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House or REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND TEcHNOLOGY,
Washington, D.C., November 1, 1977,
Hon. Oriy E. TrAGUE,
Chairman, Committee on Science and Technology, House of Representa-
twes, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CratrMan: I am pleased to submit to you our Subcom-
mittee’s Special Oversight Report “The Federal Role in Crime and.
Justice Research’.

This report primarily focuses on the National Institute of Law

Enforcement and Criminal Justice which is the research arm of the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. We were pleased to be
joined in hearings on the subject by the Subcommittee on Crime of
the Committee on the Judiciary on June 22, 23, 29, 30 and July 21,
1977.

Crime and justice research is a highly important facet of our war
on crime; only by understanding the basic phenomena of crime in our
society can we hope to deal with it in an effective and rational man-
ner. The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal J ustice
represents the Federal Government’s largest and most extensive com-
mitment in the criminal justice and crime research field. It was the
purpose of our hearings to examine the effectiveness and contributions
of that agency. This report summarizes the testimony presented to the
two subcommittees, and recommendations the Subcommittee on Do-
mestic and International Scientific Planning, Analysis and Cooperation
believes will improve the Federal research effort in the crime and
justice area.

The Honorable Robert McClory, who was so instrumental in creat-
ing the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal J ustice’s
enabling legislation, has carefully reviewed our Subcommittee’s
recommendations. Mr. McClory reaffirms his full support for the
concept for a Federal research and development program in the crime
and justice area.

I commend this report to your attention, to the attention of the
rmembers of the Committee on Science and Technology, and to the
members of vhe House of Representatives.

Sincerely,
James H. ScurvEr, Chairman,
Subcommitiee on Domestic and International
Scientific Planning, Analysis and Cooperation.
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SPECIAL OVERSIGHT

Most, Federal Government agencies and departments support
research and development to further advances in those fields of science
and technology which are related to their mission.

In the House of Representatives these research and development
activities are reviewed individually by a number of standing com-
mittees having jurisdiction of the various programs, agencies, and
departments. Beginning with the 94th Congress, the rules of the
House provide that a continuing review of the entire Federal research
and development effort be done. For this purpose the Committee on
Science and Technology is charged with the function of Special Over-
sight in this area. Rule X, paragraph 3(f) provides that ““The Com-
mittee on Science and Technology shall have the function of reviewing
and studying, on a continuing basis, all laws, programs, and Govern-
ment activities dealing with or involving non-military research and
development.” This special oversight function is to be performed in
addition to the legislative and direct oversight function of the standing
-committees.

The review and the recommendations included in this report are
‘made pursuant to this special oversight provision of the House rules.

(viD)
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Several Department of Justice witnesses have informed the Sub-
committee that a number of amelicrative actions have been taken in
response to the criticisms and suggestions of the National Académy of
Sciences’ Committee on Research on Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice. NILECJ officials had begun taking such steps during the
Spring of 1976. '

Establishing the proper environment for a research program should
not have proceeded only after prolonged and intense eriticism has been
registered ; a sound environment should be present at the outset of the
research effort. It is difficult if not impossible to create such an environ-
ment in an agency that has heretofore shown little interest in hosting a
balance of basic and applied scientific research.

Despite the sincere and emphatic assurance of the Deputy Attorney

General and his staff that in the future research of all kinds will be.

valued and promoted by the present administration, the Subcom-
mittee was not nresented with specific measures to prevent a recon-
stituted research effort from falling into the unsatisfactory pattern
that has characterized NILIECJ over the last eight and one-half years.

For the above reasons, the Subcommittee feels it imperative to spell
out the form such measures should take.

RecomvENDATION T

The Federal Government should be the primary source of funding
for research into criminal behavior and the operation of the criminal
justice system. Moreover, the Subcommittee recommends that the
federal role be strengthened and that the Executive Branch provide the
leadership initiative in the development of a research strategy.

RecommeENnDATION TT

Federally sponsored research should be directed towards two
principal objectives:

1. Increasing our understanding of criminal behavior with special
emphasis on violent crime.

2. Improvement of the societal institutions involved in the pre-
vention and control of crime. Particular emphasis should be placed on
the way the justice delivery system deals with the interplay between
civil and criminal matters.

Recomvmnparion ITT

The research program should represent a relatively stable mix
between the various areas of investigation including:

1. Research directed towards expanding our basic understanding of
the phenomenon of crime, studies of its causes and correlates, and
development of improved methodology to measure reliably its inci-
dence and prevalence.

1
95-769—T7T—-2 1)

[y N

ced md B m



2

2. Experimentation in attempts to deter, prevent or control crime;

but only if coupled with a well-planned evaluation program.
3. Operational studies of the criminal and civil justice delivery sys-
tem with the aim of developing, demonstrating and evaluating

attempts at improving the efficiency of the process and the quality of

justice.
RacommenpATION IV

Every effort should be made to insulate any reconstituted re-
search effort from the types of influence that have encroached upon:
the management of NILI?
research integrity and credibility. The Subcommittee holds to the
premise that 1t is neither possible nor desirable to remove the research
program from overall policy guidance exerted by political leadership
in the Administration and n the Congress. However, once the broad

outline of policy has been laid down, a considerable measure of
independence must be maintained. To do this the Subcommittee recom-

mends shat the following conditions be met in order to assure a quality
research program:

1. The agency must be directed by a person of considerable stature:

in the research community in addition to being a skilled administrator.

2. The Director should be appointed by the President.

3. The Director must have final sign-off authority on all grants,
contracts, and personnel matters.

4. The agency should be guided by a Presidentially-appointed
statutory advisory body of distinguished scientists, educators, and
practitioners who are thoroughly familiar with the canons of scientific
research.

5. This Board should advise the Director, and the Congress and the
Administration of new areas of research which offer the potential to-
improve the practice of crime deterrence, prevention and control, and
the delivery of justice. It should periodically review the research pro-
grom and provide formal advice to the Director, the President and
the Congress on the advisability of pursuing such progrars.

6. A staff of high quality program managers and project monitors
must be recruited. Personnel policy and grade structure should be
fashioned so as to permit the acquisition of a staff of fully trained
and experienced scientists for most key positions.

7. Peer review should be the fundamental prerequisite for all major
research project decisions. Revolving review panels should be estab-
lished as standing committees, though open-ended with regard to the
tenure of members. Panels should consist of members with diverse
disciplines, methodological skills, substantive interests and experi-
ence. Additionally, the ad hoc peer review system should be utilized
when determined appropriate so as to facilitate program flexibility.!

8. Multi-year funding of research programs or projects must be facil-
itated. This is essential to the conduct of longitudinal investigations.
into the causes of crime as well as long-term follow-up (cohort)
evaluations of the effects of prevention or control policies.

1The ad hoc peer review system consists of a panel of scholars convened to determine
the merit of a particular research project proposal, or evaluation of research project
proposals by individual scholars, usually conducted through the mails.

ECJ, sapping its strength and eroding its
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RecoMMeENDATION V

Location of the research effort within the Federal Government
should be made contingent upon the above conditions. The Subcom-
mittee has heard arguments both for and against locating a recon-
stituted crime and criminal justice research {grogram within the
Department of Justice. The Subcommittee is inclined to favor retain-
ing the program in the Department of Justice on the premise that
the potential for attracting a broad and diverse constituency still
exists within that agency; but this should be done only if there is as-
surance that Department of Justice officials are willing and able to
create the environment for quality research detailed in IV above.

1. The Subcommittee strongly recommends the removal of the
research activity from its present site in the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration. Association with that program has so seriously
degraded the image of the National Institute (despite serious and
partially successful attempts to reform it by present staff) that we are
convinced it is best to start de novo with a new location, a new format,
new leadership and staff. The evaluation of LEAA action programs
and the development and dissemination of new hardware technology
should remain functions of LEAA. ) :

2. If maintained within the Depariment of Justice, the Subcom-
mittee recommends that the research effort be broadened in concept.
Three institutes should be established and together they would form
the National Institutes of Justice: . o ]

() The Institute for Research into Criminal Behavior and
Criminal Justice. o _

() The Institute of Civil Justice and Administration of Law.

(¢) The National Justice Information Center consisting of:

1. The Bureau of Criminal Statistics
2. The Bureau of Civil Justice Statistics,

Existing research and statistics programs within the Department of
Justice would fall under one cr another of the three Institutes, though
their exact placement should be left to future determinations. The
affected programs would include the National Institute of Law En-
forcement and Criminal Justice, the National Institute of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, the National Institute of Cor-
rections, the National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics
Service, the Uniform Crime Reports, and the Office for Improvement
in the Administration of Justice. .

If the conditions outlined in IV above cannot be met, considera~
tion should be given to creating a freestanding research agency
responsible to the Congress and the President. A special set of
deliberations should then be initiated to determine the structural
characteristics of the research agency and its statutory authority.

RecommeNDATION VI

We recommend preserving existing programs in crime and justice
research located outside the Department of Justice such as those in
the National Science Foundation (Research Applications Directorate)
and the National Institute of Mental Health (Center for Studies of
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Cri and Delinquency). The Subcommittee concludes that a cer-
gign:mount of hélalthy)pluralism among agency missions is desu‘abl(%
in order to accelerate the development of research into the causes o

criminal behavior and to provide multiple opportunities for pu_lsll_lmg
what may be 2 controversial research area. These 1‘¢1at1ve1y specia. }ged«
programs should serve to complement a larger and more diversi g,

research program which would serve as the Federal Government's
principal investment in crime and justice research. -

RecommenpATION VII

o he DISPAC Subcommittee recommends that conferences
be{ivniaggy{hte executive and legislative branches be coz_lveneq amortl)g
interested Federal agencies and Congressional subcommlttees‘ Lﬁ esft‘%a t_‘,
lish a set of principles upon which a reconstituted reseal‘ch(;_ or
should be based. Such consultation will accelerate the search for (91,
workable resolution of the many problems found in the structure anh
administration of the Federal Government’s crime and justice researc

program.

FORMAT OF THE HEARINGS
June 22-JuLy 21, 1977

The hearings were structured so as to move in a logical and more or
less sequential manner through six topical areas.

—What, if any, should be the federal role in crime and criminal
justice research? Four practitioners and two researchers
addressed this question.

—What should be the priorities assigned to various types of
federally sponsored research?

—Discussion of these broad policy questions was followed by
members of the National Academy of Sciences panel reviewing
the history of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice. Two past directors of the Institute re-
sponded to the NAS report and to the several case studies of
NILECJ sponsored projects presented by a former NILECJ
administrator and a prominent researcher. Research Directors
from two other Federal agencies joined with the NAS panel
in detailing the conditions necessary for developing quality
sponsored research and offered their recommendations for what
should be done in the crime and criminal justice and civil
justice research field.

—Finally, members of the Attorney General’s T BAA study group
responded to issues raised during the hearings and presented

the current position of the Department of Justice on the re-
search issue.

(5)
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SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS OF HEARINGS

INTRODUCTION

In preparing this report the Subcommittee drew on a variety of
sources, first and foremost being the hearing record. In all, eight addi-
tional sources were utilized ranging from the intensive eighteen
menth study of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice (NILECJ) undertaken by the Mational Academy of
Sciences (NAS) to that of this Subcommittee’s own oversight study
conducted a year ago. A list of “Primary Data Sources’” appears at
the end of the section on History of Research Within the LEAA.

The analytic processes leading to this report followed a topical
approach. The full record of the five days of hearings was subjected
to a detailed content analysis. Each significant point raised by wit-
nesses was content coded. All comments pertaining to the same issue
were collated and arranged within the outline for the report. Often,
lengthy passages of testimony were abstracted or paraphrased for
incorporation into the text of the report. A similar method was em-
ployed for the utilization of the studies mentioned above.

History oF ResmarcE WrraIN THE LEAA!

Nearly 9 years ago, the Federal Government launched its first
large-scale assistance program for improvement of the nation’s crim-
inal justice and law enforcement capabilities. Coongress enacted the
Omnibus Crime Control Act of 1968 and authorized establishment of
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) as a new
agency within the Department of Justice to carry forward the pro-
gram. Since the inception of LEAA, the National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ) has served as the re-
search arm of the Crime Control Act program.

The Omnibus Crime Control Act, when created, was a multi-
faceted program of state and local support which reflected, perhaps,
the best current wisdom on federal assistance for. key state and local
functions. It provides for:

—Planning grants to every state to develop comprehensive
criminal justice improvement plans.

—=>izable “block grants’ to every state, allocated on the basis of
population, for the purpose of implementing comprehensive
plans once submitted to and approved by LEAA ;

—A network of “state planning agencies” in every state to de-
velop plans, receive block grants, subgrant funds to state and

local agencies, and generally superintend and monitor the total
effort;

1In large measure this descriptive material consists of sections excerpted from an
analytical report prepared by Daniel L. Skoler, Program Development Counsel, American
Bar Association, and former Associate Administrator of the LEAA from 1968-1971.

(7)
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—“Discretionary grants’’ permitting the Federal gov%z?énenlt_ir;lci
award action funds as it sees fit and thus exercise Kederal 1 -
fluence and leadership on behalf of selected innovations an

initiatives; . . o

—%?eg r?zlcﬁulirillct of efvaluation st’ud1§sd_o‘f ‘p}fogg@msofrgﬁglx&rﬁ

istance; the collection and dissemination .
%es%g: 1 ;,S:tl;?stics and data; and the rendering ofdtechmcal
issistance to state and local agencies and groups; an (the

—Establishment of a research %ndtdg%elogm%?atjﬁgln %%rﬁ?;titute

ial f f this profile) conducted by the b1t
?;geﬁli?rlllf)iggz’(’) anlcl I;trengthen law enforcement and criminal
Theslauts)t;s?i% elements describe the L{%{‘;i& pfr;ggg;ré is;sl: iatn}aasa, ggieéii:fﬁ

i j 1) creation in of a '

Ss;lglggoi)?gmgtiillllb]c)efcg‘lt)(l)oék) grants’’ and “disgret107115ar31r‘ grants.”lfé)ll‘&g?}g-
recti ivities, and (2) establishment in 1975 of a specia -
?e?:,}gn&gogggll%g?the ccSn)trol and prevention of juvenile delglnqu?ggg

?ith itlg own counterparts for virtaully every LEAA element descri

-above (comprehensive plans, formula grants, discretionary grants,

ini sation, a research institute, etc.). ' o
tr%ﬁllg gﬁﬁf}id%({-?)émm grew rapidly. Comgm%)ncmﬁ ‘ “17'123 niilc}r ;%ﬂ;;ar,}
iati ' $ illion in fiscal year 1969, it multipli ore tha
b s SR e eaking at over $300 million in
-8 dozen times in less than five years, p g 00 milllon, 12
he current fiscal 1977 level o
fiscal year 1975 and receding to t ¢ ent fiscal yel of §753
11l 1 1 i quency
million (inclusive of a $75 million gven}l) clinquency Ach ajoct-
1 ithin these gross appropriation boundaries, prog o
ggg)q.hzzrle sltabilized %:t the following levels over the past five years:
" Research at $30 to $40 million annually; '
—Education and manpower at $40 to $45 mll‘hl(_)n,.
—Information and statisticsoa,tt $$?105 to _%Zgnmll ion;
— ical assistance at $10 to $15 mullion; o .
—gf;t}zan;gzional and local planning and grant administration at

illion, and .
——%5O5V§Sh§23”m(lL1EAA management and operations) at $20 to
: illion. . ..
The %i?klgf féderal aid, of course, has blel,el)l aggr%%; t}it:gl f)ofr ;;s;l(i’rg;lmiq
550 million snnually), ‘ S
gilsrtgﬁ)s;ﬁec(ﬁig Otlfg firmula-based “block grants” and 15 percent as
i ' ards.” o .
“(18311‘1?1{2;18&{1};48&%6611 quite active in g.d)ustmg %lnde;‘ff;i;lib If}(iln;ﬁ%,i tiggz
i ol Act. Major substantive amendment: : :
Cnrél: Orogl \fg?i on gour ocgasic)ns and at approximately 2-year mt;rvals.
e -—P(I))mnibus Crime Control Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-664)
—Crime Control Act of 1973 (Public Law 93-83) Act of 1074
—Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention Act o
(Public Law 93-415) . 04-503)
—Cri trol Act of 1976 (Public Law 94— '
Onlycgﬁréltalg%n;g(l 1976 Acts atfected the National Institute and

will be discussed briefly in the next section.
LEGISLATIVE ORIGINS OF THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE

While it was contemplated that L]i}‘JlAAdxvoulfd c%irils‘,{in%% rlgsegrcil)l,
i d statistical activities, the i1dea of a R. .
fr‘lrs%%g&o%aj&snlargely an afterbhougﬁt. The concept was not included
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as part of the Johnson Administration legislation that ultimately
evolved into the Crime Control Act. The National Institute was
primarily the “creation” of DISPAC Chairman James H. Scheuer,
who was assisted by Representative Robert McClory in offering it as
& Floor amendment to the Administration bill on, August 3, 1967.
Although the concept of the Institute derived from some of the think-
ing of the landmark President’s Commission on Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice (Katzenbach Commission of 1965-67), it gen-
erated limited discussion at the time,

The initial 1968 enactment dealt with the Institute in a single and
relatively brief section. It established a National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice ‘“under the general authority’’ of
LEAA to encourage criminal justice research and development. There
were specific authorizations to (1) make grants to public and private
organizations for research, demonstrations and special projects, (2)
undertake research aimed at developing new or 1mproved systems,
approaches, techniques and equipment to strengthen law enforcement,
(3) carry out “behavioral research” on crime causes and crime preven-
tion, (4) make action recommendations to federal, state and local
governments, (5) conduct programs of instructional assistance, includ-
ing fellowships and workshops, (6) undertake programs for collection
and dissemination of information to reflect research findings, and (7)
“establish a research center” to carry out the foregoing activities.

The 1973 amendments specified that the Institute director was to
be appointed by the LEAA Administrator and added text emphasizing
National Institute training of criminal justice personnel, service as an
international clearinghouse for criminal justice improvement data,
and evaluation efforts on the impact and success of LEAA-supported
projects. The Institute was also directed to submit separate annual
reports to the President and Congress and to conduct g national
survey of criminal justice manpower needs.

The 1976 amendments made the Institute directorship an Attorney
General appointment rather than an LEAA Administrator appoint-
ment, apparently emphasizing the importance of the post (although
nothing was done to remove or attenuate LEAA supervisory author-
ity). These amendments further stressed growing Congressional
interest in program evaluation, directing the Institute to (1) develop
criteria and procedures for such work and communicate them to the
state planning agencies and (2) identify, catalog and disseminate
information on demonstrably successful projects. The Institute was
also given some new special assignments, e.g., undertaking research
on drug treatment programs and the relationship between drug abuse
and crime and conducting a national survey on “existing and future
needs in correctional facilities’ (in each case collaborating with other
relevant federal agencies). Also to bo noted is what Congress failed to
do in the 1976 Amendments. Despite Ford Administration backing

“and general acceptance by the Justice Department of the concepts

and legislative offerings on needed LEAA amendments, Congress
chose not to expand the National Institute’s scope explicitly to cover
civil as well as criminal justice and to place the Institute “under the
general jurisdiction’ of the Attorney General rather than the LEAA
Administrator,

95-769—77—3
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In July, 1975, DISPAC’s predecessor, DISPA, held hearings on the
subject of the “Application of Science and Technology to Crime

Control.” The thrust of those hearings was to examine: (1) pure and

applied research programs in crime control and prevention, (2) efforts
to disseminate information about successful techniques and programs,
(3) the effectiveness of the operational procedures within LEAA and
especially its research arm, NILECJ, and (4) the status of coordination

between the latter and other government agencies.

The subsequent report on these hearings offered five recommenda-
tions which called for: (1) the improvement of interagency coordi-
nation of crime-related research, (2) establishmenp of priorities for
R. & D. in crime prevention and control in cooperation with state and
local governments, (3) a review of NILECJ’s performance as a re-
search institution and its organizational position in the Department
of Justice, (4) a study of the collection, dissemination and use of statis-
tics gleaned from R. & D. undertaken in the control of crime, and
(6) the conduct of R. & D. in crime prevention and control so as to
achieve an improved balance between hardware development and the
study of societal and behavioral aspects of crime deterence, preven-

tion and control.
ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE

As a unit of LEAA, the National Institute has always been under
the supervision and authority of its parent agency. Throughout its
history, the LEAA Administrator has retained signoff authority on
all National Institute grants and awards. _

Under the current National Institute leadership (there have been
several organizational formats), the Institute now operates with three
major divisions: Office of Research Programs, Office of Evaluation,
and Office of Technology Transfer. _ . .

The Office of Research Programs carries on the major R. & D. mis-
sion of the Institute and spends most of its money. It is divided into six
subunits—police, courts, corrections, community crime prevention,
advanced technology and special programs. The Office of Evaluation is
concerned with evaluating projects (not only the Institute’s, but also
LEAA’s discretionary grants) and also improving evaluation tech-
niques. The Office of Technology Transfer is concerned with getting
information on the results of successful research out to potential
users. It does this through (1) a reference service that indexes and
circulates announcements on virtually all criminal justice literature
and maintains library and reading room facilities, (2) a “model pro-
grams” unit that identifies, writes up and packages dissemination items
such as “exemplary projects” (outstanding and innovative programs)
and “prescriptive packages” (how-to-do-it manuals for selected pro-
gram areas) and (3) a training and testing unit that funds field dem-
onstrations of promising projects and conducts training sessions to
encourage their adoption (e.g., the team policing concept, jury mane
agement, conducting criminal investigations).

MANPOWER AND EXPENDITURES

For the past several years the Institute has operated with 75 to
85 staff members (about two-thirds at a professional level). In terms
of present organizational patterns, this puts about 8 in the Office of

v
s i

i st

e e et

e o s i

11

the Director, 35 in the Office of Research Programs, 25 in the Office
of Technology Transfer and 12 in the Office of Evaluation 2 ,

Since 1973 there has been a 21-member Advisory Committee to the
Institute director with well chosen academic and practitioner members,
but it has met cn an irregular basis (three or four times a year) and
has had difficulty exercising meaningful policy consultation or guid-
ance. It may be contrasted with the Advisory Committee for the
newer National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention and the Advisory Board for the National Institute of Cor-
rections which are defined by statute and have exercised almost
“board of directors” policy oversight.

Through January 1, 1977, the Institute had spent nearly $200
million. Annual budgets for the last two years have run at $27 million
FY 1977) and $32 million (FY 1976), a significant reduction from
the $40-42 million levels of 1974-75. The 1977 budget reduction,
bringing the Institute to its lowest level in five years (since 1972)
reflects, at least in part, an offset for increasing research funding
allocated to the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention ($7.5 million in fiscal 1977). Taking the last
three completed funding years (1974, 1975 and 1976), the major unit
expenditure breakdown for the Institute has been as follows:

Mitlion

Office of Research Programs.__.______________ e e - 862

Office of Bvaluation. _______Z_ 77777 777T7TTTTT T mmmm e 14

Office of Technology Transfer.________ 777777~ 7"7"~"=""""===-——--- 14
Miscellaneous (primarily “‘pass through” funds for Drug Enforcement

Administration) . Z__J___ T 7T 7 T mOREEERR 26

3-year expendituretotal ... ________._________________ 116

Within the Office of Research Programs, fund allocations for the
same three year period were as follows:

Mitlion
‘Advanced Tachnology Division 24
Community erime prevention_ -~ __TTTTTTTTTTmmmm T mmmm oo 8
Police LTI 6
Cowrts .. ____________ I 7
Qorrections. . _____ "7 TTTTTTTTITITTTmT oo 7
Special programs_________________"""""" 7
Education/manpower (placed elsewhere int 1976) 3

S-yeartotal ... _______ 62

The most striking fact is the dominance of the Advanced Tech-
nology Division, which administers the equipment R. & D. program
and has accounted for 40 percent of all resources allocated to the
Institute’s research operation in recent years (this despite a recent
de-emphasis which will be felt in 1977 and beyond.)?

3 A recent survey of the training and experience among NILECT.professional personnel
revealed that one in five had training at the doctorate level though every other staff
men'lb(ir claimed to have had overall responsibility for administering at least ‘one research
project,

3 The Institute’'s 1977 budget has reduced Advanced Technology to about $3 million. The
fiscal year 1978 budget cut out virtually all of this expenditure category.
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Even the foregoing pattern shows considerable diversification {from
earlier years such as 1972 and 1973 when nearly half of all Institute
research funds went into LIEEAA’s high impact/pilot cities programs
under the “crime reduction” programing approach.*

Equally striking is the fund recipient patterns of Institute research
investment. According to an analysis of the National Academy of
Sciences (and excluding the sizable impact/pilot cities awards to a
few urban governments), research organizations emerge by far as the
heaviest dollar recipient of Institute funds:

Perceni

Research organizations_ . o e 40
Universities o o e e e 22
Other Federal agenCies . - oo e e 13
National and professional associations. .. e 9
Corporations and private industry - - o 7
State and local government agencies_ - o o 7
Ot T e e e e e e e em e 2
T OtA] L e e e e e e e = 100

Within the giant research organization category (about $41 million
in funding since National Institute inception), three organizations
set up as contract research centers have enjoyed the lion’s share of
funding over the Institute’s life (50 percent of the research orga-
nization total or nearly $23 million) with one of these (Aerospace
Corporation, which manages the Institute’s Advanced Technology
Program much like a Federal agency unit) accounting for $16 million
in awards. Another major fund recipient, also part of the Technology
Research Program, has been the Federal Government’s own National
Bureau of Standards which through 1975 had received over $8 million
for equipment standards work.

TYPES OF PROGRAMS

As the financial figures indicate, two program categories, tech-
nology and the High Impact/Anti-Crime (Impact Cities) program,
have dominated the Institute’s budget. The former has been fairly
constant although the present trend is down and the latter largely
ended with the demise of the Impact Cities programs in 1975. Tradi-
tional criminal justice program areas—police, courts and correction
have maintained a fairly constant claim on Institute resources (collec-
tively running a solid but not so close second to advanced technology)
and, by and large, there has been a tendency to fund more projects
at more modest amounts in these areas. A National Academy of

4 The Pilot Cities and High Impact Programs were concentrated LEAA efforts_to up-
grade enforcement capabilities and attack crime in selected demonstration cities. Funded
primarily with “discretionary grants” (nearly $15 million for Pilet Cities and over $150
million for High Impact), the Institute invested large quantities of its own funds (over
$21 million) in research’ support, technical assistance and evaluation, These efforts have
attracted considerable criticism in virtually all evaluations, particularly High Impact
which was to have achieved measurable reductions in crime rates through saturation
funding and leadership by “crime analysis teams” directed at stranger-to-stranger violent
crimes, Pilot Cities, the first and more modest effort, had a greuter research orientation,
was more realistic in seeking system improvement progress rather than immediate crime
reduction, and included separate funding to develop R. & D. capacity in local academic
institutions or research centers.
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Sciences program breakdown for the period 1969-75 (to be distin-

uished f 1visi "
'ig"rollo “?lcn gfom the cllylslonal outlays previously presented) shows the

: 1969-75
Program area expenditures Number of
(millions) projects
Advanced technology..

Courts_____..____ g_ {-.::: ---------------------------- Hot %
Police. .. _.__ __ [l IITTTTmTTmTmmmmmemsemeeee 7 8
Corrections..._______ [  ITTTTTTTmmmmmmmmm e ees &5 5
Juveniles.__..______  TTTTTTTTTTTTTmmm e 53 i
Commumty‘ crime prevention._____ ... 23 2
Drug rehabilitation. ... 77777 3 3
Criminal justice overali_ 08 3
Specific crimes.......__ 23 i
Fellowships__________ i3 :
High impact/piiot cities. ...~ _" 2%% g
. 8

Total. oo
................................................. 120.3 635

The Institute has recentl i '
‘ _ y begun its “Research Acreement, -
g} ai)r?(’) ,a (111111}7(1143); wlluch long}—lterm awards are made to suigporrfl;rl anfarli):t?y
wily-Dased research projects, each in a specific area of inauir
T%gi eilfu'inlsiggdt.()orporaj‘%?n, ligle’ University IIJ)&\«V School, St;:rlx%cl)ll%ys.
: Anstitution on War, Revolution and P N '
University’s Center for Urban Affair  renently theostern
Institute have each received $600 OO(a)Jl}S, a,nc% Sto prober u the Vera
the habitual offender, white-col oS to o, "eapectively,
. nder, -collar crime, econometr is of
crime rates and criminal behavior and citizen I'eactions1 1a(,;ncii Ilﬂ;lﬂsils_ o
tlolp In anti-crime efforts. parhepe”
0 programmatic terms, the Institute’s work has bee ized
‘ ] ! n charact
18_;(53&(121 focu_sll?g_ more on applied than basic research, (2) dealilfgeirllf)ig
he V] y1 with improvement of the fairness and effectiveness of the
(3)melrrxl1$; h]al;?fige syst(elan}l thil.nhaddressing crime reduction and causes
[ ZIng predefined short-term, single projects ’
integrated clusters of projects directs by et b0
grat ' ed towards the resol
gm] or ll\e/fe%mh problems over a longer term. Testimony rs&;ﬁgﬁ bo_')f
Aaérsril:gancé l{( Igfgg’sgt’l ]g.epu ty fllcglllinisgator of the Law Enforcement
: 3 ‘ation and Blair G. Ewing, Deputv Dj j
the National Institute of La | find Criminal Sootiod
the w Enforcement and Criminal Justi
indicates however, that the Institute h qun o shit i
. as recently begun to shiflt it
emphasis away from the short-term. orientat; s | o,
va; the ntation towards int
%91131%—%1‘1% projects with little or no p’redeﬁnition. Acc.ordinﬂoe%gggg"
o 5‘:‘;’lglopthl?) ﬁaiggﬁlch Algzgemlel.lts Pro%lmm, the Institute attempté
ng-tie relationships with selected universiti d
research 01'gan1:?&t10ns with an interest i imi ustioe resarch.
Frach agrormmization erest 1n criminal justice research.
. presents a long-term commitment to g
area that complements the overall efforts of the National Ingtri%%zgl’

OTHER JUSTICE RELATED EFFORTS IN THE FEDERA.L GOVERNMENT

Three other research entities have recently b i i
' g ] . een establish
2]3:3)8]% tir.lent of ',T ustice: (1) The National Insg;tute for J uvenﬂeedJllgstti}ég
1’978 elinquency Prevention, now operating within LEAA at a Fiscal
s approfppmtmps level of $10 million, conducts resesrch into the
problems of juvenile delinquency, evaluates juvenile justice programs,
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develops standards for the administration of juvenile justice, provides
training for persons working or preparing to work in the delinquency
field, and serves as a center for the collection and dissemination of
information; (2) the National Institute of Corrections, financed within
the Federal Bureau of Prisons by a $5 million budget, has designed
its research function (one quarter of the program) to strengthen the
research and evaluation capabilities of state and local correctional
agencies, through grants made primarily to state and local correctional
agencies that have their own research and evaluation staff. Its re-
maining energies are devoted to training and clearinghouse func-
tions; and (3) the office for Improvements in the Administration of
Justice with & budget request of $2 million for fiscal year 78, which is
an applied research office headed by an Assistant Attorney General
and charged with bringing about improvements in the Federal civil
and criminal justice systems.

In thinking about the research, evaluation, training and dissemina-
tion mission of the National Institute, mention should be made of the
impact of other LEAA program elements such as the ‘“discretionary
grants” and the work of LEAA’s National Criminal Justice Informa-
tion and Statistics Service (NCJISS).

There are three related research programs in other Federal agencies.

The first is the Center for Studies of Crime and Delingency within
the National Institute of Metal Health (NIMH), which is part of
HEW’s Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Metal Health Administration.
This is a modest-sized but long-standing research program (older than
LEEA) which has operated over the past decade with a budget of $4
to $5 million per year. Beyond traditional research, it deploys signifi-
cant resources for training, information dissemination and experi-
mental models and demonstrations. The official mission has been to
develop and strengthen scientific knowledge on crime, delinquency
and related deviant behavior. Its work has often overlapped LEAA
correctional and delinquency concerns but the Center has also added
much by its basic focus on sources and patterns of crime, delinquency
and violence, interrelations between mental health, criminal conduct
and justice concepts, and public policy roles in this area.

National Science Foundation.—Although the Foundation has no
overall law or justice research program as such, its RANN (Research
Applied to National Needs) Program funds a substantial amount of
justice research through two divisions—Advanced Productivity
Research and Technology and Social Sciences. The striking contrast
that this work exhibits in relation to NIMH and the LEAA complex is
its focus on civil justice and civil law problems. These NSF efforts
currently amount to perhaps $3 to $4 million annually (inclusive
of some criminal justice and crime research in other NSK units).
The NSF programs concentrate on research and are free of training,

technical assistance, clearinghouse and statistical collection respon-
sibilities to a greater degree than the LIEAA Institute.

Federal Judicial Cenier—It is estimated that the bulk of the
Center’s current $4 million budget (perhaps 60 percent) is devoted to
research and development directed toward improving Kederal judicial

administration, personnel and practices. Here too, smaller allocations

are targeted at continuing education and training as well as inter-
judicial affairs.

*
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"RECENT CRITIQUES AND PROPOSALS FOR CHANGE

" Most critiques and studies have focused on LEAA’

; udie s large-scale
planning/block grant activities rather than the research misi?os.;lc&(l);
fl%efof atlonaihlnﬁtfglﬁec Jpro%lra&n. However, several recent studies

us on the an i ; :
vo}i;ng s on the o so 1n a thorough and thought pro-

atronal Academy of Sciences Study (NAS) —Perhaps th '
. _ { J . . e most
recent and intensive review of National Institute perfg)rmance vs(r):s

that undertaken by the National Research Council of the National

Academy of Sciences. The report was supported by an LEAA grant
involved a distinguished committee of research experts and academic}
administrative/ _r‘eneralis‘o leaders, and was conducted by a full-time
staff. Despite LEAA funding, the report is quite critical of its sponsor
Entitled, “Understanding Crime: An Evaluation of the National
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice,” the Academy’s
basic findings were that (1) the quality of National Institute-funded
research has been mediocre (due largely to substandard research de-
signs and administrative failings), (2) the usefulness of Institute work
is difficult to assess but generally does not warrant high ratings; little
of it appears to be used by practitioners in planning or progra;;n‘de-
velopment, (3) the Institute has failed to build a coherent body . of
knowledge and to focus that knowledge on problem-solving, and (4)
the Institute has harbored serious shortcomings in research "adminis-
tration, including a weak advisory panel system, ineffective review
procedures, exclusion of important segments of the research commu-
nity, and vulnerability to outside pressures detrimental to research:
The Committee finds that the Institute g y ce
iglf}éelof the. burden _of making LEAA gzccbunt};‘?}?l:eﬁl hzssskggeflorgglllgfegot% lltll;x;gi%r?
trz;ini riumgloqs tasksf_such as_technical assistance to State Planning Agencies,
g prograns, project evaluations and other direct service obligations that
have turned its focus away from research. The Institute has responded to pres-
sures for instant solutions to what are complex problems instead of connentr;)tiﬂ
on a program for testing, developing and cumulating knowledge . . . Thé Instit.ut%

has not had autonomy within TIEAA i ish i
has not s 3 resemmoh 3; o , nor has it been able to establish 1ndepende_nt

th;ri}’t)eil‘:\sr?ggny of Science’s organizational recommendations include
—An end is suggested to “LEAA domination over the itute”
with the Institute Director being accorded Assistantlﬁst%ggxggj;
General rank, full sign-off authority on all awards, and control
over administrative budget, personnel and program review.
—A statutory “Criminal Justice Research Advisory Board”
should be established to assure independence and establish
E%).%an ) prlor_l‘l‘cle_s. ) .

- ——LHAA’s juvenile justice institute and criminal justi isti
service should be included within the structure ]o}sgfe? I?ggs} llslféﬁas-
pendent National Institute (hopefully expanding the latter to a
Bureau of Criminal Justice Statistics). -

—Functions and activities extrancous to the Institute’s substan-

tive research program (e.g., technical assistance to planners ahd

. lr&ctlthpel;s_, mn designing evaluations and the “packaging’” or

marketing”” aspects of dissemination) should be droppbed from
the Institute and put elsewhere in the LEAA structure.
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~—The Institute should abandon organization of its tprog)rag;
around functional divisions (police, courts, corre% }Onsdin
character of tasks (disseminatu()lr}, evaluation, resz?;‘;tiogr}b - fci
i t and technology) and focus on an orgar ) 1
g;lluslglrar;igntive program areas W}ilc}tl).f%ﬂigt pr10r1t3; ;32111 zggs gﬁ
f inquiry, e.g., deterrence, rehabilitation, consequ
gﬁaglg%ugly,the gsy’rstem, relation of socialization to crime, and
[ 1 he criminal law. )
Tweggice?hs nge;tur't/ Fund.—The Twen‘m]e;;ohjf Centur); I’}l}l:llzdis‘ecllgggl
[ “Law Enforcement:
study of the total LEAA program, o b ederal
[ 1 a g ck grants,” to mo !
Role” would appear, after dropping ‘‘bloc s, fo mold the
into an entity similar to the Nati :
o oo DYOET t of all Federal moneys for crime
tute. The proposal is that 50 percent of a ieys for orime
] 1 7 te, county and municipal g
control should flow directly to state, ey "the remaining B0 per-
Y h “special revenue sharing” an er ‘
Z%;I;t:htggﬁlugbe alﬁ)cated to an L’I,Dl(kﬁ ?I(:)ceisl%z lf%olx?maésr ;}flg I;clgﬁ)v;
[ ent Assistance Institute TAT). ' ‘ .
Eﬁfﬁgc%? research, evaluationhqnd experimentation and at least half
f its funds would be used for this purpose. .
o %sn{ﬁga t?he Academy of Sclenfcels approach, t.l%)(zh’.tl“ivg:n;ﬁgl;n(ggggug
18 onti ' onsi >
Fund envisions continuance of large responsibilities ancous 0
' including higher education subsidies, incen
s i P le demonstrations beyond normal
' hensive planning, large-scale dem . .
f‘ggecaor%l}{)fmsnds ar?d speciai action efforts such as projects relating to
ion and organized crime. o .
cor&zg)itgs;l Adm’sﬁy C’ommz'ssion1 on dOmmmai Jus;zc:etSéafnci%;i% ELa:écsl
—Issued in early 1977, this document is ’
gggllisng ::iclusively with CIilI’Illna,l ]ustl%ah§i5<(§z p]a)g.e gglrgm];EisAél 2
national standards and goals progrz(iinlli. 1 - ne is the
bask force of edgeable research exper
work of a task force of recognized an 5 now edgeable Tesearch experts
within LEAA’s National Advisory orlnflm teo on Criminal Justice
) ds and Goals. It offers a wealth of guidar Searct
Sf':rcl&ggssprinciples and approaches, frequently usmgd %elNat?r?cal
}I)nstitute’and NIMH Center for Stlédles_on Cnmia_ ?Jt?critiz 1llxéq(l)lf th);
i i < o explici
as illustrative examples. However, there is n ) itique of the
i Insti . for restructuring, other than
National Institute or suggestions Jestructuring, other than an
implied acknowledgment of the National Institute’s p S
gglli)};lizization, naive%:e and pressure for quick results in comparison
with the NIMH Center: . o
U i stitut as created in response to n_atlonalv_ptessm es to
1e§1{:1(;121§r{1e( I\JIS 2\11? g%hgi}gt;g%t?fﬁ?tage of develqplxégcr)lr‘fé 1i ;t;}rle ?*1\'0;&1;1?5 %%tn}éft;ig
iv i i i : \ zations g 3
_adr_ni‘niﬁ;ram\;’(f trtflf?r]x(gln%},l.lgzsg?tﬁt Iv?\:ﬁle?facci) 1tgoai];;media’c(—‘;ly useful il}n)'rov?rrll_xerxll;ccsl
in lttﬁﬁa (13:111111;1;1 justice system . . . In contrast, the DHEW Ceﬁt(?lb“arf a% med
as 1 L't;mf an‘oveltallv tradition of health-related R. & D. (and) %Sb ?ethe e to
gnplaoly ?ong-standing R. & D. management practices developed by 1
Nalgiona‘. Institutes of Health. . e Nationl
Perhaps of greatest significance for this pro.ﬁle1 is 1% e R& éz I:lD
Advisory Committee recommendation that crtnin;gd]gls'i \17%(%6 (.Stand-.
i f — enta,
be funded by a variety of sources—governm e -
¢ ort on Criminal Justice Research an
%‘rl(xlislfiéonlfnignd&tion is in sharp contrast to the prop?sal %1:1;\113 \gfi(())glﬁ
combine all criminal justice research functions in an enlarged Na

e

- Ruth outlines what he sees as the
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Institute, and is an issue that must be faced with the de facto presence
of federal statutory research insti i ] 1l
delinquency and the possibility of new research centers that could
ocus on court-related civil and criming] justice themes. The National
Advisory Committee rationale, as might be expected, is that a variety
of R. & D. funding sources will offer g healthy multiplicity of research
ideas and approaches in a field that cannot yet settie for any single;
all-powerful orientation toward the R. & D. mission.

Law and Disorder IV Study.—This is the latest in 8 series of LEAA
reviews that have been the most critical of all outside studies of the
agency. Like the National Academy of Sciences review, Law and
Disorder found the National Institute inadequate, politicized and
ineffective. It recommended, in its place, the creation of a new,
scholarly high-quality center to carry out its own research on the
causes of crime, ways of protecting soci i
for reduction of criminal behavyior. The new entity was to be separate
and independent from the Department of Justice and under the
governance of a private board of Presidential nominees. Its program
would focus on providing policy-relevant data to officials and agencies
dealing with crime at all government levels. In particular, it would
(1) seek to draw lessons from past experience and disseminate this
data, (2) design demonstrations and evaluations to test and assess
unresolved issues and approaches, and (3) look at the role of nonlaw
enforcement service agencies and disciplines in preventing crime.
Along with the research function, equal stress is placed on the creation
of a “Bureau of Criminal Justice Statistics”, perhaps as part of the
proposed research center, to reassess the volume and kinds of crime
and the characteristics of offenders and victims and to develop other
statistical data.

Research  Priorities for Crime Reduction Efforts—Prepared by
Henry S. Ruth, Jr. (a former NILECJ Director) this monograph was
published in January, 1977 under the auspices of the Urban Institute.

priority research topics in the
crime and criminal justice field. Though not, explicitly a critique of the
NILECJ program, Ruth’s attempt to formulate a research agends,
at this late date, is criticism by implication. Nevertheless, the listing
of priorities is not dissimilar from what NILECJ more or less ended
up doing without an overall plan. Top value is placed on “Interim

improvements in efficiency and fairness” the criminal justice ap-

paratus with a secondary emphasis on research that would ““posit
the need to limit the use of the criminal sanction” (laws). The major
long-range thrust would be directed towards improving criminal
justice operations. Research on basic concepts and thak directed
towards creating a theoretical base, the so-called “basic research,”’
is mentioned lasf among Ruth’s priorities.

PRIMARY DATA SOURCES

1. Committee on Research on Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice, National Academy of Sciences National Research Council,
“Understanding Crime: An Evaluation of the National Institute of
LaW)Enforcement and Criminal Justice” (Unpublished final report;
1977).

2. Report of Task Force on Criminal Justice Research and De-
velopment, National Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice
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18 ; conducted in one jurisdiction and then transferred to others, The cost
. may well exceed the value to the initial jurisdiction, but the benefits

Standards and Goals, “Criminal Justice Research and Development?” can be derived by all under Federal sponsorship and stimulation. This

{Government Printing Office, December 197 6).

..38. Rand Corporation, “The Management of Federal Criminal tunities, research facilities and skilled personnel. It also results in the

Justice R. & D.” (Unpublished analysis, September, 1976). , be%:o accumulation of research knowledge; . 3
4. “Research Priorities for Crime Reduction Efforts,” Henry S. fourth, the relative smallness of the criminal justice research com-
Ruth, Jr. The Urban Institute, No. 5037-6-1, January, 1977, Wash- Imunity warrants centralizing and coordinating talent in an effort to
ington, D.C. ‘ stimulate intellectual discourse and activity; .
ington, ! Fifth, the Federal Government has the capability of disseminating

5. “First and Second Annual Reports of the National Institute of
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice” (Fiscal Years 1974 and 1975).
+.+6. Twentieth Century Fund Task Force on the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration, “Law Enforcement: The Federal Role”

knowledge and information far more quickly and efficiently than
Stsgte and local governments and has much more of an interest in
oing so;
Finally, the Federal Government has the capability of acting as a

et

(MCG’T&W—I‘IiH, 1976). : 1 1 . .
7. Center for National Security Studies, “Law and Disorder TV national data center by taking national samples when needed; to
(1978). , discern national and regional differences in given areas of criminality

g ‘ and criminal justice. C‘ontrollpd experimenta.l groups can test various
| ‘ findings in a variety of settings to determine the universality and
| transferability of research results.

The subcommittee concludes that the Federal Government should

use its prestige, resources and its central role to provide leadership

- 8. “Review of the Application of Science and Technology to Crime
Control,” Special Oversight Report No. 3, Subcommittee on Domestic
and International Scientific Planning and Analysis of the Committee ,
on: Science and Technology, N inety-fourth Congress, Second Session, | f
December, 1976, /

- A ] i‘ in the criminal justice and crime research area. In addition, state and
Finpines oF HEARINGS AND SPECIAL STUDIES /] local governments should be encouraged to sponsor their own R. & D.
| { activities in conjunction with the Federal effort, should they so desire.
FEDERAL ROLE IN CRIME AND JUSTICE RESEARCH i .
’ - . | EVALUATION OF THE RESEARCH PROGRAM AT THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE
. Before detailing the reasons for the successes and failures of the OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE
Federal crime research effort it would do well to reexamine the funda- K . ‘
mental question of whether there should be Federal involvement in ‘i Although there are several sources of Federal support for research
this type of research. All witnesses who addressed the issue, agreed | on crime and the operation of the criminal Justice system, (the NIMH’s
without question that there is an important Federal role. While re- ;) ' Center for StUdle,S in Crime and Delinquency, the NSH’s Division of
viewing the rationale supporting this thesis, it should be kept in mind i Law Science and Technology in its Research Applications Directorate,
that Federal initiative does not necessarily guarantee performance i the National Institute of Corrections, the National Institute of
superior to State or local efforts. Federal research may constitute a | Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, and the Federal J udicial
{threat particularly if it takes the form of developing information that Center, to name a few), the DISPAC Subcommittee focused on one
may reflect poorly on local criminal Justice programming. It may be : : program: the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
regarded as an unwelcome intrusion into local affairs. Thus, Federal Justice (NILECJ). The NILECYT is the largest, most diversified, and
influence may exert a depressing effect on local crime research initi- : ambitious of all federal research programs devoted to the subject of
atives. Accepting this as a possibility the Subcommittee, nevertheless, crime. Comparisons between the performance of NILECT and that
agrees with most of the arguments in support of a strong Federal role o of other research centers must be carried out cautiously since no
in crime and justice research offered during the hearings. ' other program has the scope or size of NILECJ.
""Six distinct reasons justifying a Federal role were offered during The hearing record revesls little disagreement, among witnesses
the course of the hearings. * | _ regarding the facts of NILECJ’s 8% Year history. The chronology of
_'First, crime is a, national problem. No locality in the United States ‘ that history, compiled by the NAS panel, was largely acceptable to
is''singularly immune from the horror and tragedy of criminal acts : virtually all witnesses fa;mh&r. with the report. Opinions differed,
and serious, primarily violent delinquent behaviot. Further, acts of however, over the ways in which its history could be interpreted,
criminality are a reflection of cultural and social phenomena which particularly regarding NILECJ projects and program initiatives, and
bear little relation to local and political boundaries; its ovgrall. contributions and shortfalls. Not surprisingly, the differ-
Second, the Federal Government has the. advantage of being a énces m viewpoint occurred betieen past and present NILECJ and
potentially dispassionate observer of criminal activity since it is LEAA leaderstip and those who observed its performance from outside
divorced from the day to day pressures which surround the State and the Government.
local participants in the criminal justice system; Mediocre Research.—N evertheless, the overall quality of research
"Third, the Federal Government, possesseés far greater financial ! sponsored by NILECJ has been consistently judged as “mediocre”.

Tesources for research and development than do state or local govern- i
ments. In addition, a research and development effort at the federal
level can take full advantage of economies of scale as research can be
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Few projects could be clearly termed “successes” or “failures” since

few were conducted rigorously enough to permit such a conclusion

upon completion. Several witnesses noted a slight but steady im-
provement in quality over time. There has been a detectable improve-

ment in standards by which designs are judged with a corresponding

mmprovement in the stature of the Institute as a research center.

- No long-range agenda.—Practitioners and researchers - alike ob-
served that the Institute failed to establish or adhere to a long-range,
coherent research agenda. Strategies shifted with the Institute director-

ships, in a constant quest over the early years for short-term “winners”

4t the expense of long-term solutions.

Lost Opportunities—The greatest costs of NILECJ's wavering
direction, and the failure of the Institute, the LEAA and the Justice
Department to pursue a coherent research agenda over the years, are
the lost opportunities to contribute to the national intelligence on
crime. A cogent example was offered by one witness, who indicated
that a study of sentencing policies was aborted by the Institute’s
director in 1971. The potential value of that lost critical information
became increasingly obvious as three sitting jurists (Justices Bazelon,
Day, and Hall) called for research guidance in fashioning determinate
senitencing legislation.

" Directors Not Researchers.—In addition to this instability of direc-
tion and vulnerability to transitory outside pressures and other
influences, it was alleged that there were several other features of the
Institute’s program which contributed to its deterioration as a reputa-~
ble research center. Only in the first few months of its existence was the
Institute headed by a respected researcher of known reputation in
the scientific community. Since early in 1969, it has been primarily
directed by a succession of lawyers who, though of recognized admin-
istrative acumen, were virtuslly unknown to the larger community of
researchers and scientists. Consequently, their understanding of the
substance of research and the nature of the research community, and
particularly their ability to make effective, research program judg-
ments were frequently subject to question.

Inadequate Project Review.—The lack of credible peer review of pro-
posals militated against bringing the best of scientific and research
talent into the program of NILECY, either as grantees, contractors,
advisors, or as staff. The Institute preferred one year grants and
réquired time-consuming annual reviews of multiyear projects. From
the ‘outset, NILECJ Directors had no final sign-off authority in any
action, be it fiscal, programatic, or personnel. Each Director’s decision
wis subject to as many as a dozen reviews. Despite sizeable resources,
all ‘of these factors made the NILECJ program comparatively un-
attractive to reputable scientists.

Lacked Image of Integrity.—The structural constraints on NILECT's
independence tended to exclude most of the existing social science
research community, particularly that majority working under uni-
versity auspices. The Institute grew to rely upon various constitu-
encies composed of private groups, Federal agencies, and nonprofit
research centers. Being divorced from mainstream scientists, NILECJT
found itself vulnerable to pressures exerted by its host agency, LEAA,
the Justice Department and the Congress. It was unable to sustain
‘the image of integrity characterized by an understanding that research
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must search for the truth wherever it may lie, and not respond to the
mmmediate demands for solutions or findings that justify preconceived
conclusions. One witness pointed out that ““people of high scientific
quality simply won’t participate in a program that they perceive lacks
such integrity.” _

Few Scientists Involved.—These handicaps in image were severe,
They were aggravated by what one witness termed disdain of univer-
sity scientists as venal, impractical and nonrelevant, Despite these
problems NILECY was still able to expand the number of researchers
working on crime and criminal Justice problems. Ten years ago there
were only a handful of social scientists working in the area. Today
there are at least several hundred, but still only a handful compared
to the tens of thousands of social and behavioral scientists, who may
have much to offer this new field. Much of the increase can be attrib-
uted to NILECJ funding of projects and fellowships. The NAS panel
noted that it was mmpressed by the quality of scientists participating in
program evaluations mandated by the Congress in its 1973 Amend-
ments, It pointed out, however, that the talents of these researchers
were not being fully utilized, particularly in developing badly needed
evaluation methodology. _

. Oontributim'zs Limited.—Hope that NILECS would make substan-
tial systematic contributions to the knowledge of criminal behavior
was abandoned some time ago. The agency became preoccupied with
fhe §]earch foi'1 crém? pll'evention 1and (igntrol measures that relied
eavily upon the technology paradigm. Despite the enereetic ursuit
of “solutlops’,’; NILECT did find the resour%es to begintiohe alrduolﬁs
task of building a data base through large scale studies of victims
prisoners, and arrestees, NILECJ’s programs and projects ultin:m,telyi
came to be judged by the degree to which thejr “discoveries” came to
be utilized by practitioners in the field, Testimony on this point was
mixed. One law enforcement administrator (Dr. Lee Brown) reportecd
an awareness of no less than eight initiatives attributed to NILECJ
(Crisis Intervention Neighborhood Team Policing, Crime Prevention
Through Environmental Design, computer information systems for
district attorneys, Criminal Investigation studies, studies of alterna-
tives to incarceration and the various documents produced by the
Committee on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals).

Other practitioner witnesses claimed that the work of the Institute
was barely visible, and the NAS panel reported that little of the
material disseminated by NILECJ was used by the state planning
agencies.

. Lack of Independence.~—Shortly after its creation, 1. TECT fell vice-
tim to intense pressures to bring the “crisis” in crimo under control.
Like its parent agency, LEAA, 1t was to take its place in the overall
strategy to fulfill the promise of crime reduction that played such a
prominent role in the 1968 presidential campaign. Once the concept
of a national research center to be noted for its independence and
ntegrity was abandoned, NILECJ's conversion into a reactive ap-
pendage of LEAA was virtually assured. Issues important to a ro-
search program such as developing a broad base for understanding
crime were left unresolved. The Justice Department’s first attempt
at scientific research went through s series of transformations that
left it with little semblance of the high quality research center en-
visioned by its Congressional sponsors and early advocates.
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According to the NAS study, confirmed by several witnesses the
politicization of research at the Department of Justice’s National
Institute was already apparent during the tenure of its second director
in 1971. Interference and pressures emanating from LEAA and
elsewhere within the Department of Justice, and from certain Members
and committees of Congress played an important role in shaping the
Institute’s program—the efforts of several directors notwithstanding.
Rather than evolving into a prestigious national center for crime and
justice research, NILECJ became the private arm of its parent
agency, LEAA. Tt should be pointed out that within LEAA, the
Department of Justice, and many important Congressional quarters
there was little understanding of or patience with the nature and
requirements of sound, long-range scientific research. There was also
seemingly little faith in the possibility that scientific research could,
over the long haul, help fashion a rational, Federal crime deterrence,
prevention and control policy.

Witnesses repeatedly described how the Institute was forced by
LEAA to share LEAA’s impossible task of reducing crime in a rela-
tively short time. In accepting this politically attractive but un-
realistic mission, NILECJ ignored the admonitions of experts and tied
the evaluation of their programs to changes in crime. Increasing
emphasis was placed on the quest for “quick victories” in the “war on
crime”. Accordingly, the administrative structure and procedure of
the Institute were fashioned and refashioned to pursue short-run
objectives. Thus, the value of the Institute became justified within the
full scope of Federal programs devoted to crime control. It was to be
utilized as a practical and useful tool, generating program ideas and
documenting the success of those programs already underway.

Consequently the research program came to rely on contract
research conducted along narrowly delineated guidelines. Research
organizations that agreed to accept NILECJ contracts and grants
would be expected to produce their “‘deliverables” within a politically
acceptable timetable. The research “Grant in Trust”’ was regarded as
far too open-ended and uncontrollable to be relevant to Federal pro-
gram demands. It was a risky investment carrying a low probability of
providing the badly-needed, easy-to-apply “breakthrough’ solution.
The peer review of proposals, as practiced by the most respected of
Federal research agencies, was also too risky. There was no assurance
that the projects the staff wanted would ever be approved by a panel
of ruminating scientists and academicians.

Perhaps the most important sign of the Institute’s thorough-going
dependence on the LEAA was the requirement that all programs and
projects had to be approved by the LEAA Administrator. Every
mmportant programatic decision was either reviewed or initiated out-
side of the research institute, Without “signoff”’ authority, the
Institute director “directed” in name only. The first two directors
intended to create a program of careful research guided by a well-
planned, long-range agenda. One director was quickly replaced, the
other quit in exasperation.

. Instability of Leadership.—The Department of Justice and LEAA
Insistence upon directors who were responsive to LEAA, Departmental
and Congressional demands probably was responsible for the rapid
turnover i the directorship. Each director, in turn, was pressured to
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produce in a short period of time; several were placed in the untenable
position of making promises on which it was not possible to deliver.
The multimillion dollar Impact Cities program, with its yearly five
percent crime reduction goal, is an example of an unrealistic objective,
for any research program, basic or applied. The development of hard-
ware technology, the dissemination of written and audio-visual
materials, and the conduct of special skills training programs lent
themselves more readily to this type of approach. Consequently those
activities flourished at the expense of a more balanced program.

As LEAA and the Institute leadership became preoccupied with
imposing deadlines and acquiring “product line” solutions, techniques,
and mechanisms, the task of long-range planning for basic research
was inevitably put off.

The Institute’s instability served only to compound a gradually
growing lack of credibility. Many project starts and few actual finishes
characterized this period. Those dedicated to the original idea of
building a prestigious Federal criminal justice research center, left the
Institute. There was little trouble in recruiting bright young replace-
ments. For the most part, however, they were assigned to program
responsibilities beyond their capabilities. This was particularly true
where project monitoring required a firm grasp of research methodol-
ogy and substantive issues acquired through personal experience in
the management of research projects or programs. It may very well be
that the staff lost whatever interest it might have had in research
simply because many of them did not truly understand how tho
process worked. The search for solutions that could quickly be put
Into action, is easily understood. Moreover, the development of a
program based on quick-fix solutions tended to conform to the values
and expectations of LEAA and Justice Departmental leadership.

Summary.—If there was any hope at the outset of engendering a
respect for the Institute’s research integrity among the scientific com-
munity, subsequent developments precluded it. The work of the
Institute came to be seen as mediocre, with few notable exceptions,
e.g., work on police patrol and some of the work on environmental
design. Its staff had no strong links to the scientific community and so
the Institute found itself unable to take advantage of more than a
small fraction of the scientific talent that could have been brought to
bear on the problems of crime and criminal justice.

The entire process was circular. In retrospect, cause and effect are
difficult to discern one from the other. Beginning with its structural
vulnerability to the slightest pressures from without, the Institute lost
its ability to attract and hold staff who could command respect in the
research community and its ability to persuade talented researchers to
move into the crime field. All this severely crippled its ability to
conceive and carry out the kind of research program that is central to
its mission. By the time the current effort to restore a true national
research institute was attempted in 1975, irreparable damage to
NILECJ’s image as a credible crime research agency had already
been done.

ELEMENTS ESSENTIAL TO A QUALITY PROGRAM O SPONSORED RESEARCH

Throughout its investigation the Subcommittee was particularly
desirous of receiving guidance in identifying those conditions necessary
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to foster quality research. Accordingly, through its review of the
several critical studies of the NILECJ program and in its hearings,
the DISPAC Subcommittee received testimony on this vital issue

from several sources. Witnesses testified on the experiences of the

National Science Foundation and on the NIMH’s Center for Studies
of Crime and Delinquency. Several prominent scientists from uni-
versities and other research centers (including members of the National
Academy of Sciences panel), two former directors of NILECJ, one of
the initial program managers, and a group of criminal justice practi-
tioners, also gave significant testimony.

Autonomy.~—There was broad support ameng the witnesses for the
principle of autonomy as an essential element in a productive research
program. A considerable measure of autonomy and independence
should be built into any new program, they said. From this point of
agreement two positions emerged: one, that the requisite autonomy
for fostering research could not be achieved if the research were housed
in a mission agency; two, alternatively that it could be attained pro-
viding proper safeguards were imposed. The argument for maintain-
ing the mission agency linkage rests on the contention that in so doing
the research effort acquires the already established clientele and
constituency of its host agency. Outside of the mission agency a
research effort is left to fend for itself, alone, unsupported und vulner-
able. Furthermore, it was argued that the research function would
benefit from the direct input of practitioners in several important
respects. The direction taken by research will be influenced by practi-
tioner needs; the research product would reach a potential user com-
munity more rapidly; and the research program would have easy
access to data sources.

The counter-argument offered by some witnesses citing their past
experience in research dealing with highly politicized topics, contends
that regardless of what structural defenses or safeguards are created,
organizational autonomy will be overwhelmed by the political needs
of the parent agency. Thus, the Subcommittee found itself confronted
by an array of remedies differing primarily on the dimension of the
location of the Institute, i.e., inside or outside of the LEAA or the
Department of Justice.

Each of these several alternatives will be discussed in detail in the
ensuing section. This section, however, deals with the principles that
should guide further attempts to set up a crime and justice research
agency, regardless of its organizational location.

““Autonomy’’ means a certain measure of, but by no means absolute,
self-determination. Once the broad purposes of the Institute are laid
down by Executive and Congressional mandate, the research agency
would be subject to minimal interference. The director should be able
to prepare the research agenda, hire staff, determine which projects
will be funded, and most importantly, set standards of quality.

Advisory Bodies—Witnesses strongly urged that major research
policy decisions be formulated by a council or advisory board. Guid-
ance for program funding decisions should be delegated to peer review
groups. Several plans for an advisory council were offered, including
one created with statutory advisory authority over all agency actions,
and another—a presidentially appointed body—with limited program
authority but broad responsibility for agency policy. Regardless of
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the powers suggested for the board, there was near unanimous agree-
ment that its members reflect diverse experience and expertise. Not

only should it contain researchers of high distinction, but also it should

1nqhzﬁde, criminal justice practitioners and others with special view-
points. : . ,

. 1t is important to point out that the argument for autonomy and
mmdependence does not mean freedom from accountability. The research
agency must be politically responsive by devoting its energies to
addressing the national needs identified by the Congress and top
administration policymakers. All of its programs should be directed
toward improving the assessment of those nutional needs and find-
Ing ways to meet them. To do this, the Institute as with any research
agency, especially one working on politically volatile topics, must be
insulated from day-to-day harassment. It must alter its course
when necessary, but within the framework of g carefully constructed
research strategy. This strategy will certainly be revised as needs
change, as some approaches reach dead ends, and as societal con-
cerns shift. Furthermore, as a convincing symbol of autonomy, the
chrigtor must have sign-off authority over all fiscal anc. personnel
matters.

The adyisory board was seen as a buffer that could absorb the
shocks of intense political pressure and represent the research agency
before its parent department and Congress. It would also act as the
vehicle for advice and concern emanating from outside sources. In
this manner the advisory body, with the guidance and support of the
Congress and the Executive branches, could provide the proper
insulation necessary to permit the long-term program stability essen-
tial to the production of useful research. Only one witness, a past
director of NILECJ, felt that placing the sign-off authority in the
hands of the Director would be sufficient to guarantee the necessary
autonomy and insulation from harassiment,

‘When the conditions of autonomy and leadership were met, most
witnesses felt that the other prerequisites of quality research could be
secured. Closely following in importance to the issue of autonomy
was the question of the research agency’s image, which should reflect
its high quality research effort and its scienfific integrity. Without
these, it will be difficult to attract the best of the nation’s social,
behavioral, legal and criminal justice research talent as participants
in the research program.

Staff capabilities.—Testimony indicated that the selection of g
highly qualified nerson as director of the agency would go a long way
towards establishing an image of integrity. Many witnesses felt
that the director should be respected by the scientific community,
yet skilled in the administration of a nationgal research program.
Some witnesses preferred that the director be “highly qualified”,
but not necessarily as a scientist. In any event, the director should
bring considerable prestige to the position. This would be enhanced by
the director’s status and relative independence as a presidential
appointee as well as by the sign-off authority described earlier.

Tire was strong sentiment for placing the management of the
research institute in the hands of people who know, and can conduct
both basic and applied research.” They should be well-trained, ex-
perienced scientists who have struggled with the intricacies of social
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science research. They would be responsible for monitoring projects
and making the important judgment of what can and cannot be
expected of & research design. They should be able to assist appli-
cants in developing theoretically sound and methodologically feasible
proposals. Professionally competent performance of this function 1s
particularly critical when research is done under contract. Staft
experience and skill should virtually be on a par with that of the
contractor, or at least closely approaching it. Contract arrange-
ments tend to orient the contractor towards pleasing the client
agency, as represented by the project Jfficer or monitor. Often the
project officer unwittingly exerts considerable influence over structur-
ing of the research. Since some of this type of influence is unavoidable,
staff should be fully qualified to perform the role. In order to attract
and hold professionals capable of coping with these complexities of
project monitorship, the agency’s grading and salary structures musb
be realistic. _
Peer Review.—Expert and experienced as the staff might be, neither
it nor the director alone should bear the full responsibility of de-
termining which proposals merit approval and funding, Only one
witness, a past director of NILECJ (Gerald M. Caplan) contested
this view. He contended that although “a rugged review process . .
(using) outsiders is desirable, advisory bodies tend to get into the
business of making final decisions . . . (and) on the whole it makes.
more sense for government employees to make those decisions than
outsiders”. Almost all other witnesses called for reliance upon the
peer review process as & fundamental control over research quality.
Though occasionally subject to charges of being overly conservative:

and of encouraging cronyism, the peer review process is still regarded

as the best of all the imperfect methods for screening research.
proposals.

One witness claimed that proposed projects, initially reviewed by
competent scientists, tended to turn out a higher quality finished
product when evaluated at completion. The House Committee on
Science and Technology arrived at a similar judgment ¢fter an inten-
sive eighteen month investigation of peer review practices of the Na-
tional Science Foundation. The peer review bodies like the advisory
board should display a healthy diversity in their membership.
Particular attention should be given to acquiring reviewers other than
researchers in the relatively narrow sub-discipline of crime and justice.
Peer review principles and processes presently employed by NSF and
NIMH were described by witnesses as an effective means for securing
“front-end quality control” at an “gstonishingly cheap” price. The

nore quality that is built into the design of a project, the easier it is
to maintain control over that quality once the project is seb in motion.

The crime research effort should be regarded with respect by its
sponsoring agency, and that agency should make a serious effort to
preserve the scientific integrity of its research. This can be conveyed
by the sponsor only by demonstrating that it values research that
conforms to the canons of scientific method. In short, the agency
should be committed to not attempting to influence the outcome of its
investigations to reach some preconceived conclusion. It must be
trusted to behave this way; otherwise, its conclusions should and will

carry no more weight than any other political statement.
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was that it is best. to separate “basic” studies from the “applied
with a preference for assigning them to established research agencies
experienced in the nurturance of “basic research”’. “Applied’’ research
which studies the operation of the justice delivery system, involving

experimentation, demonstration, and evaluation and technological
applications, should directly serve the action and policy needs of the
mission agency, in this case, the Department of J ustice. . :

The other view saw little chance of developing the much desired
complementarity between ‘basic” and “applied” studies unless they
are actively and simultaneously performed by a sihgle agency. It is
this issue which is principally responsible for the several alternative
proposals concerning the placement of crime and justice research
discussed in the mext section. It must be stressed, however, that
regardless of wheré the research agency is placed or what type of
rescarch it does, the same high standards of quality must be imposed
on “applied” as well as “‘basic” research. ‘ o

ALTERNATIVE PROPOSALS FOR FEDERAL CRIME AND JUSTICE RESEARCH

Eight distinct proposals for reconstituting Federal crime and justice
research have been advanced. They-are presented below in capsule
form, distilled from several pertinent studies and reports and from the
record of the DISPAC/Crime hearings.

1. Leave NILEC.J intact, but restructure it from within while leaving
it within LEAA—This plan calls for strengthening NILECJ through
various administrative means including changes in personnel; re-
definition of the research program based on & carefully prepared
agenda; stress on programs that have a cumulative impact; provision
for multiyear funding; increased emphasis on “basic’ research,
improved evaluation methodology; maintenance of closer ties with
groups conducting -Federal and non-Federal research programs with
similar goals; and a concerted effort to improve relations with the
research community-at-large. This list, by no means exhaustive,
details some of the positive steps that can be taken to improve
NILECJ. '

9. Leave NILECJ intact, but restructure it, and increase the research
programs of the NIMH Center for Studies i Crime and Delinquency
and the NSF Research Applications Directorate—In addition to the
administrative actions described in the first plan, this proposai would
increase the NIMH and NSF funding of crime and justice related
research recognizing that both organizations have a demonstrated

competence in the field and have made valuable contributions to the
knowledge base and existing practice.

3. Remove the technology tramsfer and evaluation functions from
NILEQJ; leave intact its granting authority for demonstrations, rely on
the NIMH and NSF progrems for “‘basic” research.—This alternative
strips NILECJ of nearly all research functions save the conduct
of demonstration projects under grant support. Technology transfer
and program evaluation would be entirely taken over by the LEAA;
all other research would be transferred to the NIMH Center for
Studies in Crime and Delinquency and the NSF Research Applications
Directorate with increased funding for each agency. , ,

4. Disestablish NILECJ; remove all research and development activities
from LEAA; and place them within a N ational Institutes of Justice under
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the direction of an Assistant Attorney General-—The Nation i
would consist of three major research programs: The I?lls{ﬁsutéguggi
Rese‘zu“ch into Criminal Behavior and Criminal Justice; The Institute
](?f fCl,Vﬂ Justice and Administrative Law; and the Institute of Justice
Bn ?1mat10n including a Bureau of Criminal Justice Statistics and a
Bureau of Civil Justice Statistics. Operating somewhat like the Na-
tional Institutes of Health the three units would function in a semi-
independent though interdependent fashion. All research and develop-
ment operations now carried out within the Department of Justice
would be consolidated into the National Institutes of Justice. Present
erartr_nent of Justice programs such as the National Institute of
Corrections, the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention, the National Criminal Justice Information and
Statistics Service, the Uniform Crime Reports, and the Office for
Improvements in the Administration of Justice would be subsumed
gic%e‘r‘ onel)_ oc{'”another of the Institutes. A balance between “basic”
ins(t " gjﬁgg led”’ research would be maintained in the programs of the
5. Dusestablish NILECJ; remove all research and developm 0
ties from LEAA and place them within a National Instim%)te %?tﬁg%e
under the direction of an Assistant Attorney General—This proposal
is the same as the preceding one in all respects except that emphasis
would pe placed on “applied”’ research and program evaluation.

6. Create o freestanding National Institute of Justice outside of the
Federal Government but funded by 4t (as proposed by the American Bar
%ssocmtmn). While present programs are to be retained within the
L epal.'tm’?nt of Justice, the new Institute would conduct small scale

applied” and “basic” research in both the criminal and civil justice
gﬁzz]ilsc.yA board of directors would be created by statute to guide the
g .

7. Assign responsibility for conducting all crime and crimi usti
research to the National Science medd(.]tion and the Nationzz?allny;éft%z
of Mental Health—This would involve removal of virtually all re-
search and development activities from the Department of Justice.

8. Establish a freestanding National Institute of Justice outside of the
Federal Government but funded by it (as in proposal 6 above) but dis-
establishing all Department of Justice research and development offices.—
The ‘I‘nstl.tute would have broad authority to conduct both ”appliéc "
anfl basllc”_ res&larch (l)'n both 1(lzivil and criminal matters.

n analyzing these plans, it should be noted that four (1, 2, 3, a
would leave N {LECJ more or less intact but with somé admir’l'islilsf}:rg)-
tive changes. These include staffing, definition of its mission, and the
reassignment of certain responsibilities to other sections within the
Department of Justice, to other Federal agencies, and/or out to a
fre‘estanchng National Institute of Justice outside the Federal agency
structure. An additional two (4 and 5) would remove all research and
development activity from LIEAA and reassign it within the Depart-
ment of Justice. The final two proposals (7 and 8) call for the complete
disestablishment of Department of Justice programs in crime and
C}T'Jmmal justice research and their reassignment to the NIMH and the
NSF or to a free-standing quasi-governmental research agency.

Arguments Pro & Con.~—Underlying the differences among the
proposals are the ways in which their various proponents resolved the
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issues of autonomy and program diversity discussed in the preceding
section. Those in support of the four proposals leaving the NILECJ
intact, felt that the program could not only be salvaged but revital-
ized by measures already set in motion. The reform should take place
through the judicious adherence to the guidelines set forth in the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences study, as well as that of others, that dealt
with NILECJ and its program. The two proposals (4 and 5) currently
under consideration by the Department of Justice would begin anew
with a much larger and comprehensive program of research, but clearly
disassociated from the LEAA. The first five plans appear to be predi-
cated on the assumption that the autonomy and independence requi-
site for quality research can be guaranteed, at least, within the Depart-
ment of Justice if not within the present NILECJ-LEAA arrangement.

Arguing support for this majority position proponents hold that a
course can now be charted for Department of Justice research that will
avoid the problems of the past. Similarly, it is assumed that the con-
troversy between ‘“‘basic’” and “applied’”’ research orientations can be
resolved administratively. Much of the hope for resolving these issues
seems to lie in the selection of a competent director to administer the
program,

Proponents of the three proposals (6, 7, and 8) which would remove
most of the responsibility for research from the Dupartment of Justice
simply do not believe that the issues of autonomy and diversity can be
effectively resolved within the context of that mission agency. While
the principle of autonomy has been at least partially achieved in
several of HEW’s health related research institutes critics are skeptical
that conditions favorable to research could ever obtained in the Depart-
ment of Justice. They see it as a prosecution-oriented agency, single-
minded in its purpose, whose method of problem-solving and discipli-
nary traditions seriously clashes with the canons of scientific inquiry.
Intense congressional and public pressuze on the Department of Justice
to take the lead in controlling the rapidly rising rate of crime made
that task too politicized for officials to treat it in the detached, patient,
and thorough manner required for quality research. For this reason,
and to a lesser degree, the concern that “basic’” studies will again be
sidetracked in the search for quick and “applied” solutions, the pro-
posed program’s best location is outside of the Department, concluded
its proponents.

The main argument for maintaining the research capability in the
mission agency is that it will enjoy a constituency and thereby be
afforded some measure of protection. Without broadbased support
outside the government, long-range programmatic commitments may
not be possible. Skeptics however are quick to observe that the ad-
vocacy and protection afforded a research agency by practitioners may
very well be a mixed blessing. That close arrangement might well
cost the agency a good measure of control over the direction of its
own research programs.

The second argument for keeping the research within the Depart-
ment of Justice asserts that an optimal mix between ‘basic’’ and
“applied’’, and civil and criminal justice research is more readily
achieved under the aegis of an agency with broad responsibility for
justice matters. The Department of Justice has not been traditionally
an agency with a research capability. Nevertheless, its most recent
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attempt to establish one should not discourage further efforts. The
National Science Board has adopted the position that each mission
agency should develop its own capability for conducting research in
its field.

CONCLUSIONS

The Subcommittee gave careful consideration to all these points of
view and their supporting rationale. Its deliberations were made dif-
ficult by the fact that almost all of the arguments had merit, some more
than others, but none so compelling as to preclude action in all but a
single direction. Nevertheless the Subcommittee was able, with a
degree of confidence, to draw a series of conclusions on which its recom-
mendations are based.

First, the Subcommittee holds that it is preferable to maintain a
major federal research effort within the Department of Justice. It
agreed with many of the reasons cited above, but particularly, those
dealing with proximity to practitioner needs and the appropriateness
of high priority research as a line function of a mission agency.

Second, there is a great gap in our knowledge of and need for infor-
mation about the phenomenon of crime, and of many other areas in
criminal and civil justice as well. Important areas of inquiry were
neglected during the NILECJ years primarily because that agency
was unable to sustain a single direction for any appreciable period of
time. Therefore, a fully comprehensive research program is necessary,
founded on a well-conceived, long-range strategy.

Third, the Subcommittee concludes that it would be wiser for the
Department of Justice to make a fresh beginning rather than to try to
repair the old NILECJ program. Starting with a new format it should
be possible to initiate at a new, satisfactory level the research functions
within the Department that could make a substantial contribution
to the mission of the Department. Consequently the research function
should not remain within the LIEAA. The thrust of the new effort
when free from LEAA’s administrative control should allow the new
program to begin to enjoy the autonomy it requires and deserves.

Fourth, the Subcommittee concludes that transferring crime and
criminal justice research to the National Science Foundation or the
National Institute of Mental Health is not a wise course of action.
Transferring the function to those agencies would downgrade its
importance in those agencies because crime and justice are distinctly
minor concerns. Furthermore, it is a firmly held principle to establish
pluralism in research, mission agencies should conduct their own
research and development activities. NSF should not be used as a
repository for unwanted research and development programs.

Fifth, the Subcommittee agrees that the area of civil justice has
been grossly neglected among federal research priorities. Important
new initiatives should be undertaken. A principal effort should be
located within the Department of Justice, because the Subcommittee
sees no compelling argument for creating an Institute on civil justice
research external to the Federal Government. The DISPAC Subcom-
mittee does, however, caution that one proposed plan for such an
external institute (the NIJ plan offered by the American Bar Associa-
tion) includes eventually taking over the funding of a good deal of the
federal effort in crime, and justice research. The Subcommittee sees
no real advantage to so broad a delegation of authority to a non-
governmental entity unless it is a solution of last resort.
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T the position that research should be an integral function
of ]i:}lfé&lll)}gpartrr{)ent of Justice is not held without considerable reser-
vation. The Subcommittee notes that the National Academy of
Sciences panel began its evaluation with virtually all fifteen of 1t?
members in favor of keeping the research in LEAA but concluded
eighteen months later without dissent, that it be removed {rom phe'
agency. The panel with considerable anxiety proposed m&mtgmnm}g
the research within the Department of Justice. The Subcommittee’s
reaction following its own investigation is very much the sane. The
main impetus for crime and criminal justice research should ideally
be within the Department but doing so requires the provision of strin-
gent safeguards without which the growth of a v1ab1e Aa,‘nd lvsiort";hy
program of research is impossible. Without those safeguards, the Sub-
committee observes, there is a good likelihood that the recent history
of crime and justice research in the Department of Justice will repeat

itself.
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APPENDIX

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Washington, D.C. 20515

JOINT HEARINGS BY

SUBCOMMITTEE ON DOMESTIC AND INTERNATIONAL SCIENTIFIC
PLANNING, ANALYSIS AND COOPERATION, COMMITTEE ON
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

AND
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIME, COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Hearings on the Federal Role in Criminal Justice and Crime Research
Wirness List

Wednesday, June 22, 1977; 9:00 a.m.; room 2237 Rayburn HOB:
Hon, Jack Grant Day, Chicf Justice, Ohio Intermediate Appellate Court.
Dr. Lee P. Brown, Director, Department of Justice Services, Portland, Oreg.
Dr. Marvin Wolfgang, Director of Criminology, Center for Studies in Crimi-
nology and Criminal Law, University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Pa.
Dr. Stanton Wheeler, Professor of Law and Sociology, Yale University, New
Haven, Conn. o
Thursday, June 23, 1977; 9:00 a.m.; room 2141 Rayburn HOB:
National Academy of Sciences Panel:

Dr. Samuel Krislov, Professor of Political Science and Law, University
of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minn.

Dr, Susan White, Executive Director, National Academy of Sciences’
Committee on Research on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice,
Washington, D.C.

Dr. Alfred Blumstein, Director, Urban Systems Institute, School of
Urban and Public Affairs, Carnegie-Mellon University, Pittsburgh, Pa.

Dr. Richard Schwartz, Ernest I. White, Professor of Law, Syracuse
University, Syracuse, N.Y,

Wednesday, June 29, 1977; 9:00 a.m.; room 2141 Rayhurn HOB:
Hon. David Bazelon, Chief Justice, U.S. Court of Appeals For the District
of Columbia.
Dr].) Igchm-d Atkinson, Director, National Science Foundation, Washington,

Dr. Saleem Shah, Director, Center for Crime and Delinquency, National
Institute of Mental 1lealth, Rockville, Md.
Dr. Richard McGee, Director, American Justice Institute, Sacramento, Calif.
Justice Robert . IMali, Georgia State Supreme Court, Representing the
American Bar Association.
Wednesday, June 29, 1977; 9:00 a.m.; room 2141 Rayburn HOB:
National Academy of Sciences Panel:
Dr. Samuel Krislov, Professor of Political Science and Law, University
of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minn.
Dr. Susan White, Executive Director,” National Academy of Seiences’
Committee on Rescarch on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice,
Washington, D.C.
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Wednesday, June 29, 1977—Continued
Dr. Alfred Blumstein, Director, Urban Systems Institute, School of
Urban and Public Affairs, Carnegie-Mellon University, Pittshurgh,

Pa.
Dr. Richard Schwartz, Ernest I. White, Professor of Law, Syracuse
University, Syracuse, N.Y.
Thursday, June, 30, 1977: 9:00 a.m.; room 2141, Rayburn HOB:
John Conrad, Former Chief of the Center for Crime Prevention and Re-
habilitation, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, Columbus,

Ohio.
Peter B. Bloch, Staff Director, American Bar Association Commission on

Law and the Economy, Washington, D.C.

Gerald M. Caplan, Former Director, National Institute of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justize, Washington, D.C.

Thursday, July 21, 1977; 9:00 a.m.; voom 2141, Ra.beurn HOB:

Martin Danziger, Former Director, National Institute of Law Bnforcement
and Criminal Justice, Washington, D.C.

Peter J. Flaherty, Deputy Attorney General of the United States, Depart-
ment of Justice, Washington, D.C

James Gregg, Acting Administrator,
istration, Washington, D.C.

Blair Ewing, Acting Director, National Institute of Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice, Washington, D.C

Paul Nejelski, Deputy Assistan
in the Administration of Justice,

Law Enforcement Assistance Admin-

Department of Justice, Washington, D.C.

O

t Attorn'ey General, Office for Improvements.
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