
jio. •.• 

FEDERAL ROLE IN CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
AND CRIME RESEARCH 

JOINT HEARINGS 
BEFORE THE 

SUBOOMlVIITTEE· ON ORIME 
OF THE 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
AND 

SUJ3COMMITTEE ON DOMESTIC AND 
INTERNATIONAL SCIENTIFIC PLANNING, 

ANALYSIS AND OOOPERATION 
OF THE 

COMMITTEE ON 
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
NINETY-FIFTH CONGRESS 

FIRS~' SESSION 
ON 

FEDERA.L ROLEr IN .CRIl\UNAL JUSTICE AND ORIl\:[ERESEAROH 

r¥1 o 
,i (¥j) i 

)j 

JUNE 22,23, 29;30, AND JULY 21, 1977 

. Serial No. J5 0 (~ 

~. ' I'l'lnted for the llse of the Committe8;on the .rl~~etiU:Y » ~alld the Committee on S~lence nncl Teebnolo~y 
~. '0. 

~' :r 

(\ J 

o 

o 

, . '1 
~ -: • _. _~ __ '-0.., _ -- .... 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file, please contact us at NCJRS.gov.



Ii' 

" 



, . 

FEDERAL ROLE IN CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
AND CRllME RESEARCH 

JOINT HEARINGS 
BEFORE ~HE 

SUBCOJVllVlITTEE ON CRIME 
OF ~HE 

OOMMITTEE ON 'THE JUDICIARY,' 
AND ~HE 

. . ' 

SUBCOMMITTEB ON DO:MESTIo.AND 
INTERNATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC PLANNING, ; 

ANALYSIS AND COOPERATION' 
p • '~ 

OF THE 

OOM:M[ITTEE ON:. 
SCIENCE A~~D TECHNOLOGY 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES . 
. . 

NINETY-FIFTH CONGRESS 
FIRST SESSION 

·ON 

FEDERAL ROLE IN ORI¥IJ;-l'AL JUS'rIOE.AN:O ORIME RESEAROH 

JUNE 22, 23, 29, 30, AND JULY 2:)., 1977 
.... c; 

Serial No. ·15 

NCJRS 
Printed for the use of th~ Committee ~n the Judiciary 

and the Committee on Science ana Technology 8 
' : MAY 18197 

U.f;l. GOVERNMENT PRINTING ~FFICE 

04-928 WASHINGTON: 1977 

ACQUISITIONS 
II 



COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

,PETER W. RODINO, JR., New Jersey, Ohairmci:\ 

JACK BROOKS, Texas ROBERT McCLORY, Illinois 
ROBERT W. KASTENlIIEIER, Wisconsin TOll! RAILSBACK, Illinois 
DON EDWARDS, California CHARLES E. WIGGINS, California 
JOHN CONYERS, JR., Mlclilgan HAMILTON FISH, JR., New York 
JOSHUA EILBERG, Pennsylvania III. CALDWELL BUTLER, Virginia 
WALTER FLOWERS, Alabama WILLIAM .s. COHEN, lIIalne 
JAMES R. MANN, South Carolina CARLOS J. MOORHEAD, California 
JOHN F. SEIBERLING, Ohio JOHN lII. Ai3HBROOK, Oblo 
GEORGE E. DANIELSON, California HENRY J. !;!YDE, Illinois 
ROBERT F. DRINAN, Massacbusetts THOlIAS N. KINDNESS, Ohio 
BARBARA JORDAN, Texas HAROLD S. SAWYER, Michigan 
ELIZABETH HOLTZMAN, New York 
RO~IANO L. lIIAZZOLI, Kentucky 
WILLIAM J. HUGHES, New Jersey 
SAM B. HALL, JR., Texns 
LAlII.AR GUDGER, North Car-olin a 
HAROLD I,. VOLKMER, Missouri 
HERBERT E. ,HARRIS II, Virginia 
JIM SANTINI, Nevada 
ALLEN E. ERTEL, Pennsylvania 
BILLY LEE EVANS, Georgia 
ANTHONY C. BEILENSON, California 

AT,AN A. PARlnm, General OOllllliel 
GARNER J. CLINE, Staff Director 

FRANltLIN G. POLK, A8800iate 00U1l8el 

Sunco:r.rMITTEE ON CRUlE 

JOHN CONYERS, JR., Michigan, 01l1/i"man 

ELIZABETH HOLTZMAN, New York JOHN 111. ASHBROOK, Ollio 
LAMAR GUDGER, North Cnrollna TOM RAILSB,ACK, Illinois 
HAROLD L. VOLKMER, Missouri 
ALLEN E. ERTEL, Pennsylvania 

HA'tDEN GliEGORY, 001111861 
LESLIE E. FRElm, Ooun8el 

THOMAS N. BOYD, A880ciatc 001l118Cl 

(II) 

j 
1 
), 
.1 
i 



-, ~ 

COl\L\£ITTEE O}l' SCIENCE AND TECHXOLOGY 

OLI~ E. TEAGUE, Texas, 011f1il'rIIan 

DON FUQUA, Florida 
WAVrER FLOWERS, Alabn.ma 
ROBERT A, ROE, New J"ersey 
)IIKE McCORMACK, Washington 
G:EORGE E, BROWN, J"R., California 
DALE MILFORD, Texas 
RAY THORNTON, Arkansas 
JA)IES H. SCHEUER, New Yor). 
RICHARD L. OTTINGEH, New York 
TO)I HARKIN, Iowa 
JDI LLOYD, California 
JEROllIE A. AlIIDRO, New York 
IWBERT (BOB) KRUEGER, Texas 
)IARILYN LLOYD, Tennessee 
J"AlIIES J. BLANCHARD, 1IIIchigan 
TDIOTHY E. WIRTH, Colorado 
ST:JjJPHEN L. NEAL, North Carolina 
THOMAS J. DOWNEY, New York 
DOUG WALGREN, Pennsylvania. 
RONNIE G. FLIPPO, Alabama 
D~\N GLICKMAN, Kansas 
BOB GAl\IlIIAGE, Texas 
ANTHONY C. BEILENl:50N, 'Callfornia 
ALBERT GORE, In., Tennessee 
WES W ATh."INS, Oklahoma 
ROBERT A. YOUNG, Missouri 

JOHN W. WYDLER, JR., New Yor), 
IJAlntY WINN, Ju., Kansas 
LOUIS FREY, JR., Florida 
BARRY 1If. GOLDWATER, JR., Cnllfornla 
GARY A. lIIYERS, Pennsylvania 
HAMILTON FISH, JR., New Yor). 
)JANUEL LUJAN, Ju., New MexiCO 
CARL D. PURSELL, 1IIIchigan 
l-IAROLD C. HOLLENBECK, New Jersey 
ELDON RUDD, Arizona 
ROBERT K. DORNAN, CaIlfornla 
nOBER~' S. WALKER, Pennsylvania 
EDWIN B. FORSYTHE, New Jersey 

CUAItLES ~\, 1I!OSIIER, E;J)ecuti\'c Dil'ectol' 
HAnOLD A. GOULD, Deputy Director 

PHILIP B. YEAGER, OOIlJlsel 
JA~n:S E. 'V!LSON, Tee/mlcal OOll81/Unllt 

WILLIAM G. WELLS, J'r., 7'ecJmioaZ Oon&uztant 
RALl'H N. READ, TechnicaL Oonsultant 

ROBERT C. KETCHAM. 00l£1l8eL 

J'OHN P. ANDELIN, J'r., Schmce Oon8ultant 
JAMES W. SPENSLEY. Gounscl 

REGINA A. DA>'rs, Olifef Olerk 
PAuli',A. VANDER 1I!YDE, Minority Staff Goullsel 

-.',."' 

SUBC01>!MIT'l'EE 0# DOMESTIC AND INTERNATIONAL SCIENTIFIO PLANNING, ANALYSIS 
AND COOPERATION 

JAMES H. SCHEUER, New York, Olla/rman 
J'AMES J. BLANCHARD, Michigan CARL D. PURSELL, Michigan 
STEPHEN L. NEAL, North Carolina ROBERT S. WALKER, Pennsylvania. 
ANTHONY C. BEILENSON, California EDWIN B. FORSYTHE, ~ew J'ersey ", 
DAN GLICKMAN, Kansas ". 
ALBERT GORE, JB., TenneSSee '.j 
DALE MILll'ORD, Texas 

(llI) 



'. J:-. . ' . 
r" .' 

- 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

IR 1 

- 1 

- 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

"', .1 
l' 1 
,~ 

. 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 



• 

CONTENTS 

HEARINGS HELD 

1~~~~~: i~~~:=:::==::::=:::=:===:=:==::::::::=:::::::::::::::=::: June 29, 1977 ____________________________________________________ _ 

}~r:;~f,'1~11::~=:==::::::=::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::::::::::: 
WITNESSES 

!Pllge 
1 

63 
113 
203 
237 

Atkinson, Dr, Richard C., director, National Science Foundation________ 127 
Prepared statement____________________________________________ '1.27 

Bazelon, Hon. David L., Chief Judge, U,S. Court of Appell.ls for the 
District of Columbia Circuit______________________________________ 113 

Prepared statement____________________________________________ 114 

BlL~~~ ~~e~h~'E~~~~x:~~e~~~~,-~~~i~~~-~~r-~~~~~~~~~-~~~~!~~~~-~~ 214 
Prepa,red statement____________________________________________ 213 

Blumstein, Dr. Alfred, director, Urban Systems Institute School of Urban 
and Public Aft'airs, Carnegie-Mellon University _____________________ 64, 17S 

Brown, Dr. Lee p" director, Department of Justice Services, Multnamah 
County, Oreg___________________________________________________ 55 

Caplan, Gerald M., former Director, National Institute of Law Enforce-
ment and Criminal Justice________________________________________ 203 

Conrad, John, former Chief of the Center for Crime Prevention and 
Rehabilitation, Law Enforcement Assistance Administl·ation__________ 218 Prepared statement ___ ,_________________________________________ 231 

Danziger, Martin, former Director, National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice ______________ ;---- ________ ____ __ ______ __ ______ 242 
Prepared statement____________________________________________ 238 

Day, Hon. Jack Grant, chief justice, Ohio Intermediate Appellate Court__ 45 
Ewing, Blair G., Deputy Director, National Institute of Law Enforcement 

and Criminal Justice __________ -------------______________________ 269 
Prepared statement _____ ----------------_______________________ 264 

Flaherty, Hon. Peter J., Deputy Attorney General of the United States__ 263 
Prepared statement____________________________________________ 251 

Hall, Hon. Robert H., associate justice, Georgia Supreme Court, and 
chairman of the American Bar Association's Commission on a National 
Institute of Justice______________________________________________ 172 

Prepared statement____________________________________________ 161 
Krislov, Dr, Samuel, professor of political science, and law, University of Minnesota _____________________________________________________ 6~ 178 

LaHey, Thomas, National Institute of Mental Health__________________ 137 
McGee, Richard A., president, American Justice Institute______________ 156 Prepared statement______ __ ________________ __ ________ __ ________ 1q.1:) 
Nejelslti, Paul A., Deputy Assistunt Attorney General, Depurtment of 

Justice_________________________________________________________ 278 
Prepru.'ed statement _____________________________________ ------- 273 

Schwartz, Dr. Richard, dean, State University of New York Law School, Buffalo, N.Y ______________________________________________ ;-. .... ___ 64,178 
Shah, Dr. Saleem, A., director, Center for Crime and Delinquency, Na-

tional Institute of Mental Health ___________________________ ---____ 137 
Prepared statement _______ ---------------------------'"--------- 138 

Wheeler, Stanton, professor of law and sociology, Yale Ulliversity_______ 26 
Prepared statement _______________________ ------.:.-------------- 24 

White, Dr. Susan, study director, National Academy of Soiences' Com-
mittee on Research on Law Enforcement and CrimiilaJ,Justice _______ 64, 178 

Wolfgang, Dr. Marvin, director of criminology, Unive.rsity of Pennsyl-vania_ _ _ ___ __ ____________ ______ __________________ ______________ 4 

(V) 



VI 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

Gregg, Jamcs M. H., A.q,;istnnt Administrator of tho Law Enfore('m(>nt Assistance Administration (LEAA) ______________________________ .. 
Committee on Re8carch on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, National Academy of Seiencefl _______ . ____________________________ _ 

APPENDIXES 

Appendix A.-Statements for the Ree.ord-A-I. Forensic Sciences Foundation _____________________________ _ 
Appendix B.-Recommendations for Federal Criminal Justice H.esearch-

B-l. Research Priorities for Crime Reduction Efforts _____________ _ 
Appendix C.-LEAA SubmissionR-

C-I. LEAA Response to Te:;timony of the National Academy of Seienres ___________________________________________________ _ 

C-2. Excerpts from 1976 Annual ReporL-----------------------
Appcndix D.-Background Material-

J).-l. Library of Congt'ess Congres~ional Researrh Ser\T'ce Paper----D-2. Memorandum by Irving Slott _____________________________ _ 
Appendix E.-Corre~pondencc-

E-l. Letter from National Aeadcmy of Srienres __________________ _ 

1>8~! 

233 

191 

Page 
305 

307 

313 
314 

• 3i'j9 
373 

375 



• 

.A 

-.. 

FEDERAL ROLE IN CRUIINAIl JUSTICE AND CRIME 
RESEARCH 

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 22, 1977 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRElSENTATIVES, SUBCOl\IMITTEE ON 
DmIESTIC AND INTERNATIONAL SCIENTIFIC PLANNING, 
ANALYSIS AND OOOPERATION OF THE OOMMITTEE ON 
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, AND SUDCOl\1l\IITTEE ON 
ORIME OF THE OOl\Il\IITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 

'Washington, D. O. 
The subcommittees met jointly at 9 :06 a.m. in room 2237 of the 

Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. John ConyeJ's, Jr., and Hon. 
James H. Scheuer presiding. 

Present: Representatives Scheuer, Blanchard, Ertel, Pursell, 
Walker, and Ashbrook. 

Staff present: Jonah Shacknai, Hayden Gregory, Leslie Freed, 
connsel; Robert Shellow, consultant. 

Mr. CONYERS. The joint hearing before the Subcommittee on 
Orime and Subcommittee on Domestic and International Scientific 
Planning, Analysis and Oooperation will come to ordl'r. 

We are very pleased to commence these joint hearings, 5 days worth, 
concerning the inner workin~s of the National Institute of Law En
forcement and Oriminal JustIce, which is the research arm of the Law 
EnrOl'cement Assistance Administration. 

The Subcommittee on Orime, which I chair, has had legislative and 
oversight jurisdiction over LEU since 1973. We held extensive hear
ings last spring to develop a bill that would restructure the agency in 
a way.,that criminal justice projects funded by the agency which were 
deemed successful wouldl,be replicated, and evaluation would become 
a tool utilized extensively. 

Oongressional concern for the reported failures in the p'rQgram 
reached a new height in 1976. The very existence of LEU was 
endangered, . 

Part of the concern of the Orime Subcommittee was about the 
operations of the Institute. 

The legislative mandate in 1968 for the Institute was to: 
(1) Make grants to public and private organizations for research 

demonstrations and special projects. 
(2) .. Undertake research to strengthen law enforcement. 
(3) 'Oarry out research on crime causes and crime prevention. 
(4) Make recommendations to Federal, State, and local govern

ments. 
(5) Provide training. 
(6) Disseminate information and establish a research center. 

(1) 
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Later amendments in 1973 and 1976 expanded the scope of the 
Institute, although not as far as to include a program of research into 
"civil justice" as was suggested by the Ford administration. 

When the most recent director, Gerald Oaplan, apoP-ll.,l'ed before the 
subcommittee last year to report on the Institute's~ progress, he had 
sotile very disGo}ll'aging thip.gs to .say: 

We hnve lenrned little nbout reducing the incidence of crime nnd hnve no 
reason to believe thnt significant reductions will be secured in the near futUre. 

The reason we don't do better in curing crime is that we don't know how. 

Unfortunately, Oongress felt the same way. There was little to 
show after the expenditure of a large amount of funds. 

What we want to do in this month's hearings is learn why the 
present situation exists and determine what we can do to reverse the 
trend. 

During our previous hearings we heard suggestions by many people 
on how the Institute could be reorganized. 

One witness recommended a scholarly think tank absorbed with 
deter.1nining the causes of crime and developing ways of protecting 
sQciety from poverty, unemployment, fear, and crime itself. 

That was Sarah Oarey who suggested it be an independent agency 
separate and apart from the Department of Justice. 

The Twentieth Oentury Fund report recommended the LEU 
Washington program be a "research entity" and action funds be 
distributed according to "sp-ecial revenue sharing." 

The 1977 standard and goals report on criminal justice research 
development has developed guiding principles for research practices 
and approaches. 

Probably the most important recommendations will be those we 
will hear in our upcoming hearings from the National Academy of 
Science's representatives themselves. 
. We. have pulled .together for this set of hearings what I consider to 
be outstanding researchers, practitioners, former directors of the 
Institute, J?eop]e in research agencies, Justice officials, and others to 
determine If there is to be It Federal role in criminal justice and crime 
research and precisely what it ought to be. 

r feel that crime is a reflection of poverty, unemployment, un
healthy environment, despair and lack of self-respect. 

A most distinguished judge, David Bazelon, with whom I had an 
opportunitYJ thanks to. our cochairman, to speakwith, recently made 
this observation. 

Of course the crime problem is neither illusory nor easy to solve. To the con
trary, the issues have become inoreasingly complex, and libertarians themselves 
frequently line up on both sides-(but)-there can be nocl'.iminni justice without 
socini justice. Our last best hope is to seek out the causes of the criminnl act. 
Tackling the cause~1 of crime admittedly will not be easy. But totnl reliance on 
punishment is n superhighw~y leadingto a cowpath. 

X hope that these hearings will have a more imme4iate result. ,Right 
now the Attorney General's task force to reorgaruze LEil IS de
veloping itSreport . .All indications show a research entity for criminal 
justIce is planned. ' 

r hope these hearings will lend congressional direction to the 
administration. in its conside~ation of a new structure for the Institute. 

,,-
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And I now introduce the cochairman of these hearings, the distin
guished gentleman froni New York, find my colleague, Jim Scheuer, 
who has, with his staff, played a very primary role in lining up the 
witnesses and preparing for this analysis of the Federal role in criminal 
justice and crime research. 

Mr. Scheuer? 
Mr. SCHEUER. Thank you very much, Oongressman Oonyerss 

OPENING STATEMENT 

Mr. SCHEUER. I would like to welpome all of you here today. I am 
J2urticularly pleased to be participating in these hearings on the 
Federal Role in Criminal Justice and Crime Researchj the Sub
committee on Domestic !lJld International Scientific Planning, 
Analysis, and Cooperation is conducting the hearings jointly with the 
Crime Subcommittee chaired by my distinguished colleague !lJld 
friend from Michigan, Hon. John Conyers. Both subcommittees 
share a concern over the fate of the National Institute of Law En
forcement and Criminal Justice and, moreover, criminal justice and 
crime research as a whole. . 

The issue of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Crimi
nal Justice has been of interest to me for many years. It was Repre
sentative Bob McClory and I who introduced the floor amendments 
to the Omnibus Crime Control Act in 1968 that established the 
Institute. So, it is with special pleasure that I salute my good friend 
Mr. McClory today. 

Many people have charged that the National Institute has been 
little more than a dispenser of funds. for programs n.ndprojects of 
questionable utility. Originally, it was lioped that the mstitute 
would be a center for sound research which would lead to It better 
understanding of the basic causes of crime !lJld the development of a 
method for crime control. 

It is the purpose of these hearings to determine whether, first, there 
is a Federal role in criminal justice !lJld crime researnp, and if so, what 
should be the priorities of It. Federal research program. In addition, 
we will conduct !lJlexamination of what surroundings would best 
accommodate a Fedeml research effort should such an effort be appro
priate. I fully expect, that a detailed set of recommendaMons as to 
how to improve· criminal justice research I1,t the Federal level, if 
needed, will evolve for these sessions. ._ 

The timeliness of our joint hearings cannot be overstated. Presently, 
. the Department of Justice under Attorney Genernl Bell is evaluating 

the effectiveness of the entire Law Enforcement Assistance Admin
istration, an integral part of which is the National Institute of Law 
Enforcement !lJld Criminal Justice. Also, recommendations by an 
internal study grOllP designated by Mr. Bell are due sometime during 
the course of these hearings. On the congressional side there a..re 
several Members who are working toward new legisllbtion on LEAA" 
and the Institute. Senator Edward Kennedy, long a leader in the 
criminal justice area, and the Senate sponsor of our 1968 floor a~end
ment establishing the Institute, now has such legislation ill the cb:a:ft
ing staO'e. It is our hope in examining the above questions that we 
can aid the Attorney General in his deliberation ove~ a p~ossib}e 



reorganization of the Institute and can provide useful advice on any 
fut.ure legislation that will affect criminal justice research at the 
Federal level. / 
. It is important to Jiote at this juncture that we have no precon
ceived conclusions as to how to restructure the National Instituto. 
We are most fcrtunate to have a very distinguished group of witnesses 
to aid us, and I believe each of them will make a valuable contribu
tion to both our subcommittee considerations. 

With that, let me turn the mike back to our distinguished colleague. 
He has to make a plane, I understand. 

Mr. CONYERS, Thank you 'Very much. 
I want to indicate my complete agreement with the observations 

that you have made. 
Our witne.sses this morning are 'j?our: Dr. Marvin Wolfgang, Dr. 

Stanton Wheeler, Justice Jack Day, and Dr. Lee Brown. 
Our first witness is, appropriately enough, Dr. Marvin Wolfgang, 

Professor of Sociology and Law, Director of the Center for Studies 
and Criminology, University of Pennsylvania; President of the Ameri
can Academy of Political and Social Science, and a distinguished 
author and researcher in this field. 

Dr. Wolfgang, we welcome you back to the Hill. 
Most of us have read and studied and listened to YOll across the 

years in this area. 
You have, from not one, but two committee chairman, gotten an 

indication of the direction in which we are moving, and we welcome 
you to proceed in your own way. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Before Dr. Wolfgang starts and I join in welcoming 
you, may I introduce the other CongreFsmen present? 

Oongressman W alker.d.'om Pennsylvania. 
Oongressman Blanchard from the State of Michigan. 
Congressman Ertel from Pennsylvania.. 
Professor Wolfgang. 

TESTIMONY OF DR. MARVIN WOLFGANG, DIRECTOR OF 
CRIMINOLOGY, UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 

Dr. WOLFGANG. I am very gratified and honored to be asked to 
" appear before these joint subcommittees that have joint interest in 

research of criminology and criminal justice. That there are such 
hearings as these is at once an acknowledgment that there have been 
problems and concerns with the management of research on crime 
and criminal justice, and, at the £ame time, a sensitivity to the style 
with which such research can be organized, stimulated and developed 
in the future. 

I have been asked to address myself to the question of whether there 
is, indeed, a. significant role for the Federal Government in research 
on crime and criminal justice. 

My answer is, indeed, yes. 
To amplify that a bit, I might be somewhat specific. There are 

national samples that are needed, there are demographic trends that 
require fuiUiiysis, there are national regional differences to be discerned, 
there are controlled experimental grOU?S to be tested in a variety of 
settings to determine the universality and transferability of findings. 

Ao, 
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National, economic and race, sex< a,nd social class need to be examined 
beyond the parochialism of the Chicago or atypicality of New York 
or Detroit. 

To study birth cohort such as we have done in Philadelphia} 11 
study of 10,000 boys. born in 1945 and whose careers were followed 
up to age 18 and now in a followup study to age 30, can bring interest
ing career probabilities of delinquency and crime but we need to 
r~peat, w~ need to l'epli<:ate t~ese studies" studies of that sort in 
different tune and spacedunenslOns. . 

This requires a large scale and Federal enterprise. A Federal Govern
ment research institute can be free of allegiance to localr city, and 
State demands. 

Crime is a cultural, societal phenomenon that knows no state 
jurisdictional boundaries. , 

Legally defined differences are not scientific differentia1s of criminal 
conduct or norm violation. Account& of terrorism are phenomena 
that transcend State codes and approach universal prohibitions. 
Injury to persons, theft and damage of pr()perty are condemned in 
all social codes of conduct over time. From Hamrriurabi to the model 
JJ(jnal code of the American Law Institute. And over space from 
Washington to Peking. 

These are national issues. We need research that is. beVoJld the 
political pressures of the city and State. Research scholars -know no 
geographic boundaries and should be drawn and attracted to the 
funding of a national research institute: 

1£ each of us were wedded to the State constituency, for example, 
my colleagues in California, myself in Pennsylvania f we would be 
stifled by the perimeters and parameters imposed by State legislationt 

es})ecially geared to try to solve State crime problems. 
The private sector of support requires no such parochial limitations: 

The Ford Foundation, RusseH Sage Foundation, the Twentieth 
Century Fund:tmd other great foundations recognize the importance 
of tran~ferable and universal applicability of research design and 
findings. 

But these foundatipns cannot match the kind of funding and other 
accoutrements of the large federalreseal'ch institute. 

Social science in criminology and criminal justice should be recog
nized as national in scope. Pennsylvania alone could not have ac
complished in competition with Ohio the Apollo flights. This analogy 
does not fit in every way but the point I think is clear. There are 
criminal justice policy issues that are national in scope and are related 
to Federal constitution!ll concerns. The exclusionary rule, judicial 
sentencing, the viability of pa:role, racial discrimination in sentencing, 
jury selection, prosecutorial discretion, the allocation of priority in 
prosecut~on, diversions from the criminal justice system, decriminali
zation and the usual and unusual aspects of the death penalty and so 
forth are constitutional issues. There are not' Issues of concern to 
Colurnbus, Ohio, 01' Los Angeles. They concern the whole country· 
and are social-and they concern our social contract with Government. ~ 

Deterrents, .rehabilitation, retribution, the just deserts model of 
punishment, these are of momentous national .scbpe and require a 
national Federal research ins~itute to fund, to study, to do research, 
as well as to coordinate and provjde' a clearing house t'o the 6'ktent of 
the information. 

D 
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We who are in research require, for example, the services of such 
organizations and agencies as the Bureau of the Census, the Depart
ment of Justice, Depal"tment of Labor, HEW and other agencies to 
provide national data.. . . 

Carpal'ate crime cam;lOt be anp,lyzed properly without resources 
of the Securities and Exchange, Federal Trade Commission, Depart-
ment of Justice and SQ forth. . . 

On a few occasions r have had to trace the careers of criminals 
through their biographies and only with the help of the FBI and the 
~act that I had the support and funding of Federal agencies could I 
have done this task. And they have always cooperated well, indicating 
agf1ll, I think, the' need for a central ba5le for analysis. All of my 
colleagues abroad, in Denmark, Italy, Sweden, England, Japan, 
studied crime patterns within their national jurisdictions with na
tional sunport and thus I think. we should here in the United States. 
A federahy funded research institute can provide such opportunities 
to dev~lop valid generalizable knowledge about crime,. criminal be
haviorand effectiveness of crime control methods and policies. A 
national research institute can develdp the resources necessary to 
und~rtake research that is feasible within the national scope, but not. 
feaslble or appropriate at the State or local level. 

I have been asked to say a word or two about priority research as 
well. I would rather make some generic statements about specific 
topics. 

One of the most important things that I think about a national 
institute supporting research irt crime and criminal justice is to allow 
f6r open or what I might call risk resea,rch, and not demand immedi
acy and immediate payoff. 

I think it is important to the research community that we be 
allowed to be flexible and to permit the prOCEiSS commonly called 
serendipity to take place. 

We may begin at one point with a goal in mind and end up at quite 
another point. Th!s is pa:;t. of t~e process ?f accumulation of research. 

I would place m the :.op pnorlty the lmportance of havmg more 
basic, what is commonly called basic research, research that may not 
in its inception appear to have 'any immediate kind of policy implica
tion or imruediate kind of implementation. If I may, I refer again to 
my myn work, two major pieces of reseal"ch that I have been involved. 
in over the last, 15 years. One has been an attempt to measure the 
seriousness of crime, by a scale of subjective perception of crime. 

The other has been the-[Inaudible]-study.ln neither case, did I 
or my colleagues have any particular social policy implication behind 
the research. We went to look at a longitudinal. study of the prob
abilities of ever becoming an officially recorded delinquent or criminal. 

And yet I am pleased to say that many persons. iIi applied fields 
have taken some of those findings ail,1 :made much more policy im
plementation and infetences out of them than we ever anticipated. 
Applied research does not necessarily mean immediate results. or 
even solutions to perceiv?d problems. And.these itemsJ think should 
be included among the pnorities of concerns about research .. 

MOl'e specifically, a list of topics that I might present is of no sur
prise, I am sure. I would be~ by recommending more research and 
again I sft-ymore basic l·esearcn. on what are known as criinesof vio-
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lence, street violence, family violence, and school vio1e:p.ce. I am par
ticularly interested in seeing more longitudinal studies like the cohort 
project. Examining the carMI'S of official criminality. More victimiza
tion surveys need to be done. As we know, the victim, surveys that 
have been conducted in the last several yellJ.'shave been inadequately 
analyzed. There is a tremendous amount of material there that needs 
to be analyzed in spite of some of the faulty ways in which some 9f the 
data were collected. 

Mr. SCHEUER. What additional research do you have in mind in 
terms of violent crime, street crime? What kind of research? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. Well, I think that we really don't have adequat~ 
information on the sequencing of offenders of violence. That is to saYt 
we need to get a better handle on who is committing the crimes of 
violence and how frequently, how much time elapses between the 
commission of those crimes because I am increasingly convinced that 
it is a small cadre of peol?le who are committing the nasty, ugly crimes 
of violence and so that It is more 100 people are committing many, 
many repeated crimes of violence, instead of 1,000 @~fle committing 
only 1 act of violence. It is that kind of analysis It' that is needed 
to a great extent. 

And I think that will also then feed into understanding about 
perhaps what is commonly called incapitation, specific deterrents, the 
extent to which re~traint and constraint of particular persons who are 
repeaters who hlLve' an effect on the crime rate. Or crime rate of 
violence. The whole area of criminal statistics, I think, needs to be 
better studied, particularly juyenile justice. 

Employee crime, corporate theft, white collar crime, sentencing 
procedures in general. Research, I think, could be extremely important 
in feeding into any sentencing commission that the Federal. Govern
m<lnt would establish, deten'ent~, reh~~ilit~tion of a noncohersive 
character and, of qourse, alternatl'ves to unpnsonrnent. 

These are only very general topics. So far as maintaining the quality 
and excellence of research, I would like to say that any m.stitute undEll' 
whose auspices or agencies-. - ' 

Mr. SCHEUER. Excuse me. . . 
Recently there have been evaluations of various experiments and 

alternatives to incarceration and various kinds. of rehabilitation in
volving education and release time, jobs, halfway houses, what not. ;-" 

Dr. WOLFGANG. Yes. . V-' 
Mr. SCHEUER. And the impression that I get is that none of them 

works very well. Is this rat.her dep~es~ing conclusion .a· pl.'oduct ,?f 
faulty research and evaluatIOn, or 1S'1t a problem WIth the baSIC 
viability of the programs themselves? 

What do you conclude about the experience we have had over the 
last generation °with alternatives to incarceration, var~ous kinds of 
rehabilitation involving education and, as I said, halfway houses, 
release time, employmentoppol'tuIiiti~s, and so forth? . 

Dr. WOLFGANG. The last dozen year!)' .research evalwiting various 
llinds of intervention strategies has become increasingly sQphisticated, 
more controll~d comparison groups have. been use4, so th.at I have 
had and I think most of my colleagues have had mcreasmg respect 
for the conclusions, rather than the old traditional IJ,necdotes that 
John Jones did well when he got out of the iristitution.It is a rathe;r 
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dissolutioning statement I1nd conclusion that the rehabilitation has 
not been successful. rrhis conclusion has had a great impact, I think, 
in causing a turnaround in the general philosophy and rationale behind 
the entire correctional system. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Is that your conclusion? 
Dr. WOLFGANG. Yes, it is. It is. And the-there have been probably 

more injustices such as disparities in sentencing that have occurred 
under the so-called medical model and rehabilitative model ths,n under 
,a just deserts model. 

But thif') to me doesn't mean that rehabilitation doesn't exist and 
that-nor does it mean that we should abandon efforts to rehabilitate. 
And that if') why I said-, -

Mr. SCHEUER. What does it mean? i, , 

Dr. WOLFGANG. It means that I think V_"d should provide, I think 
the State in general should provide as many re-what we consider to 
be beneficial rehabilitative opportunities upon a noncohersive basis as 
possible because I think it is an obligation of society to provide those 
opportunities, job, vocational tmining, whatever psychiatric, social, 
therapeutic intervention that can be available to constricted offenders 
in and out of prison, but they should not be part of a cohersive system 
nor should participation in them be viewed as a basis for determining 
the time of release. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Dr. Wolfgang, you are steeped in this material and 
I just see an occasional, fleeting piece of paper, whisk by my desk. 

It seems to me that one thing we have to learn in our society is not 
to treat our successes and failures in the same way. We have done 
that too long. We have treated the successes of the poverty program, 
the Head Start program just the way we have treated the failures. We 
have treated the f'ailures. We have to learn to distinguish and carve 
out a program with elements that produce failure and try to structure 
into them the elements that seem to produce success so that we apply 
what we have learned through our research. Have we learned anything 
from these various examinations of rehabilitation, alternatives to 
incarceration that will make us a little bit more selective in the kinds 
of rehabilitation and kinds of alternatives to incarceration that we 
plan in the future? Oan you give us any clue as to, even though the 
results may be disappointing, to some elements that seem to be 
successful, are there some ingredients that seem to produce success, 
can we restructure some of the programs of the past to make them 
more productive and successful. What have we learned that we can 
apply'{ What have we learned that indicates where we should put in 
some, further study and where we should fine tune our research 
efforts? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. It is not an easy question to answer, but the closest 
thing I think at least I come to a feeling comfortable with 11 conclusion 
about that is, that we are more likely to be successful with young 
subjects, young offenders. By young I mean in their early teens, mid
teens. There is some indication that working closely with young 
offenders provides a grel1ter probability of success ~han working with 
adult, older adult offenders. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Do you mean middle teens as against lat~ teens and 
twenties? ~ 

Dr. WOLFGANG. Yes. 

-.: 
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Mr. SCHEUER. You are saying by the time the young person~~: 
to be 18, 19 or 20, the statistical probabilities of success in turning . 
or her around seem to be measurably less? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. The probabilities of our directly causing any changei 
yes. 

Mr. SCHEUE:R. Yes. 
Dr. WOLFGANG. There are changes that have occtin-ed by a kind of 

spontaneous remission. The agi:ng process itself takes over. 
Mr. SCHEUE:R. Yes. 
Dr. WOLFGANG. And has an. effect,.of course. So it is young. 
Second, the-despite all -or the- l'efined therapeutic communities 

efforts to work with minds u.nd to alter behavior, the more simple 
Tlt'ocess of finding employment and providing steady jobs, which we 
all think in our street wisdom and folk wisdom anyway is important, 
seems to have a greater to hire association with success than crime-free 
life in a period of time than almost any other. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Are you saying that a group of 16-year-old kids, if 
you take a control group of kids for whom we h!\.ve provided jobs, 
perhaps with Government as the employer of last resort, some kind of 
public service jobs, and a comparable group of kids from comparable 
backgrounds who don't have jobs, that the group of kids who have had 
jobs are far less likely to get involved in crime as a way of life? 

Or are you saying that if we take a bunch of lcids 16 years old, all of 
whom have been involved in violent crime, and who have bumped up 
their heads against the criminal justice system, and give half of them 
public service jobs and do other things with the other half, that the 
half that gets public service jobs are likely to-more statistically 
likely to turn around? . 

Dr. WOLFGANG. It would be my hypothesis; yes, 
Mr. SCHEUER. The latter that YOll !\.re talking about? 
Dr. WOLFGANG. Yes. 
Mr. SCHEUER. I would strongly believe it is the former also. It 

could be both. 
Dr. WOLFGANG. It could be both; correct. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Take a 16-year-old kid and give him a~ job and give 

him some bread to take home. every week. 
Dr. WOLFGANG. The job is 'important, but it is important to define 

that job as one having some impact on the self-image and dignity of 
the person. 

If it is simply a task, a menial task that goes nowhere, it is much less 
.. likely to have impact. 

If it is a boring menial job one can e),,:pect to stay in, if there is no 
opportunity for movement, social mobility, nothing to lo6k ahead 
into, nothing that permits one to get a stake in society, then that job 
isn't going to have much of u.n effect. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Yes. 
Dr. WOLFGANG. I was going to say something else about the main

taiIlW150Ltte quality and excellence of researcli, if I m\1Y. 
A rlf~vri:mstitute must have internal integrity. Internal integrity 

and respect of the research community. 
The Institute in the p!\.st has been troubled in this regard because of 

pr~ssure for immediacy and crime solving perspectives. 
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The Institu.te has not had independence and has been burdened by 
the requirement to provide a delivery service system, technical 
assistance, and evaluation of such services, things that I think It 
research m,stitute should not be burdened with. 

There is need for sustained research commitments and agreements 
by such a :national institute. . 

By sustr:~ed, I am referring to the 5-year research agreements that 
my colleague Stanton Wheeler can talk more about. 

It is extjraordinarily important to recognize efficiently that reseaJ.'ch 
is not a hurry up process,and requires time. 

There 'has not been a proper peer review system. of p,roposals, It 
system of external members of the research commumty like NIMH, 
like the process of NIMH, to screen proposals fer their scientific 
merit. 

I emphasize that we must avoid the hurry up character of 
monitoring. . 

Orime is a condition that will not be removed or reduced by a simple 
singular approach. . 

There are to many uncontrolled barriers.· 
There I1re so many dangers in the Federal program that we should 

also take cognizance of. 
A rigid overfocused narrowly defined scope I would consider a 

danger. I mean it is a dangerous possibility. 
When there is a contract system that begs for people to do something 

and offers the carrot of funding without giving sufficient freedom of 
researchers to select their own areas of interest, I consider this 
dangerous. 

To impose rather than to solicit research can be a danger that 
restricts rather than generates creative pioneering research ideas. 

Research is an exciting e:l>.1>erience when there is freedom to pursue 
hypotheses through the testing procedures, but overcontrol and 
excessive bureaucratizing of the power to give funds can stifle that 
drama, can politicize the process and reduce the integrity of objectivity 
which is so essential to science. 
. Finally, in terms of any structuring of a national institute, again 
I would rather speak in terms of gen61ic attributes rather than making 
specific recommendations. 

Independence'; autonomy, are necessary, I think, in whatever 
character focus an institute might have. But it should have, as the 
panel of the National Academy of Science has been Sl1ying, final 
authority, signoff authority, by the director of the institute. 

The director, I think, should have a research orientation and 
perhaps best if he had research experience. 

Al'esearch institute should be separated from mission oriented 
agencies, separated from technical assistance, separated from de
livery systems. 

It should have the capacity to build up its own constituency with 
special development ·of linkages with the research community. 

The· past history of the Institute has sadly lacked in most of its life 
that kind of support and linkage with the research community. 

I don't mean· simply academic COmInunity, but to a great extent 
that part of it; . ..' 

• 
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It may be that a kind of pluralism is something that sho'Uld be 
considered. Pluralism in the allocation and distribution of the funds 
that the Institute in the past has enjoyed .. '. . 

I personally would be ill favor of augmentmg to some extent the 
funds of the Oenter of Oriminal Delinquency at the National Institute 
of Mental Health, but not heavily. . 

I think that some fuuding should be added to the National Science 
Foundation. In what branch or divisIon, I am not prepared to say, but 
there is a kind of research the National Schmce Foundation does that 
is different from the NIMH and certainly different from the Depart-
ment of Justice. ';; . . 

Mr. SCHEUER;/How do they differ and how should they differ? 
Dr. WOLFGANG. Well, they do differ, and perhaps shouldn't differ, 

perhaps as a convergence of those two. 
NIMH c~ntinues to ha;,,1.>' cmph~is o~ mental health and the re

search that IS done on delInquency ill cnme always has as an under;. 
lying rationale its relationship to the mental health community. 

This doesn't preclude their doing "basic research." 
National Science Foundation doesn't have that kind of a mandate 

and is broader in scope, at the same time can sponsor I think with 
relative ease and without any pressures to-either of time or policy~ 
to the basic research of a wide character. 

That there is some overlapping is certainly true, and I think that, 
too, may be good because these agencies can engage in joint sponsoring 
of the same research. . 

To what extent the institute or an institute or a program of research 
in criminal justice should be in the Department of Justice, I aItl. no~ 
clear about. 

I suppose there is adequate justification for it, but the record of 
research under the auspices of the Department of Justice has not been 
a very good one. 

There has not developed a close. relationship to the academic re
search community. 

And I am not convinced that the continued directorship under 
lawyers, as much as I admire the'legal guild and do research with the 
legal guild, I am not convinced that they are that thoroughly oriented 
to research needs.' . ( 

And, fina;I~y, I would support the desitabilityof thallstatut~r~ly ap
proved adVISOry board composed of researchers and practltIOners, 
perhaps to help in the allocation; pluralistic allocation and distribution 
of funds and to set· the policy needs. 

Thank you very much. . 
11r. OONYERS'. Thank you for your statement. 
It seems to me that it is a beginning point for us. to .go a little bit 

further, Dr .. Wolfgang. . ' . . 
And in saying further, I mean beyond these hearings. . 
What we are doing is trying to explore,fust of all, whera the research 

institute should land in this whole Federalpanoramaj Ilnd in what 
form.' . . 

And I think in general outline you have shaped some directions .. ' 
The first question thato'ccurs to' me is whether 6rnot itsliould re

main in LEU ot in fact should be removed outside of it, and have 
some tangential relationship to the'Departmentoof Justice. 

94-928-77-2 i) 



Have you thought in that kind of specificity yet? 
Dr. WOLFGA:rjG. I would opt for the latter, a tangential relationship 

if LEAkstill exists, and a 1;elationship that should be maintained at the 
discretion of the Institute rather th!1n by the pressure of LEAA. 

But, I think the-history, as you will hear more, of the Institute is 
such that it suggests independence as the better path. 

I think we should also recognize that the Federal Government, 
that we, in the Unit.ed States, are still strugglin~. 

Weare still at the nascency of that kind of massive funding for 
research in this field. 

We shouldn't be too self-whipping in the matter. The history of 
these two hasn't been that long. We are still learning, I think, how 
orgfLllizationally and structurally it might better be done. 

But I think most of us who have examined the institute closely are 
convinced that it has not served the research interest, it has not 
provided us with cumulative research knowledge to build upon in any 
organized way under the-I mean the structure that it hl\s lived. 

Therefore, I would recommend seriously a more independent, au
tonomous structure for the institute. 

I am not suggesting an independent corporation, entirely inde
pendent, because that, too, has its problems in developing appropriate 
connections and linkages with different organizations. 
': By linkages, for example, I mean, as my colleague from NIMH, 
Dr. Shaw, would probably tell you, that NIMH has de\yeloped a 
history of good relationships with medical schools, with sociology 
departments, with institutes, and centers such as mine at the Uni
versity o.f Pennsylvania. But not with prosecutors, not with police, 
not with too much in corrections. 

And it takes time to build up the kind of cooperative spirit, recep
tivity, between an agency and the persons who are being funded. 

Mr. OONYERS. I like your description. 
Finally, let me ask you: Do you see any important distinctions 

that ought to be made between applied as opposed to pure research 
as we generally understand those terms? 

For example, wOllld we want to separate out the question of whether 
the two-ml1n patrol car works better than the one-man patrol car? 

Should those be kinds of questions that are separated out from 
this NIMH kind of criminal justice research arm, or could it be 
worked within it? 

Dr. WO:LFGANG. I know what you are driving at, and the distinc
tion between pure and applied is -very fuzzy, hazy today. 

Probably the example you gave is a clear one of applied research. 
I think part of the general characterization of applied research is 

the specificity of the problem and the probability of getting an 
immediate, nearly immediate kind of response and answer to that 
problem. 

As we look at the etiology of delinquency and the relationship 
between business cycle and crime or homicide and social class, these 
are issues that take a long time to answer and there is no immediate 
problem. , 

Yes, there is some distinction and I think that the one-man versus 
two-man police cars is not-I would not generally assign any high 
priority to that in national-in a national research institute. 

I 
J 
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I think that survey kinds of projects, high~order specificity prob
lems, operational, managerial in character, can and should be done 
under the Department of Justice and perhaps with some section f 

branch, division, of a larger institute. 
But it would not have a top priority in my aUocation of important 

things to do in research., 
As. I indicated before with the cohort study, and forgive my being 

personal, so is the study measuring the seriousness of crime) it had no 
immediateiipplication. 

We took a thousand subjects, police officers, juvenile court judges, 
an urban group of students, and asked them to assign numbers from 
above zero and less than infinity to a list of offense descriptions that 
we ""ave them. 

-' We produced a ratio scale. Crimes citn be scaled, and even murder 
is not infinitely precious, and people do assign numbers. 

As you would imagine, murder and rape have the highest numbers. 
Now, we had no immediate application nor did we have ttny thought 

to applied research. It was an interesting social psychological piece of 
knowledge we were a.fter. 

N ow, we have been asked by LEU to do the same thing-that was 
12 years ago-to do the same thing on a national basis. And we are 
doing it now. 

In July 30,000 households will be entered by surveyers because 
many judges have been asking for a scale of crime ranked by serious
nessi legislators have asked me about it and so forth. So that there 
is an application that now e:\.-1sts with something t~at previously was 
viewed by us and by people who are sponsoring the research as basic 
and pure research. 

Oha never really knows what ,vill happen with a piece of research. 
Mr. SCHEUER. I wasn't going to ask any further questions, but 

what are they going tD do with this information after they get the 
ranking? 

What significance will it be? 
Dr. WOLFG1\.NG. Do you mean what applied significance? 
The assumptiDn is that it can be used for prDducing a better, fDr 

one thing, a better index of crime than the current crime index that 
the FBI uses because the-because with seriousness scores attached 
to the ingredients of knowledge and death particularlY1 we can pro
duce a weighted rate .of crime. 

Robbery is treated the same by the FBI wh~ther it is a serious 
• armed highway robbery that sends sDmebody to the hDspital for 3 

weeks or a t,visting .of the arm by one chUd of another in a, schoolyard. 
That is one thing. 
The allocation of pDlice manpower resources, the guides to the 

.. sentencing practices .of the judiciary, guides to providing n scttle .of 
sanctions in new penal codes, and S.o forth. 

Mr. CONYERS. Thank you. 
May I recognize nDW the gentleman from Ohio, Mr. AshbrDok, for 

questions. . 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Th&nk you, ~fr. Chairman. 
Following up this seriousness .of crime, is Federal money being 

spent for that? 
Dr. WOLFGANG. Yes. 
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Mr. ASHBROOK. Is that a project? 
Dr. WOLFGANG. Yes. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. How much money is being spent on that? 
Dr. WOLFGANG. Our budget is approximately $250,000. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. $250,000 to find out the seriousness of crimer 
I would have to say I am a little skeptical. 
Your one statement-you said it was an interesting sociological 

and psychological piece of information we are after. I might agree 
with that. 

But I just wonder what real relevance that has to us as legislators. 
Dr. WOLFGANG. Well, I could expand on it if you wish and on the 

remarks I have already made about the oxtent to which having the 
subjective perception of the public, the public sentiments about the 
decrease of seriousness of various kinds of crime it seems to me is 
important to all legislators. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. I doubt that we have to spend $250,000. 
We talk to people every day and I think we get a pretty good idea 

of what the seriousness of crime is. 
Dr.' WOLFGANG. No, it is not how serious crime is in the United 

States, but how serious a robbery is compared to an automobile theft 
or a drug violation, in comparison with a bicycle theft and so forth. 

It seems to me that we-Just talking to people doesn't provide that 
kind of information. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Basically that is what you are doing, isn't it; just 
'talking to people? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. But we are tallcing to people and getting system~ 
atic responses. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. That makes it different, I guess. 
Dr. WOLFGANG. I think systematic responses that are analyzed 

carefully and with a large number of people in a random representa~ 
tive sampling of households in the United States does make a 
difference. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. I notice you have a project, the death penalty 
and discretion in the criminal justice system, you were refelTing to 
it, cost $147,000. 

Just for my edification, could you tell me where that $147,000 went? 
Dr. WOLFGANG. It wenb into mainly to persons, personnel, research 

director, and research assistants on the project. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. I notice you report, or the study evidently con

cluded in October 1976, is tlie:re a report available on that? 
Dr. WOLFGANG. The report is being typed now and it should be 

available the end of the month. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. I see your name on here, the project director. 

Can you tell me anything that is going to be valuable to me thlit will 
come out of that re);o1't? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. The purpose of that project, which is to look at 
the jurisdictions of New York, Massachusetts, and Washington, D.O., 
as .the last jurisJictions that had mandatory death penalty, was to 
determine whether there is significant differences in the sentences of 
death during a mandatory versus a discretionary period. 

'V\t e know that there have been important studies that have shown 
racial discrimination is an important variable in the sentencing of 
people to death in this country on discretionary sentencing policies. 

'( 
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At tlu time we started that research it appeared to the community 
-of law)dt's and social scienl.~. its who wore interested in the death 
penalty that there wm? a high chance, skong likelihood, hat manda~ 
tory statutes were going to be passed in many of the State legislatures 
.and we wanted to have some kind of research experience with manda~ 
tory, t1.1e history of mandatory, sentencing to be available to persons 
who ,vere making the decisions of that sort. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Is this the first time you had studied that or has 
that been an area of interest to you before? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. Mandatory sentencing? 
Mr. ASHBROOK. The general area of the death penalty and what you 

are talking about. 
Dr. W OLFGANG. Yes; the general .area of the death penalty has been 

.of interest to me. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Ras been of interest? 
Dl'. WOLFGANG. Yes; it has been something with which I have been 

professionally involved. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Did you find out anything you didn't InlOW before? 
Dr. WOLFGANG. I found out some tllings that I did not know j.n. such 

systematic and scientifically supported form before. That is to -Sf!.y, 
many people have said that the death penalty is meted out in racially 
-discriminatory fashion. 

Now, it is one thing to say that and to think that this does indeed 
.occur or to give some anecdotal experience. But it is quite another 
thing to amass data, systematically analyze, and under the best 
l'ubl'ication of scientific data and produce such a finding. 

Thus we did, as a matter of fact, when we eXfl,mined sample counties 
in the Southern State;:;, this ",vas before the Fermin decisioni and over a 
20Myear period, and collected data on hundreds of cases, thousands, 
several thousands of cases, from Texas up to Maryland, and provided 
a statisticall\liualysis which showed that among 28 variables that we 
looked at, prt~)l' record, employment history, age, and so forth, the 
.only significani~ variable that emerged as being statistically related to 
the probabi~t~r of being given a death sentence was when a black 
Taped a white!, 

These States were chosen because rape was a ca:Qital crime in all of 
the Southern States. That kind of information may have been thought 
to haye existed, but not until one goes through a systematic scien~ 
t~fically controlled study as adequately as one can and since you can't 
elW8riment and do quasi-experiment, do we have a sufficiently fum 
In~owledge base. 

"MI'. ASHBROOK. Well, I would say I read almost all that from 
people that didn't charge anything. 

I read an article in the paper just last week, told how many were 
in death row, how many were blacks, how many were Hispanic 
_tlmericans, rich, poor, analyzed them. It was done by arepOl·ter at 
no cost to us. I am not so sure that that has really added 'that much. 

Dr. WOLl"GANG. Having a list of people who are in death row by 
race 01' ethnic origin doesn't say one thing about discrimination. 

Mr. ASH:anooK: Well, I don't kn.ow-I would like to read your 
report. I see these huge amounts of money going out; and Ithiclr X 
.agree with the chairman. 1 would be hard pressed to know whether 
this~ $34 million nas reo1ly ended up in. any basichenefit to those of US 
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who are legislating. I would have to be listed as .1}1ie who is a very 
strong critic of this program. -

I would like to see your report, but maybe-you know you haven't 
really answered anything that I think will-sJ,)ecific answer to my 
question, naming anything that would really help. Maybe there will 
oe in that report. I won't judge until I see it, but if there is it will be' 
one of the first. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. The very first. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. 
Dr. WOLFGANG. I think it would be useful, Mr. Ohairman, if 

legislators on the Federal and State and local level would have more 
communication with research community to let us know what, indeed,. 
they think would be of value to know that they don't already know. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Oan we ever do this without paying for it? 
I mean is there any communication that they make available, this 

is for us, without coming in and asking for $300,000 or $400,OOO? 
I am kind of interested in whether there is a research community out 
there that works or whether it is just out after grants. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. Well, just as Oongressmen are paid, I think re
searchers should b~J)aid. 

Mr. OONYERS. We are back now, gentlemen, to the free lunch and 
whether there is any such thing. 

But I am hopeful that my colleague from Ohio will indeed keep an 
open mind about the validity and appropriateness of some of the 
kinds of research, because this is really one of the objectives of these 
joint hearings. 

Might I turn now to our colleague from Michigan? 
:Mr. SCHEUER. I have some questions. 
Mr. OON1.'"ERS. Oh, I thought you had used up almost all of your 

time, Mr. Oochairman. 
All right. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. 
Mr. OONYERS. I would be very happy to yield to the cochairman 

of the committee. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Thank you. 
Let's confine our thinking a little bit on where this theoretical 

research ought to be placed. I take it, I don't want to put words in 
your mouth, that you feel that applied research could well be with 
mission-oriented agencies or as Oongressman Oonyers said, whether we 
have to-officer cars or one, Ol' how to improve bullet proof vests or 
improving police communications, the court process, instantaneous 
assignment of police investigation, that that kind of research can be 
done in the mission-oriented agencies. 

Now, as to theoretical research, the kind of more abstract questions 
you are talking about, should it be left in LEAA? 

Another possibility is taking it out of LEAA and putting it under 
the jm1sdiction of an Assistant Secretary. 

The Justice Department, I think, is the only Federal agency that 
does not have an R. & D. capability under the jurisdiction of an 
Assistant Secretary. So, we would have an Assistant Attorney General 
under that option, in charge of theoretical R. & D. 

A third option would be placing it outside of the Justice Depart
ment in some kind of a Presidentially appointed entity like the N a
tional Academy of Sciences or the National Science Foundation. 

I 
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A fourth possibility would be making it an indepertdent nonprofit 
entity comparable to the Urban Institute or as the Defense Depart-. 
ment has established, a nonprofit entity, ,known as IDA, Institute for 
Defense Analysis, of which they axEl' the sale client, and not subject 
to Oivil Service regulations 80 they can afford to pay people for a month. 
or 6 months without regard to Oivil Service. 

So, there are three or four options there for the theoretical,.research 
structures. 

Do any of them tickle your imagination? Do any of them seem to 
you to be ripe for this mission? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. I had thought when I was asked this question 
privately, I had thought of defense finalysis as a possible model. I had 
some contact with them during the life·of the President's Orime Oom
mission and I think one of the witnesses who will testify, Professor 
Bloomstein, was 'Working at the time he was asked to be-working in 
IDA-

Mr, SCHEUER. Yes, he was also wo:tking in IDA a year or tW(} 
before that when I Wf;l.5 putting toge'ther legislation on the N a.tional 
Institute and he was of enormous help to me. Dr. Blumstein helped 
m~ structure the legislation. 

The big argument was whether to leave this :research fund in the 
Justice Department and get tllat support and cooperation or whether 
to place it outside of the Justice DeJ~artment, in what we expected 
would probably be a more hostile environment fOl'pure researc.h, but 
where we might have the opposition not only ofJ. Edgar Hoover, but 
of the Attorney General, too. 

We finally opted to include them in. We put in it the Justice De:p'art-. 
ment to get their support. Of course, we still had the determined 
opposition of both the Director of tIle FBI and then Attorney General 
Ramsey Olark. So we really achieved nothing b:r{ this compromise. 

You would feel after a decade of history that the IDA model makes 
the most sense. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. I thinlc so. I think the IDA model or the other one 
yoU: mentioned, something like the National Academy of Science, 
mth the specific appointment by the P~:esident. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Yes. 
One last qu~stion and then I would yield to my three colleligues, 
Do you favor an overall comprehensive single let's say, theoretical 

aerency apart from the mission~oriented research, or do you like the 
i(tea of having a little diversity and perhaps a little overlapping? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. I would prefer diversity. 
Mr. SCliEUER. Yes, So you would say OK, go ahead and set it u1~' 

in an IDA type setting or NSF type setting but leave the Natiollal 
Institute for Juvenile Delinquency alone I1nd let them do their thiAg 
and wherever else seemingly useful research is being done,don't 
attemJ>t to blanket it all under one umbrella. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. That is correct. The closest analog I have to that 
i~ what I know and it is not terribly comprehensive. In the Soviet 
Union the an~Soviet Institute of Orim.jnal Science which is the abbre
viated term for that organization, is monolithic, and it-and I know 

. a little bit a,bout the history of Soviet criminolDgy, having just super
. -vised a dissertation on that topic from the time of the Revolution, 
that it gets-that it does not provide for the kind of diversity, diversion 



.of labor, the emergence of new insight, if you will, pioneering develop
ments that onerhad not anticipated previously., 

Now, that may b~ partly afunctioll of ,the fact that it is, that the 
Soviet Union hasm.ore of adoctrinaty position politically. But I 
think it, is also due to the fact. that it is just one organization that 
,dominated the thinking a:nd policy. 

Mr .. SCHEVER. Now, I would yield to my colleague from Michigan 
.and, Oongressman Pursell, why don't you and I go over to vote now 
so by the time we get back CongreSl;l1;nan Blanchard might be finished 
with his questioning. 

Mr. BLA:N"CHARD. Th~nk you, Mr. Chairman. . 
In Congress, we have two large groups of out.spoken criti~s of this 

Federal research into crime .. One group indicates that they know what 
the answers are, which ate that. if people are employ-eel .and productive 
they won't .C9:mll}it crime), _therefore, we look, P,t ,'.~lt:n<l.er1yin.g sopi~l 
,causes." 

Another group feels that by taking a more traditional law enforce
ment point of view.cr4ne can be effectively combatted. 

From what I have seen of both these groups are not very receptive 
to Federal funding of research in the crime area, pure· or • applied. I 
take it that you don't really think a major sustained res1:larch effort 
on criminality has really ever been made. 

Dr. WOLFGA~G. That is correct. 
Mr. BLANCHARD," At least on the national leveL I tend to accept 

that, but I am concerned that if we separate the research function 
from appli~d technology we would find nO,.one listening to tb,e results 
.of the researoh.'. . 

I haven't heard too'many instQ.nces where good research has been 
transferred to everyday use, and. I know that the police officials, in 
my area are very cynical of criminal justice institutes ,and programs. 

How do you sugg~t we handle this? 
Dr. WOLFGANG. Well, I think there is a different function between 

·doing research and disseminating research findings and information. 
I think: the utiUzation of research should be done independently by a. 
<lifferent group, different people.. ' 

The promotion of research should not be done by the researchers 
themselves. The tradition of the academy of knowledge has been to 
avoid that because it smacks .of a self-agrandizement and it is not the 
business of being in the promotional end of it. I think promotion and 
utilization dissemination of research is an extraordinarily important 
enterprise that has been inadequately addressed by our society in 
,general and pal',ticu1arly by the Federal Government.., . 

fJ;;' I. think: special cadres of p. eople should b.e !1Ssigned. to that task ilone. 
What happens is that NIMH, NSF and particularly in the other agen
cies that do research, various kinds·of scientific research simply don't 
ha-ve the capabilities of disseminating the research findings of then: 

\\ grantees. 
Mr. BLANCHARD. Are you aware of any research, or substantial 

research, in the area of how YQU get the partici'iJants in the cr4ninal 
justice system to accept data which might directly conflict with their 
widely shared views? " . w 

What if' we concJude that a massive gun controlprogram, would 
really help? There are those who believe that who do not feel a need 
for further research. 
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Dr. WOLFGA:r{G. Well,' that is more .than simply the p~ople in, the 
criminal justice COminunity. Tha~ is the entire country. I don't hav,e' 
an easy answer, a ready answer to the-to how to. get the hunared 
million guns in the United States out of circulation. That is a different· 
kind of public education activity.;. . " . 

But there are, it seems to me,. that there are \\Tays in which tl;:e, let 
us say, superintendents of correction.al institutions, the Jv;.J:iciary" 
members of the State and. Federal judiciary can b~ informed .about, 
research findings that are directly relevant to their concerns. I have on 
many occasions talked to grOU:RS of judges, s~ntencing mstitutes, and 
have spoken about various kinds of sentencing studies that have beEm 
made. They show a vast interest in this kind of research. bec~use it is 
directly relevant to \vhat they are doing. . . . . 

I find that the police, judiciary and correctional people are ;ncreas
ingly sensitive .~~ .w~~~ is l~~i.Ifg .4one. 9Ae. of tl1!3 troubles is that th~y 
don't have sufficlefili r,lnie to read.. . 

Mr. BLANCIU,RD. There are a lot of people, of course, whQ feel that. 
all. the studies an<;l research llP to now ha~e not really yielded any pene-
fiClal or substantlal results. . ; 

But I take it that although your specilllty is the" criminal justice area. 
you have dealt with other forms of soci~ research. I am wondering iiin 
your opinion research in the area of crime has, been }:Lny less productive 
than research in other areas, for example housing or mental illness . 

. We ha.ve spent a lot of IIloJ+ey m other areas} too, an,~:t haven't seen 
results. . . 

Dr. WOLFGANi1. I thinkeducatioh ~ a good example, t90. No, I 
would,agree with the implicatiop.s ofY'oi,Jrr.eniarks. ..' I) 

Mr. BLANCJ;IARD .. I guess my question is whether sl'lmethmg uuiq1J.e 
a.bout the a.rea of crimina.l resea.tch ma.kes it less productive. 
, Dr. WOLFqANG. I don't -think it has.been less pl'oaucti've than those

other areas, I would agree, nor liav~ \Ve 1?eeLl; auyless or more stI~cessful 
in intervening in the lives of ,people than n,lot of these other areas ha,ve 
been.· . '. . ... ' ""' .. 

Mr .. BLANCHARD. Would. it be .safe to say that muoh of the Federal 
fup.ded i'esea.rch con'ductec1 up ,to now directly or indirectly ha,;; at leq,st 
P:r.9:Y:l~~~~~~ome data, base'~, m;der " to . bette1' ,up.derstl),nd what is 
happeWJ_o ' . ,'" 

Dr. WOLFG.A.N~. Yes, I think 'there is the beginning oIa. data base 
being CO:1istr,uct'ed. For' exaniple,~hrough ,projects of career~, of of
fenders, ~ata h{),s peen collected natlOnallythat can be of, som~ ,l),se but 
.we are itill in' 'V~ry'ljJpi ted I;Uld beginning. stages. . ,...,"" . 

Thetli are proJects and I don't have a <;a,tf1,!og oithem Wlth me bp:{. 
~here ru;1{:pro]eqts".I ~~ink, th/1t .ha,ve been supp~rte.(tby.the-:-::by thfl.se 
ill recep:',iy~ars that .1'illl have, ~om~ p'~yoff~,sQm:p·u.tihty ill fth~~ years to 
come, I,think there.1s .ft lo~ of the'resel),l'ch, a.~d I a1most,)VJ.sp. to :Rut 
research .mAuotes, that has b'een supPQ:rtedbythe Insti.tute' srnce in;. 
ception that has been of extremely mediocre character, and ptobably 
much of it shouli.!. not have been suppor~ed in thefust.plape. ' . 

But I, mY,suspiciori'is that the prpportionof good l'eSeal'cg $pon-
sored hai3 'incre~ed' ovettirrie. . r,. ." ". ' , ". • 

.Mr. BLANCHARD. Ja~g?ip.g t~J?,1ft 0'\11' subconpnittee in short recess! 
I think I have 30r 4 :n:unute~ .. 
[Recess.]" " ;;, ',,~,' '"." . ' , 
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Mr: SCHEUER. Oongressman Pursell of Michigan, the ranking minor~ 
ity member of our committee who has made such a very great contri~ 
bution to our committee's work and in particular about putting these 
hearings ,together. ' 

Oongressman Pursell. 
Mr. PURSELL. Thank you, Mr, Ohairman. 
Just one brief question and then Congressman Walker has a couple 

questions. 
In respect to research in the crimjnalfield, those of us who have 

been sort. of on the front line, former local official, State senator and 
so forth, I find law enforcement people have a tendency to ignore 
basic research in the field. I'm really not so sure that the problem is 
the issue of research in itself, it's the relationship and how it's used 
and applied with the local law enforcement people after it's completed. 

I find people .at the professor level in universities-and I represent 
thr'ee ulliv61;sities'in my district, one of which is the largest in the 
country, the University of Michigan-that they seem to be very 
aloof from local problems. They say, as you have stated, that this 
research can't be done at the local level or State level; it's a national 
kind of a research posture that we ~ake, and we tend to get away from 
that. 

I was wondering, from a practical standpoint, how you can take 
the research that we d? here at the national level, by people like your~ 
self, and hold appropnate workshops, run the tests or pilot programs 
in the local community to get a better understanding, and have a 
give and take between the frontline people and people like yourself 
who are at the university level. 

There just seems to be that major gap that-confrontations that 
are not held. It's an easy way to avoid basic research and basic facts 
that local law enforcement people ought to have and people on the 
other side ought to have 'the input from what is happening on the 
frqntline that doesn't show up in research. 

I would like you to comm~nt on that, briefly. 
Dr. WOLFGANG. Well, I a,gree with you th!J.t that is a gap. And as 

I said before, it's-I think with the research community and the 
professors are not well~prepared to fulfill. If they were to enter into 

,that lrind of activity then there would. be a diminution in the time 
you would have available for research. 

I think researchers are willing to enter into discussions and to do 
some promotions, but I think special emphasis and perhaps special 
academy people should be enlisted with appropriate funding to do 
thaL kind of linking up"of research and researchers, with the particular 
targets that are mos11ikely in the criminal justice system to benefit 
and utilize research ;\in.dings. In business and industry there are sci~ 
entists whO are working in laboratories and there are-there is a 
promotional staff and there is advertising and there are salesmen. 

So, there is a divis~~m of labor that I think is important in this area, 
as welL., 

To call~he professoriate community as aloof is at once pejorative 
and on the other hand a .fair and perhaps fail' description of what it 
should be. 

There is a certain value that I think researchers have in not being 
too close to the daily operation of the system. We need to stand ou~ 
side and function that kind of Socratic gadfly way, be able to criticize 
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and evaluate with the degree of detachment that is traditional in this 
cOlmtry. 

Mr. PURSELL. I would probably tend to disagree with you that 
you should be somewhat aloof. I can't agree with that. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. I think that social scientists particularly, have 
not been so aloof from the-in the past 10 or 15 years which they 
were before. We are not afraid to get our hands muddied by practical 
and applied research. And more than a few colleagues, some of whom 
are here in the room now, spend a good bit of time working on national 
committees on crime and criminal justice and participate at the State 
level as well in a fashion that was lmheard of 20 years ago. 

Mr. PURSELL. I will yield to Congressman Walker. 
Mr. WALKER. Thank you. 
As a fellow Pennsylvanian, I woulcl certainly like to welcome you. 
Thank you for your comments and for your contribution~here this 

morning,:Hhlrrk-thtlj' have-been-very vaJua13ie~l was interested in one 
thing that you said in the course of your testimony in response to one 
of the chairman's questions when you were talking about the fact 
that there may be some relationship between the jobs that juveniles 
have and their attitude towtLI'd crime. 

I was particularly interested when lOU said that you diclnlt, if I 
interpreted you correctly, that you dIdn't feel that dead end jobs, 
however, were an answer. It seems to me that what you're sayinO' is 
that probably it's a concept of self-dignity that is involved with ttis; 
if they feel some self-worth in a job that is meaningful to them. 

That kind of leads me to question then, whether or not this doesn't 
give us a basic question abollt all of this: If you extrapolate that out 
further, it seems to me that anybody who gets into a kind of a welfare 
cycle, locked in a welfare cycle where the individual self-worth comes 
into question, can he then become a potential crirne problem? Any 
time you separate out and start studying crime, you really have to 
study the whole welfare institution; to study the whole welfare 
institution you have to study the whole social institution." Doesn't 
this lead to a question as to whether or not there can be basic research 
that separates out crimes as a special ingredient? 

Dr. 'WOLFGANG. Well, most of the hislii:i1'Y of research in crime 
causation etiology has not looked at crime per se, but has attemRted 
to l(>bk at many of these other social clin1ensions that you have just 
mentioned. Most of the research in this country: has been~in that 
area has been done by sociologists in the past who .are-have much 
more macroprospective than simply the criminal justice system. 

I have to be fair and admit that we in studying crime causation, we 
haven't arrived at any specific conclusions or answers. Most' of our 
findings have been negative rather than showing positive results. Th!},t 
is, we have said that certain things seem to be unrelated to crime. But 
surely, the whole;;bcial system, poiitical, economic system are relevant 
to examining the rates of crime, patterns of crime and individual 
criminal careers. 

Mr. WALKER. I guess what I'm getting to is that this gets down to 
the very practical question of placement; where this research $hould 
be. It seems to me that if you put it in the Department of Justice-and 
if I have understood YQ)1l' testimony correctly today, you are saying it. 
should be independent, probably--

., 
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Dr. WOLFGANG. }.t[y last response was to the chairman's questiont 
that an independent, autonomous institute would be my preference, 
something along the lines of the Institute of :Qefense Analysis. I would 
yield to my colleague, Professor Bloomstein on that because he knows 
IDA from the inside. It is not that I would remove all funds from the 
Department of Justice, but if there were a congealed entity, known as 
a nationalinstitute of research in criminal justice, I would not want to 
have it monolithically placed just in the Department of Justice. 
, Mr. SCHEUER. Will my colleague yield for a moment? 

Mr. WALKER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SCHEUER. If we did,have this outside entity modeled after IDA 

or NSF, would you let them do pure criminal justice research and 
len,ve the applied research on bulletproof vests in LEAA? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. Yes. ' 
.Mr.S.cREluER.Dr.wQul.dxQu hl1v~ the whole business transferred out 

to this outside entity? -. . '. . .. c • 

. Dr. W OL:E'GANG. I would have bulletproof vest research in LEAA or 
Justice. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Yes. I yield back: 
Mr. WALKER. First of all, you're saying that you differ with the 

conclusions of the committee on which you served, of the National 
Academy of Sciences; which made S01)1e recommendations, I think, 
with regard to separating NILE out from LEAA but keeping it still 
within Justice; is that a fair statement? 

Dr. WOLFGANG. Yes; that is fair. The thrust of the conclusion of the 
panel was that they should havesignoff authority, independent. I 
would go a step further, in having serious consideration given, and 
explore hu,ving such an institute having an indepcllldent structure. 

Mr. WALKER. Here it seems to me is where we get into a problem. 
If you have a completely autonomous kind of group then it seems to 
me that group is going to be constantly faced with the kind of questions 
my colleague from Ohio raised a little bit ago. That you have got a 
group out there doing pure research in the area of crime. What are you 
producing of value? And the budgetary status of that group ~ill 
ahva.ys·be.in jeopardy because pure research doesn't produce things 
which we can necessalily legislate about.. . 

Once you separate it out and get it 01.1tside of where the l11W en
forcement is taking place, you run into that kindof jeopardy. Yet I 
c!l,Il understand the point. It seems to me that as long as it remains 
under Justice that as soon .as the Attorney General makes a deter
mination-that this is how. we are ,going to fight ,crime this week
right away that.is what .the research is going to be applied to, regard-
less.nf all the other things that may be out there. . . 

If .congress is demanding something be done, th~ Attorney General 
is going to come down hard on. this group and say, you produce 
research that will produc!3 something practical for us. But I don't 
tbink an independent operation will necessarily serve your purpose 
either, because then YOllr justification here before Congress.,is.going 
to be exceedingly djfficult.. . 

Dr. WOL:!i'GANG. But the' expectations would be different. To de
'scribe it in the extreme, while in Justice the expectation is more 
likely to be fight crime, solve it, reduce it 5 percent next-within the 
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next 18 months, it will continue to have that kind of direct, im-
mediate payoff. .' 

If it were more independent, were more in the character structurely 
as well as philosphically in the character of NSF, no such expectations 
would lie in that organization. And fro:in the outset, it should be 
recognized that the longer period of time necessary for the conduct 
of research and production of research and that we are thinking not 
in terms of 18 months, but 5, 10, 15 years, furthermore, the kinds of' 
research that have been in the past massaged by the institute under 
LEAA has failed to reduce crime, or at least we don't have it compelling 
and convincing evidence that it's had much effect in reducing crime. 
Changes in the age structure has probably had more effect and 'will 
in the future in reducing crime than anything currently in the criminal 
justice system. We may learn more in the future if given' appropriate 
time. " . 

Mr. W ALKEn.. I- point out tiJ~ youtthat I donitthink 'there -lilis 
been any program onOapitol I:fill that's been more controvenial 
than NSF .and the kinds of research projects they;sel;id up here. We. 
get all of the professors' research projects up here and at least once 
a year a Oongressman stands up on the :floor and reads through a 
list of those project~ we ar~ fU}l~ing with $5,0,000 here aD;d$150,000 
there and he asks, "Isn't this rIdiculous that we are studymg the sex 
life of the honey bee or something like that." , 

This has' been an extremely controvl'lrsial subject up here. Ii you' 
take that and pu t it in the are,a of crime, where all of. us have politIcal 
press~re be~g placed on usab?ut the crime probl~rn~g"you take: that" 
emotIOnal Is~u:e and sep~rate It ouh then there .IS gOlllg~o b!3 even 
more screa,mmg and yelling abl;mt pure research mto certam kinds of' 
things ,that'seem to have no I:elationship to a, pru.cticu.l solutiono£ 
crime. " . 

I think thai; you would run into a very great problem in getting 
continued~undfug if you were not able to produce something of a 
very practical nature to help us go back home /lnd say we,'re f1,lllding 
this because it produced X and helped solve ,a crime problem. ' , 

Dr. WO:t.FGANG. It's conceivable that some very practical applied 
research would emerge in time, given time in such an institute~ , 

Mr. W 4LKER. oUr problem is that we run' for office every 2 years. 
Dr. W 6r.FGANG. The National Endowment for the. Humanities, :r' 

hope, doesn't come under this same kind of attack, . , . 
Mr. WALKER. But i~does. If I had to pitlk the'·ohe, setlond to NSF, 

r would hf\.ve to pit:)k t~e National E:ndowment.for the Humanities. 
It's exactly; the same kind of thing that is done with. the Endow.plent 
for the Humanities each year on the :floor.. ' . '., 

Dr. WOLFGANG. YeS. DoiIlgresearch on the song Of-doesn't have' 
an immediate paY9ff. "~' ,','.' ' 

Mr. WALKER. Yes; and that is the probleIl1whenyo'U deal with ,any 
of these kinds of things with regard to the budgetary process, particu
larly when thebudget~y process ~srunni:ng"niassive ,deficits aIld we're 
looking' for: places w;here we can: cut without losi,ng snythirl-g iJl terms 
of wha'tlsseen'by the public., ' " ", ' 
, 1 started off as school teacher so,l understand that reseamhdoes 

go beyond this, b~t that is hardto justifY,'mthin the, blJ-dgetary. 
p,rocess.· The mOre mdependent you make, ~li'ingsaJ;l,a sepij,ru;t~ tAeID' 
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out so that the budgetary process can focus directly on them, the 
more problems you create for it. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. But I don'~ think that will be that much different 
if the Institute were under the Department of Justice. 

Mr. WALKER. I appreciate your comments. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Well, thank you very, very much for your thoughtful 

and incisive testimony. We are all very grateful. 
Our next witness is Dr. Stanton Wheeler, professor of law and 

sociology, Yale Law School, associate sociologist for the Russell Sage, 
Foundation. Dr. Wheeler is also a noted author and lecturer. 

Dr. Wheeler, your testimony, your very interesting testimony will 
be printed in its entire~y at this point in the record. So perhaps you 
would like to just talk to us and then we will all be asking you ques
tions and I encourage my colleagues to break in at any moment, as 
I hllive been doing, and let's keep thi~ compl~tely informaL 

[The prepared statement of Dr. Wheeler follows:] 

TESTIMONY ON THE FEDERAL ROLE IN CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND • .cRIME RESEARCH 

I have been asked to address myself to two questions. The first question-is 
there a federal role in crime research?-is in my view easy to answer, and the 
answer is yes. Crime control, to an important extent, is a local and state problem, 
but it would not make sense to organize most research on ctime at that leveL 
Research problems cross local and state lines both as to research on crime and 
as to the responses to it by the police, the courts and correctional agencies. And 
although'the results of research may have to be tailored to some degree to meet. 
local conditions and needs, it would be ineffieient in the extreme to organize 
separate research activities for eachjurisdietion. There should surely be replieation 
of important l'esearch findings, but there is a difference between a healthy degree
of replication, and unnecessary duplication of research efforts. 

An additional important consideration is that the number of wen trained and 
highly qualified researchers is relatively small. That research community is spread 
around the country, mostly in universities, and by no means spread evenly 
throughout the land. It is a national community" and to get the best out of it will 
require organization at the national level. To have each state and local community 
competing for thosesca,rce reS(;mrces would be inefficient as well as .expensive, and 
might tend to promote even more commercial enterprises anxious to profit from 
the crime problem. There is no question in my mind, then, that there is an impor
tant federal role in crime research. 

The far more difficult question that I have been asked to address is this: how 
can research on crime and criminal justice be organized in such a way as to' 
produce a really high quality product? My recommendations stem from my 
assessment of the nature of the problem, so let me begin by commenting briefly 
on the nature of crime. Crime and deviant behavior are normal human phenomena. 
No society known to us has existed without violations· of basic l'ules of the society 
in some form. It is an utterly stable feature of all modern societies. And flO is the 
response to it. All of those societies have some equivalent of police, of courts, of 
correctional agencies. The nature and amount of crime may vary under different 
societal conditions, and the response to it may vary 8$ well. But the variation in 

. many ways are less impressive than the sheer utter presence of important forms of 
crime in all modern nations. . 

Now one may immediately say of course that's obvious, let's get. on with the 
business. I stress' it because if crime is !1. stable feature of modern societies it is not. 
going to be solved through some kind of crash program, through miracles, through 
hastily put together new strategies or techniques. I think many of us, and I 
include the social science community a.s well as legislators and others, misled 
ourselves a decade or so ago when we spoke about the war on crime as though that. 
war can be won like World War II was won and the problem put. to' an end. 

It is not going to' be won in any such way. We are going to require the same 
patience and painstaking approach that we associate with scicntific work in 
biology, or chemistry, or w.1;latever. Indeed, the resea.rch on crime can be even. 
more dema:~ling because our subjects, both criminals and those who enforce the-
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law, can talk bMk, can conceal information, can refuse to cooperate. To begin to 
make even modest inroads in problems of crime ·and criminal justice willl'equirc 
the buildup of basic data about offenders and those who process them. In the 
future, as in the past, quality l'esearch will require thinldng in along time frame; 
certainly not the ,~Ol't of time frame we usually associate. with quick solutions. 
You should be asking yourselves: how can we.so organize the research effort with 
regard to crime and its control so that our knowledge is measurably advanced ten: 
or twenty years from now. To do so will requir.eutmost care and attention to 
quality. Weak, hastily planned,. poorly designed and urgently deadlined studies 
simply cannot procluce usefulre5ults. High quality studies ma.y. 

How do we get sucl:). studies? We get them through application of the same 
principles of basic and applied resel,\rch that hold in other areas of scientific work. 
Let me mention just a few of the .central ingredients. , 

One central ingredient is time. Studies that took. a minimum of three years to 
carry out were evaluated as much more successful and producing much more 
useful results than those- done under crash mandates of a year or 18 months. ,A 
three to five year period foJ' the careful planning, design and conduct of an impor
tant piece of research is not unusual; indeed, it may well be a Plinimum essential 
ingredient. ~ --.- . - ,- - .. -' .. --' -

A second ingredient is the system of peer review established in the scientific 
community. Projects that have been closely reviewed and assessed by competent 
scientists turn out to be evaluated much more highly than those that have not 
been the subject of peer review. 

A third principal ingredient is publication of the results in referred social 
science journals, where the work is again subject to quality review by trained 
professionals. .A fourth ingredient of the best studies is that the grants were 
themselves monitored by !1 group including persons with graduate training in 
social I"~ience. 

Thll_ 01 . principles shOUld hold fol' both basic and applied reseaTch. By basic 
rescarch in this context I have jn mind tho1ie fundaIIlental, descriptive and 
theoretical studies that add to our corpus of ]mrtwledge about crime and criminal 
justice without heavy concern for the immediatC' uses of that knowledge. And by 
applied research in this context I have in mind principally the evaluation of 
action programs put. into effect because of their potential either for reducin!L or 
contro1ling crime Or making more fair and efficient the processes of justice. Let 
mebcgin by applying these principles in the applied, or evaluation research, 
context, along with one additional ingredient that is crucial for applied research, 
and then I shall turn to basic research. 

The fact that evaluation research may be' more immediately useful thim more 
h~ic studies should not lead us to weaken the standards by which that research 
is appraised or carried out. All the abave principles apply. But there is an addi~ 
tionaJ Qritel'ion for the doing of applied research: the research should be integrated 
with and conducted under the Ittlspices of the action agency responsible for the 
program being evaluated. This is essential in order to assure that the research 
can be tooled successfully to assess that program and. that the program can be 
designed in such a way as. to guarantee the yield~g of research l·esults. bearing 
on its efficacy. c, 

Now what does all this imply for the organization of applied re.search on crime 
and criminal justice at thc fedel'allevel? It makes sense, in my view, toorganiz,C: 
the more applied aspects. of research on crime within the context of an agency 
charged with the administration of justice, specifically the Department of Justice. 
An Institute organized within the Justice Departmentshollld have the advantage 
of close contact. with. t:Qe laW enforcement agencies,. jncl~ding police, the courts 
and the correctional systems that are largely resporisjple fOr the ndroj'riistratic;mc'of . 
justice in this country. But it will be absolutely essential to organizlHhat research 
in such a way that people c~n plan for the long term futw'c-,--can ask where WIi: 
want to be ten years from now as well as today and tbmorrowand' can conduct 
an organized research en,te!,prise on that prisis, It wiU hav:e to be organized in 
such a way also as t()~provjde for peer review of projects, for commitmentAo 
licholarly P!lblication and.research I\nd providing. the. time necessar;rto conduct 
worthwhile studies. It will be essential to insulate such a researCh.opei·ation 
from the political and other demands often placed upon government agerides. 
A:nd while it is essentiiil that atiy gl'oup cha!'ged with the responsibiHty for deci'd~ 
ing what r.esearchi .to do and whQ should do it should contain some persons 
concerned with the use to' which that. research'is .put, the. grO!lP should' also' 
iI).clude higb)y qualified· l3.ocjall3ciehtists . as ·expedence in other areas of scie.hce 



26 

suggests, high quality research even on what might seem to be esoteric problems, 
may tUrn out in the long run to be useful. Research of mediocre quality, no 
mattcr what its immediate relevance, is likely to be useless. 

A critical problem, not easily solved, concerns the coordination of applied 
research at the local and state level, so that there is not nnnecessary- duplication, 
and so that -'programs in one state or locality' can be compared explIcitly to those 
in another. For reasons dismissed earlicr, 'it does not make sense to simply give the 
funds to the states to use in theIr own way. The funds for applied research should 
only be made available when there is assurance that the research itself can meet 
high standards, and when there Gan be a really effective integration of the research 
into the action program the research is designed to evaluate. This will require a 
aelicate balance in federal; statcand local relations, and a high degree of commit
ment to'research quality hi the cvaluation of programs. 

Both applied and basic research will be able to make use of a basic body of 
statistical data on the nature of crime and the criminal justice system. Such data 
should be organized and c'ollected on a national scale, and again probably undcr 
the auspices of the Department of Justice, !lince it is Justice-related agencies that 
will be prodUcing most of the basic data. But the establishmcrit of such a program 
should include input from both the more "basic'" and the more "applied" research 
!lommunities, 

FInally, I want to addressbriefiy the support for basic rescarch on crime and 
crimin'al jUstice, We still know shOCkingly little about the fundamental nature of 
crime, either of the white collar variety or of predatory street crime. Nor do we 
know much in a basic way about the operation of the criminal justioe system. The 
natural place to organize suoh research, it seems to me, is not within the Depart
ment of Justice, but within those structures that have had a longstanding com
mitment to the conduot of soientific research, and where the patient development 
of research designs, the peer review of proposed projeots, the monitoring of proj
ects by a group that inoludes persons themselves with a background in social 
soience can. take pl~ce. I'm !,eferr~ng in particular to ~he social,science d~vision 
of the NatIOnal SCIence FoundatIOn !iI1d to the National Instltllte of Mental 
Health. Both settings are familiar with scientific research, are used to thinking in 
research terms, ar{B used to wor!qn'g with both university based and non-university 
based socialscieritists. ' 

Whatever ineflil,ciency you might fOl;esee in, this kind of organization with the 
mpre' applied research 'within the Department of Jl\stice, more basic research in 
the National Science Foundation or NIM;B:, 'wouldpe'm<)i'e tban compensated, 
in niy view, byth"e guarantee of highscientific'standard~. Fu;:thermore, knowing 
as little as we do now, a healthy sense of plu~'alism is called for, so that there can 
be some competition between these different settings arid hopefully an assessment 
of their relative contributidns to some future date. This is' another way of saying 
that I think it would be a grave mistake to try to organize all federal research on 
crime and crimina1 justice into a single monolithic agency' or institute. We badly 
need a research :and development program enabling u's to experiment with new 
waYs of trying to control crime and to process offenders. ¥oney will be needed 
to carryo\lt innovative' action programs and to see to it that they are tial'eful1y 
llssessed 'and evaluated. It makes a good deal of sense to ine to organize such 
programs through the Department pf Justice. But it makes equally good sense to 
organize a'basiq research enterprise th!J,t is not subject to thetnandates of that 
Department, that maY' Qonceth itself With problems tlratare not on the current 
high priority list of that Department, but that promIse to produce basic knowl
edge.There will s\lrely have to be liaison· and cOIIunUllication between these 
different operations. But the prospects for doing the highest quality basic research 
on orime 'see.in to me to be. greater if it. is organized on the same prinCiples and 
standards that we apply to other areas~ff research in science. 

TESTIMONY OF S'l;'ANTON W~rlELER, PROFESSOR OF LAW AND 
,-. ,SOOIOLOGY, YALE UNIVERSITY,' 

:Qf, WHlll:Ii:IJER: Mypref~rence wduldbetb stfl,rt with an abl:ll'eViated' 
ve:r!'lion, o~~h.e,stl).temi3llt.l ,gave.~you,' I,h.ave b(;len asked to address 
three que§!tiQris., The first, ,the F.ederal role, incr1me, research :is, in 
my view, easy to"a;nswel', and the answer is yes, Grime control is a 
locjL~ ,and State! prpNem, but it :woult!. ?ot make sense to.qrganize 
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most research on crime at that leV'el. Research ~roblems cross local 
and State lines. Although the results of research may have to be 
tailored to meet local conditions and needs, it would be inefficient in 
the extreme to organize separate research activities for each jurisdic
tion. There should be replication of important findings, but there is 
a difference between replication, and duplication of research effort. 

A more important consideration is that the number of well trained 
and highly qualified researchers is relatively small. That research 
community is spr~ad around the country, mostly in universities, and 
by no mel1ns sprel1d evenly throughout the land. It is a national 
community, and to get the best out of it will require organization at 
the national hrV'el. To hl1ve each State and local cO:Jnmunity cQmpet
ing for those f,carce resources would be inefficient as we1l as expensive, 
and ;might tend to promote even more commercial enterprises anxious 
to profit from the crime problem. There is no question in my mind, 
then, that there is n.n-important Federal role in crime research. 

The far more difficult"'question t.hat I have. been nsked to Edrll'ess 
1s this: How can research on crime and criminal justice be organized 
in such a way as to produce a rea1ly high quality product? My recom
mendations stem from my assessmeIl.t of the natqre of the problem, 
so let me begin by commenting briefly on the nature of crime. 

Crime and deviant behavior are normal human, phenomena. No 
society known to us has existed without violations of basic rules of 
the society in some form. It is an utterly stable feature of a1l modern 
societies. And $0 is the response to it. All of those societies have some 
equivalent of police, of courts, of correctional agencies. The nature 
I1nd amount of crime may vl1ry under different social conditions, and 
the response to it may vary as well. But the variations in many ways 
are less impressive than the sheer utter presence of important forms 
of crime in all modern nations. 

Now one may immediately say, of course, that's obvious, let's get on 
with the business. I stress it because if crime is a stable feature of 
modern societies it is not going to be solved through some kind of 
crash program, through miracles,throu~h hastily put together new 
strategi~s or techniques. I think many of us, and I include the social 
science 60mmumty as well as legislators and others, misled ourselves 
a decade or so ago when we spoke about the war on crime as though 
that war can be won like World War II was won and the problem 
put to an end. It is not going to be won in any such way. It is going to 
require the same patience and painstaking approach that we associ
ate with scientific work in biology, or chemistrYI or whatever. 

You should be asking yourselves, how can we organize the research 
effort with regard to crime l1I1d its control so that our k?-owledge is 
measurably advanced 10 or 20 years from now. Weak, hastily planned, 
poorly designed, and urgently deadlined studies simply cannot produce 
useful results. ffigp. gua.litJ: studies may.. . .. 

How do we get'such studIeS? Wi3 g~t them through applicatIon of the 
same principles of basic al,ld applied research that hold in other areas of 
scientific wo:rk. Let.me mention just a few of the central ingredients. 

One central ingredient is time. In Ollel'eCent assessment, studies that 
took a minimum of 3 years to carry out were evaluated as much. more 
successful and as producing more usefull'esults than those done under 
crash mandates of 1 year or 18 months, A 3- to 5-year period for the 
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careful planning, design, and conduct of an important piece of research 
is not unusual; indeed, it may well be a minimum essential ingredient. 

A second ingredient is the system of peel' review established in the 
· scientific community. Projects that have been closely reviewed and 
assessed by competent scientists tUl'n out to be evaluated much more 
highly than those that have not been the subject of peel' review. 

A third ingredient is publication of the results in referred social 
science journals, where the work is again subject to quality review by 
trained professionals. A fourth ingredient of the best studies is that the 
grants are monitored by a group including persons with graduate train
ing in social sciellce. 

Let me begin by applying these principles in the !1pplied, or evalua
tiOll research, context, along with one additional ingredient that is 
crucial for applied research, and then I shall turn to basic research. 

The fact that evaluation research may be more immediately useful 
than more basic studies should not lead us to weaken the standards 
by which that research is appraised or carried out. All the above prin-

· ciples apply. But there is an additional criterion for the doing of applied 
research: The research should be integrated with and conducted under 
. the auspices of the action agency responsible for the pi'ogram being 
evaluated. This is essential in order to assure that the research can be 
tooled successfully to assess that program and that the program can be 
designed in such it way as to guarantee research results bearing on its 
efficacy. In my view, when there is a great separation between the 
research and the action program it is designed to assess 01' evaluate 
the restudy is unlikely to be helpful. 

What does all this imply for the organization of applied research on 
crime and criminal justice at the Federal level ? It makes sense, in my 
view, to organize the more applied aspects of research on crime within 
the context of an agency charged with the administration of justice, 
specifically the Department of Justice. 

An institute organized within the Justice Department should have 
the advantage of close contact with the law enforcement agencies, 

/jncluding police, the courts, and the correctional systems that are 
--largb\V responsible for the administration of justice in this country. It 

will b'e essential to insulate such a research operation from the political 
and other demands often placed upon Government agencies. And 
while it is. essential that any group charged with the responsibility 
for deciding what research to do and who should do it should contain 
some persons concerned with the use to which that research is put, the 
group should also include highly qualified social scientists, as ex
perience in other areas shows high quality research, even on esoteric 
problems, may turnout in the long run to be useful. Research of medi
ocre quality, no matter what its immediate relevance, is likely to be 
useless. . 

A critical problem, not easily solved, concerns the coordination of 
apIiliedresearch at the local and State level, so that there is not un
necessary dtlplication, and so tho,tprograms in One State or locality 
co,n be compared explicitly to those in another. For reasons discussed 
earlier, it do eEl not make sense to simply give the funds to the States 

, to use in their own way. The funds for applied research should only 
· be made available when there is assurance that the research itself can 
meet high standardsJ and when there can be it really effeCtive integra-
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tion of the research into the action program the reseaJ.'ch is designed to 
evaluate. This will require a delicate balance in Federal, State, and local 
relations) and a high degree of commitment to research qu:ality in the 
evaluation of programs. 

Both applied and basic research will be able to make use of a 
basic body of statistical data on the nature of crime and the criminal 
justice system. Such data should be organized and collected on a 
national scale, and again probably under the auspices of the Depart
ment of Justice, since it is justice-related agencies that will be pro
ducing most of the basic data. But the establishment of such a pro
gram should include input from both the more "basic" and the 
more "applied" research communities. 

Finally, I want to address briefly the support for bw~ic research on 
crime and criminal justice. We still know shockingly ~ittle a.bout the 
fundamental nature of crime, either of the white collar variety or of 
predatory street crime. Nor do we know much in a basic way about 
the o1!el'ation of the cr!minal justice system. rh~ natural place to 
orgl1llize such research, It seems to IDe, IS not Within the Department 
of Justice, but within those structures that have had a longstanding 
commitment to the conduct of scientific research, and where the 
pat~ent devf~lopment ~f researc?- d~signs, the peer review of prQ~\')s~d 
proJects, antt. the reqUlred momtormg can take place. (';c[;::; f 

I am refei.'rfug in particular to the social science division ~()f the 
NationarScience Foundation and to the National Institute of Mental 
Health. Both settings ure ftuniliar with scientific l'esearch, are used 
to thinking in research terms, and are used to working with both 
university based and nonuniversity based social scientists. 

Here I would just add with l'egard to the repol't of the National 
Academy of Science, I agree fundamentally and basically with its 
diaW10sis of the problem, with its treatment of the history of research 
in the National Institute, fl,nd so on. If I understand it, I am not in 
full agreement with their recommendation. That is, I do think there 
is neBel to support work. outside a sin~le m~nolithic institute and 
would prefer to see a portlOn of the fundmg gomg elsewhere. 

Whatever inefficiency you might foresee in this kind of organiza
tion-with the more applied research within the Department of 
Justice, more basic research in the National Science Foundation or 
some equivalent, would be more than compensated, in my -view, by 
the guarantee of high scientific standards. 

Furthermore, knowing as little as we do now, a healthy sense of 
~luralism is called for, so that there can be some competition between 
these different settings and hopefully an assessment of their relative 
contributions at some future date. This is another way of saying that 
I think it would be a grave mistake to try to organize all Federal 
research on crime and criminal justice into a single monolithic·agency 
or institute. 

We badly need a research and development program enabling us 
to experiment with new ways of trying to control crime and to process 
offenders, Money will be needed to carry out innovative action pro
grams and to see to it that they are carefully assessed and evaluated, 
It makes a good deal of sense to me to organize such programs thtough 
the Department of Justice. . 
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But it makes equally good sense to orgr-nize a basic research enter
prise that is not subject to the mandates of that Department, that may 
concern itself with problems that are not on the cun-ent high priority 
list of that Department, but that promise to produce basic knowledge. 
There will surely have to be liaison and communication between 
these different operations. But the prospects for doing high quality 
basic research ·on crime seem to me to be greater if it is organized 
on the same 1?rinciples and standards that we appJy to other areas of 
research in SCience. 

N ow let me comment very briefly on research priorities, which is a 
question I did not address in my prepared statement, but will comment 
on briefly here. Let me jur.;t mention four areas to which I would give 
attention: I am not going to argue that they are the most critioally 
important. They are the ones that I think very much need work. 

One has to do with the study of particular types of crime. I think 
it is really surprising in a way that at this stage we lack serious inquiries 
into certain forms of criminality that are now bothering us a great deal. 
Take fQr example, the crime ~farson. The rate of arson has apparently 
been going up-rapidly in recent"'Years. So far as I know, there is not a 
single long-term, serious inquiry into the nature of arson as an offense 
and the background of those who commit it, the extent to which it is 
either commercial or noncommercial, or a sensible control stl·a.tegy 
with regards to it. 

As to most other areas of crime, we have on occasion a single re
search monograph addressed to that form of criminality, for example, 
a study of embezzlers Donald Cressey was responsible for some 25 
or so years ago. But there has been very little sustained inquiry into 
particular forms of crime, so that if we are really asked to describe the 
nature of an offense and the process by which persons come to commit 
that sort of offense, the relationship of that offense to later criminal 
careers and so on, it is very difficult to answer. 

It would be difficult for me to specify immediately what the imme
diate short-term policy recommendations could be followed from such 
studies. But I .am convinced if we support such studies (lver a period 
of yeara, we would know a great deal more a,nd would have something 
that would rub off. 

A. second area has to do--
Mr. SCHEUER. Excuse me, is tIns the point where you're departing 

from your prepared text? 
Dr. WHEELER. That's con-ect. 
Mr. SCHEUER. It was easy for us to understand you rncing along ~ 

as you were when you had a prepared text" but now as you're sort 
of philosophizing, if you would speak a little more slowly. Your 
testimony is absolutely marvelous. 

Dr. WHEELER. Just to make the point briefly once more, there is . ~ 
no such a thing as a monograph senes on particular types of offense 
IDcludin~ a stud;)'" of the nl;1ture of the offense itself, the pattern of its 
commiSSIOn, the backgrounds of the persons who come to commit it, 
the history of law enforcement effOl;ts to deal with it, strategies for 
trying to catch and process the offenders who commit that type of 
offense. It would make sense, in my view, for us to devote some 
resources to that kind of inguiry:' Related to what Mr. Wolfgang 
noted, I would hope such studies could be related to serious studies of 



~. 

31 

criminal careers and longitudinal studies of the career of offenders so 
we could understand much more about the timing of their offense, 
about their patterning over their life cycle and so forth. 

A second area has to do with the examination of the quality of law 
enforcement, from tl,lTest through conviction. When we want to 
punish or l'ehabilitate or whatever, offenders, it l'.ElCJ.uires that we have 
our hands on them and that they be convicted. Why the probability 
of conviction is so loW' is a terribly important practical as well as 
theoretical research interest, and what can we do to change it. 

Let me meIition oIie example that occurs to me. It is not unrelated 
to the study MI'. Wolfgang was referring to of his OW'll cohort study 
where it's demonstrn.teij that some 6 percent of the delinquents .are 
responsible for an enormously large }>ercentage of offenses. There is 
some teason now to believe that a relat,~~fely small pOl~tion of police 
officers are responsible for a large portion of the arrests that stick
those arrests that lead ultimately to conviction. This, I understand 
from secondhand sources, is something that has been gleaned from 
l'esearch 11sing the promise system in Washington, D.C. 

Mr. SCHEUEIt. Do you measure a police officer's effectiveness by 
the number of arrests he makes that stick? 

Dr. W HEEJ .. ER. I certainly wouldn't want to use that as the sole 
mensure of his effectiveness, no. If that happens to be related to the 
number that doesn't stick, it might mean that he's harassing citizens 
01' whatever. It would be an unwise measure to use, I would think. 

MI'. SOHl!lUER. There are some people who say there is a sort of 
inherent conflict in a police officer's mission between keeping the peace 
on the one hand and enforcing the law on the other. 

Obviously, if the police officer enforced all the laws all the time, we 
would be in a state of utter chaos and most of tiS would be in the.. 
slammer most of the time. 

Dr. WHEELER. Sure. 
Mr. SCHEUER. So if £I, police officer arrested every kid throwing' 

pennies against the wall, illegal gambling; the city would go up in 
flames. 

I simply want to ask you, isn't this a pretty sensitive business 
when we evaluate the effectiveness of a police officer, by determining 
how many arrests he makes that stick? 

Dr. WHEELER. Absolutely. I wasn't proposing thig be usetl u.s an 
effort to evaluate police officers. What I was suggesting is that we 
know very little still about the process by which a person goes from 
firtlt contact find arrest through to conviction. And if it happens to be 
the case that some officers are handling themselves in such a way as 
to produce arrests and evidence that lead to convictions in COt1l~'t, 
whereas other officers aren't, it would probably be best to understal'1d 
more about the difference between. tho138 two, even if we might ccln
elude that the ones doing it are being too aggressive, and we w01,)ld 
like to cool them down. ; 

Mr. SCHEUER. Oertainly, we ought to know ho'v and why s(ime 
police officers make arrests that stick and others make arrests Ji'hat 
Just churD/out the revolving door} so to speak. . 'I . 

",,.,, D11~EELER. Or make very few arrests at all. It may wel~ be 
~":;''i':partIJ the fun~tion .of where they, are deployed in their assi~!ents 

l~nd partly a function of their own background or personality,!! and .. 
sO on." ' 
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That is something we C2rtainly know very little about, t4is aspect; 
'of the. quality. Qf law enforcement. Given the low proli&bi1ity and the 
faot that the presence of the law itself dQesn't n~cessarily cQnstrain 
persons, it seems to me worth asking what does. 

When we- knQW that the prQbability of conviction is really very 
small for the cQmmission of a given Qffense, a. totally rational view 
unconstrainer.l by moral or social concerns WQuld say, why in the 
wQrld am I waiting? What are we waiting fQr? I am able to cQmmit 
one offense, at any rate, 0.1' maybe mQre, and get away with it, 

It seems to me it would be WQrth asking what moral, social, or Qther 
constraints take the place of sQcial control through law and how do 
they work? One element may have to do with public support for law 
enforcement itsell'. What are the SQurces and conditions under which 
the public gives legitimacy to law enfQrcement efforts versus being 
hostile, opposed, and fighting it? .. 

There is a last problem I WQuid nQte. I WQuid like to make a plea 
for the role of historical research Qn the administration of justice. 

If we knew where we had been, I think we might have a better 
understanding of QUI' potentials and Qf our limits. I have a feeling 
that if I were a policymaker and were given a choice between having 
a really thorough historical tecOl'd Qf the agency with which I was 
concerned, what it had tried to do, what its success and failures had 
been, versus having the twO. 0.1' three most recent pQlicy-oriented 
studies within the agency, that the fQrmer might well prQve to be 
more informative in terms of how I should Qperate and develQP PQlicy 
in tbe area. Let me give one example Qf that, and then I will conclude. 

As yQU . .0,11 know, we are now preparing/{yr new legislation with 
regard to' sentencing. That legislatiQn, by a:a:d large, is gQing to. lead 
to a reduction in discretion, to a more sharply focused set of limitations 
on judges in their sentencing activity in all probability. At least it looks 
that way. It is interesting that about 150 years ago we were in pre
cisely the same position, that is, most States had what we can fiat 
sentences, and the person was sentenced to 2 years, 3 years, or what
ever the legislation providec:! for a given offense under whatever the 
statutory boundary was. Then we went through a period of progres
sively Qpening up that system for discretion. Now we are in the 
business of closing it off again. It, is interesting to ask: What was it 
that led to the pressures to open it up, since we had it closed off 150· 
years ago? 

If we had a really systematic and thorough history of our sentencing 
practices, I think it would be very informative for that kind of dis
,ct1ssion. Similarly, with regard to plea bargaining and similarly with 
regard to any other critical decision point in the criminal justice 
system. It is the kind of research that would be difficult to justify in 
very immediate, prove your result and relevance in 1 year terms. But 
I have faith, I guess, that in the long run we would be able to operate 
our system much more intelligently, if we had that kind of informa
tion, as well as the more immediate operations research type. 

Mr. WALKER. Excuse me, Dr. Wheeler, could I interrupt at this 
point? 

Mr. WaEELER. Sure. 
1\11'. WALlliER. Going back to. something else you said in your state

ment, I am interested in this lQnd Qf historical perspectiv~, because 2 
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you talked about the fact ·that crime .was not necessarily an abnormal 
behavior j it shows up in a lot of ,Societies, and you particularly em
phasized modern society. Would you agree it also shows up'in societies 
throughout history' and not just modern societies, a.nd that crime has 
always been a TJart of society~per se? 1 guess my question is: Do we 
ha~e aI:).y. e~dence or ha.ve we. ever. devel!Jped any evidence as to. 
whIch sOCletles hav,e'not dealt Wlth crIme at a11 well? Also,have there 
b~en societies along the way that did a pretty good job of handling 
crlIDP '?, 
Dr~-'WHEELER. I think I would rea11y prefer a better.mstoria.n of 

crime policy than I am to answer that question. I think probably not. 
I am sure some have handled it differently than we are currently 
handling it. . 

Mr. WALKER. Would it make sense then, as a part of research into 
all of this, that one of the things which we ought to 'take a look at is 
whether or not society has ever handled crime well; and then to use that, 
maybe, as the basis for research and to make our decisions as to what· 
kind of things might work today? If it meant incarceration, at some 
point in history, was used in such a way that it, in fact, controlled 
crime, shouldn't that then be applied to what we are doing now? The 
fact that crime hQ,s always been with us, certainly, through the years, 
shows that we have tried a variety of different methOds to handle it. 

Perhaps just isolating partic_ular .instances of crim!'. right now, and 
trying to figure out what weshbuld do about thelll, is putting the cart 
way liefore the horse. c . 

I guess what I am ~hying is that I do think a historical pattern is 
probably something we should be taking a look at, too, with regard to 
crime. 

Dr. WHl,ilELER. You are r,ight. I think, as a matter of practicality, I 
am not sure whether the sources would be clear enough historically to 
really be able for one to conclude positively that a particular form of 
crime control worked in a particular context. . 

Also, there would be questions as to whether our own context is so 
different that even if it worked there, it might not work here. 

Ll't me add one thing. Another alternative would be to look more 
SYS latically now comparatively at other nations to see the way in 
which they respond" to particularas;pectsof crime, crime policy; and 
the rest, . ' . . " 

Mr. WALKER. What if we looked at our own Nation? .A.re there 
times in our history when we have controlled crime better than 

1 d '"? . ., . c • we ( 0 to ay. .' , . ,. ., 
Dr. WHEELER. I don;t think I could assert that there were times 

we controlled it better. The crime phenoIlleh.a has been different .at 
different points in our history. It has been lesser on occasions. It ;nas 
been at least a13 .great or greater OIl, occasions, according to soine hls~ 
tori cal reports. It is. certainly the case that the gang phenomena of 
~he 1950's for examJ?le, was riot unique i.n our bJstory. There were very 
lIDportant gangs dOl11g a good deal of VIOlence lJ,l the late 19th century 
cities, and so forth. , 

I would riot comment beyond that, because r am not en.ough of a 
historian to do so. But I do think it w'ouJ.d certainly pay tp engage in 
serious hil?torical inquiry. . " " . 
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}.fr. 'WALKER. Obviously, crim,e in one society is different from that 
in an indust:rial society too. The wh910 economic system.has'evolved 
with different. things, so you are going to have different problems 
arising there, but I do think that we have ignored this aspect. 

I thought a pertinent part of your testimony was the fact that too 
often we do deal,particularly in the legislative process, with crime as 
something which some miracle solution will solV'e~ or that some tech
nique can be developed legislatively here or, for purposes of a political 
speech, is going to solve crime without taking into account the fact 
that it has been part of human behavior for as long as soeiety 
has existed. 

Mr. SCHEUER. If my colleague will yield, we have Dr. AI Blum
stein in the audience, who will be tesifying tomorrow. I don'tkIiow 
exactly what he plans to say, but I am going to ask h1m to address 
this very point. I remember Dr. Blumstein making a speech 8 or 10 
years ago, looking back over historical perspective and adducing 
mformation that a fairly constant percentage of our society is in-
carcerated at anyone time. . 

Doctor, was it one-tenth of 1 percent or something of that order? 
And that hasn't changed very much until the last few years, when 
there seems to have been an explosion of the kinds of offenses which 
we consider deserving of incarceration? I won't put the words in his 
mouth, but Dr. Blumstein has some enormously interesting insights 
into this very question. I am sure we will get to the matter tomorrow. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. One step further with regard to comparative 
studies between our country and others. Have we looked at the 
amount of research on the new crime in other countries, currently, 
within the criminal justice research community? Are there nations in 
the world with similar cultures that have out a lot of money and 
time into research? ~ 

Mr. SCHEUER. Let me add another question. We have had an 
explosion of crime, partic'lilarly violent crime, in this country in the 
last decade or two. This seems to have been unprecedented in our 
history. So have several very orderly foreign governments with a 
rather disciplined structure. They have also had an unprecedented 
explosion in violent y01.1thful crime. The Japanese have experienced 
this, the Russians have e}.'Perienced this. Have theydone any thinking 
or systel)1{!.tic research on their problem, which may give us some 
insights as to our problem? .C .,' 

Dr. WHEELER. I wish I could answer that dep..ni£J.vely. I really 
don't think I can. Marvin, perhaps, can, although I hate to put him 
on. the spot. . 

'Ml\ SClIEUER. Y:.~s, Dr. Wolfgang, join us again. 
Dr. WOLFGANG. 'rhere is no definitive answer to that, but you are 

right about the increase iD. violent crime, that it has gone on iIi these 
other couIitries in Europe too. But the increase is a pittance com
pared to the merease in the United States . 

. There is research, considerable research, Professor Wheeler knows 
this, as well, the Home Office in England has regular funding for 
research. 

I know less about the Japanese, except that they do know that, 
we all know that the total amount of homicides in the whole country 
of Japan is about the same as New York Oity, alone. 



<t, 

35 

I think there ~re lessons,underscores there are many lessons to be 
learned by cross~c!lltural analysis, as well as the histOllcal one, but I 
don't think that there are allY ready, qmck ans,vers about how to 
deal with: crime problems, that are available in Japan or Norway, 
Sweden or England at the present time. 

Dr. WHEELER. I might addQne footnote with regard to a Nor
wegi~n piece of research .. Marvin an. d I both know about this. N orw'ay 
was one of the countries that managed to have a decent record
keeping system on registered offenders for a long period of time. 
Sociologist Nils Ohristie examined closely the rate· of registered 
offenders in Norway, relative .to the population from 1804 to 1960 
or thereabout, finding what looks like aJ;l. e~traordinary regularity. 
That is, there were peaks. and valleys,but:i,t never went above a 
certain level, neVer went l?elow a ceFtain level. ~ . 

If one speaks about crlIDe as. b~mg .a normal :part of the society, 
it is that Kind of observation that gives one the feeling that it is. It 
gets down to a certain level, .and something seemS: to )lapp en to turn 
it nround. If it .gets up to ,a certain level, it doesn't cqntinue until 
100 percent of the populatioij. is engaging in. criIp.e every daY, but 
£omething turns it around the other way. We qori't know mu'ph abou.t 
what those tlll'ning points may be, of course. . . , 

Mr. SCHElJEJ;l.. It may be that. the actuarIevel of offenses peaks 
out or goes down, or it may be that, as the leve\ of offenses goes up 
and incarcerations go up, we change our perceptions as to what ought 
to be a Clime with the penalty of imprisonment. : . 

Dr. WHEELER. Op:e of the interesting :features of this material is 
th.at you can show, fo. r. example, t.hat the rate of ho. rse the. ft h.as dropped 
off enormously, but it's .been matched by the increase in auto theft. 
So there are those forms of uniformity. . 

Mr. BLANCR;\tm. I remember back in the 1960's ther~' WaS the 
National Oommission on Orime and Orime Prevention. As I recall, 
in law school at the time it wp,sstated very boldly that two things 
were clearly related to crime: . 

No. I, the fact that the majority of offenders were young led the 
panel to conc1\l.de that the age of pop1ilations and birth. rates have 
a direct effect on crime. " 
. The second was prosperity. In times of prosperity, the adult crime 
rates went down, youth crime went up. Then.in periods of depression 
or recession, youth crimes went down !1ndadult crime went up. 

Has (anyone like J. Forrest, for example, ever tried to plug in five 
or ~\-:r of these variables and crank them. out, or is there an absence 
of stich data? , 

Dr. WHEELER. It would be easier to do so if we had a much better 
data series over long periods, of time. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. I have heard a number ,of people suggest that 
because the birth rate has dropped~for, the first time the normal 
birth cycles will not :r~peat itself in this CO!1Utry~we can expect 
crime to drop all by itself, which is a welcome prediction. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. I just finished supervising .a doctoral dissertfl.tion 
directly concerned. with that iasue~an econ()Dlewic model that 
attempted to project crime rate, rates of violent crime, and property' 
crime to the year 2000-and irtclucling in the model such things as 

}he age composition of the population. 
"".cj,' 
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The particular major contribution to the expected reduction in 
crimes of violence between now and 1990 is the proportion of popu
lation a,ge 14 to 24. Consumer Price Index is another factor. 

Mr. SCHEUER. If you will yield. If we could have access to that paper, 
I think we mi1~~~ike to excerpt it perhaps and print it as part of 
this record. It' those statistics would be of very great interest to 
all of us. 

Dr. WOLFGANG. I will be glad to send a copy. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Let me take an opportunity to introduce Congress

man Ertel from 'Pennsylvania. 
Mr. ERTEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I am curious-I haven't been here during your presentation, but 

I read your paper. I wonder, has there been any study done as to the 
incidence of crime in relation to the cultural background of the people 
in the United States and cultural community inwhirl1 they grow up? 

Specifically, many times I have seen relationships to cultural or 
ethnic background, but they don't relate it to the community in 
which the person develops. If I go back to when I was a prosecutor
I guess I look at it from a parochial aspect. But when we had a very 
tight community, we had very few crimes. 

It was a specific ethnic group that lived in various areas of our 
particular city. When we' had those specific ethnic groups with all its 
pressures, at least detectable or reported crime was minimal. 

However, as we broke up those cultural groups, moved them out, 
our crime rate went up,at least from my observation, dramatically. 

Has anyone done any kind of,studies on that? 
Dr. WHEELER. There .have been a number: of efforts 'to try and 

locate crime in neighborhoods, in local communities and so forth, and 
to try to examine this relationship to cultural background, and so on. 
In some of the early work-I haven't seen it replicatedJ:~cently-done 
in the city of Chicago in the 1930's and 1940's, it waS'found certain 
areas of the city seemed tobe natural breeding grounds for delinquency 
and crime quite apart JrOD;l the particular ethnic backgrQund of the 
group that was there at a particuIQ,rtime. 

So you can trace it as immigrantgroupsmo'Ved into the community, 
moved through it, became more affluent and '1noved'out, ,~ rela,tively 
constant high ra,te with problems of juveriile delinquency-and crime 
seemed in some wa;yssom~what independent 'of ethnicity itself; more 
related to poverty, culture, and so on. " , 

Mr. SCHEUER. Was it the physical environn:ient there that was 
crummy, decrepit, depressing, and demeaning, or was it the situation 
of being an immigrant living in poverty ~d not having made it yet? 

. Dr. WHEELER, You can irrillooine the kind of research design it 
would have taken to separate out the sheer efl.'ect of physical environ
ment itself from the family background, ethnic backgrolmd, and so 
forth, of the persons living there. 

I would think it would be impossible to say affirmatively whether it 
was one or the other. Certainly it seemed routinely tobe the case that 
in certain sectors, disorga:i1izedsectors of the city surrounding down
town urban areas, and so forth, crime rates tended to flourish. 
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Mr. SCHEUER. You haven't told us enoughior us to make policy. 
Do we' just engage in physical slum clearance, or do we engage in 
education, job training, and the provision of jobs with the employer of 
last resort? 

In other words, is it the quality of being a low-income person, or is 
it the fact of living ill this degrading, dehumanizing environment? We 
have to make decisions. We don't have limitless resources. We have 
to make hard decisions and of priorities. Do we put it into improving 
the physical environment, or do we put it into trying to improve the 
human capability, human self-esteem? 

Mr. BLANCIiARD. If you will yield, we are in the process of making 
the best case for needed additional research. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Yes, that's right. , ' 
Mr. BLANCHARD. I am sure you can't answer all of these <;tuestions. 
Mr. ERTE!.. I think my question was different tbruJ:th:e-physical 

conditions. My question was, Was it more etliIDc, the community 
involvement, the standards set within that ethnic community, and 
has anyone evaluated that in relationship to the interreaction of the 
community which is stable, which in fact has co~munity pressures? 

Have you been able to identify any of those as,a restriction on the 
people comtnifiting crimes, the makeup of the community itself? 

Dr. WHEE7"~~,R. I think it's certainly commonly believed that the 
cohesivenesf'.' ,·iiL the' community has something to do with whether 
there will De ~,:.Ji:;t,v or low crime l'ate. ' 

There is a study in which there is a cleat'relationslrip. Among low
income people, if you compare two different neighborhoods, one in 
which there is a great deal of cohesiveness, neighborliness, sharing, 
trading of coffee or sugar among neighbors, the crime tate is lbwer than 
in a neighborhood similar in other respects where there is less cohe
siveness. 

Mr. ERTEL. That is what the common belief is. Then the question 
com~s to D;1y mind, if you get less reportable crime you may not have 
fewer i11egM acts. 

Is it the reporting system, oris there a way to determine? " 
You know) I don't report my neighbor's kid who takes my dog and 

bea,ts the dog-whatever it might be---or steals my bicycle and I get 
it back, because I have some sort of affinity for him. On the othar hand, 
if I don't know that nei~ip(jr, the inclina,tion is to call the police, and' 
you have al'eportable ouense. . " 

Has anyone been able to sort out these kinds of things? Is there anyc 
systematic way of trying to develop that kindof data? 0 

, Mr. SCHEUER. Let me add a fpotnote to that. It's not only thath~ 
doesn't :report the crime; it's that the cops won't make an l.llTest. 

In ,.a middle-class, affluent neighborhood, my kid performs 'an illegal 
act. The cop brings hwJlOme and swats him on the behind, and turns 
him over to me anDYs, "Here's Johriny. He needs a little turning 
around." ,-

For anjc;lantical act in a low-incbme neighborhood, that kid W'oulcl 
be subjef:Th to ah-est. 

Dr.VI'{HEEJ;ER. There is evidence bearing on a portion of what you 
are referring to. 
Mr~ ScmiUER.And he would be arrested, 
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Dr. WHEELER. And that evidence is that police in an arrest situation 
do what the complaining victim asks. That is, if the victim wants the 
offender arrested, there is more likely to be an arrest. The victim is 
more likely to ask for the offender to be arrested if he doesn't know the 
offender. So strangers are more likely to get arrested than friends. 

Mr. ERTEL. Is there any way to separate out and get llt really true 
picture of what actually is happening to either substantiate this co
hesiveness idea or not? 

Dr. WHEELER. I think what I have to say is this: I am not sure. I 
would want to think about it a lot longer than right now to tell you 
whether we could design an effective piece of research which would 
select out the reported incidents. 

It might be we could have enough indicators of that true rate that 
we. could fee~ we c~)Uld establish some real cliffere?ces. To do so.;~e
qUIres the j)amstaking development of research desIgns that take tIme, 
and I would be irresponsible if I said right now, SUl'e, the way to do it 
would be this way. I don't mean to be dodging the question, but to 
simply say, it is a very serious research problem. 

"MI'. ERTEL. I guess there is an obvious followup question. My in
formation or belief is that the Federal Government has been tossing a 
lot of money into this alleged type of research, and why hasn't it been 
done to date? Why hasn't some sort of statistical analysis been abl~ 
to be determined at the present time by LEAA or whatever other 
agency? 

Dr. WHEELER. I suppose one reason is that when we were-it's 
been-one has to have a little time perspective. It's been only a short 
period of time since we began gathering systematic data from victims 
or data from self-report that can be used along with data from official 
;SOUl'ces such as the police and so on. 

Mr. ERTEL. I am always leery about collecting data from the 
:police anyway, having been from the 1l1w enforcement establishment. 
I think it's one of the worst places to collect data you can find. 

Dr. WHEELER. I think a lot of people agree with you. There have 
been attempts to gather data separate from police, such as going 
directly to households. 

Mr. ERTEL. My experience with the police department, many of the 
crimes they overlooked before, now aU of a sudden justify being 
reportable. But that is just a judgment ca11-- . 

Dr. WOLFGANG. If that study factored out the degree of cohesiveness 
of a neighborhood and reportability of offenses were done, we in the 
research community would be faced; with the age-old question or 
Nsponses: .A, if we need aU that mond~-did you need o/J'that money 
to tell us what we alrea<lY knew? .And, B, what do we d(]L;with the fact 
of cohesiveness? Is the Federal Government promoting cohesiveness? 

1\11'. ERTEL. I guess you are asking me a question at this point and 
we have reversed the question. . 

I can think of some things the Federal Government can do just by 
the fact that we have a very mobile society. Some people, with some 
feeling that there is a cohesiveness in a community, will tend not to 
Plove even for job opportunity if they feel cohesiveness for their 
children. 

So there are some things we can do. That is just a suggestion. 
1\1[1'. SCHEUER. Can we turn to Congressman Walker? 

:r 
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I think you had a question. 
Mr. W ALICER. Go ahead. 
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Mr. PURSELL. I am ~oing. to change the subje~t here for a ~rief 
moment. I would appreciate eIther of you commentmg on an oversIght 
question, I guess. I would like to go back to the concerns I had with 
our public facilities and our educational community. I will confine it 
basically to elementary grade, and junior high. 

I have been doing some work in that area and find that many of the 
teachers and counselors tell me that potential criminals among young 
people can be identified at a "Iery early age, particularly following 
family breakups and so forth. :. 

I wonder what suggestions you might have for us, s.ince we are c 

dealing with public facilities and public funds, where instead of build
ing more jails we might be able to get more into the areas of preventive 
crime and rehabilitation, the educational aspects of preventing crime 
at that lower grade level; for instance, putting counselors at the elemen
tary level rather than high schools to work with potential dropouts, 
that kind of thing. Would you care to comment on that area of concern? 

Dr. WHEELER. I would. I am extremely skeptical of any person 
who claims that they can pick out prior to the act itself the persons 
who are going to colllIlrit it. It seems to me that to establish a program 
to work with potential offenders before they offended, thereby perhaps 
stigLlatizing them for the potentiality of their offense rather than for 
something they actually did would be a very dangerous precedent to 
set. 

It's another thing to say that we have on our hands now Ii. number 
of persons age 8, 9 or 10 for whom we have reported instances of 
misbehavior of a serious type and so forth, but tliat is an after the 
fact judgment. I do not believe that anyone has successfully shown 
they can really isolate a group of Dotential offende1!s without at the 
same time getting a large number ~of what are called false, positives, 
that is, people with similar atf,ributes but who in fact wouldn't com
mit those acts. 

Mr. SOHEUER. Wasn't there':a professor at Harvard-
Dr. WHEELER. Sheldon and Eleanor Gluck. 
Mr. SOHEUER. Didn't they do exactly what you have said, didn't 

they start 30 years ago by identifying trouble-prone kids at a very 
early age, 4, 5, 6, something like that, and traced their history and 
found out there waSJl,n .80 or .90 percelft correlation 'between what was 
seen at this very early age and what happened to those people in their 
early and late teens? (, 

Dr. WHEELER. Marvin knows their research. = 
Dr. WOLFGANG. Yes, they did attempt to do that and they had 

what was'known as a social prediction table which was based on the 
discipline by the fathers and supervision by the mothers and the 
cohesiveness of the family.' 

There were two main problems one is the methodology of the 
research design. They took "500t:delinquents, 500 nondelinquents, 
nondelinquents having done nothing 'Worse than taking ,a pack of gum. 

. ,Others were extreme ones, with a long record .. The ,research C,om
munity responded by:saying that this~ was nota randomsamEle and 
,therefore there was a built-in bias,a50-50 percent, a built-in bias in 
the design itself. '~'I ,. 
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Second, one of the immediate responses made to predicting early 
on is the labeling, fear that there will be a self-fulfilling prophecy that 
.occurs that is absorbed by the teachers in school, that little Johnnie 
is a bad boy, we know he's going .to become a really bad boy later on. 

And the responses and interrelationships between teachers and 
other person!;':;in authority and the child has a tendency to promote 
the very behavior that they think is going to happen. 

Mr. SCHEUER. I don't want to prolong this because I want to 
yield back but it seems to me if you could identify the kinds who were 
trouble-prone kinds, you would infuse into the system all kinds of 
psychological and support services that would attempt to ffileet their 
problems and that they would be far better off. 

Dr. WHEELER. May I comment on that? 
.1VII'. SCHEUER. Yes. 
Dr. WHEELER. I· think it's a plausible argument if you could 

:identify them. The problem is if we go back to the Glucks' research, 
;suppose the true rate of offense was 10 percent, not as in their example, 
1that is, that 90 percent of the population .of the kids are not going to 
!'commit such acts, 10 percent are. 

Suppose their research is successful in locating a group in which 
that 10 percent is as large as 40 percent. If you follow me. That is, 
we now have a group where, the probability is 40 percent rather than 
10 pm,'cent, much higher than before as a basis for our research, or 
even (\0 percent. But if you act on that group as a whole you will also 
be acting on the 60 percent who, had we let the course of events take 
plur.e, would not have committed crime anyway. 

So you identify a large number of persons for whom you Ret up a 
treatment program who in fact would not have committed the offenses 
in question. If one could get that 10 percent up to 95 percent, one 
:might feel differently about it. We have been extraordinarily far 
from anything like ·that. ' . 

1\'11'. SCHEUER. Let me yield back to my colleagues. . 
Mr. PURSELL. I wanted to get into this in more depth, but I will 

pass. . 
Mr. WALKER. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. . 
I just wanted to follow up for a. second with a comment. It would 

seem to me that if we 100ked,l1s a society; at some of these questions 
;tha.t we would see. the research aim by looking at our·our experiences 
rather than looking at. Comparable societies. From my point of view, 
if we do find out that the Soviet Union is better controlling crime 
than we are, it doesn't make much difference to us anyhow because 
I don't think, as a free society, that we are willing to tolerate the 
. tota:Jitarianism of the Soviet Union. . . . 
.. MI'. SCHEUER. It's quite possible they are controlling criine through 
ihethods we would be quite ready to apply. It maybe that they are 
controlling crime through motivation, through getting most if not 
'all of their kids up to scratch with educational skills that would be 
totally consistent with what .a democratic society ought to be doing. 

1\.11'. WALKER. I would tend to think that the very basis of crime 
control in a totalitarian society would have an awful lot of unaccept
able alternatives available to it and that'you can't apply some without 

. also taking the unacceptable parts of the alternative. We ought not 
to discuss that, though, when we don't have witnesses. ' 

.r? 
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I want to pursue something to.get back to the basic question. 'rha.t 
is, that you seem to have fl. divergence with your colleague about. 
where this research should bE'l placed. You come down fairly hard, 
as I get it, in YOtl.r testim.ony that the research should be with the 
D~partment of Justice,and.in so saying--

Dr. WHEELER. The applied portion .. 
1\11:. WALKER. Right. But it seems to me that that gets us to the 

problem defi,ned earlier and'that is the kind of front 9flice control of 
that research. Do you consider that to be a.n Mceptable kind of rela
tionship, that there is going to be control here with regard to tha.t 
aPIllied research? . . 

Dr. WHEELER. I'm not quite certain what kind of control you're 
referring to. 

Mr. WALKER. Essentia,lly, the fact that the front office, if it controls 
the budget, is going to control what the agency does. In regards to 
the priorities the agency finds for itself; at some time, the front office 
will say, all right, you may have valuable things on the burner but 
here's the things the President l,1as just defi,ned for us, or we have a 
congressional connnittee coming down on us. This is what you will 
do, so push the rest of the things to the back. 

1 take it from your testimony that you are willing to accept that 
kind of problem as part of the applied research section. 

Dr. WHEELER. '1 as; I think thete is a fundamental problem. It 
depends on whic;lI weighs as the greater concern. That's one side of it. 
The other is tha~ if the applied research itself is not linked ili.tothe 
agency, it will have a problem with what those agencies do. 

One of the great misconceptions, I think, is that YOl~~can have a,il 
operl;l.ting agency aoting in a particular way and then Just say you 
want an ~va.luation and br~g peopl~ in to evaluate. WhethOO' you Can 
evaluate It 01' nQtsystem}l.tlcally Wlll depend upon the nature of the 
data they wete willing to proyide for you, the efficiency with which 
they are, willing to develop that data, their. own commitment to the 
research, and its {}utcome. I think you're le~s likely to have that when. 
you have research totally divorced from the agency itself. . 
" Mr.WA:r,;~:Ei:R. I take it you ~eel, at least on; the appliedl'es.earch end 
of the quest1.on, that the applied research shol,lld be refl.ectlve of the 
priorities being defined at any particular time a~foa:tioAal policy? 

.PI', WEEEL)ilR, .on the applied.leveL, L would suppose to ~ome degree 
Iw(xqld say so.· It seams to m!'l ther~ may be other pieces of a:Rl2lied 
research that take a longer t1ll1e to develop wh~Ae there would. be 

• resources ,<b;a;wn a,t.ay··si):np]y :hecfj,w'!e,·Qiot'theo.shjftc;1u",priority· l1.t the 
momant,1l,t the tQ,P of the &gency. It's only fair some of it refl.ect tha~ 
agency's perspectIve. " ' 

:Mr .. WALKER. If that is·the case when you getintp the basic research 
side of tIns thing, t.hat you'r.e .sepa:r.ating offa.nd fltrmin.· gout/if 1 
understand, correctly! to an NSF or ~o ~IMR-.-· 

Dr. WHEELER: I would certainly entertain other models, but the 
general idea is to· getd,nto a contex.t in w4icl1 theprincip,les 1. was 
tallring about withregard.to researqh, peep l.'evie'Y, andtime enough 
to do ~t well an.d so on are thoroughlyipter-!ll!-lized and part of the 
atmosphere, ". . 

Mr. W.ALKER. DO'Joh ·t}iinkjt's raally,poflsible to have b~i9 re
search going OJ); ip·the area w4ich is liot being, or~ not ,r!')fieHtiv8Qf,. 
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or is not at least supplementing the apElied research that is going on 
and is being fairly well directed by the Department of Justice? 

Dr. WHEELER. I think so. I will harken back to your own discussion 
with Professor Wolfgang. I am certainly aware of the difficulties and 
position an agency is in if it seems to be doing work that is irrelevant 
and so on. I think the time will come when one is going to have to 
decide, a Oongressman has to decide whether they have a basic long
term belief and con::u:i1itment in the general efficacy in approaching the 
problem in a scientific manner, which if they do they will have to be 
prepared to go beyond their 2-year reelection campaign and help 
convince the public that that is not an unwise thing to do. 

One is simply going to have to think in terms of decades rather than 
in terms of 6 months or 1 year or 2 years. 

Mr. WALKER. I think some of us are willing to do that. But the 
problem that I have often perceived in this whole area is that many' 
researchers think in such esoteric terms that they are unable to see 
the political implications of what they are doing. 

I have sometimes told people in my office from the NSF or from 
the Humanities Oouncil that if they would just title their research 
a little bit better, if the titles they put on the research were a little 
bit better, it would make it far more politically acceptable. You know 
they title it for the academic world in such esoteric terms that the 
public doesn't understand that, and basically we are dealing with 
the public perceptions. 

Dr. WHEELER. Yes. 
Mr. WALKER. That may be a question of semantics. We can think 

beyond the 2-year term very easily if the researchers will recognize 
that there has to be a public perception, and as long as they are 
taking money', they are to some degree in the public realm, 

Dr. WHEELER. Yesj I understand. It does seem that there are 
areas in which legislation occurs where people do not expect that 
immediacy of payoff, where no one will necessarily expect that you 
have to show the result within a year or else you won't do any re
search in the first place. 

We would be far behind in our understanding of the physical 
world or ml'l.qicine if we were applying those same criteria. 

I think sb'i.h.e learning is going to have to go on, that it's going to 
be just a difficult, in fact more so, for a problem like crime, and 
that we are going to have to establish a setting in whiGh those expecta
tions are supported. 

I believe there is a problem with communication. I think many" of. 
us do indeed talk primarily to our colleagues and write for them, 
and so on. 

I don't think this is an easy problem to resolve. I also think there 
certainly is a problem of accotmtability. You have every right to 
have a system in which the researchers are accountable in some 
mann\:lr. . 

I wouldn't argue this and have some feeling about this from my 
own eA-perience. But that accountability can be in much too short a 
time perspectiv8--can actually impede rather' than help the process 
of research. 

I do' think it's possible to have. some kind of e'ffective liaison and 
some kind of sufficient interCOinm'unication bet,veen the applied side 
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and basic side. They are very slippery distinctions anyway. I am not 
suggesting there should be this one operation dead in the middle· of 
the Justice Department and another off in some esorteric scientific 
plan. They obviously should be in contact with one another and 
subject to mutual influence, as distinct from control. 

Mr. W ALI<E:R. It's a very difficult balance to strike, I think, as 
long as you're operfLting in the public policy area, which I've noted 
because of my background in political science. 

You know if somebody had started in 1970, let's say, with a 
political science study of predicting what is going to change political 
life in the next decade, and had been working alongon.that, without 
any involvement or consideration of Watergate at all, itcertoinly 
would be an irrelevant study. 

Yet we are on1y 6 years or 7 years down the pike in that decade. 
It. seems to me the same thi.ng happens with regards to crime, when 
you're dealing in a public policy area the whole thing can be changed 
by some event that has great public moment and is very definitely 11 
fact of political life. Maybe the researcher sees it as totany irrelevant 
but it is going to be completely relevant with regard to how dollars 
get proportioned. . 

Dr. WEEELER,I think it's all ton relevant. The world cons·tantly 
comes up with new problems that foul up our designs. That happens 
to be the nature of the world. 

Mr. WALKER. Thank you very much. 
Mr. SCliEUER. Thank you, Congr!'!ssman. 
I woul~ now like to yield to Leslie ~,reed, counsel to the Crime 

Subcomnutt:ee. . 
Ms. FREED. I had prepared a very lengthy question, Dr. Wheeler, 

but Congressman Walker covered almost all of the area I wanted to 
get into. I was disturbed at first when I read your proposal because 
I felt it left the structure of research in the Federal GovermIient 
pret,ty much in the way it is now; applied research don~ by an agency 
directly related to the Department of Justice and pure research existent 
in othcr agencies. 

You have elaborated a little now on how you felt about political 
pressures and priorities may influence-work done in the applied 
research field. That is one of the problems our subcommittee found very 
distasteful to the individual policies and priorities of each admimstrtttor, 
and there were seven a~ LEA!, pretty much dictated what kind, of 
research would be done 1ll the agency, I hope now you can layout for 
us your own priorities and we can use that to influence the Attorney 
General if the research in~titut~:woul{l bg in his department. 

What do you think are the needs in criminal justice reselLrch today? 
Dr. WHEELER. Well, I cited some in the rem~rks I made with 

regard to research priorities. I wouldn't want to repeat. I gather that 
is part of the record, and I wouldn't repeat it. But let me go back to 
concern that you roaise and let ine be clear as ~o Whl1.tf ~m pro:{>osing. 

I am not proposmg that there be nO 'change ill what ~s ill the system 
as ~t ltas gOlle on. I alll saying that 'Yith regat;d t,o both applied ap.d 
bnsIC reseatchl you need to meet the Jrinds. of :{>rmclples ofbigh quality 
research that have been failed to be. met on ma;ny oceasiohsthroughthe 
structure o'f LEA.A. . ... 

94-928-71---4 
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And those conditions hold whether you do it in the Justice 
Department or with HEW or NSF or anywhere else. 

So I am suggesting a change, I am not suggesting we do anything 
like we are currently doiI?-g. That change Will have to assure a high
level, high-quality c~mtrol through peer review and other such mecha
nisms. Whether one can successiully establish those mechanisms 
within the Justice Department on the applied side is I suppose 
problematic. 

It seems. to me there are advantages as I tried to indicate with 
Mr. Walker's question in having the l'esearch done in a context in 
which it can have a close relationship to the action agencies. 

11's. FREED. Maybe our definitions are different. Do you consider 
applied research what is done now in the Institute which is a lot of 
study into advanced technology, i.e. bulletproof vests, or do you con
sider it research which has immediate application in the field like a 
Kansas Oity patrol car study? 

Dr. WHEELER. I consider the Kansas Oity patrol study as a model 
of what I would think of as applied research. 
. What I have in mind as applied res.earch is a careful effort to examine 
the effect of some action program put into effect because it's believed 
to be efficacious for some reason .. And I would include in that the 
evaluation of one-man versus two-man patrol cars, evaluation of 
saturation levels through studies like the KansM Oity Police experi
ment and others of that type. ' 

I am not thinking either of simple monitoring work that goes on in 
many agencies. I am not thinking primarily certainly, in. fact at all, 
of technical development, hardware, and things of that sort, 

Ms. FREED. Thank you. I think I still have a problem with your 
proposal. There is a need for an independent research agency not 
tied to the kind of political direction in an existing Justice Department 
right now. I say this simply because of the experience we have had in 
oversight of tb,e present national institute. I think we just have 
different cOI).cepts in mind. 

Thank you. 
Dr. WHEE:LER. I am not at all sure we have a difference. If you 

don't mind, take 1 more minute and explain to me what you find 
wanting in my suggestion. . '. ' 

Ms. FREEl): Dr. Wheeler, X would be happy to discuss this with you 
afterward, Tdon't think I should now take up the time of committee. 
:. Mr. BJ;,AN,OlIARD. Thank you. We are, as you know, behind scb,ed-
ule, .We have a couple of other distinguishedwit:p.esses waiting. . 

So I thinlc at this time we wilIthank you very, very much for your 
time, doctor,. and your statemeI}.t which I find very interesting a,nd 
I know will be ~xtremely ~el'pful to us. . 

,. Thank you. " 
I Dr. W.IIEE:LER" Thank you.' 

Mr. 'BLANO:aARD:' Our next witness is Justice Jack Grant Day' 
fro:fIl the, State of Ohio .. Judge D!!,y is Chief Justice of the Ohio Inter
l1ladiate Appellate Court, alsQ' former president of the National 
Associationoi Defense LawyeJ;'san.d former chah:man of the Crlminal 
Justice Section of the American :aar Association. 

Welcome to our panel. We are going to be havi:p.g people coming 
and lea,ving at this point. Our chairman will be back: sliortly. 
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• We do wnnt to ~hank you for your pn,tience. We will let you proceed 
III any way you WIsh. 

If you have a 'yrit~en statement., you can submit that for the record, 
you can summanza It. 

TESTIMONY O:F HON. JACK GRANT DAY, CHIEF JUSTICE, OHIO 
INTERMEDIATE Al'PELLATE C()UltT 

Justice DAY. I appreciate the chance to be here and 11.mderstnnd 
the rotating chairs because I have been here before. . 

I do not have a written statement and for that I apologize because 
1 should have hacl one and would have had one had I known. But the 
request got to my office on Mond(LY last at a time when, it was ,already
late in arriving here because the request said, "Submit 100 copies 48 
llOurs before you appear.l' . 

Because 1 am late perhaps it would have gotten here within the 
48 hours but otherwise would ho,ve been late. 

1£ after I 11a,ve spoken it appears useful to have a written statemlffit, 
I will be glad to submit one. 

I am doing something that is out, of character, I am speaking from 
notes. Normally, I just talk and i1vCJid the humbling eh-perience of 
:reading my own transcripts thereafter, but in this instalice, r would 
like to read it because there may be some not editing but grammatical 
.errors, maybe some spelling e1'1'ors-- . < 

Mr. BLANCHARD. We do send out transcripts for their revlsing. 
Justice DAY. If it £its the Chair's desire, I would make a very brief 

opening statement, certainly under 15 minutes ,and then submit to 
questions.' , 

I feel a little bit like a person who attends Methodist prayer meet
ings, I have a very meager experien~e. in attending Methodist prayer 
meetinD's but almost everything worth saying has been ~aid already 
aiter 2 ho\n:s or so. And I recognize the expertise of those who preceded 
me and doubt if there is much that I can add except from the peripec~ 
tive of the jwliciary. ' ' . . ' 

At the outset, too, I ShO\lld make it clea:r that Il'epresent nobody 
.except myself. I a.m'!1 minority of one. I hn.ve no official status here 
except lis an invitee of the committee. Arid I di& not mMn to comInit 
eitherQhe court upon which: I sit lior any. o£ ,~th~ numbers of judges 
around the country who mayor may not agl'ee'lV1th what I am about 
to say. . .. ' 

But since! have been asked to come, siude I mn not 110toriolis for 
J:eticencs, I will say what 1 have to say. , 

First, I would t~lk j),bout the p\lrpose of :r~$earch in criminal law. I 
think it is to develop data to be tl,sed insolving probleD?-s,. That 
,doesn't mean that you must solve. the p1'(jblem the liext mornmg. If 
I may analogize, I would §.\lppOSe that the chemist \ who' isolfited 
helium in his lab find discovered it 'Was lighter thlm air was ,not 
.()xpected to. build an airship the 'next ll'l;o~Ding. Neith~r. did IlDY!;lUe' 
race to an Illl'craft fac:.tory to see, p~fl1aps III Akron, to See if Goodyear 
would develop a blimp forthwith. ' '. 

The,:t:e is value frequently, to the product of pure research~ which is 
llot-iiitmediately. I 'think in this 'area it is 'probably no different. 
lfirst of all, crime research is sufficiently comple:t anet exotic that'l 
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think it unlikely that anyone would suppose that day aiter tomorrow 
we would come up with a solution. 

I have also been asked to comment on why the Federal Government 
and not State governments ought to take a hand in this. There is 
one very paramount reason and that is, I think there is an interest at 
the Federal level, which does not exist at the end of the night stick, 
whir..h is where the States operate and there is a tendency to view with 
some awe, and perhaps even)llore contempt, those who are theoretical 
xesearchers by those who operate at the law enforcement level in State 
government and in local government. This is not necessarily because 
the local enforcement officers are prime members of the Yahoo Olub, 
but simply because they are visibly engaged in a different kind of 
xesearch, whose fingerprints match, what MO characterized a :particu
lar crime in order to identify the man who may have commItted it. 

Then, too, I believe that an entity like a police force that thinks a 
100 IQ is too high as an admission requirement may be a little baffled 
when it encounters someone who is doing scientific research and 
communication is difficult because the wires are down. 

I think also that the Federal Government has a perspective on this 
which is national and perhaps even international and that is what is. 
required. Crime is not any more local than disease. And it does not 
yield any more readily to easy cure than some diseases. Yet if I may 
use another analogy, it seems to me perfectly logical we should not 
omit money for basic research in cancer simply because no cure is. 
forthcoming tomorrow morning . 
. It i~ also lik~ly that the kind of]?erson who conducts basic: re~earch 
IS a dIfferent kmd of J?erson than the one who does the applIcation of 
the findings. It is a lIttle like the analogy to labor lmion operation,. 
one man organizes the union and he may be a different fellow from the· 
one who administers the contract. 

Some men combine these characteristics and some don't. 
But, in any event, that is no excuse for not trying to find out what 

the basic problems of crime are. 
Now, we can talk about crime in terms of prevention or we can talk 

about crimes in terms of remedy. I suspect that most of the work that 
has been done in the remedial area has taken place with concern to. 
those matters after an arrest has been made or after a crime has been 
corn.rp.itted in any event. This does not lend itself to looking at basic' 
causes. 

You now have a fact and you have a problem what to do with the· 
person-tl1at has done what has been done. When that happens, you 
cannot expect, I think, that the law enforcement official is going to. 
sp~nd a great (~eal of his time dis?overirtg~.;what fundamentals caused 
tIllS man to be m the stream of crIme. ':; 

There is a story which a seer in my neck of the woods used to tell 
and we do have one or two in Oleveland. He said if a man floats by 
in the stream, we reach in and pluck him out. If another one floats by 
w'e reach in and pluck him out. By the time the third ohe goes by, we· 
go upstream and see what is causing it, somebody's tossing those 
~min. . 

It seere~ this. is where basic research gets into the act. They are~ 
trying to lind ollt what thrBws these fellows in. 
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. I was a little reassured this morning in listening to two real expe:ts 
-to hear that there is a kind of basic minimum. of crime which occurs 
in all kinds of societies and only in recent times has ours had this 
untoward explosion of crime. 

r have Often thought that what we needed to do is perhaps discover, 
if we knew how, the hardcore of persons who are responsible for crime, 
the cadre, as Dr. Wolfgang said, which is responsible for most of it, 
and with plenty of safeguards to our civillibertiesJ determine whether 
or not they need to be insulated from society permanently, not 
savagely, not viciously but permanently. And then we a})ply prison 
on a very stingy basis to the remainder of those persons who manage 
to find themselves in the toils of the ,criminal justice system. 

If ,ve are going to protect society, if that is an aim, if we are going 
to prevent recidivism, if that is an aim and I would assume it is, we 
are doing very badly at the moment. I think that we nave never 
handled crime on a kid glove Q.t1sis, I realize I arn talking in a politicf.!'l 
atmosphere now. I assur~:;::':QuJ' am aware of that, I was once nom~
nated to this body and goC141,000 votes ancllost, which is a sort of 
.genius. ' 

But it is Mrtainly the fact that-it is a mistake to spend too much 
time in what may be an unfair recital of the failures of the System and 
not taking enough' time to inquire as to whether the system will 
work at all the way it is being managed. 

If we had a medical service delivery system, which had a 60-to-80 
percent recurrence factor in it, we would have a look at that medical 
.arrangement and see whether it was properly structured, whether 
we were aclministering it properly, whether the drugs, the medication, 
.and the doctors were penorming as they should. ' I 

I suggest to you that in our handling of crime except for some 
sporadic and temporary occasions, we have always taken the tough 
I1Pl?roach. And ~t is the, approach, if I may say so of the simplisti?, 
n-ot to say the s~ple mJ?ded, who sug~estthat all you need to do 1S 
to clamp down on the vlOlence. Lock them up, throw the key away. 

Well, it is true you can prevent recidivism by 10ckIDg up and never 
unlocking. If you nev~r let anybody out they will never be back. 

But obviously that is hot a viable system and it is something we 
will not do and couldn't do if we wanted because you can't build a 
stockade around the country. . 

We hf1ve so many laws that virtually everybody in the country 
has"lffilm a fracturer of laws at one time or another in some, more or 
less, degree.' , 

But we need to examine the tough approarhl has it renlly worked? 
And we need to ex~mine, too, whether tough penalties are not counter
productive in another sense. We want to protect ourselves. We want 
to protect socie1iy. , " 

There is a certain glee in vengefulness,' if you have been mugged 
and the villain gets put away. .' 

,But we ought to temper that with an analysis, of what happens. 
If we take our vengeance lmc1er terms and conditions which make it 
more likely that there will be another day when this person on whom. 
we wreak our vengeance comes hack and behaves more poorly in 
the society than he would have had we treated him differently, we 
are only endangering ourselves. This is not a bleeding heart argu~ent, 
.although I am one. 
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I am trying to talk about the practical prl)babilities that when we 
incarcerate under monstrous conditions the prisoners come out mOll:
sters, and will be a greater danger than they were before. 

Deterrents is something that needs to be studied too. What does: 
deter? 

There are many myths, at least myths until proven otherwise' 
about deterrents. One of the major ones, for a slight diversion, is that 
an enormous military force prevents war. Well, the world has hardly 
ever been more heavily armed than now, but I see no prospect for 
total peace in that situation. 

The same is true in the criminal justice system. We are bearing 
down on criminals in what I suspect is the most savage way in the 
Western World. 

Yet, we have the biggest e:ll..'plosion of crime of all. Maybe the thing 
to do is bear down some more, but maybe not. 

It would seem to me that the research ought to be designed to 
dotermine what works and what doesn't. It isn't enough just to ex
amine results. In order to determine how fast men can run, you must 
evaluate the runners, as well as those who have run and who are 
doing the timing. We don't know what kind of programs have been 
used in full nor do we know the results where we have tried early 
diversion, or where we have tried shock or full probation. 
, I would like to see a study, maybe it's been made. If I am talking 
about something that has happened, well then we ought to evaluate 
what we have in the way of data. 

But have we ever made an attempt to see what a probation officer 
could do with a load which people who are e:lq)ert in the field think is 
a manageable one, as against the overlo~ded probation officer who 
simply mn.kes a phol1e call once a. month to his charges? Is there any
thing to the proposition that he has a function as a counselor and a 
guide, as against simply one who rides herd? 

There are many, many areas, and, of course, one of the problems 
:we have as judges is, how do we effectua.te a sent\3ncing process that 
is sensible and.fair? . 

At that juncture I want to pay my lack of respect to mandatory 
sentencing. :Mandatory sentencing, unless you assume that every 
single criminal act requires some penalty, no matter what the miti
gatiI).g circumstances, then mandatory sentencing is a mindless oper
ation because it attempts to say that there is a procrustean way to 
deal withc,every single malefactor in the community. They do not 
come in all, sizes. 

There is a difference between the kid who hands a joint to another 
kid and the pusher who goes to the high school to work heroin into the
ice cream and hook a child who is a teenager . 

. There is a difference between the kid who drives the car while there 
is a bank holdup inside and the" man insid.e who kills the cashier in an 
effort to get away. ' 

I do not pretend that ,my guild is made up of S!\ints who know all 
about these things and, therefore, can sentence better than anyone {)n 
Earth. 

It is just that they happen to be at that point in the sentence con
tinuum when the most information about the p'articular person to be 
sentenced'1.s apt to be at hand. 

,;,.. 
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Having it in hand, they are in a better position than some others, 
particularly someone in the legislature 150 miles away, 10 years before 
the fact, or after it for that matter, to decide that this is not the way to 
do it. 

The judge at least has some data that would not be available to a 
legislator. 

In a word, I am suggesting that in separating functions, the sentenc
ing judgment ought to be made by a person who is full of facts and 
not one who is a total stranger to them-I mean the facts in the 
particular case. 

So I would argue for some kind of an approach which would enable 
judges to do their job better. 

It is true, not everybody will adopt my position. There are judges 
who are just as much in favor of the thumbscrew and the rack as the 
worst policeman in the worst urban police force in the whole world. 
But I would like to believe that they are in a distinct minority and 
that they could bring to their processses some analysis and some 
compassion. 

Another factor that the criminal research might review is whether 
or not there is enough time to do justice to the decisions we have to. 
make. 

We are in an era of such concern with the docket that figures mean 
more to US than compassion and justice, I am afraid. 

We haven't time to do what we need to do. 
Maybe an examination of how we handle that particuhir problem 

would yield to some research. . 
It may be that not every single case ought to be subject to appeal. 

I have in the last few months sat on traffic cases, on appeal, which 
involved $9.25, and that appeal gets the same treatment as aggravated 
murder which is also in the ambit of our court. .. 

OurcoUJ.'t takes any appeal at all, allY litigation at all,criminal or 
civil, and must deal With it with the same theoretical composure and 
decorum and'concern that we would give to the most serious case. 

Maybe criminal research can tell us something about that. 
There could be something said for research in the usefulness of 

having a judge tell why he imposes a sentence and couple that with 
appellate review of sentencing so we could maybe iron out the 
sentencing process. 

We ought to study the effects of the alternatives to.prisoll. 
Certainly we ought .to!! discuss it wheth.er we are de8Jing with the 

first timer, the child ~ho,has found himself in the midst. of trouble 
for the first time, as against the hardened person who I'epeats~tuld.~=--=
repeats.' . --

Well, one further~ t1.li~. ~ tlrink w~ !?u.gh~ to: pp._t .. 4i~pn the rese~ch 
agenda the effect Of war and the anil51eIlce of.waras a cause of cnme. 

We tend to tiptoe around that as though it is unpatriotiC' to suggest 
.that military experience may lead to crime. 

We can't really evaluate the surge in crime after the Second World 
War very well, I think, because there nas been such a surg~ it is. 
difficult to discern a w~:v;e.in a.11'oof that massive criminal water~ 
- But it is a fact that -when you wage a war you relax every normal 
consideration which we deem conventionally- 'necessary to {L. stable 
society. 

o 
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NIurder parades under the name of necessity because it is war. 
And every other kind of devaluation of character is pardoned, even 
.advocated, because we are in a time of war. . 

Maybe there is an excuse. I don't argue that there IS not, although 
I am willing to. This is not the time and place, but it seems to me it is 
something to evaluate. 

For. 40 years we have lived in wartime ambien.ce. Our whole environ~ 
menu has been geared to war, threat of war, or a.ctual waging of 
war with a conseq:nence that the. young people in this society-and 
they 'are the principal culprits in the committing of crime-have come 
to believe that there is certainly a context in which killing is all right. 

And there is another thing. Maybe we ought to look .at idleness 
rather thfl,n simply povert;y as a cause of crime. 

Olarence Darrow said some turned to crime because they were so 
well off, because they had so many opportunities. -

It is Gertainly hard to talk about character amtintegrity when you 
thIDk of what has gone on in, the Federal GoveJ'.Jlillent over the past 
·6 or 7' years. ,. 

Another factor that is preeminent in war and which loosens the 
conventional bonds which m/Lke a youth into something valuable as 
an adult is the relaxation of family discipline. "fhat, too, has been 
impacted by war. ' 

I think we need to evaluate plea bargaining. Some argue that it 
discriminates against the p. opr. That therefore it is an invalid. proceSS. 
Consequently, some people argue you must try. every Case. Weil, if 
we must try every case, we must increase the work force on the 
bench by about three times. . 

And, on top of that, no one would argue, I t~, that a plea bargain 
which is corrupted, or which is done incompetently, is a good deal. 

But a plea bargain which is done by intelligent people who are not 
corrupted but who are diligently trying in an adversary situation to 
Md out where they would come out even if they went to trial makes 
sense. It saves time, money, and may be a factor in the rehabilitation 
of the offender because he can be put. upon the track to recovery much 
faster and not be subjected to the trial. . .'. 

It is perfectly. true, of C.(),tlfSe, that \t'e stary with the assu~ption 
that all these things are farr, that the people,ybo are.engaged In the 
system are honest and have integrity, and I think that is fair eno:qgh, 
but it would be interesting to test the value of the system by seeing 
what happens in those cases where a negotiated plea is finally turned 
down and people go to trial, and what the resul ts are. 

We migbt then m!1ke a case either for or against plea bargaining. 
I have no quarrel with the competitive research. Replication is, 

.as I understand it., has the values of research proof .. ' 
If it can be replicated, it is important to know that because it is 

:a,nother form of evaluation of the process. . 
So much for that. 
I am open·'to questions. . 
Mr. BLA.t"<c:a;ARP. Thank you,. That.was really beautiful. I am glad 

. v.ce,will have it. transcribed for the record. Very valuable testimony, 
I liav6~~,Jew guestions, and maybe they are developing, our chair~ 

man, who has r~tl!.nl~d: _(lan pursue them. 
> ~'-
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As I have been sitting here, I thought and mentioned. to the staff 
that what we ought to do after aU of our hearings is to compile an 
agenda of areas that we would like research in because we are making 
decisions on, this like the jobs bill orparole reform, and the list of the 
things that go to appellate courts and trial courts. 

I ani just wondering from yoUr experience have you eve!'" been 
surveyed in terms of w~~Iqnd of research would be useful to you in 
your everyday work and seeir'\1,ny positive development j and resElarch 
carried foi'Ward. (4,) . , 

You asked a lot ot qUElstions J:Wch r think probubly have enormous 
practical value to you. You don't have time to look at it. Somebody 
ought to. . 
. ,Tustice DAY. I hesitate to say I have never been surveyed because 

every now and again a survey turns up. Some of them have dubious 
use. 

r got one the other day from a university which shall be nameless. 
r don't know what value it would be. But it listed a crime in one 
sentence. Let's say it said a yonng man holds up a gas station anel 
beats up the proprietor. Then a series of four choices. You give him 
life imprisonment, you give him probation, you would cut off his ears, 
and SO on. That kind of thing. Ridiculous in my view. . 

Mr. BLANCHARD •. I can appreciate that. We get one a dey on con
gressional decisionmaking. 

But what I was thinking about was the utility of the research. I 
think everyone we hear from will say,Jar too littlEl is known about 
:t, y, z. You know I a.m not a judge,~b~,t it sounds to me tha.t there 
are very important thihgs we should 16low something about. 

The question is whether we should find out from the research angle 
what it is the policeman wants, trial judge waJ\~ts, and the Congress-
man wants. ,.J: 

JusticEl DAY. That iSft very usefulsug:gestiont. . 
Mr. BLANCHARD. Rather than allowmg so'ilieone m a very high 

power~d research a3.'ea to decide '\"het~er this ~ght m~e a difference. 
JustlCe DAY. It seems to me that),s the kmd or thmg that would 

fall more generally in the area of applied resea,rch. And I do not mean 
to denigrate that. I think that is hnportant. 

At the same time, it is important to have an independent research 
agency which is doiI!.g the basic research, i£ for no better reason than 
that history is replete "rith examples .of basic research ,,,hich at the 
moment seem to have no practical value whatever, but in the end turn 
out to be immensely practical . . '. . 

I suspect the researcher '",ho fustsaw a germ under a IDlCl.'OSCOpa, 
or bacteria, did,notJ.'eally understand immediately all he sa,w. , 

YoU: '\Vould sus~'). good many of his neighbors would have thought 
him 'a little palmy hll;d he attempted to suggest what aU of these things 
meant to hlID even if he had the knowledge at the moment to know 
what to do with it." . 0 

I suspect that thehic;tory of most major discoveries show some, lilieltl' 
development ~ certainlyatbmice:p.ergy did not come about by some 
sudden burst of insiglit.". . . 

But there 'were many, manyexperiments-ang. judgments which 
were made along the scientific way "thich contributed--to :1!hat~ 

I dare saytheteis hardly any major development whicn-doc,$'rl't 
ha.ve that same kind of history. " . .,. ~ 
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So that when wee are talking about insulting men i'lho have time to 
think, and that is important, it)s important we recognize that tlley 
may not come up with things which have an immediate relevance. 
It may not, for instance, be anything you can do anything about 
immediately to discover that there is a loosening of values which a 
wartime environment involves. In the end it may be of immense value 
in fashioning rules for society. . . 

I doubt that that will end war. I don'.t suspect the Defense Depart
ment will come and ask to have its budget reduced if it is found it is 
contributing to the delinquency of minors. But I do think it is some
thing to know. It is a factor, perhaps. 

Maybe it isn't at:l.Ctor. We ought to know that if it is not, for people 
like me who have been talking !1bout it, if nothing else. . . 

Mr .. BLANCHARD. I take it from your testimony that from where 
you sit, the workload of you and, your associates-who are on the 
appellate court, the trial court-the workload is so horrendom: that 
there really isn't thG time. 

Justice DAY; Let me give you a rough idea, Mr. Ohairman, and I 
don't think we are different from anybody else, but we are in a busy 
.appellate district,one of the busiest in the country. 

We read roughly 10,000 pages of briefs a year. We have on particular 
nights as many as 300 pages of briefing to read. That doesn't count 
cases in the volumes, doesn't count law review articles, and it doesn't 
-count records. A small record runs 400 pages and we have had them 
as high as 33 volumes. 

It's true that reporters write at a dollar a page and liN 0" .becomes a 
line at such circumstances, and white space is at a premium; but 
nevertheless, 3,000 pages is a lot to read eveni.lunder those 
-circumstances. 

80 we find ourselves in this condition. We make 24 decisions peT 
panel a month; each of us writes-S times and read our colleagues 16 
times, theoretically, to check the accuracy of what they have done
.and I don't just mean the spelling and punctuation. And it means we 
feel-1 am sure this is an accurate ~omment on the feeling-that we 
are deciding rather than considering. There is a vast difference. 

Mr. SCHEUER. lvIr. Justice, is there any way in which, in the course 
.of your appellate work in the State judiciary, that the work of the 
National Institute of Oriminal Justice and Law Enforcement has 
helped you in any way, has been signific;lllllt for you, or is providing. 
you with any insights or guidelines? . 
. Justice DAY. Well, if it has-and I dqn't Ulean this pejoratively) 
but if it has, I am not aware of it. Now, I have had--

Mr .. SCHEUER. Sentencing or alternatives to incarceration? 
Just;J.Ce DAY. That may have ha.d an input at another level. You 

-see, sentenning would be at the trial level and would be a legislative 
matter, and we have done things .about sentencing, 

I didn't pay my respects to indeterminate sentences on my way 
along. Maybe I sh.ould go b!1ck and pick that up .. 

I think indet.erminate sen.tencing is an abomination. The theory is 
that you sentence indeterminately and the paroleauthoJ;ity, in its 
wisdom, will examine each case and let a man. out or a woroan .Qut 
when they have exhibited a sufficient amount of rehabilitation to be 
absorbed back m.to s?ciety .. Well, in point. of fact, we put them in a 
place where surVlvalls the- Issue. 
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Second, a person can be flopped and flopped.in thG- penitentiary 
:and get very disillusioned and 'Very hard bitten and hitter about his 
-experience. ' 

It would seem to make much more sense to have fixed sentencing. I 
,am not talking about mandatory sentencing now. I have already said 
I am against that. But fixed sentencing with time of}: for ~oQd behavior) 
-certain rewards, home visitation, furloughs, and so on, if people knew 
-certainly what the rules were and the rewards or consequences in 
following or not following them. , . 

It seems to me discipline would be a much easier matter in peni~ 
tentiaries, and the kind of person that would come out would be a less 
,distorted human being than if you simply kept him locked up in a 
4 by 12 cell with two or three other people who may assault hini from 
time to time for 20 years. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Ms. Freed, who is counsel to the crime comroittee. 
Ms. FREED. Thank you, Congressman Scheuer. 
I have a brief question, Judge, and it's morc in looking at the total 

:and, I suppose, political reality of things. _ 
If the Institute or some research entity would come up with a 

highly published, federally sponsored study on effective alternatives 
to incarceration in prison, do you think those results would be utilized 
-even by the political and judicial community to stem the tide toward 
mandatory minimum. sentences, opp:vessive sentencing or prison con
struction right now? 

Justice DAY. Is your question would the Congress and public 
-officials, including judges,have the nerve to do what the data requires? 

Ms. FREED. Yes. 
~rustice DAY. Well, I told you I was defeated for Congress. My 

:answer will show you why. 
I think if they haven't the nerve to do that, they ought to resign. 

It is my judgment that anyone who does not have the courage to do 
what the data, what the right thing is as it appears to him, and the 
logical thing and the remedial thing requires, he doesn't. belong there. 

I have heard colleagues saying before nmv: if you must wet your 
fill;,~er and see how the wind is,' blowing befol',e you sentence, ,get the 
hell off the bench; you don't belong there, because a certain amount 
of nerve is an essential ingredient to a judge and to any public official 
whose work is so controversial. , 

Political expediency is another- matter, I knowJ and sometimes it 
isn't good to get so fro: ahead of the t;I.'OOPS that you lose them or 
maybe get. shot in the back, and that is the way politicians thin.k, I 
belieye. Having been one doesn't give you any basis for telling:you, 
because I dq,u't think th~t way, . .: 

My view i~.that you inlJ,st do what you must. If you are todecidef 
for instance, in the Congress that gun control a,nd the·elimination of 
the 100 million weapons :was the. answer to'a sllPstantialpart of crime 
in the, streets, then yon Qughtto .go Jor it, ap.d the National Eifle' 
Association ought to have to.look out for itself as best it. couIC!. . : 

Ms. FEEED. Mr. Conyers would appreciate youJ: comments if he 
'were here.l only bring5t t. 0 yOUl'attention"becaus~ tbe fea.r of crime 
l'ather than crin;J.e itself is so allpel'vasive, not only in .the congres'"
sional comrounityandjudicial community, but it does teno, toward 
mandating minimal sentencingap,Q pnson construction. and precludipg 
,research into the area of effective alternatives. ' 

o 



Justice DAY. I agree that whllt people imagine is the case ron.y 
sometimes be as moving to them as to what the case really is. I know 
New Yorkers have an absolute paranoia about crime in the streets. 

As I say this, I am about togo to New York, and I may be mugged 
next weekj. but I have spent seven summers there now and wandering 
around the subways, up and down, as I teach at NYU, and I·tlon't
I have not yet been mugged. That is the \Vord of a man just before 
he goes under water, I suppose. I am about to get it,.· . 

Mr. SCHEUER. It's an interesting statistical fact that there are 
many,taking low crimes arMS, middle class, sernisu burban areas in 
N ew York City, and high crime areas, it frequently happehs that the 
perception of crime as a threat is far higher in the statisticallY demon
strable low crime areas than it is in the statistically demonstrable high 
crime areas. 

Crime is high, but the perception of it as a threat, is not very high. 
And where crime is very low, I can tell you in Co-op City, which is a 
vast housing project in the northeast Bronx area I formerly lepre
sented, the crime level was very, very low. But yet because there was 
a middle clas:s community that had moved out of high crime areas to· 
come to Co-op City, the very occasional mugging or breaking and 
entering, whatever, was given so much publicity that the residents 
perceived themseves as living in a more life-threatening neighborhood 
than communities that had an infinitely higher, actually identifiable 
level o'f criminal activity. 

Justice DAY. Somebody has said nothing is bad if you don't mind it, 
and I suppose the reverse of that is true also; anything is bad if you do. 
If they believe it is that way, well, then this fear will condition them, 
and it's too bad. 

Ms. FREED. Thank you. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Thank you very, very much. Excuse me. 
Congressman Pursell. 
1\11'. PURSELL. Congressman, one quick question: You are pretty 

much on the front line .. From your experiences, how would you eval
uate LEA;A-ffom 196~, in the way they have developed gran~s, and 
the effectlvenf:jss of thell' programs? Do you have any suggestIons to 
help strengthen the organization? 

Justice DAY. I really don't know enough about LEAA to give you a 
definitive answer on that score. 

When I was chairman of the criminal justice section, they wer~, 
very cooperative in iunding programs that we had, such as the im
plementatioJ), of the ABA standaTds of criminal justice, which in 
itself,'I thin'1r, was a worthwhile thing. 

I don't have any clear cognizance of things they have done that 
have been of use as a judge. Maybe a trial judge could tell you some-· 
thing differently. Maybe a police department could. . 

I have had the impression that they have had more interest in 
hardware than in causes and cures. Maybe that is unfair because I 
have not canvassed everything they have done. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Just fine tuning that question a little bit, and it's a 
very good one, have you had the experience of perceiving that the
N ational Institute of Law Enforcement and criminal justice officialdom 
has been I'eaching out to State jul'ists and State law enforcement. 
officials to find out what the problems were and exchange jnsights, see-
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if they couldn't provide some research designs to see the criminal 
justice problem area as you perceive it? Have they reached out to you? 

Justice DAY. Mr. Chairman, if they have reached out, they didn't 
reach me. So I could not answer that. I would suppose that they would 
say thr.t they have taken part in helping develop programs in the 
local area. That may be true, but I am not acutely aware of it. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Thank you very much, Justice, for your very en
lightening testimony. We are very grateful to you. 

Dr. Lee P. Brown, please. 

TESTIMONY OF DR. LEEt!'. In~OWN, DIREOTOR, DE!'ARTMENT OF 
JUSTICE SERVICES, MULTNOMAH OOUNTY, OREG. 

Dr. BROWN. Thank you. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Dr. Brown is director of the Department of Justice 

Services, Portland, Oreg., and is a former sheriff in Oregon. 
We are very pleased to have you, Dr. Brown. 
I take it you don't have prepared testimony? 
Dr. BROWN. I do not. Ido however, ha;ve. some notes 1 will utilize: 
Mr. SCHEUER. Very good, We will be delighted to listen to you and 

ask our questions afterward. . 
Dr. BROWN. Thank you. :b"'irst of a11, let me express IUY appreciation 

for the invitlition to present testimony here today. The remarks t.o;;,} 
I 11m going to present will be based uyon OVEW '.:)0 years experience 
within the criminal justice system, Rt,.'-:-i\, student, a university pro
fessor! city poli?e ?ffic~r, ~'l a co~ty sheriff, and now in my existi~ 
capaCIty as a cTIJillnal JustlCe admInIstrator. " 

As a ma.tter of bacliground, it may be of interest to you to know 
that as director of the Department of Justice Services, for Multnomah 
County, we have somewhat a unique organizational structure, 

Mr. SCHEUER, For the benefit of the audience, that county is 
POl'tland, isit not, including suburban arep,s outside? 

Dr. BROWN. Portland is the major city in the county. There are 
also a number of smaller cities within our county. . 

Within the Department of J1.1stice services, we have the entire 
process for the administration of criminal justice, starting with the 
sheriff} prosecutor's office, court Eiystem,adult corrections, juvenile 
justice system, indigent defense, medical examiner, the whole process. 

Thus the testimony that I am going to be giving today is based 
upon my perspective; from a position where I have the responsibility 
of dealing with the problem o£ crime from the . vantage point of the 
entire process established for its control, or at least its management, 
Thw'1, my remarks are from the perspective of the practitioner, the 
potentia.l user .0£ research findings. 

I have been aske.d to address :myself around two ce%ralquestions 
that the committee is concerned with. One being, "ls there a Federal 
~'ole in crimina.1 justice and crime research?" and, two, ;"Which areas. 
of research should be given highest priority?" j' 

In response to the first question, IS there a Federalffole m criminal 
Ju~tice crime research? My answer is an unequivocal, yes. 

The Federal Government does have; in my ~stimatipn, a very 
signifiJ:ant role to .play in the area of criminnl justice l,lUd crime 
research. In fact, I feel so strongly about it, I wouldsa,y that not oIJly 
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is there a significant role to play, but also a responsibility to fullin 
a role. 

I submit to you that this is the case for several reasons. 
First, similar to the problems of health, education, and welfare, and 

so forth, the problem of crime is a national problem. 
Eecent public bPinion polls, for example, hav.:e revealed that the 

'American public view the crime problem as the No. 1 domestic 
problem. The problem of crline, at least the fear of crime, iInpacts 
upon the lives of most, if not all, Americans. Crime in this country 
has a social, psychological, and economic iInpact upon our cities, OUl" 
neighborhoods, our families, and individuals. 
. Granted, the control of crime and operation of our system for the
administration ofcriIninal justice are local responsibilities. But when 
it comes to research in these areas, the issues, the concerns; and the 
need exceed the parameter of local government. There is a definite 
need to view the crme problem, the J>roblem of criIninal justice in a 
broader context. I submit that can best be accomplished through 
research sponsored at the Federal level. 

Second, the Federal Government should be involved in criIninal 
justice and crime research, because those local units of government 
responsible for operating the criIninal justice agencies are preoccupied 
with doing just that-operating their agencies. Managing the crim
inal justice system is generally reactive management. It involves deal
ing with the day-to-day problems of criIne with very little tiIne left 
for reflection and little,}f any tiIne for empirical research. 

If we take my situatIOn as an example, although I have an appre
ciation for the value of research and have indeed, worked in a research 
institute, my responsibility as a criIninal justice manager consumes all 
of my tiIne. As much as I would like to engage in meaningful research, 
my responsibilities dictate that the day-to-day problems of agency 
operation receive top and first priority. 

Third, most local jurisdictions are currently confronted with severe 
fiscal problems. 

As a result, devoting funds to anything other than the provision 
of basic sernces is a luxury that cannot be afforded. 

If it was left to lbcal jurisdictions to undertake research in the area 
of criminal justice and criIne, I can assure you that precious little 
research would be done. 

In those places throughout the Nation where criIninal justice agen-
cies have been involved in undertaking research, the cost of that 

'l'esearch has been underwritten by grants from Federal and/or private 
,foundations, not from the budgets of local government. Since research, 
by i~s very nature, as has, been pointed out consistently this morning, 
is "~'~i'long-range program and thereby will not provide iInmediate 
sblutions to problems, it is not conceivable that ~ocal decisionmakers 
will allocate :funds for that p_urpose. 

A four.th reason why the Federal Goverilment, in my estiInation, 
should be involved in crime research centers around the skills needed 
to dp research. 

Oompetent;researchei's have to be properly trained in research 
design and methodology. . 

There is a research cornmtmipy, but it is not in 10co1 government. 
Rather, resea:r;chersare 'generally located in universities or· research 
institutes or centers. ; 
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Therefore, we cnn accept the position that l'esearch has a role to 
play in ~u! efforts to deal with the crime problem, nnci I d~"-:-r:ccept 
that posItion, then the Federal Government has a responsIbility to 
make funds available to the research community to enable them to 
address the problems of crime and criminal justice. 

Sixth, the Federal Government, in my estImation, has the responsi
bility to guide national policy. 

Furthermore, there should be an emperical base upon which policy 
is set. 

Research provides that empirical base. Tit specific respect to crime. 
and criminal justice, policy direction should flow from empiricial 
research. 

Seven~h reseru'cJ: ~houl.d r~sult ~ the accumulation of. knowledge 
about cnme and cnmmal Justlce. ThIS can best be accomph.c:;hed at the 
Federal level. To date we have fragmented pieces of information, we 
have fragmented pieces of data, but we do not ha-ve a cumulati-ve 
knowledge base about the problems of crime and criminal justice. 
If the Federal Government assumed responsibility for crime and 
criminal justice research, its major objective should be to develop 
a knowledge base upon which decisions could be made. 

Its major responsibility should be to resolve the problem currently 
existing, because there is not a cumulation of l'esearch findings nn.d a 
knowledge base about the issues of crime and delinquency. 

In essence, its major objective should be to undertake research that 
would produce'hard empirical evidence on what are the answers to the 
problems, let that evidence accumulate and thereby be used by prac
titioners to effect policy. 

Eighth, if research findings are to be useful, there must be dissemi
nation tp the users. 

This function of dissemination obviously can best be fulfilled at the 
Federal 'level. . 

In summary, from the perspective of a pmctitioner, I strongly 
believe the Federal Government has a definite role to play in the area 
of crime and criminal justice research, At the Incallevel we look to the 
Federal Government for guidance in this area. 

For many reasons, soine of which I have briefly discussed, local 
government cannot undertake such research. Most important, is the 
need for crime and criminal justice research that has a national scope. 
Such a national scope can only be provided by the Federal Govern
men,t. The national scope of the crime problemJ in my estimation, 
requires a national response. . 

I would like to conclude 'my remarks by addressing the second 
question, "which areas of research should be given highest priority?" 

~ Let me preface IllY response to this question by sa;ying that the role of 
the Federal Government in crime and criminal justice research should 
be directed toward the development of an organized body of 
knowledge. . , . 

The purpose of that knowledge should be to assist <l.rirninal justice 
p1anners !1nd administrators in developip.g progr.ams ifhd:in making 
decisions designed to manage the crime problem. 

,In. carryin~ (;mt. tp.at. role, the, FederaIa~ency :resf.onsible for 
crune and crnnma! JustICe research should, first, of aI, develop a 

. :resea:rch agenda. ': . 
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That aO'enda should not be developed in isolation from the potential 
users of the research findings. Ratner, criminal justices planners and 
pl'actitj,oners should be involved in the development of that agenda and 
the agenda should set forth research priorities. 

From my position, the highest priority should be given to research 
that would tell us more about the phenomena of crime. 

Presently we do not know enough about crime. Although much 
research has been undertaken on crime, the finding only suggests 
that crime is complex, multifaceted and not well understood. 

We have a number of f.uzzy theories that do not translate into 
policy. Much of what we do know is contradictory. To me it is quite 
clear. If crime is to be curbed in this country, knowledge about its 
causes must be developed. Such a knowledge base could then serve 
as a foundation for planners and practitioners to develop strategies 
for crime control. 

Let me elaborate on this point for a moment, in order to illustrate 
how the absence of unequivocal conclusions resulting from research 
about the crime problem hampers our efforts to control crime, and at 
the same time stress the point that the shortage of precise and amply
documented etiological conclusions about ..::rime is a major problem. 

From our fragmented research efforts, we know or we believe a 
number of things. 

One. We know that there is a lot of crime committed in this country, 
much of which goes unreported. Two. We know that young people are 
most frequently arrested for criminal offenses. Three. We know that 
blacks are disproportionately arrested, that well over 40 percent 
o.f those in our j ails and prisons are black, the same is applicable to 
other minorities, as well. Four. We lmow that those arrested have 
certain characteristics. They are poor; they are unemployed, unskilled 
01' undereducated. Five. We know that those areas of the city that 
have the highest crime rates also have the highest rates of unemploy
ment. SL'X:. We know that blacks are more likely to be the victims of 
property, us well as violent crime. Seven. We know that in a majority 
of cases where violent crime is committed, the perpetuator had 
been drinlting alcohol previous to committing the act. Eight. We know 
a large amount of larcenies are committed by those addicted to drugs. 
Nine. Some believe TV violence has an impaet on the aggressive 
behavior of young people.' Ten. Some people feel overcrowdedness 
influences behavior. Eleven. Some believe inadequate education adds 
to the crime problem. 

My point is, there are some things we know about Grime, there are 
some things we believe about crime. Yet, the fragmentation of our 
knowledge and the absence of cumulative research .and the absence 
of an empirical base to sUP;I?ort that which we believe about crime, 
seriously hampers our ability to effectively deal with the crime 
problem. 

Thus, in scope of the first research priority, that is developing a 
knowledge base about crime, there are many research questions to be 
,answered: 

One. What are the causative factors of criminal behavior, and here 
we should look at the different offenses tt~t al'e committed, rather 
than looking at crime as being all-encompassinO'. Two. What \1re 
the causative factors of delinquent behavior? Three. What caus~s 
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violent behavior? Four. Does, in fact, TV violence impact upon"" 
criminal or delinquent behavior? Five. Does, in fact, alcohol contri .. 
bute to violent crim~ being committed? Six. Is there fl.. cause and 
effect relationship between socioeconomic problems and crime? An 
example being unemployed, poor housing, inferior education, over
crowdedness, inadequate health services, race discrimination, 
etcetera. Seven. What does crime cost this country? Eight. What ,.-' 
arc the factors that lead to the situation where minority groups are 
disproportionately represented in our jails and pdsons? Nine. What 
a.re the implications of the redistribution of age groups if! the popu
lation on crime? Ten. What is the nature and extent of white collar 
crime and public COITuption? 

Answers to these and other questions would be ·of benefit to the 
criminal justice community, as well as others. 

The answers would have implication for legislators and administra
tors throughout government. In addition, it could stimulate inter
agency planning and coordination. 

The second research priority should focus on crime prevention. 
Rere we need valid information on what are the best ways to prevent 
crime. We need to know: One. What role can or should the com
munity play in the area of crimeprevention? ~wo. Wha.t role can pri
vate agenCies, local, State, and Federal agenCIes play 1Il the area of 
crime ]1revention? 

Our knowledge in this area is very limited. To me a well-thought
out crime program should place high priority on crime prevention. 
This we have not done to date. Rathel', we have placed our efforts and 
resources I1fter-the-fact, after crimes have been committed and 
.mainly by relying 011 the criminal j llstice system as a means of dealing 
with the problem. 

I believe this is the case primarily because we know so little about 
what causes crime, therefore how to prevent it. 

I should point out the fact that prevention assumes some under
standing about causes. It assumes that we know something about the 
factors that cause crime and.;lin the interest of prevention, steps can be 
taken to change these factors that we knowf),re cal1sa.tive .. 

The third major research program area should be the criminal 
justice deliYffi'¥-system. Rere, research should he undertaken tOlll'o~ 
vide us with information on the best way to deliver criminal justice 
services, such as the police, courts and corrections. I am personally 

. .concerned tha.t although there have been efforts at reform in the criml
nal justice system, we are still doing things in essentially the same 
way. This is because the majority of the reforms attempted have been 
undertaken on subjective beliefs and not hard empiI:ical evidence .. 
'1'here are a number of empirical questions that can be posed here: 

One. What's the best, and most effective way to structure arid,de
liver poli~e services? Two. What are the best patrol procedures? 
Three. Row can police c;>£ficers best use their time, the whole issue of 
productivity. Four. What are the most meaningful and effective sen
tencing practices? Five. Row can We best deal with the problem of 
large. n. umbers of persons bei.Jlg in jail ptinding trial? Six. Row can. we 
best reduce the delay in the trial and appellate process? Seven. What's 
the most effE)ctive way of dealing with the offender? Eight. Row 
appropriate are the various treatment modalities used in both iuvenile 

94-928-77-5 

<J 



60 

and the adult justice systems? Nine. How effective is institution!iliza
tion of offenders? Ten. How effective is noninstitutional treatment 
such ,as probation and parole? Eleven. What impact does long-term 
senten<ling have on rehabilitation? ..... 

In effect, we need to !mow what works and why it works. Rathel' 
than,~attemptn:g to .brin~ about reform in the criminal justice sy~~ero 
by plecemeal IdentificatIOn of problem areas, we need an eIl'lpIrlclll 
base from which we can approach the complex criminal justice system 
through careful analysis and synthesis and th~reby develop a model 
based upon what it should look like, howie should be restructured 
and what it should do. 
·tn conclusion, it's my position that the Federal Government 

should take a proa:ctive role in criminal justice research. I take this 
position because crime is a pervasive national problem and a national 
program is needed todenl with this problem . 
. The objective of such a program should be to develop a cumulative 
body of !mowledge about the proble::3s of crime and criminal justice 
that· can assist planners and decisionmakers in developing programs 
and strategies to address the problem. 

The development of a !mowledge base about crime a:nd delinquency 
should have very positive results. Such research should be focused on 
program areas, with first priorit.y being given to the causes of crime, 
second, the prevention of crime, and, third, the criminal ju~t~ce 
system. 

MT. SCHEUER. Thank you very very much. 
Mr. PURSELL. Dr. Brown, I appreciate your excellent report, 

comments and observations in your' rather "trailblazing" st.yle. 
Dr. BROWN. Thank you. I am glad you appreciate our champion

ship basketball team. 
Mr. PURSELL. Thank you. I thought you mIght mention that. 

With respect to LEAA, could you 09mment on your work with it as 
an organization and how effective it hits been and what role it should 
be playing in providing this data bank which you suggest might help 
you on the front lines? 

Dr. BROWN. My experience at the level of q.eliverin.g services of 
the criminal justice system suggest that we do utilize some of the 
flndings or work coming out of the institute on occasions. The insti
tute did research in the area of crisis intervention. We utilized the 
:findings there and modified it to fit our own local situation and de
veloped an ongoing seminar called "Understanding People" for our 
sheriff's office. . 

The institute through its technology transfer program, provided 
.funds for neighborhood team policing. Our sheriff's office underwent 
a reorganization using the neighborhood tElam policing concept. 

We are looking at prevention through envITonmental design and 
have worked with architects in our area. 

Our district attorney is developingJ a computerized information 
;system and is looking an LE.A..A. pro~ram. Othel':J'esearch that mayor 
may not hav,e been done through I...1E.A..A. have been utilized by the 
sheriff's office, such as the role of the investigative function. 

We are lOQking at research that has been done in the area of pre
pre,:e. ntive patrol questioning ,,:hether or not ra1l:dom patrol is· of 
-.merlt to the law enforcement delIvery systems and if not how can we 
best utilize the patrol officer's tim.e. 

., 



61 

. When I was a police officer in San Jose, we utilized and developed 
a police community relations program using ;LEU funds. Presently 
our corrections unit is looking at the reports of LEU dealing with 
al1i-~1'D.atives to incarceration with the hope'of using some of the ma
tei'ia.1s that come out of that for our own purpose. 

We rely very heavily in our agency on the' standards and goals 
work in an ~ttempt to determine what can we use to improve our 
system. " 

Those are some examples how we utilize some of the information 
that cltme out of IJEAA. 

Mr. PURSELL. One quick closing question in relation to that. 
Do you think that organization, funding and legislation strikes a 

balance between hardware and preventive rehabilitation type pro
grams? Do you think it's appropriately balanced in those respects 
since you have been a front Hne officer as well as serving in t'\le pre-
ventive area where you have had both e}.."Periences? LJ 

Dr. BROIVN. I probably would not be in a position to give you a 
very definitive view because I don't know all the research that's 
taking place in LEAA. I am mainly familial' with that I have in
volved mysr.lf in. In my testimony I made the point that research at 
the Federal level should involve basic as well as applied research. I 
would also take the position that those two'should not be separated, 
and my reason for saying that is that what~ver research is done in my 
estimation should have some value for the uSers. 

I also believe that if we separate the two approaches into separate 
entities or government, what will happen will be the criminal justiM" 
agencies will look at the a,pplied research and ignore the pure research. 
I suggest that at some point in time we,. should begin to look at crime 
and criminal justice in its totality. Orime is not being a problem that 
can be solved strictly by the criminal justice system. 

As a matter of fact, I think the criminal justice system does not 
control the problem. Rather,'\ve should look at the causes of crime. 

If .,,:,e sep~rate t1;(r>~wo~ I thinl~y:~:t~t we will find is that s.ocial 
conditIOns WIll be deaLt WIth throU{;-:il. pure research and operational 
concerns will be dealt with through applied research ,and they will 
never mesh together and have a comprehensive approach to dealing 
with the crime problem. , 

Mr. SCHEUER. As a criminal justice planner and administrator over 
the years, do you feel that the research that is cQming out of the 
National Institute has been of sufficient focus and of sufficient.quality 
so that it's been relevant and helpful to you? ~ 

Dr. BROWN. We have utilized, as I indicated earlier, a number of 
the research findings that came out of the Institute. I would say alSQ, 
that I do not believe the Institute has developed a research agenda 
where you heave a road map to follow in terms of developing a knowl
ledge base, knowing the gaps in that knowledge base, and then focus
ing research effort to fill those gaps, 

Mr. SCHEU~ElR. Do you have any questions? 
Ms. FR:1ilED. I would like to follow up on the first question that you 

were asked, Dr: Brown, and also to issue a very warm welcome on 
behalf of Mr. Oonyers if he hasn't already done so. He's. called upon 
you many times, for advice in the criminal justice area and this is a 
continuation of that reliance upon your advice. 

X // 
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Study results were released yesterday which showed that heroin 
addicts do not commit a very big percentage of violent crimes. What 
use has your local enforcement agency made of the results of that 
study? Such studies are quasi-applied research and slightly into the 
pure research area. 

Dr. BROWN. Not having read the study, I would reach the same 
.con?lusion anyway, I think the crimes committed by people who are 
addicted to drugs would be mainly pp,Dperty thefts, not violent crimes. 
And so it doesn't provide me with any new information. 

Ms. FREED. Do local enforcement agencies then proceed on the 
results of those studies and not look to heroin addicts as suspects 
when.they are investigating violent crimes? 

Dr. BROWN. The fact that one is a heroin addict would not neces
sarily be a reason that the investigator would pursue him. if a violent 
.crime had been committed. 

Ms: FREED. Do you think that is true throughout the Nation now? 
Dr" ~ROWN. I think it's pretty well known within the law enforce

'nl,entneld that people llLddicted to drugs are not the ones generally 
involved in the commi<;;sion of violent crimes. That is rathel' general 
knowledge., 

Ms. FREED. So would you say that study js useless? 
Dr. BROWN. It didn't add anything to my knowledge. 
Ms. FRillED. Thank you. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Well, thank you very, very much, Dr. Brown. 
Mr. STOVALL. r1v.Ir. Chairman, may I inquire as counsel for the 

minority? 
lVIr. SCHEUER. By all means. 
Mr. STOVALL. One quicl~ question. 
1\11'. SCHEUER. Sure. 
Mr. STOVALL. Dr. Brown, if you were allocating resources for pure 

research, as we have heard it calJ.ed today and applied research, how 
w;ould you like to see the resources allocated? And do you think that 
Dr. Wheeler's estimate of 5, 10, or 15 years is a likely period of time 
for the pure research projects to continue is a realistic goal? Sort of a 
bifurcated question. . 

Dr. BROWN. In response to your first question, I would develop an 
agenda which would give first priority to pure research. If we identify 
pure research as developing an understanding about th6 phenomena 
of crime, I think flowing from that would also come information that 
would be helpful for those involved in applied research. 

So I don't make the separation between the two. 
I think the objective of the two should very well be designed to 

address the same problem. 
With respect. to:your second question, I would agree that a minimum 

of 5 years womd probably be required before research findings are 
filtered down to action. 

·Mr, STOVALL. Thank you. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Dr. Brown, you have given us some very thoughtful 

and provocative testimony. 'Ve thank you very, very much. 
Dr. BROWN. Thank you for the invitation. 
Mr. SCHEUJilR. The subcommittee will be adjourned until tomorrow 

morning at. 9 o'clock. 
, {Whereupon, at 12 :56 p.m., the hearing was adjourned, to reconvene 
at 9 a.m. on Thursday, June 23, 1977.] 
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THURSDAY, JUNE 23, 1977 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
DOMESTIC AND IN'rERNATIONAL SCIEN'rIFIC PLANNING, 
ANALYSIS AND C60PERA'l'IONOF-TRE OQMMITT;EE ON 
SCIENCE AND TECIlNOLOGY, AND SUBCOMMITTEE ON
CRIME OF TIlE COABUTTEE ON TIlE JUDICIARY, 

1if, ashington, D.O. 
The subcommittees met jointly at 9 :10 l1.m .. in room 2141 of the 

Rayb.urnHouse Office Buildirig; Hon. John Conyers [chairman of,the 
Subcommittee on Crime of the Committee on the Judiciary] presiding. 

Present; Representatives Conyers, Gudger, Volkmer, Scheuer, 
and Walker. 

Staff Q!esent: Jonah Shacknai, Hayden Gregory, Leslie Freed, 
counsel; Eobert Shellow, consultant; Ross Stovall, associate counsel;-
and James Gallagher, technical consultant. _ 
- Mr. CONYERS. The subcommittee will come to order.Wea;re 
continuing joint-hearings this week on the Federal role-in crimina} 
justice and crime research, focusing on the National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice, the research arm of LEU, with 
some great concern and interest in the N ational.Academy of Sciences 
and their report. 

We are very pleased to have todav the chairman of the National 
.Academy of Sch;lllces Committee on'''Researchon Law-Enforcement C) 
and Criminal Justice, Dr. Samuel Krislov, ~ccompanied by Dr. ~red 
Blumstein, Dr. Richard Schwartz, Dr. Susan. White, who have 
honored us' by agreeing to. appear on a panel and engage these joint 
committees in discussion. . 

Would YOll ladies and gentleman COrrie forward, please, and I 
should indicate our pleasure at your joining us .. 

The committee has your draft report and we also have some detailed 
comments, and weare very, very pleased that you can join us this 
morning for our second day of joirit,hearings. . 
. Without further ado, Chairman Krislov, we welcome you, and I 
would yield to thecochairmnn, Jim Scheuer of New Y ol'k, if he 
wanted to add a word of welcome. 

Mr. SCE::EUER. Thank. you Mr. Cochairman. We are b()th ,very,: 
pleased to nave you 1),ere. We know you have done an. enoTI¥0us 
amount of wprk putting this report together. I have had the priVIlege 
of meeting with m. ost 9f you about it. We certainly look forward to 
what you are going to tell us. . 
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.l'ESTIMONY OF DR. SAMUEL l{RISLOV, PROFESSOR OF POLITICAL 
''SOlENCE AND LAW, UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA, MINNEAPOLIS, 
:MINN.; DR. SUSAN WHITE, STUDY DIRECTOR, NATIONAL ACAD· 
EMY OF SCIENCES' COMMITTEE ON RESEARCH ON LAW ENFORCE· 
:MEl\'"r AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE, WASHINGTON, ;Q.C.; DR. ALFRED 
:jJLUMSTEIN, DIRECTOR, URBAN SYSTEMS INST11'UTE, SCHOOL OF 
lTRBAN AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS, CARNEGIE·MELLON UNIVERSITY, 
~ITTSBURGH, PA.; AND DR. RICHARD SCHWARTZ, DEAN, STATE 
UJIllVERSITY OF NEW YORK LAW SCHOOL OF BUFFALO, N.Y. 

Dr. KRISLOV. I am Sam Krislov" of the University of Minnesota, 
and we are all delighted to be here on behalf of the National Academy ~ 
of Sciences' Committee on Research and J.Jaw Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice. 

Alfred Blumstein of Oarnegie-Mellon, Richard Schwartz 'of Buffalo, 
and members of the staff. Susa,n White, to my right, and then Ms. 
Fredrica Kramer ftnd Mr. Micholel Rossetti in back. 

A list of the membersilip of the committee is appended to our 
statement, and I would like to say a little about our composition. 

As with other committees in the National Academy of Sciences, an 
effort was made to broadly include relevant disciplines, political 
science, in my case, urban and public affairs and computer progr~ming 
in the case of Professor Blumstein, geography, law, sociology, eco
nomics, as well as criminology, as well as a diversity of disciplines and 
points of view. 

In addition, since we are not just a pure research agency, there 
was an effort made to include other representation, Oharles Herzfeld 
.of I. T. &T ., Robert Igleburger, a former police chief, Eugene Eidenberg 
.of the Illinois Law Eruorcement Commission, and so on, and Coleman 
Young, last, but not least, Coleman Young, the mayor of Detroit. 

From the beginning it was intended not just to include academic 
.disciplines, although our responsibilities were primarily in the field 
{)f the rese&rch program of t.he Institute, but others as well. 

'l'hecommittee was established under a contract with LEAA to 
evaluate the research program of the Institute and copies of our final 
report are available for your use, and the final publication is scheduled 
for September 1977, the Academy not being any quicker than GPO. 

The charge to the Academy was to convene a committee of rec-
ognized scholars representative of the various disciplines that char- ~ 
acterized the field of research in crime and criminal justice, and in 
this particular, the program of research sponsored by the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, and to assess 
the research funded to date, identifying areas of relative strengths .", 
and weaknesses. As we looked at the program of the Institute, it 
became clear that the program included things other than strict 
research. It inch,lded model programs, demonstrations, traininO'. 
prog1(!l~s, impact evaluations,' data archives, and what they call 
techlivlogy transfer, in Washington, that is, publications designed 
to disseminate ideas that originate within the program. 

This variety of functions is mandated by Congress and isn't merely 
the creation of the Institute and is part of the overall action mission 
of LEAA in its relationship to the State planning agencies. Therefore, 
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we delineated 13 categories of funding and investigated their effec
tiveness in all of these areas. 

The mandate to evaluate a resea&h program, began to be a mandate 
to look at all of the different kinds of responsibilities the Institute 
has carried out. And, ina sense, what we were doing was recapitulating 
for ourselves the type of pl'ohlem thab the Institute had to wrestle 
wi,th, when it started out do what it was asked to do. 

We first established criteria. 
We wanted to look at the quality of research, but we recognized 

also that the usefulness, as it applied to social problems was also 
important. 

In Qther words, we were not interested in pure academic categories 
there. We also raised the question of cumulating knowledg~, to what 
degree are the projects ~dditive? Are they just isolated things, or d<;>"o 
they add up to a total picture that can be useful to others?, (I 

The fourth criterion we used was the competence of the administr!1-
tioD. of the program. Wf,3 used a. nurnber of ,different method,,\ of 
evaluating the actual work ,of the Institute. OlIe of the most import!).nt 
ones, but not th~ only one, was to actually pull a sample 'of the work; 
of the Institute and evaluate it. It is a little unusual to uSe such a 
relatively elaborate procedure though; as I understand the theory of 
evaluation, it ought to be done .all the time. We found .out thete were . 
some difficulties with that a,ppl'oach, but we also think that ther:.e!).re ,,' 
some great advantages. We have dirtied our hands with actually,': 
looking at the proj ects, ratp.er than merely talking to people and getting 
then: impressions. . 

In addition, we did the normal things. We interviewed people, 
knowledgeables, particularly people who had been involyed with tll.e 
.operations of the Institute of various directors like Henry Ruth, 
-various subordinates at various levels. . 

In the field of techology where the contracts are very big and are, 
in fact, umbrella contracts, that cover a number of projects, we used 
a different approach and asked the contractors to come in and .make 
presentations of. what they were doing to a subcommittee of out 
committee of ~ow1edgeables, and that subcommittee WaS headed by 
Mr. Oharles Herzfeld, who is, as I mentioned, with LT. ,& T., and a 
former director .of ARPA at the Department of Defense and Ph. D. 
in physics. 

In looking at the grants in the form I mentioned before, where we 
pulled a sample,. we developed a set of instruments for evaluating, 
which I won't bore you with, with different criteria fol'. cU:fferent 
kinds .of projects. 

As I tried to emphasize, we did not say that a demonstration proj
ect had to be a pure rdsearch project. 

We recognized the different missions of the Institute, even in our 
methods of evaluation. 

Our major findings can be summarized. In terms of quality, we 
tended to come out pretty much, althoug4 not ex~ct.lywhere most .of 
the critics of the Institute are. That is, we find that a fairly high pro
portion of the Institute projects have been mediocre., 

That is not to say that there haven't been successes, nor that they 
haven't had some spectacular failures. Most of themat'e not clearly 
either $uccesses nor failures. And the main reason, we believe, is 
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because they were not exacting enough on their original specifications 
and designs to either achieve success or failure. . 

We worry about quality control. In terms of usefulness, we have 
not engaged in as extensive an inquiry, since no data exists and we 
did not nave the resources to do a survey ourselves, and all that we') 
can say is that we could conclude that little of the material dissemi
nated by the Institute is used in planning and prngram development 
b;y the SPA's, at any rate. We did have a team tha,t went and explored 
relationships with the SPA's. 

In terms of ·cumulative research, we are quite emphatic that the 
Institute has not done what it could do in qeveloping systematic re
search pro~rams.It has looked for, we say m our full report, rather 
than in thIS testimony, it has looked for short-term winners at the 
expense of long-range programs. And the trouble with that, is that 
you end up supporting fads, and fads change from year to year, 
whereas a systematic research program may fail, but at least you 
know what you have at the end of that time. 

They have not worked toward a coherent body of knowledge, and 
we suggest they need to restructure along those lines. 

Finally, let me say that we found very serious shortcomings in 
the administration of the program. . 

We believe that their advisory system is not an efficient one, that 
they do not draw on the best people. That their staff, I don't want to 
attack people who are doing the best they can, they are conscientious, 
but their staff is inadequate to the task of administering this kind of 
a research program, and yet they insist on being largely in-house in 
their arra:qgements. 

They follow a research strategy that tends to exclude most of the 
existing social science research col)1m.unity; and this leaves them in 
turn vulnerable to pressures frotil LEAA, Justice,Oongress, that at 
times are destructive of the development of a research program. 
() These problems are not the fault of any individuals, but rather 
the consequences of the structure of the Institute which does not 
assu~e enoug;h independence; for a rese~rch J?rogram. we ~~e not ,only 
argumg for mdependence. We also beheve III accountabilIty. As we 
develop later, in our report we have called for a return to the focus on 
crime control and crime reduction, as the major purpose of the Insti
tute program. But we believe that that should be a long-range goal. 
Its success or failure should be judged over a period of years, by 
which the)! show what they are doing' in a responsible and coherent 
research ~ashion, not on a day-to-day basis. . 

That 1S to say, I don't believe any, and I doubt that anybody in 
this room believes that anyone piece of research will solve the crime 
problem. 

Research as a body may contribute toward reduction of crime in 
the long run, but the project is a long-range one, as-to use an analogy 
that has some weaknesses but still carries over~as a cancer preven
tion J?rogram or any other form of dealing with t'!, social problem. 

It Isn't done overnight, and it isn't done by one piece of work, and 
it isn't done because one indb.,idual has a project and a bright idea. 

That is what we are pleading for, enough'independence and in
tergrity for the research program to achieve what is expeoted by Oon
gress and what can be expected from by the public. 
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Susan White of the University of New Hampshire, on leave at the 
Academy, will now continue with an overview of the history of the 
Institute. 

Dr. WHITE. Thank you. We felt that one of the ways in whioh you 
might be able to gain some insight in this program and how it' de
velolled and perhaps ho,¥ it wen~ wr~ng in some respect would be by 
hearmg some of the InstItute's hlstorICal background. 

The staff for the committee spent a great deal of time interviewing 
a great many former and current staff with the Institute, as well as 
others who were perhaps in LEAA or in the Justice Department or 
elsewhere, but would have some contact with and knowledge of the 
history of the Institute. . '. 

When it gets put down on paper, of course, you have to skip a lot of 
factors that might be considered important by some individuals,and 
we apologize, if we have slighted anything. :; 

What I would like to do is pretty much highlight some of the findings 
that we have from the history. 

I would like to follow the section from the report that you have 
which perhaps may make it easier for you. 

We divided the administrative history of the Institute into three 
phases. We believed that this was important to do, because there were 
quite distinct factors that occurred in these three phases. 

The first phase is basically a starting-up period. There were several 
directors. One was a director for a year, and that particular individual, 
while he had-certainly had an impact on the program was not there 
long enough to have the same kiiid of impact, perhaps, as the others 
who were there for a long period of time. 

The second phase was when Martin Danziger, who was appointed 
in 1971, and he was there for somewhat over 2 years. 

The third phase, since our study really goes only through 1975, is 
from 1973 to 1975, when Ge:w.ld Oaplan was the director. 

The first phase, as I said, had several different directors and, there
fore, one of the factors that you have to look at is simply the effect of 
tu:rnover, the effect of not having enough time to plan and develop a 
program. They had a great deal of money, not as much as they do now, 
but they had .0, great deal of money for a research program. 

The pressme was to move the money, as is always the case . .And 
they didn't really have time to I>lan~ell for that process. There W'a9 
also in this period the three-headed adkinistration of LEAA f1nd, in 
talking particularly with 11r. Ruth, it is clear that that three-headed 
administration was a vel'Jf frustrating experience for the director, who, 
of course, had to have ai:>proval from the LEAA Administrator for 
what he did. " 

There was also a strong feeling expressed to us by a number of indi
viduals who were at the Institute at that tUne that Oongress was 
antiresearch or was hostile to research. 

We could go into some more of the detail of that, if you wish. We do 
have some material :from earlier transcripts of earlier congressiQnal 
hearings on that. c."/" 

In any case, Mr. Ruth felt quite strongly that he had to spend much 
of his time more or less justifying the research role rather than actuaUy 
getting a research program underway. . .. \i 

The second major phase was whel1 Jerris Leonard became Adminis .. 
\) trator of LEEA and Martin Danziger the Director. 

() 
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And this phase had some very strong new directions in it, which 
came about in the follo~ing way. The prey-ious year, the year prior to 
the appointment of Mr.- Danziger, had seen very strong cdticism of 
LEAA in Congress because, among other things, the large sums that 
had already been expended on various programs had not produced a 
decline in the crime rate. 

Now, the use of crime rates as a measure of performance, is very 
problematic, for three reasons. First, crime rates ar(3 a.ffected,. to a 
considerable degree, by factors other than those under the contr0l of 
the criminal justice system and, conversely, many who contribute to 
the crime rate do not pass through that system. 

Second, crime rates themselves are effected by higher citizen or 
victim reporting and police reporting procedures. 

It is quite possible for 11 program on citizen awareness, for example, 
to have the intended impact of higher reporting of crimes, therf.~'''re 
producing a higher cDme rate. '---' 

Third, and in the context of evaluating the Institute, most impor
tant, the use or crime rates as a measure of performance is based on 
wholly unrealistic eJl.-pectations about the kind and extent of immediate 
impact that is possible from research. There are many aspects of 
crime problems about which we now know little, but can know more. 
Much of this knowledge, we believe, can be useful in future efforts to 
prevent and control crime. 

But it is important to recognize that practical payoff from research 
is necessarily indirect and oftentimes long-term. 

Nonetheless, increases and decreases in crime rates remain the focus 
of LEAA performance measures and the criticism continued. 

One outcome of the criticism was LEA,A's embarrassing discovery 
that it had almost no information about "v.e impact of its programs. 

Therefore, a new effort was begun throughout LEAA to focus on 
crime reduction, rather than system improvement, and on evaluating 
the impact of these programs. And the new effort affected the Institute 
in major ways. First, it hardened and intensified LEAA's commitment 
to the goal of directly controlling crime. Even for the research program. 

Second, it involved Institute staff in a lengthy and complex planning 
process, using specific reductions in crime rates as performance meas
ures. And, third, it produced a sharp change in the research and 
development strategy. . - -

The term "crime-specific planniJ:~i1 came into use throughout LEAA 
in 1971 in direct response to cOhgressional questions llbout the rela
tionship between Government anticrime funding and the increasing 
crime rate. 

The term meant that programing had to be tied to a specific crime 
and designed to bring about a specified level of reduction, or decreasing 
rate of increase, in the rate of occurrence for that particular crime. 
And that was applied even to research programs. 

The next 2 years were devoted to making both the NILECJ or
ganization and Institute programs directly responsive to the goal of 
tedu~ing criIll:e. . ' (j . .. 

OrIme-speCIfic was eventually relaxed to onm~-onented dunng thIS 
period, but the belief remained strong that research on crime could 
directly a.nd immediately affect crime reduction, if only the right 
combination of planning and funding strategy was used. 
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One of the results, of course, was that the Congress mandated that 
more evalaution be done in LEAA. They put that at the feet of the 
Institute or on the back of the Institute, perhaps more appropriately,. 
which got the Institute into the business of helping the rest of LEAA 
be accountable. 

As a result of all of these factors, the funding program during the' 
Danzig~r period was significantly different from ptevious yenrs. 

NIL-mOJ chose to limits its major funding to a few large-scale grants: 
and contracts on the ground that this strategy for spending the
money would have the largest possible payoff. Large dollar amounts 
were committed to projects, several of which continue even today. 

The major example of this shift in re~earch ~trategy was the In-
stitute's involvement in LEAA's impact cities program. 

Apparently convinced that solutions could be found by concen~ 
trating la.rge amounts of money at selected sites, and believing that 
this would result in a more efficient use of R. & D. money than a 
fragmented grants program, Martin Danziger made the impact cities 
program a major focus of LE.AA and Institute funds. 

The expected payoff of gaining new knowledge about reducing 
crime did not materialize and that failure should have been antici
pated. 

The obviously political nature of the overall program dictated 
many aspects of its design and operation. 

Now, the Institute was not responsible for these politically moti
vated requirements, but the situation illustrates the highly political 
constraint.s within which the Institute operates, constraints that do 
not lend themselves to good research efforts. 

Further, the Institute can and should be held responsible for com~ 
mitting its resources to programs that cannot be reconciled with re
search objectives. In sum) the Danziger period produced, an intensi
fication of the Institute's commitm.ent to direr,tly reducing crimes. 
Goals, objectives, and· planning were all tied to a belief that crime was 
a problem that could be solved. As we point out later in our report, 
it was not the goal of controlling crime that was mistaken-but rather 
the notion that research can contribute~direotly and immediately 
to crime reduction. 

Furthermore, we believe that during this period research funds were 
diverted~from tnegolll-ol knowledge to the goal of dir.ectproblem 
solving. 

The third period we have designated .the Caplan period. Gerald 
Caplan was appointed Director of the Institute in the fall of 1973 by 
Donald Santorelli, then Administrator of LEAA. The Caplan period 
received its earlier definition in the decision to deemphasize crime 
reduction as It goal. 

Since crime had not been reduced, indeed, had increased more often 
than decreased, the claims for impact were probably unfounded from 
the start. Recognizing thll,t it was wholly unreasonable to measure the 
effectiveness of a reseaich program by specifio cure rates Oaplan· 
modified the 'Institute's approach. The Institute would no longer· 
plan for direct and immediate impact oncrj,me Eates but instead woUld 
develop longer range opjectives that could be expected to contribute 
in a more realistic way to an overall reduction in crime. Even the, 
traditional focus on, improving the system was recast so that efficiency 
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'and fairness became objectives in their own right rather than tools for 
reducing crime rates. 

The Institute and all of LEAA entered a new period of deflating 
expectations. In addition, Director Caplan has recently begun efforts 
to develop and encourage a research community interested in more 
basic research questions. 

We think it is very important for these committees to realize that 
at the beginnin~ stages of the Institute there was a very small re
search commuruty, mostly criminologists with some other people 
who had in one way or another become involved with criminal justice, 
but there was no discipline or set of disciplines out there that was 
concentrating on criminal justice research. 

We feel that one of the tasks that the Institute should have taken 
on from the beginning was developing such a research community, 
going out to the universities and the consulting firms, research or
ganizations where there were various kinds of social scientists who 
might be brought into this kind of work. 

Basically, this did not begin until after Gerald Caplan became 
Director and while we believe he should be commended for having 
begun the effort, we think it has only started and there is a great &eal 
more to be doue. ' 

One other pcint we would like to make about this last period. The 
overall impression of the Institute's goals and objectives under 
Caplan's leadership is one of decentralization and eclecticism. 

By: that time they were burdened, because LEAA had been crit
icized, with a great deal of impact evaluation that had to be done; 
so they had au Office of Evaluation. 

Th€:y also were asked to do a great deal of technology transfer; 
so they had an Office of Technology Transfer. 

Then one of the offices just happened to be an Office of Research 
Programs, that is, research was con.fined to one unit of the Institute. 
And within that Office of Research Programs the program definitions 
were basically police, courts, and corrections; it also included special 
programs and community crime prevention, but basically it was the 
traditional criminal justice system setup. 

We feel that that is certainly not the most creative way to develop 
a good res~l.1rch program because the program desk people-police, 
cO\.ll'ts, corrections-more or less have their own traditional con
stituencies to reach out to. 

Consequently, there was' relatively little cross-fertilization, if 
you will, and creativity in the ideas that developed. 

In conclusion, although as I said before, there is certainly a number 
~f 'Other factors that could be mentioned, we believe that the problems 
'Of locating research in a mission agency have always been substantial. 

The pressures from the parent agency tend to favor immediate 
solutions and fost3r an unnecessary polarization of basic and applied 
research. NILECJ's position in the agency perceived as a serviceI' 
of local criminal justice practitioners has narrowed its focus to the 
criminal justice system only, and sometimes simply to crime rates, 
and has preven,ted the Institute from looking to the larger r,esearch 
issues that are important lor producing useful knowledge about crime 
problems. 

T 
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The Institute's outlook hils been unnecessarily narrow1 we believe, 
f1nd its research agenda has not benefited from a variety of per
spectives on criminal justice problems. At that point I think I will 
pause. 

There al"e a number of other factors involved. I think you have 
this text if you wish to pursue any of them further. 

Mr. OONYEltS. Good. . 
Would it be appropriate now for us to go into some questions and 

then come back for. additional pl'esentations? 
Dr. KRISLOV. VVe don't have any additional presentations. We 

wanted to have questions at this point. 
Mr. OONYERS .. OK. 
Jim, would you like to begin the questioning, please? 
Mr. SCHEUER. I .am going to have to leave in a couple of minutes 

to go downtown for a press conference. I will be back in about three, 
quarters of an hour so I am sorry that I can't wait and hear the answ~r 
to my other questions, but I think an important question to get out 
is it seems to be this stated assumption by all ;parties that has not 
been contradict/ed that the National Institute IS held in quite low 
esteem by the research community and it has had a great deal of 
difficulty in attracting first-rate scientists and researchers of aU kinds. 

Even in a time when there was a very tight job market the National 
Institute didn't seem to b~ .able to attract people and hold them. Why? 

Dr. KRISLOV. Are you talking about the staff or the researchers? 
In other words, the staff at the Institute or--

Mr. SCHEUER. No; this was supposed to be a catalytic place to. 
bring brains together and to organize existing knowledge and come 
up ·with some answers. 

The National Institute so far has been disappointing to me, and 
those of you on the panel who played an active role in its early devel
opment, in attracting this kind of talent and serving that catalytic 
role. 

Briefly, why? 
Dr~ KRIS!;OV. Well, Professor Blumstein had the longest perspec

tive on this. 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN .. Let me start making a pass at that issue. 
There is a long tradition in the research· community that jntegrity 

of research is a necessary condition for obtaining quality research. 
And people capable of producing high qUIl.lity research will not par
ticipate in a program that they don't believe has integrity. 

, . That integrity requires that the research seeks out the.truth wher~ 
ever it may lie, and that the research not necessarily be responsive t~ 
demands for an immediate solution .01' demands for an answer that 
fits some pre~-.9nceived conclusion that is to be proven. -

'1'here was a concern that was reflected in a variety of aspects of 
both organization and specific incidents that were reported in the 
Institute that suggested that the Institute did not have that requisite 
degree of integrity. _ . 

Mr. SCHEUER. Can you give us some specific eXll-mples? " 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. Well, the fact that the Institute was airected

that the si~-Qff on all grants from the. Institute was in the hands of 
the AdminIstrator oi,LEAA. 

And with the--

D 
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Mr. SCHEUER. And not in the Institute? 
Dr. BLUMENSTEIN. And not being in the Institute meant that the 

Administrator's inevitable political consideration would become a very 
significant factor. There Were many occasions when grants were de
layed for extended periods of time with no apparent reason, but 
presumably more on the ba~is of the conflict between the LEAA Ad
ministrator and the Instituta itself. 'l'hese included grants that were 
rated well and that were clearly of potentially high quality. In many 
cases the Administrator was perhaps hoping the grantee would go 
!l!Way for one or another reason. 

There is a tradition in research that the direction of research should 
be under the hands of researchers, people who can make effective 
research judgments, people who can understand the nature of research 
in substance and the nature of the l'esearch community. 

The directorship of the institute was under-the institute was 
tmdera researcher only in its first few months during the transition 
period between presidential administmtions. Subsequent to that the 
direction has been under various lawyers who may have ,had some 
marginal experience in research, but was not under the direction of 
J:esearch people. And that was not calculated to bring very good 
})eople in. 

Another administrative aspect of the institute was that their grants 
~vere typically I-year grants often with considerable delay in refund
ing. This kind of approach is not calculated to bring good l'esearchers 
into that program because of the considerable uncertainty about the 
institute's commitment to their effort compared to other sources of 
~lj~port where the commitment would exist. 

'TheTe was no peer review process. Peer review not only generates 
high qti'ulity in filtering out the bad, but brings in high quality because 
the existence of a quality peer review group suggests to the research 
community' that those people are really serious. That kind of image 
was never developed for the institute, a variety of detailed adminis
trative features, all of which served to send up the wrong signals. 

Mr.liJSCHEUER. Can we tick off the administrative features that sent 
out tb.\)se signals? I mean, we are legislating, Congressman Conyers 
subcommittee has legislative jurisdiction. We share oversight juris
diction with him. We want to get down to the nitty-gritty because 
ultimately Congressman Conyers and the Judiciary Committee, will, 
be putting words on a p~ece of paper for legislative improvements and 
there will be committee reports mandating X, Y, and Z, so we would 
like to get at some of these details that seem to have frustrated the 
ori$Jnal intention of I and others who sponsored the National Institute. 

lJr. BLUMSTEIN. One is that we should not be restricted to I-year 
grants because research in many cases has to have continuity. And 
one of the features of the operation of the institute with its rapid 
changes of directorship was redirecting programs, cutting out what 
was going and starting in a new direction. 

So, one feature is more extended grants opportunities. 
No. 2 is a peer-review process which displays quality control and 

attracts good pe01>le . 
.A. third is an advisory committee that is real, that has on it com

petent practitioners as well as skilled scientists. 

)r 
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A· fourth is that the management of the institute must be in the 
hanels of people who· know research, have been in research and can 
manago reseo,rch. 

Mr. SCHEUER, I would like to ask unanimous consent to hold the 
record open at this point so that any of you can add a list of what 
the pl'oblems were or make some additional recommendations at this 
point-

Mr. CONYERS. Without objection so ordered. 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. Let me be sure to add two more. 
One is that the signoff authority on ~rantS and programs should 

be in the hands of the director of the Institute mther than in the 
inevitably more politicized higher levels ,vithin the Justice Department . 

. And flnaHy there are a variety of stru~tuzal features that must be 
designed to provide the commitment, the stature, the integrity of the 
institute that represent a display that the Justice Department '-l; 
seriotls. 

If I may just quote a statement by Mr. Califano in his appointment 
of the director of NIH, I think it conveys the sense of what I believe 
should be accomplished. 

Mr. Califano said: 
I recognize how important the work is that you have been doing and I hope 

will continue to do so. I recognize and I see it as one of the greatest national 
treasures the country has, indeed, it is one of the lBeatest treasures in th~";Rdp .. 
I will do what I can to help provide an environment in which you can pursue 
your work. You are looked to for leadership in terms of grants and contracts 
and direction for much of our Nation's research in these areas. I am happy to 
announce that we have completed our search for a director of NIH. We have 
looked only for the !Jest, only for excellence and Jve found that person and we 
found him right here at NIH in Dr'. Fredrickecon. 

The only thing Il)ld the central t~ng that r~k in. :esponse is t?-at you provide 
us with excellencc, excellent appomtments to aW!'lsory committces, excellent 
directors, and staffs and excellent work. I pzsurc you that there will be no partisan 
politics involved in any of the work yOu do, in any of the appointments that 
are made to any of the Instituws or any of the committees advising the Institutes. 

I think that statement is an excellent model of the principles and 
the guiding ideag that should lie behind an'i,ustitute of justice as well 

~=~c~?ti~(>ne of liealth. Nm. SCHEUER. That statement just about says it all. 
Dr. KRls:uov. Not quite. . 
Let me j'llSt add to italthQugh I agree it is an excellent statement. 

That those recommendations and otliers are inou!' last chapter, and 
that the interesting thing wais that the committee started with qvite 
divergent points of view, and as time went on we c()llverged more. 
and mOTe on these symptoms.and those problems. Q 

I do want to emphasize that when we talk about an advisory system 
and even a peel' system, that",wo really did not mean just pure re
searchers. We advise a strong input from users who would also have 
a meaningful advisory role. 

It is not a pure research recommendation. On the contrary, it is.
if we felt that pure research was the goal we would have recommended 
NSF or something like that as the liome. We may still come to that 
in terms of pure I>ractical politics. 

But ideally We believe that. the Institute ought to be in Justi bece
cauSe it ought to,be concerned with crime problems. Now, we are going 
to delineate that later on but that is essentially our recommendation. 

-.) 
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Let me recapit11late what I think AI was saying, that the Institute 
needs to have signs, overt signs and actual si~s of its own integrity, 
and the main symbol of that would be signol! authority. It needs to 
have meaningful advisory committees who are not just window 
dressing, altho1.lgh they don't have to be final authorities by any 
means. There ought to be an inter-action in my opinion between the 
advisory committees and the staff. But at present advisory committees 
are largely window dressing if. thf\.Y e;...;st at all. 

And there ought to be a proces> that has the kind of integrity that 
makes people feel that when they do the research they are expected 
to have integrity in their own work. 

'l'hese are the major ingredients. 
Mr. CONYERS. Now let me just ask a quest.ion separating technical 

assistance from applied research from pure research. You were saying 
there that probably both applied and pure is appropriate but technical 
is not, is that what this discussion a few minutes prior boiled down to? 

Dr. KRISLOV. I think we feel that it would be best if the technical 
assistance part were Splill back into LEU. 

Mr. CONYERS. And there was far too much g.0.ing on in the Institute? 
Dr. KRISLOV. Yes. That is where the incompatibility lies, not in the 

applied researoh. and the pure research. We don't think that distinc
tipn is meaningless but we think it im very difficult to point to in 
practice. 

Mr. CONYE:RS. Right. Of course ther~ was very little pille research 
going on. I mean would there be a very high stack of works rising off 
the table if we asked you to produce the pure research from the 
Institute? . 

Dr. KRISLOV. Depends how pure you want to be. 
Dr. WHITE. I think it would be very smal1. I am not sure I could 

think of one right now, as a matter of fact, although I imagine some
body can. 

Mr. CONYERS. Now members of the panel, let me move back to just 
a preliminary point because I keenly appreciate the work you have 
done and I don1t intend to go into a lot of questions about why we 
got into the problem. . 

I th,1tik YOl:Chave. done it in a very skillful and impartial way. I 
realize, I want to say, that it is a sensitive kind of evaluation you were 
called upon to make and it is very eo.sy to cross the line where we are 
gatt'lug into political or partisan considerations and the like. From 
what I have been able to see of your preliminary work in this evalua
tion, I think you have '1."xy skillfully avoided that kind of controversy. 

Now •. a threshold question. You are the Committee on Research on 
Law E'iiforcement and Criminal Justice in the National Academy of 
Sciences. Let's go into your history for just a moment so that the 
record reflects how you came into being and precisely what else you 
do besides this very important. work that we are. discussing with you. 

Dr. KlUSr.OV. Well, we were created in order to carry out this 
evnluation. We were created with the LEU contract. 

In addition to that and at the same time a panel was established to 
o.nswer the question of what do we scientifically know about deterrence 
and th!1t panel is headed by Professor Blumstein and its report an,a 
ancillr.ry papers will be published by the Academy this fall. 
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Since then we are carrying out the program that we recommended 
to a certain extent. We established a panel that will deal with what do 
we scientifically know about rehabilitation and rehabilitation tech
niques and that is head eel by Prof. Lee Sechrest of Florida State 
University. 

The panels have overlapping membership with the main committee. 
Now, the committee will carry forward, we believe, establishing a 
Panel on court congestion under a grant from NSF-RANN. 

The committee was originally established for an ad hoc Pur20S8, 
like many other committees it is continuing. It will continue as long 
as we thfuk there is some good scientific program to pursue. 

Let me say a couple of words about the way in which the Academy 
works. First of all'I think you should know that members of the 
committee serve only for eJl.']Jenses and that in fact the rules of the 
Academy preclude the members of the committee getting any personal 
research money, not just salary, but personal research money out of 
its work. 

So in a sense people donate their time in response to the responsi
bility, prestige, and type of problems and typ~ of people that you get 
to work with. 

Mr. CONYERS. Sure. 
Dr. KRISLOV. I think that is one point. 
Second, in terms of, you asked about our histories, the committee 

was sensitively selected to include some people who are in the criminal 
justice area such as Professor Blumstein, Professor Wolfgang who 
testified yesterday, knowledgeables. 

But I, lor example, am not in the area of criminology. I have never 
applierl for a grant from the Institute nor am I likely to. My field is 
the judicial process. I did serve as editor of the Law and Society 
Review, whir,h publishes quite extensively in this area, for 5 years so 
I am knowledgeable about the research but it is not intrinsically my 
own area. 

The committee, in ot,her words, is selected to not be a seli.{serving 
committee, although we did not exclude ind~v1.d uals with ldng-8tanding 
commitments in the criminology field because we needed their wisdom 
and their judgment. 

Mr. CONYERS. Very good. How old is the committee? 
Dr. KRISLOY. It is now 2 years old. 
Mr. CONYERS. Who made the appointments, how, roughly, did they 

come about? >, 

Dr. KRISLOY. I think Professor White would probably be bettilr-,-
Mr. CONYERS. They were issued from on high? . . 
Dr. KRISLOY. Yes; but she will describe on ,high to you. 
Dr. WHITE. I am the only one here who is an employee of the 

Academy. The Acltdemy !llakes the\~"ppointments, they are approved 
through the procedures of the Acu:demy and by the Governing Board 
of the .Academy. 

Dr. KRISLOY. Which means that about six or sev.en ha.nds 'iUld levels 
are in, there. The staff actually is selected first. The E*ecutive OOID~ 
mitteeof the Assembly of BehaVioral and Social Science is in,volv8{1 
a,nd then the governing board. AU of thf:\se processes go ~1n. I guess. I 
was the :first member of the committee selected. I think so at,any rate. 
l. will never know for surEl. And some. bargaining then goes on that 
way, too. " . 

94-928-77--6 
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Mr. OONYERS. There are at least two other members of the com
mittee here, so I am going to ask only one question and reserve others 
when we come back on the second round. 

'fo what extent is there a criminal justice research community in 
existence now, how do you envision it developing, and how can we in 
Oongress facilitat(l. t,ms responsible development? 

After all, that is the idea behind the Research Institute and LEAA, 
that at least some of us envisioned that this would happen. It didn't 
happen but it also puts us on to a larger question of what kind of 
community is out there anyway? 

The advisory committee panel within the Justice Department may 
well abort the Institute or maybe even LEAA for all we know. The 
newspaper reports divulge something almost daily on this question. 
So I think that this gives us a larger focus from which to operate, too. 

Dr. SCHWkRTZ. I would like to respond to that question. 
There has been (iver the last decade the developmeIlt of a very 

substantial community or perhaps it would be more accurate to say a 
large number of people who have involved themselves in research in 
the criminal justice area. 

This is an important part attributable to the m~nitudeof funding 
that has come through LEAA. The President's urime Oommission 
spurred great interest in this· and recruited some very fine researchers, 
social sci.entists, lawyers, and others who were concerned about the 
problem. --

There was good planning at th((outset. But I don't think that it is 
quite accurate at this point to say that there is a satisfactory com
munity. '1,'here are a number of brganizations that have developed 
which tried to put together, to bring together the people who are 
involved in this field, but they come from a wide diversity of back
grounds. And they lack for the most part what the historians of 
science now desc:ribe as a paradigm, that is, a model which would 
provide satisfactory direction for their research. . 

And here I think the Federal effort is extremely importa;ut in that 
it coul~ provide a setting in which t? facilitate ~he development of 
that kind of a model. It could prOVide not a smgle theory, but a 
continuing reading on the state of knowledge in the field .such that 
researchers could be guided by that kind of an understanding such 
that research would be cumulative in that it would contribute to the 
evolution of that kind of a model. 

And I think give:p. a subject as vast as the criminal justice area and 
given interested people of such diversity of backgrbunds, it may well 
be that only a satisfactory effort by the Federal Government could be 
capable of comprehending and undertaking that kind of -a task 
satisfactorily. 

You have already heard some of the reasons why the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement was not able to do that. I don't think 
that they should be faulted for their failure; 10 years in the history of 
a research field is a relatively short period of time. They did make 
valuable contributions in some ways. Some of them negative in that 
they showed us some blind alleys. 

But I think that ,what we now need is at the Federallevsl a center 
or focus which would work between the pl).re and applied areas, and 
assist scholars around the country toward iili.e'6,,(velopment bf model 

I' 
\1 
-\ 

" ~" 
.,~ 

'\ 



77 

that would ask the right questions and direct us toward finding the 
satisfactory answers. 

1fr. OONYERS. Well I thank you. 
Now as I approach this subject, the only thing I see out here across 

the horizon is, one, individual scholars, and two, clusters of scholars 
in universities. And that is about it. 

My vision disintegrates beyond that point. I mean, who is out 
there in the criminal justice research community? 

I mean, can we name organizations or bodies? Please. 
Dr. KRISMV. Yes; well what is itJ_the association, or council of 

State courts, N atiQual Oenter for State Oourts, which I think is a 
very valuable structure and one that is getting stronger. 

Institute for Oourt Management, as a matter of fact the distin
guished chairman doesn't remember but I had breakfast with him 
and Leonard '711 einglass at a conference sponsored by the Institute for 
Oourt Management. 

I think a very bad confe;l.'ence, but one that served some other 
pnrposes. 

Mr. OONYERS. I do recall the good breakfast at the bad conference. 
Dr. KRISLOV. And American Society for Orlminology is mentioned. 

Our own-Law and Society Association. 
There are, I am trying to :remember the name, National Legal.A.id 

Defenders Association, the Vera Institute, which is certainly both 
successful and prestigious. The National Oenter for State Oourts is a 
product of LEAA and is one of their Successes I must say. 

Mr. OONYERS. I am trying to cut my questioning off but, look, 
couldn't it be argued, and you are as impartiaJ a body as we will ever 
see before us, can it be argued that some of them did come in with 
vested interests? -

I mean, when you begin to look behind this, just like the SPAS 
formed their big union and they meet and comer on how they are 
going to divide the bread and fnlstratethe Oongress. DQ~'t to Boma 
extent these organizations have some form of self-interest? And I 
don't mean to suggest that everybody mu,stcome in pri~tine and totally 
clean, but when you begin to examine it, some of these folks have a 
particular focus. :-;, " ' 

Can these org~~ti01ls do research a,nd at the same time be divested 
of any inherenftelf-interest? . " j 

Dr. I{RIS:ii6v. Well, let me h,u,ve a shot and I am, Sure the others 
will to? . . "Ii .. r;: 
. ~~ tJ?nk. meVltll;bly you are C?1'fcct, that people atfcJ. orgamzatlOnS(, /" " 

/iioT;l.e III mth self·mtarests. And It IS vel'y clear tliaj-g;hms o£the money! 
jhere, nomii:ta!l~ allo.cated for reseru;ch,. for e~ample, ends up beinW 

/ used;for adllllrustrn.tlOn of th~ org~mzatlon and so on. jJ 
'! Our answer to th~t is to establish a broad. base independen~~q!!~¢'f-Y 
board. where there Just would be too many people to cut up the ple. 
Establish a public, responsible independeiltboard, to establish in 
addition a system of peer and USeI'_ committe(3s which to some extent 
will be jealous of each otherand,will al'gue the various cases. There 
will be enough people on anyone issue to rise abo~e seU-interest. 

Most individuals do not come in with 11, st!,ict pork barr.el operation, 
particularly wheIt you ~ive the;~ ~ guidel~e ;th.atemphasiz~s va~dity~ 
research and so on. It 1S very difliCl-llt to dISgUlse your Illotives If you 
are arguing for a very weak project. () 

(J 



~~--------

78 

We also are asking for technical evaluations of the projects which' 
will be before the committees that would assign it. I think that is
I think your point is well taken and that is exactly 'Why we believe 
t~at there has to be a well developed advisory system. 

After all, this is not the first research organization in the history 
of the world. If you let it be run by the in-house staff, then if a prestig
ious organization such as, for exam.ple, the National Legal Aid and 
Defender::! Association, puts in a proposal which is second rate but 
passable, the staff is inclined to say, well, maybe it is a second-mto 
proposal but such p, grant helps build our constituency. 

I think that is what you are talking about, you want to avoid that .. 
Mr. CONYERS. What might be developing now is a new approach 

that has never occurred to me before, which is that maybe we shouldn't 
have a research arm inside of LEAA because of the in-house conflicts~ 
that inevitably arise. 

, \ Maybe we should keep all of these research bodies developing with-
\ out any pretext that we can keep it depoliticalized sufficiently to make 

it any good. . 
Is that a possible alternative? ' 
Dr. KnrsLov. Which is what, to abandon the research effort? 
Mr. CONYERS. To abandon the research arm within LEAA and 

continue the development of a body of criminal justice research in the 
broader community. Which could tie into the National Academy of 
Sciences for exam.ple. 

Dr .• KRlsLov. Well, we don't do that so--
Mi'. (loNYERS. 01' in some way the NIMH patterns we have going in 

medical or other areas. Has that been considered? 
Dr. Scmv ARTZ. Yes j and separation from LEli is one of the rec

ommedations of the Committee for just the reasons that the chairman 
has set forth. 

Mr. CONYERS. That is your ultimate recommendation, as a matt-er 
of fact. 

Dr. SomvARTZ. Yes. 
Dr. KRISLOV. Yes; we say indeJ>endent organization, we think within: 

the Justice Department, although Justice itself is sort of disclaiming 
any role, at least I read the same number of stories that the chairman 
does. 

But we think there are advantages to its bt:ling within Justice and 
to having relationships with LEA.A. Working with LEA.A.'s Technology 
Transfer Division, having a partnership with it, but independent of it, 
yes. 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. May I say something on the politicization aspect 
of the research? 

There is no way that you will keep ideology out of any individual 
researchers. But the-normally you keep a pursuit of self-interest 
whether that----

Mr. CONYERS. You woulclnlt keep ideology out of the research or the 
researcher? .. --

>, •. Dr. BLUMSTEIN. The researcher. 
Mr. CONYERS, But you can keep it out oHhe research? -
Dr. BLU1I1STEIN. You can keep it out of the research through the 

pl'oce$S of th~ research community serving as a check on each other in: 
t~rms of the quality .and integrity of their findings. . ' 
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Let me just say something very briefly about the operation ·of the 
Panel on Research of DetelTent and Incapacit.atiO'n Effects which is 
the subpanel of this committee. 

There were people on that panel whO' came at the question of deter
rence from very different priOl·perspectives. Our task was looking at 
the quality of research, and in aU the discussions of that panel the 
issues were what has each researcher shown, how well founded was 
what he has shown, and the panel indeed continually focused 011 the 
-validity of the findings, and there was no attempt to negotiate which 
ideological stance we all wanted to take. 

And it is that process that continues among the community that 
must be fostered, and it must be fostered by bringing together that 
-community of scholars which adheres to the fundamental ethic of the 
l'eseal'ch process which argues that the findings must be supportable 
and verifiable by other researchers. 

Mr. CONYERS. Excuse our interruption but there is a motion to go 
into committee of the whole so we will recess for a few minutes. 

[Recess.] 
Mr. CONYERS. We discussed during the recess the notion that there 

might not be any particular leader in bringing such a community into 
more enlarged and visible existence, that it might just happen in the 
jumble of other (Sl'oups and organizations merely participating. 

Was that the Impression we got in our discussiO'n? . 
Dr, KmsLOv. I hope that it wtts a little bit more organized. We do 

believe that the institute can be a crystalizing agency for that. That 
is, it has its particular focus. It is different from the NSF's focus, which 
is pure research, or NIMH, which is a different kind of applied 
l'esearch, really. 

And if the institute had strong leadership (Ilnd leaders that were 
prominent and respected in the research community, it would perform 
it role that it has just barely begun to do. We would argue, I think
-and I think most Members of Congress would, particularly in this 
.kind of sensitive agency, you don't WIl,ut ohe approach dominating, 
pluralism here is very useful. ': .~I • 

But we do believe the institute has that potentfal, and in some ways 
has moved in that direction. It's come-8.10ng wk. It's just that there 
was so much further it could have been. 

Mr. OONYERS. Mr. Walker. ' 
Mr. WALKER. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. I would first of all like 

to thank the Academy'S Oommittee for the work they have done, and 
the report they have before us. . 

I share the chairman's opinion that I think it gives us one of the 
bettel' bases I have 'seen from wmch to work/. and that is certainly very 
helpful. : 

I understand what you have said in the Teport generally. Oan it be 
summed up that you believe as a group that if we can't research crime 
into oblivion, at least we can produce with research! a reduction in 
.crime? Is that a fair statement? 
. Dr. SCHWARTZ. I think that isa fair statement; that the long-range 

" -effect of better understanding of crime, mechanisms by which it is 
generated and the efforts by which--that can be made toward its 
-control, cl11;llead to bringing this problem under better control. 
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Mr. WALKER. Oongress is basically a kind of a problem-solving 
group of people. I mean, that is what we are priI;narily interested in
getting problems solved. 

Therefore, what you are saying is that the pliority that Congress 
should concern itself with here is that if we appropriate money for 
research in the crime area, the end result will be a reduction in crime? 

Dr. SCHWARTZ. That is a reasonalbe assumption. 
Mr. WALKER. It seems to me that if that is the case, you are getting 

into the whole area that this is a public policy decision that has to be 
made, that it is a priority that has to be set within the public policy 
area. 

Then I come to question a little bit this whole business of whether or 
not the fact that you introduce politics ruins the integrity of the 
research being done, because in all honesty, once you get into the 
public policy arena, you get into politics. 

It seems to me that you cannot get out of the idea that as soon as 
you expend public funds to meet certain priorities, that you are getting 
into tue public-you are getting into the political arena. 

And if what you are saying is that that kind of politics ruins the 
intergrity of the research, I wonder if we don't have an unsolvable 
dilemma here. 

Dr. KRISLOV. We all have answers, but let's start here. 
Mr. WALKER. Fine. 
Dr. SCHWARTZ. And I think these answers may be different in fact. 

The committee has not really adopted, to my knowledge, a definite 
position on this issue. 

Therefore, I feel free to talk as an individual on it, and would say 
this: I think that it is not only inevitable, but also desirable that the 
will of the people as reflected by Congress, be represented in the de
velopment of programs of research in this area. 

But I think thn.t there is a dn.nger that a research program can be 
wrecked by undue fluctuations in day-to-day concerns, considerations 
of immediate needs n.nd so forth, and that an Institute of this kind 
should be developing long-range strategies n.nd plans of research, 
enunciating major questions in the field, and that there should be n. 
mechn.nism by which the Institute can regularly make lmown its in~ 
clinations, its dIrections, to the Congress, and take direction and advice 
from the Congress-we thought primarily through the mechauism of 
the Advisory Committee. 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. Let me address another facet of that. There is no 
question but that the decisions we make with regard to the control of 
crime are inherently political. They represent major value. differences 
among different parts of the population, and there is no desire to make 
that a scientific question. 

The hope is that the judgment that is exercised in making those 
political judgments will be much better informed if we have better 
informa,tiol,l on what effect different crime-control strategies have on 
crime. 

Right now, we are still abysmally ignorant .about what works under 
what circumstances. Different people have very strongly held opinions 
of what they think works. But different people differ considerably on 
those opinions, and what the research program should be doing is illu~ 
minating questions so that the political decisions can be much more 
sharply made. '. .. . 

... 
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And in many cases, I suspect we will see much more convergence of 
people who now come from different political postitions. Once they 
know what the facts are in terms of the effects of altering crime control 
strategies. 

I think the research agenda must be oriented to achieve that. The 
research cannot be directed to provide politically desiro.ble answers in 
terms of showing that "X" works. The research must be directed at. 
finding out what effect "X" has. 

And once we know that, then the politicu.l process can .trade off the 
benefits in terms of crimes reduced against the costs in terms of budget 
costs, as well as the inevitable individual liberties that get lost in all 
attempts to control crime. 

Dr. KRlSLOV. Let me answer a third aspect. tet me use the medical 
analogy, although l know if we pursue it very stronglYI we are dis
torting it. The decision to have a program to reduce disease is a 
political and public po1icy. I think Congress also may decide that it 
wants to spend more money on cancer than heart, or heart than 
cancer, because nobody really knows which is the major problem. 

After a period of time, I think it is legitimate for Congress to say II 

what is the payoff and likelihood of the payoff to get into that question. 
But I take it nobody \vould argue that individual grants should 

come for a vote of Congress, and not just because you don't have the 
time to do it, but because it would represent a chaotic and noncon
structive r:esearch program. It is bad. It's a bad research strategy. 
not just a bad way of using up your time. 

And I think the analogy is there, too. We have called for return 
to the crime control focus so that Congress will have, after a period 
of time, a way a saying, now look, what have YOlf- contributed-not 
has that reduced crime, because it wouldn't have been implemented 
yet-that you have reasons for believing will reduce crime? 

I don't know whether that period is 10 or 20 years, incidentally,. 
but I think it would be a legitimate question each year. And if they 
couldnl t answer it after a period of /IX" years, Congressmen would 
have to decide. Then they would start cutting the program. 

But as individul1l Congressmen call up, or if, for example, they 
decide that people who contributed to the Riot Commission reports. 
are radicals who shouldn't be given grants, or conversely, maybe' 
somebody who advocates certain kinds of punishment also is persona 
non grata for possibly the kinds of punishment advocated, and there
lore, they can't be researchers, that is just the intnision of not the' 
kind of question you are talking about-the policy question-but 
politics in the bad sense of the term, personal politics that has nothing-
to do with the public policy issue. , 

I think you can separate out some of the' elements, some ·of which 
the public has a right to demand accountability on, and some of which 
it can't. Results is where it would come. 

Mr. W ALI):ER. You have all raised a number of different aspects. 
of some questions I was going to pursue, so if this is a little disjointed, 
forgive me, but ther~ are a couple things I want to follow through on. 

I am not sure, but maybe I don't agree with you that perhaps this 
research should go on somewhere lInder the umbrella of the Depart-
ment of Justice. But let me: be thedevil's advocate and say, as I 
understand your proposal, What you want to do is take it out from 
under LEAA, and basica.Uy: put it under the Attorney General. 
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Well, I submit to you that the Attorney General is more political 
than is the Adlli1nistrator of LEAA. Whether he has signoff authority 
or not on the budget, he is gomg to direct that budget one way or the 
other under that Attorney General, who is far more susceptible to 
the pressures of the President, the political pressures of the President, 
or to the political pressures coming down from Congress than maybe 
even the LEAA Administrator is. 

Yet, you have made a conscious decision to basically ao, it seems 
to be, toward the more political side of the question, rather than to 
keey it where it is at least insulated one tier down. 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. It is not at all clear that being down in a bureauc
racy provides the insulation that you need. One consequence of moving 
one tier up is that it provides both greater stature and greater visibility. 

We were yery much concerned about the issue of insulation from the 
short-run political pressures, and that was the reason that we argued 
for a statutory advisory board. It's not at all clear that that would 
be sufficient. 

We feel very deeply that it must have that. insulation, and the 
best solution we could come up with was that statutory advisory 
board. We would be very interested in pursuing other possibilities. 
But we believe that the insulation from that short-range political 
justification of its operations is very important .. 

Mr. WALKER. Let me pursue here just a minute. Here is the kind 
of thing I am getting to. The Department of Justice has a number of 
obli~tions that fall to it, but essentially, it is the prosecuting arm of 
the .lrede:ml Government. Essentially, it provides that role of prose
cuteI', and you lmow the functioning head of it is likely to see his 
role very much in that direction. 

Now, I suppose some of you are familiar with a study I have just 
heard about that correlates nutrition and criminal behavior. As I 
understand, i,t;~~' a fairly new study. 

I can't iM{i,gine, for instance, that an attorney general would be 
very entb,l~la$tic aboue that kind of study being done with his money 
in his cl,r;1:lartment, because it doesn1t really get to the main element 
of his 1tirisdiction, and that is prosecuting crime. If we are talking 
about nutrition, I think he would say that, "well, shouldn't thab be 
done over in Agriculture, and if criminal behavior is tied to it, well, 
then, they can send the information over to me." 

Is that the kind of research that is really going to be done 118 long 
as you have the umbrella of justice? 

Dr. BL1,JMSTEIN. I think the argument is that there has to be 
pluralistic support within the Federal Government for research in 
this area. That is why we feel strongly tha:t the program in NSF, for 
example, must continue, 'and indeed, be strengthened, and why we 
feel the progJ'am in the National Institute of Mental Health must 
continue and be strengthened. 

Let me take another kind of study that indeed may see more 
opposition from the Justice Department, and that is the kind of 
study that probes deeply into the limited ability of the criminal 
justice system to exercise control over crime, which may represent 
more of a threat than a waste of money to the Attorney General. 

And those are the kinds of studies that may indeed be much more 
difficult to take on within the Justice Department, but should be 
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very much of concern to NSF and to NIMH in their programs related 
to crime and justice. 

So we desperately need to maintain that pluralism to avoid a single 
monolithic, and thereby controllable, entity in this ver.y political 
arena. '" 

Mr. Wh-LKER. I can see the Attorney General getting rather en
enthusiastic about a shudy that is going to provide better statistics 
for the FBI, for instance, as Dr. Wolfgang testified yesterday ... ! can 
see him sayin&" well now! we are going to get something out of that. 
Even though It's pure research now,. that has some applicability for 
the future. But I can't see him getting very enthusiastic about 
nutrition. 

You know, it's basically bisbudget. Here is the kind of question we : , 
come down to. Now I understand that Mr. Caplan observed back in 
1975 that: "The single most important thing that could be saicl about 
those 7 years of research is that they have exposed how little. we 
know." 

Now, we are talking about this whole business of priorities and 
spending and so on, you know. Then you get down to the question of 
whether or not that is a priority expenditure of funds, to continue to 
reveal how little we know about a field. You are going to have trouble 
justifying that again and again and again on Capitol Hill. I can assure 
you of that fact. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Let me just say that I personally, and I think the 
committee, feels that Mr. Cl1plan, in oroer to reduce expectations, 
defined a task in which he couldn't fail . .And that was a mIstake. 

I want to go back to your fundru;nental question, which is one we 
labored over a long time! and say jihat we think there are some trade
offs in being in Justice. That's where the action lies. 

And there are some disa~vantages, ~hi.?, that our ideal package
and we have several outlines-the InstItute would be p_art of or 
would be alined within one administrative thing, with a Bureau of 
Oriminal Statistics, that would develop its own, integrity, its own 
research program, and one insulated in part froID;::the Attorney Ge;p.eral. 
Notstha~ we insist that there be sign-off authority no matter what,. 

whether it's in LEAA ,whether it's in Justic.e or out there. 
The pr()blem that I see is, if you don't put it in Justice, it's an 

awfully small entity to be out there unprotected, given its vulnera
bility and the political dimensions or the problem. 

Mr. WALKER. I made mention of that yesterday. With independent 
status you get the :tire from everybody out there. 

Dr. KRrsLOv. That's really one of the problems. To put it in either 
". NIMH ,or NSF, which is aeceptable, does result :i,n other cr~ppling 

things. NIMH is mentalistic, psychologically oriented. It ought to be. 
It ought to function in its proper role. NSF is interested in pure 
research. NSF-RANN has problems because RANN is not native to 
the NSF operation. 

So the alterno,tives to us seem to us to have costs. On tradeoffs, on 
an aJ.bernativearrangement, we want an.Attorney General that is 
supportive. Now if We don't have that in the real world, it gets a little 
bit more complicated. " 

But even whether it is in Justice or not, there has to be some 
independence, buffers, that are terribly impor,tant. 

) ~ " 
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Dr. SCHWARTZ. Could I just add a bit to that? 
Mr. WALKER. Certainly. . 
Dr. SCHWARTZ, First, I think I want to underline the independence 

notion. The model that we had in mind was the NIMH in relation 
to HEW should be comparable to NILE in relation to the Depart
ment of Justice. That involves a tremendous amount of autonomy, 
independence, self-development and so forth, particularly, I think, if 
that can be established early in the development of the institute. 

If Congress is now ready to reorganize the Institute and relocate it 
outside of LEAA but within justice, that would be a single event 
which would say there is now a new status. It would also involve, as 
Professor Blumstein pointed out, the raising of the status of the leader
ship so that the individual who headed it would presumably be at the 
level of Assistant Attroney General, and would have some clout 
within the department, and therefore be more able to provide thut 
kind of independence. 

But there still is a danger, obviously-the danger that you pointed 
to is one of the most important, I think-namely that the Department 
of Justice is by its primary definition prosecution oriented. 

Nevertheless, I think a case could be made-and perhaps the case 
ought to be made to the Attorney General rather than to the com
mittee, since the Attorney General so far is rumored at any rate not 
to be particularly favorable toward the research-that a research 
function built into the Department of Justice could contribute very 
valuably tQ the fulfillment of the mi~sion of that Department. 

It may well be that major contributions toward the control of crime 
can best be made by the modification of policy and development of 
strategy within the Department of Justice, that the Attorney General 
is the Cabinet officer who is most capable of developing that kind of 
national strategy, that that strategy might well consist in our focusing 
the criminal sanction on those crimes which are most serious, and 
which by consensus of the populace !ire believed to be most serious 
and. most threatening to the welfare of the entire society, and that 
.correspondingly there should be moves i.n the direction of reduced 
emphasis on a variety of minor climes, various decriminalization 
pohcies and so forth. 

AJ; of now, prosecutors, not only at the Federal level, but in all of 
the States and localities, engage in an enormous umount of exercise 
'of prosecutorial discretion as to what they will seek to apply the 
,criminal sanctiou to . 

.And my guess IS that dependinO' on how they make those discre
tionary decisions, very serious results occur; either toward the greater 
-effectiveness of criminal control or, alternatively, towards frittering 
away the prosecutorial und police resources on things that don't 
help very much. 

We need systematic research on that kind of a subject, and we need 
that research to have a payoff in policy terms. The likelihood that 
the policy effect will be achieved would, I would think, be far greater 
if this entity were located within the Department of Justice, although 
independent of its day-to-day policy-itsday-to-day needs and 
,concerns. 

Mr. WALKER, What you are saying is, maybe a study of whether 
-or not a tough DA who jams the courts wIth all kinds of cuses that 
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-can't be handled, may do the solvin.g of crime a disadvantaO'e rather 
tha!l a se~vice even though he is perceived by the public to be tough 
.agamst crlme. 

Is that what you are saying? 
Dr. SCHWARTZ. Exactly. 
Mr. WALKER. Let me pursue just one other thing here that is 

kind of in the political realm, too, and gets us back to the basic ques" 
tion about the relationship with Congress. 

That is, it seems to me that your criticisms center a great deal 
,around the fact that NILECJ at this poin.t has done very little in 
the way of long-range research and therefore there is a question 
.about its integrity. 

But isn't it true that you may be evaluating them a little bit un~ 
fairly, because Congress stressed in. its in.itialleg!slation that it wanted 
problem-solving research out of this group. Yet from the research 
standpoint, from those of you who are research oriented to some ex
tent, you expect it to be doin.g the long-range kind of research, but; 
to do that they would basically be violating the congressional mandate . 
they now exist under? Isn't that the case? 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. Part of their responsibility was to tell the Oon
gress what they could do and what they couldn1t do. Part of their 
research effort should, indeed, have been short range, helping improve 
the machinery in the courts. ' 

They should at the same time have told the Congress, and more 
particularly the Administrator of LEAA, "Don't count on us to solve 
t.he crime problem or to make a signifi.c,~nt dent in the crime problem 
over the next few years." ,~' . 

Had they been closely tied to a research community, had they been 
led by leaders thai~ were sensitive to questions oUeasibility of r.esearch, 
then they might well have been in n. position to make clear to the Con
gress and to t1;le :h\igher levels in the Justice Department what they 
could do and ,vhat they couldn't do. They would have made it clear 
that there were cel~tainrequests the Congresq)aid on that were not 
deliverable. . ' J 

There was one reeent request from the Congress to provide infor
mation on the impact of new sl!ntencip,g bills on prison populations. 
The initial request was to pl'ovide it, I believe, by this June. In the 
discussioll.,) on the fiool', there wa.,,> a request to hold that for 3 
months, that it couldn't be provided by June; give them until Septem
ber to provide it. 

But it turns out that that kind of information isn't going to be 
available for a long time, because we know that when the criminal 
justice system gets a big input, or when there is a big backlog of 
people in prison, judicial behavior changes.' .. 

So that it's a very complicated question, au.d someone should have 
been there to tell the Oongress: Don't e:\-pect those answers in 3 mop,ths 
or 6 months. Here is what we can tell you. And if you now proVide 
some basis for waiting a while, then here is what we will be able to 
ten you after that. In the meantime, we will tell you the best We 
know, but don't think you are going to get the answers to the ques
tions you asked, because they are not feasible. 

Mr. WALKER. In the real world, don't they perhaps jeopaJ;dize, 
their own position by telling Congress, "Don't expect us to do that 
which you want us to do?" 
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Dr. BLUMSTEIN. I think they jeopardize their position even more 
if they fail to tell the Oongress that it can't expect to get something, 
but in the meantime, provide the Oongress with the best it can. That 
is very different from telling the Oongress, "Sorry, we won't deal with 
your question." 

Mr. WALTER. I guess what I am saying is that you come back to 
where I started, and that is the whole question of priorities. Because 
at that point, Oongress may make a judgment that if they can't do 
any more than that, then I wonder if it's worth the funding that we 
are putting into it. 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. Oongress may make that judgment and that is 
a risk that the program has to take. But I would argue that any in
stitution that spends $15 billion a year, as the U.S. criminal justice 
system does, ought to be spending a reasonable portion of its budget 
to learning about the impacts it has. 

And a Oongress that is as concerned about crime as this Oongress 
appears to be would, I would hope, find it very much in its interests 
to spend some small tens of millIons of dollars to find out about the 
effect of the things we do about crime. 

So that I would think that that kind of punitive response would 
be extremely shortsighted and not very desirable. 

Mr. TN ALKER. Maybe I, somewhat unfairly, believe-but never
theless, I have e:ll:pressed it on a number of occasions-that the first 
function of the bureaucracy on Oapitol Hill is self-presGrvation. 

So, therefore, they will bring to Oapitol Rill those things which 
they think will result in self-preservation-the additional income with 
which to operate for another year, in hopes that next year they will 
be able to produce something better for Oongress. I think that that's 
the kind of role we may see in the overstatement that takes place. 

Dr. WHITE. :May I speak to that? 
Having looked at the research program in great detail, it is clear 

that that is exactly what the Institute has done over the years; it's 
responded to Congress in this way. It has brought--has produced a 
lot of books, for example that are supposed to be used bv the practi
tioners, and so forth. And as far as We can tell, they aren't. But the 
Institute has produced these books because I thought that is what 
Congress wanted to see-a nice, slick product that could be put be
fore the Congress. 

I would really hope that the drafting of legislation would take 
a.ccount of this. I l.mderstand what you aTe saying as far as the polti
ical realities are concerned, but I would really hope that you would 
look at the excessive specificity that is in the legislation now telling 
the Institute to do a whole variety of things-hardware, et cetcra
and which really in the end put the Institute in a position of constantly 
resP.onding to what Congress wants to do, instead of being permitted 
to Sit back and build a research program. 

Mr. Walker. I come back to the point I made just briefly yesterday 
and that is that Oongress has a very difficult time being research 
oriented because the research which we have done for us by our staff' 
here, by the staffs in our offices, tends to be very short-term research. 

Somobody asks a question, and we want an answer. An idt can't 
be an answer we get 6 years from now; it has to an answer we neecl 
tomorrow. 

.,. 
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So, therefore, Congress tends to react from our own experience in 
mlLny instances. 

To ask it to react differently in this case-and we mentioned NSF 
anu some of these groups yesterday, Congress has a difficult time to 
incorpol'l1te that. And it's going to be difficult, it seems to me, to draft 
legislation which reflects an attitude that is totally unfamiliar to con
gressional experience. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Dr. KmsLov. Let me Sl1Y a word on that, though. 
I think that I am sympathetic to what you are saying, and as a 

political scientist I am awar(l of what you are saying. And one of our 
purposes is to argue with Congress and try to make it more under
;standing of research. 

When you sayan organization has a desire for seli-preservation, I 
would say to it that at some point the directors have to realize that 
if they are overobliging and if in the process they sell the Institute 
·short in the interest of self-preservation, they are Ultimately going 
·to come a cropper. 

And that there has to be enough integrity in the director and struc
ture 01 a research organization to say: If you want an extension of 
·the legislative reference service, create it. Don't call it a national insti
tute and call it a research program, because it won't meet those 
.criteria. 

How he says that, the skill he brings to it, there are different ways 
.of copin{5 with that. 

He mIght create an office that satisfies those day-to .. day demands, 
~abeled "dirty research," or something like that-tlquick and dirty.1 
iBut don't interfere with my real research program. 

I don't know what he does; but at some point he has to be honest 
enough to tell you: I can't do that, and if we fail, we fail. 

Certainll you wouldn't expect somebody to come in tomorrow and 
say, 'Ye will cure the common cold in a year. It would be l'ather fool
hardy. There is no real prospect of its happening. Yet if somebody 
could promise that, I take it that Congress would give one of the 
health institutes almost any amount of dollars at this point. 

Mr. WALKER. I am not sure that the common cold is the best ex
ampie, but I do think that we have had some proposals over the 
years around here that have said, "Give us the money, and we will 
CUTe the common cold within a year." I mean, we hear proposals 
;ul'ound here like that all the time. 

If -there is enough money, there is a solution. The question, of course, 
;always comes to money. 

Dr .. KmsLov. And we don't tab that position. Incidenta.lly, this 
is a man-bites-dog report in that we say that the Institute, having 
,demonstrated that it can't spend its muney very well, ought to have, 
if nota cut, at least a standstill so that inflation amounts to a cut. 

'Ve think the problem Ultimately probably will justify expenditure 
,of qu;ite a bit more money. But until it can demonstrate that it spends 
~ts m@ney wisely, we don't think Congress ought to increase the ap-
tpl'opt~ation. . 

. Mr. CONYERS. 'l'his is very interesting, but I have to go back to 
<the begmning of my colleagues' discussion period when I thought I 
11efVl'd .ltil assurance from this panel that we could reduce crime thr'ough 
j!'ese~c:b,. 
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Dr. KRISLOV. An assurance, no. We believe it can be done. 
Dr. SCHWARTZ. I think the phrase, Mr. Chairman, was a reasonable 

assumption. 
Mr. CONYERS. You gave us then an assurance that you believe 

that through research crime could be reduced. 
Dr. KRlSLOV. Wide use of research. We don't believe the research 

per se will do it, but the information that research produces will be. 
of use; yes. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, then, of course, I am just wondering why we· 
are getting out on this branch, because it may be held against re~ 
searchers for years to come in the future. 

It's contingent, first of all, upon being administered soundly, upon 
the state of where crime goes. Who knows where we would be? 

Why do you have to commit, in the name of all people, that research 
in criminal justice will reduce crime. I mean, here we go again. 
Your report just pointed out that that was where the Institute went 
afoul, when they started a research-a crime-reduction target. 
And you point out, I think carefully and accurately, that that headed 
them into a no-win position. 

And I fear that this kind of an even quasi-commitment is not 
only unrealistic, although it may be possible, but it's not wise. 

We are again putting research in the bind of having to produce 
something in connection with reduction of crime. k,d I am convinced 
that hardly anybody knows where we are going to go in this area, 
and where we are going to end up-even with good research. 

One attorney general could thwart the whole thing. You could 
have libraries full of the best research, establish a research community 
second to no other research community in the country, anything could 
happen-beautiful-but we could still not be directly reducing crime. 
rates. 

Dr. KRISLOV. We do not say, in fact we were against it, that crime. 
rate is not the test of the effectiveness of the research program or 
the Institute. But the research program, it seems to us, ought to at 
least be capable, ought to develop information that would help in 
the reduction of crime and that that ought to be the test, or there is. 
no justification for the Federal involvement. 

Mr. CONYERS. But there could be any number of other factors 
that could be causing a nonreduction in crime that would not impact 
on the validity--

Dr. KRISLOV. Absolutely. 
Mr. CONYERS [continuing]. And accuracy of the research function -

going on. 
Dr. KRISLOV. The joy of this discussion is that it cuts right to the 

main points that we took a long time in laboring over. We absolutely
agree with you. 

In other words, you do not judge a polio program by whether it 
reduced polio or whether-but by whether it was capable of doing it, 
the research part of it. Then somebody had to go inoculate people. 
If nobody inoculated people, that wasn't the ffl,llit of t.hp. reRell,T(lhers~ 

We absolutely agree with you on that. 
Mr. CONYERS. If_ the Congress fails to deal with the mounting 

question of unemployment and yOul' research moves forward in a 
beautiful progression as we predicted, the crime Tate probably will 
not go down. 
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Dr. KRISLOv. Absolutely. 
Mr. CONYERS. We can't come back e.nd cut off the research arm 

because it didn't work. 
Dr. KRISLOV. Absolutely. Our report is in complete agreement with 

you. But we say to go from that to Oaplan's argument that there is 
no relationship, that we should forget about it, that all we are inter
ested in showing is how little we know, means that there is no account
ability at all for the program. 

Weare saying the t.est is exactly as you suggest. If they uncovered 
tho right cause and then Congress didn't act, well, then presumably 
Congress would cut them off because they didn't like the answer. 
But the test is not whether the crime rate goes down, but whether 
the research could contribute to the reduction of crime. 

That is a little more complicated and might not prove to be easy 
to measure, but at least it has an end result that holds the feet of the 
Institute to some fire and must be there; or they are just going to 
spend money and say, we don't know anything. That is not desi1:able. 

Mr. WALKER. If the Chairman will yield. 
'\Vell, I understand where you are going now. But now it seems to 

me what you are saying is that obviously if rese:1rch comes up with a 
solution and we don't go forward and apply the solution, that is not 
the fault of the research or of the program. 

But before we make a priority commitment of taxpayers' dollars, 
shouldn't there be a reasonable assurance that what we are doing is 
not just an esoteric study, but that the final results of the research 
will point us in a direction, at least, of reducing crime? And that we are 
not Just doing a lot of studies, psychological studies of criminals, that 
have no meaning in the final solution of reducing crime? 

I thought that was where we were. Is that essentially the point? 
In terms of defining the priorities for spending, what we are doing is 
trying to find a way for reducing crime. 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. I thought very hard when you posed that.question 
of whether you can reduce crime, of how to respond to it without 
getting into the bind that the chairman thrust us into. 

And I think Professor Schwartz' answer was very carefully stated: 
That indeed, No.1, there will be a commitment to worry about 
things that will have some promise of reducing crime rates i but, if 
those actions are implemented, the crime rates should be lower than 
they would otherwise be. . 

.And that's the problem in using the crime rate as a test of the re
search program, because so many States are involved in getting any 
programs implemented, No.1; and so many other factors in:£iuence 
crime rate. ,.' 

But the target of the research should, indeed, be Qrient(~d at fluffing 
ways to deal better with crime. And if implemented, those results 
should, indeed, do better about dealing with crime than in the absence 
of that research. 

Mr. CONYER.£., Couldn't I add on to it, with your agreement, that 
the random selection of esoteric subjects would be a point of the un-
reliability of the operation or the research function itself? . . 

I mean that would demonstrate that they are not about thebusmess 
for which they were creat~d, in and of .itself, in searches of that 
nature. 
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So that that to me, while it wouldn't decrease the crime rate, and 
certainly not increase it-probably wouldn't aggravate it any-but it 
would point out the wenlmess of the research function itself. But it 
certainly wouldn't be a test that we would use, or it wouldn't be 
used against them in any sense. 

What, I am thinking now is that what we need to do is make sure 
that (r.dre is a sound philosophy that guides the research arm as they 
move forward in their projects and it isn't in isolation or randomism 
or just grabbing out in space. 

Dr. SCHWARTZ. I think the Chairman states it very well. There 
'Should be a coherent research program. That program should be 
broad enough so that it does not permit an easy assumption that the 
research that is being carried out, or the policies toward which that 
research directly points, refresents the entire answer to the problem 
of crime; that there shoulc be aspects of the research program that 
point to external factors, which are also the business of Congress to 
concern itself with. 

To put it another way, this kind of a program should not be used 
as a sop, or as a final answer, or as a solution which can permit the 
Congress simply to stop wOlTying about the continuing problem of 
the social causes of crime. 

Dr. WALKER. If the gentleman will yield further. It does seem to me 
that Congress does have as one of its functions not only drafting that 
legislation in the first place, but an oversight function in the end. 
Part of my question is: For what are we going to hold this research 
arm responsible, as to policy? 

When they come up here, they may come up with all kinds of studies 
none of which we will probably understand. I am sure I probably 
wouldn't understand s, good portion of what was being done. Now, you 
know the research community may justify those studies very, very 
well, but what do we hold out as our oversight responsibility? What 
should we say to the agency--

"You are doing !1 good job; go ahead and continue doing it," or, 
"You have done a lousy job"-if, in fact, we don't have the proper 
guidelines? And it seems to me those guidelines have to be bUIlt into 
whatever legislation is drafted here. I am concerned that, if all we are 
dealing with is pie-in-the-sky kinds of theories that we are going to 
pursue with public money, we never will have a proper means in which 
to make oversight judgments. 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. I think you have that problem with research pro
grams in all aspects of the Federal Government. You are clearly 
wepared to pu t three-quarters of a billion dollars into the National 
Science Foundation without the mandate of these cleaT results. 

NIT. WALKER. But not without criticism. There is substantial 
criticism. 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. I appreciate that. We have research in virtually all 
other executive departments, and the link between the research and 
actual figures of merit and performance are always very tough to 
come by. 

And ultimately you are going to have to depend on the judgment 
of the researchers who obviously have vested-some of whom have 
vested interests; independent reseaTchers brought together by the 
National Academy of Sciences, for example, that argue that, indeed, 
we are moving forward, and your own sense and the judgment of the 

'. 

'-

.:,' 
:'f-' , 



91 

practitioners that they are getting something out of it, and your own 
sense that there is some output ftom this. 

Mr. OONYERS. Now, this re-raises the question of where an institute 
should lie, because if it goes into Justice, then we are going to have the 
whole Department of Justice structure and we are going to have one 
door in this building that says "Independent Research .Arm, Immune 
to All Political Pressures." 

Dr. KRISLOV. Most political pressures. 
Mr. WALKER . .And all budgetary pressures. 
Mr. OONYERS. Yes; and that reminds me, as my colleague on 

Government Operations recalls, of the independent commission within 
the Department of Energy. Here we build this huge supersturcture 
and we put an independent commission that is going to make judg
ments that will overrule the Secretary of Energy and all of his assistant 
secretaries, the combined ERDA, the FPO, if some would have their 
way, and everybody else, and here is this little independent agency, 
you can bet, holding forth inside this superstructure. I think that I 
may have to do some reconsideration because I saw on an organiza
tional chart. "Department of Justice Institute, an independent re
search arm." It may have to be a little more removed, because the 
line of questioning my colleague raises is going to be raised in the 
extreme here, because there is going to be a question of results . .And 
we may not be able to overcome it, because crime is such an emotional, 
immediate political topic. 

Unlike medicine, we cannot fall back and say, "Well, this is a very 
complex subject. Politicans are regularly called upon to produce solu
tions to crime, and long-range, what we consider long-range or what 
we might even consider esoteric projects would soon become highly 
unpopular, maybe even vulnerable to the Department of Justice itself. 
So I re-raise in the light of this most recent discussion where we ought 
to locate such an institute, and also ask you at the same time, is there 
any place where we could find out where the $15 to $17 billion per 
annum on criminal justice is spent, and is there any evaluation or 
oversight. 

Dr. BLUl\fSTEIN. There is an annual volume of criminal justice 
expenditures which is partjtioned by State, by police courts, prosecu
tion, corrections, and by Federal and local--

Mr. OONYERS. But no evaluation. 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. Of the aggregate amount, no. Just simply a budget 

reporting on those categories. 
1\11'. CONYERS. Well, it would not be inappropriate for you to tell 

us that we ought be be doing that. I would not feel offended if I got 
such a response back. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Let me point out that there is a tension between the 
two arguments that both the Oongressman from Pennsylvania and 
the chairman made. That is that on the one hand you are arguing for 
more independence because of. the integrity of the research program, 
and on the other hand you are arguing for less independence and more 
:accountability because of the sensitivity of the social issue. I think 
that is an important point to make, that we agree with both parts of 
that tension; that is, we do not believe that the research program 
ought to be handed over on a golden platter to researchers, that is 
there is enough of a social responsibility, social accountability, so that 
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the research program has to exist with accountability and with give 
and take with the practitioners. 

That is the reason why we have consistently throughout the report 
tried to build back in the users, and also have said that there ought to 
be tests we come back to Congress with. 

It is partly for that reason again that we said Justice is not a bad 
place, for locating the Institute, although, it is not an ideal place. Let 
me point out that independence is not so strange to Justice, as political 
as it is, that at least let us say on decisions to prosecute in the criminal 
area, there is a tradition of the Assistant Attorney General or 501icitor 
General resisting the Attorney General. It did not just deveko with 
the Speciul Prosecutor. There han been Solicitors General who have 
resigned in protest, and so on. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, I am sorry YOll brought up that example. I 
would argue that the Solicitor General's independence is built into "he 
law, but I could give you far too many examples--

Dr. KRISLOV. No question. No question. But notice that you also 
want the research program to refiect l over a long period of time, we 
do at any rate, over a long period of time, public sentiment. ViT e do 
not want it subject to day-to-day fluctuations. 

Mr. CONYERS. Certainly. 
Dr. KRISLOV. And, therefore, I am not going to argue too much, 

because if it turns out that the political realities are that the Depart
ment is hostile to research, I think we would have to rethink our 
position anyway. But notice that you want it independent, but not 
too independent. 

Mr. OONYEHS. Well, this orphan does not have any home what
soever. Let us net get too critical. 

Two quick questions and I will yield to the gentleman from l-,IIissouri. 
Crime statistics: Should it be kept in the FBI, moved into the 

Institute, moved to some other central location, or what? 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. The recommendation of the committee is that the 

whole criminal justice statistics function be brought together with 
the research institute because the statistics are an important part of 
the research function. The research findings should illuminate what 
kind of statistics we want, and our recommendation was that the 
single institute have the whole statistics function together. 

Mr. CONYERS. Would it not give more im,Partiality to tills statistic
gathering function if it indeed were separate even from the Institute? 
I mean, the Institute becomes a big department that would be gather
ing and calling the shots on statistics-I am sure they would be 
impartial, but that would give them a very special responsibility, and 
it really changes them a little bit from what they start offio be doing. 

They become now a Government agency like the Department of 
Statistics and the Labor Department, and it could almost function 
somewhere else separately. And we are not asking for any opinions on 
that. That is a purely collection-gathering, administrative function. 
and I would like you to think about that possibility. 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. Our argument was that that closest place to put it 
was where the research program was. And to the extent that we can 
insure the integrity of the research program, which we feel is necessary, 
then, that same integrity ought to be visited upon the statistics. 
program. There should be no conflict of interest with any preconceived 
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position. The model that we did have in mind was the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics as a setting where--

Mr. CONYERS. Another poor example, I warn you. We have-Well 
I do not want to tell you about the way they keep unemployment 
statistics. Shall We count the ways? I happen to know in detail how 
that process has been compromised year after year, administration by 
administration, over the last 10 years. It is a tragedy. 

That probably is one of the most unreliable statistics coming out of 
Washington-the number of people unemployed in the United 
States-and the one least believed; quite appropriately so, because we 
know they do not count the million kids that drop out. It is all a 
cen.cms operation to begin with, and hard core unemployed that do not 
report that they are actively looking for work are not counted. I 
mean, it has been contrived now, obvious1y for the convenience of 
each succeeding administration. 

So, to me that would be the best argument to take it out of an 
institute. 

Let me ask you one final question, which deals with the whole notion 
of all of these soft- and hardware corporations that have walked away 
with 34 percent of the Institute's money. Does that not constitute 
some kind of compromise in and of itself in terms of explaining why the 
Institute never got off the ground? 

Dr. BLUl\IS1'EIN. Let me comment on that. I think that of itself is not 
inherently bad, but I think one of the aspects of the administrative 
procedures of the Institute has been that it has ended up generating a 
research community that indeed was much more willing to respond to 
the kinds of day-to-day pressures to provide instant solutions. You are 
much more likely to find that responsiveness in a corporation that is 
out to maximize sales volume than you are in a community of research. 
scholars that i'3 much more responsive to the kinds of pressures of their 
peers in terms of the tasks they are willing to take on. ,And that is 
why in particular you see much more of it contract ol'gal,uzation body 
of researchers serving the Institute l in contrast to a much more 
scholarly community serving the NIMH program, which operates 
with very different administrative procedures. . 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, I am sorry that you do not feel more worked up 
than some of us about the fa1),tastic kind of relationships that de
veloped. I mean--

Dr. KmsLOv. Dr. White does. 
Mr. OONYERS. OK,. thu'll I will yield to the lady. 
Dr. WHITE. Well, I was going to point out that going back in the 

historJ! of the Institute, they had so much money when they started 
out that practically the only place they could put it were the existing 
contractors, FCRC's and so forth. Then others have developed to-I 
do not want to use tlllil in a sense of eA-ploitation-but to take, ad-
vantage of the money that was there. , . 

We did not really look closely we did not really know how we could 
within our resources at the question of how dependent some of these 
operations are on Institute money, but it certainly is an issue that we 
think is important and legitimate for the Congress to be aware of. 

Mr. WALKER. I just want to make one brief point, then I am done J 

Mr. Chah-man. 
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I would just come back to the point of how difficult it is 
to keep selling research kinds of projects to Capitol HilL I was going 
through the annual report of NILECJ in which I came across this title 
of a project. I myself could make quite a point on the House floor. The 
title,-$315,000 worth-is a study on "Citizen Victimization in the 
Crime and Criminal Justice System." I could make quite a point that 
we know that there are victims of crime, and we are spending $315,000 
to find that out? 

This is the kind of thing that can almost be demagogued to death 
on the House floor whenever you are dealing with research projects. 
All you have to do is take that title and say that $315,000 is being 
spent for that, and just rip holes in a research project. I just point it 
out for whatever it is worth, but it is the kind of point I was trying to 
get to a little bit ago. 

Dr. KRISLOV. That is really a problem in the educational function. 
Actually, the theory behind that study-I do not know that particular 
one-is that if we know more about the characteristics of victims and 
work backward, we can reduce victimization. 

Mr. WALKER. I am not questioning the legitimacy of the study at 
all. I am just saying there is one I could probably do at least 15 minutes 
if I had a mind on the House floor. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Do we really have to know more about the character
istics of victims? They are old, they are scared, they are weak and 
feeble, without adequate protection and they are vunerable. 

What more do you have to jnow about the elderly p00ple in our cities 
who are imprisoned in their apartments? -

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. It turns out that old people are very underrepresented 
as victims of crime. Part of the reason they are underrepresented is 
that they are scared and they don't go out. But they are there as 
victims. And the biggest victims are young black males. The real 
problem is that we all do have perceptions of what is going on, but 
those. p,reconceptions are, often wrong. 1\nd many of our perceptions 
are different from each other's and sometImes even when we agrElE.I we 
may all be wrong. 

Mr. CONYERS. If the gentleman would yield, I was agreeing with my 
friend from New York until he brought the new information up, chang
ingmy view rapidly. 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. But I think the critical issue is that we have to 
know and we have to know in detail. 

Mr. CONYERS. Very interesting. The distinguished gentleman from 
New York and I have agreed to share the control of the Chair during 
these hearings, and I will turn the Chair over to him shortly. However, 
I first want to raise one question before we reco~nize the gentleman 
from Missouri who's been patiently waiting since hIS return. 

But the record of the Institute has in many ways been incestuous in 
terms of its relationship with the private consulting firms, many of 
which have no established criminal justice research capability, at 
least prior to their getting these long series of contracts. Was there 
any kind of evaluation made in your report on this? I mean these 
organizations, many of them started off at ground zero and many of 
them have almost a monopoly within the business on that. It's come to 
the attention of both these committees' time and time again that 
millions and millions of dollars were raked off. 

~ .. 
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I know of one study made of a police department and after the 
study was made the report was suppressed. It was a $1 million study. 
Not that the contracting /P'0up could do much about that. That 
flowed from other consideratlOns obviously. 

But this has been noted time and time again before the Subcom
mittee on Crime. 

Dr. WroTE. We didn't have the resources to do any further investiga
tion other than when awards projects that were done by private 
research organizations appeared in our sample. And I can't say that 
we found anything different from any other kind of source of research 
as far as the quality of the research was concerned. 

But what we did do and what is available in the report and I think 
should provide some basis for discussion is develop data on the dollar 
amount that went to these various kinds of organizations over the 
years; it was an increasing proportion of the Institute's budget that 
went to these institutions. 

Mr. OONYERS. Didn't you see the IILaw and Disorder" and 20th 
Oentury Fund reports on some of these software operations? I mean 
they scored them time and time again for being really throwaway 
kinds of research activities of no real substance, no depth, no objective. 

Dr. WroTE. I would have to probably a~rree although I can't say 
that I have looked at the same ones; but what they are saying about a 
particular group of researchers is what we have said about the entire 
sample we have looked at in which some of them were these organiza~ 
tions, some were other researchers. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Pm sorry to sa.y that that is correct. In other words, 
univetsity-based research was not particularly better. The people 
who are selected in university places were not particularly better 
nor were academics more responsible than these organizations. That 
is to say, that there were ripoffs in both categories. That is the only 
honest answer to give. 

Mr. OONYERS. Yes, but the universities didn't get large continuing 
grants. 

Dl\~KRIsr.ov. That's correct. 
Mr. OONYERS. I mean the universities at least pulled individual 

l'ipoffs. What we're talking about are the corporations that did multi
mill10n annualized activities, and they were throwing out mediocre 
and bad reports one after another. In other words, it was clear there 
was no evaluation going on, but they were proliferated and, IlS a matter 
of fllct, they occupied a major area to the extent that a good applicant 
couldn't even get in the door because they were not of a global type 
corporate entity. 

Dr. KnISLOV. Yes, there we are in agreement with you. 
Mr. SCHEUER. In that connection, after you answer the Oongress

man's question, can I ask specifically whether as a result of the 1973 
evaluation the Institute has been successful in developing evaluation 
methodology for criminal justice research? 
.. Dr. KRISLOV. Let me answer Mr. Oonyers and I hope Dr. White 
can answer yours. We criticized those contracts, somewhat along your 
lines, that is that they exclude the Individual one. But more impor
tantly we say that it keeps the Institute from feeling responsibl~ about 
developing the program. L-j 



In other words, it delegates the real responsibility to a corporation 
or to in some instances a nonprofit research organization. The Insti
tute is supposed to be thinking about what a research program looks 
like and it turns this analysis over to someone else, and that doesn't 
work in fact. So we are in agreement that those contracts are undesir
able not because they turned out to be, in our sample at least, weaker 
research, but because they don't have the cumulative knowledge
building effects, and the Institute staff doesn't participate and under
stand what is going on, which is undesirable. So we do criticize it. 
We just did not find that quality difference that we would have 
thought and that the 20th Century report assumes ought to be true. 

I guess our evidence is that at least in the short run the expected 
difference in quality didn't show up because apparently they hire 
good people. In the long run, though, we feel that a research prograu'l 
would be hnrt by too much reliance on contract research orgamzations. 

Mr. CONYERS. That's better. 
Dr. KRISLOV. That is more accurate. 
Dr. WHITE. One thing we could say is that the large dollar amounts 

that went into some of these large contracts certainly didn't prOd\lCe 
any greater quality than a number of smaller grants. 

1\11'. CONYERS. Right. In addition to all the other criticisms which 
I agree with, they liad the effect of blocking anybody from getting 
into it. I mean when you're a large corporation of literally interna
tional dimension you can spin off applications for every conceivable 
possible grant that is up and. block a good team of a couple of profes
sors in some small university who just doesn't have the capability to 
file 200 applications across the line. 

Now to IV[r. Scheuer's question. 
Dr. WHITE. As I understand it, you're asking about whether the 

Institute has developed evaluation methodologies. I know they have 
a program directed toward that. 

Mr. SCHEUER. They were mandated in the 1973 act to do that, 
we're now up to 1977. Four years have passed, that is about 1,200 
days. 

Dr. WHITE. Right. The people in that program we found largely 
impressive to us. But the problem is that they had several different 
kirids of things that they were doing. One was impact evaluation, 
quite specific evaluations. One was developing model evaluation pro
grams for SPAS and another was developing evaluation methodologies. 
We felt that the last one was most appropriate, in fact, probably the 
only appropriate one for the Institute. 

I can't give you any specific response about how far along they are 
in that, but I would suggest that there are a couple of people at the 
Institute who could give you some good response on that. 

We felt the involvement in the other kind of evaluation-impact 
and model evaluation programs or SPAs-was very much a drain on 
the capacity of the Institute to do the appropriate thing, which is 
developing evaluation methodology. 

Mr. CONYERS. The Chair recognizes Mr. Volkmer, of Missouri, 
commending him on his longstanding patience, and yields the chair 
to Mr. Scheuer. 

Mr. VOLK1\mR. Thank you. I would first like to ask individually the 
panel-I'm sorry I wasn't here to hear all the testimony, if this has 
already been gone over, and I have basically before me your present 
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occupations. I woulcllike to know have you individually, how much 
have you individually been involved in law enforcement? If ever? 

Dr. KRISLOV. I was a member for 2 or 3 years of the Minnesota 
Commission on Judicial Standnrds. I don't know whether you con
sider that--

Mr. VOLIClIER. That is for the judges, ulll'ight? 
, Dr. KmsLov. The judges. 

Dr. SCHWARTZ. I have been a teacher in the criminal justice area, 
but have not actively engaged in the law emorcement process. 

:Ml". VOI,K~IER. Have you been engaged in law school in any law 
enforcement courses? 

Dr. SCHWARTZ. Yes. 
),11'. VOLK:mm. All right. 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. I have never carried a gnn on a beat. 
),11'. VOLK:lr:ElR. No; I'm not asking that. 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. But I got involved with the criminal justice system 

as the Director of the Science and Technology Task Force for the 
Pr~sident's Crime Commission. And that involved rather extensive 
involvement-riding in police cars and sitting in courts-so I knew 
what the system was ttbout in at least half a dozen cities. I learned 
considerably from the variety of law enforcement officials who were 
part of the staff and the management of that Crime Commission. 
When r came to Pittsburgh, I was a member of the Regional Planning 
Unit of the Pennsylvania SPA. and participated actively in the 
operation of that unit and have been involved in teac1ring a course on 
criminal justice jointly with David Craig, who was the former public 
sufety director of the city of Pittsburgh. 

Dr. KmsLov. In addition, Mr. Deskins was with the military police 
before he was a pro football player, now chairman of the Department 
of Geography, University of :Michigan. Mr. Eidenberg was chairman 
of the Illinois Law Enforcement Commission. Charles Rerzfield, now 
with LT. & T., had been engaged in counterinsurgency planning. Chief 
IglesbUl'ger was police chief at payton. And Coleman Young, I 
believe, was a sherin: priolo to being mayor of Detroit. 

1>.11'. CONYERS. No j that is not correct. 
Dr. KRISLOV. No? He was in the police work, was he not? 
1\11'. CONYERS. j;qo; he was a State senator. 
}'Ir. KmsLov. I have got that wrong, sorry. Anyway, as mayor of 

Detroit, he's involved in some police work. 
Dr. WHITE. I have clone research for sevel'al years on police be

havior and spent a year observing in a police department dUl'ing that 
time.. . 

Mr. VOLKMER. My other question is basic. What would be your 
opinions individually if we just decided to do away with the Institute 
period? The research. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Ithinkit would be a mistake. By the way, Iidentified 
the fact that I don't do any research in criminal justice, I have never 
applied for a grant from the Institute and don't expect to. 

First of all, there is an investment and I think some things have 
happened. One of the J>oints we made earlier Wfl,S that there has been 
a beginning of an establishment of a research community, which has a 
multiplier effect. For example, there now are meetings of researchers 
in the area. I did attend the LEAA. conference held here in Washington 
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last spring which brought out a remarkable number of people at their 
own expense, mostly, excej>t for a few participants. I don't know the 
numbers but it was run last spring and was impressive. I was im
pressed, too. 'I'he Law and Society Association held a joint conference 
with the National Conference of State Courts, with that community 
of practitioners and reseachers. 

The Institute has been successful in at least starting such activities. 
And while we are critical of the research in saying it wasn't cost 
efficient, we don't want to create the impression that all of the projects 
were bad. There are some very important and good projects that 
have come about. 

I would think it's too early to ~ive up. I don't preclude the possi
bility of Congress reaching that Judgment after a period of time. I 
wouldn't rule that out, and one of the reasons that the report came 
back to the notion of reducing crime is that Congress ought to look 
at the Institute periodically and evaluate whether it has made a 
reasonable contribution toward our knowledge about crime. 

I would personally say it's premature to cut it off and it would be a 
mistake. 

Dr. SCHWARTZ. I believe that the Federal Government has an 
imp~~·tant role to play in encoura~ing research, in focusing on the 
issues, in acting as a catalyst for a crl1llinal justice research community 
in the country. 

And I think it would be very unwise at this time to surrender that 
role because I do not think it can be satisfactorily accomplished by 
any other agency that exists in the country. 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. Let me make two points on that issue. 
I think that despite some of the problems over the past 8 or 10 

years, there have indeed been some important steps forward in 
starting to find out about crime and about what works in controlling 
crime. Some very important experiments have been undertaken like 
the Kansas City experiment, which had flaws and which requires a 
follow-on to correct those flaws. But I think that it would be very 
destructive of the progress that has been made to just cut it short. 

More fundamentally, I think that cutting short this research effort 
would be a symbolic step that says we really don't care to know about 
what affects crime. It would be like saying: "Don't confuse us with 
the facts, we have made up our minds." And I think that would be an 
unfortunate step backward. 

Dr. KmsLov. Let me add one more point to all of ours, and that is 
I think the Institute and LEA.A generally have contributed to the 
data base and the knowledge in quite cost-efficient ways, and that on 
the whole I think the committee agrees with that judgment. That 
that has been an important contribution that can't be overestimated. 
It mustn't be underestimated and can't be overestimated. 

Mr. VOLKMER. All right. Now, the next thing, in evaluating these 
programs and research, can you name me some that perhaps have 
helped with the knowledge that's been obtained in that research with 
the prevention of crime? 

Dr. KmsLOv. People will differ on the individual ones, but I think 
the RAND detective st,udy is an important one that gives us much 
more re!11ism about deploying police forces. I think that-on the 
technology end of it-the grant to the National Bureau of Standards, 
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which improved doors, which is a relatively small grant, is neverthe
less a contribution. It makes me feel better that I can at least buy 
the door. 

So that there are a number of projects. 
:Mr. SCHEUER. On that particular problem, they gave a grant to 

an architect by the name of Oscar Newman to write a book about 
apartment house and home specifications for locks, doors, windows 
at uI>parently a very small eA1Jense. 

HUD-Department of Housing and Dl'ban Devel0I>ment-put 
out a manual on what were the minimum requirements for security 
not only on hardware but on the planning of building lobbies, how it 
should be planned and what you should avoid in the way of small 
odd spaces where people could hide and so forth. 

So at very little expense a greo,t deal could be accomplished. 
Mr. VOLKMER. Are you then saying that the direction should be to 

prevent crime you isolate yoursel£ from the populace? 
Is that the way we prevent crime? 
Tn other words, if I put bars on all of my windows of my house, 

I'm not as susceptible to crime or if I put a metal door instead of a 
wooden door I'm not as apt to have somebody come into my house? 

Is that the way we want people to live. 
Dr. KRISLOV. No; actually the door they recommend is indis

tinguishable from any normal door yet is more defensible, I mean 
hard~r to break into. 

]\Ill'. VOLKMER. That's a nondemnation, that we have to design a 
door that is hard to break in~o. 

Dr. KRISLOY. Yes. If we could solve the social problem I think we 
would aU be happier, but as we were indicating earlier, we don't 
think that is going to occur. 

Mr. VOLKMER. r would like to ask the chairman or the staff, since 
I am just a new member-can somebody tell me how much the Insti
tute has received in the time it's been in existence? 

Mr. SCHEUER. About $220 or $225 million, in that neighborhood. 
Mr. VOLKMER. So far, what you have told me is what they have 

produced from that much money frombhe taA1Jayers of this country? 
Mr. OONYERS. Would the gentleman yield briefly? 
lvIr. VOLKMER. Yes. , 
Mr. OONYERS. One of the things we were ~oing to ask this. com

mittee to do is to submit to us a list of the proJects that the Institute 
has engaged in over the last several years that they constdered worthy 
or fairly successful. 

Mr. VOLKMER. And the results from that. It is great to have knowl
edge no,v. And one of the things that is basic with me is that I am 
going to have to live with crime for the rest of my life. It is just a 
matter of degree. I don't think we are ever going to prevent crime 
altogether. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Yes, we agree with that. 
Mr. VOLKMER. Now, I would like to know-as the chairman has said, 

that would be of great help to me to make a decision, because when I 
decide down here on programs, I have to establish priorities. And 
whether that money-it would be well, sure, to spend all kinds of " 
money if we had an unlimited supply. '. 
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But I have the viewpoint that we do not have an unlimited supply. 
Dr. KRISLOV. We are in agreement with you, and we are not ad

vocates of the budget of the National Institute. That is, as I did 
point out, we are quite willing to give you a general estimate that the 
money should have been better spent. 

You know, it is really unfair to the Institute to ask us on the spur 
of the moment to come up with all of the projects, because we aren't 
familiar with all the proj ects. We only looked at a sample. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Oan you, as the chairman suggestecL perhaps in the 
future, come up with some evaluations of those programs and what 
they propose to have done? 

Dr. KRISLOV. Yes; but I am just saying that we are not the best 
salesmen or even a fair salesman for the Institute. That is, they could. 
come in and tell you in greater detail. 

One of their products-I don't want to sell them short even though 
we have criticized them very heavily. 

Mr. VOLKMER. You could work with the Institute. Perhaps they 
could come up and give you mst what they feel are the best programs, 
and then you can evaluate those rather than going through everyone of 
them. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Yes. 
Mr. VOJ:,XMER. They could also give you the list of those they 

don't feel have done any good. They ought to be able to do that, too. 
They ought to have some idea--

Dr. KRIsJ:,ov. Let me just say that we have come to the conclusion 
that their product was not worth the money. On the other hand, 
we are not saying their product wasn't worth anything. 

Mr. VOJ:,KlIIER. I agree on that. Usually, you will :find some good 
in a lot of things. But again, it is cost efJ'ec:.iveness, priorities, what
ever you want to call it. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. SCHEUER. On the research agreements program, which I am 

sure you are familiar with, three orfourinstitutions-RAND, North
western-were given $600,000 or $700,000 to look at rehabilitation, 
deterrence, econometric models, and so forth. 

I take it these were sort of think tanks. They just turned them 
loose 1vith the vaguest guidelines. How has that worked out as a 
procedural mechanism? 

Dr. KRISLOV. It varied. Not all of them were in our sample. I read 
most of them. 

Mr. SCHEUER. You thought one was terrible? 
Dr. KRISLOV. Sorry about that. I am not in a position to make 

that statement since I have only read the proposal. But I thought 
most of them were pretty good. 

I liked-I don't think I saw the RAND. I think it's like every other 
area. It has to be done very carefully. I think it is a good idea. And 
it then has to be read very carefully. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Peer review? 
Dr. KRISLOV. Yes. The caliber of people was uniformly very high, 

but that's to be expected if you tum to those institutions. 
Dr. WHITE. I think one important point, also, is that these are 

really just getting underway this year. It is clear nothing of that sort 
could show what it could do within only 1 year or perhaps even 2. 
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I would certainly not want to make a judgment on their importance 

until they had been in business for a little while, because the way 
they o,re set up requires a sort of growth process and an internal 
development process. 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. I have been on the advisory committee lor the 
RAND project whichhas been looking at career offender problems. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Habitual offenders? 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. Habitual offenders. And they have gone at this 

by some intensive interviews of 50 habitual offenders, and have 
identified them as habitual offenders, and have seen some distinctions 
between them. Those whom you might characterize as pros, for 
example, those who were habitually engaging in crime but only occa
sionally getting arrested, versus the guys who only occasionally 
engaged in crime but very often got arrested. 

And it is very importantl for example, to make some distinctions 
between the people who are really the marauders on society and get 
to those guys as opposed to the guys who show up in the criminal 
justice system frequently but don't represent the real predators on 
the society. And it would just be very desirable to get some more 
detailed information of the kind that is starting to be suggested by 
this research in ord.er to target the resources of the criminal justice 
system on the people who are most threatening to us. 

Mr. SCHEUER. As a system for dealing out money, does it have a 
role? I suppose you would have to be very selective in who you gave 
this more or less unrestricted grant to. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Yes. 
Dr. BtUMSTEIN. I would argue very sty-ongly that it is a very posi

tive concept and in many respects makes so much more sense than the 
large requests for proposals which get responded to by the kinds of 
large proposal-generating-not necessarily research-generating out
fits, that Congressman Conyers was referring to-and which high 
quality institutions will often ignore because that is not the kind of 
business they are in. 

And they can afford to be much more selective about where they 
target their efforts, and they are not pre})ared particularly to play the 
crap game involved in responding the RFPs. 

Mr. GREGORY. Your report calls for the development of a cumu., 
lative research prOQ'l'am to develop cumulative Imowledge. 

Witnesses yesterday made the same point, and I questioned them 
in that respect. Is this not based, at least in ;part, upon the medical 
model, the breakthrough concept, and if so, IS that a valid concept? 
Is there a Salk vaccine for crime waiting to be discovered? 

Dr. KRISLOV. No. I think it is based on the canOlIS of science that 
says at least you ought to how when you fail, in a very direct way. 

One of the troubles with something like Impaot Cities is that it 
failed, but we don't know what failed because so many things were 
done. So it is really not just the medical thin,g-. It is the notion that 
that is the way in which knowledge derives and it is the only strategy 
we how that works. The end result of the process is sometimes a 
"failure" in that all the hypotheses turn out to be untrue i but at 
least you have that knowledge, as opposed to having learned nothing 
at all. 

1\11'. GREGORY. How about impact, are you saying something was 
learned--

r)' --



Dr. KRISLOV. I am saying nothing was learned because the-y- didn't 
follow any notions of sgstematic cumulative knowledge or anything 
else. They just threw money away, and clearly that doesn't work. 
Sometimes it works. But then you don't know what it was that 
worked, either. 

But it is not just built-in answer to your question, it is not just 
built on the medical analogy. On the contrary, the medical is built 
on this rather than the other way around. 

Mr. GREGORY. Your report also makes a very persuasive argument 
in favor of the independence and isolation from political influence 
of the Institute. 

Henry Ruth, who, as we have noted today was the first confirmed 
Director of the Institute, recently published a study for the Urban 
Institute in which he makes, it seems to me, a diametrically contrary 
argument, at least in part. 

He argues that there is need for certain parts of research to be 
decentralized. In fact, he agrees that criminal justice practitioners, 
not just research practitioners, need to be participating-do you see 
that as a conflict? 

Dr. KRISLOV. I haven't read that and don't quite know what he's 
saying. I think we argue very strongly that practitioners should be 
involved in the advisory committees in assessing usefulness and so on. 

I don't quite understand how they would be involved in the day
to-day research. I would have to know more to see whether I am in 
agreement. 

Dr. SCHWARTZ. I think the problem you are putting is the Qne of 
decentralization. I think it is not inconsistent with the development 
of a major-and continuation of a major Federal effort in the criminal 
justice area, especially if that strategy is carried out in such a way as 
to solicit from a variety of research sources independent recommenda
tions, independent suggestions and proposals for research, because 
you can stimulate diversity in research by virtue of holding out the 
possibility of funding. 

The danger is when you have a plan which is so tightly set and so 
monopolistic that you will drive the entire research vehicle down a 
particular avenue which may turn out to be a one-way street or 
dead end. 

Mr. GREGORY. Dr. White? 
Dr. WHITE. I haven't read what you were referring to either, but it 

seems to me that having spoken with Mr. Ruth several times, that he 
has a certain model in mind, and that is the model of either the SPA 
or the Oriminal Justice Ooordinating Oouncil, doing its own research. 
And we found in our survey of research being done in SPA's that, on 
occasion, this can be done very well. 

And I suspect that when Mr. Ruth was chairman of the Oriminal 
Justice Coordinating Oouncil in New York, it ww" done very welL 

We also know it was done very well in, say, Minnesota when 
Robert Orew was the director of the SPA, but that was because 
made a commitment to getting good people. 

But this kind of research was also very much directly related to tae 
particular programs they weer putting on the street and not the sort 
of lon~-range research which we think is different and also important. 

So I wouldn't see a real conflict there. 

'. 
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To a certain extent, I would agree with Mr. Ruth, but I think what 
he is recommending is probably of limited value across the country, 
and it certainly would require an SPA or Criminal .Justice Qbordi
nating Councilor som.ething of that sort which, as I un.derstand the 
tumors, might disappear. 

Mr. GREGORY. Do you think the kind of a research institute that 
you propose might have more difficulty being received and getting 
cooperation from the criminal justice practitioners? 

I would just like to read two lines from Mr. Ruth's report and 
certainly, if he represents that sector, is one of the more enlightened, 
and I air..sure more favorably inclined toward research. But he says, 
(lIn this effort of criminal justice research, common sense and reason
able deductions can help fill the gaps that lack of absolute precision 
will leave. The demand for absolute precision in the research world is 
one of its reasons for the wide divergence from the criminal justice 
world." 

Dr. KnISLOV. One of the reasons, again, we recommend the Institute 
stay in the Department of Justice and have some l'elations with 
LEU is to get that credibility. 

I would just point out that Mr. Ruth's Institute had no particular 
credibility with practitioners, that there are very real problems, and 
at some point, you have to ask if the research is going to sacrifice its 
inherent characteristic as research in order to be credible-it is sort 
of the same problem as selling itseh to Congress-then it has to stop 
calling itself research. 

But we believe that there is room for research that can be useful 
to the practitioners. And the way to establish credibility is to build 
them into both the controlling body that sets the goals in Gooperati9n 
with Congress and interprets them, and in the advisory committees 
that go tmough and set the programs) not in the individual research, 
although they might be involved there as appropriate. ..~ 

At any rate, they should have a lot of say, as we envision it, in 
setting goals and priorities in the program. 

Incidentally, getting back to the notion of pluralism in research, 
we do argue that a certain percentage of the budget should go for sort 
of (Iwild card," imaginative, competitive grants that don't fit the 
program areas and that aren't necessarily cumulative. 

We are arguing_for a lot of pluralism, if you read the report carefully, 
incluiling tue RP A's, including small grants and so on, which will 
allow for creativity. 

We are not saying only do four things and force everybody to do 
that. On the contrary, we would end up with a much more diverse 
progrl)J11, but the core of it would be, I tIrink, much more cumulative. 

Dr. BLUMso;rEIN. I would like to second that argument for diversity 
and pluralism both in the conduct of the research and in its funding. 
I would also like to address the issue of the relationship between the 
research program and practitioners. First, it is -very important to get 
practitioner's perspectives and inputs in the :research priorities and 
what we see would be through their participation on the statutory 
advisory board that we recommend as well as throughout the manage
ment of the research program. 

But with regard to the research itself there are two important 
linkups to the criminal justice system. One is a linkup to gain access to 
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the body of activity, partly as data sources, partly as opportunities 
for trying things out. That linkage is terribly important to facilitate, 
and in part the researchers should and would be doing that, and the 
linkage would be facilitated as part of the research program. 

The other which I think you are gettin~ at relates to the communica
tion between research findings and practIce. Now sometimes that goes 
directly. A piece of researcll is done with or in conjunction witll an 
operating agency, and they pick it up and implement it. Sometimes it 
happens through the prescriptive packages that LEAA picks up and 
sends out through its technical assistance program. 

But much more often and I think much more importantly, that 
link is a much more diffuse one. It has a much longer trail, from what 
may be a fairly complicated arcane article in some technical journal. 
The important results may then show up in an article wlitten by 
somebody like James Q. Wilson in a journal like "Public Interest," 
which then gets picked up by the editorial writer of the Pittsburgh 
Press, which then has an impact on the local community and local 
practitioners. So the trail is a rather complicated one, and not seeing 
that original technical article in the hands of the police chief or 
perceiving the article as unintelligible to the police chief doesn't 
necessarily negate the value of the research that is done, because the 
diffusion process is a rather complicated one. 

Mr. GREGOLY. Did your group give consideration to having an 
institute such as you propose being limited to, shall we say, the more 
practical applied sort of things that the Department of Justice might 
be more comfortable with and perhaps increasing the budget of other 
successful existing programs such as NIMH crime delinquency program 
which is, what, 10 years in existence and apparently successful in 
that-I realize they themselves will be telling us they do both applied 
and basic but more of the basic or more innovative stuff. 

Dr. KRISLOv. My answer to that would be that there really is no 
such animal. Most of the things the Institute has tried to do-and 
here we are in agreement with the 20th century report-that are 
service-oriented turn out to be nonproblems. It isn't as if you can say 
that you need a brandnew innovative method of dealing with patrol 
and have it come up. That is-I don't think that that exists, the kind 
of breed that you are talking about, the so-called applied research. 
Most of the Institute's failures happen to fall in that category, where 
they really thought they were producing something that would itself 
be of applied use. Rather than in the pure research, because for applied 
resea.rch they had no canons, they have no method of judging what 
it should look like. 

I think most of the fiascos and most of the types of major things 
like citizen's alarm and so on were made to order technical delivery 
products whether of the hardware or of the software variety. 

Mr. GREGORY. A couple of the programs cited as examples of success-
ful stories are in that sector, the Kansas Oity patrol study-

Dr. WmTE. That wasn't done by the Institute. 
Mr. GREGORY. No; but I mean the type of study. 
Dr. KRISLOv. But the success and failure of that hinges on the 

research design and it is appropriately done within the Institute. If 
you are saying that type of thing, I personally regard that as quite 
appropriately research. I don't care whether you call it applied or 
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pure. But then I think it has got to follow most of the procedures and 
techniques that are common to good scientific research. In other 
words, that is the kiud or Institute we want. 

IvIr. GREGORY. Yes. , 
Dr. SCHWARTZ. I would like to add there that it is necessary to 

understand the motives of good researchers as a key to this probiem. 
Most good researchers are interested in methodological precisions, 
they see the criminal justice system as providing. opportunities for 
interventions, innovations, changes which will give them rigorous 
research results. They are interested in bt}ing involved in that kind of 
research. In part becam,e of the methodblogical precision that they 
can achieve, in part because of the accretions to knowledge that they 
hope will come from that kind of involvement, and in part because 
they may have as individual citizens a strong motive to try to con
tribute to the strengthening of the criminal justice system. 

But if you try to get people who are mere technicians, who have 
been trained in methodology but haye no interest in the substantive 
problem or in some kind of contribution of new knowledge to a grow
ing body of knowledge, the'll I think you are going to end up with 
second-raters. This is, I think, one of the reasons why the distinction 
between pure and applied should not be too rigorously drawn, 

Dr. WHITE. I would like to add to that. I agree completely with that 
and I think that there is too much stress laid upon a dichotomy be
tween applied and basic research in this kind of area. Actually, for 
good research there is probably a combination in any set of cumulative 
projects. I think the better distinction would be between research 
that would be done at the level, say, that Henry Ruth was doing it in 
New York, or that some, a few, of ehe good SPA's have done dealing 
directly with their programs alld directly with testing out a project 
that they are doing, as opposed to what the Institute can do in more 
long-range resel1rch some of which is applied and some parts of which 
certainly are basic, a combination of applied and basic research. A 
research institute is not an operating agency with its own program to 
run. That's the distinction I think that has to be made. 

One of the problems the Institute always had is that it has been 
l)Ut in the position of forming an operating program-as if it were 
an SPA-without any possibility of that ever hl1ppening. 

Mr. OONYERS. But Dr. Schwart.z, your outline of the ideal researcher 
was, of course, posited somewhere in the heavens. I mean there exist 
people like you describe, you knqw, pure of motive, totally committed, 
no politics, no opportunism, Hut, of course, the body of criminal 
justICe research we hl1ve is so small and piddling that obviously there 
couldn't be people working in that-at least not for very long or we 
would han more than a thimbleful to begin to work on. I mean that 
is sort of like, you know, the Boy Scout code. That is what we want 
people to be like. But we can't say that they I1re all out there in num.
bel'S doing, their job because, well, it is just as the cochairman points 
out. He and I are the only two we know of, for sure. [Laughter.] 

But there isn't any yrr">.+"body of people like you describe, is there? 
That is what we i~"'l.llniliem to become. 
Dr. SCHWARTZ. Well, Mr. Ohairman, t didn't mean to suggest that 

the people who are involved in these kinds of activities don't have 
other motives us well. They certainly want to eat. They want to build 



their careers. But there are a lot of people out there who see ways in 
w1nch they can build their careers through additions that they can 
make 1;0 scientific knowledge. That is what a sociu1 scientist is, a 
person who is earning a living by adding to knowledge, and I think 
that we have more than a thimbleful of results already, in consequence 
of their efforts. 

Indeed, if you look at the reports of the President's Crime Com
mission you will see that that was a tnke-stock operation which 
indicated that we already knew a lot more than we thought we did. 
And that we found that out by virtue of the Government signaling 
that it was time to bring that research together and organize it, so 
we would know where we stood in terms of our-in terms of the 
state of the art. 

Now LEAA had the effect, I think, of trying to take off from that 
starting point. NILECJ and LEAA hu.ve not been insignificant in 
terms of additions to knowledge. Let me just give you an example. 
We have had a lot of research done now witlnn the last decade on the 
operation of plea bargaining mechanism. Now that was a central 
aspect of the criminal justico system which up until 10 years ago was 
really not officially recognized, at least in the literature of the criminal 
law . You could take a course in criminal law a..nd in criminal procedure 
in any law school and be totally ignorant of the existence of plea 
bargaining, whlch h~,ppens to account for 90 percent of the disposi
tions that come through the criminal process. It was important that 
that fact, that massive fact be discovered. And it was discovered and 
emphasized and explored. It has been studied as a consequence of the 
case load to see whether the larger caseload was more likely to produce 
plea bargaining; it doesn't incidentally. 

It was studied to see what the consequences would be in terms of the 
kind of disposition that occurred. It. was studied and it is being studied 
now to try to understand whether the judge enters and plays an. 
important role, whether the prosecutor and defense attorney consti
tute kind of a team to see what the best disposition would be. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Can you tell us something about the experience uuder 
the Rockefeller narcotics law 4 or 5 years ago that prohlbited plea 
bargaining? 

Mr. SCHWARTZ. That, as you know, occurred in the State of New 
York with results with which I'm fairly familiar. The consequence 
was that, in effect, the plea bargaining system was prohibited, but 
that drove the decision back to an earlier point at which police dis
cretion entered more heavily in determining the nature of the charges. 
Typi.cruly) t.hat. is the way plea bargaining works. Instead of the judge 
making the decision) the responsibility shifted initiolly to the prose
cuter and then especially where statutory intervention of that type 
is tried, the responsibility goes back to the police, who by virtue of 
their definition and their training are never supposed to have played 
that kind of a powerful role in determining what the price of 
a P!1rticular crime would be. 

N ow, I submit that that is a good example of the value of a contin
uing research program which attempts to appraise how the system is 
working in action, as compared with the theories that lawyers would 
have. 
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Mr. CONYERS. Two good examples, and I appreciate them. Now, 
how many resea~chers do. we have that meet th~ criteria thrt.t you so 
eloquently descrtbed earher? Do they number ill the hmidreds, do 
t.hey number in the thOllSunds? Do they number in the tens of 
thousands? 

Dr. KRISLOV. Could I try to meet Oongressman Oonyers' point? I 
think what we argue for in the report is a process which the staff, the 
advisory committees, the researchers, and Congress are in a state of 
tension with each other watching each other. That the staff ought to 
be looking for good research ideas and good researchers hopefully, 
with the Boy Scout ethic, if you wish, of Deun Schwartz, but at uny 
rate, good researchers. And I think we follow--

Mr. CONYERS. Now there are 435 Congressmen. How many good 
researchers? 

Dr. KRISLOV. In the United States? I don't know. 
Mr. CONYERS. In the criminal justice urea. 
Dr. KRISLOV. They are in the hundreds. 
Dr. SCRW ARTZ. Certainly in the hundreds. 
Mr. CONYERS. I'm not tryinO' to put you in an impossible position. 

I'm trying to understand how large a body of people we are working 
with. It's very critical. 

Mr. SCHEUER. In the research community. 
Dr. KRISLOV. It's now hundreds. 
Mr. CONYERS. You say hundred or hundreds? 
Dr. KRISLOV. Hundreds. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Is it more than 500? 
Mr. CONYERS. 200 or 300 or 1,000, or what? 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. Let me try to respond in another sense. If you 

wanted a number of how many good researchers there are, by some 
reasonable terms of good, I would say in the order of 300 now doing 
research in criminal justice. But the fundamental point our report is 
trying to get at is that the current community is a lot larger than it 
was 10 years ago, but even that is not representative of the community 
that should be. "There is a much larger community of good researchers 
out there who are not now working on criminal justice, in part because 
or the way the Institute has been operated. 

What we would like to see happen is that some procedure be devel
oped to mobilize more. of those people to bring them into active 
research involvement with these problems which are terribly: impor
tant. Thousands or tens of thousands might well be attracted into it 
if it had the intellectual challenge, if it had the respectability that 
it's only starting to accumulate now, and if it hzdtRC quality of 
management and integrity of management that would make it worth 
being associated with. 

Mr. SCHEUER. In connection, now, following along, let's assume 
hypothetically with an iffy question, that the Justice Department 
comes down here next -\veek and says, well, we're making certain 
structural changes in the National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice. We're addressing ourselves to many of the 
points that the panel raised last week, and we think we're going to 
meet most of those problems. 

We think the Institute ought to stay where it is in LEU. We 
think we met the challenge that the panel raised last week and we 
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don't think it's necessary to lift it out of LEAA. What would be 
your reaction to that? Would you say there is something so basically 
destructive about leaving it in the arms of the practitioners with all 
the political influences that come to bear that there is no possibility 
of it being made the truly effective instrument it ought to be to attract 
the tens of thousands instead of the 300? Or would you say yes, if 
they would eliminate the signing off by the LEAA Administrator and, 
yes, if they can have 3- or 5-year gral?-ts instead of I-year gra?-ts, if 
they divest themselves of the laundry list of problems you mentIOned, 
we think in those circumstances it could be left where it is. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Well, "could be," I think are the right words. If 
those conditions for independence were met then we are not better 
prognosticators, perhaps, than Congress. All we can say is we think 
the history is against it, but it might be feasible. It might be feasible. 
Our reluctant conclusion was that we don't think it will work even 
if it has the independence, but your experience with agencies, is at 
least as great as ours and it's possible that that prognostication would 
be wrong. So the answer would yes, it could be left there. We have no 
way of saving absolutely it shouldn't be under any circumstances. 
That is not our first wish, but it's feu.sible. 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. I think the critical point we mean to make is that 
it must hu.ve quality and it must have integrity. And what we have 
prescribed is a vu.rivty of means for achieving those. 

It's entirely conceivable that you don't need all of those if the 
others are in there strong enough. Now we're back in the negotiating 
position between the Congress and the Justice Department. And we 
hope that you'll negotiate to assure as much 9.,S possible that thu.t 
quality and integrity is achieved. 

Dr. KRISLOV. The same thing is true, for example, on the Bureau 
of Criminal Statistics, or something of thflrt ,'Sort·, Our top priority was 
for combining it with the Institute for a number of reasons. We think 
the Institute would be benefited. We also believe any decent bureu.u 
of stu.tistics needs researchers to help them develop the categories. 
If combined in fact, that is what would happen; there would be a 
little Institute attached to the Bureau. But if you asked us what our 
order of priorities is, clearly it has to be straight, criminal statistics 
has to be straight and integrated. If that is the best possible deal that 
can be reached, it has to be taken out of FBI in our opinion, out of 
an operating agency and given the sort of integrity that a statistical 
bureau has. 

Our first preference is together with the Institute. Our second 
preference is independent. A long way down the line, 85th preference, 
is keeping it where it is now. 

Dr. WmTE. I would just like to add that the committee struggled 
with this question of the Institute being in or out of LEAA for the 
entire life of the committee. When we started out, I think it would be 
fair to say that almost everybody believed it should be in LEAA. 
By the end, we had a I5-member committee with no dissents at all 
on that issue that it should be out of LEAA. 

Mr. SCHEUER. I don't understand that. Let me interrupt a second. 
If it's so transparently clear that there was neither the integrity nor 
the quality, as sort of a supporting environment for the Institute's 
work located in LEAA and that seemed to be commonly accepted 
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perception in the entire criminal justice research fraternity, how 
could they even have started out 'with the assumption that a structure 
that had failed so badly over the decp,de was an acceptable structure? 
Even in the initial stages of yOUI' deliberations? 

Dr. BLUMSTEIN. In the initial considero,tiollSf the trade-off basically 
was between autonomy and proximity, with a hope that this research 
institute would become a center of intellectual leadership which 
would serve as a stimulus for creative and innovative change within 
LEAA and subsequently throughout the criminal justtce system. 
It turned out in the experience of the past 10 years that that prmdmity 
served more as a handicap tha,n as a benefit. 

Mr. SClIEUER. Yes, but you knew all that when you started your 
deliberations 18 months ago. 

Dr. KRISLOV. No, we didn't. We didn't have such a preconceived a 
notion as you suggest .. 

Dr. SCHWARTZ. I think you misconstrlled the task of the committee 
as we understood it. We were trying to stress the whole research 
product. We took a sample of research with an open lXlind. We were 
not clear that the research was of lower quality than other comparable 
agencies might produce, although there was a bad reputation. But we 
wanted to look at the research itself. 

OK. So then we discovered, as a consequence of that investigation, 
that it was mediocre and we also, through OUI' exploration of the 
history, tried to uncover the reasons why this had occurred. It was a 
genuine research undertaking and ·only.after we had done the research 
were we prepared to reach our conclusions. 

Mr. SClIEUER. You had strl1ctUI'ed open minds in the beginning. 
Dr. KRISLOV. And remember that the committee is very delicately 

balanced between people who are c10sely allied in criminal justice 
and those who are not, but have competence in research, and so on. 

There are many people, again, Don Deskins, who I mentioned. 
before in the department of geography, who has had e~erience in 
Government and so on, but not so much in criminal justice. 

Looking down the list, Hertzfeld had no particular opinion of LEAA. 
Gary Koch, who is a statistician, who was on for his expertise in 
statistics, but who had no great knowledge of the Institute except 
rumor. 

I must say I personally think the committee was much more 
evenly balanced than you suggest. It probably was 50-50 and three 
people had a strong opinion on each side and nine in the middle didn't 
have any opinion at all, might be a more aCCUI'ate way of putting it. 
We were much more objective. In fact, we tried to take into acco-qnt 
that some places with bad reputations may indeed be good places. 

Dr. WlIITE. I misstated the point earlier about the initial position 
of the committee on whether 01' not the Institute should be in LEAA-. 
That wasn't an issue, as a matter of fact, before the committee. The 
issue was evaluating the research program. Where it should be located 
came up as we went along and began to learn more and more about 
the reasons for the problems they were having. It !:limply wasn't an 
issue from the beginning. 

But what I really wanted to say was: What the committee came to 
a conclusion about was the principle of the necessity to insulate this 
research program from certain kinds of pressure that would ruin it 
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and have ruined it-and that is the principle. We are not competent 
to tell you what the political decision shoUld be about the ultimate 
location of the institute. What we wanted to say is that it's not that 
we prefer a research program insulated in this way. Our point is that 
a resel1rch institute can't do good work; it can't do even reasonable 
work otherwise. That is what we want to insist upon, the principle of 
independence and insulation. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Excellent answers to my questions. The answers 
were smarter than the question. 

Mr. GREGORY. Following up on that, I understand your reasons for 
the need for insulation and independence. And you have explained 
to us how you feel that might bring in those thousands, or tens of 
thousands of researchers Dr. Blumstein referred to. Your report also 
indicates that the blame isn't all on the design of the Institute. I think 
you mentioned at the time the Institute was formed, a couple years 
after the President's Orime Oommission report-I know Dr. Blumstein 
served on that Commission-you indicate that academic research 
didn't want to get muddied, I think you put it, in criminal justice 
research. Has that changed now? What needs to be done in addition 
to changing the nature of the institute to attract that segment of the 
research community? 

Dr. KRISLOV. I think the academic community was slow in recog
nizing the importance of this problem. And went into it with stereo
types. too. I think our report does say that, and I think it's accurate. 
But I think now that that prejudice is largely gone. 

I think the conditions are ripe so that if you opened up the field, 
and indeed it's been happening. I don't think Marvin Wolfgang would 
have taken a grant, in fact I think he stated that at one point in our 
meetings, he said he would not have gone to the Institute for a grant 
at its beginning. 

I think as it has established a little bit more credibility and as it's 
gone to higher standards-we did find a slight improvement of research 
design over the years, indicating more insistence upon it. At least an 
effort to do it. So that both the ideological connotations are gone, a 
little, anyway, and the technical ones are there. 

I think it will come of itself now. 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. I would just like to refer to the conditions of 1968, 

year of the Democratic Convention, the year of riots on campus, 
police intervention on campus-a period of considerable polarization 
between the academic world and the world related to police. 

I think we have seen changes on bot,h those sides. And so we don't 
now have the kind of repulsive force that kept these groups f),part. 

In the meantime, there indeed has been some important and re
spectable and quality work that has gotton published. The field has 
attained much more respectability than it did in the late 1960's, 
and I think that has made it a much more attractive field for many 
people willing to work there today, whereas they wouldn't have been 
a decade ago. 

111'. OONYERS. As one of the cochairman, I want to thank you very 
much. It's been a long and productive morning, we deeply appreciate 
your preparation and your responses to our questions. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Thank you all very much. 

.,. 
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The joint session of the Subcommittee on Crime, the JUdiciary 
Committee, and the Subcommittee on Domestic and International 
Scientific Planning, Analysis !'.nd Coopemtion of the Science and 
Technology Committee is adjourned until next Wednesday morning 
at 9 o'clock in th.is chamber, 

[Whereupon, at 12 :35 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.] 
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FEDERAL ROLE IN CRIIUINAL JUS tl'ICE AND eRnIE 
RESEARCH 

WEDNESDAY, JUNE, 29, 1977 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMl\UTTEE ON 
DOMESTIC AND INTERNATtoNAL SCIENTIFIC PLANNING, 
ANALYSIS AND COOPERATION OF THE CO:MMITTEE ON 
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, AND SUBCO).rmTTEE ON 
CRIME OF THE COMlIIITTEE ON THE J UD1CIARY, 

Washington, D.O. 
The subcommittees met at 9:05 a.m., in room 2141, Rayburn 

House Office Building, Hon. James H. Scheuer, cochairman, presiding. 
Present: Representatives Scheuer, Conyers, and Ertel. 
Staff members present: Leslie Freed, HILyden W. Gregory, and 

Jonah Shacknai, counsel; and Robert Shellow, consultant; Ross 
Stovall, associate counsel; and Jomes Gallagher, tecbnical consultant. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Good morning. The joint hearings of the Subcom
mittee on Crime of the Committee on the Judiciary I1nd the Sub
committee on Domestic and International Scientific, Planning, Analy
sis and Cooperation of the Committee on Scienc(~ and Technology 
will come to order. 

My colleague, John Conyers, is e1.-pected momento.rily, the chairman 
of the Subcomniittee on Crime, but I think in deference to the very 
long schedu.le of witnesses we have today, we will start now. 

It is a pleasure to introduce Judge David Bazelon, Chief Judge of 
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Distdct of Columbia, and one of 
the Nation's most distinguished jurists, and a pioneer in the applica
tion of behavioral science Imow-how to criminal justice. '" J!jC 

It is It pleasure to have you, Judge Bazelon, and we look forward 
to hearing from you. 

TESTIMONY OF RON. DAVID L. :BAZELON, CHIEF JUDGE, U.S. COURT 
OF Al'PEALS FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT 

Judge BAZELON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I am pleased to be a.ble to present the testimony I um about to give 

before this joint subcommittee. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Judge, your statement will be printed in its entirety 

at this :Roint in the record, so if you'd like you cap. simply chat with us 
informally rather than read your statement, which will precede your 
informal remarks in the record-whichever you prilfer. 

J'udge BAZELON, WeU, I put tIllS together in an organized way. 
NIr. SCHEUER. Fine. 
Judge BAZELON. And if you want to stU').'t asking me questions, 

thaes fine. 
(113) 
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Mr. SCHEUER. I think we should get some testimony from you, 
either your prepared testimony or you can speak extemporaneously, 
whichever you prefer. 

['rue prepared statement of Hon. David L. Bazelon follows:] 

STATEMENT OF DAVID L. BAZELON, CHIEF JUDGE, U.S. COURT OF ApPEALS FOR 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT 

I am pleased to bc here to present testimony before the members of the 
Subcommittee on crime of the House Committee on the Judiciary and the Sub
committee on Domestic and International Scientific Planning and Analysis and 
Cooperation of the House Science and Technology Committea. You have joined 
together for a very important purpose: to determine the future direction of 
criminal research and, consequently, of federal criminal justice. 

Since I have been asked for my considered judgment whether such research 
should be federally directed and supported, I must respond with an emphatic Yes. 

Research, howevcr, does not exist in the abstract; it is a tool that we use to 
meet our purposes. If we are to use that tool intelligently, these purposes must 
first be clarified. I am reminded of the story so often told about Gertrude Stein's 
dying words. A close friend leaned over Ms. Stein's death bed and whispered to 
the dying woman, "What is the answer?" The barely audible reply as Gertrude 
Stein passed away was, "What is the question?" The nature of the questions that 
require research is what I propose to discuss with you. 

r should state at the outset that in discussing the possible directions for research 
I shall focus exclusively on the problem of street crime. My reason for doing so is 
simple: but for that problem there would not be an LEAA, there would not be 
it NILECJ, and there surely would not have been hearings on the federal role in 
criminal justice and criminal research. As serious and destructive as white collar 
and organized crime are, no one today would be thinking about funding research 
were these the only types of crimes with which we were afflicted. It is violent 
crime thn.t has made us afraid on t.he streets and even in our homes, and it is to 
allay that fear that we have turned to the techniques of scientific rese:"fch. 

On one level, of course, the question is simple: How can we end this affliction? 
Dip beneath the surface, however, and the true complexity of the problem 
emerges. My own experience with the delinquents and criminals that have put 
us aU in fear is that their lives on the street have destroyed their ability to 
emphathize with other human beings. It does not take an expert to guess that 
many children reared in the ghetto-where acknowledgement of one's own identity 
and worth is so difficult-will develop at best a hard insensitivity to others. Such 
individuals feel nothing but hatred toward their victims and society as a whole. 
Their lack of connection to the majority's culture and values may have nothing 
to do with mental disease, unless not being able to see or feel beyond resentment 
and rage is so classified. 

Such profound social disorder creates a problem of moral attribution. What we 
have learned from such disciplines as psychiatry, sociology, anthropology, physi
ology and biology has disoriented our criteria of individual moral responsibility. 
We no longer live in a Mlltonian arena where God and Lucifer eternally contend 
in the soul of every man. And we can only return to that stark arena at the price 
of ignoring what we Imow. We often seem so intent on punillhing that we repress 
information that might make punishment inappropriate. We want to catch and 
punish the rat-always assuming there is a rat. We are content with a vast super
~tructure of codes, ti';nJs, prisons and so on, and do not look to see how it fits 
Its base. 

The social disorder of poverty also creates a problem of causation. We know 
neither how to eliminate poverty nor how to correct its often dehumanizing 
effects. I suspect th/l-t none of our pi"ovidersof trea~ment services-psychiatrists, 
psychologists, or social workers-have the ability to implant middle class sensi
bilities into YOl.il.lgsters who have been actively neglected twenty-four hours a 
day, every day of their lives. There is no magic humanizing pill for these youths 
to swallow. 

I am not saying proverty equals crime. That would be silly. I am merely stating 
the obvious: povertY--'and the deprivation and discrimination that so often 
accompany it-creates the conditions that make street crime more likely. 
. Crime is not surprising. What amazes me is that so many deprived Americans 
accept their lot withQut striking out. I am stunned by those who point to the many 

... 
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docilp, POOl' and say, "Their poverty doesn't force them to break the law, so why 
should it force others to?" Society should be as alarmed by the silent misery of 
those who accept their plight as it is by the violence of those who do not. I see no 
hope for reducing violent street crime in this country untn our soci.ety reaches this 
level of concern and humanity. 

From this perspective the agenda for criminal research is clear. We cannot 
strive to achieve only a change in the criminal justice system. There can ~Tl fact be 
no criminal justice ,/ithout Bocial justice. We therefore must trS' to hold 1ll mind 
the full picture. We must not forget that the people I have been speaking about
the "inputs" in the criminal justice system-art:: merely the "outputs" of our 
failing social system, To choose to eliminate social injustice is to choose a long, 
painful, and costly process. The only option I can imagine that is less appealing 
is not to choose h. 

It is less appe.!lling first, and primarily, because it is morally reprehensible. Cau 
it be true thatlihis nation would rather build a new prison cell for every slum 
dweller who turns to crime tban to seek tbe causes of bis lv,wlessness and alleviate 
them? I do not understand how academicians and politicians can bave a clear 
conscience preaching repression to solve crime, unless tbey believe that despite tbe 
accident of birth ull are equally endoweu, mentally and physically, and have the 
same opportunities to get ahead. 

It is less appealing, secGnd, because it must in tbe long run be ineffective. So 
long as there iE; with us the culture tbat breeds crime, all the new-fangled gadgets 
of law enforcement and crime control can at best be supcrficial; they are only 
band-aids on a wound tha,t deepens with every twist in the unemployment figures. 
Similarly recent fads such as the proposals for uniform, determinate sentencing 
will prove no panacea. Recent research in several fJities bas indicated, for example, 
that even under the present system most offenders convicted of committing a 
violent crime against a stranger can count on being incarcerated. And an LEAA
funded study released last year discovered that in most cases sentencing judges 
apply a small number of factors in a Tationa! and predictable manner. The problem 
is not how we sentence, but how we face and grapple with the causes of crime. 

If we properly focus our inquiry, a natural agenda for criminal research emerges. 
I would like to mention only three of the many possible avenues for such research. 
One of the few clues that we do have abol~t the solution to street crime is that a 
vhble family structure is crucial for social integrution. A child needs a family 
beeause that is wbere his roots ere developed and his education occurs. Mothers 
and fathers who spend time with their children are better socializers than most 
organized group care arrangements. We ure learning that the poor nre not inherent
ly inferior child rearers. With a rising income, the same formerly poor mother 
spends more time with her child. 

But many poverty purents have insufficient time and energy for their families. 
They are overwhelmed by the struggle for survival. A frantic and harassed motber 
is not a natural mother, and a father filled with failure and desperation is not a real 
father, and he mas not eyen stay around long enough to try. A parent who cannot 
put food on the table cannot convey to a child a sense of order, purpose or self 
esteem. The poor are confronted by the same problems confronting the rich, and 
more of them; the difference is that they do not have tbl} resources or time t,o cope. 
And when they slip, they find it all the harder to come back. Research into methods 
for fostering family structure among the poor is vitally necessary. 

A second avenue for research is the connection between unemployment and 
crime. I once asked the chief of the police robbery squad for his speculations 
about the reason for the crime increase during one particularly violent summer 
in Wnshington. "I dc.n't have to speculate," he said, "I know the cause. August 
was a wet month. Outdoor jobs Were scarce for the day laborer and construction 
worker from the slums." "Whenever it rains several days in a row," he continued, 
"there's po work, no money, and we're in for a lot of trouble." 

Unemployment am'ong black teenagers ages 16 to 19 is now at 34 percent. For 
the poverty ar.eas of our cities, the figure is put at 57 percent. The boredom of 
free time, the desire for money in tbe pocket, resentmep.t· ,about having no access
even by hard work--to the things that most of society enjoys, these appear to 
be tbe ingredients of crime by youths. We need to study such connections, 
and we need to develop techniques for redUCing, if not eliminating, inner-city 
unemployment. 

Finally, there is tbe issue of incarceration. As much as llong for the day when 
we can dynamite the Bastilles of tbis natioll, I fear that 'We will always need 
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prisons to isolate dangerous offenders. The day Adam stepped out from the gar
den, we began worrying about protecting the sheep from the wolv.es. Some of
fenders simply must be locked up to protect society; otherwise, we face the prospect 
of escalating street violence, including lynchings to avenge the victims. Everyone 
would probably agree that the dangerous offender must be imprisoned. The prob
lem is to define "dangerous" and then find the tools to measure it. 

It there is no, altern.ative to incarceration, we should at least begin to think 
about radically new approaches. Perhaps the whole idea of State-run institutions 
needs to be reexamined. Whenever the State 10cl($ people up and hands the keys 
to keepers who are not answerable to their captives, abuses are certain to arise, 
whether it be in prisons, reform school, or public mental hospitals. After the 
initial idealism wears .off, there is a danger that institutions will be run for the 
professionals who staff them, the vendors who supply them, the public who want 
troublesome individuals kept out of sight and the politicians who use them for 
patronage. 'Ve need to dev~lop mechanisms which will promote accountability so 
that institutions will remain faithful to their initial goals. 

These three areas, of course, are meant to be exemplary, not exhaustive. They 
do indicate, however, the llecessity for research to be funded at the Federallcvcl. 
Although crime is a local problem, the causes of crime are national in scope, and 
research therefore must be conducted from a global perspective. To note only 
two examples: unemployment can only be viewed as a national issue, and the 
family structure of the poor cannot be separated from the intricacies of providing 
guaranteed Federal income. 

The main point I want to make today, however, is that the purposes for which 
we have funded research, whatever its scope, must be kept clearly in mind. It is 
often all too easy to mistake the forest for the trees. Let me illustrate with an 
example recently noted by Dr. Julius Richmond, Psychiatrist-in-Chief of the 
Harvard Children's Hospital Medical Center and presently Assistant Secretary 
of HEW for Health designate. Several years ago a prominent member of the 
White House staff working for the President's Domestic Council called serveral 
developlnentnl scientists and asked whether there was any absolute proof that 
under-nutrition caused mental retardation in the developing child. Apparently 
some scientists were willing to be quoted to the effect that there was no such 
absolute proof. Such rationale was used as justification for proposing the reduction 
of funds for the food stamp and school lunch programs. Fortunately many people 
in the scientific community learned of this in time to offer to testify that hunger 
WliS bad for children. 

The lesson is manifest. Unless the humanitarian purposes underlying criminal 
researoh are kept perpetually illuminated, that research will inevitably degenerate 
into a sterile technological exercise. Pursuing these purposes may lead us to 
question fundamental aspects of our social structure; if so, we must face those 
questions alsCl with courage and candor. If research ultimately validates the 
conneetions I have suggested between street crime, unemployment and family 
structure, remedies will be neither easy nor inexpensive. But our national dis
cussion will at least have developed a new dimension; to wit, honesty. We will then 
know that continuing to address only the effects of crime will be at the sacrifice 
of our best ideals. Ideals, of course, can be too expensive for this life; but I main
tain that we are, at a bare minimum, morally Obligated to acknowledge their 
abandonment. Unless we do, we will never know Who, or where, we are. 

In 1930, a young official in the Justice Department, in testifying on the need 
for better crime statistics, told an Appropriations Subcommittee of the House 
of Representatives that one subject "that would be interesting in connection with 
crime statistics is the relation to crime of unemployment, of disease, .and of the 
various items which make up the economio life of a country." The official was 
J. Edgar Hoover. Today, 47 yeai·s later, it is time-long past time-to confront 
the relationship between crime and the tl,ccident of birth. 

Everything I've said today, you've heard sometime, somewhere before. I've 
given you no new data or new theories. My purpose in coming here was to deliver 
.tt simple message. In the growing hysteria about crime we hav", lost sight of old 
truths and priorities. It is easy to concede the inevitability of social injustice and 
find the serenity to accept it. The far harder task is to feel its intolerability and 
seek the strength to· change it. 

Judge BAZELON. Since I have been asked my judgment whether 
such research as we are talking about here should be federally directed 
and supported, I would respond with an emphatic, "yes." 
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Research, however, does not md.st in the abstract; it is a tool that 
we use to meet our purposes. If we are to use that tool intelligently, 
these purposes must first be clarified. 

I am reminded of the story so olten told about Gertrude Stein's 
dying words. A close friend leaned over Ms. Stein's death bed and 
whispered to the dying woman, "What is the answer?" The barely 
audible reply as Gertrude Stein passecl away was, "What is the 
question?" 

The nature of the questions that require research is what I propose 
to discuss. 

I should. state at the outset that in discussing the possible directions 
for research, I shall focus exclusively on the problem of street crime. 
My' reason for doing so is simple: but for that problem there would be 
no Law Enforcement Assistance- Agency; there would be no National' 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice j and there surely 
wotlid not have been hearings on the Federall'ole in criminal justice 
and criminal re:scarch. 

As serious and destructive as white collar and organized crime are, 
no one today would be thinking about funding research were these the 
only types of crimes with which we were u;fHicted. It is violent crime 
that has made us afraid on the streets and even in our homes, and it is 
to allay that fear that we have turnecl to the techniques of scientific 
l'eseal'ch. 

On one level, of course, the question is simple: How can we end this 
affliction? Dip beneath the sm'face, however, and the true complexity 
of the problem emerges. My own e:ll.-perience with the delinquents and 
<:riminals that have put us all in fear is that their lives on the street 
hl.we destroyed their ability to empathize with other human beings. 
It does not take an B:lI.-pert to guess that many children reared in the 
ghetto-where acknowledgement of one's own identity and worth is 
so difficult-will develop at best a hard insensitivity to others. Such 
individuals feel nothing but hatred toward their victims and society 
as a whole. Their lack of connection to the majority's culture und 
values may have nothing to do with mental disease, that is, \lUless 
not being able to see or feel beyond resentment and rage is so 
classified. 

Such profound social disorder creates a problem of moral attribu
tion. What we have learned from such disciplines as psychilltry, 
sociology, anthropology, physiology, and biology has disoriented our 
criteria of individual moral res~onsibility, We no longer live in a 
Miltonian arena where God and Lucifer eternally contl3nd in the soul 
of every man. And we can only return t,o that stark arena at the price 
of ignoring what we do now know. We often seem so intent on punish
ing that we repress information that might make punishment in
appropriate. We want to clltch and :punish the rat-!llways assuming 
there is a rllt. We Ilre content with Il vast superstructure of codes, 
trials, prisons and so on, and do not look to see how it fits its bllse. 

The social disorder of poverty also creates a problem of causation. 
We know neither how to eliminate poverty nor how to correct its often 
dehumanizing effects. I suspect that none of our providers of treat
ment services-psycbiatrists, psychologists, or social workers-have 
the ability to implant midclle~class sensibilities into youngsters who 
have been actively neglected 24: homs a day, every day of their lives. 
There is no magic humanizing pill for these youths to swallow. 
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I am not saying that poverty equals crime. That would be silly: I 
am merely stating the ob-vi.ous: poverty-and the deprivation and 
discrimination that so often accompany it-creates the conditions 
that make street crime more likely. 

Crime is not surprising. Wht~t amazes me is that so many deprived 
Americans accept their lot without striking out. I am stunned by 
those who point to the many docile poor and say, "Their poverty 
doesn't force them to break the law, so why should it force others to?" 
Society should be as alarmed by the silent misery of those who accept 
their plight as it is by the violence of those who do not. I see no hope 
for reducing violent street crime in this country until our society 
ren,ches this level of concern and humanity. 

From this perspective the agenda for criminal resefLrch is clear. We 
cannot strive to achieve only a change in the criminal justice system. 
There can, in fact, be no criminal justice without social justice. We 
therefore must try to hold in mind the full picture. We musl; not 
forget that the people I have been speaking about-the inputs in the 
criminal justice system-are merely the outputs of our failing social 
system. To choose to eliminate social injustice is to choose a long 
painful, and costly process. The only option I can imagine that is less 
appealing is not to choose it. 

It is less appealing first and primarily, because it is morally repre
hensible. Can it be true that this nation would rather build a new 
prison cell for every slum dweller who turns to crime, rat.her than to 
seek the causes of his lawlessness and alleviate them? I do not under
stand how academicians and politicians can have a clear conscience 
preaching repression to solve crime, unless they believe that des:pite 
the accident of birth all are equally endowed, mentally and physically, 
and have the same opportunities in life to get ahead. 

It is less appealing, second, because it must in the long run be in
effective. So long as there is with us the culture that breeds crime, all 
the newfangled gadgets of law enforcement and crime control can 
at best be superficial; they are only Band-Aids on a wound that deepens 
with every twist in the lmemployment figures. Similarly, recent fads 
such as the proposals for uniform, determinate sentencing will prove 
no panacea. Recent research in several cities, I am told, has indicated, 
for example, that even under the present system most offenders con
victed of committing a violent crime against a stranger can count on 
being incarcerated. And an LEAA-funded study released last year 
discovered that in most cases sentencing judges apply a small number 
of factors in a rational and predictable manner. The problem is not 
how we sentence, but how we face and grapple with the causes of 
crime. 

If we properly focus our inquiry, a natural agenda for criminal 
research emerges. I would like to mention only three of the many 
possible avenues for such research. One of the few clues that we do 
have about the solution to street crime is that a viable family structure 
is crucial for social integration. A child needs a family because that 
is where his roots are developed and his education occurs. Mothers 
and fathers who spend time with their children are better socializers 
than most organized group care arrangements. We are learning that 
the poor are not inherently inferior child rearers. With a rising income, 
the same formerly poor mother spends more time with her child. 

.. 
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But many poverty parents have insufficient time and energy for their 
families. They are overwhelmed by the struggle for survival. A frantic 
and harassed mother is not a ns,tural mother, and a father filled wit.h 
failure and desperation is not a real father, and he may not even stay 
around long enough to try. A parent who cannot put food on the table 
cannot convey to a child a sense of order, purpose, or self-esteem. The 
poor are confronted by the same problems confronting the rich, and 
more of them; the difference is that they do not have the resources or 
time to cope . .And when they slip, they find it all the harder to come 
back. Research into methods for fostering family structure among the 
poor is vitally necessary. 

A second avenue for research is the connection between unemploy
ment and crime. I once asked the chief of. the police robbery. squ.acl 
for his speculations-I repeat, speculations-about the reason for the 
crime increase during one particularly violent summer in Washlngton. 
ClI don't have to speculate," he said, til know the cause. August was 
a wet month. Outdoor jobs were scarce for the day laborer and con~ 
struction worker from the slums. Whenever it rains several day::; in 
a row," he continued, "there'::, no work, no money, and we're in for a 
hell of a lot of trouble." 

Unemployment among black teenagers ages 16 to 19 is now put at 
34 percent. For the poverty areas of our cities, the figure is put at 57 
percent. The boredom of free time, the desire for money in the pocket, 
resentment about having no access-even by hard work-to ilie t,hings 
that most of society enjoys, these appear to be the ingredients of 
crime by youths. We need to study such connections, and we need to 
develop techniques for reducjng, if not eliminating, inner city 
unemployment. 

Finally, there is the issue of incarceration. As much as I long for 
the day when we can dynamit(\ the Bas~illes of this Nation, I fear 
that we will always need prisons to isolate dangerous offellders. The 
day Adam stepped out from the garden, we began worrying about 
protecting the sheep from the wolves. Some offenders simply must 
be locked up to protect society; otherwise, we face the prospect Of. 
escalating street violence, including lynchings to avenge the victims. 
Everyone would probably agree that the dangerous offeAder must 
be imprisoned. The J?roblem is to define i(dangerous'! and tilien find 
the tools to measure It. 

If there is no alternative to incarceration, we should at least begin 
to think about radically new approaches. PerhaJ's_ the whole idea of 
State~run institutions needs to be reexamined. Whenever the State 
locks people up and hands the keys to keepers who are not answerable 
to their captives, abuses are cert/ain to arise, whether it be in prisons, 
reform school, or public mental hospitals. After the initial idealism 
wears off, there is a danger thaji institutions will be rm;l for the pro
fessionals who staff them, the v:endors who supply them, thE'J public 
who want troublesome individuals kept out of sight, and also the 
politicians who use them for pajironage .. We need to develop mecha
nisms which will promote accouri,tability so thl,l,t these institutions will 
remain faithful to their initial goals. . 

These three areas, of course, ,are meant to be exemplary,· not ex
haustive. They do indicate, how~ver, the necessity for research to be 
funded at the Federal level. Although crime isa local problem, the 
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causeR of crime are national in scope, and research therefore must be 
conducted from a global perspective. To note only two examples= 
Unemployment can only be viewed as a national issue, and the family 
structure of the poor cannot be separated from the intricacies of 
providing guaranteed Federal income. 

The main point I want to make today, however, is that the purposes 
for which we have funded research, whatever its scope, must' be kept 
clearly in mind. It is often all too easy to mistake the forest for the 
trees. Let me illustrate with an example that I recently noted that 
was written by Dr. Julius Richmond" psychiatrist-in-chief of the 
Harvard Ohildren's Hospital Medical Center and presently .Assistant 
Secretary of HEW for Health designate. 

Severdl yerns ago a prominent member of the White House staff 
,vorking for the President's Domestio :Council called. soveral develop: 
mental scientists and asked whether there was any absolute proof that 
undernutrition caused mental retardation in the developing child . 
.Apparently some scientists were 'willing to be quoted to the effect 
that there was no such ab,c;olute proof. Such rationale was used as 
justification for proposing the reduction of funds for the food stamp 
and school lunch programs. Fortunately, many people in the scientific 
community learned or this, and they learned of this in tinle to testify
now listen to what they said-that hunger was bad for children. 

The lesson is manifest. Unless the humanitarian purposes underlying 
criminal research are kept perpetually illuminated, that research will 
inevitably degenerate into a sterile technological exercise. Pursuing 
these purposes may lead us to question fundamental aspects of our 
social structure; if so, we must face those questions also with courage 
and candor. If research ultimately validates the connections I have 
suggested between street crime, unemployment, and family structure, 
remedies will be neither easy nor inexpensive. But our national dis
cussion will at least have developed a new dimension; to wit, honesty. 
We will then know that continuing to address only the effects of 
crime will be at the sacrifice of our best ideals. Ideals, of course, Ciln 
be too expensive for this life; but I maintain that we are, at a bare. 
minimum, morally obligated-morally obligated-to accept their 
abandonment. Unless we do, we will never know who, or where, we ate. 

1111930, a young official in the Justice Department, in testifying on 
the need for better crime statistics, told an appropriations subcom
mittee of the House of Representatives that one subject-and I 
quote-

Thnt would be interesting in connection with crime statistics is the relntion to 
crime of unemployment, of discnse, and of the various items which make up the 
economic life of a country. 

The official was J. Edgar Hoover. Today, 47'years later, it is time
lon~ past time-to comront the relationship between crime and the 
aCCIdent of birth. 

Everything I've said today you've heard sometime, somewhere 
before. I've given you no new data or new theories. My purpose in 
coming here was to deliver a simple message. In the growing hysteria 
about crime, we have lost sight of old truths and priorities. It is easy 
to concede the inevitability of social injustice and find the serenity to 
accept it. The far harder taskis to feel its intolerability and seek the 
strength to change it.-

Thank you. 

,II. 
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1\11'. SCHEUER. Well, thank you, Judge Bazelon, for an eloqucnt, 
moving, and. certainly very challenging statement. 

You have concentrated in dramatizing the nced for looking at the 
causes of social unrest and the causes of lack of esteem on the part 
of kids. 

Do you feel that ~here is any justification for criminal justice re
search on how we cope with the criminal Ilctivity that results from 
this lack of self-esteem and. the social disorientation and the lack of 
family structure, or do you think we'd be better off concentrating our 
efforts exclusively on improving our society Ilnd. making it that fair, 
just society that we all hope for? 

Judge BAZELON. What I tried to say, Mr. Scheuer, thn,t while we 
are doing what we are doing, we have to keep in mind how we are 
going to solve the problem ultimately. And that would be looking 
to tEe causes. 

Now, in the meantime, we have to do what has to be done so we 
can live another day to carryon. 

I am not saying, "Let's get rid of all prisons." I am not saying there 
isn't room for improvement in the criminal justice system. If I gave 
that impression, I didn't mean to. There is something to be done, 
but the emphasis now-there isn't even the rhetoric anymore about 
the role of the social causes of crime. The politicians in making their 
speeches in earlier ,Jays used to at least genuflect to the fact thu.t 
there were these cn;uqes. 

Mr. SCHEUER. We did more than genuflect. We passed the Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act and other remedial programs. 

Judge BAZELON. I wasn't referring to Members of this body. All I 
was referring to was people on the platforms all through the campaign. 
Nobody talked about the social causes of crime and what a difficult 
job it would be. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Well, I think we have learned in the last 10 years or 
more, since we have had the poverty programs and the remedial 
education programs and job training programs and public service 
employment programs-I might say that as the author of the new 
careers program which was quite a quantum jump in how we provide 
meaningful jobs for the poor and provide them opportunities for 
improvement of their skills, educ.l1tion, assurance of promotion and 
advancement, and meaningful jobs. 

How frustrating it is and how elusive that goal is. We seem to be 
like Alice in Wonderland, running on a treadmill to stand still, and yet 
we m:en't really standing still. . 

Judge BAZELON. I don't think so. I don't think what we did .in the 
1960's was a lost cause at all. ~ 

Mr. SCHEUER, No. I don't think any of.us think it was a lost 'Muse; 
but it certainly heightened our consciousness level as to how difficult 
the job was, and the fact, as I think you would agree, we don't have 
any simplistic answers or neatly packaged solutions. 

While all this is going on, I think you ought to agree that we have 
to do what is feasible and practicable to cope with the violent crimhlal 
activity that is there. . 

Judge BAZELO:N. Yes, but for every person that you deal with now, 
you've got. 10, 100, 1,000 coming up right behind them because they 
are coming from the same soil. 
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Mr. SCHEUER. One factor that gives us a little hope is that the 
number of kids coming into the years where most violent crime takes 
place is gradually reducing, so from that factor alone I think after 
1980 we can look to some modest-

Judge BAZELON. I don't buy that at all. 
Mr. SCHEUER. You don't? 
Judge BAZELON. Not in the least. And even if that is true, it is-
Mr. SCHEUER. It is a very negative approach, sort of a laissez faire 

attitude, hoping the reduction in numbers will reduce the size of the 
problem. I don't think it's a very creative solution. 

Do you feel that there is a role for criminal justice research? 
Judge BAZELON. I thought I made that clear. Yes. But I don't think 

it ought to be devoted entirely to how we are going to catch them and 
lock them up. We've got to understand something about the causes. 

1.11'. SCHEUER. The motivations. 
Judge BAZELON. And the motivations. And we haven't done that in 

any systematic way. It has been hodgepodge if at all. 
We are learning a lot more about human behavior than we have ever 

known, and by God, from that we ought to be able to use some of that 
for purposes of dealing with this problem. 

Mr. SCHEUER. I agree. The hope of we who were involved with the 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Oriminal Justice in its 
formative years was that more of its effort. would be going into the 
application of our considerable body of behavioral sciences to the ques
tions of motivation, to the questions of deterrence flJld to the questions 
of building self-esteem. They didn't do it as much as we would have 
liked, and that is really part o~i this set of hearings that we are having, 
to find out where the new paths and new directions lie. 

Assuming you think there is a role for criminal justice research, and 
emphasizing the application of behavioral science know-how to reduc
ing crime and reducing the incentives and motivations for crime, can 
you te~ us where you think that research function ought to be located? 

Judge BAZELON. It ought not to be in a place under the aegis of those 
whos~ mission is simply law enforcement. It should be something other 
than law enforcement. In other words, I would not have research in 
connect.10n.with social causes of crime in any place in any institution, 
where tne mission is law enforcement. 

:Mr. SCHEUER. Are you saying that the National Institute should be 
moved out of LEAA, or are you saying it should be moved out of the 
Justice Department itself? 

Judge BAZELON. I am saying I wouldn't have it in LEAA or the 
Justice Department. 

Mr. SCHEUER. And how would you set it up? Would you set it up 
as a governmnetal agency like the National Science Foundation or the 
National Academy of Sciences, or would you set:;it up as a private, 
nonprofit research group like the Institute for D6fense Analysis? 

Judge BAZELON. Anyone o:!: ,the institutions that you mentioned 
would be candidates. I haven't examined that question closely. But 
one thing that I am convinced about through my e}",])erience is that it 
is not fair to the institution whose mission is law enforcement to give 
them an assignment like this. 

Mr. SCHEUER. It is not fair to a law enforcement mission-
Judge BAZELON. Yes. 
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IvIr. SCHEUER [continuing]. To give it a research function. 
Judge BAZELON. For social causes of crime. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Yes. 
Judge BAZELON. It is not their bag. 
rVIr. SCHEUER. Yes. 
Do you have any questions? 
Ms. FREED. Just one brief question, Judge Bazelon. Do you think 

there is any utility at all to the type of studies that have been going 
on now sponsored by the Institute which are considered applied re
search; the detective studies or other studies that help police catch 
people? And if you do feel there is validity to such studies, should that 
research still be in the same type of center that you suggest for social 
research? 

Judge BAZELON. No, I don't think so. I think that type of research 
can be done in the Department of Justice or LEti, but not look iutp 
the social causes. They are just not geared into it. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Minority counsel. 
Mr. STOVALL. Your Honor, you stated in your prepared text, 

your comments, that 'povertyitnd deprivation and discrimination 
which so often accompany it creates the conditions that make street 
crime more likely. 

Is there any evidence, Judge, as to whether or not these conditions 
are any more aggravated than they were one decade or two decades 

agJ~dge BAZELON. Well, I think there if:; a different awareness in 
those that have been discriminated against so that they' do become 
more Mtive, and they do strike out. 

Somebody told them that they have a place in the Sun, and we are 
the ones that told them because it's part of our moral precept. They 
say, well, now, they want their place. 

The fact that they act it out in the fashion that they do is unfortu-
nate, but if you ask m.e, I would say--

Mr. STOVALL. I'm sorry, I'm not hearing you. 
Judge BAZELON. All on,e can do about this is speculate. 
Mr. STOVALL. I see. Thank you. 
How about deterrents or laxity in the court punishment of criminals? 

Has t,hat become an element? 
Judge BAZELON. I didn't hear you. 
Mr. S~OVALL. The issue of whether or not people are being punished 

sufficien.tly-is this an elem.ent in the increasing crime? 
Judge BAZELON. Well, as I understand it, there is no evidence to 

show that increased punishment is a deterrent for street crime. It is a 
very good deterrent for white collar crime. You give a man 6 months 
for income tax evasion and everybody in his country club will run 
down and pay their taxes. So it dr.~s have a valid effect. 

Organized crime is a very bad 'thing but 'we don't close the doors 
because of organized crime and we don't stay off the streets because 
of it. 

What I meant to tolk about today was stl)i.ctly the street crime. 
Mr. STOVALL. Thank you, Judge. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Judge, you have given us eloquent testimony. 
Yes. 
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Mr. GALLAGHER. Judge, I appreciate your observations and I 
have one or two questions. You stated in your testimony on page 3, 
"Proverty creates the conditions that make street crime more likely." 
On this theme, Judge Day of the Ohio appellate court testified last 
week that maybe we should look at idleness rather than poverty as a 
cause for crime. In your opinion, does his observation tend to qualify 
your views on poverty as a cause for crime? 

Judge BAZE:LON. If I lmc1erstand the question j 1 would say that 
idleness is associated with poverty. At least in my mind it is associated 
with poverty. We are not tn11ing about the idle rich, are we? 

Mr. GALLAGHER. No, 1 don't believe that he was. 
On the same page you stated, "1 see no hope for reducing violent 

street crime in this country until our society reaches this level of 
concern and humanity." ,Vould you agree that Congress cannot 
legi::;lu,te nor the executive branch administer these features, and that 
primarily this role is the role of parents, clergy, and educators? And 
more specifically, do you feel that parents, et cetera, are measuring 
up to their role with the youth today in developing 'within youth 
this concern and awareness for humanity? 

Judge BAZELON. Talking about the gTOUp that 1 was addressing? 
JMr. GALLAGHER. Yes, sir. 
Judge BAZELON. The parents haven't had a chance, either. I was 

on a committee of the National Academy of Science for child de
velopment, and I was the only layperson on this committee. The 
others were the great experts we have in this country on child de
velopment . .All they could tell us about child development was in the 
context of a viable family unit. People living in poverty in the slums 
don't have that opportunity. Parents who are harassed often don't 
have the kind of life which permits them to provide their children 
a "viable family unit." 

In my eA;?erience on the bench I would guess that 98 percent of the 
crimes of VIOlence m'e committed by people from the bottom of the 
barrel. Yet that 98 percent constitllte a very, very small part of the 
deprived class. 

So most of the poor, of course, don't offend. They just live in their 
misery. Because poverty and discrimination and oppression is, for 
them, a, livable status. ' 

Mr. GA:LLAHER. One £nal point, Judge, You stated that "our 
culture breeds crime,,-uour culture breeds crime." Are we to 
believe that American culture-and I assume you are not referring 
to the American civilization-or that Western culture is inherently 
evil? 

Judge BAZELON. No. 
111'. GALLAGHER. Doesn't the American culture breed other things, 

too? IncUviclualfreedoms and opportunity? 
Judge BAZELON. Yes; but a culture that allows this kind of situtation 

to exist, t.\ poverty class, a deprived class, is wrong. That doesn't 
mean we don't have a thousand other virtues. And what 1 was saying 
is: If we are going to abandon this group by just locking them all up 
and that's aU we care about, jus_t to get them out of the way, we 
ought to recognize, we ought to acknowledge that that is what we are 
doing; we are making a choice. 
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N ow, you can say the survival of the fittest is a law of nature. And 
you can argue that they are not fit. But in our Western civilization we 
(lonit believe that. When we go to church on Sunday or Saturday or 
whatever day we go to church, we believe in helping the weak. 

Mr. GALLAGHEU. Thank you, Judge. Thank you, :Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. SCHEUEU. Chairman Conyers. 
11Ir. CONYERS. 'rhank you very much. I wouldn't miss this op

portunity to express my appreciation to Judge Bazelon for joining us. 
As usual, we like to ask our witnesses all the cUfficult and imponclm.'

able questions, frequently the ones that we should perhaps ask our
selves. 

But it just occurred to me that as we worry about which way th(i' 
research arm of LEAA ought to go, which is in the lart~~l~~text d/ 
LEAA being reorganized itself, maybe we ought to be t' . g about 
where the Department of Justice, thG fountain of the justice syl5tem - ... 
ill this country, ought to be going. 

I mean this is an appropriate time to a least contemplate reorga
nization or «rearrangementll if we don't want to use so drastic a term, 
and try to hook in the larger changes. 

I mean, is the system of justice inflexible? Have we reached a point 
now where it is just a matter of throwing rhetoric at each other? 

This happens frequently in the legislative body for reasons that I 
think are in some ways lmderstandable. But can the justice system 
and those of us that are in those parts of it-can we overcome that 
tendency? Are we caught in a situation where we keep tlu:o" . .,j.ng the 
humanitarian liberul idioms at those who espouse the law and order, 
"Let's go back to the old school"? I mean is that something that can 
be broken out of? 

Judge BAZELON. Well, I don't know if I have an answer to that 
one. I do believe in keeping the job of law enforcement sep~,rate 
from the job of looking into the causes of crime. If you separate the 
two, this body has a better chance of getting the straight dope in 
both places. 

I don't know that I answered your question. What you want to do 
is to get rid of the rhetOTic that is flying between the so-called liberals 
and so-called conservatives on this question. 

Mr. CONYEUS. What bothers me is that we have been struggling in 
this eve!' since I can remember, and is there movement? Is there a 
greater understanding about the relationship of the justice system to 
a nation's values and to its people? I mean, is that being made any 
more, or what? 

Judge BAZELON. Well, I don't want to lay this down. as anything 
very firm, but I sometimes feel that it is getting worse. When things 
get bad, we find the serenity to accept them becttuse we are unwilling 
to pay the price for getting lid of causes of crime. We don't want to 
openly and forthrightly say, "Well, it's impossible; it is just too 
expensive; we would have to change too much of our societal structure." 
Instead of acknowledging that we are making a choice j we just block 
it out. 0 

If we were proceeding on the premise that we can't afford to deal 
with the causes of crime; it is too long; we don't want to make the 
changes that are l'equired for it, et cetera; and if it were open, we 
could have a public national debate: /(Is this really what we want 
to do?" 
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We haven't brought it to that kind of visibility, and that is what 
bothers me. Once the debate is had and the decision is made, it is 
always there and you have something to work against. But this is 
in the dm:k. It is sub silentio. 

Mr. OONYERS. I kind of lilce that response. 
A last question: Is there anything in your observations here today, 

Ju~lge, that warns us against the tyranny of statistics? • 
You know what Pm getting afraid of is that you can prove just 

about anything that you want if you put it together that way. And I 
am beginning--

Mr. SCHEUER. If my colleague will yield, there is an old saying, 
"Figures don't lie but liars often figure." 

:NIr. OONYERS. But I am worried about another part of it, Jim. I 
know about that, but I am tlllnking about almost the pure science. 
TRn't. t.hore n. t.vraunv tha.1; can Q:et involved there? 

And let me be specific for just a~moment. I keep thinking that there 
may be a body of thought that is developing that, "There is no cure 
for crime, there never was, so let's not make any pretense about it." 
And then, of course, we drag out rehabilitation as Exhibit I, that 
rehabilitation doesn't work, and we can prove that. 

Judge BAZELON. We have never tried it. 
Mr. CONYERS. Exactly. And hooked into all that is the notion of, 

~/Well, crime is a part of people and civilization and history," and you 
can get into some elaborate and very intellectua1 rationalizations if 
you're not careful. This is related to some of the work of, for example, 
the Trilateral Oommission, which is now studying unrest in the indus
trial countries of the United States and Japan and Europe~ and they 
are saying, "Well, maybe people are expecting too much of their 
governments, and maybe their intellectual dissenters and youth pri
vatists (this is their language in some of their reports) are beginning 
to suggest, IILet's not get too far away on changing this whole system 
and it will reduce crime. Who knows what it is going to do? Maybe it 
will increase it. Nobody knows. Let's just continue with prison con
struction. We make a big fuss about how you judges sentence, and it 
is not the answer. And sometimes I wonder if we aren't g(ltting in
volved in the tyranny of intellectualism. 

Judge BAZELON. All I can say to you, Mr. Oonyers, is I am just 
operating on some reading. For 28 years I have heard thousands of 
appeals in criminal cases. I have read records. And what I say now is 
that I don't care what the figures show, the reality is-and I think 
the figures do back it up, but quite apart from the figures-:the reali
ties are these people are coming from the bottom of the barrel. And you 
will pick up a record and see that somebody was in troublEl when he 
was 6,8, 10, 12, and you see in the records coming up from tifial courts 
a long list of things. Why, my God, what do you e:ll..'}Ject? 
. And then if you learn anything about the family-you don't learn 
very much about them from these reports at all, and it is understi1lld
able. I am not saying that the probation officers and all the agencies 
who make these investigations can do all this. 

Mr. CONYERS. Thank you. 
Mr. SClIEUER. Judge, do you have any e:ll..'}Jlanation for the alarming 

increase in criminal activity, including violent crime, by young people 
in affluent suburbs? . 
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,Judge BAZELON. No. I understand that there is an inct-ease, but 
the interesting thing about that is-and this doesn't help altogether 
by any means-there is somebody in the wings t,bat is interested, some
body looking after them, at least making an bffort to do something 
about it. Somebody cares. In the other situation, nobody cares, And 
that is the tragedy. 

I am not saying that the ·families deal well with them. I could give 
you a lot of chapter and vers;t on that but you have got other people to 
hear. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Well, Judge, you have given us eloquent and pro
vocative testimony, and you still. remain our conscience, and we thank 
you very much for being here. 

Next, Dr. Richard Atkinson, Director of the National Science 
Foundation, from whom we heard last week. 

TESTIMONY OF DR. RICHARD C. ATKINSON, DIRECTOR, THE 
NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 

Dr. ATKINSON. Mr. Ohairman, I have a prepared statement for 
the record. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Yes, it will be printed in its entirety at this point in 
the record. 

fThe prepared statement of Dr. Atkinson follows:] 

STATEMENT OF DR. RICHARD C. ATKINSON, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL SClENCE 
FOUNDATION 

Thnnk you, Mr. Chairman, for the invitation to disc1,lsS with you today research 
on crime and criminal justice. As you know, the National Science Foundntion 
funds some basic and applied rescarch that is relevant to crime and criminal 
justice. 

The basis for the Foundation's activity in this area stems from the conviction 
that science, lind particularly the social sciences, can contribu:te to understanding 
crime and its causes and to crime treatment strategies and thc;>jr effectiveness, 
This belief was recognized in the 1968 Senate Report (90-1137) accompanying 
amendment"1 to the NSF Organic Act. 

These 1968 amendments were initiated by the House Science and Astronautics 
Committee. In commenting on the legislation which directed the Foundation to 
support sooial science research and to apply Scientific research to the solution of 
national pt<lblems, the Senate Report said: .. 

t'The Foundation is enjoined in this bill to give support to the social as well-'as 
the natural sciences. . . . Also, while the SOllial sciences are not defined,and thus 
do not explicitly refer to laWI the committee 1lnderstands that the field of law is 
included therein, and expects NSF will support applied and empirical research, 

'" studies, and activities in the field of laws which employ the tools of the social 
sciences or which interrelate ivith research in the natural or social sciences." 

The Foundation responded to this Congressional directive by considering for 
funding unsolicited proposals concerned with research on elements Of the lcgal 
system. In 1970, NSF established the Law and Social Science Program in the 

... basic research directorate. A year later, the Law, Science, and Technology Pro
gram, which considers applied resenrch proposals, was made a part of the Re
search Applications Directorate. 

The thrul;\t of these progTams has been primarily in areas of civi1law. Since the 
Lttw Enforc€.'ment Assistance Admi:aistrntion (LEAA) had been formed in 1969 
with a substantial budget and a powerful charter to conduct research, the Foun
dntioll ehoseo1;o focus its p'iograms primarily on features of the legal system not 
treated el:lewl:.lere by Gwernmeni;-supported research. The amount of NSF sup· 
port for r<:F;'e~~~j~s area. has remained relatively constant at $2.5 ,;million 
per year. .. ...;, 
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I would like now to describe briefly a few lrgal research projects being con
ducted by the Research Applications Directorate. These examples are being pre,", 
senteu, Mr. Chairman, to give you a flavor of the type of work being done: ' 
, UNational Conference on Minor Disputes Rp.soktion" called by the Judicial 
Conference of the United States, the Conference of Chief Justices and the Amer
ican Bar Association, featured an empirical analysis of various small cl::tims court 
models. This study was conducted by the National Center for State Court,,) under 
an NSF grant, and it presents the first large-scale comparative analysis of how 
various forms of small claims court operation affeot the litigants and case outcomes. 

The area of environmental law waS created in response to the National Environ
mental Policy Act of 1969, and the need for an orderly treatment of the field 
became apparent. A Foundati'm-supported study at the Environmental Law In
stitute produced the book, "Federal Environmental Law," which has become a 
standard in the field. 

As accessibility to legal services is increasing through the use of prepaid and 
legal insurance plans, attention to the social and economic impact of these phe
nomena is warranted. Soon after the passage of the legislatlon allowing for the 
negotiation for such plans as an employee benefit, the Foundation supported a 
Btudy which produced a book entitled, "Prepaid Legal Services: Socioeconomic 
Impacts." 

All of the Foundation's legal research activities were coordinated where appro
priat,~ with the Department of Justice and often with the National Institute on 
;Law'!!1nforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ). The NSF program managers 
responsible for this research are routinely in contact with their peers in the Depart
ment of Justice. In addition, the old Federal Council for Science and Technology 
Subcommittee on Social Systems and Human Resources considered queEtions 
of legal research. Finally, both NSF and Department of Justice legal research 
program managers call on their counterparts to assist with the peer review of 
pending proposals. Through ~hese coordination efforts, both NSF and the De
partment of Justice have been able to avoid unnecessary duplication of research 
efforts and have kept abreast of programs each is conducting. 

The letter of invitation to these hearings asked for ways to ensure quality re
search in an institutional setting. I believe the experience of the National Science 
Foundation may be useful to your subcommittee in designing pro(;eou.res and 
criteria for ensuring quality research rel::tted to this problem area. Although our 
procedures at NSF are constantly reviewed and periodically revised, we operate 
our program in accord with some fundamental concepts that remain relatively 
constant. In describing our general policies pertaining to research support, I am 
commending them for your consideration in the Federal research effort relating 
to crime and criminal justice. 

The fundamental feature of NSF decision-making for research funding is the 
peer review system. Since no agency can assemble a.!3taff with the kind of varied 
and detailed expertise that research assessment requires, it is necessary to supple
ment staff l'eviews by outside review. Moreover, it is necessary to give considerable 
attention to the selection of appropriate reviewers a,nd to their assessments and 
opiniolls. This mainstay of the NSF research evalauation system can be readily 
applied in the criminal justice field. 

A second feature of Foundation policy entails an emphasis on basic research to 
supply the fundamental knowledge on which to build more sharply targeted ap
plied research which can in turn yield applications of SUbstantial public benefit. 
We are skeptical.p.bout the possibility of by-passing 'the preliminary steps in this 
sequence of knowledge building in favor of a crash program which lacks an ade
quate knowledge base. Basic research takes a number of years to come to full 
fruition, but the attempt to avoid such delays and to proceed to applications with
out first accumulating a fund of basic knowlpdge seems ill-advised. One cannot 
proceed directly tel research applications, without the results of basic research. 
There is little to apply except opinions and prejudice in the applications effort. 
While this feature of NSF policy is also adaptable to research and development in 
crime and criminal justice, it cannot be expected to provide quick or easy solutions 
to the pressing needs of the criminal justice system. But our experience in all 
fields of scientUic research suggests that it is the best route to follow for eventual 
success in problem solving. 

A third feature of Foundation policy is the use of the grant mechanism in sup
porting scientific research. Grants provide more flexibility to the scientist to 
mcdify his research design to meet the contingencies of ongoing research. In addi-
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tion, grants tend to require less bureaucratic paperwork which diverts time and 
energy from the actual research effort. 

Fourth, NSF's procedures attempt to provide more long-term funding, thus 
precluding the necessity of engrossing expert talent iI:. the task of constant pro
posal preparntion. 

Finally, NSF policy emphasizes the publication of reseal'ch results in referred 
pl'Ofessionnl joul'lla.ls. While we request technical reports to the Foundation, the 
mn,jOl' tw()nue of dissemination of research results is not through the Foundation 
itself but through the established channels of scientific cOlrunuuication. This, we 
believe, subjects our funding decisions to still another test of adequacy-the 
critical apPL'aisal by knowledgeable experts in their editorial opinions, It 111so 
provides an incenti'v.:to investigators to make their work conform to the best 
standards of the field, in addition to providing for the wide dissemination of 
results. The diSsemination of results is important both for stimulating new l'esearch 
efforts that build upon the work already completed and fOl' suggesting new 
applications of the findings, 

The basic policies of the Nu.tional Science Foundation are applicable, with 
appropriate modifications, to research programs in any agency. Immediate solu
tions of considerable merit may be generated in alternative ways, but l'esearch
generated solutions simply take time. Om'. experience indicates that research 
results usually reward the effort. . 

A seconcll'equest in your letter of invitation asked for recommendations regard
ing the restructuring of Federal research support il1 criminal justice and crime. 
The NSF agrees that this issue is an important one which deserves the considera
tion being given to it by your committees and by th'\ National Academy of 
Sciences panel. 

As you know, lvII', Chairman, the N ation111 Science Board has formally resolved 
that mission agencies should be encouraged to conduct basic research involved 
directly with their area of responsibility. In the resolution adopted unanimously 
in Octobel' 1974, the Board encouraged te • •• mlssioI1 agencies of the Federal 
govel'nml:!nt to maintain strong basic research programs in ai'eas that have the 
potential of contributing to their missiCl:C objectives over the long term." Con
·sequently, I believe that,the Department of Justice, which has the mission of law 
enforcement, should create a structure which will sustain high quality research, 

In this resolution of the National Science Board, the Director of the. National 
Science Foundation II ••• is urged to take an. active role in ])romoting basic 
research within the Executive Branch, including assisting other Federal agencies 
as appropriate in initiating basic reseal'ch pl'ograros where none now exists and 
whe):e the potential for long terl1l benefits to the agencies' missions from such 
pl'ogl'ams is greatest; and through discussions with the mission agencies and the 
o.ffice of Management and Budget ascertain the status of Federal programs of 
basic research." 

In this regard, I would suggest that the Department of Justice, together with 
the National Institlltl' of Mental Health, the National Science Foundation, the 
Office of Managen:. and Budget, and any other interested and appropriate 
agencies, undel'takt .~ joint planning effort to identify research problems and 
establish research priorities, to identify the research community, and to develop 
an integrated plan for the support of high quality research-both basic and 
applied-on the legal system. To the extent that it appears, after cal'eful analysis, 
that the Foundation can make a positive contribution to the development and 
support of research on crime and criminal justice, we will set ourselves to that 
task, 

Mr, Chairman, this concludes my formal statement. I will be happy to answer 
questions at this time. 

Dr. ATlGNSON, Let me take two or three minutes to cover some key 

pOAints'·kn h N t: 1 S .. F' d t" ., 1 d' s you ow, tea IOna mence uun a Ion IS Invo ve ln some 
basic and some applied research relevant to crime and criminal justice, 
In fact, the Foundations' charter was expanded in 1968 to include 
research in the social sciences; and the language specifically included 
research related to law, 

Since then, NSF has funded several projects in that fArea, most of 
them in civil law. Our program is a small one, amounting to about 
$2.5 million a year during the past 5 years. 
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In my prepared statement I give examples of several projects that 
NSF has supported. I think they demonstrate the productivity assoc
iated with funding of basic and applied research in the legal system. 

NSF coordinates all of its activities in this area of research with 
the Department of Justice and with the National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice. Our purpose is to minimize 
duplication of research effort. 

In your letter to me, you asked me to suggest some means to insure 
quality research in an institutional setting. I believe, and the N o.tional 
Science Foundation believes, there are several fundamental concepts 
that do reln.te to insuring quality research. 

One of these concepts is peer review, a system in which I'esearell 
Pl'oposalsare reviewed by scientists who are peers of the proposer. 
When we receive a proposal at NSF, we go out to the scientific com
munity for peer reviews . .A typical proposal is reviewed independently 
by 6 to 10 scientists. The proposal also may be reviewed again by a 
panel of scientists who I'ecommend whether the project warrants 
funding. We rely on some 30,000 scientists each year to provide peer 
reviews fot NSF. 

Another concept is the importance of basic research to building a 
foundation of knowledge. It IS not enough merely to require research 
in certain areas, and then to assume that something, in fact, is going 
to be accomplished. '1'0 the contrary, what is required is a long-term 
commitment of effort, a. commitment that attempts to build a base 
of fundamental knowledge. 

Earlier this morning, some efforts in the 1960's were mentioned: 
the Headstart program, early intervention, and the like. In my opinion, 
those research efforts had no sustained or substantial impact. The 
work was poorly conceived; a knowledgeable researcher would have 
rejected it as a sound method for building a knowledge base in the 
field. Unfortunately, many people, using inadequatefdata,rdecided that 
early intervention and Headstart prdgrams were not effective. 

Fortunately, there were other research programs, not funded by the 
Federal Government, but by private foundations. These programs 
were well-conceived with a long-term followup, with appropriate de
sign and control procedures. And these studies now are beginning to 
paint an important picture about the effects of early intervention. 

I guess the point I am trying to make here is that. just simply to say 
that one is going to engage in research in an area is not enough. The 
research has to be research; that is building a basic foundation. 

A third concept of NSF policy is the fle:xibility of grants when com
pared with contracts. Particularly with regard to basic research, it 
IS important to have the flexibility that grants provide. Of COUl'se, there 
are times when a contract is appropriate to a targeted effort, but gen
erally in basic research the SCIentific investigator needs flexibility for 
modifying his research design and p;rocedures as his work unfolds. 

The fourth concept is the importance of long~term funding. It does 
little good to begin a program, terminate it, begin it, terminate it, and 
so on. One has to build a community ,of scholars, ,build a store of 
knowledge based OIl prior information. Without long-term funding, 
the best people aTe not attracted to the field simply because there is 
no commitment, no insurance, that there will be stable support of the 
activity. 
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Everyone in the research business knows about what are sometimes 
referred to as body shops. There is no question that you can ask to have 
research done and find groups that Will conduct that research and 
provide reports. And if one wants to can that research, then, fine. But 
I think in my book most of that work does not count as research, and 
one of the problems has been that we have not been able to attract the 
best minds to some of these areas simply because there has not been 
enough attention to stability and long-term commitments to work 
in some of these areas. 

Another importan t concept of NSF policy regarding research is 
that the research be published in the open literature and published in 
referred jOlJrnals. 

We are not fond of asking for lots of technical reports. We ar~\not 
fond of emphasizing dissemination programs when there is h'ttle 
information to disseminate. The view is that the work should be pub
lished in the open literature where it can be critiqued by colleagues, 
where it can be evaluated in terms of the quality of the work. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the concepts that I have described are as 
applicable to research in physics or mathematics as they are to work in 
economics and sociology, or to research on crime and criminal justice. 

The second request in yo~U' letter of invitation concerned the re
structuring of the Federal research support in criminal justice and 
crime. I have read the National Academy of Sciences' report and 
find myself in agreement with many of its recommendations. Varia
tions on those recommendations could be debated, but with the 
general set of recommendations I agree. 

On the other hand, let me emphasize one point. The National 
Science Board, the policymaking body of the Foundation, holds that 
research should not be restricted to a single agency. In October 1974, 
the board by resolution encouraged: 
* * * mission agencies of the Federal Government to maintain strong 
basic research programs in areas that have the potential of contribut
ing to their mission objectives over the long term, 

In other words, NSF believes that each mission agency should be 
involved in the !iUpport of applied and basic research relevant to the 
agency's mission. NSF should also be engaged in a broad range of 
research, but in our opinion it is a mistake to designate a single agency 
with full responsibility for research in a particular area. 

In this context, it is interesting to compare the Soviet and U.S. 
systems for the supp'ort of science. The Soviet system is targeted, 
organized, planned, singular in its scheme of funding. In contrast, 
the U.S. system relies on research supported by an .array of mission 
agencies, by the National Science Foundation, and the like. FroJU 
my examination of these two prototypes for the support Df research, 
I think there is little doubt that the U.S. syst(lm has many advantages. 
And so I would argue that research in crime and criminal justice 
should be sponsored in the framework of the Department of Justice, 
but it should also be sponsored by an agency like the N ationalScience 
Foundation, by HEW, and by others. In short, there should be a 
fairly broad base of research conducted in crime and criminQ,1 justice. 

Whatever is done; there should be some attempt among the key 
agencies involved~the Department of Justice, the N a.tional Institute 
of Mental Health, the National Science Foundation, and others-to 
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plan a more coordinated effort, to try to lay down a plan for at least 
a decade on how different agencies should commit resources to different 
activities related to crime and criminal justice. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Thank you very much, Dr. Atkinson. 
In terms of where the criminal justice research should lie, and 

we are not suggesting that it should be located exclusively in anyone 
agency, but outside the work of the National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice, do you have any comments on 
the question of restructuring as to where that research should be 
located? Should it remain in LE.A..A.? Should it be moved out of LEAA 
under the direction of :1n assistant attorney general in charge of 
research and development? Should it be moved outside of the Justice 
Department? 

Of all of the options which suggest themselves, which one appeals 
to you? 

Dr. ATKINSON. I do believe that the National Science Foundation 
sh(Juld have some part in supporting research in this area. In addition, 
I believe that the Department of Justice should have a strong pro
gram of both basic and applied research. 

How one protects a basic program and insures its long-term support, 
its long-term guidance, free from influences of the day-to-day needs 
of a particular department poses a difficult problem. 

I think I would come down on the side of the Academy'S report
for a free-standing institute to insure independence of research 
activities. 

What is critical here is that bridges be built to the outside world. 
I would not want to see more in-house laboratories. But it is important 
to insure that a group of scholars and researchers is being built in 
the academic world and elsewhere, researchers who are committed 
to these problems and to a procedure where the best research is 
supported, where the decision about the best research is based on an 
open and public peer review process. 

Mr. SCHEUER. John. 
Mr. CONYERS. Thank you. 
Dr. Atkinson, let me start back from the beginninO'. 
What is the relationship between the Academy and the ~oundation? 

I know there is no formal relationships, but could someone wandering 
onto the Washington scene., say, "These peo'ple Me duplicating one 
another," in this area of ju!:ltice system actiVIty and research? 

Dr. ATKINSON" Between the National Academy of Sciences and 
the National Science Foundation? 

Mr. CONYERS. Yes. 
Dr. ATKINSON. Mr. Chairman, that would take some time, and 

I am not sure you want to get into that. 
Mr. CONYERS. Well, take a minute or two. 
Dr. ATKINSON. The National Science Foundation is a Government 

a,gency responsible for the support of basic and some applied research; 
NSF does maintain in-house laboratories. We support research via 
grants and contracts, many at universities, but also at other in
stitutions where research is conducted. 

The National Academy of Sciences is quite different. I am a member 
of the National A.cademy. In part it is an honorific society for dis
tinguished sCientists, and in part it is an organization where the 

. .. 
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Government can turn for ad'vice and studies. The National Academy 
of Sciences doesn't duplicte the National Science Foundation in 
terms of the support of research. Am I making myself clear? 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, we are getting more e:ll.'})osed to the subject 
matter, let's put it like that. 

Dr. ATKINSON. Let me comment a little further. Whatever the term 
"duplicfl,tion" means is complicated. ' 

The National Science FOIDldation, for example, sponsors an active 
progrnm of research in the biological sciences. The program of course, 
l'ebtes to tl~rogram of reselLl'ch sponsored by the National Institutes 
of Health. We also have an active program in the physical sciences. 
It, of course, relates to the Department of Energy. 

1,,11'. OONYERS. I am more iuterested in just keeping it to the criminal 
justice and crinlinal research, pure and applied. 

Dr. ATKINSON. All right. 
Mr. OONYERS. Let's keep it to that area. In that connection, for 

example, I am supposed to be working with the National Oenter for 
State Oourts, on this issue of courts and cOIDIDnnities. Oonld I or a 
member of the stuff drop a note off to the National Science FOlmdation 
and find out ,,:hat kind of st.udies you have made about the court 
systems? 1 ' 

Dr. ATKINSON. Absolutely A telephone call, would bring at least 
one person up to review th;,' ;.(:ograms we have been involved in. 

Mr. OONYERS. What, roughi.)" would I get? What would happen? 
Would they say: I .. -.., 

There are 792 studies that have been made that we have comniiSsioneC1'JQ 
various universities and academicians and professors, and if you are interested 
in this part of the communities and the courts and the problems, we have 71)2 
studies. . 

Would that happen or what would happen? 
Dr. ATKINSON. There are two driving factors here. One is the quality 

of the proposals that we receive, and we do respond in terms of ,vhat 
we judge to be scientific merit. On the other hand, we do try to identify 
special areas of interest where research needs to be done. Oonsequently, 
we try to draw in competent researchers to worry about these problems 
and to submit proposals. 

So, in part, we are driven by the quality of ideas coming from the 
scientific community, but in pa,rt we UTe trying to identify areas where 
we think more scientific work might be done. By conferences aaid 
meetings, we try to encourao-e, a flow of proposals in that particular 
area. But once those proposals come in, they are still weighed against 
the sta,ndard of quality. 

We have a small program in the area of civil law. We have a small 
program.~ the ?ociiil scienc~s. In my op¥on, the U.~. Goyernment 
has a milllmal illvestment ill unde:c<:.tanding of theoehavlOral anel 
social sciences. In the 1960's, therw:/tis talk of a national foundation 
for the sociul sciences; frankly, I was cool to the idea, beca,use I b~lievc 
in the nnity of sciences, a,nd I do believe that in the behavioral and 
social sciences, much is to be gained from a fundamentallmderstancling 
of biological and naturul science relationships. And in that sense I 
was not fond of the idea of a national foundatIOn for the social sciences. 

I believe the quality of work vrithin an organization like the National 
Science Foundation is better than it would have been uncleI' something 
like a foundation for the social sciences. 
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On the other hand, the nature of the funding for the social sciences 
during the past 7 or 8 years has been minimal. If there had been a 
separate foundation, I am sure-even using examples like the endow
ments-there would have been a better base of funding. 

Mr. Chairman, I am concerned about the low level of funding this 
country has committed to the behavioral and social sciences . .And I 
might add that the National Science Board, after reviewing this 
matter in some detail during the past couple of years, has come 
forward with strong resolutions concerning funding. 

Mr. CONYERS. One last question. It seems to me, then, that I can 
infer that the Foundation doesn't have a great impact on this whole 
m'ea of research and crime. I mean there is nobody waiting breath
lessly to find out what the work product of the :first 6 months is going 
to be, or there are not law enforcement agencies banging our door try
inlLto find out what the latest theory is that is coming down the pike. 

!Jr. ATKINSON. Mr. Chairman, if that were the case, I would know 
we are not doing our job properly. The work we sponsor is not de
signed to provid,::; results 2 months from now. It is there to build a 
knowledge base upon which other agencies can build, upon which 
applied and developmental efforts can build. 

As I said, in this particular area of civil justice, we have only about 
$2.5 million involved. I think it represents a superb effort. One needs 
only look in some detail at the program to judge the significance of 
its effort. 

Mr. CONYERS. This is the last. of the last questions. 
Can we in some subsequent attachment get an idea of the scope of 

the ptogram? Because I haven't heard it described really, and I am 
not sure if someone said, "Tell me what goes on in the prQgram"
except that it-is small and isolated, I still don't know what it is doing. 

Dr. ATKINSON. There are in my prepared statement some examples 
of what the program is doing. I will follow up on this exchange by 
sending you a summary of the material we have. 

Mr. CONYERS. Thank you very much. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Dr. Atkinson, I notice you were quoted in the 

June 19 issue of the Washington Post to the effect that "There is no 
5-year solution to the energy crisis, and that science just doesn't 
operate with these 5-year turnaround times." 

Would it be fair to say that you would make the same observation 
in connection with criminal justice research, crime research? 

Dr. A'l'KINSON. Very much so, Mr. Chairman. We have only begun 
to do serious resem'ch in these areas in the past 10 Y«?iars. The amount 
of work being done is minimal. One needs only to look at the univer
sities and to examine the departments of sociology, political science, 
and others, to realize that one can't e}..-pect to be moving rapidly in 
these fields. 

Mr. SClIEUER. And I take it you feel a great deal more emphasis 
should be placed on the application of social scienr.e and behavioral 
know-how to the problems of crime and motivation and incentives 
and deterrents, and so forth, along the lines Judge Bazelon mentioned. 

Dr. A'l'KINSON. Very much, Mr. Chairman. And long-term research 
should be viewed as part of the fabric of this society. It should not be 
viewed so that someone can come along and say, "Logk} w;:, ~pe:rit 
$200 million over the past 5 years on criD:1§~f:herefotewe should stop, 

~ .. -.... 
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and we should have the answers. In the absence of the answers, 
somehow the program has failed." 

I want to emphasize that saying you are doing research-and 
spending money on what is called research-is no guarantee that you 
are going to build a necessary base of fundamental knowledge. We 
now have a history of 10 years in which an awful lot of nonsense was 
done under the guise of research. 

Mr. SCHEUER. You stote in your testimony that the Department 
of Jmtice, which has the mission of law enforcement, should create 
a structure which will sustain high-quality research. And I take it 
you would mean both long-term research, applied research, behavioral 
research, and. the like. 

The National Institute exists as the present structure for R. & D. 
within LEAA. How would you chlUlge that? Or if you started from 
a clean slate, what would you produce in the place of what exists now? 

Dr. ATKINSON. I would probably try to develop an overail Federal 
plan involving several agencies. I am sure one aspect of the plan 
would be an institute within (,he Department of Justice-protected 
from the day-to-day requirements of the Department-to conduct 
applied research, but also moving into basic research. 

Mr. SCHEUER. And you feel that it would be feasible to protect 
such an institute from the political pressures of a mission-oriented 
agency? . 

Dr. ATKINSON. There are some examples from the past in which we 
have done quite welL ARPA in the Department of Defense is an 
example of an effective research program that was not driven by the 
day-to-day requirements of the Department of Defense. One can talk 
about other examples. 

Mr. CONYERS. Would the gentleman yield at that point. 
I have never heard of an independent constituency in the Defense 

Department in my life. That is why I want to know a little more 
about it. It sounds like the idea in the Department of Energy Reor
ganization Act before the Government Operations Committee now in 
which they proposed to establish a quasi-independent regulatory 
agency in this huge Department of Energy, with a new Secretary, 16 
Undersecretaries, and they put in a little office in which it would say 
on the door, "Independent Agency," that could overturn any of 
Dr. Schlesinger's Dotions. 

And that goes off in my head when I think of the Pentagon and an 
independent agency: over there telling the Secretary of Defense that 
he is dead wrong and the Joint Chiefs of Staff that they are not thinking 
straight about their military prognostications. 

It is very, very hard for me to imagine that. _,ce-
. Dr. ATKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I tliink.t?~ poin;tis that' an agency 

like ARPA would not be expected tv proVlae adVlce on a day-to-day 
basis. Instead. it would be trying to build a base of knowledge for a 

.. JDngar-teriii effort. 
I don't mean to say that many of the people in such an institute 

would not be valuable advisers, but I could not imagine them giving 
uniform advice on a particular issue. 

Mr. CONYERS. You used an acronym.. 
Dr. ATKINSON. ARPA, the Advanced Research Projects Agency, 

has had a unique record of fostering a strong program of basic research 
related to the mission. 

il 
, iI 
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:Mr. SCHEUER. What kind of research does ARPA do compared with 
IDA, the Institute for Defense .Analysis? 

Dr. ATKINSON. ARPA supports a brol1d rl1nge of work, much of it 
basic in chl1rn.cter. It hl1s hl1d a lUlique history. 

Mr. SCHEUER. And it is comp9titive with IDA? 
Dr. ATIaNsoN. I don't know the detl1ils of IDA. 
Mr. SCHEUER. All right. 
OOtUlsel. 
Mr. GREGORY. It was 11 little unclel1r to me from your prepared 

statement how you make the distinction between basic and I1pplied 
research. One of the prine;.' ~es of your progrn.m, you say, is the 
necessity of basic research to build a bl1se for applied. And yet, in 
your statement, you say that the program, which is the law, science, l!-

and technology program, considers applications for applied research. 
WhP,l'P' does the I1pplied come in? . 

Dr. ATKINSON. We have two separate programs. One is called law 
and social science, emphasizing basis research. The other part of the 
progl'l1m is targeted and contains more specific applications. In this 
second group, the research projects are targeted, trying to get some 
fairly specific answers. In the first gTOUp, particular goals are difficult 
to identify. Really, the goal is building the knowledge base. 

1\11'. GREGORY. Would you have separate peer review groups for 
those two progl'l1ms? 

Dr. ATIaNsoN. It is complicated. Yes, you may on some occasions; 
on other occasions, you may not. But the division between basic re
search, applied research, and developmental activities-even though 
the U.S. Government uses those terms-makes it difficult to identify 
projects for separate peer review groups. 

Mr. SCHEUER. One brief question because we are running behind. 
1vfr. STOVALL. Sir, you have analyzed the National Academy'S 

report· is that correct. 
Dr. ATKINSON. I wouldn't say I have analyzed it. I have read it. 
Mr. STOVALL . .And I assume you have been familiar with the activ

ities of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Oriminal 
Justice? 

Dr. ATKINSON. No; you are malting the wrong assum~tion there. I 
do not claim to be an e}.-pert in progrn.ms of the Institute. I know about 
some I1ctivities it hl1s supported, but I certainly have not been 
deeply involved or knowledgeable I1bout the range of work it hl1s done . 
. Mr. STOVALL. Sir, in malting the proposal thl1t the N ationl11 Science ~. 

Foundl1tion might be involved in the area of criminl11 research then, 
and malting an assumption thl1t you hl1ve some worlcing Imowledge 
of the Institute we I1re discussing here in the hearings here today, I am 
just going to I1sk you simply if the $150 million that has been spent 
since 1969 tmtillast yel1r by the Institute might be in some way usable 
to collect the data bank that you spen.k of and continue the use of 
the Institute, or do you recommend a complete dismembering and 
dismantling I1nd reallocl1tion of resources? 

Dr. ATKINSON. I think I have been fu,u'ly clear-I don't have any 
recommendl1tion for dismantling. Perhaps you could try to put the 
question in steps for me. 

Mr. STOVALL. I am afraid we m'e limited on time. 
Let me just ask, then, if you feel thl1t the Institute, as the Academy 

has anl1lyzed it, should be disbanded? 
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Dr. ATICINSON. I think not. I believe the Department of Justice 
should have a research arm, one including both basic and applied 1'e
search, How that research arm is organized is one of the issues before 
this conunittee, The Academy's report provides valuable guidelines 
By and large, I would subscribe to those guidelines, 

Mr. STOVALL. And do you feel that the report that the Academy 
made, recommending that the Department of Justice have a research 
arm, would adequately insulate the research arm from the political 
and other aspects that they also complain of? 

Dr, ATKINSON, I don't know, sir. It would depend on how the 
institute is or~anized, what the nature of the advisory structure is to 
the institute, now the director of the institute is appointed-a long 
list of items, ' 

Mr, STOVALL, Mr. Chairman, on the basis of the time problem, I 
will stop. 

Dr. ,ATKINSON. I would be happy to talk by teleQhone, later. 
Mr. GALLAGHER. Dr. Atkinson, you suggest that Federal efforts be 

l)ooled to aid LEU in three things in the research area: one, identify 
research problems; two, establish priorities; and three, identify the 
community. 

I am baffled because these well-meaning suggestions rn.ise the ques
tion: Where, 10 these many years since 1968, has LEAAjNILECJ been 
that it still doesn't know its own pl'oblems, its own clientele, and its 
own research priorities? .. 

Dr. ATKINSON. I doubt this can ever be done once and for all. It 
has to be done on a continuing basis. And one always has to .examine 
priority goals and procedures. I would probably I1rgue that there ll:1s 
not been enough examination of procedures and goals. 

]'01' example, there is good coordination between the Department 
of Justice and the National Science Foundation in what we are doing 
and what they are doing, but there is not enough planning regal'ding 
the future and not enough coordination -with re~ard to future activities. 

In the sciences we have the Federal Council on Science and Tech
nology which tries to draw in the many different agencies and players 
in this game to lay plans in various fields of science, and that sort of 
planning activity, I think, needs to be emphasized in this particular 
arel1. 

I don't ar¥ue that none has been done in the past, but it is the 
sort of plannmg activity that needs to be emphasized. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Thank you, 11r. Chairman, 
Mr. SCHEUER. Thank you very much, Dr. Atkinson. We appreciate 

your testimony. 
Dr. ATKINSON. Thank you. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Next is Dr. Saleem Shah, the Director of the Center 

for Crime and Delinquency, National Institute of Mental Health. 

TESTIMONY OF DR. SALEEM A. SRAR, DIRECTOR, CENTER FOR 
CRIME AND DELINQUENOY, lIATIONAL INSTITUTE OF MENTAL 
HEALTR; ACCOMPANIED BY THOMAS L. LALLEY 

lVIr. SCHEUER, We are delighted to have you here today, Dr. Shah, 
and look forwul'c1to hearing from you. Your full testimony will be 
printed at this point in the record, so if yoU' wish, you may just talk 
informally. 
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[The prepared statement of Dr. Shah follows:] 

STATEMENT DY SALEEM A. SHAH, PH. D., NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF MENTAl. 
HEAI!TH 

Messrs. Chairman, I am honored to have the opportunity to testify before this 
joint meeting of your two Subcommittees concerning the program of the Center 
for Studies of Crime and Delinquency in the National Institute of Mental Health. 
My remarks will be based on my involvement with the NIMH crime and delin
quency program since 1966, and also on my knowledge of the various other Federal 
programs and activities in the crime and criminal justice areas during this point of 
time. 

Since 1968 our Center has been the focal point in NIMH for research ~nd train
ing activities in the areas of crime and delinquency, individual violent behavior

i and related law and mental health issues. While the NIMH has had programs ant 
activities in the crime and delinquency area for more than 15 years, it was in 1968 
that the Center received its own funds and assumed primary responsibility for 
programs in this area. The Center operates with an annual budget of approxi
mately $5,000,000 in research and training grant funds, and has a staff of seven 
professional and five support staff. Our program is conducted primarily through 
the support of basic and applicd research as well as clinical and research training 
grants. These grants are awarded on a competitive basis to investigators located 
in all parts of the country. The Center a.~o has responsibility for providing con
sultation and technical assistance and for tihe timely "user-oriented' dissemination 
of important project findings. We also place much emphasis and importance on 
efforts to facilitate the utilization of significant findings in order to improve rele
vant social poliCies, practices and services. (Some specific examples of such efforts 
will be provided later in these remarks.) 

In testimony prepared in 1975 for the House Subcommittee on Domestic and 
International Scientific Planning and Analysis, considerable information was 
proviued on the history and development of the Center's program, on some of its 
research accomplishments, and also on our efforts to ensure adequate dissemination 
and utilization of important findings from the program.! Rather than cover much 
of that same ground in my remarks today, I would like at this point to simply 
direct your attention to a short passage in the earlier testimony in which the fol
lowing statement appeared with respect to the NIMH program in crime and 
delinquency: 

" ... in keeping with the trend observable in other fields of scientific endeavor, 
the NIMH program has become increasingly 'mission-oriented' as possibilities 
for practical social applications of research findings have become more apparent. 
Underpinning the entire process, however, has been a continuing commitment to 
high standards of scientific excellence and to the continued search for new and 
improved knowledge." 

This passage from the earlier testimony speaks rather directly to some of the 
concerns that appear to havewompted these hearings. That is, it affirms that it 
has been possible for the N atioL.,~l Institute of Mental Health to develop a program 
of research on crime and delinquency which is concerned about and responsive 
to practical social needs, but which also muintains high standards of scientific 
excellence. In my testimony today, I would like to indicate some of the conditions 
and influences that have, I believe, helped to make this type of research program 
possible. 

THE NIMH ROLE IN CRIME AND DELINQUENCY RESEARCH 

'The National Institute of Mental Health has a mandate under the Public 
Health Service Act to undertake a comprehensive program of research, education, 
training, and planning with respect to problems of human behavior related to 
mental illness and mental health. The Act further directs the NIMH to admin
ister its program in ways that will encourage the broadest possible participation 
of professiono.ls and paraprofessionals in the fields of medicine, the various sci
ences, and other disciplines. In numerous actions over the last three decadeo, the 

1. U.S. House of Represcntll.t1ves. Subcommittee on Domestic and International Scientific 
Planning, Aualysi3, and Cooperation. The Application of Scle11C6 ancL Technology to 0l'i1ll6 
Oontrol: Spccla~ Ovcrsight Hearings. July 16, 17, and 18, 19751 
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Congress has also identified crime and delinquency as one of the problem areas 
that should be of specific concern to NIMH because of the frequency with which 
problems of mental health are involved. 

The program of the NIMH Center for Studies of Crime and Delinquency is 
founded on the assumption that the phenomena of crime and delinquency in the 
United States pose research issues and questions that are far too numerous and 
complex for any single Federal program to address satisfactorily. Crime and 
delinquency may indeed be viewed from one research perspective as constitutinl?' 
in the main, offenses against the law which are the primary concern of the Nation s 
criminal and juvenile justice agencies. From another point of view, it is equally 
clear that "crime" and ctdelinquency" are simply legal terms that do not provide 
very adequate scientific descriptions of the behaviors and phenomena in question. 
Since delinquent and criminal behaviors constitute sub-categories of human 
behavior, our understanding of the former must of necessity occw' within the 
context of improved understanding of the latter. Similarly, societal reactions and 
responses to various forms of social deviance, including crime and delinquency, 
need to be studied within the context of a. bload understanding of social and 
institutional processes. The essential thrust of my point, therefore, is that while 
a focused program of research in the criminal justice area is clearly needed, a wide 
range of other perllpectives and a pluralistic approach should characterize Federal 
research strategies aimed at promoting better understanding, amelioration, nnd 

... prevention of the Nation's crime and delinquency problems. 
Our Center places primary eml?hasis on the development of improved scientific 

knowledge for better un.cterstanlling und coping with various types of deviant, 
maladaptive, aggressive and violent behaviors that frequently involve violations 
of the criminal and juvenile laws. The Center's conceptualization of its mission 
further requires that attention be gi ven both to the individuals who engage in 
socially deviant behaviors and also to the larger social contexts in which these 
behaviors occur, are observed, and are responded to in accordance with prevailing 
social norms aDd legal tules. The Center's program thus encompasses problems 
that are of concern not only to criminal justice agencies but also to scientists in 
several fields, mental health professionals and paraprofessionsJs, mental health 
agencies, socinl welfare agencies, schools, and concerned citizens at all levels of 
Federal, state and local government. 

During the 1950's and early 1960's, when it was virtually the only source of 
Federal grant support for researchers concerned with problems of crime and 
delinquency, the NIMH did periodically support important research that would 
more properly have fallen within the missjon of a Federal criminal justice research 
program-had any such program then existed. A case in point was the growing 
need in the mid-1960's for improved data on correctional outcomes in the United 
States. In order to respond to this need, and because no other source of Federal 
grant support was then available, the NIMH sponsored development of the 
Nation's first uniform system Df reporting on the effectiveness of parole programs. 
Subsequently, the establishment of the National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice (NILECJ) and of the Law Enforcem(!nt Assistance Admin
istration (LEA!:..) within the Department of Justice, made it possible for the new 
Institute to assume responsibility for the further development of the uniform 
parole reporting system after the original NIMH research grant expired. In this 
and many other ways, the establishment· of the LEAA research institute con
tributed to a much-needed division of the Federal effort in crime research, with 
NILECJ addressing those issues of greatest concern -to the Nation's criminal 
Jllsticf3. ngencil;li;, Ann the NIMH t.)ODcentJ.'ating..on issues of :rr.J!3Y4n('~ .. ro llie.ment!!h - ~-. -.--
health aspects of crime and delinquency. 

In more recent years, still other programs of Federal research related to prob
lems of crime have been established in such agencies as the Department of 
Transportation, the Federal Judicial Center, and the Treasury Department. 
These programs are indicative of the growing complexity of our crime and criminal 
justice problems, and of the importance of a total Federal effort in this area that 
encompasses specific agency concerns. 

THE NIMH RES.EARCH El'l'VIROl'l'lI1El'l'T 

An important, and indeed essential, influence on the development of the 
NIMH crime and defu,quency effort has been the agency environment witWn 
which the Center's program has been located. Since its establishment in 1946, 
'.the NIMH has emphasized scientific research as its primary mission and has 
placed continuing emphasis on the ma-lntenance of high standards of scielltific 

94-928-77--10 
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excellence in all NIMH-supported research and related activities. The range of 
the agency's research program also encompasses all of the scientific disciplines 
that are relevant to the understanding of problems of human behavior ahd mental 
illness, such as biology, neurochemistry, neurophysiology, endocrinology, be
havioral genetics, psychopharmacology, psychology, psychiatry, sociology, an
thropology, epidemiology, social work, arld nursing. 

The principal formal mechanism used hy NIMH (and the many other Public 
Health Service Institutes) to insure that only high quality research is supported, 
is the system of "peer review." All incoming grant aPDlications are channeled to 
an appropriate NIMH program and its associated initial review group (or study 
section) of non-Federal experts in those program areas. These review groups 
meet three times a year to review applications for scientific and technical merit 
and to make recommendations with respect to funding. These recommendations, 
along with detailed summaries of the panel's reviews on all applications, are 
then passed on to the National Advisory Mental Health Council-which is 
composed of experts, citizens, and non-NIMH federal officials. By law, only 
those applications can receive funding that have been recommended for approval 
by the Council. Research grants recommended for approval typically reflect a 
wide range of scientific disCiplines, specialty areas, perspectives, and research 
approaches. 

In addition to the institutional environment and quality control mechanisms, 
there are also informal norms and values associated with scientific research that 
further reinforce the agency's commitment to broad-ranging and high quality 
research. Thus, it is expected, and has always been the case, that top-level admin
istrative positions in the agency and program branches will be filled by persons 
who have had either research training and some experience in conducting scientific 
research, or are familiar with and sympathetic to the values assl1ciated with such 
research. However, effective sign-off authority for research grant awards does 
not rest with top agency administrators, but rather with the managers of particular 
research and related programs since it is presumed that these persons are most 
substantively qualified to determine which approved applicatil1ns should be 
funded in relation to such factors as scientific merit, program priOrities, and 
availability of funds. Top administrators of course retain the authority to overrule 
these funding decisions of program managers, but this authority rarely needs to 
be exerc.ised. Approved research grnnts lnay be funded by NIMH programs for 
periods ranging from one to five years. This ability to approve projects for funding 
over several years is an important means for insuring program and research 
continuity and for allowing investigators sufficient time to complete their proj
ects without needless administrative disruptions. Investigators can also submit 
requests fOl additional and continued support after their initial period of funding. 
These requests como to NIMH in the form of competing grant applications which 
must, again, go through the usual peer review process in order to be eligible for 
funding. 

PROGRA1.1 PLANNING 

As indicated earlier, the research program of the NIMH Center for Studies of 
Crime and Delinquency is founded on the proposition that behaviors which are 
harmful to society need to be studied from as many different research perspectives 
l).S behaviors which are viewed as being socially acceptable and "norma!." Indeed, 
it is also important to understand the processes whereby certain acts and social 
conditions are determined to be "harmful," and not others. The scope of the 
research supported by the Center accordingly encompasses a wide range of bio
medical, behavioral, social science, and empirical legal research issues related to 
crime, delinquency/ individual violent behavior, and certain law and mental 
health concerns. 

A program so broadly defined is also greatly in need of management actions 
that will insure program coherence and a clear sense of direction and purpose. A 
prinCipal means of achieving this result has been the development of a series of 
documents in which basic assumptions and philosophies underlying the Center's 
program are explicitly set forth. These formulation$ then provide a conceptual 
framework for the generation of specific program initiatives in research, training, 
and related program activities. At annual and also five-yeClr intervals, the Center 
develops written plans to guide it in the direction of its program. 'l'he five-year 
plans are of particular interest in thn.t they require the Center to take a retro
spective look at what has been accomplished and learned in the preceding five 
years before proceeding, on the basis of this experience, to generate prospective 
strategies for the next planning period. 
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Spnce will not permit the inclusion of extensive extrncts from the various Center 
documents to which l'eference has been made. The following maf,erinl is included 
however, as one illustration of the wny in which the Center tries to move from th~ 
enumeration of basic program assumptions to the delineation of specific orinciples 
for future program manageJi~ent. The document in question is entitled .11nforma
tion Dissemination and Research Utilization Efforts" and wns developed Ly the 
Center in December 1973. 

BASIC ASSUMPTIONS 

The following are the basic assumptions on which the Center's information 
dissemination and research utilization strategies are based. 

1. The use of public funds for research related to crime and delinquency should 
be premised on utilitarian goals, i.e., the ultimate trunslation of new information 
and research findings into tangible social benefits-and not the pursuit of new 
knowledge for its own sake, 

2. Since development of new knowledge is only the first step in a long and com
plex Qrocess, special attention must be given to ways of enhancing the speed 
and efficiency with which new information and promising research findings can in 
fact contribute to better public understanding, prevention, and amelioration of 
crime and delinquency problems. 

3. The various groups involved in the aforementioned research and development 
pocess have different values and prio):ities that must be tuken into account when 
designing dissemination and research utilization strategies. The effective coupling 
of new behavioral and social science knowledge to public needs in the crime and 
delinquency area is therefore a task that requires considerable planning and per
sisitent efforts. 

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

The following are some of the major considerations pertaining to the develop~ 
ment of the Center's information dissemination and research utilization strategies i 
these points nre mentioned in the general order in which they typically are nddresseu 
by the Center. 

1. Particulnr social policy objectives and public needs which prOvide a stl1lting 
point for the Center's program need to be specified, e.g., the development of 
better ways of dealing with juvenile problem behaviors before these result in 
serious acts of delinquency and crimej the development of better ways of handling 
delinquents that do not involve confinement in institutions; the reduction of 
unnecessarily high rates of involuntary and indeterminnte hospitalization of the 
mentally m. 

2. Knowledge as well as technological and relnted requirements for attaining 
the stated objectives must be consideredl e.g., how to develop improved method ol~ 
ogy for conceptuulizing and predicting juvenile problem behavior; how to devise 
more effective commUnity-based treatment programs for delinquents in lieu of 
institutionalization; how to develop mOre reliable ::Lild useful screening met1?pds for 
reducing the high rates of involuntnry civil commitment. :1 

3. Capable talents mu~ be located (usually in universities and inlirelated 
research agencies) to perfai'm the needed research. This must be done i->"i,th the 
realization that the values and interests of academicully-oriented researchers will 
seldom extend to questions related to effective public utilization of their iindings, 
Attention must therefore be devoted to problems I'elated to possible social utiliza
tion of the new research findings to be generated. For example, one needs to learn 
about filCtors which might prevent or otherwise militate ugainst reduced institu
tionalization or involuntary hospitalizatio~ (e.g., institutional or statutory ob
stacles, agency policies, screening procedures, etc.). 

4. Manpower development and training considerations must be addressed since 
there will be need for skilled personnel to effectively apply improved programs 
developed as a result of the research; or to develQP more efficient social pl'ograms 
with the aid of such findings. I': 

5. Social policymukers, agency personnel, concerned citizens and other potential 
"users" of the new knowledge or technology must be provided with information 
specifically designed to facilitate their understanding of the research "productll, as 
well us the ways in which the "product" (mn be utilized in agencies or programs. 

6. Additional field testing and replications of the new concepts ttnd resenrch 
products (e.g., a more efficient treatment model) may be needed to ensure that 
they are both applicable and effective in various social settings.2 

~ SnIecm A. Shah and Thomas L. Lalley. "Information Dlssemlnatlon and Rescrl,tch 
Ut1l!zation Efforts." NIMH Center for Studies of. Crime and Delinquency. December 1l173. 
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RELATIONSHIPS WITH RESEARCHERS 

A Fedeml program of extramural research has the advantage of providing 
access to a much wider variety of research talent than the government could 
ju.stify hiring on a full-time basis.3 For Buch a program to work effectively, 
however, considerable thought needs to be given to arrangements and procedures 
that can assist in the development of constructive relationships between Federal 
research program staffs and extramural researchers. In this regard it might be 
noted that Federal programs tend to develop rather stable reputations in the 
eyes of external researchers, which linages can be favomble or deleterious to the 
success of those programs depending on the nature of the contaets and relation
ships. 

The NIMH system of "peer review" has been described earlier in this testi
mony as the essential formal mechanism which insures that only high quality 
research will be funded. What may not be so apparent is that this type of system 
can also be a means of fostering productive contacts between Federal programs 
staffs and extramural researchers who are interested in submitting a proposal or 
grant application. The NIMH Center for Studies of Crime and Delinquency 
routinely invites (but does not require) prospective grant applicants to seek early 
consultation with Center staff on the development of proposals, and to provide 
outlines (concept papers) or l~'afts of their proposed project for staff comments 
prior to submission of formal applications. The Center can provide this type of .. 
technical assistance to prospective applicants because, under the system of "peer 
review," recommendations with respect to funding or non-funding of grant 
applications are not made by staff but, as previously noted, by an independent 
panel of non-Federal experts in the substantive areas. Staff are thus free to share 
their knowledge of the l'eview criteria with prospective applicants and, within 
the limits of available time and resources, try to assist them in strengthening 
their research designs. 

After each meeting of the NIMH Crime and Delinquency Review Committee, 
Center staff prepare del,uiled written summaries which include fairly compre
hensive statements concerning the major reasons wh3t the grant applications 
wcre or were not recommended for approval. Following the final ~cj,ion by the 
Advisory Council, unsuccessful applicants are informeu by letter tha.t the above
mentioned summaries are available and ma,ybe requested. Typically, the letters 
of feedback are three to five pag~s long, single spaced. 

Through thh:! procedure, the Center ensures that applicants have an opportunity 
to be informed about the precise scientific and technical grounds on which their 
applications were rejected. And, while applicants are generally quite disappo~nted 
to learn of the disapproval actions, it h!kl been my expt;rience over the past 11 
years that the detailed feedback based on the review committee's assessment, 
is very much appreciated. At the VGrJ- least, there ill typically a sense that the 
application did indeed receive careful and thoughtful review. This review and 
feedback process futher ensures adherence to basic notions of accountability and 
fairness. . • 

Once approved applications are funded, Center staff try to monitor projects 
to ascertain progress and to provide necessary technical and administrative 
assistance to grantees. In virtually all cases, significant monitoring problems 
do not arise because of the thoroughness with which all .approved projects have 
been scrutinized at the time of the initial review. 

RECENT PROGRAM ACTIYrTIES 

Some -brief examples of recent program activitiel:! of the ~~nter for Studies 
of Crime and Delinquency will now be provided in order to ini.Hqtte the substan
tive nature of the program. This information is in addition to 'the much more 
extensive description of the Center's program that was provided in 1975 testimony 
before the Subcommittee on Domestic and International Scentific Planning and 
Analysis. 

The Center places great emphasis in its research program on the development, 
testing, refinement, aI}d evaluation of new types of commuu;u,y-based treatment 
models for delinquent boys and girls who might otherwise hu,ve to be sent to cor
rectional institutions. One such model is known as Achievement Place and has 
during the past nine year!! involved the deveJopment and refinement of a new 

"' • IInrvey ;Brooks. "Knowledge and Action: The Dilemma of Science Policy in the 70's." 
Daedalu8, Spring 1973, 123-143. 
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type Clf community-based residential group home setting in which 6-8 youngsters 
live with a specially trained husband-wife team who are known as 'ireaching Par
ents. As of April 1977, a total of 96 group homes based on this model were known 
to be operating in 10 states and in Canada. At Boys Town, in Nebraska, the model 
has been used as the basis for restructuring the entire program of this institution 
along group home lines.' In the Kansas City area, the model is being used both 
to provide services to delinquents and !l.S a basis for developing now types of 
community-based living arrangements for 53 mentally retarded adults,s 

Let me very briefly note a few other features of this program effort of our Center. 
Even though the treatment model WM initially developed for use with youngsters 
mlmifesting behavior disorders and delinquency, the basic principles have wide 
applicability and the model has been adapted for use with emotionally disturbed 
chiLdren and with mentu.lly l'etarded youngsters and adults. The NIMH has pro
vided funds only for research concerned with the development, further refinements 
of the model, and for the systematic evaluation of the 1">llplications; funds have 
also been provided for the very specialized training· needed by the Teaching Par
ents. The huge amounts of service funds for the operation of the many group 
homes have come from the various stlltes, counties, l),nd fJ'om the LEAA bloek
grant funds. In sum this program effort Serves to illustrate how careful applied 
research must build upon available blLSic Im.o,wlec-ge, how research and training 
funds have been used f.or plll'ticular pro~n:ll1·;i,;?je(\tlves,. and ho.w Federally-sup
pc:'ted reseal'cli can assist states and locahtlcs··,.lth pressmg serVICe needs. 

In the law and mental health areQ.., the Center has sponsored I1ntimbel; .of l'e
search projects. One study followed up the 967 persons who were released. from 
hospitals for the criminally insane as the result of the Supreme Court's decision 
in Baxstrom v. Herold.6 The research found that excessive use of involuntary hos
pitalization had probably occurred since most of these pe1'sons, who on the Itvel'age 
hQ.d been continuously institutionalized for 14 years, did not exhibit the feared 
assaultive 0); criminal behaviors after being transferred to civil hospita.lsor fol
lOWing their release into the community.7 

Along with its support of severall'esearch and training projects in this program 
area, the Center has also published two recent titles in its monograph series. ':Chese 
monographs are aimed at acquainting various policymakers, judges, program 
acIministrators, ancI other concerne1 persons with recent developments of impor
tance in the law and ment1l1 health area. One of these publicll-tions is entitled 
"Mental Health and the Lllw: A System in Transition" And was written by Dr. 
Alan Stone; this monograph has received the Manfred S. 'Guttmacher aWl1rd of 
the American P$vchiatric Association.s The other publication, "Criminal COP-l
mitments and vangerous Mental Patients,' I Wag authored by, Professor David 
Wexler and is intended to provide helpful legal guidance with respeot to appro
priate publio polioies for dealing with special types of prisoners and mental patients. 
Professor Wexler points out thl1t mentally ill persons considered to be in need of 
secure confinement in special units 01' mental hospitals constitute a "smol'gMbord" 
of dispa1'l1te legal clltegories-e.g., sexual psychopaths, eriminal defendants found 
incompetent to stand trial, cdminal defendants found not guilty by reason of 
insanity, mentally ill prisoners, civil patients with criminal charges or detainers 
outstanding, and civilly committed patients who are thought to be particularly 
dangerous or aggressj yeo 9 

Other Center-sllPported research has been ooncerned with family violence and 
with developing improved means for,riolenoe prevention, The Center is currently 
sponsoring the first national research study ever undertaken on family violence; 
the pl'elhllinary results of this study indiollte that this type of violonce is far more 
prevalent than has generally been l'&alized and that it is rather evenly distributed 
across all socio-economic levels,tO A recent publication in the Center monograph 

• Fltther Flltnagan's Boys Home. Pepartment of youth dare. Progre88 RCPoI·t. July '1976. 
G Kltnsas City Press Plspatch, four-part Itrtlcle. Pecember 8 and 29, 1976; :March 2, In,(7. 
o Ba(l)strom v.Herold, 383 U.S, 107 (Feb. 23, 1966). 
• Henry J.Steadman and ,Toseph .T. Cocozza. Gareer8 o! tIle Orimlnallu In8allO: J!](l)c6aaiv6 

SooiaZ GolttraZ ot Deviance. Lexington, Mass.: P. d .. Heath. 1.974. 
8 Alan A. Stone. "Mental Health and the Law: A SYstem In Transition." PHEW I'ubll

Clition No. (AD:r.q 75-176. Wushlngton, P.C.: U.S. Government Printing Ofllce, 1975. 
o David B. Wexler. "Crlminltl Commitments and Dangerous Mental Patients: Le~nl !ssues 

of Confinement, Treatment, and Release." DEJllW PubIlcatlon No. (APM) 76-331. Wltsh
in~ton, D.C. : U.S. Government PrintIng Office. ~976. 

'" Richard J. Gelloa. "Violence towltrd ChlIdren in the Ut;!!ed States." l'aper presented 
fit th~ meeting of the AmerIcan AssocIlttion for the Advltncement of Science, Denver, Colo., 
Feb. 25, 1977. 
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series entitled "Police, Prisons, and the Problems of Violence" provides numerous 
suggestionsl'egarding principles and procedures which can be employed to reduce 
opportunitil;:s for violence in police-citizen encounters and within COITl;'lltional 
institutions. Much of the material contained in this monograph is based on 'trlier 
research supported by NIMH.l1 

CONCLUSION 

The foregoing description and overview of the NIMH Center for Studies of 
Crime and Delinquency has, hopefully, provided information that will be pertinent 
and useful in terms of the purpose of these hearings. It would perhaps be helpful 
if I tried now to highlight some of the features and principles that should have 
some broader applicability with respect to your concerns about the Federal role 
in crime and criminal justice research. 

Federal programs in crime and criminal justice research should articulate in 
writing the basic assumptions and philosophies that undergird and guide their 
efforts. Planning and position documents of this sort are v~ry important in order 
to give program staff a clear and steady sense of direction and purpose. 

Adequate provisioh for quality control must be built into Federal research 
programs in the crime and criminal justice field. (In the case of the NIMH and 
the various other Public Health Service research institutes, such essential quality 
control is achieved through the system of independent "peer review" of all grant 
applications) . 

Federal research in crime and delinquency should be organized with fun atten
tion to the procedures and mechanisms that will be needed for the trans1ation of 
new information and research findings into certain tangible social benefits. There 
need to be effective program stl'ategies for timely dissemination of important 
resel'1rch findings tc potential users of such information at various Federal, State, 
and local levels. Program managers and staff ,villneed to realize that the dissem
ination of scientific findings is only the first step in a long and complex chain of 
actions needed to have influence on relevant policies and practices. 

There ought to be rather little talk of "breakthroughs" that may come as the 
result of continued Federal investment ill crime and criminal justice research. 
Occasionally, something of very great significance may indeed occur. However, 
in the main, systematic research designed to improve our understanding of the 
phenomena of crime and delinquency, and also carefully designed applied l'esearch 
undertakings, will entail slow and laborious efforts. 

I should like to end my testimony by noting the longstanding interests and 
concerns Cof the National Institute of Mental Health to further improve our under
standing and handling of the complex problems of crime and delinquency. I shall 
be pleased now to a answer any questicns that you and the members of the two 
Subcommittees may have. 

EDUCATION 

B.A. 1952: Allahabad University, India. 
Graduate Work in Psychology: 1952-53, Lucknow University India; 1953-54, 

Princeton University, U.S.A. 
M.S. 1955: Penn State University (Psychology). 
Ph. D. 1957: Penn State University (Clinical Psychology). 

":PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE -

1957-59: Staff Clinical Psychologist, Legal Psychiatric Services, D.C. Dept. of 
Public Health, Washington, D.C. 

1959-66: Chief Psychologist, Legal Psychiatri!l Services, D.C. Dept. of Public 
Health, Washington, D.C. 

1964-66: Consultant, Shaw Residence (Half-Way HQuse for Offenders), Wash~ 
ington, D.C. 

1966-67: Consultant, Center for Studies of Crime and Delinquency, National 
Institute of Mental Health, Chevy Chase, Md. 

1968-: Chief, Center for Studies uf Crime and Delinquency, NIMH, Rockville, 
Md. 

1970-73: Professorial Lecturer. Washington College of Law, American UniverSity, 
Washington, D.C. 

11 Hans Toch. "Pollee, Pr1~ons, and the Problem of VIolence." DREW Publication No. 
(ADM) 76-364. Washington, D.C. : U.S. Government Printing Office, 1977. 
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OTHER INFORMATION 

Consultant, Presid('nt's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice (1965-66). 

Consultan\ Nn.tional Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence 
(1968-69). 

Member, Tn.sk Force on Corrections, Nationn.l Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justice StD.ndards and Goals (1971-72). 

Member, Research Council, Nn.tionn.1 Count\il on Crime and Delinquency (1969-
75). 

Memher, American Bar Associn.tion Commission on the Mentn.lly Disabled 
(1973-). 

Member, Editorin.l Board, Journn.l of Researtlh on Crime and Delinquency (1969-
75). 

Member, Executive Council, Americn.n Society of Criminology (1974-75). 
Associate Editor, Criminology: An Interdisciplinary Journal (1973-75) . 
Consultant reviewer: Aggression; American Psychologist; American Journal of 

Psychiatry; Criminal Justice and Behavior; Criminology: and Science. 

RECENT PUBLICATIONS 

Crime n.nd mental illness: some problems in defining and labelling deviant be
havior. Mental Hygiene, 1969, 53, 21-23. 

(With L. G. Roth) Biolo~cal and Psychophysiological Fn.ctors in Criminality 
In, D. Glaser (Ed.) Handbook of Criminology;, Rand McNally, 1974. 

(With D. S. Borgaonkar) The 47 XYY chromosome-or syndrome? Chn.pter in 
A. G. Steinberg & A. G. Beam (Eds) Progress in Medical Genetics, Vol X Grune 
& Stratton, 1974. 

Some Interactions of J.law and Mental Health in the Handling of Socin.1 Deviance. 
Catholic University Law Rev., 1974, 23, 674-719. 

Dangerousness and Civil Commitment of the ~lentally Ill: Some Public Policy 
Considerations. Amer. Journal of Psychiatry, 1\975, 132, 501-505. 

Some issues pertaining to the dissemination and utilization of criminologicn.1 re
search. In, Evaluation Research in Criminal jrulltice. Public. No. 11, United 
Nations Social Defense Research Institute, Rome, Italy. Jan. 1976. 

Dangerousness: some definitional, conceptual, .!lnd public poliCy issues. In, 
B.D. Sales (Ed.) Perspectives in Law and Psycholi1gy. Vol. 1. New York: Plenum, 
1977. 

(And about 30 other articles in scientific and profel?sional jou,nals.) 

Dr. SHAH. Thank you, :Mr. Chairman. 
With me on my right is my associate, :Mr, Thomas Lalley. Some of 

the questions you may have later on he may be of help in responding 
to. 

You have my prepared testimony. I would like to take a few minutes 
to make some general comments, anel then to outline and highlight 
some issues which might assist in the subseqi~ent eliscussion. 

To begin with, I have been with NIMH since 1966 with the crime 
and delinquency program. So I speak from 11 Y;<;lars or so of working in 
the agency in the crime and delinquency field. 

Ana since 1968, when the Center for Stl1die~\ of Crime and Delin
quency received its own funding, I have been l'n charge of directing 
that program. So that is the bl1ckground and perspective which I 
bring with me to provide the basis for my remarKs. 

And during that time, namely since 1966, I have been quite familiar 
with the other Federal activities that have be\~n going on in the 
Department; namely, HEW, in Justice, and elsewhere, NSF, and also 
some foundations. 

Our Center is rather small. We have total fundi.1';lg of $5 Il:1i11ion in 
basic and applieell'esearch and in training, that is, clinical and re
search training .. And, we also have a small staff. We have a total Rf 

t-, 
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seven professional staff, two of whom you see right here in front of you, 
and we have five support staff. So that is the size of the program we 
are talking about. 

I must emphasize, however, that this small program is embedded 
within the context of the National Institute of Mental Health, which 
has a fairly broad range of basic and applied and clinical research 
going on in the behavioral sciences j social sciences, and biomedical 
f)ciences, and we very much draw upon the broader backdrop and 
irela.te our efforts to that. So the size of our program, and what we may 
have been able to accomplish, could not be viewed on its own. It has 
lto be viewed in that broader context. 

The program that we are concerned with focuses on problems of 
erime and delinquency, individual violent behavior, and law and 
,tnental health issues-things like pretrial competence, the insanity 
defense, assessment of dangerousness, and so forth. That is, where the 
llnental health system interacts with various parts of the criminal 
'justice and legal system. 
. When I refer to these areas of our concern, 1'd like to emplll1size 
1~hat we are concerned more with the basic phenomenon. Weare 
interested in, for example, violent behavior not under the rubric of 
1;he UOR crinles of violence category, and not even whether or not it 
is a criminal homicide or a homicide or justified homicide, but rather 
ILS a phenomenon in which aggression is taking place. 

Thus, the 8-year-old who at that early age has a dozen black eyes 
and two dead cats and many bruised and battered siblings to his 
eredit, is as much a topic of our concern, even though he has not as 
yet had any contact with the juvenile justice system. We want to 
study the phenomenon. 

Similarly, the individual who is repetitively violent is of concern 
to us in order that we may understand the phenomenon. 

Similarly violence within the family, child battering-sort of a 
doset type of behavior that has been coming out more recently, is also 
of concern to us. And wife battering-I should say accurately "spouse 
battering," because some husbands also get clobbered, but that 
doesn't get so much publicity and, of course, is not the ffit1jor source 
of concern. 

These are phenomena of interest to us. Whether one looks at child
hood aggression as a conduct disorder or as delinquency or as unruly 
behavior, there is a phenomenon to be understood and dealt with. 

So that, in essence, is our perspective. 
I mentioned that we have had close and ongoing relations with the 

NILE Institute ever since the formation of that institute in 1968. 
That relationship continues. 

Let me now mention the basic assumptions under which our Oenter 
operates. 

We have a strong mission orientation, a utilitarian orientation. The 
Center was formed in 1966 under strong pressure from Congress that 
the NIMH should be giving greater attention to problems of crime 
ti~nd delinquency. And the hope was that instead of accumulating 
knowledge over the long haul, 20 or 30 years, perhaps au effort could 
be made that was somewhat more taTgeted, while also concerned with 
basic research. And that such efforts would have an impact on the 
problem. So, given that mandate, we do have a utilitarian focus. 

• 
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We feel that new knowledge is. only the first step in a very long 
and complex process of trying toiacilitate the applications of knowl
edge j and I don't believe that the complexity and the length of that 
process is always understood. I am not sure that publishing things in 
the scientific literature inevitably or necessarily leads to application. 
A great deal more has to be done, and we try in our small way to do 
that. 

We also feel there are many groups in:v(jIved in scientific research 
and development, and these groups hil.ve veI~\.di:fferent values. They 
have very different interests. They have very dlifl'erent career contin
gencies' or incentives. I think here of academically oriented researchers, 
of the various policymakers, of the very busy and harried program 
admIDistrators, and of the public at large. 

And in trying to organize a program, we try to mesh, integrate, 
balance in some way, these competing values i they sometimes do 
tend to come into conflict, and we try to have both basic and applied 
research going on in our Center, to have both long-range efforts as 
'well as ~ore targeted eff?rts that c~. sh~d some light ?1' im-prove ~n 
a small lllcremental fashion the functiorung and handling of certam 
problems and processes. 
~We have two t)Tpes of activitiies, one which follows very much the 
NSF model or the NIMH model, that is, investigator~initiatea 
research, projects sent in to us hy researchers who know our program 
areas. All applications are reviewed very carefully for quality control, 
and if they have high merit a:tl.d high scientific value, we will fund 
them. In fact, we have a small amOlint of money-...,.~our research 
hudget is ahout $3.8 million-:-a portion of this $3.8-million is set 
aside to fund investigator-initiated research. Not all our money gQes 
into tar~eted ideas hecause we 'don't want to preclude ideas colfling 
in from IDvestigators. 

However, we also try to target our.research efforts to what we refer 
to as our priority areas. These priority areas are announced to the 
field and our staff focuses their project development efforts in these 
priority areas. One of these areas is concerned with the mentally ill 
who come into contact with the criminal justice system. Practices in 
our country have been, to put it mildly, very shabby, and one does 
not need a lot of fundamental knowledge to improve such practices. 
That can be done in the short haul. That can be done by making 
information availahle to Jlolicymakers. Much of the information 
resulting from these studies has appeared in briefs to appellate courts. 
These research findings also appear and are cited in judicial opinions. 

And I would argue that this can be done in the short haul-a 5-yea~ 
s~dy or 6-year study .. One doe!3n't h!!'ve to wait 20 years for ~t 
kind of research findmg to have lmpact on rel~va!lt--l.561iCies 
and practices. '- .. ' 

In other areas we think in ten:p.s of 10 to 15 years. It requires 
steady, stable funding. In 3 years· or so the investigators come back 
wit~ a renewal application and again receive cureful and critical 
I·SVIOW. 

Quality control was mentioned eurlier by Dr. Atkinson, and I 
would like to underline that. That is a, very fundamental requirement 
for high-quality research. . 



148 

Quality controlis done ill the NIMH and the Public Health Service 
agencip.~ usllig a peer review process, in which scholars meet at regular 
intervals to review the applications that have been submitted. Any 
person can submit applications to the Institute. We don't cut off 
applications. Grants are for private and nonprofit groups, and the 
bulk of our money is in grants. 

or all the applications reviewed by the NIMH Crime and Delin
quency Committee, fully 70 to 80 percent are rejected for being weak 
on technical and scientific grounds. By law the Institute Cl1llUOt fund 
any project that has not been recommended for approval by the l"e
view committee, and then approved by the National Advisory Mental 
Health Council. So, there are SOIIi~ times when we may have a little 
money left over because we didn't get enough high-quality grants to 
fund, even with that small amount of money. 

I want to emphasize that unless there is careful quality control, 
the money will be spent. There are many people who are ·willing to do 
things, and there is an economic contingency. The question is: How 
well is it spent without quality control? 

We find if we have front-end quality control, it makes it much 
easier to monitor the project. We don't have as many problems later 
on becanse there has been very careful screening at the very beginning. 

Weare also very interested in user-oriented information dissemi
nation. We encouraKe, as does NSF, the researchers to publish in the 
scientific literature. When we have determined that the findings have 
some value, not only in the eyes of the researcher who may not be 
entirely unbiased in this regard, and that the results are holding up, 
and that there is enough of value here as viewed over a period of 3, 
4, or 5 years-let's say a followup on a new treatment approach 
that has at least 24 months followup-then we feel it is important 
to brin~ t~s to the attention of the users, because will not be reading 
the tecnnical journals. Then we make additional funds available to 
the researcher to get someone to translate it into nontecbnicallanguage 
so that a judge, a probation officer, and other progra")l administrators 
can understand and use the findings. 

The scientific review committees may still argue or quibble with the 
results, as they should. The concern we have in making the promising 
findings widely available once they are past a certain level of quality 
control and demonstrated effectiveness, is that what we are practicing 
in the field is very often very poor. And, one cannot wait for 10 years 
to improve the quality of care; it's an incremental process, and further 
improvements develop while the work continues to go on. 

Mr. CONYERS. Could you just give us some examples of what you 
are talking about, this quality control and how you have taken 
projects and translated them into easy-to-understand language for 
people in the law system. 

Dr. SHAH. Yes, sir. 
We have for 9 years now been developjug community-bi18ed 

alternatives to incarceration for delinquents. We have been develop
ing small group homes that can be used in the neighborhood by small 
and large communities with local community control. 

It doesn't pay to have youngsters out of the institution with nothing 
else to be done in the community. 
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This model is known as achievement place. It develops a group home 
for six to eight youngsters, using teaching parents, a husband-and-wife 
team specially trained. 

Once the results seemed promising over a 12-month followup period 
that is, about 4 years after the study had started, and once we had 
some independent evaluation that the results were holding up reason
ably well to have some promise, we then gave additional funds to 
the investigator to prepare a detailec1 manual, a film, a 20-puge 
statement in nontechnical language that could be disseminated to 
people who asked for information, like probation officers, social 
workers, and so forth. 

A year Jater when the results still held up and looked promising, we 
gave additional money to have what we called dissemination and 
utilization workshops, a 2-day meeting for about 25 policymakers and 
program administrators, that is, people who controlled the local 
funus, judges, and so on, to explain to them in 1~~ days to 2 days what 
the project was, what the model was, what the results have been, what 
the cost has been, how it got started, what kind of evahlation system is 
built into it, et cetera. So, for 1}~ days the policymakers can ask 
questions of the kind technical journals simply do not address. A little 
novel was also prepared, written from the standpoint of a youngster 
in the program. In other words, we were always trying to get this 
across to a wider audience of users. 

I must say in all candor, we don't do enough of that. As I say, we 
have limited resources. 

I might just finally mention Mr. Chairman, some of the principles 
and guidelines that, at least based on our experience, we find essential 
to the development and maintenance of a high-quality research pro
gram in the crime and criminal justice field. 

I think it is very essential that there be some clear and explicit 
understanding as to the purpose of the research. I think some of the 
remarks made earlier I would agree with. Some I may disagree with. 
But I am no. t sure because it was not. Verv clear what thepurpose of 
the research was. I think that should be made very clear. We tend to 
view the support of research as a means, rather than the funding of the 
research as an end in itself. We feel it is necessary to have specific 
objectives. We feel there needs to be careful consideration of the kind of 
resources and mecllunisms that need to be developed in order to make 
good and effective use of the researQh funds. 

All too often, I must. say, the:r:e is a tendency to fire funds broadside 
at a problem without getting the necessary and essential mechanims 
in place. I find, for example, Mr. Chairman, that seven professional 
staff for $5 million is inadequate. We can't do all we need to do in 
monitoring, disseminating, and things of that sort. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Do yoU feel that a modest budget such as yours is 
appropriate for research? Do you feel that a research program can be 
overfunded, and that there are limits on a research agency's ability 
to digest funds and spend thern creatively? . 

Dr. SHAH. Yes. I do believe there is such a thing as overfunding, 
from two standpoints. Let me explain so that you can understand why 
I come to that conclusion. 

One would be an external consideration. That is, do we have avail
able enough highly traineQ. and highly competent researchers in the 
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relevant area to do the type of research? And I just mentioned to you 
that up to 80 percent-as a matter of fact, 80 is closer than 70-of all 
applications submitted to us are disapproved. So there is the externftl 
situation. Not as many people have been attracted to this crime 
and criminal justice area, as Dr. Atkinson pointed out. And, as long 
as there are enough funds in other areas and long-term stable support 
available perhaps not as many will be attracted. 

The second factor is the internal constraint on how much money 
an ar;;ency can sensibly use? 

I feel that if we don't have more staff, I wouldn't want more funds 
because I don't think we could do the kind of job that needs to be 
done. So that is the internal constraint. 

So I thihk there are some limits, and they need to be very explicitly 
realized and understood. 

Mr. SCHEUER. One additional question. We have heard hints in 
recent weeks that the number of advisory groups for various research 
agencies and others is likely to be reduced. What will be the effect of 
the reduction of advisory panels or groups on the peer review process 
in your agencY? 

Dr. SHAH. That would have for our center a very clear impact, Mr. 
Ohairman. That quality control is very essential. Surprisingly, it is 
also very cheap. I think you should know that our peer review system 
costs us, in Oenter for Studies of Orime and Delinquency, no more than 
$42,000 to $44,000 a year. That is 1 percent of our total grant funds. 
So it is really an astonishingly cheap way, if you wish, of getting high 
quality control, because the research community using, the "peer 
review" system, contributes a great deal of time to such efforts. Ancl 
I think it would have a rather great impact on the quality of the re
search and how well those funds are to be used if that mechanism were 
greatly changed or modified. 

Mr. SClIEUER. John. 
Mr. OONYERS. Thank you very much. We welcome you here as a 

pragmatist in this field. 
I've got several probIf~ms here, and I should be asking everybody 

the same question ideaLly, and then we could study the record and 
come up with some comparative evaluation, apply some of your stand
a,rds against some of you gentlemen and ladies. 

One thing I have been entertaining is the notion that we need to 
have the President commission a new study on law enforcement and the 
administration of 'justice, not because we ever did anything with all 
the other studies, but~j)hat you always have to have a study in front 
of you. The one thing older t~an yesterday's newspaper is an old study. 
:A 1967 study-1969-forget It. 

So you always have to haVe! a new study. 
Now" if we are really going to grab hold of this problem. I might try 

to drum up some support for tills Pi the course of these hearings. I 
mean, how else do we get a major focus going, a major appreciation? 
And I am not ignoring the fact that frequently the main points are 
not used, but there is always some benefit that comes out of it, and 
a few people get the message. 

What do you think? 
Dr. SHAH. I did serve as a consultant to the President's Crime 

OOrri1ilission in 1965 and 1966 and later with the National Violence 

" 
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Commission, and I could go back to those reports and think of any 
number of recommendations that took a lot of time, a lot of effort to 
put together, and they still rest very comfortably between the covers 
of those reports. 

I suppose that it does provide a stimulus; it does highlight the 
importance of a topic. As a matter of fact, it was following the Crime 
Commission report that the LEAA legislation came about, and Profes
sor Blumstein who is here, headed the Science and Technology Task 
Force, and did a lot of work on that Commission. 

Rowever, I am not so sure, Mr. ChatTman, that the cost of that 
effort, and perhaps the feelings of Illisillusionment among the 
scientific and professional community-"What, yet another commis
sion?"-allow me to be very sanguine about that prospect. 

Mr. CONYERS. While there is great agreement and discussion about 
the failure of the criminal justice system, there is relatively little talk 
about the failure of the research mechanisms to the criminal justice 
system. I mean, haven't you ladies and gentlemen failed, too, in 
your own way? Or is it just the fault of the people that get elected 
and hold the titles to the job, t,hat say "Attorney General" and 
"Chief of Corrections" and all that, but what about the failure of 
research? 

Dr. SHAH. Yes; I do think there has been perhaps a good amount of 
people in glass houses casting stones. Yes; I think tlie questioTJ. can 
be asked of the research community: If these proble:rp<:are so impor
tant, why haven't more people shifted into that area? There are, of 
course, economic contingencies to be considered. 

I mentioned in my initial remarks, Mr. Conyers, that there are 
differences in values, and there is the value position that holds that 
one should not ask for shotgun solutions but rather should accumul'ate 
long-term information and knowledge. And, I think, scientists could 
indeed be a little more empirical about their own activities. There are 
certain beliefs shared in the scientific community that have not been 
adequately tested. And I am not so sure that $100 million 'of investi
gator-initiated research will somehow, in some way, integrate itself 
into policy options or findings that will be just grabbed up by the field. 
That is not very likely. A lot more needs to be done to achieve that 
integration. 

So, yes, I do think that the scientific community has not perhaps 
done all it could, but I do think there are ecoI1ornic contingencies, 
structural contingencies, to which they respond, just as do the direc
tors and administrators of social work or any other agency. And to the 
extent those~ contingencies, those structural arrangements, are ad
justed, one can perhaps facilitate certain changes, rather than simply 
wait for certain behaviors to occur.,_ 

Mr. CONYERS. Either I don!t understand you or I am not sl1tisfied.~ 
or both. 

But I want to put this question to 11 panelist that will c-ome behind 
YOll, too. .. 

In what way have you failed? Too much applied science? Or not 
enough long-range? What went wrong, and what ought we to do to cor
rect it? 

That is one consideration I have. 
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But then another thinO' begins to bother me that we don l t talk 
about enough. If we cou'd just stop doing some of the obviously 
wrong things that don't need uny research whatsoever, we don't need 
3 to 5 years to figure out-there seem to be alot of dumb things going 
on that if we could stop them the administration of justice woulcl 
begin to improve. Some of the tough, pure questions that are hunging 
out there that stimulate the dickens out of you guyo-that's great, 
and I'm sure it's a constant challenge. But some of the things that we 
clearly do wrong, the tolerunce of racism in a system of justice, which 
is such an obvious contradiction that to think that p(:'ople are going 
to cooperate with a government or with law enforcement when they 
are at one and the same time the victims of an invidious discrimination, 
doesn't make sense. We don't have to do a lot of studying on that. 

To create an economic system in which as many as 15 million people 
can be said not to be able to work that want to work, und then wonder 
why crime flourishes under those circumstances, you know, is not 
really much of a mystery. 

Do you have comments on these rundom questions? 
Dr. SHAH. Well, I do think, in all fairness, Mr. Conyers, if research 

is put to an improper use, that sug~ests some misconception as to why 
research is seen as a valuable tool)n certain particular areas, namely, 
to accomplish major social chnnge. I am not sure at all that research 
is al,geful tool for achieving broad social chunge. 

I think the point that I made earlier is: What is the purpose of re
search? And if there are some major social inequities and major social 
changes to be brought about, I am not so sure that research is the 
proper tool for that, and therefore I don't know that researchers and 
the research community could necessarily be faulted for that. Other 
action has to be taken in that regard. And perhaps researchers have 
not been entirely clear or have perhaps oversold their skills. That has 
certainly been said. 

But I think the purpose has to be considered-If I may use an anal
ogy, Mr. Chairmnn. If someone says to me, III'd like to build an edi
fice; it has to have three stories and 10 bedrooms, and I'd lilm an 
indoor pool," I still don't know how they are going to use it, and they 
haven't told me on what ground or soil it is going to be built. And 
then they tell me, flI need it done for $50,000." I suppose I should tell 
them they are crazy and leave. 

I think somethin~ similar gets done all too often, when we claim to 
be doing certain things which we cannot. Yet, the tools to be used
and I see research really as a tool, as a tool to t,he end of developing 
better understanding, more knowledge that cun have some ultimate 
use, or a tool f?,1,1 more direct impact in areas where research can be of 
value. I don'tocle research as a major tool for social change. I think a 
good scandal would probably bring you more changes than a lot of 
studies will, und I think that political pressure will bring about those 
changes. 

So I am not sure the fault is entirely that of research. Perhaps there 
are misconceptions of what research can do. . 

Mr. CONYERS. Your point is well made and I accept it fully. 
Du you ever get overcome by a mood in the midst of some non

scientific moment in your life in which you feel: IIFor God's sake, if I 
could just get the President and the .Attorney General t,o sit in a room 
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with meJ and 8 or 10 of the academicians that I see here today, and if 
we COuld just talk for an hour-to hell with all the resellrch and grants 
and the projects and the peer evaluation-if I could just get to them 
and we could just go over eight items, we could dramatically improve 
the quality of the system of justice in this country in an incredible 
way." 

Has that mood ever gripped you? 
Dr. SHAH. In a rather fleeting fashion--
Mr. CONYERS. You admit to it, though, eh? [Lal.1ghter.J 
Dr. SHAH. Yes, I admit to it, but I have the feeling that after that 

talking has been done, I don't really know what will be accomplished, 
which may indicate I have rather limited horizons, and I am not privy 
to some of the broader perspectives that you folks may be aware of. I 
have ha(l vel'y fleeting thoughts, but I co,n't say I have given it a great 
deal of thought, Mr. Conyers. 

Mr. CONYERS: :Maybe tIllS committee, Mr. Cochairman, has some
tillng to do. Maybe we have to break through some of the structure. 
We can draw organizational charts and commission OUl' ~ood thinkers 
to do research projects 'til hell freezes over, ancl they jom the fate of 
all other good research studies that already been made. I mean it is not 
like there isn't anything that ever existed on the subject. 

Maybe in the back of even these hearings that take on a very 
pragmatic note of just evaluating the research institute there is a 
search thaii needs to be made to just come through some ne,," forms. 
Maybe instead of commissioning a multimillion-clollar new Presi
dential Crime Oommission, which you are not enthusiastic about
and you ought to know since you have been on many, if not most, 
of the ones that I am thinking of-maybe we ought to just UJ.·gue lor 
an hour of the Preside~t's and Attorney General's time on u. So,tu.rday 
afternoon, with 10 of bur best colleagues in the field. Of course, we can 
give their staff all of the research that is possible. But maybe we 
ought to try to find some new ways to break the ice. Maybe tills 
formalized research method is too dispersed. I am already assigning 
somebody on my staff to pull together all these various places that 
criminal justice research goes on, which I am just finding out about. 

Are we in need of new forums? 
Dr. SHAH. Well, I think I didn't follow entirely your question. I 

followed the comment to a certain point. 
Mr. OONYERS. Shouldn't we find new ways to get research ideas to 

the people in the criminal justice system, other than what we are 
doing? We have maybe some 15 different places in the Federal Govem
ment, and it always turns out to be modest amounts of criminal 
research study. NObody ever comes in and says, ((Boy, I've got a big 
operation going." Everybody says, 't"~'Vell, I only have two or three 
people and a couple million dollars." 

But it is spread all over the place. Apparently nobody is really 
100king at it much. Maybe} {ve need to figure out a new way to hook 
up research to the system, tb the justice system and the people in it. 
Maybe that would be a worthwhile study. 

Dr. SIIAE. I have two comments, Mr. Oonyers. 
One, there have been a number of items deV'eloped that 'do lay 

out the various Federlll efforts in the crime and delinquency areas. 
We did one of those ourselves. I· don't know if we have one still 
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available. We could tr-j" to make it available. It describes the role .of 
the many Federal agencies, precisely what they do and under whl1t 
authority. It makes it eader for somebody to find out. 

There is at the present time a Ooordinating Oouncil within LEAA 
that tries to coordinate the activities of the juvenile justice, criminal 
justice areas. 

Several years ago, in the midsixties, Mr. Lyle Oarter in the HEW 
was chairman of a Secretary's Oommittee on Juvenile Delinquency, 
and that tried to coordinate various activities. 

Some efforts have boen made to try to keep track of what is done 
and try to have some degree of coordination. And I am not saying that 
all that is possible has been done, but there were efforts, and there are 
continuing efforts. Many of them are informal. People in NILE 
have been informally in touch with us by telephone over the yeaTS. 
So It lot of the informal communication has been there, at least .on the 
part of our agency and NILE and other parts of HEW. 

The second point in regard to new forms-my personal view is 
that, as a fUJiction perhaps of the values of some rsearchers and per
haps drawing on models from the physical sciences and biomedical 
sciences, we keep tolking about basic knowledge in the sense of basic 
discovelies, and I am not so sure that that analogy holds true in the 
social problems area. 

I feel that in many instances, if you compare the programs of this 
country with, let us say, some of the Scandinavian countries, the 
prisons I have seen and mental hospitals I have seen, their facilities 
are much better. Because they have more knowledge? Of course not. 
They don't seem to have quite the institutional, the bureaucratic, the 
political, and the economic constraints that we seem to have to use 
some of the knowledge already av.ailable. 

So I think this does address your second point, that while, yes, we 
lack a lot of understanding and, yes, a lot more needs to be known, I 
am not so sure that we are making very good use of that which is 
already known for improving our policies and programs. That is 
where you need better linkages between the researcher and the user 
of research. And I think that is the type of research that, in my opin
ion-this pertains to one of the questions in the letter I received in
viting me to testify here, this type of effort, I think, belongs in Justice. 
Because they have the links with law enforcement agencies and justice 
agencies, and some influence on the funds that have been used. These 
things an agency concerned with more basic, fundamental, and long
term knowledge really couldn't do. And I think there is a different 
kind of environment needed for the latter than for the former. 

Mr. OONYERS. You have been very helpful here, and we will, of 
course, be in contact with you. 

I am going to ask all counsel to submit written questions to 
Dr. Shah, and they will be incorporated in the record. 

Thank you for joining us. We appreciate your presence here. 
Next, is Dr. Richard McGee, director; American Justice Institute. 

Dr. McGee is the former director of the Oalifornia Board of Oorrec
tions, former warden of the New York City Penitentiary at, Rikers 
Island, and the former president of the American Oort6~tional 
Association. 

Your full testimony will be printed in the record a'~ this point. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. McGm~ follows:] 
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S'l'ATJ~MENT OF RIi:mARD A. MCGi:1E1 PRESIDl!iNT, AMERICAN JUSTICE ImlTITUTE 

THE Ji'EDERAL ROLE IN CRIMINAL JUSTIOE RESEARCH 

'I'he federal role here as in many other fields of knowledge and practice should 
be that of leader, energizer, coordinator and supporter. Research and Develop
ment money is scarce in most public operations. In criminal justice agencies at 
local and state Iev'cls it had been almost non-existent until it was stimUlated in a 
minimal way about twenty years ago by a little private foundation money and 
Inter by some from the National Insbitute of Mental Health. 

Since the Office of Law Enforcement Assistance was established in 1966 and 
later the National Instit-ate of Law Enforcement in 1968 there had been a rapid J 
expansion of effort. Noone has denied the need but there has been much criticism 
of the results. This has been blamed on many fnctors including uneven leadership 
but I suspect that the situation at the state and local levels has been equo.lly to 
blame. They were unready and expected too much too fast. 

As nn ndministrator, practitioner and researcher I too am a little disappointed 
at this juncture not because of lack of results but because once again we are 
expressing doubts about the prospects for positive outcomes from criminal justice 
J'esearch. We have made a beginning and the federal government is I'esponsible 
for giving our feeble start a great new impetus. It is my personal hope that we 
will do nothing now to set us back or to discourage a growing criminal justice 
research community which needs leadership and support. 

THE EXEOUTIVE ROLE I])f RESEAROH UTILIZATION 

It seems to me that an important poin·t needs to be made here about the use of 
research methods and researc4.results by policymakers and operational executives. 
'We need 11 new breed of administratorswho arc "research~minded" who encourage 
or at least tolerate experimentation. The best cookbook in the world will not 
improve a family diet unless the cook is prepared to follow better recipes. This 
calIs for new kinds of training and experience for executives in our field. 

NEED FOR ORGANIZED STATE SYSTEMS OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE STATISTICS 

The factual base upon which mu~h empirical research must rest is the eoUection, 
analysis and publication of baseline data. This is not as sImple as it sounds and 
nb state including Oalifornia does a really adequate job of it at this moment. Why" 
Because such a system costs more than most state legislators are willing to pay. 
The fedel'alrole here, it seems to me, is not to go into data coUection on 11 grand 
scale but to set up some standards and subsidize the states to do the job. The 
national result would then be a summation of the data coUected by the states. 
Such a state~federal system must be insulated in so f!11' as possible from the vested 
interests in the states and localities. 

NEED FOR HIGH QUALITY RESEARCH LEADERSHIP 

The federal agencies providing research stimulus and support must be managed 
and stnlfed by persons of recognized professional stature in the field. This is a 
key issue in the controversies surrounding the history of :NILE OJ. AlsQ in this 
conll~ction stability must be restored and be maintained so that the so-called 

.. research community can have confidence in undertaking the long-term studies 
which have been so noticeable by their absence. 

:mSTADLISHING RESEARCH STRA'.l'EGIES 

A mechanism for establishing a broad research strategy and"for its c.onstant 
I'eview and restrlloturing should be established. The. foundatior.dor such a mecb,~ 
anism might be an advisory board for NILE OJ made up of reseurch leaders, 
experienced practitioners and somepolicyma}{el's. 

MAINTENANCE OF SCIE~TIFrO INDEPENDENOE 

The support bureaucracies must be flble to promote broad established research 
strn.'tegies but at the same time must be restrained from controlling too tightly 
the professional independenee of research managers and practitioners. 

94-928-77....--...,11 
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CON';L'I;NUJTY OF THE RESEARCH ENTERPRISE. 

The federal gove,rnment might consider providing some continuing subsidies to 
universities and private non-profit research institutes which have established 
recor(;ls qf good performance. Eight or ten such centers in the country might 
provide a ltind of ongoing network around which to build the total effort. This 
would also help tow~d the goal of a cumulative buildingblook system of knowledge 
development instead of the hit or miss cafeteria kind of operation which seems 
to be the present state of affairs. 

PROMOTION OF REOIPROCAL STATE AND LOCAL EFFORTS 

Finally, I would ho.ve the federal government to.ke the leadership .ir· encourag
ing special effort-s on the part of major state and 10Qal operating o.g9.iicics. I think 
i~ reasonable to asJt'-~that each dedicate somewhere in the neighborhood of three 
or four percent of their operating budget to Rand D functions. This, then could 
serve to make a closer lifit" With the =esearch community as well as serve as a 
bridge between research and mano.gement. 

TESTIMOIIT OF .RICHARD A. McGEE, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
JUSTICE INSTITUTE 

Mr. MCGEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The so-called prepared 
statement, I would say, is an outline rather than a prepared statement. 
Your very efficient staff caught me in the hotel and put me to work 
half. the night writing this out in pencil. So whatever is wrong with it, 
we will attribute to the way it was .:Q!:oduced. 

Mr. CONYERS. Let me tell you. We have a way of correcting our 
intemperate remarks on the floor by a method known as revising and 
extending, so if you hav~ any second thoug:hts about your statement, 
you should at l~ast be gIven that opportumty. . 

Mr. MCGEE. I think it is mostly extension, but I will try to use as 
little time as possibl,6. 
. I should say that I have been close to the LEAA program and 
programs preceding it, including those mentioned by the' previous 
. speakers. Some of our original grants for the .American Justice Insti
tute, which we then called by a different name, came from NIMII, 
'rather than from the Department of Justice. 

We are not a granting agency, and we are not &\ foundat.ion. We are 
a nonprofit corporation that does research, surveys, consultation, and 
training. We' do a variety of things related directly or indirectly to 
the administration of criminal justice. 
. I was asked to say something about. the Federal role, and I tried 
to do that on this first page. 

r. think certainly the Federal Government has a role. I think that 
role has been expanding and those of us in the field are grateful for that. 

Like all such programs, they start in a hurry, and someone has to 
rustle around and find qualified people to manage them. You always 
have changes .of a~nistratioD, .• !liP.~ things of thl;',t sort. So. when a 
program of this sort IS started, 1 think many of the people mvolved 
in it, as well as many of the recipients of their serviQ~s, expect too 
much too fast, because it takes time to gear up and train people and 
get people uSE;d to a new operation. 

I don't tbillk that anyone function or one level of government 
shoUld have aU the respo:tlsibili,ty for research or for wy other part of 
the operation of our society. The Federal Government's place, it 
seems .to me, is to provide funds, to provide national guidance, to 

>1 '. 
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provide some p~~iorities and things of that 8ort, but not to. do the
resear~h, but ra~her to expect ~he research co~triii.t:r.r as \Ven ~s the . 
operatmg agencIes, out there m the commumtIes to uo thepnmitry 
work.. 

I think if I ha:'!T!,I any disappointment with the N ationM Instittite 
of Law Enforcement and Oriminal Justice, it is chiefly with things 
that aren't theil:' fault. Ohiefly- they have to do with excessive changes 
in management ovel' the last fe\v years. Too often one set of policy
makers and administrators hardly got their feet under the desk 
before someone else was there. This has been a very demoralizing 
thing to the people in it and to ihose of us who have been trying to 
cooperate with it out in the field. 

'l'hat, I hope, will comi:J to an end. Some of that is always- bound 
to happen, but there has been a disproportionate amount of it in the. 
last few years. . 

On the question of dismantling, I don't think it should be dis
mantled. I think it should be continued, and it probably needs some 
hew kinds of (lli.-ection, and I don't think it's entirely a research enter
prise. It does other things, too. And somebody has to decide, either 
at the legislative level or at the administrative level, what the bound
ary lines of their iunctionThre, because they can't cover all the evils 
of an imperfect society, as Judge Bazelon was discussi,ng. Every 
meeting that I have ever been in on this subject, inclUding the ABA. 
Oommission and the N ationalOrime Oommission meeting:",::;back in. 
1965 and 1966 and the international meetings of the -anited Nations, 
they all want to start with iundamentals, which is understandable, 
but if we aren't careful we will take in aU the functions of civilization 
under the mbric of crime and delinquency. That, I think, is a mistltke· 
because there are 1?any other ,~tellectual discip!ines arid ~any other
forces at work beSIdes those which are the legItImate busmess of th~ 
criminal jUstice system. . . . 

Actunlly, I have been in the criminal justice field as an operating
administrator for nearly 40 years. That part of. out, governmental 
syste~ is ~ response agenc:r more t~~1 it is anyth¥"}~ ~.~e. It re.sp~mds 
to' crlille; It responds to dIsorder; It responds to~6bses. It has lIttle 
capac~tY,for the initial prevention I?fthe root caUses of the phenomenon 
thfl,t It IS charged Wlthcontrolling. . 

Some more emphasis, I think, needs to be put always on the preven
tion side, but we have' to be careful there to limit what we do because 
again We can getov'er.into running the school system, we can getinto 
running social welfare,or public health .. We caIi take in everybody J) 
on the Waterfront if we aren't care£ul.So we need to delimit the role I:J 

and prescribe its . legitimate boundries. .... . 
I don't think that it is necessary to put t~sfunctioh in.'a:ny partic

ulardeparttnent of govel'llIllent but I do think because It does deal 
with crime and delinquency that it probably will work better if it is 
given some J?nd of indepehdent status, .but attached to the Depart
meht of JustICe. I say-.this 1>ecause there 15 a proble¥l that 1'm sure all 
of you are more familiar WIth than I am, and,.that IS the _phenomenon 
of constituencies. The constituency or the Department of Justice is the 
law enforcement community~the police, correctional people, courts, 
the defense lawyers. That is the natural constituency of the Depl1tt
ment of Justice. 
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The members, of t,his constituency at the 10~al1~v«t.ls don't 'feel at 
home in the Depa;dment of Public Welfare or tile Department of 
I(ealth or &ome o~her related ag~ncy. . . . . 
. On the other hand, the N atlOnal InstItute of Law Enforcement, 
and Oriminal,Justice needs to be insulated insofar as possible from 
too much pa:l,'tisan political control. And I don't say that. that has 
been a scandal or ; any thing of that sort, but in the position where it 
now is it is vulnerable "tocthat kinu of intervention. 

Now, there is another point that I think lvlsn't been made, and 
that is about the executives who run the criminal justice system. And 
here I am talking about chiefs of police; about mayors of cities who 
appoint chiefs of police; about judges; about jailers; about heads of 
cerrectional facilities and programs-probation, parole, the whole 
gamut of services. These people are not researchers. They are either 
practitioners on the case level or they are managers or executives. 

Now, the manager or executive of a company making airplanes, for 
example, who doesn't pay attention to the changes in technology 
would soon be broke, but you don',t have the controls of the market

,place in this situation, so many Qi these people are more concerned 
with survival than with any otherkind of success, and that is because 
of the kind of environment in which they operate. 

That is one of the reasons, Mr. Ohairman, that much of what we 
have learned by research does not get used-because there is risk in 
change, there:'.; risk in suggesting, for example, that 6-month sen
tences are just as good as 24-month sentences for certain kinds of 
offender:::. We know this is true. We did some research years ago in 
Oalifornia when I was Director of the Department of Oorrections in 
Earl Warren's administration. We were afraid to go too far, but 
through the use of our indeterminate sentence law, we did, on a 
random basis, reduce the sentences of half of the people who were 
released over a considerable period of time by 3 months. And that 
amounted on the average to about a 10 percent reduction at that time. 

We were supposed actually to be studying the effect of reduced 
caseloads for parole agents. We found' that in the long l'U+\. smaller 
case loads didn't seem to make any difference, but on the other hand 
it didn't make any difference that we reduced the sentences by 10 
percent, either. 

, So you m~ghtsay, "Well, if it doesn't make any difference to reduce 
them 10 percent, why not reduce them 20 percent?" 

As soon as you begin talking like that, you run into a political 
r~action. The "soft on crime" syndrome raises its savage head. 
. I think we need to keep feeding sound research findings to the 

people hoping that those who are in public policymaking positions 
can begin to move in rational directions, but that is not the direction 
in whic)h matters are going, I can tell you that. They are going just 
the opposite way. ; 

JvIr. CONYERS. Then why do you make so much fuss about keeping 
everYl'/hing limited? Because what you seem to be pointing out to me is 
the importance of us understanding how these things overlap, that 
th~ social sciences and welfare relate to the police and to the court 
system. .. 

So it would seem to me that your experience would be encouraging 
us to move in more of that direction. , ' 

o 
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Maybe 'we need a police force. that is less milita"t'Y; oriented, that 
doesn't-look at themselves as q1:"iasi-military so mli~h, but looks at 
themselves m,ore as a community force. And maybe that would be 
healthy. 

Mr. MCGEE. I think you do. I agree with that. We did a project 
which was not funded through this agency. It was done on contract 
with the California Peace Officer Standards and Training- Comm.is
sion. It was funded partly by LEA.A. money, but it came from block 
money and it came also from some of California's own money. 

The essence of the effort was to try to analyze what the duties and 
responsibilities and attitudes of people in the law enforcement field 
really are-not what we think they are or what we think they should 
be-then try to suggest where change is needed. 

We found that the biggest problem really was one hot of skills but 
of attitudes, and we provided some training programs that have been 
given, to a limited extent, and have c1~monstratec1 that some changes 
in attitude can be brought abou~, by training. But we have to change 
the attitude of thewhole system. Some groundwork has been laid 
based upon a research effort. 

I guess the only point I was trying to make here IS that everybody 
in this game of making policy, making laws, administering programs, 
needs to know wh9.t knowledge is available and be encouraged to use it. 

You don't get change-responding to a guestion by my predecessor 
in this chair-by 1'esearch in this field;':::' nu get change by political 
action, l'eally. But a politician needs aToinunition. I think the re
searcher very often can provide him with ammunition. But even with 
amm\':mtion, it doesn't necessarily follow that he is going to win the 
race because he's got a constituency out there that still has to be 
educated and convinced. 

So the research-minded policymuker and the research-minded 
executive out in the field are very important, and I think there is a 
need for training people in the use of the kind of lmowledg~ that is 
available. For example, most people don't know how to use statistics. 
ICThe tyranny of statistics" is that most peoplec'dqn't know how to 
interpret them. They get confused by them because they don't un.der
stand their limitations either, and iri addition totha.t; it large amo\mt 
of the statistics' available in this. field are ma.(:curate and mcomplete 
because of the way theYfl.re collected. Also most of, them are oIlly 
police statistics and not criminal justice statistics: The uniform crime 
reports, for example, contain no information about di~position 6£ 
cases-in other words, court statistics. They co;ntl1in no correctiqnal 
statistics, contain no prosecution statistics, and so on. The total 
.~amlit of. information about ho!" the criminal justi~e system works i,s 
'like keepmg the books for General Motors. A.n.d .one of· the reasons 
why the criminal justice clnonsyst¢wl7 doesn't work or works' ltS 
inadequately as it does, is because adeqilate information.Js not collected 
and used. One of the reasons it isn't collected is be,ca'use it costs a lot 
of money to do it.'. .' , 

One of the suggestions thatI would offer-and I think some move..; 
ment is being made in that direction in the Department of Justice-is 
for some kind of centralized system for co11atingJ!.lL~1:tj.sinf0:t'majJo_n. . "'.~ .. 
But I think it's got to be gathered by each 6Ctne,adIiliDIstr!tRvB -
jurisdictions which, to me, means State governments:"', . , . 
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. ~f we depend just. on reports fr?m the PO'~ice .departme~ts \~f major 
!CItIes, we are certl1ll to' get a pIcture whICh IS bQth dIstQrted and 
incQmplete. 

SO' we need a real bureau Qf criminal statistics in each State, sup
PQrted partially by the Federal GQvernment; if it isn't there 'WQn't be 
.any except in twO' 0'1' three places. We have Qne in CalifQrnia we 
fltarted as long agO' as 1947. I think we knQw mQre abQut now the 
flystem wQrks because Qf that. But Qn the Qther hand, it happens to' be 
<embedded in the Qffice Qf an elective Qfficer, and as It CQnsequence it 
dQesn't always get the visibility that it ought to unless it serves some 
!pQlitical pur:Pose. SO', however such a function is set up, 0'1' wherever 
It is placed in the bureaucracy, it needs to' be insulated frQm that kind 
<>f influence. 

SO' that was the third point I was trying to' make here-that we 
need better infQrmatiQn systems natiQnwide. 

We need high-Quality leadership in the :j.·esearch effort. 
One Qf the reaSQns why it has been difficult to' get that is because 

there aren't very many peQple whO' are trained 0'1' prepared fQr that 
kind Qf leadership in this field. When we started Qrganized research \' 
itt the Stll.te of CalifQrnia in 1953, I tried t~ get it gQing by drawing \ 
people in from the universities . .And we gQt a little act.iQn that way, ~\., 
DutnQt much. Finally, in 1957, we gQt the legislature to' prQvide us ! 
with a research capability within the department, within twO' depart-
ments, the YQuth authQrity and the department Qf cQrrectiQns, and 
we emplQyed a research dir,ector whO' was academically qualified and 
alsO' knew sO'mething abQut criminal justice and corrections in 
particular. 

SO', here again, I thlnk that the NatiQnal Government ought to 
enCQurage, at least the large operating agencies out in the States and 
cQmmunities, to' establjsh and maintain a limited research capability 
within each of their O'wn QI·gariizatiQns. 

Now, one of the things that this dQes is not only get some research 
gQing at the Qperating level, but it alsO' provides a bridge between them 
and the rest Qf the research cQmmunity. If you get a research perSQn 
attached to' .the New York .PQlice Departm., ent 0'1' .tQ the Federal 
Bureau of PrisQns or wherever it may bel he will be talking to' his 
colleagues in the support agencies, he will be talking to' his assQciates 
in the universities, aud thereby develQP a bridge between the Qperat
ing agencies and the agencies that provide the £1.lllds and the research 
~er~a _ 

It alsO' helps. in anQther way. Finding agen<;lies, very often because 
they have the power that goes withm.Qney, inflllence Qr try to' influence 
much toO' prepisely what is done with it. I think Dr. Atkinson was 
making that PQint when he said they shQuld give the researcher a, " 
certain amount of intellectuallatitude, but on the other hand there 
hfl,s to' be ollality cQntrol, tQQ, to make sure tlley dQn't waste the,money 
0'1' CQme Ollt. with nothing in the end. 

111'. CONYERS. CQuld we conclude? Pm sorry we are sO' rushed fQr 
time, bllt we havl".'!1 !laneI and a GeQrgia Supreme Court justice. 

Mr. MOGlllE. Y<:;s, lean eoncludeany time you say. 
Mr. CONYER/). W,ell, 1 wanted to' give you sO'me notice. 
:Mr. MOGEE. Do you want to ask sQmeq'Uestion? 
Mr. CONYERS. Well, I dQn'thave any further questions, but Pd like 

you to' conclude yQur statement, though, finish yO'ur points. 
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Mr. McGEE . .AJ.I right. Then r will do it very briefly. 
There needs to be a mechanism for establishing a broad research 

strate~y and for its cons.taut review and restr)lct~g, should it 'ge 
established. The foundatlOn for such a mecharusm Irught be an advI
sory boarel for the National Institute of Law' Enforcement and 
Oriminal Ju.stice, made up of research leaders, experienced practi
tioners, and policymakers. I don't think that for this kind of operation, 
at the stage we are in now, this kind of a group should be made up 
entirely of researchers. ' 

I think I already said that there is a need for maintaining som,e 
scientific independence for the people who are doing the research; 

And :finally I would like to make a suggestion,' the Federal Govern
ment might consider providing some continuing subsidies to univer
sities and private, nonprofit researoh institutes which have established 
records of good performance. Eight or ten such centers in, the country 
might provide a kind of ongoing network around which to build the 
total effort. This would also help toward the goal of a cumulative 
building-block system of knowledge development instead of the hit-or~ 
miss cafeteria,. kind of arrangement which seems to be the, present 
state of affairs. 

Also, I would have the Federal Government htke the leadership: iu 
encDuraging special research efforts on the part of major State and 
IDeal operating agencies. I think it is necessary to ask that each 
dedicate. sDmewhere in the neighbothoDd of 3 or 4 percent of its 
operating Qlldg~t t9 JE)se!J,Tch and development functiDns, and very 
few of them do, as you knDW. This, then, could serve tD make a closer 
fit with the l'esearch cDmmunity, as well as serve as a bridge between 
re'search and management. , 

Mr. OONYERS. I want to thank you, Dr. MoGee. Are you ,based 
here in 'W ashington? " , 

Mr. McGEE. No, I am based in Sacramento, Oalif. ' 
Mr. OONYERS., We'd like you to continue tD worry alDng with us as 

we try to effect the shape of not only the Institute but of LEU, and 
hopefully the entire justice system. Your experience is ,certainly 'Very 
important, and it is reflected in the several items that you have:recom~ 
mended to us here today, and I am very grateful. . 

¥r. MCGEE. I will be aV!J,ilable at any time by telephDne or U.S. 
mail. . ' 

Mr. CON'YERS. Thank you. I am glad to hear that.' , 
. If staff have questions, I'd ask that theycomtnunicate with Dr. 
McGee, and we will include themin the record. . 

We now have Associate Justice of .the Georgia. Supreme Oourt, 
Justice RDbert R. Rall, who comes here today representing the 
American Bar Association. 0 . , 

Judge Hall, we welcome you: to our hearin~, WE) appreciate your; . 
statement. tJ;tat ~as been prepared, and it will be .fucorpDrated in thE) 
record at this pomt. '. . ., 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Robert H. Hall foUows:J 

STATEMENT OF ROBERT H. HALL OF THE A1ti:EJ.nca.N BAR ASSOOIATION 
-. ;II', 

I am Robert R. Hall, a justice ofthELGeorgia SUllteme Court,.and Chairman of 
the American Bar Association's. COminiSsion on a National Institute of Justice. I 
have been asked by.the President of our Association, ,Justin A. Stanley,:to appear 
. before you today to discuss a proposal we have deve~oped for addressing needs in 
the field of justice research and experimentation. 
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The hearings you are holding are of extreme importance in our view, for they 
carry the potential of affecting the lives of every citizen in this country in very 
positive ways. The subject of research and experimentation is one that pl"rhaps 
lack:;, the public appeal of programs which would impact more immediately and 
directly upon social concerns; but in the long run, a systematic and responsible 
research program has a far greater likelihood of producing sound and productive 
programs for meeting social problema than programs which are instituted without 
proper knowledge of the problems or of the impact of alternative solutions. 

1;, brief history of the ABA's involvement in this field may be helpful. The 
A,ssociation is, of course, the primary national organization of members of the legal 
pl'ofession with some 218,000 members. As such, we are involved in a wide range of 
services for our members-publications on legal subjects, educational seminars, 
monitoring legislative matters of concern to lawyers, and the like. But we also 
l1ave become involved in a variety of projects of broader public interest: the de
velopment of standards for the improved functioning of the criminal justice sys
tem; a lengthy study of methods by which federal law enforcement agencies might 
be insulated from improper partisan influences, including a recommendation of a 
triggering mechanism for the appointment of a temporary special prosecutor which 
has had, we believe, substantial effect on federal legislation in this areaj develop
ment of and support for programs of law-related education in elementary and 
secop,dary schools to 'improve citizen understanding of the justice system; and a 
series of projects operated by our Commission on Correctional Facilities and Serv
ices oriented toward improving the manner in which criminal sanctions are ad
ministered in this country. Better than half of the "Association's budget is devoted 
to these broader public concerns. 

IJ;l focusing on such programs and activitiell, the Association has become in
creasingly aware of two things: first, how little we know about the functioning of 
the justice system or systems in this countr~'j and second, how meager and un
COQrdinated are the present efforts to learn more about these systems. 
, In 1972, Bert H. Early, the Executive Director of the Association, published 
an article in the West Virginia Law Review which highlighted these deficiencies 
and suggested, in a very broad way, the creation of an independent agency of the 
federal government to provide the coordination and funding of justice research 
effol·ts which were so sorely lacking. The article stimulated, the Association's 
then-President, Leon Jaworski, to appoint a task force to explore the concept, 
and that task force in turn led to the creation of the Corr.mission which I now 
chair. That Commission has develbped a' "Bill to Create a National Institute of 
Justice," which was approved in principle by the A,ssociation's House of Dele
gates in August 1974. A copy of that proposed bill is appended to my testimony 
and willservl'1 as the basis of my remarks to you today. 

Before disqussing the proposal itself, I would point out tbat the Commission 
which developed this proposal is not composed exclusively of members of the 
legal profession but is ihterdisciplinary in nature. It was evident to the A,ssocia
tioh from the beginning that the justice system was by no means the exclusive 
domain of lawyers and judges; t).1at the problems of justice could only be addressed 
by an effort Which embraced persons from a wide l'ange of disciplines; that, indeed, 
in tenDS of research methodology and technique, the legal profession probably 
lags badly behind othe).' disciplines. Less than half the members of the original 
Commission were judges and practicing lawyers, with the remaining members 
coming from. academia, oi~zens" groups, the business community and other non
lawyers with a vital conc¢'rn for the justice system. 

I should also note that our proposal did not stem in any way from concerns 
about or study of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration or its research 
co~nponent, the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 
(NILE), to which you are directing your attention in these hearings. Our proposal 
Was the, product of an independent concern with the overallr:'Lttern of justice 

'research) and we have only ,recently begUn to explore how this' proposal might 
interrelate with the existing Institute in LEAA. 

Turning to our proposal, I would like to highlight some of its major features: 
1. Admih.istratively; we believe it is essential that federal justice research and 

experimentation be performed by an agency structured so as to ensure its inde-
pendence. There are several reasons for this view. . 

(a) A research entity whioh is part of another agency will be subjected to 
enormoUs pressures, indeed, dictation, to conduct research which will assist 
the agenoy in meeting its own needs; The researoh agency should be struc
tured so: that it can establish its own program and set its own priorities 

'. 
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The operntional needs of action agencies should not control the research 
agency. 

(b) It may be possible to place such an agency within an existing Depart
ment and provide assurances of its independence to establish and conduct its 
own program. We question, however, whether sufficient !lafeguards can be 
established within a Department setting to ensure that the agency will 
have control over its budgetary process. Even if such safeguards can be 
devised, we are concerned that the credibility of an agency within rJ. Depart
ment may be substantially less than the credibility of an independent agency. 
Members of the social suience research community, for example; may feel 
less confidence in associating themselves with an agency which, ultimately, 
is under the supervision of lawyers, as in the Department of Justice, than 
they would with an agency having an interdisciplinary governing body. 
I am also aware that many of my bretlu·en in the state judiciary, who are 
apprehensive about federal involvement in the activities of state courts, would 
prefer that the research program be disassociated from the Department of 
Justice or other large operational agency. 

(c) We recommend that the Institute be governed by a Board of Trustees 
appointed by the President. We believe it is essential that the Institute 
]uwe an interdisciplinary, broadly representative governing body which will 
be actively involved in structuring the Institute's research program. The 
likelihood that a balanced group of the most capable indivldtials will be 
apPOinted, and that these individuals will invest the time and energy neces
sary to perform these important responsibilities, will be greatly enho.nced 
if the President makes the appointments. Further, the public visibility of 
the Institute'S work is likely to )5e greater if the Institute is provided such 
high-level leadership, 

2. In terms of mission, we have stressed the need for a comprehensive research 
and pilot project effort encompassing all aspects of the justice system-criminal, 
Civil) administrative, regulatory, and so forth. A major problem with existing 
research in the justice field is that it is done on a piecemeal basis, with little 
coordination between the various efforts. A comprehensive'! approach w9u1d 
permit both greater awareness of other research projects and appropriate ex
change of information and ideas between, for example, researchers in the criminal 
justice field and those in the civil field. There is an obvious danger in suCh: a 
bi'oad jurisdiction, of cOUrse, in that focusing the research efforts and developing 
priorities becomes more difficult than in an agency whose jurisdiction is limited, 
for example, to criminal justice matters. But the ovcl'lap.,and interface between 
the various components of the justice system is obvious, and the benefits of a 
broad and comprehensive jurisdiction far outweigh, in our view, the disadvantages. 

3. We have suggested that the great bulk of research to be performed by the 
,:Institute be performed by outside individuals and organizations. We suggest this 
approach because we would like to utilize existing expertise, rather than re-invent 
the wheel. and because we think this approach ,yill foster· diversity rather than 
result in a monolithic federal bureaucracy. At the same time, it is impl'otnni;. t~at 
the Institute's staff possess and maintain familiarity with and involvement WIth 
rClSca1"eh methodology; otherwise, they will be unable to evaluate fully"iese~rch 
needs and project results. W f$ have suggested that the in-hou$e staff be authol'Jzed 
to perform pilot, developmental and evaluative studies. . 

4. \Ve,have also suggested a variety of other functions which a Nationdllnsti
tuts of Justice might perform: training and education~l programs in the litw; and. 
library, clearinghouse, information-gathering and pU'\Jlicatioi:t filIicttons. ~hese 
functions are intended to be secondary and supplementaw to the primaryresearch 
function O~f the NIJ, an. d care should be taken that the d. emands for these (:jervice.s 
not divert\\the Institute from its principall"ole. . 

The bill is not viewed by us as the be-all and end-all: We intend it as a vehicle 
to focus attention and concel'n on the problems of justice and the need for a greater 
federal role in justice reseD:reh. We are very pleased that your subcoro'mittees have 
demonstrated sitnilar concerns by holding these hearings, l1I1d we hope OUl·pro
posal may help further the dialogue on the direction the federal effort should 
now take. J . . 

Having discussed some of the ·ke)'features of the draft bill, I would like to sug
gest some further considerations which are not specifically dealt with in the bill. 

In the last few months, following discussions with the Attorney General. and 
otbersabout our proposal,. we have begun to look at the pOSSible! interrelationship 
which the proposed National Institute of Justice might have with NILE, and with 
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, such other research bodies as the National Institute of Juvenile Justice and De
'linquency Pl'evention and the NI\:.~ional Institute of Corrections. While the As

sociation has adopted no official pulicy position on these issues, I would like to 
share some thoughts with you which hav.e arisen out of our intcrnal discussions. 

First, it may make sense for the federal criminal justice researcll jJrogram now 
embodied jn NILE to be reconstituted as part of.a comprehensive National Insti
tute of Jus~iceas described in our draft bill. The existing NILE budget would be
come the budget of the NIJ-a bu(:!gei:~idhe order of $30 million. This budget 
would be split in some fashion betweer/ criml~)al, civil and other research functions. 
We believe the NIJ should be initiabed ona relatively small scale and that its 
program of 1"esearoh and pilot p1"oje~\ts shpri;1cl develop gradually, after the NIJ 
Board has carefuIJyconsidered and f01'.Q:m:la,ted an overall research plan and gen-
CI'al areas of fncus. Developing this overall plan would be a mILjor item on the 
B01~rd's initial agen!ia. We would :l.lso envision tho NIJ ,establishing two sub
components during this first year or ,two: A Center for Justice Statistics, which 
would develop a much-needed data base on the justice system; and a Center for 
Justice Evaluation which would review the work products of federal justice re
search projects. These two Centers together with an .effectively-functioning ,., 
Board of Trustees, should pCImit the NIJ to develop and implement a responsible 
program of justice research. 

Second, some consideration needs to be given the National Institute for Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, the National Institute of Correction, and 
other federal justice research efforts. One possibility would be to have the NIJ, 
once it has become established and is functioning well, serve as an "umbrella" for 
these other institutes, something like the National Institutes of Health modp.l. 
Such an approach might offer considerable advantll,ges to the existing institutes: 
the pooling of data, the ability to coordinate efforts, and the strength and impact 
afforded by greater public visibility and closer working relationships in closely 
related endeavors. We would suggest, howeverj that such an umbrella capacity not 
be made part of the NIJ initially but only later if such an affiliation then appeal's 
likely to be beneficial. 

Third, the issue of basic vs. applied research is often raised in discussions of 
federal research efforts. Basic research has the potential for more far-I'eaching 
impact but is less appealing politically because it generally takes a far longl~ 
period of time and is not intended to produce specific r~sults. Applied research, 
on the other hand, while politically appealing, may l\iquire the sacrificing of 
creativity and the freedom to pursue collateral research topics due to the pressure 
to produce results. We would suggest that a balance b1\' struck between the two 
and that authorizing legislation not favor one over tb:;! other. The line between 
basic and applied research is a hazy one and makes (distinctions difficult if not 
impossible. The research program should not be under the sort of .pressureapplied 
to some other federal efforts to produce results immediately, yet it should not be 
totally divorced from !leeking to achieve practical results. Finally, the problems 
of the justice systCIn are wide-ranging and necessitate different ·sorts of approaches. 
The caUSes of recidivism, for example, require a far different type of research than 
the development of alternative mcthods ,of dispute resolution for routine consum()r 
prQblems~both of whioh strike-·me aspossilile 01' even likely topics for study by 'a 
National rnstitute of JUstice. 

In conclusion, I would like to quote from a statement made in April 1974 about 
the NIJ proposal by a former governor of my state, Jimmy Carter. Our Commit;
sion held a series of five public hearings around the country to receive commen1is 
and reactions to our proposal. Governor Carter submitted a statement. at the 
hearing we held in Atlanta and his statement concluded asfollows: 

III for one believe that a body like the National Institute of Justice is essentinl 
to study these and other problems of our justice system and to achieve meaningflll 
reform. No single city or state 'can command the resources and :personnel to' 
undertake such,.ah effort. Many problCIns of our justice system are, of COUl'Sll, 
local in Ilature; but many others reour time and time again indifferent cities and 
in different .states. A national body which would study these problems and suggest, 
not dic~!l.te, solutions would be a great resource to me and other 'governors. The 
role which the Institute could serve in publicizing and coo( )natingexisting 
reform efforts would /!lso be a genuine step forward. I commenu you for the fine 
and diligElnt effort which YQurCommission has put into. this effort so far, and I 
heartily .endorse your proposal. Its unified approach will assist us in establishinl!.~ 
justice. throughout .the United States and thereby create 'a more perfect Union.' 11 

.. 
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A BILL To CREATE A NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF JUSTICE 

(American Bar Association, August 1974) 

FINDINGS AND PURPOSES 

The Congress of the United States finds that: 
Continuous efforts must be made to improve the quality of justice and the 

fairness and effectiveness of 'the administration of law for all individuals through-
out the country; . . 

Improvement of justice and the 'administration of the law must be made not 
only in COll'ts but also in administrative tribunals, agencies of government, and in 
rela.tions among private individualS and organizations; 

Particulat· attention must be given to assuring that the individual citizen is able 
to secUre prompt and efficient recognition of his legal l'ights, privileges, and 
obligations, and will receive equal justice without regard to income status, l'llOe, 
sex,age, religion, or national origin; 

The task of improving justice and the administration of the law requirl?s 
development and dissemination of more fully informed knowledge lJ.nd under
standing of the circumstances and processes through which law affects the lives of 
individuals at all levels of government and society; 

The Federal Government, l'ecognizing the authority and responsibility ot state 
and local govemment and private individuals and organizations in securing the 
quality of justice and the effectiveness of law, can contribute to improving justice 
and the administration of the law by aiding in the development and dissemination 
of knowledge concerning them; 

The efforts of existing private and public agencies concerned with development 
and dissemination of knowledgeeoncerning improvement of justice and the 
ad:t?inistrati.on of law should not be displaced but I,lhould be supplemented and 
aSSIsted; and . . 

The creation of a National Institute of Justice would fll'ther these purposes. 

CREATION AND POSITION I~ GOVERNMENT JJ 

Section t.-There is hereby established an independent agency to be known as 
the National Institute of Justice (hereinafter referred to as the uInStitute"); 

POWERS 

Section 2.~(n.) The Institute is authorized and directed, through grants, 
contraots, and its oWn £i.GtivitieS! .: 

(1) To make evaluations and appraisals of the effectiveness and quaHtyof 
justice and the adlninistration of law, including but not limited to civil and 
criminal justice, administrative and regulatory law, and private legfl,l con-
iiicts.and their resolution; , 

(2) To conduct basic and applied researoh concerning justice and the 
administration of law. All forms of resp.al'r.n. inquiry ma-y be. e.mploye.d~ 
inc1uding empirical and doctrinal inquiry and policy and jll'isprudentiru. 
analysis, according to their prospects for valuable l'esults; . . 

(3) To conduct experimental programs in the peld of justice and adminis
tratio~ of law through responsible public and prfvate agencies and organiza
tions, 'including agencies and organizations of state and locnl governments; 

(4) To conduct training and educational programs in law, legal and jUdicial 
proceclll'es, and law-related research procedures. Such ptogrll.ms may include 
fellowships for research, techilicaltraining, and advanced education; 

(5) To coordinate its functions with those of othel' govel'nmental, academic, 
and reseaTtch agenCies and organizations, public. and private, to avoid as far 
as possible conflict of purpose and duplication of effort and to ptomote llB. 
farns p'b6~~ble a common set of national priorities)n improving justice and 
the administration of law; and .' '. 

('3): To conduct such librar~i clearinghouse, information gathering,and 
:r.mW1c. Mion functions as may. further the realizatiOn of its o.ther responsibilities. 

(b) . In carrying out these functions the Institute shall not undertake research, 
experimentation, Or training through personnel of the Institute, but the Institute 
through its staff may en,gage in such dcyelopmental stu~es as may be .necessary 
to forIDl:1lnte or evuluute:research, ·expel'lmental, or trailllng proposrus. 



(c) In its research, experimental, and training programs, and in making recom
mendations for improvement of justice and the administration of law, the Institute 
shall give particular attention to the impact of justice and the administration of 
law {)n the individual citizen and his opportunity to secure prompt and effective 
ecognition of his legal rights, privileges and obligations, and to securing to him, 
equal legal protection and access to legal redress without regard to income status 
race, sex, age, religion or national origin. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE INSTITUTE _ 

Section S.-The Institute shall consist of a Board of Trustees, a Director, and 
a Council. 

APPOINTMENT OF BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

Section -i.-(a) The Board of Trustees shall eonsist of 16 memhers. The mem
bers of the Board of Trustees shall be appointed by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate. The persons appointed shall be eminent in ~ 
community and public affairs, public administration, the administration of 
justice, or scholarship in law or related academic disciplines, and shall be selected 
solely on the basis of establishedre.cords of distingUished service or accomplishment. 

(b) The memberilhip of the Board shall include: 
(1) Two persons, each of whom is chosen from a list of not less than five 

. nominations made by the National Governors Conference; 
(2) Two persons who are judges of the courts of the states, each of whom 

is chosen from a list of not less than five nominations made by the Confer
ence of Chief Justices; 

(3) At least four members who are lawyers i and 
(4) At least fOUl; persG'Je, who are neither judges nor lawyers. Appoint

ments to the Board shall be so made that its membership shall include one 
resident of each of the Circuits of the United States Courts of Appeals. 

(c) In making appointments, the President shall solicit and give due considera
tion to recommendations submitted by members of Congress and other officers of 
federal, state, and local government, by civic and citizen organizations that have 
manifested an interest in justice and the administration of'law, by organizations 
of the legal profession (including the judiciary), and by the academic branches of 
the law and law-related diSCiplines. 

(d) The term of each member of the Board shall be four years, except that (i) 
a member appointed to fill a vacancy occurring prior to the expiration of the term 
for which his predecessor was appointed shall be appointed for the remainder of 
that term; and (2) the terms of office of the members first taking office after the 
date of enactment of this Act shall cxpirc, as designated by the President at the 
time of appointment, four at the end of one year, fOUl' at the end of two years, 
four at the end of three years, and foul' at the end of four years after the date of 
the first appointments made undC'r this Act. Any person who has been a member of 
the Board for two consecutive terms shall thereafter be ineligible for any sub
sequent appointment to the .~oard. 

POWERS AND RESPONSIBILITIES 01' THE BOARD 

Section o.-(a) The Board shall elect a Chairman from among its members and 
may elect from such membership a Vice-Chairman and such other officers as it 
may designate. The Chairman and other officers so elected shall hold office for 

. one year and until their respective successors are qualified and may be re,-elected 
SO long as thelr continue as members of the Board. 

(b) The Board may. appoint from its members an Executive Committee and 
assign to the Executive Committee such powers of the Board as it deems appro
priate except that of reviewing and approving the budgetary proposals,.of the 
Director. It ma.yappoint such other committees, w:hose membership need not be 
limited to menibers of the Board, a.., it deems appropriate, including advisory 
committees in speCific areas of its work. 

(c) The Board ::;hall also: . 
. (1) Meet quarterly and at such other times as it may specifYJ or upon the 
call of the Chairman, the Director, or at jeast one-third of its members; 

(2) In consultation with the Director; lormulate th,e policies and programs 
of the Institute; , 

(3) At least annually prepare and make public distributt~n of the program 
plans and descriptions oiprojects proposed and contemplated by the Insti
tute and solicit suggestions and comments concerning the same, with partic-
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ular regard to their relationship to similar 01' related programs and projects 
of other public and private agencies concerned with justice and the admin-
istration of law; ,~ , 

(4) Monitor and cause evaluations to be made 8f the vnlue nnd effective
ness of the programs of the Institute; 

(5) After conSUltation with the C01mcil, rendel' an annual report to the, 
people of the United States on the WOrk of the Institute and the state of 
justice and the administration of law in the nation. The report may inclUde 
recommendations for improvement of justice and the administration of law; 

(6) Det.ermine the time and place of sessions of the Council. The Council 
shaH meet at least twice II. yea,r; , en Approve and submit budgetary proposals for the Institute. 

(d) The members of the Board shall receive compensation at tho rat\' of $100 
for each day engaged in the business. of thc Institute and shall also be allowed 
travel expenses as authorized by section 5703 of Title 5, Unitcd States Oode. 

DIRECTOR 

Section B.-(a) The Director shall be appointed hy the Board without regard 
to the provisions of Title 5, United Stutes Code, governing appointments in the 
competitive service. The term of the Director shull be six yem's unless he is sooner 
removed by the BMrd. The Board may remove thc Director by vote of a mn,jor~ 
ity of its members. 

(b) The Director shall, subject to the direction of the Board~ be responsible for 
carrying out thc functions of the Institute and, except as otherwise provided in this 
Act, shall cxercise aU authority granted to the Institute by this Act. In addition) 
the Director shall: 

(1) Recommend to the Board policies and programs i 
(2) Prepare, for approval of the BOl,l4'd, estimates of thc budgetary 

reqUirements of the li1stitutej 
t3) With the advice and approval of the Board, appoint !t Deputy Director, 

without regard to the, provisions of Title 5, United StatesCodc, governing 
appOintments to the competitive service. 

(c) The Director may delegate to any other officer or employee of the Institute 
any duty or authOrity he has, except those specified in subsection (b)O'), (2) and 
(3). 

COUNCIL 

Section 7.-(a) The Council shall consist of not less than fifty nor more than 
100 members apPOinted by the Board for terms of three years, except that those . 
selected initially shall be chosen in a manner such thl1t the terms of 'one-third of' 
them expire respectively one, two and three years after their appointment. 'l'he 
members of the Council shall be selected to provide broad representation of the <:;I 
views of private citizens and groups and various types cjf agencies concerned with 
the administration of justice and to draw upon diverse experience in life and 
various regions of the nation. . 

(b) The Council shttll meet as provided: in Section 5 (e) (6). The Chairman of the 
Board of the Institute, or another member of the Board designated by him, shall 
preside at meetings of the Council. The Counoiier 

(1) Shall receive and may discuss and make recommendations concerning 
proposals and reports of activity by the Institute; 

(2) May' authorize creation of study and advisory committees of the 
Council whose members shall be appointed by the Chairman; 

(3) May suggest problems and topics concerning which the Institute should 
undertake activities authorized by this Act; 

(4) May make reports and"recommendations to the Board. . .. 
(c) Members of the' Council shall receive compensation at the rate of $10 'per 

day for each day engaged in the business of the Institute and shall also be 
allowed travel expenses as authorized by section .5703 of Title 5, United Stat~s 
code. 

FURTHER POWERS 

Section 8-(a) In addition to any' authority vested in it by other provisions of 
this Act, "'I;he Institute, in carrying out it~ functions, is authorized to: .. ' ,en Prescribe such regulations liS it deems necessary gove):ning the m!}nner,\ 

in which its functions shall be carri~'out;' , 
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(2) Receive money and other property donated, bequeathed, or devised, 
without condition or restriction other than that it be used for a purpose of 
the Institutej and to use, sell, or otherwise dispose of such property for the 
purpose of carrying out its functionsj 

(3) In the discretion of the Institute, receive (and use, sell orothcrwise 
dispose of, in accordance with paragraph (2» money and other property 
donated, bequeathed, or devised to the Institute with a condition or restric
tion, including a condition that the Institute use other funds of the In
stitute for the purposes of the gift; .' 

(4) Appoint advisory committees composed of such private citizens, 
members of civiG, citizen, and professional organizations, and officials of 
federal, state, and looal gnvernments as it, deems' desirable to advise the 
Institute with respeot to its functions under this Aot; 

(5) Appoint and fix the compensation of such personnel as may be neces
'lary to carry out the provisions of this Aot without regard to the pro\'isions 
to Title 5, United States Code, governing appointments in the competitive 
service, and without regard to the provis.ions of chapter 51 and subchapter 
III of chapter 53 of suoh title relating to classification and General Sc:hedule 
pay rates; 

(6) Obtain the services of experts and consultants in accordance with the 
provisions of seotion 3109 of Title 5, United States Code, at the rates for 
individuals not to exceed the rate prescribed for GS'-18 in the General 
Sohedule under section 5332 of Title 5, United States Code. 

(7) Accept and utilize the ser;vices of voluntary and noncompensated per
sonnel and Ieimburse them for tra.vel expenses, including per diem, as au
thQrized by section 5703 of Title 5" Un~ted States Code; 

(8) Enter into contracts, grants, or other arrangements,or modification 
thereof to carry out the provisions o~ this. Act, and such contracts' or modifi
cations thereof may, with the concurrence of two-thirds of the members of the 
Board', be entered into without performance or other bonds, and Without 
regard to section 3709 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (41 U.S.C. 5); 

(!) Provide for the making of such reports (including fund accounting 
reports) and the filing of such applications in such form and containing such 
information as the Director may rel!Sonably requir.e; 

(10) Make advtlDces lj.nd other payments which the, Director deems neces
sary under this Act without regard to the provisions of section 364:8 of the 
Revised Statutes, as amended (3~ lJ.S.C. 529) i and 

(11) Make other necessary expenditures. 
(b)' Each member of a committee other than a. member ofthe Board appointed 

pursuant to Section 5(b) or paragraph (4) of subsection (a) of this s.ection. who is 
nat an officer or employee of the' federal government shall receive aU amount 
equal to the maximum daily rate prescribed: for GS'-18 uuder section 5332' of 
Title 5, United States Code, for each day he is engaged in the actual performance 
of duties (including travel time) as a'member of a committee. All members shall 
be reimbursed for travel, subsistence, and necessary expenses incurred in the 
performance of their duties. 

POLI'l'ICAL BAN 

Section B.-Neither the Director nor .any other employee of the Institute shall 
take any active part in political management or in political campaigns, and no such 
officeI;' or employee shall use his official position' or influence for the purpose of 
interfering with any election or affecting there result of any election. . 

COMPENElAT,IQN OF DIRECTOR 

Section 10.-(a) Seotion5315 of Title 5, United StateS Gode, is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new paragraJ?h: 

""(95) Director, National Institute of Justice." 
(b) Section 5316 of Title 5, United StQ.,tes Code, is amended I;>y a<;lding: at the 

end! thereof' the fonowing new paragraph: 
"(130) Deputy Director, Nationlll. Institute. of. Justice." 

AP,p,ROPRIATI,Ol'f 

Section tt.-Thel'e are authorized' to. be appropriated'such sums. !1Ii may be 
necessary to carry out the prOvisions o( this Act. 

... -
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COMMENTARY 

The objeotive in creating 11 National Institute of .Justice is to provide: an in
formed mind Ilnd voice on matters concerning justiee and th~ administration of 
law in on its aspects in the American community. The Institute is authorized, to 
inqUire, to study,. aI;ld to report conce1'lling the way in which law and justice 
function in specific contexts of publio importance, and to recommend measures 
for their improvement. The Institute would not be' an operating agency, ;except 
to the limited ext.ent of being authorized to assist and evaluate experimel'lttll 
programs conducted by other agenoies and organization~. The llS:lumption under
lying creation of the Institute is that an agenoy with intelligent and disinterested 
concern, for law and iustice can advise and educate public opinion, and thel'eby 
help stimult\.te action for needed change and improvement in this vital aspect of 
our coUltltry's general welfare. To thia end, it is contemplated that the Institute 
will be autonomons, non-partisan, and endowed! with excellence and continuity 
in leadership. , 

The statement of findings and pUl·poses. provide,!! a. general statement of the 
Institute's aims and role. The Institute's'field of concern is law and justiceJin: the" 
broadest sense, not merely the courts 01' the oriminal justIce system. In: the 
presently forseea,ble future it is contemplated that the Institute will play' a 
subordinate role 1n research and experimentation; in matters cDncerning- the 
oourts and criminal j?s~ice, beca~se these areas arc: now being vigOi'Dus!y explored 
and developed by eXlstlllg agencies, notably the Law Enforcement ASSistance Ad
ministration and publio and private agencies wi~h which it is collaborliting. There 
are many other important areas of justice and laW to which attention and: inquiry 
need presently to be addressed,. including such matters as legal prot~otion for 
consumers, access to health-care services, availability of legal services, due 
process and equal protection in dealing with publio agencies, legally scoured 
opportunity to participate in government decision-making, protection ot:.:privaoy 
from officiiil intrUsion, accountability of public officials for actions that affect 
individuals, and economioal adjustment of private legal disputes throu~h such 
devices as arbitration. Our society has become one in which there are ever-llloreliS
ing involvements of government and private organized groups in the security 
and well-be!ng of individuals in these'respeots and many others. There should: be 
a correspondingly' inoreased effort to improve awareness of the legnl aspeots of 
these involvements and to reform and improve' the la.w and its administration in 
response. 'The Institute would have a l'esponsibility to p:i'ovide leadership and: 
support for efforts to this effect, collaborating with publio and privll-te agen))ies 
already conc~rned with specifio areas in the general field. . 

Section 1 designate$ the name of the Institute and1provides that it is an lIinde
pendent" agency. In the nature of its work, the: Institute will be involved in 
studying, experimenting, and making recommendations on matters that are 
complex and potentillJJy controversial. Its effectiveness in doing so will be deter
mined by its ~~9.r~p!k~nu~a~ion of o~ndor, thoroughJ?-e.'1S, and disinterestedness. 
To assurP':Tuon-etrectlvene~:hlt IS essential that the Institute be enabled to develop 
its pro~[am without politio'~l interference or intervention by other branohes or 
agencies--vf government. The objective in this regard is an agency maintaining 
the kind of independence oharacteristio of the National.,$cienoe Foundation, the' 
A:dm~trative Conference of ~he United States, and Comparable ~xisting 
agenoies. , 

Seotion 2 .'3tates the rcsponsibilities and goals of the. Institute! and ,provides 
direotions for pursuing them. The p~ovision in Section 2(a) that the Institute 
may aot "through grants} oontraots, and its own aotivitie~(' is designed to indio ate 
that the Institute} while having wide flexibility in oarrying out its responsibilities, 
is to draw primarily upon outside capabilities through grants and contrMts 
rather than I1ttempting to perform: its functions !'in houseY Experience with 
government· sponsored researoh and! experimentation} partiou~arly in polie.y
sensitive; areas,. indicates the importanoe, o~ trying to avoid the)nsularity or.bias 
that can result from staff-centered operatIOns. At the Ilame tlille, the InstItute 
must have the capacity. to engage m'such developmental studies as may be neces
sar:w to formulate or evaluate resell-rob, experimental or training l>roposals. "No: 
percentage or like limitation is imposed on, the proportions of effort,involved, but. 
it is oontemplated that s,omething like three-quarters of the Institute's· budget 
would be expended thrOUgh~ants' and. oontracts.." . 

Seotion 2(at), paragraphs n, through (4) describe the .. basicresponsibilitiesl of . 
the Ins1iitute~ ':Ehe: subjeot atterdomairu o~, the' Institut.e 1s "juOlti¢e ~d the, 
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administration of law," a term intended to signify in the broadest sense aU aspects 
of law and justice. It includes not only such matters as the operation of courts 
and administrative agencies and tribunals ·but the systems of non-governmental 
dispute resolution, the problem of access of citizens lI.nd private organizations to 
legal assistance and redres!;, and the fairness and efficiency with which laws of 
various kinds operate in everyday life. It includes also education in law, both in 
law schc;mls and in general educat'jon, penal law and corrections, effectiveness of 
legal services, and comparable specific problem situations. In this large and 
complexsupject area, the Institute, of course, will have to make continuous 
selection of :inatters for immediate attention. It cannot be expected to consid<.'J.' 
all matters included in its authority but will have to de, . iop priorities in,the light 
of the;gllneral public importance of various matters witain its purview. It is not 
contemplated that thc Institute would engage in any functions or activities} the 
undertaking of which by another agency has been specifically rejected by Congress 
as an inappropriate use of :Federal funds. The Institute might, however, ·make 
further inquiry or investigation into the matter jf it appeared that Congress had 
acted on inadequate or erroneous information in making such rejection. 

The methods by which the Institute may concern itself with the subject of 
law and justice include evaluations and appraisals, basic and applied research, 
experimentation, and training and educational programs. These methods are 
described in intentionally general terms. At the same time, the Institute is not 
authorized to become an operating agency in any field of justice or the administra
tion of law, nor to become an on-going source of funding for such operutions 
conducted by other agencies.. . 

The Institute is given nQ. authority to establish or impose sta~.0.i<rJs" Its au
thority is limited to the persuasive effects of its studies and recommendations, nnd 
the influence which it is hoped its prestige and reputation will provide. The pro
visions of Section 2(11.) (4) concerning fellowships contemplate stipends for spet'ific 
l"cscarch and educational undertakings, some of which might .. be made availll,ble 
fol' research in residence at the Institute, as in the program )f the National In
stitute of Health. It is not intended to authorize a gell(Jral plan of scholarships 
for attending law school. 

Section 2 (a) (5) provides that the Institute shall pursue its responsibilities in a 
way that minimizes conflict or duplication with existlng agencies in the field of 
justice and the administration of law. This provision recognizes that there arc 
already many private and public organizations devoted to research, education, and 
reform in law and justice, and that there will continue to be" It is impossible to 
define jUl"isdictional boundaries in such a large and complex area, and unwise for 
an ~xisting Or proposed organization to be given preemptive authority in .'!ny ncld 
within it. Yet it is also important at any given time to avoid duplication and waste
ful competition. Many significant pl"oblems in law and justice arc not now receiv
ing the attention they require and deserve. The direction to promote a common set 
of pl'ioriti{;~) requires the Institute to develop its program with an eye to the rela
tive impoltanQe of problems, the;.feasibility of remedies within a given time span, 
1l,t<j,ll economy of availahle l"eSOUrces. Another provision, Section 5(c)(3), requires 
the Institute to make public dissemination of its program plans and project 
deSCriptions on a regular periodilJ basis 11nd to solicit suggestions and comments 
concerning them. Administered by a properly constituted Board and a con
scientious Director, t),lese provisions could make possible a much greater degree 
of harmony and cootdination of effort than presently exists. 

Sectio!). 2(a) paragraphs (6) and (7) autb,'yi?,e library, clearinghouse, and publi
cation aetiviti!:!s. These are essential to th(:eollection of existing knowledge and 
the dissemination of new studies and proposals. The requirement of coordination 
in SectioIl; ,2 (a) (5) applies to these provisions as well as to other clements in the 
Institute's program. 
, Section 2(b) makes clear the priority that the Institute is to give to the use of 

grants and contracts, and the mm of keeping its staff .small. The Institute is ll,U
thorized to perform pilot, developmental, and evaluative studies through its own 
staff, for this is often an essential element in determining whether a particular 
pro~'am is feasible !Lnd potentially productive. Aside from this authority, however, 
the Institute is to conduct its pl;ogram through outside agencias-academic, 
research, and governmental-l'ather than through its own staff. 

Section 2(c) provides that the Institute shall give particular attention to the 
imp~et of justice and the administration of law on private individuals. SpeQific. 
gttcntion is directed toward problems' of equal Pl"otection and access to legal 
redl"eSS ,:jVhere a~ individual's situation may be affected by discrimination or ... 
disability on account of income status, race} sex, age, religion, or national origin. 

• 
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This concept is general and necessarily somewhat vague, but it significs Ii very 
important concern. The Institute is required to give continuing attentiQ!l to those 
who arc affected by the systems of law and justice, and not merely""'lJnose w11(> 
administer the law or who are otherwise involved with it in a professional capacity. 
The ultimate aim of all legal institutions and prbcedures is a be'Gteranrl more 
acceptable quality of justice for the citizenry at large. Primary concern for this 
interest is a vital element of the Institute's l'esponsibilities. 

The structure of the Institute is provided in Sections 3 through 7. The organs of 
its government include the Board of Trustees, the Director, and the Council. TIllS 
arrnngement is intended to provide the Institute with a responsible governing 
body consisting of a small number of nati/nally distinguished members, competent 
professional leadership And administration, and the advice of a broadly representa
tive consultative council. The aim is a balance between public stature, techniclll 
and intellectual expertness, and popular expression in the policy and program of 
the Institute. . ", , 

Section 4(a) provides for the Board of Trustees. There are to be 16 trustees, a 
number large enough to have wide representation and yet small enough to assUre 
efficiency and direct responsibility in supervision of the affairs of the Institute. 
The members of the Board are to be appointed by the President, by and with the~/ 
advice and consent of the Sennte. This is the method most widely employed in 
constituting an independent federnl agency, anel has the advantage that the 
appointments may be made from a single national perspective and through a 
procedure that facilitates maintaining balanced diversity in the Board's member-
ship. Consideration was given to other procedures forseiecting the Bon.rd, includ-
ing having some of the appointments made by the Chief Justice of the United 
States and the presiding officers of the Houses of Congress. It W:lS concluded, how-
ever, that the appropriate balance in the Board membership could best be assured 
through Presidential selection. 

The trustees are to be chosen on the basis of civic concern and professional 
stature. All appointments are to be made without regard to partisan 01' special 
interest affiliation and with due concern for establishing a broadly representative 
group. At the same tjme, recognition of the central importance of the states in the 
administration of justice is preserved tIu:ough particlpation of the National 
Governors Conference and the Conference of Chief Justices in the process of 
selecting the Board. Simil.arly, the requirements for geographical diversity in the 
Board's membership .,Und inclusion both of persons who are lawyers and those who 
are neither judges nor lawyers are designed to assure that the Board will have a 
broad perspective of the administration of justice. The cause of justice is far too 
important to be left entirely in the hands of the legal profession 01' to a group of 
persons from 'anyone region. 

The terms of the .BoRrd members are foul' years, in terms staggered to provide 
continuity. A limit of two consecutive terms is imposed to provide gradual turn
over on the Board and thus the introduction of fresh viewpoints and abilities. The 
Chairman and other officers of the Board are to be ch.osen by the BOilTd from its 
members. It is contemplated that the burdens of time and effort falling on the 
Chairman will be ve~'y SUbstantial, and those on the other officials similar though 
in lesser degree. The Chairman in particular should therefore be 11 person who is 
able and willing to give substantial and continuing attention to the business of the 
Institute. The Board would be in the best position to know which of its members 
could most effectively discharge these responsibilities; Section 5(b) authori;>:es 
the Board. to cOllStitute necessary committees, including an Executive Committee. 
This will permit the Board to give close .and continuing attention to the program 
of the Institute. To the same effect is the provision in Seotion 5 (c) (1) that the 
Board shall meet at least quarterly. i 

The remaining 'Provisions of Section 5 specify responsibilithii" and. authority of 
the Board. The Board is required by Section 5(c)(3.) to disseminate its program 
plans and proposed projects on a periodic basis. This provision, as noted earlier, 
is designed to facilitate coordination of the Institute's progr;lm with tllat bf other 
public and private agencies concerned with justice and the administration, Q:f: law. 
It should also provide the Institute with valuable critical commentary on the , 
feasibility and value of projects it is considering to undertake. Section 5( c)( 4) . 
requires the BOI.l,r:d to monitor the programs of the Institute, whicp" js its inherent 
responsibility in 'any event, and to cause evaluations to be made of'the Institute's 
work. The aim ie to make sure that. the Board'bas independent advice concerning
the usefulness and progress of projects it has authorized. Section 5(c)(5) requires.' 
the Board to make an annual report on behalf of the Institute. The report .is t() 
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be addressed to the people as a whole and: not to any particular agency of govern
ment inasmuch as the points of implementation of its findings or recommenda
tions, depending on their subjeot and substance,may be either legislative, jl,.ldicial, 
or executive at national, state, or local levels of government. '\ 

Section 6 provides for a Director to be appointed by the Board. The Direotor 
is chief administrative and professional offioer of the Institute, but is responsible 
to and subject to the direction"otthe Boatd:, by whom: he may be removed. 

Seotion 7 provides for the CoU'ncil .. Thc.' size of the Council is to be determined 
by the, Board within the limits cif Ii 01 to' 100 members. It is contemplated that the 
number may vary from time: to time, depending on experience as' to the partici- ' 
pation of Council members and on availability and willingness to serve of prop
erly qualified individuals. The, Board is, directecll to: constitute the. Council in such 
1':1 way as to provide a wide oross-section of civic, vocational, professional and 
individual intcrests. ' 

Other' procedures by which to select the Counoil were oonsidered-such as 
selection, of one ,member. by fOe govr,rnor of each: statll-but none seemed to 
provide i.J"lrter ass~r:anoe of broad, representation while at. the same time being 
efficient and expeditIOus., ,-

The Council is intended to, serve as' a forum for suggesting matters to which 
the Institute should:. give its attention aner for reviewing lInd commcmting upon 
endeavors which the Institute has undertaken-. It is empowered,to have commit
tees created and to' make reports and recommendations to the Board. It is not 
empowered to speak for the Institute, nOr to' authorize: expenditure of Institute 
funds. The C<!.mncil! will thus be dependent on .the force of persuasion to l1lake 
itself effective. If the Board exercl:sesits power of appointment with vigor and 
diligence, as it may be expeQted to do,. the: Council can provide both guidance 
and strong public support for the efforts of the Institute. 

Sections 8 through 11 are housekeeping provisions, patterned after those in 
effect for compa'i.'able independent agencies already; constituted by law. The 
prohibition in Seotion 9 on political activities applies' to the Director and other 
staff members of the Institute. It would not prohibit pe:l"sons who hold political 
office, for example a state governor, from being on the Board. Section 11 authorizes 
an appropriation, which must be provided through the"normal' budgeting and 
!Lppropriating process. No figure i~, specified, but it is. contemplated that the 
Institute's budget would initially be om the' order of $2 to $5 million annually 
and expanded thereafter, to a level of perhaps $25 to $50 million, as its program 
develops. 

TESTIMONY OF JUDGE ROBERT R.HALL, ASSOCIATE JUSTICE, 
GEORGIA SUPREME COURT, ACCOMEANIED BY ROBERT D. EVANS, 
AMERICAN BAR ASSOC1ATION GOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 
OFFICE 

Mr. OOl'."YERS. You now know, after these several hours, where 'We 
a:t;e coming £tom, so the forum is yours. 

JudgeRAL'L. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. I had the pleasure of being 
with you' at a :rather frosty seminal' in January out at Dulles Airport, 
if,you recall. It is a pleasura to be here, and as you mentioned I am 
h~~e representin&, the ~erican Bar .Associatiop, 'yhicJ;1 every~nejs 
fa.ll'ly 'v-ell acquamted 'WIth) I'm sure . .And I think It mIght, be mter
esting to no~e that that association spends about 50 percent of its 
funds on programs dealing with the justice system. 

We have found that when we focus on tJiese programs and activities, 
th~t ihe association has become increasfugly aware, which I men
tioned in my written statement" first thn;t we know very little about 
the functioning of the justice system (01' systems, We' should say), and 
second, the rather uncoordinated refOlTll efforts that haye been made 
ov::er the years in reference. to these systems. In other words, they are 
fragmented, as you well know. We' have' over 50, State syst~, plus 
everr several Federal systems.-";\ 

)1 
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In 1972,. the execlltive director of the American Bar Association 
published a paper calling for the creation of an independent agency 
of the Government to coordinate justice research efforts .. That gbt 
quite: a· bit. of publicity within the bal', and . the Association's then
president,Leon~ Jaworski, appointed a: task force to look into the 
matter. The task force urged that the matter be pursued. Acommis
sion was finally appointed and has been in operation for several years, 
which I now chair. . ' 

The· commission has developed a bill, which is attached to my' 
written testimony, and I am just going to hit. some of the high points 
of that. particular bill. .. ~ . 

We want to emphasize, which I think has been brought out bY' 
several others here, the importance of not. just having laWyers or 
judges coming up with ideas in this area; and our commission itself, 
as you will see, is an interdisciplinary commission composed of scholars, 
lawyers,. judges, representatives of citizens groups, and what you might 
say are civic leaders in the va1.'iQus local communities. 

It is also important, as we note, that our proposal didn't ,spring 
from any criticism or even consideration of the. LEAA progl'am. In 
other words, it was an independent idea. We were concerned with the 
overall problem of the totality of justice in this country. 

Now, let me make the. key points about our proposal to create a 
National Institute of Justice. 

The first is that we think it should be an iudependent agency. We 
t.hink that a research agency should be structured so that it can estab
lish its own programs and set its own priorities. 

Now, you have heard already, I think, that members of the social 
science research community, for example, feel somewhat nervous:
perhaps. that's not a good word-in associating themselves with an 
agency such as the Justice Department which is. under the supel'Vision 
of lawyers. 

And r can teU you as a member of a State court that mostj if not 
all, of the State courts in the country look with <lonsiderable question 
at the idea of having a justice research body in the U.S. Department 
of Justice. In other words, you may recall historicallY"7oh, I think 
it was in the 1930's-that Attorney General OuID.1lllligs took the: 
Administrative Office of the U.S" ,Gourts out of the Justice Depart
ment, When the Federal Jridic1:.il Center was set up, it was outside 
the Justice Department. An&we think it would be 'somewhat ironic 
to put an .agency t.hat is looking heavily at the State systems wi,thini) 
the Just~ce Depargn~'flt. . . ' ,. . . Jj 

We reco:mmead that the Instltute be governed by a boa:rd Yil 
trustees appoint~io,15y the Pl'esident. We tliink it is essential thanit 
have an interdia-cipPnllifYl broad-based governing bodYl which would 
be actively irl.%olveii in the. structure und the activity of the research 
prog):am.. ' . . . . . 

We set forth ill my statement many reasons why we think a PreSI
dentially appointed board would give us an impartial-I think this 
is very important-body to evaluate State and Federal justice; 
methods, procedures, and systems. But the proposal that we havOt 
would give the Institute no ll1lthority whatever to impose staudards. 
The impact of whatElyet :t:'8cQrmnen«ations it. made would depend on 
the prestige of the Institute and its work. C\ 
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And it would, also give for the first time a unified look at both the 
State and the Federal systems. 

We think a third consideration is that the great bulk of resear(;h
and others today have said the same thing-should be performed by 
outside individuals and organizations, becau.se we think this would 
utilize existing expertise, and we think this will foster diversity rather 
than result in some monolithic Federal bureaucracy. 

You will recall, I think, Justice Brandeis told us many years ago 
that the States, the 50 States, are our experiment stations where you 
can tryout new ideas. And most of the innovative ideas that have 
occurred in the last-oh, I'd say 30 years-in my opinion have sprung 
from the States, such as merit selection of judges, unified court ad
ministration, discipline and removal of judges, and review of sentences 
by sgme sort of panel or appellate tribunal. 

We have· also suggested that other functions which the Institute 
mightl:~:andle would be training and educational programs in the law, 
library, ~learinghouse, information gathering, and so forth. 

The Institute as we propose it, of course, covers the totality of the 
justice system. That doesn't mean that other institutes will not exist 
and perform, but it would be a central agency to look at the entire 
system. 

In the last few months we have had discussions with Attorney Gen
eral Bell and others about how our proposal would relate to the present 
National Institute-NILE, I believe it is called-and other institutes 
which now eY,;if.l., Now, the association hasn't adopted any official 
policy on this, ~\'J.t we have some thoughts that are in my statement 
that we wanted to share with you. 

The main thought is that if something is going to happen to LEAA
and it certainly looks like something is about to happen to LEAA
the present institute within LEAA could be merged over into what we 
propose as a broad-based NIJ, and that the money that is currently 
in the LEAA institute could be used to fund the National Institute of 
Justice. 

We think, of course, that this should be a gradual thing. We are 
not talking about some great, monolithic body that would start off 
spending money like a drunken sailor, but would take the money and 
slowly build a fine institute. 

You wlll notice that we mention two components that we would 
su~gest be uncleI' the institute. One is a Oenter for Justice Statistics, 
which would develop a data base on the justice system. The other is a 
Oenter for Justice Evaluation, which would review the work products 
that are going on now. 

Mr. Ohairman, you mentioned earlier, I ·tpink, about whether to 
have an additional study of the crime problem. I have noticed that 
practically all the studies are copied after the study that took place, 
I believe in the 1930's. And my view on that would be no, no more 
studies, let's proceed. . 

A second point is that we think some consideration should be given 
to· th/dact that institutes are springing up all over the Federal Gov
m:nmerit. For example, we now have the IDstitute for Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention, the National Institute of Oorrections, 
and others. And we raise the point of whether, if the National Institute 
of Justice is created, eventually the Oongress may see fit to bring other . 
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justice institutes in !1nd use the NIJ !1S !1n umbrella agency, similar to 
the National Institutes of Health. As you know, they have cancer, 
heart, and so on. We are thinking here perhaps of juvenile, criminal, 
civil, administrative, and the like. . 

Third, we have a statement on basic and applied research, and the 
only thing I would say there is we hope we wouldn't be locked in on 
the amount of money that would go for one or the other. 

Finally, in conclusion, I have a statement set out in my testimony 
which was made in 1974 by a former Governor of Georgia, who has 
now gone on to greater things, endorsing the idea of such an insti
tute. 

Mr. CONYERS. Maybe we shouldh!1ve had you !1S the first witness 
when these hearings started, because here you come now, Mr. Justice, 
with a bill, as it were. Has this been introduced? 

Judge HALL. No, it has not. We have been working with the Attor
ney General, keeping him informed and waiting for the administra
tion to come around to see what they are going to do. 

:Mr. CONYERS. Well, the idea is appealing, just reacting in a little 
informal discussion that we should have now before we turn to our 
panel. 

Would the American Bar Association be involved in. this in any way 
specifically if it came into being? 

Judge HALL. No, I don't think so, Mr. Chairman. That is the whole 
idea. The Bar Association can't do it; and you know as an attorney, 
and I'm sure you are familiar with the State legislature, when you 
come up with some bill that is a lawyer's bill, it just frightens every~ 
body to death. And the idea is that this body, 16 members, inter
disciplinary, appointed by the President, would have the prestige and 
the respect and reputation to carry out un effective researcll function. 

~1r. CONYERS. This would also be the official criminnl statistic
gatnering agency. 

Judge HALL. It could be, yes. And let me say one thiP...g there, if I 
could, Mr. Chairman, that those of us who are in the ju(!;icial branch 
thin~ it is ve.~ important ~ot.to split off a~q fra~et\.t the resea;roh; 
that IS, the CIvil from the cnmmal, the adminIstratIve, and so on; We 
have been tlrrough this in reference to seJlarate individual coufts; for 
example, where you have !1 bmily problem and you have~\ court 
dealing with one aspect of it and another court dealing with another, 
and so on. 

Of course,. we Ilre all products of environment and ,our wodd, but 
the judges think that you have to h!1ve some sort of unification with 
reference to research as to the justice system. . . 

Mr. CONYERS. How do you react to th~ fear of:grixing nriminalwith 
civil? Usually criminal gets pushed out the back door. 

Judge HALL. I don't think it would. . .. 
Mr. CONYERS. And the civil boys t!1ke over then, you kno,,(, and 

crime is relegated. You don't think thai would be much ofa problem? 
. Judge HALL. No. Of course, I am speaking as a judge; you under
stand, and.us far as the jUdiciary is concerned, I don't think you can 
consider OI![e without the other. That is my view. Whatever you do 
in one relates to the other, and vice 'Versa. And this is true, Mr. Chair
man, of your system of courts;,your State and your Federal. We·are 
constantly looking at one and.not at the other, and so forth. 
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Mr. CONYERS. I am not to read more into it than I ought, but you 
·don't mention much about preventive activity and the social relation
ships to crime and causation here. 

Judge HALL. I am not a researcher. 
Mr. CONYERS. Maybe that is why you didn't mention any of these. 
Judge HALL. That is right. But I think this is something obviously 

that the institute would look into. 
Mr. OONYERS. Well, it is an intriguing proposition that hasn't 

been brought to us before, that we just move toa level of an inde
pendent organization by law. We have the whole problem of whether 
or not we'd be creating another body that would be caught up in 
bureaucracy or not, but that is always present. 

You would not destroy any of th'e functions of the National Science 
Foundation or-- . 

Judge HALL. Oh, no. 
Mr. OONYERS. Everything else remains in place, so that you are 

encoura~ing research activity from a broad area of organizations 
already ill anstence. . 

Judge HALL. That is exactly right. 
As I mentioned-and I think the statement goes into detail-we 

would look on this body to be a funding agency for private and public 
groups that are already in existence. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, I thank you very much for joining us here, and 
I am sure it is going to stimulate a lot of discussion. Do you have a 
couple of questions? 

Mr. SHACKNAI. First of all, Judge Hall and Mr. Evans, Mr. Scheuer 
asked me to express his appreciation to you for coming down and 
talking to the subcommittees this morning, and he l¢ft me before he 
went off to vote with a question he was very intent on having addressed 
to you. 

That is, is it accurate to say that your commission's National 
Institute of Justice proposal essentially describes a pass-through 
operation whereby Federal funds are to be ,granted as a lump sum 
payment to your institute which, in turn, will reallocate those funds, 
both in contract and grant form, to worthy applicants? 

.And the corollary to that is: Wouldn't the cost of this enterprise 
exceed that of having a current Federal agency with a similar adVIsory 
structure and statutory independen~e c~rrying out this mission? 

Judge HALL. Well, no, I don't think It would. The statement goes 
into detail that this body would also do some research on its own, 
primarily evaluating what has been done by these various other 
agencies. 

I am not quite sure I get the point you are after, if yOli could hit it 
again. ~ 

Mr. SHACKNAI. I think in a sense Mr. Oonyers)laised this when he 
expressed a concern that another bureaucracy might be established. 
So your proposal essentially calls for another agency that would be 
allocated one lump sum by Oongress in some sort of approJ)riation and 
you, in turn, are going to grant that money out just as the institute 
·has done over the years. And toa certain extent, we have seen the 
problems with that kind of operation. 

Judge HALIi. First of all, you wouldn't have the bureaucracy because 
you wouldnJtbe doing most of the research in-house, and you wouldn't 

... 
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be ha~ng all these 'Federal researchers, if you will ''pardon the 
e}..llreSSlOn. 
, Second, you would have, an independent agency and, of course, 

people have. gone into the criticisms that now exist. of the agency we 
are talking about. . 
Mr~ SRACKNAI. Don't we have independent agencies now? For 

instance, Dr:. Shah's Center for Crime and Delinquency is within the 
Department of Health,.Education; and Welfare; but I think, if I am 
correct, he would be the mst to tell you that he has had very little 
political interference. So is it necessarily called for to have an inde~ 
pendent body outside the structure :of the Federal Government? 

Judge HALL. We in the court system talk many times "about 
justice and the appearance .of justice . .And the appearance of research' 
in the Justice Department frightens the State courts. .. 

Now, whether it is valid 01: not, I am just saying from the appear~ 
ance standpoint it frightens them. 

Mr. SHACKNAI. Well, I might add that I have heard a certain 
amount of skepticism-c-and I certainly have no opinion in my mind 
and I know Chairman Scheuer doesn't either-but there has been a 
certain amount of skepticism expressed by the research community 
in turning over an operation to a proposal that largely came out of a 
legal group. , 

Judge HALL. I have to question that because it did not come out 
of a legal group. In other words, the commission is an interdisciplinary 
body, composed, as I mentioned in the beginning, of V'arious-prac~ 
tically any group .you can mention. We.tried to purposely ay-oid that. 

In fact, whatever judicial reforms :we have been able to put through 
in Georgia, we have been able to do it usually over the opposition' of 
judges and lawyers. . 

So I am quite cognizant :of that feature. 
Mr. CONYERS. Well, thank you 'V'cry much. I .appreciate your 

coming and presenting this solution, and' we are going to examine it 
carefully. 

lam sure that we will :be in constant touch with youap.yway. 
Judge HA!JL. Thank you, MJ.-.Ohairman. 

, Mr. ~TOVALL. Mr. Chairman, would it be possible for .the minority 
to make two inquiries of the gentleman? .. 

Mr. CONYERS. How briefly 'can it be done, Minority ·Counsel? 
Mr. STOVALL. Very briefly. 
Mr. CONYERS. 4'U tight. 
Mr~ STOVALL. Justice Hall, would YOlt envision the research commis

sion that you described getting inv~lved with the LEAA type of proj ect 
such as we have seen with the National Institute that we are'discussing 
today? 

Judge Hall. I would doubt it. 
Mr.' STOVALL. So would you not be involved in hardware te

search--
Judge J;IA'LL. No question about that. . ', ' 
Mr. STOVALL. So my other question would be: What. would you 

see tis the specmc length of researc'h. 'involving the area of the causes 
of crime and whether 'or not it would be invQlvett in that type of 
activity? .. . . 
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Judge HALL. I would assume that it would be, although that is 
outside my field, and I couldn't go into detail of what they should 
do. But to give you a quick example, one of the most important 
fields in crime deals with sentencing, and a large amount of research 
is needed in this particular field. 

Mr. STOVALL. Have you e.stablished any priorities in the criminal 
research field that you'd be studying? 

Judge HALL. We have a list that we will furnish the committee, 
not only of criminal but civil and administrative things that are not 
being done today, and that we think should be done. 

Mr. OONYERS. I see our colleague from Pennsylvania is here, Mr. 
Ertel. 

Mr. ERTEL. Thank you, Mr. Justice. I was interested in your pro- 'I 

posal. Pennsylvania had a Pennsylvania Orime Oommission which 
basically had the same function as you suggest, but a State commission. 
Did you examine that in relation to your proposal? 

Judge HALL. Not that I know of. 
Mr .. ERTEL. Because they had some problems with exactly what 

you are talking about in delegating the research functions to other 
people and acting asa research and coordinating agency for the 
entire State. I was just wondering if you had related tha~ to your 
proposal. 

Judge HALL. No; I'm sorry, we did not. 
Mr. OONYERS. Thanks again. 
We close with our panel from the National Academy of Science's 

Oommittee on Research on Law Enforcement and Oriminal Justice: 
Ohairman Dr. Krislov, Dr. Blumstein, Dr. Schwartz, Study Director 
Dr. White. 

We welcome you all again. 
Dr. KRISLOV. A member of our committee, Dr. Beryl Radin, 

happens to be in town and is joining us. . 

TESTIMO:NY OF PANEL COMPOSED OF MEMBERS OF THE NATIONAL 
ACADEMY OF SCIENCE'S COMMITTEE ON RESEARCH ON LAW EN
FORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE: DR. SAMUEL KRISLOV, 
CHAIRl\I[ANi DR. ALFRED BLUMSTEIN; DR. RICHARD SCHWARTZ; 
AND DR. SUSAN WHITE,' STUDY DIRECTOR 

Mr. OONYEUS. What different views do you present to us today 
that distinguish your presentation, from last week? . 

Dr. KRISLOV. My under!!ltanding .isthat.I would say about two 
; ;words, and then we would answer questions in the light of tp.e testi:-
mony of other people. . 

I would like to just emphasize the commona1ities between our testi
mony and everyone here today. That is, we believe it is very important 
that the Institute gain greater independence, that it have inte~ity 
and re~earch programs that have integrity, as well as interconnectIOns, 
that it not be short range, tl1at quality control be improved. 

I think that has been a theme that echoed throughout the witnesses 
today, and I think you will probably want to explore the differences 
now in addition to those commonalities that I think everyone agrees 
are absolutely necessary for a research program in this area. 
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Mr. OONYERS. Do any of your colleagues care to make an observa
tion? I would yield at this point in the event that you do. 

Dr. White. 
Dr. WHITE. I think that there are some areas that various members 

of the panel could comment on. For example, the testimony from the 
NIMH and NSF people on the relationship between basic and applied 
research, which I think pretty much reinforces what om: report has 
stated. And there may be other areas also, particularly with respect 
to the basic organizational question that you have been discussing 
aU morning. I don't know that we have any new statements to make 
about that. On the other hand, I think it is probably correct that in 
our testimony last week, while we responded to questions about that, 
we never really stated what our position was as a formal matter, l:lud 
perhaps then for the record we could reiterate that. 

Mr. OONYERS. Please do. 
Dr. KRISLQy. I think that we tend to the position that there is an 

important role for the Federal Government in an area that is dif
ferent from the basic research into causes of crime, and that. a progrum 
like that ought to exist within the Department of .Justice ideally. As 
we indicated, if it turned out that that climate in your judgment is 
so hostile that it would not be productive, then there is an argument 
against that location. 

Basically that argument 'Would run like this. I think the chairman 
developed this questioning very well with Saleem Shah, that there is 
an area of known research that has not been 'utilized, and tha.t th<? 
only way in which we can assure that there will be good utilization is 
to have some linkup with the l)ractitioner community. I think that is 
the argument, incidentally, against the totally indep'endent operation. 
We want independence, but with linkups. ""', 

And I will give you one example. The Orime CQmmis5ion itself and 
others since then have demonstrated, in a number of ditt,el'ent ways, 
ways in which the court system could profitably save juro,rs' time, th!1t 
is, not have this bull pen of people but telephone call arrangente;n.ts, 
and so on., ~ 

,There are very practical arrangements. There arc also some,prfLctical 
problems. ' , : '. 

But the real obstacle is that the average court clerk hlst-he knows 
it exists but he doesn't want to be troubled to learn a new pattern. 

We were talking.out in the haIls and talking about your suggestion 
of 1 hour with the President. We have already had the presidential 
hoUl', and rea,lly the hour with,the Attorney General, {l.D.d maybe even 

. with, the States' attorneys general and chief justices. The problem is 
to get down to the <practical level.. And the tr.adeoff on theplil'e 
research idea and the iitdependent modeUs: How do you communicate? 
How do you disseminate? " '." 

Mr.OONYERS. But that is what you should have been dom,g wi,th 
that hQur you had. That should hjl,ve been tbe issue. "I don'J,know 
what you did with your hour. " . . G c 

'e D~; KmsLOv. I don't mean ~ve--".the country, That wa)? a fhetorj.<lal () 
we. '" . ,. 
The President, I think, is not the one that needs .convincing. That is, 

the point I am. ma3rin&" It'is the;police lie\1te~ap.ts. ~t;As. at ~he level, 
I would say, of the s~op f~.r.em,.an:ln, the cnnunal Justlce,llldustry. 

i. 
/ 
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Mr. GONYERS. You see, I didn't have any questions up until this 
point. This precisely defines the problem, Ohairman Knslov. IDo 
influences the lieutenant at precinct 13 in Detroit? Let's understand 
the reality. We are talking about cops as a political body these da,ys. 
I mean they go way beyond their official influences. And that is why 
I have become impressed with this kind of reality. 

You know, the legislature notwithstanding, what government and 
civic textbooks say our function is-you take 535 men and women 
who are rotating on some kind of basis, even to make it more complex, 
and ask them to spell out a national policy. It gets to be about what 
it tlU'ns out as you read the papers-very, very difficult. 

NoW. I would like to invoke the good offices of the Ohief Executive 
because until it starts at that level-nobody wants another study that 
is going to be useless, but nevertheless, a Presidential Orime Com
mission would allow us to focus on these questions in a way that you 
can't through the nationallegis'iature, that apparently can't be done 
through all of our research activities, that I think are appropriately 
spread throughout the system. There is no way to get a handle. 

Now, the problem is getting the attention of the right people in the 
law enforcement system. The subcommittees on judiciary and the 
variou,s bodies are really not able to do it-a fleeting article in the press, 
a note on the evening television-there isn't really any other way to do 
it. And it seems to me we may be moving this away from a very 
important understanding to say, "Let's not bother the President; 
let's just wake up all these fellows that should be getting and using 
and benefiting through our knowledge." 

I lmow I have overstated your position, but let me ask you to reverse. 
Dr. KRISLOV. Let me reverse myself and agree with you. I will 

capitulate with you. It is our argument that it is the day-to-day 
operations of the Government tha.t we wanted engaged with the fruits 
of the institute. And just for that reason, we believe that this type of 
research ought to be integrated into the governmental structure. 

Mr. CONYERS. Dr. Blumstein. 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. Since you gave us the opportunity to fantasize 

with your suggestion of the hour with the President, I'd like to react 
to the fantasy I prefer, and that would be something like the oppor
tunity to send a truth squad on all the rhetoric that addresses the 
question of crime, and have an opportuuity to interject in the rhetoric, 
in the rhetorical speeches. the fact when the rhetoric essentially 
contradicts and demes the fact. 

We see in so much of the rhetoric the invoking of myths and de
ceptiq,...." that we know not to be true if someone would only bother to 
fi.nd t~ \cts and bring it to the person making the speech. 

We ~ IJots of hidden assumptions, lots of claims that, "We will 
solve tliv'problem of crl;m(l, cure the problem of crime, remove the 
causes of crime." , 

Through the' rhetoric, the public is given, in many cases, false 
40pe,s for something that is in,herently not attainable and ~s led dO'wn 
a ip'mnrose path, that there IS somewhere out where a silver bullet 
wllich we are just waiting for the researchers to find. And if we CQuid 
only have that. fantasized opportunity to inject some reality and some 
truth into the rhetoric, I think that would do us much more good 
than an hour or eyen a day with tthe President. 
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Mr. CONYERS. That's a good point. 
Dr. Schwartz. 
Dr. ScmvARTz. I am glad the chairman reversed himself on the 

issue of the hour with the President because I hate to disagree with 
my chairman, and I rarely do in this committee since he is a man of 
such excellent judgment. I[ 

But I must say that y-our suggestion this morning'was very stimu~ 
lating in that it raised a dimension-I think you were tryin~ to ra,ise 
a dimension-that is ·difficult to find within the day-to-day'activities 
and the year~to-year reports of the researchers. . 

There is a question in this whole criminal justice area of the purpose 
that that criminal justice system is supposed to be serving, and I 
think we often, whether it is prachitioners or researchers, lose sight 
of those purposes. We have committed ourselves to an open, free 
society, and part of the implication of that, increasingly emergent, 
is that that society will have to depend on a fuller measure of respon
sibility on the part of all of its citizens . 

The crime problem is a part, an important part, of that. Crime is a 
reflection to some extent of a failure of full responsibility on the part 
of citizens, 

My:purpose at this point is not to allocate blame as to whether it is 
the reSIdents of the ghetto who are subject to enormous d~privations 
who should bear responsibility, or whether it is those who make high 
policy in economic matters, who impose those deprivations, who 
should bear the responsibility. I would rather try to make an affirma
tive point, that if the society is to deal with this problem and many 
of its other problems, and to respond effectively to the kind of challenge 
that is before us in our society, that Toynbce said in his histo;cical 
studies would necessarily come to every society, that we have to find 
a way in which we can secure a greater degree of responsibility through~ 
out the society. Failing that, we may well not be able to maintain the 
fabric of our free institutions. 

And it seems tome that a President-and I feel freer tosaf'that 
during this administration than I might have bee)lin another admin
istration--may well be able to set the moral tone which says, in effect, 
to those who are tempted toward criminal careers, HWe intend to 
provide you with alternatives to those careEll'sj and we will find out 
which are the most suitable alternatives for you; and at the sarna time, 
as we are trying to locate those alternatives which will make it more 
possible for you to assume a satisfying 'tole of responsibility in the 
society, we want you to exe:r;ciserestraint. And we will set the police
man there as a symbol of that restraint." The policeman must. not be 
construed as a useless or odious element of our society, but quite the 
contraiy. both thepolicEl and the proseclltors serve an important re
sponsibility, and if they understood their rni&sion as one of unue'i-lining, 
emphasizing, and facilitating responsible behavior on the part of those 
who otherwise might be tempted to. careers of crime, then it seems to 
me that they would, in the exercise of their discretion, be much mor,e 
likely to behlJ.ve themselves ina reSponsible way which would help 
to deal with the problem of crime. .. . 

Ii:11ink thal', that kind of moralleadetship, once conveyed, partic~ 
ularly with tlls kind of influence that the President can exercise, 
might well create a climate in which the communication or the re~ 
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search results of which we speak, and which we continue to consider 
to be very important, would fall on more receptive ears and find it::; 
full utilization. . 

Dr. KmsLOv. On a nal'fOWCl' point that I think arises out of Professor 
Schwartz eloquence, I think if the Attorney General, as reported, 
takes the position that he ought not have function:; of this sort, that the 
mission of the Atwrney General in the Department of Justice h:; 
simply prose('.utorial and law enforcement, it is missing an opportunity 
and an understanding of the job, and IJerhaps Congress ought to force 
him to have a research operation that goes broader and deeper, that is 
captured by the title of comparable offices in other countries-the 
ministry of justice. It is the Department of Justice, not the depart
ment merely of prosecution or adjudication or administration. "Jus
tice" does imply some sort of inquiry itS to the meaning and the 
purpose. 

I know from the chairm!1n's question that he would resonate to that 
sort of appeal, which I don't think is just sententious. I think it is very 
real that the Attorney General ought to be asking, "What are the 
effects?" not merely automatically applying the laws. 

Speaking of previous administrations, I can't believe that it is be
cause the Institute was in Justice that certain Attorneys General were 
unfaithful to their tasks. On the contrary, I think if they had been more 
research-oriented, they would have realized that there was something 
more than their day-to-day advantage at stake in the whole operation. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, both your statements are, I think, very 
profound. 

Dr. Schwartz, I appreciate the way you formulated your thoughts 
on the question that brings us here. 

You know, since the last time you were here, ladies and gentlemen, 
a very small incident occurred in wy community in Detroit. A 17 -year
old merit scholar who worked at a gasoline station from 4 :30 hl the 
evening until 12 :30 at night, who rode his 10-speed bicycle back into 
his neighborhood one night, last Thursday was senselessly beaten into 
unconsciousness. Somebody called the emergency unit. And he was 
right in his o,Vll neighborhood and the gas station happened to be 
several miles away. And his 10-speed bicycle was not taken; his money 
was not taken. And I talked to the mother of that child. And it has been 
really bothering me in a way that all of these personal acts of violence 
will bother all of us. 

And then I began reading the newspaper accounts in the New York 
area of this killer who wantonly shoots at couples, apparently parked 
in their cars. And, of course, it is not that this is the first time a kid was 
ever set upon by other youths 01' that people have been shot at in their 
cars. There is always that possibility that these matters get overblown 
and lead us to false conclusions. But yet, there is a disturbing phe
nOmenon of this wanton violence that probably results in citizens and 
even law officers overreacting, "Boy, if we could get our hands onthose 
punks." "Boys, if we could get this sick guy that is sitting around tak
ing potshots at people and making everybody's life more dangerous." 

And somehow I think your point is .that if they understood their 
mission more, it f1lmost defines the point of all of our research-to try 
to get people to understand their missions more. fo.-nd our deeper job, 
legislators and professionals as you all al'e, is to make this a more 
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l.mderstandable objective: How do we get people to understand their 
missions more? 

Maybe it includes the President of the United States, with all due 
respect. 

Perhaps if he could see that his mission can succeed much more than 
all of tlie hearings, if the Scheuer-Conyers hearings went on every 
week throughout the remainder of the year and the Kennedy hearings 
in the other body went on-so what? Perhaps the President J.'edefining, 
perhaps the Attorney General beginning to understand his mission 
with a clearness that will lead us to begin to inspire, others to under
stand their mission so it gets down to the precinct commander in 13 
on the west side of Detroit, thl1t it gets to the tel1chers in our school 
system, and that ultimately the parents and the children and citizens
that we break down these laws that separate researchers from law 
enforcers from legislators from prosecutors from U.S. attorneys, et 
cetera. 

And I think that our discussion, superficial as it may be, is helping 
at least me and hopefully members on our committees to preceive our 
role as something more than just writing laws or deciding how the pie 
is to be allocated. I think it goes much further than that, and I think 
to that extent you have been incredibly helpful j and that even more 
excitingly the roles thl1t we may play together in interacting in the 
future can become important. 

I don't think it's fantasy that we could call upon the President for a 
small amount of his time on a subject of this enormity. r don't think it 
would be out of order for us to sit with the Attorney General of the 
United States with some of you who have honored these subcommit
tees with your testimony. I think: it would be extremely important in 
terms of not only formulating a resolution tc the immediate small 
question in front of us, but helping us to see beyond this piece of 
legislation or this role of this agency into this larger question. 

I think you all have been very helpful. I have been made very 
proud by my colleague from New York whose subcommittee has gone 
into this matter even before my own could get to it. I think that our 
coming together in joint fashion is a good sign, and I feel very helpful 
and inspired by your words. 

Are there other members of the committee that have an observation? 
:Mr. ERTEL. r haven't an observation. I have been asked to ask,a 

couple of questions of Dr. White. Would you detail your criticism of 
the research grants of the institute? Specifically, what are the findings 
of your reviews? . 

Dr. W lIITE. The findings-in our testimony we have a set of sum
mary statements which I can refer you t.o. We used four basic criteria, 
and on those criteria, which are quality, usefulness, cumulativeness of 
the research, and administration, we have a set of separate findings 
in each. 

Would you like me to go into that further? 
Mr. CONYERS. If the gentleman would yield, he was not present at 

the hearings earlier, and that is why he probably wasn't aware of that. 
Mr. ERTEL. That's fine. I will read those and that will take care 

of my problem. . 
Arid I was interested in Dr. Schwartz' statement that basically 

what I think you are saying is to set a model for people to follow to 
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establish responsibility. But how do you set that model and review it 
in relation to what we see in the press und what the portrayal is, which 
is a nonmodel. Many times, as a result of the press and the media. 
people feel that there is no need for responsibility, that, in fact, we 
may be engendering a society where anything goes 01' anything cun be 
gotten away with. 

You suggest maybe the presence of a model responsibility. How do 
you square that or how do you do that in a free society? 

Dr. SCHWARTZ. Oh, I think it's all the more important for there to 
be m.odels of responsibility in a free society. 

Mr. ERTEL. How do we countel'balance those against other models 
which are irresponsibility? 

Dr. SCHWARTZ. I think it is important for us to analyze the reasons 
for what we label irresponsibility. I don't want to belabor these hearing 
with an elaborate sociological explanation, but let me allude briefly 
to the mode of analysis developed by Emil Dirkheim, a French sociolo
gist, who in some sense is the founder of the field. 

He emphasized the importance of what he described us anomie, a 
state of normlessness, in which it is not clear to people what their 
moral responsibility is. He said that society was the only agency that 
could effect this sense of responsibility, and that it hud to do it, in the 
first place, by meeting the problem of limitless aspirations, that is to 
say, of providing each category of individual in the society with a 
reasonable expectation of what they could get from life. 

Now, this has sometimes been, in my opinion, misinterpreted to 
mean that he was calling for some system of caste or classes. He was 
not. What he was sayin~ was that there ought to be some kind of a 
reasonable expectation of what one could expect from life, and that the 
society then, given that kind of expectation, had a responsibility to see 
to it that there was a fair opportunity for attaining those goals. 

Now, it seems to me that a great deal of the malaise in our society 
is consequent upon our, on the one side, helding out limitless aspira
tions fOl' everybody without differentiation ,vithin the society, not 
setting a very clear set of guidelines by which one would compete for 
those goals, and most importantly, consigning to the ,,-sh heap t.hose 
people who lose out in the race, making it seem. to them as if they 
m:e worthless, depriving them of any hope of human dignity. 

Our society needs, in my opinion, to be based on the ackno'wledge
mont. of the human dignity of all of its members. There lies the key 
problem. And it seems to me the Climinal justice system can play 
a very important part in that. Perhaps the elem.ent that has been . ., 
lacking in the effort at rehabilitation has been the failure to conceive 
that the real 'task was to try, in the first place, to avoid the necessity 
of rehabilitation by giving all people some sense of their basic human 
dignity. And then if it turns out that rehabilitation is necessary, ~ 
shaping that rehabilitation in such a way as to cope with the sense 
of meaninglessness and t.he sense of lack of dignity and the stigma that 
has been imposed, correcting for that by providing a real opportunity 
for the individual to come back in as a useful member of society. 

Mr. ERTEL. I understand what you say, but the question is: How 
do you practically resolve that in a society where everybody aspires 
to be President of the United States, or at least is led to believe that, 
in a free society, a society where everyone supposedly has the oppor-
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tunity to be the wealthiest kid on the block or the wealthiest person 
in town? 

How do you set goals in a realistic sense for those individuals without 
destroying that part ,of our society which at least we pretend 01' think 
every person is equal to accomplish? 

Because I don't see, when you say that people talk about this as 
putting people into castes-quite frai1k1y, it sounds tp me like that is 
what it is, the English system, in a sense, of stratitying society and 
e~:pecting only to rise to the upper position within your class or 
within that society. 

Now, I'd like to know how you are practically going to do that if, 
No.1, it is areal solution, and No.2, it is desired in a society like ours. 
I'd like to hear that answer, if you will, please. 

Dr. SCHWARTZ. That is a large question. I will try to answerit. 
I think we must pro'Vide genuine equal opportunity for achievement 

by all of the members of our society without regard to accidents of 
birth. But at the same time, to the extent that we hold that kind ,of 
opportunity open to increasing segments of our population,as we 
have, I think, nobly done in this era, we must recognize that puts 
increasing pressure on those who do not make it by the social definition. 

And I think we have to devpte attention to the ways in which we 
can provide dignity and a useful place in life for those who don't get 
to the Oongress or to the presidency. , 

I think there are ways of doing this. The research literature has 
focused to a considerable extent on the problem of alienation, the 
familial, and community conditions and economic conditions which 
have contributed to it, and the beginnings of solutions that have been 
found for it. But I think we need more research of this kind. 

However, in light ,\of the subject of the committee hearings let me 
reemFhasize that I f;hink an important part of that approach to. the 
problems of our society is to be found along the way in the more 
effective development of our criminal justice system. because it i~ an 
agency of the society which sees the failures and the low morale of 
people as they occur. " 

I ha:ve se.en friendly police who have made an enormous difference 
in not bringing a kid prematurely into the iustice system, so they will 
not be stigmatized, which stigma could de'Yelop into a self-fulfilling 
prophesy. . 

I have seeru>!osecutors who have been very understanding and who 
have said, 1/ r ou haven.. great life ahead for you. If you will only 
straighten yourself out, we will drop the charges." l, " 

. I am a friend of an excellent judge in the 'BUffalo ~ea who,: alarmed 
at the recidivism rate that he see~ in his ow;ucourm:oom, has. decided 
to have 5 or 10 people, instead of their be-ing:~sentenced or ,assigned, to 
the probation department" come back to talk with him, because he 
wants to find out more about their problems and thinks perhaps, his 
knowledge as a judge and his autnority in that position may help 
them to overcome that. ',' , 
, He knows he is doing that on an experimental basis, blit my guess 

is he may just succeed. If he succeeds, 'will we learn about it?·Will We 
be able to make it more than just an idiosyncrltGic incident that Judge 
Jo~eJlh Mattina IS responsible £Qr? Neither he nor I would li1:e to see 
that happen. We'd liKe to study what he does, and are in iact in tlIa 
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process of doing that, so that more people can benefit by the kind of 
insight that he has provided. Because if they succeed in that kind of 
effort, they may turn people who otherwise would be drains· on the 
State and dangerous to the citizenry into useful and happy members 
of society. And that is what I think weare trying to do in much of the 
criminal justice research that we h!kve pursued. 

:Mr. SCHEUER. Professor Schwartz, can I ask you and the rest of the 
panel to give us your reactions to the ABA proposal. 

Dr. KRISLOV. Let me start. 
My feeling is that it is premature. All of my research is on the civil 

court side, so I natively would be expected to jump up and yell, 
"Hear." But I have great fears that what you will get will be rather 
weak research, insipid research, establishment research, that comes out 
of it. 

It seems to me that one great advantage of the focus on criminal 
justice and the one that we try to bring the Institute back to is that it 
has a clear goal, and that you can test whether it succeeds or fails. 

I think the type of institute that the ABA proposes is not objec
tionable. I'd rather have it than nothing. But I see nothing other 
than dilution of good research coming out of it. 

Mr. SCHEUER. For what would it be a substitute? 
Dr. KRISLOv. As it is proposed, .it would clearly supplant the 

Institute of Oriminal Justice right at the beginning. And I think 
th!kt focus is premature, as I say. It would be promising something 
that l!krgely would not be delivered and is undeliverable. 

I think for the dny-to-day improvements th!kt they !kre t!klking 
about, the Federal Judici!kl Oenter is quite !kdequll.te !kt this point. 
If we advance, if we build 11 rosearch community there, and if we 
manage to build a decent research community in the crimin!kl justice 
are!k, I think we will be doing very well in the society for the next 
20 years. 

M!kybe that is too pessimistic !k view. 
But I think the ABA proposal would dilute that effort right !kt the 

beginning. 
It h!ks one advantage tha·t I see: a dram!ktic new start might be an 

advantage. I do sh!kre the skepticism th!kt W!kS suggested by your 
st!kff director, th!kt the Institute necess!krily would start out under 
strong connections with ABA. The role of the Attorney General in 
the ABA is not !k secret. And progenitors and p!krents have great 
influence !kt the beginning. 

I don't think that the ABA is the best !kuspices either, and it 
certainly would not be an !kdvantage-I'm not worried about the 
research community because I thihk it is now in fairly good sha1?e 
and is coming !klong, but I don't think the ABA would be useful ill 
disserrrination. I don't think it would be useful with regard to the 
public. At the same time, I think promoting better justice and those 
goals of the ABA, which I think are desirable, !kre best served outside 
of Government in order to h!kve credibility. And the American Bar 
Foundation is doing' quite good work. I would hate to see it 
nationalized. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Anybody else? ProfessQr Blumstein. 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. If I may add that I think Mr. Shacknai's ques.;. 

tions targeted on the key proposal. The key proposal is for cre!kting 

.... 
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a national institute. It would essentially have the same grant-gi"\fing 
power. We agree with the desire for independence. I am most skeptimil 
that the Congress would at all sit still for what Mr. Shacknai called 
a pass-through agency, essentia1ly transmitting $30 million to an 
agency outside Government which would then disseminate that $30 
million or the great bulk of that $30 million elsewhere, and the ques
tion he raised about the ABA auspices that Professor Krislov com
mented on I think would indeed be of great concern. 

So I think the desire for independence is something we did speak 
to and agree with. The resolution of that by the solution of taking it 
away from Justice-and we feel the program in Justice must be 
strengthened-taking it away from Justice seems to be too drastic a 
piece of surgery j and I also would think it is quite unrealistic ill terms 
of whether the Congress would be willing to go along with in any 
event. 

Dr. WHITE. I'd just like to add one thing. 
We have proposed an advisory board that would be statutorily 

established with a mL",{ of researchers and practitioners. And we would 
like it underscored that we think if that is established properly, you 
could insulate an institute from pressures that WeI'e inapproprhLte, 
even within an operating agency such as the Department of Justice. 

Obviously, it is somewhat speCUlative to make that, statement since 
there aren't a lot of examples floating j),round. But the one that one 
('an point to is the National Science Board -of the National Science 
Foundation; I think, even though NSF does come before the Congress 
and answers questions about individual projects, basically the National 
Science Board is an effective shield from inappropriate sorts of 
demands and short-term kinds of demands for the National St;lience 
Foundation. And this is the sort of thing that we are proposfug for 
protection to the extent it needs protection. 

Mr. ERTEL. If the gentleman will yield, I am a bit concerned about 
w.hat you are talking about. Shielding from pressures-what pressures? 
Because in this society we elect in this particular instance Congress 
to ml1ke decisions. That is 11 decisionmaking body. Everywhere we go 
there is a decisionmaking body. There is somebody who has to make a 
decision. If that is what you mean by pressure, I don't underst!1nd 
that, because we have nothing pUl'e, whether it is in science or any
where else. 

Dr. WHITE. True. 
1fr. ERTEL. And I have been in the scientific field and the law field 

both. 
Dr. WHITE. I don't disagree with you at all. I think accountability 

is a very important part of what we are talking I1bout. In fact, that is 
one of the main reasons why the committee concluded thl1t the In
stitute should not be removed entirely from the Department of Justice, 
because that is where the proper community is. And no one is suggest
ing, either, that the Oongress should not ask questions of account
ability for the use of the money . 

. What we are saying is that a research program has certain require
ments for long-term stability, and if it is constantly asked to produce 
on a yearly basis, or whatever, it can't do that. Yon are asking them to 
perform in a way they can't perform. 

94-.92&-77----113 
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Mr, ERTEL. We cn.n n.sk you whn.t you n.re doing. We cn.n n.sk you 
how you n.re coming. We cn.n n.sk you whn.t your results n.re n.t thn.t 
time. We cn.n evn.lun.te whn.t your objectives n.re n.nd your methods of 
ren.ching them. We cn.n disagree with you n.nd we cn.n stop thn.t if we 
think your methods n.re inn.ppropriate. 

We hn.ve the same kind of thing in n.ny scientific field, for exn.mple, 
development of atomic wen.pons-we mn.ke those judgments all the 
time. 

Now, we tn.ke n.dvice of scientists n.nd we evaluate. It seems to me 
when I keep hem'ing you, you don't wn.nt to hn.ve those evn.lun.tions 
and those judgments mn.de, n.nd that ilHlur responsibility. 

Dr. WHITE. I'm sorry; I am noli disn.greeing with you. In fact, our 
historical discussion of whn.t has hn.ppened to the Institute speaks just 
to the kind of points you n.re raising. We are not disagreeing with you. 
We are talking, however, n.bout the sort of tempo thn.t this kind of 
oversight should have. 

Dr. KRISLOY. But you also, I take it, would not n.rgue thn.t indi
vidual congressmen should lobby for a particuln.r res~arch project that 
hn.s been held to be, by people who are adequn.tely trained in research 
design, as sinlply hopeless. And those things do hn.ppen. We are talking 
about those pressures, the day-to-day pressures on individual deci
sions, not on the social priorities question, where I believe Oongress 
hn.s the oversight, and I think the committee agrees. 

Mr. ERTEL. Well, I hn.ppen to vary a little bit with what you say 
because, you see, you have mn.de yourself the final judge of that OQn
gresRman who lookR for the project which is totally uReless. You have 
made yourself the judge of that. There is a pln.ce for reasonable men 
to (liner in this world, and maybe that mn.n differs. You may decide 
that that is totn.lly hopelesp. I hn.ve seen people work on things which 
are totally hopeleRs, and they turn out i)retty decently, and I think 
you have, too. Now, somebody is making judgments, and what you 
are telling me is who malres the final judgment. 

Dr. KRISLOV. You n.re saying "Ilie," though we are an operating 
unit. 

Mr. ERTEL. You made thn.t conclusion. You said thn.t. 
Dr. KmsLOv. At Rome point we will have to argue with that. When 

t,he NebraRka Legislature 4ecided, for purposes of convenience, from 
now on pi equn.led 3, n.t some point we'd have to agree they were 
going beyond their competency. 

In the social sciences, in particular, it gets pretty tricky. 
1'1'11'. ERTEL. It is also very tricky in the sciences. When Einstein 

cn.me up with the theory of reln.tivity, there was nothing like that in 
e}";stence. 

Dr. KRISLOv. But pretty quickly accepted, I might point out. 
Mr. ERTEL. But resisted by many classical physicists. 
Dr. KRISLOv. But ultimately it was not the U.S. Government who 

decided about the theory of relativity but people who ought to know. 
But I say, as long as it is within the gray area, you leave it to the 
people who manage the program or get rid of them. If you have day
to-day interference of the kind I don't think you are in fn.vor of but 
which might be inferred from your language, you will not have people 
working for you who have integrity. That is to say, managers will make 
errors in thn.t grn.y area, but you hELve to insulate those ll1~nagel's 'with 
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a system, by the way, that includes responsible checks and says, 
"here is the system. Here is the method by which judgments are made. 
And we are not going to change the rules just because the Senator 
from 11innesota says to." 

I think ultinlutely that has to be run that way, with the accounta~ 
bility being a long-range one, not on a piece-by-piece basis. 

Let me give my own opinion on Senator Proxmire's efforts in NSF. 
Laudable as the long-range purpose might be, when he singles out 
individual projects and attacks them-and this is strictly personal
I think there are very real problems ,vith that. I have seen summaries, 
let's say, of Shakespear's plays, and they all sound ridiculous, or if 
you pick up the TV show summaries, they all sound ridiculous. You 
can't tell whether, in fact, it is a great work of art or something that 
was written in about 5 minutes. 

And the sme thing tends to be true about research projects. Unless 
you are iuto it, there are weaknesses. 

N ow, that doesn't r "'an that there aren't bad managers or incOrrijl8-
tent managers or bac1o::cientists. And we say that Oongress ought to, 
as well as in this instance the Attorney General, look at the program 
as an entirety and from time to time demand accountability, but it 
is a mistake to do this with individual projects-bad judgment can be 
manifested in individual projects, but it is more properly judged by 
the program as a whole. And that is intelligent science management. 

Now, when you are talking about a decision to develop the atomic 
bomb or something like that of $5 billion, where major social commit
ments are given, then you can't do that, you can't afford to do that. 

Mr. OONYERS. Dr. Schwartz, did you have a comment to, our col-
league's question? 

Dr. SCHW\RTZ. Very much along the lines of Professor Krislov. 
Let me just underline that perspective. 
I think that one of the reasons for our favoring the location of this 

research entity within the Department of Justice, within the Govern
ment at any rate, is that we think it is important that research be re
sponsive to national needs, and that there be created both an executive 
and a legislative liaison~ And the statutory advisolY board would be 
presumably an instrument of that, plus the regular hearings that 
would be held, both intradepartmentally and with the Oongress. 

Those ii!'rangements are comparable to the ones that have already 
been developed by the National Institutes of Health, the National 
SciGnce Foundation, and other entities that are within the Federal 
Government. 

r think we have discovered in this country a way of administering 
Federal support for scientific research that constitutes a very precious 
discovery. We know that it has to be somewhat independent in order' 
to get high-quality research. We know that,when there is interference 
in specific research projects in pursuit of particular! political needs, 
that the guality of the research, and therefore of what I might grandi
osely call the national intelligence, may be diminished. 

We can point to caricatures of this process, for instance, in the Soviet 
intervention in biological research in the Soviet Union. " 

I do that only because it seems to me to represent the polar oppositt) 
of what we hp,ye discovered. We,haveascientific research approach at 
the Federal level which makes it possible fora man like Richard At· 
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kinson or Saleem Shah, both highly respected scholars in their own 
field, to take a significant position as administrator in those research 
areas without in any way demeaning their scientific reputation. Their 
colleagues respect what they do, and they turn to them with good 
ideas, with a willingness to carry out the research that is needed. 

1£ the research is unduly subject to specific projert interventions by 
the Congress or by anyone else, it seems to me that there is a genuine 
danger that that advantage would be wiped out. And I think that, the 
consequences of a failure of a Federal research effort, given the enor
mous. needs that we have for intelligence, for sound information, for 
-correcting our ideological misapprehensions, is enormous. It is one of 
the major things we need in this society. We already have a substan
tial amount of it. We have discovered how to get more of it. 

And I put to you that the propel' course to follow in the criminal 
justice area is to learn from our successes in other areas, such as NINIH 
and NSF, and go ahead and adopt that same model within the Depart
ment of Justice. 

1\11'. SCHEUER. So you have no reservations about insulating your 
research model within the Department of Justice from untoward 
political pressures and the e1l."igencies of a mission-oriented agency? 

Dr. SCHWAR'l'Z. I agree with what Professor Krislov has said, that it 
would be a shame to try to locate a national institute of law enforce
mentin the Department of Justice if the atmosphere there were hostile. 
But if it is favorabJe, when it seems to me that that effort should be 
made. I do not think that the role of the Attorney General precludes 
the development of a sound research function. On the contrary, I 
think that role can be accomplished far more effectively if he has a 
research arm available to him. 

Mr. ERTEL. If I may on that point, didn't Dr. Blumstein say that 
the signoff authority of the LEU has caused political interference 
within the Institute? 

Dr. BLuMs'rEIN. Yes. 
Mr. ERTEL. Then why do you recomme~d it be in the Attorney 

General's office? 
Dr. BLUMSTEIN. We do recommend that it be in the Department of 

Justice. 
Mr. ERTEL. That is the Attorney General's office. 
Dr. BLUMS'l'EIN. And that the Director of the Institute has the 

signoff authority on the grants. 
One of the points made in Dr. Shah's testimony was that, in effect, 

he has the signoff authority on his grants, that indeed authority to 
countermand those decisions may exist above, but that is an act of 
exception rather than a standard procedure of clearing all grants with 
the higher administrative authority. 

The issue of pressure might be better characterized by distinguishing 
between long-term pressure to make sure that the program is relevant, 
is addressing social needs-and I think our entire committee was 
quite supportive of the need for long-term pressure. 

The problem is short-term pressure which one might otherwise 
characterize as harassment. If there is harassment, you are not going 
to get good qualitYleople participating in the. process, and you are 
not going to get goo research, and you will indeed get facts that may 
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tend to support the political position or the harasser, but that is not 
the national intelligence we need. 

Dr. RADIN. I simply want to note that any location has costs. There 
is no perfect location for this kind or enterprise. But we are 'Very con
cerned that the research be in a position where it can inform decision
makers. And it cannot do that if it is further removed from a public 
agency as 11 public entity. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Well, we can't thank you enough for your very, very 
thoughtful and helpful testimony. 

[The prepared statement of this panel follows:} 

STATEMENT OF THE) COM:'UTTEJ:) ON RESEARCH ON LAW EN'FORCEMENT AND 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE1 NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES 

MEMBERS 

Samuel Krislov (chairman), Department of Political Sciencc, university of 
Minnesota. 

'"' Alfred Blumstein, School of Urban and Public Affairs, Carnegie-Mellon Uni-
versity. 

... 

Donald Campbell, Department of Psychology, Northwestern University. 
Donald Deskins, Department of Geography, University of Michignll. 
Eugene Eidenberg, Vice-Chancellor, University of Illinois at Chicago Circle, 

and Chairman, Illinois Law Enforcement Commission. 
Malcolm Feeley, Yale Law School, Yale University. 
Jack Gibbs, Department of SOCiology, Univel'sity of Arizonn. 
Charles Herzfeld, Aerospace Electronics Components and Energy Group, 

Intel'llational Telephone & Telegraph Corp. 
Robert Igleburgel', Policc Department (retired), Dayton. 
Gary Koch, Department of BiostatistiCS, University of North Carolina. 
Beryl Radin, The LBJ School of Public Affairs, 'l'he University of Texas at 
~~ , 

Simon Rottenberg, Department of Economics, Univcl'sitjr of MasRnchuRetts. 
Richard Schwartz, School of Law, State University of Ne,v York at Buffalo. 
Marvin Wolfgang, Institute of Criminology, University of Penm;ylvania. 
Coleman Young, Mayor, City of Detroit. 

STAFF 

Susan O. White, Study Director, 
Fredrica D. Kramer, Reseul'ch Associate. 
Michael A. Rossetti, Reseurch Assistant. 
Juanita Rubinstein, Research As~istunt. 
Paulette M. Hoimes, Administrative Secretary. 
Dorothy E. Jackson, Administrative Secretary. 

I. INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 

I am pleased to be able to present testimony at this Hearing on behalf of the 
National Academy of Science's Committee on Research on Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice, which I chair. Two of my colleagues on the Committee-Alfred 
Blumstein and Richard Schwartz-are also here today, as are three members of 
the staff-Susan White, Fredl'ica Kramel', and Michael Rossetti. A list of the 
complete membership of the Committee is attached; you will notice that it reflects 
a wide range of perspectives and diverse areas of academic and professional 
expertise, 

This Committee was established by the National Academy of Sciences in 
September, 1975 (under contract with the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin
istl'ation) to undertake an evaluation of the research progl'am of the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Juatice. The Committee has com
pleted its final report. A few prepublication copies are available for your use amI 
final publication is scheduled for September, "~977. Our testimony is largely 
excerpted from that l'eport. ij 
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II. THE COMMITTEE'S MANDATE 

The charge tc the Academy was ItS follows: to "convene a ('nmmittee of recog
nized scholars representative of the various disciplinf.'s that characterize the field of 
research in crime .and criminal justice and in particular the program of research 
sponsored by National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice" and 
"assf.'SS the research funded to date, identifying areas of relative fltrengths and 
weaknesses." But our initbl survf.'Y of Institute projcets clearly showed that the 
National Institute of Law Enforccment and Criminal Justice is not and never has 
been strir,tly a research and development operation. It alRo funds model programs, 
demonstrations, traini.ng programR, impact evaluations, data archivefl, and a series 
of publications designed to disscminate ideas for LEAA action programming. This 
variety of function;; wus mandated by Congress in a ekar attempt to connect the 
Institute's work to the overall action miSSIOn of LEAA, and especially to the 
efforts of State Planning Agencies to mount effective programs in the states. 

The Committee found it nf.'cessary to delineate 13 categories of funding in order 
to provide a comprehensive dE'scription of thE' InstitutE"s o\,E'1'-all program. ThE'Re 
categories nre: r(,8ea1'ch, E'valuation, data collection, hardwnre devE'lopmE'nt, soft
ware, dissemination, innovation, training, dE'monstrntions, technical assistance, 
standards, feasibility studies, and fellowships. 

III short, the Committee's mandate-to evaluate a 1'es('arch program-itRE'lf 
obscured the variE'ty of responsibilities whieh the Institute has borne. As the 
Committee's task became more complicatE'd, therefore, we were forced to confront 
the same complexity of tasks with which the Institute has had to deal throughout 
its history. 

III. NATURE OF THE EVALUATION 
A. Criteria 

In the Committee's view, there are four broad criteria that should he applied 
to such a program. First, a judgment must be made about the quality of the 
research that the Institute has funded. This requires looking at both the products 
of the research and the design of individual projects. Second, the usefulness of the 
program must be assessed. What kind of impact has the program made? What are 
its successes and (inevitably) failures? Where does the program stand in terms of 
meeting social priorities? 

Beyond these two obvious criteria are two others that have more to do with 
managerial competence. First, there is the question of cumulating knowledge. Has 
the Institute succeeded in developing a program in whiCh rc,search products build 
on one another-or is the program repetitive and haphazard, with no continuity 
of planning toward objectives? Second, how competent is the administration of 
the program? Has the Institute developed effective strategies for obtaining quality 
research? Is it playing a significant leadership role in our society's efforts to cope 
with crime problems? 
B. Data sources 

In its effort to evaluate the Institute's programs, the Committee has relied on 
the wide range of perspectives and diverse areas of academic and professional 
expertise represented among its membership. Recognizing that the questions posed 
above are both important and difficult to answer, the Committee has made use 
of three different means of developing the information nceded to provide the 
answers. 

The first kind of information came from interviews with a number of individuals 
who have been involved in developing the Institute's program over the years, or 
have been in key positions to observe that development. (These included most 
current professional personnel!, some individual., who formerly held critical 
p-ositions in the Inst.itute or LEAA, and some major LEAA administrators and 
Department of Justice personnel; observations were also obtained from respon
dents to a mail questionnaire sent to all individuals listed by the Institute as 
having served it in an advisory capacity; and finally, Committee members"received 
informal comments from their colleagues about experiences with the, Institute.) 
The information obtained by this means provided first-hand knowledge of current 
Institute operations, from general planning down to funding procedures, and of 
various historical events and practices. It also provided diverse perspectives on 
the Institute, on LEAA, and on their relationship over the years. 

The second kind of information came from direct exchanges between Com
mittee members and current Institute staff and contmctors. Conferences were 
held un evttlU!~tiQn, on technology transfer, and on the technology program. These 
are special Institute functions that absorb Significant shares of its resources. 

/I. 
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Subcommittees mc:~ with all stuff of the Office of Evaluation) of the omre of 
Technology T'ransfer, and of thc Advanced Technology Division. In addition, n. 
subcommittee held three_ ci!1Ys of confCr~llC(!S with represen·tntives Of major tpch
nology contractors: The M.ltrO Corporatlon, The Aerospace Corporation, the Law 
Enforcement Standards Laboratory of the N ationnl Bureau of Standards, and the 
Department of the Army's pl'oject on light-weight body armor, These sesgions 
produced both first-hand accounts of the kinds of work being done in these areas 
Ilnd valuable exchanges of views between Committee members and Institute staff. 

The third kind of information cnme from reading a sample of the Institute 
grants and contracts files. The Committee deci.ded that it needed to develop its 
own Independent knowledge of the Institute's progrum by examining as many 
Institute awards as possible. It was decided that the files would provide the widest 
range of information about each award, from proposal to final report, and about 
Institute procedures. Since thcre was neither time nor resources to examine every 
file, a sample of awards was drawn. The sample was stratified by year and dollar 
tlmount, so that the large awardp were over-represented; this was done on the 
assumption that the areas of large resource commitments required, and deserved, 
the closest examination. With few exceptions each file was read by at least two 
evaluators including, (in most cases) at least one (and usually two) Committee 
members. 

In order to make the review of files as systematic as possible, a set of instru
ments was developed covering the thirteen categories of Institute funding (see 
p. IV-Z above). The instruments, some of which are printed in Appendix D2, in
cluded questions common to each as well as questions designed to assess the 13 
tlpccific areas. The questions provided for' detailed coverage of the kinds of issues 
that the Committee felt should be part of each file record to indicate that Institute 
tltaff had recognized these issues and accorded them appropriate attention. These 
issues included, for example, conceptualization and design, usefulness, ll.dequacy 
{)f funding, Significance, and contribution to knowledge building, Each file re
viewed was assigned to one principal category but instruments representing other 
relevant categoric" were also u.pplied in each case. 

The reading of grants and contt'Ucts files provided the Committee with a rich 
supply of information about the Institute's l'csemch program-information whjch 
could Dot have been gotten in any other way. The process of Itcomparing notes" 
on the basiS of this common experience proved invaluable for Committee delibera
tions, and much of the asse:;;sment that follows is drawn from Committee discus
sions of the grants and contmcts files. A note of methodological caution is in order, 
however. The Committee makes no statistical iro!l'.rcmces from the sample that 
can or should be construed as applying tu the entire ;:,)opulation of Institute awards, 
While our sample was tl'awn in an unbiased mannel', its (intended) stratification 
prevents it from being strictly "representative" in a stn.tistical sense. The sample 
is a large cut from the population (138 of 601), however, und provides n solid base 
for n close and detailed study of the kind of progmm tbat has been funded by the 
Institute. 

IV. FINDINGS 

The major findings of the evaluation can be described in terms of the research 
program itself and in terms of the history of the Institute. Both arc presented in 
brief below. 
A. Program evaluation 

Quality.-The quality of Institutf.'-funcled research is not high, and much has 
been mediocre, Of the sample projects reviewed by Comtnittee members, most 
-could be labeled neither failurf.'s nor successes. Program weaknesses I1re, in our 
·opinion, primarily the resnl t of a lack of attention to research design and of related 
administrative failings. The phenomenon of the weak project occurred often 
-enough to prompt grave concern over quality control in Institute procedures. 

UMfulncss.-The usefulness of the Institute's work i:l more probJemntic to 
assess, in pnrt because there have been few attempts to discover whether or not 
Institute prodUcts are in. fnct being used. The information that has come to the 
Committee from staff of State Planning Agencies (SPAs) and other potenti.al con
sumers, although admittedly limited, clearly indicates that little of the ml;lterial 
.<1isseminated by the Institute is used in planning or program development by 
either SPA stuff or practitioners. Furthermore, in assessing individual projects, 
Committee members found few that deserved "\lig\ll'L\.tings fN' use!ulneSil. 
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CU1nulatil'c rescarch.-A major criterion of effectiveness of programmatic re
search is its contribution to building a coherent body of knowledge and to focusing 
that knowledge on solving problems. Despite rhetoric to the contrary, the Com
mittee finds little evidence that the Institute has been committed to this kind of 
cumulative research. We conclude that the Institute's purpose would be better 
served by a research agenda based on program areas, such as deterrence and re
babilitation, within which funding could be focuscd toward devcloping a coherent 
body of knowledge. 

ResearchAdministration.-The Committee finds serious shortcomings in research 
administration. These include a weak advisory system that limits access to pro
gram development, review procedures that range from nonexistent to ineffective, 
a research strategy that tends to exclude a large majority of the existing social 
science research community, and vulnerability to pressures that are detrimental 
to the development of a research program. Such weaknesses are not necessarily 
the fault of any individual, but rather the consequence of misjudging the means 
by which research can be made useful to an action program. 
B. Historical analysis 

(See following pages excerpted from final report.) 

TUE NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF LAW ENFuRCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE: 
HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT 

The administrative history of NILECJ can be divided into three phases. These 
phases reflect the development of LEAA and its impact on NILECJ, and in part 
explain the character of research as we describe it in Chapter 4. The first phase, 
which includes the directorship of several individuals can be characterized as a 
single phase because it was clearly a period of gearing up. The second and third 
phases are cach identified with a single director who had sufficient time to make an 
evaluable record. 
Phase I: Gearing up (1969-71) 

The first phase began in October 1968 with n limited attempt by OLEA 1 
personnel to plan a research structure that would fit the requirements written into 
the 1968 Act. Ralph Siu, then at the Department of Defense, was nominated to be 
the first director, tut served only through the change in administrations after the 
1968 election. Henry Ruth became the first confirmed director under the new ad
ministmtioll and served for npproximately one year. He was succeeded in 1970 by 
his deputy, Irving Slott, who served as acting director until early 1971. 

Henry Ruth organized the Institute's work around five centers. The Center 
for Crime Prevention and Rehabilitation focused on research into the conditions 
underlying criminal behavior and on new methods of prevention and rehabilita
tion. The Center for Criminal Justice Operations and Management was devoted 
to the utilization of operations research for the improveme'nt of law enforcement 
agencies. The Center for Law and Justice dealt with the appropriateness and 
fairness of criminal laws; the 1971 program plan added mention of community 
treatment, offender reintegration, and concern ror the conditions from which an 
offender enters the criminal justice system. The Center for SpeCial Projects 
administered the fellowship progrn.m. The Center for Demonstration and Profes
sional Services was responsible for translating knowledge into action through 
dissemination and technical assistance programs. 

Director Ruth felt, strongly that the mood of Congress was anti-research. 
Representative Rooney was especialiy critical of research efforts during this period 
demanding that the Institute demonstrate its usefulness by producing immediate 
solutions.2 Much of Ruth's time was spent justifying the research role to such 
oversight groups, including his own administrative hierarchy. The LEAA troika 
reflected practitioner/political divisions that were never conducive tg developing 
a research role in LEAA. Charles Rogovin, first LEAA Administrator, summarized 
Ruth's expcriences (1973, p. 18): 

"I had represented to him that he could design his own research program and 
enjoy real freedom and flexibility in implementing it. I have rarely been more in 

1 The Office of Lnw Enforcement Asslstnnce bnd been crented by the Lnw Enforcement 
Asslstnnce Act of 1965 (Pub. L. 89-197). 

: Mr. Ruth mnde these comments, during nn Interview In the faU of 1975. They were sup
ported by _severnl sources: other lndlvlduals who were on the staff of the IIIstlt!!te !I!!rlng 
thnt time IItlve mnde slmllnr comments In Interviews: Chnrles Rogovln, first Administrator 
of LEAA, hns made such comments!Jl print (1973, p. 19). 

• 
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rl'l'ol'. Time and again Ruth's initiutives wel'r fl'ustl'atrc1 by the disagreements from 
Vt'ldc, Coster and myself [the troika]. Despite a. wealth of rxpcrience in a~g(,8sing 
the quality of rrscarch institutions and indiViduals during hi1'1 sC'l'vice IlS Drputy 
Director of the Crime Commission and in academic life, he was serond-guessed on 
every judgm('nt,1I 

'Whether it was reporting to 0. hostile Congress 01' to a conflicted administrntol', 
the job of the early dirertol'S waR [L politil'ul rathel' than a l'eseu1'ch tl\.'lk. This 
charactel'ization of the role of Institute directors va1'ies only in degree of pressure, 
and never in kind, through the history of the Institute, 
Phase II: The Danziger Period-Impact programing (1971-73) 

Phase I ended with President Nixon's appointment of Jenis Leonnrc1 as LEAA 
Administrator and Leonm'd's appointment of Martin Danziger as Director of 
NILECJ in the spring of 1971. 1'he previous year had sren strong criticism of 
LEAA in Congress (see Appendix A3) because, among other things, i;he large sums 
already expanCled on various progl'ams had not produced It decline in the crime 
rate. Since Congress had established LEAA with the expectation that crime would 
be reduced, and LEAA had not taken issue with the assumption that crime could 
be reduced by programs to "strengthen law enforcement," there was no public 
basis for advocating a different measure of performanre, Unfortunately, the new 

• administration acceptE'd-evE'n welcomed-this "cure rate" standard. It tht'l'ehy 
confounded, instead of clarifying, a problem that still troubles I,EAA, especially 
its research program. 

The ulle of crime rates as a mea.'lUre of performance is problematic for three rc't
sons: first, crime ratcs are affected to a considerable degree by factors other than 
those under the control of the criminal justice system, and conversely, many who 
(!ontribute to the crime l'ate do not pass through that system; second, crime rates 
themselves are affected by higher citizen or victim reporting and police l'cpol'ting 
procedures, It is quite possible for a program in citizen n.wal'eness, for eXllmple, to 
have the intended impact of higher reporting of crimes, therefore producing a 
higher crime rate. Third, and in this context most important, the use of crime rates 
as a measure of pel'formance is bused on wholly unrealistic cxpectutions ubout the 
kind und extent of immediate impart that is possible from research, There are 
many aspects of crime problems about which we now know little but can know 
more. ADd much of this knowledge ean be useful in future efforts to prevent and 
control crime: for example, oUt' public policies on punishment as a deterrent, on the 
use of the criminal law to control deviant behavior, on technique.$ of law enforce
ment, on court processing, on techniques of l'ehabilitating criminal offenders, all 
can be productively informed by carefully focused l'esearch, But it is important to 
recognize thnt practicnl payoff from research is necessarily indircct and often long 
term, 

Nonetheless, increases and decreases in crime rates remained the focus of LEAA 
performance merulUres, and the criticism continued. One outcome of the critiCism 
was LEAA's embarrassing discovery that it hnd almost no information about the 
impact of its programs. Therefore 0. new elfort was begun throughout LEAA to 
focus on crime reduction (rather tllUn "system improvement") and on evaluatiug 
the impact of these programs. Interest in evaluation was in itself encouraging, 
but it had unfortunate consequences for the development of the Institute. The 
new effort affected the Institute in major ways: it hardened and intensified LEAA's 
commitment to the gonl of directly controlling crime, even for the research pro
gram; it involved Institute staff in a lengthy and complex planning process using 
specific reductions in crime rates us performance measures; und it produced a 
sharp change in R&D strategy. 

The term "crime-specific planning" cnme into use throughout LEAA in 1971, 
in direct response to Congressional questions about the relationship between 
government anti-crime fUnding and the increasing crime rate (See discussion Of 
the l\1onagan hearings in Appendix A3; also see Chelinsky 1976, pp. :;\-16), The 
term meant tht\t programming had to be tied to a specifiC crime and designed to 
bring abont a specified level of reduction (or decreasing rate of increase) in the 
rate of ocourrence for that particular crime. The total iu.ek .of realism in the "_ 
expectations underlying crime-specific plnnning beonme clear very quickly, but ,
the concept continued to have organizn.tional impact even in the research Rrogl'am. 
Tv:o years were devoted to making both the NILECJ organization and Institute 
programs directly responsive to the goal of reducing crime, "Crime-spccific" was 
relaxed to "crime-oriented" during this periodl but the belief remained strong 
that research on crime could directly and imql.~diately o.ffect crime-reduction if 
only the right conibination of planning and fUnding strateg)< was used. 
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Accepting the pressures of providing immediate, "crime-specific" results, 
Director Danziger reorganized the Institute. The new structure included a 
planning and evaluation staff and four divisions: Research Administration, 
Research Operations, Statistics, and Technology Transfer. The 1973 Program 
Plan, in which this system was most fully elaborated, admits that "this approach 
is basically the structure for an operational, action-oriented program," but asserts 
that "a research plan also can closely follow the design." This statementillus
trates the extent to which the Institute during this period was engaged ill an 
intensive drive to produce social change. 

The funding progmm was significantly different from previous years. NILECJ 
chose to limit its major funding to a few large-scale grants and contracts on the 
grounds that this strategy for spending the money would have the largest possible 
payoff. Large dollar amounts were committed to projects (for example, the 
Equipment Systems Improvement Program), several of which continue today. 
The major example of the shift in research strategy was the Institute's involve
ment in LEANs ImR!lct Cities Program.3 The Institute's 1973 Program Plan 
describes the Impact Oities Program in the following way: 

"This program channels a substuntial portion of LEAA's discretionary and 
l'esearch funds to selected Impact Cities for the reduction of stranger-to-stranger 
crime and burglary. The objective is to halt the increase in the target crimes and 
to achieve a 5 percent reduction in two years and a 20 percent decrease in five 
years." 

Apparently convinced that solutions could be found by concentrating large 
amounts of money at selected sites and believing that this would result in a more 
efficient use of R&D money than a fragmented grants program, Leonard and 
Danziger made the Impact Cities program a major focus of LEAA and Institute 
funds. The expected payoff of gaining new knowledge about reducing crime did 
not materialize and that failure should have been anticipated. A more detailed 
discussion of Impact Cities appears in Appendix C, but one major pc.int should 
be stressed here. The obviously political natmo of the overall program dictated 
many aspects of its design and operation. For example, the cities themselves were 
chosen for political reasons and the New Federalism requirements precludf)d 
mandating comparable programs or comparable data collection and evaluation 
designs. "Thile the Institute was not responsible for these politically motivated 
requirements, the situation illustrates the highly political constraints within which 
the Institute operates, constraints that do not lend themselves to good research 
efforts. Further, the Institute can be held responsible for committing its resources 
to programs that cannGt be reconciled with research objectiyes. 

In sum, the Danziger period produced an intensification of the Institute com
mitment to directly reducing crime. Goals, objectives and planning were all tied 
to a belief that crime was a problem that could be solved: a war on crime on the 
model of the war on poverty. This effort has generally been considered not only a 
failure, but wrong-headed as well. Just as poverty cannot be wiped away by 
government programs, so clime cannot be simply purged from the sccial order by 
committing massive goVel'nmerlt resources. 'Vhile this jugdment does not fault 
the good intentions of thos(> who were part of LEANs effort during that period; it 
does point to a major mistake in the agency's underiltanding of crime problems. 
In fact, giv(>n the political climate and bureaucratic complexities, it is clear that 
this period did nct provide a good test of the validity of crime-reduction poliCies. 
And it is particularly clear that the research program WflS misused in the mistaken 
campaign for immediate solutions. 
Phase III: The Caplan Period (1978-Pl'esent) 

Gerald Caplan was appointed Director of the Inst.itute in fall 1973 by the new 
LEAA Administrator, Donald Santorelli. The Caplan period received its earliest 
definition in the decision to deemphasize crime-reduction as a goal. The experience 
with crime-specific and then crime-oriented planning was clem' throughout LE.A.A, 
it simply was not possible to demonstrate that the various LEAA programs, let 
alone NILECJ research grants, had contributed to specific decreases in specific
crime rates. 

Since crime l'3tes had nct decreased significantly anywhere-indeed had in
creased morc often than decreased-the claims for impact were probably unfounded 
from the start.4 Caplan responded to this state cf affairs by explicitly desclaiming 

3 The Impnct Cities Progrllm nnd its repercuesions for the Institute are discussed in 
Chapter IV, pp. 14-15 and further examined in a case study in Appendix C4. 

• In fnct, some experimentnl programs l1ad 'the effect of lncrensing the crime rnte-as 
mensured by the FBI's Uniform Crime Reports-becnuse they nchieved their intended 
effect Of incrensing the number of crimes actually rl.'ported to the police. 

.. 
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the reality of such expectations. Recognizing that it was whoHy unreasonable 
to measure the effectiveness of a research program by specific "cure" rates, 
Caplan modified the Institute's approach. The Institute WGuld no longer plan for 
direct and immediate impact on crime rates but instead would develop longer
range objectives that could be ell:pected to contribute to a more realistic way to 
an overall reduction in crime. Even the traditional focus on improving the stysem 
was recast so that eefficiency and fairness beeame objectives -in their own right 
rather than tools for reducing crime rates. The Institute and all of LEAA entered 
a new period of deflating expectations. 

In nddition, Director Caplan has recently begun efforts to dcvelop and encourage 
a research community Interested in more basic l"esearch questions. He is moving 
away from the Danziger strategy of supporting a few ~arge-scale efforts toward a 
policy of awarding a larger number of smaller grants, especially looking to the 
academic research community. Caplan has been working on developing closer 
connections with a wider research community. He is attempting to draw in 
l'esearchers, and research ideas, from among those who have never done work on 
criminal justice but who are interested in behaviors and social patterns that are 
clearly important for understanding crime phenomena. Such an approach, if 
actually cal'l~ted forward with a major commitment of Institute resources, would 
amount to a whole new strategy: namely, directing the Institute efforts not to 
reducing crime rates but to understanding the social and behavioral phenomena 
that undel'lie crime rates. Unfortunalel.}r, there are only minimal signs that 
such a strategy is being pursued on a major scale. The overall impression of the 
Institute's goo.ls and objectives under Caplan's leadership is one of decentraliza
tion and eclecticism. No research agenda exists aJ) a general guide to planning and 
funding. Instead, the organizational structure itself-traditional program areas 
plus major efforts in evaluation and technology tran~fer-seems to generate 
the program. The question to be addressed is whether this reflects the maturing 
of an organization that, in its collective sense of itself, now realizes that a step
by-step, piece-by-piece approach is the best route to accomplishing its mission
or whether it reflects the frustration of failure and the absence of any sense of 
mission. This report provides some answers to this question. 

CONCLUSION 

The problems of locating research in an action agency have always been sub
stantial. 'rhe pressures from the parent agency tend to favor immediate solutions 
and fostel" an unnecessary polarization of basic and applicd research. NILECJ's 
position in an agency perceived as a serviceI' of local criminal justice practitioners 
has narrowed its focus to the criminal justice system, and sometimes simply to 
crime rates, and has prevented the Institute from looking to larger research 
issues. Its outlook has been unnecessarily narrow and its l'esearch agenda has not 
benefited from a variety of perspectives on criminal justice problems: 

Thes& difficulties have been exacerbated by the political atmosphere and admin
istrative conditions in which the Institute has had to pursue its -research program. 

-The hrief sketch of the Institute's historical development illustrates a confusion 
about NILECJ's basic mission that has plagued the agency sincc its incer;tion. 
As each new Director or LEAA Administrator brings to the office It different 
conception of the Institute's mandate, NILECJ's structure is reorganized and the 
research program overhauled. Given the confusion in the Department of Justice, 
and the turnover within LEAA's leaderships, during the past eight years, the 
development and pursuit of a coherent research agenda has been a formidable 
task. The cumulation of Imowledge through l"esearch has suffered as program 
priorities have changed beforc resUlts could'accumulate on specific subject areas. 

The Safe Streets Act and the agency that it created were attempts at a plural
istic resolution of severe ideological differences. The J'esulting structure of the new 
action agency (LEAA) was ltn intricate imitation of the federal system. The 
problems of federal research for local consumption which the Institute's position 
in this agency caused were not systematically considered by its founders and 
J'emain a basic dilemma to thc present d;\\,y. Its outlook has been unnecessarily 
narrow and its reseal'ch agrnda has not benefit-ed from a variety of perspectives 
on criminal justice problems. 
The nature of a Federal researcl~ "ole in crime programs 

BecauJ)e the federal role in criminal justice research came about as part of a 
much larger action program, it is important to be clear about the nature of thc 
relationship between the two. As detailed in Chapter I, Congress was ambivalent
about assuming any roie in state and local criminal justice activities. Its solution 
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to the problem of federal interfCl'ence was to ::et up a fmmework of block grant 
funding under which state and local decision makers are supposed to retain 
programmatic {)'uthority, although reviewed by federnl officials. Thc fedcral role 
wa~ essentially to provide the funds. But Congre~s nlso established a centralized 
structure for the purpose of performing some functions that werc not considered 
feasible at the state level: principally a national crime statistics centcr and a 
R&D effort. Since it was aSRumed from the beginning that the national interest 
in crime problems was to serve local needs, a fcderal R&D effOl·t was not for the 
purpose of solving crime problems at thc nationullevel but rather to help state 
ancI local jurisdictions deal with their crime problems. A basic premise of the 
Safe Streets Act, thcrefore, was that the federal R&D effort was to service state 
anc1local planning. 

The iRsue is: What kind of strategy will best fOeI've that purpose? Several 
pmisibilities occur. One is to assume that serving ~tate and local planning means 
providing information to the administrators of block grant funds (State Pll'nn.ing 
Agencies, or 8P A's) about which programs heing considered for funding are 
likely to be effective. The "what works and WhlLt doesn't world" question has 
been posed insistently to NILgCJ by 8P A's from the early days, indicating that 
they at least perceived NILECJ's service role in terms of providing immediate 
Rolutions and that they wished to use the information in their planning. It will 
not surprise researchers that NILECJ was unable to re~pond to such requests. 
'While the question itself is important and should be addressed, and it Wui'l even 
encouraging that 8P A's asked it, it is naive to pose it in terms of immediate 
solutions. There is no more complex area of :-1ocial phenomena than crime prob
lems. Since researchers do not yet understand the basic causes of crime, it is 
naturally difficult for them to come up with quick prescriptions for stopping it. In 
short, the "immecliate solution" strategy places the Institute in an imposuible 
position. 

On the other hand, a strategy which places the Institute in the role of providing 
programmatic solutions for local crime problems but without the preSSlU'e of 
immediacy might be somewhat easier. Such a strategy would keep NILECJ in its 
direct Fcrvice relatiom:hip with the block grant structure and thcrcby force it to 
focus on the programmatic concerns of state anclIocal criminal justice planners. 
Because of the llature of block gl'ant funding this strategy would probably mean 
that the Institute's effort would be predominantly oriented to traditional practi
tioner needs. Thus a major focus would be operational: improving the efficiency 
of thc criminal justice system. Throughout much of its history the Institute has 
pursued a course very similar to this. But as will be illustrated in later chapters, 
the strategy has not successfully served SPA programming needs and has produced 
mostly mediocre research 

A third strategy would put the Institute in the primary business of planning 
and implementing large demonstration projects. Such a strategy would have the 
mixed purpose of synthesizing research results (from any source), testing appro
priate implementations, and disseminating model programs to practitioners. It 
would probably tie tlw Institute's efforts to SPA programming less than would the 
first two strategies, and make it more directly responsive to the practitioner 
community. It wouldal~o decrease substantially NILECJ's role in planning and 
sponfioring primary research. The In~titute has engaged in some of this activity, 
but it is not at all clcm' that a demonstratioll. strategy requires the guidance of a 
research institute. LEAA has its own office and funds for this purpose and could 
probnbly pursue such a strategy as effectively on its own or with minimal meth
odological advice from NILECJ. 

A fourth possibility, and one that is far more appropriate for a national research 
institute, is for NILECJ to emphasize that aspect of the Safe Streets legislation 
that encournges innovative anti-crime programming, and therefore to focus its 
efforts on developing and testing alternative approaches to crime problems. 
Such a program would tend to de-eLiphasize operational questions, except insofar 
as they were directly related to erime control (e.g., patrol strategies); it would 
work with non-traditional approaches to crime and criminal behavior in an effort 
to develop a new understanding of crime problems; it would attempt to bring to 
bear thinking and research from a variety of disciplines not now focusing on 
crime, and encourage multidisciplinary research efforts; and it would concentrate 
on testing hypotheses under experimental and quasi-experimental conditions so 
that results could be deemed reliable for use in developing programs. This strategy 
would tie the Institute more to the research community and permit resources to 
be allocated on grounds that are largely independent of political demands or 

.. 
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system pressures. It would also require a risk~tnking posture toward ideas and 
research possibilities. 'rhis kind of activity is necessary, we believe, in order to' 
justify the existence of a national research institute. If encouraged to develo~' 
properly, this strategy will eventually serve state and local cl'ime control needs) 
far better than its more agency oj' pl'llctitioner dominated alternatives. 

The nature of these alternatives reveals some important features of the rela
tionship between research and action programming in LEAA. Tho 1'010 of SP A'fJ 
is to administer the block grant funds. These funds amount to approxmiately 5 % 
of the total criminal justice e.-xpenclitures in any state. Consequently, if the 
Safe Streets Program is to have any impact the SPA's must use action funds in 
strategic and innovative ways. To so do requires careful analysis of local crime' 
problems, law enforcement patterns and system needs. While few SPA's have yet 
developed this kind of analytical capacity, those who have find it both necesstUy 
and natural to conduct their own "immediate solution" research. The critical 
connection is between programming anel research. Research, in this context, be~ 
comes totally a tool for planners with specific problems to solve. The case is 
similar fol' eva!tmtion. The SPA's need to he able to evaluate particular pro
gnlms with. an eye both to refunding decisions and introdUCing changes to make 
existing programs more en'ective. 

While this kind of research and evaluation hns not yet developed extrn~ively 
in the SPA's, it is clearly an appropriate and productive function. Thr Com
mittee believes, however, that it is not it function which a nat'z'onal research 
institute can perform effectively. The relationship between a particular "need 
to know" anel the deployment of resources to obtain the required knowledge is a 
matter of intraorganizational response. To place the responsibility for rrspond
ing in the hands of a l'£'search institute that is renlOte from the particulm' nreds 
as defined by the fifty-five SPA's is to ignore the natural dynamic in favor of an 
unnatural und inevitably unworkable relationship. A furthcr complication is 
the fact that the canons for valid scientific research often conflict with t,he needs 
and style of progrn:.'n administrators. Since the basis of the relationship is sel'vice, 
and that relationship runs in one direction oniy (with research serving program), 
the likelihood is that research canon:; will he compromiserl more often than 
udministmtors inconvenienc('{1. Even when the research stafr succeeds in protect
ing the integl'ity of it" work the constant stl'\lggle is liable to be debilitating. 

The current rell1tionship lwtween SPA's and the Institute ranges from indif
ference to hostility. The SPA's resist pl'ogmmming that is not developed to meet 
a specific and, they argue, unique need; they also resent the "intrusion" of the 
federal presence whenever the Institute fUllds a demonstmtion OJ' evaq'~tion 
program in their state. By the same token, tht<Illstitute resents SPA expectafiollS 
that the Institute should be providing readily IlPplicllblc knowledge for local 
programming, and their general lack of unrlerRtamling of the nature of rescllrch. 
We believe that this mutual hostility was inevitahle. 

We suggest that there is anothrl' way to view the Institute's proper Tole 1n 
serving state and local needR. Rathel' than intruding upon the relationship between 
research and programming, which oeetu'S most fruitfully at the SPA level where 
it is both organizationally sound and part of the dynamics of planning, the federal 
research effort should concentrate on drvelopip.g and testing innovative approaches 
to crime problems. This strategy, which ha,c; ah'eady he('n outlined above, is 
particularly appropriate for It national institute, for three reasons. First, a major 
l'esearch commitment will often he l'eq\lirE'd in order to thoroughly develop and 
adequately test new approaches to crime prohlems. The scale of such (t (!omlllit~ 
ment-both in 1'esourcE'S and time frallle-is heyond the capacities of SPA's. 
Second, the l'ange and deg1'ee of scientific competence n('cessary to mount a highly 
sophisticated research effort are llot normally available at the SPA level. Third, 
an undertaking that has a long range timc frame but no clearly spccifiable 
product, and is l:\sky as well, is simply inappropriate for an action agency such as 
an SPA. Therel\we, the 'Propel' mission of a national institute of law enforcement 
and criminal justice is to engage in re8ea1'eh and development on a scale ami a 
level and within a time frame that is impractical for the rest of the system. Such 
it mission must not be all-inclusive because there is much valuable "immediate 
solution" evalu~ltion and l'eseal'ch that should be done (and would be better done) 
at the SPA level. In short, the nature of a federall'esrarch role in crime problems 
clepends not only on the needs to he served hut also on the capacitirs that exi'it 
01' can be developed at the various lewIs of the system, 
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The concept of applied research 
To opt for a research strategy based on developing and testing innovative 

apprQaches to crime problems is not to exclude what is usually called applied 
research. The range of contributions that is appropriate in this area necessarily 
spans a wide variety of research, development and evaluation activities. But it 
is important to be clear about two matters: first, what is excluded, Dnd why; 
and second, the essentially eclectic (sometime!:: serendipitous) nature of what is 
included. 

'1.'he preceding argument outlined what is excluded: namely, "immediate 
solution" research. This has been identified as research that is (or ought to be) 
tied directly to the p1anning process of an operating or iunding agency, and 
therefore 'to action programming. Another equaJly inappropriate undertaking 
for a national institute is simply gathering information on aspects of crime prob
lemS-building an inventory, if you will. This is what practitioners often think 
of as applied :research, and then feel frustrated when the piles of "data" do not 
tell them anything. 

On the othel' hand, the example of data cUl:lection is a good point of departu,re 
for understanding the complex concept of applied research. Data collection and 
archiving must be careiuliy pl",..ned to be productive. One must, in effect, design 
a number of potential research projects in order to determine what data are 
necessary to answer the important questions. In this speculative and informal 
"design" process, the significance of the questions, and therefore of the information 
that will become "data," arises from the nature of the problems one is interested 
in. Which is to say that research, whether its purpose is to understand a problem 
better or to try to solve it, is always a matter of stating and testing hypotheses. In 
short, applied research is not a singular activity that is unrelated to the more 
general process called research or to the normal canons of scientific methodology. 
It is part of a continuum that ranges from the abstl'l1ct to the concrete. Whatever 
differences that exist, therefore, are matters of degree. 

Differences do exist, of course, and they are important find instructive. Defining 
a problem for applied research means (minimally) starting with a practical 
problem rather than one that derives from theory; it also means that the researcher 
is concerned with arriving at a means to solve the problem rather than simply 
understanding it better. Consequently, while so-called basic l'cse!rrch is not con
stl'l1ined to produce a certain kind of answer, applied research always has a peculiar 
stake in its own results. For this reason, applied research is often more difficult to 
design than is basic research. It requires the perspective of the practioners, of 
program planners, and of researchers~an inherently conflictful mix-as well as 
the kind of creativity that permits one to understand and conceptualize social 
problems in terms of their possible solutions. Therefore, a role for the Institute 
that emphasizes the applied research end of the continuum is in many wa~'s u more 
difficult assignment than conducting or sponsoring basic research. 

One consequence of these difficulties is the tendency to insist upon dichotomizing 
basic and applied research in such a way that many fruitful approaches are ex
cluded. So-called basic research is considered inappropriate or so unrelated to 
problems as to be irrelevant. Rcse!lrch problems are defined as problems of 
practice, requiring only the application of proper technology for solution. Re
searchers are hired to perform the tasks of surveying the state of the mt and then 
applying it. This is the model of "immediate solution" research, but without the 
specific problem and the programming function to malte it useful. Furthermore, 
the approach tends to exclude the normal process of research: namely, generating 
alternativ,e hypotheses from relevant theory, and then testing one or more hypoth
eses to determine which variables and relationships are explanatory in the partic
ular case. To say that applied research is problem-oriented does not mean that it 
cannot be informed by theory. Studying the problem of recidivism surely requires 11-
knowing something about attitude formation; cascload and administrative discre-
tion problems require the application of organization theory as much as manage-
ment technique; testing preventive patrol strategies requires an understanding of 
various possible behavioral responses in order to ensure that the proper measures 
are built into the experiment. The point is that the kinds of research that the 
Institute should be doing necessarily include aspects of both basic and applied 
research. ' 
The goal for a research program on crime problems 

The goals for the Institute research program were set by Congress, in the Safe 
Streets Act and its Amendments, and by LEAA throughQut its history. The 
historical account in Chapter 1 reveals important shifts in these goals, as the 
urgency of the "law and order" mandate first intensified and then fadednnd the 
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difficulty of pursuing immediate solutions bename clear. The Committee has care
fully considered both these lessons of historY' and the compelling nature of the 
social problem being addressed. Accordingly, we offer our own view of the proper 
goals for a national program in criminal justice research. 

As noted in Chapter 1, crime reduction as a, major goal of the Safe Streets 
Act and of LEAA programming from the beginning. It was responsible for the 
early emphasis on law enforcement and later for crime-specific and crime-oriented 
planning-and, eventually, for the Institute's involvement in a disastrous "re
search" effort as part of the Impact Cities program.s These were all simplistic 
approaches to the problem and never got beyond the f'l'ustrating stage of trying 
to manipulate crime rates for the short-term. But is is only recently that LEAA 
and Institute spokesman ho,ve been willing to quarrel publicly with the feasibility 
and appropriateness of crime reduction as a program goal (see, for example 
Gerald M. Caplan, "Losing' the War on Crime"). ' 

Unfortunately, the Institute's new response has been to deny its capacity to 
produce useful knowledge about crime problems at all, and to substitute as its 
focus of concern the operation of the criminal justice system. We do not wish to 
belittle efforts to improve the operations of the criminal justice system or to 
exclude them entirely from the purview of the Institute. But many of these 
efforts are not properly a matter of research interest; furthermore, while some are 

.. very important to the effective control of crime-such as studies of the forml;l.tive 
conditions for police performance-others I1re remote from tl1at concern. The 
danger we see is an Institute that avoids the hard questions of knowledge about 
crime and criminal behaviors in favor of easier but relatively trivial studies of 
system operations. It is understandable that an agency would respond negatively 
to a painful and unproductive history. But the Committee believes that the 
Institute's response is correct only with respect to expectations of immediate 
payoff. The goal of controlling crime for which LEAA and 'the Institute were 
originally established remains a valid objective, although a complex and difficult 
one. 

Clearly there were serious problems with LEANs approach to crime reduction. 
If Congress expected that it could mount a program that would defeat crime, 
these expectations were plainly over-blown. And certainly LEAA'I> frantic Itttempts 
to meet these expectations were ill-advised. But the Committee believes it would 
be a mistake to abandon the goal of reducing crime as if it were'beyond the capacity 
of this society to cope at all with crime problems. The difficnlty with crime re~ 
duction as a goal lies in a lack of understanding about how to approach the prob~ 
lem and how to measure the impact of our efforts, not in the inherent intracta
bility of the problem. No one is going to eradicate crime, just as no one is going to 
lIcme" poverty or end wars. But we as scientists and citizens would be irresponsi
ble if we abandoned our efforts because immediate solutions were not in sight. 
The fact is that we can know jnore about criminal behaviors and about the 
effectiveness of various governmental responses to them. And furthermore, this 
knowledge will ultimately be useful for crime prevention and contro1.6 Therefore, 
we strongly urge that LENA restore the control of crime as its lJrimary mission, 
nnd that NILECJ define its primary role as building knowledge toward that end. 

If the objective of crime reduction is re-introduced, it should be clearly under
stood that gimmicks'like five-year deadlines for 20 percent reductions in burglary 
rates are seriously misleading, even for action progmms, and certainly a mistaken 
measure of research productivity. In th,e first place, we do not yet have accurate 
or informative measures of crime rates, so the use of crime rate mea$ures as 
indicators or "tests" of anything is highly suspect. But even it we did have useful 
measures, it would be foolish to apply them to l'esearch programs. The National 
Institutes of Health have a cancer research program but no reasonable observer 
measures its effectiveuess or usefulness by cancer cure rates (or death rates). It. is 
obvious that the knowledge-building pt'ocess in cancer research is long-term and 
Unpredictable. The same is true for the process of building knowledge about crime 
and criminal behaviors. It is simply wrong to judge a l'esearch program by opera
tional measures. 

T~us research program should be judged by the intelligence and coherence of 
>,,' _l~.L-"roach to crime problems, I1nd by its capl1city to cumulate and focus knowl
elfge toward solVing those problems. All of these factors are important, including 
the goal of controlling crime. The Committee believes that such a program is 

G The Committeu's uxtended comments on Impact Cities can be found In Appendix C4. 
G Bee tile s~ction on research priorities beginning on ,p. V-21. for speCific recommendations 

about research on crime problems. 
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feasible-and that it is the onl)' legitimnte basis for the existence of a national 
institute of law enforcement and criminal justice. 

V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The role of the Institute should be to develop valid, genernliznble knowledge 
about crime, criminal behaviors, and the effectiven<'ss of crime control methods 
and policies. As a national research institute, it should develop the resources 
necessary to undertake research that is not feasible 01' appropriate at the stat,} 
01' local level. 

To protect the integrity of the Institute's researoh program, the Committpe 
l'ecommends that the Institute be reconstituted as an independent research agency 
within the Department of Justice. Such independence would include final approval 
authority over all awards as well as control of the administrative budget, per:
sonnel, and detailed program review. The Director should be chosen from candi
dates with significant experience and recognition in both research and research 
administration. Furthermore, the Committee urges that a Criminal Justice 
Research Advisory Board be established, by statute, with members appointed 
by the President and including an appropriate mix of scientists and practioners. 

The Committee recommends thnt the Institute be organized around substan
tive program m·eas. These should be designed to provide a comnlon focus on a 
theoreticully intpl'esting problem while at the same time exploiting f.hA variety .. 
of perspectives that different disciplines can bring to bear. They should also be 
designed on the assumption that produCing valid and useful knowledge is a 
cumulative process. 

The Committee recommends that the Institute take steps to ensure quality 
in its research. Qne such step involves the process of project review. To ensure 
quality, that process requires more than a mail review of individual projects. 
It requires program area panels, meeting regularly, to ensure continuity in the 
use of (1)'iteria and in the cumulation of knowledge. The Committee recommends 
sub-panels for mpthodological review and, for panels, a mix of researchers and 
practitioners to provide proper guidance for the long-range development of 
program areas. 

The Committee condudes that activities involving direct service to components 
of LEAA or pl'actitioner~-whether these be training, technical assistance, pack
aging and marketing of resear('h results, or non-generalizable eValuations
canno~ be undertaken pffectively by a research institute. Therefore, they should 
be a part of LEAA's technit'al assistance program and not the responsibility of 
the Institute. 

Thp primru'y goal for the Institute should be developing Imowledge that is useful 
in rpdudng crime. At the same time, the Institute should maintain its concern with 
the fairness and effectiveness of the administration of criminal justice. The func
tion of research is always to produce knowledgp, whether for its own sake or for 
a socially useful purpose. Therefore, the Institute's program should be judged by 
the value of its contributions to our knowledge about crime and criminal justice 
rather than by operational measures such as crime and recidivism rates. 

Mr. SCHEuF.m. At this time, the meeting of the committee will 
adjourn until tomorrow in this room at 9 o'clock, Ilnd thank you so 
much. 

[Whereupon, at 12:55 p.m., the hearing WIlS adjourned, to recon- ., 
vene at 9 a.m., 'l'hursday, June 30, },977.] 
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FEDERAL ROLE IN CRIlUINAL JUSTICE AND CRIME 
RESEARCH 

THURSDAY. JUNE 30. 19'7'( 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCo)'cmTTEE ON 
DOMES'l'IC AND IN'l'ERNATIONAL SC:tENTIFIC PLANNING, 
ANALYSIS AND COOPERA.TION OF THE COM:\U'l'TEE 0111 
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, AND SUllCOl\r:\IITTEE ON 
ORD[E OF THE OOMMITTEE ON '!'HE JUDICIARY, 

Washington, D.O. 
The snbcommittees met at 9 a.m. in room 2141, Rayburn House 

Office Building, Hon. Jo1m Oonyers, Jr., cochairman, presiding. 
Present: Representatives Oonyers, Schener, and Ashbrook. 
Staff members present: Leslie Freed, Hayden W. Gregory, Jonah 

Shacknai, counsel; Robert Shellow, consultant; Ross Stovall, as
sociate counseli and James Gallagher, technical consultant. 

Mr. OONYERS. The subcommittees will come to order, and we will 
continue the hearings cochaired by myself and the distinguished 
gentleman from New York, Mr. Scheuer, with reference to the Federal 
role in criminal justice and crime research. 

We are pleased to have with us today the former Director of the 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Oriminal Justice, Gerald 
Oaplan, its former Director up until approximately 2 months ago. 

We note that Gerald Oaplan is also a professor of law and has been 
general counsel of LE.A.A, and in addition has been on the President's 
Commission of Law Enforcem';\nt llnd the Administration of Justice, 
and has f;,erved in distinguished capacities throughout the system of 
justice. 

We welcome you, Mr. o apl an , for a continued discussion of the 
direction of this part of LE.A.A, nnd we would appreciate any high 
points from your experience which I think would help these sub
committees in recommending to the Congress and 111 timately to the 
Department of Justice the direction that we might most effectively 
move in the future. 

TESTIMONY OF GERALD M. CAPLAN, FORMER DIREOTOR, NATIONAL 
INSTITUTE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

Mr. OAPLAlf. Thank you very much, Mr. Ohairman. 
I am appreciative of the opportunity to participate in these dis~ 

tinauished proceedings. ' 
Ihave not prepared a formal stlltement, but I do have several 

comments that I would like to make l'egarding the futme of the 
National Institute, ,~,_) 

(203, 
94-928--11----14 
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First, I think that what the Institute needs most and what it has 
had too little of is stability of leadership and continuity of programs. 
In a field where so little is known, it is important to pursue promising 
leaders to a point where a reliable assessment can be made of their 
worth, undto avoid possible scurrying about after each new faddish 
tip. 

It is less important where we begin, I think, than that we stick to 
what we have started. 

What we have learned is that there are no shortcuts in this field. 
For that reason, ·'st.iLbility" and "continuity" as the medicine most 
needed for the Institute's health. 

Independence from LEAA is a preferred way to reach these goals, 
but it is not the only way. Equality within LEAA, evidenced by 
giving the Director of the Institute authority to commit funds would, 
in my opinion, be an adequate guarantee, even thou~h the Institute 
would remain under the general supervision or the LEAA Adminis~ 
tr!1tor. 

Second, regarding the--
Mr. SCHEUER. In other words, you mean doing away with the sign~ 

off by the LEAA Administrator on all grants? 
Mr. CAPLAN. That is right. I think if the Institute were not a 

subordinate part of LEAA, a stepchild as it now is, but was an equal 
partner, it could be sufficient. 

Mr. SCHEUER. But specifically you would advocate removing the 
sign-off by the LEAA Administrator? 

Mr. OAPLAN. I think that is critical. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Yes. 
Mr. OAPLAN. I recall back in 1968 when Mr. Justice Rehnquist 

was with the Department of Justice as director of the Office of the 
Legal Oounsel he wrote an opinion interpreting the congressional 
intent as permitting sign-off authority in the Institute Director, but 
that opinion was not implemented. But I think it is essential if the 
Institute remains within LEAA. 

On the matter of budget, my own view is that the budget should 
be kept at about its present level. I think the Oongress has been 
sufficiently generous. The dramatic increases called for by some study 
groups are a kind of whistling in the dark. The problem with the 
Institute has not been lack of funds. The problem is much more 
difficult. It relates more to the newness of criminal justice research 
and the inherent difficulty of finding ways to cut crime without 
sacrificing our democratic ways. 

Third, I think the Institute staff should have the opportunity to 
do research. Present staffing levels are not adequate. They do not per~ 
mit staff research; and the bulk of staff effort goes toward ac1ministra~ 
tion. Ovcr time a <staff that itself performs research will be better 
able to monitor and plan funded research. And the opportunity to 
do research will be a valuable recruitment incentive. 

'l'hat is all I have by way of formal remarks. I would be pleased 
to answer any questions that the committee has. 

Mr .. OON1.'"ERS. I will yield to Ohairman Scheuer to begin the 
questioning. . 

]\11'. SCHEUER. Mr. Oaplan, I'd like to sort of fine-tune your 
language a little bit here. I am going to ask you a question, and I 

.. 

r 
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don't want to put the words in your mouth, and I am not encouraging 
you to engage in overkill, but I would like to get 0, precise definition 
of y~ur views on one subject on which other witnesses had very strong 
OpInIOns. 

I ask you-well, let's put it this way: Other witnesses, and I think 
you, feel that the National Institute could well stay in the Justice 
Dep~rtment and even in LEAA if ~he ~elationship of LEAA and the 
InstItute was so structured as to gIve mdependence to the Institute 
and freedom from the day-to-day, weel,Ao-week political pressures 
and political problems of LEAA and the Attorney General. 

Other witnesses, and in particular Profes'lorAl Blumstein, have said 
that it is critical and absolutely quintessential for the director of the 
National Institute to have final signoff and final authority on 
grantmaking. 

You have said in response to my question that it would be a wise 
thing for them to have final authority and to take away the signoff 
capability of the Administrator of LEAA so as to leave undisputed 
final discretion on the whole grant-funding process to the Institute 
Director, of course subject to the general supervision on policy find on 
effectiveness of operations to LE.AA, as you have indicated, much as 
the Attorney General oversees everything that goes on in the Justice 
Department. 

So with that preamble, I would like to ask you: Do you consider 
giving the Institute Director final authority on grantmaking, and do 
you consider, therefore, eliminating the signoff for the LEAA Admin
istrator on Institute funding, simply wise and desirable, or would you 
go to the extent that Blumstein and others have gone in saying that 
it is.absol~~t~l:y ess~ntial for th,e ~tegrity and the independence of the 
InstItute if It IS gOillg to rem!1Jn In LEAA. . 

J.fud :r repeat;! lIViJ.'L want to put words ill your mouth, I am not 
stimulating you to engage in overkill. I simply want you to define 
your thoughts very precisely. 

Mr, OAPLAN. Thank you. My view is the same as Blumsteins. If the 
Institute stays within LEAA, then signoff authority should be trans
ferred from the Administ1'l1tor to the Director of the Institute. And 
while one-signature checking accounts hold the possibility of abuse, 
this conld be minimized by administrative controls. The pattern of 
arbitrariness in funding decisions over the pfiSt 8 years is not inherent. 
It is a peculiarity of LEU rather than an inherent purt of a one
signature account. 

:Mr. SCHEUER. Oan you elaborate on your relations with the LEAA 
Administrator during your tenure? What was the quality of the 
relationship find how did it hnpact the quality of your decisionmaking 
and your work anel the Institute's work? 

n·1r.OAPLAN. I had the opportunity to serve 'under two Admin
istrators who took 'Very differ6nt positions toward the Institute. Mr. 
Santarelli's view was that the Institute should be allowed to pursue 
its own course, subject to his general direction. I see nothing im
proper-in fact, it is totally proper for the Administrator or the 
Attorliey General to say, "Tills problem should be looked at." It 
could be neighborhood justice centers 01' something else. 

It is proper for a.ppointed officials to mo,ke those kinds of judgments. 
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Mr, Velde on the other hand had a great interest in reset~uh himself, 
pl1rticularly equipment development, and unlike Mr. Santarelli he 
was involved intensively with individual grants. He had ideas for 
projects and for individuals who would be suitable to undertake them, 
I think: Mr. Santarelli's style is preferable. It makes it possible to 
build predictability, regularitYf and continuity into the progl'l1l11. 
General guidance at a policymaking level affecting priorities makes it 
lot of sense, but day-to-clay supervision, even if it is the wisest, pro
duces a situation where the Institute programs become like al'l1i1rol1d 
ticket-good for 30 days only. And you can't recruit an able group of 
researchers if they know the program is subject to sudden changes. 
Research is a risky process, and you Increase the risk dramatically 
when you change sif;nals. .. .. . 

1'1'11'. SCHEUER. Dld you have a problem m recrmtmg Ingh-q11ahty 
research persOlmel to the Institute while you were there? 

Mr. OAPLAN. Mr. Chairman, I clo think we have a quality staff, 
but it is fair to say that the high hopes for the Institute that you 
held at its inception and that Mr, Richardson and other officials of 
the Department of Justice have e:\.1)l'essecl, have not been achieved. 
'rhe Institute could have a higher reputation if its style were such as 
to show a respect for research. 

MI'. SCT;tEUER. You say reputation and style. ,:fllen you go to 
researchers !in the field of criminal justice and crime and ask them 
to join you, what would be the nature of their reservations and doubts 
about whether the Institute provided a proper institutional setting 
for their efforts? 

Mr. OAPLAN. Well, I think the foremost one is "Could we deliver 
on our program plans?" If I met someone who was prominent in a 
particular field and said, "Here is a program plan we have been work
ing on for several months," there would be an appropriate suspicion 
in the researcher's mind that we couldn't get it funded, that even 
when our program plan had been approved by the Administration, 
it woul<ll1ot come into beinO'. 

:Mr. SCHEUER. And wourd that be because the Institute simply 
didn't have the funding for it, 01' because the LEAA Administrator 
would overrule you as the Institute Director? 

Mr. OAPLAN. I would be overruled. There would be so many people 
looking over my shoulder. Before I signed-in the typical review 
process-there would be four people who would sign the application 
as well as written reviews by outsiders. An elaborate process continuing 
over months. . 

But after I would approve it, it would then go to maybe 5, 10, 
maybe as many as 15 people within LEAA, including one formal 
bonnl consisting of a comptroller, an individual who has no research 
background, a rotating member, and another high official of LEAA, 
and the various aides to the three Administrators would read the 
proposal as well. So there would be a lot of cooks stirring the broth 
and' everybody would have a difl'el'ent view, Even if their views were 
right-suppose one young assistant to the Administrator was correct 
in his views-you pay a very higll price for being correct on 1 grant 
ou t of 150 because there is no predictability in 'what you are doing. It 
was a very disorderly process. 

.. , 
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),11'. SCHEUER. You say that there is no reason why the LEAA 
.Administrator shouldn't give overall direction on policy and priorities. 
I want to raise one thing, and I'm sure you can answer it. 

It seems to me if the LEAA Administrator is settinO' priorities flnd 
policy that inevitably and understandably there would be almost a 
predictable tendency to stress applied l;esearch that would help a 
mission-oriented agency-the LEAA and the Department of Justice
and they would always feel constraints against funding for pure 
research, not because they weren't sympathetic to pure research but 
because they would tend to look upon you as a support agency for 
their efforts. And with limited funds and with limIted high-quality 
scientific personnel l it seems to me understandable and almost predict
a.ble they wouIel be pressing you in what Was a perfectly legitimate 
goa.l from their point of view i that of putting resources into applied 
research. 

It seems to me if that is trne, then you have, as Colonel Jacobowski 
would say, one of two possibilities. 1: ou could say ~ 

It is reasonable and predictable, and we will let the National Academy of 
Scitm\~es or the National Science Foundation do the purely theoretical research 
in the area. of crime, criminal justice, und law enforcement, and we will perceive 
-ourselves as an institute for applied research. 

01', if that is not acceptable, then it seems to me you would want 
to have second thoughts about whether the Institute should remain 
in LEAA if you want it to do theoretical as well as applied reseal'ch. 

Am I being unduly concerned about what those predictable pres
sures would be? 

}'-fr. CAPLAN. No; Mr. Chairm.an, I think you have hit the nail 
on the head. If the Institute were to remain under the general super
vision of the LEAA Administrator, that would be a hazard, and the 
program might be, driven too far in terms of finding answers that 
would be only useful for the next 6 months or a year. But balanced 
against this consideration is the fact that if the Institute does produce 
l'esearch of importance, the rest of the LEAA program is there, 
hopefully waiting to marshal its forces to implement it. 

rhe problem with other research and demonstration pl'ograms has 
been when they do hit a success, there aren't local funds to support it. 
There isn't initiative elsewhere, and many good ideas wither away. J 
think part of the genius of the LEAA design was that action funds were 
to be avilable to support research projects that provl.'.d themselves. It 
hasn't worked that way, but now that the Institute is 8 years old and 
has begun to say some important things, it has the opportunity to 
mobili~e LEAA. 

That may be wishful thinking. I don't think I have expe~·tise there 
in predicting what the new LEAA will look like, but it woctld seem to 
me that a marriage between research and action funds is~d:'lsible. 
Against that has to be weighed the possibility you suggest, that the 
LEAA AdIninistrator, under pressure from practitioners, will want t 0 
go for quick iL'{es rather than long-term research. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Do you think if we leave the Institute in LEAA that 
the legislation itself should stipulate that the Institute Director have 
final authority on grant approval, and that there should be an equal 
priority and an equal funding for pure research as against applied 
research? 
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Mr. CAPLAN. Yes. 
Mr. SCHEUER. And I'd like you to answer those separately. 
:Mr. CAPLAN. My strong recommendation would be that the Insti

tute Director be given signoff authority. 
Mr. SCHEUER. In the legislation? 
Mr. CAPLAN. In the legislation. And if that is not rIone, the commit

tee should recommend moving the Institute to the Department of 
Justice or elsewhere. However, I would be cautious about putting in 
the legislation a formula for the division of funds, and instead rely more 
on general language stressing the fact that the Institute has an obliga
tion to do both applied and basic research. 

I would not want to see the Institute have a monopoly on criminal 
justice research and, I think it is in the public interest that agencies, 
such as NSF and NIMH provide fmancial assistance in this area. 

Mr. SCHEUER. I think we have had quite a unanimity among wit-
nesses that there ought to be a little bit of competition. , 

Mr. OAPLAN. It is a healthy thing. I 

Mr. SCHEUER. And if there is some bit of duplication and replica
t.ion, that is not the greatest tragedy in the world, and it is far more 
compensated for by the intellectual competition that these other foci 
of intellectual activity would provide. 

I am going to wind up with this question. 
First, what are your thoughts on the judgments and the accuracy 

of the National Academy of Sciences' report on the Institute? 
And second, you mentioned some of the successful programs. During 

your tenure, which were the programs that were more successful, the 
most productive, and gave you the greatest feeling of satisfaction? 
And which were the failures that didn't produce much and the reasons 
why the underlying factors that produced success and failure? 

}'1r. OAPLAN. In terms of what our successes were-},1r. Ohairman, 
I had :a lapse of memory. 'What was the first part of your question? 

Mr. SCHEUER. Your reaction to the NAS report. 
:Mr. OAPLAN. The NAS reporti right. 
I was both heartened and disheartened by it. It was one of a number 

of reports that attempted to make judgments about the Institute. It 
was well funded and it studied us at great length. ,Vhat troubled me 
about it, the disheartening part, was that it seemed without a political 
context. It had a utopian flavor a,bout it. One could neither oppose 
its recommendations nor implement them. I thought it had an un
realistic tenor about it. 

On the other hand, I thought that it was a judicial assessment. It 
provided sensible guidance for the future. 

rrhe Institute began to implement it as soon as it ,,,as in draft form. 
It was on my initiative tho.t the study was undertaken, amI I think 
in retrospect it was a wise decision. 

}'1r. SCHEUER. OK. Now, as to your successes anel failures and which 
were they and what were the elements that seemed to produce success 
as against failure? 

Mr. OAPLAN. Well, I don't have 0. total list off the top of my head, 
but S€lveraillrojects come to mind, and I think they illustrate where 
we are in criminal justice research. 

In the police itl'ea there are three or four projects that suggest that 
the way we thought policing ought to be done was incorrect. Taken 

• 
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together, the sum of their impact is much greater than the individual 
components. 

I think from the first set of stiudies or related studies, we learn how 
heavily dependent the police are on citizen cooperation. We talk 
about police discretion and judicial discretion, but victim discretion 
to invoke the criminal justice system, to call the police, to tell them 
what happened, and then to appear in court-that this is what makes 
a difference. 

And the studies are quite dramatic in revealing that 'where citizens 
don't promptly can and where they don't have information to give 
the police officer, when they don't give him a big due, such as the 
license plate number or the name of the offender, the police are 
relatively helpless to solve crime. '\ 

Mr. SCHEUER. If I were a conservative Republic:'m member of this 
committee, I would say you don't have to engage in grandiloquent 
resea1"ch efforts tO~(lome to the <lOnclusion that if somebody can give 
the police a license plate or a clel1r description of the offenders, they 
have a better cha1111e of making an apprehension than if they have 
nothing to go on. : 

Mr. CAPLAN. Thete is an obvious quality about that. 
Mr. SCHEUER. To my thinkingt that was not what I had in mind 

when I worked very hard with others to get the Institute into being 
and operation. 

Mr. CAPLAN. Let me try restating it another way. We find from the 
Kansas City response time study that citizens delay for a long time 
in calling police, and this delay means that police rushing to the scene 
of the crime will sti1ll1rriyc there too late to solve the crime. 

Most people WllO are victimized cl111 somebody else before they 
call the police. Now, that is something we didn't know about before. 
It is une:ll:pectecl, and police chiefs around the country are saying, 
"That is true in Kansas City but not in my hometown." But I think 
it will bear up. The resBarch is solid. 

Mr. SCHEUER, May1>e it is all that red meat they eat in Kansas 
Cit;}':. They call their husbands or wives first. 

Mr. CAPLAN. Well, I think we will have it on the east coast and 
west coast as well. If you combine the findings of delay in roporting 
with the fact that detectives-we learned from another study-aPl?ear 
to have a very limited capacity to solve crimes, without citlzen 
assistance, it suggests that we al'e not policing in the right way. When 
that detective arrives at the scene, it is not so much the way, Mr. 
Ohairman, you put it, that if the citizen tells him the information he 
can go ahead and solve the crime, but unless he gets that information 
at the scene of the crime I he is not likely to get it on his own-by 
fingerprints or some other mysterious ways as they do on television. 

It is that simple. 
These are very important leads in terms of manpower, comfuunica

tions, motor vehicles, and community J,'elations. We need to get at the 
heart of questions as to why citizens give so many phony addresses, 
why they delay so long in calling. 

And I might say that these kinds of findings, apart from how con
servative Republicans or others, would react-the chiefs have taken. 
them very hard. These studies have been disputed and debated, 

We have opened up an important areo" of research, 
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Another area where I think there is continuing promise is "defen
sible space," a concept that relates to architectural design. It suggests 
that crime can be significantly reduced in certain communities by the 
way public housing and other areas ure designed. 

:Mr. SCHEUER. To what extent were you able to make contact with 
noncommercial researchers and the community of scicntHic scholars, 
university-based and perhaps the private foundation-based commu
nity of scientific scholars during your tenure as Director? 

1,,11'. CAPLAN. I think that substantial success was achieved here. 
It improved over time. Criminal justice research is a relatively new 
field. When I was working at the Crime Commission in 1965, you 
could hardly find a political scientist sociologist that had studied the 
police or the judiciary. The textbooks hadn!t been written. This has 
<lhanged, and there is much new blood, and I think much excitement, 
because so many people have been recruited into the fieldtts a result 
of the National Institute's program. Even more are needed. 

Much of the Institute's research is of such a large scope that it is 
no longer within the 'province of an individual professor or group of 
professors. Universit16s aren't organized for large data gathering 
stndies. If you want to do a survey of drug addiction programs in 
jails, the University of Chicago or Yale is not likely to leap to do it. By 
and large that work is more suitable for Federal chartered research 
organizations and o~her corporationf;. Niany have hired Ph. D/s and 
graduate students and have como to look more and more like uni~ 
ver;:\ities, and it is hard to tell them apart. 

Mr. CONYERS. Thank you, 
Counsel Hayden Gregory. 
IVIr. GREGORY. Do you believe, Mr. Caplan, that there is need for 

Federal support for research in the cause of crime, the origins of crime'!, 
1\1:1'. CAPLAN. Yes. 
NIl'. GREGORY. To what degree? What are some examples of some 

of the kinds of research you would find or perhaps did :find in this 
area? 

IVIr. CAPLAN. I'd say the Institute did too little of it. It is not a type 
of research that produces sharp and clear answers. It is particularly 
difficult to design. 

I would say one area where it would be useful to know more would 
be about the relationship between employment and crime. Here there 
has been a lot of research that needs to be pulled together. There has 
been a lot of e).'}lerience in job programs. The Congress has shown a 
great interest in it. There are views on different sides. And is is prob
ably one that we could learn much more about and turn that know
ledge into pr.tctice. 

Often the root causes are of such enormous proportions that they 
tend to dwarf even the crime problem. 

Mr. GREGORY. Taking that example of employment and crime and 
the nexus between the two, did you fund any projects in the 4 years 
you were Director of the Institute in that area? . 

Mr. CAl'LAN. We funded several preliminary studies but nothing 
of major scoJ?o. Several months bofore I left a large~scale effort, over 
a 5-year perIod at $300,000 a year, was contemplated. It is in the 
development process. It was started largely as a result of the hearing 
that I appeared at several years ago where Mr. Conyers and others
particularly Mr. Conyers-showed so much interest in the area. 
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Mr. GREGORY. Other witnesses appeaI'ing before the subcommittees 
have made the point that there is a need for a certain body of research 
which is probably only valuable to other researchers, in other words, 
knowledge-building-type research. Do you agree with that, and, again, 
did you fund any programs of that nature? 

Mr. CAPLAN. Yes. I missed the first part, that there is a need 
for--

Mr. GREGORY. For basic research which is, in the immediate future, 
at least, only valuable to other researchers; it is not valuable to the 
criminal justice community, such as gathering accurate information 
on which other research can be based. 

Mr. CAPLAN. Yes, I would agree with that. 
Mr. GREGORY. Do you think. there was adequate support over the 

years in the Institute for that kind of research, or was there more 
pressure toward immediate results? 

:Mr. CAPLAN. I would say it was a shoI'tcoming of the Institute that 
it did not do enough of this kind of research, and for that reason, in 
my opening remarks, I emphasized continuity and stability as pre
requisites undertaking long-term research that does not have imme
diate yields, and that may not pan out. You study it for a number of 
years but there is nothing much to show for it. 

I would not make those efforts a dominant part of the Institute, 
but they should be a part of it, and it is a fleficiency that it has not 
been clone. I would say the atmosphere has not been sympathetic 
to that kind of research. With encouragement from the Congress, it 
could be enhanced. 

Mr. GREGORY. What needs to be done to create the atmosphere 
or the structure that would overcome that? You indicate you would 
be willing to have the Institute remain within the Department of 
Justice. What sort of steps should be taken legislatively or by the 
executive branch to properly insulate the Institute from improper 
pressures? 

Mr. CAPLAN. I think the Institute Director should have the author
ity to commit funds-in a grant-making agency, that is where the 
1)ower is. He should be a presidential appointment as well, to demon
strate symbolically that research is on a parity with other functions 
of the Department of Justice or LEU. 

Mr. GREGORY. What about some sort of outside peer review or 
advisory group? Did you ever use a group such as. that? Dr. Shah 
of NIMH yesterday spoke in very laudatory terms of that kind of 
process, and other witnesses have also. 

Mr. CAPLAN. On the review of individual projects, we used outside 
experts to advise. We did not have peer group review in the sense that 
NIMH uses the term. Our procedures were less structured and varied 
from project to project. In some cases, an internal task force would feel 
comfort!1ble in making the final judgment. In otheTs we'd Wf1nt out
side help. 

I would say outsiders are helpful. There has to be a rugged review 
process. But I would be wary of formalizing it. Advisory groups tend 
to get in the business of making final decisions. I think it makes more 
sense for government employees to make them. But the use of advice 
is essential. 

Mr. CONYERS. Does the gentleman from Ohio happen to have 
any questions? We were just winding up. 
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Mr. ASHBROOK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. SCHEUER. It at this point you would tell the gentleman from 

Ohio the results of your Kansas City effort, I think you would get a 
reaction from him. 

Mr. CAPLAN. Mr. Chariman, I think you are trying to get me in 
trouble. 

Mr. Ashbrook, I was referring to several studies in the police area 
that have been disheartening- to investigators and to all of us, but I 
think in the long run they will prove to be good news. One in Kansas 
City showed that citizens delay a very long time in calling the police 
after they have been victimized. And although the police capacity to 
make a response promptly has dramatically improved over the past 
10 years, citizens call somebody else before they call the police. As 
they so often do, the police miss an opportunity to make an arrest. 

And other studies have shown-not necessarily in Kansas City; 
we have studied other places-unless somebody at the scene of the 
crime gives the officer an important clue as to the identity of the 
offender, the police capacity to find him is very limited. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. It took a study to find that out? 
Mr. CAPLAN. It took a lot of time and a lot of money. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. There aren't many Kojaks nround. 
Mr. CAPLAN". No, unfortunately. 
Mr. ASHBHOOK. How much money did it take to find that out? 
Iv[r. CAPLAN. There is a total of three studies, two by a prior 

foundation, and one by us. And I'd say they are quite expensive-say 
$1.5 million. 

}.IIr. ASHBROOK. Well, }.ifr. Scheuer knows what my comment would 
be. I would doubt that that is worth it. 

Mr. SCHEUER. I really set the gentleman up for you, John. It was 
a mean thing to do. 

I have one additional question. I am going to read a paragraph 
from a speech that is being made at the present moment by Peter 
Flaherty, Deputy Attorney General of the United States, before the 
seminar on the managing of criminal jnstice programs, scheduled for 
90' clock this morning, Thursday, June 30, at the Wrrshington Hilton 
Hotel. Mr. Flaherty is in the process of telling the assembled multitude 
the following. This is the last paragraph on page 3 of his remarks: 

As for the research institute in LEAA, I would favor keeping it in the Justice 
Department. I would like to see development and demonstration funds continued 
but only for projects that meet a stern test of practicability. I would like no 
constraint on projects that have a high probability of success and would achieve 
I'esults in a l'elatively short time. 

Mr. CAPLAN. I would be troubled by that approach, Mr. Chairman. 
AIl of us want to fund projects that have a high degree of probability 
~f success, and that practitioners could make immediate use of. But 
these kinds of ambitions are unrealistic. 

}'1r. SCHEUER, Aren't there a lot of research projects you can 
envision that wouldn't have immediate possibilities of application, 
that would be knowledge-building? 

Mr. CAPLAN. Yes, I think that is Tight. If there is any lesson we 
have learned from this vast expenditure of FedeTal funds, it is that 
there are no shortcuts to crime contTol. We have tried them all. We 
have looked at court delay and narcotics, and we know the problem 
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is bigger than anyone of them. It is going to be solved quickly. It is 
going to be solved by the slow and careful accumulation of knowledge 
in a large number of areas. Oumulatively there may be an impact on 
crime. There is going to be no single effort that will do it. So I would be 
very troubled by this approach which seems to be a recipe for simply 
doing what we did in the past in somewhat more ~legant rhetOl:ic. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Is there anybody here representmg the JustICe 
Department or Mr. Flaherty or the Attorney General? 

ivIr. OONYERS. I don't want to begin calling those kinds of ·witnesses. 
:Mr. SCHEUER. I don't want to call them. It just seems to me there 

seems to be an extraordinary lack of communication between these 
t,vo committees and the Justice Department. We have had testimony 
from witness after witness after "fitness in which they say we must get 
away from the short fix, and here is Mr. Flaherty advocating that 
we do only the quick fix . .And I would hope if there is anybody here 
from the Justice Department that they will carry the message to 
Garcia. . 

I, for one, am chagrined and deeply disappointed that Mr. Flaherty 
~eems to have gained so little additional insight from the 3 days of 
hearings t11at we have had already before today. 

I yield, Mr. Ohairman. 
Mr. OONYERS. Well, I don't have any questions of the witness, and 

I want to thank you, Mr. Oaplan, for joining us. We are going to have 
to move on. 

]\rIT. OAPLAN. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. 
i\'fr. OONYERS. Our next witness is Peter Bloch, staff director of the 

.American Bar .Association Oommission on Law and the Economy. He 
has had quite an e:\:perience in police-related projects and served on the 
Urban Institute. 

[The prepared statement of 1\11'. Bloch follows:1 

SUMMARY OF ORAL STATEMENT 

]\ly experience in directing NILECJ funded research wa~ related to two t( pics of 
great potential for improving the performance of police agencies and, less directly, 
of the criminal justice system. These topics are: 

Nei(J7tbol'hoocileam poUcing.-The decentl'alization of police services by delegat
ing th~ responAibiUty for l:'cl'vices in an urban neighborhood of about 15,000 people 
to a police lieutenant and a team of about 30 officers, responsible for developing 
and implementing a police services and enforcement plan suitable for the needs of 
the neighborhood; and 

:Managillg criminal invesii(JaUons.-The idea that police success in apprehending 
and pro~ecuting crjminals depends on: (1) increased cooperation between officers 
conducting pTeliminary and follow-up investigations (usually patrol officers then, 
detectives) and (2) .on improved incentives for using carein investigation, fat con
centrating investigative resources on promising CAses and for successful prosecution. 

Both of these ideas Axe deceptively simple. Successful implementation seems to 
depend more on the details of implementation than on the adoption of-general 
principles. . 

My experience with NILECJ hag led me to accept the following principles: 
1. NILECJ has undertaken research with important policy implications and 

hus played a role in increasing the awareness of police officials cOnCel'lli):lg some 
importnnt aspects of their work. 

2. NILECJhas in the past been unable to develop meaningful policy experiments 
to te;;t the effectiveness of either neighb01'hood team policing or managing criminal 
investigatir.ns. In both cases, it has hurrieclJy designed demonstration programs 
without adequate attention either to social science methodology or to the develop
ment of adequate local support for the implementation of a uniform, testable 
approach. 
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3. Program evaluators and implementers must be employed by a criminal: 
justice research agency and must w(lrk together to design experiments. 

4. It is possible to design useful experiments. The Police FounciatiOIi"has hacl 
some success. LEAA may now be having some success in its study of police.response· 
time in Kansas City. 

5. Congress must be patient for results. Good research takes time to design,. 
conduct, and evaluate and the results al'e disseminated slowly. 

TESTIMONY OF PETER B. BLOCH, STAFF DIRECTOR, AMERICAN BAR 
ASSOCIATION COMMISSION ON LAW AND THE ECONOMY 

:Mr. CONYERS. Where does your view come down on the question of 
the research institute, Mr. Bloch? 

:Mr. BLOCH. Mr. Conyers, I look forward to answering that ques
tion. I would like, if I could, to delay just a trifle. I have been very 
interested in the dialog that the committee has had with Mr. Caplan. 
My particular expertise is in relationship to two programs that the' 
Institute has been involved in, but that have also receivec1 funding' 
from other sources: the management of criminal investigations, whicli 
Mr. Caplan identified as an extremely high priority project within the 
National Institute of Law Enforcement; and neighborhood team 
policing, which is directed to similar practical concerns about the 
improveme:lt of police operations. 

If I could just talk a bit about those programs, I would like then to 
comment on general things about the National Institute. 

'1'he neighborhood team policing program is one, Mr. Conyers, that 
you probably are familial' with in Detroit under the name of the beat 
commander system, and Mr. Scheuer may be familiar with it in New 
York under the name of Operation Neighborhood. 

The idea was one begun under the President's Crime Commission. 
It was developed at the Urban Institute to some extent by Patrick 
lv[urphy and myself, with Ford Foundation funds. There was some 
testing in Detroit. There was an attempt to implement some of the 
concepts in New York City. And the National Institute of Law 
Enforcement paid to have a book on neighborhood team policing 
compiled which represents the experience of those two cities, plus 
some others that we were fortunate enough to be able to visit for 3 
or 4 days each. 

The concept of neighborhood team policing is that the police 
response to a community's problems needs to be aclmowledgeable, 
that it helps to decentralize a police agency so that there is a lieutenant 
and a small team of officers responsible for police services and crime 
control within a neighborhood. And they are responsible for learning 
about that neighborhood, working with the citizens of that com
munity, developing a police services and crime control program and, 
if possible, being a constructive force, not only within their own 
operations--

Mr. CONYERS. Wait It minute now. Are we going to have a recita
tion of a project you got hired to oper<'~e on? I mean what has that 
got to do with the auestion before us? 

]\11'. BLOCH. Well, Mr. Conyers, the reason I want to testify on 
these two programs is because they were then followed up by the 
National Institute. And I think both the accomplishment of the 
Institute in implementing these programs and some of the problems, 
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some of the fumbles that occurred, indicate some things about the basic 
operation of the National Institute llnd also about ways in which the 
program can be improved in the future. I think they do bear on the 
possible improvement of the National Institute. 

),'11'. OONYEHS. Maybe they do i maybe they don't. But the reason 
I can't tell is you haven't submitted a prepared statement, so I don't 
know where this is going to lead. Oan you summarize this in about 
5 or 6 minutes'? 

;,tIl'. BLOCH. 1\1:1'. o onyers , I have submitted a one~page summary 
which a~parently is not in your possession. 

111'. OO.NTERS. A one-page summary? No; it hasn't been in my 
possession. 

But the point I want to get to in the testimony is let's hook this 
up a little bit faster. We don't want to go into a project analysis. I 
mean tha,t is not going t.o proVA anything. Neighborhood team 
policing-I am very anxious to hear what you are going to say is the 
summllry of the effect of it, because I understlllld peopll;':, are now 
recommending one policeman units now, 

Mr. BLOCH, I could short circuit the program descriptions if you 
prefer. The point is there is substantill.l police and other support for 
the two concepts that were involved in the programs in which I hav-e 
done research, and the National Institute, having developed in the 
Office of rrechnology Transfer, having developed a description of the 
best that is known about these programs, then went on to a demon
stration phas6 in which a good deal more money was spent in training 
and evaluation. And I am afraid that the design of those programs 
WllS impeded by the way the Institute is structured, partly because 
there are separate offices of Technology Transfer and an Office of 
Evaluation, and partly by the way in which the Institute is staffed. 

But operating under substantial time pressures, in order to further 
learn about these +,wo important programs, the Institute developed 
programs in which they got sites for further testing through their 
l'egional offices which resulted in a spread of sites around the country 
which is politically advantageous, and they did not pay enough 
attention to carefully designing what they would want to test, what 
they would require these individual sites to implement, and how 
they were going to find out about those programs. 

That happened in part because the Office of Technology Transfer 
is a sales agency within the Instiuute of L!1w Enforcementj it is not a 
research agency. And there was insufficient attention paid to either 
the methodological problems that need to be faced in order to learn 
from a widescale demonstration or to input from the practitioners who 
could tell what the practical problems 'were with implementation of 
some of these concepts. 

In addition, there wasn't sufficient groundwork with the agencies 
that were going to be involved in these demonstrations so it would 
be possible to know the extent to which their cooperation could be 
expected or the extent to which they would implement these cqncepts. 

In these two national demonstration programs organized. by LEU 
there were extremely important concepts to be tested th!1t could 
improve the way in which information is gathered and the policO'deal 
with the community and the way the police prosecute criminals, and 
my fear is that in order to sell these programs and claim success, 
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Ll]}AA rushed too much and didn't do the necessary groundwork in 
order to accomplish things. 

I think there are some lessons to be drawn by this committee 
about LEAA on this score. 

One is, I think it would be extremely helpful if the Institute had 
qlllalifiecl methodological personnel and personnel who were experi
enced with the field problems working together in the design of impor
tant demonstrations. These need to be high-quality personnel who, 
I am afraid, occur occasionally within the National Institute but are 
not typical of the personnel that are found within the Institute. They 
need to be working together, and they need to be given ample time 
to plan large-scale demonstrations, and the details of how information 
is to be collected and gathered have to be worked out at the same time 
the programs are. What I am saying is elementary to those who have 
thought about pTogram evaluation. 

First, they organized the neighborhood team policing demonstrution 
program, and then repeated theiT mistakes in the managing criminal 
investigations progrum which is being implem,ented now, and they 
did that after they had a conference 'with five people 'who are familiar 
with the Tesearch and the need for improving the management of 
criminal investigations. And I think they did it because they felt time 
Im~ssure to do something and get it out in the field and be visible 
about it, and were not willing to pay attention to very important 
policy considerations in order to do something from which this country 
could learn. 

T think that was why the staff talked to me about testifying. 
I have other observations. 
lVlr. Ohairman, do you have some questions? 
Mr. OONYERS. Well, I have this to say. 
You know, creating a National Institute outside of the Justice 

D€lpurtment was recommended yesterday by the American Bal' 
Association representative, and it sounded like a pretty good way to· 
isolate our whole research effort. Today, listening to the Deputy 
Attorney General's comments that aTe being given this morning as. 
reported by the chairman, I am beginning to wonder what we are 
getting into here. I think this is a precise instance of being caught 
between a rock and a hard place, and it is going to turn on what kind 
of attitude is in the Department of Justice. I mean, speaking through 
this witness, if we don't have the kind of attitude that is going to 
sanction legislation-at least he has been candid enough to tell us. 
up front they want high success, immediate-application-type activ-· 
ities, which means we are back into applied science systems, gadgetry, 
and the whole thing that Teverses what we are supposed to be learning' 
after 8 years of fumbling around with LEAA. 

Now, that makes the ABA proposal look extremely interesting in. 
the light of just what has gone on recently. 

I lllust say that I have been of a mind to leave the reseaTch arm in 
the Department of Justice, but the question now is what for? 

Mr. BLOCH. l'c1like to agree to some extent 'with £1'11'. Flaherty but 
join. you in disagreeing with another portion of what he l'aicl. The quote 
from lvIr. Scheuer, r<lu,d before, said he was advocating tho development 
of funds for projects that llleet a stern test of practicality. He then went. 
on t~ say there should be payoff in ashort time. 

II 
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I would agree we can apply a stern test of practicality, but as the 
fifth in my prepared summary suggests, a payoff in a short time is not 
practical. 

Mr. OO:WYERS. But how can a researcher start off knowing how 
practical a subject is going to be? That contradicts the whole nature 
of science, it would seem to me. I mean if we eQuId practically stllrt off 
on a project-you know, we take these system tliliigs that are totally 
impracticable. What about the walking shoes ide!1 and the beefed-up 
police car? We came up with gadgetry that should have been laughed 
out of the office that was funded seriously until enough people began to 
l1sk them what they were doing. We rationalized sending cannons into 
little police stations in the Midwest and television scanning in front of 
police stations, as if thllt was the most vulnerable place of attllck in the 
city. 

You know, we have refuted a test of practicality at the most logical 
level, and you are suggesting that we ought to sanction a stern test of 
practicality as a guide to the kind of research we want to get into. 

Well, if you think I am in disagreement with that view, you're 
rIght. 

Mr. BLOCH. Mr. o onyers , in terms of words, I think I agree with 
what you said, but when I say "stern test of practicality," I believe it 
requires a sensitivity to what the criminal justice system is about. It 
requires a knowledge that the police operate within a society, and that 
tho i \1 is a relationship among the parts of the criminal justice system 
and that technology for its own sake may be practical in a very 
narrow sense but mlly not be practical in terms of the needs of the 
Nation. I just feel that there is a difference between the kind of aca
demic research which often has gone on in this county, which is, I 
think, for publication's sake and for the interest of the academic 
community--

Mr. OONYERS. But not in the criminal fleM. I'd like you to just, even 
after this hearing, submit to to me a list of what you would consider 
to be impractical or theoretical research activities that were funded 
in the area of criminal justice. I mean we are almost embarrassingly 
short of any intellectual approach to his area, And it may be because 
it's new. I don't say we should have a great body of it. But in this area, 
we are embarrassingly short of any so.rt of long-range studies that go 
to causation or root causes. There was very little of that. That was 
precisely what I infer was frowned on during these first 8 years. 

111'. SCHEUER. Will the chairman yield? 
Mr. OONYERS. Of course. 
Mr. SCHEUER. I would think that the research institute ought to be 

engaged in other things than producing hardw£lre and technology. 
Taking a random group of young kids we have to know which are the 
ones who are going to engage in violent activity as a full-time occupa
tion. What makes them do it? And what makes the others work hard 
at school-incentives, motivations, deterrents. I don't know ·whether 
research into these esoteric elements of behavioral science would meet 
Mr. Flaherty's stern test of practicality with a qU~9k, shoJ:t-term result. 

I also woulcllike to have you tell me. whether you think that the 
Institute Director, Mr. Oaplnn's successor, could go to one of our great 
universities and ask them to set up a research project on deterrence, 
on motivation, on incentives, on the ·whole group of. questions of what 
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makes people engage in criminal activity, and give us some clues as to 
what some counterprograms could be. 

Could they be motivated? We have had a lot of trouble getting first
class researchers in the scientific community involved in the work of 
the Institute. You heard Gerry Caplan testify to that effect. Do you 
think a "stern test of practicality which would achieve results in a 
relatively short period of time" is going to ease the job of Mr. Caylan's 
successor in attracting the highest quality of scientific research per
f;onnel into the Institute from the great universities und foundations? 
Do you think it will make it easy? 

!-.fr. BLOCH. I would consider the projects you are talking about to 
meet my test of practicality. They are very important and, therefore, 
of great practical importance to the way the criminal justice system 
is run. I can't speak for Mr. Flaherty and didn't come here to defend 
him. I think the problem with getting people from the research 
community involved is the way the research program of LEAA is 
fashioned does not result in defining projects in which that community 
is interested. And because the personnel at LEU are not the kind of 
people who generally have done good research themselves or have 
directed research projects themselves. they therefore find it difficult 
to identify good research proposals and separate those proposals from 
other proposals that they may receive. I think they have difficulty 
encouraging good research because they are not themselves top 
researchers. And I think it would be very helpful to have top re
searchers involved within the National Institute. 

N ow, unfortunately the history of LEAA has accumulated a lot of 
peorile who are trying to fund research who are not suited to do that. 
Thei'e are also some very important exceptions. But unfortunately, 
a large number of the employees of LEAA have never done good 
research, have never directed research, and they can't recognize good 
research or seek it out. And the Director of the Institute cannot be 
expected to do that by himself. He is going to need help. 

11,'11'. CONYERS. Are there any other questions? 
[N 0 response.] 
]\11'. CONYERS. Well, we want to thank you. You have stimulated a 

good deal of discussion and hopefully some thought of the sub
committees and staff in terms of what our ultimate direction is going 
to be. It is not an easy judgment that we can arrive at, and it is 
based on a lot of things that we have to sort of grope for. So we 
appreciate your coming with us, Mr. Bloch. 

:Mr. BLOCH. Thank you. 
~lr. CONYERS. We have a senior fellow from the Center for Crime 

and Justice, the Academy for Contemporary Problems, Mr. John 
Conrad, former DirectG~F of Research for the U.S. Bureau of Prisons, 
former chief of the Center for Crime Prevention and Rehabilitation, 
and a professor in severii areas. 

W J) welcome you here today, sir. 

TESTIMONY OJl JOHN CONRAD, FORMER CHIEF OF THE CENTER 
FOR CRIME PR:EtVENTION AND REHAEILITATION, LAW ENFORCE· 
MENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. CONRAD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CONYERS. We do have your prepared statement. 

• 
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::,,11'. CONEAD. I do have a prepared statement, and if you like I 
will read it to you, or if you would prefer I will skim through it and 
be prepared to answer questions, whlchever your pleasure is, su.. 

~,fr. CONYERS. Well, could you skip both of those and let's get to 
the questions. We've got the statement. 

Could you just summarize it for a few minutes? 
:Mr. CONRAD. Yes, I will do that. I prepared my statement around 

foul' case examples which illuminate certain pl'inciples for the orga
nization and propel' management of the Institute. And in preparing 
my statement, I had to rely entirely on memory. I have no notes or 
files on which to draw, so I might be challengable on detail, but in the 
general outline of the case examples, I think I am correct in my 
statement . 

I also want to say I have taken the liberty of naming some names 
and have not done this invidiously, I don't want my comments to 
be taken as the aspersions of a former disaffected employee of the 
Institute, but on the other handl- I don't see how it is, possible to 
cliscuss the case examples intelligently or clearly without identifying 
some people from my experience. 

~rr. SCHEUER. We took all those references to be made flU' more 
in sorrow than anger. 

,Mr. CONRAD. More in sorrow than anger. But I don't want any 
invidious construction made by my statement if I can help it. 

Also, I should point out that it is5 years since I left the Institute, 
anc1 the examples I give are Dot exactly recent history and some, 
improvements have been muc1e since the horror stories I am about 
to recite took place. 

The first case leads up to the principle that provision should always 
be made for some kind of peel' review in the approval of any grant 
over some minimum amount. I am a little uncertain as to what the 
minimum amount ought to b¢ in view of the changing value of the 
dollar, but 1 would say at least any grant over the size of $50,000 to 
$75,000 ought to have some kind of peer reVlew. Below that I think.~ 
in the interest of expeditious handling of small grants, the Institute<~ 
s-taff itself otlght to have some latitude to approve a promising small 
grant. Ancl there shoukl be some small grants. A great deal of valuable 
work, some of the most valuaple work that was done while I was in 
the Institute, was for sums of as little as $5,000 or $6,000. , 

Estal?lished panels of fa~ous ex-perts, such as the NIMH l:elies ont 

have always seemed undeSIrable to me, particularly as they get better 
and better acquainted with each other and better and better estab~ 
lished in their duties. I would prefer to rely on, the Institute staff to, 
choose three to five persons with recognized expertisl;l in the .area in 
which the proposal falls, but there can be no question of the necessity 
of peer review and its benefits in the improvement of the Institute's 
work. ,-

Now, the case I wanted to tell you about hel.'e has already been 
mentioned by Mr. Caplan as one of the outstanding pieces of work 
the Institute has conducted. . 

In the fall of 1969, Prof. Oscar Newman, a young architect then on 
the faculty of the Columbia University School of Architecture l came 
to us with an unsolicited proposal to conduct studies leading to design 
directives to reduce the alarming incidence of. crime in inner city 
housing projects in such locations as New York Oity, Cleveland, 
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Newark, I1lld San Francisco. His concept was that crime in public 
housing was largely the result of the tenants of these facilities having 
to live in essentially public space, unprotected from intrusion. He 
ar~ued that ordinary middle-class householders are to some extent 
shielded from molestation by defensible buffer zones around their 
domiciles. He believed that new public housinO' should be designed 
to provide the individual tenant with "defensib1e space" around the 
premises he occupies. He also proposed to provide design directives 
for the modificatIOn of e:xisting housing projects so that indefensible 
space could be made as defensible as possible under the circumstances. 

The proposal was obviously in the domain of crime ]~revention and 
rehabilitation and was therefore assigned to my center. I made contact 
with social scientists in the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development to obtain their views about its feasibility. They were 
well acquainted with Mr. Newman and had some reservations about 
his ideas . 
. Nevertheless, the attractiveness of his plans led Mr. Ruth and me 
to pursue the proposal further. We invited an interdisciplinary group 
of social scientists, architects, public housing administrators, amL 
other interested parties to join with us in a seminar review of the 
hypotheses, the research design, and the probable usefulness of any 
positive findings and recommendations. 

Based on a geneml consensus produced by the majority of this 
seminar, we decided to go ahend with the gmnt. The project was 
successful. It relmlted in a book which has been widely and respectfully 
reviewed. :Many of Mr. Newman's ideas have been applied in housing 
project redesign. The concept of defensible space has become one of 
the few notions accepted as effective in the field of crime prevention. 

Despite the reservations of Associate Administrator Clarence Coster, 
who Waf; reluctant to provide second-year funding for the memorable 
reason that he "did not want to see Mr. Newml1ll build his profes
sional reputation at the expense of LEAA," the grant was continued 
for 3 years, weU past the time of my resignation. 

In this case history, we see the Institute flllctioning rather wen 
for an agency in its first year of operations. Indeed, it was one of the 
few cases I can recall when we did what should have been done. There 
was careful advance discussion of the project with the proposed 
l)l'oject director, a thorough peer review before the grant was made 
I1lld, most inlportant, a successful outcome in terms of the product of 
the whole enterprise. Periodic site visits were made, and progress 
reports gave us a regular perspective on nil'. Newman's problems 
and achievements. Mr. Newman's reports have been widely dissemi
nated in many different forms find media. I cannot and do not claim 
any special credit. '1'he contribution of a monitor to· a successful 
project is not particulnrl}T important, even though the blame which 
must be assigned to him in the case of an unsuccessful project can 
be very heavy indeed. 

nIl'. CONYERS. Pardon me, :Mr. Witness. I am going to ask you to 
summarize because we could get into a long discussion on just how 
great this noLion of defensible space was. I menn some people thought 
it was a great idea. Others thought it was less than a great ielea. 

What do you suggest it proved? 
Mr. CONRAD. Well, I think that this was one of tIle few cases during 

the 3 years I was with the Institute in which a satisfactory process 
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was carried out. more or less by accident, from beginning to end. We 
were uneo.sy r.bout the reservations of people in the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development about Mr. Nel'i'lnan, and as a result 
we decided we'd better get a thorough discussion with ex:perts in the 
field. We were able to recruit a number of people from Harvard and 
Columbia and the University of Pennsylvania to join us in 11 discussion 
of the project and the ideas that :Mr. Newman had and the feasibility 
of his approach. 

I feel that that was the kind of peer review 'which should take place 
in the review of any :project of this magnitude. 

Mr. Ne'\'lnan's proJect. as I l'ecall, was budgeted at around $150,000 
annually for 3 years. I feei that here we have a ?ase where Mr. Newman 
and the Institute were in satisfactory collabd:ation. But the Institute 
at the same time was able to draw on the independent expertise of 
p~ople who c~uld malfe judgments about the feasibility and the 
wisdom of the Ideas whwh he had . 

Now, I am aware that there are people who have some reservations 
about the defensible space concept. I think these reservations cun be 
defeated, and in review with you, Mr. Chairman, in another place, I'd 
be happy to discuss them with you. But the point l/wish to stress 
here is peer review and peer review of a kind which L:J!",.rt tbink even 
takes place in the Institute with oral interchange mnong the various 
e:xperts on hand to study it. 

Mr. CONYERS. We appreciate that 'Point because I think there is 
no One on either of the subcommittees that would disagree with you 
there . .And I think for tha(; purpose it is a valid example. 

:Mr. CONRAD. Yes. Now, the second point follows almost 'inevitably 
from this on the second case, which refers to my attempt to work with 
Prof. Vincent O'Leary of the State University of New York at Albany, 
and now tIle president of that university, an unusually gifted and 
able man, to develop a project for the study of adult prisons in the 
sense of making some judgments about the empirical basis for the 
standards of practice and administration of prisons which ha.d been 
emlllciated by the National Crime Commission in 1967 and 1968, and 
later in the standards for the N ationnl Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. 

I felt at that time very uncomfortable, because I had been involved 
in both task forces, about the process of making pronouncements 
about standards, about the size of a prison or the size of a probation 
caseload or the qualifications of probation officers, and so on, without 
any empirical or statistical or research support for these standards. 

I felt at that time that one area in which we certainly needed a 
great deal of help was what should a prisonl'eally be like? What can 
science really tell us about the proper size of a prison, about the 
proper administration of a plison, what kinds of pl'ogrnms ought to 
be going on? And I enlisted the interest of Professor O'Leary and llis 
colleague, Prof. Donald Ne"man, both of them outstanding re
searchers in the field of criminal justice. 

They submitted a proposal, a proposal which I felt wttS quite 
adequate. Because of time pressures and because of overconfidence on 
my own part, ! presentea the proposal without pe~r 1'eview-we 
hadn't heen clorng peel' reVIew anyway-and the DIrector of the 
Institute at that time made a flat rejection of the proposal on the 
basis that he felt that Professor O'LealY and Professor Ne"'lnan we-re 
merely a couple of college professors that wanted some money. 



222 

I was unable to persllltde the Dil'ectol' to reverse his stand. I was 
unable to persuade the Dhector to take any steps to obtain outside 
1)eer review. The rejection was flat, complete, and final. 

That leads me to the second principle that decisions about approval 
should never be left exclusively in the hands of the Director, no matter 
how well qualified he may be. No institute director should want such 
power. It preferably would be review by peers, administrative review 
by the Director, and quarterly apI1roval by what I would propose to 
be an Institute council, which. would have 9, legal status and standing 
in law, and. which would have the final signoff light and responsibility 
on any proJect. 

Mr. CONYERS. Did you hear Mr. Caplan review the tortured process 
through which a signoff operated? 

Mr. CONRAD. I did, and I think a great deal of what Mr. Caplan 
had to say relates to the internal inefficiencies of the Institute and the 
appalling process which the Institute has had to go tlU'ough in obtain
ing approval from the LE.A.A Administrator. 

One of the most frustrating parts of my work was when a project 
had been approved by the Director-and many of my projects were 
approved by the Directol'. This isolat~d case I mention here is sort of 
a liorror story of a case in which the Institute made an extremely bad 

· name for itself with a number of people. 
Mr. CONYERS. But Mr. Caplan's recitation seemed like a horror 

:story to me. Here is a Director with comptrollers and whoever else 
'Came along with final signoff authority. It was out of his control. I'd 
mllch rather combine your recommendation of peer review with the 
Director having the final authority so it vests somewhere. 

Mr. CONRAD. I would assume, lVIr. Chairman, that the recommenda
tion of the Director to the Institute council would be a recommenda-

· tion which would be accepted almost always, except where some 
· serious reservations have been advanced by outside persons who wish 
to present a competing view. 

Mr. CONYERS. If the peer review appraisal is negative, then I 
would think the Director woul(} have to assume the responsibility 

· if he signs off on the project. But to vest it somewhere out beyond 
the Director runs in the face of all the bad experiences we have 
already hl),cl. 

Mr. CONRAD. I felt, Mr. Chairman, thinking about what I would 
· have done had I been in Mr. Slott's role at that time, and unfamiliar 
with the subject matter as IvIr. Slott was, if I bad had any doubts 
about it, I would have felt better about having a commission to 
present a case to before making any final approval 01' rejection. under 
those circumstances. A council of that kind-I draw the idea from the 
councils which govern the National Institutes of Health and which 
mu.ke the final decisions for those Institutes would be a ,vise and 
desirable way of ass.uring the legitimacy of the expenditure of public 
funds on research projects. 

Mr. OONYERS. Well, you don't want the Director to have the 
signoff authority. He didn't have the sign-off authority and still 
doesn't. 

Mr. CONRAl>. No, but he did have the power of rejection, and after 
Mr. Slott had turned me down on Professor O'Leary's proposal, 
I was in the unfortunate situation of having no place to go. I could 
not go over Mr. Slott's head. 

.. 
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Mr. CONYERS. All right. Let's try your third horror story. ' 
Mr. CONRAD. The third principle I have is that the Institute shoukl 

publish an annual research plan-and to some extent it is true the 
priorities should be related tb the body of existing research in the 
whole field and to the extent possible they should be tied to future' 
research objectives. 

As an example, a national jail census is necessarily antecedent to' 
an assessment of the positive and negative impacts of jail programs. 
Such B;ll a~s~ssment must be canied out before we can make ernpiri~a!ly 
based deClslOns. There are many years of research to be Gone on Jads, 
aud my point is that in the plan for the Institute research there should 
be provision fora continuing study of jails, building on the existing' 
natlOnal jail census, which does exist and is very efficient; but further' 
i...utiatives to make some judgments as to what can be done to reduce' 
jail populations, what kind of people do have to be placed in. jail, 
what kind of people can be released l:!.om jail on their OWll recognizance 
01' can be disposed of in some other way not available anclresearch 
of this kind shOl.lld be going on now. I don't know that it is. 

lvIr. CONYEUS. Do you support the moratorium on prison 
c(ln~tr\lction ? 

Mr. CONRAD. I am not an unqualified supporter of the morittoriuID, 
sir. I do feel, however, that we probably have all th~ jails and all the' 
prisons we fenny need now in most Stutes. In some States, notably 
my'" 0\Vl1 State of Ohio j where we have some appallingly inadequate 
jaIls and prisons and some jails that ate re~l'y not fit for a zoo, let 
alone human beings, I think it woula be very desITable to say that 
the moratorium doesn't apply. And there are many southern States 
in which the same is true. I S\lpport the moratorium for a State like 
California which has more than (1nough quite ade(lUu.te prisons, but 
not aU States are as fortunate as California. -

Going on to the fourth principle, I wanted to say something about 
the national assessment of juvenile cOl'l'ections, which I think might· 
have been one of my successes hsd it not had a grel;1t deal of inter
ference from the Administrator, Mr. Velde, who, for reasons I never 
was able to fathom, saw fit to cut off the funding to the extent of about 
50 ]?ercent of the final year, thereby making it impossible for'the staff 
at the University of Michigan, sir, to complete its work. 

And the national assessment of juvenile cl)rrect.ions is lin example 
of the kind of program on which a great deal of building can be done 
in the course of a general research plan which should be considered as a 
matter of one of the major continuities in the Institute's life. The l'e
search plan should be annually reviewed to detennine where we are 
now on the plan and what should be built into the plan in the future 
on the basis of what we know now. . 

My f01U'th principle is that major projects usually require s~vefl11 
years to complete. Their progI:ess should be monitored by staff".and 
expenditures should be carefully reviewed to aSS1U'e that deviations 
from the budget are consistent with objectives and jUstifiabTe, but 
cash flow should never be interrupted, nor should major adjustments 
to budget be made by the Institute without iull review by the counoil. 
j>N ow; the importance of this principle may be not apparent to people 

:>,"'who have never worked on n res~:arch project, but what the Institute 
:c:,,:~ became famous for in'mo)jt 01 the 'universities of the country, I;tnd one 

of the many reasons why many university people are reluctant to get 
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themselves involved in Institute programs, is that the Institute's 
.business procecluf8s depend upon the idea of an annual project review 
-on any project being planned for a period of years. DU1'ing the period 
·of tIlis project review, cush flow may be suspended until the review is 
.complete. This may be a matter of months. 

The most remarkable example of this, I think, has been in the 
national assessment of juvenile corrections, in which Professor Vinter 
and Professor Sarri of the University of :Michigan were forced to wait 
for 3 or 4 months at a time before being assured that, their project 
could continue, during which time they would lose valuable staff, a 
great deal of momentum, and the monlle that any kind of enterprise 
needs if it is going to maintain continuity. 

The importance the purpose of the Institute which we are here to 
discuss today, should be obvious. The importance of developing better 
'business procedures, and the avoidance of procedures wruch may be 
satisfactory to an accountant but which make it impossible for a 
researcher to work are not to be overlooked. 

Mr. OONYERS. Could you conclude so that we can get into some 
questions? 

Mr. OONRAD. Pardon? 
1\11'. OONYERS. Oan you conclude so that we Cl1ll get into questions 

as soon as possible? 
Mr. OONRAD. Yes. The final 1) oint I would like to make is what 

should be clone with the Institute. r would like to address that because 
you lul.Ve in the previous discussion this morning raised several 
questions which sound to me n~ though there is some uncertainty as 
to what should be done. 

In the first place, I think it should h'Cl continued. r think the Institute 
is a badly needed agency, and its work is important and should be 
continued for at least the next 10 years. 

It should, however, be removed from the LEAA. The expelience 
of the last 6 years has been demoralizing and frustrating, and it has 
done a great deal to establish a bad reputation for the Institute in the 
universities. 

The Institute idf:..n.lly should be placed in the National Science 
Foundatiou as a discrete entity. The National Science Foundation 
is in the business of research, and both the National Science Founda
tion and the Institute conduct a great deal of social science and 
similar research which can assure the maintenance of standards which 
the Institute has not yet been able to achieve. 

r want the Director to be uccountable to someone. I think his best 
accountability should be to nn Institute' Oouncil. I think there are 
other possibilities, such as, if it is necessary to keep it in the Depart
ment of Justice, he might be accountable directly to the Attorney 
General'. But there must be some basis for establishing his account
ability_ 

If the Institute cannot, be placed in the National Science Fotmdation. 
it should be placed as a distant second choice in the Office of Polic.y 
Planning of the Department of Justice which, of course, would have 
to be reorganized. 

And finally, r say let's charter the Institute for the next 10 years and 
then subject it to congressional review to determine whether it con-
tinues to be needed and, if so, what it should do. " 

Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. That concludes my testimony. 

,. 

• 
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Mr. CONYERS. I appreciate your comments, Professor Conrad. 
I'd like to recognize Subcommittee Counsel Stovall who has a 

question. 
Mr. S'rovALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Professor, do you have any estimate as to what percentage of the 

funding ought to be applied to what we are calling here busic research 
as opposed to applied research? 

Mr. OONRAD. I have a great deal of difficulty intellectually dis
criminating between basic and applied research. However, if we are 
talking !1bout the kind of research which Mr. Velde was fond in recent 
yeurs of having the Institute sponsor, such as a study of policemen's 
shoes, I think zero percentage of the Institute's funds should go into 
projects of that kind. 

On the other hand, I think that any kind of research that the Insti
tute should undertake should, to use the Deputy Attorney General's 
phrase, meet the stern test of practicality, in the sense there is nothing 
so practical us a good theory. I doubt whether that is what Mr. 
Flaherty meant, but on the other han(')., I do feel that we should be 
thinking as we start off our projects, such as the project on defensible 
space or tJ.+e N ationul Assessment of Juvenile COlTections, where will 
this lead? Is there som6 distant payoff, that Ii.nowing what we will 
find out from this study will justify the study in yenrs to come. 

But I completely a~l'ee with Mr. Bloch that very few studies of 
this kind can be done m a matter oj weeks and months. 

1.111'. STOVALL .. Are you aware o;f other witness' testimony saying 
that this kind of long-term research might take 5, 10, 15, or 20 years? 
Do you think this is an adequate time period? 

:Mr. OONRAD. Some kinds of research I can imagine, simply because 
of the need to find over a period of yeaTS what the effect of actions 
taken at some time in an individual's life or in an organization's life 
may be as to remote consequences ill later years-I favor doing that 
kind of research} and I think some of it should be dOllS. If we are 
talking about that as essentially basic research, I would say that may
be 10, 15, 20 percent of the Institute's funding should be dedicated 
to such l'esearch if, and only if, there is confidence on the part of the 
Institute Council that over time such a project is leading to a worth
while result. 

Nil'. STOVALL. Are you sugO'e'sting now that in the structures that 
you have enumerated, even if the first option you prop use is imple
mented, that all research, including applied research as well as the 
basic long-term, if I may~ research, should be under the auspices of 
the National Science Foundation? 

Mr. OONRAD. The structure which I would like to sug~est, to you is 
that the Director or the Institute be nominated by the Dll'ector of the 
National Science Foundation to the Institute council, which would be 
a Presidentially appointed body: 

The Director of the Institute would have a sign off authority with 
the approval of the council on projects and proposals, and also 011 the 
general research plan. 

The National Science Foundation's authority over the Institute 
would be merely to house it and to help it maintain proper standards 
of l'esearch management and research administration. 

The atmosphere at the National Science Foundation is entirely 
favorable to that kind of attitude toward research, and I doubt 
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whether the LEAA attitude will ever be much different than what it 
is now. 

Mr. STOVALL. You say on page 16 of your prepared remarks, ((It 
should be understood that the Director need not be an attorney." 

Why did you say that, sir? 
Mr. OONRAD. The Director what? 
Mr. STOVALL. This is referring to page 16 of your remarks wheJ'e 

;y:ou say that the National Science Foundation should incorporate 
the Institute as a discrete entity, and if the Director of the Institute 
should be nominated, as you say, you make a point that it should be 
understood that the Director should not be an attorney. 

Mr.OoNRAD. Need not be an attorney. 
Mr. STOVALL. Are you proposing that the Director be sompone 

other than fill attorney, und I'd like to know why, sir. 
Mr. OONRAD. I think the Director need not be an attorney. He 

may be an attorney, but I think his qualifications must include also 
some e}..'perience in the' conduct and administration of research. :Most 
of the Institute Directors, ,nth the exception of Mr. Slott, have bepn 
attorneys, and that has been their sole qualification. In the case of 
Mr. Ruth, it worked out rather well. In the case of Mr. Danziger, it 
did not. 

lvlr. STOVALL. So it is not the fact they were attoneys; it is the 
fact that. you didn't agree with the Directors' policies; is that correct? 

Mr. OONRAD. No, sir, I think it is necessary for an attornpy to 
have experience over and above and beyond his practice of law in 
order to function effectively as a director of a research institutP. I 
don't mean to cast aspersions upon the practice of law or the qualifica
tions of lawyers. I merely say that I think that a lawyer wno is ap
pointed to the Institute solely on the basis of his proficiency in law 
doesn't bring enough to the job. 

Mr. STOVALL. If I may, what percentage of the funds, if you can 
give us a generalized statement, during your tenure with the Institute 
were devoted to the basic type of research, and what percentage were 
applied--

Mr. OONRAD. During my tenure in the Institute, we had tlll'ee 
major divisions conducting research, one on courts and administra
tion of justice by the courts. As I recall, the percentage of funds which 
was allocated to them was in the order of 10 to 15 percent of the In
stit~te's budget, and great difficulty was found in finding adequate 
projects even to meet that l'equirement. 

Mr. STOVALL. You are Raying 10 to 15 percent of-
Mr. OONRAD. Of the total Institute budget. 
Mr. STOVALL. Was fot \vhat? 
Mr. OONRAD. For research having to do with the administration 

of justice in the courts. 
Mr. STOVALL. OK. I am wondering if you could give me an over

view, or is that not possible? ' 
1Vrr. OONRAD. How much was basic research and how much was 

applied l'esearch? 
Mr. STOVALL. Right. 
Mr. OONRAD. I would say as an overview we probably spent-and 

this again is a guess-out I ,vould imagine between 25 and 35 pel'cent 
on projects which would qualify as fundamental research. There was 
a great deal of money spent on developing a radio receiver which 

,. 
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policemen could carry in one hand and would hfl,ve the other hand 
free for what policemen have to do . .A. very large amount of the money 
of the Institute that year was spent On that project, probably in the 
neighborhood of another 25 or 35 percent. 

Mr. STOVALL. You are saying of the entire Institute's budget? 
Mr. OONRAD. Yes . .A. very large percentage was spent OD radio 

transmission because it was believed this would be a payoff which 
woulel demonstrate the value o£ the Institute to the police community. 

Mr. STOVALL. You are saying now that the percentage of long-term 
-or basic research, in Y0l.lr opinion, could be 10 Or 15 percent of the 
total research budget and that would satisfy you; is that right? 

Mr. CONRAD. The. distribution which I would like to see is 10 or 
15 percent of the budget going to very long term projects which 
might be in the order of 5 to 10 years, an~l the remainder of it going 
into projects -which might .have an earlier application-within a 
matter of 2,3, and 4 years. 

Relatively little work can be done in this field which can be paid 
off and the final report can be written in 1 year. 

Mr. STOVALL. I just want to say, I observe, then, that you disagree 
with the concept that perhaps half of the funds should be developed 
for long-term basic research and half used on immediate needs; is 
that correct, sir? Do you agree with that? . 

Mr. CONRAD. If we are talking about long-term research in terms 
-of 10 to 20 years, I question the V'alue of that. I think an investment 
in that is always going to be risky, and 20 yeru:s from now we may 
wonder whitt in the world possessed us to put so much money into a 
project which 20 years later doesn't seem relevant any inore. 

Mr. STOVALL. Thank you. very much, Dr. Conrad. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. . 
Mr. CONYERS. Subcommittee Counsel Gregory, questions. 
Mr. GREGORY. It is pretty difficult, Mr. ConradJ for us to get into 

-questions of personality u.nd personnel, but at the Sj1me time it may 
be that the wayan organization like the Institute is structured may 
nave some effect on that and may be reflected in the personnel. You 
nave been, in that respect, very critical o£ the leadership of Mr. 
Danziger, who is, welllmoWD to anumber of us here. And we found 
him to be a pretty thoughtful, intelligent fellow. I wonder if you had 
any thoughts about where he might have gone wrong in the nature 
-of the program, in the nature of the staff there. 

I note you say in connection with the impact cities so far as the 
professional staff was concerneel, IIThere was never auy agreement 
about impact cities beyond a muted opposition to Mr. Danziger'S 
hiah-spirited initiative." 

lVir. CONRAD. You are quite correct. Mr, Danziger is a man of 
considerable intelligence ana ability. I suspect he is a very able at
torney, although I ne-.;er discussed his competence in the practice of 
law with an attorney, But I think his administration of the Institute 
was a disaster. 

In the first place, he immediately upon assuming office reorganized 
the Institute without comlUltation with the. staff and without any 
preparation of the staff that changes -m:igl\lt be made or 'Y2ll,ld be 
!liade. The reorganizati9_n .Wq~ poorly t~Qught ~hrough and resulted 
ill the power and the momtormg of proJects bemg delegated to very 
young people, recently out of college, most of them witliout graduate 
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education, and making decisions about projects of considerable mo
ment without guidance from anyone. 

He orgamzed the senior staff into a group which was supposed to 
do basic research, and he never told us what kind of basic research 
he wanted us to do. He never worked out with us budget plans which 
would make it possible for us to do it, and the result was that many 
of us found ourselves in frustration doing whatever we could find 
to do, but without any orgallized effort to see that it added up to 
anything significant. 

I found myself during the few months I stayed after Danziger 
came reviewing projects and consulting with various project directors 
who I had known previously and were interested in getting my opinions 
and advice, and having a generally miserable time because there was 
really clearly no clear-cut use for us. 

And the result was a demoralization of the semor staff of the 
Institute. Many like myself left feeling there was nothing further 
that we could do, and those who remained were generally rather 
unhappy. 

I think Mr. Caplan's tenure corrected most of the problems there 
and Mr. Caplan gradually reorganized the Institute into a plan which 
I think meets some general standards of rationality and coherence. 
There was no coherence or rationality in the plan Mr. Danziger had. 

Mr. GREGORY. As to this impact cities program which was, in 
terms of the money spent, the biggest project in the history of the 
Institute, there was a lot of what seems to be political considerations 
built into that-the selection of the cities, the percentage goals for 
reduction of crime. This was in a presidential election year. 

To your knowledge, were those factors built into it by LEAA 
people out of an understanding that this was something that was 
eA-pected, or was it imposed on them from outside? 

:Mr. CONRAD. Of course there were no public pronouncements 
made by Mr. Leonard who made the decisions personally as to which 
cities would be the impact cities. There was no public pronouncement 
as to why some cities were chosen and some were not. In fairness to 
Mr. Leonard, it should be said he did distribute the cities nationally 
and some of the cities were cities which could be e}..,})ected not to vote 
Republican, such as, for example, Newark. 

But by and large, the impression we all had was that these decisions 
were politically oriented, and they were being made to give mayors 
of the cities which received these grant~ Il feeling of ki:oclnl:'s!'\ and 
friendliness toward the administration of LEAA. 

Mr. GREGORY. Thank you. 
IvIr. CONYERS. Subcommittee Counsel Shacknai. 
}'1r. SHACKNAI. I waive the questioning to our consultant 

Dr. Shell ow. 
Dr. SHELLOW. Mr. Oonrad, I am very much impressed by your 

comment that there is nothing more practical than a good theory. 
It suggests a question regarding an instonce of noncontribution to 
the national intelligence, referred to in your prepared statement. 

We have heard testimony from several witnesses-three of them 
are sitting judges-that there is a tremendous need for an assessment 
of the impact of various sentencing practices. 

Mr. CONRAD. Exactly. 

')I 
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Dr. SHELLOW. In your prepared testimony you describe one such 
major project that never got off the ground. What would you estimatf! 
is the cost in terms of national intelligence, if you will, or any of 
the other costs, incurred by the cancellation of that project in 1971? 

Mr. CONRAD. Wen, the cost couldn't have been foreseen at that 
time. It was much larger than I had anticipated. 

What is going on now, as I am sure the committee is well aware, is 
a national movement toward flat-term sentencing; namely, getting 
away fl'om the indeterminate sentence and adopting a flat term for 
the felonies. 

The difficulty which we have rtm into in my own State of Ohio is 
that if we are going this route-and to some extent I am cautiously 
in favor of going in this direction-what should the term be? That 
is, if we have a case of, let's say, a young first-term burglar with certain 
kinds of antecedents, what should his term be? It shouldn't be left 
merely to speCUlation. It shouldn't be be left merely to tradition. 
There should be some empirical basis for deciding that 6 months is 
not enough and 5 years is too much. 

And it was my anticipation that tIns kind of a study would estab
Hsh some of these parameters for the use of parole boards. I didn't 
anticip~l,te that it would be of the tremendous inlportance it would 
be to fl, State like Ohio which is floundering around now trying to 
decidl' 'flOW long a sentence should be, given the inadequacies of Ohio's 
prison. "y"i.:'u'l and the inadequacies of its plans for future develop~ 
ment of that system. 

I think that had Mr. O'Leary been allowed to proceed with the 
project, we'd have some guidelines from it now which would suggest 
sentencing patterns for different kinds of offenders, and given the 
kinds of circumstances a State might be in. 

But that was not to be, and we still don't have that kind of guid
ance from the Institute. 

Mr. CONYERS. Subcommit.tee Counsel Gallagher. 
Mr. GALLAGHER. :Mr. Conrad, I appreciate your forthright and 

very candicll'emtll'ks today. I have a couple of questions. 
Your first choice was the National Science Foundation. 
Mr. CONRAD. Right. 
:Mr. GA;LLAGHER. The second was the Department of .Justice. 
Mr. CONRAD. Yes. 
:Mr. GALLAGHER. We have had witnesses, Dr. Wheeler for one, and 

members of the National Academy of Sciences, who prefelTed a split 
formula, the basic or long range research to be placed outside the 
Government contest, the hardwID'e, applied type to remain 'within 
the Department of Justice. Would you comment on that particular 
view as a third alternative? 

Mr. CONRAD.,J am a little puzzled-it is a little outside of my 
domain of expf '/,~e as to the need for hardware research at all anel by 
the Goverrunerit. It seems to me the free market could establish with 
police departments the proper dimensions and capabilities of a police 
car, for example. I really don't see why the Government should be in 
a business which the automotive industry and the police know a great 
deal more about. 

Similarly, in the case of the policemen's shoes, footwear, the Gov
ernment may have a role to play which would say what a substandard 
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~shoe should be, and perhaps the Bureau of Standards in the Depart
:. ment of Commerce might be the place to settle that kind of an issue. 

But I fail to see why the Government has any business getting into 
;;8, domain in which Government expertise is rather difficult to mobilize 
"and when the collaboration between a police chief or the International 
~.Association of Chiefs of Police and the industries in question ought 
,to be able to workout the problems themselves. If they can't work 
'out the problems, I am puzzled as to what the Government can do. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. If the question is not within your purview, I will 
withdraw it. . 

There have been allegations received by the staff that NILE was 
shortchanged on its allocation of supergrade slots, and that it was 
given 2 or 3 instead of the 8 or 10 for which it was programed. Could 
you comment on that? . 

Mr. OONRAD. It is true, I think, the Institute was originally short
changed. They now have more supergrades than they formerly did, 
but it is still an inadequate situation, I believe. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Getting back to your first· and second choices. 
It is our understanding that there was not in the Department of 
Justice! much higher-level sympathy toward research as such. Your 
first choice is to move it to the National Science Foundation where 
theJ;'e is sympathy for all types of research. 

Mr. OONRAD. Yes. 
Mr. GALLAGHER. But what assurances for improvement do we 

'have when, by moving it over to the National Science Foundation, 
'which, mILY, in fact, be very research-minded but not crime-oriented
'in the sense of experience in resolving crime problems-its director 
illlay be a space man. and that is where his heart lies, and therefore he 
!mjght neglect this crime area, even though it is assigned to him. 

o Mr. OONRAD. I think you have two assurances, sir. The first one 
'would be that the Director of the National Science Foundation is or 
should be a person oriented to the requirements of research adminis
tration and have some ideas about what the characteristics of a good 
research program would be and what some of the undesirable charac
teristics might be also. 

That kind of situation, it seems to me, affords some protection. You 
aren't going to get a person who is, maybe, highly qualified as an at
torney but with nothing to offer and no experience in research. 

The se.cond protection which I would suggest is the esta.blishment of 
this Institute council which, as I indicated in my prepared statement, 
I think should consist of qualified researcnl"..I's, representatives of both 
Houses of Oongress, and r'epresentation from the judiciary. How that 
should be worked out, I'm not sure. I don't know enough about who 
can be appointed under these circumstances to what kinds of positions 
and by what authority, but it would seem to me this would be the ideal 
composition. 

In this way we'd have a council which would assure that if we had a 
great physicist in the command of the National Science Foundation, 
the physicist would be sensitive to the need for the kind of research 
expertise which the Institute would call for and would look for. 

Mr, GALLAGHER. Thank you. 
Mr.OONYERS. Well, you have helped illuminate several questions 

and given uS a new direction to go in for location of the Institute, and 
we'thankyou very much, Professor, for joining us today. 
~ [The prepared statement of :Mr. Oonrad follows:] 

'If 

.. 



.. 

231 

GREAT LESSONS FROM IMPORTANT. MISTAKES 

Statement before the House Judiciary Committee and the subcommittee of the
Domestic and International Scientific Planning, Analysis and Coopera-tion SUb
committee of the Committee on SCience and Technology and the Crime Sub
committee of the Committee on the Judicia-ry, June 30, 1977 

Mr. Chairma-n, Members of the Committee: I approach my testimony before
you today with mixed feelings. On the one hand, it is an important opportunity to' 
be of service to you and to the criminal justice research community to report on 
the disappointing history of the National Institute. of Law Enforcement and! 
Criminal Justice. It istime to review that history and to dl'aw what lessons we can 
from it, and I firmly believe these lessons are important-not only to the Institute
itself but to the larger domain of federally funded research. 

On the other hand, I must bear in mind the nature of my f{)rmer position in the
Institute and the circumstances under which Ileft it. I will therefore begin with a
brief a-ccounting for myself. From 1967 to 1969 I was Chief of Rl!search of the' 
Bureau of Prisons, a- position with whieh I was well satisfied until one day, in a-' 
casual conversation, Henry Ruth, the first Director of the Institute, asked if he' 
could steal me. One thing led to another and presently I found myself transfimedl 
to ,the Institute in the capacity of Chief of the Center for Crime Prevention and' 
Rehabilitation. I occupied tbis position untilla-te in 1971 when it was ab¢li~hed by 
e, successor to Mr. Ruth, Martin Danziger, who chose to re-organize the Institute: 
along lines which I will discuss presently. InJi,llle 1972, exactly five yel}Lrs ,ago,' r. 
resigned. I will not conceal from you that I was irritated, frustrated,. and in com-' 
plete disagreement with the policies and actions of my superiors, particul'a-r1y those' 
which were imposed on the Institute by Mi'. Danziger. What concel;nS me today is. 
that it will be difficult for some who hear these remarks to avoid'the conclusion 
that my views are the aspersions of a disaffected former employee. Let me do what: 
I can to disarm this construction by saying immediately that I do not impugn tlie' 
honor, the sincerity, or even the intelligence of my former collengues who, if'my 
conclusions are correct, were responsible for serious errors,. in judgement and' 
common sense the consequences of which still affect adversely the Institute's use':' 
fulness. I will also concede that some of the rernarles to follow constitute the sapi
ence of hindsight and that if I had had to make some of the decisions w~ohI nmv 
critioize I might have rna-de some of the same errors, or perhaps some .tha-t might, 
have been even worse. 

I must also testify from memory; I did not take with me upon ~y departure-. 
the files from which I might document these criticisms. I am also testiryirrg about' 
events and circumstances about some of which I have only partial information. 
I hope that other witnesses can place in your 'han,ds the missing pieces; What is
important here is not the reputation of the actors or even the aSsignmenirofblame 
for some inglorious failures. I hold that the country will continue to' need the', 
Institute and that it is essential that it should be re-organized so that some kind&' 
of the avoidable mistakes of the past can never be repeated. A scrupu!ouaexamina_ 
tion of these mistakes is essential to a ta-tional ie-organization. " 

The history of the Institute is readily divided into four distinct epoclis. It begam 
with the Vigorous leadership of Mr. Henry ltuth, who served as DirectorIol' about; 
a year. There followed an inter-regn,um of fourteen months, .when thii Institute
was essentiully leaderless under the inexperienced and inadequate qirection of 
Mr. Irving Slott, the Acting Director. In September 1971, Mr: Martin Da-nzigel" 
was appOinted Director, and held office unt.il the summel! of 19.73~; There followecl: 
the much more professional leadership of Mr. Gerald Caplan, but by that time l} 
was so remote from the Institut,e's affairs that I cannot comment with confiden'Ce' 
about its progress 01' effectiveness. I propose to offer you case examples'of the' 
administrative style which prevailed in each epoch, and I shall conclude' \vitlli 
some lessons whi(:h I think these brief cnse histories will demonstrate. . 

The first case concerns a project to test the l1ypothesis that crime ca.If be pre
vented by creating "defensible s,pace" for the tenants of public housing projects. 
In the Fan of 1969, Professor 'Oscar Newman, a young architect thenl on' the
faculty of the Columbia. University School of Architecture, came to us' with a1l'. 
unsolicited proposal to conduct studies leading to deSign directives to reduce the
alarming ineidence of crime in inner city housing projects in such loca.tions as· 
New York City, Cleveland, Newark, and San Francisco. His concept 'Vas that" 
crime in public housing was largely the l'~sult of the tenants of.' these facilities, 
having to live in essenticlly public sRace, unprotected from intrusion. He argued" 
that ordinary middle-class house-holders are to some extent sllleided' fi'om mules
tation by d~uensible buller zones around theil' domiciles; He believed that new 
public housing should be designed to provide the individual tenant. with, "defimsible-
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space" around the premises he occupies. He also proposed to provide design direc
tives for the modification of existing housing projects so that indefensible space 
could be made as defensible as possible under the circumstances. 

The proposal was obviously in the domain of crime prevention and rehabilita
tion and was therefore assigned to my Center. I made contact with social scientists 
in the Department of Housing and Urban Development to obtain their views 
about its feasibility. They were well acquainted with Mr. Newman and had some 
reservations about his ideas. Nevertheless, the attractiveness of his plans led Mr. 
Ruth and me to pursue the proposal further. We invited an interdisciplin,tlry 
group of social scientists, architects, public housing administrators and other 
interested parties to join with us in a seminal' review of the hypotheses, the re
search design, and the probable usefulness of any positive findings und recom
mendations. Based on n, general consensus produced by the majority in this 
seminar. we decided to go ahead with the grant. The project was successful. It 
resulted in a book which has been widely and respectfully reviewed. Many of Mr. 
Newman's ideas have been applied in housing project re-design. The concept of 
defensible space has become one of the few notions accepted as effective in the 
"field of crime prevention. Despite the reservations of Associate Administrator 
Clarence Coster, who was reluctant to provide second year funding for the memor

.:able reason that he "did not want to see MI'. Newman build his professional 
1.'eputation at the expense of LEAA," the grant wus continued for three years, 
",veIl past the time of my resignation. 

In this cuse history, we see the Institute functioning rather well for an ugency 
In its first year of operations. Indeed, it was one of the few cases I can recall 
when we cUd what should have been done. There was careful advance discussion 
of the project with the proposed project director, a thorough peer review before 
the grant was made, und, most importunt, a successful outcome in terms of the 
product of the whole enterprise. Periodic site visits were made, and progress 
reports gave us a regular perspective on ]\1[1'., Newman's problems and achieve
ments. Mr. Newman's reports have been widely disseluinated in many different 
forms and media. I cannot and do not claim any special credit. The contribution 
of a monitor to a successful project is not particularly important, even though the 
blame which must be assigned to him in the case of an unsuccessful project can 
be very heavy indeed. 

Let us proceed to the second ca!'e history, the sad story of un uborted proposal 
in which two distinguished scholars were needlessly inconvenienced and em
barrassed. Early in 1971, I engaged in a discussion with Professor Vincent O'Leary, 
now the Dean of the School of Criminal Justice at the Stute University of New 
York at Albany, and Acting President of that University. He was one of the most 
seminal contributors to the work of the President's Commission on Law Enforce
ment and the Administration of Justice. Professor O'Leary was and still is one of 
the relatively few people in the reaearch community with recognized, standing. 
as an original thinker about the problems of corrections. I was concerned at that 
time about the absence of an empirical basis, for the standards for correctional 
programs and interventions, as enunciated by the President's Commission. We 
did not then and still do not have any reasonable basis for deciding how long an 
offender should serve under incarcerutive or supervisory restraint. Professor 
O'Leary thought that he would like to submit a proposal to the Institute to 
develop such an empirical support for the standards that he and I and a few 
others had tried to formulate when we worked as stuff for the Crime Commission. 

In due course, O'I .. eary submitted a proposal to us which seemed adequate to 
the purpose which I had in mind. My staff reviewed it and so did 1. We agreed on 
its fea~ibility :tnd its relevance to the problems of corrections as we understood 
them. 

Our procedures had deteriorated since the departure of ]'vIr. Ruth. Sometimes a 
consultant wus engagl'd to help us review a difficult project covering unfamiliar 
territory, but more often we relied on staff review und comments, which was the 
case in the O'Leary epif;ode. I sent the proposal up to Mr. Slott, a man who had 
a patronizing disdain fo[, social science reseurch, frankly asserting that as an 
engineer he could not easily accept the social scientist's emphasis on empiricism. 
To my constGrntttion, the proposal was returned, after a considerable delay, with 
the notation thut it was unacceptable and would not be forwarded to the Admin
istrator for review. I requested It re-consideration and proposed that there should 
be further review. Mr. Slott rejected all the alternatives I advanced, but finally 
agreed to meet with Mr. O'Leary and his colleague, Professor Donald Newman 
who came to Washington for the discussion. It was a brief meeting because Mr. 
Slott had other appointments, and ended on the inconclusive note that we would 
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let them know. A few days later, Mr. Slott told me that he had not changed his 
mind, he had decideLl that these were "merely a couple of professors who wanted 
some money." 

Sevel'althings went wrong here. I should have arranged for a full scale outside 
peer review of the Pl'opL.saL r was so confident of the merits of the project tlnd its 
co-directors that I did not even engage a consultant opinion. But Mr. Slott ob
tained an opinion from a colleague in another brunch of LEAA who was quoted 
tiS thinking the project was "global and ambitious," on the basis of which Mr. 
Slott decided that it was impractical. Later, this colleague angrily told me that 
his review hac! been hasty and his views had been misconstrued. That was too late 
and the damage was done. lVIr. Slott hnd made his unilateral decision. He could 
not be pel'iluadecl ttl seek or listen to other advice. 

It is necessary to discuss these dete.i1s in such tediolls specificity to give you no 
clear picture of the sloppy way in which we were doing business. My confidence 
in my judgment in this case was overweening. My superior's willingness to 
substitute his uninstructed and inexperienced opinions and intuitions for my 
recommendation was administrative macho, a demonstration of his authority to 
me and to my staff. Our joint failure to meet the obvious requirement of peer 
review was a mistake which r must share with Mr. Slott. 

Pm'hap:; 11 mere serious deficiency which this story indirectly illustrates is the 
absence of coherent pi: lUning, understood and agreed upon within the Institute. 
r had a plan of my own which had been discussed with Mr. Slott and with Mr. 
Velde nne! Mr. Coster, who were jointly acting as Administrators of the LEAA. 
Briefly, I wanted to base the research agenda for my Center on two large and 
competently staffed projects. One was to carry out a comprehensive study of 
adult cOl'rections, aimed at providing an empirical base for sentencing decisions. 
r wanted to know what kinds of sentencing deci!lions were most appropriate for 
various kinds of offender", us measured by positive outcomes-satisfactory 
adjustment tc. the c(;mmunity, full time and prcductive employment, and respcnsi
hility foJ' family obligations-as well as by the negative outcome of reCidivism, 
which is the customary criterion d correctional effectiveness. I thought of the 
aborted proposn.l SUbmitted by O'Leary and Newman as a good beginning on this 
ambitious research. It still has to be done, and it is needed now more than ever 
before because of the nation-wide interest in abolishing inaetel'minate sentencing 
in favor of fixed terms for specific offenses. 

The second element in· the foundation of my research plan was a parallel 
assessment of juvenile corrections. This study was funded, and I will corne presently 
to the exasperating story of that project. But first, I must conclude my remarks 
on plannirig by telling you what was done with my plan. I tl10Ught that the two 
large projects which I wauted to undertake would cost my Center most of the 
I1vailable money that was allocated to it, There were several already funded 
projects, such as Defensible Space and the Pm'ole Decision-Making Project, and r 
wanted to leave some money for funding small, unsolicited proposals which 
might lead us in profitable new directions which I might not have thought of. r 
presented the plan to Mr. Slott and we discussed it with the Messrs. Yelde and 
Coster, and there it was left, neither accepted nor rejected. I proceeded with it 
anyway, as I had not been told to do anything else. That was planning in the 
Institute, and I have to add that it went downhill from there. 

The National Assessment of Juvenile COl'l'ections was the other cornerstone of 
my plan. This project was undertaken by two experienced and resourceful re
searchers at the University of Michigan, Professors Robert Yinter and Rose
mary Rani. It was a large project, costing the Institute in the neighborhood of 
$500,000 .a year for five Years. I will not take time to discuss its structure or 
methods, but r will say that it finally ended last year with several distinquished 
publications to its credit and still more coming from the stimulation of the project's 
findings on its principals . 

A project of this magnitude is highly visible, and it was seen. Its plans were 
reviewed periodically hy Mr. Yelde himself. The plan of the project called for 
several a<ivisory panels; bl1ese were included at our initiative. The panels selected 
were composed of Congressional and state legislative personages, judges, cor
rectional administrators and ucademic re~'Learchers. They were carefully screened 
in the Administrator's office. Even MI'. lfelde's scrutiny of thel>e panels seemed 
to be insufficient; Dr. Vinter was startled one day to be informed that the White 
lIouse was challenging the composition of these panels, even though they hlld 
been approved by the Administrator. 

Monitoring was of two Idnds. I had been relieved of my responsibilities as 
Center Chief and the substantiveitoring mon was placed in the hands of an ener-
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getic andgeneralIy sympathetic junior staff member who was helpful for as long 
US she retained the assignment. Rigorous and burdensome accounting controls 
had also been imposed and the project was required to report its expenditures in 
extraordinary detail. Eetch year it was subjected to exhaustive review before it 
was approved for continued funding. 

Now all that control is proper and necessal'y, if also a time-consuming dis
tractioli from the work for which the funds were awarded in the first place. What 
was totally unnecessary in my view was the suspension of cash ffow until the 
completion of the anIlual review. This procedure put the project into a state of 
annual tmcertain.ty for a matter of months, as a result of which staff member 
sought and found other jobs. The momentum and confidence of the project itRelf 
was seriously impaired. Worst of all, in the final yeal' of the project, Mr. Velde 
the Administrntor, arbitrarily cut the budget in half, thereby making impossible 
the preparation of three compl'ehensive final reports. I am SUre Mr. Velde had his 
reason!:l for this decision, but they were never communicated to the project di
rector!l or to the resellrch community at large. The mystery is compounded by 
frequent references by Mr. Velde and his associates in Congressional testimony to 
this project as a basic element in Institute research on the findings of which many 
decisions would depend. 

Sevemllessons are to be drawn from this'abbreviated account of administrative 
meddling with research continuities. First, the larger the project, the more impor
tant it is that it' be protected from political and other external interference. 
Monitors have to keep in mind that the project prinCipals have more than enough 
on their hands in the tasks of research administration without having to be answer
able for incident,al decisions as they are made. Seccnd, the longer a project is 
continued, the lnrger the investment of the funding agency becomes and the more 
important it is that that investment be protected by maintaining agreements and 
expectations about support. It does the Institute and the LEAA negood at all to 
'Cut off funds which are needed to put the final product of years of research into 
being. What we have from the National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections is 
inore than tlLe Institute deserves and an effective and useful series of publications. 
These publications are far less than we might have had without Mr. Vel de's 
interference. Third, thc Institute had no way of protecting this project from 
Mr. Velde, the final decisionmakeI'. Although I do net question Mr. Velde's honesty 
and sincerity, I have to say that he came to office with no expel'ience or mnnifest 
understahding of research, and left it eight years later with no evidence of having 
learned anything at all about this most sensitive area of his responsibility. If for 
no other reason, the Institute must be separated frow. the Law Enforcement 
Administration simply to remove its accountabIlity to officials with neitherinterest 
in nor competence at the practice and administration of resel1rch. 

The story or the National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections spans the last 
three regimes of the Institute. My final case is the story of the famous Impact 
Cities, for better or worse by far the most significant accomplishment of Mr. 
Danziger's administration of the Institute. . 

I P(!jS on vacation when Mr. Danziger was appr..inted,to replace Mr. Slott. I 
returk.'u to Washington to find that the Institute was completely re-organized. 
The five Centers had been abolished. In their place, Mr. Danziger had four 
Divisions. Unlike many reorganizations, this shift made more thnn a paper dif
ference. Grant administraticn was placed in thc r':::mds of the Reseal'ch Administra
tion Division to be conducted by junior members of the Institute staff, some of 
them recent recruitment and little experience. Mr. Danzigel' explained to us that 
monitoring was nu more than "busy work". The senior members of the research 
staff, including myself, were herded into the Research Operations Division and 
told to work on the Impact Cities Plan. ' 

This program has been well described by Sarah Carey in her Urban Institute 
Report, Law and Disorder, 11-. It has also been discussed at length in Understanding 
Crime, the final report of the National Academy of Sciences Committee on Re
search on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. lwill confine myself to the 
view of this project as seen from the vantage of my modest inside pOBition. 

The program was to select ten cities with major crime pi'oblems and to invite 
them to submit plans for reducing the incidence of crime by five percent in two 
years and twenty percent in five years. These eventually famous objectives were 
embedded in the rhetoric of the program from the first. The Institute staff was 
to review the cities' plans, provide data and research support as requested, and 
arrange for the evaluation of the program by an outside research agency. Funding 
for the Impact Cities gr::mts was to COllle from the Institute and 'here it is essell
tial to dwell on a little noticed consideration. All grants from LEAA funds had to 
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have a fairly hard match, depending on the program from which the funds were 
allocated, except funds from the Institute, whicli required no match at all. Thus 
these grants to the Impact Cities were without cost to the recipients; all the 
mayors had to do was to submit a plan. There was not even a competition be
tween cities; mayors WE'rE' in effect invited to take the money and do something 
with it. The staff of the Institute was asked to be helpful and aVailable,· but we 
were not to intel'fE're or impose our Ideas. This was for the cities to work out on 
their own. If they didn't want our MI~istance, that was. all right, too, and only 
to be expected. After all, Mr. Leonard reminded us, the Institute staff was seen 
by the world at large as a "bunch of kooks." 

We had professional staff meeting at which the plan was unveiled. I commented 
that I thought we were moving too fast. I thought the expectation that any 
measures could reduce crime by specmc percentages was risky and without sup
port from any rE'Bearch done by the Institute or anybody else. I did not see how 
the cities, without planning capabilities could be expected to generate pl~s, nOr 
how we, without much local information, could be helpful to them. Finltlly, I 
thought that the whole concept ignored the role of the county in administel'ing 
criminal justice. The cities administer only the police, whereas the counties ad
minister the courts, the jails and the probation services. 

These objections were immediately j'ejected by Mr. Danziger, who forthdghtly 
stated that they were now irrelevant. The decision had been made to proce~d and 
the task of the professional staff was to assist in carrying it out, notto obstruct it. 

It turned out that there was little for us to do, and the activity of the .R,esearoh 
Operations Division eventually turned to other things. We never were .clear what 
we were expected to do except thl.lt it was hoped that we would undertake some 
original research. As we had neither the resources to do it, nor the staff positions 
to fill with :research personnel suited to projects which we might conceive and 
design, nothing came of this expectation. \Ve found ourselves principally occu
pied in the review of proposals and in long staff meetings about organizational 
matters. I had an opportunity to leave the Institute and I took it. 

Just before I left, I was asked to review the proposals submitted by five re
search corporate enterprises for the assessment of Impnct Cities. These proposals 
had heen generat.ed in a hurry in response to an advertisemcmt with a short dead
line. In quality they showed the effects of hurried preparation, They ranged from 
awful to at least relevant. MITRE, a corporation based in Cambridge, got the 
substantial contract. Its reports have not been in general circulation, but I am 
certain that they did not discover the five percent diminution of crime which 
was the goal of the program. 

A veiLhas been drawn over the failure of the program. I had supposed that this 
inevitable result would .cause the program designers a great deal of I!lmbal'r~sment, 
but I was too innocent. The public's memory is short, the attention span of the 
media is brief, and the Congress is far too b11SY to take corrective action in situa
tions which were not, after all, of a magnitude sufficient to jl.lstify extensive lrl
quiry. Nevertheless, the funds wasted on Impact Cities were a very large per~ 
centage of the Institute budget and the damage done to research continuities as 
well as to the cl'edibility of the Institute was serious. 

Now there are anumber of lessons to be learned here which nobody should have 
needed to learn, and some which are not so glaringly obvious. First, of .coilrse, 
unilateral decisions by the Director ·as to general research policy should not be 
made, even by a Director better qualified than Mr. Danziger. Second, advice 
from the staff and consensus support should be sought before proceeding with 
commitments to a program of this magnitude. Whatever merit the In/paet Cities 
program may have had, it could not be a successful Institute program without 
substantial agreement by the professional staff that it was responsible and feasible. 
The):e was never any agreement.about Impact Cities beyond a muted opposition to 
Mr. Danziger's high-spirited initiative. Third, the whole affair demonstrates the 
imperative need for an independent advisory committee which ~oJlld be m;ed by 
the Director as a sounding board for ideas such as Impact Cities and new pOlicies 
which come into the mind of the Director. Such an Advisory Committeenecdnot 
be entirely composed of research profession/Jls but it certainly should have some 
people who are reasonably familial' with what has been done .and what now seems 
to be possible. The macho which is attracted to attempts to do the impossible is 
undcrstandable in this country; if we can land on the moon, why can't we reduce 
crime rates by five percent? It doesn't console the lldministrative romantic to be 
told that we can land on the moon but can't square the circle, either. N evettheless,. 
I think a prestigious research council might have reined in Mr. Danziger's 
ebullience. 
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Certainly no one else succeeded. I h:we been struck by the reticence of the research 
~ommunity about this fiaseo. The whole affair was well enough known, but to 
my knowledgc no one protested. Perhaps it was assumed that it would do no good, 
perhaps it was beyond expecting that a researcher would nip the hand that might 
feed him. 

The fourth and final point to be made is that this episode demonstrates the 
necessity of placing a professional researcher in the del.'ision-making role for the 
Institute. Mr. Danziger was fond of stating that hc was an attornet-at.law 
temporarily assigncd to straightening out the uffairs of the Institute but hoping 
in due course to return to the pl'actice of lml'. The Impact Cities failure could not 
and does not affect the progress of his career. No member of the bar is going to 
think less of him beeause of the errors he made simply because they do not in any 
way reflect on his ability to practice law. Quite honestly, Mr. Danziger always 
made it clear that he was not a researcher and had to rely on us for advice in the 
professional areas which we understood and he did not. Unfortunately he did not 
take the advice he got and never made it easy for us to give it to him. 

Let me reinforce this most important point. If a professionnl researcher had 
heen responsible for making the ill-fated decisions which led to Impact Cities, 
hiS caret'r would undoubtedly have been irremediably damLtged. The decision 
would have been protested before it was made and it would have been severely 
criticized afterward. I do not think that any resflonsible researcher would have 
eared to face his colleagues in such circumstnnces. It would not have been possible 
for Mr. Leonard to imposc such a program on a scientist of any stature. Because 
Mr. Danziger had no accountability to the research {:ommunity, this decision 
was feasible for him whether the Impact Cities idea was his own or Mr. Leonard's. 

What should be done with the Institute now? I cannot H'.~ist telling you. As I said 
at the outset of this statement, the country needs the hlstitute. There is much 
work to do, and we are far behind schedule beeauso of errors, follies, and bad 
luck. Let mC'Qffer a prescription: 

(1) The Institute should be removed from LEAA as soon a5 thh, change can he 
made. Pending whatever legislative change is provided to cuny out this removal, 
the Attorney-General should direct the Administrator of the LEAA to consider 
himself relieved of nny authority to review and approve re1'enreh proposals. 

(2) Thc Institute should be incorporated as a discrete entity within the National 
Science Foundation. This arrnngement should be designed to provide the Institute 
with its own budget and its own deci8ion-making processes but the National 
Science Foundation should provide scientific and professional services, guidance 
und consult:dion. The appointment of the Director of the Institute should be at 
the nomination of the Director of the National Science Foundation subject to 
adquate qualification in the social sciences and general familiarity with the crimi
nal justice system. It should be understood that the Director need not be an at
torney. 

(3) The Director should be directly accountahle to a duly constituted Council 
of the Intitute representing Congress, the judiciary, and academic research (not 
all of them representing criminal justice research). This Council should meet 
quarterly, should review all proposals to be funded (tt a level of nbove $100,000 
annually, and should be furnished with sufficiently comprehensive reports to 
enable it to makea-running judgement on the value of the Institute's work. 

(4) If it is not possible to place the Institute within the framework of the National 
Science Foundation, it should be placed in the Department of Justice, perhaps in 
the office of Policy Planning. The Attorney-General should take steps to assure the 
independence of the Institute in the same way as suggested in the recomll1endation 
that it be situated in the Nntional Science Foundntion. The essential objective is to 
huffer the Institute from wasteful and ignorant interference. A l'esearch organi
zation is always vulnerable; its successes will be slow in coming and there will 
always be some disappointmpnts. The nature of the work to be done is sueh that 
abuse of its resources is easy. The best insurance against abuse is the accountability 
of its professional staff to their peers. Without that accountability we must expect 
repetition:; of the dreary history I have recited today. 

(5) The Institute's work is not necessarily needed forever. The charter of the 
Institute should run for ten years, after which time the Congress should review it:; 
accomplishments to determine whether the charter should be renewed. 

I think this struqtul'al change will make possible tl truly scientific Institute. 
Its success'depends on the willingness of some able and imaginative scientists to 
recunstruct the Institute and make out of it the important national service it was 
jntended to be. 

Mr. OONYERS. The subcommittees will stand in adjournment. 
[Whereupon, at 11 :05 a.m .. the hearing was adjourned.] 
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It1EDERAL ROLE IN CRIl\lINAIJ JUSTICE AND CRUIE 
RESEARCH 

THURSDAY, JULY 21, 1977 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SunCO:\r~IITTEE ON 
DmIESTIC1 AND INTERNATIONAL SCIENTIFIC PLANNING, 

,ANALYSIS AND COOPERA'l'ION OF THE COrlIl\fITTEE ON 
·'SOIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, AND SUBCQ;\r:rrnTTEE ON 
eRnIE OF TilE CO:rrlM~,'l'TEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 

Washington, n. O. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at ~:i2 a.m., in room 

2237, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. James J. Blanchard 
[acting chairman of the subcommittee} presiding. . 

Present: Representatives Scheuer and Blanchard. 
Staff members present: Leslie Freed, Hayden W. Gregory, Jonah 

ShltCknai, counselj Robert Shellow, consultant; Ross Stovall, as
sociate counsel; James Gallagher find William G. Wells, technical 
.consultants. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. The subcommittee will come to order. 
I would like to welcome all of you here today. 
Our chairman, Jim Scheuer of N ew York, was called to a meeting 

with Prime Minister Begin of Israel, and he is unable to be here. We 
,-are going to proceed because we' know you have tight schedules. 

Today's hearing of the. Domestic and International Scientifio 
Planning, Analysis, and Cooperation Subcommittee is the. final 
session in the continuation of joint hearings with the Crime Sub
-committee of the Committee on the Judiciary. 

The subjeot that we've been addressing is the Federal role in 
.criminal justice and crime research.· 

EMore we proceed any further I would like to thank the distin
guished chairman of the Crime Subcommittee of the Oommittee on 
the Judiciary, John Conyers, from my home State of Michigan, for 
having done such an excellent job of chairing these ·proceedings mph 
,Congressman Scheuer. 

1'0 date we've had 4 days of hearings on the crime research topic. 
Much of the testimony has focused upon the National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, which we .know as the re
search arm of LEAA. We've heard from several witnesses that the 
.efforts of the National Institute over the last 8J~ years have been 
inadequate in furthering our understnnding of the basic clluses" of 
,crime and of the ways to deal effectively with criminals in ouI' society. 

Our hearings have estabiished a number of principles on which a 
.quality :!:esearch program must be based, and the Domestic and 
International Scientific Pll1nning, Analysis, and Cooperation Sub
committee, DISP AC, is very much concerJled with the future of crimi
nal justice and crime research. So obviously then, we look, with great 
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anticipation, to the testimony of the Deputy Attorney . General, 
Peter Flaherty, and some of his associates from the Department of 
Justice. 

We are most interested in the Department's plans for the National 
Institute and criminal justice research as a whole. 

The Witness list for today includes Milrtin Danziger; former Directol" 
of the National Institute, who will lead off; then Mr. Flaherty. We· 
were going to Ilfl.ve James Gregg of :DEAA. However, I und&rstand 
he's ill. We'll have Blair Ewing, Acting Director of the National 
Institute and Paul Nejelski, also with the Attorney GBJ~eral's office. 

With me are several members of the staff of both subcommittees: 
On my left, Bill Wells; on my right, Jonah Shacknai, Bob Shellow, 
Leslie Freed, and Ross Stovall of the C!'iDle Subcommittee, and Jim 
Gallagher, also of our subcommittee on the minority side. 

Without further ado, our first witness is Martin Danziger, who has. 
had considerable experience in the early years of the National Institute. 

We have your statement. If you'd like you could submit that for· 
the record and sHmmarize it, and then we'll have questions and 
ailswers, or if you would like you could read it to be sure to highlight. 
whatever you would like. 

Mr. DANZIGER. By way of saving time, sir, I would be pleased to· 
submit the statement for the record, and perhaps, with your permis
sion, just to take a few moments to highlight for the record severa] 
points that are contained within and perhaps reserve the remaining
portion of your valuable time for any questions you might want to. 
ask me, based upon my tenure as Director of the National Institute. 

[The prepared state;:T,l.ent of :Mr. Danziger follows:] 

STATEME~I:V OF MARTIN DANZIGER, FORMER DIRECTOR, NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
LAW ENFonCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE . 

TESTIMONY 

I would like to deal with two topics before you today. First, I wish to describe. 
my idelt of how to make research and development, -particularly in the social, 
behavior.11 and policy sciences, relevant to the needs of the Criminal Justic~ 
system and how to develop information upon which that system may, with con
fidencc, base its decisions. I would then like to discuss with you reasons for th~ 
apparent failure of efforts of this sort in recent years-for convenience, say, the. 
years of LEA A dominance of funding for such research. . 

I "iouldadd that my assumption, unlike that of many who have appeared 
before you, is that the aim of any such effort is to reduce crime, and that improving 
the criminal justice system-,vhatever that may mcan in different contexts-is 
but one potential means to that end . 
. Whether or not improving the criminal justice system actually leads to a. 

reduction in crime is an empirical question which needs to be scientifically tested
as should other hypotheses about what will recim)e crime, such as getting career 
criminals off the streets ·01' reduci.;~ unemployment. . 

With this established, let me elab0('ate on my first point: how to make research 
and development in the socin.!, policy and behavioral sciences relevant to criminal 
justice needs. Based on my experience, I would judge that there is little mystery 
about how to do this (where the difficulty arises i8 in actually doing this, but that 
discussion is my second point and I only mention it here to keep the two arguments. 
separate.) At least since the Crime Commission Report of 1967, the general 
consensus is that there ate six elements in a repetitive cycle whichr if scrupulously 
followed, will keep research and development on track. 

First, it is necessary to have good, reliable and generally accepted measures 
of what crime is !!~1 about, so that you know what it is you are tt'ying to affect 
with whatever it )8 you do. There is a crying need for credible measures of crime 
as well as of all aspects of the criminal justice system-measures whose accut'acy 
is accepted just like figures on unemployment or prices from the Bureau of LabOl" 
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Statisticsl 01' morbidity rates from HEW. I will not arl!;uo tho quality of existing 
cl'iminal Justice indicators, such as the Uniform Crime Reports or the Victimiza ... 
tion Surveys, but I submit that the credibility of those indicators is not generally' 
.accepted. And if that is the case, then, even though these indicators may be 
manipulated to show reduced criminal activity, nobody need believe them and 
-effort is wasted because no p!'actical planners wHl follow your lead. 

Speaking to this question, I support establishing a Bureau of Criminal Justice 
'Statistics staffed by professionals and protected from partisan politics' as much as 
possible. As its major J'ole, such a Bureau would develop and promulgate measures 
{)f crime to serve as indicators against which aU research and development on 
criminal justice would be measured. Initially, howe VOl', it will be necessary to use 
the best of existing indicators because it is essential to measure the .effects of 
whnt we are doing now. 

Second, once the indicators have been chosen, we can proceed with the tas,k of 
developing a substantive plan of research systematically relating a host of causal 
factors to those indicators. For example, if murder is the indicator, all rtlsearch 
·on murder should Ultimately relate to t!Utt inrliclltor; if robb!?-ry reduction is the 
goal, all research should be related to that indicator. 

To further illustrate, hypothesize that if the average sentence for robbery is 
increllsed by a certai::' -amQllIlt, then the rate of robberies per 100M population 
will decline by a cerh\io;·-amount. The plan for l'esearch on this issue should be all 
'encompassing (,nough to force the researcher to consider all the dimensions of the 
problem he 01' she is trying to Rolve--to consider the relationship between all 
aspects of a particular problem, not just the relationship of A to B, but .of A to B, 
C, D, and so on. The plan should force the l'esellrcher to think through all the 
things in his or her proposed research, that is, how they relate to the particular 
problem at hand, as well as to the solution of that problem. 

I know the concept of a "plan" is looked upon unfavorably in criminal justice, 
<lven more so as it has come to represent the overblown and often unpi'oductive 
plans required by LEAA. That is not what I mean by planning. 

By planning, I mean the development of a tool, continually modified and' hil~ 
proved by completion of its parts, which guides the effort to try and leal'~ some
thing about the world. Planning should be a substantive effort, freed as'much as 
possible fl'om the bUl'eaucratic process which consumes itself at worst, and at 
be::;t is rather like building superhighways into the Okeefenokie swamp. 

Third, Once a plan is developed, indicators are determined and proposed l'e~ 
:5earrh is t;ghtly bound to thost' inriictltoJ'S, then the priorities among the parts 
of the plan must be set. Because, realisticallj" speaking, one cannot do everything, 
{Iefinition of priorities is critical. This will al!'SUl'e that when resources are scarce, 
'Commitments can and will be made to those areas defined as most impol·tant by 
cl'iIrJnal justice decision makers. Literally, one would construct a list of activities 
organized in terms of their impol'tanre, and go down the list allocating resources 
until the money runs out. This will insure that when things"are done, they are 
done right, as well as eliminating the current process of inadequatelY funding the 
:same programs over and over again, getting nowhere. 

Fourth, it is absolutely necessary to get the best people possible to work on 
those parts of the plan which have been identified. But is crucially important that 
these t'xperts-wheth('l' they are academicians or commercial firms-be guided 
by andl'esponsive to the plan at all times. \Vithout controls and "guidelines, even 
high-priced titlent cannot avoid confusion and chaos. It is the responsibility of 
the program administrator to provide this kind of guidance and direction. Al-
though this is not an easy task, it is not an impOSSible one. . 

Fifth, the results of sponsored resef\l'ch should provide a foundation for testing 
progl'tll11s 01' demonstrations to determine how the plan for reducing crime can be 
appliecUtli different settings, and 'within differing politicll;lsystems. 

Sixth, as part of the continual modification ana improvement of the "plan, one 
would evaluate the original indicators, monitoring which drd what in 11 particular 
demonstr~l,tion. Once a specific indicator with a higher priority is "undcr control," 
one can then move on to begin research on lowel' priority items, Alternil.tively. 
one might choose a new set of indicators to l'eseal'eh, 01' modify existing indicators. 
01' Simply establish a program to promulgate ideas which have been proven 
successful. III any event, Qne resumes the . cycle, planning all the while in a sub" 
stantivE', responsive way. c, . . 

This simpl!:) cyclical process; MI'. Chairman, is the way to make and keep re
search and development relevant to the needs of the criminal justice system, chief 
among which is to determine ways to reduce crime. The process ~s straight-forward, 
but that does not mean it is ensy. Many groups do not want to hear "bad new~" 
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about their efforts to control and reduce crime. Some recent examples come to 
mind: As the reception of Robert Martinson's work attests, rehabilitation pro
fessionals do not like to hear that nothing they clo makes any dift'erence in the post
prison ndjustment, of former prisoners. Parole boa; \ members do not like to hear 
that street supervision has virtually no systematic effects on recidivism. The· 
public does not like to be told that erime rates are affected only slightly by the 
most massive crime reduction efforts of our own government, And, we know from 
the reception accorded LEAA's victimization surveys several years ago, the police 
do not like to be told that the most crimes arc not reported to them. 

Because of factors like this, it is crucial that the cycle I have described be well' 
executed, and that it be allowed to run full circle-to implement the cycle for a. 
short period of time cannot be productive. 

Just as physical ailments cannot be cured if the entire course of treatment i~, 
not followed-neither can a societal ailment like crime be cured if we jump from 
one solution to llllother without discovering whether or not the original solution. 
produced any positive results. (Parenthetically, contrary to what has becn stated 
before this committee, the Impact Cities Program did not fail because it was a 
bad ideaj it failed because as a program, it was not allowed to go on to completion 
as originally planned. There was a lack of nerve in hewing to the cour~e set for' 
the program-a course which incidentally might have taught us something. I will 
be happy to elaborate on this point later if the committee members would. like· 
me to.) 

Let me now deal with the second point I want to make. The qupstion uri~es, 
why, if the process is so straight-forward, has it not been successfully applipd to 
the problems of the criminal justice system. I judge there is one major reu~on 
which dominatps all others, and three particular areas whpl'e its effect is felt most 
severely: The reason for the failure of this process is a !::tek of firm lerlderi'hip 
committpd to carrying out programs developed during a thoughtful planning 
process. The effects of this deficienry are most strongly felt in the dpgree to which 
1'eseal'chers are held accountable for how they spend the government's money; in 
the degree to which research program~ ure kept autonomous from immediate day
to-day operational demands, and in the degree to which political pressures, in
evitable in any federal program have been resisted. 

I believe that good people ran make poor organizations (from the standpoint 
, of how they look on paper) work well, but the best of organizations will not work 

well if you!' people are no good. But neither good people nor It good organization 
will work well w.ithout effective leadership. 

Let me discuss three areas in which a lack of leadership will impedc! the progress
of any research progmm, 

First, a lack of leadership will affect the accountability of the research personnel 
conducting studies for you. Unless the manager of the program demonstrate;; a 
firm commitment to a particular direction, the research personnel working for 
him will take the program ofl' into a thousand different byways. 

This problem becomes especially acute if the vendor is an academic with widely 
respected credentials and prestige among his peers, and if the agency manager 
bas chosen the grant mechanism for disbursing funds. As hm: becm pointed out to· 
Secretary Califano about HE'V contracting procedures, it has proven difficult for 
contractitlg officers to resist the imprecations of N abel Laurl~ates in directing
research programs. The same difficulties ure encountered by civil servants i11-
Yolv<'1d in criminal justice research who have even 1pss of a professional identity 
than proclUrement people in the health research fields. They also find it hard to
resist the siren songs of the academics. 

Firlll leadership and a commitment to procurement standards and contracts 
which, by law, insure accountability is a step toward resolving this problem and 
keeping an agency's program on the track intended for it by Congress. This dops· 
not preclude innovation. On the contrary, a portion of funds should be set aside 
for sole source awards on the basis of unsolicited proposals. 

But when the Department of Justice cannot count accurately the number of 
cases brought each year to the U.S. Attorney General's Offices, when the esti
mates of crime rates measured by different services vary by as much as a factor of 
five for the same crime in the Silme climate; when the number of law enforcement 
operatives in this country can only be estimated, give or take several thousand;: 
when such elementary information is lacking, a proper sense of priori tie" dictates 
that tightly written contractual arrangements must be made to deal wit:. '. these 
problems first. Innovation-which, by the way would be problematical without a 
grounding in facts, and facts are what is lacking-must initially bE; a secondary 
part of the designs of federal efforts in research and development. (In this vein, I 
applaud the Congress and its effort to pass the Grant and Cooperative Agreement 

.. 
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Act of 1977. I believe that such a clarification of the TUles for procurement willl 
offer immeasurable help to managers of mission agencies in dealing with their 
vendors.) 

Firm leadership in this area would insure that vendors are treated fairly, and. 
competition for federal funds can insure that the goverillment gets what it needs, 
not what different classes of vendors want to olfer. In addition, firm direction 
would allow small innovative programs to solicit c~'eati:ve ideAS, limited in size to 
keep inappropriate classes of vendors out of this mark(!t. 

Historically, poor leadership has had an impact on federal research and de
velopment in crime, particularly at the NILECJ, largely because of a reluctance 
on the part .of its leadership to insist on autonomy for 1;he efforts of the institute. 
When the Administrator of LEAA, and the Director of the Institute agree, all 
is well. When they disagree, however, the way cm'l'el~t law is interpreted, the 
Administrator becomes the manager of tlie program. This, quite candidly, is 
disastrous because the Institute and the administration do not necessarily have 
the same goalS. The Institute is after facts-information with the potential for 
long range impact. The administration on the othei' hand, is after pleasant 
findings, good news; it seeks to serve a political constituency which is, at best,. 
impatient with mid and long-range planning efforts, and is particularly impatient 
with findings that are at odds with its prejudices. To avoid the problem of 
distorting research to fit a preconceived notion, instead of more properly drawing. 
conclusions from the research, the person in charge of th-e research program should 
have sign-off authority to commit his funds, and should probably be subject to 
independent oversight by the Congress. As I indicated before, firm leadership and 
a commitment to the program can help in this situation, but I would be less than. 
candid if I said this alone is sufficient to solve the conflicts inherent in the different 
roles involved here, 

Fina1ly, l'egardless of what arrangements l1re made with respect to the Insti-· 
tute's autonomy, strong leadership is needed to resist political pressure. 

All managers of government research and developmlmt programs are subject 
to pressures from many different directions and from many different conl"tit
uencies, each of which believes it has a legitimate claim to public monies. The
manager of the program must be prepared to take a 10j; of flak in the short run, 
to face a great deal of heavy and sometimes downright~asty opposition beC:l1usC) 
he is committed to a belief in the planning approach ip. the long run. He must 
also accept that he or she can be wrong, admit it, and take the consequences, 

Mr. Chairman, I have tried to present what I thililk is a model for better' 
relating research and development resources to the nation's needs for reducing 
crime. I have also tried to explain how, in the past, f~ lack of firm, committed 
leadership has been largely respollsible for getting ml into our present sorry' 
state, with respect to criminal justice research and dev910pment. I would like to 
conclude by reiterating the foul' points I have tried to make, 

First, the substantive planning model is c. good approach, In the pust we
naively assumed it would work automatically, we now know better, vVe now 
know it must be a.. tool in the hands of technically com,petent leaders and man-· 
agel'S, else it becomes a meaningless, closed, paper-filled bureaucratic loop, 
endlessly cycling and recycling independently of the reality it is supposed. to': 
address. It becomes a cancer-a few cells are a good thing, but too many can 
slowly kill you, Thus, I recommend to the committee that substantive, firmly 

• dil'ected, well-planned, long-range l'esearch efforts be i~pplied to the problems. 
of reducing crime. 

Second, r applaud the trend toward regularized procu:l'ement implied by 8--431 
which will help the leadership of an agency to hold his Vendors accountable and, 
no less important, allow those who work for 11im to know exactly where they 

.. stand. This will assure them that the evaluation of perf~)rmance v1ill be based on 
how well they'meet criteria previously agreed upon by everyone. This kind of 
regularization will also increase the appearnnceof failiJ1eS$ of competition for 
federal funds, while at the san1e time increase the actuai,ity of that fail'ness. It is
my experience that the best resources in a,field wiUl'eSLlond to fial' competition; 
I would question the motives of those who object to fail' cci).l:!petition. 

Third, I cannot emphasize enough that the choice oJ leadership for research 
arid development agencies in criminal and civil justice in. l;he executive brunch of' 
government is a critical task. In particular, the heads of the NILECJ, the NJJDJ;'.' 
the NrC, and the newly begun FJRP, should be tec~pi¢!llJy competent, able;, 
knowledgeable individuals, highly motivated to managie ]'eseal'ch and develop
ment programs, I cannot emphasize to the committee ><t,rcmgly enough that the
choice of leaders for these programs will, in uU probabili~i;', determine whether or-, 
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not the crime and justice research and development fiasco will continue, or be 
halted. 

Fourth, and finally, the sooner a Bureau of Justice Statistics is created, con
solidating current research efforts into one agency with the authority to audit 
quality throughotIt the executive branch, the sooner we will know where we are, 
where we want to be, and be able to trace our progress along that road. 

Mr. Chairman, lest I be accused of ignoring organizational and institutional 
factors in favor of individual and personal factors, I can only reply, the flaw in 
federal criminal justice research and development is not primarily in its structure, 
but in its leadership and management. 

TESTIMONY OF MARTIN DANZIGER, FORMER DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
INSTITUTE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

Mr. DANZIGER. I indicate in my statement, sir, that there are six 
elements which I believe that research and development activities 
should be responsive to. 

r think in your discussions during the course of the hearings some 
of the witnesses have highlighted those elements and some perhaps 
have strayed from them. 

I would like to explicitly place them before you and ask you in 
your considerations of the work of the National Institute to keep 
these elements in mind. 

Jj'irst, of course, as indicated by others, r believe that you need 
reliable and accepted measures. In this regard I might very strongly 
recommend to you, sir, that in your considerations of research, within 
or without the Department of Justice, as pertaining to the crim~nal 
justice systems, you might consider a bureau of criminal justice 
statistics, combining from various departments 1rithin the Depart
ment of Justice as well as from agencies without the data collection 
efforts pertaining to criminal justice. By example, the FBI, LEAA, 
and certain data collected efforts of the Bureau of the Census. 

I think the time has come for you to consider, and for the Depart
ment of Justice to consider, establishing a bureau of criminal justice 
statistics, not in LEAA but within main Justice. 

Second, I offer as an indicator to you, sir, the need for substantial 
planning in research. Systematic planning I think is a tool. I dare 
say much of what has happened in LEAA under the rubric of plan
ning has not, in fact, been as comprehensive and as thoughtful as it 
shoUld be. r believe it is a tool. 

I think in the process of establishing planning a third element 
arises, and that is the establishing of hard priorities, recognizing that 
there are limitations on funds, that money is scarce, and people have ~. 
to make judgments and weigh the balance of things, identify items 
that are most importw.t. . 

I would like to offer for the committee's deliberation a work product; 
namely, the fiscal 1974 plan of the National Institute, prepared by 
persons working in the National Institute during the latter part of 
my tenure. As part of the plan is an 8- or lO-year component. I might 
add this document was never implemented, or implemented only in 
bits and pieces. I am offering it to you for your consideration, daresay 
not for inclusion in the record as it is obviously too costly, and prob
ably not worth having it. printed in its entirety. There is a summary. 
If you feel it valuable you might wish to reproduce it.. 

I offer it not as a way of sayIng these are necessarily the appropriate 
priorities, but rather, this is a thought process and a process for 
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attacking research within the criminal justice system which is most 
important. It is a work product of the staff that was there in place 
when I left. Clearly, it ,vas not an individual's product nor was it a 
product which I could say each and every individual agreed with even 
though they may have contributed to it. I take the responsibility' for 
its failures, and I ofter its successes to those who were in. the Institute 
who worked very hard to put it together. I think you might :find 
reading through the document quite valuable in your deliberations, 
particularly in light or what I think is the failure of the Institute and 
the testimony presented >:;0 far. 

FOUl'th, I think in dealing with one's research efforts I've found 
that you have to find the best Qossible people to work on the effotts 
once the priorities are established, and that's very difficult. 

In this regard I believe yon are already considering, or you already 
have in hand, if not, I will glacl!y give you my copy, a very excellent 
paper that was produced by Hemy Ruth when he was with the 
Urban Institute. This research effort was funded by the National 
Institute after my tenure. I had nothing to do with It. I might add 
Henry Ruth is now an associte of mine, and we work together. 

But, to my knowledge, this paper, funded by the Institute, entitle(l 
"Research Priorities for Crime Reduction Efforts" has never been 
implemen'ted, and I don' t believe it's ever been used. I think it's 
an excellent product. I think it deals with substantiul reality. It is a 
bluepl:int for an operating research entity dealing with criminal 
justice issues, and since it was funded by the Institute I would hope 
that they are using it, or would be nsing it, in furthering their delibera
tions. I think Ws an excellent· bflJ{Jlce, by the way, to the Academy 
of Science paper because they are-not on aU, fours, they do not agree, 
and I think that, again, in your deliberations and considerations in the 
futlU'e one might want to consider' an alternative vie'wpoint. 

Fifth, I think the results of any sponsored resenrch must be the 
foundations for demonstrations. I do not fud the efforts of the impact 
cities program a failure. I do not mean to say that it succeeded with 
its stated ~oals. I do believe that demonstration projects following 
resellerch enorts are important. Whether the demonstration itself 
succeeds or fails' can have positive results and I think it's important 
to carry through on any rese~rch effort with demonstrations. It's an 
appropriate role for research within the crimw.al justice system or a 
research entity within the Department of Justice system to mount 
demonstJ.·ation programs. . . . 

.. Sixth, of course, I believe you must evaluate yonI' original indi-
cators;you must monitor them; you must determine what works and 
what does not work; and you must examine the successes und failures 
of your demonstrations; and then, of course, you must resume your 

<i cycle. . . ' 
I do not believe that in this purticular field we should abrogate 

our regponsibilitiesand forget that the opel'l1ting agencies must be 
moving hand in lland with the research entity. I feel we WOlud be 
doomed for failure in our research effort were we to accept thp,t partic
ular recommendation within the Academy of Science paper which 
says we should search out a.cademics solely tQgive them money, 
solely to get them interested in reseatch endeavors. 

]further, I am no't embarrassed by attempting to set goals. I am 
not embarrassed by us at this stage ill our development to more renl-
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isticlllly and effectively than we attempted in the impact cities pro
gram, to be sure, to establish quantitative goals. Nor do I think jt's 
-offensive in tIns day and age to attempt to set crime reduction goals. 

I think persons living in urban centers, where the violent crime does 
exist, n,re entitled to coordinated efforts by Federal agencies, State and 
municipal agencies, and the research community to try to make life 
in those areas more tolerable. 

In looking at incarceration rates; at the 100,000 persons presently 
residing in State and local j ails for terms 1 year or less; at the dispro
portionate number of those persons who are minorities, I think we 
·can sn,y either there is n, studied effort n,t discriminn,tion or something 
.else thn,t shQuld be studied. I think we ought to examine thn,t, and I 
think the persons who are snbject to those conditions, conditions of 
jails, n,re entitled to something better, somethlng more positive, than 
they are presently receiving, and I think there's a role for pragmn,tic 
research. For practical hand-in-hand resen,rch with the corrections 
-community, State government and the municipal government in 
solving thls problem, 

Not to belabor the point, I tllink the si.'( elements are straightfor
ward. I think we failed, or have failed so far, in mounting a most 
effective, or an effective, research effort in thfJ National Institute 
because it lacks a firm, consistent leadership. I think that's been 
reflected upon by others. I agree. We were unable to carry through 
any thoughtful programs. There has been no continuity. It is not thn,t 
wlHtt I suggested or the people who worked with me while I was 
there, what we suggested, was right. It's that each and every person 
,coming into that agency started off on a very, very new track, and 
there was no ability for anyone to continue th~ efforts or the direc
tions of their predecessors. A failure to follow a thoughtful plamling 
process with n,ccountability of researchers. Instead chaos and turmoil. 

With those brief remarks, sir, I gladly will stop and reserve any 
time that I have for finy questions that you may have. 

lvIr. BLANcHAuD. Thank you. Thank you very much also for taking 
the time to not only come there and prepare testimony but to try to 
look backward and make some analysis of where we've been. 

To what ,degree do you think the research function in the justice 
,area ought to be separated from the regular In,w enforcement 
machinery? 

Mr. DANZIGER. I think there are two answers to that question 
that I might give. 

One, there clearly is a substantial amount of resem'ch wInch will 
tn,ke place and should take place outside of any operating agencies, 

. outside of the criminal justice systems, if you will, and I think that 
that type of research does exist and I think it should continue, and 
'whether that's housed in NIH or NIMH or whether it's housed in 
.academic institutions or not-for-profit corporations or foundations 
about the country or criminal justice centers about the country, I 
applaud it. That is not to say that there should not be at the same 
time concurrent with those efforts n, very effective research program 
withln the criminal justice sy;stem. 

I strongly suggest to you, s:l1', that the research efforts of the Federal 
Government should be housed witllin the Department of Justice, 

a,:>erhaps under, directly under, a Deputy Attorney General. Perhaps 
the appropriate configmation would place the Bureau of Oriminal 
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Statistics and the various research efforts of LEAA, the Federal Bureau 
·of Investigation, the Institute on Juvenile Delinquency, the National 
Institute OI Correction and house them all together in a single research 
entity under a Deputy Attorney General. 

I think the value of that is manifold. Not the least of them are as 
follows: 

I do not believe, I do not believe that we should mount the research 
effort within the Department of Justice, 01' for that matter 0utside of 
the Department of Justice, which is going to clE'a.l {)ut:;;ide or witho't~t 
the opero,ting agencies. I think research and the system must work 
together. 

':['ve been in law enforcement for some many years, and I have 
always found it a very close fraternity. It is very difficult to break into 
the l)olice community, to the prosecutor community, to the correc
tions community, to the judiciary, without having soma relationship 
with them and have them share in the decisionmaking process. 

I think II the Department of Justice has a failure, its failure is that 
it has been unable to question the basic assumptions under which it 
operates, because it is so committed to moving the people and the 
paper from place to place. 

Were you to place a sophisticated research entity within the De
partment of Justice, highly visible, reporting to the highest ranking 
political fignres in the Department, I think that would help move that 
Department in areas where it has been unable to move in days past. 
It would help the Department question its own assumptions and 
operations. It would belp the Department face un to reorganizations 
which perhaps are appropriate in today's age. -

I think it has a leadership role in the criminal justice systt'ms about 
the country. 1 think it hasn't exercised that. I think it can. I think by 
placing the research entity within the Department it might be able 
to do that again. It would enhance its ability to coordinate those 
efforts. 

r apologize for so long winded an answer. But to directly answer 
your question: yes, I would continue a research entity, and I would 
[)1ace it in the Department of Justice, operating very closely with the 
ouerating agencies. 
~ Mr. BLANCHARD. I served for 6 years with the attorney general of 

Michigan, but I had some dealings with LE.AA grants within our 
office. The law enfl::ll"cement research is very meaty in those categories 
you mentioned. 

But the one problem that I see is that those working in th'e field 
:are so caught up in the day-to~day work process that there iSia ten
.(Jency to have any research project be one of very short duration and 
'with a specific set of applied research goals. 

There's been sUbstantial-:.testimony here that there ought to bie some 
-sort of basic research function that would be different in time from 
;applied research. 

Do you accept that? 
IVIr. DANZIGER. I do within limits. 
But I address your attention to page 76 of Hauk Ruth's report, 

the paragraph entitled liThe Final Observation." NIr, Ruth expresses 
it extremely well. He's cynical of the academic's desire, the Academy 
of Sciences' desire, of research for research pmposes only, and he ends 
this portion of the report by saying: 
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A study of the researcb world is n('ces~ary so that we can design new organiza
tions, new attitudes, new reward Rystemi', intel'diRciplinal'Y cooperation and pri
orities foc those who devote their lives to criminal justice research. 

r called him yesterday moming. He works down the hall from me. 
r caned him yesterday morrung, and r said, "Hank, I'm going to be 
testifying today. Would you mind if I used some of your paper?" 
He said, tlNo. I would be pleased." I said, "I want you to explain this 
final paragraph to me because I don't want to misquote you." So we 
talked about it some. 

On the llssumption thl1t I understood what he was saying, he is 
very cyillcal of' the mdsting re,,'ard. system presently in place for the 
academic because it has nothing to do with either reduction of ('rime 
or dealing with equity or fairness within the systems. It has to do 
with Nobel Prizes and tenure and salary. 

In my brief period at the Institute-nnd I was only there as Di
rector formally for less than 1 year, or nbout 1 year: I was there 1% 
years total, that was an-but I ('ou1<1 never cease to be amazed, could 
not cease to be amazed, by the failure of the academic community to 
produce "'hat they promised to produce. 

Now, one can argue that all the selection~ of grantees are poor. 
I don't think you believe that, and I certainly don't believe it, because 
some of the best people in this country, some oi the most spohisti
cated academics, with many years' tenure at the finest intsitutions, 
failed to produce once they got their grant, and the efforts of the 
Federal bureaucrat c(lnstantly trying to get them to produce a paper, 
to produce what they promised to produce before they got that 
$500,000 grant, were monumental. 

We moved toward a competitive award system. I favor a competi
tive award system. I'm not offended by that either. I daresay that 
congressional bill, S. 431, which is alluded to in my statement, I 
strongly support. I think it's an appropriate way for directed research. 
That is not to say there should not be some basic research, and I can 
accept the fact that within an institute, within a research entity, 
within the Department of Justice some basic research should e:l..ist. 

But I do not believe that we should award some $30 million to 
$40 million which is in a research budget, abrogate all our responsi
bilities, just to support an academic research community. . 

Within some limits, within some priorities, yes. 
Mr. B:r:,ANCHARD. Do you think that Congress, our so(dety, the 

law enforcement: community generally, has the patience to tolerate 
subJt!1ntial basic research programs? . 

r know in my aTea in the State of Michigan we have an enormous 
problem with crime, and you could htl,ve a discussion all day long 
as to what the causes are. But it is a major problem, and everybody 
is undermanned and understaffed, and the courts are backlogged. 
I don't knbW, given the choices of allocating resources, if I were 
doing it, if I would have the luxury of funding a lot of open basic 
research projects. ' 

1'm wondering from your experience what you feel? This is a very 
action oriented society, a Ilcan do" type of society. We don't like to 
wait around. I wonder if we would have the pl1ticnce to honestly 
face, comprehensively face, basic research. . 
. Mr. DANZIGER. When r was head of the National Institute I was 
a career Federal employee. I had been a political appointee in the 
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Democratic administration, the Johnson administration. Subsequently 
I was a political appointee under Richardson. But I was a career 
employee as head of the National Institute. At that time it was in the 
competitive civil service. It has subsequently been removed. I never 
had any difficulty, save in two instances, ,Vith the political process. 
My relationship with the then head of LEAA, Jen'is Leonard was 
excellent. He accepted the fact that he was the political figure, that 
I was the head of the Institute, and in only two instances did I feel 
the staff of the Institute and mYflelf were placed in the position of 
making a judgment which was not basec} upon our review. That is 
not to say that I rogreecl with each and every staff recommendation. 
I did not. But they.were political interests or decisions. I am not a . 
member of any political pa~rty. 

There are ti'adeoffs to be sure, and the plan I presented has lots of 
tradeofls in it. I agree with what you Implicitly state, that as a 
member of the public, we desire instant gratification, Most of the 
public wants instant gratification. And conditions are so severe in 
urban centers that I would authorize all the funds to flow to these 
centers. I think there should be nrtllally no criminal justice funds 
awarded to the rural aI'eas where the conditions n,re not as grave. 
I think conditions in our cities are serious enough that the public 
has a right to be aroused, and if the prioritie;; are set in a manner 
that forgets, overlooks, the fact that th.at's where theph.Llem is, 
I think the public has a right tp;ay, "Why invest in basic research? 
Here's where the problem is." " 

So long as in establishing the priorities and allocating the ~sources 
one balances the fact of the needs of th& public on a day-to-day basis, 
reserving some portion of the funds, some portion of our efforts for 
more long-term needs, it can work. But that's a planning process, and 
that's the establishing of priorities. We tried to ~lo that. The impact 
program in part was a buy-off at that. It was a way of t:{:ying to deal 
in a demonstration mode with several types of violent· cr~e, :most 
heavily impacting upon the public; crimes of opportunity, a carry-for
ward of an effort that had started before my time called the pilot cities 
program, and effort which I understood they Were going to continue 
in another form sometime after I left, uncleI' some other heading. 

But the attempt to allocate a substantial amount of resources tQ 
high crime aI'eas, to deal with crimes of opportunity, that J~ives you 
the lmmry, that buy-off gives you the luxury, of investmg some 
resources in more long-term efforts. Without doing that, I think the 
public has a right to feel aggrieved. . 

Mr. BLANCHARD. The answer to 'one of the other questions that I 
had, which was to what the extent political intercession afi'ected, or 
created a problem, as it were, and you mentio~ed two instances where 
that had actually }Jlappened. '. . . 

M1'. DANZIGER.J,i[ don't think it existe~l at all. When I say "in two 
instances", let m~i e2g11ain it. . . .. 

An elected adrrlinistration, responsible to the. 50 million people or 
thereabouts that elect them, have a l'ightto move the boat in the 
direction that they believe is responsive to the p(;',1'sons that elected 
ili~ " 

In the year and one-half that I was there there were two instanc.es 
where grant applications, if you will, emanated from above and filtered 
into the institution. I would not. have funded either one of them. 

o () 
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I dare say probably most of the staff would not have funded either
one of them. That does not make them improper or inappropriate. The 
administration was interested in obscenity, so they funded an ob
scenity grant. 

It was interesting that when it first came down from Don San
tarelli, who was then working for :Mitchell in the Justice Department. 
It came down as a directive from Santarelli. He said, the White House
directed we give money directly to the minority or the dissentor in 
the Obscenity Commission. Father-his name escapes me. He was, 
connected "with lvIorality in :Media-Mr. Leonard refused to do that 
nnd stood up to the White House and to Santarelli and said, "I would) 
not do that. Instead," he said, "I would give the money to a law schooL 
to acti as a clearin~house on obscenity law," and that was done. 

I think that proJect lasted for some time, for a year or two. I believe
it is now no longer in e)..-istence. I think for the period of time that it 
lasted most district attorneys' offices found it a positive thing, though 
I was surprised by that. 

The other grunt had to do with an encyclopedia for policing, which 
most of us felt would be worthless, oml duplicative of what already 
e)..-ists. To my lnwwledge, that has never been implemented. In lieu. 
of that there was an evaluation of a study design and as a result of the· 
evaluation the product was killed. 

I don't feel those kinds of efforts are political pressure in divisiye· 
sort of way. I think the kind of political pressure that LEAA suffers, 
at least during my period of time, was not in the National Institu te, but 
rather on the other side of the progru.m where the real money was. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. I don't have any further questions. I'd like to. 
move on. 

Does staff have any questions you,\llike to ask? 
1,,[1'. STOVALL. Thank you, :Mr. Ohalrman. 
Mr. Danziger, have you been aware of the testimony that's come· 

along before your presence here today? 
IvIr. DANZIGER. I have read, I believe, many of the statements. AlII 

of your witnesses have not submitted statements. Nor have I read any 
of the questions and answers. 

:Mr. STOVALL. Have you had an opportunity, sir, to evaluate or to. 
reevaluate the National Academy'S recommendations and report? 

Mr. DANZIGER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. S1.'OVALL. Among the recommendations that they make, one of" 

the criticisms seems to be that the Institute is too subject to the 
LEAA and in general to political pressures, which seems to refute your
testimony. 

They seemed critical of the inability of the staff in the Institute to. 
have quality kind of methodologies to supervise the research projects, • 
which were going on. 

'rhey were critical of the short term administration that seemed to. 
resist, or no administration, by their testimony, seemed to get a 
specific thrust or objectives. 

'rhey seemed to be in favor of removing the research completely 
from this LEAA spectrum, and they seemed to also favor a large· 
amount of basic long-term research money over a period of 5, 10, 15, 
or 20 years. 

I'd like to know if you could skip through those and give what yo,u 
th}~:k; you'd feel comfortable in cOlllmenting on,and respond to those· 
Cl'ltlclsms. 
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Mr. DANZIGER. I would like to touch each one of them, if I IDay, but 
I'll try to do it very briefly. 

I emphasi~e very stl'!)llgly I did not hnve any. difficulty or political 
pressure durmg the perlOd I was head of the InstItute. I believe Henry 
Ruth did. 

I daresay from what I've heard, though I hn.ve never discussed the 
issue with the Administrator thn.t followed me, Jerry Caplan. During 
some part of his tenure I understand he must have some pressure. He 
could testify to thu.t much better than 1. 

I think it's u. function of }Jeople, and the relationships that are 
established in advance. I made that deal in advance. When I was 
callecl to run the National Institute I had an agreement with Mr. 
Leonard before I took the job. I wasn't looking for the job, and my 
deal was he knew what his job was and I knew what my job was, and 
he wouldn't interfere, and he didn't. I don't think that's a normal 
relationship . 

I would snggest that LEAA is not the appropriate place for the 
National Institute. I think it has much broader responsibilities than 
iust within the limits of LEAA's responsibility. I think it is more 
national in scope, including the Federal law, and including both 
criminal and civil law. I think it more appropriately belongs in the 
Department of Justice. 

It will still eXQedence political pressure. That's fine. The J)eople 
have a right to adjust that every 4: years, and I am not offen cd by 
the political process. I think that's what makes the country strong. 
I think it belongs in the Department of Justice and that's the appro~ 
priate place for pressure to be exerted. 

On the issue of staff, the staff of Nle National Institute is mediocre . 
. They're not reseurchers. They're not scientists. They're never going 
'to be researchers. They're never going to be scientists. It's a myth to 
think that they are. Forget the question that they have, a few of 
them have, doctorates or law degrees. Basically they are Federal 
employees and grants people. That's all they have time to do} aml 
thu.t's all they're going to do. 

When I was there I tried to establish an in-house research unit, just 
developing state-of-the-art papers, and they did produce. 'rhey 
actually published for the first time in their whole history I think, 
three or four papers, one on alcoholism, another was a graduate thesis. 
We let the young man finish it while he was there. It had to do with 
mobile crime labs. There was also this plan, which I think was a 
publishable document. 

But they are not scientists, and. to think that they are working over 
test tubes, or the equivalent, is not possible. They don't have the 
ability or the time, and. it's never going to attract that quality of 
person. We should accept the fact that the Institute is a grant on con
tract operation. Let it learn how to monitor research extremely well. 
Let it learn how to catalog the resources well, to draw upon the re
search community, both in the private and. public sector. Let it learn 
how to do those jobs well. But to think of it as a·research institute, to 
think of it as an operation that is doing in-house research, I think 
borders on the ludicrous. 

I think the administration of the Institute has been a terrible 
failure. I think the responsibility of that in part rests with Congress 
and in part rests with varying administrations, because people have 
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not taken the effort to follow through, to hold accountable the agency 
for the money that it has been appropriated and how it has been spent. 

Oongress knew about the impact program. They were part of that. 
They were not part of it however to the extent they should have been. 
'1'11e impact program should have been given a chance to reach 
conclusion. 

By example, I would receive calls after I left the National Institute 
from one of the better research, basic research directors. He was 
running along-term research effort that was started before I took over 
the Institute. I continued it during aU of my tenure. It had to do with 
an assessment of juvenile corrections, operated by Professors Vinter 
and Sari of the University of Michigan. An excellent research effort. 
It probably resulted in more publications than probably an.y other 
single research effort the Institution has mounted. I used to get calls 
from Professor Vinter about the hassles he was being put through by 
the Institute after I left. What could I do to help him. I used to say, 
"Bob, I cannot do a thing. I can't do a thing to help you. I'm no 
longer there." 

It is, again, not even important whether his project was a perfect 
project or not, but rather the commitment was to give him $1 million 
by Hank Ruth over .a 5-plus-year period. Hank gave him the first 
$150,000 or so. I continued it for some years. Whether it actually 
reached its full completion 01' not, I don't know. I believe it did. not, 
because eventually they started to say, I'The priorities have changed 
We switched the mleR," 

Yet, his project was part of a project which was supposed to be 
coordinated with Paul Najelski, presently a member of the Depart
ment of Justice. He had a grant mvolving administration of juvenile 
justice out of the Institute of Judicial Administration in New York. 
In addition we had a major project with Harvard University, studying 
and evaluating the deinstitutionaiization effort.s of Jerome Miller 
when he was head of . Corrections in Mass. These three grants at
tempted, will others to examine the problems of juveniles in the 
criminal justice system. That was a legitimate priority, whether the 
choice of persons to do the research was n,ccurate 01' not. Certainly 
the research had problems, but continuing there efforts, was im
mensely important. 

The responsibility for the failure to allow research to be completed 
I believe, rests in part with changing administrations. But I also 
believe Congress should have forced the Department to submit multi
year plans. "Don't just tell us what you're going to do this year. Tell 
us what your pxi~rities are for some years." Representing your con
stituency, in the development of those priorities you should maintain 
an oversight ftmction. 

On the issue of removing it from LE.A.A, I think I've already .ad-
dressed that. 

Mr. STOVALL. Can we stop there on the LEAA for a moment? 
Mr. DANZIGER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. STOVALL. What's yoUI,' feeling as fur as the fact that LEAA has 

been charged primarily with stll,tt' and ])cal oriented crime projects, 
where the Justice Department is charged with the Federal projects? 
Do you feel that this might cause more of a Federal approach in the 
Institqte to research projects over a State and local approach? 

,. 
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Mr. DANZIGElt. I think it could. I think the orl;5auizational entity 
where the boxes fall can just as easily be a failure ill the Department 
of Justice as it has been in the LEAA. 

r think you, as an ovel'sight body, have taken an interest. I daresay 
you have thought through the process over these nine years, or there~ 
abouts, that LEAA has been in existence. You have refined and 
defined, far better your aspirations. Perhaps you can come to agree~ 
ment among yourselves as to what you want the Institute to do. You 
con give better direction to the Federal delivery system. Y our over~ 
sight responsibility can stop the Institute from becornillg a giant pork 
barrel to support the Federal System. 

The box itself, moving the box to Justice in and of itself is not going 
to, say, make it a more effective institution. I think a combination of 
forces are at issue. Your interest can potentially make the Institute 
and the research effort more llroductive. 

Mr. STOVALL. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. 
That by and large is the majority of the areas. We may have some 

further questions which we would like to pa.ss on. Thank: you, Mr. 
Ohairman. 

Mr. BLANCHAltD. Yes. I should add that additional questions can 
be submitted for the record. 

Mr. STOVALL. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. 
Mr. BLANCHARD. We'll anow the other witnesses to make their 

statements. 
Thank you very much, Mr. Danziger, for your efforts in helping us. 
Mr. DANZIGER. Thank you. 
May I leave these, sir? 
Mr. BLAl'fCHARD. Yes, I think the staff might like to review those, 

and then return them to you. Thank you. 
Our next witness is the new Deputy Attorney General of the United 

States, Mr. Peter J. Fluherty. 
Since I've been here a couple of years now and am an oldtimer, r 

w<?uld like t? welcome you to town, and ~so indicate that my dealings 
thIS year With the Department of JustICe have been very good, es
pecially with tp.e LEU. Although I understand Mr. Gregg is not 
here today, I want to compliment both of you for the wtty you've 
handled matters. 

Mr. FLAHERTY. Thank you for the warm welcome. 
r regret that Jim Gregg has had some kind of illness in his family 

and can't be here this morning. 
But with me is Blair Ewing of the LEAA, who will be acting in 

place of Mr. Gregg; and Paul Nejelski, on my left, who is with the 
Department of Justice in the Office of Improvements in Admiuistra
tion of Justice. 

:Mr. BLANCHARD. We have your statements and also that of Jim 
GregO'. If you'd like you can summarize, Mr. Deputy, I1nd your 
comp~ete statement will be submitted for the record. However, if you 
wisn to proceed, you may. I know you have some scheduling problems, 
and we thank YOll .for your patience. 

(The prepared statements of Mr. Flaherty and Mr. Gregg follow:] 

STATEMENT OF PE1'ER F. FLAHERTY, DEPUTY AtiOllNEY GEl'l"ERAL 

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to appear before YOI,l today to diflCUflS the Pe
partmont of Justice's reeoarch program in crime. control and crimina,l justice 

94-928--77----17 
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system improvement. Your he~rings come at a most opportune time because 
the Department of Justice is currently reassessing its research program in this 
area, and I am sure our work will benefit from t~:lse hearings and your subsequent 
report. 

In recent years the Department of Justice, with your policy guidance, has 
initiated a series of major research programs. Since 1968, three major research 
programs have developed-the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Oriminal Just.ice, the National Institute of Correctionp, and the Nv,tional Institute 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Jl1,stice began with funding of $4 million in 1909; 
now the combined FY 1978 budget request !'1r all three research programs is in 
the vicinity of $34 million. The subsequent '~es1imony of Mr. James Gregg, Acting 
Adminil:ltmtor of the Lttw Enfurcement Assistl1uce Ad.:ministl'l1tion, will more 
specifically review the structure and accomplishment of some of our research 
ef't'orts. For now let me briefly indicate the Department's commitment to research 
by briefly describing the status of these programs: 

THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

Given the focus of these hearings and your knowledge of this program, I am 
sure I need not review this progr';',u. However, I would note that for FY 1978 
we have requested $21 million for t,he support of this program. This, as you know, 
is our largest research program, and the one we are giving the most attention. 
We are committed. to the strengthening of this eft'ort so thal; the re:;earch con
ducted through this program can contribute to the control of crime and improve
ment of the administration of justice. 

NATIONAL INSTI'l'UTE OF CORRECTIONS 

The National Institute of Corrections (NIC) has designed its research function 
to strengthen the research and evaluation capabilities of state and local COlTec
tional agencies. Grants are made prinlarily to state and local correctional agencies 
that have their own research and evaluation staff. The grants permit these agen
cies to undertake research projects of immediate concern, but which arc beyond 
the current financial resources of the agencies. These grants range from $15,000 
to $40,000 each. The focus in these agencies is operational research that may eu
able -the correctional administrator to make better decisions. 

The grants would fall generally in these categories: probation and parole 
o}Jerations, evaluation of innovative programs in jails, and evaluation of screening
for-risk systems being used in correctional institutions. 

In addition to strengthening the research and evaluation capabilities of state 
and 10c3,1 correctional agencies, the National Institute of Corrections plans
during Fiscal Year 1978-a signlficant evaluation of existing screening/classifica
tion systems nationally. For Fiscal Year H)77, NIC has available $756,000 for 
grants and contracts. For Fiscal Year 1978, the amount of $2,057,000 has been 
requested. 

NATION A" INSTITITUE OF JuVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY 

This Institute is fully integrated into its larger Office, the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. It conducts research into the problem of 
juvenile delinquency and evaluates juvenile justice programs. In addition, the 
Institute develops standards for administration of juvenile justice, provides 
training for practitioners in the field, and serves as a center for dissemination of 
research results. For Fiscal Year 1978 we have requested $7,500,000 for support 
o~ :this program. Currently, the Institute is supporting l'esearch on deinstitutional
i:mtion, diversion, reduction of school violence, youth Eervice bureaus and learn
ing disabilities and their relationship ~o delinquent behavior. In addition, the 
program now being developed will sponsor research on gang delinquencJT, restitu
tion and the treatment of se!'ious juvenile offenders. 

This Institute, with its integrated approach and its evaluation emphasis, may 
be conSidered, in many ways, as a prototype 

'While all of this indicates the scope of the Department's research program, 
two recent dcvelopments further indicate our commitment to research: 

The Department of Justice has developed and requested funding for a new 
progrum of research to focus on the Federal justice system. The Fiscal Year 1978 
budget that we submitted l'equested $2 million to sponsor research on problems 
in the administration of the Federal criminal and civil justice systems. 
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The Attorney General appointed a study group, which I chair, to review our 
total program in assistance to State and local governments ill crime control and 
the improvement of criminal justice. This group has analyzed the functions of the 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice and has submitted 
our recommendations to the Attorney General and through him to the Congress. 

* * * * * * * iVe have already identified certain problems in the research programs, and we 
have moved to correct them. 

First, we have noted that there iii little research conducted on the Federal justice 
sYfitem, In fact, the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 
is prohibited from funding such research unless it has a direct relevance to state 
and local efforts. In response to this problem, we have developed, as I LIVe already 
noted, the Federal Justice Research Program. In 1978, we hope to cont.t;ct research 
to aid in the establishment of sentencing gUidelines on the Federal criminal code, 
and to conduct a study of prosecutorial discretion in the Offices of the United 
States Attorneys. In addition, the analysis and evaluation required by law of all 
Federal juvenile justice programs will be quickl~ undertaken and a comprehensive 
Federal policy developed thnt will guide future] ederal activities in juvenile justice 
and delinquency prevention. 

iVe have reviewed the research program of LEAA and the excellent analysis, 
done at LEAA's request, of a major portion of that program by the National 
Academy of Sciences. As you know, that analysis focused primarlIy on the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. We are concerned about the 
lack of, focus in certain areas of the LEAA research program and the lack of syste
matic utilization of research results. Our study of the LEAA program gave priority 
to this problem and has recommended an expanded and refocused research role for 
the Department of Justice. We are committed to making the resulting research 
program more responsive to the problems to wbich it is addressed. 

A related problem concerns the relative absence of coordination in our research 
programs. To consider the extent of this problem and alternatives for dealing with 
it, a Ta.<;k Force has been established in the Office for Improvements in the Ad~ 
ministration of Justice. This Task Force will consider issues that are cOmmon tn 
aU our research programs and ,,;ill recommend ways in which we can enhance the 
integration of our research efforts. thereby avoiding duplications vf effort, We are 
reviewing carefully all of the suggestions made in the NSA analysis about upgrad
ing the quality of research and fissuring a proper climate for'~ood research. 

Finally, our review has led us to concur with those who have noted that a major 
obstacle to good research and planning is the absence of comprehensive, valid 
data on crime and the criminal justice system. WhUe the Department of Justice 
spends between $40 million and~~O miHjon per year on information and statistical 
systems and prog\~IP.:lS, we cannut'llcctirately answer many simple questions about 
crime and criminal justice. In rMpon:;e to this problem, we are reviewing a series of 
proposals developed by staff designed to improve tl).e organization of our criminal 
justice statistics collection and dissemination. 

Mr. Chairman, I trust the above indicates the Department is striving to develop 
an effective research program. We recognize the value of research and are working 
to improve aU of our programs. In that regard, we will carefully consider the testi
mony that has been given before your Committee, and the report you prepare as a 
result of these hearings. 

I would now be pleased to respond to any question$.cthe Joint Subcommittees 
might have. 

STATEMENT OF JAMES M, H. GREGG, ASSISTANT Am,UNISTRATOR, LAW ENFORCE* 
1; MENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

M1'. Chairman, I appreciate t,he opportunity to appear before this Subcommittee 
to present the views of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration on the 
Federall'ole in criminal justice research and to discuss the work of the Nationa~ 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. . 

Both LEAA and the National Institute welcome the Subcommittee's interest 
in the importm~t issues surrounding criminal justice research. We have found the
views of the Subcommittee members and the distinguished witnessess WllO testified 
interesting and useful. 

Mr. Chairman, your longstanding interest in and dedication to research in 
crime control is well known. As one of the o:Ciginal sponsors of the enabling legisla
tion of the National Institute, you are familial' with its charter. I believe, however, 



254 

that it would be helpful to review it now brielay, for the Congress in 1968 gave the 
Institute a wide-ranging mandate and has expanded it over the years. 

LEAA's mission is to provide leadership Il;nd financial and technical assistance 
to State and local governments and organi:zations in order to increase their ef
ficiency and effectiveness in controlling crime and delinquency and improving the 
criminal justice system. The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice is an integral part of the LEAA program crucial to meeting this mandate. 

As stated in Title I of the Omnibus CrilDe Control and Safe Streets Act, the 
IIlJjtitute's purpose is "to ei\lcourage research and development to improve and 
strengthen law enforcement and criminal jUlltice, to disseminate the results of such 
efforts to state and local governments, aJnd to assist in the development and 
support of programs for the training of law enforcement and criminal justice 
personnel. " 

Among the specific functions outlined in the legislation are development of ne\v 
approaches or equipment to improve criminal justice, support for behavioral 
research, for research fellowships, and for special workshops to disseminate re
search and operational experience, and info-rmation collection and dissemination. 

In 1973 Congress gave added respons:lbility to the Institute for supporting 
evaluations of criminal justice programs lmd for sharing evaluation results with 
state and local governments. Specific assignments, such as the 1973 charge to 
conduct a national criminal justice manpower survey and the 1976 directive to 
conduct a survey of existing and future nl3eds for correctional facilities, have also 
been given. Another important new respcmsibility added last year is research on 
the relationship between drug abuse and crime and the evaluation of drug treat
ment programs, to be carried out in conjiunction with the National Institute on 
Drug Abuse. 

HISTORY AND EVOLUTION 01·' THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE 

In makingspecific provision for a relsearch institute under the general au· 
thority of LEAA, the Congress recognized the pressing need to bring the tech
niques of scientific analysis to bear on thl~ problem of crime and the operations of 
the criIninal justice system. Through l'osearch, it would be possible to acquire 
reliable information and build knowledgl~ that would help ensure effective use of 
the Federal funds available for criminal justice improvement. 

A decade ago the available knowledge was scanty and fragmented. As the 
President's Commission on Law Enforc()ment and Administration of Justice put 
it in 1967: the greatest need was the .Ineed to know." The Commission noted 
that the revolution of Eocientificdiscovery had ttlargely bypassed the problems of 
crime and crime contro!." Only a handful of scientists were engaged in criminal 
justice research. The establishment of the National Institute provided a mecha
nism for stimulating and coordinating crilminal justice research on a national level. 

The Institute began operations in latH 1968 with a skeleton staff of four and a 
budget of $2.9 million. In fiscal year 19!7O, the Institute's budget climbed te$7.5 
million where it remained for two years. Staff size was expanded to include special
ists in many areas of criminal justice and the social and physical sciences. 

Some of the projects funded in the Institute's early years have made significant 
contributions to the _goal of improving and strengthening law enforcement. An 
example is the early Institute research ()11 Family Crisis Intervention, which pro
duced techniques for training police to handle domestic quarrels safely and more 
effectively. Some form of crisis intervention training is now offered by more than <!: 
100 major police departments. 

As important as the results of any sp.ecific project, however, was the fact that 
criminal justice researchers now had a I~ponsor and an incentive to specialize in 
this area. 

Fiscal years 1972 and 1973 SaW increases in the Institute's budget to $21 and .. 
$31 million respectively. During this period emphasis focused on efforts to control 
specific crimes and to improve law enforcement capabilities. 

Recognizing the advances in technology and the expressed interests of Congress 
in tIns area, the Institute invested heavily in equipment research and develop
ment. This trend was curtailed in 1974 a.nd a more focused approach taken to the 
application of advanced technology. 

In fiscal years 1974 and 1975, the Inst:ltute budgets reached a high of more than 
$40 million. The focus of the research during that period was toward improving 
the efficiency and fairness of the criminal justice system and reducing the costs of 
crime to the individual and society. 

In the past two fiscal years, the trendl;oward higher budgets has been reversed, 
refiectinglln agency-wide fund reduction. In the current fiscal year, the Insti-
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tute's budget is approximately $27 million. Its program is administered by a fun
time staff ('f 77. 

OBJECTIVES OF THE RESEARCH l'ROGRA1>1 

The principal objectives of the Institute's research can be summarized under 
the following broad categories-

To systematically build a. body of knowledge;; 
To gain Ilew inSights that can enable us to evalu.ate concepts and programs, 

separating facts from illusions; (. 
To learn what works under what kinds of circuIIlstancesa and at what costs; 
To provide useful, reliable information for developing action programs; 
To transfer the results of both research and suceessful operating experience 

to policy-makers and practitioners; and, 
To disseminate a wide range of information to the international criminal 

justice community. 

BUILUING KNOWLEDGE AND GA1NING INSIGHTS 

Over the past eight years, there has been a steady aCI}umull,\tion of much needed 
new knowledge through Institute-sponsored research. In some important areas, 
insights are emerging that enable us to see more clearly the limitations of some 
of the traditional responses to crime. 

In the area of police patrol, for example, the Institute has funded a number of 
studies that have examined the efficacy of traditior.lal practices and explored 
alternatives that can enhance both the effectiveness n:.nd the efficiency of patrol. 
Among these have been assessments of both traditiol~al and specialized patrol, 
team policing, and an experiment with the use of "liplit..force" patrol. In this 
design, the patrol force was divided into two parts-one that responded only to 
cans for service, and one that was responsible. for preV'~ntive patrol. In this way, 
the project isolated and analyzed preventive patrol and .suggested improvements. 

Ail approach that appears to hold promise is "dh'ected" )Ji'C'v'entive patrol, 
where activities are carefully planned in advance rath(~r than left tD the officer's 
discretion. But more research is needed to identify preventive tactics. To enhance 
efficiency, such jdeas as "stacking" non-emergency ca1Js appear to be a feasible 
approach, one that citizens will accept if they are to~d in advance when police 
will arrive. 

Another research effort that !las important implicatiqns for patrol is a study of 
police I·esponse time in Kansas City. Over the past decll,de, substantial sums have 
been invested in efforts to quicken police response to ciiiizen calls, on the assump
tion that faster response time would necessarily mean Ilwre arrests. But Institute 
research on response time suggest!> a challenge to the cOl1lventional l'.isdom in some 
respects. " 

Preliminary findings from an Malysis of more than 900 serious crimes indicate 
that prompt reporting by citizens. appears to be as criticqla factor in apprehending 
suspects us swift police response. In many cases, howe,rer, there were significant 
delays in reporting crimes to police. Only half of all the, serious offenses analyzed 
were reported within five minutes from the time the c~tizen was free to call the 
police. In some cases, delays seemed to stem from the Victim's trauma. and con
fusic)ll. But in many cases the researchers found that citizens first talked to other 
people rather than calling the police immediately. . 

The reporting delays tended to diminish the impactl, of rapid police response . 
Un1~s citizens can be educated to summon police mor\~ quicldy, it appears that 
heav:,v Investments in expensive command and control systems may not bring the 
crime'~ontrol dividends we hoped for. The findings alscf underscore the need for 
continued research on patrol; if officers are being depldiyed for a rapid response 
that in many cases may not be. necessary, then chang:es clearly are called for. 

So~ne general conclusions can also be drawn from l'esenrch on community crime 
prevention. A neighborhood I1Pproach, for example, is likely to be more effective 
than a city-wide campaign, in which resources are dissil1!ated and the themes too 
general to be effective in different neighborhoods. A cOlp.bina,tion of strategies
neighborhood watch, premise security surveys, pl'opertYl,mm:\,png-is likely to be 
more effective than My one in isolation, because the inclivici.ual projects support 
and reinforce one Mother. Citizens can best be involyed in crime· prevention 
efforts when they are contacted in person, in small groups:; and in their own homes. 
Mass~media campaigns and large-scale community mee1~ngs seem distinctly less. 
effective. ... " 

Among the community crime prevention programs th~~t have been found to be 
effective are citizen patrols. BUilding patrols, in particular, seem to be effective 



256 

Cin reducing crime and increasing a sense of security. In addition, such patrols 
helped to buffer encounters between police and the residents of public housing 
projects. Concerns about vigilante aetivity do not appear to be borne out. 

Another approach that appears promising is the "radio watch" programs in 
which truckers and taxi-cab drivers use their two-way radios to report criminal 
activity observed in t.he course of their normal job routines. Finally, programs to 
reduce theft-notable property-marking projects and premise security surveys
can reduce burglary rates .among the citizens who take part in them. 

In the courts area, too, a body of useful knowledge has been developed that 
can alleviate many of the pressing problems of the administration of justice. 
Court delay, for example, is a serious and pervasive problem. To a considerable 
extent, we have identified procedures which can help to improve case processing 
and reduce delays. LEAA is supporting a major research and action program to 
,develop precise recommendations to enable -the courts to maintain a current 
-calendar. 

One of the most successful courts-related research projects of recent years showed 
that, by adopting simple techniques to improve jury management, the typical 
jurisdiction ('QuId l'educe its juror pool by 20 to 25 percent while still maintaining 
.adequate coverage. The cost savings are considerable. A projected $50 million 
-could be saved each year if reforms recommended by the research were adopted 
natioJ,lwide. LEAA is now supporting efforts to implement the findings in 20 
jurisdictions and is providing regional workshops for court personnel. 

Research also has shown -that it is possible to devise a sentencing model that-by 
weighing the seriouDiiess of the offense on one hand and the offender's prior 
criminal history on the otlt .. r-would indicate the sentence that would be given 
in about 85 pel'cent of similar cases in a jurisdiction. The model forms the basis 
for guidelines that judges can use to check their preception of an appropriate 
sentence in a given case. When a judge believes that a defendant deserves a sen
tence that falls outside the range of the guidelines, he or she is asked to confer 
with several colleagues and to provide written reasons for tQ~ exception. 

Model sentencing guidelines have been fully implemented- in two jurisdictions, 
and the experience indicated that judges were both interested in the concept and 
willing to use a model that reflect~, their jurisdictions's sentencing policy. Similar 
guidelines are now being developed in Chicagc, Philadelphia, Newark, and 
Phoenix. If the project works as well in large metropolitan courts as we expect, 
the result should be a useful mechanism for achieving more uniform sentencing 
practices in a jurisdiction and for increasing public trust by making the sentencing 
process more open and less arbitrary, 

In corrections, the Institute's research program has attempted to build knowl
edge in three major areas: the impact of the courts and state legislatures in shaping 
correctional policies and practices; the issues affecting the management of institu
tions; and the effectiveness of correctional intervention. 

Research on the legal isst'Les has provided insights into the effects of judicial 
intervention and the need of uniform laws governing corrections. It appears that 
the long-term impact of court rulings is somewhat limited, althougb it does help 
to remedy some of the most serious deficiencies in correctional institutions and 
practices. The research on judicial intervention also points to the need to reform 
-corrections legislation and administrative practices so that they are acceptable 
"to t,he courts. To provide a statutory framework for acceptable correctional 
:prt\ctices, Institute research is developing a Model Corrections Code. Another 
ilegal issue of increasing interest to corrections is the new trend toward determinate 
sentencing. The Institute is evaluating the experience of Maine, the first state to 
revise its criminal code to incorporate a version of fixed sentences and elimination 
of parele, and intends to assess the experience of other states implementing 
determinate and/or presumptive sentencing approaches. 

The continued pr<..spect of serious overcrowding in institutions represents a 
ma~or obstacle to humane and effective correctional management. Research 
findings have yielded information about the level of violence in prisons and condi
tions leading to violence. Anothel' research topic is development of a classification 
tool for matching inmates to the types of prisons most conducive to their physical 
and mental well-being. The survey of correctional facilities mandated by the 
Crime Control Act of 1976 will help to focus continuing attention on these and 
<>ther management issues. 

Questions about the effectiveness of correctional programs are fundamental, 
and the Institute is attempting to assimilate knowledge about the value of such 
traditional practices as parole and probation. One of its major research efforts is a 
survey of corrections research that is analyzing evaluations of more than 4,000 
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corrections treatment programs. The results should provide the most thorough 
compilation of corrections research results yet available. 

Orucial to further research and ~valuation of correctional programs and services 
is the development of standardized outcome measures. Typically, the most 
widely used measures are recidivism calculations that are based upon arrests or 
convictions. This approach has several major weaknesses. First, there is disagree
ment about the definitions and met.hods of determining recidivism. Secondt 
fol!owup periods are either too short or too long to be meaningful 01' practical for 
research or evaluation efforts. And finally, because recidivism is measured in terms 
of success or failure, it is not sensitive to varying gradations of outcome. To 
develop improved measures/ the Institute is planning a study that will synthesize 
and critique the existing knowledge about recidivism, assess t,he merits of existing 
applied to correctional research, demonstration, and action projects. 

Although ~here has been a declining emphasis on technology in the Institute] 
this does not suggest that there has been little progress in developing valuable 
equipment for criminal justice. On the contrary, some significant contributions 
have been made. A primary example is the lifesaving body armor for police now 
being worn by officers in 15 cities. It is credited with saving the lives of 17 officers. 
Less dramatic but also valuable is a test that detects the presence of gunshot 
residue on It person's hands. Similarly, research is progressing on mpre effective 
techniques for linking physiological clues-such as blood, hair, and seem en-to a 
specific person. By such forensic research and py developing certification, testing, 
and other support programs to assist the nation's crime laboratories, the Institute 
hopes to increase the confidence that judges and juries can place in evidence 
analysis. 

Having completed the previous l'ound of research in technology, the Institute 
is now in the process of developing a new agenda through a systematic survey 
:md analysis of criminal justice user needs. The emphasis will be on a focused 
effort matched closely to actual needs. 

EVALUATIVE RESEARCH 

The need for evaluation has been repeatedly emphasized by the Congress. In 
carrying out it.s mandate in this area, the Institute evaluates I,EAA funded 
projects, assesses specific cl'iminal justice approaches, sharrJs the results of these 
evaluations with the states, and conducts research to develop new evaluation 
methodologies. 

Through the Institute's evaluation program, we are g,sking questions about 
such fundamental issues as deterrence. The Institute has a number of studies that 
will expand our knowledge in this area. Two studies are looking at a deterrent 
strategy followed by several state legislatures in recent years: enactment of laws 
that provide mandatory minimum sentences for some crimes. The Institute has 
funded evaluations of the Massachusetts gun law and the New York State drug 
law. In each case, the evaluators are addressing the deterrent effect of the legisla
tion as well as its impact on the criminal justice system. 

The New York drug law evaluationhas just been completed, and the evaluators 
report that, in the first three years after passage of the legislation/ the deterrent 
effect of the law was neutralized by the inability of the criminal justice system to 
implement the law. In states or cities suffering court congestion similar to that of 
New York, it appears that such laws may make little difference. 

The incapacit!1tion/deterrence question also is the subject of two projects funded 
through the Research Agreements Pl"ogram, which links the Institute to universi
ties or research organizations on a long-term basis for both basic and applied 
research. Both studies involve the habitual offender. The Rand Oorporation is 
exploring such issue:/'as how much crime is indeed committed by habitual offenders 
or career criminals and the range and effectiveness of criminal justice responses to 
them. Another major inquiry is under way at the Hoover Institute at Sanford 
University, where researchel's are paying particular attention to the degree to 
which family ties and economic opportunity may dissuade individuals from 
criminal activity; 

While these studies proceed, the National Academy of ScIences i$ studying the 
question of how deterrence can be measured. A panel of experts is reviewing 
significant past work on detenence and will recommend a plan for future research 
in this area. 

In addition to a series of evaluations of LEAA discretionary programs, the 
Institute also supports the National Evaluation Pl'ogram, a systematic effort 
designed to give policymakers useful and reliable information about specific 
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approaches to criminal justice, such as halfway houses and pre-trial release 
programs. Each NEP produces a relatively quick "Phase I" study that assesses 
what is known about the area, and outlines a plan for in-depth "Phase II" 
evaluation or for further research if needed. The results of 27 Phase I studies 
are being widely dilJseminated to state and local planners and criminal justice 
practitioners. The results also have led 'to Phase II evaluations in two topic 
areas and to a number of related research efforts. 

To help ensure that the National Evaluation Program would be useful to crim
inal justice practitioners, the Institute funded an independent assessment of the 
program. One part of the study addresses the question of utilization. For example, 
a mndom sample of readers of the NEP reports was surveyed, and the responses 
showed that 95 percent felt that the summary reports were useful. Nearly a 
third of the rearlers surveyed said their organizations had t;J.ken action-or 
planned to-on the basis of the information in the summary report. 

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT 

Often research offers opportunities for program development. One example is 
the .LEAA program in environmental design, which stems in large part from 
earlier Institute research that suggested that community and neighborhood 
design can affect safety and feelings of security. The Program also incorporates 
a number of other design mechanisms as well as law enforcement strategies and 
citizen action. It is now being tested in three settings: a residential neighborhood, 
a commel'cial district, end a school system. The results should advance our 
understanding of the relationship between environment and behavior and produce 
techniques that can be adopted by city planners, community groups, and the law 
.enforcement community. 

Another program developed from research is called Managing Criminal 
Investigations. It draws upon studies of the criminal investigation process which 
showed that the single most important determinant of whether a crime is ;solved 
is the information supplied by the victim or witness to the officer answering the 
call. These findings led researchers to conclude that trarlitional follow-up investi
gation can be substantially reduced without impairing effectiveness, if officers at 
the scene are trained to obtain needed information quickly and efficiently when 
they ansswer a call. At the same time, it is possible to weed out unproductive 
cases and concentrate resources where they will do the most good. 

Because the criminal investigation process is an important part of a police 
department's functions, commanding a SUbstantial share of resources, the Insti
tute decided to test the research conclusions in ac\;ual operaitng settings. By 
synthesizing the findings from several studies, a program model was developed 
and is being implemented in five police departments. The program includes these 
elements: expanding the patrol officer's role to include responsibility for prelim
inary investigation; screening of cases to decide wheth61r continued investigation 
is warranted; approaches for effective.1y managing conthming investigationsj pro
cedures to improve police-prosecutor relationships, and alternative methods of 
organizing the investigative function. The evaluation of t,he tests will provide in
formation the merits of the new approach and any revisions that are needed before 
wide-scale impl~nientation of this approach could be recommended. 

TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER AND INFORMATION DISSE1I\INATION 

The Institute also transfers new ideas, information, and, techniques from re
search and operating experience through a comprehensive sys'tem that is designed 
to stimulate interest, create acceptance, and transform concepts into action. One 
example of the process is the Managing Criminal Investigations program men
tioned earlier. In addition to field-testing the model program in selected depart
ments,training workEihops are introducing the researchfindingB and their impli
cations for improved procedures to some 500 law enforcement ofIicials throughout 
the country. 

In addition to research findings, the Institute, in keeping wit,h its legislative 
mandate} provides infol'mation on the best existing approaches through two 
vehicles: The Exemplary Projects Program identifies outstandint'S local efforts, 
validates their success, and publicizes them widely, encouraging ot:\ler communi
ties to adopt these improved approaches. Prescriptive Packages ai',e handbooks 
that consolidate the' pest available research information, operationt\l experience 
and program guidelines on. a particular criminal justice issue. 

But technology transfer does not stop with the printed word. In addltion to the 
training and testing progrnm I've outlined, the Institute also sponsors special 
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workshops for criminal justice officials on major iS$ues, such as dete~'minate 
sentencing. 

One of the Institute's major contributions to expandi.I).g the flow of information 
to the criminal justice community has been the National Cri)llinal Justice Refer
ence Service. Created in 197:2, the Reference Service provides information on Jaw' 
enforcement and criminal justice topics to a growing network of Users .. 

In the past five years, the Reference Service has distributed more .than 2}1! 
million documents. More than 27,000 ;items arE) in the computerized data base. 
Some 48,000 individuals and organizations are registered users. An international 
focus was added following t].le mandate of the 1973 Crime ControL Act. Materials 
produced in other countries are included in the NCJRS data bank with English
language summaries or .abstracts. 

NEW APPROACIIES TO IMPROVING THE PLANNING AND 1tfANAGEMENT OF LEAA 
RESEARCH 

As part of the. fundamental reassessment of the LEAA,pl.'Qgram that is now 
underway, aU of the agency's programs are receiying intensive. scrutiny. 1'his is 
true of the research functions as well. We are determined to imprOVe the planning 
and management of our research efforts .and have initiated severW. new approaches 
that we believe will bring us closer to that goal. 

SETTING PRIORITIES FOR RESEARCH 

With the accumulation of significant research results, the Institute is in a posi
tion tq set rational pl'ioi'ities and is engaged in that task. An Institute task force 
has been at work on agenda-setting since the beginning of theryear, and efforts 
are well along in developing a refined framework for Institute .researcl1, Which will 
include both basic and applied research, development, program testing and' 
evaluation. In fact, this is now agency policy for development of new action 
programs. Within this framework, it will be posSible to o~'ganize research priorities . 
in a mor(~ coherent fashion. , 

BeforfJ deciding upon a long-range agenda, the Institute is seeking the OJ>inions 
of researchers, practitioners, planners, and state and local government officials. 
The final choices, of course, will reflect the mandate of the enabling lemslation 
priorities set by the Attorney General and by the Administrator' of LEAA, and 
the counsel of the Institute's Advisory Committee of distinguished,scholars and 
practitioners. . 

In addition, the results of past research are being carefully .examined to. discern 
fruitful areas for further inquiry, methodological problems which must be over-· 
come, and areas where more basic .01' fundamental questions must be /lnswered 
or serious gaps in lmowledge filled before we Can more forward, These .coI!siderll.
tions, taken together, constitute both a set of criteria and a process for the careful 
selection of priorities for the future. The process is to be completed by August, and 
we anticipate that a long-range research agenda will be inc~uded mth,e Institute'J;! 
FY 1978 Pl'ogram Plan. . 

We will be able to state in the. near future wJ,lat the Institute's long-term ·re
search and evaluation priorities will be. Undoubtedly they will include such broad 
areas as deterrence and rehabilitation. Also included will be specific approaches 
such as neighbo:rhood justice centers, which free up resourCeS by (liverting minor 
cases from the judiciaL process, and career ci'iminal programs, which focus re
sources where they can have an impact through i.I).capa.citation of sedous repeat 
offenders, . 

To ensure that the results of past research feed into the planning process, LEAA 
has begun systematio efforts to review research findings to identify implications 
for both research and action. One approach is the Institute's Research Utiliza
tion Committee, which brings together research, technology transfer, and relevant 
action pro~'am staff, to review completed research, identify research and action 
implications, and recommend options for disseminating research findings to ap
propriate audiences. In addition, plans are ,now being considered for creation of a 
unit that would analyze research both to pinpoint new possibilities and 'make 
judgments about those avenues of inquiry -that appear to' hold little future 
potential. 

AOTION PROGRAM DEVELOPl\IENT PROCESS 

In the past, the results of research and evaluation often were not utilized to the 
maximum extent possible in the development of actiop. p~ograms. 1'0 forge a 
stronger link between research and al;ltion, we have i.I).itiatect the Action Program 
Development Process, a cyclical process of planni,ng, testing and refinement of 
innovative programs prior to wider implementation. 

() 
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The process consists of seven steps: policy planning, problem definition, selec
tion of response S\;\J,tegies, program design, testing, demonstration, and marketing. 
The research offices will playa primary role in the steps of policy formulation, 
problem definition, selecting response strategies, program design, and testing. 

Initial program development efforts are already under way. Drawing upon 
research and operating experience in the area of alternatives to conventional 
adjudication, for example, J"EAA is designing the Neighborhood Justice Center 
program as an alternative method of resolving interpersonal disputes that now 
clog the courts. An expanded career criminals program also will be ftmded. As we 
proceed with these and other efforts, ongoing and new research will feed additiolla 
knowledge into the program development process. Our program development 
process is predicted on existence of knowledge that ideally is based on the cumula
tive findings of several studies rather than a single effort. 

EXPANDING BEHAVIORAL RESEARCH 

Agency policy now envisions a marriage of action and research, where planned 
research leads to planned action. At the same time LEAA recognt< '0;; that not all 
research has immediJl.te practical application. There is also a n(~,",,-for research 
that furthers our understanding of criminal bebnvior so that we can devise more 
effective prevention and control measures. The Institute has been working in this 
area, with its ongoing research on the habituall dffender and on deterrence, but we 
recognize the need for expanderi efforts. 

Some preliminary contacts have been made with other Federal research agen
cies-the National Science Foundation and the National Institute of Mental 
Health-to explore the possibility of collaborative efforts to study criminal 
behavior. The initial responses indicate that these agencies would like to explore 
this possibility with us. 

What we envision would involve comprehensive, multi-disciplinary and inter
disciplinary studies of criminal behavior. Certain sociological and analytical 
research also would be included-for example, studies of the relationship between 
unemployment and crime and between drug abuse and crime. 

I emphasize that our thinking here is very preliminary and tentative. If it is 
possible to pool Federal research resources, however, I believe that greater progress 
could be made in this important area. 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES FOR THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 

Another area where much more information is critically needed is the per
formance of the criminal justice system as a system. Crime statistics alone do not 
tell us much about the performance of law enforcement agencies. They cannot 
reveal where the problems really are-with the police, the prosecutors, the courts, 
or corrections. Part of the difficulty in this area has been lack of concentrated 
attention to measuring performance in ways other than crime statistics, and part 
has been a failure to grapple with the fact that these agencies are part of an entire 
system devoted to public safety_ 

Tn an effort to change this situation, the National Institute has begun a COffi= 
prehensive study of the criminal justice system-as a system-to identify where 
the various agencies have conflicting objectives, where inter-agency coordination 
is needed, and where funds should be allocated to have the greatest impact. By 
constructing new measures of agency performance that are directly related to the 'It 
social objectives of the criminal justice system, we hope to encourage agencies to 
shed the parochialism of the past und begin to think in system-wide terms. 

OTHER APPROACHES TO RESEARCH MANAGEMENT 

The- Research Agreements Program and the National Evaluation Program 
referred to earlier also represent fresh approaches to managing the research 
function. 

Through the Research Agreements Program, the Institute attempts to develop 
relatively long-term relationships with select! " universities and research organi
zations with an interest in criminal justice l'e~~arch. Each agreement represents a 
long-term commitment to a program area that complements the overall efforts of 
the National Institute. Thf) ,Research Agreements focus on criminal justice 
problems for which long-term, often basic research is the optimal or only feasible 
approach, beca1lst:' of the need for longitUdinal research designs or the breadth of 
the subject matter or inter.:relatedness of the issues. 

Five Research Agreements have been funded. The four original efforts that 
began two years ago are being carried out by: Northwestern University, which is 
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focusing on citizens' responses to Cl'ime at the community level; the Rlmd Cor
poration, which is studying the nature of the habitual offender characteristics and 
the criminal justice system's treatment of these offenders; Yale University, ' .... hich 
is conducting research in white collar crime with an emphasis on Federal enforce
ment and sanctioning of these offenses; and the Roover Institution, which is 
developing methods to apply econometric techniques to the study of crime and 
criminal justice, A fifth Research Agreement has recently been signed, under 
which the Vera Institute of Justice will study the relationship between unemploy
ment and crime. 

'1'he National Evaluation Program represents a move toward the orderly, 
sequential collection and synthesis of knowledge. The phased approach was 
implemented so that information useful to planners, pra'ctitioners and policy
makers would be available in a timely fashion. Since the program began tht'ee 
years ago, reports on 27 topics areas have been made available, 

The Institute intends to adjust the NEP program as it progresses to suit chang
ing evaluation needs. The Phase I assessments will be longer-term and will provide 
more definitive results. In addition, more emphasis will be placed on in-depth 
tlPhase II" evaluations. Two have already been funded, with anothel' two or 
three tlPhnse II" studies planned for FY 1978. 

BUILDING CAPABILITIES 

The success of any management effort, or course, depends upon the involve
ment of capable staff. To enhance the capabilities of its research staff, LEAA 
operates a Visiting Fellowship Program, which brings researohers to its offices to 
conduct independent studies. The Program enoourages creative researchers to 
focus on criminal justice problems while at the same time provides a source of 
contact with the academic world and of continuing education for the Institute 
staff. 

Soon to begin is a program of limited in-house researoh that will permit staff 
to perform relatively small research projects at the Jnstitute, at a state or local 
government agency, or a university, depending upon the nature of the research 
project. The kinds of research that may be performed include: the design and 
implementation of an original reseru:ch project emphasizing either policy-relevant 
or basic research issues; thorough re-analysis of major data sets pl'oduced by other 
researchers; comprehensive literature reviews and bibliographic essays that assesS 
the knowledge base in a particular area; and, the development and/or testing of 
methodological tools in criminal justice. We anticipate that the program will give 
the staff an opportunity to upgrade their. professional skills and stature llS re~ 
searchers and will help to improve the Institute's research planning and program 
developmeut through enhanced staff capabilities. 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

An important part of LEANs overall research effort is carried out by the Na
tional Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Established 
by the. .Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention .A.ct of 1074, thls·-Instituta 
conducts research into the problems of juvenile delinquency, evaluates juvenile 
justice programs, develops standards for the administration of juvenile justice, 
provides tl'aining for persons working or prepm'ing to work in the delinquency 

.. field, and serves as a center for the collection and dissemination, of information. 
The Institute's overall policy and operations me developed and carried out 

with the advice of a Subcommittee of the Presidentially-appointed National Advi
sory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. As part of 
LEA A's Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, the Institutets 

'" research and evaluation activities are closely tied to action program initiatives in 
the juvenile area supported by the Agency. 

D;EVELOPMENTAL RESEARCH 

The Offce of Juvenile Justice llnd DelinC{uency Prevention (OJ.TDP)' makes 
discretionary "Special Empl1asis" grants llS a supplement to a formul~ gl'llnt pro
gram for state and lOfJalllnits of government. Special Emphasis grants are awarded 

, to PUQ1ic and private nonproject agencies and organizations to support action 
program initiatives.'ill priority areas. Objectives and goals for each initiative m'e 
based on an asses;;ment of existing data. and previous l'esem'ch and evaluation 
studics prepared [Jy the National Institute. 

Initiatives annl~~unced to date for which the Institute has completed develop
mental work inclu,fle programs for deinstitutionalization of non-criminal juvenile 
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status offenders, diversion of juveniles from traditional juvenile justice 'system 
processing, reduction of school crime and violence, and prevention of delinquency 
through programs operated. by youth-serving agencics. Work is still underway to 
develop programs for treatment of serious juvenile offenders, reduction of gang 
delinquency, prevention of delinquency through neighborhood approaches, and 
restitution. 
Basic research 

A broad rangc of basic research studies are being sponsored by the Institute to 
add to the knowledge base regarding the causcs and nature of delinquency. A 
series of special studies focused on prevention of deijnquency will begin early in 
fiscal year 1978. These w,ill be designed to increased understanding of social.factors 
that promote conforming behavior and legitimate identities among youths. 
Innovative approachcs to encouraging conforming behavior among juvenU0!! :will 
be evaluated. . 

The Institute also supports a limited number of research and demonstratio~L 
projects which incorporate both basic and evaluative research aims. A major 
project currently underway is aimed at examining the link between learning dis
abilities and juvenile delinquency. In. addition to measuring the incidence of 
learning disabilities among delinquent and non-delinquent groups, the project 
includes an evaluation of the effectiveness of remediation programs. While most 
research projects are based on a program developed by the National Institute for 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pl'evention, funds are also made available for 
unsolicited projects that address promising m'ens . 

. EL'alualion 
The eynluation program of the Institute is focused primarily on OJJDP-funded 

demonstiation programs. These activities are included: National evaluations of 
Special Emphasis initiatives; evaluation of other action projects; and, assessments 
and developmental work. 
Information dissemination 

The Institute serves as an inforination center by collecting, synthesizing, 
publishing, and disseminating data and knowledge concerning 0.11 aspects of 
delinquency. The principal mechanism for meeting this responsibility is the 
Assessment Centers Program, consisting of three topical Assessment .Centers 
and a Coordinating Center. The three topical Centers are: Delinquent Behavior 
and Its Prevention; the Juvenile Justice System Processing, These three areas 
encompass the entil'e field of delinquency. Each Center gathers data, studies, and 
information on delinquency programs and their results for public dissemination. 

The fourth Center coordinates the work of the three topical Centers and will 
produce an annual volume entitled "Youth Crime and Delinquency in America." 
The document will incorporate the products of the topical Centers and will consti
tute a summary of current knowledge regarding the nature of delinquency, 
juvenile justice system processing of youthful offenders, and the effectiveness of 
delinquency prevention, treatment, ano. c(>~trol programs . 
Training 

. -, 

The Institute plans to Jlrovide two types of t~ajbing. National training institutes 
will be held on a regipnal basis to acquaint poucy- and decision-makers with the 
most recent results and future trends in the field of delinquency prevention and 
control. In addition, these institutes will assist local teams of interested officials 
concentrate youth service efforts and expand program capacities in their com
munities. Secondly, workshops and seminars will be held on a variety of juvenile 
justice and delinquency prevention issues, techniques, and methods. 

The Institute has provided continuing funding to the National Council of 
Juvenile Court Judges to support training for 1,150 juvenile court judges and 
I'elated court personnel. Support is also given to Project READ, which provides 
training in remedial reading methods and techniques for teachers working with 
offenders who have been identified as having severe reading problems in over 
forty correctional institutions and programs. 
,standards 

The Institute proyides direct staff support for the Advisory Committee on 
Standards for Juvenile Justice, another Subcommittee of the National Advisory 
Committee. This support has included development of a set of standards delineat
ing the functions which Federal, State, fib.d local juvenile service systems should 
perform, and the resources, programs and procedures which ShOlild be used to 
fulfill those functions. 
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The full set of Standards developed by the Advisory Committee will serve as 
a means of unifying and providing direction for the programs and activities of 
the Office of Juvenile Justice an.d Delinquency Prevention over the next several 
years. The Standards Program staff is currently helping to develop Ii. Special 
Emphasis initiative on standards implementation for funding in fiscal year 1978. 

CONCLUSION 

Criminal justice research has made a number of significant contributions 
over the years, but the challenge now is to improve that record. Our rese:trch 
effort must be structured to serve the tWin needs of knowledge-building and 
rational policy-making. This will require judicious combiI1ation of both basic 
and applied research. 

But research alone is only part of the process ot stimulating change and im
provement. Integrating research into a coherent process of program development 
and implementation is essential. We need to ensure that the development of 
programs is based on the best available research. To accomplish this requires 
an ordet·)y system for both using existing knowledge and building new kno,vledge' 
where there are gaps so that program models can be carefully designed and 
tested. 

The Action Program Development Process now in motion at LEAA is, r 
believe, a major step toward a coherent, integrated program. As we work totyJ1,rds 
establishing the future directions of the LEAA program in the months nhead, 
this process can serve as the basis for a new and more focused Federal response 
to the problem of crime. 

Thank YOU, Mr. Chairman, we would now bc pleased to respond to any ques
tions the Subcommittee might have. 

Mr. FLAHERTY. I'll try to briefly summa.rize the statement j and 
focus on a few of the areas that I know might be of interest to the 
committee. 

TESTIMONY OF PETER F. FLAHERTY, DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL 
OF THE U.S, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTIOE 

Mr. FLAHERTY. In the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Oriminal Justice, I would note that for fisca.l year 1978 we have 
l'equested $21 million for the support of this program. This, as you 
Imow, is our largest research program and the one we are giving the 
most attention to, and we are certainly committed to strengthening 
this effort and continuing to improve it within the research effort of 
the Department in the Improvements in the Administration of 
Justice. 

We are also in the Institute of Oorrections in its research function 
strengthening the area there in research and evaluation. The grants 
here are made primarily, of course, to State and local correctional 
agencies that have their own research and evaluation staff. These 
grants range from $15,000 to $40,000 each. The focus of these agencies 
is operational research that may enable the correctional admillis
tro,tor at the State and local level to make better decisions. 

For fiscal year 1977 NIO has available to it $756,000 for grants and 
contracts. For fiscal year 1978, the amount of $2,057,000 has been 
requested. 

In the llJ.'ea of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency, the Jnstitute is 
fully integrated now into its larger office, the office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention. For fiscal year 1978 we have requested 
$7.5 million for research in the Institute of Juvenile Justice and 
D lin e' .e quency ... ~ 

The program now being developed will sponsor, of course, research 
on gang delinquency,restitutiony-and the treatment of juvenile 
offenders. 
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In our research programs, I would like to move to the area of the 
conducting of reS~arC!l in the Federal justice system. First, we have 
noted that there IS htt~e researc~ conducted on the Federal justice 
system. In fact, the NatlOnal InstItute of Law Enforcement and Crim
inal Justice is prohibited at the present time from funding such research 
unless it has a direct relevance to State and local efforts. In response to 
this problem, we have developed the Federal justice research program. 
In 197~ we h.ope. to conduct resep . .t'ch to aid in the establishment of 
sentencmg gUldelmes und~r the nOli\' proposed Federal Criminal Code 
and to conduct a study of prosecu'corial discretion in the Offices or th~ 
United States Attorneys. In addition, the analysis and evaluation of 
aU Federal juvenile justice programs will be undertaken and a com
prehensive Federal policy developed to guide Federal activities in the 
.area of juvenile justice and delinquency prevention . 

.A. related problem concerns, I think, the relative absence of coordina
~ion in our research programs. To consider the extent of tMs problem 
: and alternatives for dealing with it, a task force has been ,established 
in the Office for Improvements in the Administration of J'ustice. I'm 
sure Paul Nejelski will talk to you about that in more detail. This 
task force will consider issues that are common to all our research 
programs and will recommend ways in which we can enhance the inte
gration of our research efforts, thereby avoiding duplications of effort. 
Wf!. are considering the advantaO'es and disadvantages of establsihing 
aN ational Institute of Justice. We are concerned with proper statistics. 
credible statistics, in the area of criminal justice, and considering im
provements in-that area. 

I will be glad to respond to any questions at this . time that the 
committee may have in any of these areas. 

:Mr. BLANCHARD. Fine. What we could now do is have some ques
tions, or we can have your two associates also give their summaries 
and then do it as a panel. 

Mr. FLAHERTY. Fine. 
1\11'. BLANCHARD. For the record, the next person speaking will be 

Blair G. Ewing, who is Deputy Director of the National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, and, I take it, the Acting 
Director too. 

Mr. E·WING. Yes. 'rhat is correct. 
111'. BLANCHARD. We thank you for your time. 
Mr. EWING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
[The prepared statement of Blair G. Ewing follows:] 

STATEMENT OF BLAIR G. EWING, DEPUTY DIRECTOR-NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

Thank you for inviting me to testify at these hearings. As Acting Director of 
the Nntional Institute, I have follo,ved the testimony and the discussions vel'Y ~ 
closely. The views of the members of the Subcommittees and the witnesses have 
been stimulating and helpful to us at the National Institute in our ongoing efforts 
to improve procedures and fashion n more effective research program. 

The henrings come at n propitious time, for the future shape of the entire 
LEAA program is now the subject of pUblic discussion. As the Deputy Attorney 
Gencl'al noted, the Department of Justice study group has completed its review 
of LEAA und its report is now being circulated for publiCi comment. That task 
force-of which I wus a member-gave a good deal of 'thought to one of the 
principal que~tions p,-sed by the Subcommittee: Is there a :Federal role in criminal 
Justice re;learch? Our response to that question was overwhelmingly affirmative, 
and that reply has been echoed by many of the partiCipants in these hearings. 
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'1'he specifics of how Federal criminal justice resem'ch might be restructured 
remain to be worked out. While that discussion prtlceeds, however, the ta~k of 
managing the existing Institute program and of helping to Jay solid groundwork 
for the future continues. Mr. Gregg has given you an ovcrview of LEAA's CUl'l'Cnt 
l'('Beal'ch activities I1ncl some of its new initiatives. For my pnrt, I would like to 
describe in more detail some specific actions the Institute has taken-and others 
that we propose to initiate-that we believe will result in a stronger research 
effort. 

In ream'lessing the Institute's operotions, we recognized the vl11ue of the per
spective of those outside the National Institute. That is why we sought the views 
of the N ationill Academy of Sciences. In funding their review of the lnstitute, our 
hope was that an impartial examination by members of the research community 
could give us fresh insights that would be useful in charting neW directions for 
research on crime llnd criminal justice. To a large extent, that hope has been 
realized. The Academy's diagntsis hns been helpful in a number of ways, giving 
impetus to some existing plans for change and stimulatig new ideas. 

While the research community's views have pI'ovided valuable guidance, there 
are different but equally valid pcrspectives that must be considered. That is 
,vhy we value these hearings, for they hove provided an opportunity to lljok at 
all sides of the important issues. They also help to place the discussions in con
text-the mandl\te of the enabling legislation that governs the National Institute. 

As yon know, the Institute is not solely a research body. Its responsibilities also 
include evaluating criminal justice progrl1ms, disseminating information QIl 

research and progres,jive practices, tmining cl'iminal justice practitioners, analyz
ing research for progmm possibilities and ciesigning and testing programs prior to 
wider imp1ementation. Although there are some tensions, we do not view these 
functions as incompatible, Research, evaluation, and technology trausfer are 
c,arried out by separate o!fices, but we try to cI'eate conditions that fost%"'c:Rordina-
tlOn and make the functlom; mesh smoothly. - --

Looldng back at the Institute's experience Ovel' the past eight years, thlite have 
been research successes and failures-a not uncommon experience for lesearch 
agencies. Ll.'ssons have been leamed from both that will help the Institute as it 
moves into a second generation of research. HaVing reached the point where a body 
of knowledge has been accumu1a.ted, the Institute is engaged in what many of us 
see as its most important task: summing up what has been learned and trying to 
make judg1nents about which avenues for future research should be pursued, 

Developing a long-term agenda of issues that should be addressed by rese&rch 
over the next five years has absorbed a considerable amount of the Institute's 
time and effort over the past 18 months. In fiscal yem' 1975, the Institute awarded 
funds to the National Academy of Sciences for l'esearch on deterrence, and this 
effort is to yield suggestions for long-term priorities. A similar award was made 
recently in the area of rehabilitation. Long-range research issues also were major 
topics at both the Fall 1976 and Spl'ing 1977 meetings of the Xustitute's Advisory 

'. Dommittee. 
\~" As part of this planning process, we also have considered co,refully the various 
suggestions made by such groups as the National Academy of Sciences who have 
reviewed the work of the Institute over the past few years. W~I have obtained the 
views of our own staff, of course. This process of consultation and I.-eview hl).~ pro
duced, several categodes of research issues and different apPl'oachels to clasSifying 
research. " , 

We have rlevised a tentativl;' list of broad topics that will be refirling over the 
next few months. Although there may be, some changes and 1;he specific q~~stions 
to be asked about each topic n:lust be articulated, I would like to shat'e our pre
liminary thinking with you. The topics that we hnve selected are: correlates and 
c1etC'rminants of criminal behaVior, deterrence, community crime prevention, 
violent crime and the violent offender, career criminals and habitual offendel's, 
performance standards and measllres for criminal justice, man!l.gement and utili
zation of police resources, court 1Uanagement, sentencing, rehabllitlltion, white 
coUtU' crime, and major criminal cOllspiracies, such US terrorist activities !lnd or-
ganized crime. i\ 

Using these topics, we are now completing work on 'a questionnaire tb.t\,t will 
go to approximlltely 500 persons, includillg law enforcement and criminal justice 
researchers and practitioners at all levels, state and local t,lanning staffs, membe1;S " 
of the Institute's Advisory Committee Justice Departm~lnt and LEAA officials, 
and a range of public interest groups. The survey, which will be distributed in the 
next couple of WE:~lGs, will /Seek responses to the Elet of b!'oad, system-wide topics 
I've outlined for you as well as specifiC Meas of proposed research. The resp,*nses 
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will be analyzed and the results reported back to the respondents and fed into the 
development of the long range agenda. Our decisions will be made in concert with 
OUr Advisory Committee and, of course, will reflect the priorities set forth by the 
Congress and the Att01'nuy General. We anticipate that the initial agenda will 
repr'.lsent a five year plan, to be reviewed and revised annual!y. 

The long-range agenda would represent a major share of the Institute's ex
pendit\',res in a given year, but our preliminary thinking is that approximately 
20 percent of the funds would be reserved for other activities, including the legis
latively-mandated fUJ1!ltions of evaluation and technology transfer. 

The broad topics of the 10n,<I;-range agenda will be spelled out in the 1978 program 
plan. '.rhis year, we expec't to;., ,~ve advance cllpies of the plan available in October; 
thus we will be able to signal bur general intentions to the research community in 
a more timely fashion. Priority topics for specific projects will be described in detail 
in our pl'ogram announcements, which will be used more widely in the coming 
:fiscal year to ensure a range of creative responsed to research issues. 

The long-range research agenda will help us to make progress in another vitally 
important area-support for basic research. The Institute has sponsored research 
of this nature over the years, and currently we are supporting studies of such 
basic issues as the relationship between unemployment and crime, and the rela
tionships between the physical environemnt and behavior. 

We are actively working to expand support for basic research. The Research 
Agreements Program, begun two years ago, is one example of our efforts. The 
Program provides longer-term support for universities and research organizations 
to engage in the study of basic questions aI"'] KSsumptions. Mr. Gregg has already 
reported to you on the five Research Ag!.'~ements that have been funded to date. 
He ~as also described another initiative-our preliminary discussions with such 
agencies as NIMH and NSP about the possibility of joint or collaborative programs 
in behavioral research. These discussions are continuing. ,Ve hope that, in addition 
to the work we have under way and vianned in this area, cooperative ventures may 
be funded in the next fIscal year. 

Iiollowing the directive of the 1976 Crime Control Act, the Institute also is 
working with the National Institute on Drug Abuse in formulating a research 
program on the relationship between drug abuse and crime and the effectiveness 
of cb:ug treatment programs. 

Other approaches to organizing 0. basic research effort are also being explored. 
One possibility that we are giving some thought to is setting aside a specified 
portion of the tmdget to support competitively solicited fundamental research 
on broadly defined questions about crime and criminal justice. We plan to designate 
a task force to look into these and other options that might be considered. 

Obviously, this kind of. rl!t'earch is risky and often difficult to bnng to fruition. 
But the potential benefits-in terms of more rational and effective crime control 
policies-are enormous. If those facts are nnderstood and accepted, then basic 
research can assume the place it should have in any research program. I believe 
there is general agreement among those who have studied the Institute and the 
witnesses who have appeared here, that a balance·i mix of applied and basic re
search should be our goal. We intend to continue to Work towards striking the 
oroper balance, and we welcome the views and advice of the Congress and the 
reseai'ch community in this crucial area. -

Another lSubject that has been discussed in the hearings is the Institute's 
record in helping to expand thC number of researchers in the criminal justice field. 
As many of the 'Lit-nesses have pointed out, a decade ago only a small number of 
talented indiviouals were working in this area. Today that number has grown to 

, include some of the nation's most prestigious researchers. 
A look at the Institute's project lists over the years would reveal such names as 

Ai Blumstein, Marvin Wolfgang, Stlll1ton \\"neeler, Lee Brown, David Pogel, 
Herm;l,i~ Gnldstein, N orval MorriS" Peter Lejins, Lloyd Ohlin, Andrew Von Hirsch, 
Herman Kahn, Ruth Glick, Robert Martinson, Elinor Ostrom, Leslie Wilkins, 
Don Gottfredson, David Rothman, Al Reiss, Oscar Newman, Hans Toch, 
Marguerite Warl'en, James Q. Wilson, and many others. Among the organizations 
that have worked with us are universities such as Harvard, Yale, Stanford, 
Cornell, Michigan, Ohicago, NOJ'thwest~rn, Carnegie-Mellon, and organizations 
fluch as the Rnnd Corporation, the Rtanford Research Institute, thc Urhan 
Institutt!, the Yera Institute, and the Hudson 1.llstitute. 

At the same time, however, the National Ini,t·itute is eager to bring young 
researchers and scholars ftom other di~ciplines into thc field. To help accomplish 
this, National Institute funds go to doctoral students who are completing t,heir 
dissertations on criminal justice research topics. More than 250 Ph.D. candidates 
hl\ve been supported under the program. 
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In 1974, thc Institute revitalized a policy of bringing talented researchers to 
the Institute's offices to work on independent research projects of their- own 
choosing. The emphasis is on creative projects that deal with important criminal 
justice issues. More than 20 able scholars have been in residence at the Institute, 
adding the peri>pectivc of those actually involved in the conduct of research to 
the views of our own etaff who manage and monitor research projects. 

Another effort to ei'pand the pool of researchers and enhance our own staff 
capv;oilities is the lWW in-house research program that soon will begin in the 
Institute. While the program is limited, it does provide an opportunity to conduct 
certain types of research projects, thus helping the Institute staff to maintain 
their research skills. It should help us in recruiting other talented individuals who 
may be intere::lted in research management and the opportunity to participate 
in nationairesearch policymaking, but reluctant to divorce themselves entirely 
from l'esearch operations. 

Because of the broad nature of the Institute's mandate and the newness of 
criminal justice as a field of inqiry, the Institute has tried to involve a variety 
of participants. While we value the unique capabilities of the academic research 
community and strive to maintain productive and continuing relationships with 
universities, some of our research or technology trllnsfer efforts cleady £s.U into 
the province of other types of organization;>. 

For example, a program to test a hyputhesis or innovation in a numbe;r of 
sites scattered across the country tends to be beyond the scope of most universities 
unless they have an applied research nrm. 

Similarly, there are activities manda,ted by the legis1ation, such as technology 
development or information dissemination in which universitie1:1 typically would 
have little interest, So we turn to a variety of other groups-non-profit research 
organizations, federally chartered research centers, and commercial organiza~ 
tions-to perform such tru;;ks. 

Far from being deleterioUs, we view this as yet another way to expand the 
criminal justice research community. There is a good deal of fungibility involved, 
as many research organizations use the services of academics or train young 
researchers who may later go into the academic world. 

In addition to choosing the most suitable performer, the Institute also tl'ies 
to use the most nppropriate funding n~echanillm. While grants are particularly 
suitable for many kinds of research studies, large-scale contracts with malor 
firms may be the most appropriate vehicle for other types of programs. By keeping 
the process open and competitive, we. believe it is possible to secure the best 
available talent to do the job. 

Once a particular project is ended, then our relationship with a firm ceases 
unless it competes openly and successfully for another award. The Institute, as 
you :know, has had some long-term contracts-notably with Aerospace for equip
ment development and with Genernl Electric for the operation of the National 
Criminal Justice Reference Service. Both of these contracts areno)V coming to 
an end. As Mr. Gregg noted, our technology development effor~ will be signifi~ 
cantly reduced in the ne:ll.-t nscal year. In the case of the Reference'Service, the 
competitive process for the continuation of the program has now been completed, 
and the contract has been awarded to Aspen Systems. 

Undoubtedly, there nre other t,aiented researchers who could and should be 
recruited to the criminal justice field. SimilarlYl we recognize that efforts to main
tain good relationships with all elements of the research community deserve 
constant attention. These tasks are continuing ones. They are not done once and 
for all. . 

While we continue programs such as the Visiting Fellowships, we also hope to 
try some new ventures. One of these is a symposium on criminal justice research 
which we hope to schedule for this winter. Both academic and non-academic 
researchers would be invited to attend the workshop at their own expense to 
discuss the state of the field, the Innjor findings to date, the major questions to 
be answered, and how resenrchers might 'be effectively recruited. v 

Our plans also cnH for publication of a research bulletin from time to time 
throughout the yenr. This brief update: wOUld cover .such 'things as new Institute 
reseal'chawards, iriter:im findings, program announcements, and major workshops 
or symposia scheduled for the criminal justice neld. Aimed primarily at the re
search community, it can help to incre;:me communication not only between the 
Institute and res.earchers but also among the researchers themselVes. TWs simple 
and inexpensive method of communication will complement the existing :Research' 
Briefs whicb,appearin thaLEAA Newsletter:md are ~esign,ed for the pr!lCtitioner~ 

Iri: addition, the IJ1.stitute is continuing its efforlsto communicate the ~e,sults 
of its research to appropriate audiences. A principal new approach to tJPs task 

94-928--7~~18 
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is the Research Utilization Committee, which assembles research and technology 
transfer staff, ILS well ILS relevant LEAA program staff, to review the resultR of 
completed research projects, to identify imulications foJ.' new research or pro
gram development, and to recommend th.~ most appro)Jriate dissemination 
options-publications, workshops, executive training, etc. The Committee has 
reviewed more than 30 completed research projects since it was inaugurated early 
this year. 

We are al!:r; 'Working to develop more systematic approaches to management. 
Ptoposrurevlew and monitoring procedures have been the subject of study and 
continuing refinement. It is now Institute policy that all formal grant l1pplica
tions be reviewed by at least two experts from outside the agency. There are 
instances when three will be normnJ. and desirable, and more than three may on 
occasion be appropriate. 

Monitoring also can benefit from a range of viewpoints and expl'rtisl'. Team 
lllonitoring-using staff members from other Institute offices as well as outside 
experts-is strongly encouraged where approlJriate. During the life of a project, 
the Research Utilization Committee also may he convened at Significant decision 
points to ILSsist the monitor. Projeet advisory board~ are another quality control 
mechanism, designed to llSsist the grantee by reviewing de~ljgn, methodology, and 
project operations. 

These procedUres are now in place and operating. We believe that they respond 
to tnany of the concerns voiced during these hearings. Of course, we recognize that 
ihere are other ways to accomplish quality control. The use of formal peer review 
panels to evaluate research proposals is an approach that has been frequently 
mentioned. Like everything else, howeve\', the peer review procl'ss has advan
tages And disadvantages. ])epending upon the structure, pe<ll' review panels can 
sometimes breed unfortunntetendencies toward a very narrow definition of w40 
and what deserves support and a perpetuation of self interest to the exclUsion of 
other researchers. 

More important than the pros and cons of peer reView, however, is the f:lct that 
there is no magic in the process. Peer review does not guarantee quality; nor does 
its absence equolluxity in ~i\'aluating proposals on their merits. 

Certainly careful review is always essential, and particularly so as we expand 
our involvement in more !Josic research. The system of inte!'nal and external re
view that is now operatinge:-"-1sted in embryonic form at the time the Academy 
was reviewing the Institute. The process hILS now matured and we believe that it 
is sensible, workable, and stringent. Our experience during the past eight months 
attests to the rigorous screening that takes place. In that period, the Institute 
1'ejected 90 percent of the unsolicited concept papers it received, 55 percent of 
those solicited, 10 percent of the grant proposals and 93 percent of the contract 
proposals. 

We were also somewhat heartened to see that the National Academy of Science 
reviewers would have funded only about 5 percent of the unsolicited concept 
papers ]'ejected by the Institute. In fact, they rejected 72 percent for the same 
reasons that led the Institute to reject them-although the Academy 4ad the beD,e-
fit of hindsight. . 

Just as peer review is no panacea, neither is a specific location a guarantee of 
success. The image of un independent "pure" research body that some commenta
tors have drawn is both noble and in SOlUe respects appealing. But as members 
of the Subcommittees have noted, it carries with it a number of risks. By removing 
resel;l.rch on crime from the policy makers and practitioners who must deal with 
this critical problem, we run the risk of making the research irrelevant. In gaining 
independence, criminal justice research might forfeit some of the support and 
cooperation of people in the field that is essential. 

Inevitably there will be tensions between research and policy direction. But 
they can be kept to manageable proportions and benefit both research and action. 
Once again, a balance must be struck. We believe the National Academy of 
Sciences attempted to strike a balance. While we mlJ.;}' dj~agree to some extent 
with certain specifics of the Academy's recommendations, we would be happy to 
pursue discussion of how their various proposals might be implemented or adapted 
to complement the reoommendations that other groups have made to the Institute. 

I might add that we have carefully studied the Academy's report and have p~'e
pared a detailed response which I could be happy to submit to the Subcommittees. 

For the past 18 months, the National Institute has been engaged in a process 
afre-evaluation and reassessment. We've moved ahead on several fronts to remedy 
deficiencics and set out on new and mih'e.p):Qmising paths. Much of this effort is 
only now beginning to show results, and thus,js not reflected in the report of the 
National Academy of Sciencel:1 which covers o1\ly up to 1975. 

: I 
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Please don't misunderstand-I am not suggesting that the Institute has done 
everything that should be done, or that the actions that have been taken are the 
only way to approach certain tasks. We can always do better and, in the months 
ahead, we intend to try to do just that. 

I do not know precisely what the experience of resellrch agencies in other nelds 
has been. Many of these agencies, of course, have longer histories than the Na
tional Institute and well established fields of inquiry. It is possible that, if we 
looked back at those agencies or fields in their early years, our experiences would 
not be too dissimilar. 

The outcome of research depends on a number of factors that are sometimes 
difficult to predict or control-the research talent and skill of the researcher, his 
or her mp,uagement capabllities and the researchability of the topic itse1f. Many 
efforts do not achieve the results deSired by either th(~ researcher or the funding 
agency. This does not mean that it was not worthwhile to pursue these inquiries, 
but on 1y that 1'esearch tnherently involves risks. It is essential to undertake careful 
planning and management to minjmize those risks as much as possible. It is 
equally important, however, to be realistic aoout our expectations. 

That is how we view our role at the National Institute. We take our assignment 
very seriou$ly, and are working to improve the quality and value of research in 
crime and criminal justice. We welcome the assistance of the Congress l1nd the 
research community in helping us to improve performance. 

Thank you, Mr. Chuil'man. I would be happy to answer any questions :rou 
might have. 

TESTIMONY OF BLAIR G. EWING, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
INSTITUTE OF LAW :mNFORC:mMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

Ivil. EWING. As Acting Director of the National Institute, I have 
followed these hearings very closely and have attended all the pre
vious sessions. The views of the witnesses and of the members of iIi\? 
two subcommittees have been stimulating and very helpful to us at 
LEAA and at the National Institute in our ongoing efforts to im
prove procedures and to fashion a more effective research program. 

I woulcllike to describe in more detail some specific actions that the 
Institute has taken and some others that we propose to initiate that 
we believe will result in a stronger research effort, and I would say, 
Mr. Ohairman, that some of those that we have begun and some we 
plan to initiate are the- result of ouragreemenb with the main thrust 
of many of the recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences 
and with some other suggestion~ that have come out of these hearings. 

In reassessing the Institut.e's operations, we have recognized the 
value of the pel'spectiV'e of those outside, and that's why we sought 
and F!lpported through a contract the work of the National Academy 
of Sciences. Our hope was that an impartial examination by members 
01 the reseltrch community could give us f).')osh insights that wqul~ be 
useful in chnrting new directioll.<\. To a larg~i extent; that hope)las bt:~ 
realized. The Academy'S diagnosis bas bden helpful, and Jis recoll'.:. 
mendatiou.s paxticularly helpful.·· . if 

The reseurch community's views, while providiug valuaHe guidance, 
have also pointed out that there are different and varYIDt.-perspectives 
that need to be considered~ These varying persp~i)tiveE/help to .r1ace 
the discussion iIi context, the mandate of the enabling legislation which 
governs the National Institute. 

I think it's important to note that the Insti~ute is not solely con~ 
stituted under the act as a research body. Its responsibilities also 
include evaluation of criminal justice programs, llissemination o'f 
information on research and on progressive and innovative practices, 
trainirlg of criminal justice practitioners, analysis of research for 
program possibilities and designing and testing prograrp.s prior to 
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wider implementation. And so, while some witnesses have pointed out 
the fact that there may be, indeed there are some times, some tensions 
as among these tasks, we do not view them as incompatible necessarily. 
Indeed, research, evaluation, and technology transfer, just how we 
have grouped these functions, are carried out by three separate offices 
within tho Institute. 

The Institute is now engaged in what many of us see as its most 
important task, and that is summing up what's been learned over the 
last 8 or 9 years of our own research and of the research of others and 
trying to make some jUdgments about which avenues for future 
research should be pursued. 

Developing a long-term agenda of issues that need to be addressed 
by research over the next 5 years, certainly not an easy task, has 
absorbed a considerable amount of the Institute's time and effort over 
the past 18 months. In fiscal year 1975, the NAS panel began its work 
on deterrence, and this effort is expected to yield some long-term 
priorities. A similar award was made for that same panel in the area 
of rehabilitation. Long-range research issues were also major topics 
at our fall and spring advisory committee meetings. 

As part of this planning process, we have also considered carefully 
the various suggestions made by NAS and by other groups who have 
reviewed the work of the Institute. We have obtained the views in a 
systematic way of our own staff, and the process has produced a 
variety of suggestions for a long-term agenda. 

We have also examined with great care the State plans for each 
';;jtate. As you, I am sure, know, the act which established us requires 
that State plans contain suggestions and plans for research and 
development. 

We have devised a tentative list of broad topics, which we'll be 
refining over the next few months. I won't read those because they 
are listed in my testimony. But what we will be doing with that list is 
circulating it to an audience of approximately 500 pers,Jlls, including 
the academic research community and including also practitioners at 
all levels, State and local planning staffs, members of the Institute's 
advisory committee, and, of course, officials within Justice, within 
other agencies that do research at this time, and a range of public 
interest groups. 

Our decisions about the way in which this agenda will finally look 
will be made in .concert with our advisory committee and, of course, 
will reflect the priorities set forth by the Congress and by the At
torney General. We anticipate that this agenda will represent .a 5-year 
pla~, to be reviewed and to be revised, if necessary, on an annual 
basls. 

This long-range agenda would represent a major share of the 
Institute's expenditures and would contain both applied and basic 
research activities. Our thought is that it would involve about 20 
percent of the Institute's funds in basic research. And I might say, 
Mr. Ohairman, given your earlier comment about whether that might 
be a luxury, $17 billion is our best figure for the total criminal·justice 
expenditures nationwide. What we are e::rpecting to spend on basic 
research next year is not more than $4 million, and my initial calcula
tions. suggest to me that that's 0.0002 percent for basic research. I 
don't think that excessive., 
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The broad topics of this agenda "rill be spelled out in our 1978 
~rogram plan. We expect to pUblish that in early fiscal 1978, in 
October. In that way we will be able to answer one of the criticisms 
made of the Institute in the past; namely, that we will be able to 
signal our general intentions ina more timely way. We'll spell out 
priority topics for specific projects in detail in program announcements. 

The long-range agenda ,vill help us to make progress in support for 
basic research, The Institute has sponsored of tliis nature over the 
years. Up until fiscal 1977 the level of that sponsorship was rebtively 
low. During fiscal 1977 it's increased. We are working to expand 
support for it, but we do recognize that one shouldn't move quickly 
in this area, that there is no magic in pouring a lot of money into this 
area. 

We did begin 2 years ago a research agreements program, and this 
program provides longer term support for universities. It's expected 
to be 5 years, although there's no guarantee, Sometimes university 
research doesn't turn out as well as one would hope, as Mr. Danziger 
has pointed out. 

Another initiative is our preliminary discussions with agencies SHCP
as NIMH and NSF about the possibility of joint or collaborative 
programs, and I might. say in the last ,couple of days we've also been. 
in touch with the National Institute of Alcoholism and Alcohol Abuse 
about the possibility of exploring some work in that area . 
. These discussions are continuing. We're meeting also with the 

National Institute of Drug Abuse about the issues of ,drug abuse and 
crime . 

. We expect also to perhaps set aside a specified portion of the budget 
to support competitively solicited fundamental research on broadly 
defined questions about crime and criminul justice, and a task force 
has been appointed within the Institute to look at these and other 
options. . 

Obviously, this kind of research is risky and it's often difficult to 
bring to fruition. But the potential 'benefits, we believe, are enormous:) 
and we believe a balanced mix of applied and basic should be our goal. 

We, or course, welcome the adviCE; of the,Congress on this matter, 
and the research community. We e:ll.-pectthat we will be continuing 
to seek that advice and to use it. \;,: 

Another subject that has been discu~sed in the hearings is the 
Institute's record in helping to expand the number of researchers in 
the criminal justice field. , 

A look at the Institute's project lists over the years does reveal 
that there are a great many distinguished researchers with whom we 
have worked, including Albert Blumstein, Marvin Wolfgang-some 
of these names you will recognize, perhaps others not-Stanton 
Wheeler, who has testified here; Norval Morris, the dean of the 
University of Chicago Law School; Lloyd OhliDJ Herman Kahn, 
Ruth Blick, Robert Martinson, Elinor Ostrom, Leslie Wilkins, and 
many, many more, :rv.rr. Chairman. We have an enormous, long list 
of distinguished people who have sought and received support from us .. 

A:mongother organizations that have worked with us are universities 
such as Harvlll'd, Yale, Stanford, Cornell, Michigan, Chicago, North
western, Carnegie-Mellon, a distinguished roster of universities. 

At the same time, the Institute is not satisfied with what it's done. 
It's eager to bring young researchers and scholars into this field. We 
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persons come in each year to pursue research and to increase and enrich 
the understanding of research on the part of the staff by their presence. 

Another effort to expa,nd the pool of researchers is a new in-house 
research program, which is expected to begin shortly. It's a, very 
modest program, but it does provide opportunities for stoff who ha,ve 
interest and ca,pability in this area to carryon this research. 

The Institute has tried, in fact, therefore, to involve a variety of 
pa,rticipants and we have tried to involve the a,cademic research 
community. I think it's important to note, however, that some of our 
research and technology transfer efforts fall outside the province of 
university interests and sometimes university capability. For example, 
a proglam to teRt a hypothesis or innovation in a number of sites 
scattered across the country tends to be beyond the scope and beyond 
the interest of most universities. That isn't to say we don't ask them 
to bid on those things, however. 

Similarly, there are activities mandated by the legislation, such as 
technology development or information dissemination, in which 
universities typically have little interest. So ,ve turn to a variety of 
other groups: nonprofit research organizations, federally cha.rtered 
research centers, and commercial organiza,tions to perform some of 
these tasks. 

Far from being deleterious, we regard this as yet another way to 
expand the criminal justice research community. There is a good deal 
of transfer of people back and forth, as among those groups and the 
university community. 

In addition to choosing the most suitable performer, the Institute 
also tries to use the most appropriate funding mechanism, and while 
there was for a time a view in the LEU that only contracts should 
be used, or should be used primarily, at present the view of IvIr. Gregg 
is that we should use the appropriate mechanism, either a grant or 
a contract. 

Undoubtedly, there are other ta.lented researchers who should and 
could be recruited to the criminal justice field, and we are eager to 
reach them. 

One of the things we're planning to do is to hold either a symposium 
or a series of symposia on criminal justice research, modest in scale, 
during the next year. 

Our plans also call for a short single-page research bulletin which 
would be published intermittently throughout the year to inform the 
research community of its opportunities and of what is going on. 

Weare also trying to improve our efforts to communicate the 
results of research to appropriate audiences, and we have now formed 
what we call a research utilization committee, which reviews the 
results of completed research p.njects to identify implications for new 
research or program development or other uses. 

We are also working to develop more systematic approaches to 
proposal review. It is now Institute policy that all formal grant 
applications be reviewed by at least two experts from outside the 
agency. So we do have peer review. There are instances when three 
would be normal and desirable, and three or more may be, in fact, 
appropriate. 

We also use team monitoring, which involves outside experts 
helping staff to monitor and giving staff its views. 

'!. 
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These procedures are now in place and operating. We believe that 
they respond to many of the concerns voiced during the hearings 
about peer review and monitoring activities. It is not, of course, the 
case that we have formal peer review panels. 'l'hat's been suggested. 
We do not disagree that that needs to be considered. We believe our 
current procedures are appropriate and adequate. But one thing we 
have done is to suggest to the National Academy of Sciences formally 
that we would like to meet with them to discuss this in the future. 

Peer review is no panacea, of course, and it has its advantages and 
disadvantages. Some of those I discuss in my statemcnt. 

We are not suggesting, Mr; Ohairman, that these efforts that we've 
made on several fronts to remedy some deficiencies and to set out on 
new and more promising paths respond to everything ths,t has been 
suggested, eithcr by the National Academy or others. We have not 
also wanted to suggest that the nctions that have been taken are the 
only way to approach certain tasks. We can always do better, and in 
the months ahead we intend to try to do just that. 

We welcome the opportunity to present our views and to discuss 
with you ways in which this program can be imQroved, the ways in 
which we can reach the research community. These hearings have 
been very helpful to us. . 

Thank you very much for this opportunity. 
I assume that my statement and also Mr. Gregg's will be printed 

in the record, Mr. Ohairman. 
Mr. BLANCHARD. Yes. 
H there are no objections. All of the statements today, including 

Mr. Danzigers', will be included in the record; 
I have to adjourn this pro:-eeding for about 5 minutes to run. and 

vote, and I'll be right back. The subcommittee will be in recess. 
(Whereupon, the subcommittee was in recess from 10;18 until 

10:41 a.m.] . 
Mr. BLANCHARD. The subcommittee will again come to order. 
When we recessed Mr. Ewing had just finished his statement. I 

understand you had one more thing you wanted to add to it before we 
go to Deputy,Assistant Attorney General Nejelski. 

Mr. E-WING~ Yes. 
I neglected to mention verbally-it is in my testimony-we have 

prepared a detailed analysis of the National Academy of Sciences' 
report and recommendations, and if you wish, Mr. Ohairman, we 
would be happy to submit that for the record. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. Fine. Without objection, it will be received. 
[The information appears in app. 0-1, at page 313.] 
Mr. BLANCHARD. Next we'll hear from Deputy Assistant Attorney 

General PaulA. Nejelski, who is from the Office for Improvements in 
the Administration of Justice. 

You may proceed in any fashion you so choose, sir. 
[The prepared statement of Paul A. N ejelski follows:] 

STATEMENT OF PAUL A. NEJELSKI, DEPUTY ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
OFFICE FOR IMPROVE~IENTS ON THE ADlIIlNISTRA!l'ION OF JUSTIOE, DEPARTM;ENT 
OF JUSTIOE . 

Mr. Chairman, I appreoiate the opportunity to appear today to present the 
views of the Office for Improvements in the Administration of Justice on Federal 
criminal justice research. My remarks will be primarily directed to the develoi?
ment of the Federal Justice Research Program (hereinafter the ProgrQ,m) which 15 
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being initiated in our Office. In developing this Program, we reviewed the program 
of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice to learn from 
the experi~'nces of that agency, as the Program was established to, undertake 
research activities primarily in the Federal justice system, which are outside the 
statutory autJ:lority of the Institute. 

As one of . his first acts after becoming Attorney General, Judge Bell created 
the Office for Improvements in the Administration of Justice headed by Assistant 
Attorney General Daniel J. Meador, who is on leave from tho University of Vir
ginia where he is James Montoe Professor of Constitutional Law. ;In creating this 
new unit in his office, Judge Bell assigned to it the function of engaging in activities 
that are designed to brfngab.out improvements in both civil and criminal justice 
systems, including the administration of the Program. 

As one of our first aets) we articulated the goals of the Office in the form of a 
two-year agenda which is attached to this testimony .. This agenda includes four 
primary gpals: (1)t,0 assure access to effective justice for all citizens i (2) to reduce 
the impact of .crime on citizens and the courts; (3) to reduce impediments to 
justice unnecessarily resulting from separation of powers and federalism; and (4) 
to increase and improve reselll:ch iut)le administration of justice, These goals 
focus the work of our Office on an important but limited set of priorities. The 
Office has a staff consisting of twelve attorneys and eight social scientists. Acting 
Deputy Assistant Attorney Geheral Ronald L. Gainer supervises the criminal 
justice aspects of the Office while I supervise the civil justice aspects and the 
Program. Dr. ,Harry A. Sca~'l', a former Acting Director of the National Institute 
of Law Enforcement a.nd Criminal Justice, is the Administrator of the Program. 

To support the Program, the President. requested and Congress appropriated 
$2 million in the Fiscal Year 1978 budget. This request reflects our desire to keep 
this Program at a manageable level and to keep it focused on a limited number of 
projects. For the near future, we plan to keep the Program funded at this stable 
level. In general, we hope to avoid the problems that occur when. a research pro
gram grows at such a rapid rate that appropriate procedures and the staff C!tWlot 
be developed. 

The creation of our Office and thc establishment of tho Program reflnts the 
Attorney General's recognition of the need to approach the improvement of the 
civil and criminal justice systems through experimentation, research, and evalua
tion. In the interest of improving obviously inadequate practices and procedures, 
new programs are frequently adopted without sufficient empirical basis. To the 
degree possible, we wish to develop a process by \vhich programs can be proposed 
after they have been validated by research and experience. The Program,can, 
therefore, best be characterized as an applied research program. However, we 
fully understand the need for basic research and recongnize that in large part 
a successful applied research prgram must rely upon good basic research. 

W-e are currently engaged in a period bf planning for the Program. The last 
five months have been used to organize this Program with emphasis on the fact 
that ours is an applied research program. The specification of the research projects 
undertaken is being derived from the policy objectives set by the Attorney Gen
eral. These objectives have been translat.ed into the two-year agenda of the 
Office and then appropriate research projee.ts will be designed. Each project will 
have a specific end-product defined before it is initiated. Frequently, the Products 
of our research will include"prQPosed legislation. 

In planning for the prog.!'Ji\"i Wj'l conducted a survey of other research offices 
both in and outside the Depal'lanent of Justice. During this survey, we contacted 
over ten research organizations (e.g., National Institute of Education, Twentieth 
Century Fund, Office of Naval Research) that we thought were analogous in 
important ways to the structure of our Office and the functions assigned to the 
Program. The surveys considered such q0.estions as the nture of the research 
programs, the procurement process used, and the advisability of such matters 
as peer review and location of authority to commit funds. Particularly helpful 
in this survey was the National Science Foundation whose representatives ;net 
with us on numerous occasions. NSF has also made a member of their staff 
available to us for continuning consultation. 

From this survey we conCluded that the following were essential to the dev:elop
ment of ,an effective program. 

First, there is a need for a diversified funding strategy. Therefore in the Program 
there will be a series of competitive procurements which will be used to fund 
from six to eight large projects each year. There will also be a program of smnner 
awards (less than $10,000) to recognized experts to solve specific problems con
fronting the Office. Finally, we anticipate an in-house rel1earch program in which 
the staff will be able to draw upon funds for support of their research activitieS. 
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Second, the procurement process for large projects should be through competiti
tive procurement and use of contracts. Since we are interested in conducting re
search that has a definable product that is l"elevant to the policy objectives, con
tracts are more appropriate than grants because under such a procurement there 
is more control. Furthermore, use of a contract increases the expectation thai 
timely performance and delivery of specified productions is required. In addition, 
we felt the credibility of the program could only be enhanced through the use of a 
competitive procurement process. Pnrticularly given the visibility the Program 
will have due to its location, we determined it was imperative th,at an open, com
petitive process be followed. 

Third, related to the above, it is advantageous if our Office has the sign-off 
authority for aU procurements. ,Ve feel it imperative that the authority to com
mit funds not reside with the Attorney General, but rather with either the con
tracting officer or the head of our Office. 

Fourth, it is important to have a single contact point in the Office (i.e.,~he 
Administrator of the Program, Dr, Harry A. Scan) for all potential vendors. 
This will increase the likelihood that there is consistency and impartiality in the 
procurement process. In this line, t~le scope of the Program was announced in the 
Commerce. Business Daily along with a request for capability statements. These 
statements will be screened to develop a bidder's list that will receive requests for 
proposa1s as soon as our funding is secUl'ed. 

Fifth, the review highlighted the need to have a staff in which there are indi
viduals who have had experience both with research and with the day~to-day 
problems that they are researching. In that regard, we have available for the 
resenrch program individuals who have had considerable research experience 
(e.g., the three principal personnel have managed research programs inside and 
outside of government) and have worked ill the crimina1 and civil justice systems 
(e.g., the staff includes former Assistant U.S. Attorneys, laW clerks to Federal 
judges, legislative personnel, and correctional counselors). We feel that this 
practical experience will add credibility to the research effort and will nllow us to 
better define research project>!. Furthermore, these staff will be able to closeiy 
monitor projects to increase the likelihood that the objectives of the projects are 
more fully realized. ., 

Sixth, to avoid insulation of the program and to guarantee that we have con~ 
tinuing expert assistance in the desigll and execution of the Program, it is advisable 
to use experts from outside the Officl'l to revillW work statcm,ents and participate 
in procurement decisions, In this regard,c.we plan to use some form Of peer group 
review of proposals. In addition, Professors Maurice Rosenberg of Columbia 
Law School and Geoffrey Hazard of Yale Law School have participated in the 
work of the Office. It is expected that they, and oth.ers, wil,l continue to work 
with us. 

In addition to planning for the structure and prbcUl'ement side of the program, 
we have also engaged in some of the substantive planning. At this point, research 
is focusing on foul' subject areas. These include the development of guidelines 
in support of the Federal criminal code revision, the analysiS of the use and cffec
tiveneS3 of United States magistrates, the consideration of the form and deter
minants of discretion in the operation of U.S. Attorneys' offices, and the effec
tiveness of arbitration systems as alternatives to court handling. 

In each of these areas, we are currently developing the work statement portion 
for a Request for Proposals which we would have ready for distribution dUling 
the first two quarters of fiscal year 1978. The most developed of these is In the 
sentencing area. AEJ you know: the Department helped develop and. is strongly 
endorsing the Federal Code"revision as. embodied in .S. 1437 and H.R. 6869. 
That legislation calls for more d~terminant sentencing. Under the proposed 
system, certain oharacteristics of offenses and of offenders would be used to 
determine guidelines for sentences given by Federol judges. 

The testimony on this bill indicates that considerable research needs to be con
ducted to establish such guidelines. Our goal is t(} fund s. project that will provide 
the fundamental research that is required to nUow a sentencing commission to 
begin its work of establishing gUidelines for federal s~ntencing. We antiCipate at 
thiloll?9int, that the research will involve not oniy an analy,sis of the effect of 

• .' ,!'''J.lteiices that b!!/.ve been given in the past, but 1L1so consideration of public 
attitudes towards sentence types and lengths for v/ll'ioUS offenses. We hqpe to 
start this project as soon as funds are available this falL 

As noted above, our program of research will include both civil and· criminal 
justice topics. This reflects not only our recognition that there are significant 
problems in each of these areas, but our conclusion that there are important 
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interrelationships between them. Examl?les of the interrelationships between civil 
and criminal justice systems include: (1) the suggesti;.)n of tort remedies as alter
natives to the exclusionary rule; (2) the eommon problems of pretrial discovery 
in both civil and criminal matters; and (3) the relationship between criminal 
prosecutions and class action suits brought to remedy mass wrongs. We feel 
I;!trongly that a research program that addresses only civil or only criminal justice 
issues will encounter significant problems in resolving important issues in both 
systems. 

At the direction of Judge Bell, our Office has begun developing, with the assist
ance of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, the 
concept of neighborhood justice centers which will be funded by LEAA. This 
effort also requires an understanding of the relationship between civil and criminal 
justice systems. Neighborhood justice centers in dealing with housing code viola
tions, rent disputes, consumer compla,ints, etc., will necessarily rehlte to an impact 
on both civil and criminal justice systems. The fact that the model of a neigh
borhood justice center that is being developed incorporates this relationship should 
contribute to its ability to solve the problems to Which it is addressed-increasing 
access to justice. 

The above decisions are guiding the development of the Program. They reflect 
certain general goals that we have in the development of the program. We are 
striving to keep the process of procurement open, competitive, and credible. ""Ve 
are attempting to attract the best staff available to design and administer the 
program. ""Ve are coordinating civil and criminal research to reflect their necessm'y 
connections. We are committed to the development out of each project of a usable 
product which meets a need that is defined by the Attorney General. Finally, 
we are striving to involve knowledgeable researchers, not only in the design of our 
Program but in the selection of individuals who would conduct research for us. 

We hope that this planning and these decisions are appropriate fo)' the Program. 
Furthermore, we believe these principles and procedures could be utilized by any 
research funding agency that has established its priorities and committed itself 
to research that contributes to the analysis and resolution of problems. 

Thank you Mr. Chairman. I will now be pleased to answer any questions you 
or the members of the Subcomlnittee might have. 

A PROGRAM FOR IMPROVEMENTS IN THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE 

A two-year program to be pursued by the Office for Improvements in the 
Adlninistration of Justice is outlined in the attached pages. The first page presents 
a summary statement of the goals of the program. Following that is a more 
detailed outline of the steps through which those goals will be pursued. This 
program draws upon a wide range of reports and studies which have appeared 
in recent years. 

This is a beginning agenda. To an extent it is tentative and flexible, and it may 
be revised from time to time. Limited resources, make it unlikely that every 
measure indicated will be fully pursued. On the other hand, new items are likely 
to be added as fresh insights emerge. Goals, however, will re'-·.;;ain fundamentally 
the Same. . 

Some of the projects will be carried out entirely by OIAJ staff; others will be 
headed by OIAJ staff working with persons from elsewhere in the Department 
or with expert assistance from outside the Department. Some projects may be 
developed primarily by outsiders under the antiCipated Federal Justice Rescarch 
Program, administered by this Office. 

Liaison will be maintained with professional groups, congressional staffs, 
interested indiviuals and citizell organizations, other government agencies, and 
research entities. Continuing advice will be sought from these sources, and their 
assistance will be drawn upon in developing proposals. Collaborative efforts will 
be pursued where ftppropriate to the end that measures to improved the ad
ministration of justice will be soundly conceived and will have hroad support. This 
is an action agenda. AIl measures proposed are aimed at concrete steps to achieve 
the stated goals. 

Some subjects recognized as important and in need of attention are not in
cluded on this agenda because other offices or organizations have special mandates 
and competence to address them. These include, for example, the delivery of legal 
services, grand jury reform, antitrust enforcement procedure, and reorganization 
of the Department of Justice. 
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A 2-YEAR PROGRAM Fonl IMPROVEMENTS IN TIlE ADMINISTRATION' OF JUSTICE 

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF GOALS 

Goal I. Assure access to effective justice for aU citizens through: A. Non-judicial 
dispute settlement procedures, B. More effective coul'ts, and O. More effective 
procedures in civil litigation. 

Goal II. Reduce the impact of crime on citizens and the courts through: A. 
Substantive reforms in Fedel'allaw, and B. Procedw'al reforms in criminol cases. 

Goal III. Reduce impediments to justice unnecessarily resulting from separation 
of powers and federalism by: A. Coordination of the three branches of the federal 
government to plan for and improve the judicial system, B. Exploration of means 
of coordinating federal, state and local efforts to improve justice, and C. Realloca-
tion of federal and state authority. . 

Goal IV. Incrense and improve J'esearch in the administration of justice through: 
A. The Federal Justice Research Program, B. A central, effective statistical 
agency for criminnl and civil justice, and C. Development of P~'oposuls for new 
means of organizing (Iud funding nationwide justice research. 

GOAL I. ASSURE ACCESS TO EFFECTIVE JUSTICE FOR AI,r. CITIZENS 

A. Non-jttdicial Dispute Settlement Procedures 
1. Plan and establish Neighborhood Justice Centers.! 
2. Develop proposals for increased use of arbitration.! 
3. Devise administrati"e remedies for victims of law enforcement excesses. 
4. Assist in developing proposals for federal role in automobile no-fault. 
5. Develop alternatives to class actions as remedies for mass wrongs.! 

B. More Effective Courts 
1. Federal justice personnel 

n. Perfect procedures and monitor performance of the new judicial nominating 
panels for the U.S. Courts of Appeals.1 

b. Encournge and study the use of judicial nominating panels at the District 
Court level. 

c. Assist in developing proposals for disnbility and tenure commissions for 
federal judges. 

d. Develop proposals for improving the selection and training of federal 
magistrates. 

2. Beller designed court structures 
a. lnel'ease jurisdiction and evoluate effectiveness of the federal magistrnte 

system.! 
b. Develop judicial impact assessment of new legislation, in conjunction with 

the office of Legislative Affairs.1 
c. Develop proposals for rationalizing and increasing the appellate capacity of 

the federal judiciary. 
8. Federal government representation in court 

a. Improve coordination and management of government litigation below the 
'Supreme Court. 

b. Structure prosecutorial discretion.1 
c. Develop plans for case management 1tnd professionalization,in U.S. Attorneys' 

Offices. 
4. Citizen participation in the courts 

a. Improve compensation and treatment of jurors and witnesses.! 
b. Assist in reassessing the role and composition of juries in oivil cases, 
c. AllSist in developing proposals to help participants with language problems, 

O. l\£ore effective procedures in Civil Litigation 
1. Trial procedU1'cs 

n. Improve class action proo.~dures.! 
b. Develop proposals for mOl a equitable allocation of attorneys' fees nnd court 

costs.1 

c. Revise pretrial procedures, especially discovery, to reduce expense and delay 
and to increase fairness.1 

d. Assist in developing legislation governing standing to sue in federal courts. 
e. Make voir dire jury selection procedm:es fairer and more effective. 
f. Revise procedures to deal with current trends toward strong court role in case 

management. 
~ Indicates project already commenced or assigned priority. 
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2. Appellate Procedures 
a. Devise and evaluate experiments in subject matter panel assignments.! 
b. Develop proposals to 'alter the economic incidents of civil appeals-costs, 

interest rates, attorneys' fees-for more equitabla allocation and to discourage 
w:oundle~s appeals.!. .. ", . . . 

I c. DeVise and experIment WIth mllovatlons In the presentatlOn and deCISlOn of 
appeals. 

d. Revise procedures to deal with new judicial role in case management ano t,bp 
increased use of profeseional assistance. 

GOAL lX. REDUCE THE IMPACT OF CRIME ON CITIZENS AND THE COURTS 

A. Substantive reforms in /cderallaw 
1. Assist in revising the Federal Criminal Code.! 
2. Assist in developing legislation on handgun controI.I 
3. Simplify and consolidate criminal sanctions in regulatory laws. 
4. Develop plans to improve prison conditions.· 
5. Propose federal and state programs for compellsation for victims of crime.l 

B. Procedural reforms in criminal cases 
1. Develop means other than the exclusionary rule for deterring illegal law 

enforcement activity and of providing redress for persons harmed by such activity. 
2. Develop proposals for a fair and effectiV'e system or review in criminal cases. 
3. Develop sentencing guidelines and procedures, including relation of parole to 

sentencing.! 
4. Improve procedures for detention and release before tl'ial and pending appeal. 
5. D.-·velop proposals for ameliorating the adverse impact of the Speedy Trial 

Act. 
6. Commence long-range, fundamental reexamination of American criminal 

procedure. . 
C. Administmtive coordination-develop poliCies to foous crirninztllaw effects 

within and without the Justice Department. 

GOAL III. REDUCE IMPEDIMENTS TO JUSTICE UNNECESSARILY RESULTING FROM 
SEPARATION OF POWERS AND FEDERALISM 

A. Coordination of the three branches of the federal government to plan for and 
improve the judicial system-devise plan for a Federal Justice Council to irlClude 
representatives from all three branches.I 

B. Exploration of means of coordinating federal, :state, and local efforts to 
improve justice-consider National Justice Council with rnixed federal and state 
representation to develop and, implement national policy on justice.! 

C. Rcallocation of federal and state authority. 
1. Move portions of federal diversit.y' jurisdiction to the state courts.I 
2. Develop policies for allocating primary responsibility for prosecuting conduct 

which is an offense under both state and federal laws. 
3. Develop proposals for improved federal judicial review of state convictions. 

GOAT, IV. INCREASE AND IMPROVE RESEARCH IN THE ADMINISTR,I.TLON OF JUSTICE 

A. Direct the newly created Federal Justice Research Program.~ 
B. Assist in deviSing final plans for a central, effective statistical agency for 

criminal and civil justice.1 

C. Assist in developing proposals for new means of organizing and funding 
nationWide justice research.l 

TESTIMONY OF PAUL A. NEJELSKI, DEPUTY ASSISTANT ATTORNEY 
GENERAL, OFFICE FOR IMPROVEMENTS IN THE ADMINISTRA· 
TION OF JUSTICE 

Mr. NEJELSKI, Thank you, I\1r. Congressman. 
In the interest of brevity, I will summarize my remarks and save 

some time for questions. 
Dan lvfeador, who is on leave as a professor at the University of 

Virginia Law School, unfortunately could not be here today. He has 

1 IDcll('ntes n""iect IlWendv commenep.d ot' IlRRll!Jled ntiot'jty. 
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had several eye operations and is home recuperating in Oharlotteville. 
I am on the phone with 1tIr. Meader each day. He sends his best 
wishes and is sorry that he cannot be with us today. 

The two deputies in the office are Ron Gainer, in charge of the 
criminal side, and I am in charge of the civil justice, the oourt reform 
and administration of Federal Justice researoh program. I would like 
to spend a few minutes telling you about this new program. 

It is not directly relevant to the National Institute of Law Enforce
ment and Oriminal Justice, although I would note that II as weHas the 
other two senior people working on the program, are former employees 
of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Oriminal Justice. 
We hope that we have learned from some of the problems and ex
periences that they have had over the years. 

The Federal justice research program will go into effect this October 
I, the beginning of the new fiscal year, with a budget of $2 million. 

I would emphasize that this is a program for studying the federal 
system. The Oongress has allotted millions of dollars, as we know, 
to the LEAA to study the State systems in the working States. This 
is really one of the first, certainly in the executive branch efforts to 
have any Federal justice research program. 

Our office is located in the Attorney General's Office, and we are 
very practically oriented. We are not here to fund basic research, 
We have very specific questions which we are trying to answer about 
the Federal justice system. Most of our work results in legislation Or 
other practical manifestations. 

The office is dedicated to both criminal and civil justice, and the 
combination is an important contribution. Working on many problem.':> 
on the criminal side, one sees civil aspects. For example, one of the 
complements to the. exclusiGllary rule would be tort remedies. One 
of the problems in the Speedy Trial Act or learning about how to 
expedite criminal cases is that we often forget about the civil side of 
the docket. . 

Before rejoining the Departmen~ of Justice 3 mOD..ths ago I was the 
Deputy Court Administrator in the State of Connecticut. There, I 
was dismayed to see that we were having to try to solve the criminal 
problem by putting 80-90 percent of our judges on the criminal side 
and leaving only 10 to 20 percent of Ollr manpower on the civil side. 
As a result, there were no civil cases being tried. 

One important aspect of our program is a look at the total system 
for administration· of justice. . 

I would now mention some of the elements that we have tried to 
put into effect in our program as it has been ~eveloped over the last 
3 months. 

It has diversified :funding mechanisms. We plan to have several 
large grants given out. at spaced periods of time. 

I would note that the $2 million that we have is no-year money. 
We do not have to .spend it within the fiscal year. That is a great 
advantage. Often funding problems come when at the end of the 
fiscal year. At the end.·()f June, everyone is rushing to give out money; 
and there is not the kind of review and thought that should go into 
it. We hope to avoid those kinds of problems, not only by spacing 
the award of the grants throughout the fisoal year, but also not losing 
money if we don't spend it by a certain deadJine. 
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We also hope to have focused procurements under $10,000 for 
eJ·,'perts to help solve specific problems. 

We have our own in-house research capability. I am pleased to 
say that the staff we have inherited and been able to recruit, I think, 
is excellent. It's a first-rate staff, both in the law and social science. 
Several people have degrees in both and experience in both disciplines. 
We hope to do some in-house research, and we'll be needing part of 
the $2 million to supplement their efforts. 

Procurement will be competitive. Some of the small, under $10,000 
contracts may be sole source where we have identified particular 
experts. But we are very much committed to open competition, 
es~cially for the larger ~rants. 

We think that the office itself ought to have its own signoff au
thority. The Attorney General has already approved our plan. 
Attached to my testimony is a copy of our 2-year program. We've 
attempted to te1l the world and to try to tell ourselves what we are 
trying to do. We hope to revise that agenda as time goes along. I hope 
after the first 6 months of the program we'll issue a supplement to 
this to say what progress has or has not been made. 

The reason for the 2-year limitation partly was the life of the Con
gress that we would be working with in trying to implement legislation. 
Also, Professor Meador is on a 2-year leave of absence f~'om the 
University of Virginia, and he wanted to have some set limits to his 
tenure and what he hoped to accomplish in that 2-year period. 

The Attorney General worked very closely with us in developing 
this program on a day-to-day basis. After he's done that and after 
he sets procedures for procurement, he really does not want to be 
concerned with what individual researcher gets a grant. He does not 
want to have a deluge of vendors at his doorstep. He does not want to 
be pressed or influenced by Congressmen and others who might call 
on behalf of someone. 

We have a competitive, open procurement process. That is the way 
we hope we will go about our business. We have a single cont'act in 
the office for any vendors of research. Everyone gets the same treat
ment. I had many friends in the research community and I've been 
director ofa research center at New York University. But in that 
respect all my former friends are vendors. Everyone gets treated the 
same, and there are no more friends. It is a hard thing to do, but I 
think it is terribly important to maintain the integrity of t,he process. 
I am happy to talk to anyone, but if they want to talk about a grant"" 
or a contmctthey see Dr. Harry Scarr, who is the administrator of 
the program, and they get the same treatment. 

Our staff has had e:ll:perience both in research administration and 
in practical problems in the administration of justice. I used to be .. 
assistant U.S. attorney, and worked in the criminal division before 
going over to LEAA in 1969 and 1970. Others on the staff have 
worked as law clerks for judges, as prosecutors and as correction 
counselors. This practical dimension is an important one in terms of 
assessing the value and the utility of the research. 

We called on some experts in helping develop the program. Prof. 
M!l.urice Eosenberg ft.t Columbift. Lft.w School has worked with us, 
and Geoffrey IIazard, former director of the American Bar Founda
tion and currently professor at Yale Law School, will also be working 
with us on a. continuing basis. 
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We nre aware of the need to cut down on consultants. That is 
something certainly that could be abused. But thl3 alternative to me 
is to say t~iat all knowledge resides in the Federal bureaucracy, and 
I do not think that is true. We neecl to have those experts, especially 
people like Rosenberg and Hazard who have been in the research 
administration in the writing area for several decades. 

We plan to use contracts and not grants. The Attorney General 
incidentally does not have granting authority. The special gI'antino
authority is given to LEAA by statute. To some extent there is littl~ 
difference between research contracts and grants. You can make a 
grant -very restrictive and-very narrow, and you can make a contract 
very wide. I remember the then Bureau of the Budget 8 years ago 
was attempting to come up with something called a research agree
ment that would co-ver the whole range and not get caught up in 
terminology. 

A contract generally denotes more specificity, better delivery of 
what is promised As one of the preceding witnesses, Mr. Danziger 
noted academics and other researchers do not always cleli-ver. We aJ'e 
very action oriented, and if people do not deliver for us, we ~re in 
serious trouble in attempting to draft legislation. We care about that. 

The 2-year plan has already been mentioned. Weare not tr)>1ng to 
cover _ the waterfront. We are trying to set out certain program areas 
that the Attorney General has agreed and told us that he finds are of 
serious importance. Weare working to fill those. 

In conclusion, I should note, as Mr. Flaherty has mentioned, that 
we ha-ve established an informal task force in tne Department to look 
at our research needs. 

I was surprised that the directors of the Depar~1l1ent's research 
institutes never met before. We have gotten them toi~ether and have 
had two meetings now, with John Wallace from lithe Corrections 
Institute, Buddy Howell, Director of the Juvenile Institute, Blair 
Ewing itom the National Institute of naw Enforcement and Criminnl' 
Justice, and Dr. Harry Scurr from our Federal justice research pro
gI'am. I think that is a nucleus of the formal research institutes in the 
Department. There I1te other branches of the Department conducting 
research. The FBI does a certain amount of research, as weH as the 
Bureau of Drug Enforcement, and others. I am not sure what the 
final parameters or requirements would be. We want to inquire. 

There is a need for the p~ople doing ~esearch in the D~partment.to 
get together, at least on an mformal baSIS. There are many substantIve 
issues that cut across what we are doing. Sentencing is one example. 
The trend toward determinant sentencing affects not only the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, but also tbe Cor
rections Institute, the Juvenile Insti~ute, and also our research at the 
Federal level. 

We are exploring the feasibility of some sort of a more formalcoor
dination between these reseatch institutes! what it would take to ac_ 
complish that. Whether it'E worth doing, is to be deciQed by the At
t()ruey Gene~'al, by the Deputy, by the Congress. 
, Thank you very much, 
Mr. BLANCHARD. Thank you --very much. 
Much is said about the President1s plans to reorganize, lind as you 

know, Congress has given him authority to begin that process, 

o 

o 
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Mr. Deputy Attorney General, can you reveal to us any directions 
that are going on with regard to the LEU, and with regard to research 
in particular? 

Mr. FLAHERTY. With LE.A..A., of course, the task force has come out 
with a report recently which has been widely distributed-I think at 
least 2,000 copies have been distributed, or will be distributed-for a 
60-day comment period, and these reports are being made available 
not only to Congress but throughout the country to State and local 
officials, universities, and other interested parties to develop a response 
to the reorganization of LEAA. 

In the area of research we are considering the advantages and 
disadvantages of a National Institute of Justice. It's now actively 
under consideration. It's mentioned briefly in the LE.A..A. report. I 
think we can expect some reorganizational changes with, of course, 
the input from all these other areas that I mentioned, including, of 
course, Congress as we go along. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. Do you envision a strong research function within 
the Department of Justice? 

Mr. FLAHERTY. I do. I believe we should have a strong research 
function. I think it's very important to study the ultimate and perhaps 
root causes of crime in basic research, in applied research; and in 
demonstration projects, which are also a part of research. 

Weare looking, of course, at whether or not it should fit within the 
Department of Justice or be autonomous. That's another issue. 

When we speak of research today, the developing of a separate 
research body, that's also one of the areas that we are considering. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. Are you considering a research unit within Justice 
as part of the LE.A..A., or perhaps something separate and aside? 

Mr. FLAHERTY. The report alludes to it briefly. I don't think I can 
give you a final decision on that until we get our comments back as to 
whether the Research Institute will be a part of LE.A..A. or whether 
the two will be separated. We've certainly given a lot of consideration 
to .a se£arate Research Institute. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. One of the things thatI'm sure you have faced-I 
know I did when I moved from .a career attorney in Michigan to 
administrative assistant to the Attorney General of Michigan-was 
that ~out of 120 attorneys, only 4 or 5 of us were in the policy area. 
That's a difficult situation. But it's awfully hard, despite the quality 
of the people we had, to control policy. 

Do you envision that to be a problem? There must be over a 
thousand attorneys right within the Justice Department. 

Mr. FLAHERTY. I think it's closer to 1,500. 
I think policy is a matter of sharing. I don't think any policy that 

is to be credible can be elitist, that comes from the top down. I think 
it has to be a sharing with those who work in the field, where policy 1J 

loops out, and some loops down, with the review and evaluation 
process continually influencing. policy . 
. So I understand your question, but I would have to say if it's to be 
credible it's got to be a continuous one that involves, I think, many 
areas in the decisionmaking, many people. Of course, not 1,500, 
but certainly those that are actively involved in a particular area. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. Several studies have recommended that tIl\') 
entire research effort jn law enforcement be guided by some sort 
of advisory body or board, or a board of governors, independent 
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from anyone else, presumably, to keep research planning and develop
ment away from the day-to-day pressures, or perhaps political 
pressures. 

Is this one of the approaches the Department has considered? 
Mr, FLAHERTY. Yesj this is under consideration, as to whether 

or not if we move toward a separate institute we would have an 
advisory board, a group that would assure the day-to-day pressures 
are insulated from those who do the top research. Yes; it is actively 
under consideration. If it would come within the Department of 
Justice, the final institute that is envisioned, if it would stay within 
the Department of Justice, I think that there obviously would be some 
opportlIDity for the Institute to sha:t:e with th,e other agencies within 
the Department, and at the same twe, I think, on the day-to-day 
specific projects that there may very well be a need for an advisory 
board or a board of directors. 

I think Mr. N ej elslei has some feelings on this, too. 
Mr. NEJELSKI. If I could just add a brief comment. 
There are different kinds of advisory boards. It's interesting .to 

note that the American Bar Foundation, for example, has a research 
committee which reviews the final product, and says that "This is a 
scholarly product. It meets certain standards, whether we agree with 
the results or not.," This is opposed to .a body that would set policy. 

Wl\en I was 'with the N atlOnal Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Crin )al Justice, we' did a study on preventive detention, which did 
not meet with f!Lvo! with the then Deputy Attorney General Klein
dienst. He felt that the study should never be issued because the sam
ple siz.e was too small. There ought to be some wny of assuring ths 
quality of the product 'tvithout having to get into things that could 
be interpreted as politicnl interference. 

Mr •. FLAHERTY. I, might add too, Congressman, that· I certainly 
recognize the legitima,cy of the que,stion, but in t~e ·short time that 
.1 have been there, which has been SIDce about AprIl!,. I'velil1d many 
bits of correspondence and calls and demands concerrung LEAA. from 
allover from the various people that are interested in it. But. I can't 
t.hink of any at the moment that dealt with the Institute. 

So that I think the idea of politicM pressure in the Institute, while 
it's one that obviously we. should all consider, I havefound'verYlittle 
evidence to support it, again, in the. 4 months that I.have been in the 
Department. I mean from outside. . 

Mr. BLANCHARD. I think a lot of peoJ?le confuse political pressure 
with the everyday personal struggles mth priorities, which; goes on 
eV'erywhere, apart from the political pressure, which is part of the 
eV'eryday struggles', as you know, in the whole structure. 

In fact, I woUld caution you to set up-:-and I kno.w there are a nUill
ber'of people on our committeewho.li1Fe the idea-some sort of a totally" 
indenendent,autonomous. blue nbbon panel, and, qUlte honestly, 
from what I've' seen in the State government machinery, which is 
even smaller, or here, thatcnn often lead to l)eople doing their own. 
thing "on the Federal payroll without regard ;to ,any of the priorities. 
Thepolicymakers who are held accountable here, for budget, . time, 
J01' pollcy; are held accountable ilidirectly by the people of the United 
States fOIl policy, end up. having to apologize 101' things w.hichappear 
to he .either irrelevant,·or<;lisJuiIited. Then you lia.'ve an independent 
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board, and' President Carter is apologizing for the Postal Service. 
They're independent and, as you know, we have no control over it. 

So I don't think there's any magic to so-called independence at all. 
We have more struggles 'with agencies like that than any, and the 
~eople do too, whether it's the Federal Power Commission or the 
Federal Reserve Board, or whatever. 

Mr. FLAHERTY. You're hitting on a problem that ,\'e're very much 
aware of, and that is that as you move toward independence or auton
omy you run the risk of suffering from detachment, isolation, whereas 
if you're within. the Department's purview and policymaking you're 
much more sharmg and have much more access to other agencies. 

Mr. BLANCHARD. Yes. 
vVe have some staff follo\'.rup questions. 
I notice our distinguished chairman has returnril from his meeting. 
Mr. BLANCHARD. Mr. Wells has, I think, a couple of followup 

questions. ' 
Mr. WELLS. I would like to follow on Mr. Blanchard's point about 

the advisory board vis-a-vis the advisory committee. 
This is a very tough question, and I think the suggestions have 

ranged all the way from a National Science Board arrangement, which 
was hammered out in about a 5-year debate here in Congress, when 
the National Science Foundation was established. 

The problem is to strike this delicate balance that I think Mr. 
Blanchard and Mr. Flaherty were getting at-how do you deal with 
the problem of bringing in respon~ible political authority and Mcount
ability for the use of public funds and yet retain integrity, a degree 
of independence in conducting research. 'rhis is a som~what different 
rond of activity than ongoing, current programs in which you must be 
immediately responsive to political authority? 

I think that's the concern that the subcommittee has been ex
pressing. It is not so much we want to either dictate or say that the 
N ation!11 Science Boa~d is the exact format that you f3hould fonow, 
but that at least thIS balance problem should be very seriously 
considered during your deliberations. 

The advisory committee obviously has certain limitations. It 
advises. On the other hand, it can bring a point of view that the 
Administra,tor may not have considered. The National Science Board 
arrangement, on the other hand, has a policymaking role, which is 
specified in law. Yet the Director of the Foundation. is still responsible 
to the President, as Mr. Blanchard was talking about, for the budgets 
and programs and performance. So you have this leavening of a 
variety of influences. 

I also think that there has been perhaps a little confusion in the 
politic'al pressure aspect of the Institute. If one looks at the record, 
perhaps it's more a problem of instability than it has been political 
pressure per se. So perhaps it would be possible for some kind of an 
arrangement to be devised which would minimize instability in the 
future. The idea is to avoid changes in directions and in policy which 
are made overnight, or when a new Administrator comes in and 
shifts the whole Institute around to an entirely different approach. 

Now, the social sciences obviously are different from the physical 
'Sciences. They are much closer to what's going on with human 
beings. Yet, r would hope, in expressing a pom£ of View here, that this 
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would be given serious consideration in trying to achieve this baltince 
as you make your recommendations to the President, in consultation 
with the Congress, on the reorganization of· the Institute and the
LEAA. 

Mr. FLAHERTY. I feel sure it will be, and I believe that the areas· 
that will be discussed amllookecl into are other models. You mentioned 
the National Science Foundation l and I suppose the NIH model, the 
advantages and disadvantages they have with their polic:ymaking, and 
we certainly want to study NIMH and the many others as we· go
along to find out more about advisory boards and their role in policy
making, and I think that will be part of our work in the nex.t 60 days. 

Mr. WELLS. I would also like to ask Mr. Ewing a question. I hope 
I don't detect in your comments on the peer review systeffi!h1. your 
testimony that's there's an antipeer review bias built into the pi'{l.ceed
ings you're going through. 

Oould you perhaps set my concern a.t rest? 
Mr. EWING. No; there's no antipeer revif.nv bias at all. As a matter 

of fact, we have in place, largely developed and refined over the last 
year and .one.-half $ince the fieldwork for the National Academy of 
Sciences study was completed a peer review system. 

Now, it's more like the NSF model than it is like the NIMH model' 
in the sense that it's a mail-in of views. 

:Mr. WELLS. It's an ad hoc review yersus a panel. 
Mr. E,YING. That's right. ,Ve do not have a formal panel review. "T e do, llOwever, have an advisory committee which advises us on 

program plans, and we interact with them on a regulm' basis with 
respect to program plauR find the·selection of prjorities. As I said in 
my statement, the priorities will be discussed with them at a meeting 
in September, and we will obtain their advice on how that ought to 
be clone. 

We also have used, and contirme to use, review boards for individual 
projects, especially the ones t;hat are more in the nature of being 
fundamental or basic resear6h, beca.use we think that's critical, 
Occasionally they are people trom the Government; often, however, 
they are from outside; and riormally the majority of the people are 
from outside the Government, Qutside ex.perts. . 

So we flrmly beJievein., and hl1ve rece~.tly strengthened and continue 
to search for ways to strengthen, the p~r review l)rocess. 

Mr. WELLS. I'm ('Jlc.ouraged by tho.t. . 
Our committee had (~oll{lu('.te(hm T8~month investigation of the peer 

review system used by the National Science Foundation, primarily in 
terms of: "What they're doillg, is this the right way? Has the time come 
for making changes :in a system which has been used for.some 25 
years, since the Foundation was established ? ,. 

But we also at the same time looked at NIH, and we looked at the 
Office of Naval Research, all distinguished research institutions~ I'm 
encouraged by Mr. Flaherty's cotn;ffient that you're going to be loolting 
at these models of well estaolish,rJ<l, Jrigh influence, :institutions which 
have made great .. contributions/)n science in this coulltry. So tllat 1 
think these models are wortlrwhiIe tolOQk at, not that othcy will 
proviclethe exact format that/you should follow. 

Our findings on the peerreview system are thaHheredoesnot appelJ,l' 
to be a better WiJ.y, in combination with program managers ultilll.ately 

j 
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having the authority to make a decision. In other words, again finding 
this delicate balance of executive authority versus having an inde
pendent point of view become a part of the process. But when a pro
gram manager overrides a peer review recommendation he had better 
have a good reason for doing it, and I think that's sort of the situation 
that we would like to see develop. 

Mr. EWING. May I respond to that? 
Part of our current policy also says that when a program manager 

'Wishes to override the' views of the peer review panelists, or outside 
experts, he has to put his reasons in writing and they have to be, there
fore, set forth in a clear way so that the justification for that is there 
in fnll. 

Mr. WELLS. Mr. Flaherty, if I could come back to you for just a 
moment. 

The nature of an institute is going to be set to some extent by the 
kinds of people that you choose to run it. 

What preliminary thoughts do you have in the Department in terms 
of qualifications of the person who should head whatever entity you 
decide to suggest? This may be premature, but at least what thoughts 
you might have. 

Mr. FLAHERTY. Obviously, we want the best qualified person for the 
job. But it's rather a difficult question to set the qualifications until we 
know what type of :i:ustitute we might have, and then we would go out 
and look for the best person for that, and, again, I think that's what 
will be done. After the structure is decided upon, then the n(lxt step 
will be to try to come up with a set of qualifications for that particular 
person to direct the Institute, and I'm sure it's the feeling of both 
Attorney General Griffin Belland myself, and Mr. Ewing and Mr. 
N ejelski, that We get tho best qu~lified person we onn for that Institute. 

We probably would also look to others for suggestions and considered 
recommendations as well; outside of our own mechanism. 

Mr. WELLS. You would intend to cast a wide net? You would not 
necessarily confine your search to just the criminal justice community? 
. Mr. FLAHER'l'Y. No. I'm not even sure that the Institute would it
self be structured for just criminal justice. It might even include civil 
as well. So it may not be confined to criminal justice, or particularly to 
the criminal justice community, as you mentioned. 

Mr. WELLS; Yes. So conceivably you could go outside the entire 
community for someone who is eX'Perienced and has a long established 
record in research management or management of research institu
tions? 

Mr. FI.AHERTY. Yes. 
Mr. WELLS. And who has nothing to do with the justice field? 
Mr.'FLAHERTY. That's right. Yes; we w'ould. 
1tfr. WELLS. That's a possibility? 
Mr. FLAHERTY. Yes. 

. Mr. WELLS. What kind of a selection process' do you envision to be 
followed in this? Are you going to have a group who will go out and 
actively select names? . . '. 
, Mr. FLAHERTY. I don't know. There are prbs and cons on select 
commissions. I really can't answer that at this point, 'not laiowiiig 
what the structure is. Obviously, w~ would e}.,'pect input from outside, 
bi.tt whether 01' not we would have a structured 'select, cOlllnllt$sion, I 
really couldn't say at this point. I really don't know. 
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Mr. WELLS. I glless what I'm really· getting at is, is this going to 
be part of the political selection process within the administration, or 
do you see this as being outside the political realm? 

Mr. FLAHERTY. It's difficult to separate, but basically we're looking 
for a research director. Insofar as possible, I think it would be outside 
the realm, but obviously any choice that is mado is considered, to 
some e>.:tent, ultimately political. But the usual political considera~ 
tions, I would hope, would not apply in finding a research director. 
That is, I believe, the feeling of the Attorney General as weH as mine. 

Mr. WELl,S. I would like to ask one question about the speech which 
you gave on June 30. 

I'd like to preface this by an anecdote about President Roosevelt. 
He gave a speech in your home town during the 1932 campairo, in 
which he promised to balance the budget. After having been erected 
and faced with the necessity of some faMy heavy deficits, he com~ 
mitted himself to a speech in Pittsburgh. Sam Rosenman had been 
given the task of putting together a speech tho, t would somehow recon~ 
cile his campaign promise with what he had actually done as Presiclent. 
The next morning Rosenman came to the President's office and said, 
"Mr. President, the only solution I have is to deny yon were ever in 
Pittsburgh." 

Mr. FLAHERTY. I h9Ne heard that FDR did make such a promise 
in Pittsburgh to balance the budget, and we've never heard from him 
since. 

Mr. WELLS. In any event, on the 30th of June you gave a speech 
in which you stressed concentration on projects which hn.d a high 
probability of success in 11 short period of time. 

Now, we may have been given this, or taken this, out of context, 
but could you m,-pand on what might lie behind this philosophy, or 
does it represent a l1hilosophy? 

Mr. FLAHERTY. I do recall the June 30 speech, and what I was 
talking abottt there were the demonstration l)rojects, which are a form 
of research. It's not basic research, It's not applied research. But in 
so-called demo!1stration projects, which I look upon as basiclllly action 
projects, :yes, I would, and did, intend that a test of practicality be 
applied.. However, that wouldn't be for across-the-board l'esearch 
projects, and I would hope you wouldn't interpret it that way. 

Obviously, when you're talking about basic research, I see that as 
something much more long range than demonstration projects, some
thing from which yon cannot expect instunt success or instant grati
fication, and, as a matter of fact, I believe in increasing our basic 
research budget, and recognize that that's long-term development of 
a body of knowledge und would not have that type of test applied to it. 

Ms. FREED. I have a question, and then I'd like to defer ·to the chief 
counsel of our subcommittee to ask a question of the Deputy Attorney 
General, as I know he wants. But I have a quick. question for ~1r. 
Nejelski because he hasn't been. getting attention. 

I'm afraid too I'm going to disrupt the friendly dialogue that hn.s 
been going on, and :raise my voice slightly. . : .. 

You have been sa.yhig that you are concerned that resea:rch Imve an " 
objectivity to it.. Yet in your plan submitted to the subcommittee you 
have -very clearly stated research gods with predetermined objectives. 0 
One of your cleady stated goals, as I read from ytlUrp:roposal, is to 
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II ••• develop propo.snl~ fo.r amelio.rating the adver:;e impact o.f the 
Speedy Trial Act." 

:My questio.n to. yo.u, 1v1r. Nejelski, is that there are :t1luny peo.ple 
who. think tha t the speedy triul hus had no. adverse iU1pact, in fact that 
it has had a beneficinl impuct. ~\'fost of these peo.plesit Dn the Ho.use 
Judiciary Co.mmittee and suppo.rted that piece Df legislatiDn. I ho.pe 
that yo.ur research is no.t simply gDing to.ward an already determined 
fact. 

Co.uld yo.u explain, please, YDur tho.ughts abo.ut the directio.n o.f 
reseurch within yo.ur o.ffice, particularly as to. ho.w YDU feel abDut the 
Speedy 'l'rial Act? 

Mr. NEJELSKI. I appreciate yo.ur advice. 
The Speedy Trial Act is certainly a very beneficial piece o.f legisla

(,jo.n, but the adverse effects we were talking abo.ut there were o.n the 
civil side. There reso.urces have had to. be drawn o.ff to. meet the dead
lill(~s that were ulll'eso.nably set by the legislatiDn. 

To.ur po.int is well taken. We are go.ing to. first do. a study to. see if 
there has been an adverse effect o.n the civil calendar, o.n the civil 
pro.cessing Df cases. I have been tDld that, and I understand that to. 
be a pro.blem in SDme district:::. But it is an area, I think, Df mutual 
CDncern that there shDuld no.t be an adverse effect. 

1v1s. FREED. 1 wo.n't fDllDW up because I think 1'1'11'. Grego.ry wants 
to. fQllDW up by questio.ning so.me Df yDur prDpDsals, so. I'll defer to. him. 

Mr. GREGORY. Yes. Thank yDU. 
This ,,-ill be in the nature Df a cDntinuatiDn Df the last questiDn, 

not so. much abDut the speedy trial questiDn, but abQut the directiDn 
of the research prQgram. 

YQU mentiQn in yQur prepared remarks, Mr. Nejelski, and I'll read 
one sentence: "The specificutiDn Qf the research prQjects that are 
undertaken is being derived frQm PQlicy objectives set by the AttQrney 
General." 

I wQnder if yQU feel that is tQtally cDmpatible with the research 
agenda-and perhaps Deputy AttDrney General Flaherty can address 
this as well-hDw do. YDU see this tieing into. the need fQr a research 
agenda to. be defined Dutside Df the pDlitical arena, in Dther WDrds, 
nQt political, nDt in the Department? 

Mr. NEJELSKI. 'fhe AttDrney General CDmes to. the prDblems in 
this area with a great deal Df experience; 15 years as a Federal judge, 
the recent chairman Qf the judicial administratiDn divisiDn Qf the 
American Bar AssDciatiDn, and as the ht~ad Qf the PQund ODnference 
.task force to. fDllDW up the recDmmendations that were develDped in 
St. Paul. He has identified certain areas in his experience that are 
Qf CQncern. 

Mr. Danzigcr in his remarks this mDrning pDinted DUt the need fDr 
the administratiQn to. be respDnsive to. changes in persQnnel and to. 
the new directio.n, the new cDmmitment which hDpefully CDmes with 
the new administratiDn. 
. I do. nQt see that cQnducting research is incDmpatible with PQlicies. 
If Dur research shQWS that certain prQgrams wDuld nDt wDrk DUt, we 
have an QbligtltiDn to. tell the PQlicymakers that and to. wDrk with 
them. 

If that's what trQubles YDU? 
1'1'11'. GREGORY. Let/s put it another way. 
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If we can assume that the research program in your office IS the 
research agenda of the Attorney General, and you suggest it is, he 
has continuous input into this.·' . 

Mr. NEJ'E~SKI. We work together. 
Mr. GREGORY. I note that that is by defmition only applied research, 

yery vely practical in its approach, to the extent that you feel you 
don't even. need a grant process, but you utilize a contract process 
under which you specify that by a certain time you want a certain 
result. It seems to me that that's more a management tool than a 
research tool, and I wonder if this suggests that if the entire research 
program is placed within the Office of the Attorney General whether 
you would see a similar direction as is present in your p;;:-ogram. . 

Mr. NEJ;ELSKI. We need different types of research to meet different 
kinds of problems. 

Our office is not a basic resoarch organization, !Ls I suggested in my 
remarks, both in writing and also orally. We have a practical intention 
of trying to draft legislation, in the area of, say; giving powers to the 
magistrates. 'rhe problem is, what powers do they have now? You 
can look at the statutes, but that may not reflect at all what's happen
ing in the gO-plus districts. There are all sorts of variations and 
problems that creep into that. 

Mr. GREGORY. I understand what you're saying, what yon are and 
what you aren't,. I guess my question is why? Is it that way because 
the Attorney General feels that that's what research should be, or is 
it because he's deferring to other organizations to do the basic re
search, that it should be done there? 

Mr. NEJ.ELSKI. Because we haye the National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice that shouhl be doing the basic 
research .. There is much time spent at NIMH, 'researchers who are 
working in this area,. Our office deals with practical applied research 
problems. I do Dot call it basic research. I do not want to quibble 
over terms. The Attorney General needs some eyes and ears to under
stand 'what is happening and not try to make policy in a yoid. 

Mr. GREGORY. If I could just ask one question of Deputy .Attorney 
General Flaherty. . 

In your prepared statemcnt you mentioned a study being done on 
criminal justice data proc~<isi:l}g. I note that that is apparently not 
on the agenda of the LEAA. tMk force reorganization. . 

I wonder if you would sha1''1 with us some. of the considerations 
that are being addressed there and if you have some preliminary 
views a.bout where that might go? I luiva in mind whether you're 
thinking in terms of IJ, separate Bureau of Criminal Justice Statistics, 
as has been recommended, or something within the instituttt 

Mr. F!>AHERTY. I say that from my own experience basically with 
~ crilninal statistics, that they are subject to a great deal of criticism 

as presently accumulated. The credibility of criminal statistics is 
often questions, and I think there is a need for, whether you call it a 
bureau or what, getting prop~l' criminal statistics accumulated and 
amassing them in a direction that, we mow would be more credible 
perhaps than the one which we have now. " 

Other than that, I haven't been. actively involved with the develop. 
ment of such an organization, except that I know it has been men· 
tioned by others and I'm aware of that, and I think we ha,ve it under 
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consideration, even though it was not mentioned or alluded to in the 
report. , 

Mr. GREGORY. Do you think there might be some staff studies 
that you might be able to share with us now or later on in that area? 

Mr. FLAHERTY. I would hope so, as we go along, because I'm 
certainly interested in improving the present system of criminal 
statistics, and then, ifit's necessary-I hate to say we want to establish 
another bureaucracy-but it may be that we will be able to improve it 
from its present system through an institute or through perhaps 
ultimately the Institute of Research. 

Mr. GREGORY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. . 
Mr. BLANCHARD. Now our distinguished subcommittee chairman, 

Mr. Scheuer, has some auestions. live asked most that I Iwanted to. 
Mr. SCHEUER. First of all, let me apologize for being late. I was 

unavoidablJ'l detained, and mtlch more importantly, let me thank all 
of you, and particularly Mr. Flaherty, for your great patience. I under
stand you've been here since 9 o'clock and Ws now 11 :30. I know that 
with all the tremendous pressures on your time this is a real sacrifice, 
and I want you to know that we all appreciate it very much. 

As you know, this is the last day of our 5 days of hearings. We'va 
heard from the National Academy of Sciences and we've heard from 
many otheCindividuals, and there are some very clear concerns that 
we have, Mr. Flaherty, with the operations of the Instit.ute over the 
last number of years. 

We're concerned with the environment in which the Institute has 
functioned, with political influences coming from top echelons in the 
Justice Department, with the fact that the Institute Directors have 
not hud signoff authority and that they must look to upper echelons 
that are not. really familiar with the research process ahd in many cases 
have not been sympathetic to the research process, and particularly 
the theoretical role of applied research, and because of thepolitiza
tion of the process the basic credibility of the Institute has suffered 
greatly and .they have found it difficult, if not impossible, to recruit 
first-cluss scientific personnel. This has been very disappointing to me 
and to Congressmun McClory and to Congressman John Conyers, and 
all of us who had worked for the establishment of the Institute a decade 
ago. We had high hopes for it, and those high hopes have not been met 
at all. 

I must say in all cnndor that we were distresscd tOl'~ud ·the speech 
that you made not long ago (and we were made aware of it in one of 
o]:!J;:::-}i:.nt days of hearings) before the seminar on managing Federal 
crimin\tl justice assistance _programs on Thursday,' June 30, at the 
WasbiJigton Hilton HoteL In that speech you said you would like to 
see development and demonstration funds continued for the Research 
Institute iIi LEU, wh,rch you ~avor keeping in the Jus~ice Dej)artment, 
but you wanted fundmg contmued only for the proJects that would 
meet ttsterntest in practicality, projects that have a high probability 
o£success and would achieve results in a relatively short time. 

Now, I'm 'Sure that anybody who is familiar with the process ,of 
scientific research investigation knows that if you want all the' answers 
in before yo.u: start the research and are expected to show the l'esultl~ 
tomorrow you .would never engage in· theoretical research. 

It's truei isn't it, to say that the research PfOce$S is a tWd-step..,for,.. 
ward and one-step-backward process: Why do people comnJit crimes? 
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Wl~itt :are the incentives and disinc-eritives;that we caD:' ClOnsti'uc't to 
inhibit criminal' activity and to encourage.' c(mstructive invt>lvenient 
·in the· community? If you're going to do anythmg more than just 
warmed over, more of the same, you know ab initio that everything 

,you try and all of the, avenu'es that you explore 'are not going to reach 
pa.ydirt. The quintessential element of scientific research is that sonie 
failures are part of the overall process. ' ' .. 

It seems, to me that with our rising rat.e of criminal activity, not 
confined to the 'Poorest of the POOl', cannot all be explained on the 
simplistic grounds of poverty and 'dep:dvation, lnuch of it can be ex
plained by the rising unemployment rate, but that is by:no means the 
whole story. It seems to'me that we have some very perplexirl.g and 
very challenging aspects of human behavioi' that we've got to delve 
into, and th~t these are~'t all goin~ to be qtlickpayoff p~oj'ects, the!:le 
ar81yt all gomg to' be qUIck.fix proJects, and that the m itJ or challenge 
facing the Institute is to learn more about what indhces a small mi
nority of the people in otlr country to commit crimes and how we can 
deter this. criminality by.s, combins,tion of incentives and disincentives. 

And to get from a leadingofficial'in the Justice Department this 
simpl!stic. 9,uick .fix appr!>ach, t~e Iiea~ly pack!l(ged. stern t~st ~f t~e 
practlOa.bihty tomorrow IS egreglOusly Imbalanced, III my -VIew, waIt
ing for an applied research with almost an undisguised contempt for 
basic theoretical research, to me was -very disquieting.' ,I 

" Nobody is more in favor of applied research than I tlnll'and I wrote 
. a book 8"or 9 years 'ago on the application of science and techno19gy 
to the criminal justice system, and we talked about the 'application 
of computers to the instantaneous police assignment, to the instanta
neous assignment of police vehicles, to the instalitali80tls identification 
of fingel:prints, to the court process, to the trial process, to the devel
opment of nonlethal weapons, and to the' development of bulletproof 
vests. I believe in -applied research, but I don't believe exclusively in 
applied research, and I am deeply concerned about the thrust of your 
remarks on that occasion, and I wonder if you can do something to 
alleviate. my concerns, and perhaps indicate that you have' had, and 
you dohav8, a more. balan.ced view of thEl totality of the research 
process, the balance between theoretical and applied research. 

Perhaps that wa!3'ap oversimplisticsummary of your views that 
gave us undue concern, perhaps unnecessarily. We're looking for 
reas>;ura.nce. .' 

F'LAIiERTY. First of all, what I was speaking about, as the context 
of the speech indicates, was not basic research, but I was speaking 
iboutdemonstratioIi. projects; I look lip on research as basic, applied 
and the demonstration or action projects. When I was speaki.Dg of 
the practical results that we hope to achieve I was speaking, "fl,S the 
speech indicates" of the latter; of the demonstration projects. 

I certainly recogirlze the need for and' was, not alluding to short
changing basic research, nor wM I saying that I expected instant 
results -or instanq~ratifico:tion from basic research: I'm talking there 
about the demonstration proj~cts. " _ . ' : 

!' believe We' areaskiIig 'for anincrelise' iI1 basic research, and I 
recognize, as you pbint¢d out, Oongressman Scheuer, that you don"t 
get instantaneous results from basic rElsearch, that tlier~lsa'lpng-term, 
development of 1li bodyoflmowledge that hopefully will lead to some 
solution. But, of course, it's long term. ' 
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And so I wasn't speaking of research across the-board, as perhaps 
you may fp,el from reading that. I was speaking of the demonstration 
or the action projects, which I think are in a clifferent category, and 
that we have a right at that point t~ . 

Mr. SCHEUER. You did say IIdevelopmentand demonstration 
projects." 

Mr. FLAHERTY. That's right. That's a point I wanted to make clear. 
1\11'. SCHEUER. And you do feel there's a role for the basic theoretical 

research? 
Mr. FLAHER'l'Y. Oh yes, and I've said that here this morning earlier, 

, Congressman. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Good. I'm very much encouraged at that because 

this was !1 matter of deep concern to us. 
. How about the mn,tt(lr of the political interventj,on tha.t has taken 
place, the pervasive politicization of the National Institute in the 
decisiomnaking process? 

Mr. FLAB:ERTY. We discussed this briefly, but I think it's good ,to 
get into it again because I recognize it's t1 matter of concern. It's been 
mentioned several times here this morning. 

I've bl;lsn the deputy now since approximately April 1, which is 
over 4 months, and in that time I've had a lot of questions and a lot 

.of interest groups inquire about other LEAA progrlimS that they may 
have an interest in, and some of them might be political, some might 
be interest groups, and so forth; a number of them. I have yet to receive 
though, that I can remember a demand or an interest to have some
thing done in the research ~rea. Now, I don't say that that means 
there is no politicization . ."Bbviously, we don't live in a vacuum on 
that. But my belief is tha,t the way we should look at it is perhaps
and this is my own beliet-is that in perhaps thp. broad topical areas 
that these should be areas of policy, but in the more specific research 
projects that should Be for tlJ.e Institute.itself, that the development 
of research .specifically that should be-, insofar as possibleJoutside of 
thepoliticization sphere. 

MI. SCHEUER. In other words, what you're saying is hroad policy 
di~'sctions, the general charting of the paths for this year ana next 
year? ';' , 

Mr. FLAHERTY. Right. I really think that if you don't ha-ve that you 
wouldn't really get support, that is often necessary, and that if you 
had it in a vacuum tOlt much it would be too detached, ,too isolated, 
and perhaps get into more irrelevant things. So I think 'huat in broad 
policy areas, yes) that we should be involved. 

Mr. SCHEUER. I'm inclined to agree with you, that that would he 
one advantage of having the "Research Institute in the Department of 
Justice. 

When we were originally contemplating all.the options as we were 
writing the legislation we did consider leaving it within LEAA, as one, 
or putting it in LEAA. Another option was putting it in the Justice 
Department u.nder.an Assistant Attorney General in charge of research 
and development. 

Yon might be interested in knowing th~t even at that time, a 
decade ago, the Justice Department. was the only executive branch 
agen.cy that didn't have an official of the rank of Assistant Secr~ta1"Y, 
or in this case, Assistant Attomey General in c;harge of research and 
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development. So that was a second option, to place it under an 
Assistant Secretary in charge of research and deY5~Opment. 

Of course, the third option was placing it outside the Justice Depart
ment, and there were two options, one to make it It governmental 
agency like the N ationaI. Scii3nceFoUlldation 'Of another model would 
be setting up a prototype similar to IDA, the Institute of Defense 
Analysis, which, as you know, has a single client, the Department of 
Defense. It's really funded by the Defense Department, but it is not 
.subject to civil service regulations. _ 

We thought a lot about all or thern, and we finally decided to place 
it in LEAA, thinking that in terms of all the tradeoffs we would get the 
benefit of overall policy guidance and we would get the support of the 
Justice Department, which we felt W!lS important. It didn't really 
work out tn.at way. . 

We're still openminded. I think we have a question mark, based orr 
the history of the LEAA's involvement, as to whether there's so much 
history ~~ ori~ntation toward ~h~ quick fix and the applied research 
and polItICal mterference. I i;hlIlK there's a real questwn of whether 
the Institute would ever recover its credibility within the LEAA. But 
certainly another alternative is having it under an Assistant Attorney 
General.and,. of course, the outside placement, either in a Government 
agency or on the IDA model. These ;remain our options. 

As I said, we decided the advantage of fitting it into the Justice 
Department family, getting overall policy coordination all-d some 
political support outweighed what are some of the counterbalancing 
advantages of independence on the outside. We do see the National 
Science Foundation functioning quite well without any coordination 
from an executive branch agency, but they get a little coordination 
over here at budget time because we're prejudiced. 

What do you perceive as the -various inherent elements i,n where it 
should be located? . 

1\1fr. FLAHERTY. We haven't molded any final conclusions on it,. 
but we are going tobelooking at models such as NSF, NIH, NIMH r 
and other such institutions to see what their;r:ilOdel is and to see what 
the advantages and disadvantages they have faced are. 

I was thinking, as you were discussing how in the past perhaps there 
wtlSn't that relationship of Justice to the Inst~tute tha,t you had 
expected. I'm only speculating now, from looking at. the history my""' 
self~ and it's not as, deeply involved by any means as. your interest, 
has been over the years, I know that, but one problem might have, 
that when it was devised it was devised so that the funds could only 
be spent on St.!.;~e~mtl Joca;l assi;;tance, and jjo~herefore if, might -very 
well have been that Justice felt so,rnewhatdivorced from it. I'm 
speculating here for a moment that that may liave happened. 

Mi. SOHEUER. I think that was true of perhaps LEAA funding, 
but I don't belie1T~that was true of N ationaI In,<;titute funding 01' tlie: 
process by which they funded other projeots, '", 

You'r~ quite right that one of the reailn:-9blern,s .with theLEAA 
funding was that it did go .through the State~plannirig agencies and 
that they did not tend to spend theiJ; inoneyswhere the action was or 
where the problem was, in th~ big cities, put ra~her~ fort~o or three, 
mQre cars for the county shenffs of rural coup,tles. ".rhere was atre
mendous imbalanc~ between· the State plannirig agencies in ',allocating' 
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the moneys- to r\lIal areas 'Und urban areas, and also atr~mf}ndous 
predilection for. hardware' rather, than something much more meaning-
lUI.· . , '. . .', 
.' I don't think there was quite that same problem with the National 
Instit,ute. You did have avery real problem, the way the LEU 
functioned, ap.d I think there was -gt'eat congressional dissatisfaction 
with that,whole mess., . , . 

:Mr. WELLS.:Mr. Ohairman. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Yes. Go ahead. ." 
Mr. WELLS. Oongressman Fl,lqua, who is a member of. the full 

committ!3e but not a member of the subcommittee, has asked that we 
ask this question of the LEU, !lnd: perhaps :Mr. Ewing may respond 
to this. Writing to Mr. Scheuer, he said:. .' 

I've been contacted by the Governor (.f Florida and bycther officials who are 
enthusiastic .about the LEAA program: conducted by the Florida School System. 

;Realizing' that you have. ~EAA witnesses today, I wQl.lld appl'eciate it if you 
would as);: the fcJlowing, question, 011 my behalf: , 

And here is Mr. Fuqua's question; 
It is my 'understanding that'Orime Prevention Through Environmental Design 

Program ()onducted in Broward Oounty, ·Florida has been one ui the most suc
cessful ever run for the LEAA. If this is so, what does the LEAA plan to do to 
utilize the information gathered through this pilot pr,-j~ct to disseminate t,o,ot;her 
school systems throughout the country? In other words, now that thIS pIlot 
plJojcct has proven successful what happen's next?' 

Mr. EWING. This project is, we think, a very promising one. It 
Isn't yet finished. I,t's 'going to go ilito full operatiQn, as ama,tter of 
fact, this September. I just had a letter yesterday 'from the superin
tendent of schoo18 there. They are indeed veryenthusiastic~ , 

The purpose of it is to assure that the school audits functionsaI'e 
taken account of as the school itself is l'edesigned on its site and in 
its interior. That's, of coul'se, an application of the prmciple,s that 
have been developed through our crime prevention thrpugh environ-
mental design pi'ogram genel'allY. ~: 

We have plans to evaluate it. We expect that when it's been eval
uated, we will pl.'eptire·a report, which we will then circulate to all 
school systems tfu'oughout the country. 

I have, I just mi&,ht say, a very personal interest in that because 
I serve on a local scnool board, arid I want to make sure that all the 
Tocal school'boards get to Imow that this is an available program. We 
clo~'t hll:ve ce~·ta~nty, however, that' it will succeed. That's why we're 
flomg an evaluatIOn. ' 

,Mr. W.ElLL,s.Thank you very much. 
Mr. BLANCHARD.' Are there any other questions? 
Mr. STOVALL. Thank you, Mr: Ohairman. ." 

. Mr. Ewing, ,cu~re~tly do you th~i1k the In~thod of, dis~emination 
!?f your research ?'n~dmgs to the varIOUS agenCle~ around tIll'. country 
IS adequate, and, If not; do you have any plans to lillprqy:e themethocl? 

Mr. EWING., I think there's room for improvemen't in. the way in 
which we' go about that, and we have made some changes of .late. 

One cbangewe've made I've meiltioned'in'my testimony. We've 
developed 'Within the agency :what we call a' Research: Utilization 
Oommitte'e, the.,pm;irose of which is, to revietV' "the :6niir report ,and 
~let,eri:n:ip;e, , amon~ .other', ~1?Jrigs,. :vliat the l~eliho~d' i~ that tp.e ~al 
report WIll be of 11lte:restto~il. varIety of audIences. We try to Identify 
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to those peopk. . . 

We have a Iairly adequate pUblication process, and that's both 
through GPO and through, of. cour?e, our encoura~ement to <;>ur 
grantees and contractors to publish prlvaLely.W e are, m facti filulcing 
a much more active effort in the future than we've made in the past 
to encourage pI'ivate publication, especially of research results, in 
referred journals; that is, academic journals. We think that is a good 
way to get results to the academic community. . .. 

One problem we continue to face is moving the results of reseal'ch 
into the operating agencies when research, in fact, has applications 
for those agencies. 

Recently we have begun a series of briefings. We also have training 
programs, and one of our most successful training programs is a 
program on the management of criminal investigations, which comeS 
<lirectly from research. We.'ve worked with several hundred police 
chiefs around the country in transmitting that kind of information. 
We started this as a kind of pilot to see if this is likely to be a good 
way to make sure that research results get disseminated. 

So we're still exploring this. We think improvements can be made. 
We have some ideas about how to do that, and we are piloting some 
of those. 

Mr. STOVALL. Would you be willing to submit to the committee 
your analysis of the current percentage 01 reports that have been 
disseminated and the method by which they were disseminated? 

Mr. EWING. I would be happy to do that. . 
Mr. STOVAIJL. It would be helpful to us so we can evaluate what's 

going on. 
Mr. SCHEUER. There being no objection, we'll hold the record open 

until we get a copy of that l:eport. 
[The inIormation appears m app. 0-2 at paga 313.,) 
Mr. SCHEUER. I'd like to just add a question on this whole business 

of political interference, which I very much hope, and have a de~ 
developing confidence, is behind us. 

l\1r. Nejelski, do you remember any instances during your term 
with the National Institute under Mr. Velde's administration of 
LEAA when unusual or even perhaps undue or improper influence was 
exerted on decisions affecting recruitment, appointment, promotion, 
assignment, &1' release of personnel? . 

Mr. NEJELSKI. I do. I was at the National Institute. I came over 
from the Criminal Division in the Department of Justice as a career 
employee in January 1969, and left the same day that Henry:R .. uth 
did, in May of 1970. I was the Executive Assistant to the DIrector, 
both Dr. Ru.lphSui, whom lOU may remember, and--

.Mr . .sCHEUER. Indeed. remember the~;n both: I have the highest 
esteem for both of them. . ' 

Mr. NEJELSKI. He was briefly director and then Mr. Ruth was 
appointed. 
. Mr. SCHEUER. Two extraordinarily capable men. 

wIr; NEJEI,SICT. It was an education working for both of them, 
I can assure you. . . 

A.t that tirue Mr. Rogovin was the Administrator, and LEU was 
burdened with an unfortunate troika/arrangement. 
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.. Mr. SCHEUER. Yes. 
Mr. NEJELsKr. In which anyone of the three could veto, and 

sometimes did, even the most minor action. 
I think that some of those experiences gave me a sensitivity to keep 

the research process as objective and as open as possible. 
. Mr. SCHEUER. Can you give us any specifics? 
. :NIl'. NEJELSKI. I remember on one occasion we were ordered to hire 
someone who was just 2 years out of law school as a GS-15, whose 
experience had been as a Deputy Probate Olerk, who had a O-minus 
average in his law school record. His only other claim to fame seemed 
to be that he was Republican Oounty Ohairman. I thought that was 
inappropriate and refused to hire him. 

Mr. SCHEUER. I'm noting a look of shock, horror and consternation 
on Mr. Flaherty's face, so the record will show that. 

nil'.., NEJELSKI. We used to have regular meetings with at that timEl 
},'fr. Revercomb, who was in charge of political patronage and ap
pointments in the deputy's office. It was a very difficult time to 
recruit competent people. As you know, the Vietnam War was going 
on. A lot of people did not want to come to work in Washington in 
any capacity, but especially in Jolm Mitchell's Justice Department. 
It was very hard to recruit lawyers as well and social scientisb:;. 

Then also we were asked to do a study on preventive detention in 
the District of Oolumbia and we subcontracted with the National 
Bureau of Standards. We spent about $200,000. When the results 
came in: 11$, I meutiolled earlier, Mr. Kleindienst thought the sample 
size was too small and thought that the report should not be issued. 
Henry Ruth at the time said, "IT" eli, it is nice to know that they are 
trying to suppress our results. That is the first notice we have had, 
of ilny attention being paid to the Institute's results in the first year 
of its existence." It is ti. nsgative way of knowing that you are making 
some impact. We made a decision to issue that report even though it 
was ordered to be suppressed. 

I think those are the kinds of things that are totally damaging to 
the integrity of any kind of research process. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Yes. 
Let me just ask one followup question on that and then we're going 

to have to leave to vote, but we'll come back. 
As I understand it, the Juvenile Justice Research Institute is 

looking for a staff. I understand also that the regional offices have 
been abolished, and perhaps 150 people have been let go. Now, for 
the first time the Institute right now is planning to recruit fully 
tl'llined and experienced researchers for a half a dozen positions as 
project monitors. 

V\; e have heard rumors that they are being required to give first 
priority to people who work in the regional offices. We have heard 
further the rumor that the regional office people do not have the kind 
of talent and e~q)erience and research training that they are looking 
for for these project monitor jobs. . ' 

Are they going to be forced to take on people that don't meet their 
high standards, and is this going to be another example of sort of a 
pl:Ocess of demelf.ning the quality of research in the National Institute 
<!lnd a further eroding of the Juvenile Justice Research Institute, and 
a further eroding of their credibility? 
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Mr. FLAHERTY. MI'. Ewing, who is representing the Acting Admin
istrn.tor, who could not be here, by the way, this morning, wants to 
reply to that because he is been talking to the Administrator on it. 

Mr. EW!NG. If I may, Mr. Scheuer? 
lvfl'. SCHEUER. Yes, 
lvlr. Ewnw. Mr. Gregg in. his capacity as Acting Administrator, . 

has made it clear to me, as the Acting Director of the Institute, and 
to Mr. Howell, as the Acting Director .of the Juvenile Justice Institute, 
that although we may consider people from the regional offices, his 
first priority is that we should recruit people who are highly qualified 
and who meet standards as researchers and that we are not to take 
people from regional offices just becl1use they are there. He's made 
that very clear. 

Mr. SCHEUER. And he will have the authority to choose not to 
take people from the regional offices if he does not think they meet 
his high standards? 

Mr. FJ,AHERTY. Yes, he will. 
Mr. SCHEUER. That's very encouraging. I'm very happy to hear it. 
I'm nO\f going to yield to Mr. Gallagher, minority consultant. 
Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Flaherty, your people are doing currently a 

complete reevaluation of the LEAA program and you've submitt/ild 
2,000 copies around, with a 60-day reporting period until the returns 
come in. 

Mr. FLAHERTY. This is a study group that has come up with that 
l'f.port, right. . 

j\1r. GALLAGHER. My question then to Mr. Nejelski is: I note in the 
appendix of its report that you have a separate statement concerping 
this, and I would ask Mr. Flaherty, aJter I ask 1{r. Nejelski, whether 
he would agree with Mr. Nejelski's responsei in this report of June 23, 
you said that the LEU had served its purpose and that the decision 
of whether, and in what form, it will continue should be left to the 
States and the localities that it's supposed to serve .. 

Does this rnle out Congress having any input into the final c;leter-
mination of LEAA? ·.l , 

Second, since the Department of Justice now is in a holding period 
for 60 days awaiting these returns, how is it possible that you have 
already made a determination prior to that 60 days a~ to the end fate 
of LEA A? 

Mr .. NE.JELSKI. The document which I believe you have in your 
hand is the result of a seven-person study group that the Attorney 
General appointed to look into these questions about wh9.t should be 
done with LEU and to make some recommendations based on their 
advice. ' 

. My comments were written in that context, aclvice to the Attorney 
General about what stance he should take. 

Certainly Congress has a role. Congress created LEU and its 
predecessor organization, the Office of Law Enforcement Assistance. 
r£hat would be my advice to the Congress as well. It's not a predeter
mination by ei~her Mr. F~p;~~r~y_pr the Attorney General, who will 
have to be D111.:tnng those de'C;l" ..... ',..-.::It's a staff document, a report to a 
superior. e-/. 

Does ·/;hat c1aTify that? 
M;'r.iGALLAGHER. Yes. 
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In that same statement, in that report, you state: 
rt is almost impossible to modify significantly the present distribution scheme 

which is the product of powerful special interests. 

Would you care to amplify on what special intetests you are re
ferring to? 

Mr. NJiJ.tELSKI. The present system is not all bad. It is an uneasy 
compromise, but that is true in many cases. The block grant midway 
between strict revenue sharing, which would be giving the States too 
small an amount without any direction. The money would not be 
used for innovation and improvement, but merely mefighting. There 
is a Brookings 'stl~dy done on the revenue sharing that exists now for 
law enforcement. Much of it was used for teachers' salaries, garbage 
collection, and other emergencies that I understand that these people 
have to meet. 

On the other hand, if you get into too categorical a program, wlth, 
:Washington trying to tell the States, IIy ou can only use this money 
for X program/, you are going to have more redtape l more hard 
feeling, more inefficiency. I do not think that Washington knows 
that much to try to impose those kinds of limitations on the. States. 
, But yet, from aU of the reports that I have seen, there is a lot of 
dissatisfaction with the current distribution formula. It causes serious 
problems of federalism and ssparation of powers. People in the State 
court system, for example, can flll out an application form and get 
thousands of dollars without having to go to the State legislature, 
which should have a say on a continuing basis. ' 

It has been an excellent experiment, It's lasted approximately 10 
years, give or take the OLEA experience, and it has 2 years to go. I 
think Oongress, has recognized the experimental nature of LEAA by 
passing it for 3-year periods and says let us see what it looks like ,at 
the end of that period. 

My e;>,.,-perience has been as an early IJEAA administrator, has been 
in the field, and most recently as the deputy COlirt administrator 
for the State of Connecticut in charge of their research, development 
and Federal grants programs. I have had e}"-perience with the program 
on both sides. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. One final question. 
The National Academy of Sciences' Committee has pointed out 

that it is imperative that the National Research Institute be isolated 
from political factors, and so forth, and that such insulation can only 
come about if you havff authorities involved which are pro-research 
and sympathetic to its goals. ' " 

Now, last month we had a witness who stated that it was his UI1(Wr
standing that Attorney General Bell is unsympathetic to researbh.1 

Mr. NEjELSKI. That I cantell you that is not the case. I've talked 
with the Attorney General. He is certainly concerned about any 
program which i'3 spending $30 or $40 n;rillion, whatever it may be. 
But he IS especially interested in research. His commitment, I think, 
is demonstrated by the creation o£ our office, appointing an Assistant. 
Attorney General in charge of what had forinerly been the Office of 
Policy Planning, upgrading it, giving it new responsibilities, in civil 
and court reform as well as in criminal justice. , 

1 Dr. Samuel Krislov, p. 112 Transcript, June 29, 1977. 
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The offi.ce, as you probably knoW,. goes. bick in its history to the 
Office of Oriminal Justice originalIy started by Rob'ert Kennedy in 
1964.' . 

The Attorney General has: asked me to' ch~ir a task force to get 
the heads of the four research institutes together and see how we can.: 
improve research, improve the objectivity, improve the quality, 'and 
so on. 

I do not know what witness gave you that information, but I can. 
tell you that's not my perception, working with the Attorney General 
and working with the administration. We're very concerned. ' 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Thank you. 
Mr. SHACKNAI. Mr. Nejelski, Pdlike you address a couple of 

questions. . 
First of all, in the study group report to the Attorney General' and 

in the American Bar Association publication,(tA Quest for Justice," 
which I believe has a 1972 copyright, you call for the establishmeut, 
of a National Institute of Justice to be independent, f!."ee~standing 
agency outside the agency structure which now exists. ' 

My question to you, and we asked the same question of Mr. Justice 
Hall, who was kind enough to appear before the sl1bcommittee, is 
simply: Doesn't the proposal essentially describe a passthrough 
operation wherein Federal funds would be granted as a lump-sum 
payment to the National Institute of Justice, which, in tUrn, will 
reallocate those funds, either in a lump sum through grants or con
tracts with the applicants? And to follow tip on that, isn't this just 
creating another bureaucracy for a function that hus been performed 
in the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration? 

Mr. N EJELSKI. There are several attractions for me in the National 
Institute of Justice. One, that they, would address civil as well as 
criminalt.roblems. 

Secon , they would have a stability being outside the Department. 
A lot has been made, I'm sure, at your hearings of the fact that there 
have been a lot of changes at the Attorney General level and the 
Director of LEAA and at the National Institute itself. It seems to me 
that instability is inherent in any system where you have three levels 
of bureaucritcy: the Attorney General, the head ofLEAA, an4 the 
National Institute. Even allowing that the 8 years have been unusual 
in that regard, you are probably going; to have a change at one of those 
levels during the year. . 

I would prefer a strong Director with a strong independent Board. 
The Legal Services Oorporation is a good example. That model gives 
stability, and it also gives objecti~ity. I am very sensitive, and I hope 
I act that way now and in the future, to the need for objectivity. I 
think we cando that in the Department. It is hard. There is a tension 
between action and research. As a personal matter-and those were 
both personal expressions and not as a matter of any administration 
policy~that the Institute would have more credibility if it were 
outside and started anew. . . 

Mr. STOVALL. I might comment to that that Mr. Flaherty has, 
already assured uS that the Department of tTustice is prepared to take . 
on a big effort in the research area, is prepared to make the commit-· 
ment, and Mr. Flaherty also indicated that they're presentlY1:'onsicler
ing such a statutory body,or however it would be establish\3d, with a' 

94-928-77-20 
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strong Director. So again it boils down to the same thing: Do you 
create another bureaucracy, which is clearly against the campaign 
promises of this administration, o.r. do you have the same function 
within the Department of Justice providing the commitment is there 
a."l Mr. Flaherty has indicated it islin f~,ctJ there? 

Mr. N EJELSKI. You hl.\.vo a bureaucracy now in the National Insti
tute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, and the other Insti" 
tutes and the LEAA. itself. It is also a campaign promise to reduce 
inefficient bureaucracies. It is a question of whether the current one 
can carryon a newly eJ.."panded mandate or whether you n,~ed now 
people and a new organization. I opt for' the last. . 

Mr. STOVALL. But it could conceivably be done within the Depart
ment of Justice. 

Mr. NEJELSKI. Certainly it could. 
I would just also say that not only the ABA has proposed a N a

tional Institute of Justice, but I am sure you are aware of a very 
interesting draft that I've seen by Tom Ehrlisch and Jane Frank, 
which also calls for a National Institute of Justice. This differs from 
the ABA proposal, and in some ways is an improvement. So I do not 
think the whole idea, of a National Institute of Justice should be 
wedded to just what the ABA has been developing. 

Mr. SHACKNAI. Wouldn't the natural constituency of the ABA pro
posal, for example, or of aey other National Institute of Justice pro
posal be the legal community of the United States? 

Mr. NEJELSKI. No. I thhik the report issued, liThe Quest for Jus
tice" will show that at that organizational meeting in 1973, I think De
cember of 1973, they were very careful to have a variety of people there. 
Probably half of the people at that meeting were nonlawyers. Just 
because the ABA is sponsoring it, that does not mean that they are 
going to run it. My understanding is that they would not be affiliated 
with it in any formal or informal way. The proposed legislation 
suggests that half, or at least a substantial number, of the board would 
be nonlawyers. I do not think it should just cater to the desires or the 
needs of the legal profession. 

Mr. SHACKNAI. My concern is-and by the way this is not to be 
construed as my personal opinion-but that of Dr. Samuel Krisloff and 
the other members of the N ations.l Academy of Sciences Panel, who 
gave a very excellent presentation to this subcommittee. 

Mr. FLAHERTY. I might say that I don't want to be pitted against 
Mr. Nejelski's testimony because we're still in t.he position of a 
moderator. 

While I said we were considering it as part of the Justice Depart
ment, we're also aware of Mr. N ejelski's proposal, and I really wanted 
to cite the differences that exist: Mr. Nejelski, whom we have great 
respect for, feeling that it belongs outside the Department. On the • 
other hand, Mr. Danziger, a former Institute Director, feeling that it 
belongs within. We're still going through this process of considering 
disadvantages and advantages on both sides of that. 

:NIr. GREGORY. I'd like to ask the tlll'ee of yoU, if you.care to address 
it, what you feel would be the proper level of funding for such a 
reconstituted Institute. 

I note, Mr. Nejelski, that you mentioned your proO'ram is held to 
the $2 million level because that's as much as can be intelligently 
managed. Mr. Shah of the NIMH has several times before the com-
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mittee here indicated tliat there's only so much money that can be 
intelligently spent. For example, the National Institute of Correc
tions funding is about $3.2 million. Th~ Iw,titute of Jtl"venile Justice 
is now up to, I believe, $7~ million; and I note that in the statements 
prepared by Mr. Gregg and Mr. Ewing it seems that, in effect, the 
Institute is going back to I/Go" and doing things that I think we would· 
all recognize sho~.lld have bee.n done in the beginning, that is, setting 
priorities, making long-range plans. So aren't we, in effect, starting 
from tlGot" and should not the level of funding reflect that? . 

Mr. EWING. Whom do you want to begin first? 
Mr. N EJELSKI. A lot depends on the functions you give it . .Assum

ing you have a new N at-jonaI Institute of Justice, do you want to 
put in the reference service, which I think has probably been a plus? 
1£ .you start gettingmto demonstration programs, they get very 
6.qJensive. Much depends on the charter and the function which you 
give it. I would suggest though that you start very small, maybe 30 
million or $40 million at the most. .. 

Mr. G1R.EGORY. That's ·quite a bit more than tbe Department is 
asking fol', isn't it, next year? 
. Mr. FLAHER'1'Y. Yes; 21 is being asked. 

Mr. NEJELSKI. But tbere are now a lot of CUl1'ent discretionary 
funds that you have to take into account. There is a lot more money 
t.hat is available. It would be doing more than just research. One of the 
objections of some of the people who have talked to me about a 
National Institute of Justice is tbat they see it just doing basic re
search and often being unreleated to law reform and litigation. People 
of the Ralph Nadel' stripe correctly are not happy ,.,.ith that. They 
want to sec action tied to the research in some way. I think you need a 
balance of interests, not just a WPA program for research people. 

Mr. EWiNG. If I may speak to that? 
One point to make, I think, is that our propol·tion of staff to dollars 

is the same as NIMH. Our .budget for the coming year is $21 million. 
The Institute's budget has been as high as $40 million. We think $21 
million is a reasonable figure and one that can provide well, in fact, for 
the tasks that we now have. I agree with Mr. Nejelski that the budget 
level really is, or ought to be, a function of the tasks .assigned-but for 
the tasks we now have, we believe that $21 million is certainly ade
quate. Now, those tasks are varied, and they aren't all research, of 
course. 1x[ e do have some responsibilities for identifying action pro
gram opportunities and doing some very, very limited testLllg of a 
select, small number of those. We do not have major demonstration 
projects and do not e:\.-pect to have them. 

So given our current tasks, given our growing emlJhasis on basic 
research, which tends to be, of course, long-term and often not as 
expensive as applied, we think we have plenty of money .. 

Mr. FLAHERTY. I just wanted to point out, and I think Mr. Ewing 
lIas touched upon it already, t.hat we are increasing our basic research, 
we're also decreasing the amount of budgetary dollars going into 
equipment oriented functions,.,.ithin the Institute. Thaes down now~ 
This current year I think it's 19 percent, and the next fiscal year I 
thinkit will be down to 4 percent, and I think within our $21 million 
weln be adequately funded, Itt .least for next year, until we can see 
·whether the reorganization plans will go. 
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Mr. BLANCHARD .. One final question, and .thenwe're going to con-· 
clude~ Mr.Shellow has one. ' . ' . 

MI'. SHELLOW. Granted the distinction between basic and applied 
research is a very fuzzy one at best, nevertheless, how much do you 
think the Federal Government should be investing,. in trying to
inoroase our understanding of tho phenomenon of orime; whether by 
basic or any. other research . 

.you're talking about a mix in any research program between various 
types of investigative efforts, whether they be increasing the under
standing of crime or trying to improve one of the institutions, namely 
criminal justice system that. has to deal with crime or whether it has 
to do with evaluating programs. Balance also implies some sort of 
active competition among these various interests, and at least at the 
present time it appears that the development of aelear understanding' 
of what the causes. of crime are has lost out in the competition. 

What do you think is the appropriate funding level for this type of' 
research for future programs? 

Mr .. FLAHERTY. I don't have a figure, but I believe that basic re-· 
search ought to be on the increase in future programs. 

I agree with you on the need for findingLhe root .causes, the social 
causes, if you will, for the crime, and much more research in the basic 
area is needed on this. 

Mr. Ewing might be able to helP me. I don't have a dollar figure· 
though that I can give you. But I certainly agree on an increase in 
that area. 

Mr. EWING. We do have figures which we would be glad to supJ?ly 
for the record, which show the distinction between basic and apphed 
over the years, although we would want to enter a caveat that that 
distinction may not always be a terribly meaningful one because the· 
same 1?roject may have elements of both.' . 

BaSIC research 'has been at about 5 to 8 to 10 percent of our total 
Institute appropriation until fiscal 1977. In fiscal 1977-and this. 
goes to your point about getting left out-we expect that if our plans,. 
which are alieady approved by the Acting Administrator of LEAA,. 
come to fruition it WIll be approximately 20· percent of our Institute 
budget. Mr. Gregg wants it to remain at least at that level the. next 
year. You've heard Mr. Flaherty say that the Der.artment supports 
that kind of increase. We are looking at things lIke unemployment 
and crime, drugs and crime; we are exploring the issue of alcohol 
and crime; we are exploring the issue of economic factors other than 
unemployment and crime; and we are developing these through the· 
research agreements pro€:ram, among other ways. That's the prime· 
focus. We have a determmed commitment to long-term basic inquiry 
into what the motivations are; and, to use Mr. Scheuer's terms, to· 
e:ll:plore what the incentives as well as the disincentives ml1y be. 

Mr. FLAHERTY. There's also a correlation here, as you probably 
already have seen, between the decrease in the percentage of the 
budget €:oing into hardware and almost 'a corresponding increase in 
the movmg of that funding into basic re~p,arch. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Do you approve of that transfer? 
Mr. FLAHERTY. Yes, I do. 
Mr. NEJELSKI. Part of the answer would depend on the extent to 

which you are going to get into civil justice, because it has been long 
forgotten. But 10 years or 8 years ago when we were starting the 
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National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice we 
·couldn't find any criminal justice researchers, except for--

Mr. SCHEUER. There weren't any. 
Mr. NEJELSKI. Just a handful. 
Mr. SCHEUER. The criminal justice research fraternity has evolved 

l'eally over the last decade, but I think the existence of the National 
Institute had a great deal to do with stimulating it, and I think 
that's at least one ar~a in which we can take a little bit of pride. 

Mr. NE3'ELSKI. I think there have been a lot of pluses, and we need 
to make that same kind of contribution in the civil law area. 

Mr. SCHEUER. I couldn't agree with you more. 
Mr. NEJELSKI. They are very closely related, with similar, closely 

Telated problems. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Do you think that the National Institute should 

include both criminal justice and civil justice? Should a National 
Institute of Justice presume encompasing them both, or., do you 
think that the civil Justice research component should be handled 
separately? 

Mr. NE3'ELSKI. I think it should be under the same roof. You can 
have some autonomy, with different Directors and so forth, but I 
think the problems are so closely related. 

We are getting into the problem now at the Federal level of cluss 
actions which attempts to remedy mass wrongs. But then the ques
tion is: To what extent should you be doing that by criminal prosecu
tion and the criminal process. There is a constant interplay between 
criminal and civil justice problems. It has been a problem in the 
past tha,t we have not been able to address those areas whole. 

Mr. SCHEUER. I'm very sympathetic with that problem. 
Mr. BLANCHARD. We're going to conclude, then. 
Again, on behalf of Ohairman Scheuer, the subcommittee and all 

the staff, we deeply appreciate all the time that you've given us. 
I should mention too that I've indicated Judiciary Oommittee 

Ohairman Rodino and to the Orime Subcommittee Ohairman, John 
Oonyers, that you have been more than generous with your time 
today, and you've shown a very strong interest in working with the 
Oongress, in making your feelings and views known, and we're very 
appreciative of that also. 

Without further ado, the subcommittee stands adjourned, subject 
to the call of the Ohair. 

[Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to· 
reconvene subject to the call of the Chair.l 

'.' ,I 
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A-Statements for the Recoril 
A-I. Forensic Sciences F'oundation 

THE FORENSIC SCIENCES FOUNDATION, INC.! 
Rockville, Md. 

STATEMENT 

The ]!,oJ;(msic Sciences are areas of ,scientific study specificlllly designed to ns~ist 
l(1.w enfOrC(lm~mt and judicial personnel in crime detection and investigation, and 
incdminl11 nnd civil court ,p,.acedures through the examination, identificntiol.l, 
and interpretation of evide'nce. In the l'r1-ce of ever-increasing crime, lisi.ng court 
costs and 'the. advent of new and more eomplicatedcivil ~;uitH resulting fnlm our 
technologiMl society, the extensive use of scientific m~thQdology in Ol!r legal 
system ~n~bodies a feasible mctllOd to ensure that justice is sel'ved, swiff;.ly an(i 
eJTectively. _ ',; 
. Pnfo).'tunate}y, however, the forensic sclencl)s are presently used in a ve!;'1/' small 

j;)!ll'Centage of the nation's criminal investigations. This is due in part to the lacl< 
cof awareness of ljJ.w el1forcement .and judicial personnel and tho public about the 
benefits to be gained from the expanded use of forensic sci~nces, and in part:to the 
lack of commitment of adequate resources for research, personnel and facilities. 

'rho Forensic Sciences Foundation, Inc. hAS been the recipient of three major 
research grants from the National Institute of Law Enforcement ~"d Criminal 
Justice. (NILEOJ) since 1973. These grants lllwe enabled the FoundatiOl'l to 
undertake meaningful research into the areus of personnel and analytic(il .needs! 
rlefil;iencies in the forensic ,~ciences and to begin to structure programs to improve 
the practice of, establish a:ifd enhance standards fOf, and advance the field of 
forensic science. Although thl~ NILE OJ has the Congressional mandate to support 
scientific research in the criminal justice field, the Institute and LEAA as· a whole 
have ,Still not adopted a long range research and development program which is 
essential to meet the neec!s of the forensic science field. 
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RECOll!lI1ENDATIONS 

The Forensic Sciences Foundation, Inc., strongly urges the establishment of a 
Nationll,l Institute of Justice as a research entity separate from the Law Enforce
ment Assistance Administration. The enormous problems of our civil and criminal 
justice systems warrant an organization which serves to promote both basic and 
applied research, innovative programs anll education and t.raining in the justice 
'system, many areas of which are not adequately served by LEAA funds. 

Any future configuration of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice must recognize the importance of the ·lo.w/sciencerela.tionship 
in both the civil and criminal justice arenas. With this in mind, we trust you will 
give careful consideration to the recommendations which foHow.· , . 

1. NIIJ]JCJ should be reconstituted as the National Institute of Justice (NIJ), 
as a research entity separate from LEAA. The NIJ ,should be given agency status 
within the U.S. Department of Justice. . 

2. The focus of NIJ should be expanded to include the civil justice iield, although 
Hs primary focus ought to remain the criminal jtlstice systPIT!, .' 

3. NIJ's primary mission sh6uld be the promotion and funding, of research, 
evaluation and demonstration' projects and oUier programs not adequately 
covered by LEAA. , • 

. . 4.,NIJ sl;l,ould establiSh a Jormal system for consultation with the leaders in 
'the pl'ofeSsiona1/scientlfic' research community., Review pallels, composed of 
leading researchers in the law and science fieWs, must be formed for progt'ammatic 
input as well as for the routine evaluation of concept papers andgtant proposals. 

5. NIJ must attract anc~ retain ql,Ul,lified staif wbo are given the opportunity 
io continue their own research. 
• G. The Director of the NIJ must hQ.v~~d£.monstrated excellence as a researcher 
m one 01' more areas of the justice field. Similar criteria should be employed for 
the selection of the directors of NIJ!s pr,ogl't1I1l divisions. This should result in a 
more stable, scientific working enVironment, rei'noved from the politic(]'l pressures 
which heset the LEAA. , 

7. The NIJ must have adequate professional and support personnel, Fpur 'or 
more GS-14 program managers shfjuld not:have :to.compete for the servicn!s of 
.It r;ingle GS-5 secretary. 

8. T~e Institute must develop; the flexibility to, fund both small and large re
se.arch projects, from modest acorn grants to large multi-year research contracts. 

9. NIJ's budget allocations should not, be:tied to fluctuations in the crime rate. 
It is unreaslistic for the Administration or the Congress to expced that the results 
,of reseal'ch can affect the nation's crime rate in the span' ofa year or two. There 
,must be recognition of the continunig need for research into ihe pI'oblems of 
crime and justice and Uie' development of long range, five~to-ten year, research 
'Programs. " , 

10. The NIJ should avoid concentrating most research funds in existing re
'search and development centers which previously have performed contract re
search in the areas of defense, aerospace 01' public policy. FederaI'mon'l!!t! should 
be directed toward the creation and enrichment of multidisciplinary research 
'~enters which will prepare scholars entering the justice field'while producing mean-
1ngful research. ' ' . , 
. 11. NIJ must recognize and understand. the role oftha forensic sciences1;;ithin 

ihe jnstict;lsystem. The Institute should be staffed with one 01; more individuals 
posRessing broad, interdisciplinary backgrounds in the forensic sciences and who 
'understand the manner in Which forensic science interfaces other components 
of the justice system. . . ' . , , 

12. The long range fOl'<;'dsic science l'esc(1,rch plans of the NTJ must address the 
'following areas: ' ' .... 

The need for the advancement of scientific techniques for forensic scientists in 
the analysis &nd interpretlition of evidence'; ." , 

The need for contiJ:lUing education and training'programs to ensure thai:., the 
'justi'ce syst~m p'osscsses the scie~tifi.c expertise required to fiill the growing need 
'for the servlce~; "', ,I., " • 

. The need for studies in tlle 'fields of management 'and operations, to develop 
optimal procedures for the deployment. of scientific services throughout the na
'tien's justice system, 
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ArPENDIX B" 

B-Recommendations for Federal Oriminal Justice Research. 
B-l. Research Priorities for Orime Reduction Efforts. 

RESEARCH PRIORITIES FOR ORIME REDUCTION EFFORTS 

(By Henry S. Ruth, Jr,) 

CRIME AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE" RESEARCH l'RIORITIES 

Given the general framework, there remain questions of priorities for placement. 
on the research agenda and matters of orgnizational needs of research. 
Interim 1:mprovements in efficiency and fairness 

Stuat't Adams tells us that criminal justice administrators feel they receive the 
1l108t helpful knowledge from agency in-howse l'e:;eul'ch. In the realm of cost-:
effectiveness, I would deemphasize the police-courts-corrections trichotomy and 
the controlled experiment-demonstration approach. All the variations in crime, 
case processing, criminal justice agency organization, and other matters citecl 
throughout this paper serve to frustrate precise experimental replication, precise 
measurement, and ca!:"~-effect conclusions. 

In the quest for interim improve:tnent, efficiency and fairness should be defined 
as individual state and local problems with decentralized research organizations at 
the state and city levels using researchers, administrators, cdhiinal justice em~ 
ployces, and representatives of the public to define those problems. Because of the
participation of system personnel and use of system facilities anr;l equipment, 
research overhead would be much less of an instrusion on reseal'chmonjes and a 
few researchers can address a great number of efficiency and fai~'ness problems. 
Mcst of the defined problems then have to be researched with the goal of explicat~ 
iug answcrs that do not cost more money than is now being expended, And the 
projected solution to .the problem shoUld not generally bc an I1djunct project 
loosely attached to -the ongoing system and operated temporarily and experi
mentally by the best and the brightest,' just out of college,eager and making less 
than union scale. When adjunct, force-fed, carrot-and-stick programs arc operated 
by "outsiders," the losses to organizational change seem to be fatal in the long run. 

Thus, problems like comt delay involve policepl'esence in the courtroom_ 
sanctions against attorneys, judicial control of a Court calendar andef court 
attendance, treatment of witnesses, prisoner delivery from the dctentiull cells in 
the jails, availability of counsel for the indigentl pretrial discovery, q,nd mall)'" 
other aspects that require system participation in formulating efficiency research 
priorities and organizationally implemented solutions. If state or local research 
corporations or agencies guide such research in cooperation with the criminal" 
justice actors and clien.ts, the regional-state-city vm;iations will be reflected in the 
data gathering, problem definition, and prop_osed solutions. 
]( issions' oj decentralized research ' 

This decentralized approach to efficiency research sho:uld be funded on a perma-
nent basis. In. this way crime analysis, information sYstem development, and 
system participation ona cross-agency basis would become an ongoing functiorr. 
Change then would rid;; be seen as -isomething that needs to await a national 
project funded with personnel in one criminal juStice branch; rather,organiza
tiolIal.andprocedural impediments woUld be analyzedin their specific local COn
tell.-t with particil)ation and approval( by the affected cluster of agencies. And 
this could be happenillg in many places; each with its own research corporations. 

We have seen now an adlninist:rat~ve judge can "clear" the calendar with no, 
additional monies. 'There dl'e many such interim,subsets of problems illv.olving 
age~old conditions of inefficiency in the criminal justice 'system. Decentralized 
research can also build interim productivity measures by working both on system 
problems and agency~by-agency proj;)lems. These mensures will vary according to
different goal definitions) different possibilities of achievement, and different 
resource availability. The state arid lo'citi efforts 'wOUld also construct-that system's 
"model" and the particular components of the criminal justice fu:im¢l nee,ded to. 

, .: " , . . ' '~~ ',. . . -" , 

-., 
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assist in problem identification. Also to be identified would be a list of informa
tion needs, and then the research development in response, for agencies addressing 
management problems and also for a system analysis of juvenile-adult processing 
continuity needs and measurement continuity and compatibility needs. The 
national SEARCH effort in developing information systems would provide sug
gested models and possibilities, but only local and state research can deal with 
particular local and state variati()ns and legal problems. 

Evaluation of the implernentation of various problem solutions could also be 
part of the mission of decentralized research management. In our search for the 
rb;'!"!lled "truths" of research, with the precision so necessary to achieve the 
rewards of the research world, we have forgotten the improvement potential in 
dealing with day-to-day, hour-to-hour sheer grubbiness; impersonal aspects; 
lack of basic cool"dinationj lack of effective communication; lack of measurable 
and approved subsets of goals; failure to deal with the just and simple daily wants 
of the public, victim, and ofJender; and slipshod execution of some basic, but sim
ple tasks. For example, one can list many harmful effects occurring when a police
man or prosecutor does not make a sustained effort, or even use his or her best 
COUUtloll seMe, to get 11 Victim's cOl'l";JcL uame and uddl'e::;t;, 01' w.llen a iiliol't-tel'.nl 
assistant prosecutor, for one reason or another, kceps pushing those hard or 
lengthy cases to the back of the calendar or the file drawer. Too often, research and 
experimentation lead now to special offices or separate personnel to perform the 
functions that ongoing, line personnel should and could perform. 

Decentralized research can also identify approaches to priority crime problems. 
Instead of haVing a national test of an anticrime patrol, of team policing, or of 
operation identification, a research team a in high-robbery city could systemat
ically catalogue all possible criminal justice and non-criminal justice approaches, 
work with the various agencies and the community, and then develop a robbery 
response, implement it, and measure the results. A crime analysis might show that 
street robhery is occw-ring primarily in defined places at certain times, that police 
are willing to test defined responses, that the community is willing to participate 
in defined ways, that the prosecutors and courts will set priorities for certain 
robbery cases, that retail establishments will conform to certain prevention 
mechanisms, and so on. These responses, defined and measured with decentralized 
research help, will lose precision in implementation and evaluation; but no more 
will be lost, ancl perhaps more will be gained, than with current efforts to see if 
single efforts through single projects under one agency will reduce a certain crime. 

Again, we should emphasize the decentralized approach involving joint responses 
to jointly-defincd system problems. The research effort would have to overcomc 
some of the pitfalls detailed in the evaluation reports of the pilot cities and impact 
cities programs; hut many of those problems seemed to emanate from the rush 
to federal gold. The current and probably continuing budgetary problems of 
states and cities probably hode well for acceptance of research that, while fed
erally funded, is decentralized. 
Rationing al!d reg1l1atin(J the crealiOlt of criminallaw8 and the 'use of criminal sanction 

Among the prime achievements of criminal justice research in the past decade 
are an unfolding of the content and extent of discretionary deCision-making, a 
statistical portrayal of the criminal justice funnel, and a delineation of many ap
proaches to crime reduction that do not seem to work or are not feasible for one 
reaSOl1 or another. But unfortunately, mUilh of this research evades or ignores 
system problems by addressing one decision point in one agency or one part of the 
system. Plea bargaining is researched in ten given places, mandatory sentencing 
somcwhere else, and prosecutors' case screening in still other places. Yet all these 
discretion points, or decision points, occur as part of a continuum in a particular 
setting. RC'sell.rch should switch its empha'3is to this case processing continuum. 
Exercise of discrction, for example, needs to be analyzed for its system effects; 
more specifically, a radical change of policy at one decision point, such as a ban on 
plea har'gaining, may mean only that intake and ca~e flow will have to be chocked 
at deci::;ion points in other parts of the system to cope with the greater volllmeoc
casioned by that initial change. 

No systematic mechanism nO'~',!3xists for rationing criminal justice reso'Urces. 
Nine decision points can be definlid fo!" -purposes of study: 

Legislative decisions about the criminal code. 
The allocation of enforcement efforts among crimes and geographic areas by 

police and other enforcement agencies. 
The decision by enforcement officers to make arrests and the supervisory reviews 

of those decisions within the enforcement agency. 
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The lJuil decision. 
The decision of the prosecutor whether to charge the suspect, and if so, for what 

'crime. 
The decision to effect a plea bargain or have a trial. 
The sentencing decision. 
The parole decisio~. 
The parole and probation revocu,tion decisions. . 
Each of these decillion points represents a criminal justice valve which, for the 

most part, can be opened or eloRed at each checkpoint by various criminal justice 
·emp]oyees. With the nearly infinite variety and large volume of conduct made 
criminal, each employee guides the use of criminal penalties and rewards with 
various motives: protection of the community from physical harm, alleviation of 
citizen fear, minimizing workload because of resource limitations, personal belief in 
the values which a particular law i'eeks to prcserve, public pressure, habit, reaction 
t01'esource and workload crises; nnd many others. This form of anarchy is a prime 
CUUl'e of ineffici('ncies, random enforcement, inequalities in application of sanctions, 
and confusion amopg goals. 

TPll states produced 60 percent of the index erin:l!~ in 1974. A five-yem: or ten __ 
year research project could be undertaken in each of these states in all. effort to 
{'ombine the realities of resource limitations, the need to set priorities, and the 
recognition toat the legie1ature enacts the criminal statutes that set the bounds 
·of the crime {}emands upon the criminal justice system. The ten-state construct 
l1lso recognizes the diversity of crime, of case proceSSing, of info)'mation avail
ahility, and of system domipance by various parts of the system in different places. 

The resear('h would posit the need to limit the use of the criminal sanction, 
offidnlly recognize and regulate the use of discretion, and devise a wider scope of 
possible Ranctions for the less-serioue crimes. The research would include case 
:flow studies, analyses of how discretion is exercised, resource analyses, and sessions 
with criminal justice administrators and appropriate executive branch persons. 
The goal of the research would be a proposed process detailing: (a) the kinc\s of 
analyses legislatures should pursue in criminal code revision, and in adding or 
changing components of a criminal code; (b) specific illustrations of the kind of 
code, or changes in a coele, that such a process would produce; (c) specific ilJus~ 
trations of criminal code provisions tbat regulate the use of discretion at the nine 
Key decision points in the system, with provision for administrative rule-making' 
under .specified guidelines and procedures; (d) specific illustrations of the kind~ of 
specified guidelinl,'s and proceduresj (e) specific illustrations of the kinds of admin~ 
istrative rules that could be enacted for the exercise of discretion at the local 
level; (f) specific methods for criminal code assignment of levels of seriousness of 
condemned conduct with specific mechanisms for dealing with the various levels 
of Seriousness; sueh mechanisms would draw upon several possible methods of 
imposing sanctions; and (g) suggested specific legisllLt~ve and admhtistrative 
requirements of the production of information on a ~ontinuous basis t.o signal 
neressary changes in the law eniol'cE'ment process and to measure effects over time, 

In this effort, common sense and reasonable deductions can help fill the gaps 
that lack of absolute preciSion will leave. The demand for absQlute precision in 
the research world is one of the principalreQ.Sons for its wide divergence from the' 
criminal justice world. 
National research to improve criminal justice oper'!-tions 

The attempt here is to isolate priority research projects which should be con
ceivedand directed nationally by a federal funding source with the goal of exam~ 
ining and testing practices in various regions of the nation. Research would then 
encompass examination. of a smaller breadth of subject matter. But rather. than 
have a long list of research projects each looking at one ~ubjectmatter area in one 
placl', each longer project would be conceived to capf,:.lre the diversity of operations 
of criminal justice in America~ .' 

(a) folice-citizen contact could be used as a broad clefinitic;m for one research 
program area. Several studies have shown that most street crimes are solved 
through early eyewitness identification by the victim or neighbors or witnesses 
to the crime. In addition,. in many;".;r..o,mnunities, it seems apparCIl.t that victims 
replace their stolen goods by purChasing goods stolen from other victims. In other 
words, they support the illicit busllicss by whicn tiley' are victimized. In many 
communities also, various kinds.ofblocK associations have attempted to assist the 
pollce and courts in various ways. Research ~\an assess the effects of past programs, 
the' potential for futUre actions, and the (ull range of J,Jossible community·assist
ancein law enforcement efforts. 
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On the other hand, only a few studies have explored police-citizen contact in 
relation to law enfoi'cement effectiveness and proper use of the arrest power and 
other strategies. Morals enforcement, family crisis intervention, field interrogation, 
police-juvenile contacts, preventive patrol, and broad concepts under the label 
"team policing" have been analyzed and tested. But Herman Goldstein points 
out that research has developed many ways for policemen in effect t.o gct there 
fastest with the mostest, but little research tells the policeman what to do when he 
arrives. If our society is to l'ation its use of criminal justice resources, we have to 
examine why almost one-half of city males have been given a non-traffic arrest 
record. We have to know how police-citizen contacts should be structured to' 
obtain the benefits of full citizen cooperation in apprehending and identifying 
career criminals and at the same time maintain an effective and proper degree of 
police alertness and aggressiveness. Since police patrol and arrest· affect more 
persons' lives and cost fat· more thnn any other criminnl justice function, it makes, 
sensc to focus on wnys to maximize the use of that power and money. 

(b) The so-called direct prevention research should be a continued priol'ity. 
This includes target-hardening. A major field is architectural and environmental' 
crime prevention plnnning for communities, apartment complexes, shopping' 
centm's, COllllneh!ial areas, schools, sillall business establishments, and Genter city 
business and shopping areas. The living habits of victims and their actions which 
tend to precipitnte crimes need to be analyzed to indicate ways of reducing criminnl 
opportunities and to suggest more relevant preventive actions by the police. 
Included in this examination should be a coordinated search with the business, 
world of direct prevention techniques and of more effective ways to spend the 
millions and perhaps billions of dollal's private industry is now spending on private 
guards. The importance of this underscored by the fact that Americans suffer the· 
greatest dollar losses and costs from crimes against businesses. 

(c) The plight of crime victims should reCeive a broad emphasis encompassing. 
every contact a victim has with law enforcement. Mote attention should be given 
to the devclopme.nt of every justified service and compensation that society can 
of Tel' its victims. The present' and commendnble rape center projects and victim 
assistance projects in prosecutors' offices are examples of steps in the right direc
tion. but this research area should be much broader. 

(d) Juvenile system flow studit's arC' needed. A high percentage of career crimi-
nals commenced their criminal activity before their 18th birthday. In 1974, about 
one-third of the arrests for robbery and over 50 percent of the burglary arrests 
involved persons under 18. And yet, processing of juveniles through the' court 
system has l'cceived surprisingly little research nttcntion. Even ·the new actions
proposed for restoring punishment as a prime goal of criminal justice do not. 
encompass the juvenile justice system in most cases. Our proposed research would 
annlyze, the flow of. decisions in the juvenile court system in order to achieve 
understanding of the gap between actual operations and various stated goals of 
helping ofJ'enders, controlling crime, and administering an adversary system. This 
would includc an assessment of thc necdfor a juvenile justice system separate' 
frolU thc adult system. ' , 

(e) Annlysis of the "dropout" rate in adult criminal case flow is also needed. If' 
a much higher percentage of career criminals,and of ,criminals who commit serious: 
crimes on tht'ir first ofrense, are to be arrested nnd imprisoned, the succt'SS rate 
of the acljudicnt.ion process must be vastly improved. Indeed, many of the pro
posed criminal justice changes understate the difficulty of proving crimes in the 
court system. Some attempts have been made to assess the various reasons for 
the high rate of dismissals, acquittals, and plea compromises. Studying this process 
and making comparisons in a selected number of cities should lead to better 
understanding of the effects of, and reasons for,' insufficient evidence, witness 
unavailability, lack of witness coopel'ation, noncompliance with constitutional 
requirements, lack of resources, and inefficiency. 

(f) Rchabilitation l'esenrch, while very important, should be removed from the' 
scope of criminal justice rescarch funding and mcorp'orated in social research 
funding:Thus,'it is more nppropriat,e, as now, to have the Depal'tment ofLahor 
funding national e)..lJei'iments in slipported work and pbst-prisol1 welfare payments. 
RCl':1eal'ch mld experimentation in approaches'to education in high-crime areas and 
in prisons shOUld be an integral part of education rest>arch funding. Research in 
post-prison delivery of s'ervIces 'should also be .a 'part of sdcial service research. 
For now, I would'limit expenditures of thecriD;linal justice reseal'ch money in the 
rehabilitation b.rea to an in~depth national evaluation of whether or 'not probation 
and pm'ole supervision jUstify in -nny' meitsurable way the expenditures now de-

, .-
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voted to those functions or even justify the existence of those functions as now 
established. 

Criminal justice research funds must also continue evaluating rehabilitation 
and diversion programs funded by LEAA. But r think that quantum jumps in 
knowledge over the years will proceed only from noncriminal justice research 
programs that explore directional changes in the lives of the socially adrift. I 
have never understood the persistent belief that there is sonte magic formula 
awaiting discovery of what prison programs can accomplish-beyond the basic 
offering of a highschool education, some skill training, and perhaps some strength
eiling of m,otivation and self-confidence. General social service researcp, however, 
shou1cl.be able to concentrate on theory and programs concerning adjustment to 
the strQets, to the world of work, and other facets of the actual environment that 
persons who have c;ommitted crimes must live in. Such research can also explore 
private sector service delivery. . 

If criminal justice is~ "developing, as many be1ieve it should be, toward. a mere 
feal'-inducing entity, "then criminal justice researQh will have to explore the 
discarding of service delivery and the maintaining of a credible threat that a 
prior offender will suffer consequences if he commits further crimes. Such research 
must first evaluate whether or not existing pa1'01e Ilnd probation rules have any 
releYi.Lnce to t.he maintenance of that. credible threat, or. indeed any 1·elevl\ .. .'1cO to 
other stated purposes of such rules and their enforcement or lack thereof. 

(y) It seems reasonable to group .accountability and productivity jn one research 
program area. This should include within it those aspects of personnel and organ
izational research that pertain to both intern~l and external accountability and 
to adoption and enforcement. of productivity measures. Much o.f the initial scarah 
for productivity measures sets unrealistic goals and fails to include a system 
perspective. Is it reasonable, for example, to expect a pl:ison to rehabilitate a 
person? Or wou1d it be more reasonable to start mth inoremodest goals that we 
think, but admittedly are not sure, may contribute to l'ehabilitation? In the police 
area, some chiefs by their public statements aSsume responsibility for the level 
of crime in t.heir communities. Others" blame thectlurts otcommtlnitYcorrections 
programs .. Research could explore development and adoption of· subsets of 
·criminal justice goals,and estimates of each agency's contribution towards those 
goals. But ways shoulcj. be founel to replace the current public assumptions~ and 
criminal justice agency promotion thereof, that establish unrealistic gJObal 
goals or jrrelevant subsets of goals. Since reward systems lllotivate actions, 
personnel wj1\ act to achieve goals that are rewarded; If we persist in usipg. sheer 
gross figures like the number of arrests one makes, the number of convictions one 
achieves, or the number of presentence reports an agency can produ.ce in a certain 
time, those unsophisticated measures of performance will aggravate tb,e per~ 
petuation of a(ltions not really pertinent to effective law enforcement or to fairness. 

0) A neglected but important field of research is the prevention of corruption 
{)f certain kinds. Recent disclosures of illegal diversions 01 money reveal that" deliv
ery of government aid to individuals often permits easHY7committed and difficult
to-detect thefts and frauds. Methods could be devised, tilroughresearch, to build 
corruption-prevention considerations into the plannmg stages of VA-fioW>. govern
ment aid programs. Analysis woulel include tlte recent scan,~a1s in the grain 
inspection field, FHA linancing, medicare, medicaid, and the food stamp program. 
Research to examine basic concepts 

Crime control and crime studies have adopted certain traditional. prllCtices 
under sets of assumptions that constantly need testing. Such basic research is 
not. welcomed by the public or appropriations. committees because it. ddes not 
promise immediate or short-term probabilities of produQing ·new practiceS; ~et it 
needs to be an intergal part of a dynamic concepts that bear reexamination: 

(a) We need greater sophistication and specificity in the measurement of cd me 
and its effects and in development of ways. to. coIJimunioate • crinie.ie.cts to "the 
public. National statistics are seriously deficient in alerting c~tizen .. sto what tb;ey 
should correctly fear. For example, people could· benefit by krtoWlng: the reln,tlVE! 
safety of specifiq places at 'various times, but reseai;ch has not p'rbylcled police 
chiefs many ways of produ~ingthis information. Thecity-s,aburb,separateness in 
our society and the general fear of <lcdme" make.this imperative,' . 

. (b) Definit.ions in the cJ:iminal justice area must, be standardized if administra
tors are,to !nterpre't various studies. For example,.the:wqrd "di,Sbretibn". is used 
by many to convey exercises of judgment ranging all the way ftOm illegal inter
position to whethel'available facts in a criminal caSe ·shelW a sufficlent likelihood .. . ~ ) ~" ' ~ . 
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of requiliite proof to justify prosecution. If cliscl'ctieou is to he measured tmrJ' 
analyzed, cn~j·~ories are necessary to separate out the various degrees of judg
mental decisions now encompassed in the broad term "discertioIl." Another' 
example is "recidivism." If success is to be measured by recidivism, corrections 
officials tend to define that term as narrowly as possible; but the people, who gl'OW 
tired of rearresting the same pcrsons, tend to define it broadly. R!.'cognized and 
defined categories of recidivism must bl?come part of the vocabulary of reseal'ch~ 

(0) Limitl?d resources mandate more refined claf'sifications of the seriousnesR of 
crim!.', includin~ lle1'iousn!.'ss of prior criminal records. These studi!.'s should includ!.' 
hoth the juvenile anel adult experic.'llces of a recidivist and suggest rl?cord-kl?l?ping 
methods that afford a broader picture than now available of each person's criminal 
career. One need only listen to the varieties of conduct that come to a police 
stationhouse and a prosecutor's complaint room to renlize that legal labels are 
insufficient and existing seriousn,ess scales do not capture or categorize this 
diversity. 

(d) Factual bases of procedural doctrines need to 1)(' examinl?d. It is important 
to the adjudicative and appellate processes to know whl?thl?r lep;al rules-relating
to exclusion of I?videncl?, gathering of evidl?ncl?, and admissihility of evidl?ncl?
]'f'~t upon sound factual haRes. Oo.e goal of tIlis stndy would be an attempt to· 
discover changes in the aclver$!tl'Y systl?m that consume II?Sfl time without a 
sacrifice of aecurncy and justice. A corollary of such an examination is the com
munications a..'lpect of procedural rules. Certain assumptions exist ahout what 
juries heal', what they understand, and what they can successfully put out of' 
their minds. One study suggests that what judgl?s think they are communicating
by their woreis is not in accord with how juril?s understand the :iudgPR' words. 
-Work needs to he resuml;'d and expanded in this al'l?a despite the difficulties. 

Research nnder this program area also leads to examination of fairness concppt~. 
For example, the law has constructl?d various doctrinl?s whl?l'ehy the ('consent'" 
of citizens justifil?s certain Jaw enforcement actions. ",Ve nl?ed to know more ahout 
what peol'le really comprehend when they "consent" to coercive power. Our 
felony adjudication procl?ss now l'I?StS principally on drfendants' "consl?nting'" 
to pJl?ad guilty. People "consent" to Rl?nrchl?<; I?vrry holll' of every clay in diffCl'l?nt 
jurisdictions. Prisoners "consent" to participate in Gl?l'tain programs. Onf' can 
construct a sl?ri!";; of Il?gal rules and of thl? factual assumptions that judges express 
in thl?ir opinions. The most prevalent onps, and the most important on{'s need 
rl?search on their factual underpinnings. This rese!tl'ch can also he app,licable to 
concepts under development, such as judicial decisions about right to 'effective" 
counsl?!. 

(e) The procl?ss of change in the criminal justice systl?m, if understood, could 
facilitate many vitalrl?fol'TI1s. TIll? nl?ed for such understanding iR-l?xl?mplifi'ed by 
the limited successes of LEAA in trying to introduce various changes in criminal 
justice operations through state and city planning agencies and through sp{'cial 
programs of concentrated resources in pilot citil?s and so-caUed impact citil?s. The
recent LEAA legislation for new authorization includes a spl?cial section for' 
another attempt at. an impact city program. The kinds of institutional analysis 
proposed by Erwin Hargrove should become an integral part of. criminal justice· 
research to identify organizational impediments to change and to suggest alter
native methods of devising and introducing agency change. The analysis by 
Rosctt and Cressey of the courthouse "club," for example, poses many revealing' 
questions and many answers about the why's of the actors who proceRs criminal 
cases. Devising better ways may be useless if we do not know how to implement 
those ways in a real-world environment. 

(f) Prevention of economic crime is largely unexplored territory. It is apparl?nt 
that prosecutors have few resources to. devote to economic crime and that police
:\lave little time or expertise to cope with this phenomenon. As a soeiety we have· 
shOwlllittle desire to cope with white eollar crime. The law I?nforcement 'resourcl?s 
required to investigate und prosecute sueh crimes are enormous eompared to 
street crime. In many instances, the law itself is difficult to dl?fine. Communities· 
express a preference for using law enforcement to achieve street safety. Sincc law 
enforcement in the courts is primarily a middle-rlass function, white-collul" 
criminals, who tend to be perceived as members of the same class, usually receiVe' 
non-prison sentences. That makes the expensive adversary and adjudieative 
process cost ineffective. Thus, perpetrators are treated leniently and the victims 
are unprotected from the various manifestations of white-collar crimI? Research 
is needed to find alternative protective approachl?s, alternative sanetiom; for the
tlriminals, and alternative monitorin[. devices to ensure adherence to those' 
sanctions. 

't:-o 
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Philosophica~ and theoretica~ basc. 
Research funding must also include monies for the philosopher;;. thinkers, and 

theodsts whose writings .can challengennd influence research planning and help 
the public understand the conflicts of criminalla,'Ir and its enforcement. The publi
cations of recent study groups have had thl:de effects, forcing reexamination of the 
underpinnings ·of criminal law and justice and f>tiI'I'ing a tremendously u;;t'ful 
public debate. This should he an ongoing process. For eXl1mple, when fairness 
dominated the thinking of the 19608, the concepts of fear and punishment were 
submerged. And now the situation has reversed. A continuous flow of writings that 
portray all the dilemmas and suggest philosophical and theoretical solutions 0\' 
approaches would be healthy .. Questions that beal' ventilation easily come to 
mind: If criminal conviction is now to entail a high proportion of prison sentences 
with long terms, does this impose ncw dimensions of I'fairness" for the defendl1nt 
in the adjudicative process? Should defendants have investigators funded by the 
state? What is "informed consent" even in theory? Should there be compensation 
for detained persons who arc not later convicted1 

If we are to have any radi~'all'hanges in our system, a lengthy thOUght proct'ss 
will probably have to prec.ede experimentation. What· about less rise of arrest 
powers when only 30 percent of felony al'l'ests lead tp cnnv.i('tions for any crime? 
1;Yhat about more judicial dominance in our adversn,ry system? Wliat abont 
deterrence for the middle-cla.ss criminal? Whitt are the components of just pro
cedures when coercion is necessary to reduce cdminality by the discarded out
casts of an affluent society? What is fairness if deterrence can be effectuated 
without equal punishment for all equally guilty of like conduct? What is the role 
of the criminal law beyond control of unjust injury? 

The questions can be framed endlessly. Emotion and rhetoric can build mighty 
flames unless tempercd by continuqus publication of careful philosophical and 
theoretical thinking. Pel'haps the historical cycles of fads and instant solutions can 
one day evolve into a continuul'.l'rather than a circle. 
A .final observation 

Some organizations, perhaps research flmding organizations, must begin 
addressing the conflicts between thc reward systems of the research world and the 
research needed in criminal justice. That is, the things for which l'esearchers win 
position, power, compensation, .and glory are not necessarily the products that 
rank high amon\g the vital needs of the criminal justice system. I mention this 
without fUl'thel' explication because I do not think eVen the problems have been 
suffieientl>' defined, let alone the solutions. The pendipg task force report of the 
Research Advisory Group on OriminalJustice. Standards and Goals did not face 
up to this·problem either. Yet problem definition is most impoi'tant because, ,vith~ 
out itl it will be difficult to justify fundsfol' a study of the research world. Oriminal 
justice research must have a continuum with building blocks, validations, and 
ongoing :relationships with the persons and organizations subjeet to research. A 
study of the research world is necessary so that we can design new organizations, 
attitudes, reward systems, interclisciplinar)r cooperation, and priorities for those 
who devote their lives to criminal justice research. 

ApPENPIX 0 
O-J.JEAA Submissions. 

0-1, LEU Response to Testimony of the National Academy of 
Sciences. 

0-2. Excerpts from 1976 Annual Report, 
u.s. DEP .... RTMENT OF JUSTICE, 

LAW EN1:'ORCEMENT ASSISTANCE Am.umSTRA'l'ION, 
Washington, D.C., July 28,1971. 

Han. J.~MES H. SCHEUER, ~ '. 
Ohairman, Subcommittee on Domestic and Internatio.nal Scibniijic pra'lming, 

Analysis and Cooptration, House o/Representatives, Washington, D.C .. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: During the recent hearings concerning the Federnl role 

in criminal justice research and the activities of the National Institute for Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice) considerable attention was giv~n to the recent 
report on the Institute by tile Nu,tiontll Aeademy of Sciences. . ) 
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Encloscd for your full information is the Institute's response to the NAS report. 
An advance copy of the response was submitted for the Hearing record on July 21, 
1977. 

Your interest in the programs of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra
tion is appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
STEPHEN T. BOYLE, 

Director, Office of Congressional L~aison. 

A RESPONSE Tol UNDERSTANDING CRIME: AN EVALUATION OF THE NATIOfolAL 
INSTITUT]l OF LAW EfoIFORCEMENT AND CRI1'IUNAL JUSTICE 

A REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON RESEARCH ON LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIIIUNAJ, 
JUSTICE, NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES 

As a result of its 1S-month review of the National Institute, the National 
Academy of Sciences' (NAS) Committee on Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice recommends a major structural and conceptual reordering of the current 
l'esearch program. . 

The recoIUIUmlqutiuns emanl1te from a consideration of the goa1s of the Institute) 
its role within the Lmv Enforcement Assistance AdministratiOn (LEAA) and 
from an nssessment of Institute research in terms of four criteria: The quality of 
funded research, the usefulness of l'esearch products, the success in cumUlating 
knowledge, and the effectiveness of research administration. The' Committee 
found the following with respect to each. 

GonZ.-The eldsting expectatipns that the Institute can address directly the 
goals of crime redu<iticil or can aecrease crime and recidivism rates are inappro
priate fer a research program. However, the Committee suggests that the Institute, 
in l'ejecting these expectations, has tende9. to deny that it can contribute at all to 
these objectives and has opted instead for a focus on improving the criminal 
justice system. The Academy believes the Institute's primary goal should be 
developing knowledge that is useful in reuucing crime. 

Role.-The role of direct service to LEAA pr;ogl'amming has not been successful 
and should not be undertaken by a nationalllesearch institute~ The more appro
priate l'ole is to engage in research and dev~\lopment on a scale, a ,Jevel, and 
within L1 time frame that is impractical fOl: the rest of LEAA., 

QuaZity.-The quality of research is not high, and much has been mediocre. 
Project weaknesses are a resul1i of lack of attention to re~earch design. 

Use!ulncss.-CQmmittee members found few projects that deserved high 
ratings on this crtterion, a1though they acknowledge that it is problematic to 
assess. No attempt );las been made to.,assess usefulness, though it appem's low 
among SPAs. , , .,,' " 

Cumulative reael;trch.;-There is little evidence that the Institute has, 'contributed 
to building a coh~tent body of knowledge and has focused that knowledge on 
solving problems. l~, Jmrpose would be better served by a research agenda based 
on program areas, such~ns deterrence and rehltbilitation. 

Research administration.-Advisory system and l'eview procedures are weale. 
The research strategy excludes a larGe majority of the existing social science 
research community and is vulnerab16 i6 pressures detrimental to development 
of a research program. 

The Institute's overall response to this 'assessment of its operations and manage
ment is largely a positive one. The study was commissioned by the Institute not 
only as part of a Im'ger six-yea1: assessment of LEAA, b1,1t also because the Insti
tute felt that its internal procedures, processes, and programs could benefit from 
nn impat'tial examination by a prestigious organization such as th'\l NAS. The 
Institute finds 11 number of the criticisms valid,to one degree or ano~herj and hl1s 
taken steps to correct what it, perceives as some of the more seriou:::'·deficiencies. 
These nrc described below. , . 

However, while for the most part the lnstit::';e has found the diagnosi~ helpful, 
it is less sanguine aborlt the cure. N AS argues consistently thl'OUgnout its report 
that research cannot be conducted within and responsive to an action agency
that to do, so is to di!;tort the metuling of l'esearch and to force the research pro
gram into short-term, immediate, problem solving activity. "¥hile' the report 
notes the politicaf nature of the "program, the turmoil generated by:constantly 
changing priorities and leadership (both within the Institute and within"LEAAJ, 
and, the unrealistic exPectations against which performance has been 'measured, 
H sees these formative and possibly idiosyncratic pressures less as the causes 



~' . 

315 

of the Institute's "mediocre" record, and more as the symptomatic results of 
trying to influence action program development through research. 

In so doing, however, tne report fails to put the experience of the Institute and 
LEAA in the larger context of the Federal effort over the past decade to develop 
an effective role for social research in the policy-making and policy-management 
processes. Nor does it take sufficient account of the difficulties of translating 
resear~h into action in a block grant program-an experiment in intergovern
mental relations that by definition confounds the traditional national leadership 
and regional office delivery roles. 

Because the report is not set within this broader context, its primary and 
structural recommendations for corrective action appear almost naive. The report 
says, in sum, that the best that can be done is to isolate research from the policy· 
mnking and implementation processes and hope that a program struotured to 
address the more fundamental and causative factors associated with crime and 
society's response to crime will somehow, over the long run, serendipitouslY 
result in prescriptions for change at a level to justify continued public investment. 

That a society would consciously devote a portion of its wealth and :resources 
to the pursuit of fundamental knowledge concerning deviant behavior and its 
relationship to social structure and process is a noble thought. However, even in 
suoh areas lIS health and edllcatioD, where the typical inconclusivcnc$S of l'e!;p-!Lrch 
is accepted as part of It longer-term commitment to some "so,cil11 good,'" the" 
trend in the past decade ha.." beeD toward increased public and Congressional 
demands for results and for greater focus on priorities for the use of public funds. 

Research on crime and criminal justice does not, and could not, have a constitu
ency remotely approaching the size of those in the health and education fields. 
Thus, from a strictly pragmatic point of view, the prospects for survival of an 
independent institute devoted to fundamental research-particularly one that 
continues to have crime control as its ultimate goal-are :remote. The trend 
in Federal support is away from basic research and toward more applied and im
pact-oriented research and development. The wisdom of this trend is not in 
question here. The point is that without a vocal public constituency, it is unlikely 
the Institute CQuid successfully move counter to this trend unless major changes 
occurred in the Department of Justice as well-for example, creation of a Federal 
Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research. Even in this setting, however, the 
research likely would be a more descriptive and analytic variety than the rigorous 
hypothesis testing suggested by N AS. 

In summary, the Institute believes that the Academy's criticisms and recom
mendations must be viewed in light of the,role of social research and development 
and trends in Federal support of R.&D. By ignoring these important t'ealities, the 
Academy's report fails to put the National Institute into perspective. Repeatedly 
the question that emerges is "compared to what?" Viewed in this larger context, 
many of the Academy's observations and conclusions can only be seen as subjec
tive jUdgements. 
Criticisms and recommendations 0 

The following section r~sponds to the Academy's conclusions according to ~he 
criteria used in the assessment. 
Quality 

N AS characterizes the seven-year research history of the Institute as "mediocre." 
A less pejorative characterization might be average. It would also reflect the rating 
categories developed by the Academy. But the difficulty with either character
ization is that they cannot be oompared to any standard, nor to any other point 
of reference. . 

N AS notes that baseline data which presumably would allow comparison of 
research programs is lacking, thus it is difficult to accurately measure the _ per
formance of the Institute's work against that done elsewhere in the field. NAS 
goes on to suggest that, nevertheless, one Sh01,!d expect higher quality from, ' 
funded projects than from research normally undeltaken with little or no support,' 

Quality of research is, of course, a very difficult variable to measure. Without 
a comparative frame of reference, statements about quality inevitably are highly 
judgmental. Another view of Institute research appears in a comparative study br, 
Bernstein and Freeman, entitled "Academic and Enterpreneurial Resl;)arch' 
(Russell Sage, 1975). While their sample included only 18 Instituteawal'ds and 
was confined to ,~valuation research, this comparative study concluded thlit, higher 
research quality seems to be correlated with, among other variable~ I!bein~ 
funded by NIH or NIMH (and to asome\Vhat lesser extent by !JEli). 
The following table reproduced from Bernstein and Freeman's book illustrates 

\) 
94-928 0 - '18 - 21 

() 
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this finding and also suggests that the NAS assumption that more money should 
make a difference is in error. 

(jharaqteT1~tics of the award and research quality 
Deviation 

it'0111 over· 
Spon~I~fNi~II~~~ _______________________________________ _______ ~l~~~~ 

Justice (NILECJ) - ____________________________________________ +.4 
SFtS_________________________________________________________ -, 1 
OE/other HEW _______________________________________________ -.4 
HUD/AG/LaborjOEO _________________________________________ -,5 

Nature of the award: 
Grant________________________________________________________ +. 5 Contract ____________________________ ~________________________ -. 7 

Length of study: , 
More than 3 years_____________________________________________ +, 7 2 to 3 years __________________________________________________ _ 
1* to 2 years_ ________________________________________________ -. 3 
1 to Ill: years_________________________________________________ -.8 

Funds allocated: $10,000 to $49,999 _________ .: _______ .:___________________________ +.2 
$50,000 to $99,999 ____________________________________________ _ 
$100,000 to $149,999___________________________________________ -.1 
$150,000 to___________________________________________________ -.1 

Thus( from a comparative standpoint and another point of view, the Insitute's 
record aoes not appear to be as bad as the N AS report implies. It is exceeded only 
by NIH/NIMJI but not to a great degree. . 

These figures are not cited as a refutation of the Academy's findings, nor as 
evidence that the Institute's program is a better than average one. They are offered 
only to suggest that without such comparative data, the Academy's <)onclusions 
are highly judgemental, and in some areas, could quite possibly be misleading. 

Another measure that N AS used to assess quality was Committee review of 
selected projects. The reviewers were asked: "If it were your decision to find this 
projec~~ would you have funded it?" For 29 pelcent of the p,rojects, the resRonse 
was "l'Io." For a total of 71 percent, the answer was "Yes' (48 percent), 'Yes, 
with some change" (7.2 percent), or the reviewers themselves were in disagreement 
(17 percent). SimilarlYI..Ta review of unsolicited concept papers rejected by the 
Institute showed that l'IAS reviewers would have funded only 5.8 percent and 
rejected 72.3 percent for the same reasons as the Institute. Thus, even with the 
benefit of hindsight on the part of the Academy's reviewers, there seems to be 
substantial agreement among the NAS and the Institute as regards which projects 
were worth funding andr)lich should have been rejected and were. 

Without comparative aata, and given this apparent agreement, it is difficult to 
understand how the conclusion that most Institute research is "mediocre" was 
reached. The Academy claims in its summation that the low quality is due to the 
Institute's failure to attract proposals from the "right" people. However, no 
evidence is provided to substantiate this claim. 

A review of Institute grantees, the individuals who participate in the Institute's 
team monitoring and plan and project review efforts, and a glance at the back
grounds of those persons who have chosen to become members or the Institute's 
Advisory Committee would dispel such a notion. The Institute believ,es they 
represent a cross-section of noted and capable criminal justice researchers and 
practitioners and that their willingness to participate in the program demonstrates 
the Institute is not alienated from the research community, as the NAS report 
would have one suppose. 
Usefulness 

The Academy's criterion of utility is neither defined nor applied consistently to 
Institute ~ctivities and programs. The conclusions drawn are judgemental rather 
than data-based Or analytical; contradictory with regard to the Institute's role 
vis-a-vis LEAA State Planning Agencies (SPAs); /lnd rely too heavily on examples 
of the most politicized of past Institute efforts-the Impact Cities and Technology 
programs. 

The first measure of utility is related to the extent to which the Institute has 
met its r:esponsibilities under the Safe Streets Act. N AS states that the Institute 
"is supp·osed to serve the programming needs of State Plannin,g Agencies and, 
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perhaps less directly, the operations development needs of practitioners," Serving 
the programming needs of LEAA State Planning Agencies is only an indirect 
fUnction of the Institute. According to the Act and its Amendments, the purpose 
of the Institute is to encourage research and development to improve !lnd 
strengthen law enforcement and criminal justice; to disseminate the results of 
such efforts to state and local governments; and to assist in the development and 
support of programs for the training of law enforcement and criminal justice 
personnel. The Institute also has responsibilities in the areas of evaluation, 
graduate student research support, and also in special areas mandated by Con
gress such as the nll-tional manpower and correctional facilities surveys, and drugs 
and crime. 

While N AS does suggest that unrealistic expectations in the legislation may be 
the cause of the Institute's lack of visibility at the state and local level, it fails to 
suggest specifics and does not address this question in a systematic fashion. 

Given the Institute's limited staff and resources, and the myriad more imme~ 
diate problems of State Planning Agencies, the Institute could not be expected to 
have a direct and visible impact on state and local programming needs. In 1975,' (} 
at its highest appropriation level, Institute funds still were only .04 percent of the 
LEAA total. The Institute believes that, within the constraints of its resources 
and m~nda~es! it has met :md is cOl!tinuing to improve its service l'egpongipiliticg 
as speClfied In the Act. . 

It also feels that the Academy's conclusions with regard to utility, at least in 
this instance, are judgemental and not particularly insightful. Certainly Appendix 
F of the report, "A View of the Institute from the States," should have been 
drawn and expanded upon in the analysis. While .noting that visibility is low, the 
appendix does suggest some of the more complex reasons why this is so. Arilong 
them are the normal differences in Federal~state perceptions of each other, the 
high turnover rate in SPAs, and particularistic needs vs. the more generalizable 
l'equirements of research. The fact, that SPA staffs themselves do not have any 
clear and consistent ideas about what the Institute might do to be more useful, 
suggests a more complex situation than the NAS report describes. 

The question NAS should have raised was: To what extent .could the Institute 
be expected to visibly impact SPAs and local operating agencies given (1) its 
seven~year history-: and the state of reliable knowledge in law enforcement and 
criminal justice; (2) the nature of the block grant prOgl'llm which locates almost 
total discretion for programming LEAA funds at the st\\t.,soand local level; and (3) 
the ratio of research and development dollars to thl~ rest of LEAAj as (jJompareC\. to 
research and development intensity in other areas, . 

The Academy chose several programs to evaluate from.±lle pe'rspective of utility: 
Impact Cities, Evaluation TechnolOgy Transfer, and Aitvanced Teclu)ology. 

Impact cities.-The NAS report comments on the Institute's role ani!, participa
tion in the Impact Progrsm both in the main body of the text and ii,1 App6ndix 
C4. The conclusion drawn by the Academy is that the InstituWs particlpation 
was "a Wholly inappropriate use of resources." Unfortunately, little documenta~ 
tion is provided to support this conclusion. 

The National Institute from its inception and its enabling legislation was 
clearly madnated a variety of tasks, only some of which related to responsibility 
for supporting the type of pure research apparently acceptable to NAS. Indeed, 
the 1'Ole the Institute played in Impact seems c1early to be in line with the wishes 
of Congress as expressed in Section 402(b), paragraphs 1, 2 and 4 of the Safe Streets 
Act of 1968 and the Crime Control Act of 1973. For example, 402(b), lauthodzes 
the Institute to! 

"Make grants to, or enter into contracts with, public agencies • . . to con
duct. . .... demonstrations or special projects pertaining to the purposes described 
in this title, including the development of new or improved approaches, tech~ 
niques, systems, equipment, Ilnd devices to improve and strengthen law enforce-
ment and criminal justice." . 

The original Institute grants to each of the eight Impact Cities were to support 
and establish a Crime Analysis Team to act as the Institute's agents in performing 
precisely the activit.ies outlined in this paragraph. How can such a clear relation~ 
ship to the legislative mandate be considered a "wholly inappropriate use of 
resources?" One can only conclude that the NAS staff failed to relate their stud;;>" 
to the intended purposes for which the Institute was created by Congress and, 
inEitead, had /l, preconceived view of what the Federal research role in criminal 
justice should be. 

The remaining Institute funds that went to the Impact Program supporte~ 
the various levels of evaluation which the NAS describes briefly in Appendix 
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04. Whlle the Academy emphasizes that lIevsluative research is an appropri\lJe 
use of Institute rcsources ... ," it concludes that the Impact evaluatioll effcl/'ts 
did not constitute acceptable evaluative research, again a rather judgemental 
conclusion. 

The Impact Cities program did have a llumber of shortcomings, however, it is 
necessary to put the program in a more historical perspectivo. In 1972, little if any 
evaluation of LEAA-funded projects had been done. The Institute was to be 
identified as responsible for this activity when the 1973 legislation was passed. In 
anticipation of this, LEAA and the Institute began to be more assertive in encour
aging the states to plan and.impleme't1t evaluations of at least some of their pro
grams. In this atmosphere, it was fairly natural that the Institute would be 
called upon to take a lead role in the various evaluaion efforts of Impact. In 'Jight 
of the fact that there was no body of criminal justice evaluative research available 
on which to draw, the Inipa'ct efforts in this area should be viewed as ground
breaking to some extent, and, as such, it is not surprising that they lacked the 
sophistication that might have been more impressive to the Academy. It is 
interesting t.o note that N AS cites the National Evaluation Program as "a socially 
useful program appropriate to the mission of a criminal justice research institute." 

In fact, the NEP in many respects owes a great. deal to the experience and knowl
edge gained from some of the evaluation efforts (and failures) supported hy the 
Illstitue In Impact. 

The largest single Institute expenditure in Impact was for the Mitre National 
Level Evaluation. The report collected and organized for future use by criminllJ 
justice researchers and practitioners the many lessons to be learned from an 
effort like Impaot. The Academy draws the con·~lusion that this wtll'k also was "a 
corruption of the purposes of research and development." HOW6VCl', it is unlikely 
that NAS would have been able to use the Impact Program as a .Qase Study at 
all had the Mitre Evaluation not been available, since Appendix 04 is based 
completely on the Mitre Final Report. The Mitre work has been s(ien by others 
as an important, policy-relevant type of evaluation and documentation of a major 
government program. 
, Finally, the NAS report gives the impression that in excess of $16 million was 

spent by the Institute on this program. Appendix E., figure 5 in the report shows 
that while that much was allocated, only $12 million was actually obligated. Both 
figures are high becaus~l allocations and obligations are used instead of expenditures 
and because unexpend\)d funds from one year may have been 1'.eallocated and re
obligated the following year. The actual amount expended by the Institute on the 
Impact Cities Program was approximately $9 million. 
Evaluation 

The Institute has few comments to make with regard to the N AS assessment of 
. ev~luntion programs. The analysis is an essentially valid and positive one. 

One slight point of difrerence has to do with the implication in. the report that 
the role of thO' Office of Evaluation (DE) in 1974 was confined to Cli\Pacity building 
and, specifi«:ally, to administering the Model Evaluati,on Program (MEP). 

The 1974 report of the LEAA Evaluation PoHcy Task Force gav:ethe Institute 
responsibility for the same functions it ilS performing today. These were evaluation 
of Office of Technology Transfer l'eplications, evaluation of nation,'ll LEAA pro
grams; the development of innovative evaluation systems, the d(}velopment O( 
advanced tools and methodologies, and model evaluations of LEAA discretionm'y 
programs. The Institute's 1'ole in evaluation has in no way been confined to capa
city building 9nd has included evaluation research tmd methodology development 
from the start. 

With regard to the Model Evaluation Program, the Academy argues that en
cOUl'aging the development of program evaluation at the state and regional levels is 
an inappropriate function for a research institute. While this might be torue for an 
independent research institute, the National Institute is not so isolated., and it has 
been given increasing responsbility by the Congress since 1973 for eva\\uating the 
LEAA program. The N AS exaggerates somewhat the purpose and outcome of the 
Model Evaluation Program experiment. 

The Model Evaluation Program was originally conceptualized !1I1 an approach 
to the development ,of innovative evaluation systems and secondarily as 11. capacity 
building effell't. There was no national model evnluation design. Proposals were to 
submit a locally-generated strategy to introduce evaluation into criminal justice 
planning agencies. Thus, the Model Evaluation Program involved neither' national 
leadership nOl' evaluation design as suggested by the N AS report. :h'urthermore, 
calling the Model Evaluation Program experimQnt a costly failure a full yel\',r before 
the evaluation of the experiment is completed is premature. 
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Technology tra,nsfer 
The Academy concludes thiLt the Institute has nOt developed data to measure its 

own UtilitYUlltl suggests there is a "lack of interest" in such data. The reference is 
made specificnlly with respect to the Institute's Office of Technology Transfer and 
is erroneous. 

NAS also concludes that the Institute's technology tl'llnsfer and dissemination 
efforts: (1) do not llse resel\rch findings in progl'llm development; (2) relay on very 
tl'llditional forms of dissen~ination with an emphasis on printed materials whlch 
N AS suggests go unread; (3) lacldmpact or assessment data on programs or hll~!e 
only recently started collecting it; (4) involve!.lggressive marketing activities which 
N AS considers inappropriate for a research ~bstitute. I 

While early technology transfer efforts focused almoet cxclusively and of neces
sity on the transfer of successful operating practice-because as the NAS Report 
points out, research findingil were not yet available-this is no longer the <lase. 
Increasingly, 11S major studies or series of studies are completed, they become the 
focus of intensive technology transfer efforts. 

Field tests on Managing Criminal Investigations and Juror Usage and 
Management--developed t,hrough Institute research-are currently being con
ducted in 23 jurisdictions across the country, and training workshops on these 
topics nre being sponsored in every: LEAA Region. The Institute's first demon
stration and training topic, Police Training for Family Crisis Intervention, also 
was based on Institute res(lai'ch, and this fall two workshop series, Developing 
Sentencing GUidelines and' Managing Police Patrol will bring the results of 
Institute studies in the C01.lrts and police area to over 1,000 senior officials. In 
addition, a new program of special national conferences focuses another techinque 
on the dissemination of information on .such major research issues as indigent 
defense und the determinate sentence. , 

In both the body of the Report and in Appendix C3, NAB describes the In
stitute as using only "traditional" dissemination techniques-printed materials1 
demonstration programs and training conferences-with a heavy l'ellance on the 
printed document. It then cites studioa by Robert Yin 11nd Rand to question both 
the usefulness of printed materials in communicating research results to practi
tioners and the success of de1110nstration programs as transfer mechanisms. 

Yin's monograph cites a 1974 Urban Institute eyl\luation of the Prescriptive 
Package program which rcported that the majo~:jtyof persons intel'viewcd either 
had not received or had not read the Prescriptive Packages studies. If the reference 
highlights why the N AS Report is concerned about the readership of OTT printed 
materials, it also highlights the limitations of depending on sccondary sources. 
The Urban Institute's figures on the completion rate for interviews indicate that 
37 percent of the total sample bad l'ead all 01' part of the Prescriptive Package in 
question and were sufficiently famlIiar with it to discuss and assess its utility. 
InfO'rmed observers say that in disseminl\tion evaluations of this type, a readership 
rate of 20 percent is considered a positive finding and that rates between 30 and 40 
percent are highly significant. 

Of f!,l'eatest significance is the assessment of the respondents who. were familial' 
with t,h,il, PreSCriptive Package. Here, 92 percent of the utilization .sample rated 
the M"ililadone Trelltment Manual above average to excellent, whlle 77 percent 0 

of the target audience for Police Crime Analysis rated that document above 
I\vc}'age to excellent. These findings from an independent evaluation speak directly 
to )),fAS concerns about the quality of Institute documents, but were overlooked 
because of N AS reliance on a secondary source. 

As for the general issue of interest in, and use of, printed do/:uinents by criminal 
justice practitioners, the Institute would point out that despite N AS reservations, 
there appears to be lIOnSiderahle interest in this form of dissemination: The Na
tional Criminal Justice Reference Service processed 28,743 document requests in 
fiscal year 1976, distributing over 727,800 documents; it l'esponds to over 1,000 
specialized information inquiries each lllonth and its list o! reg'.stered users ex-
pands by approximately 12,000 each year. . 

The NAS Report sl~~tes repeatedly that the Instltute's Office of Technology 
Transfer has "only recf)I1tly begun" to includc evaluation forms in training mate
rials or to make impact ,\tnalyse~ on their disseminated documents. The Institute 
disagrees. Tbe development of asse~~i1ent datu, and where possible impact in., 
(ormation, has beenp~.l;~ :9f every ~tinology transf~l' program since its inception 
A summary sheet of '~=-"'.,~ata from the varlOUS technologr transfer pro-
grams is attached. . 

The N AS Report is m\)st critical of what it .. considers aggressive Institute 
strategies which it -;leems .inappropriate within a research institution. The~e it 
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defines as marketing, packaging, technical assistance ('n'd capacity building and 
lahels them "inappropriate," "totally inappropriate," and "unseemly." 

The Institute would make three pointt'!o First, the difference b!1tween NAS and 
Institute perceptions of "v,ppropriat.e" strategies is in pa('t exemplified by the 
fact that the NAS Report speaks only of research disseminat.ion and never men
tiona rl:::learch utilization. A carefull'eview of the NAS Rcport reveals only two 
di!;semination techniques which NAS actively endorses: the useful forrnating of 
research findings and panels and conferences to make ongoing research lmown to 
researchers and practitioners. While this limited approach may be fully effective 
for communication between researchers, the Institute questions its effectiveness 
for the criminal justice planner or practitioner who needs not onlv to Imow what 
the finding is, but also how to use it. • 

Second, if marketing strategies are effective within the business :lector in reach~ 
ing a potential user and introducing him to a new idea, technique or product, the 
Institute Sees no reason for not investigating their adaptation to public sectol' or 
research utilization needs. 

Third, an active, or aggreSSive, strategy in research utilization does not auto
matically imply distortion of research. The Institute sees no problems in actively 
seeking opportunities to present and explain research findings without in any way 
overstating the research rest-:1ts. 
Advanced technology 

As NAS notes, the Institute's technology program has been controversial. 
Since 1974 efforts have been underway to create a more balanced program than 
in the past and to align standard setting and development activities more visibly 
in conformity with user needs. It is no secret that in the past Congressional and 
LEAA Administrators' interest often dictated the size and scope of efforts in this 
area-often over Institute objectionR. 

The Institute generally agrees with the NAS conclusions. After a year of study 
and construction of several alternative proposals, the Institute has concluded that 
in the future the technology effort will be redirected toward the identification of 
user needs and iln assei;isment of manufacturer ability or willingness to. meet such 
needs. The program will be funded at a. much more modest level than in the p!!,st 
with development elTorts confined to priority gaps which may exist betweClrl.der 
need and manufacturer response. '. 

Although there wm be a declining emphasis on technology in the Institute, this. 
does not suggest that there has been little progress in developing valuable equip
ment for criminal justice. On the contrary, some significant contributions have been 
made. A primary example is the life-saving body armor for police. Less ciramatir; 
but also valuable is a test that detects the presence of gunshot residue on a per
son's hands. Similarly, research is progressing on more effective techniques for 
linking physiological clues-such as blood, hail', and semen-to a specific person. 
By such research and by developing certification, testing, and other support pro
grams to assist the nations crime laboratories, th,e Institute hopes to increase th(' 
confidence that judges and juries can place in evidence anal~'sis: 
Knowledge-building in the institute research program 

NAS concludes that there is little evidence that the Institute has been com
mitted to a cumulative research program and states that it would be better able to 
do so if its re$earch agenda was based on program areas such as data center, 
deterrence, rehabilitation, analyzing the consequences of change, socialization 
to crime, and focusing the criminal law. Implicit in this criticism is the need for a 
stable, long-range set of priorities (or "program areas") which would guide research. 

Certainly, changing LEAA personnel and shifts in LEAA program emphases 
detailed elsewhere in the'NAS report have constrained somewhat the Institute's 
ability to undertake long-range planning. However, another factor mitigating 
against the development of such Itn agenda-one that NAS does not deal with-is 
the evolution of the state of criminal justice knowledge over the last 10 years and 
the shifts in perceptions about the crime problem. 

As the Prel;ident's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice noted in 1967, the revolution of scientific discovery in America during 
this century has largely bypassed the problems of crime and crime control. The 
Commission was emphatic that greater resources were needed to support research. 
The Commission also noted the dearth of skilled and interested researchers in this 
field in 1967 and recognized that its .recommendations could not be fulfilled 
over niglit. 

When it was created in fiscal 1969 with a budget of .$3 million, the Institute 
was challenged by the Congress to correct this situa.tion and perform additional 
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fUnctions ancillary to the LEAA block and discretionary grant programs, as well. 
Proposl1lS for structuring a research agenda were either non-existent, too compre
hensive f01' the Institute's meager resources, or were patterned on the massive 
social experiments of the 1960's, which have since been found to be lacking. 

The more immediate problems which then beset society could have suggested 
agendas for research but today their relevance wouid be questionable. Urban and 
student disorders and drug abuse dominated public concerns at the time. Now 
they are secondary to the public's fear of violent crime and the criminal justice 
system's concern with its inability to detect and prosecute crimihals, to house 
them humanely, and to have .. .!lny effect at all on subsequent behavior of con
victed offenders.") 

In short, at the time of the Institute's inception there were no sure guides for 
a research agenda nor were any priorities suggested. The Crime Commission itself 
noted at the time that Itthere is virtually no subject connected with crime or 
criminal justice into which further research is unnecessary," and "we do not even 
know all the questions that need to be asked." 

The Academy notes that the, quality it calls cumulativeness must have, as 
necessary conditions, lithe goals of a common focus and of integration-or bringing 
evidence to bear on centralized concepts." The Institute agrees with this defini
tion, but suggests that it assumes a common understanding of which issues need 
to be addressed. Such an understanding was non-existent in 1969. Nor was there 
a criminal justice research community to articulate the possible options. 

, Now almost eight years later, the Institute believes that it has made tremendous 
progress in both encouraging and expanding the community of scholars and re
searchers interested in crime and criminal justice. It believes that, over the past 
two or three years, a knowledge base has emerged making it possible to establish 
focused and integrated goals. 

NAS Cnotes exceptions to their general perception of lack of cumulativeness, 
noting specifically the N ationa:l Evaluation Program's phased approach to knowl
edge bUilding nnd the long-term nature of the Research Agreements Program. 
The Institute sees these examples not as "exceptitilJ,s," but as the natural evolu
tion of rcsearch in an uncharted neld. 

Undoubtedly {I. strong degree of cumulativeness in program planning and project 
design would reduce the opportunities for shifts in research strategy' and goals 
with changes in leadership. But such a tradition takes time to develop; it presup
poses that objectives can be charted in the first instance; and it presupposes 
knowledge and eXllerience to support the choice of those objectives. . 

Both LEAA and the Institute were forced to experiment and feel their way 
along in a new field, confronted by a system of law enforcement and justice which 
WQ.S only entering the 20th century. This condition was as much respqnsible if not 
more so-:-for the Institute's marbled past than those suggested by NAS. 
Administration of the research program 

,In the area of administra:., ,the Institute believes NAS has offered its most 
cohstructive criticjsm. ImprCJ, ~ilg administrative procedures has been an lnstit.ute 
concern for some time. It has been experimenting with a number of different 
approaches to planning, solicitation, and monitoring procedures over the last 
several years. 

Research stralegies.-NAS's characterization of the planl;\ing process as mana
geriall'ather than substantive fails to take into account the role OJ professional 
program staff in determining the Institute's research agendft,. Planning in the 
Institute has always involved a great deal more than a "canvass" of each research 
desk's program needs. The Institute requires that research desks generate proposed 
program plans for the coming year; that they convene a panel of outside el'perts 
(approved by the Director)'!Jto review and comment on plans and to suggest 
alternatives i and that surveys be conducted of Regional Office, State Planning 
Agency, academic and practitioner representatives. Program plan,S are then 
successively reviewed at both the office and Institute Director levels and proceed 
through several iterations to avoid duplication a/ld to foster coordination, Through 

'I the Management by Objectives mechallism, these ,plans are then reviewed ho.i
}/ zontally and verticnlly within the LEAA structure. 

The Institute continues to explore better methods for structuring its planning 
and is developing a process for long-rllnge planning which willli'opefully allow the 
Institute to break out of the constraints imposecl by the cUTren,t. annual planning 
and funding cycle. We feel this is the only way the suhstantively integrated re
search objectives called for by the Academy Gan be developed. 
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. Seyernl stell!; in this direction were taken by the Institute prior to publication 
of the NAS recommendations. In fiscal 1975, a contract was awarded to NAS to 
recommend a long-term research agenda in the area of deterrence. A similar award' 
was made recently in the area of rehabilitation. Also, at its fa111976 meeting, the 
Institute's Advisory Committee expressed a clear preference for dealing with 
long-range issues. This gave impetus to the development of procedures to further 
address these recommendations. In January; Institute staff were asked to recom
mend long-range research issues appropriate for the Institute as a whole and for 
their specific program areas. These were submitted to the Advisory Committee 
at its meeting in March 1977 as a stimulus for discussion of future research needs 
in criminal justice. A set of long-range pI'iorities is now being defined which the 
Institute plans to include in its annual program plan to be published in October 
of this year. NILECJ also is formalizing its solicitation of external input into its 
long-range plan by structuring a survey on long and short-term issues to be 
disseminated to approximately 500 representatives of the practitioner an.d per
former communities, and professional organizations and associations. This process 
will culminate in publication of a long-term agenda with corresponding statements 
of goals and objectives. 

With regard to its solicitation strategies, the Institute agrees that it needs to 
improve the advertising of its program and to expand awareness to a broader 
research community. . 

The trend in federally supported research and development fi';l toward larger 
and more immediate problem-solving projects, with a subsequent decline in the 
academic share of available resources. Through more structured participation by 
the academic community in planning, and as members of the Advisory Committee 
and outside review panels, the Institute hopes to insure that academic researchers 
can compete for funds on an equitable basis. Beyond this, the Institute has estab
lished a program to support academic research through a small continuing grant 
program geared toward awards of $50,000 to $200,000. Because staff is limited 
and the same amount of effort is required to process a $300,000 award as a $12,000 
one, the Institute may paradoxically overlook the potential benefit of the smaller 
request-which may be very useful in academic research. 

The Institute alse intends to develop and issue its annual program pJan based 
upon results of the more general research program developmcnt process which 
occurs in the spring of each fiscal year. In this way, a gencral statement of program 
umphases will be issued before the funding year hegins. As part of this proposal, 
the Institute also is considering restructuring its funding cyr.le, which curl'ently 
staggers award of individual grants and contracts throughout the fiscal year, to 
permit development and issuance of quarterly program announcements, which 
wculd spell out in greater detail programs and projects and hopefully stimulate 
greater competition. Relatedly, we are in the process of developing a profile of the 
criminal justice research community which will be maintained by the National 
Criminal Justice Reference Service and used for future program planning surveys, 
dissemination of research results, and as a vehicle for announcing new programs. 
These mechanil:lms, coupled with an expanded program on conferences on research 
and development results, should improve greatly our communication with the 
performer community. . 

NAS voiced concern about project selection and monitoring. Some historical 
comment is necessary, Prior to 1973, there was no system for routinely soliciting 
out~ide advice on program plans and individual projects, nor for stimulating the 
research community to participate in the Institute's programs. N AS in its treat
ment of the so-called "Caplan Period" virtually acknowledges this fact. 

The technical assi;;tance contract referred to by NAS was inaugurated in 1974 
as a vehicle to enable the Institute to utilir.c outside experts easily and regularly 
in the l'eview of plans, projects and final reports. It also was seen as a way of 
bring interdisciplinary skills to bear on particulat' problems facing the Institute 
and its grantees or contractors, and as a way of assuring that both researcher 
and practitioner interests were eonsidel'ecl in the eonduct of particular projects 
and in the publication of reports, The contract is not used simply to provide "a 
maill'eview" of proposals, hut to supplement staff views with those of outEide 
experts across the entire range of Institute activities. 

Involvement of outsi(\c experts is clearly cstahli"hed in Institute policies. Exter
nal expert opinion is Solicited during the program planning, project selection, 
and final report review stages. Advisory boards are created for some projects for 
the sale purpose Of providing expert opinion to grantees 01' contractors and to 
assure that researchers and prnctiticlller interests are repre~ented. They are created 
precisely for the purpose of responding to the need that NAS identifies-the need 
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for IIb:\lanced advice from hoth practitioner and research communities (which) 
is essential to a well-planned and methodologieally sound program." The Institute 
is not aware of any instance where panels or advisory boards wexe crent,ed or 
relied upon to "salvage" projects that wel'e hndl~' designed to begin with. 

In the Institute's view, the N AS conclusions regarding current procedures are 
an overstatement and are unsupported by examples or other datQ,. While not per
fect, the Institute believes current procedures represent a vast improvement Over 
wha,t existed a short foul' years ago. 

N AS found monitors to be preoccupied with budgetary and administrative 
dethil, evideneing lack of substantive Concel'll until the latter stages. of projects. 
Thl1Y also f(Jund little evidence that tight monitoring provided increased feedback 
for future funding decisions. The Academy recommends that more emphasis be 
put on the initial review and selection process and that, once funded, re~earcher" 
be given greater flexibility. NAB does credit the Institute with taking steps to 
in(Jreas(", the use of outsiders both in proposals review and in minotoring. 

The Institute's response to the.~e recommendations is mixed. Given staff limi
tations and the different types of projects funcled, there is no doubt that monitoring 
requirements need to he more systematically structured. Some of the more funda
mental 01' exploratory I'cilearch projects prohably require le:;s monitoring and more 
emphasis on competitive proposal selection. 

However, the Institute's responsibilities arc varied. The more mission and 
goal-nriented projects in response to agency initiatives 01' specific practical 
user }:lroblems are not as conducive to grantee flexibility as NAS would perhaps 
like. Greater Institute control is warranted in these situations. 

The N AS observation that little in the files seemed to provide information 
u!)eful for future decision-making is a troublesome one, though it may be a func
tion of the sample of projects selected. Institute project monitors are required 
to provide SUbstantive summaries of team monitoring and site visits and to 
transmit these to the grantee or contractor. Final project evaluation forms also 
assess the researcher's performance and provide recommendations regarding future 
research. 

In the summer of 1976, a Resem'ch Utilization Task Force was established 
with the task of recommending methods to better communicate, disseminate, 
and utilize the results of ]institute research. The recommendations of the Com
mittee resulted in procedures now in place which require the convening, of a research 
utilization committee fonowing the submission of each research :report. Each 
committee is interdiscipli.nar>' and involves, when appropriate, l'epresentatives 
from other LEAA offices. 1'he committee is responsible for making recomm~nda
tions to the Director regarding the implications of a re~earch report for future 
research planning and action and/or LEAA program development. The eom
mittee also is cha.rged with responsibility for recommending appropriate disseqlina
tion strategies including publication, special confert~nces, etc. Pl'ocedure~' also 
have been developed requiring each grantee or contractor to submit wiph the 
:linal report an executive summary detailing major findings and recomtne~tlatjons 
for future research. These procedures should enhance communication ofl,research 
results b.o~h within the Institute and LEAA. and to performer and Pjiactitioner 
commumtles. t 

One final item in this section concerns the N AS obser\.'ation t!fat "there is 
something fundamentally wrong about the image of social resedrch in an un
charted area, planned and executed by a staff that lays (lnly limited claims to 
research capacity or expertise-indeed, that claims, if anybhll;lg, skill in manage
ment rather t4an research." Apparently this conclusion wa.,>'based on Appendix 
D4 of the repOl't which summarizes responses to a questionnaire distributed to 
Institute staff by NAS in the course of its study, and which indicates that only 
53 percent of Institute staff have had 3 or more courses in some methodological 
area (6pecifi~d in the questionnaire as "statistics, deSign, or sampling"). 

Unfortunately, the NAS sample consisted of only 80 percent of Institute staff 
with the research office particularly underrepresented. NAS 111so chose to ignore 
that the Instltute has been mandated to perform support functions in the areas of 
training, reference and dissemination, and workshops which may not require 
staff with methodological hack grounds. When the House Committee staff requested 
similar information with a 100 percent response, the following pictl.lre emerged: 

SUMMARY ANALYSIS 
1. as grade level 

The OS grade level of NILECJ professional staff average 12.8; 39 percent of 
total staff have GS rating 14/15 and above. 
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2. Education 
76 percent hlwe postgraduate degrees; 23 percent have PH.D's or LL.B's; 

15 percent have ABD's (Ph.D coursework completed); 93 percent of ORP have 
postgraduate degrees; 90 percent of OE have postgraduate degrees; 44 percent of 
OTT have postgraduate degrees. 

Undergraduate Major: 18 percent majored in Hard Sciences; 72 percent 
majored in Behavioral Sciences. 

Graduate Major: 12 percent majored in Harc! Sciences; 52 percent majorect in 
Behavioral Sciences including 8 percent in Criminology/Criminal Justice. 

Courses in Research Design and Methodology: 83 percent have had 2 or more 
courses; 30 percent have had 2 to 5 courses; 22 percent have had 6 to 9 courses; 
31 percent have had 10 or more courses; 4 percent have had no courses. 93 percent 
of ORP have had 2 or more courses; 53 percent of ORP have had 6 or more. 80 
percent of OE have had 2 or more courses; 70 percent of OE have had 6 or more. 
67 percent of OTT have had 2 or more courses; 39 percent of OTT have had (} or 
more. 

Courses in Criminal Justice: 52 percent have had 2 or more courses; 38 percent 
have had no courses; 69 percent of ORP have had 2 or more courses; 20 percent of 
OE have had 2 or more courses; 45 percent of OTThave had 2 or more courses. 

The Office of Research Programs and Office of Evaluation are the primary re
search offices in the Institute, while the Office of Technology Transfer has re
sponsibility for training, reference and dissemination, and other support functions. 
When viewed in this manner, the Institute feels that the figures portray a well
qualified staff for the tasks Congress has given it to perform. . 
Concl118ion8 and recommendations 

The foregoing responds to the N AS analysis and criticisms according to the 
criteria the Academy developed for its study. In some cases the conclusions and 
recommendations follow from the Academy's analysis. In others, however, they 
do not. 

The Academy proposes a model for structuring a research agenda, and for 
restructUring the Institute around the six program areas of data center; deterrence; 
rehabilitation; analyzing the consequence of change in the criminal justice system; 
socialization to crime; and focusing the criminal law. While the Institute appre
ciates the Academy's suggestion, we feel it represents simply anothel' view on 
how to allocate resources based on perfunctory discussion, albeit by an eminent 
panel. However, the suggested topics do not emerge from the systematic knowl
edge-building and analytic efforts that NAS recommends the Institute should 
undertake elsewhet'e in the l'eport. At this stage in its development the Institute 
believes it is possible to be much more specific than the NAS was about what 
needs to be done. Also, these eategories are difficult to J'econeile with the over
arching goal of crime control that is strongly recommended by N AS, and with 
other more specific areas of research l'ecommended by NAS elsewhere in the 
report-police-community relations, women offenders, eeonomic insecurity, and 
official corruption. 

However, the Institute is considering these categories and topic areas in the 
development of the long-range planning process described above. 

The N AS makes 1.9 recommendations regarding the Institute. These are orga
nized into three categories; (1) Research and Development program (quality), 

(2) Administration (structural administrative devices, research priorities) and 
(3) Operating Conditions. The following comments on each of theR!! specifically. 

I, RESEAIWH AND DEVELQPMENT PROGRAM 

The Institute has little comment on the discussion preceding the recommenda
Jkms beyond what has already been noted in this response. However, the Institute 

,fdoes not llnderstanrl the Academy's "concern" with the "conspicuous absence of 
l'esearch on emerging phenomena" such as "women offenders," "economic inse
curity and its relation to crime," and "official corruption." The Institute in fiscal 
yell}" 1974 funded the first national study of existing conditions and programs for 
women offenders in jailS, prison, nnd the community and developed a demographic 
profile of incarcerated women. The study prOvides the only national baseline data 
for the continued study of this subgroup. Programs in white collar crime and 
official corruption were included in the Institute's fiscal year 1975 program plan 
and were actually developed as far back as January of 1974. The Yale Research 
Agreement Program (RAP) was funded in fiscal year 1975 and deals specifically 

,~. , 
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with aspects of white collar crime including studies on scandal and corruption 
and the regulation of white collar crimes at the federal level. This year, a RAP 
with the Vern Foundation on unemployment and crime has been funded. This 
oversight by the Committee is surprising and troubling. 

One could also argue that it has been precisely the Institute's concern with 
"emerging phenomena" that has prohibited it from developing a stable set of 
priorities more responsive to the long-term basic research needs in criminal justice 
system operations and to the factors associated with social deviance. To student 
disorders, urban riots, drug abuse, methadone maintenance, and victimless crimes, 
can now be added female offendel'S and a post-watergate concern with official 
corruption as the latest of the "merging" concerns 

While a portion of the Institute's reSOUrces should be-and have been-reserved 
for the study of "emerging phenomena" or unique'opportunities SUCll as evaluation 
of new laws and practices, more stable objectives to guide long-term research is of 
higher priority for the institute at this stage of its development. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Following are the specifiC recommendations of the Academy together with 
Institute responses. 

1. The Institute should develop more programs that are cwnulative in nature. 
Response.-The Institute agrees that more programs should be developed that 

are cumulative in nature. It believes that the Researeh Agreements Program, the 
National Evaluation Program and exploratory studies of deterrence and rehabilita
tion are evidenee that the Institute has, in faet, been moving in this direction for 
several years 

2. The Instt'tute shoutd use a long-range SIlt of priorii1'Bs, like those discussed in 
V-JIB, to gt:ide individual project choices,. ·:md should not req1~ire suggestions of 
immediate payoff. \ 

Response.-The Institute agrees that a ~~\H~<t;~l.\ge set of objectives is needed to 
guide researeh and efforts toward that end are well under way. It feels the sugges
tions of the Academy are worth consideration along with a number of others. 
However, N AS has not Offered a set of priorities liS much as it has suggested 
program areas useful for classifying researeh. The Institute believes that its pro
gram must not only be balanced among basic and applied research, and grants and 
contracts, but also among research and development activities with both long-term 
and more immediate payoffs. The Institute feels it can structure a research 
agenda. responsive to the moreimmediate concerns of LEAA program development 
and to the need for more fundamental research on crime and the criminal justice 
system. 

S. The Inst-itute should use devices for making funding choice.s that would force 1"t to 
take deliberate and systematic stock of what related research has already been under
taken, to tighten research designs and to determine appropriate grantees and con
tractors. 

Respollse.-The Institute agrees that a small-grant meehanism is needed to 
expl(,re potential problems before committing itself to larger scale projects. One 

. variant of this approach has been larger awards such as those to the NAS to 
assess eurl'ent methodologies and conclusions in the arens of rehabilitation and 
deterrence and to recommend productive lines for further inquiry. Use of $5,000 
to $10,000 grants will be facilitated by identification of a more stable set of 
objectives and priorities now being developed. 

b. Closer relationships should be maintained with other jeder(l.l agencies and other 
resea,ch institutions in similar pursuits. 

Responsc.-The Institute also agrees th;1t closer relationships need t?, .. be 
maintained with other federal agencies and research institutions in similar .f1\)r-

• suits. This is not to say that such relationships were ignored in the past,.butl"'rily 
to stress the need for contiI!.J)eJLefforts n.t communjp' ·~l!)no!l.ndocoordination. The 

-institute has worked e'xtenstVely and producti,.v~,:/ with NSF, HUD, DOL, 
NIMH, and other agencies in the past, CurrentlY,Joint studies with NIDA, in the 
area of drugs and·c~hnCf are being conducted. Preliminary discussions also are 
being held with both NIMH and NSF about the possibility of a joint program in 
behavioral research. While the Institute will continue existing efforts, it also is 
hoping to expand and develop new approaches in this area. Conferences in selected 
areas of researeh are one method being tried, and a proposal for a symposium on 
c.gminal justice research, to include academic and non-academic researchers, is 
Being considered. 
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c. A consideration of the appropriate audience should be one of the primary criteria 
for project selection and design. 

Response.-The Institute agrees that research projects shoulcl be undertaken 
with hoth the use and limits of end products in mind. This continuing concern 
led the Institute to inaugurate the Prescriptive Package program in 197~l, Under 
current procedures, every proposal recommended to the Institute Director and 
the Administrator for approval requires that the government project monitor 
describe in detail the anticipated utility and the appropriate audience in writing 
prior to award of a project. 

4. All NILECJ grantees and contractors should make their data available for 
secondary analysis, replication, and t'erification upon completion of the proiect. 

Response.-The Institute agrees that the widest possible shal'in,!! of data should 
be encouraged to provide for secondary analysis and replication. The d:lta center 
project noted by the Academy was inaugurated by the Institute and is n()W admin
istered by the National Criminal JUstice Statistics and Information Service 
(NCJISS). The project is designed to contribute to this end. 

5. The Institute should use announcements of areas of interest as the primary means 
of (lenerating concept papers and proposals, rather than relYl:ng heavill/ on solicitations 
with precise specifications of research design. . 
- Response.-With its present mandate, the Institute must continue to respond 
to basic long-term research needs, the more immediate operational problems 
confronting practitiotlers and to the program development needs of LEAA. 
While the Institute needs to more effectively communicate the differenc:es between 
these activities to its ~onstituents, it believes the demands of these t.ypes of re
S'earch are different. Depending upon the type of research and development enter
prise, the management functions (including planning, solicitation, ,[tward, and 
monitoring) are likely to vary. . 

The more basic long-term research and development probably is mlore suscept
ible to broadpr program announcements, open solicitation, multiple ILwards, anel 
relaxed monitoring. However, the more problem-oriented research and develop
ment must continue to rely on solicitations with more precise specifications of 
research design and output. In general, however, the Institute agrees that its 
program announcement and dissemination practices need to be mor(~ structured. 
It feels it has been moving in that diret~tion for the past several years. 

6. The presumption should be in favor of granting rather than contr,(!cting as the 
Institute's method for obtaining research. Within the chosen set of priorities and 
specific research interests, contracting should be limited to those pl'ojer;ts with precise 
and known delit'erables that would ideally be performed bl/ contract ,and research 
organizations. 

Response.-The Acting LEAA Administrator has rescinded the pr()vious policy 
regarding grn.nts vs. contracts. LEAA agrees that the natu're of the priorities ancl. 
the projects themselves should determine the appropriate funding mechanism. 
While grants are particularly suitable for mnny kinds of research si;udiei!, large
scale contrncts with major firms muy be the most appropriate vehi.cle for other 
types of programs. By keeping the process open and competitive, we believe it 
is possible to secure the best available talent to perform the task required. 

?'. The Institute should use a variety of mechanisms to establish more positive 
relationships with a broadly defined research community and to enrich the dialogue 
between staff and quality researchers. . 

a. The Institute should raise its visibility in various potential grantee communities. 
b. The Institute should make 11se of extended leat'e and exchange progrilms, to put 

researchers in grant development and administration work for select arellsl and grant 
administrators who hat'e been trained in research into academic settings to engage in 
research. 

c. The I nstilute should clearly articulate its priority setting and fltnding procedures 
to the research community. 

Response.-The Institute agrees that it needs to expand its relationships with 
the research community. To the extent that limited Federal travel funds permit, 
the Institute will continue to encourage its staff to uttencl professional meetings 
and conferences dealing with research. The Institute currently i:s developing 
guidelines for a .small in-house research program which would pel:mit staff to 
spend up to 10 percent of their time on individual research projects. This will 
enhance staff capability and increase their stature as researchers. 

The Institute also agrees that its program plan should be published early and 
wid~ly distributed. Procedures being developed to streamline the announcement 
and solicitation processes were discussed earlier in this report. 
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8. The Institute's budget should not be increased in the ncar ful,v.:re. The Instittlle 
should change its anphasis to smaller proposals within the program areas recommended 
in IIB or of a pilot nature, and to the major da/a efforts recommended in IIB; it 
should reassess its position with respects 10 Ihe knowledge 1't will have developfJd in 
three to five lIcars hence. 

Responsl?-Unless there is a significant increase in professional staff, the 
Institute generally agrees that its budget should not be increased in the neal' 
futUre. In fiscal year 1971, When the Institute's budget was $7.5 miJIion it had a 
staff of 79 full-time professional and clerical personnel. Today, with a budget of 
$27 million, its staff is 77. 

The Institute has already begun to develop a multi-year program for research. 
As indicated above, it will consider the N AS· substantive recommendations as it 
proceeds. As currently stated, however, the Institute does not see them as a panacea 

II. ADMINISTRATION 

Again, most of the observations made in the commentary have been dealt with 
in the preceding analysis. However, some summary observations are in order. 

According to NAS, the internal organizational structure of the Institute has 
interfered with the ability to make informed jUdgements about planning and 
funding. N AS characterizes existing OJ'ganizational divisions as "unnatural," 
and suggests organization should evolve from substantive research problems· 
rather than parallel traditional criminal justice system functions. Presumably 
this means divisions such as c1ata center, deterrence, rehabilitation, etc. I 

Any organizational structure has adVantages and disadvantages. When thl~ 
current structure was established in 1973, it was done with full realization of the 
need for interdivisional coordination. Some staff recommended coordinating com.
mittees, others simply noted the likely consequences and pointed out the burden 
which would be placed on Il'Miagement to prevent divisional barriers and subs~~~ 
quent dYflfunctiono.l competition from occurring. It was clearly recognized th~.t 
criminal justice res~ltrch was a systems problem; and, that while it often could he 
addresl;ed in functional segments, a companion interdisciplinary focus had to be 
maintained. 

The move to the current functional or institutional lltructure was in par1;, 
however, a rcBponse to earlier attempts to force research and development plaI\~ 
ning into a single set of assumptions defined in terms of a single action-orientei~ 
goal-crime reduction. Under crime-specific planning, this approach prove<t 
unproductive hecause it attempted to include all criminal justice functions unde~' 
the simple goal even throllgh they were only tenuously related or, at a minimUm,. 
several assumptive steps away from a direct relationship to crime control. ,t....s lL 
result, an inordinate amount of staff time was spent Il.ttempting to construct an 
idealancl unrealistic system of integrated logic relating aU activities to the single' 
goal. 

The reorganization was also undertaken because man!tgement of the ex:ternal 
research and development program was seriously understaffed. Those responsible 
for developing plans !tnd conducting in-house lesearch and !tnalytic st·udies were 
una.ble to do so j they were constantly being called upon to assist in reviewing and 
monitoring external research and development activities. Priority wasgivep. to 
the external program and to communicating Institute activities to the performer 
and practitioner world which some suspected had been nlienated by strategies and 
organizational changes inspired by crime specific approaches. Given this back
ground, the recommendation will be considered with the recognition that the 
Institute needs a better mechanism for attending to system-wide research and 
development issues. Short of reorganizing along susbtantive problem Jines, we arf' 
developing a process for cross walking projects throughout the. Institute by major 
tO}2ics or programs, e.g., performance standards, to aide in integrating our efforts . 

In summary, the Institute does not believe that organizationa~ structures is 
the answer to its administrative problems. It has experimented with functional 
centers, with floating task forces which organize and disappear arolmd problems, 
and it has experimented with more traditional organizational units paralleling 
the criminal justice ::;ystem. It is virtually a prinCiple of organizational theory 
that as soon as groups are established they drift toward insularity. The solution 
to the problem is probably more managerial than organizational. . 

With regard to the Institute's use of outside expertise, we would again stress,that 
the NAS view is a historical. The Institute agrees with the spirit of the recom
mendation, but believes that over the past four years a number of steps to increase 
both involvement of outside experts and use of peer review have been undertaken. 
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The Academy proposes a three-tiered review advisory committee to set priorities 
and separate committees for program planning and project review. Without 
congressional action, the Institute is constrained by the Federal Advisory Com
mittee Act which stipulates that the function of such committee~ should be 
advisory only, and that nIl matters under their considemtion should be determined 
by the agency involved. The Act is sPllcifically designed to prevent abdication of 
staff responsibility, which can be a problem whethe" committee.<;; are advisory or 
have specific decision-making powers. 

Even without this constraint, proposals to rely exclusively on advisory com
mittees and peer review for decision-making must be approached with caution. 
While advisory committees do provide 11 mechanism for increasing communication, 
and expl1nding expertise, they have the disadvantages of reducing agency flexi
bility and, when involved in project selection, of making program development 
difficult to achieve. The danger of making a number of unrelated individual 
project awards and thereby dissipating program thrusts is a real one. Their 
potential for becoming cliquish or operating as "closed systems" is also a real 
problem, particularly in the area of criminal justice where the number of per
formers is still relatively quite small. 

Nevertheless, the Institute agrees that its ongoing efforts to further structure 
external involvement in development and review of its programs should continue. 
The steps described earlier to involve the Institute's Advisory Committees, as 
well as ad hoc ~panels, in long term planning and program review are a move in 
this direction. Similarly, the funding process in 1976 has been restructured so that 
fiscal 1977 projects will be awarded more on the basis of competitive program 
,solicitations than in the past. This will facilitate the establishment of review 
gWI1})S to assist in selecting proposals for award. If the added step of issuing more 
,l'ti1:ictured quarterly announcements is taken the incorporation of standing or, 
perhaps, revolving review groups in our award selection process will be enhanced 

Parenthetically, the NAS report notes the heavy burden put on Institute staff. 
The report suggests that current procedures place the major responsibility for 
conceptualizing research on staff, who are expected to create single-handedly 
"what generations of social scientists have never achieved: a well-defined set of 
research tasks leading to clearly applicable knowledge about solving crime prob
lems." We are not sure that the success of this generation of social scientists in 
pursuing this goal will be assured by organizing them into formal, multi-tiered 
peer review panels. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

9. The Committee recommends that Ihe Inst-itute establish formal peer review pro
cedures and an overall advisory panel for general program planning. To accomplish 
this, Ihe Institute should structure a three-tiered advisory system, in the followinv ways 

a. A statutory Advisory Board on Criml:nal Justice Research, to set overall prwritie: 
(see Recommendation 16 for details): 

b. Program planning panels for each of a sel€cted set of program areas: 
c. Individual project review panels: 
This advisory system should have the following characteristics: 
a. Both re.~earchers and practitioners should be represented on all panels: 
b. Review panels should provide for methodological and programmatic scrutiny of 

all projects: . ~ 
c. Panels should be set up for extended terms to establish continuity of program and 

should meet regularly. 
Response.-The Institute cannot establish the formal peer review structure 

recommended by N AS within its existing legislation. Given the current ad
ministration's publicly stated views on the use of conSUltants, it is unlikely that 
such a structure would be acceptable. Other weaknesses of this proposal and 
Institute views on external assistance in general were dealt with above. 

10. The Institute should employ a less obtrusive monitoring system which would 
allow more flexibility to grantees. 

Response.-In the context of long-range planning, the Institute is conducting a 
review of its research management methods. This review so far has led us to 
examine and to begin categorizing the functions of the Institute to better identify 
more approprinte management mechanisms for different functions. It is quite 
probable that this review will result in modifications to current monitoring 
policies. Programs of smnll academic research grants presumably will not require 
the same level of monitoring as more directed program development activities. 
or course, the Institute also is required to conform to LEAA policies regarding 
monitoring of grants and contracts. 

• 
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11. Substantive program areas, like those sUf/gested in V-lIB, should be the basis 
Jor creating the framework for program admintstration and.l)J.tdget allocation. Func
tional divisions, whether they relate to criminal justice operations (police, courts, and 
correciions) or Institute mandatee (disseminaUon, el'aluaUon, lec7tnology) should 
serve only to provide particulal' expertise to program and project development, not to 
suggest substantive divisions. 

,Response.-The issue of the proper organizational structure for the Institute 
has been dealt with extensively above. The Institute will reel(amine its current 
structure to insure that it is appropriate for implementing the long-range research 
and development plan that is being developed. 

12. Funding leve't.s should not be rigidly fixed within substantive areas. 
Response.--'I'he Institute generally agrees that funding levels sh.ould not he 

rigldly- ilxed within substantive areas and that excellence of proposals should 
_:5overn the apportionment of funds. But too strict adherence to these two criteria 
would be tantamount to converting the total program to competitive unsolicited 
research. While flexibility in some portion of its program needs to be mo;intained, 
the Institute and the LEAA Administration also need to budget more specifically 
for certain priority programs and research problem areas. 

1 S. Strict funding cycles-two or three a year-should be established and adhered to .. 
Response.-The Institute agrees that its funding cycles should be better 

structured and. advertised. It ha been moving in this direction for th~past two 
years through expansion of the use of program announcements and in the develop
ment of a comr.etitive bidder's mailing list. These efforts are described above. 

14-. NILEOJ s research program, through 1"ts struc/ttre, should have appropriate 
evaluation, dissemination, and technolo(JY development functions inte(Jrated into the 
major research effort. These components should be represented on whatever decision
makin(J mechanisms are developed to set the. research agenda. 

Response.-l'hough not necessarily through organizational structure, the 
Institute agrees that appropriate evaluation, dissemination, and technology 
transfer functions should be integrated into the research effort. However, it 
believes that such coordination and integration of views in the decision-making 
process is more a function of management than organizational structure. 

III. OPERATING CONDIT,ONS 

NAS quite clearly suggests that organizational factors have contributed to 
what it views as the Institute's mixed record. That there have been numerous 
changes in both LEAA and the Institute is obvious. Despite this fact, the Institute 
has been able to maintain continuity over the years in a number of research areas 
including environmental design, police patrol, courts, corrections, and technology. 
The fact that the Institute's program also includes a 'number of ,discrete projects 
does not entirely stem from changes in direction, though some of it certainly 
does. An alternative way of looking at it is that it reflects the need for knowledge 
in an uncharted area which has dictated an exploratory approach. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

15. LEAA's domination over the Institute must be eliminated. At the very least, 
the Director must have full processing and sign-off authority Qver all Instit1~te awards, 
control otler Institute administrative budget, personnelt and detailed program review. 
The Committee also recommends that the Director shou d be appointed by the Attorney 
Generd of the United States, at the level oj Assistant Attorney General. 

16. Overall program prioTl:tie8 should be set by a statutorily authorized criminal 
justice research advisory board. A major portion of its 1II$mbersliip should be leading 
scientists from the spectrum of relevant disciplines altd shOUld also inclUde practitioners 
and members oj the community having SUbstantial intere$t in the probl6ln8 to wMch 
the research ought to apply. 

11. The Director should be chosen from candidates with significant experience and 
recognition ir~ both research and research, administraUon. 

is. The National Oriminal Justice Statistical Service, the National Institute of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention;· and Project Search should all be in
clUded within the NILEOJ structure. We endorse the idea of a Bureau of Criminal 
Justice Statistics; the ideal arrangement would be to locate this Bureau withil~ an 
indepednent NILECJ., 

19. The Oommittee recommends that maior Junction~ and activiti6B that are extra
neQUs to NILECJ's substantive research program, such as formalized technical 
a.skistance to criminal justice planners and practitioners in designing and performing 
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project evaluations, or the packaging and marketing aspects of dissemination, be 
be located wilhin LEAA's O.ffice of Regional Operatiollsrather than in the Institute. 

Respo1!se.-Rccommendations Hi through 19 deal With proposals outsidc thc 
purvicw of thc Institute. Thcy requirc an LEAA Administration or Dcpartment of 
Justice responsc beyond whl1t hus been said abovc. With respect to recommcnda
tion 19, thc Institute doe8 not agree that disscmination is an inappropril1te 
function for a research institute. This uspect of the recommendation secmingly 
contradicts the Academy's argument in support of recommendation 14 which 
suggcsts that a major funct:lon of the Institute's dissemination strategy should 
be "fostcring an understanding on thc part of practitioners of the contributions 
and limitl1tions of research, Itnd understanding on thc pl1rt of researchers of the 
nceds and expcrience of pracUtioners". 

With regard to teohnology trnnsfer and evaluation funotions, the legisll1tion 
governing the Institute is olemr and explioit: "to enoouruge researoh and develop
ment to improve and strengthen law enforoement and criminal justice, to dis
seminate the rcsults of such efTorts to state and local govcrnments und to assist 
in t e dcvelopment and support of programs for the trnining of law enforoemcnt 
and criminal justice personnel." 

. The Institute believes it can operate as effectively within thc Department as it 
could within LEAA. Howevcr, congressional intcnt argucs persuasivelv ill favor 
of a rescarch institute operating within the primary mission agency-LEAA. 

It has been suggested by several of the Institute's Advisory Committee mem
bers and others that the real challenge is to develop and support more cfforts that 
serve the twin needs of research and policy-making. The institute believes that thc 
two goals oan be met and is apprehensivc about moving in the direction suggested 
by NAS where opcrational considprations could too casily bc relegated to a low 
priority. 

Of course, there will be tensions between researoh and policy direction, these 
are inevitablC'. But thcy can be kept to manageable proportions and, the Institute 
believes work to the benefit of both research and aotion. 

As has been noted often in this l'esponse, the N AS report surrc>rs from an 
ahistorical perspective. It does not reflect developments over the past several 
yea~s in compl1rison with what existed earlier. Nevertheless, thc Institute agrees 
with the major reoommendation concerning the need for It focused, long-term 
strategy. After eight years of charting an unexplored arca, such a strategy is now 
po~siblc where before it was not. It should be rcmembcred that while the Institute 
hus been struggling for a foothold so has LEAA ns an agency. Such recent innova
tions as the agency's' aotion program development process, designed to develop a 
mtional approach to devclopment oi action programs bascd on research, provid.es 

, an opportunity for both to develop a more focused approach to learning about and 
improving law enforccment and criminal justice. 

ASSESSMENT/IMPACT DATA 

Exemplary Projecls.-(frr-m Ques1J~':'1naires on six ExP Manuals): 89 percent of 
respondents had favorable overall eitdionj ovcr 99 pcrcent found manuals rela
vant to their needsj 96 percent found manuals uscful. 

Prescriptive packages.-(Independent Urban Institutc Evaluation-1974) 
111elhadone Treatment .lIfanual.-read by 60 percent of target audience receiving 

copies; l'lltcd above average to exccllent by 92 percent of that group. 
Police Crime Analysis.-read by 82 percent of target audience receiving copiesj 

rated nverage to excellcnt by 77 percent. 
OTT am<lysis of questionnaires from over 1,000 respondents showed thl1t 94 

percent ~ated documents exoellent to above lI.Varage. In most recent assessment 
(1976, 5 packages, 500 responses) 70 percent considered the presoriptive package 
thc best singlc document available on the particulm' topic. 

Training workshops.-in current workshops, follow-on surveys show 75 pcrcent 
of participants report sharing workshop information with their stnff and peersj 
over 50 percent report definite plans to incorporate all or part of program in their 
own operation. 

Follow-on surveys of earlier workshops show adoption of program elements 
ranging from 33 pcrccnt (Community Based Corrections) to 63 percent (Family 
Crisis lntet·vention). 
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Field lasl.-Program evaluations by OEj sites also function as technology 
transfer resource; hold statewide confcl'cnces, etc. Examples: Salt Lake CBC site 
hostcd delegation of 75 represcntatives of Western Council of State Governmentsj 
Syracuse FCI site instrumental in getting FOI training incol'pol'nted into New 
York State POST standnl'ds. 

lIosl.-Too new for aggregate data; folloWing is quote from the evaluation of the 
first HOST visitor to New York Street Crime Unit, the Commandel' of the newly 
established San Francisco Street Cl'ime Unit. "In 2}2 months (preceding visit), 
my 75 man unit had 10 'accidental' decoy arrests. Since returning, I tr{tined the 
men pel' NYC-SCU and in five days We have made 65 good decoy arrests with an 
average of 15 new ones per day. This could turn the crime (Violent street crime) 
picture around in this city.!> 

NCJRSj Conclusions of independent survey by Law and Order magazine on 
reader opinion of NCJRS: "NCJRS is a valuable service to the law enforcement 
profession, a primnl'Y source. of education material, and most comments had 
nothing but praise for NCJRS.JI Particularly high ratings went to Interest Profile 
(90%), SNI program (94%) and Search and Retrieval (100% positive responses). 
Results comparnble to NCJRS, c.onduetcd surveys of user satisfaction. 

94-928 0 - 78 - 22 
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AppendixB 
FY 1976 Awards 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE PROGRAMS AND 
AWARDS 
FISCAL YEAR 1976 

The National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Crimil'all ustiee is the research branch of 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra
tion, established by the Omnibus Crime Con
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968. As stated 
in the Act, the lnstitute's mandate is: 

"To encourage research and development, 
to improve and strengthen law enforcement 
and criminal jllstic~, to dissemina te the 
results of such efforts to state and local 
governJll;llts, and to assist in the develop
ment and support of programs for the train
ing of law enforcement and criminal 
justice personnel." 
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Over the past eight years, (he Institute .has 
sponsored research on crime preventioll and 
control and the administration of criminal 
justice nnd disseminated information on 
significant research findings to state and 10~aJ 
officials throughout the country. 

. In FY 1976, the Institute continued its 
support of ongoing researclt in such areas as 
police response time and environmental 
design, and commissioned llew projects 011 
subjects rangil1g from plea bargaining 10 
consumer fraud. It relined techniques for 
disseminating research findings and encourag
ing their usc, and it sponso:ec! evaJua dons of 
both established practices and new approaches, 

The Institute awarded $38.8 million in 
FY 1976. The following table shows the 
distribution of these funds by program area, 

FY 1976 Nationsl Institllte Program FUllds'" 

Program Area 

Community Crime Prevention 
Police 
COllrts 
Corrections 
Advanced Technology 
Manpower Program 
Visiting Fellows 
Evaluation Programs 

National Evaluation ?rogram 
Office of Evalua tion 

Technology Transfer*. 

Total 

*lnclur,!es awards made during the trallsltl~11 
quart/1r. 

**This Jigure includes $2,335,496 in trailling 
and tec/Illical assistance funds. 

Dollars Percentage 

$ 4,43!l,293 11.4 
3,014,811 7.8 
1.841,700 4.7 
1,554,724 4.0 

10,576,.193 27.3 
1,644,693 4,2 

238,986 0.6 
5,306,963 13.7 

(1,365,602) (3.5) 
(3,941,361) (10.2) 
10,187,592 26.3 

$3'8,805,255 100.0 

Note: The Institute s [undil/g cycle 1I0rmally 
e)(tends Illto the first quarter of tlte [0110 Wing 

_ jJ:Jcal year. Helice its total obligatlOlls may 
f!)(ceed the appropriation [or a glvell year, 
because riley illclude awards made WIder Ilze 
previous year's appropriation, 



Selection of Policies, Priorities and Projects 

In setting priorities and allocating funds, the 
Institute is guided by the following; 

e The Congressional mandate as set forth in 
the authorizing legislation; 

e The management by objectives process, 
which takes into account the LEAA 
Administrator's priorities, the judgments of 
the Institute's professional staff, the recom
mendations of the Institute's Advisory 
Committee of knowledgeable criminal justice 
practitioners and researchers, and the views 
of other recognized experts; and 

eTimely criminaljustice issues, such as the 
problem of the serious, habitual offender. 

Each year, the National Institute publishes 
and disseminates a ProtlTam Plan that briefly 
describes all Institute programs and project~ 
and explains application procedures. The 
Institute is expanding its use of individual pro
gram announcements that provide detailed 
information on the background and objectives 

, of specific programs, funding, and deadlines, 
and solicit concept papers. Requests for 
proposals are announced in the Commerce 
Business Daily. 

Institute projects generally are s:electcd to 
meet priorities outlined in the Program Plan. 
A limited amoun;of funds is ~et aside each 
year to support especially promising research 
that may fall outside designated priorities. 

Institute staff review initial concept papers 
and solicit the views of one or more lmowledge
able profess:onals-cither within LEAA or from 
al. o .. tside source. All full applications are 
similarly reviewed by a monitoring team made 
up of the Institute project monitor and two or 
more professionals from outside the Institute 
whose background, training, and experience 
are relevant. In making their judgments, the 
reviewers consider the nature of the problem 
to be addressed and whether the applicant's 
skills and resources can accomplish thc 
objc,tives. 

the Institute is authorized to make grant~ 
to, or enter into contracts with, public agenCIes, 
institutions of higher eClUcation, or private 
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organizations. The Department of Justice 
Offi~e of Legal Counsel has ruled that the 
Institute also is authorized to make grants to 
individuals, but that authority is used sparingly. 
LEAA policy stipulates that profit·making 
institutions may not receive Institute grants. 

The following table shows the distribution 
of FY J 976 Institute funds by type of 
recipient. 

Distribution of FY 1976 
National Institute Program Funds 

(By Type of Recipient) 

Universities 
Priva te Firms 
Federal Agencies 
State and Local Government 

Agencies 
National and Professional 

to .. rganizations Individuals 

Total 

FY 1976 Awards 

$ 2,421,887 
26,685,609 

3,234,500 

3,433,454 

2,790,819 
238,986 

$38,805,255 

To carry out its wide-ranging mandate, the 
Institute is organized into three major offices: 
Office of Research Programs, Office of 
Technology Transfer, and Office of Evaluation. 
The functions of each office a"1d the projects 
they funded in fiscal year 1976 are described 
in the following ~lges. 

Office of Research Programs 

The Office of Research Programs develops 
and sponsorSl'esearch studies that probe major 
problems facing the criminal justice system. 
Current research efforts focus on acquiring new 
knowledge and suggesting alternative 
approaches in community crime prevention, 
police, courts, corrections, and advanced 
technology. 



... 

Community Crime Prevention. The Institute's 
program in Community Crime Prevention 
works to dispel the notion that crime i~ solely 
the responsibility of the criminaljustice 
system. Both as individuals and as members of 
the community, citizens can have a measurable 
impact on the complex task of fighting crime. 
For example, each individual can take simple, 
definable steps to protect his or her personal 
property •. Individuals can also assist the 
criminal justice process by reporting criminal 
activity when it occurs, by testifying to such 
activities in court, alld by serving on juries 
when called. 

The program in Community Crime Preven
tion seeks to encourage community involve
ment both on the puhlic and on the private 
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level. Secondly, the program seeks to broaden 
public ll.,ders!anding and involvement in the 
workings\. (the criminaljustice system. Finally, 
it seeks to develop a more meaningful response 
to the citizen as a"'1ictim of crime and client 
of the criminal justice system. 

76·NI·99·0029 
Title: A Study of ,he StrUcture and Operation or the Rackets 
in Met.opolitan New Yorl< (f",", 10/1/15 - 3/3 1/77) 
Gr.mtec: Policy SeienccsCen1er, Inco.276 Broadway, 
Roo", 10001, NewYork,Now Vo.k 10007 
Project Director: Dr. Jon.then Rubinstein 
Amount: Sl82,125 
This project studied gambling 3nd loan~shaIkfng rackets in Ihe 
New York Metropolitan Area. Data were .:oUected on the 
organization and activities or these rackets oyer a ten-year • 
period. The nn31 report wiU describe in detail the structures, 
functions, and activitlc:s of Ine organizat1ons, tne)r rclation~ 
ship:s with each olher, and tt,e manner in Which they operafe. 

76·Nl·99·0036 
Tille: Study o( Ctime .nd Slability in ", .. \denli'" Communll\<. 
(f.om 2/1/76 -1/31/78) 
Grantee: Institute lor Community Design Ana~y~is, 853 
Broadway, 19th FJoor,NewYor".N.Y~ lOOt"L.,, 
Project Director: Osca;r Newman 
Amount~ S6S0,01!.! 
Thisprojccl Is studying a samph: ofpubUc housing projects' 
and federull}'·us~istcd moderate·lncome developments in 
'Newark, $t, l.Qul" and San rranchco 10 determine lhe 1m. 
pact or the sdcioccl)nomic ch:tractcristic:s of residents, 
buHding de\I~n ;.Ind miinagcment poliCies on crinte and 
stability In the deveJopments. Based on in Ondings, the 
project will rccl)Juntcnd the. combinations uf resident 

~roup!». buildin£ type'S. 3nd m.m~~crnt'nt pcl:dcs that IIrc 
likely to rcsul1 in !t .. btC'.low'i;rhm~ l.-onullur.}tics. 

76·NI.99·oos6 
Tillc: Techniques for Improving the Erfccd\'efleSS DC the 
Criminal Justice ~ .. po"sc to Fo.cible Rape (f.pm 2/25/76-
6/30/71) 
Grantee!: BaUeUe Human Affairs RC5e:l.l'ch Center, P.O. Box 
5395, Sealtl., Wash. 9810S 
Project PUC'etor: Dr, Donna Schnlm 
Amount: S348,609 
ihis (o)low.up stud), \0 a l'Y 1915 grant' ;·~1·99·001S) 
explored in £fcater d~talllhc muJor probJ~m arcas idcntiOcd 
by crinlinJI Justice offlcbts 1IIJ.llmpair thi! >~ stem's efrl!c· 
th'cness In dealing with fUJl!! ('45C!l. TIt.:- IHl.'Nt.:t wiJJ produw 
mutcriaJl> fllr police, pro5cc.ulors.and ICt;I~I.l.tn~$to ImprQ\,1! 
1h~ 'System's lCSpOnS\! \0 Tap!!. 

76·NI·99·0122 
Title: Consumer Fr.lud: An Analysis of Impact and 
Opportunltie. (0. Inl.",.nllon ((tom 8{9/16 - 2/28{78) 
Grantee: Amt:rie:m Institutes Cor'-Restarch. 3301 New Me~lco 
Av •• NW, Washlnglon,1,lc":!. 20of~ 
Project Dlreclor: Davi<\';'J ,lus 
Amount: S342,966 :.') " 
The purpose or Ihis projf!ct (s to idcnlify promisipg npproach~s 
to curlailin:; consumer fraud. Researchers aJ't culJectitlg, data 
oplhe ch:ullclerlstics. incidence, llJld impa.:t of consumer 
frJud. und uS1e~'Sing; t:i1n~nt !i\ta,e~ki rUt ul!JUng with the 
problem, r' 

J.LEAA·022·74 
Title: Crime Prevention Through Envlronment21 Design 
(CPrED) (Modir.caticn from 6{1/76 -7/31/78) 
Contractor: Special System5, Westinghouse Electric 
Corl'oralion Suile 11 t 1,,2341,feCCer$On Oa';s Highway, 
Arlington, Va. 22202 
Project DirectQr: Edward Pt,.~ce 
Amount: (Modification) $2.098,816 
This award supports continuing research '3J1d deyelopment 
of the concept oC Crime Preventfon through Environm(nlal 
Dellign· Demonstration desfgns for resld~ntial and commercial 
are3S and schools wiJI be developed and impl~mcnted 111 three 
:spetlrlc sites tmd results evaluated. 

LEAA·]·IAA-O:l4-6 
TUIe: Uandgun Control and Victim Compenut!un (from 
6/1/76 -10/31/77) Intoragency Agreement ... lth the Offie< 
of Improvements in, the Administration o( Justice, Dep.lrhnent 
of Justlcc, Washington, D.C. 
PtoJect Director. Edw:ud D. Jones 
Amount: S76,5OO . 
The obj\~c.1ive oC this projeci i~ to compl:t~ 1""0 motior sludit:s 
which ,uppart the Juuice Department's lonr·rangc aimin3J 
justice PQlicy initiatives: Ho"dgrm Control Straltgles is 
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estimallng the demand for flrc;nms for self·protecthlO and 
criminal USCSj analyzing .llc determinants of the iUl:s;at supply 
of handguns: and assessing the impact of alternative control 
siratesics on firearm demand and illegal supply. and on the 
rales of hom1cide nnd robber)' in the U.s. urban environment. 
J~/ctlm Cotnp~matloJJ is analyzing the econorr.lc 10sSC's intuffI:d 
by victims of assaultive crimes and assessing the (mpact of 
compensatIon - both public and prJV3te - on victim behavior. 

Police. Public demands have both shaped 
and stretched the role of the police in recent 
years. Today, a police officer is not merely an 
enforcer of the law, but a resource to be called 
upon in almost any emergency. 

Faced with rising expectations, but declining 
budgets, the police community needs research 
results and alternative approaches that can help 
to achieve economies without impairing effec
tiveness. The Institute's police research has the 
twin objectives of building a body of sound 
knowledge and providing proven tools to en
hance day-to-{)ay performance. Among recent 
contributions toward these goals are projects 
that are testing the effectiveness of various 
patrol strategic:., analyzing the impact of re
sponse time, and devising indicators to help the 
police evaluate and improve their performance. 

76·NI·99·00t I 
Tille: Development or Methods and Prog.;uns to Promote 
Physical Fllness 11I1'olice ornc ... (from 10/21/75 - 1/20/77) 
Grantee: International Association of Chiefs of PoJi..:e, Eleven 
Fustfield ltd. t GaiUlenbwg, Md. 20760 
I'roject DIrector; Rona.ld Bostick 
Amount! S619,404-
This l,!t3nt dc .. ctopcd and e\'aluated pro~rams and methods that 
1:;10 be u$Cd 10 ensure" hiJ,!.h lc\'ct or:phy.dcal fitness among 
police personnel. 

76·NI·99·0012 
Title: A Man.computer Syst~m forSolutioll or-the ~Iug File 
Problem (from 8/15/75 - 11/14/76) 
Gr:U1lee: Univ~rsil'y of Houston, 1I011ston, Tex. 77004 
hojcet Director: Ben T. Rhodes, Jr. 
Amount: S226,403 
This Ph .. sc: 11 projcel h designing a computl!r system suitable 
for ios-tallation and opcrution in a police depattmcnl that cail 
wle .. a (wm os larJ,!.c library of mug. shots those photographs 
mOst closely rescmbljnl! tl suspect's dcscJilllion. 
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73·NI·9!)'0047-S·1 
Title: Response Time Analr'"' Study (f[om 7/1/73 - 6/30/76) 
Grantee: Kansas CHy Police Department, 1125 Locust 51., 
Kansas City, Mo. 
Project Director: Major Lester N. Harris, Kansas City PoUce 
Department, 306 E. 12th St., Room 1030, Kansas City, Mo. 
14106 
Amount: 5152,122 
Thb supplemental award to the Kansas City Response Time 
AnalyslsP[oJect (73·NI·99·0047) supportsresearch and anal· 
ysls of the operational problems related to poUee response 
time. 

76·NI·99·0087 
Title: Policing Corruption In Local Government Regulatory 
Agencies (from 4/14/76 -12/13/77) 
Grantee: Stanford Research Institude, 333 R;avenswood Ave., 
Menlo Park, Calif. 94025 
Project Dir..-ctor: Theodore R. Lyman 
Amount: S265,3OO 
This project is studying detection, prevention, and enforcement 
measures to combat corruption in regulatory agencies. Em· 
phasls Is on identifying and describing typical patterns of 
corruption in the licensing and ilupeclion fUnctions of regula· 
tory agencies. 

76·NI·99·0097 
Title: Police Suikes Monograph (from 10/16/76 - 9/15/77) 
Grantee: InteJTlational Association of Chiefs of Police, Eleven 
Firstfirld Rd., G,lthersbu[g, Md. 20760 
Project Director: Glen R. Murphy. Director, Technical and 
Services Division, IACP 
Amount: 5160.778 
This project will provide law enforcement adminlstrators with 
resource muterfal and information to help them undentand and 
analyte the Issues Olnd events that could de"ciop into a pollee 
labor strike. 

76-NI·99·0 104 
Title: ImplementatIon and Evaluation oC Prototype Rules and 
Procedures for Police Discipline (f[om 7/1/76 - 6/30/78) 
Grantee: International Association or Chiefs of Police, Eleven 
Firstfield Rd., Gaithersburg, Md. 20760 
Project Director: Joyce Blalock, Assistant Director, Legal 
Rcsearch Section,lACP 
Amount: 5390.375 
The primary objeclivc of Ihis effort is to field lcst in an opera
tional situation. the prototype rules of conduci and dbciplinary 
procedures developed under Grant #74·NI-99-0019, Model 
Rules or Conduct for Internal D}scfpUnary Action. 

76·NI·99·0 109 
Title: TIl(: "alice and Illicit SUbstar.ce Corltrol (from 6/11/76 _ 
12/10/77) .' 
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Grantee: Cenlcr for the Study of Social nehavlor~ Rescarch 
Triangle Institute, P.O. Dox 12194, Reseotrch Triangle ,P;uk, 
Durham, N;C. 2770S" 
Project Director: Jay R. Williams 
Amount: S253,636 
This study is identifying vJrJousgoill$ and strJtegies in nar· 
cotics law enforcement at the loc.111evcl and assessIng their 
cCfecth'enltss. 

76-NI·99·011J 
Title: NEr Pha:s~ h rolitlng Urban Mas, Transit Systems (from 
6/24/76 - 2/23/77) 
Grantee: 'The MlTR.E Corporation, 1820 Dolley Madison Blvd., 
Mel.,n, V •. 22101 
Project Director: Warren S. t... Moy. Criminal Justice System 
Research Depadment, The MITRE Corporation 
Amount, 598,754 
This assc:ssmen\ csthnated the ilCCUIaC)' ~nd reUabUUy ofOlvail .. 
:Jble dahl in the policing of urban mass transH systems, rhe 
factors that seem most likely to il1nuencc Hie success or railure 
of specm~d projccts, and the costs: of differem policing 
str;!tegies. 

76-1'11·99·0/12 
Title: Police: ReCenl1 Systems in.MetropoUtan.Areas (Crom 
10/1/76 - 9/30/77) 
Gl"ntee: Indiana Univeuity Foundation, Post Office B()x F, 
Bloomlnglon, Ind. 47401 
Project DirectOd EHnor Ostrom, Director. Workshops in 
Poii'icaITheory ami Policy Analysis, MorgM HaU 121 Indiana 
University, aloomington, Jnd. 47401 
Amount: S130,218 ~ 
Wide variations c"iist In the types or orgaR\t.atlonal auanse.. 

• mel'llS a.nd depattmer.tal poUcies for handUng the hish volume 
ofsocbl seJVicc cases that come to the attention of police. 
Thb grant lays the groundwork for assessing the effects of 
dif{eu~nt t}'pes of pollce ref~rral systems: and poJIce involve· 
ment in delivery of .social services. 

76·1-/1·99.0119 
Title:. National P.roject to Develop. Police Program Ptrrorm .. 
ane. Measures (f1om 11/1/76 -1/31/78) 
Grantee: American Justice Institute, 1007 Seventh St.t 
Siilcramcnto, Calif. 95814 
Project Director: Jerome A .. Needle, Director,American 
Justice Institute 
Amounr: S4~5,6l1 
RC'lJjondtng to the rccommendations of the National Commts .. 
sion on Criminal Justice Standards ;:and Goals, eatlier ,research. 
(7S-Nt·99·0009) .~evclopcd a system of policeperforrnance 
measures that attempts to solve some of the. problern.$ associ
ated with traditional me:uures of police wurk, such a~ reported 
crime figures. In this ~coJ1.d phase, the proj~cl wlll refine, 
ten and evalu.lIe the system in four cities. 
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76-NI·99·0121 
Title: DevelopmeJ1t or Guldelinc$ tor Police Enforcement of 
laws Relating to PrOuitUlion (from lOll '76 ~ 4130/78) 
Grantee: Law and Justice Stully Center,lJuman Affairs 
Research C~nh!f'1 1hH1,!Ue MemOftat tns\itUh!. ,",000 N.Ii. 4. 1st 
51., SeoUl"~ Wash. 98105 
ProJect,Direttor: Duncan Chappcll 
Amoun!; S229,289 
This study is designed (0 provIde Jaw cnforc(!men1 administra· 
tors and practitioncrs wIth a. baSI! of kno\\ ~d£c on i,\l1lch lQ 
dc\'elop prustilution prevention and controlstratesJcs OIp· 
propriat~ to their pa{\icul.u 3).!cncy's- necds:md Qbj~tH\'1:.s. 

76·NI·99·0125 
ode: Social Networks artd Social OrgUllz.atian of a FoUce 
Prednd (from 8[25/76 - 2/24/78) 
Grantee: Institute (ar Social Analyis, 24 Clo\er Rd., N~w. 
(oundland, N.J. 07435 
PraJcctPircclor: F,I'3ncisAJ. Ianni, Direclor, InsHflHe for 
Social Analysis 
Amounj, S58,135 
This res~arch is anah'tlng thd: potice precinct ;'$ a so~bt system 
that opcratc$ accordhll; to a "code of luh:s'· 10 determine:! ho\\' 
the pn:cinct arrectslhe overall errcclh'tnc5$ and ctriciency of 
the dep:lllm~nt. 

76·1-/1·99·0129 • 
Title: Boston Police Oep:utment Project on Criminillnvestiga
.ive Procedures {from 10/1/76 - 6130/78) 
Granlee: Trustces of Boston University, Baston Ur.fvcrsily 
Center for CJ'im;pa} Justice, 209 n .. y Slate Rd., Boston, Mass~ 
02215 
Project Director: Sheldon Krantz 
Amount: S266,206 
This ,grant carries: the previous warl< on pollce 2dministralive 
policy·makins: into new priodty lit(as. PoUO:::~'nulking on 
criminal invcstigulive procedures ure being e",palldcd beyond 
the: dctccth-c function, for t>..amp1e. and will directly confront 
sensitive issue'S surrQundin~ selllclive enfor~menl. This project 
builds on previous work by the prantee and b)' the Arlzotia' 5",. Unlversiry Model Rule, Proj.~t and I~' ABA S(and.,ds 
Relating 10 the Urban Pollce Funclion. 

76·NI·99·0137 
Tille~ Police .and the ElderJy: DIe Developmenf of Operot· 
tional Gujdetinc$ 10 Improve PaUce Effecth'enes5 (from 
1I/15/76 - 5/14/78) 
~iilll/ee: Prp.gram:; Dhlisiol1, University City 5(.iencc Cen'er, 
36.14 Science Center, Philadelpht:a, Pa. 19104 
Project Director: 1heodore U. ScheH, U"ivetsify City Science 
Center, 1717 Massachusetts Ave. N.W., "'ashlngton, D.C. 
20036 
Amounl:S226,669 
This study is buscd upqn InrormatiQJ1 on PQU~-cl~erly Inu,!J
,u::tiorls in (wo citlc..'i supph:mcnt4!d by a nJtional rcvil!W and 



assessment of. ongoing poUce and community programs 
designed to improve the quality of these interactions. 

76-NI·99·0140 
Title! Civil Service Systems: Their Impact on Police Admin· 
IslIation (from 9/30/76 -7/31/7S) 
Grantee: Public. Administration Service, 1313 E. st,,(leenth St., 
Chlcago,lII. 60637 
Project Director: Joseph J. Molkup 
Amount: 5230,049 
This study Is usseuin~ the impact of the civil servIce s)'stcm on 
police personnel udmlnistration and to prescribe wo:lltblc 
modific:.llions where l"I~ccssur}·. 

Courts. The Institute continues to explore 
ways to reduce court delay and to improve the 
fairness and efficiency of the judicial process. 
New initiatives are directed toward the develop
ment of Derformance rne~S\lreS for the courts, 
prosecution, and derense, with the goal.or mak
ing these functions more easily accountable to 
the pUblic. Stuaies orjuey management and 
witness cooperation have produced new insigh ts 
into the vital task or making citizen participa
tion in the administration of justice more satis
rying. Finally, the COllrts research program is' 
working to promote consistency and fairness 
in two vital areas of the judicial process: plea 
bargaining and sentencing; and to develop al
ternatives to adjudication that will ease court 
congestion and promote community partici
pation. 

76·NI·99·0014 
Titl~: Errects of Omnibus Hearing on Measures of Efficiency/ 
Justice (from S/15/75 - 12/14/76) 
Grantee: Section of Criminnl J u,Uce, American Bar Assotia~ 
tlon,1705 DeSalesSt. NW, Washington, D.C. 20036 
rrojec~ Director: Daniel Gibbens 
Amount: SISS,531 
This project systematiclily tested the imp;u:l of the omnibus 
hearing on the quaUt) of justice and on the economical usc 
or reSOurces In state Irial courtS. 

76·NI·99·00BS 
Title; CommentaJ)' on the Implementation of the ModeJ 
Pen,l Code from 1962 - 1976 (from 4/26/76 - 4/25/7S) 
Grantee: The American Law Institute, 4025 Chestnut St., 
PhU:ulelphi., P •• 1911>1 
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Ptoject Director: PauJ A. Wolkfn 
Amount: $197,953 
Tho purpose of this project is to produce a commentary on 
the response of the .. tates to the Modell'enal Code of.1962. 
This commentary \'JUI incorporate an analY51s of the 
legislative DctivJty and rationale for the major redefinition 
of the crimInal codes that has taken place in over half the 
states in the past dec.'!.de. The study will enhance the use of 
the Code and wllliay the groundwork for more thorough 
evaluations of codes already adopted by the states~ 

76·N1·99·008S 
Title: Pretrial Settlement in Crimln," Cases (from 5/24/76 -
11/23/77) 
Guntee: Center lor Studies in Criminal Justice, The 
University or Chicago,llIl E. 60th St., Chicago, III. 60637 
Project Director. Franklin E. Zimnng 
Amount: 5315,754 
This project is testing the feaSibility and effectiveness of a 
pretrial settlement process that allows pica and ch:uge 
negotiations to take place within a formal conference presIded 
over by ajudge. Participating in the conrerence would be the 
prosecutor, defense counsel, defen!bnt, and, if he or she wishes. 
the victim or complaining witness. The underlying principle 
of the experiment is the belief that everyone directly intel'ested 

:::.~ ~~et'ribO~t~u:~,t~~el}~i~fs;~sU~~!ed to be present during, 

76·NI·99·0102 
Title: Sentencing Guj~Unes: Structuring Judicial Discretion 
(from 7/1/76 - 9/6/77) 
Grantee: Criminal Justice Research Center, One Alton Rd., 
Albany, N.Y. 12203 
Project Director: Jack M. Kress 
Amount: $401,16S 
Thc first phase of this project successfully demonstrated the 
feasibiUty of developing sentencing guidelines to cnable judge! 
within a jurisdiction to make their sentencing decislons more 
consistent. This study (phase II) will fuUy Impll!ment the 
guidelines in one plrticipating court sclected from the Phnse I 
study and will develop sentencing models in three additional 
urban jurisdictions, using the 5:lme tcchniques developed in 
Ph.se I. 

76·NI·99·0!14 
Title: Misdemeanor Court1tlanagement (from 8/76-
4/IS/7S) 
Grantees: The American Judicature Society, 200 W. Monroe 
St., Suite 1606, Chicago, Ill. 60606, and Institute for Court' 
Managcment, 1405 Curtis St., Suite 1800, Denver, Colo. 
S0202 
Project Directors: Allan Ashman, Director of Rcsearth, The 
American Judicature Soctety, and Harvey Solomon, ixecuUve 
Director, Institute for Court Management 
Amount: S303,086 

.. 
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This project is assessing e:<isling btnovatlvc management 
progrnms in misdemeanor courts and wid develop, neld test, 
and eV'Jluate management techniquel 3nd innovations 
spcclfiC311» almcdat [emedylng management problems 
commonl)' found in the lower courts. The new management 
techniques will be field te!·:ed in t\\'o (VUlt systems, an 
overburdened metropolitan court and a [urallowcr courl. 

16·NI·99·0118 
Title: Co~dnuation of PROMIS ReS<:atch (from 7/23/76 -
7/22/71) 
Grantee: Institute (or Law and Social Research, 1125 15th 
St. NW.Sulle 625, Was!,!ngton, D.C. 20005 
hojeet OuedO[: Sidney L.. Brounsteln 
Amoun(: $435,208 
This project I:ontinuc$ research on data derived from th.e 
Prosecutor's l\-hinagementlnformation System (PROM'S) in 
the District of Columbia. The objective is to derive and lest 
bypothc$es ubout the criminal justice system as the PROMIS 
data permits. 

Corrections. Few areas of the criminal justice 
system have reccived as much attention in 
recent years a~ corrections. Many aspects-from 
the possible alternatives to jail incarceration to 
the problem of reducing recidivism-are the sub
ject of continuing public debate. 

In its corrections rcsearch, the Institute is 
studyhlg some of the major issues involved in 
the current restructuring of correctional policies 
and practices. 'Among the critical issues being 
analyzed are the impact of court rulings 
and changing state laws, the severe overcrowd
ing of institutions. anef !p-,! questions that /lave 
bep.n raised about the efficacy of rehabilitative 
programs. The following projects seek to fur
ther our'understanding of these issues and their 
implications. 

76·NI·99·0015 
Till:: NEp·Phasc I: Resident Inmate Aftercare/Halfway 
HouSC·Adulis (from $!1,!?5 - 4/15/76) 
Grantee.: Ohio State University Re!>eJ.rch foundation, 1314 
Kinnear R~" Columbus, Ohio 43212 
Proj~ct Director: Richud P •. Seiter 
Amount! SlS~f917 
Thisstudy d..:tcrmlned wh~t w#.tk~Wn about the cCfecti;;e-

. ness of h:LIrW3,y houses. Duildillg upon a literature: .search. and 
surv~y. ur expert opinion, the: rcscurchefs surveyed cidsting 
programs. Findings- Wl!rc- validated through site visits and 
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(ollow·up lilterviews. An e\'aluation deHg:: for WUng.gaps in 
present knowledge WaS produced. 

76·NI·99·a022 
Tille: Unlrorm Cotrcedons Cod. (9, I;7S - 8/31/77) 
Gn:ntce: Natioilal Conference oC Commissioners (In Uniform 
Slale Laws, 645 N. ~Iichlgan AVe., Chicago, III. 60611 
p{O~ct Director: WUliam ~ic.rce 
Amount: 5204,900 
This project Cocuses on 1hc apparent dispa:jt}' In corrcctillnal 
11a1utes nctoss states. Reformers h3\'¢ CCr.i~ to re:lllze thac 
laws go\-'erning corrections must be O\'CrhlUled before sigt11n. 
cant prograin changes can be made. Th~ .£.)::li of the .study is 
to develop uniform corrccllonallcgislation Olccept.ablc to 'he 
courts. A t'niform Corrections Code no1ll b~ drafted to 
pcovkie a statutory ftamewotk for slal-e l-:j:istatutes to- -CO}\ ... 
sider and to sufde correcdo!1S procedurei :·rom sentencing 
to noa1 relcasc t 

76·NI·99·0023 
Tille: A Survey of Crimlnat Justice E\'a}uation Studies (Ctom 
9/2/75 - 6/1/76) 
Gral1tee: Hudson lnstltute, Inc., Quaker Ridge Rd., Ctoton· 
on·H!Jdson,N.Y. 10502 
Project Director: Dr. Robert Martinson 
Amount: 5298,000 
tn the past decOlde. much attl!'nrion h3$ bl:!"en directed (o\\"i!rd 
the evaluation or cfrorts to reduce. cril11e. H[.twc\·cr, there h:1S 
been very little systematic empirical knt1wJed,lle abOUt the 
succe.;s or failure of rehDbilit3ting offcnders with various 
treatment strategies, in various. h1.S\i~ution:1l and non· 
institutional $cuin$s. This project condu~ud a compreherj!.h'c 
and s),s1:cl;1alicsearch, compUat(on,rc\-iew, and analysis of all 
relcvant research dl:aUngwhll the impact of progtamrnatk: 
intervention on offenders, produc1ng jnfoJmation3.nd caUclu· 
sicns concerning what wort:s (or whom and under willt 
conditions. ) 

76·NI·99-0037 ./ ., 
Title: NEP Plla5C I: Furloughs (or Prisoners «(rom"r1{t 1/75 
to 5/10/76) 
Grantee: School or Social Work, University of Alabama, 
Tuscaloosa, Ala. 
Project Director: Dr. Robert Sigler 
Amount: 596,503 
This was a.s:(ate-of·the~t $tudy of one of lbe oldest and 
most durable penal practices, furlo.u&hs for priscners. The 
$ludy was designed to determine what is rresen;ly known 
about lhe effectiv-eness and value of lnmal~ furlough programs; 
how much more should and c.m be learned abdul these pro~ 
Grams; and, if further evaluation seems wanantcd t how this 
e':'aluation shCluld be conducted. 

76·NI·99.Q038 . 
Title: Parole AIlematives (from 1/21/76 - 3/20/77) 



Grantee: Center for Po)icy Research, 475 Riverside Drive, 
N.w York, N.Y. 10027 
Project Director: Andrew Von Hirsch 
Amounl: 5148,610 
Parole, once seen as a m:dor reform, is increasingly being 
qu~sUoned. It is accused of simultaneously falling in its 
itu:lls of prutectlng the public and hdping lhe offend.::r. 
Because parole is such i1J1 inl~gra1 p:ut uf Ihe crimin:!.} justice 
syst~m. any modification requires a c::uefut consideration of 
practicallmIlUC"JtiuO'ls:md potential unintended conRquences. 
The purpose of thts project Wa$ to an:!.lyzc: what changes in the 
sentencing and correctional systems would be necessary if 
tfl'ditional parole pracllcc:s were eliminated or replaced by 
alternative strateglcs. 

76-111·99·0083 
Title~ NET' Phase I: A Study or Employment Services for 
R.I ..... ' in U,. Community (rrom 3/25/76 - 1/24/77) 
Grantee: The Lazar Institute. 1700 Pennsylvania Ave. NW~ 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
!'roJ.ct Dir.clor: Mary A. Toborg 
Amount: S 148.559 
This statc-of·thl!·::ut itudy asscssed one of the most wid~ly· 
offered currccttuns services for Inmntes released from a cor
Ji!ctions institution: I!mplo~'mcnt sen'ices, 

76·NI·99·0126 
Title: liE? - Phase h Instiw1ional Education Pr~ms for 
Inm.t" (from 9/28/76 - 6/27/77) 
Grantee; Social Restoration Program, School of Education, 
Lehigh University, Bethlehem, Pal 18015 
Project Director: Dr. Raymond DeU 
Amount: $107,179 
ThIs study Is designed to determine what is presentl~' known 
about the effectiveness and va.tu': of cdu"",.:I.tional pr<,,grams for 
inmates: how much more can and should be learned about 
Ih~sc programSj and, if further I.lvaluation scems warranted, 
111lw thi5 evaluation sllould be conducted. 

76·NI·99·0127 
Title.:. National EvaluJ.tion o(,Restitution Programs (rrom 
10/1/76 - 9/30/78) 
Grantee: Criminal Justice Research Center, Inc., One Alton 
Rd .• Alb.ny, N.Y. 12203 
Project Din~ctor; Dr. -"brgucrit~ Warren 
Amounl: S367.UI 
This project is assessing the -conditions under Which 
f\!~titution Inay be an effective tool in dealing with crimin:!1 
vlfcndcrsat various stages-of thc.criminalju1:tiro system. The 
I:\jlt..'nrnentltl restltu,Hon programs arc being funded through 
Ihl! O(fiCI,! or Re~iQnll Opcrn'ions InjurJsdictions across the 
,,<1untr)". Om:nJcls wl.lllx'- randomly tlssilml"d '0 cxperi. 
III~·nt.ll &.nd control1!rQups at each site, so the programs' 
\'tl1:~ts C3" be tI~\C5'il!d \!,'Hh a minimum orextraneuus 
hl"\ln~ factors. 
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76·NI·99·0142 
Title: DetermIning the Imp:let of Fundamental Chan8l's in 
the Law and Implications for the Future:, TIle Ev31uat1on 
of the M:dn. Exp.ri.nce (rrom 10/11/76 -1/10/78) 
Grantee: College of HUman Development, The Pennsylr.mla 
Slate Univ~rsltyt 207 Old Main BuUding, Univenity Parle, 
P •• 16802 
Project Director: Frederick A. Hussey/John H. Kramer 
Amount: $236,083 
This project will assess the impact of implcmentlr.a a uJl..:;,tU 

sentencing system in Maine, the fitst state to adopt stich 11. 

system. Re~arcllers will ex:mlne the new Code's impact 
0:1: changes in sentencing pectices; possible shifts in in
stitutiomJ populations .:md staffmg pattcrnsj resentencing 
policIes and proceduresj the usc of spUt·sent~ncinz ,1liid ex ... 
ecutive clemeql:V; and the use of restitution and communitl~· 
based correcth.~tS as altcmali-;c: means of handling criminal 
offcndcr1 in li\:u ofincarccration. D3ta on offend~!tWiII be 
C'OU~c:tcd. berore nnd .uter tho Code's implemcrltation. To bI~ 
obtained, froln court rccords, institutional files and inter· 
views with key criminal justice practItIoners, thl.' data will 
include Huch factors ns sentence leogthi type of sentence 
for each orfcnsc.; the numberofappHc:ltions for cornmuta· 
tions mllde and prantcdj use of work rclJ;:asc; institution31 
programs, stl1ff. dnd popUlation shifts; and restitution. 

Spl!Cial Programs. The Institute also spon
sors three major programs that are inter-disci
plina!'y: 

• The ViSiting Fellowship Program 
.,The National Evaluation Program 
.The Research Agreements Program, a 

pilot'effort funded in FY 1975, involving 
selected universities and research organizations 
in lohg-term research on such subjects as the 
habitual offender. 

Vi'siting Fellowships. The Visiting Fellow
ship Program brings outstanding researchers 
and :practitioners to Washington, D.C., to use 
the Institute's facilities and to share expe
riences, ideas, and information with the Insti
tute's professional staff. The emphasis is on 
creative, independent research which can 
effectively be pursued in the nation's capital. 

76·NI·99-0128 
Tille: The Amerlca.n Prosecutor· A Search for Identity (rrom 
9/4/76 - 9/3/~7) 
Grantee: J03n Jacoby, 1505 Grace Churd. M., Silver Spring, 
Md. 20910 



Amount: S54,779 
The purpo .. oC Ihls visiling FellolVship is to e .. mine the 
unique in$titutfon DC the American local prosecutor OInd 
document: (1) the hJstoriC<J1 development of how theofficc 
of till! prosecutor originated in the United States and de
veloped to its pOsItion tOd3y;(2) the present dIversity orlhe 
prosecutor's 10le and responses to these mL"<cd ¢nvlronl11cnts; 
(3) the jmpact of the proSc!cutor's policy on the criminal 
justiee system and the community; ana (4) the tmergin6 roles 
of the prosecutor in tetms of the chansing poUtlcal, social, and 
economic enviIonment and tne public poUcy issues they 
taise~ 

76·NI·99.o<l32 
'11tle~ Crlme. Victimization) Citizen Reporting, and O£ficial 
Crime Slacislics· Vislling Fellow (from 10/1/75 - 8/31/76) 
Grantee: Wesley Skogan, Department DC Political Sclenc~ 
Northwestern Univer$itYt 619 dark St., Evanston, I1f, 60201 
Amount: $31,376 
The purpose of Ihls Visiting Fellowship project, a conUnua· 
tion of74·NI·99..o02B, Was to answer thlee fundamental 
questJons about crIme In the. United States, using vicdmiza~ 
tion data: (I) who Is a victim oC crime, and why? (2) what 
/:limes ate scported to the pollce, and why? (3) which Inci· 
dents ultimately appear in officl ... J crime statistics, and why 
'do others seem 10 diSllppcar? 

76·NI·99.o077 
Title: Historical Trends of School Crime and Vlolence f[om 
1950 to 1975 with Special Emphasis on Cunent Crime Spe' 
tlfit Security Models (from 219/16 -218/17) 
Grantee: Robert J. Rubel, J 139 Oakbnd Ave" Piedmont, 
Colif.94611 
Amount: 542,065 
This Visiting FeUowshlp grant supported rcscaJch into aimc 
and violence in the nation's public secondary schools, and 
in-depth case $tudies. or seven tchool security program1. 

76·NI-99'()098 
Title:' A Saclo·l..tgi1.1 Study or th~ Pdvatc Prac:tice ar Crim· 
inal Law (from 5/12/76 - 5/11/17) 
(i[antee: Paul Do. Wice, Political Sc[ence Department, 
Washington and Je£fcr$On College, Washington, Pol. 15301 
Amount: SI9,567' 
The purpose of this Vj~itjng FellowShip is to assess the opera· 
tion and impact of the aimin31lawyc:r on the administration 
at Amerfca'~ urban crimic:aljustice system. The project foc. 
u$cs on two groups: (I) lawyers working in public defender 
ptogramsj and (2) lawyers workil18 as retained counsel In 
criminal cases. 

16·NI·99.o I 07 
Title: Soureebooks in I'oreqslc Serology (from 9/1/76 -
11130/77) 
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Grantee: Dr. Robert Gaensslcn, John Jay CoUege of Criminal 
Justice, City University of New York, 444 We>t 56th St., 
New York, N.Y. 10019 
Amount: S45,055 
The purpose orlhis Visiling Fcllo\'r'ship is 10 produce sever31 
sourccbooks on forensic serology. The. topics to be Included 
Ie these sourcebooks are: red cell and serUm grouJ1$; electro· 
phoresis, red cell lsoenzymes, serum ploldns, #lnd hcmo-
globinj methods on forensic serology, and serologlc;ll tech· 
niques. 

76·NI·99.o108 
Title: PaUtkal Tenorism and Law Enforcement Sttategi~s 
(from 9/1/76 - 8131177) 
Grantee: Abtaham U. MUl~r, Oepil'[tment o( Potttic~t Scien.;e~ 
University of Cincinnati, Cincinnati, Ohio 4522. 
Amount: $46,144 
The purpose or this Visitinh Fellowship is to an31yz~ the pat· 
tern~ of operation oC terrorist groups and csthnatc the oul~ 
comes of the strategies and taclics used by social control 
agents when de.a1Jng wIth these croups. The p;lntec wUJ 
address t~e following issut!s! (1) What is th~ value ofncgotla* 
tion in terrorist/hostage situationsl (2) What arc the costs ot 
assenting to the dem~nds of terrorists? (3) What is the ro1e of 
the media in terrorist actMUc.s?, (4) h lhere a contagion 
effect? (5) Who shO\1!d negotiate for society In terrorist/hOS
tage situations, and what types of training .should the~ indiv· 
iduals receive? (6) Arc there any psychological thrc:lds in the 
personality ma'ke·up of individual terrorists? 

National EI'aluatioll Progra11l. Through its 
National Evaluation Program, the Institute 
provides practical information on the costs and 
benefits of criminaljustice practices, from 
halfway hOllses to special patrol tactics. This 
infonnation is useful to policymakcrs and 
practitioners searching for innovative programs 
or attempting to improve existing practices. 
. (Note: Most NEP smdies are monitored-by 
the appropriate Institute research divisioll
police, courts, corrections, etc.-alld tlte FY 
1976 NEPaIVards are listed under those Itedd
Illgs. Same fY 1976 NEPswere mOllitored by 
lite Special Programs Dil'isioll alld they are 
listed below,) 

76·NI·99.o018 
Title: NEP Phase I: Court InCormalion Systems (from 8/25/15 
- 3/24/76) 
Grantee: Advanced Program Development, Justice System" 
The MITRE Corporation, 1',0. Box 20B, B<dlord Mass. 01730 



Project Director: Burton Krelndel 
Amount: $109,525 
This NEP project Identified P3st and curr~nt court information 
programs, assessed the evaluation of such systems that has 
been done, and reviewed the status of coUrt information sys· 
terns in their various forms. 

76-!'H-99-0045 
Title: NEP Phase I: Intensive Special Probation (rrom 1/10/76 
-8/9/16) 
Grantee: School of Indusu1a.1 and Systems Engineering, 
Georgia Institute of Technology, 225 North Avenue, Atl::ant:lt 
Ga. 30332 
Project Director: Dr. Jerry Banks 
Amount: $95,530 
Thls study assessed the current status of special intensive pro
bation projects. 

76·NI·99-0090 
Tltl.: Phase I Evaluation or Si.reet Ugbtlng ProJ.cls (rrom 
4/23/76 - 1/22/77) 
Grantee: Public Systems Evaluatlon, Inc., 675 Massachusetts 
Ave., Cambridge, Mass. 02139 
Project Director: James M. Tien. Ph.D. 
Amollnl: SI29,624 
Thl~ project assessed lhe state of knowledge of sueet lighting 
pfojects to determine the effectiveness of varJous projects, the 
accuracy and reUabiU1Y of D\'aUable data in the street lighting 
area, the factors that seem most Ukely to influence a project's 
success or failure. and the. cons of implementing anfi main· 
raining alternative. t} pes of street lighting systems. 

76·r.;1·99-0110 
Title: National Evaluation Program: Development Dnd 
Assistance (from 6/17/16 - 5/16/77) 
Grantee; nIl' Urban Institute. 2100 M St. NW, Washington, 
!).C.20037 
Project Director: Joe N. Nay 
Anlounl: S214,0l1 
This h!chnicullldvisory grant provides for the continuation of 
support In program design, development. implementation, and 
eVOlluaUon of the National E\'aluation Program (NEP). The 
major written product of this cffort will be a ca$C study eval· 
o..lon of the Inillal FY 1975 Ph'se I NEP program. This c.se 
study will provJdt! an assessment of the feasibiUt>· of the NEP 
approach, D statement of programmatJc problems expcrlen~d, 
a revJew of Ule products obtained, and wlU make recomrnendl. 
dons for Jmprovt:ment of the NEP program. 

Advanced Technology. Tcchnology con
tributes to t1w goal of making the criminal 
jUstice system more effective and responsive. 
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Through its program in this area, the Institute 
helps agencies acquire the most responsive 
technology, and to apply equipment and 
scientific teChniques to solve problems. 

The process involves three activities. First, 
heeds arc established in coordination with 
criminal justice agencies. Evaluation of avail
able equipment, systems, and tcchniques fol
lows to determine their responsiveness to 
needs. Finally, if available systems are inade
quate or un adaptable new equipment or 
techniques are developed. 

76·Nl·99·0033 
Title: National Law Enforcement Equlpmentlnformation 
Cenler (rrom 9/22/75 - 9/21/76) 
Grantee: InternaUonal Msocio.tion of Chief ofPoUce, 11 
Firstneld Rd., Gailhersbwg, Md. 20760 
Project Director: Prank Roberson 
Amount: S383,740 
This project established an equipment and technology in
formation center for usc by state and local Jaw enforcemenl 
agencies. 

76·Nl·99·0091 
Title: LaboratoQ' Proficiency Testing Research Project (from 
4/26/76 - 4/25/77) 
Grantee: Tho Forens1c Sciences Foundationt Inc., 11400 
Rocbille Pike. Suite SIS, Ro<:kville, Md. 20852 
Projett Director: Kenneth S. Field 
Amount: $126,609 
Thls project, a continuation of 74·Nl·99-0048. devised a nation· 
wide cdmlnalistics bboratory prOficiency testing progl'am~ , 
and assessed the slate of the nrt of evidence analysis. 

76·NI·99·0099 
Title: Individualization of Bloodstains (from 5/20/76 -
5/19/77) 
Grantee: Department of Chemistry, University of Pittsburgh, 
3Q17 Calhedral ofloatnmg, Pittsburgh, Pa. 15260 
Ptojcct DIrector: Dr. Robert C. Shaler 
Amounl: S125,OOO 
This project, a continuation of grant No. 75·Nl·99·0011. is 
studying ways to Impro\'c the methodologies used in the in .. 
dividuaUz.atfon of bloodstains. 

76·NI-99·0101 
Title: Forensic Science Certification Program (from 5/24/76-
5/23/77) 
Grantee: nlc Forensic Sciences Foundation, Inc., 11400 
Rockville Pike, Rockvillcl Md. 20852 
Project Director: Kenneth S. Field 

'I '-' 

,. 
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Amounl! S 140,434 
ThI!., pfoJect isa nati.o:!t!.wldc pC<J.p-am to fac:ltitalc thedeUbeta .. 
don. r~scan:h structuring, 3ri~ fictd (estlng efforts or eiGht 
scl'3c01,te forcnsJc science ccrdrlC31ion and accrcdll3t1on plan
ning cornndttees. 

76-NI·99·0116 
Title: Police P~trol Car Systems Improvement Program (from 
7/9/76 - 3/8/78) 
Grantee; City of New Orleans, 1300 Perdido Stot New Orlean~ 
lo. 70l/2 
Project Director: Sgl. Claude Schlesinger, New Orleans Dc~ 
pas1men. of PoUce. P.O. BoxS1480, New OrJeansl la. 70151 
Amounl: S77,s14 
76·NI·99-0 117 
Title: Police Palrol Car Systems Improvement PlOgram (from 
7/9/76 -1/8n8) 
Grantee: City of DaUas, 2014 MainS'., Dallas, Te.x. 75201 
Ptoject Ohedor: Dean H. VtndetbUt,O(fice of M&nagement 
Servlces,City H.II, Dallas, Tex. 75201 
Amounl: S70,212 
The objettive of these grants 1s to apply currently avallable 
technology to eS:hmding the capabilities and productIvity of 
the {I<itrol officcr by use of advanced communicatlons tech
niques and improved vehicle economy. safety, and ulillty .. 

J.LEAA·008-76 
Title: Contract to Evaluate the Ulilily of Dial-up Visu:t1 
Communlcation$ in the Criminal Justice System (from 
9/2/75 _ 6/30/76) 
Contractott The M1TRECorporalton,'Wes(gate Reseuch Park, 
McLc.1n, Va. 22101 
Project Director: Watten Eliol 
Amount: S267,624 
Thls program involve the design, irnp1ementaUon, and eva.lua
tion of a visual c:ommunicalionssystem interconnectil'J& the 
principal crfmin3f justice oWces in the Phoenix. Athona, area, 

J·lEAA'()IH6 
Title: DeveJoplngSlandards tor State Personal Identity Sys
lems(rrom 1/15/76 -1/15/71) 
Contractor: rlu~ MITRE Corporation, Bedford, Mass. 01730 
Plolect Ditettor: Thoma.s. Kabasctvic:e 
Amount, S55,360 
'rhe purpose of this contract was to develop sf3ndards fdr up
gIading, state. pc.nonalldentlty systems. 'The. -,oontiactot dcfmtd 
wa>'sln which vehicle operator's permits and birth certificutes 
are used as personal IdentJty documents In the 50 slates, ilnd 
formulated desired cl1aracterisdcs or state Identity $ystcms tha~ 
would eohance legitimate usc of the systems and mInlmize 
iUegilimatr. use. 

lEAA+IAA·034-6 
Title: Antl~Tenorism Research and Equipment Development 
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Contractor! u.s. Arms Control lind Olurmament Agency, 
Room S725, 32() - 2 h~St., N.W, WasMngton. D.C, 
Project Director: Dr. Robert Kopperman 
Amount, S610,OOO 
The purpose orthb proJccl" 10: (I) d,welop and undertakc 
analytical efforts to asses, 1enorh: (hrta\ i;apabiUties and pro .. 
vlde a bash; (ur dccision·mak([s. at \:?odQUS tC.\di or S0\,cmm.en\ 
10 cope \YlIh exp311d.ed terrorist threats; and 12) develop limh.:d 
advanced prototype hardw:ue Intended lO delcct, assess, cJ.U
sify, and counteract :1 wid~ range of advanced weaponry wltlcb 
may be u1iUted by terrorist groups. 

Evaluation /1 

In addition to providing infonnation on key 
topics on a quick-response basis through the 
National Evaluation Program, the Institute 
also $ponSors full-scale evaluations of major 
national-scale LEAA programs and -state and 
local innovations with nationwide implications. 
The results of these and other criminal justice 
evaluations are shared with state and local offi
cials through pUblication and disseminatlonof 
selected reports and through the development 
of an archive repository of a wide range of 
evaluation documents maintained by the Na
tional Criminal Justice Reference Service. Fi
nally, the Institute supports a research pr«;lgram 
to develop evaluation technique~ that are more 
reliable, sensitive, and economical in assessing, 
criminal justice programs, C;"', 

The goal of these .efforts is to develop sound 
information on the costs, benefits, and limita
tions of various approaches-information thaI 
can guide officials in improving program per
formance and allocating scarce resources where 
they are likely to do the most good. 

16·N(.J()'0001 
Tille: Evaluation of lb. Elimination of Plea Bargaining in 
Alaska (from 3/1/76 -2128/78) 
Grantee; Alaska Criminal Justice Planning Agency. Pouch AJ t 
Juneau, AJaska 99801 • 
Project Director: Michael L. Rubtn51ein. AJaska Judicia) 
CouncU, 303 K St., Anchorage, Alosko 99501 • 
Amounl: $300,050 
This projcct wi!l determIne the extenl to wJtich the no·plea. 
bargaining pollcy is, In racl, being impleml'nl<d, Ibe probleml 
of implementation, and the Impact or the Wticy on the crlPl-



In31 justice sYstem in Alaska, In terms of such {nues as costs 
and time involved in processing COlses, cases screened out by 
the prosecutur, guUty pleas by defendants, convictions. sever
Ity of sentences, etc. 

76·NI·99·0014 
Title: Model EvaluaUon l'rogram (from 9/1/75 - 8/31/77) 
Grantee: OffJc:e of Community Development, State of 
Washington, 107 Insurante BuUdlng, Olympia, Wash. 9851J.1 
I'IoJect Direclor: Jack Dub)' 
Amount: 5171,866 
With this granl, Ihe W .. hinglon Law .nd Justlc. PI.nning 
Office assessed Its evaluallon needs and Is developing a state
wide criminal Justice evaluation traIning and support program. 

76·NI·99-0030 
Title: I'Ioposal to Evalualothe Neighborhood Tum Policing 
Demonstration I'Iogram (from 9/10/75 - 9/19/77) 
Grantee: The Urban Institule, 2100 M St. NW, Washinglon, 
D.c. 20037 
Project Director: Peter B. Bloch 
Amount: $392,443 
This project is evaluating the Institute·sponsored repUC'ation 
or the full·servlce, neighborhood team policing techniqueln 
six. cities to assess its effectiveness and efficienc>', 

76·NI·99·0039 
Title~ Continuation of the Evaluation of Community Treat· 
menl for Adult Orfendm(from 1l/15/75 -Il. 14/76) 
Grantee: Graduate Studies Research, The Florida State 
Unlvmlty, TellahlWe'1'_~a. 32306 
I'IoJect Direclor: Dr.Charle.Weliford 
Amount: S163,793 
The purpo .. e of this project WDS to extend and complete the 
evatuatitln of the DesMoinesCommunlty·Dased Corrections 
llIogram repllcatfon begun under Grant No, 74~1·99·00Sl. 
The evaluatlQn ,messed the effects of each of the components 
of the repUtation program, <I' wen as the overall impact of the 
program Qil nch localcriminaljusti:e system. 

76·NI·99·0o.;O 
Title: Evaluation of the Court Employment Project: New 
York City lfrom 1l/19/75 - 9/30/77) 
Grantee: Vera Institute of Justice, 30 Ent 39th St., New 
York, N.Y. 10016 . 
I'IoJecl Dir«tor: S.lIy Baker 
AmoUnl: 5160,121 
This grant SUPPOrlS an experimental design \0 determine 
wtlcther the Court Employment Program in New York City 
is achieving its stated objectives of (1) leducln:; recidivism and 
(2) enhancing educational and employmtnt opportunities for 
particJpanls. 
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76·NI·99-01J.13 
TiUe: Computers and the Police: An Evaluation of the Use: 
Implementation, Bnd Impact of Information Technology 
(from 12/15/75 - 12/14/76) 
Grantee: Department of Urban Studies and I'lanning, 
Mawchusetl. In.litute of Te<hnblngy , Cambrldl)C, Mass 01139 
Project Director; Kent W. Colton 
Amounl: $38,755 
The purpo14 of this project was to describe the present uses. 
problems, 'and impact of automated informaUon systems iUld 
computer technology on police departments within the 
United Siaies. 

76·NI·99-0044 
Title: BlbUography and FeasibUloy and Design Project on 
Deterrence (from 1/15/76 - 5/31/77) 
Grantee: HUdson Institute, InCI, Quaker Ridge Rd., Ctoton~ 
on·Hudson, Westche!ter, N.Y. 10520 . 
Project Director: Ernest van den Haag 
Amount: $43,615 
The purpose of this study was to prepru:e an annotated bibli" 
ography of the Uterature on general deterrence, The prtmary 
f.ocus Was on the intenelations among factors related to pun" 
ishment 3nd tweats of punishment and their detcuence effec
tiveness. 

76·NI·99·0075 
Title: Governors' Study of Marijuana Penalties and Policies 
(from 4/14/16 - 10/13/76) 
Grantee: National Governors' Conrerence,llSO 17th SL NW, 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
l'roJect Director: Thad L. Beyle 
Amount: $84,141 
This grant provide funds for a study of el'i:isting m:lIijuOlna 
penalties and policles. and proposed changes. The final 
report,/rIarl/llana.A Study o!Srate Policies and P~'lallles. 
gives decislonmaket5 the social arguments for and against 
changes in mnljuBna regulations; the \!xperiences of states 
that have decrlmln:Hlzcd marijuana consumptiol1jand nn 
analysis of legislative and policy optlon$ u\~U:lbll: to state 
cx:ecutiv~s, 

76·NI·99-0076 
Title: Reducing the Crime Rate through Incapacitation and 
Deterrence (from 4/19/76 - 4/18/77) 
Granlee: The Urban Instilule, 2100M 51. NW, Washington, 
D.C. 20037 
Project Director: Barbara L. Boland 
Amount: SllO,801 
Tlus project continued carlier research on detcrrence by 
examining the comparative erfe~ts ofincrcased police expcnd1~ 
tures and spccifl(' policing method" The project c.,~amlned the 
effectiveness of bltapacItation In reducing crime, attempting 
t(\ differentiate between dcterrence and incapacitation effects. 



16·NI·99-0078 
'l'ide: Nation:tl Level Evaluation ot the Improved Lower 
Coull C ... Handling Demon,tration Program (1'001 2/27/76 -
8/26/71) 
Grantee: The MITRE CorporatloQt Westgate' Rest:arch Park, 
Mclean, Va. 22101 
Project Director: Eleanor Chelimsky 
Amoun!: $278,899 • 
ntis project Is c,'(amirllng the InsHIutcooSponsored Jmprtl,\'ed 
Lower Court Case Handling program from a variety of per· 
specUves, across program components and acros,s prO~'fam 
sites. 

76·NI·99.Q084 . 
Title: Po,U.nd Rever .. R .. ord.C~.ek (from 419/76 - 418/77) 
Grantee: Oregon Research Institute, P.O, Uox 3196. Eugene, 
0,e.97403 
"Project Director: Dr. Anne L. Schneider . 
AJlloont: S9S.an • 
This study involved sl!'d.u:ltlng: the. oUlcial mesor crimes 
repolled to police in Portland, Oregon, to locate those crimes 
reported In the 1974 PorlJ:md victimization survey. and to 
camp'IOlh. c1asslliraUon oflheln~ldcnt by Ihe pOlice with 
the classifIcation used in the survey data. An anulysis Was 
undertaken of the diCferences between thcJurvey ilnd police 
cbsslficatlcns. as wcll.as of nil: factors thai contribute tQ dis
crtpancies In c1a:ssUicatlon. The research also analyzed differ
ences and simUaritles. bet\',~en 'VkUmtz.atlon crime.data $fld 
orn~al cdme data as reported by police departm~nls" 

76-NI·99-0092 
Tide:. National Level EvaJultion of the Career Criminal Pru-
gram (r.om 4/21/76 - 4/20}18) • 
Grantee: The MITRE Corporation, Westgate Research Park, 
Mclean, V .. 22101 
Pro),., Dlreoto.j Ms. m .. not a.elimslcy 
Amount: $384,480 
Thh evaluation 15 directed at tstablishfng whether the selective. 
proserulj,," ofhAbHuill Climinals Is an effective means of 
reduclngcrimc. Fout'Sitcs. tMthaveimplemented e3.reer 
crimlnal pl'ograms will be studied to learn how the progntm 
affected their ongoing prosel!Utorial plocedlJres~ and bow 
'S\lcctuful tach sitewilS in prosecuting and incapacitating
car~er ortc:nde15o The Impact of the program on local crime 
will be assessed by using two innovative statistIcal h!cbniques" 
that will distinguish actual from normal variations in Jocal /' 
crime rates. and the effects of incapacitating individual off(nd .. 
eu. {tom the. effects of detenencc. \ 

76·NI·99.()09~ 
Title: New Hampshire Mood Evaluation Program (from 
5/14/76 - 5/13/78) 
Gral'ltee: Governor' .. CommIssion on Crime and DC!linquency, 
G.A.A. Plu. DUUdlng #3,169 Mandleste. St., Concmd, N.H. 
013~1 
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Amountt $123,086 
Thtsgrant is pn.'viding asdstunce to develop 1010 J2 sland:ud" 
lzed .evOIluatlon mcdul1.!s th;at Ciln be utIliztd 1'y the New 

• H,mpshlre SI'A t" as .. " 400 l~divldu.1 prOj ..... This will 
permit the New Ibmp$lthc:: SPA to product,! Froject·tc.vet and 
prog.ram·Jevel c\,:JluatfonS. 

76·NI·99·0095 
TW., 11 .... II EvllluOllon 01 a" lmplcmen.o:(\ A VAl System 
(from 5/13/76 -8/13/71) 
G"lantee: Public Sysrems Evaluation, Inc •• 615 Mas$achuseUs 
Ave., Cambridge, M .... OZ139 
Project Director: D •• Rlcllard C. LlUson 
AmoOnt: SI50,Ooo 
This "valuotlon Is. contlnuallon ofGranl ;';0. 75·NI·99.o014, 
which attemrlJed to asseS$ the c(feclivcneu of computer 
technology In trac:Idng the location oCpoJkc \ehicJllS, While 
that eValuation generated uscfulluformalion ;lbout the cap4" 
abUitics and lJmila(iuns of Ihe Implem(n(~d .\)·st~m, it was )101 
able to establls11 conclusivc nnding~ "bout in tffeclivl!nl.'1s, 
duc chiefly to recwdng c(luipmenl deficiencies which have 
$ince been corrected. This evalu:Uiol1 will c5I:JbUsh mOlc con
clusive rmdings of the errcCUvcnc5s oC dll~ impro\'ed Ctluip
ment. WhIch h3$ noW been implemented cil)o.wlde. 

76·NI·99·01QO 
Tille: Evaluation of Massachusetts GUl( Law (front 6/1/76 -
5131/18) 
Grantee: TnlStecsof Boston University, Boston University 
Center (or Criminal Justice, ~09 Day Slate Rd., Boston, M~ 
02215 
Projcd Dlrccton Ptofessor Sheldon Ktantt 
Amount: S298,OOO 
In J975, the State of Masuchusetts cn4lC'led new' provisions 
lor the handling or gun offenses that prohibhed char,gc reduc-
tIons by prosecutor; and made m:lndatory ~nten,,'Cs oC at 
IC4Ist one ye:u for those col1vjctcd of JUeEaDr c:.auyingn. firc .. 
~m .. These restrictions on the usual discretion of prosecuturs 
;U1djudBcI were cxpect.:d to toughen crimln:l.Jju5tJce S3I1C" 

tlont. -and" thclcby, lower gun-related crime. TIlh It~rch \$ 
$tudyJng tllilt chain of auurnptlons. 

16·NI·99·0 113·5·1 
TWe: Regulatory Polldes.nd Crime(f.om6!t6116 - 8/31(78) 
Gran~ee: Stanrord Law School. Crown Quadrangle, !;tanfon! 
University, StAnford, Calif, 9~3OS 

~ Ptolect Dbedo,;: Professor John K~plan 
Amounl: $55,232 
niis fesearch is preparing a series o( monographs anal,yzing 
how governmentill PQlldes regulating the avaUabiUly atheroJn, 
alcohol. and handguns lnnucnce dIe !~vcIs and panerns oC 
crime.. The er(ce!s of present and pdor regulatory appro3ches. 
b1 these areas will be evaIua'erl ami the mechanisms by which 
each of the controlled materials affect cri.rnJnalit)' will be 
t1tptored. ihcputpoSC is to collect Dnd oQ;anlzc c\.Jrrent "know-



ledge about t'he effcl;::t; ofl:e~erlll, rota.te. Il;nd loc!l apP'to:itlie1: 
to controUing the av:aUabUhy of these. materials, and to Identify 
Dnd aSsess the probable soebl tOils l!nd benefits of a wide range 
or pOI.lb\. &overnmen!.\ U\!ervont{on, aimed at Imp.ctin& 
crime. 

76·/'11-99·0115 
TitI~: Continuation of New York Drug Law Evaluation 
Project (fran, 7/15/16 - 9/30/77) 
Ctantee~ A~c:tation oC the 8:u of the City or New Yod¢ 
Fund,lnc., 42 We.t Hlh St., New York, N.Y. 10036 
Project Director: Andlony F. Japha, New York Drug LaW 
Eyaluation l'Ioject, 36 West 44U, St., New York,N.Y.10036 
Amount: $457,575 . 
Thl. projeclls tCSlln, Ihe .r8uments and questions ralled by 
propopents and opponents Qf New Yor"'s strict 11O\\.' druS 
l3.Wi.- It is meawting. bath. quantltattvely and qualitativeb\ 
1he lmpact or the nl:\\' laws on the trimfna1justIce system, on 
drug users, and on drug abuw patterns. II is also attempting 
to weigh the costs 10 society of implementing the b.ws against 
the benenl' derIved Ttohl t!lcm. 

HEAA·006·76 
TIUe: Con tract ror Ute As.~cssll1ent oC the NILECJ Resealch 
Program and Development of lit Research Agenda on Det~rrence 
Me.surem.nt (from 1/28/75 - 12/31/76) 
Grantee; Natlona1 Academy of Sciences, 1101 Constitution. 
Ave., Washington, D.C. 20419 
Project Director: 5u"," White 
Amount: $267,200 
The AcademY's Assembly or DehavforaJ and Social Sciences 
ondellook two spccil1c lasks: (1) an assessment of the overall 
program of research a.nd development sponsored by NIL£CJ 
since 1968;and (2) the formu1atlon ofa longAerm agenda for 
research on the effectiveness of deterrence poUcles .. The first 
task \\8S done by a multidisciplinary committee or specialists 
in sociology, psychol0!;!'. political science. economics. statistics. 
crirninology, and engineerinl,!. A special pomel was cstabUshed, 
under the supervision of this Committee, to carry out the: .sec· 
ond task, including :J. review or the technical literature on deter .. 
rence. 

76·NI·99·0!:l6 
Title: N.tional EValuation of Jury UtiUzation and .'Ianagement 
Demonstration Progr"", (from 11/1/16 - 10/31/78) 
Grantee: Institute for Business, Law. and Social Research, 
Crelghlon Unlvmily ,2500 Callfomia St., Omall., Nebr. 68118 
Project Director: Ingo KeUitzt Director of Social Science Pro· 
grattls. Creighton Unb'ersity Institute for nuslne.ss, uw, and 
S<.JcJal Research 
Amount: $86,886 
Thh study is based 00 the extensive researcllln: lhe area "heady 
('(,"dueted by Bird Engineering Company, By compiling data 
fut ::l. number of demon\\ratlon 'Ind compaIison COUltS aCloss 
limc. this project will provide Information on the relative bene ... 
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HEAA·025·16 
TWo: Support 5 ... lc05 for the NaUon:ol Conference on CrIminal 
Justice Evaluation 
Contractor: Koba As.o;ociates, fric •• 2001 SSt., NW, Wushington 
D.C. 
Project Director: Georgette 5emick 
Amount: $78,500 
This contract proYlded admlnlstrntlve and logistical cupport ror 
lhe NILECJ.sponlOred National Conference on Criminal 
Justice F.yaluatlon held on reb«rary 22·24, 1911, in Wasblll8lon 
D.C. More than 200 spellkersand 1,100 lttendees paxUcfpated 
in the conftlcncc, which ptesented e.val\1'iltton m~lhods nnd 
results ror n wide runge of programs.. 

LEAA·J.IAA·021-6 
TitI~; InstrunJentation and Follow-up of TASC CUents 
(~/15/16 - 3/31/78) • 
Contractor: O(fice of Program Development ~d.An~ysis. 
N.lionallnslltute on Drug Abuse, 11400 RockvWe, Md.l0852 
Project DIrector: Harold M. Ginzburg 
Amount: $210,000 
This interagency agrtement provides funds Cor developing 
research instruments for collecting data on cdmillaijustl«l 
clients While In drug treatment program$. and in treatment 
foUaw·up. EmpbaslsVlm b. pl.ced on TASC tlients, but 
oUter crimtnaljusUce clients will be Included, and both wID 
be compared with non·criminaljusUce clients as well ~s wif~ 
eacb other. 

HEAA-006·76 
Tille: Controct An.lyses.nd Report of LEAA AS""""nt 
(from 8/28/15 - 2/28/16) 
Contractor: Executive Management ServJce, Inc., Sutto404, 
2201IVilson alYd., ArUngton, Va. 22201 
Project DIrector: Mal' Alger 
Amount: $21,310 
The object or thls,'CQntract was to conduct a Utorough review 
of Pl'st 1:vnlu:sUunsor LEAA. ptQgtam'S to. tdentlry In a sys.tem .. 
ade way both strolll' :lJ1d weak points or programs undertaken. 
significant projects furtded. and adil1lnlsiraUve problems identl· 
fled. Drnwing on this review, the contractor idt!ntifi~d signifi
cant accompUshmenls and deficiencies of LEAA-funded pro-
grams and projects, and prepared a list of each. 

Purth"so Order 6-o28H·LEAA 
Title: To Produce D Research Report on the ·'Implications or 
Revenue Shating Cor the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminl,s.. 
traUon"· . 
Contractor: l1rooJdngs Institution. Washington, D.C 
Project Director: Ricbard P.N,Il.at' 
Mlount: $8,311 
The Furpose of this contract was to detctmlne whether ,general 

• 
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rev':IIUC .sharins- funds have. fealty been uled for bw .:"rc, .'~~ 
mene to the t\ttnt Indicated by official Trcasury Ocparlmdu 
I!OIISllcl. Thelludy "III/zeidal' developed by II:. Urookln~. 
Institution in in 01180108 monitotlng rese.uch un the ucncral 
.teveout sh:uing proBJ3m :ind hActu .. t·Usc" reports ort revenue 
.h"lnS IUblnllled 10 Ihe U.S. Office ofRevenu. Sh"lnRby Ihe 
rcclpl,nljurlsdlellon.of Ihe .. fund~ Dall for 1973 ,nd 1974 
(or approxlmal~J)' SO local go\'crnmcnts Wcre u5ed in the sample. 

The ... uU.af Ihl •• n'ly.l~ .hawed Ihal offie/olly ,.ported 
expendItures of shared rcv¢nue on law CIlrorccmenl "'ompilcd 
by ti1~ T1C05U1)' Department's Oroce of Rc\'cnuc S!Htrin!! were 
.six Urnes gre.:ltr:r Ihi.ln the new spcndini,! for this purpose out of 
,revenue ,haring Jdcnttned in the Drookfugs field research for 
1973, :ind four tJrnes gre3.t¢t (n 1914. otm~[enCel at~ li~tUCSl 
ror Jarger units. those under thegreate$l ff.seal pressuu~. Ihose 
/ocared in Ihe Nonhcast, and for tl1unldpal governments 
gcnenUy. 

Technology Transfer 

Research findings arc translated into action
and successful programs arc transferred from 
one part of the country to another-through 
several approaches: 

Model programs are derived from Exemplary 
Projects (outstanding local projects suitable 
for adaption to other 10cMions) and • 
Prescriptive Pnckages (compilations of the most 
successful approaches being used to solve a 
criminal justice problem). Monographs docu
ment good projects or highlight issues raised 
by studies of severu! similar programs. 

Training workshops are designed to acquaint 
key decisicn-makers with advanced techniques, 
usually based on research findings or a model 
program. 

F/eld tests arc funded to give greater 
viSibility to a few especially promising tech
niques, and to test their effectiveness in 
another setting. 

Tlte National Criminal JI/stice Reference 
SerVice provides a fuJI range of clearinghouse 
services for researchers and pra~titione\'S. 

76-NI·99·0021 
Title: Victlm/Witnes; Au/sunce P/ogroms: .A PJ .. crlptivc 
Paclc.age (from 8/15/75 - 8/14/76) 
Grantee: Blackstone InstUule. 2309 Calvtr1 St. NW, 

94-928 0 - 78 - 23 
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Washlnglon, D.C. 20008 
Project D~ector: Richardson While, Jr. 
Aroounl, 559,967 
This proJ.~I.dd,e",d.1I polnl<of conl'.1 b .. ~e." Ihe 
victim and wflness and the crilllinal $) slem. P¢!i!lItial 
SCUJCCltlnd apl,toachc$ to the dcU\'tIY Qr 1ef\i..:es atC
uddressed In Ihe m:lnualand merits and probhml$lJf cach 
UPIU'd3Ch :lIe discussed. Victim com'p~nSlttion b 1:1'150 r-.:y!eWed. 

76·f'I[·99·0041 
THle: Prc$Cnfcnc::a Report Handbook and SpecIat Progran!s 
In PlOballon .nd Parole(f.om 12/22/15 - FI.77) 
Gl2lntce: Unt\'tl~\ty JU$tltc Assoclatfs, lnt" 3601 S. Flower 
51., La. Angeles, Calif. 90007 
r.oject DIte.lor: Robell M. Cart., 
Amoun/: S99,679 
Thl; gr.nl d •• eluped Iwo Pres.rlpllve Pack<lse! thJI sl'nlh.d~ed 
(et~;J.n:h and c\'ahulti4n ~nd the mon ,UCc(s\!\oI..:urrcnt prae ... 
11.:('.$ In devclopfn,lt presentence reports :md "p~riJlJnc spt.'rial 
probatton :tnd p:U'olc prQgrams. The fepoH incitJdcs m"d~1 
l!uidcUnes :J.nd reeQmmeodatlons to llelp proa.ulon and ll;nolc 
oCrkJ..Js better respond 10 the need .. of the CQUrt irt provldlnll 
llpproprlat¢ s~ntenclnl! fnforlllJlion aUld 11 \\ld~r lJ.ng~ or 
sc(1tentinll options. 

76·1'/1-99·0042 
Till.: (I) ponclng by Object/vel 2nd (2) Polle. Records Sydem. 
rre",dpHv~ Package Series (from 12/15/75 - 511/77) 
Grantee; Social DeVelopment Corponc/on, 4905 Delray Ave., 
Bethesda, Md. 20014 
P.ojoct Dircelor: Ralph Showalter 
Amount: $119,888 
Th. prlnclp,l focul of tho "Policing by Obje<1h'es" Prescrlpl/ve 
PIi<k:lgoll Ihe apPUc.llon of MUO .nd limn" ptannlng ICeh· 
nJqu~s to poUce m3.n3.gertlent~ lIte ItpoUc.: Re,:oldtSYltcffi'U 
Prescriptive Packa~e concentrates on the fnform:uion needs 
of medium and 5mall pollee depa:tlOenlS \~fthout the finandal 
ItSOUtCCS of 1nrgo. departments with fully de\'eloped automated 
systems. 

76-NI·99·00SS .. 
Tille; ponce Pat.o, St",teglel (<tom 2/1/76 - 2;1/77 
Granlee: University Cll)' Selen •• Center. 171 Hfl5$achulell; 
Ave I'IlV, SuUe 604, W .. hlnglon, D.C. 20036 
Project Direc301, nleodo1e Schell 
AmQ"i,lnh S92,961 
The purpose of thJ~8rant was. to devl!Jop two PrescrIptIve 
Packages on poUe¢! patrol strategfc$, one of\\ ttfc'h addresses 
Eencr:a\ preventive patrol clnd the: other specialized patrol. 
TogelhC/, Ihey wlU give pollee r~lnlnls".lors with gUldcUnes 
ror plannlng~ fmplementIng l unJevatuatingspecific- p~tfol 
practices determined to be most erfectl\-e by th~ !\aUonal 
Evaluotlon I'logr.!tl. 



76·1'11·99·0093 
Thle: The Consolidation of Sman uw Enforcement ,\genties 
(rrom S/I0/76.·~ 3/9/77) 
Grantee: In'~rnalion3J TrainIns, ~ese3Jch, and Evaluation 
Council, 210 E. Broad 51., F,lbClturch, Va. 221J.l6 
J~oject Director: Terry /(oepl<U 
Amount, S61,944 
A Prescriptive J'ackuge Ii being developed to explor~ questions 
abob\ the nature and "\411uc or sm;;U poUce agency t'OnsoUd~~ 
tloni to artfculate 'he c:ondfllons t.Jndcr whIch smaJl3,gency 
consolidation should be considered nnd how It should be. 
planned. impICn'll!ntcd. and evaluated: ana to Identlf), the is
SUe) thin must be tesoh'cd prior to and during theIt"lplemen~ 
1:lllon of such a merger, 

16·;;t·Y~·010S 
Title: Anglo-American Action"Resel11'ch Program (Ctom 
5124/76 - 5/23/77) 
Granlce: Vera Institute or Justice, 30 Eut 39th SI'r~'ew 
York, N.Y. 10016 
Project Director: MiChael Smith, c/o Inner London 
?rob:1tion and Aftercare Servict, 13 Grant Peter St., London, 
S\\lP 28/l 
Amount' S50,OOO 
Tlt'$ grant helps maintain !he Vna Institute office in London. 
Enshand, for the purpose of eumining English crimInal 
Justice practices. idt'r.tlf}inslnno'iativc operational prog,ams. 
$ummariz.ing the~e programs (or U.S. dJuclllinatlon, and 
rc~ommendJng: U.S. c:\pcrimenlltion with selected Uritish 
models. 

76·NI·99·0123 
Title: "Prescriptive Packltgc: Police Diversion or Juveniles 
(hom 8/16/76 - 5/15117) 
GranCC'c: National Center for Juvenile Justicc, 3900 Frobes. 
Ave., J'itcsburgh, Fa. J5260 
Project Direclor: Hunter lIurst 
Amount: 559,572 
Thl: PUrltOSC of this study is to develop II rrescrif'th'~ Pack~;c 
Ihat \\ HI provide practlc;ll1!uidclll1cs for planning ... operulin~, 
and e\';llu:ulng formalized diversion programs \\ ir"ll1 police 
Juvcnjli: unlb. ,he manual \\111 focus on developinE effeeth"{: 
dlW(slon "sland:ud$; lind SCldce. mQd¢h ror jU\'l;nlb: o{ficer~. 
und for ptoviding d~1I1 process protection (or youth. 

76·NI·?9·0124 
Title: A Prescrlpllve PaG:kage on Unirlc:stion DC S1::a.U: Courts 
lItOrn 911176 - 9/~Olm 
Grantee: AmerIcan Judicature Spciery, 200 W. Monroe, 
Suite 1606, Chicago. III. 60606 
l'r(lJce. DIn:c:IOr! Allan Ashman 
'\mol~iU! S70.841 
11:1" Pre'trrptfve'P~ckagC' is desi~ned to 1:!ufde $1:lle$ 
u~n'idcring the unification of their COuU5yslem. Th.t: project 
\\11\ l!1:Mra\e a numhC'r of conceptual modets fot both 
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centralized admInistration and structural consolidation or 
COUtts. 

76·NI·99·0130 
Title: Security Techniques for Small Duslnesses (from 
9/30/76 - 7/31/17) 
Grantee: Crlmbjal JusUce System Research Department, 
METREK mvision. The MITRE Corpor:1tion, t8l0 DoUey 
Madison Doulev:trd, McLean, Va. 22101 
Project Direclor; Elea1l0t CheJimsky 
ArPounl, $S9,~32 
Although smOPJI busines5e$ surrer the grcatest amount of loss~s 
through burglarY, robbert, shoplifting, and employee theft. 
Uttle has been done to aid them in carrying out simple. cost· 
1!m~cl'vC nn~lyre:t~f the v.uiGus. pIote(:tlvc mC3.SUlcs3wUable. 
The nrfncipal raeu, of this grant is 10 prJ;l{lu["c a compre
hensivc, non-technical, report that gives small businesses • 
this kind ofpractJcal information. tt will provide specific 
guldeUnes for al.Scsslng and selecting appropriate security 
techniques and for implementing a security program based 
on the partiCUlar neoos of the individual business. 

76·NI·99·0139 
fiUe: Prescriptive Packages: Sch~ol Vandalism (rrom 
10/12/16 - 8/11/77)·-. 
Grantee: The Council of tho Great City School$; 170711 St. 
NlY, Washington, D.C. 20006 
Ptojed PhectoI~ Mitton pins 
Amount! S58.408 
This study Is developing a practical handbOOk rOr school 
administrators, fenchers, vallee, and community organlza. 
tions who are attempting to reduce the amount of vandaUsm, 
theft, and. destruction wIthin the publiC-SchOols. It wiU 
provide gllIdelincs and working models t\:.~ring the broad 
spc:cttum or anti·vandalism appto;1ches, nmj;ing Ctom 
building. security and target hardening through architectural 
design to institutional changes, and human and community 
rclalions. 

J·LEAA·022·76 
Title:. Adv:mced CJ Tninlng Seminars '-I\d Demom.Untion 
Seminar. (from 5/27/76 ~ 5/31/78) 
Contractor: University Research Corporation, 5530 Wisconsin 
Ave. NWt Washington, D.C. 20015 
Project Diredor: Sheldon Steinbetg 
Amounj: SI,500,OOO 
This contract supports the Ad ... an~d Cdminal Justic!! Trainin~ 
WOJks.hop Pro~Jam and It-Iated to:thn!ltogy hansfer :1ctivlties. 
The workshops, ~emin:trSf and conferences, presented in aU 
10 lEAA regions. arc designed and conduc~cd by th~ 
contractor. The workShops Include techniques ror improving 
criminal inVeSli&:.\tion procedurc.'I', decrcasing the outbreak 
or diuutbanccs In prisons through the usc of a,1~..'7rration 
methods, and rcduclnu the amount of tinleJurors mus~ spend 
waiting in toutt. 

! ,. 
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J.LEAA·030·76 
Title: Exempt.')' Proj •• ts Ptogr.m (f.om \0) 1176 - 3/31/79) 
ContrOlclor: Abt Associat~s, Inc., 5S Wheeler S~ Cambridge, 
Mass. 
Project Director: Joan Mullen 
Amount; SS9S,4S I ' 
This p.roJccr continues contractor support In two phases of the 
E:<cmpl3ty Projects program: (J) The screening of written 
ma1eriaJs dcsC'ribing: crill1inaljust1cc projects pl'oposcd for 
exemplary st",tus ilnd short, on-site \laUdation of those projects 
that avpear to be JuccessfuJJy reducing crime or producing a 
measurable improvement in the operations and quality of 
crim1n;lljusUcci and (2) ComprehensivelY documenting ~!Jch 
peajcelsso Ulat orher communities may understand and 
emulate the succcss(uJ project experience. 

76·TA-99-\OOO 
Title: On-Site Techntliogy Transfer in Advanced Criminal 
Justice Programs (from 5/19/76 - 11/18/77) 
Grantee: Public Technology, Inc.t 1140 Connecticut Ave. 
NW, Wa.<hlngton, D.C. 20036 . 
Project Director: Joseph Carlson 
Amou"l: S209,496 
To extend the benefits ofNILECJ.sponsQred scmlnau: and 
workshops in advanced crimmaljuUicc practiceS", agencies 

. that h3.\'c had partieuJ:!r success or extensive expedence in 
a given alca :are Identified and asked fa act as hosts to 
qualified, seniClr personnel. These practitioners visit the 
host·silt to observe the program in actiofl. and to understand 
the: practicet and constraintland other ractors.lnvolVed \n 
implementing the parliculiu crl1!J1iruljunfce program. 

HEAA·0J()·75 
Title: NationJi Crimim:IJustice Reference Se~ice (from 
9/11/74109/11/17) 
Contractor: General ElectrIc Company, 1400 Wilson 
Boulevard, Arlington, Va. 222m 
Project Director: Joseph G~ Cady, Geller;} Electric 
Amounl: S2,200,000 (FY 1976 ineremenl) 
An International jnformation :service, the National Criminal 
Justice Rererence Service provides information to the l1ation's 
clhnlnd.1ju$.tlcc community andgovcrnment officials al the 
r:ederal, 5tatc j and locallevd. as wella5 to universities. prafes
sjon:1i associations. commerciill and planning organiz:uJans, the 
Rcnetal public. and criminaljustice professionals abroad. II 
acquires, indexes, abstracts, siores, retricves and distributes 
reports and Information on all aspects of Jaw enforcement and 
criminal justice_ NCJRS ulso offerS users a ri\nge of reference 
and referral scrVices. 

J.LEAMltS·76 
Title~ International Oearinghousc'on Crime, Deviance and 
Social ConlIot (from 5/19/16 10 5/19/77) 
Grantee: United Nadons Social Defence Research Institute 
(UNSDRl) Via Gluti. 52 Rome, Italy 
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Project D!rector! Pcidcr Kont 
Amount: 5175,000 
The: 1973 Crime Control Act directed the Jnstilut~ 10 w;ve;iS 
an international clearJnghou~. This Sfant was d~5i~ned It) 
support ihisinCrc:ucd rcponSibHity. Grant suppo:t W:u 
provided to UNSORI to expand the NCJRS d3ta 'Pasc wjlh 
matedat produced (to,," for~l&n tcsc:afch and pl:mninj!.i 
dcvcloll cxch.3.ngc arrangements for l\\'o-\\'ay dl!.semination; 
producc uanslallons untJ bibliographics or si,grtificant fo~ci.sn 
lan~uagc rescarcl) pubUc.ulons; nnd create lP1 aWateness or the 
nCl'd for communlcatioh or lechnical fnrorm31ion among 
countries faccd willl 5lmltar ptoblcms~ 

Exemplary Projects Selected in 1976 

Major Offense Bureau 
Bronx County, New York 

Rape/Sexual Assault care Center 
Des Moines, Iowa 

Creighton Lcgallnfonnation Center 
Omaha, Nebraska 

Prescriptive Packages Published in 1976 

Rape an(l Its Victims 
Police Robbery Control Manual 
Police Burglary Control Prognms 
Managing Criminal Investigations 
Offender and Ex-Offender Job Training and 
Placement 
MBO: A Corrections Perspective 
Grievance Mechanisms in Correctional 
Institutions 
Health Care in Correctional Institutions 
Multi-Agency Narcotics Units -
Parajegals: A Resource for Public Defenders 
and Correctional Services 
Child Abuse Intervention 
TIle Prosecutor's Charging Decision 

1 (~-,) 

j.~j~!·~~~~~·ce'to Ttfk For(".e o~e:~rl~lnal Justice Restarch 
and Dovelopment (from 10/1/75 - 8/31/76) 
Contee! The Rand Corporation, 1700 Main St.. Santa 

.::. 



Monl"', Calif. 90406 
Projt\.,! Director: Dr. Peter Greenwood, Program Manager, 
CrlmLnal Justice Program, The Rand Corporation 
Amount' S300,000 . 

" 
\, 

The grantee provided administrative and starr support for the 
Research and O" ... -elopmcnt Task Force of the National 
Mvlsot)' CommIU •• on Crimm.1 J ",t!oo ~t.n~ .. ~. and Go.to. 
The stafr conducted resC<llch, reviewed reports and data bases, 
anangcd meetings of the Task Force, secured spcci31il.ed 
consultants possessing knowledge and familiarity with the 
problems and issues of rcseafCh and development, and 
provided information to Task fqrcc members for their 
deliberations In reviewing Dnd approving specific research 
and standards and ~oals [or state lind 100:11 £ovcrnmcnts and 
members of the general research community. 

76·NI·99·0096 
TiUe: A Rese3tch Symposium on Crime Reduction In Urban 
Low·lnrome !uea, (f'0015/17/76 -11/16/76) 
Grantee: Joint Center Cor Political Studies/Howard University, 
1426 H St. NW, Suit. 926, Wa.!hlngton, D.C. 20005 
Project Director: Dr. Herrington J. Bryce, Director, Public 
Policy Fellow. Progr.lm, JoInt Center Cor PoUtica! Studies 
Amount: S24,428 
The objective of this project was to bfing together a croup of 
high ranking black police officials for the purpose of 
explorIng, from their unique perspective, mech:lnisms for 
dealing with the problem of crime in urb:m and low·income 
areas, speclficaUy the minority community. 

J·LEAA·OI2·76 
Title: Support Services for the Advisory Committee of 
NILECJ (from 9/29/75 - 3/26/76) 
Grantee, DAMANS and Assadat •• , 14929 W.Uwood Rd., 
SUver Spring, Md. 20904 
Project Director: Henry C. Casanave, Jr. 
Amount: S43,921 
The objective of 11th procurement was to provide admini5~ 
tntllve support for the work of the Ad,'lsory Committee of 
the Nationallnstltute. The contractor made travel and 
accommodations arrangements, prodUced and disseminated 
materials to support the asenda items, nrr::Jnged (or traoscrip· 
lion of aU mcctin1!5, maintained meeting records, pn:parcd 
summary reports of meetmgs from the transcripts, and 
prc)lared specialleporlS as requested .by the Project Monitor. 

Manpower Programs 

J.LEAA'()3S·74 
'I hie: A Nationwide Survey oC Law Enforcement ilnd Criminal 
JU1\lcC Personnel Needs and Resources 
Contractor: The Research Center, National Plannlng AMocb-
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lIon,I666 Conn.cU.u! Ave. NW, Washington, D.C. 20009 
Project Direttor: Dr. Harold Wool 
AmOUnt: SI,624,693 
The purpose of this contract Is to r.ontinue the survey of exist
ing and Cutwc personnel needs In Jaw enCorcement and criminal 
justice and the adequacy of Federal, State, and local progra.ms 
to meet thesC! needs. ' 

LGAA·lAA'()2-6 
Title: Occupational Coding for Census EC Zurvey Interager.cy 
Agreement with the Bureau of the Census. Department of Com
merce, Washington, D.C. 20233 
Ptaj_.t Director: Robert Mangold 
Amo.nt: S20,000 
The Object of this Interagency agreement is to provide suppor
tiv. data for the joint Bureau of the C.nsus/Natlonal Criminal 
'ustieelnformatlon and Statistics Service (NCJlSS) Survey of 
crIminal justice employees. 
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AppendixC 
Publications of the 
National Institute 

Currcnll), Available Documenls 
(&e[oollloI05 be/olV [ororclerillg illformatioll) 

Grant/Contract 
Number 

J'lEAA-014-74 

NI-1G-oH 

NI-7H4J.PO 

NJ.7H26 

NJ·69-o95 

Nl-11-l51 

12-NI'99-o001 

73·NI·99-o001 

12-NI-99.:o00 I 

J·LEAA-014-14 

J·LEAA-014-14 

HEAA-021-n 

Title 

AlllllJnislralhc Adjudkatlon Uurcau of Ihe N~\\' York State D~partlllcni of 
MOlor\'chiclcs· 

Adol~sccnt Dh"czsian Project· 

An3~ysis of Pte\na~ Dcb}' in Felony (';lses-A SummilyY Rc}'.loJt 

An:uomy ora SCAM-A Case Study ora Planned 8ankruprcy by 
Or1!ariiud Crime . 

Arson. Vandalism,and Violcnce-la\\' Enforcement Problel11s A ((ectin{!: 
{-,it~ Ocp:uuncnts 

Assaulth'c Youth-An E:..r1oratory Study of the Assaultive E~pcrient'e 
:md Assaultive Potentjal of Cali foml a Youth Authorlty Wards 

Dall and its Rcform-A National Survey-A Summa:y 

Ballistic Rc:s[stance of Police Body Armor-law Enforcement Standards. 
Program 

Batteries Csed with Law Enforcement Communications £quipmenl
Chargers and Charl!'in& Techniques-Law .Enforcement Sttlndards Program 

Batteries Used with Law Enrorcement Communicalions Equipmcn\
Comp;lrison tlOd Performance Ch:U3cteristlcs-L:tw EnforceOlent Standards 
Program 

Bronx County fNY)-District Attorney's Oroce-Major Offense Bureau .... 

Cases-and Materials on Pelson [nmate Legal Assistance 

Centrat Po1ic~ Dispatch-Division of Central Operations for Police 
Services tCOPS)-Muskegon, Mlch.* 

Change Process In Criminal Justic¢ 

NTISiGPO 
Stock ;Sumber 

NTIS PB : 11039 
GPO 27QO-ol52 

GPO 1100.(l0230 

NTIS PB 142-o10/AS 
GPO 2700-C01SI 

NTIS PO ~ 14 18S 

GPO 2100-C02J4 

NTIS PO 211 691 
GPO 2700-00155 

GPO nOO.(l0216 

NTISPBl12010 
GPO 2700-0156 

GPO 2100-00222 

NTIS PO 226 304/AS 
GPO 1700-00191 

• An Exemplary Prujcct 
•• A Prcscrfpttv¢ P",ckage 
t Single coplcs of Jh!:$c documents are aVOlilablc without 
chalgc .through the Ndtionlll Criminal Justice Reference 
Service, P.O. DO.I( 24036, S.W. Post ornce. Washington, D.C. 
20024 

Documents accompanied by:1O NTIS stuck number must 
l:.eosdercd directly teem t1\( National T\!c:hni~llnrofmatiun 
Scrvicc,528S Port Royal Rood.Springfleld, Vi!. 2~ 161:. 

Doc::umenl~ accumpanled by II GPO stock numbt:r mus, be 
ordered dlrec,ly rrom the SUl'crinlcndcnt or DOI.'Uml'IlIS, U.S. 
Government Printing Office, \Va~hington. D.C. 20';02. 
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Grant/Contract 
Number 

75·NI·99-o082 

J·LEAA-014·74 

3·2148·HEAA 

HEAA-014·74 

J.LEAA-oIJ.74 

NI·69·019 

j·LEAA-014·74 

74·Nl·99-o042 

J.LEAA-o I 4-74 

75·NI·99-o121 

NI·71·093 

NI·7()'065-PG·04 

7S·NI·99-o012 

76·NI·99-o026 

NI·70·057 

J·LEAA-oI4-74 

NI·70-o27 

74·Nl·99-o010·S·1 

NI·70·038 

J.LEA/I-021·72 

HEAA-014·74 

NI·7J.016 
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Tille 

Child Abuse Intervention·· 

Citizen Dispute Settlcmt:nt-The Night Prosecutor Program of Columbus I 
Ohio-A Replication r-.t.lnu:ll* 

Community Corrections in Des Moines-A Coordinated Approach to the 
Handling of Adult Offenders-Handbook· 

Community Response to Rape· 

Conllnllnlt)'·no.~l!d Corrections in Des Moines' 

Compilation and Usc of Crimin.at Courl Data in Relation to Prc"Trlal 
Release of DcCcnd:lnts-Pilol Study Report 

Controlled Confrontatlon .... The Ward Gric.vance Procedure aCthe 
CalJfornia Youth Authority'" 

Cost Annlysls of Correctional Standards 
-lnstltutlon:l1-Dased Programs and Parole, Vals.! and 2 

-Half WilY Houses-Vets. 1 and 2 

-Pretrial DiversIon-Vol. 1 
-freulal Diversion-Vol. 2 

Court Planning and Research-The Los Angeles EXp!rlencc 

Crime Prevention Secudtr Surveys-Natio1131 Evaluation Progr4m
Phase I Summary Report 

Crlminnl Appenls-En&U~h Practices and American Reforms-A Summary 

CrimInal Justict:-The Consumer's Perspective 

Criminal Justice ModelS-An O\'erview 

Criminal Justice Research and Development-Report of the Task Force 
on Criminal Justice Research and Development 

Cutrent Regulation of Priville Pollce-Regulatory Agency Experience 
and Virw:f, Vol. 3 

Dallas Police legal Uabon Dhision" 

Delinquency and City Life 

Desi~n Guidelines for Creating Defensible Space 

OClcrminallts of Police Behavior-A Summary 

Deterrence of Crime In and Around Residences 

Dilemma of Diversion-Resource ~latcria1s on Adult Pre·Triallnterventfon 
PrOJ!lllms-Mono~raph 

Ethnic Succession In OrganIzed Crime-A Summary Report 

NTIS/GPO 
Stock Number 

NTIS PB 241 571/ASt 
GPO 2700'()0267 

NTIS PB 228 663/AS, 
GPO 2700-0021 9 

NTis PB 193 794 

t 

GPO 027-000-00400-8 
GPO 021-o00-o0401-6t 

GPO 2700-00202 

NTIS 1'D 214693 

GPO OS2-o0J-00221·3t 

NTIS PB 212 004 
GPO 2700-0139' 

h'TIS PB 222 289 

GPO 021-000-00395-8 

GPO 2100-00215 

h'TIS PB 224 S28/AS 
GPO 2100-00196 

GPO 2700-o0242t ~. 



Grant/Colltrnct 
Number 

16-TA-IOOI-G 

NI-70-068 

75-NI-99-0021 

7S-NI-99-(l0IS 

15-NI-99-0015 

n-NI-99-(103 I 

74-TA-99-J005 

73-NI-99-o012 

J.LEAA-006-15 

i-LEM-004-71 

HEM-OD3-71 

76-NI-99-00IS 

14-TA-99-IOI2 

73-NI-99-0001 • 

72-NI-99-0008 

NH0-044 

73-NI-99-o013 

NI-70-009 . 

13-TA-99-I001 

NI-10-017 

NI-7H29 

74-TA-99-I002 

Nf-70-o57 

NI-10-oS3 
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Title 

Ev:tJuath'c ResciU'ch in Corrections-A Practical GuJdc 

FOlmUy Clbb lntctvcntion-From Concept 10 tmplemcnl11tloO 

Felony Jm·cslig.ation Decision Model-An AlUlysis of In\'csll~tivi: 
Elements of Jnformatiofl 

Partible Ra~e-t\ Nation .. ) Sur:C'}' or Ihe Response by Pollee 

Farcible Rape-.;\ N~tiQn;11 Survey of the: Response by P1DWCtJtOrs 

Gfmelli System of Multi·Track Vole" Writing-An f.\':tluatiQn ofa New 
Court RcpordngTcchniquc-A Summary ReJ'0rt 

Grievance l-lcch.misms tn COrfccUonnllrtstltulions 

GWde to Juror US.3ge 

Guide to Jury System ~fanagcment 

GuideUnes and Standard~ for Halrway Houses and Community 
TreAtment Centers ~ 

Guidelines and Standards ror fhe Usc orVoluntccrs in Correctional 
Programs 

Hal(\\lay Houses-National Evaluation Plogram-Ph:lSc I Summary Report 

Health C~e In Correct/ona/lnst/tutions 

HC3ring. Protectors (0.[ Use on FhingRanges-Lttw Enforcement 
Siandard$ Program 

Hcroin U$t and Crimc in;l !-olethadorll! ~lalntenancc Program-An 
IntcJim Report 

Impact of Police Unions-A Summar)' Report. 

Improving Witness Cooperation-Summ;uy Report cf Illc DC (Dishict 
ofColumbl.) Witness Cooperation Study 

Installation. Te~t hnd Ev:tluation of a Large Sca'e Burgler Alarm System 
for a MUrUcip:!1 Pollee Department. Interim Report 

Intensive EvaJu;ltJon for Criminal Justice Planning Agencies 

Introducing a Law Er1forcement Curriculum at a Slate University 

lnvesd~ati()n of Oigltal Mollile. Radio. Communications 

Job Phtccmcnt and Ttainin~ for Offenders snd E."(.Qffenders 

LDwand Ptlvate PoUee, Vol. 4 

Law of DctainCI$ 

mIS/GPO 
Stock Number 

NTIS PB :"= 007JASt 
GPO 21Q,).f·:,:l10 

~-riS Pll :'is HalAS 

GPO 027-('M-002994t 

GPO U27~)({/-o0351~t 

GPO 4000{10238t 

NTIS PU ::S 60S/AS 
GrO 2100,»0181 

NTISI'B:13 029 

GPO 021-1)OO-l)0468-1t 

NTIS PH 228 610/AS 
GPO 2100{l() 182 

NTIS PO 219 650 

NTI5rn 243 I02/ASt 

GPO 027.QOO.u041l-3t 

NTIS PB 211 733 

t 

NTIS PO lIS 610 
GP01700.Q()65 

NTIS PH 2;1 3Z9/ASt 
GPO 2100.Q0233 

GPO 021-OOO.(l030S-2 

NTIS PO ~ 12 085 

GPO ~1oo.Q0223t 



Grant/Contract 
Number 

LEAA·J.!AA-0554 

LEAA.J.IAA-021·3 

72-TA·99·0017 

73·TA·99·1007 

74·TA·99·1001 

72-TA·99·0023 

75·1'11·99·0065 

J.LEAA-021-72 

NI·71·153 

J.LEAA-014-74 

75·NI·99-o046 

74-NI-99-o061 

NI-70·064 

NI-69-082 

J.LEAA-1007-75 

NI-70-0S2 

J-LEAA-014-74 

~~~~. Ii 
II c'!-,1I-71-03tf' 

" 
:1 73-TA-99-1007 
l\ 
1\ 
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Tit)e 

LIghtweight Body Armol'for Law Enforcement Officers 

Magnetic Switches for Burdar Alarm Systems-Law Enforcement 
Standards Program 

Methadone Treatment Manual·· 

Monitoring for Crimin31 Justice Planning Actncies 

Multi-Agency Narcol1cs Unit·· 

National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal JustIce-Annual 
Report, FY 1975 

Nation31lnstttule of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice-Program 
Plan for 1975 

NTIS/GPO 
Stock Number 

NTIS PB 231 323/ASt 
GPO 2700-00238 

NTIS PB 226 J96/ASt 

GPO 027-000-00383-4 

t 

National Institute of Law Enrorcement and Criminal Justice-Program t 
Plan, FY 1976 

Natlonallnstitute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice-The 
Teeholo&), Transfer Program 

Neighborhood Team Policing 

Neighborhood Team PoUcing in the United States-Assessment Summary 

New Approaches to Diversion and Trea.tment of Juvenilt\ Offenders 

New Effectiveness Measures for Organized Crime Control Efforts
A Handbook oC Analytical Procedures for Use in Orgnnlztd Crime 
Control Programs 

Only Ex-offenders Need Apply' 

OperatJon Identification Projects-Assessment of Effectivcness-Nathmal 
Evnluation Plogram-Phase I Summary Report 

Paralegals-A Resource for Public Defenders and Correctional ServIces·· 

Patterns of Durpar)' 

Penetration of Legitimate Business b)' Organized Crime, An AnalysIs 

Performance Measurement and the Criminal Justice System-Four 
Conceptual Approaches 

PerspectIves on Prison Legal Services-Needs, Impact, and the Potential 
for Law School In\'olvement 

Phlladelphla Neighborhood Youth Resources Center· 

Physical EvIdence Utilization in the Administration of Criminal Justice 

Police Background Olar',~teristics and Performance-Summary Report 

Police Uurglary Prevention Programs 

NTIS PD 239 135/ASt 
GPO 2700-00240 

NTIS PB 224 487/AS 
GPO 2700-00190 

NTIS PB 238 66J/AS 

NTIS PB 211 226 

NTIS PD 222564 

NTIS PB 208 OSS 

GPO 027-000-00298-6t 

NTIS PD 208213 

NTISPBlI2813 



1'\ 

Grnnt/Contrnct 
Number 

73·:-;1·99·1004 

J·LI,,\A·l1l4·74 

7Ha·99·0018 

1'11'70·091 

7S·NI·99'()079 

1'11·71-097 

NI·70·057 

NI·10'()S7 

J.LEAA'()34·7S 

1'11-71·)09 

J·LEAA'()I4-74 

7S-NI·9HI019 

J·LEAA.())3-14 

J·LEAA.o14·74 

J-LEAA.oI4-14 

NI-7t-026 

Nl'()2S 

111-71,078 

1'11-72.008 
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Till. 

PoUce CrimI! Analysis Unit Handbook·" 

Poffee l:ducJtiunal OIOifactcristics and Curricula 

PoU!.!!! l'.nrnl Car-St:lle or the Au-Law Jinrorcemcnt SI:mdatds Program 

I'alice SCII!t:liort :Jnd Career A5ScsSmCnt 

l'olh.'c t" .. k\:ulTllJlullication Systems 

I'rc-Trial Sc:n.'C:nlng. In Perspective 

P,dhninary Study of tht.' cfrecth'cJlcss or Auto Anti-Theft Devices 

Prevention and Control or Collective Violence 

NTlSjGPO 
Stock Number 

1>01'15 l'n 238187/A5 
GPO 2100'()0231 

CPO rm·000.o034S·1t 

GPO :700.0075 

GPO Q27,()00.oOJ6S-6 

Vol. I-r.uidellncs ror lhe Chler or Police 1>o'T15 PB 224 621//15 

Vol. 2-Guldelino, [or Community Rel,tions Personnel NTIS PB 224 622/A5 

Vol. 3-Guldelines ror InlOlligonee Personnel :-IllS PO 224 623/A5 

Vol. 4-Guldellnes ror .he Patrol Commander i'o'TIS PB 224 624//IS' 

Vol. S-Goldelines ror Pa.rol Pmoonel t-'TIS Pll 224625//15 

Pcivatc Polk!! in tht: Unit~d SI'I.tCS~ findings and Recommc:ndations, Vol. 1 NTIS fB 214 682 

P,ivate Police Indu\rty-It,N.turo and E •• ent-Vol. 2 NTIS PD 212 086 
GPO 27UO.() 138 

PROMIS tPro",u.or', Man'g,mentlnrorm.l;on Sys'em) ror .he Noo- GPO 027,()00.o042J.7t 
autonl:Jited 01 Semi:1utt)mated Office 

I'ro"culion in Ihe Juvenile Comts-Guldelin .. for the rUlu,e NTIS PIl241 828//lSt 
GPO 2700.00246 

Pro~culion or Economic Crim~-Sal1 Diego and Scatlle. fraud Diyislons· GPO 017~OO.oo37S .. 3t 

Providence Educatlnn.1 Cenler' NT!$ PD 241 6IS/ASt 
GI'O O~7,()00-ll0294') 

Public Defender Scrvke or .he District or Columbia, Vol. I-Policies and NTIS PO 240 283t 
Procedures.· 

Public Defender Service. o( the. OuttiCl or Columbia" Vol. 2-Training: NTIS pa 240 284t 
Matcri;]ls· • 

R .. ldcntiaIS"prity NTIS PB 232 086/ASI 

Role of Correctional IndustrIcs-A Summ&lry Report NItS f'a' 2U6 871 

ScmlilutotT13tic Spcnkcr RccoJ;nilion System NTIS PB 232 OOI/ASt 
GPO 2100.o023t 

Some A'poelS or Ihe lZpidcmiolollY orneroln Usc In. Ghello Cummunlty- NTIS I'D .14530 
A Preliminary Report 

() 



Grant/Contract 
Number 

NI·7~40 

NI'10'040 

N1-70'()51 

15·NI·99.()061 

NI·11·042·1" 

J.lAA·021·3 

N1-7H08 PG 

N1·11·015 

75·NI·99·0062 

N1·11'()80 

72·NI·99.()033-G 

1HlI·99.()041 

NI·10'()04 

12·NI·990018 
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Tide 

Space Management and the CaurU-Deslgn Handbook 

Space Manag~rn;:nt and the Courts-A Summary 

Special·Purpo5C PubUc PoUce, Vol. 5 

Specialized raHat Projects-National Evaluation Program Phase I-Summary 
Report 

Study arCaurt Reporling Systems-Executive Summary 

Test Procedures for Night Vision De .. ices-law Enforcement Standards 
Proi!Iam 

Time-Dependent Electron Paramasnctic Resonance Characteristics of 
Dctoniltcd Primer Residues 

Trace Metal Dctection Technique in Law Enforcement 

TrcJtment Allcrnath'cs to Street Crime (rASe) Projects-National 
evaluation Proi:!rom-Phase I-Summary Report 

UtilizatIon of Experience in Parole Oecision-Making-Summary Report 

Video Support in the Criminal Courts-Executive Summary 

Violence by Youth Gan{!s and Youth Groups in Major American Citics
Sumrnary Report 

Voice Identifica.tion Rcsc3l'ch 

VolUnteer Probation Counselor Program-

Wh3t law Enforcement C:m Gain from Computer Designed Work: 
Schedules 

NTIS/GPO 
Stock Number 

GPO 2100'()0164 

GPO 2700'()0119 

NTIS PB 212 086 
GPO 2100'()141 

GPO 021'()OO'()0'16~·St 

NTIS PB 214284 

NTIS PO 255 902/ASt 
OPO 2100'()02S 1 

NTIS PO 213 611 

NTIS PO 214749 

GPO 2100'()0271t 

t 

NTIS PO 242 053/AS 

GPO 027'()22.()Q3G5·5 

GPO 2700'()0219t 

1/ 
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Professor Frands A. Allen. LL.B .• J.D. 
University of Michigan Law School 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 

Bruce Daker 
Chief of Police 
City of Portland 
Portland,Olegon 

Arlene Becker 
Depuly Director 
Parole and Community Services 
Division 
Sacramento, Californla 

Bertram S. Brown,M.D. 
Director, National Institute of 
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Harry Connick, LL.B. 
Dislrict Altomey, Orleans Parislt 
New Orleans. Louisiana 
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District Court Judge 
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ApPENDIX D 

D-Background Material. 
D-l. Libra,ry of Congress Congressional Research Service Paper. 
D-2. Memorandum by Irving Slott. 

To: 

THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL REsEAnCH SEnv~CE, 

Washington, D.O., October 15, 1975. 

From: Education and Public Welfare Division. 
Subject: Federal Orime-Related Research Capabilities, with an Emphasis on 

LEANs National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. 
This is in response to your requestfor information on LEANs Nationallnstitute 

of Law Enforcement and Oriminal Justice and related Federalrescarch agenCies, 
as background for possible hearings on the organization of Federal anticrime 
research efforts. 

This memo is divided into three major sections, as follows~ I. Overview of 
Existing Federal Anticrime Research Agencies; II. LEANs National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice; and III. Possiblo Options for the Oongress. 

I. OVERVIEW OF EXISTING FEDERAL ANTIcnIME RESEARCH AGENCIES 

At the present time, the Federal research capability in the areas of law enforce
ment, crime, and delinquency inclUdes three l'esearch institutes witrun the U.S. 
Department of Justice. These are the National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice, and the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delin
qllency Prevention, both within the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA); and the LEAA-funded National Institute of Corrections, within the 
Bureau of Prisons. . 

The U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare houses "the first 
program with an exclusive focus on criminal justice," 1 the National Institute of 
Mental Health's (NIMH) crime Ilnd delinquency research program. The recently 
authorized National Oenter for the Prevention and Control of Rape is also to be 
located within NIMH. 

These Justice and HEW Department agencies are described briefly beloW, in 
the chronological order of their formation. 

A. HEW, National Institute of Mental Health, Center for Studies of Crime 
and Delinquency. (Public Health Services Act of 1946, as amended, section 
301(d); 42 U.S.C. 241, 242, 242a). 

Under the general authority of the Public Health Services Act, NIMH conducts 
and sponsors a broad range of behavioral and social science research, including 
research relating to deviant behavior. Projects relating specifically to rrime and 
delinquency have been f1,lnded by NI:rvlli since the early 1950's. The Center for 
Studies of Crime and Delinquency was formed as an administrative unit with 
its own staff and funds in 1968, and remains in operation today under the authority 
of section 301 of thc Publio Health Services Act. 

NIMH's Center for Studies of Crime and Delinquenoy provides grants to 
educational illl:;titutions, public and private nonprofit agencies and mental health 
facilities and hospitals to oonduct research and demonstration projects relating 
to delinquent and criminal behavior. FellowshIps and assistance for training 
programs arc also available from the Center. Although the Center i authorized 
to conduct in-house research, it currently does not have the capability to do so 

According to a spc:kesman for the Center, it informally coordinates its researoh 
activities with those of LEANs Natiohal Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Oriminal Justice. The emphasis of the lattel' is on research aimed at improving 
the functioning of the criminul justice system. The Ccnter focuses its efforts 
primarily on behavioral research I'elated to the prevention and reduction of crime. 

The Chief of NIMH's Center for Studies of Crime and Delinquency is Dr. 
Saleem A. Shah. The Center's approximate budget for fiscal year 1974 follows: 
Research grants (50 grants) ________________________________ -__ $3,460,000 
Fellowship (17 feHowships) ___________________________________ ~ 130,000 
Training grants ____________________ -________________________ 2,178,000 

(~') 

.,. Daniel L. Skoler. "New Directions in Federal Aid for Crime and DelInquency-An 
Analysis," ;rournal ot Urbnn Law, Winter 1967, 1'. 262. . 

//-::.. 
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13, Justice, LEAA, National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 
(Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, title I, Part D, 
sees. 402-403; 42 U.S.C. 3742-3743). 

The National InstJtute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (henceforth 
referred to as the Institute) was established as the researeh arm of LEAA by 
that agency's original enabling legislation, enacted on June 19, 1968 (P.L. 90-351; 
82 Stat. 197). The legislation, as amended, provides that the Institute be estab
lished within the U.S. Department of Justice, under the general authority of 
LEAA, and that it!> chief administrator be a Director! appointed by the Ad
ministrator of LEAA. To date, the Institute has had five Director!'J and two acting 
directors; a list of their names and the dates they served follows: 

Ralph Siu-October 1968 to February 1969. 
Ropert Emrich (acting)-February 1969 to May 1969 
Henry Ruth-May 1969 to June 1970. 
Irving Slott.-June 1970 to September 1971. 
Martin Danzinger-September 1971 to August,197H. 
Harry Searl' (acting)-August 1973 to October 1973. 
Gerald Caplan-October 1973 to present. 

The enablinglegislation, as amended, provides that th'e purpose of the Institute 
is to fi!neourage reseat'ch and development, disseminate the r€isults of such efforts, 
and /issist in the development and support of training programs. Specifically, 
the Institute is authorized to: 

(1) make grants to or enter into contracts with public and private agencies, 
org:mizations, and educational institutions for researGh and development 
related to the purposes of this title; 

(2) conduct in-house l'esearch and development, including studies of the 
effectiveness of programs and projects carried out under this title; 

(3) carry out programs of behavioral research, with emphasis on the causes 
nnd prevention of crime, and correctional procedures; 

(4) make recommendations for action to strengthen law enforcement by all 
levels of government and the private sec£or; 

(5) provide research fellowships for implementing the purposes of this 
section and special workshops for the dissemination of information; 

(6) at the request of a State or unit of local government, assist in conducting 
local and regional training programs for State and local law enforcement and 
criminal justice personnel. Such training activities are to supplement rather 
thnn supplant State and -local training activi.ties, and are not to duplicate 
F.B.I. training activities authorized under section 404; 

(7) conduct a full-scale program for the collection and dissemination of 
relevant information; 

(8) establish a research center, to carry out the Institute's programs. 
In addition to the functions ou. -:ned ;.bove, the law requires that the Institute 

sel've as a national and international clearinghouse fol' the exchange of information 
on the improvement of law enforcement and criminal justice. Where pOSSible, 
the Institute is to evaluate programs and projects carried out by LEAA, in order 
to determine their impact L\nd the extent to which they meet the purposes of 
LEAA, and to disseminate resulting info1'1lmtion to State and lo,::al governments. 

Before June 30, 1976, the Institute is required to survey existing and future 
needs and programs in the field of law enforcement and criminal justice, specifi
cally including LEAA tmining and academic assistance programs. Finally, the 
Institute is l'equil'ed to publish an annual report. Institute grants for the ItU
thol'ized projects may be up to 100 percent of the total cost, with the proviso 
that, whenever feasIble, the contribution of money, facilities, ot· services relevant 
to the project will be required by LEAA. 

The budget of the Institute for fiscal years 1969-76 follows. The figures given 
are not limited to research funds alone. Thev reflect the amount of each year's 
LEA.A ap'propriation earmarked for the Institute, and thus eneomp!'.ss all the 
Institut~ s activities, as outlined above. 

Illstitute appropriations 
Fiscal year: 1969 ____________________________________________________ $3,000,000 

1970 _____________ ~ _________________________________ ---__ 7,50~000 

1971 ____________________________ --______________________ 7,500,000 
1972 ____________________________________________________ 21, OO~OOO 
1973 ______________________ - _____________________________ 31,598,000 
1974 _______________________ .. _____________________________ 40,098,000 
1975 _____________________________________________ - ______ 42,50~000 
1976 (estimated) _______________ ~----_____________________ 32,400,000 

f 
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This discussion of the Institute has consisted primarily of a summary of the 
Institute's mandate. under the amended LEAA eI:abling legislation. A morc 
detailed discussion of the legislative development and functioning of the Institute 
follows in Section II. 

C. Justice, U.S. Bureau of Prisons, National rnstitute of Correction~;(Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, title V, Part H, seq. 521; 18 
U.S.O. secs. 4351-4353). 

The National Institute of Corrections (NIC) was formally established within 
the U.S. Bureau of Prisons by legislation enacted on September 7, 1974. Prior to 
that date, LEAA had funded a program with similar functions within the Burell-u 
of Prisons; this was the genl'sis of the statutory National Institute of C6rreutions, 
which to date is also an LE~A-funded operation. (We were advIsed that LEAA's 
Institute is not diminishing its corrections research activity with the ¢reation 
~N~ . 

Under the law, the National Institute of Corrections is required to serve as a.n 
information and training center in the field of corrections for adults and juv,eniles. 
It has the authority to make grants and enter into contracts with Federal, Statel 
and local governments; to collect, prepare, and disseminate informo.tioll and data; 
to act as a consultant; to offer technical assistance; to prOVide traIning programs 
in various geographical locations for professionals o.nd lay persons working in 
juvenile and adult correctional programs; to conduct research; and to evaluate 
innovative programs and their effectiveness. 

NIC is specifically authorized to conduct and fund,researeh relating to correc
tions, and to conduct evaluation programs to determiIie the effectiveness of new 
approaches aimed at improving the corrections system. Quoting from a NIC 
brochtil'e: 

liThe Institute's research activities will study which correctional methods are 
effective with which categories of offenders at what cost and with what socb! 
consequences. 

tlOnly a small portion of this research and evnhiil.tion will be conducted by the 
Institute. Most will be handled through states, localities and organizations under 
NIC sponsorship. As with other Institute functions, close coordination with 
state and local corrections and corrcctions~related organizations will be sought." 

NIC is un del' the general sltpervision of an Advisory Board with a membership 
consisting of Federal officials involved in corrections; and appointees of the 
Attnrney General, including practitioners in corrections and persons from the 
priVate sector who have a demonstrated interest in corrections. The daily oper11-
tions of NIC are under the supervision of a Director appointed by the Attorney· 
Ger\eral. The Db'ector of the National Institute of Corrections is Sherman Day. n. Justice, LEAA, Offioe of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pl'evention, 
National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, title II, Part C, secs. 241~251 i 42 
U.S,C. 5651-5661). <,-'~' 

The National In6tit~or Ju\'Wnile Justice and Delinquency Prevention was 
aut.l1orlze~ under l~:;lalation enacted on September 7, 1974. Funds for its actual 
operation did,pot become available until June 12, 1975~ with. the enactm.ent of 
the Second ~,upplemental Appropriations Act of 1975 (.t'.L. 94-32). Of the $25 
million in MW'nndreversionary LEAA funds appropriated under that Act for title 
llprogrartls oithe Juvenile Justice and Delinqul!ncy Prevention Act, an estimated 
$3.15 million were allocated for the National Institute for Juvenile Jwtice and 
Delinquency Prevention. . 

The juvenile justice institute is a research and information center within IJEAA's 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. It i$ alS(l llharged with pro~ 
vi cling training in the treatment and control of juvenile offenders/with evaluating 
research and demonstration projects relating to juvenile delinquen\lY, and wit,h 
Ilssisting in the development of juvenile justice standards. . .' 

The juvenile justice lllstitute is specifically authorized to conduct and coordinate 
research and evaluation regarding anv aspect of juvenile delinquency; and to 
encourage demonstration projects aimed at the development of innl)vative'iech
niques for the prevention of juvenile delinquency. ;,Rhere is a requirement in the 
Juvenile Justice Act (sec. 241.( e)) that the act.ivities tif the juvenile jl,l,S-tice institute 
be coordinated with those of LEAA's National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice. We were advised by LEAA that its juvenile delinquency research 
effort is 'largely being transferred to }he juvenile justiCe institute. 

The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention is under, 
the supervision and directioll of the AasistantLEAA Administrator in charge of -
LEAA's Office of Juvenile .Tustice and Delinquency Prevention. The institute is 

Ii 
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headed by a Deputy Assistant Administrator of the Office, appointed by the LEAA 
Administrator. The institute's acting chief is John Greacen. 
~, E. HEW, National Institute of Mental Health, NII,tional Center for the Preven
tion and Control of Rape (Public Health Service Act, as amended l)y P.L. 94-63, 
Special Health Revenue Sharing Act Q,f 1975, title II, Part D). 

LElgislation enacted on July 29, 197ti,'included a provision authorizing the estab
Ushment within NIMH of a Nationa.l Center for the Prevention and Control of 
,Rape. The Center is required to conduct and sponsor reseMcn, disseminate in
formation, establish an inform!J,tion clearinghouse, and pub~(sh training materials 
relevant to the prevention and control of rape and the trea\\tient of rape v:ictims. 
liiligible app!icants for research and demonstration grants fr(..in the Center include 
community mental health centl'lrs and other public and private nonprofit entities. 
Appropriations of $7 million and $10 million were authorized for these purposes, 
for nsonl years Hl7G !iIld 1977 I'espectiveiy. 

The Federal agencies discussed above are exclusively concerned with one or 
more aRpeots of crime, and in each case the research function is a major part of their 
mission, They do not, of course, account for all anticrime research currently under-
way by or with the sponsorship of the Federal government. The Special Analysis 
of the U.S. 1976 budget ent~tled, "Federal Programs for the Reduction of Crime" 2 

indicates estima'ted outlays for fiscal year 1976 of more than $110 million for crime 
re~el.\rch and statistics. This total figure is broken down into approxtmately $37.3 
million for "statistics on crime, criminals, and criminal justice system," and $72.8 
million for "research on criminal behavior and sociology of crime." Both :flt"lN are 
close to the estimated outlays of fiscal year 1975 for these functions. :'C~ 

Major Federal agencies indicated(Jts participating in the crime l'esea."ch and sta
tistics functions, with approximate estimated 1976 outlays, follow: the Judiciary 
($3.7 million), Depart1t'.ent of Defense-Civil ($20 thousand), HEW ($4.3 million), 
Justice ($98.1 million), Transportation ($3.2 million), and Treasn,l'y ($840 thou
sand). Examples of specifio researoh and statistics projects currLntly underway 
include those of the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), the Coast Guard, 
the U.S. Postal Service, Ilnd the Immigration and Naturalization Service. LEAA's 
total expenditures for fiscal 1976 for research and statistics are estim!J,ted at $36,,3 
million and $31.3 million, respectively. 

Crime and delinquency research is also being supported by the National Science 
Foundation (NS:fI') under its general mission to support researeh and edU'.lation in 
t,he seiences. NSF' was established by the N atiorlitl Science Foundation Aet of 1950, 
as amended (A2 U.S.C. 1861-1879). Research grants relating to criminal justice 
and law enforcement are being made by NSF uncJer its Research Applied t.o Na
tional Needs (RANN) pl)ogram, as well as under its Social Sciences R~search 
Program.3 

II. LEAA'S N:A:;:tONAL INSTITUTE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICf~ 

A. The legislatit'6 Devp,lopm~nt of tMlnstitule: A Retrospective View 
(1):3nckground Erior to 1\J68. 
The President's commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice 

reported that, "as rel.)ently as 1965, the Justice Department was the only Cabinet 
department with no share of the roughly $11) billion Federal research and develop
ment budget."· This \ViiS at a time when, according to the National Science 
Foundation, the Federal gover"inent ::lUpported nearly two-thirds of all basic and 
applied research cn,rried on in the United States.6 

A survey conducted by the. Institute for Defense Analyses of Federal research, 
" development, test and evaluation (RDT&E) programs relating to crime and 

delinquency underway in early 1968 indieated a total Fedl'ral e)i:penditure of 
approximately $18.2 million.8 The prineipal source::; of this funding were a Justice 
Department ageney, the Office of Law Enforcement Assistance, which admin
istered the Law Enforcement Assistance Act of 1905; and two agencies in the 
Department of Health, Education, and ·Welfare. These were NIMH's Center for 
the Study of Crime and Delinquency, which remains in operation todaYi and the 
Office of Juvenile Delinquency and youth Development, which at that time ad
ministered the Juvenile Delinqueney and Youth Offenses Control Act. 

2 U.S. Office of Management .and Budget, "Special Analyses, Budget, of the United States 
Govclonment, 1976", "Special AnalysiS N," pp. 222-232 Isee esp~clally pp. 224-'226, p. 230). 

aSee U,S. Department of Justice, "Attorney General s Report on Federal Law Enforce
ment and Cr~minal J·ustiee Assistance Activities," 1975, pp. 199-202, for a review of 

NSF'R recent nctivlties In this area. 
, "The Challenge of Crime IrA n Free Society," February 1967, p. 245 (henceforth cited as 

ChaJlenge) • 
G Cited by Skoler, supra note I, p. 274. 
6 InstItute for Defense Analyses, uA Natlonnl Program of Research, Development, Test, 

and Evaluation on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice," November 1968, p. 6? 
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In its landmark report published in early 1967, the tlChalIenge of Crime in a 
Free Society," the President's Commission singled out "the need to know" as 
the greatest of the "many needs of law enforcement and the administration of 
criminal justice!' Quoting further: "[The] revolution of scientific discovery has 
largely bypaBsed the problems of criIne and delinquency. * * * There is probably 
no l:iubject of comparable concern to which the Nation is devotfng so many 
resources and so much effort with so little lmowledge of what it is doing. * * * 
There is virtually no subject connected with crime or criminal justice into which 
further research is unneccssary." 7 

While the Crime Commission was unequivocal in its support for grcatly in
crease(t Federal al:lsistance for research, its recommendations for the structuring 
of this research effort were complex and, pel'haps because of their complexity, 
were not generally implemented by the LEAA enabling legislation, 

First; the C()lillIlis~!on recommended a major Federal nnticrime assistance 
program, to be located within the U.S. DepArtment of Justice. Regnrding this 
program, they noted: "It is essentinl that the new Justice Department program 
cm!Jouy ·ft ;rCl;\llrorcucoll.'tl1ilfiellt, if it is not simply to perpetuate present failures 
in many areas. This is particularly important at the outset when difficult decisions 
must be made about what meet.s the stanciardf! justifying Federal aid." 8 

Additionally, it was recommended that, "the Federal government should sup-
, port a major science and technology research and development program relating 

to all areas o{ criminal justice." 9 The Commission was somewhat enigmatic 
regarding the appropriate agency to administer this program: liThe RDT&E 
program would have to be developed in detail by the office administering it. The 
program would have to be housed in an agency that was sympathctic to research 
and development, and could attract the high-caliber scientific staff needed to 
manage the program." 10 • 

Additionally, the Commission recommended, "Substantial public and private 
flUlds should be provided for a number of crimip.al research institutes in various 
parts of the country." Quoting further: 

"Some of the institutes might be expansions of existing researoh centers. They 
should be suffiCiently well-financed so they can attract highly qualified persons 
from the SOCial and natural soiences, the law, business admi.nistration and psy
chiatry, to work together tlncl. with crimina.l justice agencies. • • • 'While these 
institutes should not be controlled or dominated by the Federal government, 
they could play an important role in providing ideas and dilta to the Department 
of Justice in connection with State and local aid programs described in chapter 
13, and in evaluating innovative propostlls suggested for Federal support. 

"Most of these institutes should be at universities since it seems likely, at least 
in the foreseeable future, that the leading scholars in this field would prefer to 
work in a university setting. . , . A university-based institute would be in a favor
able position to train the research personnel that criminal justice agencies nced 
so baClly." 11 

The concept and functions of these Federally-assisted prIvate institutes were 
expanded on elsewhere in the report, for example with regards to establishing a 
science and technology program in a research institute: "Probably the mO)3t impOl'
tallt single mechanism for bringing the resources of science . and technology to 
bear on the problems of crime would be thl') establishment o(',a major prestigious 
sciCifice and technology research program within one of the research institutes. • . • 
The institute and the program must be significant enough to attract the best 
scientists available, and to this end, the director of this institute must himself 
have a background in science and technology or have the respect of scientists. 
Because it would be difficult to attract such a staff into the Federal government, 
the institute should be established by a university, a group of uni\l4;,>;sities, or. tlu 
independent nonprofit orgltnization, and should be within a major metropolitan 
area." 12 

7 Challenge, p. 278,. 
B Ibid., .P. 277. 
o Ibid., p. 269. 
10 Ibid., p. 270. 
ll. Ibid., p. 276. 
,. Ibid., p. 271, 

94-928 0 - 78 - 24 
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The Commission's general position regarding the l?ederal role in research, 
particularly with regard to the Justice Department program and tl.e .. privll.te 
institutes, is summarized in part as follows in the Commission's sumn .ar)T of it2 
recommended program of Federal support: "The need for research of all' kinds 
has been discussed. • . . There should be Federal support for specifi l research 
projects by individual scholars, and by universities or research organil"ations. In 
many instances such projects should be er-rried out in conjunction with large 
police departments, correctional institutions, or other operating agencies. In 
addition to such project grants, the Commission believes the Federal government 
should provide support for a number of institutes specifically dedicated to research 
into crime and criminal justice. Such institutes would bring together top scholars 
from the social and natural sciences, laW', social work, bUSiness administration 
and psychiatry, and would be able to deal with the criminal justice system, from 
prevention to corrections, as a whole. Presumably most of these research institutes 
would be located at universities, although, as noted in chapter 12, one or more 
might be independent. 

"These institutes would E;erve as the foundation for the other parts of the Federal 
program described here, both in the substance of the research they undertook 
and in the availability of their staff members as top-level consultants." 13 

Finally, the Commission recommended the eventual formation of a National 
Foundation for Criminal Research, an independent Federal agency financed. "like 
the National Science Foundation," by annual appropriations from Congress. 
Quoting from the report: "The Commission believes it essential that some n.ational 
body a3t as a focus for research efforts in the field of crime and its control, stimula
ing vitally needed projects, providing more effective communication between 
those doing research, and disseminating what is learned . . . . In vieW' of the 
enormous increase in research activity and the variety of research organizations 
envisaged in this report, it seems desirable that there be a Federal agency with 
overall responsibility for research . . . . Its independent status would insure its 
freedom from the pressures and immediate needs of any Federal agency respon
sible for criminal administration. Such independence v,i(mld also make it more 
attractive to leading scholars in the field, on whom its success would depend." H 

Because of the I'serious risk of confusion and competition for already scarce 
research personnel," the Commission suggested that tlit might be desirable to 
defer the estabJiShment of such a foundation until the proposed new Justice 
Department agency is established." It was suggested further that if that course 
were followed, the development of detailed plans for the establishment of such an 
independent foundation should be one of the Justice Department Agency's 
Hearly responsibilities." 15 

A number of lJiUs were introduced in 1967, during the first session of the 90th 
Congress, to establish a national institute to administer crime-related research 
ed.\leation, and Federal research and demonstration grant programs. A bill to 
establish a National Xnstitute for Criminal Justice within the U.S. Department of 
Justice was introduced on the Senate side by Senatol· Edward Kennedy (S. 992), 
and on the House side by Congressman James Scheuer (H.R. 5652; see also H.R. 
3998). Approximately 20 similar bills were introduced on the House side during 
1967. Bills were al<;Q introduced on the House side to establish a National Science 
and Technology Center f6r Crime Prevention and Control as an independent 
agency within the Executive Brunch of the Federal Government (e.g., H.R. 10113, 
Oongressman J. Edward Roush et al.). 

(2) The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, title I, Law 
Enforcement Assistance (P.L. 90-351, Act of June 19, 1968; 82 Stat. 197; 42 
U.S.C. 370ic et seq.) 

The work of the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administra
tion of Justice, in conjunction with experience gained in administering the relatively 
low-budget Law Enforcement Assistance Act of 1965, formed the basis for the 
Safe Streets legislation introduc(·d in 1967 at the request of the Johnson Administra
tion (mR. 5037/S. 917). This legislation was enacted with major amendments as 
title I of the Omnibus Cdme Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. Among other 
things, it established the National Institute within the U.S. Department of 
Justice under the generlll Iluthority of LEAA. 

As originally introduced, the Administration's Safe Streets bill did not provide 
for a National Institute. It contained instead general authority for ;Federal support 

~3 Ibid., llP: 287-288. 
" Ibid •• P. 277. 
l-Ibld. 
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of crime-reiated research and development and demonstration projects, similar 
to that contained in the 1965 Act, but on a lal'ger scale; and authorized the Attor
ney General himself to conduct research and evaluation studies related to the 
Act. In addition, it authorized the Attorney Gener!:.l to make grants to insti
tutions of higher education and other public and private nonprofit organizations 
"to establish Ilational or regional institutes for research and education pertaining 
to the purposes of this Act," 

Senator Edward Kennedy who had introduced legislation (S. 992, S. 993, 90th 
Congress) estubJishing a National Institute of Criminal .Justice and regional 
criminal justice academies, questioned Attorney General Rumsey Clurk about 
this btter upproach dul'ing Senate hearings on the administration bill: 

Senator KENNEDY. Nowf the President's Crime Commission recommended the 
establishment of a national research institute and the development of regional 
research institutes at universities. This has been an area in which I have had some 
interest. I wonder if you could evaluate these recommendations wliibh were made 
by the President's Crime CommissiQTI and which ,the President diacuissetl b:cl&fly 
In his message to Congress. . 

Attorney General CLARK. There has been recurrent interest both in the natjonal 
institute and regional and research centers for !L period of time. I think, fihd I 
should say that title III, and also section 405, I believe, of the nct would authorize 
the Justice Depal'tment itself to involve the Government in direct research 
programs so that you have the legal basis and the capability there for Federal 
research itself. But I think on the basis of our present learning that flexibility 
will offe], the most rewards. We need to know that we are reaching the people 
who bave been in the field.16 

In response to !L letter from the Senate Judiciary Committee Chairman re
questing the Department of Justice's view on Senator Kennedy's bill to establish 
a National Institute within the ,.Justice Department, thc Attorney General 
replied that while the Department supported the purposes of S. 9f,l.!Z it felt that 
the Administration bill, S. 917, "is a far better vehicle through which to support 
them." Quoting from the letter: 

"In particular, Title III of the proposed Safe Streets and Crime Control Act 
of 1967, deals with research, demonstration l and special project efforts. The unit 
administering the Titl\~ III program, which authorizes the establishment of 
national or regional institutes for research and education, might well talce on the 
character of it national instltiute or national foundation, but it would, under the 
administrative scheme of S. 917, have the advantage of common over-aU direction 
and integrated planning with the broad planning and formula grant assistance 
available under Titles 1 and II of S. 917. Like S. 992, the Slife Streets and Crime 
. Control Act contemplates a Director appointed by the Pl'esldent at an Assistant 
Attomey General compensation level." 17 . • 

The House SUQstantially altered the Safc Streets proposal durmg the floor 
debate, most Significantly by the adoption of an /lmendment cOllverting the 
proposed categorical grant progranl under the direction of the Attorney Genel'al 
into a State block grant program. The House also ado.pted the amGlldment 
offered by Congressman Robert McClory,estabJishing a National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justine within the l)epal'tment of Justice. The 
Institute was. to be headed by a Direct9';-llPPointed by the President, with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, and ur;C/er the gerteral authority- of the AttorIi,ey 
General. It was given responsibilityfif both research llnd training programs. ~ 

The McClory amendment was aZreed to by a teller vote of 101 e.yes to 85 noes. )11 
As reported, the House bill had incorporat~d 11 provision .!Luthorizing: the. y. . 

.;\tt9rney General to mjll~~))r~nts for the ~s~abhshm~nt of ':n.ahonal or reglonal ,r~'.", 
mstltutes. for l'esearchf/edu.<ll1tlOn, and trrumng." This prOVISion, as oppose~. tod! 
the McClol'Y amendme],l!1,"'was bllcked by the floor leader, JucliCil1t·y Comrruttee 
Chairman Emanuel .paler, &J;ld was gemil'wly def{md~d as being inore consonant 
with the recommendat!ons of the President's Cl'imC¥'G6mmittee. Those opposed 
to the Institute U'igued ,l)lso that it Was premature, that it had not been adequately 
considered in hefl:l'ings, and that ~t was dupJiqative of F.B.I. efforts. . 

General speakmgj proponents of the InstItute concept argued that It would 
give direCtion to the Federal research effort, and simultaneously signal the im
portance placed by Congress on criminal justice research-a need which bad 
been fully documented by the Pl'esident's Commission. For example, Congressman 

,. "Cant:rolIlng Crime through More Effective Law Enforcement," HearIngs bet.orc the 
Senate JUdlclnry Subcommittee onCrlmtnlll Laws and P,ocedurcs, ~Oth Cong •• 1st Seas .• 
1007. p, 381. ,:'. " " 

17 Ibid,. p. 104. '.':; 
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William Roth stated: " * * * the proposal to establish a N atiopnl Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice to administer the myr;ad research and 
demonstration projects to be initiated under title III and give them guidance 
and direction, is worthy of particular note. The precedents for such an institute 
are ample, and have opernted with success in the past: witness, for instance, the 
National Institutes of Health and the National Academy of Sciences." 18 

It was nlso argued by Congressman Richard Schweiker that the Institute 
complemented "the State-by-State planning approach. For the Institute would 
provide for all the States those central functions that can best be pl/mned from 
'Washington," including ,In, central research organization." 19 In a related point, 
Congressman McClory said, "'Ve are seeking, by this amendment, tOI vest au
thority in the institute instead of leaving it to the whim and the sole arbitrary 
discretion of the Attorney Genera!." 20 • 

The House passed H.R. 5037, as amended, on August 8, 1967, with the,amended 
title, the "Law Enforcement. and Criminal Justice Act of 1967." In a Con!~ressional 
message on February 7, 1968, President Johnson proposed that his Saf~ Streets 
bill aB originally recommended be nmendcd to, among other things, "Crente a._ 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal JWitice to develop a major 
Federal research program for the application of the most advanced science and 
technology to law enforcement." 21 

Thr. Statutory langl!,~e in the 1968 Act establishing the Institute comes not 
from the House-pass(J; 'amendment, but from the version of the Safe Streets 
legislation reported bjr the Senate Judiciary Committee on April 29, 1968. This 
language was agreed to by the Senate, and subsequently by the House, without 
further amendment. It differed from the House provision in, among other things, 
establishing the Institute within the Department of Justice undcr the general 
authority of LEAA, rather than the Attorney General; and in separating out the 
training function. Quoting from the Senate report: "The Institute, which is 
authorized to establish a c(:ntral research facility to create and develop compre
hensive progl'ams to carry out the progrnms described in this section, would be 
modeled along the lines of the N ationnl Institutes of Health and the National 
Academy of Sciences.22 

(3) Omnibus Crime Control l"',1 of 1970, title I, the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act Amendments (P.L. 91-644, Act of January 2, 1971; 84 Stat. 
1880) 

The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice was not an 
important issut:, during the 1970 debatc preceding the enactment in early 1971 of 
legislation reauthorizing the LEAA program through fiscal year 1973. The pro
visions of the 1968 Act pertaining to the Institute were not amended by this 
legislation. However, both the Institute's funding levels, which hus been cut 
by Congress, lind the ad(jquacy of its performance were discussed during 1970 
hearings on LEAA. For example, the following exchange took place between 
Senator Edward KennedYJlnd Attorney General John Mitchell: 

Senator KENNEDY. Could I move to the area of the National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and. Criminal Ju~tice, Mr. Attorney General? As I understand, 
you give this Nat.ional Institute n sense of priority, and yet 'we have seen the 
requests actually made by the administration, some $19 million, reduced, as I 
understand, to $7.5 million allowed to be spent for the Institute because of the 
restrictions placed upon th" additional funding for the Institute by a subcom
mittee of the House of Representatives. 

When t.he legislation was initially passed in 1968, it was felt that the National 
Institute ought to have approximately 10 percent of the funding, and now it is 
down to about 1 percent. I was wondering if you could tell us how significant and 
important this Institute is in terms of what needs to be done in the fight against 
crime. , 

Attol'1ley General MITCHELL. Senator, it is very important. As I have said 
back a while ago, our criminal justice system is related to the 18th. and 19th ,(, 
century, and we must find 'ways of not doing more of the snme, but of doing 
things better and differently. 

,. LEAA, Index to the Leglslatl"e History of the Omnibus Crime Control ami Safe Streets 
Act 00068, p. 132. 

10 Ibl<1" p. Ill. 
'" Iblc1 .. p. 131. 
21 "'ro Insure tIle Pl!blic Safety," The President's lIIessage to the Congress on Crime amI 

JiIlW Enforcement, February 7, 1068, Weekly Comllilation of presidential Documents, yo1. 
4, 1:'ob. 12, 1905, p. 238 . 

• :1 Senate Report No. 1097, OOth Conrr., 2d Sess., p. 36. 
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The Institute is an area in which we can make these advancements, as well as 
in the grants that we provide to the States and their localities, which also do 
research and development with the grants. I feel that the Institute can help this 
program and provide the technical leadership that is needed from the Federal 
Government in order to .bring the States and the localities along. . ,;/ 

We did l'equest those additional funds, but I must admit that the activities 
of the Institute to date, while they have made reasonable progress, have not been 
outstanding, and I think that we have to develop it further, to bring to bear, 
hopefully, new abilities and techniques if we can find them and to upgrade it as 
fast and as quickly as possible.23 

(4) Crime Control Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-83, Act of August 6, 1973; 87 Stat. 197) 
The Nixon Administration legislation (S. 1234/H.R. 5613, 93d Cong.) extending 

the authorization of LEAA beyond its expiration date of ,June 30, 1973 would 
have convC'rted the LEAA program into It speciall'evenue sharing program. Lee! 
by the House side, the Congress rejected t,his approach and choso to strengthen, 
rather than reduce, the existing Federal controls on LEAA, particularly as they 
pertained to accountability to the Congress, and program evaluation. 

Similarly, the Administration bill would have curtailed the Institute's functjons, 
authorizing it only "to encourage research and development to prevent and reduce 
crime and delinquency." The legislation as enacted expanded its functions, p!lrticu
Jarly with regard to program evaluation. Quoting from the House report: "The 
National Institute of Law Enforcement tind Criminal Justice is strengthened, and 
given a major new role in evaluating projects, developing training programs, and 
acting as a clearinghouse to stimulate research and reform. In performing its 
evaluation function, the Institute will find it necessary to evaluate programs or 
projects on the basis of standards. The committee believes that it will be useful 
in appropriate c!lSes for the Institute to refer to recommendations of the National 
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. The State plans 
themselves must assure that programs and projects funds under the Act maintain 
the data and information necessary to allow the Institute to perform meaningful 
evaluation." 2~ 

More specifically, the 1973 legislation amended the basic Institute statute for 
the first time since its enactment by, among other things, requiring that the chief 
executive officer of the Institute be a Director appointed by the LEAA Ad
ministrator; amending lts statemeht of purpose to include information dissemina
tion, and assistance in the development and support of training programs; and 
adding new language pertainin~ to these functions. The 1973 Act also expanded 
the Institute's functions to include, "where possible," the evaluation of LEAA
s!>onsored programs and projects; serving as a national and international clearil;l!l)-
bouse; surveying personnel needs in the field of ]aw enforcement and criminp,l 
justice; and ·the submission of annuall'eports. " 

There wns some commentary on the concept of the Institute and on its progreSs 
since 1968 during the course of the floor debates on the 1973 legii'ilation. Congress
man Robert McClory, the sponsor Of the 1967 House amendment establishing 
an Institute, summarized what he saw to be the basic purpose of the Institute, as 
follows: 

"The overall concept of the National Institute is that it should be a professional 
high-level agency or institute for the purpose of giving guidance and direction in 
the overall attack on crime, without, however, endeavoring to provide any kind 
of Federal police force or domination or control of the broad Jaw enforcement and 

.j 

criminal justice functions which belo!'\g to the State and to the local un~'t!> 
of govcrnments." 25. . . 1.\ 

Senator Javits commented as follows on the Institute ill his floor·' statement '\ 
introducing the amendment requiring an Institute survey of law enforcement and .~, 
criminal justice manpower ;needs: "In looking back over the first 5 years of the """o~= 
LEAA program, I would mark as one of the great disappointments of the program 
the fact that the Institute for Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice has not 
achieved its original· potential. Strong Federal leadership must come from the 
institute if we are to have gen]line reform of our criminal jl!stice system." ~6 

ir ' . 
.. FcrlcraZ A.88i8tallCe to LaID EnforCement, Henrings before tIle Sennte ;rlldiclnr~' Subcom· 

mlttee on Crimlnnl Lnws nnd Procedures, 9ist Congre$s, 2d Session, 1970, p. 057 . 
.. Honsr: Report No. !)3-2~9. 93d Congress. 1st Sessloll, pp. 18-19. , .'. 
"" LEAA, Indexed Legislative History of the "Crime Control Act of 1973," p. S1. 
,. Ibid., p. 228. 
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(5) S. 2212, 94th Congress, introduced July 29, 1975 by Senator Roman 
Hruska for himself and Senator John McClellan, at the request of the Ford 
Administration.27 

The Ac\ministration-sponsor('d "Crime Control Act of 1976" would, among 
other things, amend the provil:1ions of the LEAA enabling legislation pertaining 
to the National Institute to: (1) change its namc to the National Institue of Law 
and Justice, and authorize it to fund projects pl'rtaining to the civitas well as the 
criminal justice system; (2) provide that the Attorney General, rather than the 
LEAA Administrator, would appoint thl' Director of the Institute; and (3) au
thorize the Institute, in addition to its existing duties, to cC.'l1duct activities re
lating to Fedl'rallaw l'nforcement and criminal justice activities at the Attorney 
General's direction. 
B. Selected Non-Congressional Commentary on the Institute 

(1) Institute fol' Defense Analyses (IDA), "A National Program of Research, 
Developillellt, Test, and Evaluatiun ill Law Enfurcelilent and Criminal Justice," .,{. 
November 1968. 

This report was prepared by IDA under contract to the U.S. Justice Department 
"to structure a research, development, and test and evaluation (RDT&E) pro
gram to be undertaken by the [LEAA] Institute upon its creation." The report 
outlines in some detail a proposed research program comprising three principal 
parts: (1) an internal program conducted by the Institute Statf; (2) an external 
·grant and contract program; and (3) an institutional grant program designed to 
establish new institutions. 

IDA's comments on the issue of "whether the Institute's internal research and 
external grant and contract programs ... should be integrated or sepal'l1.ted 
activities" are of particular interest and are quoted in part below: 

"The integration of activities means that the same staff members will be 
involved in both the progress of in-house investigations and the review of grant 
and contract proposals. This, it can be argued, will ensure that the individuals 
most familiar with research needs and problems will be making tho management 
decisions in tho Institute and insuring that internal work is coordinated with 
external support. Furthermore, since the quality of tho staff is central to the 
success of the Institute, a vital internal research program may be a valuable 
device for attracting such a stalT to manage the external program part time. If 
the two functions were organizationally separate, then there may even be some 
question as to the desirability of having an internal research component, given 
the problems in attracting a quality technioal stalT into the government, especially 
in the face of the competition generated by the Institute's external program. 

"However, experience in other government laboratories (e.g., NIH) has shown 
that :it is mmally more elTeetive to separate internal research from external pro
gram management. Conflict of interest often develops, for instance, when the 
Rame individual competes in research with the colleagues whoso resOl\1'eh he 
funds and evaluates. When time must be split between research l:md management, 
the time preSsures usually require that management take priority, and so the 
research program usually suffers thereby. Some organizations (e.g., the National 
Science Foundation) address this problem by bringing in people who arc normally 
engaged in research for a short tour (say, two years) of program management." 
(pp, 78-79) 

Regarding the critical issue of Institute staffing, IDA observed: "If the right 
people-truly the best in theit· fields-can be attracted, then the impact on the 
criminal justice system can be profound. If the Institute is not stalTed by these 
top people, then it will surely become just another Federal bureaucracy, dis
tributing its funds in an unimaginative and ineffectual manner." (p. 79) 

(2) The Block Grant Programs of the Law Enforcement Assi.:,nce Administration (' 
(Part 2), Hearings before the House Government Operations" Subcommittee on 
Legal and Monetary Affairs, 92d Congress, 1st Session, October 1971. 

While the Institute progr(tm was not addressed directly by these hearings, it 
was referred to in passing by Charles Rogovin, a former LEAA Administrator, 
and b~r Henry Ruth, a former Director of the Institute. Mr. Rogovin, then the 
President of the privately-funded Polico Foundation, stated: 

"The Institute was created to do highly directed, practical research on important 
issues in the criminal justice system. It was designed to provide policy leadership 
and innovation to other parts of the program. It does none of this. By this time, 
the Institute should have r.1.eveloped evaluation methods to be used by Stato 

'" Congressionul Record. July 29. 1975 : S14087-S14000. 
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pJanning agencies, and by LEAA itself. It has not, and so there is no evnluation 
of anybody's efforts-at the State, local, 01' FedeJ·allcvels. 

"The Institute should have beeu measuring progress in achieving the goals of 
LEAA, and helping to set new ones. It should have been gathering more and 
current datu, on criminal justice in the Nntion. Doesn't it seem significant to you 
that nearly every time you hear a statist.ic quoted about criminal justice in the 
Nation, it is a statistic from the midsixties? That is because all of us continue to 
rely on the information developed by the Crime Commission. Virtually all of 
our knowledge about. our own field is 4 years out of date." (p. 466) 

Mr. Ruth testified before the SUbcommittee in his capacity as director of the 
New York City Criminal Justice Coordinating Council. In response to a question 
about the role of' the Institute, Mr. Ruth stated, 'lIn research it has to be pl'ivately 
based although publicly funded.l' He elaborated on this point as follows: "I do 
not think there is the kind of free thinking and flow of ideas in Government
confined research. I cannot think of any really successful breakthrough research 
project that occurred on a public basis without going out to the private arena 
or creating private JabDratories the way NASA did. The pdoI' hi1!tol'Y of researoh 
dePlonstratps the need fol' a priviitely bnsedconcept. Otherwisc, I am fearful that 
even $21 million,'which I believe the Institute received this year,. cannot rcaUy 
produce any major breakthroughs which will carry thinking beyond where a Jot 
of the peopJe in the field already a1'e, with some exceptions, unless they take their 
$21 million and pick out three 01' four things that they really want to discover 
or find out about and put all that money into those three or four things * * * 
But it is hal'd to get people to agree on those kinds of research priorities:' (p. 506) 

(3) U.S. General Accounting Office, "Progress in Determining Approaches 
Which Work in the Criminal Justice System" (B-1710l9), October 21,1974. 

During 1974, GAO issued severall'epol'ts address'd to wha GAO sees as the 
need for LEA A to develop better means of evaluating the results of the programs 
it sponsOl·S. The first of these reports, published in March, 1974, stated, "LEAA 
and the States have established no standards or criteria by wh ch some indication 
of suc ess or failUre of similar projects can bc determined." 28 The report indicated 
that, under the mandate of the 1973 amendments, the Institute was developing a 
separate evaluation unit. 

The subsequent GAO report cited above addressed the past and future role 
of the Institute in program evaluation in more detail: ' 

"Within LEAA, the National Institute, even though granted brond authority 
by the 1968 act ·to do evaluations, hnd accomplished very little in evaluating the 
outcome of projects funded under the block ~l'ant progrnm through either in-house 
research or grants. Further, the National Institute had provided the States little 
specific guidance on how to do outcome evaluations or how to use them to improve 
theil' programs. 

"The Crime Control Aet of 1973-by assigning LEAA's Nat;onal Institute and 
the States specific respousibilities for evnluation-should provide the impetus for 
increased evaluation. The act gives LEAA's National Institute both the re
sponSibility and authority to direct and coordinate the Nation's efforts in deter
mining what works in the criminal justice system. Research background informa
tion gathered, evaluation problems defined in previous Institute efforts,and the 
information dissemination system develo.{Jed should provide a firm foundation to 
begin meetiI1gthese responsibilities. (p. 31) 

Evaluation :activities of the Institute arc discussed in this report on pp. 19-25, 
in a chaptel' entitled, "Few Outcome Evnluations by LEAA's National Institute." 

(4) Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights Under Law, Law Disorder III, 1973. 
Lnw and Disorder III is the third in a series of e~an1ination$ of the LEAA pro~ 

grams undel' the genernl direction of Sllrah Carey. Like its predecessors, it is 
gen~'any critical of nl0st aspects of LEAA. . '. 

The repol·t contains a thorough and highly etitical review of the Institute us of 
early 1972. "The Institute has not performed its intended mission. Not only hug 
re,earch output been Jimited, but few of its meager findipge, have been made 
nvo.ilable to the public orto criminal justice officials. It has operated in almost total 
isolation from the rest of LEA A programming, with no formal mechanisms for 
using its research product to provide gUidance for the discretionary and block grant 
decision-making process. Neither local criminal justice agencies nor locnl govern
ment officials look to it for leadership." (p. 17). 

2. GAOl: "Difficulties of Assessing Resnlts of Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
Projects 0 Reduce Crime," p. I, . 
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It is noted further that "the Institute did not lack models of comprehensive 
grant review and evaluation proeedures"-specifically, the National Institutcs 
of Health (NIH). Quoting from the repot;t, "according to a former NIH official, 
even though the NIH procedures were revie.;{ec1 in detail with LEAA staff members 
a decision apparently was made not to follow the NIH model." (p. 17) 

The outlook for the Institute's future was seen as being potentially relatively 
brighter because of its increl1-~er\ fUnding, internal reorganization, :md apparent 
strong leadership under Martin Danzinger, of whom it was said, "for the first 
time the man in charge of the Institute . . . has the confidence of the LEAA 
administrator." (p.20) Quoting from the conclusions and recommendations: 

"Whether the Institute will begin to play an effective role in sha[ling and pro
viding backgl'ound data for LEAA action programs is still not clear. That depends 
on its ability or willingness to address the basic functional problrms of the criminal 
justice system, on its success in rclating to other parts of the LEAA program and 
on the commitment of the top LEAA leadership to giving the Institute a central 
role. 

"The National Institute has hac1little or no effect on the distribution of LEAA 
action grants. !"fuch of its r()search has dealt ,yith problems of pcriplwl'Ul signifi
cance to reform of the criminal justice system and what research it has completed 
has not been distributed or acted upon. 

"Thc role of the Institute should be enlarged so that the Institute can lead the 
way toward refocusing the entire LEAA program on reform efforts rather than on 
equipment and personnel increases. Institute research should assess the basic 
functions of the criminal justice system and study the most effectivc ways for 
redesigning them." (p. 21) 

The discussion of the Institute concludes with the observation that it is possible 
that an entirely new structure is needed, such as the National Institute of Justice, 
patterned after NIH, proposed by Chief Justice Warren E. Burger in a speech to 
the American Law Institute on May 16, 1972.20 Quoting further, "Regardless of 
the final form selected, it is clear that a high-level research capability is needed 
and that ito; results must be closely related to federal funding in the anti-crime 
area." (p. 22) 

(5) Justice Department internal task force review of LEAA, 1975. 
According to the National Joumal, an unpublished internal Justice Depart

ment task force report recommended that the national institute be "independent 
of the Department of Justice's policy interests in research and development and 
operate with autonomy similar to that of the National Science Foundation," and 
that its director be appointed for a six-year term.30 The National Journal reported, 
apparently on the basis of the Administration bill (S. 2212), that "while President 
Ford rejected making the institute independent of the Justice Department, he 
favored designating the Attorney General, rather than the LEAA administrator, 
as the official authorized to appoint the director." 31 

C. Organization and Expenditures of the Institute (fiscal year 1974-) 
According to the F1'rsl Annual Report of the National Institute of Law Enforce

ment and Cl'iminal Justice, Fiscal Year 1974, the Institute had a total staff of 75, 
organized into four major offices: Office of the Director, Office of Research Pro
grams, Office of Evaluation, and Office of Technology Transfer. An organization 
chart from the report is reproduced here as Figure 1. 

The Institute's total budget for fiscal year 1974 was $45 million, of which 
$40.1 million was an appropriation, and the remainde!' came from LEAA training 

•• Legislation to crMtc a National Im,t\tute of Justice was Introduced as S. 1422 during 
the p3rd Congress by Senator Hubert Humphrey for himself nnd 12 cosponsors; sec Con
gresijlollal Record. Murch 29, 1973. pp. 10207-10210 ... 

no Richard E, Cohen, "Justice Report/Renewal of LEAA likely despite doubts (1:'\ crime 
Impact." National Journal, Sept. 20, 1975, p. 1334. 

"llbid. • 

.,. 
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Source: LEAA/ "First Annual Report of the National Illstitute of Law EnfQrcemem nnd 
Criminal Justice, ' fiscal year 1974, p. 49. c; 
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and technical IlSsistance monies. The dist.ribution of these funds by program area , 
is shown in Table 1 below: 

TABLE I.-DISTRIBUTiON OF NATIONAL INSTITUTE PROGRAM FUNDS fiSCAL YEAR 1974 t 

[Listed by program areal 

Program ar~a Dollars Percentage 

Community crime preventlon __________________________________ •••• __ ._ •• ___ • __ .__ $3,483,160 10,7 

~~r~~i~~~:~~~~~:~:~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: I: m: m ~: ~ CoUtU ___ • ________ •• _. ____ ._ ••• ______ • __ • ______________________ ._ ••• _ •••••••• _. 2,061,266 6,3 
Correctlons ••• ______ • ______ • _____ •• ____ •••• __ ••••••••••••• _ •• __ •••••• _. ___ • ____ • 2,547,019 7.2 

i~~~~lro~n;~~~~~y~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: I: 1H: ~~~ ~i:! 
¥~~~gi!~Olf:li'sfer::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: '6, ~~~: :~2 19: ~ 

--------:-~Total ____ .. _ .. ______________________________________________ .____________ 32,642,401 100.0 

1 Not including Pass Through Awards ($7,100,000 to the Drug Enforcement Administration and $1,225,500 to the LEAA 
pilot cities pro~ram) or purchase orders, 

• Th~s figure Includes $4,544,988 in training and technical assistance funds. 
Source: LEAA, 1 annual report of the Nat!onallnstitute, fiscal year 1974, p, 50. 

According to the opening statement by Institute Director Gel'ald Caplan in 
the 1975 program plan: "Particular emphasis in the current year is being given 
to programl> to promote better treatment of the average citizen-the eonsumer 
of criminal justice serviceS, Another priority is evaluationj designed to measure the 
effectiveness of a wide range of criminal justice programs," 32 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE CONGRESS 

Possible options for the Congress for reorganizing the Federal anticrime 
research effort are disC1.\fjsed briefly below. 

(1) Do nothing. 
In favor of this approach, it can be argued that the present Federal anti

crime research structure represents the will of Congress, as embodied in recently 
enacted }pgrslation dating principally from 1968 (a.'l amended in 1973) to 1975, 
For example, had Congress wished to combine the research institutes relating to 
juvenile justice, corrections, and rape within LEANs National Institute, pre
sumably it would hfwe done so in 1974 and 1975 when it enacted the legislation 
creating them. ' 

On the other hand, it can be argued that the Congress's motives in creating 
the disparate research institutes and centers have been largely political, reflecting 
its desire to do something about such matters of public concern as prisons, i'ape, 
and juvenile delinqnency, all al'ea.'l where the Federal jurisdiction is essentially 
very limited. Congress could perhaps be convinced that its piecemeal approach 
hItS been ultimately self-defeating in terms of the effectiveness of the total Feder,a! 
anticrime research effort if, in fact, this can be shown to be the case. 

(2) Consolidate Justice Department and HEW Department research activities 
in single research agencies within the respective Departments. 

The arguments for and against tuis approach include the l'~vel'se of the pro 
and con argt'''>;\,ents for the "do nothil!g" approach (as do the argtlments for all the 
remaining, '~ns). That is, had Congress wished to consolidate the various 
research cen\. 'und institutes on an intradepartmental basis, it had the oppor
tunity to do \ ;it the recently enacted legislation creating them. Conversely, an 
argument in fl>-ior of such an approach would appear <to depend on a demonstra-

'\ tion that consolidating the various intradepartmental agencies would prorluce a 
more effective research effort. 

It can also be argucrd in opposition to this approach that it is 0. half-way measure 
that would ultimately accomplish little that could not be accomplished by im
proving internal departmental coordination. On the other hand, it can be argued 
that the varions anticrime research institutes and centers are currently located 
in the appropriate departments, and that it is at this sub-department level that 
reorganization should take place. 

A l'ecent suggestion that LEAA be converted into a "think tank" represents 
one possible version of this approach, as it applies. to the Justice Department. 

"" L'ElAA, Nntional Institute, "Program Plan for 1975," p.1. 



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

373 

The suggestion was made by Sarah Carny, the project director for the Law and 
Disorder studies. Quoting from the National Journal: 

"Carey said in an intervie\v that LEAA should be primarily a research, think
tank operation. If the grant program is continued, she' said, it should be on a 
revenue sharing basis without the LEAA bureaucracy .,and state plan review 
process. . 

"Richard Nathan of Brookings said he was "intriguedH by the idea of making 
LEAA primarily a research operation to concentrate on new techniques in crime 
reduction. Two persons who have worked closely with the program but who did 
not want to be identified agreed with Catey that LEAA should concentrate on 
research rather than grunt making.33 

(3) Divide anticrime research activitir.s among established Federal l'esearoh 
agencies, such as the National Institute of Mental Health and the National Science 
Foundation. 

In oppo~tion to this approach, it can be argued that the major research efforts 
should be directly coordinated with the major Federal anticrime assistance effort, 
i.e., LEAA, so they may. benefit from enoh othel', In favor of it, it ann be argued 
that the existing research agencies have dono a creditable job of administering 
research programs over the years, whereas LEANs Institute has yet to prove 
itself capable of doing so. 

(4) Organize all !::rime-related research activities within an independent Federal 
agency in the executive branch. 

The argument in opposition to option No.3, relating to the desirability of co
ordinating Federal anticrime research and assistance efforts, app ies equally 
as an argument against this option. It might also be noted that legislation em~ 
bod~ing this approach introduced in 1967 :received virtually no attention from the 
Congress. 

The case for an independent Federal research agency was argued by 'the Presi~ 
dent's Commission for Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice in.its 
1967 report: ' 

It. • • it seems desirable that there should be a Federa' agency with overall 
responsibility for research.. . . 

, W mle there are some obvious advantagps to having this ageney in the DCl)urt
ment of Justice, the Commission believes that the long-range goal should'rie to 
establish an independent agency-a National Foundation for Criminal Research. 
Like the National Science Foundation, it should be financed by an annual appro
priation from Congres'; Its jndependent status would insure its frced\lm from the 
pressures and immediate needs of !lny Federal agency responsibility for criminn.! 
administration. Such independence would also make it more attractive to leading 
scholars. in the field, on whom its success would depend." 3( 

However, the President's Commission followed this recommendation wi.th the 
fonowing obseJ;vatioil which, it can be argued, remains relevant today: "It is es·< 0 
sential that the new Justice Department program embody a major research 
component, if it is not simply to perpetuate present failures in many areas. This is 
Pllrticularly im.portant at the outs.:t when difficult decisions must be made about 
what meets the standards justifying Federal aid." 35 

JOYCE V:;:AL'ET. 

[Note to 1Ile] 
APRIL 22, 1977 

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT AND EvALUATION STAFF, OFFICE OJ;' REGIONAL 
OPFJRATIONS 

April 21 discussion with House Subcommittee on Domestic and International 
Scientific Planning, Analysis and Cooperl1ctive (DIS PAC) staff. 

As scheduled (see memo of April 20, 1977)1 I met with four staff members of the. 
DISPAC Subcommittee to discuss NILECJ. 

The Committee staff had not indicated specific areas of interest, but during the 
discussion asked questions regarding some and omitted other major areas, in
cluding evaluation, 402 training, clearinghouse activities, and international 
concerns. For the most part interest in program areas was non-specific. I empha
sized at the outset that I was presenting a personal viewpoint. The following, 
describes the questions and subjects discussed to the extent that I remember them. 

i 'j 
.. Op. cit .. p.ll!35 • 
•• Ibid. 
"Ibid. 
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Question. COUld NILECJ operate more effectively independent of LEAA, and 
at least with the Director authorized to spend funds without having to obtain the 
approval of the Administrator? 

Answer. I responded that it 'ivould be a grievous error to separate NILECJ 
from LEAA: that if this were done, .(1) LEAA would lose important bases for 
develoRing innovative programs, (2) LEAA w, ould possibly begin a duplicative 
RDT&E effort, (3) NILECJ priorities would not be influenced positively hy the 
direct contacts that LEAA has with states and communities, and (4) NIIJECJ 
products would have difficulty progressing through the natural program develop
ment process to implementation. On the other hand if independent, NILECJ 
might reap the advantage of being allowed to do important long-term R&D 
without the pressure to satisfy immediate practice. -; needs placed on them by 
LEAA. 

Question. Haven't the short and indeterminate terms of NILECJ Directors heen 
disruptive to its efforts? 

Answer. I responded that this question is a result of the history of the Justice 
Department and LEAA of the ~ast eight years, rather than of NILECJ. If there 
will be a stable leaderfl;hip in LEAA, a similar stability could be expected in 
NILECJ. Even more tlis'ruptive was the fact that the last Administrator was the 
first one that was powerless on taldng office to remove the NILECJ Director and 
substitute one of his own choice, ll, confrontation that exacerbated the normal 
problems. 

Question. Has there been too much emphasis placed on hardware? 
Answer. On the contrary, h'1rdwllre has been deemphasized since mid-1971. 

Three points are important to remember in considering this issue: 
1. Criminal justice agencies are labor intensive and most have had more diffi

culty acquiring local funding for so-called hardware systems than for personnel. 
Since block grunt funds can be spent easily for hardware, that is often the use that 
is made of them. Expenditure of block grant funds is most difficult for LEAA to 
control, as contrasted to discretionary fund!! such as those of NILECJ. Thc 
result of criticism (correctly or in()orrectly) of LEAA for spending money on 
hardware has been internal pressure and criticism of the NILECJ hardware 
RDT&E program. 

2. There is a real need for hardware systems RDT&E. The program could be 
improved through more knowledge and understanding of such systems by LEAA 
management. 

3. Despite management problems from above since 1971, this area has produced 
the most obvious and measurable achievements .of NILCEJ. 

Question. Which program areas should receive more attention by NILECJ? 
Answer. I suggested they review the annual plans of NILECJ beginning in 

fiscal year 1970. Crimes and criminal justice operations are accorded different 
priorities by every individual. Some of the priorities for R&D that were eon
sidered important in 1969 continue to be important todaYi these include stranger
to-stranger crime and burglary among the crimes, and court delay, patrol opera
tions, rehabilitation and measures of criminal justice effectiveness among the 
criminal justice operational issues. Today, however, narcotics, civil disorders, 
and organized crime are of less concern, along with improved eqUipment, com
munications, offender identification, personnel development, and criminal law 
revision among the systems improvements. Some major share, 75-80 percent of 
the NILECJ resources, should be focused on about six high priority programs 
selected because of a combination of importance and ripeness for effective action; 
this appronch would assure adequate resources and attention. However, the 
remaining resources should be divided among the other significant problems 
of crime and criminal justice for three reasons: 

1. As described above, what is least important today will become more so 
tomorrow. LEAA should always be in a position of knowledge and development 
in any significant crime or criminal justice problem area. 

2. All R&D requires a development process and should not be launched by a 
" major effort started in one year with the hope of producing products in two to 

three years. R&D :is a slow process/ with many failures, and requires e. longer 
commitment than the term of office of any individual Administrator or Director. 

3. Program importance should not always be measured by the quantity of 
r(lsources applied; impOJ'tantthings can be achieved with few resources and con

'vel'sely ,]()SS significant achievements sometimes require great resources. The 
cost-benefit calculation is to compare the cost of tho R&D with tho benefit of the 
successful development/ rather th.\ln the cost of the R&D for one program com-
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petitiveJy with the importance of R&D in anotheT program. The best cost-benefit 
ratio should receive the investments. 

_ Offhand, in addition to the stabililmtion of attention to hardware system 
RDT&E, I would reintroduce research in cr,lminal codes and procedures; too 
often these are antiquated or have been developed in haste and have not benefited 
by evaluation. 

Question. Is it correct to say as we have ialready been told that the level of 
management and researchers is low, that th,is may be the most important f!letor 
in success or failure, and that no capable researcher would come to NILECJ 
today? (This was asked in a series of questions.) 

Answer. I cannot assess the current leve.l of pe1'llonnel. There are good people 
in NILECJ and there are many with WhOrIn I am unfamiliar. This is a terribly 
important factor. I have always believed that NILECJ management should 
have a mix of outstanding criminal justIce leadership and competent research 
managers, with the DiI'ector as preeminllnt. among the former and his deputy 
from the latter. Although it may be tru(~ that a criminologist of the stature of 
Marvin Wolfgang would not take any j<)b With NILECJ, his position is secure 
and NILECJ is different from anything he has done, it is unquestionably possible 
to bring highly capable persons to NILIWJ today and any time, provided that 
the office and division heads are rr.spe/'ted and capable. Persons of this me 
have been available but not selected in U6e past; some of those who left NIL]!]CJ 
are of that type. One respected leader in a lprogram a1'ol1 will attract capable educated 
younger persons to NILECJ just as ur(iversity departments are revitalized by 
one capQ,ble head. Furthermore, it is critical that each program manager aspire 
to become the national authority in that program area. To achieve this they 
cannot be treated as fungible commoditijas. 

The above are the important issues fand questions that were discussed and 
summarizes my responses. At the -end of the diocussion, whic4 lasted one and 
a half hours, they indicated (1) tbat they may wish me to return, and (2) that 
public hearings may be held in the week of May 23. 

IRVING SLOTT, Director. 

ApPENDIX E 

E-1. Letter from the N ation:al Academy of Sciences. 

NATIONAL RESEAltCH COUNCIL) 
ASSEMBLY OF BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAli SCIENCES, 

Washington, D.C., September 2, 1977. 
HON. JOHN CONYERS, ' 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Crime, Oommittee on the Judiciary, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CONYERS: As you know, the Committee on Research on Law En
forcement and Criminal Justice of the National Academy of-Sciences was invited 
to testify on June 23rd at joint hef~rings of the Subcommittee on Crime of the 
House Committee on the Judicial',. and the Subcommittee on Domestic and 
International Scientific Planning, Analysis Ilnd Cooperation, of the House Com
mittee on Science and Teclinology. The subject of the hearings was the federal 
role in crime research, and this Committee was invited to testify because it had 
recently completed an evaluatiQn of.the National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice. As the discussion develope'd during our testimony we were '._ 
asked if we could provide information,about some NILECJ projects that the Com
mittee judged to have been good. I\~ response to that request; I,have selected 
several NILECJ projects that Commi;f;tee evaluators thought had been re~onably 
well done and that illustrate the kinds of efforts that the Committee believes are 
worth pursuing as pal·t of a federally f1~llded program of 1lriminal justice R'and D. 
These projects are listed and briefly described below. 

Since our knowledge of theSe projel~ts if! limited to what was available in the 
Institute's files during our review prolless (January 1 to June 30 1976), we (JaD: 
only provide limited information abOU1) them. I am sure that the Institute would 
be happy to answer any further questions you might have or pro;ride you with 
more extensive information than we pOllSess. We would also like to point' out that 
the Committee rf)viewed NILECJ projects as one basis for evaluating NILECJ's 
research program and that this review was undertaken for the purpose of that 
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general evaluation· and not for the purpose of assessing individual projects: 
that is, we did not assess individual projects with a view toward understanding 
their individual merits but only with a view toward understanding the more 
general research effort of the whole NILECJ. Therefore, om' project review was 
not done at the level of detail that would be required in order to assess thoroughly 
all the individual projects in themselves. In short, the Committee wishes to 
make it clear that the intent of its project review was to generate information 
on an aggregate basis rather than a project by project basis. Nevertheless some 
projects caught the eye of one or more of our evaluators as appearing to have 
been worthwhile efforts. I will illustrate a few of these for you below. 
Conference on prison homosexuality 

Nl-71-074. 
Grantee: The Pennsylvania Prison Society. 
Award: $4,642. 
Principal Investigator: G. R. Bacon. 

This project illustrates how a small-scale effort can develop into a highly 
useful contribution to practitioners in the criminal justice field. The award 
financed a national conference on the woblems of sexual adjustment in prisons 
and eventually a monograph entitled 'Homosexuality in Prisons". The mono
graph has been disseminated through GPO (65¢), which has now sold over 10,000 
copies. This extensive distribution is an impressive measure of the project's 
utility. . 

The feasibility of guidelines for sentencing 
71-Nl-99-054 
Grantee: Criminal Justice Research Center, Inc. 
Award: $348,302 (multiyear). 
Principal Investigator: Leslie T. Wilkins: 

This project is a good illustration of the kind of contribution that sound re
search can make toward solving particular problems of the criminal justice 
system. One major problem has been disparties in sentencing practices that 
arise in part. because there are few constraints on judicial discretion, and in 
part because there has never been a means of systematizing information about 
sentencing practices across judges and jurisdictions. The feasibility phase of 
this project developed such a means which was then used to delineate a set of 
standard criteria for determining appropriate sentences. The researchers worked 
closely with some judges who were testing the procedures as they were being 
developed. It is our understanding that the guidelines and accompanying ad
justment procedures are now being tested in four pilot jurisdictions located 
in Chicago, Denver, Phoenix and Newark. We also understand that Department 
of Justice officials relied heavily upon the findings and recommendations from 
this project when formulating their own recommendations on reform of sentencing 
practices in the federal courts. 
Development of an evaluaNon plan for the status offender program 

75-Nl-99-092. 
Grantee: Social Science Research Institute. 
Award: $57,455. 
Principal Investigator: Solomon Kobrin. 

This project is important because it provides a design for evaluation that can 
be built into a program from its earliest'planning stages. Not only was the litera
ture review and other work well done, but we.also understand that it provided the 
core design for a number of status offender pi'ograms that have since been funded 
out of LEAA's Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 
Natio~al criminal justice reference service 

J-LEAA-01D-75. 
Grantee: General Electric Co. 
Award: $3481,000 (multiyear). 
J?rincipal Investigator: Joseph G. Cady. _ 

This is a very large and complicated project which. we bring to your attent.ion 
because the service it provides to criminal justice practitioners, researchers, and 
teachers is an importl1nt contribution. The Reference Service sends out, free of 
charge to anyone on its mailing list, bi-monthly listingf;! of reports, books, CQIl
ferences, etc. in the field ·of criminal justice, including information on .how to obtain 
the materials. We have no basis for making a judgment on the general level of 
performance of the contractor on this project, but in our discussions witl\ SP ~ 
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staff in various states the Reference Service was invariably mentioned as one of 
LEAA's most useful contributions. 
Community based r.esponses to crim·i,nal justice needs-Research agreements program 

75-Nl-99-130 
Grantee: Northwestern University. 
Award: $600,000 (multiyear). 
Principal Investigator: Louis Masotti. 

This project was also in its proposal stage.when it was reviewed so we do not 
know how well it has proceeded. The proposal was interesting for two reasons: 
First, because of the significance of the problem addressed, but also because this 
is an attempt to mobilize researchers from a variety of disciplinary perspectives 
to focus on the same problem. Xi the group at Northwestern succeeds this will be 
an important step toward developing a sophistica.ted research community ill the 
field of criminal justice. The several research desiglls contained in the proposal 
are focused on the relationship between publi(l attituaes toward different levelS and 
types of crime and the effectiveness of both public and private responses. For 
example, can neighborhoods develop informal group controls that will Significantly 
decrease the incidence of property crime? And how can people be mobilized to 
involve themselves in such efforts? The scope of the proposal is broad, including 
data collection on public attitudes, on public responses to media coverage of .crime 
and on community crime prevention techniques. 
Studies of the habitual criminal offender-Research agreements program 

75-Nl-99-095 
Grantee: The Rand Corporation. 
Award: $592,830. (multiyear). 
Principal Investigator: Peter W. Greenwood. 

We reviewed this project in its proposal stage so we have no information about 
how well it has been implemented. The proposal, however, was very good. This is 
one of four projects in NILEOJ's Research Agreements Program under which an 
instit\ltion is awarded funds to develop an interdisciplinary team approach to 
research on a particular problem-in this case, the habitual criminal offender. The 
Rand team is a good one and their proposal contained several sound research 
designs for data collection and analysis on different aspects of the problem, The 
initial task is to develop methodologi~,Lfor collecting reliable data on the criminlll 
careers of habitual offenders-who ha~;e, in most cases, eluded arrest for the great 
majority of their offenses. 'rhis is a vr:!ry complex research problem that needs to 
be solved in order to provide a basis)for more effective law enforcement policies. 

We trust that these descriptions w.ill be useful to you. The Institute will be able 
to provide further information.) 

Sincerely, ' 
Susan 0, White, 

Study 'Director. 
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