preponderance of evidence" approach 
could seldom be applied, because most of the six criteria. are 
multi-dimensional. 'l'hey do not go from "very loW" to "very 
high" on a single continuum, but can be "very· high" and "very 
low" simultaneously on the same criterion. An example is 
criteria three, "LE/CJ leadership with a proven receptivity to 
change." Does a city pass or fail this test if the county 
sheriff and the municipal judges are enthusiastic innovators, 
while the police chief and the county judges are adamantly 
resistant? As it happened, this kind of contradictory situ­
ation recurred frequently in the Pilot Cities. 

In the individual case histories we attempt to character­
ize each city on each of the qualitative criteria. Chara.cter­
ized very roughly, the eight cities fit the criteria as 
follows: 

Three of the eight sites--ChapZotte~ Dayton~ and Roohestep~­
came close to meeting the first five of the qualitative criteria. 
At the time of selection, they could have been called "receptive" 
sites. 

Des Moines was not conspicuously suited or unsuited on the 
basis of the first five criteria. 

San Jose (which was s~lected before the criteria were speci­
fied) and NopfoZk both posed serious potential problems if . 
criteria #4 and #5 (organizational"compatibility and organiza­
tional unity) were to be taken seriously. 
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Two of the eight cities--Omaha and Albuquepque--were 
generally unsuitable, with serious deficiencies relating to 
all of the fi+st five qualitative criteria. ll 

The germane points about the application of the qualita-
tive criteria are these: . 

First, as the rough sketches indicate, the peal peasons 
fop selecting the cities wepe apparently vepy little related 
to a systematic application of the cpiteria. As we reconstruct 
the process, it appears that the key consideration (except for 
Omaha, and Albuquerque) was: how badly does the local poli tica'l 
leadership really want this program? The enthusiasm of a mayor 
or a set of county commissioners was extremely important. 
Undoubtedly it should have been. Finding cities that clearly 
met all of the criteria may very well have been an impossible 
job. 

Next, NILECJ staff cannot be faulted for lack of effort. 
Sixty-six cities of more than 200,000 population (including 
the ones larger than the 500,000 upper limit which was 
eventually imposed) were listed as Pilot Cities Program candi­
dates. LEAA records indicate that 55 of these were contacted 
in one form or another, usually by a personal two- or three­
day visit by an NILECJ representative. During these visits, 
the representative a::.ttempted and generally succeeded (at­
least in the selected cities) to talk to a nearly complete 
list of local actors who would be important to the success of 
a Pilot Cities Team. The Pilot Cities wepe not selected 
casually or at pandom; at the end of the process, NILECJ had 
a good understanding of the political and administrative 
environment of the selected c~ties. 

The only serious problem about the application of the first 
five of the qualitative criteria is that finding cities which 
genuinely met them was cpiticalZy impoptant to the original 
conception of the Pilot Cities Team as a system remodelep 
and innovator. If a Team were to be successful in the way 
that the original objectives envisioned, it was necessary to 
be installed not simply in an adequate environment, but in an 

11 To the best of our knowledge, for example, Omaha and Albuquerque were 
chosen for political reasons over other candidates which LEAA and NILECJ 
staff believed to be better qualified. There is no conclusive documentation 
for this assertion, but the consensus among respondents was universal. The 
important point is not that political considerations entered into the selec­
tion process when candidates were roughly equal otherwise--LEAA probably 
would be alone among government agencies if political considerations had 
not entered into it--but that the selection personnel had identified clear, 
sUbstantive reasons for not selecting them as Pilot Cities) which were over­
ridden. It should be added that in our estimate the selection personnel 
were right. Many of the very severe problems experienced by Albuquerque 
and Omaha were linked to the unfavorable conditions which they had identi­
fied. 
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excellent one. The problem was that the diffiaulty of f·f,nding 
suah environments was reaognized~ but the aorresponding need 
to redefine Pilot goals and objeatives was not. 

2. Appliaation of the Grantee Cri~erion. The sixth 
qualitative criterion called for an organization "with a law 
enforcement or criminal justice research capability." This 
criterion more than any of the others was honored in the 
breach. One of the eight grantees (for San Jose) was a 
research organization--called the American Justice Institute-­
specializing in topics of law enforcement and criminal 
justice. Another, the University of Nebraska at Omaha,was 
a university with an existing department of criminal justice 
(with very little research capability), Six of the eight 
grantees were universities or~ in one aase~ a researah organ­
ization~ whiah had no speaialized credentials in the fields I( 
of ariminal justiae and law enforaement researah. The six 
were as follows: 

- The Institute of Government (Charlotte), based at. 
the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 
had been active in consulting for North Carolina 
governments at the municipal and state levels, and 
had provided some technical assistance to LEjCJ 
agencies. 

- William and Mary (Tidewater) had a law school, and 
had ln the past provided LEjCJ technical assistance 
to Virginia municipalities. 

-University of Roahester (Rochester) had a graduate 
school of management. 

-Drake University (Des Moines) had a law school, and 
no significant history of either research or tech­
nical assistance in LEjCJ areas. 

• University of New Mexiao (Albuquerque) had an 
Institute for Social Research and Development 
which started a Criminal Justice Program especially 
to administer the Pilot Cities grant. 

- Community Researah~ Inaorporated (Dayton). CRI was 
a local non-profit research organization which had 
performed research for a variety of governmental 
units in the Dayton area. 

Some of the departments given responsibility for admin­
istering the Pilot Grant had distinguished research reputations; 
some conducted very little research, in any field. 
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How much the background of LE/CJ credentials in the 
grantee affected the ultimate success or failure of a Team is 
impossible to assess directly, because there were only two 
examples of grantees with LE/CJ credentials. One of these 
(San Jose) sponsored the program's most conspicuous success; 
the other (Omaha) sponsored its most conspicuous failure. But 
it was our consistent impression that the other six Teams, 
successes and failures alike, operated in an environment of 
very little substantive support and direction from the parent 
institution. One reason for this~ we hypothesize~ was that 
the grantee's own institutionaZ interests were not direatZy 
engaged. The Teams often appeared to exist as only line items 
in the grantee institution's budget, not as carriers of the 
grantee's good name. 

Perhaps even more importantly, there is a strong argument 
to be made that the existenae of strong institutionaZ interest 
in the PiZot Team's mission wouZd enaourage better seZeation 
and baakstopping of Team members~ which in turn was probably 
the single crucial determinant of Team success. The director 
of the San Jose Team (who was himself part of the parent 
organization) was referring to this institutional rudder when 
he wrote, 

12 

I think the goals and objectives of the Project 
Director and as expressed by the American Justice 
Institute, have remained fairly consistent over 
time. Officially stated goals and objectives, as 
they appear in the various grant applications for 
example, show less consistency. 

This is so because establishing goals and objec­
tives has not been entirely the prerogative of the 
the American Justice Institute or the Project 
Director. Other external constraints need to be 
recognized, as a series of program monitors had 
their own ideas about goals and objectives and 
in some cases, expressly asked that these be 
stated and addressed. LEAA emphasis and policy 
shifted considerably also, especially in the early 
days of the program; and RS the community and its 
agencies made their wishes known. 

One expZanation we offer for the apparent suaaess 
of this PiZot is that the PiZot Program staff had 
some aonsistent internaZ sense of goaZs and objea­
tives~ and was abZe to antiaipate and deaZ with 
these shifts. We did not have to swing radiaaZZy 
from one set of goaZs or methods of operation to 
another as these instruations ahanged. 12 

Cushman, op. cit., pp. 18-l9. Emphasis added. 

39 



Whether this was an idiosyncratic strength of the American 
Justice Institute or the staff it assigned to the San Jose 
Team, or whether more institutional interest in the other 
cities would have produced more San Joses, remains unknown. 
In any event it can be concluded that the Pilot Cities Progrqm 
fell, far short of meeting its own ariterion of suaaess in 
sel,eating grantee organizations. 

40 



PROGRAM 
INPUTS 
(LEAA/Wash.l 

PROCESS 
VARIABLES 

IMMEDIATE 
OUTCOMES 

V. THE TEAMS 

mediated by produce 

PROGRAM 
IMPACT 

The only tangible program inputs that distinguished the 
Pilot Cities Program from other LEAA funding efforts were the 
Pilot Team staffs. And of the many variables affecting the 
success of a Pilot Team, it was assumed from the outset that 
the Team personnel would be among the most critical. In 
this section we shall describe the backgrounds of the senior 
Pilot Team members, the s~ills and the knowledges they brought 
to the program, and the uitility of these qualifications for 
achieving the Pilot Cities Program obj ecti ves. 

A. The Initial Teams 

1. A Note on Organization of the Teams. The full-time 
senior staff of a Pilot Team was originally intended to consist 
of four persons. Each usually was termed an Associate Director 
(we shall refer to them as "Associates" for convenience) , with 
some difference in nomenclature among Teams. Each Associate 
was supposed to have his own special area of responsibility. 
Three of the areas were LEjCJ specialities: police, corrections, 
and courts. The fourth area was "systems," embracing the tech­
niques which were intended to enable the Team to apply its 
efforts across professional and municipal jurisdictions. In 
practice, there were many variations on this basic organiza­
tional scheme. 

Some Teams (e.g., Charlotte) recruited their members 
entirely without regard to the four-area specification. Others 
(e.g., San Jose) made pro forma assignments of the Associates 
to the areas of specialization, more in order to satisfy their 
LEAA monitors than out of any conviction that the scheme had 
merit. Others (e.g., Dayton) initially tried to o~ganize in 
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accord with the four-area approach. 1 

On some Teams, the four Associates functioned under a part­
ti~e Director whose main job was in the grantee organization. 
On other Teams, the Director was one of the four Associates. 
On still other Teams, there was both a"p~rt-time official 
Director and an Associate who wa~ designated primum inter pare8. 

On some Teams, the Pilot Cities job was full-time for all 
four Associates; on other Teams (Rochester is the best example) 
some of the Associates contemporaneously held university 
appointments and committed only part of their time to the LEAA 
contract. On some Teams', a fifth Associate would be carried 
for brief periods during shifts of personnel; or a fifth 
senipr person would be carried for substantial periods, charg­
ing, :bnly a small fraction of his time to the program;) 

None of these variations :wa:s so great as to prevent compar­
isons among the Teams. At any given point in a Team's history, 
it was possible to determine who were the senior staff doing 
the day-to-day work of the Team. But the variations:pave 
necessitated occasional approximations in the summary ratings. 
As an illustrative case, the Director of the Des Moines Team 
in .Phase II was charging only 50 percent of his time to the 
project; in reality, he was spending nearly full-time on the 
project, and it was so counted when we computed the person­
months worked by senior Team staff. 

2. The Ideal Pilot Team Assoaiate. The planning for Pilot 
Cities never spelled out what a Pilot Team member was expected 
to be, except that (1) on each Team would be a person for each 
of the four areas of police, courts, corrections, and systems; 
and (2) these persons would be "experts." 

There were other qualities implied in the program design. 
If the Program's intention to generate experimental, innovative 
approaches were to be realized, Team members would have to be 
familiar with the theoretical state-of-the-art in their fields. 
If the Program's intention to evaluate demonstratj.on proj ects 
rigorously were to be realized, Team members would have to be 
able to use a range of.data collection and analytic techniques 
~t a professional level o~. competence. If the Program's inten­
tion to work closely with and through local LE/CJ agencies 
were to be realized, Team members would have to be able to 
establish rapport with local LE/CJ officials. 

The problem with these implicit qualities is that they so 
seldom come in the same package. The ideal Pilot member for, 
say, the police area would be a former policeman who grew up 
and worked in the Pilot City and who then went back to school 

1 
Cushman, "Prefunding History," p. 11. 
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for a Ph.D. in a combined cOUrse of criminology and advanced 
research methodology. And who, of course, had genuine ability 
in all of these disparate pursuits. And who got along well 
with people. 

This person did not exist in enough numbers to staff even 
one Team, let alone all eight. But the example illustrates 
four desirable qualities among the principal Program staff 
members: stpengths in apea specia~i~ation~ peseapch cpedentia~sJ 
opepationa~ expepience J and backgpound know~edge of locaZ con­
ditions. We shall discuss each in turn, first as they occurred 
on the initial Teams, then as they changed during the course 
of the program. 

Apea Special.ization. To produce useful innovation, it 
helps to know what has already been tried and with what results, 
and this is at the bottom of the rationale for hiring LE/CJ 
specialists with advanced academic degrees. Because as a 
practical matter, very few officials with day-to-day operational 
responsibilities have the time or the energy to stay fully 
abreast of advancements in the state of the art. In terms of 
the operations of a Pilot Team, the specialist should ordinarily 
be better able than the practitioner to put a proposed demon­
stration design in the context of what is already known in his 
field. 

This rationale was bought, at least in the abstract, by 
several of the Pilot Teams. The word l1expert tt was used by both 
LEAA/Washington and Team organizers in the cities as a descrip­
tor of what to expect in a Team member. Moreover, it was a 
descriptor which was commonly remembered by local agency 
officials, particularly in those cities where the Teams had 
been least successful. "They told us the Team was going to 
get an expert in law enforcement," was one typical response, 
Hand what we got was [the Pilot Team Associate]. Hell, he's 
not even out of school yet." 

In terms of advanced degrees, without regard to relevance 
for topics, the 32 initial staff possessed the following: 

No college degree 
Bachelor's degree 
Master's degree 
ABD2 

1 
1 

12 
4 

( 3.1%) 
( 3~1%) 
(37.5%) 
(12.5%) 

2This commonly used but unofficial abbreviation stands for All But Disser­
tation. It means that the possessor has completed all course work for a 
Ph.D., has passed his General Examination, and has "only" to researqh and 
write the thesis. An ABD generally represents more exposure to the liter­
ature and practice in advanced methodology than does a Master's; so we 
designate it separately. 
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Law Degree3 
Ph.D. 

11 
3 

(34.3%) 
( 9.3%) 

The relevance of these degrees to the four $pecialities 
which the Teams were intendEl,:-;)topossess--police," courts, 
\corrections, systems--are shown in Table 5.1 below. In those 
cases when a Team did not specify which Associate belonged to 
which slot~ we provided the "best fit" which the degrees of 
the Team members permitted .. " These characteristics are 

TABLE 5.1 
Academic TraiI)'ing of the Initial Teams in the Four Categories of "Expertise" 

Police 
1 

Courts 
2 

Corrections 
2 

S:I!:stems 

-'-, 

Tidewater YES YES YES YES 
Rochester related YES YES related 
Omaha NO YES YES YES 
Des Mobes YES YES YES NO 
Albuquerque related YES related YES 
Dayton NO YES YES YES 
Charlotte related YES:., related related 
San Jose NO YES related related 

I"YES" included degrees in law enforcement and police admiP.!stration. 
"Related" included degrees ln sociology, law, and public administration. 
"NO" included communications and no degree beyond a B.A. 

2 "YES " included degrees in law and crimi.nal justice. 

3"YES" included degrees in criminal justice and social work. "Related" 
included psychology I sociology I and government administration. 

4 "YES" included degrees in operations research and management, and 
advanced DOD training in OR .and systems analysis. "Related" included 
economics, quantitative methods in psychology, and advanced statistics 
and computer training possessed by a lawyer. "NO'I included a law 
degree withop,t such training. 

-4 

summarized in Figure" 5.1 on· the foll.Qwing page .. ~ It character­
izes the eight teams on their overall level of academic train­
ing in the four fields which were supposed to be represented 
on a "qualified" Pilot Team. 

3Some respondents reported their degree as an LLB; others. as a J.D. How­
ever, the J.D.s represented a standard three-year law course, and not 
what has traditionally been defined as a Doctor' of Jurisprudence--in 
effect, a Ph.D. in law in addition to a basic law degree. Two Master's 
of Law degrees from Harvard were reported, which in fact do represent 
training beyond the basic law degree. 
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*PoU~e, courts, corrections, systems. 

Scale: The scale values in the figure were caleulated by summing the four 
Asso·c!ate's individual points, assigned as follows: no graduate 
training=O, less than Ph.D. in an un:-elated field.:l, Ph.D. in an 
unrelated field=Z, less than Ph.D. in a rela'ied field=3, Ph.D. in 
a rellated field=4, less than Ph.D. in that fleld=5, Ph.D. in that 
field=6. The total scores were then converted to a 100 unit scale. 
A score of 100 would indicate that ea.ch of the four slots was filled 
by a Ph.D. in that specialty. 

FIGURE 5.1 
Distribution of the Initial Teams on :~n Index of Training in the Four 
Categories of "Expertise'i 

The most remarkable datum about area specialization is 
that of the 32 original Associates~ onZy one had completed a 
Ph.D. which directZy related~o an LE/CJ opeciality--the first 
Corrections Associate on the Omaha Team. His degree was in 
education, but his dissertation dealt with~a police topic, and 
his course work focused on criminology and corrections. 4 

This is not emphasized because of a presumption that a 
Ph.D. in an LEjCJ speciality is a decisive qualification in a 
Team member. The datum stands out because of its improbability: 
a program is established which at the outset advertised experts 
in LEjCJ topics as its stock-in-trade and advances in the LEjCJ 
state of the art as its goal--and only one Ph.D. who had even 
written his thesis on an LE/CJ speciality is recruited for any 
of the Teams. 

Research Credentials. The importance of research 
credentials depends on how a Pilot'~ mission is defined. If 
the accomplishment of .Q~monstration projects is the key element 
and the evaluations ofl:'he projects are to be conducted by 
contractors, it is only marginally valuable to have sophisti­
cated research skills on the Team. If, in contrast, the'Team 
is supposed to fulfill research, planning and evaluation 

4And ) as it happens, he quit after five' months. 
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functions, with the local agencies being responsible for get­
ting through the demonstration projects, then a high level of 
skill is essential. 

In order to assess the Teams on their research capacity, 
four levels of credential were defined~ as follow: 

Level I. 

.----' 
No graduate-level training in soOial science 
or systems research methods, and no proven 
ability to conduct any kind of research com­
petently. Label: t'Researqh Assistant'" 

Level II. Some graduate-level training in social 
science or systems research methods, or 
proven'ability to conduct simple research 
competently. La,be(~: "Re~,earch Associate" 

Level III. Possession of a new Ph.D. (or ABD in a field 
dealing extensively with social science re­
search or systems research methodology), or 
proven ability to conduct analytical research 
of moderate complexity. Label: !lResearch 

Level IV. 

§i~:ientist " 

Qualified to act as the director of a major 
social science or management 'systems research 
project, as demonstrated by possessidn of a 
Ph.D. and experience in directing research 
projects; or as demonstrated by having suc­
cessfully acted as the director of major 
research projects, regardless of the degree. 
Label: "Principal Investigator" 

The full-time Associates first hired for the Teams were 
each assessed in relation to these lev,els. 5 

The distribution of the 32 pe,l'sons hired at the initial 
full-time senior staff was as follows: 

Level I: 
Level II: 
Level III: 
Level IV: 

"Research Assistant" 
"Research Associate" 
"Research Scientist" 
"Principal Investigator" 

1 (3%) 
14 (44%) 
11 (34%) 

6 (19%) 

For purposes of assigning a summary rating for a Team, we 
adopted a scaling procedure based on the propositions that 

5Deciding whether a Team member was a I or a II, or a II or ,?; III, rarely: 
was a problem. Deciding wheth(:.t:' a Team member was a III (a "Research 
Scientist") or a IV ("PrincipaJ!}Investigator") was occasionally difficult. 
The decisions were made strictly on the basis of research credentials, not 
on the basis of general managerial skills. The rule in questionable cases 
was: at what level would the research companies with which we are familiar 
hire this person, based on his resume? 
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1. Research skills were rarely additive across people 
in the Teams. For comparative purposes it is real­
istic to assume that a Team with even one Associate 
at level x has a greater range of res~arch open to 
it than a, Team with all four Associates at leve~ 
(x-I),,;· ',~ 

2. The number of Associates at the highest level was 
more important th~n the level of the least qualified 
Associate. 

The ordering rules produced a fully~ordered scale with 35 
values, bounded by the extremes of all four Associates at level 
IV (4444) and all £our at level I (1111). 

Table 5.2 shows the level of the initial Pilot Team members. 
The scale values for each Team were converted to a lOO-point 
range, and are shown in Figure 5.2. 

TABLE 5~2 
8t the Research Credentials Initial Teams 

Number of 

Research Research Research Principal 
Assistant Associate Analyst Investigator 
(level I) (level II) (level III) {level IV} 

Rochester 0 1 1 2 
San Jose 0 2 0 2 
Charlotte 0 1 2 1 
Albuquerque 0 2 1 1 
Tidewater 0 2 1 1 
Dayton 0 3 0 1 
Omaha 1 0 3 0 
Des Moines 0 3 1 0 

'I I, 

FIGURE 5.2 
Distribution of the Initial Pilot Teams on an Index of Research Credentials 
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It must be reemphasized that these are judgments about a 
very limited domain of skills . The phrase "research creden­
tials" resonates with attractive meanings that are not meant 
here. We intend to assess only a set of skills needed to put 
a problem in researchable language, apply a sensible method­
ology to it, and adapt that methodology to the situation. 

Operational Expertise. The rationale for hiring staff 
with practical LEjCJ experience has two main line~. One argu­
ment is that many LE/CJ professions~-especially the police­
man's--are impenetrable to outsiders. By this reasoning, the 
realities of being a cop are seen as wholly unlike the out­
sider's perception of the job, and no amount of theoretical 
knowledge will compensate for the lack of personal experience, 
if demonstration projects are to be designed realistically. 
The second line of argument is the pragmatic one that LE/CJ 
officials--again, especially the police--are convinced that an 
outsider cannot understand them, whether the conviction is 
justified or not. So if a Team wishes to establish Jl.. working 
relationship with the local LE/CJ agencies, it should hire 
some insiders as staff members. 

As it happened, the selection process for the initial 
staff members leaned heavily on this criterion. The 32 orig­
inal staff members included the following levels of opera­
tional experience: 

5 or more years in an LE/CJ line agency6 9 (28%) 
1-4 years in an LE/CJ line agency 3 ( 9%) 
5 or more years in a related agency 1 ( 3%) 

(e.g. , State Crime Commission) 
1-4 years in a related agency 7 ( 22%5 
No LEjCJ operational experience 12 ( 38% 

Of the twelve who had no operational experience, eight were 
acting as the "systems" Associate. Excluding these eight (who·, 
were not expected to have LE/CJ experience), 83 percent of the 
24 remaining Associates had at least some working experience 
in an agency related to LE/CJ; and more than one in three 
(37.5 percent) had worked for at least five years in a line 
agency such as a police department, court, public defender's 
office, or correctional institution. Compare this last 
statistic with the one out of those same 24 (4.2 percent) who 
had a Ph.D. in an LE/CJ speciality. 

Again a simple summary scale value has been calculated 
for each Team, as shown in Figure 5.3 on the following page. 

6"Line agency" is used to denote those agencies which work directly with 
offenders (or potential offenders) in the LE/CJ system. 
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Scale: Summed points for the four Associates, assigned as follows: 

FIGURE 5.3 

no operational experience = 0, 1-4 yrs. in a related agency 
= 1,5 or more yrs. in a related agency = 2, 1-4 years in a 
line LE/cr agency = 3, 5 or more years in a line LE/Cr agency 
= 4. The raw scores were then converted to the 100-unit scale. 

Distribution of the Initial Pilot Teams on an Index of Operational 
Experience in LE/CJ Agencies 

90 

LocaZ experience. The rationale for seeking people 
with local experience is that operating a Pilot Team effectively 
is a highly political job, and requires a fine-tuned sensitivity 
to the workings of the community. A resident of the community 
is more likely to have this knowledge than a person who has just 
moved in. He is also more likely to have an established set of 
contacts with people in the community; and (goes the rationale) 
they will help provide an initial entree as Team activities get 
underway. 

The distribution of local experience among the 32 initial 
Associates was as follows: 

Just moved in 9 
Some experience in, the area 8 
Some experience in the city 15 

(28%) 
(25%) 
(47%) 

As in the case of operational experience, the recruitment 
cedures produced Teams heavily stocked with this quality. 
tribution of the Teams on an index of local experience is 
in Figure 5.4 on the following page. 

pro­
Dis­

shown 

Age and Sex Characteristics of the InitiaL Teams. A 

100 

few words about two characteristics of less substantive importance. 
The initial senior Pilot staff was relatively young in age. The 
average was 34.7 years. The distribution among the first 32 
Associates at the time they were hired was: 
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Scale: The scale values were obtained by summing members' 
individual points I assigned as follows: no local ex­
perience = a I 1-4 yrs. in the state = I, 5 or more yrs. 
in the state = 2, 1-4 yrs. in the city/county = 3 I 5 or 
more yrs. in the city/county = 4. The summed raw 
scores were then converted to a lOa-unit scalA. 

FIGURE 5.4 
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Distribution of the Initial Pilot Teams on an Index of Local Experience 

20-29 years 
30-39 years 
40-49 years 
50-59 years 

8 
17 

6 
1 

(25%) 
( 53%?; 
(19%) 
( 3%) 

100 

This mean ages of the individual Teams showed little variance, 
with a single exception. For seven of the Teams, the means 
were clustered between 29.5 years (Rochester) and 36 years 
(Albuquerque). Only Omaha was well apart from this group~ 
with a mean of 46.0 yetirs and no one on the Team younger than 
38. 

The initial Pilot staff was overwhelmingly male. 
of the first 32 Associates--6.3 percent--were women. 
those two was also a Director of a Team (Rochester). 

Only two 
One of 

Intpa-Team Divepsity. The four major characteristics 
we have been examining each had a rationale behind it that 
made the characteristic a plausibly desirable quality to have 
on a Pilot Team. Intra-Team diversity could be predicted to 
be either good or bad: good, in that it is accompanied by a 
variety of outlooks on the part of Te~m members; pad, in that 
it could foster intra-Team divisions. 

Measured in terms of variance on the four characteristics, 
the most diverse Teams were Albuquerque and Omaha. Albuquerque 
was composed of two experienced systems analysts from out-of­
state and two local personnel, a lawyer and a psychologist. 
Omaha had an ex-policeman, a court administrator, a Ph.D. in 
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education, and a retired Army colonel who had been working on 
analyses of nuclear weapons systems. i. The most homogeneous 
Team was Rochester, composed of four persons with academic or 
research backgrounds in Rochester, three of wnom shared 
interests in LE/CJ prior to joining the Team. 

3.. Assessment of the Overall Qualifications of the Initial 
PiZot City Teams. Because no standards for Pilot personnel 
qualifications were set, it is impossible to say how many of 
the initial Pilot Teams came up to standard. In view of what 
the Program was taking as its objectives, these would seem to 
have been reasonable guidelines: 

• for expertise in the four pCP speciaZities~ at least 
two staff members with non-terminal graduate degrees 
that directly apply to two of the specified LE/CJ 
fields, and one with a graduate degree in a field 
that uses systems methods extensively; 

• for expertise in research.. at least one person at 
both the "principal investigator" and the "research 
scientist'! levels: 

• for ope~ational experience.. at least one person who 
has worked in an LE/CJ line agency for five or more 
more years; another who has worked in one for at 
least a year; and 

• for local experience J at least one person who has 
lived in the Pilot city/county for five years or 
more, and another who has lived there for at least 
one year, prior to joining the Team. 

If these had been the standards for a "qualified" Pilot 
Team--and the :roequirements taken sepaX'ateZy aX'e not stiff 
ones--none of the oX'iginal Teams could have met all of them. 

Four Teams (Dayton .. Rochester .. Des Moines J Tidewater) 
wouZd have met three of the four. Rochester and Tidewater 
were both below the standard in operational experience; Des 
Moines and Dayton were below it in research credentials. 

The other four initial Teams could have met only two of 
those minimums. Omaha was below the standard in both research 
credentials and local experience; Albuquerque was below it in 
LE/CJ area specialization and operational experience; and 
Charlotte and San Jose were below it in area specialization 
and local experience. 
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4. QuaZifications on, an IndividuaZ LeveZ. Whether this 
means that the Teams were "really" underqualified is of course 
moot, and not only because we have had to manufacture standards 
after the fact. The variables to which pumbers have been put 
by no means capture all of the important'qualifications of the 
Team members. For tha::~ matter, neither" do the numbers capture 
all of the important variation in the categories which have 
been quantified. In the process of rating individuals for 
this analysis) it was frequently apparent that the numbers we 
were assigning did not add up to the high, "overaJl score l

! 

that our interview data would have justified. And just as 
often, the numbers added up far too high, in light of the 
person's performance after joining the Team. 

But this is in many ways comparabZe to the probZem which 
faced the organizers of the Pilot Teams. The hiring process 3 
even with a personal interview as a part of it3 usually boiZed 
down to a rough assessment of a few prominent characteristics 
such as tTaining, operational experience, research capability, 
and famiL:,.'arity with the local area, using the same resume 
data which we have used plus some estimates of the elusive 
factors of character, drive, intelligence, and imagination. 

In practice, judgments about the intangible factors can be 
used to choose among candidates who all possess the concrete 
qualifications, or·they can be used to justify selecting some­
one who lacks them. The Pilot Cities recruiters often seemed 
to do the latter. If we define as "undel'quaZified" an 
Associate who lacked a top rating on any of the three criteria 
of LE/CJ area speciaZi.zation training~ research credenti.als., 
or operational experience3 then 15 of the original 32--47 per­
cent--were underquaZified. 7 

If the rule were to be relaxeC> so that a candidate wopld 
be considered qualified if he wer~~at the next-to-the-top 
level on two out of three of the criteria, 10 of the original 
32--31 percent--would still fall in the "underqualified" 
category. 8 

The profile of the initial personnel is no more favorable 
when we try to identify Team members with outstanding quali­
fications. If "outstanding qualifications" is defined as a 
top rating on two of the three criteria of LE/CJ area 

7That is, Ph.D. or e9.uivalent in an LE/CJ or systems speciality or research 
credentials at the Principal Investigator level or five or more years ex­
perience in a line LE/CJ agency. Local experience alone is assumed to be 
insufficient to save a candidate from being under9.ualified. 

8This looser re9.uirement asks for two of the following: a less-than-Ph.D. 
degree in the speciality to which he is assigned (by the Itbest fitlt rule 
which has been applied); Itresearch analyst lt credentials (experience in 
complex social sciences research, or at least an AJ3D in a research-oriented 
field); 1-4 years in aline LE/CJ agency (e.g., police department, public 
defender's office, correctional institution). 
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speaialization t~aining> ~esea~ah a~edentiaZs, and ope~ationaZ 
expe~ienae, onZy 2 of the o~iginaZ 32--6 pe~aent--faZZ in that 
aa"f;ego~y . 

If the definition of "outstanding qualifications" is re­
laxed to include at least one top ind ~ne next-to-the-top 
rating on two of the three criteria, a total of 12 persons-~ 
38 percent-~would fall in that category. 

The overall judgment to be drawn about the calibre of 
initial Team members depends on expectations. These are the 
extremes: On the optimistic side, it could be said that the 
initial 32 Associates were a well-educated group, many of whom 
were familiar with LE/C,] problems and systems. But with only 
the barest of exceptions, it could not be said that Pilot 
Cities recruited experts in LE/CJ problems and solutions. On 
the critical side, it could be said that most of the initial 
32 were very marginally qualified for their positions. 

5. An Index of Team Qualifioations. At the outset it 
was stated that the four qualities being sought are not 
ordinarily found in the same person. With one predictable 
exception (the correlation between area specialization and 
research credentials), this was certainly true of the 32 
original staff members. The correlations among the four sets 
of ratings were as follow: 

Area Research Operational Local 
special- creden- experience experience 
ization tials 

Area specialization x 
Research credentials .39 x 
Operational experience -.11 -.34 x 
Local experience .05 -.19 -.23 x 

Because the four variables do not "go togetherl! either 
statistically or conceptually, it makes very little sense to 
combine them into a simple additive index.9 To illustrate how 
uncomplementary the Team qualifications were in the four cate­
gories, the ranks for each Team are displayed in Table 5.3 
on the following page. 

9That is, there is not adequate justification for assuming that, say, a 
Ph.D. and an M.A. in political science (a 4 and a 3 on the LE/CJ training 
scale) are "equal" to an Associate with 5+ years in a line LE/CJ agency 
and one with 1-4 years in such an agency (a 4 and a 3 on the LE/CJ 
operational experience scale). 
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TABLE 5.3 
Rank Order of the Initial Teams on the Four Categories of Qualification 

rank order on .•• 

area research operational local 
specialization credentials experience experience 

Albuquerque 6 4.5 6.5 5 ;;::;. 

Charlotte 8 3 3 8 
Dayton 4.5 6 4.5 1.5 
Des Moines 4.5 8 4.5 3 
Omaha 3 7 1.5 7 
Rochester 2 1 8 1.5 
San Jose 7 2 1.5 6 
Tidewater 1 4.5 6.5 4 

Was San Jose, ranked near the top on two categories and 
n,ear the bottom on the other two, more or less "qualified" 
than Dayton, which was ranked high on one, Iowan one, and in 
the middle on the other two? The answer depends on the rela­
tive importance of the four types of qualification. If research 
credentials or operational experience were most important, San 
Jose was better positioned than Dayton in terms of personnel 
qualifications. If training i~ the four areas of specializa­
tion or local knmvledge were most important, Dayton was on top. 

We may extend this type of comparison. In all, there are 
75 ways of ordering the four categories, singly and in combin­
ations. lO For each of these 75 permutations, a fully-ordered 
ranking of the eight Teams was obtained. The percentage of 
combinations for which a Team was ranked first or seoond were 
as follow: 

Rochester 65% 
San Jose 41% 
Tidewater 33% 
Dayton 29% 
Omaha 21% 
Des Moines 5% 
Charlotte 4% 
Albuquerque 0% 

10 Examples are 3>2>l>4, 1>(2,3»~·, (3,4»(l,2), with ">" meaning "more 
important than." Combinations of two or more variables are treated inter­
actively in the following analysis; e.g., if they ~re of equal value it is 
better to be ranked in the middle on both of a pair than very high on one 
and very low on another. The actual algorithm used was to multiply the 
raI).ks on the individual categories, with rank 1 being assigned a value of 
8, rank 2 a value of 7, etc. 
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Rochester was clearly the best qualified Team by .thiS 
measure. While we cannot know what the most effective combin­
ation of qualifications is, Rochester's initial Team was the 
best equipped (ranked first), for 40 percent of all possible 
combinations, and was one of the two top Teams for almost two 
out of three o;f the possible combinations. The plausibility 
of this approach derives from the reasonable assl~ptions that 
(a) all four factors are important, (b) they probably do not 
differ enormously in relative importance, with the consequence 
(c) many combinations would be nearly identical in magnitude. 

If we then ask for what percentage of combinations would a 
Team be ranked as conspicuously least qualified (ranked seventh 
or eighth) relative to the other Teams, these are the results: 

Tidewater 
Dayton 
San Jose 
Albuquerque 
Rochester 
Des Moines 
Omaha 
Charlotte 

0% 
0% 

21% 
24% 
25% 
31% 
41% 
57% 

Dayton and Tidewater had the best qualified (or, more accurately, 
"the never-least-qualified") Teams by this measure. 

Taking both of these orderings into account, these obser­
vations are appropriate: 

• Except for its almost complete lack of 
operational experience, Rochester was the 
strongest Team. 

• Tidewater had the lowest combined rank on 
both strengths and balance, and on that 
basis could be considered the best qualified 
overall. 

• Like the Rochester Team, San Jo§e, Omaha, 
and Charlotte had high risk/high gain 
combinations of qualifications, but with 
San Jese having much better prospects for 
"high gain" (41 percent in the top two; 21 
percent in the bottom two) than Omaha (21 
percent to 41 percent) and Charlotte (4 percent 
to 57 percent). (It should be added that 
Charlotte had 26 "third" rankings out of the 75) . 

• Dayton was well balanced: 83 percent of its 
ranks were in the top 4; none were 7 or 8 . 

• Ninety"':seven percent of Albuquerque's ranks 
were 5, 6, or 7. None were 8, but neither 
were any of them 1, 2, or 3. 
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The complete breakdown of rankings is shown below in Table 5.4. 

TABLE 5.4 
Rank Order Position of the Initial Teams for All" Combinations of the 
Four Categories of Qualification 

No. of times that the Team was ranked .... 

Rochester 
San Jose 
Tidewater 
Dayton 
Omaha 
Des MoinS's 
Charlotte 
Albuquerq~e 

30 
14 
13 
11 

7 
o 
a 
a 

19 
17 
12 
11 

9 
4 
3 
o 

B. The Teams Over Time 

2 
4 
3 
9 

17 
14 
26 
a 

o 
5 

28 
31 

4 
5 
a 
2 

2 
5 
6 
a 
3 

26, 
o 

33 

3 
14 
13 
13 

4 
3 
3 

22 

6 13 
16 x 
a 0 
o a 

28 3 
2 21 
5 ':, 38 

18 a 

75 
75 
75 
75 
75 
75 
75 
75 

65.3 
41.3 
33.3 
29.3 
21.3 

5.'3 
4.0 

-0-

25.3 
21.3 
-0-
-0-
41.3 
30.7 
57.3 
24.0 

The preceding discussion has dealt exclusively with the 
Associates who were hired at the outset. But at least as 
important is what happened to the Teams during the course of 
the Program. The issue is discussed under two headings: the 
"structural integrity" of the Teams J and changes in personnel 
qualifications. 

1. Structural,Integrity of the Pilot Teams. The Team 
concept was central to the initial Pilet Cities approach. A, 
variety of skills ,pplied together was supposed to enable 
solutions which cut across parochialisms. The structural 
integrity of the Team thus becomes an important process vari­
able. To what extent did the Pilot Cities Program meet its 
objective of fielding units J as contrasted with collections of 
individuals? 

We shall examine Team integrity on three dimensior~;::): 
eontinuity of leadership~ staff continuity~ and staffing 
levels. 
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a. Continuity of Zeadet>ship. "Leadership II refers to 
the designated Director of the Team, regardless of whether 
that person Was a full~time Associate of the Team. The lead­
ership histories of the Teams can be broken down as follows: 

No change in leadership 3 Teams (Charlotte, Rochester, 
San Jose) 

Oneihon-disruptive change 
in leadership 2 Teams (Des Moines, Tidewater) 

One disruptive change 
in leadership 1 Team (Albuquerque) 

More than one dis-
ruptive change in 
leadership 2 Teams (Dayton, Omaha) 

Or to put it another way, half of the Teams underwent at least 
one change in direction which was accompanied by change in 
policy during the course of their histories. 

b. Staff continuity. It would have been unrealistic 
and probably unwise for the Pilot Teams' recruiters to have 
sought a zero turnover rate in Team personnel. The best candi­
dates are also the ones who are most likely to be drawn away 
eventually by better opportunities; and, in any event, some 
infusion of new blood is desirable during the course of a 
five-year effort. But the Program's turnover rate went beyond 
the attrition which would ordinarily be expected to occur. 

In all, 59 people served as Associates or as working 
Directors of the eight Pilot Teams during the 349 "Team-months" 
of the Program. At that rate, during the course of a full 
five-years-per-Team Program, the typical Team's staff would 
have peen replaced more than one and one-half times. The 
distribution of length of service among the 59 Associates was 
as follows: 

0- 6 months 
7-12 months 

13--18 months 
19-24 months 
25-30 months 
31-36 months 
37-42 months 
43-48 months 
49-60 months 

7 (12%) 
12 (20%) 
14 (24%) 

6 (10%) 
-' 3 (5%) 
11 (19%) 

4 (7%) 
1 (2%) 
1 (2%) 

When that frequency distribution of length-of-service is 
examined, these indications of potential disruption emerge: 

• Almost one out of every three Associates served 
for no more than one year (14 out of 59). 
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• Almost two out of every three Assooiates served 
for no more than two yeal~s (39 out of 59). 

• Slightly more than one out of ten Associates was 
wi -t~,l his Team! s Program from beginning to end 
(7 out of '59) '. 

• The median length of service was a year and a, 
half--Iess than Cthe length of a single Phase of' 
the Program. 

This discontinuity inherently worked against Team develop­
ment, as the case histories of the Dayton, Omaha, Albuquerque, 
and Des Moines Teams illustrate. The Program relied on close 
working relationships between Team members and local staff, 
and turnover often frustrated thos~,JeJ,.,ationships. 

Another way to look at turnover is its impact on the accum­
ulated wisdom that an organization should gain by virtue of 
staying in business. With high turnover, the rate of accumula­
tion1s decreased. This is shown graphically in Figure 5.5 
below. As the figure indicates, the typical Team's staff was 
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"ZERO TU RNOVER" 
Line 

ACTUAL TURNOVER 
Line . 

Inc;reases in the Mean Pilot Team Experience over the Life of a Team 

very little more experienced at the end of forty months than it 
was at the end of twenty months. In this sense, the Program 
got older wi t,hout getting much wiser. 
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The. problem was not equally severe among the eight Teams. 
Figure~.6 below shows the comparative rates of staff turnover. 

TIDEWATER ROCHESTER SAN JOSE DES MOINES CHARLOTTE 

;LBUOrU:Jo 

Projected percentage turnover 

FIGURE 5.6 
Staff Turnover Rates for the Teams, Projected for a Five-Year Project 

It will be noted that Albuquerque is off the scale, at a 
287 percent turnover rate. Thirteen different persons were 
classified as having held an "Associate" post between April 
1971 and March 1975. But the turnover rates of Omaha and 
DQyton, though less dramatic, also indicate high degrees of 
discontinuity in staff. 

a. Staffing levels. As Associates came and went, 
gaps in staffing occurred. Sometimes they were short; some­
times they lasted for a year or more. The result was to 
diminish the overall input of Pilot Team manpower, and to 
diminish the quality of "being a Team." Overall, the Program 
record on this dimension was good. By our estimate, only 
13.7 percent of the potential number of Associate-months went 
unfilled. But Team records varied. The range is shown in 
Figure 5.7 on the following page. 

Omaha was conspicuously understaffed. Since the under­
staffing occurred at the same time that (and was partly 
caused by) a variety of catastrophes in other aspects of the 
Team's operations, it is difficult to specify the detriments 
associated with understaffing. But it should be remembered 
that even a fully staffed Team was supposed to have only four 
senior personnel; one missing Associate represented a 25 per­
cent loss. 

d. An index of team integrity. For purposes of 
summarizing the three dimensions of leadership continuity, 
staff continuity, and staffing level, they were combined into 
an index based on the following scoring: 
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FIGURE 5.7 
Percentage of Associate Months Actually Filled by the Teams 

Staff continuity, 
projected to a 
5-year project 

Leadership 
continuity 

Staffing levels 

0- 49% turnover 
50- 99% turnover 

100-149% turnover 
150-199% turnover 

200+ turnover 

no leadership change 
one change, not disruptive 
more than one change, not disruptive 
one change, disruptive 
more than one change, disruptive 

90% AS~0e~ate/months filled 
80-89% Ass\.:>G'late/months filled 
70-79% Associate/months filled 
60-69% Associate/months filled 
50-59% Associate months filled 

The Team scores on this basis produced identical orderings 
whether they were added or multiplied. Rochester and 
Charlotte were tied for highest (2 fives and a four); Tide­
water and San Jose were close behind (2 fours and a five). 

100 

=5 
=4 
=3 
=2 
=1 

=5 
=4 
=3 
=2 
~;';l 

=5 
=4 
=3 
=2 
=1 

The overall ordering, using the interactive scores as a basis 
for the intervals, is displayed in Figure 5.8 on the following 
page. 11 

It is doubtful whether Omaha, Alb1Jquerqui.;" and Dayton war­
rant the descriptor "Team." All thr,i:~~:~.\:e:r~ e.x~cremely weak on 
two of the three dimensions. And, a~1h~i~ s~barate case 

'\ ' .' 

l~e use mUltiplicative scores under the Plau~((~le assumption that the 
three dimensions do in :fact interact in producing the quality of "Team 
integrity. II 
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DAYTON SAN JOSE CHARLOTTE 

IMAH~"UU'RaUE DES MOINES TIDEWATER ROCHESTER 

1, 1 l I 
1 25 50 75 100 125 

(minimum = 1· 1· 1) (maximum = 5· 5·5) 

FIGURE 5.B 
Distribution of the Pilot Teams on an Index of Structural Integrity 

histories make clear, none of them functioned as a cohesive 
unit for an appreciable period. 

2. Changes in QuaZifications. In the description of the 
qualifications of Team members, we focused on the initial 
group of Associates. But as the discussion of staff turnover 
indicated, these levels of qualification did not necessarily 
remain constant. 

To visualize the changes that took place, refer to Figure 
5.9 on the following two pages. The rectangles (as illustrated 
below) are each 54 months long (starting six months after the 
first Associate was hired) and a "standard team" high. 

number of months after first Associate was hired 

"Standard team" is defined in terms of the basic qualifications 
in the four categories (academic expertise, operational exper­
ienCe, research credentials, local experience) as defined on 
page 51. Each of these four is assumed to be of equal impor­
tance for purposes of this illustration. The scoring pro­
cedures for determining the width of each band were based on 
the Associate rating scales described under the discussion of 
each of the four categories. Thus, a Pilot Team that lasted 
for the full five years and met the basic qualifications in all 
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MONTHS AFTER FIRST ASSOCIATE WAS HIRED 

Changes in Mean Pilot Staff Qualifications Over Time 
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four categories would exactly fill the entire rectangle. The 
eight illustrations in Figure 5".9 show how the actual qualifi­
cations look when the rating system is applied to its changing 
staff. 

For practical purposes, the Teams may be summarized as 
follows: 

The Tidewater started with a qualified, balanced Team 
(on this rating system) and stayed that way throughout. To a 
slightly lesser consistency, so did San Jose and Dayton. 

~9chester started with strong qualifications in every­
thing but'operational experience, then became somewhat more 
balanced toward the end of its brief history. 

Des Moines and CharZotte were reasonably stable through-
out~ 

AZbuquepque fluctuated--it was never as strong in quali­
fications as some other Teams. At times it was consplcuously 
le'ss qua.lified than all of the others except ... 

Omaha went from reasonably close to a lIstandard" Team 
in Phase I, through a complete disruption between phases, to a 
weakly qualified Team in Phase II. 
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The label "disposing conditions" refers to local causes 
of success and failure which were beyond the Teams' control. 
The number of candidate disposing conditions was large. The 
economic structure of a city, its politics, its demographic 
characteristics, and, of course, the capabilities of its LEjCJ 
agencies were all expected to be factors in a Team's produc­
tivity. In this section, these conditions are discussed under 
two headings: the urban environment, and the characteristics 
of the local LE/CJ system. 

A. The Urban Environments 

What kinds of cities did the Pilot Teams work with? The 
crime environment was characterized in Section III, but that 
description left open a wide variety of other dimensions which 
differentiate cities. In the following discussion we shall 
briefly comment on some of the basic quantitative indicators. 
All of the comparisons are drawn from the sample of 115 SMSAs 
with populations of 200,000 to 1,000,000, unless otherwise 
stated. 1 

1. PopuZation. The eight cities are not large in compar­
ison with U.S. urban centers. Of Americans who live in cities, 
more than half (52.6 percent) live in ones larger than the 
largest of the Program's cities, San Jose. Fewer than one out 
of three (31.4 percent) live in cities smaller than the smallest 

l'J'hese population cutoff points represent rounding of the 186,000 to 1,072,000 
population range which lies within 1.65 standard deviations (the .9 normal 
probability limit) of the mean of the SMSA populations of the eight cities. 
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Pilot City, Des Moines. 2 The 1970 ranks of the Pilot Cities, 
as cities and as SMSAs, are shown below: 

San Jose 
Omaha 
Norfolk 
Rochester 
Albuquerque 
Dayton 
Charlotte 
Des Moines 

City Rank 

31 
41 
47 
49 
58 
59 
60 
64 

SMSA Rank 

30 
59 
47 
37 
96 
39 
73 

109 

PopuZation Density. Three of the eight cities are 
relatively uncrowded; one was almost exactly average; four 
were somewhat more crowded than the average. But the most 
densely populated of these--Rochester--was still le~s.than 
half of the maximum density among central cities in SMSAs with 
200,000 to 1,000,000 population. 

U.S. High 

Rochester 

San Jose 

Omaha 

£" Dayton 
u 
~ a: Tidewater 

Albuquerque 

Charlotte 

Des Moines 

U.S. Low 

FIGURE 6.1 

Number of people per square mile 

o 5,000 10,000 15,000 

~ 
~=~ 
~ -~ 
~ 

~ 
~ 

I 
I 
I 

~ 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Density in the Central City 

20,000 

2 
1970 census data. Unless otherwise noted, all information in this section 
was taken from the 1970 census data as reported in the StatistiaaZ Abstraat, 
1972, or in the City and County Data Book for 1970. 
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Gpowth Rates. The central city population in four of 
the cities--Dayton, Rochester, Des Moines, and the Tidewater-­
fell during the decade from 1960 to 1970. Moderate growth 
characterized Omaha, Charlotte, and Albuquerque. San Jose 
exploded--or more accurately, continued the growth explosion 
which started in the late 1940s. Note that the centrai cities 
in the San Jose SMSA (which has a population of slightly more 
than one million) had a higher growth rate than the central 
cities of any SMSA with a population of 200,000 to 1,000,000. 

Percent change in population 

-20 o 20 40 60 80 100 
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* For SMSA's with population of 200,000 to 1,000,000. The San Jose SMSA has more than 
a million people. 

Growth of the Central City, 1960-1970, 

120 

2. Eaonomia Indiaatops. Taken overall, the Pilot Cities 
were wealthier than the average, with fewer poor and fewer un­
employed than the average. 

Specifically, median family inaome was above the mean for 
this subsample of SMSAs in six out of the eight cities. Only 
the Tidewater and Albuquerque fell below the average. 
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FIGURE 6.3 
Median Annual Family Income 

The increase in family income from 1959 to 1969 had been 
faster than the average in four of the cities, but conspicuously 
lower in one, Albuquerque. 

Blue-collar wages were above the average in Dayton, Rochester, 
San Jose, and Des Moines; below average in Charlotte, Alququerque, 
and the Tidewater. 

Perhaps the two most signific&nt economic indicators 
relative to crime are the figures for unempZoymen~and for 
families at or below the poverty level. On both counts, most 
of the Pilot Cities were in enviable positions. Unemployment 
in 1970-1971 was below the average in six of the eight cities 
(and less than one percent above it in the other two), and 
population in the poverty range was below average in five of the 
eight. 
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Percent of total work force unemployed. 
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FIGURE 6.6 
Mean Unemployment Rate, 1970-1971 
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o. Raaia% Charaateristias. The minority populations of 
the eight citi~s were discussed as one of the quantitative 
criteria for site selection. To recapitulate, all of the cities 
except Des Moines had more than 10 percent minority populations 
in the central cities; five were at or above the mean for central 

. cities of SMSAs with ZOO, 000 to 1, 000, 000 population. 

o 10 

Percent of central cIty population listed as 
Black or Hispanic in the 1970 c~nsus 
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Combined Black and Hispanic Population in the Central City 

4. Summary Profi%e of the Pirot Cities as Cities. There 
is no natural way to add up a city's Flscore" on indicators of 
the kind we have been presenting. But if that is kept clearly 
in mind, it is useful to draw surr~ary patterns from the quan­
titative characteristics. For in the absence of unusual other 
circumstances, there is common sense truth in saying that 
extremes on these quantitative indicators tend to be "good" or 
"bad" relative to the stresses that our cities are enduring, 
It is generally "unstressful" to have high median income, few 
people at the poverty level, low density, a stable population, 
low unemploYlnent, high blue-collar wages, large income increases, 
low black/white income differential, low rate of change in the 
racial composition, high levels of racial homogeneity, low crime 
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rates, and low increases in crime~3 And given thesenon-rigorou9 
assignmepts of which is the "unstressful" extreme, we can sum­
marize where the eight cities stand on the quantitativ~ dimen­
sions as shown in Table 6.1 on the following page. Tile pluses 
(+) indicate that the city's score was favorable on that dimen­
sion and the minuses (-) indicate that it was unfavorable, 
relative to the sample of SMSAs of 200,000-1,000,000. The cut­
off points among categories were based on standardized scores, 
as follows: "++,, for the upper 10 percentiles under assumptions 
of a normal distribution (z > 1.28), ',,+" for the 60th to 89th 
percentiles (.25 < z L.':r" 28); "0" for the 41st to 59th percentiles 
(-.25 < x L. + .'~5), " __ " for the 11th to 40th percentiles (-1.28 
< z L. .25) and \~"~-" for the bottom 10 percentiles (z <-1.28).4 

f.') 

3It should be obvious tnat we are not making normative judgments 'about what 
a city "should" be like. Ther'e is, f'or example, no normative reason why 
racial homogeneity is a good thing; on the contrary.', it is easy to argue 
that it makes for blandness in a city"s life. But in terms of' the conditions 
which hl;,v-emade problems for city governance in :r.ecent years, racial heter­
ogeneity has been bad, and homogeneity has been/ at the. very least, "not· bad." 

4The characterization of th~ citi.es' en'll'ironments on the "stressful-unstressful" 
continuum seems to us the most informative way of' communicating how the 
cities differed. During the analysis of demographic data, a much larger 
number; .')1' variables was examined.--85, at one time or another. In addition, 
sever~1.1 jfactor analyses were completed. " Inducing 'factors from the results 
was an exercise in imagination; lmt of marginal value in understanding the 
environments. A brief summary of' these analYses will be presented in order 
to comrey the general flavor of the findings. Two samples of cities were 
used: one sample consisted of the 148 SMSA~;\(Standard Metropolitan Statis­
tical Areas) in the United States~with popul~tions greater than 200,000; the 
second was the sub-sample of 115 S~ffiAs with populations between 200,000 and 
1, 000, ()OO. Twenty variables were \~onstructed base,9. on data tak.en from the 
Stati;,tical Abstracts for 1972; thE\ variables are J:k9:2~~ded to this report. 
Both R (correlations between variables for a populat'ion:'qJ:' citi:0S) EJ;1;').d Q 
(correlations between cities for a pOl')ulation of variables pf'actor an'a:lyses 
were completed (principal components, varimax rotation). 

Results of the R analysis. Five interpretable factors resulted. These 
may be described as~ 

• Affluence: composed of high average family income, high blue 
collar wages, and few poverty-level families . 

• Social service orientation: composed 91' above average per capita 
expenditures on education, healt~, and welfare, and a low rate of 
unemployment . 

• Stability: low population growth rate, low violent crime and 
property crime rates, and a high percentage of the labor force in 
manufacturing . 

• Economic equity: low black/white difference in income and home 
ownership, ~.nd below average income growth rate . 

• Insularity: low minority populatiol1~ uncrowded housing, low violent 
crime rate. 

; \ 
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TABLE 6.1 
Profile of the Pilot Cities on Twelve Indicators of Governability 

Population Characterist1q.~_ 
Dispersion 
Stability 

EconoQiic Characteristics 
Family Income 
Change 1959-1969 
Blue-collar Income 
Distribution 
Employment 

Racial Characteristics 
Homogeneity 
Stability 
Income Equality 

Crime Characteristics 
Low rate 
Stability or decrea se 

+ 
+ + ,+ 

+ + ++ 
o + 

+ ++ .... 
+ + + 
+ + + 

+ 0 
+ 
o ++ 0 

o + 
+ + 

+ 
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o 
o + 
+ 

+ ++ 0 
00++ 

o + 
+ + 0 
+ + ++ 

+. 
o 0 
o ++ 0 

o 
+ 

, I 

o o ++ 

+ 

o 

NA 

(footnote 4 cont I d) 
,As shown below, the factor scores for the eight cities are summF.;dzed 

as high, average, or low, based 01,1 the standing of each city relative' to the 
115 SMSAs comprising the sample. From these simpl1i\i.ed data, we might 
characterize Rochester;; for example, as an affluent ,'stable, insular city 
oriented toward social services. 

Aff Soc Ser Stable Ec Eq Insular 
~- ---

Albuquerque Low Average Low High Average 
Charlott~ Low Low Low Low Low 
Dayton High Average High High Low 
Des -Moines High Low Average Average High 

./ 

Average Omaha Average Low Average Averl'lge 
iI 

Rochester High High High Average High 
San Jose High High Low Average High 

Tidewater Low Low Low Average Low 

Results of the Q anaz,ys1.:s. The principal findings of the Q factor 
were two in number. First, geography is predominant. Clear factors emerged 
which 'can best be labeled California, Upstate New York, Ohio/Michigan indus­
trial, etc .. S~cond, the eight Pilot Cities do not cluster. Consequently, 
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As the table indicates, Des Moines is cons\stentlY positive 
on these dimension~ and Albuquerque is just as ~~sistentlY 
negative. They clearly would be located near opposite extremes 
if the scores on the twelve variables were added for all SMSAe 

, and treated as an index. As Figure 6.9 shows,they nearly 
bound it. In fact, the eight cities as a set occupy posi td,ons 
spaced evenly along the spectrum, from the presumably stressful 
configurations that face the municipal governm~nts in Albuquer-­
que, San Jose, and the Tidewater; through'middle range occupied 
by Charlotte and Omaha, to the presumably more placfid environ­
ments of Dayton, Rochester, and Des Moines. From all ~hat has 
been documented about the inception of the Pilot Cities Program, 
we conclude that LEAA did not intend to produce this degree of 
heterogeneity within the sample of cities, and that in fact; thE~ 
intent was to select cities which were similar to one another. 
But after the fact of if selection, it mu[b; be noted that the 
eight cities constitute a remarkably represeptative sample of 
115 SMSAs.5 If the Pilot Cities had b~en subjected to a rigidly 
prescribed program which was essentially invariant over the 
sample, then the sample would be excellEm"t' from the standpoint 
of experimental design. But the program was not int;ended, nor 
was it implemented in a Fixed Treatment mode. To ,an 'e~.en 
greater degree traIl we had anticipated, thE! uniquenessl,far 
outweighted the commonality among the eight cities. Our ability 
to generalize our findings must therefore rest on some unit of 
analysis othe:::- than the cities. 

(footnote 4 cont'd) 
the simple correlation matrix is more meaningful than the factors. The 
inter-city co~relations are ~resented below. 

Alb Char Day DesM Omaha Roch SJose 

Char .07 
Day -.22 .04 
DesM -.07 -.08 .30 
Omaha .18 .30 .27 .44 
Roch -.61 -.06 .59 .39 .28 
SJose .11 -.11 .la .20 .44 .24 
Tide .42 .59 .09 -.18 .37 -.32 -.20 

A summary of this table is that: (1) Rochester, Dayton, and Des Moines 
have a modest degree of commonality, (2) Albuquerque, Charlotte, and Tide­
water are somewhat similar, (3) these two sets of cities are very different, 
(4) San JOSG is very little like either of them, and (5) Omaha has something 
in common with all of the others. 

5For the population of SMSAs between 200,000 and 1,000,000, the meali for 
the index was +.04 and the 'standard deviation was .36. For the sample of 
eight Pilot Cities, the mean was +.01 and the standard deviation was .44. 
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Scale: percentile, for SMSA's of 200,000-1,000,000 population, 
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standardized scoreS of the twelve environmental variables. 

FIGURE 6.9 
Distribution of the Eight Cities on an Index of Governability 

B. Local LE/CJ Capabilities 

At the time a Team was established, every LE/CJ agency in 
the city and county was a potential client of the Team's 
services. One of the most highly touted aspects of the Program 
was its system-wide range. The following discussion picks out 
a few of the characteristics of the systems which were believed 
to be indicators of their capabilities or of their resources: 
structure, funding levels (local and external), research and 
planning capability, and personnel characteristics. 

1. Overall Structure. Five of the eight LE/CJ systems 
which the Pilot Cities Teams encountered followed the familiar 
divisions of responsibility between city knd county. The 
primary enforcement responsibility lay with the city police 
department, with comparatively modest police resources in the 
sheriff's office and other municipalities. The primary 
corr~ctions facility was usually the county jail, operated 
by the sheriff's office. The primary court system was the 
county's. A typical pattern is shown in Figure 6.9. Three of 
the sites followed different patterns. In Albuquerque and 
Charlotte, the state operated most of what would otherwise have 
been the county court system, including the public prosecution 
and defense functions. The Tidewater had no "county" structure 
at all. In effect, the Team was working with four replications 
of a self-contained LE/CJ system (in Norfolk, Portsmouth, 
Virginia Beach, and Chesapeake), with responsibilities split 
between city and the CommonWftalth, rather than between city 
and state. 

.." 
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FIGURE 6.10 
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Typical Organization of the City and County LE/CJ Agencies 

2. Local Funding Levels. Funding levels for LE/CJ 
agencies in the eight cities are shown in Table 6.2 on the 
following page. The dollar figures are budget totals, as 
reported to us by members of the agencies in question. Some 
caution is necessary in interpreting them. Different juris­
dictions use very different accounting methods, and the lack of 
uniformity undoubtedly distorts some of the comparisons among 
cities. 

Not surprisingly, the biggest city/county (S~n Jose) had 
the largest budget; the smallest city/county (Des Moines) had 
the smallest budget; and in general, budgets varied with popu­
lation. But even per capita expenditures showed large differ­
enr,~s among the eight cities, as shown in Ta.ble 6.3. Some of 
tf-.v differences are almost certainly artifacts. ~or example, 
San Jose's high per capita expenditures on corrections probably 
is inflated by inclusion of the county police function in the 
figures for the sheriff's office. The Tidewater's low total 
probably reflects exclusion of Commonwealth support, which in 
other cities took the form of county agencies. 

But even allowing for these differences, a few extremes 
appear to represent genuine inter-city differences. Rochester/ 
Monroe ran a very well-financed LE/CJ system relative to the 
size of the population. San Jose/Santa Clara and Des Moines/ 
Polk put an unusually high proportion of their LE/CJ resources 
into courts and probation services--3l percent and 28 percent 
of their total per capita outlays respectively, as opposed to 
an average of 18 percent among the other four sites for which 
data are available. 
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TABLE 6.2 
LE/CJ Budgets in the Pilot Cities/Counties (FY72) 

Albuquerque Charlotte Dayton Des Moines Omaha Rochester San Jose Tidewater 

COUNTY 

Sheriff's Office (l,204fD 3,OlJID 650 1,128 7,99JV 11,597 
(inc. county jail) 

State operateJa> 5,59Z® Courts 741 1,95!? 924 5,285 11,620 
Not 

h 
(inc. probation) Applicable 
County Attorney State operateJID 234 513 943 2,579 

Public Defender State operateJID 235 436 1,083 

CITY 

Police Department 7,132 7,005 7,184 5,769 8,501 10,384 10,742 12,209 
..;J 

Municipal Courts 229 886 664 478 588 1,852 ..;J 

City Attorney 200 414 212 432 470 

City Jail 880 

OTHER 

Courts 1,914 485 

Commonwealth Attorney -- 204 

Total N.A. 12,679 14,076 9,485 12,211 25,630 38,091 15,631 

Notes: 

I PY73 • 'FY72 not available. 
2 
Includes 1,783,000 for county police in Charlotte, 3,578, 689 for 
county police in Rochester. 

3 Figures not available. 
4 

Department-by-department figures not avaHable. 



TABLE 6.3 
Per Capita Expenditures on LE/CJ Functions in the Pilot Cities/Counties 
(FY 72) 

(l970 Population) Enforcement Courts Corrections Total 
Cit~ Count:( (inc. Erobatlon~ 

Albuquerque 243,781 315,7'74 $29.26 ® N •. A. $3.81 N.A. 

Charlotte 241,215 354,656 $34.07 $7.49 $3.49 $45.05 

Dayton 243,459 606,148 $29.51 N.A. N.A. $44.08 

Des Moines 200,772 286,101 $28.73 $12.03 $2.27 $43.03 

Omaha 347,380 389,455 $ 24 .47 $ 6.91 $2.90 $34.28 

Rochester 296,233 711,917 $40.08 $11. 35 $ 6.20 $ 57.63 

San Jose 446,504 1,064,714 $24.06· $15.41 $10.89 $50.36 

Ttdewater 680,60JD $17.94 $3.73 $1.29 $ 22.96 

1-
'ihe individual city totals are: Norfolk 307,951; Portsmouth 110,963; Virginia Beach 172,106; 

2 

Chesapeake 89,580. 

N .A. ;: Not a va Hable. 

Note on procedure: Per capita totals were obt,;jined by dividing all budgets from 
county LEICJ agencies into the county population, and all 
budgets from municipal LEier agencies into the city population. 

The one budget characteristic shared by all eight cities 
is growth. Our calculation of the avel1age annual increase in 
LE/CJ budge1cs in the eight cities from FY7l to FY74 was 13.6 
percent, with Albuquerque showing the most rapid rate of growth 
(an average annual increase of almost 18 percent over the pre~ 
ceding budget). Even Dayton, with the slowest rate of growth 
of the eight, showed an average annual increase of over 9 per­
cent. The figures for all eight were as follow: 

Albuquerque 
Des Moines 
Tidewater 
Rochester 
Omaha 
Charlotte 
San Jose 
Dayton 

17.9% 
16.6% 
14.4% 
14.1% 
13.5% 
13.0% 
10.3% 
, 9.3% 

3. FederaZ Support. The funds from the Pilot Cities 
Program were just one part of Federal support for local LE/CJ 
agencies. During the life of the Program, a total of 53 million 
dollars from LEAA's block grant and discretionary grant programs 
was distributed among LE/CJ agencies in the eight Pilot Cities. 6 

6We did not compile totals of outside support to LE/CJ agencies from Federal 
funding sources other than LEAA. Our inquiries on that subject indicate 
that LEAA was by far the dominant patron for these agencies. 
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The figures for each city are as fo110w: T 

LEAA Grants (Figures in Millions) 
Other Than Pilot "0" 
Pilot "o't Funding Total 

San Jose 7.B 4.6 12.4 
Rochester 6.1 2.6 8.7 
Dayton 4.5 2.5 7.0 
Tidewater 4.B 1.5 6.3 
Albuquerque 5.6 .7 6.3 
Des Moines 4.6 .B 5.4 
Omaha 2.7 .9 3.6 
Charlotte 2.2 1.2 3.4 
Totals " "S-B.3 14.B 53.1 

The relevant point about tb,ose figures .is the comparatively 
small pToportions contributed by the Program: only 27.9 per­
cent of the total LEAA funding awarded to the eight cities dur­
ing the periods when the Teams were active. The Program's pro­
portion of total LEAA money for each city was as follows: 

San Jose 37% 
Dayton 36% 
Charlotte 35% 
Rochester 30% 
Tidewater 24% 
Omaha 25% 
Des Moines 15% 
Albuquerque 11% 

It can be argued that some Teams were instrumental in 
obtaining projects fu~ded from non-Pilot sources. In Section 
IX, which analyzes demonstration projects influenced by the 
Teams, it is concluded that $4.2 million in Federal non-Pilot 
demonstration funds can be linked to the existence of the Pilot 
Teams, and added onto the $14.B million in Pilot "0" grants 
for purvoses of analyzing Team-sponsored efforts. But even 
taking this into consideration does not alter the basic con­
clusion that the Pilot Teams were far from being the only or 
even the principal point of access to LEAA funds. 

The issue· just addressed can be extended further by view·~ 
ing Pilot funds as a proportion of the overall LE/CJ budgets 
in the eight cities. Overall, the Pilot "0" demonstration 
funds amounted to only 2.6 percent of the total LE/CJ budgets 
during that time period. The percentages for the eight city/ 
county sites were as follow: 

TFigures reflect both initial funding and continuation funding for existing 
;projects. 

79 

- -- -



Dayton 
Rochester 
Charlotte 
San Jose) 
Des Moines 
Tidewater 
Omaha 
Albuquerque 

3.9% 
3.0% 
2.8% 
2.5% 
2.2% 
2.2% 
2.1% 
1.6% 

It should be remembered, too, that these percentages rang­
ing between 1.6 percent and 3.9 percent are in the context of 
average annual city/county budget increases of 13.6 percent, 
which were discussed earlier. DUring the life of the Program 
in the eight cities, the annual LE/CJ budget increase av:~raged 
a sum almost six times greater than the Pilot "a" demonstration 
money going to the city/county in that fiscal year. It should 
cause no surprise that local agencies sometimes spurned the 
opportunity to engage in Pilot-sponsored research and demonstra­
tion efforts. For many agencies, the prospect of Pilot "a" 
money was simply not a very important factor relative to their 
overall budgetary situation. 

4. Research~ PZanning~ and EvaZuation (RPE) Resources. 
It was hypothesized at the outset that a critical disposing 
condition would be the availability of research, planning ~nd 
evaluation (RPE) resources in the local agencies. If a police 
department already had an active research division, went the 
logic of the argument, then it should be that much easier for 
the Team to work cGllaboratively with that police department-­
because of the RPE resources themselves, and because the police 
chief and the force in general would be acclimated to the uses 
of research. 

To examine the hypothesis, each LE/CJ agency and city and 
county administrative office was characterized in terms of its 
research, planning, and evaluation (RPE) capability. Did an 
RPE capability exist at all? Was it a unit, or an individual? 
Was the capability designated as such, or was it a sideline for 
the-unit or person? Was genuine, future-oriented planning 
conducted? Or did the "research" consist of logging tabulations 
and monitoring ongoing activities? 

The definitions for each type of RPE capability were as 
follow: 

• Strong RPE CapabiZity: An established unit within 
the agency which conducts analytic research and 
impact-oriented assessments of agency operations. 

• Moderate RPE CapabiZity: A single person within 
tbe agency that conducts analytic research and 
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evaluation; or a unit which provides tabulations 
of agency activities . 

• Nomina~ RPE Capabi~ity: A single person who is 
designated for the research/planning function, 
but who spends only part-time (if any time) 
conducting tabulations of activities . 

• No RPE Capabi~ity: No one even designated as 
holding research/planning responsibilities. 

Using these definitions, the 84 LE/CJ agencies in the 
eight Pilot Cities were rated as having the breakdown of RPE 
capabilities shown in Table 6.4 below. 

TABLE 6.4 
Existing RPE Capabilities in the Pilot Cities 

Strong Moderate Nominal No Total 

San Jose 4 0 2 4 10 
Tidewater 2 2 6 14 24 
Dayton 1 2 4 1 8 
Albuquerque 1 1 2 4 8 
Rochester 1 0 5 4 10 
Des Moines 0 5 1 .1 7 
Omaha 0 3 Z 1 6 
Charlotte Q. ~ 1 §. 11 

Total 9 15 25 35 84 
(% of the total) (ll%) (18%) (30%) (41%) (100%) 

A second important disposing condition relating to RPE was 
hypothesized to be the interest of local agencies in de~elop­
ing an RPE capability. So we asked each LE/CJ agency and 
the city and county managers' offices whether the agency or 
office· had ever requested funds (other than Pilot "0" money) 
of LEAA or another Iunding source for RPE purposes. The 
results were as follow: 
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Relevant Agencies Requesting RPE Funds 
from Non~Pilot Sources 

Charlotte 7 out of 11 (55%) 
Tidewater 5 out of 24 (21%) 
Omaha 4 out of 6 ('67%) 
Albuquerque 4 out of 8 (50%) 
Des Moines 3 out of 7 (43%) 
Dayton 3 out of 8 (38%) 
San Jose 3 out of 10 (30%) 
Rochester 1 out of 10 (10%) 

Total 29 out of 84 (35%) 

On an agency-by-agency breakdown, the extent of RPE capa­
bility was closely associated with efforts to obtain help. Of 
the 24 agencies with a strong or moderate RPE capability, fif­
teen (63 percent) had made special effo(~s t6 obtain funds for 
upgrading that capability. Of the 35 agencies with no RPE 
capability, only four (11 percent) had made such efforts. 8 

These data lead to two general conclusions about. the environ­
ments which the Teams entered. First, the Pilot Cities Program 
was not starting from scratch in trying to generate acceptance 
of RPE as a tool for improving the local criminal justice 
system. More than a third of the agencies in the eight cities 
had made a concrete effort to obtain resources for upgrading 
their research, planning, and evaluation resources. Second, 
the strong association between RPE capability and effo~ts to 
obtain funding suggests in yet another light the extent 
to which the Pilot Teams were entering environments in which 
.they were only one of a number of potential funding routes. 
Other resources were available and were being sought. 

5. LE/CJ Pe:t'sonnel Charoaateroistias. The nature 'of the 
cast of Characters with which a Team had to work was undoubtedly 
a major disposing condition, but ODe which permits only a 
limited assessment. The first obstacle is that the most 
important qualities--interest, personality, ability--are ones 
which we are not prepared to rate. A further obstacle lies

c 

in 
deciding who comprises the cast. To obtain measures on all 
staff in the LE/CJ system was: beyond the resources of the 
evaluation. And even ~f they were obtained, such global 
measures would be misleading. The Teams did not have to work 
with everyone in the LE/CJ system; instead, they needed a core 
of good people to serve as colleagues and patrons within the 
system. But no a proioroi definition exists of who belongs in 
the core. We have used instead a determination after the fact: 
all persons with whom the Team had continuing, substantive work 

. . 

8F = 20.4, using "request" and "no request" as the basis for grouping the 
four types of RPE capability. Statistical significance is at the .001 level. 
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relationships. 9 The members of the set were ide'htified on the 
basis of a reconstruction of the activities of the Team, and 
the main actors in each. For convenience, they will be called 
"local co-workers." 

During the field research, data were collected on a total 
of 238 non-Team personnel in the eight cities. The breakdown 
by type of agency is shown in Table 6.5 below. 

TABLE 6.5 
Local Co-Workers by Type of Agency 

Police Courts Corrections Social Services City/County other Total (Percent) 
Mgr's Office 

Albuquerque 4 5 2 3 1 3 18 ( 7.6) 

Charlotte 3 5 1 2 13 4 28 (11.8) 

Dayton 12 5 2 7 8 3 37 (15.5) 

Des Moines 6 8 2 3 3 4 26 (10.9) 

Omaha 7 6 2 3 0 1 19 ( 8.0) 

Rochester 4 6 4 3 4 0 21 ( 8.8) 

San Jose 7 9 9 6 17 2 50 (21.0) 

Tidewater li l.!. .i. ..Q.. -1L .L ~ (16.4) 

Total 58 55 26 27 54 18 238 
(%) (24.4) (23.1) (10.9) (11. 3) (22.7) (7.6) (100.0) 

Relationships with the non-LE/CJ agencies tended to reflect 
the special interests of the Teams; not the "core'l relationships 
with LE/CJ personnel that every Team was supposed to develop. 
In order to maximize the comparability of the samples, and 
because the LE/CJ agencies were at the center of the Team's 
interests, the following profiles are limited to the 139 
local co-workers who worked in the police, courts, and correc­
tions agencies. 

Age. The Dayton Tean~ associated with an usually 
youthful set of LE/CJ personnel (mean age = 33.5 years) and 
the San ~ose Team with an unusually senior set (mean age = 46.4 
years). The means for the other six sets of co-workers clus­
tered between 38 and 43 years. 

Years of experience in LE/CJ. The eight Teams 
showed remarkable variance on this variable. The Dayton and 
Rochester sets of local co-workers averaged only 4.4 and 5.7 

9'I'here j.s an obvious element of self-selection in this approach. The samples 
,"ia th,= eigh"t cities are not representative of the LE/CJ system as a whole, 
but representative rather of the population of people with whom the Teams 
worked. The selections say something about the Teams as well as about 
local resources. But this aspect ca.n easily be overemphasized. The Team 
members could not seek out anyone who caught their fancy and make that, per­
son their in-house co-worker. At any given agency, the options were 
usually very restricted. 
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years of experience respectively; the Omaha and San JOSe sets 
had more than triple those averages (14.5 and 18.8 years 
respectively)~ The figures for all eight Teams are as follow: 

Average years of LE/CJ Experience 

San Jose 18.8 years 
Omaha 14.5 years 
Charlotte 11. 7 years 
Des Moines 10.5 years 
Tidewater 8.7 years 
Albuquerque 7.4 years 
Rochester 5.7 years 
Dayton 4.4 years 

Overall 10.5 years 

Eduaation. Dayton and Tidewater were the extremes 
on this variable, expressed in terms of percentage of local \1 
LE/CJ co-worker personnel with advanced degrees. Almost two-
thirds of Dayton co-workers possessed advanced degrees compared \';:~ 
to only a little more than one-third of the Tidewater co-workers. i~ 
The figures for the eight sets were: ~_;.a 

Percentage Possessing 
an Advanced Degree 

Dayton 
Omaha 
Rochester 
San Jose 
Des Moines 
Albuquerque 
Charlotte 
Tidewater 

Overall 

63% 
58% 
57% 
56% 
50% 
46% 
44% 
38% 

51% 

Professional training. Some sets of co-workers 
(e.g" in Rochester) had almost universally received supple­
mentary professional training; among other sets (e.g., Dayton), 
very few had obtained such training. rhe percentages for each 
set are shown below. 

Received Supplementary 
Professional Training 

Rochester 
San Jose 
Ti.dewater 
Albuquerque 
Charlotte 
Des Moines 
Omaha 
Dayton 
Overall 
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93% 
80% 
66% 
55% 
44% 
31% 
25% 
22% 
55% 
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Job LeveL. In four cities--Dayton, Charlotte, the 
Tidewater, and Rochester--the Teams dealt primarily with depart­
ment heads, and relatively less with either their superiors 
(agency heads) or their junior$ (staff). In two cities--Omaha 
and Des Moines--the Teams dealt equally with staff and agency 
heads, relatively less with the middle-level department heads. 
And in two cities--Albuquerque and San Jose--interaction 
occurred (roughly) evenly among all three levels. Overall, 24 
percent of the local co-workers were staff, 46 percent were 
department heads, and 30 percent were agency heads. The dis­
tribution for each city was as follows: 

Dept. Agency 
Staff Head Head 

Albuquerque 3 4 4 
Charlotte 1 5 3 
Dayton 2 14 3 
Des Moines 5 3 7 
Omaha 5 2 7 
Rochester 2 9 3 
San Jose 5 8 8 
Tidewater 9 15 5 

Functional type. The local co-workers were categor­
ized as belonging to one of three types: operations, adminis­
tration, and research/planning. For six of the eight cities, 
the administrator was the most common type of co-worker--almost 
exclusively so in Des Moines, Omaha, and Charlotte. In Dayton 
and Rochester, the most common type (by a narrow margin over 
administrator) was the researcher/planner. At only three sites-­
the Tidewater, San Jose, and Charlotte--did operations types 
comprise as much as even one-third of the total. The distribu­
tion for each city was as follows: 

Adminis- Research/ 
O12erations tration Planning 

Albuquerque 0 7 4 
Charlotte 3 5 1 
Dayton 5 6 8 
Des Moines 1 11 3 
Omaha 1 10 3 
Rochester 2 5 6 
San Jose 8 15 1 
Tidewater 10 13 6 

Summary of personnel characteristics. Most of the 
attributes which have been profiled do not lend themselves to 
"good" or "bad" characterizations. Are long years of experi­
ence in the co-worker pool a positive disposing condition? 
Clearly some experience is positive, but when does some become 
too much? Is it better that co-workers consist of department 
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heads? Agency heads? Or staff? There are hypothetical advan­
tages and disadvantages in any of the alternatives. The cities 
cannot be ordered on a scale that combines the characteristics. 
Table 6.6 on the following page does, however, show the six 
personnel characteristics side-by-side. 

Reading Table 6.6, these overall impressions emerge. 

The San Jose LE/CJ co-worker pool was comprised of old 
pros--experienced, with special professional training, and an 
above average number of advanced degrees. 

Dayton's co-worker pool was at the extremes--youngest, with 
the highest percentage of advanced degrees, but also the fewest 
years of LE/CJ experience and lowest incidence of LE/CJ pro­
fessional training. 

Rochester's co-worker pool was inexperienced like Dayton's, 
but with one conspicuous difference: 93 percent of its members 
had received special professional training. 

Omaha's pool had age and experience, but not much special 
training--old pros, but perhaps less up-to-date ones than San 
Jose's. CharZotte had a similar profile. 

There are no obvious descriptors for AZbuquerque and Des 
Moines. Their co-worker pools were average in age, and near 
the averages on the otber characteristics. Des Moines deviated 
from the norm in its low (31 percent) percentage of persons 
with professional training. 

Tidewater's outstanding characteristic was the contrast be­
tween a low (38 percent) percentage of persons with advanced 
degrees and high (66 percent) percentage of persons with pro­
fessional training. 
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TABLE 6.6 
Summary of Local Co-Worker Characteristics 

% with extra 
Years of LEICJ % with Advanced professional 

Age experience degrees training Tob level Functional type 

Albuquerque average below average low average evenly spilt no operations; all research 
(41 yrs) (7.4 yrs) (46%) (55%) or administration 

Charlotte average above average low below average all but one dept. all but one operations or 
(40 yrs) (11.7 yrs) (44%) (44%) and agency heads administration; dlle research 

Dayton youngest lowest highest lowest all but three dept. evenly split 
(34 yrs) (4.4 yrs) (63%) (22%) heads 

Des Moines average average average low heavy on staff and dominated by administrators 
(40 yrs) (10.5 yrs) (50%) (31%) agency heads; only 

three dept. heads 

Omaha above average above average above average very low the same as Des the same as Des Moines 
(43 yrs) (14.5 yrs) (58%) (25%) Moines 

00 Rochester average above average above average highest dominated by dept. heavy on research and adminls-
..;:J (40 yrs) (5.7 yrs) (57,%) (93%) l.eads tration; only two on operations 

San Jose oldest highest above average very high evenly split dominated by administiauon; 
(46 yrs) (18.8 yrs) (56%) (80%) almost no research 

Tidewater below average below average lowest above average dominated by dept. heavy on operations and 
(38 yrs) (7.9 yrs) (38%) (66%) heads administration; six research 
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This section discusses "process"--the way that the ~reams 
went about their mission and the events that intervened. The 
objective is to draw lessons about the change process. The 
problem in doing so, as many Associates have pointed out, is 
that the conditions in the eight cities were so disparate. 
The Pilot Cities program seemed to have an affinity for situ­
ations that were unusual. Certainly the histories of each 
city and Team do not easily fit into a cookbook description. 
To understand fully why ~~e Omaha Tea~ fell apart during 
Phase II, it is essentia.l to know about the administrative 
infighting at the local'university; to understand fully why 
the Charlotte Team behaved as it did, it is essential to know 
something of the grantee's relationship with the city of 
Charlotte and the state of North Carolina. The uniqueness and 
the complexity of the interactions of each Team with its city 
and county are undeniable.· 

But when the Pilot Program started, it was expected that 
the Teams would follow different patterns, and that comparing 
the patterns would be a productive source of findings. The 
patterns (and sometimes the lack of them) are the subject of 
this section. They are discussed under ~hree headings: Team 
Strategies~ dealing with the ways in which the Pilot Cities 
mission was perceived and acted upon by the Team as a unit; 
Tactics of Project DeveZopment~ dealing with the Pilot Team's 
interactions with local agencies in conceiving and pursuing 
ideas; and The RegionaZ Offices and Proces8~ dealing with the 
effects of Regional Office intervention guidance, or lack of 
those, on Team activities. 
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A. Team Strategies 

There were three important issues on which the Teams took 
a position, deliberately or haphazardly, without uniform 
policy guidance from LEAA. They were: 

1. Should a Pilot City Team focus on trying to 
improve the state of the art or on helping local agencies 
solve immediate problems? 

2. Should a Pilot City Team actively intervene in 
a city or serve as an available resource? 

3. Should a Pilot Cities Team try to impose structure 
and discipline on itself, or try to avoid it? 

We shall discuss each separately. 

The first issue involved priorities in goals: 

Should a pilot Cities Peam focus on 
improving the state of the art or on 
helping local agencies solve immediate 
probZems? 

No other single issue was as persistently troublesome to so 
many of the Teams. It was at the bottom of problems relating 
to "innovativeness" in the demonstration projects, allocation 
of Team resources for research and for the development of 
demonstration projects, and many others. Where a Team stood 
on this issue also determined much about where they stood on 
the other two issues we will be discussing. We asked Team 
members the question: 

or 

"ls the principal orientation of the Team toward ... 

research - to expand scientific knowledge about 
problems of law enforcement and criminal justice; 

operations - to help local agencies implement 
solutions to current operational problems. 1Il 

Both we an4 the Team members rated the Teams on a five-point 
scale, linking the extremes, for the initial Team and the 
II current It Team (late 1974).2 

lAppendix C includes a copy of the instrument used for these and the 
following ratings. 

2For Albu'luer'lue, we will mean by "current Team" the one that existed 
prior to the abrupt and nearly total changeover in August 1974. 
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There was no consensus whatsoever. The Teams started at 
different points on the scale, and went in different direc­
tions. And there were often marked differences between the 
Teams' perceptions of themselves on this dimension, and the 
outsider's perception. 

Dayton started out in 1970-71 with a Team that clearly 
preferred to work with operational problems; by 1974, its 
focus had swung sharply toward a self-perceived emphasis on 
research. The Tidewater made a similar shift, but within a 
narrower range. 

San Jose started in 1970 with moderate priority on oper­
ational problems and increasingly emphasized these problems 
until, by the end of the program, three of its four senior 
members were giving the highest possible rating to operations. 

There was a consensus among Rochester Team members that 
the Team occupied middle ground throughout. To outsiders, 
Rochester appeared to be much further toward the !!research fl 

end of the scale--the most research-conscious team of the 
eight. Charlotte was also extremely active in research, with 
a self-perception of being more operations-oriented than we 
would estimate. 

Albuquerque and Des Moines had differing viewpoints with­
in the Team, in both phases. No overall self-image existed on 
this dimension. 

Omaha was anomalous in this as in so many other ways. In 
Phase I it was decidedly oriented toward operations. In Phase 
II, the Team polarized on the issue of who the Team was sup­
posed to help. The Director held the view that local LEjCJ 
agencies were not really the Team's clients; other members of 
the Team held that helping agencies solve operational problems 
was the only realistic means to achieve impact. 

The second issue dealt with the Team1s stance vis-a-vis 
local agencies: 

Should a Pilot City Team actively intervene 
in a city or serve as an available resource? 

The fundamental decision that the agent of change must make, 
explicitly or tacitly, is whether he is willing to intervene 
actively and to evoke action or whether he will try to main­
tain a low profile, believing that change is brought about 
most productively when it stems from the community's own 
initiative. 

To determine the Teams' stance on this issue, we asked 

"In regard to problem identification, 
does the Pilot Team ... 

91 



or 

accept the formulation of problems generated 
by the community, 

initiate - take the lead in assisting the 
communi ty to identify its problems?" 

The differences among Teams were great. San Jose, 
Rochester~ and the Tidewater were consistently strong believers 
in initiative from the beginning. AZbuquerque started out that 
way, then shifted dramatically to a responsive stance. Omaha 
went just as dramatically in the opposite direction, from a 
responsive to an initiatory stance; to a lesser extent, so did 
Dayton and Des Moines. OharZotte raten itself as an initiator 
on this scale, while communicating to us what seemed to be the 
classical arguments in favor of a non-interventionary strategy. 

A parallel question was put to Team members and to our­
selves about the role of the Team in decision-making: 

or 

"Is the Team's role in regard to possible 
solutions to local LE/CJ problems one of ... 

impartiaZ outside observer - the Team brings 
relevant knowledge to bear on issues but 
leaves decision-making up to the community, 

an advocate - the Team presents and defends a 
point of view in the decision-making process?" 

On this point, the consensus favored detachment at the 
outset. Only two of the eight Teams--San Jose and Rochester-­
began their Pilot Cities work on the assumption tbat they 
would play an advocate role. But during the program, four 
other Teams moved toward advocacy. Again, Omaha's Team shifted 
radically, this time from observer to advocate. Lesser shifts 
in that direction occurred in Des Moines, Dayton, and the 
Tidewater. Only Albuquerque went from clear advocacy to 
detachment in decision-making, just as it had become progres­
sively detached in regard to problem identification. OharZotte 
went from "very detached" to "totally detached," The four 
members of the Charlotte Team and the two outside raters from 
AIR unanimously rated the T.eam as "1" on the 1-5 scale from 
"impartial outside observer" to "advocate"--a testimony to the 
remarkable coherence, consistency, and the extremity of 
Charlotte's position on this dimension. 

The summary table on the following page characterizes the 
Teams on an overall passive-active conception of their role as 
change agents. 
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TABLE 7.1 
The Teams' Stances as Change Agents 

INITIAL STANCE CONTINUITY 
OVER TIME 

Problem Decision 
Team definition makIng 

San Jose very active active consistent 

Rocheste.' active active consistent 

Tidewater very active moderate consistent 

Charlotte moderate very passive consistent 

Dayton passive passive increased activism 

Des Moines passive passive increased activism 

Albuquerque very active moderate increased activism 

Omaha passive very passive increased activism 

-..,;...-, 

The third issue dealt with the Teams' internal processes: 

Should a Pilot Cities Team try to impose 
structure and dis~ipline on itseZf~ or 
try to avoid it? 

The mission of the Pilot Teams called for some scholarly 
characteristics and some operational ones. Organizationally, 
there were two models paralleling these extremes--the loosely 
structured collection of research colleagues, or the unified, 
centrally d~rected unit. We put two questions to the Teams 
and to ourselves, to summarize where they stood. The first 
asked about administrative style: 

or 

"In terms of administrative style, 
does the Team operate as ... 

individuals - within broad administrative 
guidelines, the associates pretty much run 
their own shows; 

a unit - while there are individual respon­
sibilities, the activities of the Team are 
centrally directed?" 

On this variable there was substantial discrepancy be­
tween our assessment and the Team members' self-assessments; 
and sometimes between the Program Director's assessment and 
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his or her Team members'--probably because of a natural 
tendency of subordinates to see themselves as exercising 
initiative, and of bosses to see themselves as exercising 
control. 

Our assessment was as follows. 

San Jose and the Tidewatep started with firm central 
direction during Phase I and continued that way throughout 
their histories. 

ChapZotte began with a deliberately decentralized respon­
sibility which was maintained throughout its history. Char­
'lotte epitomized a "society of fellows" approach to Pilot 
Team administration. Rochestep had a similar feeling about 
the Team, but the director was (we judge) prepared to use sub­
stantial authority if the situation called for it. 

Des Moines began Phase I with firm central direction 
which dissolved as the part-time director became distracted 
by his other tasks. In Phase II, central direction was re­
established. 

Omaha began Phase I with no clearly established lines of 
authority; ad hoc arrangements developed. In Phase II, the 
new director swung between non-authoritarian and authoritarian 
approaches. And~ as the impact measures will indicate (see 
Section IX), both arrangements were disastrous. 

Al.huquepque and Dayton each went through changes in admin­
istrative styles, tending toward decentralized direction more 
out of circumstances than as a policy choice. 

The second question dealt with the extent of formality 
in intra-office administration: 

or 

"Are communications within the Team ... 

unstpuctuped - there is a minimum of formal 
mechanisms such as staff meetings; memoranda, 
etc. ; 

structured - staff meetings, reading files, 
or other intra-office communication mech­
anisms are u,sed extensively?'! 

Self-assessments of this characteristic varied widely 
within Teams, parti.cularly on Teams that had extensive formal 
and informal communication. Very seldom was a consensus 
apparent. And yet ~rom the outsider's perspective, the dif­
ferences were substantial. Our judgments are based in large 
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part on the pragmatic test which was part of the evaluation's 
data collection: how easy was it to reconstruct the history 
of the Team through archival data at the Pilot Office? 

On this basis, San Jose, the Tidewater, Rochester, and 
Des Moines in Phase II scored high on structure. Each main­
tained excellent documentation of their activities, and gave 
evidence that systematic self-monitoring was carried out. 

AZbuquerque, Dayton, Omaha, and Des Moines in Phase I 
were variable--the materials themselves were abundant on some 
topics. But there was only spotty evidence that the Team had 
established a loop between the recording of events and the 
application of that information to dl9cision.s about where the 
Team stood and what it should do next. 

CharZotte was again in a class by itself. The Team was 
a prolific producer of research reports and had more intra­
office communications about "where is the Team headed" than 
did many other Teams; but documentation of what happened from 
week to week was very sparse. 

Overview of Team Strategies. The factors which went 
into a Team's stance toward its mission have an internal 
coherence. It "makes sense" that a Team which explicitly sees 
its mission as one of prob:t.ero-solver.:for LE/CJ agencies would 
also tend to favor an active role for itself; and also tend 
to be disposed toward central direction. Similarly, for the 
other end of the range, extreme interest in the state of the 
art and theoretical issues seem to fit better with an "avail­
able resource" role vis-a.-vis local agenc.ies, and a collegiUJ.ll 
atmosphere rather than a structured administrative one. This 
is not to say that they must go together; but that they tend 
to do so in a conceptual sense. 

Lumping together the iS8ues that have been discussed, at 
one extreme is the unit of LB/CJ system-fixers; at the other 
end, the collegium of LE/CJ I'esearchers. We have attempted to 
represent this continuum in !'igure 7.1, as a purely qualitative 
and highly summary expression of the differences we perceived 
among the Teams' approaches to their task. A second dimension 
has been included--the extent to whic~ a Team had a cohere~t, 
thought-out approach. The best example of the need for thlS 
second dimension is provided by San Jose and Charlotte. They 
were polar opposites in approach. But they both had an approach, 
which was explicit and shared by all members of the Team. 
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CHARLOTTE 

A collegium of 
LEICJ researchers 

ROCHESTER 

SAN JOSE 

TIDEWATER 

I DES MOINES 

DAYTON 

ALBUQUERQUE 

FIGURE 7.1 

OMAHA 

Inconsistent or incoherent 
, view of the team's mission 

Graphic Characterization of Team Strategies 

B. Tactics in Project Development 

A unit of LEICJ 
problem-solvers 

1 

In all, we identified and assembled data on 427 Pilot 
Team efforts that warrant the label "acti vi ty. 11 They range 
from a few days of technical assistance to the development of 
half-million dollar demonstration projects. But despite their 
disparities, they possess some common elements which can 
answer questions about the change process. 

Most of these questions have to do with project impact-­
what kinds of tactics were most successful in producing 
projects which contributed to LEAA's objectives? These will 
be discussed in the section on Findings About the Change 
Process (Section X), after the impact indicators have been 
analyzed. 
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There are, however, questions related to the key task of 
initial project development which have an importance entirely 
apart from the eventual impact of the activities. For one of 
the least predictable aspects of the Teams' mission was how 
ideas would surface and be translated into projects. Would 
the Teams have to do most of the work? Could ideas generated 
by the Teams be ,sold to local agencies? Who would be the 
Teams' natural allies in the agencies? Senior staff? Young 
Turks? To what extent could the Teams use the institutions 
as a source of initiatives? To what extent would the Teams 
have to seek out the individual with the bright idea? 

The Pilot Cities experience informs each of these questions, 
with occasionally surprising evidence. As before, we shall 
use summary, quantitative statements. Major themes are illus­
trated by examples, but the qualitative evidence is presented 
in much greater detail in the case histories. 

When all of the activities of the Pilot Teams are con­
sidered, they split nearly evenly between ones which the Pilot 
Teams themselves initiated, and ones which were initiated by 
the local agency. Of the 427 activities which we were able 
to identify, 45 percent were initiated largely or wholly by 
the Pilot Teams; 41 percent were initiated largely or wholly 
by the local agency. The initiation of the other 14 percent 
was too evenly shared to ma.ke a judgment. 

The degree of Pilot Team initiative did vary according 
to the type of activity that was involved, as shown below. 
The Terms clearly tended to take the lead in research activ­
ities more than in any other type. 

Initiated b17 ••• 

Pilot Local Total Number 
Team Agency Ev~\nly of Activities ---

Research activities Ei6% 26% 8% 167 
Workshops, seminaTs 37% 47% 16% 19 
Evaluations 

. 
37% 57% 6% 33 

Demonstrations 30% 52% 18% 148 
Planning activities 29% 42% 29% 60 

This leads to one of the first questions about the Pilot 
Team's overall approach to their own ideas versus others' 
ideas: 

Did the Pilot Teams tend to pursue the 
activities they initiated~ to the neglect 
of activities suggested by the local agencies? 

The answer appears to be no. There was no correlation between 
the degree of Team involvement in initiating an activity and 
how far it progressed into implementation (r = .09 between the 
ratings of Program initiation role and eventual stage of 
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development). This ove:rall lack of correlation held true for 
subcategories of acti vi ty as welL 

1:'- second question relates to the hypothesis that the best 
way to promote change is to work with ideas proposed by the 
clients, because those alre the ideas to whir.~h the clients will 
be most committed. 

The question is, 

Did the demonstration projeats initiated 
by the loaal ageneies enjoy more support 
from key agenay personnel than those in­
itiated by the Pilot Teams? 

The answer is surprising: key agency personnel favored their 
own ideas only very modestly; and that sljght favoritism dis­
sipated quickly.4 During the initiation phase, the key aators 
in the loaal agenaies supported projeats initiated by the 
Pilot Teams nearly as aatively as they supported their own. 

The actual correlations between degree of local agency 
initiation and support from the key agency personnel were 
never high, and they dropped as the projects progressed: 

Correlation between agency involvement in 
initiation and degree of support during ... 

... the initiation phase r = +.18 (n 

... the planning phase r = +.12 en 

... the implementation phase r = +.09 en 

= 
= 
= 

... the evaluation phase r = -.15 (n'= 

142) 
141) 
118) 

67) 

The hypothesis that Pilot Teams would enjoy more coopera­
tion on proje.cts proposed by the agencies themselves was not 
borne out by thE~ overall set of demonstration projects. It 
should be noted J. however, that the hj.stories of the individual 
projects underline how important it is that the selling job 
by the Pilot Team members be thoughtfully prepared--a theme to 
which we shall return. 

What level of support from age nay staff did the projeats 
enjoy? Overall J1 it appears to have been good. For the sample 
of 148 demonstration efforts, the support by the agency chiefs 
and staffs was rated as follows: 

4Note that only demonstration proji~cts (n = 148) are included in this and 
subsequent statistics, except when specified otherwise. 
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Highly supportive 
Positive 
Mixed or a,'cquiescent 
Negi:ltive 
Highly resistant 

Agency Agency 
Chief Staff 

en = 145) en = 134) 

66% 
22% 
12% 
o 
o 

31% 
35% 
32% 

2% 
o 

Note, however, that the support from agency staff was 
generaZly lower than support from agency chiefs~ which leads 
to questions about the sources of support for change. Law 
enforcement and judicial institutions have popularly been 
characterized as change-resistant, particularly in terms of 
their senior staff. So it is of interest to ask: 

Were the Pilot Teams' resources being 
sought out beoause of institutional~ 
upper-echeZon interests; or by younger 
personnel at the lower leveZs? 

The evidence from the Pilot Cities Program suggests that the 
institutions and the supervisors were seeking out the Pilot 
.:f.1eams. The staffs and the individual with the bright idea 
played a lesser roZe. The figures on this topic are as 
follow. 

Of the 170 activities which were initiated predominantly 
or wholly by the local agency, we judged that two-thirds of 
them were also predominantZy or wholZy the product of institu­
tional procedures. That is, they emerged from the day-to-day 
operations sponsored by the institution, and we could not 
identify an individual as its progenitor. 

The same conclusion holds true for the subsample of 148 
demonstration projects as well. For the 76 which were initi­
ated predominantly or wholly by the local agency, not by the 
Pilot Team, the breakdown of our rating was: 

An individual's idea, no institutional stimulus 22% 
An individual's idea in response to a general 

institutional request 8% 
An individual's idea in response to a specific 

institutional request 15% 
Predominantly a product of institutionalized 

procedures 42% 
Entirely a product of institutionalize~ 

procedures 13% 

A similar pattern characterized sponsorship by senior and 
junior staff. Over the whole sample, 82 percent of the activ­
ities brought to the PiZot Team by the agencies were predomi­
nan-tly- or wholZy a product- of supervisory initiative. For the 
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subsample of 76 agency-initiated demonstration projects, the 
breakdown was as follows: 5 

Entirely a product of staff initiatives 3% 
Predominantly a product of staff initiatives 8% 
Evenly a product of staff and supervisory initiatives 10% 
Predominantly a product of supervisory initiatives 50% 
Entirely a product of supervisory initiatives 30% 

The figures on both of the variables just described are 
probably distorted by the tendency for contributions of the 
individual and of the junior staff to get lost when project 
history is reconstructed. 6 But the figures are so lopsided 
that one can assume a substantial error and still be left with 
the conclusion that LE/CJ initiatives to the Teams were being 
developed by "the system." 

The statistics just presented reduce to a statement that 
some widely used hypotheses about who should initiate projects 
and who would support them were not substantiated by the over­
all Pilot Cities experience. 

What did account for the successes and failures in the 
initiation phase were personal relationships between the Team 
members and local agency staff. This is not a surprising 
finding, but it bears emphasis. Because in all the documen­
tation of LEAA/NILECJ guidance to the Pilot Teams, we find 
very few references to the importance of interpersonal rela­
tionships. 

One general finding of interest is that development of 
close working rapport was necessary, but long-standing 
acquaintance was not. Several routes seemed to work equally 
well. 

A history of previous acquaintance hlas of course one use­
fu~ too~. We encountered examples of ideas surfacing in 
conversations between local agency personnel and old friends 
now working for the Pilot Team, and of Pilot Associates who 
had immediate entree to an agency, because they had previously 
worked there. This type of advantage seemed most important 
for developing relationships with the police. 

But successfu~ initiation of project ideas hlas as fre­
quent~y the product of nehl hlorking re~ationships as old. 
Sometimes these were developed systematically. The Tidewater, 
for example, retained locally well-connected members of the 
LE/CJ establishment to introduce the Team to key personnel in 

5Total is more than 100 percent because of rounding. 

60n the other hand, the histories of the projects on. which these ratings 
were based were obtained from Pilot Team members and lower echelon persons, 
who would seldom have reason to exaggerate the role of the senior persons. 
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the system. But whether through formal or informal mechanisms, 
outsiders could get acquainted. The original San Jose Team 
was comprised entirely of new arrivals and ended as a thoroughly 
accepted part of the San Jose/Santa Clara County system. 

In all, the reasons that some Associates developed produc­
tive working relationships and others did not appear to have 
been simple and rational. If the Associate had a good track 
record, he could get an attentive hearing. But IItrack record" 
should not be narrowly construed to mean success in bringing 
in funds (though that was important). Two other crucial ele­
ments were, ~hether the Pilot Associate ~as perceived as being 
supportive; and ~hether the pilot Associate ~as perceived as 
being competent. Both are very simple reasons for good rela­
tionships; both were lacking in too many instances. 

"Being supportive," the first characteristic, meant 
primarily respect for the agency official as a professional 
and appreciation of the constraints he works under. As out­
siders, Pilot personnel usually had to bear the burden of proof 
of their read~ness to help local agencies (and their staffs) 
rather than use them. The billing that preceded the Teams-­
"experts in law enforcement and criminal justicett--tended to 
make agency offic~als watch very closely for signs of con­
descension from Pilot personnel. When they perceived it, they 
generally refused to cooperate with the Team. And it should 
be added that the Pilot Associates who did look upon the local 
staffs as being ignorant or incompetent seldom succeeded in 
hiding their opinions. Pilot Associates ~ho thought they ~ere 
being manipulative of local officials ~ere almost never doing 
it successfully. The prerequisite for being perceived as 
supportive was to be supportive in fact. 

The second characteristic, being perceived as competent, 
was particularly crucial when new ideas were being proposed. 
An Associate who was an ex-policeman or an ex-attorney with 
no other special qualifications could gain acceptance of pro­
ject ideas if they were familiar ones. But if the project was 
a departure from ordinary practice, agency officials were very 
likely to be skeptical. Local agency personnel did not accept 
the Pilot Associates as "experts" just because they ~ere sup­
posed to be. Credentials and subsequent performance were im­
portant. Associates who were former tlinsiderstl in line LE/CJ 
agencies, but no more than that, had the advantage of being 
accepted as colleagues; but equally the disadvantages of being 
accepted as colleagues only, not as resources which could con­
tribute other expertise. To be accepted as an expert, it was 
generally helpful to be one. 

We found occasional examples of projects that actually 
were initiated by the route that had been envisioned at the 
start of the Program--that is, through a sequence of research 
to identify problems, then presentation of research results to 
the agency, and subsequent agreement to use the research as 
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the basis for a demonstration project. But these instances 
occurred predominantly in San Jose and the Tidewater, which 
were having success on several levels. It is not clear whether 
the key factor in the. acceptance of these projects was the 
baseline data and statistical analysis, or the general aura of 
reliability that the Teams were developing, or both. Certain­
ly the ove~all ~eco~d does not indicate that stpict adhepence 
to the ppesc~ibed PiZot Oities p~ocess was significantly help­
ful in itseLf. Other 'reams, such as Des Moines and Omaha~ 
were much truer to the letter of the Pilot process than San 
Jose or the Tidewater, and had very little to show for their 
efforts. 

One strategy which we can neither recommend nor reject is 
propinquinty of the Pilot Team and key agencies. In two cases, 
Teams were located in the same building with the RPU and in 
one of those cases with other LE/CJ agencies as well. One 
Team was a prominent success in cooperating with local agencies; 
the other as prominent a failure. 

Failures. Failures in the initiation phase occurred 
for a variety of reasons. No dominant pattern emerged. 

In gene~aZ., piZot Team membe~s ~epopted that faiZurea in 
the initiation phase we~? caused by bupeaucratic and poZiticaZ 
obstacles., pather than by substantive defects in the ppoject 
idea. Often, these accounts appeared to be entirely accurate, 
as ideas were aborted through circumstances beyond the Pilot 
City Team's control. Frequent examples were encountered of 
jurisdictional disputes between agencies, or infighting be­
tween Ilprogressives" and Ilconservatives" which stymied progress. 
On other occasions, disputes over who would provide the local 
matching funds were behind the refusal to pursue an idea. 

But another pattern was also evident, particularly among 
the weaker Teams. In discussing an aborted project idea, a 
substantive problem would be mentioned--the project would be 
redundant with other services, or would not be affordable 
after the grant was finished, for example. But, Team members 
would add, this was not the real reason why the project never 
got off the ground. Local politics were to blame. 

We are not prepared to estimate proportions and means on 
these points--the reality behind the Pilot Teams' failures was 
often extremely complex. But it is our judgment that a numbe~ 
of faiZupes in initiating ppojects can be traced to fauZty 
PiZ,ot Team caZ,cuZations about their feasibiZ,ity. In inter­
views with local agency officials, SUbstantive issues that had 
been downplayed by the Team respondents seemed to us to be 
both salient and a major factor in th~- agency's behavior. 
Often, personnel who had been portrayed as villains by the 
Team were able to give us alternative accounts which were at 
least as plausible as the Team's account of their relationship. 
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The important point is not who was telling the version 
closer to the truth, but that an "us versus them" attitude was 
taken by some Teams 3 for whatever JI'easons. When the adversary 
relationship really did exist, we 'Would argue that the Teaints 
usefulness was at an end; the Pilot Team had no means for 
achieving impact without the cooperation of local agencies. 
And even when the adversary reZationship 8eemed to exist onZy 
in the minds of the Team members 3 very crippZing effects on 
the Team's effectiveness were apparent. 

These kinds of problems between advisors and officials in 
line agencies are not new 1 nor are they peculiar to LE/CJ. 
They are so common, in fact, that there is good reason to doubt 
whether describing the problems is of much use. One of the 
Pilot Cities provides a classic illustration of this. 

The problem was to secure the cooperation of more than 20 
separate agencies, cutting across LE/CJ jurisdictions and 
city/county jurisdictions, for the design and implementation 
of an extremely ambitious information system. Securing agree­
ment would involve mammoth problems of diplomacy and tact, 
time and patience. But the behavior of the Pilot Team direc­
tor showed no awareness of the nature of the task. The chiefs 
of all of those agencies, most of whom had heard nothing about 
the project, were called together by the Pilot director for a 
breakfast at the best hotel in town, and were given a briefing 
on the project, complete with flip-charts and slides. The 
resulting acquiescence was called consensus of support. 

As it turned out, the project was one of Pilot Cities' 
most expensive failures--in terms of money wasted and its 
impact on the Team's subsequent history. A main reason for 
this failure was lack of inter-agency support. But the point 
is that the Pilot Associate in charge was not making a subtle 
mistake that should require special training to identify. The 
mistake was major and obvious. And this seemed to be the 
pattern for the bulk of the stories of misunderstanding, 
injured pride and violations of bureaucratic etiquette which 
we encountered, and which hampered Pilot Team effectiveness. 
The errors were usually obvious ones. 

It is questionable whether findings about "how to be a 
change agent" are the way to avoid these problems. One 
alternative is to hire people who are by nature sensitive to 
the issues. This seems to have been the solution used by the 
most successful Teams. It is probably a more effective solu­
tion than trying to teach a set of rules for being a change 
agent; and it is certainly a less complicated one. 7 

7See also pp. 169-172 on this subject as it relates to the impact measures. 
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C. The Regional Offices and Process 

The relationship between the Regional Office and the Pilot 
Team was a major process factor in Albuquerque, Dayton, Des 
MOines, and Omaha; much less so in Charlotte, Rochester, San 
Jose, and the Tidewater. 

There is a problem of confounding in trying to draw con­
clusions on this topic. That is, Regional Offices intervened 
most frequently and in the most authoritarian style in the 
cities which already had the most problems. It is clear that 
sometimes the Regional Office was intervening to solve problems 
which already existed. It is also clear that sometimes the 
Regional Office created problems through its intervention. 
And explaining which is which would require a level of detail 
that is more appropriate to the case histories than to this 
report. Here, these summary observations are appropriate. 

DecentraLization came at a bad time for the PiLot Cities. 
When decentralization occurred in late fall of 1971, four of 
the Pilot Teams had been in operation for periods of roughly a 
year to a year-and-a-half; three others had just been awarded 
their grants; and Rochester was still in the application pro­
cess. Decentralization gave responsibility for the Pilot 
Teams to a new office, and one that was eager to prove that 
decentralization would work. Insofar as the success or faiLure 
of the PiLot Team was seen as a reflection on the newly created 
RegionaZ Office~ there consequentZy were temptations to try 
to take controL of the pilot Team~ and to make it be a success. 
Some of the Pilot Teams were subjected to an overly solicitous 
first-time parent, and were given very little flexibility in 
policy matters. 

The proper relationship between a RegionaL Office and a 
piLot Team was never clearly defined by LEAA. In Section IV 
of this report, it was noted that a document entitled IIGuide 
for the Establishment and Management of LEAA Pilot Cities" 
was distributed to the Regional Offices, but without the LEAA 
imprimatur. Official or not, it did not explicitly try to 
delimit the role of the Regional Office in the Pilot Cities 
Program nor, to our knowledge, does there exist any explicit 
statement on this subject. The "Guide" does contain some 
statements of desirable things for the Regional Administrator 
to do, but it points out that "these guidelines should be 
construed as having maximum flexibility, with conside~able 
discretion being left to the Regional Administrator." In 
retrospect, it appea~~ that the most needed statement was one 
which specified what d RegionaL Office was not supposed to do 
for a Pilot Team. As matters stood, LEAA/Washington was ask­
ing for a program of eight loosely-structured, relatively 
independent Teams, without ever acknowledging to the Regional 
Administrators that such independence also meant that their 
success or failure would be mostly the Team1s responsibility, 
not the Regional Office's. 
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The EegionaZ Offiaes~ like the Teams~ began with no aZear­
aut guidanae on priorities for the piZot Cities Program. The 
confusion about objectives discussed in Section III was some­
times as much a problem for the Regional Offices as it was for 
the Teams. A main source of the tension between Dayton and 
the Chicago Regional Office, Albuquerque and the Dallas Regional 
Office, and Des Moines and Omaha and the Kansas City Regional 
Office were conflicting notions of Pilot Team priorities. In 
all of these cases, it was the Regional Office which emphasized 
the view that Pilot City Teams were to be innovators. Even 
after the Quail's Roost meeting (see Appendix A), which rati­
fied a less demand:i.ng version of the Pilot Team mandate, these 
Regional Offices continued to take a tough line on the "innova­
tive" qualities of demonstration proposals. 

Some Regional Offiaes had seasonaZ ahanges in priorities. 
Regional Offices tended to become unhappy when it appeared 
that the discretionary Pilot 110" funds would not pe obligated 
by 30 June. For some of the cities, theu, there was a 
noticeable oscillation of behavior by the Region from season 
to season. In the fall and winter, proposals would be sent 
back for revision, sometimes through several iterations, until 
the wording was exactly the way the Region wanted it. Then 
toward May and June, proposals would be thrown together in a 
few days and rushed through the system. This was not true of 
all Regions or for any Region all of the time. But it 
happened frequently in some. The disruptions it caused (or 
exacerbated) in some Teams were severe. In more than one 
instance, a project proposal which had strong local agency 
backing would be rejected by the Region, resulting in serious 
credibility problems for the Team; then, a few months lat~r, 
the Team would be trying to sell a project, any project, to 
that same agency in order to meet Region requests for proposals. 
This kind of inaident always injured the aredibility of the 
Team; oaaasionaZZy~ it was the major faator in loss of aooper­
ation from ZoaaZ agenaies. This was made worse by the Team's 
role as spokesman for the Regional Office--when proposals were 
rejected, for example, it often appeared to the community as 
if the Team itself were responsible. 

The preceding discussion has emphasized the negative 
results of Regional intervention in Pilot Team activities. 
There were exceptions. The Tidewater Team in particular en­
joyed a highly supportive relationship with the Philadelphia 
Regional Office. Charlotte, Rochester, and San Jose maintained 
productive relationships. But it is doubtful whether these 
relationships were critical factors aausing a Team's success; 
rather, they supported the initiatives taken by the Team. And 
when a Team was not doing well, it appears that Regional Office 
intervention more often hurt than helped. 
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VIII. ACCOMPLISHMENTS: Intermediate Outcomes 
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VARIABLES 
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mediated by 

PROGRAM 
IMPACT 

This section discusses what have been called "intermediate 
outcomes" in the impact model: accomplishments of the Teams 
in carrying out the demonstration projects, Pilot research, 
and technical assistance that were supposed to be Pilot Teams' 
stock-in-trade. The discussion in this section focuses on 
what the Teams did; in the next section we will turn to the 
impact of these activities. 

A. Demonstration Projects 

Each Pilot City was to have access to $500,000 in Pilot 
'D" money annually for the five-year life of the Program. 
This mqney was to be used for "demonstration pro;ects. 1I The 
demonstration projects were to be innovative, instructive, and 
applicable elsewhere. They could be applied to any segment of 
the LE/CJ system. The only common feature was that they were 
to have some immediate operational application. 

In all, data were collected in 151 demonstration projects 
with which the Pilot Teams had some connection. They may be 
categorized as follow. 

Funded Pilot "a" grants 84 
Funded grants from other sources 19 
Unfunded or pending Pilot "O" applications 14 
Unfunded or pending other Pilot applications 34 

For purposes of the analysis, we shall focus on the funded 
projects. Included in this subsample are all Pilot 110" grants; 
and fourteen of the nineteen grants funded from other sources. 
We have excluded five of the nineteen in which the Pilot Team's 
role was peripheral. 

1. Functiona~ Descriptions. In all, then, the sample of 
Pilot Cities demonstration projects to be discussed has 98 cases. 
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An abstract of each is included in Appendix B. The projects 
may be described under four functional areas~ 

Po~icing Functions. Fifteen projects were devoted to 
c!'ime p!'evention and apprehension strategies. Crime types 
treated under these projects were narcotics (3), general 
burglary (5), commercial burglary (1), rape (1), and crimes 
(e.g., assaults) stemming from family and personal crisis (3). 
The other two projects were g~neralized anti-crime programs, 
using team policing in one case, and a crime analysis team in 
another. 

Five projects dealt with po~ice technics. Two provided 
computer-based fingerprinting systems; two led to improved 
criminalistics (laboratory) resources and another implemented 
an integrated county-wide police records system. 

Eleven projects addressed problems of definition of poZice 
roZes. Two involved varieties of sensitivity training and 
psychological screening. Four others promoted citizen involve­
ment in police activities--in one case by creating joint 
police and citizen patrols. Two were efforts to increase 
minority representation on the police force. Two tried to 
develop more effective ways of using police to reduce juvenile 
delinquency. 

Five projects were broadly-conceived efforts to uP9!'ade 
!'esea!'ch~ pZanning~ and evatua~ion capacity of the police. 
Three established planning offices with professional staff; 
a fourth used a task force to reorganize the police department 
according to the national Police Standards and Goals state­
ments; and the fifth combined a computer-based data system 
with professional analysts, in an effort to close the loop 
between evaluative data and planning. 

The funding associated with these four types of police 
projects is shown below: 

Crime prevention and 
apprehension 
strategies 

Police technics 
Redefinition and re­

orientation of 
police roles 

Development of RPE 
capacity 

No. of 
projects 

108 

15 
5 

11 

5 

36 

Initial 
funding 
(ODD's) 

2738 
736 

1524 

631 

5629 

Median 
funding 
(ODD's) 

132 
82 

140 

137 

(129) 



Oourts Functions. Eight projects were concerned with 
administration and pZanning for the courts. Three consisted 
of computer information and management systems and a fourth 
was a project to improve a non-computerized record-keeping 
system. Two provided assistance to prosecutors offices; one 
for charge analysis and administration;~he other in the form 
of a lay administrator/analyst. The other two were planning 
projects; one to overhaul a large County Attorney's office, 
and the other to formulate goals and standards for the opera­
tion of a county court system. 

Eleven projects sought improvements in pre-trial and post­
sentence disposition of offenders. Five of these were focused 
on diagnosing juvenile offenders and diverting them from the 
traditional court process. The other six provided similar 
services for routing adult offenders. 

Four projects were concerned with improving the actual 
adjudication of cases. Two dealt with legal services for 
indigents; one provided specially trained personnel for 
prosecution of property crime offenses; and the fourth 
developed a model clinical internship program for both prose­
cutor and defender offices. 

The funding associated with these three types of court 
projects is shown below. 

Administration and planning 
Disposition of offenders 
Adjudication of cases 

No. of Initial Median 
projects funding funding 

(OOO's) (OOO's) 

8 
11 

4 
23 

1232 
3047 

310 
4589 

110 
219 

79 
(144) 

Corrections Functions. Ten projects dealt with 
approaches to probation. Six were for juveniles, four f6r 
adults. Most of ~hem used an accepted counseling or monitoring 
system ~or p~oba~1on. One of them (for adults) also incorpor­
ated a restltutl0n" approach, with face-to-face l\leetings be-
tween the offender and the victim. . 

Ei~ht proj~c~s prov~ded variations on the community-based 
correct~ons facl11ty. SlX were for juveniles. Two were types 
~f half-way houses. Another placed selected status offenders 
1.n surrogate homes. The other three were "Youth Service" 
Bureaus" ~hich provided a broad range of services in youth 
homes deslgned to substitute for traditional institutional 
confinement. 
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· The two projects for adult offenders provided a half-way 
house in one case and a facility for mentally retarded offenders 
in the other. 

Five projects attempted to provide imp~ovements in inca~­
ce~ation facilities. Three provided professional diagnostic 
and treatment services in jails; another "provided a computer 
model for the management of the jail population; the other 
assisted a state training school to renovate its program. The 
funding for these projects was as follows: 

No. of Initial Median 
projects funding funding 

(OOO's) (0001 8) 

Probation 10 1355 114 
Community-based correc-

tions 8 1556 225 
Improvements in incar-

ceration facilities 5 557 85 

23 3468 (121) 

Othe~ Functional Areas. A number of projects involved 
more than one sector of the LEjCJ system, or addressed problems 
which relate to LEjCJ functions without falling clearly into 
one area. These have been divided into three groups. 

Seven projects dealt with drug abuse, alcoholism, and 
status offenses. These projects of crime-related social ser­
vices included four drug prevention and rehabilitation programs 
(one exclusively for juveniles), two were program$ to divert 
inebriates into non-penal rehabilitation centers; and one pro­
vided a center for runaway youth. 

Seven projects sought to develop improved system-wide 
research~ planning and evaluation capability. Three of these 
consisted of computerized information systems which serviced 
all segments of the LEjCJ community (and in one case, all city 
and county agencies). Another provided ~n interdisciplinary 
training center for LEjCJ agencies. Another established a 
commission to examine system-wide programs for coping with 
delinquency. A sixth developed a model for obtaining, imple­
menting, monitoring, and evaluating federally funded LEjCJ 
programs. And the seventh of these projects provided a tech­
nical systems analysis of a county's LEjCJ system. 

Two projects fall under miscellaneous. One created 
filmed documentaries on criminal justice issues for use by 
community groups. The other established a lJvictimization 
center," to aid victims of crimes and to encourage the report­
ing of crimes. 
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No. of Initial Median 
projects funding funding 

(OOO's) (OOO's) 

Crime-related social 
services 7 2287 339 

Improved system-wide 
RPE capability 7 1587 215 

Miscellaneous 2 252 126 

16 4126 (223) 

2. SummaFY OhaFacteFistics of the DemonstFation PFojects. 
A few summary statistics may help to convey the overall char­
acter of the Pilot demonstration effort. 

The initial funding of the '98 projects, from both Federal 
and local sources, was $17,812,000. This total gives an aver­
age of $605,508 per city per operating year of the program. 1 

Of this sum, $13,164,000 came from LEAA, either through 
Pilot "0" funds" State Block Grants I or the general discretion­
ary fund. This is 74 percent of the total. 

Almost one out of four (24 out of 98) of the projects had 
received additional .continuation funding totalling $8,213,000 
by the end of 1974. ,Of this amount, the Federal share was 
$5,879,000, or 72 percent. 

Thus the total resources that can be attributed directly 
to the exi'stence of the Pilot Teams is $26,025,000; or $884,702 
per city per year.2 

In terms of their allocation by function, the initial 
monies were distributed as illustrated in Figure 8.1 on the 
:following page. 

~e include soft match in this total. 

2If onZy projects using Pilot "0" funds are counted, the totals are: 

. ~ 
1 

initial 
continuations 

Total 

N 

84 
18 

Federal 

10,975,000 
3,846,000 

14,821,000 

III 

Local Total 

4,152,000 15,127,000 
1,686,000 5,532,000 

5,838,000 20,659,000 
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Police 
-'($5.6 million) 

Courts 
($4.6 million) 

FIGURE 8.1 

System-wide RPE 
Capability 
($1.6 million) 

Miscellaneous 
($.3 million) 

lni tial Funding of Pilot Demonstration Proj ects by Function 

The police got the largest share; but the overall distri­
bution of funds was balanced. 

A maj ori ty of the proj ects (55) went to county·.-le'Vel 
agencies. Forty were conducted for city agencies, ~nd three 
went to agencies which fell into neither category. 

The average Pilot demonstration project was a modest one. 
in terms of dollar resources. Initial funding a'Veraged $182,000. 
Almost one-third (31.6 percent) wer~ below $100,000. Since the 
average funding period was 15.3 months, the monthly operating 
budget of a typical project was on the order of $12,000. The 
magnitude of the average funding input should be remembered 
when considering the nature of the projects and, in the next 
section, their impact. 

The distributions of initial grant size for LEAA and 
local match are shown in Figure 8.2 on the following page. 
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FIGURE B.2 
Distribution of Funding Between Federal and Local Sources 

3. Immediate ResuZts of the Demonst~ation P~ojects. 
At the time of this evaluation, seventy-seven of the projects 
were far enough into the implementation phase to permit an 
assessment of the their immediate success or failure. That is, 
did the project as it was actually implemented do what it was 
supposed to do--hire the staff, buy the equipment, build the 
facility, process the cli~nts, and produce the products? 

A comparison of the grant applications with reports from 
Pilot Team members, reports from local agency personnel, and 
available documentary evidence indicates that many Pilot dem­
onstrations had serious deficiencies in impZementation. While 
18 percent of the demonstrations met or exceeded their targets) 
and 42 percent were largely successful, 40 percent must be 
judged as unsuccessful, among the 77 for which judgments can 
be made. 

The distribution was as follows: 
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The project surpassed its intentions 
All of the intentions were achieved 
Most of the intentions were achiev~d 
A few of the intentions were achie~ed 
The project was a total failure 

Insufficient information, or too soon 

Number of 
projects 

7 
7 

32 
28 

3 

( 9%) 
( 9%) 
(42%) 
(36%) 
( 4%) 

to judge 21 

Funds were not concentrated on the winners; neither were 
they disproportionately thrown away on the losers. The per­
centages of funds matched the percentages of projects almost 
exactly: 

% of % of LEAA % of local 
pro- funding spent match spent on 
jects on those J2rojects those J2rojects 

The project surpassed 
its intentions 9 8 9 

All of the intentions 
were achieved 9 6 9 

Most of the intentions 
were achieved 42 45 52 

A few of the intentions 
were achieved 36 36 25 

The project was a 
total failure 4 4 6 

It is an unfortunate truth that there is no accepted 
standard against which the Pilot Cities "batting average" can 
be compared. In absolute terms, a 40 percent failure rate 
seems high; but what are the comparable figures for other pro­
grams? In a study conducted for HEW, more than 1000 programs 
for the education of the disadvantaged were carefully examined; 
of this number,41 met objective criteria of excellence. In a 
companion study, 25 of 100 programs were judged as unsuccessful. 
These data are not directly comparable to the Pilot Cities 
demonstrations, but they do suggest tha:t unsuccessful projects 
are not rare events. In the absence of national evaluations 
of truly comparable projects, interpretation must be equivocal; 
our tentative conclusion is that the batting average is 
respectable but not outstanding. Several additional observa­
tions seem warranted. 

First, the Pilot Teams were seldom directly involved in 
project implementation, this responsibility typically (and 
appropriately) being fulfilled by the local agencies. Yet, 
while the Teams therefore had quite limited responsibility, it 
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must also be noted that no greater success resulted when the 
Teams were more heavily involved. The correlation between 
degree of involvement in implementation and achievement of 
in~ended goals was effectively zero (.09). 

Second, the Teams did t~ypically participate in the plan­
niilg of demonstration proj ects often taking the dominate role 
at this stage. But again, degree of involvement in planning 
was not related to the success of the implementation (r=-.Ol). 

But in reading these comments about achievement of project 
intention, it should be noted that "achievement of intention lt 

is a variable which rewards simple successes over complex 
partial successes. This has two implications. First, insofar 
as the Pilot Teams were explicitly mandated to push their sites 
beyond the efforts which they were accustomed to making, Teams 
were supposed to be concentrating on the complex, the untried, 
and, consequently, the risky. Logically, one would predict 
that Pilot Cities projects would have a higher failure rate 
than the average project, in terms of achieving all immediate 
intentions (even though we do not know that in fact it was 
higher than the average). Second, while "achievement" of 
immediate intentions" is a worthwhile measure of immediate 
success, it is not one which measures impact. The rneasures of 
Pilot Team impact are improvements in local agency operation, 
contributions to the LE/CJ state of the art, and applicability 
for other cities. These factors are discussed in Section IX. 

So we are left with this conclusion about the demonstra­
tion proj ects and achievement of immediat"e project intentions. 
To the extent that LEAA may have hoped that its grants to 
projects planned by Pilot Teams would be implemented in just 
the way that the applications said they would be implemented, 
its expectations were disappointed. Pilot Teams did not prove 
themselves to be a way of ensuring efficient administration of 
LEAA grants. Neither was this one of their major purposes. 

4. Differences Among the Cities. In unweighted "level 
of activity," the eight cities, listed in rank order, had these 
numbers of projects: 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

San Jose 
Dayton 
Tidewater 
Albuque.rque 
Des Moines 
Rochester 
Omaha 
Charlotte 
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In unweighted initial project funding, the Teams fell into 
a similar order: 3 

(Figures in mil'lions) 

Total Federal Match 

1 San Jose 5.5 3.7 1.8 
2 Dayton 3.3 2.5 .8 
3 Tidewater 2.9 2.2 .7 
4 Rochester 1.8 1.4 .4 
5 Albuquerque 1.4 1.0 .4 
6 Omaha ·1.1 .9 .2 
7 Des Moines 1.0 .8 .2 
8 Charlotte .8 .6 .2 

But because the Teams were operational for.different periods 
of time, these orderings do not necessarily reflect compara­
tive levels of activity. For comparing the Teams, we have 
extrapolated the raw figures to ones which reflect the same 
level over a full five-year program. 

This procedure yields the following orders of the Teams 
on number of projects and total funding, which are shown in 
figures 8.3 and 8.4. 

No. of demonstration proj'ects 

FIGURE 8.3 
Projected Number of Demonstration Projects Per City 

3 
Unless stated otherwise, the statistics throughout the rest of the report 

include only initial funding, not continuations. 
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SAN JOSE 

\ 
1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 

"Millions of dollars 

FIGURE 8.4 
Projected Total Funding of Demonstration Projects Per City 

Achievement of Immediate Intention. Differences among 
the Teams in mean level of "achievement of intention" for their 
demonstration projects are represented by assigning scale 
values running from 0 (lltotal failure ll ) through 4 ("surpassed 
intentions"). The means for the cities were as follow: 

Rank Mean 

1 Tidewater 2.2 (11 projects rated) 
2.5 San Jose 2.0 (17 projects rated) 
2.5 Charlotte 2.0 ( 4 projects rated) 

4 Albuquerque 1.9 (13 projects rated) 
5 Rochester 1.8 ( 4 projects rated) 
6 Dayton 1.7 (17 projects rated) 

'7 Des Moines 1.5 ( 8 projects rated) 
8 Omaha 1.0 ( 3 projects rated) 

The differences in means taken as a set are Dot statistically 
significant (F = .61). 

B. Pilot Research 

Pilot Teams were supposed to conduct basic research into 
the nature of the LE/CJ problems in their cities, so that their 
efforts could be directed toward priority problems, and so that 
they could d8velop a strategy based on. system-wide considera­
tions. They/were also to conduct research that would enable 
them to mon~~or and redirect their efforts. Or to put it 
another way;, the Pilot Teams were supposed to carry out for 
themselves1the same kind of systematic research/planning/ 
evaluation activities that they were to encourage in the LE/CJ 
agencies. 
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The line between "Pilot research" and "technical assistance" 
is a thin one, particularly since much of the technical assis­
tance that the Teams provided was in the form of research sup­
port. We have classified as Pilot research those projects which 
were done predominantZy or soZeZy on the Team's initiative, 
rather than in response to requests from local agencies. 

" 
Data were assembled on 130 completed or nearly completed 

research activities of this type. Forty of them were the 
baseZine data surveys that were supposed to be the first task 
of each Team after it became operational. Thirty-three could 
be labeled as descriptive research--monographs (or sometimes 
volumes) which compiled data and presented it, without much' 
analysis. Forty-one of them could be called anaZytic research-­
papers which in one way or another presented the inferences 
drawn from a set of data. Seven pZanning studies and nine 
evaZuations are included--many other activities of, these types 
were undertaken in collaboration with local agencies and will 
be considered under the section on technical assistance. 

1. FunctionaZ Descriptions. A summary of the Pilot research 
categorized by LE/CJ function is presented below. 

PoZicing Functions. Fourteen research efforts were 
devoted to baseZine data collection about crime. Six of the 
eight cities are represented in this group. San Jose con­
ducted separate studies of burglary, robbery, and crime and 
victimization in general. Rochester and Omaha had separate 
studies of law enforcement in general, and crime trends in 
particular. Dayton published studies of victimization, crime 
prevention programs and juvenile crime. Charlotte and Des 
Moines each published a single volume of baseline data for 
law enforcement, suppplemented in Charlotte by special 
materials on juvenile offenses. 

Nine other police-related studies were mainly descriptive 
(e.g., a catalog of projects to reduce crime, and a description 
of local methods of marketing stolen goods). 

Five Pilot-initiated research efforts could be labeled 
predominantly anaZytic--a study of deterrence which reformula­
ted the "Chambliss Typology" of deterrence, and one on travel 
patterns of criminals, for example. 

Two evaZuations were conducted of police management and 
some delinquency prevention programs, and one pZanning study 
for deploying police manpower more effectively. 

Courts Functions. Five cities prepared base!ine data 
on the local court system. One of them (Omaha) published 
separate volumes on the municipal, county, and juvenile courts. 
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Seven additional descpiptive studies of local courts 
issues were conducted, on topics such as the processing of 
felony defendants, counsel for indigent defendants, and pre­
trial release practices. 

Two analytic studies were conducted on pre-trial disposi~ 
tion of offenders. A concept paper was also prepared by one 
Team, part descriptive, part analytic, on the utility of a 
statistical reporting system for analyzing criminal cases. 

Three evaluations were prepared, on two pre-trial release 
programs and a juvenile diversion program. 

Goppections Functions. Four baseline data studies of 
the correctional system were completed, in Dayton, Des Moines, 
Omaha, and Rochester. Two primarily descpiptive studies were 
distributed on release of sentenced prisoners. 

Thirteen other analytic studies~ one evaluation and two 
planning studies dealing with correctional issues were under­
taken. predominantly on the Teams' own initiatives--a more 
extensiv~ analytic effort than was given to police o~ courts 
matterB. Seven of them dealt with probation--for example, a 
cost/benefit analysis of vocational training for probationers, 
and a study of counseling for juvenile probationers. Two dealt 
with the effects of community-based corrections. Seven dealt 
with issues involving traditional incarceration institutions: 
on commitment procedures, on management of a jail population, 
on adaptation from the inmate's point of view, and on released 
prisoners. 

Gpime-Related Social Sepvices. Three predominantly 
descpiptive studies were produced: one on availability of 
youth services and two on drug traffic. 

Four analytic studies were conducted: two on public intox­
icants and their relationship to the criminal justice system, 
and two on drug abuse. One evaLuation was conducted, dealing 
with a drug abuse/alcoholism treatment program. 

System-Wide Reseapch~ Planning~ and Evaluation. Thir­
teen baseline data studies on inter-functional topics were con­
ducted. Four were about general demographic profiles of Pilot 
Cities. The others were varied: descriptions of a juvenile 
justice system, felony statistics from arrest through adjudica­
tion, the 'overall criminal justice system configuration in one 
city/county, systems support for the criminal justice co~nunity, 
and a presentation combining environmental and crime indicators, 
as examples. 

4Noie that in terms of function, we have assigned probation to corrections, 
rather than to the courts. 
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Nine other predominantlydesariptive studies were not 
called "baseline data," but served much the same purpose. They 
were: two studies of local criminal justice appropriations, a 
study of local grants during the first five years of the Safe 
Streets Act, a simulation of the criminal justice system in 
one city/county, a study of community cpndition indicators, a 
study of information exchange within the LE/CJ system, 'a~~,~tudy 
of LE/CJ career ladders, and a survey of local prevent~i6n-~,nd 
rehabilitation programs for the Black community. iL,,~;;)) II 

Four studies were explicitly planning efforts, undertaken 
on the Pilot Team's initiative: one for manpower and budget 
planning, one for an information retrieval system, one for 
planning-by-objectives, and one for overall projection of sys­
tem needs in the coming years. 

Twelve other inter-functional studies were predominantly 
analytia. Again, they covered such a variety of topics that a 
sampling is necessary. The topics included application of 
computer modeling techniques to juvenile justice systems, 
juvenile recidivism, the state of delinquency theory, an evalu­
ation plan for criminal justice programming, profile of the mis­
demeanant, a study of an RPU, case histories of five criminal 
careers, and relationships of social structure and offenders' 
residences. 

MisaeZlaneous. We could find no other label for a 
paper on the construction of Likert-type attitude scales, and 
a study of possible dangers in the use of LEAA funds. 

2. Immediate Results of the Pi lot Researah Aativities. 
One hundred fifteen of the Pilot research activities were suf­
ficiently completed to ask, 

Did the activity achieve its original intention? 
, 

For Pilot research activities this was tantamount to asking in 
most cases whether the research answered the research questions 
behind the activity. And not surprisingly, the rate of "achieve­
ment of intention" for the Pilot research activities was much 
higher than the rate for demonstration projects. The breakdown 
was: 

The activity surpassed its intention 
All of the intentions wer.e achieved 
Most of the intentions were achieved 
A few of the intentions were achieved 
The activity was a total failure 

Insufficient information, or too soon 
to judge 
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Number of 
Projects 

3 
29 
72 
11 
o 

15 

( 3%) 
(25%) 
(63%) 
(10%) 
( 0%) 
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The high rate of "success" reflects the delimited inten­
tions of most of the Pilot research activities. Just as this 
outcome measure tended to give too critical an impression of the 
value of the demonstration projects, which often had intentions 
that were difficult to meet fully, so also it probably gives 
too optimistic an impression of Pilot research activities. None­
theless, it was true that the PiZot research activities produced 
resuZts which ZargeZy matched the intention in 90 percent of the 
cases. 

J. Differences Among the Teams. The numbers of Pilot 
research activities recorded for each Team were as follow: 

San Jose 24 
Charlotte 24 
Rochester 18 
Omaha 16 
Dayton 14 
Albuquerque 12 
Tidewater 11 
Des Moines 11 

If these numbers are projected to a full five-year program for 
each Team, the results are as shown in Figure 8.5 below. 

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 

AL.U~rES~r 
SAN JOSE CHARLOTTE ROCHTER 

1 ~. I 

No. of Pilot research activities 

FIGURE 8.5 
. Projected Number of Pilot Research Activities by City 

Problems of Team-by-Team comparability are greater for the 
Pilot research activities than for the demonstration projects. 
We know, from disaggregating funding figures, that the mean 
magnitudes and variations in magnitude of demonstration efforts 
were similar across cities. We cannot be so confident about 
the range of research efforts. Charlotte in particular tended 
to prepare a finished docum~:~nt on everyone of its research 
efforts, whereas other Teams would more frequently combine 
them. But overall, the representation in Figure 8.5 matches 
our general sense of the level of Pilot research effort exerted 
by the different Teams. 
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Aahievement of Immediate Intention. The me'ans on th.e 
"achievement of intention" rating varied from a low of 2.00 to 
2.41 on the 0-4 scales. But the differences were not statisti­
cally significant, nor are minor variations on this dimension 
substantively significant when Pilot research activitieS are 
involved. The "intentil of a Pilot research activity usually 
had too little specificity to make the comparison meaningful. 

c. Technical Assistance 

IITechnical assistance" was the third activity prescribed 
for the Pilot Cities Teams. The Pilot Team members were intended 
to have special skills which could be put at the disposal of 
local agencies; and the Teams had approximately $400,000 of 
internal budget for each 20-month phase of the Program, which 
permitted them to fund some in-house efforts. 

1. FunationaZ Desariptions. Data were assembled on 105 
activities which we have put under the catch-all label, IItech­
nical assistance. II Twenty-four of these were technical assis­
tance as it is usually defiq~d--aonsuZting serviaes by Pilot 
Team members for local agencies. Fifteen of them represented 
pZanning assistance of a more formal kind. Most of these 1"e­
suIted in finished documents. Eighteen were eva.luations of 
projects undertaken by local agencies. An additional 42 activ­
ities consisted of r-esearch support~ in which the Teams responded 
to data or analytic needs raised by th~ agency (or, often, 

~ jointly defined by the agency and the Team). T'wenty-four of 
these were predominantly descriptive data compilations; eighteen 
were predominantly analytic. The fifth category of technical 
assistance included workshops or seminars sponsored jointly by 
local agencies and the Teams. 

PoZiaing Functions. ConsuZting services were provided 
by the Pilot 'Ci ties Teams in Charlotte, Des Moines, and Omaha for 
six police activities. In all six cases, Program members' 
assisted local police or sheriffls departments in developing or 
improving training and education programs. Specific projects 
included a police on-the-job training program and a criminal 
justice training seminar. Three police-related activities 
represented pZanning assistance. Two of these were handbooks, 
one for police-public interaction, and another for police 
handling of juveniles. 

Nineteen activities could be classified as research support. 
Twelve of these efforts were predominantly descriptive, on such 
topics as firearms, latent fingerprints, prevention policies 
in controlling the sale of illegal drugs, Civil Rights compli­
ance, and school vandalism. Seven research activities were 
predominantly analytical. These ranged from management studies 
of computerized record-keeping to an identification of the 
factors influencing notification time and apprehension. 
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Four evaluations were undertaken with Pilot Team assistance. 
Two of these concerned the relationship of police officers to 
the community. One seminar in crime prevention was conducted 
in Tidewater under SPA, RPU, and Pilot Team sponsorship. 

Courts Functions. Consulting services were provided 
by Pilot Teams for eleven cou.rt-related activities. Five of 
these related to record-keeping and court planning, and two to 
improving adjudicative functions (e.g., assisting a Juvenile 
Justice Committee). Assistance to five pre-trial diversion 
and work releas8 programs was given. 

Pilot Teams gave research support for ten activities in 
the courts systems. Four of these were descriptive studies 
(e.g., the detention and disposition patterns of female in­
mates, and the coding of criminal statutes), and six of them 
were analytical (e.g., studies of IIVolunteers in Courtslt 
programs, Youth Hostel support for a juvenile court, and achieve­
ments of a criminal justice planning council). 

One evaZuation of a county attorney's office was.conducted 
in Des Moines. 

Two workshops were sponsored jointly by Pilot Teams and 
local court systems, one on juvenile justice and one on rape. 

Corrections Functions. Pilot Teams provided consult­
ing services on corrections twice, once to determine adult 
correctional facility needs, and once to determine medium 
range program and facility needs. 

Seven correctional activities could be labeled research 
support. Four of these were primarily descriptive (e.g., a 
sampling of the county jail population in 1971 and a survey of 
adult probationer needs), and three were more analytical (e.g., 
a study of adult detention and corrections). 

Two evaluations on correctional issues were conducted 
with the assistance of Pilot Teams, one on work-release programs 
and one on a Human Rehabilitation Center. 

Crime-Related Social. Services. Pilot Team members 
provided consutting services to a social service program in 
only one instance. Area and Field Offices of the State Depart­
ment of Social Services received assistance in implementing 
their program. The only social service activity which could 
be labeled research support was an information paper on 
juvenile group homes in Tidewater. 

Six eval.uations of crime-related social service programs 
were conducted with the aid of Pilot Teams. All of the evaluations 
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were of juvenile programs, such as the Student Rights Center 
project, the Southwest Valley Youth Development Program, the 
Counselor Assistant Program, and the Rap Groups Project. 

System-Wide Research~ Planning~ and Evaluation. Con­
sulting services were provided by Pilot'Team members for three 
inter-functional criminal justice activities. All of them 
concerned the cQ.oruinat:i,on and planning of system budgets and 
strategies. 

Eleven system-wide activities represented planning assis­
tance. Five of these were concerned with developing criminal 
justice system improvement plans for a one- to five-year time 
span. Other activities were concerned with such diverse topics 
as the impact of federal fundi,tng policy on local government 
crime-control expenditures and the extent of city participation 
in an urban analysis project. 

Three evaluations of system-wide programs were conducted 
with the aid of Pilot Team members. Two of the evaluations were 
related to improvements in record-keeping and information 
management in the criminal justice system. A third evaluation 
attempted to analyze all LEAA-funded projects in the city. 

One seminar on current criminal justice problems was 
sponsored by Albuquerque LE/CJ agencies and the Pilot Team. 

A Pilot City/County Disseminati&a Project in Santa Clara 
was also accomplished with the aid of the Pilot Team. The 
~COp& of this effort ranged beyond Santa Clara County, to other 
systems in California and out-of-state. 

Drugs and A lcoho l: Non-LE/CeT Approaches. Pilot Team 
members provided consulting services to one local action league 
in devising means of encouraging drug users to utilize community 
resources. 

Planning assistance was also given to one agency, a 
community methadone withdrawal clinic which needed aid in 
developing a five-year follow-up plan. 

Six activities could be classified as drug and alcohol­
related research support. Four of these were observational 
(e.g., determining the availability and usage of drugs among 
local populations). Two others were analytical, e.g., studying 
the drug offender and his rehabilitation. 

Two evaluations of drug/alcohol-related programs were 
conducted, one on an alcoholism information center a6d one on 
a detoxification program. 

A workshop on alcoholism was co-sponsored by the Pilot 
Team and a local agency. 
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2.. Immediate ResuZts of the TechnicaZ Assistance Activities. 
Ninety·~nine of the activities we have grouped under "technical 
assistance" were sufficiently completed to ask: 

Did the activity achieve its immediate intention? 

As in the case of Pilot research activities, the question had 
only limited utility; sometimes a specific programmatic purpose 
lay behind the activity; more often its intention was simply to 
provide the information or the advice which was needed by the 
local agency. The breakdown is shown below. 

The activity surpassed its intentions 
All of the intentions were achieved 
Most of the intentions were achieved 
A few of the intentions were achieved 
The activity was a total failure 

Insufficient information, or too soon 
to judge 

Number of 
Projects 

7 
25 
48 
18 

1 

6 

( 7%) 
(25%) 
(49%) 
( 18%) 
( 1%) 

"Surpassed intentions" were all so rated because the TA 
led to a productive continuing relationship or to development 
of demonstration proj ects. The one "total failure" was so 
rated (by the Teams' own calculation) because the research in 
question provided a rationale for not funding a project; from 
another perspective, of course, the fact that the research 
provided an answer to a live question meant that it met its 
intention. 

3. Differences Among the Teams. In unweighted numbers, 
the technical assistance activities were divided among the 
Teams as follows: 

San Jose 29 
Charlotte 24 
Tidewater 11 
Des Moines 11 
Omaha 9 
Dayton 9 
Rochester 6 
Albuquerque 6 

We estimate that the inventory of substantive TA accom­
plishment is nearly complete. In all- cases but that of San 
Jose, certainly our intention was to assemble data on all non­
trivial activities. We aSSUTHe that a few marginal ones have 
been missed, or that we have aggregated under one label 
activities which a Team might argue were in fact separate. 
For San Jose, we know that we have data on all of the TA 
a.ctivities which the Team members considered non-trivial, 
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but less important ones 'WhiC'h~:would have been included in other 
cities were omitted. 5 ';,~ 

If a linear projection of TA efforts is made on the basis 
of full five-year programs, the relative levels of activity for 
the eight Teams are as shown in Figure 8.6. The figure is only 
illustrative. Remember that in adqing these diverse activities 
we are adding very different types' and le\vels of effort, count­
ing each as "1." The l?recision of the comparison is very low. 

ALBuaUERs::s;:r:ZA~Az::?:INES I 
o 5 10 15 20 25 

No. of technical assistance activities 

FIGURE 8.6 
Projected Team Totats for Separate Technical Assistance Activities 

Achievement of Immediate Intention. The Team-by-Team 
differences in means on the 0-4 scale of "achievement in im­
mediate intention" means were as follow: 

Rank Mean 

1 Tidewater 2.6 (10 activities rated) 
2 San Jose 2.4 (28 activities rated) 
3 Charlotte 2.3 (24 activities rated) 
4 Dayton 2.1 ( 9 activities rated) 
5 Omaha 2.0 ( 8 activities rated) 
6 Des Moines 1.8 ( 8 a~tivities rated) 
7 Albuquerque 1.7 ( 6 activities rated) 
8 Rochester 1.5 ( 6 activities rated) 

Because of the wide disparity in the naturB of the activities, 
no attempt has been made to carry the analysis further. 

5Even without counting its complete technical assistance effott, San Jose 
is number one by a wide maxgin. See pages 152 to 158. 
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D. Overview of the Intermediate Outcomes 

Two tables are presented below J to summarize the .range and 
magnitude of the activities undertaken by the Pilot Teams. 

TABLE 8.1 
Functional Summary of Activities Undertaken by the Pilot Teams 

Demonstration 
Functional Area projects 

Policing (Law enforcement) 36 
Oourts 23 
Oorrections (including probation) 23 
Crime-related social services * . 7 
Multi-functional 7 
Other. 2 

TOTAL 98 

Pilot 
research 

38 
20 
22 
8 

40 
2 

130 

Technical 
assistance 

32 
24 
11 
19 
19 

0 

105 

TOTAL 

106 
67 
56 
34 
66 

4 

333 
---------------------------------"._-

*e.g., drug and alcohol rehabilitation 

TABLE 8.2 
Team-by-Team Summary of Activities 

Actual Projected 

Demo Research TA Total City Demo 'Research TA Total 
., 

21 24 29 74 San Jose 21.7 24.8 30.0 76.5 
5 24 24 53 Charlotte 6.7 32.0 32.0 70.7 
8 18 6 32 Rochester 14.5 32.7 10.9 58.1 

16 11 11 38 Tidewater 22,8 15.7 15.7 54.2 
17 14 9 40 Day~on 18.9 15.6 10.0 44.5 
10 11 11 32 Des Moines 13.3 14.7 14.7 42.7 
15 12 6 33. Albuquerque 19.1 15.3 7.7 42.1 

6 16 ·9 31 Omaha 8.0 21.3 12.0 41.3 

98 130 105 333 TOTAL 125.0 172.1 133.0 430.1 

127 



In terms of the functional breakdown, the overall conclusion 
suggested by Table 8.1 is that the Program balanced its efforts 
among LE/CJagencies. The police did get the largest number 
of demonstration projects, research efforts, and technical 
assistance efforts, but not more than about one-third of the 
total effort in any of those three c~tegories. And insofar 
as the police also comprised by far"-tne largest single LE/CJ 
presence in both budget and manpower, it is not surprising 
that the police departments also ranked first in the attention 
received from the Teams. 

The Team-by-Team summary of activities must be interpreted 
with a great deal of caution. For example, the two top-ranked 
Teams, Sap Jose and Charlotte, are shown with roughly equivalent 
number of projected total efforts (76.5 and 70.7 respectively), 
but the nature of those activities was markedly different. 
Twenty-eight percent of San Jose's activities consisted of 
demonstration projects, compared with only nine percent of 
Charlotte's; 45 percent of Charlotte's activities were research 
efforts compared with 32 percent of San Jose's. The two Teams 
were tackling their jobs with very different mixes of activity. 
Trying to compare them on the basis of total numbers is only 
marginally useful, and the same type of caution should be 
applied as well to most of the other int~~r-Team comparisons 
of activity level. 
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IX. ACCOMPLISHMENTS: Impact on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 

PROGRAM 
INPUTS 
(LEAAJWash.l 

PROCESS 
VARIABLES 

IMMEDIATE 
OUTCOMES 

mediated by 

PROGRAM 
IMPACT 

The Pilot Cities Teams were expected to contribute to 
national objectives in law enforcement and criminal justice in 
two ways. First, they were to demonst~ate that a small~ bu~eau­
cratically mobile Team in a city/county setting can help improve 
the local LE/CJ system~ and thereby provide a model for anal­
ogues nationwide. Second, the Teams were to contribute immedi­
ately to national objectives~ by contributing new ideas and new 
knowledge to the theory and practice of law enforcement and 
criminal justice. In this section, we assess the impact of the 
Pilot Cities Program on both of. these criteria. 

A. Institutio.nalized Improvement of Local Systems 

The Teams' impact on local LEjCJ systems has been measured 
on three dimensions: impact on local agency operations~ impact 
on the ~esearch/planning/evaluation (RPE) capacity of local 
agencies~ and impact on interagency communication. For each 
of these, we shall present the quantitative results, then a 
description of the qualitative impacts behind the numbers. 

1. Impact on Local AgencY Operations. 

a. Quantitative results. The activities of the Pilot 
Teams had a wide range of specific effects--on processing of 
juvenile offenders, on probation practices, on court management; 
effects, in short, across the spectrum of LEjCJ functions. But 
they were so dispersed and so varied that a measure of specific 
impacts of the Pilot Teams would be unrealistic. It was 
possible, however, to ask the more general impact question, 

To what extent did the activities of the 
pilot Teams directly affect the way that 
their clients did their jobs? 

For each activity, we attempted to determine what hJ:l.ppened 
to agency operations as a result of that activity, and to rate 
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the activity accordingly. The results as we estimated them 
were as follow. In all cases, note that the ratings refer to 
institutionalized changes, not ones automatically (and perhaps 
temporarily) produced by spending demonstration funds. 

Of th'e 89 Pilot demonstration proj ects for which ratings 
could be assigned at the time, six were rated as having effec­
tively restructured the way the local ~gency operated, and 
another 43 had demonstrably affected the agency's operations. 
Effects of another 17 of the projects were being reflected into 
the budgets and plans for the coming fiscal year (1976). In 
all, then, we estimate that Pilot Cities demonstrations had 
institutional impact in 74 percent"of the 89 cases for which 
ratings were attempted. This is a high proportion of "successes," 
but not a surprising one. For many of the demonstrations, a 
change in agency operations was an inevitable consequence of 
implementing it. 

For nondemonstration activities, the rate of effect on 
agency operations was much lower. Out of ~he 228 for which 
ratings could be made at this time, 64 had already had signifi­
cant effects on agency operations and the effects of another 
14 will show in next year's budget--in all, a "success'! rating 
on this impact dimension of 34 percent, compared with the 74 
percent for demonstration projects. 

The details of the ratings of operations impact are shown 
in Table 9.1 below. 

TABLE 9.1 
Frequency of Impact on Local Agency Operations 

Has effectively restructured the way the agency operates 
Has had a demonstrable effect on the agency's operations 
Will affect next year's budget and plans 
May have effect in future. but not yet 
No effect on agency operations 

Demonstration Pilot Research TA 
Projects Activities Activities 
(n= 89) (n= 127) (n= 101) 

7% 2% 5% 
48% 13% 40% 
19% 5% 8% 
13% 35% 28% 
12% 46% 20% 

Overall 

(n= 266) 

4% 
32% 
10% 
26% 
28% 

b. The qualitative record. To report that a certain 
number of projects "effectively restructured agency operations" 
or "have had a demonstrable effect" on agency operations is an 
unsatisfactory substitute for describing the impact of each 
separately. But given 98 demonstration projects (and some 200 
other Pilot activities which were scored on this variable), 
the case-by-case description is clearly unrealistic. Some 
examples may indicate what the numbers represent. 
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"Effectively restructured agency operations" usually meant 
dramatic changes. One project, for example, provided a team of 
specialists on duty seven days a week, 24-hours a day, in a 
converted trailer outside the police headquarters. The team 
included a senior police supervisor, a deputy district attorney, 
a pretrial release specialist, and a crisis intervention worker. 
The service they provided~-a full--scale, expert screening of 
cases between arrest and booking--was so far removed from the 
traditional ways of making decisions on arrestees·that it was 
essentially a new system. 

In another instance, a team probation approach was insti­
tuted. Before the project was implemented, individual probation 
officers were assig~ed probationers according to their current 
caseloads without.regard to location, similarities among cases, 
or any other substantive characteristics. As a result of the 
program, officers began to operate in teams of six to eight, 
with different work procedures and different criteria for 
assigning cases (e.g., according to geographic location). 
Among the results were more tfme spent in delivering services 
rather than traveling to and from appointments, and greater 
use of probation. In addition, the project trained officers 
to design treatment plans resulting in more individualized 
treatment of probationers and more experimentation with non­
traditional approaches. 

The line between "restructuring" agency operations and 
"demonstrable effect!! on agency operation was often a fine one; 
but generally activities in this latter category did have 
narrower areas of impact. The nature of the impacts varied 
widely. Sometimes impact was as straightforward as a higher 
clearance rate on latent fingerprints, as a result of a com­
puterized fingerprint access and search technique. Other 
times it was indirect, as in the case of a project to increase 
police capability to deal with family crisis calls. The Pilot 
ItOI! grant provided for only 20 percent of the department to be 
trained--but the police chief has arranged on his own initia­
tive for nine members of the department to become proficient 
as trainers, and they will, in turn, train the rest of the 
force. 

Sometimes the effects spilled over into other agencies and 
other purposes. For e~ample, one project had the immediate 
intention of improving minority recruitment in a police depart­
ment, through an intern program. The hiring of interns was in 
itself a Itdemonstrable effect.1I But it also turned out that 
four of five minority interns who had proved themselves in 
performance subsequently failed the standard qualifying exam­
ination. The response of the department was to question the 
validity of the test, and take steps to revise it. And the 
same experience has since led to an intensive review of the 
recruiting and selection process for municip~l officers through­
out the city. So the project has been placed in the category 
of IIdemonstrable effect on agency operations lt ; in fact, the 
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ramifj,cations of its impact appear to be much more extensive 
than ihe rating indicates. 

But this is a chronic problem with summary statements of 
impact. Our approach was a conservative one--to look for 
changes in behavior and conditions and generally ignore atti­
tudinal outcomes in the ratings. Furthermore, we have tended 
not to give the benefit of the doubt to borderline cases. 
Often a project was rated at the lower level--"demonstrable 
effect"~-when its effects were substantial. In other cases, 
we would rate a project as "will affect next year's plans on 
budget," even though its partial implementation at the time of 
the rating was already giving evidence of early effects. 

An example of both types of conservatism in the ratings 
is a juvenile justice information system rated "2'1 on the 0-4 
scale. It is only partially operational, and data on effects 
are fragmentary. But juvenile justice officials, members of 
the Pilot Team, and an SPA planner independently offered 
incidents of preliminary impact. Juveniles are less frequently 
being Ulostl! in the system; multiple offenders are being identi­
fied and adjudicated more rapidly; and juvenile agencies are 
beginning planning efforts which were not possible before they 
had aCCesS to aggregate, month-by-month data on cases. 
Similarly, the comparatively low "will affectlf rating was 
applied to a project which in a few months will house psychiatric 
personnel on the county jail premises, providing fast-response 
intervention in emergency cases (e.g., suicide attempts) which 
now has to be summoned from a distant hospital. The odds that 
this will indeed have a demonstrable effect on operations seem 
to be very high; but it had not happened at the time that the 
rating was assigned. 

Overall, then, the ratings of positive impact on agency 
operations can be read as a lower-bound estimate of the real 
incidence of substantive~ significant change in the way that 
these LEjCJ agencies go about performing their functions. 

To this point, only positive effects have been discussed. 
But Pilot projects could have negative effects as well, and 
respondents reported that seventeen of them did. 

Positive and negative effects were not mutually exclusive. 
For example, the same minority recruitment project discussed 
above generated hostility among the police) out of resentment 
at special recruitment of Blacks and suspicion of the college 
training that most of those Black interns have. 

This case highlights another cha:r~ct;J:~ristic of several 
projects that had negative effects: tliey'-were upsetting a 
status quo which was congenial to an established group ih the 
agency. There were other instances involving the police, and 
also the courts. An example of the latter occurred because an 
evaluation of a public defenderl~ office demonstrated that it 
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was more effective than court-appointed attorneys for providing 
defense services. The logical consequence would appear to be 
greater use of the public defender's office, and less use of 
court-appointed ~ttorneys. But for a variety of reasons, the 
court-appointment system is a comfortable one for some attorneys 
and some judges; and resistance to the public defender's office 
has been increase~ not diminished, by the evaluation. 

There were other cases when problems during implementation 
had negative effects. These were not dramatic, but rather 
disruptions in everyday routine. In most cases, unresolved 
disputes over project organization, managerial personnel, and 
intra-agency alignments caused waste in time and effort among 
personnel in the agencies involved. For instance, a court 
computer information and management system was plagued by 
disputes between a Program member, the Project Manager, and 
local agency personnel. Since no definitive plans were estab­
lished and planning efforts in local agencies were contingent 
on project policies, local personnel had difficulty planning 
future operations. Overall, the negative impacts on operation 
were neither frequent no~ seve~e. Most of them also appear to 
have been temporary. Negative impact was not a significant 
problem for the Pilot Cities Program. 

2. Impact on the Research~ PZanning~ and Evaluation 
Capacity of Local Agencies 

a. Quantitative ~esults. The second of the three 
questions about impact on the local LE/CJ system was, 

To what extent did the activities of the 
Pilot Team increase the capacity of local 
agencies to do thei~ own ~esea~ch~ plan­
ning~ and evaZuation work? 

One m'easure of a Pilot Team's success is its progress in 
working itself out of one of its jobs, by institutionalizing 
the RPE capacity that has historically been missing from local 
LE/CJ agencies. In discussing Pilot activities with Team 
members and their counterparts, we asked them whether as a 
result of the Pilot activity, 

• a larger proportion of the agency's budget was 
being devoted to RPE activities; 

8 existing personnel were being assigned regularly 
to RPE functions; 

• the skills of the person(s) performing RPE functions 
had been upgraded; 

• an RPE position had been upgraded in job status; 
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• key agency personnel had explicitly expressed their 
conviction that the agency should take steps to 
exploit RPE tools; 

• changes had occurred in the agency's operations, 
reflecting better self-monitoring of performance 
(e.g., changes in reporting forms to provide better 
outcome data); or 

• another outcome had been observed which the re­
spondent would link to RPE capacity. 

And we asked for the events behind each instance. On the basis 
of those accounts, an impact rating was assigned ranging from 
"has already led to an expansion of bUdget or personnel for 
RPE," to "has led to a negative response toward the value of 
RPE. 'I, For summary purposes, these were the results. 

Of the 92 demonstration projeats for which ratings could 
be assigned at this time, seventeen had already led to an 
expansion of budget or of personnel for RPE purposes. Another 
21 had produced an explicit statement by the agency head that 
he would seek to expand his RPE resources. Another 31 had 
produced positive reaction to the value of RPE. Another 21 
produced no reaction, positive or negative, by the key agency 
personnel. And two produced a negative reaction to the value 
of RPE. 

Of the 168 nondemonstration projeats for which ratings 
could be assigned; the results were 24 cases of increases in 
budget or personnel for RPE, 24 cases of expressed intent by 
the agency head to seek increased resources, and 46 cases of 
positive reaction to the value of RPE tools. There was no 
perceptible reaction for 72 of the activities, and a negative 
reaction in six cases. For 54 of these activities (mainly 
baseline research), no rating was assigned because the activity 
was so completely removed from contact with local ag'encies. 

\ \ 
. \\-::'. 

The details of the ratings of operations impact are shown 
in Table 9.2. 

TABLE 9.2 
Frequency of Impact on RPE Capability 0f Local Agencies 

Pilot TA Overall Demonstration 
Projects 
(n= 92) 

Research acts 

Has already led to an expansion of budget or personnel for RPE 
Has led to expressed intent to expand RPE capacity 
Had led to a positive reaction by the key agencY personnel 
Has not produced noticeable response 
Has led to a negative response to the value of RPE 
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19% 
23% 
34% 
23% 

2% 

(n= 84) (n= 88) (n= 264) 

8% 
10% 
12% 
63% 

7% 

20% 
18% 
41% 
22% 

0% 

16% 
17% 
29% 
35% 

3% 



The only genuinely "hard" impact measure on this dimension 
is the expansion of budget and personnel for RPE functions, 
which occurred in approximately one out of five of the rated 
demonstrations. However, in view of the traditionally hostile 
or indifferent relationship of local LEjCJ· agencies to techni­
ques of systematic research, planning, and eValuations, the 
softer impact measure of lIexpressed intention to expand RPE 
resources" is not a trivial one. If both categories are 
classified as representing significant impact, the Pilot 
activities can claim a 33 percent "success '; rate on this impact 
dj.mension. 

The intriguing aspect of the percentages in Table 9.2 is 
the efficiency of TA in comparison with the demonstration 
projects. The figures for the two types of activity are nearly 
equal--more than we would have predicted, at a much lower cost 

'per "success" than for a funded demonstration project. 

b. The qualitative record. As in the case of "impact 
on agency operations,lI the number ratings are a conservative 
reflection of the impact that occurred. The highest rating, 
"has led to an expansion of budget or personnel for RPE," was 
given only if the expansion had already occurred and only if 
it represented resources beyond those provided by the grant 
itself. Some typical examples are these: 

A research analyst originally hired for a family ~ourt 
diversion demonstration project was retained on a full-time 
capacity by the Family Court. Her retention clearly signified 
a greater interest in self-monitoring among court personnel-­
her only functions are to manage, analyze, and report data. 

In another instance, when funds were awarded for a police 
planning and analysis unit (PAU) project, the police department 
and city agreed to institutionalize two civilian research 
positions once project funding ceased. Prior to project imple­
mentation, there had been no one on the force assigned to RPE 
activities other than one sergeant responsible for writing 
grants part-time. The two civilian members of the PAU, a 
planning and crime analyst and a management and systems analyst, 
perform functions such as collecting baseline data on crime 
incidence, drafting department profiles for evaluating section 
performance,and applying the standards set forth in the 
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice standards and 
Goals (Police) to the department. The increment in RPE 
capacity is dramatic--"a thousariCl.-fold better," one police 
official asserted. 

Occasionally the Pilot Team itself provided the wherewithal 
for expanding RPE capability. In one instance a researcher so 
impressed local officials with a criminal justice trends study 
utilizing regression analyses that she was hired by the Regional 
triminal Justice Planning Board to update the study every two 
years and to participate in other planning efforts. 
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Frequently, the personnel hired under Pilot 110" funding 

were dismissed upon project completion, but their functions 
were assumed by local agency personnel and the budg'ets were 
expanded to accommodate their research, planning, and evalu­
ation efforts. For example, a. research analyst working in a 
probation employment guidance program trained a stenographer 
to perform the basic statistical calculations necesSary to 
maintain descriptive files in the probation d~partment. Although 
the research analyst wi:i.s not retained, his work had interested 
the director of probation, and the next budget proposed funds 
for the establishment of a RPE unit within the department. 
Similarly, a project which established baseline data on burg­
laries in the city led directly to the creation of a Burglary 
Operations Unit with responsibility for processing all burglary 
data. In turn, that unit has tangibly increased the degree to 
which police officials use crime-specific data to plan opera-
tions. . 

It was mentioned previously that the teOhnical assistance 
activities were more efficient in eliciting additional research, 
planning, and evaluation efforts than the demonstration 
projects--that is, technical assistance produced roughly the 
same proportions of high ratings as demonstration projects, 
without incurring the high costs of those projects. It should 
be noted, however, that almost all of the TA activities with 
high ratings are by the San Jose Team. It was not a general 
c,haracteristic of the Pilot Cities Program. Presumably, this 
type of highly productive TA is most likely to occur where the 
Team has established a strongly positive reputation. 

By far the most outstanding example of how a small technical 
assistance activity can generate extensive efforts to expand 
RPE capability was a police records requirements study. A 
junior-level. researcher was hired by the Pilot City Team to 
describe the existing records system of the police department 
and to develop means of improving record-keeping. He was 
assisted by county data processing personnel. It was an 
insignificant commitment of resources, but the results were far­
reaching. First, the city and county acquired the services 
of a civilian contracting firm to keep police records. In 
working with the contractor, inhouse personnel upgraded their 
skills in supervising new records systems. Then, the other 
law enforcement agencies in the county upgraded their records 
procedures, to obtain the perceived advantages of the r~~ised 
system. With better records and procedures, more statistics 
and more usable statistics on crime were generated, which 
have led to a number of documentable changes in operations. 
And finally, the reorganization of the records revealed that 
one District Attorney had been throwing out cases because he 
could not read blurred copies of police reports--a final 
example of the serendipity that characterized the activity from 
its outset. 
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"It has led to an expression of need for expansion of RPE 
capability by the client" is the second measure of research, 
planning, and evaluation impact. Again, the rating tends to be 
a conservative estimate of impact. Often, it was assigned to 
projects which had already resulted in additional RPE resources, 
but ones which were being bought out of project funds. As long 
as the proposal to retain these resources had not been approved, 
the lower rating was assigned. 

Further, a rating of "expression of need for RPE expansion!' 
was made only when local agency personnel had made a concentrated 
effort to expand capabilities in this area. A "concentrated 
effort l ! :i.s differentiated from a passing remark on the merits 
of RPE expansion; such an effort was inferred from explicit 
statements that attempts were being made to extend RPE 
resources. These statements were frequently substantiated by 
grant applications and other requests for additional RPE 
funds. For example, upon completion of a family court proba­
tion demonstration project, the Chief of Police expressed an 
interest in seeking funding for additional RPE resources from 
the Regional Office. As a result, a grant providing for the 
hiring of several police planners was written, and is currently 
undergoing local review. 

In another instance, the position of an Administrative 
Analyst in a pre-delinquent diversion project was upgraded to 
include RPE functions. In this same project, a new position 
was developed in the Juvenile Probation Department to organize 
departmental research and planning activities. The actual 
hiring of a Director of Systems, Management and Staff Develop­
ment is also pending approval by local funding sources. 

* Occasionally there was not tangible evidence of an intention 
to expand RPE resources in the form of grant proposals, but 
the local client was so committed to the idea that it was 
felt the impact warranted this rating. For example, the Chief 
Psychologist at a boy!s training school was impressed with 
recommendations made by researchers participating in a youth 
guidance project in which training school treatment methods 
were compared. H'e was vocal and insistent that he needed and 
would seek more of this kind of research support. 

In the above examples, RPE impacts were manifested in the 
actions of personnel within the LE/CJ agencies directly 
affected in a project. In at least one instance, the impact was 
expressed primarily among upper level county officials who 
control the distribution of fund,s.- ,.Upon completion of a proj ect 
designed to compare differences in services provided by court­
assigned and public defender legal counsel to accused indigents, 
the County Board of Supervisors stated that further Board­
sponsored projects should be accompanied by evaluations. One 
board member is promoting the establishment of a "Think Tank" 
of nine men which would be responsible for planning and imple­
mentingall county LE/CJ programs (including evaluation). 
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Twenty-nine percent of all types of activities were rated 
as having led to an expression of positive reaction toward RPE 
among their key clients in the agencies. Usually, agency 
personnel were simply impressed by the RPE efforts incorporated 
in the project; they mayor may not have wished to attempt 
similar efforts without Pilot City Team assistance. For 
instance, following a Rehabilitative intervention project for 
sentenced prisoners, the director of rehabilitation services 
for the county was interested in soliciting funding for a 
follow-up project in which recidivism rates of prisoners 
counseled at a community mental health facility would be 
compared with a control group. Prior to Team involvement in 
local corrections, there had been little or no interest in 
pursuing RPE activities. 

Only positive impacts have been discussed so far; occasion­
ally, the impact was negat,;tve. For example, a court computer 
informa tiOll proj ect had a iinegative impact on local RPE efforts 
because it was poorly managed. The Pilot Team, court system, 
and LEAA never agreed upon the objectives of the project, and 
tho resulting tension among these groups disrupted the routine 
of both the Team and the courts. Moreover, the project director 
convinced user-s of the computer system th£l,t it would provide 
services beyond its capability. As a result, local users were 
disillusioned with the system and seemed less receptive to 
other new concepts such as the research and management component 
module which was to be added to the computer system. Although 
this component was added t9 the system, the resistance to it 
among court staffs was severe enough to warrant rating the RPE 
impact as negative. But, as in the case of agency operations, 
only a handful of incidents were uncovered--eight, out of 264 
activities which could be rated on this indicator. 

3. Impact on Int@T'-Agency Communication and CoopeT'ation 

a. Quantitative T'esuZts. Pilot Teams were not in an 
independent position to remold local LE/CJ systems into more 
rational patterns, but they were in a position to establish 
new lines of communication among agencies; and it is this type 
of accomplishment that we sought to capture. 

Of the 92 demonstT'ation p~pjects which could be assigned 
ratings, 52 led to a continuing relationship with another 
agency which did not exist before the project. An additional 
seven led to a new short-term relationship. Twenty-nine 
resulted in no new contacts, or only a few casual contacts. 
Four projects created new tensjons between local agencies. 

FoT' the 194 nondemons tT'ation activi'f;ies for which ratings 
were assigned, 30 resulted i.n a continuing new relationship with 
another agency, and eleven in a new short-term relationshtp. 
The vast majority--154-~did not result in a significant change. 
One created new tensions with another agency. 
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The details of the ratings of system impact are shown in 
Table 9.3 below. 

TABLE 9,3 
Frequency of Impact on Inter-Agency Communication 

Demonstration Pilot Research TA Overall 
Projects Activities Activities 
(n= 92) (n= 100) (n= 94) (n= 286) 

Has led to a continuing relationship with another 
agency which did not exist before the project 57% 9% 22% 29% 

Has led to a short-term new relationship 8% 2% 10% 6% 
Has led to a new bu.t casual contact with another 

agency 5% 2% 7% 5% 
Did not alter existing relationships 26% 86% 61% 58% 
Has created new tensions with another agency 4% 1% 0% 2% 

b. Phe qua~itative record. The phenomenon we have been 
calling "systemization" and the phenomenon we rated are not the' 
same thing. Major system-wide linkages are typically not 
apparent immediately; changes which are observed may be tem­
porary. Conclusions at this time about the eventual impact 
of the Pilot Cities Program on systemization must be speculative. 
The approach we have taken is to seek a reasonable preliminary 
indicator of eventual impact: the establishment of regular 
eommunications among agencies which previously had not communi­
cated. The assumption is that institutionalized inter-agency 
communications encourage collaborative planning efforts, which 
in turn facilit~te structural integration within the criminal 
justice system, 

Of the 52 projects which were rated as having "led to a 
continuing relationship with another LEjCJ agency which did 
not exist before;!! there were a few that came very close to 
representing genuine systemization. Of these, the most striking 
example is a juvenile justice information center project which 
linked courts, corrections, police and social service agencies 
in the development of the system concept~ An advisory committee 
composed of representatives from each of the user agencies 
planned the specific modules which were incorporated in the 
system. This committee .continues to function as a monitoring 
unit where each agency's problems in using the system can be 
discussed and joint solutions proposed. 

Another example, this time of inter-jurisdictional coopera­
tion, was a project linking several county police agencies. 
The "continuingrelationship" has as a very tangible aspect a 
pneumatic tube system for exchanging information. 

But of the 52 top-rated projects, few new relationships 
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w(~rEi', so clearly integrative and permanent. Ma'ny of the new 
rel~tionships were tenuous. To get the rating, they had to 
survive the life of the initial demonstration grant, but we 
have no way of knowing how long they will survive it. EX9~ples 
may serve to indicate the range of relationships iricluded in the 
rating. 

li\') 
\ " In one Pilot City, the police department and the IBtP'i'lc 

school system cooperated on a youth s~~vices unit project 
designed to reduce school crime and r~~ial tension by using 
patrolmen as counselors in the schools. The project was so 
successful that the police chief retained the unit after 
funding ceased, thus insuring that the schoolS and polic~ will 
continue to work on juvenile crime problems pertinent to both 
agencies. 

Often, the new relationship was not between two LE/CJ 
agencies, but between an LE/CJ agency and a local agency not 
normally associated with LE/CJ. The increased cooperation and 
communication engendered by these projects was less a sign of 
a movement toward an integrated LE/CJ system than an indication 
that the definition of "system" was becoming more comprehensive. 
A variety of these non-LE/CJ agencies became involved in 
demonstration projects, but the majority were social service 
agencies. For ~nstance, in a rehabilitative intervention 
program for senten,ced prisoners, a loca-l community mental 
health center affiliated with a university hospital was respon­
sible for providing inservice training programs for county 
jail staff and for providing treatment for both inmates and 
releasees. Although~the formal project is now defunct, the 
jail and mental health center are maintaining the collaborative 
effort. Another community mental health ce!~ter is cooperating 
with a city police department as a result of a family conflict 
intervention Team experiment. When the experiment was being 
conducted, permanent referral forms and procedures were 
developed that are still providing continuous communication 
between police and the center's staff. 

In addition to social service agencies, lines of communi­
cation were frequently established between city and county 
administrative agencies and an LE/CJ agency. For example, during 
the operational phase of a crime aualysis team project, the 
police department and the city manage~'~ office drew up a 
contract stipulating that inputs from bsth agencies would be 
incorporated in future planning efforts. In several other 
projects, less structured channels of communication and cooper­
ation were established between LE/CJ and administrative agencies, 
as a result of joint efforts requisite to initiating and 
implementing projects. 

One of the clearest proofs of impact on the systemization 
objective would be the institutionalization of the Team itself. 
After LEAA money ran out, did any of the cities retain a Pilot 
analogue out of its own funds? When research for the evaluation 
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ended, the situation was as follows: 

The Tidewate~ Team was to be continued for at least two 
more years with LEAA discretionary funds. The grant applica­
tion was accompanied by generally enthusiastic requests for 
continuation by every major administrative and LE/CJ' (jffice in 
the four cities. 

, The Rochester Team was not continued. The Chief of Police 
~lni tiated steps to bring the Team director into the Police 
Department as' a Deputy Chief, where she would direct research 
and planning functions. Action had not yet been taken when the 
evaluation ended. 

'No continuation was in sight for San Jose~ Omaha~ AZbuquer­
que~ Des Moines~ CharZotte~ or Dayton. 

Tiken as a whole, less is known about Pilot C;.tties achieve­
ments on the objective of systemization than on either of the 
other two objectives, operations impact, and RPE impact. 
Insofar as some of the 52 new relationships will prove to be 
temporary, our estimate is inflated. On the other hand, we 
have no way of knowing what other kinds of systemizing effects 
are not yet visible. It is a plausible hypothesis that by 
working under LEAA guidelines, meeting with Regional Office 
officials, being aware of how an agency's project fits into 
the Team's.other activities, traditionally isolated agencies 
have been made more receptive to collaborative efforts. 

If nothing else, agencies were constantly being told (by 
most Teams) that they were part of a system, and were being 
treated as a system. Whether this was accompanied on the 
agencies' side by an increased sense of being part of a system 
and,.! if so, whether it will surface in future events, is 
unkl;iown at this time. 

'; 

Demonstration projects cZearZy proved to be a productive 
source of increasing communication within the system; much 
more so than TA activities or Pilot research activities. 

4. Summary of Impact on Improving LocaZ Systems. Through­
out the discussion, we have considered these to be hard indi­
cators that a Pilot activity had positive impact on the local 
system of law enforcement and criminal justice: 

• a demonstrable change ,:in the agency's line 
operat:i.ons; 

• a denlonstrable change in the agency's RPE operations; 
and 
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e a demonstrable change in the agency's relationships 
with other local agencies. 

Whether the achievement of one or more of these impacts is 
worth the expenditure of Pilot resources can, of course, be 
answered only in terms of each activit~,and the specifics of 
the impact; and even then only as a pe~nal judgment. We have 
not tried to assign a cost-effectiveness tag to the 333 activ~ 
ities under consideration. 

We can, however, 'ask the simp 1er summary quest ion: How 
many of the, Pilot activities produced one or more of these 
hard indic~i'tors of impact on the local LE/CJ system? These are 
the results: 

• 21 activities were rated as having achieved all 
three impacts; 

• 52 activities were rated as having achieved two of 
the three impacts; 

• 69 activities achieved one of the three impacts; 
for a total of 

• 142 activities which achieved one or more 0f the 
impacts. 

These totals include cases for which only one or two of the 
three indicators could be rated~ If we consider those cases 
for which we could. assign ratings to all three impact indicators, 
the results are as shown in Table 9.4. 

TABLE 9.4 
Summary of Indicators of Impact on the Local L~/Cf System 

Evidence of lnstitutJonallzed change in ••• 
,,'. 

All three Operations Operations RPE and Operations RPE Inter'::agency No hard indication 
and RPE and System System only only Communication onl):: of impact 

Demonstrations (n= 81) 10% 6% 27% 4% 16% 0 15% 22% 
Pilot Research (n= 65) 5% 5% B% 0 12% 0 0 71% 
TA (n= 82) 12% 9% 5% 0 26% .Q. 7% .ill!! 
Total (n= 228) 9% 7% 14% 1% 18% 0 8% 42% 

Or in other words, evidence of demonstrable, institutrona1ized 
changes in the LE/CJ system was found for 58 percent of the 228 
cases which were applicable and far enough along ,in implementa­
tion to assign the three ratings. 

There is no unequivocal interpretation of this number. 
Its significance is lessened by the variability in what con­
s1';i tutes an "impact. 11 The examples in the preceding discussion 
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have to be applied, in'order for the reader to make a personal 
estimate. But the number's sigllificance is enhanced by the 
fact that it is limited to concrete events~ and ones which 
reflected institutionalization of the change, not simply 
temporary changes produced by spending the project funds. It 
does not include the many other positive changes that were 
reported in receptiveness to ~esearch and planning as LE/CJ 
tools, or the concrete plans for changes that were not yet 
realized when data collection was ended, or the increased 
willingness to experiment that was often reported, or the many 
other types of outcomes that indicated positive but still 
intangible results. The 1158 percent" figure refers only to 
changed ways of doing LE/CJ functions. It is the visible out­
cropping of an underlying set of changes of indeterminant size. 

B. Contribution to LE/CJ Theory and Practice 

What did the Pilot Cities Team contribute to the theory 
and practice of law enforcement and criminal justice? From 
the outset, this was one of the most difficult qualities of 
Team accomplishments to measure, for the Teams and for the 
Regional Offices. We have found it no easier. 

Two different tasks are at issue. Accomplishing either 
alone would not produce naticnal benefits. The first 
task is to add something to what is already known about LE/CJ 
problems and solutions. We shall discuss this under the head­
ing It Innovation and Advancement. II. The second task is to learn 
things which have widespread utility, and disseminating them; 
and these topics are discussed under the heading of "Trans­
ferabili ty and Dissemination. II 

1. Innovation and Advancement. We conceive of innovation 
as representing two types of contributions. The first of these 
is innovation in practices of law enforcement and criminal 
justice: the feat of trying something different. The second 
type of contribution is advancement of the state of the art. 
Here, we are asking whether the accomplishments of the Team 
are adding to our ability to solve problems of law enforce­
ment and criminal justice--not necessarily by doing new things 
but by learning new things. 

Short of taking an inventory of current LE/CJ practices 
and theory nationwide, we can suggest no hard measures for 
these objectives. We did, however, assemble the judgments of 
several knowledgeable persons about the Pilot Teams I accomplish-

·ments on these two goals. Nine persons participated, repre­
senting e~pertise in all of the LE/CJ fields. 1 They were aSk~d 

lSee Appendix D for background about the rating exercise and the panel of 
judges. 
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to assess abstracts of the 98 demonstration projects which 
were discussed in the preceding section. 

The first question asked of the judges was, 

Ho~ innovative is this ppoject~ 
peZative ~o practice nation~ide? 

They were given five alternative answers: 

"As far as I know, this proj ect ... " 

... is virtually unique ............................. (4) 

... is one of a few pioneering efforts of its type .. (3) 

... is not new, but does have some innovative 
aspects ...................................... (2) 

... is a repeat of well-established approaches ...... (1) 

My rating would be too much of a guess to be 
useful ....................................... (X) 

The consensus of these observers was that aZmost aZZ of the 
PiZot Cities demonstration projects ~ere ~eZZ ~ithin the range 
of estabZished LE/CJ ppactices. Pilot Cities did not serve as 
a proving ground for new ideas. More specifically, the judg­
ments may be divided as follow: 

There was a consensus that almost one out of three of 
the projects (31 of 98) were commonpHtce, with no 
unusual aspects .(mean rating = 1.00 - 1. 49) . 

The overall judgment on more than half (61) of the 
projects was that they had some innovative aspects, 
but were modeled on established patterns (mean rating 
= 1. 50 - 2.49). 

Six of the projects were judged to represent one of a 
few pioneering efforts of their type (mean rating = 
2. 50 - 3.49). 

None had an average rating that put them in the c~te­
gory of "virtually unique l1 (mean rating = 3.50 - 4.00), 
but three of the six projects were thought by at least 
five of the nine judges to be virtually urtique: a 
victimization center, in Dayton, which was designed to 
provide legal recourse and comfort for victims of 
violent crimes; . a l1victim and witness assistance proj ect, 11 

in Rochester, with similar types of services based in 
the police department; and a community-based corrections 
facility for mentally retarded offenders, in Omaha. 

Figure 9.1 shows the shape of the di::rtribution of scores 
for the "innovativeness" scale. 
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FIGURE 9.1 
Frequency Distribution for the "Innovativeness" Ratings 

The second measure was contribution to the state of the 
art. The judges were asked in effect, 

Suppose that a competent evaluation is prepared 
for a given project. What would it add to what 
we alpeady know about the ppoblems of law en­
fopoement and oPiminal justioe? 

The options were: 

"A competent evaluation or study of this project ... " 

... should be required reading for any serious 
student or practitio)1er in this LE/CJ field .. (4) 

· . .'will shed some light on important and un-
resolved issues in this LE/CJ field .......... (3) 

· .. will be of marginal interest, mostly con-
firming what we already know ................. (2) 

· .. will be of interest to the contract mon-
itor, and very few others .................... (1) 

My rating would be too much of a guess to be 
useful ....................................... (X) 
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Overall, the ratings of the nine judges indicate that a 
substantia~ proportion of demonstrations have a potential for 
aontributing to important unresolved issuei in law enforaement 
and criminal justice ppactiae. 

No project had a mean rating higher than 3.5. For four 
projects, there was a cOnsensus of five of the nine judges that 
a good evaluation should be required reading for any serious 
student of that field. The four included the two victim 
assistance projects in Dayton and Rochester, which were cited 
as outstandingly innovative, and two of the Des Moines Te~fus' 
projects: one designed to process all felonies in no ~o~~ 
than 60 days (from i:l.rrest to beginning of trial), and onl~ .that 
would compare the effectiveness of court~assigned and pliblic 
defender legal counsel. 

~.An additional 24 projects should, it was judged, ~roduce 
evaluations which would shed new light on important and unre­
solved issues in that LE/CJ field (mean = 2.50 - 3.49). 

Sixty-six of the projects were judged to be such that a 
competent evaluation would tend to confirm what we already 
know, without adding much to our understanding of the issues 
(mean rating = 1.50 - 2.49). 

For two projects, the consensus was that~~~ evaluation 
would be of interest to the contract monitor, and to -almost 
no one else (mean rating = 1.00 - 1.49). 

The shape of the distribution of ratings on this scale is 
shown in Figure 9.2 on the following page. 

There is a close conceptual link between innovativeness and 
advancement of the state of the art. For this sample of 
projects, there was a reasonably high statistical relationship 
as well--the correlation between the two scales was .55. In 
order to give a sense of what was involved in these measures, 
the two have been combined into an index of potential aontri­
bution to LE/CJ theory and practice. The nine top-ranking 
projects on the combined scales were, in order: 

1. The Viatim and Witness Assistanae Projeat (Rochester), 
Police Department, Rochester, N.Y., which provides 
police services for victims and witnesses from the 
time of the crime to the court proceedings. 2 

2. Victimization Center (Dayton), Ombudsman's Office, 
Dayton/Montgomery County, Ohio. Similar to the 
Rochester project above, but with a narrower range 
of services focusing on counseling for victims and 
public education. 

2 . 
More detailed abstracts of these projects may be foUnd in Appendix B. 
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3. Comparative Lega~ Defense Services (Des Moines), 
County Courts, Polk County, Iowa. This project 
systematically compares the effectiveness of court­
assigned attorneys, public defenders, and private 
attorneys, in providing legal defense for accused 
offenders, 

4. Diversionary Community-Based Services for Menta~~y 
Retarded Offenders (Omaha), Eastern Nebraska Communi­
ty Office of Retardation, Omaha, Nebraska. As its 
name indicates, this project establishes three small 
community-based facilities for housing mentally 
retarded offenders and provides associated rehab­
ilitation services. 

5. Restitution in Probation Experiment (Des Moines), 
County Court~, Polk County, Iowa, The project 
provides a community-based corrections center and 
mechanisms for face-to-face negotiations between 
offender and victim on restitution. 

6. Improved Charge Ana~ysis (Des Moines), County Courts, 
Polk County, Iowa. By adding staff and changing pro­
cedures, this project seeks to process 80 percent of 
all contested felony cases from arrest to trial, in 
no more than 60 days. 
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7. 

8. 

9. 

Juvenile Court Specialized Services for Behavior 
Modification (Tidewater), State Department of Welfare 
and Institutions, for Portsmouth, Virginia. The 
project uses job experience, in progressively more 
complex and responsible positions, as a therapeutic 
tool for juvenile offenders. 

Police and Citizens Together Against Crime (Rochester) 
Police Department, Rochester. In this project, civil~ 
ians and police officers work as two-person teams, 
patrolling neighb9rhood beats. 

Pre-Delinquent Diversion Program (San Jose), Juvenile 
Probation Department, Santa Clara County, California. 
~his project provides for decentralized diversion of 
';.:ce-delinquents in each of the twelve law enforce­
ment jurisdictions of Santa Clara County, using a 
combination of Juvenile Probation Department and 
police resources. 

And so that the reader may have an idea of what the least 
innovative and theoreticaZly least important projects of the 98 
were like, here are the titles of the eight with the lowest 
scores (average-of 1.5 or less on the two 4-point scales), 
starting with the one ranKed 98th out of 98. 

Computerized Fingerprints System (San Jose) 
Improvement of Court Records (Albuquerque) 
Police Salary Incentives for Educational Achievement 

(Albuquerque) 
Norfolk Police Planning and Analysis Office (Tidewater) 
Police Records Improvement Project (San Jose) 
Prosecutor/Defender Intern Program (San Jose) 
Criminalistics Lab Needs Survey (Albuquerque) 
Portsmouth Police Planning and Analysis Unit (Tidewater) 

There was~ it should bi added~ no relationship between the project 
scores on this index and their impact on ZocaZ systems; some 
of the lowest rated projects listed here also had major positive 
effects on the three measures for "improvement of local systems." 

2. Transferability and Dissemination. The first require­
ment for technology transfer is that the technology be desirable 
and needed in places to which it might be transferred. Neither 
of the previous two ratings dealt with that--innovation and 
theoretical interest can exist entirely apart from operational 
utility. So the judges were asked, 

How widely should this project be applied? 

The five options were, 
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"Judging from the cities with which I am familiar, 
this proj ect is ..• II 

... feasible and needed in half or more of 
our cities .... ; ....•...................... (4) 

... feasible and needed in 'maybe a third of 
our cities, ............................... (3) 

... feasible and needed in maybe one city 
in five ................................... (2) 

... feasible and needed in at most one city , 
in ten .................................... (1) 

My rating would be too much of a guess to 
be useful ... , , ................... , ........ eX) 

The average project of the 98 was judged to be feasible and 
needed in only a fifth to a third of our cities. Or to put it 
another way; in the judges' combined estimate, the average 
Pilot Cities demonstration project is either already being 
done in more than two out of three cities, or is not worth 
doing in those cities which do not have it. Even allowing for 
substantial error in the judges' assessment, this is an overall 
low rating for utility for technology transfer. 

The distribution of scores is shown below. 

feasible and needed in half or more of our 
cities (mean rating = 3.50 - 4.00) ............ 6 

feasible and needed in maybe a third of 
our cities (mean rating = 2.50 - 3.49)., ., .... 47 

feasible and needed in one city in five 
(mean rating = 1.50 - 2.49) ................... 44 

feasible and needed in at most one city 
tn ten (mean rating = 1.00 - 1.49) ............ I 

The shape of the distribution is shown in Figure 9.3 on the 
following page. 

The twelve projects rated highest (all had mean ratings of 
3.3 or more out of a possible four) were, in order: 

1. Improved Charge Anal.ysis (Des Moines), which was 
also in the top nine on the combined innovation 
and advancement scales. 

2. Alcoholism Detoxification and Rehabil.itation 
Planning Center (San Jose), to divert inebriates 
from the criminal justice system. 

3. Community-Based Services for Status Offenders 
(Omaha), to decriminalize status of;fenses. 
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4. Custody Classification Preprocessing Center (San 
Jose), which provides a 24-hour-a-day consortium of 
specialists to screen cases after arrests and be­
fore booking. 

5. Victimization Center (Dayton), also ranked in the 
top nine on the combined innovation and advance­
ment.lratings. 

6. Youth Services Bureau (Charlotte), to divert juveniles 
from the CJ system and provide a wide range of " 
counseling and care services to them. 

7. Decriminalization of public Inebriates (Charlotte), 
similar to the San Jose project described above, but 
with narrower scope. 

8. Victim and Witness Assistance Project (Rochester), 
also ranked in the top nine on the comb~ned inno­
vation and advancement ratings. 

9. Offender Reintegr~tion Program (Albuquerque), which 
provides vocational, educational, and counseling 
services to parolees and probationers. 

10. Volunteer Program for the Portsmouth Juvenile and 
Domestic Relations Court (Tidewater), provides com­
prehensiv~ counseling and probationary services to 
juvenile clients by volunteers, supervised by a ful1-
time coordinator. 
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11. P~e-TriaZ ReZease Office (D~yton), provides a pre­
adjudication rehabilitation program, including di­
agnostic and screening services. 

12. FamiZy ConfZict Interven~ion Team Experiment 
(Rochester), provides specially trained police teams 
to handle domestic conflict situations, including 
referral to associated services. 

The projects which were judged to have the narrowest 
utility elsewhere were as follow, starting with the last­
ranked. 3 

Follow-up Survey of State Training Schools (Des Moines) 
County Narcotics Bureau (San Jose) 
Rehabilitative Intervention for Sentenced Prisoners 

(provision of mental health services, Rochester) 
Police Standards and Goals Review (Tidewater) 
Community Drug Center (Charlotte) 
Property Crime Reduction Unit (Albuquerque) 
Juvenile Court Specialized Services for Behavior 

Modification (Tidewater) 
Combating Felonious Crimes by Citizen Involvement (San 

Jose) 
Development of Prevention Methods by Burglary Offense 

Analyses (San Jose) 
Hit Impact Target Program to Reduce Burglary (Tidewater) 
Juvenile Property Crime Reduction Unit (Albuquerque) 

In most cases, the low ratings appear to be based on the extent 
to which the program is already in use, rather than intrineic 
undesirability of the project design. 

Dissemination of the resuZts. 
tion projects, only 65 had reached a point 
had be0n conducted (or a point when it was 
be) . 

The breakdown was as follows: 

Of the 98 demonstra~ 
where the evaluation 
clear that none would 

Extensive evaluation already conducted ..... 43 
A written "memo n evaluation ................ 7 
No evaluation .............................. 15 
Extensive evaluation planned ............... 27 
Plans unsure ........................... :. .. 6 

But as it turned out, even these evaluations did not necessarily 
provide an opportunity for the Pilot Teams to disseminate the 

3Mean scores ranged from 1.50 to 1.83 on the 4-point sca1e--that is, rated 
as feasible and needed in less than one city in five. 
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results. In only twelve instanaes did the Team have a dominant 
voiae in the aonduat and dissemination of the evaluation results; 
in the rest o"f the 65 cases, the evaluation was conducted, or 
monitored by others. 

Dissemination of the results of the Pilot demonstrations 
did occur in 39 cases, to both local ag~ncies and out~of-town 
ones; but we were not able to assign aggregate measures of 
impact significance to these activities. 

More general dissemination and technology transfer activities 
occurred among all eight of the Pilot Teams in at least an informal 
fashion. Review of the correspondence revealed occasional out­
of-town inquiries--usually very general--about the activities of 
the Team; and occasional inquiries from Pilot Associates to an 
agency in another city, usually inquiring about a specific 
program. 

other Team$ did attempt more systematic technology trans­
fer--the best examples are cited in the case histories of Char­
lotte, the Tidewater, and Rochester--but there was only one Team 
which achieved a level of activity that justified extensive 
analysis. Tha t Team, San Jose, is once more II'off the scale ll on 
the standards of impact. 

A detailed quantitative analysis is included in the San Jose 
case history, along with descriptions of individual cases of 
technology transfer. As on the other impact dimensions, docu­
mentation of the Team's impact is ample. The flavor of them is 
perhaps best conveyed by the case of a senior official in Denver. 
He heard about San Jose's CAPER information system and requested 
information. San Jose supplied him with it. He visited San Jose, 
where the Team supplied him with more information, which was used 
to develop a comparable system in Denver. His response to a 
question about the value of San Jose's dissemination activities 
was brief: IIThey have done a hell of a service for the criminal 
justice systems of the nation." 

But the San Jose Team probably represents a maximum level 
of dissemination impact which can be expected from a Pilot Team, 
not just a "success." And even in San Jose, the extent to which 
the Team contributed new techniques is arguable. Overall, for 
even the successful Pilot Cities Teams, impact on national 
theory and practice was modest. 

C. Differences Among the Teams 

To this point, only aggregate figures for the whole program 
have been discussed. But the Teams did show major differences 
among themselves, and estimates of those differences are presented 
here--first, for the indicators of impact on improving the loaal 
LE/CJ system; then, for indicators of impact on advanaing LE/CJ 

152 



theory and practice. The section concludes with a summary com.~ 
parison of the impact of the eight Teams. 

(; 
1\ 

1. Impr;~ing the LocaZ LE/CJ System. Three quantitative 
indicators were scored for each activity, and presented in the 
preceding discussion on overall impact of the Pilot Cities 
Program. To review, the three were: 

• changes in local agency operations: "Operations 
impact" (scored from 0 to +4)4 

fI enhancement of the RPE capacity of local agencies: 
"RPE impact" (-1 to +3) 

• increases in intra-system communications: f1sys.tem 
impact" (-1 to +3). 

Two totals are shown for each Team. The first is the raw 
score obtained by adding the ratings for that Team on that in­
dicator. The second is the projected score, calculated on the 
assumption that the Team would have maintained the same pace for 
a full five-year program. The projected score is far from 
precise, but it 'is much the more useful of the two for comparing 
the levels of activity on the eight Teams. 

a. Impact on the ope'r'ations of ZocaZ agencies. The 
aggregate Team scores for impact on local agency operations are 
as follow: 

Total Score Proportion contributed by ••• 

Actual Projected Team Demonstration Activities TM~esearch Activities 

171 177 San Jose 26% 74% 
66 95 Tidewater 49% 51% 
60 90 Charlotte 20% 80')(, 
49 88 Rochester 40% 60% 
62 79 Albuquerque 58% 42% 
51 56 Dayton 77% 23% 
34 53 Des Mpines 58% 42% 
12 18 Omaha 16% 84% 

82.0 Overall 41% 59% 

Note the sharply contrasting proportions: 80 percent of 
Charlotte's contribution is rated as having come from TA and 
research. Dayton almost exactly reverses the balance--77 per­
cent of its impact on operations is rated as having been pro­
duced by its demonstration activities. Only the Tidewater is 
evenly balanced. 

4The negative scores for negative impact and zero s~ores for neutral or no 
impact prevent the raw number of projects from inflating a Team's score. 
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In a case like San Jose's, the imbalance does not make 
much difference in the comparison with other Teams. Even 
though d.ern'::Jnstration activities contributed only 26 percent of 
its score, San Jose still had the highest score for demonstra­
tion activitie;-,. But for some of the Teams, their place in the 
ordering is sensitive to the type of activity tha';: is included 
in the scoring, as shown below. Teams are listed in order of 
their overall rank. -

Rank if only demonstration 
impact is co:.:nted 

1 
2.5 

7 
5 

2.5 
4 
6 
8 

San Jose 
Tidewater 
Charlotte 
Rochester 
Albuquerque 
Dayton 
Des Moines 
Omaha 

Rank if only TA/Research 
impact is counted 

1 
4 
2 
3 
5 
8 
6 
7 

h. Impact on the research~ planning~ and evaluation 
capacity of ~ocal agencies. We repeat the comparisons used 
for impact on operations. 

Total Score Proportion contributed by ••• 

AQi!& Projected Team Demonstration Activities TA,LResearch Activities 

128 132 San Jose 29% 71% 
32 46 Tidewater 50% 50% 
23 35 Des Moines 57% 43% 
29 32 Dayton 75% 25% 
17 31 Rochester 42% 58% 
23 29 Albuquerque 59% 41% 
17 26 Charlotte 35% 65% 
13 20 Omaha 60% 40% 

The sensitivity of these total scores to type of activity is 
represented below, for RPE impact. Again, Teams are listed in 
order of their overall rank. 

Rank. if onl.~ demonstration 
impact is counted 

1 
3 
4 
2 
6 
5 
8 
7 

San Jose 
'I'idewater 
Des Moines 
Dayton 
Rochester 
Albuquerque 
Clarlotte 
Omaha 
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c. Impact on interaction among local LE/CJ agencies. 
Team-by-Team scores on the third of the three impact measures 
for II improving the local system" are shown below. 

Total Score Proportion contributed by ••• 

Actual 'Projected Team Demonstration Activities TA/Research .Activities 

121 125 San Jose' 42% 58% 

42 60 Tidewater 60% 40% 

40 44 Dayton 100% 0% 

30 38 Albuquerque 68% 32% 

24 36 Charlotte 31% 69% 

13 20 Des Moines 95% 5% 

10 18 J;l.ochester 61% 39% 

11 lL Omaha 100% 100% 
44.8 

Sensitivity of these scores to type of activity is shown below. 

Rank if only demonstration 
impact is counted 

1 
3 
2 
4 

7.5 
5 

7.5 
6 

San Jose 
Tidewater 
Dayton 
Albuquerque 
Charlotte 
Des Moines 
Rochester 
Omaha 

Rank if only TA/Res.earch 
impact is counted 

1 
3 

7.5 
4 
2 
6 
5 

7.5 

d. Summary of comparative team impact on improving the 
local system. In Figure 9.4 on the following page we have 
graphically placed the Teams on continua for the three indi­
cators. 
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2. Advancing LE/CJ Theory and Practice. To review, the 
three indicators which were quantified through a nine-judge 
rating procedure were, 

• innovation in LEjCJ practices; 

• contribution to the LEjCJ state of the art; and 

• utility of the project elsewhere. 

All have been scored oti zero-based scales (0-3 points), so that 
the raw number of proj ects conducted )::nT a Team;f-oes not inflate 
its score. 

The means for each Team, and totals·tor each Team, pro­
jected to a full five-year program, are,teported for the 
demonstration projects only. Teams are listed in rank-order 
of their projected totals. 
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First, the Team-by-Team comparisons on innovation in LE/CJ 
praatiaes is shown in Table 9.5. 

TABLE 9.5 
jf 
;r 

Team-by-Team Results: Innovation in LE/CJ Practices 

No. of 
Projected Projected No. of (Rank on projects 

rank Total Team projects Mean* mean) in the top 20 

1 170 San Jose 21 7.8 (4) 6 
2 170 Tidewater 16 6.6 (6) 3 
3 145 Dayton 17 6.9 (5) 3 
4 144 Rochester 8 8.8 (2) 2 
5 140 Des Moines 10 8.1 (3) 3 
6 111 Albuquerque 15 5.2 (8) 2 
7 84 Omaha 6 9.4 (1) 1 
8 41 Oharlotte 5 5.6 (7) 0 

*Out of a possible 27. 

Note that a score of 9.4 on this scale (the highest mean) 
indicated that it was typically judged as Ilnot new, but does 
have some innovative aspects. 1f A score of 5.2 (the lowest 
mean) means it was judged as being about halfway between that 
scale value and the bottom one; llis a repeat of well-established 
approaches. II 

None of the Teams maintained a conspicuously high ~.verage 
on this variable. But in the case of an active program, this 
seems inevitable. For example, San Jose was involved in 21 
demonstration projects. The question arises: Could the Team 
have been nearly as active if they had been required to devise 
this many innovative programs and then (an even harder job) 
sell them t'o local agencies? 

The Team-by-Team comparisons on the second variable, 
aontribution to the state of the art~ are shown in Table 9.6 
on the following page. 

A score of 13.7 (the highest mean) indicated that it was 
typically judged that the project should result in an evalu­
ation which would be half-way between 

and 

I1Will be of marg-inal interest, mostly 
confirming what .we already know,11 

"Will shed light on important and un­
resolved issues in this LE/CJ field." 
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TABLE 9.6 
Contribution to the LE/CJ State of the Art 

No. of 
Projected Projected No. of 

* 
(Rank on projects 

rank total Team projects Mean mean) in the top 20 

1 273 San Jose 21 11.3 (5) 4 
2 266 Tidewater 16 10.4 (6) 3 
3 242 Dayton 17 11.5 (4) 1 
4 223 Rochester 8 13.7 (1) 3 
5 210 Des Moines 10 12.2 (3) 3 
6 193 Albuquerque 15 9 .• 0 (8) 3 
7 113 Omaha 6 12.7 (2) 3 
8 72 Oharlotte 5 9.8 (7) 0 

*Out of a possible 27. " 

A score of 9.0 (the lowest mean) indicates that the project 
typically was judged as being of marginal interest. 

Finally, in Table 9.7 are displayed the inter-Team results 
for utility elsewhere of the demonstration projects. 

TABLE 9.7 
Team-by-Team Results, Utility Elsewhere of the Demonstration Projects 

- -~--- No. of 
Projected Projected No. of * (Rank on projects 

rank total Team projects Mean mean) in the top 20** 

1 334 San Jose 21 13.8 (5) 6 
2 325 Dayton 17 15.4 (4) 2 
3 316 Tidewater 16 12.5 (7) 2 
4 263 Rochester 8 16.3 (1) 4 
5 255 Albuquerque 15 12.0 (8) 2 
6 234 Des Moines 10 13.7 (6) 2 
7 144 Omaha 6 16.2 (2) 2 
8 115 Oharlotte 5 15.5 (3) 2 

*out of a possible 27. 
**There was c;o three-way tie for twentieth. 

A score of 16.3 (the highest mean) indicates that the 
project was judged as being "feasible and needed" in roughly a 
third of U.S. cities. A score of 12.0 (the lowest mean) was 
not much lower--"feasib1e and needed in somewhat more thana 
fifth of our cities" would be a fair interpretation. 
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S. A Summapy Assessment of the Eight Teams. The preceding 
pages have shown how the Team scores varied on the six impact 
measures. But it must be stressed that they are based on 
linear projections--"if the Team had continued for 60 months 
at the same level of effort ... ,II And this produced distortions. 
For it appears that the decision to cut short the Pilot Cities 
Program came as some cities were gaining momentum (Tidewater, 
Rochester, and Des Mo~nes) and others were losing momentum 
(Dayton, Albuquerque, and, in a different way, Charlotte). Had 
the Program been continued, San Jose would still have been 
impressively successful, and probably would have remained the 
top ranked Team; but it is also probable that other Teams 
would have closed the gap. Similarly, we are not at all con­
fident that the ordering of the lower-ranked Teams would 
remain as they have been projected. 

The problem in attaching a summary label to a Team's impact 
is that there is no natural standard of "satisfa,ctory perform­
ance." No one knows what a Team "should ll be able to accomplish 
in five years. But we do come away from a prolonged examination 
of the record with clear impressions, which are as follow. 

San Jose. By any standard we have been able to devise, the 
San Jose Team was a success. As a vehicle for improving the 
local LEjCJ system, it was a brilliant success. The raw and 
projected numbers which put it so far in front of the other 
seven are backed by detailed and convincing qualitative evi­
dence of impact. 

Tidewatep. The numbers which put the Tidewater second on 
five of the six indicators fairly reflect the qualitative 
record. The Tidewater Team was clearly the second most 
successful Team in a comparative sense, and a solid, unequivocal 
success in terms of its absolute impact on the four LEjCJ 
systems which it served. One good indicator of this is the 
effort made by those systems to maintain the Team after the 
Pilot Cities Program phased out. It is also our estimate 
that as a rule of thumb, rate of impact accelerates for a good 
Team . Given a full five-year t~ffort, we would proj ect the 
Tidewater Team as it functioned during the Pilot Cities Pro­
gram to achieve impact on roughly the same level as the San 
Jose Team. 

Roahestep. We estimate that the Rochester Team was 
stronger than the llumbers indicate. With a life of only three 
years, -it appeared to be getting into stride just as phaseout 
was announced. Rochester's style contrasted with that of San 
Jose and the Tidewater--it tended more toward research than 
the other two, and was less aggressively oriented toward 
operational programs. But it did produce important projects, 
and was being used as a source of advice and assistance by all 
the major components of the system. 
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ChaT'Zotte. Of all the Teams, we are least confident about 
where to put Charlotte. If the Charlotte Team is measured 
against its own standards of what i-t wanted to accomplish, it 
did very well. If it is measured against LEAA's expectations, 
Charlotte could best be labeled a~ underachiever. The Charlotte 
Team explicitly refused to force the pace; it stood ready to 
respond when its assistance was sought. And its responses 
impressed us as being consistently timely, supportive, and 
competent. Yet, the Team as viewed by LE/CJ agencies seems to 
have been perceived as overly aloof, too detached, perhaps 
too piously reticent, to take the initiative. A fair overall 
summary statement about the 'Charlotte Team is that it performed 
its self-defined role with integrity and skill and that it 
could have achieved much more than it did. 

Des Moines. The Des Moines Team, like Rochester, appeared 
to be gaining momentum when the phaseout of the Pilot Cities 
Program was announced. Its achievements during Phase I had been 
marginal. In Phase II a new director and an improved relation­
ship with the Regional Office were resulting in an accelerated 
level of achievement; then, activity fell off when it was 
learned that the Program would be truncated. Overall, the Des 
Moines Team did not achieve a SUbstantial level of impact dur­
ing its existence. It was moving in that direction. 

Dayton. In contrast to Rochester, the numbers probably 
exaggerate the Dayton Team's level of success relative to the 
'other Teams. The Dayton Team was plagued by disruption and 
confusion from the start. It survived for nearly the full five 
years, and in the process managed to implement a number of 
demonstration projects. In that sense, the numbers indicating 
impact have a firm foundation. But the Team never was able to 
establish itself in the role of advisor and "overviewer" of the 
system. 

AZbuqueT'que. The Albuquerque experience was different from 
Dayton's in its specifics, but not in overall effect. Projects 
which had value were funded; technical assistance was provided; 
but the concept behind the Pilot Cities Program was not realized. 

Omaha. The Omaha Team was a failure by every measure of 
impact. A mediocre performance in Phase I (for which the 
Regional Office and the city share responsibility with the Team) 
was followed by disaster in Phase II. It is nearly impossible 
to point to a positive outc.ome of the Omaha pro,Ject'- which could 
not have been produced more easily and cheaply by providing the 
money without the Team. 
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X. SOURCES OF CHANGE 

In the preceding eight sections of this report we have 
taken the Pilot Cities Program from inception through estimates 
of program impact. In this section, we draw together the data 
on the assorted topics that have been covered, focusing on 
cause and effect relationships between the contents of the Pro­
gram and the impact that was achieved: what does the Pilot 
Cities experience suggest about the change process in law 
enforcement and criminal justice systems? The discussion is 
arranged' under three topics that seem to us to be of ~entral 
importance to LEAA: 

• tradeoffs between improvement and innovation; 

• the effectiveness of the Pilot Team approach in 
shaping change; and 

• the relative importance of places, procedures, and 
personnel in stimulating change. 

In this section, the focus is on the evidence; judgments on 
these topics are elaborated in the final section, ConcZusions 
and Recommendations. 

A. Tradeoffs Between I mprovement and Innovation 

Throughout the preceding section, Pilot Team impact was 
discussed in terms of two very distinct categories: improve­
ment of ZocaZ LE/CJ systems~ and advancement of LE/CJ theory 
and practice in a nationaZ context~ Three indicators were used 
for each category. The question to be discussed now is: What 
was the relationship between the two types of impact? Were 
they mutually reinforcing? Independent? Competitive? 

The basic statistical relationships are shown by the fif­
teen correIa tions in 'table 10·.1. 

TABLE 10.1 
Intercorrelations Among the Impact Indicators 

Local 
Improvement 

LElcr 
Theory & Practice 

{

Impact on operations 
Impact on RPE capability .35 

Impact on system interactions .25 .26 

~ - - - - - - - Utl11t; ;l;e;;'h~e - - .14 - ~ 04 - -.26- : 
t Contribution to state of the art .02 .03 .07 I .43 

Innovativeness -.10 .11 -.04 I .12 .55 
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These statistical relationships and our reading of the qualita­
tive record support two important findings, as follow. 

1. Innovation and utiZity EZsewhere. It was widely assumed 
tproughout the Pilot Cities Program that innovation was inex­
iricably tied to potential for technology transfer. Enormous 
energy was expended by some Regional Office representatives, 
Pilot Teams, and local agency personnel in order to devise 
novel approaches to law enforcement and criminal justice 
problems; and almost always the rationale was that only through 
innovation could we learn things to help other cities. If an 
approach had already been tried elsewhere, went the argument, 
what is the point in spending Pilot "0" funds to replicate it? 
But in the piZot Cities exper~ence~ the innovativeness of a 
project and its potentiaZ utiZity eZsewhere were independent 
quaZities. l 

If "advancement of' the state of the artlt is substituted for 
"innovativeness," a different picture emerges. The relationship 
with potential utility is substantial. 2 But it is important to 
remember that projects which were rated highest on contribution 
to the state of the art were often ones which promised to teZZ 
us concrete information about famiZiar approaches. The clearest 
example of this was the Des Moines project to compare effective­
ness of court-appointed counsel for indigents with counsel from 
a public defender's office. The substance of the approach was 
commonplace. Public defender offices exist throughout the 
country. But, our judges were telling us, we badly need infor­
mation on how well they work. 

As a more general statement, it should be emphasized that 
the LE/CJ fields tend to be ones for which "innovation" can 
take strange forms. To have a policeman walking a beat has 
been, in the past few years, an innovation. The recent proposal 
of a minimum three-year prison term for certain repeat offenders 
was regarded widely as an innovative approach, when it had a 
respected scholar as author, a prestigious magazine as forum, 
and, perhaps most significantly, when it tried to treat the 
subject in a dispassionate, data-based, analytic way.3 The 
message seems to be that in Zaw enforcement and criminaZ justice~ 
innovation can consist of finding out more about what we aZready 
do now or have done in the past. The data from the ratings of 
Pilot Cities Projects underscore the appropriateness of this 
view of innovation. 

lStatistically, r = .12. If the mutual correlation of innovation and lxtili ty 
with "state- of the art" is held constant, the partial correlation between 
innovation and utility is slightly negative (-.15). 

2 
r = .43 between "contribution to the state of the -art" and "utility else-
where," significant at the .001 level. 

3James Q. Wilson, "Lock Em Up.," New York Times Magazine~ March 9, 1975. 
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2. National Benefits and Loeal Improvements. Most of the 
Pilot Teams were vehement in their view that locally innovative 
projects which would help their city/county system were not 
necessarily the ones which' would contribute most to nationwide 
theory or practice. Their view is supported by the statistics. 
The correlations between the three indicators averaged .06. 
And, as the individual projects are examined, the point is 
emphasized repeatedly: all eight of the Pilot Oities LE/OJ 
systems aould have been signifieantly improved by projeets 
that were not innovative~ not of mueh value to the state of 
the art" and not partieularly usej'ul, for most other eities. 
And these eight cities, it should be remembered~ were supposed 
to be among the more progressive ones in their population range. 

The preceding discussion has'focused on the arguments that 
innovation was overstated as a means of aahieving improvements 
in national, LE/OJ theory and praetiae~ and that improvements 
in national, LE/OJ theory and praetiae were not eorrel,ates of 
improvements in the eapability of loeal LE/OJ systems. It has 
used statistics as the basis for both arguments. The statistics 
make explicit the conclusions implied by the nature of the tOP4 projects on each impact dimension, as discussed in Section IX. 

But the subtitle of the discussion was tradeoffs between 
improvements and innovation, and they cannot be shown with 
statistics. They stem from the pressure on some Teams, reported 
to us by Team members and apparent in correspondence and inter­
office memos, to develop projects which were globally innovative. 
In some cases this was accomplished by rejection of grant appli­
cations because projects were insufficiently innovative, which, 
in turn, alienated local agencies which had expected to get the 
award. 5 In other cases, it led to substantial diversion of 
Team energies into searches for innovations rather than searches 
for the projects that would do the local system the most good. 
Potentially significant local improvements were often set aside 
in an effort to comply with the Pilot Cities mandate--or what 
was perceived as a mandate--to be globally innova.tive. And the 
pressure was indeed substantial, from outside LEAA as lNell as 
within. From the GAO evaluation of the Pilot Cities: 

We believe the key question that the Federal 
Government must ask is whether the cumulative 
effect .of the' efforts of 'the Teams is suffi­
cient-ly innovative to justify the further ex­
penditUre of. funds directly under LEAA control. 6 

The answer to that "key question" was :qo, and phaseout of the 
program was recommended largely on that basis. 

4see especially the ~'lalitative discussions, pp. 130-133, 135-138, 139-141, 
146-148., . and 149-151. 

5The case histories for Des Moines, Omaha, and Albu~uerque provide the best 
examples of this pressure and its distracting effects on Team performance. 

6comptroller General of the United states, op. cit., p. 34. Emphasis added. 

163 



B. The Effectiveness of the Pilot Team Approach in Shaping LE/CJ Change 

In the discussion of impact in.Section IX, a simple criterion 
was used to link the Pilot Team with achievement of impact: did 
the Team playa principal role in initiating and planning the 
activity in q1.ii~stion? In effect, the question was whether 
that specific activity would have happened if the Pilot Team 
ha.d not b~en there. Now we turn to a more demanding question: 

To what extent did the Pilot Team affect the 
course of development of the LE/CJ system1 

The operative phrase is "course of d·evelopment." For it is 
plausible that even though a Pilot Team might increase the 
aggregate number of projects undertaken in a city, much the 
same effects could have been achieved simply by allocating the 
$500,000 per year in Pilot ttO" money to a city, without a Team. 

The findings on this question must be qualified. There 
are no experimentally valid results, comparing the course of 
change in Pilot Cities with the course of change in a set of 
otherwise identical control cities. But the available evidence 
strongly suggests that the Teams themselves were positively 
intervening in the course of LE/CJ development. Changes were 
occurring which apparently would not have occurred through the 
usual grant process. 

The evidence takes a variety of forms. First to be consid­
ered is the complete set of 151 demonstration projects with 
which the Pilot Teams had some involvement, often very minor. 
Ninety-eight of these comprise the subset of Pilot demonstra­
tions. The remaining 53 (almost all of which also used LEAA 
funding) were dominantly initiated and planned by the local 
agency, not by the Pilot Team. They will be called "non-Pilot 
demonstrations,1t for convenience. The question is, are there 
significant differences in the types of impact achieved by the 
two sets of projects? 

1. Improvements in the local system. In terms of the 
first of the three I/local improvements" measures, impact on 
basic agency operations, the answer is no. Non-Pilot demonstra­
tions and Pilot demonstrations were nearly identical in their 
average level of impact on agency operations (2.4 for Pilot 
demonstrations on the 0 - 4 scale, and 2.3 for non-Pilot demon­
strations). This is not surprising; the one aspect that LEAA 
gr'1..nts of all types have most in common is the intent to improve 
operations, and there is nothing in the Pilot Program's design 
which ought to make a typical Pilot demonstration have more of 
this type of impact than other demonstrations. 

Rather, the kinds of local impact which are not "natural" 
to LEAA grants~ and which the Pilot Teams were explieitly man­
dated to achieve~ were RPE impact and systems impact. And the 
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mean level of impaat on RPE aapability and inter-agenay aommun­
iaation was signifiaantly higher for Pilot demonstrations than 
for non-pilot demonstrations. Figures 10,1 and 10.2 compare 
the distribution of ratings for the two subsets. In both cases 
the proportions are significantly different.7 ' 

Ratin\J for "impact 
on RPE capacity" 

Negative reaction 
to utility of RPE 

No reaction 

Positive reaction 
by agency staff 

Intent to expand 
RPE capacity 

Expansion of 
RPE capacity 

FIGURE 10.1 

Pilot damon- Non-Pilot 
strations Percent demonstrations 

60 50 40 30 20 10 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 

~jlj~j~j1lijiji\jjij~jil~jijijijjjjjjljlj ~ 

1~!1j)1)j1j1j1j1j!j111j111j1j11!j\~ 

Comparative Impact on RPE Capability by Pilot and Non-Pilot Demonstrations 

To summarize Figure 10.1, 41 yercent of the Pilot Demonstra­
tions had the effect of either actually increasing RPE resources 
or causing a clear intention to increase them; only 12 percent 
of the non-Pilot demonstrations had an equivalent effect. For 
inter-agency communications (Figure 10.2), the contrast is 
even greater: 56 percent of the Pilot demonstrations resulted 
in a continuing inter-agency relationship which did not exist 
previously; only 10 percent of the non-Pilot demonstrations had 
a similar effect. The conclusion that Pilot participation was 
influencing the nature of project impact is clearly supported 
by these data. 

2. Contribution to LE/CJ Pheory and Praatiae. A parallel 
comparison on the other three impact 'indicators--innovation, 
contribution to the state of the art, and utility elsewhere--
is not possible, since the 53 non-Pilot projects were not judged 

'7statistical significance of the mean differences is at the .001 level for 
both variables, using the t statistic. 
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Rating for "impact 
on inter-agency 
communication" 

Created new 
tensions with 
another agency 

Produced no 
new contacts 

Produced casual 
new contacts 

Produced short-term 
new inter-agency­
relationship 

Produced continuing 
new inter-agency 
relationship 

FIGURE 10.2 

Pilot demon­
strations Percent 

Comparative Impact on Inter-Agency Communication by Pilot 
and Non-Pilot Demonstrations 

Non-Pilot 
demonstrations 

on them. Even within the set of 98 Pilot demonstrations, how­
ever, some relationship exists between the degree of Pilot Team 
participation and these impact variables, as shown in Figure 10.3. 
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Extent of Team participation in initiation and design of the Project 

FIGURE 10.3 
Relationship Betwe~n Pilot Participation and the "Theory and 
Practice" Impact Indicators 

The relationship is strongest between degree of Pilot Team 
participation in the initiation and deSign of a program, and 
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its innovativeness (r = .28),8 The relationships between Pilot 
participation and the other two variables are not as regular; 
statistically, they are weak.9 This can be seen as .being con­
sistent with the finding reported in Section IX that impact on 
these variables was not the strong point of the Pilot Cities 
Program. On the other hand, it should be_remembered that these 
relationships exist within the set of Pilot demonstrations. 
This is tantamount to asking whether we can detect differences 
in a set of projects for which, in the great majority of cases, 
Pilot participation is already high) as opposed to lIvery high, If 
and "extremely high." The sample sizes for "low participation" 
are small. That any relationship exists is unexpected. 

In order to supplement this assessment of ways in which 
Pilot approach shaped "innovation" impacts, the inventory of 
other LEA A projects going to the eight cities was examined. 
The number of projects involved (over 600) was too great to 
permit a detailed analysis. It did appear that the average 
level of Pilot demonstrations un the "nationwide theory and 
practice" impact measures was probably higher than the average 
forLEAA grants a·s a whole, But this is not particularly 
meaningful, because a sUbstantial proportion of LEAA's funds 
are being devoted to hardware and basic systems. If agg~egate 
numbers of projects with innovation, potential value to the 
state of the art, and potential utility elsewhere are considered, 
we question whether the Pilot Program as a whole added signifi­
cantly to the total level of impact wbich would have been achieved 
otherwise. But this comparison treats the Pilot Cities Program 
overall; taken city-by-city, the very great differences in Team 
performance discussed earlier should be considered. For the 
most successful Teams, it is our estimate that a detailed 
analysis would reveal that not only average level of impact but 
also the aggregates were substantially affected by Team activ­
ities. But, to reiterate, the Pilot Cities Program's contri­
butions to this set of impacts were generally much less signif­
icant than its contribution as a method of improving local 
systems. 

C. The Roles of Places, Procedures, and Personnel 

In establishing the Pilot Cities Program, LEAA put a major 
effort into finding the right cities and establishing a satis­
factory statement of methods to be used in all of the grants, 
and relatively little effort into selecting the 'l'eam personnel. 
In retrospect, it seems likely that LEAA had its priorities 
exactly backward. For when the Teams' achievements are analyzed 
against these variablE~s, the basic findings are that 

8significant at the .01 level. 

9The correlation of Pilot pa.rticipation with "state of the art" is .10 
(sig. = .34) and. .16 (sig. = .14) with "ui1ility elsewhere." 
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• There was a very limited relationship between the 
characteristics of the site and achievement of 
impact; 

• No relationship existed between strict observation 
of the prescribed method and achievement of impact; 
and 

• There was a pervasive relationship between the 
composition of the Team and achievement of impact. 

Each of these fi-ndings is discussed in turn. 

1. Impact and the Sites. The existence of a relationship 
between "receptivity" of the urban and political environments 
surrounding a Team and the level of its accomplishment cannot 
be SUpp6i.~ted by the data. This holds true for the quantitative 
and qualitative criteria developed by LEAA at "the time the 
sites were selected, and for our own subsequent analyses of the 
cities. A variety of configurations seemed adequate. For 
example, the Pilot Cities idea worked in ... 

San ;i0se--much larger than the other seven, a boom town, 
mush?ooming population, no large ghetto, high wages but high 

. unemployment, . close to the major centers of San Francisco and 
Oakland, with multiple LEjCJ jurisdictions. 

The Tidewater--not one city but fch.:r, with no eounty gov­
ernment to provide a bureaucratic umbrella; an area that has 
been sliding economically; stable population; low blue-collar 
wages but rela ti v\~ly high employment; large '.}J,.ack population 
but few racial tensions. . 

Rochester--one'city, geographically separate, very low crime 
rate for a city of its size; very wealthy and getting wealthier, 
low unemployment, average racial situation; not a new city, but 
a center of new technology; a reputation for being progressive. 

We could continue with the further contrasts which Des 
Moines and Charlotte and Dayton represent, but the point should 
already be clear. The cities were very different on all kinds 
of dimensions; yet there is no reason (which we have observed) 
that Pilot Cities could not have been a success in all of them. 
All six give evidence to the contrary. And yet to conclude 
that the varying levels of success which were actually achieved 
in those six could be attributed to varying degrees of recep­
tiveness is extremely difficult. For every plus that one of 
these cities had, it is possible to think of a minus. 
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One possible exception is the apparent utility of a high 
level of professional training among LE/CJ personnel. Of all 
the disposing condition.s which were examined, only this one 
yielded a noticeable relationship with impact. Specifically, 
the three top-rated teams in impact--San Jose, the Tidewater, 
and Rochester--were also conspicuously higher than the other 
five Teams on their percentages of the co-worker pool which had 
received special professional training--80 percent, 66 percent, 
and 93 percent, respectively. And the relationship is given 
credibility by the rationale that obviously goes with it: 
Teams should prosper most easily among LE/CJ personnel who are 
technically best trained. But the overall rank order correla­
tions of co-worker professional training and the six impact 
indicators are generally modest and, qualitatively, the role 
of this variable was at best probably only one of a fa.cilitator. lO 

Omaha and Albuquerque do offer evidence that the wrong 
urban environment can have a crippling negative effect. The 
relationship is confounded. Both the Omaha and Albuquerque 
Teams made errors (as did all of the Teams), and both were 
subject to Regional Offices which, in our view, played a 
generally negative role. There is DO shortage of explanations 
for the problems encountered in these cities. But even after 
these have been taken into account, there r~mains a difference 
between Omaha and Albuquerque as Pilot sites, and the other 
six. For the others, it seems very probable that the right 
Team could have been a thorough success (as a few were). For 
Albuquerque and Omaha, there is a real question whether any 
Team short of a truly superlative one could have accomplished 
what was done in a San Jose ora Tidewater. To SOIlle extent, 
failure was built into those cities. 

The overall finding is, then, that whether the LE/CJ and 
politiaaZ systems were "receptive N or "neutral" did not seem 
to matter3 but systems with conditions that were "hostile" 
could enforce fai lure on even po tential ly pl'oduative Teams. 

2. Impact and Procedures. The Pilot Cities Program 
adopted an explicit procedure for stimulating change. A state­
ment of the steps was part of every. Phase I grant application, 
based on the principles adopted by the Organization for Social 

. and Technical Innovation (OSTI) in their report to the 

laThe rank order correlation (by city) of professional training with imI,act 
on agency operations was .74; but the correlations with the other five 
impact indicators ranged between .24 and .40. 
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President's Crime Commission. ll It was a straightforward set 
of principles for an orderly identification of needs and solu­
tions. It emphasi'zed the importance of mutual understanding 
between ch~nge agent and the client; of a cumulative data base; 
of riding with existing local initiatives; of starting with 
programs that had a high probability of quick impact; and of 
program continuity. 

The most successful Teams generally followed the guidelines; 
but so did some of the unsuccessful Teams. The most successful 
Teams simply seemed to f.ollow the spirit of them better than 
did the less successful ones--which is another way of saying 
that other explanatory factors must be sought, to explain 
success. 

The experience of~the Pilot Cities~does support a conclusion 
that the officially adopted methods wo~ked better than any 
variant which the Teams attempted on their own. There were 
two prominent examples of a variant approach--Charlotte, and 
Omaha in Phase Two--and both led to disappointing results. 

In the case of Charlotte, the highly non-interventionary 
approach outlined in Section VII seems in retrospect \,0 have 
resulted in under-utilization of Pilot resources. Other Teams 
demonstrated that it is possible for a Team to take the initi­
ative, to "sell" good programs to agencies which would not 
otherwise have adopted them; and generally to assume an activist 
stance once credibility had been established. The Charlotte 
Team explicitly declined to do so. The Team's reasons for its 
stance were carefully considered, and they were persuasive ones 
in many respects. But consistently the responses of local 
officials indicated to us that they were ready to take greater 
advantage of the Team than they did, and one reason they did not 
was the Team's detachment. 

The case of Omaha in Phase II is entirely different. -Where­
as the Charlotte personnel were generally respected and accepted 
by the local system, some of the Omaha Team were not. In par­
ticular, the int~nse mutual dislike between the Phase II Direc­
tor and virtually the entire LE/CJ community contaminates any 
conclusions. 12 But the Omaha Director in Phase II did none­
theless have a distinctive approach. It was based on the view 
that the true clients of the Pilot Team were the participants 
(offenders and victims) in the LE/CJ system, not the agencies. 
Further, it was argued, the only feasible way to stimulate 
change in a community such as Omaha was to shake it up, spark 
interest through controversy if necessary. The Omaha experience 
offers no evidence that this is a usable approach to changing 
LE/CJ systems, and a great deal of evidence that it is not. 

110STI, ImpZementation~ 1967. 

l2"Director" refers to the Pilot Associate in charge, not the officially 
designated but relatively uninvolved co-Directors from the University of 
Nebraska at Omaha. -

170 . 



.1' .. 

We are le:ft~then with the minimal finding that the procedures 
adopted at the outset of the PiZot Program couZd work~ as proved 
by the most successfuZ cities~ and that it was not demonstrated 
that any other approach worked as wetZ. 

On the other hand, a conscientious eff))rt to observe the 
procedures did not ensure success. By many standards, the 
strictest adherence at the outset of the Program was found not 
in San Jose or the Tidewater or Rochester, but in Dayton, Des 
Moines, and Omaha, all of which had serious difficulties in 
getting established during Phase I. 

On a more general level, it appears that the limits of 
utility are quickly reached for rules about how to be a change 
agent. The extensive anecdotal data, which were collected 
about the change process, turned out to be more interesting 
than useful--suitable for .a technical article about interactions 
in the change process, or perhaps for a novel, but they have 
not added new, unsuspected, and applicable knowledge about how 
to go about stimulating changes in LEjCJ systems. There is no 
shortage of advice to change agents; and the lessons of the 
Pilot Cities Program for the behavior at the tactical lev81 
reinforce the advice generated by other experiences. 13 

13F'or example~ we were struck by the appropriateness of Bell and Manson's 
work drawn from the Criminal Justice Project.. They cited five common 
underlying assumptions by LE/CJ change agents, and proposed five alterna­
tive working assumptions. They could as easily have oeen inspired hy the 
Pilot Program--the Teams' experiences supply extensive evidence in support 
of th€! thesis that the five "underlying assumptions" were commonly held by 
ineffective change agents in the Program and that their five "aJternative 
working assumptions" were commonly held by the effective change agents. 
The pairs are: 

Underlying AS~l1mptions 

1. Decision-makers do not have any ideas, or the 
capacity to develop ideas to get themselves out 
of their dilemmas. 

2. The present problems in an agency result in large 
part from their making bad decisions, and therefore 
we have to improve the quality of the decisions 
made, to improve the agency. 

3. There is something wrong with a less than whole­
hearted response to an offer of help. 

4. Sea t of the pants decis ions are inherently inferior', 
even undesirable, because they are not backed up 
by fcrmal objective information. ' 

5. DupUcation of effort is wasteful and to be avoIded 
where it does not exist, and stamped out where it 
does exist. 

Alternative Working Assumptions 

1. Trust between the helper and the helped is 
essential to almost all change processes. 

2. The line officials worked with have specific 
ideas about what they can. do to change, and 
are capable of making good decisions. 

3. Neutral, passive, or even negative or recalci­
trant behavior on the part of line officials is 
norma t in a change encounter. 

4. Observed data ought to be used in support of 
the intuitions of deciSion-makers at all levels 
of the hierarchies with which we work. 

5. Duplicatlon of effort is an essential ingredient 
of many change processes, <lnd should be designed 
into new programs. 

Quoted .from Chauncey F. Bell and Donald B. Manson, "Mythology and. the 
Management of Change: Inconsil3tencies in the Behavior of Staff!l in 
The Change Process in Criminal Justice~ NILECJ, 1973. 
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The question is the extent to which elaboration of these 
rules or the evidence for them would actually change behavior 
in the future. For, as was mentioned in the section on process 
(Section VII~, we ordinarily encountered awapeneS8 of the tech­
niques of change-agentry in persons who did not ppactice them. 
Overall, the Pilot Cities experience suggests that ppocedupaZ 
guideZines about the change ppocess wepe sound and heZpfuZ~ 
but obS8Pvation of them~was not a decisive op even maiop factop 
in detepmining Team ach~evements. 

3. Impact and the Natupe of the Team. It is our overall 
judgment that the characteristics of the Team members and of 
the Team as a unit were the most imnortant factors in determin­
ing success--more important than the nature of the city, the 
LEjCJ system, the strategy, or the support from the grantee 
and LEAA. 

In Section V, the characteristics of the Team were discussed 
under the headings of "structural integrity!! of the Team as a 
unit, and personnel qualifications. Team ranks on these vari­
ables and on the impact indicators are shown in Table 10.2. 

TABLE 10.2 
Rank Order of the Teams on Team Variables and Impact Variables 

City 

Albuquerque 
Charlotte 
Dayton 
"'les Moines 
Jmaha 
Rochester 
San Jose 
Tidewater 

8 6.5 3 6 6.5 
6 2 7 8 1.5 
3 5 6 3 6.5 
4 6.5 5 4 5 
58278 
2 1 8 1 1.5 
7 3 1 5 3.5 
1 4 4 2 3.5 

5 
3 
6 
7 
8 
4 
1 
2 

6 
7 
4 
3 
8 
5 
1 
2 

4 
5 
3 
6 
8 
7 
1 
2 

6 
8 
3 
5 
7 
4 
1 
2 

6 
8 
3 
5 
7 
4 
1 
2 

TEAM VARIABLES IMPACT VARIABLES 

*Ranks were computed by calculating the average score on each variable 
for the Teams that existed at 6 months and 26 months into the project. 

5 
8 
2 
I) 

7 
4 
1 
3 

It was pointed out that these measures only partially cap­
tured the qualifications of the Team. Even so, however, it 
happens that the simplest way of summarizing that table shows 
a statistical relationship between Team characteristics. If 
the five ranks characterizing the Team are added, 'and compared 
with the combined ranks on the im.pact indicators, the result is 
as follows: 
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Rochester 
Tidewater 
San Jose 
Dayton 
Des Moines 
Charlotte 
Albuquerque 
Omaha 

Rank on the combined ... 

Desirable Team 
Characteristics 

I 
2 
3 
4 

5.5 
5.5 
7.5 
7.5 

Impact. 
Indicators 

4 
2 
1 
3 

5.5 
7 

5.5 8 J~.+. 

The Spearman rank order coefficient is .76, significant 
beyond the .05 level even for a sample of only eight. But the 
case for a relationship between the Team and impact is not a 
statistical one; the factors are too complicated and the sample 
is too small to examine them quantitatively. Rather, we offer 
these observations, without further mention of statistical 
significance. 

a. structural integrity. "Structural integritY,tt it will 
be remembered from Section V, refers to the stability of staff­
ing level, continuity of the staff, and continuity of leader­
ship. The qu.ality of structural integrity in the Team consis­
tently impressed us as being fundamentally important, even 
though we are not su.re whether it is mostly a cause or mostly 
an effect. Of the four Teams with high scores on this variable, 
three were ranked in the top four on the impact indicators. 

In one sense, these qualities are effects, not causes, of 
Team accomplishments; a Team that is productive generally will 
tend to stay together longer than a Team that is foundering. 
But it also seems very likely that the fact of continuity and 
stability played a key ~oZe as a cause of accomplishments. In 
particular, productivity in relationships with local agency 
personnel depended crucially on personal relationships--not 
friendships, necessarily, but establishment of accurate mutual 
assessments by Team member and agency officials of the other's 
strengths and weaknesses, preferences, and prejudices. As a 
Pilot Team kept showing new faces to the local agencies, these 
relationships became increasingly difficult to develop. And 
each time a new member joined the Team, some months were spent 
bringing him or her up to speed on Pilot activities and on the 
background of the local LE/CJ community. These problems 
occurred on a much larger s·cale when the change was not of an 
Associate, hut the Director of the Team. 

h. Personnel qualifications. The Pilot Cities experience 
does not positively indicate who are the best change agents. 
The most impressive Pilot Cities members included people with 
a wide variety of backgrounds; so did the least impressive 
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ones. But even though there are many exceptions, the experi­
ence of the eight Teams suggests a profile of the effective 
Team. The mai.n features of thatproiile are' as follow., 

The Dipectops of the most successful Teams wepe genuinely 
expept in la~1/ e.nfopcement and cpiminal justice. This was true 
of all three of the Teams--San Jose, Tidewater, and Rochester-­
whi.ch had achieved or promised to achieve the greatest impact, 
Directors who were not expert in LE/CJ sometimes were well­
qualified as administrators but the history of the Teams 
consistently underscores the point that it was not enough that 
the Dipectop of a Pilot Team be a good managsp; the most 
successful Teams were ones in which he (or she) was also 
policymaker and formulator of strategy about how to go about 
the Pilot- Team's mission. That task demanded that the Director 
have an internally coherent view of the law enforcement and 
criminal justice arena, locally and nationwide. Early in the 
report the Director of the San Jose Team was quoted as saying 
that "one explanation for the apparent success of this Pilot 
is that the Pilot Program staff has some consistent internal 
sense of goals and objectives .... " For "staff," we would 
substitute "Director" as being the crucial element. 

The most successful Teams had a high level of reseapch 
competence. The guidelines for establishing the Teams called 
for one member to be a systems analyst, to facilitate the 
development of integrative projects among agencies. Several 
of the Teams did in fact employ systems experts, some of them 
with excellent credentials. But thepe is no indication in the 
histopies of the Teams that system-anaZytic skiZls wepe funa­
tional fop this task. Instead, in retrospect, it is clear 
that the much mope ppessinq need was for soc'i.al science 
peseapch skills" for the conduct of the Pilot research, for 
design and evaluation of demonstration projects) and for 
responding to requests for technical assistance. "Social 
science research skills" as it is used here means competence 
in research design and analysis. Among many Teams, there 
appeared to be an assumption that these are skills which auto­
matically corne with a degree, whether it be in law or in social 
work or in political science. They do not, in all cases. And 
as a result, several of the Teams had very ma.rginal ability 
to perform the research tasks which were levied on them. 

This is not to say that the best Teams were comprised 
largely of research experts. One Director said of his highly 
trained analyst that of course the analyst was kept in a 
closet and never allowed to actually meet clients from the LEI 
CJ agencies--"He would scare them to death," was the Director's 
assessment, when he started to talk about l:Jeta weights and 
sampling designs. But the capability, however well hidden, 
was another characteristic of the most successful Teams. 
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The implications of these personnel characteristics for 
future applications of a Team approach are detailed in the 
concluding section, along with the broader policy implications 
of the tradeoffs between innovation and improvement, and the 
role of the Teams in shaping local change. 
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XI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The findings of this evaluation have two applications, 
potentially. Some of the findings imply guidelines for design­
ing and implementing LEAA programs; portions of this section 
are devoted to recommendations of this type, and they are quite 
specific. The Pilot Cities Program also illuminates policy 
issues which are fundamental to the way LEAA goes about its 
mission. And in this concluding section, it seems appropriate 
to address such issues in as .broad a context as possible. 

The conclusions and recommendations are grouped under 
three headings. The first of these deals with the issue of 
improvement in local systems and in the state of the art, as 
distinct from innovation. We believe that the Pilot Cities 
experience highlights some important problems of choice among 
priorities. The second deals more concretely with ways to 
achieve the goal of advancement in the state of the art. The 
third turns to problems of improving local LE/CJ systems. 

A. I mprovement or Innovation: Some Problems of Priority 

In the design of social action programs, it has generally 
be~n taken for granted that the way to make progress is to 
develop new approaches,. 'test them, and then adopt and disseminate 
the ones that work. Programs initiated by LEAA have generally 
followed this model. At the beginning of the Pilot Cities 
Progr~ff., the improvement of local systems through innovation 
was the stated objective. But as we have indicated th~oughout 
the report, a consistent theme of the Pilot Cities experience 
is that innovation and improvement are not the mutually rein­
forcing objectives that they were assumed to be. Our findings 
raise serious questions about the necessity of innovation as a 
vehicle for improvement, and even suggest that innovation may 
compete with improvement in an operational setting. 

This conclusion applies most direct).y to improvement in 
local LE/CJ practices. Viewing the Pilot Cities Experience as 
a whole, a central finding of this study has been that 

(1) Improving lo~al criminal justice systems 
and innovation in criminal justice tech­
niques are very different tasks calling 
for different appJ:?oaches 3 different types 
of peopZe and diff~rent magnitudes of 
resourol;:i!s. 

If LEAA asks, "What did the Pilot Cities Program accomplish 
in finding new solutions to LE/CJ problems?" the answer is, 
"Very little." If LEAA asks instead, "What did the Pilot 
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Ci tie,s Program accomplish in improving local LE/CJ systems?lI 
the answer is, "Quite a lot, including a sound general approach 
that can be applied more widely." There is no /Contradiction in 
these contrasting results. Given the state of LE/CJ practice 
in American cities, the fact is that innovation is often un­
necessapy to improve local systems. This is because 

(2) What is known about Zaw enfopcement and 
criminal, justice far outstrips 7.tmat is 
genepally ppacticed. Most cities can 
improve their LE/CJ systems dramatically 
without inventing "newll approaches. 

It is common for observers of the LE/CJ disciplines to 
take a gloomy view of our state of knowledge, because we are 
so far from having answers to the bedrock questions about 
preventing crime and rehabilitating criminals. But this should 
not obscure the vast number of effective ways of doing things. 
particularly in management, which are not being applied in 
most cities. As the abstracts of the projects indicate (Appendix 
B), these are not trivial improvements. Nor are they innovations. 

The distinction between "improvement" and "innovation ll 
applies to the state of the art issue as well. 'rhe Pilot Cities 
experience supports the proposition that innovation is often 
unnecessapy to imppove the state of the LE/CJ art, because 

(3) What has been tried in Zaw enforoement and 
cpiminaZ justice far outstl~ips what 
has been Zearned fpom the expepience. 
The state of the art can be improved 
dramatically by learning more about what 
we already do or have done. 

How many community-based corrections projects (to take an 
exalnple) have been tried, in how many variations? Put con­
servativel~: the answer must be in the dozens. Row much is 
really known about which types make economic or correctional 
sense? Put generously, the state of our.knowledge is not com­
mensurate with the extent of the experimentation; in absolute 
terms, we know very little. 

The above are reasons that innovation is often not a neces­
sary condition for improvement, either 'in operations or in 
knowledge. In addition, there are two factors which suggest 
that they may actually be competitive in an operational setting. 

First, 

(4) The conditions that are required to' 
impZement and evaZuate an innovation 
tend to be incompatibZe with the 
opepationaZ interests of a 'local- LE/CJ 
agency. 
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Procedures that are often essential to a valid test of an 
innovation--control groups, standardization within treatment 
groups, redundancy of observations, and the rest--tend to be 
a'.wkward, disruptive, pain-in-the neck things for an agency to 
do while it is also trying to get on with its daily operational 
r~~sponsibilit ies. Sometimes) they can also be professionally 
disquieting to the LE/CJ official. Innovations in LE/CJ 
characteristically affect the treatment of human beings. If 
the innovation looks promising, it appears to be inhumane and 
unreasonable to deliberately withhold it from a control group. 
If the innovation looks chancy, it is difficult to ritionalize 
the continued use of people as guinea pigs. For both adminis­
trative and functional reasons, innovation can easily clash 
with the interests of the local agency. 

Second, 

(5) Innovations tend to deaZ with issues 
on the periphery of LE/OJ needs 3 wben 
they take place in a local setting 
with modest resources. 

And this was the situation in which the Pilot Teams oper­
ated. They were given a mandate to "innovate," and they soon 
found that there are very few projects that (1) can be done 
with some modest fraction of $500,000 per year and (2) require 
no changes in state laws or local ordinances and (3) deal 
squarely with the central issues of changing criminal behavior 
and dispensing more equitable justice and (4) have never been 
tried anywhere. Teams characteristically had to choose between 
dealing with a central LE/CJ issue or producing a genuine inno­
vation. It is this fact which we believe explains the empir­
ically demonstrated lack of relationship between the "innova­
tiveness" of a project, and the measures of its utility locally 
and elsewhere. Without exception, the Teams chose to empbasize 
projects that met the utility criterion, often at sacrifice to 
the innovation criterion. 

In combination, these characteristics of the conflict 
between innovation and improvement suggest four further conclu­
sions. The first one is specific to the Pilot Cities Program: 

(6) The emphasis on innovation in the PiZot 
Oities Program was a mistake that cut 
deepZy into the impact which might have 
been achieved. A simpler mandate to help 
modernize and integrate the local LE/CJ 
system would probably have been more pro­
ductive. 

The mirror image conclusion, and one which we believe 
deserves close scrutiny by LEAA, is that 
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(7) The ariminal jus*iae sys*ems in *he 
eight Pi%ot Cities were at a point in 
development where small inaremen*s of 
teahnology and expertise were able to 
produae high payoffs. And the systems 
in those eight cities do not appear to 
be atypical of other cities of comparable 
size. 

The next conclusion, which appears to have been missed in 
the GAO report, is that 

(8) The Pilot Team approaah can be quite 
effiaient as a means of introduaing 
these highly aost-effeative ahanges. 
The approach is essentially a good one. 

This is elaborated in part C of this section. 
\ 

Finally, 

(~) The pi%ot Ci*ies experienae sugges*s 
that LEAA shouZd reassess how best *0 
s*imulate advanaement in the state of 
the art. For this, the Pilot Cities 
concept is not an efficient approach. 

In this respect, our findings are consistent with the GAO 
evaluation. 

B. Contributions to the LE/CJ State of the Art 

Advancing the state of the art remains one of LEAA's im­
portant missions. We have suggested that the Pilot Team 
approach is not all appropriate vehicle for accomplishing that 
mission. But beyond the ques,tions specific to the Pilot Cities 
Program, the record consistdntly suggested reasons for conclud­
ing on a broader basis that 

(10) Advanaing the state of *he art by 
finding "new ways of doing things" 
may be of Zow priority as a tool for 
advancing knowledge about urban arimina% 
justice. "Learning more about what has 
been tried" is probably more productive 
at this point. 

Certainly the notion of brand-new, never-before-tried 
solutions was given too much emphasis by some of the Regional 
Offices. It also was over-emphasized, we believe, in the GAO 
assessment of the Pilot Cities Pr®gram--and that in turn reflects 
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the high standing it originally had in LEAAjWashington as a 
justification for the Pilot Program. 

But while the value of the unique innovation was being 
overemphasized, another equally distracting overe~phasis was 
developing. A second basic conclusion about adv'ancing the 
state of the art is that 

(11) "Evalu.ation ll is in danger of replacing 
"innovation" as the magic word for ad­
vancing the state of the art. But 
aaross-the-board evaluation is not the 
answer. The current tendency to evalu­
ate everything is deflective. 

These two general conclusions provide the context for a 
number of more specific points, as follow. 

1. Improving the State of Knowledge about Current Praa­
tiaes. In examining the Pilot Cities experience, one clear-cut 
conclusion is that 

(12) Authoritative evaluations are still 
Zaaking for some fundamental law 
enforaement and ariminaZ justiae 
praatiees. 

The ratings of the nine judges who examined the Pilot 
demonstrations clearly reflect the sad state of our knowledge 
about current LEjCJ practices. The highest ratings on 
"potential contribution to the state of the art" went to 
projects which were entirely prosaic in content (e.g., augmen­
tation of the staff of a prosecutor's office; and establishing 
a public defender's office), but which promised to provide 
some fundamental evaluative information about them. It is 
incredible that these kinds of topics have not already been 
thoroughly and rigorously explored in the literature. But they 
have not been, according to people whose work keeps them abreast 
of that literature. 

One operational recommendation is that 

(13) LEAA should define a few aentraZ 
unresolved issues in LE/CJ praatiae~ 
and provide the funds and expertise 
to mount speaially designed demon­
strations and authoritative evalu­
ations of them. 

Examples of such issues are 
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• What would mandatory sentences do to cr~me rates? 

• What would happen if plea bargaining were eliminated? 

• How does decriminalization of status offenses 
affect rates for other offenses? 

These are not researchable questions, as they are phrased here. 
But they could be made researchable, given LEAA's resources. 
We can think of no more dramatic contribution that LEAA could 
make than to provide answers to a dozen live questions about 
existing strategies for preventing crime, catching criminals, 
and reducing recidivism. ' 

It must be stressed that accomplishing -I;his objective 
meanS, more than setting aside money for a few large evaZuatio* 
cont;~cts. The demonstration itself must be designed expli~itly 
as a i'est case. Significant advances in the state of the a/rt 
exact several prices that LEAA should be ready to pay. They 
apply equally to advances through the authoritative evaluation 
of current practices, and to evaluation of innovations. 

The first cost arises from the nature of an operational 
setting. To recapi·tula te the essential point, thorough evalu­
ation means disruption in the established operational routine. 
Therefore, two typical reactions of a local agency are (1) to 
resist cooperating with a proposed innovation unless ,there are 
,advantages that compensate for the disruption; or (2) to revise 
the initial plan--and contaminate its instructive value--in 
order to make it more compatible with existing procedures. 
Both of these responses are sensibleones3 in terms of the 
bureaucratic interests of the operating agenCY3 and shouZd not 
be seen as evidence of inherent resistance ~o change. 'As we 
examined problems encountered by Pilot Cities projects, a per­
sistent reaction on our part was one of sympathy for local 
agency officials who were being perceived as resistant and 
uncooperative by Pilot Associatea. For very often the line 
between helping an agency and using it was a thin one. 

One conclusion, then, is that 

(14) If LEAA intends to sponsor and evaluate 
genuinely innovative approaches3 it 
should be prepared to pay all the bilZs 
and take special measures to compensate 
the agency. 

A second conclusion is that in these instances 

(15) LEAA should also eX~:t'cise direct control 
over design and impZementation of the 
project3 to ensure that its instructive 
vaZue is retained. 

182 



This is, of course, linked to total financing by LEAA, which 
provides the necessary leverage. 

Further, the Pilot Cities experience suggests that 

(16) The priae of advanaement typiaaZly makes 
the grant appliaation meahanism inappro­
priate~ as a means for identifying and 
sponsoring worthwhile innovative projects. 

Perhaps occasionally a local agency will apply on its own 
for a genuinely innovative program which can be made evaluable 
w~,th only minor changes; but during the Pilot Cities Program 
t 7ais did not happen. Instead, the local agency would suggest 
an idea which had the potential for experimental value, but 
only if the idea were transformed into a design much diZferent 
than the agency had in mind. When LEAA finds itself in such a 
situation, and believes that it has found an idea worth devel­
oping, we suggest that LEAA do so openly. If LEAA knows what 
it wants and is looking for an agenay or aity to do it~ a 
straightforward bargaining apppoaah is preferable to the aharade 
of "grant appliaations" that characterized the Phase I grants 
for the Pilot Cities Program. 

The Phase I grant applications for the last seven Pilot 
Cities in effect copied the original San Jose application, and 
that led to one major, avoidable difficulty: it inhibited a 
alear statement of w.kat.LEAA wanted out of the ProgY;'am~ and 
papered over the reservations and aonfusions among the new 
grantees. We suggest that LEAA examine the possibility that the 
same problem characterizes other negotiating situations in which 
LEAA is not really acting as the respondent to a request for 
funds, but acting as the initiator of a program. And it is most 
acute for an innovative experiment, where the controls and 
limitations may have to be quite stringent. 

The sum of these conclusions is that 

(17,) Projeats to advanae.the state of thG: art 
aharaateristiaally require LEAA to aall 
the shots~ with very litt~e room for· 
loaal improvisation. 

In many respects, this is at odds with LEAA's recent moves 
toward decentralization. But the conflict exists, and must be 
recognized. 

2. General Evaluation Poliay. It is also recommended 
that LEAA cut back sharply on the money it spends evaluating 
run-of-the-mill projects. For, based on the 151 demonstration 
projects which were examined in the course of the Pilot Cities 
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evaluation, we are ~ed to conclude that 

(IS) The great majority of projects funded 
by LEAA need ori"l,y simple., inexpens'l:ve 
evaluations. Most of these could be 
accomplished in-house, using routinely 
gathered",data. 

Almost all of the 151 projects fell in the category of 
"good things to do." If the grantee completed inputs specified 

. ~:i:n"the application. and achieved the immediate outcomes. the 
projects could safely be called successes in terms o'f using 
tax dollars responsibly. Trying to determine whether they were 
successes in some more ultimate sense i.s probably. not a sensible 
use of tax dollars, because virtually none of the projects was 
evaluable 'in terms of impact. They were generally too short., 
too uncontrolled., or too small to permit measurement of their 
ultimate consequences. The evaluations were also repetitive-­
one juvenile diversion evaluation tends to read very much like 
another, in terms of speculation about impact. 

In short, it is suggested that unless there is good reason 
to-believe- that a full~scale evaluation will help answer 
important unresolved issues, it should not be conducted. To 
replace the full scale evaluation., 

(19) LEAA should develop routinely collected 
measures into an in-house evaluation 
process., for projects which do not require 
a full-scale impact evaluation. 

Much can be done to make "evaluation" a natural part of the 
management process. 

The' recommendations for advancing the state of the art 
have assumed an active, interventionary style for LEAA. We 
now turn -to recommendations for improving 'Jthe local system, 
and to~a very different set of implications for LEAA's role. 

C. Improving Local Criminal Justice Systems 

In the process of translation from a concept to an imple­
mentedprogram, the Pilot Cities Team was burdened with an 
ambiguous, definition-of role, questionable choices of sites 

,and grantees, underqualified personnel, deflective interference 
from Regional Offices, and inadequate policy guidance from LEAA-­
and still managed to prove itself as an approach to improving 
Zocal criminal justice systems. Stripped of specifics, the 
original hypothesis was that 
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The qual~ty of local criminal justice ~ 
agencies can be enhanced by establish­
ing small teams of professionals with 
competencies in the functional areas 
of law enforcement and criminal justice 
in city/county areas for the stated 
purpose of helping these agencies to 
identify, develop, carry out, and eval­
uate solutions for their problems. 

And the weight of the evidence is that the hypothesis is correct; 
that 

(20) The aentpaZ aonaept of an independent 
team wOP king with agenaies thpoughout 
the aity and aounty is a Bound apppoaah 
to imppoving ZoaaZ LE/CJ systems, and 
one whiah shouZd be pupsued. 

Embedded in the conclusion are two pOints that need to be 
emphasized. 

First, the Pilot Cities Program was an experiment. Mis­
takes were made, some avoidable and some not. There were fail­
ures. But at some point in the Program, it appears that the 
experimental nature of the program was forgotten and the failures 
became the focus of attention. The decision to phase out the 
Pilot Cities Program was one reflection of. this new focus, and 
one which we believe was unfortunate. The' e~istenae of failu~es 
somehow aame to be intepppeted as ppoof that the aonaept was at 
fauZt, and this is a speaious concZusion. 

The second point which needs emphasis is that in terms of 
the validity of the concept, the suacessfuZ Teams 1I)e2'e BuooeSB­
fuZ fop the pigkt peasons, and the unsuaaessfuZ Teams WB2'e 
unsuacessfUZ fop the "pight" peasons. The innovative aspect of 
the Pilot Cities approach was described by Robert Cushman as 
being its "flea-ism." He was drawing from this passage by 
Drucker: 

Large organizations cannot be versatile. 
A large organization is 4ffective through 
its mass rather than through its agility. 
Fleas can jump many times their· own height, 
but not elephants. Mass enables the organ­
ization to put to work a great many more 
kinds of knowledge and skill than could be 
possibly combined in anyone person or small 
group, but mass is also a limitation. An 
organization, no matter what it would like 
to do, can only do a small number of tasks 
at· anyone time. This is not something 
that better organization or "effective" 
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communications can cure. The law of 
organization i& doncentration. 1 

The successes of Teams in all of the cities repeatedly 
bear out the value of this kind of bureaucratic mobility and 
independence. The Teams .Mere able to do certain things. 
partiaularly in the field of inter-agenoy and inter-jurisdiational 
oooperation3 whioh the agenoies oould not do for themselves. 
Similarly, the failures were for the "right" reasons. That is, 
the reasons for failure generally were not related to the con­
cept, but to process 'variables and disposing conditions which 
could more readily be identified and then skirted or solved, 
with the Pilot experience as a guide. 

Overall, then, it is the conclusion of this evaluation 
that the Team oonoept should be further applied as a means of 
improving loaal systems. But, as the report has already made 
clear, this should not be done using the program design and 
administrative meohanisms of the Pilot Ci·ties Program. 

In fact, there is no compelling reason why future appli­
cations of the Te~ concept have to be conducted on a program­
matic basis at all. It is recommended that 

(21) LEAA should estabZish as poZioy that 
support of aity/oounty Teams modeled 
on the Pilot Team is an appropriate 
use of disoretionary funds. 

If this is done, the following guideliJl(3s are recommended to 
avoid and limit the problems faced by tlie Pilot Teams. 

1. The Direotor. The first priority is to hire the 
right Director. Find him, and many of the other problems will 
take care of themselves. Some specific recommendations are: 

(22) The Di~eotor of the Team should be 
genuineZy expert in the field of law 
enforoement and oriminal justioe. 

All of the Teams with Directors' who met the sense of this 
criterion (San Jose, the Tidewater, Rochester, Charlotte, and 
Des Moines in Phase II) did at least reasonably well; some did 
very well indeed. The other Teams all experienced severe 
problems which were linked to some extent with the Director's 
lack of expertise in the LE/CJ field. It should also be noted 
quite explicitly that "genuinely expert" does not mean opera­
tional. ,experienae alone,. "Expertise" should apply to LE/CJ 

lQuoted from Peter Drucker, The Age of Discontinuity (1969), in Robert 
Cushmanf's "The Pilot Cities Experience," The Change Prooess in Criminal 
Justwe ~ NlLECJ, 1973, p. 46. 
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theory as well as operations. An ex-police chief or an ex-DA 
whose record shows no evidence that he has professional inter­
ests in theory and practi.ce nationwide and systemwide is 
probably not a suitable candidate. 

(23) The Director of the Team shouZd be 
conversant with sociaZ science research 
techniques. 

Expertise is not required. For example, neither the San 
Jose nor Tidewater Directors were research scientists in 
terms of methodological skills. But both of them had job 
histories which indicated that they knew the language, the 
capabilities, and the limitations of social science research; 
and this seems to be the prerequisite.' 

(24) The Director of th? Team shouZd have 
some experience with municipaZ govern­
ments or negotiation procedures in 
general. 

The recommendation is worded vaguely, because tb,ere is 
such a wide variety of experiences which could have attuned a 
candidate to the underlying requirement. As we have"tried to 
convey throughout the report, there is little in the"i'Pilot 
experience to indicate that·rule-books for change agentsa:re 
of help, and much evidence that a generalized receptivity to 
negotiation situations is essential. The job of Director is 
preeminentZy one of interaction with other human beings with 
varied interests and varied worries. The expectations of the 
PiZot Cities Program that systems experts wouZd he appropriate 
as Directors was especiaZZy misguided. The best systems analysts 
(and the ones who became Directors of the Teams in Dayton and 
Omaha) had acquired their skills through working with hardware 
systems, where systems analysis is an extremely powerful method­
ology. In the political and bureaucratic arena, systems analysis 
is still in an early stage of development, and a background as . 
an analyst for hardware systems was more a source of frust.i·ation 
than of help. 

One final recommendation about the Director is that 

(25) The Director should be fuZZ-time on the 
project~ for it is clearly a full-time 
job. 

2. The Team. Turning to the issue of Team member qualifi­
cations in general, the overall conclusion is that 

(26) The Pilot Team Associates as a group were 
only marginally qualified by any standard. 
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Requi~ements for a few hard, minimum 
creddntials should be defined and 
foZt'owed. 

One of the r.o.ost mystifying aspects of the Program was why 
the grantees ac~epted so many lightly qualified people for 
good-paying jobs, in an employer's job market. 

(27) The general importanae of expertise in 
law enforcement and criminal justice 
applies to the Associates as well as to 
the Director~ but not necessarily through 
operational experience. 

Whether a Team member could talk to an LE!CJ official 
often depended on whether the Team member knew the ins and 
outs of operations in that kind of LE/CJ office. iAsexpected, 
the agency officials scrutinized Team members for signs of 
naivete. But many Team members without operational experience 
were able to pass this inspection. If a prospective Team mem­
ber has experience in technical assistance or research efforts 
performed for line LE/CJ agencies, he or she probably has 
enough operational knowledge to meet the criterion. The back­
grounds which most often meant trouble ~ere (a) a brand new 
degree in an LE/CJ specialty, with no operational experience; 
or (b) experience, but in fields entirely unrelated to LE/CJ. 
Each Team, however, should have room for at least one person 
who is not an expert in some LE/CJ discipline. For; whether 
he or she knows anything about LE/CJ or not, 

(28) The Team should possess at least one 
member with' professional social science 
research credentials. 

Teams which did not have solid research expertise at their 
disposal were clearly hampered in the range of efforts they 
could undertake. By IIprofessional research credentials" is 
meant experience with technically complex social science 
research efforts, preferably as the director of those efforts. 
A Ph.D. in a methods-oriented social science specialty would 
be another desirable credential. Whatever the combination j 

it is important to avoid the assumption apparently made by some 
Teams that an advanced degree in a social science field auto­
matically means expertise in social science research. It does 
not. 

IILocal experience ll was thought to be an important creden­
tial at the outset of the Program. Experience has indicated 
that it was overvalued: 

(29) Local experience shouZd take last 
priority in select,ing' Team members. 
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Experience in the community appears to fall in the cate­
gory of "a good thing if it happens to be available," but it is 
not essential. Very few cities of the size of the Pilot Cities 
have an abundance. of specialists who meet the other qualifica­
tions that have 'been discussed. There should be no hesitation 
in seeking personnel elsewhere--the pilot Cities Program indi­
oates that the best long-term e'ntree to the looal system was 
solid professional qualifioation~ not connection with a local 
Old-Boy network. 

3. Prooess. Once the Team personnel have been selec­
ted and are ready to go to work, they would do well to follow 
the same general plan which was prescribed for the Pilot Cities 
program: 

(30) The basio prooess sequenoe speoified 
in the Pilot grant applioations was 
sound and should be retained. 

We suggest three changes in emphasis. First, 

(31) Greater stress oan be put on an aotivist 
approaoh. A good Team can take the lead 
in suggesting ideas and advocating 
positions. 

This is recommended cautiously--change experiences around 
the world have documented the dangers of trying to impose an 
outsider's concepts of the right way to dQ things. But the 
evidence from the Pilot Cities experience is that if the Team 
is sensitive to the local agency's general perception of its 
needs, the Team has substantial latitude in initiating and 
advocating solutions. This should not, of course, be construed 
as a recommendation that projects be initiated outside of 
channels, or that they should be pushed despite opposition from 
key officials. 

The second recommended change in emphasis is that 

(32)· Th~ collection and analysis of baseline 
data should support ongoing planning 
aotivities. It should not be a detached 
compilation of crime statistics and 
budget data. 

The Pilot Teams which tried to adhere most closely to the 
injunction to establish a data base before beginning their 
plans usually found themselves stuck on dead center. In 
theory, comprehensive baseline data are an an excellent thing 
to have. In practice, it is more important that a Team move 
quiokly into problem areas that stand out in the minds of looal 
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officials. Such problems are likely to be the most important 
ones--we found no evidence that local LE/CJ officials in the 
eight cities needed to be told what the "real" problems were. 
And Teams such as those in San Jose and i:he Tidewater found 
they could collect the baseline data more eifficiently, and with 
much greater applj.cabili ty, once it wa,s pegged to a known 
problem area. 

The third recommended change in emphasis is that 

(33) Finding ~he right agencies ~o work 
wi~h is of~en more impor~ant ~han 
finding ~he most important problems. 

San Jose's initial application for a Pilot grant pointed 
to "the importance of working downhill" and achieving positive 

., results quickly. We wish to underscore this very practical 
consideration, which seemed to receive less attention as the 
Pilot Program continued. Once credibility i:uas es~ab1.ished~ 
doors opened~ including ones leading to bigger and more im­
portant problems. Starting with "easy" problems also gave the 
Pilot Teams valuable experience, which increased the likeli­
hood that they co~ld be helpful in solving the tough ones. 

4. Support and Monitoring. On this topic, the lesson of 
the Program seems to have been that the right support may not 
be able to push success on a poor Team, but the wrong support 
can cause a potentially adequate Team to fail. Our general 
recommendation is that 

(34) The city/county Team needs maximum 
independence from LEAA. Once the 
personnel have been selected, the 
useful support ,that LEAA can provide 
is very limited. 

A partial exception to this rule is financial support. 
An annual entitlement of $500,000 is not necessary, but it is 
likely that a Team's effectiveness could occasionally be 
boosted by special consideration on discretionary grant appli­
cations. Particularly at the outset of a Team's efforts, it 
is desirable that a Team have some material resources to point 
to. But the pilot Ci~ies experience provides ample support 
for the hypothesis that the technical expertise of the Team 
members should and can be ~he main asset ~hat provokes change. 
The recommendation is that 

(35) Some demonstra~ion funding should be 
made available~ but i~ need no~ be a 
cen~ral componen~. 
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The deemphasis of demonstration funding would also facil­
itateil independence from the Regional Office, which is especially 
desirable. By far the greatest controversy over Team indepen­
dence occurred between some Teams and their Regional Offices. 
And in reviewing the merits of the various cases, we have been 
strongly persuaded that unless the technical expertise of the 
Regional Office staff is considerably upgraded, 

(36) The Regional Office's respOnsibility 
for Team performance should be 
pestpicted to financial monitoping. 

Regional Offices could not make a bad Pilot Team good; it is 
unreasonable to expect that they could. They should not be 
given authority to attempt the impossible. 

5. Selection of Sites and Gpantees. NILECJ devoted a 
substantial effort to site selection, and the AIR team spent 
a great deal of time evaluating this effort. After the fact, 
it seems that both parties spent too much time worrying about 
details of a matter which is, at best, of secondary importance. 
For the evidence indicates that 

(37) Thepe is no apparent demographic or 
poZiticaZ ppofiZe of a good site. 
A good site is one that really wants 
a Team. 

This conclusion is qualified by the considerable hetero­
geneity which characterized Pilot Cities sites; it is conceiv­
able that a profile exists which could not be discerned. Still, 
it is questionable whether any site selection team could de­
termine a site's suitability with sufficient accuracy to rank 
order all potential candidates. It is an extremely difficult 
taSk. Even with the advantages of hindsight and much more data 
than the site-selection staff could affort to collect, we are 
unable to rank the eight cities on an inherent structural or 
political receptivity. And even if we could, it is not at all 
clear to us that the exercise would be a useful one. For thepe 
is no evidence that the most successfuZ Pilot Teams owed any 
significant popiion of their success to an inherent receptivity 
of the local enviponment. The important "receptivity" was the 
support which the Teams generated by being helpful. Whether 
the environment was "receptive" or "neutral" did not seem to 
matter. 

What did matter was whether the environment was inherently 
hostile. It is doubtful, for example, whether it would have 
been possible for a Team to have been highly productive in 
Albuquerque or. Omaha, at the time they were selected as sites. 
But in naming those two cities, we are confirming what was 
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known by LEA A personnel from the beginning--that Albuquerque 
was not suitable and Omaha was at best marginal. That the site 
selection teams did determine the undesirable characteristics 
is a positive finding. It suggests that even though LEAA may 
not be able to pick the best cities, it can avoid the worst 
ones. The conclusion is that 

(38) In considering a grant application for 
a city/county Team, it is more important 
and much easier to identify unsuitabZe 
cities than to rank order cities which 
appear to be suitabZe. 

In addition to ascertaining that city and county officials 
understan~the function of the Team and are in support of it, 
we recommend that 

(39) It shouZd be determined whether the SPA 
expZicitZy endorses the application for 
a Team~ not just whether it is willing 
to "sign off" on it. If possible, the 
SPA should know and endorse the prospec­
tive Director. 

The Pilot Cities experience indicates that the independent 
Team and the SPA can coexJst. Problems did occasionally arise, 
however--Des Moines was the most prominent example--because of 
perceived invasions of SPA jurisdiction. Elaborate measures 
are not required, but the SPA should be fully aware of what 
the Team will be doing, know that it will be structurally inde­
pendent of SPA authority, and approve of its establishment. 
"Approval" must be genuine, not (as in some Pilot Cities) pro 
fOl~ma. ' 

The last recommendation specific to the city/county Team 
is that 

(40) The grantee should have an institutional 
interest related to LE/CJ. 

This recommendation is provisional, because it is based 
only on, negative evidence--most of the grantees had no insti­
tutional stake in LE/CJ, and some of them were remarkably 
indifferent to their Pilot Team's substantive activities or 
professionalism. 

* * * * 
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The many speci.;fic guidelines for applyjng the Team approach 
are based on five years of experience in eight cities. Hind­
sight has made many of the guidelines look like "the obvious 
thing to do" in the first place, when in fact the issues were 
not at all clear at the outset. But even after recognizing 
the problems that th(i) program designers faced, it remains our 
conclusion that the ~iZot Cities' history is one of a good idea 
that was poorZy transZated into an action program. And the 
fundamental reason for the design failure is one that deserves 
mention, even though we have no prescriptions for preventing 
it the next time: 

(41) LEAA and NILEOJ faiZed to think through 
exactZy why the Program was being 
estabZished~ what it was intended to 
accompZish~ and consequently could not 
base a program design on those purposes. 

This does not mean that the Program was started casually, 
or that objectives were not specified. There was no shortage 
of objectives for the Pilot Cities Program. The faiZure was 
to pare down the Zist~ estabZish priorities~ and~ most of aZZ~ 
to adhere to the spirit of the originaZ idea. 

As we have been able to reconstruct the process, the 
progenitors of the Team approach had a good idea; but one which 
was ultimately bound up with people, not procedures. Roughly 
put, the American Justice Institute originally said to LEAA 
that it had some people who were competent in LE/CJ fields, 
who had thought carefully about the problems of introducing 
change, who had tempered those ideas in previous projects, and, 
as a result of all of these conditions, had developed an approach 
which would let them do good things in San Jose if LEAA would 
give them the money. Then came a prolonged series of inter­
actions between the prospective grantee and LEAA. At the end 
of it, the language of the application had been changed and 
some cosmetic aspects of the program itself had been changed. 
But the rationale for why the idea would work had been lost in 
,the shuffle of revisions, and along with it had been lost the 
implications for replicating the project elsewhere. 

Instead, the vehicle for replicating the project was a 
shopping list of objectives and procedures tacked on by a pro­
cession of persons who participated in LEAA' s end of tb'3 nego­
tiations. Individ;;.aZZy~ these persons may have thought very 
hard indeed about why the Pilot Cities Program was being 
established and what it was intended to accomplish. But the 
inconsistencies among these individual visions of the Program 
were not resolved, and the result was a patchwork of ideas and 
expectations which G9uld be interpreted in drastically different 
ways by different peOple. 

':\ , 
\\ 
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Beneath it all was the simple notion that a small team of 
competent people with bureaucratic mobility and independence 
can do a lot to improve law enforc<~ent and criminal justice in 
a city, by helping local officials clp"--./!2ertain things and learr.l 
certain things that they are not in a-"posi tion to do and learn 
alone. Like most simple notions, it was susceptible to compli­
cation. The Pilot Cities Program's test of it was·a very in­
complete one. To the extent that the Program did implement and 
test it, the soundness of the concept is supported. 

\ .-
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Appendix A: LEAA GUIDELINES FOR THE PILOT CITIES PROGRAM 

A central document of the Pilot Cities Program is the "Guideline. II It was 

developed at the meeting of personnel from the Pilot Teams, Regional Offices, 

NILECJ, and LEAA/Washington, which was held at Quail's Roost, North 

Carolina in late spring, 1972. It reflects the goals and priorities of the 

program at that time. In its ambiguities I it also reflects the difficulty 

that the Pilot Cities Program experienced in trying to reach a consensus. 

And it subsequently served as the key citation in arguments about who was 

being faithful to the intent of the program. Because of its role in the history 

of the Program, the Guideline is reprinted here in its entirety. 

* * * * * 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

GUIDELINE January 2 I 1973 

Subject: LEAA Pilot Cities/Counties Program 

1. PURPOSE. This Guideline briefly summarizes the purposes and goals 
of LEAA's Pilot Citi&.:Js/Counties Program, and states policy with 
respect to the administration of the program. 

2. SCOPE. The provisions of this issuance apply to the National Institute 
of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ), the Office of Criminal 
Justice Assistance (OCJA) and to those LEAA Regional Offices, state 
planning agencies (SPA IS), and cities within whose jurisdictions Pilot 
Cities/Counties are designated. 
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4. 

BACKGROUND 

a. LEAA ha s now designated eight demonstration sites throughout 
the nation to participate in an 4ltensive, scientific program 
which seeks to build within a given metropolitan area a system­
wide and community-based research, development and action 
program. The eight Pilots, along with the date of grant award 
are: 

(1) San Jose and Santa Clara County, California - 5/70; 

(2) Dayton and Montgomery County, Ohio - 7/70; 

(3) Charlotte and Mecklenburg County I North Carolina - 12/70; 

(4) Albuquerque and Bernalillo County, New Mexico - 2/71; 

(5) Norfolk Metropolitan Area, Virginia - 9/71; 

(6) Omaha and Douglas County ( Nebraska - 9/71; 

(7) Des Moines and Polk County I Iowa - 9/71; 

(8) Rochester I New York - 6/72; 

b. An action-oriented team of professionals experienced in criminal 
justice research has been established in each demonstration area. 

c. 

With the assistance of federal funds and by application of the most 
current knowledge and technology I these project teams assist local 
officials to: (1) identify and assess major criminal justice problems' 
(2) implement coordinated pilot projects that test, demonstrate I 
evaluate and disseminate methods for the reduction of crime and 
delinquency. 

No two pilots have developed in exactly the same way I but reflect 
ea ch pilot tea m I s methods of operation within the community and 
criminal justice milieu. Since the teams are not agencies either 
of the Federal government or of the state or City/county in which 
they are situated I they have a unique ability to beco~e intimately 
involved with problem solving in the criminal justice system while i 
remaining at arm's length in dealing with political and bureaucratic ~ 
structures. Their ability to respond to unforeseen needs and opportuni- I' 

ties is an important aspect of program development. 

GOALS. The goa Is of the Pilot Progra mare: I 
I, a. To demonstrate the ability of an interdisciplinary team with excep­

tional research and analYSis capabilities to work with an operating 
criminal justice system and within a period of five years to contri­
bute significantly to the improved ability of that system to reduce 
crime and delinquency and improve the quality of justice. 
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b. To institutionalize the gains made during the Pilot City Program by 
building into the target area's criminal justice system the research 
and analysis capability necessary for system-wide I problem oriented 
planning and program evaluation. 

c. To understand more clearly the process by which change takes place 
in the criminal justice system so that more effective means can be 
devised for the nationwide dissemination and possible implementation 
of well tested innova.tions. 

5. ACHIEVEMENT OF GOALS. Characteristicallly, there are three basic 
activities carried on in each pilot city in order to attain program goals: 

a. Pilot Research. To help diagnose and give needed definition to 
criminal justice problems, pilot research is conducted. The emphasis 
is to concentrate on common problems in a real life setting and to 
develop tools, measurement techniques and methodologies which 
will be transferable to other jurisdictions. In this respect, the pilot 
city serves as a laboratory site to develop and test new methods 
for reducing crime in America. 

b. Demonstration Projects. 

(1) Discretionary LEAA funds are provided to each Pilot City/County 
to support carefully conceived, pioneering demonstration pro­
grams that can serve as IImodels .. II (In appropriate circumstances, 
a program that seeks to accomplish a.::q of the following purposes 
may also qualify as a demonstration effort: 

(a) Introduces an approach which is not widely accepted in 
the area or region. 

(b) Consolidates a number of e:x:isting I individually accepted 
ideas. 

(c) Provides for the first time iln evaluation of an existing 
program or accepted idea. 

(d) Contributes to the foundation for the long-term development 
of a model criminal justice system). 

(2) Strong research and evaluation schemes are built into demonstra­
tion programs to assure assessment of impact. There is also 
an attempt to learn more about the process of program implemen­
tation. 

c. Technical Assistance. 

(1) Because it is less visible and does not normally result in a 
IIproduct, II technical assistclnce is more difficult to measure. 
It can be properly described ,as a process of community develop­
ment: 
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(a) To improve criminal justice agency planning skills. 

(b) To improve criminal justice agency management capa­
bilities. 

(c) To improve criminal justice research and evaluation 
capabilities. 

(2) As a result of the five-year pilot program effort, there should 
be planning, management, and research and evaluation capa­
bilities existing within the criminal justice system and the 
community far superior to those at the program's inception., 

6. PILOT CITIES AS A NATIONAL PROGRAM. The Pilots, as participants in 
a national research and demonstration program, are not intended only to 
serve the host city and county or state. Jurisdictions with relatively 
well-developed criminal justice agency services were sought out delibe­
rately so that they could concentrate on pioneering, on research and on 
developing program models that hopefully will show the way to others. 
The Pilot Program will be judged by what the project team can accomplish 
in the demonstration site, and also by their usefulness in producing 
research tools and methodologies, and demonstration programs which will 
be useful in the rest of the nation. There is a danger that a pilot could 
become too parochial. On the other hand, these communities cannot 
be expected to serve only as "federal laboratories." There is a need 
to strike a balance so that the pilot team can assist the host jurisdic­
tions and the nation. 

7 . ORGANIZATIONAL AND FUNCTIONAL RELATIONSHIPS. 

a. National Pilot Program Coordinator. This individual within LEAA 
Headquarters is designated to be the focal point for region-central 
relationships. The national coordinator can be consulted by LEAA 
regional coordinators for interpretation of procedural, substantial 
or financial policies and guidelines. National pilot program con­
ferences or workshops involving more than one pilot will be convened 
by the coordinator as he deems appropriate. 

b. Regional Offices. Each LEAA Regional Administrator will be responsi­
ble for: 

(1) Reviewing and monitoring the progress of his Pilot City. 

(2) Approving project budget. 

(3) Supplying and monitoring general program directional as defined 
in the approved grant to the Pilot Cities team. 

(4) Designating a coordinator on his staff to handle day-to-day con­
tacts with the pilot and other LEAA components as concerns the 
Pilot Program. 
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(5) Assuring the receipt of appropriate and timely reports by the 
pilot team and grantee as prescribed in the approved grant. 

c. The State Planning Agency (SPA) and Regional Planning Unit (RPU). 

(1) Pilot team staff may participate in the conceptualization and 
design of major demonstrations to be supported from the SPA's 
"block grant. II It is legitimate for the' staff to provide this 
technical assistance when requested by local agency staff and/ 
or the SPA. However, Pilot staff should avoid 'committing 
resources to the development of projects Which are essentially 
parochial in nature, or which have' limited transferability or 
merely upgrade services. 

(2) There may be instances in which national objectives and local 
interests are compatible and pilot team involvement in the 
design of a "block grant" project may add to the success of the 
pilot effort. In assessing needs and in planning demonstration 
programs, the Pilot City team should take into account the 
plans and priorities of the RPU and SPA. The SPA and appropriate 
RPU must be kept informed of pilot city planning and program 
development efforts. 

d. Other States. The LEAA Regional Administrator and Pilot City team 
may determine that it would prove beneficial to provide specific 
technical assistance to other jurisdictions within the state and 
region, providing said technical assistance does not distract from 
the Pilot's primary efforts. Specific efforts in this regard must be 
mutually acceptable to the Pilot team and the Regional Office. 
Standard technical assistance request procedures will be followed. 
Technical assistance requests concerning any resources from LEAA 
Headquarters should be placed through the appropriate LEAA regional 
coordinator to the national coordinator. 

e. National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ). 

The NILECT is responsible for the development and implementation of 
appropriate program evaluation criteria and_procedures. The evalua­
tion deSign will be carried out in concert with the national coordinator, 
the various Pilots, cognizant SPA's, and Regional Offices. The 
Institute will oversee technology transfer, .and the collection and 
dissemination of new methodology, techniques and knowledge developed 
by the Pilots. Institute personnel, upon request through the national 
Pilot program coordinator, may be available to provide technical 
assistance for research 'project design and related matters. 

8. PILOT PROGRAM FUNDING. 

a. National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice Funds. 

(1) Each Pilot City Staff is supported by NILECT funds. These 
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funds, along with any local contributions, provide the support 
of the Pilot research demonstration project deSign and technical 
assistance. 

(2) The NILECJ funds support each Pilot in twenty-month budget 
phases. These funds will be forwarded to each LEAA Regional 
Office with jurisdiction over a Pilot for award and grant adminis­
tration. The NILECJ funds should not be passed through an 
SPA to the grantee responsible for project administration. LEAA's 
discretionary grant guidelines and application form may be used 
for requesting .NILECJ funds. 

b. Discretionary Grant Monies. 

(1) Agencies of government with criminal justice responsibility in 
the target area are eligible for non-competitive discretionary 
funds each fiscal year. Such agencies must receive the endorse­
ment of the target pilot unit of governme!'~t. 

(2) These discretionary monies are to support pioneering demonstration 
programs which can serve as models for the rest of the country. 
Strong research and evaluation components will be required. 
Demonstration projects which focus on the reduction of crime 

(3) 

sha 11 receive particular emphasis. 

Project proposals are to be developed through discussions 
between the local agency grantee, the cognizant LEAA Regional 
Office and the grantee administering the pilot proj ect grant. 
As with any discretionary grant, the SPA and its regional unit, 
if any, will participate in the review process. These earmarked 
discretionary funds are independent of other discretionary funds 
the agencies may apply for in connection with LEAA's annual 
program. 

9. REPbRTING REQUIREMENTS. Each Pilot team director will forward copies 
of progress reports, final reports, and research reports or studies to (a) 
the cognizant LEAA Regional Administrator, (b) the LEAA National Pilot 
Program Coordinator J (c) NILECJ, (d) each SPA in the region, and (e) 
each Pilot City/County. 
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Appendix B: ABSTRACTS OF THE PILOT DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 

Ninety-eight demonstration projects were identified in which the Pilot Team 
played a major role. An abstract of the purpose and content of each of these 
proj ects is given below. They are grouped under these headings I in order: 
crime prevention and apprehension (page B-1) I definition of police role (B-7), 
police technics (B-11) I police research, planning, and evaluation (B-14), 
juvenile court treatment systems (B-16) I diversion and disposition (B-18f., 
court administration (B-21) I adjudication (B-25), incarceration (B-26) f 

community-based corrections (B-29) I probation (B-33) I crime-related social 
services (B-37) I systems research, planning, and evaluation (B-42), and 
miscellaneous (B-45). 

CRIME PREVENTION AND APPREHENSION 

Property Crime Reduction Albuquerque 

Purpose: To reduce city and county property crimes by: 

• establishing a criminal intelligence unit and a warrants unit 
in the sheriff's office to increase pressure on offenders; 

• establishing a special operations section, Crime Analysis 
Unit and a Legal Services Unit in the City Police Department, 
to upgrade PD tactical and analytical capabilities in dealing 
with property crime. 

Content: Project funds provided for the establishment of the teams and units 
mentioned above. In addition Pilot Cities Teams deSigned evaluation methodo­
logies for the project. 

Personal Crisis Intervention Dayton 

Purpose: To reduce the number of "crimes-against-persons," resulting from 
familial or inter-personal disputes, by training policemen to recognize Signs 
of emotional distress which may lead to such crimes. 
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Co.ntent: Under the pro.ject contract, mental health pro.fessio.nals o.n the 
staff o.f the Adult Psychiatric Clinic were available to. the po.lice department 
o.n a 24-ho.ur, 7 days a week crisis basis I to. pro.vide pro.fessio.nal co.nsulta­
tio.n and assistance. The clinic staff was respo.nslble fo.r training po.licemen 
in identifylng underlying emotio.nal pro.blems I and fo.r funding lo.cal treatment 
reso.urces fo.r the po.licemen's referrals. A telepho.ne survey o.f 2, 000 lo.cal 
residents was co.nducted to. evaluate the utility o.f the pro.ject. 

Crime Analys,is Te9..!!l (CAT) Dayto.n 

Purpo.se: Te impro.ve po.lice o.peratio.ns I by co.llecting and analyzing data o.n 
the degree of citizen input into. po.lice strategy and po.licy develo.pment, o.n 
the number a,nd causes o.f unexpected burglaries and ro.bberies I and o.n serio.us 
po.tentia 1 crir,le patterns. 

Co.ntent: A Ta',sk Fo.rce Action Team co.llected and analyzed the fo.llo.wing cate­
go.ries o.f data, 

• beat pat'ro.l/crime mapping data fo.r impro.ving po.lice management; 

• manpo.wer utilizatio.n data invo.lving respo.nse time I pro.ductivity I 
etc. ; 

• genera 1 I:.lanagement info.rmatio.n fro.m po.lice and the co.mmunity. 

A large pro.po.rtio.n o.f the data was used in reallo.cating patro.ls, to. reduce the 
previo.usly high respo.nse time. 

Public Defender Pre-Trial Release Pro.gram Dayto.n 
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Purpo.se: To. pro.vide effective legal representatio.n to. indigent criminal defen- 1<. 

dants at pre-indictment stages o.f pro.cessing and to. decrease pre-trial detentio.ns' ' 
and the use o.f bail mo.ney. 

Co.ntent: The project staff, co.mpo.sed o.f a public defender, two. assistant 
defenders and several investigato.rs pro.vides the fo.llo.wing services: 

• legal representatio.n to. indigent criminal defendants arrested o.n 
felo.ny o.r misdemeano.r charges fro.m arrest to. indictment. 

• bail related info.rmatio.n to. the Municipal and Co.unty District 
Co.urts within Dayto.n and Mo.ntgo.mery Co.unty I to. insure that 
decisio.ns o.n pre-trial release are based o.n o.bjective data. 
The types o.f info.rmatio.n supplied, include an arrestees prio.r 
criminal co.nvictio.n I family ties, emplo.yment stability, res1-
dentia 1 stability I etc. 
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Small Business Security Program Dayton 

Purpose: To reduce the high incidence of commercial crimes (robbery t burglary, 
and larceny) among small businesses located in minority areas and to retard 
the movement of businesses away from these areas, by improving their security 
programs. 

Content: Serving approximately 100 small businesses located in high crime 
areas of Dayton, the project staff: 

1. fosters relationships between community members and law enforce­
ment agencies, in order to increase the cooperation of employers I 
patrons, and local citizens in providing evidence on details of 
crimes; 

2. assesses which security precautions .each business needs in order 
to comply with standards qualifying them for regular or Federal 
High Crime Insurance; 

3. provides mechanical and/or electrical security devices whose 
utility has already been evaluated for individual business facili­
ties; 

4. provides training on methods of maximizing security to small busi­
ness owners and employees, in cooperating with eXisting police 
department and community education training programs; 

5. is developing a manual of security guidelines for all small businesses 
based on the experience gained from this project. 

Task Force on Target Hardening payton 

Purpose: To demonstrate the usefulness of action task forces in improving 
causative and crime specific factors, and therefore establishing a more 
secure community. 

Content: Action task forces, composed of personnel from city t state and 
federa 1 agencies concerned with fire, housing, hea lth, probation I parole t 
and welfare, attempted to establish more secure communities in high crime 
areas by: 

(I developing a public education program which promotes the use of 
better security devices and helps create a positive image of the 
police; 

• making available comprehensive insurance coverage to small 
businesses and low-income families in high crime areas; 

• assisting low-income families and small businesses in purchas­
ing security systems; 
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«9 providing concentrated attacks on specific problems identified 
by the City's Task Force on Crime. 

Victim Input on Crime Trend by Incident Measures 
(VICTIM) 

Des Moines 

Purpose: To provide long-term extensive follow-up investigations of both 
dwelling and commercial breaking and enterings in the Des Moines area. 

Content: The project provides 3 Master patrolmen who are assigned to the 
Crimes Against Property Section of the Detective Bureau. Each officer in 
the unit is responsible for making appointments and conducting interviews 
with victims. In addition, officers in the unit: 

1. provide a vehicle for the collection of extensive data on patterns I 

rates I and methods of both dwelling and commercial breaking 
and enterings; 

2. measure the attitudes of victims toward the Des Moines Police 
Department, as well as investigational methods; 

3. promote citizen reports of crime; 

4. personally contact crime victims in order to gain ideas on new 
prevention techniques and to educate victims in averting future 
crimes; and 

5. encourage citizens to report offenses to the police. 

Metropolitan Area Narcotics Squad (MANS) Des Moines 

Purpose: To decrease drug and narcotics traffic by establishing a comprehensive 
drug and narcotics enforcement effort which would u1timately increase the 
capability of each of the law enforcement jurisdictions within the Metropolitan 
Polk County/Des Moines area. 

Content: The project, in cooperation with all of the law enforcement jurisdic­
tions and authorities in the area I provides: 

1. for the transfer of existing trained, qualified narcotics officers 
and necessary operating equipment and resources from the Des 
Moines Police Department; 

2. extensive training and indoctrination for all personnel assigned to 
the new. metropolitan narcotics squad; 
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3. county-wide support for the narcotics and dangerous drugs 
enforcement problem through the use of educeUonal programs; and 

4. sophisticated county-wide enforcement techniques in the field 
of drug law enforcement. 

Family Conflict Intervention Team Experiment Rochester 

Purpose: 'ro provide police with more effective methods for handling family 
conflict situations in order to: 

...... 
• reduce the rate of crisis recidivism among families coming to the 

attention of the police; 

• develop skills among police officers in intervening in conflict 
situations without harming themselves or using force; 

• decrease the number of arrests of parties in conflict situations. 

Content: The project staff organized police teams who were trained in special 
techniques for handling conflict situations, and acquainted with relevant 
programs and resources in the community, In addition, the staff established 
mechansirns for referral of conflict-situation clients to appropriate programs 
and agencies. A support team was responsible for providing a link between 
the policemen I s initial identification of the problem and the referral and 
treatment process. 

Development of Prevention Methodology by Burglary 
Offense Analysis 

San Jose 

Put:'pose: To reduce burglaries in high crime geographic areas, on high risk 
premises and on speCific property targets, by analyzing and refining current 
burglary reduction processes. 

Content: A Burglary Analysis Unit (BAU) was created to analyze the burglary 
reduction process (prevention, detection, identification, apprehensioIl, prose­
cution, rehabilitation and the return of stolen property). Proven tactical 
programs, such as operation SCRIBE, Security Che"cks in High Risk Areas), 
operation FENCE (Field Enforcement Neutralizing Conversion Effects), and 
code enforcement were implemented initia lly . The BA U recommended, deSigned 
and operationalized improvements in these programs. 
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Santa C lara County Narcotics Burea u San Jose 

Purpose: To establish a countYWide I interjurisdictional law enforcement 
program aimed at: 1) reducing the supply and demand for illegal narcotics; 
2) establishing a Law Enforcement Drug Council; 3) establishing a specially 
trained cadre of law enforcement officers; 4) improving operational inter­
relationships between agencies; 5) establishing an effective publi.c education 
and instruction program; 6) increasing the effectiveness of. narcotics enforce­
ment of smaller law enforcement agencies; and 7) establishing a central nar­
cotics record system and implement a stricter narcotics and drug abuse enforce-

' .. > .. 

ment policy countywide. I.. 

Content: Using undercover techniques, agents of the narcotics bureau develop 
relationships with users, suppliers and informants in the drug market. Systematic, 
surveillance is used to obtain sufficient information for a search warrant. A 
liaison network has been established between the Bureau and all local juris­
dictions active in narcotics law enforcement work. 

High Impact Target Program: Crime Specific Planning Tidewater 

Purpose: To design a High Impact Target Program, which would reduce the 
incidence of burglary in the impact area I without displacing it to other areas 
of the city or reg ion. 

Content: The Pilot Cities Team provided technical assistance to the city of 
Norfolk, in designing the HIT program. In the final plan, it was suggested that 
the fo1lowing techniques be used to reduce the incidence of burglary. 

• the employment of a planning analyst to collect data on burglary 
occurrence in the HIT area; 

• a variety of police patrol techniques, including surveillance in 
sections of the area with "high incidences of burglariesi" 

/It careful fo1low-up investigations of all burglaries by four special 
burglary detectives and a police undercover agent; 

It the initiation of a city-wide crime prevention program stressing 
community involvement; and 

• the employment of a Legal Advisor to aid enforcement personnel 
in improving the quality of cases for prosecution and the aSSign­
ment of two assistant commonwealth attorneys to handle a1l 
burglary cases. 
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, 
Family Crisis Intervention Training Tidewater 

Purpose: To train police officers in methods of dealing effectively with individ­
uals and families in crisis situations (1. e. I marital fights I attempted or threaten­
ed suicides, runaways, etc.). 

Content: The project funds provided for the hiring 6f consultant clinical psycho­
logists who conducted 40 hours of training sessions for 80 policemen. Crisis 
intervention counseling skills were taught by role-playing and simulation 
methods. Skits of a ctua 1 family crises that policemen experience were video­
taped I played back on television screens I and discussed by the participants. 

* * * * * 

DEFINITION OF POLICE ROLE 

Psychological Cbnsultation Program Albuquerque 

Purpose: To aid police officers I who experience emotional stress in handling 
conflict situations I by procuring the services of a consulting psychologist 
who would I 1) screen recruits for emotional instability; 2) help officers 
cope with routine pressure; and 3) help officers deal with problems associated 
with work in a bicultura 1 community. 

Content: A consultant psychologist was employed on several occasions for 
counseling officers. Plans to conduct psychological training for officers 
involved in special programs I conducting behavioral studies I and maintaining 
statistics regarding stress factors I were not implemented because an individual 
with the desired qualifications could not be recruited. 

AlbUQuerque Police Department Youth-Related Property 
Crime Reduction Program 

Albuquergue 

Purpose: To reduce chronic truancy and vandalism among juveniles by establish­
ing school/police counseling teams to work with predelinquent and delinquent 
youth identified by police I schools and the courts. 

Cont~nt: The project staff and the Pilot Cities Team implemented the counseling 
team project in city schools. Teams held counseling ses sions for selected youth I 
'Oriented towards helping them understand the effects of deviant behavior on 
society and themselves. The two major hypotheses tested in an evaluation of 
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the project were: 1) that chronic truancy is significantly reduced in those 
schools serviced by school/police teams; and 2) that reported daytime 
vandalism and property crime rates are reduced in areas immediately surround­
ing those schools in which the school/police teams operate. 

Police Officer's Race and Cultural Relations Training Albuquerque 

Purpose: To sensitize Albuquerque police officers to racial issues in order 
to emable them to more effectively deal with problems of minority groups 
(primarily Chicano) in the area. 

Content: A local university consultant conducted a series of 3 one-week 
seminars in race relations for 90 police officers. The seminars incorporated 
lectures on psychology and criminology I panel discussions with community 
representatives I books I pamphlets I and films. After three weeks I partiCipants 
formed small groups to discuss their experiences and to formulate suggestions 
for approving their image among members of the minority community. 

Pol~lce Rt?0rientation Survey Dayton 

-- Purpose: To increase the interface between the police department and the 
community as a preliminary step in reducing crime through more effective 
police operations. 

Content: Under the project I a contractor aided the police department in 
accomplishing the following tasks: 

• devising a system for community input into the day-to-day 
fl"lnctional aotivities of the police department; 

• developing a means for involving the community in crime 
fighting studies; 

• developing a model for decentralizing a major principal police 
department to the community level; 

• outlining a plan for implementing the models mentioned above. 
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Iuvenile Liaison Cadet Project Des Moines 

Purpose: To increase the number of trained sub-professional juveniles aSSist­
ing in the juvenile operations of the Des Moines Police Force. 

Content: The project staff, composed of professionals and non-professionals I 
is increasing the number of a.s~ignments filled by youth police cadets. Its 
activities are related to the current police-school liaison program in six Des 
Moines High Schools. Specifically, the staff is: 

1. increasing the number of contacts between the police cadets 
and students in the designated high schools; 

2. establishing a police career information center for interested 
high school students; 

3. increasing the number of contacts between cadets and juvenile 
residents of Des Moines; 

4. increa sing minority participation on the police force; and 

5. providing courses in law enforcement to Juvenile Liaison Cadet 
personnel at Des Moines Community College. 

Police and Citizens Together Against Crime 
(PAC-TAC 1, II, III) 

Rochester 

Purpose: To improve community attitudes toward the police, to deter criminal 
activity and civilian victimization, and to expand the police manpower base 
by using a civilian and policeman team to patrol high crime areas. 

Content: In this experimental ;1rogram I civilians and officers work as two­
person teams, patrolling fixed "beats" in selected urban neighborhoods. The 
team responds to service calls, aids regular mobile patrols in their duties 
and tries to prevent criminal activity and civilian victimization. Crime and 
service statistics for the neighborhoods involved are being collected for use 
in evaluating the project. The final evaluation will include a comparison of 
the experimental teams with control groups. 

Victim and Witness Assistance Project Rochester 

Purpose: To establish a Victim and Witness Assistance Center in the police 
department which would aid in 1) reducing the alienation of vi()tims and 
witnesses from the criminal justice system by providing them with improved, 
coordinated and new services; and 2) increasing the proportion of victims 
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and witnesses assisting in the prosecution of cases. 

Content: The Victim and Witness Assistance Center staff provide the following 
services: 

.. dissemination of information designed to orient the public to the 
operation of the court system and acquaint them with s:ervices 
available to victims and witnesses; 

• coordination of services available to victims such as assisting 
them in filing for victim compensation; 

• development of a /I stand-by" procedure for informing victims and 
witnesses of their trial schedules; 

• development of a special telephone service for answering victim 
and witness questions on cases; 

improving police sensitivity to victims and witnesses; 

• provides services such as transportation to court and referral 
trea tment centers. 

Combattng Felonious Crimes by Citizen Involvement San Jose 

Purpose: To increase involvement in combating and reporting crime in San 
Jose by providing a public education program on crime. 

Content: Through a Citizens' Anti~Crime Committee, task forces were de­
veloped to address specific problems. The project established citizen/police 
teams who visited neighborhoods with high crime rates in order to distribute 
crime prevention information and to open lines of communication between the 
police and the community. A drug abuse center and educationa 1 program were 
created to provide drug information to the community. Radio programming in 
Spanish was initiated as a vehicle for informing the community's principal 
minority group of its rights and duties in relation to the criminal justice system. 

Chesapeake Police Youth Services Unit Tidewater 

Purpose: To provide previously unavailable training, referral, and coordination 
resources to those agencies involved in delinquency and predelinquency situa­
tions I and to examine the feasibility and effectiveness of using police officers 
in non-law enforcement roles with juvenile delinquents. 

Content: The unit I staffed with six sworn police officers and a secretary, con­
ducted inter-agency training sessions for more than 200 city employees and 
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developed a curriculum for law enforcement and criminal justice presenta-
tions at the junior and senior high school level. Additionally t each Youth 
Service Officer was assigned to a high school and its feeder junior high 
school. Since the initial establishment of contacts with school administrators t 

counselors, and teachers, the officers have been meeting with the students 
and responding to referrals regarding over 200 youths. 

Chesapeake Police Minority Recruitment and Manpower 
Deve lopment Proj ect 

Tidewater 

Purpose: To improve law enforcement in the city by changing police depart­
ment personnel composition and procedures (i.e. t increasing the number of 
minority and college graduate personne It reexa mining recruitment qua li­
fication procedures in terms of job-relatedness, and increasing intra- depart­
mental and inter-work input into training and planning processes). 

Content: Following the method of recruitment specified by the project, college 
minority group juniors and seniors were approached by department personnel 
and urged to partiCipate in the program. An intens ive year-long internship 
designed to acquaint participants with the various facets of police work and 
to prepare them for qualification procedures r~quisite to entering the police 
force wa s required of potentia 1 recruits. Consequently t personnel from the 
police department in conjunction with Marguetta University Law School review­
ed recruitment and selection processes to determine if they were unintentionally 
discriminatory • 

* * * * * 

POLICE TECHNICS 

Crimina list Lab Survey Albuquerque 

Purpose: To survey the needs of a crime laboratory to be located in a new 
Albuquerque Police Department facility. 

Content: Project funds provided for the hiring of a criminalist who was 
responsible for identifying existing crim\3 lab resources in the area and de­
fining needed loca I support t equipment and pers onnel. After conducting a 
series of field trips to neighboring metropolitan areas and conferri.ng with 
local jurisdictions I the staff concluded that a local crime lab was justified. 
A lab wa s finally established through state block grants. 
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Community-Based Resources for Criminalistics Examination Omaha 

Purpose: To expand and coordinate existing I local non-law enforcement labora­
tory resources in order to make available to area law enforcement agencies all 
criminalistic examinations necessary in the course of criminal investigation 
and prosecution. 

Content: Implementation of the project was accomplished by: 

e hiring a criminalist responsible for 
1. categorizing and coordinating local crime lab capabilities I 
2. training enforcement personnel in means of identifying I 

collecting and preserving physical evidence I 
3. maintaining statistics on the system and determining the 

feasibility of multi-examination sequences. 

flexpanding police department crime laboratory facilities and capabi­
lities; and 

eacquiring necessary equipment for ballistics comparison, collec­
tion and preservation of evidence I analysis of narcotics and drugs, 
and analysiS of body fluids. 

Community-Based Services for Status Offenders Omaha 

Purpose: To decriminalize status offenders by establishing community-based 
services which will provide positive and productive alternatives for youth 
faced with problems which would otherwise lead to involvement in the juvenile 
justice system. 

Content: The project members will establish the following services for status 
offenders: 

• a 20-bed group home for runaway youth which provides shelter I 
food, family counseling, advocacy and referral services; 

• an adolescent foster care unit for ungovernable youth which 
recruits and trains foster parents and screens youths for place.:.. 
ment; 

e a counseling program for truants in which a legal advisor and a 
counselor attempt to aid the student in solving the problems 
causing his truancy; and 

• a school preparation center for status offenders which provides 
flexible I individual remedial programs for status offenders with 
educational difficulties. 
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Computerized Single Fingerprint Classification System San Jose 

Purpose: To increase police speed and precision in fingerprint identification 
of burglary and narcotics offenders by implementing a computerized fingerprint 
classification system that will serve the San Jose police and other law enforce­
ment agencies in the country. 

Content: Project funds were awarded to operationalize the computer system. 
Fingerprint classifer-encoders were hired and trained. They are currently 
processing burglar}' and narcotic IIknown offender" fingerprint records ans en­
tering them into a computer index system. Latent prints obtained from crime 
scenes will be II searched" against the base file by a previously designed 
computer program. 

Police Records Improvement Program San Jose 

Purpose: To develop an integrated and updated archival records system for 
quick reference by Police Agencies throughout Santa Clara County. 

Content: In this cooperative effort between Santa Clara County and the San. 
Jose Police Department, a records system was selected, acquired and pre­
pared for utilization by county sheriffs and police. The system is capable 
of rapidly storing, updating and retrieving records and identification docu­
ments in order to provide accurate information to field and investigative 
units of police agencies. 

Fingerprint Accessing and Scanning Technigues: Norfolk, Va. 
FAST 

Tidewater 

Purpose: To develop a base computer file of finger.prints of known active 
felons and narcotics addicts in order to: 1) test the worth of the system in 
solving major crimes; 2) accurately record the benefits from such a systemi 
and 3) record the information necessary for implementation of the program in 
other jurisdictions. . 

Content: The project developed and operated a base computer file of finger­
prints of known felons and narcotics addicts over a 12 month time span. 
After three police sergeants had classified and entered existing prints into 
the system l all latent prints developed at the scene of felonious offenses 
were classified and compared to the data ba,se .. An external evaluation 
analyzed the effectiveness of the program. 

* * * * * 

B-13 



POLICE RESEARCH I PLANNING AND EVALUATION 

San Jose Police Program Planning Project San Jose 

Purpose: To improve the management operations and procedures of the Police 
Department and thereby increase the department's capability in reducing the 
incidence of crime by establishing a Police Program Planning Unit staffed by 
professionals. 

Content: A three-man planning group of specialists in operations, fiscal 
planning and personnel management was hired with project funds. Functioning 
under the direction of the Police Chief as a special staff unit, the group con­
ducts research and analysis efforts designed to provide the Department with 
short, intermediate, and long-term plans and implementation schedules. In 
addition, the unit works closely with line and staff commanders in addressing 
their day-to-day operational problems. 

Crime Analysis - Project Evaluation - Research (CAPER) San Jose 

Purpose.: 1) To implement a countywide system for crime analysis -program 
development-evaluation; 2) to promote multi-jurisdictional and regional crime 
reduction planning efforts; and 3) test the utility, flexibility and transporta­
bility of the CAPER system. 

Content: Project staff will collect, process, and assist the law enforcement 
agencies in Santa Clara County in the statistical analysis and interpretation 
of CAPER data. The system will allow specific crimes and related characteris­
tics to be retrieved and plotted in any size geographical configuration. Tables 
of related data can be produced to provide a basis for development of tactical 
plans and programs. The data accumulated will provide a "baseline" by which 
the effectiveness of implemented programs can be measured .. 

Portsmouth Police Planning and Analysis Unit Tidewater 

Purpose: Tc> develop strategies for improving decision making in the police 
departmeni: I reconciling community needs and the department provision of 
services a,\l.d facilitating maximum utilization of the department's resources. 
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Content: The project provided funds for two civilian positions I the Planning 
and Crime Analyst and the Management and Systems Analyst. As a first 
step I the analysts collected base data regarding crime incidence and drafted 
a profile of the department which served as the basis for future planning 
actions. Subsequent activities included application of the standards set 
forth in the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals I Report on Police I to the Portsmouth Police Department. 

Norfolk Police Planning and Analysis Office Tidewater 

Purpose: To improve police management by aiding supervisors in developing 
means of identifying problem areas and in devising procedures to deal with 
them.' An additional goal was to increase management's awareness of the 
necessity for changing outdated procedures. 

Content: After fulfilling office and personnel requirements I the unit adopted 
a work plan for improving resource identification and allocation actions in 
the police department. Subsequently I a five-year plan was developed on the 
basis of feedback from operating elements of the police department on previous 
guidelines. 

Portsmouth' Police Standards and Goals Review Tidewater 

Purpose: To utilize the Police Standards and Goals recommended by the 
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals 
in order to revamp the Portsmouth Police Department. 

Content: A comparison of the standards and goals was completed on the 
.recommendations of past departmental management surveys and the current 
administrative and operational practices of the department. Research and 
developmental activities for the implementation of the standards and goals 
have been scheduled I and resource requirements have been met through a 
discretionary grant from the NILECJ. 

* * * * * 
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JUVENILE COURT TREATMENT SYSTEMS 

Comprehensive Delinquent Youth Program Dayton 

Purpose: To reduce recidivism among juvenile delinquents by increasing 
the effectiveness of the Montgomery County Juvenile Court's diagnostic 
and treatment system. An improved individual, behavior-oriented information 
management system will provide the means for making necessary improvements. 

Content: The diagnosis and treatment information system was implemented 
in the following three stages: 

Stage 1: A systems contractor identified information needs and 
resources for each of the units within the juvenile court 
system and designed a system to meet these needs. 

Stage 2: The computer system design was implemented by obtaining 
necessary programs and filing a sample juvenile popula­
tion into the computer. 

Stage 3: A demonstration of the system's effectiveness in attain­
ing more accurate diagnosis was carried out by com­
paring an experimental and control group. 

Target Truant Rochester 

Purpose: To establish a diversion system for status offenders which would 
reduce status recidivism by improving the juvenile's social adjustment into 
school, family and society and which would also institutionalize a tracking 
mechanism for generating demographic and court-related data on participating 
offenders. 

Content: The project staff ~Project Director I .Research Analyst and Assistants 
and youth Crisis Counselor (Advocate's) is responsible for: 

• counseling 150 status offenders referred by Intake directing them 
to appropriate community resources and screening them for emotional 
and learning disabilities; 

• designing and implementing a tracking system. model that generates 
demographic and court-related data on status offenders; and 

o evaluating the program by comparing status offender in Target 
'rruant with juveniles who receive the. normal Intake service. 
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Consultants will provide necessary training for counselors in special tech­
niques for handling juvenile~ in crises. 

Pre-Delinquent Diversion Program San Jose 

Purpose: To divert to community resources the pre-delinquents referred to 
the Juvenile Probation Department by establishing diversion services in 
each police department in the 12 law enforcement juris.dictions in Santa 
Clara County. 

Content: The Juvenile Probation Department subcontracts with each police 
agency for diversion services, and the project staff provides administrative 
consulting and research services. In most police jurisdictions I funds are 
used to train and pay the salaries of police officers specializing in diversion. 
These officers screen offenders before booking and refer them to community 
resources. The decentrali,zed nature of the project allows each agency to 
develop a program at its own level of sophistication, with its own "cafeteria ll

#' 

of community resources. 

Chesapeake/Norfolk/Virginia Beach/Portsmouth Iuvenile 
Based Transaction Statistics Information System 
(nIS) 

Tidewater 

Purpose: To develop in four phases, a basic automated data processing system 
that would provide accurate and timely juvenile treatment data to pertinent 
agencies in the four Tidewater cities and serve as a prototype for other juris­
dictions throughout the nation •. 

Content: The project, initiated in the city of Chesapeake I funded the system 
concept development, institution of security provisions, and preparation of 
computer programs necessary for the establishment of an inter-agency data 
bank. Since the file contains demographic, psychological and treatment data 
on each case, objective evaluations of treatment programs can be made, and 
optimal treatment regiments for new offenders determined. 

Virginia Beach Juvenile Status Offender Diversion Program Tidewater 

Purpose: To establish a unit in family crisis intervention to substitute for 
the existing petition and adjudication process. 
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Oontent: After a supervisor and 5 counselors were hired and trained in 
family diagnosis, conjoint therapy, drug recognition, etc. and a house in 
proximity to the juvenile court rented, status offenders were accepted for 
treatment. The effect of the counselor's attempts to open up lines of commu­
n~,cation between offenders and their families, and to promote the understanding 
or pr()blems underlying delinquent acting out, is being evaluated by experts 
in crisis intervention. 

* * * * * 

DIVERSION AND DISPOSITION 

PASPORT Dayton 

Purpose: To ,divert offenders from the criminal justice system by providing 
a pre-adjudication rehabilitation program which would reduce recidivism by 
minimizing the stigma associated with conviction and the debilitating influ­
ences of incarceration. The program would also reduce work-loads for the 
courts and tria 1 costs. 

Content: The project staff was responsible for developing a pre-adjudication 
treatment program for defendants already participating in the pre-trial release 
program. SpeCific project tasks included: 

• developing a methodology to screen defendants for program 
participation; 

• developing a network of community services in counseling, 
job referral, etc.; 

• developing a comprehensive diagnostic evaluation and treatment 
plan for each defendant fur whom diversion is recommended. 

Follow-up data on program partiCipants was collected for a final evaluation 
of the program. 
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Resource Investigative Needs of the Public. Defender l s Office Omaha 

Purpose: To reduce crime by developing an alternative to incarceration for 
selected offenders. Specifically I the project would aid the court in making 
optional dispositions by 1) developing a resource profile for offenders which 
may be useful in determining the likelihood of their readjustment and 2) develop­
ing ways for active participation by organized labor in the recruitment l employ­
ment and adjustment of offenders. 

Content: Two resource-investigators I working for the Public Defender I developed 
personal data about selected offenders I located employment opportunities to 
match their work capabilities J and made this data available to the Court after 
a finding of guilty, but prior to sentencing. If the recommendations of the 
resource-investigators were used as an alternative to incarceration by the court, 
the Public Defender monitored the offender's progre ss during the probationary 
period. The National Legal Aid and Defender Association evaluated the project. 

Santa Clara County Pre-Trial Release Program San Jose 

Purpose: To increase the proportion of arrestees granted pre-trial release on 
their own recognizance by providing timely information to pre-trial release 
decision makers. To demonstrate that people released on well-founded 
decisions will less often fail to appear in court or engage in criminal acts 
pending trial than people released on payment of bail. 

Content: The project staff of law student interviewers I operates the program 
around-the-clock to interview all arrestees, except drunks, who are booked 
into the county jail. Arrestees are evaluated by objective criteria to determine 
elegibility for pre-trial release. This model program is expected to result 
in considerable savings both to the accused and the community. An evalua­
tion will assess its effect on criminal justice processes. 

Differential Diagnosis and Treatment Program for Adults 
Offenders 

San Jose 

Purpose: To reduce adult offender recidivism by restructuring and implement­
ing a cost-effective I comprehensive service delivery system for individualized 
diagnosis, treatmEmt, and control of adult offenders. 

Content: Under the direction of the Adult Corrections Advisory Board I the 
project personnel are: 
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redesigning pre-sentence services to increase the quantity 
and quality of information about offenders available to the 
courts for sentencingi 

E.waluating offender classification schemes and developing 
criteria for correctional programS; 

organizing volunteer services for use in correctional programs; 
and 

improving adult probation officer work-loads ( and therefore 
increasing the individualized supervision for each probationer. 

\ 

Custody CIa s sificatiol1 Preprocessing Center San Jose 

Purpose: To improve the quality of justice in Santa Cl.ara County by 1) releas­
ing arrested persons who do not require pre-trial detention, and 2) assuring 
that arrested persons are charged at the appropriate level (felony misdemeanor) 
with the appropriate charge (s). 

Content: Operating 7 days a week, 24 hours a day I a consortium of profession­
als (including a Senior Police Field Supervisor, a Deputy District Attorney, a 
Pre-Trial Release Specialist, and a Crisis Intervention Worker) provide multi­
dimensional screening of cases after arrest, and before being booked into jail. 

Evaluative services include: 

1. review and classification of the charge; 
2. determination of eligibility for pre-trial release; and 
3. diagnosis I referral and follow-up for other social needs. 

* * * * * 
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COURT ADMINISTRATION 

Criminal Justice Agency Management Albuquergue 

Purpose: To provide a basis for identifying problems and making system­
wide improvements in the courts; police I and sheriff' s functions in San 
Bernalillo County. 

Content: A management consulting firm (Booze-Allan) was given a contract 
to study work flows and agency interrelationships from a systems analysis 
perspective and make recommendations for changes. 

Qriminal Justice Information System (CrrS) Charlotte 

Pur.Q~ To facilitate improvements in court operations by establishing a 
court-'oriented defendant-in-proces s computer-bas ed information system 
which would: 

, 
'. 

G provide intake information on defendants; 

~ aid in the scheduling of court resources; 

o uncover obstacles in the flow of defendants through the courti and 

• improve the criminal justice system by coordinating operations of 
the agencies involved. 

Content: Project consultants drew up a conceptual design of the system 
an.d delineated specific plans for implementing it. After presentation to the 
Mecklenburg Criminal Justice Planning CouncH for review and recommenda­
tions I the eTIS design was submitted to an independent agency for evalua­
tion and specification of computer and manpower needs. Technical per-­
sonne! are in the process of implementing the system. 
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Improved Charge Analysis Des Moines 

Purpose: To dispose promptly of criminal charges by requiring no more 
tha.n 60 days to process a felony from time of arrest to beginning of trial: 
and to obtain convictions in 80% of all contested cases. 

Content! By adding six additional staff to the County Attorney's office, 
the project intended to accomplish the following: 

ItDevelop a charge strategy on all individuals within 48 hours of 
their arrest; 

-Ascertain need for a formalized diversion strategy and refer to 
appropriate noncriminal justice agency if so; 

-Complete a large portion of the preliminary work (e.g., all docu­
ments required in the case) required to bring a case to trial which 
had formerly been scattered among other county agencies; 

-Represent County Attorney's office in all court appearances 
through arraignment; 

-Assist in evaluating total prosecutorial process based on final 
disposition made of charges. 

Model for Lay Administrator/Analyst Utilization 
in a Medium-Size Prosecutor's Office 

Des Moines 

Purpose: To accurately identify and ameliorate the problems existing within 
the Polk County Attorney's Office, with the ultimate goal of decreasing case 
lag and redUCing the number of defendants who t after being screened, are 
brought to trial only to be acquitted. 

Content: Project funds provide for a small administrative unit, headed by a 
skilled administrator/analyst who: 

1. analyzes the procedures involved in processing a 
criminal case from point of arrest to final adjudication; 

2. develops and assists in implementing administrative 
steps that will reduc.~ the time elapsed from arrest to 
adjudication; 

3. analyzes and develops improved management procedures 
in the County Attorney's office; 
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4. implements data collection techniques permitting com­
prehensive analysis of operations and performance; 

5. provides analysis of the Prosecutor l s office in relation 
to other agencies, i. e., (a) arrest practices, (b) in­
terrogation procedures, (c) utilization of community re­
sources; and (d) influence on citizen/community resources. 

District Court On-Line Information System Omaha 

Purpose: To improve the responsiveness of the District Oourt to current 
and projected requirements and to improve the timeliness and accuracy of 
court records and reports by computerizing court administrative functions. 

Content: The project staff is utilizing the res';)urces of a local data pro­
cessing center (staff and an IBM 340/155 Oomputer System)·to automate 
selected court functions so that data will be directly available to the 
District Oourt and Oourt Administrator through a duplexed computer terminal. 
The terminal will provide the primary means of updating, creating, and 
purging court data in the computer system. 

Court Oomputer Information and Management System 
(PROSPER) 

Rochester 

Purpose: To design and implement a computer-based court information 
system which would improve the operation and management of the court by 
providing information faster, more efficiently, and wi.th greater security. 

Content: The project staff was responsibLe for designing and implementing 
a system usable by the City and County Courts, the District Attorney, the 
Public Defender, the Pre-Trial Release Program, the Adult Probation Depart­
ment, the Jail and Oommissioner of Jurors. The system provides information 
on offenders from their first arrest through each succeeding agency, performs 
clerical and record-keeping functions for the agencies involved, and provides 
data in key decision points throughout the criminal justice system. 
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Judicial Pilot Program San Jose 

Purpose: To formulate goals, standards I and recommendations that will 
assist the Judiciary in administering the criminal justice sy~tem in the 
county. Specifically to make recommendations that will aid judges in their 
responsibilities to oversee and set policy for several pre-trial programs, 
to act as members of various boards and commissions, and to deal with a 
wide array of rehabilitative prograrrlS. 

Content: Under the direction and control of a ten-member Joint Judicial 
Committee representing the Municipal and Superior Courts, a core project 
staff will: (1) interview Jucges to determine their definitions of judicial 
toles outside the classroom; (2) compile and synthesize this information; 
(3) strengthen lines of communication among Judges and between the courts 
and other agencies; (4) define and test new programs; and (5) organize four 
plenary sessions to assist the county's 45 Judges in setting standards and 
taking action on specific issues. 

Norfolk Commonwealth's Attorney Management 
and Improvement Program 

Tidewater 

Purpose: To bring the operation of the Office of the Commonwealth'.s 
Attorney in Norfolk into compliance with the court standards of the National 
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. 

Content: The program involved four major areas of action. First, a spe­
cialized juvenile court unit was established which: (1) tested the utilization 
of full-time attorneys on the prosecutorial function, (2) worked with the police 
and juvenile intake section in developing policies and procedures for the 
screening of juvenile offenders I (3) developed, implemented, and evaluated 
a prosecutorial training program, (4) participated in the training of police 
officers in the juvenile bureau I (5) participated in the training of intake 
officers regarding the preparation and review of petitions, and (6) developed 
crime-related educational programs for the city's school. Second, improve­
ments in office management were attempted through the establishment of the 
pOSition of administrative manager and the preparation of an office manual 
regarding policies and procedures for processing various types of cases. 
Third, a standard set of jury tnstructions was developed by the Adminis­
trative Manager in cooperation with staff attorneys. And, fourth, statistical 
procedures were developed for the evaluation of the overall effort. 
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ADJUDICATION" 

Centro Legal I (Clinical Law Program) Albuquerque 

Purpose: To provide legal assistance and counsel to indigents accused of 
misdemeanant offenses by establishing a legal services center staffed by 
university law students. 

Qontent: The project was activated by the Uni.versity of New Mexico Law 
School and the Mexican-American Legal Defense and Education Fund, and 
is being implemented through the Public Defender's Office. The project es­
tablished a legal services center where indigent misdemeanants receive 
counsel on legal problems. An evaluation of the project attempted to de­
termine whether or not there was any difference in the quality of service 
provided by supervised law students and members of the bar to indigent 
defendants accused of misdemeanors. 

Albuquerque Property Crime Prosecution, I & II Albuquergue 

PUfl?ose: To increase the conviction rate of property crime offenders and 
therefore decrease the occurrence of property crime by hiring and training 
prosecutors to focus solely on property ca ses • 

Content: Project funds provided salaries for two prosecutors in the District 
Attorney's Office. Both prosecutors were trained specifically for property 
crime work, and concentrated their efforts on prosecuting property crime 
offenders. An independent evaluation of the proj ect was conducted. 

Comparative Legal Defense Services Des Moines 

Purpose: To determine if there is a statistically significant difference be­
tween services provided by court-aSSigned and public defender legal counsel 
to accused indigents within the Polk County community. 

Content: The project provides counsel for 35-45% of all accused indigents 
through a public defender office, and the remainder receive counsel under 
the traditional court-assigned system. Although the project is prinCipally 
concerned with comparing the public defender system with the court-assigned 
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system, a randomly selected sample of cases utilizing privately retained 
counsel are also being studied in order to determine whether significant 
differences exist between publicly provided and privately retained counsel. 
Information on the personal characteristics of the accused indigents is being 
collected in order to distinguish between outcomes attributable to idiosyncratic 
factors and factors related to type of counsel. A full-time staff of approxi­
mately five and a part-time staff of law students provides support services 
for both the public defender sta.ff and court-assigned attorneys. 

Prosecutor/Defender Intern Program San Tose 

Purpose: To develop and implement a model clinical internship program for 
law students that will (1) improve the skills of the students involved; 
(2) broaden students' understanding of defense and prosecutorial functions; 
and (3) facilitate the development of professional relationships between 
practicing attorneys and students. 

Content: Project staff designed and implemented a clinical internship 
program in the Public Defender's and District Attorney's Offices for University 
of Santa Clara and Stanford University law students. In addition to the 
practicums, advanced seminars were conducted at both universities under 
the direction of experienced professors. Students conducted mock trial 
cases which were videotaped and later criticized by students, the trial 
judge, supervising attorneys, and professors. 

INCARCERATION 

Diagnostic and Treatment Center for Dayton Dayton 

Purpose: To reduce the recidivism rate at the Human Rehabilitation Center 
(a regional correctional facility for adult male misdemeanants) by providing 
more extensive professional diagnostic and treatment services to inmates. 

yontent: The project is staffed by two full-time administrators, a psychiatrist, 
a psychologist, three counselors, and several part-time staff. They are re­
sponsible for conducting diagnostic testing of inmates (e.g., medical exams, 
psycho-social interviews, psychiatric screening, and psychological, voca­
tional and academic testing), and for providing corrective services (e. g. , 
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in-house and extramural academic and vocational programs, individual, 
family, and group counseling; and follow-up programs). EXisting community 
resources were utilized as often as possible to meet program needs. 

Follow-up Study of State Training Schools Des Moines 

Purpose: To provide a follow-up evaluation of youths released from Iowa IS 

two State Training Schools in order to determine the success of such in­
stitutions. 

Content: The project staff of two researchers selected three samples of 
40-50 youths admitted to training schools in 1965, 1968, and 1971. A 
variety of variables were selected, i. e.~, reconviction, recommitment I the 
severity of the offenses opposed to the severity of the sentences, in order 
to provide statistical comparisons of pre-commitment juvenile activity and 
post-release juvenile or criminal activity. Subjects were personally inter­
viewed, and interviews with local schools were obtained if subjects had re­
turned to school. This research enables the Training School to more accu­
rately identify and assess the youths with whom they deal and more clearly 
identify their needs. 

Rehabilitative Intervention for Sentenced 
Prisoners (RIP) 

Rochester 

Purpose: To examine the feasibility of reducing the recidivism of convicted 
misdemeanants by providing them with mental health services while they 
are in jail. 

Content: The project Treatment Team composed of a psychiatrist, a health 
educator t and several therapists conducted the following activities: 

., psychiatric interviews with inmates to determine the 
amount and type of psychiatric problems present in 
tha t po pula tion; 

lIin-service training programs for the jail staff in means of 
managing the disturbed, using available mental health 
services, and cooperating with the Treatment Team; 

egroup and individual psychotherapy for those inmates who 
express an interest in the program; and 
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e follow-up procedures when the inmate is discharged, including 
arrangements for treatment at community agencies, and with 
family members, employers', etc. 

An experimental design was used to assess the effects of the program on 
recidivism, job stability, and social functioning of prisoners. 

Diagnosis Classification and Treatment for 
Ja il Inmate s 

San Jose 

Purpose: To reduce recidivism among adult offenders by restricting and 
implementing a cost-effective, comprehensive service delivery system for 
the individual diagnosis, treatment and control of adult offenders. 

Content: Project personnel are expanding county capabilities in diagnosing 
and treating adult offenders by: 

.redesigning present services in order to increase the quality 
and quantity of offender infurma tioni 

6) evaluating current correctional programs; 

-coordinating volunteer and other community resources for 
correctional uses; and 

.providing more intensive supervlslOn, treatment, and 
control services by reducing probation workloads and 
utilizing other resources more effectively. 

Lail Population Management Project San Jose 

Purpose: To produce a jail population management system that will aid the 
sheriff in alleviating overcrowding in county institutions by (1) identifying 
alternatives to the present system of incarcertaion, (2) simulating the 
process of implementing these alternatives, and (3) forecasting future jail 
populations. 

Content: The project staff implemented a data collection and analysis model 
in the corrections system that monitors and predicts overcrowding in specific I 
jails. Early efforts focused on collecting data, coding, and keypunching it, , 
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and producing "test" population reports on the computer. In analyzing the 
data I the staff identified means of alleviating overcrowding by influencing 
population level changes. 

COMMUNITY-BASED CORRECTIONS 

You.th Services Bureau (YSB) Charlotte 

Purpose: To establish a Youth Resources Agency which would divert a sub­
stantial number of children from the juvenile court and/or correctional sys­
tems to needed services and would promote community responsibility for the 
identification, development, and delivery of these services. 

Content: The Youth Resources Agency staff provides the following services 
for referred juveniles '(all were on the verge of commitment to training 
school for violating their probation) . 

• a temporary residential care facility for youth, designed 
to coordinate the needs of the child and his family with 
available community resources; 

.casework services for children remaining in their own 
homes; 

-individual and group counseling on a 24-hour-a-day­
basis; and 

.contingency contracting, a behavior modification technique. 

The agency has also established a working relationship with the Juvenile 
Court, schools, police, social service agencies, and colleges. 

Youth Service Bureaus (YSB) Dayton 

Purpose: To mobilize community resources in a coordinated effort to: 
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1. reduce juvenile delinquency; 

2. decrease the workload of juvenile court; 

3. provide schools and law enforcement agencies 
with viable alternatives of service, other than 
suspension, expulsion, court referral, and 
detention; 

4. upgrade the quality and quantity of youth resources; 

5. meet the individual needs of youth offenders. 

Oontent: The project acquired three houses in Dayton, each providing 
twenty-four-hour emergency counseling service for youth. The Youth Service 
Bureau staff, composed of four full-time counselors and five full-·time youth 
aides at each location, was responsible for acting as Ci: liaison between the 
youth and community service agencies to insure that they received existing 
services. In addition, the YSB staff has helped identify community service 
needs and participated in the development of alternative programs to meet 
these needs. 

Diversionary Oommunity-Based Services 
for Mentally Retarded Offenders 

Omaha 

Purpose: To divert the mentally retarded individual from the criminal 
justice system by establishing and staffing one group home for six mentally 
retarded adult offenders, and two staffed apartments, each serving two 
mentally retarded adult offenders. 

Oontent: The project staff, in cooperation with county criminal justice 
agencies, is accomplishing the following: 

\I selecting and training staff and locating facilities for the 
a partments and group home; 

-developing selection criteria for offenders referred to the 
program; 

- placing offenders admitted to the facilities in community 
day programs and coordinating existing community sup­
portive services -- counseling I recreation l etc. -- for their 
use; 
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1B establishing programs in the facilities that promote the 
acquisition of skills necessary for independent living; 
and 

odeveloping a system of measurable and objective guidelines 
that can be used by criminal justice personnel in defining 
training needs of mentally retarded offenders. 

Juvenile Behavior Modification in a Group Home 
Environment 

Omaha. 

Purpose: To reduce recidivism among juveniles by establishing three pre­
disposition group homes that will serve as alternatives to institutionalization 
or straight probation. 

Content: The project staff is responsible for establishing and directing 
the group homes, counseling youth and their families, training group 
home staffs in behavior modification, and following-up youth who have re­
turned to their families. Specific services provided to the youth are as 
follows: 

• Psychiatric and psychological evaluations of high risk 
juveniles placed in the evaluation center prior to adjudi­
cation; 

• short-term couns eling and beha vior modification for thos e 
low-risk youngsters and their families who are placed in 
group homes prior to adjudication; 

.extensive indiVidual and family counseling, supervised 
peer-group interaction, behavior modification for juveniles 
placed in group homes after disposition. The staff of these 
residential centers is composed of counselors, group home 
directors, teaching couples, and social workers. 

The project will be evaluated by the pre-test, post-test, control-group 
design method. 
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Ex-Convict Motivation and Recovery Center 
(K-MARC) 

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

San Jose 

.Purpose: To reduce the recidivism rate of released inmates from local penal 
institlJtions by: (1) providing a community-based alternative to incarceration, 
and (2) facilitating relationships between ex-offenders, parole probation 
officers, and the community at large. 

Content: Releasing inmates from local penal institutions with few resources 
and poorer than average chances of parole probation success are placed in a 
residential community-based halfway house staffed by ex-felons. Staff 
members provide support and assistance in releasees f efforts to secure jobs 
and tv reintegrate into the community. 

Juvenile Probation Day Care Center San Jose 

Purpose: To operate day-care treatment centers for male and female high 
3chool youth who do not need LTlstitutional placement but who need more 
supervision than provided by normal probation. 

Content: Project funds supported the operation of the center for youths 
~-

referred by the Juvenile Court. The center provides intens}.ve individual and 
group counseling I remedial training I and family therapy for referred juveniles, 
in addition to meeting their usual daytime needs I such as food I education, 
recreation, etc. A cost-benefit analysis of the center, involving comparisons 
of its cost-benefit ratio with those for instituional care, was completed. 

Norfolk Juvenile Pre-Adjudication Non-institutional 
Outreach Detention Ji'roject 

Tidewater 

Purpose.; To demon,strate that it is both practical and economical to release 
alleged juvenile delinquents to their own or surrogate homes prior to the 
adjudication of th(;ir cases, rather than detaining them in a secure facility. 

Oontent: The pmj ect funds provided for an indigenous Outreach staff, with 
responsibility for locating community residents willing to house alleged 
delinquents, developing deflnite criteria for making detention deCisions I and 
placing juveniles from the Norfolk Youth Center in private homes. An inde­
pendent evaluator is assessing the extent to which the project provides better 
services to juveniles and lowers the cost of detention·. 
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PROBATION 

Offender Reintegration Program Albuquerque 

Purpose: To provide paroled I probationary and pre-parole juvenile and 
adult offenders with vocational and on-tp.e-job training I basic education .. 
counseling, and performance monitoring that will reduce recidivism and 
criminal activity among program participants by helping them secure jobs. 

Content: The project staff, in concert with the State Department of Correc­
tions, County Manpower Program, City Public Schools I State University 
and District Court, is responsible for coordinating existing community re­
sources for offender rehabilitation and reintegration into an integrated pro­
gram. The juvenile program provides enrollment for offenders in: (1) an 
alternative education program to the public school; (2) regular school program; 
(3) pre-vocational training; and (4) a part-time employment program. The 
project provides individually tailored training, job placement, performance 
monitoring, counseling, and follow-up services for adult offenders. 

Intensive Probation Supervision Albuquerque . 

Purpose: To reduce recidivism and improve the cost-effectiveness of adult 
probation supervisIon by implementing and evaluating a team probation and 
volunteer supervision probation program that stresses the importance of 
frequent contact and the development of close, personal relationships. 

Content: Project personnel organized two teams, each consisting of two 
para-professionals and two professional probation officers who supervised 
probQtioners more .intensely over a shorter period of time than is traditional. 
A team of volunteer probation supervisors was also organized. The effective­
ness of the volunteer team approach was assessed according to the criteria 
of: (1) recidivism rates; (2) length of time involved in achievement of cor­
rectional goals; (3) frequency of contact with probationers; and (4) cost per 
probationer. It was expected that team probation supervision would be more 
effective than traditional or volunteer supervision and that volunteer super­
vision would be more effective than traditional. 
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Community Adjustment for Parolees Dayton 

Purpose: To reduce the recidivism rate among juvenile parolees by providing 
them with an integrated educational experience I including counseling I job 
training I guidance I etc. 

Content: The project staff in cooperation with the Ohio Youth Commission 
a nd eight teachers from the Public School System initiated an educational 
program that provides: 

"stress challenge experience both away from and within 
the local community; 

.job training I job opportunities I in-service training, and 
group experiences patterned after Junior Achievement; 

"individual, group I and family counseling I including 
family visitations; and 

~weekly guidance and/or tutorial sessions. 

Youth Guidance Program Des Moines 

Purpose: -To divert as many youths as possible from entering or reentering 
formal adjudioative channels within the Polk County Juvenile Court. 

Content: The project provides counseling and guidance as an alternative 
to formal court procedure in cases in which youths brought to the court's 
attention have a reasonably stable family situation and who have behavioral 
problems which do not demand formal court action. The project staff includes 
a project coordinator I probation officers I volunteers I and a family counselor 
who conducts sessions with youths and their parents in learning more about 
the conduct of their children and wa ys to interact with and control them. A 
certified teacher helps individual clients with their personal academic prob­
lems. 

Restitution in Probation Experiment Des Moines 

Purpose: To eliminate the negative side effects of maximum or medium 
security institutionalization by providing a local direct-contact restitution 
program for offenders. 
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Content: The project provides a community-based corrections center I serving 
both men and women on probation and offenders residing in short-term cor­
rectional facilities. The proj ect staff, composed of probation officers and 
counselors, arranges periodic face-to-face sessions involving both the 
vi.ctims of crimes and their offenders. Traditional couns eling is also 
available to offenders to help thE;1rn reassess their attitudes towards Herimel! 
and II criminality. II 

Probation Employment and Guidance ProgJam 
(PEG) I and II 

Rochester 

Purpose: To reduce recidivism and increase job and family stability among 
adult probationers by using a panel of counselors and community leaders to 
increase employment among probationers. 

Content: The project staff, in concert with the county probation department, 
has developed: 

oa Review Panel which screens adult probationers for 
job read~ness, and gives them professional diagnosis 
on employment potentialities and employment-related 
problems; 

OEm Employment Guidance Council composed of volunteers from 
industrial psychology manpower training and personnel fields, 
which attempts to increase employment rates among adult 
probationers by means of guidance sessions, supplemented by 
follow-through assistance from a Community Liaison Officer, 
a coordinator, and the regular staff of probation officers. 

The project was evaluated in terms of its effects in recidivism, employment, 
and social functioning among probationers. 

Family Court Probation Proj eet Rochester 

Purpose: To reduce juvenile recidivism by providing a coherent and co­
ordinated IIfront ll of public and private services relevant to the juvenile 
offender. Specifically, the project aims at reorganizing the structure of 
the Family Court Probation staff, developing an allied services system, and 
investigating the impact of a maximum diversion model on the juvenile. 
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Content: The project staff improved the delivery of services to juveniles 
by: 

• reorganizing the probatio:. department so that personnel 
were assigned to geographic catchment areasi 

e establishing probation teams in satellite offices in the 
four catchment areas; 

.establishing special teams for drug abuse/ institutional 
placement/ and child abuse; 

-developing an "allied services" approach to the multi­
problem family I by detaching personnel from related 
criminal justice and social service agencies to work 
with the probation team in experimental and control 
catchment areas; and 

etraining probation staff in methods of improving their 
performa nce • 

Portsmouth Juvenile Court Specialized 
Services Behavior Modification ~SKINNER) 

Tidewater 

..purpose: To treat adjudicated juvenile delinqubnts by employing them in 
progressively more responsible positions. 

Content: The project's five-person staff was responsible for implementing 
the program. Job experience was accepted in place of traditional probation 
as a therapeutic tool. PartiCipants progressed from relatively simple jobs 
as subjects in research on delinquent behavior to assistants in that research 
and then to more complex and responsible jobs. 

Norfolk Juvenile Justice Services­
Juvenile Court of Norfolk 

Tidewater 

Purpose: To upgrade probation services in the Juvenile Court of Norfolk 
through improved diagnosis of each child's needs and more adequate super­
vision of probationers. 
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Content: The project created a Diagnostic and Evaluation team which, after 
devist;g testing instruments and purchasing equipment, conducted all court­
ordered investigations of children within the purview of the Juvenile Law. 
Also established were seven decentralized field probation offices intended to 
improve supervision of probationers and to stimulate community awareness of 
and involvement in meeting the needs of juvenile offenders. Three proba,tion 
officers were assigned to each unit. The average caseload for fhe six ~>fi 
the offices was approximately 100 cases, while the seventh, which was 
located in a high delinquency area, averaged appi.;ximately SO.q,ases. Pro-

I ", 

grams of service and interest to the probationers and their fami'lies have 
b~en instituted, including consumer protection seminars, home economics 
classes, and recreational teams. 

Volunteer Program for the Portsmouth Juvenile 
and Domestic Relations Court 

Tidewater 

Purpose: To provide comprehensive counseling and probationary services 
to juvenile clients by volunteers. 

Content: The project pro'iri.ded funds for the hiring of a Volunteer Coordinator 
who was responsible for the recruitment, training, and supervision of volun­
teers. From an initial recruitment of 18 individuals, the program grew to 
include 41 volunteers. Of that number, 29 were matched with juveniles 
from probation caseloads, several performed office clerical duties I and one 
served as an assistant Intake Officer. The volunteers met on a monthly 
basis to discuss problems and to learn more about city services available to 
youth. The size of the client group was not indicated. 

CRIME-RELATED SOCIAL SERVICES 

Ra pe Victimization Study Albuquerque 

Purpose: To aid criminal justice agencies in preventing rape and prose­
cuting offenders once a rape has occurred by.conducting a research project 
that focuses on: (1) factors contributing to an increase in reporting rapes; 
(2) the real incidence of rape; (3) measures for aSSisting victims of rape; 
and (4) revising methods of investigating and prosecuting rape cases. 
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Content: Project staff I in cooperation with ,the Rape Crisis Center I at a 
local university designed and conducted therape research program. In 
addition to analyzing and collecting da ta from police records of reported 
rape and District Attorney files on rape prosecution (1970-1974) ( the staff 
sponsored a series of seminars with the Police Department on the victims 
of rape. As a result of the interest and efforts of proj ect personnel, a Task 
Force on Victims of S,ex Crimes has been established. 

Decriminalization of Public Inebriates. Charlotte 

Purpose: To reduce the costs of public inebriates to the police, courts( 
correctional facilities I hospital emergency rooms I c.\nd the community-at­
large by providing inebriates with a comprehensive treatment plan outside 
of the criminal justice system. 

Content: A project staJf of 13 administrators I counselors I and recovery 
assistants provides the following services to public inebriates and the 
community: 

• pre-screening for medical problems and crisis counseling 
at a reception center; 

.training for center staff in recognizing medical problems, 
making correct referrals I and counseling inebriates; 

-treatment for inebriates in a voluntary, outpatient, 
nonmedical detoxication center; and 

~rBhabilitation and treatment for alcoholics in two 10-
person group homes. 

Community Drug Educa tio,n Center 
(CDEC) 

Charlotte 

Purpose: To lower the incidence of drug abuse in the county by addressing 
causes I such as disrupted family life I inability to cope with problems I 
lack of self-esteem I and parental alcoholism. Specifically I the center 
educates neighborhood groups I parents I and students in means of communi­
cating I solving problems, and alternatives to drugs. 

, 
Content: The CDEC staff of 13 conducts the following courses t rap sessions I 
etc. I as part of a general strategy to lower drug abuse: ; f 

i ~ 
!' . i: 
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Glteacher and parent effectiveness training in communicating 
and solving conflicts with youth; 

.neighborhood courses in means of helping local familiesj 

oelementary and junior. high school claS.§les in methods of 
promoting mental health; 

etraining programs for volunteer counselors; 

.rap groups drug problems; and 

efamilies anonymous I a self-help group for families 
of drug abusers. 

Comprehensive Drug and Alcohol Rehabilitation 
Program (CASP) 

Purpose: To prevent and control the growth of drug and alcohol addiction 
throughout the Montgomery County area by: (1) providing a full range of 
preventative and therapeutic options to the potential and actual drug and 
alcohol dependent person; (2) insuring that drug and alcohol dependent 
persons receive continuity of care; and (3) forming a liaison between 
service and law enforcement agencies. 

Content: A Dayton Area Council on Alcoholism and Drug Abuse was es­
tablished to coordinate the seven existing alcohol and drug treatment cep,.L. 
ters (halfway houses, res idential, and nonresidential de-tox and coun5~ling 
centers I and diagnostic and after-care centers) to manage I evaluate I and 
plan new alcohol and drug projects f and to increase community involvement 
in solving drug and alcohol problems. The staff of five succeeded in design­
ing a long-range plan for alcohol and drug abuse services in the country by 
starting a new residential center and a diversion program for drug dependent 
youth, and in devising and implementing a course for persons convicted of 
II driving while intoxicated. II A contractor conducted the program evaluation. 
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Iowa RunawayS ervic e Des Moines 

Purpose: To control the increasing number of runaways in Iowa while 
alleviating the demands placed on local and state juvenile criminal justice 
agencies by establishitlg a runaway servi:ce that includes a temporary 
shelter for youths. 

Content: The runaway service proj ect staff: 

1. offers more alternatives to law enforcement agencies 
in handling runaways, thus reducing by approximately 
50 percent the number of referrals to the Juvenile 
Court~ 

2. provide$ youth with emergency shelter I food I super­
vision, counseling; and basic necessities, thereby 
reducing the number of serious juvenile offenses pre­
cipitated by the runaway episode; 

3. provides a housing component, rather than stressing 
alternative living facilities I thus reducing the number 
of runaways detained in juvenile detention homes; 

4. assists families and youth in developing strengthened 
home conditions I before and after the runaway's return; 
and 

5. is conducting an extensive evaluation to ascertain the 
types of youths receiving the services of the IRS. 

Alcoholism Detoxification and Rehabilitation 
Planning Center 

San Jose 

Purpose: To divert inebriates from the criminal justice system as provided 
for under recent legislation. 

Content: Inebriates will be picked up by police without formal arrest and 
booking and taken to one of five public health centers in the county. At the 
public health intake center I project personnel will medically screen inebriates 
for placement in the recovery center I the acute detoxification facility I or 
appropriate out-patient, residential, and other community services. After 
detoxification, patients will be routed to voluntary follow-up services pro­
vided by existing county alcoholism programs. 
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Juvenile Drug Abuse Prevention Program San Jose 

Purpose: To provide an economical alternative to formal adjudication of 
minor drug cases at no increase in risk to individuals or the community, 
to free probation resources for work with more serious juvenile offenders, and 
to test various treatment approaches on juvenile drug offenders. 

Content: Project personnel organized three types of counseling programs: 
Education Counseling (EC), Transactional Analysis CI'A), and Psychodrama 
(PD) for youths arrested on minor drug charges. Eligible arrestees were 
assigned to Ee, TA, PD, or to a control group. After completion, the four 
groups were compared according to the criteria of feasibility of operation, 
recidivism, self-reported drug use, attitudes toward drugs, family relations, 
and costs. The EC treatment method was selected and implemented on the 
basis of these criteria. In addition, program persormel encouraged commu­
nity agencies and individuals to develop similar programs outside of the 
juvenile justice system. 

Methadone Treatment and Rehabilitation Program 

Purpose: • To decrease the incidence of heroin addiction 
and thereby reduce the number of drug arrests 
and related criminal justice costs; 

San Jose 

-To reduce the occurrence of property crime believed 
to be playing an important role in supporting heroin 
addiction; and 

oTo improve the life chances of methadone patients. 

Content: The project established five decentralized clinics throughout the 
county to provide methadone stabilization and maintenance to up to I, 000 
opiate addicts. The clinics also provide appropriate referral services to 
available individual and family-rehabilitation programs. Project staff is 
researching the effectiveness of methadone withdrawal programs. In 
addition, the criminal, social, and medical impacts of the program were 
evaluated. 
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SYSTEMS RESEARCH I PLANNING AND EVALUATION 

Improvement of Records Albuquerque 

Purpose: To improve the court's record-keeping system in order to facilitate 
information retrieval and storage for related criminal justice agencies I and 
to aid the Pilot Cities Team in obtaining data for monitoring change and im­
provements in the criminal justice system. 

Content: The project provided resources for a variety of noncomputerized 
. information retrieval services I using existing court staff. Some new equip­

ment (e. g. I microfilm equipment) was purchased. 

Mecklenburg Grants Management Project Charlotte 

Purpose: To minimize administrative delays in implementing Pilot "0 11 pro­
grams by developing a model admlnistration l implementation I and fiscal 
management component for the Pilot area. 

Content: The planning unit's grant manager and financial officer is respon­
sible for: 

-developing regular procedures for monitoring projects I 
processing submitted grant applications I tabulating 
fiscal information , and making financial reports; 

.insuring that project applications include express criteria 
for evaluations I project or resources to be used, and a 
timetable; and 

.minimizing lags between requests from project directors 
and responses between receipt of material for processing 
and its transmission to the appropriate staff member. 

Da,yton!Montgomery County Criminal Justice Center Dayton 

Purpose: To establish an interdisciplinary county training center which 
would coordinate existing educational resources and develop supplementary 
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training guides and programs for police, court, prosecution, and correctionS 
personnel. 

Content: The cehter employs a project director, a management specialist, . 
a counselor J and an evaluation specialist who are responsible for assisting 
local criminal justice agencies in: 

.defining job responsibilities for which training and 
education are needed; 

ecoordinating existing educational resources in order to 
provide effective curricula convenient to CT personnel; 
and 

.developing new job-related training experiences as 
supplements to the existing curricula. 

JYRC) Youth Resources Commission Dayton 

Purpose: To focus the community's attention on the proolcm of juvenile 
delinquency and other problems related to youth, to mobilize community 
resources in a coordinated attack on the problem, to seek resources for 
new and expanded programs, and to initiate and encourage change in the 
community's approach when study has indicated this to be necessary. 

Content: The Youth Resources Commission, cons isting of 50 members, 
3.3 representatives of the participating groups R 12 youth, and 5 members-at­
large performs the following functions: 

• serving as a clearinghouse for information related to 
delinquencYi 

.coordinating, planning I and evaluating youth services 
agencies; 

eeducating the community on problems of juvenile delin­
quency and laws dealing with delinquents; 

oserving as a referral resource; and 

.planning and conducting training workshops to assure that 
professionals in the community are aware of new techniques 
and developments in delinquency prevention. 
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Concept of Information Retrieval for Crime 
and Law Enforcement (CIRCLE) 

Dayton 

Purpose: To provide a system whereby information and data necessary to 
the successful operation of county criminal justice operations may be more 
effectively collected I more rapidly retrieved I and more ~fi:1ciently used. 

Oontent: A professional contractor and the project staff designed and im­
plemented a computerized storage and retrieval system which incorporated 
the following data points: 

ecrime and criminal information, such as wanted criminals, 
criminal histories, fingerprints, modus operandi, criminal 
associates, stolen property, and types, time, area, and 
patterns of crime, etc • 

• planned and actual assignments of resources for accom­
plishment of organization workloads, such as traffic and 
criminal case scheduling, police deployment, and jury 
selection. 

_program achievement and cost information. 

Center for Urban Analysis San Jose 

Purpose: To improve planning, program evaluation, research, and problem­
solving capabilities of local government agencies by establishing a central 
data service which provides comprehensive computerized information about 
the urban environment. 

Content: Project funds provided the necessary computers, files, and 
trained personnel to establis h the urban information center. The center is 
capable of providing a variety of services to the agencies. For example, 
crime addresses can be aggregated into predefined geographic areas, such 
as census tracts or beats, and compared to propeJ;ty and population character­
istics of that area. In addition, computer-produc:ed maps can be made 
showing the location of crimes in a given area, and displays can be made on 
a television-type computer terminal. 

B-44 

'i 



Adult TRANSTAT, Adult Offender Transaction Statistics 
and Management System, Virginia Beach, Virginia 

Tidewater 

Purpose: To design an integrated automatic data processing system that 
would trace the adult offender's progress through all agencies comprising 
the local criminal justice structure and would assi.st court management 
officials in administrative tasks. 

Content: The project funded the design and implementation of the program. 
The specific tasks accomplished were: 

eformulation of a documented system design concept 
which identified module definition and supporting 
file descriptions; 

edeveloping of computer programs for organiZing and 
retrieving da ta; 

ocomputer storage of data, including those demographic, 
treatment, psychological, and crime variables of each 
adult offender-, which had been collected since the fi.rst 
incident report was subD;1itted. 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Victimization Center Dayton 

Purpose: To provide a means of recourse and comfort for the victims of 
violent crimes (1. e. I rape I aggravated assault, robbery, and burglary), 
to reduce the incidence of violent crime and the consequential "high fear ll 

climate, and to increase the number of offenses reported and presented for 
criminal prosecution. 

Content: The specific tasks addressed by the project's central office of 
complaint and information (Victimization Center) are: 

eto provide advice, counseling, and referral services to 
victims of violent crimes; 

.to provide public education as to a victim's legal rights 
and crime prevention tactics; 
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o to promote the reporting of crimes by providing an 
anonymous reporting system; 

eto provide a legal advocate for victims of rape; 

.to promote the creation of a network of community 
resources (CTC I medical, legal, etc.) so that better 
services can be provided to the victim or witness; and 

.to provide the local Bar Association with materials 
demonstrating the merits of civil litigation on behalf 
of victims of crimes of violence. 

Criminal Justice Center Documentaries Dayton 

Purpose: To film documentaries on criminal justice issues and to present 
them over commercial and public education television, at community and 
special interest group meetings, and in informal classes in order to broaden 
community understanding of and participa tion in the criminal justice system. 
Other goals are to develop job skills in film production among inmates in 
the correctional system and to develop documentaries useful in training 
correctional staffs. 

Content: The project staff, composed of a coordinator, a cameraman, a 
script writer, and two research assistants I are designing and filming hal£­
hour documentaries for community presentation. The documentaries include 
a I5-minute community discussion segment of selected groups of citizens. 
An independent evaluator is assessing the impact of the documentaries on 
the community and on correctional personnel. 
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Appendix C! RESEARCH INSTRUMENTS AND PROCEDURES 

1. The Activity Profile 

The IIActivity Profile ll was the basic instrument for coding information about 

Pilot Team activities. It was prepared by the data collector I on the basis of 

all the accounts that the researcher had received about an activity. It was 

also used as the source of topic headings for the narrative information (record­

ed and coded using the McBee Keysort system) behind the ratings. 
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ACTMTY PROFILE 

01 ID __ ~ 

to The ID has four digits: 
1 st: City Code. 

04 2nd: Activity type 
O. non-funded activity, internal PCT funds 
1. funded project LEAA., Pilot 110 11 

2. funding sought, refused 
3. funding sought from LEAA, received elsewhere 
4. funding sought and received elsewhere 
5. funding to be sought or pending 

~kd and 4th: two-digit serially numbered ID by type of activity, for each city. 
)3xample: The first completed Activity Profile for a funded project in Charlotte 
will be labeled 2101; the first one completed for a non-funded..lctivity will 
be 2001. 

Activity Title 

Agency Name 

RATINGS 

Note: The ratings finally circled should represent your best judgement based on 
inputs from both Local Agency (IA) and PCT respondents. Critical incidents recorded 
about this activity should be headed by the same ID no., the number of the heading 
with which the incident deals, and the name of the respondent (e.g. 1008 - II - Smith 
means an incident about Design in the eighth non-funded activity in Dayton, related 
by Smith). For misSing data enter 119 11 • For not applicable enter 118 11 • 

05 

06 

I. INITIATION PHASE 

1. An individual's idea, no institutional stimulus 
2. An individual's idea in response to a general institutional request 
3. An individual's idea in response to a .specified institutional request 
4. PredomInantly a product of institutional procedl..Ir·es 
5. Entirely a product of institutional procedures 

1. Exclusively initiated by the PCT 
2 • Predominantly II II II II 

3. Evenly initiated by the responsible agency and the PDT 
4. Predominantly initiated by the responsible agency 
5. Exclusively " " II " II 
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07 1. Entirely a product of staff iniUatives 
2. Predominantly a product of staff initiatives 
3. Evenly a product of staff and supervisory initiative 
4. Predominantly a product of supervisory initiative 
5. Entirely II " " "" II " 

Agency Chief Agency Staff 

08 
09 

10 
11 
12 
13 

14 
15 
16 
17 

Highly resistant 
Negative 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Mixed, or acquiescent 
Positive 
Highly supportive 

II DESIGN /PLANNING PHASE 
0verall inputs 

Qperations "Experts" 
The activity was ••• Types 
Not at all planned by 1 1 
Insignificantly planned by 2 2 
Moderately planned by 3 3 
Dominantly planned by 4 4 
Exclusively planned by 5 5 

Operations "Experts" 
The final deSign/plan was.. Types 
Strongly opposed by 1 1 
Moderately opposed by 2 2 
Neutrally accepted by 3 3 
Moderately supported by 4 4 
Strong supported by 5 5 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

(LA and PCT) 

Administrative 
Types 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Admlnistra ti ve 
Types 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

18 The final deSign or plan was/was not put in written form. 

The final written design/plan ..• 
19 1. Included no consideration of objectives 

2. Passing reference to objectives 
3. General statement of objectives 
4. Some objectives specified in terms of concrete outcomes 
5. All objectives specified in terms of concrete outcomes 

II IMPLEMENTATION PHASE 

The PCT had 
20 1. No role in implementation 

2. Minor influence. on implementation 
3. Shared control with LA implementation 
4. Dominant control over implementation 
5. Total control over implE".D1p..ptation 
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IV EVALUATION 

1. No evaluation of any kind 
2. Verbal evaluation, no systematic data collection and analysis 
3. i'Written "memo" evaluution I nt) " " " 

4. Written "memo ll evaluation, cume data collection and analysis 
5. Evaluation report, extensive data collection and analysis 
6. Extensive evaluation planned 

The PCT had ••• 
22 1. No role in the evaluation 

2. Minor influence in the evaluation 
3. Mixed contro! of the evaluation with IA 
4. Dominant control of the evaluation 
5. Exclusive control of the evaluation 

Distribution of evaluation findine,s 
23 1. Intra-agency only 

2. To other local agencies 
3. To agencies elsewhere 
4. Both "2" and fl311 

24 Summary of distribution list: 

25 Was there any response to the distribution I' (Yes/No) (attach description) 

26 

27 

The evaluation was ..• 
1. Highly critica 1 

2. Predominantly critical 

3. Mixed, or neutral 

4. Predominantly favorable 

5. Highly favorable 

V ROLE OF THE KEY CLIENT 

Ask the appropriate variant: 

As C' 'es ult of the eva iuation, the agency ••. 
1., Did not discuss or take any action 

whatsoever 
2. Discussed the findings informally, 

took no action 
3. Discussed the findings extensively, 

took no action 
4. Acted on a few of the recommendations 

5. Acted on most of the recommendations 

"Who is the man within the agency who is gOing to determine whether 
this activity will be incorporated into the operations of your agency?" 
or "Who is the man ..• who saw to it that •.•. ?" 
or "Who is the man ... who could have seen to it that .••. ?" 

C-4 

" 

',"~ ~~ 
' ... , " 
~, y,~:! 

l'T':" . ~"';} .~~ 
~; ">~i 

• ~IF'. _:; 

• :IT- .~ 

.,.; , -" ~ ~ 

'~~~'~:''''-',"-: 

~ ~:,::~/:~~; 



------_.-----------------------------------------------------------------

KC -IN 
Nams _____ 

Job Title 

Then ask "was there-. -Jlyone outside the agency who had a similar role?" 

28 32 
29 33 
30 34 
31 35 

36 
37 

KC - OUT 

Name 
Job Title 

~ .... 
~ 
:jj 

~ 
0 
1 
2 
3 
! 
5 

KC -IN 

~ .... 
til 

~ 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

KC -IN 
1 
2 

3 
4 
5 

~ d 
0 <J) :d S Cd 

Q) 

~ ~ 

0. 

.§ :> 
~ 

0 0 Did not take part 
1 1 Was an actiVl~ opponent 
2 2 Was a passive opponent 
3 3 was neutral 
4 4 was a passive proponent 
5 5 was an active proponent 

Did not ever hear about the activity 
Knew vaguely that th,~ activity was 

being considered 
Was briefed on the basic idea 
Was informed periodically 
Was kept continually up-to-date 

KC - OUT 
C 
0 .... 
.f-l 
to .... 
:!:l 
C 

H 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

KC - OUT 
1 
2 

3 
4 
5 

~ 
.~ 
til 
Q) 

Q 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

38 
39 

by PCT/LA/BOTH PeT/LA/BOTH 

Achievement of Project Intention 
40 1· Total failure 

2. Partial achievement of Intention 
3. Most Intentions acMeved 
4. All Intentions achieved 
5. Surpassed intentions 

Project Impact on agency's Operations 
41 1. Has had and will have no disc:ernible effect 

2. May be useful in the future, bl.lt not yet 
3. No effect yet, but will affect next yearls budget and plans 
4. Has had a noticeable effect on the agency's operations 
5. Has virtually restructured the way the agency operates 

42 Any negative impact on operations? (y /N) -----------------
0-5 

Page 4 

c 
0 .... 
.f-l 
to 

1:: c 
.2 Q) 

S .f-l 
to 

Q) .::l ~ 

~ ~ 
H ~ 

0 0 
1 1 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
5 5 



Page 5 

Effect on RPE Capacity 
43 1. Has led to a reductton in the budget or personnel for RPE 

2. Has led to a recommendation that RPE capacities should be reduce;d 
3. Has led to a negative expression of the value of research by the key 

client 
4. Has not led to any comment by key client 
5., Ha'3 led to an expression of positive reaction by the key client. 
6. Has led to expression of need for expansion of RPE capability by the 

client 
? Has already led to an expansion of budget and/or personnel for RPE 

Effect on Contacts with Other LE/OJ Agencies 
44 1. Has created new tensions with another agency 

2. Did not lead to contacts with another agency which were not already 
part of the system 

3. Led to a few casual contacts with another agency 
4. Led to a short- term relationship with another agency which did not 

exist before the project 
5. Has lec:! to a continuing relationship with another agency which 

did not exist before the project. 

45 Stage of implementation 
1. Project completed or near completion 
2. Implementation well-along 
3. Planning completed, early implementation 
4. Still in planning stage 
5. Embryonic 
6. Still-born 

,-16 Nature of the Activity 
1. SURV: survey/data collection c.:ld presentation, no analysis 
2. RESCH: research which starts with an hypothesis to be investi.gated 
3. EVAL: evaluation 
4. DEMO: action/demonstration projects 
5. GUP: greater understanding projects, mainly descriptive 
6. PLAN: planning projects I or presentation of a plan for action 
7. WSHOP: workshop/seminar 
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2. Process Variable Ratings 

This form was sent to all current and past Pilot 'l',eam members who could 

be located. Its purpose is self-explanatory. 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR RATING THE PROCESS VARIABLES 

The eight Pilot City Teams vary in literally hundreds of ways, and 
one of our major goals in the national evaluation has been to decide 
which are important. With no presumption of a definitive list I we 
are confident that we have identified a set of variables that deserve 
closer examination. Some of these are objective and easy to measure 
-- for example I rate of staff turnover. But the most interesting vari­
ables are what we are calling Hprocess variables" -- the team's style, 
its modus operandi, its assumptions. They are also the least suscep­
tible to hard measures. On the attached sheet, Team Process Variables 
Definitions, are listed nine of these variables. You are asked to rate 
your own team on each of them. We also request that you put in the 
comment space (and on as many more pages as you care to write) any 
proces s variable whic1jl you feel should be added I or a reformulation 
that clarifies one which we have included. 

The nine variables share several characteristics. Each (by our-own 
estimate) showed wide variance -- the eight teams virtually span 
the range on all nine. Each is a variable which is in some s~nse 
within the I1control" of the team -- none is constrained by the local 
environment. Most importantly, each of the nine tries to expres s a 
variable of team style which has no a priori "right l1 or "wrong" Hnd 
points in terms of achieving the Pilot Cities Program's objectives. 
We can think of a plausible rationale for either extreme of all nine 
process variables. The valence of each, or of different configura­
tions, is a matter to be answered by data. 

The ratings are all to range from "111 to "5" I with the left-hand ex­
treme scored as "1" and the right-hand extreme as "5". Gradations 
are as follow: 

1 or 5: liVery much" like the definition of that 
extreme, with perhaps trivial qualifica­
tions. 

2 or 4: "Clearly tending in the direction of" that 
extreme. 

3: No clear tendency in either direction; or 
so mixed that no preponderance can be 
determined. 
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Rating Instructions 
page 2 of 2 

The format we have used for the variables provides a sentence 
stem (e. g. "The principa I orientation of the team is toward ... ") 
with two contrasting endings (in the above example I "research" 
and "operations "). You can think of each of the two endings as 
pointing to an extreme. At the absolute I off-the-scale ultimate I 
one extreme in this example would bea team that is exclusively 
interested in advancing scientific knowledge. Unless a project 
offers a chance to learn new things of scholarly interest about 
LE/Cr issues, the team would not support it. At the other off-the 
scale extreme would be a team which believes that contributions 
to the state-of-the-art are irrelevant and that assisting local 
agencies to solve operational problems is the only criterion of 
Pilot Cities success. 

N. B. Two scoring sheets are enciosed, so that you can rate each 
variable twice: once based on the team as it was during its first 
months of operation I and again ba sed on current pra ctice • * If you 
were not a member of the team at the outset of the program, please 
do not try to fill out the "Initial Team" scoring sheet. Answer only 
in terms of current practice. 

We know that you will sometimes be unhappy about the wording of 
the variables or about the construct itself, and that sometimes you 
will want to put a "2.5" or a 114+" instead of a whole number. But 
we have all played the rating game. If you get tied up in the word­
ing of the extremes, please go back to the simple labels attached 
to extremes and ask yourself which one of those fits your team better. 
Usually, we think, an answer will suggest itself. 

Please do not discuss this exercise with other team Associates before 
you have completed the ratings, so that reliability estimates can be 
computed. Afterward, by all means compare notes -- and if you reach 
a consensus set of ratings, please let us know about it. We will 
naturally appreciate any other comments you wish to make on the 
rating proces s . Thank you for your cooperation. 

* When the team became operational is up to you to decide. Presum­
ably it would be no earlier than the grant award date and no later than 
the day that the final Associate position was filled. 
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TEAM PROCESS VARIABLE DEFINITIONS 

r. The principal orientation of the team is toward • • • 

Research 

Expand scientific knowledge about 
problems of law enforcement and 
criminal justice. 

Operations 

Help local agencies implement solu­
tions to current operational problems. 

II. In regard to problem identification f the PCT • • • 

Accepts 

Accepts the formulation of problems 
generated by the community. 

Initiates 

Takes the lead in assisting the community 
to identify its problems. 

III. The team's role in regard to possible solutions to local LE/Cr problems is 
one of ••• 

Impartial Outside Observer 

The team brings relevant knowledge 
to bear on issues but leaves decision­
making up to community. 

An Advocate 

The team presents and defends a point of 
view in the decision-making process. 

IV. The team generally prefers to judge the suitability of project ideas on grounds 
of .. Q 

Problem-Specific Criteria 

The team is concerned primarily 
with the individual excellence of 
each project, relative to the problem 
it is supposed to address. 

Programmatic Criteria 

The team is concG'rned primarily with 
programmatic coherence; PCT-sponsored 
projects must "add up." 

V. The primary identification of most team members is with . . . 
Academic Discipline 

Team members identify themselves 
with economics, sociology I etc., and 
may have little prior experience with 
applications to LE/cr. 

LElcr SpeCialization 

Team members identify themselves witb 
courts, corrections I police I etc. I and 
have spent (or plan to spend) their pro­
fessionallives working with some part 
of the LE/cr system. 

VI. The institutional referent of most team members is • • • 

Pilot Cities Team 

Team members see themselves as 
staff of a temporary (five years) 
organization called Pilot Cities. 

Parent Organization 

Team members consider themselves to 
be staff of a permanent organization 
(University or firm) which has the 
Pilot Cities contract. 
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VII. In terms of goal orientation, the team operates as . . . 
Individuals 

Significantly different outlooks 
on the PCT's goals and role are 
represented on the team. 

A Unit 

Team members are in essential agree­
ment concerning the PCT's goals and 
role. 

VIII. In terms of administrative style, the team operates as 

Individuals 

Within broad administrative 
guidelines, the Associates 
pretty much run their own shows. 

A Unit 

While there are individual responsibilities I 
the activities of the team are centrally 
directed. 

IX. Communications within the team are . . . 
Unstructured 

There is a minimum of formal 
mechanisms such as staff meet­
ings I memoranda, etc. 

Structured 

Staff meetings I reading files I or other 
intra-office communication mechanisms 
are used extensively. 
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Rater ----------------------------

I 
City _____________ _ 

research 

accepts 

PROCESS VARIABLE RATING SHEET I: 
THE INITIAL TEAM 

I Team Orientation 
1 2 345 

II Problem Identification 
12345 

III Solution Decision 
impartial outside observer 1 2 3 4 5 

IV Project Support Criteria 
problem-specific 1 2 3 4 5 

V Professional Identification 
academic discipline 1 2 3 4 5 

VI Institutional Referent 
pilot cities team 1 2 3 4 5 

VII Goal Orientation 
as individuals 1 2 3 4 5 

VIII Administrative Style 
individuals 1 2 3 4 5 

]X Communications 
unstructured 1 2 3 4 5 

Circle one number for each variable. 

operations 

initiates 

an advocate 

programmatic 

LElcr specialization 

parent organization 

as a unit 

a unit 

structured 

Please put comments on the reverse side. To avoid confusion, identify 
the number of the variable in question. 
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3. Judged Ratings of Impact 

The nine judges who participated in the ratings of the demonstration projects 

were as follow: 

William E. Remple, Director of the Institute of Correctional Administration I 
American University; former Juvenile Court probation officer; former 
U. S. Probation officer. 

Dr. Barton L. Ingraham I Assista.nt Professor, Institute of Criminal 
Justice & Criminology, University of Maryland; practicing attorney. 

Andrea G. Lange, Legal As sistant I Arnold and Porter; Legal Advis or for 
Ford Foundation Litigation Grant. 

Dr. Peter R. Maida I Associate Professor, Institute of Criminology, 
" University of Maryland. 

R. Dennis Osterman, Corrections Program Specialist, LEAA National 
LElcJ Manpower Survey; former Project Administrator for the 
D. C. Department of Corrections; former superintendent of the 
Massachusetts Oorrectional Institution in Boston. 

Louis O. Richardsoq, Police Program Specialist, LEAA National LElcJ 
Manpower Survey; former Postal Inspector; former Law Enforcement 
Officer. 

Dr. David I. Saari, Director, Center for Administration of Justice I 
American University; former Project Director of several national 
court programs; former Court Administrator; research attorney for 
the American Bar Foundation. 

Dr. Ray A. Tennyson I Associate Professor of Criminology, University 
of Maryland; Director of the Minority Prison Community Research 
Project (NIMH); former Research Director of the University of 
Ma.ryland component of the National Criminal Justice Educational & 
Development Consortium (LEAA). 

William M. Trencher, Courts Specialist, LEAA National LElcJ Manpower 
Survey; former Administrator of the Law oc Social Science Research 
Institute; former Associate Director of the Criminal Courts Technicld 
Assistance Project; practicing attorney. 



--------------------------------------------------------------. 

Reliability of the scales was estimated with the alpha statistic: 

~ = [k/k-1] [1- o:cri/cr;)] 
This is a generalization of Kuder and Richardson's KR20 internal 

consistency reliability formula. The coefficient represents the average 

correlation among all possible split-half subsets of K judges I based 

on the relationship between the summed variances of the separate judges 

and the variance of their combined ratings. See L. r. Cronbach, 

"Coefficient Alpha and the Internal Structure of Tests, II Psychometrika, 

16 U95U, pp. 297-334. 

Reliabilities for the three scales were: .61 for the II innovation II scale I 

.69 for the IIstate of the art ll scale, and. 75 for the "utility elsewhere" 

scale. Given the disparate areas of LE/cr practice that were represented 

in the 98 abstracts I plus the requirement that the judges extrapolate to 

the set of all cities or all experimental projects or all of the literature, 

the reliabilities were about what we expected: not extremely high, but 

a much more usable estimate than we could have prepared independently. 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR RATING THE 
PILOT CITIES DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 

The Purpos~ of the Exercise 

In 1970, the National Institute for. Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice* 
began the Pilot Cities Program. This program established small teams of 
four senior personnel plus support staff in each of eight medium-sized 
cities. The Teams were to work with local law enforcement and criminal 
justice (LE/cr) agencies, providing a broad range of technical assistance 
and research support. LEAA monies were earmarked for the cities, on the 
order of $400,000 per year per city over the five year life of the Program. 
These monies were to be used for demonstration projects. The demonstration 
proj ects were to be innovative, or at lea st loca lly novel, and were to be of ' 
potential value to other cities and systems. To this point, a total of 102 
demonstration projects have been funded . They are a varied group. It was 
decided to assemble the judgements of several knowledgeable persons -­
there are ten of you, in all -- to help us with some of the important summary 
measures of the projects. 

The results will be reported in terms of collective scores and their reliability. 
Your name will appear in a list 'of judges in an appendix to the report I however I 
and we ask that you take a minute to fill out the biographic form enclosed 
with the rating materials. Your set of ratings will be kept confidential. 

A note about the level of detail in the abstracts. For each project, we includ­
ed aU details which bear on the rating decisions. Nonetheless I some of the 
abstracts ~ill appear very undetailed. In those cases, assume that the pro­
ject is as simply structured as the abstract indicates. 

Procedures 

1. Read the discussion of all three scales before you start 
scoring the first one. 

2. Begin with the deck labeled "A II (the "utility elsewhere" 
scale). You should find in that deck five blue cards with 
the text of the scale values, and 102 numbered white 
cards, each of which has the abstract for a single pro­
ject. On the baek of each card you will find the scale 
label and the scale values. 

*NILECr is the research and development arm of the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration. 
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3. Use the five blue cards as headings for your stacks. 

4. Read through the abstracts, putting each onto the stack 
that you think is appropriate. 

5. When you have gone through the entire deck, review the 
stacks and make ohanges until you are satisfied that each 
abstract is where you want it. 

6. Turn over ea ch sta ck in turn, and circle the appropriate num­
ber on each card in that stack. Secure the marked deck with 
a rubber band. 

7. Repeat steps 3-6 for deck IIBII (the IIcontribution to the 
state of the arttl scale). 

8. Repeat steps 3-6 for deck "C" (the tlinnovativeness ll scale). 

9. Call Blair Bourque (686-6949) or Charles Murray when your 
package is ready to be picked up. 

Scale A: Utility Elsewhere 

One purpose of the Pilot Cities Program was to develop projects that could 
be applied elsewhere. In order for a project to be transferable, we assume 
that at least two minimum conditions must be met: the project must not be 
so idiosyncratic tbat its mechanisms would not work anywhere else; and 
it must be an ordinarily desirable thing to dQ in LEicr systems that do not 
have it. On the basis of this last requirement, feel free to give low scores 
to projects that could be applied widely, but which you think should not be 
applied widely. 

The scale values are defined as fOllows. 

"Judging from the cities with which I am familiar, this project is .. . II 

... feasible. and needed in half or more of our cities. * 4 

... feasible and needed in maybe a third of our cities. 3 

.•. feasible and needed in maybe one city in five. 

..• feasible and needed in at most one city in ten. 

My rating would be too much of gues s to be useful. 

*Think of I:cityll a s being a community of 100,000+. 
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Scale B: Contribution to the State of the Art 

Another objective of the Pilot Cities Program was to advance the state of the 
art in LE!er fields. The demonstration projects were supposed to contribute 
b~' applying ideas to operations, and evaluating the results. The scale values 
represent answers to the question: What is the contribution that a competem 
evaluation or study of the project should be expected to produce? We distin­
guish among four qualitative differences. Note that the project itself need 
not be successful in order for it to make a contribution to the state of the art. 

The scale values are phrased as follow. 

itA competent evaluation or study of this project. .. II 

· .. should be required reading for any serious student or 
practitioner in this LE/cr field. 4 

· •. will shed some light on important and unresolved 
issues in this LE/Cr field.S 

· .. will be of marginal interest, mostly confirming 
what we already know. 2 

· .. will be of interest to the contract monitor I and 
very few others. 1 

My rating would be too much of a guess to be useful. X 

Scale C: Innovativeness 

The third scale asks the degree to which the project represents innovation 
in its law enforcement/criminal justice (LE/cr) field. A clear definition 
of what constitutes an "innovation" is the rating problem, and one which 
we are not at all sure we have solved. These guidelines might help clarify 
some of the ambiguous cases. 

\I) The objectives do not have to be innovative in order for a 
project to be innovative. We anticipate that you will be 
looking for innovation in the mechanics and the content 
of the proj ects:. 

o The scale values do not ask for differentiation between 
"big innovations" and Illittle innovations," We assume 
tha t you will ignore innovations which you believe to be 
trivial. The question embedded in the scale values is, 
"to what extent is this project distinctive?" This over­
all judgement is probably easier to make and certainly 
more important than whether you can discern some minor 
feature which makes it a little different than from other 
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projects of its type . 

• We are not asking whether the innovation is desirable or 
even sensible. Give the same rating to inspired approaches 
and idiotic on.es I if they have the same degree of distinc­
tiveness. 

The scale values are as follow. 

liAs far as I know, this project •.• II 

· •• is virtua lly unique. 

· •. is one of a few pioneering efforts of its type. 

• •• is not new I but does have some innovative aspects. 

· .• is a repeat of well-established approaches. 

My rating would be tOb much of a guess to be useful. 
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