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JUSTICE RESEARCH: THE PRACTITIONERS' PERSPECTIVE 

This report was prepared by staff of the National Institute of 
Justice. It is a synthesis of meetin.gs held with representative's 
of the criminal justice practitioner comnunity and of letters and 
c:>the~ comnunications received ,from practitioners regarding , 
JustIce research. Because the report attempts to identify major 
themes and to generalize from specific responses, no .-particular 
organization or agency should be construed to endors~ or be held 
responsible for its contents. ~ontents of the report are the 
sole responsibiJity of the National Institute of Justice 
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Preface 

Crime, its costs and the fear it generates among our citizens, is 
one of America's most pressing domestic problems. Often, our 
past efforts to control its impact have been fragmented and, as a 
result largely ineffective. We also know that merely directing 
large sums of money at the problem is not enough. 

Today we are confronted wi th the real i ty of scarce resources. 
Thus, as the public demands we redouble our efforts to control 
crime, it is even more imperative that we sharpen our focus. We 
must identify the most critical problems that now appear amenable 
to so lut ions through research and addres s these prob I ems in, a 
comprehensive and coordinated manner. 

We need to know "what ,works" in Criminal Justice. Research, 
development and dissemination of reliable information on the 
costs and effectiveness of altern~tive strategies and programs 
are key ingredients to our efforts ,at control I ing cr ime. Great 
care. must be de.voted to assur ing that the nat ion' s agenda for 
research on crime and criminal justice is focused to achieve the 
maximum impact at the least cost. 

This report, Justice Research: The Practitioner's Perspective, 
is t~e culmination of one of several efforts the National 
Institute of Justice is making to assUre that its research 
program reflects the best judgement of those who are occupied on 
a daily basis with studying and administering our system of 
criminal justice. 

An ear Ii er pub Ii ca·t ion, Re'por t and Recomnenda t ions of the Ad Hoc 
Comni ttee on the Future of Justice Research, resul ted from a 
meeting convened by the National Academy of Sciences, at the 
request of the Department of Justice, to suggest research 
priorities for the 1980's. The meeting was attended princip~lly 
by academicians, those devoted to studying through rigorous 
s~ientific procedures the effect~veness of the criminiU justice 
system. This report, by way of contrast, reflects the views of 
those charged with the practical operation of the criminal 
justi.ce system. It too contains priorities for research, but 
also reflects how practitioners view the importance of 
resei[l,rch. The report describes what the practitioners believe is 
the principal contribution research can make to their' 
effectiveness. 

What 'is strJking in this report is the extent to which it 
ref I ects the educa t l,ona 1. proces s that has occu r red wi th i nth€> 
criminal justice profession over the las't decade and a half': In 
the ear Iy years of the LEAA progl'am, when federal funds w~r'e 
fir'st made available for researth,coilsiderable misunderstanding, 
if notoutrig!lt anti.pathy existed between academicians and 
criminal justice managers and administrators. Academicians 
perceived little understanding or appreciation on the part of 
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p r act i t ion e t s for res ear c h; P r act it ion e r 5 f e Itt he a cad em i cia n s 
operated in "ivory towers" and that their work was irreleva,nt or 
of little practical utility. 

A clear theme and one that is rep~ated over and over again in 
this report is an appreciation on the part of practitioners for 
the complexity of research and a strong desire to work in 
partnership with the research community to understand better and 
de a I mo r e e f f e c t i vel y wit h s e rio us, v i 0 len t c rime - apr 0 b I em 
both groups give the highest priority. 

Today's criminal justice practitioner is far better educated than 
his predecessor. It is not unusual to find law enforcement and 
correctional officials with advanced degrees including Ph.D.s. 
Research has become a driving force in their operations over the 
last fifteen years, one from which they have benefited greatly. 
In fact most major changes in criminal justice operations are the 
direct result of research findings. 

To say practitioners appreciate the complexity of the research 
process and the utility of research results is not to say, 
however, that they are wedded to a single paradigm. Part of 
the i r cur r en t sop his tic a t ion de r i ve s from are a liz a t ion t hat 
there are different types of research appropriate to different 
problems, and that these may have varying time frames between the 
point when support is provided initially and the point when 
results are made available. They realize the value and express 
support for more theoretical research and controlled experiments 
to address some of the more fundamental and seemingly intractable 
problems. Yet they are aware. that for other problems there are 
leg i t i ma tea I t ern a t i ve s to this model Al t ern a t i ve s t h a tc a n 
have a more immediate impact on the practitioner's day-to-day 
operational environment. 

The fact remains that those charged wi th administer ing the 
criminal justice system are forced by the flow 'of events to make 
decisions, to implement new policies and alter operations often 
without the benefit of the best available knowledge. Their world 
is not the world of the laboratory experiment. It is one instead 
of crisis, action and reaction. Thus, while they concede the 
serendipitous nature of some research and the need for time, 
their quid pro quo is the .SUpport for more imnediate, analytical 
r.esearch and the deve,lopment of mechanisms that can inform and 
guide their decisions. This is a task well within the capability 
of the research community. 

What this report suggests is that criminai justice research and 
practice is at an important stage In its development. While 
still in embryonic form, criminal justice could evolve like the 
fields of health and engineering where those who conduct research 
and those who practice essentially share similar paradigms and 
look naturally to each other for information and guidance. The 
domestic crisis caused by crime can be a stimulus to building 
better bridges and improving the linkages not only between the 
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re~earcher and the practitioner, 
themselves. 

but among practitioners 

reflects a willingness on the part of the This report , dd ' hat 
P r act i t ion e r toe n gag e the res ear c h c omnu nit yin ,a , res sin g w 
both 'f the most part to be the crItIcal problems perceive or , h' t' f the next d' crime and criminal justice In t l,S na Ion or 
~:~:~e~ng The National Institute of JustIce looks forward to 
acting as a broker ;,n this most important process. 

v 

James K. Stewart 
Di rector 
National Institute of Justice 
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Executive Summary 

In early 1982, the Department of Justice began a review of its 
research programs to determine how its scarce resources should be 
allocated to assure the greatest impact on crime and the criminal 
justice system. 

As part of this review an Ad Hoc Corrrnittee on the Future of 
Justice Research was convened for a one-day meeting by the 
National Academy of Sciences and chaired by Professor James Q. 
Wilson of Harvard University. The results of that meeting, which 
generally reflect the research community's views on priorities 
and the administration of research, are contained in a document 
entitled: Report and Recorrrnendations; Ad Hoc Comnittee on the 
Future of Justice Research (March, 1982. National Institute of 
Justice) 

The report was disseminated to the criminal justice practitioner 
community during the summer of 1982 and meetings were held with 
practitioner organizations representing law enforcement, defense, 
prosecutors, the judiciary, correctional officials and state and 
local governments to ascertain their views on priorities and the 
a dm i n i s t rat ion 0 f res ear c h 0 ncr i me and c rim ina 1 jus tic e • Th i s 
report contains the practitioners' perspective on justice 
research. The following is a brief sumnary of their views. 

The Practitioner View of Research. Practitioners appreciate the 
need for a mixed strategy in .funding research. They feel both 
basic and applied research should be sponsored by the federal 
government, though the emphasis should be on applied research 
that is policy relevant. They see ~ need for employing a greater 
range of methodological approaches in research. The controlled 
experiment should not be the only method used. 

The Ro 1 e of the Pract i t i oner in Research. Pract i t ioner s des i re 
an equal role with academicians and other researchers in 
establishing research agendas. In addition to assisting in 
setting agendas, practitioners also feel they have a role to play 
in peer review of proposals, in serving as test beds or sites for 
research projects and experiments, and in disseminating the 
results of research. 

Research Priorities. There is general agreement among 
practitioners and the research cOlllT'!unity on substantive research 
priorities. There should be an .overall emphasis on violent 
crime, the caree.r criminal, neighborhood and corrrnunity social 
control, more effective methods of policing, sentencing, and 
incapacitation and punishment. However, greater attention needs 
to be given to the operationa.l implications of these 
priorities. Instead 6f focusing ~nly on what is not known about 
a particular_problem, practitioners recorrrnend that more resources 
be devoted to synthesizing what is known and determinin~ how this 
knowledge can be used by agencies to improve their crime 
prevention and control efforts. Practitioners feel a high 
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priority should be given to research on improving the treatment 
of victims of crime, whether or not it has an impact on crime 
con t r ole f for t s • Mo rei n forma t ion a Iso i s nee d e don n arc 0 tic s 
and drug use and their linkage to criminal activity. 

In add i t i on to the p r io r i tie s lis ted above, p r act i t ion e r s fee I 
research should be concentrated on improving the efficiency and 
e ff e c t i v e n e s s 0 f the c rim ina I jus tic e s y stem its elf, a s we I I a s 
each of its functional components - law enforcement, adjudication 
and corrections. The Ad Hoc Committee Report recommended a 
decreased emphasis on criminal justice management and education 
and on dissemination. Practitioners clearly disagree with this 
recommendation and note that research is useless unless managers 
and line personnel are educated in and trained to implement new 
programs and techniques derived from research. They also feel 
that the components of the criminal justice system often work 
against themselves in ways that reduce the effectiveness of the 
system and cause considerable waste and inefficiency. Better 
education and management emphasizing the strong interdependence 
between components need to be stressed in the research and 
dissemination program. 

Practitioners also are concerned with the relative lack of 
attention given by the Ad Hoc Committee to performance measures, 
the cost of criminal justice, crime analysis and information 
systems. They also feel more resources should be devoted to 
studying the defense, prosecution and the judiciary. 
Co r r e c t ion a I 0 f f i cia I sci t e the mo rei mme d i ate pro b I em 0 f j ail 
and prison over crowding to be of high priority along with 
alternatives to incarceration and improved classification 
systems. 

Appendices to the report contain a list of the members of the Ad 
Hoc Committee on the Future of Justice Research and a list of the 
practitioner organizations whose responses form the basis of this 
report. 
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I. Background 

At the request of the Department of Justice, Ithe National Academy 
of Sciences conveneq an ad hoc committee on the future of 
justice research to advise the Department of Justice on areas of 
research most likely to contribute to federal, state and, local 
efforts to control violent crime. The committee was also asked 
to provide its views on how administrative management of research 
within the Departme~t of Justice could be improved. 

The impetus for this effort came from a realization that 
res 0 u r c e s wo u I d ve r y 1 ike I y con tin u e t 0 dec lin e and a g rea t e r 
emphasis needed to be placed on assuring not only that the 
maximum return was being derived from the staff and funds 
invested in research, but that the research was responsive to 
federal, state and local policy-making needs. The committee met 
on March 26, 1982 at the National Academy of Sciences. The 
resul ts of that meet ing were summar ized in a report ent i tied 
Report and Recommendat ions: Ad Hoc Comni ttee on the Future of 
Justice Research. In the report, the committee recommended that 
the Department's discretionary research resources should be 
focused on what the commi ttee saw as the problems of greatest 
con c ern t 0 bot h go v e r nme n tan d the pub I i c : con t r 0 I lin g the 
dangerous, violent and persistent offender, and reducing violent 
cr ime. 

The corrmittee's assessment of the state of criminal justice 
research in relation to these problems r'esulted In the 
recommendation of at least five major areas to which resources 
should be allocated in a sustained, coordinated strategy during 
the 1980's. These were: 

1. Understanding the criminal career and controlling 
career criminals. 

2. Arresting community decline and improving 
neighborhood social control. 

3. Development and implementation of more effective 
methods of policing. 

4. Sentencing. 

5. 'I ncapac i ta t i on and pun i shmen t. 

The commi t tee a 1 so recommended inc reased research on the ro I e s 
that drugs, weapons and other factors play in crime and suggested 
ways in which research could assist in improving federal drug 
enforcement activities. 

1 A list of the Comnittee members is contained in Appendix A 
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With regard to the administrative management of research, the 
conmittee made the following recommendations: 

1. A mixed strategy of research should be employed 
utilizing research centers, unsolicited research, and 
directed research solicitations. 

2. Greater emphasis 
exper imen t sin 
replication. 

should be 
operational 

placed on 
settings 

conducting 
and on 

3. More continuity is- needed in the research agenda 
setting and peer review process to assure cumulation 
of knowledge. 

4 •. Th e be s t a cad em i can d p r act i t ion era d vic e mu s t be 
sol i cit e dan d me t ho d sin SIt i t uti 0 n a liz edt 0 ass u r e 
this occurs on a continuing basis. 

The commi ttee recomnended that 
undertaken involving a mix of 
problem-oriented working groups 
to be addressed in FY 1983. 

a strategic planning process be 
a cad em i c san d p r act i t ion e r sin 

to further define research needs 

In August of 1982, the report was circulated widely among the 
criminal justice community in response to concerns with the 
predomi na te I y academi c make-up 0 f the pane I and the lack 0 f 
practitioner representation. Written responses from more than 25 
organizations and individuals were received and a series of 
meetings with the major criminal justice professional groups and 
organizations representing state and local government were held 
in September and October of 19822. While the written responses 
provided direct reaction to the Ad Hoc Comnittee report, the 
meetings were held with a more general purpose in mind. 

The meetings corresponded with the nomination by the President of 
a new Director for the National Institute of Justice and 
appointment of a statutory Advisory Board. Both were given a 
clear mandate to assure that research supported by the National 
Institute of Justice wa~ policy relevant and contributed to the 
Nation's ability to impact serious crime in practical ways. 

Thus, the meetings were organized not so much with a specif.ic 
reaction to the Ad Hoc Committee Report in mind, but with the 
purpo~e of forging new linkages between the academic and 
practition~r .communities •. ~hey w,ere. held with the larger purpose 
of ascertaInIng how practItioners view the potential of research 
in assisting them with their OPerational decisions, the. role that 
p r act ~ t ion.e r s can p I a yin res ear c h , a s we I I as ide n t i f yin g 
research needs and priorities. 

2 
A list of the respondents and organiZations are contained in 
Appendix B. 
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This report integrates the specific responses from practitioners 
to the Ad Hoc Committee Report with their more general views on 
both the utility of research and the practitioner's role in its 
conduct. 
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II. Introduction 

The Ad Hoc Comnittee on the Future of Justice Research, chaired 
by Professor James Q. Wi'lson of Harvard University, was composed 
off 0 u r tee n memb e r s, a 1 mo st en t ire 1 y from the c rim ina 1 jus tic e 
research community. While there was diversity in discipline 
~ng the members of the committee and variation in their 
viewpoints, they were more similar than dissimilar in their views 
of wh a t res ear c h nee d edt 0 be un d e r t a ken, i nth e i r 0 pin ion s 
concerning the most pressing problems regarding crime and 
criminal justice, and thei.r recommendations for how research 
should be managed within the Department of Justice. 

By con t r a s t , the c rim ina 1 jus tic e p r act i t ion e r c ommu nit y i s 
nowhere near as homogeneous. In many ways the criminal justice 
system remains a non-system: its functional components the 
police, prosecution, defense, the courts and correctional 
agencies - often working at cross-purposes. 

Many of the differences in goals and objectives of the various 
components, of the criminal justice system are of course 
legitimate and inherent in their different functions. To the 
extent that law enforcement agencies emphasize crime control in 
their operations and the courts due process, tensions will 
exist. The adversarial 'relationship between the defense bar and 
prosecutors has a long history in this country and the interests 
of each, for legitimate reasons, are often diametrically 
opposed. To the extent the courts overburden the correctional 
system as a result of determinate sentencing practices or 
pre s sur e from leg i s 1 a t u res and the pub I i c for inc rea sed use 0 f 
incarceration as a sanction, correctional officials feel 
overburdened. When the courts subsequently chastise correc~ional 
systems for failure to maintain adequate standards in their 
facilities, relationships are further strained. And, of course, 
the decisions of parole boards and probation authorities often 
are perceived by law enforcement officials as working at cross­
purposes to their crime control efforts. 

I n add i t ion tot h e sen a t u r a I ten s ion s t hat erne r g e f r 01Jl 
differences in the goals and objectives of their functions, the 
c rim ina I jus tic e p r act i t ion e r c onmu nit y, I ike eve r y 0 the r s e gme n t 
of society, also must acconmodate ideological differences. 

In the responses from the criminal justice conmunity, voices were 
heard from both sides of the service versus crime control debate' 
over the proper role of the police. Opinions were expressed on 
the extent to which treatment or punishment should predominate in 
sentencing and incapacitation decisions and on expanding prison 
capacity through increased construction as opposed to greater 
utilization of community-based or other alternative programs. 
Views on decriminalization of certain offenses were expressed, as 
were opinions that sanctions should instead be increased and made 
more severe. Because of the smallness of th~ group, the Ad Hoc 
Conmittee of mostly academic representatives did not reflect 
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these divisions to the extent that the broader canvassing of 
practitioners did. 

For all of the above reasons, this is a different report than 
that prepared by the Ad HocCommi ttee. The latter focused on 
identifying a small number of what it felt were the most critical 
research issues. It discussed these issues and then made 
specific recommendations regarding the types of research needed 
to address them. 

The practitioner views, by contrast, are far more diverse. As 
indicated above, part of this diversity is accounted for by the 
wider range of viewpoints expressed. But, more importantly, a 
large part of it also results from the operational environment of 
the practitioner-from the fact that it is the practitioner who 
must deal with the full range of problems and circumstances 
surrounding the administration of criminal justice and who, 
directly answerable to politicians and the body politic, does not 
have the luxury of deciding which few problems will or will not 
be addressed. 

This does not suggest, ,however, that there is no ~greement or 
consensus among the membe r s 0 f the resear ch and cr imina 1 jus t i ce 
corrmunities. There is an overwhelming concern on the part of 
bot h wit h the pro b 1 em 0 f v i ole n t c rime and the s e r Ii 0 u s v i ole n t 
pre d at 0 ran d wit h the iss u e 0 f P r i son crowd i n g • Howe v e r, i tis 
the practitioner, in the face of drastic declines in resources 
and often without the information to determine the least costly 
and most effective alternatives, who ultimately must deal with 
the problem. 

Thus, this report contains reactions to the Ad Hoc Corrmittee 
Report's recomnended priorities in terms of their operational 
relevance and also suggests additional areas of research that 
practitioners, based or. their operational experience, feel are 
equally important. It also contains a sumnary of how 
practitioners view research and what they feel their role should 
be in the actual funding and carrying out ~f studies. 

The report begins with the latter: the practitioners' 
orientation toward research, how they feel research should be 
managed and what their role should be in its conduct. The second 
section contains a discussion of substantive priorities 
highlighted by practitioners. These include: 

Reducing Violent Crime 

Understanding and Controlling the Career Criminal 

Enhancing Comnunity and Neighborhood Crime Control 
Efforts 

Improving Treatment of the Victims of Crime 
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Controlling Illegal Narcotics and Drug Use 

Improving the Effectiveness 
Crimina! Justice System 

. ' Law En f o.r cemen t 

Adjudication 

Corrections 

and Efficiency of the 

!.} 

• 
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III. The Practitioner View of Research 

The practitioner view of research is often assumed to b~ 
dominated by operational experience. T.he questions asked 'of 
research tend to be influenced by political choices that have to 
be made, by the need to act in a very short time frame, and with 
the recognition that actions most often will be undertaken on the 
basis of incomplete 'lnformation~ 

Given identification of the serious, violent predator as a 
priority issue for research, for example, while the acamedici-'an 
or professional researcher will tend to turn his or her attention 
to what is unknown, the practitioner wants to know what is known 
now,. how can it be used and what the costs associated with using 
it will be - both monetarily and in terms of the impact on the 
organization and its environment. 

While this view seems generally true, it is not nearly so 
simple. The responses from and discussions with practitioners 
reveal a full appreciation for the cbmplexity of research and. its 
varying ability to produce answers to imnediate as opposed to 
longer term operational needs. 

While the practitoners as a whole "tend to emphasize the need for 
more so-called "applied" research, they do so not to the total 
exclusion of more "basic" or "theoretical" typ.es .of inquiry. 
They understand the.need to allocate some resources to asking the 
longer term, basic questions a.bout crime and the criminal 
offender, and the need to 'continue to ask basic questions about 
the role of the criminal justice system and its general 
eff~",cti,!eness and efficiency •. Overall, the responses and 
meetings indicate a clear understanding of the differences 
between bas i c and app lied resarch, between theoret i ca I inqu i ry 
and research designed to solve operational problems, and of the 
varying time frames inherent in these different types of 
research. 

While the Ad Hoc Comnittee Report tended to emphasize the 
controlled experiment as the pre-eminent research strategy t'hat 
should be adopted, the ,practitioners emphasize to a greater 
degree the ne.d to support a wider range of research aprQache$ 
and problem solving techniques. Practitioners in general are 
awa.re of the fact that research normally can make only.a partiaJ 
imput to decisions that .. cannot wait for ultimate answers, 

.F u r the r, the y fee I t hat res ear chi sun I ike lye v en 0 v e r' the Ion g 
term to provlde such final answers. For these reasons and 
because it is a costly resource, practitioners feel that research 
should be directed where it can count the most and that no single 
paradigm or research strategy should predominate. The problem, 
its imri-ediacy and importance, and the need for information -
however incomplete:, -·should drive the' use of research 
resources. 

'-' ... 

,i .'; 
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In sunmary, those char.ged with the day-to-day administration of 
the c rim ina I jus tic e s y stem fee I t hat res 0 u r c e s de v 0 ted a t the 
fede.ral level to research and development should be allocated to 
both basic and applied research, but that the proportion devoted 
to basic or theoretical inquiry should be significantly less than 
that devoted to applied or problem-oriented research. 
Practitioners also feel that a greater mix of research strategies 
or methodologies needs to be employed. In recognizing that 
research at best can inform decisions rather than provide 
ultimate solutions, practitioners feel that any and all reliable 
method's of collecting and analyzing d.ata to assist in decision­
making should be employed. 
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IV. The Role of the Practitioner in Research 

There is a general concern among the practitioner corrmunity, 
representing all components of the criminal justice system, that 
implementation of the recorrmendations in the Ad Hoc Comnittee 
Report will relegate practitioners to a secondary role in the 
development of the federal research agenda on crime and criminal 
justice. They feel that if the process is left solely in the 
hands of researchers and agency staff that the relevance ot 
research to operational needs and problems cannot be 
guaranteed. 

The practitioners are not, in expressing this concern, suggesting 
that they instead should control the process. As was indicated 
above, they recognize the need for and the utility of a mixed 
strategy for research - of funding more basic and longer-term 
studies to address the more persistent problems, and at the same 
time of supporting shorter-term research more directly responsive 
to the operational concerns of the managers and administrators of 
criminal justice agencies. They also recognize the· different 
skills and capabilities that researchers and practitioners bring 
to the establishment and implementation of research agendas. 
Wh i I e a cad em i c s are t y pic ally bet t era tar tic u I a tin g and 
formulating research questions from problems, practitioners have 
a better sense of what the most pressing problems are, as well as 
knowledge of whether the likely or hoped for answers to a 
particular research question are implementable or are likely to 
affect operations in any significant way. 

In sum,' the practitioners request nothing more than an equal 
YO i ce wi th the academi c and prof es s i ona 1 research comnun i ty in 
the establishment and implementation of the 'research agenda. 
They recognize the very different skills that researchers bring 
to crime and criminal justice issues and recognize that they need 
the. information research can provide. Their overriding concern 
is that the results of research inform, where possible, the 
operational and administrative decisions that they as 
administrators of criminal justice agencies have to make. 

In regard to the research process, the responses and discussions 
emphasized four areas where practitioners could play a 
significant role: 1) setting research agendas; 2) p'articipating 
In peer review; 3) serving as test beds or sites for research 
projects; arid 4) disseminating the results of research and 
enhancing prospects for implementation of worthwhile changes and 
reforms. 

Setting Research Agendas 

A number,· of, suggestions were made regarding how practitioners 
input into the agenda setting process could b.e managed. These 
range from permanent representation on statutory Advisory Boards, 
to participation in regular task forces around substantive areas 
such as law enforcement, courts and' corrections, to participation 
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in the actual writing of solicitations on specified problems. 
Some s,:ggest that practitioners should be most involved in 
identifying the problems to be addressed, that researchers should 
then be given the task of defining the problems in researchable 
terms, designing studies, and conducting the research. 

While there is considerable variation ·in the mechanics of 
involvement and extent of involvement in the entire agenda 
setting, design, review, funding and implementation of research 
programs and projects, there is near unanimity on at least two 
issues: 

1. Practitioners should 
identifying the range 
addressed. 

have 
of 

considerable 
problems that 

input 
need 

into 
to be 

2. Practitioners should have an equal role with researchers 
in setting the research agenda for NIJ. 

Peer Review 

As opposed to the unanimity expressed regarding practitioner 
input to the research agenda setting process, their views on 
participation in peer review of research proposals are somewhat 
more variable and complex. 

Some, as indicated above, feel that practitioners should be 
involved equally in the entire process from the identificaton of 
problems, to review of solicitations, to review of proposals. 
Others feel that the practitioner's real expertise lies in the 
identification of problems that need to be addressed and that it 
Is t~e purview of the researcher to determine the feasibility of 
research addres sing the prob 1 em - that is, whether the s ta te-of­
the-art of available research methodologies is capable of 
shedding light on the problem - and the role of the. researcher, 
as well, to' assess the technical merit of proposals submitted in 
response to a particular solicitation. 

Some practitioners who have participated on peer review panels 
and advisory boards for National Institute of Justice grants in 
the past caution aga·inst only token involvement of practitioners 
in the review process. They feel that in some cases 
practitioners are placed on panels to review proposals that they 
are t e c h n i cally not qua 1 i fie d to ass e s s • Th u s 1 the i r r ole i s 
practically reduced to that of an observer rather than a reviewer 
and advisor. While the precise mechanics of practitioner 
involvement in the peer review process remain ambiguous, there is 
a clear sense that .somehow two considerations need to be 
addressed in the review of proposals: 

the technical merit of the proposal under consideration, 
and 

the policy relevance of the issue being addressed 

r 
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This could be accomplished by including practitioners on review 
panels to address specifically the latter question, or by 
assuri'ng that the Director, in making his final 'decision gives 
equal weight to both these questions. 

There is considerable agreement on the part of pract'itioners with 
respect to the authority of peer review panels regardless of 
their composition. They almost all feel that the panels should 
be advisory only and that all final decisions should be made by 
the Director. If the panels remain composed primarily of 
researchers, then their role should be to assess the technical 
quality of proposals and the Director sh.ould then make decisions 
from among technically acceptable proposals based on questions of 
policy relevance and the importance of the problem or issue being 
addressed. Even when practitioners are involved in. panel 
deliberations, there still .seems to be a consensus that the 
panel's authority should be ·advisory only and that the final 
decision should be that of the Director. 

Serving as Test Beds 

A number of the respondents and discussants made reference to the 
changes that have occurred in the criminal justice comnunity 
during the last ten to fifteen years, particularly with respect 
to the acceptance of research and the willingness on the part of 
individual agency heads to use their organizations as 
experimental sites for research projects. These changes are 
ascribed to an overall increase in the sophistication and 
expertise of practitioners resulting from their exposure to 
advanced education, and from sheer necessity the need to 
deve 1 op new sk ill s and approaches to prob 1 ems because of the 
growth in the complexity of criminal justice operations and the 
increase in demand on the system. It is .riot at all uncomnon to 
find in many law enforcement departments and correctional 
agencies today, professionals with advanced degrees and 
considerable academic training. Nor are social science, 
operations research, and management analysis alien to the defense 
bar, prosecutors' offices and the courts. 

These increases in sophistication and 
research can contribute to operations 
criminal justice agencies make them 
experimental research. One practitioner 

I 

appreciation for what 
and decision-making in 

natural test beds for 
wrote: 

Clearly we are at a juncture where more will have 
to be done with fewer resources. This is by no. 
means a hopeless task if we can get the system to 
t h ink s y s t em~ tic all y and to ado pta c 1 i rna t e t hat 
begins to generate experimentation. 

In the written r:,\esponses and meetings with practitioners there 
emerges a clear ~',illingness and desire to join in a partnership 
with the research '\col1TTlunity and, in so doing, to offer their 
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agencies and institutions as sites for experimental and other 
forms of research. 

Dissemination 
, 

Another issue on which there is near unanimity among the 
practitioners in their views is in response to the suggestion in 
the Ad Hoc Conmittee Report that there should be an overall 
deemphasis on dissemination, particularly dissemination of 
information about ideas and projects that, while plausible and 
possibly desirable, have not been adequately tested: 

Practitioners feel that deferring dissemination until an idea has 
been fully tested is unrealistic and results, at least in the 
short run, in research that is irrelevant to policy-making. As 
indicated above, they feel that a range of analytic approaches or 
different types of research need to be brought to bear on crime 
and criminal justice issues. The classic scientific experiment 
wit hit sat ten dan t me tho dolo g i c a I rig 0 r, wh i I e a p pro p ria t e for 
some prob I ems ~ is not the on I y approach that shou I d be taken. 
Practitioners feel that short of absolute statistical certainty, 
research should be able to identify trends and diagnostic 
estimates of the probability of success or failure of particular 
approaches that could assist them in their day-to-day 
operations. These need to be disseminated in a timely fashion. 

Public pressure and the demands of particular situations require 
that practitioners act. They preclude waiting for the results of 
three to five year studies. Often, by the time research results 
become available in usable form, the problem or situation under 
study may have been changed or altered through interventions 
dictated by this need to act. Practitioners feel a need for 
better information on the potential outcomes of possible courses 
of action geared more toward the "real time" atmosphere in which 
they are forced to operate. Confronted with inmediate decisions, 
even preliminary findings can be helpful. 

Thus, in general, practitioners feel that not enough is being 
don e t 0 dis s em ina t ere sea r c h res u Its ina usa b I e form. Wh i I e 
some applauded and reconmended continuation of such Institute 
programs as the National Criminal Justice Reference Service 
(NCJRS), the Exemplary Projects Program, HOST (a program that 
facilitates information sharing among crimnal justice agencies by 
allow.ing senior officials from one agency to visit a project in 
another designated as exemplary) and the publication of documents 
that describe recent innovations and successful programs together 
with an implementation guide, most feel tha.t still more needs to 
be done. 

The practitioners feel strongly that dissemination must include 
more than merely the publication of lengthy research repQrts. 
The potential of technical assistance, training, conferences and 
other forms of information transfer must be fully explored and 
developed to assure that practitioners get the information they 
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need in a form amenable to adoption by a particular agency. 
Because of the wide variation in agency operations and needs a 
range of options rather than single models with the potential for 
only limited application also is preferable. 

Many of the respondents pointed out that research results are not 
at all self-implementing. The effective introduction of new 
res ear c h fin din g s , ide a san d new ways 0 f do i n g t h i n g sin t 0 an 
age n c y i s a sci en C I.' a I lit s elf. Uti liz a t ion 0 ugh t t 0 be b u i 1 t 
i n tot her e sea r c h lJ,r 0 j e c t s t hems e I ve s a' n d beg i v e n inc rea sed 
emphasts as research leads to development, testing and ultimate 
marketing of new methods and procedures to users. 

The practitioners frequently pointed out that as much as they 
would like to, for the most part they are unable to transcend the 
demands that day-to-day management exigencies of their agencies 
and institutions impose upon them. They simply do not have the 
time and in some cases expertise to take the results of research, 
and develop their own implementation strategies. What law 
enforcement, court and correctional administrators need are 
policies, procedures and products of research shaped into readily 
usable formats'. Research results cannot come off the shelf into 
practice without considerable reshaping and development. 
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v. Research Priorities 

As indicated above in the background section to this report the 
Ad Hoc Comni ttee recomnended that resources be focl)~ed on the 
problems of greatest concern to both government and ~he public: 
controlling the dangerous, violent and persistent offender, and 
red u c i n g v i 0 len t c rime. The Comn itt e e s p e c i f i c a I I y r e c onme n d e d 
five priority areas for research: career criminal, arresting 
neighborhood decline and improving comnunity social control, more 
e f f e c t i ve me tho d s 0 f pro v i din g lawen for c erne n t s e r vic e s , 
sentencing, and incapacitation and punishment. 

Among the practitioner comnunity there is general agreement with 
the overall thrust of the Ad Hoc Conmittee's recomnendations. 
Ce r t a i n I yin an e to a 0 f s c a'r c ere sou r c e s , p r act i t ion e r s fee I , 
available research funds should be focused and concentrated on 
those problems that the public is most concerned with and pose 
the greatest operational difficulty for criminal justice 
agencies. There is general agreement among practitioners, 
particularly among those in law enforcement and corrections, that 
control of the serious violent career criminal is a high 
priority. Similarly, there is unanimity among all components of 
the system regarding the need for greater community involvement 
in crime and social control efforts. 

Where the practitioners begin to diverge slightly from the 
substantive problems identified in the Ad Hoc C9nmittee Report is 
when problems such as the need for improved police strategies, 
sentencing and incapacitation are translated into operational 
terms. One practitioner observed that ultimately researchers may 
be mor e conce r !;led wi th chang i ng behav i or and mo re theo ret i ca I 
issues, while administrators tend to translate problems into more 
narrow pragmatic concerns vital to their operations. 

Thus, for example, the issue of selective incapacitation and the 
possibility of affecting crime rates by sentencing hard core 
offenders to longer prison terms is an interesting one to both 
researchers and practitioners. To any particular researcher, the 
exciting questions may revolve around developing models to 
estimate more precisely the exact effects of such a policy. 
Co r r e c t ion a I a dm i n i s t rat 0 r s, h owe v e r, may i mne d i ate 1 y frame the 
issues in terms of their potential for altering the character of 
the institutions they are responsible for administering. Their 
concerns will .likely center on dealing with an increasing ratio 
o f mo res e rio u s t 0 I e s sse rio u s 0 f fen d e r 5 s e r v i n g s i g n i f i can t I Y 
longer terms. Thus, the question of aay-to-day management of the 
long term ser ious offender becomes the paramount one for the 
correctional administrator. 

While researchers and practitioners may agree a given problem 
requires priority attention, they see it from different vantage 
points and this has implications for the way in which the problem 
is framed. The researcher tends to see the implications in the 
context of a conceptual framework that emphasizes knowns, 
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unknowns and the need for further refinements in the r~liability 
and validity of what they think is known. The practitioner, by 
contrast, will translate the problem into operational 
considerations - what does emergence of the problem imply for 
management of an institution, agency or particular component of 
the criminal justice system. 

Therefore, to say that researchers and practitioners agree on a 
limited set of priorities and agree, for example, that the 
control of serious, violent offenders is one of the critical 
problems, is really not to capture their varied perspectives. 
Not only will practitioners in general see such a statement, in 
different terms than the researcher, but different practitioners 

police, sheriffs, defense lawyers, prosecutors, judges, 
caseworkers and correctional personnel will draw entirely 
different and sometimes contradictory conclusions. The 
operational implications and hence the data and information needs 
desired from research will be equally different and 
contradictory. 

A I I 0 f t his nee d not be c a use for pes s 1 m 1 sm. Ito n I y imp lie 5 

that researchers and practitioners must probe each other's 
interests and needs a little deeper when apparent signs of 
agreement exist on the importance of a problem or issue. And 
that when operating agencies and departments are used for 
research purposes, both the practitioner and the researcher must 
be fully aware of each other's interests a,nd information needs 
and, the researcher in particular, of the consequences for the 
practitioner of adverse findings. 

Th i s pre fa c e tot he dis c u s s ion 0 f P r act i t ion err e sea r c h 
priorities expl'",jnsfor the most part what may appear to be 
differences in opinion between researchers and practitioners 
reg a r din g wh a t s h 0 u I d bed 0 n e abo uta par tic u I a r pro b I em bot h 
apparently feel is important. It also explains the reason for 
the organization of what follows. While, where possible, 
intentions are to identify priorities that cross the criminal 
justice system and to specify the implications for change in one 
part of the system on the rest of it, the fact remains that some 
issues are best stated as law enforcement, adjudicatory or 
correctional problems. Their full meaning and import are Qften 
obscured otherwise. Thus, there are brief separate sections on 
each functional component. 

It should be made clear, however, that this in no way should be 
construed to minimize the practitioners' appreciation for the 
system-wide effects that changes in their particular component 
may have, nor for the need to study and think of all the 
components as a system. While differing views on specific issues 
exist, there is one point practitioners all agree on. The 
criminal justice system must be viewed as a system of 
interrelated entities. No individual component is autonomous and 
none can be viewed in a vaccuum. 
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Finally, though by no means least importantly, the practitioners 
raisea issues not addressed by the Ad" Hoc Conmittee Report. 
Foremost among these is the issue of victims of crime, what can 
be done for them and how the criminal justice system ~an be made 
more responsive. 

The following provides a b r i ef.-ch::s c rip t ion of each general 
priority identified by practit!oner respondents and discussants. 
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Violent Cr ime 
The practitioner cornnunity)s in accord with the overall priority 
given violent crime by the Ad Hoc Comnittee Report. They feel 
this is the problem of most concern to the public, and the one 
that generates the greate~t fe~r. Control of stanger-to-stranger 
violent crime and crimes characterized by random violence need to 
be given ~pesial emphasis. 

) 

Most of the respondents feel that in order to deal with this 
problem effectively cons.iderable effor't will have to be put into 
specifying those crimes that cause the most harm and then 
stu d yin g th em i n d i v i d u a I I Y • To de vel 0 p mo r e e f f e c t i ve 
intervention strategies, the practitioners feel more crime 
specific research is needed. The costs, impact and distribution 
of individual types of violent crime need better analysis,'as do 
the behavioral patterns of individual offenders, particularly the 
ca~eer criminal. . 
In endorsing this recomnendation of the Ad Hoc Cornnittee, the 
practitioners also caution against keeping the goals of research 
directed at this problem too,abstract. They warn against falling 
into the "crime reduction" trap that a numbe'r of them felt was so 
costly to LEAA. Research goals need to be stated in terms closer 
to the actual operational level of criminal justice agencies. 
They also warn that improving investigative practices or 
developing and implementing new patrol configurations may 
actually increase the number of arrests made and convictions, but 
have little impact on the overall crime rate. ' 

Thus, while the practitioners agree that control of violent crime 
should be i priority for research, they feel that the goals and 
objectives for such a program need better definition and need to 
be stated in more precise, operational terms. They need to be 
stated as problems to be ~eliorated and in ways that will shed 
light on the relative effectiveness of alternative policies. 
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Career Cr iminal 

While the practitioners feel the issue of career criminals is an 
important one, there are a considerable numb~r of cautions and in 
a few cases, opposition to the premise of in~apacitation as a 
c rime con t r 0 1 s t rat e g y • Ad v 0 cat e S 0 f the c rIme ~ 0 n t r 0 1 mo del 
giva it the highest priority. They sugges~ It should be 
emphasized by each component of the system If not, as was 
recomnended by one practitioner, pursued to the extent ,of actual 
identification and ~'Q(;king of serious offenders by law 
enforcement agencies. They suggested a holistic and coord~n~ted 
approach to dealing with career criminals across the crImInal 
justice system. 

Respondents leaning more toward the due process and treatment 
models tend to question the underlying premise of identifying 
hard core offenders and incapacitating them for long periods of 
time as a crime reduction strategy. They feel that an extensive 
range of options exists for intervening in the lives of high-r,isk 
offenders between doing nothing and incapacitation. They caution 
that even serious, high-rate offenders are going to return to 
society some day and it is unlikely that prolonged imprisonment 
will contribute to their reintegration into the comnunity. 

Between the polar extremes, there is agreement that research 
resources should be devoted to identifying who the high-rate and 
high-risk offenders are and developing a. range of alter~ative 
punishments and programs to better deal WIth them. The lInk to 
juvenile behavior needs to be examined, according to the 
p r act i t ion e r s , i nor de r t hat the en t ire c ri m i n.a I car e e rca n be 
better understood and the most effective points and forms of 
intervention identified. ,There is a feeling that an artificial 
barrier has been established between juvenile and adult behavior 
that hampers understanding of how criminal careers develop. 

Several practitioner groups and individuals note tha~ while there 
is tremendous appeal to being able to identify and predict who 
the high-rate offenders are likely to be, it poses very much the 
same problem that identifying which individuals can best benefit 
from rehabilitation programs does. They note that little success 
has been encountered in the latter; only in this case, the policy 
option is lengthy incarceration rather than .counseling or 
educational alternatives. One respondent organization wrote: 

•.•.• achieving a level of preclsion to 
substantially reduce the number of false 
positives flies in the face of experience. An 
approach which undertakes less, say prediction 
of future violent behavior by individuals with 
a car e f u 1 1 y do c ume n ted his tor y 0 f P rio r 
violent convictions may be more productive in 
the long run ••••.•• 
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P rae tit ion e r s do fee I t hat the car e e r c rim ina I pro b I em nee d s to 
bel 00 ked at com pre hen s .i vel y , and a c r 0 sst he c rim ina 1 jus tic e 
system. Currently, the identification of career criminals and 
programs desJgned to target them are located predominately within 
prosecutor's offices. More research is needed on how law 
enforcement tactics, operations and information systems can be 
altered to assist in the early identification of career 
criminals. From a corrections standpoint, administrators want,to 
know howselectiv~ incapacitation policies may affect jail and 
prison populations, as well as the implications for correctional 
management of increasing numbers of violent offenders serving 
longer terms. 

In sum~ary, practitioners feel it critical that all the resources 
of the, system be brought to bear on this problem. Yet caution 
must be exercised ih developing and implementing predictive 
classification schemes. The latter should be a high priority for 
research. Evaluations are needed of model systems for 
classifying offenders at various decision points across the 
criminal justice system. 

11 
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Community Crime Control 

There is virtual unanimity among the practitioners on the need 
for increased attention to ways that citizens and public 
o ff i cia I s can wo r k tog e the r toe n han c e c ommu nit y soc i a I con t r 0 I 
and to stabilize neighborhoods. 

Respondents like the Ad Hoc Committee, feel that much more needs 
to be lear~ed about the process of urban decay and how it is 
affected by citizen fears and perceptions. Fear of crime was 
cited frequently as a problem almost equal in magnitude to the 
inc:'idence of crime itself as a major debilitating factor in 
nei~hborhood and community decline. 

P r act i t ion e r s r e c omme n dan inc rea sed emp h a' sis 0 nth e r 0 let hat 
local community-based groups can play in the prevention and 
control of crime and violence. The social structure of different 
types of neighborhoods needs to be examined to determine whether 
and how norms differ and the factors that seem to promote order 
and more effective relationships with criminal justice and other 
public agencies. Several respondents felt the issue of black on 
black and other minority crime should be given priority 
attention. 

Specific crime prevention strategies need to be tested 
evaluated. Practitioners want to know how effective 
programs as ne ighborhood wa tch and cr imes topper s are and 
factors facilitate citizen and group participation in them. 

and 
such 
what 

Respondents also want to know whether some crimes are more 
preventab 1 e than other sand, more genera 11 y, wha t po 1 i c i es and 
strategi.es are most effective with what specific crimes. The 
issues of public housing, the appropriate mix of low and moderate 
income families, the effects of architectural desig'n and, the 
possible implications for 'urban enterprise zones also are cited 
frequently as areas deserving attention. The practitioners are 
interested additionally in ways to stimulate greater involvement 
of the private sector in revitalizing decaying urban areas. 

In summary, the practitioners feel that crime control efforts 
must involve the total community if they are to ~e successful. 
Public agencies, individual citizens and groups, and the private 
sec tor mu s t wo r kin con c e r t to de vel 0 p tot a I c ommu nit y c rime 
prevention and control strategies. The criminal justice system 
cannot do the job alone. 

21 

Vict ims 

Recognizing that the Ad Hoc Committee put its emphasis on 
controlling the serious offender and reducing violent crime, 
practitioners nevertheless feel that the problems of victims need 
to be highlighted regardless of any pot~ijtlal for crime reduction 
or increase in arrest and conviction rates. 

Among the specific topics respondents and discussants feel need 
to be addressed are: 

Victim services to Victims of violent crime. Does violent 
crime cause more damage to the victim than other types of 
offenses, such, that special services need, to be 
~eveloped? What are the most effective means for 
providing services to victims? 

Should information regarding the impact of a particular 
crime on a victim be considered in the disposition 
decision regarding an offender? What are the best 
mechan isms for as sur ing s uch ~ n forma t ion is gathered and 
introd;..\.ced at appropriate decision points in pre-trial and 
adjudication stages? What feedback mechanisms need to be 
implemented to keep the victim informed of the progress 
and final disposition of a case? 

Wh i I e add i t ion a Ire sea r c hal s 0 i s nee d e don wh e the r inc rea sed 
attention to the needs of victims and witnesses will lead to 
more arrests and better convictions, the practitioners feel that 
given the high levels of citizen fear and of crime itself, the 
impact of crime on victims and how it can be alleviated is a 
problem that needs to be addressed in its own right. 
In summary, the practitioners fee! that a high priority should be 
accorded the impact of crime on victims. They generally feel 
that this is a serious omission in the Ad Hoc Committee Report. 
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Narcotics and Drug Use 

The practitioner comnunity, particularly law enforcement 
officials, feel strongly that narcotics and drugs continue to be 
a serious problem and that more information is needed on ways 
that enforcement tactics and prosecution strategies can be 
improved and made more effective. Recent evidence on the 
relaionship between drug use and ~rime underscore this concern. 

One study, for example, shows that narcotic abusers conmit crimes 
on an average of 248 days a year while addicted and on an average 
of 0 n I y 4 1 day say ear wh e n not add i c ted. An 0 the r stu d y 0 f 
California inmates finds that those who are heroin addicts report 
c OnID itt i n g a n a v era g e 0 f 3 4' rob b e r i e s, 68 bur g I a r i e s, and 22 
thefts per year. Inmates reporting no drug use said they 
c onm itt e dan a v era g e 0 f two rob b e r i e s , t h r e e bur g I a r i e s, and 
eight thefts per year. Investigators conclude heroin or 
barbituate use is a key factor in distinguishing IGw, medium, and 
high-rate robbers. 

Practitioners are extremely interested in whether or not such a 
cooperative effort as the South Florida Task Force, combining 
federal law enforcement and military with State and local 
resources, is an effective national strategy for impacting the 
drug problem. They are very much interested in the long-term 
prospects for such programs, whether they can be regionalized in 
other areas around the country, and whether they can ultimately 
be institutionalized as new and more effective forms of Federal, 
State and local cooperation. If such efforts are meant instead 
to be short-term, high intensity forms of intervention against 
targets which will be moved as needed, then practitioners want 
more information on the impact on local law enforcement onc:,-:e 
resources are withdrawn. 

State and local practitioners, particularly law enforcement 
off i cia Is, ex pre sse d some con c ern reg a r din g the i r r 0 lei nth e 
pro b I em 0 f con t r 0 I lin g n arc 0 tic san d d rug use. Wh i Ie, a s 
indicated above, most feel it a serious problem that has to be 
add res sed ina coo r din ate d f ash ion by a I I 1 eve Iso f go v e r nme nt, 
there are some who suggest that the real crux of the problem lies 
in controlling the production and supply of illegal substances 
and that this is by and large a federal and international 
pro b I em. S eve r a Ire s po n den t sst ate d the rei s lit tie t hat s tat e 
and local governments can do if the supply is not interrupted. 

Finally, a few voices conclude that efforts to control drugs have 
failed and that, perhaps, decriminalization of some aspects of 
the problem should be tried if only to ascertain the real 
magnitude of the relationship between drug use and criminal 

"behavior. 

In surrmary, respondents feel that control of narcotics and 
dan g e r 0 u s d rug 5 r ema ins a c r i tic a I pro b I em for the c rim ina I 
justice system. They are acutely aware of the relationship that 
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persists between drug use and criminal behavior,but do not feel 
the problem can be adequately addressed by state and local 
resources alone. A real partnership with the federal government 
is needed if drug use is going to be significantly curtailed. 

'-~-... 
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The Criminal Justice System 

The Ad Hoc Committee Report emphasized that the focus of 
Department of Justice research should be on public policies aimed 
at red u c i n g the rat e 0 f s e rio usc rime. I t we n ton to say "( a ) 
much lower priority should be given matters not clearly related 
to this priority, such as problems of criminal justice management 
and e d u cat ion. " Wit h· ve r y few ex c e p t ion s , p r act i t ion e r 
respondents and discussants strongly disagree with this 

. position. Not only do they feel management and education are 
extremely critical areas where more research needs to be 
undertaken but feel there also are issues regarding 
administration of the criminal justice system in general that are 
equally as important. 

With respect to education and managem~nt needs, most 
practitioners think these are integral parts of the technology 
transfer or dissemination process. They feel that knowledge is 
of little value unless administrators also learn· how to 
effectively implement new programs or techniques derived from 
research. While they feel that the Ad Hoc Committee is correct 
in reconu,.ending an increased emphasis, for example, on the 
behavior of career criminals and on improving enforcement 
tactics, they feel that whatever strategies are developed as a 
result of such research ultimately will have to be implemented by 
rank and file personnel in criminal justice agencies. In the 
practitioner's view, failure to provide information on 
appropriate organizational' environments, training needs, and 
management and supervisory strategies will result in failure of 
even the best designed programs. 

The practitioners are not at all reluctant to criticize 
themselves. While they feel considerable progress has been made 
in professionalizing their agencies, they warn against 
underestimating the prevalence throughout the criminal justice 
s y stem 0 f rna nag erne n tan d " a dm i n i 5 t rat ion bas e don i n t u i t ion, 
approximation and poorly understood experience." In this regard 
one 0 f the mo s t c r i tic a I nee d sac r 0 sst he s y stem i s bet t e r 
information - not just new !nformation, but more efficient ways 
of collecting, storing and analyzing information already being 
collected so that it can be used to inform decision-making at 
various stages of the criminal sanctioning process. One 
respondent group warns that even when information is critical to 
a particular decision, for example, sentencing a violent, career 
criminal, prior arrest and conviction information may be 
"unavailable, incomplete, or inaccurate." Thu~, practitioners 
feel the need for better and more accessible information cannot 
be underemphasized. 

Practitioners generally feel that one of the most serious 
problems likely to face them in this decade is the realignment of 
functions and workloads to match declining resources. Here they 
suggest research needs to be directed at investigating how 
resources can be better utilized, how various operational 

2.5. 

functions can be performed ITlOre efficiently and effectively at 
less cost, and which functions and tasks currently being 
performed can be modified or deemphasized while still maintaining 
basic and acceptable levels of service. Very little information 
exists regarding the discrete operational processes and tasks and 
capital costs of administering the criminal justice system. 
These. range from the cost of issuing a warrant to the cost of 
operating and amortizing' financing of optimal size and varying 
security correctional facilities. This information needs to be 
researched, mod~ls developed and put into a form that 
practitioners can use. 



-----------~----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- -----------------

26 

Law Enforcement 

In addition to echoing a number of the concerns outlined above, 
the law enforcement comnunity raises a number of issues more 
specific to. its profession and particular sphere of 
res pon sib iii ty • 

One overriding concern on the part of respondents is with the 
need to continue to refine law enforcement roles and functions. 
With resources continuing to decline, reassessments need to be 
made of the service and crime control models of policing and law 
enforcement. Much broader pol icy ques't ions concerning the 
relationships between law enforcement, adjudication and 
san c t Ion 1 n g fun c t ion s 0 f the c rim ina 1 jus tIc e s y stem nee d to be 
addressed. Law enforcement fynctions often appear to operate at 
cross purposes with the courts, corrections and parole 
authorIties. New linkages and programs need to be thought out to 
improve coordination, especially in regard to dealing system-wide 
with the serious and persistent offender. 

There is general agreement with the Ad Hoc Comnittee's 
reconmendation that greater attention needs to be paid to how 
citizens, comnunity groups and the private sector can playa 
larger role in concert with law enforcement agencies in 
preventing and controlling criminal behavior. While several 
respondents feel law enforcement has been studied too much during 
the last decade and a half, most are comnitted to continuing 
experiments with alternative means of providing law enforcement 
services and with new ways for involv~ng the total community in 
crime control and fear reduction efforts. 

Law enforcement administrators also agree that control of violent 
crime and the violent offender should be the number one prio·rity 
for the entire crirrmal justice system. Nevertheless, as 
indicated above, they feel it needs to be addressed along a 
number of dimensions and greater definition is needed regarding 
the priority to be given different types of crime. 

From an operational viewpoint, law enforcement officials feel 
that controll ing ser ious cr ime and the ser ious offender requi re 
more effective use of investigative and patrol resources. With 
regard to investigation, a recent study was cited indicating that 
one of the two factors contributing most to solution of crime by 
investigators is the internal records of a police or sheriff's 
department (the principal one, of course, being the presence of a 
witness with information leading to the identification of an 
offend?r). Yet the internal records of these agencies are rarely 
kept In ways that are offender or crime specific and the 
technology used to store, analyze and use data from the records 
is well behind the state-of-the-art. While some advances have 
been made in the use of cr ime analysis to improve patn)l 
deployment and resource allocation in general, practi tioners 
themselves fee 1 the tool is st i 11 qu i te crude. More research is 
needed on the types of cr imes susceptib Ie to di fferent analyt ic 
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techniques and on development of the possible predictive 
capabilities of crime analysis. 

Respondents also feel more crime specific research is needed in 
order to di.stinguish the patterns of particular crimes from each 
other as well as to differentiate within crime types. That is 
information is needed not only on how patterns of robberies and 
burglaries differ, but on how muggings differ from armed and 
other unarmed forms of robbery. Practitioners feel these 
concerns should be dealt with in the context of improving crime 
analysis capabilities. 

Another problem representatives of the law enforcement comnunity 
point out ?eals. with the .issue of how officers on patrol actually 
spend their tIme. WhIle a great deal of information from 
research exists on the relative ineffectiveness of random as 
compared to directed patrol and targeted anti-crime units, the 
fact remains that an overwhelming amount of an individual 
officer's time is spent on service related activities. 

Law enforcement offic-ials feel that if control of crime an'd 
apprehension of the serious offender is to be accorded priority, 
more need,s to be done in the areas of management, training and 
education in order to translate the results of research into 
operational practices that significantly alter officer behavior 
and performance. Managers need to know how to assure that these 
priorities are the ones emphasized by line officers and need 
guidance on the development of performance measures to moni tor 
agency and officer activity. 

A major area of concern to law enforcement practitioners, and one 
not touched on direct 1 y by the Ad Hoc Commi t tee, is the who I e 
area of private security and its relationship to governmental 
enforcement activities. Law enforcement officials estimate there 
are now at least three times as many private security guards as 
there are law enforcement officers. The growth in this industry 
will have a .tremendous impact on what public law enforcement 
agencies will look like in the future. These issues need careful 
ex~loration now so that changes can be anticipated and dealt with 
in an orderly and rational manner. 

The law enforcement community, in addition to the specific issues 
outlined above and those contained in the previous section on the 
criminal justice system, is also concerned with the cost 
effectiveness of law enforcement services, the developmeilt of 
performance measures, both for departments of val'ying sizes and 
individual officers, and with methods for improving the 
relationships between law enforcement agencies and the various 
communities they must serve. As neighborhoods, economic 
conditions and other factors change, law enforcement officials 
feel a need for better tools to monitor changes occuring in their 
jurisdictions to enable them to be more responsive to commu~ity 
needs and to better prevent and ease social disorder It and 
comnunity tensions. 

r 



.------ ----- --------,-----------------

" 
'--' < • .-'-.... -'-"~ ~-----~~ ........ -, •• -.-

28 

In all of these areas respondents and discussants feel more 
research is needed. They also feel that research resources 
should be ut i I ized to assure that new knowledge concerning more 
effective programs and techniques is developed 'and packaged in 
ways that make it imnediately useful to practitioners. 
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Adjudication 

Representatives from the defense bar, prosecutor's offices, the 
j u d h:: i a I c onmu nit y and the leg a I pro f e s s ion g e n era I I Y are 
disturbed at th'e lack of attention given to the adjudication 
process by the Ad Hoc Conmittee. They feel that much greater 
emphasis needs to be placed on research designed to improve the 
efficienty and quality of the courts, prosecution and defense. 
With respect to specfic problems requiring research, 
practitioners cited the problems of court delay,. improved law 
enforcement-prosecutor relations, increased emphasis on costs and 
per·formance measures and alternative dispute resolution 
mechan isms. 

Respondents agree with the Ad Hoc Conmittee's reconmendation that 
more needs to be known about what types of particular sanctions 
work best with what types of offenders at what stages of their 
criminal careers. However, they see this in a much broader 
con t ext t han t hat 0 f red u c i n g v i 0 len t c rime and en han c i n g the 
effects of incapacitation. At one level they are concerned with 
the effects of sentencing on behavior, on both specific and 
general deterrence. They also are concerned wi th' the whole 
question of sentencing alternatives - as a means for unclogging 
the courts, as a possible vehicle for freeing up scarce priscl~ 
space for use by the really serious and violent offender, andias 
a way of providing for equally or even more just dispositions' of 
particular 'cases. 

Respondents also are concerned that no one seems to be stud~ing 
the problem of "endless litigation." There is increasing concern 
on the part of the public with what appear to be endless 
opportunities for appeal on the part of convicted offenders, 
including appeals that go not to the guilt or innocence involved 
in a particular criminal case but to procedural and other 
collateral issues, thus long-delaying any finality of 
j u d g erne n t • Ob s e r ve r s fee I the rei s ve r y lit tie i nth e wa y 0 f 
hard data to help policy-makers in assessing the extent to which 
these public concerns are well founded, and, to the extent they 
are, in finding solutions to specific problems identified. While 
some claim that federal habeas corpus ·is the problem, for 
example, others representing the defense bar suggest that the 
number of filings has actually decreased over the last decade by 
14 percent and that the real issue may be the quality of legal 
representation. Clearly this issue needs to be studied. . 

Another issue that needs investigation is the great disparity 
that exists from state to state in the amount of time and 
resources required to conduct a typical felony trial. What 
little data are available suggest that average felony trial 
lengths range from one or two days in many states to six or seven 
days in others. If states at the high end of this range are 
wasting time on jury selection, (:epetitive testimony, refusal of 
counsel to stipulate routine facts, or uncontrolled argument by 
counsel, those courts might be able to dpubl~ their trial output 
by instituting more stringent trial practic~rules. 
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Practitioners also are concerned with the handling 
health issues at the trial stage. Reference was 
resolution passed by the Conference of Chief Justices 
research on the "guilty-but-mentally-ill" verdict now 
in nine states. 

of mental 
made to a 

calling for 
established 

Respondents representing the defense bar question more strongly 
the entire paradigm suggested by the Ad Hoc Committee Report. In 
their words, they question the notion that: 

we can effectively control crime by arresting and 
incapacitating greater and greater numbers of "serious 
troublemakers", if only we can determine a means of 
ma~ing our prisons bigger and more efficient. 

They note that even the hard core offender is at some point going 
to return to society and that greater emphasis needs to be placed 
on community-based alternatives to imprisonment that aid in 
reintegrating offenders. They also are concerned about the lack 
of resources being allocated to defense services both at the . 
National and State and loc~l levels. 

Alrnos tall res ponden t s f rom defense, prosecut i on and the 
judiciary decry the' lack of emphasis on education and 
management. Greater attention needs to be placed on training, 
judicial performance and selection measures, case load and 
weighting systems, and management and information systems across 
the criminal justice system. As others pointed out, t~~ 
ad j u d i cat i on c ommu nit y a! so feel s qui t est ron g 1 y that res e a<,c h 
results are useless unless accompanied by training and other 
assistance to aid administrators in implementing needed changes 
and programs. 
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Corrections 

Practitioners in the corrections field unanimously agree that 
issues surrounding the problem of prison cr<;>wding are of the 
highest priority. Alleviating overcrowding IS also the first 
priority of the National GO'vernor's Association (NGA). 

Respondents and discussants share the concern of the members of 
the Ad Hoc Committee about violent crime and the career criminal, 
though policies of determinate sentencing and' selective 
i,ncapacitation-, will mean, for correctional administrators, a 
dramatic change in the composition of the populations under their 
control. Practitioners fully expect to be confronted with 
increasing numbers of younger, more violent criminals who will be 
serving much longer periods of time. 

In addition to research which addresses the special problems of 
managing the long-term serious offender such as security, 
problems and the impact on both inmates and staff - practitioners 
recognize that better alternatives to incarceration are going to 
have to be developed and tested if space is going to be available 
for these offenders in already overcrowded institutions. 

The most pressing needs identified by administrators are for more 
accurate population projection techniques so that future 
construction and other housing needs can be better anticipated 
and, more importantly, for better classification systems to aid 
in offender disposition decisions. The latter is needed 
throughout the criminal justice system but is especially 
important to correctional administrators becaus~ of their fixed 
capacity to absorb the results of law enforcement and sentencing 
decisions. 

Administrators need information on a number of classification 
dimensions. These include risk assessment who can be 
supervised in the community and who can not, security - what 
types of institutional facilities and custodial arrangements are 
required for different types of offenders who need some form of 
incarceration, and classification systems for managing the 
assignment of offenders to programs and employment within and 
outside ,of correctional facilities and institutions. 

Practitioners cited the increasing numbers of mentally ill 
persons in jails and prisons as another problem area. More 
research is needed on the movement of offenders between mental 
health and correctional facilities, as well as on development of 
strategies and prograrimatic alternatives for the care of such 
offenders in the correctional setting. 

Similarly, one respondent also was concerned with demands that 
the problem of handling the public inebriate continue to pose for 
the c rim ina 1 jus tic e 5 y stem. I tis est i ma ted t hat some 1. 3 
milli.on arrests are made each year for public drunkeness and that 
jails annually process and detain almost 2 million persons 
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charged with public inebriation, vagrancy or disorderly conduct 
and similar offenses. 

Correctional officials also are concerned with current 
conditions. With at least 39 state correctional systems under 
some form 0 f cour t 0 rder to reduce crowd i ng or improve 
conditions, administrators need better information with which to 
make early release decisions. They also emphasize the need for 
practical guidance to take in response to court orders. That is, 
what steps should a chief elected official take and what are the 
best tactical and strategic responses to crowding. Corrections 
officials also want to know how consistent the courts are being 
nation-wide in applying standards for ·the housing and care of 
inmates. 

Administrators are also concerned with the growing proportion of 
minorities in the prison population. One noted corrections 
expert cautioned that by the year 2000, perhaps 90 percent of the 
incarcerated population may be made up of minorities.. Further 
study to understand the reasons for this phenomenon needs to be 
undet· taken. 

In summary, corrections officials are most concerned with prison 
crowding, alternatives to incarceration and improved 
classification systems. 
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Appendix A 

Members of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Future of Justice 
Research: 

Michael Block 
Department of Public Policy 
University of Arizona 

Alfred Blumstein 
School of Urban and Public Affairs 
Carnegie-Melt'on University 

Phillip Cook 
School of Public Policy 
Duke University 

Lamar Empey 
Department oi Sociology 
University of Southern CalifQrnia 

Peter Greenwood 
The Rand Corporation 

John Monahan 
School of Law 
University of Virginia 

Mark H. Moore 
John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Harvard University 

Albert Reiss, Jr. 
Department of Sociology 
Yale University 

Thomas A. Reppetto 
Executive Director 
Citizen's Crime Commission 

Lawrence Sherman 
Director of Research 
The Police Foundation 

Michael Tonry 
University of Ma~yland Law School 

Anne Wi tte 
Department of Economics 
University of North Carolina 
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Marvin Wolfgang 
Center for Studies in Criminology 

and Criminal Law 
University of Pennsylvania 

James Q. Wi I son 
Harvard University 
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Appendix B 

Respondents and Discussants from the Practitioner Community 

American Bar Association 

American Bar Foundation 

American Correctional Association 

California Office of Criminal Justice Planning 

Chicago, Illinois Police Department 

Connecticut Department of Corrections 

Delaware Office of Management, Budget and Planning 

Federal Judicial Center 

International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) 

Minneapolis, Minnesota Police Department 

National Association of Attorneys General 

National Association of Counties 

National Association of Criminal Justice Planners 

National Center for State Courts 

National Conference of State Legislatures 

National Council on Crime and-Delinquency 

National Criminal Justice Association 

National District Attorneys' Association 

National Governors' Association 

National Institute of Corrections (NIC) 

National Legal Aid and 'Defender Association 

. National Organization of Black Law Enforcement Executives' (NOBLE) 

National Sheriffs' Association 

Nebrast<a Comnission on Law Enforc;:ement and Criminal Justice 
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Appendix B 

Pennsylvania C~ission on Crime and Delinquency 

Police Executi.ve Research Forum (PERF) 

San Jose, California Police Department 

U.S. Parole Commission 

VALOR (Victims' Assistance Legal Organization) 

Virginia Department of Criminal.Justice Services 
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