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Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to present the views of the Department
of Justice concerning the proposed reauthorization of the Justice

System Improvement Act.

As you know, the current programs authorized by the JSIA,
including the criminal Justice research and statistlics programs,
will expire on September 30th. Consequently, we share the
Subcommittee's sense of urgency and commitment to the enactment
of reauthorizing 1legislation. We also share your interest in
designing a new Federal effort to assist state and local criminal
Justice agencies 1n thelr battle against violent crime and the
criminal element responsible for a major portion of the serious

crimes in our Nation.

Before I discuss the Administration s proposai for the future of
the JSIA agencies, the Subcommittee may be interested in a brief
review of the recent and current activities of the Bureau of

Justice Statistics and the National Institute of Justice.

The Bureau of Justice Statistics has become the national
repository of criminal Justice information, either by initlating
new statistical series or by assuming responsibility for on-going
data programs from other Federal agencies. Perhaps the best

known BJS data program 1is the Nectional Crime Survey, which

provides victimization data on the extent and severity of crime
in Amerlca and which is the third largest survey sponsored by the

Federal Govebnment.




supporting and directing evaluations of the Uniform Crime Reports

In creating the Bureau of Justice Statistics, the Congress program of the Federal Bureau of Investigation and 1its own

directed that attention be given to the problems of state and National Crime Survey of personal and household victimizations.

e

local Justice systems. In addition to the scope and coverage of

Implementation of the findings and recommendations of these
the national statlstics, BJS meets this responsibility through . éi assessments in 1985'1986 Will enhance this nation'sAtwo most
cooperaﬁlve agreement programs with state statistical analysis . | . important indicators of the extent and magnitude of ecrime
centers and uniform orime. reporting agencies-‘ The Bureau now | ;i' behavior in American society.

supports a state statistical capability in over forty states

which provides information services and policy recommendations on 1 ;l The National Institute of Justice 1s the research arm of the
criminal Justice matters to the vaernors and legislatures of ‘ j; Department of Justice. It conducts research, development,
these Jjurisdictions. The Bureau also assists the operation of | ,f  evaluation and dissemination activities aimed at increasing
uniform crime reportihg programs, also in over forty states, in ' ; f;l knowledge about the causes and control of crime and improving the
order to facilitate the submission and improve the quality of ? ?, effectiveness of the criminal Justice system. During the past
arrest and c¢learance data Submitted to the Federal Bureau of ? ; ' year, the Institute has made fundamental changes in the way it

| : ‘

Investigation by local police agencies. o | sets 1its researcb‘ agenda 1in order to better bridge the gap
’ 3 "
| between theory and practice. These efforts will continue under

After over a decade of developing criminal Jjustice data bases, g {J?_ the administration's reauthorization proposal.

e LT gy

the Bureau 1s now placing its primary emphasis on the analysis, i
publication, and wide dissemination of the data. The Bureau now § ﬁ € In the spring of 1982, the Department began a process to better
produces topical Bulletins and Reports to provide brief, concise, ;ff sharpen and focus 1ts research programs by convening under the
and non-technical interpretations of the key data bases; such E auspices of the National Academy of Sciences a panel to recommend

publications include Households Touched by Crime, Characteristics

priorities for research and to suggest how research could be

of the Parole Populabion, Sourcebook of Criminal Justlce better managed. The report prepared by the panel was wildely

Statistics, Crime  and  the - Elderly. and Violent Crime by “circulated to criminal Justice practitior:zrs.

Strangers.

The panel report and the practi@ioner responses were reviewed ang

In perhaps 1ts two most important efforts, the Bureau 1s now N | the conclusion was drawn that a very wide gulf had developed that
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needed to be closed if research was going to fulfill its real
potential to influence criminal Justice policy and
decisionmaking. Further meetings were held between the Board and
Institute staff members at Atlanta and New Orleans. The
Institute's research agenda for the next two yéars is now being

prepared on the basls of this advice.

The .Institute also has undertaken several other initiatives
designed to enhance the impact of research resources. In January
of this year, a $1.8 milllion award was made to the Police
Foundation to conduct an 18-month experiment in two cities
designed to reduce the fear of crime in inner-city neighborhoods,

preserve commercial vitality in these areas, and have an impact

'on the crime rate itself. Based in Houston and Newark, the

project will involve citizens and police working together in
formulating and implementing strategies to reduce the fear of
crime and to test the premise that citizens can regain control of

their streets and néighborhoods from the violent criminal.

‘Earlier, the results of ‘the Institute's slx-year study by the

RAND Corporation on career criminals were released at the first
Annual Repeat Offender Conference Jointly sponsored by the
Institute and the State of Maryland. This research corroborates
earlier findings that a relatively few ofienders commit a larger
amount of crime. The research provides evidence of the‘magnitude
of crime committed by a relatiVely few violent predators. The

study goes beyond existing knowledge in identifying some of the
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characteristics of these offenders that police, prosécutops
Judges, and parole officials may ultimately be able to use to

identify them and make more informed Judgements about- their

disposition and treatment.

Violent crime has been consistently shown to be a. national
problem of major proportions, both in the number of violent
crimes committed annually and in the public perception of cerime
a@s a leading personal concern. The national news media have
given unusual prominence to the problém of crime, heightening

public awareness of its magnitude ang sustaining the public's

demand for effective action by government at all levels.

The burden of dealing with the So~called "fear crimes" falls
malnly on state ang local governments, which increased thelr
expenditures for criminal Justice by 146 percent during the
1970's. State and 1local governments account for 87 percent of
the total expenditures for criminal Justice, while the Federal
Government accounts for 13 percent. Consequently, in periods of
runaway inflation such as we experlienced in the late 1970's ang
the difficult economic readjustment period of the early 1980's
the disparity between needs and available resources is magnified,

particularly with regard to maintenance of the capacity for

effective law enforcement. .

In recognition of these factors, the Administration agreed,

following meetings with Chairman Hughes and Congress Sawyer, as
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~Wwell as members of the Senate, to endorse the concept of a highly
targetted program of financial assistance to state and local
criminal Jjustice operating within a new streamlined and efficient
organizational structure. We agreed with the congressmen not to
return to the past by resurrecting the former LEAA program of
across the board "criminal Justice improvement". Instead, the
Administration proposes. a new program which incorporates the
lessons learned from theALEAA experience and sharpens the focus
of the Federal effort, so that the limited avallable resources
can be brought to bear on a focused ‘number of high-priority
obJjectives. Those objectives can be summarized as violent crime,

repeat offenders, and crime prevention.

As presently structured; the assistance program merited wide
ranging criticism. It was too broadly targetted, providing funds
fpr all aspects of Fhe criminal Justice system; bound in red tape
genera@ed by' extensive, statutorily mandated administrative
requirements; costly, because of both the complex funding
formulas prescribed in the Act and the unrealistically ambitious

obJjectives of the program; and cast iIn an inefficient and

ambiguous administrative structure.

The state and local financlal assistance portion of the Act, the
old LEAA program, has been phased out. No funds for that
activity had been appropriated since FY 1980. The prior history
of LEAA, howeveb, provides us with some important lessons. It

shows, for exzmple, that after the expenditure of $8 billion over
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12 years, money alone was not the answer to the problem of
crime. It demonstrated that a program whose prilorities were
unclear and constantly shifting resulted in scattershot funding
with minimal payoff. And the history indicates that overly
detailed statutory and regulatory specification produces
mountains of red tape but 1little progress in the battle against

crime. .

On the positive side, we have learned that the concept of Federal
seed money for caréfully designed programs ggg§ work and can
result in a high rate of cost assumption by state and local
governments: that a small amount of Federal money can be an

invaluable rescurce for innovation at the state and local levels.

The Administration proposa13 is designed to reflect an
appreciation for these lessons ‘and to embody the program concepts
agreed upon last year in the discussions between members of the
Subcommittes, the Senate and representatives. of the
Administration. Moreover, evidence of the durability of the
Administration's commitment can be found in the FY 1984 budget
proposal submitted to the Congress last month. The President's
Budget requests $90 million to carry out such a program. Thus

assured, together we can agree on authorizingllegislatidn.

I would like to highlight the key provisions and objectives of
the Administration proposal which will be forwarded to Congress

shortly.
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The proposal would establish an Office of Justice Assistance
(OJA), headed by an Assistant Attorney General. Within this
Office would be three separate units - the Bureau of Justice
Statistics (BJS), the National Institute of Justice (NIJ), and a
new Bureau of Justice Programs (BJP) - each headed by a director
appointed by the Attorney General. The directors would be
responsible for the day-to-day management of their units and
would have grantmaking authority, subject to the delegation,
coordination, and policy direction of the Assistant Attorney
General. LEAA and the Office of Justice Assistance, Research,
and Statisties would be abolished.

Both the National Institute of Justice and the Bureau of Justice
Statistics would continue to carry out Justice research and
statistical programs as authorizd in the current statute. The
Bureau of Justice Programs would administer the new technical and

financial assistance program.

Advising the Assistant Attorney General would be a Justice
Assistance Advisory Board appointed by the President. This
board, replacing the two separate boards advising NIJ and BJS,
would consider the full range of crimiﬁal Justice 1ssﬁes and
policies, rather thah the compartmentalized consideration of only

research, statistical programs, or the financial assistance needs

of the criminal Jjustice community.

¥

Under the Administration's proposal, the BJP would have the
responsibility to provide technical assistance, ¢tralning and
funds to state and 1local criminal Justice and nonprofit
organizations. This assistance wbuld} be provided through a

combination of block and discretionary grant funds.

Under the block grant provision, each State would receive an
allécation based on its relative population with the requirement
that a proportional share of the funds be passed-through to local
governments. The Federal funds would be matched 50/50 and
individual projects would be limited to no more than three years
of Federal assistance. The use of these funds would be limited
to specific types of activities based on program'models with a

demonstrated track record of success.

The discretionary funds would focus on technical assistance,

training and mult14jurisdictional or national programs, all

related to the same obJectives specified for the block grant

" funds. In addition, discretionary funds may be used for

 demonstration programs to test the effectivenes of new 1ideas.

The Administration proposal strips away the complex and
burdensome application submission and review processes required
under the current 1legislation. It retains only those
administiative provisions necessary to exercise .apprbpriate
stewardship over public funds and to assure that the funds are

being effectively used for the purposes d1dentified 1in the




proposal.

The proposal would also require a single, comprehensive annual
report and it would establish an emérgency agsistance program to
ald state or 1local Jurisdictions confronted by unique 1law

enforcement problems.

I hobe, Mr. Chairmgn, that you recognize in my description of the
Administratioh‘préposal the many similarities 1t bears to H.R.
1338. When you HEVe the opportunity to examine the text of the
prdposed legislation you wiil see that we have drawn much of the
language directly from H.R. 1338 and its predecessor in the past
Session of Congréss. Where differences exist, we are prepared to
sit down'with you and your staff and‘exblain why we believe the
Administration's proposal 1s preferable. More importantly, we
want to work with you, Mr. Sawyer, and others who share ’our
objective of assisting state and local law enforcement through a
péogram tafgetted on those aspects of the c¢rime problem which are

of major concern to public officlals and'the public we serve.

I will be pleased to respond to any questions you may have.

DO]J-1983-02
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