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Preface 

This report of the Committee on Research on Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice is the product of an intJ;:nsive 18-month effort by a 
committee of individuals with a variety of scholarly, research, adminis­
trative, and technical skills and experience broadly associated with law 
enforcement research. The effort was undertaken at the request of the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) of the Depart~ 

. ment of Justice. Some members of the Committee previously had 
extensive acquaintance with the National Institute of Law Enforce­
ment and Criminal Justice or with LEAA in various guises. Others 
among us had relatively little. All were aware that the Institute and 
LEAA, generally, were subjects of major criticism and national evalua­
tion. Indeed, one of the reasons for undertaking the task was the 
assumption that such an assessment was a value to the Institute itself 
and to the country's effort to deal in effective fashion with the general 
problem of crime. 

Because of the atmosphere in which much of the discussion of 
research on crime necessarily operates-an atmosphere that, to some 
extent, we document early in the report-we deliberately set out to 
minimize the filters of past judgments and past preoccupations. To that 
end we set out a very extensive program vf Committee participation, 
not only in the general broad policy decisions and writing, but also in 
the very fiber of the evaluation of the Institute's work. As described in 
Appendix C, we set out a stratified sample of projects supported by the 

vii 
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Institute, and members of the Committee participated in the actual 
reading of the files of the projects. Virtually every member of the 
Committee read several files in addition to getting a broad overview of 
the program of the Institute. A large subcommittee of the Committee 
also heard presentations by the major contractors for technological 
projects developed by the Institute and included in our sample. 

Our effort was to evaluate the work that has been done in as 
dispassionate a fashion as possible. In reaching judgments, we have 
tried to understand the nature of the arena in which the work was 
undertaken as well as to judge the product in an absolute sense. We 
have tried, too, to be as constructive as possible both in our evalua­
tions and in our recommendations. Our aim is not to look back with 
recrimination but to look forward to improvement. 

Throughout our discussions, we have tried to ask two fundamental 
questions: Should there be research on crime? Should there be a 
federal presence in that research? There are many points of view 
among Committee members, and our agreement on language sometimes 
represents a form of consensual bargaining. Most Committee members 
have been convinced through their own experience that the effort to 
develop research on crime is one that should be pursued and that an 
action-research orientation is the correct mode for such research. As 
witt be evident in this report, we are not impressed with the results so 
far, and we do not preclude the possibility that further efforts will fail. 
But we do believe that the effort to find a style of research and a mode 
of work is one that should continue. 

Our recommendations are that the Institute move toward political 
and administrative independence so that it can become both a more 
effective research structure and one that can serve users more effec­
tively. Our belief is that this can be done through insulating the 
Institute from some of the pressures that result from a necessarily 
politicized situation and, even more importantly, by removing it from 
the day-to-day operations that, as students of all organizations know, 
continually drive attention away from longer-range efforts. In an 
organization where both research and day-to-day activity takes place, 
research takes a back seat, and that seat is pushed further and further 
back as time goes on. 

In producing this report, the efforts of the Committee members were 
many and inestimable. The special skills of some of our members were 
most valuable, and the dedication of all impressed me throughout the 
period in which we worked. Because everyone did so much, I find it 
impossible to single out anyone without injustice. The text and recom­
mendations of the report are the responsibility of the Committee. 
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Major portions of the text reflect background papers by both Commit­
tee members and staff. 

The staff labored under tough deadlines and the loose reins of a 
Committee in which all were active leaders. They in many ways got to 
know more about the Institute than the Institute itself, and the report is 
shaped very much by their insights and their knowledge. Specific 
mention should be made of their individual contributions. Susan O. 
White, Study Director, had overail responsibility for the design and 
execution of the project as well as general editorial responsibility for 
the text. Fredrica D. Kramer, Research Associate, worked closely 
with the Chairman and the Study Director in planning various phases of 
the project and in formulating findings and conclusions, and she was 
primarily responsible for developing background materials on the 
history of the Institute, its planning process, and its technology de­
velopment program. Michael A. Rossetti, Research Assistant, was 
responsible for developing data on the Institute's budget and funding 
patterns, for overseeing the complex logistics of the Committee's 
evaluation of a sample of Institute projects, and for preparing and 
analyzing the data from that evaluation. Juanita L. Rubinstein, Re­
search Assistant, prepared a number of background papers covering 
the history of LEAA, the relationship of the Institute to LEAA programs 
and to other criminal justice research and professional organizations, 
and the Institute's evaluation and technology transfer efforts. Comple­
tion of the Committee's work and publication of this report would not 
have been possible without the hard work and dedication of Edith 
Wright, Paulette McNeal Holmes, and Dorothy E. Jackson, each of 
whom served as Administrative Secretary to the Committee during 
important phases of its life. 

We are grateful to the staff of the Assembly of Behavioral and Social 
Sciences of the National Research Council. The Executive Director, 
David A. Goslin, and Associate Executive Director, Lester P. Silver­
man, were helpful mentors as well as administrators who eased the way 
for the work of the Committee. Eugenia Grohman, Executive 
Associate/Editor, provided exceptional assistance with problems of 
format and wording at the drafting stage as well as with a blue pencil at 
the editing stage. 

The staff of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice was most cooperative in providing virtually anything we asked 
for. Gerald Caplan, the director, Betty Chemers, John Pickett, Richard 
Linster, Geoffrey Alprin, and Paul Cascarano were especially helpful. 
A complete list of those interviewed for the project can be found in 
Appendix D. 
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Finally, I would like to thank several people whose comments and 
advice were particularly valuable to me: Robert Crew, James Q. 
Wilson, Frank Zimring, John Gardiner, Victor Navasky, Herbert 
Jacob, and Mitchell Joelson. 

SAMUEL KRISLOV, Chairman 
Committee on Research on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 

L~ _______ _ 
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SUITlmary 

OVERVIEW 

The Committee on Research on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 
has completed an I8-month review of the research program of the 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA). This review has in­
cluded a systematic examination of the Institute's projects, products, 
and processes. 

We conclude that the Institute has not been the catalyst or sponsor of 
a first-rate and significant research program commensurate with either 
its task or resources. It has clearly had some successe~ with individual 
projects and has begun to develop some basic and vital data and a 
research community, both of which had previOUSlY been inadequate for 
society's needs, but structural and political constraints have all too 
often deflected the Institute from its true mission-to develop valid 
knowledge about crime problems. Furthermore, we conclude that, 
given those same restraints and extrapolating its marginal im­
provements over the years, the Institute in its present form is not likely 
to become a significant and quality-oriented research agency. We also 
conclude, however, that there is a need for a program of research on 
crime problems that is national in scope and therefore for a national in­
stitute of law enforcement and criminal justice supported by the federal 
government. Consequently, we recommend both structural and con­
ceptual reordering of the Institute itself and of its research agenda. 

3 



4 Summary 

The report has three sections: the first describes historical factors 
that have influenced the Institute's development and the LEAA struc­
ture within which it operates; the second reports the Committee's 
evaluation of the federal role in crime research and of the program 
developed and funded by the Institute; the third details the Commit­
tee's conclusions and recommendations. This summary presents the 
Committee's findings, conclusions, and recommendations in terms of 
the program, role, and goals of the Institute. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Program 

The Committee undertook a detailed examination of a sample of 
Institute awards for the years 1969-1975. (For specifics of methodology 
and detailed findings, see Chapter 4 and Appendix C.) Our findings can 
be summarized b terms of four criteria: quality of the funded research, 
usefulness of the products, success in cumulating knowledge, and 
effectiveness of research administration. 

Quality 

The quality ofInstitute-funded research is not high, and much has been 
mediocre. Of the sample projects reviewed by Committee members, 
most could be labeled neither failures nor successes. Program weak­
nesses are, in our opinion, primarily the result of a lack of attention to 
research design and of related administrative failings. The phenomenon 
of the weak project occurred often enough to prompt grave concern 
over quality control in Institute procedures. 

Usefulness 

The usefulness of the Insti.tute's work is more problematic to assess, in 
part because there have been few attempts to discover whether or not 
Institute products are in fact being used. The information that has come 
to the Committee from st;),ff of State Planning Agencies (SPAS) and 
other potential consumers, although admittedly limited, clearly indi­
cates that little of the material dh;seminated by the Institute is used in 
planning or program development by either SPA staff or practitioners. 
Furthermore, in assessing individual projects, Committee members 
found few that deserved high ratings for usefulness. 
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Cumulative Research 

A major criterion of effectiveness of programmatic research is its 
contribution to building a coherent body of knowledge and to focusing 
that knowledge on solving problems. Despite rhetoric to the contrary, 
the Committee finds little evidence that the Institute has been commit­
ted to this kind of cumulative research. We conclude that the Insti­
tute's purpose would be better served by a research agenda based on 
program areas, such as deterrence and rehabilitation, within which 
funding could be focused toward developing a coherent body of knowl­
edge. 

Research Administration 

The Committee finds serious shortcomings in research administration. 
These include a weak advisory system that limits access to program 
development, review procedures that range from nonexistent to inef­
fective, a research strategy that tends to exclude a large majority of the 
existing social science research community, and vulnerability to pres­
sures that are detrimental to the development of a research program. 
Such weaknesses are not necessarily the fault of any individual, but 
rather the consequence of misjudging the means by which research can 
be made useful to an action program. 

Role 

The Committee finds that the Institute has been asked to carry too 
large a share of the burden of making LEAA effective and accountable. 
It has been required to undertake numerous tasks-such as technical 
assistance to SPAS, training programs, project evaluations, and other 
direct s.!rvice obligations-that have turned its focus away from re­
search. 

The Institute has responded to pressures for instant solutions to what 
are complex problems instead of concentrating on a program for 
testing, developing, aDd cumulating knowledge. One result has been 
that problem solving has become the test of success-measured by 
crime or recidivism rates identified as "cure" rates. Predictably, the 
Institute has failed the operational tests (which are wholly inappropri­
ate for any research program) while at the same time neglecting its 
primary mission of developing knowledge. The Institute has not had 
autonomy within LEAA, nor has it been ab1e to establish independent 
stature as a research agency. Authority to approve grants and contracts 
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is in the hands of the Administrator of LEAA, not the Director of the 
Institute. Therefore, the Committee concludes that the Institute has 
been unable to resist pressures that are inappropriate to a research 
role. 

The Committee concludes that the Institute's role of direct service to 
LEAA programming has not been successful and probably cannot be 
adequately undertaken by a national research institute because such a 
role ties it to the pace and demands of a delivery system. The 
appropriate role of a national institute of law enforcement and criminal 
justice is to engage in research and development on a scale and a level 
and within a time frame that is impractical for the rest of LEAA. 

Goal 

The Committee finds that the Institute has often been expected to 
address directly the goal of reducing crime and to meet measures of 
effectiveness such as decreasing crime and recidivism rates. This is 
inappropriate for a research program. However, the Committee finds 
that in rejecting these direct goals, the Institute has denied the possibil­
ity that its program can contribute in any way to the reduction of crime 
and has concentrated instead on improving the operation of the crimi­
nal justice system. 

We can know more about criminal behavior and about the effective­
ness of various governmental responses to it, and this knowledge will 
ultimately be useful for crime prevention and control. For example, our 
public policies on punishment as a deterrent, on the use of criminal law 
to control deviant behavior, on techniques of law enforcement, on 
court processing, on techniques of dealing with criminal offenders, can 
be productively informed by carefully focused research. And, we can 
also learn what processes and behaviors cannot be affected by changes 
within the criminal justice system. It is important to understand that 
practical payoff from research is necessarily indirect and often long 
term. But there is clearly potential for developing better informed and 
therefore more realistic and effective public policies on controlling 
cnme. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Committee's 19 recommendations can be found in Chapter 5. This 
section presents a summary statement of those recommendations. 



Summary 7 

The role of the Institute should be to develop valid, generalizable 
knowledge about crime, criminal behaviors, and the effectiveness of 
crime control methods and policies. As a national research institute, it 
should develop the resources necessary to undertake research that is 
not feasible or appropriate at the state or local level. 

To protect the integrity of the Institute's research program, the 
Committee recommends that the Institute be reconstituted as an inde­
pendent research agency within the Department of Justice. Such 
independence would include final approval authority over all awards as 
well as control of the administrative budget, personnel, and detailed 
program review. The Director should be chosen from candidates with 
significant experience and recognition in both research and research 
administration. Furthermore, the Committee urges that a Criminal 
Justice Research Advisory Board be established, by statute, with 
members appointed by the President and including an appropriate mix 
of scientists and practitioners. 

The Committee recommends that the Institute be organized around 
substantive program areas. These should be designed to provide a 
common focus on a theoretically interesting problem while at the same 
time exploiting the variety of perspectives that different disciplines can 
bring to bear. They should also be designed on the assumption that 
producing valid and useful knowledge is a cumulative process. 

The Committee recommends that the Institute take steps to ensure 
quality in its research. One such step involves the process of project 
review. To ensure quality, that process requires more than a mail 
review of individual projects. It requires program area panels, meeting 
regularly, to ensure continuity in the use of criteria and in the cumula­
tion of knowledge. The Committee recommends sub-panels for 
methodological review and, for panels, a mix of researchers and 
practitioners to provide proper guidance for the long-range develop­
ment of program areas. 

The Committee concludes that activities involving direct service to 
components of LEAA or practitioners-whether these be training, tech­
nical assistance, packaging and marketing of research results, or non­
generalizable evaluations-cannot be undertaken effectively by a re­
search institute. Therefore, they should be a part of LEAA'S technical 
assistance program and not the responsibility of the Institute. 

The primary goal for the Institute should be developing knowledge 
that is useful in reducing crime. At the same time, the Institute should 
maintain its concern with the fairness and effectiveness· of the adminis­
tration of criminal justice. The function of research is always to 
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produce knowledge, whether for its own sake or for a socially useful 
purpose. Therefore, the Institute's program should be judged by the 
value of its contributions to our knowledge about crime and criminal 
justice rather than by operational measures such as crime and re­
cidivism rates. 



I The Federal 
Government's 
"War on Crime": 

The Role of 
Research 



Every examination of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra­
tion, of which the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice (referred to interchangeably as the Institute or NILECJ) is a part, 
has begun with a review of the stormy period in which the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act was debated and enacted by 
Congress. This Committee begins its report with a similar analysis­
not because of an insular concern with history, but rather because of a 
conviction that certain aspects of the Institute's origin and history are 
critical to an understanding of both the potential and the limitations of 
its' program of research. 

A focus on immediate solutions permeated the Congressional de­
bates of 1967 and 1968. The resulting public expectations placed 
excessive demands on the Safe Streets action program and created 
nearly impossible conditions for developing a productive research 
program. The consequent use of crime rates as measures of effective­
ness by the Institute's critics-and at times by its leadership-was a 
significant factor in several major policy decisions. The use of the 
block-grant format for the action program and the creation of State 
Planning Agencies (SPAS) affected not only the operations of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA)-NILECJ'S parent 
agency-but also the Institute's own user-constituencies. 

Likewise, Congressional ambiguity about both the purpose of the 
LEAA action program and the role of the Institute has encouraged 
frequent shifts in direction. In this unstable environment, the research 
program was unable to set its own course or develop leadership 
appropriate to a research effort. Therefore, the Institute often became 
the creature of whatever trend happened to be current at a particular 
time. While there has always been some uncertainty about the Insti­
tute's mission within LEAA, however, its position in an agency designed 
to serve criminal justice practitioners has had a dramatic effect on the 
type of research and "solutions" that it has pursued. 

Chapters 1 and 2 provide a brief delineation of the Institute's history 
and current situation, but they should not be interpreted as fixed 
limitations on the Institute's potential as a research institute. It is now 
1977 and neither Congress and the public, nor the Institute itself, are 
caught up in the situation of 8 years ago. The Committee accordingly 
bases its recommendations on the need to understand and then tran­
scend many of the problems discussed in this section. 



1 LEAA and the 
Institute: 
Historical Development 

INTENT OF THE FRAMERS 

The Federal Role in Criminal Justice 

Until the passage of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968, active participation of the federal government in the field of 
criminal justice had largely been confined to the direct enforcement of 
a limited number of major criminal statutes and the collection and 
distribution of the Uniform Crime Reports by the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation. As crime and civil violence sparked public concern and 
political debate during the 1960s, however, it became increasingly 
apparent that the federal role in this area would be expanded. The 
ensuing controversy about the federal role was in keeping with a 
decade noted for public acrimony. 

In the United States, crime has historically been considered a local 
problem, and fear and distrust of a national police force have deep 
roots. Even advocates of increased federal involvement have affirmed 
that the foundation of the criminal justice system lies in the states and 
localities. However, with the emergence of the "law and order" issue 
in the 1964 Presidential campaign, the conviction grew that the national 
scope of the crime problem necessitated a federal response. The 
attempt to define this response continued for four years while adher­
ents of various ideologies advanced differing notions of a desirable 
federal approach. 

11 
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One approach involved attempts to abolish the grievances thought to 
motivate those involved in anti-social activities. Such efforts­
characterized by their detractors as exercises in social engineering­
were not noticeably effective in immediately reducing either crime or 
violence. Another approach was followed in early 1965, when a Presi­
dential commission was established to investigate the causes of crime 
and recommend measures for its prevention and control. * A third 
approach was inaugurated later that year with the passage of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Act of 1965 (Pub. L. No. 89-197). This mea­
sure accented the role of the federal government as a supporter of law 
enforcement innovation at the state and local levels, with a modest 
appropriation of funds for experimental, demonstration, and planning 
projects. 

None of this resulted in a visible improvement in what many believed 
to be an intolerable situation, and Congressional demand rose for a 
"war on crime." The tenor of the times fostered the belief that 
crime-like poverty, like the attempt to reach the moon, like a host of 
domestic or social ills-could be dealt with by a major mobilization of 
resources and the development of a consistent national strategy. Since 
a national police force was unacceptable in American society, major 
direct involvement of the federal government was limited to financial 
support of local efforts. This did not mean, however, that federal 
participation in policy making for state and local jurisdictions was 
necessarily circumscribed. The urgency of the crime problem seemed 
to override the traditional concern that federal power follows federal 
funds. 

Therefore, when the Crime Commission issued its final report in 
February 1967, it found a climate receptive to its proposals for action. 
The report advanced several theses: a belief that crime has social roots 
and that there was widespread ignorance about what to do about crime; 
a belief in the validity of a scientific and technological perspective on 
law enforcement; optimism over the potential for controlling crime if 
sufficient commitments were made to the task; and a view of the entire 
criminal justice apparatus-the melange of fiefdoms in the courts, the 
police, and corrections agencies-as a system. There was also ~, 
presumption that our knowledge about how to improve the process of 
law enforcement and the administration of justice was well ahead of 
practice and that the propagation of this information would be a major 
factor in improving the quality of practice. The Commission recom-

*The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice, 
herein referred to as the Crime Commission. 
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mended the institution of a major federal program of support. It 
justified such a program by noting that modern crime was a national 
phenomenon not respecting geographic or political boundaries; that 
important needs of individual jurisdictions could not always be met 
with limited local resources; and that federal funds could be used as a 
catalyst to encourage changes that would render the entire criminal 
justice system more effective and more fair. 

Using the Crime Commission Report as its rationale, the Administra­
tion proposed a major federal effort in criminal justice through the use 
of categorical action grants. Adoption of this proposed effort would 
have entailed a major involvement of the federal government in crime 
control activities at the state and local levels. Despite Congressional 
desire to appear to be taking some effective action in the "war on 
crime," the proposal to expand the federal role in this fashion was by 
no means uncontroversial. During the ensuing debate, serious con­
cerns were voiced about the maintenance of the appropriate Constitu­
tional division of powers and responsibilities. The fear of federal 
control over local police departments became a major topic of discus­
sion, although supporters of the bill continually maintained that the 
limits of federal legal power in criminal justice were so strict as to 
render infeasible any serious attempt at federal supervision of state and 
local criminal justice systems. 

Meanwhile, local government officials lobbied intensively for direct 
federal funding via categorical grants. Mayors and city managers 
individually, the League of Cities/Council of Mayors, the International 
City Management Association, and the National Association of County 
Officials all participated in this effort (Rogovin 1973). Many localities at 
this time had retained their own grants people to "mine" the federal 
categorical grants programs of the 1960s. Local politicians saw anti­
crime performance as an increasingly important factor in voter attrac­
tion and federal money (with local autonomy) as helpful in shaping 
political images. 

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act (Pub. L. 90-351) as 
it finally emerged from the Congress in 1968 bore the marks of the 
divergence of concerns enunciated in the debate. The resulting struc­
ture of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, created by 
the Act, can be traced to a pluralistic resolution of severe ideological 
differences. The two administrative features of LEAA of interest to this 
report were an administrative troika, consisting of the director and 
deputy directors, and the block-grant method of funding; both were 
attempts to constrain the power attendant upon the granting of large 
sums of money. 
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Unanimous consent by the troika-at least one member of which, by 
law, had to be of the party in opposition to the President-was 
necessary for any important policy or administrative decision. This 
was intended to remove a great deal of funding discretion from the 
Attorney General's office and prevent the development of a single 
powerful "crime czar" within the federal government. The troika was 
singularly counterproductive, as it institutionalized the ideological 
conflict of the crime debate and thereby precluded the possibility of 
creative leadership. The troika continued to function (as a source of 
both paralysis and needless dissension) until 1973, when it was deleted 
by the Crime Control Act of 1973 (Pub. L. 93-83). 

The second critical administrative feature of the Safe Streets Act, 
and the most radical alteration of the Administration's proposal, was 
the institution of the block-grant method of funding. Often described as 
a significant event in the history of federaIlstate relations, the block­
grant system broke with the pattern of direct categorical grants to 
localities that had developed in the major social programs of the] 960s. 
Money for both planning and action purposes was to be transmitted 
directly to the states as block grants. (A smaller percentage of the LEAA 

budget was to be allocated as discretionary funds, to be granted at the 
discretion of the central LEAA administration; this included the re­
search funds of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Crimi­
nal Justice.) The block-grant system not only transformed a creation of 
the Great Society into a precursor of the New Federalism, but also 
gave rise to the development of a complex structure within LEAA to 
administer this funding mechanism. (The LEAA System with its compo­
nent Regional Offices and State Planning Agencies is discussed in 
Chapter 2.) This structure and its corresponding impact on the Institute 
are integral themes of this report. 

The Federal Role in Criminal Justice Research 

The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice was 
created by the 1968 Safe Streets Act and placed within the LEAA 

structure. Initially the brainchild of a single Congressman, James H. 
Scheuer of New York, the idea of a national research institute devoted 
to topics of crime and criminal justice had long been advocated without 
arousing Congressional interest. In the midst of the crisis atmosphere 
and the confusion of the ciime debate, the Institute was added as an 
amendment to the Safe Streets Act with relatively little Congressional 
discussion. In fact, Congressman Scheuer (in a June t7, 1976, inter­
view with Committee staff) remarked that the major difficulty that he 
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encountered was the massive indifference to the measure evinced by 
senior members of both parties. 

Possibly because the Institute was something of an afterthought in 
the Safe Streets legislation, it never received the formal authority 
necessary to shape its own program. Until recently, the Institute's 
director was appointed by the administrator of LEAA; its budget still 
comes piecemeal from LEAA'S budget, largely at the discretion of the 
administrator, who controls both personnel funds and the line item 
containing funds for "technology, analysis, development and dissemi­
nation"; and, indeed, final approval of all Institute awards (sign-off 
authority) is in the hands of the administrator of LEAA. These structural 
features made the research effort a creature of LEAA'S action mission 
from the start, with no insulation from the pressures and demands that 
naturally surround such a program. 

The enabling legislation authorized the Institute to award grants and 
contracts to public agencies, research centers, and institutions of 
higher learning for the support of research, demonstrations, and behav­
ioral studies pursuant to the development of new or improved systems, 
techniques, approaches, and equipment for the purpose of the im­
provement and strengthening of law enforcement. It empowered the 
Institute to carry out continuing studies and behavioral research in 
pursuit of more accurate information on the causes of crime and the 
effectiveness of various methods of crime prevention and correctional 
procedures. Likewise, the Institute was instructed to disseminate new 
knowledge in the field through action recommendations and work­
shops; to carry out a program of collection and dissemination of all 
relevant information; and to establish a research center. * In the 1973 
Crime Control Act, Congress enlarged the Institute's mandate to 
include the development and support of training programs, a three-year 
national survey of criminal justice personnel needs, and program 
evaluation. This last mandate, in particular, symbolizes the nature of 
Congressional expectations with respect to the Institute's role in the 
LEAA program.t 

The intellectual heritage of the Institute, the recipient of this varied 
mandate, was sparse. In the first place, Congress never clearly articu­
lated its understanding of criminal justice research. Neither the prob­
lems of federal research for local consumption. necessitated by the 
LEAA block-grant system, nor the implications of expecting research to 
meet measures of cure were given serious consideration. Furthermore, 

*See Appendix A2 for discussions of the impact of these expectations. 
tSee Appendix AI for text of Title I, Part D, Sec. 401 to 407, which authorized NILECJ. 
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NILECJ never had the benefit of extended intellectual debate. At its 
inception, the primary point of departure for criminal justice reform 
was the Crime Commission's report, The Challenge afCrime in a Free 
Society (U.S. President 1967). While this report discussed many facets 
of the crime problem, it focused major attention on shortcomings in the 
criminal justice system and its parts. That analysis prompted many 
interpreters to concentrate on "improving the system," especially the 
mechanistic kinds of reform so characteristic of LEAA programs. Un­
fortunately, the academic research community largely ignored the 
Crime Commission's Report as a basis for serious debate about the 
possibilities either for controlling crime or improving the system. From 
the beginning. they viewed NILECJ as simply an arm of LEAA and took a 
relatively dim view of its intellectual potential. Since academic social 
scientists tend to be ideologically liberal, they found it more comfort­
able to deal with problems like juvenile delinquency and rehabilitation 
than with law enforcement and control. The academic research com­
munity, in short, has not been eager to muddy itself in the crime 
debate, and consequently, a major source of research competence was 
isolated from the federal effort in criminal justice research. 

In addition, NILECJ'S political heritage was without a broadly 
pluralistic base. LEAA (and consequently the Institute) lacked a range 
of constituencies from the start and has continued to attract an asym­
metrical set of interest and pressure groups, mostly practitioners and 
other government fund-seekers. Consequently, the influence and direc­
tion from the user community has been one-sided. For most of LEAA'S 

history, the police-traditionally well organized and considered 
synonymous with law enforcement-have provided the most visible 
and effective source of influence. People in corrections and the courts 
have only recently developed significant access to LEAA resources. The 
views of victims, racial and ethnic minorities, women, and other 
citizens' groups-those whose diverse experiences with crime prob­
lems could contribute different perspectives on what is needed to 
control crime-have only recently entered LEAA'S field of vision and 
have had almost no impact on program priorities. The Institute has 
made few attempts to seek the opinions of groups not originally 
perceived as its clientele or constituents. Accordingly, its outlook has 
been unnecessarily narrow and its research agenda has not benefited 
from a variety of perspectives on criminal justice problems. Finally, 
the federal/state relationship as reflected in the block-grant program 
has hindered the participation of an urban constituency 9 which tradi­
tionally has interests and needs different from those of state institu­
tions. Since influences on LEAA often were, in effect, influences on 
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NILECJ, the implications of the block-gra:lt system were relevant to the 
Institute even though it is not a direct, larticipant in that system. 

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE INSTITUTE 

The administrative history of NIL] ,CJ can be divided into three phases, 
which reflect the development of i...EAA and its impact on NILECJ and in 
part explain the character of thl Institute's research (as described in 
Chapter 4). The first phase, which includes the directorship of several 
individuals, was clearly the period of gearing up. The second and third 
phases are each identified with a single director who had sufficient time 
to make an evaluable record. 

Phase I: Gearing Up (1969-1971) 

The first phase began in October 1968 with a limited attempt to plan. a 
research structure that would fit the requirements of the 1968 Act. * 
Ralph Siu, then at the Department of Defense, was nominated to be the 
first director, but he was not confirmed and served only through the 
change in administrations after the 1968 election. Henry Ruth became 
the first confirmed director under the new administration and served 
for approximately one year. He was succeeded in 1970 by his deputy, 
Irving Slott, who served as acting director until early 1971. 

Henry Ruth organized the Institute's work around five centers: the 
Center for Crime Prevention and Rehabilitation focused on research 
into the conditions underlying criminal behavior and on new methods 
of prevention and rehabilitation; the Center for Criminal Justice Opera­
tions and Management concentrated on the use of operations research 
for the improvement of law enforcement agencies; the Center for Law 
and Justice dealt with the appropriateness and fairness of criminal laws 
(the 1971 program plan added mention of community treatment, of­
fender reintegration, and concern for the conditions from which an 
offender enters the criminal justice system); the Center for Special 
Projects administered the fellowship program; and the Center for 
Demonstration and Professional Services was responsible for translat­
ing knowledge into action through dissemination and technical assis­
tance programs. 

*This attempt was carried out by personnel in the Office of Law Enforcement Assistance, 
which had been created in the Department of Justice by the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Act of 1965 (Pub. L. 89-197). 
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Director Ruth felt strongly that the mood of Congress was anti­
research.* Representative John Rooney of New York was especially 
critical of research efforts during this period and demanded that the 
Institute demonstrate its usefulness by producing immediate solu­
tions. Much of Ruth's time was spent justifying the research role to 
such oversight groups, including his own administrative hierarchy. The 
LEA A troika reflected practitioner/political divisions that were never 
condJcive to developing a research role in LEAA. Charles Rogovin, first 
LEAA Administrator, summ~rized Ruth's experiences (1973, p. 18): 

I had represented to him that he could design his own research program and 
enjoy real freedom and flexibility in implementing it. 1 have rarely been more in 
error. Time and again Ruth's initiatives were frustrated by the disagreements 
from Velde, Coster and myself [the troika]. Despite a wealth of experience in 
assessing the quality of research institutions and individuals during his service 
as Deputy Director of the Crime Commission and in academic life, he was 
second-guessed on every judgment. 

Whether reporting to a hostile Congress or to a divided LEAA adminis­
tration, the early directors had a political rather than a research task. 
This characterization of the role of Institute directors varies only in 
degree, never in kind, throughout the history of the Institute. 

Phase II: The Danziger Period-Impact Programming 
(1971-1973) 

Phase I ended with President Nixon's appointment of Jerris Leonard as 
administrator of LEAA and Leonard's appointment of Martin Danziger 
as director of NILECJ in the spring of 1971. The previous year had seen 
strong criticism of LEAA in Congress (see Appendix A2) because, 
among other things, the large sums already expended on various 
programs had not produced a decline in the crime rate. Since Congress 
had established LEAA with the expectation that crime would be reduced 
and LEAA had net taken issue with the assumption that crime could be 
reduced by programs to "strengthen law enforcement," there was no 
public basis for advocating a different measure of performance. U nfor­
tunately, the new LEA A administration accepted-even welcomed­
this "cure rate" standard. It thereby confounded, instead of clarifying, 
a problem that still troubles LEAA, especially its research program. 

*Mr. Ruth made these comments during an interview in the fall of 1975. They were 
supported by several sources: other individuah who were on the staff of the Institute 
during that time have made similar comments in interviews. and Charles Rogovin. first 
administrator of LEAA. has made such comments in print (1973, p. 19). 
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The use of crime rates as a measure of performance is problematic 
for three reasons. First, crime rates are affected to a considerable 
degree by factors other than those under the control of thre criminal 
justice system, and conversely, many who contribute to the crime rate 
do not pass through that system. Second, crime rates themselves are 
affected by higher citizen or victim reporting and police reporting 
procedures. It is quite possible for a program in citizen awareness, for 
example, to have the intended impact of higher reporting of crimes, 
therefore producing a higher crime rate. Third, and in this context most 
important, the use of crime rates as a measure of performance is based 
on wholly unrealistic expectations about the kind and extent of impact 
that is possible from research. There are many aspects of crime about 
which little is now known, and much of this knowledge can be useful in 
future efforts to prevent and control crime. For example, our public 
policies on punishment as a deterrent, on the use of the criminal law to 
control deviant behavior, on techniques of law enforcement, on court 
processing, on techniques of rehabilitating criminal offenders, all can 
be productively informed by carefully focused research. But it is 
important to recognize that practical payoff from research is necessar­
ily indirect and often long term. 

Nonetheless, increases and decreases in crime rates remained the 
focus of LEAA performance measures, and the criticism continued. One 
outcome ofthe criticism was LEAA'S embarrassing discovery that it had 
almost no jnformation about the impact of its programs. Therefore, a 
new effort was begun throughout LEAA to focus on crime reduction 
(rather than "system improvement' ') and on evaluating the impact of 
its programs. The interest in evaluation was encouraging, but it had 
unfortunate consequences for the development of the Institute: it 
hardened and intensified LEAA'S commitment to the goal of directly 
controlling crime, even for the research program; it involved Institute 
staff in a lengthy and complex planning process using specific reduc­
tions in crime rates as performance measures; and it produced a sharp 
change in research and development (R&D) strategy. 

The term "crime-specific planning" came into use throughout LEAA 

in 1971, in direct response to Congressional questions about the 
relationship between government anti-crime funding and the increasing 
crime rate (see discussion of the Monagan hearings in Appendix A2; 
also see Chelimsky 1976, pp. 3-16). The term meant that programming 
had to be tied to a specific crime and designed to bring about a specified 
level of reduction (or decreasing rate of increase) in the rate of 
occun'ence for that particular crime. The total lack of realism in the 
expectations underlying crime-specific planning became clear very 
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quickly, but the concept continued to have organizational impact even 
in the research program. Two years were devoted to making both the 
organization and programs of the Institute directly responsive to the 
goal of reducing crime. "Crime-specific" was relaxed to "crime­
oriented" during this period, but the belief remained strong that 
research on crime could directly and immediately affect crime rates if 
only the right combination of planning and funding strategy was used. 

Accepting the pressures of providing immediate, "crime-specific" 
results, Director Danziger reorganized the Institute. The new structure 
included a planning and evaluation staff and four divisions: Research 
Administration, Research Operations, Statistics, and Technology 
Transfer. The 1973 Program Plan, in which this system was most fully 
elaborated, admits that "this approach is basically the structure for an 
operational, action-oriented program," but asserts that "a research 
plan also can closely follow the design. " This statement illustrates the 
extent to which the Institute during this period was engaged in an 
intensive drive to produce social change. 

The funding program for 1973 was significantly different from previ~ 
ous years. NILECJ chose to limit its major funding to a few large-scale 
grants and contracts, on the grounds that this strategy would have the 
largest possible payoff. Large dollar amounts were committed to 
projects-for example, the Equipment Systems Improvement Pro­
gram-several of whir,h continue today. 

The major example of the shift in research strategy was the Insti­
tute's involvement in LEAA'S Impact Cities Program. The Institute's 
1973 program plan describes the Impact Cities Program in the following 
way: 

This program channels a substantial portion of LEAA'S discretionary and 
research funds to selected Impact Cities for the reduction of stranger-to­
stranger crime and burglary. The objective is to halt the increase in the target 
crimes and to achieve a 5% reduction in two years and a 20% decrease in five 
years. 

Apparently convinced that solutions could be found by concentrating 
large amounts of money at selected sites and believing that this would 
result in a more efficient use of R&D money than a fragmented grants 
program, Leonard and Danziger made the Impact Cities program a 
major recipient of LEAA and Institute funds. The expected payoff of 
gaining new knowledge about reducing crime did not materialize and 
that failure should have been anticipated. A more detailed discussion of 
Impact Cities appears in Chapter 4 and in the Case Study on Impact 
Cities, but one major point should be stressed here: the obviously 
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political nature of the overall program dictated many aspects of its 
design and operation. For example, the cities themselves were chosen 
for political reasons, and the New Federalism requirements precluded 
mandating comparable programs or comparable data collection and 
evaluation designs. While the Institute was not responsible for these 
politically motivated requirements, the situation illustrates the highly 
political constraints within which the Institute operates, constraints 
that do not lend themselves to good research efforts. The Institute can 
be held responsible for committing its resources to programs that 
cannot be reconciled with research objectives. 

In sum, the Danziger period produced an intensification of the 
Institute commitment to directly reducing crime. Goals, objectives, 
and planning were all tied to a belief that crime was a problem that 
could be solved: a war on crime on the model of the war on poverty. 
This effort has generally been considered not only a failure but wrong­
headed as well; crime cannot be simply purged from society by 
committing massive government resources. While this judgment does 
not fault the good intentions of those who were part of LEAA'S effort 
during that period, it does point to a major mistake in the agency's 
understanding of crime problems. In fact, given the political climate 
and bureaucratic complexities, it is clear that this period did not 
provide a good test of the validity of crime-reduction policies. And it is 
particularly clear that the research program was misused in the mis­
taken campaign for immediate solutions. 

Phase III: The Caplan Period (1973-1977) 

Gerald Caplan was appointed director of the Institute in fall 1973 by the 
new LEAA administrator, Donald Santorelli. The Caplan period re­
ceived its earliest definition in the decision to deemphasize crime 
reduction as a goal. The experience with crime-specific and then 
crime-oriented planning was clear throughout LEAA; it simply was not 
possible to demonstrate that the various LEAA programs, let alone 
NILECJ research grants, had contributed to specific decreases in spe­
cific crime rates. 

Since crime rates had not decreased significantly anywhere-indeed 
had increased more often than decreased-any claims for impact were 
probably unfounded from the start. * Caplan responded to this state of 

*In fact, some experimental programs had the effect of increasing the crime rate-as 
measured by the FBI'S Uniform Crime Reports-because they achieved their intended 
effect of increasing the number of crimes reported to the police. 



~-----------------------------------------------------------
I 

22 THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT'S "WAR ON CRIME" 

affairs by explicitly disclaiming the reality of such expectations. Recog­
nizing that it was wholly unreasonable to measure the effectiveness of 
a research program by specific "cure" rates, Caplan modified the Insti­
tute's approach. The Institute would no longer plan for direct and 
immediate impact on crime rates but instead would develop longer­
range objectives that could be expected to contribute to a more realistic 
way to achieve an overall reduction in crime. Even the traditional focus 
on improving the system was recast so that efficiency and fairness 
became objectives in their own right rather than tools for reducing 
crime rates. The Institute and all of LEAA entered a new period of 
deflating expectations. 

Later, Caplan also began efforts to develop and encourage a research 
community interested in more basic research questions. He moved 
away from the Danziger strategy of supporting a few large-scale efforts 
toward a policy of awarding a larger number of smaller grants, espe­
cially looking to the academic research community, and tried to 
develop close connections with a wider research community. He 
attempted to draw research ideas from among those who had never 
done work in criminal justice but who were interested in behaviors and 
social patterns that are clearly important for understanding crime 
phenomena. This approach, had it been carried forward with a major 
commitment of Institute resources, would have amounted to a whole 
new strategy: namely, directing the Institute efforts not to reducing 
crime rates but to understanding the social and behavioral phenomena 
that underlie crime. Unfortunately, there are only minimal signs that 
such a strategy was pursued on a major scale. The overall impression 
of the Institute's goals and objectives under Caplan's leadership is one 
of decentralization and eclecticism. No research agenda exists as a 
general guide to planning and funding. Instead, the organizational 
structure itselt~traditional program areas plus major efforts in evalua­
tion and technology transfer-seemed to generate the program. This 
report addresses the question of whether this reflects the maturing of 
an organization that, in its collective sense of itself, now realizes that a 
step-by-step, piece-by-piece approach is the best route to accomplish­
ing its mission or' whether this reflects the frustration of failure and the 
absence of any sense of mission. 

CONCLUSION 

The problems of locating a research program in an action agency have 
always been substantial. The pressures from the parent agency tend to 
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favor immediate solutions and foster an unnecessary polarization of 
basic and applied research. NILECJ'S position in an agency whose 
perceived mission is to service local criminal justice practitioners has 
narrowed its focus to the criminal justice system, and sometimes 
simply to crime rates, and has prevented the Institute from looking to 
larger research issues. Its outlook has been unnecessarily narrow and 
its research agenda has not benefited from a variety of perspectives on 
criminal justice problems. 

These difficulties have been exacerbated by the political atmosphere 
and administrative conditions in which the Institute has had to func­
tion. This chapter's brief sketch of the Institute's historical develop­
ment illustrates a confusion about NILECJ'S basic mission that has 
plagued the agency since its inception. As each new director or 
administrator of LEAA brought to the office a different conception of 
the Institute's mandate, NILECJ'S structure was reorganized and the 
research program overhauled. Given the confusion in the Department 
of Justice and the turnover within LEAA'S leadership during the past 
eight years, the development and pursuit of a coherent research agenda 
has been a formidable task. The cumulation of knowledge through 
research has suffered as program priorities have changed before results 
could accumulate on any specific topics. 

The Safe Streets Act and the agency that it created were attempts at 
a pluralistic resolution of severe ideological differences. The resulting 
structure of the new action agency (LEAA) was an intricate imitation of 
the federal system. The problems of federal research for local con­
sumption were not systematically considered by the Institute's found­
ers and remain a basic dilemma to the present day. 



2 The Structure of LEAA 

The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice has, 
since its inception, pursued its mission of research and development 
within the LEAA structure. The responsibility of servicing an action 
agency organized to distribute block-grant funds to the states has 
significantly affected the Institute and its programs. Consequently, 
some description of LEAA and the environment in which it operates is 
an essential preamble to an understanding of NILECJ. This chapter 
describes the structure and organization of LEAA. 

LEAA includes both national programs and the block-grant program. 
The decentralized block grants are administered through a system that 
includes: Regional Offices (ROS), State Planning Agencies (SPAS), Re­
gional Planning Units (RPus), and Criminal Justice Coordinating Coun­
cils (CJccs). * The national programs, under the direction of the ad­
ministrator of LEA A, are administered through five offices: the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, the Office of 
National Priority Programs, the National Criminal Justice Information 
and Statistics Service, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention, and the Office of Regional Operations. The organization 
chart for LEAA is shown in Figure 1. 

*The 1971 Amendments to the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act authorized 
the establishment of CJccs in areas with a population of at least 250,000. 
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Justice: An LEAA Bicentennial Study, Washington, D.C., 1976. 



26 THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT'S "WAR ON CRIME" 

ADMINISTRATION OF THE 
BLOCK-GRANT PROGRAM 

The primary mechanisms through which the block-grant program is 
administered are the State Planning Agencies. There are SPAS in each of 
the 50 states and in American Samoa, the District of Columbia, Guam, 
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and the Trust Territories of the Pacific 
Islands. These agencies, usually responsible to the governor, are 
charged with preparing and sUbmitting to LEAA the annual comprehen­
sive plans for the allocation of block-grant funds to the criminal justice 
programs in the states. In addition to their statutory responsibilities, 
SPAS perform a variety of tasks from grants monitoring and auditing to 
project evaluations. Many SPAS are also actively involved in special 
criminal justice studies, legislative programming, or system-wide 
budget review (LEAA Sixth Annual Report, 1974). Regional Planning 
Units, which are sub-state units, participate in both planning and 
funding decisions to varying degrees, depending on the state. They act 
as mechanisms to link LEAA to local criminal justice jurisdictions. The 
decentralized block-grant program is linked to the national headquar­
ters through the Office of Regional Operations. 

ADMINISTRATION OF THE 
NATIONAL PROGRAMS 

The national programs are under the direction of the administrator of 
LEAA, aided by two deputies and eight management and support 
offices: the Inspector General, the Comptroller, Operations Support, 
General Counsel, Congressional Liaison, Public Information, Civil 
Rights Compliance, and Equal Employment Opportunity. The adminis­
trator is ultimately responsible for all management and policy deci­
sions. 

Office of Regional Operations 

The Office of Regional Operations (ORO) is the major link between 
LEAA and the states, coordinating the implementation of the LEA A 

program through the 10 regional offices. ORO is intended to be a conduit 
of information, directives, guidelines, and policy decisions from the 
central LEAA office to the regional offices and then to the SPAS. The 10 
regional offices have the responsibility for reviewing and approving the 

-----------~~--- --
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state comprehensive plans, as well as for technical assistance to the 
SPAS, RPUS, and operating agencies participating in LEA A programs. 

ORO also funds and manages a number of discretionary and training 
programs, * some of which overlap with non-research responsibilities 
of NILECJ. Among the ORO programs that involve current NILECJ 

concerns are those in the Corrections Division, which develops and 
monitors nationally focused discretionary programs in corrections and 
assists the central and regional offices in dealing with corrections 
issues. This division also administers a technical assistance program 
for corrections agencies. The Organized Crime Section of ORO adminis­
ters LEAA'S programs directed at organized crime and corruption and 
the organized crime training program for prosecuting attorneys. The 
Narcotics and Drug Abuse Division coordinates LEAA'S assistance to 
state and local drug enforcement activities and funds programs de­
signed to .reduce drug-associated crime. The Police Division provides 
technical assistance and funding to programs intended to improve the 
productivity of law enforcement agencies; furnishes technical assist­
ance to the police specialists in LEAA regional offices; and represents 
LEAA in national police-oriented seminars and programs. The Adjudi­
cation Division performs similar functions for court programs. ORO also 
maintains an Education Division and its own program evaluation and 
monitoring staff. 

Office of National Priority Programs 

The Office of National Priority Programs develops crime reduction 
programs addressed to the nation's major crime problems. It includes 
four program divisions-Citizen's Initiative, Career Criminal Initia­
tives, Crime Prevention Initiative, and Standards and Goals Initia­
tives-and a division of Program Development and EvaJ.uation, which 
undertakes planning, analysis, and evaluation functions for the other 
divisions. 

National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service 

The National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service 
(NCJlSS) was established in 1970 and placed in NILECJ for a brief period 
after LEAA'S 1971 reorganization. Its Statistics Division is responsible 
for generating criminal justice data on a national level. Prior to the 
*The Crime Control Acts (pub. L. 90-351. 91-644, 93-83) have always exempted a 
percentage of funds to be allocated at the discretion of the administrator. 
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division's creation, four separate agencies were responsible for provid­
ing statistics for criminal justice agencies: The Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare provided data on juvenile delinquents; the 
Bureau of the Census provided relevant expenditure and employment 
data; the Bureau of Prisons published National Prisoner Statistics,' and 
the FBI issued the Uniform Crime Report. The Statistics Division of 
NCJISS has assumed responsibility for all of these but the last. 

The Statistics Division has also developed more than a dozen statis­
tical series on various aspects of the criminal justice system and 
supports a research program. The National Crime Panel Survey is a 
major program designed to measure the extent and character of crimi­
nal victimization; it includes a continuous national survey and periodic 
surveys in selected cities. A second major program is composed of 
several system-wide surveys, including the annual survey of criminal 
justice expenditure and employment and the LEAA Directory of Crimi­
nal Justice Agencies. A series of surveys and censuses in the correc­
tions field comprises the third major program of the Statistics Division; 
they include the National Prisoner Statistics, the Summary of Move­
ment of Sentenced Persons, Characteristics of Admissions and Re­
leases, and the Census of State Correctional Facilities. The Statistics 
Division supports research, primarily through grants to universities 
and non-profit organizations. Research has been funded on the self­
reporting of crime, social indicators of personal harm, and the de­
velopment of seriousness scales based on public perception of crime. 

The Systems Development Division of NCJiSS provides assistance to 
the states in the development of information systems of use to criminal 
justice agencies. This division monitors and coordinates the operations 
of Project SEARCH (System for Electronic Analysis and Retrieval of 
Criminal Histories), which is a multi-state consortium of representa­
tives from the criminal justice community concerned with relevant 
information systems. It began in 1969 when six states were funded to 
develop cooperatively a uniform format for criminal history informa­
tion and a prototype statistics system based on an accounting of 
individual offenders as they moved through the criminal justice system. 
By 1972, Project SEARCH had completed its original mission and was 
reorganized and expanded to include all 50 states, Puerto Rico, the 
Virgin Islands, and the District of Columbia. Charged now with the 
development and testing of prototype systems having multi-state use 
for the application of advanced technology to criminal justice, SEARCH 

has initiated programs in the upgrading of state identification bureaus, 
the development of information systems for courts and correction 
agencies, the standardization of police report forms, and the produc-
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tion of a nationalized central file for criminalistics laboratories (LEAA 

Sixth Annual Report, 1974). 

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

In the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (P. L. 
93-415), Congress enlarged LEAA'S mandate by establishing an Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and creating a second 
research institute to be housed within the new LEAA structure. The 
National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
(NIJJDP) was charged with conducting research, demonstration, evalua­
tion, and training projects on topics of relevance to juvenile involve­
ment with the criminal justice system. It is also responsible for the 
development of standards for the administration of juvenile justice at 
the federal, state, and local levels. With the creation of NIJJDP, which is 
parallel to and independent of NILECJ, NILECJ has largely withdrawn 
from sponsoring research on juvenile delinquency. 

Since it began operating in 1975, NIJJDP has planned and undertaken 
the development of assessment centers through the country; a study of 
youth gang violence; a multi-year assessment of the national state of 
juvenile corrections; and an evaluation of community-based juvenile 
programs in the state of Massachusetts, which began after the 1972 
abolition of state training schools. It has also undertaken some 
cooperative efforts with the National Evaluation Program (NEP)* of 
NILECJ'S Office of Research Programs: grants were awarded in fiscal 
1975 for studies of youth service bureaus, juvenile diversion, alterna­
tives to incarceration, delinquency prevention projects, and alterna­
tives to custodial detention and in fiscal 1976 for police juvenile units 
and juvenile court intake units. For these grants NEP follows normal 
contracting and monitoring procedures and juvenile justice maintains a 
monitoring role. The National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delin­
quency Prevention received an appropriation of $6 million for fiscal 
1976. 

National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 

Structure of NILECJ 

The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice is the 
fIfth national program. The Institute is divided into three Offices: the 
*The National Evaluation Program is described in the Case Study on the Office of 
Evaluation. 
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Office of Research Programs, the Office of Technology Transfer, and 
the Office of Evaluation (See Figure 2). The Office of Research 
Programs (ORP) is divided into five program divisions: Police, Courts 
and Corrections, Advanced Technology, Community Crime Preven­
tion, and Special Programs. The Office of Technology Transfer is 
divided into three divisions: Model Program Development, Training 
and Testing, and the Reference and Dissemination Division, which 
operates the National Criminal Justice Reference Service. The Office 
of Evaluation undertakes program evaluation and funds research in 
the development of evaluation tools and methodologies. (The Office of 
Evaluation, the Office of Technology Transfer, and the program in Ad­
vanced Technology in ORP are the subjects of three of the case studies 
in this report.) NILECJ'S director is appointed by and responsible to 
the LEAA administrator who has final approval (sign-off authority) of all 
Institute awards. Table I shows the amount of LEAA funds budgeted 
to NILECJ vis-a-vis other program and management functions. 

Consequences of NILECJ'S Setting 

Since the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 
is the research organization of LEAA, NILECJ'S immediate environment 
is its LEAA setting. Although it seems normal for the relationship of a 
research and development organization and its parent body to exhibit 
signs of strain, this phenomenon particularly characterizes NILECJ'S 

relations with LEAA. 

LEAA'S policy-making and upper administrative levels are occupied 
largely by lawyers and practitioners from criminal justice agencies. 
These two groups have little sympathy for the complexities of social 
science research and an often inadequate grasp of the potential and 
limitations of research in the criminal justice field. Moreover, the 
history of LEAA itself has been characterized by intense political 
pressure, rapid growth, major policy changes, and turnovers in leader­
ship. 

The I.EAA system is based on the 10 regional offices operated by the 
Office of Regional Operations (ORO) and on the 56 State Planning 
Agencies. On the whole, NILECJ has resisted close connections with 
this structure, despite Congressional mandates to provide technical 
assistance for project evaluation and other SPA activities. The Institute 
has traditionally viewed its audience as criminal justice practitioners 
rather than those in the LEAA structure. Local officials responsible for 
allocating resources to courts, correction and police agencies, and 
decision makers within criminaljustice agencies were perceived by the 
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TABLE 1 LEAA Appropriations History (dollars in thousands) 

1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 
Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Estimated 

Grants for development and implementation 
!.J.J of comprehensive plans (Part B) $19,000 $ 21,000 $ 26,000 $ 35,000 $ 50,000 $ 50,000 $ 55,000 
tv Matching grants to improve and strengthen 

law enforcement (part C): 
(a) Stute block grants 24,650 182,750 340,000 413,695 480,250 480,250 480,250 
(b) Discretionary grants 4,350 32,000 70,000 73,005 88,750 88,750 84,750 

Aid for correctional institutions and programs 
(part E) 47,500 97,500 113,000 113,000 1/3,000 

Technical assistance 1,200 4,000 6,000 10,000 12,000 /4,968 
Technology, analysis, development, and 

dissemination (National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice") 3,000 7,500 7,500 21,000 31,598 40,098 45,198 

Manpower development (part D: education) 6,500 18,000 22,500 31,000 45,000 45,000 45,000 
Data systems and statistical assistance 1,000 4,000 9,700 21,200 24,000 26,500 
Management and operations 2,500 4,487 7,454 11,823 15,568 17,428 21,734 

-14,2()()b 

TOTAL OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY 60,000 267,937 528,954 698,723 841,166 870,526 886,400 

Transferred to other agencies 3,000 182 46 196 14,431 149 
---

TOTAL APPROPRIATED 63,000 268,119 519,000 698,919 855,597 870,673 886,400 

SOURCE: Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 
"Budget of the National Institute. 
"Transferred to other agencies in the U.S. Department of Justice pursuant to P.L. 93-50. 
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Institute staff as a more appropriate clientele than the SPAS. The 
somewhat unwieldy system of the ORO, regional offices, and state 
planning agencies, each defensive of territorial claims, appeared to 
Institute staff as, at best, an indirect approach to the practitioner, and 
at worst, an obstruction. Despite NILECJ'S resistance, however, there 
has been an effort on the part of the Administrator's Office to increase 
interaction between the Institute and LEAA. NILECJ has been encour­
aged to emphasize the LEAf. system as its avenue of approach to 
practitioners and as the object of increased technical assistance. This 
has been most effectively observed in the operations of the Office of 
Technology Transfer (see the Case Study on the Office of Technology 
Transfer). 

In summary, the Institute's location within the structure of an action 
agency and the accompanying requirement that it be responsive to the 
needs of action programs necessarily affects the nature of its research 
programs. While NILECJ is, by conception and purpose, a mission­
oriented research institute, a question can be raised about the appro­
priate conditions under which its mission should be pursued. Certainly 
its location in LEAA has made the Institute vulnerable to the kinds of 
leadership tensions and intra-agency pressures described in Chapter 1. 
Whether this vulnerability has resulted in poor quality or less than 
useful research is an issue considered in the evaluation presented in the 
following chapters. 



II Evaluating the 
Federal Role 
in Crime Research 



The task of evaluating the research program of NILECJ is necessarily 
wider in scope than the record of Institute-funded research. It requires 
reaching judgments about a number of related factors that establish a 
frame of reference for research into serious social problems. These 
factors include the nature of criminal justice in our society, the proper 
federal role for research in criminal justice, and the various possible 
techniques for developing useful knowledge. Therefore, the first chap­
ter in Part II, entitled "Basic Issues," lays the general groundwork for 
the more specific judgments made in the following chapter, "The 
Institute's Research Program," which evaluates the Institute's work. 



3 Basic Issues 

One of the central purposes of government is keeping the public peace 
and order and enforcing a system of assigned rights and corresponding 
duties. The criminal justice system is the primary instrument for 
achieving that purpose. It is a system that gives the authorities strong 
powers of coercion to control the behavior of the public. It is important 
that thi~ coercive authority be exercised as fairly and benignly as is 
consistent with the efficient achievement of the public purpose that the 
system seeks to serve. The United States is large and enormously 
diverse in those properties that affect the equitable and efficient 
performance of the criminal justice system. The power to define 
criminal behavior and to take decisions within the limits of wide 
discretion in the administration of criminal justice is, therefore, quite 
rightly, decentralized and diffused, lodging mostly in state and local 
jurisdictions. 

RATIONALE FOR A FEDERAL RESEARCH ROLE 
IN CRIME PROGRAMS 

What is the mission of a national institute of law enforcement and 
criminal justice, in the context of a largely locally administered law 
enforcement and criminal justice system? Much of what follows in this 
report is intended to provide a detailed answer to this question. But a 
short, introductory answer is that extensive knowledge about crime 

37 
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and criminal behaviors and about the operation of the criminal justice 
system is necessary in order to develop governmental responses that 
are both fair and effective. The employment of the socially appropriate 
quantity of resources in the search for information and the discovery, 
acquisition, and assimilation of the necessary amount of information 
requires that criminal justice research be a national mission in the 
public sector. 

Such a mission makes sense on the assumptions that there is, in fact, 
a stock of information to be discovered; that that information is capable 
of being discovered if research is undertaken; that the cost of discovery 
is smaller than the value of the information, once discovered; and that 
the relevant information is not yet known or, if known to some, has not 
been disseminated to those who could use it in developing criminal 
justice policies and in the administration of the criminal justice system. 
These seem to us reasonable assumptions. 

The performance of policing, prosecutorial, and judicial functions is 
the responsibility of so many different institutions and personalities 
and are administered in so large a variety of phenomenological con­
texts in this country that it seems fair to conclude that an enormous 
body of experience of very great complexity has been built up over 
time. The extraction of nuggets from that stock of experience should 
provide usable information of value to law enforcement and criminal 
justice authorities. 

In addition, basic research in many disciplines has created a large 
stock of knowledge about the physical properties of the world, some of 
which can be expected to have applied uses in law enforcement and in 
the administration of criminal justice. Some applied uses of that 
knowledge have been discovered for other fields; this can also be 
expected for criminal justice. 

A more problematic question is the potential for gaining useful 
information about criminal behaviors and the conditions under which 
such behaviors flourish. Exclusive attention to the system of laws and 
their enforcement is of limited value since the incidence of crime is 
only minimally affected by that system. In fact, there are important 
indications that much crime is not even touched by the criminal justice 
system: surveys of victimization, which attempt to measure crime rates 
directly rather than through police records, tend to show a con­
siderably higher incidence of crime than is ever reported to the criminal 
justice system;* and the rate at which police "clear" crimes by arrest is 

*For example, surveys of victimization in the nation's five largest cities during 1972 
discovered that only 44-51 percent of violent crimes and 28-33 percent of property 
crimes had been reported to the police; see Table 6, p. 61, of Criminal Victimization 
Surveys in the Nation's Five Largest Cities (U.S. Department of Justice 1975). 
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very low-for example, only 21 percent of all Index Crimes in 1975 
(Federal Bureau of Investigation 1976, p. 166, Table 18). While we 
presently have little systematic knowledge about this submerged mass 
of the crime problem, it is clearly an important target for a large-scale 
research effort. But it is a very difficult target, requiring methodologi­
cal ingenuity and considerable patience. There is no existing stock of 
knowledge that can simply be mined or translated from one field into 
another. A national research institute that can command the necessary 
resources of funding and skills is essential in order to adequately 
confront such a task. 

Some caveats are warranted. Since law enforcement is mainly a local 
function in the United States, there can be no complete assurances that 
research discoveries will be assimilated by the local authorities, nor 
that they will recognize the usefulness of those discoveries in guiding 
their own practice, nor, even if they know them to be useful, that they 
will put those discoveries to use. 

Criminal justice research promoted through a national institute is, 
therefore, inevitably a risky business. To achieve a payoff from that 
research requires wise judgment in the selection of research to be 
promoted and in differentiating research results that do and do not have 
useful applications, and it requires the intensive dissemination of useful 
research discoveries and the promotion of their use among the local 
law enforcement and the appropriate officials in the criminal justice 
system. Even so, it can be expected that some of those officials are 
more given to introducing innovation than others and that some who 
are committed to current practice will be unwilling to introduce 
change. Criminal justice research, even when successful in the sense of 
producing clear guides to the improvement of the system, may have 
only spotted effects upon practice. 

Nonetheless, the magnitude of the crime problem necessitates a 
major effort to develop and disseminate reliable knowledge. For this 
purpose it is appropriate for the federal government to mount a 
long-range research program. 

THE NATURE OF A FEDERAL RESEARCH ROLE 
IN CRIME PROGRAMS 

Because the federal role in criminal justice research came about as part 
of a much larger action program, it is important to be clear about the 
nature of the relationship between the two. As detailed in Chapter 1, 
Congress was ambivalent about assigning any federal role in state and 
local criminal justice activities. Its solution to the problem of federal 
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interference was to set up a framework of block-grant funding under 
which state and local decision makers are supposed to retain pro­
grammatic authority, although their actions are reviewed by federal 
officials. The federal role was essentially to provide the funds. But 
Congress also established a centralized structure for the purpose of 
performing some functions that were not considered feasible at the 
state level, principally a national crime statistics center and a research 
and development (R&D) effort. Since it was assumed from the begin­
ning that the national interest in crime was to serve local needs, a 
federal R&D effort was not for the purpose of solving crime problems 
at the national level but rather to help state and local jurisdictions deal 
with their crime. A basic premise of the Safe Streets Act, therefore, 
was that the federal R&D effort was to service state and local planning. 

Alternative Strategies 

What kind of strategy will best serve that purpose? There are several 
possible answers to that question. One is to assume that serving state 
and local planning means providing information to the administrators 
of block-grant funds (the state planning agencies) about which pro­
grams being considered for funding are likely to be effective. The 
"what works and what doesn't work?" question has been posed 
insistently to NILECJ by SPAS from the early days, indicating that they at 
least perceive NILECJ'S service role in terms of providing immediate 
solutions and that they wished to use the information in their planning. 
It will not surprise researchers that NILECJ was unable to respond to 
such requests. While the question itself is important and should be 
addressed-and it was even encouraging that spAS asked it-it is naive 
to pose it in terms of immediate solutions. There is no more complex 
area of social phenomena than crime. Since researchers do not yet 
understand the basic causes of crime, it is naturally difficult for them to 
come up with quick prescriptions for stopping it. In short, the "im­
mediate solution" strategy places the Institute in an impossible posi­
tion. 

Another strategy would place the Institute in the role of providing 
programmatic solutions for local crime problems but without the 
pressure of immediacy. Such a strategy would keep NILECJ in its 
direct service relationship with the block-grant structure and thereby 
force it to focus on the programmatic concerns of state and local 
criminal justice planners. Because of the nature of block-grant funding, 
this strategy would probably mean that the Institute's effort would be 
predominantly oriented to traditional practitioner needs. Thus, a major 
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focus would be operational: improving the efficiency of the criminal 
justice system. Throughout much of its history, the Institute has 
pursued a very similar gtrategy. But, as will be illustrated in later 
chapters, the strategy has not successfully served SPA programming 
needs and has produced mostly mediocre research. 

A third strategy would put the Institute in the primary business of 
planning and implementing large demonstration projects. Such a strat­
egy would have the mixed purpose of synthesizing research results 
(from any source), testing appropriate implementations, and dis­
seminating model programs to practitioners. It would probably tie the 
Institute's efforts to SPA programming less than would the first two 
strategies and make it more directly responsive to the practitioner 
community. It would also decrease substantially NILECJ'S role in 
planning and sponsoring primary research. The Institute has engaged in 
some of this activity, but it is not at all clear that a demonstration 
strategy requires the guidance of a research institute. LEAA has its own 
office and funds for this purpose and could probably pursue such a 
strategy as effectively on its own or with minimal methodological 
advice from NILECJ. 

A fourth possibility, and one that is far more appropriate for a 
national research institute, would be for NILECJ to emphasize that 
aspect of the "safe streets" legislation that encourages innovative 
anti-crime programming and, therefore, to focus its efforts on develop­
ing and testing alternative approaches to crime problems. Such a 
program would tend to de-emphasize operational questions except 
insofar as they were directly related to crime control (e.g., patrol 
strategies); it would work with non-traditional approaches to crime and 
criminal behavior in an effort to develop a new understanding of crime; 
it would attempt to bring to bear thinking and research from a variety of 
disciplines not now focusing on crime and encourage multidisciplinary 
research efforts; and it would concentrate on testing hypotheses under 
experimental and quasi-experimental conditions to obtain results that 
are reliable for use in developing programs. This strategy would tie the 
Institute more to the research community and permit resources to be 
allocated on grounds that are largely independent of political demands 
or system pressures. It would also require a risk-taking posture toward 
ideas and research possibilities. This kind of activity is necessary, we 
believe, in order to justify the existence of a national research institute. 
If encouraged to develop properly, this strategy will eventually serve 
state and local crime control needs far better than the more agency~ or 
practitioner-dominated alternatives. 

The nature of these alternative strategies reveals some important 
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features of the relationship between research and action programming 
in LEAA. The role of SPAS is to administer the block-grant funds, which 
amount to approximately 5 percent of the total criminal justice expen­
ditures in any state. Consequently, if the LEAA program is to have any 
impact, the SPAS must use action funds in strategic and innovative 
ways. To do so requires careful analysis of local crime problems, law 
enforcement patterns, and system needs. While few SPAS have yet 
developed this kind of analytical capacity, those that have find it both 
necessary and natural to conduct their own "immediate solution" 
research. The critical connection is between programming and re­
search. Research, in this context, becomes totally a tool for planners 
with specific problems to solve. The case is similar for evaluation. The 
SPAS need to be able to evaluate particular programs with an eye both 
to refunding decisions and introducing changes to make existing pro­
grams more effective. 

While this kind of research and evaluation has not yet developed 
extensively in the SPAS, it is clearly an appropriate and productive 
function. The Committee believes, however, that it is not a function 
that a national research institute can perform effectively. The relation­
ship between a particular program's need for information and the 
deployment of resources to obtain the required knowledge is a matter 
of intra-organizational response. To place the responsibility for re­
sponding in the hands of a research institute that is remote from the 
particular needs defined by 56 SPAS is to ignore the natural dynamic in 
favor of an unnatural and inevitably unworkable relationship. A further 
complication is the fact that the canons for valid scientific research 
often conflict with the needs and style of program administrators. Since 
the basis of the relationship is service and that relationship runs in one 
direction only (with research serving program), the likelihood is that 
research canons will be compromised more often than administrators 
inconvenienced. Even when the research staff succeeds in protecting 
the integrity of its work, the constant struggle is likely to be debilitat­
ing. 

The current relationship between SPAS and the Institute ranges from 
indifference to hostility. The SPAS resist programming that is not 
developed to meet a specific and, they argue, unique need; they also 
resent the intrusion of the federal presence whenever the Institute 
funds a demonstration or evaluation program in their state. By the 
same token, the Institute resents SPA expectations that the Institute 
should be providing readily applicable knowledge for local program­
ming and their general lack of understanding of the nature of research. 
We believe that this mutual hostility is inevitable. 

We suggest that there is another way to view the Institute's role in 
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serving state and local needs. Rather than intruding upon the relation­
ship between research and programming, which occurs most fruitfully 
at the SPA level where it is both organizationally sound and part of the 
dynamics of planning, the federal research effort should concentrate on 
developing and testing innovative approaches to crime problems. This 
strategy, which has already been outlined above, is particularly appro­
priate for a national institute. First, a major research commitment will 
often be required in order to thoroughly develop and adequately test 
new approaches to crime problems. The scale of such a commit­
ment-both in resources and time frame-is beyond the capacities of 
SPAS. Second, the range and degree of scientific competence necessary 
to mount a highly sophisticated research effort are not normally avail­
able at the SPA level. Third, an undertaking that has a long-range time 
frame but no clearly specifiable product, and is risky as well, is simply 
inappropriate for an action agency such as an SPA. Therefore, the 
proper mission of a national institute of law enforcement and criminal 
justice is to engage in research and development on a scale and a level 
and within a time frame that is impractical for the rest of the system. 
Such a mission must not be all-inclusive because there is much valu­
able "immediate solution" evaluation and research that should be 
done (and would be better done) at the SPA level. In short, the nature 
of a federal research role in crime problems depends not only on the 
needs to be served but also on the capacities that exist or can be 
developed at the various levels of the system. 

The Concept of Applied Research 

To opt for a research strategy based on developing and testing innova­
tive approaches to crime problems is not to exclude what is usually 
called applied research. The range of contributions that is appropriate 
necessarily spans a wide variety of research, development, and evalua­
tion activities. But it is important to be clear about two matters: first, 
what is excluded and why; and second, the essentially eclectic (some­
times serendipitous) nature of what is included. 

The preceding argument outlined what is excluded, namely, "im­
mediate solution" research: this is research that is (or ought to be) tied 
directly to the planning process of an operating or funding agency and 
therefore to action programming. Another equally inappropriate under­
taking for a national institute is simply gathering information on aspects 
of crime problems-building an inventory, if you will. This is what 
practitioners often think of as applied research and then feel frustrated 
when the piles of "data" do not tell them anything. 

On the other hand, the example of data collection is a good point of 
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departure for understanding the complex concept of applied research. 
Data collection and archiving must be carefully planned to be produc­
tive. One must, in effect. design a number of potential research 
projects in order to determine what data are necessary to answer 
important questions. In this speculative and informal design process, 
the significance vf the questions, and therefore of the information that 
will become data, arises from 'the nature of the problems one is 
interested in. Research. whether its purpose is to understand a problem 
better or to try to solve it, is always a matter of stating and testing 
hypotheses. In short, applL~d research is not a singular activity that is 
unrelated to the more general process called research or to the normal 
canons of scientific methodolog:)l. It is part of a continuum that ranges 
from the abstract to the concrete; whatever differences that exist are 
matters of degree. 

Differences do exist, of course, and they are important and instruc­
tive. Defining a problem for applied research means, minimally, start­
ing with a practical problem rather than one that derives from theory; it 
also means that the researcher is concerned with finding a way of 
solving the problem rather than simply of understanding it better. 
Consequently, while so-called basic research is not constrained to 
produce a certain kind of answer, applied research always has a 
peculiar stake in its own results. For this reason, applied research is 
often more difficult to design than is basic research. It requires the 
perspective of practitioners, of program planners, and of 
researchers-an inherently conflicting mix-as well as the kind of 
creativity that permits one to understand and conceptualize social 
problems in terms of their possible solutions. A role for the Institute 
that emphasizes applied research is in many ways a more difficult 
assignment than conducting or sponsoring basic research. 

There is a tendency to insist upon dichotomizing basic and applied 
research in such a way that many fruitful approaches are excluded. 
So-called basic research is considered inappropriate or so unrelated to 
problems as to be irrelevant. Research problems are defined as prob­
lems of practice, requiring only the applicat.ion of proper technology 
for solution. Researchers are hired to survey the state of the art and 
then apply it: this is the model of "immediate solution" research. but 
without the specific problem and the programming function to make it 
useful. Furthermore, the approach tends to exclude the normal process 
of research: namely, generating alternative hypotheses from relevant 
theory and then testing one or more hypotheses to determine which 
variables and relationships are explanatory in a particular case. To say 
that applied research is problem-oriented does not mean that it cannot 
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be informed by theory. Studying the problem of recidivism surely 
requires knowing something about attitude formation; studying prob­
lems of caseload and administrative discretion requires the application 
of organization theory as much as management technique; testing 
preventive patrol strategies requires an understanding of various pos­
sible behavioral responses in order to ensure that the proper measures 
are built into the experiment. The point is that the kinds of research 
that the Institute should be doing necessarily include aspects of both 
basic and applied research. 

THE GOAL FOR A RESEARCH PROGRAM 
ON CRIME PROBLEMS 

The goals for the Institute research program were set by Congress, in 
the Safe Streets Act and its amendments, and by LEAA throughout its 
history. The historical account in Chapter 1 reveals important shifts in 
these goals, as the urgency of the "law and order" mandate first 
intensified and then faded and the difficulty of pursuing immediate 
solutions became clear. The Committee has carefully considered both 
these lessons of history and the compelling nature of the social problem 
being addressed. Accordingly, we offer our own view of the proper 
goals for a national program in criminal justice research. 

As noted in Chapter 1, crime reduction was a major goal of the Safe 
Streets Act and of LEAA programming from the beginning. It was 
responsible for the early emphasis on law enforcement and later for 
crime-specific and crime-oriented planning and, eventually, for the 
Institute's involvement in a disastrous "research" effort as part of the 
Impact Cities program. * These were all simplistic approaches to the 
problem and never got beyond the frustrating stage of trying to manipu­
late crime rates for the short term. 

Only recently have LEAA and Institute officials been willing to 
quarrel publicly with the feasibility and appropriateness of crime 
reduction as a program goal. For example, former Institute Director 
Gerald M. Caplan, in speaking of the kinds of research discoveries that 
are and are not possible in the criminal justice field, said (1975): 

... the wiser view is that it will be through improved understanding of human 
behavior, rather than application of the laws of physics or chemistry, that gains 
will be made. Here, knowledge about controlling our worst impulses has grown 
but little over the last few thousand years. The suggestion is that crime control 

*See the Case Study on Impact Cities for extended comments. 
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is not one of those fields of study where the word "breakthrough" is appli­
cable. Progress in the acquisition of knowledge, such as it has been and such as 
it is likely to be, will come slowly, haltingly, unevenly, on occasion steadily, 
but rarely with rushing speed. It is best to think in time spans of 10 or 20 years, 
rather than of crash programs of six months, a year, or even several years. 

Later, Caplan wrote (l975a, p. 13): 

Finally, what can be said about our crime reduction capacity? Not much that is 
encouraging. We have learned little about reducing the incidence of crime, and 
have no reason to believe that significant reductions will be secured in the near 
future. 

Unfortunately, the Institute's most recent response has been to deny 
its capacity to produce useful knowledge about crime problems at all 
and to substitute as its focus of concern the operation of the criminal 
justice system. We do not wish to belittle efforts to improve the 
operations of the criminal justice system or to exclude them entirely 
from the purview of the Institute, but many of these efforts are not 
properly a matter of research interest. Furthermore, while some are 
very important to the effective control of crime-such as studies of the 
formative conditions for police performance-others are remote from 
that concern. The danger we see is an Institute that avoids the hard 
questions of knowledge about crime and criminal behaviors in favor of 
easier but relatively trivial studies of system operations. It is under­
standable that an agency would re.:;pond negatively to a painful and 
unproductive history, but the Committee believes that the Institute's 
response is correct only with respect LO expectations of immediate 
payoff. The goal of controlling crime for which LEAA and the Institute 
were originally established remains a valid objective, although a com­
plex and difficult one. 

Clearly, there were serious problems with LEAA'S approach to Clime 
reduction. If Congress expected that it could mount a program that 
would defeat crime, these expectations were plainly overblown. And 
certainly LEAA'S frantic attempts to meet those expectations were 
ill-advised. But the Committee believes it would be a mistake to 
abandon the goal of reducing crime as if it were beyond the capacity of 
this society to cope with crime. The difficulty with crime reduction as a 
goal lies in a lack of understanding about how to approach the problem 
of crime and how to measure the impact of our efforts, not in the 

. inherent intractability of the problem. No one is going to eradicate 
crime,just as no one is going to "cure" poverty or end wars. But we as 
scientists and citizens would be irresponsible if we abandoned our 
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efforts because immediate solutions are not in sight. The fact is that 
we can know more about criminal behaviors and about the effective­
ness of various governmental responses to them. And furthermore, this 
knowledge will ultimately be useful for crime prevention and control. * 
Therefore, we strongly urge that LEAA restore the control of crime as 
its primary goal and that NILECJ define its primary role as building 
knowledge toward that end. 

If the goal of crime reduction is re-introduced, it should be clearly 
understood that gimmicks like 5-year deadlines for 20-percent reduc­
tions in burglary rates are seriously misleading, even for action pro­
grams, and certainly a mistaken measure of research productivity. In 
the first place, we do not yet have accurate or informative measures of 
crirrie rates, so the use of crime-rate measures as indicators or "tests" 
of anything is highly suspect. But even if we did have useful measures, 
it would be fo!}1is~1 to apply them to research programs. The National 
Institutes of Health have a cancer research program but no reasonable 
observer measures its effectiveness or usefulness by cancer cure rates 
(or death rates). It is obvious that the knowledge-building process in 
cancer research is long-term and unpredictable; the same is true for the 
process of building knowledge about crime and criminal behaviors. It is 
simply wrong to judge a research program oy operational measures. It 
should be judged by the intelligence and coherence of its approach to 
crime and problems related to crime and by its capacity to cumulate 
and focus knowledge toward solving those problems. The Committee 
believes that such a program is feasible-and that it is the only 
legitimate basis for the existence of a national institute of law enforce­
ment and criminal justice. 

OBTAINING QUALITY RESEARCH 

The requirements for successful research in any area of complex social 
phendmena are both stringent and problematic. They are stringent in 
part because of the difficulty of the problem being addressed, but more 
importantly because the cumulation of knowledge toward a solution is 
itself a particularly difficult task. They are problematic because no one 
strategy is clearly more effective than others. 

From a process point of view, a research strategy has three critical 
features: planning and review procedures, proposal generation, and 
procurement practices. The following discussion is intended to clarify 

*See Chapter 5 for specific recommendations about research on crime problems. 
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the alternatives of each feature and indicate the Committee's judgment 
of what is at stake in each case for a research program on crime 
problems. A research institute can develop elaborate program plans, 
using outside advice or not, and then require potential grantees to fit 
into one of the planned categories, or it can rely on the potential 
grantees to generate the ideas, on a sort of laissez-faire theory of 
research payoff. It can use a variety of kinds of outside review 
processes or rely on in-house review. It can procure research by grant 
or by contract, piecemeal with the pieces building on each other or in 
comprehensive packages. All of these alternatives have been followed 
at one time or another by both private and public funding agencies in 
the social sciences. None are clearly unacceptable, but there are 
advantages and disadvantages of each. 

The programming approach is appealing in crime research, where 
there is a specified but highly complex purpose. Developing a produc­
tive program is a long-term process requiring broad knowledge and 
continuous involvement with developments in various disciplines. The 
programming approach is susceptible to severe parochialism unless 
outside advice is seriously sought and used. But if heavy reliance on 
internal programming is to be avoided, a research institute must be able 
to caB upon an existing research community to develop its own 
creative response to the problems needing solution, or it must make a 
concerted effort to mobilize researchers across relevant disciplines to 
become interested in particular questions. 

In criminal justice research, the nature of the research community 
has been a major problem. Few academic researchers outside the field 
of criminology have been interested in studying criminal behaviors, 
and even fewer have concentrated on the effects of law enforcement 
practices or on compliance problems. While a specialized research 
community in crime is increasingly available in research organizations, 
the university-based research community (which continues to be of 
major importance in the social sciences) has not been deeply involved 
in criminal justice. Until recently, Institute strategy was not designed 
to broaden the criminal justice research community: programs were 
either highly specialized or so grandly conceived that researchers 
based in traditional disciplines could find no point of departure for a 
response. This narrow strategy makes it all the more important that the 
Institute develop formal links to the most competent people in the 
research community. 

A related issue is the Institute's approach to proposal review proce­
dures. Proposal review procedures are important in ensuring that a 
range of expert views are brought to bear on the substantive impor-

L~~ _______ _ 
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tance of the proposed research. They are also the appropriate means 
for ensuring that research design and methodology meet accepted 
standards of rigor. In research operations within mission agencies, 
there is a real danger that staff, who are naturally and properly in 
advocacy positions, will dominate the substantive review process to 
the exclusion of a variety of perspectives and a range of expertise. It is 
especially important to broaden the base of substantive review when 
the traditional frameworks of discipline and theory-centered criteria 
are not applicable. Furthermore, staff in such mission agencies-even 
those whose interests and training naturally put them in research 
management-are normally not methodologists. The Institute needs a 
system of outside peer review because most staff are not trained 
methodologists and because they are in advocacy positions with re­
spect to program objectives. This is not to say that traditional peer 
review systems always perform adequately, but the Committee be­
lieves that such systems, even with their shortcomings, are preferable 
to a system that relies on internal substantive and methodological 
review. 

Another important issue is procurement practices. A research insti­
tute must decide whether it will fund solely (or largely) by grants or 
solely (or largely) by contracts. The conventional wisdom about the 
difference between the two emphasizes that grants are difficult to 
control while contracts ensure performance. This is an over-simplified 
view, to say the least. Grants have traditionally been used in the 
university-based research community because they permit the kind of 
flexibility that is required for creative research. Few (if any) of the 
interesting questions in social and behavi..:lral science research can be 
dealt with as if they were cut-and-dried purchase orders. While this fact 
may be frustrating to those seeking immediate solutions, it is indeed a 
fact. This does not mean, however, that grantee research is inherently 
non-accountable or uncontrollable; it does mean that grantee research 
is not, and cannot be, performance-coded as if it were serial responses 
to a set of commands. 

The contract procedure, usually through a request for proposals 
(RFP), is appropriate in some cases, notably where the purchase-order 
analogy is telling: that is, highly specific research such as data collec­
tion and data analysis projects in which the required expertise is lo­
cated in a research organization. For more generalized research needs, 
however, there are several consequences of the procurement model 
that can work against creating a quality research program. The RFP pro­
cess (whether by contract or by grant) usually excludes university­
based researchers, who comprise a major portion of the social science 



50 EVALUATING THE FEDERAL ROLE IN CRIME RESEARCH 

research community, partly because of time constraints. The time 
period for responding with a detailed proposal is usually so short (often 
about six weeks) that academic personnel, with on-going respon­
sibilities for teaching and for research already underway, are unable to 
commit the resources necessary to quickly develop an adequate propo­
sal. Furthermore, the work statement in a contract RFP is often so 
specific that it does not permit any flexibility for reconceptualizing the 
problem or considering a different set of questions. By trying to control 
for performance and product, the contract precludes creative re­
sponses. Another consequence of using a contract procedure stems 
from the legal requirements surrounding competitive bidding: that is, 
bidders are not permitted to discuss their proposal or the contract work 
statement with anyone but contract officers. As a result, the potential 
for fruitful exchange between researchers and program staff before a 
proposal is accepted is prevented. 

A common procurement strategy in federally sponsored applied 
research has been the use of large contracts that address a whole 
problem. We think such a strategy deserves some comment because of 
its particular relevance in criminal justice research. Normally, such 
contracts include several phases, from state-of-the-art reviews through 
a final report. We believe that this kind of contract, which delegates 
exclusive control over a problem, tends to transfer too much responsi­
bility for thinking from the program staff to the contractor. Further, it 
inhibits creative thinking about the research questions of a problem. 
The contractor is bound to deliver certain already specified pieces and 
therefore has no incentive to deal with unexpected results or to follow 
up on emerging ideas as the research proceeds. In short, this strategy 
tends to constrain the normal research process in unproductive and 
even destructive ways. 

Another consequence is perhaps even more destructive. The large, 
"whole problem" contract is a tempting vehicle for the immediate­
solution response to social problems because it tends to force the 
commitment of large amounts of resources to a single mode and 
prevent a more tentative, incremental approach. This tends to lead to 
massive programs, but the state of our knowledge about a particular 
social problem at any time has never been adequate to support massive 
programming. The mentality of believing in immediate solutions, fur­
thermore, is susceptible to a certain closed-mindedness about alterna­
tives. 

In sum, we believe that the Institute should rely primarily on grants, 
and on a combination of flexible RFP procedures and unsolicited 
proposals, in order to develop a research program that is suited to the 
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requirements of social science research. This approach excludes no 
qualified scientist and provides the optimal conditions for a creative 
and productive research effort. We do not argue that grants are always 
better than contracts, that RFPS based on a rigid procurement model are 
never appropriate, or that university-based researchers are preferable 
to research organizations. We do argue that the largest segment of the 
social science research community-university-based researchers­
should not be excluded from the Institute's program. While this has not 
yet occurred (see Figures 2, 3, and 4 in Chapter 4), we have observed a 
pronounced trend toward more contracts and more rigid RFPS ad­
dressed to large-scale problems. To the extent that this trend con­
tinues, the Institute will become more and more isolated not only from 
university-based researchers but also from the normal processes of 
social science research. Many well-qualified researchers work in re­
search organizations, but the procurement model under which they 
usually operate is so constraining that their efforts are often pedestrian 
and of limited value in generating a body of knowledge. 

All of these factors must be taken into account in evaluating the 
Institute's research program, for they are the choices and constraints 
under which the Institute has lived through the seven years of its 
existence. We believe that the Institute has sometimes been forced to 
accept constraints that are inappropriate and destructive to its mission 
and that it has made some choices that are equally inappropriate and 
destructive. The description and evaluation that follows provides evi­
dence for this conclusion. 



4 The Institute's 
Ftesearch Program 

This chapter discusses the Committee's evaluation of the program 
funded by the Institute during the years 1969-1975. The first part of the 
chapter describes the program as it developed over time; the second 
part sets forth the Committee's approach to evaluating the program; 
and the third part presents the findings of that evaluation. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAM 

Scope 

As suggested by the historical and structural descriptions in the previ­
ous chapters, NILECJ is a product of diverse and transient expectations. 
It is not surprising to find, therefore, that it has chosen to support a 
variety of kinds of projects or that it has shifted research strategies 
over time. The evidence indicates that the Institute's programming has 
resportded to many different demands-indeed, that the Institute has 
attempted to be all things to all people. 

In terms of its overall program, NILECJ is not and has never been 
strictly a research and development operation. The present organiza­
tion of the Institute (see Figure 2) reflects the variety of work it 
performs. Following the Institute's three major functional categories, 
research received the bulk of the funds in fiscal 1975: 
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Research Programs 
Evaluation 
Technology Transfer 

TOTAL 

$23,623,194 
6,572,028 
4,502,849 

$34,698,071 

(68%) 
(19%) 
(13%) 

(100%) 
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Included in the major categories, however, are model programs, dem­
onstrations, training programs, impact evaluations, data archives, and 
a series of publications designed to disseminate ideas for action pro­
gramming. The variety of work was mandated by Congress in a clear 
attempt to connect the Institute's program to the overall action mission 
of LEA A and especially to the efforts of SPAS to mount effective 
programs in the states. 

The Committee found it necessary to delineate 13 categories of 
funding in order to provide a comprehensive description of the Insti­
tute's program. These categories are: research, evaluation, data collec­
tion, hardware development, software, dissemination, innovation, 
training, demonstrations, technical assistance, standards, feasibility 
studies, and fellowships. In many instances, these categories are not 
exclusive since any particular award can include, for example, re­
search, data collection, evaluation, and dissemination components. It 
is important to realize that, as a consequence of this diversity, no single 
set of evaluation criteria could be employed to assess all Institute 
awards. This was true even for those that were nominally research 
awards as opposed to technology transfer or evaluation. 

Distribution of Awards 

From 1969 through 1975, the Institute has spent over $150 million; its 
program has grown from an annual funding level of $2,900,000 in fiscal 
1969 to $42,500,000 in fiscal 1975. (See Table B-2 in Appendix B for a 
detailed breakdown.) 

Table 2 indicates the distribution of awards by type of project. It 
should be noted that in order to construct this table, it was necessary to 
create a substantive typology that was both informative and an accu­
rate representation of the allocation of Institute resources and then to 
categorize each award according to the typology in order to present a 
distribution. This required sometimes arbitrary choices when particu­
lar projects conceivably belonged in more than one category. The 
resulting table may be somewhat different than other representations of 
Institute awards by category. 



TABLE 2 Characteristics of NILECJ Program, by Percentages of Annual Dollar Amounts, and Percentages of 
Annual Number of Projects (dollars in thousands)(1 

Fiscal Year 
Program Total, 
Area 1%9 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1%9-1975 

% N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N 

Advanced technology 
Dollar amount 14 $407 22 $1,704 25 $1,926 33 $6,537 35 $7.940 32 $6,613 23 $9,267 29 $34.394 
Number of projects 15 14 19 20 2S 34 22 9 24 " 15 10 5 7 17 105 

Couns 
Dollar amount 9 255 20 1,479 " 816 3 559 7 1,497 II 2,346 8 3,185 8 lO,m 
Number of projects 12 " 16 17 12 16 12 5 15 7 13 9 13 19 13 84 

Police 
Dollar amount 22 624 13 998 8 602 0.5 88 9 1,954 5 975 7 2,592 7 7,833 
Number of projects 23 22 13 14 9 12 7 3 20 9 13 9 II 16 13 85 

Corrections 
Dollar amount 14 411 7 522 10 787 4 699 6 1,369 1,536 10 4,134 8 9,458 
Number of projects 15 14 13 13 10 13 15 6 II 5 15 10 14 20 13 81 

Juveniles 
Dollar amount 15 420 2 160 10 797 5 998 I 305 2 439 7 2,708 5 5,827 
Number of projects 13 12 4 4 4 6 10 4 9 4 6 4 7 10 7 44 



Community crime prc\..:ntion 
Dollar amount 2 $ 45 ~). :F 443 III $ 738 I $ 104 2 $ 543 10 $ 1,104 3 $ 1,381 4 $ 5,358 
Number ()f projects 2 2 ;, Ii 5 2 4 2 3 2 6 9 5 29 

Drug rehabilitation 
Dvl!.!!f amount 4 114 2 172 2 320 2 428 SO;;> 1,537 
Number of projects 2 2 2 5 2 2 2 9 

Criminal justice topics' 
Dollar amount 15 424 12 933 14 I,m 6 1,206 3 773 II 2,327 35 14,014 17 10"800 
Number of projects 13 12 II II 7 10 17 7 II 5 16 II 28 'fJ: .15 98 

Specific crimes 
Dollar amount 7 194 II 858 6 480 121 258 2 801 2 2,712 
Numbi::r of projects 5 5 14 15 9 12 5 2 3 2 4 6 7 42 

VI Fellowships VI 
Dollar amount 5 382 4 323 I 209 339 I 1,253 
Numb",~ projects 2 2 19 25 12 8 10 1.5 8 50 

Impact CitieslPilot CitIes' 
Dollar amount 46 8,900 34 7.600 18 3,657 2 939 18 21,096 

Number of projects 5 2 4 2 3 2 2 8 

TOTALS 

Dollar amount 100 $2.894 100 $7,479 100 $7,754 100 $19,532 100 $22,409 100 $20,464 ;;; S39,873 100 $120,405 
Number of projects 100 94 100 104 100 135 100 41 100 46 100 67 100 148 100 635 

SOURCES: Directory of Grants. Contracts, and Interagency Agreements; 1974 Annual Report of NILECJ; 1975 Annual Report of NILECJ; Status of Funds Report (various fiscal years). 
·ExpenditUl~" do not include pass·through awards to DEA and other programs. 
'Includes studies of the entire criminal justice system. For 1975, includes expenditures on the lnstitute's NEP. RAP. and MEP programs. 
'Expenditures were derived by assuming the ORO to be the grantee for these programs. The actual number of projects is therefore greater. 
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FISCAL YEAR 

FIGURE 3 COlTlparisor~ ·t;l' (.~ercentage of NILECJ funds spent on the program areas of 
police, courts, and cOi1',:z;\),-"',:\nd of advanced technology, 1969-1975. SOURces: See 
Table 2. 

Accepting the typology, some substantive conclusions are apparent. 
Two categories-advanced technology and the Pilot/Impact Cities 
program-have dominated the Institute's budget. Pilot/lmpact Cities 
expenditures began in 1972 and were largely ended by 1975, so its 
domination was brief. Technology projects have maintained a large 
claim through the Institute's history, although the current trend is 
down.* The traditional criminal justice program categories-police, 
courts, con:{~ctions-have together maintained a fairly constant claim, 
biggest in the early years and smallest during the period of Impact 
Cities domination (see Figure 3). It should be noted, however, that the 
Impact Cities program included planning and evaluation funds for the 
criminal justice system in each city. 

In our typology. "criminal justice system topics" is to some extent a 
residual category. But the fact that these projects could not easily be 
assigneJ to specific categories indicates that the Institute has sup­
ported some projects that cut across traditional boundaries. The 
dramatic increase in that category in fiscal 1975 directly reflects 
Director Caplan's efforts, notably the long-term Research Agreements 
Progr~uTi (RAP) with Yale University. Northwestern Univt,'sity, the 

*Becall~e such a large share of Institute resources has been allocated to these two 
categ(wies, a case study of each was prepared; see Case Studies In this volume. 
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RAND Corporation, and Stanford University's Hoover Institute, and 
the broad-scale National Evaluation Program (see below). 

Table 3 shows the distribution of Institute awards in another way: 
the allocation of Institute funds by type of performer over time, 
showing both dollar amounts and numbers of projects. This typology 
distinguishes among the various kinds of expertise that the Institute has 
selected: research organizations and universities and national and 
professional associations (e.g., International Association of Chiefs of 
Police, National Center for State Courts) in criminal justice; national 
government agencies with special development expertise and testing 
facilities (e.g., the Department of Army and the National Bureau of 
Standards); performers among state and local government agencies, 
including police departments and prosecutors' offices; performers 
from private industry, including Westinghouse, which has handled 
environmental design, and General Electric, whic.h holds the contract 
for the National Criminal Justice Reference Service. 

As illustrated in Tables 3 and 4, research organizations, particularly 
Federal Contract Research Centers (e.g., the Mitre Corporation, the 
Rand Corporation, the Aerospace Corporation), have captured the 
lion's share of Institute resources through its entire history. Figure 4 
shows that this same performer group received the largest percentage 
increase in funds as the Institute's budget grew over the years. When 
examined in terms of number of projects rather than dollar amounts 
(see Figure 4), the largest number of performers are universities. The 
difference between Figures 5 and 6 illustrates the expected difference 
in the nature of the tasks performed by the two major performer 
groups, with research organizations receiving far larger dollar amounts 
for large-scale efforts while university researchers absorb smaller 
dollar amounts for a larger number and wider variety of projects. The 
research :'Strategy implicit in each case is obviously important to the 
success of a research program, discussed in the evaluation below. 

APPROACH TO THE EVALUATION 

Major Questions 

The first part of this chapter described the Institute's research program 
in terms of the allocation of Institute funds. While informative, this 
description says little about the quality or usefulness of the program. 
What do we want to know about the program in order to speak to these 



TABLE 3 Characteristics of NILECJ Performers, by Type, Percentages of Annual Dollar Amounts, and Per-
centages of Annual Number of Projects (dollars in thousands) 

Fiscal Year 
Type of Total. 
Grantee 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1969-1975 

% N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N 

Research organizations 
Dollar amount 25 S 732 21 SI,588 22 $1.711 29 S 5.583 35 $ 7,871 32 S 6,566 42 S16,831 34 $ 40,882 
Number of rrojects 16 15 18 19 19 25 24 10 28 13 25 17 32 47 23 146 

Universities 
Dollar amount 31 911 26 1,923 31 2,380 J3 2,454 J3 3,012 8 1.693 24 9.419 18 21.792 
Number of projects 47 44 40 42 32 43 29 12 33 15 21 14 33 49 34 219 

National and professional associations 
Dollar amount 15 445 18 1,333 12 910 4 768 2 491 II 2,313 7 2.619 7 8.879 

Number of projects 10 9 10 10 7 9 20 8 7 3 15 10 II 16 10 65 
National government agencies 

Dollar amount 14 400 14 1,070 18 1,391 8 1,565 11 2,555 15 3,033 7 2,889 11 12.903 
Number of projects 6 6 8 8 13 18 10 4 13 6 5 4 6 8 53 



-----

State and local government agencies 
Dollar amount 14 $ 397 18 $1,322 II $ 847 I $ 267 4 $ 876 4 $ 893 5 $ 2,080 6 $ 6,677 

Number of projects 20 19 18 19 13 17 12 5 13 6 12 8 9 13 14 87 
Corporations-private industry 

DoUar amount 2 134 5 414 10 2,000 12 4,709 6 7,257 
Number of projects 2 2 2 3 2 8 

Individuals and fellowships 
Dollar amount 109 I 101 0.02 4 244 I 387 845 
Number of projects 4 4 15 20 2 13 9 9 13 7 47 

Other 
Dollar amount 0.3 9 0.3 65 0.1 74 
Number of projects I I 0.3 2 

VI Impact CitiesJPilot Cities' 
\0 Dollar amount 46 8,900 34 7,600 18 3,657 2 939 18 21,096 

Number of projects 5 2 4 2 3 2 2 0.1 8 

TOTALS 

Dollar amount 100 $2,894 100 $7,479 100 $7,754 100 $19,532 100 $22,409 100 $20,464 100 $39,873 100 $120,405 
Number of projects 100 94 100 104 100 135 100 41 100 46 100 67 100 148 100 635 

SOURCES: Directory of Grants, Contracts, and Interagency Agreements; 1974 and 1975 Annual Reports of NfLECJ; Status of Funds Reports (various fiscal years). 
"Not including pass-through awards to DEA or other programs. 
blmpact and Pilot Cities awards were determined by using ORO as the grantee. 
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0 TABLE 4 Dollar Amounts Awarded by HILECJ to Federal Contract Research Centers, 1969-1975 (in thousands 

of dollars, number of projects in parentheses) 

Fiscal Year 
Federal Contract Total, 
Research Center 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1969-1975 

RAND Corporation $171 (I) $110 (I) $ 506 (I) $ 19 (I) $1.229 (4) $ 2,035 (8) 
MITRE Corporation $3,000 (I) 396 (I) 776 (3) 4,172 (5) 
Aerospace Corporation 1,850 (I) 5,l85 (1) 3,100 (I) 6,400 (I) 16,535 (4) 
Institute for Defense Analyses 146 (I) 116 (I) 262 (2) 
Center for Naval Analysis (I) I (I) 

TOTAL 317 (2) III (2) 4,850 (2) 5,807 (3) 3,615 (3) 8,405 (8) 2,305 (20) 
Percent of R&D expenditures" 4% 1% 25% 26% 17% 21% 19% 

SOURCES: See Table 2. 
"Does not include expenditures on DEA or other pass-through programs. 
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FIGURE 4 Percentage changes in dollar amounts awarded to various types OfNILECJ grantees, between fiscal years 1969-1975. SOURCE: See 
Table 2. 
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Research 
Organizations 

34% 

FIGURE 5 Percentage distribution of NILECJ dollars by type of grantee, 1969-1975. 
SOURCES: See Table 2. 

issues? What questions must be asked in order to evaluate this massive 
research and development program in criminal justice? 

In the Committee's view, there are four broad criteria that should be 
applied to such a program. First, a judgment must be made about the 
quality of the research that the Institute has funded; this requires 
looking at both the products of the research and the design of individual 
projects. Second, the usefulness of the program must be assessed: 
What kind of impact has the program made? What are its successes and 
(inevitable) failures? Where does the program stand in terms of meeting 
social priorities? 

In addition to these two obvious criteria are two others that have 
more to do with managerial competence. One is the issue of cumu­
lating knowledge: Has the Institute succeeded in developing a program 
in which research products build on one another, or is the program 
repetitive and haphazard, with no continuity of planning toward ob­
jectives? The other is the issue of the competence of the administra-
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FIGURE 6 Percentage distribution of NILECJ project awards by type of grantee, 
1969-1975. SOURCES: See Table 2. 

tion of the program: Has the Institute developed effective strategies 
for obtaining quality research? Is it playing a significant leadership 
role in efforts to cope with crime? (Each of these criteria is elaborated 
in the third part of this chapter, which presents the Committee's 
evaluation of the research program.) 

Data 
In its effort to evaluate the Institute's programs, the Committee has 
relied on the wide range of perspectives and diverse areas of academic 
and professional expertise represented by its members. Recognizing 
that the questions posed above are both important and difficult to 
answer, the Committee also made use of three different means of 
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developing the information needed to provide the answers (see Appen­
dixes C and D for more detailed descriptions). 

The first kind of information came from staff interviews with a 
number of individuals who have been involved in developing the 
Institute's program over the years or have been in key positions to 
observe that development. These included most current professional 
personnel, some individuals who formerly held critical positions in the 
Institute or LEAA, some major LEAA administrative and Department of 
Justice personnel, and individuals who carry out similar research 
administration tasks in other agencies and organizations. Comments 
were also obtained from respondents to a mail questionnaire sent to all 
individuals listed by the Institute as having served it in an advisory 
capacity. In addition, Committee members received informal com­
ments from their colleagues about experiences with the Institute. This 
information provided firsthand knowledge of current Institute opera­
tions, from general planning down to funding procedures, and of 
various historical events and practices. It also provided diver~,e per­
spectives on the Institute, on LEAA, and on their relationship oV\'!r the 
years. 

The second kind of information came from direct exchanges between 
Committee members and current Institute staff and contractors. Con­
ferences were held on evaluation, on technology transfer, and on the 
advanced technology program, which are special Institute functions 
that absorb significant portions of the Institute's resources. Subcom­
mittees met with all Institute staff of the Office of Evaluation, of the 
Office of Technology Transfer, and of the Advanced Technology 
Division. In addition, a subcommittee held three days of conferences 
with representatives of major technology contractors: the MITRE Cor­
poration, the Aerospace Corporation, the Law Enforcement Stan­
dards Laboratory of the National Bureau of Standards, and the De­
partm~nt of the Army's project on lightweight body armor. These 
sessions produced both firsthand accounts of the kinds of work being 
done in these categories and valuable exchanges of views between 
Committee members and Institute staff. 

The third kind of information came from reading a sample of the 
Institute grants and contracts files. The Committee decided that it 
needed to develop its own independent knowledge of the Institute's 
program by examining as many Institute awards as possible. It was 
decided that the files would provide the widest range of information 
about each award-from proposal to final report-and about Institute 
procedures. Since there was neither time nor resources to examine 
every file, a sample of awards was drawn (see Appendixes C2 and C3 
for a detailed description of the sample design). The sample was 
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stratified by year and doUar amount so that the large awards were 
over-represented; this was dune on the assumption that the categories 
of large resource commitments required, and deserved, the closest 
examination. With few exceptions each file was read by at least two 
evaluators including, in most cases, at least one (and usually two) 
Committee members. 

In order to make the review offiles as systematic as possible, a set of 
instruments was developed covering the 13 categories of Institute 
funding. The instruments (some of which are reproduced in Appendix 
C3) included questions common to each category as well as questions 
designed to assess the particular characteristics of each category. The 
instruments provided for detailed coverage of the issues that the 
Committee felt should have been considered by Institute staff and 
accorded appropriate attention in making funding decisions and in 
monitoring projects. These criteria included, for example, conceptuali­
zation and design, usefulness, adequacy of funding, significance, and 
contribution to cumulating knowledge. Each file reviewed was as­
signed to one principal category, but instruments representing other 
relevant categories were also applied as appropriate. 

The reading of grants and contracts files provided the Committee 
with a rich supply of information about the Institute's program­
information that could not have been gotten in any other way. The 
process of comparing notes on the basis of this common experience 
proved invaluable for Committee deliberations, and much of the as­
sessment that follows is drawn from Committee discussions of the 
grants and contracts files. A note of methodological caution is in order, 
however: the Committee does not make any statistical inference from 
the sample that can or should be construed as applying to the entire 
population of Institute awards. While our sample was drawn in an 
unbiased manner, its (intended) stratification prevents it from being 
strictly representative in a statistical sense. The sample is a large cut 
from the population, however-138 of 60 I-and provides a solid base 
for a close and detailed study and evaluation of the program that has 
been funded by the Institute. 

EVALUATION 

Quality 

The Committee's judgments about the quality of Institute research rest 
on evidence gained by Committee members' own examination of 
grants and contracts files, from the other sources described above, and 
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reports from colleagues in criminal justice on their experiences with the 
Institute. That is, in addition to its own first-hand assessment of a 
sample of Institute work, the Committee's judgment relies on the 
reputation earned by the Institute among researchers and practitioners 
in the field. 

The Committee finds that the projects funded by the Institute have 
been predominately mediocre. There are successes and failures, but 
the latter are more visible and certainly more renowned. The successes 
appear to be related more to the quality of the performers involved than 
to the Institute's own capacities for creative planning and research 
design. While there are exceptions, most Institute successes cannot be 
attributed to any particular competence of the Institute. The failures, 
on the other hand, can often be traced to some facet of Institute or 
LEAA operations. 

Sources of weaknesses are clear and fundamental. The most obvious 
is lack of attention to, competence in, and even awareness of research 
design. A common Institute practice is to fund a project on the basis of 
a slightly elaborated concept paper in which rigorous design of the 
proposed research is (apparently) neither expected nor offered. Several 
of the projects reviewed by Committee members were well into their 
funding cycles before the most basic preliminary design functions had 
been fulfilled. One of the most striking consequences of our evaluation 
process by Committee members was the experience of reading files on 
projects that had been funded without requiring the most basic showing 
of methodological rigor or technical competence. The number of 
projects whose weakness could be attributed to this kind of defect was 
considerable. 

One version of the problem deserves particular mention: the kind of 
project that might appear to escape the requirements for methodologi­
cal rigor because it is not really research-such as technical assistance 
or training or demonstrations. The lack of rigor in these projects is 
usually no more excusable than in research projects. The most obvious 
(but not the only) example of this kind of failure is Impact Cities (see 
Case Study), where Institute funds were committed without regard for 
ensuring the scientific validity and usefulness of the projects. 

Although the Institute appears to have produced more than its share 
of weak projects, most of the projects in our sample could be labeled 
neither failures nor successes. We make this judgment on the basis 
of several different measures of quality. We developed an index of 
generalized quality based on 7 questions that were common to most of 
our 13 instruments. The questions dealt with methodology, overall 
adequacy of the research component, scientific contribution, contribu-
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tion toward cumulating knowledge, utility, adequacy of level of exper­
tise, and adequacy of level of support. (See Appendix C3 for complete 
questions.) Index scores were developed based on scaled (from 0 to 
100) responses to the questions. Table 5 presents scores on the two 
major funding categories-research and evaluation-by the three time 
periods of the administrative phases of the Institute (discussed in 
Chapter l). Table 6 presents the index scores for the five key questions 
across all the funding categories. 

The questions regarding levels of support and expertise (Tables 7 and 
8) must be interpreted separately because they were scaled differently 
on the instruments: the highest rating for these two questions was 
"adequate," and there was no midpoint comparable to the "average" 
or "acceptable" midpoints on the other scaled responses. Less than 
half of the ratings of these two questions were at the' 'adequate" level. 
Scores for the five key measures of methodology, utility, scientific 
contribution, contributions to cumulating knowledge, and overall ade­
quacy of the research component all cluster at the midpoint of the 0-100 
scale. These scores are products of evaluator choices and not an 
artifact of measurement procedures. Furthermore, the ratings by 
categories show considerable variation-scores from 13 to 76-
indicating evaluators had made sharply discriminating judgments. 
Those questions specifIcally comparing Institute projects with general 
work in the fidd show the same middling or fair ratings. We do not 
wish to place too much stress on these findings, partly for statistical 
reasons and partly because baseline data are in any event strangely 

TABLE 5 Index Scores for Selected Questions for the Combined 
Categories of "Evaluation" and "Research" in the Grants and 
Contracts Sample, by Administrative Phases of NILECJ 

Administrative. Phase 
Average 

I II III Index Score, 
Question 1969-1971 1972-1973 1974-1975 Phases I-lII 

Methodology 52 41 53 52 
Knowledge-building 48 51 52 51 
Research component 51 48 53 51 
Scientific contribu tion 44 51 51 48 
Utility 56 57 58 58 

Summary index score 50 50 53 52 

Scale: 0-20, far below average; 21-40, somewhat below average; 41-60. average; 61-S0, somewhat 
above average; 81-100, far above average. 
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TABLE 7 Levels of Support: Percentage Distribution of Scaled Re­
sponses in the Grants and Contracts Sample 

Question 

Level of support 

Scaled Response 

Not applicable 
Clearly inadequate 
Adequate, but strained 
Adequate, good fit 
Adequate, some slack 
Clearly unnecessary slack 
Can't tell 

NOTE: Figures may not add to 100% due to rounding, 

Percent 

2 
7 

10 
42 
13 
9 

17 

lacking in the evaluation literature. It does not, h ..... wever, seem harsh to 
expect better performance from projects funded at an average of more 
than $100,000 than from standard research, normally undertaken with 
little or no support. 

Another measure of quality from our evaluation of grants and 
contracts files is based on responses to the single question that ap­
peared on every instrument and was thus answered for every project in 
our sample:* "If it were your decision to fund this project, would you 
have funded it?" Table 9 presents responses to this question. Since 
each project had more than one evaluator, the disagreement rate (17%) 
is noted in the table. For 48 percent of the projects reviewed, the 
evaluators agreed that they would have funded the projects. For 7 
percent of the projects, the evaluators indicated they would have 
funded the projects "only with changes," For 29 percent of the 

TABLE 8 Level of Expertise: Percentage Distribution of Scaled Re­
sponses for Question in the Grants and Contracts Sample 

Question 

Level of expertise 

Scaled Response 

Not applicable 
Clearly inadequate 
Adequate, but strained 
Adequate, good fit 
Adequate, some slack 
Clearly unnecessary slack 
Can't tell 

NOTE: Figures may not add to 100% due to rounding. 

Percent 

2 
11 
II 
49 
6 
3 

18 

*This does not include large technology awards that were evaluated in a different 
manner. 
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projects, the evaluators agreed that they would not have funded the 
projects at all. 

Since it is clear from the histOlical discussion in Chapter 1 that 
different research strategies have been employed over time, a relevant 
question is wliether the quality of the program has varied over time. 
Our only basis for answering that question is to examine our ratings of 
projects in the sample arrayed chronologically. To do so meaningfully, 
we divided the history of the Institute into three administrative phases 
representing the major directorships as discussed in Chapter 1. While 
recognizing that some overlap occurs between phases because of 
longer-range funding, we consider the representation to be reasonably 
accurate. (We caution again, of course, that we are not making statisti­
cal estimations to the entire population of funded projects.) Table 5 
above shows our ratings of research and evaluation prQjects combined 
and Table 10 shows our ratings of all projects in the sample to which 
the questions applied. Again, the index scores on our five common 
questions tend to cluster around the midpoint in each period, although 
the tendency overall is upward. We conclude that the~e has been some 
trend toward better quality over time, but the magnitude of change is 
relatively small-certainly less than might have been expected after 
seven years and the Institute's cumulated experience. 

Thus far we have considered only the projects actually funded by the 
Institute. In addition, the Committee evaluated a sample, stratified by 
year, of rejected concept papers and proposals. (The design and 
detailed results are shown in Appendix C4.) In general, we find that the 

TABLE 9 Responses to the Evaluation 
Question, "If It Were Your Decision to 
Fund This Project, Would You Have 
Funded It?" 

Decision Percent N 

y 48 58 
0 7 8 
N 29 35 
YN 17 20 

Y. yes, would have funded; 0, only with changes; N, no, 
would not have funded: YN, yes/no (disagreement between 
evaluators). 

- -- ---- - - -----------------------" 
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TABLE 10 Index Scores for Selected Questions across All Cate­
gories, by Administrative Phases of NILECJ (0-100 scale) 

Administrative Phase 

I II III 
Question 1969-1971 1972-1973 1974-1975 

Methodology 47 48 51 
Knowledge-building 46 48 52 
Research component 54 50 54 
Scientific contribution 44 45 50 
Utility 53 53 59 

overall quality of the rejected proposals was low. Virtually all rejected 
applications reviewed were unsolicited. 

The Committee, however, does not consider that to be justification 
for the Institute's apparent reluctance to fund unsolicited proposals. 
Since that reluctance has been well known among established re­
searchers for several years, the more experienced and knowledgeable 
investigators in the research community are probably aware that the 
unsolicited proposal route is not promising at NILECJ. In the initial 
years of the Institute when substantial funding occurred through a 
normally unsolicited and unplanned framework, a good percentage of 
projects were competent enough to receive favorable ratings from 
Committee evaluators. Given the assumption that top-quality re­
searchers now have less reluctance to pursue Institute funding, the 
circumstances suggest that the Institute would benefit from reviving its 
interest in unsolicited proposals. This would leave, one hopes, increas­
ing room for the unexpected and potentially creative proposal to 
sUiface. Under present conditions, this is unlikely to occur except 
when an individual has established entry into the Institute in some 
other manner-at least by name' recognition, and at worst, by simple 
cronyism. 

Commitment to a more open research program would at least be an 
investment in better relations with the research community at large. 
Currently, it is clear from reading the files and from discussions with 
Institute contractors and grantees that relationships between NILECJ 

and its researchers are often characterized by nitpicking, haggling, and 
not a small degree of unfriendliness. More than in most agencies, those 
who come closest to it are the most annoyed by it. 
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Usefulness 

The usefulness of the Institute's work can be examined from a number 
of perspectives. all of which are illustrated by specific programs 
designed for practical application. These include the Impact Cities 
program, a variety of evaluation projects, dissemination efforts (or 
technology transfer), technology development, and projects aimed at 
improving criminal justice system operations. We have already stated 
that the Institute's research mission should be to build knowledge and 
focus it toward solving problems of crime. Therefore, a major criterion 
of usefulness is a program's contribution to that end. Other criteria are 
specific to the particular category of program being assessed. 

Before discussing the usefulness of particular programs, however, it 
is important to address the more general question of whether the 
Institute has met its responsibilities under the Safe Streets Act. Ac­
cording to the Act and its amendments, the Institute is supposed to 
serve the programming needs of State Planning Agencies and, perhaps 
less directly, the operational needs of practitioners. As a first measure 
of usefulness, therefore, it is reasonable to consider the Institute's 
impact on these service constituencies. Unfortunately, the Institute 
has not itself developed data to provide such a measure. It has only 
recently begun to include evaluation forms in conference and training 
materials and in the various publications of the Office of Technclogy 
Transfer (orr). It has not surveyed in a systematic way the extent to 
which either practitioners or SPA planners have made use of the 
program ideas disseminated through OTT'S publications. This seeming 
lack of interest in the kinds of effects it is producing is curious, given 
the Institute's service mandates. 

The Committee's own contacts with SPA staff in a number of states 
yields the strong impression that the Institute and its products have 
little visibility within the LEAA block-grant program and even less 
impact on LEAA'S dealings with practitioners. Although the Institute 
may have been helpful to some practitioners directly, we have found no 
evidence of a productive relationship. The exceptions to this finding 
are few-primarily the National Criminal Justice Reference Service 
(which receives many good comments from SPA staff) and conferences 
in which a mix of practitioners, researchers, and planners can ex~ 
change views. 

As a general matter, therefore, the Committee finds that the Institute 
has not met its service responsibilities under the Safe Streets Act. We 
have already commented on the unrealistic expectations that charac­
terize that legislation, especially the expectation that the Institute can 

L ________________________ _ 
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and should undertake to provide immediate solutions to problems of 
crime. The fact that the Institute has not achieved visibility within the 
larger LEA A and practitioner community may be due, at least in part, to 
these unrealistic expectations. 

Impact Cities* 

The Impact Cities program was started by LEAA in 1972 as a means of 
concentrating large amounts of resources on controlling urban crime. 
In terms of evaluating the Institute's research effort, the central fact 
about the Impact Cities program is that it had no research value at all. 

The Institute's role in the Impact Cities program was to measure the 
impact on crime of this large-scale action program-on its face, an 
appropriate task of evaluation research. However, the design for the 
program as a whole precluded the application of even minimal stan­
dards of methodological rigor. For example, there was no standard 
technique for data collection and no specification of the kinds of data 
required in order to compare measures across projects or across cities; 
in fact, the guiding political premise of the program-the "New 
Federalism" -required that the participating cities individually choose 
what kinds of projects that they would fund, as well as the means of 
implementing them. In short, Impact Cities was not designed to pro­
duce reliable knowledge. For the Institute's purposes, therefore, it was 
a wholly inappropriate use of resources. 

We emphasize, however, that evaluation research is an appropriate 
use of Institute resources when it is carefully designed and focused on 
producing reliable knowledge. Unfortunately, the Institute has often 
been asked to design, support, and promote a limited form of evalua­
tion, usually called "impact evaluation," in order to satisfy Congres­
sional concern for results and agency demands for "intelligence" about 
particular projects. The need to force accountability in social pro­
gramming is important, but a national research institute should playa 
carefully circumscribed role in such activities, if any at all. This is not 
to say that highly specific policy interventions (or natural experi­
ments)-such as stringent gun control laws or determinant sentenc­
ing-should be ignored by evaluators; it is possible to design good 
evaluation research to test the effects of such policies in a manner 
that will yield generalizable results. However, the more narrow and 

*See the Case Study on Impact Cities for a discussion of Institute involvement in this 
program, including details on problems of planning and implementation. 
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immediate purpose of providing decision makers with feedback is not a 
role for a national research institute. 

Office of Evaluation * 
The present Office of Evaluation in the Institute has funded a variety of 
programs, ranging from impact evaluations to projects on the develop­
ment of evaluation methodology. The Committee believes methodolog­
ical development to be an area of potential importance and usefulness 
to the advancement of the state of the art of evaluation and an appro­
priate concern of a national research institute. Therefore, further 
commitment to methodological development should be encouraged. 

Two major evaluation programs now being conducted by the Insti­
tute were mandated by the LEAA Evaluation Policy Task Forcet in its 
1974 report-The Model Evaluation Program (MEP) and the National 
Evaluation Program (NEP). MEP was intended to serve as a capacity­
building program, encouraging the development of program evaluation 
at the SPA and regional planning unit (RPu) level. It has proven a costly 
failure, providing only minimal and largely idiosyncratic evaluation 
capacity within the block-grant structure of LEAA. While the Commit­
tee believes that increasing the capacity of SPAS and RPUS to evaluate 
their action programs is a useful and necessary function, it is more 
appropriately performed through the Office of Regional Operations and 
the LEAA regional structure. The placement of the program in the 
Institute was ill-advised not only because it diverted resources from 
good evaluation research, but also because the relative isolation of 
NILECJ from the SPAS renders it an ineffective agent for capacity 
building. 

The National Evaluation Program, on the other hand, is an example 
of an evaluation program appropriate to the mission of a criminal 
justice research institute. Designed as a knowledge-building program, 
NEP has involved the purchase of phased evaluations of projects and 
approaches for selected topics (e.g. alternatives to incarcerating 
juveniles, court information systems, specialized police patrol opera­
tions). The first phase consists of a brief analysis of the selected topic 
to determine what is currently known, what further information could 
be provided by evaluation, and the estimated value and cost of obtain­
ing that information. The second phase, not yet underway, will imple­
ment the evaluation design contained in the Phase I analysis. The 

*The programs of the Office of Evaluation are discussed in more detail in the Case Study 
on the Office of Evaluatiort. 
tTh~ LEAA Evaluation Policy Task Force was established in 1973 in response to the 
mandate for evaluation. 
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program should provide a useful synthesis of current knowledge in 
criminal justice practice and research. 

Office of Techi%gy Transfer* 

Dissemination The dissemination activities of the Institute have been 
carried out by the Office of Technology Transfer (OTT). These ac­
tivities are aimed at practitioners and at planners within the SPAS and 
RPUs. OTT makes use of the traditional dissemination tools-printed 
materials, demonstrations, and conferences-with a heavy emphasis 
on printed materials. The Committee has found that these materials 
range markedly in quality and notes that the usefulness of printed 
materials in communicating research results to practitioners remains 
debatable (Yin et at. 1976). NILECJ has only begun to make an impact 
analysis to determine who is using their disseminated materials. From 
its acquaintance with reactions of SPA staff and practitioners, the 
Committee infers that the Institute's materials are largely ignored. The 
Committee strongly urges the completion of a rigorous impact analysis 
on the dissemination efforts of OTT and its National Criminal Justice 
Reference Service (NCJRS). 

Further, the Committee notes that much of OTT'S activities involve 
capacity building and technical assistance rather than the dissemina­
tion of research results. OTT has begun using Prescriptive Packages and 
Exemplary Project manuals and validation reports as technical assist­
ance in its dealings with state and regional planners. It has also 
established an Evaluation Clearinghouse within NCJRS for the use of 
SPA staff. These functions are important and useful to both the LEAA 

and criminal justice system-but would more appropriately and more 
adequately be performed within an action agency. While the publica­
tion of research results and of new knowledge in a format useful to 
researchers and practitioners is clearly an appropriate and integral 
function of an institute of criminal justice research, marketing and 
capacity building are inappropriate and, in some cases, compromising 
activities for a disinterested research institute. 

Advanced Tecltnologyt The Committee's major concern with the 
Institute's advanced technology program is its usefulness. Our first 
conclusion is that the technology program is not integrated with the 
rest of the Institute's research program. The consequences of this iso-

*The programs of the Office of Technology Transfer are discussed in more detail in the 
Case Study on the Office of Technology Transfer. 
tThe advanced technology programs are treated in greater detail in the Case Study on 
Advanced Technology. 
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lalion for the technology development program have been striking. The 
hardware projects that the Institute has undertaken are not part of a 
repertoire of approaches to a particular criminal justice problem, but 
rather are isolated and discrete efforts. The limitations of a narrow 
technological approach were often apparent in the hardware projects. 

The Committee finds that the Institute's project on police body 
armor is an example of technically good development, but limited by 
the absence of any analysis of its ultimate usefulness to society or even 
of a thoughtful consideration of such immediate concerns a:s motivating 
intended users to actually use the technology. The Committee finds the 
citizen alarm-which requires a receiver within 500 feet of a transmit­
ter in order to be effective and which is incapable of locating an 
alarm-wearer with any more specificity than a 500-feet radius-is an 
example of a project poorly designed and totally lacking an analysis of 
its practical applicability. Contrasting examples of projects that the 
Committee finds are well conceived and well developed are the work 
on an anti-burglar door striker plate and on the police helmet. 

Even in successful hardware projects, however, one consequence of 
the separated technology program is the potential for over-allocation of 
resources to specific projects in relation to the rest of the research 
program. The Committee believes there must exist some mechanism 
for assessing technological against other solutions and for generally 
integrating technological thinking with substantive program areas. 

System Operations Institute projects in improving criminal justice 
system operations share some of the same problems. Such projects 
have been beneficial to a point, but the Committee notes the danger 
of overestimating the usefulness of these programs and the consequent 
over-commitment of resources to them. Just as technological solutionf1 
are an extremely narrow approach to solving crime problems, so are 
criminal justice systems operations a narrow focus. While the Com­
mittee does not deny the existence of a role for technological and 
operation-oriented solutions, it not.es t.hat the present structure isolates 
these projects and inhibits consideration of questions about social 
priorities in criminal justice research and the issue of crime reduction. 
Systems improvement, per se, is a worthwhile goal for the criminal 
justice system-but a goal better pursued by an action agency. 

Knowledge-Building in the Research Program 

Any organization charged with program-oriented research must be 
judged in part by the usefulness of its research program for the 
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systematic accumulation of knowledge and the long-term contribution 
of that knowledge to solving relevant problems. However, the demand 
that every piece of research have immediate usefulness can lead to a 
narrowly conceived program of applied development or a program 
heavily weighted toward immediate-solution research. Criminal justice 
and its relevant disciplines contain too many unanswered questions to 
be totally amenable to such a program. Similarly, many functions that 
are clearly useful in a criminal justice or law enforcement agency are 
counter-productive when mandated for a research institute. 

While a large proportion of the Institute's awards continue beyond 
O'1e year, the Committee found little evidence that the Institute has 
been committed to cumulative research. Too many research projects 
appeared isolated, developed without any historical context. This is 
particularly disturbing because the Institute has repeatedly professed 
to have committed itself to a coherent research agenda. Recent de­
velopments, such as the Institute's National Evaluation Program, are 
attempting a cumulative interaction between projects, although final 
results are not yet available. There is also very little evidence to sug­
gest that the work funded by the Institute has been influential in the 
work of other researchers including, of course, other Institute research 
projects. The Institute's favoring of atheoretical projects, and the lack 
of any patterns between and among these, is noteworthy considering 
its avowed programmatic aims. Since managed, sponsored, or initiated 
research is more common within the Institute than in agencies like the 
National Science Foundation, one might have expected that the in­
teraction between projects would be greater. To some extent the 
annual nature of appropriations may be a handicap, but other federal 
agencies have annual budgeting and cumulative research programs. 

A subcommittee of the Committee examined cumulativeness in the 
program by looking at all funded grants and contracts. It was unable to 
locate any evidence of a multiple approach to particular problems. This 
does not mean that some topics have not been funded year after year, 
but the subcommittee was not able to determine what orchestration, if 
any, was taking place for the purpose of filling out an area of knowl­
edge. This is not to say that the Institute never systematically addres­
ses the issue of cumulativeness: the Institute's annual program plans 
over the years have frequently discussed with concern the orderly 
filling of areas of knowledge. The 1973 Program Plan states (p. 23): 

[NILECJ] is sponsoring a number of projects to facilitate case flow. Data from 
these efforts will be assessed before additional projects are undertaken. Proj­
ects aimed at improving the quality of justice will analyze and develop 
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sentencing procedures and guidelines. and analyze and develop criminal code 
and criminal law reform. 

There is no evidence, however, that the Institute followed this agenda. 
The 1974 Program Plan (p. 4) makes cumulation an important criterion 
in selecting projects to be funded, noting: 

Continuity is a fundamental research need-both to enable good researchers to 
pursue their work to fruition and to perlllit structural aCClIlIlulation of a body of 
knowledge in a given area. Individual researchers and the research community 
cannot ignore the need to proceed through the various research phases­
problem identification, basic research, program development and program 
evaluation. Each year's Plan must, therefore, emphasize continuing, promising 
research projects. 

However, Program Plans have been published after most funding 
commitments have been made for that year; only in fiscal 1976 was this 
not the case. But an examination of the fiscal 1976 Program Plan 
reveals that many of the program areas are represented by single-grant 
commitments, with knowledge-building reduced to a purchasing pro­
gram in which all facets of a problem become the funded product of a 
single grantee. Thus a premium is placed on packaged solutions. 

While we have found exceptions to our basic findings on 
cumulativeness-environmental design, the Phase I National Evalua­
tion Program (NEP), and the Research Agreements Program (RAP)­

most of the projects have an essentially isolated focus. Issues involved 
in community crime prevention are perhaps given the most lip service 
for common focusing of related ideas. The quality that we call cumula­
tiveness must have,. as necessary conditions, the goals of a common 
focus and of integration-or bringing evidence to bear on centralized 
concepts. Without such centralization, researchers' efforts are fortui­
tous, spinning off in all directions with explorations that are unrelated 
to each other. 

There are legitimate reasons for pursuing a diverse research pro­
gram, but research on a wide range of subjects can be conducted within 
the framework of a predetermined research agenda. The Institute's 
failure to pursue an integrated program of research is one reason for the 
lack of cumulative knowledge emanating from its program. 

Each change in Institute directors has caused shifts in strategy and 
goals. Frequent shifts of research goals have a deleterious effect on the 
production of top-quality, useful research. A strong degree of cumula­
tiveness in program planning and project design would reduce oppor-
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tunities for these shifts to occur. Quite probably, a cumulative tradition 
would even act as a buffer against frequent changes in leadership at the 
working levels of the Institute. 

The Committee believes that another crucial reason for the lack of 
cumulativeness is the poor state of the project files. (A recent report by 
the U.S. General Accounting Office [1976] was also critical of the 
Institute's files.) Evaluators who read the project files were invariably 
left with the impression that the kind of material available did not lend 
itself to the development of programmatic and cumulative research. 
Indeed, if any cumulation of knowledge and carry-over of information 
exists, it is in the private files of individual monitors or in their own 
memories. Given the extent of staff turnover and the methods of 
operation of the agency, one can understand why the files do not 
contain more indication of what is going on and why they are not more 
comprehensive. Perhaps most distressing is the large number of files 
that are not available at the Institute or that are missing altogether, with 
no auxiliary records available. This haphazard arrangement of impor­
tant research records, in the Committee's opinion, can only work to the 
detriment of the Institute's ability to cumulate existing knowledge. 

Administration of the Research Program 

We wish to emphasize that, throughout the Institute's history, the 
director has never had the capacity to shape the research program. The 
major tool for controlling a research program-final approval of 
awards, or sign-off authority-has never resided within the Institute: 
that is, all grants and contracts and purchase orders exceeding $10,000 
must be approved by the LEAA administrator. Consequently, all indi­
vidual proposals considered for funding must be sent outside NILECJ for 
approval. This requirement and the consequent weakness in the au­
thority of the NILECJ director for shaping the program has had a 
deleterious effect on the administration of the program. 

Research Strategy 

The Institute has employed a variety of strategies in planning its 
research program. The variation is reflected in the sample projects (see 
Appendix C2). However, we have found little evidence that the Insti­
tute has pursued a coherent research agenda or effective means for 
structuring advice from users, researchers, or others during the plan­
ning process. 
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Currently, the planning process is diffused throughout the 
Institute-technically controlled by the management by objectives 
(MBO) system used by LEAA. In fact, there is little in the way of 
substantive control over Institute objectives through MBO. The general 
goals are so broad that they provide little guidance for selecting 
priorities, and budget constraints, continuation funding, political de­
mands, and general LEAA priorities combine to determine Institute 
priorities. 

The overall planning function appears to be managerial rather than 
substantive. Within the Office of Research Programs, for example, the 
program desks represent the traditional parts of the criminal justice 
system and each submits requests for funding on the basis of a canvass 
of its own program needs. This procedure has led to a lack of coordina­
tion and exchange of ideas across units within the agency. The result of 
the reliance on managerial planning has been a research program 
characterized by few imaginative projects, by an emphasis on tradi­
tional modes and topics for research, and by concentration on system 
improvement rather than innovation. 

The Committee finds that the absence of substantively integrated 
research objectives in the Institute's planning process is also reflected 
in its use of solicitation. The potential effectiveness of formal solicita­
tions has been severely limited by the Institute's general strategy. 
Invitations to submit concept papers are sent out primarily to a number 
of researchers and research institutes with whom NILECJ has had plior 
dealings; or, in the case of contracts, the request for proposals (RFP) is 
printed in The Commerce Business Daily. The Committee believes that 
the Institute would find it advantageous to place more stress on 
advertising its intentions to a broader research community through 
major program announcements rather than relying almost solely on 
soliciting its past constituency for specific projects. Furthermore, the 
limited time period allowed for response to these solicitations (often 30 
days) makes it extremely difficult to achieve thoughtful and carefully 
structured designs. 

The Institute has over the years employed various strategies­
contracting, granting, formal and informal solicitation-all with a "de­
velopment" model of procuring research. The Committee feels that 
this emphasis rests, in part, in a mistaken judgment about the Insti­
tute's own mission and purpose and a resulting disinterest in a kind of 
research and community of researchers. The Institute has sought to 
fund applied, immediate-solution research. Although the intent, it 
claims, is changing, the Institute appears to have avoided those kinds 
of research questions that it feels are part of basic rather than applied 
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research. In part, it contrasts itself with other research operations 
whose missions are less service-oriented. As we have discussed in 
Chapter 3, many important social questions suggest elements for both 
basic and applied research; adhering to a rigid distinction often 
obscures the best available research designs and the most appropriate 
researchers. 

The Institute has tended to cultivate a specialized and narrow 
research community. It does so in the mistaken belief that applied or 
program-oriented research naturally suggests single undertakings that 
will bind together research and application. It therefore attempts to 
order these pieces of research by relying heavily on solicitation, often 
with precise prescriptions for the projects. There are three important 
consequences to this strategy. 

First, the strategy assumes that a development approach to social 
science research is valid. A development approach treats the research 
process as if it were a series of purchases with the products already or 
easily specified. We disagree with the assl)mption that social science 
research is amenable to such an approach. But more importantly for 
the current discussion, we find that the Institute's apparent acceptance 
of this assumption has led to mistaken administrative practices. The 
Institute relies extensively on solicitations that outline a problem for 
which knowledge is required and specify the pieces of research that 
will fulfill the requirement. A single "bidder" is then selected from 
among those who compete to perform the specified research. Such a 
procedure places the major responsibility for conceptualizing research 
on the staff, who are somehow expected to create single-handedly what 
generations of social scientists have never achieved-namely, a well­
defined set of research tasks leading to clearly applicable knowledge 
about solving crime problems. This approach requires the staff to 
accomplish the impossible; it is not surprising, therefore, that their 
solicitation efforts are sometimes reduced to simplistic requests. 

A more realistic-and ultimately more productive-approach would 
be to organize the staff around important research topics, such as 
deterrence and rehabilitation; for each such topic, a wide range of 
researchers working in related fields could be encouraged, by means of 
broad program solicitations, to submit proposals out of which the most 
promising ones would be funded. This kind of approach involves the 
staff directly in structuring the sets of issues to be researched, but 
opens the process to contributions from active researchers and pro­
motes a creative exchange between program planners and performers. 
The sort of solicitation that the Institute presently uses puts an inordi­
nate strain on staff competence, particularly a staff that is isolated, and 
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in turn reduces their credibility with that community that might well 
serve their purpose. While the patterns of solicitation vary among 
different divisions in the Institute, and there are examples of weU­
designed solicitations, the dangers of depending on solicitation and the 
development approach are worth stressing. 

Second, the Institute in recent years has characteristically funded 
large projects, averaging about $265,000 (see Figure B-4, in Appendix 
B). It feels these large projects are inappropriate or unattractive to 
individual researchers and conversely assumes that large institutions 
like Federal Contract Research Centers and nonprofit research organi­
zations are best suited to supply the desired product. Whether intended 
or not, the Institute's argument for large project procurement is self­
fulfilling. Though the number of university-based Institute grantees has 
increased in recent years, the Institute's interest in large grantees 
rather than individual researchers is openly stated. This is a wide­
spread trend in federal research funding, but the consequences should 
be well understood. The business of research organizations is to 
provide answers to questions posed by the funding agency, not to 
conceptualize or restructure questions nor to select their own ques­
tions for research. Thus, the Institute is correct in its assumption that it 
will get "solution-oriented" answers to the questions it poses and less 
equivocal prescriptions than might be anticipated from academically 
based researchers. This strategy precludes a research style that is 
capable of developing questions that arise from the subject matter. The 
question that the Institute staff poses initially becomes all-important, 
and that staff's ability to pose central questions-as opposed to defin­
ing areas of concern-is therefore paramount. When this strategy is 
used to solicit large, multiphased projects, the staff is even removed 
from the long-term process of working through the issues. 

The strategy also has a tendency to exclude academically based 
researchers. When solicitations-formal or informal-require a short 
response time, the process attracts only those who are either already 
working on the topic or those in tbe business of answering proposals. 
Academic researchers who are already involved in the topic and are, 
therefore, able to respond quickly are not likely to want to restructure 
their research to specific NILECJ requirements, while other academic 
researchers who might be interested in getting into the topic could not 
possibly respond within the short time frame. On the other hand, 
research organizations that have a sizable commitment to proposal 
writing have a staff whose express role is to fulfill that need and are 
therefore content with such constraints. Staff in such organizations are 
often generalists whose major skill is to make the standard (acceptable) 
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responses to procurement requests; they may not be the best re­
searchers. 

Finally, the strategy precludes a creative interaction between staff 
and researchers in c(;;signing projects. The strategy of other research 
funding agencies-for example, the National Institute of Mental 
Health-results in a markedly different style. In such agencies, once a 
decision has been made to encourage a grantee through proposal stage, 
the program staff becom\~ intimately involved with assisting, support­
ing, and cultivating the rf;search design; the final decision then is made 
by an outside review panel. As a result, there is an opportunity for 
creative exchanges between the applicant and the program officer, and 
ample opportunity as well to make judgments in a nonadversarial 
environment about the competence of the applicant and the ultimate 
productivity of the design. 

It is also the Committee's impression that the Institute has, in 
addition to de facto exclusion of many academically based researchers, 
alienated a large segment of the potential grantee community. First, by 
funding without any apparent patterns, and throughout the year, the 
Institute appears to follow capricious funding cycles. Second, through 
solicitations that tend to dictate research questions and stifle creativity 
rather than simply control for quality, the Institute turns off re­
searchers who might wish to pose and structure their own innovative 
research questions. The Institute has also made the mistake of asking 
well-known social scientists to submit ideas, informally, for possible 
funding, and then neglecting to follow up on the response. Whatever 
the Institute's intent in such cases, the impression left is that its 
solicitation approach is either parochial or less than candid. Third, the 
commitment to a solicitation strategy leaves little room for unsolicited 
work, thereby reinforcing the disinterest of a large segment of the 
research community. 

ProposaL Review and Project Monitoring 

The Committee is concerned about the number of weak projects 
approved by the Institute staff. We believe this is a direct result of the 
lack of any proper peer review or commitment to serious consideration 
of the opinions of outside evaluators. If properly used, peer review 
provides a careful check 011 methodological questions and some 
breadth and exchange of views on the theoretical and social signifi­
cance of proposals. 

Currently, the Institute makes use of a peer review process in three 
ways. First, it requests from its technical assistance contractor a mail 
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review of a selected number of proposals, at a cost of $300,000 a year. 
We note that mail review is the least potent form of peer review, 
especially in a multidisciplinary field, and even this weak form is not 
always used by the Institute. Further, there is ample evidence both 
from interviews with Institute staff and from the files that staff have 
ignored advice they disagreed with and promoted advice that sup­
ported their views; such behavior is understandable, but hardly consis­
tent with the purpose of review. Review by a panel of outside experts, 
meeting together periodically, would counteract the tendency of staff 
to use the process as a political cover rather than a means of getting 
expert opinion. 

Second, NILECJ engages in a self-proclaimed form of peer review by 
creating ad hoc panels of Institute staff. Such panels are useful devices 
for integrating diverse expertise within the Institute and thereby pro­
viding a common substantive focus for a variety of perspectives, but 
they cannot substitute for individual proposal review by outside review 
panels. 

Third, the Institute has made increasing use of outside panels that 
exist not to review a proposal but rather to advise the grantee through 
the course of the project. The Committee considers such panels a 
salutary device for some monitoring purposes, and especially as a 
means of gaining the continuing advice of eminent social scientists on 
major projects. But these panels should not be relied upon, as they 
sometimes have been, to salvage projects that were badly designed to 
begin with and should never have been funded at ail. 

On a somewhat different level, the Committee's review of grants and 
contracts files suggests that the Institute has failed to integrate the 
contributions of practitioners and researchers in the most productive 
way. Balanced advice from both practitioner and research com­
munities is essential to a well-planned and methodologically sound 
program. The Institute cannot achieve a productive substantive base 
for a research p.ogram without joining the two perspectives. Mail 
review is no substitute for face-to-face exchange among experts, both 
practitioners and researchers, who have the responsibility for advising 
those making funding decisions. The current review procedures are 
largely a pretense, although there have been some recent indications of 
more rigorous project review. 

The lack of adequate review also places a strain on the monitoring 
process, since problems are almost always discovered when it is too 
late for any significant alteration. This is inherent in the process and 
renders questionable the Institute's insistence on the importance of 
monitoring as a means of control. Indeed, for a good deal of the 



The Institute's Research Program 85 

Institute's social science research, monitoring is necessarily inappro­
priate because monitoring can discover problems only after the data 
have been collected; by that time, a flaw in the project design can be 
cured only by returning to the field at enormous costs. Through its 
review of NILECJ files, the Committee found that monitors are overly 
occupied with administrative detail in the early stages of projects. 
Monitor concentration on budgetary detail and staffing at the early 
stages tends to postpone interest in substantive results until the final 
few months of a one- or two-year grant. 

In addition to the possibility of improving existing projects, intensive 
monitoring is justified by a desire to get increased feedback about 
future funding, but the NILECJ files do not show evidence of such flow 
of information. On the contrary, there are indications of both individual 
researchers and organizations being re-funded to repeat the same work 
without any awareness on the part of the monitors that this is a 
twice-told tale. The Institute's experiences with monitoring reinforce 
the argument for strengthening the initial review: many of the remedies 
suggested toward the end of the project could be intelligently im­
plemented through contract and design arrangements in the initial 
stages-but are useless when the project's life is half spent. 

Overall the Committee finds that the Institute has nr.,glected the 
obvious avenues for gaining highly sophisticated and broad-based 
advice. As a consequence, it has continued to fund weak projects and 
then to engage in futile salvage efforts. A properly designed review 
system would at least screen out the weak projects, if not produce good 
ones . 

. Staff Capabilities and Institute Role 

The Committee's assessment of the relations between Institute staff 
and grantees and applicants indicates a considerable lack of rapport. 
To bring about any meaningful change in this regard and to effect 
strong direction of research design and implementation, the Institute 
must first recognize that it has alienated a large part of the potentia! 
grantee community. This has been due to a combination of factors: it~ 
politicized image, its arbitrary funding procedures, and a generally held 
low opinion of its intellectual stature. Some of this is reputation, a 
legacy of past attitudes. The presumption that federal efforts against 
crime were ideologically motivated and the perception on the part of 
the intellectual community that these efforts lacked genuine research 
value are part of that legacy. However, the Committee has heard 
numerous complaints that speak to the tone of the Institute's relation-
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ships with the research community and the lack of understanding of the 
research process that remains a characteristic of these relationships. 
There is something fundamentally wrong about the image of social 
research in an uncharted area planned and executed by a staff that lays 
only limited claims to research capacity or experience--indeed, that 
claims, if anything, skill in management rather than research, 

Any long-run success for NILECJ'S programs requires the develop­
ment of a professional Institute staff that can capably deal with 
experienced researchers, make intelligent judgments about research 
design, and effectively monitor projects. The staff should have the 
capability to work with a proposal's principal investigator in the 
development of project design and methodology. Accordingly, staff 
members should be current in the field, both in substance and method­
ology, able to function as active professionals in their own right. 
Building substantive involvement must include active contact with the 
user and research communities. This in turn would creatr a level of 
confidence in the staff, increasing their capacity to deal effe..-:tively with 
the range of problems that confront research on crime. The Institute 
itself must become a visible entity in the research world. Staff publica­
tions should be strongly encouraged along with other activities to 
enhance professional development. Upgrading of the Institute's stature 
in these ways should ultimately result in a more collegial and produc­
tive relationship with the research community. 

The Institute's leadership role in the criminal justice research com­
munity is of major importance. As an organization, NILECJ has had a 
dual responsibility for developing both a research agenda and a re­
search community. The Committee finds that NILECJ has been rea­
sonably successful in creating a community of research organizations, 
but has often misused them through its procurement strategy. On the 
other hand, the Institute has underused the academic research com­
munity. Because academic researchers maintain a tradition of publica­
tion of findings, increased use of and relations with that community of 
researchers would serve the Institute in seeding ideas and developing 
the disciplines relevant to criminal justice research. 

SUMMARY 

In evaluating the Institute's research program, the Committee has 
applied four criteria: the quality of the funded research, the usefulness 
of its products, success in cumulating knowledge, and the effectiveness 
of research administration. 
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The quality of NILECJ funded research has been largely mediocre. Of 
the sample projects reviewed by the Committee members, most could 
be labeled neither failures nor successes. Program weaknesses are, in 
our opinion, largely the result of a lack of attention to research design 
and of related administrative failings. 

The usefulness of the Institute's work is more problematic to assess. 
A major criterion of usefulness for programmatic research is its contri­
bution to building a coherent body of knowledge and to focusing that 
knowledge on solving relevant problems. Despite rhetoric to the con­
trary, the Committee finds little evidence that the Institute has been 
committed to cumulative research. Further, the Committee finds the 
usefulness of specific programs limited by the structural isolation of 
various programs within the Institute and by pressures on the agency to 
perform functions inappropriate for a resea~'ch institute. 

We believe that the Institute's methods of procuring research and its 
preference for large, multi phased projects fr01:1 a narrow research 
community have alienated a large portion of the research community 
and overburdened staff resources. The result has been a research 
program characterized largely by naive funding decisions and unimagi­
native research. Finally, the Committee finds that the administration of 
the research program within the Institute has been seriously hindered 
by the fact that the director does not have final approval for Institute 
awards and, consequently, that it lacks the independence necessary to 
shape a legitimate research program. 
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5 Conclusions and 
Recommendations 

We begin our conclusions with two observations about the character of 
the Institute. First, NILECJ has never established the stature necessary 
to command the respect or involvement of the larger research commu­
nity in its activities and therefore has never been able to exert signifi­
cant influence in criminal justice research. Second, NILECJ has an 
appropriate role to play in serving state and local criminal justice 
needs, but that role has been distorted by its relationship to LEAA. 

To playa leadership role in criminal justice research, the Institute's 
relationship with the research community and with LEAA will need 
major restructuring. We offer recommendations about the nature of the 
research that is needed, about the manner in which it ought 1:0 be 
administered, including the kinds of questions that ought to guide 
priorities, about the overall mission of the Institute, and about the 
conditions under which it ought to operate. The first part of this 
chapter contains findings, conclusions, and recommendations on the 
Institute's program, administration, and operating condition; the sec­
ond part is a discussion of research priorities. 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

The Institute has had low visibility in much of the research community 
from which it might have drawn imaginative and productive research; it 
has maintained some mechanisms for procuring research that exacer-
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bate that situation, and the quality of its research has been largely 
parochial and, overall, mediocre. If the Institute is to playa major role 
in criminal justice research, its grantee community must be widened, 
through direct contacts and through changes in solicitation policy. At 
this point in the development of knowledge about crime, the ideas from 
a broadened research community, and different approaches within 
chosen priority areas, ought to control funding decisions more often 
than the delivery of specific and immediately applicable products. 

Program Quality 

Findings 

The Institute has, through its different phases, undertaken worthwhile 
ventures and strategies. But the importance of such efforts has fre­
quently been dwarfed by major failures or highly criticized programs. 
In short, the projects funded over the 7-year history of NILECJ have 
been of notably uneven quality. The major source of weakness was 
poor research or project design, but it is important to note three other 
major weaknesses as welL 

First, the program has been disproportionately concerned with test­
ing conventional administrative devices and narrow technological in­
novations. Few of the Institute's research projects have shown much 
imaginativeness or daring. For example, despite obvious and continu­
ing deficiences in police-community relations, the Institute has not 
taken the lead in developing alternative models of police organization 
and behavior. The Committee also notes the conspicuous absence of 
research on emerging social phenomena to elucidate crime causation: 
for instance, on the increasing number of women offenders to expand 
our understanding of socialization to crime or on the effects of pro­
longed economic insecurity on individual propensities to commit 
crimes. Furthermore, the Institute has not been adequately interested 
in research on important problems, like official corruption, not now on 
the conventional roster of major crimes. 

Second, there has been little longitudinal continuity in Institute 
programming and even less coherence across different NILECJ organi­
zational components. Consequently, any gains in knowledge have not 
been developed to full advantage. Similarly, whether the intent was 
there originally, there is no evidence that a common focus within broad 
subject areas has been used for funding decisions or that different 
pieces of research have been adequately integrated to cumulate knowl-
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edge. Consequently, knowledge-building from project to project has 
been severely handicapped. 

Many projects the Committee evaluated were fuzzily defined at­
tempts to answer a broad set of questions. Individual grants have been 
of poor quality often enough--badly designed or lacking a specifiable 
product-that it might have been difficult in any case to integrate 
findings from different projects. Projects were frequently defined from 
a narrow substantive perspective so that opportunities for creative 
thinking or alternative approaches to a particular set of problems were 
largely eliminated. And often the strategy was to attempt a solution to a 
major problem with a single project, rather than adopting more realis­
tic, differently paced, or more modest designs that would use different 
grantees suited to different aspects of the task. In addition, staff have 
scrapped program areas and program strategies prematurely because 
they became enervated by bureaucratic minutia and are impatient for 
immediate payoff. Administrative convenience has too often domi­
nated research needs. Overall, there do not appear to be any signifi­
cant changes in the trend over time. 

Finally, though the Institute has attempted a mix of strategies­
contracting, granting, formal and informal solicitation, cultivation of 
different research communities-it has still drawn from a narrow set of 
grantees and perspectives and placed major emphasis on procurement. 
Complex problems have often been researched by a single grantee- or 
contractor. Research tasks have at times extended all the way from 
state-of-the-art research, through testing of specific hypotheses de­
rived from that research, to delivery of prescribed program implemen­
tation at the practitioner level. Many design weaknesses are due to 
structuring grants that are so broad and ill-defined that only superficial 
answers to complex problems can result. Specific mechanisms like 
large umbrella contracts, consortiums, and large multiphased grants 
have been used at different times. Though recent indications suggest 
the Institute is trying to change that process, its chosen procedures are 
uneven in their potential for accomplishing the goal of enlisting a 
broader research community. 

Conclusions 

Although research agendas may have been set at different times in the 
Institute's history, none have served adequately as a framework in 
which judgments could be made about what is known, what needs to be 
known, what alternative strategies may be undertaken, and what 
ultimate usefulness or applicability the research might have. While the 
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Institute has used mechanisms-like those in the MBO format for 
project review-that require some systematic, pro forma planning for 
each project, our grant evaluations suggest that adequate retrospective 
and prospective analysis is not being done. The Committee concludes 
that because priorities have been short-lived and rarely explored 
through a variety of research efforts, the strengths that they might have 
provided to program planning and project design have been of tent 
wasted. 

A stable, guiding research agenda could have served as a constant 
reminder of basic goals. Moreover, within the boundaries of a re­
spected set of basic goals and substantive interests, the Institute might 
have felt freer to take more risk in the analysis of those interests and 
the funding of specific research. A research agenda allows for a 
systematic and coordinated assessment of appropriate tasks, overaH 
program planning, and project-by-project planning. It also allows a 
program planner to consider in retrospect what his or her projects have 
accomplished and plan accordingly for the appropriate next steps 
within the framework of a particular problem area. These sorts of 
features have been clearly lacking in the Institute's research program. 

A well thought-out set of research priorities, along with the systema­
tic involvement of prestigious research advisors and respected prac­
titioners, could have acted as a protective buffer from the Institute's 
highly politicized environment. Without such a buffer, it was difficult 
for the Institute to pursue intellectually daring and imaginative projects 
in a professional and disinterested way. Instead, the Institute has taken 
a reactive stance that has made it overly sensitive to outside pressures 
and geared it toward a search for immediate gains and, in their own 
words, "short-term winners." It is hard to reconstruct in retrospect the 
chicken-and-egg dilemma: did changes in leadership in both LEAA and 
NILEC'J destroy priorities, or did the Institute's anticipation of such 
changes force it to set priorities in a climate of crisis? The fact that the 
Institute has not controlled its own budget certainly contributed to its 
inability to cope with these pressures. It is clear that the lack of a stable 
direction has had a negative effect on the quality of research. 

As noted, the Institute has not taken full advantage of a varied 
community of researchers that might have enhanced the quality of the 
research, in part because it emphasizes a process of solicitation and a 
kind of research that is skewed toward one community of researchers. 
The Institute often assumes that by the process of solicitation it can 
order defined pieces of research, as if a development model could be 
used for applied social science r~search or as if solutions to a whole 
category of problems can be procured through the purchase of com-
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prehensive packages of research. It holds to the belief that applied 
research naturally suggests single undertakings including research and 
application and attempts to order these pieces of research by relying 
heavily on solicitation, often with precise prescriptions for the proj­
ects. 

The Institute assumes that its own mission and purpose dictate a 
primary emphasis on immediate-solution applied research. Although 
the intent, it claims, is changing, the Institute appears to have worked 
hard at avoiding those kinds of research questions that it feels are part 
of basic rather than applied research. Even if the narrow emph,asis on 
applied research were correctly chosen, an emphasis with which the 
Committee disagrees, the development approach to social science 
research is inappropriate. The development approach assumes that 
social science research is analogous to technology development: that 
the necessary knowledge exists and what is needed is to translate that 
knowledge into a form that is applicable to crime problems. It also 
assumes that staff will be in a position to initiate and administer the 
development process. The Committee concludes that both assump­
tions are incorrect and that Institute procedures that are based on these 
assumptions should be changed. It also notes that contracting, even 
more precisely aimed at getting specific deliverables and more encum­
bered by bureaucratic complexities than granting, may exacerbate the 
tendency to enlarge the scope of projects. 

While the patterns of solicitation vary among different divisions in 
the Institute-and there are examples of well-designed solicitations­
the dangers of depending on solicitation and the development approach 
are significant enough to stress. RFPS requiring quick responses attract 
only those who are either already working on the topic or those in the 
business of answering proposals. Organizations having a sizable com­
mitment to proposal writing employ a staff whose express role is to 
fulfill that need and are therefore content with such time constraints. 
Furthermore, the formal, even legalistic, environment in which pro­
posal competitions often operate eliminates the opportunity for creative 
exchanges between the applicant and the program officer, and the 
opportunity as well to make judgments in a nonadversarial manner 
about the competence of the applicant and the ultimate productivity of 
the research design. It is also the Committee's impression that seem­
ingly capricious funding cycles, and solicitations that tend to dictate 
research questions and stifle creativity rather than simply control for 
quality, alienate a particular community of researchers who might wish 
to pose and structure their own innovative research questions. The 
Committee believes that a strategy that inhibits researchers from 





Conclusions and Recommendations 97 

tighten design include exploratory funding, separation of state-of-the­
art reviews from design and implementation, and pre-grant awards for 
design. Pre-grant awards of, say, $5,000-10,000 for exploring a topic 
could be given without the necessary expectation of funding the same 
grantee for the ultimate project. Small, perhaps $5,000, pre-grant 
awards could also be given to the chosen grantee specifically for de­
sign, prior to full funding. 

Closer relationships should be maintained with other federal agen­
cies and other research institutions in similar pursuits. Projects should 
draw on knowledge available from others in related fields. 

A consideration of the appropriate audience should be one of the 
primary criteria for project selection and design. All research designs 
should include recognition of both the use and the limits of applicability 
of products that flow from it. The assumption should be that the 
practitioner is the consumer of some research products and that other 
research activities are appropriately directed toward other researchers. 

4. Upon completion of their projects, all NILECJ grantees and 
contractors should make their data available for secondary analysis, 
replication, and verification. The Institute should consider each proj­
ect as part of a potential continuum of knowledge. All grantees and 
contractors should ensure that in collecting data appropriate protec­
tions of confidentiality and other legal constraints are respected and 
maintained consistently in all research. 

5. The Institute should use announcements of areas of interest as 
the primary means of generating concept papers and proposals, rather 
than relying heavily on solicitations with precise specifications of 
research design. By relaxing its solicitation strategy, the Institute can 
work toward broadening its potential source of grantees so that a wide 
range of disciplines and perspectives may be brought to bear on 
research problems. 

Ample room should be left within program areas for innovative and 
individualized research approaches. Broadly advertised and carefully 
articulated program announcements can help develop a broad criminal 
justice research community, such that a more natural balance could 
develop between formal solicitations and ideas that are generated from 
an expanding research community. 

When advertised solicitations or announcements are used, program 
descriptions by staff should be researched carefully enough so that 
they articu~ate important issues in the area, but allow researchers 
sufficient freedom and flexibility for serendipity to function. 

6. The presumption should be in favor of granting rather than 
contracting as the Institute's method for obtaining research. Within 
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the chosen set of priorities and specific research interests, contracting 
should tie limited to those projects with precise and known deliverable 
produrts, which would ideally be performed by contract and research 
orgollizations. The Institute has too frequently made premature deci­
Si011S to contract before fundamental issues have been researched and 
understood. The presumption ought to be in this kind of social science 
research that the grant is the appropriate funding mechanism unless the 
research issue is already thoroughly investigated and products can be 
easily specified. 

7. The Institute should use a variety of mechanisms to establish 
more positive relationships with a broadly defined research community 
and to enrich the dialogue between staff and quality researchers. 

a. The Institute should raise its visibility in various potential 
grantee communities. Mechanisms to accomplish this include: en­
couraging staff publications in the refereed journals; organizing panels 
at professional meetings of the social science disciplines on criminal 
justice research issues; encouraging periodic visits by staff to research 
centers and universities to scout for interesting research; facilitating 
periodic staff seminars and leaves to attend university workshops; 
facilitating frequent and positive contact with SPAS and operating 
agencies to make known Institute work and to learn about operating 
problems that may be candidates for research or evaluation. 

b. The Institute should make llse of extended leave and exchange 
programs, to give researchers experience in grant development and 
administration and to give administrators who have been trained in 
research the opportunity to engage in research in academic settings. 
Such exposure would increase the Institute's visibility to a wide range 
of research disciplines and enhance staff capabilities. 

c. The Institute should clearly articulate its priority-setting and 
funding procedures to the research community. The need to eliminate 
any real or perceived capriciousness in selecting grantees is clear. 
Wide advertising of program area interests, as suggested, is one 
mechanism for accomplishing this. Compliance with advertised fund­
ing cycles is another. The annual program plan should include a clearer 
overall description of program areas and procedures and be widely 
distributed across disciplines and research institutions. 

8. The Institute's budget should not be increased in the nearfuture. 
The Institute should change its emphasis to smaller proposals within 
the program areas suggested below or of a pilot nature and to the 
major data efforts suggested below; it should reassess its position with 
respect to the knowledge it will have developed in 3 to 5 years hence. 

The evidence suggests that the roughly $35 million the Institute has 
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had available in recent budgets has not been well spent; further, if the 
funds were allocated in the same ways, it is clear that comparable 
spending levels would not be productive in the future. More mc-dest 
funding for the program would considerably assist the process of 
transition from its current program to that which we recommend. 

During this period, efforts should be directed toward developing and 
piloting a comprehensive and practicable program of research. When 
and if such a program is developed, its implementation may well 
require an increase in resources well beyond the present level of 
funding. 

Program Administration 

Expert opinion and emphasis on substantive program areas should 
govern program planning and project administration. The Institute has 
not created accountable advisory mechanisms that would afford staff 
the best possible advice on overall priority setting, project planning, 
and review. Review capability should include assessment of both 
scientific v::Jlidity and user applicability. Strict peer review procedures 
and a statutorily authorized advisory board should govern funding 
decisions. Administration-problem analysis, program development, 
and project funding-should be organized around substantive research 
areas, not artificial organizational divisions. 

Findings 

With little exception, the internal structure of the Institute has neither 
developed out of nor facilitated analysis of substantive research prob­
lems. Despite many superficial changes in its organization, the Insti­
tute's program has been administered within separate organizational 
divisions based more on the traditional functions of the criminal justice 
system and on several statutory mandates than on substantive research 
considerations. Hence, the expertise of staff in different parts of the 
agency has often been unavailable when important program planning 
questions were raised. Problems have been analyzed and projects 
funded within unnecessarily narrow perspectives. Tensions created 
simply by organizational lines have interfered with the staff's ability to 
make more informed judgments about planning and funding. Research 
problems are viewed as, for example, technological or nontechnologi­
cal, as relating to courts or police. The formulation of research prob­
lems should not be dictated by narrow, functional concerns. 

l'.1 addition, the Institute has not exploited the capacity of the 
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research community to assist staff and advise on funding decisions; 
rather it has relied on tight, in-house control. The Institute has not 
made systematic use oi experts in the field to suggest broad program 
areas or assist in individual funding decisions, and the recom­
mendations they have received have not always been seriously con­
sidered. In fact, the staff is not accountable to the judgments of 
consultants, and the consultants are not held to account for their advice 
by any continuity of information or review. Typically, these advisors 
do not know what advice is followed or what resulted from their 
advice. Finally, since there is no effective mechanism for long-range, 
overall planning in the agency, the capabilities of outside experts are 
applied piecemeal rather than systematically. 

In the absence of an adequate intellectual framework and a stable 
and continuing advisory group, staff is left to zigzag from one idea in 
vogue to another, never pursuing one long enough to carefully assess 
what has been learned and what should be pursued next. Enthusiasms 
are catching; the requirement to justify changes is absent. 

Review procedures do not demand rigor, nor do they create the 
conditions that promote carefully considered research design; as a 
result, the Institute necessarily spends an inordinate amount of time 
mending its ways through project monitoring. Staff is often preoc­
cupied with making tardy and frustrating fundamental design adjust­
ments well into the implementation of the grant award or attempting to 
police the grantee through trivial nonsubstantive monitoring. The 
evidence from our review of grants and contracts files is that the 
monitoring process is largely ineffective and needs major adjustment. 
Complaints from Institute grantees suggest (and the files do not con­
tradict them) that monitoring is often heavy handed and preoccupied 
with trivia. In normal, short-term, medium-cost pmjects, monitoring is 
almost inevitably too late in detecting faults. When only three or four 
months are left before the end of a project, doctoring of a basic type 
seems out of range of the capabilities of any but the extraordinarily 
gifted. 

Conclusions 

The Committee believes that the broadest array of expertise has not 
been applied to setting priorities and making funding de·dsions because 
appropriate ;nechanisms, both internal and external, and long and short 
range, have not been used to fully tap that expertise. 

The Institute's reliance on in-house control is in many ways under­
standable. When the Institute came into being, there was only a small 
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academic community interested specifically in problems of criminal 
justice, few self-generated ideas, and few to provide guidance through 
peer review. But the Committee believes that in making both broad 
program and individual funding decisions, the Institute should now 
avail itself of the expertise of knowledgeable individuals outside the 
Institute. 

The Committee concludes that the methods currently used by the 
Institute to generate and judge research rely too heavily on the judg­
ments of its staff members, taxing both their time and skill. It also notes 
that the Institute has had great difficulty finding an effective means of 
structuring advice from users and from the public. The lack of preci­
sion and sharpness in defining programs and awarding grants and the 
absence of programmatic continuity are largely a result of the absence 
of advisory groups-with researchers and practitioners-familiar with 
utilization problems of research and of the absence of peer review for 
individual projects. Particularly since NILECJ seeks to be an applied 
research operation, it must ask the advice of those who will attem~t to 
apply its research. While in-house judgments should ultimately deter­
mine the Institute's program, the agency needs to seek and take 
seriously advice from representatives of various groups outside the 
Institute. Knowledgeable individuals should be drawn from the 
academic community, from state and local funding agencies. from 
practitioners in the field, and from other interested groups 

There are many ways of structuring relationships with outside 
groups and a number of techniques that may be used to develop them. 
The objective should be to mobilize the broadest methodological and 
substantive expertise to each problem area and to each proposed 
project. Emphasis ought to be on generating quality research within 
defined problem areas, with all available expertise-both within and 
without the Institute-being brought to bear on program development 
and project management. Ad hoc solicitations throughout the year and 
piecemeal reviews do not serve this purpose well. Outside experts 
cannot be used effectively unless they can make comparisons among 
numbers of related project proposals and systematically assess de­
velopment of a program area over time. 

The Committee believes that the emphasis on sound review and 
improved design of individual projec\s, using peer panels and other 
mechanisms noted above, would help f'elieve the strains of monitoring. 
In addition, distinguishing portions of the research program that are 
characterized by projects of modest size and short duration from 
longer-term or more complex projects would separate projects whose 
monitoring should be relatively routine from those that require tighter 
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control. Use of outside panels for advising selected projects can 
enhance the quality of the resulting products. Team monitoring can 
also be useful, but it should include both an advocate and a critic, with 
each having specific, independent reporting responsibilities. 

Organizational lines should not interfere with the process of bringing 
all available methodological and substantive skills to bear on program 
planning for each problem area. Current organizational divisions do not 
serve the process well since they insulate methodologists from substan­
tive experts. We recognize why LEAA and the Institute chose to set up a 
specific Office of Evaluation: it provided a visible and accountable way 
to comply with the Congressional mandate; but this historical rationale 
is 1:10 longer persuasive. To set up a separate evaluation office dilutes 
the capabilities of a good, methodologically skilled staff and isolates 
them from the work in other offices in which they ought to be involved. 
The dynamic process by which planning for research in the Office of 
Research Programs might use evaluation is lost because of the in­
sularity. The territorial defensiveness that is created by the existence 
of separa.:.: offices exaggerates the differences in perspective and 
training. 

The Committee is aware, however, of the specific demands of both 
the evaluation and dissemination efforts. Evaluation projects, 
especially-while designed in the context of a larger research 
program-must be carned out with care that they are independent of 
the specific research project evaluated. 

The experience of the dissemination staff would also be useful in 
designing research, but it is seldom used in this way. The fact that staff 
of the Office of Technology Transfer (OTT) has been operating within 
its own separate office structure exacerbates the difficulties of relating 
dissemination to the research process. Here, too, we understand why 
the Institute created the office: it is a source of visibility and a buffer 
against outside pressures that demand obvious signs of success. But 
the Institute's dissemination techniques are too formal and rely too 
much on roUtine disclemination of printed materials to have much 
impact, and some ate unrelated to research and are therefore inappro­
priate for a research institute. Others, like panels and conferences, are 
ideal for Institute aHention. In this regard, a prime concern for the 
Institute's disseminm.ion efforts should be to make known to re­
searchers and practitioners what research is being done under Institute 
sponsorship. This effort would be greatly facilitated by closer associa­
tion between research grant administration and dissemination. 

The Advanced Technology Division (AT D) presents this same prob­
lem of insularity, but it is in some ways more difficult to resolve. The 
problems of communication have been enormous between ATD and its 
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contractors and non-technologists in other parts of the Office of 
Research Programs. Yet for the process of program development, the 
technologists' perspective and training ought to be one among many for 
structuring specific research tasks: it makes no more sense for 
technologists alone to consider all aspects of a complex research topic 
than it does for psychologists alone or operations researchers alone to 
do so. The apparent inadequacies of the ATD program are subsumed by 
the more important and overriding question of the appropriateness of 
technological solutions to crime problems: asking a practitioner what 
technological innovation he or she needs has prejudged that question. 
Corrective measures, as have been suggested-like better manage­
ment, more access to expertise, better linkage between development 
and producer or user-are at least secondary to the issue of whether a 
technological solution is appropriate in any particular case. We are 
sensitive to the difficulties of dispersing a staff of technologists 
throughout an organization where the training and outlook is different; 
a flexible team approach would permit consideration of both technolog­
ical and nontechnological questions and issues for all research tasks. 

Recommendations 

9. The Committee recommends that the Institute establish formal 
peer review procedures and an overall advisOly panel for general 
program planning within the structure of a three-tiered advisory sys­
tem: 

a. a statutory Advisory Board on Criminal Justice Research, to 
set overall priorities (see Recommendation 16 for details); 

b. program planning panels for each of a selected set of program 
areas; and 

c. individual project review panels. 

In this advisory system both researchers and practitioners should be 
represented on all panels; review panels should provide for 
methodological and programmatic scrutiny of all projects; and panels 
should be set up for extended terms to establish continuity of program 
and should meet regularly. 

The use of advisory panels within projects already under way is also 
helpful, though caution should be exercised so that these panels have 
no special investment in continuation of the particular project. 

10. The Institute should employ a less obtrusive monitoring system 
that would allow more flexibility to grantees. With the use of dual 
review and improvement of project design, the need for remedial 
monitoring should be greatly reduced. 
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11. Substantive program areas (like those suggested below) should 
be the basis for creating the framework for program administration 
and budget allocation. Functional divisions, whether they relate to 
criminal justice operations (police, courts, and corrections) or Institute 
mandates (dissemination, evaluation, and technology), should serve 
on~y to provide particular expertise to program and project develop­
ment, flot to suggest substantive divisions. 

The Institute may select from a variety of organizational modes to 
operate its program, including the possiblity of ad hoc task forces for 
different substantive areas. It should organize for planning and funding 
decisions around substantive research priorities and within the 
framework set by an overall planning advisory group and program 
planning panels. 

12. Funding levels should not be rigidly fixed within substantive 
areas. With adequate advertisement and the resulting cultivation of 
research interest within different substantive areas, the excellence of 
proposals should govern the apportionment of funds, rather than the 
need to "move the money" within a limited selection of grantees and 
subjects. 

13. Strict funding cycies-tJVo or three a year-should be estab­
lished and adhered to. Advertised program areas would generate wide 
response and require the use of effective review panels. Attention 
should be paid to timing so that a wide research community including 
academically based researchers could comfortably participate in the 
process. 

14. The structure of NILECJ'S research program should have ap­
propriate evaluation, dissemination, and technology development 
functions integrated into the major research effort. These components 
should be represented on whatever decision-making mechanisms are 
developed to set the research agenda. 

One major function of dissemination should be to make known to 
researchers and practitioners ongoing Institute research. Another 
major function of dissemination should be to foster understanding on 
the part of practitioners of the contributions and limitations of research 
and understanding on the part of researchers of the needs and experi­
ences of practitioners. Techniques like panels and conferences are 
excellent means for facilitating contact and understanding between 
researchers and practitioners. While such activities need expertise in 
dissemination techniques, they need equally the skills and knowledge 
of those involved in research. 

Technology and the technological expertise that exists in the Insti­
tute ought to serve as one of many perspectives applied to developing 
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research priorities. Technology staff need not be physically dispersed 
among program areas but should be allocated to appropriate problem 
areas as the analysis of the problem dictates. Above all, while people 
with specialized methodological skills-technological, evaluation, or 
any other-should interact with each other, they should not interact 
only with each other. 

Operating Conditions 

Findings 

NILECJ has never had the benefit of a rich intellectual environment to 
provide guidance in structuring its program. LEAA has not offered a 
supportive environment in which to cultivate research because of its 
own historical struggles and pressures. Too few people with too narrow 
a set of interests have shown any concern for the Institute or criminal 
justice research-whether they were from Congress, a narrow intellec­
tual and research community, or a narrowly drawn practitioner com­
munity. At best, the interests have been lopsided; at worst, the 
Institute has been unable to generate sufficient attention from a variety 
of sources to assist it in generating a broad and varied program. As a 
result, the single most dominant set of interests that has affected the 
Institute has been from LEAA. In large part, LEAA'S mission has been 
the Institute's mission, and the consequences for research have been 
significant and largely negative. 

LEAA'S interests and mission have been tied directly to producing 
immediate solutions to problems associated with operating the criminal 
justice system or with directly lowering the crime rate. Its role is tl) 
service state and local practitioner constituencies, primarily throug!l 
the State Planning Agencies. Its profile has been highly visible to thos ~ 
constituencies and to political interests. Consequently, many InstitutJ l 
responsibilities are tied more closely to that relationship than they are 
to the demands of research. Impact evaluation, mandated by Congress 
but a misplaced burden on Institute resources, is one example. The 
packaging, marketing, training, and technical assistance program for 
SPAS and local agencies performed by NILECJ'S Office of Technology 
Transfer are another. Set up in separate offices, these particular 
evaluation and dissemination functions are only tangentially tied to 
research and would be better performed by the action agency rather 
than by a national research institute. 

Many problems are traceable to the improper use of the Institute 
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within the LEAA framework. Worse, they are traceable to the inability 
of the Institute to do anything more than react to the whims and 
changing strategies of LEAA'S leadership. Crime-specific planning, 
Impact Cities, some examples of police hardware of questionable 
utility, the insistence that applied research should generate immediate 
solutions, and measuring the worth of Institute research in terms of 
changing crime rates are all illustrative of the effect of LEAA'S influ­
ence. 

Since the Institute is unable to pursue an independent set of strate­
gies to cultivate research, its administrative relationship with LEAA is 
of first importance. LEAA conducts final review and has final (sign-off) 
authority to approve all Institute grants and contracts. It exercises 
frequent prerogatives over substantive program decisions, manipulat­
ing priorities, mandating new program undertakings, and precluding 
others. The research budget, the contracting process, and even the 
Institute's own personnel budget are outside of Institute control. 
Consequently, the Institute has no capacity for independent action. 

Conclusions 

Serious debate over the meaning and expectations for research might 
have provided better guidance for Institute programming. It is not clear 
that Congress alone could have provided this. It is clear that few others 
partook of the opportunity and that the minimal Congressional activity 
was more destructive to the Institute's ability to carefully structure 
research priorities than it was helpful. The Institute also might have 
benefited from a balanced competition of interests-both intellectual 
and service interests. That the Institute has not been able to attract 
them has exaggerated the influence and control of LEA A over the 
Institute's program. 

The Committee finds that the dominance of LEAA has negatively 
affected the Institute's capacity to maintain a coherent research agenda 
or a coherent set of priorities and its ability to attract qUi:llity re­
searchers. The schism between program management on substantive 
matters administered by the Institute staff and administrative matters 
managed by LEAA undermines NILECJ'S capacity to conduct a coherent 
program. Demands to service the LEAA delivery system and respond to 
pressures on LEAA have led to repeated improper use of Institute 
resources. 

There are numerous examples. Most impact evaluations are not 
evaluation research efforts in the strict sense: they cannot feed into the 
research program and they cannot provide the kinds of information that 
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would contribute to the testing of fundamental hypotheses. They can 
only feed into an action program and provide bases for directing use of 
action funds, a function of the SPAS, which are remote from the 
Institute. Much of the evaluation program is the most promising and 
important of any in the Institute, especially the emphasis on 
methodological development and on comparative multi-project studies 
such as the National Evaluation Program. The program's defects are 
largely attributable to an inappropriate mandate to engage in discrete 
impact evaluations and technical assistance. Similarly, many of the 
packaging, marketing, training, and technical assistance programs of 
OTT, though their real impact is yet to be measured, are impressive. 
But the business of preparing package prescriptions fo~' operational 
procedures requires the kind of close connection with operating agen­
cies that LEAA'S Office of Regional Operations should have, not an 
office in a national research institute. 

The application of research to current social problems is, we empha­
size, a reasonable and ultimately productive mission. Integrating the 
research mission with a separate delivery system-that is, that of 
LEAA-is also, we emphasize, a reasonable approach. The Committee 
has grappled long and hard with the task of preserving that connection. 
But it is equally persuaded of the necessity for a degree of insularity 
from the destructive pressure of LEAA. The Committee does not wish 
to diminish NILECJ'S utility to the practitioner community, but it feels 
that the Institute's service role is only theoretically, and in no impor­
tant way practically, enhanced by LEAA'S dominance. The Institute 
must be able to readjust its relationship with LEAA so that LEAA 
becomes a service agent to disseminate ideas to the criminal justice 
community, not a source of tyranny over Institute planning and ac­
tivities. In short, LEAA should be a primary constituent of the Institute 
rather than its administrator. 

The Committee believes that the mandate of a national institute 
should be for innovative kinds of research on the nature of crime and 
the potential for controlling it. This mandate includes research; certain 
kinds of evaluation that increase knOWledge of the effer;t& of various 
interventions on social processes; and certain kinds of dissemination 
that enhance the understanding of practitioners of the value of research 
and what is or is not known and enhance the understanding of re­
searchers of the real problems and needs of practitioners. 

Other kinds of research are more appropriate for, and in fact are 
being undertaken by, some SPAS and local operating agencies. Real and 
immediate problems are the natur~l progenitors of quick and im­
mediately ap:1licable policy research. When this sort of research is not 
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being done at the local level or by SPAS, it is extremely difficult for a 
national institute to either encourage it or directly assist in its develop­
ment. This is evidenced by the experiences of the Model Evaluation 
Program and many NILECJ-funded projects of mediocre quality and 
only local applicability. While .it is difficult for a mission agency like 
LEAA to resist the temptation of using its Institute for this purpose, this 
is all the more reason why we recommend special caution in shaping 
appropriate roles and links between LEAA and the Institute. 

If the first role for the Institute is leadership in criminal justice 
research and facilitating exchange of information and understanding 
between researchers and practitioners, the second ought to be creating 
the capacity for leadership by creating the intellectual bases from 
which useful research might emerge. The first we have said requires an 
independence from LEAA and a shifting of appropriate tasks for each. 
The second involves developing a broad base of contacts with re­
searchers and professional organizations, and mechanisms to seek 
advice from a wide range of constituent groups; it also includes the 
administrative and intellectual task of shaping a valid and usable data 
system for analyzing crime. 

The Committee applauds the recent Justice Department proposal to 
integrate and coordinate the many existing criminal justice data sys­
tems within a single bureau. If the Institute were sufficiently indepen­
dent of the special interests of LEAA, as we recommend, it would be 
appropriate and productive to develop a close connection between the 
Institute and a bureau of criminal justice statistics. A major data base 
commands the interest of researchers and staff in the use and analysis 
of the data. Further, the best means of developing a productive data 
base is the incentive of exploring important research questions. A close 
organizational connection between the Institute and a bureau of crimi­
nal jostice statistics would be of significant value to both. 

We recognize that the work encompassed by the comprehensive 
responsibilities of a bureau of all criminal justice statistics could easily 
overwhelm the Institute in its present form. But if the Institute is going 
to create a rich intellectual framework, as we have suggested, if it is 
going to playa leadership role in criminal justice research, if it is going 
to broaden its focus beyond LEAA'S and beyond parochial research 
typologies and engage a wide-ranging research community, it should 
also have within its mandate the many fields of criminal justice re­
search that, by quirks of administrative and legislative history, have 
drifted into separate empires. In this context, and if the Institute were 
independent from LEAA, the Committee feels a bureau of criminal 
justice statistics within the Institute would be most productive. 

L ____________________________________________________ _ 
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Recommendations 

15. In order to enhance the integrity of the Institute and its program, 
and to increase its ability to contribute objectively to LEAA from an 
appropriate distance, LEAA'S domination over the Institute must be 
eliminated. At the vert least, the director must have full processing 
and sign-off authority over all Institute awards, control over the 
Institute's administrative budget and personnel, and detailed program 
review. The Committee also recommends that the Director should be 
at the level of Assistant Attorney General and should be appointed by 
the Attorney General of the United States. 

16. In order to assure the Institute's functional independence from 
LEAA, protection from the politicization of the Attorney General's 
role, and guidance in its work by the principles of scientific excellence, 
overall program priorities should be set by a statutorily authorized 
criminal justice research advisory board. Most of the members of such 
a board should be leading scientists from the many relevant disciplines 
and should also include practitioners and members of the community 
having substantial interest in the problems to which the research ought 
to apply. Authorizing legislation should specify the recommended mix 
of membership, as well as Presidential appointment with Senate con­
firmation and staggered terms to remove appointments from predomi­
nant partisan influence. 

17. The director of the Institute should be chosen from candidates 
with significant experience and recognition in both research and 
research administration. These qualifications are essential if the di­
rector is to be able to attract the required research staff, to establish the 
necessary links to the research community, and to exercise the techni­
cal judgments that are central to the job. 

18. In order to ensure coordination among the various activities 
closely related to the research mission of the Institute and to ensure the 
creation of an integrated intellectual and administrative base, the 
National Criminal Justice Statistical Service, the National Institute of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, and Project SEARCH 

should all be in the NILECJ structure. We endorse the idea of a bureau 
of criminal justice statistics; the ideal arrangement would be to locate 
this bureau within an independent NILECJ. (See the discussion of 
"Common Data Needs" in the "Research Priorities" section, below.) 

If the proposed bureau of criminal justice statistics remains separate, 
it should have within it the analytic capability characteristic of organi­
zations like the Bureau of Labor Statistics. And while such a bureau 
should serve many different users, the critical need is to preserve with 
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disinterest the integrity of the data. Structural separations within the 
bureau between those branches concerned with research use and those 
concerned with immediate policy use of the data might be helpful 
toward this end. 

19. The Committee recommends that major junctions and activities 
that are extraneous to NILECJ'S substantive research program, such 
as formalized technical assistance to criminal justice planners and 
practitioners in designing and performing project evaluations, or the 
packaging and marketing aspects of dissemination, be located within 
LEAA'S Office of Regional Operations rather than in the Institute. 

RESEARCH PRIORITIES 

The Institute should pursue a course that maximizes its capacity to 
contribute to the goal of crime control. This requires successfully 
wedding the process of a multidisciplinary approach to scientific 
knowledge with the substance of criminal justice practice and research. 
As we have already noted, one of the major obstacles that the Institute 
has faced is the lack of a well-developed research community. Such a 
community must be mobilized from the many disciplines that are 
relevant to the study of crime and criminal behaviors. But this kind of 
effort will not be effective unless the Institute develops substantive 
program areas that will focus the concerns of different disciplines on 
common problems. 

Therefore, the Committee recommends that the Institute organize its 
research programs around program areas. These should be designed to 
provide a common focus on a theoretically interesting problem while at 
the same time exploiting the variety of perspectives that different 
disciplines can bring to bear. They should also be designed on the 
assumption that producing reliable and useful knowledge is a cumula­
tive process. It is important that the planning for such a process be 
long-range, not precluding early payoff in some aspects of a problem 
but assuming that its complexity will require extended analysis. The 
planning must also take account of the developing nature of scientific 
research and provide for possible changes in the structure and even the 
focus of the program. 

The staff for these program areas must have both substantive compe­
tence and the flexibility to follow up on promising developments. 
Furthermore, the staff in each area should have the benefit of extensive 
and ongoing advice from a panel of outside experts whose function is to 
oversee the planning and implementation of the program. In order to be 

~---------------------- -- - --------
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effective, these panels should include experts from the various re­
search disciplines involved as well as representatives of practitioner 
and user groups. This mix of advice on a continuing basis is important 
in order t(l maximize the potential for creative exchange among the 
variety of perspectives needed for a better understanding of the prob­
lem being explored. Indeed, progress toward reliable and useful 
knowledge about crime depends upon effectively structuring the advi­
sory process. 

The Committee was not asked to develop a full research agenda for 
the Institute. But it does recommend that the Institute consider six 
program areas, briefly discussed below, as one model for a productive 
approach to crime research. While the six program areas are not 
intended to be exhaustive or exclusive, they do represent the Commit­
tee's consensus view of priorities for research on crime problems. The 
program areas are: data center, deterrence, rehabilitation, analyzing 
the consequences of change in the criminal justice system, socializa­
tion to crime, and focusing the criminal law. The Committee believes 
that research in these six areas can increase knowledge about criminal 
behaviors, system change, and the effectiveness of criminal sanctions. 
The six program areas were chosen not only because they are central to 
efforts to control crime but also because the Committee considers them 
a realistic focus for useful research. When defined in this way, the 
Institute's research program cannot produce short-term reductions in 
crime rates-and it should not be expected to do so. But it can provide 
reliable knowledge to better inform criminal justice policies and make 
more effective the use of the criminal law. 

Data Center 

Common Data Needs 

Data provide a fundamental resource for all empirical research and for 
many administrative purposes. Even though most research projects 
can meet their data needs primarily by ad hoc collection of data 
specifically for that project, there is a common need for a wide range of 
standard data items that can best be collected centrally. These data 
provide fundamental baseline observations on which further research 
can build, and they stimulate a wide variety of research projects. In 
addition such data also have significant potential for improving the 
planning and operations of criminal justice programs. 

Such common data should include two important classes of informa­
tion: cross-sectional information on crimes and the processing by the 
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criminal justice system of suspects, defendants, and offenders; and 
longitudinal information on criminal-career histories of individuals. 
These data are essential for the progress of research on a number of 
crime problems and especially for research on deterrence and re­
cidivism questions. 

The cross-sectional information should include various measures of 
criminal justice system performance that vary across jurisdictions like 
states, counties, cities, and Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas 
(SMSAS). These measures should be consistently and comparably re­
ported across jurisdictions and should include at least the following 
variables, detailed by crime-type categories: 

I. Number of reported crimes; 
2. Number of arrests (by demographic subgroups of arrestees, in­

cluding age, race, and sex); 
3. Number of cases held for the court of general jurisdiction and 

number of persons charged; 
4. Number of cases disposed of by type of disposition; 
5. Number of persons sent to each type of correctional institution; 

and 
6. Average time served by those released from each correctional 

mode. 

These data can all be derived from combinations of agency statistics 
and offender-based tracking records like those used in the Prosecutors 
Management Information System (PROMIS) or the Offender Based 
Transaction Statistics (OBTS) system. The critical need is for compati­
bility across jurisdictions in reporting structure to permit cross­
sectional analysis. Once the data are available they should be or­
ganized in some form of flow model that would provide a basis for 
examining their values at various stages in the system. 

In addition to aggregate-flow data and system statistics, it is impor­
tant to have a rich collection of data characterizing the development of 
individual criminal careers. These are needed for the study of re­
cidivism, which accounts for the large majority of crimes. To under­
take such studies, it is necessary to have a well-documented sample of 
records of offenders, which includes their experience with the juvenile 
justice system, their encounters with the adult criminal justice system, 
their employment history, and their experiences with various treatment 
and social service programs. These data need to be more detailed than 
is appropriate for operational use or than could be maintained on all 
offenders, but it is important that such detailed records be maintained 
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on a carefully drawn sample and that those records be updated regu­
larly. 

Because of the utmost sensitivity of such individual records, ex­
traordinary care should be taken in developing guidelines and regula­
tions governing the use of these data to ensure that the individuals 
whose records are maintained are anonymous to all users of those 
records. Consideration should be given to the fievelopment of legisla­
tion authorizing the use of these data for research and management 
purposes along with the provision of appropriate civil and criminal 
sanctions for their misuse. 

Central Data Center 

In view of the importance of the data needs identified here, it is crucial 
that a major effort be organized to coordinate the various common data 
needs and to maintain a centralized data repository to serve those 
needs. The Department of Justice has already indicated publicly a 
strong interest in such a data center. The Committee urges not only 
that a data center be established but also that it be made an integral part 
of NILECJ (see Recommendation 18). Such a data center should under­
take a variety of specific functions: 

1. Determine common data needs. 
2. Establish data series to be collected across jurisdictions. 
3. Develop reporting categories and classifications to be used con­

sistently in those data series. 
4. Develop and stimulate the use of advanced sampling, collection, 

and reporting methods. 
5. Provide technical assistance and financial support to collection 

and reporting agencies, which will typically report through state statis­
tical analysis centers. 

6. Audit data reports and identify improved procedures for data 
collection. 

7. Report on the validity and reliability of recorded and published 
data, and develop improved means for enhancing both. 

8. Collect and maintain a data archive that retains various general 
criminal justice data (other than the standard series data) collected by 
individual investigators after the original investigator has completed 
use of the data. A data center should particularly maintain detailed data 
sets involved in any published work relating to crime or the criminal 
justice system so that those data sets would be available to other 
investigators attempting to verify or build on published work. All 
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federal grants involving significant data collection should require their 
data to be deposited in such an archive. 

9. Maintain the data repository, and provide access to it for qualified 
users through distribution of public-use tapes and on-line retrieval at a 
user's terminal. 

10. Undertake internal research on the data in the data base, partly 
for substantive results, partly as a stimulus to improved data collec­
tion, and partly to improve analytical methodology. 

II. Maintain the security of the data, particularly the individual 
data, to protect the privacy of the individuals whose records are 
maintained. 

The task of designing and testing such a center is itself a major 
research undertaking and one that properly falls within the scope ofthe 
mandate of NILECJ. As noted above, the Committee endorses the 
development of a criminal justice statistics center. 

Deterrent and lncapacitative Effects 

The questions surrounding the deterrent and incapacitative effect of 
the sanctions in the criminal justice system represent an important 
combination of basic needs in research and practical application. The 
subject is rich in theoretical concern that has occupied the attention of 
social scientists over time and in different societies. The practical 
importance of learning the effects of various punishments on specific 
behaviors is obvious. Furthermore, in terms of the recommendations 
of this Committee, deterrence and incapacitation research represents a 
particularly important example of the potential direction of research 
aimed at reducing crime. Recent policy-related research in deterrence 
has in turn stimulated disciplinary interest in the subject, particularly in 
the fields of sociology and economics. 

Behavioral scientists, especially sociologists, have identified several 
different types of deterrents and deterrent effects. Separating them 
presents problems of research design, but also offers opportunities for 
creativity and for innovative reconceptuaIization. The relative costs 
and benefits of increasing punishment or increasing certainty of 
punishment remain to be explored. In addition to the possibilities of 
testing for specific deterrent and associated relationships, there is the 
possibility of refining and developing the geographic and other units of 
analysis in which results are assembled or tested. This subject of 
research generally suffers from obvious difficulties with the currently 
collected data, particularly the geographic units under which criminal 
statistics are subsumed, but also involving other data characteristics 
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that mask individual behavior and make it difficult to use the data to 
determine rates of crime or risks of punishment. There is considerable 
dispute on theoretical issues involved in the manipulation of data and 
on the likelihood of unraveling relationships specific enough to be 
useful for policy makers. 

The Committee recommends the development of this subject as a 
major focus for Institute research: 

1. The In~titute should continue to work toward the development of 
better, more valid, accurate, and reliable statistics, with improved 
geographical aggregations. (Similar recommendations are to be found 
in the final report of the Panel on Research on Deterrent and In­
capacitative Effects [National Research Council 1978], set up under the 
aegis of this Committee.) This work should be supervised by an 
ongoing committee of statistical and substantive experts. 

2. The Institute should commission a variety of studies that focus 
more sharply on the deterrence question, by specific types of offenders 
and by specific groups of offenders, rather than dealing in grossly 
aggregated statistics. 

3. The Institute should develop the capacity for immediate research, 
including the possibility of developing its own team of experts to take 
advantage of field situations and experimental and quasi-experimental 
events that permit the direct testing of hypotheses about deterrence, in 
addition to the more standard statistical manipulations and analyses. 

Our recommendation that this focus be made a central subject for 
Institute funding comes from quite diverse philosophies and concerns 
among members of the Committee. As the work of the Panel on 
Research on Deterrent and Incapacitative Effects as well as the re­
search contributions of several members of the Committee itself indi­
cate, there are many complex theoretical and statistical issues involved 
in the study of deterrence and one's position on many of these issues 
determines the degree of optimism one holds as to the outcome of 
research on issues of deterrence. For example, there is the possibility 
that crime rates mutually influence each other, and the nature of these 
possible interrelationships should be studied. 

The Committee recognizes that many perceptual questions arise in 
deterrence research and notes especially the paucity to date of findings 
on public perceptions of legal punishments. Ideally, a wide range of 
research efforts should be undertaken in order to develop a balanced 
understanding of the broad effects of social and legal sanctions, even 
though such research is both controversial and expensive and the 
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payoff for policy is often uncertain. The Committee concludes that a 
program focused on the questions outlined above is most likely to 
produce valid knowledge useful to policy makers. 

When and if the Institute finds diminishing returns in research on this 
subject, it should, of course, redefine its purposes as we h~ve 
suggested it should be continuously doing. In the interim, the inherent 
advantages of this focus for attracting top-flight researchers, for pro­
viding exciting, intellectual problems, and for helping to refine the 
statistical data and tools that are necessary in the field of criminal 
analysis seem to make it a prime candidate for major emphasis. 

Rehabilitation 

The notion that an individual's propensity to repeat criminal behavior 
can be controlled by "treatment" has dominated correctional policy in 
American criminal justice for many years. This is a question of what is 
called specific deterrence, although it is usually discussed under the 
more narrow rubric of rehabilitation. The continuing high rates of 
recidivism make the effectiveness of our correctional policies a matter 
of central conc~rns. Unfortunately, the methodological difficulties in 
this area have prevented both practitioners and researchers from 
gaining adeqnate knowledge to judge either how effective these policies 
are or, to the extent that they are ineffective, why they have not 
"worked. " 

A research program on rehabilitation should proceed on several 
levels. Initially, the validity of existing evaluations of correctional 
programs must be addressed. Recent reviews of these evaluations have 
led to strongly negative conclusions about the effectiveness of a wide 
range of rehabilitative techniques in current use. Yet these same 
reviews also point to serious methodological weaknesses in the evalua­
tions themselves, causing doubts about any inferences-negative or 
positive-that might be drawn from them. And, since the existing 
evaluations are suspect, it is critically important to carry out evalua­
tions that do not suffer from methodological error. The lack of common 
measures of recidivism and contamination by experimenter bias and 
other variations in the treatment process are well-known problems; 
their continuing existence underscores the need for the Institute to 
develop a carefully designed, nationally controlled evaluation program 
for the purpose of reaching generalizable conclusions. 

A second level of approach is to develop new designs and 
methodologies for evaluating treatment programs. We need much 
better data on recidivism, not only to ensure commonality in measures 
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but also to provide a profile of the correlates of various kinds of 
criminal careers. The correctional setting-whether a large or small 
institution, some community-based facility, or the relative freedom of 
probation or parole supervision-is always coercive to some degree. 
But the degrees of coerciveness must be specified and measured in 
some common way if we are ever to understand the real motivational 
factors at work in "rehabilitation." Further, the range of settings in 
which correctional programs occur indicates that many different and 
easily biased variables must be taken into account when designing 
evaluations. Especially important, and often lacking in existing evalua­
tions, are variations in the type of offender being dealt with, in the type 
and number of crimes committed, and in the individual offender's 
attitudes and capacities to learn. A concerted effort should be made to 
refine existing measures of behavioral variation. However, since the 
social scientist's most powerful tool-controlled experimentation-is 
necessarily limited in real settings of this nature, the Institute should 
also make a major effort to encourage the development of experimental 
research in laboratory settings. 

A third level of approach should be to devise and test alternative 
techniques for preventing recidivism. Diversion programs of various 
kinds have been proliferating in recent years, and some art" included 
among existing evaluations. But the nature of diversion strategies 
ranges so widely that a systematic classification of types of interven­
tions, and a subsequent evaluation of representative types, is needed. 
Other techniques that should be investigated include the use of fines 
rather than imprisonment and requiring restitution in property crimes. 
The current movement to change from indeterminate sentencing to flat 
time or mandatory minimum sentences provides a good opportunity to 
test the differential effects of various sentencing strategies on the 
subsequent attitudes and behaviors of convicted offenders. The move 
to use guidelines to produce greater uniformity in sentences should also 
be investigated, since one of its purposes is to reduce resentment over 
sentencing disparities. 

Policies concerned with specific deterrence-whether intended to 
"rehabilitate" or to punish-have been the subject of much rhetoric 
and ideological debate. The Institute could make a much needed 
contribution to clarity by challenging all assumptions and by structur­
ing a program whose mission is research rather than action and for 
which reliable knowledge is the only goal. The program should be 
conducted not by correctional specialists-who inevitably have a stake 
in the results-but by multidisciplinary teams of scientists, including 
criminologists and experimental psychologists. 
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Analyzing the Consequences of Change 
in the Criminal Justice System 

KNOWING ABOUT CRIME 

Since the advent of LEAA, much rhetoric and at least some programs 
have been aimed at "reforming" the criminal justice system. Theories 
of reform generally have in common the claim that a proposed change 
will'have a particular, "good" impact on the system and a lack of 
empirical evidence for the validity of that claim. It is important, 
therefore, that a program be developed to provide an empirical base for 
predicting the consequences of any particular kind of change in the 
system. The consequences may have to do with the behaviors of 
practitioners, with the efficiency of the criminal justice system, or with 
the system's impact on crime and criminal behaviors. 

Such a research program should develop at two levels. The first level 
should involve testing of proposed changes in the system. Practitioners 
at every stage in criminal justice processing are faced with an increas­
ing array of alternative practices or techniques, from theories of 
management, from psychotherapy, from institutional behavior modifi­
cation programming, from information processors, and so on. In most 
cases, the proposed alternatives have not been adequately tested in the 
various kinds of environments for which they are now intended: for 
example, a police administrator cannot know the possible conse­
quences for department morale of changes in his command structure 
unless these changes have been tested carefully in a quasi-military 
setting. Furthermore, many proposed changes are argued in terms of 
the logic of reform: change is assumed to be good and increased 
efficiency is assumed to be compatible with the basic values of the 
system; these assumptions also need to be tested. It is critically 
important to provide the police, and other parts of the criminal justice 
system, with effective means of improving their part of the system. 

A second level of research should focus on the systemic conse­
quences of change. Much of the rhetoric of reform in criminal justice 
has invoked the concept of "system," either claiming systemic rela­
tionships or deploring the lack of them. For example, it is argued that 
changes should not. be introduced in any part of the criminal justice 
system without careful consideration of their impact on other parts, or 
it is argued that changes are irrelevant to reform goals unless the 
changes are explicitly designed to have systemic impact. In both cases 
the arguments are essentially academic in the absence of reliable 
knowledge about relationships among the parts of the criminal justice 
system. As changes are introduced in one part of the criminal justice 
system, it is important to be able to consider their impact on other 
parts. The development of knowledge on the impact of such changes is 
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essential in order to carry out the mandates of the Safe Streets Act to 
LEAA and to the SPAS for planning for the criminal justice system. The 
current capability for planning on that system-wide basis is extremely 
limited and involves the use of models that do not deal with the adapta­
tion in the behavior of one part of the system to changes in another. 
Such a representation is less than adequate, since there is good evi­
dence that the various parts of the system do adapt to changes in their 
input. Little is known, however, about the nature of that adaptation. 

The first level of research requires the capacity to mount rigorously 
designed demonstrations in which proposed changes are made in real 
settings but under carefully controlled circumstances. This is not the 
place to argue the pros and cons of quasi-experimental design in 
evaluation research, but suffice it that such demonstrations would 
necessarily be hypothesis-testing procedures. Demonstrations of this 
sort should be distinguished from so-called impact evaluations; their 
guiding purpose must be reliable knowledge and not "intelligence" for 
decision makers. (It is an ironic truth about the practice of evaluation 
that information that is perfectly useful "intelligence" for the im­
mediate decision-making process may not be reliable knowledge. We 
reiterate that the role of a national research institute should be to 
produce reliable knowledge.) The second level of research requires a 
very different kind of methodology: namely, system input-output mod­
eling at a highly sophisticated level. Models of this sort, perhaps 
including econometric analyses, are needed to characterize the interac­
tions among the different parts of the criminal justice system. 

The combination of these two kinds of research on a subject provides 
an opportunity for integrating a variety of methodological and substan­
tive approaches. Most important, it requires researchers from different 
disciplines and pra<.:titioners to deal with the kinds of information 
important to each group. Without this sort of exchange, neither level of 
research can proceed successfully. A further benefit of such a research 
program would be to provide the data necessary to test common 
assumptions about the relationship (if any) between system reform and 
changes in the system's capacity to deal effectively with crime prob­
lems. In any case, the focus of this research program should be on the 
consequences of "reform"-change-rather than on "improving" the 
system as an end in itself. 

Socialization to Crime 

Variations in the compliance behavior of different groups in our society 
should be of major concern to policy makers. This is a question that 
touches on the efficacy of particular laws, on law enforcement prac-
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tices, on the level and diversity of criminal activity in the population, 
and ultimately on the political and social stability of the nation. 
Practical measures to cope with shifting t:rime patterns are not on the 
immediate horizon, in part because these patterns themselves are little 
understood. In order to develop a proper balance between deterring 
criminal activity and tolerating deviant behavior, we need to know 
more about the different socializing factors at work throughout our 
society. 

This requires detailed research of two distinct kinds: first, research 
on types of crimes, including methods, the importance of opportunities 
to commit such crimes, the application of law enforcement techniques, 
and patterns of crime commission across crime types; and second, 
research on socialization processes as they vary across the different 
experiences of members of this society and of other societies as well. 
Special attention should be accorded to relatively unresearched but 
widespread criminal behaviors, such as white-collar crimes and official 
corruption. Variations across racial and ethnic subcultures, between 
age groups, and between individual and group behaviors should be 
explored. 

The mix of levels of research is particularly important on this 
subject. Basic research on the processes of internalizing norms, explor­
ing relationships between child-rearing practices and responses to 
authority, studying how rulesllaws and constraints/punishments func­
tion in different cultures, surveying pu9.Jic attitudes toward crime and 
criminal behaviors, understanding variations in gang behavior over 
time-all can and should be focused on the question of socialization to 
crime. An even wider conceptual net can be achieved by including 
cross-cultural research on similar questions. While there is no obvious, 
immediate payoff for this research, a well-developed research program 
can, over time, provide legislators, judges, and law enforcement prac­
titioners with a broad working understanding of propensities for crime 
and the potential for controlling crime in our ')ociety. 

Focusing the Criminal Law 

A major way in which the nation might control crime and strengthen 
criminal justice is through the use of criminal law as an instrument. It is 
a striking fact that little, if any, of the Institute's work has been devoted 
to changes in the criminal law. This may be due to frustration over the 
word-magical thinking of many law professors, legislators, and judges 
that the passage of a law outlawing particular acts was tantamount to 
the elimination of those acts. Substantial experience to the contrary 
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has led to the abandonment of exclusive reliance on researchers in 
criminal law and to the involvement of researchers in other disciplines 
in the search for instrumental knowledge about crime control. In the 
course of the search, criminal law has come to be viewed as a constant. 
We believe, on the contrary, that it is useful to view it as a modifiable 
instrument, capable, if handled by properly informed lawmakers, of 
accomplishing much toward crime control. 

The Committee recommends that systematic, interdisciplinary re­
search concerning the impact of the criminal law-undertaken with an 
eye to reshaping that body oflaw-be caITied out as part of the effort at 
crime control. There is a developing consensus in America that our 
criminal law suffers from being too diffuse in the range of acts it seeks 
to regulate. It provides little guidance to police and prosecutors as to 
which areas of behavior ought to be the focus of criminal law enforce­
ment. Without such guidance, enforcement becomes subject to a wide 
range of discretion by police and prosecutors. In consequence, the 
administration of the criminal law is erratic, in the sense that the same 
acts carry diverse probabilities of apprehension and punishment, de­
pending on the whims of particular police, the current interest of 
particular prosecutors, and the fluctuating state of public opinion. 

It is possible that criminal law could be far more effective if it were 
confined more narrowly to those acts that are widely believed to 
represent serious violations of the minimum requirements for public 
order. Current research suggests that there exists a widespread con­
sensus in all segments of the population concerning the most serious 
crimes-particularly crimes involving violence. Further research 
should be undertaken to test the extent and depth of such a consensus. 
Focusing the criminal sanction on such consensus serious offenses 
could reduce the erratic nature of criminal law enforcement and should 
increase the likelihood that the police and prosecutors will be sup­
ported by the public, through informed controls and information, in 
their efforts at crime control. The Institute could be particularly helpful 
in developing rigorous evaluations of various enforcement strategies. 
Since changes in enforcement are often politically sensitive, especially 
for the police department involved, the Institute should make a major 
effort to create cooperative relationships with police departments 
willing to participate in experimental ventures. Thus, research can 
contribute to the shaping of a uniform, enforceable, popular criminal 
law. 

Such a program should also provide guidance on two further impor­
tant issues: one, the utilization of proper and effective sanctions that 
will be popularly perceived as legitimate and that will prove to be 
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functionally effective; and two, the handling through alternative means 
of social control (such as administrative processes and civil law) of 
othe~ acts that do not fall within the sphere of the minimum, focused 
criminal law. Each of these issues overlaps with the central concern of 
two other recommended research priorities-deterrence and the con­
sequences of introducing change in the criminal justice system-and 
some coordination among these concerns should result in productive 
exchange. 

SUMMARY 

This report has identified a number of problems that beset the opera­
tions and environment of the Institute. The recommendations set forth 
above are a product of the Committee's analysis of these problems; as 
such, they represent not only our judgment of what remedies are 
necessary but also our conception of what an effective National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice should look like. In 
summary, therefore, we want to state what we believe the cumulative 
effects of our recommendations would be. 

The mission of the Institute would be to develop reliable, generaliz­
able knowledge about crime, criminal behaviors, and the effectiveness 
of crime control methods and policies. The sole reason for the Insti­
tute's existence is this service mission, which the Committee fully 
endorses. But since research itself can never be an instrument for 
solving social problems, the Institute \Vould avoid all pretense of 
providing immediate solutions and instead mount a program of 
medium- to long-range research projects directed at producing knowl­
edge about crime problems. As a national research institute, it would 
not attempt to serve a planning or "intelligence" function for SPAS, but 
instead would develop the resources necessary to undertake research 
that is not feasible or appropriate at the state or local level. 

The kinds of resources required to accomplish this mission-ideas 
from a wide range of sources, research skills from a variety of disci­
plines, and data-have either been lacking altogether or in very short 
supply throughout the history of the Institute. Just as crime is not 
solely a sociological or a psychological or a political or an economic 
problem, neither is it solely a police, courts, or corrections problem. 
Flexible programs of research, directed at problems such as deterrence 
and rehabilitation, would mobilize the research community in the most 
productive way. Another crucial ingredient would be standardized data 
on a variety of crime-related variables; good data are a powerful 
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incentive to productive research. The capacity to generate its own data 
on the basis of research needs would put the Institute in an efficacious 
position to attract the best scientific minds to crime research. 

After mission and program, there are three other key features that 
follow from the Committee's recommendations: broadened access to 
program development, mechanisms for quality control, and measures 
to insulate the Institute from destructive pressures. Broadened access 
would open program development to a variety of perspectives on crime 
problems, including those of the wider social science research commu­
nity, those of individuals and groups whose experiences with crime 
differ not only among themselves but also from the standard law 
enforcement view, and those of ordinary "consumers" of criminal 
justice activities. The Institute would actively seek the views of such 
diverse groups through sponsoring or participating in a variety of 
conferences, consultations with professional organizations, and other 
means that facilitate the exchange of ideas among researchers, prac­
titioners, and users. Further, the several levels of the Institute's formal 
advisory system would include an appropriate mix of perspectives in 
order to prevent the kind of narrow approach to criminal justice 
research that is now characteristic of the Institute. 

The Institute's advisory system would also be used (as it has not in 
the past) to provide quality control over the research process. The 
Committee's evaluation of a sample of grants and contracts awards 
concluded that the major source of weakness in the Institute's research 
program was poor project design. While the remedy for such a weak­
ness is necessarily complex, a critical factor is the process of project 
review. Following the Committee's recommendations, the Institute 
would have all proposals (including any concept papers that are being 
considered seriously) reviewed by outside experts, not only for their 
practical value but also for their methodological soundness; this could 
not be done by a mail review of individual projects. The Institute would 
use program area panels, meeting regularly, to ensure continuity in the 
use of criteria and in the cumulation of knowledge, panels with a mix of 
researchers and practitioner/users to provide proper guidance for the 
long-range development of each program area. It would use sub-panels 
for methodological review. Broadened access and rigorous quality 
cOiltrol can only enhance the stature and visibility of the Institute, both 
of which it so clearly needs. 

Finally, the lri:stitute would be insulated from destructive pressures. 
This report has detailed the kinds of pressures that have beset NILECJ 

throughout its history, ranging from unrealistic Congressional expecta­
tions in the early years to the continuing demands that the Institute 
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perform a direct service function within the LEAA programming and 
delivery structure. However well intentioned these pressures might 
have been, they created impossible conditions for the development of a 
productive research program. Especially harmful was the use of crime 
rates to measure the effectiveness of research-a test that no research 
program could or should meet. The Committee has concluded that the 
capacity to protect the integrity of research from the pressures of 
action programs was never developed, largely because the director 
never had the authority to control the Institute program. To remedy the 
situation, the Institute would be reconstituted as an independent re­
search agency within the Department of Justice and accorded final 
approval authority over all awards as well as control over its adminis­
trative budget, personnel, and detailed program review. Furthermore, 
a Criminal Justice Research Advisory Board would be established, by 
statute, as a final protection against any politicization of the research 
program. 

In sum, the Committee's recommendations address five critical 
factors in the development of a successful research program: its 
mission, resources, access, quality control, and protection from the 
short-term pressures of a politicized environment. Because we believe 
that implementing these recommendations will substantially aid the 
Institute in its future work, we strongly urge their adoption. 

We are aware, however, that these measures are necessary but not 
sufficient conditions for success. Rigorous review procedures, 
broadened access, prote~tion from politicization are clearly 
important-but it would be naive to assume that they alone can 
guarantee effective performance in such a difficult field. The Commit­
tee of fifteen members embodies varying degrees of optimism. It is 
unanimous, however, in urging that a serious effort be made to imple­
ment its recommendations in order to provide the best possible condi­
tions for socially useful criminal justice research. 
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Case Study­
Advanced Technology 

FREDRICA D. KRAMER 

The Institute's sponsorship of advanced technology research and de­
velopment (R&D) illustrates a number of issues: the political demands 
under which NILECJ has operated, the complexity and necessity of 
defining objectives on which to base program choices, and the neces­
sity of maintaining vigilance over their execution. The advanced 
technology program is documented here by a case study, not to make 
special judgment on its management or substantive research, but 
because it illustrates clearly the implementation of a characteristic 
Institute stratagem-that of contracting out for whole program 
components-and the consequences of that approach in the particular 
context in which both the technology program is defined and NILECJ 

operates. 
The case study is based on extensive interviews with NILECJ staff, 

examination of internal NILECJ program documents, * and an extensive 
3-day meeting of Committee members and staff with representatives of 
NILECJ'S major advanced technology contractors (the MITRE Corpora­
tion, Aerospace's Law Enforcement and Telecommunications Divi­
sion, the Law Enforcement Standards Laboratory of the National 
Bureau of Standards, the body armor research project at Department 
of the Army) and NILECJ'S Advanced Technology Division (ATD) staff. 

*In addition to internal memoranda, actual contract documents (annual reports and 
annual operating plans, program and project plans, monthly progress reports, task plans, 
and specific project reports) were consulted. 
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PROGRAM STRUCTURE 

Genesis of NILECJ'S Advanced Technology Effort 

There is no evidence that NILECJ at any time in its history chose to 
integrate so-called technological R&D for crime problem-solving with 
research activities that are based on the social and behavioral sciences. 
Therefore, technology R&D is planned and conducted separately from 
research programming for police, courts, corrections, prevention, etc. 

Current ATD staff points to the President's Commission on Law 
Enforcement and the Administration of Justice (the Crime Commis­
sion) recommendations as a rationale for technology research as it is 
conceived at NILECJ. The Crime Commission* recommended that the 
federal government sponsor a science and technology R&D program, 
a federal coordinated equipment standards program (perhaps using the 
National Bureau of Standards), encourage operations research staff in 
large criminal justice agencies, and create a major scientific and 
technological research staff within a research institute (pp. 269-71). It 
also set the stage for extramural research: "The program would 
inevitably require technical guidance of a breadth and quality exceed­
ing that which could be expected of any internal technical staff' (p. 
270). Though the Crime Commission's report does talk about such 
things as police command and control systems and better statistics on 
recidivism in this context, it does not address the important issue of 
integration of technological and nontechnological research. Indeed, it 
deals with the need for science and technology in criminal justice only 
by suggesting that a discrete program for such research be established. 

The legislation that mandated the National Institute was no more 
specific in prescribing a strategy or suggesting a need to integrate 
technological research with social and behavioral research. Indeed, 
since the Institute was an afterthought in the overall LEAA legislation, 
there was nothing persuasive in its legislative history-floor debate, 
committee work, hearings-to assist in considering such integration. 

The technology program in NILECJ began and has remained structur­
ally separate from the other research programs. Under the directorship 
of Henry Ruth, it was located in the Center for Criminal Justice 
Operations and Management (a nomenclature reminiscent of the Crime 
Commission recommendations). Under Martin Danziger, it was ad-

*President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice (1967) 
The Challenge a.fCrime in a Free Society. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office. 
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ministered primarily through the Equipment Systems Improvement 
Program (ESIP), and currently, it is administered by tht Advanced 
Technology Division (ATO) within the Office of Research Programs. An 
overriding issue relates to the isolation of technology R&D: Is it useful, 
or even feasible, to consider technology research and development as a 
separate and discrete activity? How can one assure that adequate 
attention is paid to nontechnological solutions to problems either 
through organizational structure or through mechanisms of program 
planning and development? 

Strategy 

Whatever the structure, technology research and development was 
originally administered, as with other N1LECJ research, under many 
separate grants. Director Danziger offered probably the first attempt at 
a systematic process for analyzing technology needs and then prescrib­
ing a development and standards operation based on that analysis; each 
of the parts of this process were to be performed outside the Institute 
under contract. 

The technology program under Director Danziger was called the 
Equipment Systems Improvement Program (ESIP). ESIP was a three­
part, umbrella-contract* structure consisting of an Analysis Group, a 
Development Group, and a Standards Group. Under this structure, 
most of the planning, analysis, needs assessment, development, and 
some dissemination was contracted out. Of the nearly $31 million that 
the Institute has spent on technology research and development, 
almost $22 million was spent under the ESIP structure. t 

The umbrella-contract structure was not singled out for advanced 
technology, though the umbrella-contract program in advanced 
technology has remained the largest, with perhaps the greatest conse­
quence. In its original conception, the umbrella-contract structure was 

*The umbrella contract is a contract in which, under broadly defined mandates. the 
prime contractor is largely responsible for defining the program and subcontracting 
pieces of that program to others under its supervision. While the prime contracts specify 
only, say, hardware or technology development, the pieces include development of 
blood analysis techniques, burglar alarms, body armor, and several other major projects 
with numerous subcontractors performing the work. 
tThe 3-day conference that the Committee's subcommittee on technology held with the 
major contractors therefore scrutinized the major portion of advanced technology 
research and development that the Institute has funded. Neither the conference nor this 
case study examined most of the small technology projects supported outside the 
umbrella contracts. 
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typical of other organizing modes during Martin Danziger's tenure. It 
was a way of correcting an earlier trend toward funding a plethora of 
small unrelated projects representing particular staff interests, often 
allegedly of poor quality and offering little payoff. * It was hoped that 
the three segments would provide quality products as well as a system 
of checks and balances for each other. 

Implementation 

MITRE Corporation was selected as the Analysis Group and funded for 
$J million in its first year. It was to set up an elaborate field organiza­
tion with selected user agencies at the local level to provide problem 
analysis and hardware requirements to the Institute. The Aerospace 
Corporation was selected as the Development Group, at $1.8 million in 
the same year, to begin development of specific products. 

Unfortunately, analysis and development started at the same time. 
The rationale for simultaneous MITRE and Aerospace start-ups is 
unclear. Some suggest that inflated estimates of forthcoming budgets 
led to expectations that the Development Group would expand suffi­
ciently to absorb the larger output ofthe Analysis Group, while enough 
critical and obvious problems existed to begin certain development 
projects immediately. Three consequences of the simultaneous start-up 
are worth noting. First, the budget did not increase as anticipated and 
there was soon clearly no use for the voluminous product of the 
Analysis Group; the effort wa~', scrapped 14 months and about $2.6 
million after start-up. Second, because the two efforts started simulta­
neously. the Development Group had to plan its first agenda without 
the benefit of the work of the Analysis Group. Third, because of the 
nature of many development projects-their large size and. cost and 
long time to completion-those projects initiated through this separate 
planning mechanism continued despite any recommendations from the 
Analysis Group, and, in many cases, despite desires on the part of the 
Institute to make major changes in the development program. In short, 
commitments to early decisions and early dollars were locked in. 

The first year, the Development Group undertook eight projects, 
five of which continued through fiscal 1975; in fiscal 1974, four new 
projects were begun, three of which continued through fiscal 1975. 

*The use of contracts rather than grants was also intended as a measure to increase 
accountability for the Institute. While there are separate administrative problems as­
suciated with contract management (discussed below), the contract mechanism per se is 
not here in question. 
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Major projects have included development of a burglar alarm system, a 
citizen alarm system, blood and blood stain analysis, explosive detec­
tion, gunshot residue, latent fingerprint analysis,* lightweight body 
armor, and an improved patrol vehicle. The Development Group also 
provided technical and program planning support. By the end of fiscal 
1975, the Group had spent between $14 and $16 million. 

The third ESIP component was the Standards Group. Although 
conceptually part of ESIP, it was in fact created in 1971 prior to the ESIP 

scheme; the notion of a standards laboratory for law enforcement 
related back to the Crime Commission. It was contracted to the 
National Bureau of Standards (NBS) which set up a Law Enforcement 
Systems Laboratory (LESL). LESL is a technical management unit 
within the National Bureau of Standards that funnels law enforcement 
work to operating laboratories within the NBS. It has undertaken over 
160 separate projects on communications equipment, security systems, 
protective equipment, investigative aids and other systems (like lights 
and sirens, buildings, vehicles), etc. Through the first 10 months of 
fiscal 1976, LESL completed 34 standards, 6 guidelines, 50 reports, and 
7 materials. Through fiscal 1975 it had been allocated $8.03 million. 

Though the three components seemed inclusive, what was not 
wholly contracted out and was not adequately planned for was dis­
semination. No clear explanation for this is apparent. Staff involved in 
the initial planning claim to have been concerned with dissemination 
but do not appear to have adequately responded to their own concern. 
Specifically, the responsibility was not assumed by NILECJ'S Office of 
Technology Transfer, which does assume primary responsibility for 
dissemination of other NILECJ divisions. The ATD and the contractors 
have experienced considerable difficulty in linking up products with 
the user community. 

While there does appear to have been some linkup at decision­
making points to top management in NILECJ, there was no mandated 
linkup between technology and nontechnology divisions during pro­
gram planning or implementation. If there were to be any real checks 
and balances on a substantive level they would have to be either among 
the very loosely related contractors or between the contractors and an 
Institute program staff that was at once primarily technologically 
oriented and quite peripheral to the operations of the program planning 
process. 

*The Aerospace Corporation did not choose to report to the Committee on blood 
analysis, explosive detection, gunshot residue, or latent fingerprint analysis. 
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Inherent Premises 

NILECJ has operated for the dominant part of its life on the premise that 
an agency can buy a coordinated piece of technological research and 
development by contracting for analysis, development, and standard­
setting functions under separate, large umbrella contracts. It was 
assumed that it was appropriate and feasible for the Institute (the ATD 
staff in particular) to relinquish the opportunity to carefully consider 
certain broad issues of technology research and development. It was 
assumed further that this was a productive strategy even in light of the 
relatively isolated position of technological research within the Insti­
tute's organizational and administrative structure. 

One question is whether nontechnological rather than technological 
solutions to crime will be given adequate consideration in each instance 
of project selection and design. Conversely, could nontechnological 
alternatives, if appropriate, be implemented given the isolated position 
of ATD? Since the program was administered solely under the Ad­
vanced Technology Division aegis, when the Analysis Group's work 
did prescribe nontechnological product recommendations they could 
not be assimilated in Institute work. 

Another question is whether contractors could adequately consider 
or should appropriately consider issues that would normally be decided 
by the funding agency, such as: Who would use the research or 
developed product (direct clientele and indirect clientele)? What jus­
tified technological research and development in the public sector 
(when was research a public good, why had the private market chosen 
not to undertake development of certain products, who should be in the 
business of risk taking)? How could the research findings or products 
be disseminated (motivating local law enforcement agencies to use new 
techniques and devices, achieving cumulativeness, and creating an 
infrastructure to exchange ideas, generate new ones, and build on 
ongoing research)? The extension of this is that contractors responsible 
for discrete components of the total research and development package 
would be called upon, implicitly, to judge the usefulness-in terms of 
social utility, the justification for public expenditure, and appropriate 
consumers of products-of products they had contracted to develop. 
The Committee has argued in other contexts that NILECJ does not have 
a clear sense of mission independent of the pressures it experiences 
from both LEAA and a larger political arena. Therefore, in the absence 
of guidance from NILECJ, contractors would assess such questions in 
term.s of their own understanding of the overall mission of NILECJ. 
Finally, dissemination ultimately would have to largely take care of 
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itself since it was not formally part of the ESIP package and con­
sequently no one took real responsibility for it. 

Most important, the success of each component depended on the 
coordination of the whole. That coordination was solely an in-house 
staff function that, ironically, was dependent on the competency of a 
staff no longer intimately involved with planning or executing the 
work. And administration of the umbrella contract would likely de­
mand more than the usual administrative and technical competence. 

PROGRAM OPERATION 

How well or badly the strategy actually worked can be assessed by 
examples in each phase of the program. It is telling that obstacles to 
successful program implementation were common to more than one 
contractor. 

Generating Ideas: Where did the Technology Agenda Come 
From? 

The Analysis Group 

When it began in fiscal 1973, the Analysis Group was intended to 
generate ideas for the whole program. MITRE, the contractor for analy­
sis, set up field organizations in local criminal justice agencies in seven 
locations to conduct operations research that would generate problems 
for technology research and development. MITRE developed a compli­
cated flow process with several different levels of analysis and review 
ending in a so-called operational requirement or prescription for 
technology research. The field analysis and ATD review were together 
intended to translate the field work into recommendations for de­
velopment. 

The system met with problems in the field; as a result, lines of 
authority sometimes became blurred between local agency officials and 
MITRE headquarters and readjusting these relationships added time to 
start-up. The system also met with uncertain reaction by NILECJ since 
MITRE attempted to apply an open-ended operations research approach 
that often produced reports that NILECJ found difficult to apply to the 
task at hand. By the time MITRE'S Analysis effort was terminated it had 
identified 138 problems and produced 4 "problem statements" and 1 
"operational requirement," all of seemingly little use for prescribing 
hardware development ideas. And because the relationship between 
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the analysis and development tasks was not well synchronized, an 
elaborate planning effort was undertaken by the development group to 
determine its program. 

MITRE did, however, contribute to the planning process that Aero­
space undertook to select candidates for development projects for fiscal 
1974. MITRE was asked to create a weighting system for five major crime 
types using mechanisms like the SeWn and Wofgang index of serious­
ness and the Uniform Crime Reports data on offenses and clearance 
rates. MITRE also produced detailed problem analyses, and the result­
ing possible projects were scored according to measures of the useful­
ness of the approach and the significance of the crime it addressed­
improving the quality of criminal justice and decreasing the incidence 
of the crime. Though it was a quick, single-shot effort by MITRE, it 
provided some data for the Aerospace planning effort. 

The Development Group 

Aerospace, in turn, attempted to rank order 78 different development 
projects using MITRE-identified problem areas, NILECJ staff input, and 
ideas of its own staff to generate a set of final choices for its develop­
ment work. Aerospace used five evaluation criteria: the MITRE problem 
area priority, technical factors, application and economic factors, 
anticipated research and development costs, and civil factors. Civil 
factors were an assessment of the social, political, and legislative 
factors that could influence the acceptability of a proposed solution, 
like invasion of privacy or abridgement of civil liberties. 

Interestingly, the civil factors were only scored on an up or down 
basis; that is, the project got a "1" if there were no civil problems and a 
"0" if there was. The index did not prove to be particularly dis­
criminating. There is also some ambiguity about whose consideration 
of civil factors was at issue. For instance, cattle prods easily received 
zeros. But a citizen alarm-would citizens like it, use it, see it as 
an intrusive gadget in their midst even though it was intended to help 
them-was rated acceptable. Aerospace staff admit to their lack of 
expertise in making such judgments, yet because of their charge, they 
had to make them and without much guidance from the Institute. Some 
of the candidate projects that were ranked quite low on these measures 
were actually undertaken for other reasons: some represented prior 
Institute or LEAA commitment; some were already underway. But the 
exercise is interesting in that it represents an unusual attempt to 
systematically discriminate useful projects for development. 
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The Standards Group 

To provide an initial framework for program planning, in 1972 the NBS 

Standards Group (the Law Enforcement Systems Laboratory, or LESL) 

administered an extensive Equipment Needs Survey to about 1200 
police departments in the country. This provided a loose guideline for 
its initial choice of projects. LESL staff have expressed a deep concern 
for adequately reflecting user needs and used a variety of other 
techniques, including talking to users and surveying the literature, to 
set priorities. LESL also has had a particularly close relationship with 
ATD staff. The LESL program choices in that sense represent a joint 
ATD/LESL effort. But, as with other contractors, the interface with the 
Institute is with one individual-the program manager-on the ATD 

staff. In any case, the nominating procedure is essentially LESL ini­
tiated; the ATD has been primarily reactive. 

In all cases, then, ideas have been generated more often than not by 
the contractors themselves and not by NILECJ planning. 

Other Sources 

In fiscal 1975, a needs assessment and formal process of generating 
ideas was initiated again in limited fashion through a grant to the 
International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) that is still ongoing. 
The IACP received a $384,000 grant to set up an Equipment and 
Technology Center both to assess police equipment-related needs and 
to disseminate equipment-related information to the police community. 
Included in the dissemination plans are readable standards, warnings, 
manufacturers' listings, and the results of new research. The IACP does 
not, however, see as its job the entire function of equipment-needs 
analysis. The IACP work is not directly related to the current develop­
ment contract effort, nor will it formally relate to future development 
efforts. It addresses itself only to the police community. It was not 
directed by the Institute to look at past analysis efforts and it does not 
appear to be looking for a different way to set long-term priorities for 
new work. It is not clear whether this limited function is a result of the 
Institute's having re-thought its own role in analysis or simply in­
adequate structure of the new IACP grant. 

Future Agendas 

In fact, Institute staff is not currently concerned with development of 
new ideas for technology research. Indeed, they seem singularly unin-
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terested in the process of generating ideas for development. ATD staff 
have some "back-pocket" ideas that with adequate funds they might 
still like to pursue, but when the current development projects run their 
course there is no strategy now under consideration for systematic 
program planning. And there is no apparent interest in achieving or 
resurveying former technology planning efforts. 

The Institute is also not apparently concerned with spreading its 
technology research agenda much beyond police needs. Surely there 
are examples of projects that relate to other user groups and surely 
there are problem analyses for other contexts. But there is no systema­
tic advisory mechanism that could bring system-wide concerns to the 
process of generating ideas or to setting priorities. 

Setting Priorities 

For whom are these projects designed? What justification is there for 
undertaking them? Will the products be used? 

Identifying Users and Tailoring Products for Utilization 

The first question in setting priorities is who should use the product? 
That question not only assists in clarifying appropriate products, but it 
assists also in assuring that appropriate links are made between pro­
duction and use. The A TD defines its audience as primarily the law 
enforcement community. It appears that any finer distinctions have 
been left to the decisions of the contractors. But since the contractors' 
primary audience has been assumed to be the Institute, questions of 
ultimate usefulness and mechanisms for technology transfer have been 
second order. 

For example, although LESL, the Standards Group at NBS, used the 
police to suggest useful projects, it defined its primary client as the 
Institute, and therefore was willing to let the Institute maintain respon­
sibility for disseminating products back to the police. The consequence 
has been that standards have most often been published in a highly 
technical format and have been difficult for local agencies to use. The 
quality of the standards is not in question. Indeed, NBS'S work shows a 
high degree of professionalism as does its concern for utilization. For 
instance, LESL includes in its guidelines assessments of under what 
conditions a standard or guideline is appropriate to be applied so as to 
reflect different user needs. They also express interest in compliance 
testing of products now on the market. But NBS produces standards for 
the Institute and the Institute is responsible for dissemination; it is at 
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the juncture with the Institute that the system runs into trouble. A good 
example of the lack of appropriate dissemination is that state forensics 
laboratory standards are not traceable to NBS, although such standards 
are available from NBS. The rest of the system is not exploiting readily 
available information and the Institute, not NBS, would have to provide 
this link. There are other instances that underscore LESL'S interest in 
getting their product to the ultimate user. LESL is in contact, for 
instance, with the National Association of State Purchasing Officials to 
alert them to new standards in which the Association would be in­
terested. 

But redrafting and publishing the standards have been left to an A TD 

staff largely ill-equipped to perform the task. The IACP grant and recent 
additions of a technical writer/editor to the ATD are attempts to 
remedy the situation. Other remedies to ensure that the products are 
used do not appear to be emphasized. For example, standards that 
LESL produces for another client agency* are made mandatory; LESL 

states that NILECJ has no interest in making its standards mandatory. t 
Another example of the Institute's problems in reaching appropriate 

audiences concerns its contract with the Edgewood Arsenal. The Army 
has already spent about $500,000 on researching the capabilities of 
Kevlar 29 as body armor (and they are in the process of spending 
another $500,000 on further research). One objective of the research 
was to develop a predictive model of blunt trauma effect that would be 
the basis of a standard for purchasing vests. Again, however, the 
Army's client is the Institute. Since the Institute is responsible for 
dissemination, the Army has no idea whether or how their reports 
reach police departments or purchasing officials. 

The Army's research on blunt trauma effect has gone into a second 
phase, testing the effect of more high-powered weaponry than is 
ordinarily found in urban street crime. Their rationale is that some 
police departments are already using and others are indicating an 
interest in using heavier caliber, high-velocity weapons. In addition, in 
22 percent of police shootings, the officers are shot with their own 
weapons. Since police weapons are often high powered, the Army feels 
that these new data are necessary. 

The justification for this further research is questionable on a number 
of grounds. First, development of a lightweight, bullet-proof vest was 
originally undertaken to offer generalized protection from unexpected 

*LESL is under contract to the National Highway Traffic and Safety Administration. 
tOne suggestion for doing so would be to attach standards compliance to the USe of LEAA 

Part C action funds at the state and local level. 
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ambush or from injury incurred during active pursuit of a criminal. 
Developing new armor to protect against relatively unusual threats­
like the police weapon snatched by a criminal and used against the 
arresting officer-is not exactly compatible with the vest's original 
purpose. Furthermore, if protection against heavier caliber weaponry 
will necessitate heavier-ply fabric, then the original objective of light 
weight and wearability is again compromised. And, if it is simply a 
matter of increased ply or denser weave, the relevant question is: 
When has enough information been amassed for industry to extrapolate 
from the existing research to test a new product? Do the manufacturers 
of body armor have sufficient data to proceed with their work? Again, 
it is not the quality of the research per se that is the question: 
competent research on blunt trauma effect is a purchasable commodity, 
and the Army may have supplied it well enough. But proper guidance 
on the limits of the research, performance specifications, and the like is 
not purchasable; the Institute must provide these limits to reflect the 
user community's needs. A clear understanding of the limits of the 
research based on expectations of use of the final product does not 
appear to be the basis of the research. 

MITRE also defined its client as the Institute, yet, as described 
earlier, the Institute had no adequate process by which to integrate the 
Analysis Group's findings and translate them into orders that could be 
implemented for development. Since the Institute gave no apparent 
guidance on the limits of the work, MITRE applied a liberal definition to 
its operations research task and hence produced analyses often only 
tangentially related to new hardware development. 

In sum, the worst consequence of this blurred sense of audience is 
that the performers of research and development become distanced 
from the most critical questions of ultimate usefulness and sensibility 
of their work because such questions have really not been theirs to 
worry about. 

Assessing Public Versus Private Investment 

The second question in setting priorities is whether the government, 
and NILECJ in particular, is justified in becoming involved in develop­
ment. The rationale for Institute involvement has been often as uncer­
tain as its understanding of audience. If the Institute is to undertake 
particular hardware development, it should be assumed that that same 
research will not be undertaken by other institutions in society (private 
or public), that the research and development has a reasonable chance 
of being put to use in new product markets, and that the ust', to which it 
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is put will be some social good. Several examples suggest that an 
exercise of discrimination on these grounds was not uniformly applied. 

An analysis of the false-alarm rate in commercial burglar alarms 
produced a research and development effort to build a better burglar 
alarm. Reducing false alarms, on the face of it, is probably a social 
good. But the development effort did not apparently raise the overall 
question of why the many private companies that manufacture burglar 
alarms had not undertaken to develop an improved alarm. Through 
fiscal 1975, the Development Group's burglar alarm project had been 
underway for three years, it had cost over $1 million, it was not yet 
ready for a field test, and a private manufacturer recently produced an 
improved alarm system independent of the publicly sponsored effort. 
If the publicly supported effort is not sensitive to the speed or interest 
of the private sector in technological innovation, or if it cannot support 
risk-taking adventures that private firms will not support, its justifica­
tion for research and development is not strong. The striking charac­
teristic of much of the technological research NILECJ has funded is that 
it is not risk taking enough to be on the frontier of its field. 

Commercial viability is a sufficiently complex problem to demand 
considerable attention on the part of both the Institute and the contrac­
tors. Such attention does not appear to have been given, largely, 
perhaps, because there is no one within the present structure who is in 
a position to give it. For instance, once Kevlar 29 (the nylon fiber that 
resists bullet impact) was developed and tested,'numerous weaving and 
tailoring firms moved in to produce the material and the bullet-proof 
garments. But it remains to be seen whether bullet-proof vests will be 
more than a passing fad (like mace was for patrolmen a few years back) 
and hence whether they will remain solid market items. Ironically, 
since Kevlar 29 does not deteriorate rapidly, equipping police depart­
ments with~bullet-proof vests made of it is likely to be primarily a 
one-time expense. If the Institute is concerned with assuring that the 
standards for vests are incorporated into production and purchasing 
decisions, it needs to concern itself with potential market appeal (or 
lack of it) of such vests. The payoff in developing marketable products 
is that the best vehicle for dissemination is often the producer itself. 

Another example of the Institute's lack of concern with commercial 
viability is the improved patrol car development project. Aerospace 
had committed $2.6 million to the project through fiscal 1976. Au­
tomobile manufacturers are presumably both suited for and interested 
in producing more saleable automobiles tailored to the needs ofparticu­
lar clientele. Yet they have reportedly expressed.distinct disinterest in 
the new patrol cars with fuel-saving devices and sophisticated com-
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puter equipment installations, citing the prohibitive costs of the new 
vehicles. 

Weighing Alternative Strategies 

A third question relevant to making appropriate choices for project 
development is whether alternative projects and strategies will be 
adequately considered. 

The umbrella-contract structure as it now exists does not allow for 
an ideal mix of strategies to be assessed. An ideal process would 
examine nontechnological alternatives to each equipment development 
strategy, and it would be capable of planning cumulative approaches to 
broad problem areas. Contractors do not consciously do the latter; 
neither the structure nor the expertise available in individual contrac­
tors encouraged the former. 

The isolated position of the technology program within the Institute 
and relative to other agencies has not afforded it real opportunity to 
measure its problem-solving strategies against alternatives. The hard­
ware projects that the Institute has undertaken are not part of a 
repertoire of approaches to a particular criminal justice problem but 
rather are isolated and discrete. Problems and projects are approached 
as hardware questions or not hardware questions. Interest in 
technological research by nontechnological staff, moreover, seems to 
have often been affected by feelings of threat or competition. * 

Numerous examples of hardware development projects speak to the 
limitations of a narrow technical approach. The analysis for the im­
proved burglar alarm did not question whether nontechnical solutions 
alone (like stiffer sanctions for false alarms) might bettcr correct for the 
squandering of police services on false alarms. It did not question 
whether quick response to real alarms would be sufficiently helpful in 
reducing burglaries to warrant development of improved hardware. 
Finally, Aerospace claims not to be able to know what effect new 
burglar alarms will have on burglaries and is content to proceed with 
development and hope to answer the question after development. 
Similarly, the question of whether citizens will be motivated to use the 
citizen's alarm was not considered paramount in making a decision to 
undertake development, nor was the question of whether police would 
consistently wear the improved bullet-proof vest considered prior to 

"MITRE staff recalled initial, keen interest on the part of ORP corrections staff to MITRE'S 

rape study because the study was considered potentially competitive to the other 
division's own work. 
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development. Apart from the obvious sacrifice of social or non­
technological approaches, isolating technological research and de­
velopment certainly adds a particular pressure to the work of the ATD 

staff since failure or success to problem solving will be measured by the 
hardware development approach alone. 

Finally, the pr~gram does not appear to have been successful in 
ensuring a productive cumulation of knowledge both from related work 
in other government agencies and in the larger research community. 
There is no evidence of consistent coupling with other agencies doing 
similar work. Evidence suggests that contact between NILECJ and other 
government agencies or with different divisions of LEAA tends to be ad 
hoc and often motivated by considerations of "turf' more than indis­
putable appropriateness of jurisdiction. For example, although ATD has 
undertaken research on fingerprints, the job of advanced fingerprint 
retrieval has now been given to the Systems Division of LEAA'S 

National Criminal Justice Statistical Service and ATD'S work will not 
be pursued. For another example, although ATD staff has developed an 
extensive five-year plan for forensics, its future remains uncertain 
because forensics is a particular interest of the FBI. 

Relationships with other organizations in related research can also 
serve as a screening mechanism to discover expenditures more appro­
priate to other agencies than LEAA. The police car project is a good 
example: it is clear that other agencies, like the Department of Trans­
portation, or the Detroit manufacturers themselves are more adept at 
automobile research than LEAA. Had LEAA been talking with these 
organizations prior to development, it is likely that either a better 
project would have been prescribed or LEAA'S involvement would have 
been considerably altered. In addition, the relationship among contrac­
tors within ATD has not been ideal. Evidence suggests that particular 
problems of communication have existed among the contractors, 
which has resulted in duplication of efforts as well as a strain on 
effective management of the program as a whole. * 

Managing the Program 

Certain issues that appear to be essentially related to management have 
affected program content. The umbrella-contract structure with large 
unit costs (estimates range from $55,000 to $90,000 per staff-year on the 
development contract) often creates a tendency to see projects of 

"'It is still unclear whether the Army's and Aerospace's body armor research is unrelated, 
unnecessarily duplicative, or properly additive. 
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questionable value through to the end to justify the large expenditure of 
time and effort. * The structure has often precluded simultaneously 
funding of varied approaches to particular problems. A review of 
technology-related concept papers that the Institute has rejected 
suggests that promising projects are rejected because they are duplica­
tive of the large contract program. In the end, large contracts have the 
potential of becoming self-justifying. The Aerospace development con­
tract includes a technical support function, which often involves re­
view of concept papers and proposals. While the contractor surely has 
useful expertise on a technical level, the contract becomes the vehicle 
for passing judgment on the suitability of its potential competitors. It is 
also possible that the umbrella contracts create, in their effects, license 
to diffuse contractor energies into inappropriate tasks. MITRE states 
that during its analysis effort it reportedly received assorted ad hoc and 
unwritten work assignments. In short, MITRE was hired for a specific 
expertise, but the Institute staff saw MITRE as a general helping 
organization and so proceeded to approach the MITRE staff with 
numerous, unrelated requests for assistance that drew staff away from 
their assigned tasks and responsibilities. 

The umbrella structure also creates a series of layers that allow 
decisions to be made on subcontract tasks largely out of the control of 
the Institute and tasks to be penormed that are inappropriate to the 
skills of particular contractors. For example, because Aerospace is 
conducting the field tests of the new body armor, it is responsible for 
the user survey, including measurement of attitudinal and behavior 
changes that may accompany use of the new armor. Aerospace, by its 
own admission, is not expert in attitudinal research: but because 
Aerospace has the umbrella contract, it oversees the subcontracting to 
an appropriate survey research firm; and because of that structure, 
Aerospace rather than the Institute poses the questions to be an­
swered. In effect, the Institute has relinquished control to an inappro­
priate penormer. 

There is also a related question about the degree to which the 
specific requiremr.nts of a contract are sufficient to demand and control 
project definition and product delivery. With many contracts, tasks are 

*This study does not include a detailed analysis of the problems associated with the 
standard "cost plus" contract being used government wide. Documentation of these 
problems is becoming increasingly apparent, particularly as they relate to the reduced 
incentive of the contractor to hold down time and costs. Though not the subject of this 
study, we note that the complaints of that aspect of the contract structure have been 
numerous from those involved in the technology program and should be the subJect of 
further analysis. 
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defined broadly enough so that the contract need not be renegotiated as 
work plans evolve. As a result, the contracts officer has broad control 
over changes and billing procedures. In fact, the success of the 
program depends in large measure on the relationship between the 
contract and program staff. For NILECJ contracts, the contract man­
agement function is within LEAA, not the Institute. 

Dissemination 

There have admittedly been great problems publishing the materials. 
For instance, MITRE reports were reviewed entirely by the Institute 
where, even if publication was anticipated, until very recently there 
was no in-house capability for technical editing. Standards, because of 
the necessity of complicated technical reviews, require 10 to 12 months 
to publication and the Standards Group has been both short-staffed and 
disinclined to undertake full responsibility for dissemination on non­
technical versions of its work. The unclear sense of audience has not 
helped motivate dissemination. Most important, any kind of active 
dissemination, for instance, through high-quality symposia, has been 
totally lacking. Hence, the kind of infrastructure that would generate 
fresh ideas, exchange information and ensure ongoing efforts has not 
developed. Equally inhibiting for high-quality research is the apparent 
disinterest in archiving research products-both from Institute-funded 
research and other related efforts-for further use. The MITRE Analysis 
reports remain virtually unused. There appears to be no interest in 
archiving information to share between contractors or with other 
agencies. In the end, little information and less product has reached 
users. 

CONCLUSION 

Once the Institute let the umbrella contracts, it relinquished a level of 
involvement and control that could have enhanced the quality of the 
work. It is not a question of responsibility on the part of the contractors 
or the Institute staff, rather the necessary process of thinking through 
mission, purpose, audience, validity of problem, or appropriateness of 
solution was mistakenly delegated to individual contractors. Without 
that experience, the Institute staff could not offer guidance to the 
performers, and the performers had difficulty divining Institute de-

, sires. The problem was heightened by the isolation of the A TO unit from 
other Institute work. Without a context in which the technology 

j 
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program could operate, not only did technology become an activity 
unto itself, but the contractor performing the work, rather than the 
Institute, determined the character and scope of the work. 

As stated at the outset, the advanced technology program illustrates 
the political demands under which NILECJ operates. Some hardware 
development has apparently always been a political necessity. And 
certainly, visible hardware, if it works, is an attractive means to 
enhance political account<:>,bility. But the isolation and frustration that 
characterize the A TD staff suggest an ambivalence toward hardware 
research on the part of the Institute. At the time of this study, the 
Institute director had stated a flat disinterest in hardware and equip­
ment, while the LEAA Administrator had repeatedly shown active 
interest in specific projects. Hardware has historically come under 
attack from the forces outside NILECJ and LEAA; those who believe that 
police f~rces are simply ill-equipped to deal with crime clamor for it. 

The Institute has maintained between a fifth and a quarter of its 
budget for technology, but the nontechnology divisions neither signifi­
cantly contribute to ATD'S work nor help disseminate its product. It is 
clear that the inability to structure a technology research and develop­
ment program as part of a broader strategy to solve problems in 
criminal justice-whether delibeiate or not-created a kind of abafl­
doned child. Although changes now under consideration result from a 
desire to strengthen the hand of the Institute and force more careful 
in-house analysis and planning, they appear to further isolate 
technological from other programming. * 

The question that must be put to each research and development 
project is: Technology for what? Much of the time that question cannot 
be satisfactorily answered because projects have been undertaken 
without weighing alternative strategies. We cannot know either 

*A recent study by Arthur D. Little, Inc., Washington, D.C. (prepared for the Division of 
Management, Office of Planning and Management, LEAA, 1976) also found significant 
inadequacies in the technology program, but recommended creation of a large in-house, 
unit equal in stature to the rest of NILECJ'S research program. 

Two other studies, though not challenging the basic usefulness of a separate program 
for technology research and development, have raised critical issues-including the rela­
tionship to the private sector. the importance of marketability, and the mismatch of new 
hardware to current user needs. One (National Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals, 1976, Criminal Justice Research and Development: Report oJtll£' 
Task Force Oil Crimillal Justice Research and Development, U.S, Department of Justice) 
recommended that priority setting begin with consideration of whether a technological 
solution is called for and be undertaken within the context of the whole research and 
development program, not independently for the technology program. 
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whether appropriate levels have been set for technological spending, 
but it is clear that very little has been delivered for what has been spent 
so far and that there is no justification for the persistent one-quarter of 
the Institute's pie for technological programming. In fact, no level of 
spending on technology can be justified unless mechanisms are avail­
able that weigh the social implications and social benefit of every 
undertaking, not only through the eyes of engineers and system 
analysts, but also through a broad range of technical and nontechnical 
perspectives. In a pure sense, there is no more justification for a 
program division for technologists per se than there is for a division of 
psychologists or operations researchers, although we recognize the 
difficulties in homogenizing radically different disciplines for daily 
operations. It is crucial, however, that problems be addressed with the 
broadest array of perspectives and that technological solutions be a 
consequence of the broadest kind of analysis. 



Case Study-
Office of Evaluation 

JUANITA L. RUBINSTEIN 

Criticism of the absence of any effective evaluation of program efforts 
appears to be a constant in any discussion of the federal involvement in 
the criminal justice system. By 1973, an academic symposium on LEAA 

concluded that the worst flaw in its operation was the chaotic program 
situation resulting from a lack of useful evaluation of past projects. * 
Congress, in that year, included in its amendments to the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act a mandate to NILECJ to 
" ... undertake, where possible, to evaluate the various programs and 
projects carried out under this title .... " In 1974, the General Ac­
counting Office in two reports to Congress complained ofthe continued 
inadequacy of evaluation efforts. The Institute was criticized for ac­
complishing little in terms of outcome evaluations for the more than 
30,000 programs that had been pursued with LEAA funding. The evalua­
tion reports that had appeared were termed inconsistent and relatively 
useless. 

Although NILECJ records in its 1975 Annual Report that it had spent 
over $22 million in support of evaluation studies in its first six years of 
existence, evaluation was not an institutionalized function until fiscal 
1974. The three major evaluations begun prior to this were ad hoc 
activities limited to three major programst and were conducted, ac-

*Columbia Human Rights Law Review (1973) The Law Enforcement Assistance Admin­
istration: A Symposium on Its Operation and Impact. Conclusion. 5(1):213-19. 
tThe three programs evaluated were Pilot Cities. Impact Cities. and the LEAA Equipment 
Program. 
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cording to the present director of the Office of Evaluation, largely for 
program and management reasons. 

The Caplan reorganization of the Institute in October 1973 created 
the Office of Evaluation (OE) with three designated divisions-Program 
Evaluation, Evaluation Research, and Evaluation Resources. In 
November of that year, LEAA Administrator Santarelli, in response to 
the Congressional mandate for evaluation contained in the 1973 Crime 
Control Act, established the LEAA Evaluation Policy Task Force. By 
early 1974, the LEAA Evaluation Task Force had released its report. * 
This report, according to Richard Linster, OE Director, was charac­
terized by the expectation that OE would in effect be the office of 
evaluation for the whole of LEAA.t The Task Force had established 
three goals with respect to evaluation: obtain and disseminate informa­
tion on the cost and effectiveness of various approaches to criminal 
justice problems; ensure use of performance information at each ad­
ministrative level in planning and decision making; and develop a 
capacity for evaluation in state and local units of the criminal justice 
system. 

The Task Force also outlined two specific programs in this report­
the Model Evaluation Program (MEP) and the National Evaluation 
Program (NEP). This case study discusses the development of the 
organized evaluation effort at NILECJ from these beginnings. The NE~, 
an attempt to assess the effectiveness of current specific approaches in 
criminal justice was, for some reason, placed under the direction of the 
Office of Research Programs. The MEP was assigned to the Evaluation 
Resources Division of OE, and OE devoted many of its limited resources 
to MEP in the first year in which it was fully staffed and operative.* 

At its creation, OE found itself with limited resources confronting a 
field fraught with uncertainty and controversy. Evaluation of social 
action projects was a relatively new field; evaluation in criminal justice 
was in its infancy. OE'S mandate was so broad as to be undelineated. 

For its first year programming, OE appeared to follow the direction 
pointed out by the Task Force goals. Knowledge-building was to be 
addressed by the NEP program (located in the Office of Research 

*U.S. Department of Justice (1974) LEAA Evaluation Policy Task Force Report. LEAA 

Evaluation Policy Task Force. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice. 
tStatement made at a meeting of the Committee's subcommittee on dissemination and 
evaluation, June 2, 1976. 
*According to NILECJ'S Annual Reports for 1974 and 1975, evaluation as a program area 
received $4.414.000 (13.6% of the NILECJ budget) in fiscal 1974, and $6.572,028 (18.9%) in 
fiscal 1975. Of that almost $6.6 million in fiscal 1975. DE received $4.351,012 (12.5%) and 
NEP received $2,221.016 (6.4%). 



150 CASE STUDIES 

Programs). LEAA'S Office of Planning and Management was to be 
responsible for pursuing the goals of better management through 
evaluation. Therefore, OE turned its attention largely to capacity build~ 
ing. This move was not entirely voluntary. Capacity building at the 
state and local levels was in line with the Administration's "New 
Federalism" goals and heavy pressure evidently existed for movement 
in that direction. 

Two million dollars and a great deal of staff time were devoted to 
announcing and implementing the Model Evaluation Program. The 
request for proposals for the MEP was designed and circulated to SPAS 

and Regional Planning Units (RPus). Grants were to be awarded on the 
basis of the concept papers submitted. The program's goals were 
described as the development of model evaluation designs that could 
be used by the states and regions and the encouragement of evaluation 
i.n state and local agencies. Neither appears to have occurred. By the 
end of 1975, the Office of Evaluation had largely lost interest in the 
program and was moving into a new conception of its responsibilities, 
while MEP has continued with the 12 grants that were ultimately 
rewarded. In fact, due to the paucity of response (both in numbers and 
proposal quality), the last grant in this program was only announced in 
the summer of 1976.* 

OE, quite obviously, was quickly disappointed in the program efforts. 
Its value as a reinforcement technique appears minute. Those agencies 
that did not have some prior knowledge of or interest in evaluation 
simply did not participate. Those motivated enough to submit propos~ 
als may even have found the program a negative experience. The 
products of MEP are also dubious. The staff monitor admits readily that 
"evaluation" as practiced in MEP is not classic cause~and-effect in­
vestigation but rather a form of intensive monitoring. However, he 
notes that a capacity to monitor is a necessary prerequisite to any 
attempt at impact evaluation. Further, 3 of the 12 sites selected have 
experienced difficulties of one sort or another and have yet to act'Jally 
begin their projects. Of the remaining 9, several underwent changes of 
personnel or intent between the time that they submitted their propos­
als and were awarded grants and no longer wished to do the project 
outlined in their concept papers. 

Perhaps OE found what it expected to find. Recognizing that it was 
impossible to withdraw from the program, OE appears to have con­
sidered $2 million of its funding lost. Thus, the willingness to be flexible 

*OE staff reports that of a possible response from the more than 500 SPAS and RPUS, 30 
concept papers were received. 
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in its standards for performance by SPAS and RPUS reflects a recognition 
of political realities and perhaps a lack of interest in local evaluation. 
Suggestion of future office involvement in capacity building or 
technological assistance is not treated in so cavalier a fashion, how­
ever. Reasons for avoiding any future involvement in that area range 
from the lack of staff with background in SPA operations and lack of 
expertise in technological aid processes to the preciousness of OE funds 
and the importance of other priorities. All the reasons given are valid. 
Nevertheless, the determination to redirect OE program activity is 
obvious and understandable. MEP was an ill-advised program and 
capacity building an inappropriate role for the Institute's Office of 
Evaluation. Developing the capacity of SPAS to evaluate or even 
monitor the projects they funded is a laudable and necessary function, 
but it has little to do with research and would be better situated within 
LEAA'S Office of Regional Operations. 

As MEP has receded in importance, the main thrust of OE effort has 
centered on program evaluation and methodology development. 

In program evaluation, OE plays two basic roles. It acts as a research 
arm of the administrator of LEAA and the director of NILECJ in its first 
role, evaluating at their request any major area of LEAA programming 
or criminal justice initiatives of any jurisdiction considered to be of 
special interest. 

OE follows its normal procedures in its conduct of these studies for 
the administrator or director. A basic design is drawn up in-house and 
RFPS are sent out to prospective grantees (professional associations and 
academic and private research institutions). At the request of the 
administrator, an evaluation design for the LEAA Standards and Goals 
Program has been drawn up this year and RFPS are now circulating. The 
implementation of the new Massachusetts gun law is also being 
studied, at the director's request. This function of OE has great poten­
tial. In fact, NILECJ should enhance its ability to take advantage of 
natural experiments occurring as decision makers introduce innova­
tions in the criminal justice system. 

The second role played by OE in its program evaluation function 
involves a partnership with the Office of Technology Transfer (OTT) in 
what had been the NILECJ Demonstration Programs. * The recent evolu­
tion of this role provides an interesting illustration of the conflicts 
endemic in the attempt to conduct applied research in an aggressive 
social action field and of the ten-itorial problems arising from the 

*During the June 2 meeting (see above), orr staff indicated that the project in question 
would now be referred to as "field tests." 
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Institute's present structure. OE'S original role in the joint endeavor 
seems largely limited to contracting for an independent evaluation of 
the programs at the various demonstration sites. The program itself 
was in large part viewed as an OTT effort to stimulate change and 
disseminate new techniques. The evaluations performed in the pro­
gram were, of necessity, largely process measures-i.e., how difficult 
is the introduction and adoption of an innovation, not what effect does 
it have. 

OE'S role in the program is in the process of expanding, however, and 
the nature of the demonstrations themselves is thus changing. This 
development does not appear to be the result of normal bureaucratic 
expansionism, but rather a recent decision by Director Caplan that the 
evaluations for the program must be measures of impact or outcome. 

The restructuring of the evaluation program from a process measure 
limited to describing the difficulty of implementing an innovation into 
an impact study capable of producing data on the ultimate effects an 
innovation had on a particular criminal justice system has had enor­
mous ramifications. Testing a hypothesis requires structuring of condi­
tions, selections of sites-in short, the establishment of a controlled 
experiment. OTT was accustomed to dealing with volunteer host agen­
cies on a low key, non-coercive basis. Its main goals in the bureau­
cratic interactions that occurred were the maintenance of the good will 
of the local agencies and the development, within those agencies, of the 
feeling of "ownership" of the innovation being demonstrated. OE, on 
the other hand, was charged by the director with the rigorous task of 
structuring a controlled experiment that would result in a reasonably 
definitive study of a hypothesis. Furthermore, a demonstration pro­
gram used as dissemination implies some value to the technique that is 
being disseminated. A field experiment, hypothesis testing, implies 
that the technique in question is just that-"in question." The potential 
for a great deal of tension between the two offices was present. 
Although the transition period, * as the two offices attempt to refashion 
the program, has not been completely without stress, the program has 
not ground to a halt. Both appear to regard the interchange as basically 
healthy and fruitful. 

Staff at OE regard their major transitional problem as one of convinc­
ing OTT to clearly redefine the program as an experiment in their 
program announcement (i.e., telling local agencies "you must guaran­
tee to adhere to the following conditions or we will not be able to test 
this hypothesis "). On the whole, however, OE appears to prefer to keep 

*Only one program has been launched under the new conditions. 
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a low profile, to leave the program in OTT hands as much as possible. 
CUlTently, their involvement in the site selection is limited to the 
development of general guidelines; in the future, however, the staff 
would like to have the evaluation design completed prior to site 
selection and used in that process. 

Basically, OE'S effort in program evaluation consists of the evalua­
tion of any criminal justice initiatives of particular interest to the 
administrator or director; evaluation, at the administrator's request, of 
LEAA activity in a specified program area; and evaluation of OTT'S 

DemonstrationlField Testing Programs. It should be reemphasized that 
the studies discussed above are all performed out-of-house, with OE'S 

responsibility in large part limited to producing the research designs 
and monitoring the applicable grants and contracts. 

The agency's final area of commitment is in the development of 
methodology. Roughly one-third of the office's resources are devoted 
to this effort, which has been pursued primarily through the funding of 
unsolicited proposals. The importance of unsolicited proposals in this 
area (itself an unusual phenomenon at the Institute) may indicate that 
the agency's interest in the development of evaluation methodology 
has become well known in the research community. Evaluation re­
search is currently funding work on stochastic modeling, techniques, 
criminal justice model building, and long-range planning techniques. 
There also appears to be some in-house effort at conceptualization of 
criminal justice modeling. This effort is decidedly small and informal, 
but it is one of the few examples of in-house activity not involved with 
the planning or grant monitoring processes. The program on 
methodological research is possibly the most esoteric activity in 
NILECJ, the most removed from the practitioner in criminal justice, and 
consequently the most politically vulnerable; at the same time, it is 
potentially of enormous importance. Along with selective program 
evaluation, methodological research appears to be the area that OE has 
carved out for its operation. Dr. Richard Linster, OE Director, con­
cluded at a recent briefing: "The Act (Crime Control Act of 1973) could 
be interpreted so that millions and millions could be spent [in 
evaluation]. But you have to decide what you want to do with the 
resources you have." 

The National Evaluation Program (NEP), the program designed by 
the LEAA Evaluation Policy Task Force to meet its knowledge goal, * is 

*" ... Production and dissemination of information on the cost and effectiveness of 
various approaches to solving crime and criminal justice problems" (U.S. Department of 
Justice 1974, op. cit., p. 14). 
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coordinated from NILECJ'S Office of Research Programs. The first 
studies in that program were begun in fiscal 1975. Basically, NEP is 
NILECJ'S major attempt to carry out its Congressional mandate to 
" ... undertake, where possible, to evaluate the various programs and 
projects carried out under this title" (Crime Control Act of 1973). 

In the past 8 years, 105,000 projects have been carried out with LEAA 

block grant funds. NEP, with a relatively small amount of money, * had 
to devise a way to look at a large universe and provide conclusions for 
decision makers, from members of Congress to local officials and 
police chiefs. The strategy agreed on by the Evaluation Task Force 
involved the purchase of phased evaluation studies of projects by topic 
areas. The first phase was to consist of a brief analysis of a selected 
program area to determine what is currently known about a criminal 
justice approach or topic, what further information could be provided 
by evaluation, and the estimated value and cost of obtaining that 
information. The second and less specifically defined phase would 
implement the evaluation design contained in the Phase I report. Dr. 
Richard Barnes, the NILECJ representative on the Evaluation Task 
Force, was named to direct the program. Topic areas covering a cluster 
of projects were selected by the I nstitute with participation of SPAS and 
Regional Offices (ROS). To date, 26 Phase I studies have been funded in 
such topic areas as pre-trial screening and specialized policy patrol. 
Response of the research community to the request for proposal is 
viewed as excellent. 

NILECJ literature states that a Phase I study of any topic area must 
include: a state-of-the-art review; an operational description of a 
typical project's analysis of all available information, with conclusions 
about the efficiency and effectiveness of the projects in the area; an 
evaluation design usable by project administrators; and a design for an 
in-depth Phase II evaluation to fill significant knowledge gaps. 

Barnes and the staff that monitor the NEP admit that the Phase I 
studies are not evaluations in the experimental or academic sense. 
However, the working goals of the program involve the identification 
of the universe of projects in a given topic and the establishment of a 
data file for each topic. The program is also seen as a chance to survey 
projects and their status after funding. 

Despite the phrases in Institute literature about an audience for 
evaluation at all levels or directing the results to Congress and the 
people, Barnes and his staff have identified the core audience of NEP 

products as SPAS, RPUS, and state or local funding agencies. Though not 

*As noted above, NEP in fiscal 1975 received $2,221,016 (6.4%) of the Institute budget. 
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a hypothesis testing experiment, Phase I studies give the prospective 
funder an idea of what to expect from a given project besides the 
glowing promises in the proposal. Consequently, dissemination of the 
results to decision makers is an important concern of the staff-as is 
the time in which the information can be processed. 

To the criticism that Phase I studies are not true evaluations and that 
there has been no move to begin any Phase II studies (which are 
supposed to be more classic evaluation efforts), the staff has responded 
that in some criminal justice areas knowledge is at such a level that 
even the appropriate questions are not known and that a true evalua­
tion in those areas could hardly be designed; Phase I activities are 
designed to provide that background information, and completing them 
should be the first priority. 

A further and politically compelling response was enunciated by 
NILECJ staff at a meeting (June 2, 1976) with the subcommittee on 
dissemination and evaluation: 

Normally, when you can't find answers to a problem, your recommendation 
should be 'Do nothing yet.' But the public demands some action and the SPAS 

are sitting out there with money they must spend. We must do the best we can 
to give them guidance. 

NILECJ'S strategy in evaluation, as in most of its program, consists of 
putting something in people's hands right now while trying to develop a 
research effort. NEP is attempting to carry out the first half of the 
strategy while OE works on the second. 

In conclusion: evaluation research is an extremely important part of 
the Institute's quest for reliable knowledge in the field of criminal 
justice; capacity building, while important, is not a function :relevant to 
NILECJ'S mission; and the National Evaluation Program is a worthwhile 
effort at surveying and consolidating present knowledge, an aid to an 
increase of cumulativeness in criminal justice research. Overall, the 
performance of the Office of Evaluation has been commendable but 
problematic-the methodological expertise of OE could be more fruitful 
if not structurally isolated from the Institute's planning and research 
functions. 



Case Study-
Office of 
Technology Transfer 

JUANITA L. RUBINSTEIN 

If the need to put something in people's hands is a motivation in 
the National Evaluation Program, it is the religion of the Office of 
Technology Transfer (OTT). Dissemination as a function has existed 
somewhere in its various organizational charts ever since NILECJ'S 

inception. In fact, one of the Institute's problems has been the Con­
gressional demand that it begin research and the dissemination of 
research results simultaneously. 

With the Caplan reorganization of the Institute in 1973. OTT was 
organized as one of the Institute's three Offices (the other two being 
Evaluation and Research Programs). This survey of OTT will treat its 
activities, its view of its functions-and its blindspots-and the current 
attempt at reorienting its delivery. Any consideration of OTT'S per­
formance must be preceded by the realization that the office is not, and 
does not consider itself to be, a classic disseminator of research 
findings. OTT is a marketing shop. As such it produces products and 
services. These are the terms in which the office's staff are encouraged 
to think and these are the terms in which the office's director, Paul 
Cascarano, presents his office to the public. 

OTT is composed of three divisions, which are defined by the product 
or service they provide. The Model Programs Development Division is 
characterized by Cascarano as the production component of his 
office. It is responsible for generating the product, the "something in 
people's hands." NILECJ'S product line currently consists of 
Exemplary Projects (EPS), Prescriptive Packages (pps) , and Mono-
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graphs and Validation reports. (These are discussed in greater detail 
below.) The Training and Testing Division (formerly Training and 
Demonstration) is considered OTT'S sales division. As such, it is 
responsible for conducting training seminars on selected topics for 
decision and policy-makers in the field; for the Field Testing Program 
(formerly the Demonstration Program); for liaison with the Regional 
Offices and State Planning Agencies; for arranging exhibits; and for 
coordination of the new Host Program (described below). The Refer­
ence and Dissemination Division is regarded at OTT as the warehouse. 
This division coordinates the National Criminal Justice Reference 
Service and its clearinghouses, administers the NILECJ Reading Room 
and the LEAA Library, and performs special information searches at the 
request of the director or administrator. 

Despite the marketing analogy, it is apparent to the observer that 
OTT relies on very traditional forms of dissemination. The dissemina­
tion of written materials, demonstration programs, and training confer­
ences comprise the whole of OTT'S strategy. It is still problematic 
whether the written communication of ideas, which works well enough 
within the research community, actually has much effect in transferring 
research findings to the practitioner community. There has been little 
systematic effort to gauge the impact that written accounts of research 
findings have on the behavior of practicing professionals. Some re­
searchers theorize that criminal justice practitioners might be among 
the least amenable to this dissemination strategy. * Further, the ulti­
mate success of demonstration programs as transfer mechanisms is still 
being debated.t 

OTT does not confine itself to the dissemination of research findings. 
OTT and its predecessor (the Technology Transfer Division) confronted 
a very different problem than the Office of Evaluation. While OE was 
faced with the challenge of carving a performable role for itself out of 
the nearly limitless charge that its Congressional mandate imposed, 
OTT can perhaps claim to have fashioned something from nothing. 
Results from NILECJ research did not come immediately. Even now it is 
debatable how many results have been sufficiently replicated to be 
considered reliable knowledge. What information has been produced 

*RAND Corporation (1976) Report of the Task Force on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals. Santa Monica. Cal.: RAND Corp. 
tFederal Council for Science and Technology (1975) Directory of Federal Technology 
Transfer. Washington, D.C.: National Science Foundation. Yin, R. K. (1976) A Review 
of Case Studies of Technological Innovations in State and Local Services. Santa 
Monica. Cal.: RAND Corp. 
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consists largely of findings from individual studies and is rarely in an 
integrated or usable format. 

OTT, however, considers itself a bridge not just between the research 
and practitioner communities but also between the various states and 
localities. It has therefore gone into the field for much of its product 
line. OTT'S role also contains a knowledge-building component that is 
frequently referred to in NILECJ literature and is operational in the 
Model Program Development Division (MPD). 

The PrescIiptive Package Program is one of the major product 
programs of MPD. Prescriptive Packages (pps) are attractive, slickly 
printed manuals on the implementation of programs or techniques, 
such as neighborhood team policing or management by objectives in 
correctional settings. They were a specific response to the need to "put 
something in a practitioner's hands" when there was really nothing 
sufficiently verified to disseminate. A total of 33 PPS have been funded; 
19 are now available. 

According to NILECJ literature, topics for PPS are selected by OTT to 
fill information gaps, describe innovative approaches, or respond to 
practitioner demand. Staff comment indicates that this translates to: 
"Approaches become fashionable. Agencies want to try them and want 
information on them long before their impact can be verified." OTT'S 

response is to issue a contract (normally to a consulting firm in the 
field*) for the production of a Prescriptive Package. The PP provides a 
composite model of a particular program using the best parts of various 
on-going projects and including variations of the model seen in the 
field. There is also a brief discussion of theory and procedural and 
evaluative material necessary to the program's implementation. It must 
be stressed that a composite model is used because none of the projects 
viewed has been found perfect. In fact, although the methods discussed 
may be popularly adopted, there has often been no rigorous evaluation 
performed on any of the projects. 

Prescriptive Packages are often confused with NEP Phase I reports. t 
There have been various attempts to differentiate them, the simplest 
being the statement that a pp about a program area illustrates in detail 
how to establish the program, while a Phase I report surveys the 
state-of-the-art in that area but gives no practical information on 
implementation. That some confusion still remains on the issue is 
evidenced by the fact that in reply to this question, Richard Barnes, 
director of the NEP asserted that PPS implied no value judgments on the 

*In this program, the contractor is required to USe an advisory board of 5 practitioners. 
tSee previous case study on the Office of Evaluation. 
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quality of the innovation discussed. Mr. Cascamno, however, had 
earlier spoken of the increasing use of PPS as a technical assistance tool 
and standard, which seems to imply some judgment of value. 

Exemplary Projects (EPS) are, by OTT definition: "Outstanding state 
or local projects which meet rigid criteria of crime reduction and/or 
improvement in the operations or quality of the criminal justice sys­
tem." Thus far, 17 EPS have been designated; 14 of them were projects 
operated with LEA A funds. The brochures and manuals designed and 
printed about each project are considered a "product." The process of 
designating EPS (finding them and verifying their accomplishments) is 
considered one of knowledge gathering and assessment. (This descrip­
tion is contained in an internal memo from Ger::llrl Caplan to James M. 
Gregg, Acting Assistant Administrator of LEAA.) 

As in many NILECJ procedures, as much of the selection and verifica­
tion as is possible is done out-of-house, with OTT staff monitoring and 
coordinating. EPS are selected from projects nominated by the SPAS. At 
OTT request, the Regional Offices periodically canvas SPAS and RPUS 

for Exemplary Project nominees from among the various programs 
operating in their area; nominations are not limited to programs fun(led 
by LEAA. Validation reports, consisting of site visits to nominated 
projects to check both the objective reliability of the data used in Dole 
project's original evaluation and the substantive conclusions reached 
by the original evaluation, are done by an independent contractor and 
submitted to a review board. Validation reports have themselves 
become a product and are distributed through the Reference Service to 
aid SPAS in futm-e evaluations. 

Monographs, another OTT product, are a spin-off of this process. 
Monographs, which are also prepared out-of-house, discuss interesting 
projects uncovered in the search for EPS but not granted exemplary 
status-often because of insufficient evaluation. To be granted EP 

status, a program must be proven effective, i.e., it must have been the 
subject of a rigorous impact evaluation. Monographs carry no judg­
ment about the quality or impact of the programs they discuss. 

Similarly to staff discussions of NEP, one of the functions ascribed to 
the search for EPS is the overview of the accomplishments of local 
agencies using LEAA funds. As one staff member remarked: "The 
problem in LEAA has always been to get this year's money out, without 
worrying about last year's. Exemplary projects look at what past funds 
have done." An overview of local program evaluation efforts has also 
been afforded by the EP selection process and has, in part, led to OTT'S 

assumption of the technical assistance burden in evaluation, relying 
heavily on validation reports as technical assistance tools. It should be 
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reemphasized that both pps and EPS deal primarily with working 
projects-not research findings. 

In the past, the "products" generated through the Model Programs 
Development Division were largely disseminated through the Refer­
ence and Dissemination Division, which coordinates the National 
Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS) with its contractor, General 
Electric. The NCJRS is a computerized data bank of all NILECJ publica­
tions and all available publications in criminal justice. With its adjunct 
library, it services over 33,000 registered users with selected notifica­
tion of new materials and, where possible, provision of requested 
documents. 

A thorough evaluation should probably be done of NCJRS and its 
ultimate impact. The only information currently available results from 
the service's own statistics and random surveys of users. That informa­
tion, however, implies that the assumption of many critics that criminal 
justice practitioners are not effectively reached through printed media 
may not be completely warrant,·d. NCJRS data show that 73 percent of 
their registered users are criminal justice professionals (not including 
academics in the field); 42 percent are policy personnel; and 11 percent 
are associated with correctional agencies. The service distributes 
70,000-80,000 documents monthly to registered and non-registered 
users. At least 17 percent of these documents are sent to individual 
police personnel. * 

The second avenue of disseminating OTT products has been through 
the "sales" division functions of training and demonstration. Topics 
for training workshops m'e chosen from among the model programs, 
i.e., the programs treated in one of the OTT publications (products) on 
Exemplary Projects, Prescriptive Packages, etc. Training materials­
handbooks, case studies, films-are designed, and an expert is con­
tracted with to conduct the seminars in various regions for audiences of 
local senior officials. 

Demonstrations are currently being held in 22 communities through­
out the country. Formerly, demonstrations were implementations of 
new concepts by volunteer host agencies supported by OTT. Their mai,n 
functions were to serve as a technology transfer mechanism for other 
agencies and to test the transferability of program models. Four to six 
host sites spread geographically throughout the country were selected 
for each program demonstration. This strategy assumed that dissemi­
nation of the innovative technique would occur as interested agencies 

*Pigurcs quoted at briefing by NCJRS director Joseph Cady on June 29, 1976. 
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throughout each region could contact participating departments for 
information and make on-site observations of on-going programs. 
Simultaneously, the introduction of one program approach into several 
agencies geographically distant from one another would provide evi­
dence of the technique's inherent adaptability to local needs. As 
discussed earlier, however, Director Caplan's decision to alter the 
program to facilitate impact studies has increased the importance of the 
evaluation component to the point that OTT has dropped the term 
demonstration recently and now refers to this project as field testing. 
The Host Program-scheduled to begin in May 1976 and designed to 
enable interested criminal justice executives to spend up to one month 
in an on-site examination of a model program activity-appears to 
encompass the current demonstration effort. 

Until recently, efforts of OTT thus appear to have been largely aimed 
at practitioners rather than at criminal justice planners in the states. * 
OTT appears intent on producing and markeiing its own product. 
Connections with the rest of NILECJ at times seemed tenuous at best. 
Likewise, the delivery system of LEAA (i.e., the system of Regional 
Offices [ROS] , SPAS, and RPus) was frequently circumvented or ig­
nored. When it was used, the results were found (and perhaps were 
expected to be) as disappointing as OE found the Model Evaluation 
Program. t The classic example of this pattern is the Promising Projects 
Program. OTT staff recount that the distribution of program announce­
ments requesting nominations to the ROS and SPAS brought little re­
sponse. The project recommendations only began arriving in substan­
tial numbers following a direct mailing to practitioners themselves. The 
conclusion drawn by OTT staff was that the people responsible for 
funding do not know what is going on in their own region. 

Recently, however, there has been a noticeable change of direction, 
at least in part due to new Deputy Administrator of LEAA, Paul 
Wormeli. There is now an attempt to use the LEAA system and even to 
improve it. OTT now emphasizes RO and SPA cooperation in the various 
processes for nominating projects for exemplary status and for suggest­
ing topics for training seminars and packages. It is moving to make 
training conferences available for the use of the SPAS and ROS. Liaison 
and technical assistance are now frequently used terms. OTT Director 
Cascarano speaks of using EPS and PPS as technical assistance tools, of 
having SPAS evaluate their technical assistance needs, and of moving to 

*OTI literature repeatedly describes their "products" as practical and informative, with 
a minimum of theory. 
tSee the case study on the Office of Evaluation. 
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coordinate the use of LEAA discretionary funds with concepts high­
lighted in the training and demonstration program. 

Capacity building has become the major approach spoken of by OTT 

staff. It appears that OTT may even have taken over the function of 
capacity building in evaluation-using validation reports as technical 
assistance tools and the Evaluation Clearinghouse formed in NCJRS. * 
OTT is suggesting to SPAS that they evaluate all of their projects on a 
given topic, using the EPS or PPS as models. 

OTT'S marketing strategy seems inappropriate to a research institute, 
as does its new aggressive strategy for capacity building. Many ob­
servers are uncomfortable with the over-confidence in findings and 
programs required for the aggressive approach-particularly in a field 
such as criminal justice research where there is much controversy and 
little perceived "truth." Also, not only is the "song and dance routine" 
of marketing thought to be unseemly for a research institute, but it is 
presumed to compromise the objectivity and disinterest of its research. 
Indeed, several observers, both within and outside of the LEAA system, 
have commented that OTT might be more effectively placed as an 
independent entity within LEAA. It is also questionable whether OTT is 
really adequately performing the task of disseminating the results of 
Institute-sponsored research. OTT'S staff, however, views itself as an 
important contributor to NILECJ. At the very least they can claim to 
provide important political cover. "Every time Caplan or even Velde 
goes to the Hill they send someone to OTT to pick up material," OTT 

staff relate. And as Director Cascarano implied to a question on 
practitioner resistance: "I find people eager to grab hold of knowledge. 
LEAA never had a product line before. At least it provides a talking 
point. " 

In conclusion: the activities undertaken by the Office of Technology 
Transfer, which have been pursued with a great deal of energy, appear 
to be useful but their impact on the criminal justice system has never 
been objectively gauged. 

The issue of effective dissemination of research results is one of 
great import for the Institute in planning a mission-oriented research 
program. However, the marketing and packaging function of OTT­

however vigorously pursued-is totally inappropriate within the con­
fines of an institution devoted to research. Should LEAA wish to 
continue its mode of reaching criminal justice practitioners, these 

*This clearinghouse contains materials on project evaluations throughout the social 
sciences and is intended for th., use of SPA staff. local policy makers. and project 
directors. 
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programs, along with the technical assistance function, would be better 
and more appropriately performed outside of the Institute. NILECJ'S 

current structure seems to create territoriality disputes and the differ­
ence of perspectives originating in the various offices lead to unneces­
sary conflicts on research. OTT, as it presently functions, may be an 
energetic performer of valuable tasks, but it is an incongruous office in 
an institute devoted to research. 



Case Study­
Impact Cities 

JUANITA L. RUBINSTEIN 

The High Impact Anti-Crime Program is perhaps the most debated of 
LEAA'S endeavors. A great deal has been written about Impact Cities 
since the program's much heralded inauguration in January 1972. 
However, this Study's concern with this massive, multi-faceted and 
controversial effort extends only to the role of Impact Cities as one of 
NILECJ'S major research investments. 

From fiscal 1972 through fiscal 1975, the Institute allocated 
$16,430,887 to support the crime analysis teams in the eight Impact 
Cities and the National Level Evaluation of the High Impact Anti­
Crime Program, which was undertaken by the MITRE Corporation. 
This Case Study briefly sketches the background of Institute involve­
ment and the problems encountered in the research component of the 
Impact Cities Program. * 

GENERAL BACKGROUND 

This decade was not very old before it became obvious that the "war 
on crime" was far from a decisive victory. Crime rates-the traditional 

*Unless otherwise noted, the material for this case study was taken from MITRE 

Corporation (1976) High Impact Anti-Crime Programs: National Level Evaluation Final 
Report. Eleanor Chelimsky, author. Vol. I: Executive Summary, Vol. 2: Report. No. 
MTR-7148. Washington, D.C.: Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 
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measure of impact-continued to rise and the optimism expressed in 
the previous decade about the ability of the government to achieve 
effective social engineering through action programs had diminished 
considerably. LEAA had, since its establishment in 1968, funded many 
programs in crime control and criminal justice system improvement. 
However, critics in Congress and in the media were grumbling that the 
programs had effected no visible impact on crime. 

Researchers and officials were, if anything, increasingly aware of 
what was unknown about crime and the criminal justice systems. The 
only easily accessible data were crime rates, collected locally and 
voluntarily. Data were thus dubious, unstandardized, and in an often 
inutile form; criminal justice research and its tools were underde­
veloped. The criminal justice system was fragmented and resistant to 
coordination. Local planning on a systemic basis and evaluation of 
needs and priorities of criminal justice were virtually non-existent. 

The then-current administration, from the President through the 
Attorney General, was on record as favoring a return to "law and 
order" and had seriously criticized the previous administration for 
tolerating an unacceptable level of street crime and civil disorder. 
Congressional inquiries during renewal debates and the Monagan sub­
committee in its oversight hearings* continually deplored the fact that 
the activities of LEAA and its research institute were having no positive 
effect in the reduction of American crime. The steeply rising urban 
crime rates and the realization that LEAA had no way of determining the 
impact that its programs had on crime reduction was most embarass­
ing. When Vice President Agnew, Attorney General Mitchell, and 
LEAA Administrator Leonard publicly inaugurated the Impact Cities 
Program on January 13, 1972, the goals announced were: the reduction 
of the incidence of 5 crimes (the stranger-to-stranger person crimes of 
murder, rape, assault, and robbery and the property crime of burglary) 
by 5 percent in 2 years and by 20 percent in 5 years; and the 
improvement of the capabilities of criminal justice systems through the 
demonstration of "comprehensive crime-oriented planning, implemen­
tation and evaluation cycle."t A third, although unofficial, goal was 
the demonstration to the American people of the national govern­
ment's commitment to effectively controlling urban crime. 

*u .s. Congress, House (1972) Block Grant Programs of the Law Enforcement Assist­
ance Administration. House Report 92-1072. 92nd Congress, 2nd Session. 
tMITRE Corp., Vol. 2, p. 19. 
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THE PROGRAM 

The High Impact Anti-Crime Program was to take place in eight cities 
supposedly chosen because they possessed various crime problems. 
(The intrusion of political factors into the site selection process has 
been much discussed and is noted in High Impact Anti-Crime Pro­
grams: National Level Evaluation Final Report. The provision of $20 
million per city was much too large an award for political pressure not 
to be exerted on the administration in behalf of various cities.) The 
cities of Atlanta, Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallas, Denver, Newark, Port­
land, and St. Louis were to be eligible, under this program, for a total 
of $160 million in LEAA discretionary funds during a two-year period. 
The funds were to be spent in a systematic effort to develop, imple­
ment, and evaluate projects specifically addressed to the target 
stranger-to-stranger crimes. 

In line with the New Federalism philosophy of the administration, 
the program was to be administered through the LEAA block-grant 
structure. The State Planning Agencies were to provide the chosen 
cities with any needed assistance in planning and evaluation and to 
paJ1icipate in the administrative and financial monitoring of the Impact 
Cities Program. The Regional Offices were to hold final approval 
authority for grant applications, funding awards, and master and evalu­
ation plans for all impact projects. They were also to oversee the 
implementation and monitoring of the program. In Washington, the 
program's progress was to be monitored by the LEAA National Program 
Coordinator, NILECJ, a Policy Decision Group of three policy-level 
LEAA officials, and the National Criminal Justice Information Service. 

The Impact Cities Program was to demonstrate the use of two 
innovations-the COPIE cycle and the Crime Analysis Team. COPIE was 
the Crime Oriented Planning, Implementation, and Evaluation model 
that the Impact Cities were to adopt. Each city was to use this 
sytem-wide cycle in determining that the specific problems attacked 
were indeed its major problems; that the program plans drawn up by 
each city reflected local priorities; that the necessary resources for 
each project were known and available; and that the success or failure 
of the various strategies and projects would be objectively ascertained. 
Implementing the COPIE cycle in each city was the task of the Crime 
Analysis Teams. These teams, supported by NILECJ funds, were iden­
tified or created in each of the Impact Cities. Groups of researchers and 
functional specialists were expected to serve as liaisons and coor­
dinators for all local agencies involved in the Impact Cities Program 

L-.~ ____ ~ _________ _ 
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and to perform, monitor, or supervise the COPIE cycle's operations in 
each of the eight criminal justice systems. 

Six specific program goals were announced: 

1. The reduction of crime-the five designated crimes were those 
thought to be serious but controllable by the criminal justice system. 

2. The demonstration of the COPlE cycle-an attempt to integrate 
planning and evaluation research into the functions of the criminal 
justice system, resulting, it was hoped, in improved system perform­
ance. 

3. The acquisition, through implementation of the COPIE cycle, of 
new knowledge about the effectiveness of various anti-crime strategies; 
the profile of specific crimes in terms of settings, offenders and victims; 
and the processes of innovation and evaluation within the criminal 
justice system. 

4. The stimulation of increased inter-governmental and inter-agency 
cooperation and increased community participation in the planning and 
functioning of the criminal justice system. 

5. The institutionalization of those innovations deemed effective. 
6. The increase of the general capability of the American criminal 

justice system beyond the Impact Cities Program through the effec­
tive dissemination of the knowledge acquired during program imple­
mentation. 

Ultimately, $140 million of LEA A discretionary funds were expended 
by the eight cities on a total of 233 action-oriented projects within their 
criminal justice system. Not surprisingly, in a program of this size and 
diversity, the results were mixed. Can one say as much for the return 
on NILECJ'S investment in the program? 

THE NILECJ ROLE 

The Institute's concern with the Impact Cities Program was focused on 
an evaluation component that was to be both rigorous and complex. * 
NILECJ was to determine whether' crime reductions were the result of 
particular projects and treatments and to expedite the dissemination 
process, ensuring replication of sllccessful procedures. 

*See MITRE Corp., op. cit., Chapter 4, Vol. 2, for a description of the circumstances of 
the National Level Evaluation. 
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The program evaluation was to be conducted on three levels. City­
level evaluations were to be supervised by the Crime Analysis Team 
(CAT). The CAT of each Impact City was to produce project and 
program findings for that jurisdiction. The national-level evaluation 
was to be peIformed by the Institute and its contractor, the MITRE 

Corporation, on the basis of the city-level findings. Finally, a global­
level evaluation was to be based on a set of victimization surveys that 
the Bureau of the Census would undertake in 1972, 1975, and 1978, in 
cooperation with LEAA'S Statistics Division. This last evaluation was 
expected to ascertain the effectiveness of the entire Impact Cities 
Program in terms of crime reduction. 

The New Federalism dictated control of local evaluations by the CAT 

teams. The planned global evaluation disappeared from the agenda by 
the beginning of 1973.* Victimizati,lr surveys alone could not attribute 
any observed changes of victimization level in the Impact Cities to the 
Impact Program. Even if fewer people in the Impact Cities were 
victimized in incidents of the target crimes, there was no way to prove 
that this was the result of the Impact Program rather than of a host of 
unrelated factors. The national-level evaluation, the one with which 
NILECJ was most directly concerned, was scheduled to be completed 
before the 1975 victimization survey. Furthermore, the survey design 
did not provide for an assessment of the crime-reduction outcomes of 
the Impact Cities Program. 

Evaluation planning had begun in the Institute in late October of 
1971, simultaneously with the planning of the Impact Cities Program. 
(The entire program was evidently planned in the three months prior to 
its public unveiling in January 1972.) The contractor who was to per­
form the evaluation was not contacted until July of 1972, six months 
after the program began. The action programs had begun before pre­
intervention conditions were ascertained, rendering any pre/post com­
parisons impossible. Site selection and program design were all ac­
complished without any input from the evaluation design (it was 
non-existent) or any concern for the constraints that the pursuit of 
rigorous evaluative research imposed. 

Despite the sincere and determined efforts that were made in the 
Institute during November and December of 1971, the program began 
operations without a national-level evaluation design. In spite of the 

*The MITRE final report reaches no firm conclusion on the reason for the stillbirth of the 
global evaluation, but speCUlates that the difficulties in interagency cooperation on the 
national level, the lack of mechanisms for working collaboration, or staff shortage might 
have been involved. 
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sustained activity, the absurd time constraints coupled with the size of 
the task and the press of other commitments ensured that the evalua­
tion was sketched rather than designed. Program goals were never 
operationally designed. (The MITRE final report quotes internal 
memoranda of the Institute frantically demanding "Five percent of 
what? Twenty percent of what?"*) National-level evaluation measures 
were not defined; a strategy was not formulated. Again and again, a 
reader of the MITRE report encounters the terms "vague discussion," 
"vaguely discu&sed," "no mechanisms were developed." 

CONSTRAINTS ON RESEARCH 

In July of 1972, when MITRE began to develop the national evaluation 
design, it found that the effort would be constrained by several factors. 

Cost constraints rendered impossible the use of control or compari­
son groups of non-Impact Cities for the national-level evaluation. 
Thus, not only pre/post but also treatment/control studies became an 
impossibility. Likewise, no area-specific data collection could be 
undertaken within Impact Cities. This meant that resulting data would 
cover the entire city, prohibiting evaluation of the intra-city impact of 
any project or treatment. This precluded any conclusions on the 
displacement effect of projects or comparison of treatment effects in 
different areas within the cities. 

Finally, MITRE could not establish a presence in the cities, because 
the cost was judged to be duplicative. This restriction left the national 
evaluation totally dependent upon the unsupervised and voluntary 
collection and submission of data by 10cM agencies. (The police de­
partment in one of the Impact Cities has as yet to allow the national 
evaluators access to any of its data.) 

The New Federalism, the administration's basic philosophy and 
cornerstone of the LEAA system, imposed enormous constraints on the 
research component of a national program. Not only was the national 
evaluation dependent upon the cities themselves for all of its raw data, 
but it was impossible to impose any designs for rigorous evaluations at 
the local level. Pious hopes were expressed that the guidelines for the 
program and the incentive funds for evaluation would encourage local 
efforts, but there was to be no federal coercion. Cities were to evaluate 
their own projects. No requirements for area-specific or base-line data 
collection could be imposed. No significant change in local data 

*Vol. 2, p. 57. 
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collection could be forced. (Data collection in local criminal justice 
agencies in the early years of this decade was often completely in­
adequate. "Appalling" was the description given by a staff member of 
the national evaluation effort.) 

The evaluation program called for rigorous city-level efforts, but the 
research agenda was to be entirely without teeth. Except for the 
victimization surveys conducted by the Census Bureau, all of the data 
to be generated by this massive program was to come from the cities 
involved. Yet there was to be no mechanism to ensure that similar 
strategies of data collection were followed within'the 8 cities or even to 
monitor local data-collection efforts. 

A final result of the New Federalism restraint at the national level 
was the number and variety of program innovations and system im­
provements attempted with Impact City funds. Despite the program's 
guidelines, the evaluation report makes clear that there was little actual 
limitation on the manner in which the cities spent the Impact funds for 
their criminal justice systems. The reSUlting diversity swamped any 
effort to evaluate system improvement in the cities involved. 

CONCLUSION 

MITRE studied the restrictions on research inherent in the Impact Cities 
Program and quickly determined that any experimental or even quasi­
experimental design for the national evaluation was entirely out of the 
question. In an attempt to make the best of the situation, MITRE 

decided to concentrate on process and to address questions about what 
happened when those 8 cities, provided with significant sums of money 
and guidance, attempted system-wide planning, implementation, and 
evaluation. 

This Case Study makes no attempt to evaluate the worth or success 
of the program as a whole, nor does it argue that no interesting 
observations were recorded on the progress of the COPIE cycle and CAT 

teams in the Impact Cities. One conclusion seems inevitable, however. 
Given NILECJ'S mandate" ... to encourage research and develop­
ment. .. " [Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, Part 
D, Sec. 402(A)], its participation in the Impact Program was inappro­
priate, indeed, a corruption of the purposes of research and develop­
ment. Defenders of the program, and the evaluation report itself, re­
peatedly point out that basic knowledge acquisition was never intended 
to be a primary goal, that the program was by design, and by political 

----------------- -------~-----
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n"!cessity, an action program, a broad-based effort at system improve­
ment. 

The acceptance of these assertions renders even more evident the 
conclusion that NILECJ'S involvement was an inappropriate use of a 
large portion of its research funding. Director Danziger evidently 
judged the Impact Program to be in line with his bold attempts to 
produce social change and with the crime-oriented perspective then 
being adopted by the Institute. Large-scale commitment of resources 
was also the strategy then used by the Institute in an attempt to secure 
the largest possible payoff from research funding. Sadly, NILECJ'S 

involvement in the Impact Cities Program represents the opposite 
effect. 

It is not at all certain that NILECJ could have escaped the pressures 
exerted in favor of the program at that point. But the lesson learned 
from Impact Cities must be remembered: if the goal of the Institute is to 
produce reliable knowledge about crime and criminal behaviors, its 
funds should not be used in this manner. It is counter-productive to use 
large amounts of Institute funds in ventures that cannot produce sound 
research. 
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APPENDIX A 1. Legislation: Sections of the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 and Amendments Relevant 
to the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice 

Title I, Part D-TRAINING, EDUCATION, RESEARCH, DEMONSTRA­
TION, AND SPECIAL GRANTS* 
Sec. 401. It is the purpose of this rart to provide for and encourage training, 
education, research, and development for the purpose of improving law 
enforcement and criminaljustice. and developing new methods for the preven­
tion and reduction of crime, and the detection and apprehension of criminals. 

Sec. 402.(a) There is established within the Department of Justice a National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (hereafter referred to in this 
part as "Institute"). The Institute shall be under the general authority of the 
Administration. The chief administrative officer of the Institute shall be a 
Director appointed by the Administrator. It shall be the purpose of the Institute 
to encourage research and development to improve and strengthen law en­
forcement and criminal justice, to disseminate the results of sllch efforts to 
State and local governments. and to assist in the development and sllpport 0/ 
programs for the training of lall' enforcement and criminal justice personnel. 

(b) The Institute is authorized-
(I) to make grants to, or enter into contracts with, public agencies, 

institutions of higher education, or private organizations to condl)ct research, 
demonstrations, or special project~ pertaining to the purposes described in this 
title, including the development of new or improved approaches, techniques, 

*Material introduced by the Omnibus Crime Control Act of 1970 and the Crime Control 
Act of 19"iS is italicized. 
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systems. equipment. and devices to improve and strengthen law enforcement 
lind crimillalJustice; 

(2) to make continuing studies and undertake programs of research to 
develop new or improved approaches. techniques. systems. equipment. and 
devices to improve and strengthen law enforcement and criminal Justic(!, 
incluring, but not limited to, the effectiveness of projects or programs carried 
out uilder this title; 

(3) to carry out programs of behavioral research designed to provide more 
accurate information on the causes of crime and the effectiveness of various 
means of preventing crime. and to evaluate the succeSs of correctional proce­
dures; 

(4) to make recommendations for action which can be taken by Federal, 
State, and local governments and by private persons and organizations to 
improve and strengthen law enforcement and criminal justice; 

(5) to carry out programs of instructional assistance consisting of research 
fellowships for the programs provided under this section, and special work­
shops for the presentation and dissemination of information resulting from 
research, demonstrations. and special projects authorized by this title; 

(6) 10 assist in conc/ucting, at the reqllest of a State or a unit ofgelleral 
local gm'ernment or a combination thereof: focal or regional training pro­
grams fiJI' the training of State and local lall' <'/{fin'cement and crimina /justice 
personnel, induding but not limited to those engaged in the illl'estigation of 
crime and apprehensio/l ctf criminals, ('ommunity relations, the proseclltion or 
defellse afthose charged with crime, correCTions, rehabilitation, lirobatiol1 and 
parole cif' cifJenders. Such training acti!'ities shall be designed to supplement 
and improve rather t!!WI supplant the training activities of the State and units 
ql general local gm'emmellt and s/tallllot duplicate the trainillg {lctil'ities oj 
the Federal Bureau (if' IIlI'estigation under sectioll 404 (if this title. While 
participating ill the trailling program or tral'e/illg ill (,OIlllection with participa­
tion ill the tmining program, State and local personnel shall be allowed trm'el 
expenses alld a per diem allowance ill the same flu/llIler as presc:'ibed under 
sectioll 5703( b) of title 5, United States Code, Jiw persons employed intermit­
tellt/y in the G(JI'el'lllllenl sen'ice; 

"(7) to carry out a program of collection and dissemination of information 
obtained by the Institute or other Federal agencies, public agencies, institu­
tions of higher education, or private organizations engaged in projects under 
this title, including information relating to new or improved approaches, 
techniques, systems, equipment. and devices to improve and strengthen law 
enforcement; and 

(8) to establish a research center to carry out the programs described in 
this section. 

(c) The Institute shall sen'e as a national alld intemational clearinghollse for 
the exchange oj illJormation with respect to the imprOl'ement of lall' e1u'vrce­
ment alld criminal justice. including but not limited to police, courts, prosecu­
tors, public defenders, alld corrections. 

The institute shall undertake, where possible, to emluale the 1'{/rioIlS pro­
grams and projects carried out under this title to determine their impact lipon 
the quality oflall' (!Iiforcement and crimillaljllstice and the extent to which they 
have met or failed to meet the purposes alld policies of this title. and shall 
disseminate such ififormation to State planning agencies and. upon request. to 
units of genera//ocal government. 
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The Institute shall, before the end of the fiscal year ending June 30, i976, 
survey existing and future personnel needs of the Nation in the field of lall' 
enforcement and criminal justice and the adequacy of Federal, State and local 
programs to meet such needs. Such survey shall specifically determine the 
effectiveness and sufficiency of the training and academic assistance pro­
grams carried out under this title and relate such programs to actual man­
power and trailling requirements in the lall' enforcement and criminal justice 
field. III carryillg out the provisions of this section, the Director of the Institute 
shall consult with and make maximum use of statistical and other related 
information of the Department of Labor, Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, Federal, State and local criminal jiJstice agenci'!s and other 
appropriate public and private agencies. The Administration shall thereafter, 
lI'ithin a reasonable time develop and issue guidelines, based upon the need 
priorities established by the survey, pursuant to which project grants for 
training and academic assistance programs shall be made. 

The institute shall report annually to the President, the Congress, the State 
planning agencies, and, upon request, to units of general local govemment, on 
the research and development activities undertaken pursuant to paragraphs 
(J). (2). and (3) of subsection (b). and shall describe in such report the potential 
benefits of such activities of law enforcement and criminal justice and the 
results of the evaluations made pursuant to the second paragraph of this 
subsection. Such report shall also describe the programs of instructional 
assistance. the special lI'orkshops, and the training programs undertaken 
pursuant to paragraphs (5) and (6) of subsection (b). 

Sec. 403. A grant autllorized under this part may be up to 100 per centum of 
the total cost of each project for which such grant is made. The Administration 
or the Institute shall require, whenever feasible, as a condition of approval of a 
grant under this part, that the recipient contribute money, facilities, Uf services 
to carry out the purposes for which the grant is sought. 

APPENDIX A2. Congressional Attitudes toward the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 

During interviews with Institute staff, instances of CongreEsional ~i1-
quiry were always mentioned. Such instances were especially com­
monplace in the early years when Representative John Rooney) during 
his appropriations hearings, made a point of challenging Institute work. 
Institute staff at that time were often called upon to produce tangible 
evidence of useful work. Interviews evoked many recollections of 
preparing material for a hearing before Congressman Rooney. Charles 
Rogovin, first Administrator of LEAA, commented (Rogovin 1973, p. 
19): 

[Associate Administrator] Velde persuaded me that the jaundiced view of the 
Institute by certain members of Congress, particularly members of the Appro­
priations Sub-Committee with authority over the agency budget, would be 
reflected in continuing inadequate funding for the Institute ... 
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With regard to the usefulness of doing research on the x-Y -Y 
chromosome aberration, which had recently surfaced in court debate 
over causality of criminal behavior, the following exchange took place 
(U .S. Congress, House 1969, p. 1038; hereinafter refelTed to as Rooney 
Hearings 1969): 

ROGOVIN: ..• the aberration of the chromosome structure within the indi­
vidual defendant, it is an X-Y-Y aberration, would account for their 
violent tendencies and thereby be a defense to the legal responsibility for 
the commission of a crime. Courts are being confronted with this sort of 
thing and there is no scientific resolution yet. 

ROONEY: Surely you are not going into the scientific area to find those 
answers, are you? 

ROGOVIN: We would hop~ to stimulate that kind of resolution. 
ROONEY; I think we should leave that to the scientists. 
ROGOVIN: Properly so, sir; the scientific research people. However, this is 

within the Institute which exists under the statute. 
ROONEY; Rather than to lawyers who have never known how to pick ajury. 
ROGOVIN: It is a tough proposition at best. 
ROONEY: I don't know about that. You should get 12 men tried and true who 

can understand the main issues in the case and properly resolve them. This 
can all be covered by the judge's charge. I still don't know what this 
chromosome business has to do with your program. 

A few minutes later, Rooney broadened his comments (pp. 1040-1): 

ROONEY: ••• You ought to tell my friends what I also said in that letter of a 
few days ago? Do you recall? 

ROGOVIN: Yes, sir, I recall it vividly. Your comment was, I think, that in your 
judgment the agency could function with six persons and a checkwriter. 

ROONEY: That is right, and 1 think the same as I sit here right now. Whoever 
had an idea that this outfit was going to go off into the scientific develop­
ment area and into some of these other things we have heard of? 

ROGOVIN: I think there are other kinds of things that the Institute program 
could explore. 

ROONEY: I thought all you needed was somebody to see to it that the checks 
are sent to the right addresses and that one of the people knows how to run 
a checkwriter. 

ROGOVIN: I think it goes beyond that, sir. 
ROONEY: I don't think so. I don't think it was ever intended that we would 

create another hierarchy. I thought this would be a function of the 
Department of Justice to get this money out. 

Other instances illustrate greater interest in hrdware development 
tho.n basic research questions, the frustration of tHe committee at being 
unable to see any demonstrable successes in either research or de­
velopment, and the belief that much of what the Institute did do might 
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more appropriately be done by other federal agencies (e.g., develop­
ment of an improved patrol car by the Department of Transportation). 

In July and October 1971, Representative John Monagan held hear­
ings of the Legal and Monetary Affairs Subcommittee of the House 
Committee on Government Operations; they detailed horror stories on 
LEAA funding programs, ranging from hardware excesses to outright 
corruption. ' 

Much of what the Monagan hearings stressed had either direct or 
implied impact on the Institute. Of the Committee's findings (U.S. 
Congress, House 1972; hereinafter referred to as Monagan Report 
1972), the first charged that the block grant programs had had "no 
visible impact on the incidence of crime in the United States" (p. 104). 
The second charged that "the impact on the reform of the criminal 
justice system has been minimal but cannot definitively be ascertained 
because LEAA has failed to develop standards for measuring and 
evaluating the effectiveness of its block grant programs" (p. 104). 
Moreover, its failure to evaluate, the Committee said, "stems directly 
from its failure to establish standard goals or objectives ... it has 
developed no criteria against which to evaluate" (p. 70). 

Another finding charged that "LEAA has failed to disseminate 
adequately the results of research and experimental projects conducted 
by participants in the programs. This gives rise to the strong probability 
that there has been duplication of such projects" (p. 106). The Institute 
was said at that time to be two years away from startup of its reference 
service (p. 76). The Committee's objections to hardware expenditures 
were related in part to its findings that LEAA had failed to provide 
standards, evaluation results, and technical assistance (p. 9). Such 
standards could have made hardware purchase decisions more intelli­
gent, and it speaks directly to the halting startup of the Institute's Law 
Enforcement Standard Laboratory, then still two years away (p. 47). 

These hearings thus became the point of departure for the Institute's 
new emphasis on evaluation of program impact. The Institute eventu­
ally was made responsible for major evaluation efforts throughout 
LEAA. More importantly, the emphasis on crime-specific planning that 
characterized Jerris Leonard's term as LEAA Administrator and 
strongly influenced Martin Danziger's term as Director of the Institute 
grew out of the Monagan hearings. 

The instances of Congressional pressure are less important than their 
effects. One can argue that any federal funding should be subject to this 
kind of accountability. This is true, but a research program is in a 
special category. The pressures Were for immediate solutions, and they 
often came from those who had little interest in or sympathy for 
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research objectives. The effects, then, have to do with the attitudes of 
those trying to do the research, The continual mention in interviews of 
instances of responding to Congressional questioning underscores the 
fact that the pressures were keenly felt. The researchers were being 
conditioned to the hostility of the political world, and their own 
planning and funding decisions reflected that conditioning. 



Appendix B 
Institute Funding 
Patterns 

This appendix presents data tha~ describe Institute funding patterns 
since 1969. Specific attention is given to the distinction between 
allocated and obligated expenditures: allocated expenditures reflect the 
component parts (e.g., grants, Pilot Cities awards, etc.) of the Institute 
budget for a fiscal year; obligated expenditures show what was actually 
spent or programmed of that component allocation. The difference 
between the total obligated expenditures and the appropriation for a 
fiscal year is carried over to the next fiscal year and added to the 
appropriation, which becomes the total funds available in that next 
fiscal year. However, these carry-over figures do not include any other 
money that may have been carried over due to de-obligations of funds 
from prior years, so that the total available funds in any given fiscal 
year may be marginally higher than these figures indicate. 

There are several other characteristics of these data that should be 
noted. First, figures for obligated expenditures shown in a given fiscal 
year include the total cost of projects with award numbers for that 
fiscal year. This is somewhat different from the Institute's procedure, 
in which an award's fiscal year number does not necessarily reflect that 
award's year of programmed obligation. Beginning in fiscal 1974, the 
Institute sometimes obligated money for an award in a fiscal year but 
then gave that award a fiscal year number for the next fiscal year (when 
most of the money would be spent). Because it is virtually impossible 
to keep track of awards that are handled in this manner, the obligated 
expenditures shown for any fiscal year-as noted-include the awards 
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with that fiscal year number, regardless of when the Institute obligated 
the money. 

Second, the figures shown do not include expenditures for technical 
assistance and training awards or for salaries of Institute personnel, 
which are allocated out of LEAA'S budget. Third, expenditures for 
expenses-e.g., travel, space, printing, supplies-while part of the 
Institute's budget, are not included in these data. 



TABLE B-1 LEAA Appropriations History (dollars in thousands) 

1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 
Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Estimated 

Grants for development and implementation 

00 
of comprehensive plans (Part B) $19,000 $ 21,000 $ 26,000 $ 35,000 $ 50,000 $ 50,000 $ 55,000 

w Matching grants to improve and strengthen 
law enforcement (part C): 
(a) State block grants 24,650 182,750 340,000 413,695 480,250 480,250 480,250 
(b) Discretionary grants 4,350 32,000 70,000 73,005 88,750 88,750 84,750 

Aid for correctional institutions and programs 
(Part E) 47,500 97,500 113,000 113,000 113,000 

Technical assistance 1,200 4,000 6,OC!: 10,000 12,000 14,968 
Technology, analysis, development, and 

dissemination (National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice") 3,000 7,500 7,500 21,000 31,598 40,098 45,19-3 

Manpower development (part D: education) 6,500 18,000 22,500 31,000 45,000 45,000 45,000 
Data systems and statistical assistance 1,000 4,000 9,700 21,200 24,000 26,500 
Management and operations 2,500 4,487 7,454 11,823 15,568 17,428 21,734 

-14,2001, 

TOTAL OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY 60,000 267,937 528,954 698,723 841,166 870,526 886,400 

Transferred to other agencies 3,000 182 46 196 14,431 149 

TOTAL APPROPRIATED' 63,000 268,119 529,000 698,919 855,597 870,673 886,400 

SOURCE: Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 
aBudget of the National Institute. 
"Transferred fO other agencies in the U.S. Department of Justice pursuant to P.L. 93-50. 



TABLE B-2 Summary Distribution of NILECJ Funds 
00 
oj:>. Fiscal 1969 Fiscal 1970 Fiscal 1971 

Type of Expenditure Allocated Obligated Allocated Obligated Allocated Obligated 

Grants, contracts, agreements 2,892,000 7,472,000 7,768,000 
Pilot Cities 
Impact Cities 
Drug Enforcement Administration 
Standards and goals 
Reference service 
Office of Science and Technology 
Regional office demonstrations 
Graduate research [ellowshij:s 
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 2,892,000 7,472,000 7,768,000 

Appropriation 2,900,000" 7,500,000 7,500,000 

Carried-over money" 
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TABLE B-2 Continued 

Fiscal 1972 Fiscal 1973 Fiscal 1974 Fiscal 1975 

Type of Expenditure Allocated Obligated Allocated Obligated Allocated Obligated Allocated Obligated 

Gmnts, contracts, agreements 8,175,000 8,579,000 12,750,OOC 14,331,000 20,800,000 17,677,000 32,434,000 35,392,000 
Pilot Cities 1,200,000 1,200,000 2,000,000 1,926,361 1,225,500 1,225,500 239,000 239,000 
Impact Cities 7.700,000 7,000,000 5,600,000 1,949,667 2,430,887 2,430,887 700,000 700,000 
Drug Enforcement Adminis-

tration 2,3\10,000 1,326,000 6,400,000 6,400,000 7,075,000 7,075,000 9,100,000 9,100,000 
Standards and goals 3 iO,ooO 252,030 
Reference service 700,000 408,450 
Office of Science and 

Technology 4,958,000 1,331,341 
Regional office demonstrations 1,200,000 1,200,000 1,924,000 1,924,000 
Graduate research fellowships 250,000 10,482 250,000 237,814 
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 21,000,000 18,775,962 31,598,000 26,176,183 32,731,387 29,608,387 44,397,000 47,355,000 

Appropriation 21,000,000 31,598,000 40,098,000 42,500,000 

Carried-over money/' 2,224,038 5,421,817 10,489,000 

SOURCES: Directory of Grants, Contracts and Interagency Agreements: First Annual Report of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice: 1975 Annual Report of the Institute (mimeo); National Institute Status of Funds Reports (various fiscal years). 
"This figure comes from the First Annual Report of the Institute, and is confirmed by other available data. However, it is different from the figure shown in 
Table B-1 for the same year. 
hPrior to 1972, any surplus monies not spent or obligated were not carried-over, but were returned to LEAA. After 1972, mQney not obligated became part of 
available funds in the next fiscal year. 
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Appendix C 
Designs and 
Questionnaires 

APPENDIX C I. Grants and Contracts Sample Design 

This appendix shows the sample design used by the Committee in 
conducting its evaluation of Institute projects funded during 1969-
1975. Because we wished to particularly focus in on more recent 
projects and larger awards, we stratified the sample with respect to 
year and size of award. 

In all, 627 NILECJ awards comprised the population from which the 
sample was drawn. Each had been previously coded by its NILECJ 

award identification number and other defining characteristics. We 
then stratified according to: (I) types of awards-grants and "other" 
(e.g. contracts, interagency agreements. etc.); (2) the year in which 
funding occurred; and (3) the dollar amount of the award. Ten different 
strata were needed to accommodate these award characteristics and 
their combinations. Although the design would have allowed us to 
sample each stratum 3 times (3 replications). we considered the first 
replication of 131 awards to be sufficient in light of our needs and 
resources. In addition, we sampled 7 more projects from stratum 9 of 
the second replication-each an award in excess of $500,000. Thus, a 
total of 138 NILECJ projects appeared in the sample, which was then 
evaluated as described in Chapter 4 of this report. A list of projects in 
the sample by project title appears in Appendix C3. 
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SAMPLE DESIGN 

1. Grants 

Funding in 
thousands Year of Award 
of 
dollars 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 TOTAL 

$ 0-100 85 70 81 12 II 23 48 330 
$101-500 9 28 23 14 16 21 64 175 
$501+ 0 0 0 0 3 0 7 10 

TOTAL 94 98 104 26 30 44 119 515 

2. Other (Contracts, Interagency Agreements, Technical Assistance 
Awards, etc.) 

Funding in 
thousands Year of A ward 
of 
dollars 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 TOTAL 

$ 0-100 0 5 27 8 7 9 10 66 
$101-500 0 0 4 I 5 7 II 28 
$501+ 0 I 0 4 2 5 6 18 

TOTAL 0 6 31 13 14 21 27 112 

Funding in 
thousands Size of Size of 
of Size of Size of First No. of Other 

Stratum Type Year dollars Population Sample Replication Replications Replications 

I Grants 1969-71 0-100 236 n 24 24 
2 Grants 1969-71 101-500 60 36 12 3 12 

Grants 1972-74 0-100 46 36 12 3 12 
4 Grants 19i2-74 101-500 51 36 12 3 12 
5 Grunts 1975 0-100 48 36 12 3 12 
6 Grants 1975 101-500 63 36 12 3 12 
7 Grants 1969-75 501+ 10 10 10 0 
S Other t969-75 0-100 66 36 12 12 
9 Other 1969-75 101+ 46 46 24 12 

10' Ro-assigned I I 0 

TOTAL 627 345 131 

First-stage replication: N I = 131. 
Second-stage replication: N, = 118. 
Third-stage replication: N, = 96. 

*11tis penains to one grant that was originally incorrectly assigned to Stratum 9 when the sample was drawn. 



RANDOM SAMPLING OF A WARDS 
WITHIN STRATA POPULATIONS 

Stratum 1 (236 awards) 

1st Replkllte 170 46 38 116 67 184 149 192 195 16 31 133 
...... 
1.0 

134 94 181 5 217 220 169 137 33 73 83 45 
tv 

2nd Replicate 76 165 17 80 55 39 186 171 140 235 75 189 
86 187 219 146 106 85 175 168 32 79 29 125 

3rd Replicate 148 66 159 161 110 131 229 132 103 51 21 213 
211 102 167 108 97 37 81 50 143 234 228 141 

Stratum 2 (60 awards) 

1st Replicate 15 52 47 60 55 17 5 45 42 59 30 4 

2nd Replicate 48 34 38 35 )6 37 8 13 19 50 9 

3rd Replicate 18 20 32 11 57 53 12 29 31 43 28 49 

Stratum 3 (46 awards) 

1st Replicate 26 15 3 35 27 37 22 7 41 39 45 36 

2nd Replicate 31 30 19 9 32 16 44 34 24 23 12 

3rd Replicate 20 29 17 10 21 43 5 33 42 4 13 18 



Stratum 4 (51 awards) 

1st Replicate 33 44 22 40 50 23 21 37 4 2 9 42 

2nd Replicate 51 5 14 16 8 49 12 43 19 41 24 38 

..... 3rd Replicate 26 32 35 6 15 29 11 27 46 34 45 
\0 
L;.l 

Stratum 5 (48 awards) 

1st Replicate 2 14 37 16 31 3 17 26 6 33 55 

2nd Replicate 23 22 7 27 44 9 29 43 28 32 24 19 

3rd Replicate 25 46 45 21 4 39 36 41 47 8 48 40 

Stratum 6 (63 awards) 

1st Replicate 33 16 5 31 12 46 24 53 19 38 28 60 

2nd Replicate 61 8 3 42 32 41 37 50 30 35 55 43 

3rd Replicate 36 29 20 63 59 4 47 27 17 40 54 21 

Stratum 7 (10 awards) 

Only Replicate 8 3 7 5 6 9 10 4 2 



1.0 
Stratum 8 (66 awards) 

.J:>-

Ist Replicate 54 64 44 47 13 21 15 26 II 33 41 6 

2nd Replicate 25 23 14 40 37 46 60 32 34 28 57 

3rd Replicate 50 48 62 55 39 19 63 16 42 66 36 5 

Stratum 9 (46 awards) 

1st Replicate 31 6 44 34 35 12 21 25 47 29 43 3 
22 20 2 8 JO 42 26 14 1 32 11 19 

2nd Replicate 4 24 27 33 17 38 45 46 9 13 J8 15 
39 30 23 41 40 7 36 37 16 28 5 

Stratum 10 (I award) 

Only Replicate 0 



Designs and Questionnaires 195 

AWARD CHARACTERISTICS Stratum 2-Grants 1969-197 j 
BY STRATA- ($101,000-$500,000): 1 st 
FIRST REPLICATION Replicate 

Stratum l-Grants 1969-1971 
Award 
Identi- Amount 

(0-$100,000): 1st Replicate fication (thousands Award 
Number Year of dollars) Type 

Award 
ldenti- Amount 009 69 102 
fication (thousands Award 031 69 102 
Number Year of dollars) Type* 023 70 313 

027 70 121 
010 69 45 078 70 200 
024 69 38 028 71 121 
042 69 03 050 71 298 
045 69 50 078 71 153 
053 69 05 087 71 195 
060 69 06 122 71 110 
061 69 05 151 71 109 
083 69 06 160 71 123 
089 69 06 
099 69 05 
015 70 23 St.ratum 3-Grants 1972-1974 
059 70 39 
065-14 70 10 (0-$100,000): 1 st Replicate 
065-15 70 10 

Award 
065-18 70 09 
084 70 56 ldenti- Amount 

024 71 06 fication (thousands Award 

025 71 04 Number Year of dollars) Type 

049 71 46 014 72 88 
055 71 09 023 72 60 
074 71 05 009 73 61 
082 71 36 041 73 56 
115 71 09 009 74 19 
123 71 01 011 74 15 

"Type: 1, grant; 2, contract; 3. interagency 029 74 38 
agreement: 4. technical assistance award; 030 74 76 
5. purchase order; 6, supplement. 031 74 35 

033 74 23 
036 74 75 
047 74 49 
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I 
Stratum 6-Grants 1975 
($101,000-$500,000): 
1 st Replicate 

Stratum 4-Grants 1972-1974 Award 
Identi- Amount 

($10 1,000-$500,000): 1st fication (thousands Award 
Replicate Number Year of dollars) Type 

Award 007 75 395 
Identi- Amount 019 75 187 
fication (thousands Award 023 75 254 
Number Year of dollars) Type 031 75 147 

042 75 16ti 
004 72 350 060 75 336 
008 72 278 069 75 241 
020 72 104 073 75 252 
015 73 367 080 75 368 
018 73 233 096 75 249 
022 73 428 105 73 109 
015 74 121 118 75 197 
023 74 179 
041 74 III 
043 74 266 Stratum 7-Grants 1969-1975 
046 74 200 

($501,000+): 1st Replicate 054 74 348 

Award 
ldenti- Amount 

Stratum 5-Grants 1975 fication (thousands Award 
(0-$ 100,000): 1 st Replicate Number Year of dollars) Type 

Award 019 73 0652 
Identi- Amount 037 73 0506 
fication (thousands Award 047 73 0531 
Number Year of dollars) Type 010 75 0791 

011 75 0542 
001 75 100 047 75 1198 
005 75 086 095 75 0593 
009 75 041 123 75 0600 
025 75 073 127 75 0600 
029 75 073 130 75 0600 
045 75 026 
048 75 033 
049 75 012 
061 75 013 
071 75 086 
076 75 099 
092 75 057 

---_.- ._-----------------" 
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Stratum 9-0ther 1969-1975 
($101,000+): 1st Replicate 

Award 
Identi- Amount 

Stratum 8-0ther 1969-1975 fication (thousands Award 
(0-$100,000): 1st Replicate Number Year of dollars) Type 

Award 034 70 0750 3 
ldenti- Amount 005 71 0198 3 
fication (thousands Award 037 71 0400 3 
Number Year of dollars) Type 001 72 1309 3 

025 72 2000 3 
001 71 15 3 027 72 1850 3 
027 71 03 3 001 73 2147 3 
042 71 89 3 011 73 0116 2 
051 71 05 3 039 73 0136 3 
102 71 32 3 013 74 0300 2 
133 71 70 3 014 74 0800 2 
006 72 03 5 016 74 0309 2 
007 73 37 3 022 74 1959 2 
100 73 37 4 012 74 0200 3 
106 73 39 4 014 74 \)325 3 
106 74 52 4 III 74 0147 4 
015 75 49 2 119 75 0340 4 

001 75 0436 6 
006 75 0195 2 
024 75 0300 2 
005 75 0582 3 
014 75 0500 2 
0361 75 0235 3 
0362 75 0268 2 

Stratum 10-Reassigned Cases: 
1st Replicate 

Award 
Identi- Amount 
fication (thousands Award 
Number Year of dollars) Type 

026 75 283 
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APPENDIX C2. List of Projects Drawn in the Sample 

69-NI-99-009 (Standards) Slt/dy of the Polin' Vehicle 
Grantee: Wayne State Ul!iversity 
Award: $102.148 
Investigator: H. D. Ludwig 

10 (Standards) LOllgillldillal Stu ely of Psychological Test Pre-
dictors alld Assessmellf (If Patrolmull Field Performallce 

Grantee: Chicago Police Department 
Award: $44,936 
Investigator: J. Furcon 

24 (Research) Physical Em'irolllllent alld Urball Street Behm'ior 
Grantee: City University of New York 
Award: $37,746 
Investigator; B, P. Spring 

31 (Innovation) Model Community Corrections Program-
Phase I 

Grantee: Institute for the Study of Crime & Delinquency 
Award: $101.914 
Investigator: R. Montilla 

42 (Training) Adoption of Scotland Yard's Mirro Electro-
pllllresis 

Grantee: City University of New York 
Award: $2.780 
Investigator: A. Joseph 

45 (Technical Asst.) Conference 011 Computer Applicatiolls in 
Lal\' Enforcement & Police Response 71m(' 

Grantee: Franklin Institute Research Laboratory 
Award: $50.000 
Investigator: H. Koppel 

53 (Dissemination) Jdentificatioll of Specific Factors ill Dried 
Blood 

Grantee: Pittsburgh-Allegheny County Crime Laboratory 
Award: $5.000 
Investigator: C. A. McLinemoy 

60 (Evaluation) The Impact of Community Correctiolls Centers 
Upon a State Correctional System 

Grantee: Bowling Green State University 
Award: $6.000 
Investigator: A. C. Schnur 

61 (Evaluation) Proposal for a Retrospective Assessmelll of 
SATE 

Grantee: Scientific Analysis Corporation 
Award: $5,000 
Investigator: D. Miller 

83 (Data Collection) Proposed Study COllcerning }u\'ellile De-
linq'lellCY lind YOllth COllrt Reform 

Grantee: Mary Holmes Junior College 
Award: $5,845 
Investigators: B. Joyner and J. Maxey 



Designs and Questionnaires 199 

89 (Research) Research for ,he Endorsement of Correctional 
Endem'ors 

Grantee: University of Virginia 
Award: $6,300 
Investigator: P. Low 

99 (Software) Operation Chal/enge-A Program for Practice 
T£'ac/zing by Senior Education Students 

Grantee: State of Arkansas Department of Corrections 
Award: $5,370 
Investigator: C. Honchin 

70-NI-99-015 (Research) Project for Security Design ill Urban Residential 
Areas 

Grantee: Columbia University 
Award: $22,960 
Investigator: Oscar Newman 

23 (Demonstration) Santa Clara Criminal Justice Pilot Program 
Grantee: Institute for the Study of Crime & Delinquency 
Award: $312,481 
Investigator: R. Cushman 

27 (Data Collection) Study of Delinquency & Criminal Careers 
Grantee: Temple University 
Award: $122,578 
Investigator: M. Lalli 

34-IA (Hardware Development) Police Transceiver Del'elopment 
Grantee: U.S. Air Force Electronics Systems Division 
Award: $750,000 
Investigator: P. Watts 

59 (Training) The Examination and Typing of Bloodstains in the 
Crime Laboratory 

Grantee: John Jay College 
Award: $39,057 
Investigator: A. Joseph 

65-14 (Research) The Control of Shoplifting 
Grantee: University of Utah: Psychology Department 
Award: $10,000 
Investigator: D. Gelfand 

65-15 (Research) Human Memory and the Identification Process 
Grantee: The Research Foundation: SUNY, Albany 
Award: $9,798 
Investigator: K. H. Laughery 

65-18 (Research) Responses to Police Officers in Uniform 
Grantee: Stetson University: Psychology Department 
Award: $9,392 
Investigator: R. E. Wiley 

78 (Evaluation) Systems Study ill Court Delay 
Grantee: University of Notre Dame 
Award: $191,917 
Investigator: L. G. Foschio 

84 (Evaluation) A Swdy of the Feasibility of Developing New 
Effectiveness Measures for Organized Crime Control 
Efforts 
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Grantee: International Research & Technology Corporation 
Award: $55,623 
Investigator: D. H. Overly 

71-NI-99-00I-IA (Missing) Heroin Detection Feasibility Study 
Grantee: U.S. Army Land Warfare Laboratory 
Award: $15,000 
Investigator: M. Cutler 

05-IA (Dgta Collection) Pilot Cities Victimization Survey 
Grantee: Bureau of the Census 
Award: $198,000 
Investigator: Richard W. Dodge 

22 (Missing) Educational Allowance 
Grantee: Brandeis University 
Award: $3,500 
Investigator: Unknown 

24 (Dissemination) Workshop on Forensic Applications of the 
Electron Microscope 

Grantee: Illinois Institute of TechnDlogy 
Award: $5,726 
Investigator: O. Johari 

27-IA (Missing) Latent Indented Reading-Writing Instrument 
Grantee: National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
Award: $3,000 
Investigator: R. J. Phillips 

37-IA (Standards) Law Enforcement Standards Laboratory 
Grantee: National Bureau of Stanr!::ids 
Award: $400,000 

71-NI-99-042-IA (EValuation) A Study of Court Reporting Systems 
Grantee: National Bureau of Standards 
Award: $88,623 
Investigator: R. Penn 

49 (Software) Court £'Cecurive Training Program Desigll 
Grantee: University of Denver 
Award: $46,177 
Investigator: E. C. Friesen 

50 (Dissemination) Crime and Justice in Metropolitan Albuquer-
que: A Report of the Pilot Cities 

Grantee: Institute for Social Research & Development 
A ward: $297,580 
Investigator: J. M. Campbell 

51-IA (Feasibility) Explosives Detecting Dogs 
Gral\tee: U.S. Army 
Awa,rd: $5,000 
Inve&tigator: M. Cutter 

55 (Evaillation) Evaluative Research of a Community Based 
Probation Program 

Grantee: University of Nebraska 
Award: $8,676 
Investigator: D. Levine 

74 (Dissemination) Conference 011 Prison Homosexuality 
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78 

82 

Grantee: Pennsylvania Prison Society 
Award: $4,642 
Investigator: G. R. Bacon 
(Evaluation) Research of Voice Identification 
Grantee: Michigan State Police Department 
Award: $152,513 
Investigator: W. Van Stratt 
(Fellowship) Educational Allowances 
Grantee: Graduate Research Fellowships 

201 

Award: $35,710 
Investigator: Unknown 

87 (Evaluation) Evaluation of Community Based Correction 
Grantee: Pacific Northwest Laboratories: Batelle 
Award: $194,544 
Investigator: M. Matthews 

102-IA (Evaluation) Test and Evaluation of Hydronautics Explo-
sive Vapor Detection System 

Grantee: U.S. Army 
Award: $32,000 
Investigator: M. Cutler 

115 (Research) Using Correctional Officers in Planned Change 
Grantee: School of Criminal Justice, SUNY, Albany 
Award: $8,937 
Investigator: D. Duffee 

122 (Research) Analysis of the Los Angele~ District Attorney's 
Office 

Grantee: RAND 

Award: $109,575 
Investigator: P. W. Greenwood 

123 (M;ssing) Graduate Research Fellowship 
Grantee: O.V. Aiken 
Award: $934 
Investigator: O.V. Aiken 

133-1A (DissemiIl!ltion) Exploratory SlIIdy of the Feasibility of 
Video-Taping 

Grantee: National Bureau of Standards 
A ward: $70,468 
Investigator: R. Penn 

151 (Research) The Epidemiology of Biological Dysfunction and 
Violent Behavior 

Grantee: Neuro Research Foundation 
Award: $108,931 
Investigator: F. R. Ervin 

160 (Research) Study of Delinquency and Criminal Careers 
Grantee: Temple University 
Award: $122,578 
Investigator: M. Lalli 

72-NI-99-00 I-IA (Standards) Law Enforcement Standards Laboratory 
Grantee: National Bureau of Standards 
Award: $1,309,000 
Investigator: J. Diamond 
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04 (Demonstration) Omaha-Douglas County Metropolitan 
Criminal Justice Center Program 

Grantee: University of Nebraska 
Award: $349,758 
Investigator: G. L. Kuchel 

06-PO (Data Collection) Behavior Modification and Corrections: 
Current Status 

Grantee: Institute for Applied Behavior Research 
A ward: $2,500 
Investigator: J. Costello 

08 (Research) Evaluation of the Effects of Methadone Treat-
ment on Crime and Criminal Addicts 

Grantee: Vera Institute of Justice 
A ward: $277,559 
Investigator: M. Brown 

14 (Evaluation) National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections 
Grantee: University of Michigan 
Award: $87,779 
Investigators: R. Vinter and R. Sarri 

20 (Research) Study to Determine the Impa(·t of Street Light-
ing on Crime 

Grantee: Kansas City Public Works Department 
Award: $103,555 
Investigator: F. A. Bond 

23 (Research) Forensic Epidemiology (Medical Epidemiology of 
Criminals) 

Grantee: Neuro Research Foundation 
Award: $25,000 
Investigator: F, Ervin 

25-1 A (Technical Asst.) National Impact Program Evaluation 
Grantee: U.S. Air Force Electronics Systems Division 
A ward: $2,000,000 
Investigator: l. Holmes 

27-1 A (Hardware Development) Law Enforcement Development 
Group 

Grantee: Air Force and Aerospace Corporation 
Award: $1,850,000 
Investigator: B. Henshall 

73-N 1-99-00 I-I A (Standards) Lull' Enforcement Stundards Laboratory 
Grantee: National Bureau of Standards 
Award: $2,146,534 
Investigator: J. Diamond 

07-IA (Hardware Development) Quantitative Model of the Heroin 
Addiction Problem 

Grantee: Office of Science and Technology 
Award: $36,500 
Investigator: C. Whitehead 

09 (Research) Study of Delinquency and Criminal Careers 
Grantee: Temple University 
Award: $61,416 
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Investigator: Michael Lalli 
II-C (Data Collection) National Narcotics Illtelligence Require-

ments and Recommendations 
Grantee: Institute for Defense Analyses 
Award: $115,991 
Investigator: A. Boysen 

15 (Demonstration) Demonstration on the Reduction of Pre-Trial 
Delay 

Grantee: Case Western Reserve University Law School 
A ward: $366,637 
Investigator: L. R. Kate 

18 (Software) Psychiatric Standards for Police Selection 
Grantee: Personnel Decisions Inc. 
Award: $233,013 
Investigator: R. W. Heckman 

19 (Evaluation) National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections 
Grantee: University of Michigan 
Award: $652,471 
Investigator: R. D. Vinter 

22 (Evaluation) Evaluation of the Effects of Methadone Treat-
ment on Crime and Criminal Addicts 

Grantee: Vera Institute of Justice 
Award: $427,933 
Investigator: M. Brown 

37 (Data Collection) An Allalysis of the Criminal illvestigation 
Process 

Grantee: RAND 

Award: $505,737 
Investigator: P. W. Greenwood 

39--IA (Hardware Development) Straill Sensitive Cable Sensor Test 
Grantee: U.S. Army Material Command 
Award: $136,000 
Investigator: R. D. Green 

41 (Dissemination) Uni/orm Rules of Criminal Procedure 
Grantee: National Conference of Commissioners on Uniform 

State Laws 
Award: $56,090 
Investigator: F. Kirwin 

47 (Research) Response Time Analysis 
Grantee: Kansas City Police Department 
A ward: $530,656 
Investigator: C. Key 

73-TA-99-1000 (Dissemination) Police Crime Analysis Units and Proce-
dures: Prescriptive Package 

Grantee: California Crime Technological Foundation 
Award: $36,500 
Investigator: G. A. Buck 

06 (Dissemination) A Manual for Robbery Control Projects 
Grantee: John Jay College 
Award: $39,172 
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Investigator: R. Ward 
(Evaluation) Evaluation of the LEAA Courts Improvement 

Progralll 
Grantee: RAND 
Award: $19,006 
Investigators: P. W. Greenwood, S. Wildhorn 

II (Research) Analysis of Classification of Young Adult 
OJ]i'nders 

Grantee: National Council on Crime and Delinquency 
Award: $14,878 
Investigator: E. A. Wenk 

15 (Evaluation) Demollstration Project for Closed Circllit Tele-
vision Cast' Screening 

Grantee: Philadelphia District Attorney's Office 
Award: $121,072 
Investigator: J. Foulkes 

23 (Research) A Man Computer System ff)f' the Solution of the 
Mug Filr! Problem 

Grantee: University of Houston 
Award: $179,077 
Investigator: B. T. Rhoades, Jr, 

29 (Research) Police Work: A Comparative Analysis of Drug 
Law Enforcement 

Grantee: Peter K. Manning 
Award: $38,091 
Investigator: Visiting Fellow 

30 (Software) History and Analysis of Legal and Administra-
tive Policy Towards Gambling 

Grantee: Cornell University 
Award: $75,805 
Investigator: H. P, Baden 

31 (Dissemination) A Study of Faclors Associated lI'ilh Impact 
in Criminal Justice Evaluations 

Grantee: Stuart N. Adams 
Award: $35.422 
Investigator: Visiting Fellow 

33 (Fellowship) A Study of Detectil'e Work rwd Procedure 
Grantee: Richard F. Sparks 
Award: $23,388 
Investigator: Visiting Fellow 

36 (Evaluation) Rank Change ill the Metropolitan Police De-
partment of Washington. D.C. 

Grantee: Bureau of Social Science Research 
Award: $74,995 

41 (Research) Characterization and Individualization of Semel! 
Grantee: University of California-Berkeley 
Award: $111,110 
Investigator: G. Sensabaugh 

43 (Standards) Juvenile Justice Stalldards Project 
Grantee: Institute of judicial Administration 
Award: $266,000 
Investigator: P. A. Nejelski 
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47 

54 

J-LEAA-013-74 

J-LEAA-O I 6-74 

J-LEAA-022-74 

LEAA-J-IAA-012 

J-LEAA-O 14-74 

LEAA-J-IAA-014-2 

74-TA-99-1006 

II 

75-TA-99-oo1 

(Research) Youth Gang Violence 
Grantee: Harvard University Law School 
Award: $48,890 
Investigator: W. B. Miller 
(Software) The Feasibility of Guidelines for Sentencing 
Grantee: Criminal Justice Rt!search Center Inc. 
Award: $348,302 
Investigator: L. T. Wilkens 
(Innovation) Des Moines Community Based Exemplary 

Project 
Grantee: Urban and Rural Systems Associates 
A ward: $300,000 
Investigator: N. Day 
(Evaluation) National Evaluation of LEAA's Pilot Cities 
Grantee: American Institutes for Research 
Award: $309,104 
Investigator: R. Krug 
(Software) Crime Prevention through Environmelltal Design 
Grantee: Westinghouse Electric Company 
Award: $1,958,867 
Investigator: R. CaristoJ? 
(Hardware Development) Feasibility Investigation and Test 

of Coded Taggart Materials for the Identification of Ex­
plosives 

Grantee: Atomic Energy Commission 
Award: $200,000 
Investigator: D. Dorn 
(Dissemination) Citizen Dispute Settlement Exemplary 

Project 
Grantee: Abt Associates 
Award: $799,506 
Investigator: J. Mullen 
(Hardware Development) Test and Evaluation of Less Lethal 

Weapons, Materials and Techniques 
Grantee: U.S. Army 
Award: $325,000 
Investigator: D. O. Enger 
(Miscellaneous) Police Family Crisis lntervention/Demon-

stration 
Grantee: Criminal Justice Associates, Inc. 
Award: $51,590 
Investigator: M. Bard 
(Dissemination) A Quality Control Model for Facilitating the 

Transfer of Technology 
Grantee: Human Resources Research Organization 
Award: $146,782 
Investigator: H. Wagner 
(Research) Validity and Reliability of Detection of Deception 
Grantee: University of Utah 
Award: $99,878 
Investigator: D. Raskin 
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05 

07 

09 

10 

11 

19 

23 

25 

26 

29 

31 
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(Research) Analysis of Deterrence for Criminal Justice 
Planning 

Grantee: Carnegie-Mellon University 
Award: $85,811 
Investigator: A. Blumstein 
(Standards) A National Project to Develop a Police Per-

formance Measurement System 
Grantee: American Justice Institute 
Award: $394,523 
Investigator: J. Needle 
(Evaluation) Evaluation of Criminal Justice Planning 

Institute 
Grantee: American Justice Institute 
Award: $40,661 
Investigator: G. Taylor 
(Evaluation) National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections 
Grantee: University of Michigan 
Award: $791,057 
Investigators: R. Vinter, R. Sarri 
(Evaluation) Individualization and Identification of Foren-

sically Important Physiological Fluids 
Grantee: RAND 

Award: $150,077 
Investigator: L. Holiday 
(Data Collection) In-Depth AnalysiS of National Defender 

Survey 
Grantee: National Legal Aid and Defender Association 
Award: $186,721 
Investigator: N. Goldberg 
(Software) Recruitment and Retention of Minority Correc-

tional Employees 
Grantee: Institute for Urban Affairs and Research 
Award: $254,410 
Investigator: L. Brown 
(Research) Analysis of LEAA Victimization Surveys 
Grantee: Urban Institute 
Award: $72,684 
Investigator: B. Bolden 
(Data Collection) Residential Neighborhood Crime COlltrol 
Grantee: Hartford Institute of Criminal and Social Justice 
Award: $283,122 
Investigator: B. Hollander 
(Evaluaticu) Evaluation Project: Massachusetts Community 

Assistant Parole Program 
Grantee: Massachusetts Parole Board 
Award: $73,481 
Investigator: N. Kurtz 
(Research) Impact of the Legal Process and Formal Sanc­

tions on Juvenile Delinquents 
Grantee: College of William and Mary 
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Award: $146,710 
Investigator: A. Fitch 
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42 (Research) The War on Crime in the District of Columbia; 
1955-75 

Grantee: American University 
Award: $163,820 
Investigator: J. Wilson 

45 (Research) A Study of the Detective Role in a Metropolitan 
Police System 

Grantee: College of William and Mary 
Award: $25,988 
Investigator: A. Guenther 

47 (Dissemination) Criminal Justice Symposium Series 
Gn,ntee: Community Television of Southern California 
Award: $1,197,900 
Investigator: J. Witherspoon 

48 (Dissemination) Evaluation Management Workshop 
Grante,' National Conference of State Criminal Justice Plan­

ning Administrators 
Award: $33,000 
Investigator: H. Weisman 

49 (Fellowship) Graduate Research Felloll'ships 
Grantee: Center for Criminal Justice 
Award: $12,000 
Investigator: G. Shuman 

60 (Evaluation) Proposal for Assistalll:e in Developing Appro-
priate SPA and LEAA Evaluation Systems 

Grantee: Urban Institute 
A ward: $336,036 
Investigator: J. Wholey 

61 (Dissemination) Use of Paralegals in Defenders' Offices and 
in Prison Legal Aid Programs 

Grantee: Blackstone Institute 
Award: $13,000 
Investigator: J. Stein 

69 (Data Collection) Comparative Assessment of Altemative 
Policy Options in Dispute Resolution 

Grantee: University of Southern California 
Award: $269,181 
Investigator: E. Johnson 

71 (Evaluation) Phase I Evaluation of Pre-Trial Release 
Programs 

Grantee: National Center for State Courts 
A ward: $86,209 
Investigator: B. Mahoney 

73 (Research) Evaluation of the Effects of Methadone Treatment 
on Crime and Criminal Addicts 

Grantee: Vera Institute 
Award: $252,303 
Investigator: L. Friedman 
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(Evaluation) Early Waming Robbery Reduction Projects­
Phase I 

Grantee: MITRE Corporation 
Awarj: $99,000 
Investigator: W. Eliot 
(Evaluation) Patrol Erperimentation and Evaluation 
Grantee: Wilmington Bureau of Police 
Award: $367,773 
Investigator: N. Valiante 
(Software) Development of an Evaluation Plan for the Status 

Offender Program 
Grantee: Social Science Research Institute 
Award: $60,892 
Investigator: S. Kobrin 

95 (Research) RAP-RAND: Studies on the Habitual Criminal 
Offender 

Grantee: RAND 

Award: $592,830 
Investigator: P. Greenwood 

96 (Software) Model Evaluation Program 
Grantee: Massachusetts Committee on Criminal justice 
Award: $248,985 
Investigator: R. Cole 

105 (Evaluation) Citizen Patrol Evaluation-Phase I 
Grantee: RAND 

Award: $108,980 
Investigator: R. Yin 

118 (Research) Study of Subcontracting of Correctional Treat-
ment Services 

Grantee: University of Hawaii 
Award: $196,631 
Investigator: G. Kassebaum 

119 (Miscellaneous) National Clearinghollse for the Coordination 
and Evaluation of the Career Criminal Program 

Grantee: National Legal Data Center 
Award: $339,545 
Investigator: P. Cohen 

123 (Research) RAP-Hoover: Econometric Studies of the Crim-
inal Justice System 

Grantee: Hoover Institution 
A ward: $666,666 
Investigator: R. Burress 

127 (Miscellaneous) Program in Criminal Justice: Research 
Agreement Program 

Grantee: Yale University Law School 
Award: $600,000 
Investigator: S. Wheeler 

130 (Miscellaneous) Community Based Responses to Criminal 
Justice Needs: Research Agref'ment Program 

Grantee: Northwestern University 
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75-CD-99-001 

J-LEAA-06-75 

J-LEAA-OIS-75 

J-LEAA-024-75 

LEAA-J-IAA-005-4 

J-LEAA-014-74 

LEAA-J-IAA-036-2 

J-LEAA-008-76 

72-NI-99-026-IA 

73-NI-99-024--C 

J-LEAA-035-74 

A ward: $600,000 
Investigator: L. Masotti 
(Software) Howard University Educational Development 

Project 
Grantee: Howard University 
A ward: $563,598 
Investigator: L. Brown 
(Innovation) Research of the Entire Jury Management Area 

and Development of Model Procedures for Jury Operations 
Grantee: Bird Engineering Associates 
Award: $195,000 
Investigator: G. Munsterman 
(Research) Creation of a Research Design to StlIdy Illegal 

Aliens in the U.S. 
Grantee: Linton, Mields, and Coston, Inc. 
Award: $48,598 
Investigator: D. North 
(Technical Asst.) NILECJ Technical Assistance in Criminal 

Justice 
Grantee: F.B.I. 
Award: $20,000 
Investigator: W. Mooney 
(Hardware Development) Lightweight Body Armor 
Grantee: U.S. Army 
Award: $582,500 
Investigator: N. Montanevelli 
(Dissemination) Exemplary Projects Program 
Grantee: Abt Associates 
Award: $738,617 
Investigator: J. Mullen 
(Technical Asst.) Equipment Systems Improvement Program 
Grantee: U.S. Air Force 
A ward: $396,000 
Investigator: W. Holden 
(Hardware Development) Evaluate the Utility of Dial-up 

Communications in the Criminal Justice System 
Grantee: MITRE Corporation 
A ward: $267,624 
Investigator: 
(Technical Asst.) Equipment Systems Improvement Program 
Grantee: MITRE Corporation 
Award: $1,000,000 
Investigator: W. Hulden 
(Hardware Development) Law Enforcement Development 

Group 
Grantee: Aerospace Corporation 
Award: $1,850,000 
Investigator: B. Henshall 
(Data Collection) A Nationwide Survey of Law Enforcement 

and Criminal Justice Personnel Needs and Resources 
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Grantee: National Planning Association 
Award: $546,000 
Investigator: H. Wool 

LEAA-J-IAA-005-4 (Hardware Development) Lightweight Body Armor 
Grantee: U.S. Army 
Award: $500,000 
Investigator: N. Montanevelli 

LEAA-J-IAA-021-3 (Standards) Lall' Enforcement Standards Laboratory 
Grantee: National Bureau of Standards 
Award: $1,813,000 
Investigator: J. Diamond 

J-LEAA-033-75 (Research) Srudy of the Economic and Rehabilitative Aspects 
of Prison lndustries 

Grantee: Econ., Inc. 
Award: $599,993 
Investigator: R. Christie 

j-LEAA-OIO-75 (Dissemination) Operation, Maintenance and Refinement of 
the National Criminal Jllstice Reference Service 

Grantee: General Electric 
Award: $3,481,000 
Investigator: J. Cady 

APPENDIX C3. Instruments Used for Evaluation of Sample 

The two evaluation instruments in this appendix, representing research 
and dissemination activities, are presented here as examples of the 13 
instruments used by the Committee to assess the sample of Institute­
funded projects. Each of the 13 instruments had questions common to 
all categories as well as specific questions that addressed issues rele­
vant only to particular categories. Several questions were modeled on 
evaluation questions developed and refined by Minnesota Systems 
Research, Inc. 

The two examples show the kinds of issues that the Committee felt 
should be part of each project's file record: conceptualization, the 
adequacy of the research design, the overall usefulness of the project, 
the project's contribution to knowledge-building, and lastly, the appro­
priateness of the funding level. Th,~se issues formed the basis of the 
analysis in Chapter 4 of the report. 

EVALUATION CRITERIA: RESEARCH PROJECTS 

I. Evaluator Name: ______ .. _______ _ 4. Project ID# ._~_~ __ _ 
2. Date Evaluated: ____ ...._. _____ _ 5. Evaluator 10# 
3. Project $ _ .• _~ __ .. ___ . ____ ..... _. 
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6. What kinds of knowledge building are: (A) claimed by the grantee as goals of 
this project, and (B) in your judgment likely to result or have resulted from com­
pletion of this project? (Check all that apply in columns (A) and (B) below.) 

A B 

Administrative knowledge (e.g., ways to set up a program, deliver services, 
staffing needs, costs, etc.) 0 0 

Description of characteristics of clients, population served, program, etc. 0 0 
Assessment of the overall effectiveness of a program 0 0 
Research exploring the relationship between measured variables 0 0 
Tests of specific hypotheses or specific ideas 0 0 
New substantive knowledge 0 0 
New methodological knowledge 0 0 
New knowledge of local conditions which might affect similar demonstra-

tion/research projects 0 0 
Generation of new hypotheses 0 0 
Other (specify) 0 0 

7. Does (will) the project involve significant collection of data? If yes, a.nswer ques­
tions 8, 9, 10, 11, 12. If no, go on to question #13. 
DYes ONo 

8. Have the data been collected in a form which proved useful to the analysis process? 
DYes 0 Unable to tell 

ONo 

9. Are the data in forms that are readily usable by other researchers and scholars? 
o I. Clearly usable 
o 2. Probably usable 
o 3. Probably not usable 
o 4. Clearly not usable 
o 5. Unable to tell, or not applicable 

10. Has the proposer dealt with known obstacles to validity or reliability of the data? 
o l. Shows little or no awareness 
o 2. Deals with, but not effectively 
o 3. Deals with many of the problems 
o 4. Deals with most of the significant problems 
o 5. Unable to tell, or not applicable 

II. Is the collection process feasible? 
o I. Clearly feasible 
o 2. Probably feasible 
o 3. Probably not feasible 
o 4. Clearly not feasible 
o 5. Unable to tell, or not applicable 

12. Is the data source selected appropriate for the issue under scrutiny? 

13. Would you say that the research component of this project is incidental or central 
to the overall project? 
o Incidental to project 0 Central to project 

14. Briefly characterize in a sentence or with key terms, the topics addressed in the 
project. 
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IS. Could you characterize the perspective from which this issue is examined? (Check 
all that apply) 
A. "Systemic Orientation" 

o judges 
o court administrators 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

prosecutors 
defense attorneys 
probation/parole personnel 
police 
corrections 
unable to tell 

Was that perspective appropriate? 
DYes 
o No 
o Unable to tell 

B. "Service Orientation" 
o functionaries within criminal 

justice system 
o offenders 
o victims 
o the public 

C. Other 
o equity 
o efficiency 
o other 
o inappropriate 

16. Toward what type of audience are actual or anticipated findings directed? (Check 
all that apply) 
o The funding agency staff 
o Policy makers. legislators 
o Administrators (of relevant information) 
o Practitioners in this area 
o Basic researchers. academic discipline. specialists. etc. 
o Methodologistsftechnical specialists in instrumentation. computerization. 

statistics, etc. 
o Other (specify) 
o Unable to tell. insufficient information 

17. The area(s) of major strength of [his project are: (Check all that apply) 
o Research Methods 0 Applied Impact 0 No major strengths 
o Theory 0 Other (specify) 0 Evaluation 

18. How would you describe the research aspect of this project generally? (Check all 
that apply) 
o Natural experiment 
o Lab experiment 
o Field experiment 
o Sample survey 
o Case study 
o Basic 
o Applied 
DEvaluation 
o Exploratory 

o Confirmatory (hypothesis testing, etc.) 
o Synthesis or systematization of 

. knowledge 
o Theory-oriented 
o Policy-oriented 
o Cross-sectional 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Longitudinal 
Panel 
Ex post facto study 
Other (specify) 

19. Considering acceptable methodology. given current constraints for research of this 
type, please give your rating of the Research component of this project on each of 
the selected characteristics listed below: 
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Not 
Accept- Applic-

Conceptualization Good able Poor able Unknown 

I. Explanation of problem 0 0 0 0 0 
2. Operationalization of main 

concepts 0 0 0 0 0 
3. Explanation of research design 

details 0 0 0 0 0 
4. Fit of design to the problem 0 0 0 0 0 
5. Specification of model 0 0 0 0 0 
6. Discussion of germane literature 0 0 0 0 0 
7. Use of available prior knowledge 0 0 0 0 0 
8. Specification of hypotheses 0 0 0 0 0 
9. Discussion of assumptions 0 0 0 0 0 

10. Specification of unites) of 
analysis 0 0 0 0 0 

Research Design 
II. Appropriateness of unit of 

analysis 0 0 0 0 0 
12. Definition of population of 

interest 0 0 0 0 0 
13. Quantification of variables 0 0 0 0 0 
14. Pretest of proceduresl 

instruments 0 0 0 0 0 
15. Handling of validity issues 0 0 0 0 0 
16. Handling of reliability issues 0 0 0 0 0 
17. Use of records or existing data 0 0 0 0 0 
18. Use of multiple methods of re-

search key topics 0 0 0 0 0 
Presentation of Findings 
19. Presentation of relevant data 

pro and con 0 0 0 0 0 
20. Statement of conditions under 

which findings are expected 
to hold 0 0 0 0 0 

21. Indication of policy implications 
of the study 0 0 0 0 0 

22. Discussion of how findings are 
to be utilized 0 0 0 0 0 

23. Justification of findings 0 0 0 0 0 
24. Tailoring to specific audience 0 0 0 0 0 

20. Does the research meet (hold promise for meeting) stated research objectives? 

0 Yes, completely 

0 Yes, to a reasonable extent given time and resource limit or study 

0 Yes, some minor shortcomings (please specify) 

0 No, some important major shortcomings (please specify) 

0 Can't ten (briefly explain) 
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21. If there are important shortcomings, were they beyond the investigator(s) control? 
o No important shortcomings 
o Yes, primarily beyond investigator's control (please specify) 
o No, primarily within the investigator's control 
o Unable to tell 

22. Are any of the factors listed below, in your judgment, likely to account for or "ex­
plain away" a significant part of the research findings in this project? (Check 
all that apply) 

A. Methodological 
I) techniques: 
o instrument decay 
o statistical regression toward the mean; subjects selected for their ex­

tremity on a criterion 
o bias due to selection and/or assignment of subjects; failure to match groups 

or randomly assign subjects 
o measurement problem (reliability and validity) 
o sampling design; non··representative or inadequate 
o obvious variables not measured or analyzed 
2) difficulties in objectively studying subjects: 
o prior testing of subjects 
o interaction of testing and treatment(s) 
o interaction of case selection and treatment(s) 
o multiple and confounding treatment effects 
o reactive arrangements; artificiality of experimental setting, subjects' aware­

ness, etc. 
B. HistoricaUExternal 

o changing historic events 
o maturation of subjects; growth 
o mortality 
o differential loss of subjects from compared groups 
o interaction of case selection and maturation 
o chance 

C. Bad Implementation 
o sloppy data collection, analysis, etc. 
o failure to control likely contaminating variable(s) 
o post hoc explanations tailored to the analyzed data 

D. Others (specify) 
E. All relevant, competing explanations are reasonably handled 

23. Considering the research project as a whole, how would you judge the "I\~vel of 
support"? 

Not applicable 
Clearly inadequate 
Adequate, but strained 
Adequate, good fit 
Adequate, some slack 
Clearly unnecessary slack 
Can't tell 

Original 
Proposal 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Retrospective 
Funded from Final 
Grant 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Report 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
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24. Considering the research pr"j';\..l as a whole. how would you judge the provision 
for expertise? 

Not applicable 
Clearly inadequate 
Adequate, but strained 
Adequate, good fit 
Adequate, some slack 
Clearly unnecessary slack 
Can't tell 

Original 
Proposal 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Funded 
Grant 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Retrospective 
from Final 
Report 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

25. Did the Institute generate opportunities for conscious reassessment, self-correc­
tion, stock-taking, getting outside suggestions, or careful readjustment of research 
goals and procedures during the inquiry? 
o Yes, major explicit opportunities 
o Yes, major implicit opportunities 
[] Yes, minor explicit opportunities 
o Yes, minor implicit opportunities 
o No 
o Unable to tell 

Any additional comments on Monitoring Process 
26. On the whole how would you assess the adequacy of the project toward knowledge 

building? 
o Exemplary 
o Adequate 
o ~.1inimal 
o Not adequate at all 

27. On the whole, would you judge that the problem under scrutiny is, as a matter of 
practicality, one which is capable of solution? 
DYes 
o No 
o Can't tell 

28. Would you say that the project as it is or was being conducted is congruent with 
the intent of the funding? 
DYes 
o No (please comment) 

29. If project objectives changed from the original proposal, in your judgment were the 
changes appropriate? 
o No change in qbjectives 
o Appropriate changes were made (comment on reason) 
o Inappropriate changes were made (please explain) 

30. If the decision were made to continue this project at approximately the same level 
of funding and under similar time constraints, would you recommend: (Check all 
that apply) o Expanding the current research component, increasing its share in the overall 

project 
o The complete re-desigr, of the existing research component 
o Changes to correct; important methodological flaws 
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o An alternative methodology to that used 
o Changes to improve general workmanship or procedures 
o Basically no changes or only minor modifications 
o Other (specify) 

31. Please give other suggestions which might strengthen this research component: 
(optional) 

32. Considering the current state of the research craft in areas and settings such as 
that addressed by this project, would you consider the research component to be 
overall: 
o Far better than average 
o Somewhat better than average 
o About average 
o Somewbat below average 
o Far below average 

33. How familiar are you with the specific substantive issues and area(s) addressed by 
this research project? 
o Not at all familiar 
o Superficially familiar 
o Moderately familiar 
o Quite familiar 

34. How familiar are you with the methodological techniques mentioned in this docu­
mentation? 
o Not at all familiar 
o Superficially familiar 
o Moderately familiar 
o Quite familiar 

35. Did you have prior knowledge of the investigators involved in this project? 
o No 
o Yes, but only through literature 
o Yes, from personal contact 

36. Did you have prior knowledge of the project before rating? 
o No 
DYes 

37. Considering the state of know/edge in the field, would you rate the theoretical or 
empirical contribution to be: 
o Far above average 
o Somewhat above average 
o Average 
o Somewhat below average 
o Far below average 

38. Considering the utility jiir others and its importance with respect to social problems 
and priorities, would you rate the project as: 
o Far above average 
o Somewhat above average 
o Average 
o Somewhat below average 
o Far below average 



Designs and Questionnaires 217 

Additional Questions: 
1. In sum, if it were your ·rlecision to fund this project, would you have funded it? 

o 1. Yes 
o 2. Only with changes as specified 
o 3. No 

2. Please record summary comments about the project in the space below: 

EVALUATION CRITERIA: DISSEMINATION PROJECTS 

I. Evaluator Name: 4. Project 10# ______ _ 

2. Date Evaluated: 5. Evaluator ID# ______ _ 
3. Project $ ______ _ 

6. What are the goals of this project c\a.imed by the grantee? 
o New administrative knowledge (e.g., ways to set up a program, deliver services, 

staffing needs, cross, etc.) 
o New substantive knowledge 
o New methodological knowledge 
o Description of characteristics of clients, population served, program, etc. 
o Assessment of the overall effectiveness of a program or method 
o New knowledge of local conditions which might affect demonstration/research 

projects 
o Generation of new ideas (as in an exploratory conference) 
o Other (specify) 

7. Briefly characterize in a sentence or with key terms the topic(s) addressed in this 
project: 

8. What was the mode of presentation? 
0 case study 0 MIS 
0 model standard 0 computer systems 

0 model statutes/codes 0 discussion/"airing of 

0 program guidelines subject" 

0 policy recommendations 0 curricula 

0 performance measures 0 staffing recommendations 

Was it appropriate? 
0 Yes Comments 
0 No 
0 Not applicable 

9. What was the medium? 
0 General Report 0 Briefing 
0 Conference Report 0 Seminar 
0 Book 0 Reference Service; Clearinghouse 
0 Manual 0 Laboratory 
0 Guide 0 Media Techniques 
0 Conference 0 Other 

10. Is dissemination component incidental or central to overall project? 
o Central 0 Incidental 
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II. Toward what type of audience are actual or anticipated findings directed? 
(Check all that apply) 
A. Direct Audience 

Criminal justice practitioners 
o judges 
o court administrators 
o prosecutors 
o defense attorneys 
o police officers 
o police administrators 
o correctional institution staff 
o other 

Educators 
o police academy 
o high school 

B. Indirect Audience 

Criminal justice practitioners 
o judges 
o court administrators 
o prosecutors 
o defense attorneys 
o police officers 
o police administrators 
o correctional institution staff 
o other 
Educators 
o police academy 
o high school 

o college 
o law school 
o specialized (other) 

General public 
o citizens action groups 
o citizen "understanding" 
o other 

Research community 
o academic 
o consulting firms 
o other 
o unable to tell 

o college 
o law school 
o specialized (other) 

General public 
::J citizens action groups 
o citizen "understanding" 
o other 

Research community 
o academic 
o consulting firms 
o other 
o unable to tell 

12. Was the medium employed effective for reaching the audience intended'? 
o I. Clearly most effective 
o 2. Effective, though other media may have been better 
o 3. Probably not effective 
o 4. Clearly inappropriate 
o 5. Unable to tell. or not applicable 

13. If yes on # 12 (3, 4, or 5). what would have contributed to more effective 
dissemination? 

14. Could you characterize the perspective in which this project is designed? 
A. "Systemic Orientation" 

o judges o probation/parole personnel 
o court administrators o police 
o prosecutors o corrections 
o defense attorneys o unable to tell 
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B. "Service Orientation" 
o functionaries within criminal 

justice system 
o criminal justice system 
o offenders 
o victims 
o the public 

Was that perspective appropriate? 
DYes 0 No 

C. Change desired requires 
o equipment 
o techniques 
o "understanding" 
o more research 
o more efficient allocation of 

resources 

o Unable to tell 
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15. Was the dissemination activity based on previous NILECJ funding activity? 

DYes 
o No 
o Unable to tell 
If yes, what project? 

16. Was the dissemjnation activity based on any other research known by you or cited? 

DYes 
o No 
o Unable to tell 
If yes, please describe and assess its adequacy as data source: 

17. Judging the product as an example of its own type, would you rate its content as: 
o I. Far above average 
o 2. Above average 
o 3. Average 
o 4. Below average 
o 5. Far below average 
o 6. Unable to tell, or not applicable 

18. Considering the research project as a whole, how would you judge the "level 
of support"? 

Not applicable 
Clearly inadequate 
Adequate. but strained 
Adequate. good fit 
Adequate. some slack 
Clearly unnecessary slack 
Can't tell 

Retrospective 
Original Funded from Final 
~roposaI Grant R~ep,,-o,,-,rc.:.t __ _ 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

19. Bearing in mind the state of the art of dissemination and judging the project as a 
whole. was it in your judgment: 
o I. Far above average 
o 2. Above average 
o 3. Average 
o 4. Below average 
o 5. Far below average 
o 6. Unable to tell, or not applicable 
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2(\. Is there any evidence that in fact an effective transfer of technology took place? 
o 1. Yes, a significant transfer 
o 2. Some transfer 
o 3. Little transfer 
o 4. None 
o 5. Unable to tell, or not applicable 

21. Considering the utility for others and its importance with respect to social problems 
and priorities, would you rate the project as: 

22. Did the Institute generate opportunities for conscious reassessment, self-correction, 
stock-taking, getting outside suggestions, or careful readjustment of research goals 
and procedures during the inquiry? 
o Yes, major explicit opportunities 
o Yes. major implicit opportunities 
o Yes, minor explicit opportunities 
o Yes, minor implicit opportunities 
o No 
o Unable to tell 

Please add any additional comments on Monitoring Process: 

23. How familiar are you with the specific substantive issues and area(s) addressed by 
this research project? 
o Not at all familiar 
o Superficially familiar 
o Moderately familiar 
o Quite familiar 

24. How familiar are you with the methodological techniques mentioned in this 
documentation? 
o Not at all familiar 0 Moderately familiar 
o Superficially familiar 0 Quite familiar 

25. Did you have prior knowledge of the investigators involved in this project? 
o No 
o Yes, but only through literature 
o Yes, from personal contact 

26. Did you have prior knowledge of the project before rating? 
o No 0 Yes 

27. Considering the research project as a whole, how would you judge the provision 
for expertise? 

Retrospective 
Original Funded from Final 
Proposal Grant ReEort 

Not applicable 0 0 0 
Clearly inadequate 0 0 0 
Adequate, but strained 0 0 0 
Adequate, good fit 0 0 0 
Adequate, some slack 0 0 0 
Clearly unnecessary slack 0 0 0 
Can't tell 0 0 0 

~---------------------' 
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Additional Questio/ls: 

1. In sum, if it were your decision to fund this project, would you have funded it? 
D 1. Yes 
D 2. Only with changes as specified 
D 3. No 

2. Please record summary comments about the project in the space below: 

APPENDIX C4. Sample Design for Rejects 

As a complement to its analysis of a sample of Institute-funded 
projects, the Committee examined a sample of 137 applications for 
funding that were rejected by the Institute. Because these rejects are 
filed for the years 1972-75 according to their state of origin and the year 
in which they were submitted, the Committee constructed a sample 
design stratified by year and state. The tables on the following pages 
show this procedure. The frequency distribution shows how many 
rejected applications were received from each state for each year, and 
the cumulative frequency distribution shows the sum of all applications 
for each year. The sampling plan shows the individual rejects that were 
randomly drawn in the sample for every state and year. A total of 117 
rejects were sampled in this manner. 

In addition to the rejects drawn in this sample, there were two more 
small classes of rejects examined by the Committee. For 1971, a 
different filing method was used by NILECJ, and therefore the Commit­
tee randomly selected 10 of the 85 rejects for that year. Similarly, the 
Community Crime Prevention Division began its own filing system for 
rejects in 1975, and so 10 of the 43 rejected applications were sampled. 
The entire sample of rejected funding requests totaled 137. 

FUNDING APPLICATIONS DISAPPROVED BY NILECJ:1972-1975 

Frequency Distribution Cumulative Frequency Distribution 
STATE 1972 1973 1974 1975 1972 1973 1974 1975 

Alabama 1 0 3 3 I 0 1-3 1-3 
Alaska 2 1 0 I 2-3 1 4 
Arizona 3 0 6 5 4-6 4-9 5-9 
Arkansas 0 0 0 0 
California 40 41 48 22 7-46 2-42 10-57 10-31 
Colorado 4 0 2 3 47-50 58-59 32-34 
Connecticut 4 8 2 3 51-5·; 43-50 60-61 35-37 
Delaware 0 0 1 I 62 38 
D.C. 16 25 45 18 55-70 51-75 63-107 39-56 
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Frequency Distribution Cumulative Frequency Distribution 
STATE 1972 1973 1974 1975 1972 1973 1974 1975 

Florida 14 5 17 7 71-84 76-80 108-124 57-63 
Georgia 6 6 7 I 85-90 81-86 125-1:11 64 
Hawaii 0 2 0 0 87-88 
Idaho 0 0 0 0 
Illinois 20 13 20 6 91-110 87-101 132-151 65-70 
Indiana 2 0 3 4 111-112 152-154 71-74 
Iowa 2 I 2 0 113-114 102 155-156 
Kansas 0 I 0 115 157 
Kentucky 2 0 8 4 116-117 158-165 75-78 
Louisiana 2 2 2 I 118-119 103-104 166-167 79 
Maine 0 1 2 2 105 168-169 8(1-81 
Maryland 6 8 15 13 120-125 106-113 170-184 82-94 
Massachusetts 16 12 16 16 126-141 114-125 185-200 95-110 
Michigan 8 8 12 6 142-149 126-133 201-212 111-116 
Minnesota 5 2 8 I 150-154 134-135 213-220 117 
Mississippi 0 0 0 I 118 
Missouri 13 7 8 3 155-167 136-142 221-228 119-121 
Montana I 0 2 0 168 229-230 
Nebraska 2 I 3 169 143-144 231 122-124 
Nevada 0 I 170 145 125 
New Hampshire 2 I 0 0 171-172 146 
New Jersey 9 2 7 II 173-181 147-148 232-238 126-136 
New Mexico 0 2 I 0 149-150 239 
New York 34 25 35 28 182-215 151-175 240-274 137-164 
North Carolina 4 I 5 0 216-219 176 275-279 
North Dakota 0 I 0 0 177 
Ohio 8 6 5 8 220-227 178-183 280-284 165-172 
Oklahoma 2 0 4 I 228-229 285-288 173 
Oregon 5 5 2 3 230-234 184-188 289-290 174-176 
Pennsylvania 13 9 15 13 235-247 189-197 291-305 177-189 
Rhode Island 0 0 0 0 
South Carolina 0 0 2 306 190-191 
South Dakota 0 I 4 198 307 192-195 
Tennessee 5 5 8 6 248-252 199-203 308-315 196-201 
Texas 6 0 2 0 253-258 316-317 
Utah 5 0 I 0 259-263 318 
Vermont 0 0 I 0 319 
Virginia 8 15 16 12 264-271 204-218 320-335 202-213 
Washington 2 3 6 7 272-273 214-221 336-341 214-220 
West Virginia 2 0 0 0 274-275 
Wisconsin 2 2 3 3 276-277 222-223 342-344 221-223 
Wyomir.g 0 0 0 0 
Subtotal 277 223 344 223 X X X X 
Other Counties 0 I 4 3 224 345-348 224-226 
TOTAL 277 224 348 226 



FUNDING APPLICATIONS DISAPPROVED BY NILECJ: 
1972-1975 SAMPLING PLAN 

State 1972 1973 1974 1975 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 2 

Arkansas 
California 18,19,20,21,22,25,29 .s, 7, 9,13,18,28 1,27 8, 12, 19 

Colorado 2 

Connecticut 3 

Delaware 
D.C. 13 8,10,21 13 12, 13, 18 

Florida 10 4, \0 3 

Georgia 
Hawaii 2 

Idaho 
Illinois 3,9, 19,20 2,3, 10, 13 11 

Indiana 1,3 

Iowa 2 

Kansas 
Kentucky 3,6 

Louisiana 2 1,2 

Maine 
Maryland 1,5,6 3,5 4, II, 15 4,11 

Massachusetts 11, 13, 16 8,9 3,5, 16 

Michigan 5 1,4,12 6 

Minnesota 4 

Mississippi 
MisSQuri 1,8 5, 7 

Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 7 2 11 

New Mexico 
New York 1, 15,20 11,12,14,19 1,7,34 8, 19 

North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 3 3 

Pennsylvania 8 4,11,12 2,6,7 

Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 6 7,10,13 12,14 I 

Washington 4 

West Virginia 
Wisconsin 3 I 

Wyoming 
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EVALUATION CRITERIA-REJECTED APPLICATIONS 

I. Evaluator Name Date Evaluated 
2. Oliginating State 
3. Year 
4. Name of Principal Investigator 
5. Name of Prospective Grantee 
6. Type of Grantee 

(enter appropriate letter) 
a. Federal Government agency 
b. State Government agency 
c. City government agency 
d. Other government agency 
e. University 
f. Research institute 
g. Professional or trade assoc. 
h. Private research corporation 
i. Other private corporation 
j. Individual 
k. Can't tell 

7. Type of Paper 
(enter appropriate letter) 

a. Concept paper 
b. Proposal 

8. Description of Document 
a. Number of pages 
b. Proposed budget 
c. Issue/problem (describe briefly) 

d. Relationship to academic disciplines: 
(enter appropriate number) 

I) Psychology 
2) Law or Political Science 
3) Economics, Statistics 
4) Sociology 
5) Engineering 
6) Computer Science 
7) Biology, Chemistry 
8) Social Ecology (e.g., Geography, Anthropology) 
9) Other 

e. Type of project: 
I) data collection 
2) evaluation 
3) research 
4) hardware development 
5) software development 
6) training 
7) innovation 
8) dissemination 
9) demonstrations 
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10) technical assistance 
I I) standards 
12) feasibility 
13) fellowship 

9. Review process 

a. Internal 
b. External 

10. What NILECJ division reviewed it? 
a. RAD or ROD 
b. Advanced Technology 
c. Community Crime Prevention 
d. Police 
e. Courts 
f. Corrections 
g. Juvenile Delinquency 
h. Evaluation 
i. Technology Transfer 
j. Technical Assistance 
k. Can't tell 

II. Who should have logically handled it? 
a. RAD or ROD 
b. Advanced Technology 
c. Community Crime Prevention 
d. Police 
e. Courts 
f. Corrections 
g. Juvenile Delinquency 
h. Evaluation 
i. Technology Transfer 
j. Technology Assistance 
k. Can't tell 

12. What was Institute response to concept paper? 

a. Reviewed only by staff person who first 
received it 

b. Reviewed beyond initial staff receiver 
c. Request of re-work of concept paper 
d. Combined with another concept paper or suggested 

integration with another effort 
e. Proposal refused 
f. Can't tell 
g. Recommended application be presented to other 

government agency 
h. Other (explain) 
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(enter appropriate letter) 

(enter appropriate letter) 

13. Summarize any correspondence or routing slips (internal to NILE or LEAA) 

14. Was concept paper solicited? 
Yes 
No 
Don't know 

----------------~ 
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15. If yes, by what mechanism? 
(enter appropriate letter) 

a. Sale source contract 
b. Informal solicitation 
c. Limited solicitation 
d. Open solicitation 
e. RFP 
f. Can't tell 

16. Did the final letter of rejection specify any of the following reasons for not funding? 
(enter appropriate letter) 

a. General budgetary constraints 
b. Not a high priority item 
c. Unrelated to Program Plan 
d. Duplication 
e. Bad design/methodology 
f. Too "experimental" for Institute priorities 
g. Concept paper too sketchy 
h. Budget already exhausted in particular program 

area of proposal 
i. Budget cut in particular program area 

17. Were there different reasons stated in internal 
documents, or in reviews for the rejection? 

a. No 
b. Unclear impact or possibilities for implementation 
c. "Fuzzy" statement 
d. Other (specify) 

18. Given the information contained in this concept paper, would you have agreed with 
NILE's decision not to fund? 
a. Yes, for the reasons given above 
b. Yes, but for different reasons (specify) 
c, No (please comment) 

19. Summarize strengths and weaknesses of this concept paper as you perceive them. 

NILECJ REJECTED APPLICATIONS-EVALUATION 
DISTRIBUTION DATA 

States Distribution-Rejects (137 total) 
California 
New York 
District of Columbia, Maryland 
Illinois 
Pennsylvania 
Virginia 
Florida, Massachusetts, Michigan 
New Jersey 
Wisconsin 

No. 
22 
16 
II 
10 
09 
08 
05 
04 
03 

(%2 
(16.1) 
(I I. 7) 

(8.0) 
(7.3) 
(6.6) 
(5.8) 
(3.6) 
(2.9) 
(2.2) 
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Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, Missouri, Montana, 
Oregon, Tennessee, Washington 

Arizona, Colorado, Connecticut, Georgia, Hawaii, 
Maine. Minnesota, Nevada, North Carolina, Texas 

Year Distribution 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 

Type of Grantee Distribution 
University 
Private Research Corp. 
City Government Agency 
Professional Association 
Individual 
Other Private Corp. 
Research Institute 
State Government Agency 
Other Government Agency 
Unknown 

Type of Paper Distribution 
Concept Paper 
Proposal 

Number of Pages D(tta 
Average Number of Pages in a Concept PaperlProposal 

Budget Request Data 
Average Budget Requested in a Concept 

PaperlProposal 

Relationship to Academic Discipline Distribution 
Sociology 
Engineering 
Criminology 
Economics/Statistics 
LawlPolitical Science 
Psychology 
Biology/Chemistry 
Social Ecology 
Computer Science 
UnknownlNot Reported 
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No. {%} 

02 (1.5) 

01 (0.7) 

II (8.0) 
25 (18.2) 
27 (19.7) 
35 (25.5) 
39 (28.5) 

56 (40.9) 
25 (18.2) 
10 (7.3) 
10 (7.3) 
10 (7.3) 

7 (5.1) 
6 (4.4) 
6 (4.4) 
5 (3.6) 
2 ( 1.5) 

121 (88.3) 
16 (I 1.7) 

10.46 

$171,808 

29 (21.2) 
15 (10.9) 
15 (10.9) 
13 (9.5) 
10 (7.3) 

8 (5.8) 
6 (4.4) 

4 (2.9) 
3 (2.2) 

34 (24.8) 
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Project Type Distribution 
Research 
Evaluation 
Hardware 
Software 
Training 
Demonstration 
Data Collection 
Innovation 
Standards 
Feasibility 
Technical Assistance 
UnknownlNot Reported 

Type of Review Distribution 
Internal Review Only 
Both Internal and External Review 
External Only 
Unknown/Not Reported 

Division Review Distribution 

RAD/ROD 

Police 
Community Crime Prevention 
Courts 
Corrections 
Advanced Technology 
Juvenile Delinquency 
Unknown/Not Reported 

Institute Response Distribution 
Reviewed beyond Initial Staff Receiver 
Reviewed Only by Initial Staff Receiver 
Suggested Integration with Another Concept Paper 
Recommended Submission to Another Government Agency 
Requested Re-work of Concept Paper 
UnknownlNot Reported 

No. 

49 
22 
14 
10 
8 
8 
5 
4 
2 
2 
0 
7 

121 
8 
I 
7 

62 
16 
13 
13 
9 
6 
I 
8 

75 
44 
2 
2 
1 

10 

Distribution of Concept Paper Solicitation Status/Solicitation 
Mechanism 

(%) 

(35.8) 
(16.1) 
(10.2) 
(7.3) 
(5.8) 
(5.8) 
(3.6) 
(2.9) 
(1.5) 
( 1.5) 

(5.1) 

(88.3) 
(5.8) 
(0.7) 
(5.1) 

(45.3) 
(11.7) 
(9.5) 
(9.5) 
(6.6) 
(4.4) 
(0.7) 
(5.8) 

(54.7) 
(32.1) 

(1.5) 
( 1.5) 
(0.7) 
(7.3) 

Not Solicited 136 (99.3) 
Solicited (by limited solicitation) I (0.7) 

Official Rejection Letter-Reasons for Not Funding Distribution 
Not a High-Priority Item 49 (35.8) 
Duplication 32 (23.4) 
Unrelated to Program Plan 27 (19.7) 
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General Budgetary Constraints 
Budget Exhausted in Particular Program Area 
Too "Experimental" 
Concept Paper Too Sketchy 
UnknownINot Reported 

Internal Reasons for Rejection Distribution 
No Other Reasons Than Those Officially Stated 
Unclear Impact or Possibilities for Implementation 
"Fuzzy" Statement 
Other 
Not Reported 

Agreement with Rejection Decision Distribution 
Yes. Agree for Same Reasons as Institute 
Yes, Agree but for Different Reasons Than Institute 
No, Would Have Funded 
Can't TelllNot Reported 

NILECJ REJECTED APPLICATIONS-TCPIC LIST 
(listed in chronological sequence) 

001. gun control-informants 
002. narcotics enforcement 
003. witness recognition 
004. police organizational development 
005. terrorism research 
006. industrial engineering and law enforcement 
007. police dogs-develop a superhreed 
008. criminal justice course for campus police 
009. security windows 
010. conference on role of criminal justice consultants 
OIl. police organizational development 
012. police attitudes 
013. prison health care programs 
014. develop techniques for municipal law enforcement agencies 
015. fingerprint unit 
016. women police 
017. women police 
018. marijuana research 
019. change in the Minnesota Department of Corrections 
020. drug treatment program 
021. evaluatiolls of communications projects 
C22. rehabilitation of public offenders 
023. drug education in high schools 
024. law enforcement services in the MantJ.llec region of Missouri 
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No. (%) 

19 (13.9) 
7 (5.1) 
6 ,(4.4) 
2 (1.5) 

21 (15.3) 

85 (62.0) 
IS (10.9) 
8 (5.8) 
4 (2.9) 
5 (3.6) 

99 (72.3) 
21 (15.3) 

8 (5.8) 
9 (6.6) 
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025. evaluation of Montana community-based corrections program 
026. attend a Criminal Justice course in London 
027. gunfire detection system 
028. evaluation of Sage Hill Camp program 
029. policeman as a communicator 
030. establish a central registry of pathology information 
031. polygraph research 
032. polygraph research 
033. synthesize law enforcement literature 
034. standards for listing police telephone numbers 
035. explosives detecting dogs 
036. "help" transmitter for police 
037. electronic credit card identification 
038. rape research 
039. human cocaine tolerance 
040. post-prison adjustment center 
041. overview of contemporary law enforcement 
042. community involvement in crime control 
043. police roles and responses to alcoholism 
044. municipal gun control 
045. computer system for the criminal justice process 
046. study of the prosecutor's office 
047. polygraphs 
048. youth service bureaus 
049. vapor trace analyzer 
050. aerosol jellyfish sting 
051. fingerprint classification 
052. polypeptides in hair 
053. spli t sentencing 
054. juvenile justice facilities 
055. acoustic fingerprint transcription 
056. establish a Cornell criminal justice institute 
057. establish a central New York criminal justice resource center 
058. survey of campus security 
059. criminal investigation process in Kansas City 
060. evaluation of laboratory support in the criminal justice system 
061. personal space and human aggression 
062. characterization of semen 
063. helicopter bullet detection system 
064. diversionary program for youth 
065. classification as a total of punishment in penal institution 
066. violence in Cuban exile communities 
067. evaluation of Maywood Police Department 
068. procedural reform in Iowa Courts 
069. drug treatment for ex-offenders 
070. police performance standards 
071. a model for homicidal behavior 
072. laboratory proficiency 
073. role of mental services in deviancy 
074. evaluation of Maryland indeterminate sentence concept 

--- - -- . -- ~- ------
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075. police accountability 
076. public attitudes towards police 
077. predicting crime in geographic areas 
07S. polygraph research 
079. "life-options" model of crime 
OSO. fingerprint methodology 
OS I. politics of Orleans Parish court 
OS2. court watching survey 
OS3. behavior modification of police 
OS4. employing ex-offenders 
OS5. violence in Philadelphia prisons 
086. relationships between inmates of two Philadelphia prisons 
087. biorhythms for policemen 
OSS. case studies in collective bargaining 
OS9. jury management and utilization 
090. plea bargaining in Wisconsin 
091. behavior adaptation in metropolitan economies 
092. !let gun weapon 
093. anti-crime programs and street crime 
094. analysis of terminal recidivism 
095. career development for law enforcement 
096. consumer fraud 
097. consumer fraud 
098. citizen involvement in the criminal justice system 
099. occupational deviance surveys 
100. evaluation of regulations affecting consumers 
101. a model of unequal incidence of the law 
102. economics of bank robberies 
103. police crime prevention bureaus 
104. advocate counseling and education 
lOS. criminal justice training for law students 
106. case studies of collective bargaining 
107. victim survey reporting 
108. research on the theory of threats 
109. forensic science effectiveness 
110. the generalist investigator 
Ill. burglary alarm system 
112. study of victimless crimes 
113. guidelines for juvenile court judges 
114. educational community college center 
115. women in criminal.justice 
116. standards for treating the mentally retarded in corrections 
117. New England criminal justice information and placement service 
lIS. police labor relations data 
t 19. clearinghouse for private security 
120. polygraphs 
121. interpersonal skills in corrections 
122. analysis of the police dispatch function 
123. crime and the elderly 
124. New England criminal justice information/placement center 

231 
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125. women employees in the criminal justice system 
126. new stenotype system 
127. police behavior 
128. victimology research 
129. evaluation of police training programs 
130. prediction of crime in Newark 
131. model of the criminal justice system 
132. evaluation of community corrections programs 
133. regional evaluation team 
134. evaluation of Federal program policy 
135. evaluation of youth service bureaus 
136. evaluation of halfway houses 
137. system analysis of the juvenile justice process 

APPENDIX CS. Personnel Questionnaire 

Because of their role in procuring and monitoring research, the Insti­
tute's staff must have adequate background in research methodology in 
order to make informed decisions on the funding of research. The 
Committee administered a background questionnaire to all current 
NILECJ professional staff personnel to assess more accurately their 
level of training and experience. The questionnaire was designed to be 
relatively short and easy to administer although several questions were 
sufficiently open to permit variation in responses. 

Of the 56 professional staff members in the Ins~itute, 45 responded to 
the questionnaire: 

I) The as level of the staff averages 12.5; 40 percent of the staff of 
the Office of Research Programs have as-14 or as-Is ratings. 

• 80 percent have bachelor-level degrees; 26.7 percent have PhDs, 
and 13.3 percent have completed all the course work for a doctoral 
degree. 

• 38 percent have 1-3 publications; 38 percent have never pub­
lished. 

• 53 percent have had 3 or more courses in some aspects of research 
methodology; 47 percent have had little or no methodological training. 

• 60 percent have had more than 5 years of work experience in 
criminal justice; 20 percent have had less than 3 years work experience 
in criminal justice. 

The Committee has doubts about the Institute's ability to adequately 
manage a sustained research program when only half the staff have the 
necessary formal training and experience to deal credibly and capably 
with good researchers in the field. 
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In addition to the question of training and experience, there is 
evidence that lack of stability among staff in the Institute's short 
history has created an atmosphere unconducive to a sustained research 
program: at the time of the survey, 60 percent of the staff had come to 
the Institute in the previous 3 years, and only 27 percent had been there 
more than 5 years. Thus, there is no substantial group of professionals 
who could create continuity between the last two Institute directors. 
The Committee's evaluation of grants and contracts reflects this; it 
showed tremendous fluctuation in managers on pal'ticular projects, 
which exacerbated the problem of cohesive grants management. 

The questionnaire used and the tabulation of responses to the 
questionnaire appear on the following pages. 

PERSONNEL QUESTIONNAIRE - NILECJ STAFF 

I. Name of Division in NILECJ 

2. GS Grade Level 
3. Education 

B.S. or A.B. Year Institution 
(specify) 

M.A. (or other master's level degree) Year Institution 
(specify) 

Ph.D. (or other doctorate) Year Institution 
(specify) 

Other Year Institution 
(specify) 

Undergraduate Major: 
Graduate Major (specify by degree, if more than one graduate degree): 
Courses in Research Methodology Areas of Research Methodology in these 
(specify undergraduate or graduate): courses (e.g., design, sampling, inferential 

statistics, etc.): 

4. Special Qualifications and Skills 
Publications: 

Areas of Research: 

Other: 
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5. Employment History 
a. Present Position: (attach separate sheet if you have had more than one distinct job 

title within NILECJ) 
(1) Title 
(2) Date of Employment 
(3) Job Description* 

(4) % of current work spent in: Program planning 
Administration of grants and contracts 
Technical/advisory review of reports, 

proposals, etc. 
Analysis of secondary data for program 

planning 
Program administration 
Research (specify) 

Other (specify) 

b. For each of last three positions: 
(I) Title 
(2) Dates of Employment to 
(3) Job Description* 
(4) Kind of business or organization: government (specify federal, state 

or local) 
educational institution 
private business 
research organization 
self-employed 

(5) % of time spent in: Program planning 

(I) Title 

Administration of grants and contracts 
Administration of research 
Analysis of secondary data 
Original research 
Program or project administration 
Direct criminal justice related work 
Other (specify) _______ . 

(2) Dates of Employment 
(3) Job Description* 

to 

(4) Kind of business or organization: government (specify federal, 
state or local) 

educational institution 

% 

__ 100% 

% 

100% 

*If you prefer, attach current resume to answer (3) of all parts of question 5. 

_______ ~~ ________________ __l 
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private business 
research organization 
self-employed 

(5) % of time spent in: Program planning 

(I) Title 

Administration of grants and contracts 
Administration of research 
Analysis of secondary data 
Original research 
Program c>;: project administration 
Direct criminal justice related work 
Other (specify) ______ _ 

(2) Dates of Employment 
(3) Job Description* 

to 

(4) Kind of business or organization: government (specify federal. 
state or local) 

educational institution 
private business 
research organization 
self-employed 

(5) % of time spent in: Program planning 
Administration of grants and contracts 
Administration of research 
Analysis of secondary data 
Original research 
Program or project administration 
Direct criminal justice related work 
Other (specify) ______ _ 

6. Total number of years professional work experience 

7. Total number of years work experience in criminal justice 
field 

235 

% 

100% 

% 

100% 

8. Do you believe you could (or could have when you started) expand or enhance the 
skills needed to perform your present job by any sort of training or professional 
experience? 
Yes No ------
If yes, what sort of training or professional experience? 

9. Why did you come to the Institute? Were you recruited? 

10. Are you doing the kind of work at the Institute that you believe you were hired to 
perform? Yes No _____ _ 
If not, how is it different? 
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PERSONNEL STUDY - MARGINAL TABULATIONS 

Universe: 56 
Responses: 45 
Response Rate: 80% 

Total 
ORP orr OE (Director) No. % 

# 2 GS Grade Level 
9-11 3 5 2 10 22.2 

12-13 7 5 3 15 33.3 
14-15 8 4 4 16 35.6 
16+ I 0 3 6.7 
Non-response I __ I ~ 

TOTAL 20 15 9 45 100 

#3 Education (Highest Degree* Held) 
Bachelor Level 2 6 9 20.0 
Master's Level (I) 9 4 

(2) 15 33.3 
Ph.D. 6 I 5 12 26.7 

LL.B. or J.D. I I 0 3 6.7 
Ph.D. course work 2 2 2 6 13.3 
Non-response 0 0 Q... 

TOTAL 20 15 9 45 100 

Undergraduate Major 
Hard Sciences 3 3 4 10 22.2 
Behavioral, Social Sciences 13 9 4 26 57.7 
Humanities 4 3 I 8 17.8 
Non-response 0 0 Q... I __ I ~ 

TOTAL 20 15 9 I 45 99.9 

Graduate Major 
Hard Sciences 2 0 3 5 11.I 
Behavioral, Social Sciences 15 8 5 28 62.2 
Humanities 0 0 I 2.2 
Law I I 0 3 6.7 
Other 0 I 0 I 2.2 
No Graduate Work 2 4 7 15.6 
Non-response 

TOTAL 20 15 9 45 100 

Courses in Research Methodology 
None 4 0 5 Il.l 
Statistics 0 0 2.2 

*Does not include advanced training work other than Ph.D. course work. 
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Total 

ORP orr OE (Director) No. % 

Design 0 0 0 
Sampling 0 0 0 
Two Courses in Any of Above 3 I 0 4 8.9 

Three or More Courses in Any of Above 10 7 7 24 53.3 

Basic Science Major 2 2 0 4 8.9 

Basic Science Ph.D. 0 0 I I 2.2 

Uncertain 
Three or More Areas, No Course 

Specified 0 I 0 I 2.2 

Economics Major & ADP Systems I 0 0 I 2.2 

MA & PhD Math 0 I 2 4.4 

BA & MA Psych I 2.2 

No Response I I 2.2 

TOTAL 20 15 9 45 100 

#4 Publication* 
0 6 8 3 17 37.8 

1-3 9 4 4 17 37.8 

4-5 2 2 1 5 11.1 

6-10 I 0 0 2 4.4 

11+ 2 1 L 4 8.9 

TOTAL 20 15 9 45 100 

Areas of Research 
Basic Sciencerrechnology 2 0 3 6.7 

Methodology (Econometric, Survey 
Research, Participant Observation, 
Small Group Dynamics, Soc Psych) 2 0 2 4 8.9 

Police Operations 3 0 0 3 6.7 

Operations Research I 0 2 3 6.7 

Prisons/Corrections 2 2 1 5 11.1 

Manpower 1 0 0 I 2.2 

Youth, Juvenile Justice 0 1 0 2.2 

Criminology (Behavioral Characteristics 
of Offenders; Correlates of Recidivism; 
Alcohol, Drugs, Crime; Learning. 
Disabilities & Delinquency) 0 1 2 4.4 

Other 3 4 7 15.6 

No Response ~ 6 L L 16 35.5 

TOTAL 20 15 9 100 

#5 Employment history (years at NILECJ) 

0-<1 8 2 2 12 26.7 

1-<2 0 4 3 7 15.6 

*No judgment made as to quality or scholarliness of publication. 
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Total 
ORP OTT Of. (Director) No. % 

2-<3 3 2 I 7 15.6 
3-<4 4 0 5 ILl 
4-<5 0 I I 2 4.4 
5-<7 5 5 2 ~--~ 26.7 

TOTAL 20 15 9 45 100 

% Time spent No 
currently in: 0% <25% <50% <75% 75+ Response 

Program Planning ORP I 13 1 0 0 5 
OTT 4 7 I I 0 2 
OE 2 7 0 0 0 0 

(1)* 
TOTAL 100% 15.6% 60.0% 4.4% 2.2% 0% 17.8% 

Administration of ORP I 2 4 6 2 5 
Grants and Contracts OTT 3 2 2 4 2 2 

OE 0 3 2 3 I 0 
( 1)* 

TOTAL 100.1% 8.9% 15.6% 17.8% 28.9% 11.1% 17.8% 

Technical! Advisory ORP I 10 2 2 0 5 
Review orr 3 8 2 0 0 2 

OE 0 6 2 0 0 
( 1)* 

TOTAL 100% 8.9% 53.3% 11.1% 8.9% 0% 17.8% 

Analysis of Secondary ORP 7 6 I 1 0 5 
Data for Program OTT 9 4 0 0 0 2 
Planning OE 4 5 0 0 0 0 

( 1)* 
TOTAL 99.9% 44.4% 33.3% 2.2% 2.2% 0% 17.8% 

Program ORP 4 7 4 0 0 5 
Administration OTT 5 7 0 0 2 

OE 3 4 0 0 
(1)* 

TOTAL 100% 26.7% 40.0% 13.3% 2.2% 0% 17.8% 

Research ORP 14 0 0 0 5 
OTT 12 1 0 0 0 2 
OE 5 4 0 0 0 0 

( 1)* 
TOTAL 100% 68.9% 13.3% 0% 0% 0% 17.8% 

"'Director. 
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% Time spent No 
currently in: 0% <25% <50% <75% 75+ Response 

Other ORP IO 4 1 0 0 5 
orr IO 1 0 1 1 2 
OE 7 2 0 0 0 0 

(1)* 
TOTAL 100% 60.0% 15.6% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 17.8% 

Past Jobs:t 
# 1 Program Planning ORP 3 8 3 0 0 6 

orr 6 2 4 0 0 3 
OE 3 4 0 I 0 1 

(1)* 
TOTAL 100% 26.7% 31.J% 15.6% 2.2% 0% 24.4% 

Admin A&C ORP IO 2 1 1 0 6 
orr 11 0 1 0 0 3 
OE 7 1 0 0 0 1 

(1)* 
TOTAL 99.9% 62.2% 6.7% 4.4% 2.2% 0% 24.4% 

Technical Advisory ORP 7 5 2 0 0 6 
Review orr 10 I I 0 0 3 

OE 5 3 0 0 0 I 
(1)* 

TOTAL 100% 48.9% 20.0% 6.7% 0% 0% 24.4% 

Analysis of Secondary ORP 6 6 1 1 0 6 
Data orr 9 2 1 0 0 3 

OE 3 3 2 0 0 I 
(1)* 

TOTAL 99.9% 40.0% 24.4% 8.9% 2.2% 0% 24.4% 

Original Research ORP 4 2 3 2 3 6 
orr 9 0 1 3 
OE 4 2 0 1 

(1)* 
TOTAL 100% 37.8% 8.9% 11.1% 8.9% 8.9% 24.4% 

Program ORP 9 4 I 0 0 6 
Administration orr 8 3 0 1 0 3 

OE 3 4 0 0 I 
(1)* 

TOTAL 99.8% 44.4% 24.4% 4.4% 2.2% 0% 24.4% 

Criminal Justice ORP 10 I I 0 2 6 
Related OTT 9 0 0 I 2 3 

OE 7 0 0 0 1 
(1)* 

TOTAL 99.9% 57.8% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 11.1% 24.4% 

*Director. 
iDoes not include prior NILECJ positions. 
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% Time spent No 
currently in: 0% <25% <50% <75% 75+ Response 

Other ORP 12 0 I 0 I 6 
OTT 6 I 0 I 4 3 
013. 5 0 0 0 3 I 

(1)* 
TOTAL 99.9% 51.1% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 17.8% 24.4% 

#2 Program Planning ORP 4 6 3 0 I 6 
OTT 3 3 I 0 0 8 
OE 3 2 0 0 3 

(1)* 
TOTAL 99.9% 22.2% 24.4% 11.1% 0% 2.2% 40% 

Admin. G&C ORP 10 3 0 0 6 
OTT 5 0 I 0 I 8 
OE 5 I 0 0 0 3 

( 1)* 
TOTAL 99.9% 44.4% 8.9% 4.4% 0% 2.2% 40% 

Technical/Advisor ORP 10 0 3 I 0 6 
Review OTT 6 I 0 0 0 8 

OE 4 I 0 0 3 
(1)* 

TOTAL 99.9% 44.4% 4.4% 8.9% 2.2% 0% 40% 

Analysis of Secondary ORP 8 3 I I 6 
Data OTT 5 I 0 0 8 

013. 5 0 0 0 3 
( 1)* 

TOTAL 99.9% 40.0% 11.1% 4.4% 2.2% 2.2% 4Wc-

Original Research ORP 5 2 3 I 3 6 
OTT 6 1 0 0 0 8 
OE 2 3 0 0 3 

(1)* 
TOTAL 100% 28.9% 13.3% 6.7% 2.2% 8.9% 40% 

Program ORP 9 4 1 0 0 6 
Administration OTT 4 0 2 I 0 8 

010 4 1 0 0 3 
(1)* 

TOTAL 100% 37.8% 11.1% 8.9% 2.2% 0% 40% 

Criminal Justice ORP 12 1 0 0 1 6 
Related OTT 4 1 0 0 2 8 

OE 6 0 0 0 0 3 
(1)* 

TOTAL 100% 48.9% 4.4% 0% 0% 6.7% 40% 

*Director. 

--- ------------' 
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% Time spent No 
currently in: 0% <25% <50% <75% 75+ Response 

Other ORP II 0 0 I 2 6 
OIT 4 0 I 0 2 8 
OE 2 0 0 I 3 3 

(1)* 

TOTAL 99.9% 37.8% 0% 2.2% 4.4% 15.5% 40% 

#3 Program Planning ORP 8 4 2 0 0 6 
OIT 3 2 0 0 9 
OE 2 2 0 0 4 

(1)* 

TOTAL 100% 28.9% 17.8% 8.9% 0% 0% 44.4% 

Admin. G&C ORP 9 2 I I I 6 
OIT 6 0 0 0 0 9 
OE 5 0 0 0 0 4 

(1)* 
TOTAL 99.8% 44.4% 4.4% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 44.4% 

Technical! Advisory ORP W 0 4 0 0 6 
Review OIT ~ 0 I 0 0 9 

OE j I 0 0 4 
(1)* 

TOTAL 99.9% 40.0% 2.2% 13.3% 0% 0% 44.4% 

Analysis of Secondary ORP 8 4 2 0 0 6 
Data OTT 3 2 0 0 9 

OE 3 0 0 I 4 
( 1)* 

TOTAL 99.9% 31.1% 13.3% 8.9% 0% 2.2% 44.4% 

Original Research ORP 5 2 4 0 3 6 
01. 3 ~ 0 I I 9 
OE 2 0 I 2 0 4 

(1)* 

TOTAL 100% 22.2% 6.7% 11.1% 6.7% 8.9% 44.4% 

Program ORP 8 I 4 I 0 6 
Administration OIT 4 I I 0 0 9 

OE 2 3 0 0 0 4 
(1)* 

TOTAL 99.9% 31.1% 11.1% 0.1% 2.2% 0% 44.4% 

Criminal Justice ORP 12 0 0 0 2 6 
Related OIT S 0 0 0 I 9 

OE 5 0 0 0 0 4 
(1)* 

TOTAL 100% 48.9% 0% 0% 0% 6.7% 44.4% 

*Director. 
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% Time spent No 
currently in: 0%- <25% <50% <75% 75+ Response 

Other ORP 12 2 0 0 0 6 
OTT 5 0 0 0 I 9 
OE 3 0 0 2 0 4 

(1)* 
TOTAL 99.8% 44.4% 4.4% 0% 4.4% 2.2% 44.4% 

*Director. 

Total 

ORP OTT OE (Director) No. % 

Past Employment* 
# I Type: GOYt. Federal 2 7 3 12 26.7 

State 3 2 J 6 13.3 
Local 3 I 1 5 11.1 

Educ.Inst. 1 2 0 4 8.9 
Priy. Bus.t 2 I I 4 8.9 
Res. Org. 7 I 3 II 24.4 
Self Empl. 0 I 0 I 2.2 

Not Applicable or Non-response 2 0 Q.. 2 ~ 
TOTAL 20 15 9 45 99.9 

#2 Type: GOYt. Federal 2 4 0 6 13.3 
State 2 2 5 11.1 
Local I 2 I 5 11.1 

Educ. Inst. \ I 4 6 \3.3 
Priy. Bus.t 6 3 0 9 20.0 
Res.Org. 7 0 2 9 20.0 
Self Empl. 0 0 0 0 0.0 

Not Applicable or Non-response .J .l. L .2 _1_1._1 

TOTAL 20 15 9 45 99.9 

#3 Type: Govt. Federal 2 2 I 5 ILl 
State 0 I I 2 4.4 
Local 2 2 0 4 8.9 

Educ. Inst. 3 I 3 7 15.6 
PriY.Bus.t 6 3 I 10 22.2 
Res.Org. 2 I I 5 11.1 
Self Empl. 0 0 0 0 0.0 

Not Applicable or Non-response .2 .2 2 12 26.7 
TOTAL 20 15 9 45 100.0 

*Does not inclUde prior NILECJ positions. 
tlncludes some private, non-profit, not clearly designated research. 

-- -- ---- ------------' 
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Total 

ORP OTT OE (Director) No. % 

#6 Total Years Work Experience 
1-<2 0 1 0 I 2.2 

2-<3 0 0 0 0 0.0 

3-<5 3 1 I 5 11.1 

5-<10 7 3 1 11 24.4 

10+ 10 10 7 28 62.2 

TOTAL 45 99.9 

#7 Total Years Work-Criminal Justice 
0-<1 0 0 1 1 2.2 

1-<2 0 2 1 3 6.7 

2-<3 2 1 2 5 11.1 

3-<5 6 2 1 9 20.0 

5-<10 11 8 4 23 51.1 

10+ 1 2 0 4 ~ 
TOTAL 45 100.0 

#8 Desire Better Training/Experience 
Yes 15 12 6 33 73.3 

No 4 2 3 9 20.0 

No Response 0 3 ..i:L 
TOTAL 45 100.0 

Type of Training: 
Research Methods, Research or 

Practitioner Contact 1 5 2 8 17.8 

Mgt/Contracting 2 4 0 6 13.3 

Criminal Justice Operations 4 0 0 4 8.9 

Research in Criminal Justice 1 0 0 1 2.2 

Criminal Justice SystemlResearch 
Methods/Contracting 3 0 1 4 8.9 

Other 4 3 3 10 22.2 

No Respunse 1 1 0 3 ..i:L 
80.0 

(No) (2l 20.0 

TOTAL ·t5 100.0 

APPENDIX C6. Advisory Panel Questionnaire 

For various advisory purposes, the Institute has used an overall 
Institute Advisory Committee (with 20 members), Advisory Panels 
(which have involved about 260 individuals), and individual reviewers 
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engaged on an ad hoc basis; they represent a mix from both the 
practitioner and academic communities. Advisory Panels are con­
cerned with individual projects; they review initial concept papers, 
recommend changes during the course of ongoing studies, and review 
the findings offinal reports. The Advisory Committee's role deals more 
with offering general advice on Institute program policies and proce­
dures. 

As a means of gaining a broad base of information about the 
Institute's research program, a questionnaire was developed (see be­
low) and sent to all individuals who had served in a formal advisory 
capacity to NILECJ during the past two fiscal years. Names of those 
surveyed were obtained from the Institute's 1975 Annual Report (pp. 
66-77). All of the questions were open-ended and were designed to 
focus individuals' observations about their specific advisory roles, the 
effectiveness of those roles, other tasks that could have been done by 
their Panel, and general impressions about NILECJ operations. 

Of 274 questionnaires mailed, 84 were returned (a 3 I-percent re­
sponse rate). Of the 84 returned, only 54 were complete: 24 respon­
dents could not recall having served in an advisory position to NILECJ 

at any time, and 6 were responded to by someone other than the 
original addressee-noting that the individual had moved or was now 
deceased. 

These limited responses cannot be reported as data, and we do not 
attempt to do so. But it should be noted that several themes emerged 
strongly from the responses we did receive. A number of respondents 
complained that they had never received feedback from Institute staff 
concerning the matters about which their advice had been sought. 
Respondents also criticized the Institute's practice of requesting advice 
on a project after it had been funded rather than at a point when their 
advice could have been more useful in ensuring that the project was 
properly designed. Another general criticism concerned the lack of a 
peer review system at the Institute. There was a strong consensus that 
the Institute should establish a system of peer review along the same 
lines as the successful one at the National Institute of Mental Health. 

QUESTIONNAIRE: NILECJ ADVISORY PANELS 

I) Please specify: 
a) The capacity in which you were asked to serve 

b) The title of the group or project 

c} The names of those with whom you served (and affiliation to the extent you recall) 
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d) The Institute staff and/or project staff with whom you worked (titles, no names 
necessary) 

e) Duration of service and frequency of contact 

2) What were you asked to do? (please be as specific as possible) 

3) Was the task or role you were asked to perform appropriate: 
a) For an external advisory? 

b) For the type of project? 

c) For the functions of the Institute? 

4) Given your understanding of Institute operations, how effective was the role your 
group performed? Please take account of such factors as the mix of disciplines and/or 
professions in the group and the quality of feedback contact with the Institute. 

5) Were there any other tasks which you think should have been or might be per­
formed by a group such as yours? Are there other kinds of roles or groups that would 
be effective for the Institute's purposes? 

6) Please comment on your impressions of the Institute and its work, including any 
suggestions for change. 

NOTE: Please return as soon as possible. 



...-----------------------------------

Appendix D 
Interviews 

In preparing this report, a large number of current and former staff 
members of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice were interviewed, both formally and informally. The Commit­
tee alSO consulted with many other individuals during the course of its 
work, including principal investigators on NILECJ contracts and other 
experts in criminal justice. The Committee recognizes the contribu­
tions of these individuals and is grateful to them for providing valuable 
exchanges of information. 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

Directors 

GERALD M. CAPLAN, Director 1973-1977 
MARTIN DANZIGER, Director 1971-1973 
IRVING SLOTT, Acting Director 1970-1971 
HENRY RUTH, Director 1969-1970 
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Office of the Director 

BETTY M. CHEMERS, Special Assistant to the Director 
JOHN B. PICKETT, Director of Planning 
PEGGY E. TRIPLETT, Special Assistant to the Director 
CARRIE L. SMITH, Staff Assistant 

Office of Research Programs 

GEOFFREY M. ALPRIN, Director 
RI CHARD BARNES 

PHYLLIS JO BAUNACH 

GEORGE BOHLINGER 

SYDNEY EPSTEIN 

DAVID FARMER 

LAWRENCE GREENFIELD 

FRED HEINZELMAN 

JOSEPH KOCHANSKI 

Office of Evaluation 

RICHARD LINSTER, Director 
HELEN ERSKINE 

JOEL GARNER 

VICTORIA JAYCOX 

PAUL LINEBERRY 

RICHARD RAU 

JOHN SPEVACEK 

MARSHALL WHITHEAD 

EDWIN ZEDLEWSKI 

Office of Technology Transfer 

JOAN LEWIS 

CHERYL MARTORANA 

WARNER J. MERRILL 

KAY MONTE 

MICHAEL MULKEY 

GEORGE SHOLLENBERGER 

LESTER SHUBIN 

JOHN SULLIVAN 

JAN TRUEWORTHY 

247 

PAUL CASCARANO, Director 
MARY ANN BECK, Director, Model Program Development Division 
JOHN CARNEY, Director, Reference and Dissemination Division 
LOUIS MAYO, Director, Testing and Training Division 
VIRGINIA BLADA U 

ROBERT BURKHART 

WILLIAM HEENAN 

MARTIN LIVELY 
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Former NILECJ Staff and Fellows 

JERRY CLARK 

KAREN CLARK 

JOHN GARDINER 

MICHAEL MALTZ 

WESLEY SKOGAN 

DANIEL SKOLER 

CHARLES WELLFORD 

APPENDIXES 

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

CHARLES WORK, Deputy Administrator 
PAUL WORM ELI , Deputy Administrator 
JAMES GREGG, Office of Planning and Management 
HARRY BRATT, National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics 

Service 
ELIZABETH POWELL, National Criminal Justice Information and Statis­

tics Service 
FREDERICK NADER, Deputy Assistant Administrator, Office of Juvenile 

Justice 
DENNIS MURPHY, Office of Regional Operations 
CHARLES STRAUB, Office of Regional Operations 
JAMES SWAIN, Office of Regional Operations 
GEORGE CAMPBELL, Regional Administrator, Boston 
RAIMOND BOWLES, Deputy Regional Administrator, Boston 
DAVID POWELL, New York Regional Office 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE-OFFICE OF POLICY 
AND PLANNING 

RONALD L. GAINER, Director 
HARRY SCARR, Assistant Director 
ROBERT DAVIS 

EDWARD D. JONES III 

UNITED STATES CONGRESS 

JOHN CONYERS, Chairman, Subcommittee on Crime, House Commit­
tee on the Judiciary 
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JAMES H. SCHEUER, Chairman, Subcommittee on Science and 
Technology, Committee on Domestic and International and Scien­
tific Planning, Analysis, and Cooperation 

KENNETH FEINBERG, Legislative Assistant to Senator Edward M. 
Kennedy 

As discussed in Appendix E, a number of Committee and staff 
members interviewed or held informal conversations with State Plan­
ning Agency (SPA) staff in various states. All of these conversations 
were helpful, but the following individuals gave particularly of their 
time and advice: 

ROBERT E. CREW, JR., Executive Director, Minnesota Governor's 
Commission on Crime Prevention and Control 

FRAN DODD. Planning Director, Texas Criminal Justice Council 
DAVID FOGEL, Executive Director, Illinois Law Enforcement Commis­

sion 
DIONISIO MANZANO, Director, Puerto Rico Crime Commission 
BETSY REVEAL, Planning Director, Minnesota Governor's Commission 

on Crime Prevention and Control 
ARNOLD R. ROSENFELD, Executive Director, Massachusetts Committee 

on Criminal Justice 
DAVID SHERWOOD, Courts Planner, Connecticut Planning Committee 

on Criminal Administration 
CONSTANCE TREADWELL, Director of Evaluatioll, Connecticut Plan­

ning Committee on Criminal Administration 
CYNTHIA TURNURE, Director of Research, Minnesota Governor's 

Commission on Crime Prevention and Control 
HENRY G. WEISMAN, Executive Secretary, National Conference of 

State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators 

Others who gave of their time for interviews and informal conversa­
tions are: 

BARBARA BOLAND, Criminal Justice Research Program, The Urban 
Institute 

BERTRAM BROWN, Director, National Institute of Mental Health 
SARAH CAREY, Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights 
ELEANOR CHELIMSKY, Department Head, Criminal Justice System 

Research, The MITRE Corporation 
ROBERT ENGEL, Consultant on Rehabilitation and Training Programs 
MARC FURSTENBERG, formerly, Assistant Director, Police Foundation 
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ROGER HANSON, Criminal Justice Planner, Denver Regional Council of 
Governments 

JOHN HEAPHY, Assistant Director, Police Foundation 
ORAM KETCHUM, Judge, Superior Court of the District of Columbia 
THOMAS LALLEY, Deputy Chief, Center for Studies of Crime and 

Delinquency, National Institute of Mental Health 
MICHAEL MICHAELIS, Arthur D. Little, Inc. 
PATRICK MURPHY, President, Police Foundation; formerly, Police 

Commissioner, City of New York and Director, Office of the 
Office of Law Enforcement Assistance 

VICTOR NAVASKY, Staff Reporter, Law Enforcement: The Federal 
Role, Twentieth Century Fund Task Force on the Law Enforce­
ment Assistance Administration, 1976 

RICHARD RETTIG, Senior Staff Member, Task Force on Criminal Jus­
tice Research and Development of the Law Enforcement Assist­
ance Administration (RAND Corp.) 

CARLOS R. RIOS, Secretary of Justice, Puerto Rico 
CARL STENBERG, Staff Member, Advisory Commission on Intergov­

ernmental Relations 
MICHAEL D. TATE, Arthur D. Little, Inc. 
ROBERT K. YIN, Executive Director, Task Force on Criminal Justice 

Research and Development of the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration (RAND Corp.) 



Appendix E 
A View of the 
Institute from 
the States 

As part of its efforts to assess the usefulness of Institute work, the 
Committee de"veloped information from several sources about the 
relationship of the Institute to the LEAA structure in the states, the 
State Planning Agencies (SPAS). In our many interviews and confer­
ences with Institute staff, we always asked for their opinions of the 
SPAS and of the I nstitute's potential for being helpful to LEAA pro­
gramming. The attitudes of Institute staff were invariably negative, 
although they described many efforts on their part to consult with and 
be helpful to SPAS. On the othl:r hand, we found that the Institute does 
not have a well-defined image among SPA staff, who were generally 
indifferent to or uninformed about Institute efforts. Most knew little 
about the Institute, except its National Criminal Justice Reference 
Service, and generally had no expectation that the Institute could help 
the SPAS develop workable programs. Those who had a well-defined 
view of the institute sometimes expressed disappointment that it had 
not been helpful and sometimes complained that the Institute was 
intruding on SPA prerogatives by supporting a project in their state. 

Our conclusions are based on three sources of information about 
SPAS. First, we interviewed a number of individuals who were either 
staff of SPAS or had knowledge of SPA attitudes and procedures, 
including current observers who have recently published reports on 
LEAA: Victor Navasky, staff reporter for the Twentieth Century Fund's 
La\\' Enj(Jt('ement: Til.! Federal Role ,* and Carl Stenberg, a staff 

*Twentieth Century Fund Task Force on the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra­
tion (11)76) Lal!' l::njhr('C'lIlellt: The Federal Rille. New York: McGraw Hill. 
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member of the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 
which issued a report entitled Safe Streets Reconsidered: The Block 
Grant Experience 1968-1975. * 

Second, several Committee members have discussed the issue of the 
contribution of research to state and local planning with SPA staff over 
the years: Alfred Blumstein, in his capacity as a member of Allegheny 
Regional Planning Council of the Pennsylvania Governor's Justice 
Commission and consultant to various SPAS; Eugene Eidenberg, who 
was vice chairman of the Illinois Law Enforcement Commission from 
1973 to 1974 and chairman from 1974 to 1977; Malcolm Feeley, who 
advised the Connecticut Planning Committee on Criminal Administra­
tion on evaluation and court planning from 1973 to 1976; Samuel 
Krislov, who has had informal discussions with SPA staff at the Min­
nesota Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and Control since 
1969; and Beryl Radin, who has informally advised staff at the Texas 
Criminal Justice Council. In addition, Susan White, Study Director for 
the Committee, has had extensive advisory and research contacts with 
SPAS and other LEAA staff for six years, including interviews with staff 
of LEAAS Office of Regional Operations, the New England and New 
York Regional Offices, and the Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, 
Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode Island, Illinois, Puerto Rico, Min­
nesota, New York, and District of Columbia SPAS. 

Third, a special report on the SPA view of the Institute, which 
follows, was submitted to the Committee by Malcolm Feeley and 
Austin Sarat. 

The comments gleaned from these various sources represent the best 
information that presently exists on this subject. The Committee 
regrets that more direct measures are not available and again urges (see 
Chapter 4) that an extensive survey be made of both SPA and prac­
titioner use of Institute products. 

REPORT to the Committee on Research on Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice by Malcolm Feeley and Austin Sarat 

DUling the winter and summer of 1976, we visited SPAS in 8 states and 
conducted lengthy interviews with the heads of their planning and evaluation 
units. While the interviews were wide-ranging and covered a number of 

*Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relation~ (1977) Safe Streets Recon­
sidered: The Block Grant Experience 1968-1975. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office, and Safe Streets Reconsidered: The Block Grant Experience 1968-1975. 
Part B, Case Studies. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office. 
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different topics. we always included a series of questions about NILECJ. We 
were interested in finding out how the Institute was viewed from the perspec­
tive of the states. what I nstitute functions were most valued by the SPA 
planning and evaluation staffs. and what additional functions they thought the 
Institute might perform. 

The 8 states were: Massachusetts. Connecticut. Pennsylvania. Kentucky. 
North Carolina. Illinois. Minnesota. and California. Six of them were selected 
because they had been visited by a study team from the federal Advisory 
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR). which had prepared 
lengthy case studies on the operations of their SPAS; Connecticut and Illinois 
were selected because of previous personal contacts with their staffs. While 
not randomly selected nor perfectly representative of the nation as a whole. 
these states constitute a wide cross-section of types of states. Still. our 
observations are illustrative and should not be generalized beyond the confines 
of our limited sample. 

One consistent finding was that the Institute has no well-defined "image" 
among the SPA planning and evaluation staffs. Generally. the Institute was not 
regarded as particularly important to them. Some people did not know what the 
acronym NILE.CJ stood for. others were initially confused when we asked about 
the "National Institute." and still others were only vaguely aware that it was 
"some part of LEAA in Washington." EVen some evaluation specialists whose 
offices have received special awards from the Institute had no clear idea of the 
purpose of the awards and could not identify the major functions of the 
Institute. One reason for this appears to be the high rate of turnover in these 
offices. (There were. however. some notable exceptions of this. most particu­
larly in those few "stable" SPAS. which have had little turnover of their top 
staff and have assumed an aggressive role in developing plans for the state's 
share of LEAA money.) 

The Institute's low visibility was paralleled by the lack of intense reaction­
pro and con-it evoked. After probing and occasionally a reminder. most 
people interviewed thought it was a "good idea" and could often cite some 
beneficial functions it had provided them. Its information service. the National 
Criminal Justice Reference Service. was most frequently cited as being a good 
idea. Many people also said thcy benefited from conferences they had attended 
that they thought had been sponsored. at least in part. by the Institute. 

There were few intense negative responses to the In&titute. However. a 
number of people raised two sets of objections: they felt that much of the 
printed materials on LEA A-sponsored projects was self-serving "PR stuff." 
which was not helpful to them (several cited the Exemplary Project and 
Prescriptive Package brochures in this vein); they noted the problems people 
had when requesting technical assistance. A number of people reported that 
the Institute technical assistance (TA) staff lacked experience and was not 
knowledgeable enough to be of much use to them. A frequently heard com­
plaint was "we know more about the topic than they do." Another frequently 
voiced complaint about the Institute's TA capacity might be stated as such: 
"By the time we explained all the intricacies of our particular project. we could 
have solved the problem by ourselves." More generally. the two sets of 
complaints about the Institute hinge around the tension between the general 
and the specific: in order for the Institute's materials to appeal to a wide 
audience, they must be general. but SPA planners and evaluators often find that 
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their most pressing problems are with specifics-particular people, projects. 
and programs. So, when they turn to the Institute for help, it is not surprising 
they are frustrated. 

When queried as to how the Institute might be of more help to them, the SPA 
evaluation and planning staffs provided widely varying responses. Some 
suggested that the Institute could never be of much immediate use to them and 
suggested that it concentrate its efforts on scholarly studies on the causes and 
conditions of crime rather than on trying to promote implementation of specific 
ideas. Others felt just the reverse, that the Institute was too "theoretical" and 
"abstract" and should instead provide aid in developing packaged programs to 
promote crime reduction. rehabilitation, etc. One planner even suggested that 
the Institute subsidize several SPAS and develop model planning and evaluation 
programs so that the other SPAS could learn what "they [Le., national LEAA 

officials] want us to do." 
In conclusion, while the SPAS are a constituency of the Institute, they are not 

a well .. defined or salient constituency. The Institute has a low visibility among 
the SPAS; it is generally perceived as a useful-but not very helpful­
organization. Beyond this general feeling, the SPAS have few expectations 
about the Institute. and there is certainly no single set of SPA views. Further­
more. the SPA staffs do not have any clear and consistent vision as to what the 
Institute might do to be of greater use to them. The same bewildering variety of 
ideas on functions and purpose held by various officials within the Institute is 
found among the various SPA staff members. 
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SAMUEL KRISLOV is a professor of constitutional law and judicial 
behavior and Chairman of the Department of Political Science at the 
University of Minnesota. He attended Western Reserve University and 
New York University and received a PhD from Princeton University. 
He has served on the faculty at the University of Oklahoma and 
Michigan State University and as a visiting professor at Columbia 
University, Tel Aviv University, and the University of Wisconsin. He 
is President of the Law and Society Association and is a former editor 
of Law and Society Review. He is the author of numerous articles and 
books, which include The Supreme Court and the Political Process and 
Compliance and the Law (co-author). 

ALFRED BLUMSTEIN is a professor and the Director of the Urban 
Systems Institute in the School of Urban and Public Affairs of 
Carnegie-Mellon University. He received a Bachelor of Engineering 
Physics and a PhD in operations research from Cornell University. In 
1968, while at the Institute for Defense Analyses, he directed a study 
group that formulated the first plan for the research program of the 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. In 1966-
1967, he served as Director of the Science and Technology Task Force 
of the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administra­
tion of Justice. He was a member of the Allegheny Regional Planning 
Council of the Pennsylvania Governor's Justice Commission and has 
consulted for many criminal justice agencies. He is also serving as the 
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Chairman of the Committee's Panel on Research on Deterrent and 
Incapacitative Effects. 

DONALD T. CAMPBELL is Morrison Professor of Psychology at North­
western University. He received a BA and a PhD in psychology from 
the University of California at Berkeley and previously taught at Ohio 
State University and the University of Chicago. His research has been 
a major influence in developing methodologies for program evaluation 
in the social sciences. He was elected to the National Academy of 
Sciences in 1973; made a fellow of the American Academy of Arts and 
Sciences in 1973; and elected president of the American Psychological 
Association in 1975. He is the author of numerous books and articles, 
among them Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Designs for Re­
search (co-author) and Unobtrusive Measures: Nonreactive Research 
in the Social Sciences (co-author). 

DONALD R. DESKINS, JR., is a professor of geography and Chairman of 
the Department of Geography at the University of Michigan. He 
received a BA, an MA, and a PhD in geography from the University of 
Michigan. He specializes in urban geography and teaches courses on 
urban crime pr Dblems. His principal research has focused on the 
effects of city structure, spatial imbalance, anJ "..;~ial inequities on 
urban crime. 

EUGENE ElDENBERG is Deputy Undersecretary for Intergovernmental 
Affairs in the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. He 
received a BA from the University of Wisconsin and an MA and a PhD 
in political science from Northwestern University. From 1972 to 1977, 
he was Vice Chancellor of the University of Illinois in Chicago and also 
served as Vice Chairman and later Chairman of the Illinois Law 
Enforcement Commission. Other positions he has held include deputy 
to the mayor of Minneapolis in 1968-1969, and Assistant Vice Presi­
dent for administration at the University of Minnesota. 

MALCOLM M. FEELEY is a professor of political science at the Univer­
sity of Wisconsin at Madison. He received a BA from Austin College 
in political science and a PhD from the University of Minnesota in 
political science. He has held positions at New York University and 
Yale Law School, where he was associated with the program in law 
and the behavioral sciences of the Russel Sage Foundation and the 
Guggenheim Program in Criminal Justice. His most recent research 
interests include the administration of justice in the lower criminal 
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courts and the problems of implementing reforms and innovations in 
the criminal courts. 

JACK P. GIBBS is a professor of sociology at the University of Arizona at 
Tucson, where he has been a member of the faculty since 1973. He is 
also co-director of a U.S. Public Health Service project on juvenile 
delinquency. He received a PhD from the University of Oregon and 
was employed as a research associate at the University of California at 
Berkeley. He has taught at the University of Texas and Washington 
State University, where he served for a time as Chairman of the 
Department of Sociology" His teaching and research interests include 
the sociology of law, criminology and deviance, social control, and 
human ecology. 

CHARLES M. HERZFELD is Technical Director of the Aerospace Elec­
tronics Components and Energy Group of the International Telephone 
and Telegraph Corporation. He received a BS in chemical engineering 
from Catholic University anJ a PhD in chemical physics from the 
University of Chicago. He has lectured in chemistry at Catholic 
University, in general science at the University of Chicago, and in 
physics at DePaul University in Chicago and was a professor and 
lecturer in physics at the University of Maryland. He has worked in the 
Army Ballistic Missile Lab, the Naval Research Lab, and was Director 
of the Advanced Research Projects Agency of the Department of 
Defense. He has been a consultant to the National Security Council 
and the U.S. Energy Research and Development Administration. 

ROBERT M. IGLEBURGER is the retired Director of Police for the city of 
Dayton, Ohio. As head of the department from 1967 to 1973, he was 
responsible for the department's experiments with team policing, con­
flict management, neighborhood assistance officers, and community 
service officers. He received an MA in public administration from 
the University of Dayton in 1976. He was Visiting Police Administrator 
in Residence at the Law School of the University of Wisconsin at 
Madison, 1973-1974. He was Director of the LEAA Pilot City Program 
in Dayton from 1974 until its conclusion in 1975. 

GARY G. KOCH is professor of biostatistics at the School of Public 
Health, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, where he has 
served on the faculty since 1968. He received a BS in mathematics, an 
MS i'1 industrial engineering from Ohio State University, and a PhD in 
statistics from the University of North Carolina. His principal research 
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interest has been the ctevelopment of statistical methodology for the 
analysis of categorical data and corresponding applications to a broad 
range of research settings, including criminal justice statistics. 

BERYL A. RADIN is a faculty fellow in the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Planning and Evaluation in the U.S. Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. She is on leave from the LBJ School of 
Public Affairs at the University of Texas at Austin. She received a BA 
in history from Antioch College, an MA in American Studies from the 
University of Minnesota, and a PhD in social policies planning from the 
University of California at Berkeley. Her principal research focuses on 
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tee of the U.S. Conference of Mayors. Formerly, he was Michigan 
state senator from 1964 to 1973 and delegate to the Michigan State 
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and an MA in urban planning from Hunter College, City University 
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economics from Pennsylvania State University. He has been involved 
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