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FOREWORD 

This evaluation report details the lessons learned from the 
High Impdct Anti-Crime program, a major Federal initiative to reduce 
urban street crime. The record of Impact was mixed. The program 
achieved successes in some areas and fell short of the ma~rk in 
others. Some of the obstacles that Impact faced are inherent in 
any new, large-scale social program; others stemmed from the program's 
framework -- a coalition of Federal, regional, state and 'local 
agencies and officials. The evaluation of the Impact experience 
adds to our knowledge of what can be done to reduce crime and will 
be useful in designing future programs at both the national and 
local leve1. 

Gerald M. Caplan 
Director 
National Institute of Law 

Enforcement and Criminal Justice 
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PREFACE 

Under the sponsorship of the LEAA's National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice, MITRE conducted a several-year examination of the High-Impact Anti
Crime Program, which began in eight U.S. cities in January of 1972 and will end in 
September of 1976. This program was a broad-aim, free-form social action effort, designed 
to reduce crime and to improve criminal justice capabilities through the demonstration of 
an iterative process of comprehensive crime-oriented planning, implementation and evalu
ation (the COPIE-cycle). Other objectives of the program included the improvement of 
agency coordination and of community involvement in the criminal justice planning 
process, as well as the development of new knowledge about crime, about anti-crime 
effectiveness, and about the process of innovation within the criminal justice system. The 
program introduced the concept of a Crime Analysis Team (composed of functional ex
perts and researchers) which would work in each city to produce a master plan, supervise 
and perform the COPIE-cycle, and act as liaison in the effort to coordinate criminal justice 
agencies. 

The MITRE evaluation identifies what tended to promote good planning, imple
mentation and evaluation, and what did not; what moved agencies toward coordination 
and what did not; which factors encouraged community involvement and which did not; 
what stimulated innovation and institutionalization and what did not; and what new 
knowledge was gained from the program and what failed to be gained (and why). In par
ticular, the evaluation establishes what happened in the development of each city's pro
gram, speaks to the feasibility and usefulness of the two program innovations (the COPIE
cycle and the Crime Analysis Team) and examines anti-crime efforts at the project level. 
(The evaluation does 11ot, however, address program-,vide outcomes; this is to be done by 
means of a set of victimization surveys being performed in 1972, 1975 and 1978). 

A series of MITRE reports furnishes much of the information for this final assess
ment. A set of eight histories narrates in detail program development and agency/com
munity interactions in each of the Impact cities. The COPIE.:.cycle is examined in four 
reports which separately address crime-oriented planning, implementation, evaluation 
planning and evaluation reporting across the eight cities. Another volume explores the 
processes of innovation and institutionalization in the program. Various other reports 
study two anti-crime strategies commonly employed in the Impact pragram: intensive 
supervision to reduce recidivism among probationers and parolees, and increases in (wert 
police patrol to reduce crime levels. Finally, a set of papers analyzes specific questions 
such as the transferability of Impact projects, the implementation difficulties of drug 
program and data system efforts, the caseload and trial delay problems of Impact city 
felony courts, and the post-treatment reintegration of juveniles into the school system. 

The present document, Volume II of the final report, examines the Impact pro
gram in terms of the crime control policy goals which it expresses, and in terms of ex
pectations generated for it at its inception; it summarizes the analyses and findings of all 
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the other MITRE reports, generates its own information, and attempts to draw the con
clusions of the overall evaluation effort for a general audience. In particular, Part I 
::;peaks to the program in terms of its likely potential for achievement as it moved toward 
implementation. Part II analyzes the feasibillty and usefulness of the two program inno
vations (the COPIE-cycle and the Crime Analysis Team). Part III explores the questions 
of project outcome and of city-wide changes in crime rates and levels, considering these 
as correlates rather than as dependent variables. (This was done despite the process rather 
than outcome nature of this evaluation, because it is evident that if programs are initiated 
to improve system capability, this is because the assumption exists that such capability 
will help to reduce crime; it is necessary therefore at least to examine whether improved 
capability, once established, is accompanied by decreases in crime.) Part IV is elevoted to 
an overall program assessment. It summarizes the baseline information developed in 
Part I, presents MITRE's general findings and conclusions, and ther. dt:.rives the reccm
mendations which flow from the analysis. 
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CHAPTER!: SUMMARY 

This chapter seeks to evoke the context in which the LEAA's High-Impact Anti
Crime Program evolved. The crime control i10licy climate of the early nineteen-seventies 
is described in terms of: 

• prevailing opinion about social programs in general i 

• the recognized need to set attainable policy goals; 

• the gradual establishment of three overall crime control policy goals: 

.. to improve knowledge about crime, and about strategies and tactics for dc;;aJ
ing with it; 

-~ to increase coordination and system consciousness across agencies of the 
criminal justice system; 

- to develop mechanisms by which to involve community members more 
closely in criminal justice planning and in crime control; 

(/) the reasons for the establishment of these goals; 

- the underdevelopment of the criminal justice research function and of the 
tools for that research; 

- the fragmentation of criminal justice agencies: their rivalry, failure to 
coordinate, hostility to change; 

- the sophistication of agency techniques for resisting coordination and change; 
-. the need to develop effective mechanisms for overcoming agency resistance; 
-- the potential of public opinion as a mechanism for overcoming agency 

resistance; 
- the likely benefits of community and citizen involvement for crime control; 
'- the existing obstacles to community support for law enforcement in center

city high-crime neighborhoods; and, 
- the requirement not only to increase public safety and security, but also the 

public's perception of that safety and security. 



Chapter I 
Introduction: Crime Control poncy Goals 
and the Climate of the Early Seventies 

It is an American fault to insist all extravagant goals"as if to set 
out to achieve anything less t!zan everything suggests a lack of 
sincerity, manliness or both·-and to be exceedingly busy with 
other matters wilen it subsequently de)le/ops that little or 1I0th· 
ing happens, The social ],istory of the 1960's is alr,cady littered 
with the wreckage of crash programmes thaI! were gm'ng to change 
everything alld in fact changed /lothing, save possib(I' to dimillish 
el'er so slightly the credibility of those who claimed credit in 
advance for acbievem£'nts that nev£'r. somehow, cam£' to pass. 

Daniel P. Moynihan (19MS) 

The end of the nineteen-sixties brought widespread disillusion 
with the governmental capacity to deal with social problems jn urban 
areas. Over the decade, and amid economic prosperity, city welfare 
rolls and reported crime rates had risen steadily while morbidity 
and mortality rates failed to decline, despite increasing amounts of 
federal funds allocated to addressing these problems. It began to 
be asked in the early seventies whether urban problems \oJ'ere really 
alnenable to rational solutions, and whether certain policy goals were 
not based on highly uncertain assumptions. 

In the fields of criminal justice and health, for example, the 
central goals of policy were quite patently crime control and health 
improvement, and a major assumption of both policies was that an 
effective and efficient service delivery system was a viable tool 
for achieving these central policy goals. Yet it was becoming 
apparent that health resources and medical care are limited in their 
ability to account for a rising component of morbidity and mortality 
(they cannot, for example, affect environmental factors like poverty, 
stress or pollution which engender phenomena such as malnutrition, 
alcoholism, cirrhosis of the liver, emphysema, lung cancers, etc.). 
In the same way the resources of la~v enforcement and criminal justice 
are limited in their ability to account for a major portion of crime 
and delinquency (in that they too cannot influence the social, 
economic and political factors which appear to produce them). Thus, 
although crime control and health policy counted on service delivery 
to control crime rates and improve health statistics, it tvas not 
necessarily reasonable to expnct health resources alone to ameliorate 

1 



overall health levels, any more than it was reasonable to expect 
criminal justice resou'):'(',es alone to lower overall crime levels. 
Given the dynamic trends of the nineteen-sixties in both crime and 
disease--with high growth in just those sectors relevant to the 
environmental or stress factors which health care delivery and 
criminal justice systems cannot easily affect--it became commonplace 
in the early seventies to ascribe failure to both systems (among 
others), and to question whether more federal funds should be chan
neled into areas where government policy seemed incapable of achieving 
its goals. 

This view, however, tended to overlook the fact that certain 
kinds of crime and disease have been and remain eminently accessible 
to control by criminal justice and health resources. A well-managed, 
smoothly functioning judicial system deters at least some crimes, 
prison separates some offenders from their criminal careers, vac
cination prevents some illnesses, and antibiotics cure some others. 
The difficulty was that neither the criminal justice nor the· health 
systems could be said to be functioning smoothly. Simultaneous with 
the growth in the inaccessible components of disease and crime, there 
had occurred a decline (due at least in part to system overload) in 
the capabilities of the criminal justice and health systems to handle 
those problems which they are well fitted to address. Clearance rates 
had fallen as trial delay, case backlog and prison overcrowding 
increased; medical presence in inner city areas thinned (ratios 
reached lows of one doctor per 5,000 residents or worse), and at 
least one epidemic (measles, in New York City, June 1971) occurred 
because of failure to administer available vaccine. Service delivery 
had consequently been reduced in just those urban areas of overload 
where it was most needed, but even more importantly, perhaps, 
deterrence and prevention functions had been weakened. 

While it might be true, then, that even optimal system capability 
could not alone solve the nation's overall crime and health problems, 
it was also clear that those problems were being significantly 
worsened by malfunctio~5 in health care delivery and law enforcement 
systems. The major policy assumption, therefore, seemed to hold good: 
all things being equal, better urban service delivery systems would 
result in measurably improved health or crime control; however, the 
goals set needed to be within reach of the criminal justice or health 
resources available to carry them out. This more modest formulation, 
with a new emphasis on goals, became the foundation for crime control 
policy as the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) tried 
to set it in the early seventies. It was in this sens'e that the 
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals 
addressed itself mainly to reforms and improvements in the criminal 
justice system as a means for crime reduction at the state and local 
levels. 
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What crime control goals, then, could policy realistically s~t 
and how could their achievement be measured? Even if it :had become 
clear that an improvement in system capability 't\lould necessarily 
improve crime control, it still would have to be shown that such 
improvement had effectively occurred, that it had had an impact on 
crime and not merely on the system, and that it was worth the money 
expended on it. Yet the LEAA had orlly been in exist,~nce since 1968~ 
it was the first. federal initiative to target comprehensively the 
hitherto ~xclusively state-and-Iocal government prerogative in the 
criminal justice area, and the unknoW11s involved in measuring policy 
impact on crime remained impressive in their vastness. There emerged, 
then, f~::im the pages of crime control research and policy documents 
of the early seventies, a set of urgent and compelling requirements 
for the acquisition of new knowledge through which program effects 
could be assessed. 

A. The Need for Knowledge Acquisition 

The LEAA had been established by the Onmibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 as a response to rising crime, and to rising citizen 
insecurity and fear of crime. The agency had received a dual mandate 
from Congress to help the states control crime and to improve the 
quality and capabilities of the criminal justice system. By 1971 the 
LEAA had funded many programs, but not mnch was understood about the 
effectiveness of that expenditure. In May of 1972, after an investi
gation, a Congressional committee repoT.'t(l) charged the LEAA with 
failure "because there had been no visible impact on the incidence of 
crime after $1.4 billion had been channeled to states in the last four 
years." However, the same report established that such an LEAA impact 
could not really have been ascertained, had it occurred, because of 
the lack of "standards for measuring and evaluating the effectiveness 
of (LEAA) programs. 1f This, however, was a superficial statement of 
the problem, a mere hint of the really major difficulties involved 
for any social-pro gram-funding agency in finding out what is effective 
and what is not, in demonstrating the relationsllip between its policies 
and the quantified indicators by which it must estimate program 
success or failure. 

In the case of LEAA and crime control policy, the program assess
ment problem was multi-faceted, complicated by: (a) the use of 
unreliable indicators (reported crime rates) as measures of crime 
control achievement; (b) the task of determining and substantiating 
criminal justice needs; (c) the difficulty of defining program 
objectives and structuring programs which are amenable to evaluation; 
and Cd) the problem of attributing outcomes conclusively to programs. 
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In the early seventies, the only readily available indicators 
were reported crime rates, collected nation-wide on a voluntary basis 
by local police departments, and reported to the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation. However, pilot victimization studies had already 
shown that crime levels reported by the police were likely to be far 
below those which would be reported by crime victims (between 1.5 and 
3 times lower, it turned out in 1974 when the results of the first 
nation-wide victimization survey were made public). This disparity 
was usually attributed either to citizen "apathy," to disinclination 
to lose workdays and wages by spending time with the police and 
courts, or to lack of confidence in the criminal justice system in 
general. This meant not only that the indicators for measuring 
success or failure were dubious, but also that the federal government 
thus had no real grasp of the dimensions of the crime problems it 
had agreed to tackle. Further (and pertinent to the task of tying 
anti-crime programs to crime rates), if victims were failing to report 
crime because of a lack of confidence in the criminal justice system, 
or because of system inefficiency, then an improvement in system 
capability would lead to an increase in victim reporting and an 
apparent rise in crime rates which would be due to an artifact. In 
other words, the greater the federal success in this domain, the 
more likely might be the appearance of failure. 

Other problems in tying program impacts to crime rates came from 
the facts that data were not standardized, that they were often 
inaccurate and difficult to access (especially across jurisdictional 
boundaries), and that they were flawed at the source by the police, 
prosecutorial, judicial and correctional discretion which meant that 
data bias was inevitable, endemic, and thoroughly diffused across 
the criminal justice system. This, of course, was not new, nor was 
it uniquely American. As a British comment made clear in 1929: 

The Government are very keen on amassing statistics -
they collect them, add them, raise them to the nth power, 
take the cube root and prepare wonderful diagrams. But 
what you must never forget is that everyone of these 
figures comes in the first instance from the village 
watchman, who just puts down what he damn pleases.~2) 

Data, however, r"epresented only a piece of the assessment 
problem. To find out something about the effectiveness of a program 
required a research capability to define objectives so that achieve
ments could be evaluated, to develop research designs allowing 
attribution of observed changes to programs, to generate analysis 
approaches permitting confidence in the findings,and so on. Yet 
the state of criminal justice research was far from healthy in the 
early seventies. There was little or no research function in the 
courts or in corrections and some development existed only in the 
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police sector; even this Was very small, however. Less than I percent 
of the approximate $10 billion spent each year on criminal justice 
went into research, and there existed in consequence an extreme paucity 
of trained analysts ~l7ho could be counted upon to plan, implement and 
evaluate anti-crime programs. This was a far cry from the health 
sector (where appropriations of about $2 billion were going to research 
each year), from the defense sector (where the Department of Defense 
spends about 15 percent of its budget annually on research and develop
ment) or even from the private sector (where manufacturing industries 
devote about 3 percent of their annual budgets to research). To 
assess program effects, however, requires, first and foremost, a 
solidly developed research function. 

There were knowledge requirements, then, which took on high 
priorities for policy-makers in the early seventies. The focus on 
program assessment signified a corresponding emphasis on the following 
needs: 

• for criminal justice data which are reliable, c')mparable, 
accessible, user-oriented; 

• for crime analysis to better assess the dimensions of crime 
problems in given areas, and to develop projects and programs 
which specifically address those problems; 

o for evaluation to find out which projects and programs have 
been effective against given crime problems, and to feed 
back information allowing for improved implementation and 
management decision-making; 

II for research and development which can build upon on-going 
evaluative findings to generate and test concepts addressing 
identified crime problems in a new way; 

II for technology transfer and for the communication and dis
semination of information among all ~gencies involved in the 
planning, implementation and evalua.tion of criminal justice 
programs; 

e for technical assistance, given the general shortage of 
trained people (planners, evaluators, administrators, and 
auditors, as well as those trained in the various criminal 
justice functions), and given also the long lead-times 
required for training and education; and 
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• for the development of dynamic and continuously redefined 
standards and goals to assess new problems and possibilities, 
to set forth short- and long-term objectives, to point up 
disparities between ideals and practices of the criminal 
justice system, and to ensure that fairness and equity are 
maintained despite pressures toward expediency. 

In sum, then, the efforts to control crime--and to demonstrate 
that control--led back once again through the need for knowledge, to 
the policy goal of improved system capability. Program impacts could 
not be assessed without it. It would not be an easy matter, however, 
to obtain such capability within the fragmented, bureaucratic universe 
of the criminal justice and intergovernmental agencies whose coordi
nation is a necessity for the elaboration of federally-funded anti
crime programs. It was, in fact, precisely their failure to 
coordinate, to share their information, which had been responsible, 
in large part, for many of the identified knowledge gaps afflicting 
policy formation and program assessment in the first place. 

B. The Problem of Agency Coordination 

The failure of the criminal justice system to act like a system 
had been widely observed and documented by 1970. It was evident, 
for example, that the different elements of the criminal justice 
process impact upon each other; that the work of corrections is 
shaped and determined by the judicial sentence; that the trial con
viction rate is sharply influenced by the quality of policy work; 
that an increase in the police force which drives up rates of arrest 
impacts both courts and corrections in tangible ways; that prison 
over-crowding, in turn, affects police and judicial decision-making. 
Yet components of the system appeared to ignore each other, and data 
and general information seemed to be in short supply. In New York 
City, for example, the Plimpton Panel had found after a 16-month 
study, that many judges were unaware of the functions "and sometimes 
even of the existenc.:.e" of various correctional and drug treatment 
agencies. There was evidence that fragmentation across the components 
of the criminal justice system had produced outcomes like trial delays, 
unnecessary incarceration, wasted resources and the failure of judges 
to maximize their rehabilitative options. Yet effective anti-crime 
programs could not be achieved without real coordination across inter
facing functions, without some professional collaboration among police, 
prosecutors, courts and corrections. As the National Advisory 
Commission put it: "If criminal justice professionals cannot reach a 
consensus on what to do about crime and criminals, it is unrealistic 
to expect the public and political leaders to do so. The consequences 
of lack of professional agreement are deadlock, inaction, and confusion 
in making public policy."l3) However, the problem of coordination did 
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not end there; it extended also to the agencies in the intergovernmental 
network which act together with the criminal justice system in the plan
ning, funding and implementation of anti-crime programs. 

To a considerable degree, the various levels of the intergovern
mental (federal/state/county/city) syste:m have conflicting aims and 
objectives. Counties and cities compete~ with each other for state 
and federal funds; issues of race and class, rural versus urban bias 
(among others), divide them and bring impediments to their collabora
tion. Instead of coordinated efforts, c:omplex maneuvers have 
frequently taken place in order to achiE~ve the best residential or 
industrial mix for one area at the expense of another. Tax policy, 

_ zoning,' land use, transportation or crine prevention functions have 
been manipulated by local decision-makers with divisive rather than 
unifying effects. State and federal agencies remain sensitive to 
questions of sovereignty and specific pterogatives. Federal admin
istrators tend to view state and local officials as "obstructive" 
while the latter protest that they are E~xcluded from the decision
making

L 
process in federally-funded progl:ams which vitA.lly concern 

them. ~ f) Local governments are often in conf·lict with state govern
ments and grumble at the "extra layer of bureaucracy" provided by 
state intervention in the federal-city relationship, but federal 
agencies are obliged to reckon with state sovereignty and with state 
jurisdiction in many functional areas (q:ourts and corrections, for 
example) and have their own on-going relationships with the states 
to maintain. On the other hand, local Clfficials recognize that state 
aid will likely remain after most federcll programs have gone, and 
that state aid is "cheaper" than federal aid, in that it usually 
requires neither cash, nor "in-kind" matching funds. Thus, units of 
the intergovernmental network have tende~d to play rather complicated 
political games, making and unmaking alliances as their short- or 
long-term objectives have dictated. 

When coordination has taken place, on occasion, across criminal 
justice and intergovernmental agencies, it has usually been of the 
coalition variety, with separate unit paxtnerships tending to 
reinforce rather than mitigate the overall fragmentation. In general, 
however, state and local, city and county units remained practically 
autonomous, and largely failed to coordinate criminal justice programs 
across jurisdictions. It is in this way that overlapping and dupli
cative information systems had been procured in the late sixties, and 
that uncoordinated, separately funded programs continued to breed 
competition among agencies for the same offender clientele. 
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1. Obstacles to Agency Coordination 

The problem was old and it was not straightforward. There are 
both external and internal pressures which combine to orient organiza
tions away from coordination and toward isolation. Agencies exist in 
a competitive enviror~ent; power and funds for one agency can signify 
weakness and penury for another. The incrementalism by which agency 
budgets are examined and assessed, shields them from any anguishing 
re-examinations of their policies, and thereby contributes to the main
tenance of the status quo (to non-coordination). Incentives which 
could impooe new mechanisms for agency cooperation have been hard to 
find. Further, agency administrators respond to officials who exist 
in an even more dynamically competitive environment than do the agencies 
themselves. As Banfield has expressed it: 

The important questions are settled ultimately by elected 
officials (politicians) whose decisions are normally mere 
by-products of their competitive struggle to get and keep 
office. No competent politician will sacrifice votes that 
may be needed in the next election for gains, however large, 
that may accrue to the public 10, 20, or 30 years hence. (5) 

Thus, if the immediate political costs of cooperation across 
jurisdictional boundaries are seen to be high,there is not much li~eli
hood that cooperation will occur. And these costs are usually seen to 
be very high. For example, when political parties are in the majority 
within a particular jurisdiction, they are loath to risk dilution of 
that majority by mUltiplying cross-jurisdictional or multi-jurisdictional 
efforts. The same is true for ethnic or non-whi~e enclaves in center 
cities. Minorities have been wary of consolidations or reorganizations 
which might bring about reorientations of urban policy, unfavorable to 
their interests. Finally, communities at large have been more interested 
in issues of local autonomy than they have in rational planning, cost/ 
benefit tradeoffs, and the effectiveness or efficiency of urban programs. 

Coordination across agencies has thus been difficult to achieve, 
because of competition, because of incentive failure, or because of 
both. But it has also been difficult to achieve because non-coordination 
has been the status quo, because coordination, therefore, implied change, 
and because it is no simple matter to introduce change into a bureau
cratic environment. Change is, in fact, perceived as a sort of threat 
in the day-to-day activities of an agency. It is not precisely clear 
why this is so. Perhaps it derives from the agency environment which 
renders rules and routines so important and time-consuming that they 
make even small changes complicated and difficult; perhaps it is because 
organizational discipline and control elicit a sort of self-protective 
rigidity of behavior, and this rigidity again makes changes hard to 
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implement; (6) or because bureaucracy engenders specialization, and 
it is generalists who tend to coordinate, not specialists; or becaus~ 
rigidity, rules, routines and specialization together tend to make 
bureaucracies insular, to turn the focus of effort inward, to slow 
the perception of external problems and needs, and to direct attention 
away from matters of policy and substance to matters of procedure. 

Pressures against agency cooperation have thus emerged not only 
from rivalry with other agencies or from the need to preserve pre
rogatives and boundaries, but also from the internal workings of 
the bureaucracies themselves, and from their pronounced hostility to 
change. 

Finally, some agencies have quite properly perceived themselves 
in a traditional check-and-balance role, a stance which may not make 
for the greatest efficiency but which is required for the political 
effectiveness of any democratic system. Such a stance, when it is 
not merely a bureaucratic technique to avoid coordination, prevents 
the overgreat concentration of power in the hands of anyone agency 
of govexnment. It also prevents the development of interagency reI&
tionships which have as their goal the mutual support of current 
arrangements that are not necessarily meritorious but in which the 
agencies have a vested interest. 

2. Agency Techniques for Resisting Change 

For all of these reasons, then, agencies have tended to fight 
coordination and change, and they have developed ingenious and effec
tive techniques for resisting. These techniques can be implemented 
at various points in the change process, but seem to occur most fre
quently: (a) when the change-decision is taken, (b) when information 
about the cqange is communicated~ and/or (c) when activities related 
to the change are coordinated. (7) The action taken will then depend 
upon the type and ramifications of the change, but usually falls into 
one (or a combination) of four categories: 

• absorption (or the strategy of transforming an innovation so 
that it fits into the existing bureaucratic context while 
preserving its new name a.nd appearance); 

.. postponement (or lithe time isn't ripe,1I lithe idea is not 
fully tested," the IIdrag-your-feet" strategy); 
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• deflation (or lip~service to an idea while sapping its 
vitality by failing to delegate manpower and resources or 
by failing to communicate top-down management commitment): 
and 

• cooptation of personnel (or the strategy of reducing or~g~na
tors of new ideas to docility by moving them into positions of 
responsibility within the agency). (8) 

Agencies have thus had a great many reasons to avoid multijuris
dictional coordination, and a great many ways in which to do it. Given 
the importance of such coordination for policy and the difficulty of 
achieving it, it became a matter of some urgency in the early seventies 
to look for strategies which could counterbalance agency reluctance and 
move the criminal justice system into postures of greater func::ional 
effectiveness and efficiency. 

3. Strategies to Combat Agency Resistance 

Various techniques for getting agencies to interact with each 
other had been developed by social workers in the anti-poverty and 
anti-delinquency programs of the sixties. Among these techniques, 
there are at least three which were clearly meaningful in terms of 
crime control policy: (9) 

o pressure (or the strategy by which one organization influences 
another through its power to sanction or to reward; mechanisms 
can include the development of informal personal relationships 
across agencies, the exchange or barter of resources, regular 
substantive communication, help with extra or complementary 
services, or--when necessary and on occasion--coercion); 

• cooperation (or an exchange of views across agencies about 
organizational aims and expectations; this technique is ad hoc, 
usually requires a mediator, and leans heavily on frequent 
meetings, the development of functional commitment, and good 
interagency and interprofessional communication); and 

• planning (which tries to match programs to social problems 
in a rational way, systematically enlisting inputs from all 
agencies involved; this strategy uses elements of both pres
sure and cooperation) endeavoring to obtain agency support 
via benefits in terms of agency efficiency and program effec
tiveness) . 

Most of these techniques employ the carrot rather than the stick 
(coercion tends to be counterproductive, causing precisely the kinds 
of stalled communications which are likely to worsen cooperation over 
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the long term); even so, they have not thus far amassed a very con
vincing record of success. The catch has been that the performance 
of planning is ,precluded by the very ~roble~--lack of coordina~ion-
that the plan ~s supposed to solve. (10) ThJ.s I.neans that planm.ng alone 
has not been a very effective means toward coe,rdination except where 
it has been supplemented by an additional special incentive, a particular 
quid pro quo. Furthermore, all of the above strategies have relied on 
agency consciousness of the overall functionlll obj ective to develop 
coordination. Yet, as discussed earlier, bureaucracies have both 
external and internal pressures which tend to becloud the view of an 
overall goal or even of an enlightened self-·interest. It is for this 
reason that all of these strategies have tended not to work unless 
they occurred within a crisis context: a crisis which could touch 
the agencies involved, put them in presence of a superior force (such 
as a full-fledged public outcry), and compel them to respond. Crisis 
has seemed, in fact, to be indispensable to the public usefulness of 
bureaucratic organizations: "It is the only means of readjustment 
and change, it plays an essential role in the development of the bureau
cratic system: crisis alone renders that system viable.H(ll) Organi
zations have communicated with each other in the face of a crisis, of 
an aroused community, even though they have refused to do so before. 
It is not surprising, then, in a criminal justice context where non
coordination was the rule rather than the exception and where coordina
tion was the need, that community participation and involvement should 
have begun to assume increasing importance. 

In sum, then, crime control policy research in the early seventies 
had surfaced pressing needs for new knowledge to bolster system capa
bility, and for intergovernmental and criminal justice agency coordina
tion to improve crime control effectiveness. To achieve either or both 
of these objectives, however, required the imposition of change upon 
the network of bureaucratic organizations responsible for crime control 
and it had been seen that such change, in turn, was likely to arrive 
only through crisis. But crisis, in democratic societies, usually 
develops through increasing pressure brought by public opinion, by 
the media, by lobby groups, and locally by communities. It became an 
urgent goal of crime control policy, therefore, to involve citizens 
and communities in the affairs of the criminal justice system. 

C. Community Invo~vement 

Communities, however (and by community is meant both a population 
and a particular neighborhood), were already involved, explicitly, in 
a political way, and implicitly, because crime is a social phenomenon 
which arises and occurs within communities. By the early seventies, 
as system effectiveness declined, crime had become an important polit
ical issue; week in and week out, the press published new and old 
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"villain" theories exploring who was to blame. Although this was not 
yet the kind of public crisis which affects bureaucracies enough to 
change them, it was explicit involvement, and the issue gre~ steadily 
with the growth of crime rates. Most polls of the period showed 
crime as a major concern of populations in both urban and suburban 
communities. 1be LEAA had, in fact, been established as a Congressional 
response to that public insecurity. 

Community involvement in the crime problem, however, is integral 
and implicit, as well as explicit. A community crystallizes and 
embodies those social, economic and political factors which remain 
beyond the reach of governmental agencies in a democratic society 
(see pages 1-3 above). Although trends can be nation-wide, it is in 
a particular community that lifestyles change, that residents divorce, 
overwork, lose their jobs, find new ones or don't, go on welfare, 
drop out of school, drink, take drugs, get sick, commit crimes or 
become victims. It is a community which distributes informal sanctions 
and rewards, imposes values and establishes status symbols; it is that 
basic unit of a community--the family--which first and most profoundly 
influences the kinds of citizens a community produces through the role
models it furnishes (or does not furnish) for its children, and through 
the climate of trust and sympathy which it does or dDes not create. 
As the National Advisory Commission wrote, "A delinquent child most 
reflects a family in trouble--a broken family, a family without suffi
c~ent financial resources, a family of limited education, and a family 
with more than one child or pg.cent: exhibiting anti-social behavior." (12) 

1. Center City and Other Communities 

The stability of many American connnunities (and that of many 
families) appeared to have undergone serious stresses over the 1960-
1970 decade. Numbers of industries and middle-class populations had 
moved out of center cities, leaving these with fewer jobs and lower 
revenues, but higher levels of service to provide for the more depen
dent populations which remained. Housing there was overcrowded, 
welfare eligibility criteria resulted in more female-headed families 
(along with a shortage of masculine role-models for boys), infant 
mortality was high, and educational achievement was generally low. 

A rise of crime and delinquency in such a context could not be a 
surprise. Research findings over three decades had indicated that the 
overriding factor in social pathology was family disorganization; they 
also had shown that the causes of such disorganization seemed to come 
most often from circumstances outside the family--that is, from the 
dynamic political, social and economic forces of the community. (l3) 
In center cities, the climate had worsened perceptibly throughout the 
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sixties, with riots occurring between 1965 and 1968, and it was in 
these socially disorganized communities that the i.ncidence of crime, 
by'the early seventies, had increased most rapidly. These, however, 
were not the communities producing the loudest outcries about rising 
crime rates, although--without question--they had the highest levels 
of victimization. On the contrary, the aroused and involved communi
ties were mainly those which saw crime as a sort of import, a dis
placement from the center cities. While these suburban or rural 
communities could bring important political pressure to bear (which 
is necessary for the improvement of system capability), they nonethe
less remained--like the criminal justice system itself--somewhat 
exogenous to the problem. Yet there were political barriers precluding 
the explicit involvement of the center city communities which were 
most implicitly involved, and most needed help. 

In effect, center city populations in 1970 perceived suburban 
c(mmunities as white enclaves with obstacles erected against non-white 
(center-city) encroachment. Many center-city activist leaders blamed 
the rise in crime on "white flight" (or the middle-class and industrial 
exodus) in the first place; further, the criminal justice system, in 
center cities, had tended to remain conspicuously white, constituting 
a kind of suspect presence to center-city eyes. 

Thus, it was in center-city areas that crime rates were highest, 
in center-city areas, therefore, that anti-crime efforts had to be 
mounted, and in center-city areas that the involvement, participation 
and effort of the community were most needed. Yet it was precisely 
in these areas that the criminal justice system could least count on 
family and community support, on sympathy, cooperation and ~rust, or 
even on that public disapprobation of crime which Tocqueville thouyht 
was more effective in coercing transgressors than the law itself. ( 4) 

The need of the criminal justice systeril for community support, 
however, for responsible participation and involvement, was not 
restricted to center cities. Communities everywhere are counted on 
to provide jobs for ex-offenders, tn provide volunteers to serve in 
youth service or drug programs, to allow the siting of drug treatment 
centers, halfway houses and correctional facilities in their neighbor
hoods; citizens are counted on to report crime, to serve as witnesses 
and jurors, to elect judges, to pay for criminal justice expenditures 
with their taxes. Yet the cooperation of even explicitly involved 
communities, in the early seventies, was more token than real. 

2. Obstacles to Effective Community Involvement 

One eh~lanation advanced for this failure was the expressed 
dissatisfaction of citizens generally with the operation of the crim
inal justice system: its delays, permissiveness, ineffectiveness, 
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nonaccountability and imperviousness to citi2:en dissatisfact:ion. 
Another explanation, advanced even more frequently, was the difficulty 
of obtaining consensus across which to channel community input. The 
reason f.or this was that community popUlations are often apathetic 
about criminal justice concerns unless they have had to become per
sonally involved, so that criminal justice agencies--instead of 
working with the public--have found themselves confr~ted by activists 
from civic organizations, pressure groups, media, or neighborhood 
coalitions; consensus, among these groups, has often been an impossi
bility. This problem is not, of course, unique to criminal justice 
but has troubled poverty and mental health programs, efforts to upgrade 
environmental quality and other urban endeavors as well. The con
tinuing issue of where to put unpopular institutions or industries, 
for example, is a monument to the failure of community consensus. 
Further, activist fee.ling can swing rapid.1y from one pole to another, 
from one cause to another, in reaction to changing political circum
stances; there is a paucity of committed community pressure groups, 
of stubborn, long-term lobbyists, in the criminal :justice area. 

This inability to interact well with the crinuna1 justice system, 
however, combined with rising crime rates and rising citizen inse
curity, works powerfully against crime control. Less crime is reported, 
less help is given to police and prosecutors, suspicion and distrust 
reduce social interaction, streets and parks are deserted in the 
evenings. All of this increases criminal opportunity, decreases 
informal social control and sharply weakens deterrence. 

Thus, although it seemed in 1970 that community dissatisfaction, 
if it became strong enough, could induce change and coordination 
across the bureaucracies of the criminal justice system, it began to 
appear also that a real and prolonged community effort could do much 
more than that: it could provide the basis and context for the long
term control of crime. But for such an effort to be forthcoming, 
communities would have to be able to regard anti-crime programs as 
symbols of help, not as proof of the unworthi~ess of the community, 
or as part of some "degradation ceremony." (15) Research (again) was 
seen to be needed on effective techniques for recruiting citizen 
cooperation, for measuring citizen attitudes toward anti-crime pro
grams and their consequences. In the early seventies, crime control 
policy came to view citizen partiCipation as a major, perhaps the 
most major, need; but whether such participation could be obtained, 
whether mechanisms could be found for channeling and measuring citizen 
attitudes, and whether criminal justice agencies could be counted upon 
as instruments for obtaining such participation, remained no more than 
untested assumptions. 
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3. Community PerceEtions and Crime Control Benefits 

It has always been clear that there were two objectives to any 
government anti-crime program: to control crime and to increase the 
public sense of security. It became obvious during the sixties, how
ever, that the one did not necessarily flow from the other, at least 
over the short term. Thus, it was not only important to achieve 
success in the anti-crime goal, it was importent also to achieve pub
lic perception of that success in order to arrive at a decrease in 
citizen insecurity. As Malraux once remarked, "the phenomenon is not 
so much that the kite flies, but that everyone stands around looking 
at it." If it is true that a reduction in crime and an increased com
munity sense of safety can work synergistically toward further crime 
reduction, then the community perception of anti-crime success might 
well be as important for future crime control as the success itself. 

It was thus hoped that :Lmproved citizen participation could: 

• remedy or identify those anti-crime pr.ograms which have 
undesirable community aspects or side-effects; 

• strengthen social and cultural institutions which work 
against the development of delinquency (such as home and 
family, day care, education, etc.); 

• increase the efficacy of the community role in the success
ful re-entry of rehabilitated ,offenders into the job market; 

• widen adolescent opportunities for employment and childhood 
opportunities for supervised recreation; 

.. develop a better research understanding o.f victimization; 

... improve the operation of the criminal justice system by 
more willing victim/witness/juror participation; and 

• heighten community awaren.ess of anti-crime efforts and of 
the community role in their success. 

Not much, however, was understood about how to achieve such partici
pation, and the poverty programs of the sixties had not furnished 
any universally accepted models. 

D. Summary: 

In sum, then, crime control policy of the early seventies assumed 
that there were three major criminal justice needs basic to achieving 
both crime control and the improvement of criminal justice capability. 
These were: 
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., the need to acquire more and be,~ter knowledge; 

., the need for coordination among eriminal justice and 
intergovernmental agencies; and 

., the need to involve the community in the criminal justice 
process. 

These needs were not especially new or even crime-specific (they were 
equally applicable, for example, to health or welfare policy), but they 
were based on the obstacles to achievement which had characterized the 
cumulative federal experience in gearing social programs to urban 
problems in the sixties, and they had been translated into policy 
goals which now targeted more modest, incremental and realistic 
improvements than the policy goals of the past. It was . ..mderstood 
now that crime problems were complex, that little was known about 
how to solve them or even where to begin, and that it might take a 
long time before even enormous efforts could be reflected in falling 
crime rates. The interdependence of these efforts was also beginning 
to be understood (i.e., that public involvement was needed to affect 
crime rates and tQ move agencies to coordinate, that coordination was 
needed to imprOVe:: system capability, allow the acquisition of knowledge 
and bolster the public sense of security, and that new knowledge was 
needed to sharpen the overall national capacity to deal with crime 
problems) • 

The decade of the sixties had achieved a significant reduction 
in the expectations of decision-makers. It was time, in their view, 
aftar "sober analysis of the conflicts preventing solution of a 
problem, to attempt the tasks of designing solutions that might work 
and of trying to describe what they are." ~16) 
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CHAPTER II: SUMMARY 

This chapter relates the High-Impact Anti-Crime Program to the policy context 
presented in Chapter 1. The program is considered as an attempt to impose some ration
ality-in a limited way-upon the criminal justice systems of eight cities while responding 
to the political pressures which ordinarily condition any social action program. 

The program is discussed in terms of: 

.. the problems implicit in conciliating political and rational aims: 

- faith versus reasoned expectations; 
- action versus knowledge acquisition; 
- New Federalism versus speed in getting things done; 

.. the basic structure developed to administer the program and mediate its 
conflicts; 

e the relation of the program thrust to the new goals of crime control policy 
(presented in Chapter I) as expressed in the program's six objectives: 

- crime reduction; 
- demonstration of the COPIE-cycle (Le., the comprehensive Crime-Oriented 

Planning, Implementation and Evaluation process); 
- new knowledge about specific crimes and ahout strategies for dealing with 

them; .' 
- better criminal justice agency coordination and more community involve

ment through Crime Analysis Team activities; 
- institutionalization of Impact projects and other program innovations; 
- improved system capability via dissemination of the lessons learned; 

e the relation of the organizational structure to the new goals of crime control 
policy; 

- roles of the city Crime Analysis Teams, state planning agencies and federal 
regional offices; 

- efforts at lateral coordination of federal agencies; 
- failure to develop mechanisms for community input; 
- dependence on state planning agencies for the provision of technical 

assistance. 



Chapter II 
The High .. lmpacf Anti-Crime Program 

Those who govern, having much buslness 0/1 their hands, do not 
generally like to take the trouble of considering and can)'ing into 
exe!:ution new projects. The best public measures are therefore 
seldom adopted from previous wisdom, but fore 'd by the occasion. 

Benjamin Franklin 

It took some time before the new wisdom came to be reflected in 
official pronouncements. Governmental statements of the early seven
ties continued to be couched in the familiar rhetoric of the !!war on 
crime,!! while containing, at the same time, some tentative articulations 
of the more modest aims and assumptions recently derived by crime con
trol policy-makers. The rhetoric thus bowed to perceptions of contin
uing political realities, while beginning, nonetheless, to reflect the 
developing philosophical climate of the period. It was an uneasy and 
typical mixture of the old and the new, fraught with inherent conflicts; 
these conflicts became a source of serious problems, however~ only 
when the time came to resolve them within a single program context. 
Such a context was offered by the LEAA's High-Impact Anti-Crime Program, 
launched with some fanfare by Vice-President Spiro Agnew, Attorney 
General John Mitchell and LEAA Administrator Jerris Leonard on Jan
uary 13, 1972. 

A. The Program Context: Political Needs and the New Rationality 

1. Program Structure 

The announced goals of the Impact program were: 

• to reduce the incidence of five specific crimes by 5% in 
two years and by 20% in five years, and 

• to improve criminal justice capabilities via the demonstration 
of a comprehensive crime-oriented planning, implementation and 
evaluation cycle 

in eight American cities: Atlanta, Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallas, 
Denver, Newark, Portland (Oregon) and St. Louis. Under the program, 
$160 million (or approximately $20 million per city) in LEAA discre
tionary funds were made available over a two-year period to the 
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participating locales to assist them in developing, implementing, and 
evaluating programs which specifically addressed the program's target 

,crimes: stranger-to-stranger person crime (murder, rape, aggravated 
'assault, robbery) and the property crime of burglary. 

The Impact program was administered within the structure established 
for LEAA block grant programs, with the federal regional offices (ROs) , 
the state planning agencies (SPAs), and the local governments all 
playing a role in the Impact effort. Within each Impact city, groups 
were, either identified or created to administer the program at the 
local level. These groups, called Crime Analysis Teams, worked 
directly with the local criminal justice agencies which, for the most 
part, Ilperated the numerous projects comprising the Impact program 
activities. 

Thi,program was conceived as a governmental response to rising 
urban cri~e rates, and, as such, faithfully reflected LEAA's dual 
mandate ft'om Congress to help state and local governments control 
crime and to improve the quality and capabilities of the criminal 
justice system. The funds to be provided to the cities were intended 
to allow them an opportunity to attack their crime problems in their 
own ways and according to their own priorities, but using a balanced, 
comprehensive and coordinated approach rather than the unsystematic 
ad hoc methods which appeared to have characterized much of urban 
crime-fighting in the past. The program sought to address crime 
itself, rather than hardware needs, and elaborated an ambitious problem
solving framework to ensure that Impact projects would indeed be crime
oriented. Although Impact was intended to demonstrate the utility of 
such a problem-solving framework, it was, first and foremost, to be 
an action program and the program focused, therefore, on short-term, 
crime-oriented achievement. A stringent time-table was set to furnish 
motivation for rapid action. 

2. Conciliating Political and Rational Aims 

The Impact program then, was a curious blend of old and new. 
Press releases surfaced the old superb certainties that federal monies 
and initiative could "turn the corner" and "do the job," cheek by jowl 
with a new, much more modest specificity. Reduction was sought in 
the incidence of five specific crimes, not in all crime, and only the 
stranger-to-stranger portion of those crimes was targeted. This 
reflected a clearer policy awareness that crime control measures are 
more appropriate for some problems than for others and are especially 
unsuited for affecting "crimes of passion" or crimes "among familiars," 
which make up a large proportion of murders, assaults and rapes; it 
followed logically, therefore, that this group should be excluded 
from the crime totals likely to be impacted. 
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on,\the other hand, although the crime-reduction goals of 5% and 

20% were quantified and specific, the rationale underlying these num
bers appears to have been extremely hazy. Given that little was known 
about the real potential for crime-reduction afforded by the kinds of 
system capability sought in the Impact program, it is difficult to 
see by what precedents these numbers could have been supported. Further, 
since the cities were to structure their own priorities and determine 
their own projects, there could be no way of estimating in advance 
what reductions those projects might be liable to achieve in city 
crime rates (a project for the pre-trial diversion of 20 juveniles, 
for example, would not be expected to affect robbery rates in the 
same way as might a police stake-out operation). Thus, what appeared 
at first glance to be an obeisance to the new rationality was, in 
reality, little more than an expression of faith, and the wishful 
thinking of the political process. 

City selection was equally ambiguous. Although the assumptions 
of the selection process were rational (i.e., the choice was initially 
based on crime problems and on urban n.eed), there entered into the 
process a set of political considerations such as geographical situa
tion, prior distribution of LEAA funds, and an apparently quite subjec
tive judgment about the administrative and political abilities of 
cities to utilize federal funds effectively which seriously constrained 
the final set of choices. (1) 

The use of $160 million in discretionary funds for one program 
was certainly new, and reasonable; it responded to \rldespread prior 
criticism that existing programs were trying to spread too little 
money too thin. On the other hand, there was no empirical basis for 
deciding that $160 million could do all the things the program was 
setting out to do, and that, even though the stakes had escalated, 
too little money was not (once again) being spread too thin. There 
was no doubt that $20 million was a sizable addition to the criminal 
justice budgets of some of the eight cities (see Table XVIII, page 115 
below), yet this money would be parcelled out over two years, at least, 
and it was to accomplish some remarkable prowesses: "an across-the
board attack on street crimes and burglaries, involving every portion 
of the criminal justice system and the community at-large as well." (2) 
Moreover, as discussed above in reference to city selection, the basis 
for determining whether these cities could effectively handle the 
rapid infusion of federal monies appears to have been subjective. This 
then resurfaces the important policy question (see page 2 above) of 
whether the goals to be achieved with the funding were really within 
reach of the resources available to carry them out. The effort at 
rationality once again gave way to faith and to political necessity. 
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The Impact program, in asking cities to analyze their own crimI:! 
problems, to set their own priorities and initiate their own projects, 
continued to follow the New Federalist idea that local priorities are 
best determined by local governments and that the federal role should 
consist mainly of overall program guidance, financial support, technical 
aid and careful monitoring (within the context of the Safe Streets Act 
of 1968, as amended). This (again) was a political necessity which 
had already inspired many federal initiatives before Impact (including 
revenue sharing, and the LEAA block grant program). It had come about, 
as the Office of Management and Budget explained it, in reaction to 
the perception that: 

government in the United States is too large and too 
powerful and must be reduced. There should be greater 
opportunity for the American people to make for them
selves fundamental choices about what is best for them. 
Where it is essential that government--rather than 
individuals or private organizations--make decisions or 
perform functions, these governmental activities should 
be as close to the people and responsive to the people 
as possible. (3) 

By 1972, New Federalism had become a requisite for LEAA programs because 
the agency's organization had been structured around it. But if Impact 
posited a flexible, decentralized (and politically-required) New 
Federalism, this seemed a rather floating base from which to impose 
a comprehensive, crime-oriented, coordinated approach to crime control. 
Given the innovativeness of such an approach, and given also the 
difficulties of obtaining coordination across involved agencies in 
any anti-crime program, it appeared that it might be arduous to obtain 
achievement of the rather elaborate, problem-solving Impact prescrip
tions using the non-coercive techniques of New Federalist guidelines 
as a program framework. 

Finally, the short-term, rapid action, political goal o:E crime 
reduction was juxtaposed with time-consuming, system-rationalizing, 
capability-improving program goals; it was not clear that these two 
sets of goals were harmonious, or even conciliab1e. 

Impact, then, was not a totally rational program. Like all 
federal programs, it was a conjunction of many different needs, and, 
as such, included aims and objectives emanating from a variety of 
sources. It was, however, a serious attempt: 

• to impose some rationality--in a limited way--upon the 
criminal justice systems of eight cities; 
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• to respond to the political imperatives which necessarily 
condition any social action program; and 

• to move toward the new goals of crime control policy. 

B. Impact Objectives in Terms of Crime Control Policy Goals 

The objectives articulated by the Impact program targeted major 
improvements in the crime control capabillty of the cities involved. 

1. Program Effectiveness and Knowl~~ge Acquisition 

To reinforce the local capacity to spend money effectively toward 
program goals, Impact instituted two innovations. The first of these 
was a model for comprehensive Crime-Oriented Planning, Implementation 
and Evaluation, known as the CaPlE-cycle (see Chapter VI: Program 
Dimensions, below). This was intended to ensure: (a) that the crime 
problems treated by the eight cities were indeed their major problems, 
(b) that program plans addressing those problems corresponded to local 
priorities, and (c) that the means would be available, through evalua
tion, to learn which projects or strategies had--and had not--worked 
to reduce crime over the life of the program. 'rhe second innovation 
was the Crime Analysis Team, an organization of researchers and func
tional specialists to be established in each city, intended to serve 
as a dynamic liaison among all agencies involved in a city's Impact 
program, and to perform, monitor and/or supervise the CaPlE-cycle in 
that city. 

Monies, then, would not simply be channeled to cities. Awards 
were contingent upon the preparation of master plans and evaluation 
plans by the Crime Analysis Teams, and these plans themselves had to 
show evidence of a rational approach, substantiated by data collection 
and analysis. All of these efforts were expected to produce signifi
cant new information about urban crime and about the strategies and 
tactics needed to address it. A major emphasis of Impact was thus 
the acquisition of knowledge and the improvement of criminal justice 
planning, analysis, research and evaluation capabilities--via the 
introduction and test of the CaPlE-cycle and the Crime Analysis Team. 

2. Agency Coordination 

Another major emphasis of the Impact program, also related to 
the mission of improving the quality of criminal justice, was agency 
coordination; this was reflected in the requirement that each city 
institute a Crime Analysis Team to serve as liaison among involved 
agencies. In effect, Impact reflected here the policy assumption 
that the achievement of coordination in anti-crime efforts among 
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criminal justice and intergovernmental agencies (and between those 
agencies and the community) was in itself a crucial contribution to 
the overall goal of crime reduction. In this same system direction, 
Impact sought a better equilibrium in the breakout of fundla among 
police, courts and corrections than had usually been the case: typi
cally, the police function had garnered the lion's share. To achieve 
functional balance~ Impact relied mostly on the incentive of lower 
matching requirements for corrections projects and on program guide
lines to encourage the cities to fund more non-police proj lec ts. 

3. Demonstration of Crime Reduction Via Evaluation 

The basic LEAA goal of helping the states to reduce crime was 
reflected in the Impact program in two ways. The first was an aggres
sive action focus, targeting the implementation of projects capable 
of achieving rapid payoffs in crime reduction. The second was a 
fairly complex program evaluation component seeking to ensure that 
project achievements would be rigorously assessed and documented in 
order: (a) to 'ascertain whether crime reductions were effect:lvely 
due to a particular project treatment, and (b) to allow rapid dis
semination of this information to other high-crime areas, within or 
outside Impact, where successful projects might be usefully rE~plicated. 
The projected evaluation had three parts. The measurement of crime 
trends was to be made via victimization surveys performed by the Bureau 
of the Census. The Crime Analysis Teams would perform or supervise 
project-level evaluation in the cities. The National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, supported by a contractor, would 
look across the cities, examine and document the efforts made and the 
results obtained, and feed this information back iterativ~ly into 
policy-level decision-making. 

4. Program Objectives 

Finally, the major specific objectives of the Impact program 
were six: 

• to reduce Impact crime (i.e., those crime types making up 
that segment of overall crime deemed to be both serious 
and accessible to control by criminal justice resources: 
as discussed above, this segment was to include stranger
to-stranger murder, aggravated ass~ult, rape and robbery, 
as well as the property crime of burglary); 

• to demonstrate the crime-oriented planning, implementation 
and evaluation process, or COPIE-cycle (this focus of the 
program targeted the integration of the criminal justice 
function with planning and evaluative research; its goal 
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was an improved system capability for comprehensive and 
iterative planning, implementation and evaluation at the 
local level); 

• to acquire, through the use of the COPIE-cycle, new knowledge 
about: 

anti-crime effectiveness; 

specific crimes, in terms of victims, offenders, and 
crime-s et tings ; 

the process of innovation within the criminal justice 
system; and, 

the appliction of evaluation to anti-crime projects and 
programs; 

• to improve coordination across intergovernmental and criminal 
justice agencies, and to increase community involvement and 
participation via: 

incentives toward functional balance (90-10 match for 
corrections projects under special funding arrangements); 

the institution of the Crime Analysis Team; 

• to institutionalize effective program innovations within the 
eight Impact cities; 

• to encourage improved system capability beyond the confines 
of the Impact program via dissemination of the knowledge 
acquired through program implementation, including: 

the documentation of lessons learned; 

the identification of useful program innovations; and, 

the deSignation of effective projects for transfer. 

All of these were clearly noble and useful a.ims. Given the political 
context, however, they had to be developed inside the organizational 
framework of the New Federalism. This circumstance would appear at 
first glance, to have added significantly to the immediate difficulties 
of the enterprise by the reliance upon good will, example and mutual 
endeavor "within a partnership, II rather than upon the federal pot-ler 
to enforce or to compel compliance. Yet the long-term result~ of such 
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federal compulsion in the past had been discouraging: programs had 
been ephemeral for the most part,' failing to achieve local institution
alization. As one author has noted: 

Part of the strength of the American political system derives 
from our understanding that where men are free it is not 
always necessary to use direct national action to achieve 
national goals. Often, they can be as effectively achieved 
through local or state action, and in such cases the results 
are almost certain to be more enduring because the decisions 
are more solidly rooted in public opinion. (4) 

Thus, if an organizational structure based on the New Federalism made 
program objectives more difficult to attain over the short term, it 
was viewed by pollcy-makers as promising greater and more durable 
effectiveness of program achievements over the long term. 

c. Program Organization 

The Impact program, then, was to be a local crime-reduction effort, 
structured to include state participation and federal guidance, financial 
support and technical assistance. The program's organizational relat:l.on
ships were intended to correspond to those established for the LEAA 
block grant program (see Figure 1, page 27 below). In addition, however, 
as discussed earlier, Impact proposed the establishment of a new body, 
the Crime Analysis Team, which would be designated in each city to 
undertake a crime-oriented planning and action program, and to monitor 
and evaluate project outcomes. The state criminal justice planning 
agency (i.e., the SPA)--established under LEAA authorizing legislation 
to generate state comprehensive plans and handle block grant funding-
would participate in the financial and administrative monitoring of 
Impact program progress, and, "in certain cases,lI in the evaluation of 
city efforts. (5) The LEAA Regional Offices (ROs) would retain final 
approval authority for Impact plans, action projects, and evaluation 
components. At LEAA in Washington, the National Impact Program 
Coordinator, the National Institute for Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice (the National Institute), a Policy Decision Group (made up vf 
three high-ranking LEAA cfficials) and the National Criminal Justice 
Information and Statistics Service (NCJISS) would monitor the develop
ment and progress of the program. 

The cyclical, three-tiered approval and funding process envisaged 
for Impact is shown in Figure 2, page 28 below. Although various 
local government and connnunity agencies were counted upon to contrib
ute proj ect ide~I.S, develop grant applications and implement approved 
proj ec ts, the m~lj or operational responsibility for the Impact program 
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in each city lay with the Crime Analysis Team. Before projects could 
be proposed, approved or implemented, the basic Impact crime-oriented 
planning cycle had to be initiated for the city as a whole and this 
was the job of the Crime Analysis Team. 

1. The Role of the Crime Analysis Team 

Team planners were expected to begin the COPIE-cycle by collecting 
data on city crime and on the criminal justice system, so as to pinpoint 
specifically the "where," "what," "how," "to whom," "by whom," and "how 
much" of the city's crime problems. Once the data were collected, the 
Crime Analysis Team would then perform analysis focusing on the specific 
Impact crimes (murder, aggravated assault, rape, robbery and burglary) 
and on specific aspects of those crimes (victim, offender and crime
setting); they were then asked, working from these data, to prioritize 
the crime problems they had identified, propose broad program areas 
and goals targeting those problems, and develop projects whose objec
tives (operationally defined and specified quantitatively where possible) 
would then logically address the ~rime problems revealed by the first 
analysis. This crime-oriented planning process had the added advantage 
of helping to provide the baseline data needed for project and program 
evaluation. 

In pursuit of these planning tasks, it was expected that Crime 
Analysis Teams would be able to enlist the cooperation and aid of 
the various criminal justice and intergovernmental agencies, of the 
community at large (and particularly the populations of high-crime 
areas), and of the media. It was hoped that this could ensure access 
by the Team to agency data, that it would promote a system-wide focus 
for planning and evaluation, facilitate the development of innovative 
projects, and increase the public sense of security, thereby enhancing 
the quality of project implementation. This liaison effort, combined 
with the initiation of the COPIE-cycle, was to establish the basic 
program thrust in each city, and furnish a framework into which 
individual project ideas could be inserted according to the targeted 
obj ectives. 

The program context established, the Impact master plan (including 
specific projects and explanations of the ways in which these projects 
were expected to contribute to meeting overall city program goals) was 
to be submitted by each city to the involved SPA and to the RO for 
review and approval, after which program implementation could begin. 
It was hoped that mayors would involve themselves intimately with the 
city program and with the master plan ("Gentlemen, if you mayors don't 
make a commitment to thig)program and take a personal interest in it, 
it isn't going to work"( ). It was hoped also that regional offices 
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and state planning agencies would commit themselves wholeheartedly to 
the program. SPAs and ROs were asked to name an Impact Coordinator 
in their respective offices to be responsible for the program. 

Crime Analysis Team efforts did not, of course, end with program 
planning and system coordination. The teams were to be responsible, 
over the life of the Impact program, for the following functions and 
activities: 

• to collect and analyze data relating to specific crimes; 

• to establish crime-problem priorities based on the data; 

• to develop programs and select projects with quantified, 
operationally defined goals and objectives, and carefully 
elaborated (obligatory) evaluation components; 

• to develop baseline data for the evaluation; 

• to monitor project progress; 

• to evaluate projects (or provide for their evaluation) and 
assure the submission of evaluation reports~ 

• to develop an Impact master plan; 

• to review and update the plan; 

• to provide sound fiscal and administrative procedures; 

» to maintain liaison with criminal justice agencies and with 
the community. 

2. The Role of the SPA 

The pPAshad been viewed by national program planners as necessarily 
being a prime focus of Impact, because of the need to relate city Impact 
programs to the state comprehensive plans (developed through LEAA funding 
and initiative) and to the block grant program. (7) It was of some 
importance to LEAA, therefore, that the SPAs maintain involvement with 
Impact: to pass on to the cities their planning and methodological 
expertise, to reinforce comprehensive plan development, and to assure 
continuing SPA interest in Impact fund administration, fiscal monitoring, 
evaluation, and system coordination. 

In brief, the SPA role--less clearly defined than that of the 
Crime Analysis Team--was essentially one of review, aid and monitor
ing. The SPA was to: . 
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• provide planning, fiscal accounting and evaluation assistance; 

• review projects, applications, evaluation plans and reports; 

• act as grantee for approved projects; 

o assist in the coordination of Crime Analysis Team efforts; and 

e monitor Impact activities. 

3. The Role of the RO 

Because crime problems appeared to be quite different in each 
Impact city, and because there were varying inputs of talent, stability 
and organizational expertise likely to inspire each city program, it 
was assumed that locally-chosen anti-crime strategies would naturally 
differ across the program. An effort was therefore made to incorporate 
a certain amount of flexibility in the national planning to account 
for such diversity. This flexihi1ity was reflected in the considerable 
latitude allowed the ROs. It was understood that regional office 
judgment, with Policy Decision Group guidance, (8) would be final. In 
general, authority and responsibility for program compliance with Impact 
guidelines resided in the RO, which had real power, therefore, to promote 
or inhibit local initiative. The regional office was to: 

• approve grant applications; 

• approve master plans and evalua.tion plans and components; 

e make funding awards; 

• retain final approval authority for programs and projects; 

~ monitor city performance and conformity with program guidelines; 

• provide technical assistance in substantive and administrative 
area.s; and, 

e oversee implementation of the program. 

Overall program review and policy control, however, would be maintained 
in the Policy Decision Group at LEAA in Washington. 

In sum, national program planners had structl~red an effort at 
rational anti-crime planning and evaluation on a mu1tijurisdictional 
basis. Organizational objectives were thus: 
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• horizontal interagency and anti-crime coordination at the 
city :Level via the Crime Analysis ream; and 

.. verti(~al inter-governmental coordination via the city/SPA/ 
RO/LEAA review and approval cycle. 

It was hoped that the various efforts brought to bear in each city 
could conciliate the complexity of the COPIE-cyc~le and coordination 
tasks with the program's action, rapid-payoff focus. With this in 
mind, national planners believed that Impact could be operational (9) 
between three and six months from the time the program was announced. 

Two other organizational objectives were also targeted, but these 
were much less well developed and it was unclear how they would be 
inserted into the Impact context. The first of these was the lateral 
coordination of federal agencies with programs bearing upon the Impact 
effort, and the second was the involvement of high-crime area communi
ties in city program planning. 

4. Lateral Coordination of Federal Agencies 

Since many federal agencies fund programs which target similar 
anti-crime objectives to those of LEAA, it was hoped that lateral coor
dination could be achieved among these agencies in the eight Impact 
cities. The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). for 
example, had funded many tenant security projects, because urban 
redevelopment success appeared to be dependent in large measure on crime 
control. The Department of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW) had a 
shared responsibility with LEAA for the problem of juvenile delinquency 
and related aspects of truancy and early school drop-out. Congressional 
concern about the need for coordination in juvenile programs was reflected 
in the formation of the Interdepartmental Council to Coordinate All 
Juvenile Delinquency Programs, set up in 1971 and chaired by the Attorney 
General. HEW was further involved in welfare programs for released 
offenders and their families. The Department of Labor had charge of 
manpower training programs which served probationers and parolees; 
Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) programs targeted similar at-risk 
groups to those of LEAA prevention programs; various drug agencies were 
devoting J~esources to the frustration of the "drug-crime" cycle; the 
National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH) ministered to the mental 
illness and alienation of disadvantaged urban populations. 

There was clearly a community of interest among all of these 
agencies and LEAA, yet their programs were unconnected and agencies 
were often unaware of each other's existence. The General Accounting 
Office (GAO), in 1971, identified eleven federal departments or agencies 
that were spending "at least $193 million" for offender-related programs. 
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Senator Charles Percy of Illinois reported to Congress that close to 
$200 million were being spent annually "in such a totally uncoordinated 
manner that it took a great deal of effort just to find the programs. 1(10) 

Lateral coordination among federal agencies thus became an impor
tant item on the LEAA agenda for Impact. LEAA officials met with repre
sentatives from NIMH, HEW, Labor and other agencies, and it was agreed 
that interrelated programs would be coordinated under the Impact program, 
that HUD might provide a city's matching funds for tenant security pro
grams, for example, or that a group of federal agencies might jointly 
fund an appropriate project. In this way, there would be some likeli
hood of harmony (or at least non-opposition) among agency goals, Impact 
monies could achieve extended effects, and it was thought also that a 
cooperative endeavor by these various agencies might be the ideal 
umbrella for a study of the factors related to criminal behavior. 

The Regional Council structure was mentioned as a good organiza
tional context for such interagency coordination. At the beginning 
of the progr~, however, efforts remained at the stage of high-level 
contacts among ageney heads. Few details and no mechanisms for working
level coordjnation had been elaborated, perhaps because past failures 
in this area had been so extremely numerous (and bureaucratic coordina
tion so rare) that the necessary elan was missing; or perhaps there 
just wasn't enough time. 

5. The Involvement of High-Crime-Area Communities 

Successful mechanisms for community input had been even rarer. 
As discussed earlier, program planners were highly aware of the need 
to involve the community in the planning of criminal justice programs. 
One National Institute analyst wrote that Impact must fully consider 
the workings of "social and political power in the communities where 
it will be instituted •.. Th(~ failure to recognize and plan for the 
dynamics of urban power exchange can result in both loss of credibility 
and the failure of program elements." The dynamics referred to here 
were lithe struggle of the core city population, usually black, for a 
greater measure of autonomy and control over their lives; and the resis
tance to that thrust from various groups ... In all this, city hall is 
often caught in the middle."(ll) The same analyst suggested that 
IItension-reducing" efforts should be mounted simultaneously (and inter
actively) with operational efforts (he did not, however, specify what 
those tension-reducing efforts should be), and proposed as well that 
community leaders should have a "strong role" in designing the pro
gram.(12) Another idea was that cities should hire specialists in 
community organization, inner city problems and law enforcement; a 
further suggestion combined the uncertainties .of community participa
tion with those of interagency coordination: 
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The mass media publicity campaign must be tied in with other 
federal agencies in their attack on the sociological causes 
of crime. When you are dealing with cities which a1:e pre
dominantly ghettos, it is very difficult to develop the 
emotional and economic support of the community. It is 
difficult because the ghetto dweller. himself is the major 
victim of the crime and he has become disillusioned with 
l1is life and with the criminal justice system which seeks to 
make life safe for him. LEAA must not only concentrate on 
criminal statistics but most combine with other federal 
agencies to try to improve housing, employment, medical 
and psychiatric facilities, etc., and to show the ghetto 
dweller that this is being done along with the improve
ment of the criminal justice system. This information 
must be made part of LEAA's public information campaign 
or else the community of the ghetto will be apathetic 
to any crime control program.~13) 

Still another suggestion was made to: 

include an assessment of the community impact of programs 
that are implemented in the eight cities. In short, to 
what extent do these programs lead to significant changes 
in the attitudes and behavior of citizens in regard to 
crime and its consequences? •.. It is important to assess 
the effects in these areas and systematic attention needs 
to be given to these issues. Survey research methods and 
techniques can be very useful here. (14) 

No organizational arrangements were made, finally, for the system
atic collection or channelling of community input. As one program 
planner put it, "In principle, the ideas expressed are fine, but some
how they don't work when actually broached to the public. Again, 
public apathy takes over." (15) As with interagency coordination, there 
was a recognition of the need for connnunity input, but little enthusiasm 
or optimism about the possibility of achieving success. 

Finally, some program planners identified two organizational and 
funding problems as serious and needing attention: 

• technical assistance to the cities; and, 

• local matching fund requirements. 

6. Technical Assistance 

In the case of technical assistance, it was felt that it was 
mainly the SPA role to provide such help, and that the requirement 
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for it would therefore depend upon state/city interfaces, upon the kind 
of program implemented, and upon city resources. As of December 17, 
1971, the issue of the organization of technical assistance had not 
been resolved. (16) It was not, however, perceived as urgent or crucial 
at that time, although at least one analyst understood the magnitude 
of the problem. He wrote: 

LEAA must recognize that most cities do not have sufficient 
. staff planning or evaluation capability. In almost every 
case, a city will have to engage the services of a consul
tant or a consulting firm to draft the city's approach, 
project by project. Someone will have to pay for the 
consultant's services. (17) 

7. Local Matching Funds 

Regional administrators surfaced the problem of local match, 
wondering about the unknowns involved in pinpointing the ability of 
states and local governments to come up with the required matching 
funds. Discreet inquiries were made of prospective Impact cities in 
this regard "to ascertain their interest in the program and their 
willingness to commit resources to it.,,(18) Other concerns were 
raised, however: 

e would money from HUD or other agencies really provide 
hard match without distorting program priorities? (i.e., 
what quid pro quo would HUD be likely to demand?), (l9) 

• could match problems be a blessing in disguise in that 
they might force cities to let money flow out to the 
county or state institutions (courts and corrections, 
for example), thus facilitating system coordination? (20) 

Again, the matter ylaS let to stand, with the understanding that the 
money would somehow have to be found, but without any real resolution 
of the problem. As the announcement of the program grew near, most 
National Institute attention focused of necessity on the complex 
evaluation planned as an integral part of the Impact program. Activity 
speeded up and there was suddenly no time left to try to reduce con
flicts which had been built into the program. Yet it was already 
evident that these conflicts could have major effects on program 
operations, and hence, on the achievement of program goals. 
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Chapter III 

Policy Alternatives, Program Conflicts, 
Priorities and Constraints 



CHAPTER III: SUMMARY 

This chapter presents an analysis of: 

Q the initial overall policy trade-offs which tend to influence program content 
(for example, economic versus social, quantitative versus qualitative, public 
versus private) . 

• some major explicit conflicts among Impact program objectives (alluded to in 
Chapter II): 

- effectiveness versus efficiency; 
-- action versus research; 
- Ne~ Federalism versus knowledge acquisition, rapid action and 

agency coordination; 

• the priorities likely to emerge from those conflicts: 

- heavy orientation toward the police function; 
- few courts, juvenile prevention and community involvement projects; 
-- corrections projects favored by fiscal incentives; 
- city choice required between rapid implementation and an adequate per-

formance of the COPIE-cycle (in the first case, knowledge acquisition would 
be impaired; in the second, there would be program slippage); 

-- planning and evaluation quality dependent upon regional office commitment 
and expertise, upon recruitment of knowledgeable researchers for the Crime 
Analysis Team, upon Team acceptability to city/state functional agencies, 
upon attitudes and agendas of the SPA, and upon adequacy of technical 
assistance forthcoming; 

- system coordination, innovation, community input and institutionalization 
dependent upon Team ability to function effectively, given no supplementary 
incentives reinforcing these objectives; and 

.. external constraints likely to affect program achievements: 

- nationwide or regional economic and social trends; 
- research findings from other programs; 
- changes in policy direction due to top management turnover. 



Chapter III 
Policy Alternatives, Program Conflicfs, Priorities and Constraints 

Sinca every society is informed by a great variety of ideals alld 
inrerests competing [or expression, it compromises them all and 
can fully satisfy lIone. And since the means to resolve any social 
issue cannot be divorced from the ends they serve, tllis fimda
mental incompatibility reappears at evel:J! level of discussion. 
Any policy implies the reasons by wlzich it could be refitted. 

Marris and Rein (1967) 

The kinds of conflicts discussed in Chapter II are often unavoid
able in social action programs. They spring from the heterogeneity of 
backgrounds, disciplines and philosophies within any SOCiety. Their 
roots, therefore, do not lie within a single program context, but 
rather in the larger framework of overall policy options which dictate 
particular program choices. 

A. Policy Trade-Gfts 

If a choice is a decision made among competing options, then all 
choices emerge from some type of conflict, even when there is no aware
ness that a choice has been made, and no discussion about the conflict. 
When the choice has occurred in the market place or among social values, 
there is no debate and a collective decision slowly evolves, but the 
conflict has not necessarily been resolved. Jouvenel pOinted out, 
for example, that a preference fox material values, for economic 
utility, was a crucial choice which did not simply co-exist with non
material values, but, on the contrary, could not fail to bring about 
their deprivation. This is to say that all those aspects of social 
life which transcend the sale, the barter, or the immediately profitable 
exchange could not fail to suffer, at least over the long term, because 
of the lower esteem in which they were held. As he wrote: 

the individual's value to society does not lie exclusively 
in the professional services he renders." It would be a 
sorry society in which men gave nothing to their contempor
aries over and above the services for which they are 
rewarded and which enter into the computation of national 
income. Culture and Civilization, indeed the very existence 
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of society, depend upon warm hospitality, leisured and far
ranging conversation, friendly advice, voluntary and unre
warded services. These are time- and resource-consuming 
and costly. There seems to be little awareness among us 
that they have entered upon a precipitous decline. (1) 

But if cultural emphase~1 r1eflect collective choices made among 
implicitly compet:iug options, this is even more the case for policy 
goals which are deliberately s(~lected in a political arena where con
flicts are explicit. The selection of any policy goal thus implies 
an alternate goal, and the unpreferred option may not be less important 
than the preferred one, but m'ere1y less feasible, perhaps, or less 
politically powerful in the decision-making arena, less modish among 
researchers. Excluded optiOIlS, however, often have a hidden life of 
their own which continues to impact chosen goals, operations, and 
results. 

In this way, a program. emphasis on quantitative assessment (such 
as the CaPlE-cycle emphasis in Impact, for example) neglects, obscures 
and eventually deprives qualitative assessment; only that which can be 
counted or measured becomes of importance. Purposefully choosing to 
structure a program so as to acquire quantified and specific knowledge 
of its effects thus impli(~s that many non-quantifiable aspects may be 
lost. To assume too readily that "nothing at all is known if it is 
not known by researchers" may mean the loss of intuitive knowledge, of 
experience, and of educated judgment which may be more meaningful than 
the research findings. J?roj ects become limited to those for which 
"valid" (Le., quantified) information exists to support the project 
concept. Yet is is highly probable that empirical support might not 
be available for certain kinds of projects which are urgently needed 
in criminal justice. (2) 

Concentration on quantified measurements in a social program 
then, tends to distort, and the more measurement there is, the more 
distortion, since the f:requency of the measurement itself tends to 
encourage over--productio11. of highly measurable items to the detriment 
of less measurable ones. This has its most serious consequences when 
it is the central, substantive output of a program which cannot be 
quantified while, at the same time, some peripheral aspects of the 
effort lend themselves readily to measurement. (3) In Impact, for 
example, it would be ridiculous to assert that a reduction in crime 
rates might be triVial, peripheral or unimportant. But it may well 
be true that an obsession with these quantified data could produce 
findings showing that the crime rates had improved without pointing 
up a real and unwanted deterioration in the crime control situation 
in a community. A crime prevent.ion proj e('t 11l~_ght well deter crime 
in an area, but also unite the whole commut:iL in, DppoeJ.tion to the 
planning, experimenting and evaluating intrude.:'e. Or it might 
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disintegrate what remained of social organization in a declining 
neighborhood. (4) Would the project then have been a success? It 
would certainly have seemed so, if crime rates were to be the only 
measures of achievement. 

Again, the very faet that a program occurs in the public arena 
distorts the importance of private sector inputs. In criminal justice, 
for example, a crucial requirement fClr the success of any rehabilita~ 
tion program is the participation of the business community and the 
possibility of sustained, meaningful ,employment for ex-offenders. 
Placement bureaus can find jobs for p(wple just out of prison, but 
it is the business community which must help to keep them employed. 
Rehabilitation is judged over the long term, not according to the 
number of placements made. 

In the same sense, all of the public efforts to improve pro
cessing and backlogs in the courts will not help if the contribution 
of the defense bar (i.e., the private sector) to court congestion is 
not taken into account. Many cases are delayed because of continuances 
arising from schedule conflicts which were avoidable or because a 
defense counsel is "trying to locate a missing witness" (whereas in 
reality, he seeks to get his fee before moving on the case). Public 
programs tend to include the private sector--if at all--only as an 
afterthought. 

Whatever the goals of a program, then, the process by which they 
are selected and by which conflicting goals have been weeded out, 
leaves traces which mark the operational activities and the evaluated 
outcomes of tIle program. The selected goals, themselves, however, may 
be in conflict with each other, and this has usually been the case 
in social action programs. 

B. Explicit Goal Conflicts in Social Action Programs and In The 
Impact Program 

Conflicting goals in social action programs appear to be almost 
inevitable, arising much less from ignorance than from the need to 
conciliate the rival political requirements of social problems. It 
is in this way that programs to provide health care are expected to 
ensure quality service to all and at the same time encourage an optimal 
distribution of scarce medical resources; that welfare programs are 
expected to provide welfare payments to those living in poverty and 
at the same time maintain work incentives. (5) Similarly, criminal 
justice programs are expected to increase crime control and public 
security, and at the same time maintain standards of fairness to 
individuals and of equality before the law. But it is no easy matter 
to plan programs which can do all of these things. 
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In the Impact program, as in other social action programs, goal 
conflicts have appeared. A careful reading of the articulated program 
objectives (see pages 24-25 above) immediately surfaces a few explicit 
conflicts and many implicit ones. The major problems, however, appeared 
to concern the potential competition between program efficiency and 
effectiveness, between research and action objectives, and finally, 
between New Federalism and the objectives of knowledge acquisition, 
rapid action and agency coordination. 

1. Program Effectiveness Versus Program Efficiency 

Political rhetoric discussed earlier (see pages 19-23 above) 
which called for rapid crime reduction in specified amounts by a given 
date meant that all Impact projects would have to be directly justified 
in terms of crime-reduction effectiveness. Projects targeting improve
ments in system capability and efficiency (such as the reduction of 
court delays, or better jailor prison conditions, or greater police 
productivity, for example), or improvement in community relations 
with police and courts, however, could not usually be so justified. 
Yet effectiveness in crime reduction--insofar as it is achievable by 
any governmental program--clearly depends in large measure on system 
efficiency (see Chapter I above). Furthermore, Impact specifically 
addressed objectives of functional balance (among police, courts and 
corrections), of agency coordination, and of community involvement 
as well as crime reduction. The effectiveness objective thus contained 
elements of serious conflict with efficiency and other important 
objectives of the program. 

The problem signified, then, that many projects which might be 
good things to do in themselves, regardless of any presumption about 
their effects on crime rates, could be rejected, depending on the 
interpretations of program priorities by reviewers. The problem, 
however, also extended deeply into project approaches, techniques 
and assessment methodologies. Not only would it be difficult to 
justify certain projects on the basis of likely effects on crime rates, 
it would be difficult to isolate and exclusively treat Impact (i.e., 
target crime) offenders in caseloads which normally include all criminal 
offenses. In the case of court projects, for example, if the five target 
c'rimes should constitute 30 percent of the caseload in a particular 
city, then 70 percent of an effort to reduce trial delay in that city 
would be irrelevant to the Impact goal. This would inevitably con
stitute a leakage from the program. Yet the other objective (of 
improvement in overall court capability) would have been unquestionably 
enhanced by an improvement in processing time. 

The same problem of crime-specificity occurs in corrections. In 
effect, it would be difficult for recreation centers, counselling or 
job placement services to turn away non-Impact adult offenders, and 
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juvenile programs targeting only Impact felons would clearly fail to 
reach the major part of the juvenile d~dinquent population. The 
requirement to deal with people who were target offenders eliminated 
a whole category of school-based juvenile prevention programs. Yet 
the problem of juvenile delinquency had been slated for special atten
tion under Impact. 

Finally, the program's effectiveness objective (i.e.~ crime
reduction) relates well to the effectiveneos objectives of police 
and corrections; it is not, however, synonomous with that of the courts. 
The court input usually hypothesized as affecting crime rates is the 
deterrence of crime via speedy and sure judicial disposition and/or 
trial. But this is an efficiency objective of the courts, whose major 
function is to mete out justice. Even, then, if the reduction of 
trial delay were admitted to Impact funding on the basis of the 
assumed relationship between the deterrence furnished by an efficient 
court system and crime rates, this very objective of court efficiency 
might well be in conflict with court effectiveness. The problem rejoins 
that of implicit rivalry discussed earlier (see pages 39-41), that is, 
the situation of the qualitative omitted in favor of the quantitative, 
the private in favor of the public, the social in favor of the economic. 
As one analyst expressed it: 

LEAA must reduce the court delay without resorting to 
assembly-line justice. In an attempt to make the court 
calendars more workable and less backlogged than they 
are now, LEAA must be very careful to not just offhandedly 
reduce any and all cases. This has been the most harmful 
product of many cities' present efforts to reduce court 
congestion: judges and prosecutors are reducing almost 
all cases. This obsession with statistics can be harmful 
to society, to the offender and to innocent persons charged 
with serious crimes. (6) 

In sum, the problems likely to result from the built-in conflict 
between effectiveness and efficiency (i.e., the Impact guideline that 
projects had to focus on specific-cr~me reduction and could not be 
justified exclusively on the basis of improved system capability) might 
well be: 

• fewer court projects (because of the difficulty in demon
strating the precise effects of court action on crime rates); 

• court projects focused exclusively on trial delay and judicial 
productivity; 

e corrections projects either too small to be evaluated or 
containing many non-Impact offenders; 
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• fewer juvenile prevention projects; 

• city programs skewed toward the police function (and away 
from county/state and courts/corrections), thus failing to 
encourage the targeted agency coordination and functional 
balance objectives; 

• fewer community/courts, community/police, or community/ 
corrections programs (thus '·failing to encourage community 
involvement or participation); and 

• police projects geared only to crime reduction (thus failing 
to address other major police problems). 

Yet it is clear that impediments brought to system coordination, func
tional balance and community involvement--in the name of program 
effectiveness--could not fail to work against the satisfaction of the 
effectiveness objective itself. 

2. Action Versus Research 

Action is always in conflict with research. As Marris and Rein 
observed: 

Research cannot interpret the present until it kno~vs the 
answers to its ultimate questions. Action cannot foresee (7) 
what questions to ask until it has interpreted the present. 

But action cannot wait for research answers when (as in Impact) it is 
the action programs which are to bring the research answers; this 
therefore would clearly build some tension into t·he relationships of 
research (i. e., all of the evaluative :cesearch plus whatever basic 
research might be performed accessorily by the Crime Analysis Teams) 
and action objectives as they co-existed in the Impact program. 

National planners noted early on that there might be some con
flict between the short-term action focus' of Impact and the evaluative 
research aspects of the COPIE-cycle focus. Technical assistance had 
been (rather vaguely) discussed in this context. The consensus was 
that it should be possible for the Crime Analysis Team to be recruited 
and installed, to perform its program planning (including data collec
tion, analysis, problem prioritiZing and project development) and 
evaluation planning functions and to move projects into operation 
within six months; in reality, nothing was less sure, and there were 
many dissenters to this proposition in the regional offices. This 
was, however, a crucial problem for both action and knowledge/research 
objectives, because if rapid implementation could not be achieved, 
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concentration of anti-crime emphasis within a city would give way to 
long-drawn out, straggling project implementation and weakened program 
impact; on the other hand, if the COPIE-cycle effort had to be sacri
ficed to rapid implementation, this would mean the inability of eval
uation to speak to program effects, the uncertainty of whether projects 
had addressed rationally derived priorities, and the failure to 
achieve the major program research objective of knowledge about anti
crime projects and their effects. 

Another immediately obvious conflict in this area had to do 
with the program requirement to achieve short-term anti-crime impacts 
while d~aling with problems requiring long-term measurement for the 
acquisition of any real knowledge. This difficulty would evidently 
trouble corrections and drug project planners (among others) in the 
cities, given that freedom from drug use and changes in recidivism 
patterns/social adjustment, etc., need to be followed up over a 
rather lengthy time-span. Yet funds were allocated only for a 2-year 
period of program operations and evaluation, despite the fact that 
knowledge about drug program effects and recidivism were major Impact 
priorities. 

The research/action conflict therefore appeared to imply: 

• the possibility of program slippage (barring major efforts 
at technical assistance); 

• the possibility that efforts to avoid ~rogram slippage 
could reduce both program impact and the ability to demon
strate that impact via the COPlE-cycle; 

• a paucity of new information about drug and corrections 
projects without seri0us follow-up effort; and 

• fewer corrections or drug projects. 

3. New Federalism Versus Knowledge Acquisition, Rapid Action 
and Agency Coordination 

New Federalism as discussed earlier (see pages 22 and 25-26 
above) was a political axiom of LEAA. and hence of Impact, and the 
concept implied some problems for any new and ambitious program. To 
begin with, the policy meant that cities (having determined their own 
priorities based on their analysis, and chosen their projects from an 
unlimited spectrum) would also have collected what data they saw fit 
to collect. Whether or not the data were the best available, whether 
each Impact crime was fully analyzed to the extent possible in each 
city, whether evaluation planning, project monitoring, and evaluation 
reporting were adequately performed would depend upon the quality of 
SPA and RO review. 
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New Federalism meant, however, that no mandatory evaluation 
standards had been established for the states, that no requirements 
existed for comparable and uniform data across the states, and that 
nq routine federal monitoring of the adequacy of state planning and 
assistance functions had been instituted. 

Thus, New Federalism had not only precluded prescriptions to the 
cities about evaluation designs (Impact cities were being allowed to 
conduct their own evaluations and nO control groups or particular 
design specifications had been mandated), but even the leverage to 
insure that some data were being collected, and that some SPAs were 
checking on that data collection, was also missing. Yet to ensure 
that funds would not be wasted or misused~ or that Impact goals would 
not be neglected, it seemed an obvious necessity for SPAs and ROs to: 

o check carefully on the quality of the data analysis performed; 

• see that the projects chosen addressed the crime problems 
delineated and substantiated by the. analysis; 

• ensure the possibility of a rapid anti-crime payoff; 

• examine the adequacy and feasibility of the evaluation design; and, 

• investigate the cost/effectiveness of the organization 
and methods chosen, etc. 

But SPAs could resist these efforts in the name of New Federalism. 
On the other hand, if they chose to exercise these functions in an 
autocratic or interfering way, they could seriously slow implementa
tion. The independence granted the SPAs and the cities via the New 
Federalism, then, was likely to come into conflict either with the 
program objective of knowledge acquisition or with rapid implementation 
and anti-crime payoff, depending upon the attitudes, strengths and 
expertise of the particular SPA, the authority and willingness to use 
power of the RO, and the Policy Decision Group's prerogative of review. 
New Federalism, however, enabled the ROs (and SPAs) to fight such 
an LEAA review, which, of course, they did, prior to program launching. 
The Policy Decision Group was reminded by RO coordinators that the 
regional offices were "to have control of the money" and that LEAA 
review to assure proper data collection and evaluation methodology (8) 
"was a major shift in policy having a potential for delay in funding." 
Such LEAA review was appealed to the highest level where it was, how
ever, maintained, at least in principle. But New Federalism was 
thus in conflict both with knowledge acquisition and with agency 
coordination. 
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In effect, with everyone free to be "equal partners," it might 
not always be clear who was in charge, and given the tendencies of 
bureaucratic agencies not to coordinate, it was unlikely, under 
New Federalism, that much progress could be made in this direction. 
The conflict between New Federalism and knowledge acquisition, rapid 
action and agency coordination thus appeared to signify: 

• either COPIE-cycle inadequacy or program delay; 

• undiminished interagency competition and rivalry; 

e slow approval and funding processes (through failure of 
interagency harmony); 

e tendency toward cheaper, non-controversial (and non-innovative) 
projects to facilitate project passage through the approval 
pipeline. 

Yet knowledge acquisition, short-term impact, the demonstration 
of anti-crime effectiveness, system coordination, encouragements to 
inn.ovation, all of these were objectives of the Impact program, whereas 
New Federalism was "merely" the political structure under which it 
would operate. From the beginning, however, the tension between 
structure and policy objectives was manifest, and there was concern 
among planners about how such tension, along with the other conflicts 
among program aims, might affect Impact achievements. But it was 
also clear from the beginning that the program was intended to deliver 
services, rather than perform research, and that New Federalism was 
not going to be negotiable. 

C. Program Conflicts and Program Priorities 

The Impact program's articulated purpose, then, was to reduce 
crime by applying the tools of research to anti-crime efforts, to bring 
together disparate intergovernmental and criminal justice agencies 
into a cohesive and systematic force, to involve the community, to 
innovate, to institutionalize, to disseminate. Program planners had 
omitted, however, to provide for elements (like systematic community 
surveys or the inclusion of private business and bar associations) 
which could compensate for the program's intrinsic biases toward the 
quantitative and toward the exclusively governmental (or public) input, 
and thereby help to ensure greater effectiveness. Further, there was 
a failure to conciliate explicit and overt conflicts among important 
objectives of the program: 

• between anti-crime effectiveness in specific areas and 
the overall improvements of criminal justice capabilities; 
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• between the action needed for short-term impact and the 
research needed to say something about the impact; 

~ between the New Federalist operational structure and Impact 
policy objectives. 

Since many of these conflicts were recognized, however, incen
tives were developed to protect some of the more important program 
priorities likely to suffer because of the conflicts. In this way, 
a favorable matching ratio fostered corrections projects (unlikely 
otherwise to be developed because of time constraints and because 
of state, rather than city, jurisdiction), and SAODAP (the White 
House's Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention) tried to 
counter the problems of attitude, confidentiality, accountability 
and time likely to constrain and inhibit anti-drug efforts by a series 
of conferences with Impact city planners to promote their drug program 
known as TASC (Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime). Evaluation 
itself (which probably could not otherwise have survived hasty imple
mentation, the bureaucratic barriers to innovation and accountability, 
and the paucity of expertise in the area) was federally funded without 
any matching requirements at all. Crime Analysis Teams were likewise 
instituted (and totally funded) to protect the CaPlE-cycle and the 
knowledge-acquisition function and to push for interagency coordina
tion, acceptance of innovation and community involvement. Regional 
offices were empowered to ensure such Crime Analysis Team effort by 
disapproving plans and projects which did not present evidence of 
adequate CaPlE-cycle performance. . 

On the negative side, however, efforts like lateral coordination 
among federal agencies (which could have supported juvenile prevention 
and employment programs), mechanisms for community inputs (to assure 
the support of high-crime area populations) and serious technical 
assistance (to guarantee the quality of planning and evaluation) were 
never developed. Further the role of the SPA was left quite vague, 
yet the SPAs were asked to assist, administer and fiscally monitor 
a program whose priorities they had had no part in determining and 
which appeared, in some respects, to be in conflict with their already
established 5-year plans. Such a situation seemed to call for some 
real incentives toward interagency coordination. 

Given then, that the program's political parameters (crime 
reduction, action focus and New Federalism) were fixed, and that accom
modations and negotiations would. have to take place in the research 
and functional areas, it seemed likely at the beginning of che program, 
that: 

48 



• there would be a heavy orientation toward the police function 
(because of readily available quantitative measures, better 
research expertise, crime-specific possibilities, action 
focus, and a large share of existing power in the municipal 
government structure); 

• few courts, juvenile prevention and community involvement 
projects would be justifiable under Impact guidelines; 

• corrections projects would not suffer because of the fiscal 
incentives (90-10 match) provided; 

• a city choice would have to be made between rapid imple
mentation and an adequate performance of the COPIE-cyc1e; 
in the first case, knowledge acquisition would be impaired, 
and in the second, there would be program slippage; 

• the quality of planning and evaluation would depend upon 
regional office commitment and expertise, upon the recruit
ment of knowledgeable researchers for the Crime Analysis Team, 
upon the Team's acceptability to the city/state functional 
agencies, upon the attitudes and agendas of the SPA, and 
upon the adequacy of technical assistance forthcoming; 

• system coordination, innovation, community input, and 
institutionalization would depend upon the Crime Analysis 
Team's ability to function effectively given the failure to 
supply incentives, other than the Team's presence, which could 
reinforce these objectives. 

Thus, LEAA's capacity to move toward the overall policy goals of 
knowledge acquisition, interagency coordination and community input 
would become; in large part, under Impact, a function of the effective
ness of that rather fragile vessel, the Crime Analysis Team. 

In addition to the inconci1iab1es e.nd idiosyncracies of Impact 
objectives, however, program achievements would also necessarily be 
affected by the host of external or exogenous factors which are beyond 
any program's control and which constrain it in ways that are unfore
seeable at the program's start. It is true that the dynamic context 
in which social action programs occur is once again part of the terrain 
which separates the research need to hold things constant from the 
action need to move, one step at a time, with an eye to the changing 
state of surrounding circumstances. Research and action objectives 
suffer alike, however, from drastic changes in the environment of a 
social program. 
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D. External Program Constraints 

Alterations can occur at any time to the political, social or 
econcmic atmosphere in which an action program was generated. Hypotheses 
differ as to the potential or real effects of tough anti-crime legis
lation, for example, of economic recession or prosperity, of other 
political and social forces (like civil rights and women's movements, 
or changes in urban power structures) on crime itself. Some researchers 
have shown that inflation and p'rosperity contribute to increases in 
property or "economic" crimes;(9) others make the point that recession 
and depression are directly responsible for rate rises in specific 
crimes. Certain of these factors, however, can directly and~.)rarly 
affect the criminal justice system and its ability to responc'; ('rime 
problems or to follow through on a particular anti-crime prog,v.lIt. 

State legislation providing for speedy trial laws or court 
reorganization, changed penalties for particular crimes or altered 
rules of evidence, for example, have powerful effects on agency 
priorities and coordination. Fiscal problems of cities are aggravated 
by the swings of the national economy; inflation makes it expensive 
and difficult for them to borrow money, but recession causes revenues 
to falloff and brings layoffs in police forces, prison closings, and 
cutbacks in welfare services. Ex-offenders find it more diffieu1t 
than ever to locate and hold jobs, racial tensions are exacerbated by 
disparities of income distribution and of unemployment rates. All 
of these factors, exogenous to a program, can contribute to its 
success or failure. 

Research in a program can also be affected by nation-wide move
ments such as the current one toward privacy and confidentiality which 
restricts access to data and records in new ways. Juvenile and drug 
project evaluation might well be further constrained by new rulings 
in these areas. But research is also impacted by the changing nature 
of public interest, and by the changes brought about by research 
findings external to the program. While the researcher in a program 
like Impact is pursuing findings on the effectiveness of community 
corrections or police patrol, for example, the results of other 
research may have rendered those findings academic. 

Finally, the temporary character of social action program organiza
tions makes them especially vulnerable to the problem of turnover among 
top management and other personnel. To achieve improvements in agency 
coordination in a transitory program like Impact with a fragile organi
zational framework based on New Federalism would seem almost an impossi
bility even with firm policy direction and continuity. Yet not only 
was Impact to be a two-year program, the LEAA itself is a transient 
organization, authorized by Congress for successive five-year periods 
only. Thus, a basic element auguring success in a federal program 
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was likely to be missing in Impact: that is, the kind of stability 
in direction, management and guidance which has not traditionally 
been available at LEAA, at LEAA regional offices, or in the state 
p1amting agencies. A change in SPA director, in RO administrator, 
in Policy Decision Group membership would be crucial in any program 
utilizing these units as major resources. In the Crime Analysis 
Teams, planning, and later evaluation, would cl~arly be at the mercy 
of the researchers employed to perform these functions. Furthermore, 
temporary programs often see a sudden diminution of key personnel 
about six months before the final program phase-down. 

Many or most of the conflicts and constraints discussed above 
have been the common lot of social action programs implemented multi
jurisdictionally on a national scale. It was therefore incumbent upon 
the National Institute and MITRE to bear them prominently in mind in 
designing the national-level evaluation of the Impact program. 

51 



CRAPTER III 

REFERENCES 

1.. De Jouvenel, Bertrand, "On State Expenditure," in Private Wants 
and Public Needs, Edmund S. Phelps, ed., (W. W. Norton, New York, 
1965, page 71. 

2. Conrad, John, Memorandum, Subj ect:. "The Impact Program," dated 
November 30, 1971. 

3. Etzioni, Amitai, Modern Organizations (Prentice-Hall, Inc., 
Englewood, New Jersey, 1964). 

4. Christie, Nils, "Research Into Methods of Crime Prevention," 
in Collected Studies in Criminological Research (C0unci1 of 
Europe, Strasbourg, France, 1967), Vol. 1~ pag~ 65. 

5. Riv1in, Alice, "Why Can't We Get Things Done?", The Washington 
Post, July 22, 1971. 

6. Dogin, Henry, Memorandum, Subj ect: "The LEAA Impact Progi:am, 
Revie.w of the Adjudication Process," dated December 6, 1971, 
page J. 

7. t')arris, Peter, and Rein, Martin, Dilemmas of Social Reform 
(Aldine, Chicago, 1967) page 205. 

8. Mulvey, Joseph, Memorandum, Subject: "Pt:!rsonal Assessment of 
At.:1anta Impact Meeting (May 11-12, 1972)," dated May 15, 1972. 

9. Jenkins, Herbert, Keeping the Peace (Harper and Rmv, New York, 
1970). 

53 



--------

Chapter IV 

The National-level Evaluation 



CHAPTERN: SUMMARY 

This chapter discusses the national-level evaluation in terms of: 

19 National Institute evaluation planning (November and December, 1971); 

o the original concept for a macroscopic or global evaluation using the victimiza
tion surveys (to be performed jointly by LEAA and the Bureau of the Census); 

• time pressures vitiating early evaluation planning; 

• foreseeable problems related to the three major program conflicts discussed in 
Chapter III, and especially: 

- the likely effects of program slippages on the national-level evaluation; 
- the uncertainties of data availability and city-level feedback in t.he New 

Federalist context; 

• constraints on evaluation planning and the question of which evaluation issues 
to select; 

• the development of an evaluation strategy involving nine major tasks; 

• the knowledge products to be derived from the effort; and 

• the problems, limitations and opportunities implicit in the evaluation. 



Chapter IV 
The National-Level Evaluation 

A proposal to solve all problems and answer all questions would 
be such a piece of boastful impertinence, such an extravagant 
conceit, that its author would immediately fOlieit all claim to 
our trust. 

Emmanuel Kant 

A. Background of the Evaluation: The Original National Institute 
Concept 

As discussed earlier, the Impact evaluation had been conceived 
during the program planning process at three levels: 

• a city-level evaluation (to be performed under the super
vision of the Crime Analysis Team) which would produce 
project-level and program-level findings for each Impact 
city; 

e a national-level evaluation (to be performed by the National 
Institute assisted by a contractor) which would draw upon 
the data collected by the cities and use the city-level 
evaluations as its essential building blocks; 

• a set of victimization surveys (to be performed by the 
Bureau of the Census in 1972, 1975 and 1978) in the eight 
Impact cities, which would determine the effectiveness of 
the program in terms of crime reduction. 

This idea for a 3-tiered evaluation seems to have been present in 
National Institute thinking almost from the beginning. It had become 
a "given" that all local data collection and evaluation would be done 
by the cities, and a "given," also, that those evaluations would con
stitute the major data inputs to the national-level evaluation. It 
was originally intended, however; that the third level of evaluation 
would be much more than a set of victimization surveys. There was 
to be a "macroscopic" or global evaluation, establishing crime
reduction achievements and outcomes of the Impact program, to be 
performed by the Statistics Division of LEAA in concert with the 
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Bureau of the Census. (1) Perhaps because of the difficulties involved 
in coordinating objectives, approach, data collection and analysis 
across two federal agencies, perhaps because of the weakness of 
mechanisms for collaboration at the working level, perhaps because of 
a simple shortage of staffing capability, the idea of this third 
evaluation seems to have been gradually dropped, and no more mention 
of it was heard after the beginning of 1973. But since victimization 
surveys alone--in the absence of an evaluation design or approach--could 
not provide a means for attributing observed victimization-level changes 
in Impact cities to the Impact program, and since the nationa1.-level 
evaluation--scheduled to be completed before the second victimization 
survey--did not provide for an assessment of Impact crime-reduction 
outcomes, it was clear that the failure to perform the macroscopic 
(or global) evaluation would necessarily leave a serious gap in the 
evaluation of program achievements. 

The National Institute did not have very much time in which to 
plan for the national-level evaluation. All of the effort in this 
area seems to have o(',curred during a very short period between November 
and December of 1971, and no analyst could devote more than a small 
part of his attention to this task. Despite (or perhaps because of) 
the pressure and haste, there is a feeling of euphoria and excitement 
which emerges from the evaluation planning documents produced during 
this period, and they reveal, as well, some rather optimistic expecta-
tions. Analyses assumed, for example: 

lit the possibility of (at least) quintupling LEU Washingtlirl. 
headquarters staff; 

e the existence of a high level of planning and evaluation 
expertise among the agencies implementing the program; 

• the availability of large amounts of data; 

• the ability and willingness of reviewing agencies to impose 
data quality control and evaluation requirements upon planning 
and implementing units; and 

• the feasibility of creating new Crime Analysis Teams which 
could be staffed, could perform crime-oriented planning and 
evaluation planning, help criminal justice agencies develop 
crime-orientedly planm~d projects, produce a master plan, 
initiate community mechanisms, coordinate recalcitrant 
agencies, could--in sum--ensure that Impact projects, 
addressing Impact crimes, developed through Impact planning 
techniques, would be "on-the-street" in between 3 and 6 months. 
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National Institute analysts believed, for example, that sufficient 
staff would be available to develop a central LEAA responsibility 
and capacity to advise the Crime Analysis 'reams concerning "minimum 
requirements for data quality control and internal evaluation. II They 
expected that "additional data flows for the purposes of external 
evaluation" would be necessary and also feasible. A plan for monitoring 
Impact program progress IIspecifying a full research design" providing 
for the data to be used, the schedule for reports and for operational 
observation was to be generated at LEAA central headquarters. (2) 
Reliance was placed on regional office evaluation expertise lito ensure 
that city project proposals contain 'good' evaluation components. ,,(3) 
Assessments of "the community impact of programs that are implemented 
in the eight cities" were to be included in city evaluative efforts. (4) 

All of the evaluation planning here discussed, however, remained 
in an embryonic state, sketched rather than designed. At the national
level, finally, no evaluation plan would be established prior to program 
implementation. Objectives, for example, had not been operationally 
defined. One analyst would write over and over: "Five percent of 
what? Twenty percent of what?,,(5) "How are we going to verify that 
the target reductions in crime rates will really have taken place? 
And when we talk about a 5 percent reduction, are we talking about a 
reduction from the 1972 rates, the 1974 rates or the 1977 ~ates? Are 
we saying that there will be a 45 percent reduction in 1974 from the 
projected 140 percent .of 1973 rates? We certainly ought to decide what 
we mean and clarify this point. 11(6) The point, however, was not clarified 
and even if it had been) there was no time left either to layout national
level evaluation measures, or to formulate an evaluation approach by 
which to attribute achievements to. the program, or to impose the data 
requirements which would have flowed from the objectives, measures 
and approach. Finally, although the problem was discussed, no central 
program-monitoring system which might have helped to tie national-level 
outcomes (once measured) to program activities,' was designed. 

Again) an analyst noted at least one of these gaps (that of an 
evaluation approach) and discussed the problem of control, or compari
son cities: 

As to the meaningfulness of the control city method, I think 
we have to face the fact that the experimental paradigm has 
not been fruitful in most social action research so far. 
The reasons seem to be that the independent variables never 
seem to be capable of sufficient definition and consistency 
to be testable on an experimental basis, and enormous diffi
culties are encountered in the maintenance of the placebo 
condition in the control group. Coupling these problems 
with the obvious stickler we have to handle in demonstrating 
city-to-city comparability, I am pessimistic about the 
value of attempting the control group model. (7) 
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This was not to suggest, however, that evaluation planning at the 
national-level be abandoned, prior to program inauguration, or that no 
approach was feasible. On the contrary, the same analyst remarked 
cogently on the failure to recognize the need for evaluation planning 
"concurrently with the planning of operations." He wrote: 

The Institute is in a delicate position. We have suggested 
a battery of programs for impact on the crime problems 
in several as yet unspecified cities. We have no idea how 
acceptable our ideas v)'il1 be. They may be grudgingly 
accepted to get the money; after the program is under way, 
we may find that implementation is far short of our 
expectations but that the evaluations are so slipshod that 
we will be unable to identify the elements of the program 
which did not work or why the program was unsuccessful. 
We have an important opportunity here to do a kind of 
action research which has seldom been feasible--if ever. 
It would be unfortunate if we do not position ourselves to 
assure that the research is as illuminating as possible. (8) 

National Institute analysts did not underestimate the rigors and com
plexity of the evaluation task and--in face of evidence that more LEAA 
staff would not be forthcoming--tried to expedite the process of 
getting outside assistance in national evaluation planning. (9) In 
fact, however, the design of the national-level evaluation would have 
to await the hiring of a contractor in July of 1972, 6 months after 
the program had been initiated. Yet a rigorous evaluation would have 
required that evaluation_ criteria be "embedded in the program at its 
inception, 11 (~~b that they be IIbuilt into the original design of the 
experiment. 11 The time pressures resulting from action needs had 
once agai~ constrained research. 

B. Program Conflicts and the National-Level Evaluation 

The action/research conflict, however, (see pages 44-45 above) 
was clearly going to have ramifications for the national-level evalua
tion as well. Slippages in program operations and in city-level 
evaluation would evidently affect national-level analysis and evaluation 
potential (given the dependence of the one evaluation level upon the 
other); long-term follow-up for recidivism-focused projects and prograns 
would not be feasible, and the knowledge yield for such efforts would 
be diminished in consequence. 

The effectiveness/efficiency conflicts of the program (as discussed 
on pages 42-44 above) would likely have a more diffused impact, given 
that the program effectiveness objective (crime-reduction) would not be 
examined by the national-level evaluation. IIEfficiency" objectives of 
the program (such as improved system capability for planning, 
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implementation and evaluation, for agency coordination, for innovation, 
or for cOIIlIJlunity input adaptation) would therefore need to be examined 
on their own terms as intrinsic goods. .This is 1 of course, quite con
sistent with the program philosophy (see the discussion pages 3 through 
16 above) which posited that in order to improve crime control it was 
first necessary to improve, among o.ther things, the state of knowledge, 
system coordination and community involvement. While it cannot be 
denied that such an approach leaves unanswered (indeed, does not even 
address) the question of what such improved capability can do for crime 
control, it was intended, in 1972, that this question would be the focus 
of a "global," third-level evaluation by LEAA and the Census Bureau. 
Even had this third-level evaluation been pursued, however, it is not 
clear that many definitive answers to such a question (that of the 
influence of improved system capability, once achieved, on crime con
trol) could have been forthcoming on the basis of knowledge acquired 
from a free-form, target-area-focused program like Impact. The question 
that needed to be asked, therefore (and one which could be usefully 
examined) was whether or not improved capability of the sort envisaged 
was achievable through the funding mechanisms, assumptions, guidelines 
and directions of a program like Impact. 

As for the implications of Imp'act' s New Federalist approach for 
the national-level evaluation, (see the discussion pages 45-47 above), 
it is not clear from early program documents that the constraints 
which this New Federalist structure could impose upon knowledge acquisi
tion and upon program organization had been fully understood; not clear, 
either, that the serious limitations on the evaluative information which 
could be produced by a national-level evaluation entirely dependent upon 
city-level efforts in a New Federalist context had been recognized. 

In effect, the program philosophy established not only that cities 
would evaluate their own projects, but also that no designs permitting 
rigorous evaluation would be imposed and that no requirements for area
specific or baseline data collection would be levied. Hopes were 
expressed that guidelines, combined w'ith the incentive offered by no
match funds specifically earmarked for. evaluation, could spur serious 
evaluation efforts at the project-level. It was believed, also, that 
the victimization survey effort in the eight Impact cities could pro
vide evidence of crime rate changes which could compensate for some 
gaps in city data collection. But firm plans had not been laid for 
the evaluation and analysis of the victimization surveys, and victimi
zation rates were to be forthcoming only for each city as a whole; 
census constraints determined that no area breakdowns could be made 
which would permit the attribution of changes in victimization rates 
to the effects of particular projects or programs in particular target 
areas. Further, the assessment and analysis of these data had been 
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made to depend once again upon the difficult linkages of lateral 
coordination (see pages 32-33 above) across federal agencies (i.e., 
between the LEAA and the Bureau of the Census). 

In sum, then, the lack of time in which to perform national-level 
evaluation planning prior to program launching, and the conflicts 
implicit in Impact program objectives had the combined effect of sig
nificantly narrowing the range of options and possibilities open to 
the national-level evaluation. 

C. Strategy for a National-Level Evaluation 

By the time The MITRE Corporation contracted in July of 1972 to 
assist the National Institute in the performance of the Impact pro-' 
gram's national-level evaluation, the program had been under way since 
January. It was now somewhat clearer what the national-level dependence 
on city-level efforts might signify in terms of evaluation constraints, 
but there was still no real certitude as to the data which would effec
ti vely be avai1ab 1e. It had become obvious, however, that it would be 
impossible, in the Ne'tv Federalist context, to change the local data 
collection process in any significant way. This situation would 
severely limit both the research field and the selection of strategies 
open to the national-level evaluation. 

Cost constraints also shaped the program-wide strategy. The 
National Institute had decided that: 

e no control or comparison groups in non-Impact cities were 
to be envisaged for the national-level evaluation due to 
the size of the data-collection costs involved; 

• no area-spE':cific data collection within Impact cities was 
to be undertaken, for the same reason; and 

• n.o presence was to be established by MITRE in the eight 
cities, since it was felt by the National Institute that 
such a cost would be duplicative. 

The national-level evaluation, therefore, would depend entirely, for 
its program information, upon data furnished by the cities (by mail 
or over the telephone, for the most part, with an occasional exception 
made for specific, task-oriented visits); further, it would also be 
largely without the ability to validate that information. 

All of these considerations necessarily signified the renunciation 
of any experi~enta1 or quasi-experimental design for the national-level 
evaluation, and the decision was taken (in December 1972) to concentrate 
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on process rather than outcome. Although this decision \Vas clearly 
dictated by the circumstances, it nonetheless presented some real 
advantages: 

(1) it was feasible under program constraints; 

(2) it responded to the New Federalist priorities of the 
program by taking its non-standardization and differing, 
city-specific criteria into account; 

(3) it allowed an informal, flexible approach; 

(4) it permitted the use of all and any data generated by 
the cities; and 

(5) it corresponded to the kind of marlagement organization 
and procedures (r()'lgh, crude, not overly dependable, and, 
therefore, not too amenable to rigorous design specifica
tions) typically prevalent in large, complex, social 
action programs. 

Further, it had become increasingly clear that an ehperimental 
design would not have provided many definitive answers under the cir
cumstances, given the unreplicated, broad-aim, free-form character of 
Impact. As Weiss and Rein have written, evaluative research in 
unstandardized action programs should be qualitative rather than 
quantitative, historically rather than experimentally oriented. The 
research should "identify the forces which shaped the program, the 
pature of the opposition encountered, the reasons for success or 
failure, and the program's unanticipated consequences... The issue in 
the evaluation of broad-aim programs is not» 'Does it ,vork?' but tWhat 
happened?' 11 (12) 

D. Problems of the Selection Process 

It goes almost without saying that all of the possible facets of 
a program like Impact were not going to be fully examined. Any evalua
tion is limited by the time, the insight and the energy of the evalua
tors, by the purpose(s) of the sponsoring agency, by the nature and 
area of public concern, by the availability of resources. The very 
fact of choosing (as discussed earlier, see pages 39-40 above) implies 
a distortion, a set of assumptions about what is important and what is 
not, about which are the "r ightll and which are the IIwrong" issues. 
The controversy over Dahl's "Who Governs?" (13) some years ago is an 
eloquent reminder of the difficulties involved in satisfying all 
audiences as to the relevance, significance and representativeness of 
issues selected for study. It seems that no one has found a way to 
do this; yet, as Frey has pointed out: 
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One cannot cover every aspect of an enormously multi
dimensional reality. Selection is essential. Some 
readers may be uninterested in the selections made--the 
foci chosen--but that engenders no great intellectual 
or research problem as long as others are interested ••• 
(and so long as selections are presented) in terms of 
whatever their intrinsic interest may be, arguing neither 
global representativeness nor undeniable importance. (14) 

, 
It may even be that worrying about criteria selection is unnecessary, 
that policy (and program) formation can usefully be studied in a 
step-by-step, cumulative fashion, issue by issue. (15) 

In the evaluation of a program such as Impact, however, the clear 
specification of program goals is a help in the selection process. 
(Without such specification, of course, it would always be possible 
to claim that major objectives had not been examined.) But even so, 
differing groups within and outside a complex program like Impact will 
hold differing goals for the program. No claim is made here, therefore, 
for any universality or ultimate rationality in the selection process. 
Rather, what has been chosen for study is the result of an examination of 
the program's objectives, the conflicts apparent in those objectives, 
resource or programmatic constraints, and the limitations imposed by 
available levels of talent and imagination. The present evaluation 
thus emerges from the challenges and opportunities, the strengths and 
weaknesses of the Impact program, as perceived by the National Institute 
and MITRE. 

E. The National-Level Evaluation 

Given the six objectives of the Impact program discussed in 
Chapter II (see pages 24-25 above), and given also that the measure
ment of the crime-reduction objective was outside the purview of the 
national-level c'v8,luEttion, a task force composed of National Institute 
and MITRE evaluators developed an assessment strategy addressing all 
the program obje(~tivE~s except that of crime-reduction outcomes. This 
strategy flowed from three general questions: 

(1) What happened--in terms of planning and implementation 
processes--when LEAA provided eight large cities with a 
significant sum of money and guidance on crime-specific 
planning? 

(2) What were the key factors which promoted or inhibited the 
success of the program in terms of the program's overall 
goals? 
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(3) What meaningful conclusions can be drawn from the record 
of the Impact program and the overall evaluation effort? 

With these questions as their focus, nine discrete assessment 
tasks were defined: 

• Task 1, a study of crime-oriented planning and implementation 
in the eight cities; 

Ii Task 2, an assessment of project institutionalization in the 
eight cities; 

• Task 3, a study of the TASC (Treatment Alternatives to Street 
Crime) program~ which were attempted by Impact cities; 

• Task 4, a study of prograr.1s undertaken by the cities which 
are based upon the assumptions that: 

(a) intensive supervision of parolees/probationers is an 
effective means of reducing recidivism among these 
group~; or that 

(b) an increase in the activity of police in a given area 
will result in a decrease in crime rates in that area. 

• Task 5, an examination of innovation in the Impact program; 

• Task 6, the identification of transferable Impact projects; 

8 Task 7, an assessment of city-level evaluation planning and 
reporting; 

Ii Task 8, the documentation of the Impact program history in 
each of the eight cities; and 

e Task 9, the present document and final report, which integrates 
some of the broader program issues, receiving inputs from the 
eight other tasks and developing its own information as well. 

A bibliography of documents published in support of these tasks is 
attached at Appendix to this final report. 

F. Problems, Limitations and Opportunities of the National-Level 
Evaluation 

What information, then, would the national-level evaluation pro
duce and how should it be interpreted? An examination of the tasks 
just outlined (see the discussion above) shows that the evaluation is 
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basically descriptive and historical (in the Weiss and Rein sense), 
and that many of the analyses undertaken are of the case study variety. 
Knowledge obtained would be project-specific, area-specific, population
specific and/or city-specific; findings would be based 011 data generated 
by the cities and validated to the degree possible within program 
cons tr.<tints. 

The major information product of the national-level evaluation, 
then, would be new knowledge about the capacities of eight U.S. cities 
in the years 1972-1975: 

• to mount a comprehensive anti-crime program; 

• to plan and evaluate it rationally; 

It to feed back evaluation findings iteratively into program 
implementation; 

• to develop mechanisms for community inp~t into theplanning 
and implementation process; 

8 to improve interagency coordination via the Crime Analysis 
Team; 

9 to create innovative projects and programs despite a compli'
cated review and approval process; and 

• to institutionalize effective program innovation. 

A second information product, flowing from the first, would be 
an assessment of LEAA problems in developing and managing the Impact: 
program: 

• across the agency's vertical organizational structure (sea 
Chapter II, pages 26-32 above) involving the Crime Analysis 
Team, state planning agency, regional office and LEAA head
quarters, and 

• using a New Federalist program philosophy. 

A third information product, flowing from the first two, would 
be a set of recommendations, based on the Impact experience (which 
would then constitute, in its entirety, a kind of new baseline data 
set) for use in the formulation of future urban/federal anti-crime 
programs. 

The need for these products and this knowledge sprang from two 
sources. First, there remained the problem of the inadequacy of 
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federal information in the urban context. In effect, federal planning 
uncertainties have often led to the postulation of unattainable goals 
and to real or. apparent program failure. Impact, like most larger 
federal action programs, was conceived rapidly, elaborated and launched 
amid a host of uneertainties about what city anti-crime capabilities 
and intenti.ons might be. It was unknown, for example, what kind of 
planning the eight cities might do, and how they would differ from each 
other; what anti-crime projects they would implement and how rationally 
those projects would address individual city crime problems and overall 
policy goals; what capability existed (or could be developed) for 
evaluation planning and reporting; how many and what kinds of projects 
could be shown to be effective (via the criteria of the city's own 
evaluations); what innovations would occur and appear worthy of dissem
ination; what roles the Crime Analysis Teaut£ v.rGti) d play; how likely 
were Impact innovations to be institutionalized. 

Second, there was the on-going problem of complexity and detail, 
the "can't-see-the-forest-for-the-trees" syndrome. A program the size 
of Impact is at constant risk of losing mergent "truths" among the 
minutiae of projects, programs, persons, problems and processes. 

The information to be provided by the national-level evaluation was 
therefore structured to furnish baseline information which could rein
force future federal anti-crime planning efforts, and to develop a pro
gram overview which could usefully order and display the knowledge and 
experience accrued over time across eight cities in pursuit of the same 
anti-crime goals. Overall, the evaluation brought a central agent's 
perspective to the events and occurrences of the Impact program, not in 
the kind of specific detail which could have resulted from a continued 
MITRE presence in each of the eight cities, but from a general viewpoint. 

Finally, a last major interpretive constraint which needs to be 
emphasized here, arises from the difficulties of comparison across 
cities. As discussed earlier, given the nature of Impact--where, by 
definition, interventions were not imposed and were never replicated-
it was not clear that even an infinity of resources could have provided 
generalizable and conclusive answers. No city's project replicated 
any other city's project, but further, no Impact city is like any other 
Impact city. Each began its Impact program from a different base of 
resources, of problems, of assets and liabilities. Even when treatments 
are "precisely" replicated across cities, there are problems in 
aggregating samples, as Rossi has pointed out, because of local varia
tions in administration which mean, in effect, that the treatments 
administered to experimental groups are not uniform. (16) In Impact, 
however, treatments were not alike for the most part, but also, 
populations were not alike, crime problems, socioeconomic conditions, 
racial tensions, budgets, revenues, expenditures and a host of other 
urban variables were not alike. It must be remembered, therefore, in 
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thinking about relative achievements of the various Impact cities, 
that there are problems in ascribing success or failure which arise 
from the fact that all the cities started their Impact programs from 
differing points of departure, with differing crime or syetemic prob-
1ems, differi.l~!?, resources, differing urban climates. The outcomes of 
rehabilitation programs in Portland, for example, are not comparable 
to those of Newark o,r Baltimore because (for example) of the differ
enceS in populations'.'treated, in terms of the seriousness and number 
of offenses. Any city rankings, therefore, are subject to the caution 
that, in real terms, city achievements are not comparable. A sense 
of the formidable disparities to be found among Impact cities prior 
to program initiation can be gleaned from the next section (Chapter V), 
where the eight cities are examined according to a number of crime
correlated and other variables. 

In sum) the national-level evaluation did not purport to bring 
evidence to bear on the crime-reduction effectiveness of Impact) or 
to make generalized declarations about program impact and the con
sequences of federal action in the urban arena. As Sartre wrote: 

The cOl~sequences of our acts always end up by escaping us, 
since every concerted enterprise, as soon e.s it is realized, 
enters into relation with the entire universe, and since 
this infinite multiplicity of relations goes beyond our 
intention. (17) 

The present evaluation does not aim at universality. It limits itself 
to describin.g, as accurately as possible, what happened in each city 
during that concerted et),terprise which is Impact; it asks what the 
problems were, why they occurred, and how they might be better addressed 
in a future endeavor. 
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Chapter V 

The Eight Impact Cities Prior to 
Program Initiation 



CHAPTER V: SUMMARY 

This chapter arrays background information on the eight Impact cities ptior to 
program initiation. Readily available 1970 data from conventional sources are employed 
and cities are examined from the various viewpoints of: 

.. a general overview (including information on city history, geography, position 
within the state, economic situation and political system); 

.. crime-correlated indicators, attempting to measure: 

- demographic distribution; 
.~ family situation; 
- educational/economic conditions; 
- social cohesion; and, 

- non-white disadvantage; 

• crime correlates and reported crime rates; 

II revenues, expenditures and resource capabilities; and, 

• reported crime rates and the criminal justice system response. 

The cities divided into two groups in 1970. Four of them (Newalk, Baltimore, 
St. Louis and Cleveland) were older, more densely populated, more dependent upon 
manufacturing in their employment mix than the four other cities; in addition, they had 
undergone heavy losses in their middle-class populations over the 1950-1970 period. The 
other group (Atlanta, Dallas, Denver, Portland) were all less than 150 years old, with 
higher per capita incomes, higher educationallevels, and greater resource capahilities. All 
of the cities had se-rious but difff'r':~1t crime problems. Although affluence coexisted with 
high Clime rates in some cities, by far the highest rates of person crime occurred in the 
older, more economically deprived cities. Given that high crime rates were seen both in 
"boom" and in "exodus" cities, however, the hypothesis was adva11ced that it may not 
be the boom or exodus in itself which is significant in terms of rising crime, but rather a 
perception of relative deprivation (among dis:1dvantaged persons or groups vis-a-vis other 
persons or groups) which may influence the marginal propensity to commit crimes; such 
a perception would be exacerbated in either rapidly expanding or rapidly deteriorating 
economies. 

Examination of city resources, expenditures and resource capabilities again con
firmed the split between the two groups of cities; however, only Dallas, Denver and Port
land presented evidence of obvious resource capability. It seemed possible, given the 
differences between the two groups of cities, that "disadvantaged" cities might have more 
difficulty in mounting the complex set of activities required under Impact than might 
"advantaged" cities, and a greater need, therefore, of technical assistance. 



Chapter V 
The Eight Impact Cities Prior to Program Initiation 

The city as it exis,'s is very largely the product of tendencies of 
which we have as yt't little know/edge and less control. 

Robert E. Park, 1928 

The problems of comparing eight cities have been discussed earlier 
and are well known. Still, once it has been admitted that the Impact 
cities are so different as to be incommensurable, it nonetheless remains 
necessary to know something about those differences in order to under
stand program processes and outcomes. Further, to gain some idea of 
what city achievements may have been, it is important to examine at 
least some of their points of departure. 

There is no immediately obvious way to capture, SUCCinctly, in 
one chapter, the essence of eight cities. Nor will it be possible 
to evoke Atlanta or Newark as Flaubert evoked Rouen or Paris. Yet 
crime control programs are necessarily affected by at city's history 
and age, its geography, political climate, and economic situation, for 
example, just as they are shaped by the acuity and kind of indigenous 
crime problems, and by the adequacy of system responses to those problems. 
It is therefore a matter of necessity to examine at least some of these 
factors. 

A. A General Overview of the Eight Impact Cities 

The eight Impact cities are dissimilar, then, in a great many 
ways. Tables I-VIII below display selected data making up thumbnail 
sketches of the cities in terms of their historical backgrounds, geo
graphies, relationships with their respective states, political systems 
and economic situations. 

B. Discussion and Summ§!-EY..L1'ables I-VIII 

An examination of the maps and the information in Tables I through 
VIII brings several patterns to the fore. Four of the cities are rela
tively venerable, ranging in age from 304 (Newark), 241 (Baltimore), 
and 206 (St. Louis) to 174 (Cleveland); the other four cities (Atlanta, 
Dallas, Denver and Portland) are all less than. 150 years old. This is 
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TABLE I 
THUMBNAIL SKETCHES OF EIGHT CITIES-ATLANTA 

HISTORICAL HILESTONES 

.. FOUNDED IN 1836, AS A nRHINUS rOR THE GEORGIA RAILROAD 
• RAPID GROHTH: 1847-186", 
• SUPPLY CENTER FOR THE CONFEDERACY J)URING CIVIl. HAR 
• ALHOST TOTAL DESTRUCTIor BY GENERAL SHERHAN 
• RAPID REIlUILnING AND GRCl~TH AFTER 1870 
.. Hl:AVY KU KLUX KLAN ACTlVITY (l.YNCHING OF 487 BLACKS IN GEORGIA 

DENEEN 1882-191.6) 
• DESEGREGATION OF SCHOOL 3YSTEM DURING 19608 

GEOGRAPHY (SEE HAP, FACING PAGE) 

lID SrTUA'l'ED AT TilE BASE OF 11iE BWE RIDGE HOUNTAINS, NEAR THE 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER 

• CITY TRAVERSES BOUNDARY BE'lVEEN FULTON AND DE KALE COUNTIES 
• LAND AREA: 131. 5 SQUARE HILES 
• POPULATION (1970): 497,000 
(D POPULATION PER SQUARE HILE; 3,779 

STATE/CITY RELATIONS 

.. LARGEST CITY IN GEORGIA, STAT'~ CAPITAL SINCE 1878, ATLANTA 
ACCOUNTS FOR 11% OF GEORGIA POPULATION 

• STRONG STATE GOVERNHENT HAN) IN CITY AFFAIRS (OVERHAUL OF CITY 
SYSTEH OF GOVERNHENT IN 1953, OVER CITY PROTESTS) 

e ILLITERACY A}lONG GEORGIA BLACKS IN 1946: HIGHEST RATIO IN 
U. S. (256:1,000) 

• STATE PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURF; ON EDUCATION: $869, OR $251 BELOlf 
THE STATE AVERAGE (RAJUC: 37TH OF 50) 

• STATE (INTERGOVERN}llNTAL) AID TO ATLANTA: 13% OF CITY REVENUES 
'\ 

ECONONIC SITUATION (1970) 

., DIVBRSIFIED ECONOHY: SERVICE SECTOR ACCOUNTS FOR 33% OF CITY 
JOBS, }UlliUFACTURING 17%, VIGOROUS CONSTRUCTION SECTOR 

• CO~WERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL CENTER FOR REGION, HEADQUARTERS CITY, 
AGRICULTURAL DISTRIBUTION CENTER 

o POPULATION CHANGE 1960-1970: +10,000; FROM 38% BLACK IN 1960 
TO 51% BLACK IN 1970 

o STRONG ECONO}ITC GROWTH 1960-1970, BUT INFLUX OF RURAL BLACK 
HIGRANTS AND ENIGRATION OF SONE WHITES TO THE SUBURBS 

POLITICAL SYSTEH 

• HAYOF - COUNCIL (19 }llHBERS) 
• HAYORAL TERH: 4 YEARS 
• HAYORAL povmR; VETO ALL ACTIONS 
• PARTISAN ELECTOP~'\L SYSTEH 

OTHER 

• TRADITION OF BUSINESS/GOVERN}illNT ENTENTE: "IITTHIN THE POLICY
FORHING GROUPS, ECONONIC INTERESTS ARE DONINANT."(1) 

• RACIAL CONCENTRATION (6 AREAS OF THE CITY HAVE NO WHITE 
RESIDENTS) 

• PRESENCE OF AN ESTABLISHED BLACK ~rrDDLE-CLASS 
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TABLE II 
THUMBNAIL SKETCHES OF EIGH1' IMPACT CITIES-BALTIMORE 

HISTORICAL MILESTONES 

• FOUNDED IN 1729 (NAMED FOR GEORGE CALVERT, 1ST LORD BALTIMORE) 
AFTER PERIOD OF RELIGIOUS (CATHOLIC-PURITAN) STRIFE' (1638-1715) 

o CENTER OF ANTI-BRITISH SENTIMENT, CIRCA 1770 
• DURING NAPOLEONIC WARS, GROWTH OF PROSPERITY WITH INCREASING 

SHARE OF vlORLD TRADE 
• CENTER OF PRIVATEERING DURING WAF OF 1812 
• DIVIDED SENTI~ffiNT DURING CIVIL WAR (MARYLAND A SLAVE-HOLDING STATE) 
• SLAVERY ABOLISHED 1864 

GEOGRAPHY (SEE MAP, FACING PAGE) 

• ATLAN'I:IC SEAPORT ON THE PATAPSCO RIVER, NEAR CHESAPEAKE BAY, 
SITUATED WITHIN BALTIMORE COUNTY 

e LAND AREA: 78.3 SQUARE MILES 
• POPULATION (1970): 906,000 
• POPULATION PER SQUARE 'MILE: 11.568 

STATE/CITY RELATIONS 

.. LARGEST CITY IN }fARYLAND (AND 7TH LARGEST IN U. S.) BALTIMORE 
ACCOUNTS FOR 23% OF MARYLAND POPULATION 

• STRONG STATE GOVERNMENT HAND IN CITY AFFAIRS (GOVERNOR APPOINTS 
POLICE COMMISSIONER, ETC.) 

• STATE PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURE ON EDUCATION: $1,168, OR $48 ABOVE 
THE STATE AVERAGE (RANK. 14TII OF 50) 

• STATE (INTERGOVERNNENTAL) AID TO BALTIMORE: 58% OF CITY REVENUES 

ECONOMIC SITUATION (1970) 

• STRONG MANUFACTURING SECTOR ACCOUNTING FOR 26% OF EMPLOYMENT, BUT 
9 LOSS OF 34,000 MANUFACTURING JOBS (1967-1972) 
• INDUSTRIAL CENTER, SHIPPING/TRADE CENTER 
• POPULATION CHANGE 1960-1970: -33,000; FROM 35% BLACK IN 1960 TO 

46% BLACK IN 1970 
• INCREASE IN NUMBER OF GOVERNMENT WORKERS 

POLITICAL SYSTEM 

(9 MAYOR - COUNCIL (19 MEMBERS) 
\I) MAYORAL TERM: 4 YEARS 
~ MAYORAL POWER: VETO ORDINANCES 
• PARTISAN ELECTORAL SYSTEM 

OTHER 

• ALTHOUGH LOCATED IN BALTIMORE COUNTY, BALTIMORE IS A SEPARATE 
POLITICAL UNIT 

• DETERIORATING REMNANTS OF A POLITICAL MACHINE (TRENTON DEMOCRATIC 
CLUB) 

• "ETHNICfl POLITICS 
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TABLE III 
THUMBNAIL SKETCHES OF EIGHT CITIES--CLEVELAND 

HISTORICAL HILF.STONES 

• FOUNDED IN 1796 BY MOSES CLEAVELAND FOR THE CONNECTICUT LAND 
CONI'ANY. WHICH HAD ACQUIRED TITLE TO PART OF THE WESTERN RESERVE 
FROM TilE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

@ SLOvl INI'I'TAL GROWTH (ONLY 100 PEOPLE BY 1810) 
® CI.IWELAND ACCESS TO TilE ATLANTIC OCEAN VIA CANAL U1 1835; 

IMMEDIATE PROSPERITY 
e STRONG ANTI-SLAVERY SENTIMENT (CITY USED AS LINK IN "UNDERGROUND 

RAILROAD" FOR RUNAI.fAY SLAVES) 
• POLITICAL CORRUPTION NOTORIOUS IN OHIO UNTIL REFOR}! MOVEHENTS 

OF 1890s 

GEOGRAPHY (SEE HAP, FACING PAGE) 

fit SITUATED AT THE ~lOUTH OF THE CUYAHOGA RIVER ON THE SOUTH SHORE 
OF LAKE ERIE 

Q COUNTY SEAT OF CUYAHOGA COUNTY 
• LAND AREA: 75.9 SQUARE MILES 
• POPULATION (1970): 751,000 
• PllPULA'rION PER SQUARE MILE: 9,893 

STATE/CITY RELATIONS 

• LARGEST CI'lY IN OIlIO (AND 10TH LARGEST IN THE U. S.), BUT ONLY 
n OF OHIO POPULATION 

Oil STATE PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURE ON EDUCATION: $1,009, OR $111 
BELOlv THE STATE AVERAGE (RANK: 24TH OF 50) 

• STATE (INTERGOVERNMENTAL) AID TO CLEVELt •. ND: 18% OF CITY REVENUES 

ECONOMIC SITUATION (1970) 

• EMPLOYMENT: HEAVILY ORIENTED TOl~ARD MA."lUFACTURING (WHICH 
ACCOUNTS FOR 38Z OF JOBS) 

• RELATI\~LY UNDERDEVELOPED SERVICE SECTOR (22Z OF JOBS) 
• RE~~INS A STRONG INDUSTRIAL CENTER, BUT 
• LOSS OF 40,000 HANUFACTURING JOBS (1967-1972) 
o POPULATION CHL~CE 1960-1970: -125,000; FROM 29Z BLACK IN 1960 

TO 38Z BLACK IN 1970 

POLITICAL SYSTEH 

• MAYOR - COUNCIL (33 NE}ffiERS) 
.. HAYOR/I.L TERM: 2 YEARS 
• MAYORAL POHER: VETO ORDINANCES 
• PARTISAN ELECTORAL 5YSTEH (1970) 
9 RECALL OF OFFICIALS BY PETITION 

OTll'm 

• CARL STOKES, FIRST BLACK Y~~YOR OF A LARGE U. S. CITY, 1967 
• SERIOUS RACIAL TROUBLES (HOUGH RIOT, 1966, AND POLICE SHOOT

OUT HITH BLACK HILITANTS, 1968, ETC.) 
18 POLITICALLY POIVERFUL PRESS 
• "CLEVELAND'S POLITICAL STRUCTURE IS ABOUT MID-WAY BETWEEN THE 

EXTREME DECENTRALIZATION OF DETROIT AND LOS ANGELES AND THE 
EXTREME CENTRALIZATION OF CHICAGO."(2) (1967) 

CI "ETHNIC" POLITICS 
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TABLE IV 
THUMBNAIL SKETCHES OF EIGHT CITIES-DALLAS 

HISTORICAL HILESTONES 

& FOUNDED IN 1841 BY JOHN N. BRYAN (LAWYER FROM TENNESSEE); NAMED 
FOR GEORGE MIFFLIN DALLAS, ELECTED VICE-PRESIDENT OF U. S. 
(ON POLK TICKET) IN 1844 

o STRONG PRO-CONFEDERACY FEELING, TEXAS (A SLAVE-HOLDING STATE) 
SECEDED FROM THE UNION IN 1861 (16 YEARS AFTER JOINING IT) 

• DIFFICULT RECONSTRUCTION PERIOD IN TEXAS 
~ DISCOVERY OF OIL I~ TEXAS ~ 1900 
o RAPID INDUSTRIALIZATION ~ URnANIZATION 

GEOGRAPHY (SEE HAP, FACING PAGE) 

,. SITUATED IN NORTHEAST TEXAS ON THE TRINITY RIVER 
.. COUNTY SEAT OF DALLAS COUNTY 
• LAND AREA: 265.6 SQUARE MILES 
• POPULATION (1970): 844,000 
• POPULATION PER SQUARE MILE: 3,179 

STATE/CITY RELATIONS 

I,) SECOND LARGEST CITY IN TEXAS, BUT ONLY 8% OF TEXAS POPULATION 
o STATE PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURE ON EDUCATION: $809 OR $311 BELOW 

THE STATE AVERAGE (RANK: 42ND or-' 50) 
• STATE (INTERGOVERNMENTAL) AID TO DALLAS: 5% OF CITY REVENUES 

ECONOMIC SITUATION (1970) 

~ WIDELY DIVERSIFIED ECONOMY: MANUFACTURING SECTOR ACCOUNTS FOR 
20% OF JOBS, SERVICE SECTOR ACCOUNTS FOR 29%, VIGOROUS 
CONSTRUCTION SECTOR 

.. COHHERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL, FINANCIAL CENTER 
• SITE OF FEDERAL RESERVE BANK (11TH DISTRICT): STRONGLY 

DEVELOPED "FIRE" SECTOR (FINANCE, INSURANCE, REAL ESTATE) 
.. POPULATION CHANGE 1960-1970: +164,000; FROM 19% BLACK IN 

1960 TO 25% BLACK nr 1970 

POLITICAL SYSTEM 

• (10-MEMBER) COUNCIL - MANAGER (AND MAYOR) 
I\) MAYORAL TERM: 2 YEARS 
• MAYORAL POHER: NO VETO 
• NON-PARTISAN ELECTORAL SYSTEM 

OTHER 

• POWERFUL BUSINESS ROLE IN DALLAS CITY GOVERNMENT, "HIGH DEGREE 
OF CENTRALIZATION IN BOTH THE BUSINESS AND POLITICAL SPHERES, 
AND THE TWO SPHERES CONTROLLED DIRECTLY BY THE SAME (BUSINESS) 
ELITE ... THE CITIZENS' COUNCIL, MEMBERSHIP IN WHICH IS LIHITED 
TO PRESIDENTS OR GENERAL MANAGERS OF BUSINESS ENTERPRISES, 11 (3) 
SPEAKS FOR BUSINESS. 

• THE CIVIC COMMITTEE, AN "ASSOCIATION OF ECONOl1IC LEADERS IN 
THE CITY, RECRUITS AND SUPPORTS CANDIDATES FOR LOCAL OFFICE ... 
POLITICAL PARTIES ARE DORMANT IN LOCAL ELECTIONS." (4) 
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TABLE V 
THUMBNAIL SKETCHES OF EIGHT CITIES-DENVER 

HISTORICAL HILES TONES 

e FOUNPEP IN 1857 BY GOLD PROSPECTORS (GOLD DISCOVERED IN 1858) 
• RAPID GRmm DESPITE FIRE (1863) AND FLOOD (1864) 
• COLORADO A STATE IN 1876 , 
8 ECONOMIC DEPRESSION 1878 (GOLD DEPOSITS EXHAUSTED) 
• SI! ,~IOUS LABOR DISPUTES (HINE WORKERS), 1890-1914 
• 36% OY COLORADO LAND FEDERALLY O¥~D (1970) 

GEOGRAPHY (SEE HAP, FACING PAGE) 

• SITUATED IN THE FOOTHILLS OF THE ROCKY HOUNTAINS AT THE JUNCTION 
OF THE SOUTH PLATTE RIVER AND CHERRY CREEK 

• COUNTY SEAT OF DENVER COUNTY 
.. LAND AREA: 95.2 SQUARE MIL-ES 
• POPULATION (1970): 515,000 
• POPULATION PER SQUARE MILE: 5,406 

STATE/CITY RELATIONS 

• CAPITAL OF COLORADO, LARGEST CITY IN THE STATE, AND 23% OF 
STATE POPULATION 

• STATE PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURE ON EDUCATION: $1,075 OR $45 BELOH 
THE STATE AVERAGE (RANK: 19TH OF 50) 

• STATE (INTERGOVERNMENTAL) AID TO DENVER: 32% OF CITY REVENUES 

ECONOMIC SITUATION (1970) 

• HIGHLY DIVERSIFIED ECONOMY: MANUFACTURING SECTOR ACCOUNTS 
FOR 15%-OF JOBS, SERVICE SECTOR FOR 33% 

.. LEADING COMMERCIAL, FINANCIAL AND MANUFACTURING CITY OF THE 
ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGION 

• WHOLESALE DISTRIBUTION POINT FOR 15 STATES 
• FEDERAL GOVERNMENT ~~NTAINS 150 OFFICES IN THE CITY 
G RAPID ECONOHIC GROWTH (1960-1970) 
• POPULATION CHANGE 1960-1970: +21,000; FROM 6% BLACK IN 1960, 

TO 9% BLACK IN 1970 

POLITICAL SYSTEH 

• MAYOR - COUNCIL (13 MEMBERS) 
• MAYORAL TERM: 4 YEARS 
• MAYORAL POWER: VETO ORDINANCES 
4Ii PARTISAN ELECTORAL SYSTEM: "DEMOCRATIC AND REPUBLICAN PARTIES 
II) PLAY LIMITED AND OCCASIONALLY BEHIND-THE-SCENES ROLES IN LOCAL 

OTHER 

ELECTIONS (REFLEc'Xl'NG) THE GENERAL OPINION THAT THE PARTIES 
OUGHT NOT TO INTERFERE EITHER IN THE SELECTION OF CANDIDATES 
OR IN THE CONDUCT OF ELECTION CAMPAIGNS. II (5) 

o SPECIAL FACT-FINDING RESEARCH AGENCY, MADE UP OF LEGISLATORS 
REPORTING TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY: CREATED BY STATUTE 1953 

• CHICANO TENSIONS (CHICANO GROUP 17% OF DENVER POPULATION IN 
1970) 
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TABLE VI 
THUMBNAIL SKETCHES OF EIGHT IMPACT CITIES-NEWARK 

HIstORICAL NILES TONES 

• FOUNDED IN 1666 BY PURITANS FROH CONNECTICUT (NAMED AFTER 
NEWARK-ON-TRENT, ENGLAND) 

.. LEATHER INDUSTRY DEVELOPMENT PRIOR TO REVOLUTIONARY HAR 
• AFTER REVOLUTIONARY WAR, RAPID INDUSTRIAL GROWTH 
• BY HORLD WAR II, 60% OF CITY POPULATION FOREIGN-BORN OR FIRST 

GENERATION 
e SECOND U. S. CITY (AFTER II'ASHINGTON, D. C.) TO HAVE A HAJORITY 

OF BLACKS: 1967 
• RACE RIOTS: JULY 1967 

GEOGRAPHY (SEE MAP, FACING PAGE) 

o SITUATED ON NEWARK BAY AND THE PASSAIC RIVER, 8 HILES WEST OF 
THE SOUTHERN TIP OF HANUATTAN ISLAND 

o COUNTY SEAT OF ESSEX COUNTY 
• 33 1/3% OF CITY LAND OCCUPIED BY NEII'ARK AIRPORT 
• LAND AREA: 23.5 SQUARE MILES 
.. POPULATION (1970): 382,000 
• POPULATION PER SQUARE MILE: 16,273 

STATE/CITY RELATIONS 

• LARGEST CITY IN NEIl' JERSEY, BUT ONLY ABOUT 5% OF THE STATE 
POPULATION 

• SEVERE LIMITATIONS BY STATE ON NEWARK TAXING POIl'ER (SALES, 
INCO}ffi, PAYROLL TAXES PROHIBITED) 

• STATE PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURE ON EDUCATION: $1,294 OR $174 ABOVE 
THE STATE AVERAGE (RANK: 5TH OF 50) 

• STATE (INTERGOVERmffiNTAL) AID TO NEWARK: 33% OF CITY REVl'NUES 

ECONOMIC SITUATION (1970) 

• MANUFACTURING SECTOR ACCOUNTS FOR 37% OF JOBS, UNDERDEVELOPED 
TRADE iU~ SERVICE SECTORS 

• ENIGRATION OF LA;::;E SECTIONS OF CONr,ffiRCE AND INDUSTRY (1960-1970); 
PROGRESSIVE ALIENATION OF THE CITY'S BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONAL 
GROUPS: OVER THE LAST QUARTER C'ENTURY, "THE CITY'S CORPORATION 
EXECUTIVES, REALTORS AND EDUCATORS FLED NEWARK FOR SUBURBAN 
RE'nDENCE. " (6 ) 

• POPULATION CHANGE 1960-1970: -23,000; FROM 34% BLACK IN 1960 
TO 54% BLACK IN 1970 

• LOSS OF 20,000 JOBS IN HANUFACTURHm (1967-1972) 

POLITICAL SYSTEN 

• HAYOR - COUNCIL (9 MEMBERS) 
o HAYORAL TERM: 4 YEARS 
• HAYOR POIl'ER: VETO ORDINANCES 
• NON-PARTISAN ELECTIONS: IN NEWARK THE "POLITICAL PARTY PLAtS 

AN ACTIVE ROLE IN PARTISAN CONTESTS FOR THE STATE LEGISLATURE 
BUT 1:S DOR}!ANT IN NON-PARTISAN NUNICIPAL ELECTIONS" (7) 

OTHER 

• "DECENTRALIZED AND PERMISSIVE CHARACTER OF NEWARK POLITICS,,(B) 
o KENNETH GIBSON, BLACK HAYOR, ELECTED 1970 
• CONTINUING TENSE RACIAL SITUATION 
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TARLE VII 
THUMBNAIL SKETCHES OF EIGHT IMPACT CITIES-PORTLAND 

l!1STORICAL mLBSTONES 

Ii' FOUNDED IN lIMS (NANED FOR PGRTLA."ID, HAINE) 
.. "OREGON QUES7ION," 1843: U. S. PRESSURE ON BRITISH TO RELINQUISH 

ALL JURIS1)ICTION SOUTH OF 5l~o 40 ' LATITUDE ("54-40 OR FIGHT, 11 

JA.~ES POLK SLOGAN) 
e ' OREGON TREATY OF 1846: 49TH PARALLEL BOUNDARY ESTABLISHED 
1'/1 EXODlJS OF SETTLERS FROM OREGON Al"TER 1949 DISCOVERY OF GOLD IN 

CALIFORNIA 
• OREGON STATEHOOD: 1859 
.. POPULATION GROWTH AFTER COMPLETION OF UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD 

(1869) 

GEOGRAPHY (SEE MAP, FACING PAGE) 

CD SITUATED ON IIILLAHETTE RIVER NEAR ITS CONFLUENCE WITH THE 
COLUMBIA RIVER 

• COUNTY SEAT OF HULTNO}';Al1 COUNTY 
• LAND AREA: 89.1 SQUARE MILES 
.. POPULATION (1970): 383,000 
• POPUI,ATION PER SQUARE HILE; S ,780 

STATE/CITY RELATIONS 

.. LARGEST CITY IN OREGON: POPULATION 18% OF STATE POPULI.T1ON 
• STATE PLR-PUPIL EXPENDITURE FOR EDUCATION: $1,219 OR $99 MORE 

THAN THE STATE AVERAGE (RANK: 11TH OF 50) 
.. STATE (INTERGOVERt%iENTAL) AID TO PORTLAND; 23% OF CITY REVENUES 

ECONONIC SITUATION (1970) 

(II Dn'ERSIFlElJ ECONOHY, NANUFACTURING SECTOR ACCOUNTS FOR 
17% OF JOBS, SERVICE SECTOR ACCOUNTS FOR 31% 

• SHIPPING CENTER, HIGHLY DEVELOPED TRADE SECTOR 
• REGIONAL CENTER OF FINANCE, INDUSTRY AND TRANSPORTATION 
• POPULATION ClIANGE 1960-1970: +10,000; FRON 4.2% BLACK IN 

1960 TO 5. 6~: IN 1970 

POLITICAL SYSTE~l 

., HAYOR - CON}lISSION (4 MEHBERS) 
• MAYORAL TERN: 4 YEARS 
" HAYORAL PO\.;rER: NO VETO 
• NON-PARTISAN ELECTORAL SYSTEH 
.. EVERY ELECTIVE PUBLIC OFFICER SUBJECT TO RECALL BY VOTERS OF 

HIS DISTRICT 

OTHER 

.. STRONG ENVIRONMENTAL (NO-GROHTH) NOVEMENT (NIGRANTS TO OREGON 
NOW D1SCOURAGED) 

\It IHPORTANT REFORH MOVEHENT IN OREGON UNDER WILLIAN S. U f REN 
GIVING RISE IN THE PERIOD 1902-1919 TO A SERIES OF MEASURES 
KNOlVN AS THE OREGON SYSTEN. AHONG THESE NEASURES HERE THE 
INITIATIVE AND REFERENDUM (1902), THE DIRECT PRlHARY (1904), 
AND TIlE RECALL (1908). THIS GOVERNMENTAL REFORM WAS 
ACCONPPu~IED BY SOCIAL LEGISLATION. THERE REMAI~S TODAY IN 
OREGON, "A RESISTANCE TO CORRUPTION AND A RECEP'IIVITY, TO(9) 
INNOVATION THAT IS RARELY FOUND ELSEWHERE IN THE NATION." 

83 



BUILT-UP 
AREA 

o 

_ .... -
5 

CITY 
BOUNDARY 

SCALE: 

4 
10 

MilES 

FIGURE 10 

ST. LOUIS ] 

a 
15 

.. MAJOR 
HIGHWAY 

"MMII 
20 

GEOGRAPHY OF THE ST. LOUIS REGION 

84 



, 

TABLE VIII 
THUMBNAil SKETCHES OF EIGHT CITIES-ST. LOUIS 

HISTORICAL mLESTONES 

o FOUNDED IN 1764 AS A FUR TRADING STATION (NAMED IN HONOR OF 
KING LOUIS IX OF FRANCE) 

• TERRITORY OF HISSOURI ESTABLISHED: 1812 
o MISSOURI ADMITTED TO UNION AS SLAVE STATE: 1821 
oLAND SP1,CULATION/INFLATlON: 1830-1855 
• DIVIDED SENTIHENT ON SECESSION IN 1861, FINISIUNG {{ITH A 

FUGITIVE GOVERNOR AND LEGISLATURE, CIVIL WAR (FEDERAL TROOPS 
AGAIN3T STATE HILITIA) AND TIlE ESTABLIS!l.HENT OF A NEt, STATE 
GOVERNNENT 

e SLAVERY ABOLISHED IN HISSOURI: 1865 

GEOGRAPHY (SEE HAP, FACING PAGE) 

• SITUATED ON Tf!E .mST BANK OF THE MISSISSlPPI RIVER, 20 HILES 
BELOW WE NOUW OF WE MISSOURI RIVER AND 200 HILES ABOVE WE 
CONFLUENCE OF THE HISSISSIPPI AND OHIO RIVERS 

• NOT A COUNTY SEAT, BUT A DISCRETE UNIT 
111 lAND AREA: 61. 2 SQUARE MILES 
• ~OPULATION (1970): 622,000 
i$ P(1"'JLATION PER SQUARE MILE: 10,167 

STATE/CITY RELATIONS 

• LARGr,~T CITY IN HISSOURI, POPULATION ABOUT 13% OF STATE TOTAL 
• STATE: PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURE FOR EDUCATION: $963 OR $157 BELOH 

THE STATE AVERAGE (RANK: 29TH OF 50) 
eSTATE (INTERGOVERNHENTAL) AID TO ST. LOUIS: 12% OF CITY REVENUES 
• STATE GOVERNOR APPOINTS ST. LOUIS POLICE CO}~rrSSIONER AND THE 

CITY IS REQUIRED BY MISSOURI LAW TO APPROPRIATE WlIA'fEVER FUNDS 
THE pOLICr COmrrSSIONER REQUESTS. (10) 

ECONOmC SITUATION (1970) 

• EHPLOYHENT IN HM'UFACTURING AND SERVICE SECTORS ABOUT EQUAL 
IN ST. LOUIS, EACH ACCOUNTING FOR 28% OF CITY JOBS 

• LOSS OF 40,000 JOBS IN HANUFACTURING (1967-1972) 
• DEPRESSED CONSTRUCTION SECTOR (ONLY 3% OF JOBS) 
• REGIONAL CENTER FOR CO~lliRCE, DISTRIBUTION AND TRANSPORTATION 

OF THE HISSISSIppI VALLEY 
• HEADQUARTERS FOR FEDERAL RESERVE BANK (8W DISTRICT) 
• POPULATION CHANGE 1960-1970: -128,000; FROM 29% BLACK IN 1960 

TO [.1% IN 1970 

POLITICAL SYSTEH 

• HAYOR - COUNCIL (29 ~lliMBERS) 
• HAYORAL TERH: 4 YEARS 
• HAYORAL pOIIER: VETO ORDINANCES 
• PARTISAN ELECTORAL SYSTEH (SEE "OWER" BELOW) 

OTtlER 

It "IN s'r. LOUIS, FACTIONAL POLITICS SEEH TO RESULT FROB THE 
STRUCTURE OF GOVERl'lMllNT. TIlE TWO PRINCIPAL FACTIONS ARE THE 
'HAYOR'S OFFICE GROUP' AND THE ALDllR}1EN, HARD COHNtTTEE~lliN, AND 
COUNTY OFFICIALS. THE HAYOR, THE COHPTRDLLER AND WE PRESIDENT 
OF TIlE BOARD OF ALDEJl}1EN ARE ELECTED AT LARGE, AND LACK PATRONAGE. 
ALL THREE HEN TEND TO BE CHOSEN FROH N\ONG THE CANDIDATES PUT 
FORWARD BY TI!E NEWSp APllRS AND WE GOOD-GOVERNHENT GROUPS. 
TIIll ALDERNEN, ON THE OTHER HAND, ARE ELECTED FROB SHALL DISTRICTS 
AND IN NOST CASES ARE DOMINAT,FD BY THE PARTY LEADERS, AS ARE WE 
COUNTY OFFrCIALS ••• THESt: OFFICIALS ••• HAVE ABOUT 700 PATRONAGE 
JOBS AT WEIR DISPOSAL. HElmERS OF THE BOARD OF EDUCATION, 
ELECTED ON STILL A DIFFERENT BASIS, ALSO HAVE FAVORS TO GIVE 
AND THEREFORE All INDEPENDENT pWER BASE. THUS, IT SEWS TO BE 
THE }ruLTIpLICITY OF JURISDICTIONS AND CONSTITUENCIES THAT PRODUCES 
THE FACTIONAL SPLITS." (11) 
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meaningful not only culturally, in terms of increased strength of 
traditions and resistance to change encountered, but also in terms 
of fiscal burdens: older cities have older sewerage systems, older 
installations and facilities and higher maintenance costs. Four cities 
have slaveholding traditions (Atlanta, Baltimore, Dallas and St. Louis); 
of the remaining four, one (Cleveland) has a strong anti-slavery back
ground. City sizes and shapes are, of course, very different. In 
addition, some cities have been hemmed in by a ring of suburbs and 
either have not wanted consolidation (Cleveland),(ll) or could not 
obtain suburban support for it (Newark and St. Louis); on the other 
hand, a city like Dallas could annex surrounding areas at \\Till. Land 
area ranges from 24 square miles in Newark to 266 in Dallas, and popu
lation density in 1970 ranged from 3,179 people per square mile in 
Dallas, to 16,273 in Newark (see Table IX below). Unsurprisingly, 
it is the oldest cit:ies which had the highest population densities. 

Again, from the information in Tables I-VIII, it is clear that, 
in 1970, all the Impact cities except Dallas were the largest in their 
respective states. Their populations, however, had different relativ? 
weights depending on the size of the state population. Thus, whereas 
Newark and Portland had approximately the same population, Newark repre
sented only 5 percent of the New Jersey population while Portland con
stituted 18 percent of the Oregon total. SimilarlY, the differing 
population sizes of Baltimore and Denver composed the same proportion 
(23 percent) of their state populations. 

Cities received varying amounts of help in prov~s~on of social 
services from their respective states; the amount of that assistance 
or support (in terms of intergovernmental transfers to city budgets) 
did not always appear to depend upon the general level of affluence 
(as measured by per capita income) in the particular state (see Table X 
below). Four of the cities (Atlanta, Cleveland, Dallas and St. Louis) 
had less than 20 percent of their revenues from intergovernmental aid 
(with a low of 5 percent for Dallas); the others received more, with a 
high of 58 percent in Baltimore (followed by 33 percent in Newark, 
32 percent in Denver and 23 percent in Portland). It is clear from 
Table X that IIBaltimore looms large in Maryland politics;"(12) Dallas' 
5 percent, however, appears to refloact a different governmental philos
ophy (perhaps an effect of the business role in Dallas' government 
discussed in Table IV) as much as the below-average state per capita 
income. State expenditures for education (chosen as a variable here 
because there is fairly general consensus across states on the necessity 
of public funding of education, although not, perhaps, on the quality 
needed or the amount requ.ired) sometimes seem to be related to the 
general level of state affluence (see Atlanta/Georgia, Baltimore/ 
Maryland, Denver/Colorado, Newark/New Jersey and St. Louis/Missouri), 
sometimes do not. The expenditures of Ohio and Texas appear to be 
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TABLE IX 
POPULATION DENSITY IN THE IMPACT CITIES 

POPULATION PER LA.J."W AREA 
CITY AGE (YEARS) 

, 
SQUARE MILE (SQUARE MILES) 

. 
NEWARK 304 16,2ii3 24 

BALTIMORE 241 11,568 78 

ST. LOUIS 206 10,167 61 

CLEVELAND 174 9,893 76 

PORTLAND 125 5,780 89 

DENVER 113 5,406 95 

ATLANTA 134 3,779 132 

DALLAS 129 3,179 266 

SOURCE: U. S. STATISTICAL ABSTRACT (1972) 
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TABLE X 
THREE MEASURES OF CITY/STATE RELATIONS (1970) 

INTER- INCOME 
GOVERNMENTAL RANK 

AS PERCENT AID AS PER CAPITA AMONG 
OF STATE PERCENT OF STATE 50 

CITY/STATE POPULATION POPULATION CITY REVENUE INCOME STATES 
(th) (%) (%) ($) 

ATLANTA/GEORGIA 497 11 13 4,243 (36) 

BALTIMORE/MARYLAND 906 23 58 5,331 (10) 

CLEVELAND/OHIO 751 7 18 5,012 (15) 

DALLAS/TEXAS 844 8 5 4,336 (33) 

DENVER/COLORADO 515 23 32 5,046 (14) 

NEHARK/NEW JERSEY 382 5 33 5,759 ( 2) 

PORTLAND/OREGON 383 18 23 4,697 (26) 

ST. LOUIS/MISSOURI 622 13 12 4,672 (27) 

SOURCE: U. S. STATISTICAL ABSTRACT (1972) CITY GOVERNMENT FINANCES IN 1970-71 
BUREAU OF CENSUS (TABLE 7) 

EXPENDITURE 
STATE PER RATE 
PUPIL AMONG 
EXPENDITURE 50 
FOR EDUCATION STATES 

($) 

86q (37) 

1,168 (14) 

1,009 (24) 

809 (42) 

1,075 (19) 

1,294 ( 5) 

1,219 (11) 

963 (29) 



rather low, relative to income, and those of Oregon quite high. Again, 
the latter situation might mirror a particular political and social 
tradition in the state (see Table VII) whose strength could be more 
important in determining levels of funding than might be the current 
state affluence. 

Impact city economies in 1970 appeared to divide into the two 
groups discussed earlier: the older, popUlation-dense group (Baltimore, 
Cleveland, Newark and St. Louis) which continued to depend on manufac
turing for more than 25 percent of city employment, and the younger, 
less thickly populated cities (Atlanta, Dallas, Denver and Portland) in 
which the manufacturing sector accounted for 20 percent (or less) of city 
jobs (see Table XI below), and where the service and trade sectors 
had taken on greater importance. Noteworthy in this overview, perhaps, 
was the small size of the construction sector in St. Louis as opposed 
to the booming developments of Atlanta and Dallas. Also important 
was the relative lack of development of the service industry sector 
in both Cleveland and Newark (this is significant because the service 
sector is traditionally a major source of employment for unskilled or 
semi-skilled workers). 

In terms of populat:tnn change, the cities again divided into two 
groups, the old and the new, the densely populated and less densely 
populated, the manufacturing economies and the others (see Table XII 
below). Newark, Baltimore, St. Louis and Cleveland continued to lose 
population between 1960-1970, and also lo~t manufacturing jobs. In 
part this was due to the movement of factories out of the city; in 
some cases it may have been due also to gains in productivity accruing 
to manufacturing over time (the latter, however, would reflect national 
trends in manufacturing productivity, rather than city-specific pat
terns). Among the younger cities, Atlanta, despite a net population 
increase (which had, however, been accompanied by some middle-class 
exodus to the suburbs) was the only one to lose manufacturing jobs. 
Denver increased its employment markedly in this sector. Dallas, the 
only Impact city which experienced really sharp growth, saw its popu
lation increase by nearly 20 percent over the decade. All the cities 
saw an increase in both the absolute and relative size of their black 
populations. 

In sum, then, there is a sort of de facto separation which existed 
among the Impact cities in 1970. The four older cities divided from 
the others on the basis of heavier population density and employment 
oriented toward manufacturing (see Table XIII, below). A similar di
vision is found in examining available Impact city data on other vari
ables generally thought to be correlated with crime. 
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TABLE XI 
IMPACT CITY EMPLOYMENT MIX 

-0 ~Z 
Z ~ 

HO 
0 ~H 
H <~ ~ ~ ~ C,) tr.I 

~ ~ OH ril 

~I 
C,) 

~ ~ ~ 
H 

tr.I ~ ~ ~ ril 
C,) ~C,) ~ tr.I 

CITY (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

ATLANTA 6 17 9 22 33 

BALTIMORE 5 26 8 19 28 

CLEVELAl'\fD 4 38 8 17 22 

DALLAS 6 20 8 24 29 

DENVER 5 15 8 23 33 

NEWARK 5 37 8 15 24 

PORTLAND 4 17 9 25 31 

ST. LOUIS 3 28 8 19 28 

SOURCE: GENERAL SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS. 

BUREAU OF THE CENSUS (TABLES 86, 87 AND 88). 

tr.I 
:;::, 
0 

~ § I H 
ril !;:] 

~ 
C,) 
tr.I ~ 

~ 0 
0 ~ 

(%) (%) (%) 

6 7 100 

8 6 100 

5 6 100 

4 9 100 

7 9 100 

5 6 100 

5 9 100 

7 7 100 



TABLE XII 
POPULATION CHANGE (1960-1970) AND CHANGE IN NUMBER 

OF MANUFACTURING JOBS (1967-1972) 

POPULATION CHANGE IN 
--

CITY POPULATION CITY PER SQUARE MANUFACTURING 
AGE CHANGE MILE JOBS 

NElvARK 16,273 304 - 23,000 - 20,000 

BALTIMORE 11,568 241 - 33,000 - 34,000 

ST. LOUIS 10,107 206 -128,000 - 40,000 

CLEVELAND 9,893 174 -125,000 - 40,000 

PORTLAND 5,780 125 + 10,000 + 4,000 

DENVER 5,406 113 + 21,000 + 18,000 

ATLANTA 3,779 134 + 10,000 - 3,000 

DALLAS 3,179 129 +164,000 + 4,000 

SOURCE: U.S. STATISTICAL ABSTRACT (1972) 
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ATLANTA 

BALTIMORE 

CLEVELAND 

DALLAS 

DENVER 

NEWARK 

PORTLAND 

ST. LOUIS 

TABLE XIII 
COMPARATIVE SUMMARY DATA ON THE EIGHT IMPACT 

CiTIES 11\1 TERMS OF FIVE VARIABLES* 

SETTLED POPULATION POPULATION MANUFACTURING 
DENSITY 1970 (1960-1970) 

BEFORE AFTER >6,000 <6,000 >21% <21J~ 

1800 1800 PER PER DECLINE INCREASE OF JOBS OF JOBS 
SQ.MI. SQ.MI. 

X X X X 

X X X X 

X X X X 

X X X X 

X X X X 

X X X X 

X X X X 

X X X X 

* DERIVED FROM TABLES I-VIII AND XII. 

SERVICE AND 
TRADE SECTOR 
EMPLOYMENT 

<50% >50% 

I X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
, 

X 

X 



C. Comparative Framework According to Crime Correlates 

Although the "root causes" of crime are not well estab1ished~ 
there is nonetheless some consensus that crime rates have been his
torically associated with urbanization, and with the sex, age, socio
economic status and ethnicity of city populations. (14) For the purpose 
of establishing a framework within which to compare those probrems of 
Impact cities widely believed to be correlated with crime rates, a re
view of the relevant research is briefly summarized below. 

1. Research on Crime Correlates 

Schmid, in 1960, found high correlations between specific crimes 
and indicators such as: 

a high proportion of women in the labor force •.. 10w proportion 
of married persons, high percentage of older persons and foreign
born ... high population mobility, lack of home ownership ... 10w 
educational status, iow median income, a large proportion of 
unemployed persons, and a comparative1~ small percentage of 
proprietors, managers and officials. (1 ) 

Schmid also included the suicide rate as an index of low social soli
darity and high personal demoralization. Additional indicators were 
the proportions of laborers, males and blacks in a given population. 
Schmid then aggregated these indicators into factors which he called 
low social cohesion, low family status, and low occupational status. 

Later research built on Schmid's work and/or developed new models 
identifying other indicators which were either direct correlates of 
crime rates, or were related to the low social cohesion (community/ 
fa~i1y) or status (occupational/educational/social) identified by 
Sc1.1mid as crimogenic factors. Some of these indicators are: 

• 

population size(16) and densit1·(17) 
welfare eligibility criteria; ( 8) 
age distribution; (19) (20) 
economic/(21) educational (22) deprivation of non-whites • 

Although there is disaccord about some of the individual indica
tors and their particular contributions to rising crime rates, there 
is some agreement that a combination of weakened family conditions, 
inadequate education/employment possibilities, and social disorganiza
tion create a context within which crim~ rates are likely to increase. 

The strength of the relationships between these indicators and 
crime, and in some cases, even the direction of these relationships, 
remain in doubt, Further, social science disciplines appear themselves 
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to be in disaccord. While Singell (an economist) found that increases 
in juvenile delinquency were correlated with increases in the percentage 
of women entering the labor force, (23) Cavan (a sociologist) considered 
it impossible. to isolate so precisely the effect that the employment 
of a mother might have on the development of children. On the one 
hand, such employment could be part of a general family pattern involv
ing a low economic level and a lack of family cohesion, or on the other 
hand, it could be a symbol of aspiration and upward social mobility 
and, as such, an integrative and stabilizing influence. (24) 

The scope (and even the direction) of economic influences are , 
similarly uncertain (as discu~sed earlier, see page 50 above). Brown (25) 
(a sociologist), and Harrison(26) (an economist) along with many ot.her 
researchers, have tied higher unemployment rates to higher crime. On 
the other hand, Wilson (a political scientist) has not found "much of 
a relationship" between the unemployment rates of the 26 largest cities 
and their crime rates. (27) Yet Harrison would answer that "there is 
considerable evidence that the conventional unemplo~ent rate does not 
adequately measure slack in ghetto labor markets."( 8) Still further 
(and conversely), other social scientists have noted that "inflation 
and increasing prosperity contribute to almost certain increases in 
the amount of crime. ll (29) 

It may be, then, that the perceptions of individuals or groups 
about their relative disadvantage in times of either depression or 
prosperity may influence crime rates more than do the economic Changes 
themselves. Tocqueville, in his essay on political pauperism, wrote 
that in a prospering economy, the concept of need is in constant flux: 
poverty must be continually redefined to keep pace with a changing 
standard of living. Thus, although most incomes may rise, the percep
tion of disadvantage and deprivation may remain, or even worsen--given 
the perceived relative advantage of others--bringing with it aliena
tion and the personal demoralization identified earlier. This is not, 
of course, to assert that unemployment rates and absolute levelS of 
income are unimportant, but rather that rapid changes in affluence (up 
or down) and shifting perceptions of economic or social disadvantage 
may well be more significant predictors of the marginal propensity to 
commit crime. In the high-crime areas of the center cities, where 
both offenders and victims have been largely black, it is clear that 
the germane economic and social disadvantage has been that of non
whites. 

What then is such disadvantage expected to signify in terms of 
crime? Whether or not the question of perception is a more signifi
cant predictor, economic theory alone would posit that disadvantaged 
persons are more likely to commit crimes (based on assumptions of 
rational choice). 
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The costs of criminal activity to the individual are generally 
conceded to be the income foregone in the next best alternative 
legitimate activity. Criminals, if caught, must spend some of 
their scarce time in prison. Therefore .•• the lower a person's 
income, the more likely it is that he choose criminal activity 
over legitimata ac.tivity. Holding the gains to criminal activity 
constant, the cost-benefit ratio for criminal versus legitimate 
activity is an increasing fUnction of a person I s income it~ legit
imate activity. Consumption activities foregone (if time is 
spent in prison) are also an increasing function of a person's 
income. 

This argument leads to an economic rationale for racial influence 
on criminal activity independent of absolute income levels. To 
the extent that discrimination exists within a labor market, 
blacks have lower expected future incomes Cl.t any given present 
income. Hence their opportunity costs with respect to alternative 
employment are lower, and the economic theory of choice predicts 
that blacks, other things held constant, would be more likely to 
engage in criminal activity. (30) 

The same argument, of course, would apply to groups other than black, 
which might perceive themselves to be discriminated against in the 
labor market or in the qualj.ty of (and economic returns to) the educa
tion they receive. 

Although not all of the foregoing hypotheses/assumptions have 
been sho\vu empirically to be useful in predicting crime rates, there 
remains a widespread belief that the kinds of crimogenic factors dis
cussed above are important in estimating the nature and seriousness 
of crime problems in urban places. It is for this reason tha~ 'they 
are utilized here to develop a framework for comparing urban problems. 

2. A Framework for Comparing Urban Problems on the Basis of 
Crime-Correlate Research 

In sum, the research of the past ten years pointed to five major 
factors as influencing crime rates in urban places: 

• demographic distribution; 
• family situation; 
• educational/economic conditions; 
• social cohesion; and 
• non-white disadvantage. 

Based on these factors, then, indicators have been developed here for 
comparatively assessing Impact city status in these areas (see 
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Table XIV below). Conventional data sources were relied upon. There 
were, therefore, at least two major assumptions implicit in the follow
ing examination: 

• that crime rates are indeed associated in some way with the 
five factors developed by the cited research; and 

• that a reasonably faithful reflection of these factors can be 
obtained via data readily available from conventional sources. 

D. Impact Cities in Terms of Crime Correlates 

Table XV below displays the relative positions of the eight 
Impact cities in terms of the five factors listed above, and in terms 
of forty indicators derived from them. As discussed above, this table 
depends for its value upon data which may have highly varying degrees 
of accuracy and reliability, Another limitation derives from the fact 
that the choice of indicators necessarily biases the impression which 
emerges from the cumulative impact. As stated earlier, however (see 
pages 61-62 above), no selection method can be foolproof, and this 
one is no more so than others. On the other hand, the only claim 
made here is that an examination of these data can give some sense of 
the relative acuity of urban problems thought to be associated with 
crime rates, as they existed in Impact cities before the start of 
the program. 

1. Demographic Distribution 

Six of the eight Impact cities had a popUlation which was more 
than 50 percent white in 1970; Atlanta and Newark were the two excep
tions. Non-white populations in all eight cities had a much younger 
median age than did white populations, 12.5 years younger on the 
average, with the biggest disparities in Newark and St. Louis. (This 
exceeds the average central city disparity by 5.5 years, and the U.S. 
average by 6.5 years.) 

2. Family Situation 

Newark, Atlanta and Baltimore had the largest proportions of 
female-headed households; Newark, Baltimore and Cleveland had the 
largest percentages of families below the poverty-level headed by a 
female; Newark, Atlanta and St. Louis had the highest indices of mari
tal unrest (i.e., divorce and separation rates divided by marriage. 
rates); nearly half of Atlanta's married women (with husbands present 
and children under 6) were in the labor force; and Newark, Baltimore 
and St. Louis had the lowest percentages of children under 18 living 
with both parents. Dallas, Denver and Portland did significantly bet
ter on most of these indicators, generally approximating central city 
averages. 
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TABLE XIV 
A SET OF INDICATORS FOR COMPARING CITY CRIME PROBLEMS 

ON THE BASIS OF CRIME CORRELATE RESEARCH(1) 

1. DEIIOGRAl'HIC DISTRI8t;TION 2. FAMILY SITUATION 

• POP IlLATION SIZ:- (URBANIZATlON); • PERCENT n) FEMALE-HEADED HOUSE-
HOLDS; 

• PROPORTION WHITE:/NON-WHlTE; 

• PERCENT FATHERLESS PERSONS UNDER 

• MEDIAN AGE (ImITE/NON-WlIlTE). 18; (2) 

• PERCENT PERSONS UNDER 18 LIVING 
WITH BOTH PARENTS,(2) 

• ECONOMIC AND ROLE-MODEL DEPRIVATION 
(PERCENT FEMALE-HEADED HOUSEHOLDS 
BELOW THE POVERTY LEVEL), 

• POTENTIAL JUVENILE SURVEILLANCE 
PROBLEMS (PERCENT MARRIED WOMEN 
IN THE LABOR FORCE, HUSBANDS 
PRESENT AND CHILDREN UNDER 6): 

• POTENTIAL EMOTIONAL PROBLEMS 
(MARITAL UNREST INDEX, OR DIVOP.CE 
AND SEPARATION RATES DIVIDED BY 
MARRIAGE RATES). 

. 

(1) USING MEASURES FOR WHICH DATA ARE READILY AVAILABLE FROM CONVENTIONAL SOURCES. 

(2) INDICATOR INTENDED TO REFLECT THE PRESENCE OR ABSENCE OF A MASCIlLINE OR 
FEMININE ROLE-HODEL. 

3. 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
I) 

• 
• 
• 
• 

-
EDUCATIONAL/ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 4. SOCIAL COHESION 

MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS COMPLETED • POPULATION nR SQUARE MILE (A 
BY ADIlLTS, MEASURE OF TIlE DISTANCE BETWEEN 

OFFENDERS AND VICTIMS IN THE 
PERCENT ADULTS COMPLETING HIGH POPULATION DENSITY OF AN AREA), 

SCHOOL: 

• OVERCROWDING INDEX (PERCENT OF 
PERCENT ADIlLTS COMPLETING HOUSING t'NITS HAVING 1.01 OR 

COLLEGE: llORE PERSONS PER ROOM); 

MEDIAN FAMILY INCOl!E; ., PERCENT OIlNER-OCCUPIED HOUSING 
UNITS; 

PER CAPITA IklCOME: 

• PIlRCENT HOUSING UNITS WIUI 
CONSUMER PRICE INDEX: TELEPHONES, 

RENT AS PERCENT OF MEDIAN III PARK AND RECREATIONAL ACREAGE 
FAMILY INCOME; PER 10,000 POPULATION: 

PERCENT CITY-WIDE UNEMPLOYMENT; • PERCENT POPULATION RESIDING AT 
THE SAHE ADDRESS 5 YEARS 

PERCENT MALES (AGED 18-24) IN EARLIER; 
THE LABOR FORCE; 

• INDEX OF ECONOMIC CONCENTRATION 
';>ERCENT LABORERS: (I.E., THE DEGREE OF EQUALITY 

OR INEQUALITY OF INCOME 
PERCENT PROFESSIONALS AND DISTRIBUTION, SEE NOTE I, 

TECHNICAL WORKERS. TABI,E XV): 

III llEASURES OF SOCIAL ORGANIZATION, 
HEALTH SERVICE AVAILABILITY 
AND STRESS LEVELS: 

- DEATH RATE; 
- SUICIDE RATE; 
- DEATH RATE FROM CIRRBOSIS 

OF THE LIVER; 
- DEATH RATE FROM PNEUMONIA! 

INFLUENZA. 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
.., 

• 

5. NON-WHITE DISADVANTAGE 

NON-WHITE MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME 
AS PERCENT OF WHITE; 

NON-IIJIITE MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS AS 
PERCENT OF WHITE; 

NON-WHITE HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES 
AS PERCENT OF WHITE: 

WHITE INFANT MORTALITY AS 
PERCENT OF NON-WHITE: 

WlIITE UNEMPLO'lllENT AS PERCENT 
OF NON-WHITES: 

NON-WHITE JUVENILES LIVING WITH 
BOTH PARENTS AS PERCENT OF 
WHITES: 

WHITE FAMILIES WITH INCOME BELOW 
POVERTY LEVEL AS PERCENT OF 
NON-WlIlTES. 

TABLE XIV 
A SET OF INDICATORS FOR COMPARING CITY CRIME PRQ6LEMS 

ON THE BASIS OF CRIME CORRELATE RESEARCH!1J 
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COMPARATIVE DATA ON IMPACT CITlES (1970) IN 

TERMS OF CRIME CORRELATES 
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3. Educational/Economic Conditions 

Atlanta, Dallas, Denver and Portland w£re in better posture than 
the other cities both in terms of median school years completed, and 
of the percentage of adults completing high school and college (they 
were, in fact, above the central city and national averages for college 
graduates). Baltimore, Cleveland), Newark and St. Louis, however, showed 
significantly lower levels of citizen-years spent in school. 

Of all the cities, only Dallas and Portland attained the average 
U.S. level of median family income. Rents made up a higher proportion 
of farnily income, naturally, in those cities where income was lowest. 
But centain lower-income cities (Baltimore, Cleveland and Newark) had 
the added disadvantage of a higher consumer price index. The percent 
of overall city unemployment was high in Cleveland, Newark, St. Louis 
and Portland. For the first three cities, this average rate (which 
would be much higher for ghetto area unemployment, taken alone) seems 
to have been more or less endemic. In Portland, however, higher 
unemployment was largely the result of the 1970 recession. 

In no Impact city vlas the proportion of males in the labor force 
equal to the U.S. average of 86 percent. The proportion of laborers 
and professionals/technical workers in the labor force followed closely 
the split according to older/younger cities discussed earlier (see 
pagE~s 69 through 92 above). It is noteworthy, however, that Denver 
significantly topped the average city and U.S. rates for professional 
workers, and Dallas, Denver and Portland had either average, or lower 
than average, numbers of laborers. 

·4. Social Cohesion 

Population density was discussed earlier in terms of city geog
raphy; it is repeated here because of its relevance to crime problems. 
(As Eulau and Prewitt have noted, increasing size and density "make 
for a host of problems stemming from intergroup differences of culturnl, 
social and ethnic kinds. They tend to reduce the effect of informal 
social controls in favor of laws and regulations enforced by bureau
cratic organizations and instrumentalities.") (31) Once again it 
should be remarked that Newark, Baltimore and St. Louis have extremely 
high population densities; in addition, these cities--plus Atlanta-
have the lowest pl:oportions of homeowners. The highest percentages 
of homeownership are to be found in Dallas, Denver and Portland. The 
overcrowding index shows that situations in Newark, St. Louis and 
Atlanta (despite the low population density of this last-named city) 
are worst, and are best by far in Portland. The two measures of over
crowding (i.e., population density and numbers of individuals in a 
housing unit) are positively related in six of the. eight cities. Only 
in Baltimore (where the overcrowding index is about average for the 
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u.s.) and Atlanta (where density is low but overcrowding is high) does 
this relationship fail to hold. Park and recreational acreage is 
still another measure of available personal space; Newark's 4 acres 
per 10,000 people, as opposed to Denver's 324 acres, give some indica
tion of the disparities which can exist between two Impact cities, 
both of which are effectively precluded frol11 expanding into outer 
suburban rings of incorporated areas. 

Transience (or population mobility) appeared to be greatest in 
Dallas, Atlanta and Denver, perhaps a feature of their expanding 
economies; it is about average in the other cities. Economic concen
tration (i.e., the amount of inequality or equality in a given city's 
income distribution) seemed to be about normal for six of the cities, 
compared to the U.S. city average. However, Atlanta and Dallas mani
fested a greater degree of inequality in their economic distribution 
breakouts than did the other cities. 

Death rates were highest in 1970 for Portland and lowest for 
Dallas. Portland again led the list (followed by Denver) for highest 
suicide rates, whereas Newark had the lowest rate of all. (This, 
however, is probably more a reflection of demographic composition 
than of anything else; suicide is committed much more frequently by 
whites than by blacks.) Infant mortality rates were at extremely 
high levels in Newark, St. Louis and Atlanta. :Callas' rate was also 
high and only Denver came in sight of the national average. Death 
rates from cirrhosis of the liver were (like suicide rates) especially 
high in Port1~nd. Since this disease is often a result of alcoholism, 
the two indicators seem to reflect a higher ambient stress level in 
Portland despite the city's levels of economic and educational well
being. All of the Impact city rates for cirrhosis of the liver, how
ever, were higher than the national average. 

5. Non-White Disadvantage 

This part of Table XV charts the difference between non-white 
and white attainments in terms of seven crime correlates for which 
data were available. Dallas and Atlanta made poor showings in terms 
of non-white disadvantage for income and education; this bears out 
their rankings for economic concentration (discussed above). On 
the other hand, in Baltimore, Cleveland, Newark and St. Louis, it 
seems that non-white juveniles tended to leave home much earlier than 
whites; it appears also that the non-white disadvantage for infant 
mortality and for employment was most manifest in Baltimore and in 
St. Louis. 
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6. Summary 

Overall, the severity of Newark's urban problems seem to emerge 
most clearly from Table XV. Newark was at the bottom of the list for 
5 family indicators out of 6, for 7 educational/economic indicators 
out of 9, for 5 social cohesion indicators out of 9. Portland came 
out best on the family measures with top place in 4 out of 6 indica
tors; Denver did best on economic/educational indicators with 5 top 
places out of 9 (Dallas was first for the other 4); and Dallas and 
Denver came out equally well with 3 first places, each, out of 9 
measures of social cohesion. 

Fo'r the non-white disadvantage measures, Dallas emerged in last 
place for 4 out of 5 indicators. According to these measures, non
whites were more consistently disadvantaged in Dallas than in the 
other Impact cities. In all cities, however, non-white incomes were 
less than white incomes, infant mortality rates were greater and 
unemployment rates were higher for non-whites. 

In sum, Table XV confirms the sense of division among Impact 
cities into two groups discussed earlier (see pages 69 through 92 
above). It is evident that the four oldest cities (Newark, Baltimore, 
St. Louis and Cleveland) were often poorly placed on many indicators. 
Atlanta emerged as a sort of swing city, more often afflicted with 
serious crime-correlated problems than were Dallas, Denver or Portland. 
On the other hand, the average figures making up Dallas' overall good 
showings do not account for the internal disparities reflected in 
Dallas' ratings for non-white disadvantage and economic concentration. 

It must be remembered that the selection of indicators in Table XV 
was limited by the data available and the table does not, therefore, 
give a "true" picture of life in any Impact city. It does, however, 
provide some perspective on the comparative sB:llerity of crime-correlated 
problems as they existed in Impact cities prior to program launching. 

E. Impact Cities in Terms of Crime Rates and Crime Correlates 

Data for Impact city crime rates in 1970 are available from the 
FBI Uniform Crime Reports. These are shown in Table XVI below. It 
is immediately evident from this table that all of the Impact cities, 
with the exception of Portland, had high levels of reported crime as 
compared to central city averages. 

Baltimore, Newark and St. Louis, joined by Dallas, had the highest 
overall Impact city rates for violent crime; Denver followed (largely 
owing to its rates for forcible rape). Atlanta, Cleveland and Portland 
were all below the central city average for violent crime, however. 
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In terms of person crime (i.e., violent crime plus robbery), the 
Impact cities divided once again into the two groups identified 
earlier. Baltimore, Newark, St. Louis and Cleveland had the highest 
rates of person crime, followed by Dallas and Denver. Atlanta rates 
were about equal to th~ central city average ~nd only Portland was 
below. 

Property crime presented a somewhat different picture. Although 
the three oldest cities (Newark, St. Louis and Baltimore) again had 
the highest crime rates of all the Impact cities, they were joined by 
Denver (because of high burglary rates) and immediately followed by 
Portland (also because of burglary rates). Only one city, Cleveland, 
~vas below the central city average for property crime; this could, 
however, be a vagary of the voluntary FBI data reporting system. l 

Table XVII below groups these observations and reinforces parts 
of the summary discussion on page 103 above. The three cities 
with the highest total crime rates in 1970, Newark, St. Louis, and 
Baltimore, were also characterized (relative to the other five cities), 
for example, by unstable family situations, low educational levels, 
poor economic conditions, and high population density. Thus, these 
cities had the kinds of high crime rates which might have been expected, 
given the crime-correlated problems discussed above. Similarly, 
Portland which was characterized (relative to the other cities) by 
stable family situations, high educational levels, affluent economic 
conditions and low population density, had the kinds of low crime 
rates which could have been predicted from Table XV. 

The crime problems of Dallas, Atlanta, Denver, and Cleveland, 
however, seem less readily explained in terms of crime correlates. 
The favorable economic outlooks and educational levels of Dallas, 
Atlanta and Denver did not preserve them from high rates of violent, 
person and property crime; conversely, Cleveland's lower violent and 
property crime rates are surpr~s~ng in view of the employment and 
educational problems reflected in Table XV. 

Thus, the data for Impact cities show crime problems affecting 
both advantaged and disadvantaged cities, and do not appear to support 
either an "affluence" or "poverty" theory of crime. On the other hand, 

lA comparison of Cleveland's UCR data to the 1972 victimization survey 
reveals a ratio of one UCR-reported crime to 2.4 victimizations re
ported. Denver, Dallas and St. Louis had much larger disparities, 
however, (1:2.9, 1:2.6, and 1:2.6, respectively) so that this does 
not explain why Cleveland should have lower crime rates, relative to 
the other cities. 
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VIOLENT CRIME PERSON CRJME 

RATE > RATE < RATE > RATE < 
500 PER 500 PER 1,200 PER 1,200 PER 
100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 
POPULATION POPULATION POPULATION POPULATION 

ATLANTA X X 

BALTIMORE X X 

CLEVELAND X X 

DALLAS X X 

DENVER X X 

NEWARK X X 

PORTLAND X X 

ST. LOUIS X X 

CENTRAL 
CITY 
AVERAGE X X 

(a) DERIVED FROM TABLE x"Vr. 

PROPERTY CRIME 
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TABLE XVII 
COMPARATIVE SUMMARY DATA ON CRIME RATES 

FOR THE EIGHT IMPACT CITIES (a) 
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neither poverty nor affluence are universal and absolute. When an 
exodus occurs (such as that which befell Newark, Baltimore, St. Louis 
or Cleveland), some people are necessarily left behind; and when a 
boom develops, some people donft share in it. If then, as discussed 
earlier (see pages 94-95 above), the perceptions of persons or groups 
about their deprivation relative to other persons or groups is a 
crimogenic factor, it follows that either an exodus or a boom could 
exacerbate such a sense of relative deprivation. Evidence of the 
existence (although not of the perception) of relative deprivation 
is furniRhed in Table XV by the indicators making up the non-white 
disadvantage factor, and by the index of income concentration. In 
effect, the crime problems of Dallas, Atlanta and Denver correlate, 
positively with those cities 1 rankings in terms of the inequality of 
income distribution and also in terms of their high levels of non
white disadvantage (non-whites were most deprived vis-a-vis whites 
in Dallas) Atlanta and Denver). 

Other evidence is furnished by the £a.ct that Cleveland 1 slower 
crime rates also correlate with less non-white disadvantage and with 
a more equal distribution of income than all of the other cities. 

Thus it could well be tnat it is not a city ' s affluence or 
poverty which is especially significant in terms of rising crime rates, 
but rather a perception of increasing relative deprivation, among 
already disadvantaged groups, which may influence the marginal pro
pensity to commit crimes. Such a perception would be reinforced and 
exacerbated in times of either rapidly expanding or rapidly deterio"rating 
economies, and crimes might then be committed not only or necessarily 
because of economic need, but from a sense of hostility and alienation. 
Such a hypothesis could account for increased and increasing viol,ence 
in criminal activities, which purely economic or system-failure hypoth
eses have not thus far attempted to explain. 

It seems likely, however, that such an increased propensity to 
commit crimes would normally be dampened by social reprobation and 
by the deterrence of the criminal justice system. A sharp rise in 
crime rates would therefore imply, not only the perception of relative 
deprivation by disadvantaged groups, but also a simultaneous change 
in public attitudes, a lessening of disapproval of crime and criminals, 
accompanied by inct:'eased inefficiencies and ineffectiveness of the 
criminal justice system. 

It is, of course~ possible that many of the apparen.t .s;'1.omalies 
noted above can be explained in terms of certain methodological prob
lems. The crime correlates identified earlier were derived from 
a variety of data samples (see Table XV), most of which were more 
inclusive in range than the sample represented by the eight Impact 
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cities. Thus it would hardly be surprising if certain significant 
correlations derived from one sample of data proved non-predictive 
when applied to a different sample. The alternative explanation 
for these inco~sistencies is that the crime correlates and related 
factors listed in Table XV are incomplete and that there are other 
variables or combinations of variables that could yield indicators 
and theoretical factors more useful in accounting for these incon
sistencies. The perception of relative deprivation as discussed above, 
is one such factor. Research would have to be undertaken, however, 
in order to derive reliable and valid indicators of relative depriva
tion and in order to demonstrate the predictive validity of these 
indicatoI.'s with respect to crime. 

F. Impac~City Revenues, Expenditures and Resource Capabilities 

Another type of insight into urban contexts is furnished by the 
differing political and fiscal responses which cities make to their 
social problems, and by their differing potential for dealing with 
them. As Beard once wrote: 

In the purposes for which appropriations are made, the 
policies of the city government are given concrete form-
the culture of the city is reflected. Indeed, the history 
of urban civilization could be written in terms of 
appropriations, for chey show what t~12ritizens think 
is worth doing and worth paying for. 

An examination of urban problems must therefore include, almost as a 
matter of course, the budgetary efforts which cities have made to 
Jaddress those problems. It would be useful, as well, to examine not 
only city expenditures and revenue, (i.e., current city resources), 
but also city resource capability, which could speak to the question 
of strategic (or potential) advantage. in focusing on urban problems. 
Such resource capability might be i:71ned as the capacity of a city 
government to generate resources which could respond to the challenges 
and problems of its social environment. To examine such capability, 
however, it would be necessary to measure the total potential amount 
of funds which could be raised by that city from all sources to imple·
ment policy j.nitiatives, and also the forces inhibiting such fund
ra~s~ng. For example, one measure of resource capability might be 
the wealth of a city's residents, adjusted for the tax rates those 
residents would be willing to endure. 

Given the research constraints inherent in the present examina
tion, however, it has not been possible to develop the data collection 
effort implied by such measurement. Instead, the discussion here will 
focus upon city revenues and expenditure (and upon the siz,e, proportion 
and direction of that expenditure) as measures of available resources 
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and city policy intentions. The measurement of resource capability, 
as defined above, will therefore have to depend, like the other 
factors, upon readily available surrogate indicators such as the 
following: 

s the difference between revenues and expenditures (i.e., the 
strain on resources already apparent); 

• the Moody bond rating (or an outside assessment of city 
resource capabilities); 

• the annual property tax assessment as a percent of sales 
price (or the potential taxpayer recalcitrance); 

• the dependency load (or the percent of the population which 
is non~productive--younger than 18 and older than 65--divided 
by the working population, aged 18-64); 

• the percent of city population receiving public assistance; 
and 

o the ability to annex surrounding territory (or the possi
bility of tapping suburban resources). 

This information is given in Table XVIII below. 

1. General Revenues and Expenditures 

In the comparison of general revenue figures given in Table XVIII, 
it is immediately noticeable that Baltimore's annual revenues were 
more than three times those of tne other cities (,,7ith a total of 
$636 million) in 1970. The other cities ranged from a low of $68 million 
in Portland to $191 mi.1lion in Denver. (Since this revenue was only 
partially raised through taxation, the city revenue per capita did 
not seem an especially significant figure and was therefore omitted 
in ~able XVIII). Of all the Impact cities, Newark, Dallas and Portland 
were most dependent upon the property tax for their revenues. (Baltimore, 
it will be remembered from Table I~J received 58 percent of its reve
nues in aid from the State of Maryland.) 

In terms of general expenditure, only Baltimore paid for a full 
complement of social services (includin~ education, welfare, housing 
and urban development, health and hospitals and criminal justice). 
Cleveland, Dallas, Denver, Portland and St. Louis received help with 
(or did not fund) education; Atlanta, Cleveland, Dallas, and Portland 
did not fund welfare, while Newark and St. Louis fu.nded only a small 
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TABLE XVIII 
IMPACT CITY REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND RESOURCE 

CAPABILITY POTENTIAL, 1970 
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part of their welfare expenditures. Atlanta, Cleveland, Dallas, and 
Portland all spent more than 50 percent of their budgets on other 
services: 

.. Atlanta 

Of Atlanta's 66 percent lI other" figure, sanitation, the 
airport, fire protection, highways, parks, and interest 
on the general debt accounted for 58 percent; 

e Cleveland 

Of Cleveland's 65 percent lIother ll figure, sanitation, 
fire protection, parks, interest on the debt, the airport, 
highways and "miscellaneous ll accounted for 62 percent; 

(\ Dallas 

Of Dallas' 79 percent !lother" figure, sanitation, fire 
protection, highways, the airport, interest on the general 
debt, parks and administration accounted for 73 percent; 

€I Portland 

Of Portland's 69 percent "other ll figure, fire protection, 
parks, miscellaneous, highways, sanitation and administra
tion account for 67 percent. 

Impact city budgets in 1970 were thus highly dissimilar, and essen
tially non-comparable, varying according to sharing patte~ns Qf states, 
counties, cities and special districts. Priorities were certainly 
different, but it is not easy to see what these may have been, given 
that the figures in Table XVIII show only city totals and do not give 
a sense of the total monies available in the different areas. That 
Newark, Baltimore and Atlanta were spending 52 percent, 34 percent 
and 25 percent of their funds on education, however, undoUbtedly 
means that education was a priority for those cities, just as expen
ditures appear to signify that crime control was a priority for 
Cleveland, Portland and St. Louis. 

2. Resource Capability Potential 

The ability of municipal governments in large American cities 
to pay for services demanded by their populations had been severely 
strained: 

~ by the exodus of middle class families to the suburbs (which 
reduced the city tax base); 
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• by the increased demand for services (like education, 
health, welfare and crime control) generated by the 
population left behind (usually oriented toward the old 
and the very young, the unskilled, the underemployed); 

• by inflation (which increased the costs of borrowing money); 
and 

, • by recession and unemployment which reduced the tax base 
further and forced city payroll cuts (and hence, cuts in 
municipal services). 

The first indication of strain between the demand for services 
and the city's ability to supply them is often Meen in the shortfall 
between revenue and expenditure. In the case OfLhe. eight Impact 
cities, Atlanta, Baltimore, Dallas and Newark had sizable shortfalls 
in 1970. While Cleveland, Portland and St. Louis were approximately 
balanced, only Denver had a comfortable surplus. It can be seen from 
Table XVIII, however, that the Moody rating for Cleveland was lower 
than the Impact city average, despite the revenue/expenditure balance. 
The problem here was that the amount which Cleveland had to pay each 
year to service its debt (interest plus principal coming due on long
term obligations) exceeded 17 percent of budget expenditures. This, 
along with the fact that Cleveland's voters had refused to approve an 
income tax increase in 1970, put Cleveland on the list of cities in 
serious financial trouble, despite its apparently balanced (or nearly
balanced) budget. 

New Jersey laws required Newark to have a balanced budget each 
year, but (as discussed in Table VI above) did not allow the city any 
other recourse for accomplishing this beyond raising the property tax 
and/or selling bonds. Since Moody rated these bonds only BAA, long 
term rates were high for Newark, and short-term borrowing was even 
more expensive. Thus the city found itself forced into the position 
of continually cutting back services and personnel (city workers and 
teachers). 

Baltimore also had financial problems in 1970 and only an A 
rating by Moody. Property tax rates were already very high in Newark 
and Baltimore in 1966 (date of these data), but not in Cleveland 
because of taxpayer refusal to tolerate increases. Although tax rates 
remained low :i.n Atlanta, Dallas and St. Louis, St. Louis, in 1970, 
was facing such problems of middle-class exodus, chronic unemployment 
and poverty that a rise in the property tax--precipitating further 
movement toward the suburbs--must have seemed unthinkable. 
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Denver, on the other hand seems to have been in a fairly sound 
fiscal position in 1970 with an AA rating, a budgetary surplus and a 
solid tax base. The city's economic situation remained vigorous (see 
Table V above) despite some middle-class exodus. Further, the mix of 
productive-age and non-productive age population was the most favorable 
among the Impact cities (only 40.9 percent of the population was either 
under 18 or over 65) in 1970. 

The effects of the 1960-1970 loss of residents is shown once 
again in St. Louis' high proportion of dependents (under 18 or over 
65) or non-workers composing its population in 1970. Proportions of 
welfare recipients were highest in "exodus" cities: Newark, St. Louis, 
Baltimore and Cleveland (joined in this case, by Atlanta). 

Finally, only Atlanta and Dallas had been able to annex sur
rounding territories and tap suburban resources. The other cities 
were largely or completely ringed by incorporated areas. Further, 
resistance to consolidation and other metropolitan restructuring was 
increasing in many suburban areas, and even Atlanta was now encountering 
difficulties in a projected expansion. 

In sum, only three Impact cities appear to have had obvious 
reserves of resource capability in 1970 (speaking, of course, only 
from the limited measures and data presented). Without budgetary 
deficits, with good bond ratings, large productive-age populations, 
diversified economies and affluent populations, both ~enver and Portland 
seemed to possess the resource capability needed to ,~ack up policy 
initiatives. For Dallas, also, this seems to have been true, despite 
the budgetary deficit, because the other factors were just as favorable 
as for Denver or Portland, and because, in addition, Dallas raised 
about 95 percent of its revenue from its own tax base (leaving con
siderable room for expansion). 

The information developed here on resources and resource capa
bility appears to bear out yet another time the existence of two 
groups of cities as they emerged from the crime correlates of Table XV. 
Denver, Dallas and Portland are again in the most favorable positions, 
followed by Atlanta, with Baltimore, Cleveland, Newark and St. Louis 
bringing up the rear. It should be noted, however, that just as the 
high rankings attained by Dallas and Denver on income, education and 
other indicators shown in Table XV did not exclude serious crime 
problems, so the presence of a relatively high degree of resource 
capability in Dallas and Denver coexisted with relatively high rates 
of reported crime. As discussed above, however, (see page 107), the 
data do indicate that the highest rates of person crime in 1970 (see 
Tables XVI and XVII above), occurred in the group of the four oldest 
Impact cities, where income and education, family life and community 
stability were least favorable, and where resource capability was 
lowest. 
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G. Reported Crime Rates and the Criminal Justice System Response 

On the surface at least, high reSOurce capability would seem to 
indicate a greater capacity to deal with urban problems and, in par
ticular, with crime problems. It is txue that by 1970 the idea that 
the criminal justice system could single-handedly reduce crime had 
waned, and expectations had become more modest (see Chapter I above). 
Still, the assumption was (and remains) that an efficient criminal 
justice apparatus will have multiple deterrent effects on crime. and 
that an exemplary system response will result in lower crime rates. 
Some research, notably that of Ehrlich, found that as the probability 
of arrest, conviction and sentencing increased, the incidence of crime, 
especially of violent crime, decreased. (33) While the positive deter
rent effects of the criminal justice system have not been empirically 
demonstrated, what was already clear in 1970 was that case backlogs 
and trial delays work in favor of felons; time buys bargaining power, 
since it allows memories to blur, witnesses to move away or die, 
arresting officers to retire and/or leave the area. It seems important, 
therefore, to look once again at Impact city crime rates and at avail
able information on system responses prior to Impact. 

Table XIX displays 1970 Impact city crime rates against a back
drop of resources devoted explicitly to the criminal justice system 
(shown as expenditures), and against the city's criminal justice 
system response (expressed in terms of police clearance rates, per
sonnel and vehicles, and in terms of trial delay and conviction rates), 

A glance at criminal justice expenditure reveals that it was 
highest ($72 million) in Baltimore, followed by St. Louis ($42 million) 
and Cleveland ($40 million). But while Ba1t~~ore's $72 million repre
sents only 17 percent of its total expenditure, St. Louis and Cleveland's 
relatively smaller sums meant that 26 percent and 22 percent, respectively, 
of their total expenditures were going to criminal justice. A comparison 
of Impact city criminal justice expenditures ",ith their reported crime 
rates (given in Tables XVI and XIX) does not seem to display any 
particular relationship, however. In fact, reported person crime 
rates for Baltimore and St. Louis were among the highest, despite 
their expenditures, while Atlanta's low funding ($15 million, or 
9 percent of total expenditure) is associated with the second lowest 
person crime rate among the Impact cities (see Table XVI, page 105). 

From the viewpoint of the impact likely to be felt in the eight 
cities due to the infusion of federal funds (i.e" approximately 
$20 million for each city over t\-1O years), it is evident that the 
money represented only about one-seventh of Baltimore's annual expen
diture, and about one-quarter of St. Louis' and Cleveland's. The 
new program would therefore be a much less staggering input to the 
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REPORTED IMPACT CRUm RATeS (a) 

TABLE XIX 
REPORTED CRIME RATES FOR THE EIGI-IT IMPACT CITIES 

AND SELECTED DATA ON SYSTEM RESPONSE: 1970 
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ATLANTA 48.7 40.6 262.4 427.8 23l9.8 :L5 84.9 9.6 5.5 23 

BALTIMORE 25.5 61.3 790.4 1210.6 2102.2 72 80.3 11.1 8.6 15 

CLEVELAND 36.1 40.9 254.2 729.1 1433.7 40 85.7 8.3 6.0 32 

DALLAS 28.7 65.4 521.0 351.0 2310.5 27 94.7 5.3 0 28 

DENVER 14.4 92.1 327.4 384.7 2936.0 20 69.6 18.0 12.4 20 

NEWARK 37.4 66.2 567.4 1220.1 2974.5 23 96.1 3.9 0 16 

PORTLAND 9.4 33.5 224.2 427.1 2476.6 :L5 86.4 8.5 5.1 31 

ST. LOUIS 42.7 87.7 520.5 851.1 3055.3 42 78.7 11.7 9.6 37 

CENTRAL CITY 
AVERAGE (b) 

16.3 40.0 298.9 424.6 1931. 9 23 83.8 9.8 6.3 24 

(ai IMPACT CRIMES: MlJRDER, RAPE, AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, ROBBERY AND BURGLARY. 

(b)MEAN OF 42 CITIES WITH POPULATION BETWEEN 300,000 AND 1,000,000. 

(e)STRANGER-To-STRANGER CRIHES ONLY. 

SOURCES: 1. BUREAU OF TIlE CENSUS AND THE LAW EllFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMnUSTRATION, 
EXPENDITURE AND EMPLOYMENT DATA FOR TIlE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 1970-1971. 

2. FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION, UNIFORM CRIME REPORTS, 1970. 

3. INTERNATIONAL Cln HANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION, THE MUNICIPAL YEAR BOOK, 1972. 

4. KANSAS CITY POLICE DEPARTIIENT, SURVEY OF MUNICIPAL POLICE DEPARTMENTS, 1972. 

5. MOY, WARREN S.L., "A PRIMARY SOURCE DESCRIPTION OF IMPACT CIn FELONY COURTS 
PRIOR TO PROGRAM INITIATION," THE MITRE CORPORATION, M!R-6904, JUNE, 1975. 
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26.7 8.3 85 59 - 52 - l080 l~.2 8.2 

30.0 7.8 - - - - - 3913 4.3 50.0 

28.6 9.1 - - - 17 13 2636 3.5 34.7 

23.7 7.8 96 49 67 29 20 2059 2.4 7.8 

23.9 7.4 - 40 69 35 25 1477 2.9 15.5 

19.2 9.5 69 47 62 21 13 1707 4.5 72.6 

25.4 9.2 67(e) 20 (e) 30(e) 14 6 903 2.4 10.1 

25.2 8.2 81 45 50 25 36 2912 4.7 47.6 

- 8.2 86 56 65 29 19 1453 2.6 24.1 
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2.8 62 -
9.5 195 85 

4.2 282 73 

2.1 330 95 

3.6 96+ 95 

9.3 315 -
2.3 81+ -
8.6 174 65 

- - -

TABLE XIX 
REPORTED CRIME RATES FOR THE EIGHT IMPACT CITIES 

AND SELECTED DATA ON SYSTEM RESPONSE, 1970 
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criminal justice budgets of Baltimore, Cleveland and St. Louis than 
it was to Atlanta or Portland ($15 million each), Denver ($20 million), 
Newark ($23 million) or even Dallas ($27 million). 

Most cities appeared to be concentrating heavily on the police 
function, typically the traditional city responsibility. It seems 
likely, however, from Table XIX, that Denver and St. Louis were 
already making an effort, as of 1970, to achieve a better balance 
in component expenditure, prior to Impact initiation. 

There is an extreme paucity of system response data available, 
and none at all extant from the Baltimore Poli.ce Department. For 
those police departments which do furnish clearance rates, at least 
for some crimes, it was true in 1970 (as always) that clearance rates 
diminished rapidly in descending order of seriousness (i.e.) they were 
highest for murder and lowest for burglary). Nonetheless~ the Cleveland 
and Portland clearance rates for robbery and burglary were quite a 
bit lower than the central city average, whereas Denver rates were 
much higher. St. Louis clearance rates were also higher3 almost twice 
the central city average for burglary. Yet Cleveland has the lowest 
burglary rate of all the Impact cities, whereas St. Louis and Denver 
(along with Newark) have the highest rates. 

In terms of police personnel, Newark, Baltimore and St. Louis 
clearly have the most widespread police coverage (with respect to 
vehicle presence per square mile and per thousand population). But 
once again, Newark, Baltimore, and St. Louis also have the highest 
crime rates. This coincides with the finding of a study of 30 cities 
(using 1971 crime data) which reported that: 

• those cities with more police per capita had more crime 
per capita; and that 

• a percentage change in the number of police per capita did 
not correlate significantly with nercentage changes in crime 
rates a year and two years later. (34) 

Trial delay was clearly worst in Dallas and Newark, followed 
closely, however, by Cleveland, Baltimore and St. Louis. Only Atlanta, 
Portland and Denver could boast a trial delay period of less than 100 
days. But further, Denver had a trial conviction rate of 95 percent. 
It seems, therefore, that Denver, at least, had presented a relatively 
good system response to its burglary problem with a comparatively high 
clearance rate, reasonably rapid case processing, and a high trial 
conviction rate. Yet, as already noted, Denver had one of the worst 
burglary rates of any Impact city. 
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H. Summary and Conclusions 

What then can be said in summary about the eight Impact cities 
prior to Impact? In order to view simultaneously some of the disparate 
elements examined in this chapter, information in Tables I-VIII, XII, 
XV, XVI, XVIII and XIX has been organized in Table XX below, and values 
assigned by indicator. (The definition of these values is to be found 
at Appendix to this chapter, Table XXI, pages 130 through 133 below·,) 

It appears first and foremost, that there was a de facto division 
of the cities into two groups of four, the young and the old, the 
advantaged and the disadvantaged. Without trying to establish any 
rigid set of rankings, it seems that Portland, Denver, Dallas and 
Atlanta were different from the others because of the diversity of 
their economies, the education and skills of their inhabitants, their 
space and their affluence (see Educational Levels and Economic Condi
tions, Table XX). Yet Portland emerged as separate from the other 
three because of its pro-environment, anti-economic-growth-and-expansion 
stance (see Table VII above), and because of its relatively minor crime 
problems, in comparison with the other Impact cities (see Crime Rates, 
Table XX). Only burglary seemed to be a serious problem in Portland. 
These major differences from the other cities, combined with the city's 
favored demographic, governmental, economic and social situations, 
tended to set Portland definitively apart from the other cities. 
Atlanta seems also to have been different, closer in many ways to more 
disadvantaged cities, with its racial tensions, its majority black 
population, its welfare rolls, yet rejoining the more privileged 
cities by virtue of its economic diversity, its well-educated, produc
tive population, its lower violent and person crime rates. 

Among the older cities, Newark stands out as having begun the 
program with the greatest handicaps (see Table XX). St. Louis and 
Baltimore were in somewhat better positions, but their problems were 
similar in kind to those of Newark: exodus of people and jobs, aging 
white populations, poverty and unemployment. 

Cleveland also appears as disadvantaged (in relation to Dallas, 
Denver, or Portland), yet shows up on many scales in a better situa
tion than.Newark, St. Louis or Baltimore (less overcrowding, higher 
family income, more juveniles living with both parents, more owner
occupied hoUSing, less burglary, less violent crime). On the other 
hand, the problems of middle class exodus (-125,000 people between 1960 
and 1970) and an underdiversified economy, the racial tensions between 
"ethnics" and blacks, all of these characteristics combined to keep 
Cleveland squarely in the camp of the older, disadvantaged cities. 

Crime problems for all of the cities except Portland were acute. 
Dallas, despite its prosperity, had reported rates for aggravated 
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FACTORS I INDICATORS ATLANTA 

I. DEHOGRAPHIC CI!.ARACTERISTICS. 

- POPULATION SIZE, 1970 1.97,000 

- NBT POPULATION CHANGE, 1960-1970 STABLE2 

- CllANGE IN BLACK POPULATION PROPORTION 38r. - 51% 
Or' TOTAL POPULATION, 1960-1970 

II. ~I~ 

- PERSONS UNDER 18 LIVING WITIl BOTIl PARENTS AVERAGE 

- PERCENT FEHALE-HEADED HOUSEHOLDS BELOW AVERAGE 
TIlE POVERTY LEVEL 

tIl. EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 

- ~mDIAN SCHOOL YEARS COMPLETED BY ADULTS HrGll 

- PERCENT ADULTS COHPLEl'ING COLLEGE llIGH 

IV. ECONOHIC CONDITIONS 

- AGE (~ 150 YEARS) YOUNGER 

- HEDIAN FANILY INCO~ LOW 

- PERCENT PROFESSIONAL WORKERS IN LABOR FORCE IlIGH 

- CHANGE IN HANUFACTURING JOBS SHALL LOSS 

V. SOCIAL COHESION 

- PERCENT OWNER-OCCUPIED HOUSING LOW 

- OVERCROWDING INDEX UNFAVORABLE 

- INcmm CONCENTRATION UNFAVORABLE 

VI. NON-WHITE DISADVANTAGE 

- NON-WHITE HEDIAN FANILY INCOME AS PERCENT HICH DIFFERENTIAL 
OF WHITE 

- NON-WHITE HIGlI SClIOOL GRADUATES AS HIGH DIFFERENTIAL 
PERCENT OF ImITE 

VII. CRUIE RATES 

- VIOLENT CRI~ RELATIVE TO CENTRAL-CITY HEDIUM 
AVERAGE 

- PERSON CRIHE RELATIVE TO CENTRAL-CITY ~ffiDIUH 

AVERAGE 

- PROPERTY CRI~ REr~TIVE TO CENTRAL-CITY HIGH 
AVERAGE 

VIII. RESOURCE CAPABILITY 

- POSSIBILITY OF SUBURBAN ANNEXATION YES 

- HOODY RATING ).A 

- PERCENT POPULATION RECEIVING PUBLIC lIIGH 
ASSISTANCE 

IX. CRIHINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM RESPONSE 

- CRIHINAL JUSTICE SYSTEH EXPENDITlJRE PER LOW 
CAPITA 

- POLICE CLEARANCE RATE FOR ROBBERY IIIGII 

- POLICE CLEARANCE RATE FOR BURGLARY -
- NillffiER OF POLICE PER 1,000 POPULATION LOW 

- TRIAL DELAYS (ARREST TO SENTENCING) SHORT 

TABLE XX 
OVERVIEW OF IMPACT CITY POSITIONS VIS·A·VIS NINE FACTORS AND 

TWENTY·SEVEN INDICATORS EXAMINED IN CHAPTER V' 

BALTUIORB CLEVELAND DALLAS 

906,000 751,000 844,000 

DECLINING EXODUS INFLUX 

35% - 46:'1, 29% - 38% 19% - 25% 

UNFAVORABLE AVERAGE FAVORAGLTl 

UNFAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE FAVORABLE 

LOW AVERAGe: llIGH 

LOW LOW HIGH 

OLDER OLDER YOUNGER 

HEDIUH HEDIUH HIGH 

~DIUH LOW HIGH 

IIEAVY LOSS HEAVY LOSS SHALL GAIN 

MEDIUH HEDIUH !lIGU 

AVERAGE FAVORABLE AVERAGE 

AVERAGE FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE 

MEDIUlI DIFFERENTIAL LOW DIFFERENTIAL HIGlI DIFFERENTIAL 

fffiDIUH DIFFERENTIAL I.OW DIFFERENTIAL IlIGIl DIFFERENTIAL 

HIGH LOW HIGH 

HIGH HIGIl HEDIUIi 

IlIGIl LOW IItGH 

NO NO YllS 

A A M 

HIGH 1IlGH LO\~ 

HIGH HEDIUH LOW 

- LOW HEDIUH 

- LOW HEDIUH 

lIIGH ~IEDIUH LOW 

MEDIUH LONG LONG 

" / 

IVALUES HAVE BEEN ASSIGNED TO THE CITY DATA DEVELOPED IN TABLES I-VIII, XlI, XV, XVI, XVIII ana .XIX. 
TIlESE VALUES ARE DEFINED IN TABLE XXI, AT APPENDIX TO THIS CHAPTER (SEE PAGES 130 THROUGH 133). 

2nOTH ATLANTA AND DENVER HAVE lIAD OUT-HlGRATION TO THEIR SUBURBS BY HIDDLE-CLASS RESIDENTS AND IN-MIGRATION BY LOWER-CLASS. 

DEliVER NEWARK 

SIS ,000 382,000 

STABLE2 
DECLINING 

6% - 9% 34% - 54% 

r'AVORABLE UNFAVORABLE 

AVERAGE UNFAVORABLE 

IIIGH LOW 

HIGH LOW 

YOUNGER OLDER 

UIGH LOW 

HIGH LOW 

HEAVY GAIN HEAVY LOSS 

HIGlI LOW 

FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE 

AVERAGE AVERAGE 

IlIGH DIFFERENTIAL HIGlI DIFFERENTIAL 

HI Gil DIFFERENTIAL WW DIFFERENTIAL 

HEDIU~( HIGH 

HElllUH IlIGH 

IIIG!! IlIGH 

NO NO 

M BAA 

LOW nIGH 

HEDIUH lIIGII 

MEDIUM LOH 

}IEDIUIi LO\~ 

LOW IlIGlI 

SIlOR1' LONG 

PORTLAND 

383,000 

STABLE 

4% - 6% 

FAVORABLE 

FAVORABLE 

HIGll 

HIGH 

YOUNGER 

HIGII 

HIGH 

SHALL GAIN 

HIGH 

FAVORABLE 

FAVORlillLE 

HEDIUH DIFFERENTIAL 

MEDIUH DIFFERENTIAL 

LOW 

LOW 

HIGH 

NO 

AA 

La\; 

~DIUH 

LOW 

LOW 

!.OW 

SHORT 

ST. LOUIS 

622,000 

EXODUS 

29% - 4U 

UNFAVORABLE 

UNFAVORABLE 

LOW 

LOW 

OLDER 

LOW 

HEDIUH 

HEAVY LOSS 

LOW 

UNFAVORABLE 

AVERAGe: 

HEDICH DIFFERENTIAL 

LOW DIFFERENTIAL 

HIGH 

HIGH 

HIGH 

NO 

AA 

HIGH 

HIGH 

~DIUH 

lIIGH 

HIGH 

HEDIUH I 
TABLE XX 

OVERVIEW OF IMPACT CITY POSITIONS VIS·ANIS NINE FACTORS AND 
lWENTY·SEVEN INDICATORS EXAMINED IN CHAPTER V' 
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assault higher than those of St. Louis and rates for violent crime 
nearly twice those of Cleveland. Denver, too, was in trouble, with 
the highest reported rate of forcible rape for any Impact city, higher 
than St. Louis, higher than Newark. Given that crime problems of 
different kinds apP¥ared to spare neither advantaged nor disadvantaged 
cities, and that consequently, despite the various conventional wis
doms, it seems unlikely that either affluence or poverty, as such, 
lIcaused" crime, the hypothesis was advanced here that it may rather 
be a perception of relative deprivation (on the part of disadvantaged 
persons or groups) vis-a-vis other persons or groups which influences 
the marginal propensity to commit crimes, and that such a perception 
may be exacerbated in either a rapidly expanding or rapidly deterio
rating economy. As discussed above (see pages 108 through 111), such 
a hypothesis WOl11d appear to explain reasonably well the coexistence 
of increasing crime rates and economic expansion in Atlanta, Denver 
and Dallas, the lesser problems of Portland (given its non-expansionary 
stance and the small size of its disadvantaged population) and Cleveland 
(given its lower non-white disadvantage and its greater income equality), 
as well as the steadily increasing crime rates of the three other "exoduB tI 

cities. It appears also, however, that such a propensity to commit 
crimes would normally be dampened by conventional social disappro-
bation and by cr.iminal justice system deterrence. It may be, therefore., 
that a conjunction of factors is involved which includes a perception 
of relative deprivation among disadvantaged groups, a simultaneous 
lessening of public disapproval of crime and criminals, accompanied 
by increased inefficiencies within the criminal justice system. 

Examination of city resources, expenditures and resource capa
bilities again confirmed the split between the two groups of cities: 
only Dallas, Denver and Portland presented evidence of obvious 
resource capability. Comparison of the data on reported crime rates 
with crime correlates and resource capability appear to indicate that 
the hi~hest rates of person crime in 1970 occurred in the group of 
the four oldest Impact cities, where income and education, family life 
and community organization were least favorable and where resource 
capability was lowest. 

The sparse data on Impact city criminal justice system responses 
did not reveal any associations of more funding with less crime, or 
less police with more crime. On the contrary, more police per capita 
appeared to be associated with mOre crime. Higher clearance rates 
did not seem to be related to fewer crimes; on the contrary higher 
clearance rates than the central city average for burglary in S~. Louis 
and Denver were associated with the worst r.ates of burglary among the 
Impact cities. 
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In summary, crime was not the only problem, perhaps, for the 
Impact cities, but it was a major one. The Impact program thus began 
its operations at a moment when--despite the differing assumptions 
about "root causes, 11 resource capabilities and system deterrence reca
pitulated above--it had not been shown empirically that any of these 
variables could directly affect rates of crime, delinquency or recidi
vism. It was therefore appropriate and necessary to try a new approach 
like the one posited by Impact's CaPlE-cycle: that is, a careful 
examination of crime-specific problems followed by a liberal applica
tion of federal funds to anti-crime efforts directly addressing those 
problems. Such an approach did not target llbrute force ll or hardware 
types of tactics, but rather an improvement in the quality of anti
crime thinking, services and effectiveness. 

Although Impact goals were thus crime-specific, they did not 
exclude an examination of the urban problems associated with high 
crime rates; efforts were made at coordination across federal agencies, 
in the hope that such coordination could bring increased pressure to 
bear on those problems. However, effective mechanisms for such coordi
nation were never developed (see Chapter II, pages 32 and 33 above), 
and furthermore, Impact arrived at a moment when funds from the 
Departments of Housing and Urban Development and Health, Education 
and Welfare had been impounded and the Office of Economic Opportunity 
was phasing out. Thus, if Impact was narrow rather than broad, if it 
posited the reduction of crime rather than the reduction of other 
urban ills, it nonetheless offered eight cities a chance to tackle a 
social program whose goals interacted narrowly with many of their 
other ov~rall aims. In effect, crime had been a major cause of 
business and residential moves to the suburbs. It seemed natural 
for cities to look toward anti-crime interventions to better focus 
their resources on crime problems in high-crime areas. The older 
Impact cities hoped that successful crime reduction could stave off 
further departures and allow the possibility of city revitalization; 
to the younger cities, the program promised the removal of an 
impediment which, sooner or later, would jeopa.rdize their prosperity. 

There was, therefore, the threat of an implicit divergence 
between LEAA objectives and those of the cities at program initiation: 
the agency. was concerned that funds might be diverted toward areas 
which could not directly affect the desired program outcomes; the 
cities would be tempted--given their fiscal problems and the sh0rt
age of other federal funds--to address as many of their urban 
problems as they could with the new money. To keep this potential 
conflict within reasonable bounds would constitute a major item on 
both the day-to-day and the long-term program agenda. 
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I. 

II. 

III. 

TABLE XXI 
VALUE FOR IMPACT CITY RAN KINGS, OBTAINED FROM INFORMATION 

IN TABLES I-VIII, XII, XV, XVI, XVIII, XIX 

FACTORS AND INDICATORS EXAHINED DEFINITION OF VALUES ASSIGNED 

DEHOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 

A. CITY POPULATION A. STATED AS AN ABSOLUTE NUNBER 

B. POPULATION CHANGE 1960-1970 D. 1- lNFLUX ~ POPULATION INCREASI:' 1O(), (JO(J 
2. STABLE '" POPULATION INCREASE DErHlCEN 

-S,OOO AND 25,000 
3. DECLINIW; " POPULATION llECHEASE nETHEEN 

10,OOO-AND 100,000 
4. ~ = POPULATION LOSS > 100,000 

f. CHANGE IN BLACJ<: POPULATION C. STATED AS PERCENTAGES 
PROPORTION OF TOTAL POPULATION 
1960-1970 

FAHILY SITUATION 

A. PERSONS UNDER 18 LIVI~G WITH A. 1. FAVORABLE = > 75/; OF PERSONS [,HDEt: Hi 
BOTH PARENTS LIVING HlTH BOTH PARENTS 

2. AVERAGE = BETI-iEEN 65-X-7Si.: OF PERSr';{S 
UNDER 18 LIVING HITH BOTH PARE!:'TS 

3. UNFAVORABLE = < 65;~ OF PERSONS UNDER 
18 LIVING WITH Bon PARENTS 

B. PERCENT FEHALE-HEADED HOUSEHOLDS B. 1- FAVORABLE = .; 45~~ FEMALE-HEADED 
BELOW THE POVERTY LEVEL HOUSEHOLDS BELOW POVERTY LEVEL 

2. AVERAGE'" BETl-iEEN 45%-50;; FENALE-HK\DEn 
HOUSEHOLDS BEL01, POVERTY LEVEL 

3. UNFAVORABLE = > 50% FENALE-HEADED 
HOUSEHOLDS BELOH POVERTY LEVEL 

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 

A. ~ffiDIAN SCHOOL ~EARS CO}WLETED BY A. l. HIGH = 11.5 YEARS CONPLETED Arm HIGHER 
ADULTS 2. ii.VERAGE = BETHEEN 10.5 A};J) 11.5 '[FARS 

3. LOH = < 10.5 YEARS COHPLETED 

B. PERCENT ADULTS COMPLETING COLLEGE B. 1- HIGH = 12% OR NORE COMPLETING COLLEGE 
2. AVERAGE ,; BETWEEN 8% AND 12% CONPLETING 

COLLEGE 
3. ~ = < 8% ADULTS COMPLETING COl.LEGE 
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TABLE XXI (CONTINUED) 

fACTOP~ AND INDICATORS EXfu~INED DEFINITION OF VALUES ASSIGNED 
-

IV. ECONOmc CONDITIONS 

1\, AGE OF CITY A. 1- OLDER e > 150 YEARS OLD 
2. YOUNGE~ '" < 150 YEARS OLD 

fl. ~IEDIAN ~'AHILY INCQ}lE B. l. HIGH'" > $9,500 
2. HEDIUH'" BEl'lffiEN $8,500-$9,500 
3. LOW = < $8,500 

C. PERCENT PROFESSION.\L WORKERS C. l. HIGH = > 13.5;! 
IN LABOR FORCE 2. MEDIUM '" 11%-13% . 

3. LOW'" < 1l~; 

lJ. CHANGE IN HANUFACTURING JOBS D. 1- HEAVY LOSS'" BETWEEN 20,ODO-40,000 
(1967-1972) JOBS LOST 

2. ~ LOSS = < 5,000 JOBS LOST 
3. SMALL GAIN '" BETlffiEN 3,000 AND 5,000 

JOBS GAINED 
4. HEAVY GAIN = > 15,000 JOBS GAINED 

V. SOCIAL COHESION 

A. PERCENT OHNER-OCCUPIED HOUSING A. 1. HIGH '" 50% AND OVER 
2. MEDIUM = BETHEEN 45%-50% 
3. LOH '" BELo\~ 45% 

B. OVERCROHDING INDEX B. 1- FAVORABLE'" < 7.5% 
2. AVERAGE '" BETHEEN 7.5% AND 10% 
3. UNFAVORABLE = ABOVE 10% 

C. INCO}IE CONCENTRATION C. 1. FAVORABLE '" . 355 AND UNDER 
2. AVERAGE = BETWEEN .355 AND .370 
3. UNFAVORABLE = ABOVE .370 

VI. NON-lffi1TE DISADVANTAGE 

A. NON-IffiITE }IEDIAN FAHILY INCO}IE A. 1- HIGH DIFFERENTIAL = UNDER 70% OF 
AS A PERCENT OF IffiITE }IEDIAN WHITE INCO}IE 
FAMILY INCOHE 2. }IEDIUM DIFFERENTIAL '" BETHEEN 70% 

AND 75% OF WHITE INCOME 
3. LOI. DIFFERENTIAL = ABOVE 75% OF WHITE 

INCOME 
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TABLE XXI (CONTINUED) 

FACTORS AND INDICATORS EXAHINED DEFINITION OF VALUES ASSIGNED 

VI. NON-I'IlUTE DISADVANTAGE (CONTINUED) 

B. NON-ImITE HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES B. l. HIGH DIFFERENTIAL = UNDER 70% OF 
AS A PERCENT OF ImITES WHITE H.S. GRADUATES 

2. HEDlillI DIFFERENTIAL = BETWEEN 70-90,\ 
OF WHITE H.S. GRADUATES 

3. LO\-l DIFFERENTIAL = 90% AND OVER or 
WHITE H.S. GRADUATES 

VII. CRIHE RATES 

A. VIOLENT CRIHE A. l. HIGH = 455 CRIMES AND OVER PER 100,000 
2. HEDItJl1 = BETWEEN 350 AND 455 CRIHES PER 

-wo,OOO 
3. LOW = BELOW 350 CRIMES PER 100,000 

B. PERSON CRIME B. l. HIGH = OVER 1,000 CRI~ms PER 100,000 
2. HEDIU}l = BETHEEN 770 AND 1, 000 CRU''O:S 

PER 100,000 
3. LOW = BELOIO/ 770 CRums PER 100,000 

C. PROPERTY CRIME C. l. HIGH = OVER 2,500 CRIMES PER 100,000 
2. MEDItJl1 = BETHEEN 2,300 A..'lD 2,500 CRums 

100,000 
3. LOW = BELOH 2,300 CRIHES PER 100,00,) 

VIII. RESOURCE CAPABILITY 

A. POSSIBILITY OF ANNEXATION A. l. YES 
2. NO 
3. VOTED DOWN 

B. HOODY RATING B. STATED AS LETTER ASSESSHENTS 

C. PERCENT OF POPULATION RECEIVING C. l. HIGH = 9% OR HORE 
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 2. AVERAGE = 7-8% 

3. LOW = BELOl~ 7% 
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TABLE XXI (CONCLUDED) 

FACTORS AND INDICATORS EXA}lINED DEFINITION OF VALUES ASSIGNED 

IX. CRIHINAL JUSTICE Si'STEH RESPONSE 

A. CRININAL JUS1'ICE SYSTEN A. L HIGH = > $60 
EXPENDITURE PER CAPITA 2. ~ '" BETWEEN $35 AND $55 

3. LOl~ '" < $35 

ll. POLICE CLEARANCE RATES FOR B. 1. !!..IQ!!. = > 45% 
ROBBERY 2. NEDIlJM = BETlfflEN 25% AND 35% 

3. LOW '" < 25% 

C. POLICE CLEARANCE RATES FOR C. 1- HIGH = > 25% 
BURGLARY 2. HEDIUH = BETlfflEN 15% AND 25% 

3. LOli'" < 15% 

D. NUHBER OF POLICE PER CAPITA D. 1- HIGH '" > 4 
2. AVERAGE '" BETWEEN 3 AND 4 
3. LOW '" <; 3 

E. TRIAL DELAY E. L LOH '" > 200 DAYS 
2. HEDIUH = BETWEEN 100-200 DAYS 
3. SHORT '" < 100 DAYS 
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INTRODUCTION 

Part I of this report analyzed the Impact program in terms of 
its likely potential for achievement as it moved toward. implementa
tion. 

The discussion in Chapter I focused on the contrast, in the 
early seventies, between the continued cheery political prognoses of 
an lIimminent end to the crime problem" and a rather gloom-and-doom 
research atmosphere. The latter had resulted both from the failures 
of social action programs in the sixties and from a new awareness 
(based on experience) of the difficulties involved in solving urban 
problems with federal initiatives. Among the obstacles to program 
effectiveness encountered in the sixties had been a prevailing ,!k 
of real knowledge about the problems themselves, an inability 
achieve interagency coordination, a failure to devise workable 
mechanisms for communicating with involved populations. 

Cri~e control policy of the seventies therefore came to include, 
in addition to the overall goal of crime-reduction, an instrumental 
goal of system capability which recognized the needs for knowledge, 
for interagency coordination and for effective community involvement 
in anti-crime programs. 

The High-Impact Anti-Crime Program was conceived in this special 
climate of research modesty and continued political optimism. 
Chapter II examined the relation between the program's structure, 
objectives and organization and the co~text from which it emerged. 

The analysis in Chapter III sought to derive the predictable 
consequences of explicit and implicit conflicts among Impact 
objectives, and to assess the eventual program priorities which 
might emerge, given those conflicts and the other constraints likely 
to affect the program. 

The way in which the conflicts built into the Impact program 
led to the strategy chosen for the national-level evaluation was 
described in Chapter IV, along with the evaluation's objectives, 
tasks, expected knowledge products, limitations and opportunities. 

Finally, Chapter V'studied the eight Impact cities; as they 
appeared before program initiation, from several perspectives. 
Historical backgrounds, geographies, economies and political systems 
were described; a framework for comparatively examining indicators 
of crime-correlated problems in each city was constructed and the 
cities compared; crime rates were juxtaposed with crime correlates; 
city revenue/expenditure balance and resource capability potential 
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were assessed; the size, direction and nature of city expenditures 
were examined, and criminal justice expenditures and performance were 
arrayed in conjunction with crime rates. 

It emerged from this set of data that the Impact cities divided 
into two groups in 1970. Four of them (Newark, Baltimore, St. Louis 
and Cleveland) were older, more densely populated, more dependent 
upon manufacturing in their employment mix than the four other cities; 
in addition they had undergone heavy lOSSclS in their middle-class 
populations over the 1950-1970 period. The other group (Atlanta, 
Dallas, Denver and Portland) ~'7ere all less than 150 years old, with 
higher per capita incomes, higher educational levels, and greater 
resource capabilities. The crime correlates examined appeared to 
account for crime rates in only four of the eight cities; they did 
not explain crime problems in Atlanta, C1eveldnd, Dallas or Denver. 
Affluence thus coexisted with high crime rates in some cities, but 
the highest rates of person crime, by far, occurred in the older, 
more economically deprived cities. 

Given that high crime rates were seen both in "boom" and in 
"exodus" cities, however, the hypothesis was advanced that it may not 
be the boom or exodus in itself which is significant in terms of 
rising crime, but rather a perception of relative deprivation (among 
disadvantaged persons or groups vis-a-vis other persons or groups) 
which may influence the marginal propensity to commit crimes; such a 
perception would be exacerbated in either rapidly expanding or rapidly 
deteriorating economies. 

An examination of city revenues and expenditures showed that 
these were not really comparable, since some cities funded major 
services like education and welfare while others did not. Informa
tion developed on resource capability further reinforced the impres
sion that two groups existed among the Impact cities. 

Some general observations eme~ge from the Part I analysis: 

(1) The Impact program was a natural product of the stresses 
and strains inherent in the social program environment 
of the early seventies. 

(2) The program moved toward viable criminal justice goals 
and professed to insure measurement of the progress 
attained in reaching them at the same time that the 
conflicts built into the program threatened both imple
mentation and measurement. 
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(3) Political (or action) constraints on research appeared to 
limit the program's potential for new knowledge, 

(4) The cities began the program from positions of differing 
relative advantage in terms of political and economic 
situations, crime problems, population resources and system 
capability. Denver and Portland were in highly advantageous 
positions, compared to the other cities, whereas Newark, 
St. Louis and Baltimore had the most severe urban problems 
and the highest rates of person crime . 

• ¥' 

(5) It appeared liUely that the program character emerging from 
the set of conflicting elements examined in Part I might 
feature: 

• a heavy orientation toward the police function; 

• few courts, juvenile prevention and community involve
m~nt projects; 

• an emphasis on corrections projects (due to fiscal 
incentives). 

(6) It was not clear, as the program began: 

• whether the complexities of the COPIE-cycle rendered 
its performance feasible; 

• whether the program would slip its scheduled time frame 
in order to execute the COPIE-(ycle, or whether the 
latter would fail to be performed, given city and 
program incentives to get anti-crime efforts implemented; 

• whether enough interagency coordination could be 
achieved so that programs would function effectively. 

(7) Given the program constraints, the national-level evalua
tion would focus on three knowledge products: 

\) new information about city capabilities to plan, 
implement and evaluate a comprehensive anti-crime 
program; 

~ an assessment of agency coordination problems experienced 
during the course of the program; 

" a set of recommendations and conclusions for use in the 
formulation of future urban/federal anti-crime programs. 
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Part II of this report presents findings of the national-level 
evaluation (extending from January 1972 to August 1975) relative to 
the COPIE-cycle, and to various other aspects of the program (including 
project innovation, agency coordination, community involvement, and 
project/Crime Analysis Team institutionalization). These findings ~vil1 
establish (vis-a-vis the baseline of expected orientations and emphases 
developed in Part I): 

• what COP IE-cycle activities and products were, in fact, 
generated program-wide (Chapter VI); 

• what actually happened in each city in terms of the COFIE
cycle (i.e., crime-oriented planning, implementation and 
evaluation), in terms of project innovations, project and 
Crime Analysis Team institutionalization, and in terms of 
improvements in agency coordination and community l.nput 
(Chapter VII); and 

• what observations can be substantiated, across the cities) 
relative to the importance and usefulness of the COPIE-cycle 
and the Crime Analysis Team within the Impact program experi
ence (Chapter VIII). 
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CHAPTER VI: SUMMARY 

This chapter presents an overview of major program activities and products gen~ 
era ted by the Impact cities in support of the COPIE~cycle. It speaks to questions of 
quantity, proportion and kind, rather than quality, and seeks to establish to what degree 
the cities did, in fact, respond to the federal COPIE~cyc1e initiative. 

Key dimensions of the program are as follows: 

• 233 anti-crime projects were developed in the eight cities; 
411 funding awards totalled about $140 million; 
e police projects received $47 million (33 percent) and corrections projects re~ 

ceived $42 million (31 percent); 
e the primary focus of Impact was on recidivism reduction ($58 million, or 42 

percent) with $44 million (or 31 percent) going toward a crime reduction focus 
and $38 million (or 27 percent) to systems improvement; 

• all cities prepared Impact master plans and evaluation plans; 
e evaluation plans and reports were developed for over 60 percent of Impact 

projects; and 
• much evaluative attention was concentrated on recidivism~focused projects. 

In terms of expected program effects (see Part I), findings are that, as anticipated: 

• slippage occurred, resulting in program extensions; 
.. the orientation toward crime~reduction (or police) projects was dampened by 

fiscal incentives toward corrections projects; 
• rapid implementers ended up with more funding than slower implementers 

(independent of quality); and 
CD court projects, research and data handling systems were de-emphasized. 

Unanticipated effects are that: 

• juvenile and community involvement emphases were maintained (despite con
flicts with program goals); 

• some cities strayed from their expressed priorities; and 
.. at least one city's program adhered neither to its own articulated priorities nor 

to those of the program. 
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Chapter VI 
Program Dimensions: A Quantitative Overview 
of Program Activities and Products 

One must learn by doing the thing, for though you tkink you 
know it-you have no certainty, until you tiY. 

Sophocles 

The Impact program began its efforts to reduce crime and to 
improve system capability through the COP IE-cycle and the Crime 
Analysis Team in January of 1972. The promise of up to $20 million 
in funds to Impact cities for anti-crime projects and programs had, 
however, been made contingent upon the ability to show (via the COP IE
cycle) whether or not those projects and programs were effective. 
Yet the COPIE-cycle was an innovation, calling for efforts in plan
ning, data collection, analysis, evaluation and research management 
on a scale which had not previously been seen in the criminal justice 
systems of any of the Impact cities. Certain of the functions (crime
oriented planning or outcome evaluation, for example) had never been 
performed in many of the cities. It was unknown at the beginning of 
the program what planning and evaluation capabilities existed in those 
cities, what learning time would be needed:. or even whether the 
required COPIE-cycle activities and products could, in fact, be 
generated. The following discussion seeks to establish what COPIE
cycle activities and products were, in fact, generated, in relation 
to the expectations, orientations and priorities postulated in 
Part I of this document. 

Between January, 1972 and the present time (November 1975) then, 
the eight Impact cities established Crime Analysis Teams, set up 
mechanisms for grant application and review, performed crime-oriented 
planning and evaluation planning, produced Impact program master plans 
and evaluation plans, implemented projects, evaluated them, and--in. 
some cases--institutionalized them. 

At this writing, the program has not yet run its course. Its 
final phase began in January of 1974, when a cut-off date of 
December 31, 1974 was established for grant awards, with projects 
and programs able .to continue operational.until September 1976. 
Given, however, that January 1974 was the approximate date at which 
the program had originally been expected to finish, it is clear that 
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the program's duration is longer than it was intended to be. This 
was due to a slippage in implementation resulting largely from the 
predicted inability of cities to simultaneously execute the COPIE
cycle and achieve program start-up within the six months scheduled for 
this dual effort. In order to permit the expenditure of Impact monies 
allocated, therefore, it became necessary to ext~nd program operations 
into 1976. 

LEAA funding of the Crime Analysis Team, however, ended in June 
of 1975 (with further support possible only on a case-by-case basis); 
Team functions therefore phased out at this time except where they 
were continued with municipal or other special funding. Thus, at 
the present writing, many projects are still on-going 3nd mJny 
evaluation findings have yet to be reported; with the end of the Crime 
Analysis Teams, as such, however, it is not clear how many ci'£ the 
final evaluation reports for on-going projects may actually be produced. 

The object of the following disGussion is to give the reader a 
very general overview of program activities and products, speaking 
to questions of quantity, proportion and kind rather than quality; 
qualitative assessments of various program aspects are undertaken 
elsewhere in this document (see, for example, Chapters VII and VIII 
of Part II). The examination here is limited to the COPIE-cycle and 
to the various products generated in pursuit of its activities. It 
is limited also by uncertainties, such as disagreements among the 
various agencies about how many projects were implemented, how much 
money was awarded, how much money was expended, and so on. (Even the 
question of what: constitutes a "project" cannot always receive a 
straightforward answer. For example, in the case of Baltimore's multi
faceted High Impact Court effort, various components are here viewed 
as elements of a single project, rather than as separate Impact 
projects. This consolidation reflects the fact that funding decisions 
and evaluation documentation typically addressed the components in 
an aggregate fashion. Other decisions regarding what constituted a 
"project ll were made in a similar way, using city documentation.) 
Finally, this overview of activities and products generated by Impact 
cities in the course of the program is s.till further limited by the 
national-level evaluation time-frame, that is, to the period between 
January 1972 and August 1975 (June 1975 for award and expenditure 
data). Examined here first will be the COPIE-cycle model itself, 
followed by an account of its execution by the eight cities in terms 
of i~s three elements: crime-oriented planning, implementation and 
evaluation. 
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A. The COPIE-Cycle 

All of the Impact cities were expected to follow the model of 
comprehensive crime-oriented planning, implementation and evaluation 
developed by the National Institute (see Figure 11 below for a 
schematic representation of the COPIE-cycle concept). The model 
l.ncluded seven steps which needed to be executed for satisfactory 
accomplishment of the process. ~g shown in Figure 11, the initial 
input into the cycle was basic data analysis. Data were to be 
analyzed in terms of offenders, victims and crime-settings for the 
five specific Impact crimes (i.e., murder, rape, aggravated assault, 
robbery and burglary). System capabilities were also to be surveyed 
and analyzed to assess the strengths available within the existing 
criminal justice system for attacking the crime factors identified 
in the offender/victim/crime-setting analysis. 

Once the basic data analysis had been completed, city planners 
were to proceed to problem identification and prioritization (Step 2 
of the model, Figure 11). Problems were to be supported by analysis 
and centered on specific population groups (victims/offenders) and ci"a 
target high-crime areas. Priorities were to be chosen in such a way 
that impact on crime problems might be attained within program time 
constraints. 

The next stage in the process ~Step 3 of the model, Figure 11) 
was the development of broad strategies to attack the problems 
selected. These strategies were reflected in the program areas and 
program goals established by each city. In selecting these program 
areas, alternative strategies and approaches for alleviating the 
identified problems were to be considered and weigb~d prior to a final 
determination of program priorities. 

Similarly, for each strategy selected, the city was to choose 
specific tactics to implement that strategy (Step 4 of the model, 
Figure 11). The tactics chosen were to be represented by the proposed 
projects and their objectives. In the same fashion as with program 
areas, project selection was to follow a careful weighing and con
sideration of alternative tactics for addressing each strategy. 

Evaluation planning (Step 5, Phase II of the model, Figure 11) 
required cities to design, in advance of project implementation, a 
component which ideally would allow project evaluators to answer 
three questions in their final reports: 
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PHASE I 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

PHASE II 

5. 

PHASE III 
6. 

PHASE IV 

7. 

PROCESS -

BASIC DATA ANALYSIS .., 
,J, 

PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION I~ 
AND PRIORITIZING 

• 
STRATEGIC PLANNING 

'" TACTICAL PLANNING 

EVALUATION PLANNING I~ 

t 
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION 

I~ AND PATA COLLECTION 

EVALUATION 

PRODUCT~ 

1. VICTIM, OFFENDER AND ENVIRONMENT 
DATA FOR EACH IHPACT CRIME/CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE SYSTEH RESPONSE CAPABILITY 

2. SPECIFIED OR INFERRED PROBLEM 
S'fATEMENTS SUPPORTED BY ANALYSIS 
AND PRIORITIZING OR PROBLEHS 

3. PROGRAMS/GOALS 

4. PROJECTS/OBJECTIVES 

------}!ASTER PLAN--------

5. EVALUATION PLANS/ 
EVALUATION COMPONENTS 

6. GRANT APPLICATIONS/PROGRESS 
REPORTING/EVALUATION REPORTING 

7. EVALUATION REPORTS/ 
FINAL PROJECT. REPORTS 

SOURCE: GREENFELD, L. A., ANALtSIS OF CRIME-ORIENTED PLANNING IN THE 
EIGHT CITIFS OF THE HIGH-IMPACT ANTI-CRIME PROGRAM, THE NITRE 
CORPORATION, NTR-6645, AUGUST 1974, PAGE 14. 

FIGURE 11 
THE COMPREHENSIVE CRIME-ORIENTED PLANNING, IMPLEMENTATION 

AND EVALUATION (COPIE) CYCLE: A MODEL 
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(1) Did the project actually implement the activities/deliver 
the services ,.hich were specified in the grant application? 

(2) Did the crime/recidivism levels that the project was designed 
to reduce actually decline? Ivas the system capability 
targeted actually achieved? 

(3) Is it reasonable to attribut~ such improvement to the 
project's activities? 

A model describing the key steps in a project-level evaluation plan
ning process designed to provide responses to these questions is 
given in Figure 12 (see page 148 below). As shown in this model, 
the real starting point in the Impact evaluation planning process 
was the identification of a specific crime problem (that is, Step 2 
of the COPIE-cyc1e model, Figure 11). The nature and extent of this 
problem would necessarily drive the remaining steps in the process. 
Project activities would develop from the need to implement a 
particular anti-crime strategy believed to combat the pre-identified 
crime problem. These activities therefore had to be logically linked 
to project outcome goals and objectives which, in turn, ,.ou1d reflect 
the desired changes in the identified crime problem. The remaining 
interdependent steps in the evaluation planning process, from the 
delineation of activity, intermediate, and outcome objectives through 
the specification of measures, data collection and analysis procedu~es, 
constituted the basic foundation for assembling evidence needed to 
address questions about project activities, outcomes and their 
relationship to one another. 

Evaluation planning having been performed, project implementation 
and data collection (Step 6, or Phase III of the COPIE-cycle model, 
Figure 11) could take place. A proceduraJ model of implementation 
as it typically occurred during the Impact program, is shown in 
Figure 13 (see page 149 below). 

Finally, evaluations were to be performed and documented (Step 7, 
or Phase IV of the COPIE-cycle model, Figure 11, page 146) according 
to the objectives, measures, modes of analysis, data collection plan, 
reporting schedules and operational milestones specified in the eval
uation ~omponents and carried out during project implementation. 

As indicated in Figure 11, all of these stages and efforts ~.ere 
to compose an iterative, dynamic process. with evaluation findings 
feeding back into problem identification and causing modifications 
to be made in evaluation plans and project implementation. 
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... ----------1 I IDENTIFY I 
I CRIME PROBLEM I 
I I 
-----~-----

--------------------~ I PROJECT PLANNING I 
r • SELECT STRATEGY I 
I CI DEVE-LOl? PROJECT ! 
I • PLAN PROJECT OPERATIONS I 
L---------r---------J 

EVALUATlON • PLANNING 

I I DELINEATE I 
ACTIVITY OBJl iVES 1--

J DELINEATE 
.... 1 OUTCOME OBJECTIVES 

.. ~. 

I SPECIFY I", ~l SPECIFY R~ 
ACTIVITY MEASURES I OUTCOME MEASURES 

I 
+ 

SPECIFY 
EVALUATION RESEARCH 
DESIGN/METHODOLOGY 

• BASIS FOR COMPARISON 
• METHOD OF ANALYSIS 

~ 
SPECIFY I. 

DATA COLLECTION PLAN 

~ 
SPECITI 

MONITORING SYSTEMI 
REPORTING SCHEDULE 

--I ----------, 

I PROJECT EVALUATION l 
L ___________ J 

SOURCE: KUPERSMITH, G., A FMMEWORK FOR ASSESSING PROJECT~LEVEL 
EVALUATION PLANS, THE MITRE CORPORATION, ~ITR-6845, 
FEBRUARY 1975, PAGE 7. 

FIGURE 12 
A MODEL DEPICTING KEY STEPS IN THE PROJECT-LEVEL 

EVALUATION PLANNING PROCESS 
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1'1.ANHING 

PERIOI) J_ 

GRANT 
DEVEl.OPHIlNT 

AND 
AliARD 
PERIOn 

REFUNDING PROCESS AND 
EFFECT ON PROJECT 

(NODIFICATION, ETC.) 

POST~ 
GRANT I 

PERIOD Al1ARD I 

FINAL SELECTION OF 
SUB-GRANTEE & PLANNED 

ALLOCATION OF MONEY 

DETE&~NATION OF 
ADHINISTRATIVE 

ORGANIZATION OF PROJECT 

PROJECT 
IHPLEMENTATION 

ACQUISITION OF 
OFFICE SPACE 

STAFF HIRING 
AND TRAINING 

CLIENT 
ACQUISITION 

PROVISION OF 
SERVICES 

FISCAL 
ADMINISTRATION 

SOURCE: GREENFELD, L. A., AND l1EIS, C., A DESCRIPTION OF UIPLEHENTATION 
ACTIVITIES ACROSS THE EIGRT CITIES OF THE IlIGR-IMPACT ANTI-CRINE 
PROGW! (UPDATED), THE HITRE CORPORATION, MTR-6881, DECEMBER 1975, 
DATAAS OF JUNE 1975, PAGE 10. 

FIGURE 13 
A PROCEDURAL MODEL FOR IMPACT IMPLEMENTATION 
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This, in brief, was the COPIE-cycle model which cities were 
expected to follow in the development of their Impact program. As 
with all models, it served rather as a guide than as a precise formulu. 
Unsurprisingly, the eight Impact cities executed the steps of the 
model in varying ways and degrees. 

B. Dimensions of Crime-Oriented Planning 

All of the eight cities ~repared master plans and evalu~tion plans; 
products which were to be gen~rated after completion of Phases I and 
II of the COPIE-cycle model (s~e Figure 11). On the average, it took 
Impact cities about eight months to turn out their master plans. Varia
tions existed among city documents reflecting differences in the quality 
and nature of the efforts expended at each step of the process. The 
range of time varied from 3 months for St. Louis to 13 months for 
Newark; St. Louis and Denver, however, re-worked and updated their 
plans later on. Evaluation plans had all been completed by June of 
1973. 

Overall, the major planning documents produced by each of the 
Impact cities are as follows: 

ATLANTA 

• Atlanta Impact Program - Plan of Operations - August 14, 1972. 

• Atlanta Impact Program - Master Plan - October 18, 1972. 

• Atlanta Impact Program - Evaluation Plan - Undated. 

BALTIMORE 

• Baltimore Impact Planning and Evaluation - May, 1972. 

8 Baltimore High Impact Plan - December, 1972. 

• Evaluation Plan for the High Impact Anti-Crime Program - Undated. 

CLEVELAND 

• Master Plan - May, 1972. 

• Planning and Evaluation Manual - May, 1973. 

• Evaluation Component - Undated. 
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DALLAS 

• Dallas Impact Action Plan - October, 1972. 

• Dallas Impact Plan - November, 1972. 

e Dallas High Impact Anti-Crime Program - 1973 Evaluation Plan -
Ja1~uary, 1973. 

DENVER 

# 

1973 High • Impact Plan: 

Volume I Program Plan 

Volume II Crime-Specific Analysis 

Volume III Demographic Analysis of 124 High-Risk 
Census Tracts 

Volume IV Evaluation Plan. 

NEWARK 

• Newark Impact Action Plan - February, 1973. 

• Plan for Evaluation for Newark - Updated. 

• Impact Program - June, 1973. 

PORTLAND 

• Burglary and Robbery - Portland, Oregon - Undated. 

• Robbery and Burglary Victimology Project - November, 1972. 

0 Portland High Impact Program - December, 1972. 

• Portland High Impact Program Evaluation Plan - March, 1973. 

ST. LOUIS 

• St. Louis High Impact Anti-Crime Program Plan - April, 1972. 

• Impact Evaluation Plan and Evaluation Progress Report - Undated. 

• High Impact Plan Update - March, 1973. 
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All of these documents reflect the varying city efforts to carry out 
Phase I of the COPIE-cycle. 

Table XXII below presents an overview of the kinds and amounts 
of basic data which were collected by each of the cities during the 
crime-oriented planning process (Step 1 of the model, Figure 11). 
Atlanta, Denver, Newark and Portland clearly provided the most 
complete sets of data among the Impact cities. 

Crime problems identified by Impact cities during the planning 
process (Step 2 of the COPIE-cycle model) are shown in Figure 14 
below. The offenses most often targeted across the cities were 
robbery and burglary (which is unsurprising, given 'the program goal 
of reducing stranger-to-stranger crime and given that robbery and 
burglary are the crimes which are most often assumed to fall into 
this category); the offender categories considered to constitute the 
major Impact problems were juveniles and drug users. It is interest
ing to note that Cleveland, with the lowest~burglary rate of any 
Impact city in 19701--see Table XVI, page 105 above--nonethe1ess 
identified it as a major problem, while Newark, Portland, St,. Louis 
and Baltimore, with much higher rates, did not. Functional areas 
most often chosen as needing priority attention were adult corrections 
and the courts (see page 160 below for a description of the kinds of 
projects typically included in a particular functional area). Only 
one city identified all Impact crimes as major problems (Denver), 
and only one city (Baltimore) tagged community involvement as a 
problem requiring improvement. 

Program areas selected by the eight cities for Impact funding 
(Step 3 of the COPIE-cycle model) are shown in Figure 15 below. 
Once again, the youthful offender received emphasis as a target for 
program planning across the cities, but less unanimously than in the 
process of problem identification. Po1ic.e and courts were now 
designated to receive priority funding (as opposed to adult corrections 
and courts, which had emerged as the top problems identified across 
the cities, see F:Lgur&. 14). Only one city (Denver) proposed broad 
program-level strategies focusing on specific offenses. 

The proposed projects which emerged from this planning process 
(Step 4 of the COPIE-cycle model) provide insights regarding the 
specific approaches cities initially sought to rely upon to solve 
the problems indicated in Figure 14 above. Table XXIII below shows 

lAnd in 1971 and 1972 (see the FBI's Uniform Crime Report inputs 
for Cleveland burglaries in those years). 
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TABLE XXII 
DATA PROVIDED BY THE EIGHT IMPACT CITIES IN 

SUPPORT OF THEIR CRIME·ORIENTED 
PLANNING "FFORT 

OFFENDER I V I C TIM I 

~~0~~~Yt~~~/~A~~~/;lh~1 
Ii;' A: A, ~ (.', ;; & /;' 0 

I!! .# ~... ~ #IT!>: $ & $ tt f-. & & t 
# # ;. & & '" ~ If £1 !:l ~ '" ~ ~ ;; $.4' Ij ,$ "> I #10' ~~o l .! ~:~1 17 ·1"1 4r J f ,'" Jt;$ &'l .fl 4r ! f I Jr? 

ATLAllTA 

HURDER X X X X X X 
RAPE X X X X X X 
ROBBERY X X X X X X 
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT X X X X X X 
BURGLARY X X X G 

BALTIMORE 

MURDER G G G X X 
RAPE G G G X 
ROBBERY X G G G 
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT X 
BURGLARY X G 

CLEVELAND 

HURDER X 
RAPE X 
ROBBERY X 
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT X 
BURGLARY 

DALLAS 

MURDER X G X X 
RAPE G G 
ROBBERY X X 
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT G X 
BURGLARY G G 

lJENVER1 

RAPE X X X X X 
ROBBERY X X X X 
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT X G X X X 
BURGLARY X X X X 

NEWARK 

MURDER X X X X X X 
RAPE X X X X X X 
ROBBERY X X X X X X 
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT X X X X X X 
BUl!GLARY X X X 

PORTLAND 

HURDER X X X X X X 
RAPE X X X X X X 
ROBBERY X X X X X X 
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT X X X X X X 
BURGLARY X X X X X 

ST. LOUIS 

HURDER 
RAPE 
ROBBERY 
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 
BURGLARY 

IDENVER COHBlNES MURDER AND AGGRAVATED ASSAULT. 

NOTE: X = QUANTITATIVE DATA ARE FROVIDED. 

G = CATEGORY IS DISCUSSED IN GENERAL TERHS ONLY. 

SOURCE: SIEGEL, L. G., AND RUSSELL, L. S., CRllIE PROFILES: AN EXAHINATION 
OF DATA COLLECTION SUPPORTING CRIHE-ORIEllTED PLANNING IN THE 
EIGHT UIPACT CITIES, THE NITRE CORPORATION, HTR-7114, DECEHBER 1975. 

" X X X X X X X X X X X 
X X X X X X X X X X X X 
X X X X X X X X X X 
X X X X X X X X X X X X 
X X X X X X X 

X X X X X X 
X X X X X X 
X X X X X X - X 
X X X X X 

X X X G G 
X X X G 
X X X G G 
X X X G X 
X X X 

, 

X X G X X 
X X G X X G 
G X G X 

G 
G X X 

G X X 
X X X X X 

X X X X X X 
X X X 

X X X X 
A X X X 
X X X X X X 
X X X X X X 
X X X X 

X X X X X A X X 
X X X X X X X X 
X X X X X X X X 
X X X X X X X X 
X X X X X X X 

X X 

X X 

TABLE XXII 
DATA PROVIDED BY THE EIGHT IMPACT CITIES IN 

SUPPORT OF THEIR CRIME·ORIENTED 
PLANNING EFFORT 
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TYPE OF OFfENSE OFFEJIlDER 
VIC- ! ENVI-

r'UNCTIONAL AREAS TIM I RON-
MENT 

jjj/;;:jjlfg!t:illt~?~~~ 
!':l Q 4 ~ ~ $& fy 

RJ f1;- ~ tj § ~ 4J '* rf}:/:j ~~ .., $';.., 1;,."I0v, t./ $:i &- J& jj $ $$ ~JSf; ~.l I ij' 
N @ ~$' J;;J Ov iq .::;, ~ ;,~ "tl rr (y /:i Ov() ",fj ~~!4 N /:;/j d' §? !! .. ;;r ~. .. I:i If & !hy I ti ~ ;$ ,t@' £i' 4f ;j It:' ff '" 

CITIES ">I # "* '" {?' 1#, ,?' 1:;' 4f fj § (j .!l ,Q, ",0 & & ':) & ;..; ,,;; G q "" ~ 

ATLANTA • I\) • e • 41) ., 41) 

BALTINORE • 81 8 G • 
CLEVELAND • • • 41) ., • • • 41> 

DALLAS • • (9 e • • • • ~ 

DENVER • .. • • .. 6) II .. • I) • $ " 
NEWARK " • (t • • • tl 

PORTLAND 6) • • • • • • • ., • 
ST. LOUIS • ., • G 

NU~mER OF CITIES 
1/8 I 1/8 ADDRESSING: 3/8 4/8 1/8 1/8 1/8 2/8 8/8 6/8 4/8 4/8 5/8 2/8 4/8 5/8 6/8 2/8 3/8 

i 

SOURCE: GREENFELD, L. A., ANALYSIS OF CRIME-ORIENTED PLANNING IN THE EIGHT CITIES 
OF THE HtGH-I'IPACT ANTI-CRIME PROGRAM, THE MITRE CORPORATION, MTR,-6645, 
AUGUST 1974, PAGE 95. 

FIGURE 14 
ANALYSIS OF PROBLEMS IDENTIFIED BY THE EIGHT IMPACT CITIES 



VIC- ENVI-
TYPE OF OFFENSE OFFENDER RON- FUNCTIONAL AREAS TIM MENT 

',I ~ ~ Q ~;;; 
!;J ~ ~ tj & ,! '-'l $ &$ t; ~ 

~ p., t:,. ... .., ?51 .§ & $& tl . tl tltl ~~0 II 
;y t1 M',$1:f!.., /!; .:s ~ ~ i$' ~!j !i ~~tJ /:?,£l# ~ CJ t;JO $ t;;. 

CITIES 

ATLANTA 
; __ 4 • 

BALTIMORE • • • ., • • f) • 
CLEVELAND " .. " • I) • e, e 

... 
DALLAS It .. • • • ® .. tt • ., • t, 

I 

DENVER " • • • • tID • 
NEHARK .., • G& ., • 
PORTLAND • ED • • (I 

ST. LOUIS e 4\1 G • • 0 ~ ~ 

NUMBER OF CITIES 
ADDRESSING: 1/8 1/8 1/8 1/8 5/8 6/8 3/8 2/8 4/8 5/8 4/8 7/8 i/8 5/8 4/8 2/8 1/8 

.-
SOURCE: GREENFELD, L. A., ANALYSIS OF CRIME-ORIENTED PL~ING IN THE EIGHT CITIES 

OF TIlE HIGH-D1PACT ANTI-GRIME PROGRAM, THE MITRE: CORPORATION, MTR-6645, 
AUGUST 1974, PAGE 103. 

FIGURE 15 
ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM AREA~ IDENTIFIED BY THE EIGHT IMPACT CITIES 



TABLE XXIII 
NUMBER OF PROPOSED PROJECTS BY' FUNCTIONAL AREA FOR 

THE EIGHT IMPACT CITIES 

ADULT JUVENILE RESEARCH/ 
PlU:VENTION POLICE COURTS 

CORRECTIONS CORRECTIONS 
INFOIDIATION 

SYSTEMS .-. --.. ~ 

ATLANTA 2 9 6 2 2 2 

BALTIMORE 3 3 2 3 3 

CLEVELAND 6 3 1 8 1 

DALLAS 1 • 10 3 1 6 6 

DENVER 2 2 2 1 1 

NEWARK 2 7 1 5 .; 

PORTLAND 2 3 '1 5 3 2 

ST. LOUIS 4 5 10 7 7 

TOTAL CITIES 22 42 24 33 26 11 

SOURCE: GREENFELD, L. A., ANALYSIS OF CRINE-ORIllNTED PLANNING IN THE EIGHT CITIES 
OF THE HIGH-HlPACT ANTI-CRINE PROGRAM, THE MITRE CORPORATION, HTR-6645, 
AUGUST 1974, PAGE 110. 

DRUG 
USE 

1 

4 

1 

4 

2 

1 

13 

COMMUNITY 
INVOLVEMENT 

OTHER TOTAL 

4 1 29 

4 1 23 

1 21 

2 1 34 

1 9 

5 1 26 

1 2 19 

2 36 

20 6 197 



that the Largest number (42, or 21 percent) of the proposed projects 
were geared to the police functional area, and that community involve
ment strategies emerged more frequently (about 10 percent of planned 
projects) than might have been expected from the problem identification 
process. 

While it is true that monies budgeted or expended constitute a 
better measure of city priorities than do the number of projects 
planned, the planning process nonetheless gives evidence here of the 
terms in which the cities initially saw their crime problems. As 
expected (see pages 44 and 49 above), the police function was viewed 
as a logical strategy for affecting high-crime-rate areas or specific 
crimes like robbery and burglary. Also as expected, the fiscal 
incentives furnished toward corrections seem to have dampened this 
anticipated orientation toward police projects and to have maintained 
the desired emphasis on planned corrections projects (30 percent of 
the total proposed, if adult and juvenile corrections projects are 
taken together). 

What was less predictable, however, was the emphasis on community 
involvement projects which surfaced by the end of the planning process. 
It is possible that this was the result of a national trend, exogenous 
to the program (see page 50 above), toward concern for crime vic-
tims and toward a new importance placed upon community input into the 
criminal justice planning pra~ess. As the movement widened and 
deepened within the criminal Justice system (reinforced by the publica
tions of the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards 
and Goals; and by the launching of a nationwide Citizens' Initiative 
Program in 1973), a greater emphasis on community involvement and 
victim assistance projects developed within the Impact program as 
~vell. Although. Impact had indeed targeted community participation as 
a program objective (see page 25 above), it is likely that, without 
external pressure, this objective might well have been sacrificed to 
more politically pressing goals of the program. 

C. Dimensions of Implementation 

1. Program-Wide Implementation 

The distribution of Impact projects and funding awards (as of 
June 1975) is shown in Table XXIV below. St. Louis and Cleveland, 
which were the cities most concerned with rapid implementation (see 
Chapter VII, below), had received the largest amounts of money, 
while the slow~r cities (Portland, Baltimore and Atlanta, see 
Chapter VII) ended up with somewhat less. The disparity between 
the program's fastest and slowest implementers (St. Louis and Portland, 
respectively) was $2.8 million, in terms of funds awarded. Thus, the 
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TABLE XXIV 
DISTRIBUTION OF IMPACT PROJECTS AND FUNDING AWARDS BY CITY 

PERCENT OF TOTAL PERCENT ~F TOTAL 
CITY IMPACT PROJECTS (N) IMPACT AWARDS ($) 

ATLANTA 9% (20) 12% ($16, 856, 592) 

BALTIMORE 12% (27) 12% ($16, 739, 045) 

CLEVELAND 17% (39) 13% ($18, 485, 465) 

DALLAS 8% (19) 12% ($17, 039, 548) 

DENVER 16% (37) 13% ($18, 141, 466) 

NEWARK 12% (27) 13% ($17, 776, 946) 

PORTLAND 7% (17) 11% ($16, 067, 117) 

ST. LOUIS 20% (47) 14% ($18, 896, 667) 

-

TOTAL 100% (233) 100% ($140, 002, 846) 

SOURCE: GREENFELD, L., AND WEIS, C., A DESCRIPTION OF IHPLEMENTATION ACTIVITIES 
ACROSS THE EIGHT CITIES OF THE HIGH-IMPACT ANTI-CRIME PROGRAM (UPDATED), 
THE MITRE CORPORATION, MTR-6881, DECEMBER 1975, DATA AS OF JUNE 1975, 
(EXCEPT BALTIMORE AS OF JANUARY 1975). 



capacity to get projects "on-the-street.," to spend money, to act in an 
anti-crime sense, seems to have carried ',y-ith it monetary rewards with
out reference to the quality of city performance of the COPIE-cycle. 

Table XXV below displays the breakout of Impact projects and 
awarded funds by functional area. The kinds of projects included 
in each of these areas are described as follows: 

• Prevention--This type of project focuses on reducing the 
probability of crime being committed by high risk non
adjudicated persons, school dropouts, previous offenders, or 
other persons likely to commit cr::i.mes, by providing services 
aimed at increasing their education, training and employment 
levels, and through alternative activities, such as recreation 
and counseling • 

., PolicE."--This. type of project focuses on enlarging the scope 
and quality of police services (such as patrol, tactical 
operations, field reporting and record maintenance), on police 
response time reduction, and on streamlining police administra
tive operations. 

• Courts--This type of project focuses on streamlining court 
administration and operations. including (but not limited 
to) the reduction of case processing time and the provision 
of expanded services such as defense counsel and pre-trial 
assistance, assistance with bail determination, and improved 
prosecution services . 

., Adult Corrections--This type of project focuses on rehabilita
tive treatment modes for adult offenders such as intensive 
supervision of parolees and probationers, diagnosis of 
offenders needing mental health treatment, streamlining 
administration, and expanding the range of services available 
by parole and probation departments or ancillary service 
agencies. 

• Juvenile Corrections--This type of project focuses on prOV1S1on 
of alternatives to institutionalization or upgrading the institu
tional services available to youthful offenders, including (but 
not limited to) vocational education, probation counseling, 
aftercare services, formal schooling, residential care, and 
employment placement. 

• Research/Information Systems--This type of project focuses on 
crime data collection and maintenance and/or exchange, data 
analysis, and related planning and evaluation activities. 
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TABLE XXV 
DISTRIBUTION OF IMPACT PROJECTS AND AWARDED FUNDS 

BY FUNCTIONAL AREA 

PERCENT OF TOTAL PERCENT OF TOTAL 
FUNCTIONAL AREA IMP ACT PROJECT S IMPACT AWARDS 

(N) ($) 

PREVENTION 9% (21) 8% ($11,076,250) 

POLICE 16% (37) 33% ($46,980,529) 

COURTS 11% (25) 8% ($11,048,042) 

ADULT CORRECTIONS 21% (48) 19% ($26,249,132) 

JUVENILE CORRECTIONS 14% (33) 12% ($16,133,563) 

RESEARCH/I~ITORMATION 7% (16) 3% ($ 4,681,749) 

DRUG USE 4% (10) 5% ($ 6,380,803) 

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 14% (33) 10% ($13,948,405) 

TARGET HARDENING 4% (9) 2% ($ 3,426,508) 

OTHER <=1% (1) ~1% ($ 77,865) 

TOTAL 100% (233) 100% ($140,002,846) 

SOURCE: GREENFELD, L. A., AND WEIS, C .. , A DESCRIPTION OF IMPLEMENTATION ACTIVITIES 
ACROSS THE EIGHT CITIES OF THE HI~H-IMPACT ANTI-CRIME PROGRAM (UPDATED), 
THE MITRE CORPORATION, MTR-6881, DECEMBER 1975, DATA AS OF JUNE 1975. 



• Drug Use--This type of project focuses on the treatment and 
rehabilitation of persons using drugs. 

• Community Involvement--This type of project focuses on reducing 
the opportunity or probability of crimes being committed by 
informing the public via mass media or by involving members of 
the public in activities such as block watching or identifi
cation of personal property, in order to assist police in 
tracing stolen property. 

~ Target Hardening--This type of project focuses on preventing 
crime in a specific geographical area via such equipment as 
street lights or by increased security for public housing 
residents. 

• Other--This type of project focuses on either providing 
assistance and training to staff members of Impact projects 
or increasing security provisionB in jails where Impact 
offenders are located. 

(In cases where there may have been more than one functional aspect to 
a project or program, it was the major orientation of the project which 
defined its placement in one or another category,) 

Table XXV above shows that the final distribution of funds for 
Impact projects (as of June 1975) bears out the general balance of 
police and corrections expenditures predicted in Chapter III above; 
nearly $47 million of Impact funds were awarded to police projects 
with a little more than $42 million going to adult and juvenile 
corrections. Court projects, also as predicted, emerged with only 
about $11 million of Impact funding, perhaps because court problems 
seemed less important, compared to other, more urgent city prio~ities, 
or perhaps because of Impact action objectives (see pages 42-43) and 
because of the program failure to provide incentives for court projects. 

On the other hand, the expected paucity of juvenile and community 
projects (see page 44 above) did not occur,. and the general distri
bution by functional area across the program shows a reasonable 
balance, much less police-oriented than is usually the case. In effect, 
typical breakouts for police, courts and corrections expenditures, 
nation-wide, have shown a share of 80 percent or more going to the 
police function, with 20 percent remaining to be split among the other 
agencies; in Impact, however, police expenditures reached only 33 
percent of the total. 

A major assumption at the start of Impact was that the largest 
portion of Impact funding would go toward projects directly addressing 
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crime-rate reduction. Iu order to explore this assumption, Table XXVI 
below examines projects according to the three perspectives from which 
crime problems were most often approached in the Impact program: 

(1) an area-specific perspective; 

(2) a client or offender perspective; and 

(3) a criminal justice system perspective. 

Based on these different approaches, projects were divided into the 
following three groups: 

(1) Crime Reduction: 
Those projects whose activities deal directly with the 
prevention and control of crime in specific geographical 
areas (i.e., street lighting, foot patrol projects). 

(2) Recidivism Reduction: 
Those projects whose activities deal directly with offenders 
and potential offenders (i. e., rehabilitation projects) in 
the hope of reducing recidivism levels among offender 
groups. 

(3) System Improvement: 
Those projects whose activities deal with the crime problem 
indirectly through improvements in various aspects of the 
criminal justice system (i.e.~ court improvements~ informa
tion systems). 

Despite the assumption that most Impact projects would directly 
target crime-rate reduction, an examination of Table XXVI shows that 
recidivism reduction turned out to be a more commonly targeted goal 
than direct crime reduction. In effect, 42 percent of fund awards 
(and nearly half of all the projects) went toward efforts aimed at 
recidivism reduction despite a general ignorance as to how such reduc
tion, once achieved, might contribute to overall reductions in crime 
rates. It seems that a growing awareness in many cities of continuing 
rehabilitation failures, combined with funding incentives, and the 
privilege, under New Federalism, for cities to choose their own 
priorities, had together generated a more irresistible pressure over
all, than had the action objectives of the program. 

2. Implementation in Each City 

Each city's spending priorities~ according to functional area, 
are sho~vn in Table XXVII below. It is clear from this chart that 
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TABLE XXVI 
DISTRIBUTIONS OF IMPACT PROJECTS AND FUNDS AWARDED 

BY PROJECT FOCUS 

PERCENT OF TOTAL PERCENT OF TOTAL 
IMPACT PROJECTS IMPACT AWARDS 

PROJECT FOCUS (N) 

CRIME REDUCTION 20% (48) 31% 

RECIDIVISM REDUCTION 46% (106) 42% 

SYSTE...\fS IMPROVEMENT 34% (79) 27% 

TOTAT, 100% (233) 100% 

SOURCE: DERIVED FROM FISCHEL, M. B., KUPERSMITH, G. W., AND TR:fi:HAN, A. P., 
AN ANALYSIS OF PROJECT-LEVEL EVALUATION PLANS, MTR-6891, AND 
GREENFELD, L; A., AND WEIS, C., A DESCRIPTION OF IMPLE'MENTATIQN 
ACTIVITIES ACROSS THE EIGHT CITIES OF THE HIGH-IMP~AN·rr:~ 
PROGRAM (UPDATED), THE MITRE CORPORATION, MTR-6881, DECEMBER 1975, 
DATA AS OF JUNE 1975. 

($) 

($43,985,055) 

($58,387,667) 

($37,630,124) 

($140,002,846) 
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TAflLEXXVIl 
DISTRIBUTION OF IMPACT PROJECTS AND FUNDS 
AWARDED BY CITY AND BY FUNCTIONAL AREA 

ATLANTA BALTIMORE CLEVELAND DALlAS DENVER 

FUNCTIONAL 
PERCENT PERCENT AREA PERCENT 

OF PERCENT OF OF PERCENT OF OF 
PROJECTS AWARD DOLLARS PROJECTS AWARD DOLLARS PROJECTS 

(N) ($) (N) m (N) 

PREVENTION 5% 4% 7% .8% 18% 
(1) ($ 636,000) (2) ($ 1,357,875) (7) 

POLICE 35% 45% 11% 23% 10% 
(7) ($ 7,630,004) (3) ($ 3,745,270) (4) 

COURTS 5% 1% 4% 15% 10% 
(1) ($ 135,585) (1) ($ 2,559,679) (4) 

ADULT CORRECTIONS 20% 17% 15% 17% 22% 
(4) ($12,818,864 ) (4) ($ 2,865,271) (9) 

JUVENILE CORRECTIc'IS 15% 10% 11% 10% 16% 
(3) ($ 1,720,287) (3) ($ 1,614,062} (6) 

RESEARCH/INFORMATIO~ 5% 0.3% 4% 2%" 5% 
(1) ($ 48,960) (1) ($ 389,509) (2) 

DRUG USE 0% 0% 22% 19% 3% 
(0) ($ 00,000) (6) ($ 3,139,865) (1) 

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 10% 22% 15% 2% 13% 
(2) ($ 3,646,249) (4) ($ 323,514) (5) 

TARGET NARDENING 5% 1% 7% 4% 3% 
(1) ($ 220,643) (2) ($ 704,000) (1) 

OTHER 0% 0% 4% 0.2% 0% 
(0) ($ 00,000) (1) ($ 40,000) (0) 

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(20) ($16,856,592) (27) ($16,739,045) (39) 

SOURCE: GREENFELD, 1.. A., AND WEIS, C., A DESCRIPTION OF IMPLEMENTATION ACTlVITIES 
ACROSS THE EIGHl CITIES OF THE HIGH-IMPACT ANTI-CRIME PROGRAM (UPDATED), 
THE MITRE CORPORATION, MrR-688l, DECEMBER 1975, DATA AS OF JUNE 1975, 
(EXCEPT BALTIMORE AS OF JANUARY 1975). 

PERCENT PERCENT 
PERCENT OF OF PERCENT OF OF PERCENT OF 
AWARD DOLlARS PROJECTS AWARD DOLLARS PROJECTS AWARD DOLLARS 

($) (N) ($) (N) ($) 

18% 5% 7% 14% 97., 
($ 3,294,472) (1) ($ 1,267,312) (5) ($ 1,534,109) 

38% 42% 45% 87 2U 
($ 7,052,431) (8) ($ 7,654,628) (3) ($ 3,825,483) 

7% 11% 21% 5% 2% 
($ 1,249,561) (2) ($ 3,570,989) (2) ($ 383,~97) 

17% 11% 16% 14% 15% 
($ 3,178,564) (2) ($ 2,683,115) (5) ($ 2,757,017) 

5% 5% 3% 19% 14% 
($ 869,038) (1) ($ 453,457) (7) ($ 2,611,569) 

0.2% 21% 4% 16% 11% 
($ 46,426) (4) ($ 701,563) (6) ($ 1,988,689) 

7% 0% 0% 3% 6% 
($ 1,276,000) (0) ($ 00,000) (1) ($ 996,452) 

6% 5% 4% 19% 19% 
($ 1,218,973) (1) ($ 708,484) m ($ 3,522,050) 

2% 0% Or. 3% 3% 
($ 300,000) (0) ($ 00,000) (1) ($ 522,000) 

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
($ 00,000) (0) ($ 00,000) (0) ($ 00,000) 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
($18,485,465) (19) ($17,039,548) (37) ($18,141,466) 

NEWARK PORTLAND 

PERCENT PERCENT' 
OF PERCENT OF OF PERCENT OF 

PROJECTS AWARD DOLLARS PROJECTS AWARD DOLLARS 
(N) ($) (N) ($) 

4% 5% 0% 0% 
(1) ($ 926,336) (0, ($ 00,000) 

15% 4U 6% 23% 
(4) ($ 7,217,944) (1) ($ 3,699,509) 

7% 6% 6% 3% 
(2) ($ 1,107,686) (1) ($ 437,313) 

26% 18% 35% 34% 
(7) ($ 3,134,192) (6) ($ 5,433,437) 

15% 10% 2% 27% 
(4) ($ 1,752,866) (4) ($ 4,364,032) 

0% 0% 6% 7% 
(0) ($ 00,000) (1) ($ 1,058,602) 

4% 3% OX 0% 
(1) ($ 568,486) (0) ($ 00,000) 

22% 16% 127. 4% 
(6) ($ 2,924,371) (2) ($ 690,338) 

4% 1% 12% 2% 
(1) ($ 107,200) (2) ($ 383,886) 

4% 0.2% 0% 0% 
(1) ($ 37,865) (0) ($ 00,000) 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
(27) ($17,176,946) (17) ($16,067,117) 

ST. 

!'ERCE'lIT 
or 

PROJECTS 
(N) 

9% 
(4) 

11% 
(5) 

19% 
(9) 

19% 
(9) 

177. 
(8) 

4% 
(2) 

2% 
(1) 

17% 
(8) 

2% 
(1) 

0% 
(0) 

100% 
(47) 

LOUIS 

PERCENT OF 
AWARD DOLLARS 

($) 

1U 
($ 2,060,146) 

33% 
($ 6,155,260) 

8% 
($ 1,603,232) 

18% 
($ 3,378,672) 

15% 
($ 2,748,152) 

2% 
($ 448,000) 

2% 
($ 400,000) 

5% 
($ 914,426) 

6% 
($ 1,188,779) 

0% 
($ !lO,OOO) 

100% 
($18,896,667) 

TABLE XXVII 
DISTRIBUTION OF IMPACT PROJECTS AND FUNDS 
AWARDED BY CITY AND BY PROJECT 
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Dallas, Newark and Atlanta put more of their money into police projects 
(between 41 percent and 45 percent) than did the other ~ities. Dallas 
and Baltimore, both with considerable backlog problems (see Table XIX, 
page 121 above) devoted more funds (21 percent and 15 percent respec
tively) to their ~ourt function than did the other cities. Atlanta 
and Denver emphasized community involvement (22 percent and 19 percent, 
respectively, of awarded funds). Cleveland stressed prevention (18 
percent of total funds) relatively more than the other cities. 
Baltimore emphasized drug programs (19 percent) and Portland put an 
overwhelming amount (61 percent) Qf its awarded funds into juvenile 
and adult corrections. Denver had the largest proportion of research/ 
information system projects (11 percent) and St. Louis developed the 
target hardening strategy (6 percent of funds) more than the other 
cities. 

It is interesting also to note the de-emphasis of certain areas 
in certain cities. Denver, Baltimore and Portland awarded less than 
the other cities to police projects (between 21 percent and 23 percent 
of funds), for example. There was very little effort in the court 
area in Atlanta (1 percent of funds), in Denver (2 percent) or in 
Portland (3 percent). Juvenile corrections had low priorities in 
Dallas (3 percent) and Cleveland (5 percent). Research and information 
systems were generally de-emphasized: Newark devoted no money at all 
to this area, Cleveland and Atlanta awarded 0.2 percent and 0.3 percent 
respectively, of their funds to it, St. Louis and Baltimore 2 percent 
each. That research and information system projects should not have 
received a great deal of attention is not too surprising, however, 
given the program's action/ effectiveness goals.. It is rather Denver's 
11 percent (or nearly $2 million) and Portland's 7 percent (or more 
than $1 million) dedicated to this area which are unusual. Finally, 
Baltimore seems to have been less interested in community involve-
ment strategies (only 2 percent of awarded funds) than were the 
other cities, despite a primary problem focus in this area (see 
Figure llJ-). 

Table XXVIII below shows the distribution of funded projects 
within cities by project focus. Here it becomes evident that there 
is a substantive difference in the police emphasis (noted in 
Table XXVII) subscribed by Atlanta, Dallas and Newark. In Atlanta 
and Newark where funding went overwhebning1y toward crime reduction 
projects, it is apparent that the police were relied upon to imple
ment the various anti-crime tactics. In Dallas, however, the orien
tation moved toward police systems improvement, targeting increases 
in system capability and productivity, rather than direct crime
reduction payoffs. Portland, Denver and Baltimore put more than 
half their funds into recidivism reduction; Newark and Atlanta 
de-emphasized the improvement' 6f sy$·tem capability (8 percent and 

167 



TABLE XXVIII 
DISTRIBUTION OF IMPACT PROJECTS AND FUNDS 

AWARDED BY CITY AND PROJECT fOCUS 

ATWitA BALTIMORE CLEVELAND 

FOCUS PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
OF PERCENT OF OF PERCENT OF OF PERCENT OF OF 

PROJECTS AllARD DOLLARS PROJECTS AWARD DOLLARS PROJECTS AWARD DOLLARS PROJECTS 

CRIME REDUCTION 40% 66% 26% 24% 10% 26% 11% 
(8) ($11,066,344) (7) ($ 4,011,371) (4) ($ 4,806,221) (2) 

RECIDIVISM REDUCTION 40% 30% 48% 51% 54% 45% 21% 
(8) ($ 5,175,151) (13) ($ 8,536,913) (21) ($ ~,318,459) (4) 

SYSTE!lS IlfPROVEHENT 20% 4% 26% 25% 36% 29% 68% 
(4) ($ 615,097) (7) ($ 4,184,761) (14) ($ 5,360,785) (13) 

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100r. 
(20) ($16,856,592) (27) ($16,739, 045) (39) ($18,485,465) (19) 

SOURCES: GREENFELD, L. A •• AND ;;EIS. C., A DESCRIPTION OF IMPLEMENTATION ACTIVITIES ACROSS THE EIGHT 
CITIIlS OF THE HIGH-IMPACT ANTI-CRIME PROGRAM (UPDATED). THE MITRE CORPORATLON, }!TR-6881, 
DECEMBER 1974, DATA AS OF JUNE 1915. 

FISCHEL, M. B., KUPERSMITH, G. W •• AND TREIIAN, A. P., AN ANALYSIS OF PROJECT-LEVEL EVALUATION 
~, HTR-6891, 111E MITRE CORPORATION. 

DALLAS DENVER 

PERCENT 
PERCt;NT OF OF PERCENT OF 
AWARD DOLLARS PROJECTS AWARD DOLLARS 

31% 14% 27% 
($ 5,282,260) (5) ($ 4,959,868) 

25% 57% 52% 
($ 4,259,887) (21) (S 9,383,572) 

44% 29% 21% 
($ 7,497,401) (11) ($ 3,798,026) 

100% 100% 100% 
($17,039,548) (37) ($18,141,466) 

NEWARK PORTLAWD 

PERCENT PERCENT 
OF PERCENT OF OF PERCENT OF 

PROJECTS AWARD DOLLARS PROJECTS AWARD DOLLARS 

37% 541: 29% 8% 
(lU) ($ 9,599,551) (5) ($ 1,234,115) 

52% 38% 42% 63% 
(14) ($ 6,155,239) (7) ($1D ,142,638) 

11% 8% 29r. 29% 
(3) ($ 1,4:\2,156) (5) ($ 4,690,364) 

100% 100% lOOr. 100% 
(27) ($17,716,946) (17) ($16,067,117) 

ST. LOUIS 

PERCENT 
OF PERCENT OF 

PROJECTS AWARD DOLLARS 

15% 27% 
(7) ($ 5,102,100) 

38% 37% 
(18) ($ 6,991.767) 

'.7% 36% 
(22) ($ 6,802,800) 

l(lO% 100% 
(47) ($18,896.667) 

TABlEXXVu/ 
DISTRIBUTION OF IMPACT PROJECTS AND FUNDS 

AWARDED BY CITY AND PROJECT FOCUS 
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4 percent of funds, respectively). Of all the cities, Atlanta devoted 
the greatest portion of awarded funds to projects with a crime
reduction focus (66 percent), Portland, Denver and Baltimore (53 per
cent, 52 percent and 51 percent) allocated the most to projects with 
a recidivism-reduction focus, and Dallas awarded more than any other 
city (44 percent of its funds) to systems improvement projects. A 
glance at Table XXVI, however, show's t:hat the 51 percent-53 percent 
dedicated to the recidivism focus by the cities most emphasizing that 
thrust is closer to the 8-city average of 42 percent than is Atlanta's 
66 percent to the 8-city average of 33 percent for crime-reduction 
focused projects, or Dallas' 44 percent to the 8-city average of 25 
percent for systems improvement projects. Thus, the high priorities 
for crime-reduction and systems improvement subscribed by Atlanta and 
Dallas respectively differed more from the general city priority 
pattern than did the Portland, Denver and Baltimore recidivism-reduction 
focus. 

A comparison of the problems indicated by cities as their major 
priorities during the crime-oriented planning process (Figure 14) 
and the distribution of funding awards by functional area and project 
focus in each of these cities (Tables XXVII and XXVIII) shows that: 

G Atlanta's robbery and geographical area problems were 
apparently addressed via a police strategy; 

o Baltimore's offender and drug use problems were translated 
into recidivism reduction and drug pxojects; 

o Cleveland's youth problem was addressed by juvenile 
prevention programs, and burglary, robbery and geographical 
area problems were reflected in a strong police component 
(38 percent of total funding awarded); 

o Dallas' identified corrections and recidivism problem was 
hardly addressed by city funding priorities, with only 19 
percent of £~nds oriented toward adult and juvenile corrections 
combined; on the other hand, offense problems were translated 
into police projects, and court capability problems into 
systems improvement efforts. 

o Denver's identified crime problems are clearly linked to 
funding priorities; all of the problems surfaced in the 
plamling protess \\'ere matched with programs addressing 
them; 
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• Newark's main problem focus on youth and recidivism shows 
up as secondary to police programs and a crime-reduction 
focus in awarded funds; youth prevention seems therefore 
to have been underfunded, and research/information systems 
(the need for which was stressed in Newark's identified 
problems) received no funds whatever; 

• Portland's identification of juvenile and drug use problems 
is not reflected in funding awards for juvenile prev:::ntion 
or drug programs (no funds awarded); on the other hand, 
the city's corrections focus was amply translated into 
juvenile and adult corrections programs; 

• St. Louis' problem focus on youth was reflected in. the 
31 percent of funds devoted to prevention and juvenile 
aftercare. 

D. Dimensions of Evaluation 

1. Program-Wide Evaluation 

A great many evaluation plans and reports were generated during 
Impact; their quality will be examined in Chapters VII and VIII 
below. As in the cases of planning and implementation, the 
discussion will address only certain quantitative aspects of evalua
tion: the number of plans and reports produced, by city, by functional 
area, by project focus--in relation to the number of projects 
implemented. 

Table XXIX below shows the distribution of these evaluation 
plans and reports across the cities, in terms of the number they 
were expected to produce (1. e., the total number of city proj ects 
implemented). Over the program, more than half the projects (60 
percent) had developed evaluation plans, and 61 percent were documented 
by evaluation reports. Denver produced evaluation plans for the 
largest number of projects (23), but evaluated only 16 of its 37 
proj ects. Clev"eland evaluated the greatest number of proj ects (32), 
accounting thereby for 82 percent of its 37 projects. Overall, 
evaluation coverage was most comprehensiv~ in Baltimore, Cleveland 
and Dallas which documented the highest proportions of their projects. 

Table XXIX indicates that there was greater variability across 
cities with respect to the proportion of evaluations performed and 
documented (with reports) than was evident in the proportion of 
evaluation plans produced. This variability may reflect, in part, 
differences which existed among cities in the operational status of 
projects, and/or in the differing commitments and capabilities which 
they held vis-a vis project evaluation. 
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TABLE XXIX 
CITY PERFORMANCE IN EVALUATION 

PERCENT OF PROJECTS PERCENT OF PROJECTS 
CITY N IN CITY IN CITY 

WITH PLANS WITH. REPORTS ,_.,-

ATLANTA 20 60% 65% 
(12) (13) 

BALTIMORE 27 70% 81% 
(19) (22) 

CLEVELAND 39 54% 82% 
(21) (32) 

DALLAS 19 68% 79% 
(l3) (15) 

DENVER 37 62% 43% 
(23) (16) 

NEHARK 27 67% 44% 
(18) (12) 

PORTLAND 17 78% 53% 
(14) (9) 

ST. LOUIS 47 43% 47% 
(20) (22) 

--
TOTAL 233 60% 61% 

(140) (141) 

SOURCES: 

DERIVED FROM FISCHEL, M. B., KUPERSMITH, G. W., AND TREHAN, A. P., 
AN ANALYSIS OF PROJECT-LEVEL EVALUATION PLANS, THE MITRE CORPORATION, 
MTR-6891, DATED APRIL 1975. 

FISCHEL, M. B., KUPERSMITH, G. W., AND TREHAN, A. P., AN ASSESSMENT 
OF PROJECT-LEVEL EVALUATION REPORTING, THE MITRE CORPORATION, 
MTR-7076, DECEMBER, 1975. 
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Since the number and size of projects had to do with city 
decisions to develop small or inexpensive projects (as opposed to 
larger, more heavily funded efforts), the significance of the evalua
tion coverage by city depended more on that decision (only 17 evalua
tions were thus required in Portland, whereas St. Louis would have 
needed to supply 47 evaluations to reach the same 100 percent 
coverage) than on the ability to produce evaluation documentation 
per se. It is meaningful, however, that across the program (and 
therefore, across city priorities) as many as 141 out of 233 projects 
(i.e., 61 percent) were evaluated. This effort was applied to 
projects accounting for 62 percent of Impact funds awarded (i.e., 
$87.7 million).2 

Table XXX below looks at evaluatio!l by functional area distri
bution. It is immediately noticeable that both prevention and juvenile 
corrections were extremely well documented across the cities, from 
the viewpoint of evaluation plans as well as reports. This seems to 
reflect the overall Impact city priority in the area of juvenile 
delinquency (see Figure 14 above), given the large number of juven:i.le 
projects in the prevention area. The court area however, does not 
seem to have received a great deal of evaluative attention (perhaps 
because of the difficulties of linking court improvement efforts to 
Impact goals). The same is true for the drug use area, with the 
difference here that evaluation reporting was also undoubtedly 
affected by general problems of project development. 

Eight of nine target hardening proj~cts were documented in the 
areas of both evaluation planning and reporting--perhaps because the 
treatment being offered (e.g., changes in levels of illumination) 
appeared inherently amenable to evaluation (see, however, Chapter IX 
page 336 below). 

Table XXXI, below, displays evaluation planning and reporting 
by focus. It is clear from this table that a great deal of research 
effort was expended in documenting the 106 Impact projects targeting 
recidivism reduction. Of these 106, 74 (or 70 percent) developed 
evaluation plans and 71 (or 67 percent) generated reports. Among 
crime-reduction focused projects 28 of the 48 (or 58 percent) were 
evaluated. Given the general availability of crime data and the 
difficulties involved in developing data on recidivism~ it appears 
somewhat surprising that fewer evaluation reports were produced for 

2Fischel, M. B., Kupersmith, G. W., and Trehan, A. P.~ An Assessment 
of Project-Level Evaluation Reporting, The MITRE Corporation, MTR-7076, 
December 1975. 

174 

,C'., 

-j .. 

I ~ 
...:I ., 
",':,1 

H ... , 

~ 

.. f 
.. 

- ~ 

• j 



I 
TABLE XXX 

FUNCTIONAL AREA PERFORMANCE IN EVALUATION 

FUNCTIONAL PERCENT OF PROJECTS PERCENT OF PROJECTS 
N IN AREA IN AREA AREA WITH PLANS (N} WITH REPORTS (N) 

PREVENTION 21 81% 71% 
(17) (15) 

POLICE 37 62% 57% 
(23) (21) 

COURTS 25 52% 48% 
(13) (12) 

ADULT 48 54% 58% 
CORRECTIONS (26) (28) 

JUVENILE 33 76% 82% 
CORRECTIONS (25) (27) 

RESEARCH/ 16 56% 63% 
INFORMATION (9) (10) 

DRUG USE 10 20% 30% 
(2) (3) 

COMMUNITY 33 48% 48% 
INVOLVEMENT (16) (16) 

TARGET 9 89% 89% 
HARDENING (8) (8) 

OTHER 1 100% 100% 
(1) (1) 

TOTAL 233 60% 61% 
(140) (141) 

SOURCES: 

DERIVED FRlJMFISCHEL, M. B., KUPER SMITH , G. W., AND TREHAN, A. P., 
AN ANALYSIS OF PROJECT-LEVEL EVALUATION PLANS, THE MITRE CORPORATION, 
MTR-6891, APRIL 1975. 

FISCHEL, M. B., KUPERSMITH, G. W., AND TREHAN, A. P., AN ASSESSMENT 
OF PROJECT-LEVEL EVALUATION REPORTING, THE MITRE CORPORATION, 
MTR-7076, DECEMBER 1975. 
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TABLE XXXI 
EVALUATION PERFORMANCE AMONG PROJECTS OF DIFFERING FOCI 

PROJECT PERCENT OF PROJECTS PERCENT OF PROJECTS 
N IN FOCUS IN FOCUS FOCUS WITH PLANS (N) WITH REPORTS (N) 

CRIME 48 60% 58% 
REDUCTION (29) (28) 

RECIDIVISM 106 70% 67% 
REDUCTION (74) (71) 

SYSTEMS 79 47% 54% 
IMPROVEMENT (37) (42) 

TOTAL 233 60% 61% 
(140) (141) 

SOURCES: 

DERIVED FROM FISCHEL, M. B., KUPERSMITH, G. W., AND TREHAN, A. P., 
AN ANALYSIS OF PROJECT-LEVEL EVALUATION PLANS, THE MITRE CORPORATION, 
MTR-6891, APRIL 1975. 

FISCHEL, M. B., KUPERSMITH, G. W., AND TREHAN, A. P., AN ASSESSMENT 
OF PROJECT-LEVEL EVALUATION REPORTING, THE MITRE CORPORATION, 
MTR-7076, DECEKBER 1975. 
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crime-reduction focused projects. Only 42 of 78 systems improvement 
projects (i.e' J 54 percent) were evaluated (perhaps because of opera
tional time-frames or because of a lack of previous evaluative 
experience in these areas), 

2. Evaluation in Each City 

Table XXXII below breaks out the evaluation planning and 
reporting picture by city and by functional area, reflecting once 
again the comprehensiveness of the evaluation reporting documentation 
in Baltimore, Cleveland, and Dallas. 

Table XXXIII examines the city efforts by proj ect focus. As 
noted earlier, most cities emphasized a recidivism-reduction focus. 
Exceptions to this are Dallas, which concentrated more on its systems 
improvement projects (unsurprisingly, given the city thrust in that 
area), St. Louis which stressed the crime-reduction focus more, and 
Portland, whose slower implementation of its large corrections package 
necessarily constrained the evaluation effort observed by August, 
1975. 

E. Summary 

The overview presented here of program activities and products 
in support of the COPIE-cycle showed that crime-oriented planning was 
performed, at least to some degree by all of the Impact cities. All 
of them produced both master plans ~nd evaluation plans, relying for 
this on their varying efforts to collect data, prioritize problems, 
define program areas (strategy) and delineate projects (tactics). 

Over 230 projects were developed between January 1972 and August 
1975, and funded at a little over $140 million (as of June 1975). 
Police projects received the largest share of these anti-crime monies 
($47 million, or about 33 percent of awarded program funds); adult 
and juvenile corrections proj ects, however, received nearly as much 
($42 million, or 30 percent of awarded funds). 

Looking at project focus, however (which reflects the real thrust 
or objective of a project, whatever its functional area or strategy), 
it becomes evident that recidivism reduction was a much greater 
priority in the program than was crime-rate reduction (42 percent 
of allocated funds as opposed to 31 percent, see Table XXVI, page 
164 above). 
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ATLANTA BALTIHORE 

'" '" '" ... ... ... u u U W W W ..., ..., ., 
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PREVENTION 1 100% 100% 2 SO% SO;~ 7 
(1) (1) (1) (1) 

POLICE 7 S7% 57% 3 100% 100% 4 
(4) (4) {3} (3) 

COURTS 1 100% 100% 1 100% 100% 4 
(1) (1) (1) (1) 

ADULT CORRECTIONS 4 50% 7S% 4 SO% 100% 9 
(2) (3) (2) , (4) 

JUVENILE CORRECTIONS 3 100% 100% 3 100% 100% 6 
(3) (3) (3) (3) 

DRUG USE a - - 6 67% 67% 1 
(4) (4) 

RESEAllCH/INFORMATION 1 0% 0% 1 100% 100% 2 
(0) (0) (1) (1) 

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 2 0% 0% 4 2S% 50% S 
(0) (0) (1) (2) 

TARGET HARDEN!NG a - - 1 100r. 100% 1 
(2) (2) 

OTHER 0 - - 1 100% 100% 0 
(1) (1) 

I TOTAL 20 60r. 65% 27 70% 81% 39 
(12) (13) (19) (22) 

i 

TABLE XXXII 
EVALUATlON'PERFORMANCE BY CITY AND 

BY FUNCTIONAL AREA 
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<4 '" H 
~ <.J 

W ., 
~ g 

R ~ ~ ~ 
::n 
'"' p., p., 

~ 
H 

:::. "" ;3: PI: ". ~ 
0 

~~ ... ~fJl .,:ril ... 
~E ~'" l';i", z 

wf;;! ~~ W'" 

~~ uo ~j 
<.Jo !i'l . ~j <>::p., 

~~ "''-' ~~ ~~ ~~ p.,p., p.,p., p.,p., 

100% 100% 1 100% 0% 5 60% 
(7) (7) (1) (0) (3) 

SO% SO% 8 88% 86% 3 67% 
(2) (2) (7) (7) (2) 

7S% 50% 2 100% 100% 2 5D% 
(3) (2) (2) (2) (1) 

44% 89% 2 100% 100% 5 60% 
(4) (8) (2) (2) (3) 

50% 100% 1 0% 0% 7 86% 
(3) (6) (0) (0) (6) 

100% 100r. 4 2S% 7S% 6 17% 
(1) (1) (1) (3) (1) 

0% 0% 0 - - 1 100% 
(0) (0) (1) 

20% 100% 1 0% 100% 7 71% 
(1) (S) (0) (1) (S) 

0% 100% a - - 1 100r. 
(0) (1) (1) 

- - a - - 0 -

S4% 82% 19 68r. 79% 37 62% 
(21) (32) (13) (15) (23) 

NEWARK PORTLAND 
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, 60r. 1 100% 100% 0 -
(3) (1) (1) 

33% 4 2S% 0% 1 100% 
(1) (1) (0) (1) 

0% 2 SO% SO% 1 100% 
(0) (1) (1) (1) 

60% 7 71% S7% 6 83% 
(3) (5) (4) (S) 

S7% 4 75% 100% 4 75% 
(4) (3) (4) (3) 

17% 0 - - 1 0% 
(1) (0) 

100% 1 100% 0% 0 -
(1) (1) (0) 

43% 6 67% 17% 2 100% 
(3) (4) (1) (2) 

0% . 1 100% 100r. 2 100% 
(0) (1) (1) (2) 

- l. 100r. or. 0 -
(I) (0) 

43% 27 67% 44% 17 78% 
(16) (18) (12) (14) 
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100% S 
(1) 

100% 9 
(1) 

0% 9 
(0) 

75% 8 
(3) 

0% 2 
(0) 

- 1 

100% 8 
(2) 

100r. 1 
(2) 

- 0 

53% 47 
(9) 

ST. LOUIS 
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7S% SO% 
(3) (2) 

60% 60% 
(3) (3) 

33% 44% 
(3) (4) 

33% 44% 
(3) (4) 

50:r. SO% 
(4) (4) 

or. SO% 
(0) (1) 

100% 100% 
(1) (1) 

2S% 25r. 
(2) (2) 

100r. 100% 
(1) (1) 

- -

43% 47% 
(20) (22) 

TABLE XXXII 
EVALUATION PERFORMANCE BY CITY AND 

BY FUNCTIONAL AREA 
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ATLANTA BALTIMORE 
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CRIME REDUCTION 8 63% 50% 7 57% 63% 4 
(5) (4) (4) (5) 

RECIDIVISH REDUCTION 8 75% 86% 13 62% 85% 21 
(6) (7) (8) (11) 

SYSTEHS IMPROVEHENT 4 25% 25% 7 100% 86% 14 
(1) (1) (7) (6) 

TOTAL 20 60% 65': 27 70% 81% 39 
(12) (13) (19) (22) 

TABLE XXXIII 
EVALUATION PERFORMANCE BY IMPACT CITY AND 

PROJECT FOCUS 
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25% 75% 2 100% 100% 5 60% 
(1) (3) (2) (2) (3) 

71% 95% 4 75% 50% 21 71% 
(15) (20) (3) (2) (15) 

36% 64% 13 62% 87% 11 45% 
(5) (9) (8) (11) (5) 

54% 82% 19 68% 79% 37 62% 
(21) (32) (13) (15) (23) 
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40% 10 19% 20% 5 
(2) (5) (2) 

57% 14 71% 57% 7 
(12) (10) (8) 

18% 3 100% 67% 5 
(2) (3) (2) 

43% 27 67% 44% 17 
(16) (18) (12) 
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TABLE XXXIII 
EVALUATION PERFORMANCE BY IMPACT CITY AND 

PROJECT FOCUS. 
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City spending priorities emerged as follows: 

-
PRIORITY AWARDED PRIORITY AWARDED 

CITY FUNDS FUNCTIONAL FUNDS FOCUS (%) AREA C%) 

Atlanta Crime 66 Police 45 
Reduction 

Baltimore Recidivism 51 Adult/ 27 
Reduction Juvenile 

Corrections 

Cleveland Recidivism 45 Police 38 
Reduction 

Dallas Systems 44 Police 45 
Improvement 

Denver Recidivism 52 Adult! 29 
Reduction Juvenile 

Corrections 

Newark Crime 54 Police 41 
Reduction 

Portland Recidivism 63 Adult/ 61 
Reduction Juvenile 

Corrections 

St. Louis Recidivism 37/36 Po1ice/ 33/33 
Reduction/ Adult/ 
Systems Juvenile 
Improvement Corrections 

Special emphasis went to some areas in particular cities: community 
involvement in Atlanta, drug use in Baltimore, prevention in Cleveland, 
courts in Dallas, research and information systems in Denver, community 
involvement in Newark, information systems in Portland, target hardening 
in St. Louis (see Table XXVII above). 
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Areas of de-emphasis were as follows: 

NON-PRIORITY AWARDED 
CITY FUNCTIONAL FUNDS 

AREA (%) 

Atlanta Drug Use/Research/Information 010.3 
Systems 

Baltimore Community Involvement 2 

Cleveland Research/Information Systems 0.2 

Dallas Juvenile Corrections/Drug Use 3/U 

Denver Courts 2 

Newark Research/Information Systems 0 

Portland Prevention/Drug Use 0 

St. Louis D'rug Use 2 

Evaluation plans and reports were developed for well over half 
the Impact projects. Cities ranged in effort from a low of 12 projecLs 
with evaluation plans in Atlanta to 23 in Denver, and from a low of 
9 projects with evaluation reports in Portland to a high of 32 in 
Cleveland. Baltimore, Cleveland and Dallas produced the most compre
hensive overall evaluation coverage. 

Much of Impact evaluation attention was devoted to the recidivism
reduction focus. Not only were there more recidivism-focused projects 
(106)~ but a greater proportion of them were evaluated (71 of 106) 

,than in the crime-reduction (28 of 48) or systems improvement areas 
(42 of 78). 

In relation to the expected program priorities discussed in 
Part I of this report, the information provided here has shown that: 

• the slippage predictable because of the action/research 
conflict embedded in the program did, in fact, occur, and 
the program's operations had to be extended between one and 
two years (depending upon the city) to allow completion of 
initiated anti-crime efforts; 

o there was indeed a program-wide tendency toward police 
project funding, based on the program's "effectiveness" 
(or crime-reduction) objectives; 
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• the orientation toward police projects was dampened, as 
predicted, by a strong emphasis on corrections and on 
recidivism reduction, as expressed by l:unding across the 
program, by project focus, and by evaluation attention; 

4If there \Vas little emphasis on court projects, as expected, 
due to the difficulties of rationalizing many court 
improvements in terms of a direct effect on crime rates, 
and due also to the failure to provide fiscal incentives 
in this area; 

• research and information systems were also de-emphasized, 
again because of the program's "effectiveness" or direct 
crime-reduction goals; 

• on the other hand, the program's emphasis on crime-rate 
reduction goa1 s did not appear to affect corrections 
programs; quite the contrary, fiscal incentives, New 
Federalism, and the pressures developed by real city 
priorities in the areas of juvenile and adult prevention 
and rehabilitation produced a program-wide focus of 
unanticipated ,: mensions on recidivism reduction; 

• contrary to predictions, juvenile emphases were maintained 
and the community involvement strategy was well funded in 
three cities, and a non-priority in only one; 

• efforts to adhere to the program's action focus were rewarded 
by larger funding awards, in toto, to rapid imp1ementers 
than to slower ones; 

8 given the final implementation array, it appears that some 
cities may have abandoned various of their expressed planning 
priorities as these were originally reflected in their 
problem statements (e.g., Baltimore's indicated community 
involvement problem was addressed with only 2 percent of 
awarded funds, see Figure 14); 

• Dallas was somehmv able to structure a program which reflected 
neither the city's own indicated priority problems (of 
adult and youthful offenders, of drug users and recidivists, 
of corrections inadequacies, see Figure 14) nor the prior
ities of the Impact program; the systems improvement focus 
(44 percent of Dallas funds) appears to have constituted an 
anomaly within the program. 
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While it is impossible to say (from the non-qualitat.ive infor
mation provided in this chapter) whether or not the COPlE-cycle was 
performed adequately, it is clear that a large number of the requirad 
activities and documents were generated, whatever the difficulties 
involved for the various cities in mobilizing the needed expert is€' 
and in adapting to the complex set of rational procedures explic.itly 
demanded by the process. Chapter VII, below, with its provision of 
information developed in Tasks 1, 2, 5, 7 and 8 of the national-level 
evaluation (see Chapter IV,pages 62-63 above) will assess the quality 
of city-specific efforts in executing the COFIE-cycle, and wi.ll also 
examine some other aspects of the program (agency coordination, prtlject 
innovation and program institutionalization) in eUI.::.h Impact city. 
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CHAPTER VII: SUMMARY 

Chapter VI having examined the quantitative dimensions of the city response, 
this chapter, along with Chapter VII, turns its attention to the question of the relevance 
and feasibility of the COPIE-cycle initiative, as measured by the quality of Impact city 
responses to that initiative. Presented hl Chapter VII is a qualitative assessment of the 
Impact effort in each of the cities. Aspects studied are: 

• crime-oriented planning; 
I:» implementation timeliness and completeness, and 
• evaluation documentation. 

Given that a constraining environment can inhibit or choke a local response (and thereby 
obscure the determination of COPIE-cycle relevance and feasibility), 

.. agency coordination, and 
• community/intergovernmental 

contexts are examined as well, in terms of Crime Analysis Team efforts to improve them. 
Finally, 

49 project innovation and 
.. institutionalization progress 

are reviewed. 

Key findings for each city, based on MITRE analyses performed during the 
course of the evaluation, are as follows: 

Atlanta 

• very good crime-oriented planning; 
• slow but complete implementation; 
.. very good evaluation planning and reporting; 
• inadequate agency coordination, now improving (introduction of a Criminal 

Justice Coordinating Council); 
48 CAT effort to involve the community now being upgraded (introduction of a 

Citizen's Advisory Council); 
• innovative projects: 2 (THOR and Anti-Rape); 
• present progress toward institutionalization: about 11 of 20 projects. 

Baltimore 

• crime-oriented planning hampered by data gaps, and by consequent failures of 
data collection and analysis to support 4 of the 7 anti-crime programs selected; 

• slow implementation, slow expenditure of funds, long delays between project 
award amd start-up; 
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• comprehensive evaluation coverage, but sharp variation in the quality of evalu
ation plans and a general absence of any evaluative approach in documentation 
received before August 1975 (now much imprrved, however); 

• inadequate agency coordination, skeletal Crime Analysis Team; 
• community involvement now beginning to be addressed; 
• innovative projects: '2 (Senior Citizens Against Thievery and the Port of Balti

more Sea School); 
.. present progress toward institutionalization: unclear (likely 85 percent con

tinuance of 27 projects reported by SPA; 22 percent reported by CAT); given 
the slippage in Baltimore, it is too early to tell, but it appears that at least 6 of 
27 projects are candidates for institutionalization. 

Cleveland 

Dallas 

Denver 

• crime-oriented planning approach not discernibly applied; 
• rapid, complete implementation, the fastest rate of expenditure in the program; 
it evaluation coverage comprehensive but documentation quality shallow and 

inadequate; 
e agency coordination much improved by the Crime Analysis Team; 
e community involvement difficult, despite noteworthy CAT efforts; 
• innovative projects; 2 (Council for Indigents and Youth Neighborhood 

Coordinators) ; 
• present progress toward institutionalization: about 13 of 39 projects. 

• initially inadequate crime-oriented planning effort, later considerably upgraded; 
• remarkable implementation timeliness and completeness of service; 
• evaluation documentation about average for the program: moderate coverage, 

adequate activity description but failure to operationally define outcome 
measures ieading to subsequent assessment problems; 

• agency and intergovernmental coordination much improved by the CAT; 
II> community involvement not visibly addressed; 
.. innovative projects: 3 (Youth Services Program, Youth Development and Cor

rections and Legal Aides for Police); 
• present progress toward institutionalization: about 11 of 19 projects. 

.. excellent crime-oriented planning; 

.. good implementation, somewhat slowed by the rigor of the planning effort; 



Newark 

• evaluation documentation of very good quality: excellent components and 
reports, but only moderate coverage; 

• agency coordination of high caliber achieved by the CAT; 
• Task Force mechanism for community input into the criminal justice planning 

process developed and tested successfully; 
., innovative. projects: 10 (see Table XXXV, Chapter VIII. 
e present progTess toward institutionalization: about 22 of 37 projects. 

• very good crime-oriented planning; 
• long grant application preparation (and other problems) slowed implementation; 
• some very good evaluation planning, but staff turnover caused serious problems 
, with evaluation reporting and coverage; 
• agency coordination improved through Crime Analysis Team efforts; 
• strong effort at community involvement; 
• innovative projects: I (the Rape Analysis and Investigation Unit); 
• present progress toward institutionalization: about 8 of 27 projects (however, 

it is still early to tell, in Newark, because of implementation slippage), 

Portland 

• very good crime-oriented planning; 
" extremely slow implementation; 
• excellent evaluation planning and reporting; 
" little or no progress made in agency coordination; 
• great improvement made by the Crime Analysis Team in community input 

mechanisms and involvement; 
• innovative projects: 4 (Case Management Corrections Services, Project 

PICTURE, Field Services, and Research, Advocacy, Prevention and Education 
[RAPE]); 

" present progress toward institutionalization: about 8 of 17 projects (however, 
it is too early to tell because of implementation slippage), 

St. Louis 

41 crime-oriented planning approach not discernibly applied; 
fa fastest and most complete implementation of any city; 
• evaluation planning and reporting highly varied: some excellent documentation 

and some that was inadequate; 
• agency coordination: problematic and not visibly improved; 
• community involvement now improving; 
• innovative projects: 2 (Providence Education Center and the Court Improve

ment Project); 
• present progress toward institutionalization: about 22 of 47 projects. 

I: 
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Chapter VII 
Program Innovations in Each City 

Those new ideas requiring little additional learning investment on 
the part of the receiver will be adopted more rapidly than 
il1nOJlations requiring the adopter to develop new skills and 
understandings. 

Everett Rogers, 1971 

The city is a political subdivision of the state, created as a con
venient agency for the exercise of such of the governmental 
powers of tile state as may be entrusted to it . .. The state may 
withhold, grant or withdraw powers and privileges as it sees fit . .. 
In the absence of state constitutional provisions safeguarding it to 
them, municipalities have no inherent right of selfgovemment 
which is beyond the legislative control of the state. 

Mr. Justice Butler, 1923 
(Trenton v. New Jersey, 262 
U.S. 182) 

Municipal independence in the Urdted States is a natural conse
quence of the principle of the sovereignty of the people. 

Alexis de Tocqueville, 1831 

There are two major issues which affect the local response to 
any federal initiative addressing local problems. The first issue 
is the character of the initiative (its relevance to the problem, 

'> its feasibility); the second is the character of the particular 
local context into \vhich the initiative is introduced. 

The Impact program was conceived in the belief that an infusion 
of federal resources and a better system capability for allocating 
and using them could increase the effectiveness of local anti-crime 
efforts. The relevance of the Impact concept was therefore an 
assumption rather than a certitude,' and the program constituted an 
effort to test the value of that assumption. The particular 
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initiative involved then, ~n the case of Impact, was the proffered 
award of funds in return for a city/state/regional office commitment 
to use them in a systematic, rational way by applying special 
techniques for the planning, implementation and evaluation of anti
crime programs. Yet the feasibility of performing so complex a 
procedure on so large a scale was also an assumption, rather than a 
certitude. 

Given then, that both the relevance and feasibility of the Impact: 
concept--like most anti-crime concepts--were unknown at the beginning 
of the program, it became important to assess the city responses 
carefully so as to gain an insight into the meaningfuln~ss of the 
initiative. It is here that the issue of the local context tak~s on 
its significance. In effect, a constraining environment can inhibit 
or choke a local response and thereby obscure the issue of the initia
tive's celevance and feasibility. This is why it is necessary to 
examine the character of the intergovernmental/community context into 
which an initiative is thrust. 

It is obvious that no Impact city started its program in a 
vacuum. Although all of them had to adopt a federal innovation 
beginning in January 1972, some criminal justice, systems were better 
prepared than others, some cities had higher ambient levels of 
education and affluence, more family stability, less social dis
organization (see Chapter V), better interagency and community 
cooperation than others. The city contexts were different the~efore, 
and it was reasonable to expect that they would be different also in 
their modes of adopting an innovation. 

The activities described in Chapter VI signify that the Impact 
cities did, in fact, respond to the federal initiative. An assess
ment of the quality of that response, however, is needed to provide 
information on the feasibility and relevance of the initiative. 
The following analysis will therefore address the quality of each 
city's handling of the COPIE-cycle, and speak, as well, to the nature 
of the environment which shaped it. 

Five of MITRE's nine evaluation tasks (see Chapter IV, pages 62-63 
above) were oriented toward an understanding of the COPlE-cycle effort, 
of the agency coordinating functions of the Crime Analysis Team, of 
project innovation and institutionalization within the Impact program. 
The findings which follow are based on MITRE analyses and documents 
produced in support of these evaluation tasks, and referenced at the 
end of this chapter. The discussion below focuses on: 
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• the pertormance of crime-oriented p1anniT.lg, implementation, 
and evaluation; 

,. agency coordination, conununity involvement, and the role of: 
the Crime Analysis Team; and 

• project innovation and institutionalization 

in each Impact city. Space permits only a general overview of these 
specific areas in this final report; for further information, there
fore, the reader should consult the particular MITRE analyses or 
descriptions referenced below (see pages 241-242). 

A. Atlanta 

1. Crime-Oriented Planning 

In general, the projects proposed in Atlanta's Master Plan were 
closely linked to the problems identified, providing evidence that a 
systematic crime-oriented planning approach was used.(l) A detailed 
analysis was made of robbery and burglary within the victim/offender/ 
environment framework. The Master Plan identified problems such as 
a large number of high-crime census tracts, high incidence of open
space robbery, increasing severity of crime among juveniles, and 
others. The nature of these problems was clearly delineated as were 
the program goals and project objectives selected to attack these 
problems. However, problems were not prioritized, nor was there any 
indication that alternative strategies for attacking these problems 
were considered. 

2. Implementation 

As described in Chapter VI above, Atlanta received $16.9 million 
in awarded Impact funds by 30 June 1975, and had placed strong 
emphasis on both the police function and on community involvement (2) 
(directed toward the prevention or reduction of burglary and robbery). 
Eventually, 66 percent of the city's funds went into these two areas, 
and Atlanta ended with the largest conunitment to conununity involvement 
of any Impact city (22 percent). 

Atlanta projects were slow to begin operations, according to 
implementation survey data received, starting one month later than 
the average across the Impact cities. Typically an Atlanta project 
submitted its grant application 13.1 months into the program, received 
funding approval 4.7 months later, and consumed another 3.6 months 
before starting service delivery (see Figure 16, Chapter VIII below). 
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Services provided by Aclanta proj ects were generally complete. (4) 
However, in terms of a calculated expected performance (based on 
program-wide means for the three project foci described in Chapter VI: 
crime-reduction) recidivism-reduction and systems improvement), 
Atlanta's projects were among the least timely in the program. 

3. Evaluation Planning and Reporting 

All of the evaluation plans received from At~rnta represent 
serious attempts to plan for project evaluation. These components 
generally addressed, although in cursory fashion, each of the major 
steps in the project evaluation process. However, a lack of detailed 
operational definitions for major outcome measures generally detracted 
from the overall quality of the planning effort, reflecting a compre
hensive though superficial approach to project evaluation planning. 
An exception here was the component for Atlanta's Anti-Robbery and 
Burglary project, which qualified as one of the best in the program. 
Evaluation planning coverage, on the other hand, was somewhat narrow, 
since only 12 of Atlanta's 20 projects had evaluation plans. 

Atlanta's evaluation reports excelled in providing evaluation 
documentation which included information regarding the extent to 
which project objectives were being met (90 percent of the reports 
provided outcome information, compared to 56 percent for all the 
cities combined.) (7) Thus for Atlanta, questions dealing with project 
outcomes were typically posed and at least partially answered in the 
evaluation reports. Reports were generally well written; and where 
applicable, discussed limitations important to a fair interpretation 
of reported findings. Two projects reviewed provided evaluation 
documentation considered to be of truly excellent reporting quality 
(Anti-Robbery/Burglary and Intensive Probation of Robbery/Burglary 
Offenders). 

Atlanta evaluation documentation was among the best in the 
program with respect to the applicability of the evaluation approach 
used to gather project outcome information. Atlanta characteristically 
relied upon evaluation approaches which at least included two com
parable data points in their assessment of project success. Four 
Atlanta projects stood out, however, for having used an evaluation 
approach considered to be rigorous. These approaches were character
ized by the fact that they controlled, explained, or adjusted for' 
the influence of outside factors on observed changes and thus permitted 
the attribution of these changes to project activities. 1 

IHigh Risk Juvenile Parole 
Anti-Robbery/Burglary 
Therapeutic Community Rehabilitation (DOOR) 
Intensive Adult Probation Counseling. 
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As of 31 August 1975, Atlanta had provided evaluation reports 
for 13 of its 20 projects. 

4. Agency Coordination, Community Involvement and the Role of 
the Crime Analysis Team 

The Crime Analysis Team in Atlanta (physically located within 
the Atlanta Regional Commission) was initially unsuccessful in 
achieving increased coordination among the agencies involved in the 
city's Impact program. A number of factors appear to have interfered 
with the liaison function of the CAT. First of all, in Atlanta, as 
in many cities, the only component of the criminal justice system 
entirely controlled by the city is the Police Department (all other 
criminal justice functions falling under either county or state 
jurisdictions). At the time the Impact pr.ogram was initiated, the 
Department was in the midst of change: a new chief would assume 
command in March, 1972. It should be noted, however, that the Atlanta 
police chief does not serve at the pleasure of the Mayor. He holds 
office for a fixed term and can only be removed by a majority of the 
Board of Aldermen. This quasi-independent position in the local 
governmental structure, combined with the personality and style of 
the incumbent, would make the police chief a relatively autonolnous 
and occasionally controversial political figure as the Impact program 
was carried out. Second, the political relationships of those 
involved in the management of the Atlanta Impact program had a con
siderable effect upon its process and outcomes. Those interviewed(8) 
believed that there was considerable institutional and professional 
rivalry between the State Crime Commission and the Atlanta Regional 
Commfssion--a problem not uncommon with a regional agency (which often 
conceives of its own position as being "closer" to local problems) and 
a state agency. Third, the City of Atlanta and Fulton County have had 
a tradition of political conflict, and recent efforts by the city to 
annex portions of the county did not reduce the atmosphere of city/ 
county hostility. 

In sum, the Crime Analysis Team in __ tlanta inherited a political 
situation which was complex and difficult. The immediate dimensions 
of that situation are reflected in the following set of attitudes 
articulated during the first year of Impact: 

• The state felt Atlanta was getting more than its share of 
funds (Impact plus block grants); 

o The city tried to bypass the state (going directly to LEAA 
for actlon); 
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• Since Impact is a discretionary program, the state did not 
have final approval authority, but did have responsibility; 

• Although Impact was supposed to be a city program, state and 
county agencies did not want to go through the city for action 
since they were used to going to the federal level. 

All of this slowed implementation, and left Atlanta with only 
$10.6 million awarded as of September 30, 1974. Finally, the 
resignation of two Crime Analysis Team directors seemed represen
tative of the troubles encountered by the program in Atlanta. 

Thus, the heavy involvement of the county and state, the history 
of city/cQu:J,ty conflict, the absence of a single uncuntested authority 
within th~' one criminal justice syste,m function carried out by 'the 
city itself, and the problematic relationships between the Atlanta 
Regional Commission (ARC) and the State Crime Commission, all combined 
to make the Atlanta Impact program an arena for intergovernmental 
conflict. (8) 

This unsatisfactory situation eventually led to a reorganization, 
early in 1975, which removed the CAT from the ARC and introduced it 
as a planning, coordinating and evaluating unit within the mayor's 
office. The Team is expectec to continue as staff support to the 
recently created (December, 1974) Criminal Justice Coordinating 
Council; this Council came into being in large measure because of the 
interagency problems encountered in the Impact program. The city 
currently assumes one-half the cost for the Crime Analysis Team and 
is expected to assume the full cost in September of 1976. The Team 
is now much better able (as a city agency) to stimulate coordination 
among the criminal justice agencies than it was when it was part of 
the ARC, and now serves as an information clearinghouse for all the 
agencies. Further, the progress and problems of Impact in Atlanta 
rendered obvious the l~ck of mechanisms for community input into the 
criminal justice planning process; the Crime Analysis Team n9w 
recognizes this and is currently developing a Citizens' Advisory 
Board. 
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5. Project Innovation2 

Atlanta's coordination prQb1ems rendered innovation very difficult 
under Impact (see Chapter VIII, Section E, below). They signified 
that communications were not ideal and that merely ordinary efforts 
were difficult, so that agencies hesitated to submit many new or 
unusual project ideas for fear they could not obtain approval. 
Unsurprising1y, as with other Impact cities having problems of agency 
coc.rdination, many of Atlanta IS proj ects turned out to be of the non
controversial, tried-B.nd-true variety. There are two exceptions, 
however. One of these is the Anti-rrapQproject which involved several 
innovative aspects. TIlis project, imp~emented by the Police Department, 
included a mobile unit to collect evidence and talk to witnesses at 
the scene of the crime. Also involved was the use of equipment and 
office space away from police headquarters for rape cases, and a 
civilian worker to assist the police and the victim. The other 
project is Target Hardening through Opportunity Reduction (THOR), U 
comprehensive public education program involving decentralized services 
at nine information centers throughout the city. Innovative were the 
comprehensive organization of formerly ad hoc activities, and the 
development of new efforts (such as research on the problems of falAe 
alarms, on the need for building security ordinances, on minimum 
standards for security devices, and the development of insurance 
company cooperat~0n in reducing rates, given maximum security 
installations). ( ) 

6. Project Institutionalization 

Over one-half of the Impact p.rojects (probably 11) are now 
expected to be institutionalized in Atlanta. These include the 
Anti-Robbery/Burglary project, the Atlanta Street Academy and Reducing 
Juvenile Crimes. (It is still too early to make any predictions about 
the High-Crime Foot Patrol project, or ahout THOR and the Anti-Rape 
projects described above.) (5) 

2A project listed as innovative in this document will conform to one 
or more of the following definitions: 
Type A: Uses a new approach, new procedures, or new technology in 

solving a problem. 
Type B: Uses old procedures, technology or apprqaches in a new way 

or in a new context. 
Type C: Uses an existing agency to assume a set of new responsibilities. 
Type D: Uses a new agency to assume a set of resPci>lsibi1ities not 

carried out by an existing agency. 
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7. SummarY,. 

Overall, it appears that Atlanta performed an excellent job of 
planning and evaluation, but that the Crjme Analysis Team's early 
inability to coordinate the agencies involved in the program's 
operation resulted in slow implementation, problematic program 
management, and a paucity of innovative projects. 

The recent reorganization and transfer of the Crime Analysis 
Team from the ARC to the Mayor's office, however, has enabled the 
Team to develop more influence with criminal justice and inter
governmental agencies. With the Team now serving as staff to the 
newly created Criminal Justice Coordinating Council, and with the 
proposed Citizen's Advisory Council, it appears that, despite 
initial handicaps, the Team may finish by effecting improvements 
in the relationships of criminal justice and other agencies in 
Atlanta, and in the interactions of those agencies with the community. 

194 



II~rMMn@j&)\\\l 

f:~1 ~ 

fJI ; 

l!. 



B. Baltimore 

1. Crime-Oriented Planning 

The planning effort in Baltimore was hampered by serious gaps 
in victim/offender/environment data. (1) Offender characteristics 
were not categorized by type of offense; information pinpointing 
types of targets with high victimization rates was said to be 
unavailable, and little appeared to be known about the extent and 
nature of recidivism. Although drug use was considered to be a major 
factor affecting a large proportion of the se.l'iou8 crime in Baltimore, 
general estimates and inform~d judgments of agency administrators 
(rather than statistics) were provided to indicate the magnitude of 
the problem. The Master Plan nonetheless identified as key problems: 

(1) juvenile and young adult crimes; 

(2) drug use; 

(3) community-police relations; 

(4) pre-trial detention; and 

(5) court backlogs expected to occur as a result of Impact 
anti-crime projects. 

Seven programs were selected as responses to these problems. Three 
of these programs (youth crime prevention, drug use treatment, and 
courts) can be clearly linked back to the data analysis conducted. 
The other four programs (citizen involvement, intensive community 
patrol, target hardening, and claSSification/treatment at the city 
jail) were not supported by data analysis to show that they would be 
promising strategies for reducing Impact crimes in Baltimore. Another 
weakness of the Baltimore planning effort was the failure to provide 
adequately quantified and time-specific goals. 

2. Implementation 

As discussed earlier (see Table XXVII, page 165), Baltimore had 
a well balanced program, with 27 percent of awarded funds going to 
adult/juvenile corrections, 23 percent to the police functional area, 
and another 19 percent devoted to drug programs. (2) 

As of 30 September 1974, Baltimore was awarded $16,739,054 in 
Impact funds, but only 28 percent of this amount had been expended, 
reflecting delays in getting projects into full operational status. 
On the average, Baltimore projects began service delivery 21.3 months 
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into the program, according to survey information; this was somewhat 
later than the average for all Impact cities (see Figure 16, Chapter 
VIII below). One project was aborted because community opposition 
prevented the project from obtaining a site. 

Implementation was not very timely in Baltimcre nor were the 
services provided complete. (4) The period between award and start-up 
(6.1 months) was the longest for any Impact city, exceeding the mean 
~ime for the program by some 3 months (see Figure 16, page 248 below). 

3. Evaluation Planning and Reporting 

Generally speaking, evaluation was a source of problems in 
Baltimore from the beginning of the program. No evaluator was assigned 
to the Crime Analysis Team until some 17 months into the program. None
theless, by dint of staff effort and the use of consultants, Baltimore 
produced a creditable program evaluation plan and at least one very 
good project-level evaluation component (for the Intensive Differentiated 
Supervision of Impact Parolees and Probationers). However, the quality 
of project-level evaluation planning efforts in Baltimore varied sharply 
among different projects, possibly reflecting the fact that components 
were developed individually by project directors and/or outside con
sultants. Generally, these evaluation plans failed to provide enough 
information regarding proposed comparison bases to permit a critical 
assessment of the soundness of the proposed approach. (6) Evaluation 
planning coverage per se, however, was among the most comprehensive 
in the program, with 19 of the 27 projects containing evaluation plans. 

Given the overall slippage in Baltimore's program, reports 
documenting evaluation performed by August 31, 1975 provided little 
in the way of meaningful outcome information. Furthermore, Baltimore's 
evaluation submissions consisted of IIpast progress" reports designed 
to fulfill the requirements of the Maryland SPA in its project 
refunding process. Typically, they did not contain enough outcome 
information to warrant classification as full-fledged evaluation 
reports. A large majority provided project-level information in the 
absence of any discernible evaluation approach whatever. 

There has been a recent improvement, however, in Baltimore's 
evaluation documentation. A new set of "past progress" reports was 
received at the beginning of November. Too late to enter into MITRE's 
overall assessment of project-level evaluation in the Impact cities,(7) 
these reports nonetheless warrant some discussiou here. While these 
reports still reflected an emphasis on filling the requirements of 
the SPA's refunding process, they w'ere, however, better transmitters 
of evaluative information than previous documentation. The reports 
were more directed to the attainment of objectives, and information 
was typically organized on an objective-by-objective basis. 
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I 
The evaluation approaches utilized in the new set vf reports 

showed substantial improvement. First, projects had now been opera
tional for an adequate time-frame to allow the reporti.ng of more than 
preliminary information, and more than'60 percent of Baltimore's 
projects can now be classified as full-fledged evaluation efforts. 
Second, almost all the reports providing sufficient information to 
be judged as "full-fledged" also have utilized an evaluation approach 
which allows for the identification of changes in the targeted crime 
problem. However, these approaches, for the most part, did not control 
for outside factors, yet such control is necessary before project 
activities and outcomes can be linked. Of special interest in those 
projects which were directed at area-specific crime-reductions is the 
admitted failure to attribute crime-rate changes to the project 
because individual Impact projects typically were not coordinated. 
Therefore proj ect activities of one proj ect often overlapped the 
activities of another project. On the other hand, recidivism-reduct~on 
projects, when the project was fortunate enough to have sufficient 
data, showed vast improvements over the early Baltimore documentation. 
(Two projects particularly, Intensive Differentiated Supervision of 
Impact Parolees and Probationers, and Intensive Supervision of High 
Impact Narcotics Offenders, utilized a quasi-experimental control 
group design to compare treatment and post-treatment behaviors of 
Impact offenders, (7) [see Chapter IX, page 317 below]') 

4. Agency Coordina~~on, Community Involvement and the Role of 
the Crime Analysis Team 

In the case of Baltimore, the Governor's Commission on Law 
Enforcement (the SPA) was granted broad authority over both program
matic and fiscal matters by the regional office. In addition to 
reviewing, approving and monitoring all Impact projects, the SPA 
maintained overall responsibility for Impact projects run by state 
agencies. The SPA was to act as liaison between the city and state 
agencies; was to participate actively in planning, in selection of 
programs and projects, and in the preparation of grant applications 
submitted by State agencies; finally, the SPA had authority to revie'\o7 
all project applications to assure consistency with Maryland's com
prehensive state plan. The City of Baltimore, under whose aegis the 
Crime Analysis Team would operate, was to be viewed, from an organi
zational stance, as being at a lower level than the SPA. Additionally, 
and unlike the SPA, the city had no real ties to the regional office; 
the Mayor, when Impact began, was newly elected, and the Mayor's 
Coordinating Council was an unknown quantity. Further, as in Atlanta, 
the Baltimore Mayor does not choose the Police Commissioner who is 
appointed by the Governor of Maryland. There is a long history of 
friction between the Mayor's office and the Police Department. In 
the Impact program, this was manifest in the incapacity of the Crime 
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Analysis Team to access police data, and in the difficulty of obtaining 
reasonable evaluation components and reports for police projects. Thus, 
it appears that the Crime Analysis Team in Baltimore was cut off from 
fulfilling the responsibilities normally entrusted to that body under 
Impact by prior problems with the Police Department, and by the dele
gation of power by the regional office to the SPA. 

Two groups (the Crime Analysis Team and the Baltimore Impact 
Steering Committee) were used in Baltimore to tie together and main
tain the momentum of Impact. The'Crime Analysis Team was really the 
staff arm of the Mayor's Coordinating Council, a relatively young 
organization which was formed in 1971. Hence, the scope of CAT 
responsibilities included not only Impact but also all LEAA block 
grant programs operating in the City of Baltimore. Given the split 
of responsibilities, however, between the SPA and the Coordinating 
Council, it is not surprising that some friction developed between 
the State and Baltimore. (9) 

It has already been remarked above that projects targeting 
improved community relations received only 2 percent of Baltimore's 
Impact funds, despite the designation of community involvement as a 
priority Baltimore problem during 'the Impact planning phase (see 
Figure 14, page 155 above). Perhaps this is because of the fact 
that mechanisms providing for systematic community involvement in 
the Baltimore Impact program were never developed. It seems likely 
that the dominant role played by the Governor's Commission on Law 
Enforcement (the SPA) and the Baltimore Police Department in program 
planning and operation tended to preclude local citizen participation. 
In addition, the l7-man Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal 
Justice consisted mainly of agency heads and judges, with no repre
sentation from the various minority groups and citizen organizations 
existing in Baltimore. (9) 

In sum, it appears that a number of factors interfered with 
Crime Analysis Team capabilities and prevented an effective function
ing of the Team in Baltimore: 

• a skeletal staff, with no evaluator until May of 1973; 

• a failure to collect crime data; 

• an inability to access police data or achieve coordination 
with the Baltimore Police Department; 

• an unusually strong SPA role; and 

• a change in Crime Analysis Team leadership at a crucial point 
of program start-up, followed by two other changes in leader
ship over a 28-month period. 
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The major functions of the Crime Analysis Team will be continued 
by a unit within the Baltimore City Mayor's Office. It is expected 
that this unit will act primarily as a coordinating agency and will 
perform plann~ng and evaluation activities to aid project and agency 
directors. 

5. Proj ec t Innovation 

There were only two innovative projects implemented in Baltimore; 
these two, however, were particularly interesting: Senior Citizens 
Against Thievery and the Port of Baltimore Sea School. The first 
project is an educational program to help older residents teach each 
other to fight crime. It was sponsored by the Mayor's Coordinating 
Council on Criminal Justice, with the Waxter Center, Baltimore City 
Police, and the City's Commission on Aging and Retirement. The city 
agencies are producing 90-minute videotape training programs, booklets, 
slide shows, etc. Once the materials are ready, teams of elderly 
citizens, city personnel, and college students will visit lI golden age" 
clubs, health centers, churches, and housing proj ects for the E~lderly. 
The innovative aspect of the Port of Baltimore Sea School is tllat it 
involves training for maritime careers and other industries as well 
as more typ'ical educational and counseling services for juvenile 
offenders. (5) 

6. Project Institutionalization 

Because of slippage in Batlimore's program, it is not yet possi
ble to foresee with any clarity what is likely to remain of the Impact 
effort in Baltimore. According to survey data received from the Crime 
Analysis Team, it is probable that only a small portion of projects 
(22 percent) will be institutionalized in Baltimore. The SPA, however, 
expects 85 percent of on-going projects to be continued, based on 
prior experience with projects funded under block grants. Projects 
expected to be institutionalized include the Pre-trial Intervention 
project and Police Civilians for Supportive Services. The High Impact 
Courts Program, \vhich involved additional court and related personnel 
to handle Impact cases may also be continued. (5) 

7. Summary 

OV8rall, Baltimore tried to formulate a viable program in the 
face of some rather formidable obstacles and achieved a good evalua·
tion plan, some solid project-level components, a few innovative 
proj ects and some possible anti-crime proj ect successes. However, 
the Baltimore program was troubled by difficult intergovernmental 
and interagency relationships and there were many problems involved 
in performing the COPIE-cycle and in fulfilling the agency-coordinating 
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role of the Crime Analysis Team. Evaluation reporting at first 
failed to supply the comparison bases necessary for attributing 
outcomes to project activities, but there has been a recent imp~ove
ment in Baltimore's evaluation reports--of such magnitude that it 
augurs well for the continuation of a seriously improved evaluation 
capability in Baltimore after the Impact program is over. As of 
August 1975, however, evaluation had failed to supply the evidence 
necessary for determining whether or not projects had been successful. 
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C. Cleveland 

1. Crime-Oriented Planning 

The Cleveland Master Plan failed to provide victim data and 
presented only limited offender data. On the other hand, there were 
extensive profiles of those geographical areas with high incidence 
of burglary and robbery. Four high-crime areas in the city were 
identified and described in great detail, but statistics regarding 
the type of robbery (commercial, open space, residential) and type 
of burglary (residential and non-residential) were not supplied. 
The problems and needs identified for Impact funding included: 
youth crime, drug use> school dropout, low clearance rates, court 
delays as well as the fragmentation of correcti0nal agencies and 
the lack of community-based correctional facilities. With the 
exception of correctional problems, all problems were supported by the 
data analysis. -The majority of Cleveland's proposed projects focused 
on high-risk youthful offenders and emphasized community treatments 
and services. The relationships between proposed projects and crimE 
problems identified ranged from strong to tenuous, indicating that a 
crime-oriented approach might have been followed, but in a noTt
systematic fashion. Finally, the Master Plan omitted to quantify 
program goals and objectives, which meant that program achievements 
would be difficult to measure. (1) 

2. Implementation 

As discussed in Chapter VI above, Cleveland's Impact program was 
comprised of 39 projects. Police projects received about 38 percent 
of program funds, reflecting a higher priority than that accorded in 
the Master Plan, and probably, as well, the need to meet Impact crime
reduction goals. Prevention projects ranked second, and adult 
corrections projects ranked third in funding levels, receiving 18 
percent and 17 percent respectively (see Table XXVII, page 165 above). 
As of June 1975, Cleveland projects spent 99 percent of the city's 
awarded $18,485,465 in Impact funds. This constitutes the most 
rapid rate of expenditure among the Impact cities and reflects the 
speed of project implementation in Cleveland following grant sub
mission. Over the whole program, Cleveland's implementation speed 
was about average compared to the other cities; however, Cleveland's 
projects started providing services, on the average, about 4.5 months 
earlier on in the program than did the other cities' projects on a 
program-wide average(2) (see Figure 16, Chapter VIII). In addi-
tion, the services provided by Cleveland projects were generally 
complete in terms of what had been planned. (4) 
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3. Evaluation Planning and Reporting 

As was probably predictable from the non-quantification of goals 
and objectives in the Master Plan, Cleveland evaluation components 
were generally only half-hearted attempts at project evaluation 
planning. Most of the components conformed to a stanclard format which 
did not include operational definitions or clearly specified descrip
tions of proposed comparison bases. (6) This evaluation planning 
quality reflected the low priority accorded evaluation in Cleveland. 
Despite a large-sized Crime Analysis Team, evaluation was the prov
ince of outside contractors in Cleveland and remained only a second~ 
ary concern of Cleveland's CAT.CIO) Evaluation planning coverage 
was far from comprehensive, with only 21 of 39 projects including 
evaluation plans. 

Reporting of evaluative information by Cleveland evaluators was 
also mediocre. Evaluation documentation reviewed had serious short
comings in terms of providing the reader with an adequate description 
of project activities, or of reporting and explaining limitations in 
the evaluation necessary to facilitate the accurate interpretation 
and use of reported findings. In fact, evaluation documentation 
from nearly 40 percent of Cleveland's projects were judged as pre
cluding an understanding of the source, purpose, and meaning of the 
evaluative information presented. Cleveland's reporting efforts 
typically fell short when it came to providing data needea ~o crlti
cally assess the reliability and validity of reported findings. In 
fact only one project evaluation reporting effort was considered to 
be of high quality (the Prosecutor's Office project). 

A large majority of Cleveland's projects provided evaluation 
documentation in which results were presented in the absence of an 
approach. In these cases either there was no infonnation available 
(and no quantitative statements regarding objective attainment could 
be made), or quantitative results were presented without the benefit 
of any objective comparison to ascertain changes in a measurable 
variable. Only one Cleveland project. reviewed to date, Visiting 
Judges, utilized an evaluation approach judged to be somewhat rigorous 
in the Impact context. 

Overall, Cleveland's evaluation effort reflected a shallow 
attempt to perform project-level evaluation. Reports seemed to be 
formatted for mass production in response to a requirement, rather 
than for the fulfillment of basic knowledge needs of the Cleveland 
program and for the provision of a thoughtful contribution to on
going anti-crime efforts. Cleveland's evaluation reporting coverage 
was the most comprehensive in the program, however, with 32 of the 
39 projects having furnished documentation. (7) 
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4. Agency Coordination, Community Involvement and the Role 
of the Crime Analysis Team 

The Crime Analysis Team had a special character in Cleveland. 
Problems arising over Cleveland's selection as an Impact city, cqn
cern by the regional office for rapid implementation, and poor 
communications among all concerned led to the quasi-suppression of 
the SPA role in the Cleveland program, and the establishment of a 
close, harmonious relationship bet'wleen the Team and the regional 
office. (10) The interagency friction between the SPA and the Crime 
Analysis Team which troubled so many Impact cities was therefore 
absent in Cleveland. There is little doubt that this situation 
allowed an enhanced coordination which helped greatly in achieving 
the city's fast program start-up. 

Both the Team and the regional office wanted to get the program 
implemented rapidly; the RO coordinator cited political pressure to 
make an impact by the November elections as an overriding reason for 
this stance. (A second matter associated with fast implementation 
was the feeling on the part of the Team's director, that Cleveland, 
if it were to implement programs quickly, might be able thereby to (10) 
increase the total amount of dollars it would receive from the LEAA.) 

Cleveland's problem of agency coordination, then, seemed some
what less complex and more limited than did the interagency relation
ships in some other Impact cities. On the other hand, Cleveland's 
Crime Analysis Team was confronted by a challenge which few other 
Teams had to face, arising from the severe polarization existing in 
the city between its "ethnic" and (,lack communities. This polariza
tion was the major source of political pressures to implement the 
program quickly, by election time. 

In Cleveland, at the beginning of Impact, blacks (about 40 percent 
of the population) and non-blacks remained troubled by the memory of the 
Hough and Glenville riots (1966 and 1968), and racial divisions con
tinued to run deep (see Chapter V, Table III, page 75 above). The 
election of Mayor Perk in 1971, on a platform of "ethnic power" did 
little to heal the scars between the two communities, and the issue 
of crime control was perceived by many blacks--especially after shoot
outs between police and black militants--as just another weapon in 
a white arsenal. In this context, it would be very difficult if not 
impossible to enlist the kind of support from high-crime area communi
ties which appeared indispensable to improvements in Cleveland's crime 
problems. 

The Crime Analysis Team understood this situation and made 
serious efforts to deal with it by analyzing "root cause" (or crime
correlated) community and family problems in Cleveland~ and by trying 
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co find funds (within or outside LEAA) with which to address them, 
The Team's endeavor to get assistance from HUD and HEW within the 
lateral coordination provisions of the Impact program soon bogged 
down, however, and the Impact guidelines themselves did not allow 
much latitude for projects wi.thout potential for direct action on 
specific crime problems. 

A great deal of staff time was spent with community members in 
the effort to achieve some viable mechanisms for citizen input, and 
there is evidence also that the Crime Analysis Team achieved real 
improvements in coordination among criminal justice agencies in 
Cleveland. Their community-based probation program involved the 
coordination of Municipal Court Ptobation, Common Pleas Court Probation 
and the Adult Parole Authority to provide community-based services 
in satellite offices. This is the first time, in Cleveland, that 
county and state corrections officials have been located in the same 
building and have established a close working relationship. 

It is not clear, on the other hand, that the COPlE-cycle was 
performed with any particular rigor. Cleveland planners were activity
oriented, never developed a reasonable data base and viewed evaluation 
as a second-order priority. (It is, perhaps, for this reason that 
contractors were hired in the first place to perform planning and 
evaluation.) Despite the fact that the Team's experiences with con
tractors were less than successful, no in-house capability was developed. 
This, plus the lack of commitment at a high level to goals of rational 
planning and evaluation, can probably account for Cleveland's uncon
vincing performance in evaluation. 

Overall, it seems as if knowledge goals paled, in Cleveland, 
beside the political exigencies of a racially divided community. 
Or else, perhaps, the Crime Analysis Team may simply have been lack
ing in the particular kinds of expertise, guidance and interest needed 
for the success of a complex, rational enterprise like the COPIE
cycle. Whatever the reason, it is clear that the Cleveland Crime 
Analysis Team opted for action and speedy start-up to the detriment 
of careful planning and evaluative research. 

Crime Analysis Team activities in support of the Impact program 
ended officially in Cleveland as of June, 1975, but the Team is con
tinuing at a lower staffing level as part of a new umbrella agency 
to consolidate treatment services within the city. Planning, coordi
nation, and evaluation functions are an on-going part of the new 
agency's responsibilities. 
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5. Project Innovation 

two of Cleveland's 39 Impact projects appeared innovative. (5) 
The first project, Counsel for Indigents, involved a modified indivi
dual assignment method, in which two attorneys appearing at the 
Municipal Court received a certain number of felony cases, then 
followed these cases to the Common Pleas Court for a certain period 
of time. As the bulk of their cases were closed in Common Pleas 
Court, they returned to Municipal Court assignment and a. new cycle 
began. Such a rotating arrangement appeared to gi.ve clients more 
effective representation, without delaying the disposition process. 

The second project, Cleveland Youth Neighborhood Coordinators, 
again reflected the Crime Analysis Team's preoccupation with inter
agency coordination and community problems. The pattern of youth 
service delivery in Cleveland at the inception of the Impact program 
was described as: 

(1) lacking articulation in working relationships; 

(2) duplicating the kinds of services rendered; and 

(3) lacking the proper identification of gaps itt services. 

The Youth Neighborhood Coordinators project was implemented as a 
solution to these problems. The City of Cleveland had been divided 
into nine social planning areas which were subdivided into relatively 
homogeneous neighborhoods. A youth service coordinator knowledgeable 
in the local neighborhood proble~s and needs was located in each of 
the nine areas. These coordinators brought the youth-serving agencies 
together, determined available services, and outlined duplications and 
gaps in service. Where practical, they initiated improvement in youth 
services by working closely with neighborhood leaders and organizations. 

6. Project Institutiona1i~ation 

Thirteen of the projects implemented in Cleveland are expected 
to be institutionalized, and it is hoped that funding sources will be 
found for others. (5) Included are the Cleveland Youth Neighborhood 
Coordinators, the Street Academy, and the Adult Parole Component of 
the Community-Based Probation program. The other components are 
actively seeking funds, as are many other projects in Cleveland. 

7. Summary 

Overall, Cleveland did a good job of program implementation, 
made meaningful efforts toward agency coordination in the criminal 
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justice system, and provided useful and needed services to the 
Cleveland community in a stressful climate of continuing racial 
antagonisms. Unfortunately, the Crime Analysis Team's failures to 
ensure rigorous planning and evaluation signify that--except for the 
Visiting Judges project--assessment of Impact anti-crime effectiveness, 
on the basis of project-level evaluation, will be beyond reach in 
Cleveland. 
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D. Dallas 

1. Crime-Oriented Planning 

Crime data. analysis revealed inadequate current knowledgE~ about 
the characteristics of Impact crime victims in Dallas. Victim data 
used in the analysis had to be drawn from a 1967 survey of victimiza
tion conducted by the National Opinion Research Council rathe:r than 
based on locally collected data. The need to upgrade the infDrmation 
base on crime in the city has, however, been recognized and specific 
projects are included in the Impact program to expand or improve the 
existing data base for T'lore effective crime-oriented planning in the 
future. 

The Dallas Master Plan did not provide clearly defined problem 
statements. Some notion of what the major concerns were can be inferred 
from the program areas selected; they include: 

(1) excessive opportunity for burglary and robbery, 

(2) low clearance rates, 

(3) excessive case processing time in the courts, 

(4) high no-bill and dismissal rates for defendants charged 
with Impact offenses, 

(5) high recidivism rates and excessive probation caseload 
size, and 

(6) large numbers of Impact crimes committed by youths and 
addicts. 

About one-half of the projects proposed to alleviate these problems 
were aimed at systems improvement, while the remaining projects 
attempted to focus on more specific crime targets. Planners in 
general did not provide insights into their priority-setting process 
and did not formulate quantified goals and objectives, with a time 
table for their achievement. This naturally signified problems, 
later on, for the measurement of project and program goal attain
ment. (1) 

2, Implementatio~ 

As discussed in Chapter VI, more than 65 percent of Dallas' 
Impact funds went into police and court projects. Dallas dedicated 
a large portion of its Impact funds (45 percent) to the police func
tion, and the smallest por~ion of all the cities (3 perc~nt) to 
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juvenile corrections (see Table XXVII, page 165 above). This was 
especially surprising considering the latter's significance as noted 
in the city's Master Plan. It appears that courts and juvenile pre
vention services grew in importance over what was originally planned, 
while juvenile corrections experienced a marked reduction in priority. 
Of the $17,039,548 in Impact funds awarded to Dallas, 69 percent had 
been expended as of 30 June 1975.(2) 

The average Dallas project began operations 17.9 months from 
program inception, two and one-half months sooner than the average 
across the eight cities (see Figure 16, Chapter VIII). Rema1-kah le 
implementation timeliness was achieved in Dallas, as well as (;~ .'lete
ness in the services offered. (4) 

3. Evaluation Planning and Reportin~ 

While many of the Dallas project evaluation plans devoted some 
attention to each of the steps outlined in guidelines established by 
the LEAA, they generally did not manage to tie these steps together 
into a logical, coherent approach to project evaluation. Operational 
definitions were often not provided for major outcome measures, and 
sound comparison bases were likewise absent from a majority of the 
evaluation components received. (6) Evaluation planning coverage, 
however, was moderately comprehensive: 13 of 19 projects included 
evaluation plans. 

The quality of evaluation reporting presented in the Dallas 
documentation was about average when compared to program-wide per
forma~ce. No project evaluations were seen to be of excellent 
reporting quality, typically because they failed to provide the 
necessary data for reader validation of the findings. Generally, 
however, Dallas evaluators did an adequat~ job of describing project 
activities and addressing possible limitations in the interpretation 
of any reported findings. 

More than 50 percent of the Dallas project-evaluation efforts 
were accomplished in the absence of an evaluation approach. More 
often than not this was a result of the inability to carry out proj
ect evaluation plans, which, as noted previously, typically failed to 
operationally define intended outcome measures. Only one Dallas proj
ect, the Crime Investigation Pilot Study, used an approach considered 
to be relatively rigorous in that it related observed changes in a 
measure of performance to project activities. (7) 

As of 31 August 1975, Dallas had provided evaluation reports for. 
15 of its 19 projects. 
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4. Agency Coordination, Community Involvement and the Role 
of the Crime Analysis Team 

The Dallas Impact program was shaped by four closely interwoven 
forces. The first ,vas the city!co:.mty controversy in which Dallas 
County, after an extended struggle with the City of Dallas and the 
federal government, emerged with a major part of the program. In 
the end, 7 Impact projects (totaling $8,098,327) were awarded to the 
county. (11) 

Closely linked to the city/county debate and, in fact, a primary 
cause of it--was fragmentation in the criminal justice system which 
gave the courts, corrections, and jails in the Dallas area to the 
county, while the police remained the lone city function. (This 
explains why all city projects were run by the Pollce Department.) 
The fact of system franmentation became the motivating force for 
advocating coordination and cooperation among city and county agencies, 
not only in the Dallas Impact program, but for the benefit of law 
enforcement and the judicial process throughout the metropolitan area. 
One of the successes of the Crime Analysis Team (or "policy group") 
in Dallas was tha.t it prOVided a forum for city and county criminal 
justice officials to discuss mutual problems and to seek common 
solutions. An example of this is the police information system. 
area where the county sheriff's depa.rtment and the city police depart
ment have taken significant steps to integrate data bases and informa
tion systems. 

A third major program-shaping force was a high degree of sec
tionalism in the political sphere. The structure and traditions of 
control inherent in local government in the City and County of Dallas, 
the strong dislike for what is termed "federal interference," and the 
equally strong commitment to local independence (as opposed to inter~ 
dependence), forged a climate in which change could come only by 
degrees. Suggestions to broaden the Dallas Area Criminal Justice 
Council to include community representatives, for example, were 
fought on the grounds that it would turn the body into a "police 
review board. II In addition, the relationships between the city, on 
the one hand, and the state and the regional office, on the other, 
tended to be quite formal, with little of the free give-and-take 
necessary for the implementation of a fast-moving program such as 
Impact. It was this tradition of local autonomy and of resistance 
to change which prompted the Crime Analysis Team director, when 
responding to the criticisms over lack of progress, to counsel his 
critics that the Dallas Impact program should be 'lallowed to grow 
with the complete support and cooperation of all concerned." 
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The fourth factor was the primordial role played by law enforce
ment throughout Texas history. This penchant for police activities, 
strong in many regions of the nation, but particularly in the South, 
militated against a corrections program in the Dallas Impact.: plan. 
There is, for example, no community-based corrections program in 
Dallas nor, for that matter, anywhere in the State of Texas. It is 
not surprising, therefore, that, in the main, the Dallas Impact pro
gram was oriented toward an improveme~Lt of system capability in the 
police and court functions. 

While the Crime Analysis Team in Dallas can thus be given signal 
credit for progress in agency coordination there, the failure to 
achieve community input into the planning process has been patent, 
even though it was predictable. There is not much doubt that renewed, 
redoubled efforts are urgently required in this sphere, as well as 
in the adult and juvenile corrections areas. 

In terms of the CaPlE-cycle, the planning capability brought to 
local agencies through the Crime Analysis Team seems to have left its 
imprint. In the county planning department and in a number of city 
agencies, the crime-oriented planning approach has been integrated 
into the planning process. Also the Dallas Area Criminal Justice 
Council, with membership provided by both city and county, will con
tinue to use this approach to plan for system growth on a metropolitan
wide basis. 

The Crime Analysis Team will continue in Dallas under LEAA 
non-Impact funds. Prior to Impact, the Team had performed planning 
and monitoring functions for LEAA projects; when the program ends, 
the Team will return to its previous level of 4 or 5. 

5. Project Innovation 

Three projects implemented in Dallas were selected as innova
tive; two were youth programs operated by the Police Department: the 
Youth Se~~ices Program, and Yo~th Development and Corrections. These 
projects provided the police with a range of alternatives for use in 
dealing with juveniles, including short-term counseling, recreational 
programs, one-on-two relationships between officers and youth and 
the formalized use of contract services. These projects represent 
a very comprehensive effort undertaken by a police department to handle 
youth problems. The other project was Legal Aides for Police, which 
involved the assignment of four Assistant City Attorneys to work with 
the Dallas Police Department in order to reduce the percent of cases 
no-billed and cases dismissed by reason of police error. Although 
the attorneys worked with the police, they remained under the direc
:ion of the Dallas City Attorney and could not, therefore, give orders 
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to police personnel. Instead) proJect attorneys were expected to 
accomplish a slow and careful establishment of rapport by going into 
the field with police to gain first-hand knowledge of problems encoun
tered and by spending many hours building a relationship with them. 
The development of a trusting relationship and the concomitant increase 
in irtteraction between police and attorneys provided police w"ith an 
in-depth understanding of plea bargaining and of the rationales applied 
when cases are no-billed or dismissed. (5 ) All three of Dallas' innova
tive projects thus reflected the city's preoccupation with agency coor
dination (that of police/juvenile agencies in the first two cases, of 
police/courts in the third). 

6. Project Institutionalization 

Over one-half of the Dallas projects are expected to be con
tinued after Impact funding ceases. These include Legal Aides for 
the Police, to be funded by the city, the Youth Services Program, the 
Crime Investigation Pilot Study, and the two new District Courts which 
were initially funded as temporary courts unrler Impact to lessen the 
backlog of the local judicial system. (5) 

7. Summa£[ 

Overall, Dallas took a system improvement approach to Impact. 
Yet it is not clear why this could occur in Dallas when other cities 
were obliged, by Impact guidelines, to show direct linkages between 
the likely outcomes of their anti-crime solutions and expected 
decreases in rates of crime or recidivism. Although all of the cities 
funded some system improvement projects, the av~rage across the other 
seven cities was only about 20 percent of awarded funds, whereas Dallas 
devoted 44 percent of its Impact funds to this area, thereby lowering 
crime-rate reduction and recidivism reduction projects to the level 
of second and third priorities. Of Dallas' 19 projects, 13 targeted 
system improvement; the effectiveness/efficiency conflict, therefore 
(see Chc.pter III, pages 42 through 44 above) appears to have received 
an unanticipat.ed solution in Dallas. 

A valid argument can be made for the Dallas approach. No 
lIuseless" hardware was bought, no "gimmickry," no gadgets. On the 
contrary', system improvement in Dallas meant new courts (in the 
face of a 330-day trial delay), and a search for better data pro
cessing, better police productivity. All of these efforts constitute 
good and useful things to do, in and of themselves. And they have 
the added advantage of more likely institutionalization after federal 
funds have disappeared. But although Impact was a program which 
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targeted improved system capability, it sought--first and foremost-
to implement action programs in high-crime neighborhoods or rehabili
tation programs for juveniles and adults which would have a potential 
for directly affecting rates of crime and recidivism in urban areas. 
Quite clearly, this is not a description of the Dallas program. 

In sum, Dallas planners sought to reduce criminal justice frag
mentation, and Crime Analysis Team efforts were oriented in a major 
way toward reducing friction among criminal justic~ agencies, and 
between City/county planners. Planning itself improved notably 
under Impact, and implementation timeliness and completeness were 
the second best (after St. Louis) in the program. Evaluation remained 
something less than expert, however, although it improved considerably 
with multiple reports for certain projects. As discussed above, 
however, it will be difficult to determine the effectiveness of many 
anti-crime projects in Dallas, based on the evaluations performed. 

Further, given the resistance, in Dallas, to any provision of 
citizen input into the criminal justice planning process, it is possi
ble that outcome evaluation may also continue to be resisted. Both of 
these, baSically, are forms of accountability, and it may be that it 
is precisely this which is unwelcome in the two cases. It appears 
likely, therefore, that it may be some time, in Dallas, before change 
can begin in these areas, even by very small degrees. 
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E. Denver 

1. Crime-Oriented Planning 

Denver completed an extensive analysis of the five Impact crimes. 
Offender data were provided by type of offense, and a wide range of 
socio-economic, demographic, and infrastructural data were presented 
for the high-crime areas. Victim data were detailed and complete. The 
Denver Master Plan developed problem statements for each offense type 
and discussed the need for alleviating each problem in relation to 
crime-setting, offender, and victim. All in all, Denver provided the 
most complete, well-conceived and well-executed set of planning docu
ments in the Impact program. Program goals, projects and project 
objectives flowed smoothly and logically from the data provided, and 
formed a pragmatic framework for understanding project selection. 
Further, Denver was the only city to document the process by which the 
prioritization of problems was accomplished and to identify the criteria 
utilized in selecting and ranking those problems. (1) 

2. Implementation 

An examination of implementation in the Impact program showed 
that Denver's program had a balanced functional distribution despite 
adherence to an intended concentration in the juvenile area. Po.lice 
projects received 21 percent of Denver's Impact funds (the smallest 
percentage for police in any Impact city), corrections (adult and 
juvenile) ,qere awarded 29 percent, and the other functional areas were 
generally well distributed, according to the exigencies of Denver's 
crime problems (see Table XXVII, page 165 above). This equilibrium 
across functional areas of the program not only reflects the careful 
planning effort which preceded specific project implementation, it is 
also an indicator of the system awareness underlying Denver's program. 

All of this attention to detail did mean a slower start for Denver's 
program than for some cities (the average time for grant submission in 
Denver was about 16 months into the program, well above the l3-month 
average across the cities, see Figure 16, page 248 below). Given 
Denver's planning achievements, however, this probably means that it 
takes that time to do a good job of crime-oriented planning, starting 
from scratch. Once the work was done, however, Denver became one of 
the faster cities in proceeding from grant submission to provision of 
services (6.5 months or about one month less than the average). Over
all, Denver emerged as the only city to have both utilized the crime
oriented planning model correctly and well, and also funded projects 
which were intimately and precisely linked with the particular priority 
problems delineated during the planning process. (2) 
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3. Evaluation Planning and Reporting 

With few exceptions Denver evaluation components provided sound \ 
workable plans for subsequent assessments of project success. Compo
nents provided clear statements of project objectives and corresponding 
measures, in addition to brief discussions of proposed comparison bases. 
A MITRE analysis of evaluation plans (6) across the eight cities shows 
Denver as having the highest mean quality level of any city, and the 
only city whose evaluation-plan quality exceeded its calculated expected 
rnean, based on the kinds of projects implemented. Of the eight eval
uation plans chosen prcgramwide, which qualified as excellent in the 
analysis, two came from Denver. Once again, this was the result of 
the planning and effort of the first 16 months. Denver understood, 
early in the program, the need for baseline data with which to measure 
treatment effects and went to great lengths to construct a data base 
featuring victim, offender, and environment information for the crimes 
of robbery, burglary~ assault, murder and rape (broken out separately 
by crime) as committed in Denver in the years 1970 and 1971. The 
Crime Analysis Team arranged to acquire and utilize existing data 
bases of other agencies, when this was possible; when it was not 
team members searched files manually and constructed their own. (2) 

Finally, evaluation plans were not static in Denver. When actual 
evaluation proved that plans were infeasible or unrealistic, they were 
re-worked and re-examined on an iterative basis. 

Evaluation planning coverage was about average in Denver: 23 
of 37 projects provided evaluation plans. 

In terms of evaluation reporting, Denver again made one of the 
best efforts in the Impact program. Reports from Denver typically 
included limitations regarding the interpretation of findings as well 
as a cogent description of project activities. Two Denver projects 
provided documentation considered to be excellent examples of evalua
tion reporting (Project Intercept, and TASC). Denver documentation 
was also noteworthy for the fact that evaluation reports provided more 
depth to the explanation of evaluative issues and alternative explana
tions of outcome results than did most other Impact cities. This 
is particularly true for juvenile corrections and community involve
ment projects. 

fhe approaches used in Denver's project-level evaluation 
reflect a reliance upon designs that provide at least two com
parable data points to assess change in project outcomes. Four 
Denver projects used rigorous evaluation approaches that made sub
stantial efforts to control quantitatively for other factors which 
might have influenced observed changes in indicators of project 
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3 success. In sum, Denver's use of applicable evaluation approaches 
was among the best in Impact (with Portland and Atlanta), 

Denver's project-level evaluation effort, overall, reflects a 
real commitment of resources, as exemplified by good evaluation planning, 
precise and well planned data collection, and the attention required 
to produce evaluation reports of high caliber. (7) 

Evaluation reporting, although of fine quality, did not receive 
very comprehensive coverage in Denver; evaluation reports were received 
for only 16 of 37 projects. 

4. Agency Coordination, Community Involvement and the Role 
of the Crime Analysis Team 

The Denver program appears to have been primed by a system aware
ness which resulted in a directed effort toward the coordination of 
criminal justice system agencies among themselves and with the Denver 
community. Two areas of concentration which emerged from this orienta
tion were the coordination of data bases across agencies, and the use 
of the Task Force as a mechanism for developing both citizen and user 
input into the planning process. Both of these efforts were begun 
during the early part of the Impact crime-oriented planning phase. 

(1) Agency Coordination and tlaseline Data 

Starting in July of 1972, the Denver Crime Analysis Team devoted 
thousands of man-hours to building and strengthening data bases in 
various functional areas. (12) The approach was to go into the various 
departments (police, courts, probation, for example), inventory what 
was available, and get permission to automate porti,ons of it. Then 
the team members would return to the agency \vith new formats for 
aggregating and analyzing data relevant to the agency's activities. 
The changes were incorporated into agency data processing systems, 
and in return, the Crime Analysis Team ~yas given access to the data 
to perform their own studies. The best example is probably the Police 
Department. The upgrading of the department's automated data processing 
system enhanced the police operational and research capability, while 
allowing the Grime Analysis Team to do the large number of special 
studies on recidivism, rape, and alcoholism which they accomplished 

3Northeast Denver YSB 
Youth Recidivist Reduction Program 
Project Intercept 
Southeast Neighborhood Service Bureau 
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over the past year. The most recent development is the corrections 
data base, designed for the four Youth Service Bureaus (an effort to 
coordinate youth services in Denver, see Section E, below). This will 
provide city administrators with a better picture of the juvenile crime 
problem in Denver, and it also has the positive effect of reinforcing 
the juvenile program thrust by bringing the four Youth Service Bureaus 
closer together, and getting their staff to talk to each other on a 
regular basis. Another side benefit of the approach has been to Hopen 
up" some of the more insular components of the criminal justice system. 
The Crime Analysis Team, over the past three years, has continued to 
meet with courts and corrections people (for example) and has built up 
a relationship of trust which is paying off in many ways: ;;1" ,', • .;er flow 
of information between agencies, a willingness to discuss PI''';. ;.~,mo and 
possible solutions, and the like. 

(2) Community Involvement and the Crime Analysis Team 

At the outset of Denver's Impact program and over the three years 
of its duration, decision-makers at the highest level were officially 
committed to a policy of encouraging citizens to express their views 
in regard to any and all programs proposed in the Denver Anti-Crime 
Council by the Crime Analysis Team or by others. Although at the 
beginning, groups such as the Legal Aid Society, the American Indian 
Movement, and others insisted upon having formal representation on the 
Council, with the maintenance of an "open door" policy, the demand for 
official status on the Council gradually receded as it became apparent 
that the Council was willing to listen to citizen viewpoints, and indeed, 
actively solicited this participation. 

After experimenting with various mechanisms for channeling these 
viewpoints more directly into municipal crime control policy, the Task 
Force mechanism was finally retained. Over the three years of Impact, 
Denver's Neighborhoods Task Force (composed entirely of private citizens) 
examined every project proposed. They a1s9 formed subcommittees out
side the formal structure, and went out into the community to solicit 
citizen reactions. It is clear that this Task Force had a voice in 
decision-making and an impact upon proposed programs. It is also clear 
that the group sought, faithfully and actively, to improve Denver1s 
criminal justice system, mobilizing opinion in a way which was very 
helpful to the Impact effort. (12) 

It is expected that the Team's work in support of agency coordina
tion and community involvement will continue in Denver after the end 
of the Impact program. The Team, somewhat reduC!ed in size, will become 
a separate City Commission under the auspices of the Office of the 
Mayor. The Team will be supported in part by the city and in part 
by LEAA, anG will go on performing the same functions it executed 
under the Impact program. ,~ 

216 



5. Project Innovation 

Without question, Den.ver was the leading innovator among the 
Impact cities.(5) Ten projects, developed and implemented there, were 
selected as innovative. Three of these projects focused on providing 
victim services: the Community Health Program for Victim Support, 
the Rape Prevention Program, and the Southeast Denver Neighborhood 
Service Bureau. The second of these, the Rape Prevention Program, 
was the only effort at basic research (built upon the work of Amir(16) 
in Philadelphia) to have been furtded under Impact. Two other p!'ojects 
included decentralization of probation services througr the utilization 
of community-based workers: Community Outreach Probation Experiment 
(COPE) and Intensive Probation and Parole Supervision. The latter 
also included the coordination of the executive function of parole 
and the judicial fUnction of probation in providing community-based 
services. 

Four more projects (including the Southeast Denver Neighborhood 
Service Bureau, already mentioned) make up the new Youth Service 
Bureau System which has coordinated 400 youth services and groups 
across Denver's four quadrants. 

Two other projects, New Pride and Police-to-Partners integrated 
volunteers and business groups in unusual ways. (5) 

Finally, the role of the Denver Crime Analysis Team was itself 
innovative in that it performed independent research tasks (such as 
the study of rape and of juvenile and adult recidivism) on its own 
initiative, and approached the execution of the COPIE-cycle and the 
agency coordinating function in a thoughtful, comprehensive and knowledge
seeking manner which seems to have been unique in the Impact program. 

6. Project Institutionalization 

Denver achieved some important results, in terms of institution
alization. Of 37 projects, 22 are expected to be institutionalized. 
These include all of the projects mentioned above, as well as the 
Special Crime Attack Team, Em5loy-EX, New Pride, and the Crime 
Prevention Training Program. ( ) 

7. Summary and Analysis 

Overall, it appears that Denver performed a balanced, comprehen
sive effort in support of the Impact program. The COPIE-cycle was 
handled well.. Agency coordination and citizen/user input were actively 
pursued and their integration into the planning process was structured. 
The Crime Analysis Team acted as a change agent in getting th€ COPIE
cycle performed, in improving cOlrununications among agencies, in 
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fostering innovative projects and research. Of Denver's 37 projects, 
10 were innovative, by program standards, and. 23 are expected to be 
institutionalized. 

Thus, the Denver Impact program has achieved some major successes 
and it therefore becomes important to account for them if they are to 
be replicated elsewht"!'re. There appear to be several reasons for 
Denver's achievements. 

First, from the beginning of the program, there was a thorough
going commitment to improve the criminal justice capability in Denver. 
When an initial search indicated a city-wide paucity of the kinds of 
researchers and analysts needed for the Crime hnalysis Team, Denver 
embarked on a nation-wide effort to recruit planners and evaluators. 
This effort culminated in a team of knowledgeable peopJ.~ Hhose aggrf> 
gate expertise was not duplicated e.lsewhere in the program. Since 
these researchers were not indigenous to Denver, h0\(1e'" r, the quality 
of the Crime Analysis Team there is in no way city-s' .. ee: ~ . it is, 
hence, eminently replicable. 

Second, good communication mechanisms were instituted in Denver 
from the beginning. The Impact coordinators for the regional office 
and for the SPA met with the Crime Analysis Team director eve,ry week 
to ,disc~s, on-going problems and options. The Task Forces met and 
talked, the Mayor maintained a current and everyday interest, the head 
of the Denver Anti-Crime Council kept watch on program and project 
progress, on research activities, on the development of new channels 
for comm~nity input into the planning proc~~s. 

Finally, Impact objectives were internalized in Denver. It seems 
that th~y were not subordinated to other goals, that there was no 
"hidder" agenda." The Denver Crime Analysis Team worked hard at plan
ning, implementation and evaluation, as did many other Teams, with the 
difference that, in Denver, hindrances and interference with the Team's 
efforts were at a minimum. 

Over the program period, it seems that many barriers to communica
tion and coordination were lowered. The Task Force mechanism seems to 
have worked well to bring together the disparate elements of Denver's 
criminal justice system (:tncluding police, courts and corrections 
people, prosecutors, public defenders and probation/parole officers) 
with members of the community, including minority groups. The Director 
of the Denver Anti-Crime Council feels that much remains to be done to 
achieve what he calls "grass roots" support in high-crime areas. (12) 
Yet it is true, despite this criticism, that during Council and Task 
Force meetings, representatives of all these groups debated and dis
cussed, on a regular basis, the wide range of criminal justice issues 
and challenges confronting Impact. Frequently their discussions spilled 
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over into the newspapers, enabling the general public to participate. 
A perusal of Denver's two newspapers, The Denver Post and the Rocky 
Mountain News for the years 1972 (last four months), 1973, and 1974 
indicate some 700 articles devoted to the subject of crime and the 
criminal justice system in Denver. The press in Denver gave crime 
and the Impact program more coverage and attention than any of the 
other Impact cities received from their media. 

Denver's record of success (in performing the COPIE-cyc1e, in 
improving agency coordination and community involvement, in developing 
innovative projects and institutionalizing them), provides evidence 
that these things can be done. The Crime Analysis Team's well-planned, 
well-managed) well-evaluated and well-integrated Impact effort provec 
to be a viable tool for improv:ing the quality and capability of the 
criminal justice system in Denver. 
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F. Newark 

1. Crime-Oriented Planning 

The planning effort in Newark produced an extensive and well
developed analysis of the characteristics of Impaet offenses. It was 
supplemented with an overview of existing resources and capabilities. 
However, the planning documents failed to present detailed problem 
statements nor were priorities assigned to problem areas. The Master 
Plan moved directly from the crime'data and an analysis of the existing 
criminal justice system to the proposed programs and projects. Some 
of the problems confronting Newark could be inferred, however, from 
the programs proposed: 

(1) inadequate detection and apprehension capabilities of 
the police, 

(2) increasing numbers of youthful offenders, 

(3) high recidivism rates for both juvenile and adult offenders, 

(4) delays in municipal and felony courts, and 

(5) little opportunity for youths to receive comprehensive 
rehabilitative services. 

The prevention, anti-drug, and corrections projects, as proposed, were 
supported by the victim/offender/environment profiles, while crime 
control and court projects were supported by the analysis of deficiencies 
in the existing system. (1) 

2. Implementation 

Newark, as discussed in Chapter IV, ended by putting 41 percent 
of its funds into the police sector, which was a higher proportion 
than the average (33 percent) across the cities (see Table XXVII, 
page 165 above). Although the top three major program areas (identi
fied in Section 1 above) retained the same order of priority in funding, 
police projects received more than l~ times their anticipated allot
ment while the funding commitment for the other two areas was reduced. 
As of 30 June 1975, only 41 percent of the $17,776,946 awarded to 
Newark was spent. This expenditure rate is below the average across 
the cities. 

Overall, Newark projects took longer to submit their grant applica
tions than did those of the other cities. This may have been because, 
like Denver, Newark was bent upon achieving a very solid effort at 
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crime-oriented planning. Submission once accomplished, however, tne 
cycle from grant submission to project start-up was only 5.2 months, 
or 2 months less than the 7.5 month average across the cities(2) (see 
Figure 16, page 248 below). Implementation in Ne~iTark was thus timely 
(measured from application submission, and in terms of the project 
focus involved), and services were generally complete. (4) Other prob
lems in Newark (see Section 4, below), however, slowed implementation 
there further, ending in some serious slippage over the life of the 
program. 

3. Evaluation Planning and Reporting 

The quality of project evaluation planning efforts varied con
siderably across projects in Newark. While almost all of the compo
nents detailed project outcome and activity objectives, only a subset 
of these provided operational definitions and details regarding selected 
comparison bases. Some however, were indeed excellent, and the Public 
Housing Security component qualified as one of the eight best in the 
Impact program. (6) Evaluation planning coverage was fairly compre
hensive, with 18 out of 27 projects including evaluation plans. 

Evaluation reporting, on the other hand, was a sore point in 
the Newark program. Evaluation management problems, especially the 
turnover of key_.personnel,. caus"ed Newark to fall behi.nd. the other 
cities in the fulfillment of LEAA evaluation requirements. While 
evaluation documentation for 12 of 27 Impact projects had been received, 
as of 31 August 1975, only one project provided a report detailing 
in-depth information regarding project success. This slippage reflects 
the tremendous evaluation problems experienced by the Newark CAT. Most 
of the documents reviewed from Newark (7 of 9) are either "status" or 
"progress ll reports, and, as such, provide no information on questions 
regarding project outcomes. Most of the information contained in the 
Newark reports concerned project operation (or the lack of it) and 
explanations of the difficulties which precluded an assessment of 
project achievements. 

Corresponding to the sparseness of Newark's evaluation efforts 
was the poor quality of its reports. Again this was at least partially 
the result of the scarcity of full-fledged or even preliminary reports 
for review. (Given the absence of full-fledged reports in Newark, it 
is not surprising to find, as well, an absence of acceptable evaluation 
approaches in the documents reviewed.) Because of the lack of outcome 
data, none of the projects could measure change in the outcome or 
intermediate variables. 
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Some imp:r:ovemem:: measures are presently underway in Newark to 
rectify past failures to perform minimally acceptable evaluation. 
Evaluation designs have been modified to represent a more reasonable 
approach to evaluation, given time constraints and the city's available 
evaluation capabilities. Recent reports (since September 1) do, in 
fact, show some i~llprovement, especially in the reporting quality and 
the presentation of some outcome information. However, the passage of 
time and the failure to obtain good baseline data still impede most 
efforts. (7) 

4. Agency Coordination, Community Involvement and the Role 
of the Crime_Analysis Team 

In Newark, at the beginning of the Impact program, there were two 
major political problems which eventually were responsible in large 
part for determining the program's course in that city. First, the 
"scramble for spoils" had been a traditional part of Newark politics. 
In the past, the city had participated who1ehe,l:Lrtedly in a political 
culture whose criminal corruption was endemic. Modern times would, 
however, see at least one change in the character of the process: now 
the rewards were perceived to flow from the control of large federal 
programs, which meant jobs and power for those who could dispense 
them. As Stern1ieb observed: 

The only important competition for power (was) not between 
racial groups but between the people who control agencies 
that can attract federal funds--the Italians who control 
the Housing Authority, say, versus the blacks who control 
Model Cities or some other blacks who control the poverty 
program. They're like warring baronial gangs ... The peasants 
till the fields, barely noticing the horses galloping by. (17) 

The Impact program, in such a context, could not fail to be viewed 
as a particularly choice, particularly ripe plum. 

Second, competition had become even more ferocious than in the 
past. The movement of middle-class white groups away from the city, 
which occurred most massively during the nineteen-fifties, had wrought 
a radical change in Newark's demographic character. As discussed in 
Chapter V, the city had a population in 1970 of which blacks were in 
the majority (54 percent), about 10 percent were Spanish-speaking, 
and the principal element of the remaining white population was of 
Italian extraction. Each segment had developed articu18te political 
leaders who engaged in continued and sometimes dramatic political 
struggles. Little by little, as Newark's black residents gained in 
numbers and political strength, its white residents were said to 
perceive themselves as a besieged minority. (13) 
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Mayor Gibson had been elected in 1970 by a majority of 57 percent, 
but his hold on events was akin to that of many other big-city mayors-
tenuous in the sense that his responsibility was not always commensurate 
with his authority. The media portrayed him as attempting to balance 
and accommodate the expectations and deman.ds of activist black leaders, 
of a substantial business communit:: dominated by la,rge financial insti
tutions, and of a white minority represented by fon~eful politicians, 
handicapped all the while by the fiscal powerlessneSis of modern urban 
mayors. 

There thus existed two broad issues which sutfaced from time to 
time as the Impact program was carried out in Newark, and which affected 
its management and development. These were: 

• the traditional scramble for spoils a.nd struggle for power, 
and their feared influence upon the progi:am; and 

/It the program's ability to accommodate the conflicting demands 
of groups contending within the body politic. 

Most of the events which would disrupt Newark's Impact program can be 
related, simply or in combination, to the basic issues discussed above. 
The focal point of the controversy within Impact came to revolve around 
the question of agency and commu·dty involvement (and the balance to 
be struck between them); in consequence, it revolved specifically 
around the role of the Crime Analysis Team. 

Under direct pressure from LEAA and amid charges and counter
charges, the Ne~vark Crime Analysis Team director, an appointee of 
Mayor Gibson, resigned in November'of 1972. The LEAA exerted this 
.pressure aft~r rejecting the master plan developed by the Team. The 
city's position was to regard LEAA's action as unwarranted interfer
·ence with program content. The city had stressed efforts to foster 
community involvement in the developm~nt of the plan and in the sub
sequent implementation of projects, and charged LEAA with trying to 
impose a IIla~v and order" or lIestablishmentll flavor not in tune with 
the real needs of Newark. To LEAA, on the other hand, it seemed that 
the Crime Analysis Team's.,plan had called for a general by-passing of 
traditional criminal justice system agencies in Newark, and that this 
could only lead to a failure to obtain the kinds of improved capabilities 
targeted by the Impact program. The LEAA drew up a list of major 
complaints: 

• failure to consult and coordinate with criminal justice 
agencies; 

• failure to design programs which responded to the crime 
problems evident from the data collected; 
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• failur.e to develop realistic budgets; and, 

o failure to maintain accurate records and control funds 
adequately. 

The conflict was basic, reflecting once again Newark's problems 
with the polarization and perceptions of its divided communities, with 
the "baronial" powers of agencies, with the problems of management 
and interagency coordination in such a climate, and with the fears 
and suspicions generated by past Newark administrations. Conciliation 
proved impossible, but the controversy continued for almost two weeks 
in the pages of local and national newspapers until Mayor Gibson issued 
a statement in which he acquiesced in LEAA demands "in the interest 
of the citizens of Newark." 

After the departure of the Crime Analysis Team director, a great 
deal of elan ,vent out of the program in Newark. The Team's evaluator, 
after producing a very good evaluation plan, soon followed the Team's 
director (see the discussion of evaluation, Section 3 above) leavin5 
a long evaluation hiatus during which data were not collected, projects 
went unmonitored and reports failed to be written. 

What could a Crime Analysis Team be expected to do in such an 
atmosphere? It turns out that it was able to do a great deal. In a 
recent interview with MITRE, Mayor Gibson pointed out that a great 
improvement in interagency cooperation and coordination was achieved 
in Newark, despite the handicaps faced by the Crime Analysis Team. 
Newark's Policy Board was used hy the Mayor and the Team as a mechanism 
for bringing together the department heads of every criminal justice 
agency in the city: 

They all began to work together. We kept them informed. 
We got over the traditional problem of lack of communica
tion among elements of the system. An important advantage 
of this prGgram is that it allowed us to pull all of these 
elements toeether. They are workihg better today than 
they ever worked in the past, simply because of this 
program. Coordination between city and county is also 
improved. As you know, we have a city court system and a 
county court system. Cooperation between the county courts 
and the city courts, city and county police, city and 
county prosecuting staff people, probation departments--all 
of these--this is a great success of the program. 

Newark is presently making a considerable effort to keep" On the 
Crime Analysis Team as a central criminal justice planning and coor
dinating agency. The city has already contributed $100,000 toward 
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the maintenance of these Team functions. More money is being sought 
at the present time, but the concept has been accepted among crimina] 
justice agencies and it seems likely that the Team's functions will 
continue "even if we have to fund it out of the city's operating 
fund.,,(13) (Continuation funding has now been received from LEAA and 
from the city.) 

5. Project Innovation 

There was not much innovation among the ant;L--crime efforts of 
Newark's Impact program. Many of the early proposals, if they had 
been implemented, might have been characterized as innovative. Unfor
tunately, these were all rejected during the turmoil and interagency 
conflicts of the first year, and program innovation was affected in 
consequence, much as it had been in Atlanta. It seems that only one 
project implemented in Newark can properly be called innovative: this 
is the Rape Analysis and Investigation Unit. (5) The unit involved the 
addition of specialized personnel to both the Police Department and 
the County Prosecutor's Office. A specialized detective unit was 
added to the Police Department, trained in the most effective investi
gative methods for identifying rape offenders and in interviewing 
techniques that are sensitive to the needs and concerns of rape victims. 
The prosecutor was physically located at the Rape Unit which, although 
part of the Police Department, was loca~ed in a separate building. The 
prosecutor coordinated with the police on the investigation of the rape, 
and assisted the victim through the justice process. A hospital compo
nent was included in the project, to offer special treatment to the 
victim, to collect evidence while treating victim injuries, and to pre
serve that evidence in a manner useful in a judicial prosecution. Women 
detectives and technicians were utilized to the greatest extent possi
ble in order to put the rape victim at ease and referrals were made 
for other social services that were useful or needed by the victim. 

This project represents a radical change from previous methods 
of handling rape victims in Newark in which a "police doctor" saw victims 
during weekdays (9-5) only, and evidence was not collected. The nurse, 
the doctor and the paraprofessional now testify at the trial, and 
evidence is preserved in a sealed kit. 

6. Project Institutionalization 

Less than one-third of Ne~l7ark' s proj ects are expected to be con
tinued. These include the Rape Unit described above, the Independen~e 
High School Alternative School. Public Housing Security Project (24-
Hour Security Patrol) and Essex County Probation Department - Special 
Probation Caseload and Probation Volunteers. Even so, the prognosis 
for continuation may be over-optimistic given the limited availability 
of funds in Newark. (5' 
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I. Summary 

Overall, the Impact program in Newark was fraught, unsurprisingly, 
with Newark-specific problems. Chapter V has already shown how profound 
these problems were, in 1970, in terms of crime correlates, crime rates, 
fisc~l status and resource capability. Newark, therefore, started the 
program in a less advantageous posture than did the other cities. Thus, 
although Newark's prog~am slipped, and although the need and means for 
evaluating projects appear only now to be internalized and to be making 
headway, it is nonetheless true that the city had managed to bring 
together a good Crime Analysis Team, that crime-oriented planning and 
evaluation planning had been well done, and that interagency coordina
tion has been improveu under extremely difficult conditions. The city's 
efforts to keep the Team going, its willingness to pay, out of city 
funds, for the continuation of Team functions despite the chronic 
shortage of city revenues are probably better measures of success in 
Newark than comparison with other cities--given the differing points 
of departure. If the new evaluation effort materializes in Newark, 
a serious step will have been taken in better organizing available 
-esources against the city's crime problems. 
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G. Portland 

1. Crime-Oriented Planning 

Portland performed an in-depth analysis of the crimes of burglnry 
and robbery in terms of the v:ictim/offender/environment. The other 
three Impact offenses (murder, "ape, and aggravated assault, l~ss prob
lematic in Portland) were not addres~ed. The planning docu~ents included 
an inventory of available community n~sources for such services as 
early intervention, diverf:,lion, drug ust', treatment, remed:l.al educ.ation, 
etc. Instead of stating specific crime problems to br:: attacked, the 
planners identified various factors that influence entry into the 
criminal justice system and classified these factors into three program 
areas. For example, grouped under the "prevention" area were such 
factors as learning disabilities, poor school attendance, lack of 
employability, drug use, vulnerable crime targets, among others. 
Inadequate manpower and slow response time were some of the factors 
associated with "justice administration." Inadequate diagnostic 
resources, lack of continuity in treatment, and coordination with com
munity treatment resources were those listed under the "juvenile and 
adult corrections" program area. Each factor identified with each of 
these three program areas was cross-referenced to a project proposed 
in the Master Plan. On the whole,' these projects could be traced back 
to the original data analysis: The only weakness in the otherwise 
excellent planning documents was the failure to provide insights into 
the priority-setting process and the lack of quantified program and 
project objectives. (1) 

2. Implementation 

As discussed in Chapter VI (see Table XXVII, page 165 above), 
adult and juvenile corrections projects received more than 60 percent 
of Portland's Impact funds. This allocation for corrections is the 
largest of any city. The distribution of funds conformed closely to 
the funding pattern proposed in the Master Plan. (2) As of 30 June 1975, 
only 37 percent of the $16,067,117, in Impact funds awarded to Portland 
had been expended. This is one of the lowest city expenditure rates 
in the program, and it reflects a delay in implementation which has 
been especi'1lly pronounced for Portland's adult corrections projects. 
(Less than 11 percent of the funds awarded to these projects was 
spent as of the above date.) The average Portland project submitted 
its grant application 13.3 months into the program, relatively early 
compared to other cities; however, it was not until 2.5 years from 
program initiation that projects started providing services, very much 
later than other cities (see Figure 16, page 248 below). In addition? 
services appeared to be less complete, on the average,' than planned. (q) 
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3. Evaluatio~ Planning and Reporting 

Project-level evaluation planning in Portland was a comprehensive 
effort. Revised evaluation components were received for many of the 
proj ects, with subsequent components providing greater detail regarding 
research design considerations and evaluative problems. Of the eight 
bQ",t evaluation components across the cities, three originated in 
Portland (Case tmnagement Corrections Services, Public School Burglary, 
and Project PICTURE). (6) 

Available project-level evaluations from Portland are the best 
in the Impact program. Unfortunately, the proportion of projects with 
documentation from Portland is also the lowest among the eight cities. 
This perhaps reflects the city's problems in implementing project activ
ities as well as the nature of Portland's evaluation effort. Portland's 
strategy towards project-level evaluation was apparently to wait until 
comprehensive information was available before providing documentation 
on project activities and outcomes. For this reason documentation from 
5 ot the 6 projects was characterized as full-fledged evaluation: 
that is, providing in-depth information regarding project success. 

Portland evaluators \Varrant particular attention for the scope 
and thoroughness of their evaluation reporting efforts. Reports were 
generally very well written, provided adequate activity information, 
cited a host of considerations crucial to a fair and unbiased inter
pretation of reported findings, and included detailed tables containir.g 
data upon which reported findings were based. In short, the documents 
revie~led were judged to be excellent transmitters of evaluative infor
mation. 

Portland was considered to have used the most applicable evaluation 
approaches (based on only 6 projects, however) of the Impact cities. 
Practically all the evaluations made serious attempts to link observed 
changes in outcome measures of performance to project activities by 
controlling or adjusting for other' factors which might affect observed 
changes. These attempts were also presented logically and in a format 
useful for decision-maker needs. If future reports produced in 
Portland continue in the same vein as those reveiwed to date one may 
categorically label Portland the most successful Impact city in the 
area of project evaluation. (7) 

4. Agency Coordination, Community Involvement and the Role 
of the Crime Analysis Team 

There were serious problems of interagency coordination in Portland. 
First, the Seattle Regional Office had delegated all .of the evaluation 
responsibilities to the SPA because of its view that Impact was a "state 
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program," and because of its belief that the State Planning Agency 
possessed a proven capability to do project/program evaluation. The 
state, though, was slow in staffing up to do evaluation, and for many 
months was viewed bj the city as its "absentee evaluator," with no one 
assigned to assist the state's one evaluator before February 1973. 
Also, the city smarted from the fact that theirs was the first and 
only case in the Impact program where a city planning unit was com
pletely stripped of the crucial evaluation function. Relations remained 
strained between the city and the state well into the second full year 
of the program. (14) 

Second, at the local level, there were problems among and between 
the city, county and state because of the fragmentation of the criminal 
justice system. Impact was a city program but, as usual, the city con
trolled only the police component of the criminal justice system. 
Given that corrections and courts 'are controlled jointly by the state 
and county, the city had to include these agencies in its planning 
efforts and remained open to sharp criticism, especially from the 
county, over its handling of Impact. 

Third, the project review cycle in Portland, which involved an 
extraordinary mUltiplicity of agencies, was again a problem of coor
dination, relating this time to fragmentation in the intergovernmental 
system. This was a real source of program delay. The Portland Impact 
Task Force insisted that each sponsoring governmental agency must first 
formally approve j,ts proposed proj ect' s concept. This procedure was 
followed by eight additional steps (which included the passing of two 
city ordinances) before a project could receive any monies to begin 
the implementation process. It was a lengthy cycle which caused the 
RO Coordinator to wonder if any projects would ever be implemented 
out of "this maze of politically-oriented administrative bodies." 

The fact that the Crime Analysis Team was bereft of its major 
input into the program (which was the direction, supervision, and 
control of the COPIE-cycl,e) meant that the Team had fewer pretexts 
and opportunities for exercising ~ts agency-coordinating function. 
It did not appear, under these circumstances, that intelagency coor
dination could make any particular progress in Portland, and, in 
fact, it would seem that it did not. On the contr.ary, a great deal 
of bitterness and mud-slinging occurred and was reflected in media 
articles, based upon conflicts between city and county, state and 
city, and across the functional components of the criminal justice 
system. Portland's Mayor Goldschmidt, in a recent interview with 
MITRE, discussed his OWl1 disappointment with the program's failure 
to improve relations between the city and the stat~ and, more specif
ically, between the city components of the criminal justice system 
and those operated by the state (especially adult corrections). He 
thought it was an error for LEAA to have insisted on a major SPA role: 
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The federal government felt very strongly that we should be 
involved with the state, because they're the state planning 
agency. They felt it should be a state/city/county relation
ship with them, and it was. But in many respects it was very 
cumbersome, very complicated, and tremendously time consuming, 
and I'm not sure whether we have built anything of lasthtg 
value. (14) 

On the other hand, the Crime Analysis Team was successful in 
securing community involvement, in achieving a very high recruitment 
rate for its community projects, and an increase in the rates oj crimc
reporting by victims. Mayor Goldschmidt commented, as well, UpOl~ this 
success, pointing out that the strongest Impact projects in Portland 
were those that managed to use community resources better. While no 
usable community-involvement model was developed, the Mayor felt that 
Portland came out of the program with better planning tools which 
include the community> and with a program (Neighborhood Block Crime 
Prevention) that brings Portland closer to having a community-wide 
criminal justice planning process. The Mayor remarked ho\vever, that: 

while we had quite a lot of citizen involvement, I think 
the real difficulty lies in the fact that the Task Force 
and Impact Staff4 were not permanent things. They ~.,rer.e 
created for the purpose of staying with the planning pro
cess and the monitoring process, but over the long tenl 
most people's loyalties or problems or conflicts are tied 
to the institutions that were already there before Impact 
came upon the scene. (l4) 

Yet, it seems that, if such were the case, the city might--like Newark, 
Denver, Atlanta and others--have taken steps to institutionalize the 
Crime Analysis Team function. This would, perhaps, have increased its 
leverage, not only in the community 1 ut with other agencies. 

Portland's Impact Crime Analysis Team office closed on April 15, 
1975. The planning and coordinating functions of the Team, hm.,rever, 
are said to be continuing within the Office of Justice Programs which 
is responsible to the Mayor of Portland. 

Finally, it should be noted that there was at least one area of 
agreement among the agencies involved in Portland's program, and this 
had to do with the corrections focus of Impact in Portland. There was, 

4Term for the Gxime Analysis Team in Portland. 
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1n fact, a surpr1s1ng substantive unanimity of goals and philosophy 
among all agencies involved: Portland's program was to have a "broader 
vision" planning approach, and long-term objectives. Unfortunately, 
these Views, although universally espoused in Oregon and Seattle, 
came into sharp·conflict with the short-term payoff, rapid action 
objectives of Impact (see Chapter III, pages 44 through 45 above). 

5. Project Innovation 

Several innovative projects were implemented in portland:(S) 

(1) Case Management Corrections Services; 

(2) Project PICTURE; 

(3) Field Services; and 

(4) Research, Advocacy, Prevention and Education (RAPE). 

One frequently employed technique was the use of a team approach with 
a case manager to deliver services and assistance to youthful or adult 
offenders. Three of the four Portland projects selected as innovative 
utilized this approach. Case Management Corrections Services, for 
example, was a decentralized juvenile probation project in which 
counselors assumed a client advocate role and had the authority to 
purchase needed services for their clients, to use other community 
resources available, and to coordinate efforts with the families of 
clients. Project PICTURE was a juvenile paroleS vroject operating 
within the State Children's Services Division, thus involving the 
coordination of the institution and parole authority. A typical treat
ment team consisted of the parole officer, parents, involved relatives, 
a member of the Project PICTURE staff and employees or school personnel. 
Field Services was an adult probation and parole project which involved 
specialized treatment teams to include various combinations of counselors, 
human resource aides, volunteers, students, and ex-offenders. 

The RAPE project, sponsored by the District Attorney's Office, 
emphasized successful investigation and prosecution of the offender, 
assistance to the victim, and public education. The innovative fea
tu'res were the pOSition and functions of the victim advocate (a staff 
member of the DA's office), and coordinated training workshops given 
to police personnel and deputy district attorneys. 

5 
Oregon's Children's Services Division uses the term parole, rather 
than aftercare. 
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6. Project Institutionalization 

Almost one-half of Portl~nd's projects are expected to be insti
tutionalized, including Field Services, described above, the Portland 
Police High Impact Project, and the Youth Service Bureaa.(5) 

7. Summary 

Jverall, it seems that the Portland Impact program wa.s somehow' 
special in many ways, just as Portland's crime correlat~ position, 
crime rates and resource capabilities were special and different from 
the other cities (see Chapter V, page 124). Portland distributed 
its funds differently (more than 60 percent to corrections), tried to 
do (and did) a first-rate job of planning and evaluation, sought to 
be innovative (and was) in its use of services and its applications of 
evaluation techniques, and produced--far and away--the longest delays 
in implementation of any city. 

Although it appears that depriving the Crime Analysis Team of 
its evaluative (and hence COPIE-cycle) function may not have harmed 
evaluation (on the contrary, this seems to have added to evaluation 
objectivity, and to have generated perhaps the best evaluation effort 
in the program), it seems that it may have hurt the Team's agency
coordinating function by: 

• reducing the Team's usefulness to other agencies, and 
hrmce its ability to barter; 

Q reducing its power and leverage in the community; and 

• reducing staff morale. 

Even more importantly, however, splitting evaluation from 
and implementation meant inhibiting the iterative process 
COPIE-cycle,' which is perhaps its major co;"'tribution. In 
evaluation results do not find their way back to planners 
menters, useful project mod~fication will fail to occur. 
because of the split, the opportunity was lost to develop 
institutionalized evaluation capability in Portland. 
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H. St. Louis 

1. Crime-Oriented Planning 

St. Louis planning documents provided only a general overview of 
the characteristics of the victim, offender, and the environment as 
they related p'.timarily to burglary and robbery. Probl~~m statements 
appeared to be only tenuously linked to the data presented. The prob
lems identified, however, did focus on offenders, victims, and the 
environment. High rates of juvenile crime, drug addiction as a major 
cause of crime, high incidence of crime in public housing projects, 
high vi~timization rates within the black community in certain sectors 
of the cities, were some of the problems ident~fied. Strategic plan~ 
ning, as represented by the program areas, appeared to be less well 
developed and, on thQ. surface, seemed as if it might have been imposed 
after the fact to justify previously selected projects. Projects did 
not clearly track back to the problem analysis, primarily because of 
the general nature of the data provided. Further, although an indica
tion was given of different strategies weighed in the planning process, 
program goals were not fU1:nished and quantified project objectives were 
not specified. (1) 

2. Implementation 

The Impact proj ects imp'lemented in St. Louis sho'wed a good mix 
across all functional areas(2) (see Table XXVII, page 165 above). 
Police projects received nearly one-third of the city's Impact funds. 
Juvenile and adult corrections (combined) were allotted an amount 
approximately equal to the police allocation. The courts, which had 
occupied a high priority in the Master Plan, received reduced emphasis 
in the distribution of funds (8.5 percent) and dropped from first 
priority to fifth. Examining the distribution of funds· from a project 
focus viewpoint (see Table XXVIII page 169 above), it then appears 
that St. Louis had the second largest (after Dallas) systems improve
ment component in the program (36 percent of awarded funds, or 
$6.8 million). 

The St. Louis Impact program was awa"t'deda total of $18,896,667, 
the largest amount awarded any city. About 74 percent of these funds 
were spent, as of 30 June 1975; this is the second highest expenditure 
rate (after Cleveland) across the eight cities. (2) 

St. Louis projects started earlier than projects in other cities. 
Grant applications were normally submitted 9.6 months into the program, 
and start-~p was achieved by the 16th month, some 5 months ahead of 
the average for all the,~ities (see Figure 16, page 248 below). Rapid 
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project implemenLation accounts for the high expenditure rate observed 
in st. Louis. Once aw'ard. was received, proj ects started df~livery of 
service 2.5 months later, on the average. 

Implementation in St. Louis, was by far the best in the program; 
both t,he timelinesl;l and completeness of services provided were excel
lent. (4) 

3. Evaluation Planning and Reporting 

St. Louis proj ect. evaluation. plans varied in quality, with the 
bulk of the components providing some idea of how project success would 
be gauged. Like several of the other cities, St. Louis produced a 
substantial number of components lacking operational definitions and 
fully described comparison bases. Additionally, the vast majority of 
project evaluation plans did not address the question of data valida
tion, an issue deemed essential for cOluprehensive, sound evaluation 
planning. (6) 

Evaluation planning 
St. Louis implemented 47 
tained evaluation plans. 
of the other cities. 

coverage seems low (only 43%), but since 
projects, this means that 20 projects con
This effort compares favorably with those 

Evaluation reports from only 40% (19 of 47) of St. Louis' Impact 
proj ects were received and reviewed. (7) Of the proj ects not covered 
by reports, all were operational for more than a year. This causes 
serious concerns vis-a-vis St. Louis' efforts to fulfill the LEAA 
project evaluation requirements. The shortcoming is most probably 
related to the transfer of the CAT (in July 1974) from MLEAC Region 5 
to the Mayor's Crime Commission and the subsequent resignation of the 
CAT evaluators (see Section 4 immediately below). However, of the 
projects for which documentation has been received (largely the work 
of the original CAT personnel), St. Louis had a high proportion of full
fledged evaluations (15 of 19) compared to the program as a whole 
(79% compared to 56%). Documentation from these projects attempted 
to answer questions dealing with project outcomes in a quantitative 
fashion. 

Evaluation reporting was considered to be average for the St. Louis 
projects reviewed. Reporting varied greatly, with some very good 
documents alongside some poor efforts. Few projects (just 2) pro
vided sufficient data for reader validation in the documentation 
reviewed. 

6providence Educational Center and Project to Increase School 
Attendance. 
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About half of the projects for which evaluation documentation 
was available were characterized as utilizt-;:lg no true evaluation 
approach. For these projects, either no attempt was made to measure 
change in the project's intended outcome or such attempts were impossi
ble because of the inability to proceed with the planned evaluation 
design. 

4. Agency Coordination, Community Involvement and the Role 
of the Crime Analysis Team 

St. Louis' program history is woven through with problems in 
intergovernmenta.l relations, with fragmentation. in the criminal 
justice system (reinforced by a powerful, capable and aggressive Police 
Department), and with frustrated connnunity attempts to interact with 
the other two sys terns. 7 From the very beginning, ,\lith the Impact 
program barely announced, the leadership of Mayor Cervantes was 
challenged by various segments of the three systems. The St. Louis 
Crime Commission, the Police Department, citizen groups, the MLEAC 
Region 5 Planning Council} the State Planning Agency, and the MLEAC 
State Council in Jefferson City all desired to be the focal point for 
the administration of the program, and all took exception, one way 
or another, to the Mayor's approach. Interestingly, the President of 
the Board of Police Commissioners (appointed by the Governor) sought 
to enlist community support for the police bid (and inhibit Mayor 
Cervantes' early-start strategy) by proposing the formation of a 
citizen group to study the city's crime problem. 

In Jefferson City, Governor Hearnes opposed an early start on 
the grounds that Impact monies were to be channeled through the state, 
and that the state would need a great deal more time and information 
before it could approve the program being proposed by Mayor Cervantes. 
Over and over, throughout the program, city/state frictions would 
resurface, sometimes focusing on planning issues, sometimes on people, 
always, in reality based upon the crucial question of political control 
of a federal program. 

The Missouri Law Enforcement Assistance Council (MLEAC) Region 5, 
a state agency with offices in St. Louis, rapidly won the battle to 
control the program and house the Crime Analysis Team in St. Louis. 
The police and community activities had been less successful, even 
though they reinforced each ,..,f.1-..!r, and even though the Chief of Police 

7 See also Chapter V, page 85. 
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in St. Louis and the Chairman of the St. Louis Board of Police 
Commissioners were appointed by the Governor, thus taking some mea
sure of control away from the city. The police chief failed in his 
bid to play the major role in the Impact program but succeeded, none
theless, in getting funds for 9 of the 19 police projects proposed. 
The community effort resulted in at least relative failure. From the 
beginning, groups such as the Women's Crusade Against Crime, the 
Federation of Neighborhood Organizations, and the Metropolitan Citizens 
Crime Committee went on record with a number of projects and proposals. 
In addition a number of private citizens displayed a lively interest 
in the program and made early and frequent overtures to the city to 
become involved. But the difficulty with citizen involvement lay in 
finding a viable mechanism for dialogue. 

From Region 5's point of view, contacting the right communities 
at the right time was a continual problem, as was instructing citizerA 
groups on the nature and purpose of the Impact program. On the other 
side, the citizens complained that they could never get through to the 
right officials or receive timely and acceptable answers. 

Mayor Cervantes was replaced by Mayor John Poelker who won elec
tion in April of 1973. The Mayor's Office (and the City Crime Commission) 
felt very keenly that since Impact was a city program, the Crime 
Analysis Team and its eva.1uation unit should be housed with the City 
Crime Commission and not with a state agency. Three strong criticisms 
were leveled at the CAT and at Region 5: a failure to enlist community 
support for the program, a penchant for highly sophisticated evaluation 
reporting which was considered to be neither timely nor useful for 
decision-making purposes, and an inability (because of Region 5's 
inappropriate status as a state agency) to do much to improve coordihd
tion among city agencies which looked upon Region 5 as an outsider. 

Eventually, Region 5 lost its battle, and the Crime Analysis Tealll, 
except for its evaluation unit, moved to the City Crime Commission in 
July 1974. The Team's evaluators had resigned (see Section 3 above). 

It seems, overall, that the Crime Analysis Team in St. Louis was 
never really able to take hold and to function. The pressure toward 
action programs (as in Cleveland), was ovenvhelming in St. Louis and 
the Team had no time to perform crime-oriented planning tn a meaningful 
way (see Section 1, above). The agency coordination function was also 
inhibited because of the Team's locus within Region 5 (this is some
f>That akin to the Atlanta Team's problem within the ARC) and efforts 
do not appear to have been made prior to July 1974, to enlist com
munity aid in support of Impact programs. 



Rivalri(~s have thus continued strong in St. Louis and a great 
many problems appear to remain, despite the best efforts of the Crime 
Analysis Team. In June 1975, LEAA discontinued support for the Team 
and Impact evaluation efforts ceased in St. Louis. 

5. ~j act Innovation 

Two of St. Louis' projects appear to have been innovative: one, 
Providence Education Center offered an alternative approach to educa
tion, and the other, the St. Louis Improvement Project, performed 
research, made recommendations, and lobbied for change 'Within the 
court system. The Court Improvement project also promoted coordination 
among criminal justice agencies and published pamphlets on the courts 
and other city agencies to aid citizens. Providence Education Center 
offered an a.lternative educational environment for school dropouts and 
juveniles with special learning problems. The approach utilized com
bined an emphasis on counseling and t'reatment with individualized 
instruction and supported learning. 

6. Project Institutionalization 

About 22 of St. Louis 1 47 projects are expected to be institution
alized. These include the projects described above, Foot Patrol, 
Criminal Courts Improvement project, Circuit Attorney Diversionary 
project, Expand Citizens ReserV'e and many more. In St. Louis, however, 
many projects existed prior to Impact, therefore a greater number 'Would 
be expected to be continued than in other Impact cities. 

7. Summary 

Overall, St. Louis did an excellent job of implementation, the 
best in the Impact prograr.n, produced two innovative projects and 
achieved some anti-crime Successes (supported by individual evaluation 
reports, see Table XXXIX page 322 below). However, planning and 
recent evaluation efforts have left a great deal to be desired and 
it does !tot appear that the Crime A.nalysis Team was successful in its 
liaison or coordination role. There seem to be several reasons fcr 
this: the great push to get projects operational~ for one, the fact 
that many projects had already been funded under other auspices 
(rendering crime-·oriented planning to establish the need for such 
projects a somewhat academic exercise) for another. Yet the fact that 
planning was not done rigorously meant that the foundation for the 
entire CaPlE-cycle was undermined, and that the Team lost an important 
asset in t~e effort to improve agency coordination and to enlist com
munity sUI?port. 

239 



CHAPTER VII 

REFERENCES 

The documents on which this chapter is based are as follows: 

TASK I 

1. Greenfeld, L. A., An Analysis of Crime-Oriented Planning in the 
Eight Cities of the High Impact Anti-Crime Program, August 1974, 
MTR-6645. 

2. Greenfeld, 1. A. and Weis, C. S., A Description of Implementation 
Activities Across the Eight Cities of the High Impact Anti-Crime 
Program, April 1975, MTR-6881. 

3. Siegel, L. G.) and Russell, L. S., Impact City Crime Profiles., 
December 1975, MTR-7114. 

4. Weis O'Mara, C. S., An Assessmp.nt of the Timeliness, Completeness 
and Scope of Impact Project Implementation, December 1975, MTR-6961. 

TASKS II and V (Combined) 

5. Albright, E. J., An Examination of Project Innovation and 
Institut~vnalization Within the Impact Program, November 1975, 
MTR-7096. 

TASK VII 

6. Fischel, M. B., Kupersmith, G. Ttl., and Trehan, A. P., An Analysis 
of Proje.ct-Leve1 Evaluation Plans, April 1975, MTR-6891. 

7. Fischel, M. B., Kup er smith , G. W., and Trehan, A. P.) An Analysis 
of Project-Level Evaluation Reports, December 1975, MTR-7076. 

TASK VIII 

8. Jordan, Jr., F. C., A History of the Atlanta Impact Program, 
December 1975, MTR-6623. 

9. Loomis, R. T., A History of the Baltimore Impact Program, 
December 1975, MTR-6716. 

10. Jordan, Jr., F. C., A History of the Cleveland Impact Program, 
October 1975, MTR-6946. 

241 



11. Loomis, R. T. , A History of the Dallas ImEact Program, 
November 1975, MTR-6935. 

12. Luomis, .R. T. , A History of the Denver ImEact Program, 
December 1975, MTR-6838. 

13. Jordan, Jr" F. C., A History of the Newark Impact Program, 
December 1975, MTR-6649. 

14. Jordan, Jr., F. C., A History of the Portland Impact Program L 
October 1975, MTR-6875. 

15. Jordan, Jr., F. C., A History of the St. Louis Impact Program, 
December 1975, MTR-6666. 

16. Amir, Menachem, Patterns in Forcible Rape, University of Chicago 
Press .. 1971. 

17. Tril1in, Calvin, "U.S. Journal: Newark-Kawaida," The New York~, 
December 30, 1972. 

242 



Chapter VIII 

Program Innovations from an 
Eight-City Perspective 



CHAPTER VIII: SUMMARY 

This chapter completes the qualitative assessment of the Impact program's two 
major innovations: the COPIE-cycle and the Crime Analysis Team. The findings of 
Chapters VI and VII are here integrated with program-wide analyses of the seven variahles 
discussed (Le., crime-oriented planning, implementation, evaluation planning and report~ 
ing, agency coordination, community involvement, project innovation. and project 
institutionalization). 

A first conclusion is that the t~V() program illllol'ations wen! feasible, All of the 
cities were able to install Crime Analysis Teams, perform crime-oriented pl:lImin!:~, pro due..' 
master and evaluation plans, implement anti-crime projects and programs, and evaluate 
more than 60 percent of them. In terms of cri1ne-(Jriented planning: four of thL' ~itiL's 
execlJ.ted the effort successfully; another city recognized data gaps and othl~r prohlems 
and improvec1 its planning capabilities over the course of the program. Two other cities 
possessed the ability to perform sound crime-oriented planning but preferred to t:OJlt:t:n~ 
trate on rapid implementation. Only one city had a feasibility problem in planning and 
this was in the police area. It was caused by the relative autonomy of tlte police function 
in that city, and resulted in the inability of the CAT to access police data. III {('I'ms of 
implemelltation: five of the cities translated funds into operations rapidly and wdl. The 
three others were troubled with delays which could, however, have been reduced ~Ir elimi~ 
uated in many cases if problems had been signalled and projects closely monitored and 
reviewed on an on-going basis. In terms of evaluation: project~level evaluation planning 
and reporting were executed by all cities in various kinds of institutional setting~. justify
ing national program planners' hopes that such evaluation was a realistic expectation 
within the context of an action-oriented anti-crime program. Although some evaluations 
of high quality were performed, the uncertain state of evaluative knowledge and ahove 
all the lack of dissemination of that knowledge-were major influences on the caliber of 
project-level evaluation. Since many of the problems encountered were remediabk, it is 
clear that more technical assistance and training in evaluation (as wen as more dissemit1a~ 
tion of evaluation information) are required. 

A second conclusion is tlza t the two program imlOl'lltiolls were 1'eiel'U1l t and llsejitl 
fo/' improving criminal justice system capabilities, Those cities which performed the 
COPIE-cycle adequately, reaped benefits including a clearer focus on problems and needs. 
a better basis for justifying funding behavior, a sharp decrease in "off~the~shelr' projects 
when priority problems were well substantiated by data and analysis. There was certainty 
that the major crime problems were being addressed. Projects were evaluated, evaluation 
findings were used for project modification, new knowledge was gained about crime prob
lems and anti-crime approaches, and improvements were registered in community involve
ment. Among the cities where the COP IE-cycle was not well performed, an initial crime
oriented planning failure to collect data and to substantiate crime problems and priorities 
rationally, led instead to varying degrees of priority uncertainty, loss of opportunity for 
interagency coordination, lack of baseline data for evaluation, inadequate evahw.tion. the 
impossibility of affecting and modifying !}rojects in a timely way via evaluation feedbaGk, 
and above all, the inabHity to identify anti-crime project achievements. 
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Chapter VIII 
Program Innovations from an Eighf-Cify Perspective 

The reception given to a new idea is not so fortuitous and un
predictable as it sometimes appears to be. The character of tlte 
idea is itself an important determinant. 

H. G. Barnett, 1953 

The discussion in Chapter VI, then, showed that the eight cities 
all responded to the Impact initiative; that of Chapter VII showed 
that each city stressed different goals and different means for attain
ing them. Both the COPIE-cycle effort and the anti-crime programs 
generated in each city consequently reflected those goals and means 
in the manner and quality of their performance, and in the particular 
emphases and orientations which emerged. To speak to the questions 
of COPIE-cycle and Crime Analysis Team feasibility and relevance in 
terms of improved system capability program-wide, however, requires 
a search for patterns or regularities discernible across the cities. 

The following discussion, therefore, focuses on the seven variables 
studied in Chapter VII and on the general pattern which emerged for 
each of th~m in terms both of feasibility and relevance. It will then 
be possible to distinguish a set of underlying relationships of 
reasonable explanatory power for Impact, and of predictive power, as 
well, for future programs. 

A. Crime-Oriented Planning 

Among the eight Impact cities, four (Atlanta, Denver, Newark and 
Portland) furnished well-developed and sound crime-oriented planning 
documents; the four other cities (Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallas and 
St. Louis) provided plans which conformed less well to the crime- (1) 
oriented planning model (see Chapter VI, Figure 11, page 146 above). 

In general, the first four cities noted above showed good inte
gration of victim, offender, environment and system data into the 
processes of defining problems, establishing program areas, and 
selecting projects. Atlanta studied robbery and burglary in a crime
oriented fashion. Problems presented were linked clearly with victim, 
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offender, environment and sysLems data to produce relevant and con
sistent programs and projects. Denver provided an extensive analysis 
of t".le victim, offender and crime-setting and presented an entire 
document devoted to a detailed examination of high-risk census tracts. 
In addition, Denver defined a goal-objective hierarchy which concen
trated on measuring program/project accomplishments linked to the 
victim, offender, and environment. Newark conducted an extensive 
analysis of both the victim, offender, and environment structure und 
of the criminal justice system. In addition, each s~lected program 
and project proposed by the Newark planners was Cross-referenced to 
particular data items which supported these selections. Portla.nd, 
in a like manner, examined the victim, offender, 3!ld environment 
correlates of burglary and robbery, studied portions of the criminal 
justice system, and integrated the two to produce relevant pt'ogram 
areas. These in turn, were utilized to support projects, !l1ost of 
which could be tracked back to the initial data analysis. CO 

The remaining four cities (Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallas, and 
St. Louis) evidenced lesser degrees of harmony with the crime-oriented 
planning model. Baltimore was constrained by'a lack of readily avail
able data to describe the victim, offender, and environment. Ihis 
meant that four of the seven program areas proposed were generally 
unsupported by crime data. The Cleveland planning documents showed 
only limited analysis of the victim and offender, and concentrated 
instead upon providing non-specific profiles of high-incident 
geographic environments (see Table XXII, Chapter VI above). 

Dallas' planning documents did provide selected victim, offender, 
and environment data as well as system characteristics. The informa
tion detailed was quite limited, however, and not fully supportive 
of the problem areas deduced from the text. In addition, nearly half 
the proposed projects were geared to systems improvement objectives 
which did not appear to be based upon the initial data provided. 
St. Louis furnished, for the most part, a rather general description 
of Impact crimes in terms of the victim, the offender, the environment, 
and the system. In this sense, much of the data lacked specificity 
with respect to the five offense types. The program areas proposed, 
although basically crime-oriented in their construction, led to a 
number of projects which did not clearly link back to the original 
data analysis. 

The c.:ities varied widely in the sccpe, thoroughness and level of 
detail with which they examined and analyzed their crime problems. 
Although all of the cities determined the specific problems to be 
attacked, only Denver gave a documented account of its priority
setting process which included such inputs as: 
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• inform~d Ju~gments of the potential immediacy of the problem; 

• data analysis; 

e a record of previous success in dealing with problems of th~s 
type; 

• compatibility with the Denver urban environment; and 

• the extent of crue crime reduction likely to be afforded. 

In this way, it was expected that only those problems which could be 
pragmatically addressed in terms of Impact objectives would surface 
as identified city prioritit."s. 

Six of the eight cities did not quantify program-level goals, 
and few of the cities posited fully quantified project objectives. 
This was probably due to the difficulties of predicting the likely 
effects of prevention and crime control programs; yet one of the 
major goals of crime-oriented planning had been to make evaluation 
feasible, and the failure to quantify would necessarily affect both 
project-level and city-wide evaluation. The planning documents 
produced by Atlanta and Denver, did, however, provide quantified 
objectives for the majority of the sample projects described. Newark 
defined quantified objectives for about 20 percent of its detailed 
projects, but St. Louis and Dallas did so for only a few of their 
projects, and the remaining cities did not provide quantified 
objectives at all. 

Cities took highly varying amounts of time to submit their 
master plans (as discussed in Chapter VI, Section E, above). There 
seem to have been several reasons for this: 

(a) cities differed in their existing capability to perform 
a crime-or~ented data analysis and pl,anning effort; 

(b) difficulties in staffing; 

(c) difficulties in resolving the allocation of planning 
responsibilities; 

(d) difficulties in operationalizing and implementill.g a new 
approach to planning; 

(e) lack of initial enthusiasm on the part of criminal justice 
agencies or of top city!SPA!RO management for the knowledge 
goals of Impact or fvi' the agency accountability implied; 
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(f) differences in guidance, milestone-setting and monitoring 
by the various SPAs and ROs; and 

(g) whole-hearted commitment to rapid implementation. 

Whatever the specific reasons, a major lesson to be derived froIn 
the planning problems and delays described here is that "front-end" 
planning for a complex federal program like Impact takes time. This 
is to say that city uniqueness and variability significantly affected 
the speed with which the planning activity could be brought to fruition 
program~wide. Thus, conflict foreseen at the beginning of the program 
between rapid anti-crime action and the production of new knowledge 
about crime proved inconciliab1e almost from the start, in terms of 
the time-frame established. The six-month period scheduled for 
start-up and planning, with projects to be implemented by July of 
1972, was clearly inadequate; it thus became an either/or situation 
where cities had to choose between crime-oriented planning and rapid 
implementation. Some cities therefore opted for planning, some for 
r.apid operationalization, and some tried to do both, so that ,there 
was a. consequent straggling effect and a loss of concentrated program 
impact across the cities. (The straggle effect, however, was 
inevitable within each city, in any ca1"e, since even the best imple
menters did not have the capability to move all their projects into 
operation at the same time, with only 6 months' time for start-up.) 
More time, therefore, and a more realistic schedule would have been 
beneficial from several viev~oints: it would have allowed cities to 
plan and to implement, it would have made a more concentrated impact 
possible (both within and across cities) and it would have removed 
the incentive to hurry planning efforts in order to benefit from 
the financial rewards contingent upon rapid impleJl1ep.tation (see 
Chapter VI, page 158 above). 

National program planners, however, should not be accused of 
unrealism in this regard. It must be remembered that, at the begin
ning of the Impact program, no one knew how long it might take to 
perform crime-oriented planning or whether, indeed, it'was. feasible 
to perform it at all. It is preCisely' this knowledge gained from the 
Impact experience which will allow a more appropriate and reasonable 
schedule: of planning and implementation to be elaborated in future 
large-scale anti-crime efforts. 

Overall, 'it appears that crime-oriented planning was a useful 
tool for the achievement of a more rational application of federal 
resources to local problems. While rationality in planning is 
always desirable, a crime-oriented planning process had the additional 
value of pinpointing particular crime characteristics for selective 
attention (from the perspective of the victim, the of Zender, 
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the environment or a combination of these). Although all of the 
eight cities presented rational approaches to planning, differences 
were seen in the relative handling of the crire~-oriented approach. 
That is, each city undertook the planning phase of the Impact program 
with a clear notion of what the final product of planning should be 
(i.e., proposed projects), but with varying methodological vi~~oints, 
rationales and abilities applied to reaching these final products. 

The fact that Atlanta, Denver, Newark and Portland performed 
crime-oriented planning soundly, however, means that, in those 
cities, the priorities arrived at in the planning process were 
solidly supported by data and analysis. This, in turn, signifies 
that--in those cities--federal dollars were assured of addressing 
the most important city crime priorities. Conversely, in those 
cities where plannin& was not performed in conformance with the 
crime-oriented planning model, even though priorities were indeed 
designated, there is no certitude that they corresponded to overall 
major city needs. On the contrary, the failure to substantiate 
problems with data and analysis made it easier to introduce partisan 
priorities or to substitute new ones for those arrived at through 
"educated, expert judgment." In Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallas and 
St. Louis, priorities arrived at in the planning documents were not 
well supported by data and analysis. Thus, whether or not these 
priorities were adhered to during the implementation process, there 
is no assurance that these cities' major crime problems wel. .... 
addressed. Indeed, it is clear that in Dallas the crucial (and city
identified) problem of juvenile corrections, and in Baltimore, that 
of community involvement were almost ignored (see Chapter VII, page 208 
and Cp.apter VI, page 166). Future programs will need to build clearer 
guidance for the performance and monitoring of the data-collection, 
analysis, and problem-prioritization steps of the crime-oriented 
planning model. 

B. Implementation 

As discussed in Chapters VI and VII, St. Louis, Dallas and 
Cleveland performed the most rapid implementation efforts of the 
Impact program, whereas Portland and Atlanta ,vere among the last (2) 
to bring their programs to operational status (see Figure 16 below). 
Although the two slower cities mentioned here did a thorough job of 
crime-oriented planning, and the faster ones did not, it does not 
appear that a good effort at crime--oriented planning was the dis
criminating factor in slow or rapid implementation, except in the 
case of St. Louis. Here the movement toward implementation (and/or 
refunding of existing projects) was so fast and projects were so 
small that anticipated opposition predictable because of factionalism 
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and fragmentation in St. Louis (see Chapter V, Table VIII, page 
above) never had the chance to consolidate or develop in time to 
impede program operations. In Dallas, rapidly was attributable 
more to: 

(1) the arrangement by which the state advanced the city's 
cash match automatically, so that operationalization in 
Dallas could follow almost immediately upon grant award, 
and to 

(2) the city/county agreement and harmony (see Chapter VII, 
Section D, 4. above) 

than to any time gained by hurrying through the planning process. 
In fact, Dallas' average time for grant submission was no earlier 
than that of Atlanta and Portland, both of which thoroughly examined 
their crime problems. In the case of Cleveland, rapid implementation 
seems attributable more to the unanimity of vjews reigning between 
the Cleveland CAT and RO and to the early exclusion of the Ohio SPA 
than to time "saved" in collecting data. In addition, Baltimore, which 
had the second most lengthy implementation process in Impact (after 
Portland), did not perform crime-oriented planning with any particular 
rigor and, as dJ.scussed in Chapter VII, was impeded, in the main, 
by problems of staffing, and of agency coordination and commitment 
to program goals. 

Among the cities having produced a planning effort of high 
quality, those which had implementation difficulties also had major 
problems of agency cuordination (Atlanta and Portland, see Chapter 
VII, Sections A, 4. and G, 4). It is these, far more than the 
planning task, which generated the lag in implementation. Finally, 
Denver and Newark, both of which planned well, achieved reasonable 
implementation timeliness (one and two months, respectively, below 
the 7.5 month average between grant submission and initial provision 
of services across the cities, see Figure i7 below). 

Thus, it would appear not only that the research/action conflict 
could have been at least partially resolved by a better-specified set 
of planning milestones and a somewhat longer time period in which to 
perform them, but also that this conflict may not have been the 
biggest problem. It seems logical to infer, from the planning and 
implementation experiences of these eight cities, that the major 
problem encountered (beyond the important one of staffing) was not 
the difficulty of imposing rationality upon recalcitrant users, but 
rather the difficulty of coordination among highly rational, entrenched 
agencies. This problem--quite independent of a Crime Analysis Team's 
capability or commitment to the performance of high-quality planning-
is reflected in Table XXXIV below. Of all the cities, it is significant 
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TABLE XXXIV 
IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS NOTED BY 25 PERCENT OR MORE 

. OF THE RESPONDING PROJECTS IN EACH CITY 

CITY 

ATLANTA 

BALTIMORE 

CLEVELf.ND 

DALLAS 

DENVER 

NEWARK 

PORTLAND 

ST. LOUIS 

IMPLEMENTATION DELAY PROBLEM 

STAFFING DELAYS 
EQUIPMENT PURCHASE DELAYS 
SITE AND OFFICE LOCATION PROBLEMS 
LENGTHY ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES 

STAFFING DELAYS 
LENGTHY ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES 

STAFFING DELAYS 
LENGTHY ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES 
LACK OF COORDINATION 

STAFFING DELAYS 
EQUIPMENT PURCHASE DELAYS 
SITE & OFFICE LOCATION PROBLEMS 

STAFFING DELAYS 
LENGTHY ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES 
FUNDING DELAYS 

FUNDING DELAYS 
STAFFING DELAYS 
SITE AND OFFICE LOCATION PROBLEMS 
LENGTHY ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES 

LENGTHY ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES 
LACK OF NECESSARY ~XTERNAL SERVICES 
FUNDING DELAYS 
EQUIPMENT PURCHASE DELAYS 

LENGTHY ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES 
FlJNDING DELAyS 

PERCENTAGE 
OF PROJECTS 

46.2 
38.5 
38.5 
30.8 

58.8 
52.9 

35.7 
32.1 
28.6 

44.4 
44,4 
33.3 

44.4 
44.4 
2'7.8 

52.9 
47.1 
35.3 
29.4 

57.1 
42.8 
28.6 
28.6 

45.0 
40.0 

SOURCE: GREENFELD, L. A., AND WEIS, C.:-A'DESCRIPTION OF IMPLEMENTA
TION ACTIVITIES ACROSS THE EIGHT CITIES OF THE HIGH-IMPACT 
ANTI-CRIME PROGRAM (UPDATED), THE MITRE CORPORATION, 
MTR-6881, DECEMBER 1975, PAGE 121. 
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that only Dallas projects failed to stigmatize "lengthy administrative 
procedures;" this is because of the Dallas agency agreements discuss/;.'u 
above (see page 249). 

Efforts to examine delays specific to particular tyP(>s of 
projects(4) yielded the information that: 

• drug programs and information system proj ects (st!e Figllrt;> 18 
below), 

(I equipment-dependent projects, and 

., proj ects sponsored by governmental agencies (as opposed tel 
non-governmental agencies), 

were the slowest and longest to implement of any in the pr~gram. 

It is, of course, unsurprising that equipment-dependent proj(~et8 
or information system projects should take a long time. There are 
special problems of procurement and expertise involved, and in any 
case, implementation-times for complex automated information systems 
typically vary between three and five years; it is therefore normal 
that they WAre slow to develop, by Impact standards. (i~at is 
surprising is that they were implemented at all under Impact, since 
there remains a serious question as to whether they constituted 
"action" programs in the Impact sense.) 

Drug programs presented among the most difficult challenges for 
agency coordination of any functional area in Impact. In effect, 
implp.menting a drug program (1. e., simply operationalizing it, with
out regard to its SUCCE!SS) required not one' consensus but two: 
consensus among treatment and law enforcement communities about the 
drug problem and what it represents, and consensus among criminal 
justice system authorities on the issue of the-advisability (from 
the viewpoint of general and specific deterrence) of di.recting drug 
users away from the criminal justice system. That drug programs 
should have been arduous to implement was therefore pr(~dictable. 

The real surprise, however, Comes from the slowness of govern
mental agencies as opposed to other agencies. Many of these non
governmental agencies (such as the Red Cross, the SabTation Army, 
or various Boys' Clubs) sponsored community involvement projects, 
and it is clear from Figure 18 that this functional area (along with 
court projects) was one of the more rapidly implemented functional 
areas in the program. Given that many of these agem:ies had not 
mounted programs of this size or complexity before Impact, these 
implementation successes, relative to government agt!Ucies, were 
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unanticipated, and speak, once again, to the difficulties of inter
governmental coordination and its importance for the implementation 
of anti-crime programs. 

In sum, certain cities were faster than others, depending mainly 
upon such things as the number of projects requiring the procurement 
of equipment or facilities, the rules regulating employment and 
operations in government~sponsored projects, or project requirements 
for coordination across intergove.rnmental agencies. An adequate 
performance of the COPIE-cycle, however, was not a major factor in 
~lowing down implementation; rather the failure of interagency 
coordination, administrative problems and the type of project involved 
were the significant factors. 

Implementation findings suggest that future program development 
and management efforts for shor~-term progra~ such as Impact, need 
to concentrate initially on developing and s!Eeamlining the adminis
trative structure relating to grant application review and a.pproval 
and the ipitiation of service provision. Cities such as Dallas, 
where the necessary relationships and structures were generally 
developed prior to Impact, reflected rather speedy turnaround time 
in the processing of grant applications, compared to Portland, for 
example, where these mechanisms had to be created. Further, it seems 
clear that more LEAA efforts need to be made in the areas of genera] 
technical assistance, greater clarity of guidelines for pruject 
selection and SPA/RO monitoring, improved interagency coordination, 
and sufficient time for administrative pre-planning and for the 
hiring and training of personnel. 

All of these suggestions are closely linked with the implementa
tion delay problems noted earlier. It is evident that fund flow and 
the large number of administrative decision-making levels have been 
key areas of concern for project directors. New methods need to be 
gener~ted for alleviating these problems. Without at least some 
streamlining, short-term anti--crime programs involving multiple 
governmental layers will probably continue to experience lengthy 
grant application and start-up delays, as well as great difficulty 
in achieving short-term objectives. 

Finally, it appears that interagency coordination was the biggest 
single obstacle toward improved implementation achievements, and the 
m~jor dilemma encountered remained the one articulated by Mumford 
in the nineteen-thirties: that is, the difficulty for cities to 
channel and to spend money effectively. To translate funds rapidly 
into the provision of anti-crime servi2es which can be meaningfully 
evaluated to determine their effectiveness is not an easy matter, 
whether in an urban setting, or anywhere. There is little question, 
however, that Impact has caused important progress to be made toward 
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such a goal, through the lessons learned in the attempt by the eight 
cities involved. Among other things, the need for data (for both 
evaluative purposes and future planning) has been recognized; this 
was evidenced by almost unanimot1R r.esponses of project, CAT, RO and 
SPA personnel to MITRE surveys. Because of the large number of 
projects concerned with evaluati~n activities, it,can be expected 
that future planning and program d(~velopment efforts tll'ldertak·.:!n by 
agencies experienced in the Impact crime-orienced planning and 
implementation proc~sses will be more attuned to the need for data, 
more sophisticated in its handling, more aware of its ramifications 
for evaluation and for project modification. Some of the cities were 
already able to do a good job. All appear to have increased their 
capabilities through the effort made. 

C. Evaluation Planning and Reporting 

Planning for evaluation and reporting of findings represented a 
major goal of Impact. it was, in fact, the major program effort 
targeting the acquisition of new knowledge about crime and about 
effective strategies for its control. 

1. Evaluation Planning 

Project-level evaluation planning was required, in Impact, for 
all anti-crime projects funded under the ·program. It was not knmvn 
at the beginning of the program, however, to what degree the expertise 
required for such evaluation might be available within the Impact 
cities. 

The MITRE analysis of evaluation planning included 130 evaluation 
components which were designed fit the beginning of the program (and 
which penefited, therefore, only from the knowledge available prior 
to program experience), and 19 suhsequent components which were either 
revisions of original component~ or components designed for continuation 
grants (thus presumably benefiting from knowledge inputs accrued 
through program experience). (6) 

Findings of the analysis were that: 

• of the 130 initial components reviewed, 108 components (or 
83 percent), provided some overall plan for evaluation; 
significant quality variation, however, existed among these 
108 components; 

~ of the 19 subsequent components, 15 (or 79 percent) provided 
some overall plan; 
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• of the initial components, 41 (or nearly 32 percent) failed 
to achieve higher quality ratings because of inadequate 
operational definition of measures (i.e., they did not clearly 
specify which particular events or behaviors were to be 
observed); and 

o only 7 (or 5 percent) of the initial components were judged 
to have provided rigorous evaluation plans; subsequent com
ponents did not improve the proportion of top-rated components 
(only 1 of 19, or 5 percent, was considered excellent), 
although the general quality level was much higher. 

Figure 19 below illustrates the assessment process and shows how 
and why evaluation plans dropped out at the various levels of analysis. 
The approach used in the MITRE study was to define levels of compre
hensiveness--and therefore achievement--for evaluation plans. A 
typology was developed allowing for classification of the components 
based upon four levels of "quality." Listed in ascending order they 
were: 

o Levell: provided no overall plan; 

• Level 2: answered the ques tion "what II; 

" Le.'lel 3: further answered the ques tion "how"; 

• Level 4: spoke to the "what" and the "how" and provided 
linkages. 

Components dropping out at Level 1 had failed to present the 
basic ideas of the project in terms of measurable goals and objectives. 
Level 2 was achieved when the component was judged to have provided a 
definitive statement of what the project sought to accomplish. This 
statement needed to contain a specification of activity and outcome 
objectives as well as to provide valid corresponding measures. Level 3 
labelled components which, in addition to the attributes of Level 2, 
specified how they intended to collect the data necessary to employ 
the specified measures. Finally, Level 4 was achieved by further pro
viding a mechanism for logically linking observed changes in measures 
to project activities. 

Those 108 components which achieved a Level 2 ranking (see 
Figure 19) thus contained a clearly specified plan; only 45 of these, 
however, continued on to Level 3 (41 of the 108 had failed because 
they did not operationally define objectives). The 7 components 
which arrived at Level 4 contained an overall plan, answered the 
questions of what they were going to do and how they would do it, and 
specified mechanisms for logically linking observed changes in measures 
to project activities. 
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Analysis of evaluation components by project focus found that: 

• crime-reduction focused components fared better than those 
focused on recidivism reduction, and both achieved much higher 
quality levels than components of system improvement projects; 

• of the 41 initial components (discussed above) which suffered 
from inadequate operational definition, 36 (or 87 percent) 
were recidivism-focused; 

o while 55 percent of crime-reduction focused components fell 
into the two highest assessment levels, only 33 percent of 
the recidivism-focused components did; and 

e analysis of the 19 subsequent components revealed that 
recidivism- and system-focused components showed improve
ment. 

An analysis of evaluation plans by city found that Denver and 
Portland produced much better component~ than might have been antic
ipated (given the kind and focus of projects which they had chosen 
to implement) and that Cleveland and Dallas did less well than 
anticipated (using the same basis of comparison). (6) 

Thus, differences in cumponent quality were observed among 
projects of differing focus and city of origin. While it appears 
overall that differences in component quality are more the result 
of differences in project foci than of city planning differences, it 
is also true that some cities did better than others, given an 
expected quality level. The findings on evaluation planning program
wide, then, are that (as of April, 1975): 

• 149 evaluation components had been developed under Impact for 140 
projects (of about 200 projects having then been implemented). 

e There was a strong relationship across the cities between the 
quality of the evaluation components and the focus of the 
project to be evaluated. When viewing the quality level of 
the evaluation components program-wide, it was found that 
variation in ,quality among components in five of the eight 
cities could be attributed to the type of projects for which 
evaluations were planned rather than to city differences. 
This suggests that difficulties encountered~ Impact cities 
in conceptualizing and preparing evaluation components were 
more related to the state-of-the-art in evaluating different 
types of criminal justice projects than to the particular 
context in which the projects were undertaken. In this sense, 
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the findings of the previous analysis are encouraging, in 
that many of the problems appear to be clearly remediable. 
For example, problems in operationally defining measures and 
establishing logical linkages between activities and outcomes 
may be resolved through increased familiarity with and 
utilization of evaluation at the project level. More technical 
assistance to evaluators is clearly required, however. Like 
most other endeavors, expertise in evaluation planning is 
likely to be a function of time and experience. 

• Guidelines for evaluation planning which list the elements to 
be included in project-level components are insufficient to 
provide the necessary tools for developing adequate and 
uniformly consistent evaluation plans. Planners need to 
receive model frameworks for evaluation plan designs that 
incorporate and address differences in project focus and 
thereby promote greater project conformity to the criteria 
in the evaluation planni.ng model. These frameworks should 
also take into account differences in professional capability 
among planners so that eventual evaluations of similar 
activities are both of high quality and of a comparable 
nature. 

~ Mechanisms need to be established to provide evaluators with 
timely feedback regarding the adequacy of their evaluation 
components as blueprints for evaluation. Such feedback is 
needed to supplement model frameworks and insure their 
applicability to specific projects and contexts. In con
junction with one another, feedback mechanisms and model 
frameworks should favorably affect the quality of future 
project evaluation efforts. 

2. ~valuation Reporting 

The question of the degree to which evaluation reporting responsi
bilities would or could be fulfilled in the cities was at least as 
important an unknown, at the beginning of Impact, as the question of 
the feasibility of performing crime-oriented planning. Both were 
essential to improved system capability, both form major and inter
active elements of the process known as the CaPlE-cycle, both furnish 
integral and complementary new information about crime problems and 
anti-crime solutions. 

. (a) Evaluation Reporting Coverage 

MITRE's analysis of evaluation reporting(7) found that, as of 
1 July 1975, 140 (or 60 percent) of the 233 Impact-funded projects 
had forwarded at least one evaluation report. Of these 140 projects, 



documentation fo~ 119 projects (51 percent of the 233) was considered 
suitable to be subjected to technical review. The proportion of 
projects documented did not vary by the focus of the project (e.g., 
crime-reduction, recidivism-reduction, systems improvement); approxi
mately 50 percent of the projects funded for each focus had been 
documented and could be reviewed. 

As noted earlier, in Chapters VI and VII, Impact cities varied 
widely in terms of review coverage; Cleveland and Baltimore had the 
widest coverage while Newark had the lowest. Approximately 24 percent 
of the projects for which evaluation documentation was not available 
had been funded less than one year. Recent project funding (December 
1975) then, partially accounted for documentation delays. 

(b) Types of Evaluation Reports. 

To capture differences and similarities in the amount and type 
of activity and outcome information presented in reviewed evaluation 
documentation, documents were classified as either status, progress, 
preliminary evaluation or full-fledged evaluation reports. Use of 
this classification scheme provided the following findings: 

I) 57 percent of the 119 projects reviewed, posed and answered, 
i.n relative det"1.il, questions regarding project outcomes 
(x:u.Ll-fledged evalual...ion reports); an additiona.L 15 percent 
of the projects were the subject of preliminary evaluation 
reports providing only cursory information on project out
comes. Thus, 72 percent (or 85) of the 119 reviewed projects 
provided documentation containing at least some information 
regarding project outcomes; 

• Documentation reviewed for a majority (70 percent) of crime
reduction focused projects were considered to be full-fledged 
evaluation reports; a greater proportion of status and 
progress reports were received and reviewed for recidivism
reduction and systems improvement projects (26 percent and 
46 percent respectively, compared to 9 percent for crime
reduction projects); 

• For four cities (Atlanta, Denver, Portland and St. Louis) 
more than 75 percent of the projects subject to review 
provided documentation considered to be full-fledged 
evaluation reports. No full-fledged reports were received 
from Newark. 
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(c) Report Content and Quality 

The manner in which evaluative information was conveyed in 
project documentation was examined in terms of the following set of 
criteria: readability, presentation of activity information, specifi
cation of limitations, and inclusion of data for face validation. 
Based on the extent to which these criteria were met, evaluation docu
ments were assigned one of four quality levels. Listed in ascending 
order they were: 

• Levell: no information; 

• Level 2: descriptive information 

• Level 3: explanatory information; and 

• Level 4: substantiated information. 

The findings were that among the 119 proj ects reviewed, variations 
in evaluating reporting quality existed. 

Specifically: 

o Only 42 (or 35 percent) of the 119 proj~cts reviewed provided 
evaluation documentation with enough information to permit 
a meaningful interpretation of results; 

• The evaluation reporting quality of documentation reviewed 
for projects of differing foci (i.e., crime-reduction, 
recidivism~reduction, and systems improvement) did not vary. 
Mean reporting quality scores calculated for projects in each 
of the three foci are almost identica1--clustering around 2.2 
(out of a possible 4.0), indicating the general descriptive 
rather than explanatory orientation of documents reviewed; 

• On the other hand, evaluation reporting quality did vary 
among the eight Impact cities: 

Portland and Denver were noteworthy for their good evalua
tion reporting (with mean reporting quality scores of 3.5 
and 2.9 respectively); 

project evaluation documentation reviewed from Atlanta, 
Dallas, and St. Louis (with reporting quality scores of 
2.5, 2.4, and 2.2 respectively) were of reasonably good 
quality; in each of these cities, over 40 percent of the 
projects for which documents were reviewed included limit l
tions important to a fair interpretation of reported 
findings; and 
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the evaluation reporting efforts of Baltimore, Cleveland 
and Newark were viewed as being the least impressive, 
with mean reporting quality scores of 2.1, 1.8, and 1.6 
respectively; 

• Documentation from 80 percent of the reviewed projects pro
vided the reader with a description of the projects' activities. 
The extent of activity information provided, however, would 
probably not suffice for use by those interested in project 
replication or transfer; 

• Data needed for face-v::.1.idation of the findings presented 
were provided in documemation for only 40 percent (47) of 
the 119 reviewed projects. 

(d) Applicability of Evaluation Approach 

Variations existed in the applicability of evaluation approaches 
used to gauge project outcomes. lbese evaluation approaches were 
assessed by examining the extent to which selected approaches permitted 
the identification of changes in the targeted crime problem and the 
attribution of such changes to project activities. Three general 
:ypes of evaluation approaches were thus defined: 

(a) Type 1: No approach - the evaluation did not present any 
outcome findings or presented absolute figures 
with no point of comparison. 

(b) Type 2: Change measurement - the evaluation provided for 
the identification of change but did not attempt 
to control for the influence of outside factors 
on observed changes. 

(c) Type 3: Attribution analysis - the evaluation permitted 
the relation of observed changes in a measure of 
performance to project activities. 

Analysis results based on these classifications led to the following 
findings: 

• Over half (64) of the 119 projects reviewed were documented 
in the absence of an evaluation approach; 

• Only 14 percent (17) of the projects reviewed used what was 
considered to be a rigorous evaluation approach to assess 
project outcomes; 
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• of the 85 projects explicitly reporting project findings, 
such findings were viewed as justified and substantiated 
about 50 percent of the time, regardless of the nature of 
these findings; 

• Of the 55 projects using at least some type of evaluation 
approach, 42 percent relied solely upon a before/after design; 
29 percent combined the key aspects of the before/after 
approach with some type of comparison base; 

• Variations in evaluation approach were observed among projects 
of differing foci. Specifically: 

crime-reduction projects were most highly assessed with a 
mean approach applicability score of 1.87 (out of a 
possible 3.0). This compares to a mean of 1.63 for 
recidivism-reduction projects, and a mean of 1.38 for 
systems improvement projects; 

crime-reduction projects were more likely to be evaluated 
using at least some type of evaluation approach than 
recidivism-reduction projects; both fared better overall 
than systems improvement projects; 

rigorous evaluation approaches were distributed about 
equally among projects of all three foci; and 

• Substantial variations in evaluation approach applicability 
were observed among the eight Impact cities; these variations 
overrode project focus considerations: 

three cities were noteworthy for the use of rigorous 
evaluation approaches: Portland, Atlanta, and Denver; 

about half of the St. Louis and Dallas doc~mentation 
utilized no true evaluation approach; 

projects reviewed from Baltimore and Cleveland consistently 
relied upon evaluation approaches that were not rigorous; 
and 

all projects reviewed from Newark were documented without 
the use of an evaluation approach. 
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te) Reporting of Evaluation Limitations 

To gauge the extent to which Impact evaluators sought to encourage 
the proper ir,terpretation and application of reported findings 1 the 
existence and type of lim:l.tations cited in revie~Ted documentation 'vere 
recorded and analyzed. The results included the following: 

• Of the 85 Impact projects providing findings, 87 percent 
tempered these findings by citing limitations in the interpre
tation of findings; 

o All of the crime-reduction projects with findings specified 
limitations regarding their interpretation; 89 percent of 
the systems improvement projects provided such an interpretive 
context, in contrast to 80 percent of the recidivism~reduction 
projects; 

• Impact cities did not differ significantly in the reportin.g 
of limitations. More than 80 percent of the reviewed projects 
for each city which provided findings included within their 
evaluation documentation explicit limitations with respect to 
the interpretation of these findings; . 

• Data constraints (i.e., unavailability, limited quantity and 
reliability) were the most frequently reported evaluative 
limitations, accounting for 54 percent of the 208 limitations 
recorded; 

• Design approach problems (e.g., lack of comparability among 
control group/area, seasonality, etc.) constituted the second 
most frequently reported limitation, accounting for 33 percent 
of the 208 recorded; 

• Variations in the type of limitations reported were observed 
among projects of differing foci: 

design problems (limitations) were most prevalent among 
crime-reduction projects (53 percent) and can be largely 
explained by the fact that projects reviewed of this 
focus frequently (33 percent) tempered findings with the 
admission that attribution of changes to project activities 
was not possible or within the scope of the project evalua
tion; and 

data problems predominated among recidivism-reduction 
(51 percent) and systems improvement projects (54 percent) 
reflecting the dependency of projects 'of these foci upor.:. 
other than establishpd data sources. 
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(f) Reporting of operational Problems and Recommendations 

Proj ect evaluation documents ~vere revimved to assess the extent 
to which they included statements concerning problems encounte.retl in 
project operations and recommendations for improvement. Findings 
indicated that: 

• Operational problems were cited in the evaluation doeummlta
tion of 79 percent (94) of the 119 projects reviewed; 

til Two cities--Portland and Ba1timore--reported operational 
recommendations significantly less often than other cities; 

o The organizational responsibility for project-level evalua
tion seemed to have no effect upon the extent to which 
evaluation documentation communicated operational prob18ms; 

• Personnel problems (i.e., staffing and training) were the 
most frequently mentioned difficulty cited in the reviewed 
documentation, accounting for 35 percent of all problems 
cited; 

• Problems concerning the development of lines of communication 
essential to proj ect operations (1. e., establishing clie'H' 
referral sources, interagency cooperation, comm ...... ii.::: support) 
were the second most frequently mentioned concern in the 
reviewed documentation, accounting for 23 percent of all 
problems cited; 

• Problems regarding project funding were rarely (3 percent) 
cited in the reviewed project documentation; 

• Recommendations for the improvement of project operations 
were cited in the evaluation documentation of ~5 percent of 
the 119 reviewed projects; 

• Project-level evaluations written by project staff presented 
recommendations more frequently than those prepared by other 
agencies; 

• Recommendations reported in the reviewed project evaluation 
documentation typically corresponded to reported operati0nal 
problems ot' consisted solely of general statements urging 
project refunding; and 

• Recommendations reported by the reviewed projects gene~ally 
were not logical extensions of evaluation results nor 
specific enough to adequat~ly inform those responsible for 
resolvlng project difficulties. 
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Based on the above findings, several observations about the 
Impact evaluation experi8nce can be made. First, outcoD.c-oriented 
project evaluation is both a realistic expe~tation and feasible within 
the context of an action-oriented program such as Impact. Documenta
tion specifically earmarked for evaluative purposes was received for 
140 (or 60 percent) of the projects funded with Impact monies as of 
August 1, 1975. Additionally, questions dealing with project out
comes were posed and at least partially answ'?red for 72 percent of 
the 119 documented projects that were reviewed. 

Second, rigorous evaluation was conducted for only 14 percent 
of the projects included in this analysis. Weaknesses in the evalua
tion approaches used to gauge project outcomes necessarily cast 
doubts upon the credibility of reported findings. Where evaluation 
documentation explicitly provided findings concerning the attainment 
of project outcome objectives (85 of 119 projects), the credibility 
of these claims, regardless of their nature, was viewed as question
able for almost half of the projects. This finding further reflects 
the tremendous difficulty Impact evaluators had in providing findings 
(':.,out proj ect outcomes based on the type of evaluation approaches 
used and data presented in reviewed documentation. This lack of face 
validity suggests that project evaluations performed in the Impact 
program were typically not powerful enough to permit the attribution 
of observed outco~es to project activities. (Exceptions to this are 
constituted, however, by most of the project evaluations which led to 
the identification of projects in Chapter IX, below.) In light of 
this, the successes and failures observed among Impact projects must 
be critically reviewed on a project-by-project basis before applying 
the results in other contexts. 

Third, the heterogeneity observed among evaluation documents 
produced by the eight Impact cities had implications for evaluation 
policy. In the absence of standard procedures for organizing, 
staffing, performing and documenting the evaluation of project-
level activitles, it is diffi...::ult to expect uniformity in either 
the quantity or quality of project evaluation efforts. While the 
LEAA provided some guidelines and examples for use in the development 
of project-level evaluation plans, similar guidelines were not 
disseminated regarding the actual collection and reporting of evalua
tive information. As a consequence, opportunities to encourage 
greater uniformity (and therefore comparability) in the type of 
project information collected were not used to full advantage in the 
Impact program. 

Fourth, the type of project to be evaluated also appears to have 
colored several aspects of the Impact project evaluation effort. 
While the conduct of rigorous evaluation was evidently feasible for 
all three types of projects examined (i.e., crime-reduction, 
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recidivism-reduction and systems improvement), the identification 
and use of bona fide evaluation approaches 'tVas less prevalent among 
projects designed to reduce recidivism or to improve the funct:i.oning 
of the criminal justice system. This finding suggests that in the 
absence of a standardized, regularly-updated data base such as that 
available to measure changes in reported crime rates (almost 
exclusively used in crime-reduction focused project evaluations), 
project evaluation efforts are less likely to produce infonlation 
addressing changes occurring in conjunction with and/or due to 
project activities. Thus it needs to be understood (and integrated 
into evaluation plans) that recidivism-reduction and systems
improvement focused projects must create their o~~ baseline data 
(where none exist) or establish a new data base in order to measure 
project effects. 

Fifth, the type of information provided in reviewed documentation 
also varied by project focus. The majority of crime-reduction focused 
projects were viewed as having full-fledged evaluation reports 
(90 percent were either full-fledged or preliminary evalllation reports). 
Documentation for recidivism-reduction and systems improvement projects 
was typically less oriented toward the provision of project outcome 
information, with a greater proportion of reports being status or 
progress reports. Again, data available and ease of collection may 
be partly responsible for these differences. In effect (and 
unsurprisingly), data problems were more frequently cited as limit-
ing the interpretation of findings in reports for recidivism-reduction 
and systems improvement projects than for crime-reduction projects. 

Finally, the majority of evaluation documents reviewed contained 
essential ingredients for use as an aid to decision-making and to the 
improvement of project operations. Limitations crucial to the 
interpretation of reported findings were reported in documentation 
for a full 62 percent of all the reviewed projects; this includes 
those projects (34 of 119) for which findings in terms of outcome 
(or intermediate) objectives were not provided. Additionally, 
79 percent of the project documents reviewed discussed at least 
one project operational problem, while recommendations designed to 
improve project operations were cited in 54 percent of the reviewed 
documents. Thus, Impact project evaluations were viewed, and were 
apparently utilized, as vehicles for the improvement of project 
operation. 

In sum, both evaluation planning and reporting took place in 
Impact, on a very large scale. It is clear that a great deal more 
work is needed to upgrade existing evaluative research tools, both 
through technical assistance and through the generation of data bases 
relevant to differentially focused anti-crime projects. The fact 
remains, however, that outcoffie-oriented project-level evaluation has 
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been shown to be feasible, and that rigorous evaluation reporting has 
been demonstrated in a variety of cities and institutional settings. 
Most importantly, many of the problems which beset evaluation, in 
Impact, are remediable. Mediocre performance was often due to a 
failure to hire (or replace) expert staff, or to a failure of top 
management commitment to evaluation, or--since the two are not mutually 
exclusive--to both. Lastly, it appears that multiple evaluation 
reports for the same project seem to get better, over time; that is, 
there are more data available so that it is possible to interpret 
results more meaningfully (e.g., Dallas: Legal Aides; St. Louis: 
Foot Patrol). Thus, Impact has shown that project-level evaluation 
is feasible, that it can be aided in a variety of manners, and that 
it can be expected to improve notably, over time, wit.h training and 
experience. 

D. Agency Coordinatic1n, Community Involvement and the Role of the 
Crime Analysis Tea~ 

1. Agency Coordination and the CAT 

The discussions in Chapter VII established that agency coordination 
improved, as a result of Impact activities, in Cleveland, in Dallas, 
in Denver and in Newark. In those four cities, where the Crime Analysis 
Team was able to exercise its liaison role, Team efforts seriously 
strengthened criminal justice agency cooperation and coordination. 
The Cleveland Crime Analysis Team tied youth service delivery together 
throughout the city by developing a system of youth neighborhood coor
dinators; the Team also developed a community-based probation program 
involving the coordination and relocation of Municipal Court Probation, 
Common Pleas Court Probation and the Adult Parole Authority. County 
and state corrections officials were thus housed for the first time 
in the same building and could establish a close working relationship. 

Dallas undertook a major effort of coordination across city and 
county agencies of the criminal justice system. The county sheriff's 
department and the city police department began the integration of 
data bases and information systems as part of a region-wide (city and 
county) effort to control crime. Dallas funded and implemented projects 
which generally aimed at improved coordination between the police 
and other components of the system as, for example, in Legal Aides 
for the Police, or in the Dallas Police Department's Youth Services 
program. Finally, the successful resolution of the city/county 
battles which took place at the beginning of the program constitutes 
a major achievement of the Crime Analysis Team. The issue was handled 
through the formation of an Executive Committee (withi~ the Dallas 
Area Criminal Justice Council) in which there was city-county-suburban 
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representation and an understanding that spending ft)r any project would 
be subj ect to review and approval by the local governing hody (County 
Commissioners, City Council) responsible for any prq.jects funded through 
the Council. 

In Denver, the Crime Analysis Team used data base development 
as a mode of entry into relationships with other agencies, and as a 
way of linking various agencies of the criminal justice system. The 
Team established a network of four Youth Service Bureaus to coordinate 
city-wide the referral of juveniles diverted from the criminal justice 
system. The Task Force mechanism inaugurated in Denvl:r appears to 
have worked well as a forum for bringing together disparate elements 
of the criminal justice system (including police, court and corrections 
people as well as prosecutors, public defenders and probation/parole 
officers) • 

In Newark, there were severe problems of agency COrl..flict at the 
"beg,inning of the program (see Chapter VII). These appE~ar to have been 
considerably ameliorated through the Policy Board mechanism for bringing 
the department heads of every criminal justice agency in the city 
together regularly. City/county court relationships were also improved 
through the project "Special Case Processing for Impact Offenders ll 

which targeted modifications to the entire adjudication process, 
reaching from Newark Municipal Court arraignment through Essex County 
Court sentencing. Other projects, such as the Rape lmalysis and 
Investigative Unit, targeted improved prosecutor /poli.c~ working 
relationships. 

In those cities where the Team had difficulties, hov.rever, results 
were less felicitous. Impact did not improve agency coot'dination in 
Portland, for example. The city and Multnomah County continue to 
have a highly tumultuous relationship, with the county ending its 
participation in the joint criminal justice planning agenc.y rather 
abruptly in July of 1974. City/SPA rel~tionships had not been improved 
when the evaluation function went to the SPA rather than the Crime 
Analysis Team (or Impact Staff) in Portland. Further the complexities 
of the state/county/city partnership were grafted, in Portland, upon 
~ 9-step municipal approval process, which worsened rather than improved 
the prospects for agency coordination by making it even more cumber
some, complicated and time-consuming than it had been before (see 
Chapter VII). 

In St. Louis, as well, problems between the MLEAC Region 5, 
L:"e SPA and the City Crime Commission became explosive and resulted 
in the transfer of the Crime Analysis Team to the Crime Commission 
and the resignation of the Team evaluators. Even though factionalism 
is not new in St. Louis (it is, in fact, deeply anchored in city 
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traditions, see the general overview, Chapter V), and even though it 
is not clear that any short-term action program could have impacted 
those traditions in a meaningful way, still, the same can be said 
of Newark, yet progress was made there under Impact. It seems that, 
as in Portland, it may have been a mistake--at least from the view
points of agency coordination and of long-term system capability--to 
have moved the locus of program power outside the city (see Chap
ter VII). 

In Baltimore, the dominance of the SPA (see Chapter VII) and 
the autonomy of the police department did not leave much room for 
the Crime Analysis Team liaison function. In sum, the inability to 
access police data or achieve coordination with the Police Department, 
the delegation of power by the regional office to the SPA, a skeletal 
Crime Analysis Team and a change in Team leadership at a crucial point 
of program start-up, had all worked together to make impxovements 
in agency coordination there very difficult. 

In Atlanta, interagency relationships were troubled by SPA/city 
conflicts (see Chapter VII) and city/county conflicts, by the power 
and autonomy of the police chief, by the location of the Crime Analysis 
Team outside the city organization within the Atlanta Regional Commissiol 
by turbulence between the Atlanta Regional Commission and the State 
Crime Commission, and by the successive resignation of two Team 
directors. Finally, a change in city leadership was accompanied by 
a reorganization at the end of 1974, creating a Criminal Justice 
Coordinating Counci.l and transferring the Crime Analysis Team to the 
nayor's office as staff support to the Council. The Team now appears 
nuch better able, as a city agency, to stimulate coordination among 
other city agencies, and has begun clearinghonse and dissemination 
functions in support of that role. 

Thus, four cities clearly imp,roved the coordination of their 
criminal justice agencies through Crime Analysis Team efforts under 
Impact. Atlanta also made some progress. Those cities where little 
or no improvement was visible either wer.e troubled by severe problems 
of agency power relationships which did not allow the Crime Analysis 
Team to operate optimally, or else had been unable to invest that 
Team with the functions and prerogatives it needed to ensure an effec
tive liaison role. 

In sum, it seems that the ability of the Crime Analysis Team to 
improve interagency coordination was largely a function of existing 
city/state relationships. In effect, most cities maintain a pre
carious balance of power with state agencie-s. When the Impact program 
failed to sustain city bargaining power (by giving an important CAT 
function to the state, for example, as in Portland and Baltimore, or 
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by removing the Team from the city organizational structure, as in 
Atlanta and St. Louis), the CAT itself was weakened: it lost much 
of its ability to barter with other agencies, to deal with them on 
an equal footing, to maintain leverage in the criminal justice and 
intergovernmental systems and in the community. 

2. Community Involvem~nt and the CAT 

As discussed earlier, community involvement was a priority, but 
not a very major one at the beginning of the program. The "maximum 
feasible participation" goal of the earlier poverty programs had left 
planners somewhat hesitant about how to develop effective mechanisms 
for community input into the planning process and for community sup
port of local anti-crime projects (see Chapter II, pages 33-34, and 
Chapter I, pages 11-15). ·Viewing the elaborate incentives developed 
for the corrections and COPIE-cycle priorities of Impact, it seemed 
likely at the beginning of the program that community involvement 
would be more honored in the breach than in the observance. Yet, this 
did not turn out to be the case. Projects targeting specific types 
of community involvement ended up with 10 percent, or abol.'lt $14 million, 
of Impact funds: more than the courts, more than drug programs, more 
than target hardening, more than prevention (see Table XXV, page 161 
above) • 

Tne slender importance which cities attached to citizen partici
pation and community involvement at the start of Impact can be seen 
by the scant attention lavished on the collection of victim data 
(see Table XXII, page 153 above), by the failure to provide system
atically for the monitoring of community reaction to anti-crime 
projects, by the absence of projects to improve citizen interaction 
with the courts. As the program proceeded, however, a.nd the national 
awareness of the disadvantaged status of certain victims (vis-a-vis 
both the offender population and the criminal justice system) increased, 
Crime Analysis Teams turned their attention to developing victim 
assistance projects and to finding better ways of achieving community 
support, especially in high-crime area neighborhoods. 

Three cities which were committed to community involvement from 
the beginning were Denver, Cleveland and Newark. Almost from the 
initiation of .the program, Denver devoted a good deal of effort to 
ieveloping the Neighborhoods Task Force mechanism (see Chapter VII, 
page 216). The Cleveland CAT also recognized the importance of this 
problem and projected regular surveys to measure changes in community 
attitudes (these, however, never came to pass). In Newark, the first 
Master Plan focused perhaps its greatest emphasis on achieving com
munity participation (see Chapter VII). 
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As 'che trend toward community involvement expanded, Atlanta and 
Portland reinforced their programs and some innovative projects were 
developed emphasizing a community focus or strategy (see pages 275-
276 below). The July 1974 move of the St. Louis CAT to the City 
Crime Commission opened the program there for the first time to 
regular community input through the Commission's Citizens' committees. 
Public hearings were held during the final Impact funding cycle with 
extensive community participation. 

While Dallas has now implemented a larger community-focused 
crime prevention program, no mechanism has yet been implemented to 
introduce a citizen orientation into the criminal justice planning 
process. Although Baltimore devoted only 2 percent of its Impact 
funds to community involvement (after having declared it a major 
priority), part of these funds--in an award coming late in 1974·-
created a Citizen's Advisory Committee (appointed by the mayor) whicn 
is slated to have an opportunity to help determine the selection of 
Baltimore's criminal justice anti-crime program. 

In sum, with the single exception of Dallas, all of the Impact 
cities made progress in the area of citizen input into the planning 
process. Crime Analysis Team efforts have been largely responsible 
for these achievements, as they have been, as well, for many of the 
innovative projects funded which focused on community involvement. 

E. Project Innovation 

InnoVCl,tion was a priority under Impact (see Chapter II, pages 
24-25), but it was not a focal pd.ority, as in the Pilot Cities pro
gram, for exawple. Pilot City Tecitus were to select and develop 
projects aimed at "new" and "innovative" approaches which could in
crease criminal justice system capabilities to combat crime. In 
Impact) on the contrary, while it was hoped that there might be 
innovative approaches and techniques which could develop from the 
COPIE-cycle and CAT initiatives, this was really a corollary concern. 
The purposes of Impact were to reduce specific crimes and to improve 
criminal justice capability, not to test experimental projects. The 
weight of the Impact effort thus went toward the deliberate imposition 
of a rather prosaic rationality upon the processes of criminal justice 
planning and evaluation, with the expressed intention of acquiring 
some new knowledge along the way about Impact crimes, about victims, 
offenders and crime-settings, and about whic:h interventions are 
effective against specific crimes and which are 'not. Yet paradoxically, 
this prosaic approach was innovative in that it was applied across 
eight cities on a scale which was itself new and unusual, in that it 
was overlaid upon a system fraught wi'th myths, uninvestigated assump
tions and opinion but very little data and analysis, and in that the 
COPIE-rycle was a new technology being demonstrated across the Impact 
cities. 
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Within the program, on the other hand, innovation was sought 
only incidentally, as a desired incremental payoff to other Impact 
benefits; there was no innovation mystique, per se. In fact, however, 
given the Impact approval and funding process, given the "lengthy 
administrative procedures" against which project directors railed 
(see Table XXXIV, page 251 above), given the general problems of inter
agency coordination, given the pressures toward action and against 
research, given--above all--the lack of a quid pro quo or incentive for 
agencies to want to fund innovative ideas, it seemed unlikely, at the 
beginning of the program that much project-level innovation would emerge. 

This did, in fact, turn out to be the case in many cities," and 
especially in those places where the problems of difficu+t agency 
power relationships prevented the CAT from functioning optimally (as 
in Atlanta, Baltimore and St. Louis), Different techniques were used 
by agencies in these cities to out-maneuver what they perceived to 
be the endless revisions of the grant application review process. 
Projects proposed thus tended variously to be "tried-a.nd-true~11 non
controversial, and/or short-term, small, inexpensive. An agency in 
Atlanta actually cut a project budget in half with the explicit goal 
of facilitating its passage through "the system." Clearly :this was 
not a climate in which the CAT could successfully push for innovation. 
Yet surprisingly, innovation occurred within the prog~am, in every 
city, but especially in those urban places where there was unanimity 
of philosophy (Portland's I1broader vision" for example, Dallas' system 
improvement orientation or Denver's empirical, integrated approach) 
added to Crime Analysis Team energy and creative expertise. 

MITRE's analysis of Impact project-level innovation reviewed the 
233 proj ects of the program and found 26 w'hich could be classified as 
innovative (according to the four categories given in Chapter VII, 
page 193 above). (5) In addition, various features of other projects 
contained innovative aspects. 

The 26 projects selected as innovative fell into the following 
general categories: 

(1) youth service delivery; 

(2) alternative schools; 

(3) juvenile programs; 

(4) juvenile probation and parole; 

(5) adult probation and parole; 

(6) court-related projects: 
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(7) rape-focused projects; 

(8) assistance to elderly victims and potential victims; and, 

(9) police-community involvement. 

These projects are described briefly at Appendix to this chapter 
(see Table XXXVIII, pages 292 through 299 ). 

Table XXXV below groups projects by city and by type of innova
tion. The preponderance of Denver projects (10 of 26) is striking, 
the closest contenders being Portland, with 4 and Dallas with 3. 
The cities, in fact, appear to divide once again here according to 
lines of age and advantage (as noted in Chapter V above), with the 
younger, higher-income/higher education level cities originating 19 
(or 73 percent) of the 26 innovative projects. 

Table XXXVI below displays the set of 26 projects along with 
innovative features (or component parts) of other projects in terms 
of their basic thrust toward community involvement, agency coordination, 
or knowledge acquisition. Most of the projects selected (22 of the 
26), involved the community in some manner. In addition, almost half 
of the project components selected (8 of 18 components) increased 
community and criminal justice system interaction or awareness. These 
projects and components focused on community crime prevention, 
community-based corrections, and victim assistance. The orientation 
appears to be a result of the community emphasis of the Impact program, 
of the additional funds that were made available to implement crime 
prevention and community-oriented projects (frequently considered 
less important to criminal justice agencies than systems improvement 
or other types of projects), and of the trend, nationwide, toward 
victim and community-focused efforts. 

Types of community-oriented innovative projects can be summarized 
as follows: seven projects gave assistance to victims of crime; three 
projects involved ameliorated police-community relations; twelve proj
ects concerned community-based corrections (including the system of 
youth service bureaus in Denver); and one project was partially designed 
to acquaint citizens with the courts. Looking at the project compo
nents: one project involved surveying community at'titudes prior to 
project implementation; two attempted partial funding of the project 
by the business community (Police-to-Partners in Denver succeeded 
in this effort while Coordinated Juvenile Work Release in Atlanta 
failed); one involved special training for the police in community 
crime prevention; and two involved surveys of community acceptance 
and reaction to the project. Many of the projects selected, either 
in whole or in part, also involved the participation of volunteers. 
Police-to-Partners, New Pride and Intercept are of particular interest 
here, but many other projects also used volunteers extensively. 
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TAI;I, E ~:XXV 
INNOVATIVE PROJECTS BY TYPE OF INNOVATION AND BY CITY 

mE OF ltlllOVATXOll 
TOTAL 

TiPE TiPE typE TYPE NmlJl~R 
CITi PRO.tECT/PROGRAII RAIlE t. B C U ny eITi 

ATIANTA 1. ANTI-RAPE UNIT X 
2. TtJ\GET IIARDENINO THROUGH 

X 2 OPPORtuNITY llEDUCTION (THOR) 

BALTIMORE 1. PORT OF BALTIMORE SEA SCROOL X 
2. SENIOR CITIZENS AGAIMST 

X THIEVERY 2 

CLEVELAND 1. CLEVELAND YOUTH NEIGHBORHOOD 
X COORDINATORS 

2. COUNSEL FOR INDIGENTS X 2 

-
DALLAS 1. LE~,\L AIDES FOit POLICE X 

2. YOUTH SERVICES PROGBAII X 
3. YOUTII DEVELOPIlENT AIID 

X 3 CORREGTIONS 

DENVER 1-4. SYSTEM OF YDUTII SERI'ICE = BURBAUS (4 PROnCrS) 
5. NEN PRIDE X 
6. PROJECT INTERCEPT X 
7. COMMUNITY OUTRBAGH PROBATION 

X EXPERIMENT (COP~) 
B. INTENSIVE PROBATION ANn 

PAROLE SUl'ERVISION 
xl 

X 
9. RAPE PREVENIION PROGRAII xl 

10. COMMUNITY REALTII VICTIM X 10
2 

SUl'PORT 

NENARX 1. RAPE ANALYSIS AIID INVESTIGA-
X 1 TION UNIT 

PORTLAND 1. CASE MANAGE!IENT CORRECTIONS X SERVICES 
2. INTENSIVE CARE, TUAINING AND 

UNIFIED REHABILITATION X 
E,"1'ORT (pROJECT PICTURE) 

3. FIELD SERVICES X 
4. RESEARCH, ADVOCACY, PREVENTION, Xl xl 42 

AIID EDUCATION (RAPE) 

ST. tOUIS 1. PROVIDENCE EDUCATIONAL CENTER X 
2. sr. LOUIS COURT IMPROVEIIENT 

X 2 PROJECT 

TOTAL 
2~ NUMllER 12 5 7 26 

REY: 

TYPE A - USES A NEN APPROACH, NEN PROCEDURES, OR HEN TECHNOLOGY IN SOLVING A PROBLEII. 

TYP;: B - USES OLD PROCEDURES, TECHNOLOGY, OR APPROACHES III II NEW \lAY OR IN II NEW 
CONTEXT. 

TYPE C - USES AN EXiSIING AGENCY TO ASSUME A SET OF HEN RESPOllSIBILlTIES. 

TYPE D - USES A NEN AGENCY TO ASSUME A SET OF RESPONSIBILITIES NOT CARXIEQ OUT BY 
AN EXISTING AGENCY. 

lpROJECTS ARE BOTII TYPE A AIm TYPE C, COUNTED ONLY ONCE IN TOTAL FOR CITY. 

2TllE PROJECT THAT IS BOTII TYPE A AND TYPE C IS COUNTEO ONLY ONCE IN TOTAL FOR 
CITY. 

3THE PROJECTS TIIAT ARE BOTH TYPE A AND TYPE C ARE COUNTED llITllIN TIlE TOTAL FOR 
TYPE A ONLY. 

SOURCE, ALBRIGHT, E. J., AN EXANINATtON OF PROJECT INNOVATION AND INSTITUTIONALIZATION 
WITIIIN TIlE IMPACT PROGRAII, THE IlITIUl CORPORATION, IITR-7096, DECEMBER 1975. 
PAGE 31. 
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INNOVATIONS COMMUNITY AGENCY 
SELECTED INVOLVEMENT COORDINATION 

NUMBER OF 
CITY PROJECTS COHPONENT COHPONENT 

nlPLENENTED PROJECTS PARTS I PROJECTS PARTS PROJECTS 

ATLANTA 20 2 1 2 1 

BALTIHORE 27 2 0 1 

CLEVEJ..AND 39 2 1 1 1 

DALLAS 19 3 2 2 1 

DENVER 37 10 7 10 4 

NE\~ARK 27 1 0 1 

PORTLAtID 17 4 3 3 

ST. LOUIS 47 2 4 2 1 

TOTAL 233 262 18 22 8 

lCOHPONENT PARTS INVOLVE INNOVATIVE FEATURES CONNECTED WITH: PLANNING, ADHINISTRATION, 
EVALUATION, TRAINING, IHPLE~mNTATION OR SERVICES. 

2SlNCE THE s~m PROJECT HAY ADDRESS VARIOUS OF THESE GENERAL GOALS, TOTALS ARE NOT ADDITIVE. 

SOURCE: ALBRIGHT, E. J., AN EXA}UNATION OF PROJECT INhOVATION AND INSTITUTIONALIZATION WIUIIN 
THE UlPACT PROGWI, THE }UTRE CORPORATION, }lTR-709S, DEcrumER 1975, PAGE 141. 

TABLE XXXVI 

1 

2 

1 

7 

1 

4 

2 

20 

INNOVATIONS BY CONTRIBUTION TO COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT, SYSTEM 
COORDINATION AND KNOWLEDGE ACQUISITION, BY CITY 

COHPONENT 
PARTS 

1 

2 

2 

5 

KNOWLEDGE 
ACQUIS ITION 

COMPONENT 
PROJECTS PARTS 

1 

1 1 

1 

1 

2 3 



OVer 75 per~ent of the projects selected as innovative made a 
contribution to coordination between or among criminal justice and 
other interg~el:ntnenta1 units (20 out of 26 projects). In addition, 
several of the project components selected (5 out of 18 components) 
targeted system effects. The agency coordination impact occurred 
primarily across criminal justice system units, although in several 
cases, other social service agencies were involved. In addition, 
some of the projects included under community involvement had the 
effect of integrating community groups more closely with criminal 
justice agencies. 

The agency coordination function occurred primarily as a result 
of Crime Analy<::if! Team interactions with criminal justice agencies 
in. the development of Impact proj ects. The contributions of innova
tive projects toward such coordination varied greatly. Five of the 
selected projects involved the city-wide coordination of services to 
youths diverted from the criminal justice system, and four targeted 
the coordination of probation and parole services. Other coordination 
efforts occurred between police and prosecutors' offices, between 
corrections projects and schools, and between citizen groups and 
courts. 

Only two of the innovative projects selected made a research or 
knowledge contl.'ibution. These were the Rape Prevention proje.ct in 
Denver, whose first phase involved basic research on rape victims and 
offenders, and the Target Hardening Through Opportunity Reduction 
(THOR) project in Atlanta, which designed a study of the problems 
of false alarms and other issues relating to building security. 

The contributions toward knowledge acquisition of projects 
selected as innovative are thus relatively small. This could hardly 
have been otherwise, since Impact projects could not target knowledge 
acquisition as an objective, and it was not expected that much 
research (basic or applied) could be performed in pursuit of Impact's 
action or system capability goals. 

However, this conclusion is only partial, since it is based 
uniquely on individual projects, as such. The real knowledge contri
bution of Impact innovations cannot, of course, be assessed at the 
project level but needs to be measured, over time, in terms of the 
CaPlE-cycle and its ramifications program-wide. 

F. Project Institutionalization 

Local institutionalization, for all federal programs) is the 
real, the indubitable sign of success. What usually happens, however, 
is that programs endure so long as federal monies last, but once these 
have disappeared, the programs vanish, often without a trace. Although 
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the Impact program was designed as a short-term action program, it was 
hoped that many of the projects and programs implemented would be adopted 
on a permanent basis. this is, in fact, dne of the central concepts 
behind LEAA funding (i.e., that federal funds be made available for 
local communities to test various ideas and that the local communities 
then support the project if its continuation is seen as desirable), 

Many factors influence institutionalization. (5) These include 
the success of the project, the degree to which it b6comes an acc~pted 
part of the everyday way of "doing Lh1ngs,fI the support of key people 
(including agency personnel and political and community leaders), the 
attitude of the community, and available funds. the types of influences 
and the degree to which they affect project institutionalization vary 
with the type of project. For example, for many projects implemented 
within criminal justice agencies, the most important factor, in addi
tion to funding availability, is agency acceptance of new concepts, 
approaches, or procedures. In contrast, for projects involving new 
agencies, the most important factor, in addition to funding, is credi
bility. A diversion project, for example, must establish credibility 
with criminal justice agencies in order to receive referrals. Credi
bility must also be established with the community, and again with 
clients, if their participation is voluntary. 

Within the context of Impact, some of the factors affecting 
institutionalization appear to have been weakened and others intensi
fied. The Crime Analysis Team acted as a catalyst stimulating coor
dination and change across police, courts, and corrections agencies 
and helped signally to gain corrmunity support. Further, Impact, as 
a city program, received strong support from the mayor's office. But 
a great deal of rivalry between city and county governments occurred 
in some places relative to Impact funding, and the mayor now holds the 
main vested interest ~ ~ity project continuation from a political 
point of view. (Although county and state criminal justice agencies 
have similar vested inter,ests, this is from an effectiveness, rather 
than a politis:al viewpoint.) When decisions are to be made by county 
and state governments concerning continuation of project funding, 
therefore, there is less pressure on them to continue even highly 
rated and well-accepted projects than there exists for city govern
ments. But city governments are, of course, notoriously I'poor,rt and 
thus a key factor in municipal institutionalization becomes the avail
ability of funds, just as the existence of political pressure becomes 
key for state and county agencies, for whom funding may be less of a 
problem. 

Impact involved a large infusion of funds into urban criminal 
justice budgets over a rather short time-period; therefore, many of 
the projects implemented were relatively "expensive. 11 Since Impact 
was a "city program" in a city/county state criminal justice environ-:
ment. it is now, as the program phases down, the responsibility of 
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all these three levels of government to continue the funding'of 
projects implemented. Yet it is not clear to many state legislatures 
or to state and county agencies that they should he~ institutionalizE 
projects which they had little or no voice in selecting. This is a 
crucial factor inhibiting inst:i.tutionalization of Impact proje.cts. 

Another important factor is also a result of the large infusion 
of funds. These funds enabled the cities to implement many projects 
that they might not have chosen, given more restrictive funding 
levels. Examples are the extensive police-community relations efforts 
involving large scale media campaigns as part of public education 
programs, additional probation and parole services, and alternative 
schools. Over the I'Jag term, local governments may well view these 
projects as non-essential and return to the status quo. 

Thus, the large influx of Impact funds was a great advantage tc 
the cities over the short term, enabling them to increase criminal 
justice agency and related capabilities and try new approaches in 
crime control. Over the long term, however, the fast-implementation 
aspect of the program combined with the fact that the funds were given 
for city-specific services may prove a disadvantage. The existence 
of the CAT as a focal point for coordination and as a stimulator for 
support was critical during the implementation of the Impact program. 
After Impact has ended, however, it is up to the local governments 
to continue funding support. To what degree this support will con
tinue ~an only be estimated at this time.· 

MITRE surveys of project and CAT directors, as well as of SPA 
and RO personnel, have established a current (but shaky) projection 
that about 43 percent (101 out of 233) of the projects funded as 
part of the Impact program will be continued, at least in part; the 
prognosis if' unknown for another 25 projects. This projection is 
almost surely too high. First, some predictions may be over-optimistic. 
It is natural for persons deeply involved in programs to base their 
estimates partially on their enthusiasm and to believe projects will 
be continued simply because they are excellent and provide needed 
services. This, unfortunately, is not always the case. Second, it 
is very early to make predictions. Many of the projects for which 
predictions were made will be funded. for another year under Impact. 
Final project results are not even imminent. Third, the predictions 
were~enerally for immediate project continuation rather than long
term adoption. This means that if the projected source of funding 
identified was a lo~al or state government, long-term adoption is 
more likely than if the source of funding was a federal government 
agency or a combination of local and federal sources. (For approxi
mately 10 percent of the projects expected to be continued, funding 
is to be supplied at least partially by federal sources.) Finally, 
the projections for 7 of the 101 projects state that these projects 
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are to be continued in part only. Many other projects may, in fact, 
also be continued in part or at a reduced level. Also, many of the 
projects involved initial outlays for equipment and the cost for 
continuing these projects is considerably less. Thus, the 43 percent 
projected continuation figure may to a large extent apply to the 
adoption of concepts and the partial continuation of projects. Viewed 
from this perspective, the prognosis appears to be more realistic. 
Relatiyely inexpensive projects, and projects which involved large 
one-time costs, are likely to be continued. For projects requiring 
substantial additional funds, institutionalization, generally speaking, 
is much less probable. 

Table XXXVII below displays estimated institutionalization of 
projects by city, according to stj.rvey responses from Cr.ime Analysis 
Teams, SPAs, ROs and project directors. Some cities (e.g., Atlanta, 
Dallas, Denver, and St. Louis) expected high percentages of projects 
to be continued. In Denver, the number of projects expected to 
continue may be attributable to the overall success of the Denver 
program. In contrast, the ]arge number expected to continue in 
St. Louis is at least partially due to the fact that many of tl1~ 

projects in St. Louis were expansions of existing activiti~G. Con
tinuation, therefore, may actually indicate a return to the previous 
state, especially where equipment comprised a large share of the 
Impact funds. In Dallas, many of the projects were directed toward 
systems improvement and are therefore perhaps seen as more essential 
to continue than projec-ts implemented outside the system. Most of 
the proj ects expected to continue in Atlant8, also involve systems 
improvement. 

Of the 101 projects expected to be institutionalized, 67 percent 
are in the police, courts, and corrections areas. These areas cvntain 
63 percent of the projects implemented as part of the Impact program. 
The breakout by particular functional a.rea, however, does not simplv 
reflect emphases within the program. On the contrary, Impact imple
mented only 25 courit projects, yet 17 are expected to continue; this 
is the highest prop'o:r.tion (68 percent) of projects to be institution
alized of any functional area. In the police area, 37 projects 1 'e 
been implemented and 19 (51 percent) are expected to continue. 
However, in the juvenill: and adult cOrrections area where 84 proj,ects 
were implemented, only 31 (37 percent) are expected to continue. 

Thus, a higher pel:centage of proj ects is likely to be institution
alized in the police ar,\d courts areas than in the corrections areas. 
This may partially reflect the extent to which corrections projects 
involve costs for additional manpower, and partially, also, the lesser 
leverage of corrections in resource allocation decisions, and the 
weakness of the corrections constitvency presently mobilizable to 
affect those decisions. 
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TABLE XXXVII 
PROJECTED INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF PROJECTS BY CITY 

CITY NUHBER OF ENDED OR GOOD OR 
PROJECTS EXPECTED 

FAIR1 
HAS BEEN 

IMPLEHENTED UNKNOWN TO END CONTINUED 

ATLANTA 2.0 3 3 3 11 

BALTIHORE 27 6 0 17 6 

CLEVELAND 39 1 12 16 13 

DALLAS 19 0 3 4 11 

DENVER ~.~ 

;)( 2 2 9 22 

NEWARK 27 9 0 8 8 

PORTLAND 17 3 1 6 8 

ST. LOUIS 47 3. 6 14 22 

TOTAL 233 25 27 77 101 

1IF PROJECT TO BE TEMPORARILY CONTINUED UNDER LEAA FUNDING, PROGNOSIS 
IS GIVEN AS FAIR. 

2ROUNDED TO NEAREST PERCENT. 

3SPA GIVES THIS FIGURE AS 85 PERCENT. 

SOURCE: ALBRIGHT, E. J., AN EXAMINATION OF PROJECT INNOVATION AND 
INSTITUTIONALIZATION WITHIN THE IMPACT PROGRAM, 
THE HITRE CORPORATION, MTR-7096, DECEMBER 1975, PAGE 164. 

PERCENT 
EXPECTED 2 
TO CONTINUE 

55% 

22%3 

33% 

58~~ 

59% 

30% 

47% 

47% 

43% 
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Of the remctJ.nJ.ng projects expected to continue, 8 projects are 
prevention projects which are all directed toward youthful offenders 
or potential offenders. Combining these with the 15 juvenile cor
rections projects, 23 projects expected to continue are directed 
toward the Y0uthful offender, a major focus of the Impact program. 
In addition, 12 projects expected to be continued are in the community 
involvement area. These, combined with some of the prevention and 
other projects reflect the community orientation of the Impact program. 
Five street lighting projects are also expected to be institutionalized; 
these projects basically involve a one-time equipment cost, however, 
which renders them more likely to be institutionalized than other types 
of projects. The eight information system projects expected to continue 
also involve substantial one-time costs. 

Finally, of the 26 proj ects selected as innovative, it is inter'
esring to note that nearly two-thirds (17 proj.ects) are expected to 
be institutionalized. The prognosis is unknown for three projects. 
None of the innovative projects is expected to end, however, and the 
prognosis for seven of them is fair (three of thes6 will be continued 
temporarily under LEAA funding). 

The prognosis for the institutionalization of innovative projects 
(65 percent) is therefore considerably higher than the prognosis for 
all Impact projects (43 percent). This difference may reflect more 
careful development of innovative projects, involving agency and 
community participation. As preViously observed, the Crime Analysis 
Team often played an active role in the planning stages of innova
tive projects. Also reflected may be a difference in the perceived 
effectiveness of these projects, or in the interest generated in them 
because of their novelty. 

In sum, \07hile the present view of 43 percent of Impact projects 
institutionalized may well be optimistic, some lessons do appear 
from the foregoing findings: 

e contrary to the revenue-sharing experience, Impact cities 
have used federal monies in (useful) ways which they could 
not otherwise have afforded to do; there is little evidence 
that Impact monies were substituted for normal criminal 
justice expenditures; 

• institutionalization appears more likely for systems improve
ment, efficiency-oriented projects which did not target Impact 
crime-reduction goals than it does for those projects which 
did; 
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" institutionalization seems most likely of all for innovative 
proj ects; 

• given the problem of available funds in urban areas, there 
is a serious institutionalization argument for heavier statel 
county involvement in and acceptance of high-crime area 

,programs. 

G. Relevance and Feasibility of Program Innovations in Terms of 
Improved Criminal Justice System Capability: Some Conclusions 

What then can now be said about the Impact COPlE-cycle and thE' 
Crime Analysis Team? What difference did it make in terms of city 
criminal justice capabilities and in terms of overall crime control 
policy goals, for example, if the COPlE-cycle was performed well o' 
badly? (Major premises of Impact were that the COPIE-cycle and Team 
functions were feasible and could be performed readily in U. S. cities, 
that these tools would allow the measurement of project and program 
anti-crime effectiveness, that the knowledge of "what works l1 could 
be increased and disseminated, and that, over the long term, such 
improved quality, capability, knowledge and insight would work toward 
the reduction of crime.) It now appears evident that for those 
cities which were able to execute the major tasks and functions, the 
benefits seem to have been considerable. 

1. Relevance 

The crime-oriented planning process, adequately performed, 
brought a clearer focus on problems and needs, a better basis for 
justifying funding behavior, a sharp decrease in 11 0 ff·-the-shelf" 
projects when priority problems were well substantiated by data and 
analysis (e.g., in Atlanta, Denver, Newark and Portland). Even in 
those cities where the effort to implement the cycle was less than 
whole-hearted, there is today considerably more data collection am 
analysis being done by criminal justice planners, by police, courts 
and corrections people than before Impact (in Baltimore, Dallas and 
St. Louis, for example). 

The crime-oriented planning process brought new tools, then, but 
also a new kind of professionalism, of breadth in thinking about 
criminal justice problems. Many agency planners, for example, had to 
deal with projections, strategies and tactics on a scale they had 
never experienced before. Further, the COPIE-cycle brought exposure 
to what other people around the country were doing in planning and 
evaluation--not only in criminal justice but in:other social program 
areas as well-- and this exposure made them aware of other options 
and choices which could be applied locally. (Thi? was especially true 
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in Portland, in Denver, in Dallas and in Atlanta.) An important 
benefit of the COPIE-cycle/CAT initiative, therefore, was a by
product of the wider dissemination of ideas which accompanied the 
program. 

Evaluation planning acted in a similar way. It forced some new 
thinking about what a project was supposed to accomplish, an improved 
understanding of how activities needed to fit together to achieve 
targeted objectives. (This was evidenced by component revisions and 
grant application changes--especially in Atlanta, Denver ~nd Portland.) 
Evaluation planning also helped cities to identify gaps in data and 
in system information because they were obliged to specify data 
sources. In this way they came to realize that they needed to follow 
up on their offenders to know what was happening to them (in terms of 
rehabilitation, re-arrest and/or re-conviction) in order to have a 
basis for comparison with project outcomes. Denver and Atlanta both 
conducted recidivism studies, to be used as baselines for at"'essing 
proj ect effects. Portland 1 s vict .. mization study fulfilled a n.eed 
for data recognized early on in tr.e program. 

Management use of evaluation findings as a tool for dec -; sion
making (with respect to project refunding, modification, or phase-
out) appears to have taken hold at least to some degree in most 
Impact cities. Between the beginn';ng of the program and the present 
writing, this use increased prog13sively and markedly, at top 
management levels. Evaluation findings now serve routinely in Denver, 
Atlanta, Dallas and St. Louis as inputs to project refunding decisions. 
Baltimore's progress reports also are fed back into the SPA refunding 
process. Experience with this effort, however, has led St. Louis and 
Portland city deCision-makers, among others, to express some dis
satisfaction with "over-quantified, over-sophisticated" evaluations 
as vehicles for decision-making, and to ask their evaluators for 
"a simpler model" on which to base budgetary and other decisions. 
This clearly has policy implications for future evaluative efforts. 
Another problem is that the utilization of evaluation findings has 
been somewhat confined to top management levels (agency directors or 
city officials, for example, rather than project directors); it is 
not clear that adaptation and adoption has been thorough-·going at 
middle management levels. This is due, perhaps, to a feeling among 
project directors, for example, that they have little to gain from 
evaluative findings of success, and a great deal to lose from 
findings of failure. However, the continuously increasing demand by 
top-level agency and city managers has developed pressure toward 
evaluation within agencies, and thereby increased administrative 
receptivity and acceptance at all levels. 
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Improvement has also been seen in the way that evaluation findings 
are being iteratively provided to project implementers for their action. 
Most evaluation reports reviewed to date have specified operational 
recommendations, and MITRE has noted that projects with multiple 
reports featuring such recommendations have often been reorganized 
or changed, to conform to those recommendations (e.g., Denver, 
St. Louis, Dallas, Atlanta). 

In the area of agency coordination, the COPIE-cycle, as executed 
by the Crime Analysis Team, spurred an awareness (via the sharing of 
services like data bases or urinalysis testing, for example) of a 
mutual need for cooperation. Awareness is also increasing of the 
effect one agency's activities may have on another's, and on the 
criminal justice system generally. Where the referral system has 
worked (as in Denver), positive interactions have greatly increased 
among court, probation, parole, and police agencies. Community input 
into the criminal justice planning process improved in all Impact 
cities but one, and Crime Analysis Teams were instrumental in helping 
to develop innovative projects or project components focusing on 
community initiatives. 

Still further, but from another perspective, the problems 
experienced by cities where the COPIE-cycle was not well performed, 
provide more evidence reinforcing the relationships observed. An 
initial crime-oriented planning failure to collect data, and to sub
stantiate crime problems and priorities rationally, deprived cities 
of the increased criminal-justice capabilities and benefits found to 
accompany an adequate COPIE-cycle performance. On the contrary, as 
implementation proceeded, it became clear that the first planning 
gaps led, in varying degrees, to!. 

• priority uncertainties; 

• loss of an important opportunity for interagency coordination 
via sharing and bartering techniques (see Chapter VII); 

• lack of baseline data for evaluation; 

• inadequate evaluation; 

• failure to affect and modify projects in a timely way via 
evaluation feedback, and above all, 

• inability to assess and identify anti-crime project achieve
ments. 
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I While it is true that all the cities which made a serious effort 
to execute the COPIE-cycle did not have uniformly excellent results, 
many of their problems were due to factors exogenous to that effort, 
and many of these problems could have been remedied had they been 
understood and addressed in time. 

In the case of Newark, for example, where crime-oriented planning 
was very w~ll done, there were special circumstances (see Chapter Vs 
and Chapter VII above). Even with these, it seems likely that if 
the Crime Analysis Team's evaluator had stayed on, or if another one 
had been found rapidly, Newark and LEAA would have a much better idea 
today of the effectiveness of Newark's anti-crime efforts. 

In Atlanta and Portland also, there were problems relating to 
the role of the SPA, ~hich slowed implementation just as they did in 
Baltimore, with the difference that--in Atlanta and Portland--the 
CaPlE-cycle meant a signal improvement in capabilities, whereas in 
Baltimore the lack of baseline data and bases of comparison made it 
impossible to measure the anti-crime achievements of most Baltimore 
projects. Timely clarifications of the precise limits of SPA 
authority and responsibility under Impact would have helped matters; 
such clarification is a requirement for any future program. 

~inally Denver, which executed a remarkable performance of the 
CaPlE-cycle and produced from it a considerable array of benefits, 
managed to achieve its reasonable implementation speed only through 
large amounts of overtime work by the Denver Team. It seems evident 
now that more time is required for sound planning and evaluation 
than was believed necessary at the beginning of Impact. 

It thus appears that although some remediation will be necessary 
for future programs (in the area of technical assistance in evaluation, 
of clarification of the SPA role, and of time periods specifically 
allocated for crime-oriented and evaluation planning) for example), 
the Impact CaPlE-cycle and CAT innovations have clearly shown their 
relevance for improvements in criuQnal justice capabilities. 

2. Feasibility 

The analyses presented in Chapters VI, VII and VIII show that: 

o All of the cities installed Crime Analysis Teams, performed 
crime-oriented planning, produced master and evaluation 
plans, implemented anti-crime projects and programs, and 
evaluated more than half of them. 
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• Four of the cities (Atlanta, Denver, Newark and Portland) 
were capable of sound crime-oriented planning; another city 
(Dallas) made only a middling effort at first, but soon 
recognized gaps and omissions and moved both to correct them 
and to improve planning capabilities generally. It seems 
likely that Cleveland and St. Louis could have done as well 
as any of the best planners among the cities had they not 
opted for ultra-rapid implementation. Baltimore alone appears 
to have had a real feasibility problem in planning, posed by 
the autonomy of the police function in that city, and the 
consequent inability of the CAT to access police data. 

• Five of the cities (St. Louis, Dallas, Cleveland, Newark 
and Denver) were able to translate funds into operational 
projects rapidly and well. Atlanta, Baltimore and Portland, 
however, were troubled by delays which could, in many cases, 
have been reduced or eliminated had problems been signalled 
in time and projects adequately monitored and reviewed on an 
on-going basis. Implementation insufficiencies, in Impact, 
appeared to be more a function of management gaps than of 
inherent difficulties in the implementation process itself. 

o Evaluation, which had been a big question-mark for Impact 
program planners, turned out to be both a realistic expectation 
and generally feasible within the context of an action
oriented anti-crime program. The state of knowledge dis
semination in the evaluation art was perhaps the biggest 
influence on the quality of the evaluations executed. This 
is evidenced by differences in performance according to 
project focus (showing more evaluation expertise and experience 
in some areas than in others), by inadequacies (many of thew 
remediable) in the evaluation documents reviewed, and by the 
steady progress made in almost all the cities over the life 
of the program. 

In sum, given the benefits accruing to those cities which are 
effectively executing the COPIE-cycle and performing the Crime Analysis 
Team function, and given also the failure to accrue those benefits 
.• hen these two elements have been absent or faltering, it seems 
reasonable to infer not only that these program innovations: 

• are relevant, useful and feasible, given technical assistance 
and systematic monitoring, but also that they; 

• provide new and important tools for the measurement of anti
crime effectiveness; 
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• ~nsure that federal dollars are addressing real crime 
problems across locally-determined priorities; 

• generate better projects (via feedback from evaluation); 

o are generally replicable (again, with technical assistance) 
in U. S. cities; an~ 

• promise, with their dissemination, notable increases in the 
capabilities of the criminal justice system to control crime. 
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TABLE XXXVIII 
TWENTY·SIX INNOVATIVE PROJECTS FUNDED 

UNDER THE IMPACT PROGRAM 

YOUTH SERVICE DELIVERY 

1-4. SYSTEM OF YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS (YSBS) - 4 PROJECTS DENVER 

IN EACH QUADRANT OF THE CITY, A YSB WAS ESTABLISHED IN ORDER TO 
COORDINATE THE REFERRAL OF YOUTH DIVERTED FROM THE CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE SYSTEM CITY-WIDE. THE YSBS WORK CLOSELY WITH MANY OF 
THE JUVENILE PROJECTS FUNDED UNDER IMPACT, WHICH RECEIVE THEIR 
REFERRALS. THE ORGANIZATION (CITY-WIDE) AND THE COORDINATION 
AMONG THE YSBS ARE INNOVATIVE. 

5. CLEVELAND YOUTH NEIGHBORHOOD COORDINATORS CLEVELAND 

THE YOUTH NEIGHBORHOOD COORDINATORS PROJECT WAS IMPLEMENTED AS 
PART OF CLEVELAND'S DIVERSION AND REHABILITATION PROGRAM TO 
COORDINATE YOUTH SERVICE DELIVERY THROUGHOUT CLEVELAND. THE 
INNOVATIVE ASPECT IS THE ORGANIZATIONAL APPROACH (I.E., CITY
WIDE THROUGH THE UTILIZATION OF 9 SOCIAL SERVICE PLANNING AREAS). 
THE INTENT IS TO AVOID DUPLICATION OF SERVICES AND TO IDENTIFY 
SERVICE NEEDS IN EACH OF THE PLANNING AREAS. 

JUVENILE PROGRAMS 

6. YOUTH SERVICES PROGRAM DALLAS 

THE YOUTH SERVICES PROGRAM PROVIDES A RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES FOR 
POLICE TO USE IN HANDLING JUVENILES. THESE INCLUDE POSITIVE 
CONTACTS BY POLICE OFFICERS, COUNSELING, EDUCATION, DRUG EDUCA
TION, RECREATION, THE PROFESSIONAL ASSISTANCE OF PSYCHIATRISTS 
AND PSYCHOLOGISTS WHEN NEEDED, AND THE UTILIZATION OF COMMUNITY 
RESOURCES. THE COMPREHENSIVENESS OF THE PROGRAM AND THE FORMAL
IZED USE OF CONTRACT SERVICES ARE INNOVATIVE. 

7. YOUTH DEVELOPMENT AND CORRECTIONS DALLAS 

THIS PROJECT ALSO PROVIDES THE DALLAS POLICE DEPARTMENT WITH A 
RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES FOR USE IN DEALING WITH JUVENILES. IT 
DIFFERS FROM YOUTH SERVICES IN TWO RESPECTS: 

(A) IT IS DIRECTED TOWARD REPEAT RATHER THAN FIRST OFFENDERS; 
AND 
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TABLE XXXVIII (CONTINUED) 

7. YOUTH DEVELOPMENT AND CORRECTIONS (CONTINUED) DALLAS 

(B) THE EMPPASIS IS ON ESTABLISHING CLOSE RELATIONSHIPS AND ON 
RECREATION RATHER THAN ON PROVIDING SHORT-TERM COUNSELING 
AND TAKING ACTIONS TO MEET SPECIFIC NEEDS. 

THE INNOVATIVE FEATURES ARE THE ACTIVE RECRUITMENT OF REPEAT 
OFF:NDERS INTO THE PROGRt\M AND THE ONE-ON-ONE RELATIONSHIP 
BE~EEN OFFICERS AND YOUTH IN ONE COMPONENT. 

8. PROJECT INTERCEPT DENVER 

INTERCEPT IS AN INTERVENTION PROJECT WHICH EMPLOYS TECHNIQUES 
OF BEHAVIOR MODIFICATION TO CHANGE THE BEHAVIOR PATTERNS OF 
YOUTH. THE PROGRAM FOCUSES ON THE YOUTH'S FAMILY, THE PEER 
GROUP, AND THE ACADEMIC ENVIRONMENT. THE INNOVATIVE ASPECTS 
ARE: 

(A) THE USE OF VIDEO TAPE TO RECORD FAMILY COUNSELING SESSIONS; 

(B) THE INTEGRATION OF THE REMEDIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM INTO THE 
SCHOOL DAY; AND 

(C) THE TRAINING OF COMMUNITY PARAPROFESSIONALS AS THERAPISTS. 

ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS 

9. NEW PRIDE DENVER 

NEW PRIDE IS A COMMUNITY-BASED PROJECT INVOLVING A WORK-STUDY 
PROGRAM TO SERVE AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO INSTITUTIONALIZATION FOR 
JUVENILE OFFENDERS. ONE INNOVATIVE ASPECT OF NEW PRIDE IS THE 
OFFERING OF INTEGRATED EDUCATIONAL, PSYCHOLOGICAL AND SOCIAL 
SERVICES. THE OTHER ASPECT IS THE EXTENSIVE, HIGHLY STRUCTURED 
VOLUNTEER COMPONENT WHICH HAS BECOME AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE 
PROJECT. 

10. PORT OF BALTIMORE SEA SCHOOL BALTIMORE 

THE PORT OF BALTIMORE SEA SCHOOL IS A WORK-STUDY PROGRAM FOR 
16 TO 18 YEAR OLD MALES miD SHOW THE NECESSARY INTEREST AND 
APTITUDE TO PARTICIPATE IN A PROGRAM ORIENTED TOWARD MARITI~lli 
CAREERS. THE INTEGRATED APPROACH, WHICH OFFERS COUNSELING, 
EDUCATIONAL, AND VOCATIONAL SERVICES, IS ALSO INNOVATIVE. 



TABLE XXXVIII (CONTINUED) 

11. PROVIDENCE EDUCATION CENTER ST. LOUIS 

PROVIDENCE EDUCATION CENTER IS A NON-RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL AND 
RESOCIALIZATION CENTER :FOR ADJUDICATED DELINQUENTS. BASED ON 
AN INITIAL DIAGNOSIS, THE CENTER'S TREATMENT TEAM (I.E., SOCIAL 
WORKER, TEACHER, TEACHING ASSISTANT, }J~D COUNSELOR) DEVELOPS A 
COORDINATED PROGRAM DESIGNED TO IMPROVE THE CLIENT'S ACADEMIC 
AND SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT SKILLS. THIS INTEGRATED APPROACH, SOME
WHAT SIMILAR TO THAT OF NEW PRIDE AND THE PORT OF BALTIMORE SEA 
SCHOOL, IS INNOVATIVE. 

JUVENILE PROBATION AND PAROLE 

12. COMMUNITY OUTREACH PROBATION EXPERIMENT (COPE) DENVER 

COPE PROVIDES DECENTRALIZED PROBATION SERVICES FOR JUVENILES 
THROUGH THE MERGER OF THE JUVENILE COURT FIELD PROBATION 
DIVISION AND THE YOUTH COALITION, A COMMUNITY PROGRAM WITH AN 
EMPHASIS ON RECREATION AND CHILD ADVOCACY (PREVIOUSLY FUNDED 
BY HEW). THE EMPHASIS IS ON INFORMAL RELATIONSHIPS, AND ON 
RECREATION AND CULTURAL ACTIVITIES. THE INNOVATIVE FEATURES 
ARE THE TEAM APPROACH, UTILIZING PARAPROFESSIONALS AT OUTREACH 
CENTERS AND THE 1ICAREER LADDER1I PROVIDED FOR COMMUNITY-RESIDENT 
PARAPROFESSIONALS TO ENTER THE PROBATION DEPARTI.1ENT. 

13. CASE MANAGEMENT CORRECTIONS SERVICES PORTLAND 

CASE MANAGEMENT IS A COMMUNITY-BASED PROJECT THAT PROVIDES 
INTENSIVE PROBATION SUPERVISION AND COUNSELING TO JUVENILES 
BETWEEN THE AGES OF 10 AND 17. THE CASEWORKER NOT ONLY 
FREQUENTLY SEES THE CLIENTS, BUT ALSO THE PARENTS, EMPLOYERS 
AND SG00L PERSONNEL. THE CASEWORKER IS CONSIDERED A lICASE 
MANAGEK" AND IS GIVEN RELATIVE FREED0l1 AND AUTONOMY IN THE 
MANAGEIYIENT OF HIS CASELOAD. THE AUTONOMY AND RESULTANT FLEX
IBILITY TO RESPOND TO PROGRAM AND INDIVIDUAL CLIENT NEEDS ARE 
INNOVATIVE, ESPECIALLY REGARDING THE PURCHASE OF SERVICES. 
CONTRACT SERVICES ARE USED IN THE FOLLOWING AREAS: 

(A) EDUCATION, TRAINING, AND JOB PLACEMENT; 

(B) DIAGNOSTIC SERVICES; 

(C) HEALTH AND SOCIAL CARE; AND 

(D) GENERAL EMERGENCIES. 
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TABLE XXXVIII (CONTINUED) 

14. INTENSIVE CARE, TRAINING, AND UNIFIED 
REHABILITATION EFFORT (PROJECT PICTURE) 

PCRTLAND 

PROJECT PICTURE IS AN AFTER-CARE SERVICE MODEL PROVIDING 
COMMUNITY PLANNING AND SERVICES FOR YOUTH COMMITTED BY THE 
JUVENILE COURT TO CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS DURING AND AFTER 
THEIR INSTITUTIONAL STAY. A TREATMENT TEAM WORKS TO COORDI
NATE HEALTH PLANNING, EDUCATIONAL NEEDS AND PROGRA}IS, Er1PLOY
MENT TRAINING AND JOB REFERRALS, FAMILY COUNSELING, OUT-OF-HOME 
CARE AND GROUP HOME PLACEt1ENT, AND RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES. A 
TYPICAL TREATMENT TEAM MIGHT CONSIST OF tHE AFTERCARE OFFICER, 
PARENTS, INVOLVED RELATIVES, A MEMBER OF THE PICTURE RESOURCE 
STAFF AND EMPLOYERS OR SCHOOL PERSONNEL. THE INNOVATIVE FEATURES 
ARE THE USE OF THE TREATMENT TEAM APPROACH AND THE ASSIGNMENT OF 
THE AFTERCARE WORKER TO TIiE CLIENT UPON THE CLIENT'S COMMITMENT. 

ADULT PROBATION AND PAROLE 

15. INTENSIVE PROBATION AND PAROLE SUPERVISION DENVER 

THIS PROJECT IS A COMMUNITY-BASED PROBATION AND PAROLE PROJECT 
OFFERING SERVICES TO ADULT PROBATIONERS AND PAROLEES AT THREE 
NEIGHBORHOOD CENTERS. PROJECT PERSONNEL INTEGRATE THEIR 
SERVICES CLOSELY WITH NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES AND TREATMENT CENTERS. 
SERVICES ARE THEREBY PROVIDED ON A MORE TIMELY BASIS THAN IS 
POSSIBLE IN A CENTRAL OFFICE. THE INNOVATIVE ASPECT IS THE 
EXTENT OF THE COORDINATION OF PROBATION AND PAROLE, WITH JOINT 
SERVICES PROVIDED FOR BOTH PROBATION AND PAROLE CASELOADS IN A 
COMMUNITY-BASED ENVIRONMENT. 

16. FIELD SERVICES PORTLAND 

FIELD SERVICES IS A PROBATION AND PAROLE SUPERVISION PROJECT 
THAT PROVIDES INCREASED SERVICES TO ADULT PROBATIONERS AND 
PAROLEES. IT IS ONE OF 6 ADULT CORRECTIONS PROJECTS IMPLE
MENTED UNDER I~WACT BY THE OREGON STATE CORRECTIONS DIVISION. 
THESE PROJECTS ARE HIGHLY INTEGRATED AND REPRESENT A COl~RE
HENSIVE REORGM~IZATION AND UPGRADING OF ADULT CORRECTIONAL 
SERVICES IN PORTLAND. THE CASE MANAGER PARTICIPATES IN A 
TREATMENT CONSISTING OF smm COMBINATION OF COUNSELORS, HUMAN 
RESOURCE AIDES, VOLUNTEERS, STUDENTS, AND EX-OFFENDERS. EACH 
TEAM HANDLES A CASELOAD. THE INNOVATIVE FEATURES ARE THE 
CLIENT ADVOCACY ROLE, UTILIZED BY THE TREATMENT TEAM, THE 
ABILITY TO PURCHASE SERVICES AND THE INTEGRATION OF THE FIELD 
STAFF WITH THE OTHER CORRECTIONS PROJECTS. 
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COURT-RELATED PROJECTS 

17. COUNSEL FOR INDIGENTS CLEVELAND 

THE COUNSEL FOR INDIGENTS PROJECT ADDED EIGHT ATTORNEYS AND 
SEVERAL LAW STUDENTS AND OTHER SUPPORT STAFF TO THE DEFENDER'S 
OFFICE OF THE LEGAL AID SOCIETY. THE PURPOSE WAS TO PROVIDE 
DEFENSE COUNSEL FOR INDIGENT DEFENDANTS. (COUNSEL FOR INDIGENTS 
WAS ONE PROJECT OF THE PRE-TRIAL DELAY COMPONENT OF THE 
CLEVELAND ADJUDICATION PROGRAM; THE OTHER PROJECTS WERE VISITING 
JUDGES AND COUNTY PROSECUTORS OFFICE.) THE INNOVATIVE FEATURE 
OF THIS PROJECT IS THE METHOD OF ASSIGNMENT OF ATTORNEYS WHICH 
IS A MODIFICATION OF THE INDIVIDUAL ASSIGNMENT METHOD. 

18. LEGAL AIDES FOR POLICE DALLAS 

LEGAL AIDES FOR POLICE INVOLVES THE ASSIGNMENT OF FOUR ASSISTANT 
CITY ATTORNEYS TO ADVISE TIlE DALLAS POLICE DEPARTMENT. THE 
ATTORNEYS WORK CLOSELY WITH POLICE OFFICERS TO ASSIST AND 
COUNSEL THEM REGARDING COURT-RELATED WORK. ACTIVITIES INCLUDE 
THE REVIEW OF ALL PROSECUTION REPORTS, IN-SERVICE TRAINING OF 
POLICE PERSONNEL, AND ASSISTANCE IN THE PREPARATION OF 
AFFIDAVITS FOR ARREST AND SEARCH WARRANTS. THE ASSIGNMENT OF 
ATTORNEYS TO ASSIST POLICE OFFICERS ON A DAILY BASIS IS 
INNOVATIVE. 

19. ST. LOUIS COURT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT ST. LOUIS 

THE ST. LOUIS COURT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT INVOLVES A DIRECTOR A11D 
STAFF THAT WORK WITH THE ST. LOUIS COMMITTEE ON COURTS (A NOT
FOR-PP.DFIT GROUP COMPRISED OF JUDGES, ATTORNEYS, AND OTHER 
CITIZE~S). THE COMMITTEE SERVES AS A COMMUNICATION CHANNEL 
FOR VARIOUS ELEMENTS OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM. THE 
OVERALL GOAL OF THE COMMITTEE IS THE IMPROVEMENT OF THE JUDICIAL 
SYSTEM IN ST. LOUIS. UNDER IMPACT, THE COMMITTEE WAS CHARGED 
WITH THE TASK OF RESEARCHING THE LATEST DEVELOPMENTS IN-COURT 
ADMINISTRATION AND OTHER AREAS AND WITH MAKING RECOMMENDATIONS 
FOR THE OPERATION OF COURT-RELATED AGENCIES. THE OPERATION DF 
A PRIVATE ORGANIZATION CLOSELY TIED TO THE COURTS, BUT OUTSIDE 
THE CRIMINAL ~JSTICE SYSTEM REPRESENTS AN INNOVATIVE MECHANISM 
FOR CHANGE WT,THIN THE COURT SYSTEM. 
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RAPE-FOCUSEb PROJECTS 

20. RAPE PREVENTION PROGRAM DENVER 

THE RAPE PREVENTION PROGRAM, SPONSORED BY THE DIVISION OF 
PSYCHIATRIC SERVICES OF THE DENVER DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HOSPITALS~ HAS THE OVERALL GOAL OF REDUCING REPORTED AND 
UNREPORTED RAPE IN DENVER. THE PROGRAM HAS THREE COMPONENTS: 

(A) RESEARCH ON THE CRIME OF RAPE; 

(B) PUBLIC EDUCATION TO ALERT POTENTIAL OFFENDERS; AND 

(C) EVALUATION AND TREATI1ENT OF OFFENDERS. 

THE INNOVATIVE ASPECTS ARE THE CITY-INITIATED RESEARCH AND THE 
SUBSEQUENT EDUCATION EFFORTS UNDERTAKEN, AS WELL AS THE LOCATION 
OF THE PROJECT WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HOSPITALS, 
FROM WHICH PROJECT PERSONNEL ASSIST AND WORK WITH THE VARIOUS 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCIES. 

21. RESEARCH, ADVOCACY, PREVENTION AND EDUCATION (RAPE) PORTLAND 

THE RAPE PROJECT, SPONSORED BY THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S OFFICE, 
EMPHASIZES SUCCESSFUL INVESTIGATION AND PROSECUTION OF THE 
RAPIST, ASSISTANCE TO THE VICTIMS, AND PUBLIC EDUCATION. THE 
PRIMARY EMPHASIS, HOWEVER, IS ON HELPING Jilin WORKING WITH THE 
VICTIM. THE INNOVATIVE FEATURES ARE: 

(A) THE POSITION AND FUNCTIONS OF THE VICTIM ADVOCATE, A STAFF 
MEMBER OF THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S OFFICE, WHO ASSISTS THE 
RAPE VICTIM THROUGH THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESS; AND 

(B) COORDINATED TRAINING WORKSHOPS FOR POLICE PERSONNEL .ruND 
DEPUTY DISTRICT ATTORNEYS. 

22 • ANTI-RAPE UNIT ATLANTA 

THE ANTI-RAPE UNIT, AS PART OF THE ATLANTA POLICE DEPARTMENT, 
IS DESIGNED TO IMPROVE THE TREA~mNT OF RAPE VICTIMS, INCREASE 
THE NUMBER OF RAPES REPORTED, AND INCREASE THE CONVICTION RATE. 
COMPONENTS ARE: 

(A) TRAINING INVESTIGATORS IN COUNSELING TECHNIQUES AND INVESTI
GATIVE SKILLS; 
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22. ANTI-RAPE UNIT (CONTINUED) ATLANTA 

(B) EQUIPMENT AND OFFICE SPACE AWAY FROM POLICE HEADQUARTERS 
TO ELIMINATE VICTIM EMBARRASSMENT; 

(C) A MOBILE CRIME UNIT USED FOR TALKING WITH WITNESSES AND 
COLLECTING EVIDENCE AT THE SCENE OF THE CRIME; 

CD) A PUBLIC AWARENESS PROGRAM; A1~ 

(E) A COUNSELING SERVICE. 

THE INNOVATIVE ASPECTS ARE THE USE OF OFFICE SPACE AWAY FROM 
HEADQUARTERS AND THE UTILIZATION OF AN INVESTIGATION VAN. 

23. RAPE ANALYSIS AND INVESTIGATION UNIT NEWARK 

THE RAPE UNIT IN NEWARK, SIMILAR TO THE UNITS IN PORTLAND AND 
ATLANTA, IS DESIGNED TO IMPROVE CRIMINAL JUSTICE RESOURCES FOR 
THE PURPOSE OF IDENTIFYING AND PROSECUTING RAPE OFFENDERS AS 
WELL AS PROVIDING SERVICES TO VICTIMS. IN ORDER TO ENCOURAGE 
REPORTING~ PROCEDURES HAVE BEEN CHANGED TO MAKE REPORTING EASIER 
FOR THE VICTIM. A SPECIAL PROSECUTOR IS BEING ADDED TO THE 
COUNTY PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE TO HANDLE RAPE CASES EXCLUSIVELY. 
OTHER COMPONENTS INCLUDE A PUBLIC EDUCATION PROGRM1 AND SPECIAL 
TRAINING FOR MEMBERS OF THE RAPE UNIT APART FROM THE OFFICIAL 
POLICE DEPARTMENT FACILITIES. 

ASSISTANCE TO ELDERLY AND OTHER CRIME VICTIMS 

24. SENIOR CITIZENS AGAINST THIEVERY BALTIMORE 

THIS PROJECT WAS DEVELOPED TO HELP OLDER RESIDENTS OF BALTIMORE 
TEACH EACH OTHER TO FIGHT CRIME; IT WAS DESIGNED TO REDUCE THE 
FEARS OF THE ELDERLY AS WELL AS TO TEACH THEM METHODS OF SELF
PROTECTION. THE MAYOR'S COORDINATING COUNCIL ON CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE (CRIME ANALYSIS TEAM), WITH THE WAXTER CENTER, THE 
CITY POLICE AND THE CITIES' COMMISSION ON AGING AND RETIREMENT, 
DEVELOPED THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM. THE INNOVATIVE ASPECT IS THE 
PARTICIPATION OF THE OLDER RESIDENTS, WHO ACT OUT SIMULATED 
ROBBERIES AND ASSAULTS WHICH ARE VIDEOTAPED TO BE USED AS PART 
OF THE TRAINING SESSIONS. TEAMS OF ELDERLY CITIZENS, CITY 
PERSONNEL AND COLLEGE STUDENTS VISIT "GOLDEN AGE" CLUBS, ETC. 
TO DEJ:10NSTRATE TECHNIQUES OF SELF-PROTECTION AND DISTRIBUTE 
y.tATERIALS • 
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25. COMMUNITY HEALTH VICTIM SUPPORT DENVER 

THE VICTIM SUPPORT PROJECT IS AN EXPANSION OF THE VISITING 
NURSE SERVICE PROGR&~ TO OFFER ADDITIONAL FOLLOW-UP SERVICES 
TO THE VICTIMS OF RAPE OF ALL AGES AND ELDERLY VICTIMS OF STREET 
ASSAULT. THE PROJECT ATTEMPTS TO COORDINATE VICTIM SUPPOR~ 
EFFORTS OF THE POLICE, THE COURTS, AND DENVER GENERAL HOSPITAL, 
AND NURSES MAKE FOLLOW-UP VISITS TO IDENTIFY AND MEET THE NEBDS 
OF THE VICTIM AND/OR THE FA1~LY BY PROVIDING EMOTIONAL SUPPORT, 
NURSING CARE, COUNSELING, F~FERRAL TO CO~~NITY SERVICES, ETC., 
AS NEEDED. THIS PROJECT REPRESENTS AN INNOVATIVE EXPANSION OF 
A SERVICE THAT ALREADY EXISTS IN MANY CITIES. 

POLICE-COMMUNITY RELATIONS 

26. TARGET HARDENING THROUGH OPPORTUNITY REDUCTION (THOR) ATLANTA 

THOR IS A PUBLIC EDUCATION PROGRAM, SPONSORE.D BY THE ATLANTA 
POLICE DEPARTMENT, AIMED AT THE PREVENTION OF BURGLARY, ROBBERY, 
AND RAPE. NINE INFORMATION CENTERS HAVE BEEN ESTABLISHED 
THROUGHOUT THE CITY FROM WHICH PATROLMEN, CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES, 
AND CITIZEN VOLUNTEERS PERFORM VARIOUS CRIME PREVENTION EDUCATION 
ACTIVITIES. THESE INCLUDE: 

(A) COMMERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAL SECURITY SURVEYS; 

(B) PUBLIC EDUCATION AND AWARENESS PROGRAMS; AND 

(C) A PROPERTY IDENTIFICATION PROGRAM. 

ALSO PERFORMED IS RESEARCH ON THE PROBLEMS OF FALSE ALARMS AND 
THE ESTABLISH1~NT OF MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR SECURITY DEVICES. 
THE INNOVATIVE ASPECT IS THE COMPREHENSIVE ORGANIZATION OF 
FO~lliRLY AD HOC ACTIVITIES THROUGH THE NEIGHBORHOOD INFORMATION 
CENTERS. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Part I of this report explored crime control policy contexts, 
program expectations, conflicts and constraints, as well as city 
status prior to Impact. The five chapters in that section were thus 
devoted to the development of general baseline information of various 
types against which program progress could be measured. The three 
chapters of Part II then examined the question of the feasibility and 
relevance of the CaPlE-cycle and Crime Analysis Team initiatives for 
improving criminal justice system capabilities. 

Analysis in Chapter VI focused on one aspect of feasibility: 
the capacity of cities and Crime Analysis Teams to generate the pro
ducts and activities associated with the CaPlE-cycle. This examina
tion of program dimensions established that, in terms of quantity, 
proportion and kind, cities did, in fact, respond to the Impact 
initiative in the following ways, program-wide: 

• 233 anti-crime projects were developed in the eight cities; 

• funding awards totalled about $140 million; 

• largest amounts went to police projects which received $47 
million (33 percent) of the federal funds, and corrections 
projects which received $42 million (31 percent); 

• the primary focus of Impact, as determined by city funding 
priorities, was on recidivism reduction ($58 million, or 
42 percent), with $44 million (or 31 percent) going toward 
a crime-reduction focus and $38 million (or 27 percent) to 
systems improvement; 

• all cities prepared Impact master plans and evaluation plans; 

• evaluation plans and reports were developed for over 60 percent 
of Impact projects; 

• the larger number of recidivism-focused projects (106 of the 
233 total, see page 164) meant that the greatest number of 
evaluation plans and reports were generated in this area, 
and that, in consequence, the biggest share of evaluative 
attention was concentrated on the problem of demonstrating 
recidivism reduction. 

In terms of the expected program effects posited in Part I (see 
especially Chapter III), the findings of Chapter VI were that, as 
anticipated: 
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• program slippage occurred, resulting in program extensions; 

e the orientation toward crime-reduction and police projects 
appeared to be dampened by fiscal incentives toward 
corrections projects; however, city priorities also played 
an important role; 

• rapid implementers ended up with more total Impact funding 
than slower imp1ementers (independent of quality); and 

• court projects, research and data handling systems had been 
de-emphasized. 

Unanticipated effects were that: 

• juvenile prevention/corrections and community involvement 
emphases were maintained (despite conflicts and program 
goals); 

• some cities strayed from their expressed priorities; and 

• at least one city's program adhered neither to its owq 
articulated priorities nor to those of the program. 

Chapter VII looked at the feasibility and relevance of the Impact 
initiative from the perspective of quality, examining the program in 
each city in terms of seven variables: 

o crime-oriented planning, 

• implementation, 

• evaluation planning and reporting, 

• agency coordination, 

• community involvement, 

• project innovation, and 

• project institutionalization. 

Key findings of the analysis for each city were given above 
(see Chapter VII and the chapter summary, pages 186-187). In general, 
it Wi;l.S found that: 

• Atlanta, Denver, Newark, and Portland put strong emphasis on 
sound crime-oriented planning; 
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• Cleveland, Dallas and St. Louis concentrated on rapid 
implementation; 

• Portland, Baltimore and Atlanta were slower-than-average 
implementers; 

• Atlanta, Denver, and Portl.and performed project-level evalua
tion of high quality; 

• Cleveland~ Dallas, Denver and Newark notably improved 
their criminal justice agency coordination; 

• most cities increased (or generated n .. ;: r~echanisms for 
citizen input into the criminal justi!.;.;';' planning process; 

a every city developed innovative project features; however, 
Denver, Portland and Dallas had more of these than the 
other cities; and 

• all of the cities expected to see at least some of their 
proj ects continue with munic,ipal funding. 

Chapter VIII completed the qualitative assessment of the COPIE
cycle and the Crime Analysis Team, via program-wide analyses of the 
seven variables and some of their inter-relationships. Two conclu
sions were reached; first, that the innovations were generally 
feasible, and second, that they were relevant and useful for improving 
criminal justice system capabilities. Among the various pieces of 
evidence supporting these two conclusions are the following: 

o All of the cities were able to install Crime Analysis Teams, 
perform crime-oriented planning, produce master and evalua
tion plans, implement anti-crime projects and programs, and 
evaluate more than 60 percent of them. 

• In terms of crime-oriented planning: Four of the cities 
executed the effort successfully; another city recognized 
data gaps and other problems and improved its planning capa
bilities over the course of thE program. Two other cities 
possessed the capabil1-ty to perform sound crime-oriented 
planning but concentrated instead on rapid implementation. 
Only one city had a feasibili~blem in planning and this 
was in the police area. It was caused by the relative 
autonomy of the police function in that city, and resulted 
in the inability of the CAT to access police data. 

• In terms of implementation: Five of the cities translated 
funds into operations rapidly and well. The three others 
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were impeded by delays which could, hO\I/ever) have been reducE.!d 
or eliminated, in many cases, if problems had been signalled 
and projects closely monitored and reviewed on an on-going 
basis. 

• In terms of evaluation: Project-level evaluation planning 
and reporting were performed by all cities in various kinds 
of institutional settings, justifying national program 
planners' hopes that such evaluation was a realistic expec
tation within the context of an action-orientt':d anti-crime 
program. Some of the evaluations reviewed were of high 
caliber; many others encountered problems which could have. 
been remedied. Overal:., there is a need for more technical 
assistance, training and information-disseminaticl.1. in r.hL: 
area of evaluation. 

• In sum, those cities which performed the COPlE-cycle adequately 
exper:i.enced benefits including a clearer focus on problems 
and needs, a better basis for justifying funding behavior, a 
sharp decrease in tloff-the-shelf" projects when priority 
problems were well substantiated by data and analysis. Th(:'!:f~ 

was certainty that the major crime problems were being 
addressed. Projects were evaluated, evaluation findi.ngs 
were often used for project modification, ne~., knowledge 
was gained about crime problems and anti-crime approaches, 
and improvements were registered in the effort to involve 
local communities. 

• On ~he other hand, among the cities where the COPIE-cycle 
was not \vell performed, an initial crime-oriented planning 
failure to collect data and to substantiate crime problems 
and priorities rationally, led instead to varying degrees 
of priority uncertainty, loss of opportunity for interagency 
coordination, lack of baseline data for evaluation, inade
quate evaluation, the impossibility of affecting and modHyi'1g 
proj ects in a timely way via evaluation fue\lback, and above 
all, an inability to assess and identify anti-crime project 
achievement 13 • 

Finally, given the benefits accruing to those cities which 
effectively executed the CaPlE-cycle and performed the Cl,:,ime AnalYSis 
Team function, and given also the failure to accrue those benefits 
when these two elements were absent or faltering, it was not only 
concluded that these program innovations are relevant, useful and 
feasible, given technical assistance and systematic monitoring, but 
also that they: 

306 



• provide new and important tools f01= the measurement of anti
crime effectiveness; 

.. ensure that federal dollars are addressing real crime 
problems across locally-determined priorities; 

fI generate better projects (via feedback from evaluation); 

• are generally replicable (again with technical assistance) 
in U. S. cities; and 

I) promise, with their dissemination, notable increases in the 
capabilities of the criminal justice system to control crL~e. 

Part II (i,e., Chapters VI, VII and ~III) thus presented findings 
from the national-level evaluation relative to the importance of 
program innovations for improving criminal justice system capabilities, 
Part III of this report will examine what has been learned about 
program anti-crime achievements, withJ.n the consl'::raints of the 
nadonal-1eve1 evaluation (see Chapter II, pages 24-25, and Chapter 
IV). Although the current evaluation does not include an assessment 
of program-wide effectiveness, and it will therefore be impossible 
tu tie changes in crime rates to program activities, it is nonetheless 
important to ask: 

• which anti-crime projects were successful in reducing crime 
or recidivism, or in meeting their systems improvement 
objectives? (Chaptp1;' IX); and 

• what changes in fact occurred among Impact city crime rates and 
levels during the period of Impact performance? (Chapter X), 

Given that no comparison citi~s were available for this evalua
tion (see Chapter IV), given that Impact cities were not randomly 
selected (see Chapter II), and given also that the anti-crime 
projects in each city were ot local inspiration, highly individual 
and not even nominally replicative, it follows that no cause-effect 
relationships can be postulated. MITRE has nonetheless made use of 
available crime data to study official crime trends in Impact cities. 
Further, ;'n examination of Impact burglary levels was undertaken, 
applying and broadening a model (the Crime-Correlated Areas Concept) 
developed by Budnick in 1971 for deriving expected crime levels. 
Testing this model for the crime of burglary only, MITRE derived 
crime levels that might have been expected in Impact cities without 
the Impact intervention and then compared these expected crime 
levels with the actual (official) 1973 and 1974 crim2 levels for the 
eight Impact cities. The results of both of these examinations are 
presented in Chapter X. 
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In terms of program expectations (resulting from the analysis 
developed in Part I of this report), it seems reasonable to antici
pate that: 

., If the program did improve system capabilities in some 
cities, then those cities should be able to demonstrate 
greater project-level anti-crime success than those cities 
where capabilities were less (or not) improved (given, of 
course, t1.e accuracy of the basic assumption about the ability 
of improved system capability to affect crime); 

., Those cities which were in the more "advantaged" group (i. e. , 
Atlanta, Dallas, Denver and Portland, see Chapter V) would 
be better a.ble to improve their system capabilities rapidly, 
and hence, to demonstrate greater project-level anti-crime 
achievements; 

• These achievements might not be ramified, or might not be 
identifiable, city-wide, because of: 

factors exogenous to the criminal justice system and to 
the program which affect crime rates and/or their reporting 
(see Chapters III and V); 

program slippage and the consequent inability to concentrate 
program effects Within a short time-period; 

the New Federalist approach by which cities could choose 
diverse projects (focused, for example, on recidivism or 
on systems improvement) whose contributions to city-wide 
crime-level changes could not generally be estimated; 

the failure to require area-specific data collection 
(aga;1.n, New Federalism: see pages 59 through 65 above) 
through which certain project effects could be tied to 
city-w'ide crime-rate changes. 
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Chapter IX 

Project-level Anti-Crime 
Achievements 



--------------------________________________________________ .w ____ ~ 

CHAPTER IX: SUMMARY 

This chapt~r assesses anti-crime achievements at the project level [rom the per
spective of the national-level evaluation. Findings are derived from six separate 
examina tions: 

• the MITRE technical review process (developed for Task 7); 

• a study of 9 successful projects to assess their potential for transfer: 

• an analysis of four Impact projects which employed intensive supervision as a 
strategy to decrease recidivism among probationers (Task 4); 

«I an analysis of three projects which utilized increased levels of overt police 
patrol as a strategy to obtain decreases in crime rates (Task 4); 

• an examination of project outcomes by functional area (Tasks 3 and 9); and 

• a statistical analysis of 71 Impact projects to determine how elements of the 
COPIE-cycle were related to each other and to the demonstration of project 
effectiveness. 

Key findings from MITRE's technical review process, in combination with the 
transfer study, were that: 

., 33 Impact projects, representing about $30.5 million in federal funds, can be 
shown, through city evaluation documentation, to have been effective; these 
were not, however, the only effective projects in the program, but rather those 
which could prove their success through evaluation; since anti-crime achieve
ment is assessed here on the basis of evaluation, since evaluation itself was an 
innovation in some Impact cities, and since the program is still on-going in most 
cities, it is clear that there may be project success which has not yet been-or 
could not be-documented; 

• 28 of these 33 projects originated in 5 cities, as follows: 

Denver 10 projects 
Dallas 5 projects 
St. Louis 5 projects 
Atlanta 4 projects 
Portland 4 projects 
Baltimore 3 projects 
Cleveland 2 projects 
Newark o projects 
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• the recidivism-reduction focus dominated, in terms of the number of projects, 
but the crime-reduction focus dominated in terms of funds expended: 

Focus (N) (%) ($M) (%) 

Crime-reduc tion 9 27 12.5 41 
Recidivism-reduction 14 43 10.1 33 
System improvement 10 30 7.9 26 

TOTAL 33 100 $30.5M 100 

• project size and distribution meant that 53% of federal funds awarded in Dallas, 
49% of those awarded in Denver, 27% of Portland's funds, and 19% of Atlanta's 
funds could be shown to have been effectively expended; the other fum cities 
had smaller proportions of their funds going to demonstrably successful projects; 

• 8 (or about 24 percent) of the 33 effective projects had been selected as innova
tive (as opposed to only 11 percent program-wide); 

o 21 (or about 63 percent) of the 33 were already slated for institutionalization 
(as opposed to 43 percent program-wide). 

Key findings from MITRE's intensive supervision analysis established that: 

• all of the four projects appeared to have reduced recidivism, the average reduc
tion being about 50%; 

e the assumption that intensive supervision was an effective strategy for reducing 
recidivism among probationers emerged reinforced, although still unproven; 

• Newark's Essex County Specialized Caseloads Project could be added to the 
list of effective projects (thus lending credence to the belief that there might 
be many successful projects which had not submitted evaluation reports 
capable of demonstrating that success). 

Findings from MITRE's police patrol analysis determined that, in terms of expected 
performance; 

• two of the three projects were successful in redUCing crime levels by virtue of 
overt police patrol activity; these reductions either had not occurred in un
treated portions of the city (Cleveland, Concentrated Crime Patrol) or they 
were more pronounced in target areas (Denver, Special Crime Attack Team); 
in the third case, however (St. Louis, Pilot Foot Patrol), crime-level reductions 
appeared to take place in both treated and untreated portions of the city so that 
project effectiveness was not clear; 
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.. displacement did not occur in most cases; 

.. overt police patrol should not be dismissed as an effective, short-term anti
crime straf'egy; 

.. Cleveland's Concentrated Crime Patrol could be added to the list of effective 
projects (still another indication that there might be more successful but un
documented Impact projects). 

These first four analyses, taken together, indicated that 35 Impact projects, totalling 
about $35.3 million, had been shown to be effective via evaluation tools developeJ under 
the program's initiative. 

Key functional area findings were that: 

., Many more successful projects were implemented and evaluated in the police, 
community involvement, juvenile and court areas, then in the drug, adult 
offender, data system or target hardening areas; 

., The less successful project areas were troubled by problems of concept, of con
sensus, or of lead-time which did not allow them to be well implemented or 
evaluated in the Impact context. 

Main findings from MITRE's statistical analysis of COPIE-cycle elements (in terms of the 
assessment of project outcomes) were that: 

4& All the COPIE-cycle variables were positively, although moderately, cornilated 
with one another; 

• Implementation speed and completeness were positively correlated with project 
success; 

., Projects which were crime-orientedly planned tended also to have good evalua
tion planning and reporting capability (among other COPIE-cycle elements); 

.. Good evaluation planning was positively associated with good evaluation re
porting and with good evaluation approaches; 

., Since the quality of an evaluation approach is essential in determining project 
success, and since good evaluation reporting was found to be positively corre
lated with the likelihood of institutionalization, evaluation planning emerged 
as a highly important element of the COPIE-cycle. 



Chapter IX 
Project-Level Anti-Crime Achievements 

Evaluation of utility is intrinsically interwoven with the develop
ment of knowledge. 

Suchman, 1967 

If it is useful to improve criminal justice capabilities via 
such program innovations as the COPIE-cycle and the Crime Analysis 
Team, this is surely because of the belief that improving those 
capabilities will help to reduce or control crime through a better 
understanding of program effects (see Chapter I above). This is to 
say that knowledge about outcome achievements should presumably 
lead to a sharper focus of anti-crime resources upon the areas of 
highest payoff, and hence to lower crime levels. To generate 
such knowledge, however, requires pre-existing knowledge: the exper
tise required to evaluate program effects. This was the realization 
which led to the initiation of the COPIE-cycle idea, the effort to 
install a planning and evaluation capability at the local level 
Chapters VI through VIII have shown that while evaluation still has 
far to go in some of the Impact cities, a beginning capability (and 
much more than that, in certain cases) now exists in all eight cities. 
What then does this mean in terms of know'ledge about crime-control 
effectiveness? 

Although the national-level evaluation is concerned with process 
rather than outcome (see pages 60-61 above), several of the MITRE tasks 
(such as the assessment of evaluation reporting(2) discussed in 
Chapter VIII) involved the examination of p:coject-level evaluation 
findings in some detail. The most comprehensive of these examinations 
occurred during the technical review process, which served to analyze 
COPIE-cycle inputs at the project level (see the technical review 
format at Appendix to this chapter, pages 345 through 360). All of 
the information contained in these reviet-7S was derived from data 
furnished to the national-level evaluation by the eight Impact cities; 
those data were then examined and analyzed from a number of different 
perspectives (e.g., evaluation approach, reporting quality, etc., 
see pages 260 through 269 above). In all, 119 Impact projects had 
provided sufficient evaluation documentation by August, 1975, to 
allow technical review. By Novenber, however, 16 more could be 
added to the list, bringing the total to 135. 
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T~vo criteria were used, based on the technical review process, 
to dete~ine project effectiveness: 

• the findingla reported in the proj ect-level evaluation 
documentation in combination with the evaluator's conclu
sions regarding project success in meeting stated objectives; 
and 

• MITRE's assessment of the ability of the evaluation approach 
utilized (as described in the documents reviewed) to rule 
out highly plausible alternative explanations for observed 
project outcomes. 

It was not possible, however, either because of substantive con
straints (see Chapter IV), or because of resource limitations, to 
validate most of the project findings or to perform secondary 
analyses in most cases. 

The technical review process established that 33 projects of 
the 135 reviewed (or about 24 percent) had brought forward adequate 
evidence to substantiate anti-crime success. 

In addition to the technical review process, various other 
Impact projects were subjected to further scrutiny in connection with: 

& an examination of Impact anti-crime projects in terms of 
their suitability for transfer(4) (Task 6 of the national
level evaluation, see page 63 above); 

an examination of intensive supervision as a treatment 
strategy for probationers(lO) (Task 4 of the national-level 
evaluation); and 

an examination of police patrol effectiveness (8) (also 'fask 4). 

Findings from the transfer task, which field-validated 9 of the 
33 successful projects (documented success was a prerequisite cri
terion for field-validation), bolstered and expanded the technical 
review conclusions via more in-depth analysis. Results of both the 
technical review and transfer examinations are therefore considered 
together in the discussions immediately following. Project-level 
findings related to intensive supervision and police patrol strate
gies will be explored in a later section (see pages 325 through 332 
below) . 

310 

'I I 
! 



I 

A. Evidl?!nce of Project-Level Anti-Crime Achievements (3) (4) 

The evaluations performed for 33 Impact projects provided justi
fication and support for their findings of anti-crime success. 

1. Crime Reduction 

Nine Impact projects were successful in preventing and/or 
reducing burglary and robbery. 

• Based on an evaluation covering the period June-November, 1973, 
the Expansion of Tactical Deployment project in Dallas achieved 
an average offense (,all stranger-to-stranger crime and 
burglary) leduction of 10.9 percent for the 10-day period 
following team deployment, and a 20.6 percent reduction 
within 30 days. (This project involved the deployment of 
12 crime control teams in high-crime areas of the city. The 
teams experimented with overt, covert, stake-out and otlier 
policing methods to determine which were most effective 
against specific crimes.) 

• The Special Crime Attack Team (SCAT) in Denver reduced 
burglary in its targeted area by 25 percent during the first 
year of its operation, and achieved a 21 percent reduction in 
robbery during a 3-month anti-robbery focus by the team. 
During the second year of the project, reductions in burglary 
ranged from 18-22 percent when compared to 1972 baseline 
rates. A MITRE examination of this project's potential for 
transfer to other cities found, however, that crime rates 
in target areas returned to their former levels with the 
completion of SCAT activities. A1thollgh this does not 
reduce confidence in the short-term effectiveness of the 
project or of the strategy employed, it does limit transfer 
potential, given that project effectiveness appears to be (4) 
only temporary in the face of rather elevated project costs 
(see Table XXXIX below. (Stressing high visibility and 
concentrated police pat:eol, SCAT was a project featuring 
flexible team-policing designed to comhat robbery and 
burglary in high-crime areas. SCAT units were deployed in 
areas based on careful crime-rate analysis.) 

• Based on the reporting period May 15, 1972 through March 31, 
1974, Operation Identification in St. Louis significantly 
reduced burglary for program participants; these experienced 
a 31 percent decrease in burglary compared to a 1972 baseline 
(This project encouraged citizens to engrave an identification 
number on personal property items of value. People who 
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participated in the program were to display a warning sign 
on their homes to discourage theft.) 

• St. Louis' Burglary Prevention Unit achieved a 45 percent 
decrease in the commercial burglary rate compared to the 
previous yearly rate and compared to the city-wide trend 
for non-residential burglaries. It is estimated that 
activitieG of this unit prevented 755 burglaries over a 
2l-month period between January 1972 and October 1973. This 
project expanded the existing BPU of the St. Louis Metropoli
tan Police Department which was established to deter bur
glar:i.es of small and heretofore unprotected businesses 
through the utilization of various burglary prevention 
techniques. These techniques included: 

surveying small businesses and recommending procedures 
to reduce burglary risk; 

installing wireless alarms at selected small business 
locations; and 

educating business community members. 

• After Atlanta's Anti-Robbery/Burglary project had been in 
operation six months, the city-wide robbery rate had increased 
only 5 percent as compared to a 99.6 percent increase during 
the same time-period the previous year. (This project, which 
utilized stake-outs, decoys and other tools of covert opera
tions, was, however, highly controversial in Atlanta and 
eventually ran into serious management difficulties.) 

• The Anti-Robbery Unit project in Atlanta was an outgrowth of 
the Anti-Robbery/Burglary project, mentioned above. At the 
end of one year's operation~ the number of commercial 
robberies decreased 11 percent from the number committed 
during the previous y~ar. Furthermore, during the same 
period there was a 13 percent decrease in open space rob
beries city-wide. A MITRE field-validation to estimate 
transfer potential confirmed that this project was effectively 
meeting its objectives and led to a recommendation for trans
fer with the suggestion that replicai.:ive efforts place greater 
emphasis on the more successful decoy activities (and less(4) 
on the stake-out operations) than was the case in Atlanta. 
(This project used mobile police officer stake-out methods 
and disguised police operations in high-crime commercial 
areas. ) 

312 



• The Loch Raven Radio Watch in Baltimore was a citizen patrol 
progra.m designed to reduce crime in three neighborhoods by 
enlisting citizen volunteers with citizen band radios to 
patrol their neighborhoods. (Citizens were instructed not tc 
act on their own initiative but rather to report crimes, or 
suspect activities witnessed, to the police via a base station.) 
During the 3 months of project operations in the targeted 
areas, burglaries decreased by approximately 23 percent and 
auto thefts decreased 96 percent when compared to the same 
period one year earlier. 

• Portland's Crime Prevention Bureau resulted in burglary rates 
which were 30 percent less for participating citizens than 
they were for non-participants. (Burglary is Portland's 
major crime problem; the program was a Victim-oriented, 
neighborhood-based effort which achieved the unusually high 
recruitment level of 27 percent of the city's households. 
Information presented in the March 1975 report regarding the 
effectiveness of this program is based on the 1974 Portland 
victimization survey of 1,909 persons living within the city 
limits of Portland.) 

• Based on an evaluation report for the period January through 
July 1974, Denver's Operation Identification resulted in an 
average burglary rate for participants which was only 20 
percent of the average rate experienced by non-participants. 
(This project provided property-engraving tools to Denver 
residents along with decals signaling project participation.) 

Many other proj ects across the cities attested to criltie-rate 
reductions; although they may indeed have been successful, their 
evaluation reports did not allow attribution of such success to the 
project. 

2. Recidivism Reduction 

(a) Juvenile Projects 

Ten Impact projects achieved varying degrees of success in 
reducing juvenile recidivism. However, a follow-up 0:: several years 
is needed before such achievements can be confirmed and these proj
ects were operational much less time than that. Findings, therefore, 
are encouraging but tentative. 

• Portland's Case Management Corrections Services showed a 58 
percent reduction in recidivism for juveniles having par
ticipated in the program for 6 months, based on a before
after comparison. Three hundred and eighty-four clients were 
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served. MITRE's field-validatj,on of thiA proj ect fOl' trans
fer(4) included an analysis of data over two years of project 
operations which confirmed that·outc~mc objectives were 
indeed being met. Further, the over:;.] 1 examination under
scored the project's impressive approach to juvenile probatioll 
services and its eminent suitability for replication in mediulll
to-large urban areas. (The Case Management project provided 
intensive probation supervision at four neighborhood-based 
centers in high-crime areas of Portland. Intensive supervision 
was accompanied by wide use of community services through 
contracted, fee--for-service support frou! other private and 
public agencies.) 

" The Youth Recidivist Reduction project in Denver induced a 
65 percent drop in client Impact-crime re-arrests, and a 36 
perc(mt reduction in all re-arrests during its first year of 
operation, compared to expected rates in the City of Denver. 
(ThiH project was established to extend an increased amount 
of commllUity-based group home treatment to highly recidivistic 
juvenile offenders, aged 10-18. The project served 132 clients 
in one year of operation.) 

• Denver's Northeast Youth Service Bureau reduced the recidivism 
rate of youthful offenders served by more than 60 percent 
compared to expected rates in Denver. (This project accepted 
clients and coordinated available community services with youth 
in need, via referral. The project served 333 youths in ten 
months of operations.) . 

• Clients served by Denver's Project Intercept--a juvenile 
diversion program--had 58 percent fewer re-arrests than a 
control group of similar clients who received no treatment. 
(Project Intercept treated youthful first offenders through 
an intensive counseling program for the clients and their 
families. The project served 138 youths in 15 mor..ths of 
operation. ) 

• Denver's Police-to-Partners reduced the rate of recidivism 
for youthful offenders served from an expected 53 percent to 
16 percent. (The project consisted of matching juvenile 
offenders, aged 10-17, with adult volunteers, or partners, 
who mutually agreed to spend time together each week for a 
year. The project depended upon referrals from the Denver 
Police Department and the four Youth Service Bureaus. During 
the first year, 197 youths were matched to partners.) 

314 



• Based on findings for the period September 1972-December 1973, 
St. Louis' Providence Education Center- reduced recidivism 
among its clients, as measured by referrals to the courts. 
Six months after leaving the Center, 71 percent had either 
no referrals or fewer referrals than they had ha~ prior to 
joining Providence. For those continuing to attend the 
Center, 76 percent had either no referrals or fewer than they 
had had before. (This project offered full-time individualized 
remedial education with supplemental individual and family 
counseling to youthful male offenders. The project treated 
about 118 juveniles per year.) 

• Clients of Denver's New Pride probation project, who had a 
history of recidivism and an average of 5.7 offenses per 
youth, had re-arrest rates, after one year of project 
operation, that were between 23 percent and 51 percent lower 
than baseline groups with equivalent numbers of prior offenses. 
A MITRE field-validation(4) found that New Pride concepts 
were innovative, workable and transferable to most urban areas. 
It was suggested that replicative efforts should include 
experimentation with strategies to incorporate a post-treatment 
transitional phase designed to sloWly decrease support services 
over a fairly lengthy time frame. (~2) (New Pride furnished 
tutorial and cultural education, vocational training and 
part-time job placements to juvenile probationers in an 
attempt to assist their reintegration into the school system 
and the community.) 

• The Southeast Denver Neighborhood Service Bureau achieved 
lower recidivism rates for its clients (34 percent) than 
could normally have been expected from baseline data (41 per
cent). (fhis project acted primarily as a service brokerage 
agency, working with about 188 youths during the year of its 
operation. ) 

• Clients served by Atlanta's High-Risk Juvenile Parole project 
had approximately 70 percent fewer re-arrests than a compari
son group of clients who received treatment through the 
city's regular juvenile parole system. The project served 
60 juveniles in the first year of project operations. (The 
project provided individualized supervisory and counseling 
services to high-risk offenders residing in the City of 
Atlanta whose most recent offense had been an Impact crime.) 

• The Juvenile Supervision Assistance/Home Detention Program in 
St. Louis served as a viable alternative to the secure 
detention of juveniles. During the first year of project 
operations, less than 1 percent of the approximatelv 500 clients 
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committed new offenses. This compared favorably to the 
St. Louis Detention Center in which, during the sarne period, 
there were 96 incidents involving 152 different youths. 
Furthermore 97 percent of the clients attended their court 
hearings and appointments. (This project sought to keep 
youths assigned to it trouble-free and as available to the 
Court as those in the Detention Center. Instead of being 
placed in the Detention Center, clients selected for this 
project were returned to their homes/or surrogate homes, 
and assigned to a Community Youth Leader.) 

(b) Adult Recidivism Reduction 

Only four projects presented good evidence attesting to early 
success in adult recidivism reduction. Two of these originated in 
Denver. 

• Based on ~va1uation findings covering the period December 1972 
through June 1974, Denver's Employ-Ex demonstrated significant 
:.eductions in recidivism. Re-arrest rates among the project's 
646 clients (35 percent) were 17 percent below baseline 
figures. (This project was staffed primarily with ex
offenders and provided job training, placement and counseling 
p--:-vices to adult offenders.) 

.. • I.', er' s Intensive Probation and Parole Supervision, which 
;Is'~d. neighborhood satellite offices, achieved lowe,r recidivism 
rates among its clients than did Central Office supervision. 
Among project parolees, the re-arrest rate was 3.5 percent, 
as against a rate of 9.9 percent for Central Office parolees; 
project probationers had a 3.7 percent re-arrest rate versus 
5.2 percent of Central Office clients. MUfE field-validation 
and ana~ysis for the transfer examination confirmed that 
the project was effectively reducing client recidivism rat'es. 
Further, a thorough examination of all facets of the project 
indicated that it was amenable to replication in medium-to
large urban communities. (This community-based, adult 
rehabilitation project emphasized small case10ads and 
intensive supervision of clients, while simultaneously 
encouraging parole and probation officers to share resources, 
experience, and expertise. The project reduced caseloadR 
to 39:1 for parole and 44:1 for probation, treated 900 
cli(:mts during its first year and successfully placed 279 
clients in jobs.) 

til Based on evaluation findings for the period July-December 
1974, the 170 clients served by Atlanta's Intensive Probation 
Counseling of Robbery/Burglary Offenders project had. 30 percent 
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fewer felony convictions than a 
studied for an Atlanta Regional 
the period July-December 1974. 
specialized probation services 
robbery or burglary charge.) 

group of similar probationers 
Commission project during 
(This project provided 

to offenders convicted on a 

• Baltimore's Intensive Supervision of Narcotics Offenders 
project sought to reduce the re~arrest and conviction rates 
of probationers who had prior Impact arrests and were nar
cotics users. This was done by the provision of intensive 
supervision services through a specialized Narcotics Unit in 
the Probation Department. During the period Oetober 1973-
September 1974, 5 percent (11 cases) of the clients served 
by the project were arrested for an Impact offense. ,During 
the same period 10.6% of a control group of similar clients 
receiving regular supervision services were arrested for 
Impact offenses. Furthermore, only 3.8% of the project 
clients were involved in drug arrests compared to 15.3% of 
the control group. 

3. Systems Improvement 

Ten Impact projects made headway in improving the quality and 
efficiency of both the police and court systems. 

.. The St. Louis Expand the Evidence Technician Unit project was 
directed at improving police information-gathering techniques 
to decrease the number of cases dismissed in the courts for 
lack of evidence. Project-level evaluation of this project 
over the period March 1973-Ju1y 1974 found that cases 
handled by the unit resulted in 12 percent more arrests, 
24 percent more guilty pleas and a 17 percent higher convic
tion rate than did cases not processed by the unit. Through 
the use of a mobile team of trained evidence-collection 
technicians, the project increased scientific evidence collec
tion by the St. Louis Police Department, while reducing the 
response time of technicians to the crime scene by 18 percent. 
Since the expansion of the unit, there was a 31 percent 
increase in crime scene searches (representing about 25 per
cent of all Part I offenses). Field-validation and analysis 
of this project in view of its transfer to other communities 
found problems with evaluation documentation which would 
need to be corrected before this project could be recommended 
for replication, but found also clear evidence of increased 
product:i.vity and improvements in the quality, and q(a~titY 
of evidence introduced into courtroom proceedings. 4 
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Q Based on evaluation findings for the period October 1973-
September 1974, Dallas' Crime Laboratory substantially reduced 
the time required to report test results to law enforcement 
agencies for document comparisons, ballistics tests, analyses 
of soil, fibers, hair, toolmarks, gunshot residues, etc.. The 
project also far exceeded its goals of increases in the 
number of case~ for which evidence was submitted--this for all 
Impact crimes except burglary. A MITRE field validation for 
transfer confirmed that this project had achieved success 
in accomplishing its objectives, and found also that it was 
a suitable candidate for replication. Project operation had 
resulted in an increase in laboratory productivity (given a 
marked decrease in turnaround time for analysis and reportin~) 
and had brought ramified improvements in overall criminal 
justice system capability. (4) (This project was designed to 
upgrade forensic science support to the Dallas Police Depart
ment through personnel training.) 

• Dallas' Legal Aides for Police was aimed at strengthening 
police case preparation. The project improved both police 
and court productivity through the assignment of attorneys 
to the Police Department. Attorneys worked closely with 
police on crime investigation and closely monitored and 
reviewed case preparation. During the first 12 months of 
project operation, an absolute 20.7 percent reduction was 
achieved in the no-bill rate due to police error (this rate 
had been 33.~ percent and was now 13.2 percent). During the 
next 6 months, the no-bill rate was further reduced to 6.2 
percent. Over the project's period of operations, about 
1200 prosecution reports, on the average, were reviewed 
monthly. Examination of this project for transfer found it 
highly successful except for some limitations in the evalua
tion approach, and concluded that it was a strong candidate 
for replication in other medium-to-large urban places. 

• Based on evaluation findings for the period November 1973 
through June 1974, Portlandfs Multnomah County District 
Attorney's program substantially improved police investigative 
capacity. By increasing and i,nstitutionalizing coop~ration 
between prosecutors and police, 58 percent of the cases 
handled by this project pleaded to the original charge, as 
compared to 24 percent of similar cases handled in the normal 
fashion by the District Attorney's Office. Other comparisons 
found that this project produced a greater proportion of 
guilty pleas (50 percent versus 25 perceut), and fewer plea 
bargains (3 percent ver'sus 47 percent). Despite the more 
intensive nature 'of casework assistance inherent in this 
program~ the proje.ct maintained an average arres.t-to-trial 
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period equal to those cases prosecuted in the traditional 
manner. (Police and prosecutors "tvorked continuously 
together in this program throughout the evidence-gathering 
stage and in the preparation of cases for trial.) 

• Based on evaluation findings for the period August 1973 
through July 1974, Baltimore's High-Impact Court project 
decreased court processing time (i. e., the average time from 
arrest to disposition) by 106 days (from 278 to 172 days) 
via the provision of 2 new courtrooms and increased judicial 
manpower (2 judges, 8 prosecutors and various support 
personnel) to the Baltimore Circuit Court. 

• In 3 months, Cleveland's Pre-Sentence Investigation project 
reduced the average preparation time for all pre-sentence 
investigation reports to 7 days from an average of 42 days 
for bail cases. (The project involved the modification of 
the reporting form, ana the hiring of additional manpower. 
Findings are based on evaluation over a l6-month period, 
stretching from April 1973 to August 1974.) 

e Based on evaluation findings for the period April through 
December 1973, Cleveland's Visiting Judges project decreased 
the average delay from arrest to disposition for felony cases 
from 138 days to 117 days, while at the same time reducing 
court backlogs by one-third. Field validation for transfer 
found that progress toward the achievement of project goals 
was clearly evident, and that the project was a good candidate 
for replication in cases where short-term dem~nd problems were 
leading to excessive delays between arrest and disposition 
and sizeable criminal-case court backlogs. (This project 
drew judges, both sitt:L.lg and retired, from the entire State 
of Ohio to preside on the benc.h of the Cuyahoga County Court 
of Common Pleas, thus providing increased judicial manpower 
at reasonable cost. The judges used existing courtrooms on 
a double-shift basis with the regular Common Pleas Court 
judges. ) 

• Dallas' Special Court Processing of Impact Cases achieved a 
dramatic reduction in court processing time (measured by 
elapsed time between arrest and disposition). The average 
processing time was 330 days before project implementation. 
During the second year of project operation, processing time 
dropped to 86 days for Impact cases and to 90 days for non
Impact cases. The size of the felony case backlog decreased 
concurrently from 12,000 cases at the end of 1972 to 10,086 
cases by the end of the project's second year of' operation. 
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(This project was designed to increase the prosecution of 
Impac.t offenders and to strengthen the entire Dallas County 
court system by providing two new district courts and hiring 
additional personnel for these courts as well as for the 
District Attorney's Office, Sheriff's Office, and the District 
81erk's Office.) 

• Portland's Strike F~~ce Eroject consisted of the coordinated 
use of Impact-provided resources and the exploration of 
alternative strategies to improve: (a) collection, analysis, 
and dissemination of crimf; incident and suspec.t information, 
(b) detection and investigation of target crimes, (c) apprehen
sion, and (d) interdiction of professional activities related 
to target crimes. Comparing an 8-month period before and 
after the initiation of the strike force, there was a sta
tistically aignificant increase (120 percent) in the number 
of robbery cases considered by the District Attorney, as well 
as a statistically significant increase (37 percent) in the 
number of burglary cases considered. Despite the large incre~se 
in cases handled, the percentage of cases accepted for prose
cution remained constant . 

• Dallas's Upgrade Response of the Regional Criminal Justice 
System project was aimed at reducing the delay in retrieving 
case/defendant information for criminal justice agencies to 
less than 5 seconds through the use of a new access and 
teleprocessing monitor software system. During the first 
year of operation of the project, transactions processed via 
this system increased from 7,000 to over 28,000 a day. During 
this period, response time averaged less than 2 seconds. There 
also was a reduction in the average time required to obtain 
data for the book-in of Impact offenders from 10 to 3 minutes. 
Judges and attorneys accessed the data system approximately 
5,000 times a day, with an average response time of less 
than 5 seconds. 

Based on the technical review process results, it was found that 
33 of the 135 projects subjected to study had presented adequate 
substantiation of anti-crime success. Furthermore, field validation 
and additional analysis of 9 of these 33 projects reinforced the 
effectiveness findings of the technical review process for the 9 
projects validated, and culminated in transfer recommendations for 
7 of the 9 projects. 

In Impact, then, the evaluation capabilities initiated at the 
beginning of the program made it possible to show, via evaluation 
documentation, that 33 projects implemented had been effective. 
This should not, of course, be understood to signify that these were 
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the only effective projects in the program. As discussed in Chapter VI, 
the Impact program is still on-going and final reports cannot yet be 
provided for many projects implemented since December of 1974. Slower 
imp1ementers have not yet evaluated large portions of their programs. 
The fact remains, however, that some cities have been less able (or 
willing) than others to develop an evaluation capability sufficient 
to assess project effects adequately, so that many project achieve
ments w:i.ll necessarily go unmeasured. The problem is further compli
cated by the fact that the phase-out of funds for Crime Analysis 
Teams could not properly account for the scheduling of final evalua
tion reports, given the program's overall slippage. Thu.s, the end 
of Crime Analysis Team funding means that production of further 
Impact evaluation documents may be somewhat problematic. 

On the other hand, although evaluation of high gua1~ty is 
needed to demonstrate success, the lack of such evaluaLion certainly 
does not demonstrate proj ect failure. (Similarly, the existence of 
a poor evaluation xeport does not rule out the possibility that a 
proj ect was, in fact, successful.) As discussed in Chapter VIII 
(see pages 241 and 267-269 above), the state of the evaluative axt, 
and--above al1--its lack of dissemination, were majox factox0 in 
limiting the quality of preject-1evel evaluation documentation. 
Overall, only 135 (ox about 58 percent) of all the Im:/?act proj ects 
could be reviewed for effectiveness; the others either did not 
report evaluation findings or did not do so adequately. Therefore, 
since anti-crime achievement has been assessed here on the basis of 
evaluation xeports, it is cleax that there may have been project 
effectiveness which has not yet been---or could not bE~--documented. 

Given the above programmatic and evaluation considerations, it 
seems xeasonable to conclude that: 

" There may be many undocumented, yet successful Impact projects; 

• Moxe documentation may yet be forthcoming for those cities 
which have been slow implementers, but axe maintaining or 
developing an evaluation capability; 

e Anti-cxime achievement will remain essentially undocumented 
in those cities where evaluation capability was not well 
developed, or was closed off by Crime Analysis Team phase
down. 

Table XXXIX below examin.es the 33 effective projects in terms 
of federal funds expended, project focus, innovativeness and institu
tionalization. The table shows that these projects accounted, in 
total, for about $30.5 million in federal funds, or 22.percent of the 
$140 million awarded. under Impact. Given the wide vaxiation in 
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COST. FOCUS.INNOVA'TlVE~JESS AND LIKELY IJ~:MR~;LIZATION OF 33 EFFECTIVE IMPACT PROJECTS1 

TOTAL FF'.D£ML 
CIT'{ (NUMBER DOLLARS 
OF' PIUlJECTS) P.~FtCT.J;VE IMPACT PROJECTS EXPENDED 

fOR EFFECTIVE 
PIUlJECTS 

AtLA!ITA (4) sun'COTM~ ATL.ttrA fJ. .3 1172,209 

ANTI-ROBBEl\Y!BUR.:'l.ARY 195.449 
ANTI-Ranam'f 1.828,371 
INTENStVE ADUl.T FROB'",,:~~ ~~,.mSEUNG 344.3':7 
U1GIl"RISk JUVeNILE PAROLE 204 t 06.:! 

BAtTlHoRE (3) SUBTOTAL BALTlMORE $ 2,161;155 

UICU-IHPAct COURTS 1,716,173 
INTENSIVE SUPERVISION OF NARconcs 381,510 

OITENDElU; 
LOCll RAVEN RAlJIO II4TCH 2,812 

CLEVELAHll (21 SUBTQTAr. CLE.V.EL.\'~D S 777.930 

VISITING JUDGES 119,61(1 
PRE·'EttrF.NCE INVESTtCATION 58,114 

DALI .. \S (5) SUBTo'ua. DALLAs $ ~,085.933 

EXPAND CBlHE LAn 579,818 
LEGAL AlDES FOR POLICE 535,463 
SPECIAL COURI' PROCESSING OF lHPAcr CASES 2,214.738 
UPGRADE RESPONSE OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEU 93,7.31 
~ANS10tl OJ.' TACTICAL DEPLOYMENT 5,662,183 

li'ENVER (10) SUBTotAL DEtiVER $: 8,8':::8,196 

NOI!'IH~\ST DENVER YSB M1o,611 
fOLlCE-To-PARTNERS 491,O2~ 
GilECIAL CRllm ATrACY. TEAM 2,511,542 
'EMl'LOY-EX. 823,499 
l}.'TENSIV£. PROnATION AnD PAROL£. st;PP.RVlSION 1,307.660 
NEW PRIDE 492,945 
YUurn REClDIVISM REllUCTIQN PROJECT 6U,722 
OP.ERATIOU IDENT 61~;33rl 
PROJECT INTERCE..f'T 1,159,: ~., 
SOUTHEAST ,Ne.tGUBORliOOD SERVICE BtrnEAu 394 t 3" 

NEYAR,K (0) SUBTOTAL NEWARK S 

POItILAND (4) ~t:nTOTAL PORTLAND $ 4.289,031 

MULTNOHAlI COUNTY DISTRICT A'ITORNEt' 5 PRo..TI::CT 394,517 
POLICE IlIml"·IMPAC'f STRIKE roaCE" 1,366,959 
CASt MAnAGEMENT CORRECTlO~S stRV1CES 1,961,349 
CRlME pREVENTION llUREAU 566,206 

ST. LOUIS (5) SU~TOTAL sr. r.ams $ 2.17':'·:~54 

PROVIDENCE. EDUCAtION CENTER 8B5,993 
£."{PAND EVIDENcE T.ECU~ICtA.""t' S t..'NIT 160,176 
JDVEI"ULE SUPERVISION ASSISTANCE/11m-IE DETEliTIOIi sa5~200 
OPERATION IDEN"!' 146,075 
EXPAND BURGLARY PREVENTION UNIT ,)B2,510 

TOTAL (33) $30,4'14,408 

lTHESE FROJECtS DO NOT PURPORT TO REPRESENT ALL EFFECTlVf; IMPACT ANTI-CIUME EFFORTS I 

BUT ONLY 'THOSE lmrCIl WERE ABLE TO PROVIDE EVALUATIONS bE»ONSTRATING nlEXIt SUCCESS .. 

EFFECTIVE 
TOTAL FEOERAL PROJECT PROJECT FOCUS 
DOLLARS EXPENDITURE 
RECEIVED AS PEncENT 
DY CIT'{ or DOLLARS 

CRIME- RECIDIVISM-RECEIVtD BY 
CIT'{ RElJUCTIOH REDUCTION 

$ 16 1 856;592 l8.8~ 

795,449 
1,828,371 

344,327 
204,062 

$ 16.139,045 !l.9?' 

381,510 

2,872 

$ 18,485.465 4.2: 

$ 17,039,548 53.3: 

5.662,183 

$ 10.141.466 4S .. 7Z 

406,632 
491.026 

2,5-11 ,542 
823,499 

1.307.660 
492,945 
622,722 

612,385 
1,159,438 

394 1 341 

$ 17,776,946 D~ 

$ 1~,O67.117 26.77-

1,~61,349 
566,206 

$ 18,896,661 I1st 

885,993 

146.075 585,200 
:382,510 

$140,OO2,Bli6 21.8%. 12,513,593 10,060.110 
to) (14) ,. 

PROJECT LIKELY 
SELECTED AS INS1'ITUTlON'-

SYSTEHS 
INNOVATIVE ALIZATION 

UlPRO\'EMENT 

- 'JFIl 
- YES · -- YE~ 

1~''76,77l - YES 
· · 
· -

119,616 - YF.s 58,314 - YES 

579,al~8 · · 
535,li.6l yes YES 

2,214.138 - YES 
93,731 · YES - · 

YES YES - · - YES 
· -

YES YES 
YES YES 
· YES - YES 

YES -
Yl!S Yes 

394,517 - -
1.366,~59 

, 
· YES 

YES -
· YES 

YES · 
160.176 - YES - -

- YES 
· YES 

7,920,105 
(10) (8) (21) 
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implementation speeds and evaluation capability across the eight 
cHies, it Is unsurprising that there should also be wide variation 
in the proportion of each city's program which can be shown to have 
been expended effectively. 

Newark's evaluation problems (see pages 222-223) signify that no 
project implemented there was able to substantiate its achievements. 
Only 2 projects could do so in C1eve1and 1 where evaluation was super
ficial and had usually been performed in the absence of any discernible 
evuluation approach (see page 202 above). Baltimore's exclusive use 
of progress reports was responsible for the dearth of projects able to 
justify claims of success there; given tardy implementation and 
recent improvements in evaluation documentation, however, it is 
~olceivable th&t Baltimore may eventually increase the number of 
p~ojects which can be shown to have been successful. Atlanta's and 
Portland 1 s late implementation and excellent evaluation quality make 
it seem very likely that their project effectiveness performance 
will improve, given continued evaluation efforts; the heavily funded 
and innovative project THOR, for example, has not yet been the object 
of an evaluation report in Atlanta. 

Denver f S well-'planned proj ects, evaluation caliber and reasonable 
speed of implementation signified that 10 of Denver's projects could 
be shown to have been effective. This is the highest number for 
any Impact city. Dallas' and St. Louis were able to substantiate 
findings of success for 5 projects .each. 

As discussed in Chapter VII, the number of projects which cities 
chose to implement, as well as their scope and the size of their 
funding depended on agency/CAT/city decisions to develop small, 
inexpensive initiatives or to target heavily-funded, concentrated 
efforts. The. decision (and capability) to fund fewer and bigger 
projects mean~, that, when the projects are effective, impact is 
presumably greater, fewer evaluation plans and reports are required, 
and larger proportions of federal funds can be shown to have been 
well spent. Such is the case for Dallas, as shown in Table XXXIX: 
53% of Dallas' Impact funds were spent in support of the city's 
5 successful projects, whereas 49% of Denver's funds (or about $250,000 
less) were spent in Denver to implement JO projects (or double the 
Dallas number). Although no other city could match Dallas and Denver 
for the proportions of federal funds received which could be shown 
to have been applied to useful and successful projeets, it is inter
esting to note that of the $30.5 million total, $25.4 million (or 
83%) was expended in Atlanta, Dallas, Denver and Portland (the four 
younger, "advantaged" cities identified in Chapter V above). This 
result is similar to the finding that 73 percent of innovative 
projects (see page 275 above) had originated in this same group of 
cities. 
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Table XXXIX shows that the crime-reduction foc.us accounted for 
more effective-project funds than did recidivism-reduction or systems 
improvement. Overall, about 41 percent of the expenditure for effective 
proj ects 'tV.ent toward the crime-reduction focus, 33 pl?l"'cent was directed 
at recidivism, and 26 percent was dedicat('~d to systems improvement 
(as opposed to program-wide proportions of 31 percent to crime-reduction, 
42 percent to recidivism-reduction, and 27 percent to systems improve
ment, see Table XXVI, page 164 above), This does not, of course, 
reflect program priorities; rather, it reflects the success of 
individual project strategies combinEilwith the evaluation capability 
to demonstrate that success. In this sense, Denver's achievements -
are a result of the CAT's internalizations of the Impact evaluation 
goal in the service of some highly complex and difficlllt-to-measure 
anti-crime objectives; 8 of Denver's 10 effective projects focused 
on recidivism reduction, utilizing baseline data constructed by 
the Denver CAT early in the program (see page 215 above). Dallas' 
achievements, on the other hand, seem to have sprung more from the 
special permission to select system objectives (4 of Dallas' 5 
successful projects) which may be intrinsically easier to achieve, 
combined with persistence and tenacity in the generation of multiple 
and steadily improving evaluation· reports (see page 208 above). 

A total of 8 (or 24 percent of the 33 projects) had been selected 
as innovative; this is more than twice the proportion (11 percent) 
which had been found program-wide. Further, many of the 26 innovative 
projects selected are of recent vintage and have not yet produced 
evaluation reports. In terms of institutionalization, 21 (or 63 
percent) of the 33 effective projects are expected to be ~ontinued. 
This again is a far higher rate than that for projects generally 
(43%, see page 282 above). Among the 12 successful projects for 
which institutionalization prognosis is unknown, 8 were recidivism
focused, as opposed to 2 each for crime-reduction and systems improve
ment projects. This again reflects the finding that crime-reduction 
and systems~improvement focused projects are more likely to be 
institutionalized than recidivism-reduction focused projects (per-haps 
because of salary cost and other factors discussed above, see page 281). 

It thus appears that all cities except Newark were able to apply 
evaluation techniques sufficiently to substantiatB the anti-crime 
achievements of at least two pr'ojects by August, 1975. In places 
like Atlanta, Denver and Portland, where planning and evaluation 
were important from the beginning, and in Dallas, where mUltiple 
reports generated improved evaluative capabilities, a good proportion 
of funds expended can be shown to have been well spent. In other 
cities, progress has been slower but a learning experience has taken 
place. It seems reasonable to believe that with more technical 
assistance and with the increased dissemination of evaluation. 
techniques~ a much greater proportion of projects will be able to 
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be evaluated for outcome effectiveness in future programs, with 
anticipated benefits for the allocation and impact of federal anti
crime resources. 

B. Other Project-Level Findings 

MITRE's fourth evaluation task (see Chapter IV, page 63 above) 
involved two studies of various Impact projects which examined: 

• intensive supervision as a treatment strategy for proba
tioners; and 

• overt police patrol as a strategy to reduce specific crimes. 

These examinations used project-level achievements as evidence to 
test two commonly-held assumptions: that intensive supervision can 
reduce recidivism, and that increases in police patrol will result 
in decreased crime levels. The analyses performed in pursuit of 
these efforts also brought new evidence to bear on the assessment 
of project effectiveness. 

1. An Examination of Intensive Supervision as a Treatment 
Strategy for Probationers 

Four probation projects, funded under Impact, were selected for 
analysis as part of this examination. These Wb~e: 

(a) New Pride (Denver), 

(b) Essex County Probation Department's Specialized Caseload 
Project and Volunteer's Component (Newark), 

(c) Case Management Corrections Services (Portland), and 

(d) Providence Education Center (St. Louis). 

All of these projects except the Newark effort have already figured 
in the discussion of effective juvenile projects (see pages 313 
through 316 above). 

For the client samples in each of the projects and for the 
total client sample, five analyses were performed: 

(a) Comparisons of the frequency of offenses based on a one
year baseline period and a one-year service period; 

(b) Comparisons of the severity of offenses based on a one
year baseline period and a one-year service period; 
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(c) The prediction of various criminal offense measures 
by client-descriptive variables such as age, ethnicity, 
and grade level; 

(d) The prediction of service period criminal offense measures 
by pre-service and baseline criminal offense measures; and 

(e) The use of stepwise multiple regression analyses to assess 
the predictability of frequency of new arrests during servic(', 
from the best set of client-descriptive and criminal offense 
variables. 

Additionally, a comparison of the frequency of recidivism for juvenile 
offenders in the assumptions research sample and juvenile offenders 
from Denver (matched on the basj.s of the number of prior offenses) 
was conducted. 

The most important results of these analyses were as follows: 

• All projects achieved significant reductions in frequency of 
recidivism in terms of baseline to service period comparisons. 
(The average percentage reduction was 50 percent, reflecting 
a change from two offenses in baseline to one offense in 
service. ) 

• There was almost no difference in the seriousness of offenses 
committed during baseline and service periods. 

• Comparisons of the frequency of recidivism for juvenile 
offenders under intensive supervision and juvenile offenders 
from Denver matched in terms of prior number of offenses 
indicated that intensive supervision clients recidivated less 
at every level of prior offenses. 

• Of the client-descriutive variables, age proved most useful 
in terms of tr:~':Eediction of criminal offense measures. (There 
appeared to b(} a curvilinear relationship between age and base
line and service frequency such that frequency increased until 
age sixteen and decreased thereafter.) 

• Overall, the criminal offense variables proved more useful in 
the prediction of service period offense measures than client
descriptive variables. The two best predictors of the frequency 
of recidivism were frequency in baseline and pre-service number 
of offenses. 

• An analysis of the interaction between baseline frequency and 
age revealed that the most serious recidivists were clients 
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under sixteen who had comm:i.ttcd three or more previous 
offenses, and the least serious recidivists were juveniles 
under sixteen with less than three previous offenses. 

Based on the analyses performed, :It appeared that intensive super
vision, as a general strategy, was eff,~ctive in terms of reducing recid
~vJ..sm. Both the base1ine-to-service comparison and the comparisons 
with matched groups of juvenile offend(:!rs from Denver pointed to the 
effectiveness of intensive supervision. In addition to the significant 
reduction in recidivism for each of the projects, reductions were found 
at every level of pre-service number of offenses and baseline frequency. 
Also, the analysis of interactions bet~veen various client-descriptive 
variables and baseline frequency indicated that reductions in recidi
vism occurred for all levels of age gr()up, ethnicity, educational lag, 
and living situation. In short, intensive supervision seemed to be 
beneficial for clients with different erimina1 backgrounds and dif
ferent demographic characteristics, although some groups appeared to 
benefit more than others. 

While the constraints on the methodology used here have meant that 
this research cannot provide the kind of unambiguous results which are 
sorely needed in the correctional treatment area, it is also true that 
most correctional research has been plagued by many of the same con
straints and limitations which have chGlracterized the present ana1ys~i..s. 
Three of these prob1ems--the lack of control groups, the lack of a 
longer-term perspective, and the lack Clf rigorous quantification of 
trealment variab1es--have been endemic. It is unlikely, however, 
that, without a good deal more control over project-level evaluation 
planning and activities than could be exercised in the Impact program, 
these problems will be adequately resolved. Further, even with more 
control, the implementation of true exp(:!rimenta1 designs will still 
be difficult in correctional research, at least partly because of 
the legal and ethical issues involved in the potential denial of 
services. 

Thus, the research described here reinforces the assumption that 
intensive supervision is an effective strategy for treating proba
tioners; generalized and definitive statements, however, cannot be 
made. On the other hand, considerably more light has been shed, in 
the process, on the effectiveness of the four Impact projects 
analyzed. All appear to have been highly successful in reducing 
recidivism, according to the quasi-experimental design employed 
(before-after, and matched comparison groups). The achievements 
of New Pride, Providence Education Center and Case Management Correc
tions Services (already presented in the first part 'of this chapter) 
are consequently reinforced. The recidivism reductions attained by 
Newark's Essex County Specialized Case10ad project, however, are 
especially interesting in that this project's success could not have 
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bet'n substantiated by technical review (due to the lack of evaluation 
documentation) . This supports the belief advanced earlier that tlwrH 
may be other effective projects in Impact whose achievements are not 
understood because they have not been documented :i.n evaluation 
reports. In the case of the intensive supervision researcl1, data 
from the Newark project had been furnished raw to the national-level 
evaluation for inclusion in the analysis. Yet it seems clear from 
the foregoing examination that this project--had it: been evaluated 
at the city level--wou1d have been considered an effective project 
all the basis of technical review. 

2. An Examination of Po1~ce Patrol Effectiveness 

In order to explore the effectiveness of increases in overt 
police patrol, three projects funded under Impact were examined in 
detail. They were: 

(a) The Special Crime Attack Team (Den1 er); 

(b) The Concentrated Crime Patrol (Cleveland); and 

(c) The Pilot Foot Patrol (St. Louis). 

In this examination, each of the three projects was examined 
individually, and analysis was presented on a case-bY"case basis. 
In all cases, official cru~e levels during the time period covered 
by police patrol project operations were analyzed. This crime-level 
analysis was conducted using four time-series models developed as 
part of the research. (The models predict crime levels for the 
treatment period, based on past crime levels in the area, and the 
predicted or expected levels are then compared with the actual 
levels of crime observed during project operations to assess whether 
the assumed downward effect on crime has been realized. Thus all 
conclusions about the direction of change in crime levels are stated 
in terms of these e~pected levels.) 

The empirical evidence available to support the assumption that 
crime during police patrol treatment would be lower than expected was 
presented for each case, for a number of crimes (murder, rape, aggra
vated assaul~, robbery and burglary), and for specific areas: the 
project target area, the area immediately surroundir.g the tar (get 
area (adjacent area), and the untreated portion of the city. 8) 

328 



I 

Key results for the three case studies were as follows: 

• The Special Crime Attack Team (SCAT): 

Three target area crimes (murder, aggravated assault, and 
burglary) exhibited a decline during SCAT despite the fact 
that only burglary was targeted. 

SCAT's greatest impact, however, was observed in burglary 
levels. Burglary was the target crime problem and the 
primary focus of SCAT activity. Despite gr~wing trends in 
burglary preceding the project, decreases were observed 
for the project operating period. 

In general, the results of the analyses indicate that, 
during SCAT operation, decreases were observed for certain 
target area crimes which cannot be explained by either 
city-wide decreases in crime or by long-term crime trends. 
On th1.s basis it can be concluded that SCAT acti1Tities, 
as a "package," had an impact on target area crime. (11 

'" The Concentrated Crime Patrol (CCP); 

Three target area crimes (murder, robbery and burglary), 
exhibited a decline durin.g the first 9 months of operations; 
no such decreases were in evidence for the untreated portion 
of the city. 

For robbery during the first 9 months of the project, 
target area decreases were accompanied by a decline in 
adjacent area robbery. The remainder of the city did not 
exhibit such decreases during this 9-month period. 

Considering the full 18-month period of CCP treatment, 
target area decreases in murder and robbery were sustained 
throughout. 

The decrease in target area burglary observed during the 
first 9 months of treat~ent was not sustained over the 
18-month treatment period. 

Given that, during CCP operations, decreases were observed 
for target area crimes which did not occur in untreated 
portions of the city, it ,"vas inferred that CCP had an 
impact on certain crimes (murder and robbery) over the 
full 18-month period of operations, and on burglary, in 
particular, only for the first 9 months. (8) 

329 



• The St. Louis Foot Patrol 

During Foot Patrol operat~ons, target area murder, robbery 
and burglary all exhibited dec.lines and there was also 
some evidence of a decrease in aggravated assault in the 
target area. 

These target area crime decreases were accompanied by 
declines in crime in those portions of the city which 
received no direct attention from Foot Patrol. Since the 
levbis of all five crimes examined appeared to have 
decreased (in relation to expected crime levels) in the 
untreated portion of St. Louis for the period of Foot 
Patrol activity, direct attribution of declines in the 
target area to project effects was impossible. 

Findings for the research as a whole were that: 

~ In project target areas: 

For each case at least one of the crimes examined (murder, 
rape, aggravated assault, robbery, burglary) was signifi
cantly lower during project operations than was expected 
based on previous crime levels. 

In no one project were all five crimes lower than expected. 

No one crime was lower than expected in all three cases. 

One crime, rape, consistently showed no evidence for 
declines in target areas across the three cities: in none 
of the cases was target area rape lower than expected. 

• In untreated portions of the city: 

Target areas appeared to be responsive to city-wide shifts 
in crime. In almost every instance in which crimes in 
the untreated portion of the city were lower than expected, 
the same crimes were lower than expected in the project 
target area. 

While city-wide shifts in crime may be a good explanation 
for some of the relative decreases observed in target 
area crime, all target area decreases could not be 
explained in this way. In a number of instances, certain 
target area crimes wer~ lower than expected during project 
operations while the same crimes were not found to be 
lower than expected in the untreated portion nf the city. 
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• In areas adjacent to the project target ar~a: 

In most of the specific analyses (of each crime, of one or 
more periods of operation, of patrol and non-pat~ol hours) 
the adjacent area results followed the pattern of the 
results of crime-level analysis for the untreated, non
contiguous portion of the city, indicating that the police 
patrol projects may h~le had little effect on adjacent 
area crime. 

In several of the analyses, the adjacent area exhibited 
relative decreases in crime similar to those observed in 
the target area, in situations where no such decreases 
were observed in the untreated portion of the city. This 
suggests that the positive effects of the patrol may have 
spread to the target area. 

Finally, in 2 specific analysis results, some crimes were 
found to be lower than expected in both the target area 
and in the untreated portion of the city as a whole, but 
not in the adjacent area, suggesting the possibility of 
crime displacement in these 2 instances only. 

In general, the results suggested that while there may have been 
no uniform relationship between overt· police patrol activity and 
official crime levels, there was evidence that patrols implemented 
in high-crime areas were accompanied by crime levels which were 
lower than would have been expected based on past crime levels in 
the area. It was therefore concluded that overt police patrol 
should not be dismissed as an effective, short-term anti-crime 
strategy. 

Thus, among the three police projects analyzed, SCAT, which already 
figured as one of the 33 effective projects discussed earlier (see 
page 393), was further supported as successful by the research per
formed. Cleveland's CCP (like Newark's Specialized Caseload Project 
discussed earlier, see pages 327.-328 above) appears also to have 
been successful, without, however, having submitted the kinds of 
evaluation documentation which would have allowed it to qualify as 
an effective project. In the case of St. Louis, there is evidence 
that during the project time-period, crime of all types in the 
untreated portion of the city was lower than expected. While this 
is not to say that the St. Louis Pilot Foot Patrol had no effect on 
crime (indeed it is possible that target area crime levels may have 
been lower during treatment than would be explain.able by city-wide 
crime decreases), the analysis here(8) could not treat questions of 
magnitude as had been done in an earlier analysis of the SCAT 

331 



project. (11) Thus the success of the St. Louis project is unclear, 
since it is difficult to isolate possible patrol effects from decreases 
observed in untreated portions of the city. 

In sum, then, given the Impact program's research constraints, 
neither the intensive supervision nor the police patrol research 
could conclude definitively about the value of the two strategies. 
Both strategies were supported, however, by the results of the an<'llyses 
which could be performed. Arriong the seven projects studied in some 
depth for the purpose of the research, it was concluded that six had 
been successful either in reducing recidivism or in lowering crime 
rates. Two of the. six had failed to submit evaluation reports from 
which their achiev,ements could b~ deduced in the technical review 
process. 

It thus appears that both Newark's Specialized Caseload project 
and Cleveland's Concentrated C~ime Patrol should be added to the 
previous iist of 33 successful Impact projects, bringing the total 
to 35 projects funded at $35.3 million, and making the average of 
effective projects funded under Impact about 25 percent. 

C. ~roject-Level Achievements by Functional Area 

Outcome effectiveness by functional areal was also examined, using 
information provided by the technical review process. (The format 
used in this process is given at Appendix to this chapter; the 
methods of analysis used for determining the quality of evaluation 
reporting, approaches, etc., were discussed in Chapter VIII, pages 
260-269 above; the criteria for establishing project effectiveness 
were elaborated on page 310 of this chapter.) Table XL below 
shows that (as of November, 1975) 135 projects had been reviewed 
and that, of these, 33 had furnished convincing evidence of their 
success. Of the 102 other reviewed projects, 44 were classified as 
possible successes (i.e., objectives were reported as being met 
or partially met, but the report--in MITRE's judgment--failed to 
provide adequate justification fur these findings); 58 had presented 
no evaluative evidence which could lead to presumptions of outcome 
success. 

It is interesting to note that police and community involvement 
projects together made up 15, or nearly half, of the 33 successful 
projects, and that community projects had a larger proportion of 
effective efforts (47 percent) than any other area. When successful, 
and possibly successful, projects are considered together, it can be 

1 See pages 160 and 162 for explanations of functional area classifi-
cations. 
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TABLE XL 
PROJECT OUTCOMES BY FUNCTIONAL AREA 

PROJECTS NON-REPORTING 
SUBMITTING PROJECTS AS IMmER OF 

IMmER OF NO REPORTS OR A PERCENT PROJECTS 
FUNCTIONAL PROJECTS UNREVIEWABLE OF TOTAL REVIEWED 
AREA REPORTS PROJECTS 

(N) (N) (%) (N) 

PREVENTION 21 6 29 15 

POL:CE 37 I 15 41 22 

COURTS 25 12 48 13 

ADULT CORRECTIONS
2 

49 20 41 29 

JUVEI'IILE CORRECTIONS 33 10 30 23 

RESEARCH/INFORl1ATION 16 11 69 5 
SYSTEMS 

DRUG USE 10 2 20 8 

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 33 18 55 15 

TARGET HAROENING 9 4 44 5 

TOTAL 233 98 42 135 

ITHESE PROJECTS DO NOT PURPORT TO REPRESENT ALL EFFECTIVE IMPACT ANTI-CRIME EFFORTS, 
BUT ONLY THOSE WHICH \/ERE ARLE TO PROVIDE EVALUATIONS DEMONSTRATING THEIR SUCCESS. 

REVIEWED 
PROJECTS AS 
A PERCENT 
OF TOTAL 
PROJECTS 

(%) 

71 

59 

52 

59 

70 

31 

80 

45 

56 

58 

2FOR THE PURPOSES OF THIS ANALYSIS, THE PROJECT PREVIOUSLY DESIGNATED UNDER THE CATEGORY 
"OTHER" (A JAIL PROJECT) WAS INCLUDED IN THE ADULT CORRECTIONS CATEGORY. 

SOURCE: DERIVED FROM MITRE's TECHNICAL REVIEW ANALYSIS (FISCHEL, lL B., KUPERSMITH, G. W •• 
AND TREHAN. A. P., TECHNICAL REVIEWS OF ANTI-CRUIE PROJECTS: SUPPORTING DATA FOR 
A CO!~ARATIVE ASSESSMENT, DECEMBER 1975. M!R-7089). 

IMmER OF 
EFFECTIVE1 

NUMBER OF 
EFl'ECTIV~ PROJECTS AS 

PROJECTS 
A PERCENT OF 
PROJECTS 
REVIEWED 

(N) (X) 

3 20 

8 36 

4 31 

4 14 

5 22 

1 20 

1 13 

7 47 

- -

33 24 

, 
IMmER OF NUMBER OF 
POSSIBLY NUMBER OF EFFECTIVE UNSUBSTAN-

NUMBER OF SUCCESSFUL EFFECTIVE PLUS POSSIBLE 
PROJECTS TIATED 

POSSIBLY PROJECTS AS AND POSSIBLY PROJECTS AS 
PRESENTING PROJECTS 

SUCCESSfUL A PERCENT OF SUCCESSFUL A PERCENT OF 
NO EVIDENCE AS A PERCENT 

PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS OF SUCCESS OF PROJECTS 

REVIEWED REVIEWED REVIEWED 

(N) (%) (N) (%) (N) (%) 

7 47 10 67 5 33 

7 32 15 68 7 32 

6 46 10 77 3 23 

11 38 15 52 14 48 

6 26 11 48 12 52 

- - 1 20 4 80 

1 12 2 25 6 45 

:, 33 12 80 3 20 

1 20 1 20 4 80 

44 33 77 57 58 43 

TABLE XL 
PROJECT OUTCOMES BY FUNCTIONAL AREA 
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seen that the evaluations which most often permitted either demonstra
tions or inferences of possible success were performed in the areas 
of community involvement, the courts, police and prevention.. Research 
and information system proje.cts, on the other hand, along with drug 
programs and target hardening, were generally unable to supply 
evidence of success. 

1. Prevention 

A large proportion (71 perce~t, or 15) of the 21 prevention area 
projects submitted evaluation reports. This coverage was higher than 
'the 58 percent average, program-wide, and probably reflects the 
enduring juvenile priority of the program (see Figure 14, page 155, 
and the discussion page 174 above) as expressed in the youth emphasis 
of the prevention area. Of the 15 projects reviewed, 3 were classified 
as having reasonably substantiated project achievements; 7 more were 
possible successes; only 5 provided no evidence or meeting project 
objectives. 

2. Police 

The police area presented the best evaluation reporting and the 
best approaches utilized in the Impact program (see the discussion of 
the technical review analysis employed here, pages 309 through 310 
above). Evaluation documentation, however, was available for only 
59 percent of all projects (or 22 of 37); 15 projects did not submit 
adequate (or any) evaluation documentation. Of the 22 reviewed 
projects, 8 were judged to have justified their achievements in terms 
of project objectives. This is the largest number of successes 
attained in any functional area. In all, 68 percent (or 15) of the 
projects reviewed were either successful or possibly successful; 
32 percent (or 7) provided no evidence of project success. 

3. Courts 

The court functional area was characterized by poor evaluation 
planning (see the discussion of evaluation planning, pages 255 through 
260 above). Many components did not indicate adequately what a 
particular project sought to accomplish. Evaluation reporting was 
inevitably affected by such planning gaps, as well as by overambitious 
objectives (e(E~ciallY in the group of projects attempting to reduce 
trial delay). ) Nearly half of the court projects (48 percent, or 
12 of 25) did not provide any evaluation documentation; this was 
higher than the 42 percent average for all the functional areas. 
Of the 13 projects reviewed, however, 10 (or'77 percent) were either 
successful or possibly successful. This is a very good proportion, 
compared to the other functional areas; only 3 projects were unable 
to provide any evidence of success. 
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4. Adult Corrections 

Evaluation planning in this area was even more inadequate than 
for court projects. Components typ~cally failed to attain Level 2 of 
the f;valuation plan rankings (see Figure 19, page 257 above). This, 
once again, necessarily affected evaluation reporting. More projects 
(49) were implemented in this functional area than in any other. Of 
these 49, 20 did not submit evaluation documentation •. While this 
seems to be a very large gap in reporting, proport:i.onally it is the 
same as the gap in the police area (41 percent) and slightly below 
the average for all the functional areas (42 percent). Of the 29 
documented projects, only 4 (or 14 percent) were judged as having 
substantiated project success (this is one of the lowest ratios in 
any functional area). Of the other 25, 11 were considered to be 
possible successes, and 14 (or 48 percent) did not provide any evidence 
of achievement in meeting project objectives. (This last figure is 
somewhat higher than the average of 43 percent program-wide.) 

5. Juvenile Corrections 

The juvenile area was a targeted priority of the Impact cities 
(see Figure 14, page 155 above). This is probably reflected in the 
fact that evaluation planning was considerably better for juvenile 
corrections than for adult corrections, and in the relatively good 
evaluation coverage of projects: 70 percent of juvenile corrections 
projects provided documentation (roughly the same percentage as for 
prevention projects--also largely a juvenile area), as opposed to 
58 percent program-wide. Of the 23 projects reviewed, although 5 
were shown to be effective, only 6 emerged as possibly effective; thus, 
12 (or 52 percent) of the juvenile corrections projects reviewed 
could provide no evidence of success (this is considerably higher 
than the non-success rate of 43 percent for all functional areas). 

6. Research and Information Systems 

As discussed earlier (see pages 252 and 264 above), the inclusion 
of research and information systems was something of an anomaly in an 
action program like Impact. Perhaps it is for this reason that these 
projects received the lowest program-wide rankings for approach 
applicability in that they may have been less amenable to outcome 
evaluations than were other kinds of projects. Project development 
was generally slow and impeded by difficult implementation problems 
(so much so that MITRE devoted a special study to three of these 
projects). (7) Evaluation coverage was the worst in the program; 11 
of 16 projects (or 69 percent) failed to submit reports. Of the 5 
projects providing documentation, 1 was adjudged a success but the 4 
others provided no evidence of project achievement. 
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7. Drug Use 

This was a severely troubled functional area in Impact (see page 
252 above), yet drug use had constituted an important priority 
problem for nearly all of the Impact cities (see Figure 14, page 155 
above). MITRE efforts to analyz~ rhe difficulties besetting imple
mentation of the 5 TASC programs'S revealed problems of philosophical 
disagreement (between treatment and law enforcement agencies), of 
referral and agency coordination (courts, police, drug agencies), of 
evaluation planning (no focus on client outcomes, no design mechanisms 
included which could allow for attribution of client achievements to the 
program), of data collection (concern over client privacy and infor
mation confidentiality), of high dropout rates and of internal manage
ment. Drug projects other than TASC did, however, have some success: 
Baltimore's Intensive Supervision of Narcotic Offenders projects . 
featured an evaluation design including control groups and was 
designated an effective project (see page 317 above). Still another 
was a possible success. Finally, although documentation coverage 
was good among drug projects (8 of 10 eventually submitted evaluation 
reports), 6 of the 8 (or 78 percent) could provide no evaluative 
evidence attesting to project success. 

8. Community Involvement 

Evaluation planning for community involvement projects was the 
best for any functional area in the Impact program. Evaluation 
reporting was also very good) with general utilization of applicable 
evaluation approaches. Documentation coverage, on the other hand, 
was not especially comprehensive, with 18 of 33 projects (or 55 per
cent) failing to submit reports. (This is higher than the 42 percent 
average progranl-wide.) Of the 3.5 proj ects reviewed, however, 7 were 
chosen as effective projects and 5 more were possible successes. Only 
3, or 20 percent, provided no evidence of success; this was the lowest 
proportion of failures in any functional area. 

9. Target Hardening 

Although target hardening projects provided generally good 
evaluation plans, reporting quality was the poorest among all the 
functional areas. No project provided an adequate demonstration of 
success, and only one possible success was recognized. Of the 5 
projects reviewed, 4 could provide no evidence whatever of meeting 
project objectives. 

10. Summary of Project-Level Achievement by Functi~nal Area 

Overall, the MITRE technical reviews revealed that the functional 
areas producing the best evaluative evidenc.e of ac.hievement (including 
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ef£ect~ve projects and possible successes) were the areas of community 
involvement (80 percent of the projects reviewed)~ courts (77 percent), 
police (68 percent), and prevention (67 percent). The areas presenting 
the greatest problems of both achievement and evaluation under Impact, 
were research/information systems (80 percent of projects reviewed 
failed to report evidence of success), target hardening (also 80 per
cent) and drug programs (75 percent). 

It is clear that the difficulties encountered by TASC programs 
and target hardening projects, under Impact, are of such magnitude 
that further research appears to be warranted to determine whether 
the problems are intrinsic to the projects or have to do rather with 
the fact that they were implemented in the Impact context. The Impact 
experience has not thus far furnished evidence reviewed by MITRE which 
can attest to the usefulness or relevance of these programs for crime 
control. 

The question of research/information systems, on the other hand, 
seems quite patently to be a problem of time and of the appropriateness 
of funding such projects in a short-term program. It is evident, for 
example, that effective data system projects require extensive develop
mental periods because of the lead-time needed to structure the 
necessary agency relationships, because of complicated procurement 
policies and regulations which must be adhered to, and because of 
the need to educate data system project personnel in the operations 
of 1:he criminal justice sysl:em. 

Data system project~ are among the most difficult and lengthy to 
develop and implement. (7) The complex relationships which must be 
structured within and between agencies requires, to some degree, 
intrusion upon long established customs of agency autonomy. Within 
the context of a ,short-term program like Impact, it is perhaps too 
much to ask that agencies embark upon such a course of program develop
ment. Probably a longer-term funding program (extending over the 
three to five year period usually required) would be more appropriate 
for data system projects, along with phased funding occurring as 
implementation benchmarks were achieved. 

Looking across all the functional areas, it appears that the 
documentation of achievement was largely a function of the newness 
of the enterprise and of the lack of ready-made tools for evaluation 
in some areas. The greater success of the police and community 
involvement strategies appears to be imputable to more readily 
available data and to the more straightforward measurement involved 
in activities featuring direct, area-specific crime reduction. While 
corrections projects had difficulties with the measurement of recidi
vism, and courts projects often posited some unrealistic objectives. 
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these problems seemed largely due to inexperience; they ~re. therefore, 
remediable in most cases and shnuld, logically, improve with time. 
~ining and technical assistance. 

In sum, then, there were not many surprises in terms of func
tional area effectiveness. Those areas which required: 

• technical assistance unavailable under Impact (recidivism
focused projects, for example); 

~ more time than could be forthcoming in a 2-year action
oriented program (data system projects, for example); 

• hurdling institutional impediments and long-established 
difficulties inherent in project objectives (adult corrections 
and especially offender amployment projects); or 

• sophisticated and finely-tuned agency coordination (drug 
programs, for example) 

were disadvantaged under Impact. On the other hand, those functional 
areas which benefited from: 

• a developed research capability (e.g., police projects); 

8 private organizational and management capability (community 
involvement projects); 

• more easily achieved objectives (some systems-improvement 
projects); and 

e strongly emphasized city priorities (e.g., juvenile programs) 

attained quite impressive relative levels of achievement. In these 
areas, the evaluation planning and reporting tools initiated via the 
Impact COPlE-cycle allowed 27 projects to be substantiated as effective. 
This again points to the relevance of Rogers' remark (cited page 
above) about the criteria regulating the speed with which innovation~ 
are adopted. There is little doubt that the COPIE-cycle required 
some learning investment on the part of its users, and little doubt 
either that best performances were achieved when that learning invest
ment could be subscribed. Given expanded dissemination of evaluation 
information, given technical assistance in evaluation where it is 
needed y and given streamlining and sharpening of administrative pro
cedures and implementation monitoring, it seems likely that the 
ability to evaluate and thereby substantiate proj ect effectiveness 
could be significantly improved in future urban anti-crime programs 
utilizing the COPlE-cycle. 
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D. The COPIE-Cyc1e and Project Outcomes 

Since project effectiveness is demonstrated through evaluation 
and since an evaluation capability was initiated in Impact via the 
COPIE-cycle, it is t:nerefore evident that the COPIE-cyc1e was 
instrumental in the demonstration of project effectiveness. Neverthe
less, the foregoing discussion leads naturally to the question of 
whether anyone particular element (or combination of elements) in 
the COP IE-cycle was especially influential in the establishment of 
such a capability. To explore this question, HITRE performed a 
statistical analysis using two types of variables: 

.. process variables (measuring either the completeness or the 
quality achieved by each Impact project in terms of each 
COPIE-cyc1e element); and 

• outcome variables (indicating the extent to which projects 
had met these obj ectives, and ,qere likely to be institution
alized). 

Two general questions were posed. First, what relationships could be 
observed at the project level among the various elements of the COPIE
cycle? Second, what correlations could be found between these 
elements and proj~ct outcomes? 

Values for COPIE-cyc1e variables were generated as by-products 
of several national-level evaluation tasks (Tasks 1, 2, and 7, see 
page 63 above) when project documentation (i.e., grant applications, 
evaluation components, evaluation reports) and implementation data 
were examined. Table XLI below lists the definitions of these 
variables and their rating scales. 

There are some inherent limitations to this analysis. To begin 
with, the COPIE-cyc1e was not intended to be a project-leYel endeavor, 
but was rather to be performed on a program-wide basis in each city. 
While it is true that some aspects of the cycle (such as evaluation 
components and reports, or implementation completeness) did lend 
themselves well to assessment at the project level, others did not 
(crime-oriented p1ann:.i_ng, for example, was not a proj ect-leve1 
activity), and attributions of planning quality at the project level 
therefore had to be derived. 
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TABLE XLI 
VALUE DEFINITION OF COPIE-CYCLE PROCESS AND OUTCOME VARIABLES 

VARIABLE RATING SCALE 

1- PROCESS VARIABLES 

• PRESENCE OF CRIME-ORIENTED • VALUE DETERMINED BY THE DEGREE 
PLANNING OF SPECIFICITY IN JUSTIFYING 

THE NEED FOR THE PROJECT IN 
RELATION TO OFFENSE/OFFENDER/ 
VICTIM/CRIME-SETTING DATA 

• IMPLEMENTATION SPlmD AND • VALUE DETERMINED BY THE SPEED 
COMPLETENESS AND COMPLETENESS OF SERVICE 

DELIVERY AND BY CHANGES IN THE 
SCOPE OF SERVICE 

• EVALUATION PLANNING • VALUE DETERMINED BY THE COM-
QUALITY PLETENESS OF THE EVALUATION 

COMPONENT (i.e. HIGHEST RATING 
GIVEN TO A PLAN WHICH DELINE-
ATES WHAT OBJECTIVES ARE TO BE 
EVALUATED, HOW DATA ARE TO BE 
COLLECTED, AND HOW OUTCOblE 
MEASURES ARE LINKED TO PROJECT 
ACTIVITIES) 

• EVALUATION APPROACH 0 VALUE DETERMINED BY THE ADE-
QUALITY QUACY OF THE EVALUATION DESIGN 

IN TERMS OF VALID MEASUREMENTS 
OF CHANGES AND BASIS FOR 
ATTRIBUTION 

fI EVALUAUON REPORTING • VALUE DETERMINED BY THE DEPTH 
QUALI1'Y OF THE EVALUATIVE INFORMATION 

PRESENTED. (i.e., WHETHER THE 
INFORMATION IS DESCRIPTIVE, 
EXPLANATORY OR PRESENTED IN 
THE FORM OF SUBSTANTIATED 
FINDINGS) 

2. OUTCOME VARIABLES 

• OBJECTIVE ATTAINMENT • VALUE DETERMINED BY THE EXTEN'f 
TO W11ICH PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
WERE MET 

• INSTITUTIONALIZATION • VALUE DETERMINED BY THE 
DEGREE OF LIKELIHOOD OF 
PROJECT INS'rITUTIONALIZA-
TION 
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Another limitation of the analysis is that only 71 projects (or 
about 30 percent of the Impact total) provided enough information 
to b" included in the analysis; inevitably some cities were better 
represented in the sample than others (Atlanta and Portland, in 
particular were und,er-represented). A further limitation is that 
proj ects were assessed by several MITRE staff members; although prt"" 
cautions were taken to promote consistency (for example, through tlw 
random assignment of projects to individual evaluators and through 
frequent group conferences), potential bias on the part of individual 
evaluators cannot be totally ruled out. 

Within these limitations, however, it Deemed important nonetht'lusB 
to examine those data which were available to See w'hat t 11ey could 
reveal about COPIE-cycle variable relationships with project outcomes 
across the cities. 

The main findings of the analysis were that: 

III Overall: 

• Crime-oriented 
planning: 

~ Implementation: 

• Evaluation 
Planning and. 
Reporting: 

• Institution
alization: 

All the COPIE-cycle variables were pos1tivl~ly 
correlated with one another although the 
strengths of the relationships, in general, 
were only moderate. 

Proj ects which were crime-orientedly planm~u 
tended also to have good evaluation lj;.ans, 
evaluation approaches and evaluation l::eports. 

Implementation speed and completeness were 
associated with project success. 

Good evaluation planning was strongly Ct'rre
lated with applicable evaluation approaches 
and, somewhat more moderately, with good 
evaluation reporting. 

Good evaluation reporting quality was 
associated with a higher probability of 
institutionalization. 

The results of the analysis thus reinforced some early program 
assumptions. It was never, of course, expected that crime-oriented 
planning could ensure the attainment of objectives, but rather that 
it would better specify the objectives which needed t.o be attained. 
That this occurred may be inferred from the finding that good crime
oriented planning was positively correlated with good evaluation 
planning, evaluation approaches and evaluation reporting. Another 
assumption driving the COPlE-cycle demonstration was tl1at evaluation 
planning is instrumental in the ability to assess project success. 
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This belief was strengthened here in the finding that good evaluation 
planning was, in fact, associated with good evaluation approaches 
which are a requirement for assessing project success. The relation
ship of evaluation planning to evaluation reporting (and the latter's 
fut·ther relationship with proj ect institutionalization) additionally 
confi~ned the importance of evaluation planning for the establishment 
of project credibility. The finding that implementation speed and 
completeness were associated with project-level s~ccess is unsur
prising (in the sense that reduced and untimely services would cer
tainly decrease the power of an intervention), but draws attention 
once again to the importance of the implementation variable in anti
crime project attainments. Indeed~ the achievements of Dallas and 
St. Louis (excellent implementers among the Impact cities) in terms 
of project effectiveness (see Table XXXIX above) had already pointed 
up that importance. 

E. Project-Level Achievements in Terms of Program Expectations 

Overall, the discussion of proj ect-leve:. achievements in this 
chapter confirmed some program assumptions and some program findings 
elaborated in Parts I and II of this report. Among other things, 
it is now clear that: 

• a criminal justice system planning and evaluation capability 
could be developed under Impact constraints, and did indeed 
result in knowledge payoffs, among which the ability to 
identify successful anti-crime projects; 

• as expected, the four "advantaged" cities did, in fact, 
produce a majority (23) of the 35 effective projects; 
however, St. Louis also generated 5 of these projects 
despite a "disadvantaged" status in terms of age, exodus 
situation and other factors (see Chapter V); 

$ lessons were learned about the types of projects and 
strategies which appear to be amenable to effective imple
mentation and evaluation; 

o information was obtained about types of projects which 
appear to be unsuccessful (such as certain efforts toward 
the treatment of drug users or toward target hardening); 

o good evaluation planning emerged as a crucial element of 
the CaPlE-cycle, affecting both the ability to demonstrate 
project success (through influence on evaluation approaches), 
and the likelihood of project institutionalization (through 
influence on evaluation reporting). 
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PROJECT-LEVEL EVALUATION TECHNICAL REVIEW 
DATA COLLECTION FORM 

:PROJECT CODE 

PROJECT NANE 

CITY 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 
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PROJECT NAME 

CITY 

PROJECT CODE 

PROJECT DATA SHEET 

SOURCES 

EVALUATION SUMMARY REPORT 

EVALUATION COMPONENT REVIEW FORM 

CHECKLIST 

TRANSFER SHEET 

IMPLEMENTATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

TECHNICAL REVIEW 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 
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I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

PROJECT FOCUS 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

Outcome 

(1) 

(2) 

Intermediate 

(1) 

(2) 

Activity 

(1) 

(2) 

CITY 

1 '" Crime Reduction 

2 = Recidivism 

3 = Systems/Other 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF AREA SERVED 

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT CLIENTS 
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INDIVIDUAL OR AGENCY INITIATING PROJECT 

AGENCY RESPONSIBLE 

PROJECT DIRECTOR 

I , 
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II • FUNDING AND IMPLEMENTATION 

RESOURCES 

Requested 

Received 

Time Period Covered (Months) 

Allocation of Resources 

% of Personnel 

% of Equipment 

DATES 

Submission of grant application 

Hiring of Project Director 

Date of award 

Initial provision of services (e.g., 
first client received or first 
deployment of manpower) 

Refunding award date 

End of refund award period 

Suggested changes for improved 
implementation. 
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.Extent and Scope of CAT, 
SPA, RO Assistance 

Yes 
No 

1 
o 

CAT 

SPA 

RO 

IMPLEMENTATION PROBL~S 

TURNOVER 

Project Director 

Supervising Staff 

Professional Staff 

Support Staff 

CRIME-ORIENTED PLANNING 

Yes 

No 

o = No Data To Support Problem 

1 Data Alluded to But Not Cited 

1 

o 

2 Data Substantiated But is General 

3 Data Specific to Area 

Primary 

Secondary 

4 Data Links Activities to Problem Solution 
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III. EVALUATION PLANNING 

A. Provisions made for conducting evaluation. 

(1) Automated/manual data collection Yes 1 D and management system. No 0 

(2) Standardized ;orms. D 
(3) Reporting periods. D 

Frequency (Host frequent) Not Specified 0 

Monthly 1 D 
Quarterly 2 

Semi-Annually = 3 

Annually = 4 

(4) Number Evaluation Personnel D 
(5) Evaluation Responsibility D 

B. Evaluation Component No Plan 1 CODE 

What 2 

How = 3 D 
Linkages = 4 

C. Evaluation Design CODE 

D 
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IV. PROJECT FINDINGS JUDGE CODE 

Does the Evaluation Report provide 
findings in the terms of outcome/ 
intermediate objectives? 

Did any of the following change 
from the Evaluation Component 
Review Form? 

Outcome 

(1) 

(2) 

Intermediate 

(1) 

(2) 

Activity 

(1) 

(2) 

Yes ::: 1 

No .. a 

Yes = 1 

No = a 
N/A = 9 

If yes discuss the nature of the change. 
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What are the major findings? 
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Does the report indicate either explicitly 
or implicitly that the project met its 
outcome objective(s)? 

Yes = 2 

Partly Het =: 1 

No 0 

If no, or partly met provide reasons. 

Additional (side) Benefits/Drawbacks 
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V. EVALUATION REPORTING 

Doh'> the Evaluation Report provide 
activity data (what services the project 
provided) in specific enough terms to 
indicate what the project is about? 

Are the data upon which the findings 
are based presented in the report 
(i.e., is the reader in the position 
to validate)? 

Is the report readable and Unacceptable 
logically presented? Acceptable 

Good 

Excellent 

Yes = 1 

No = 0 

Yes"" 1 

No 0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Is this report an: Interim = 1 

Final 2 

Phased 3 

Does the Evaluation Report account 
for limitations in the inter
pretation of findings? 

List important limitations. 

Yes 

No 

'0 '0 
QJ QJ 

1 

o 

[ 

g ~ 1-1 

~ 3& P D 
~ ~ 
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List any major limitations which should have been 
accounted for in the report (if applicable). 

Overall measure of Ev~luation Report 
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VI. EVALUATIGN APPROACH ___ io, 

What type of research design was used ;in 
the Evaluation Report? 

iii Before/After::: (Time Frame) 

III Projection = (Base) 

III Comparison Group = (Specify) 

III Comparison Area = (Specify) 

• Control Group = (Specify Selection) 

III Control Area = (Specify) 

to Other 

Specification 

CODE 

D 

On a scale, rate the design approach in the context of 
the limitations of this specific project. 

D 
Low High 

In this context) what do you see as the major drawbacks of 
the approach which prevented you from giving the report a 
higher rating? 
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Given the dra~.,backs, do the findings based 
on outcome/intermediate objective(s) in the 
report appear to be justified? 

Operational Problem 

Recommendations Reported 

• Operational Recommendations 
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VII. DOES THE PROJECT APPEAR TO BE INNOVATIVE? 

If yes, why? 

MITRE Comments 
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Yes = 1 

No = 0 D 
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Chapter X 

Assessment of Impact-City 
Crime-Rate Changes 



CHAPTER X: SUMMARY 

This chapter, which presents data on Impact city crime rates and levels, first dis· 
cusses the problems of attributing city-wide crime changes to program effects because of 
(1) the present inability to estimate the contribution of some anti-crime projects (such 
as recidivism-focused or system improvement efforts) to city·wide crime rates and (2) the 
confounding effect of increased or reduced crime-reporting, over time and across cities. 
Further, Impact-specific attribution problems are examined such as program slippage 
which weakened concentration and, hence, impact on citY-Wide rates; lack of correlation 
between project timing and crime-rate change measurements; and failure to collect arcu
specific data for crime-reduction focused projects which might have allowed at least these 
(as, for example, Denver's SCAT) to be linked to city-wide crime rates. 

Although attribution is thus ruled out, and it cannot be stated that an improved 
capability in some city resulted in a decrease in crime rates, it is extremely important to 
examine whether such an improved capability (once established) was accompal1ied by 
increases or decreases in those rat~s, because it is an overall effect 011 crime which is being 
sought. ' 

The problems related to the use of Uniform Crime Report (UCR) data were dis
cussed in Chapter I; perhaps their major vulnerability is that little evidence exists to sup
port the inference that a change in UCR rates reflects an actual change in crime rah"" 
or that they are related at all in some rational and consistent W.ly. It is for this reason 
that victimization surveys were chosen to be the tool for measllring Impact outcomes. 
Nonetheless, UCR rates are generated continuously, they are readily available, and it 
seemed appropriate to include them in a final review of Impact. This chapter looks at 
these crime rates and discusses some methods for possible interpretations of these statis
tics. Two kinds of crime data analyses are made: 

• an examination of (UCR) crime rates for the 8 Impact cities and the 5 target 
crimes over differing periods extending from 1968 through 1974; and 

69 a comparison of expected Impact burglary levels against actual levels attained 
by the Impact cities for the years 1973-1974. 

Findings of the UCR examination are as follows (see Table XLII): 

• Over the 1972-1974 period, city crime rates had: 

- increased for the five crimes, in Portland; 

- increased for four of the five crimes, with one crime either siablized or 
decreased, in Atlanta and st. Louis; 

- increased for three crimes, with two crimes either stabilized or decreased, in 
Baltimore, Cleveland and Dallas; 



increased for two crimes, vv'ith three either stabilized or decreased, in Denver; 

decreased for all crimes, in Newark. 

(lOver the 1968· 1974 period, there were: 

long-term, generally severe crime·rate increases in Atlanta and Portland; 

declining or generally stabilizing trends in Baltimore and Newark; 

some increases in St. Louis and Cleveland; 

declining or stabiHzing trends in Dallas and Denver for person crimes (except 
rape in Dallas); burglary was up, however, especially in Dallas; 

Dallas was the only city which did not show a rise in murder rates; 

Baltimore was the only city to show steadily decreasing rates for rape; 

.- Portland doubled its burglary rate finishing with the highest rate of any 
Impact city; 

- Cleveland maintained its rdatively low burglary rate; 

robbery rates increased in every Impact city; 

Impact violent crime rates had considerably worsened overall: whereas in 
1970, four cities had rates under 450 per 100,000, in 1974, all rates were 
above that figure; 

- Dallas, Denver and Newark showed real improvements in their ran kings 
relative to other cities. 

The comparison of expected 1973·1974 monthly burglary levels with 
actual VCR levels yielded the following findings: 

Impact City 

Atlanta 
Baltimore 
Cleveland 
Dallas 
Denver 
Newark 
Portland 
st. Louis 

Evidence of Burglary-Level Reduction 

No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 

Level of Confidence 

99% 
99% 
95% 
99% 
99% 

• Atlanta: no significant difference (1,365 burglaries expected, 1,363 reported); 

• Baltimore: down significantly (1,724 expected, 1,433 reported); 



~--------------------------.. --,-., 

• Cleveland: down significantly (1,204 expected, 913 reported); 

• Dallas: down significantly (2,239 expected, 2,016 reported): 

o Denver: down significantly (1,704 expected, 1,342 reported); 

• Newark: down significantly (1,123 expected, 812 reported): 

• Portland: down but not significantly (1,142 expected, 1.053 reported); 

• St. Louis: down but not significantly (1,674 expected, 1,622 reported), 

The MITRE comparison of expected and actual burglary levels employed a 
method called Sister City Regression Models (developed by Budnick in 1971) to estimate 
crime levels. It is concluded here that the method has promise and should be validated 
further. 

A final analysis, juxtaposing city performances in Impact with their crime-change 
experiences, found that: 

• the crime changes in Atla11ta, Portland, and Baltimore are not likely to have 
been meaningfully affected by the Impact program because of the slow pace 
of implementation in these cities; 

• in Cleveland, increases may have been moderated, and in Newark, decreases 
may have been influenced by Impact; evidence for this is derived from MITRE's 
secondary analysis of Cleveland's CCP and from the burglary-level analysis in 
each city; 

G St. Louis' actual burglary levels were not significantly lower than expected 
levels, and MITRE has not found other evidence pointing to a moderation of 
city trends via the Impact program there; it is, however, possible that this may 
have been the case for crimes other than burglary; 

• in Dallas and Denver, it seems likely that Impact was a factor in achieving de
creases and in moderating the rates of increase in those cities (based on evalua
tion reports, a high proportion of demonstrated effectiveness, and the burglary 
analysis). 



Chapter X 
Assessment of Impact Crime Changes 

Programs have to be designed fa produce certain short-term 
changes on the assumption that they are necessary conditions for 
achieving long-range ends. As in many other aspects, the evalua
tion inherits the fallibilities of the program. Often the best that 
evaluation call do, at least under the usual time constraints and ill 
the absence of better knowledge, is to accept the program's 
assumptions alld ji'nd out how well near-term goals are being met. 
It is left to further research to explore the relationships between 
~hort-tenn goals and long-term consequences. 

C. Weiss, 1975 

It would be helpful, once the success of an anti-crime project 
had been established, to then be able to tie its effects solidly 
to overall citY-Wide crime rates in order: 

• to obtain better information about the size and ramifications 
of the project's impact and hence about its wider implications 
and its cost/effectiveness relative to other projects; and 

• to establish, through such information, a better basis for 
future city-wide crime-oriented planning, in terms of 
realistic, operationally defined, crime-reduction objectives 
at the project level. 

Unfortunately, it is not always possible to do this for several reasons. 

First, all anti-crime efforts do not made an immediate or short
term impact on crime rates which is both identifiable and attributable 
to that effort. For example, projects focusing on recidivism 
reduction for a small group of offenders may well be able to produce 
evidence at the project level demonstrating that they are successfully 
reducing recidivism, despite the fact that it remains impossible to 
pinpoint the contribution of that reduction to city-wide crime rate 
changes, nor, conversely, to attribute any specific part of those 
changes to the recidivism-focused project. Thus, although recidivism 
reduction achievements will certainly show up in city-wide crime-rate 
changes (especially over the long term), it is not presently possible 
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to attribute those achievements to projects. (In Impact, for example, 
42 percent of the anti-crime projects were focused on recidivism 
reduction, see Table XXVI, page 164 above). 

Second, attribution of city-wide crime-rate changes to progl'Ll.m 
effects is further complicated by differential crime reporting. 
Reporting of some crimes in some areas is greater than in others, 
and appears generally to be increasing over time where authorities 
have implemented victim-focused services and assistance. This means 
that it is difficult to isolate program effects either through 
before-after data or across control cities, given unknown changes 
in the rates of reporting. (In Impact, this was a recognized 
problem in Portland--where at least part of the increase in the 
reported burglary rate from 1971 to 1974 was shown by Portland's 
victimization survey to have been the result of increases in the 
number of burglaries reported--and in Denver, wh~re an Impact 
project specifically targeted increased crime reporting.) 

Further, there are attribution difficulties which were specific 
to the Impact program that resulted from the inadequate amount of 
planning and start-up time allocated, and from the New Federalist 
program struc,ture: 

• Slippages in the program brought a straggling, diffused 
implementation, rather than the focused, concentrated thrust 
(expected by program planners) to which city-wide crime-rate 
changes might reasonably have been attributed. 

• The attribution of yearly changes in city-wide crime rates 
to project effects would not only have required more con
centrated implementation and less recidivism-focused imple
mention, it would also have required that time periods of 
prolect operations and crime-rate change measurements be 
reasonably correlated. Yet although Impact was on-going 
in all eight cities from January of 1972, projects, especially 
those likely to affect crime rates rapidly, wer~ not neces
sarily implemented (Portland, for example, had spent only 
about 18.8 percent of awarded Impact funds as of September 
30, 1974). 

8 Impact crime-reduction focused projects (i.e., those which 
could be tied, at least grossly, to city-wide crime rates) 
generally targeted particular crimes in particular neighbor
hoods; area-specific data were therefore crucial for measuring 
project effects. However, as discussed earlier (see page 46 
above) such data collection was not mandated in the Impact 
program and, in most cases, failed to occur. (The project 
SCAT, in Denver--see page 311 and pages 328-329 above--was 
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one Impact effort which did collect before-after data in 
the specific area of project operation, and it was there
fore possible to measure SCAT crime-reduction effects in 
target areas, displacement effects in adjacent areas, and 
to connect SCAT results to city-wide burglary rates. It was, 
in fact, calculated that the single project SCAT, achieving 
a 25 percent decrease in burglary rates in its area of 
operation, accounted for a 3 percent decrease in burglary 
city-wide. ) 

It thus appears that the New Federalist approach taken by Impact 
did result in some of the problems predicted in Chapter III. The 
ability of cities to choose freely among direct and indirect crime
reduction strategies, the laissez-faire stance in matters of imple
mentation, the failure to impose area-specific data collection as a 
requirement, meant, among other things, that an assessment of 
program-wide effects on city-wide crime rates would not be feasible. 

Therefore, looking at city-wide Uniform Crime Report (UCR)l data 
or victimization surveys cannot provide much information about the 
effectiveness of the eight Impact programs, especially in the absence 
of an experimental design. It should be remembered that, as dis
cussed in Chapter IV, funds were provided to eight cities which 
had been selected because of their crime problems, and no control 
was built into the program. Thus, with so few cases to examine, 
with so little standardization among the city programs or treatment 
interventions, it was impossible to use the traditional experimental 
method for assessing the effects of the program activities on the 
designated outcome variable, city-wide crime. The best estimates 
of program anti-crime achievements, then, must come from project 
outcomes. Indeed, if all projects had been successful, and the 
scope of their contributions to crime-reduction known, it would not 
have been absolutely necessary to examine city-wide crime rates. 
Given present ignorance, however, and a currently demonstrable 
success rate of about 25 percent, it remains important to study 
available crime data, if only to learn whether reported crime levels 
went up or down, officially, in Impact cities, and, more particularly, 
in which ones. In effect, if programs are initiated to improve system 
capability, it is because of the assumption that such capability will 
help to control crime. Therefore, even if it cannot be stated that an 
improved capability in some city resulted in a decrease in crime rates, 
it is extremely important to examine whether such an improved 
capability (once established$ as in the case of Denver for example) 
was accompanied by increases or decreases in those rates, because it 
is an overall effect on crime which is being sought. 

IData published annually by the FBI. 
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Problems related to the use of UCR data were discussed in 
Chapter I. Perhaps their major vulnerability is that there exists 
little evidence to support the inference that a change in UCR rates 
reflects an actual change in crime rates, or that they are related 
at all in some rational and consistent ~vay. It is for this reason 
that victimization surveys, rather than UCR data, were chosen to be 
the tool for measuring Impact outcomes. Nonetheless, UCR rates are 
generated continuously, they are readily available, and it seemed 
appropriate to include them in a final review' of Impact. They have 2 
furnished the basis for the following examination in which crime rates 
are discussed for the eight Impact cities and the five target crimes: 

• for the period 1972-1974; and 

• for the period 1968-1974. 

The comparison between expected and actual crime levels will be 
explored in a later section. 

A. Impact City Crime Rates 

1. Crime Rates for the Years 1972-1974 (Eight Impact Cities, 
Five Target Crimes) 

Table XLII below presents figures for the target Impact crime8 in 
the eight cities for the years 1972 through 1974 (rates per 100,000 
population) and computes their percentage change for the 2-year period. 
Examining the statistics in turn for each city, it is Lmmediately 
apparent that Atlanta and Portland endured the worst across-the-board 
increases in target crimes of the eight ciU.es. Only the crime of 
murder showed a (very small) decrease in Atlanta. On the other hand, 
Dallas and Denver presented either decreases or stable rates for 
mu~der and aggravated assault, and, although there were increases in 
rates for rape, these were not precipitous as in Atlanta and Portland. 
All crimes decreased in Newark, and Baltimore's rates indicated some 
stabilization, except for burglary. While Cleveland showed some 
rises in crime rates, the dimensions of these rates have been 
generally much lower than those of the other cities for all crimes 
except murder and robbery. (It is interesting to note, for example, 
that Portland's rates for burglary by 1974 were about twice those of 
Cleveland.) St. Louis saw considerable increases in burglary and 
robbery rates over the 1972-1974 period; on the other hand, rates of 
forcible rape declined in St. Louis as they did in Newark: these 
were the only two Impact cities to present such decreases. 

2 based on UCR levels and Rand-McNally yearly population estimates 
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CITY 

NfLMITA 

1912 
19B 
1974 

;; GHI\N(;I,; 72-74 

tlALTU!oRE 

III];! 
1973 
1971, 

:; CHANGE 72-14 

CLEVELAND 

1972 
197'3 
1974 

:; CHANGE 72-74 

DALLAS 
19n 
1971 
1974 

;:, CHANGr: 72-71, 

DENVER 

1972 
1973 
1974 

% CHA1'WE 72-74 

NEWARK 

1972 
1973 
1974 

;; CHANGE 72-74 

PORTLAND 

1972 
1973 
1974 

;:; CHANGE 72-74 

ST. LOUIS 

1972 
1973 
1974 

5l CJlA.'lGE 72-74 

TABLI: XLII 
IMMCT CITY CRIME RATES, 1972,1973, AND 1974 

(RATES PER 100,000 AND PERCENT CHANGES 1912·1974) 

AGGRAVATED 
'1lJRI)F.R RAPE ASSAULT ROBBERY 

51. .3 51. 5 431 618 
52.7 93.8 531 830 
50.5 A9.7 687 888 

- ).n +74.2S( +59.4% +43.7% 

'l6.8 ;1.9 711 1,070 
31.4 55.9 719 965 
33.1 54.9 no 1,153 

-10.17- + 5.8;< + 1.3% + 7 .8~~ 

41. 3 62.1 267 758 
'38. '3 60.7 272. 638 
43.3 62.5 387 866 

+ 4.8% + 0.6;;; +44.6% +14.2% 

22.1 61. 3 521 101 
26.1 65.2 549 358 
22.2 71.9 4lo 356 

+ O. 5~~ '''17.3% -20.2% +18.3% 

17.0 70.2 368 384 
18.2 87.5 362 457 
14.7 78.0 371 447 

-13.s;~ +10.0% + 1.0% +16.3% 

33.3 84.2 669 1,240 
42.0 84.8 603 1,049 
34.4 76.6 561 1,118 

- 9.0% - 9. Oi~ -16 .1~; - 9.0'% 

9.6 t!4.0 350 447 
8.3 49.8 338 385 

11. 3 71. 7 490 515 
+17.7% +63.0% +39.9% +15.3% 

33.4 83.3 523 788 
36.6 96.3 565 882 
35.5 77 .9 597 928 

., b.3% + 6. 5~! +14.1% +17.7% 

SOURCE: FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION, UNIFOR}1 CRIME REPORTS: 
1972, 1973, 1974 
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2,946 
3,187 
3,',24 

+16.2% 

1,896 
1,748 
2,122 

+11.9% 

1.40.5 
l,ZS7 
1,812 
+29.02 

2,470 
2,511 
2,969 

+20.2% 

3,195 
2,859 
3,319 

+ 3.9% 

2,860 
2,416 
2,675 

- 6.5% 

2,873 
3,109 
3,571 

+24.3% 

2,860 
3,244 
3,482 

+21. 7% 



All of these figures are, of course, reported crime rates, 
subject to all of the reporting inconsistencies and vagaries dis
cussed earlier in this paper. The 1972-1974 time-frame was presented 
here because it was the period during which Impact was expected to be 
implemented (although operationa1ization was far from complete at 
that time, see page 143 above). A much clearer idea of Impact city 
reported crime trends, however, can be gained from an examination 
of data stretching over a longer period. 

2. Crime Rates for the Years 1968-1974 

(a) The Impact Cities (Five Target Crimes) 

Figures 20 through 27 below give a sense of the evolution of 
Impact city crime rates over a seven-year period (1968-1974). It 
can immediately be seen from Figure 20 that At1anta ' s 1974 crime 
rates emerged from longer-term trends than those presented in Table XLII 
above. All five crimes had increased steadily and prodigiously over 
the 1968-1974 time-period. Portland also endured sharply rising 
crime rates (see Figure 26), although the increases were generally 
less precipitous than in the case of Atlanta. Cleveland crime 
patterns also followed a rising trend; however, rates of increase 
were lower than those of Atlanta or Portland, and the rates themselves 
also were generally lower, except for robbery and murder (see Figure 22). 
St. Louis' trends rose moderately for robbery and more sharply 
for burglary. Violent crime, however, (murder, rape, assaUlt) 
appeared to have been somewhat stabilized since 1969, although rates 
were not low (Figure 27). 

Dallas and Denver both presented differell:- patterns for different 
crimes. In Dallas, all person crimes (i.e., murn3r, assault, rape 
and robbery) except rape were either stabilized or decreasing 
(especially assault); rape and burglary, howeve~, wer 4Lsing, the 
latter vigorously (see Figure 23). In Denver, it appears that all 
person crimes (which were rising between 1968 and 1971) had either 
stabilized, since 1971, or actually declined (rape); this decline 
had not been apparent from Table XLII, looking only at 1972-1974 sta
tistics. Burglary, however, was clearly in a rising pattern since 
1968, albeit interrupted by a sharp dip in 1973 (Figure 24). 

In Newark, burglary, robbery and assault presented clearly 
declining trends after 1971. Rape and murder appeared to have 
stabilized (see Figure 25). Baltimore showed a long-term decrease 
(between 1968 and 1974) for all crimes except robbe~y and murder. 
Robbery, however, also declined between 1970 and 1974, and murder, 
after 1971. The long-term decrease in crimes of rape is perhaps the 
most interesting since it did not occur in any other city and was not 
apparent in the 1972-1974 data. 
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FIGURE 22 
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FIGURE23 
DALLAS 

(CRIME RATES, 1968-1974) 
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FIGURE 24 
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(CRIME RATES, 1968-1974) 
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(b) The Target Crimes (Eight Impact Cities) 

Figures 28 through 32 present the same crime statistics from a 
different perspective. Target crimes program-~ide are the focus here, 
as they occurred in the eight Impact cities over the same seven-year 
period (1968-1974). Seven of the eight cities had higher murder 
rates in 1974 than they did in 1968; only Dallas maintained the same 
total of 22 per 100,000 (see Figure 28 below). Rape rates sho~ed a 
lang·-term rapidly rising trend in Atlanta, Cleveland, Dallas, and 
Portland, moderately rising in Denver, Newark and St. Louis. Baltimore 
was the only city which showed steadily decreasing rates of forcible 
rape over the seven-year period (Figure 29). 

Assault rates rose in some cities, declined in others (ses 
Figure 30 below), Atlanta's rate nearly quadrupled between 1968-1974 and 
Portland's nearly tripled; St. Louis, Denver and Cleveland rates 
also rose. Dallas assault rates more than doubled between 1968 and 
1971 but afterwards, ho~ever, declined rapidly. Although Baltimore, 
in 1974, still maintained the highest rate for this crime of any 
city, those rates had decreased nearly 30 percent over the seven-year 
period, and the disparity bet~een assault rates for the other cities 
and the rate for Baltimore was no longer so striking. Newark also 
presented an overall decrease in its assault rate over this period. 

Robbery increased in every city between 1968-1974; there is no 
Impact city example of a decline. Baltimore and Newark maintained 
the highest rates of robbery of all the cities but it is Atlanta 
which saw the most vertiginous rise (see Figure 31). St. Louis, 
Cleveland, and Portland also had rising rates; Denver's and Dallas' 
increases were more moderate. 

Burglary increased everywhere except in Newark and Baltimore 
over the seven-year period (see Figure 32). Portland marc than 
doubled its rate, reaching the highest one, among the cities, for 
1974. Atlanta, Denver and Dallas also endured very rapid burglary 
increases; rates for this crime doubled in Atlsnta, nearly tripled 
in Dallas. St. Louis and Cleveland also showed considerable rate 
rises over the seven-year period. 

In sum, over the 1968-1974 period, two of the "advantaged" 
Impact cities (Atlanta and Portland), both of them slow implementers 
under Impact, were having the most severe increases in crime rates 
across the cities. Baltimore and Newark, on the other hand, had 
presented either declining or stabilizing trends for most crimes. 
Cleveland and St. Louis had seen some rises in their crime rates. 
Dallas and Denver both showed stabilized or declining crime trends 
for all person crime (except rape in Dallas); on the other hand, both 
cities continued to have severe problems of increases in burglary rates. 
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FIGURE 28 
CRIME RATES FOR MURDER IN THE EIGHT IMPACT CITJES (1968·1974) 
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FIGURE 29 
CRIME RATES FOR RAPE IN THE EIGHT IMPACT CITIES {'1968-1974} 
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FIGURE 30 
CRIME RATES FOR AGGRAVATED ASSAULT IN THE EIGHT IMPACT CITIES (1968-1974) 
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FIGURE 31 
CRIME RATES FOR nOBBERY IN THE EIGHT IMPACT CITIES (1968-1974) 
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FIGURE 32 
CRIME RATES FOR BURGLARY IN THE EIGHT IMPACT CITIES (1968-1974) 
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Changes in crime rates represent just one dimension of a city's 
cri.me problem, however, The magnitude of the rates themselves 
constitute another. Table XVI in Chapter V (see page 105 above) had 
examined city rates of violent crime, person crime and property crime 
as they were reported to the FBI in 1970. Table XLIII below extends 
that information through 1972 and 1974. 

In general, it is clear from Table XLIII that Impact viol~nt cr~me 
rates (driven by the Atlanta and Portland increases) had considerably 
worsened: whereas in 1970, four cities had rates under 450 per 100,000, 
by 1974, all rates were above that figure. In terms of violent crime, 
Baltimore, in 1970, had had the highest rates for any Impact city, 
and Atlanta the third lowest. By 1974, Atlanta's rates had become 
higher than those of Baltimore. Portland, which had had the lowest 
rates in 1970, was repJaced in that position by Denver: in 1974, 
Denver had the lowest rates of violent crimes for any Impact city. 
Other rank order changes are meaningful, as well, reflecting real 
crime decreases for Dallas (over the 1970-1974 period) and Newark 
(1972-1974). 

In terms of person crime, Baltimore still had the highest rates, 
in 1974 as in 1970, followed by Newark and (in 1974) by Atlanta. Dallas 
now had the lowest rates for person crime of any city, followed by 
Denver. Overall, Impact person-crime rates had clearly worsened, 
pushed by the general increases in robbbery (except for Dallas and 
Ne~.,ark): only four cities, in 1970, had had rates of person crime 
over 1~000 per 100,000; now six did. 

In terms of property crime, St. Louis' increases brought it the 
highest rates of any Impact city, followed closely by Atlanta and by 
Portland. Cleveland and Baltimore now had the lowest property crime 
rates among Lhe Impact cities. Again, there was a general worsening: 
whereas four cities had had property crime rates lower than 3,000 
per 100,000 in 1970, only one (Cleveland) did in 1974. 

Overall, across the eight cities, during t·~ 1970-1974 period, 
crime rates had Tyorsened for every kind of crime. However, some 
cities, such as Dallas and Denver, for example, showed real improve
ments in their positions vis-a-vis the other cities. While these 
improvements cannot be ried to Impact (see the discussion at the 
beginning of this chapter), they are more likely to include some 
Impact effects (given the approximate 50% effectiveness in spending 
in those cities, see Table XXXIX, page 322 above) than are the 
changes in crime rates of extremely slow implementers like Atlanta, 
Baltimore and Portland. (By the end of 1974, for example, Portland 
had still failed to spend more than about 20% of Impact funds.) 
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TABLE XLIII 
IMPACT CITY CRIME RATES: 1970,1972, AND 1974 FOR VIOLENT CRIME, 

PERSON CRIME AND PROPERTY CRIME (RATES PER 100,000 POPULATION) 

VIOLENT CRIHE PERSON CRIME 
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ATLANTA 352 3 534 4 827 8 780 2 1,152 5 1,715 6 2,748 

BALTIMORE 877 8 800 8 808 7 2,088 8 1,870 7 1,961 8 3,313 

CLEVELAND 331 2 370 1 493 2 1,060 5 1,128 4 1,359 4 2,163 

DALLAS 615 5 604 5 510 3 966 4 905 3 866 1 2,662 

DENVER 434 4 455 3 464 1 819 3 839 1 911 2 3,321 

NEI,ARK 671 7 792 7 672 5 1,891 7 2,032 8 1,790 7 4,195 

PORTLAND 267 1 404 2 573 4 694 1 851 2 1,088 3 2,904 

ST. LOUIS 651 6 640 6 710 6 1,502 6 1,428 5 1,638 5 3,906 

NOTE: 8 = HIGHEST CRnlE RATE, 1 = LOlmST. 

SOURCE: FBI, UNIFORH CRIME REPORTS, 1970, 1972, 1971 •• 
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In sum, the heterogeneity of focus, the long straggling imple
mentation, the failure to collect area-specific data--among other 
things--made it impossible to link Impac.t successes or failures to 
city-wide crime rates. Further, those crime rates themselves, as 
pointed out in Chapter I, reflect many factors other than criminal 
justice system influence and intervention. Given that this is so, 
and that it is so for all cities, it appears that the important 
question to ask, then, is not whether Impact-city crime rates went 
up or down, but rather, whether something occurred in Impact-city 
crime wbich was different from what would have been expected in the 
absence of the program. While an answer to this question would not 
provide definitive information on why such differences occurred (if 
indeed it turned out that they did occur), it would at least 
establish whether actual reported crime did, in fact, differ from 
expected crime via an examination of cities where a program had inter
vened, as well as cities where it had not. It is true that the crime 
differences observed could then be studied in terms of a pcocess 
evaluation of the program; however, many attribution questions would 
still need to be answered. The degree ~o which differences between 
actual and expected crime, across cities, could be linked to treat
ment effects would still be a function of the original city selection 
process, of differences in crime reporting, and of crime-related 
and other activities undertaken by each non-treatment city. 

Although the determination of Impact anti-crime effectiveness, on 
a city-wide or program-wide basis, is not a part of the present 
national-level evaluation (see Chapter IV above), MITRE has nonethe
less taken the opportunity offered by this research to examine Impact 
burglary levels, applying and broadening a model developed by Budnick 
in 1971 for deriving expected crime levels in u'rban areas. This 
effort appears to have been a first step in the direction of measuring 
these outcome criteria in a reasonable way. 

B. An Examination of Impact-City Burglary Via a Comparison of 
Expected and Actual Crime-Levels 

Budnick, in his Examination of the Impact of Intensive Police 
Patrol Activities, approached the problem of estimating expected 
levels of crime through a method which he called the Crime-Correlated 
Areas Concept. This concept was based on the 'assumption that: 

There exists a set of crime-related factors which operate 
upon a city as a whole. These factors operate in such a 
way as to influence general crime levels in a city ... 
(Such) factors might include general economic conditions, 
community attitudes and spirit, and general relationships 
between the community and the police, and various socio
economic or demographic factors which collectively 
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characterize the city as a whole. It was hypothesized 
that, as a result of the operation of these factors, the 
levels of crime in two areas might fluctuate in a similar 
manner. It was thus hypothesized that, given any area 
in a city, there might be identified another area (perhaps 
a "sister" area) in which the rate of change in the level 
of crime might be very similar. If this is so, one might 
find that the levels of crime in two areas are hig~!ly 
correlated over time. And in an experiment, one might 
estimate the level of crime in an experimental area, based 
upon the level which occurs in a non-experimental area. 3 

Budnick, then, was interested in using the crime-correlate 
concept presented earlier in this paper (see Chapter V above), but 
unlike this earlier discussion, Budnick focused not on the correlates 
themselves but rather on their overall presumed "output," crime. 
In his study of the Washington, D,. C. Manpower Experiment, h;.;: analyzed 
monthly index offense levels for several treatment areas within the 
city using a crime estimation model. This model was based upon the 
experiences of reporting areas which exhibited, prior to the experi
ment, high correlations in their patterns of crime fluctuation 
with those areas receiving the project treatment. These "crime
correlated areas," as the concept's name suggests, thus exhibited 
similarities in previous crime experience, despite the fact that 
they were: 

• spatially separated by a considerable distance; 

G dissimilar with regard to their average levels of crime; and 

• dissimilar in terms of their crime-related socioeconomic and 
demographic characteristics. 

MITRE applied Budnick's model and techniques to the Impact 
program, broadening the concept to that of a city (rather than an 
area within a city), using 30 comparison cities e~d generating six 
"sister" cities (instead of Budnick's comparison and "sister" areas). 

The eight Impact cities were matched with their appropriate 
crime-correlated cities from a sample of 30 non-Impact cities by 
computing simple bivariate correlations between the monthly burglary 
levels for each of the 30 cities and those for each Impact city 
over a 36-month period (1970 through 1972). The six comparison 
cities whose fluctuations in burglary rates best matched those of 

3Budnick, Frank, An Examination of the Impact of Intensive Police 
Patrol Activities, Pilot Grant NI 71-l14-PG, 1971. 
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the Impact city were chosen to be "sister" cities, since each had 
demonstrated a fundamental positive relationship with the burglary-
level changes of the Impact city. Six cities were chosen so that 
no one city, because of an unusual fluctuation, could unduly influence 
the expected values to be derived. At this point, data from these 
six cities were employed in a stepwise multiple regression in order 
La derive the model for each city. 

This sister-city approach to the estimation of expected crime 
levels for the eight Impact cities accounts for several alternative 
hypotheses which could have explained changes observed in the above 
discussion of city crime figures. The first of these, long term 
trends in crime, is accounted for by the fact that crime estimates 
are based upon the previous experience in crime of both the treatment 
and sister cities. This "simulationJl aspect of the model also rules 
out regression to the mean as a plausible explanation for crime 
changes since this statistical artifact would be .. as likely to play 
a role in the predictor cities as in the treatment cities. Finally, 
comparisons across treatment and non-treatment cities control for 
nationwide trends affecting all cities. 

Comparison of the expected burglary levels established for each 
city with actual UCR levels reported in the Impact cities in 1973 
and in 1974, revealed that burglary was significantly lower in five 
of the eight cities, relative to past trends. 4 

Evidence of 
Reduction in 
Burglary Level of 

Impact City Levels Confidence 

Atlanta No 
Baltimore Yes 99% 
Cleveland Yes 99% 
Dallas Yes 95% 
Denver Yes 99% 
Newark Yes 99% 
Portland No 
St. Louis No 

These results are not, of course, surprising after the examina
tion of UCR burglary rates in Section A of this chapter (see 

4 The Itgoodness of fit" between reported and predicted levels was 
used as the criterion for determining whether differences were 
statistically significant. 
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especially Figure 32 above). What is satisfying here is the statistical 
evidence thus brought to reinforce intuitively-perceived effects via 
actual measurement. In sum, the use of the sister-cities model 
allows the discussion of what really happened to Impact city burglary 
in a way which the earlier examination of UeR reported crime does 
not permit. The latter, independent of any evaluation design, cannot 
account for the usual source of variation in crime levels (e.g., long
term, seasonal, nation-wide trends, regression to the mean) which 
are implicitly controlled in the sister-cities approach. 

Findings of the analysis, by city, were as follows: 

• Atlanta's burglary levels in 1973 and 1974 followed the 
pattern predicted by its sister cities. There was no 
significant difference between reported and predicted 
levels. The average monthly level reported was 1,363 
burglaries, while the predicted average was 1,365. 

• In Baltimore, the average monthly level reported, 1,433 
burglaries, was 291 less than the predictf!d value of 1,724. 
This reduction was significant at the 99 percent level of 
confidence. 

.. In Cleveland, burglary was found to be on the decline. The 
average reported level for 1973-1974 was 913 per month, 
compared to a predicted average of 1,204. Additionally, the 
difference between predicted and reported levels was widening-
about 150 during the first quarter of 1973, rising to about 
450 in the last quarter of the same year. This reduction was 
found to be significant at the 99 percent confidence leveL 

• In Dallas, reported burglary increased steadily from 1,500 to 
2,000 per month during 1973, and reached 2,300 to 2,400 per 
month during 1974. Despite these increases, the average 
report~d monthly level for the two-year period was below the 
predicted value (2,016 reported as opposed to 2,239 predicted). 
It can be inferred that, although burglary continued to rise 
throughout 1973-1974, the rate of increase was moderated, 
compared to the expected levels. This change was found to be 
significant at the 95 percent confidence level. 

• In Denver, the burglary levels experienced were substantially 
and consistently less than expected, with the average monthly 
figure being 362 below the predicted level (1,342 versus 
1,704). Differences were most pronounced during the latter 
half of 1973, but the gap narrowed in 1974, as monthly 
differences dropped from 500 in late 1973 to 300 in late 1974. 
This change was found to be significant at the 99% level of 
confidence. 
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• In Newark, the year 1973 signaled a decline in burglaries; 
relative to the predicted pattern and to the experience of 
the sister-cities comprising the comparison base for Newark. 
This decline continued into 1974, with the reported burglary 
level dropping to about 300 crimes less than predicted (1,123 
expected versus 812 reported). This reduction was found to 
be significant at the 99 percent level. 

e In Portland the average number of burglaries reported each month 
during 1973 agreed closely with the average expected (999 bur
glaries reported per month as opposed to an expected level of 
1,021). However, month-by-month differences varied from a low 
of 291 less than expected to a high of 247 more than expected. 
The number of reported burglaries in 1974 consistently fell 
below the expected level. Overall, the average monthly level 
was 1,053 as compared to a predicted 1,142, but this difference 
was not statistically significant. 

e In St. Louis, reported burglaries closely followed the expected 
pattern (1,674 predicted versus 1,622 reported). Although 
there were more variations between reported and predicted data 
during 1974 than in 1973, there was no statistical evidence 
indicating a difference in the levels of burglary from the 
expected levels in the city. 

It is evident that none of these figures can be taken as "true." 
All of them are subject to the reporting vagaries discussed earlier 
(see page 364 above); Portland, in particular, has presented a con
vincing case--in an analysis of victimization surveys performed there-
for a rise in burglary levels attributable to more crime reporting. 
However, it is not clear that all of Portland's crime rate increases 
(see Figure 26 above) may be so explained. 

Further, as already discussed, the above analysis does not 
justify attribution of these effects to the Impact program: the 
question of bias due to city selection is a problem (i.e., cities 
were not chosen randomly); other problems have to do with city 
differences in rates of crime reporting (in all probability, these 
changed differentially across U.S. cities, depending on the strength 
of the movement, in a particular city, for increased citizen partici
pation), and with the crucial point that the analysis has not examined 
crime-related and other activities in sister cities. The use of this 
model in conjunction with a process evaluation for future programs 
should include an analysis of program/treatments at work in "sister" 
(control) cities. However, it should be remembered that the model 
was not designed to permit attribution to a program but rather to 
allmv beL.ter measurement of what happened in terms of crime levels 
during a period of program operation. 
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On the other hand, it can be argued that in those cities where 
funds were known to have been spent effectively (as in Dallas and 
Denver for example), the decreases in specific crime rates observed 
(see Figures 23 and 24 above) and in actual burglary levels (as com
pared to expected levels) may have had something to do with the pro
gram. This is especially true given the considerable size of the 
Impact resource input (between $16 million and $19 ulillion per city) 
compared to the small size of Dallas' and Denver's criminal justice 
budgets ($27 million and $20 million respectively, see Table XIX, 
page 121 above). Given an effective use of the funds, it is reason
able to believe that the infusion of such a large sum of money into 
an urban arena should have contributed, at least in part, to observed 
crime-rate, or crime-level decreases. 

It would have been interesting to pursue this analysis across tbe 
other four Impact crimes. This could not be done by MITRE, however, 
in the framework of the present process evaluation, since it was not 
possible to allocate more resources to what is, in essence, an 
outcome-oriented endeavor. 

The test ot the Budnick model performed here is interesting in 
that it provides a new application of the crime-correlated areas 
concept. Before further use of the model, it would be important to 
verify the method by applying the sister-city model to a number of 
cities not operating sizable anti-crime programs during 1973-1974. 
For such cities, the model predictions should approximate the 
reported cr:ime rates during that period. If Significant differences 
were found it could mean that the "similarity" relationship between 
the sister-cities and a target city had failed to hold, and the 
validity of the Budnick model would become questionable. 

Assuming that the validity of the sister-city model were rein
forced by further testing and analysis, it would also be useful to 
determine whether the method of selecting sister-cities can be improved 
to yield more precise predictions. For example, sister-cities could 
be chosen by using the traditional step-wise multiple regression tech
nique instead of the bivariate selection method in the Budnick model. 
Predictions derived from different sister-city selection methods 
would need to be compared against reported rates to assess the 
predictive power of various selection methods. 

Budnick's model is a promising innovation in the area of crime 
rate determination and certainly deserves further examination in 
terms of its rationale and its predictive power. 
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Finally, it appears that one of the more significant methodological 
issues in the area of criminal justice research and evaluation involves 
the development of quantitative methods f'?r demonstrating the impact 
of anti-crime programs on crime levels. The issue derives from the 
simple fact that crime occurs in an uncontrollable uni7erse and, thus, 
it is critical to have a reliable estimate or expectation of what 
crime would have been (in this uncontrollable universe) if any par
ticular program or treatment had not taken place. Recently, a number 
of different regression and stochastic models have been developed 
which, in different ways, are designed to give projections of crime 
rates. As the criminal justice area continues to employ and find 
uses for a variety of quantitative techniques developed in other 
disciplines, it is likely that the development and use of models 
for crime rate estimation will proliferate. A central methodological 
task related to these developments will be the determination of the 
necessary assumptions and parameters of these models and, most 
important, the determination of their relative predictive utility. 
Without reliable estimates of expected crime levels, it is difficult 
to see how treatment effects on crime rates can be demonstrated. 
Yet little is known at this point in time about the relative utility 
of various models and their specific limitations. If the use of 
these models is to proceed in a manner which can provide the greatest 
payoff for evaluative purposes then a serious critique and test of 
these models should be undertaken. 

C. Juxtaposition of City Performances Under Impact and City-Wide 
Crime-Change Experiences 

What then can be said about city performance in the Impact 
program and crime changes experienced between 1972 and 1974? Table 
XLIV below summarizes city efforts in the area of crime-oriented 
planning soundness, implementation speed, the quality of evaluation 
plans and reports, and the number of innovative and/or effective 
projects produced in each city, and juxtaposes these indicators of 
city performance with crime-rate and crime-level changes in each 
city. (Values employed are derived from MITRE analyses and reviews 
discussed throughout this report.) 

As mentioned above, Atlanta and Portland had generally severe 
crime rate increases, whereas Baltimore's rates were generally 
declining or stabilized with respect to past trends (see Figures 20, 
21 and 26 above). In all these cases, however, the cities' slowness 
of implementation makes it unlikely that Impact projects had much 
to do with either the increases or the decrease. In'stead, for all 
3 cities, there appears to have been a continuation of long-term 
trends. 
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For the other five cities, it is quite possible--given imple
mentation timing--that the program may have affected city-wide 
crime ratas~ In that regard, it is first useful to re-examine the 
program focus in each of these cities to see how much of the city's 
thrust was likely to have influenced short-term crime rates (see Table 
XXVIII, page 169, Chapter VI). 

CRIME REDUCTION 
CITY FOCUS 

Cleveland 26% (or $4.8M) 
Dallas 31% (or $5.3M) 
Denver 27% (or $5.0M) 
Newark 54% (0r $lO.OM) 
St. Louis 27% (or $5.lM) 

Recapitulating from Table XXVIII, it appears that Newark spent 
about $10 million on projects with a crime-reduction focus, and that 
the other cities spent about $5 million. These amounts certainly 
seem sizeable enough to have been able to effect an impact on city
wide crime rates. Unfortunately, the quality of evaluation reports 
in Cleveland and the dearth of them in Newark make it impossible to 
tell what results Impact crime-reduction projects may have had there, 
except for Cleveland' s COl',(.~ntrated Crime Patrol (discussed on page 
329 above) which w~s shom. to have been effective via a MITRE 
secondary analysis. 1f Impact did have a positive effect in Cleveland, 
then it is possible that the crime-rate increases experienced there 
might have been worse without Impact. This, in fact, is what seems 
to emerge from the burglary analysis which shows that Clevelaud's 
actual burglary levels were not only lowe~ than those expected, but 
that the difference between predicted and reported levels was 
widening: 150 burglarie~ less than expected, rising to 450. In the 
case of Newark, if some of the $10 million worth of crime-reduction 
projects there were (like Cleveland's CCP) successful, although 
undocumented, then it is possible that these might have influenced 
at least part of the considerable decreases experienced there. This 
hypothesis is strengthened by evidence from the burglary analysis 
which shows, as in Cleveland, continually widening differences between 
e~pected and reported monthly burglary levels. 

In the case of St. Louis, which now bas the highest property 
crime rates or any city, the situation is somewhat different. As 
discussed in Chapter VII, St. Louis' evaluation reports were uneven, 
some very good efforts alongside some poor ones, so that--aside 
fr0m the 5 effective projects already discussed--not much is known 
about project-level achievement in St. Louis. Further, St. Louis 
chose a strategy of implementing a great many (47) small projects 
rather than concentrating its thrusts more heavily, so that the 
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two crime-reduction focused projects sho,YU to be effective in St. Louis 
were limited efforts with limited funding (see Table XXXIX). Thus, 
while it is at least theoretically possible that St. Louis' crime 
rate increases might have been ,vorse, \vithout Impact, there is no 
evidence for this from the burglary-level analysis (no significant 
difference was found). 

In the cases of Dallas and of Denver, where large amounts of 
fed(?raJ. funds were demonstrably well-spent, it seems reasonable to 
believe that Impact funds may have helped to achievE.: the decreases 
an.d to moderate r~!.tes 0f increase in both Dallas and Denver. Further 
€!''lidence to reinforce this hypothesis is brought by the burglary level 
analysis which shows that for both Dallas' big burglary increase. 
and Denver's small one, levels attained were lower than expected 
(very much lower:> for Denver). 

In sum, while city-wide crime changes cannot be attributed 
to city Impact programs, it seems that: 

fJ the crime changes in Atlanta, Portland, and Baltimore are 
not likely to have been meaningfully affected by the Impact 
program because of the slow pace of implementation in thes~ 
cities; 

o in Cleveland, increases may have been moderated, and in Newark, 
decreases may have been influenced by Impact; evidence for 
this is derived from MITRE's secondary analysis of Cleveland's 
CCP and from the burglary-level analysis in each city; 

• St. Louis' actual burglary levels were not significantly lower 
than expected levels, and MITRE has not found other evidence 
pointing to a moderation of city trends via the Impact 
program there; it is, however, possible that this may have 
been the case for crimes other than burglary; 

,. in Dallas and Denver it seems likely that Impact was a 
factor in achieving decreases and in moderating the rates 
of increase in those cities (based on evaluation reports, 
a high proportion of demonstrated effectiveness, and the 
burglary analysis). 

The relative success of Dallas and Denver--if it had been possible to 
attribute those successes directly to the Impact program--might have 
furnished important evidence to support t_he assumption that improved 
system capability can reduce or control crime. In effect, although 
Dallas and Denver had diametrically opposed Impact programs (from 
the viewpoints of philosophy and of focus), both of them concentrated 
on system capability (defined broadly, as in Chapter I, to include 
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increased knowledge, expertise and agency coordination). In Denver, 
the approach was the difficult one of integration across agencies 
and with the community, based on a strong empirical thrust; in 
Dallas the approach centered more narrowly on improving criminal 
justice agency capabilities. 

Both of these approaches may have helped to decrease or moderate 
crime in these cities. If this could be shown empirically to be 
true in future programs, convincing evidence would then be available 
to support the presumed relationship of enhanced system capability 
and crime reduction: the basic underlying assumption of the Impact 
program. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Part I of this report sought to analyze the Impact program in 
terms of its likely potential for achievement as it moved toward 
implementation. 

Part II examined the questions of the feasibility and usefulness 
of program innovations (the COPIE-cycle and the Crime Analysis Team) 
for improving criminal justice system capabilities, in terms both of 
the program objectives and of the overall policy goals discussed in 
Part I: knowledge acquisition, agency coordination and community 
involvement. The program was analyzed first in each city (Chapter VII) 
and then across the cities (Chapter VIII) from the viewpoints of crime
oriented planning, implementation, evaluation planning and reporting, 
Crime Analysis Team activities in support of agency coordination and 
community involvement, project innovation and institutionalization. 
In general, the evidence gathered supported the conclusions that both 
program innovations were not only relevant and capable of being 
performed but also that they were replicable (given more thorough
going efforts at technical assistance), and that they promised meaning
ful advances in system capability. 

Part III explored the questions of project outcome and of city
wide changes in crime rates and levels, despite the process rather 
than outcome nature of this evaluation, and despite the fact that 
Impact-city crime changes cannot be attributed to the program. In 
effect, if programs are initiated to improve system capability, it 
is because the assumption exists that such capability will help to 
reduce crime. Therefore, even if it cannot be stated that an improved 
capability in some city resulted in a decrease in crime rates, it is 
extremely important to examine whether such an improved capability 
(once established) was accompanied by increases or decreases in those 
rates, because it is an effect on crime which is being sought. Hence, 
since it cannot be shown that crime rates or levels constitute the 
dependent variable of the program, and since the measurement of that 
variable is far from satisfactory, Part III examined crime rates and 
levels as a program correlate, made some efforts to improve their 
measurement, and suggested needed future development of those efforts. 

Part IV will be devoted to an overall program assessment. Chapter 
XI will: 

$ summarize the baseline information developed in Part I of this 
report (the crime control environment of the early seventies), 
and then 

• discuss program findings and conclusions from the viewpoints 
of policy goals, program objectives, and general expectations. 

Chapter XII will then present the recommendations which proceed from 
those findings and conclusions. 
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Chapter XI 
General, Summary, Findings and Conclusions 

We wanted to provide a framework where we could concentrate 
a whole series of programs together ill the same area. This would 
show greater impact. We felt that the problem was IlOt just olle 
of providing new services here alld there, but of trying to reach 
a new threshold by all integrated approach. 

Lloyd Ohlin, 1967 
(The President's Committee on 
Juvenile Delinquency and Youth 
Crime) 

A. The Crime Control Environment of The Early Seventies 

1. Crime Control Policy Goals 

In the early seventies, a striking contrast existed between 
political prognoses of an "imminent end to the crime problem," and 
a gloomy research atmosphere which had resulted from the unsuccessful 
social programs of the sixties and from a new awareness (based on 
experien~e) of the real difficulties involved in solving urban prob
lems through federal initiatives. A basic assumption of crime control 
policy had been that the modernization of the criminal justice system 
(i.e., police equipment, new weapon systems, etc.) would lead to reduc
tions in crime. Now, however, that assumption had been challenged by 
the failure of such modernization to achieve and demonstrate improved 
crime control, and the assumption was therefore being critically re
examined. 

This re-e::tamination led to the unhappy realization that even 
a highly efficient criminal justice system might not be able to affect 
problems which originated in changing personal or social attitudes and 
relationships, in perceived environmental stresses and deprivations, 
and which appeared somehow to determine the supply of new offenders. 
In a democratic society, government does not have many options. It 
cannot, for example, tell parents how to raise their children, nor 
impose cultural or class values, nor restrict individual mobility, 
nor constrain divorce, even if any or all of these factors are shown 
to be related to rising rates of crime and delinquency. The fact is 
that governmental crime control options are narrowly restricted to 
a very few strategies and techniques, most of which can target only 
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people who have already come in contact with the criminal justice 
system. Government can affect the pool of new offenders only through 
the general deterrence it can provide via an optimally functioning 
criminal justice system. 

That criminal justice system, however, was hardly functioning 
optimally. Rising crime rates, increased arrests, the failure to plan 
and evaluate the adequacy of existing programs and procedures had led 
to a spreading stultification, based on heavy caseloads in the prose
cution, probation and parole areas, large backlogs in the courts, an.d 
overcrowded prisons and jails. Modernization of the system, while 
important, was evidently not enough. Needed ~vere thorough-going 
improvements to effectiveness (as well as to efficiency) through 
increased knowledge and expertise, through better organization, agency 
coordination and management, and through more supportive, cooperative 
relationships between the public and the criminal justice system. 

But even though it was clear that crime control policy did not 
have many options, clear also that those options it did have were 
mostly restricted to the criminal justice system, and clear once again 
that that system needed major improvements, it still remained only an 
assumption that even thorough-going improvement in system capability 
could reduce crime, given the multiplicity of other factors influencing 
crime rates which remained beyond even an optimal deterrent capability 
in the criminal justice system. 

Nonetheless, a new crime control policy was evolving in the early 
seventies, based on the increasing weakness of that deterrent capa
bility, and on the recognition that there existed: 

• 'important gaps in specific knowledge about crime, offenders -and 
victims which rendered policy initiatives highly uncertain; 

o an underdevelopment of the criminal justice, research func
tion (and of the tools for that research) which might have 
been able to provide new knowledge; 

• serious fragmentation and resistance to coordination among 
criminal justice agencies; 

o a need to develop effective mechanisms for overcoming agency 
resistance to coordination; 

• significant obstacles to community support for law enforcement, 
especially in center-city high-crime neighborhoods; and 
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'. major potential benefits to be derived from more effective 
community and citizen involvement in criminal justice system 
planning, both in terms of crime control, and in terms of 
combating agency resistance (see Chapter I, pages 3-16), 

The new crime control policy thus embodied three central goals: 

• to improve knowledge about crime, and about strategies 
and tactics for dealing with it; 

• to increase coordination and system awareness across 
agencies of the criminal justice system; and 

• to develop mechanisms by which to involve community 
members more closely in criminal justice planning and 
in crime control. 

The assumption behind these goals was that the f.':xpanded leverage 
developed through such improvements in system capability would even
tually reduce crime through a more knowledgeable and effective treat
ment of offenders, through the stronger deterrent capabilities of an 
efficient system, and through increased assistance and support from 
the community. 

2. Scope and Objectives of the Impact Program 

The High-Impact Anti-Crime Program was inaugurated by the LEAA 
in January of 1972 after about 3 months of program planning. Eight 
American cities with serious crime problems (Atlanta, Baltimore, 
Cleveland, Dallas, Denver, Newark, Portland and St. Louis) had been 
chosen as the focus for the program whose announced goals were: 

• to reduce the incidence of five specific crimes (i.e., 
stranger-to-stranger person crime--murder, rape, assault 
and robbery--along with the property crime of burglary) 
by 5 percent in two years and by 20 percent in five years; and 

• to improve criminal justice capabilities via the demonstration 
of a comprehensive crime-oriented planning, implementation 
and evaluation process (the CaPlE-cycle). 

Under the program, $160 million (or approximately $20 million 
per city) in LEAA discretionary funds were to be made available over 
a two-year period tOo the participating locales to assist them in 
developing, imp leme.nting, and evaluating programs which specifically 
addressed the program's target crimes. The program would be adminis
tered within the structure established for LEAA block grant programs 
with the federal regional offices (ROs) , the state planning agencies 
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(SPAs), and the local governments all playing a role in the Impact 
effort. Within each Impact city, groups were either identified or 
created to administer the program at the local level. These groups, 
called Crime Analysis Teams, worked directly with the local criminal 
justice agencies which, for the most part, operated the numerous proj
ects comprising the Impact program activities. The SPAs--established 
under LEAA authorizing legislation to generate state comprehensive 
plans and handle block grant funding--would participate in the finan-
cial and administrative monitoring of Impact program progress, and, 
"in certain cases," in the evaluation of city efforts. The LEAA 
Regional Offices (ROs) would retain final approval authority for Impact 
plans, action projects, and evaluation components. At LEAA in Washington, 
the National Impact Program Coordinator, the National Institute for 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, a Policy Decision Group (made 
up of three high-ranking LEAA officials) and the National Criminal 
Justice Information and Statistics Service would ulonitor the develop-
ment and progress of the program. 

The Impact program, conceived as a governmental response to 
rising urban crime rates, reflected LEAA's mandate from Congress to 
help state and local governments control crime and improve the 
quality and capabilities of their criminal justice systems. The funds 
provided to the cities were intended to allow them an opportunity to 
attack thei;;:: crime problems in their own ways and according to their 
own priorit~es, but using a balanced, comprehensive and coordinated 
strategy rather than the fragmented, ad hoc approach which appeared 
to have characterized much of urban crime-fighting in the past. The 
program sought to address crime itself, rather than modernization or 
hardware needs, and elaborated an ambitious problem-solving framework 
to ensure that Impact projects would indeed be crime-oriented. Although 
Impact was thus intended to demonstrate the utility of such a problem
solving framework, it was, first and foremost, to be an action program 
and the program focused, therefore, on short-term, crime-oriented 
achievement. 

The Impact program had six specific objectives. These were: 

(1) To reduce Impact crime (i.e., those crime types making 
up that segment of overall crime deemed to be both serious 
and accessible to control by government through criminal 
justice resources); 

(2) To demonstrate the crime-oriented planning, implementation 
and evaluation process, or CaPlE-cycle (this focus of the 
program targeted the integration of the criminal justice 
function with planning and evaluative research; its goal 
was an improved system capability for comprehensive and 
iterative planning, implementation ~nd evaluation at the 
local level); 
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(3) To acquire, through the use of the COPlE-cycle, ne,,, 
knowledge about: 

o anti-crime effectiveness; 

• specific crimes, in terms of victims, offenders, 
and crime-settings; 

• the process of innovation within the criminal 
justice system; and, 

• the application of evaluation to anti-crime projects 
and programs; 

(4) To improve coordination across intergov(~rnmental and 
criminal justice agencies, and to incre,ase community 
involvement and participation via: 

• incentives toward functional balance (90-]0 match for 
corrections pro~ects under special funding arrangements); 

• the institution of the Crime Analysis Team; 

(5) To institutionalize effective program innovations within 
the eight Impact cities; 

(6) To encourage improved system capabilities beyond the 
confines of the Impact program via dissemination of 
the knowledge acquired through program implementation, 
including: 

• the documentation of lessons learned; 

• the identification of useful program innovations; and, 

• the designation of effective projects for transfer. 

The program was thus an expression of the policy goals enunciated 
earlier, in that the COPIE-cycle was an instrument for increasing 
knowledge, developing research capabilities and improving program and 
agency effectiveness, and in that the Crime Analysis Team (or CAT) 
was an instrument for monitoring and managing the COPIE-cycle, ensuring 
agency coordination, and developing community involvement in each of 
the eight cities. The chief tool for the production of new knowledge 
was to be evaluation, a major focus of the program, intended to take 
place at three levels: 
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• at the project or city level (within the COPIE-cycle process); 

• at the national level (examining program processes and 
results across the eight city programs); and 

GI at a global 1'::'7el (using LEAl~/Bureau of the Census victimi
zation surveys as a tool in the determination of overall 
program effects). 

Such evaluation, as part of the COPIE-cycle and outside it, was 
expected to produce information about criminal justice needs and 
priorities, about project and program effectiveness, and about the 
potential of the targeted system capability, once achieved, to reduce 
crime. 

Crime control policy was not alone, however, in generating the 
Impact program. Like all programs, Impact had to conciliate both 
political and rational goals. Among the political requirements 
imposed upon the program from its inception were: 

• a highly emphasized action focus; 

• quantified objectives for the program (the 5 percent and 
20 percent reduction figures) which were neither based 
upon any empirical evidence that they could be attained, 
nor even operationally defined (see Chapter IV, page 57); 

• a city selection process based upon unclearly specified 
criteria (see page 21); 

• use of the New Federalist philosophy which had become 
a political requisite for LEAA programs (see pages 22-23); 
and 

~ a three-way partnership among federal, state and city 
authorities without any very clear specification and 
differentiation of the roles and functions of each (see 
pages 26-32). 

While conciliation of political necessities with the requirements of 
policy is a fact of life among social action programs, the concilia
tion usually occurs at the expense of policy. This was especially 
likely to happen in Impact, because--in addition to the hardness and 
fastness of political/action goals as compared to research objectives-
the inadequate time allocated to national program and evaluation plan
ning left both soft spots and gaps in the procedures laid out for 
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achieving policy goals. At least three areas. which had been recog
nized as cruci~l by program planners, failed to receive adequate 
definition in terms of organizational mechanisms. These were: 

• technical assistance to the cities and criminal justice 
agencies at all levels to aid them in planning, implementing, 
evaluating, monitoring and managing their anti-crime projects 
(see pages 32-35); 

• lateral coordination among those federal agencies (such as 
the Department of Housing and Urban Development, the 
Department of Health, Education and Welfare, and the Depart
ment of Labor) which target similar anti-crime objectives 
to those of LEAA; and 

• high-crime area community surveys. 

Such gaps and weaknesses could be expected to redu~e, at least to 
some degree, both the power of the program thrust and its potential 
ability to achieve program objectives, and hence, policy goals. 

3. Conflicts and Constraints of the Impact Program 

The nature of the tradeoffs which must inevitably be made in 
generating governmental programs means that all of them contain 
implicit and explicit conflicts or constraints. An emphasis in one 
area necessarily deprives emphasis in another area (see Chapter III, 
pages 39-41). Impact's quantified objectives for example, might 
implicitly deprive qualitative objectives which could turn out to 
be better (although perhaps harder to measure) indicators of overall 
program accomplishment. Quantified data might produce findings showing 
that crime rates had improved, while failing to point up a real 
unwanted deterioration in the crime control situation or the social 
organization of a declining neighborhood. Similarly, the fact that 
a program occucs in the public areana distorts the importance of 
private sector inputs. In criminal justice, for example, a crucial 
requirelnent for the success of any rehabilitation program is the 
participation of the business community and the possibility of 
sustained, meaningful employment for ex-offenders. (Governmental 
placement bureaus may find jobs for people just out of prison~ but 
it is the business community which must help to keep them employed, 
and rehabilitation can only be judged over the long term, not 
according to the number of placements Inade.) In the same way, private 
bar associations need to coordinate their efforts with governmental 
efforts to improve processing and reduce backlogs. Yet public programs 
tend to include the private sector--if at all--only as an afterthougl1t. 
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In Impact, these implicit conflicts resulted in the failure (already 
mentioned) to institute community surveys as a part of the program, 
as well as the failure to enlist the cooperation of private bar 
associations and business groups. 

To these implicit conflicts, however, some very explicit con~ 
flicts were joined. Major problems appeared likely to arise, in 
Impact, from friction between: 

• action and research objectives; 

e crime-reduction effectiveness and system efficiency; 

• ~ew Federal~sm and the program goals of knowledge acquisi
tion, rapid action, ~l1d age!l.cy coordination. 

(a) Action Versus Research 

National planners noted early ou that there might be conflict 
between the short-term action focus of Impact and the planning and 
evaluative research aspects of the COPIE-cycle focus. Technical 
assistance had been only vaguely discussed in this context. Althuugh 
political action requirem'~nts had brought forth the 6-month time
frame within which Crime Analysis Teams had to be recruited and 
installed, program planning (including data collection, analysis, 
problem prioritizing and project development) and evaluation plan
ning functions had to be performed, and projects had to be opera
tionalized, it was not clear that this could be done. This was, 
however, a crucial problem for both action and knowledge/research 
objectives, because if rapid implementation could not be achieved, 
concentration of anti-crime emphasis within a city would give way 
to long-drawn out, straggling project implementation and weakened 
program impact; on the other hand, if the COPIE-~ycle h~d to be 
sacrificed to rapid implementation, this would m2.an tIle inability 
of evaluation to speak to program effects, the uncertainty of whether 
projects had addressed priorities rationally derived, and the f8.ilure 
to achieve the major program research objective of knowledge about 
anti-crime projects and their effects. 

Another immediately obvious conflict in this area had to do 
with the program requirement to achieve short-term anti-crime impacts 
while dealing with problems requiring long-term measurement for 
the acquisition of any real knowledge. This difficulty would evi
dently trouble corrections ap.d drug project planners (among others) 
in the cities, given that freedom from drug use and'changes in 
recidivism patterns/social adjustment, etc., need to be followed up 
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over a rather lengthy time-span. Yet the program sought simultaneously 
to achieve both functional balance (and especially an important emphasis 
on corrections and re~idivism-focused projects) and a 2-year crime
reduction payoff for all projects. Funds were correspondingly allocated 
only for a 2-year period of program operations and evaluation, despite 
the fact that knowledge about drug program effects and recidivism were 
major Impact priorities. 

(b) Crime-Reduction Effectiveness Versus System Efficiency 

Another conflict arose from the fact that the program objective 
of rapid crime reduction, in specified amounts by a given date, meant 
that all Impact projects had to be directly justified in terms of 
crime-reduction effectiveness. Yet needed projects targeting improve
ments in system capability and efficiency (such as the reduction of 
court delays, or better jail conditions, or greater police productiv
ity, for example), or improvements in community relations with police 
and courts, usually could not be so justified. However, effectiveness 
in crime reduction--insofar as it is achievable by any governmental 
program--clearly depends in large measure on system efficiency. 
Furthermore, Impact specifically addressed objectives of functional 
balance (among police, courts and corrections), of agency coordination, 
and of community involvement as well as crime reduction. The effec
tiveness objective thus contained within it elements of serious con
flict with efficiency and with other important objectives of the 
program. 

The problem signified, then, that many projects which might be 
good things to do in themselves, regardless of their effects on crime 
rates, could be rejected, depending on the interpretations of program 
priorities by reviewers. And insofar as the conflict, because of its 
importance, was highly likely to occur, this increased the possibility 
that interpretations, via the discretional authority of regional 
offices, might differ notably, and 'give rise to city perceptions of 
unequal treatment by the LEAA. 

(c) New Federalism Versus Program Goals of Knowledge Acguisition, 
Rapid Action, and Agency Coordination 

The New Federalist approach signified, in Impact, that cities 
(having determined their own priorities based on their analysis, and 
chosen their own projects) would also have collected the data they 
saw fit to collect. 1~ether or not the data were the best available, 
whether each Impact crime was fully analyzed to the extent possible 
in each city, whether evaluation planning, project monitoring, and 
evaluation reporting were adequately performed, would thus depend upon 
the quality of state planning agency (SPA) and/or regional office (RO) 
review. 
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New Federalism meant, however, that no mandatory evaluation 
standards had been established for states, that no requirements 
existed. for comparable and uniform data a(~ross the states, and that 
no routine federal monitoring of the adeq\lacy of state planning and 
assistance functions had been instituted. 

Thus, New Federalism had not only precluded prescri~tions to the 
cities about evaluation designs (Impact cities were being allowed to 
conduct their own evaluations and no particular design specifications, 
no control groups had been mandated), but even the leverage to insure 
that some data were being collected, and that some SPAs were checking 
on that data collection, was also missing. Yet it seemed an obvious 
necessity--to ensure that funds would not be w'asted or misused, or 
that Impact goals would not be neglected---for SPAs and ROs to: 

• review carefully the quality of the data analysis per
formed; 

• see that the projects chosen addressed the crime problems 
delineated and substantiated by the analysis; 

• ensure the, possibility of a rap:Ld anti-crime payoff; 

• examine the adequacy and feasibility of the evaluation design; 
and, 

• investigate the cost/effectiveness of the organization and 
methods chosen, etc. 

SPAs, however, could resist these efforts in the name of New Federalism. 
On the other hand, if they CHose to exercise these functions in an 
autocratic or interfering way, they could seriously slow implementa
tion. The independence granted the SPAs and the cities via the New 
Federalism, then, was likely to come into conflict either with the 
program objective of knowledge acquisition, or with rapid implementa
tion and anti-crime payoff, depending upon the attitudes, strength, 
and expertise of the particular SPA, the authority (and willingness 
to use that authority) on the part of the RO, and the LEAA Policy 
Decision Group's ability to exercise its prerogative of review (see 
pages 26-32). New Federalism, however, also enabled the ROs (and 
SPAs) to fight such an LEAA review. 

Further, with everyone free to be "equal partners," it might not 
always be clear who was in charge, and given the tendencies of bureau
cratic agencies to resist coordination (see Chapter I), it seemed 
likely, under New Federalism, that progress might I;;':! difficult in this 
area. Given the innovativeness of the Impact CaPlE-cycle and CAT 
approach (innovations take time and encounter resistances), and given 
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also the difficulties of obtaining coordination across involved 
agencies in any anti-crime program, it also appeared that it might be 
arduous to attain a reasonable program-wide performance of the COPIE
cycle, using the non-coercive techniques of New Federalist guidelines 
as a program framework. 

All of these conflicts clearly had the potential not only to 
affect program form and substance, but also to change significantly 
some of the initial expectations of what program achievements were 
likely to be. 

4. Scope and Obj ectives of the National-Level Evaluation 

As already discussed (see page 405 above) the Impact evaluation 
had been conceived during the program planning process at three levels. 
It had become a "given" that all local data collection and evaluation 
would be done by the cities, and a "given," also, that those evalua
tions would constitute the major data inputs to the national-level 
evaluation. The idea of the "macroscopic" or global evaluation, 
establishing crime-reduction achievements and outcomes of the Impact 
program (which "",as originally intended to be pt::.!:£ormed by the Statis
tics Division of LEAA in concert with the Bureau of the Census), how
ever, was gradually dropped, leaving only the victimization surveys. 
1~ile these could indeed measure victimization-rate changes, there 
was, of course, no possibility--without an evaluation design--of 
attributing these to the program. But since the national-level 
evaluation--scheduled to be completed before the second victimization 
survey--did not provide for an assessment of Impact crime-reduction 
outcomes, it seemed that the failure to perform the macroscopic.: (or 
global) evaluation would necessarily leave a serious gap in the eval
uation of program achievements. 

Evaluation planning at the national-level took place during 
November and December of 1971. Given the short time-frame, however, 
it proved impossible to establish an evaluation plan for the national
level evaluation (outcome objectives, for example, were never opera
tionally defined). This is not to say that evaluation planning did 
not occur; on the contrary, efforts were indeed made, but they remained 
embryonic because of time constraints and because of the press of 
other efforts. 

In July of 1972, six months after the program had begun, The MITRE 
Corporation contracted to perform the national-level evaluation. The 
development of a strategy for this effort was guided by several factors: 

• program effectiveness would not be determined by the national
level evaluation but through victimization surveys to be 
performed in 1972, 1975 and 1978; 
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• the national-level evaluation would be dependent upon the 
Imp~.ct cities for all of its raw data; it was, however, 
still uncertain, in July of 1972, what the cities might 
produce in the way of data; 

• while the program called for rigorous city-level evaluation, 
New Federalism had established that cities would evaluate 
their own projects, that no rigorous evaluation designs would 
be imposed and that no rcqui~ements for area-specific or base
line data collection would be levied; thus the information 
1 ike1y to be produced by a national-level evaluation which 
was entirely dependent upon city-level efforts in a New 
Federalist context, appeared somewhat constrained; 

• it would be impossible, in this program context, to change 
the local data collection procest;> in any significant way; 
this would severely limit both the research field and the 
selection of strategies open to the national-level evaluation; 

• cost constraints dictated that: 

no control or comparison groups using non-Impact cities 
could be envisaged for the national-level evaluation; 

no area-specific data collection within Impact cities 
could be undertaken; and, 

no presence was to be established by MITRE in. the eight 
cities (such a cost was felt by the National Institute 
to be duplicative); 

• the national-level evaluation would therefore not only 
depend entirely upon data and information furnished by the 
cities (by mail or over the telephone, for the most part, 
with an occasional exception made for specific, task-oriented 
visits), it would also be largely without the ability to 
validate that information. 

All of these considerations necessarily signified the renunciation 
of any experimental or quasi-experimental design for the national
level evaluation, and the decision was taken to concentrate on pro
cess rather than outcome. The evaluation strategy would flow from 
the three general questions: 

(1) What happened--in terms of planning and implementation 
processes--when LEAA provided eight large cities with 
a significant sum of money and guidance on crime
oriented planning and evaluation? 
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(2) What were the key factors which promoted 01:' inhibited 
the success of the program in te.rirlS of the program'6 
overall goals? 

(3) What meaningful conclusions :::an t ': drawn f.rom tIle 'record 
of the Impact program and. the ave.rall evalllation effort? 

With these questions as their focus, nine discr~te assessment 
tasks were defined: 

II Task 1, an analysis of Qrime.-(.riented planning ano imple
mentation in the eight cities~ 

• Task 2, an assessment of project: 1.nstitutionalization 
in the eight cities; 

" Task 3, a study of the TASG (Treatm2nt Alternatives to 
Street Crime) programs which ~~eJ:e attempted by Impact 
cities; 

• Task 4, an examination of projects undertaken by the 
cities which were based upon the assumptions that: 

intensive supervision of parolees/probationers 
is an effective means of reducing recidivism 
among these groups; or that 

an increase in the patrol activity of police 
in a given area will result in a decrease in 
crime rates in that area; 

• Task 5, an examination of project innovation in the 
Impact program; 

• Task 6, the identification of transferable Impact proj
ects; 

• Task 7, an assessment of city-level evaluation planning 
and reporting; 

49 Task 8, the documentation of the Impact program history 
in each of the eight cities; and 

• Task 9, the presGnt document and final report, which 
integrates some of the broader program issues, receiving 
inputs from the eight other tasks and developing its own 
information as well. 
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The objectives of the national-level evaluation were thus: 

(1) to develop new knowledge about the capacities of eight 
u.s. cities in the years 1972-1975 to plan, implement 
and evaluate a comprehensive anti-crime program; 

(2) to assess the LEM problems of monitoring and managing 
the Impact program across a four-level vertical organi
zational structure (involving the Crime Allalysis Team, 
state planning agency, regional office and LEAA head
quarters), using a New Federalist program philosophy; 
and 

(3) to formulate a set of recommendations, based on the 
Impact e4perience, for use in the elaboration of future 
urban/state/federal anti-crime programs. 

5. The Impact Cities in 1970, Prior to Program Initiation 

To provide points of comparison for the eight Impact cities in 
terms of their relative positions at the start of the program, an 
analysis of background information was undertaken in Chapter V of 
this report. Cities were examined from various perspectives 
including: 

" a general overview (with selected data on city history, 
geography, position within the state, economic situation 
and political system; see pages 69-92); 

" crime·~correlated indicators) attempting to measure: 

demographic distribution; 

family situation; 

educational/economic conditions; 

social cohesion; and, 

non-white disadvantage (see page 102); 

• crime correlates and reported crime rates; 

e revenues, expenditures and resource capabilities; and 

" reported crime rates and the criminal justice system 
response (pages 120-123). 



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

It emerged from the analysis that there was a de facto division 
of the cities into two groups of four, the young and the old, the 
"advantaged" and the "disadvantaged." Without trying to establish any 
rigid set of rankings, it seemed that Portland, Denver, Dallas, and 
Atlanta were different from the other cities (i.e., Baltimore, Cleveland, 
Newark and St. Louis) because of the diversity of their economies, the 
education and skills of their inhabitants, their space and their 
affluence. Among these "advantaged" cities, Portland appeared as dis
tinct from the other three because of its relatively minor crime prob
lems, in comparison with the other.Impact cities, combined with its 
favored demographic, economic and social environment. Atlanta, on the 
other hand, appeared as a sort of swing city, closer in many ways to 
more disadvantaged cities, with its racial tensions and majority black 
population, yet rejoining the more privileged cities by virtue of its 
economic diversity, its well-educated population, its lower violent and 
person crime rates (see Table XV, page 99), 

Among the older cities, Newark stood out as having begun the pro
gram with the greatest handicaps. St. Louis and Baltimore were in some
what better positions, but their problems were similar in kind to those 
of Newark: exodus of people and jobs, aging white populations, poverty 
and unemploymen~. 

Cleveland also appeared as disadvantaged (in relation to Dallas, 
Denver, or Portland), yet showed up on many scales in a better situa
tion than Newark, St. Louis or Baltimore (less overcrowding, higher 
family income, more juveniles living with both parents, more owner
occupied housing, less burglary, less violent crime, see again Table 
XV, page 99). On the other hand, the problems of middle class exodus 
(an outflow of 125,000 people between 1960 and 1970) and an under
diversified economy., the racial tensions between "ethnics" and blacks, 
all of these characteristics combined to keep Cleveland squarely in 
the camp of the older, disadvantaged cities. 

Crime problems for all of the cities except Portland were acute. 
Dallas, despite its prosperity, had reported rates for aggravated 
assault higher than those of St. Louis and rates for violent crime 
(murder, rape, aggravated assault) nearly twice those of Cleveland. 
Denver was troubled with the highest reported rate of forcible rape 
for any Impact city, higher than St. Louis, higher than Newark. 

Gh~en that high crime rates were seen both in "boom" and in 
"exodus" cities, however, the hypothesis was advanced that it might not 
be the boom or exodus in itself which is significant in terms of rising 
crime, but rather a perception of relative deprivation (among disad
vantaged persons or groups vis-a-vis other persons or groups) which 
may influence the marginal propensity to connnit crimes; such a percep
tion would be exacerbated in either rapidly expanding or rapidly 
deteriorating economies. 
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Examination of city resources, expenditures and resource capa
bilities again confirmed the split between the two groups of cities; 
however, only Dallas, Denver and Portland presented evidence of 
obvious resource capability. It seemed possible, given the differences 
between the two groups of citi3s, that "disadvante~ed" cities might 
have more difficulty in mounting the complex set of activities required 
under Impact than might "advantaged" cities, and a greater need, 
therefore, of technical assistance. 

In summary, crime was not the only problem, perhaps, for the 
eight cities, but it was a major one. The Impact program thus began 
its operations at a moment when--despite differing assumptions about 
"root causes" and system capabilities--it had not been shown emp~r~
cally that any of these variables directly affE'cted rates of crime, 
delinquency or recidivism. It was therefore appropriate and necessary 
to try a new approach like the one posited by Impact's COPlE-cycle: 
that is, a careful examination of crime-specific problems followed 
by an application of federal funds to anti-crime efforts directly 
addressing those problems. Such an approach targeted a serious 
improvement in the quality of anti-crime thinking, services and 
effectiveness, and hence, in the overall capabil~ty of the criminal 
jus tice sys tem. 
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B. Summary of National-Level Evaluation Findings and Conclusions 

MITRE findings and conclusions have been scattered in various 
places across the length and breadth of this final report, in order to 
leave intact the natural flow of the analysis. They are now gathered 
together here in one place, based on the supporting documentation con
tained in the preceding ten chapters. Findings and conclusions are 
thus stated with reference to that support, and with reference also to 
the baseline constructs elaborated in Part I: 

• the three crime control policy goals (Chapter I); 

• the six Impact objectives (Chapter II); and 

• the expectations developed at program start-up (generated 
from the conflict analysis of Chapter III, the evaluation 
strategy of Chapter VI and the socioeconomic examination 
of the eight Impact cities in Chapter V). 

The following sections, then, present findings and conclusions 
of the na.tional-level evaluation in terms both of program objectives 
(and hence of the policy goals they express) and of program expecta
tions. The first objective to be examined here will be the program's 
major system capability target and the major emphasis of the national
level evaluation: the de~~nstration of the COPIE-cycle (discussed 
integrally in Chapter VI). Evaluation findings will be reported, 
first, in terms of the COPIE-cycle as a whole, and then in terms of 
each element of the process. 
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1. Program Objective: To Demonstrate t~e Comprehensive Critne:9..rj.entcd. 
Planning, Implementation and Evalua.tion Process 
(the COPIE-cycle).· .,,' ~ 

(a) Findings and Conclusions on the COPlE-cycle as a Whole 

(1) The COP IE-cycle has been shown to be a feasible 
and useful tool for improving criminal justice 
capability. 

(2) All of the cities installed Crime Analysis Teams, 
performed crime-oriented planning, produced master 
and evaluation plans, implemented anti-crime proj
ects and programs, and evaluated more than half 
of them. 

(3) Four of t.he cities (Atlanta, Denver, Newark and 
Portland) performed sound crime-oriented plan
ning; another city (Dallas) Inade only a middling 
effort at first, but soon recognized gaps and 
omissions and moved both to correct them and to 
improve planning capabilities generally. It seems 
likely that Cleveland and St. Louis could have 
done as well as any of the best planners among 
the cities had they not opted for rapid implemen
tation. Baltimore alone appears to have had a 
real feasibility problem in planning, posed by 
the autonomy of the police function in that city, 
and the consequent inability of the CAT to access 
police data. 

(4) Five of the cities (St. LouiS, Dallas, Cleveland, 
Newark and Denver) were able to translate funds 
into operational projects rapidly and well. 
Atlanta, Baltimore and Portland, however, were 
troubled by delays which could, in many cases, 
have been reduced or eliminated had problems been 
signalled in time and projects adequately moni
tored and reviewed on an on-going basis. Imple
mentation insufficiencies, in Impact, appeared 
in most cases to be more a function of the failure 
to coordinate and of management gaps than of 
inherent difficulties in the implementatior, pro
cess itself. 

(5) Evaluation., which had been a big question-mark 
for Impact program planners, turned out to be 
both a realistic expectation and generally feasible 
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• within the context of an action-oriented anti
crime program. The state of knowledge dissemina
tion in the evaluation art was perhaps the biggest 
influence on the quality of the evaluation executed. 
This is evidenced by differences in performance 
according to project focus (showing more evaluation 
expertise and experience in some areas than in 
others), by inadequacies (many of them remediable) 
in the evaluation documents reviewed, and by the 
steady progress made in almost all the cities 
over the life of the program. 

(6) The crime-oriented planning process, adequately 
performed, brought a clearer focus on problems 
and needs, a better basis for justifying funding 
behavior, a sharp decrease in "off-the-shelf" proj
e.cts when priority problems were well substan
tiated by data and analysis (e.g., in Atlanta, 
Denver, Newark and Portland). Even in those cities 
where the effort to implement the cycle was less 
than whole-hearted, there is today considerably 
more data collection and analysis being done by 
criminal justice planners, by p,:>lice, courts and 
corrections people than before Impact (in Baltimore, 
Dallas.and St. Louis, for example). 

(7) The crime-oriented planning process also brought 
new breadth in thinking about criminal justice 
problems. Many agency planners, for example, had 
to deal with projections, strategies and tactics 
on a scale they had never experienced before. 
Further, the COP IE-cycle brought exposure to what 
other people around the country were doing in 
planning and evaluation--not only in criminal 
justice but in other social program areas as well-
and this ex.posure made them aware of other options 
and choices which could be applied locally. (This 
was especially true in Portland, in Denver, in 
Dallas and in Atlanta.) An important benefit of 
the COPIE-cycle, therefore, was a by-product of 
the wider dissemination of ideas which accompanied 
the program. 

(8) Evaluation planning acted in a similar way. It 
forced some new thinking about what a project was 
supposed to accomplish, an improved understanding 
of how activities needed to fit together to achieve 
targeted obj ectives . (This was evidenced b ,,' com
ponent revisions and grant application chanbas--
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especially in Atlanta, Denver and Portland). 
Evaluation planning also helped cities to identify 
gaps in data and in system information because 
they were obliged to specify data sources. In 
this way they came to realize that they needed 
to follow up on their offenders to know what was 
happening to them (in terms of r",habilitation, 
rearrest and/or reconviction) in order to have 
a basis for comparison with project outcomes. 
Denver and Atlanta both conducted recidivism 
studies, to be used as baselines for assessing 
project effects. Portland's victimization study 
fulfilled a need for data recognized early on in 
the program. 

(9) Hanagement use of evaluation findings as a tool 
for decisinn-making (with respect to project 
refunding, modification, or phase-out) appears 
to have taken hold at least to some degree in 
most Impact cities. Between the beginning of the 
program and the present writing, this use increased 
progressively and markedly, at top management 
levels. Evaluation findings now serve routinely 
in Denver, Atlanta, Dallas and St. Louis as inputs 
to project refunding decisions. Baltimore's pro
gress reports also are fed back into the SPA 
refunding process. 

(10) Improvement has also been seen in the way that 
evaluation findings are being iteratively provided 
to project implementers for their action. Most 
evaluation reports reviewed to date have speci
fied operational recommendations, and projects 
with multiple reports featuring such recommenda
tions have often been reorganized or ~hanged) 
to conform to those recommendations (e.g., Denver, 
St. Louis, Dallas, Atlanta). 

(11) Problems experienced by cities where the COPIE
cycle was not well performed reinforce confi
dence in the relationships observed. An initial 
crime-oriented planni'Clg failure to collect data, 
and to substantiate crime problems and priorities 
rationally, deprived cities of the increased 
criminal-justice capabilities and benefits found 
to accompany an adequate COPrE-cycle performance. 
On the contrary, as implementation proceeded, it 
became clear that the lirst planning gaps led, 
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in varying degrees, to priority uncertainties, 
to lack of baseline d~ta for evaluation, inade
quate. evaluation, failure to affect and modify 
projects in a timely way via evaluation feedback, 
.and above all, inability to assess and identify 
anti-crime project achievements. 

(12) Given the benefits accruing to those cities which 
effectively executed the COPIE~cycle, and the 
failure to accrue those benefits among those cities 
which did not, it is reasonably clear that the 
effort was fea?ible, useful in many ways, and 
generally replicable, with some remediation, in 
U.S. cities. 
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(b.': Findings and Conclusions on Crime-Oriented Planning 

(1)1lour of the eight cities (Atlanta, Denver, Newark, 
and Portland) performed crime-oriented planning 
sOlmdly; the other four cities evidenced lesser 
conformity with the crime-oriented planning lllodel. 

• The major factors encouraging successful 
crime-oriented planning were: (1) the 
capabilities, interests and size of the 
Crime Analysis Team, (2) the cooperation 
of city criminal justice agencies, and 
(3) the lack of any irresistible municipal 
pressures to operationalize projects rapidly. 

• The key factor inhjbiting successful per
formance in Cleveland and St. Louis was 
precisely this city pressure to implement; 
in Dallas and Baltimore, the chief problem 
was the small size of the Crime Analysis 
Team (however, Baltimore was hampered as 
well by problems of agency cooperation). 

" The quality of data collection and analysis 
was not adequately monitored in four of the 
eight cities; crime-oriented planning in 
these cities could have been significantly 
improved by such monitoring. 

• Dallas recognized various weaknesses in 
its planning process and took steps to 
remedy them during the course of the 
program. 

(2) Contrary to program expectations: 

• The program conflict between action and 
research did not result in the expected 
sacrifice of crime-oriented planning 
quality except in Cleveland and St. Louis; 
rather it resulted in prQgram slippage. 

• City "disadvantage ll relative to other 
Impact cities (see pages 415-416) was not 
a factor in planning performance; Newark 
achieved a rigorous execution of crime
oriented planning. 
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• The failure to develop continuing technical 
assistance waS not an. overwhelming problem 
for crime-oriented planning because of the 
adequate dissemination of materials in this 
instance. Abundant documentation and 
briefings w~re made available to the cities 
by LEAA for use in their planning effort. 

(3) Not enough time was provided for crime-oriented 
planning, and milestones were not established for 
the data-collection, analysis, and problem
prioritization steps of the planning model, 
making timely guidance and monitoring by SPAs and 
ROs more difficult. 

III It was clear, by July 1972, that program 
planners had been over-optimistic about the 
activities which could be performed within 
cities in the space of six months. Even
tually, there would be a general program 
slippage of about a year across the eight 
cities. 

• An average of 8 months' time Was required 
to prepare city master plans (range: 3 
months in St. Louis to 13 months in Newark) . 

(4) Crime problems, as prioritized across the cities, 
showed a general program-wide focus on juvenile 
crime~ on adult recidivism and on drug use. 

(5) An effective mechanism (the Neighborhoods Task 
Force) for the challrLeling of community input into 
the planning process was developed in Denver (see 
Chapter VII). 

(6) Altho!1gh high-level promises of latl¥-ral coordina
tion across federal agencies had been obtained by 
the Attorney General (20 December 1971), efforts 
at cooperation with the Impact program (by the 
Department of Health, Education and Welfare, the 
Small Business Administration, the National Insti
tute of Mental Health, the Office of Economic 
Opportunity, and other federal agencies) all broke 
down within the first six months of the program; 
no mechanisms had been developed for joint planning 
at the work.ing level across federal agencies. 
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(7) New Federalism both helped and hindered crime
oriented planning; it allowed those cities which 
planned seriously to discover and address their 
own local priorities; it also, however, allowed 
cities which planned jnadequately to proceed, 
almost unchallenged, to the implementation stage 
without sufficient analysis of crime problems or 
solid linkage of anti-crime interventions (projects) 
to those problems. 

(8) In the four cities where crime-oriented planning 
was well done, it brought: 

o new knowledge about urban crime problems 
by pinpointing particular crime charac
teristics for selective attention; 

• more awareness of current planning tech
niques; 

• certainty that substantiated city crime 
problems were being address~d; 

• more rational application of federal 
resources to local problems; 

• better evaluation planning and reporting. 

(9) wnere crime-oriented planning was inadequately 
performed, there was; 

• no certitude that identified priorities 
correspond to city crime problems; 

• no very strong pressure to address the 
priorities selected; 

• weaker rationale-building for projects; 

• failure to lay the foundation for evalua
tion planning and reporting. 
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(c) Findings and Conclusions on Implementation 

(1) 233 anti-crime projects were funded across the 
8 cities at about $140 million in federal funds. 

(2) Growing awareness in many Impact cities of rehabili
tation failures, combined with program funding 
incentives and the New Federalist strengthening 
of city priorities, together had a greater effect 
on the shape of the program than did its nationally
set crime-reduction objectives. This meant that, 
in terms of expectations for the mix of projects 
included in the program: 

• Contrary to expectations, program-wide 
funding was shared about equally between 
police and corrections projects (33 per
cent and 31 percent, respectively, see 
Table XLV below) • Thus, Impact was not 
a police program. (This is even clemr 
when projects are broken out by focus, 
also in Table XLV. Offender or recidivism
focused projects received the lion1s share 
of the funding (42 percent) while direct 
crime-reduction projects received only 31 
percent.) 

• Also contrary to expectations, juvenile 
projects were well funded, reflecting the 
identified eight-city priority in the area 
of juvenile problems. 

• Community involvement strategies also 
received much more attention than expected. 
This may have reflected a national trend 
(concurrent with the program) toward con
cern for crime victims and toward increased 
community input into the criminal justice 
planning process. Although Impact had 
targeted community participation as a pro
gram objective, it is likely that without 
external pressure, this objective might 
have been sacrificed to the program's action 
focus. 

e As expected, research projects were de
emphasized as were target hardening and 
simple modernization projects. ("Gimmicks 
and gadgets" were not a hallmark of Impact.) 
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TABU: XLV 
DISTRIBUTION OF AWARDED ~UNDS BY FUNCTIOf\JAL AREA AND BY PROJECT FOCUS 

PROJECT FUNCTIONAL ARZA AND 
-r--

PROGRAH-
PROJECT FOCUS WIDE A.TLANT,\ BALTIMORE CLEVELAND DALLAS DENVER 

" 
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

FUNCTIONAL AREA(l) 

POLICE 33 45 23 38 45 21 
COURTS 8 1 15 7 21 2 
CORRECTIONS (JUVENILE AND ADULT) 31 27 27 22 19 29 
DRUG USE 5 0 19 7 0 6 
PREVENTION 8 4 8 18 7 9 
COMMUNITY INVOLVEHENT 10 22 2 6 4 19 
TARGET HARDENING 2 1 4 2 a 3 
RESEARCH/INFORMATIO~ SYSTEMS 3 0.3 2 0.2 4 11 
OTHER <0.1 0 0.2 a 0 0 

TOTAL 100 100 100 100 100 100 

($140. O~1) ($16.9H) ($16.7M) ($18.5}!) ($17.0M) ($18.1M) 

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

PROJECT EOCUS(2) 

CRIME REDUCTION 31 66 24 26 31 27 
RECIDIVISM REDUCTIO'.'l 42 30 51 45 25 52 
SYSTEMS CAPABILITY 27 4 25 29 44 21 

TOTAL 100 100 100 100 100 100 

($140.0M) ($16.9M) ($16.7M) ($18.5M) ($17. OM) ($18.1H) 

(l)FUNCTlmlAL AREA CATEGORIES ARE DEFINED IN CHAPTER VI ( PAGES 160 THROUGH 162), VOLU~!E II OF 
TIIE FIHAL REPORT. THE POLICE CATEGORY, FOR EXAMPLE, INCLUDES ALL PROJECT FUNDS AWARDED TO 
POLICE AGENCIES (TARGETING EITHER CRIME-REDUCTION OR SYSTEH CAPABILITY). 

(2)PROJECT FOCUS CATEGORIES ARE DEFINED IN CHAPTER VI (PAGE 163), VOLU~ II OF THE FINAL REPORT. 
THIS BREAKOUT, BY OBJECTIVE, CLASSIFIES PROJECTS ACCORDING TO THE KIND OF IMPROVEMENT TARGETED 
BY TIlE PROJECT, WHATEVER ITS FUNCTIONAL ArillA. 

SOURCE: DERIVED PROM TABLES XXV, XXVI, XXVII, AND XXVIII, VOLU~!E II OF TIlE FINAL REPORT 
(PAGES 161, 164, 165, AND 169). 

NEWARK 

(%) 

41 
6 

28 
3 
5 

16 
1 
a 
0.2 

'.00 

($17.8M) 

(%) 

54 
38 
8 

100 

($17.8H) 

PORTLAND ST. LOUIS 

(%) (%) 

23 33 
3 8 

61 33 
0 2 
0 11 
4 5 
2 6 
7 2 
a 0 

100 100 

($16.1H) ($18.9H) 

(%) (%) 

8 27 
63 37 
29 36 

100 100 

($16.1M) ($18.9M) 



(3) It is difficult to say whether the program tar
get of functional balance was achieved since it 
is not clear what that balance should be, given 
that it depends on specific city problems, needs 
and priorities. However, it is clear that police 
and corrections functions were roughly balanced 
in the program and that funding was very diffet'
ent from the usual expenditure breakouts (about 
80 percent for police, and about 20 percent for 
courts and corrections). 

(4) Functional balance was very difficult in. each 
of the cities, showing once again, the ability 
of the New Federalist approach to bring out 
local priorities (see Table XLV). Atlanta and 
Newark emphasized a crime-reduction focus using 
a police strategy, Dallas a system-capability 
focus with a police strategy, Portland a strongly 
pronounced orientation toward recidivism reduc
tion. The four other cities also focused gener
ally on recidivism reduction, although much less 
overwhelmingly than Portland. Only Baltimore 
devoted substantial funds to drug use. 

(5) Both the Portland and Dallas programs were major 
surprises, compared against expectations of heavily
focused crime-reduction strategies. Portland's 
program, however, unquestionably represented city 
priorities which had been substantiated, and for 
which a large consensus (city/county/state/region) 
had been mobilized (see Chapter VII); on the other 
hand, Dallas' system focus did not appear to re
flect either the city's own identified crime prob
lems (concentrating on corrections inadequacies, 
recidivism and drug use, see Figure 14, Chapter VI) 
or the short-term crime-reduction objective of 
the Impact program (see Chapter VII). 

(6) In terms of the expected effectiveness/efficiency 
trade-offs: 

o Table XLV also shows that the program 
conflict between effectiveness and effi
ciency did not result, as expected, in a 
de-emphasis of system capability projects 
(i.e., projects which could not be directly 
lin.ked with crime-reduction objectives but 
were important city priorities nonetheless). 
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This is evidenced by the fact that 27 per
cent of the program funds went toward 
productivity-increasing efforts (such as 
Dallas' Legal Aides for Police or ~altimore's 
High Impact Courts). 

• The program effectiveness/efficiency con
flict did result, as expected, in an apparent 
underemphasis of court projects. These 
emerged with only 8 percent of Impact 
funding, perhaps because court problems 
were a lower priority compared to more 
urgent city problems, perhaps because of 
the difficulty of rationalizing court improve
ments in terms of crime rates, or perhaps 
because of the program failure to provide 
funding incentives for court (as for correc
tions) projects. 

(7) The major implementation problems n.oted by Impact 
project directors were staffing delays an.d lengthy 
administrative procedures (often caused by inade
quate interagEmcy communications and coordination). 
Newark and St.. Louis were troubled, as well, by 
funding delaxs (see Table XXXIV, Chapter VIII). 

(8) St. Louis, Dallas and Cleveland were the most rapid 
Impact implem-anters; Portland, Baltimore and Atlanta 
were the slowl=st. 

• The major factors encouraging rapid imple
mentation in St. Louis were the political 
push to o].Jerationalize and the typically 
small size and funding of St. Louis proj
ects. In Dallas and Cleveland, the major 
stimulating factor was interagency coordina
tion: DcitllaE> projects benefited from an 
arrangemf~nt by which the state advanced the 
city's CtlSh match automatically; in Cleveland, 
there was harmony between the RD and the CAT, 
the SPA played no role in the program (see 
Chapter'VII), and also, as in St. Louis, 
there wlas strong political impetus toward 
rapid implementation. 

• The chief factor inhibiting rapid implemen
tation. generally was the failure of agency 
coordination; the 9-step approval process in 
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Portland (see Chapter VII) and Crime-Analysis 
Team liaison difficulties in Atlanta and 
Baltimore explained a large part of the delays 
in these cities. However, some other factors 
played a role as well. 

(9) Contrary to expectations, crime-oriented planning 
excellence was not a major factor in slowing 
implementation speed. Denver and Newark were 
good planner .. and better than average implementers, 
v7hile Baltimore, which did not excel at c:rime
oriented planning, was also very slow to opera
tionalize. Among the cities having produced a 
fine planning effort, those which had serious 
implementation difficulties (Atlanta and Portland) 
also had major problems of agency coordination. 
It is these, far more than the planning effort, 
which generated the lag in implementation. 

(10) The longest, slowest implementation occurred among 
drug programs and information system projects, 
among equipment-dependent projects, and among 
projects sponsored by governmental agencies (as 
opposed to non-governmental sponsors like the 
Red Cross, the Salvation Army and other private 
groups). These delays speak to problems of con
sensus in drug programs (see pages 252 and 337, 
Chapters VIII and IX), of long-term procurement 
in information systems and equipment-dependent 
projects, and of the constraints affecting employ
ment, operations and coordination among govern
mental agencies. 

(11) Examining implementation priorities in terms of 
city problem priorities (identified during the 
crime-oriented planning process), it appears that 
program-wide priorities in the areas of juvenile 
problems and adult recidivism were clearly reflected 
in implemented projects. Efforts addressing drug 
use (another planning priority), however, were 
de-emphasized. (This appears to have been more 
a result of the state-of-the-art in drug prosrams 
within the criminal justice system than of any 
faltering in the implementation of designated 
pr:iorities.) The New Federalist approach seems 
here to have been generally successful in eliciting 
articulation and follow-through of strongly-held 
local convictions about local crime problems. 
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(12) On the other hand, however, and as eh~ected, the 
New Federalist approach, by strengthening already 
strong agencies, appears to have been a depressant 
of agency coordination and, as such, an inhibitor 
of focused and concentrated program implementation. 
Although strong LEAA Policy Board direction coun
tered the tendency toward agency independence, this 
corrective was eliminated in June of 1973 by turn
over in top management personnel at LEAA, and the 
consequent disappearance of the Policy Board. 

(13) In sum, the major implementation problem encountered 
across th~ eight cities (beyond the important one 
of staffing) was not, as expected, the difficulty 
of imposing rationality upon recalcitrant users, 
but rather the difficulty of coordination among 
highly rational, entrenched agencies. 
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(d) Findings and Conclusions on Evaluation Planning 

(1) The program's action/research conflict did not 
cripple the development of evaluation plans; these 
were prepared and reviewed for 140 projects (i.e., 
about 60 percent of the 233). 

(2) Only 8 evaluation components of the 149 analyzed 
could qualify as excellent plans (i.e., answering 
the questions of what the evaluations intended 
to do, how they would do it, and specifying mech
anisms for linking observed changes logically to 
project activities). It is clear that, as expected, 
technical assistance could have vastly improved 
evaluation planning performance since many prob
lems with the reviewed components were remediable 
(see Chapter VIII). 

(3) The distribution among component quality levels 
was more or less as expected. In an action pro
gram, the primary emphasis is the provision of 
services. Evaluations must be planned and con
ducted within constraints imposed by the project. 
These constraints may hinder the development of 
carefully planned, rigorous evaluation designs. 

(4) Crime-reduction-focused components were generally 
superior to recidivism- or system-focused compo
nents, perhaps because of the need to construct 
baseline data for the latter, while crime-renuction 
projects can usually make use of available police 
data. 

(5) Differences in component quality across the eight 
cities were more the result of differences in 
project focus than in city-specific capability; 
however, some cities did better than others, given 
their mix of project foci. 

(6) Denver and Portland produced the best project 
evaluation plans; their quality was notably super
ior to what might have been expected, given the 
kinds of projects which they had chosen to implement. 

(7) The chief factors encouraging good evaluation 
planning appear to have been the attitudes toward 
empirical research prevalent among Crime Analysis 
Team or agency managements, and the early avail
ability of evaluative expertise. 
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(8) The key factor limiting evaluation plan perfor
mance was the lack of technical assistance (which 
could have ~ompensated in some measure for at 
least some gaps in expertise both among evaluators 
and among administrative reviewers), and the failure 
to tie evaluation funding to evaluation planning 
milestones and products (which permitted some 
cities to postpone evaluation planning until after 
implementation, rendering the exercise less than 
optimally useful). 

(9) Atlanta, Denver, New"rk and Portland generally 
did very good jobs of evaluation planning (see 
Chapter VII for details of city performance), 
Newark again joirdng the ranks of the "advantaged" 
cities, as for crime-oriented planning. 

(10) New Federalism was, as expected, something of 
an obstacle to the achievement of program-wide 
evaluation planning. The failure to require base
line data collection and to stipula1:e certain eval
uation design features signHies that some useful 
information necessarily went uncollected and 
unanalyzed. 

(11) Dissemination of evaluation planning information 
to the cities, to the SPAs and to the ROs was 
much less successfully performed than for crime
oriented planning. 

(12) Despite unavailable technical assistance, evalua
tion planning was shown to be feasible on a larg~·. 
scale within the context of an action program. 

(13) Benefits accrued when evaluation planning was 
well done included better evaluation design and 
reporting, useful modification of projects through 
evaluative precision anc.~ feedback, and a much 
greater likelihood of being able to demonstrate 
project effectiveness. 
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(e) Findings and Conclusions on Evaluation Reporting 

(1) Evaluation reports were received and reviewed 
for 141 Impact projects (i.e., 61 percent). 
Documentation for 119 of these projects was suf
ficiently complete to allow technical review. 
This was considerably more of a response than 
had been expected at the start of the program. 

(2) Only 17 of the 119 project evaluations reviewed, 
however, employed what was considered to be a rig
orous evaluation approach to assess project out
comes. Some 55 additional project evaluations 
did make use of some type of evaluation approach 
(relying on before/after designs or combining 
these with some comparison base), this despite 
the failure of the program to mandate specific 
evaluation approaches and the failure to provide 
technical assistance in evaluation. 

(3) Project focus was not the strong discriminator 
for evaluation approach quality that it was for 
evaluation planning quality; variations in city 
quality far overrode project focus considerations 
in importance. Portland, Denver and Atlanta were 
noteworthy for their use of rigorous evaluation 
approaches; about half of the St. Louis and Dallas 
documentation utilized no true evaluation approach; 
projects reviewed from Baltimore and Cleveland con
sistently relied upon evaluation approaches that 
were not rigorous; all projects reviewed from 
Newark were documented in the absence of an eval
uation approach. On the other hand, as ei~ected, 
crime-reduction project evaluations were generally 
tp,,_ best' executed. These projects were more likely 
to be evaluated using some evaluation approach 
than were recidivism-reduction or system-focused 
projects--again, this is believed to reflect the 
problem of baseline data construction. 

(4) The chief factors contributing to excellence in 
evaluation appeared to be -the same as for evalua
tion planning: management conunitment and avail
able expertise. The "advantaged" cities generally 
had a better chance to attract expert evaluators 
than did "disadvantaged" cities. Thus some very 
good evaluation work in Newark received a severe 
setback when the Team evaluator resigned, and 
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although technical assistance would have beell 
meaningful in all cities it was especially needed 
among Impact's lidisadvantaged" cities. On the 
G'the-r hand Dallas' merely average shotving (despite 
its status as an "advantaged" city), reflects a 
lack of management commitment, and this lack Was 
also a problem in Cleveland and Baltimore. 

(5) Major inhibitors of evaluation quality tvere the 
state of existing evaluative research tools, the 
lack of dissemination of the knowledge which does 
exist, alid the failure of Crime Analysis Teams 
to hire or replace expert staff and to develop 
evaluation capability. 

(6) Despite gaps in assistance, evaluation reporting 
took place in Impact on a vary large scale. Although 
problems existed (many of them remediable), the 
fact is that outt!ome-oriented project-level evalua-· 
tion was shown to be feasible within an action pro
gram like Impact. Rigorous evaluation was demonstrated 
in a variety of cities and institutional settings. 
Multiple evaluation reports for the same project 
improved, over time. It is reasonable to believe 
that evaluation performance can be vastly improved, 
given more time, training, and aid. 

(7) The fear, at the beginning of the program, that 
it was unrealistic to have city evaluators eval
uate city programs turned out to be unfounded. 
Evaluators across the program tended to be objec
tive and professional about evaluation liluitations 
(see page 265 above). Their allegiances appeared 
to be oriented more toward the world of research 
and evaluation than to\vard any parochial agency 
interests. 
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2. Program Objective: To Improve Coordination Across Intergovernmental 
~d Criminal Justice Agencies and t~ Increase 
Community Involvement Via the Crime Analysis 
Team 

(a) Findings and Conclusions on Agency Coordination 

(1) Four cities (Cleveland, Dallas, Denver and Newark) 
unambiguously improved the coordination of their 
criminal justice agencies under Impact through Crime 
Analysis Team activities. 

• The Cleveland Crime Analysis Team tied youth service 
delivery togetheI;' throughout the city by developing a 
system of youth neighborhood coordinators; the Team 
also developed a conwunity-based probation program 
involving the coordination and relocation of Municipal 
Court Probation, Common Pleas Court Probation and the 
Adult Parole Authority. County and state corrections 
officials were thus housed for the first time in the 
same building and could establish a close working 
relationship. 

e Dallas tmdertook a major effort of coordination across 
city and county agencies of the criminal justice 
system. The county sheriff's department and the city 
police department began the integration of data bases 
and information systems as part of a region-wide (city 
and county) effort to control crime. Dallas funded 
and implemented projects which generally ai.med at 
improved coordination between the police and other 
components of the system as, for example, in Legal 
Aides for the Police, or in the Dallas Police Depart
ment's Youth Services program. Finally, the success
ful resolution of the city/county battles which took 
place at the heginning of the program constitutes a 
major achievement of the Crime Analysis Team. The 
issue \Vas handled through the formation of an Execu
tive Committee (within the Dallas Area Criminal Justice 
Council) in which there was city-county-suburban 
representation and an understanding that spending fo~ 
any project would be subj ectto review and approval 
by the local governing body (County Commissioners, 
City Council) responsible for any projects funded 
through the Council. 

o In Denver, the Crime Analysis Team used data base 
development as a mode of entry into relationships 
with other agencies, and as a way of linking various 
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agencies of the criminal justice system. The Team 
established a network of four Youth Service :Bureaus 
to coordinate city-wide the referral of juveniles 
diverted from the criminal justice system. The Task 
Force mechanism inaugurated in Denver appears to have 
worked well as a forum for bringing together disparate 
elements of the criminal justice system (including 
police, court and corrections people as well as 
prosecutors, public defenders and probation/parole 
officers). 

• In Newark, there were severe problems of agency 
conflict at the beginning of the program (see Chapter 
VII). These appear to have been considerably 
ameli01:ated through the Policy Board mechanism far 
bringing the department heads of every criminal 
justice agency in the city together regularly. City/ 
county court relationships vlere also improved through 
the project II Special Case Processing for Impact 
Of fenders" which targeted Inodifications to the entire 
adjudication process, reaching from Newark ~unicipal 
Court arraignment through Essex County Court sentencing. 
Other projects, such as the Rape Analysis and Investi
gative Unit, targeted improved prosecutor/police 
working relationships. 

(2) Major agency coordination problems existed in Atlanta, 
Baltimore, Portland and St. Louis. 

• Impact did not improve agency coordination in Portland; 
the city and Multnomah County continue to have a highly 
tumultuous relationship, with the county ending its 
participation in the joint criminal justice planning 
agency rather abruptly in July of 1974. City/SPA 
relationships had not been improved when the evaluation 
function went to the SPA rather than the Crime Analysis 
Team (or Impact Staff) in Portland. Further the 
complexities of the state/county/city partnership were 
grafted, in Portland, upon a 9-step municipal approval 
process, which worsened rather than improved the 
prospects for agency coordination by making it even 
more cumbersome, complicated and time-consuming than 
it had been before (see Chapter VII). 

.. In St. Louis, as well, problems between the MLEAC 
Region. 5, the SPA and the City Crime Commission became 
explosive and resulted in the transfer of the Crime 
Analysis Team to the Cr.ime Commission and the resig
nation of the Team evaluators. Even though factionalism 
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is not a new in St. Louis (it is, in face, deeply 
anchored in city traditions, see the general overview, 
page 85, Chapter V), and even though it is not clear 
that any short-term action program could have impacted 
those traditions in any meaningful way, still, the same 
can be said of Newark, yet progress was made there under 
Impact. It seems that, as in Portland, it may have 
been a mistake--at least from the viewpoints of agency 
coordination and of long-term system capability--to 
have moved the locus of program power outside the city 
(see Chapter VII, page 234 and pages 237-239). 

~ In Baltimore, the dominance of the SPA and the autonomy 
of the police department did not leave much room for 
the Crime Analysis Team liaison function (see pages 197-
199). In sum, the inability to access police data or 
achieve coordination with the police depdrtment, the 
delegation of power by the regional office to the SPA, 
a skeletal Crime Analysis Team and a change in Team 
leadership at a cru~ial point of program start-up, had 
all worked together to make improvements in agency 
coordination there very difficult. 

e In Atlanta, interagency relationships were troubled 
by SPA/city conflicts (see pages 232-234) and city/ 
county conflicts, by the power and autonomy of the 
police chief, by the location of the Crime Analysis Team 
outside the city organization within the Atlanta Regional 
Commission, by turbulence between the Atlanta Regional 
Commission and the State Crime Commission, and by the 
sU'ccessive resignation of two Team directors. Finally, 
a change in city leadership was accompanied by a reor
ganization at the end of 1974, creating a Criminal 
Justice Coordinating Council and transferring the Crime 
Analysis Team to the mayor's office as staff support 
to the Council. The Team now appears much better able, 
as a city agency, to stimulate coordination among other 
city agencies, and has begun clearinghouse and dis
semination functions in support of that role. 

(3) It seems that the ability of the Crime Analysis Team to 
improve interagency coordination was largely a function 
of existing city/state relationships. In effect, most 
cities maintain a precarious balance of power with state 
agencies. When the Impact program failed to sustain city 
bargaining power (by giving an important CAT function to 
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the state, for example, as in Portland and Baltimore, 
or by removing the Team from the city organizational 
structure, as in Atlanta and St. Louis), the CAT itself 
was weru~ened: it lost much of its ability to barter with 
other agencies, to deal with them on an equal footing) to 
ma:intain leverage in the criminal justice and intergovel."U
mental systems and in the community. 

(4) Thus, the greatest inhibitor of CAT potential as an 
agent for coordination was the failure to invest the 
Team with the functions and prerogatives it needed to 
ensure an effective liaison role. 

(5) In those cities where interagency coordination improved, 
the Crime Analysis Teams had been able to keep all of 
their functions, were ensconced as city agencies, and 
benefited from the solid support of the mayor (Cleveland, 
Dallas, Denver and Newark). 
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(b) Findings and Conclusions on Community Involvement 

(1) All of the Impact cities appear to have made some 
progress with involving the community in the criminal 
justice process; most have also increased citizen input 
into the planning process, largely through the activities 
of the Crime Analysis Team. 

• In Atlanta and Baltimore, citizen's advisory groups 
were created to help determine the selection of 
criminal justice anti-crime progra~s. 

o The Cleveland CAT was resolutely community-oriented 
(see Chapter VII, pages 203-204). The Team devoted 
considerable staff time to sessions with community 
groups, took a "root cause, II crime-c.orrelated approach 
to criminal justice planning, and implemented large 
numbers of communitY-OJ:iented corrections and diversion 
projects. 

• In Dallas, however, a community-involvement focus has 
been slmv- in coming. Suggestions to broaden the 
Dallas Area Criminal Justice Council to include 
community representatives, for example, were fought 
on the grounds that it would turn the body into a 
IIpolice review board." While Dallas has now imple
mented a larger community-focused crime prevention 
program, no mechanism has yet been introduced to 
bring a citizen orientation into the criminal 
justice planning process (see Chapter VII). 

• Denver developed a viable model (the only one in Impact) 
for community input into the planning process. Over 
the three years of Impact, mFmbers of Denver's Neighbor
hoods Task Force (composed entirely of private citizens) 
examined every project proposed; they also formed sub
committees outside the formal structure, and went out 
into the community to solicit citizen reactions. It 
is clear that this Task Force had a voice in decision
making and an impact upon proposed programs. Nearly 
one-fifth of Denver's Impact funds ($3'.5 million) 
focused upon community involvement projects. 

• Newark's first master plan focused its greatest emphasis 
on community involvement; this was, in fact, one of the 
main points of dissension \vith the LEAA regional office 
(see pages 224-225 above); in the end, about 16 percent 
of Newark's funds went to community involvement projects. 
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e Portland's Impact Staff was successful in securing 
community involvement, in achieving a very high 
recruitment rate for its community projects, and an 
increase in the rates of crime-reporting by victims. 
While no usable community·~input model was developed, 
as in Denver, Portland nonetheless emerged from the 
Impact program TNith better planning tools which include 
the community, and with a progr~ (Neighborhood :Block 
Crime Prevention) that brings Portland closer to 
having a conununity-wide criminal justice planning 
process. 

o Efforts of the St. Louis community to become involved 
in the Impact program met with little success at the 
beginning of the program. Early in the planning pro
cess, groups such as the Women's Crusade Against 
Crime, the Federation of Neighborhood Organizations J 

and the Metropolitan Citizens Crime Committee went on 
record with a number of projects and proposals. In 
addition a number of private citizens displayed a 
lively interest in the program and made early and 
frequent overtures to the city to become involved. 
Region 5, however, found it difficult to maintain 
contact with community groups, and citizens complained 
that they could never get through to the right offi
cials or receive timely and acceptable ans"tVers. The 
July 1974 move of the St. Louis CAT to the City Crime 
Commission opened the program there for the first time 
to regular community input through the Commission's 
Citizens' committees. Public hearings were held 
during the final Impact funding cycle with extensive 
community participation (see Chapter VII) 0 

(2) The major factors inhibiting citizen involvement in 
Impact appear to have been a strong law enforcement 
focus with:in the criminal justice system, such as the 
one p:revalent in Texas (see pages 209-210); and the 
existence of extremely powerful, independent agencies, 
well equipped to resist public pressure. Since these 
agencies were supported (or at least not countered) in 
their resistance by the New Federalist approach, it was 
sometimes difficult for Crime Analysis Teams to make 
progress in this area. 

(3) Overall, considerable improvements ,vere made in community 
involvement, program-wide, largely due to Crime Analysis 
Team efforts, and a model was developed, tested and found 
to be effective in Denver. It should be remembered, 
however, that the extent of the effort toward communi.ty 
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involvement in Impact also reflects a nation-wide movement 
toward better criminal justice system rela.tions with the 
public) and a deeper consciousness of the problems of 
victimization; in that sense, Impact achievements are not 
attributable to Crime Analysis Team eff0rts alone, but 
reflect a combination of forces acting together. 
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3. Program Objective: To Reduce Impact Crime 

As discussed earlier, the national-level evaluation did not address 
the question of program-wide effectiveness. Various NITRE tasks did, 
however, involve the examination. of project-level evaluations, and 
through those evaluations, of project-level success. Findings of t.hose 
tasks are presented below. It should be remembered, however) that only 
those projects which were able to demonstrate their success through 
evaluation have been included here. Given that evaluation itself was 
an innovation in some cities, and given also that the program is still 
on-going in most cities, it is clear that there may be project success 
which has not yet been--or could not be--documented. 

(a) Findings and Conclusions on Project-Level Success, and on 
Various Anti-Crime Strategies Employed in the Eight Cities 

(1) 33 Impact projects, representing about $30.5 million in 
federal funds, were shown through city evaluation docu
mentation to have been effective; 2 more projects, 
presenting either inadequate documentation or none at 
all, were shown to have been successful via HITRE 
secondary analysis, bringing the total to 35 Impact 
projects and $35.3 million in federal funds (see 
Chapter IX, pages 309-325). 

(2) 28 of the 35 projects (80 percent) originated in five 
cities: Denver, Dallas, St. Louis, Atlanta and Portland. 

fj "AdvantagedU cities (i.e., Atlanta, Dallas, Denver 
~id Portland) were thus heavily represented in the 
sample since 23 of the 35 projects (or 67 percent), 
representing $25.4 million of the $35.3 million 
total (or 72 percent), originated in these cities. 
Spending for effective projects implemented in 
Dallas and Denver accounted for about 50 percent of 
the federal funds awarded in each of those cities. 

• It seems reasonable to believe that the inadequate 
evaluation performances of Cleveland and Newark 
caused them to be under-represented in the sample 
in terms of project effectiveness. (In effect, the 
two projects whose success was revealed through 
secondary analysis, based on ra'tv data, originated in 
Cleveland and Newark.) 

• It also seems reasonable to expect that additional 
effective projects will continue to be identified 
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in Atlanta and Portland (and perhaps also in Balti
more, if evaluation there continues to improve), given. 
the late implementation in these cities. 

(3) Effective projects tended to be more innovative and had 
more likelihood of institutionalization than did projects 
generally, across the program~ 

(4) :Hore fedel'al funds could be shovm to have been effectively 
expended for projects with a crime-reduction focus than 
for recidivism- or system-focused pn'jects (again a 
question of evaluation, see page 433 above). 

(5) F:indings from HITRE's ::intensive supervision analysis 
established that all of the four projects studied appeared 
to have reduced recidivism, the average reduction being 
about 50 percent. 

• In addition to significant reductions ::in recidivism 
for each of the proj ects, reductions w'ere found at 
every level of pre-service number of offenses and 
base1:ine frequency. Also, the analysis of ::inter
actions between various client-descriptive variables 
and basel::ine frequency indicated that reduc,tions in 
recidivism occurred for all levels of age group, 
ethnicity, educational lag, and living situation. 
Intensive supervision seemed to be beneficial for 
clients with different criminal backgrounds and 
different demographic characteristics, although some 
groups appeared to benefit more than others. 

• Within the limits of the analysis performed, intensive 
supervision emerged reinforced as an effective strategy 
for reducing recidivism among probationers. 

(6) Findings from the police patrol analysis were that--in 
terms of expected performance--two of the three projects 
studied were successful ::in reducing crime levels by 
virtue of overt police patrol activity. 

• Again, \vithin the limits 0 f the ana1ys is perf ormed , 
increases in overt police patrol appeared to be 
effective in achieving short-term crime decreases 
which were attributable to the projects in 2 of the 
3 cases studied; in these 2 eases, reductions for 
most crimes either had not occurred in untreated 
portions of the city (Cleveland, Concentrated Crime 
Patrol) or they were more pronounced in target areas 
(Denver, Special Crime Attack Team); in the third 
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case, hO'tvever (St. Louis, Pilot Foot Patrol» 
crime-level reductions appeared to tru<e place in 
both treated and untreated portions of the city so 
that project effectiveness was not clear. 

1/1 Displacement was a rare phenomenon (see page 331) in 
the three case studies examined. 

u One crime, rape, consistently showed no eviden~e for 
declines across the three cities: in none of the cases 
was target area rape lower than expected. To what 
degree this may be due to increased rape reporting, 
however, is not known. The other three violent crioes 
(murder, aggravated assault and robbery) decreased 
generally in target areas. 

(7) Overt police patrol should not be dismissed as an 
important and useful short-term anti-crime strategy. 

(8) Hany more success~ul projects were implemented and 
evaluated in the police, community involvement~ juvenile 
and court areas, than in the drug or data system areas 
(see pages 332 through 339). The less successful project 
areas were troubled by prob lems of consensus or of lead
time which did not allow them to be w·ell implemented or 
e·.,aluated in the Impact context. 

• 

III 

The drug program, TASC1, had difficulty, in Impact, L~ 
achieving implementation. Problems identified involved 
philosophical disagreement (between treatment and law 
enforcement agencies), referral and agency coordination 
(courts~ police, drug agencies), evaluation planning 
(no focus on client outcomes, no design mechanisms 
included which could allow for attribution of client 
achievements to the program), data collection (concern 
over client privacy and information confidentiality), 
high dropout rates and internal management difficulties 
(direction and personnel turnover). 

One drug project (other than TASC) did, however, have 
some success: Baltimore's Intensive Supervision of 
Narcotic Offenders project featured an evaluation 
design includlllg control groups and demonstrated 
effectiveness in meeting its objectives (see page 404 
above). 

lTreatment Alternatives to Street Crime. 
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• It is clear that the difficulties encountered by TASe 
programs, under Impact, are of such magnitude that 
further research appears to be warranted to determine 
whether the problems are intrinsic to the projects 
or have to do rather with the fact that they were 
implemented in the Impact context. The Impact 
experience has not thus far furnished evidence 
reviewed by MITRE which can attest to the usefulness 
or relevance of these programs for crime control. 

• Problems experienced by data system projects, on the 
other hand, were mainly a problem of the appropriate
ness of funding these projects .<which require extensive 
developmental periods) in the context of a short-term 
rapid action program. 

(9) In sum, those functional areas which benefited from: 

• a developed research capability (e.g., police projects); 

• private organizational and management capability 
(community involvement projects); 

• more easily achieved objectives (some systems
improvement projects); and 

• strongly emphasized city priorities (e.g., juvenile 
programs) 

attained quite impressive relative levels of achievement. 
In these areas, the evaluation planning and reporting 
tools initiated via the Impact CaPlE-cycle allowed 27 
projects to be substantiated as effective. 

(10) On the other hand, those functional areas which required: 

• technical assistance unavailable under Impact 
(recidivism-focused projects, for example); 

I» more time than could be fo:rthcoming in a 2-year 
action-oriented program (data system projects, for 
example) ; 

~ hurdling institutional impediments and long-established 
difficulties inherent in project objectives (adult 
corrections and especially offender employment pro-
jects); or . 
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• saphisticated and finely-tuned agency coordination 
(drug programs, for example) were disadvantaged 
under Impact. 

(11) The COPlE-cyc1e required some learning inve.stment on 
the part of its users, but that investment paid off in 
the capability to substantiate effectiveness for 25 
percent of program funding (see Table XXXIX, page 322, 
and page 332). 

(12) Anti-crime achievement will remain essentially undocu
mented in those cities where evaluation capability was 
not well developed. 

(13) Evaluation planning, which was a major influence ml 
the quality of both evaluation approaches and evaluation 
reporting, emerged as a crucial element of the COPIE
cycle in terms of the demonstration of project effective
ness. 

(14) Given expanded dissemination of evaluation information, 
given technical assistance in eval:.lation where it is 
needed, and given streamlining ali.d sharpening of adminis
trative procedures and implementation monitoring, it 
seems likely that the ability to evaluate and thereby 
substantiate project effectiveness could be significantly 
improved in future urban anti-crime programs utilizing 
the COPIE-cyc1e. 

(15) In terms of program expectations: 

• A criminal justice system planning and evaluation 
capability was able to be developed under Impact 
constraints, and did indeed result in knowledge 
payoffs, among which the ability to identify 
successful anti-crime projects. 

• li1hile the four II advan taged" cities were, in fact, 
overrepresented in the sample of effective projects, 
St. Louis also generated 5 of these projects~ despite 
a lIdisadvantaged l1 status in terms of age, exodus 
situation and other factors (see Chapter V). 
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(b) 

I 

Findings and Conclusions OIl Crime Changes in the Impact Cities 

Despite the process character of this evaluation, Uniform 
Crime Report (UCR) data were examined in an effort to observe 
crime changes concurrent with the program in the eight Impact 
cities. It must be remembered, however, that city-wide changes 
in crime levels cannot be attri:'bu1.E'3 to the Impact program 
because of: 

• the lack of a rigorous evaluation design (and the con
sequent inability to link city-wide crime rates to 
Impact); 

• the problems of measurement using UCR data; 

• the number of projects other than crime-reduction-focused 
projects (offender or recidivism-focused projects and 
system-focused projects) which could not be linked with 
city-wide crime changes; and 

CI ,:1e straggling implementation experienced in many of the 
cities, 

Thus, the best present estimates of Impact anti-crime 
effectiveness had to come from project outcomes (see Chapter 
IX, pages 311-320 above). 

But even if it could not be stated that an improved capa
bility in some city resulted in a decrease in crime rates, 
it was extremely important to examine whether such an 
improved capability (once established) was accompanied 
by increases or decreases in those rates, given that it is 
an effect on crime which was being sought. Hence since it 
could not be shown that crime rates or levels constituted 
the dependent variable of the program, MITRE examined them 
as a program correlate, made SOllie efforts to improve their 
measurement, and suggested needed future development of 
those efforts. Although DC1<. data are highly fallible as 
measures of crime (see page 366) they are nonetheless 
continuously generated, and readily available; they were 
therefore employed as the tool for this examination. 
Two analyses were performed. The first looked at DCR crime 
rates in the years 1968-1974 for the five crimes in the eight 
cities. The second generated expected levels for burglary 
using the Sister Cities Regression Model (see pages 385 
through 387 above) and compared these expected levels with 
actual UCR data for burglary in 1973 and 1974. 
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(1) Findings for the five crimes in each of the c:i.ties 
showed that, over the 1968-1974 period, there were: 

• long-term, generally severe crime-rate increases in 
Atlanta and Portland; 

• declining or generally stabilizing trends in Dallas 
and Denver for person crimes (except rape in Dallas); 
burglary was up) however) especially in Dallas; 

., Dallas was the only City which did not show a rise 
in murder rates; 

• Baltimore was the only city to show steadily decreasing 
rates for rape; 

• Portland doubled its burglary rate finishing with the 
highest rate of any Impact city; 

., Cleveland maintained its relatively low burglary rate; 

• robbery rates increased in every Impact city; 

• Impact violent crime rates had considerably wo:rsened 
overall: whereas in 1970, four cities had rates under 
450 per 100,000, in 1974, all rates were above that 
figur2; 

., Dallas, Denver and Newark showed real improvements 
in their rankings relative to otber cities (see page 
384). 

(2), The burglary analysis (which generated expected monthly 
levels for burglary in the eight cities by means of 
Sister City Regression Models, and then compared these 
expeGted levels against actual UCR monthly data) showed 
that in 1973 and 1974, burglary was significantly lower 
than anticipated in five of the eight cities: Baltimore, 
Cleve,land, Dallas, Denver, and Newark (see pages 387 
through 389 above), 

(3) A juxtaposition of cities' performances in Impact with 
their crime-change experiences found that: 

• the crime changes in Atlanta, Portland, and Baltimore 
are not likely to have been meaningfully affected 
by the Impact' pro8ram because of the slow pace of 
implementation in these cities; 



• in Cleveland, increases may have been moderated, and 
in Newark, decreases may have been influenced by 
Impact; evidence for this was derived from MITRE's 
seconda.ry analysis of Cleveland's Concentrated Crime 
Patrol and from the burglary-level analysis in each 
city; 

• St. Louis' actual burglary levels were not signifi
cantly lower than expected levels, and MITRE did not 
find other evidence pointing to a moderation of city 
trends via the Impact program there; it is, however, 
possible that this may have been the case for crimes 
other than burglary; 

• in Dallas and Denver, it seems likely that Impact 
was a factor in achieving decreases and in moderating 
the rates of increase in those cities (based on 
evaluation reports, on a high proportion of demon
strated effectiveness, and on the burglary analysis). 

(4) Although the Dallas/Denver improvements cannot be directly 
attributed to Impact, it is important to note that in 
these cities, ,\There system capability was notably improved 
and where Impact projects had a high proportion (50 percent) 
of demonstrated effectiveness, present indicators-
fallible though they may be--show meaningful improvements 
in crime rates and levels which were not the result 
of long-term trends and which were not seen in the 
Impact "sister" cities. If attribution had, in fact, 
been possible, important evidence would have been pro
vided to support the assumption that improved system 
capability can reduce or control crime: the basic 
underlying assumption of the Impact program. 
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BeT 

4. Program Objective: To Acquire Knowled~ 

Overall knowledge contributions of the Impact program cannot yet 
be assessed. There are, however, three areas of knowledge gains and 
failures which should presently be documented insofar as that is possi
ble because of their implications for policy (i.e., progress toward 
the policy goal of knowledge acquisition) and for the elaboration of 
new anti-crime programs. These areas are: 

• kno~.vledge increases achieved through the program innovations 
of the CaPlE-cycle and the Crime Analysis Team; 

• knowledge acquired (and knowledge which failed to be acquired), 
about; anti-crime effectiveness; 

e knowledge gained about the process of innovation through 
project strategies implemented during the program. 

(a) Findings and Conclusions on COPlE-cycle and Crime Analxsi2 
Team Knowledge Payoffs (see pages 418 through 438 above) 

(1) Eight U.S. cities now possess, in varying degrees, 
the system capability to rationally plan, implement 
and evaluate their anti-crime programs. 

(2) This capability became an increasingly iterative 
process by the end of the program (i. e., evaluation 
findings were being used as a basis for new planning 
and project modification). 

(3) All of the agencies involved in the program benefited, 
in varying degrees, from the dissemination of knowledge 
which occurred because of the program and because of 
the re.search emphasis introduced by th~ Crime Analysis 
Team. 

(4) New knowledge about the incidence of specific crimes, 
about offenders, victims and crime-settings was obtained 
in all of the cities, and especially in those cities 
where crime-oriented planning was well executed. 

(5) At the national level, knowledge was acquired about 
city priorities; about the feasibility of planning, 
implementation and evaluation using a New Federalist 
approach; about incentives which worked (favorable 
funding matches, for example) and incentives which 
did not work (jawboning and exhortations without a 
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quid pro quo and without leverage to ensure compliance, 
for example); about anti-crime effectiveness at the 
project level (through CaPlE-cycle evaluation); about 
the importance of city/state relationships for the 
effective functioning of the CaPlE-cycle and of the 
Crime Analysis Team; and about the. need for technical 
assistance in the effort to gain performance of program 
innovations. 

(6) Research projects having been constrained by the action 
objectives of the program, and by the failure to pro
vide technical assistance, it is not anticipated that 
there will be much basic research knowledge to emerge 
from the Impact program. (It should be noted, however, 
that while new knowledge from basic research is a policy 
goal, it was not an objective of the Impact program.) 

(7) A model for regular community input into the criminal 
justice planning process was implemented and shown to 
be effective in Denver. 

(8) New knowledge about community attitudes was constrained 
by the failure to institute regular community surveys. 

(9) In general, it was learned that the program innovations 
of the CaPlE-cycle and the CAT were feasible, and that 
they were relevant for improved system capability; 
although the capability improvements in Dallas and 
Denver were associated with crime decreases, or modera
tions in climbing crime levels, the question of whether 
improved system capability can reduce or control crime 
will need to awai-t a rigorous test. 
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(b) Findings and Conclusions About Knowledge Acquired and Not 
Acquired) on Anti-Crime Effectiveness 

(1) It is impossible to address the question of whether the 
5 percent crime reduction was attained or not over the 
1972-1974 period. There are three basic problems which 
cannot be surmounted in this evaluation. 

• The problem of attribution~ If a program can be 
said to have "attained" or "achieved" an effect, 
it must first be shown that program activities 
were the cause of such an effect. The Impact pro
gram had no evaluation design which could have 
permitted the reasonable attribution of crime 
level changes to the program. (Even if there had 
been such a design, however, methodological diffi-
culties--see pages and above, for example--
would have constrained definitive attribution. 
Inferences would nonetheless have been more rea
sonable, but these weuld again have been constrained 
by problems of measurement.) On the other hand, 
area-specific data collection could have permitted 
attribution of crime-reduction-focused project 
effects to the pr?ject, flnd WOHld then have permitted 
linkage of those effects to overall city-wide "effects" 
(based on the fact that target areas are nearly 
always the high-crime areas of the city). 

• The problem of tying project effects to city-wide 
crime changes: All anti-crime efforts do not make 
an immediate or short-term impact on crime levels 
which is both identifiable and attributable to that 
effort. In Impact, for example, 42 percent of the 
anti-crime projects were focused on recidivism 
reduction (see Table XXVI, page 164 above). Yet 
although projects focusing on recidivism reduction 
for a small group of offenders may well be able 
to produce evidence at the project level demonstrating 
that they are successfully reducing recidivism, it 
remains impossible to pinpoint the contribution of 
that reduction to city-wide crime changes, nor, con
versely, to attribute any specific part of those 
changes to the recidivism-focused project. Thus, 
although recidivism reduction achievements will 
certainly show up eventually in city-wide crime-rate 
changes, it is not presently possible to attribute 
those achievements to projects. Further, slippages 
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in the program brought a straggling, diffused imple
mentation, rather than the focused, concentrated 
thrust (expected by program planners) to which city
Yfide crime cha.nges might reasonably have been 
attributed. 

• The problem of measuring city crime changes: Even 
if city crime changes could be attributed to program 
interventions, they would still need to be measured 
reliably, and this cannot presently be done with 
UCR data (see pages 3-4, and page 366 above). 
Victimiz,;.;.t: ton surveys also have problems (such as 
differential victim repor·t:ing, or uncertain rela
tionships with actual crime levels so that the 
establishment of trends must presume--as with the 
use of UCR data--an unlikely constant relationship 
between reported and unreported crime) but they are 
not subject to criminal justice system discretion 
and they are a considerable improvement in many 
other ways over what was hitherto available. However, 
only one data point (1972) is currently accessible 
to researchers, so that these surveys did not con
stitute a feasible tool for the national-level 
evaluation of the Impact program. 

(2) Thus, the New Federalist approach taken by Impact, 
combined with problems of national evaluation planning, 
severely constrained anti-crime knowledge payoffs 
from the program. The ability of cities to choose 
freely among direct and indirec.t crime-reduction st.rat
egies, the gaps in implementation management, the failure 
to impose area-specific data collection as a requirement, 
meant~ among other things, that the results available 
at the project level would not allow for assessment of 
program-wide effects on city-wide crime changes. 

(3) New knowledge about anti-crime effectiveness for 
individual projects was gained, however, dependent 
upon evaluation capabilities developed through the 
COPIE-cycle. 

(4) Thirty-five projects, representing about $35 million 
in federal funds, were shown to have been effective 
via city-level evaluation or via MITRE analysis. 
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(5) Given the new understanding of the factors liable to 
stimulate or discourage COPlE-cycle and CAT activities 
above, acquired through Impact, it seems lik.ely that 
the ability to evaluate and thereby substantiate proj
ect effectiveness could be vastly improved in a future 
program, if the necessary remedial efforts were made. 
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(c) Findings and Conclusions About Innovative Strategies 
Implemented at the Project-Level 

In the Impact program, innovation was sought only inciden
tally, as a desired incremental payoff to other Impact benefits; there 
was no innovation mystique, per se. In fact, however, given the Impact 
approval and funding process, the "lengthy administrative procedures II 
against which project directors railed (see Table XXXIV, page 251 
above), the general problems of interagency coordination, the pressures 
toward action and against research, given--above all--the lack of a 
quid pro quo or incentive for agencies to want to fund innovative 
ideas, it seemed unlikely, at the beginning of the program that much 
project-level innovation would emerge (see Chapter III, pages 45 
through 47 above). 

(1) In all, 26 projects were found to be innovativel among 
the 233 funded under Impact (see the Appendix to Chapter 
VIII for a listing and brief precis of these 26 innova~ 
tive projects). 

(2) Most of the projects selected (22 of 26) involved the 
community in some manner; 20 of the 26 made contribu
tions to coordination between or among criminal justice 
and other intergovernmental agencies; only 2 of the 
innovative projects selected made a basic research 
contribution. (These were the Rape Prevention Project 
in Denver, whose first phase involved basic research 
on rape victims and offenders, and the Target Hardening 
Through Opportunity Reduction (THOR) project in Atlanta, 
which designed a study of the problems of false alarms 
and other issues relating to building security.) 

(3) The greatest number of innovative projects originated 
in Denver (10 to 26), with the closest contenders being 
Portland (with 4) and Dallas (with 3). The cities, 
in fact, appeared to divide according to lines of age 

1A project listed as innovative in this document conforms to one 
or more of the following definitions: 
Type A: Uses a net., approach, new procedures, or new technology in 

solving a problem. 
Type B: Uses old procedures, technology or approaches in a new way 

or in a new context. 
Type C: Uses an existing agency to assume a set of new responsibil

ities. 
Type D: Uses a new agency to assume a set of responsibilities not 

carried out by an existing agency. 
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and advantage (see Chapter V above)t with the younger, 
higher-income/higher education level cities originating 
19 (or 73 percent) of the 26 innovative projects. 

(4) The chief factor inhibiting innovation in Impact 
appeared to be the problem of interagency coordination 
which prevented the CAT from functioning optimally. 
Different techniques were used by host agencies in 
these cities to out-maneuver what they perceived to 
be the endless revisions of the grant application review 
process. Projects proposed thus tended variously to 
be If tried-and-true, 11 non-controversial, and/or short
term, small, inexpensive. An agency in Atlanta actually 
cut a project budget in half with the explicit goal of 
facilitating its passage through "the system." Clearly 
this was not a climate in which the CAT could successfully 
push for innovation. 

(5) Innovative projects, however, occurred in every city; 
the major stimulators appeared to be unanimity of 
philosophy (Portland's "broader Vision," for example, 
Dallas' system improvement orientation, or Denver's 
empirical, integrated approach) added to Crime Analysis 
Team energy and creative expertise. 

(6) In sum, innovative projects occurred in Impact despite 
New Federalism, agency independence, and the lack of 
any incentives to produce such projects; again, innova
tive projects were more likely also to be effective 
projects than could have been expected from their small 
representation in the overall project sample (i.e., only 
26 of 233 projects--or 11 percent--were selected as 
innovative, but 8 of the 33 projects shown to be effec
tive via the technical review process--or 24 percent-
had also been selected as innovative); still further 
(as will be noted below) innovative projects were much 
more likely to be institutionalized than other projects. 

(7) Despite the fact, therefore, that progress can quite 
conceivably be made in criminal justice system capa
bility without innovation (given the disparity between 
current knowledge and current practice) and despite 
the fact that innovation can sometimes impede efficiency 
because of agency resistance to it, there ~ppears to be 
something intrinsically important which is embodied in 
the innovative idea, technique or approach. Innovative 
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projects in Impact tended to undergo more careful 
development (because of the obstacles they had to clear 
in order to pass successfully through the approval 
process), tended to receive more media and public 
attention (because of their novelty), tended to be 
perceived as more effective (perhaps because of the 
enthusiam of their staffs). Further, some innovations, 
in Impact appeafed to have resistance-reducing (rather 
than resistance-increasing) effects. In Denver, for 
example, to oppose innovation was really to oppose 
progress, and it seems clear that innovation was a 
rallying-cry used as effectively by the Team to link 
agencies (the Youth Service Bureaus, for example) as 
was the data base planning and barte:ring technique 
referred to earlier (see page 215 above). It is notable 
as well in this context, that 75 percent of innovative 
projects targeted some effort at agency coordination. 
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5. Program Objectives: To Institutionalize Effective Program 
Innovations and to Disseminate the I<nowleg,e 
Acquired Through the Impact Experience 

For both of these objectives, it is clearly too soon to say much. 
The Impact experience is not yet over, so that it has not been possi
ble to disseminate a great deal of information about it. MITRE ltas 
taken the opportunity, however, to examine (from a current perspective) 
what is likely to remain of Impact within the eight cities after the 
program is over. 

Findfngs and Conclusions About the Institutionalization of 
Projects and of the Crime Analysis Team 

(1) MITRE surveys of project and CAT directors as well as of 
SPA and RO personnel have established a current projection 
that about 43 percent (101 out of 233) of the projects 
funded under Impact will be continued. 

(2) This projection may be over-optimistic given the large 
number of exogenous factors which affect the continuation 
of projects, given that it is still very early to make 
predictions and given the tendency of federally-funded proj
ects and programs to vanish without a trace when the funds 
have disappeared. 

(3) Of the 101 proj ects expected to be institutionalized, 
67 percent are in the police, courts, and corrections areas. 
These areas contain 63 percent of the projects implemented 
as part of the Impact program. The breakout by particular 
functional areas, however, does not simply reflect emphases 
within the program. On the contrary, Impact implemented 
only 25 court projects, yet 17 are expected to continued; 
this is the highest proportion (68 percent) of projects to 
be institutionalized of any functional area. In the police 
area, 37 projects have been implemented and 19 (51 percent) 
are expected to continue. However, in the juvenile and adult 
corrections area where 84 projects were implemented, only 
31 (37 percent) are expected to continue. 

(4) Thus, a higher percentage of projects is likely to be insti
tutionalized in the police and courts areas than in the 
corrections areas. This may partially reflect the extent 
to which corrections projects involve costs for additional 
manpower, and partially, also, the lesser leverage of correc
tions in resource allocation decisions, and the weakness of 
the corrections constituency presently mobilizable to affect 
those decisions. 
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(5) Some cities (e.g., Atlanta, Dallas, Denver, and St. Louis) 
expected high percentages of projects to be continued. In 
Denver, the number of projects expected to contj,nue (22) is 
attributable to the overall success of the Denver program. 
In contrast, the large number expected to continue in 
St. Louis (also 22) is at least partially due to the fact 
that many of the projects in St. Louis were expansions of 
existing activities. Continuation, therefore, may actually 
indicate a return to the previous state, especially where 
equipment comprised a large share of the Impact funds. In 
Dallas, many of the projects were directed toward systems 
improvement and are therefore perhaps seen as more essential 
to continue than projects implemented outside the system. 
Most of the projects expected to continue in Atlanta also 
involve systems improvement. 

(6) Relatively inexpensive projects, and system-focused or 
target hardening projects which involved large onetime costs, 
are thus likely to be continued. For projects requiring 
substantial additional funds, institutionalization, generally 
speaking, is much less probable. 

(7) Innovative projects were more likely to be institutionalized 
(65 percent) than were Impact projects in general (43 percent). 

(8) Major factors influencing institutionalization were the 
success of the project, the degree to which it became an 
accepted part of the everyday way of "doing things," the 
support of key people (including agency personnel and politi
cal and community leaders), the attitude of the community, 
and available funds. For projects involving new agencies, 
the most important factor, in addition to funding, was 
credibility. A diversion project, for example, had to 
establish credibility with criminal justice agencies in 
order to receive referrals. Credibility also needed to be 
established with the community, and again with clients, 
if their participation was voluntary. 

(9) Factors inhibiting institutionalization in Impact were 
city finances and the disparity among city, county and state 
interests. Impact, as a city program, received strong 
support. from the mayor's office. But a great deal of 
rivalry between city and county governments occurred in some 
places relative to Impact funding, and the mayor now holds 
the main vested interest in city project continuation from 
a political point of view. (Although county and state 
criminal justice agencies have similar vested interests, 
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this is from an effectiveness, rather than a political, 
viewpoint.) When decisions are to be made by county and 
state governments concerning continuation of project funding, 
therefore, there is less pressure on them to continue even 
highly rated and well-accepted projects than there exists 
for city governments. But city governments are, of course, 
notoriously "poor," and thus a key factor in municipal 
institutionalization becomes the availability of funds, 
just as the existence of political pressure becomes key for 
state and county agencies, for whom funding may be less of 
a problem. Impact involved a large infusion of funds into 
urban criminal justice budgets over a rather short time
period; therefore, many of the projects implemented were 
relatively expensive. Since Impact was a "city program11 

in a city/county/state criminal justice enviror~ent, it is 
now, as the program phases down, the responsibility of all 
these three levels of government to continue the funding of 
projects implemented. Yet is is not clear to many state 
legislatures or to state and county agencies that they 
should help to institutionalize projects which they had 
little or no voice in selecting. This is a crucial factor 
inhibiting institutionalization of Impact projects. 

(10) Overall, institutionalization appears more likely for systems 
improvement, efficiency-oriente~ projects which did not target 
Impact crime-reduction goals than it does for those projects 
which did; further, given the problem of available funds in 
urban areas, there is a serious institutionalization argument 
for heavier state/county involvement in, and acceptance of, 
high-crime area programs. 

(11) All of the Crime Analysis Teams have been institutionalized 
in one form 01: anoth1~ .:!xcept that of St. Louis. In Atlanta, 
Baltimore, Denver, Newark and Portland, the Team will be 
intimately connected to the mayor's office. In Dallas, the 
Team will return to its former status, planning and moni
toring other LEAA programs. In Cleveland, the Team will be 
part of an umbrella agency to consolidate treatment services. 
Almost all of the seven Teams will continue with their 
Impact functions of planning, agency coordination, and 
evaluation of anti-crime programs. 
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6. Overall Program Conclusions 

(1.) 'l'he program innovations of the CaPlE-cycle and the Crime 
Analysis Team were shown to be feasible and allowed major 
improvements in system capability. 

(2) Anti-crime effectiveness was demonstrated at the project 
level, via evaluation findin~8, for 35 Impact projects 
representing the expenditure of about $35 million in federal 
funds. (Other project-level success cannot be ruled out 
however, since there may be achievements which have not yet 
been--or could not be--documented.) 

(3) An examination of crime changes in the eight cities showed 
that in Dallas and Denver--which had the highest proportions 
of federal funds spent effectively--the increases in system 
capability were correlated with improvements in crime rates 
which were not the result of long-term trends, and which 
were not Seen in non-Impact "sister" cities. 

(4) Eight U. S. cities nmv possess, in varying degrees, the system 
capability to rationally plan, implement and evaluate their 
anti-crime programs. 

(5) New Federalism worked well in eliciting local priorities 
and in resolving the effectiveness/efficiency conflict in 
some areas (i.e., community involvement, juvenile and system 
capability projects were not de-emphasized because of the 
strength of local priorities). On the other hand, New 
Federalism acted as a depressant to agency coordination, an 
inhibitor of implementation concentration and speed, an 
obstacle to data collection, evaluation planning and reporting 
and a constraint to knowledge payoffs and to innovation. 

(6) The question of lIadvantage" or "disadvantage" among Impact 
cities did not appear to be a crucial discriminator, except 
for innovation and evaluation. Crime-oriented planning was 
performed as well by Newark as by Portland, St. Louis was a 
faster implementer than Denver, and agency coordination 
depended more on the organizational locus and power of the 
CAT vis-a-vis the city/state relationship, than it did on 
any resource capabilities ox the cities. 

(7) In general, contrary to early expectations (and contrary 
to the typical revenue-sharing experience), Impact cities 
used federal monies as they were intended to be used: for 
worthwhile anti-crime efforts which could not otherwise have 
been funded. 
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(8) A disappointment of the program ,.,as the inabHity to 
implement effective drug programs (with the single exception 
of Baltimore's Intensive Supervision of Narcotics Offenders). 

(9) High points of the program were: 

• the quality of the Denver Crime Analysis Team, which 
should serve as a model for future applications of this 
concept; 

• the excellence of Portland's evaluations; 

• the improvement in juvenile recidivism observed among 
many Impact projects. 

(10) Evaluation planning emerged as a IIfulcrum" element, crucial 
for the success of anti-crime interventions both at the 
project and at the national levels. 

(11) Innovation appeared to bring benefits related intrinsically 
to the quality of freshness and newness. Innovative projects 
in Impact tended to undergo more careful development, received 
more media and public attention, were more likely to be 
effective and more likely to be institutionalized than other 
projects. Further, the difficulties of opposing innovation 
(and progress) made it a useful technique in some cases for 
reducing institutional barriers. 
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Chapter XII 
Recommendations 

Life is not long enough for a religion of inferences. Tv act, you 
must assume. and that assumption is faith 

Cardinal Newman, 1841 

It goes without saying that the problems encountered in a partic
ular program are extremely valuable for establishing the lessons 
learned from the experience. They furnish the basis and opportunity 
for progress because their precise definition allows new ventures to 
come closer to the original goals. These problems should not be 
considered as failures; on the contrary, the research knowledge they 
produce is the foundation needed for new faith, more accurate assump
tions, and acts which are better designed to hit their mark. 

In the Impact program lessons have been learned both from achieve
~ents and from problems experienced. It seems that so much, in fact, 
has been learned, that there may be some real difficulties of assimi
lation. . It is therefore 'important to organize the new information so 
as to obtain the best possible understanding, use and diffusion of 
the knowledge acquired. A first effort at triage has been made in 
this final report and another will now be made here, in the form of 
recommendations. These recommendations flow, of course, from the 
form and content of the entire report but will specifically address 
the objectives of the national-level evaluation through: 

• recommendations relative to the still on-going Impact program; 
and 

• recommendations relative to future programs in terms of: 

the COPIE-cycle; 

the Crime Analysis Team; 

national-level planning, evaluation and administration; 

policy formation at the national level; and 

priority areas for crimi,nal justice research emerging 
from the Impact experience, 
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A. Recommendations Relative to the On-Going Program 

1. Capturing the knowledge 

(a) Impact is still on-going in 6 of the 8 cities (Atlanta, Denver, 
Portland, Dallas, Baltimore, and Newark). The first three of 
these cities produced the best evaluation repoxts of the pro
gram, and both Dallas and Baltimore made great progress in 
this area. The LEAA should endeavor to capture the informa
tion reJ.ating to the success of these final projects and to 
the quality of their evaluations. 

(b) The verdict on project and Crime Analysis Team institution
alization is still out and follow-up is therefore necessary 
within the next year, and again in September of 1977 (one 
year after final program phase-out). 

(c) Victimization survey analysis will need to be performed and 
no Crime Analysis Teams will be available for that effort; 
yet it is highly important to capture this information and 
to contrast it with the DCR data examined in this report, 
to see whether the inferences derived here are reinforced 
or not. LEAA should ensure that this analysis is performed. 

Cd) A new crime-level analysis (such. as the one perform~d for 
burglary in this evaluation, see pages 385 through 391 above) 
should be executed a year from now so as to determine whether 
the correlation between improved system capability and city 
crime changes reported here for Dallas and Denver is also , 
observed over the longer term for the slower implementers 
(Atlanta, Baltimore, and Portland), and to see, as well, 
whether the Denver and Dallas results obtain over a longer 
time period. 

(e) For those recidivism-focused projects which were well evalua
ted, it would be important to follow up and to analyze data 
on recidivism reduction, so as to reinforce or modify current 
findings. 

(f) The importance of these final Impact efforts lies in their 
power to alter the current estimate of the program's over
all balance of achievement and hence to have a different 
impact on crime control policy goals. 
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2. Disseminating the Knowledge 

(a) The dissemination task has not yet really begun. Although 
the MITRE instrument for review'ing evaluation plans has been 
widely disseminated, serious efforts will need to be made to 
ensure diffusion of the lessons learned in evaluation report
ing, in implementation, in the iterative aspects of the 
crime-oriented planning, implementation and evaluation 
process. 

(b) Wide diffusion should be made of the best evaluation plans 
and reports originated in the Impact cities over the course 
of the program. Some of these efforts were very good 
(especially in Portland, Denver and Atlanta) and are worthy 
of widespread dissemination. 

(c) Documents should be made accessible to researchers which 
display in convenient form the baseline information generated 
by the program. This information should be accessible both 
in synthesis and in the form of primary documentation. 

B. Recommendations for Future Urban Anti-Crime Programs 

1. Program Goals 

(a) Programs should not posit quantified city-wide crime reduc
tions unless planners have evolved evaluation strategies 
allowing the development of plausible expectations about 
the effects of different kinds of anti-crime projects upon 
city-wide crime rates. These goals, when they have not been 
rationally determined, tend to raise public expectations and 
are more than likely to be unattainable, since there is no 
basis for their pos'tulation. 

(b) Projects, on the other hand, should feature quantified objec
tives, based on experience, where ~ossible, and in any case, 
to be updated by the collection of project evaluation data 
which thus serve as a baseline both for evaluating achieve
ment and for re-assessing project objectives. Further, this 
reinforces the iterative quality needed in planning, imple
mentation and evaluation. 

2. The COPlE-Cycle 

(a) The COPlE-cycle, having proved effective for the development 
of system capability, should be adopted as a tool for rational 
planning and evaluation, with some modifications. 
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(b) Given that many program problems developed because the cities 
could make a choice between good crime-oriented planning and 
rapid implementation (sacrificing either one or the other), 
this choice should be ruled out in future programs. Adequate 
time should be allowed for Crime Analysis Team start-up and 
master plan development (perhaps the 16 months required by 
Denver would be a good amount of time to schedule). 

(c) Implementation should not proceed before completion of the 
crime-oriented planning and evaluation planning phases. 

(d) The quality of crime data collected and of the analysis 
performed in cities should be monitored, and the monitoring 
itself randomly checked by LEAA. 

(e) The data problem in the courts area was a serious impediment 
to evaluative research at all levels in the Impact program. 
Data remain difficult to access and it was virtually impossible 
to compile usable information about court activities for the 
national-level evaluation. At the project level, complications 
arose from the myriad ways in which workload data and perform
ance statistics are kept, not only by different courts but 
also by different agencies within the same court system. It 
is not always clear what the basic work unit is: indictments, 
defendants, or cases. Source data proviled to the nationa1-
level evaluation by Impact court agenci5s were generally 
incomplete. Frequently missing were important data such as 
dismissal rates at different stages of the adjudication pro
cess, the reasons for dismissal, the average number of con
tinuances per case, the average recycle time for a new hearing 
or trial date, the percentage of defendants who pleaded guilty 
to the original, most serious felony charge, etc. There were 
virtually no data 9n public defenders .. LEAA should develop 
new guidelines for court data submission in the context of 
a future Impact-type program. 

(f) New as well as classical techniques for analyzing data, and 
for developing evaluation baselines should be routinely 
disseminated and on-going technical assistance furnished 
to host agencies where needed. 

(g) Materials to be disseminated to the cities should be ready 
before the start of the program (in Impact, only crime
oriented planning materials were adequately disseminated). 
System capability questionnaires (like the one prepared for 
Impact) are not especially useful, because by the time they 
are completed by the involved agencies, it is too late for 
them to be used in the planning process. 
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(h) LEAA should take steps to ensure that project implementation 
is more carefully monitored and to investigate, on a random 
basis, the quality of that monitoring function. MITRE has 
recommended to the LEAA--based on severe implementation 
problems encountered--the development of a pruject implemen
tation status reporting systeml for the regular and uniform 
monitoring and assessment of grant project implementation 
Performance. The system suggested evolved from the recogni
tion of four major needs! 

(1) to provide current and consistent implementation status 
information on each project; 

(2) to identify problem-ridden projects on a rapid and 
regular basis; 

(3) to insure swift intervention in the life of a project 
so identified; and, 

(4) to make certain that the intervention has indeed 
occurred and has expedited the implementation of the 
project. 

One problem of implementation management is that it has been 
considered the step-child of planning and evaluation, and 
efforts to improve tt have suffered thereby. Both resources 
and priority attention have been lacking. Implementation is, 
however, the critical link which lends meaning to the other 
two activities, and without which they cannot exist. 

(i) There is a need to examine, very closely, in each city, the 
reasons for chronic delays between the grant submission and 
the beginning of service delivery. The status reporting 
system described above should be a good mechanism for 
isolating problems when they exist and correcting the 
particular factors in each city which are reasonable. It 
is important to realize that the average delays of 8.3 months 
in Atlanta, 9.2 months in Baltimore and 15.9 months in 
Portland experienced in Impact (see Figure 17, page 250) 
between submission and service signified not only a failure 
to use resources optimally, but also a frittering away of 
anti-crime impact and concentration. 

lGreenfeld, L. A., Monitoring Project Implementation, Problems and 
Recommendations to the LEAA, September 1975, The MITRE Corporation, 
MTR-7056. 
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(j) A city's program should not be too heavily oriented toward 
projects whose scope and funding are too small to allow them 
to make an impact. Implementation concentration will be 
weakened and program effects diminished if such "nickel-and
diming" is adopted as a program strategy. (Such a strategy 
was often indicative, in Impact, of the red-tape and communi
cation difficulties typically caused by interagency problems.) 

(k) On the other hand, excessively large-sized projects are also 
a problem because they are hard to administer, they risk 
failure with big sums of money, and they may have great 
difficulty in achieving institutionalization at the end of 
the program. 

(1) Unless a project has bee.n crime-orientedly planned, LEAA 
should not permit the re-funding with LEAA funds of projects 
already funded under other auspices because this seriously 
inhibits the CaPlE-cycle. In effect, the arduous process 
of crime-oriented planning appears almost academic if the 
projects to be funded have already been selected. 

(m) LEAA should not mandate that all projects in a free-form 
program like Impact be evaluated. Some evaluations are 
likely to have much more important payoffs than others; 
some are not worth doing within a short time-frame; some 
are simply infeasible in a given context. 

(n) Evaluation planners should divide projects on some reason
able basis (such as crime problem priority or feasibility 
or public concern) into two groups, those which should 
receive only monitoring, and those for which a full-fledged 
evaluation permitting attribut.ion to the project is worth
while. A better basis for dividing between monitoring and 
full-fledged evaluation is the method suggested by Rossi2 
in which a "softl! Reconnaissance Phase of correlational 
analysis is implemented for all projects to identify programs 
likely to have sufficiently sizable effects to warrant 
further examination; this phase is then followed by an 
Experimental Phase designed to evaluate rigorously those 
projects which have shown real promise. Such a method is 
likely to bring major benefits in evaluative payoffs. 

2Rossi, P. E., "Booby traps and Pitfalls in the Evaluation of Social 
Action Programs" (in Evaluating Action Programs, ed. C. H. Weiss, 
Allyn and Bacon, 1972, pages 224-235). 
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(0) Evaluation planners in each city should group similar projects 
(such as those focusing on juvenile recidivism, for example) 
and plan their evaluations jOintly, so that one set of base
line data can serve for all projects. Such a grouping 
(organized in Denver during Impact) would maximize the 
creation of new data sources and foster the development 
of a serious research function and focus. 

(p) The time-frame allowed for evaluation was typically too short, 
in Impact, except perhaps for area-specific crime-reduction 
projects. A future urban anti-crime program should provide 
for more evaluation follow-up to allow for the development 
of mbre meaningful information in the area of recidivism 
reduction (especially since implementation delays further 
restricted time left for evaluation in Impact). 

(q) It is not enough to allocate no-match funds to evaluation 
in a general way. LEAA will need, in a future program similar 
to Impact, to consider the question of evaluation management 
so as to achieve a maximum production of needed plans and 
reports. There needs to be simultaneously, enough flexibility 
to cut off problematic evaluation, but also enough rigor to 
stimulate the flow of documents. In any case, a final period, 
after the end of implereentation, should be specifically ear
marked for the analysis of collected data and for the writing 
of final reports. 

(1,") Many of the problems besetting Impact evaluations could have 
been remedied through (1) better project implementation, 
(2) a resolute setting of evaluation milestones and products 
by LEAA Central, supported by the regional office, (3) tech
nical assistance, (4) better dissemination of evaluation 
materials and (5) mechanisms for communication, among the 
eight cities, of problems encountered and problem-solving 
techniques and strategies generated. 

(s) Technical assistance in evaluation should stress the importance 
of defining and specifying project activity objectives very 
clearly. Many Impact projects wrote of the "provision of 
counseling and rehabilitation services" or .talked about 
achieving "an adequate reintegration into the community." 
Although this sort of terminology occurred most often in 
Cleveland, it was sufficiently widespread to account for 
the number of projects graded low for lack of operational 
definition of objectives. A major problem in the evaluation 
of anti-crime programs is the lack of a detailed knowledge 
of treatment, of the stimulus which is expected to produce the 
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effect. This is often forgotten in the atteniton given to 
the dependent variable. Yet it is crucial, for an under-' 
standing of a project's effects to know precisely what 
happened, what a probation counsellor (for example) did, 
how much time he spent with his clients, how many clients 
he reached, what attitudes he had, what help he gave, what 
precise services he provided, etc. 

3. The Crime Analysis Team 

(a) The Crime Analysis Team proved to be an effective m~chanism 
in the cities where it was able to exercise its muj or 
functions, where it was organizationally located in the 
mayor~s office (or with a city agency) and where it was 
not cut off from operating by other agencies. To insure 
greater effectiveness of the Crime Analysis Team, LEAA 
should stress the importance of an organizational locus in 
the mayor's office and should require cooperation with the 
Team by agencies receiving LEAA funds. 

(b) The question of the evaluation responsibility is a delicate 
one, but it seems that some sacrifice of excellence is not 
an exorbitant price to pay for a developed in-house city 
evaluation capability and for a better chance at achieving 
long-term agency coordination. Evaluation should remain 
a function of the Crime Analysis Team. 

(c) Team transience was a problem in Impact, both in terms of 
staffing and in terms of the accumulation of enough power 
for the Team to be effective. Perhaps the Team should be 
funded on a more permanent basis, as it was in Dallas, -to 
ensure power with other agencies and the retention of expert 
staff. Power and loyalty tend to be tied to the more perma
nent institutions, and the transience of Team activities was 
a handicap to CAT effectiveness in Impact. 

(d) Crime Analysis Teams should be required to hire at least one 
professional evaluator at program start-up, so as to ensure: 
(1) the coordination of crime-oriented planning (and especially 
project selection) with evaluation planning, (2) timely evalua
tion planning and reporting, (3) the collection of baseline 
data, and (4) the feedback of early evaluation findings into 
on-going planning for new projects. 

(e) Crime Analysis Teams should include some members of local 
criminal justice agencies; this would ensure better agency 
coordination and also a greater likelihood of the propagation 
of planning and evaluation techniques. 
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(f) The Denver Crime Analysis Team furnishes a model for future 
programs. All in all, Denver's \Vas the most effective Team 
performance from the vielVpoints of planning and evaluation, 
successful implementation, agency coordination, community 
involvement, innovation and institutionalization. A study 
of the Team's strategies and efforts, successes and failures 
should provide an important basis for future endeavors in 
this area (see MITRE's history of the Impact program in 
Denver, MTR-6383). 

4. National-Level Planning, Evaluation and Administration 

(a) Although program planning did take place at the national 
level in Impact, there was not enough time to follow through 
thoroughly, nor to perform the crucial task of evaluation 
planning. Future programs should make this area an important 
priority. In brief, expert professional attention needs to 
be directed toward establishing an overall evaluation plan, 
answering the questions of what is to be done and how it is 
to be done, and specifying mechanisms for logically linking 
observed changes in measures to program activities. This 
report has addressed, in many different contexts, the 
difficulties of such an endeavor. Nevertheless, it needs 
to be done, for future national programs, and it needs to 
be done concurrently with other program planning so that data 
collection for this effort can proceed normally and can be 
scheduled in a coordinated fashion with other data collection 
activities. Despite the problems of attribution in a national 
program, such pr0grams should be structured so that the 
greatest possible confidence can be attained in the linkage 
of outcomes to program activities. 

(b) A national implementation monitoring system needs to be 
installed (perhaps the one designed by MITRE and discussed 
earlier--see page 467 above--might furnish the basis for 
such a system) to provide national planners and evaluators 
with an instrument for: 

• examining initial implementation results and making 
adjustments in planning and evaluation objectives; 

• linking program activities to program effects; and 

• establishing an iterative and dynamic planning, imple
mentation and evaluation process at the national level, 
rather than the current static one of discrete, suc
cessive phases. 
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(c) Implicit in such an iterative COPIE-cycl~ at the national 
level is the need for national evaluators to be able to 
channel information directly to a national group, such as 
the original LEAA Policy Board, with power to effect needed 
implementation changes. The demise of the LEAA Policy Board 
was a serious loss to Impact in June of 1973. Future programs 
should ensure the continued existence of such a body through
out the life of the program, with full powers to require the 
phase-out or modification of obviously unsuccessful projects. 

(d) National evaluation planning should provide for the avail
ability of technical assistance in evaluation not only to 
project evaluators, but also to various managers and to 
operational people needing to deal with the various phases 
of evaluation and with the interpretation of evaluation 
findings. 

(e) Planners should build into a future program real mechanisms 
for lateral coordination across federal agencies. These 
mechanisms need to be developed at the working, planning and 
evaluation levels; otherwise they will remain only well
meaning utterances of top-level interest which will bog down 
almost immediately (as in Impact) before any real coordina
tion can take place. Yet a great many federal agencies have 
programs that relate and combine with LEAA interests: HEW 
handles most juvenile prevention programs, HUn develops 
tenant security programs and is directly concerned with 
matters of environmental design; the Department of Labor 
operates pLe-trial intervention projects and ex-offender 
rehabilitation projects; NIMH/NIDA is intimately concerned 
with drug programs which it operates jointly with the LEAA 
(although very little substantive coordination appears to 
take place between the two agencies). It appears that this 
is an important area, promising increased and more effective 
impact for all of the programs involved. Before embarking 
on the implementation of a new Impact-type program, the 
Attorney General, the Office of Management and Budget and 
the LEAA should convene a symposium involving all of the 
agencies with kindred work programs to identify and develop 
mechanisms for the joint planning, coordination and evalua
tion of their related efforts. 

(f) There are real dangers for the marshalling of new knowledge 
about crime and about anti-crime effectiven2-ss if Congress 
allows new agencies to proliferate, given the existing 
problems of coordination among all agencies, and among 

472 



federal agencies in particular. Steps should be taken imme~ 
diately to ensure coordination between any new'ly created a~"mcies 
(s~ch as the National Center for the Prevention and Control of 
Rape, located within HEW) and LEAA. The current effort to 
control the drug problem clearly demonstrates the present 
inability of large bureallcracies to coordinate; it would be 
highly unfortunate if th~~se failures should begin to spread 
to other criminal justice areas as well. 

(g) Program evaluation for future programs should strive to 
avoid at least some of the: knowledge pitfalls encountere,d 
in Impact. A basic difHculty here is the action/reseal:ch 
conflict: action programs are funded and operated to p'co
vide services, not to test hypotheses. Research must operate 
in a fashion which does not interfere with the delivery of 
services. Program operators cannot be overburdened with 
data collection tasks. Services have to be offered where 
needs are greatest and changes in service delivery must be 
made when operational needs change, despite effects on the 
research endeavor in progress. Likewise, the research is 
tied to the delivery of services; delays in project imple
mentation make for delays in the research. Further, New 
Federalism's effectiveness in eliciting local priorities 
carried with it, in Impact, the disadvantage of generating 
a bewildering multiplicity of highly different projects 
(based on the individual criteria used for selection of 
problem areas, as well as on the general socio-geographic 
make-up of each city) which made comparative evaluation verji' 
difficult. To develop research knowledge then, in the con
text of a future social action program, requires some islands, 
at least, within that program, of specific replicated efforts 
to be performed in a rigorously experimental fashion. 

(h) New Federalism should be somewhat modified in future progr~ms. 
LEAA should continue its recent felicitous changes in policy 
which have included a stronger leadership role, an upsurge 
of nationally-sponsored demonstration programs, a more power
ful researc.h and 6valuation focus, and a tendency to begin 
attaching at least a few strings to its grants. As discussed 
above in other recommendations, planning and evaluation need 
to be tied at least nominally to milestones and products) 
implementation needs to be monitored and agencies need to 
be coordinated. Progress in criminal justice capability 
comes at that price. However, New Federalism should not, 
in any sense, be abandoned; it secured real expression of 
local priorities in the Impact program. It cannot, hO~-1ever, 

be allowed to impede both program objectives and the long-term 
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goals of crime control. While it is necessary to continue 
to pursue better and more comfortable relations with the 
states, LEAA should not permit its leadership role to be 
passed to state planning agencies and local regional planning 
boards. 

(i) Turnover of high-level program personnel was a serious problem 
in Impact. Although turnover itself cannot be helped, program 
administrative structures should be so strengthened that the 
locus of power remains firmly at the federal level over the 
duration of any future federal/state/city program. 

(j) Not much has been learned about hoW' citizens feel with respect 
to criminal justice programs. In Impact, no regular surveys 
were planned, and in consequence only ad hoc information is 
now available about community reactions to Impact efforts. 
Even though a major reason (perhaps the major reason) for 
the promulgation of national programs is the reduction of 
citizen fears of crime and victimization, almost nothing is 
known about how and whether those fears were affected by the 
program. Since community attitudes are highly important for 
the effe~tiveness of criminal justice programs, it is recom
mended that a future national program include systematic 
before/after surveys of target area communities for all 
projects involving community/criminal justice system inter
action. 

5. Policy Formation at the National Level 

(a) In demonstrating the COPIE-cycle, LEAA asked the Impact 
cities to go to the sources of their crime problems, sub
stantiate them, prioritize them, address them, and evaluate 
them. The kinds of benefits which accrued to those cities 
that did so make it seem that LEAA might fruitfully initiate 
a similar process at the national levei. LEAA should estab
lish, at least for its discretionary fund program, an 
iterative proc,;~.s of national planning, research, imple
mentation and evaluation which allows a coherent delineation 
of what needs to be done and formulates reasonable criteria 
for assessing achievements. 

(b) Such a process should include: 

o an on-going planning, evaluation and priority-setting 
function which generates policy goals and receives 
inputs from all LEAA programs; 
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e a structured research functian (addressing determined 
palicy gaal priarities) which includes: 

basic thearetical research on priority crime prablems; 

system research (i.e., applied effarts to. improve 
criminal justice capabilities); and 

carefully designed experiments to. establish a more 
solid basis for policy; 

• a demanstratian function (such as the ane which presently 
exists) to test new ideas ,y-hich have successfully passed 
the research and development stage; 

• a crisis-managemen.t functian which features large-scale 
urban action programs in the public interest utilizin.g 
currently acquired anti-crime knawledge to improve systel'.l 
capability, to reduce crime and public insecurity, and to 
provide insights into the value and relevance af program 
and policy goals in the real world; and finally, 

• a cast/benefit and palicy analysis function. 

(c) The planning and evaluatian capability is needed at the 
national level to. ensure that pragrams undertaken are in 
the service af policy goals and that the likely results of 
such programs will bring knowledge abaut the progress made 
in reaching thase goals and abaut the relevance of the goals 
themselves. Research, demonstration and crisis-management 
program results should feed back into the planning process 
where evaluation findings should be related to policy via 
analysis, and where the various options possible in the 
pursuit of the same gaal shauld be subjected to. cost/benefit 
study. The policy and cost/benefit analysis functions wauld 
thus be the final steps in the an-going revision and updating 
af palicy goals and priarities. In this way, research find
ings like thase af the Pilot City program, or Impact, and 
knowledge assessments like those of the National Evaluation 
Pragram, would have a more pralonged and meaningful impact 
on the formation af policy and an the delineatian af new 
assumptians, new goals and new actions to achieve thase 
gaals. 
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6. Priority Areas for Criminal Justice Research Emerging from 
the Impact Program Experience 

(a) The Rehabilitation of Offenders 

It is commonly argued today that rehabilitation efforts have 
failed and that incarceration or incapacitation'of all serious 
offenders is the only feasible solution to the problem of 
rising crime rates. What has, in fact, been stated is that 
no rehabilitation programs have been able to produce inc on- 3 
trovertible evidence that they were effective for all offenders. 
The problem, therefore, is as much one bf evaluation failure as 
of rehabilitation failure, and there is, in fact, considerable 
evidence that some methods are effective for some offenders. 4 
MITRE's intensive supervision findings showed that--within the 
framework of analysis possible in a program like Impact-
recidivism was indeed being reduced by some projects. 

The problem, however, is that incarceration is not really a 
feasible alternative to rehabilitative diversion, probation 
and community corrections programs; it would cost much more 
than the public is willing to pay. The present situation is 
one of high and rising prison overcrowding, of cutbacks in 
public spending, of rejection of bond issues by voters, of 
refusal by state legislatures to vote appropriations for 
prison facilities, and of the blocking of prison construction 
by law suits and community resistance. There is no lobby and 
no constituency for prison-building. But if the present rate 
of incarceration were increased by only 10 percent, this would 
double the number of prisoners committed each year, at a~ 
incremental cost of many billions of dollars in new facilities, 
maintenance, and food and service costs for prisoners. Incar
ceration would thus be a feasible alternative only if the 
public were willing to pay for it and it does not presently 
appear that this is indeed the case. In truth, the only penal 
reforms likely to find immediate favor are those which do not 
cost money. 

3Martinson, R. "What Works? - Questions and Answers About Prison 
Refo:rm,1I The Public Interest, Number 35, Spring 1974, pages 22-54. 

4palmer, T. "Martinson Revisited," Journal of Research in Crime and 
Delrnquency, Volume 12, Number 2, July 1975, pages 133-152. 
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In view of this situation, it seems highly important to 
improve the effectiveness of those rehabilitative inter
ventions which do work for some offenders in given settings. 
The first step in such an effort is clearly to perform pre
cisely the kind of rigorous experiment which has not been 
hitherto available in corrections research and which has led 
to the new gloom about the possibilities of rehabilitation. 

There are numerous assumptions, related to the efficacy of 
specific treatment modalities (for example, trsnsactional 
analysis or reality therapy) and general treatment approaches 
(for example, intensive supervision or community-based super
vision) which underlie and determine the nature. of correctional 
projects. If these assumptions are to move toward empirical 
certitude and thus gain in replicability and generalizability, 
it will be necessary to specific~lly address the assumptions 
in a formal research context rather than in the context of 
programs reflecting the political and administrative pressures 
which have molded them. This means, first of all, that the 
program must be large enough to produce some statistically 
meaningful results, and also that the shape of the program, 
its implementation, operations, and evaluation must reflect 
the kinds of research controls and constraints that are the 
necessary conditions of sound empirical results. For a 
correctional program, this means cooperation and commitment 
to the goals of the evaluative research by the courts (to 
insure that client selection and assignment conform to the 
research design), by project management (to insure that the 
treatment is efficiently implemented in its specified form), 
and by project personnel (to insure that reliable and 
detailed data related to the nature and extent of treatment 
can be gathered on a client-by-client basis). 

The LEAA should undertake to fund such research on a pr~ority 
basis. There are two major reasons why this should be done: 

(1) It is the lack of such research which led to the recent 
finding that the evaluative results of most rehabilita
tive interventions are indicative neither of success nor 
of failure but are simply uninterpretable; and 

(2) The alternative to such research (and to a program 
developing and increasing the effectiveness of current 
rehabilitative interventions) is not incarceration 
(which the public is unwilling to subsidize) but 
worsening of prison conditions such that incarceration 
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will constitute cruel and unusual punishment (as it has 
already been ruled in the. prisons of Alabama); the 
wholesale freeing of offenders will then appear prefer
able to imprisoning them in such places, and it is this 
which is liable to be the real alternative to rehabili
tation. 

(b) Research on Quantitative Methods for Estimating Crime Levels 

One of the more significant methodological issues in the area 
of criminal justice research and evaluation involves the 
development of quantitative methods for demonstrat.ing the 
impact of anti-crime programs on crime levels. The issue 
derives from the simple fact that crime occurs in an uncon
trollable universe and, thus, it is critical to have a 
reliable estimate or expectation of what crime would have 
bee11 (in this uncontrollable universe) if any particular 
program or treatment has not taken place. Recently, a number 
of regression and stochastic models have been developed which 
are designed to give projections of crime levels. As the 
criminal justice area continues to employ and find uses for 
a variety of quantitative techniques developed in other 
disciplines, it is likely that the development and use of 
models for crime rate estimation will proliferate. A central 
methodological task related to these developments will be 
the determination of the necessary assumptions and parameters 
of these models and, most important, the determination of 
their relative predictive utility. Without reliable estimates 
of expected crime levels, it is difficult to see how treat
ment effects on crime rates can be demonstrated. This was a 
major problem in Impact, and it will again be a major problem 
for future Impact-type urban programs, yet little is known 
at this point in time about the relative utility of various 
models and their specific limitations. If the use of these 
models is to proceed. in a manner which can provide the 
greatest payoff for evaluative purposes in anti-crime programs, 
LEAA should undertake a serious critique and test of these 
models. 
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