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CRACKDOWNS: THE EFFECTS OF
INTENSIVE ENFORCEMENT ON
RETAIL HEROIN DEALING

Mark A.R. Kleiman

Introduction

In 1985, more than 800,000 citizens were arrested for drug law violations.
The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1986 [P L. 99-570] provided $230 million to
state and local enforcement agencies for enhanced drug enforcement ac-
tivities. Yet the value of such police enforcement has long been debated.

Part of this debate concerns the purposes and justifications for such ef-
forts. Some argue that the, enforcement activity is justified simply because
laws against drug use exis, and it is the clear obligation of the Stateto en-
force the laws. Others see the laws and improved enforcement as justified
by their impact on levels of illicit drug use." Still others see drug enforce-
ment as a potentially useful approach to controlling "street crimes" such as
robbery and burglary.2

The debate also concerns the practical effect of enforcement efforts on
these objectives. There are conflicting theories about the causal mechanisms
that link local drug enforcement efforts to the objectives of controlling

drug use and street crime. And there is only alimited amount of empirical 3
evidence to test our theories or evaluate the results of local enforcement. 4

Recent evidence and reasoning about one form of local drug enforce-
ment-crackdowns on retail heroin markets-suggest that such crackdowns

may be one way to use local drug enforcement efforts to produce valuable
results.
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The Lynn Drug Task Force

The Program

In early 1983, the Massachusetts, State police narcotics unit had decentral -
ized. Its agents were dispersed into county drug task forces under the di-
rection of the elected District Attorneys. The District Attorney for Essex
County, Kevin Burke, found himself with six narcotics officers at his
disposal.

Burke decided that spreading six drug officers over a county with a popula-
tion of 750,000 was unlikely to produce substantial results. Chronic com-
plaints from residents and merchants in Lynn, Massachusetts, about open
heroin dealing in the High Rock neighborhood, just four blocks from the
central business district, suggested a target for more concentrated efforts.
Lynn had the second hi ghest crime rate of all Massachusetts cities and a
police department whose sworn strength had fallen by about one-third
(from 180 to 120) dueto fiscal pressures. Burke elected to concentrate his
entire Task Force on street-level heroin dealing in Lynn to, as he described
it, "improve the quality of life.5

The Lynn Drug Task Force began operationsin September 1983 with six
State troopers and one detective from the Lynn Police Department. Over
the first 10 months of its existence, the task force averaged 6 full-time-
equivalent police plus 1 part-time civilian clerk. This represented about 5
percent of the total sworn police forces available in Lynn, and cost approx-
imately $20,000 per month, or 25 cents a month per resident. Subsequently,
the State troopers were slowly shifted away from Lynn and toward the
larger market in Lawrence, at the other end of the county, but the Lynn
Police Department added more of its own officersto the Task Force. Cur-
rent strength (four years later) varies from four to six sworn officers.6

The strategy of the Task Force was to make it difficult for dealers to make
sales and for heroin buyersto "score" in the streets of Lynn. Its officers
watched known dealing locations and questioned suspected buyers and
sellers, made arrests for possession after observing transactions, used infor-
mants to make small-scal e purchases, and executed search warrants on
premises used for dealing. Two officers spent several weeks in one conven-
tional undercover operation. A "Hot Line" for anonymous tips was
established, maintained, and heavily publicized; information from Hot Line
calls contributed to many arrests and searches.

Initsfirst 10 months, the Lynn Drug Task Force made 140 arrests; these
represented between 5 percent and 10 percent of the Lynn Police Depart-
ment's arrest activity over that period. Eleven arrests were for possession of
heroin with intent to distribute. Sixty more were for other heroin-related
charges: simple possession or possession of injection equipment. There were
20 arrests for possession of cocaine with intent to distribute and 12 for
simple possession of cocaine. Other arrestees were charged with a
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miscellany of drug and non-drug offenses or taken on outstanding arrest
and fugitive warrants. Ninety-six defendants were convicted or pleaded guil-
ty, including 10 on felony heroin charges. Nominal minimum sentences on

all chargestotaled 110 years. Arrests have continued since, but at a much
lower rate. .

The Results

Burke's goal for the program-"to improve the quality of lifein Lynn"-
was a broad one. At aminimum, it meant halting the open dealing of
heroin and stilling the complaints of citizens offended and frightened by
the open heroin market. More ambitiously, it meant reducing the level of
heroin use in Lynn (and perhaps elsewhere if Lynn drug dealing was sup-
porting consumption in other areas) by making it difficult for experimental
drug users to have access to heroin and by giving current users incentives to
abandon their use. Even more ambitiously, it meant reducing street crimes
such as robbery and burglary in Lynn-either by incapacitating heroin-
using offenders through incarceration, or by reducing their predatory activi-

ty as a side-effect of reducing their heroin consumption. The results were
unexpectedly gratifying.

Disorder Reduction and Quality of Life

The preliminary results of the operation included a marked decrease in the
volume and flagrancy of the Lynn heroin market. A visitor walking through
the High Rock area on a summer afternoon sees a placid, rather suburban
neighborhood, not the drug bazaar that reportedly used to exist. Interview-
ed nine months after the inception of the Task Force, High Rock residents,
their elected representatives, and merchants in the nearby business district,
described themselves as pleased with the changes. More surprisingly, others
in the City appeared to notice and appreciate the effects of the Task Force:
37 percent of the respondents in a city-wide survey conducted in the sum-
mer of 1984 thought that police and prosecutors were doing a better job in’

enforcing the drug laws than a year previously; only 12 percent thought
that they were doing aworse job.7

Heroin Consumption

Of all the effects of drug enforcement, the impact on drug consumption is
among the hardest to measure. Most of the evidence available, however,
suggests that heroin consumption in Lynn declined substantially after the
inception of the Task Force.

Drug treatment workersin Lynn believe that the easy availability of heroin
in the early 1980's had resulted in the re-addiction of many heroin users
who had been abstinent during the late 1970's. They report that, as a result
of the Task Force, heroin usersin Lynn found it harder to buy drugs and
were worried about being arrested for possession of narcoticsif they did
succeed in buying. As aresult, some of them went into drug treatment.8

i
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Interviews with drug users iN treatment confirmed this account.9 Of ,course,
usersin treatment do not constitute an unbiased sample of all users.

The impression that increased enforcement pressure tended to decrease
heroin use is confirmed by the pattern of demand for drug' treatment ser-
vicesin Lynn. Unlike treatment facilities elsewhere in Massachusetts, the
program in Lynn experienced more than an 85 percent increase in demand
for service over the 10 months starting in September of 1983. By that
point, waiting lists had started to' develop and further changes in treatment
demand became hard to measure.10

Lynn-area heroin users whose consumption of heroin decreased or ceased
as aresult of the task force may well have increased their consumption of
other drugs, particularly other depressants including synthetic opiates and
opioids, barbiturates, and alcohol. These may act as substitutes-in both
the psychological and economic senses of that term-for heroin. The extent
of that effect was not measured.

Property and VViolent Crime

Perhaps the most surprising result of the Lynn Drug Task Forcewasitsim-
pact on street crimes: specifically, robbery, burglary, and crimes against the
person (homicide, forcible rape, and aggravated assault). Comparing the 12
months starting September, 1983, with the previous 12 months, reported
robberies were down 18.5 percent, reported burglaries were down 37.5 per-
cent, and reported crimes against the person were down a full 66 percent.11

In the following 12 months, the reported burglaries remained at their new,
lower level, and reported robberies declined still further, to alevel 30 per-
cent below the base year (see Figures 1, 2, and 3 for agraphical representa-
tion of these changes; see the section, "Possible Explanations for Decreases
in Crime," below, for astatistical analysis). This apparent decrease in crime,
if valid (aswell as statistically significant) represents alarge, and largely
unexpected, benefit of the program. Indeed, it makes it seem that cracking
down on street-level heroin dealing might be a cost-effective approach to
crime control aswell as an instrument of drug abuse control policy.

Before deciding that this kind of program would be useful across the coun-
try, however, it is necessary to place this experience in a broader context: to
identify the full range of effects relevant to the evaluation of street-level
drug enforcement programs, to supplement the results from Lynn with
reports of less well-documented efforts elsewhere, to consider how some of
the effects of such programs come about, and to consider what environ-
mental features of a given site affect the prospects of success. Much of this
paper is guided by inferences from general principles aswell asby direct
evidence. The aim is therefore not to establish definitively what is true but
to improve our understanding of the probability, conditions, and
mechanisms of successful retail heroin crackdowns.
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FIGURE 1
Robberies in Lynn: 1980-1985
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mean, Jan 1980-Dec 1985

367

321

303

206

FIGURE 2
Burglaries in Lynn: 1984-1985
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FIGURE 3
Crimes Against the Person in Lynn: 1980-1985
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Evaluating Street-L evel Heroin
Enforcement Efforts

The above account of the Lynn program suggests the wide range of
effects-beneficial and otherwise-such activities may have. This section of -
fers amore systematic catalogue of benefits and costs to provide a struc-
ture for the evaluation of past efforts and for deciding whether future ones
are likely to be justified. We begin with benefits that are directly and im-
mediately- produced, proceed to benefits that are more remote, and then ad-
dresstheissue of costsincurred in street-level heroin enforcement.

Benefits

Neighborhood Conditions

Open drug dealing is bad for the neighborhoods within which it occurs. 12 In
addition to the problems of traffic and noise that accompany any street-
corner commercial activity, drug dealing poses two special threats: that
some neighborhood residents, particularly children, may become users; and
that the behavior of buyers and sellers will be disruptive or worse. In poor
neighborhoods, the opportunity for quick money offered by theillicit
market may compete with entry-level licit jobs and divert labor-market en-
trants from legitimate careers.” 13 When the drug sold is heroin, residents are
likely to be bothered by users "nodding” in doorways and heroin-using pro-
stitutes soliciting, and even carrying on, business in ways that disturb
neighbors and passers-by.

Reducing the volume, or at least the flagrancy, of street heroin dealing
should therefore be counted as a benefit separate from the reduction in
heroin consumption. This benefit can be detected by simple inspection of
the area, before and after; by formal or informal surveys of residents; or
indirectly through such measures asreal estate values.

Controlling Heroin Use

The laws against the possession and shle of heroin reflect a social judgment
that the use of the drug is pernicious. The ethnographic literature on heroin

addicts provides ample support for that view, which appears to be shared
by many, if not most, heroin users themselves. 14

In thinking about the effects of street-level enforcement on heroin con-
sumption, it is useful to distinguish the effects on people who are already
drug-dependent from the effects on those who are beginning to experiment
or thinking about experimenting. The effects, and the mechanisms that pro-
duce the effects, will be quite different on the two classes of users, because
experienced users are likely to have both more "connections’ (sources) and
more resourcefulness and determination about "scoring." Even for some ex
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perienced users, however, street-level enforcement is likely to reduce con-
sumption. The effect will occur through several mechanisms.

First, in the course of a crackdown, many experienced heroin users will be
arrested for sale or possession. Their arrest, and the disposition of their
cases, will tend to reduce their consumption through the familiar
mechanisms of specific deterrence, incapacitation, and rehabilitation. Such
effects are likely to be particularly strong when the crackdowns are accom-
panied by urine testing at the time of arrest, and mandated urine screening
as a condition of bail, probation, or parole. 15

Second, an experienced user who is not arrested may, in the face of increas-
ed pressure on the streets, decide that now is a useful time to reduce or
abandon heroin use. He may be deterred by the prospect of arrest. He may
be inconvenienced by the arrest of his regular "connection" and the dif-
ficulty (increased by enforcement) of finding a new one. Or, more likely,

the increased daily inconvenience and anxiety of "copping" will cumulate to
the extent that "drying out” will appear relatively attractive. The likelihood
of addicts” making this choice can be increased, if treatment services are
readily available to those heroin users who want it.

The impact of street-level heroin enforcement on new usersis potentially
larger, and over the long run, more significant. It islarger because ex-
perimental users are much less committed to using heroin than established
addicts, and much less resourceful in "copping.” They are also harder for
street sellersto distinguish for undercover narcotics officers, and are thus
likely to encounter particularly great difficulties when "the heat ison." 16

If street-level enforcement raises the average time required to " score"

from S minutes to 2 hours and forces dealing either indoors or to more
dangerous parts of town, novice users will be more likely than experienced
addicts to go without heroin. The same is probably true of the fear of ar-
rest for possession. 17 Effects on the initiation of heroin use or the progress
from initiation to regular use are particularly worth achieving, because the
result is the elimination of an entire addict career rather than simply
shortening one.

With respect to adolescents, parents have the primary responsibility for
preventing heroin initiation. Street-level enforcement can help restore their
capacity to accomplish that task. All parents, regardiess of economic level
or ethnicity, are eager to protect their children from the effects of heroin
use. Aslong asthe streets are open drug markets, very high levels of paren-
tal supervision may be needed to be effective. On the other hand, if the
streets are relatively safe or clear of drug dealing, then parental admoni-
tions against drug use are less likely to be ignored.

Another potential benefit of street-level heroin crackdownsisits potential
contribution to the broader, higher-level effort to minimize the supply of
drugs through the immobilization of trafficking organizations. Street-level
enforcement contributes to this effort whenever it turns up a piece of in-
telligence that can be used in an ongoing federal investigation or a defen-
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dant who would be willing to become an informant. Street-level heroin en-
forcement may also uncover trafficking organizations and networks that
were previously unknown to the higher-level investigators. Because street-
level enforcement efforts are not guided by intelligence information but at-
tack what isright in front of them, they may serve as "early warning net-
works' for the growth of new trafficking organizations. One should not ex-
pect these discoveries often. But when such discoveries do occur, they will

be extremely important contributions to the overall effectiveness of supply
reduction efforts.

Reducing "Street Crimes'

A third potential benefit of street-level heroin crackdownsisthe prevention
of property and violent crimes. The impact on these crimesisimportant in
evaluating street-level heroin enforcement for several reasons. First, it is
possible that these crimes will increase as aresult of street-level drug en-
forcement, and thus must be counted as a cost of street-level enforcement
rather than a benefit. If street-level enforcement increases the price of
heroin but fails to decrease consumption, addicts will have to steal more.
Thus, the old saw, "the drug squad makes work for the burglary squad.” If

that anticipated effect does not occur, then one potential cost of street-level
enforcement will be eliminated.

Second, the intrinsic importance of these crimes-particularly in poor
communities-makes any effect on them very important. Small increases
(several percent) in levels of robbery and burglary would be sufficiently im-
portant to cancel out benefits measured in terms of the elimination of drug
markets or the encouragement of drug usersto seek treatment. On the
other hand, small reductions in levels of robbery and burglary would con-

stitute an important justification for street-level enforcement evenif it pro-
duced no other benefits.

Third, controlling robbery and burglary is centra to the mission of criminal
justice agencies. If these crimes increased as a result of heroin crackdowns,
police and prosecuting organizations would not be enthusiastic about them
even if there were substantial benefits gained in the community's sense of
order and reduction in drug use.

Fourth, the fact that these effects are relatively easy to measure makes them
inexpensive indicators of whether a program is "working." With all their
well-known foibles, counts of crimes reported to the police are at least col-
lected month-by-month, and can therefore be manipul ated statistically,
while other benefit measures are far harder to quantify. Thus, effects on

street crimes are an inevitable and important dimension to be used in
evaluating street-level enforcement efforts.

Costs

The costs of street-level enforcement register in three areas: 1) the direct
financial cost of mounting the operations; 2) the value of police resources
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committed to street-level enforcement in alternative uses; and 3) the poten-
tial threat to civil liberties associated with more extensive and aggressive
street-level enforcement. Moreover, it isimportant to recognize that these

costs register across the criminal justice system-not simply within the
police organizations that initiate the operations.

Financial Costs of Street-Level Heroin Crackdowns

The direct payroll costs of police employed in heroin crackdowns are not
the only financial costs to be considered in evaluating such programs.
Benefit packages (including retirement) need to be taken into account. So
do "overhead" costs: buildings, vehicles, administration, supervision. At
least in the case of Operation Pressure Point | in New Y ork, concerns
about the potential for corruption and other misconduct led to a heavier-
than-normal ratio of supervisorsto patrol officers and line detectives.!

The other major cost implicit in the establishment of such operationsisthe
need to maintain them over time. This need may be more political than
operational, but it is nonetheless real. New Y ork Police Commissioner Ben-
jamin Ward reports that Pressure Point | and other street-level anti-
narcotics activities generated so much neighborhood support that any
attempt to phase them down after once flagrant dealing had declined met

with vigorous local resistance. 19 Thus a decision to start a crackdown may
involve along-term resource commitment.

Alternative Uses of Enforcement Resources

Police observing heroin sales are not answering calls for service or decoying
robbers. Prosecutors trying street sale cases are not trying burglary or pro-
stitution cases. A prison bed filled by a heroin dealer might hold an auto
thief instead. Detectives assigned to atask force directed at retail heroin
dealing are not tapping cocaine wholesalers' telephones.

Urban law enforcement is not a world of slack resources. Benefits would
have been obtained from the work of the people involved with a retail
heroin crackdown, had they been assigned to do something else instead.
These "lost" benefits should be counted as a cost of the crackdown.

Determining in detail the results of "one more" arrest, conviction, or month"

of incarceration in various usesis largely beyond the stretch of the available
law enforcement literature. The "opportunity cost" of the resources

employed in crackdowns cannot, therefore, be measured with any precision. .
The alternative would be to add resources to the system to carry out
crackdowns, and then measure the benefits of the crackdowns against the
dollar costs of the new resources. In practice, however, new dollars may not
be available.

Effects on Other Agency Operations

Crackdowns can have avariety of effects on the other operations of the
agenciesinvolved beyond the sheer use of resources.
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They can be more or less professionally rewarding and interesting for
the personnel involved than alternative assignments, and thus improve or
worsen morale. No formal study has been done, but it appears that only
aminority of police find retail heroin enforcement a professionally stim-
ulating activity. Their boredom needs to be counted on the cost side of
the ledger. Prosecutors' lack of interest in such cases may be even more
marked.

Crackdowns can strengthen or weaken police knowledge of, and relations
with, neighborhoods and their citizens. The direction and magnitude of
such effects will vary with circumstances and tactics. Prior consultation
with local leaders, public relations efforts, and the like may make a dif-
ference.

Finally, corruption, corruption scandals, and corruption-control measures
need to be considered. These can be enormously expensive in terms of the
ability of police forces to execute any of their duties. None of the street-
level efforts discussed here has run into corruption problems, and it is dif-
ficult in the abstract to judge whether crackdowns are more or less likely to
breed corruption than other police activities. Retail crackdowns involve far
less long-term undercover work than investigations of high-level dealers. It
is such long-term undercover work that has spawned many of the spec-
tacular corruption cases of the past.

Enforcement 'Intrusiveness and Abuse of Authority

In drug cases, asin other casesinvolving consensua crimes, the absence of
complainants complicates enforcement efforts. Drug investigationsinvolve
deceit by the police, the extensive use of criminal informants, and close
questions about search and seizure. Street enforcement may involve the
stopping and questioning of many citizens without any basis for arrest. The
difficulty of making narcotics cases that will stand up in court has even
driven some narcotics officers to manufacture evidence and to perjure
themselves.

There are two separate questions here: the intrusiveness of lawful tactics us-
ed in crackdowns into citizens' affairs and the strain they may put on the
tolerance of the community for distasteful police tactics, and the tempta-
tion they create for unlawful behavior by police. Both must be reckoned as
costs of street-level enforcement.
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Other Street-Level Crackdowns

The Lynn Task Force wasthefirst street-level drug crackdown to receive a

formal evaluation, but other areas have mounted street-level enforcement ef-
forts. Their experienceisinstructive.

Manhattan, Lower East Side (Operation Pressure Point |)

If the heroin trade in Lynn in 1983 represented one extreme among drug
markets-small, concentrated, isolated-the trade in Manhattan's " Alphabet
City" on the Lower East Side represented the other: big, cosmopolitan, and
in a city with thriving drug marketsin several other neighborhoods. The
Lower East Side was also the site of amajor crackdown, an apparent suc-
cessin terms of its effects on local street dealing, drug use, and crime.

As of January 1984, the area around 2nd Street and Avenue B was a center
of well-organized retail drug dealing. Drug buyers crowded around sellers;
at some locations, they waited in orderly double lines. 2 Many stores and
apartment buildings in the area were abandoned; drug dealing appeared to
have replaced virtually every other economic activity. Among the area's at-
tractions for drug sellers was its division among three police precincts (5th,
7th, and 9th). The three were not even within the same patrol zone. Asa
result, it was almost impossible to focus enforcement attention on the drug

market without creating an organizational unit which could span existing
boundaries.

Benjamin Ward, swornin as Police Commissioner on January 1, 1984, gave
priority to an immediate crackdown on drug dealing. Pressure Point | was
initially conceived asa 60-day crash project. It began January 19, 1984, and
two years later was still running at very closeto itsoriginal resource levels.
The costs of Pressure Point I, in salary alone, \were approximately $12
million per year for itsfirst two years of operations. 21

This IS about 25 times the cost of the Lynn Task Force. New York City as a
whole has about 100 times the population of Lynn; the Pressure Point
target area housed only atiny fraction of that, but its customers came from
all over the city and northern New Jersey.

In the beginning, Pressure Point | relied 04 massive numbers of arrests. For
the first four weeks, it averaged some 65 arrests per day, of which more
than one-third were on felony narcotics charges. Then, as market par-
ticipants became more wary, the number of arrestsfell to fewer than 20 per
day, and felony drug charges became rarer.22 Some of the tactics employed
in this program were: "observation sales'; undercover buys; raids on dealing
locations; use of an anonymous "Hot Line"; arrests for a wide range of
misdemeanors and violations, such as disorderly conduct and loitering; and
aggressive traffic and parking enforcement, including towing. Cases where
dealers were using juveniles as runners were handled by taking the kids
back to their parents and warning that another arrest of the child for drug
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dealing would result in charges of abuse and neglect against the parents.
Vehicles used to transport drugs, including cars driven by drug buyers, were
seized and forfeited under Federal drug laws.

Pressure Point I, like the Lynn Task Force, had dramatic effects on drug
markets, crime, and neighborhood welfare. Although dealing has not been
eliminated, Alphabet City has seen a substantial reduction in heroin street
activity, so much so that police officials have been criticized for con-
tributing to the "gentrification" of a previously low-rent area. Lower East
Side drug treatment programs, already crowded due to funding cutbacks
and increasing fear of AIDS among heroin users, have seen a new influx of
clients due to Pressure Point.

Reported crime of many kinds has been drastically reduced in the Pressure
Point "Target Area,” hardly asurprising result given the sheer volume of
police presence in alimited area. In the target area (composed of parts of
three precincts), between 1983 and 1984, robberies fell 47 percent, burglaries
37 percent, grand larcenies 32 percent, and homicides 62 percent (13 com-
pared to 34). The parts of the three precincts outside the target area also
showed decreases in crime; crime in the adjacent precincts was unchanged.3

One possible result of alocal drug crackdown isto create a new market
just outside the area of heavy enforcement, "displacing” the market from
one street corner to another."No such market arose near the Pressure Point
| target area. There were, however, reports of dealers and users relocating to
other, already established drug markets within the city; there are several in
Manhattan and in nearby parts of Brooklyn. Whether the displaced activity
was a large fraction of the previous Lower East Side trade is unknown.

By the same token, the fact that street crime did not rise in the areas
around Pressure Point does not conclusively demonstrate that it was not
displaced elsewhere in the city. A serious investigation of this question
would require a careful study of individual-level criminal-history files;
otherwise, it isvirtually impossible to tell whether some persons who had
been committing crimes in the Pressure Point area before the crackdown
began committing them elsewhere later. There were no obvious crime
"bulges’ in other areas, but there is no way to know what crime rates
would have been in other drug-dealing areas in the absence of the Pressure
Point operation.

Pressure Point |, then, clearly improved local conditions, but its effects
elsewhere, both in terms of displacing drug use and crime and in terms of
crowding out other police and court activity, are open to question.

L awr ence, M assachusetts

The Lynn experience demonstrates the possible success of street-level drug
enforcement in controlling other crimes. Lawrence demonstrates its possible
failure. After the first nine months of the Lynn operation, the state police
assigned to Lynn were moved slowly to Lawrence. The Lawrence Task Force
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appeared to succeed in suppressing heroin dealing in the one housing pro-
ject where it had been most flagrant, and drug users interviewed reported
finding heroin somewhat harder to buy in Lawrence after the crackdown
started. 24 However, overall traffic did not seem to shrink nearly as much in
Lawrence asit had in Lynn or on the Lower East Side. In addition, the city
of Lowell, afew miles away but across the county line, remained largely
wide open for heroin dealing, thus giving Lawrence heroin users an alter-
nate source of supply.

The resultsin terms of personal and property crimes were discouraging.
While crime against the person in the 28 months after the inception of the
task force were down 37 percent compared to previous rates, robberies,

burglaries, and larcenies all increased noticeably (albeit not to a statistically
significant degree) (See Table 1).

Table L

Comparison of Monthly Crimes Before and After Intervention
in Lawrence for Lawrence

Before Intervention After Intervention Difference
. Significant
crime Mean St Dev. Months Mean St.Dev. Months atp =.01
Against
The Person 26.6 12.8 56 16.5 54 28 YES
Robbery 129 6.3 56 18.8 5.2 28 NO
Burglary 1257 29.7 56 163.0 65.3 28 NO
Larceny 142.7 73.0 56 198.4 58.2 28 NO

Police involved with both the Lynn and Lawrence operations cited several
differences to explain the apparent failure of the Lawrence Task Forceto
reduce property crimes: alarger and more geographically dispersed heroin
market; |ess vigorous support from citizens, community institutions, and
local police; diversion of police attention to Lawrence's flourishing whole-
sale cocaine trade; tactical decisions that put less emphasis on observation

sale arrests and more emphasis on search warrants; and the presence of the
Lowell markets.25

Other Instances

Norfolk (Virginia), Seattle (Washington), and Sydney (Australia) have
reportedly succeeded in reducing drug dealing and other crime by cracking
down on concentrated areas of street level drug dealing. On the other hand,
Philadel phia's "Operation Cold Turkey" was, by all accounts, a disaster. In-
stead of concentrating resources on one or a few areas with major dealing
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problems, Cold Turkey chose two "drug corners’ from each of the city's 23
police precincts. Of the 1,000 persons stopped and searched by Cold
Turkey's 450 officers over four days, only 80 were arrested on narcotics
charges, and 150 more for disorderly conduct. Public protest and alawsuit
brought the operation to an end after four days, with no measurable result
except for citizen hogtility. Washington (DC.) has substantially increased its
efforts against retail drug-dealing (not just heroin dealing) in a variety of
forms, apparently without effect on common crimes. Miami (Florida) has
also reportedly mounted a program of enhanced street-level drug enforce-
ment; its effects on crime are unknown. In addition, six cities have received
discretionary funds from the Bureau of Justice Assistance for street-level
drug enforcement; their programs are still too new to evaluate.26
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Possible Explanations for Decreases in
Crime

No elaborate theory is required to explain the observation that enhanced
street-level drug enforcement makes drugs harder to buy, reduces disorder,
and improves conditions for residents and merchantsin itsimmediate area.
It takes a little more sophistication to analyze and measure the effects on
levels of drug use. But the hardest results to understand from both Lynn
and Pressure Point are the dramatic decreases in reported non-drug crimes.
This section will review several mechanisms that might link crime decreases
with street-level drug crackdowns-some implying real social benefits and
some not-and examine the evidence from Lynn and elsewhere that might
help distinguish valid explanations from invalid ones.

Statistical Artifact

The simplest way to explain the Lynn resultsisto deny that any real effect
occurred. Measurement might have been flawed, or areal decrease might be
attributabl e to something other than the program. Any intervention that
starts after a period of more-than-usual problems starts with afavorable
basis for comparison; if conditions simply return to normal on their own,
the intervention will appear to be effective. This phenomenon-"regression
to the mean"-isafamiliar trap for evaluators.

Table 2 isa comparison of mean monthly reported crimesin Lynn before
and after the inception of the Task Force. Robberies declined by 28 percent,
burglaries by 36 percent, and crimes against the person by 75 percent.
Figures 1, 2, and 3 display the same information graphically; the black ,
horizontal lines through the middle of the graphs represent the means for
the entire period (pre- and post-intervention); the vertical slashed lines
represent the start of the Task Force operations.

Table 2:

Comparison of Monthly Crimes Before and After Intervention
in Lynn for Lynn

Before Intervention After Intervention Diffeence Sgnfican
Crime Man S.pev Months Man StDev. Months atp=_01
Against
ThePerson  gs.6 211 44 222 217 28 YES
Robbery 218 6.1 44 16.4 6.5 28 YES
Burglay 2556 45.7 44 164.6 39.0 28 YES
Larceny 215.7 54.2 44 207.1 26.8 28 NO
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A time-series analysis designed to detect both seasonal effects and regres-
sion toward the mean confirmed that the intervention was significant (the
null hypothesis, that the post-intervention model was the same as the pre-
intervention model was rejected at the .01 level) for all three crime
categories.

To control statistically for the effects of broader social and economic
changes affecting Massachusetts communities generally, Lynn crimesin
each category were computed as a percentage of all crimesin that category
for Massachusetts cities of comparable size. For burglary, the Lynn-to-
Massachusetts ratio fell by 13 percent after the inception of the Task Force.
The ratio for robbery fell 25.1 percent. The ratio for crimes against the per-
son fell by 77 percent. All three changes were statistically significant at the
.01 level (See Table 3).27

Table 3:

Crimesin Lynn as a Proportion of Crimesin All Massachusetts Cities:
Before and After the Intervention

Before After
Intervention Intervention
Difference

St. St. Percent  Significant
Crime Mean _Dew Months Mean _Dev. Manths Difference at p=tll
Against
The Person 2227 0415 44 0501 .0392 28 -77.5% YES
Robbery 1724 0537 44 1291 0422 28 -25.110 YES
Burglary 1671 0281 44 1454 0294 28 -13.0% YES

Thus the rate of burglaries, robberies, and crimes against the person fell by
larger amounts than can be explained by chance, by seasonality, by regres-
sion toward the mean, or by variations elsewhere. The effect of the Lynn
Task Force on reported crimesin Lynn appearsto bereal.

Displacement

The drop in crime rates in Lynn was not aresult of crime moving out of
Lynn and into the surrounding area. Mean monthly reports of crimes
against the person in surrounding cities went up slightly but insignificantly
after street-level enforcement began. Mean monthly reports of robberies and
burglaries in surrounding cities actually declined significantly, though not
nearly as precipitously asin Lynn. Mean monthly reports of larcenies
declined, but not significantly (See Table 4).
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Table 4.

Comparison of Monthly Crimes Before and After Intervention
in Lynn for Neighboring Towns

Before Intervention After Intervention Difference
Significant
Crime Mean St Dew Months Mean StDew  Months  at p=01
Against
The Person 315 13.0 44 34.0 11.9 28 NO
Robbery 16.0 4.3 44 12.4 4.0 28 YES
Burglary 236.9 34.6 44 207.4 35.9 28 YES
Larceny 338.9 74.9 44 308.1 431 26 NO

Decreased Crime Dueto Decreased Heroin Consumption

To unsophisticated eyes, the Lynn crime results are utterly unsurprising.
After all, "everybody knows" that drug use causes crime. What could be
more natural than the finding that enforcement designed to decrease drug
use decreases property and violent crime as well?

On reflection, however, the second proposition does not appear to im-
mediately follow from the first. That heroin users are over-represented
among offenders, that heroin-using offenders tend to have higher offense
rates than other offenders29 and that heroin-using offenders' crimes are con-
centrated into periods also characterized by heavy heroin use30--all of this
does not directly imply that interventions in the heroin market will suppress
common crime. Indeed, insofar as the heroin crime-link is forged by heroin
users need for money to buy drugsil and insofar as enforcement, by impos-
ing costs on heroin dealers, tends to increase the price of the drug, enforce-
ment could plausibly lead to increasesin property crime.

To illustrate this point, consider a hypothetical example. A heroin user who
injects 10 milligrams (pure) per day, about 2 street bags, and pays the na-
tional average retail price of $2.50 per pure milligram, spends $25 per day
on heroin. If improved enforcement caused a price increase to $3 per pure
milligram, which might take the form of a decrease in purity from 5 per-
cent to 4 percent, and if that user maintained a 10-milligram-per-day con-
sumption level, the result would be an increase in daily heroin spending
from $25 to $30, an increase that might be reflected in increased property-
crime activity.

Of course, not all users would maintain previous consumption levelsin the
face of a price increase. Some would cut back on their heroin consumption;
some might quit altogether. Depending on users' responses, a price increase
for heroin might lead to an increase or a decrease in money spent on the
drug. The one empirical study addressing this question suggests that in-
creasing heroin prices tend to generate increases in property crime, but the
question is far from settled. 32
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But money price failsto tell the whole story. Buying heroin is not like buy-
ing cigarettes. Finding awilling and reliable seller may be a substantial pro-
blem for a would-be heroin buyer, requiring not only cash but also connec-
tions, skill, and time. It is asif there were two distinct prices to be paid for
heroin, one in money and the other in time, risk, and aggravation. 33

Enforcement can increase both kinds of price. Either having to spend more
money or having to endure more hassle in order to acquire heroin may
cause some users to reduce their drug consumption. The relative effec-
tiveness of longer search time versus higher money pricein discouraging
heroin use is a matter of conjecture.

The money-price of heroin depends largely on the risks faced by high-level
drug dealers. If enforcement can increase those risks, the price will rise and
some users will refuse to pay it. The non-money price of heroin depends on
how many street dealersthere are, who they are, where they are, and how
aggressively they ook for new customers. If street-level enforcement can
shrink their numbers, restrict their location, and make them more cautious,
it can influence drug consumption even if the money price of heroin re-
mains unchanged.

Street-level drug enforcement does not have as its primary effect an increase
in heroin prices. Indeed, it may not increase the cost of abag of heroin at
all.% Rather, it may increase the time, inconvenience, and risk involved in
making retail heroin purchases, and do so in away with an unambiguously
beneficial effect on crime rates. |If consumption falls as a result, while
money price does not rise, the total number of dollars spent on heroin
must decrease.

This analysis helps make sense of the Lynn and Pressure Point results. If
street-level heroin enforcement can increase the difficulty of buying heroin

at retail, we should expect it to decrease the number of income-producing
crimes.

Incapacitation of High-Rate Offenders

Heroin dealers and heroin users include many very active property
offenders. Their arrest and incarceration as a result of street-level drug
enforcement will thus have a direct effect on property crime. For this pur-
pose, the precise nature of the relation between drug use and crimeisir-
relevant; the simple correlation between heroin use and heroin dealing on
the one hand and property and violent offenses on the other means that
drug enforcement arrestees are likely to be worth incapacitating from the
viewpoint of property crime control. The value of locking them up will be
the same whether they are arrested on drug charges or picked up on

outstanding warrants due to the concentration of police in drug-buying
areas.

Given the extremely high crime rates characteristic of some heroin users,
the incarceration of relatively small numbers of them might be responsible
for substantial changesin crime ratesin acity such asLynn. A detailed
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analysis of individual-level criminal histories might help illuminate the ex-
tent to which this effect was at work in Lynn and the Lower East Side.

Disruption of Stolen-Goods Markets

Some drug dealers also act as fences, bartering heroin for stolen property.
Police believe this to have been the case in Lynn. 3 Where dealers are also
fences, drug enforcement can help disrupt the stolen goods markets as well
as the drug markets. It seems plausible that making stolen goods harder to
sell might make theft less attractive, but there islittle empirical work about
any such effect.

Dispersal of Concentrations of Predators and Victims

Both the decrease in heroin expenditures and the disruption of stolen goods
markets help to explain the decreases in income-producing crimes. But how
should we understand the apparent effectiveness of crackdownsin Lynn,
Lower Manhattan, and Lawrence in reducing the frequency of homicides,
rapes, and aggravated assaults? A plausible explanation would be that street
drug markets involve concentrations of both likely aggressors and attractive
victims: attractive both because they have money and drugs worth stealing
and because they are less likely than average to complain to the police. In
addition, business disputes among drug dealers and between drug dealers
and drug customers may result in violence rather than litigation.

Breaking up the drug market disperses potential victims and offenders,
making it less likely that they will come into contact with one another.
Reducing the frequency of drug transactions reduces the frequency of

disputes about them that may lead to violence.

Perceived Police Presence

If property criminals tend to steal less when they think that risks from
police are high, and if they tend to spend much of their timein drug-
dealing areas, then the concentration of police in those areas for street-level
drug enforcement may have a useful "advertising” effect. An increasein
police presence where property criminals hang out may persuade some of
them to cut back on their property crime activity by giving them the (pro-
bably incorrect) impression that the risks of arrest for theft have gone up.
While it seems reasonable to expect that any such effect would be tem-
porary, very little is known about how criminals evaluate risks.

Reduced Tolerance of Disorder

The "Broken Windows" hypothesis¥ asserts that tolerance by the police and
citizens of low level lawbreaking in agiven area gives asignal to potential
criminals that the areas are open to the commission of more serious crimes.
When there are clear signs that such tolerance has come to an end, it can
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be expected that the new perception of order will spread to affect other,
more serious types of crime. Open street drug dealing may create such a
"Broken Windows" effect; if so, breaking up such markets will reduce the
frequency of serious crimes nearby.
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Crackdowns vs. the Overall Intensity of
Retail Enforcement

While it makes sense that street-level enforcement should tend to reduce the
frequency of property crimes, there is no reason to believe that small in-
creases or decreases in such enforcement have large effects on crime rates.
Nor has anyone demonstrated statistically a consistent relationship between,
for example, narcotics arrests and reported burglary rates. Therefore, the
mere fact of street-level arrests and prosecutionsis not sufficient to explain
the Lynn results. Moreover, the difference between the effects of increased
street-level enforcement in Lynn and its effectsin Lawrence are inconsistent
with the ideathat a little street-level enforcement is good for reducing
burglaries, and alittle more is alittle better. Something seemsto have hap-
pened in Lynn that simply did not happen in Lawrence.

It ispossible to frame atheory to account both for the dramatic success of
the Lynn effort and the failure in Lawrence, though careful evaluations of
many more cases would be required to define how closely the theory fits
the facts. The basic ideais that concentration (geographically and by drug
type) and persistence of street-level drug enforcement efforts can create

results fundamentally different from those achieved by more sporadic and
unfocused efforts.37

It seems plausible that the risk of apprehension for any one drug buyer or
drug seller should increase with the number of officers assigned to drug en-
forcement and decrease with the number of other buyers and sellers, simply
because police can't pay attention to everybody at once. When buyers and
sellers congregate in large numbers, they tend to "screen” each other by
"swamping" police attention.

A small increasein street-level enforcement activity will have little effect on
the number of buyers or sellers. But alarge increase may have a substantial
effect. Some will beinjail. Others, facing charges, will worry about the
consequences of rearrest while on bail. Still others will want to lie low until
street conditions return to "normal."

If conditions do return to the previous norm at the end of a short burst of
increased enforcement activity, buyers and sellers will return to the market
and things will be much as they were before. However, if a level of enforce-
ment activity great enough to cause the market to shrink temporarily is
maintained, then the arithmetic of cops and robbers has moved in away
unfavorable to the continued operation of the market. If increased enforce-
ment shrinks the market, each remaining market participant will face two
sources of increased risk: more police, and fewer drug buyers and sellers.
The risk of apprehension will increase again as the number of dealers
decreases, leavings more police per transaction.

Thus an enforcement effort large enough to start a general shrinkage of the
market may, if it is maintained, start to feed on its own success; by starting

The Effects of Intensive Enforcement on Retail Heroin Dealing 25



atrend towards greater and greater risk and effort per transaction. If this
account is correct, then a concentrated, persistent street-level crackdown
represents a different strategy from the business-as-usual of local drug
enforcement.
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The Cost Side: System Impacts and Civil
Liberties

Resour ces and System Impacts

The successful crackdown efforts we have discussed here al involved
re-allocations of law enforcement resources from other programs. Crack-
downs make inroads into the prosecutors, court time, jail space, and police
forces available for acommunity's other law enforcement needs.38

Furthermore, once a crackdown gets started, it may be politically hard to
stop. Asin the case of Operation Pressure Point, it islikely that neigh-
borhood demand will place considerable political pressure on local officials
to continue a program at full strength, well beyond the persistence required
to make a crackdown work.

This may be considered a compliment to the local effectiveness of such
programs, and an important aspect of good public relations. However, it
may also present a resource allocation problem, when resources used for
the crackdown are taken away from other parts of the law enforcement
system, and a morale problem, when officers assigned to arrest street-level
drug dealers find that there are fewer and fewer such personsto arrest.

The flood of narcotics cases arising out of Operation Pressure Point clearly
tended to "crowd out" other narcotics cases in Manhattan; the overall
number of narcotics felony convictions borough-wide in Pressure Point's
first year was virtually unchanged from the year before. The cases foregone
need to be counted as costs of the program; the same is true for impacts
on jails and prisons. A comprehensive evaluation of drug crackdowns
would require not only a measurement of their effects, but an estimate of
the effects of the other activities displaced by them.

Intrusiveness and Abuses of Authority

The Philadel phia experience shows that street-level enforcement efforts can
be designed and executed in ways that create unnecessary intrusion into
citizens rights to go about their lawful business. Some of the tactics used
in Operation Pressure Point I, in particular the large number of "Disorderly.
Conduct" arrests, may be close to theline.

The history of retail-level drug enforcement in New Y ork in the late 1960's,
and in particular the notorious "dropsy" cases (where some police apparent-
ly routinely perjured themselves to conceal their equally routine use of un-
warranted personal searches of drug dealers) illustrates the risk that retail-

level drug enforcement can lead to abuses of authority. The potential for
financial corruption needs no comment.

The absence of any corruption or abuse scandals arising out of the Lynn,
Lawrence, and Pressure Point | operations is reassuring to some extent.
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However, it should be noted both that the efforts are still relatively new,
and that the Pressure Point staffing plan called for very heavy use of
sergeants and lieutenants specifically to minimize the possibility of
misconduct.
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Open Questions

Key Ratiosand How They Vary Across Circumstances

If concentration and persistence make the difference between low-impact
routine heroin enforcement operations and high-impact crackdowns, the
most important question facing alocal decision-maker becomes: how much
is enough? Given the characteristics of a drug market, how many officers,
working for how long, will be required to make it collapse?

That may depend-on many factors: number of users, number of dealers,
number of transactions, whether current transactions are indoor or outdoor,
the geographic area, ethnic diversity, climate, the level of neighborhood
cooperation, and the performance of prosecutors, courts, and probation,
parole, and corrections agencies. One, necessarily crude, way to think about
the problem is to imagine that there is some baseline critical ratio of police
to the number of users a market supports above which the market will start
to contract. The actual critical ratio in areal situation may be higher or
lower than the baseline, depending on geography, ethnicity, and other
similar factors. That would vary with the other factorscited. The Lynn and
Pressure Point operations appear to have involved about one officer for
every 75 users, Lawrence, allowing for the police time spent on cocaine
wholesaling operations, had about one officer for each 150 users. It istoo

early to say that the difference in ratios was the difference between success
and failure.

Displacement Within Big Cities

As noted above, there is no evidence that the Lynn project displaced signifi-
cant amounts of either drug dealing or crime, but the evidence about
Pressure Point | isfar less clear. The value of heroin-market crackdowns as
crime control in big cities is therefore still to be shown. That showing
would require acity-wide crackdown somewhere, probably involving the
diversion of officers from patrol functions into street-level drug
enforcement.
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Conclusion

It is possible to say with confidence, based upon the Lynn results, that
street-level heroin crackdowns, under some circumstances, produce great
benefits at modest costs. It is even possible to give an account of why that
should be true. It is not yet possible to measure all of the costs of such ac-
tivitiesin the form of other criminal-justice activities not undertaken,
morale, intrusiveness, abuse, and corruption (though it is reasonably clear
that in Lynn even afull cost accounting would still leave a healthy surplus
of benefits). More seriously, it is not yet possible to define under what cir-
cumstances retail heroin crackdowns will prove to be such low-cost, high-
benefit ventures.

But an argument can be made for trying a crackdown wherever a large
retail heroin market exists. The Lynn and Manhattan results suggest that
the traditional ascription of alarge fraction of violent and property crime
to heroin can, under some circumstances, be translated into effective action.
Moreover, the risks involved are limited by two factors. First, if a
crackdown fails to decrease property and violent crime, the failure may not
distinguish this police tactic from other possible police activities. The
criminal justice evaluation literature includes many examples of law enforce-
ment strateaies that failed.39 Second, drug crackdowns are not long-term in-
vestments;e%we anti-crime effects of the two successful programs studied so
far-Lynn and Pressure Point |-became apparent within a few months.
Where the potential gains are large and the risks limited, "try it and see"
may be amore useful guide to action than any elaborate calculation.

30 IOeitnan

Notes

L SeeMark H. Moore, "L imiting
Supplies of Drugsto lllicit
Markets," sournal of Dru
Issues, Volume 9, (Spring %979)
p. 291 Mark H. Moom Buy
and Bust The Effective Regula-
tion of an lllicit mar ket in
Heroin (Lexington, MA: D.C.
Heath & Co., 1976), p. 248.

2. JamesA. Inciardi, "Exploring
the Drugs/Crime Connection,”
unpublished SPaper, Division of
Crimina Jugtice, University of
Delaware, 1987.

3. Mark Kleiman and Christopher
Putala, "State and Local Drug
Law Enforcement: Issues and
Practices," Working Paper, no.
87-01-06, Program in Criminal
Justice Policy and Management,
John R Kennedy School of
Government, Harvard Universi-
t& Cambridge, MA, 1987;

obert L. Dupont and Mark H.
Greene, "The Dynamics of a
Heroin Addiction Epidemic,"
Science, Volume 181, (August,
1973): p. 715.

4. John Kaplan, The Hardest
Drug: Heroin and Public Policy
Chicago, IL: The University of
hicago Press, 1983).

S. Kevin Burkeinterview, August
1984.

6. Mark Kleiman, William
Holland, and Christopher
Hayes, "Report to the District
Attorney of Essex County:
Evaluation of the Lynn Drug

Force," Warking Paper, no.
87-01-03, Program in Criminal
Justice Policy and Management,
John F Kennedy School of
Government, Harvard Universi-
ty, Cambridge, MA, 1987, p. S.

7. Ibid., p. 11. Three years |ater,
the same survey instrument was
administered to residents of
Lynnand Lawrence, which at
the time was the focus of a
drug crackdown concentrated on
"indoor" dea_lm%, andina"con-
trol" city whichhad experienced

10.

11

no extraordinary drug enforce- .
ment activity. In each case,
respondents were about equally
divided between "better" and
"worse."

. Treatment professionals' views:

I nterviews conducted b
William E. Holland with treat-
ment workers at Project COPE,
Lynn, MA, August, 1984.

. Interviews conducted b

Christopher Putalawith heroin
addicts, September 1986
through August 1987. Reports
on those interviews will bein-
cluded in areport to be submit-
ted to the National Institute of
Justice by the District Attorney
under a grant to evaluate the
Lynn and Lawrence efforts.

Kleiman, Holland, and Hayes,
p. 8 and Figure|. The com-
parison is between the Project
COPE unit in Lynn and units
of the same organization
elsewhere in the state.
|Veatment-demand figures for
Massachusetts as awhole do
not appear to be available.
Ibid., p. 8, Ibble 2, and Figures
2 and 3. See also David
Cavanagh, "Effects of Drug

Ta sk Forcesin Lynnand

Lawrence on Common Crimes
Reported to the Police," (Pro-
vidence, RI: Applied Social
Research, 19875). "Crimes
against the person” were
[umped together because
homicides and rapes were too
infrequent to make monthly
measurements meaningful.

12. Two reports by Peter Kerr in

the New Y ork Times ("A Por-
trait of Washington Square
Park: Inside a Drug Bazaar,"
January 12, 1987, B1:2, and
"Crushing the Drug Dealers of
Washington Square,”" 9
November 1987, A1:32 givean
account of the impact of open
marijuana and cocaine dealing
on the neighborhood around
Washington Square Park in

Notes 31



13.

14.

15.

16.

Lower Manhattan, and of the
effectiveness of concentrated en-
forcement in dispersing the
market and improving
neighborhood conditions. Ap-
parently, neither the possible ef-
fect of the market on drug use
by residents nor its connection
with property and violent crime
was a salient issue for the
neighbors; they seemed to
regard the market asa,
neighborhood disamenity, like a
garbage dump or anoisy bar.

Ronald Ferguson, "The Drug
Problem in Black Com-
munities,"” Working Paper no.
87-01-01, Program in Criminal
Justice Policy and Management,
John F Kennedy School of
Government, Harvard Universi-
ty, Cambridge, MA, 1987, p. 9.

Philip Baridon, Addiction,
Crime, and Social Policy (Lex-
ington, MA: Lexington Books,
15976); See also Bruce D.
Johnson et al, Taking Care of
Business The Economics of
Crime by Heroin Abusers (Lex-
ington, MA: Lexington Books,
1985).

"Reducing the Risk Through
Testing," NIJ Reports
(Washington, DC: National In
stitute of Justice.
September/October 1986).
Carver discusses aprogramin
Washington, D.C. set up to test
the hypothesis that close
monitoring of a defendant's
drug use coupled with quick
sanctions for violators would
deter drug use and reduce
criminal activity; Eric Wish,
Mary Toborg and John
Bellassai, "Identifying Drug
Users and Monitoring Them
During Conditional Release,"
National Institute of Justice
and Narcotic and Drug
Research, Inc., and Tobor
Associates, December 1987.

Mark H. Moore, "Policiesto
Achieve Discrimination in the
Effective Price of Heroin,"
American Economic Review,
Volume 63 (May 1973): p. 926.

Kleiman

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

For adiscussion of arrests for
use offenses as deterrents, see
John Kaplan, The Hardest
Drug: Heroin and Public Policy
(Chicago, IL: The University of
Chicago Press, 1983), chapter 5.

Interview with New Y ork City
Assistant Chief Arthur J.

McNevin, conducted by Mark
Kleiman, September 15, 1986.

Interview with New York City
Police Commissioner Benjamin
Ward, September 12, 1987.

New Y ork Police Department
video tape: Interview with
Lieutenant Phillip McGuire.
New Y ork City Police Depart-
ment, September 15, 1986.

New York Police Department
internal documents; interview
vlvsgég McGuire, September 15,

Authur J. McNevin, "Status
Report - 6 Weeks' (internal
New Y ork Police Department
memorandum), March 1, 1984
(PBMS OW10-9); McNevin,
11984 Status Report" (internal
New Y ork Police Department
memorandum), January 4, 1988
(PBMSS #0010-28).

Pressure Point Area Figures
from McNevin, "1984 Status
Report”; other figures from
New Y ork City Police Depart
ment Crime Analysis Unit,
"Complaints and Arrests," mon-
thly statistical report, 1985.
There is a somewhat more
detailed description of Pressure
Point | in Kleiman, "Bringing
Back Street-Level Heroin En-
forcement,” Working Papers
Series, no. 86-01-08, Program in
Criminal Justice policy and
Managf]ement, John F Kennedy
School of Government, Harvard
University; See also the discus-
sion of Pressure Point opera-
tionsand resultsin L. Zimmer,
"Operation Pressure Point: The
Disruption of Street-Level Drug
Trade on New York's Lower
East Side," Occasiona Papers
from The Center for Research
in Crime and Justice, New Y ork

University School of Law, New
York, 1987.

24. Interviews with addicts, con-

ducted by Christopher Putala,
%g;ember 1986 through August

25. Interviews with Lawrence

Police, conducted by
Christopher Putala.

26. Norfolk: reported verball

b

William Spelman, Police\l/Ex-y
ecutive Research Forum;
Sydney: reported verbally by In-
gg)eptor Christine Nixon, N.SW.

lice; Seattle: reported verbally
by Ricardo Martinez. Special
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney,
King County; Philadelphia:
newspaper accounts, not-for-
attribution verbal reports of a
ranking Philadelphia PD. of-
ficia; Washington DC: un-
published reports by the Rand
Corporation. As of thiswriting,
no published evaluations exist
of any of these efforts.

27. Thisanalysisisrecounted in

detail in David Cavanagh, "Ef-
fects of Drug Task Forcesin
Lynn and Lawrence on Com-
mon Crimes Reported to the
Police," (Providence, RI: Ap-
plied Social Research, 1987?.

28. Eric Wish, Elizabet" rady, and

Mary Cuadrado, "Drug Use
and Crime in Arresteesin
Manhattan,” apaﬁer resented
to ameeting of The Committee
on Problems of Drug
Dependence, June 1985.

29. Jan Chaiken and Marcia

Chaiken Varieties of Criminal
Behavior (Santa Monica, CA:
Rand Corporation, 1982).

30. M. Douglas Anglin and George

Steckert, "Narcotics use and
Crime: a Multi-Sample Multi
Method Analysis," Criminology
Spring 1988; See also George
Steckert and M. Douglas
Anglin, "Narcotics Use and
Crime: A Causal Modeling Ap-
proach," Journal

of Quanttatve Cinnoby 26
3-28; See also J.C. Bal, L.
Rosen, JA. Flueck, and D.N.
Nurco, "The Criminality of

3L

32.

33.

35.

36.

37

38.

Heroin Addicts: When Addi,:ted
and When off Opiates," in JA.
Inciardi, ed., The Drug CrinT
Connection (Beverly Hills, C A:
Sage, 1981), pp. 39-65.

Bruce D. Johnson, "Street-L .-vel
Heroin Markets: The Coping,
Behavior of Addicts,” in Paul
Goldstein, Edward Preble,
James Schmeidler, Douglas S.
Lipton, Barry Spunt, and
Thomas Miller, Taking Care of
Business: The Economics of
Crime by Heroin Abusers (Lex-
|n%ton, MA: Lexington Boadl s,
1985).

George F Brown and Lester P
Silverman, "The Retail Price of
Heroin: Estimation and Ap
plications," Journal of the
American Statistical Associa-
tion, Volume 69 (September
1974).

Mark H. Moore, "Policies to
Achieve Discrimination in the
EIgf(sective Price of Heroin," p.

. Reuter and Kleiman, "Risks and

Prices," pp. 328-329.

Kleiman, Holland, and Hayes,
p. 4.

George Kelling and James
Wilson, "Broken Windows. The
Police and Neighborhood Safe-
ty," The Atlantic Monthly,
Volume 249 (March 1982):
31-"Social psychologists and
police officerStend to agree
that if awindow in abuilding
is broken and |eft unrepaired,
al the rest of the windows will
soon be broken." One
unrepaired broken window

S ginals that no one cares and
will perpetuate neighborhood
decay and minor infractions of
thelaw, p. 3.

Reuter and Kleiman, "Risks and
Prices," p. 330.

For adramatic account of the
response of New York City's
prosecutors, courts, and correc
tions facilities to aflood of
drug arrests, see Aric Press,
"Piecing Together New York's
Criminal Justice System: the

Notes



39.

Response to Crack ° Associa-
tion of the Bar of the City of
New York, 4 (December 1987);
See also Steve Belenko and Jef-
frey Fagan, "Crack and the
Criminal Justice System," New
Yark City: New York City
Crimina Justice Agency,
November 1987.

G.L. Kelling, T Pate, D.
Dieckman and C.E. Brown,
"The Kansas City Preventive
Patrol Experiment: a summary
report” in GV. Glass, ed.,
Evaluation Studies Review An-
nual, Volume 1 (Beverly Hills,
CA: Sage, 1976), pp. 605-657.




