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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
OOMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, 

Washington, D.C., November 1, 1977~ 
Hon. OLIN E. TEAGUE, 
Chairman, Committee on Science and Technology, House oj Representa. 

tives, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR 11R. CHAIRMAN: 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 Justice 
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 11cClory, who was so instrumental in creat. 
ing the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice's 
enabling legislation, has carefully reviewed our Subcommittee's 
recommendations. Jvfr. 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 
members of the Committee on Science and Technology, and to the 
members of 'vhe House of Representatives. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES H. SCHEUER, Chairman, 

Subcommittee on Domestic and International 
Scientfiic Planning, Analysis and Cooperation. 
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SPEOIAL OVERSIGI-I'r 

110st 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 Oongress, the rules of the 
House provide that a continuing review of the entire Federal research 
and development effort be done. For this purpose the Oommittee on 
Science and Technology is charged with the function of Special Overq 

-sight in this area. Rule X, paragraph 3(f) provides that "The Oom­
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. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

Several Department of tTustice witnesses have informed the Sub­
committee that a number of ameliorative actions have been taken in 
response to the criticisms and suggestions of the National Academy'of 
Sciences' Committee on Research on Law Enforcement 'and Criminal 
tTnstice. 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 criticism 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 presented with specific measures to prevent a recon­
stituted research effort from falling into the unsatisfactory pattern 
thn,t hits chari1cterized NILECJ 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. 

REC0r\·fMENDATION I 

The Federal Government should be the primary source of funding 
for research into criminal behavior and the operation of the criminal 
justice system. IV[oreover, 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. 

RECOMMENDATlON II 
Federally sponsored research should be directed towards two 

principal objectives: 
1. Increasing our understanding of criminal behavior with special 

emphasis on violent crime. 
2. Improvem~nt 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. 

RECOl\B:IENDATION III 

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, und 
development of improved methodology to meaSlU'e reliably its inci­
dence and prevulence. 

95-769-77-2 
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2. Experimentation in att-ampts 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. 

Rl,;)COMMENDATION 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 NILECJ, sapping its strength and eroding its 
research integrity and credibility. The Subcommittee holds to the 
premise that it is neither possible nor desirable to remove the research 
program from overall policy guidance exerted by political leadership 
in the Administration and m the Oongress. However, once the broad 
outline of policy has been laid down, a considerable measure of' 
independence must be ma,intained. To do this the Subcommittee recom­
mends that the following conditions be met in order to assure a quality 
research program: 

1. The agency must be directed by a person of considerable sta.ture· 
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 gra.nts,. 

contra.cts, and personnel matters. 
4. The agency should be guided by a Presidentially-appointed 

statutory advisory body of distinguished scientists, educators, and 
practitioIl~rs who are thoroughly familia.r with the canons of scientific 
research. 

5. This Doard should a.dvise the Director, and the Congress and the 
Administration of new areas of research ,vhich offer the potentiul to 
improve the practice of crime deterrence, prevention and control, and 
the delivery of justice. It should periodically review the research pro­
gram and provide formal advice to the Director, the President and 
the Congress on the advisability of pursuing such progra,ms. 

6. A staff of high quality program managers and project monitol's 
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 fundamenta.l prerequisite for all major' 
research project decisions. Revolving review panels should be esta.b­
lished as standing committees, though open-ended with rega.rd to the 
tenure of members. Panels should consist of members with diverse 
disciplines, methodologica.l skills, substa.ntive interests and experi­
ence. Additionally, the ad hoc peer review system should be utmzed 
when determined appropriate so as to facilita.te program flexibility.l 

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

1 The 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 )nails. 

---~,~.--------~--~--------------------------------------
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RECOMMENDATION V 

nocation of the research effort within the Federal Government 
should be made contingent upon the above con.ditions. ~he Subcom­
mittee has heard arguments both for and agamst locatmg. a .recon­
stituted crime and criminal justice research program withm t.he 
Department of Justice. The Subcommittee is. inclined to fa,vo~ ret am­
ing the program in the Department of JustI~e on the P!emiSe th~t 
the potential for attracting a broad and dIverse con~tItuenc~ stIll 
exists within thalG agency; but thi~ should. be done <?~y if there IS as­
surance that Department of Ju~tIce offiCIals are. will:ng and able to' 
create the environment for qualIty research detailed m IV above. 

1. The Subcommittee strongly recommends the removal of ~he 
research activity from its present site in the Law Enforcement ~SSISt­
ance Administration. Association with that program has so serIously 
degraded the image of the National ~nstitu.te (despite serious an~ 
partially successful attempts to refor~ It by present. staff) that we aIe 
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, th~ Subcom­
mittee recommends that the research effort be broadened m concept. 
Three institutes should be established and together they would form 
the National Institutes of Justice: 

(a) The Institute for Hesearch into Oriminal Behavior and 
Oriminal Justice. 

(b) The Institute of Oivil Justice and Ac1ministr~ti?n of Law. 
(c) The National Justice Information Oenter conslStmg of: 

1. The Bureau of Oriminal Statistics 
2. rrhe Bureau of Oivil Justice Statistics. 

Existing research and statistics programs within the I?epartment of 
Justice would fall under one or another of the three Instl~ute.s, though 
their exact placement should be left to ~uture det.~rmmatlOns. The 
affected programs would include the N a.tIpnal InstI~ute of Law E?-­
forcement and Oriminal Justice, the N a.tlOnal Instltute of Juvemle 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, the N ationa~ Institute of .O?r­
rections the National Oriminal Justice InformatlOn and Statlstlcs 
Service,' the Uniform Orime Heports, and the Office for Improvement 
in the Administration of Justice. . 

If the conditions outlined in IV above cannot be met, consldera­
tion should be given to creating a freesta?-cling researc?- agency 
responsi~le to the Oongress .a~(~ the Presldent .. A speCIal set ,of 
deliberatlOns should then b€llmtlated to determme the structl;Ial 
characteristics of the research agency and its statutory authol'lty. 

RECOMMENDATION VI 

We recommend preserving existing programs in crime and justi?e 
research located outside the :pepartment of Jus~ice .such ~s those m 
the National Science Founc1atlOn (Research Apphcatlons Dlrect~rate) 
and the National Institute of Mental H8alth (Oenter for Studles of 

--------------------------------------------------------------------~~~------------~--------------~--------------------~----~~ ~--- ---
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Orime and Delinquenc)rr ,'Phg Subcommittee concludes that a cer­
tain amount of healthy pluralism among agency missions is desirable 
in order to accelerate the development of research into the causes of 
criminal behavior and to provide multiple opportunities for pursuing 
what may be a controversial research a,l'ea. These relatively specialized: 
progrnms should serve to complement a larger and more diversified 
research program which would serve as the Federal Government's 
principal inves tm'en t' in crime and justice research. 

RECOMMENDATION VII 

Finally the DISPAC Subcommittee recommends that conferences 
between the executive and legislative branches be convened among 
interested Federal agencies and Congressional subcommittees to estab­
lish a set of principles upon which a reconstituted research effort 
should be based. Such consultation will accelerate the search for a 
workable resolution of the many pro blems found in the structure and 
administration of the Federal Government's crime and justice research 
program. 
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FORMAT OF THE HEARINGS 

JUNE 22-JULY 21, 1977 

The heari;ngs were structured so as to move in a logical and more or 
less sequentIal,manner through six topical areas. 

-yvh~t, If any, should be the federal role in crime and criminal 
JustICe rese~rch? ~our 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 
mem~er,3 of the N atIo~al Academy of Sciences panel reviewing 
th~ h~story of ~he NatIOnal Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Crlmmal JustIce, Two past directors of the Institute re­
sponded to the NAS report and to the several case studies of 
NIL;E~J sponsored projects presented by a former NILECJ 
~dmIlllStrator and a prominent researcher, Research Directors 
~rom t,y? other Fede~'a! agencies joined with the NAS panel 
m detaIhn~ the condltIO~s neces~ary for developing quality 
sponsoredlesearc~l and offered theIr recommendations for what 
~h0l!ld be done III the crime and criminal justice and civil 
JustICe research field, 

-Finally, mem~ers of th,e Attorn,ey General's I EAA study group 
responded to IS?l:es raIsed durmg the hearings and presented 
the cu:r:rent pOSItIOn of the Department of Justice on the re­
search Issue, 

(5) 
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SUMMARY AND ANAbYSIS 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 
month study of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice (NILE OJ) undertaken by the National 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 
incol'poration into the text of the report. A similar method was em­
ployed for the utilization of the studies mentioned above. 

HISTORY OF RESEARCH WITHIN THE LEAA 1 

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. Congress enacted the 
Omnibus Orime Oontrol 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 Oriminal Justice (NILE OJ) has served as the re­
search arm of the Orime Oontrol Act program. 

The Omnibus Orime Oontrol Act, when created t 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. 

-Sizable "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, subgTant funds to state and 
local agencies, and generally superintend and monitor the total 
effort; 

1 In large measure this del!lcriptive material consil!lts ot sections excerpted trom an 
nnalytical 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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-"Disdeti~!,-ar:ru~d'sn~' l:~:i~ln:n~~h~~d:~:~cf~evW:~;~t i~~ 
fi::~cea~~dnleadership on behalf of selected mnovatlOns an 

~h!r~:n~~~~at~fes~valuation studies .of 'progr!'IDs rcei,:,inT 
-¥ed~ral assti?tt~nce; t~e d~li:~ti~~da~~edl~~~d~~~~o~f t~~hni~~l 

JustIce sta IS Icsan , , d 'and 
assistance to state and local agenCIes an groups" m (the 

-Est~bf~hm:no~ ~sap~~:)~~n~~~t~db~O&':N:ti~~~fI"n~titutl 
~~e?i.~p~~~e" and strengthen law enforcement and Cl'lmma 

justice, 'b 1 LEAA am as it has operated 
These basic elements descrl t~ t 1~ 1971 E[~g~pecial and additional 

since 19?8 ,subjet~'~l (U c:e~t!~n;:d "discretionary grant~" for cor­
,app~Opl'latlO~ ,~, oc g a bI' bment, jn 1975 of a speCl~1 grants­
~ect~onal activitfles, thnd (2~ ,e1t:nJsprevention of juvenile delmqu~ncy 
m-ald program or e con 10, 11 T ever LEAA element descl'lbed 
with its own counte~partslfor VIr:~J.a grints discretionary' grants, above (comprehenSIve pans, 0, , • ') 

training and education, a resear~h ~d~tItu6~~~~~cinO' .with an initial 
The ~E,AA pl:ogra~ .greY' lapi lY, r 1969 it multiplied more th~n 

approprla,tlOn ~f $60 mIllIon m fiscal yea ,1' 'at over $900 million m 
·a dozen tImes m less than five years, pea nn

t
g
fi 

1] 977 level of $753 
1 1975 nd receding to the curren sca , 11 

fis,ct1; ye(~r I ' a f a $75 million Juvenile Delinquency Act a oca­
milhon ~nc, USlve 0 , riation boundaries, program alloca-
t~on) 'hWlthIt~btfri~~d ~tO~heaFJl~!ing levels over the past five years: 
tlOns ave s 'II' ally' 

-Research at $30 to $40 mi Ion annu "II' ' 
-Education and manpower at $40 to $45 mI. I?n, , 

I f , t'on and statistics at $20 to $25 mIllIon, - norma I '11' , 
-TS echnica~ assll' standcelo~~I$p1~a~~~g5 :d l~~~nt administration at -' tate reglOna a.11 

$55 to $65 million, and , ) t $90 to 
-"Overhead" (LEAA management and operatlOns a ,;oJ 

$25 million, h b 'riated for "action" 
The hulk of federal aid, of 1furse, as lr) a~tl~~rcent of which is 

purposes ($450 hto f$550 lmib lO:d ~~hl~~kYg~ants" and 15 percent as distributed as t e ormu a- as 

"discretionary awards." 't t' 'n adjusting and "fine tuning" the 
Congress has been ~I ,e ac Ibe tantive amendments and additions 

Crime Control Act. aJor, su s 1 roximately 2-year intervals: 
were approved on four occaSlOns ane at app (P bI' L 91-664) 

-Omnibus Crime Control Act of 1~70 U lC aw 
-Crime Control Act of,1973 (PubhcdLapw 93-~?)n Act of 1974 
-Juvenile J llstice Delmquency an reven 10 

(P~blic Law,93-415) Public Law 91-503) 
OnlyC[hr:~~~n~~i t~~~fl;t:6 a~Iecte,d the National Institute and 

will be discussed briefly in the next sectlOn, . 

LEGISLATIVE ORIGINS OF THE NATIONAl; INSTITUTE 

While it was contemplated that LEA~ would cci-rr o~ Rse&r%, 
evaluation anld staltisticalftactth~~eg~t t~h~d~~n~~p~ \;~SI~~t idcluded institute was arge y an a er , 
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as part of the Johnson Administration legislation that ultimately 
evolved into the Crime Control Act. The National Institute was 
prima.rily the "creation" of DISPAO Ohairman James H. Scheuer, 
who was assisted by Representative Robert McClory in offering it as 
a 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-
eratedlimited 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. rrhere 
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 improved 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 fello'Nships and workshops, (6) undertake programs for collection 
and (ljssemination 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 appointe.d 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 a national 
survey of criminal justice manpower needs, 

The 1976 amendments made the Institute directorship an Attorney 
Genernl appointment rather than an LEAA Administrator appoint­
ment, apparently emphasizing the importance of the post (although 
nothing was clone to remove or attenuate LEAA supervisory author­
ity), 'l'hese 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 be 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, Oongress 
chose not to expand the National Institu to'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. 

95-7'69-77-3 
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In July, 1975, DISPAC:s predece~sor, DISPA, held hearings on .the 
subject of the "ApphcatIOnof Smence and Technology to CrIme 
·Control." The thrust of those hearings was to examine: (1) pure and 
applied research programs in crime control and p~evention, (2) efforts 
to disseminate information about successful techmques and programs, 
(3) the effectiveness of the operational procedures within LE~A ~nd 
especially its research arm, NILECJ, and (4) th~ status of coordmatlOn 
between the latter and other government agencIes. 

The subsequent report on the~e hearings offere~ five recommend~­
tions which called for: (1) the Improvement of mteragency coordI­
nation of crime-related research, (2) establishment of priorities for 
R. & D. in crime prevention and control in cooperation with state and 
local governments, (3). a revie~ of. NILEC~'~ pe~formance as a re­
search institution and Its orgamzatIOnal pOSItIOn m the Department 
of Justice, (4) a study of the collection, di~semination and use .of statis­
tics aleaned from R. & D. undertaken In the control of CrIme, and 
(5) the conduct of R. & D. in crime prevention and control so as to 
achieve an improved balanc~ bet'i\Teen hardwar.e devel.c0pment and the 
study of societal and behavIoral aspects of CrIme de Lerence, preven­
tion and control. 

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE 

As a unit of LEAA, the National Institute has always been un~er 
the supervision and aut~o~ity of its paren~ agen.cy. ~hrough~ut Its 
history, the LEAA AdmInIstrator has retamed signoff authOrIty on 
all National Institute grants and awards. 

Under the current N ationa.l Institute leadership (there have been 
several organizational formats), tb~ Institute now opera~es with t~ree 
major divisions: Office of Research Programs, Office of EvaluatIOn, 
and Office of Technology Transfer. . 
. The Office of Research Programs car~ies on the m~jor.~. & ~. mi~­
sion of the Institute and spends m?st of Its money. It I~ dIVIded Int~ SIX 
subunits-police, courts, correctIOns, commumty crlille preve~tIO~, 
advanced technology and special programs. The Office?f EvaluatIOn IS 
concerned with evaluating projects (not o.nly th~ InstItute's,. but also 
LEAA's discretionary grants) and also ImprOVIng evalu~tIOn te?h­
niques. The Office of Technology Transfer IS concerned WIth gettI~g 
information on the results of successful resea~ch out ~o potential 
users. It does this through (1). a reference s~rV:ICe t?at. Ind~xes and 
circulates announcements on vIrtually all crlillmal JustICe lIterature 
and maintains library and re~ding room facilities, .(2) a. "m?del. pro­
arams" unit that identifies WrItes up and packages dISSemInatIOn Items 
;uch as llexemplary proje~ts" (outstandi~g and innovative programs) 
and "prescriptive packag~s'.' (how-to-d?-It m~nuals for selected pro­
gram areas) and (3) a trammg and testIng umt that.f~nds fiel~ dem­
onstrations of promising proJects and conducts tramlDg seSSIOns to 
encourage their adoption (e.g., the team policing concept, jury man ... 
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 ~evel). In terms 
of present organizational patterns, this puts about 8 In the Office of 
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the Director, 35 in the Office of Research Programs, 25 in the Office 
of Technology Transfer and 12 in the Office of Evaluation.!l . 

Since 1973 there has been a 21-member Advisory Committee to the 
Instit.ute director with well chosen academic and practitioner members, 
but it has met en an irregular basis (three or four times a year) I),nd 
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 tLnd have exercised almost 
llboard of directors" policy oversight. . 

Through Januar.y I, 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 Il1gtitute to its lowest level in five years (since 1972) 
reflects, at least in part, an offset for increasing research funding 
alloca.ted to the N ationa.l Institute for Juvenile Justice and De­
linquency Prevention ($7.5 million in fiscal 1977). 'I'aking the last 
three completed funding years (1974, 1975 and 1976), the major unit 
expendi turf' breakdown for the Insti tu te has been as follows; 

Million 
Office of Research Programs_________________________________________ . $62 
Office of Evaluation_ - - - - -- ---_ -_ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ ____ __ __ __ ____ 14 
Office of Technology Transfer_______________________________________ 14 
Miscellaneous (primarily "pass through" funds for Drug Enforcement 

Administration) - -- ---------_____________________________________ . 26 

3-year expenditure totaL - - - -- -_____ ____ __ __ __ __ ____ __ __ ______ 116 

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

Million Advanced 'l\3chnology Division __ -----___ __ ________ __ ____ ____________ 24 
Community crime prevention_______________________________________ 8 
Police __ -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ ____ __ 6 
Courts___________________________________________________________ 7 
Corrections_______________________________________________________ 7 
Special programs_ ----------- -----_ __ ____ __ ________________________ 7 
Education/manpower (placed elsewhere in 1976)_______________________ 3 

3-year totaL ______ ---- -- -- -_ __ __ ______ __ __ __ __ ________ __ ____ 62 

The most striking fact is the dominance of the Advanced Tech­
nology Division, which administers the equipment R. & D. program 
n.nd 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 

2 A recent survey of the training and experience among NILECJ. professional personnel 
revealed that one in five had training ,at the doctorate level thollgh every other stair 
member claimed to have had ov!!rall resp()lnslbllity 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 LEAA'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: 

Percelli 
Research organizations_____________ ______ ________ ______________ ____ 40 
Universities ______________ .. _______ ._ __ ________ __ ______________ ____ __ 22 
Other Federal agencies_____________________________________________ 13 
National and professional associations _______________ ._________________ 9 
.Oorporations and private industry___________________________________ 7 
State and local government agencies ________________________ .. ________ 7 
Other____________________________________________________________ 2 

Tot~______________________________________________________ 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
grnde enforcement capabilities and attack crime in selected demonstration cities, Funded 
primarily with "discretionary grants" ('nearly $115 million for Pilot Cities and over $1150 
million for High Impact), the Institute invested large quantities of its own funds (oyer 
.!li21 million) in research support, technical assistance and evaluation. These efforts have 
attracted conSidelJ!Lble criticism in virtually aU evaluations, particularly High Impact 
which was to have achieved measnrable reductions in crime rates through saturation 
-funding and leadersllip by "crime analysis teams" directed at strllnger-to·stlJllnger violl'nt 
crimes. Pilot Cities, the first and more modest effort, had a greater research orientation, 
was more realistic in seeldng system improvement progress lJather than immediate crime 
reduction, and included separate fu'nding to develop R. & D, capacity in local academic 
institutions 01' research centers, 
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S~i~h~ds f;~ogram ~r~a~down for the period 1969-75 (to be distin­
following: ill the chvIslOnal outlays previously presented) shows the 

1969-75 
Program area expenditures 

(millions) 
Number of 

projects 

Advanced technology 
$34.4 105 
10.1 fg~\~i~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~; 

Community crime preve-ntion----··----·- •. -. ---.. -----.--.----. -" --.---- ---.- .-­
Drug rehabilitation_ _ -.. -.-.--- .--. --.--. "-- --.- .. ---- -- .----- -- -- .... -._ 
Criminal jUstice ovenilr---'-'---' .---.- -.-.- .• -- --- -------- .----------- ---- .. ---

7.8 
9.5 
5.8 
5.3 
1.5 

84 
85 
81 
44 
29 
9 

~~Ii~~;h~~~~~·:-- -. -.::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 20.8 98 

High i m pact/piloi cities -. ------- -. -. --. --- --. -. -------. ---. ---•. ----.. ----. ---._-
2.7 42 
1.3 50 

21.1 --------------------------------- 8 ................ -- ............ -- -- - ....... .. 

Total -------_=_ .. .... - ...................... -- ...... - .. -_ ........ --- .. -_ .. -_ ............................. -- .................. _ ............. ... 120,3 635 

0'1' Th~ Institute ,has recEmtly begun its "Research Agreements Pro _ 

~htr::O~d~~b~~:r~~S!~~:ht~;~ e~7s~:chin m,.a~;e~~u~i:;t ;. vari.e~; 
HO~~;I~Iin~ti~l~\i~~rpoc:awm, YUle ynt:rersity Law School, St~~k~J,~ 
University's Center for U~~an Affevo ~. IOn adnd Peace, Northwestern 
I t 't t h ' ans, an most recently the V r 
ns 1 u e ave each received $600 000 ' 'd~ t . b ' e a 

the habitual offender white coil m,awaI ':l 0 PIO ~,respectIvely, 
c~'im~ rates and crimin~l beha;ior ~~dc~Yti~' e~on~~etI'lc danalY~i~ of 
tlOn m anti-crime efforts, zen leac IOns an partIcIpa-

as I&fi'ogra;mmatic terms, tl~e Institute's work has been characterized 
heavily oC~~h~ mo~e on apphed than l?asic research, (2) dealing more 
criminal '~sti ImpIovement of the f~n'nes~ and effectiveness of the 
(3) hJ " ,ce system than adclressmg CI'lme reduction and causes 
, emp aSIzmg predefined short-terlll s· I " , 
mt~grated clusters of projects direct~d 1~~,~_!r'~1~Je~~! a:e~)p~,sed tf :fu~~~ MeI.rc~problems over a lo~g~r term, Testimony re~~~~d b~ 
Assistanc~ A~lm:fs~~,~i:U%t~l~~lsgatEr ?f thl> Law ~nf?rcement 
~he, National Institute of Law E~orc~ wIfg, d epu.ty, DIrector. of 
mchcates however that the Instit t h men atnl bCnmmal J~stlCe 
emph . f " u e ~s rec~n y egun to shift its 

~?Tf;~;g~ ~I?Rt~O~.thhhiAit~t~~~:~~~~ed~fi~l~;~~~ l~~~o~~l~~~e~:!:~~ 
t d ,r:':leaIC greements Program the Institute tt t 
r~sea~~hl:g~~i!~~i~: '~~hti~~s~~~:re;ft~ se~ec~edl ~ni~ersi~ie:mlnd 
Each agreement represents a long-term ~o::~:edtU~~c: research. 
al'ea that complements the overall efforts of the N ational In~ti~~~:~ 

O'l'HER JUSTICE RELATED EFFORTS IN THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

Three other resea.rch entities have l' tl b bI' ' 
~jD~i~ent of ~upstice: (I) The Nation:li~sBtu~:fo~s~~v~~teedJ:tl~: 

mquency reventlOn, now operating within LEAA t F' I 
1978 appropriations level of $10 mill' d a.a Isca 
problems of juvenile d r lIOn, c<?n uc~s ~ese~rch mto the 

_ e mquency, eva uates Juvemle JustIce programs, 
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develops standa,l'ds for the administration of juvenile justice, provides 
training for persons working or preparing to. work in tp.e de!inq?-ency 
field, and serves as a center for the collectIOn and dIssemmatlOn 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 prima.rily 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 a 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 Genie?' jor Studies oj Crime arid Delinqency within 

the National Institute of :t>.1etal Health (NIMH), which is part of 
HEW's Alcohol, Drug Abuse and :t>.1etal 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 bet"\veen 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 NI:t>.1H 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 NSF 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 LEAA Institute. 

Federal Judicial Cente1'.-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 Federal 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 

~10~t critiques and st~~i~s have focused on LEAA's large-scale 
plannmg(block gra?-t actIVItIes rather than the research mission of 
the N atlOnal InstItute program. However, several recent studies 
do ~ocus on the NILECJ and do so in a thorough and thought pro­
vokmg manner. 

National .(icadef!l'y oj ~cience8 St1fdy (NAS).-Pe~haps the most 
recent and mtensIve reVIew .of NatIOnal InstItute performance was 
that undertake?- by the NatIOnal Research Oouncil of· the National 
Academy of .S~Ienc~s. The rep?rt was supported by an LEAA grant,' 
mvo~v~cl a (}lstmgUlsh~d commIttee of research experts and academic/ 
admmIstra~Ive/g~ner~hst ~eaders, and w!1s cC?lldu~t~d bY,a full-time 
sta~. Desp,~te LEAA fu~dmg, ~he report IS qUltecntICal of ItS sponsor. 
Ent~tled, Understandmg CrIme: An Evaluation of the National 
Ins~Itute ?f Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice," the Academy'S 
baSIC findmgs were that (1) the quality of National Institute-funded 
r~search has b.e~n me~iocr~ .(due largely to substandard research de­
~lgl~S and admlmstrahve faIlIngs), (2) the usefulness of Institute work 
IS (~lfficult to assess but generally ~?es not. warran~ high ratings; little 
of It appears to be used by prachtlOners m planmng or program de­
velopment, (3) the Institute has failed to build a coherent body.of 
knO\~led~e and to focus. that ~nowledge on ,Problem-solving, and (4) 
the .InstI.tute ~as harbored serI.ous shortcommgs in research adminis­
trahon, mcludmg. a wea~ adVIsory panel system, ineffective review 
p~o~edures, exc]uSI?I?- of lillpor~ant segments of the research commu-' 
mt), and vulnerabIlIty to outSIde pressures detrimental to research: 

The Committee finds that the Institute has been asked to carry too lar~e a 
share of the burden of making LEAA accountable. It has been required to under­
t~l~e ,numerous tasks---:such as tec!mical assistance to State Planning Agencies 
trammg prog!'ams, proJect evaluatIons and other direct service obligations that 
ha:e tUl'I!-ed Its focus. away from research. The Institute has responded to pres­
SUles for l~stant solu~lOns to wh.a~ are complex problems instead of concentrating 
on a progIam for testmg" d~velopmg and cumulating knowledge ... The Institute 
has not had autonomy wlthm LEAA, nor has it peen able to establish independent 
stature as a research agency. . 

The Ac~demy of Science's organizational recommendations include 
the followmg: 

-A?- end is sug~ested ~o "LEAA:- domination over the Institute'~ 
WIth the InstItute J?lrector bemg accorded Assistant Attorney 
General r~~k, fu~l SIgn-off authority on all awards, and control 
over admmlst~~tr~e .budget, ~ersonnel and program review. 

-A statutory Cnmmal JustICe Research Advisory Board" 
should be ~st~~lished to assure independence and establish 
program pnorrhes. . 

-. LE4A's juvenile j.ustice inst~tu~e and crIminal justice statistics 
serVICe shoul~ be mclu~led wIthm the structure of the new inde~ 
pendent NatIOnal InstItute (hopefully expandinO' the latter to' a 
Burea~l of Crimin~l ?~stice Statistics). b 

-~unctlOns anel actIvItIes extraneous to the Institute's substan..:. 
hve r~~earch 1?rogra!ll ~e.g., technical assistance to planners a:hd 
BractItIOp.er;~ m desIgn~n~ eval?ati~ms and the "packaging'" '.or. 
market!ng aspects of dIssemmatIOn) should be dropped from 

the InstItute and put elsewhere in the LEAA structure. ; 
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-The Instit~~~io~~lu11viJ~~~0(poli;e~n~:~~~~, ~or~~~tr::~~a: 
~h~:te!~f tosks (dissemination, evaluation, rese~c~i~~bd::.fd 
equipment ~nd techno~~e::~~i~h~~fle~~ ;ri~~i;;asubjects of 
of ~ubs~~ntl~e lr°.r.::'rrenc~ rehabilitation, conseq~ences 01 
°h mqu~rY'the' s'y' stem relati~n of socia.lization to crIme, ane c ange m .. ' . 
focusing the crlmmallaw. entieth Century Fund's 1976 

Twentieth CenturYElA:d.-Th! ~;raw Enforcement: The Federal 
study of the total L progra '. "bl ck ants" to mold the 
Role" would appear, aft~rt droP~~~Ky si~ilar ~o th~ National Insti­
complete LEAA pr<?gram moan t f all Federal moneys for crime 
tute. ~hehprol Pi °flsaII~lf~~~\I~? t~e~~:~e, °county and muni?iJ?al govern­
control s ou e ow J h'" d the remammg 50 per­
ments through "special revenue LEAln~uc~:ssor known as the "I.Jaw 
cent should be a!locatedI to t~n t " (LEAl) LEAl's primnry function 
Enforcement Asshlstancel nt~ 1 ua~d experi~entation and at least half would be researc , eva ua Ion. . 
of its funds would be used for. thIS purpose. h the Twentieth Century 

Unlike ~h.e Acade~y of SCIences approac o~sibilities extraneous to 
Fund . envlslhon~ clnj~nugahigeh~: 8ld~~:t:~PsUbsidies, incentive funds 
pure researc , :nc u m . '0' _ ale demonstrations beyond normal 
for comprehensIve ~dlannlI~gl,lalt'~ sCefforts such as projects relating to research bounds an ~peCla. ac 1 n 

corruption and ?rgamozed cr~m~. n Oriminal Justice Standards and 
National Adv~sory omm~sswn? _ . t of standards 

Goals.-Issued in early 197~, ~llls <?ocf~leIt 1& aDse from LEAA's 
dealing exclusively WIth crImmal JUS IThe i50-page volume is the 
national stand~r~s aid goals. Pdo~~dknowledgeable rese~rch expe~.ts 
w01;k of a task foNe? refofdlz.e y Committee on Crimmal Ju::;,tICe 
within LEAAd's G attonit off:~~o: wealth of guidance on res~arch 
Standards a~ . oa s. h fre uentl using the NatIOnal 
prac.tices, PdnNthHC~n~~Ff~~c S~~'dies ~n Crrm~ ~nd pelinquency 
Ins.tltute a?- 1 H er there is no exphCIt CrItIque of the 
as IllustratIve .examp es. owe:v ' for restructuring other than an 
~ati?nal InstIt1td or s~ggfstth~S National Institut~'s problems. of 
ImlI?tl~e~ at·cknonwaI~vegtme ~~d °pressure for quick results in compal'lson po I ICIza lOn, 
with the NIMH Center: 

t I' ponse to national pressures to 
NILECJ (N ntional Institut~f "ra~ crea tde~el~e;Ulent. is still working out baf:lic 

reduce crime, is at a !nore.yout !-l s ng.e °t or anizations as wen as to Congress 
administrative rela,tlOnshl~s ri'0 thtSt p~iiread t~ immediately ui:leful improvements 
in itf:l att~mpts t? fu~d R. . a" I ntra~t t,he DREW Center was formed 
in the cnmmal JustICe sy~t~m .. h I~~-~'elated' R. & D. (and) has been able to 
as part of an over~n tradlt&lOnDof ea ment pr~ctices developed by the oleler employ long-stanchng R. . manage 
National Institutes of Health. . h N t' I 

. . fi for this profile IS tea -wna 
Perhaps of gt:eatest slgm cad~~ion that criminal justice R. & D. 

Advisory CommIttee recommen t 1 . d rivate (Stand-
be funded by a variett; ?f ~OUfCjS sti~~vR:S:'~~ha a~d Development"). 
ard 1.1, "Report ~n pJ?1ma U trast to the proposal that would 
This ~ecomme?-d.atlOl r: ISt·ill sharpar~hfunctions in an enlarged National combme all Crlmma JUS ICe rese 
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Institute, and is an issue that must be faced with the de facto presence 
of federal statutory research institutes on corrections and juvenile 
delinquency and the possibility of new research centers that could 
focus on court-related civil and criminal justice themes. The National 
Advisory Committee rationale, as might be expected, is that a variety 
of R. & D. funding sources ,vill offer a healthy multiplicity of research 
ideas and approaches in a field that cannot yet settle for any single, 
all-powerful orientation toward the R. & D. mission. 

Law and Disorder IV Study.-This is the latest in a 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 Ini:ltitute 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 society from its ravages and means 
for reduction of criminal behavior. 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 
statist.ical data. 

Research Priorities for Crime Reduction EiJorts.-Prepared by 
Henry S. Ruth, Jr. (a former NILECJ Director) this monograph was 
published in January, 1977 under the auspices of the Urban Institute. 
Ruth outlines what he sees as the 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 agenda 
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. 'I,'op value is placed on IIIntGrim 
improvements in efficiency and fairness" the criminal justice ap­
paratus with a secondary emphasis on research that would Ilposit 
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 tha,t directed 
towards creating a theoretical base, the so-called "basic research," 
is mentioned last among Ruth's priorities. 

PRIMARY DATA SOURCES 

1. Committee on Research on Law Enforeement 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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:Standards and Goals, "Criminal Justice Research and Development" 
(Government Printing Office, December 1976). 
,.3. Rand Oorporation, "The Management of Federal Oriminal 

.Justice R. & D." (Unpublished analysis, September, 1976). 
4. "Research Priorities for Orime Reduction Efforts," Henry S. 

Ruth, Jr. The Urban Institute, No. 5037-6-1, January, 1977, Wash­
jngton, D.O. 

5. "First and Second Annual Reports of the National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Oriminal Justice" (Fiscal Years 1974 and 1975). 
, "6. Twentieth Oentury Fund Task Force on the Law Enforcement 
.. A,ssistance Administration, "Law Enforcement: The Federal Role" 
(McGraw-Hill, 1976). 

7.' Oenter for National Security Studies, "Law and Disorder IV" 
(1976). 
" ,8. "Review of the Application of Science and Technology to Orime 
Control," Special Oversight Report No. 3, Subcommittee on Domestic 
and International Scientific Planning and Analysis of the Oommittee 
on Science and Technology, Ninety-fourth Oongress, Second Session, 
December, 1976. 

FINDINGS OF HEARINGS AND SPECIAL STUDIES 

FEDERAL ROLE IN CRIME AND JUSTICE RESEARCH 

. ,Before detailing the reasons for the successes and failures of the 
Federal crime research effort it would do well to reexamine the funda­
mental question of whether there should be Federal involvement in 
,this type of research. All witnesses who addressed the issue, agreed 
without question that there is an important Federal role. While re­
v~ewing the rationale supporting this thesis, it should be kept in mind 
tliat Federal initiative does not necessarily guarantee performance 
Stlperior to State or local efforts. Federal research may constitute a 
,tl}rofl,t particularly if it takes the form of developing information that 
,:til;ay refiect poorly on local criminal justice programming. It may be 
l'~garded as an unwelcome intrusion into local affairs. Thus, Federal 
in,fiuence may exert a depressing effect on local cHme research initi­
atiyes. Accepting this as a possibility the Subcommittee, nevertheless, 
,agr'ees with mOS,t of the arguments in support of a strong Federal role 
in ,crime and jllstice research offered during the hearings. 
"r(Six distinct reasons justifying a Federal role were offered during 

,tlle course of the hearings .. 
, : 'First, crime is, a national problem. No locality in the United States 
is,lsingtilarly immune from the horror and tragedy of criminal acts 
.and serious, primarily violent delinquent behavior .. Further, acts of 
criminality are a refiection of cultural and social ,phenomena which 
bear little relation to local and political boundaries; , 

Second, the Federal Government has the. advantage of being a 
potentially dispassionate observer of criminal activity since it is 
divorced from the day to day pressures which surround the State and 
local participants in the criminal justice system; 

: Third, the' Federal Government possesses far greater financial 
:resources for research and development than do state or local govern­
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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conducted in one jurisdiction and then transferred to other-so The cost 
may well ~xceed the value to the initial jurisdiction, but the benefits 
can be deny-ed by all under Federal sponsorship and stimulation. This 
can" :z:esllit III far gre~~e! efficiency and utilization of research oppor­
tumtIes, resear9h facilItIes and skilled peFsonnel. It also results in the 
best -accumulatIOn ?f research knowledge; , 

F~urth, the relatIve s~~llness of the criminal justice research com­
m,umty w~rrants centr~hzmg and coordinating talent in an effort to 
strrnylate mtellectual dIscourse and activity; 

FIfth, the Fed~ral Gov~rnment has the capability of disseminatinO' 
knowledge and mformatIOn far more quickly and efficiently tha~ 
st~te and local governments and has much more of an interest in 
domg so; 

~inally, tho Federal Government has the capability of acting as a 
n~tIOnal d~ta center by taking national samples when needed' to 
dlscer~ n.atIO~al ~nd regional differen~es in given areas of crimin~Iity 
~nd. crrm~nal JustI.ce. Oontroll.ed expenmental groups can test various 
findmgs III a varIety of settmgs to determine the universality tl-nd 
transferability of research results. 
T~e subco!llmittee concludes .that the Federal Government should 

?se Its :Rre~tlge~ re?ources a~d Its central role to provide leadership 
III the crlmmal JustIce and CI'lme research area. In addition, state and 
loc~l.g?veFnme~ts sh?uld 1;>e encouraged to sponsor their own R. & D. 
actIVItIes III conJunctIOn WIth the Federal effort, should they so desire. 

EVALUATION OF THE RESEARCH PROGRAM AT THE NNl'IONAL INS'l'ITUTE 
OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

Al~hough there are ~everal sour?es. of ~ed~ral support for l'esea.rch 
on CI'lme and th~ op~ratl(~n of the cI'lm,mal JustICe system, (the NIN.tH's 
Oenter .for Stuch~s III Onme ~n~l Delmquency, the NSF's Division of 
Law SCle?Ce and r~chnology m Its R:esearch Applic~tions Directorate, 
the ~atIOna~ InstItute. of OorrectIOns, the NatIOnal Institute of 
Juvemle JustIce and Dehnquency Prevention, and the Federal Judicial 
Oenter, to name a few), the DISP AO Subcommittee focused on one 
prog:ram: the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Oriminal 
Just~c~ (NILEOJ). The NILE OJ is the largest, most diversified, and 
a~bItIOus of alf federal research programs devoted to the subject ;of 
cnme. Oompansons between the performance of NILECJ and that 
of other research centers must be carried out cautiously since no 
other program has the scope or size of NILE OJ. 

The. hearing record reveals little disagreement among witnesses 
regard~ng the facts. of NILEOJ's 87~ year history. The chronology of 
t~at hIstory, c~mpiled by t?~ NAS panel, was largely acceptable ,to 
vlrtuall~ all WItnesses fa:~rl1har. wit? th~ report. Opinions differed, 
how~vel, over the. ways III whICh .ItS hIstory could be interpreted, 
partIcularly rega!'dm~' NILEOJ proJects and program initiatives, and 
Its ov~rall. cont~IbutIOns and shortfalls. Not surprisingly, the differ­
ences III vlewP.oIllt occurred between past and present NILECJ and 
LEAA leadersIlp and those who observed its performance from outside 
the Government. 

Mediocre Research.-Nevertheless, the overall quality of research 
sponsored by NILEOJ has been consistently judged as "mediocre". 
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Few projects could be. clearly termed "successes~' or "'failures" si:~lCe 
·few were conduc.ted rIgorously enough to perm~t such a conclus.IOn 
upon completion. Several witnesses noted a slIght but st~ady Im­
provement in quality over time. There lIas been a detectable Im!Jroye­
'ment in sta;udards by which designs are judged with a correspondmg 
improvement in thestature 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" 
at· the expense of long-term solutions. 

Lost Opportunities.-The greatest costs of NILEOJ's waveri;ng 
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 contri~ute to the na~ional intellifSe~ce on 
crime. A cogent example was offered by one WItness, '\vho mchcated 
that a study of sentencing .policies was aborted b.y. the. Institu~e's 
director in 1971. The potentIal value of that lost cl'ltlcal InfOrmatIOn 
became increasingly obvious as three sitting jurists (Justices Bazelon, 
Day, and Hall) called for research guidance in fashioning determinate 
sent~ncing legislation. . . ... . . 
-"D~rectors Not Researchers.-In adchtIOn to thIS Im;tablhty 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 fe,v months of its existence ,,:as tl:e 
Institute headed by a respected researcher of known reputatIOn III 
the scientific community. Since early in 1969, it has been primarily 
directed by a succession of lawyers who, though of recognized a~lmin­
istrative acumen, were virtu9Jly unknown to the larger commumty of 
researchers and scientists. Oonsequently, their understanding of the 
tillbstance of research and the nature of the research community, and 
particularly their ability to make effective, research program judg­
mEmts were frequently subject to q11estion. 

lnadeq'Llate Project Review.-The lack of credible peer review of pro­
posals militated against bringing the best of scientific and research 
tal~nt into the program of NILECJ, either as grantees; contractors, 
atlvisors, or as staff. The Institute preferred one year grants and 
re'quired time-consumi~g annual reviews of ~ultiye.ar proJ~cts .. From 
tlle 'outset, NILEOJ DIrectors had no final SIgn-off authonty In any 
action be it fiscal, programatic, or personnel. Each Director's clecision 
was su'bject to as many as a dozen reviews. Despite sizeable resources, 
all-bf these factors made the NILE OJ program comparatively un­
attractive to reputable scientists. 

Laclced Image of Integrity.-The structural constraints on NILEo,J's 
independence ten~ed to e.xclude most of ~h~ existing. social scien~e 
res~arch commumty, partICularly that maJorIty workmg under Ul11-

versity auspices. The Institute grew to rely upon various constitu­
encies composed of private groups, Federal agencies, and nonprofit 
res;e!1I'ch centers. Being divorced from mainstream scientists, NILEO,J 
found itself vulner!1ble to pressures exerted by its host agency, LEA~, 
the Justice Dep!11'tment and the Oongress. It was unable to sustaIn 
·the image of integrity chn,racterized by an understanding that research 

:) 

') J 

\ 
I 

I 

~ 

21 

;must search for the truth wherever it ~ay lie, n,nd not respond to the 
Immedi.ate demands for solutions or findings thflot justify preconceived 
conclUSIOns. One witness pointed out that "people of high scientific 
qU!1lity simply won't participate in a program that they'perceive lacks 
such integrity." 

Few Scientists Involved.-These handicaps in image were severe. 
They were aggr!1v!1ted by what one witness termed disdain of l,.miver­
sity flcientists !1S venal, impractical and nom·elevant. Despite these 
problems NILE OJ was still able to expand the number of researchers 
working on crime and criminal justice problems. 'ren years ago there 
were only a handful of social scientists working in the area. 'I'oday 
there are at least several hundred, but still only a handful compared 
to the tens of thousands of social and behavioral scientists, ,vho 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 th!1t it was. impressed by the quality of scien~ist~ participating in 
program evaluatIOns mandated by the Oongress In Its 1973 Ame.nd­
ments. It pointed out, however, that the talents of these researchers 
were not being fully utilized, particularly in developing badly needed 
evaluation methodology, 

Oontl'ibutions Limited.-Hope that NILECJ would make substan­
tial systematic contributions to the knowledge of criminal behavior 
was abandoned some time ago. The agency became preoccupied with 
the sea,rch for crime prevention and control measures that relied 
heavily upon the technology paJ·adigm. Despite the energetic pursuit 
of "solutions"; NILE OJ did find the resources to begin the !1rduous 
task of building a data base through large sC!11e studies of victims 
prisoners, a,nd arrestees, NILEOJ's programs and projects ultimately 
came to be judged by the degree to which their "discoveries" came to 
b~ utilized by practitioners in th~ 4eld. Testimony on this point was 
mIxed. One law enforcement admInIstrator (Dr. Lee Brown) reported 
an awareness of no less than eight initiatives attributed to NILECJ 
(Orisis Intervention Neighborhood Team Policing, Orime Prevention 
Through Environmental Design, computer information systems for 
district attorneys, Oriminal Investigation studies, studies of alterna­
tives to incu,rceration and the vu.rious documents produced by the 
Oommittee on Oriminal Justice St!1nd!1rds and Goals). 

Other practitioner witnesses claimed that the work of the Institute 
was barely visible, and the N AS panel reported that little of the 
m!1teI:ial disseminated by NILEOJ was used by the state planning 
agenCles. 

Lack oj lndependence.-Shortly n.iter its creation, h1.LEOJ fell vic­
tim to intense pressures to bring the '~crisis" in crime uncleI' controJ. 
Like its parent agency, LEAA, it was to take its place in the overall 
strategy to fulfill the promise of crime reduction th!1t played such a 
prominent role in the 1968 presidential camp!1ign. Once the concept 
of a nation!1l research center to be noted for its independence and 
integrity was n.b!1nclonecl, NILECJ's conversion into a reactive ap­
pendage of LEAA was virtually assured.. Issues important to a rc­
search program such as developing a broad base for understanding 
crime were left unresolved. '1'he Justice Department's first attempt 
at scientific research went through a series of transformations that 
left it with little semblanee of the high quality research center en­
visioned by its Oongression!11 sponsors and early advocates. 

--, -\ 

~ 
l 
I 



• -, 

22 

According to the N AS 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 impo.rtant role in shaping the 
Institute's program-the efforts of several dIrectors notwithstandino•• 

Rather than evolving into a prestigious national center for crime a:d 
justice research, NILECJ became the private arm of its parent 
agency, LEAA. It should be pointed out that within LEAA the 
Department of Justice, and many important Congressional qu~rters 
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. IncreasinO' 
emphasis was placed on the quest for "quick victories" in the "war o~ 
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 a~ a practical and useful tool, generating program ideas and 
documentmg the success of those programs alrea.dy underway. 

Consequently the research program came to rely on contract 
reseUl:ch !3onducted along narrowly delineated guidelines. Research 
orgamzatlOns that agreed to accept NILECJ contracts and grants 
would be expected to produce their "deliverables" within a politically 
acceptable timetable. The resea,rch "Grant in Trust" was regarded as 
far too open-ended and uncontrollable to be relevant to Federal pro­
gra~ c1emands. It was a risky investment carrying a low probability of 
provldmg 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-goino' 

dependence on the LEAA was the requirement that all programs and 
projects had to be FLpproved by the LEAA Administrator. Every 
important programatic decision was either reviewed or initiated out­
side. of th~ researc~ institu~e, Without "signoff" authority, the 
InstItute chrector "chrected" 1ll 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 oj 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 in 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 goa], 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 proj ect 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. 

Sl(;mmary.-If there was any hope at the outset of engendering a 
respect for the Institute's research integrity among the scientjfic com­
munitv, 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 staIf had no strong linl\:s 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 
l'esearch community and its ability to persuade talented researchers to 
move into the crime field. All this severely cl'ippled its ability to 
conceive and carry out the kind of research program thn.t is central to 
its mission. By the time the current effort to restore a true national 
research institute was attempted in 1975, irreparable da.mage to 
NILECJ's image as a credible crime research agency had already 
been clone. 

ELEIHENTS ESSENTIAL TO A QUALITY PROGRAM OF 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 NILE OJ program and in its hearings, 
the DISP AO 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 Oenter for Studies 
of Orime 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 NILEOJ, one of 
the initial program managers, and a group of criminal justice practi­
tioners, also gave significant testimony. 

Autonomy.-There was brQad support among 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 lind vulner­
able, Furthermore, it was argue(~ 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 b;;r 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 gnide 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 
clown by Executive and Oongressional mandate, the research agency 
would be subject to minimal interference. The director should be able 
to prepare the research agenda, hire staff, deterrrune whieh 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 councilor 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 bou,rd, there wfl:s neal' unanimous agree­
ment that I~S mem~ers reflect dIverse expenence and expertise. Not 
?nly shoul~ I~ con~aIn.research~r~ of high distinction, but also it should 
m~lude crlillInal JustlCe practItlOners and others with special view-
POInts. . 
. It is important to point out that the argument for autonomy and 
Independence does no~ J?ean freedom ~rom accountability. The research 
age~cy . must be P?htICally responsIye by elevoting its energies to 
aeldl,es.smg ~he na~IOnal needs Identrlied by the Oongress and top 
admillIs~ratIOn .polIcymakers. All of its programs should be directed 
~oward Improvmg the assessment of those national needs and find­
m? ways to ~eet them. To ~lo this, th~ !nstitute as with any research 
~gency, espeCially one workmg on polItICally volatile topics, must be 
Insulated from day-t~-cl~y harassment. It must alter its course 
when necessary, but "':-thIn the fraD?-ework ?f a carefully constructed 
research strategy. ThIS strategy wIll certamly be revised as needs 
change, .as some approaches reach dead ends, and as societal con­
c~rns shift. Furtherm?re, as a conv!ncing symbol of autonomy, the 
(hrector must have sIgn-off authonty over all fiscal and personnel 
matters. 

The adyisory boa~(~ was seen as a buffer that could absorb the 
sh~c~s .~f mtense polItICal pressure and represent the resc-arch agency 
bef~Ie It,S pare~t department and Oongress. It would also act as the 
ve~:llcle for adVIce Il:nd concern emanating from outside sources. In 
tIllS manner the advI~ory b?dy, with the guidance and support of the 
90ngr~ss and the Execu tl~e branches, could provide the proper 
II?-sulatIOn necessarJ~ to permIt the long-term program stability essen­
tI.al to ,the productIOn of useful res.earch. 0I?-ly o~e witness, a past 
chrectoI. of NII:EOJ, felt that placIn~ the SIgn-off authority in the 
hands of the I?Irecto~ would be suffiCIent to guarantee the necessary 
autonomy and InSUlatIOn from harassment. 
.~iVhen the conditions of autonomy and leadership ""yere met most 

WItnesses felt that the o.ther. pr~requisites of quality research co~ld be 
secured. Olos~ly fonowIng In Importance to the issue of autonomy 
~as ~he ques~IOn of the research agency's image, which should reflect 
ItS 11lg~ qu.a}Ity re~earch effort and its scientific integrity. Without 
these, .It WIll be chfficult to attract the best of the nation's social 
~ehavIOral, legal and criminal justice research talent as participant~ 
In the research program. 

. Staff cap,abilities.-Testimony indicated that the selection of a 
lughly qualIfied. ~~rson as c~irector of ~he agency would go a long way 
towards e~tabhshIng an lillage of mtegrity. l\1.any witnesses felt 
th~t t1~e (hr.ect~r shoul~ ~)e re~pectecl by tl~e scientific community, 
yet sInll.ed In the ~dmmlstratIOn of a natIOnal research program. 
Some WItnesses preferred ~ha~ the director be "highly qualifiecP', 
b~t not n~cessa.l'lly as ~ SCIentIst. In any event, the director should 
brmg ?onsIderable prestIge to the position. 'l"'his would be enhanced by 
the ~hrector's .status and. relative independence as a presidential 
appoIntee as well as by the SIgn-off authority described earlier. 

TL )re .wa~ stro~g sentiment for placing the management of the 
research ~nstitute In ~he hands of people who know, and can conduct 
bOt~l basIC ~md. appbed research. They should be well-trained, ex­
penenced SCIentIsts who have struggled with the intricacies of social 
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science research. rrhey would be responsible for monitoring proj ects­
and making the important judgment of what can and cannot be' 
expected of a research design. They should be able to assist appli~ 
cants in developing theoretically sound and methodologically feasible· 
proposals. Professionally competent performance of this function is 
particularly critical when research is done under contract. Staff 
experience and skill should virtually be on a par Virith 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 ,.AliceI' 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 t.o attract 
and hold professionals capable of coping with these complexities of 
project monitorship, the agency's grading and salary structures must 
be realistic. Peer Review.-Exp6rt 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 
,vitness, a past director of NILECJ (Gerald 1V1. 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 a 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 N a­
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 
research~rs in ~he ,relatively narrow sub-discipline of crime and justice. 
Peer reV18W prmClples and processes presently employed by NSF find 
NIlv[H were described by witnesses as an effective means for securing 
"front-end quality control" at an "astonishingly cheap" price, rrhe 
illore quality that is built into the design of a project, the easier it is 
to maintain control over that quality once the project is set 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, rrhis can be conveyed 
by the sponsor only by demonstrating that it values research that 
conforms to the canons of scientific method, In short, tho 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 v,ray i otherwise, its conclusions should and ,,,ill 
carry no more weight than any other political statement. 

i , \ 
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. Long-range Strategy,-These th . 

t
hhIgh qU3;lity Federal research 'pro~~~:~ the,.basIC req?ire?lents for a 

e reqmrements of Autonom ,ill Cl.lIDe and JustICe. Indeed 
and capable staff and leadersIii' ou~sIde adVIsory input, peer review' 
sponsored research in most Feae mIght we,ll apply to the conduct of 
responsibility for social proble ra agenCIes regardless of statutory 
. Be:y:ond the fundamental ;h;,ci les f' . 
illtegnty, there was considerable d'P ? illiulatlOn, autonomy and 
the question of what role the cri:UsslOn ~ o~her requirements. On 
should play and what specific act' .:. an~l JustIce research program 
far less. unaniruity. Several' IY\ 18S ~ should pursue I there was 
though ill some instances the~:~ClP eS"th owever, were enunciated' 

Often mentioned was the conc as ne! er challenge nor debate. ' 
type of research can be achieved eb'sus t~at ~he ?e~t payoff from this 
ong-range, high quality research r cone uctmg It III the context of a 
~ect what quality research can re:s~atb1Y'b Research goals should re­
Ill, what time frame. Ex ectin h n~ y e, expected to deliver, and 
stlm~lates the developme~t of ~a~' e 1.PossI~le retards rather than 
as crIme, }'1any NILECJ acti 't' lOba mtelhgence on issues so vital 
c3;use "they attempted to hi VIles ave been scored as failures be­
wIth". , . ac eve goals that were unrealistic to begin 

EstablIshmg, reviewing and adh ' . 
constructed long-term r~searcl erillf to a well conceived, carefully 
!TIeans for building a cumu]at' 1 b'glnc a was seen as the principal 
Its prevention and control IRe f oe,Y of knowledge about crime and 
ter~ed, the "quick fix" strateo' e hrrmg t? :vhat some critics have 
JffustICe resea,rch, a former diIict~r arfc~ILMcCJof past Department of 
o ered the followinO': "If ther' 0 (Gerald N. Caplan) 
vast expenditure of Federal; IS tny leissohn we have learned from this 
there are no shortcuts We h unets, anI cIt e research effort it is that 
sol d' I'ff ' ave rlee t lem all It" . ' ve III a e 1 erent way It " ' . ,. IS gomO' to be 
careful accumulation of l-~o r IgOlJ;l.g to be solved by the slo"'w and 
latively may impact on cr\.I' w,?e ge III a number of areas that cumu-

"B '" me, asw and' 'Applied" R Z T agre~ment over the pressin '~:~dc f'-' here was virtually no dis-
apphed studies regarding th~ nature o~f a ~alanced f~,re, of basic and 
There was a broad consensus that cnme and crullillal behavior. 
encourage and support a div . 't tlfle Federal, Government should 
and the "applied" areas Th erSI y t f research III both the "basic" 
particularly keen because' all e t ~eee '01' good theoretical studies is 
theory, and theoretical assu:' If-n programs are founded initially on 
frequently ,only partially fOl'micllOf~' Rlegb'l'elttably, such theory is 
and rarely If ever put to t t f! .' 0 en a e ed as "comnlonsense" . " es 0 rIO'orous scientifi.' , 
expenSIve mIstakes in social 1'0 '~a " c scen~mg. Large and 
name of "commonsense" Jl Pt g mn:l.lng have been lllcurred in the 
~,ound. tl;-eories with the' O'I~at::t basIC ~tuc1ies, ~imed at developing 

apphed' research on actio ~~ractICal utIhty are imperative 
a hIgh potential for contribu~~r~br~hs ~hat "work" often hav~ 
TllU~ th,e two are complementa~ 0 e, pIOce~s. of theory-building. 
applIed, I.nterests can be and ofte~' l:~~eI% unfO! tunn,t~ly basic and 
compet~tlOn for resources, especially if 1 e t elen .pl~ced III destructive 

The Issue of where to house the oc~ ee withm the s!tme agency. 
generated a considerable diverO'ence FasI? ,andothe u;pphed research 

b 0 opilllOn. ne VIeW, firmly held 
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was that it is best to separate libasic" studies from the "applied 
with a preference for assign~g 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 DepaTtment of Justice; . 

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 single agency. It is 
this issue 'which is principally responsible for the several alternative 
proposals concelning the placement of crime and justice research 
discussed in the next section. It must be stl'essell, however" that 
regaI'(Hess of where the researeh agency is placed or what type of 
research it does, the same hi~h standards of quality must be imposed 
on "applied" as 'well as "baSH'.'" research. . ' 

ALT:0RNATIVE PROPOSALS FOR FEDERAL CRIME AND JUSTICE RESEARCH 

Eight distinct proposals for reconstituting Federal crime and justice 
rese;n,rch have been advanced. They, are presented below in capsule 
form, distilled from several pertinent studies and reports and from the 
record of the DISP AO/Orime hearings. 

1. Leave NILECJ intact, but restr'l.wture it from within while leaving 
it wi'thin LEAA.-This plan calls for strengthening NILEOJ through 
various administrative means including changes in personnel; re­
definition of the research program based on a 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-Iarge. 'This list, by no means exhaustive, 
details some of the positive steps that can be taken to improve 
NILIDOJ. 

2. Leave NILECJ intact, but restructure it, and inc?'ease the research 
programs oj the N IJ11H Center jor Studies in Grime and Delinquency 
and the NSF Research Applic(j~tions Directorate.-In addition. to the 
administrative actions described in the first plan, this proposu,l 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 ha,ve made valuable contributions to the 
knowledge base and existing practice. 

3. Remove the technology transjer and evaluation j'l.Lnctions from 
NILEOJ

J
' leave intact its granti,ng authority jor demonstrations, l'ety on 

the NI.MH and NSF programs jor "basic" reseal'ch.-This alternative 
strips NILEOJ 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 i 
all other research would be transferred to the NIMH Oenter for 
Studies in Crime and Delinquency and the NSF Research Applications 
Directorate with increased funding for each agency. " 

4. Di8establish NILECJ
J
' remove all research and development activities 

from LE.AA
J
• and place them within a National Institutes oj Justice under 

----------- -~,~,----------------~--~-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

29 

the direction. of an Assistant 4ttorney General.,-The National Institutes 
would CO~SlSt of. t~ree maJ or . research programs: The Institute for 
Res~a~ch mt,o Crlmmal BehaVIOr and Criminal Justice' The Institute 
If fOlvil ~ustI.ce anq Administrative Law; and the Institute of Justice 
n ?rmatIOn .1Il:cludmlS a Bur.ea~ of Criminal Justice Statistics and a 
~Uleau of .CIVII JustIce StatIstICS. Operating somewhat like the N a­
~IOnal InstItutes of ~ealth the three units would function in a semi­
mdependent .though mterdependent fashion. All research and develop­
ment operatIOn~ now .carried out within the Department of Justice 
would be consohdate~l mto the National Institutes of Justice. Present 
~epart1?ent of JpstI?e prograJ:?s such as the National Institute of 
UorrectIOns, the. NatIonal Inst,Itute for Juvenile Justice and Delin­
que~cJ: Preve~tIOn, the National Oriminal Justice Information and 
StatIstICS Sel'VI?e, the Uni~orm qrime Repo.rts, and the Office for 
Improvements ill the Admmlstra~IOn of JustICe would be subsumed 
under one. or another of the InstItutes. A balance between "basic" 
!,md. "applIed" research would be maintained in the programs of the 
mstItutes. 
. 5. Disestablish NILECJJ' l'emove all1'es8('('rch and development activi­

tMS from LB!AA. and place them within a National Instit'l.de oj J'l.lstice 
IIfnder the d'l.rectwn oj an Assistant Attorney Genel'al.-This proposal 
IS the same as the preceding one in all respects except that emphasis 
would l:e placed on "a1!plied" ~esea1'ch a7fd program eval'l.Lat?~on. 

6. OJ eate a jreestancl'/.ng Nat'l.Onal Inst'l.t'l.de oj Justice outside oj the 
Federa:l qovernmen,t but junded by it (as proposed by the American Bar 
ASSOCIatIOn). WhIle. present programs are to be retained within the 
Depa~'tment of JustIce, the ne'w Institute wonld conduct small scale 
"apphed" and "bas~c" research in both the criminal and civil justice 
areas. A board of chrectors would be created by statute to O'uide the 
agency. b 

7. Assign 1'espon~ibility jor conducting all crime and criminal j'l.lstice 
research to the Nat'l.Onal. SCMnce F,o'l.mdation and the National Institute 
oj l.£ental Health.-Thls would mvolve removal of virtually all re­
search and. development . activiti~s from t?-e Department of Justice. 

8. Establ'l.sh a jreestancl'l.ng Natwnal inst'l.i'l.de of Justice outside oj the 
Federq'z flovernment but junded by it (as in proposal 6 above) but dis­
establ'l.sht:1g all Depa,rtment of Justice research and development offices.­
The ~nstl.tl}~e would have broac~ t1;uthority. to. conduct both "applied" 
an,d basIc. research on both CIVIl and crlllllnal matters. 

In analyzmg these plans, it should be noted that four (1 2 3 and 6) 
,,:ould leave NILEC~ more or less intact but with some ~d~i~isistra­
tlve ?,hanges. ':L"'hese mclude staffing, definition of its mjssion and the 
reaSSIgnment of cert~in responsibilities to other sections within the 
Departm~nt of ~ustrce, t~ other Federal agencies, and/or out to a 
fr~est!ln,dmg N atI?~al InstItute of Justice outside the Federal agenc;y 
stl uctUle. An ad9I~IOnal two (4 and 5) would remove all research and 
clevelopmen~ actIvlty from LEAA snd reassign it within the Depart­
rn,ent of ~ustICe. The final t:vo proposals (7. and 8) call for. the ~omplete 
dl~es.tabh.sh~ent of Depaltment of JustIce programs m CrIme and 
c1'lmmal JustIce research and theh' reassionment to the N1MH and the 
NSF or to a free-standing ql~asi-govern~entall'eseal'ch agency. 

.A1·guments Pl'O &; qon.-.Uncler~yjng the differences among the 
proposals are the ways m whICh theIr various proponents resolved the 

,~ , 



• 

r 
30 

issues of autonomy and program diversity discussed in the preceding 
section. Those in support of the four proposals leaving the NILE OJ 
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 N a­
tional Academy of Sciences study, as well as that of others, that dealt 
with NILEOJ' and its program. The two proposals (4 and 5) currently 
under consideJration by the Department of Justice would begin anew 
with a much Jiarger 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 qualiity research can be gna.rnnt,f\(xL at least; within the Depart~ 
ment of tJustice if not within the present NILEOJ-LEAA arrangement. 

Arguing support for this majority position proponents hold that a 
COUl'::le 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. \Vhile 
the principle of autonomy has been at least partially achieved in 
several of HEvV'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 pressme 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. 

'rhe main argument for maintaining the research capability in the 
mission agency is that it will enjoy a constituency and thereby be 
afforded some rp.easure 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 morerea.dily 
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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a,ttempt 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 seI'ies of conclusions on which its recom­
mendations are based. 

First, the Subcommittee holds that it is preferable to maintain a 
mn,jor 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 NILE OJ 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 NILE OJ program. Starting with a new format it should 
be possible to initiate at a new, satisfactory level the research functions 
within t11e Department that could make a substantial contribution 
to the mission of the Department. Oonsequently the research function 
should not remain within the LEAA. 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 n,nd deserves. 

Fourth, the Subcommittee concludes that transferring crime and 
criminal justice research to the National Science Foundation or the 
National Institute of ]Vlental 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 initin,tives should be undertaken. A principal effort should be 
locateel 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 DISP AO 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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'Finally, the position tha:t r~search shoul~l be an int~gral fun?tion 
of the Department of JustIce IS not held WIthout ~onsiderable Ieser­
vation. The Subcommittee notes that the N atlOnal Academy .of 
Sciences panel beO'an its evaluation with virtually all fifteen of ItS 
members in favor

b 
of keeping the research iJ? LEAA but concluded 

eighteen months later: withou~ dissent, th~t It b~ removed ~ro~ ~h~ 
agency. The panel WIth consIderable anxlC~y I:noposecl mamt~m1Il;g 
the research within the Department of JustIce. The SubcommIttee s 
reaction following its own inve~ti~ati0J? is .very much the saUl~. The 
main impetus for crime and cr~mal ]ustw.e resea.rch s~l?uld Iclea~ly 
be within the Department but clomg so reqmres the provISiOn of strm­
gent safeguards witJ:Ol;t whi?h the ,g!'ow~~ of a vIable .~~d,~or~h! 
proO'ram of research IS ImpOSSIble. WitnOUt those safegualds, tn~ Sub­
co~mittee observes, there is a goocllikelihoocl that the ~ecen.t hIstory 
of crime and justice research in the Department of JustICe wIll repeat 
itself. 
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AP'PENDIX 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Washington, D.C. 20515 

.TOINT 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 Crimina.l Justice and Crime Research 

WITNESS LIST 

Wednesday, June 22, 1977; 9:00 a.m.; 1'00111 2237 Rayburn HOB: 
Hon. Jack Gl'ant Day, Chief Justice, Ohio Intermediate Appellate Court. 
Dr. Lee P. Brown, Director, Department of Justice 8m'vices, Portland, Oreg. 
Dr. Marvin Wolfgang, Director of Criminology, Center for Studies in Crimi-

nology and Criminal Law, University of Pennsylvania., Philadelphia, Pa. 
Dr. Stanton vVheelel', Professor of Law and Sociology, Yale University, New 

Havcn, Conn. 
Thursday, June 23, 1977; 9:00 a.m.; 1'oom 2141 Rayburn HOB: 

National Academy of Sciences Panel: 
Dr. Samuel Krislov, Professor of Political Science and Law, University 

of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minn. 
Dr. Susan vVhite, Executive Director, National Academy of Sciences1 

Committee on Research on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dr. Alfred Blumstein, Director, Urban Systems Institute, School of 
Urban tl,ncl Public AfI'ail's, Carnegie-Mellon University, Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Dr. Richard Schwartz, El'l1cst 1. White, Professor of Law, Syrncuse 
Univcrsity, Syrncuse, N.Y. 

Wednesday, June 29, 1977; 9:00 a.m.; room 2141 Rayhul'l1 HOB: 
Hon. David Bnzelon, Chief Justice, U.S. Court of Appeals For the District 

of Columbia. 
Dr. Richard Atkinson, Director, National Science Foundation, Washington, 

D.C. 
Dr. Saleem Shah, Director, Center for Crime and Delinquency, National 

Inst.itute of Mental Health, Rockville, Md. 
Dr. Richard McGee, Director, AmericHn Justice Instit.ute, Sacramento, Calif. 
Justice Robert H. Hall, Georgia State Supreme Court, Hepresenting the 

American Bar Associtl,tion. 
Wednesday, June 29, 1977; 9:00 a.m.; room 2141 Raybul'l1 HOB: 

National Academy of Scienees Panel: 
Dr. Samuel Krislov, Professor of Political Science [md 11aw, University 

of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minn. 
Dr. Susan White, Ex('cutive Director,· National Acadcmy of Sciences' 

CommittE'e on Rt'Rc[Lrch on Law EnforC'etn('nt nne! Crimirml Justice, 
Washington, D.C. 
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Wednesday, June 29, 1977-Contillued 
Dr. Alfred Blumstein, Director, Urban Systems Institute, School of 

Urban and Public Affairs, Oarnegie-Mellon University, Pittsburgh, 

-, 

Pa. 
Dr. Richard Schwartz, Ernest 1. White, Professor of Law, Syracuse 

University, Syracuse, N. Y. 
Thursday, June, 30, 1977: 9:00 a.m.; room 2141, Rayburn HOB: 

John Oonrad, Former Ohief of the Oenter for Orime Prevention and Re­
habilitation, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, Oolumbus, 
Ohio. 

Peter B. Bloch, Staff Director, American Bar Association Oommission on 
Law and the Economy, Washington, D.O. 

Gerald M. Oaplan, Former Director, National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Oriminal JUstii.'a, Washington, D.O. 

Thursday, July 21,1977; 9:00 a.m.; room 2141, Rayburn HOB: 
Martin Danziger, Former Director, National Institute of Law Enforcement 

and Oriminal Justice, Washington, D.O. 
Peter J. Flaherty, Deputy Attorney General of the United States, Depart-

ment of Justice, Washington, D.O. 
James Gregg, Acting Administrator, Law Enforcement Assistance Admin-

istration, Washing tOll, D.C. 
Blair Ewing, Acting Director, National Institute of Law Enforcement and 

Oriminal Justice, Washington, D.O. 
Paul Nejelski, Deputy Assistant Attorney Genera1, Office for Improvements. 

in the Administration of Justice, Department of Justice, Washington, D.O. 
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